CITY OF

Planning Commission

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

Date: 6/3/2019
Time: 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers

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

B. Roll Call

C. Reports and Announcements

E1l.

F1.

F2.

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

Public Comment

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

Consent Calendar
Approval of minutes from the May 20, 2019, Planning Commission meeting. (Attachment)

Public Hearing

Use Permit/Chris Dolan/119 Baywood Avenue: Request for a use permit to demolish an existing
single-family residence and a detached garage and construct a new two-story single-family
residence with an attached front-loading one-car garage and adjacent uncovered space on a
substandard lot with respect to lot area and width in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban Residential)
zoning district. Two heritage-size tree of heaven trees are proposed for removal. Continued by
the Planning Commission at the May 6, 2019 meeting. (Staff Report #19-042-PC)

Use Permit/Flury Bryant Design Group/958 Hobart Street:

Request for a use permit for excavation within the required right side setback for a basement light
well and rear setback for a mechanical automobile turntable, in association with a new one-story
residence with a basement in the R-1-S (Single Family Suburban Residential) district. (Staff Report
#19-043-PC)

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



Agenda Page 2

F3. Use Permit/Sally and Barry Karlin/308 Arbor Road:
Request for a use permit to demolish an existing one-story residence and detached garage, and
construct a new two-story residence with an attached garage and a basement on a substandard lot
with regard to minimum lot width and area in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential) zoning
district. One heritage sized Siberian elm tree is proposed to be removed as part of the project.
(Staff Report #19-044-PC)

F4 and G1 are associated items with a single staff report

FA4. Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Scoping Session/Rich Truempler/162-164 Jefferson Drive:
Request for a conditional development permit amendment, architectural control, below market rate
housing agreement, and environmental review to construct a new four-story office building,
approximately 249,500 square feet in size, and a new four-story parking structure. The new office
building and parking structure would be constructed on a parcel with two existing four-story office
buildings, each of which is approximately 130,000 square feet in size. The property is located in
the O-B (Office, Bonus) zoning district. The total existing and proposed office development on the
parcel would be approximately 510,000 square feet of gross floor area with a total proposed floor
area ratio (FAR) of 88 percent for the project site. The proposal includes a request for an increase
in height and FAR under the bonus level development provisions in exchange for community
amenities. (Staff Report #19-045-PC)

G. Study Session

G1l. Study Session/Rich Truempler/162-164 Jefferson Drive:
Request for a conditional development permit amendment, architectural control, below market rate
housing agreement, and environmental review to construct a new four-story office building,
approximately 249,500 square feet in size, and a new four-story parking structure. The new office
building and parking structure would be constructed on a parcel with two existing four-story office
buildings, each of which is approximately 130,000 square feet in size. The property is located in
the O-B (Office, Bonus) zoning district. The total existing and proposed office development on the
parcel would be approximately 510,000 square feet of gross floor area with a total proposed floor
area ratio (FAR) of 88 percent for the project site. The proposal includes a request for an increase
in height and FAR under the bonus level development provisions in exchange for community
amenities. (Staff Report #19-045-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: June 24, 2019
¢ Regular Meeting: July 15, 2019
e Regular Meeting: July 29, 2019

I Adjournment
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
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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.

For appeal hearings, appellant and applicant shall each have 10 minutes for presentations.

If you challenge any of the items listed on this agenda in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or
someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City of
Menlo Park at, or prior to, the public hearing.

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.

Agendas are posted in accordance with Government Code §54954.2(a) or 854956. Members of the public can view
electronic agendas and staff reports by accessing the City website at menlopark.org/agenda and can receive emalil

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 City Clerk at 650-330-6620. (Posted: 05/29/2019
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Planning Commission

DRAFT
Date: 5/20/2019
Time: 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers
MENLO PARK 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025

A. Call To Order
Chair Andrew Barnes called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
B. Roll Call

Present: Andrew Barnes (Chair), Chris DeCardy, Michael Doran, Camille Kennedy, Henry Riggs
(Vice Chair), Michele Tate

Absent: Katherine Strehl

Staff: Deanna Chow, Assistant Community Development Director; Chris Lamm, Assistant Public
Works Director; Kaitie Meador, Senior Planner; Matt Pruter, Associate Planner; Kyle Perata,
Principal Planner; Cara Silver, Assistant City Attorney

C. Reports and Announcements

Principal Planner Kyle Perata said the City Council at its May 21, 2019 meeting would review the
Sharon Hills Conditional Development Permit Amendment that the Planning Commission
previously reviewed and recommended approval to the City Council. He said also at that meeting
the Council would consider the Willow Village Environmental Impact Report (EIR) contract and
authorizing a consultant to start the environmental review process.

Chair Barnes asked what the Planning Commission’s role and City Council’s role would be for the
Willow Village project. Principal Planner Perata said the project included a number of entitlement
requests that would require City Council action and the Planning Commission would be the
recommending body. He said the Planning Commission would be involved throughout the EIR
process and as its final action would make an overall recommendation on the project and the EIR
to the City Council.

D. Public Comment

Chair Barnes opened for public comment after conclusion of item F1. He closed public item as
there were no speakers

E. Consent Calendar

Commissioner Henry Riggs said he had minor edits to the meeting minutes of May 6, 2019 that he
emailed to staff. He moved to approve the consent calendar with his suggested modifications to
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the May 6, 2019 meeting minutes. Commissioner Camille Kennedy seconded the motion.
E1l.  Approval of minutes from the April 29, 2019, Planning Commission meeting. (Attachment)

ACTION: Motion and second (Riggs/Kennedy) to approve the minutes from the April 29, 2019
Planning Commission meeting as submitted; passes 6-0-1 with Commissioner Katherine Strehl
absent.

E2.  Approval of minutes from the May 6, 2019, Planning Commission meeting. (Attachment)

ACTION: Motion and second (Riggs/Kennedy) to approve the minutes from the May 6, 2019
Planning Commission meeting with the following modifications; passes 6-0-1 with Commissioner
Strehl absent.

e On page 1 under Roll call and on page 2 in ACTION, correct Commissioner Strehl’s first name
to read “Katherine.”

e On page 8, following the 3" paragraph, insert “Responding to Vice Chair Barnes,
Commissioner Riggs clarified that his suggestion of a low wall was meant as an example of a
way to integrate the garage facade, not as a preferred design.”

F. Public Hearing

F1. Use Permit Revision/Hai Do/445 Oak Court:
Request for a revision to a previously approved use permit to demolish a single-story residence
and detached garage and construct a new two-story residence including a basement, detached
garage, and secondary dwelling unit on a substandard lot with regard to lot width, located in the R-
1-U (Single-Family Urban Residential) zoning district. The proposed revision includes modifications
to the front entryway to include a new awning and front door. (Staff Report #19-037-PC)

Staff Comment: Senior Planner Kaitie Meador said she had no changes to the staff report noting
that the applicant was present and wanted to make a short presentation.

Applicant Presentation: Brian Nguyen said during the recent rains it became clear that their front
entryway was not designed well for pedestrian access and protected from sun exposure. He said
to resolve those issues they were proposing to revise the use permit to add a shallow awning,
three feet in depth, which would not add to the building coverage or floor area limit. He said
implementing a flat, horizontal awning would not work well with the original arched front door, so
they were proposing a rectangular door. He said he took the proposed revisions to his neighbors
and received favorable responses.

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

Commission Comment: Commissioner Riggs said he was disappointed in the proposed revision as
the arched door was an integral part of the originally approved design. He said arched entries were
typically recessed deeper to provide shelter and noted that the project entry was shallow. He said
an improvement might be made moving the door one foot into the entry hall. Mr. Nguyen said they
considered that but that did not solve that their front facade was flush with nowhere to put a gutter.
Replying to Commissioner Riggs, Mr. Nguyen said the roof did not protrude over the front entry.
Commissioner Riggs said his concern was aesthetics. He said the windows in the proposed door
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and sidelights definitely departed from the Spanish design theme and that the Commission’s
support of the original use permit was due to the consistency of the design. He said also it seemed
the applicant had another solution. He said the applicant mentioned sun protection for the front
door, but it faced nearly direct north so sun would not be an issue.

Commissioner Michael Doran said he agreed with Commissioner Riggs in that he preferred the
original design. He said although the revised design was less good, it was not objectionable.

Chair Barnes said the proposed revision was perfectly fine. He moved to approve the revised use
permit as recommended in the staff report. Commissioner Kennedy seconded the motion.

ACTION: Motion and second (Barnes/Kennedy) to approve the item as recommended in the staff
report; passes 6-0-1 with Commissioner Strehl absent.

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
Metro Design Group, consisting of 21 plan sheets, stamped received on April 19, 2019, and
approved by the Planning Commission on May 20, 2019, except as modified by the
conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval by the Planning Division.

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

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

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

e. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant
shall submit plans indicating that the applicant shall remove and replace any damaged and
significantly worn sections of frontage improvements. The plans shall be submitted for
review and approval of the Engineering Division.
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f. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant
shall submit a Grading and Drainage Plan for review and approval of the Engineering
Division. The Grading and Drainage Plan shall be approved prior to 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 project arborist reports.

Principal Planner Perata asked Chair Barnes about general public comment for items not on the
agenda. Chair Barnes noted his omission of the item and opened for public comment under
agenda item D.

F2. Use Permit/Anuj Suri/631 College Avenue:
Request for a use permit to demolish an existing one-story single family residence with a detached
garage and construct a new two-story single family residence with a basement and attached
garage on a substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential)
zoning district. As part of the project, the applicant proposes to remove one heritage sized
flowering magnolia tree. (Staff Report #19-038-PC)

Staff Comment: Associate Planner Matt Pruter referred to page 2 of the staff report noting that the
zoning district was incorrectly labeled as R-1-S and was R-1-U. He said that global change should
be applied. He said the applicant and architect would be available via telephone in addition to a
project representative present in the Chambers.

Applicant Presentation: Planner Pruter confirmed that Bob Boles, Beausoleil Architects, was on the
telephone.

Anuj Suri said he was the property owner and he intended this project to be traditional with the
architecture on the project street and neighborhood. He said in addition to the architect Bob Boles
attending via telephone that Barbara, a designer, was present.

Barbara Hoskinson said that she had worked as a designer with the Boles for some time. She said
she had not prepared the plans but had reviewed them regarding the possible concern with the
proposed stairwell window. She presented some photos related to the stairwell that she said
showed the elevation of the impacted property at 641 College Avenue. She said the stairwell
window would align with a window that was obscured on the neighboring property. She said the
bottom of the stairwell was not at the second-floor finished floor height but was at the first-floor
ceiling height. She said they were willing if the Commission desired to bring the bottom of the
stairwell window up above the second-floor finished floor height.

Bob Boles said a person standing at the upper stair landing would be about 10 feet away from the
stairwell window so their slice of view was rather narrow and would include a view of roof and a tiny
slice of a small window on the opposite house. He said they were willing to make the window
shorter and raise the sill height if necessary.

Chair Barnes opened the public hearing.
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Public Comment;

e Margery Abrams, 611 College Avenue, said she and other neighbors had not realized until
recently that the magnolia tree was proposed for removal. She said they hoped the applicant
would find a way to save the magnolia tree. She said they thought the driveway could be
constructed such that the tree would not need to be removed.

Chair Barnes closed the public hearing.

Commission Comment: Commissioner Chris DeCardy asked if the architect could address the
magnolia tree. Mr. Boles said the existing walkway was narrow and the proposed driveway would
have to be wide enough for two cars, which would cover a lot more of the dripline area for the
magnolia tree. He said the existing walkway was three to four inches of concrete sitting at grade
and had been there a long time, so the tree had grown up around it. He said for the driveway
installation they would need to remove the walkway paving and about six to eight inches of soail,
and then compact base rock. He said the magnolia tree’s roots would be considerably impacted by
that. He said they were trying to protect the camphor tree, a much larger tree, on the left side of the
property. He said if they also had to protect the magnolia tree on the right side of the property there
was no reasonable way to get onto the property for construction.

Mr. Suri said the magnolia tree had shallow roots and the driveway required compacted base rock.
He said the completed driveway would be very close to the magnolia tree and its branches
expanded on the front of the house, which would make it harder for cars to get into the driveway.

Commissioner Riggs said the magnolia tree was very lovely. He said that a 10-foot curb cut could
possibly provide access to the two-car driveway. He said one-third of a tree’s surface roots could
be removed per season. He said though it appeared that a car would have to maneuver to get past
the tree trunk. He said looking at section sheet A4.1 and measuring the setback of the adjacent
property he found that the stairwell window would have full view of all the neighbor’s small
windows. He said it appeared the sill of the clear glass in the stairwell needed to be somewhere
from 24 inches to 30 inches above the floor line. He said a different kind of glass could be used
below that line.

Chair Barnes said he thought the project was approvable and was contextually in line with the
neighborhood. He moved to approve the project.

Commissioner Riggs said he would like to make the second if Chair Barnes was willing to support
a modification for the stairwell window. He said they had not discussed a location for the
replacement tree for the magnolia tree. Chair Barnes said the replacement tree was identified in
the staff report as a 24-inch box in the back of the property. Commissioner Riggs said his intent
was for the replacement tree to be planted in the front but further away than the existing tree from
the driveway.

Chair Barnes said Commissioner Riggs’ desired modifications included addressing the stairwell
window. He accepted that modification and said staff could work that out with the applicant.
Planner Pruter asked if the desired modification might be restated. Commissioner Riggs said the
window in the stairwell, which was seven feet tall, provided a complete view of the neighbor’s 30-
inch square window. He said it appeared if the window sill were brought up somewhere in the
range of 24 inches to 30 inches above floor line that would avoid the privacy conflict or the window
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if separated into vision and obscure glass at that point might solve the privacy issue. Planner
Pruter confirmed with Commissioner Riggs that the line would be drawn at the finished second
floor. Chair Barnes said he accepted that modification. He said the second part of Commissioner
Riggs’ related to the magnolia tree. Commissioner Riggs said if there was no Commission interest
in removing some of the roots of the magnolia tree and trying to preserve it then he suggested
conditioning a replacement tree roughly in the location of the magnolia tree. He said he wanted to
see it in the front, close to the property line, but would leave it to the property owner where it would
be most suitable and attractive.

Commissioner Michele Tate said she supported Commissioner Riggs to preserve the magnolia
tree.

Chair Barnes said he accepted the proposed modified conditions related to the stairwell and the
specified tree replacement for the magnolia tree to be planted in the front yard of the house.

Commissioner DeCardy said he supported discussion to save the magnolia tree. He said however
if both the camphor and magnolia were to be preserved that it would be hard to move construction
materials, which as an argument for the magnolia tree’s removal was more compelling to him. He
said that planting a more mature tree such as a 30-, 36-, 48-inch box tree, in conjunction with the
driveway installation, was desirable so neighbors would not have to wait to get the benefits of the
tree replacements. He said he would prefer that the 24-inch Coast live oak be planted in the rear
and an additional mature tree be planted in the front.

Replying to Chair Barnes, Principal Planner Perata said that the box size requirement for
replacement trees was 15 gallon container size for single-family residential development and the
applicant had offered to do a larger box tree for the replacement. He said he had not seen many
36-inch box trees for similar development and none larger than that except for the one the
Planning Commission conditioned recently on another project.

Chair Barnes said he was disinclined to require anything larger than the 24-inch box size
proposed. He said the motion was to address the stairwell window as earlier stated and plant one
replacement tree in the front and one in the back of the property at the proposed 24-inch box size
tree.

ACTION: Motion and second (Barnes/Riggs) to approve the item with the following modifications;
passes 6-0-1 with Commissioner Strehl absent.

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
Quiality 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:
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a.

Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
Beausoleil Architects, consisting of 21 plan sheets, dated received May 8, 2019, and
approved by the Planning Commission on May 20, 2019, except as modified by the
conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of 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 trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected pursuant to the
Heritage Tree Ordinance and the arborist report prepared by John J. Leone, dated received
April 30, 2019

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

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

applicant shall submit revised plans demonstrating the right-side stairwell window
leading to the second floor to be no less than 24 inches above the second finished
floor level, and either remove or obscure the glass for any portion of the window
below that point, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the
applicant shall plant one 24-inch box replacement tree in the rear yard and one
additional replacement tree in the front yard to compensate for the removal of the
heritage flowering magnolia tree, with the desired placement of the front yard
replacement tree to be along the right side and near the location of the heritage
flowering magnolia tree. This condition is subject to the review and approval of the
Planning Division.
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F3.

G1.

Use Permit and Minor Subdivision/Jeff Huber/10 Maywood Lane and 8 Maywood Lane:

Request for a use permit to construct a basement and a new addition, including an attached three-
car garage, to an existing three-story, single-family residence that is nonconforming with respect to
height in the R-1-S (Single Family Suburban Residential) district. The value of the proposed work
would exceed 50 percent of the replacement value of the structure within a 12-month period and
therefore requires Planning Commission approval of a use permit. The proposal involves additional
requests for the property addressed 10 Maywood Lane, including a use permit request for
excavation into the required left-side setback for a proposed light well and a use permit request to
modify the secondary dwelling unit front setback, reducing the setback to 11 feet, 8 inches, where
a minimum of 20 feet is required. The project includes a minor subdivision to reconfigure property
lines and create three parcels from two existing parcels. Withdrawn by applicant

Item was withdrawn by applicant.
Regular Business

2019-20 Capital Improvement Plan/General Plan Consistency:
Consideration of consistency of the 2019-20 projects of the Five-Year Capital Improvement Plan
with the General Plan. (Staff Report #19-039-PC)

Staff Comment: Assistant Public Works Director Chris Lamm said the Commission was requested
to adopt a resolution determining that the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) projects for the
upcoming fiscal year were consistent with the General Plan. He said the CIP was the community’s
vision for both short- and long-range development, maintenance and improvement of the City’s
infrastructure. He said the attachment to the resolution listed 33 projects set to receive funding in
the upcoming fiscal year. He said projects that had received prior funding or were scheduled to
receive funding in future years were not listed in the attachment but considered part of the Five-
Year CIP. He said the 2019-20 projects represented about $24 million investment into the
community in categories such as facilities, environment, parks, storm water, streets and sidewalks,
transportation and water.

Questions of Staff: Commissioner DeCardy confirmed with Mr. Lamm that the Commission’s
mandate was to look at the list of projects attached to the resolution and make a determination on
its consistency with the General Plan.

Commissioner Riggs said the list showed a Traffic Signal Modifications Project and a
Transportation Projects — Minor that included a certain level of traffic signal modifications. He said
a number of intersections had dedicated left turn lights but not all had sufficient sensors to regulate
the protected left turn. He noted an extended left turn from Marsh Road westbound onto Bay Road
as an example. He asked if that would fall under the minor transportation projects. Mr. Lamm said
that type of project would probably fall under either category. He said both were set up as annual
projects with funding annually. He said the intersection signal improvements were meant to build
funds for a number of years and do bigger projects. He said a lower cost project would fall under
Transportation — Minor. Commissioner Riggs said his question centered on how responsive the
City could be to intersection signal lights that were not synchronized well and if that was supported
with the Transportation Projects — Minor. Mr. Lamm said to some extent. He said the City had on
call signal maintenance contracts primarily to do system maintenance. He said if new infrastructure
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or loops were required to be installed then it would fall under the category of Transportation
Projects — Minor.

Chair Barnes opened for public comment.

Public Comment:

e Fran Dehn, Chamber of Commerce, said Downtown Parking Plazas 7 and 8 Renovations were
projects sorely needed. She said she would like both to be accelerated but it was indicated that
the work was to be coordinated with the Downtown Parking Utility Underground Project. She
said she could not find anything on the Downtown Parking Utility Underground Project and was
concerned if the Parking Plazas 7 and 8 Renovations were dependent upon the other project’s
completion as it was not funded this year. She said she hoped the parking plaza renovations
were done this fiscal year.

Chair Barnes closed public comment.

Commission Comment: Replying to Chair Barnes, Mr. Lamm said that of the 33 projects listed
about one-third of those were annual projects receiving funding every year. He said about another
third were projects already existing in the CIP and were entering a new phase and the rest were
new projects receiving funding for the first time. He said many of those projects came out of the
City Council’s priorities and goal setting sessions.

Chair Barnes referred to the Transportation Master Plan. Mr. Lamm said the Transportation Master
Plan was one of the guiding master plan documents that had a number of projects as a result. He
said once the Transportation Master Plan was finalized and adopted that the City would pursue a
number of projects from it as various funding sources to accomplish them.

Chair Barnes said he would like to see a heat map of where projects and funding were allocated
across the City. He said some of that was citywide and others very neighborhood specific. He
asked about the Downtown Parking Utility Underground Project. Mr. Lamm said the
undergrounding project was a proposed use of PG&E Rule 28 funding. He said the Public Utilities
Commission required PG&E to set aside funds for overhead lines to be undergrounded. He said
each city received an annual allocation. He said the City had saved up a number of years’ worth of
those allocations. He said previously the City Council had identified the downtown parking plazas
as a potential location but had not created the utility undergrounding district. He said that was a
project that would coincide with the downtown parking improvements when they occurred.

Commissioner Tate said regarding the undergrounding of utilities that the City needed to be more
concerned with doing that in the neighborhoods rather than in the parking plazas. She asked about
efforts to fund and underground utility lines in the Belle Haven neighborhood. Mr. Lamm said the
Council would receive an informational item in a few months that would provide more information
on the overall use of the PG&E funding, which information he did not have at this time.

Commissioner Riggs said he had also been questioning why funding for undergrounding was going
to parking lots and not neighborhoods. He said Lorelei Manor was a similar aged neighborhood as
Belle Haven, and its mature trees were badly pruned by PG&E He crews. He asked how they
could influence how the funds for undergrounding utilities were used. Mr. Lamm said he would
need to defer to the future Council report he had mentioned.
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Commissioner Kennedy noted Chair Barnes’ comment to get a heat map and posed some
guestions as to how investment in the City was perceived and how funding was allocated and to be
shown in more detail. Mr. Lamm said the idea to show where the projects were by value and by
number was a worthwhile effort to look into. He said the details of it would need to be well thought
out in terms of how and what information was presented.

ACTION: Motion and second (Barnes/Kennedy) to adopt Resolution 2019-02 Determining that the
Five-Year Capital Improvement Plan’s projects for Fiscal Year 2019-20 are consistent with the
General Plan; passes 6-0-1 with Commissioner Strehl absent.

H. Study Session

H1. Use Permit and Architectural Control/David Claydon/555 Willow Road:
Request for a study session for a use permit and architectural control review to demolish an
existing nonconforming office building (currently vacant) and construct a 16-bedroom, three-story
boardinghouse. The project site is located in the R-3 (Residential Apartment) zoning district, and
boardinghouses are conditional uses in the R-3 zoning district. As part of the project, the existing
restaurant building, which is a nonconforming use, would remain. The proposed project would
include eight parking spaces devoted to the boardinghouse and five parking spaces for the
restaurant, for a total of 14 on-site where 16 spaces are required. (Staff Report #19-040-PC)

Staff Comment: Senior Planner Meador said five additional comment emails from the public had
been received earlier in the day and were distributed at the dais.

Questions of Staff: Commissioner Riggs asked about the status of the Willow Road plan line and if
it related to this project. Planner Meador said there were no plans to implement the Willow Road
plan line at this time and it would not be dedicated as part of the subject property at this time.

Chair Barnes asked for clarity on the process for this project. Planner Meador said in 2014 the City
received an initial project application that included renovations to the existing office building to
create two apartment units. She said that proposal was brought to the Planning Commission as a
study session item where feedback was provided. She said some time elapsed before a
resubmittal was made in 2016 based on the 2014 feedback. She said since then staff had been
working with the applicant reviewing and commenting on several subsequent submittals. She said
the applicant wanted a study session with the Planning Commission before moving ahead with
additional review by City staff.

Chair Barnes confirmed with Planner Meador that the project description letter included in the
packet from 2016 was the most recent one. He asked whether in the last 10 years the City had
approved any boardinghouse projects. Planner Meador said it had not to staff’'s knowledge. Chair
Barnes asked when the office building was last occupied. Planner Meador said staff did not have
that information, but the property owner would be able to respond. Replying to Chair Barnes,
Planner Meador said she had searched the property for Code Enforcement cases and there had
been approximately 21 cases since 2003, primarily related to overgrown weeds, trash and graffiti
on the office building. She said the Code Enforcement Officer said typically the property owner
would comply with such complaints within a week and resolve them. She said one ongoing Code
Enforcement case was the dilapidation of the office building and the need for it to be removed,
which was pending the development proposal. Chair Barnes asked irrespective of the project
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proposal if there was a time by which the office building needed to be demolished. Planner Meador
said that was not defined and would require City Attorney counsel.

Commissioner Doran questioned consideration of the concept of a boardinghouse as one
residential unit. Planner Meador said a residential unit was based on the number of kitchens and
this proposal had one kitchen, which was why it was considered one residential unit. Replying
further to Commissioner Doran, Planner Meador said the zoning ordinance had a specific definition
for boardinghouse so it would not be considered a single-family residence in implementing the
development regulations.

Applicant Presentation: David Claydon, project applicant, said the need for this type of
accommodation was great. He said the tenants living there would have a year’s lease and furnish
their rooms. He said they were trying to create an atmosphere where they hoped to get visiting
academics, students or possibly businesspeople as well as older, single people who needed a
place to live. He said they were focusing on the community spirit of the building by providing a
large communal space for cooking and eating with a lounge area. He said they would also provide
an area for a garden.

Mr. Claydon said the lot was oddly shaped and a panhandle out onto Coleman Avenue. He said
the existing restaurant was to continue and remain in use. He said he believed the proposal was
massed and laid out to complement the area that was primarily high-density apartment buildings.
He provided a site plan visual showing a six-foot wall along Willow Road behind which was a
garden area and terrace. He said a manager would live onsite, the site would be accessible, and
entry would be controlled by electronic entry system. He said the building would be concrete. He
said they thought parking was adequate with the expectation that car ownership would decrease in
the future. He said solar panels would be on the main roof and the goal was to make the building
very energy efficient. He said the air conditioning units in each room would be solar powered.

Commissioner DeCardy asked if a tenant would be allowed to sublease or in some way not occupy
themselves for the course of the lease year. Someone spoke off microphone and said that
sublease was not allowed.

Commissioner Kennedy asked if the applicant had a sense of the lease amount. Antonio Castillo
said he managed two properties like this proposal in Berkeley except there were 50 bedrooms, one
common kitchen and one common living room, located at walking distance to the UC Berkeley
campus. He said both properties had live-in managers. He said the properties were very successful
in terms of quality of life for the students and the community that was built. He said the rent in
Berkeley was based on the market value of Berkeley student housing and they would need to do
market analysis in this proposal area. Commissioner Kennedy said they must have some
approximate idea of the lease amount. Chair Barnes suggested they get back to that question after
public comment.

Chair Barnes asked how long the building had been vacant. Mr. Claydon conferred with someone
in the audience but what was said was not picked up by the microphone.

Commissioner Tate said if her recollection was accurate that the building had been last occupied in
the early 1980s.

Chair Barnes opened public comment.
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Public Comment:

o Peter Edmounds, Santa Margarita Avenue, said his home was about three blocks from the
project, and outside the noticing area. He said listening to the property owner and taking the
proposal at face value, he thought it was a good idea. He said the proposed use aligned with
the use of many of the apartment blocks on Coleman Avenue. He said he also thought it a
good idea if the accommodation and the rent amount were such that homeless individuals
might live there.

¢ Cynthia Neuwalder said she lived at 501 Willow Road next to the site’s restaurant and had
been renting there for about 18 years. She said she was concerned even more about the
proposal after hearing that the applicant had no estimate of the lease amount but wanted
certain types of residents such as professors and students, which she thought was highly
unlikely. She said the subject property had not been maintained and issues with it included
rodents and soot from the restaurant as well as garbage overflow. She said regarding the
parking that there should be parking space for each residential tenant. She said the plan
seemed vague and she was concerned with traffic, the type of clientele, cost of the units, and
whether they would actually benefit the neighborhood and the City.

e Curt Conroy said he was recently appointed to the City’s Housing Commission but was
speaking as a private citizen. He said the property owner had owned this property for a long
time and had made various proposals. He said this proposal that might well resolve into a
homeless shelter seemed inconsistent with the nice townhomes that had been developed in the
area. He said a 16-room boardinghouse was inconsistent with the area and the property would
be better developed into two townhomes with the same amount of parking as was currently
designated.

e Carol Collins, Atherton, said she managed residential properties adjoining the project site and
owned residential properties very near this site. She said she thought a comprehensive
redesign of the entire property was needed as the restaurant was nonconforming on an R-3 lot.
She said the kitchen spilled out to the rear of the building with refrigerators, temporary food
storage and additional waste storage. She said it was shielded by temporary corrugated metal
and extra fencing. She said regarding the proposed residential building that parking limits for
occupancy was unenforceable and led to discrimination against couples and small families of a
parent and child.

Chair Barnes closed public comment.

Commission Comment: Replying to Commissioner DeCardy, Planner Meador said the Commission
could ask how the applicant planned to manage this property and how they managed similar
properties in other areas. Commissioner DeCardy said as this project would be considered as a
single unit that below market rate (BMR) housing provision would not be required. He asked
whether the Commission could condition that one or more of the units be at some percentage
below whatever was determined as the market or prevailing rate. Planner Meador said as it was
one unit it would not be subject to the BMR ordinance and the Commission would not be able to
condition that.
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Replying to Commissioner DeCardy, Planner Meador said that if the project was implemented as
proposed, the nonconforming restaurant could continue to operate as is and if that restaurant
tenant left, the property owner could replace with another restaurant. She said if the restaurant site
were to be redeveloped it would have to be consistent with the R-3 zoning requirements, which
were for residential and not commercial use. Commissioner DeCardy asked about the potential for
the restaurant upgrading its structure. Planner Meador said that improvements could be made such
as tenant improvements in the interior and maintenance and repair could be done to the exterior,
but operations of the restaurant could not be expanded. Commissioner DeCardy said the entrance
to the site parking was from Willow Road and the exit was onto Coleman Avenue. He said currently
it appeared no left-hand turn was allowed from eastbound Willow Road into the site parking. He
asked if that was correct and would that remain so if the project was built. Planner Meador said the
access was not proposed to change as currently proposed and she did not have information that
access currently was limited to right-hand turn from westbound Willow Road.

Commissioner Doran said the idea of discrimination against couples and families was raised in
public comment. He said he understood under state law that you could not discriminate based on
family status and landlords in his experience had very little ability to restrict the occupancy of their
units. He asked whether one person per bedroom was enforceable. Planner Perata said the
reference to the occupancy was tied to the zoning ordinance in terms of the parking requirements
for this type of use. He said the questions raised would be reviewed with the City Attorney’s Office
in terms of the City’s off-street parking requirements and zoning ordinance and what that would
mean in terms of occupancy limits as the project moved forward. Commissioner Doran said he
would like to follow up on that topic whenever the proposed project came back to the Commission.
He said that the property owner was applying for a use permit to change the use of part of the
property. He asked if it was appropriate for the Commission to look at the use of all the property as
part of that application. Planner Meador said one of staff's questions for the Commission was
based on how much improvements they were doing with the boardinghouse whether the applicant
should look at more overall site improvements and include the restaurant.

Commissioner Doran said he was very skeptical of the proposed use as he thought it would be
difficult and even perhaps legally impossible to enforce the occupancy limits. He said he thought he
would be much more supportive of developing the property as apartments especially if some were
BMR units. He said if this project or another proposal came forward that he was disinclined to allow
any deviation from parking or other requirements. He said if the project came back in essentially
the present form, he would oppose it and this use of the property. He said when the project was
next proposed that if there were any nonconforming components that he would be opposed to
approval.

Commissioner Tate said she was concerned about the overall factor of potential discrimination in
screening out potential residents. She said she was very curious about the selection process and
the applicant having similar properties around UC Berkeley. She said she could not see the
property tenants being professors and students only as that was definitely discriminating. She said
she would support a boardinghouse as she did not think it was a use that should be taboo for the
City. She said it took all kinds of housing in the housing market to make things work. She asked
about properties the applicants had that were not attached to universities and were not the tenant
base.

Mr. Castillo said the properties he currently managed were all located pretty close to the UC
Berkeley campus. He said even those that were not close were easily bikeable. He said for this
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proposed project they would be looking for young professionals, students, professors and people
who would create a community and environment that was stable, clean, safe and quiet. He said
anyone could apply but they had a right to choose who they wanted for tenants.

Commissioner Riggs said if the property could be operated as a boardinghouse it would serve
people needing a place for some temporary length of time or who could afford only something
minimal. He said regarding parking that some tenants would have a car and not use it and require
a parking space. He said that would not work for the overlap of daytime parking for the restaurant
and evening parking for the residents. He said the restaurant trash area had to be corrected for this
project to move forward. He said he would not support a boardinghouse project without a
commitment to a local management company to manage it.

Commissioner Riggs said architecturally the building height was tall and questioned a 10-foot
ceiling height on the third floor. He said if the project moved forward the parapet could be moved
back away from the perimeter of the building and still serve the safety and shielding purposes of a
parapet. He said the window design needed attention.

Chair Barnes asked if the applicant was advised to do neighborhood outreach on the proposed
project. Planner Meador said the applicant was advised during the review process. Chair Barnes
said the 2017 project description letter indicated neighbor outreach would consist of the 2017
Planning Commission meeting and asked if the applicant had done additional outreach. Planner
Meador said she was not aware that the applicant had done additional outreach. Chair Barnes
asked if there was shared parking for the residential and commercial uses. Planner Meador said
the commercial parking spaces and the boardinghouse parking spaces had to be calculated
separately. Chair Barnes confirmed with staff that with 16 parking spaces eight spaces would be
for the residential and eight spaces for the restaurant.

Chair Barnes asked the applicant for the record how long they thought the property had been
vacant and repeated what was said off microphone as 30 years. He said since 2003 the property
had had multiple Code Enforcement complaints and the current opinion was the property was a
public nuisance and needed to be demolished or redeveloped. He asked why the property had
been left so derelict and received 21 Code Enforcement complaints.

Mr. Castillo said he began working with Mr. Valiyee the property owner, about 10 years ago. He
said the bulk of the property owner’s properties were in Berkeley and he did not to have the
resources to travel to this site more frequently.

Chair Barnes said for the record that the applicant wanted a conditional use permit on this property
and shared from the zoning ordinance what a conditional use permit entailed. He said he had no
issue with the potential use of a boardinghouse in concept. He said the architecture of the site was
secondary to the architecture of the building improvements and the siting was secondary to him.
He said he wanted to see a proven track record of operation and maintenance of such a facility
and whether this project proposal was viable. He said he would like to hear about like and similar
maintenance and operations of like and similar facilities in other locales.

Mr. Castillo said 10 years ago when he began working with the property owner, he was a student
at UC Berkeley. He said he lived in one of the boardinghouses. Chair Barnes asked what their
company was, how did it work, who ran their maintenance operations, where did they operate, and
what was their track record for operating like and similar facilities noting he wanted information not
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anecdotal experience. Mr. Castillo said they had live-in managers at each property that had trade
skills and live-in cleaners to keep the common areas clean. He said when he took on the first
boardinghouse property it was at 40% occupancy with problems, which he turned around in one
year. He said he had skilled people working with him and choosing the tenants was very important.

Chair Barnes asked why they had not done neighbor outreach. Mr. Claydon said when the project
was first publicly noticed, they received 35 letters from local residents. He said it appeared to him
that it would be very difficult to organize an outreach meeting before getting feedback from the
Planning Commission as they wanted to get in essence, in principle, if this was something they
would go forward with, and then if moving forward to have community involvement during the
development stage.

Chair Barnes said if they were to proceed with the boardinghouse concept, he would need a
statement of qualifications from the property manager. He said with a reduced parking count he
wanted to know the experience in managing transportation demand and making sure there was no
overflow traffic. He said he would need definitive proof that they could do this proposal, which
required for him something very persuasive in the areas of management, operations, construction,
and managing parking and transportation. He asked what the plans for the restaurant were.

Mr. Valiyee said if the City allowed him, he would make it one of the best restaurants in Menlo
Park. Replying to Chair Barnes, Mr. Valiyee said this permit had taken him years. He said when he
bought the property it was entirely commercially zoned, and then it was rezoned residential. He
said he could have rented the office if that had not happened. He said he did not want to keep the
lot vacant for 20 years. Chair Barnes asked why he could not develop the parcel under the R-3
zoning that would allow up to six residential units on the property. Mr. Castillo said the property
owner wanted to do the boardinghouse concept here because of the two successful ones in
Berkeley that he owned, and as it was a unique concept that he thought would be positive for
Menlo Park. Chair Barnes said for the record that the property was zoned R-3 and would allow for
development of five residential units on it. He suggested they consider that as it was a permitted
use.

Commissioner Doran said the restaurant was an existing nonconforming use that continued to
operate as such for 20 years. He said the office building must have also been an existing
nonconforming use and asked what had prevented the owner from renting it as office. Principal
Planner Perata said the City had a Nonconforming Uses and Structures section of the zoning
ordinance. He said if a use was discontinued for more than 90 days that use could not be
reactivated. He said he did not know all the specifics of this site but if the use of the office building
had been discontinued for more than 90 days it could not be re-leased as that was not consistent
with the zoning. He said the restaurant to his knowledge had been in operation without any gap.

Commissioner DeCardy said he would echo Commissioner Tate’s comments that he would support
a proposal like this in concept. He said it would address the inequity in housing. He said he would
be very interested who the project would actually serve. He said he supported Chair Barnes’
request for information on how the applicant had successfully managed other properties. He said
as part of that he would like to understand the rents and who was paying. He said regarding the
guestion by staff on a boardinghouse in Menlo Park that community outreach would be very
important. He said also any information on boardinghouses in nearby communities and how those
were implemented and managed would be helpful for Menlo Park residents in understanding the
potential of this type of use in Menlo Park.

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



Draft Minutes Page 16

Chair Barnes referred to page 5 of the staff report and staff's request for clear direction on
boardinghouse use and whether the proposed boardinghouse was consistent with the
Commission’s previous feedback on the project. He said from the previous notes and records of
other meetings, he thought the Commission’s position was mixed on whether it was an appropriate
use. He said regarding the question of whether additional refinement was needed with regards to
the boardinghouse operations including, but not limited to, the proposed number of rooms,
occupants, and length of lease agreements that he did not have a fundamental problem with the
proposed use but he would not allow a disaster of a project in the City so the burden was on the
applicant to demonstrate the ability to make it work well. He said regarding the question if multi-
family dwelling units (up to a maximum of 5 units) would be more appropriate at this location that
was a permitted use that he would say yes. He said regarding the question whether the proposed
partial redevelopment of the site was generally acceptable, or should the applicant
comprehensively revise the proposal to comply with the current R-3 regulations, he thought
redevelopment across the site was preferable to the City. He said he had interest in a redesigned
and built boardinghouse but would not want the restaurant to be abandoned in the future. He said
regarding the question whether the overall aesthetic approach for the project was consistent with
the Planning Commission’s expectations for residential development in the R-3 zoning district
along the Willow Road corridor he said it was not as there were no other boardinghouse permitted
uses. He said looking at just the architecture alone it skewed modern and that was not seen along
Willow Road. He said regarding the questions whether the modifications to the proposed
residential building design addressed the previous concerns related to the site layout and did the
overall design of the residential building feature good proportion, balance, and materials, or did
certain elements need more attention he did not think they were at the building design
consideration yet. He said one thing noticeable to him were the large roof decks as he did not want
those decks used for storage of personal goods. He said good management was needed to
prevent that and noise problems. He said regarding landscaping and paving that the project would
increase the landscaping at the site and reduce the paving associated with parking and driveways,
but each standard might still be nonconforming that he wanted everything to be conforming.

Commissioner Doran said he agreed with Chair Barnes’ observations. He said he had one
additional observation on the architecture. He said the elevations showed carports with a soft story.
He said there were seismic concerns with that, and he would not like to see new soft story built on
Willow Road.

Chair Barnes noted there were no other Commissioners wishing to comment, and asked staff if
they had received enough feedback or needed more definitiveness on anything. Planner Meador
said she believed they had answered all of staff's questions.

Replying to Chair Barnes, Mr. Claydon said his take on the discussion was that a boardinghouse
was acceptable in general opinion and that they would want to proceed with that concept taking
onboard comments on design, car parking, and the overriding issue of management that seemed
one of the primary concerns. He said when they came back with their project and had
definitiveness on the areas of concern, he thought it would be beneficial to have another study
session.

H2.  Zoning Ordinance Amendments/City of Menlo Park:

Review and provide recommendations on an ordinance amending Chapter 16.93 [Antennae] and
adding Chapter 16.94 [Wireless Communications Facilities] to Title 16 [Zoning] of the Menlo Park
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Municipal Code. This ordinance creates a new process for permitting wireless communications facilities
on private property and implements recent federal laws. (Staff Report #19-041-PC)

Staff Comment: Assistant City Attorney Cara Silver said she and Assistant Community
Development Director Deanna Chow wanted to start the discussion on small cell sites in Menlo
Park by first reviewing the current regulatory environment with the view that this was a very heavily
regulated area at both the federal and state level. She said they would focus on the new FCC
rulings and talk about the impacts of those new rulings on Menlo Park, and lastly discussing
updating the affected Menlo Park ordinance with respect to cell site facilities.

Ms. Silver said most of the regulations appeared in federal law, which had a great deal of
preemption in this area. She said most importantly cities could not prohibit the provision of wireless
services, they could not unreasonably discriminate among various wireless carriers in adopting the
regulations and could not regulate radio frequency emissions provided that facilities comply with
existing FCC regulations.

Ms. Silver said there were also some restrictions on the City under state law. She said state law
was primarily concerned with facilities located in the public right of way. She said under state law
any wireless carrier that had what was called a CPCN permit was permitted to locate in the public
right of way and cities could not charge rent for the real estate that was used. She said traditionally
cities had been able to charge for leasing poles that they owned in the public right of way. She said
cities were allowed to impose reasonable time, place and manner regulations, which primarily
involved aesthetic regulations.

Ms. Silver said Congress a few years prior enacted what was called The Spectrum Act that
introduced the concept of existing wireless facilities and encouraged co-locations and gave
incentives for carriers to locate on sites with previous wireless facilities in place. She said to the
extent that the new installation did not substantially change the existing facility cities were required
to approve the new addition. She said a new concept under federal law was that wireless facilities
applications needed to be processed under a very short timelines known in this arena as “shock
clocks.”

Ms. Silver said most recently, late last year, FCC issued another ruling designed to roll out 5G
services. She said most carriers were using 4G technology but the term 5G technology was a
reference to small cellphone sites that occupied much smaller footprints than previously for 2G, 3G
and even some 4G services.

Ms. Silver said the ruling applied to small wireless facilities and the ruling defined wireless facilities
to be less than 50 feet in height with antenna less than three cubic feet and equipment less than 28
cubic feet. She said the ruling went into effect in January 2019 and the FCC allowed cities
additional time to implement regulations for compliance with this ruling. She said the ruling
changed the legal standard used by the City to evaluate these facility requests. She said before the
standard was whether the wireless facility was prohibited as a result of city regulations. She said
the FCC changed that legal standard to ask whether the regulation materially limited or inhibited
the ability of wireless carriers. She said that particular change to the legal standard was subject to
litigation but was unresolved.

Ms. Silver said the 2018 FCC ruling established fees that applied nationwide. She said in terms of
the processing fess that did not impact California very much, but the City would be impacted on the
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ability to charge for the leasing of the poles that the City owned in the public right of way. She said
the fee that was established under the FCC ruling was $270 per pole per year. She said this pole
rental had been a significant revenue generator for cities.

Ms. Silver said the ruling required that any regulations dealing with aesthetics adopted by a city
had to be reasonable with objective standards. She said typically cities would apply the conditional
use permit types of findings when granting applications for these facilities. She said the conditional
use permit findings were considered to be more subjective. She said the ruling also required that
batch applications be accepted so the City could see applications for 30 new facilities coming in
under one application. She said the ruling also established new shock clocks which were 60 days
for processing applications that were located on an existing pole and 90 days for installing a facility
on a new pole.

Ms. Silver said many cities were examining their entitlement processes and switching from a more
subjective type of criteria process to a more objective process. She said some were also examining
the time for processing these applications and shifting to more staff level, ministerial permit types to
allow for the shortened shock clocks. She said cities were also looking at adopting aesthetic
regulations via either resolutions or administrative regulations.

Ms. Silver said staff was recommending in terms of the ruling’s impacts on Menlo Park to revise the
application process to comply with the shock clocks. She said the traditional conditional use permit
process with an appeal to the City Council might not work for all the types of applications
anticipated. She said they were also suggesting that Menlo Park adopt objective aesthetic criteria
either through a resolution or an administrative regulation. She said they were also recommending
that the City formalize its pole attachment process for right of way applications.

Ms. Silver said staff thought it would be helpful for the Commission and public to weigh in on the
type of appropriate permit. She said staff thought it was appropriate to divide types of applications
into minor ones that would not involve significant impacts versus more significant applications such
as the construction of a massive cell tower in the middle of a residential neighborhood. She said
staff would like input on appeal rights and the appropriate appeal body for those types of
applications. She said staff thought it would be appropriate to look at location restrictions. She said
currently the code did not contain any location restrictions, but they were starting to see a
proliferation of these types of facilities and the City might want to see some location restrictions.
She said they might want to consider setbacks from certain types of land uses such as schools,
parks or even residentially developed properties. She said currently their code did not have
anything about RF emission compliance, which was a very sensitive topic. She said they were
getting feedback from residents and this would become more of a concern as these types of
facilities started to proliferate so the Commission might want to hardwire a requirement of an
annual report or something like that into the ordinance. She said they would like Commission input
on co-location preferences. She said they would also like the Commission’s input on the aesthetics
standards or any other operational requirements they thought were important to these facilities.

Ms. Silver said as mentioned earlier the FCC ruling was designed to encourage the broad rollout of
5G services. She said what they were seeing now and what the industry anticipated was a
combination of different types of facilities. She said there would still be the need for broad
coverage with the large towers and they would continue to expect to see cell sites on rooftops of
tall commercial buildings, but they were starting to see distributed antenna systems that had
smaller antennas that served smaller areas, particularly in residential areas that were opposed to
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the aesthetic impacts of a large tower. She said also expected were more small cell sites located in
all areas to increase capacity and also to get into the hard to serve areas. She said indoor
distributed antenna services were being seen to allow for better coverage indoors.

Ms. Silver said in terms of the new designs seen much more attention was being paid to
camouflaging. She showed a slide of an antenna inside a church steeple. She showed an example
of an old school distributed antenna system that was installed in Palo Alto a couple of years prior
noting that type of system had further evolved so they were smaller and tighter flush to the pole.
She pointed out the camouflage used on that system. She showed other examples using types of
camouflaging.

Ms. Silver said staff's recommendation was that the Commission begin the discussion of adopting
an ordinance and what that should look like and to get public input as well.

Questions of Staff: Commissioner DeCardy referred to page 3 of the staff report under Quid Pro
Quo “in kind service”: The FCC discouraged situations where the City makes clear it will approve a
deployment only on condition that the provider supply an “in kind” service or public benefit, such as
installing a communications network dedicated to City’s exclusive use. He noted in kind was not
prohibited and wondered if any in kind was possible. Ms. Silver said she believed the FCC order
referenced the installation of an additional fiber ring for other carriers that would come onboard
later and discouraged that kind of extraction. She said if the in kind service was something different
it would have to be analyzed. She said the standard would be whether that type of condition would
result in prohibiting the provision of services. She said if was a very minor thing it probably would
not rise to the level of prohibiting services.

Chair Barnes opened public comment.

Public Comment:

e Justin Evans, 725 Olive Street, said he was the City’s representative on the County’s Mosquito
and Vector Control District. He said what the Commission was being asked to opine on was
very broad and very detailed. He provided a handout of his assembled bullet points. He said
Menlo Park was behind the curve on this and cited actions taken by other municipalities. He
said that the safety of 5G was unknown and safety of RF emissions were not reasons to
prohibit the installation of 5G per the FCC. He said the City could limit installations based on
aesthetics. He suggested using the setbacks staff described and he would like a large
“minimum’ distance set. He said some citizens would want 5G installation as they did not have
good cell coverage currently. He said there were ways around that, which were relatively
inexpensive such as a wireless router and WiFi calling. He said given the breadth and depth of
what was being requested of the Commission he thought it, or a subcommittee should provide
very discreet recommendation to staff on all the points Counsel had outlined. He said as the
City began to see these applications noting the shot clocks, he thought it was important to have
public review of those applications in a timely fashion, so the community knew what and where
these were going to be installed.

e Jim Sidorick, AT&T Mobility, Danville, said other members of his team were present as
resources if the Commission had particular questions. He said he had written comments that
he would provide the City Attorney.
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Chair Barnes closed public comment.

Commission Comment: Chair Barnes said he would like to hear more about the shock clock and
proliferation of 5G creating a material administrative burden on the City. Ms. Silver said under the
new shock clock that applied to small cell sites for existing facilities that the City needed to process
an application within 60 days, which meant the final approval and final appeal has to be heard and
decided within 60 days of receiving the application. She said if it involved a new pole then the City
would have 90 days for the process. She said running a conditional use permit process meant staff
needed to review the application, prepare a staff report, do public noticing and set a hearing before
the Planning Commission. She said if there was an appeal either by a resident or the carrier then
staff had to take the same steps to get onto the City Council’s agenda, all within 60 days or 90
days. She said that was impossible to do.

Chair Barnes said it sounded as if there would be more applications and how that impact workload.
Ms. Silver said she thought he was referring to the requirement to accept batch applications. She
said with the distributed antenna system referenced those generally involved something like 20 to
30 nodes so typically a staff person was just looking at one cell site but now that the City had to
accept batched applications for 30 locations as one application that was a resource issue.

Assistant Community Development Director Deanna Chow said staff were looking at two things.
She said as mentioned by Counsel there were cell sites that could be in the public right of way and
cell sites on private property. She said right of way cell sites would most likely be processed
through an encroachment permit or something similar and would be a cell site permit that would be
issued by the Public Works Department. She said permits for cell sites on private property would
be looked at by the Planning Division through potentially a new permitting process. She said the
60-day shock clock would raise issues from a processing standpoint if the current use permit
process continued. She said the current process would need to be reevaluated to streamline the
process to achieve within 60 days.

Chair Barnes asked for a sense of the proportion of right of way applications and private five years
from now. Ms. Silver said they currently did not have any sense, but they suspected on private
property that carriers would look to locate on existing leases. She said however they would
probably prefer to locate on the public right of way with a very nominal rent rather than leasing a
new private property site. She said there were also coverage issues and that type of thing that she
could not speak to.

Chair Barnes noted the table in the staff report with recommendations for consideration. He asked
what best practices went into the recommendations noting the Commission had been given a lot of
information to consider and would be remiss in not understanding the genesis of the
recommendations in the staff report. He said for aesthetic standards there seemed to be questions
in the narrative about height integration to existing development screens, setbacks, co-locations.
He asked if those questions were all integrated into the table or whether the Commission should
look at those individually. Ms. Chow said those were topics for consideration for aesthetic
standards and were not necessarily embedded in the referenced table. She said as design
standards were crafted, they would take feedback for a set of regulations that would be used for
applications. She said that they heard earlier from a speaker that setbacks were an important
criterion. Chair Barnes asked if the Commission was also being asked to opine on development
standards or if they should be standardized. Ms. Chow said the question was both as to what the
development standards were and whether they should be standardized.
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Commissioner Riggs referred to the table with staff's recommendations and said those all seemed
required or logical. He said he had some suggested baselines. He said the first would be to
encourage the camouflaging that took the form of typology such as chimney forms, bell tower, or
cupola. He said co-location would be different in different types of areas. He said in neighborhoods
it was probably most important to minimize individual sites whereas collecting them on more
commercial environments seemed to make sense. He said he understood there was a start on
aesthetic standards and that was key to what the City wanted to do. He said the concept of
setbacks or clearance from residences was something that might be worked into the aesthetics
standards. He said as discussed earlier in the agenda some hoped that utilities would be
undergrounded in neighborhoods. He said the cell sites seemed to rely heavily on power poles. He
guestioned how those two things would be coordinated but it was worth looking at. He said there
was the question of whether those power poles were wanted in the middle or long term.

Commissioner DeCardy said currently the public would have two to three opportunities to speak on
applications. Ms. Chow said typically an antenna would require a use permit. She said when the
application was received staff would send out a notification to property owners and occupants
within the 300-foot radius of the proposed application advising of the opportunity to provide public
comment. She said a second notice would be sent when the item was scheduled for a public
hearing before the Planning Commission. She said the Planning Commission was the final
decision-making body and it was appealable to the City Council. She said if there was an appeal
there would be a subsequent public hearing and notice.

Commissioner DeCardy said with a minor permit it appeared there was never an option for a public
hearing. Ms. Chow said if certain criteria were met the minor permit was set up to be
nondiscretionary and a by right permit. Commissioner DeCardy said one of the major changes
seemed to be the frequency of placement of these sites. He said the schematic showing small
ones on poles at frequent intervals would come under a minor permit category. Ms. Silver said that
was what they would envision. Commissioner DeCardy said his concern was for the difference in
the future compared to the current situation. He said the minor permit installations might feel very
different for residents than the major permits did, and might raise concerns, but the option for
appeal was not there. He said he would be interested to know if there was some way to deal with
the shock clock that would give at least one opportunity for a public hearing or for a member of the
public to not only express their concerns but to hear those of their neighbors or organize with their
neighbors in a way to raise concerns. Ms. Chow said they would take a further look to see how that
might be done.

Chair Barnes asked about the perceived issues staff had heard as it related to the proliferation of
the small wireless sites and whether it was health, aesthetics, or something else. Ms. Silver said it
was a combination of both of those factors. She said the health effects were concerning for people
and cities and city councils that were enacting legislation had difficulties in this area as they were
preempted but their residents were concerned about the RF emissions, but nothing really could be
done about that. She said regarding aesthetics and seeing these facilities that had been rolled out
that one of the concerns was not so much the antennas but the equipment and the placement of
that. She said the equipment could either be mounted on a pole if in a right of way, it could be
undergrounded but which had issues and cost associated with it, or placed on the sidewalk, which
was a problem in terms of proliferation.

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



Draft Minutes Page 22

Chair Barnes asked if it was one to one equipment to antenna ratio. Ms. Silver said she thought
that was a fair correlation and suggested the carrier representatives might answer that.
Recognized by the Chair, Cliff Fedor, AT&T consultant, Walnut Creek, said he had a photograph of
small cell site locations on Sand Hill Road that AT&T was pursuing. He said they had one and a
half cubic feet of equipment that was small and slim and were attached to the side of the pole. He
said the conduit and fiber optic cables were run up the interior of the pole so those would not be
seen as much as previous pole layouts. Chair Barnes asked if every antenna would need
corresponding equipment on the ground. Mr. Fedor said there was no need to have anything on
the ground for a small cell wireless facility. He said they were able to attach the radios to the side
of a pole with a PG&E disconnect switch right below the radios on the pole. He said he had been
working with 22 cities around the Bay area. He said some of the cities had published aesthetic
design guidelines and they worked with Public Works and Planning Departments on that from
which they got really good feedback. He said ground furniture was not needed in the public right of
way. He said the only time ground furniture was needed was when they had to run a new PG&E
circuit to a pole. He said they had been working with cities on using the cities’ conduit and electric
circuit and PG&E had a design on a meshed smart meter that went up inside the antenna avoiding
the need for adding ground furniture in the public right of way. He said AT&T’s first plan for Menlo
Park was to put 4GLTE small cell on some City light poles, which was something they would work
with Public Works on after a licensing agreement was obtained.

Chair Barnes asked about the reach for a wireless antenna. Mr. Fedor said there were two different
configurations of those. He said a PICO was the smallest serving radius and that could be in the
300 to 500 feet and was 4G small cell. He said a MICRO configuration was slightly higher power
level that could extend up to 1500 feet. He said the City would see applications for both 4G small
cells and in the future 5G small cells. He said right now AT&T would like to start on applications for
4G small cells in the public right of way. He said the 5G ones would have an even tighter serving
radius potentially as they were in a much higher frequency band.

Chair Barnes asked if someone was 600 feet off a right of way whether there needed to be an
accompanying antenna on private land somewhere to accommodate that user. Mr. Fedor said
there were different layers of the network. He said there was already an umbrella layer of macro
cellular coverage in Menlo Park. He said the small cell sites were used to densify the network and
increase the speeds. He said contiguous blanketed areas were not necessary. He said initially
wireless carriers were targeting the heaviest usage areas to offload their macro networks. Chair
Barnes asked how many new locations carriers might be looking at. Mr. Fedor said private property
would be the minority application. He said the majority would be public right of way installations
because of the rent and more importantly that the city streetlights and traffic poles were the ideal
structures because of their height. He said eventually applications would be made for the sides of
buildings. He said they were open to collaborating more with the City on what they were seeing
with other cities in terms of design standards.

Chair Barnes said the staff's matrix of recommendations all worked for him. He said regarding
development and aesthetic standards that he suggested seeing what other cities such as Palo Alto
and Redwood City were doing in terms of best practices. He said regarding permitting that he was
fine with the major and minor designations noting that the City did not necessarily have a choice
and needed to process these applications in a way that made sense.

Commissioner DeCardy said he would agree with Chair Barnes except for his own previous
comment to explore a way that would not run afoul of the shock clock, was overly burdensome for

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



Draft Minutes Page 23

staff but that for installations that would be on private property how considered minor to have at
least one place within all that process for public participation. He said for instance it could be on
appeal. He said he would like to hear back on that idea when the Commission heard more on the
development and aesthetics standards.

l. Informational Items

1. Future Planning Commission Meeting Schedule
e Regular Meeting: June 3, 2019
Ms. Chow said at the June 3 meeting the Commission would conduct a joint study session with an
EIR scoping session for the third building at the Commonwealth Corporate Center at 162 and 164
Jefferson Drive. She said the Notice of Preparation would be released May 24 and would run
through June 28.

e Regular Meeting: June 24, 2019
e Regular Meeting: July 15, 2019

J. Adjournment
Chair Barnes adjourned the meeting at 10:49 p.m.
Staff Liaison: Kyle Perata, Principal Planner

Recording Secretary: Brenda Bennett
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Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 6/3/2019
mOIF\ILO PARK Staff Report Number: 19-042-PC
Public Hearing: Use Permit/Chris Dolan/119 Baywood Avenue

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a use permit to demolish an existing single-
family residence and a detached garage and construct a new two-story single-family residence with an
attached front-loading one-car garage and adjacent uncovered space on a substandard lot with respect to
lot area and width in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban Residential) zoning district. Two heritage-size tree of
heaven trees are proposed for removal. The proposal was continued by the Planning Commission at the
May 6, 2019 meeting. 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 119 Baywood Avenue in the Willows neighborhood, near the border with Palo
Alto along San Francisquito Creek. Using Baywood Avenue in the north-south orientation, the subject
property is located on the western side of Baywood Avenue, situated between Clover Lane to the north
and Woodland Avenue to the south. A location map is included as Attachment B.

There are a mix of one- and two-story houses in this area. The adjacent residence to the right is two-
stories with a detached garage. The residences are mainly ranch or traditional architectural styles, and the
neighborhood features predominantly single-family residences in the R-1-U zoning district, apart from the
Willows Market at 60 Middlefield Road and the recently approved office building at 40 Middlefield Road
which are in the C-4 (General Commercial) zoning district. There are other commercial uses, closer to the
intersection of Willow and Middlefield Roads nearby, which are also occupied by office uses.

Previous Planning Commission review

November 5, 2018 Planning Commission meeting

The Planning Commission voted 4-3 to continue the item at the meeting on November 5, 2018. At that
meeting the Commission did not give formal direction to make specific changes, however individual
Planning Commissioners commented that the prominence of the garage and the massing of the building
were of the greatest concern. Additional outreach to the neighborhood and a reduced curb cut for the
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driveway were also discussed as desired changes. The staff report and minutes from the meeting are
available at the following links:

1. Staff Report:
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/18906 (Attachment C)

2. 11/5/2018 Meeting Minutes:
An excerpt from the November 5, 2018 meeting minutes is included as Attachment D

May 6, 2019 Planning Commission meeting

In response to the Planning Commission’s feedback at the November 2018 meeting the applicant

incorporated the following changes in their proposal for the May 6, 2019 meeting:

e Conducted additional outreach in the form of two neighborhood meetings and subsequent distribution
of plans with each of the adjacent neighbors, as described in the outreach timeline included in their
project description letter (Attachment E);

o Created a parapet wall at the front face of the porch to reduce the perceived massing of the second
floor;

o Explored a detached garage option and prepared plan set components illustrating that this option was
not viable with the selected home model; and

e Reduced the width of the curb cut from 24 feet to 20 feet.

The Planning Commission voted 4-2-1 to continue the item at the meeting on May 6, 2019. At that meeting
individual Planning Commissioners commented that strides had been made to reduce the massing,
however the prominence of the garage was still a concern. Individual commissioners commented that the
applicant should consider alternatives to better integrate the garage into the footprint of the main
residence and also consider an alternative garage door material. The staff report and minutes from the
meeting are available at the following links:

1. Staff Report:
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/21417 (Attachment F)

2. 5/6/2019 Meeting Minutes:
An excerpt from the May 6, 2019 meeting minutes is included as Attachment G

The applicant has prepared a revised proposal addressing the feedback received. Staff has listed the
concerns raised at the May 6, 2019 Planning Commission meeting and the changes proposed to address
them in the table below:
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Tablel
5/6/2019 Planning Commission Feedback Revised Proposal
Explore options for reducing the prominence of the Proposal revisions include:
garage hy: 1. Garage location shifted eight feet back to be
1. Selecting an alternate model that would allow for a attached to the front facade of the main
detached garage option; residence; and
2. Relocating the garage to be better integrated into 2. Four-foot tall wood wall added at the front to
the footprint of the main residence; and the right of the uncovered space with additional
3. Providing a low wall or other element in line with the plantings to create a courtyard element.
garage or further forward near the front property
line.
Consider revising the proposed garage door material. Garage door material changed from metal and
glass to horizontal dark wood siding.

Analysis

Project description

The applicant is proposing to demolish the existing single-family residence and detached garage and
construct a new two-story factory-built home in a contemporary style with an attached front-loading single-
car garage and adjacent uncovered parking space at the front. The main residence would be factory built,
however the single-car garage would be constructed at the project site. The subject property is
substandard with respect to width and area, is within the FEMA Flood Zone (AE), and is currently
occupied by a dilapidated single-story residence with a detached garage on the left side. There is an
active Code Enforcement case for the condition of the existing residence that would be resolved by the
proposed project. A data table summarizing parcel and project attributes is included as Attachment H. The
project plans and the applicant’s project description letter are included as Attachments | and E,
respectively.

Design and materials

The project intends to use factory-built construction methods to centralize the construction process to
reduce the overall environmental impacts from material waste. The use of this approach limits flexibility to
modify the design, but according to the applicant, allows for strides in building efficiency long term and the
applicant has indicated the building would meet the US Green Building Council’s silver certification levels
of LEED (Leadership in Energy Efficiency Design) for Homes. The contemporary style would feature flat
roofs, a mix of light wood and dark metal siding, a front covered porch, and deep sun shade overhangs on
the front and right side. The garage would feature a flat roof, glass and metal door, and light gray vertical
wood siding. The project proposes to raise the finished grade at the site by approximately two feet to bring
the first floor finished floor level up to the required 12 inches above Based Flood Elevation (BFE), as
mandated by the Engineering Division for livable space within the flood zone. The daylight plane and the
maximum allowable height of the building are based on the average natural, or existing, grade.
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The applicant has indicated that the proposed project, similar to previous iterations, would be positioned
on the site to maintain a rhythm consistent with the neighboring property to the right and maximize the
useable space in the rear yard. They have provided a number of examples of other projects with a garage
at the front as part of their “street study” in the project description letter (Attachment E). At the November
5, 2018 meeting some of the Planning Commissioners commented that a number of these examples were
dissimilar to this proposal due to the fact that the garages are integrated into the footprint of the residence.
The disconnection of the garage, or lack of integration with the footprint of the main residence was raised
again in the feedback provided by the Commission on May 6, 2019.

In response to the concerns raised by the Planning Commission about the prominence and disconnection
of the garage the applicant has shifted the proposed position of the garage back eight feet to meet the
front facade of the main residence. The proposed parapet wall, which was added at the front of the
covered porch to balance the front facade and give the perception of greater weight at the first level, would
now extend over the top of the garage in its new location. The applicant’s shifted garage location and
integration of the parapet aims to better resemble the neighborhood examples that they provided in their
street study in their project description letter. The applicant has also selected a new garage door material,
and added proposed landscaping around the garage including a vertical trellis on the right side of the
garage to facilitate a living wall and, in response to Commission feedback, a four foot wood wall to the
right of the uncovered space next to the garage, running parallel to the front facade, to create a courtyard
element and soften the garage at the front. Staff believes the proposed shift in the location and associated
integration of the parapet element above the garage adequately reflects the Planning Commission’s
desired change with respect to the prominence of the garage, and that the inclusion of the landscape wall
addresses the desire to balance the interaction with the structure by providing an element on the right
between the street and porch.

Approaching from Woodland Avenue, a large heritage redwood tree on the neighboring lot to the left
would screen the view of the garage in this configuration, and a new tree and landscaping are proposed in
the right side of the front yard to soften the potential visual impact of the garage. Two new street trees are
also proposed. The main entry to the residence would be set back more than forty feet from the front
property line and would be situated on the right side of the front fagade. The main entry would be
accessible from the front porch, which has stairs leading up from the paved area adjacent to the
uncovered parking space. A door is proposed on the right side of the garage which would open near stairs
to the porch to allow access to the home from the garage.

The new garage location would still be located close to the required left setback, but nearer to the main
residence. As it relates to privacy, the main residence would still be set back approximately five feet
further than required from the left side property line and benefit from screening from three existing trees
and an existing 7-foot tall fence between the proposed and neighboring residences. The majority of the
windows on the sides at the second floor would have sill heights of 42 inches or greater from the finished
floor, with the exception of a low fixed window beneath the operable slider at the front corner of the right
side. This window aligns with the detached garage of the neighboring property to the right, which would
reduce potential privacy impacts for the neighbor to the right. The rear fagade also includes windows that
extend to the finished floor at the second level but the rear facade of the residence would be set back from
the rear property line approximately 49 feet, limiting potential visual impacts from the second level
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windows. The proposed residence would also include a number of floor to ceiling windows on the ground
floor; however, the existing seven-foot high wood fence is proposed to remain, which would reduce the
potential privacy impacts from the windows on the first floor.

In light of the efforts made to demonstrate alternatives with previous iterations of the proposal, the shifted
garage location to better resemble examples of similar development patterns elsewhere in the City, and
modest improvements from the additional landscaping staff feels the proposed design is supportable.

Parking and circulation

The proposed project would provide one covered parking space in a new single-car garage at the front of
the lot, and an uncovered parking space adjacent to the garage. The Engineering Division has reviewed
and approved the proposed permeable paving system for the uncovered space as an acceptable all-
weather surface. In response to concerns raised by the Commission and neighbors regarding the width of
the curb cut, the applicant reduced the proposed curb cut from 24 feet to 20 feet prior to the May 6, 2019
Planning Commission meeting.

Trees and landscaping

The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment J) 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 the City Arborist identified two of the heritage-size tree
of heaven trees (tree #5 and #6) at the rear as an invasive species, and indicated they would be
supportive of the removal of these trees due to the proximity of the site to the San Francisquito Creek. The
applicant has submitted heritage tree removal permit applications to remove these trees and has proposed
two suitable heritage tree replacements: a Chinese pistache at the front and a camphor at the rear of the
site. The proposed replacements have been identified on the site plan. The new Chinese pistache
proposed in the front yard is also intended to help soften the prominence of the one car garage and
provide some screening for the uncovered space. Additional plantings have been added within the
courtyard element at the front to further soften the massing of the building. Two new street trees meeting
the specifications of the City Arborist for this portion of Baywood Avenue will be provided along the
frontage for the site for either option. The planting of appropriate street trees will be ensured through the
inclusion of project specific condition of approval 4a. All recommendations identified in the arborist report
shall be implemented and ensured as part of condition 3g.

Correspondence

A timeline of the neighborhood outreach is included in the project description letter, Attachment E. The
applicant has stated that they provided updated plans to the neighbors on May 29, 2019. Staff has not
received any written correspondence since the second Planning Commission meeting. Earlier
correspondence can be viewed as an attachment to the 5/6/2019 staff report at the link above (Attachment
Q).
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Conclusion

Staff feels the materials and style of the proposed residence would be an improvement to the current site
and believes that the factory-built construction process would provide valuable benefits in reducing the
environment impacts from the material waste associated with typical construction methods. The proposed
materials would be in keeping with the contemporary style and the proposed project would be holistically
designed within the contemporary architectural style. Based on the presence of some onsite trees and the
positioning of windows on the second floor, privacy impacts would be limited. The applicant has indicated
that concerns raised over vermin at the project site would be addressed prior to demolition to reduce
potential impacts to the neighboring properties. As it relates to the Planning Commission’s feedback from
the May 6 meeting, the applicant has selected a new garage door material, provided a low wall element
with landscaping at the front, and shifted the location of the proposed garage to be adjacent to the main
residence, and better integrated into the footprint of the main residence. In recognition of the merits of the
proposal as well as the modifications to address the concerns of the Commission, 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 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. 11/05/18 Staff Report
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/18906

D. Excerpt from 11/05/18 Meeting Minutes

E. Project Description Letter
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F. 5/06/19 Staff Report
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/21417

G. Excerpt from 5/06/19 Meeting Minutes

H. Data Table

I. Project Plans

J. Arborist Report

Disclaimer

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

Exhibits to Be Provided at Meeting
None

Report prepared by:
Ori Paz, Assistant Planner

Report reviewed by:
Kyle Perata, Principal Planner
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ATTACHMENT A

119 Baywood Avenue — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 119 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Chris OWNER: 119 Baywood
Baywood Avenue PLN2018-00087 Dolan LLC.

PROPOSAL: Request for a use permit to demolish an existing single-family residence and a detached
garage and construct a new two-story single-family residence with an attached front-loading one-car
garage and adjacent uncovered space on a substandard lot with respect to lot area and width in the R-
1-U (Single-Family Urban Residential) zoning district. Two heritage-size tree of heaven trees are
proposed for removal.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: June 3, 2019 ACTION: TBD

Commission

VOTE: TBD (Barnes, Kennedy, Doran, Riggs, Strehl, Tate, and DeCardy )

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.

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.

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
Connect-homes, consisting of 14 plan sheets, dated received May 29, 2019 and approved
by the Planning Commission on June 3, 2019, 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.
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119 Baywood Avenue — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 119 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Chris OWNER: 119 Baywood
Baywood Avenue PLN2018-00087 Dolan LLC.

PROPOSAL: Request for a use permit to demolish an existing single-family residence and a detached
garage and construct a new two-story single-family residence with an attached front-loading one-car
garage and adjacent uncovered space on a substandard lot with respect to lot area and width in the R-
1-U (Single-Family Urban Residential) zoning district. Two heritage-size tree of heaven trees are
proposed for removal.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: June 3, 2019 ACTION: TBD
Commission

VOTE: TBD (Barnes, Kennedy, Doran, Riggs, Strehl, Tate, and DeCardy )

ACTION:

g. Heritage and street trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected
pursuant to the Heritage Tree Ordinance and the arborist report prepared by Kielty Arborist
Services, LLC. on June 21, 2018. Revised April 24, 2019.

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

a. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall provide an updated site plan and
landscape plan identifying the species of the two proposed street trees at the front, subject
to review and approval of the City Arborist.

PAGE: 2 of 2
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ATTACHMENT D
Planning Commission

Date: 11/5/2018
Time: 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers
MENLO PARK 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025

A. Call To Order
Chair Susan Goodhue called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.
B. Roll Call

Present: Andrew Barnes (Vice Chair), Drew Combs (arrived at 7:08 p.m.), Susan Goodhue (Chair),
John Onken, Henry Riggs, Katherine Strehl, and Camille Kennedy

Staff: Kaitie Meador, Associate Planner; Ori Paz, Assistant Planner; Kyle Perata, Acting Principal
Planner; Corinna Sandmeier, Senior Planner

F. Public Hearing

F2. Use Permit/Chris Dolan/119 Baywood Avenue:
Request for a use permit to demolish an existing single-family residence and detached garage and
construct a new two-story single-family residence with an attached one-car garage on a
substandard lot with respect to lot area and width in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential)
zoning district. (Staff Report #18-093-PC)

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

Applicant Presentation: Chris Dolan, project sponsor, said the existing home had been abandoned
for over 25 years and was in extremely poor condition. He said they had met with adjacent
neighbors and those across the street, who welcomed the replacement of the existing structures.
He noted a street study they did along Baywood Avenue using photos. He said the subject lot had
a cant in terms of the shape, so they pulled the garage to the left side to maximize the front and
back yards. He said they were choosing an alternate means and method for construction. He said
they would do a factory-built home that would reduce construction impact to the neighborhood. He
said it also created a 70% reduction in waste.

Commissioner Onken asked how much the pre-built structure dictated the height. Mr. Dolan said
each module was approximately eight to nine feet tall. He said in stacking those they sat on a stem
wall foundation to get the height off the finished grade. He said the modules were eight feet in
diameter. He said they had to make sure they stayed within the setbacks. He said they added a
porch and awnings to break up the fagcade and the garage would be constructed onsite.

Commissioner Barnes referred to Attachment E, the paragraph under the heading Neighboring
Properties that indicated they had contact with neighbors at 106 and 111 Baywood Avenue. He
asked if that was the extent of neighbor outreach. Mr. Dolan said they met with the neighbor to the

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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rear after rats were seen when they cleared the subject property backyard of overgrowth. He said
they worked with the neighbor to the left on cleaning and debris removal. Commissioner Barnes
asked if they had shown the plans to neighbors. Mr. Dolan said when they purchased the property
and began debris removal neighbors came over to see what was happening. He said they
introduced themselves to the left adjacent neighbor, the neighbor facing the property, and another
neighbor across the street and told them of their plans to demolish the existing structures and
install a modular designed home. He said at that time they had not completed any of the
renderings. He said through the City’s neighbor notification process they received a neighbor
comment that they did not like the modern style home proposed as it related to the neighborhood.

Commissioner Riggs confirmed with the applicant that they would do extermination prior to
demolition.

Chair Goodhue opened the public hearing.
Public Comment:

e Joel Zott, 111 Baywood Avenue, said he was the adjacent neighbor. He said he supported the
project. He said he thought they all were looking forward to a new neighbor and a great
property in Menlo Park.

Chair Goodhue closed the public hearing.

Commission Comment: Commissioner Riggs referred to a rendering of the driveway and asked its
width as it seemed to dominate the fagade. Mr. Dolan said that it was 24-feet wide. Commissioner
Riggs said he was not quite comfortable with a dominance of paving in small lots. He questioned
the selection of a pistache tree for the front yard as in 20 years it would only have a five-inch
diameter trunk. Mr. Dolan said it was used to break of the massing of the facade and garage. He
said two street trees were also proposed to be planted. He said all were at the recommendation of
the City Arborist. He said they were using two different materials to breakup the massing of the
driveway. He said they needed the width to meet the guidelines for the turn radius into the
driveway from the street, keep the house in close proximity to the front and have the uncovered
parking space adjacent to the garage.

Commissioner Riggs said he recently had been researching factory-built housing. He said his
concern was this was a relatively simple and traditional neighborhood and this proposed box
structure was not as harmonious as what he would like to see.

Commissioner Onken said the roof plan showed the 1.5 by 12 for the main building and the garage
like a flat roof at half-inch. He said he did not see what would happen with rainwater on the garage.
Mr. Dolan said it would slope to the downslope side to a scupper and downspout. Commissioner
Onken said it was sloping in each direction and asked where it would scupper out. Mr. Dolan said
they would do the most appropriate configuration. Commissioner Onken referred to the main
rendering. He said the scale of it seemed to show the new residence smaller and further back than
the reality as compared to the site plan. Mr. Dolan said the site plan D04 showed the actual
massing of the house was set back three-quarters away from the neighbor’s adjacent garage. He
said what was seen was the massing of the front porch, which was about halfway next to the
garage. Commissioner Onken said the neighbor’s garage was a mass very similar to the project
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garage. He said yet the project garage was closer to the front and appeared to only be large
enough to accommodate a mini vehicle whereas the neighbor’s garage was a two-car garage.

Commissioner Onken said he supported using modular housing, but he thought the proposal had
issues with its fit on the site and within the neighborhood. He suggested they might extend the front
porch height past where the first floor and second floor split as that might increase the dominance
of the ground floor and reduce the top heaviness of the second floor. He said he thought the
garage would need to have some kind of parapet or something when the roofs were resolved. He
said as proposed the garage was more massive and dominant than was expected. Mr. Dolan said
the neighbor’s garage was on a corner lot and its house was extremely long, that it was much more
massive in appearance than what their house would be.

Commissioner Barnes said the applicant referred to the vernacular of the garage. He said such a
prominent freestanding garage was not represented in the neighborhood. He said he was
concerned with the proposed garage’s prominence, location and incorporation into the site. He said
he also had a concern with the neighbor outreach. Mr. Dolan said the plans were provided through
notice of the City and their neighbor at 111 Doris Avenue shared them on NextDoor. Commissioner
Barnes said he would have liked to have seen a more robust outreach with all neighbors with
adjoining property lines.

Referring to the garage comments, Mr. Dolan said the front setback line ran at an angle. He said
for the garage and the parking to work with that can’t they put the garage on the left side to pull it
as close to the street as possible. He said the garage engaged with the residence for egress, use
and practicality of exiting the garage onto the front porch. He said they looked at bringing the
house forward more and reducing the width of the front porch but pulling the facade too close to
the front street would have been too much massing. He said they felt that engaging the garage
with the front porch and stepping the front fagade back further reduced the vertical massing from
the street.

Commissioner Riggs asked staff whether a garage had to be attached to be in the front of a lot as
this proposed garaged seemed to only be tangentially connected. Assistant Planner Paz said the
definition of “structurally attached” was “sharing common loadbearing members.” He said early on
they took this question to the City’s Building Official Ron LaFrance, who confirmed that the
proposed construction would be considered structurally attached. He said that the garage would be
integrated into the factory-built porch unit informed the Building Official’s finding that the garage
was structurally attached.

Commissioner Combs said he was concerned with the proposed contemporary design as it was
not present in the surrounding area. He said he also had a concern about neighborhood outreach.
He said though that the neighbors in this area turn out when they have an issue with a project. He
said he had to assume that there was neighbor support noting the one public commenter tonight or
there was indifference to it and an unwillingness to come out on it.

Commissioner Strehl said the neighborhood was a very active one noting Commissioner Combs’
observation about the neighbor turnout in opposition of 50 Middlefield Road. She said in this
instance that there was no objection seemed to indicate that their silence was acquiescence or
approval. She said she would have a hard time voting against the project.
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Commissioner Onken said he thought the project just needed a bit more attention to address the
boxiness of it.

Commissioner Barnes said the staff report on page 2 under Design and Materials said the
Commission might wish to discuss whether a direct pedestrian connection should be provided
between the main entry and the public right of way. He asked what staff's viewpoint was. Assistant
Planner Paz said providing a direct pedestrian access would connect the project to the street. He
said it was not required as there was nothing in the zoning ordinance requiring it. He said it was the
fit and integration within the neighborhood that they were asking the Commission to weigh in on.
He said it was the pattern in the neighborhood and it would soften the fagade of the garage.

Commissioner Barnes said he would support continuing the project and would ask the applicant to
visit with the neighbors and show the plans and provide a record of that.

Commissioner Strehl said her home was accessed up the driveway to the front door and did not
have a direct path to the front door from the street. She said there were a number of homes like
that in the area.

Commissioner Riggs said staff had also prompted that the Commission might want to discuss if the
24-foot curb cut was an appropriate width. He said in effect the 24-foot width was two driveway
spaces and a walkway. He said he did not want to say how the home should be entered but with
this width driveway it was encouraging three cars parked and a rec room in the garage. He said
regarding the architecture as contemporary and its dissimilarity in the area that he could not
support it. He said if they continued the project, they had to be forthright about what should be
changed to be supported. He referred to D0.2, the streetscape. He said that gave a sense of how
the proposed home dominated the street, not because of overall square footage, but because of its
facade. He said stacking modules of nine-feet would create sidewalls that were more imposing
than a house with a roof peak six-feet taller. He said Commissioner Onken’s description of the
homes in the area as cute and small was very apt particularly in this end of the Willows.

Commissioner Combs asked if there was a motion on the table. Chair Goodhue said
Commissioner Onken was going to make a motion, but it had not been made. Commissioner
Onken moved to continue the project.

Chair Goodhue said she agreed with some of the comments. She said she preferred a direct
pedestrian access from the street. She said regarding the neighborhood character that she thought
the Willows was a neighborhood in great transition. She said she lived in the Willows and the
homes going up across the street from her were neither cute or small. She noted the streetscape
provided by the applicant that showed the neighboring homes. She said she thought 121 Baywood
Avenue when it was built some years ago was out of scale to the street. She heard the boxy
arguments, but she thought the boxy modular was something that was happening in the
neighborhood. She said she loved the proposed garage. She said the neighboring house was
oriented to Woodland Avenue and the other was fronting on Clover Avenue. She said she would
prefer a smaller width curb cut if it worked. She said the architecture could be finessed more but
she was concerned that the City has no design guidelines. She said she did not support a
continuance.

Commissioner Combs asked what direction would be given to the applicant.
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Commissioner Onken said that discussion on architectural style was a red herring. He said the
scale of a project was something the Commission was mindful of. He said the applicant’s photo
page demonstrated that there was any variety of architectural styles in the area. He said the other
homes though tended to a smaller scale. He said he would like the architect to play with the scale
of the main mass of the building moving the modules back in front, raising the porch height, and
perhaps the porch didn’t have to go the full width of the fagade. He said he would like the project to
address the slightly smaller scale of the neighborhood. He said he favored walking up the driveway
as more planting was preferable in the front yard.
Commissioner Riggs said he would second the motion to continue. He said at least two or three of
the Commissioners believed modern architecture had to be done sensitively. He said a product
described as having limitations in shape indicated potential failure in the use of forms. He said the
Commission had seen and been impressed with modern architectural projects.
Commissioner Combs suggested that they should provide general direction to the applicant.
Commissioner Strehl called for the vote and if it passed to then provide direction.
Chair Goodhue asked the applicant if he wanted more direction for a continuance. Mr. Dolan said
that if the direction was to add certain elements to the front facade to break up the elevation that
was one thing. He said if the direction was to step back the upper modules that was not doable. He
said he would prefer they go to the vote.
ACTION: Motion and second (Onken/Riggs) to continue the project with the following general
guidance; passes 4-3 with Commissioners Barnes, Combs, Onken and Riggs in favor and
Commissioners Goodhue, Kennedy and Strehl in opposition.
1. General guidance and comments for applicant consideration:
a. Explore options for reducing the perceived massing of the building by:
i. Increasing the perceived “weight” of the lower floor by moving up the height of the porch
ii. Add awnings/different material elements to soften the front fagade
iii. Consider reducing the extent of the porch
b. Conduct additional outreach:
i. Contact the nearby neighbors and get sign off from them that they have seen the plans
c. Revise the garage:
i. Correct the roof pitch for proper drainage
ii. Prominence is problematic from a design perspective
d. Reduce curb cut width:
i.  Consider reducing the width from 24 feet to 20 feet
J. Adjournment

Chair Goodhue adjourned the meeting at 9:38 p.m.
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Staff Liaison: Kyle Perata, Acting Principal Planner
Recording Secretary: Brenda Bennett

Approved by the Planning Commission on December 3, 2018
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ATTACHMENT E
connect-homes

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
119 Baywood Avenue

First Submission July 18, 2018

Second Submission October 10, 2018

Planning Commission Presentation on November 5, 2018
Third Submission March 13, 2019

Fourth Submission April 29, 2019

Planning Commission Presentation on May 6, 2019

Fifth Submission May 28, 2019

May 6, 2019 Planning Commission Direction

On May 6, 2019 the Planning Commission made the decision to continue the request for use
permit at 119 Baywood Avenue. While there was no formal direction to make specific changes,
the Planning Commissioners made the below comments. The project sponsor has addressed
the comments.

Below is an outline of the Planning Commission comments and the project sponsor brief
responses:

1. PCComment: Explore options for reducing the prominence garage.
Sponsor Response for original proposed design:
e Integrated the garage to the main residence by the following design
modifications
0 Relocated garage footprint by recessing the garage 8 feet back
into the front porch footprint
0 Reduced garage projection from the front porch facade (21°-3”
reduced to 13’-3”)
e Added 4-foot screen wall to the front yard creating a courtyard and added
elevation layering to balance the perceived massing of the front elevation
e Increased height of the first-floor porch parapet extending across the top of
the garage reducing the garage prominence
e Created full height architectural wing wall to the north side of the porch
e Added awning above the first-floor side patio doors
e Inserted wood siding material at second floor
e Modified landscape plan to include the addition of street trees

The combination of the above design modifications contribute in the reduction of
the perceived building massing and prominent garage.

El
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2. PC Comment: Consider revising the proposed garage door material
Sponsor Response:
e Changed from metal frame door with opaque glass to solid horizontal wood
to match the dark grey existing siding color

3. Previous Modifications:
Design Enhancements:
e Garage roof pitch was modified for proper drainage
e Green wall added to north garage elevation
e Addition of (2) street trees
e Addition of parapet to the front porch reduces the prominent massing of the
garage

The proposed garage now includes a vertical green wall on the north side of the
garage. The front yard landscaping plan was modified to include (2) street trees
as well as the large tree in the front yard. This modified landscaping plan further
breaks down the garage massing and creates screening. The curb cut has been
reduced to 20ft and the front yard permeable pavers were redesigned to create a
softer appearance. The addition of the increased height parapet along the front
porch facade creates an elevation layer between the garage and the exterior wall
of the house. The combined modifications have reduced both the massing of the
garage and the home.

Purpose of the proposal

The proposed project consists of the replacement of an existing single-family home that has
been vacant since 1990 with the construction of a new 2-story single family home and garage.

Scope of Work

The design includes an existing 1,010 SF 1-story single family house and 225 SF 1-car garage to
be demolished. New construction of a 2-story innovative factory-built home, which includes
2,547.7 sf of living area in a 4 bedroom and 3 full bathroom program. The garage, located at the
front of the property, roofs 251 sf of new 1-car covered parking area and 1-car uncovered
parking at the front of the house.

Architectural style, materials, colors

This beautiful new home will be a welcome improvement from the current dilapidated
abandoned home and integrate into the eclectic mix of one and two-story homes on this block
in Menlo Park. Composed largely of structures built in the middle of last century, many of which
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are being renovated or replaced. Baywood Avenue is home to single family residences of a
multitude of styles, colors, and materials. The proposed design of the new home on the subject
property incorporates familiar materials and forms that add to the character of this
neighborhood. The proposed design includes a combination of flat roofs, front covered open
porch and deep sun shade overhangs, with main living spaces on the first floor. The proposed
project uses a combination of semi-transparent stained light gray cedar siding and black bronze
metal siding with aluminum windows and doors. The building elevation includes the vertical
cladded porch with contrasting vertical wood and an architectural wing wall to the north side of
the porch to create a reduced massing of the 2" floor. These natural and organic colors were
chosen as they are prevalent on the street. The landscaping of the site will be natural and
native and create a light screening of the building. The new home is in scale and character with
the diversity of homes in this area. The overall character and scale of the proposed design adds
to the array of forms and materials present in the homes of Baywood Avenue.

Factory-built home

The proposed home designed by Connect-Homes is factory-built and centralizes the
construction process with the goal of eliminating waste entirely. In contrast to the 8,000
pounds of waste generated at a traditional home building on site, building in a factory cuts
waste by over 75%. The design intents to offer energy efficiency, using less resources and
providing significant yearly savings. For example, the home will come with LED lighting systems,
exceeds minimum insulation requirements, uses Low-E thermally-broken doors and windows
and is designed to attain the points necessary for LEED for Homes Silver certification before
factoring in site variables. Steel frames function as the main structural component allowing for
more precision and sturdier construction. Currently there have been 5 Connect Homes build
and/ or approved in San Mateo County, 2 of which are in Menlo Oaks.

Site layout

The new home will be placed outside of the required setbacks of the property. The garage and
house were positioned on the site in a way to create a rhythm and vernacular consistent of the
current street elevation with adjacent properties. The placement of the garage at the front of
the home is consistent with the adjacent neighbor’s garage of similar size and scale and
consistent with other Menlo Park properties (see attached street study).

The entry of the house is welcoming and well-defined with a factory- built covered front porch
and pathways from both the driveway and street. The project also introduces new landscaping
to the site consistent in neighborhood including newly planted trees, helping screen the views
of the house to and from the street. There will be some site-built decking on the side and rear
yards, which creates multiple access to the outdoors and strengthened the proposed overall
design. There will be extra build up in the finish grading in order to meet the FEMA flood plain
requirements for this site while also matching the adjacent lot existing natural grades. The
landscape plantings and exterior decking have been designed to soften the built-up grade
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surround the buildings. The siting of the house and garage were considered while working
with the existing grading constraints. There are two invasive trees proposed for removal based
on direction from the city arborist and will be replaced accordingly. There are no other
significant natural features on the property and the house does not block or obscure any
adjacent views or light.

Privacy among the neighboring properties is respected in the proposed design. The adjacent
home to the north is sited perpendicular to the site and its detached garage adjacent to the
side of the property has no windows. The single-story property to the south is well screened by
existing vegetation and fencing. Additionally, an existing fence, existing established trees and
new landscape screening are proposed along both side and rear property lines to help screen
views to and from the new home.

Neighboring properties

When the property was purchased direct conversations were conducted with the neighbors
located at 106 Baywood (Jack Younkin), 111 Baywood (Lauri Hart) and 118 Baywood (Teddy &
Robert Wilson). The neighbors were excited about the project, expressing support of the
project since the property has attracted transients and all the side effects of not being cared for
in over 25 years.

At the request of the planning department, the project sponsors provided additional outreach
to the following addresses 105 & 103 Clover Lane, 100, 106, 111, 118, 121, 126 & 130 Baywood
Avenue.

e On November 5, 2019 the project sponsors presented the original design to
the planning commission and at the hearing during public comment Joel Zott
(111 Baywood) spoke in favor of the project and original design

e On March 1, 2019 the project sponsors reached out directly to the 9
immediate neighbors with hand delivered letters offering a meeting or
phone call to review the updated plans.

e On March 1, 2019 project sponsor, when attempting to contact the owner of
121 Baywood, spoke with the tenant who provided our written request to
the property owner.

e On March 11, 2019 the project sponsors conducted a meeting held at the
neighbors who reside at 118 Baywood. The neighbors included Teddy Wilson
(118 Baywood), Jessica Olsen (126 Baywood), Lauri Hart (111 Baywood),
Robert Wilson (118 Baywood), and Mrs. Greaves (Woodland Ave.). There
was also a meeting with Heather Goudey (105 Clover LN) separately at her
home on the same day. The project sponsors presented the updated full
submittal package illustrating the changes to the design and landscaping
while articulating the planning commission’s requests from the previous
hearing. The neighbor focus was on the landscaping, exterior elevations, and



ES

B s 5 T
connect-homes

the garage. The project sponsors went through the enhancements made to
each of these items specifically. 1) Landscaping - there were modifications in
the front yard to soften up the front elevation including street trees, reduced
curb cut, and redesigned concrete paver area, 2) Exterior Elevation - this was
re-designed to reduce the perceived massing of the building by adding a
parapet above the porch, adding a wing wall to the side of the porch, and
increasing the wood siding material, and 3) Garage — further landscaping was
applied to the wall surface and additional street trees making the garage less
prominent but still consistent with other front facing garages in the
neighborhood. These changes and responses to comments were well
received by neighbors at the meeting. The project sponsors fielded and
answered questions in an interactive session. Teddy Wilson from 118
Baywood was the only neighbor vocal about the garage design. The updated
next phase of the development process and intentions to submit the package
were discussed. There were several requests from the neighbors to contain
a rodent issue prior to demolition. The project sponsors agreed to provide
ample notice prior to demolition. The neighbors were pleased with the
factory-built means and methods of construction reducing the construction
schedule and minimizing neighborhood impact.

On March 12, 2019 the project sponsors had a call with Amar Marugan at
130 Baywood since he was unable to attend the neighbor meeting at 118
Baywood. Amar wanted to offer his support for the project and indicated he
would be contacting the planning department directly to express his support.
On April 24, 2019 the project sponsor emailed the updated plans including
the rear garage design option to the neighbors at 118 Baywood, 111
Baywood, 105 Clover LN, 126 Baywood, and 130 Baywood.

On April 24, 2019 the project sponsor spoke directly to Terrence, the owner
of 103 Clover. Terrence indicated that he had seen the project plans and
such on the web and his only concern was the dust from the demo,
otherwise he is in support of the design and project.

On April 24, 2019 the project sponsor received an email message from 105
Clover LN questioning the proposed new rear garage option.

On April 25, 2019 the project sponsor hand deliverd the updated plans
including the rear garage design option to the neighbors 100 Baywood, 106
Baywood, 121 Baywood, and 103 Clover LN.

On April 25, 2019 the project sponsor received an email message from our
direct neighbor at 111 Baywood strongly objecting the alternate rear garage
design option. She also states that she had no objection to the original
design and her husband Joe Zott was the only public comment and spoke in
favor at the commission hearing on November 5, 2018.

On May 6, 2019 the project sponsor presented the revised plans to the
planning commission and no neighbor objection was made to the project
during pubic comment.
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e On May 29, 2019 the project sponsor hand delivered the most recent
updated plans including the added design features to the neighbors
Conclusion

In summary, this project is progressive and forward-looking, incorporating the best of the
current trends in sustainability and responsible construction practices. The home is a great
addition to this community, and the architecture reflects and enhances the diversity of this
vibrant neighborhood.

Based on in person and in writing feedback received to date from the surrounding neighbors
we recommend proceeding with this design submission.

STREET STUDY

1220 BAY LAUREL AVENUE, MENLO PARK, CA 94025
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99 SAN MATEO AVENUE, MENLO PARK, CA 94025

210 BLACKBURN AVENUE, MENLO PARK, CA 94025
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256 MARMONA DRIVE, MENLO PARK, CA 94025
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213 BLACKBURN AVENUE, MENLO PARK, CA 94025
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217 MARMONA DRIVE, MENLO PARK, CA 94025
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ATTACHMENT G
Planning Commission

Date: 5/6/2019
Time: 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers
MENLO PARK 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025

A. Call To Order
Vice Chair Barnes called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
B. Roll Call

Present: Andrew Barnes (Vice Chair), Chris DeCardy, Michael Doran, Camille Kennedy, Henry
Riggs, Michele Tate

Absent: Catherine Strehl

Staff: Cecelia Conley, Contract Assistant Planner; Ori Paz, Assistant Planner; Kyle Perata,
Principal Planner; Corinna Sandmeier, Senior Planner; Chris Turner, Planning Technician

F. Public Hearing

F2. Use Permit/Chris Dolan/119 Baywood Avenue:
Request for a use permit to demolish an existing single-family residence and a detached garage
and construct a new two-story single-family residence with either an attached front-loading one-car
garage and adjacent uncovered space at the front or a detached side-loading one-car garage and
adjacent uncovered space at the rear on a substandard lot with respect to lot area and width in the
R-1-U (Single-Family Urban Residential) zoning district. Two heritage-size tree of heaven trees are
proposed for removal. Continued by the Planning Commission at the November 5, 2018
meeting (Staff Report #19-034-PC)

Staff Comment: Assistant Planner Ori Paz said he had no updates to the written report.

Questions of Staff: Commissioner Chris DeCardy said on page 5 of the staff report it stated: Staff is
aware that alternate home models by the manufacturer could be pursued by the applicant that may
comply with the daylight plane and meet all other Zoning Ordinance requirements and City
standards. He asked for clarification if that implied anything regarding the two options proposed or
if it had been discussed and was feasible.

Assistant Planner Paz said he might defer to the applicant as well to answer the question. He said
these were modular homes for which there were multiple different models. He said the applicant’s
choice was Model 8. He said the two options assessed were based on selecting Model 8 as the
home. He said staff's statement was that there were other models that potentially could have been
proposed that would meet City requirements. He said for the model selected that the second option
would not meet the City requirements given the site constraints and daylight plane.

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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Commissioner Doran said on page 2 of the staff report it stated: ...however the detached garage
option does not appear to be able to comply with the daylight plane requirement due to the
confluence of the minimum driveway width, daylight plane, design limitations from the specific
model of the proposed modular home, and City Engineering Division finished floor requirements
relating to FEMA compliance. He asked if the modular home was a problem for the attached
garage whether it was possible to use a stick-built garage. Planner Paz said the garage was
proposed to be stick-built. He said the home and porch were modular and the garage would be
built onsite. Commissioner Doran said the paragraph he read indicated that a detached garage
would not work, which he found confusing. Planner Paz said the issue with the modular home was
that it was a certain width and the minimum driveway width was also a certain width. He said in the
detached garage option the applicants in using their chosen home model did not have enough
space for the home width, the driveway width and meet the daylight plane.

Applicant Presentation: Chris Dolan said he was the project sponsor. He said after the November
5, 2018 meeting, they looked at the four major comments made by the Commission. He said the
first was to explore options to reduce the perceived massing of the building. He said in comparing
the elevations from the previous elevations and the renderings, they reduced the massing by
increasing the height of the porch parapet wall and extending the wing wall past the linear footage
across the front facade and wrapping that wing wall down along the right side of the front of the
home. He said they added an awning to the right side and changed some of the materials between
the windows on the second floor to reduce the perceived massing. He said they were installing a
green wall trellis on the right side of the garage.

Mr. Dolan said regarding the second item on neighborhood outreach that they held a neighborhood
meeting at the neighbor’s house across the street from the subject property. He said they held
another meeting at another residence, and lastly a phone call meeting where they reviewed the
revised and modified plan since the November meeting. He said the third item was the roof pitch,
which had been revised. He said the fourth item was to reduce the curb cut, which in the revised
plan was now 20 feet not 24 feet.

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

Commission Comment: Vice Chair Barnes read the March 20 email from the neighbor across the
street to staff that expressed continuing neighbor concern with the prominence of the garage. Vice
Chair Barnes said he too found that element not in character with the homes in the neighborhood.
He said the project was not materially different than what the Commission saw in November. He
said they needed a design that would be more congruent with the homes in the neighborhood. He
said offsite construction was an innovative technology with benefits. He said in this instance a
choice between offsite and onsite construction was not being directed rather for the applicant to
choose a design that met design standards and worked on the site and for the neighborhood. He
said the garage had to be integrated into the main footprint of the house or behind or along side it.

Commissioner Riggs said he thought the building design had come along well, and if proposed in
an Eichler neighborhood would fit well. He said the neighborhood character was strongly classic,
so it was a challenge to bring a modern home into such a cohesive style neighborhood. He said if
the City had design guidelines that would help to support that and better inform property owners
and applicants. He referred to Vice Chair Barnes’ comments and suggested the proposed revision
addressed those but not the challenge of style. He said perhaps if the face of the garage had a

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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corresponding low wall like the front side of the property that would make the front of the garage
appear to be part of the house.

Commissioner Doran said he did not object to modern architecture and he thought modular home
construction had many benefits. He referred to the staff report and comments that the confluence
of the City’s requirements and the specific model of home the applicants wanted to order made the
requirements of the daylight plane infeasible. He said he found that objectionable. He said the
applicant needed to choose modular designs to be constructed offsite that would comply with City
requirements.

Vice Chair Barnes said for the record that he had no problem with modern architectural aesthetic
and was supportive of innovative building technology. He said it was the externalization of the
garage in this design that did not work.

Commissioner DeCardy confirmed with staff that Option 2 with a garage on the rear of the property
would not meet City standards such as daylight plane requirements. He noted that some neighbors
had concerns with the garage being in the rear of the property. He said it was not clear if there was
neighbor consensus supporting a garage in the back or in the front of the property.

Commissioner Doran moved to continue the project.

Vice Chair Barnes asked the applicant if he would prefer a vote to approve or deny, or a
continuance. Mr. Dolan said a continuance was preferable.

Vice Chair Barnes said that the garage needed to be integrated into the footprint of the house and
the detached garage in the front did not work. Mr. Dolan asked if the project would get approved if
the design with the front porch across the entire facade was recessed eight feet with the garage
attached. Vice Chair Barnes said that was not answerable. He said the applicant should take the
Commission concerns and work with staff on a design that resolved concerns.

Commissioner Camille Kennedy noted the suggestion made by Commissioner Riggs to make the
garage more like the style of the home to soften its effect. She said she loved the house, but the
garage was predominant and suggested it match the style of the home.

Commissioner Riggs said his suggestion was for a low wall in line with the face of the garage
brought across the front yard and at least 10 feet away from the garage to allow for the second
required parking space. He said that would bring the face of the house out to the face of the
garage. He said the garage was finished in vertical wood siding, which was also the finish of the
porch facade. Mr. Dolan asked if he was suggesting a low wall in parallel with the front plane of the
garage and across the front fagade of the house. Commissioner Riggs said structurally a low wall
would be a fence with similar wood siding. Responding to Vice Chair Barnes, commissioner Riggs
clarified that his suggestion of a low wall is meant as an example of a way to integrate the garage
facade, not as a preferred design.

Vice Chair Barnes confirmed with staff that the Commission direction to the applicant for
continuance was clear.

Commissioner Kennedy seconded the motion to continue.

ACTION: Motion and second (Doran/Kennedy) to continue the project for redesign with the
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following Commission direction; passes 4-2-1 with Commissioners DeCardy and Michele Tate
opposed and Commissioner Strehl absent.

Individual Planning Commissioners commented on the following topics for consideration with a
revised project:
1. The prominence of the garage:
a. Please explore options for reducing the prominence of the garage. Avenues to
accomplish this could include:
i. Relocating the garage to be better integrated into the footprint of the main
residence; and/or
ii. Providing architectural or landscape features nearer to the front property line to
balance the massing of the projection.
2. Materials:
a. Consider revising the proposed garage door material.

l. Adjournment

Chair Barnes adjourned the meeting at 9:21 p.m.

Staff Liaison: Kyle Perata, Principal Planner
Recording Secretary: Brenda Bennett

Approved by the Planning Commission on May 20, 2019
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119 Baywood Avenue — Attachment C: Data Table

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

FAL (Floor Area Limit)

Square footage by floor

Square footage of buildings
Building height
Parking

Trees

ATTACHMENT H

PROPOSED EXISTING ZONING
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE
6,870 sf 6,870 sf 7,000.0 sfmin.
50.0 ft. 50.0 ft. 65.0 ft. min.
137.4 ft. 137.4 ft. 100.0 ft. min.
28.6 ft 22.0 ft 20.0 ft. min.
49.0 ft. 452 ft. 20.0 ft. min.
5.1 ft. 10.7 ft. 5.0 ft. min.
5.2 ft. 3.6 ft. 5.0 ft. min.
1,7425 sf 1,235.0 sf 2,404.5 sf max.
254 % 179 % 35.0 % max.
2,797.5 sf 1,235.0 sf 2,800 sf max.
1,296.4 sf/1st floor 1010.0 sf/1st floor
1,249.7 sf/2" floor 225.0 sf/garage
251.4 sf/garage
194.7 sflporch
2,992.2 sf 1,235.0 sf
244 ft 18.1 ft. 28 ft. max.
1 covered/1 uncovered 1 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered
Note: Areas shown highlighted indicate a nonconforming or substandard situation.
Heritage trees: 4* Non-Heritage trees: 4 New Trees: 4*
Heritage trees Non-Heritage trees Total Number of
proposed for removal: 2 proposed for 0 Trees: 7
removal:

*Includes nearby trees on neighboring lots and street trees




ATTACHMENT |

DIMENSIONING NOTES
1. ALL DIMENSIONS ARE TO FAE OF STRUCTURE (F.0.S) UNLESS
‘OTHERWISE NOTED. SHEATHING IS NOT INCLUDED AS STRUCTURE IN
DIMENSIONING. DIMENSIONS ARE TO FRAMING.

2.D0 NOT SCALE FROM DRAWINGS.

3. ANY INCONSISTENCIES OR UNFORESEEN CONDITIONS TO BE
REVIEWED BY HOME EC PRIOR TO PROGEEDING WITH CONSTRUGTION,

AL
GFESET FROMWALLS TOALLON FOR () 244 STUDS AT THE JAMSS UNLESS
OTHERWISE NOTED,

5. ALL NON-DIMENSIONED INTERIOR DOORS SHALL BE OFFSET FROM THE
HINGE SIDE WAL TO ALLOW FOR (2) 2X4 STUDS AT THE JAMB. (UON)

6. ALL GASEWORK DIMENSIONS TO FACE OF FINISH
MISCELLANEOUS NOTES

7. SOUND INSULATION REQUIRED IN ALL INTERIOR WALLS.
5 PROVIDE 1.6 GALLONS OF WATER PER FLUSH TOLETS.

BE STRAPPED OR HAVE

s
TO AN ADJACENT WALL.

10. ALL INSULATION MATERIALS SHALL BE CERTIFIED BY THE
MANUFACTURER AS COMPLYING WITH THE REQUIRED QUALITY
'STANDARDS FOR INSULATION MATERIAL.

11, EXTERIOR DOORS MUST OPEN OVER A LANDING NOT MORE THAN %*
'BELOW THE THRESHOLD. EXCEPTION: PROVIDING THE DOOR DOES NOT
'SWING OVER THE LANDING THE LANDING SHALL NOT BE MORE THAN
'BELOW THE THRESHOLD.

2,15 REQUIED BY AGENGY. AN APPROVED SEISMIC SHUTOFF VALYE

or
i BUILONG OF STRUCTURE CONTANING THE FUEL OAS PPNG

5. FOR TYPICAL MOUNTING HEIGHTS OF DOOR HAROWARE, ELECTRICAL
DEVICES AND ME ITROLS SEE DETAIL 64.7.5 REFER

DETAL WHEN DIENSIONS G STATED ITENS ARE NOT SHOWN N
ELEVATION.

14 PROVIDE R.12 EXTERIOR BLANKET INSULATION FOR HOT WATER

WATER PIPING SHALL BE NSULATED PER PLUMBING DIVISION.

15. INSULATION VALUES SHALL BE AS FOLLOWS:
5=

INTERIOR BATH AND BEDROOW WALLS AT INSULATION = R-13

{5 HINDRALS AT STARS SHALL GE REQUIED WHERE THERE ATE 4 OR
MORE RISERS, At WIORE THAN 38" ABOVE
LANBIGS AND NOSNGS OF TREADS.

17. GRIPS ON RAILS SHALL HAVE A 1 7% WINIMUM AND 2" MAXIMUM
DIAMETER OR OFFER EQUIVALENT GRIPPING SURFACE.

18 S SHALL ToRESIST
'A200 POUND POINT LOAD IN ANY DIREGTION.

1. A COMPREHENSIVE REVIEW OF THE ENERGY COMPLANCE
ALCULATION AND DETAILS BASED ON CLIMATE ZONE AND BUILDING.

‘ON-SITE WORK FOR LOCAL GC
THIS SCOPE OF WORK IS TO BE USED AS A GENERAL OUTLINE FOR THE WORK REQUIRED TO BE PERFORMED BY THE LOCAL GC
FOR A CONNECT HOME, BOTH PRE-DELIVERY OF THE HOME AND POST-DELIVERY OF THE HOME. IT IS NOT INTENDED TO BE USED
AS ACOMPREHENSIVE LIST. T IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE LOCAL GG AND OWNER TO REVIEW THE LOCAL ARGHITECTURAL

RESUME OF WORK

DRAWINGS AND THE LOCAL STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS AS WELL AS
APPLICABLE).

"PRE-DELIVERY SCOPE OF WOR

1. DEMOLITION
Al DEMOLISH EXISTING HOUSE

2.GRADING.
A) REVEW SOILS REPORT AND GRADING RECOMMENDATIONS (I APPLICABLE)
B)  GRADING/EXCAVATION FOR FOOTINGS, CRAWLSPACE, TRENCHING
) COMPACTSOIL § FT AROUND PERIMETER OF FOUNDATION FOR TRUCK AND MODULE STAGING

'CONCRETE FOUNDATION FOOTINGS, CONCRETE PADS FOR DECKS, SITE STAIRS AND CONDENSER LOCATION
B)  CMUSTEM WALLS AND PIERS (CONCRETE SUBSTITUTION FOR CMU IS ACCEPTABLE PER STRUCTURALS)
) FOUNDATION VENT SCREENS AND CRAWLSPACE AGCESS DOOR

3. FOUNDATIONS
A

D) INSTALL RAT SLAB IN CRAWLSPACE IF REQUESTED BY OWNER
4.STEEL
A) SUPPLY AND INSTALL WELD PLATES AT TOP OF STEM WALLS AND PIERS

5. UTILITY INFRASTRUCTURE
Al RUNSA

1. Structural Steel Frames

b) Storyline mate line connection piates (for 2 story only) .
o)pr

9, prime and paint
) Instal tlocking and blocking fastener at ses! beams

2. Floor Assembly
a)Instal foor josts

) Instalpiywood subfoor
) install wood floorng

o) nstal e floring at bthvoom locatons

1) Instal stair and landing framing (fr 2 story only)

9) Notes: Supply wood flooing boards to b installed in field

3. Colling Assombly

) sl oypoum boor g rish and ot

by bl i s ooty o

il xionr wood sidng soft vere dck ocatons
4, Roofing Assembly

3} Intal roo rafter and cripple wal framing

T TO STUB UPIPOINT OF
CRAWLSPACE
(IF PROPERTY IS ON SEPTIC, INSTALL SEPTIC SYSTEM)
(COORDINATE WITH INSPECTOR IF NEW SEWER LATERAL WILL BE REQUIRED)

B)  RUNWATER NAIN SERVICE LINE FROM WATER METER TO MANIFOLD/ SHUT OFF VALVE OUTSIDE CRAWLSPACE AND.
TO SUPPLY STUB UPS! POINTS OF CONNECTION IN CRAWLSPACE FOR DOMESTIC SERVICES AND FIRE SPRINKLER

SERVICE
(COORDINATE METER SIZE AND MAIN LINE SIZE REQUIREMENTS WITH LOCAL UTILITY COMPANY)
(IF PROPERTY IS ON WATER WELL INSTALL WATER WELL)
©)  INSTALL EXTERIOR HOSE BI
D) RUNGAS SERVICE LINE FROM METER TO SEISMIC SHUT OFF VALVE OUTSIDE CRAWLSPACE AND TO SUPPLY STUB
UP/ POINT OF CONNEGTION IN CRAWLSPAGE
(COORDINATE METER LOCATION AND MAIN LINE SIZE WITH LOGAL UTILITY COMPANY)
(IF PROPERTY IS ON PROPANE, INSTALL PROPANE TANK)
E)  INSTALL PIPE SLEEVE AND STUS UP/ POINT OF CONNECTION IN CRAWLSPACE TO PULL FUTURE ELECTRIC SERVICE
E. RUN UNDERGROUND CONDUIT FROM CRAWLSPAC

INTO CRAWLSPACE RO PACE TO CONDENSER LOCAT
(IF ADDITIONAL STRUCTURES ON SITE (GARAGE), RUN UNDERGROUND CONDUIT FROM CRAWLSPACE TO THOSE.
Loc)

F)  INSTALLTEMPORARY POWER

7. SUBSURFACE DRl

INAGE
INSTALL SUBSURFACE DRAINAGE ANDIOR WA TEMS PER P "

) nstalplywood sheatring
@) Instal roofing membrane.

5. Wall As:
a) instal wall raming
Instalnsulaton

) Instal nerior gypsum board, iish and paint
) Intalnfriorbaseboard

) ntl e e oo lcaiors
) nstal nter
) nstall oxtorior p\yvmu shestig

i Insial oxtario wood 16, back prime and stan
) Instal exteriorcorrugated metal siding

) Istalexteior window and door assembles.

1) nstall exterior sil pans

6. Electrical
a)Instal rough slectical

\Z
B INSTALL SITE SURFAGE DRANS F APPLICABLE)

RESUME OF WORK-ON SITE WORK PRE-DELIVERY g
NO SCALE

'POST-DELIVERY SCOPE OF WORK:

1. UTILITY INFRASTRUCTURE.
) INSTALL SANITARY DRAINAGE BRANCH IN CRAWLSPACE CONNECTING SANITARY DRAINLINE STUB DOWNS UNDER
HOUSE AND CONNECT TO  SANITARY DRAINAGE STUB UP IN CRAWLSPACE

8)  connect! LINE STUB iousE SPACE AND CONNECT FIRE.
'SPRINKLER RISER STUB DOWNS UNDER HOUSE TO STUB UP IN CRAWLSPACE

) CONNECT GAS SERVICE L sPACE

) nstal oloctrical main panal and sub panel(or 2 sory only)

o) Notes: Exterior lihts 10 bo wied I factory and istaled in feld. Low voliage
devices and rough-ns  be incuded n manufacture scop

bing

a)Instal rough plumbing -water, santary crain, gas
b)Intall waler healer and oultake and intake vent caps.
) Instalplmbing fixtres

Mechanical
) sl (1 spolatle)

ical condenser 1o be nstaied on site
o installsupply androtum i astors

) Insall ductng for bathroom fans and hood vent

COORDINATE ELECTRIC METER LOCATION AND SIZE OF SERVICE WITH LOCAL UTILITY COMPANY,
INDERGROUND SERVICE TO METER, CONNECT ELECTRIC SERVICE FROM METER TO PIPE SLEEVE IN CRAWLSPACE AND RUN
ELEGTRIC SERVIGE T0 HOUSE SUB BANEL AND ENERGIE HOUSE SUB PANEL. RUN SERVICE T0 GONDENSER
(F ADDITIONAL STRUGTURES ON SITE (GARAGE), RUN ELEGTRIC SERVICE TO THEM)

)1 COSEOINATE DIRETLY WITH THE LOGAL TELEPHONE AND GAGLE PROVIDERS SERVIGIG THE AREA T0 PROVIE
SERVICE FOR THE HOVE, INGLUDING THE INSTALLATION OF et (CABLE PANELS AND THE PULLING OF LOW.

9.Fire Sprinkders.
&) sl syl rarfold

cads, supply e and stub downs
Ot e s s bl

FINSH INSTALLATION I FELD SCOPE OF WORK
Structural Steel Frams

pors
fing sid plates at maduies' connocton

e} Instal bots at storyine connectons. (for 2 stoy only)

2. Floor Assembly
) nsipyvae suorolng e g seams
b) Instal insulaton at floor mating sear

@) Intall wood floring boards a floor
o) Complele star landing assembiy (for 2 tory o)

s sl wood Yoo (tapicate)
9)Instail o for bathroom and shower

3. Coling Assembly
2) insal gyp:

b) Install mateline collng board botwoen boams
4. Roofing Assembl

a) Install matelne biock
b) Install pywood sheathing along mating seams

o) nstall metal donnspout

9)Intal roof ventiation

5. Wall Assembly
3)insa

)
b) Prime and pain along wall mating seams.
) nstal wall base along wall mating seams.
@) Instal insuiaton along wal mating seams

) Install exterior melal base fascia

Electrical

©)Instal remaining oectical xtures
) Instal exteriorIghis

e) st elecircalsystems in house:

7. Plumbing

2} Instal roof vent seeves and protection collars at vent stub ups
b) Instal remaining plumbing iures.

©) Test plumbing systems in house

& Mokl

5 .nmn ooy e rom s gt
hermostat
@i condanser

1) Connect supply duct from fan uni {0 second sory (2 story only)
‘Gonnect remaining duciing, ncuding range hood

) Test mechanicalsystem.

2) Test appiances

10. Casowork
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a
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NO SCALE NO SCALE CALE NO SCALE CALE o
ARCHITECT: GENERAL CONTRACTOR: z ¢
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Los Angeles, CA 90014 g H
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SCHEMATIC PERSPECTIVE
NO SCALE
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119 BAYWOOD AVE, MENLO PARK, CA 84025

APN.

ZONING:

LOT SIZE;
CONSTRUCTION TYPE:
OCCUPANCY:

WUI/SRA ZONE:
CLIMATE ZONE:

EXISTING:

062 - 301 - 090
6870 SF (0.1577135 acres)
TYPE V-8

GROUP R3, 2 STORY SINGLE FAMILY
RESIDENCE (4 BED, 3 BATH)
NO

cz3

EXISTING SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE TO BE DEMOLISHED: 1010 SF
EXISTING 1-CAR GARAGE TO BE DEMOLISHED: 225 SF

PROPOSED:

PROPOSED NEW FACTORY BUILT SINGLE FAMILV RESIDENCE: 2,546.1 SF
PROPOSED NEW SITE BUILT 1-CAR GARAGE: 251.4 SF
PROPOSED HEIGHT: (FROM LOWEST ADIACENT GRADE TO TOP OF ROOF) 24.4 FT

FRONT SETBACK: 28.6 FT (MIN. 20 FT)
REAR SETBACK: 49 FT (MIN 20 FT)
LEFT SETBACK: 5.1 FT_(MIN 5 FT)
RIGHT SETBACK: 8.9 FT (MIN 5 FT)

FLOOD NOTES:
FLOOD ZONE DESIGNATION: AE

BASE FLOOD ELEVATIO! 5.7
DESIGN FLOOD ELEVATION: 58.8

- THE PROJECT WILL BE DESIGNED TO COMPLY WITH THE CITY'S FLOOD DAMAGE
PREVENTION ORDINANCE, CHAPTER 12, SECTION 42,

-1 CERTIFY THAT | AM THE ARCHITECT OF RECORD AND THE PLANS DATED 10.23.18,
SUBMITTED ON 10.24.18 COMPLY WITH CITY'S FLOOD DAMAGE PREVENTION ORDINANCE
(CHAPTER 12, SECTION 42).

Lo

sty

119 BAYWOOD
[AVENUE, MENLO
PARK CA 94025
SHeeT seT

USE PERMIT

SHEET TITLE
TITLE SHEET

SLEET. SHeeT (WopEL
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Rainbird Controller Rainbird
22 station ESP-Me Rotors
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PEB VALVE

#6 (E) 18" Tree of Heaven .
to be Removed #9 (E) 12
silver Maple Tree

Proposed
#5 () 10" Tree of Heaven Condenser
Tree to be Removed Location

Netafim Dripline Netafim
Flush Valve

Main Line SCH 40 2"

77777 Sleeves SCH 40 4" or contractor
fffff to locate and use existing if possible

Lateral Line SCh 40 1"

Drip Line: Netafim Techline CV LITE with

~ —.—.—-. 18" Emitter spacing and 24" lateral
spacing. Provide flush valves at the end of
each circuit and air relief valve at the high
point of each circuit.

Rainbird Drip Valve XCS-100-PRF

24y}

e® Rainbird 1800 series 6" Heads
] Rainbird Valves PEB or PEBS
[cl

Rainbird Controller 22 station ESP-Me

Elec. Meter
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Water Drip
12 SF Med
Water Drip
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404 SF Low
Water Drip Residence

506 SF High
Water Spray.
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Concrete
Driveway

Garage
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Pittosporum
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Privet Tree

— @
#1 (E) 30"

LR Redwood Tree
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®
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(408) 842-0245

aitkenassociates@gmail.com

AITKEN ASSOCIATES
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS

8262 Rancho Real Gilroy Ca. 95020

Calif. Reg.#2239

BAYWOOD RESIDENCE
119 Baywood Ave. Menlo Park, CA
IRRIGATION PLAN

DATE 05-29-19

ordinance and applied them accordingly for the efficient use of water
in the landscape and irrigation design plan."
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ATTACHMENT J

Kielty Arborist ServicesLLC

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

June 21, 2018, Revised April 24, 2019

Jamie McGrath
Conventus LLC

111 Potrero Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94103

Site: 119 Baywood Avenue, Menlo Park, CA
Dear Jamie McGrath,

As reguested on Thursday, June 14, 2018 | visited the above site to inspect and comment on the
trees. A new 2 story home is proposed for this site and your concern for the future health and
safety of the trees has prompted thisvisit. Site plan D-0.4 dated 4/17/19 was reviewed for
writing this report.

Method:

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

1 - 29 VeyPoor
30 - 49 Poor
50 - 69 Fair
70 - 89 Good
90 - 100 Excdlent

The height of the trees was measured using a Nikon Forestry 550 Hypsometer. The spread was
paced off. Comments and recommendations for future maintenance are provided.
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Survey:
Tree# Species DBH CON HT/SPComments
1*P  Incense cedar 282 45 45/25 Fair vigor, poor form, topped at 30/,

5P/R

6P/R

7P

9*

(Calocedrus decurrens)

Pittosporum 75 50 25/15
(Pittosporum eugenioides)

Pittosporum 96 50 35/15
(Pittosporum eugenioides)

Privet 6.6 50 25/15
(Ligustrum japonicum)

Tree of heaven 20.1 45 40/30

(Ailanthus altissima)
TREE FAILED IN WINTER OF 2019

Tree of heaven 185 45 50/35
(Ailanthus altissima)

Coast live oak 249 90 45/40
(Quercus agrifolia)

Pittosporum 9.7 40 20/20
(Pittosporum eugenioides)

Silver maple 12est 80 40/30

(Acer saccharinum)

codominant at 30 feet, decay likely.
10 times diameter=23.5'

Fair vigor, fair form, old hedge material,
easily replaced.

Fair vigor, fair form, old hedge material,
easily replaced.

Fair vigor, fair form, old hedge material,
easily replaced.

Fair vigor, poor form, multi leader at grade,
suppressed by #6, leans, heavily invasive.
Fair vigor, fair form, invasive, poor species
Proposed for removal.

Good vigor, good form, good location,
recommended to cable codominant |eader.
10 times diameter=20.7"

Fair vigor, poor form, heavy decay on trunk.

Fair vigor, fair form, young tree, 3 feet from
property line.

*-Indicates neighbor s tree P-Indicates protected tree by city ordinance
R- Indicates proposed removal
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Summary:

The trees surveyed on site are mix of native and imported trees. Trees#1, and #5-7 are heritage
trees as they have diameter measuring over 15 inches. Tree#5 has recently failed in the winter of
2019 dueto heavy winds. The city of Menlo Park's definition of a heritage tree is as followed:

. Any tree having atrunk with a circumference of 47.1 inches (diameter of 15 inches) or more

measured at 54 inches above natural grade.

. Any oak tree native to California, with a circumference of 31.4 inches (diameter of 10 inches) or

more measured at 54 inches above natural grade.

. Any tree or group of trees specifically designated by the City Council for protection because of

its historical significance, specia character or community benefit.

. Any tree with more than one trunk measured at the point where the trunks divide, with a

circumference of 47.1 inches (diameter of 15 inches) or more, with the exception of trees that are
under 12 feet in height, which are exempt from the ordinance.

. Any treelocated within the public right of way (Street trees)

Proposed work on site/recommendations:

A new 2 story home s proposed on site. The existing site plan shows pittosporum trees #2-4 to
be removed. The Pittosporum trees are old hedge materia that has not been well maintained.
These trees are not of a protected size.

The proposed driveway has been redesigned to be as far from the neighbor's incense cedar tree as
possible. The driveway curves around the tree where possible, while still maintaining a standard
driveway width. In order to reduce impacts as much as possible, it is recommended to
construction the driveway on top of grade using Biaxial Geogrid(Tensar BX-1100) when within
23.5 feet from then neighbor's Incense cedar tree. Thiswill alow for azero cut driveway type
build. The geogrid can be pinned down over the existing soil as an underlayment which
disperses loads laterally, and allows for building up a base section over the existing soil asa
"zero cut" type driveway build. Thiswill make for araised finish driveway grade, but will also
allow for athinning of the required base section thickness to as much as 50% below standard.
When outside the distance of 23.5 feet from the tree, standard driveway techniques can be used
to construct the driveway. If thistype of driveway build will help to relieve potential compacted
conditions within the tree root zone. If thistype of driveway isto be built when within 23.5 feet
from the neighbor's incense cedar tree, impacts are expected to be nonexistent as no roots will be
impacted/cut.

Tree protection fencing for the neighbor's incense cedar tree is recommended to be placed at 20
feet from the tree where possible. Anywhere tree protection fencing needs to be reduced for
access or any other reason, should be protected by alandscape barrier. During the driveway
build, the tree protection zone can be reduced to the edge of the proposed driveway. The
driveway work when within 23.5 feet of tree #1 will need to be supervised by the Project
Arborist.
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Ailanthus tree #5 failed during the previous winter storms. The owner would now like to remove
the other ailanthus tree #6. Thistreeisin close proximity to the proposed uncovered parking
areaand garage. Impacts from excavation would be expected at this distance from the tree. This
species is often recommended for removal dueto itsinvasiveness. The tree meets the following
considerations to use in determining whether there is good cause for removal of a heritage tree:
-The condition of the tree or trees with respect to disease, danger of falling, proximity to existing
or proposed structures and interference with utility services. (Thistreeisin close proximity to
the proposed structureson site)

-The necessity to remove the tree or trees in order to construct proposed improvements to the
property (Treeremoval is needed to construct the covered carport and garage.)

- The long-term value of the species under consideration, particularly life span and growth rate.
(This species has the lowest value dueto itsinvasiveness and has a short life span of less
than 50 year s) (https.//selectree.cal poly.edu/tree-detail/ailanthus-altissima)

The remaining trees are not expected to experience any impacts with tree protection fencing
installed and maintained throughout the project. Tree protection fencing for coast live oak tree
#7 will need to be placed at 20 feet from the tree where possible.

Summary:

The trees on site are amix of native and imported
trees. Incense cedar tree #1 isin poor condition.
Thetree hasfair vigor, but poor form. Thetree
has either been topped in the past at 30 feet or
has experienced at top failure at 30 feet. New
growth following the loss of the trees top now
consist of two |eaders competing for apical
dominance. The areawherethe top has failed ,or
been removed, is now prone to decay, asthe tree
is not able to develop enough reaction wood to
close the wound. Because decay islikely in this
area, the two codominant tops are prone to failure
as they continue to grow larger. The two tops are
recommended to be cabled together to offer extra
support to the trees poor form. Thistree will be
required to be protected by tree protection
fencing throughout the entire length of
construction asthisis a protected tree.

Showing two tops at 30 feet




119 Baywood Ave 4/24/19 5)

Trees #2-4 consist of two pittosporum trees and one
privet tree. These trees are not of a protected sizein
the city of Menlo Park. These trees were once
planted likely for screening purposes but have not
been well maintained. These trees are to be
removed.

Showing trees #2-4

Trees#5 and #6 are trees of heaven (Ailanthus
altissima). This speciesisvery invasive and most
cities encourage the removal of this species. The
species has aweak branch strength. Tree #5 has
failed during last winter's storms. Tree#6is
recommended for removal due being a poor
®% gpecies and in close proximity to the proposed

44 construction.

Showing trees#5 and #6
(Tree#5 recently failed)
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Coast live oak tree #7 isin excellent condition.
The location of thistreeisgood asit islocated in
the corner of the property far from any proposed
work. No impacts are expected for thistree. Itis
recommended to have the codominant | ateral
leader cabled for support. Tree protection

, fencing must be installed at a distance of 20 feet
{ (10 times diameter) from the tree. Any future

/| landscaping within 20 feet from this tree must be
native plantings with the same water
requirements as the oak tree. Summer irrigation
near oak trees significantly raises the risk of
devel oping oak root fungus diseases.

Showing oak tree #7

Pittosporum tree #8 is located at the back fence property line. Thistreeisin poor condition due
to aheavy amount of decay located on the tree'strunk. Thistreeisnot of a protected size.

Neighbor's silver maple tree #9 isin good condition. Thistreeisagood distance away from the
proposed work. Thistree is not expected to be impacted by the proposed construction. The
following tree protection plan will help to reduce potential impacts during construction to the
treeson site.

Tree Protection Plan:

Tree Protection Zones

Tree protection zones should be installed and maintained throughout the entire length of the
project. Fencing for tree protection zones should be 6’ tall, metal chain link material supported
by metal 1.5” diameter poles, pounded into the ground to a depth of no less than 2°. The distance
between metal support poles shall not be more than 10". The location for the protective fencing
for the protected trees(#1 and #7) on site should be placed at a distance of 20" from the trees
where possible. All other non-protected trees to be retained are recommended to be protected by
fencing placed at their driplines. The neighbor's maple tree will be protected by the existing
property line fence. A 6" layer of coarse mulch or woodchipsisto be placed beneath the dripline
of the protected trees, within the tree protection zones. Mulch isto be kept 12" away from the
tree trunks. Where it is not possible to place tree protection zones at the prescribed distance
because of approved proposed work or existing hardscapes, the tree protection fencing shall be
placed at the edge of the proposed work or hardscapes, but not closer than 2 feet from the trunk
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of any tree. No equipment or materials shall be stored or cleaned inside the protection zones.
Areas where tree protection fencing needs to be reduced for access, should be mulched with 6”
of coarse wood chips with %2 inch plywood on top(landscape barrier). The plywood boards
should be attached together in order to minimize movement. The spreading of chips will help to
reduce compaction and improve soil structure. All tree protection measures must be installed
prior to any demolition or construction activity at the site. All non heritage trees to be retained
are recommended to be protected with fencing placed at the tree's dripline.  The proposed new
driveway must be constructed under the Project Arborist supervision as described in this report.
Anytime fencing is to be move the Project Arborist shall be called out to the site. All approved
excavation underneath the dripline of a protected tree must take place by hand in combination
with an air spade. Machine trenching shall not be allowed.
Avoid the following conditions:
DO NOT:

A. Allow run off of spillage of damaging materials into the area below any tree
canopy.
Store materials, stockpile soil, or park or drive vehicles within the TPZ.
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 ropeto trees or shrubs.
. Trench, dig, or otherwise excavate within the dripline or TPZ of the treg(s)

without first obtaining authorization from the City Arborist.

H. Apply soil sterilants under pavement near existing trees.
Landscape Barrier
Where tree protection does not cover the entire root zone of the trees at the dripline, or when a
smaller tree protection zone is needed for access, alandscape buffer consisting of wood chips
spread to a depth of six inches with plywood or steel plates placed on top will be placed where
foot traffic is expected to be heavy. The landscape buffer will help to reduce compaction to the
unprotected root zone.

Ow

@mmo

Root Cutting and Grading

Avoid injury to tree roots. When a ditching machine, which is being used outside of the dripline
of trees, encounters roots smaller than 2", the wall of the trench adjacent to the trees shall be
hand trimmed, making clear, clean cuts through the roots. All damaged, torn and cut roots shall
be given a clean cut to remove ragged edges, which promote decay. Trenches shall be filled
within 24 hours, but where thisis 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" 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. Root is to be protected with
dampened burlap. All roots to be cut shall be monitored and documented. Large roots (over 2”
diameter) or large masses of roots to be cut must be inspected by the Project Arborist. The
Project Arborigt, at thistime, may recommend irrigation or fertilization of the root zone.
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Existing grades underneath the protected tree driplines are to remain as is. If grade changes
greater than 4 inches are to take place, specia mitigation measures will be needed to reduce
impacts to the trees.

Trenching and Excavation (for any reason)

Route pipes outside of the area that is 10 times the diameter of a protected tree to avoid conflict
with roots. If thisis not possible, trenching for irrigation, drainage, electrical or any other reason
shall be done by hand in combination with an air spade when inside the dripline of a protected
tree. Hand digging and the careful placement of pipes below or besides protected roots will
significantly reduce root loss, thus reducing trauma to the tree. All trenches shall be backfilled
with native materials and compacted to near its original level, as soon as possible. Trenches to
be left open for a period of time, will require the covering of all exposed roots with burlap and be
kept moist. The trenches will aso need to be covered with plywood to help protect the exposed
roots. When utilities need to be placed within a distance of 3 times the diameter or less of a
protected tree on site, the Contractor shall bore beneath the dripline of the tree. The boring shall
take place not less than 3' below the surface of the soil in order to avoid encountering "feeder"
roots.

Pruning

Any needed or recommended pruning shall be supervised by the Project Arborist, and must be
done by a licensed tree care provider. All pruning for trees in fair to good heath must stay
underneath 25% of the total foliage of the canopy. Trees that have been identified in this 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 the Project Arborist.

Irrigation

Normal irrigation shall be maintained on this site at al times. The imported trees will require
normal irrigation. On a construction site, | recommend irrigation during winter months, 1 time
per month. Seasonal rainfall may reduce the need for additional irrigation. During the warm
season, April — November, my recommendation is to use heavy irrigation, 2 times per month.
This type of irrigation should be started prior to any excavation. The irrigation will improve the
vigor and water content of the trees. The on-site arborist may make adjustments to the irrigation
recommendations as needed. The foliage of the trees may need cleaning if dust levels are
extreme. Removing dust from the foliage will help to reduce mite and insect infestation. Native
oak trees shall not beirrigated unless their root zones are traumatized.

Construction related damage to trees
Any damage due to construction activities shall be reported to the Project Arborist or City
Arborist within six hours so that remedia action can be taken.
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I nspections

It is the contractor’s responsibility to contact the Project Arborist when work is to take place
underneath the dripline of a protected tree on site. Kielty Arborist Services can be reached by
email at kkarbor0476@yahoo.com or by phone at (650) 515-9783 (Kevin). A 48 hour notice is
needed before these inspections can take place. In addition to monitoring construction activities
underneath the dripline of a protected tree on site, monthly monitoring reports are required by the
city of Menlo Park. It is required that the Project Arborist provide periodic inspections during
construction. Four-week intervals would be sufficient to access and monitor the effectiveness of
the Tree Protection Plan, and to provide recommendations for any addition care or treatment.
The contractor must notify the Project Arborist when construction is to start. Should the builder
fail to follow the tree protection specifications, the Project Arborist will report the matter to the
City Arborist as an issue of non-compliance.

The information included in this report is believed to be true and based on sound arboricultural
principles and practices.

Sincerely,
Kevin R. Kidlty
Certified Arborist WE#0476A


mailto:kkarbor0476@yahoo.com
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Kielty Arborist Services

P.O. Box 6187
San Mateo, CA 94403
650-515-9783

ARBORIST DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

Arborists are tree specialists who use their education, knowledge, training and experience
to examine trees, recommend measures to enhance the beauty and health of trees, and attempt to
reduce therisk of living near trees. Clients may choose to accept or disregard the
recommendations of the arborist, or seek additional advice.

Arborists cannot detect every condition that could possibly lead to the structural failure of
atree. Treesareliving organismsthat fail in ways we do not fully understand. Conditions are
often hidden within trees and below ground. Arborists cannot guarantee that atree will be
healthy or safe under all circumstances, or for a specified period of time. Likewise, remedial
treatments, like a medicine, cannot be guaranteed.

Treatment, pruning, and removal of trees may involve considerations beyond the scope of
the arborist’s services such as property boundaries, property ownership, site lines, disputes
between neighbors, landlord-tenant matters, etc. Arborists cannot take such issues into account
unless complete and accurate information is given to the arborist. The person hiring the arborist
accepts full responsibility for authorizing the recommended treatment or remedial measures.

Trees can be managed, but they cannot be controlled. To live near a tree is to accept
some degree of risk. The only way to eliminate all risks is to eliminate all trees.

Arborist:

Kevin R. Kielty

Date: April 24, 2019



Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 6/3/2019
CITY OF taff R tN ; 19-043-P
MENLO PARK Staff Report Number 9-043-PC
Public Hearing: Use Permit/ Flury Bryant Design Group /958

Hobart Street

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a use permit for excavation within the required
right side setback for a basement light well and rear setback for a mechanical automobile turntable, in
association with a new one-story residence with a basement in the R-1-S (Single Family Suburban
Residential) district. 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 proposed excavation within the required yards
associated with the proposed single family residence.

Background

Site location

The subject property is located on the south side of Hobart Street, between Santa Cruz and Middle
Avenues in the West Menlo neighborhood. A location map is included as Attachment B. The surrounding
area contains a mixture of older and newer single-family residences. The older residences are generally
single-story, with detached garages at the rear of the property, while the newer residences are generally
two-story in height, with attached front-loading garages or detached garages in the rear. A variety of
architectural styles are present in the neighborhood including craftsman, traditional and contemporary.
Many of the single-story residences are in the ranch style. All parcels in the general vicinity are also zoned
R-1-S.

Analysis

Project description

The applicant is proposing to remove the existing single-story, single-family residence and detached two-
car garage to construct a new one-story, single-family residence with a basement and attached two-car
garage, with additional vehicular storage. The proposed residence would contain a loft area to be used as
storage that does not meet the criteria to be considered a story. Therefore, the proposed structure would
be considered a single-story residence. The lot does not meet the minimum lot width, at approximately 71
feet where 80 feet is required in the R-1-S zoning district. However, the lot is not considered substandard

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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for purposes of development since the proposed residence would be single story. The use permit request
is specific to the excavation within the required yards for the basement light well and the auto-turntable at
the rear of the garage. 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.

Of particular note with regard to Zoning Ordinance requirements:

e The development would have a greater front yard setback at 60.2 feet, where 20 feet is required, to
minimize visual presence of the building.

e The development would have a greater rear yard setback at 45.8 feet, where 20 feet is required.

e The proposed height for the single-story residence is 21.5 feet; approximately 277.8 square feet of
area would exceed 17 feet in height and would be counted at 200 percent toward the maximum floor
area proposed.

e The proposal includes an auto turn table to the rear of the garage, which requires excavation within the
required rear setback.

e The proposed basement would include a light well in the required right side yard setback.

e The proposed project would adhere to all Zoning Ordinance regulations for setbacks, lot coverage,
floor area limit, height, daylight plane, and parking, and the use permit request is limited to the
excavation within the required yards.

A data table summarizing parcel and project attributes is included as Attachment C.

Excavation

The applicant is requesting a use permit to allow excavation in the right side and rear setbacks. In the right
side setback excavation is proposed for a basement light well and in the rear setback for a mechanical
automobile turntable. The mechanical automobile turntable requires excavation for the in ground
installation of mechanical equipment needed for its function. The turntable would be required to comply
with the City’s noise ordinance of 60 dBA during daytime hours and 50 dBA during nighttime hours.
Excavation, which is defined by the Zoning Ordinance as the removal of dirt to a depth of more than 12
inches within required setbacks, requires use permit approval by the Planning Commission. The applicant
has identified the area to be excavated on the proposed site plan located in Attachment D..

The proposed right side lightwell would encroach four feet and nine inch into the setback; and the
proposed rear excavation for the turntable will encroach eight feet two inches. Staff believes the proposed
encroachments for the excavation into the right side and rear setback for the lightwell and turntable
respectively would be reasonable due to the limited nature of the encroachments. The excavation for the
lightwell would be limited to egress, which should limit potential noise impacts. The proposed excavation
for the auto turntable would be located below the platform and not visible from other properties. The
excavation would be reviewed in detail for Building Code compliance at the building permit stage.

Design and materials

The proposed single story residence is a permitted use and the Planning Commission should focus its
review on the request for excavation in the required yards. However, for context, the applicant states that

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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the architectural style for the proposed residence would be Craftsmen. The exterior materials would
include cement plaster exterior finish, composite shingle roof, and painted wood trim dual pane windows.
The craftsman design would be consistent with the styles in the surrounding neighborhood. The proposed
auto turntable will have a galvanized steel surface, with stainless steel or galvanized fasteners. The
lighwells would have metal guard rails along the edges.

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 based on their health. As part of the
project review process, the arborist report was reviewed by the City Arborist. All recommendations
identified in the arborist report shall be implemented and will be ensured as part of condition 3g.

There are 3 heritage sized trees located on neighboring properties — cedar, pine and redwood. The
demolition of the existing residence and garage and the construction of the new home, including the
excavation for the light wells and auto turntable, are not anticipated to adversely affect the trees.
According to the report, Trees # 1 and 2 will be relatively close to the proposed construction and
excavation but would impact 15 percent or less of the root area. During the time of excavation and
grading, inspections must be conducted for any possible root damage to mitigate potential impacts. Tree #
3 is located at the rear left corner of the neighboring lot, which is not expected to be impacted by the
proposed construction and excavation. One non-heritage tree is proposed to be removed from the site, for
the planting of a vineyard in front of the residence.

Correspondence

The applicant states that the owner has contacted the property owners of all properties who could be
directly impacted by the proposed scope of the work and received positive feedback. As of the writing of
this report, staff has not received any correspondence regarding the proposed project.

Conclusion

Staff believes that the proposed excavation within the required yards would have limited impact on the
adjacent neighboring properties, given the location and extent of the excavation. Staff believes the
excavation would be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and have limited visibility. Staff
recommends that the Planning Commission approve the proposed use permit request for excavation
within the required yards.

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
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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 naotification 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

nmo o w>»

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:
Fahteen Khan, Contract Assistant Planner

Report reviewed by:
Kyle Perata, 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

958 Hobart Street — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 958 Hobart | PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Flury OWNER: Jeffrey

Street

PLN2019-00024 Bryant Design Group Skidmore

PROPOSAL: Request for a use permit for excavation within the required right side setback for a
basement light well and rear setback for a mechanical automobile turntable, in association with a new
one-story residence with a basement in the R-1-S (Single Family Suburban Residential) district.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: June 3, 2019 ACTION: TBD
Commission

VOTE: TBD (Barnes, DeCardy, Doran, Kennedy, Riggs, Strehl, Tate)

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.

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.

Approve the use permit subject to the following standard conditions:

a.

Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
Flury Bryant Design Group, Inc., consisting of 13 plan sheets, dated received May 22,
2019, 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 Wayne Tree Expert
Company, Inc., dated February 12, 2019.

PAGE: 1 of 1
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City of Menlo Park

Location Map
958 Hobart Street
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Lot area
Lot width
Lot depth
Setbacks
Front
Rear
Side (left)
Side (right)
Building coverage

FAL (Floor Area Limit)

Square footage by floor

Square footage of buildings

Building height
Parking

Trees

958 Hobart Street — Attachment C: Data Table

ATTACHMENT C

PROPOSED EXISTING ZONING
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE
10,840 sf 10,840 sf 10,000.0  sf min.
71.0* ft. 71.0* ft. 80.0 ft. min.
152.0 ft. 152.0 ft. 100.0 ft. min.
60.2 ft 38.1 ft 20.0 ft. min.
40.8 ft. 88.0 fi. 20.0 ft. min.
10.6 ft. 10.0 ft. 10.0 ft. min.
10.0 ft. 10.0 ft. 10.0 ft. min.
1,905.7 sf 1,790.8 sf 3,794.0 sf max.
176 % 165 % 35.0 % max.
1,979.4 sf 1,783.1 sf 3,760.0 sf max.
34.7 % max.
613.7 sf/1stfloor 1,167.8 sf/1%t floor
1087.9 sf/garage 551.9 sflgarage
204.1 sf/porch 63.4 sf/porch
277.8 sflarea over 7.71 sfffireplace
17
1,681.0 sf/lbasement
3,864.5 sf 1,790.8 sf
21.6 ft 14.1 ft. 28.0 ft. max.
2 covered 2 covered 1 covered/ 1 uncovered
Note: Areas shown highlighted indicate a nonconforming or substandard situation.
Heritage trees: 3** Non-Heritage trees: 2 New Trees: 0
Heritage trees Non-Heritage trees Total Number of 4
proposed for removal: 0 proposed for 1 Trees:
removal:

*The subject site is nonconforming with regard to width for development of a two-story
structure. However, the lot is not considered substandard for single story development.
** Heritage trees are on neighboring properties.
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PROJECT
SITE:

@& VICNITY MAP

[
DRy Lt

CONSULTANT LIST
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3 ATTACHMENT E

Flury Bryant Design Group, 7nc.

The Skidmore Residence
958 Hobart Avenue
Menlo Park, California

Project Description

The project at the above referenced property consists of the demolition of an existing one-story
single family residence with a detached garage, and construction of a new one-story single
family residence with a full basement and loft storage area in the Craftsman style.

A Use Permit is requested for excavation in a required side setback in order to accommodate a
basement window well, and for excavation in the required rear setback for installation of a
mechanical vehicle turntable.

The new residence has been designed to meet the desires of the property owner, Mr. Jeffrey

Skidmore, to create simple living conditions accompanied by expansive landscape and garden
areas for his personal use and enjoyment.

The residence will feature cement plaster exterior finishes in subdued earth tones, with natural
stone detail and paving elements in complementary colors. The roof is moderately sloped and
covered with composition shingle roofing in darker tones. Windows will be vinyl clad wood
single light units. The garage doors will be traditional carriage style wood doors.

The proposed building is set well back on the property in an effort to provide softscape areas in

much of the front portion of the lot and with the intention of minimizing the visual presence of
the building.

The homeowner has met with several neighbors who have all expressed support for this project.

He has received no negative reactions from any of the neighboring property owners. Among
those supporting the project are:

Mr. and Mrs. Charley Schaff (directly to the rear)

Jeff and Tara Chapman (to the north)

Aline Younge (across street at 973 Hobart St.)
Ken Friedman (across street)

Bob and Ellen Holmes (700 Hobart St.)

Katherine Nelson (645 Hobart St.)

Alison Matthews (780 Hobart St.)

Patrick Corman (1015 Hobart St.)

John Stevens (1001 Hobart St.)

DESIGNERS OF FINE HOMES
761 UNIVERSITY AVENUE SUITE A, LOS GATOS, CALIFORNIA 95032 TEL: (408) 356-5500 FAX: (408) 356-5115
WWW . FLURYBRYANT.COM




ATTACHMENT F

Mayne Tree Expert Company, Inc.

ESTABLISHED 1931 STATE CONTRACTOR'S LICENSE NOQ. 276793
CERTIFIED FORESTER * CERTIFIED ARBORISTS +  PEST CONTROL +  ADVISORS AND OPERATORS
RICHARD L. HUNTINGTON 535 BRAGATO ROAD, STE. A

PRESIDENT

SAN CARLOS, CA 94070-6311

TEROMEY TNGALLS Fﬁbl'uar*,f 12 2019 TELEFHONE: (650} 593-4400
¥

COMSULTANT/ESTIMATOR

F1

FACSIMILE:  (630) 593-4443
EMAIL: info@maymetres.com

Mr. Jeffrey Skidmore
972 Hobart St.
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Dear Mr. Skidmore,

RE: 958 HoBART STREET, MENLO PARK

| have reviewed the proposed site plan, which does not show any trees. There are three
heritage trees on neighboring properties. Tree #1 is the 47-inch cedar on the northerly
property; tree #2 is the 55-inch pine on the easterly property; and tree #3 is the 48-inch
redwood on the southerly property.

All three trees are well outside the property lines, with tree #3 far enough away to not be
impacted by proposed construction. Tree #2 will have the proposed driveway corner
nearest the tree. | estimate potential root impact will be 15 percent or less.

Tree #1 will be about 10 feet from the proposed vineyard. Again, potential root impact
will be 15 percent or less. | do have an issue with potential irrigation water draining into
the root zone.

| recommend having all excavation grading inspected for any possible damage. At that
time, mitigating measures can be decided upon. Tree protection should be done to
encompass as much of the trees' driplines as possible and still allow for construction.
Position should be discussed onsite with the contractor, since fencing will be movable
once installed.

Please call with any questions, or to schedule a site visit. | think this report is accurate
based on information derived from the site plan and tree locations.

Sincerely,

1 7] L —
-~ /} I / /
A 7=
Richard L. Huntington
Certified Arborist WE #0119A
Certified Forester #1925

RLH:pmd




February 12, 2019

958 Hobart St., Menlo Park
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See tree inventory numbers site plan (pdf) attached to email with this letter.
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958 Hobart St., Menlo Park 3 February 12, 2018

MITIGATING MEASURES FOR CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS ON EXISTING TREES
SECTION I: INTRODUCTION

It is an established fact that construction around existing trees will impact the trees to
some degree. The degree of impact is largely predicated on the condition of the tree(s)
befere the construction activity begins. It is therefore important to inspect all trees prior
to any construction activity to develop a “Tree Protection Program” based on the
species, size, condition, and expected impact(s). A Certified Arborist (International
Society of Arboriculture) is suggested for this work. The local University of California
Extension, County Farm Advisors Office, or International Society of Arboriculture (ISA)
website www.isa-arbor.com has the names of local certified arborists.

SECTION Ii: SITE PREPARATION

All existing trees shall be fenced within, at, or outside the dripline (foliar spread) of the
tree using the following formula: Five inches in distance from the trunk, for every inch in
trunk diameter, measured 4.5 feet above the average ground level. Example: a 24-inch
diameter tree would have a fence erected 10 feet from the base of the tree (24 x 5 =
120/12 = 10). The fencing should not interfere with actual construction, but is intended
to redirect unnecessary ftraffic and to protect limbs and roots. No storage of materials,
unnecessary trenching, grading, or soil compaction shall be allowed within the dripline(s)
of the tree(s). Local ordinances may have different tree protection formulae.

The chain link fencing should be a minimum of 6 feet high with 1.5-inch diameter steel
pipes as posts. Moveable chain link fencing with concrete-block footings can be used if
approved by the City Arborist. Once in place, fencing should not be moved.

If the fence is within the dripline(s) of the tree(s), the foliar fringe outside the fence shall
be raised to offset the chance of limb breakage from construction equipment
encroaching within the dripline(s). To protect roots, place a 6-inch thick layer of wood
chips, overlaid with %-inch plywood.

Where the trunks or limbs may be impacted by equipment, trunks may be wrapped with
wooden slats at least one inch thick bound securely, edge to edge, around the trunk as a
Tree Wrap. A single layer, or more, of crange-plastic construction fencing is to be
wrapped and secured around the outside of the wooden slats. Major scaffold limbs may
require protection as determined by the City Arborist or Project Arbaorist.

All contractors, subcontractors, and other personnel shall be warned that encroachment
within the fenced area is forbidden without the consent of the Certified Arborist on the
job. This includes, but is not limited to, storage of lumber and other materials, disposed-
of painis, solvents, or other noxious materials, parked cars, grading equipment, other
heavy equipment or their exhaust, or allowing any fires below any protected trees. The
temporary fence shall be maintained until the landscape contractor enters the job and
commences landscape construction.

All tree protection measures must be in place prior to any work. If a protected tree is
below construction, provide protection from any accidental liquid spill from draining into
their root zones. Roots that are below hardscape areas could be impacted by chemicals
that are placed below this hardscape, such as rodent or weed control chemicals.
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SECTION lll: GRADING/EXCAVATING

All grading plans that specify grading within the dripline of any tree or within the distance
from the trunk as outlined in SECTION Il when said distance is outside the dripline, shall
first be reviewed by the certified arborist. The arborist shall outline provisions for
aeration, drainage, pruning, tunneling beneath roots, root pruning. or other necessary
actions to protect the trees. The arborist and City Arborist shall be notified prior to any
excavation within the dripline of any heritage tree.

If trenching is necessary within the area, as described above, said trenching shall be
undertaken by hand labor. All roots 2 inches or larger shall be tunneled and smaller
roots shall be cut smoothly to the side of the french. The side of the trench should be
draped immediately with four layers of untreated burlap to a depth of 3 feet from the
surface. The burlap shall be soaked nightly and left in place until the trench is backfilled
to the original level. The arborist shall examine the trench prior to backfilling to ascertain
the number and size of roots cut and to suggest further remedial repairs. Documenting
large root encounters will help with future mitigating treatments.

SECTION IV: REMEDIAL REPAIRS, PENALTIES

The arborist on the job shall have the responsibility of observing all ongoing activities
that may affect the tree(s) and prescribing necessary remedial work to insure the health
and stability of said tree(s). This includes, but is not limited to, all arborist activities
specified in SECTIONS |, Il, and Ill. In addition, pruning, as outlined in the “Pruning
Standards” of the Western Chapter of the International Society of Arboriculture, shall be
prescribed as necessary. Fertilizing, mulching, aeration, irrigation, drainage, pest
control, and other activities shall be prescribed according to the tree needs, local site
requirements, and State Agricultural Pest Control Laws. All specifications shall be in
writing. For a list of licensed pest control operators or advisors, consult the local County
Agricultural Commissioner’s Office or California Department of Pesticide Regulation.

Penalties, based on the cost of remedial repairs and the appraised values provided in
the Evaluation Guide published by the International Society of Arboriculture, shall be
assessed for damages to the trees. Do not damage any roots, limbs, or trunks. Do not
attach any cables, chains, etc. to any protected tree.

SECTION V: FINAL INSPECTION

Upon completion of the project, the arborist shall review all work undertaken that
impacted the existing trees. Special attention shall be given to cuts and fills,
compaction, drainage, pruning, and future remedial work. The arborist should submit a
final report in writing outlining the ongoing remedial care following the final inspection.

PREPARED BY THE MAYNE TREE EXPERT COMPANY — JANUARY 1, 1994
REVISED — MAY 11, 2016



Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 6/3/2019
CITY OF taff R tN ; 19-044-P
MENLO PARK Staff Report Number 9-0 C
Public Hearing: Use Permit/Sally and Barry Karlin/308 Arbor Road

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a use permit to demolish a single-story, single
family residence and construct a new two-story single family residence with a basement on a substandard
lot with respect to lot width and area in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district, at 308 Arbor Road.
The proposal includes the removal of a heritage-sized Siberian elm tree. 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 subject property is located on the northeast side of Arbor Road between Cambridge Avenue and
College Avenue. Properties along the northeast side of Arbor Road are zoned R-1-U while properties
across the street, along the southwest side of Arbor Road, are zoned R-1-S and are generally larger than
the R-1-U properties. The surrounding area contains a mixture of older and newer single-family residences
with both one and two-story designs. A variety of architectural styles are present in the neighborhood,
including ranch, farmhouse, and Spanish styles. A location map is included as Attachment B.

Analysis

Project description

The applicant is proposing to demolish the existing single-story, single-family residence and detached
garage to construct a new two-story, single-family residence with a basement and attached two-car
garage. A data table summarizing parcel and project characteristics is included as Attachment C. The
project plans and project description letter are included as Attachments D and E, respectively.

The proposed residence would be a six-bedroom home with four bedrooms on the second floor and two
guest bedrooms in the basement. The first floor and majority of the basement would be shared living
space. The front-loading, two-car garage addresses the off street parking requirement for the residence.
The existing curb cut would be widened from 12 feet, four inches to 16 feet at the public right of way, and

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



Staff Report #: 19-044-PC
Page 2

the driveway would fan out to 19 feet wide to accommodate access to the new two-car garage. All of the
basement elements would conform to setback requirements, including the two proposed light wells. The
proposed residence would meet all Zoning Ordinance regulations for setbacks, lot coverage, floor area
limit (FAL), daylight plane, parking, and height. Of particular note, the project would have the following
characteristics with regard to the Zoning Ordinance:
e The proposed residence would be developed at the maximum floor area limit (FAL) of 2,800
square feet with 2,799.1 square feet proposed.
e The second floor would represent 41.2 percent of the proposed floor area where 50 percent is
allowed.
e The proposed residence would be constructed near the maximum height of 28 feet, with 27.6 feet
proposed.
e The proposed basement would be located entirely under the building footprint and is not counted in
the FAL calculation.
e The proposed residence would include a hipped dormer which meets the development standards
regarding allowable intrusions into the daylight plane.

Design and materials

The applicant states that the proposed residence would be designed in the farmhouse architectural style.
The exterior materials would be a mixture of board and batten siding with “Andante Fieldledge” stone
veneer details on the chimneys and porch foundations. An example of the stone veneer is included in the
project description letter (Attachment E). Roofing materials would vary, with standing seam metal on the
first floor roof and asphalt shingle roofing on the second floor. The proposed residence has several gable
dormers presenting painted wood vertical lap siding. The residence would also include a prominent shed
dormer protruding from the uppermost ridge on the front fagade. The Planning Commission may wish to
consider if the proposed height of this ridge is appropriate for the character of the neighborhood. The
proposal features several painted wood elements including the front door, entry columns, garage door,
exposed rafter tails, and bellybands along the left and right sides. Three-foot, six-inch painted metal
railings would protect the light wells in both the front and the rear. Windows would be metal clad with
painted wooden sills. The proposed windows would have simulated true divided lights.

The second story is proposed to be constructed close to the required 5-foot setbacks on both sides of the
lot, with a setback of five feet, two inches on the right and five feet, nine inches on the left. The applicant
has proposed second story windows on the right side with a minimum sill height of three feet, eight inches.
On the left side, the second story window towards the front has a proposed sill height of three feet, while
the window towards the rear has a proposed sill height of five feet, eight inches in order to increase
privacy in the master bedroom and the neighboring property. Staff believes the limited number and
relatively small size of the proposed second story windows on either side of the proposed residence
minimizes potential privacy concerns for neighboring properties. The second story windows on the front
and rear have minimum sill heights of three feet. Staff believes this is adequately addresses potential
privacy concerns, because the second story is set back 34 feet, nine inches in the front and 55 feet, seven
inches in the rear where 20 feet is required from either property line.

The proposed residence includes a hipped dormer which encroaches into the daylight plane on the left
side. Under the Zoning Ordinance, gables and dormers on lots with required side setbacks of five feet are

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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allowed to encroach into the daylight plane provided that the extent of the intrusion is no more than 10 feet
into the daylight plane, for a length no greater than 30 feet. The proposed dormer intrudes two feet, one-
half inch into the daylight plane for a length of 12 feet, three inches which complies with the allowable
daylight plane intrusion requirements.

Trees and landscaping

The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment F) detailing the species, size, and conditions of
the heritage trees on and near the subject property. There are two trees on or near the property that are
considered Heritage trees: one Siberian elm located on the left side of the property, and one redwood
located at the rear. Due to conflicts with the excavation for the rear light well, the applicant has proposed
to remove the heritage Siberian elm tree which has been tentatively approved by the City Arborist. Per the
Heritage Tree Ordinance, the applicant is required to provide one replacement tree that has the potential
to grow to heritage size at maturity. In order to comply with the provisions of the Heritage Tree Ordinance,
the applicant has proposed one replacement Brisbane box tree on the right side near the rear of the
property. Although not required by the Heritage Tree Ordinance, but at the request of the neighboring
property owner, the applicant has proposed an additional Brisbane box tree near the location of the
existing Siberian elm tree in order to provide additional privacy and screening.

The applicant is proposing to remove five non-heritage trees, including three street trees in the public right
of way. The City Arborist has reviewed and tentatively approved the removal of the street trees, and three
emerald shrine elm trees are proposed as replacements.

The arborist report discusses the impacts of the proposed improvements and provides recommendations
for tree maintenance, based on their health. As part of the project review process, the arborist report was
reviewed by the City Arborist. All recommendations identified in the arborist report shall be implemented
and will be ensured as part of condition 3g.

Correspondence

Based on the applicant’s submitted outreach letter, prior to submitting the project, the applicant met with
the owners of neighboring properties to share the plans and provide an opportunity for feedback. As a
result, several modifications to address the neighbors’ comments were incorporated into the plans. A
detailed description of the discussions, as well as emails of support from three neighboring property
owners, are included in Attachment G. Staff has not directly received any correspondence on this
proposal.

Conclusion

Staff believes that the design and materials of the proposed residence are compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood. The farmhouse architectural style would be generally attractive and add to the mix of
architectural styles in the area. Staff also believes that the applicant has made significant effort to address
potential neighbor concerns regarding tree maintenance and privacy prior to submitting their final design.
Staff recommends 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

Neighborhood Correspondence

@MTMOOm»

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:
Chris Turner, Planning Technician

Report reviewed by:
Kyle Perata, 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

308 Arbor Road — Attachment A; Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 308 Arbor |PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Sally and | OWNER: Sally and
Road

PLN2019-00016 Barry Karlin Barry Karlin

PROPOSAL: Use Permit/Sally and Barry Karlin/308 Arbor Road: Request for a use permit to demolish
an existing one-story residence and detached garage, and construct a new two-story residence with an
attached garage and a basement on a substandard lot with regard to minimum lot width and area in the
R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential) zoning district. One heritage sized Siberian elm tree is
proposed to be removed as part of the project.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: June 3, 2019 ACTION: TBD

Commission

VOTE: TBD (Barnes, DeCardy, Doran, Kennedy, Riggs, Strehl, Tate)

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.

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.

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
J Maliksi & Associates Architecture, consisting of 17 plan sheets, dated received May 13,
2019, and approved by the Planning Commission on June 3, 2019, except as modified by
the conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of 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.

PAGE: 1 of 2
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308 Arbor Road — Attachment A; Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 308 Arbor
Road

PROJECT NUMBER:
PLN2019-00016

APPLICANT: Sally and
Barry Karlin

OWNER: Sally and
Barry Karlin

PROPOSAL: Use Permit/Sally and Barry Karlin/308 Arbor Road: Request for a use permit to demolish
an existing one-story residence and detached garage, and construct a new two-story residence with an
attached garage and a basement on a substandard lot with regard to minimum lot width and area in the
R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential) zoning district. One heritage sized Siberian elm tree is

proposed to be removed as part of the project.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning

Commission

DATE: June 3, 2019

ACTION: TBD

VOTE: TBD (Barnes, DeCardy, Doran, Kennedy, Riggs, Strehl, Tate)

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 Mayne Tree Expert Company,
Inc., dated January 21, 2019.

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

308 Arbor Road — Attachment C: Data Table

ATTACHMENT C

PROPOSED EXISTING ZONING
PROJECT PROJECT ORDINANCE
6,271.0 sf 6,271.0 sf 7,000 sf min.
50.0 ft. 50.0 ft. 65 ft. min.
1254 ft. 125.4 ft. 100 ft. min.
20.6 ft. 24.7 ft. 20 ft. min.
40.7 ft. 54.6 ft. 20 ft. min.
5.8 ft. 5.0 ft. 5 ft. min.
5.2 ft. 11.8 ft. 5 ft. min.
2,134.14 sf 1,621 sf 2,194 sf max.
34.04 % 258 % 35 % max.
2,799.1 sf 1,520 sf 2,800 sf max.
1,640.4 sf/lbasement 1,160 sf/lst
1,208.8 sf/lst 360 sf/garage
1,152.8 sf/2nd
437.5 sf/garage
472.9 sf/porches
49124 sf 1,520 sf
27.6 ft. 15.9 ft. 28 ft. max.
2 covered 2 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered
Note: Areas shown highlighted indicate a nonconforming or substandard situation.
Heritage trees 2 Non-Heritage trees* 13 | New Trees** 5
Heritage trees proposed 1 Non-Heritage trees** 5 | Total Number of 14
for removal proposed for removal Trees

* Of these thirteen trees, ten are located within the subject property and three are located in front of

the property, in the public right-of-way.

**Of these five trees, two are located on the subject property and three are located in front of the

property, in the public right of way.



ATTACHMENT D

~~~PRINCETONROAD -

317 PRINCETON ROAD

PROJECT DATA

333 PRINCETON ROAD

325 PRINCETON ROAD 309 PRINCETON ROAD 309 PRINCETON ROAD

SHEET LIST

301 PRINCETON ROAD

SALLY & BARRY KARLIN
ADDRESS: 308 ARBOR ROAD
MENLO PARK, CA 84025
ARN 071-393-240
20N R1-U
LOT AREA © 627 SF.
BULDING COVERAGE
L (LOTS LESS THAN 7,000 SF) = 3% = 219485 SF.
FLOOR AREA LDAIT (FAL)
r 2015 BETVERN 6,000 & 7000 SF) = 260000 SF.
N\ EXISTING HOUSE FLOOR AREA CALCUATIONS

0 ® rou

s
) DETACHED GARAGE

1160 SE.
360 SF.

1520 SF

I (L
) TOTAL AREA
— EXISTING HOUSE BUILDING COVERAGE

(£) HoUSE 160 SE.
(E) FIREPLACE X
(E) COVERED FRONT PORCH 3
(F) DETACHED GARACE ¥
(£) T0TAL BULDING COVERAGE 258% = 1621 ST,

GENERAL INFORMATION
A-0.1 COVER SHEET & STREETSCAPE

It
2

BOUNDRY & TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY PLAN
BOUNDRY & TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY PLAN

ARCHITECTURAL

A-11 NEW SITE P

LAN
& TREE PROTECTION /DEMO PLAN

A-12 BXISTING FLOOR PLAN
4-13 TXSTING ELEVATIONS
4-1.4 BASEMENT, GROUND FLOOR, &

SECOND FLOOR AREA DIAGRAMS
& CALCULATIONS

PROJECT TITLE & LOCATION

NEW RESIDENCE
FOR

BARRY &
SALLY KARLIN

308 ARBOR ROAD
MENLO PARK, CA 94025

REVISION

)
— )

FRONT COVERED PORCH
RER

FIREPLACE
FIREPLACE

[ToTAL BULDING COVERAGE

S0 = a5

TIPE OF CONSTRUCTION: TYPE V-5
STORIES: 2

%j Q GENERAL INFORMATION
OO GccupAY crour: (=Y
E=.

FIRE SPRINCERS WS O-N0 (PER MPFPD, INSTALL
GROUND FLOOR (HEATED): 120882 87 ;’s;‘ngngfm
ARG 4151 .
SECOND FLOOR 115275 SE.

— BASEBNT 164041 SF.
TOTAL BULDING AREA: 149040 SF.

i_._._._._._._._._._._._._._._.

| 1T ] O

324 ARBOR ROAD 316 ARROR ROAD 308 ARBOR RO, 300 )R ROAD 270 ARB

. "ARBORROAD "~ \
NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT AREA PLAN

mh —

324 ARBOR ROAD 316 ARBOR ROAD 308 ARBOR ROAD

STREETSCAPE

300 ARBOR ROAD 270 ARBOR ROAD

262 ARBOR ROAD

6" = -

o0 5e A-2  BASEMENT FLOOR PLAN
10 F, A-3 GROUND FLOOR PLAN A
o S5 A-4  SECOND FLOOR PLAN
350 S
A5 ROOF PLAN VAN
A-6 FRONT ELEVATION & A
LEFT SIDE ELEVATION
A7 REAR ELEVATION & AN o
NEW PROPOSED HOUSE FLOOR AREA HGHT SDE ELEVATION
‘GROUND FLOOR. HEATED 120882 SF. A-8  SECTION A-A AND SECTION B-B JAN
GaraGE 4751 SE. A
GROURD FLOOR TOTAL L6163 57 | LANDSCAPE
GROSS SECOND. FLOOR AREA 122576 5.
SUBTRACT ARGA OF STAIR (COUNTS ONLY ONCE) (-7aotsF) | 11 IANDSCAPE HARDSCAPE PLAN
L21  LANDSCAPE PLANTING PLAN
L31  LANDSCAPE IRRICATION PLAN
NET SHCOND FLOOR AREA L1627 55
TOTAL FLOOR AREA 2799.06 SF. |
BASEMENT FLOOR AREA 164041 SE.
(DOBS NOT COUNT TOWARDS FAL)
Vex PRorsts oo mae covemor VICINITY MAP &
GROURD FLOGR FOOTPRINT 164638 87
13887 S,

ARCHTECTURE = INTERIOR. DESIGN

675 MENLO AVENUE
MENLO PARK, CA 94025
TEL NO. 650 323 2002
FAX NO. 650 323 6433

NO. DATE  ISSUE

RESP. 70 ND. PLG. CINTe:
208 RESP. 10 FLNG, CFINTS,

1 83UE FOR USE PERMT

L R T
T R e

DRAWING TITLE

COVER SHEET,
AREA PLAN &
STREETSCAPE

SCALE: A5 NOTED
PROJECT NAME:  KARLN
CADD FILE Ni
DRAWING NO-

A-0.1

D1
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BASIS OF BEARINGS
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SHOWN_OF MAP OF STANFORD PARK FILED FOR RECORD IN BOOK 8 OF
eS pidts 46 SAN MATEO COUNTY RECORDS, AND AS FOUND MONUMENTED, WAS
TAKEN AS THE BASIS OF BEARING FOR THIS SURVEY.

REFERENCES:

RT  MAP NO. 2 STANFORD PARK B-M—46

R2  RECORD OF SURVEY 101-M-7
BENCH MARK

DESCRIPTION:  BENCHMARK #8. CENTER STAR ON TOP OF CATCH BASIN AT
THE INTERSECTION OF HERMOSA WAY AND MIDDLE AVE, AT THE
NORTHWESTERLY END OF THE SOUTHWESTERLY CURB RETURN

ELEVATION: 88.09 FEET (NAVD 88)
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GENERAL PLANTING NOTES
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\ - - unknown obstructions, grade diferences, or or sizes, or in dimensig tihat 0. wox . & e o s
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IRRIGATION

EQUIPMENT

SYMBOL MANUFACT. MODEL NO. / DESCRIPTION RADIUS ~ GPM PSI
v RAINBIRD R-VAN18 ROTARY ADJUSTABLE ARC NOZZLE 13-18' 42- .85 30
IN 4"-1800-PRS PRESSURE REGULATING POP-UP
v RAINBIRD HE-VAN HIGH EFFICIENCY VARIABLE ARC NOZZLE 12 59-1.18 30
IN 4"-1800-PRS PRESSURE REGULATING POP-UP

PVC MANIFOLD (NOT SHOWN ON PLANS )

HEADER

,//// //
Vv
/////////
90

SHALLOW TRENCH DRIP LINE (PLANTERS)
1

INSTALL INLINE EMITTER TUBING ROWS A MAXIMUM OF 18" APART IN LARGE PLANTER AREAS, AND/OR IN WIDELY SPACED PLANTINGS EACH PLANT
SHALL HAVE INLINE EMITTER TUBING INSTALLED IN PARALLEL ROWS ONE EACH SIDE OF THE PLANT AT THE EDGE OF THE ROOT BALL. LINES SHALL BE

NETAFIM HCVXR, PLACED SO THAT EMITTERS ON EACH SIDE OF THE PLANTS ARE STAGGERED (SEE DETAIL SHEET)
0.53 GPH 2. INLINE EMITTER TUBING SHALL BE INSTALLED IN A SHALLOW TRENCH (SEE DETAIL) WITH WIRE STAKES AT 5' OC
12 EMITTER 3. INALL CASES, INLINE EMITTER TUBING SHALL BE PLACED AT MIN 6-9" FROM THE EDGE ALONGSIDE MASONRY.
SPACING 4. VERIFY LAYOUT AND SPACING IN THE FIELD PRIOR TO STARTING WORK.
5. LAYOUT TO BE CENTER-FED WHERE PRACTICABLE TO STABILIZE WATER DISTRIBUTION
SINGLE HYDROZONE 6. ALL HEADERS TO BE BLANK TUBING; WITH 3/4" SCHEDULE 40 PVC SUPPLY LINE TO MANIFOLD.
MAY SERVE 7. PROVIDE FLUSH VALVE AT EACH END.
MULTIPLE PLANTERS g NO CHECK VALVE REQUIRED AT UNDER 8.5' OF GRADE CHANGE; NO AIR VACUUM RELIEF VALVE REQUIRED WITH HCVXR TUBING

TREE RING DETAIL
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ROOTBALL
1ST DRIP RING } TREE RINGS (NEW TREES ON DEDICATED VALVE)
2ND DRIP RING NETAFIM NETAFIM TECHLINE EZ, .26 GPH, 12MM LINE, TLEZ26-06, EMITTERS AT 6" INTERVALS. INSTALL 1ST RING
AT EDGE OF ROOT BALL OR 24" FROM TRUNK IF EXISTING TREE/SHRUB. INSTALL 2ND RING MIN. 24"
FROM FIRST RINGE AND MIN. 3" FROM EDGE OF PLANTER AREA. EMITTERS TO BE STAGGERED
TRUNK OR BETWEEN THE RINGS. CONNECT TO 3/4 PVC LATERAL WITH NETAFIM FITTINGS
e A e SISO HDICATES 1S LAYOUT A EQUPHENT NN THEES AR
ON A DEDICATED VALVE
IMPORTANT NOTE: FOR TREES IN PLANTER AREAS THAT ARE COMBINED WITH
SHRUB IRRIGATION (NOT ON A DEDICATED VALVE), USE THIS RING ARRANGEMENT
WITH SAME TUBING AS UTILIZED IN THE PLANTER
NOSYMBOL ~ NETAFIM AL CONNECTIONS BETWEEN DRIP TUBING SHALL BE MADE USING NETAFIM FITTINGS
@ NETAFIM INSTALL A TLSOV AT LOW POINTS OF DRIPLINE OR PCV MANIFOLD LINE. FOR IN-GROUND APPLICATIONS,
INSTALL FLUSH VALVE INSIDE A SEPERATE VALVE BOX, ONE AT THE END OF TUBING RUNS IN EACH DIRECTION.
INSTALL MIN. ONE FLUSH VALVE PER 1000' OF TUBING IN EACH DIRECTION ON DRIPLINE FLUSH MANIFOLD.
INSTALL 18" FROM PAVING. FOR POTTERY APPLICATIONS INSTALL AT LAST POT ON THE LINE IN ALL DIRECTIONS,
VALVE TO FIT INSIDE POT WITH SUFFICIENT LINE LENGTH TO FLUSH OVER THE EDGE OF THE POT WHEN OPENED.
P.O.C. 5/8" POTABLE WATER METER FOR IRRIGATION
3/4" FEBCO 825YA WITH WYE STRAINER INSIDE GAURDSHACK GS-1 POWDER COATED STAINLESS STEEL
'VANDAL-PROOF ENCLOSURE
N WATTS B-6080-SS-SH FULL PORT BRONZE VALVE, STAINLESS STEEL BALL,
STEM AND HANDLE SIZE VALVES PER LINE SIZE.
ACWNITS @ RANBIRD LOW FLOW CONTROL. ZONE KIT 34" XCZ.075.PRF WITH PRESSURE REGULATING REY FILTER
'VALVE RANGE 0.2 - 5 GP!
6 RAIN BIRD DVF 1" REMOTE CONTROL VALVE
[K) BUCKNER BUCKNER-SUPERIOR 3/4" HOSE BIB WITH VACUUM BREAKER
RANBIRD ~ ESP-SMTe SMART MODULAR CONTROLLER WITH WEATHER SENSOR. LOCATE CONTROLLER
IN GARAGE OR PER OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE
PVC PIPE 3/4" SCH. 40 AS LATERAL LINES THROUGHOUT 12" BELOW GRADE
— — — 1" SCH40PVCPIPE AS MAINLINES 24" BELOW GRADE - SEE PLAN FOR SIZES
o __ __ PVCPIPESCH.40 AS SLEEVING, TWICE THE DIAMETER OF PIPE OR WIRE BUNDLE CARRIED
_ __ _ DRAWINGIS DIAGRAMMATIC. CONTRACTOR SHALL PLACE SLEEVES BELOW ALL PAVING,
HARDSCAPE, ETC., AND AS DIRECTED BY OWNER'S AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE
oy
///// GRAPHIC INDICATES DRIPLINE IN PLANTER AREAS,
/{/// DETAIL N-L3.3
. GRAPHIC INDICATES EXISTING OR NEW TREE TRUNK
 E——TTIC
3A \SHRUB»L INDICATES HYDROZONE
] 133 WoATES VAvE 822/ G
133257 @ 6 NDICATES PREGIP RATE
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ATTACHMENT E

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

New Residence for Sally & Barry Karlin
308 Arbor Road

Menlo Park, CA

APN # 071-231-230

PROPOSAL

The applicant is requesting approval for a use permit to construct a new single-family residence
on a substandard lot with respect to lot width & required lot size in the R-1-U zoning district.
The existing lot has and existing one story single-family residence which is proposed to be
demolished.

ANALYSIS
Site Location

The project site is a 6,271square feet lot with a lot width of 50 feet and depth of 125 feet
located at 308 Arbor Road, Menlo Park CA 94025 in the R-1-U Zoning district.

Project Description
The applicant is proposing to build a new two story residence with basement.

The new proposed residence will have a total floor area for the ground and second floor of
2,799.08 square feet within the maximum FAL of 2800 square feet for single family lots
between 5,000 and 7,000 square feet. The basement will be 1,646.34 square feet and does not
count towards the FAL.

The ground floor area is 1,208.83 square feet of habitable area and a 437.51 square feet
attached 2-car garage for a total area of 1,646.33 square feet. At the ground level there is a
covered front porch (138.67 square feet) and a covered rear patio (334.24 square feet). This
along with the fireplaces brings the Building coverage to a total of 2,134.14 square feet or
34.03% which is within the Building coverage maximum of 2,194.85 square feet or 35% for 2-
story developments on lots less than 7,000 square feet.

The Second floor area is 1,152.75 square feet.

The Basement floor area is 1,640.41 square feet with two light wells, one in the front and one in
the rear with stair access to grade.



E2

The proposed height of the residence will be 27.6 feet, below the maximum allowable height of
28 feet. The proposed structure is within the daylight plane requirements. The proposed
residence will also comply with front, side and rear yard setback requirements.

Design and Materials

The proposed residence is designed in the “Farmhouse Style”. The ground floor roof will have
medium to low slopes and a standing seam metal roof with gables at the covered front porch &
covered rear patio. The second floor roof will be a hipped asphalt shingle roof with gabled ends
facing front and rear as well as a shed dormer with the standing seam metal roof and a side
gable on the left side elevation. The roof eaves will be the exposed rafter tails. The windows &
exterior doors will be metal clad exterior with simulated true divided lights, or “muntins with
spacers placed between the insulated glass”.The window and door casings and sills will be
painted wood with a prominent backband. The porch supports will be a simplified painted
wood box post & beams. The chimneys will be clad in Eldorado Stone veneer, style:
“Fieldledge”, & color: “Andante”.

Site Design

The house has been located to best utilize the enjoyment of the site and be in harmony with
the neighboring properties with respect to front setback and garage location.

It will be necessary to propose to remove an existing heritage tree, noted as tree #13 which is a
Siberian Elm, multi trunk tree as its location, being within 3 feet of the proposed basement, will
be severly impacted by the excavation of the basement & light well, This tree is recommended
for removal by the arborist, excerpt:

Tree #13 is the most at-risk tree from a proposed home. As stated in the tree survey, the southerly low
limb will need to be removed. Due to existing decay and potential decay from past limb and trunk
removal, | recommend removal of the tree.

There will also be 5 small non-heritage trees, which are less than 6 4” in diameter at the front
yard & others within the building footprint.

The Landscape plan shows a new 15 gallon Lophostemon confertus (Brisbane Box) to be
planted to replace the proposed removal of the heritage tree; it will be located at
approximately the location of the removed Tree #13 and also serves to provide privacy to the
adjacent property at the neighbor’s request.

The Landscape plan also shows three new 15 gallon Ulmus propinqua (Emerald Sunshine) to be
planted at the front of the property in the city ‘right of way’ to replace 3 small non-heritage
trees to be removed.
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The new landscape and planting are designed with the character of the house in mind, the idea
being to enhance the look and feel of the proposed residence. The plant selections were
chosen to provide color and textural interest while being mindful of the need to maintain a
limited expenditure of water to irrigate the landscape. The bulk of the landscape plantings
were chosen for their low water needs per the WUCOLS guidelines.

However, we also must consider the cultural requirements of the existing heritage Redwood
tree that is to remain at the rear of the property. We have done two things to support this
beautiful and important tree. The first was to select a small number of plants at the root zone
of the Redwood that are associated with this tree in its natural environment and have a similar
water requirement. The second was to isolate this small area in the irrigation plan so the tree
water requirements can be met without affecting the more drought tolerant plants that make
up the remaining 95 percent of the new landscape. As a result of this planning, we were able to
meet the Menlo Park water budget constraints and still preserve the condition and long term
health of the heritage Redwood tree.
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Stone veneer sample for 308 Arbor Road

Eldorado stone “Fieldledge” -Andante

ELDORADO

Fieldledge is a hybrid of horizontally oriented fieldstones and
ledge stones with heights from 1.5"to 15"and lengths from 5"
to 18" The stone’s old world quality and smoother face
transitions between a rustic look and an articulated ledge.




ATTACHMENT F

Mayne Tree Expert Company, Inc.

ESTABLISHED 1931 STATE CONTRACTOR'S LICENSE NO. 276793
CERTIFIED FORESTER C CERTIFIED ARBORISTS » PEST CONTROL = ADVISORS AND OPERATORS
RICHARD L. HUNTINGTOMN 533 BRAGATO ROAD, 5TE. A
PRESIDENT SAN CARLOS, CA 84070-6311
JEROMEY INGALLS TELEPHONE: (650) 593-4400
CONSULTANT/ESTIMATOR January 21 J 2019 FACSIMILE: (650) 593-4443
EMAIL:  info@maynetree.com
Mr. Barry Karlin
120 Atherton Ave.
Atherton, CA 94025
Dear Mr. Karlin,

F1

1o oy

RE: 308 ARBOR RoOAD, MENLO PARK

| was requested to produce an arborist report on 18 trees. Trees numbered 7, 10, and 13 are
considered heritage trees. The others are there to show their diameters and are on the site
plan.

| do not have a proposed site plan, so tree protection will be generic. Removal
recommendations are based on tree health and structure, not construction.

Trees #10 and #12 are neighboring trees and will not be impacted by any proposed
construction. Tree #7 is against the existing garage corner and is pushing it in. Removal of the
garage will not impact the tree, but care should be taken when removing it.

A new garage must have the back corner 10 feet from tree #7. This would give the tree enough
room to grow. This is a large tree with large limbs, so risks are inherently higher.

Tree #13 is the most at-risk tree from a proposed home. As stated in the tree survey, the
southerly low limb will need to be removed. Due to existing decay and potential decay from
past limb and trunk removal, | recommend removal of the tree,

The next area of potential impact is the row of mixed vegetation along the northerly side in front.
If the utility excavation requires roots to be cut, prune them down to re-establish a hedge form.
This will reduce chances of failure.

Please see the tree survey and the attached mitigating measures for tree protection. | think this
report is accurate and based on sound arboricultural principles and practices.

Richard L. Huntington
Certified Arborist WE #0119A
Certified Forester #1925

RLH:pmd
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308 Arbor Rd., Menlo Park

2

January 21, 2019

Condition Rating Explanation

0 - 28 VeryPoor
30 - 48 Poor
50 - 68 Far
70 — 89 Good
80 = 100 Excellent
Tree Survey
Tree Species Diameter Condition Comments
# (inches) (percent)
1 Japanese Maple 3 75 Lace leaf maple.
@ 24”
2  Chemy 2.5 30 Severe gummosis (bacterial infection).
@ 30" Remaoval recommended.
3 Apricot 2.5 60 Deformed at base.
@ 24”
4  Birch 53 55 Growing through wires; smaller trunk
@ 54" removed, surface roots damaged.
5 Birch 6.6 65 3 feet from house; smaller trunk remaoved;
@ 54" may be in proposed construction footprint.
6  Apple 3 70 May be in proposed house footprint.
@ 18"
7  Redwood 7 feet 65 Included bark at main crotch; 3 trunks at 5
@ 36" feet, estimated at 36, 30, 24 inches.
8 Crape Myrtle 4.3 50 Lower bark damage; suppressed by trees #7
@ 54" & #9.
9  Podocarpus 8.5, 4.5 55 Included bark; 3 trunks at 8 feet.
@ 54
10 Maple 12 55 3 feet on neighboring property.
(est.)
11 Crape Myrtle 5 50 Forks at 6 feet with included bark.
@ 54“
12 Maple 4 0 2 feet on neighboring property; tree is dead.
(est)
13  Siberian Elm 18.7, 16.2, 50 3 trunks at 1 foot: a 4™ trunk has been
14.7 removed. Decay at several old pruning
wounds. The south trunk will need removal
for a potential house.
14  Pittosporum 8.5 5h Last tree in row by gate. Overhangs
neighbor's chimney.
18  Pittosporum 9.0 50 Tree at front house cormer.
(est.)
16  Pittosparum 7.0 50 Next in row.
{est)
17  Pittosporum 7.0 50 Next in row.
(est.)
18 Coast Live Oak 8.0 50 End of row and covered with ivy.
(est.)
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MITIGATING MEASURES FOR CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS ON EXISTING TREES

SECTION [: INTRODUCTION

It is an established fact that construction around existing trees will impact the trees to some degree. The
degree of impact is largely predicated on the condition of the tree(s) before the construction activity
begins. It is therefore important to inspect all trees prior to any construction activity to develop a “Tree
Protection Program” based on the species, size, condition, and expected impact{s). A Certified Arborist
(International Society of Arboriculture) is suggested for this work. The local University of California
Extension, County Farm Advisors Office, or International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) website www.isa-

arbor.com has the names of local certified arborists.

SECTION lI: SITE PREPARATION

All existing trees shall be fenced within, at, or outside the dripline (foliar spread) of the tree using the
following formula: Five inches in distance from the trunk, for every inch in trunk diameter, measured 4.5
feet above the average ground level. Example: a 24-inch diameter tree would have a fence erected 10
feet from the base of the tree (24 x 5 = 120/112 = 10). The fencing should not interfere with actual
construction, but is intended to redirect unnecessary traffic and to protect limbs and roots. No storage of
materials, unnecessary trenching, grading, or scil compaction shall be allowed within the dripline(s) of the
tree(s). Local ordinances may have different tree protection formulag,

The chain link fencing should be a minimum of & feet high with 1.5-inch diameter steel pipes as posts.
Moveable chain link fencing with concrete-block footings can be used if approved by the City Arborist.
Once in place, fencing should not be moved.

If the fence is within the dripline(s) of the tree(s), the foliar fringe oulside the fence shall be raised to offset
the chance of limb breakage from construction equipment encroaching within the dripline(s). To protect
roots, place a 6-inch thick layer of wood chips, overlaid with %-inch plywood.

Where the trunks or limbs may be impacted by equipment, trunks may be wrapped with wooden slats at
least one inch thick bound securely, edge to edge, around the trunk as a Tree Wrap. A single layer, or
more, of orange-plastic construction fencing is to be wrapped and secured around the outside of the
wooden slats. Major scaffold limbs may require protection as determined by the City Arborist or Project
Arborist.

All contractors, subcontractors, and other personnel shall be wamed that encroachment within the fenced
area is forbidden without the consent of the Certified Arborist on the job. This includes, but is not limited
to, storage of lumber and other materials, disposed-of paints, solvents, or other noxious materials, parked
cars, grading equipment, other heavy equipment or their exhaust, or allowing any fires below any
protected trees. The temporary fence shall be maintained until the landscape contractor enters the job
and commences landscape construction.

All tree protection measures must be in place prior to any work. If a protected tree is below construction,
provide protection from any accidental liquid spill from draining into their root zones. Roots that are below

hardscape areas could be impacted by chemicals that are placed below this hardscape, such as rodent or
weed control chemicals.
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SECTION lll: GRADING/EXCAVATING

All grading plans that specify grading within the dripline of any tree or within the distance from the trunk
as outlined in SECTION Il when said distance is outside the dripline, shall first be reviewed by the
certified arborist. The arborist shall outline provisions for aeration, drainage, pruning, tunneling beneath
roats, root pruning, or other necessary actions to protect the trees. The arborist and City Arborist shall be
notified prior to any excavation within the dripline of any heritage tres.

If trenching is necessary within the area, as described above, said trenching shall be undertaken by hand
labor, All roots 2 inches or larger shall be tunneled and smaller roots shall be cut smoothly to the side of
the trench. The side of the trench should be draped immediately with four layers of untreated burlap to a
depth of 3 feet from the surface. The burlap shall be soaked nightly and left in place until the trench is
backfilled to the original level. The arborist shall examine the trench prior to backfilling to ascertain the
number and size of roots cut and to suggest further remedial repairs. Documenting large root encounters
will help with future mitigating treatments.

SECTION IV: REMEDIAL REPAIRS, PENALTIES

The arborist on the job shall have the responsibility of observing all ongoing activities that may affect the
tree(s) and prescribing necessary remedial work to insure the health and stability of said tree(s). This
includes, but is not limited to, all arborist activities specified in SECTIONS |, II, and IIl. In addition,
pruning, as outlined in the “Pruning Standards™ of the Western Chapter of the International Society of
Arboriculture, shall be prescribed as necessary. Fertilizing, mulching, aeration, irrigation, drainage, pest
control, and other activities shall be prescribed according to the tree needs, local site requirements, and
State Agricultural Pest Control Laws. All specifications shall be in writing. For a list of licensed pest
control operators or advisors, consult the local County Agricultural Commissioner's Office or California
Department of Pesticide Regulation.

Penalties, based on the cost of remedial repairs and the appraised values provided in the Evaluation
Guide published by the International Society of Arboriculture, shall be assessed for damages to the trees.
Do not damage any roots, limbs, or trunks. Do not attach any cables, chains, etc. to any protected tree.

SECTION V: FINAL INSPECTION

Upon completion of the project, the arborist shall review all work undertaken that impacted the existing
trees. Special attention shall be given to cuts and fills, compaction, drainage, pruning, and future
remedial work. The arborist should submit a final report in writing outlining the ongoing remedial care
following the final inspection.

PREPARED BY THE MAYNE TREE EXPERT COMPANY - JANUARY 1, 1994

REVISED - MAY 11, 2016
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ATTACHMENT G
308 Arbor Neighborhood Outreach

To: Menlo Park Planning
From: Barry and Sally Karlin [owners of 308 Arbor property]
We reached out to all of the contiguous neighbors plus several additional neighbors including:

1. The two houses across the road [we met with both owners; Peter & Diane Hart and Rudd &
Claire Scholz],

2. The two houses on either side [we met with both owners; Larry Segal & Amy Westfall and
Bonnie & Charles Lew],

3. The two houses which are two houses away on either side [we met with one owner, Patrizia &
Art Owen; the other did not respond],

4. The three houses on Princeton at the rear of the property [we met with one owner [Amanda
Packel & Gus Arayal], plus communicated by email with a second owner [George Vera] who saw
no necessity to meet stating that email communication was fine; the third did not respond].

Note that one of the neighbors was kind enough to arrange a simultaneous meeting with the Harts, the
Scholz’s, Larry Segal, and the Owens which enabled most of the neighbors to hear the opinions of
everyone else.

Feedback from the owners

In all we received feedback from seven property owners including all of the immediately contiguous
properties. All seven owners supported the project and had very few specific issues. They liked the
aesthetic appearance of the house and were appreciative of our commitment to privacy as evidenced by
the design and location of the windows on the sides of the house on the second storey.

The only specific requests we received were:

1. By the owner of the property to the rear of the house: That we replace the rear fence which is
in bad shape and that we plant a few additional trees/bushes alongside the rear fence to
increase privacy --- we have agreed to both requests;

2. By the owner to the right side of the house: That the huge redwood tree at the rear of the
property be properly trimmed to which we agreed [this owner was appreciative of the new
house which removes the garage from the rear of the house, which, per the arborist, is
interfering with the redwood tree root system];

3. By the owner on the left side of the house [Charles & Bonnie Lew] who had three requests all of
which we have agreed to [we had two separate meetings with the Lew’s]: 1. That we replace the
left fence which is in bad shape with a new 7ft fence; 2. That we plant a new tree to replace the
removed heritage tree for privacy reasons [the Lew’s had a question about privacy from the
master bedroom window at the rear of the house at 308 Arbor into their property], but once we
agreed to plant the replacement tree, which is in the line of sight between the window and their
property, this issue went away; and 3. That we make a change to promote more light to their
home — we will make an accommodation here even though the original design meets all of the
daylight plane building requirements, and as such, we have revised the roof dormer from a
“Gable” end to a “Hip” roof to minimize the intrusion in the daylight plane as discussed by the
neighbor and Chris Turner.

Three of the owners sent emails of support which are copied below:
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Barz Karlin

From: Amanda K. Packel <amandapackel@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2019 10:26 PM

To: Barry Karlin

Cc Gus Araya

Subject: Review of plans for 308 Arbor Road

Barry,

Thank you for taking the time this evening to review your architectural plans for a new home on the property at 308
Arbor Road. As neighbors at 317 Princeton Road, we do not see any issues with the plans,

Best,

Amanda Packe! and Gus Araya

317 Princeton Road

Menla Park, CA
Baﬂ Karlin
= ﬂ
From: Peter Hart <peterehart@gmail.com=
Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2019 &:07 PM
To: Barry Karlin
Subject: Re: Get-together with Arbor neighbors?
Hi Barry,

Thanks for taking the time to visit last night with the neighbors of 308 arbor and explain your project, It looks like a good
project to Diane and me.

I've passed along your email address 1o the other people you met.

Cheers,
Peter

Peter E Hart

301 Arbor Road
Menlo Park, CA 94025

650 323 3616 (Landline)
650 888 7765 (Maobile)
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From: Larry Segal <laurence.segal@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 11, 2019 4:30 PM

To: Barry Karlin

Subject: 308 Arbor Rd

Hi Barry - thank you for taking the time to meet with us a couple of weeks ago. | believe we all were pleased to see the
thoughtful approach you are taking to improve the property at 308 and for the neighborhood at large. Amy and | are
supportive of your plans.

As we discussed at our meeting, we did want to highlight the importance of checking in on the health and growth of the
large redwood tree in the rear of the property. While the tree clearly is amazing, those of us on this side of Arbor have
noticed the neglect to maintain the tree by the previous owners and how that has led to dry (and potentially harmful)
branches falling from the tree. We were particularly pleased to hear of your affinity for the tree and your dedication to
caring for it.

Thanks again and please don't hesitate to reach out to us at any time.
Larry Segal & Amy Westfall

300 Arbor Rd.
805-732-5262

G3



Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission
Meeting Date: 6/3/2019
Staff Report Number: 19-045-PC

CITY OF

MENLO PARK

Public Hearing and

Study Session: Public hearing for the environmental impact report
(EIR) scoping session and study session to
consider and provide feedback on a proposed new
approximately 249,000 square foot office building
and four-level parking structure at 162-164
Jefferson Drive

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct the following items for the Commonwealth
Building 3 project at 162-164 Jefferson Drive in the O-B (Office-Bonus) zoning district, described in more
detail in the Background section of this report:

o EIR scoping session to receive public testimony and provide comments on the scope and content of a
focused EIR for the project; and

e Study session to receive public comments and provide feedback on the proposed project, including the
applicant’s project refinements since the previous Planning Commission study session in August 2018.

The June 3 meeting will not include any project actions. The proposal will be subject to additional review
and a recommendation at a future Planning Commission meeting. Because the project would amend the
existing conditional development permit that regulates the two existing office buildings on the site, the City
Council will be the final decision-making body on the proposed project. Staff recommends the following
meeting procedure to effectively and efficiently move through the two items, allowing the public and the
Planning Commission to focus comments on the specific project components.

EIR Scoping Session

e Introduction by Staff

e Presentation by Applicant on Project Proposal
e Presentation by City’s EIR Consultant

o Commissioner Questions on EIR scope

e Public Comments on EIR scope

e Commissioner Comments on EIR scope

e Close of Public Hearing

Project Proposal Study Session

¢ Introduction by Staff
e Commissioner Questions on Project
e Public Comments on Project

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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e Commissioner Comments on Project

While applicants typically present on their project proposal during the study session portion of the meeting,
staff believes that it would be beneficial for the Planning Commission and members of the public to receive
the applicant’s presentation during the EIR scoping session. Accordingly, staff recommends that the
Planning Commission allow the applicant to present the overall project, followed by a presentation from the
City’s EIR consultant (ICF International) outlining the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process
and the key findings from the Initial Study.

Policy Issues

EIR scoping sessions provide an opportunity for Planning Commissioners and the public to comment on
specific topics that they believe should be addressed in the environmental analysis. Study sessions provide
an opportunity for Planning Commissioners and the public to provide feedback on a project, with comments
used to inform future review and consideration of the proposal. The EIR scoping session public hearing and
study session should be considered as separate items.

The project is anticipated to require the following entitlements:

1. Environmental Review to analyze potential environmental impacts of the project through a focused
EIR, pursuant to CEQA;

2. Conditional Development Permit Amendment to amend the existing CDP to incorporate the
proposed project, including bonus-level development (which requires the provision of community
amenities), a waiver of two bird-friendly design guidelines, and the use and storage of hazardous
materials for an emergency generator;

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

In addition, a Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA) will be prepared as well as an appraisal to identify the necessary
value of the community amenity. Architectural control is listed as a potential action in the initial study for the
project, however staff is evaluating whether the CDP amendment would cover review of the design of the
new building and associated improvements typical of an architectural control entitlement. If so, staff will
remove architectural control from the list of actions required for the project in the Draft EIR.

Background

Site location

The project site is located at 162-164 Jefferson Drive and includes three parcels that total approximately
13.3 acres. The project site is directly north of US Highway 101 and bounded by Jefferson Drive and office
buildings to the north, the currently inactive Dumbarton Corridor rail line to the east, Highway 101 to the
south, and office and light industrial buildings to the west. Farther north of the project site are other
properties zoned O-B (Office-Bonus) and R-MU-B (Residential Mixed Use, Bonus) with a mix of office,
research and development (R&D), and light industrial uses; California Highway 84 (Bayfront Expressway);
and the San Francisco Bay. Kelly Park, the Onetta Harris Community Center, and other properties zoned P-
F (Public Facilities) and U (Unclassified) are located east of the project site in the Belle Haven
neighborhood. Properties south of the project site, opposite Highway 101, are zoned R-1-U (Single Family
Urban Residential) and developed with single-family residences in the Suburban Park neighborhood. The
Sequoia Union High School District is constructing a new high school (TIDE Academy) at 150 Jefferson
Drive, approximately 185 feet west of the project site. TIDE Academy is expected to begin operations in the

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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2019-2020 school year.

The project site is accessible from Commonwealth Drive and Jefferson Drive through a private access road
that connects the two public streets. Two office buildings were constructed on the project site in 2015. The
buildings are surrounded by surface parking, landscaping, and pedestrian paths. The existing buildings are
currently leased by Facebook and proposed to remain as part of the project. An address for the proposed
third building would be approved in the future by the Building Division. 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 industrial
and warehouse buildings and construct two four-story office buildings on the site (which previously used a
primary address of 151 Commonwealth Drive). Each office building is approximately 130,000 square feet in
size and has a height of 67 feet. 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 re-subdivide
two parcels into three parcels, one for each of the 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 BMR
housing agreement.

Project overview

The applicant proposes to demolish existing surface parking lots and landscape areas along the Jefferson
Drive frontage, as well as parking and landscape areas north and east of the two existing office buildings on
the project site. A new four-story office building with approximately 249,500 square feet of gross floor area
(GFA) would be constructed north of the existing office buildings, and a new four-level parking structure
would be constructed in the triangular area east of the existing office buildings. The project plans are
included as Attachment B. The applicant is proposing to develop the building utilizing the bonus level
provisions identified in the Zoning Ordinance. The O-B zoning district regulations allow a development to
seek an increase in floor area ratio (FAR) and/or height subject to obtaining a use permit or conditional
development permit (CDP) and providing one or more community amenities. Since the site development
was permitted through a CDP, a CDP amendment would be required for the project.

The total existing and proposed office development on the site would be approximately 510,000 square feet,
and would have a FAR of approximately 88 percent, where 100 percent is the maximum for bonus level
development and 45 percent (plus 10 percent for commercial uses) is the maximum for base level
developments in the O-B zoning district. The proposed building would have a maximum height of 69 feet,
where 110 feet is the maximum height permitted for any building on a bonus level development site in the
O-B district. The average height of all buildings on the site would be 59.9 feet, below the maximum average
height of all buildings on one site of 77.5 feet permitted for a bonus level development in the O-B district
subject to sea level rise.

The proposed new office building would be constructed north of the existing two office buildings on the site
in an east-west orientation. Entrances would be provided on the north and south sides of the building, with
interior lobbies spanning the depth of the building and connecting the entrances. At the intersection of the
three buildings, an area of private open space would be provided with landscaping and outdoor seating
areas for office workers. The new parking structure would be constructed east of the three office buildings
with vehicular entrances at the western end of the structure, off of an access drive circling the buildings on
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the site. The plans include a conceptual construction phasing plan, with the garage constructed prior to the
office building, and a valet system to be used while parking is constrained.

A new privately-owned, publicly-accessible open space, tentatively referred to as Jefferson Park, would be
provided along the Jefferson Drive frontage of the project site and would be programmed with a mix of
passive and active recreational uses. The applicant has proposed that Jefferson Park would be available
exclusively for students of the TIDE Academy during school hours when needed, and be open to the public
when not in use by the school and after school hours. A more detailed design and operations plan for
Jefferson Park will be prepared in coordination with school district and City staff prior to approval by the City
Council.

CEQA review

After a robust community outreach process, commonly referred to as ConnectMenlo, in November 2016,
the City Council approved an update to the Land Use and Circulation Elements of the General Plan and
related zoning changes. Because the City’s General Plan is a long-range planning document, an EIR
analyzing ConnectMenlo was prepared as a program level EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15168. Based on CEQA Guidelines Section 15152(d), if an EIR has been prepared or certified for a
program or plan, the environmental review for a later activity consistent with the program or plan should be
limited to effects that were not analyzed as significant in the prior EIR or are subject to substantial reduction
or avoidance through project revisions.

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), an initial study was prepared to evaluate the
potential environmental impacts of the Commonwealth Corporate Center Building 3 project and determine
what level of additional environmental review would be appropriate for the project EIR. The initial study
discloses relevant impacts and mitigation measures covered in the ConnectMenlo EIR and discusses
whether the project is within the parameters of the ConnectMenlo EIR.

Upon completion of the initial study, the City released a Notice of Preparation (NOP) (Attachment D) for the
project on May 24, 2019, beginning an extended 35-day review and comment period (to account for the
Memorial Day holiday weekend) ending on June 28, 2019. The members of the Planning Commission were
provided a copy of the NOP and initial study, which are also located on the City website
(https://lwww.menlopark.org/1552/CEQA-documents). Additionally, hard copies are available at the Menlo
Park Library Reference Desk (800 Alma Street), the Belle Haven Branch Library Reference Desk (413 lvy
Drive), and the Menlo Park Community Development Department (701 Laurel Street). Verbal comments
received during the scoping session and written comments received during the NOP comment period on the
scope of the environmental review will be considered while preparing the Draft EIR. NOP comments will not
be responded to individually; however, all written comments on the NOP will be included in an appendix of
the Draft EIR, and a summary of all comments received (both written and verbal) on the NOP will be
included in the body of the Draft EIR.

Analysis

EIR Scoping Session

Based on the conclusions in the initial study, the following topics will not be discussed in the focused EIR
because the project is not anticipated to result in significant environmental effects in these areas, or
because the initial study found that these topic areas were adequately addressed through the program level
EIR prepared for ConnectMenlo:
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Staff Report #: 19-045-PC
Page 5

Table 1: Topics with Less than Significant Impacts

Summary of Analysis and Findings in Initial Study

The site is in an urbanized area with relatively flat topography, and existing commercial
and industrial buildings are located in the immediate vicinity. Although the project would
change visual conditions as seen from Kelly Park, the structures would be consistent with

REsiEeEs the existing development at the project site and partially screened by existing and
proposed landscaping. These conditions would not result in significant impacts to the
aesthetics of the site and its surroundings.

Agriculture The site is currently developed as a surface parking lot and is not zoned for or utilized as

an agricultural site.

Biological Resources

A Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) was prepared for the project in accordance with
ConnectMenlo Mitigation Measure BIO-1. Project-specific mitigation measures
recommended in the BRA, including avoidance of the commencement of demolition and
construction activities during nesting season for birds and preconstruction/pre-disturbance
bird surveys are required to be included in the CDP and would reduce potential impacts on
biological resources in the area to a less than significant level. The applicant has requested
a waiver from the Planning Commission of two bird-friendly design standards as permitted
in Section 16.43.140(6)(H) of the O district zoning regulations. A qualified biologist
submitted a site specific evaluation of bird-friendly design and found that because of the
low quality habitat of the area; bird-safe glazing on glass railings; and a mix of solid,
opaque horizontal and vertical architectural elements of the building, the design would
avoid significant impacts related to bird strikes. The biologist deemed the waiver requests
to be acceptable. ICF’s biologist peer-reviewed the study and concurred that granting the
waivers for the project would not lead to significant impacts related to bird strikes. More
information about the bird-friendly design waiver requests is provided in the Green and
Sustainable Buildings subheading of the Study Session section of the report below.

Geology and Soils

The project would be designed and constructed to meet standards set by the California
Building Standards Code, which would reduce major structural damage and loss of life in
the event of an earthquake. A site-specific geotechnical survey would be completed to
investigate potential geologic, seismic, and soil problems at the earliest stages of the
project.

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

The potential routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous wastes would have less
than significant impacts because the project would be required to comply with existing
regulations to minimize impacts.

Hydrology and Water
Quality

The project would have less than significant impacts on water quality because of
compliance with existing regulations and design standards.

Land Use

The proposed project would not physically divide an established community, and it would
be designed to be consistent with ConnectMenlo, the O-B zoning regulations, and other
City goals and policies.

Mineral Resources

There are no known mineral resources in the vicinity of the site.

Public Services

Physical conditions in relation to fire protection, police protection, schools, parks and
recreation, and other public facilities have not changed substantially in the ConnectMenlo
EIR study area since the preparation of the ConnectMenlo EIR; therefore, impacts would
be less than significant.

Recreation

See “Public Services” above.

A more detailed analysis of the project impacts in the areas above is provided in the initial study. The
focused EIR will analyze whether the project would have a significant environmental impact in the remaining

topic areas:
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Air Quality

Table 2: Topics to Be Included in the Focused EIR

Reasons for Inclusion in EIR

The ConnectMenlo EIR includes mitigation measures requiring additional technical
analysis to be performed, which could identify impacts not previously disclosed. The
focused EIR will demonstrate compliance with the following ConnectMenlo mitigation
measures: preparation of a technical assessment evaluating potential operational impacts
related to traffic, compliance with the air district’'s basic control measures for reducing
construction-related emissions, preparation of a technical assessment evaluating
construction-related impacts, and preparation of a health risk assessment for a project
within 1,000 feet of a sensitive land use.

Cultural Resources

A precontact archaeological resource was identified at the site during monitoring efforts for
the construction of the first two buildings on the site in 2015. It is unknown whether the
project site contains additional precontact archaeological resources. Two Native American
tribal representatives requested that both archaeological and Native American monitors be
present during ground-disturbing activities for the project. Therefore, additional mitigation
measures may be required to reduce potential impacts on undiscovered archaeological
resources at the project site.

Greenhouse Gas (GHG)
Emissions

Potential impacts from greenhouse gas emissions will be studied based on project-level
trips identified for the project.

Noise

Construction noise impacts during the proposed extended construction work hours require
further analysis. In addition, the project could result in increased traffic noise at specific
locations, which will be evaluated based on the proiect-level trips identified for the
proposed project.

Population and Housing

As a result of the 2017 settlement agreement between the City of East Palo Alto and the
City of Menlo Park, a housing needs assessment will be prepared for the project and
studied in the project EIR.

Transportation and
Traffic

The transportation mitigation measures for the ConnectMenlo EIR anticipated that any
project proposed prior to adoption of a Transportation Master Plan and updated
Transportation Impact Fee would need to conduct a project-specific Transportation Impact
Assessment (TIA). Further, the settlement agreement also requires a project-specific TIA.
The TIA would include an analysis of potential impacts at 31 study intersections identified
in Attachment E.

Tribal Cultural
Resources

See “Cultural Resources” above.

Utilities (Water demand
and system capacity)

Additional study is needed to determine whether the project can be supplied with water
from existing City entitlements and resources. Given that the water demand from the
project is currently unknown, the potential impacts are also unknown at this time and will
be analyzed in the focused EIR.

Alternatives
The EIR is also required to evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the project that would achieve
most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or reduce the project’s potentially significant
environmental impacts. The City is currently considering analysis of the following alternatives, and is
seeking input on these alternatives and any other alternative that should be evaluated as part of the EIR:

CEQA-Required No Project Alternative (maintaining the vacant site with no new construction); and
Reduced Project Alternative that would minimize the effects of potentially significant environmental

impacts.
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Correspondence

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

Study Session

On March 26, 2018, the Planning Commission held a study session for an initial version of the proposed
project. The original proposal included 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. The total existing and
proposed office development on the parcel was nearly 580,000 square feet of GFA with a FAR of 100
percent. In response to the Planning Commission’s comments from the study session, the applicant
reduced the proposed project to a four-story building, approximately 249,500 square feet in size, and a four-
story parking structure with one level below grade and 1,483 spaces. The total existing and proposed office
development on the project site was reduced to a proposed FAR of 88 percent. In August 2018, the
Planning Commission conducted a second study session for the revised project. The Commissioners
commented primarily on the following project aspects:

Parking. Some Commissioners questioned the proposed parking ratio of three spaces per 1,000 square
feet of GFA for the site, which is the upper limit of the parking ratio permitted for development in the O
zoning district. (The lower limit of the O district parking ratio is two spaces per 1,000 square feet of
GFA.) The applicant was encouraged to explore lowering the proposed parking ratio for the site, and a
ratio of 2.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet of GFA was suggested by one of the Commissioners.

Transportation. A few Commissioners indicated concerns about permitting new development on the
site without transportation infrastructure improvements in the Bayfront Area to handle new trips that
could be created by the proposed office building and other new developments. Transportation impacts
created by the project would be studied as part of the focused EIR for the project, and mitigation
measures would be identified, if appropriate and feasible. In addition, a transportation demand
management (TDM) plan would be required to reduce vehicle trips to at least 20 percent below standard
generation rates for uses on the project site.

Since the previous study session, the applicant has made minor modifications to the proposal, particularly
by providing a project alternative that would reduce parking on the site to 2.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet
of GFA. Details regarding development regulations, pedestrian and vehicular circulation, open space,
community amenities, and design standards for the project are provided below, but remain substantially the
same as described in the previous study session staff report. Details related to vehicle parking and green
and sustainable building have been updated to discuss the reduced parking project alternative, and the
requested waiver of two bird-friendly design standards.

Vehicle parking and circulation

The current project site includes 866 surface parking spaces. Development of the proposed office building,
parking structure, and Jefferson Park open space would remove the maijority of the existing parking spaces.
However, these parking spaces would be replaced and additional spaces would be provided to
accommodate the increase in building area. The following table compares proposed parking for the project
presented at the August 2018 study session with an alternative based on Planning Commission feedback
from the study session, which would reduce parking on the site:
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Table 3: Site Parking Options

Option 1 (August 2018 proposal) Option 2 (May 2019 proposal)
I':l\jg;:er @i pEIr Ll Four levels above grade, one below grade Four levels above grade
Number of structured : .
parking spaces 1,336 parking spaces 1,061 parking spaces
Number of surface . :
parking spaces 193 parking spaces 215 parking spaces
Total number of spaces 1,529 parking spaces 1,276 parking spaces
Parking ratio for site 3.0 spaces per 1,000 square feet of GFA 2.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet of GFA

Under both options, the parking structure would have four levels above grade and appear virtually identical.
The parking structure would also comply with the O district parking requirements under either scenario.

Adjacent to Jefferson Park, 23 parking spaces would be reserved for use by the new high school (TIDE
Academy) during school hours only. After school hours, the spaces would be available for the general
public. These spaces are not included under either of the parking ratios proposed for the entire project site
since they are not intended to be used by office workers.

As previously mentioned, the site is accessible from Commonwealth Drive and Jefferson Drive through a
private access road that connects the two public streets and runs along the western edge of the project site.
A driveway off of the private access road would ring the three buildings on the site and provide vehicular
access to the proposed parking structure at the eastern end of the site. A loading/service area would be
located on the eastern side of the proposed building. By virtue of its placement between the proposed office
building and proposed parking structure, this area would not be particularly visible.

Bicycle and pedestrian parking and circulation

A 20-foot wide paseo with furnishing zones every 100 feet would begin adjacent to the project driveway off
of Jefferson Drive, continuing south to the southwest border of the project site at Commonwealth Drive, and
then extend east along the southern 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 a detailed cross-section and features of the paseo design. Additional pedestrian circulation
paths would run along the eastern and northern edges of the site, providing access and promoting
connectivity between the publicly accessible open spaces on the site.

There would be 84 long-term bicycle parking spaces located in the ground level of above-grade parking in
the garage and a room inside of one of the existing office buildings, and 22 bicycle rack spaces for short-
term parking located around the exterior of the proposed and existing office buildings. The project would
meet the required mix of 80 percent long-term bicycle parking spaces and 20 percent short-term bicycle
parking spaces in the O zoning district.

Open space
The proposed project would be required to provide open space equivalent to 30 percent of the project site

area and would be further required to provide 50 percent of the required open space (or 15 percent of the
site area) as publicly accessible open space. According to the Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 16.44.120(4)(A)):
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Publicly accessible open space consists of areas unobstructed by fully enclosed structures with a
mixture of landscaping and hardscape that provides seating and places to rest, places for gathering,
passive and/or active recreation, pedestrian circulation, or other similar use as determined by the
planning commission. Publicly accessible open space types include, but are not limited to, paseos,
plazas, forecourts and entryways, and outdoor dining areas. Publicly accessible open space must:
(i) Contain site furnishings, art, or landscaping;

(i) Be on the ground floor or podium level;

(iii) Be at least partially visible from a public right-of-way such as a street or paseo;

(iv) Have a direct, accessible pedestrian connection to a public right-of-way or easement.

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, seating areas, and sports
courts in the Jefferson Park area.

Additional publicly accessible open space would be provided around the project site in the following areas:
¢ Inthe angular recesses along the sides of the parking structure,
e Behind the parking structure,
e Adjacent to the Dumbarton Corridor, and
e Around the perimeter of the site via a circulation path and landscaping.

The publicly accessible open space located adjacent to and behind the garage includes additional plazas,

more seating areas with tables and chairs and seat walls, a large trellis, and a boardwalk through an area

with native plantings. This open space design was previously reviewed by the Planning Commission at the
August 2018 study session and received positive feedback. As previously mentioned, private open space

would be provided in the courtyard area at the center of the three office buildings.

Trees and landscaping

The project would require the removal of 304 trees in the existing parking and landscape areas, none of
which are heritage-sized trees since the site was redeveloped in 2015. 203 existing trees would remain on
the site, with additional trees planted as part of the project landscaping plan.

Community amenities

The O-B zoning district permits bonus level development, subject to providing one or more community
amenities equal to the community amenity value identified through the appraisal process. 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. 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 count 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 proposed community amenity to be provided in
exchange. The value of the amenity to be provided must equal a minimum of 50 percent of the fair market
value of the additional GFA of the bonus level development. The applicant must provide an appraisal
performed in accordance with the City’s appraisal instructions which will identify the community amenity
value. Staff and the applicant will continue to work together through the process as the appraisal is
performed and the project plans are refined. The applicant has not yet proposed a community amenity to be
provided in exchange for bonus level development. The applicant’s proposal for community amenities will
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be subject to review by the Planning Commission through a later study session and/or in conjunction with
the project entitlements.

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 four-story rectangular structure with a low tint glass facade. From the core rectangular
form, smaller rectangular forms would project outward, spanning the second and third floors at all four
corners of the building and creating recesses at the first and fourth floors at each corner. At the center of the
front and rear elevations of the building, an additional rectangular projection, two 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 fagade. 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 fourth 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 third floors. Balconies
would be incorporated at the fourth floor on each elevation, and also at the third floor on the front and rear
elevations. The balconies would have glass railings with a frit pattern to reduce the potential for bird strikes.

The parking structure located east of the office buildings would have four levels. The shape of the proposed
garage would have an orthogonal footprint with triangular recesses that step inward from the setback lines
on either side. Along the rearmost wall of the garage, a mesh screen with a large graphic would obscure
views of parked vehicles and structural elements of the garage from Kelly Park. The graphic is currently
shown as images of trees, although the precise design would be subject to refinement prior to final actions
on the project. The design of the proposed parking structure would reference the office buildings on the site
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 parking structure would be
constructed almost entirely of concrete painted in off-white and gray hues. 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.

With regard to the overall project design/style and the application of O district standards, staff believes that
the applicant would be in compliance. The Planning Commission may wish to provide additional feedback
on the proposed building, parking structure, and site layout before the project advances further. However,
the design of the proposed office building and parking structure are substantially the same as presented at
the previous study session.

Green and sustainable building
In the O zoning district, projects are required to meet green and sustainable building regulations.
Accordingly, the proposed building would:
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e 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,

e Be designed to meet LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) Gold BD+C,

e Comply with the electric vehicle (EV) charger requirements adopted by the City Council in
November 2018,

o Meet water use efficiency requirements,

e Locate the proposed building 24 inches above the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) base flood elevation (BFE) to account for sea level rise, and

e Plan for waste management during the demolition, construction, and occupancy phases of the
project.

Further 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.

As mentioned in a previous section of the report, the applicant has provided a Biological Resources
Assessment (BRA) performed by H.T. Harvey & Associates, which analyzes the building design with
respect to bird-friendly design standards for new buildings in the O zoning district. The bird-friendly design
standards are provided in Section 16.43.140(6) of the Zoning Ordinance and require the incorporation of
bird friendly design in the placement of the building, the use of bird friendly exterior glazing, and lighting
controls. As indicated in the BRA, the project would not comply with two of the standards, but would not
have a negative impact to biological resources as outlined below:

¢ No more than 10 percent of fagcade surfaces shall have non-bird-friendly glazing. The proposed
office building would include extensive glazing over more than 10 percent of the facade, referencing the
design of the other two existing buildings on the site. Because this glazing would not be treated for birds
to better distinguish the glass, the building would not meet the standard. However, the overall
architectural design of the building, as well as the bird-safe glazing treatment on balcony railings, should
be enough to avoid significant impacts on native birds. Although occasional collisions between birds and
the glass facade of the proposed building may occur, the frequency of such collisions is expected to be
low for several reasons. The number of birds expected to frequent the project vicinity is anticipated to be
low because of the relatively low habitat quality of the ornamental landscaping. There are no areas of
dense native vegetation or large water features that would attract large congregations of birds. Finally,
the fagade would be "broken up" by solid, opaque horizontal and vertical elements, thereby making
them more visible to flying birds and less likely to be mistaken for the sky or vegetation.

o Glass skyways or walkways, freestanding (see-through) glass walls and handrails, and
transparent building corners shall not be allowed. The proposed building would not meet this
standard because it would include glass corners on all sides of the building and all floors; it would also
include freestanding glass handrails on the perimeter of the balconies. However, the glass used for the
handrails would be treated with a frit pattern that would make the railings more visible to birds. Even in
the absence of such treatment, however, the frequency of bird collisions is expected to be low for the
reasons cited above. In addition, most collisions would involve regionally abundant, urban-adapted bird
species and therefore would not result in the loss of a substantial portion of any species’ Bay Area
population.

As permitted in Section 16.43.140(6)(H) of the Zoning Ordinance, a project may receive a waiver from one

or more of the bird-friendly design standards, subject to the submittal of a site-specific evaluation from a
qualified biologist and review and approval by the Planning Commission. The BRA was peer-reviewed by
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the ICF biologist, who concurred with the rationale for granting waiver requests for the two standards as
listed above. The project would comply with the other standards identified in the Zoning Ordinance. Based
on the BRA completed by H.T. Harvey & Associates, the Planning Commission may wish to comment on
the evaluation and request any additional information needed to grant the requested waiver as part of the
project entitlements.

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.

Parking Ratio. Based on the two parking scenarios provided by the applicant, is the scenario with the
higher ratio of three spaces per 1,000 square feet of GFA acceptable? Does the Commission have a
preference for one garage design alternative instead of the other in terms of providing an additional
below-grade parking level?

Bird-Friendly Design Waiver Request. Based on the Biological Resources Assessment prepared for
the project, is the information included adequate to justify the granting of a waiver of two bird-friendly
design standards for the project? Is any additional information needed?

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. The project
sponsor is also required to fully cover the cost of work by consultants performing environmental review and
additional analyses to evaluate potential impacts of the project.

Environmental Review

A focused EIR tiering from the ConnectMenlo program EIR will be prepared for the proposed project. 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 focused EIR for the proposed project. A
focused EIR will be prepared only on the topics that warrant further analysis, including a transportation and
housing analysis and other topics as described in the CEQA Review section earlier in this report. The City
Council would take final action on the project entitlements, including the certification of the focused EIR,
after the completion of the environmental review and a recommendation from the Planning Commission.

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 1,320-foot radius of the subject property.

Attachments
A. Location Map
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B. Project Plans
C. Notice of Preparation and Initial Study: https://www.menlopark.org/1552/CEQA-documents
D. Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) Study Intersections

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:
Tom Smith, Senior Planner

Report reviewed by:
Kyle Perata, Principal Planner

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



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



ATTACHMENT A
161 o
S
® 150 17 171 S
An
181 /7/G
J ~
1215 Q9 162 . 4)/84
3/ 193
N
3 201
120 5 101 e i CO/VST/T 209
186 0770/\/
190 DR 235
1150 . o B
138
JER, 165 220
150 FE
(High School) PROJ ECT
160
LOCATION
AN
220 &
4
: N
O4¢4¢ 149 5
O’l/ 2
4,
%
<
79
N
4600
%
&/G
",
e
0 %
NINRN S e 7 (3
179 »*"""BBBB"‘E’:':’.@‘&’QE,\ 'SI/O
AEEEEHEEEEE 8/ »
ERD LA 2
HEDG e "
180 1056§§,§'§§§§$ ‘\/(‘(ébé\ 5
3 3| 3| 1081 1052 @ va‘y&b q,(o\(o
1047 09 | olwlnlinlnls . v 7 / ,9(& a
ik = = | N & (@"»’9 > (‘3‘;5:{,\ 1923
2| 10ss OAKHURST PL g #/ (‘/%& A ;119
,L&\ © a S =
1 208 N © O x oo a A o 0';\\ &
I 0s | D N[N IRIRIR ) 2y 25 £ [
2 UON - 255 300 308 05
135 = /A 1027, 052 13| R B 2| BB\ 8 243 259 308304 314307 1101 7105
s LO PA DRAWN: TAS CHECKED: KTP DATE: 06/03/19 SCALE: 1"=300" SHEET:1 N
A1




ARC TEC

uoneziuebio OLVH a o s ayl

§§i§§§ 2G0v6 VO ‘MVd OTINIW € ONIATING :HLTYIMNOWNOD
E .10} uoneoyddy Buiuueld v

PROJECT NUMBER: 164152

ARCHITECTURAL TECHNOLOGIES

ATTACHMENT B

COMMONWEALTH: BUILDING 3

A Planning Application for:
MENLO PARK, CA 94052

The SOBRATO Organization

N SEORKS SREONEE HE 68 HEGES OF & BES0E o senee sese
o | § owAiEE . ecesse sccscss se e cces o o scscee coee
w o ®00880 0000000 40 00 40000 o & senee esee
27 ey . sescse sscccss e oo cees oo o sssee ceee
a P . 0 ceceses oo oo seee 0o o seoee .
w Y
2 2
n H
(72} 8
o
= H
=3 H
>
w
(=]
=
= ]
(S H w
= - a
= » o 4
= o I S
5 E 173
= - =1
g 3 2 = E
[=] [SIE o

@

VICINITY MAP

PROJECT DATA
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

ONNER NAKE:
PROJECT ADORESS

ARCHITECT

JRATO ORGANZATION

PROJECT TEAM
APPLICABLE CODES

£t

AERIAL VIEW OF PROJECT SITE LOOKING FROM JEFFERSON PARK; SEE A0.01 FOR REFERENCE PLAN

5301 S0z Ve
G O3U0NY ONLLISNES 0470 0 dNI3SIOV A0 Ned 4G CINEA BUELS amm



00754491 ‘ON 103r0¥d

F°.°< HLNOS ONIOO0T LIS 193r0dd WOYd MAIA H LS3IM HLYON ONIMOOT Mivd AT13N WO¥S MIIA .

SONINIANTY ONIGTING

E
=0 ° »
mo )
z= Ws
°5 03
o2 El 1573 HLYON ONIYOOT AYM3344 FHOHSAVE L0} WOY MIIA H
%= W
T AZ
22 P8
et s
.«nwm l =1
=
S=E O3
29
S5
« 5
g
g

0= 3w

.\ NVd 31IS JONIFHIITY g,g,,_,. o

e
T 39VHVO
0350d0¥d 7|




€d

00Z54491 ‘ON 103r0¥d

SONINIANTY ONIGTING
HLYON ONIMOOT 3LIS 40 £ ONIATING 40 HLNOS WO¥4 MAIA .

25076 VO MuVd OININ
€ ONIATING *HLTYIMNOWNOD

uoneziuebio o_l_vu a os ayy

:Joj uopeal|ddy Bujuueld v

0= 3w

.\ NVd 31IS JONIFHIITY §_,,.1. o

BEN




00754491 ‘ON 103r0¥d

€0ov

HLYON ONIMOOT 3LIS LOIrodd NOH4 MIIA 3AvOV4 HLNOS NO SY3ANOTANY AdONYD TV.LIW 3LISOINOD WNNINNTY 40 MIIA TIV.L3a .

SONINIANTY ONIGTING

o 0
NOILA¥OS30 3Uva

1
)

e T S

d,

-
=
M m ° > ) ) 30YIV4 HLNOS NO SH3IANOT ANV AJONYD VLI JLISOdNOD WNNINNTY 40 M3IIA TIVLIa .
e
z= Ws
52 0:2 N L/
= 2
wm_.M_._ WS
~ = u 3
2 S
cxbs
Eods
SE O g
9 o
@ 3§
H
g

. NVd 31IS JONIFHIITY o0 o




cd

00754491 ‘ON 103r0¥d H

vo'ov

ONINIANZY JOVEVO
_ 1S3IM HLHON ONIMOOT MV ATT3N NOY4 MIIA VI3V H HLNOS ONIOO0T3LIS 40 HLYON WO¥4 MIIA TYId3Y

2
=0 ° >
mo b
=W |
sso- N
5= 0%
~EAZ
cxbs

=4

S=E O3
2 o
© §

g

g

@ NV1d 3LIS FONFHI4TY

otth = 3W08 1S3IM ONINOOT SNdINYD YO0F30V4 WO MIAIA TVINIY H

T JANTY - i
O e Vl:.?d‘.,..\_._wll.q
Yl =
A |
Lo | —
."\l’J B £
ZONIaTINg + ONIQTINg [ = u... A
ONLSHE ONILSIX3 ol Tm
_ e - | bl
= o
| d
- 1 |
R ¥ At
o] =
T 3ovavo 4 1)
0350d0¥d €ONIOTING u: 3o igh E
T 0350d04d BLl
fuy 2t By
i ~
L
4
i
|
=



00251191 ‘ON LO3r0¥d
ONIJTING 301440 T3ATTITONIS
"4 NOSY3443r 6614

ONIQTING 391440 T3AITIT1ONIS
40 NOILNLILSNOD 092

SONIQTING 301440 13A37T¥NO4
"IAV HLTYIMNOWWOD +91-291

. ONIATING 301440 13A3T 3FAHL
@Q Q< "JAV HLTVIMNOWIWOD 67}

SOLOHd LX3INOO 3LIS

ONIQTING 301440 13AFTITONIS

SONIATING 301440 13A3T N0
"4 NOSY3343r 994

SONIATING 301440 13A3T ¥NO4 ONIQTING 301440 T3A3T 3F9HL
“IAY HLTYIMNOWWOD ¥91-29)

"IAV HLTIYIMNOWWOO #91-291 ¥A NOSY3443r 06}

|.
g >
z0
mo )
Qs
2592
«
W_.M_._av
‘M.Nuuﬂ
S =3
cxbs
Wﬂlm
[y =+
S=E O3
S o
5 ¢
« 5
g
]

ONIQTING 301440 13A31 33HHL ONIJTING 301440 T3AITITONIS
"40 NOSY3443r 061-081 40 NOSY3443r 651

0= 3w

@ NVd 31IS JONIFHIITY PR

|

ONIATING 301440 13A31 334HL

A NOS¥3443r 08}

ONIATING TYIYLSNANI LHOIT 13AITIIONIS
Y0 NOSY3443r 094

PO

S3I90TONHIIL TVINLIILIHOYY

231 JdV




00Z5491 “ON 103r0¥d
o= WS

JAS|

L oY @ NVd V3av

NYTd V3HY

LS NN
WLNGNSZ NI

..
=0 8 »
mo e}
2z W
°5 03
S ES
=W
25 w3
NA_N u.mlu
ez P8
e =S
sz =
=
EﬂOm

= O

2

S

i voesossy
N0 O3 o WD &

NIy,
UL ng
oy
3 N, i
g z%zm&mnwﬁm

231 JdV

[SEEN
JunIoNS

+3000)

oo B

(K01 AYMHOIH 31V1S)

AVM3FHd JOHSAVE

4'S 096621
ONIQTING 301440 AYOLS D

43 79
zom%oz%;w

01430 RIS

oNa1n8 S e

£

ONIgy, .

. ng

m““mwwssoo ONIy, Six3
zo@«mmmmﬁ 061

a
oGV
¢m§=oo ozwfa 08v
.zmso Nosasd
an

% .-\.\-.l. lm.zﬁ.soq’M
WO
\ouaW
\ )Mzsa Nos¥
A
=

(R by

0p- M08

—

I R

| oNIaTINg
| WIO¥IWWOO ONLLSIXA
e
HLTVIMNONNOO 6y




00Z54491 “ON 103r0¥d

WYH9YIQ 30VdS N3O

NOLLYO e ONNNYIG
NOILA¥OS3a 3uva

25076 VO ‘Muvd OINIW

€ ONIATING *HLTYIMNOWNOD
110} uopeal|ddy Bujuueld v

[72]
(=)
w0
A
>
-
o

g soneossy -

S3I90TONHIAL WANLIILIHOYY

231 DdV

o=l zws

@ NVY9VIQ 30VdS N3dO

HOQRHOO NOLLYLHOJSNVAL IALYNYILTY -
OLNOILOINNOD FuNLN4
\\
N
b
R
K7
02
02
K7
02
K7
7
R
K7
K7
02
02
7
02
b7
7
P
7’
7
s
b2 -
7
\\
7 -
&7 :
4 .
%
AV( \\
(\V \\
e
£
S0 )
Qs
S 0
NP e 2z oNiaIng
s
\\
\\ "
; \\ . ‘
(s
7
s
7
\\
7 -
(s
’
7/
7
7
7’
7
7
7/
(s
7
v/
7
7
\\
HOQIH0D 7 .
NOLLVL¥OJSNYAL JALLYNILTY 4 =
OL NOILOINNOD 34NLN4 .
v - \
7 .
\\ .
7
2 .
v
7
7
4
\\
7 AN--C
g
\
W
i
R —
sowm
|
sowsw
a0
ASIELL (¥3Y LIS TL0L 40 %0€) 30VeS | Q3D
p— [E—

SNOILYINDTVD 3JVdS N3dO

(101 AVMHOIH 3LV1S)

AVM3IFYd JYOHSAVE

N - (3AI¥A 3LVAINC)
N JAI¥A HLTYIMNOWIWOD

L

c.onane

-
m >
=
_ — ==
- ==
- ==
. - =
W ONIATINE - I
. D
]
— (G}
= ==
= ==
.
- ==
= ==
W e

v Nosu3##3"




6d

0051491 “ON 103rodd
[
MF°< .‘ NV1d JIM13NOLOHd oor-4 30
—
- . —
NYd O4LINOLOHd
[T T N AN (A R | T
[TA A TiT iﬁ}, AT K et
I — 7T T T AN ‘%M —
% . IEEEEEE) I E—
s ’ o UL JU: ) Feg f
Lo e ° et ! LT LTI : —
s
NOILdI¥OS3a 3Lva ‘
- [am—
a0\l I —
B | | o ——
Q S = - —=
5 - ——=
5 3 s = ——
= v - ==
H —
L ONIATING — [

. - - -
zo & > 5 == —=
mo - a :, Z,ONIaTINg . — AU
z= 0 5 -

w S (o] ES : o

Tz me -
TZ Z i 1 I ——
2EAI £ =
of S 2 — ==
pg=—=} V =l = — [— -
x 3 SIS, — _
=1 - =
ol — —_——

SE 03 — .
(=) — —
5 L e —
w o — —_—

2 5
3 E ==

——
i i —
g.oNaTne - —-——
¢ — e
Y ! = Ry —
) . L VL W =
- , : =\
Uiy = =
L R 3 /
Ly,
-
<Ay a
\ T
i), o
W
i
NH04003 0opiE9
FEm— P T o e

o P S

En e T

E T | e

231 DdV




ARC TEC

2 g
w g
@ §
b :
al

2

s )
> i

»nl |

§ § &

2

/
H MAX. STEERING ANGLE =254 &

@ FIRE TRUCK INFORMATION

25076 YO MuVd OININ
€ ONIATING *HLTYIMNOWNOD

uoneziuebio o_l_vu a os ayy

1o} uopeol|ddy Bujuueld v

ILDING

W

ING™S 1o 500SF-

BUILD!

4 STORY OFFICE 8

BAYSHORE FREEWAY

(STATE HIGHWAY 101)

TTTTITTT IO TTTT T T T JTTT T T T ] \

g IR dndidl

\

S

COMMONWEALTH DRIVE
(PRIVATE DRIVE)

EMERGENCY ACCESS PLAN

164152.00

A0.14

PROJECT NO:

®

SoHE ra0d

EMERGENCY ACCESS PLAN

B10




00Z5491

00V

“ON 103r0¥d

NV1d 311S 035040%d

v
3uva

>
3
o
S
=.
=
(=
>
b=l
=
=
8
=
E}
=y
=

25076 YO ‘MuVd OININ
€ ONIATING *HLTYIMNOWNOD

[72]
(=)
w0
A
>
-
o

g soneossy -

wo:
S3I90TONHIAL WANLIILIHOYY

231 DdV

9

szoves 1s1
Ssovs el
ssovas el

o=l zws

NV1d LIS

30765 V101
Va5 RO NG TOVEOLS GRI3I08d

(101 AVMHOIH 3LV1S)

AVM33y4 JYOHSAVE -

S53008 INNOTIAIT N

01340
ozﬁ%m.m.,zﬁ.%m

g L (3AI¥Q FLYANA)
7 PRt nw: JAIMA HLTVIMNOWNOD
Er Fel
T e— ([
[TTTTITTTT sl
£ SE =
A Foy == e
R HE =
1 BIE =
m - ==
SO H Hil = —
s = BlIE ==
= N = U (e
El 1= T —
EREE] I —
W = —=
3 i
. S| = | ——
) | — —
P | ElE ==
. HOIST g = ==

—

o

1

3oL

3801V T30S

100405 203051

NG 350

2En00aRvOINYD WIOL
00NV NN
ET00RNIND NLSHA

swoves rizt
SIOVGS 6251 034 H3L13A30- 00

"NOLLYHSOINI THNOILIOOY 40 SONIANQ A OL ¥3434 NGNSV QYO T

ansoom e camosusa (3)

s s Ao s () s (7)

ER———c\
G
wonn ()
amon ()

BRS—)

SONINYE0 34Y25ONY1 0L 25,

179y 33s

40 TIYA HORELY HL 40 S30¥3HNS

SONIMYHO 3¥OSONYTOL u343%

' AB 0243000 ONIC
80012 T 20 v3Y .

os0z291

‘SONIYA0 34YOSONY] 0L K342 ‘ONIAYS ALY

NN KA

aossans (0

40335 nHO!

V.1Va ONDRVd V.1va 1o3aroydd

S3ALON AN



00Z5491 “ON 103r0¥d
ONISYHd NOILONKLSNOD
“NVId3LS

LGNS NN

25076 YO MuVd OININ
€ ONIATING *HLTYIMNOWNOD

uoneziuebio o_l_vu a os ayy

:Joj uopeol|ddy Bujuueld v

g soneossy -

S3I90TONHIIL TVANLIILIHOYY

231 DdV

o=l zws

cld

.‘ NVd 3LIS ONILSIX3 - NV1d LIS

I

0p- M08

—

Ca

45096621
ONIQTING 301440 AVOLS
3NI¥0 NOSYIA43" 291
4 ONIQING ONILSIX3

45 096621
IN8 301440 ANOLS
1
2.ONIQING ONI

=
=

Vo
Vit
P

)L

A
A

—
C

WSOV ONE

smonz0

e TaSS3007 ONa

VR 24501 O30

im0 onz0

S0 ONY SN GV ONZ0
CBHSVONIOHS TIVEL 40 Hive TS

NIV 0L ONLHOI 3US NS

5000 SNOVOT LSS

SSOTONE HOLVENTD ONY HSVAL SIS

AN ONISHE

241 3407 HONEXY) N TSSOV ONLSIXE

VI IVOSONI NS v
@nooNsKE
Sa0vasEH (A0S ONDRIYA CRNNVLS (3)
STANG OV SNV TG OIS ) v AU oL

ON T304 SHOSSSSY

SALONAIM ONILSIX3 - V1VA ONIMYVd ONILSIX3 - V1va L23rodd

- e
[TTTTTTTTTTTETIITTTTTTd HHHHHHHHHH\L

¥

] .

?

d

Jiliit

[

11191

;

19119

g




00Z5491 “ON 103r0¥d

€ld

0'LY @ 13SVHd NOILONYLSNOD - NV1d LIS P

I R

ONISYHd NOILONKLSNOD
“NVId3LS

) TR

LGNS NN
NNV

) o

$
|

45 096621
ONIQING 301440 AXOLS
3NI¥0 NOSY343" 91

-1

5
Wm g x> 2.ONIQING ONLSIX3
m T
Z= W s
°5 02
2zws
= > [
= 35
T AZ ——
on 53 > —
LI P8 [
© I8 S
Wm = 3 —
o8 —_—
SE Om ——
(=) \ —
5 < < =
< g g o
= ==
4 I
- —o—

H\Hm\HH\\HmH\ummmmmmmu |
0 Diiiiithisnni

1\
SYITVAL
NOLLONYLSNOD

g soneossy -

e o o
s o ouvios
e v

S3I90TONHIAL WANLIILIHOYY ANENOD | | onevd 1o

902811 319VL080)
STIVAS OV TIEISSI00Y 40 H3ENN ORANDZ

aisomvvi oo
231 DdV oo

= T i P
vawsavsowons (2)
oo | wrvwsane _ P
avoora (3 o
= s P
ST—— e —
nanos | kidaa | wam 3oL — _—
I
pe _
arsooomamomssuss (3) SO ) .
somssia () —
VIUY TOSONY ONLSHE pesiondy dswsese
S30VdS 91 dsoman
a0 oS SIvES 0T Asset

SILONAIN NOILONYLSNOD - V.LVQ ONINVd ONILSIX3 - V1va L23roydd




00Z5491 “ON 103r0¥d
o=l zws

435!

[<INA .‘ 11 3SVHd NOILONYLSNOD - NV1d 3LIS

ONISYHd NOILONKLSNOD
“NVId3LS

3uva

P

K55
&5
S

25076 YO ‘MuVd OININ
€ ONIATING *HLTYIMNOWNOD

uoneziuebio o_l_vu a os ayy

110} uopeal|ddy Bujuueld v

231 DdV

TUNSOTONS HOLYAINID ONY HEYAL
R

(24136075 WX diery TBSS00Y

‘SN OV ONDRIVE 0314 ONSIE

0p- M08

—

I R

hiiniigindinkadiadiadinahadkndinukinindiadinakadhnahadinabadindhngini

QU

)

] .

;

i

)

&
o
(K5
SO
POl

i
[T T T T T T T
| —

H\Hm\HH\\HmH\ummmmmmmu |

il

000 240 o0 ogsey 0 ) 928 040 s .

SILONAIN NOILONYLSNOD - V.LVA ONIMEVd

ONILSIX3 - V1va L23rodd




00754491 ‘ON 103r0¥d

LY

RZEGEN

NOLLYO e ONNNYIG
NOILA¥OS30 3uva

250v6 VYO ‘Mdvd OINIW
€ ONIATING *HLTYIMNOWNOD

uopeziuebio o-LVu a os oyl

110} uopeal|ddy Bujuueld v

o s

0L T3 40 30V HO OO
3U30N0D 300 HONF 0 30V

3415 30MHON

e

] svosouion |
.

ey

(20
S030¥4 NN ONVHEEAO NIV 7 1

2

RS I

TIVLS ONIEVd 'dAL

e

e

N

e

asan awos

SNV1d FUNSOTONT ¥OLVYINIO ANV HSVHL GIOUVINI

a0

Q3 TS GTINVATYD NG

SONYTI08 3610 IS

s

ONTOII ONY HSYAL

nsoTNs

1 &
“AT

N a8 308

o

s8OS

8

e W08

SNV1d

31¥0 Qs S
GEZNYATYD 2NV

Sa¥TIOn 3 TS

R —
00 1/

1 SO
WooLE
N0 %007 ——|

v
NHOHS 3108V AdONYD —

FUNSOTINT ¥OLVYHINID
ANV HSVYL A39dVINT

<

nsorna
SNTOADR ONY HSWEL

©

oz A0S

4

JOVNOIS FTIIHIA AIZIIOHLNVNN B
JOVNOIS ONIMYVd 378ISS3IV

3140 L4V ININVIRE3d Y SIONY

ST IO

3070 INZOVTOY 087,05 1Y

ai awos
9l

TG00

HOHNM.ZZ

‘HIANNN INOHATTAL LUISNI

ONINOHAI T3L A ¥O
S3T0IHIA QMOL

[3SN3X3 SYINMO LY AVMY.

J3MOL 38 TIM S3ILMIBVSIA
HLIM SNOS¥3d 404

STTOIHIA GIZIMOHLAVNN

0828

FIININ

gl

sin_avs
vl

305

SNOILLYAZ T3 JUNSOTINT ¥OLVYINIO ANV HSVHL

0313800

N0 TG

@0 aN0D

unsoToN
ouom3N

SNOLLYAZ 13 FANSOTONT
YOLVYINIO ANV HSVAL

0l

©

w0 T —— |

e
ey

Adowo
B HONATY

1708 v RIS ————————————
50010v
%03 d¥H T3S

Y0 BAUS TNV

TOGINAS ONIMAVd ALITIISSIIIV

1NV VL 3B ALNO

wormve— |

mo¥I0

10 TaNv

o0

S3I90TONHIIL TVANLIILIHOYY

231 DdV

Adowvo
NN

o \\\x
STV HONBTY

Adowr
BN

sTavva N ———

Adowo
B HONATTY

s1108 ¥ 13218

3801

TOGINAS TTVLS ONIMAVd A

e

-
p— ‘3dRALS TIVLS ONDRIV] —
$39VdS ONIMHVd 319ISS3IIV & NV1d STIVLS ONIMYVd A3 318ISS3IIV L
ancesSen !
: 4
H 3 5T

STV AV OL

Adowvo
BN

Adowo
B HONANY

vsaes” tit Sz At N szmes

¥ CHOAOHS S EHEEYE KO B ONNGHI 1

NN $30HO TOHIA RO

NLNI¥04

ERS

B30 33

:13

o w7 o

qld




9old

00Z54491 “ON 103r0¥d

(AN

Amv NOILO3S 3LIS

Lo0c-.1 3008

om0 035040 azs0d08d
VLYQ LO3r0¥d 5 .. - 4 00T 53 gy
NV NOLLO3S 3LS T = = l EaA 4
! p=4
— L) : =
- — 1
g
2
ks | = el &
31va
[l W
NOILD3S 3LIS o3
——
® ]
ZonamEOISIS
a1 s I
o
4
=
Wm e >
m )
ZZ W g z 2
5= 3 i g
©35 o E2 : H 3
o= a R 1 z
z= W =
= 35
T AZ
o i<}
S P8
© 7r 153
e
SE O3
2 o
Z <
@ 3
©@ §
E
ES
k=i WS
.‘ NVd 31IS JONIFHIITY o0 s
———
o I a0 38 0L S0
— LT
LiF
[

g soneossy -

W03 DU MMM

S3I90TONHIIL TVINLIILIHOYY

231 DV |

i ] Lt

SRRITT W VIS AT T W |
W 1A 0O e K
e s caewres|
h =
m e e
h o=
= _ TSy
T news ;__E_:.&
1] TV RS T
no= ]
& i L
r_B iy
s wowan EwaEAo Ly
i TLmRE I
24 W miam
u_w
i)
U e
T h
e i

PICTIC]

AL T
Elchtil

475 HUM) 512 = LHOEH JOVA3AY T18VMOTIY

HOISH 3OVE3AY GaLHOIM

VEE o0

Bl

14O oMY TaLHO

TR 0 W FTRUM | AR W 1 0 BT _:Em
HREL)

NOILYINITVI LHOIFH IOVHIAY QILHOIIM

V.1vQ 193rodd ¥dvd OINIW 40 ALID

SISATVNY LHOIZH




00754491

oLey

‘ON 103r0¥d

SNYTd Y34 ¥00T4 SS0¥9

LGNS NN
WLUNENSZ ONNNY
WLLNGIST NN
TLLINGSE ONNNYIY
NOLLYO e ONNNYIG

NOILA¥OS30

|.
g >
=0
mo )
z= Ws
o503
dm =1
«
W_.M_._av
‘MWHW
237 P8
or g
WMLU
=y
S=E O3
29
ol
« ¥
g
]

e

w05

Zld

\

%zl %€> 38 LSNI - Y3V
V101 40 39VINIOY3d
4S¥8L'T -2 S¥0074 - V3V TV.10L
48826 ¥00T4 ¥3d VI L4YHS

‘JOV.INIOYId LAVHS TVIINVHIIN

£, ONIATING A3S0dO0¥d - SNV1d VIHV 400714 SSO¥O

48 9/0'79 V34V HOO14 SSOYUO HOO T4 1SHId

re

4S 070°€9 'VIHY ¥O0 T4 SSO¥O HO0Td QHIHL

v

v

Lows o3,

45 00562 wioL
45 08168 4004 Hip
48 14189 40074 Qe
45 1189 40074 aNZ
459079 40074 1S}
7 V34V 4004 SSOuD “YIENNN HOOT
‘NOILVTINGV.L SNV1d ¥007d

QNY (v) 52€'50°91 JONVYNICHO ONINOZ
Mdvd OINIWN ¥3d

SNOILYINOTYO V3

YLOL ¥ NI G30NTONI Y34V ¥00T4

ZoNaune  onang
HusON Hixon

®9

V 40014 SSO¥O

‘ON393T SNV1d ¥00T4

=z i3S

48 /v1'69 V34V ¥OOT4 SSO¥O ¥OOT4 ANOJ3IS

2yl

4862 =.047K27) B ¥ NWNI0D \ 6292024 B 26 WIUSVII \

4S 0€1'65 "VIHY ¥00T14 SSOHO H00T4 HLH¥NOS

Lavks Hoan,

I

Lo o3

e ava

Loves oA,

s

Loves Hoan

S50 D ENINO0

506022 075 ¥l

Wz B9 2533\ 4585 <9274 B 02 WISV

«Z ANV .1 SONIATING ONILSIX3 - SNV1d VUV 80074 SSOHO

7 '4'S 026'65Z = 2 X 4S 096'6Z1 7

2% .1, SONIQTING 7

BUOZLIY
W3 3UPIY I MMM,

S3I90TONHIIL WANLIILIHOYY

231 DdV

7 48 096621 7 Tviol 7
4885108 ¥OO0T4 HLY
ASGLI0YE ¥00T4 a¥e
ASGLI0YE ¥0074 ANZ
4s18L°1E ¥004 1Sk
¥IGNNN HOO0 T4 7

7 Y34V 40014 SS0d9

‘NOILYINAVL SNV1d 40014

SNOILYINOTYO V34V ¥OO0Td SSOHO

VLOLY NI a3l

8) aNY (V) §2€'70°9) JONYNIGHO ONINOZ

Mdvd OININ ¥3d

NTONI Y34V 40014

]

IN3937 SNV1d 0074

48 £°18.°1€ 'Y34Y Y004 SS0¥O ¥OO014 1S¥Id

V3 48 §°L10'VE Y3V Y004 SSO¥O ¥OOT4 QHIHL ONY ANOO3S 48 8'751'0¢ Y34V Y0014 SSO¥O Y0014 HLUNO4

W
v

e

i
|
i
i




8lLd

00754491 ‘ON 103r0¥d

hev .w NV1d 80074 13A37 LSuld

NV1d 40074 1337 1814

wa
ENY

© 9

= T
£l
58 o 2 0%
£EE Dy O~
SEN-E
o2 3 On
= @
w_.M:aV il
2R O
mmw_m (s
o= 5 %
- ©
S o
“ 3
]

S3ALON AN

S3I90TONHIIL TVANLIILIHOYY

231 DdV



00754491 ‘ON 103r0¥d

NV1d 40074 13031 ONOD3S

wa
ENY

250v6 VYO ‘Mdvd OINIW
€ ONIATING *HLTYIMNOWNOD

uopeziuebio o-LVu a os eyl

:Joj uopeal|ddy Bujuueld v

S3I90TONHIIL TVANLIILIHOYY

231 DdV

6.9

.w NV71d ¥0074 73A371 ANOD3S

1

oS

e

2

- H-—] -
'

|

T
i
P

6[ ool

20 Vo2
3

o o

S3ALON AN

S o



00754491 ‘ON 103r0¥d

NY1d 40074 13371 QY|

wa
ENY

250v6 VYO ‘Mdvd OINIW
€ ONIATING *HLTYIMNOWNOD

uopeziuebio o-LVu a os eyl

:Joj uopeal|ddy Bujuueld v

S3I90TONHIIL TVANLIILIHOYY

231 DdV

.w NV1d ¥0074 73A37 QHIHL

1

IE

2

-+ —] -
!

|

i,
i
N

6[ IR

o o

20 Vo2
3
.

o 8 T T

S3ALON AN

,,

0cd



00754491 ‘ON 103r0¥d

14244

NY1d ¥00T4 T3A37HLYNO4

250v6 VYO ‘Mdvd OINIW

€ ONIATING *HLTYIMNOWNOD
:Joj uopeal|ddy Bujuueld v

7]
(=)
w0
A
>
-
o

.w NV1d 80074 73A37 HLYNO4

1

|
@l? _,m (IR
j o =
SN M O Y
2 : :
§ AN | i
i | o
@ = (O} 1 L m,ﬁ - ok @
! z
M |
& o W g
=q ﬂ )
|
T ] =
|
|

S3ALON AN

lcd



KEY NOTES

€ ONIATING *HLTYIMNOWNOD

uopeziuebio o-LVu a os eyl

250v6 VYO ‘Mdvd OINIW

:Joj uopeol|ddy Bujuueld v

o

yyyyy

®

/0

Qo &

)

®
\/?\.LQ /—®

o'

®

<R LTIV T [ T

T O O T AT

[HHmEnnte

T

C 1

®

o

©)

o/ o

@ 1

6 611856

A2.24

FOURTH LEVEL REFLECTED CEILING PLAN ‘.

164152.00

PROJECT NO:

B22



EEEEEEEEEEEEEEE

HOIH-NV1d 400d

b
C<\l
@

a
7 4N 01 g 7
S
i

THEHANI]

©

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

—
%
=
#
|

—

Salsaiag
- H

®
cYelo

LTI LT LTI TIATHIY f‘ , ﬁ 7

25076 VO ‘YuVd OININ
€ ONIATING *HLTYIMNOWINOD

uoneziuebio O_Lvu a os ayl
110} uopeal|ddy Bujuueld v

® 00 ®© © o o ® 6o 6 0 o © 0 0 00 0

HE
Ol:
=
Zl:
P |
o
'S
o
o
x©

6%

®

©
=
\

©
I
\

OOOEEE OEEEEE®
RO
1
-
T
L
4 1
o
|

=g

®

| S e I = = g —

SALON AN




0051491 “ON 103rodd
ch< @ 1I¥.13d NOILVAIT3 HLYON d3I9YVINT O .__<._.mn_ zo_._.<>m._m HLYON n_mom<._zm
SNOILYAI T3 HORIZLX3
000 AUINT @
1o Q3u3ANAL @ s 2
T O) — e e S
e ——————— ) o .
i R —T 0 B el
i O _
S3LON A3X AN3937 HSINI4

) s o
NOILVAZ T3 HLYON P
.
58 o 3
Z=E W3 ;
25 0= ENIEEN Emai: _R_‘.- =) H- T
WM a ﬂw E T [y - ] II-.- Ll Rl by ot M) ITE EL ows ¥ -]
PO ] .
of <
2 RE
e m_ s
a S =3
g o
B
] siman s a4-an s
z 0l
—
———

s Ea E_Hu.- mﬁmw nﬂu-

b .| ] i i
Jﬂmwmrmr-.m"hlw!.i : m _ | | y l._..._lu..... .l ||‘. m

—— - —— S —— e e ], T S I I
J— ] : f -
0o oo Joolllco o oo | olPENlotco 00| 0..00. oo Moloo Ml oo ,ee

© @ o 0 © © © 0 oroon

)




Gcd

00Z54491 “ON 103r0¥d

‘JONVITANOD SQUVANYLS
N9IS30 - SNOLLYAITA ¥0I¥3LX3

LLNGNSZE NN
NNV

0]
®
e o
5
=0 3 > HOIY3LX3 ¥OOT4 ANNOYD - SAYVANV.LS N9IS3a
ZEmz
52 0: ®
w2 =25 Sovnsavon s (0)
= WS s
= W u g onenau w055t 1O
2L p g oo ST REITBIRNOE
© - <3
S= = m. 37vIS ANV SSVIN ONIATINE - SAYVANVLS N9IS3d
1= o 3
N o
S o
Z &
@ 3
S -

NOILVA3T3 1SV3

g soneossy -

l
NOILVA3T3 HLNOS om0
——
AONZUVASNVAL ¥OOT4 ANNOYD S133W ANINT AONZUVASNVAL ¥OO T4 ANNO¥O SL3IW ANINT AONUVASNVAL ¥OO T4 ANNOYD S1IIN ® s
NOLLYINGOW ONIGTINg S133W ONIQINg S133W NOLLYINGOW ONIGTINg S133W ONIQTINg S133W NOLLYINGOW ONITINg S133W
= an

S3I90TONHIAL WANLIILIHOYY

231 DdV

lil.

[LS S133




9¢d

00754491 ‘ON 103r0¥d

SNOLLO3S ONIGTING

@ NOILO3S TVNIANLILY1 a1 s

IIIIIII -

Q A4
I | O —— ———— | 7 || I e e s
o

(O}
I
O

ONO)

250v6 VYO ‘Mdvd OINIW
€ ONIATING *HLTYIMNOWNOD

uopeziuebio olvu a os eyl

110} uopeal|ddy Bujuueld v

@ NOILO3S TVNIANLILY , , ooy s @ NOLLO3S TYNIGNLILYT , -

SEIEIP
E ST
. Or—{p
5

N T

e ]
o6 2@ o o

04590

Q90 ?@@@
Q.9 ?@@

& 1]
@
©

©

NOILO3S TVNIGNLIONO1T
|

i

I

S319( v

231 DdV

Cam.
|

®
®
®
@
®
o
©
o
S
o
®
®
o
®




00754491 ‘ON 103r0¥d

SNOLLO3S TIVM

LLNGNSZE NN

TLLINGSE ONNNYIY
NOLLYO e ONNNYIG
NOILA¥OS30

250v6 VYO ‘Mdvd OINIW
€ ONIATING *HLTYIMNOWNOD

uopeziuebio o-LVu a os eyl

110} uopeal|ddy Bujuueld v

W3 3UPIY I MMM,

S3I90TONHIIL TVANLIILIHOYY

231 DdV

r=anEws

NOILO3S TTVM

(1103 w0 ssviosNE0) v08
49 G0V SSVIONEaL:
O ONHLYEHS 440 L3

3

e

a

I
| —

3

oo

PRSI NIV SSVID

1S
WHNLONALS ONY 5030 W3
U3HONO SUISOINOO 3O

dONYD 034

A T3 A

8

L=t Ews

w
SONMYEQ WRNLONIS 335
‘ONVIV T331S N0 Y030 VL3N

NOILO3S TTVM

9l

j —

o

28 Q3
T4 SO NN

WALONKLS ONY
SL3H0N00 3110

o5

T

AdONYO 03
e LI NN

v 0S

Lcd

NOILO3S TTYM

0z

SO LN
NI TEILS NO YO

a3,

3

WaLSIS SN SV ——

oo

W38 Q3
T3V 3LSONOD NN

WNLONIS O

AdONYD Q3ddvilh
T LI AT




8c¢d

00754491 ‘ON 103r0¥d

LL'2OV .‘ NV1d ¥0074 39VHVO T13A3T LSl o100 1
—
NYd ¥004 39VHvD
T3N3 LS

wa
3Iva

250v6 VYO ‘Mdvd OINIW
€ ONIATING *HLTYIMNOWNOD

uopeziuebio o-LVu a os oyl

:Joj uopeal|ddy Bujuueld v

r

S3I90TONHIIL TVANLIILIHOYY

231 DdV

e
|

_

i
S
Y
I
\
|

Ol o

oo

SISATVYNY ONIMAVd JOVHVO




00754491 ‘ON 103r0¥d

AR

T3A31ONOO3S

|.
g >
z0
mo T
Qs
2592
«
W_.M_._av
‘MWHW
237 P8
or g
.«OVMLU
=
S=E O3
29
S5
«@ 5
5
]

231 DdV

>>>>>>>>>

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm

OOOOOOOOOE

LI/ 130335 T8N

S3LON Aax

SISATVYNY ONIMAVd JOVHVO

6¢d

.‘ NV1d 40074 39VHV9 T3AIT ANOIIS o100 30
—

I3

e

T ow o2 _ B.

I ¢




00754491 ‘ON 103r0¥d

€17V

|.
g >
z0
mo T
Qs
2592
«
W_.M_._av
‘MWHW
237 P8
or g
.«OVMLU
=
S=E O3
29
S5
«@ 5
5
]

231 DdV

>>>>>>>>>

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm

OOOOOOOOOE

LI/ 130335 T8N

S3LON Aax

SISATVYNY ONIMAVd JOVHVO

s

0ocd

.‘ NV1d ¥00714 39VHVO T13A3T QHIHL

4= a5 3008

I3

e

=3
5

e I
- - 7 H
I dh
p I ~ Al i ! !
o7 & O | 7 :
ﬂ |
|
- ! ~0 !
R | —O
H 7 i
| £ ‘ L_.
m 04 ] e
S &
=/ ¢/




00754491 ‘ON 103r0¥d

1422)

TINTTHLENOS

|.
g >
z0
mo T
Qs
2592
«
W_.M_._av
‘MWHW
237 P8
or g
.«OVMLU
=
S=E O3
29
S5
«@ 5
5
]

231 DdV

>>>>>>>>>

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm

cloloololecl000)

LI/ 130335 T8N

S3LON Aax

SISATVYNY ONIMAVd JOVHVO

s

Led

.‘ NV1d ¥00714 39V TIAITHLANOA

0z

4= a5 3008

I3

e

~ i
o%d
(e =)
N\ . </ ale
hl ,
i f
© |
[
R | :F‘\‘\\‘ﬂ,\\‘,\‘\\‘\\‘\,.E‘\‘\, ,z\,ﬂ,\\\,\\‘\\‘\\\T.@‘\;@M“fﬁ
prOg O 7
| Hw/loz
p I ~ Al i !
oz & & | | \
i , Ko)
|
: (024 I O !
e <
N O




00Z54491 “ON 103r0¥d

10°€OV

ced

NOILVATT3 HLYON ooy 3

SNOILYAZ T3 HOI3LX3 3OVHYO

oL 0930 %000
SoEMNga NG AEnLv

womassooums (2

Aavis v11930 %0100
SORMNTIINNG AL

womassaoums (2

soavn sstaz0 2000
SaRNTE NG ALV

womausooums (2

STHLIN VALY NZZLVTID HoN3

as-an_wos
L

(O] NOILVA3T3 1SV3 ooy s

AN3OTTHSINIA

R
B O

sz sencamronm ()

1O

pose (D)

EOTRE—e)

arsommnisanos (1)

25076 VO ‘Muvd OINIW

€ ONIATING *HLTYIMNOWNOD
110} uopeal|ddy Bujuueld v

S3LON AN

[72]
(=)
w0
A
>
-
o
g

g soneossy -

¢ NOILVA3T3 HLNOS R, @ NOILVATTI AYLNT 39VHVO AIDUVINT

® [ o )

Qe TW0S

— NOILVATTT LSIM oo & NOILVYATT ¥IMOL ¥OLVYATTI ANV AdONVD A39UVINI

S3I90TONHI3L TVINLIILIHOYY

231 DdV

Q0 00000




00754491 ‘ON 103r0¥d

SNOILO3S 3OVHYD

arson

5 ;
NOILdI¥OS3a 3Lva
=
g >
z0
mo T
Z= 0z
°5 03
U= 3
W_.M_._SV
=
T AZ
o i
cxbs
WE'—M
[y =+
S=E O3
S o
Z &
@ 3
« 5
g
S

S3I90TONHIIL TVANLIILIHOYY

231 DdV

2501 ONEONE TONTSA T3S TV IV I
NI

Adowro

33 S WL

S3ALON AN
¢ Pm_._.w‘mm AVNIGNLILYT o 30
P =T
0 | | | | i
] =] ] [~ i

aa-an s
l

NOILD3S TVNIQNLIONOT

a1 s

€ed




00754491 ‘ON 103r0¥d
s

Jle 0L'¢ov @ NV1d ¥0074 39VHVO T13A31 3AVHO MO138 e ,

NV1d 40074 JOVHVO
13A3130v4O MOT38 ILYNYALTY

..
g >
=0
mo O
Qs
S -H
«
W_.M_._SV
T AZ
22 P8
© T 5
MWMLU
=4
SE 03
29
S8
«@ 5
5
S

S3I90TONHIIL TVANLIILIHOYY

7 7

7 7

| | |

3 L1118 130 335 F1SIY 440 0NY TIVIS SNDRI O Hﬁ 1 | | | 1 | | | ,‘ ' ' ' I ' I | | #
SENRETT CXORORONONORORCRORORONORORORORORONORO

AAAAAAA

kkkkkk

5

SISATVYNY ONAVd




00754491 ‘ON 103r0¥d

Je 1’2oV .‘ NV1d 40074 39VaVD 13AT1 LSHld
i
. 4
"
n
SN
=
3 i
=0 ° >
22 w2
~= =
°5 02
= > .
2ZWeS mm
AT ME
S P8 .
fx =S ;
SEO¢T
S o
=Z &
ol
: o=
f
NN
.
Sy
.
n
jo: MMM e &
S3I90TONHIIL TVYINLIILIHOYY
331 ¥V Z 1

SISATVYNY ONIMAVd JOVHVO



ocd

JlezL'¢ov @ NV1d 40074 39VHV9 T13A3T ANOJ3S R
—

® R

00754491 ‘ON 103r0¥d

NV

e

8

El
=0 ° >
o
MWS% @
= =1
2592
z= W3
"2 A3
=h 4
GHLW. g
SC 2
pZ:_HOw
S o
’ 0%
®

3

P | e | 1 o o .amh‘\‘\‘\\‘\“‘\“\‘\\\T.w\; X _ B
= T L =&

231 DdV

@ \\Q\ \\@»\ H I 8
m [E3 | V DB
3 N Ennmnnn
(O] . " i )
5 o7 o =TT ®
O] |
— =" r 1
|
”
|

SISATVYNY ONIMAVd JOVHVO




JA%S|

}=lle ¢L'ZOV @ NV1d ¥00714 39VHVO T13A3T QHIHL R
—

® R

00754491 ‘ON 103r0¥d

e

8

o8

z0
k!
£s
©35
=
5=
H_|_._
Fa
O-I
>
Lo
K S
N
=
=
o}
w

7]
(=)
w0
A
>
-
o

110} uopeal|ddy Bujuueld v

3

o

3

wo:
S3I90TONHIIL TVANLIILIHOYY

231 DdV

SISATVYNY ONIMAVd JOVHVO




00754491 ‘ON 103r0¥d

YeyL'2ov

NV1d 40074 JOVaVD
3A31 HLENOA FLYNYALTY

|.
g >
z0
mo T
Qs
2592
«
W_.M_._av
‘MWHW
237 P8
or g
.«OVMLU
=
S=E O3
29
S5
«@ 5
5
]

231 DdV

SISATVYNY ONIMAVd JOVHVO

8¢d

@ ﬂﬂ#hﬂOOi JOVHVY9O T13AITHLYNOA 5 atﬁw,iiw
A 7
mﬁ mv/ 7 @k‘kﬁﬂ ®
Tl )
7 i
| , I~
plose il
Il
2 o = gL i o
TTTTTRCEE T e
|
\O ﬁ /@
o9 . L =25 |l
LTTTTTTTTT [T e T
Lo JNo ¢ 7 e
1 L =T
1L L LU f 1@
s T . s :
o] /@_ 5T
D | @ ||
* I T H
o ]
O] HELE
_\\‘\".;FTU‘:F‘\‘\\‘uz\\‘\‘\\‘\\‘\‘.:m‘\‘\‘E\H‘\\\M\‘\\‘\\\NT.@‘\E “fﬁ )
e \\h,\ \;h,\ & 7 &
AL LR LI K
= i | ®
o/l o s ST T ] el %
o | He
I
I
W L L ®




He L0vyov

SNOILOZS 3OVHYO LYNYILTY

25OV ONEONIS TN T3S TV
NERLOS HS

2506 VYO ‘Mdvd OINIW

§ 8§ 3 3 8

OOOOOG

8

€ ONIATING *HLTYIMNOWNOD
110} uopeal|ddy Bujuueld v

uopeziuebio o-LVu a os oyl

as-an_wos
4

(7]
w
=
o
=
>
[
x

NOILO3S TVNIANLILY

@

(1]

=

0459 TWS

=

NOILD3S TVNIQNLIONOT

@

6¢d




00Z54v9) ‘ON 103r0¥d

(V]

AIAYNS
DIHdVdD0dOL

LGNS NN
WLUNENSZ ONNNY
LGS NN
TLLINGSE ONNNYIY
NOLLYO e ONNNYIG
NOILA¥OS30

0lLvydg0s -«
10} uoneay|ddy Bujuueld v

25016 YO ‘Mdvd OINIW
€ ONIATING *HLTYIMNOWNOD

Q
=
5}
2
5
2
2
E]

U 0% = 4 @035
| e === e =]
oz 08 o 0z 0

INIWISVI ALILN OMENd I

N )
QoXWWDHO WO

[EE—-

HLYON N

O H

wmumioan an

¥OAINUNS ANV s1

Vs S

T T Y NOLVAITA L¥3ANI ANI

Xxonwavm X08 NOLLYORRI Al

[T addNo¥  al
ININISVIINTHALVM T ININISV3 SSHOI/SSHONI 331
15 ) mwASD  AD

LovaAnun A0 aNnow> N

Xo8 AN g0 3DiA83S 314 st

TwmiodoL ML NN Mo u

ausiodor  su %0073 HINI3 a1

IOV INOHAITEL  HINL aNnod and
oML L yvmioma  ma

smdiodol oL Lovaouom A
XOBINOWAITEL 8L INWIAVE 00

s us WML 03

TIOHNYW INIS AUVLINVS IS NOLLYAITY a
10 NY31D ¥IMIS AUVLINYS O35S XxomomI 8
VINIS AVAINYS S5 153 3

TIOHNVI NIV HHOLS  HWGS AVMINNG AMO
100 NVATD NIV¥G WHOLS 05 WYMOUSINOG  Ma
NIV§O W¥OLS  as 131 do¥a a

ININISVE HINIS AUVLINVS TS SNOLLVOINIWOD  HWHOD
ININISVANIVHG WHOLS T O'S 0vDOLIONGD 03
Hnos s WPAND D

WOVII VANV AN ISV aD
NOLVAIT M NSVEHOLYD @

3014 1URONOD GDUOINTY 4 LD 8
ININSVA QVOH VY 3wy 4115 40 NOLLOA sa
L) MUNIIMOTOVE i

Nawave Ad 4 ININDD SOLSIESY DV

awTNve AWONOIIUWHISY OV
SNOILVIATYEaY

/

i

b

(5 1 95) dn NOISINGENS ©
(51-E1 W £5) avi TOWVY. ©

(21 W 9%) v RV ©
(€2 W 95) VW NOISINIOENS (D

FEBIEREEER]

IONIIITY /M NOLLYWNOINI 00D

avoutvy
avarEno
INOHATTAL

EIER)
s

s 33
M

NIVHO W¥0LS
NS AUVLINVS
HSNY8 ONY S33L
3TN
ININIAV4 403003
TIVI ONINIVL3Y
N3

I13N0d

w110 3 84
a0

ANOLNOD XIANI
¥N0INGY

ovd

TN

A Wﬂuﬁ
a

o]

o

R

NOLLYAT13 10dS W3V
NOLLVATT3 10dS
NOLLVATYI NV DVL ‘3215 /M 3341
awvios
NI
(SIVA 321S) XO8 ALTILN
TIIM ONRIOLINOW
35T HTIINIS DLVWOLNY
INTVA YOLVDION! 1504
YALNIATE MOT4 XDV
NOLLDINNOD IN3WL¥Vd3Q Tild
¥ALIW VM
L3IN1 40HO / NISVE HOLYD
ERY
JMAND (M 3104 ALTILN
¥aLIW VD
100 NvaD
FIOHNVIW
TIOHNWY NIVYO WYOLS.

Hon
‘G3L0N SV 0 3dld NOUI ONO4
‘G3LON SV LNIWANOW ONNO3

¥00Q HLIM 3NN SNIGTING
NSV

A¥ANNOB INOZ GO0 XOUddY
NN OVALIS INIGING
SS12V-NON

NIND

3N AL¥II0UI INIOVIQY.

NN AL¥IAONd

e

eI

iy

o
T

6981 051 SES

i3

L 16)emem3 05.11.98

‘3DVHL3Y 38 OL AJANNS IHL T18VN3 OL LNIDIANS UV ANV G3LVOIONI SNOLLISOd

3HL AdND20 GNY ¥3LOVYVHD 3HL 40 38V SINIWANOW TIY "1V SHOAINUNS.

‘NI 3HL HLIM 3ONYWHOINO NI AJANNS GT313 Y NO G35V SI ONY NOISIA¥IANS.
AW ¥IONN 0 I A8 GIHSNIEVLS3 SYM AXVONNOS S.TI0UVA SIHL LVHL AJIID | 6

110222 ¥3HOLI0 SYM AIA¥NS G314 40 VA IHL 8

'990-2058 "ON 501 SV 1102 "1 ¥3§0L30 SYM AHAVDOLOHA 40 1L¥Q

3HL 'SQUVONYLS ADVHNIDV G3LETDDV WOH 3LVIA3D AVA SHNOLNOD 40 ADVANIDY
"NOLLVI303A 5N3Q 40 SY3UY NI 'VINNOAI TV ONVIIVO NI “ONI ‘WVILVASO3D M A8
SOOHLIW *aLSISSY ¥ILNIWOD SUM VW SIHL 2

'NO3Y3H NMOHS SONI¥V3E TIV 40 SISVE IHL SV NIV SVA SGYOI ALNNOD

OILYI NVS "2 30Vd LV SdVI 40 95 YOO8 NI 296 | *bZ AV NO 0023 ¥03 0313

S "ON LINN - avd TVIALSNONI NONNYHOR 40 dVi NIVL¥I) LVHL NO NMOHS S

JAHQ NOSH2H31 40 INTHLNGD IHL NO NIIVL 1S3 £ .29 HLNON 1O ONIHV3S IHL
SONIV3E 40 SISVE 9

1107 'Z ¥38W3IAON NO 3LISE3M VW34 HL WOUS GINIVLEO SVM NOLLVIWHOINI

00014 3INVHD TVANNY %1 WOYS ST3A31 G3LD3L0¥ 4O SY3UV ANV ‘F1IN 3VNDS
| NVHL SS31 SY3Y 3VNIVHQ HLIM 40 1004 | NVHL S531 40 SHLA3Q 30VIAY.
HLIM GO0 TINVHD TYINNY 51 40 Y3V ‘00014 ONYHD TVANNY %2°0 40 SYRIY

X, NOZ Q00T NI G31VD01 DNI38 SV 6661 L2 TV G3LVa

G500 126090 HIBWIIN T3NVd ALINNWWOD "4V 31v4 IDNVANSNI AOOTH AINIDV

IN3WIDYNVIN ADNID¥3N3 V23034 JHL NO NMOHS SI AL¥IA0Yd LO3(ANS IHL
3LON3NOZ 400 'S

OZ-E52-550 ONY 0S0-E52-550 “N'dV

(WNLYQ) 62-GADN 1333 L62'% NOLLVATTE

A NOS¥3HT 40 ATHLSYA ‘IANA NOLLALILSNOD

40 3N N0 ATHIHLNOS JHL 0 NANLIY NI ATHALSVS IHL LY 8D

UTAONOD V 40 JOL IHL OLNI GIIXO4I ¥SI IZNOYS Navd OINIW 40 ALD ‘2-Wa
DRIVIHONZS €

SONIMYYQ 353HL NO NMOHS LON 4 HOIHM 1n8
‘GRILNNOIN 38 AV HOIHM SIILITLLN GNNONDYIANN HONS 40 NOLLYANITIA SL1
40 ADVNDOV ¥O SSINBLITANOD IHL Y03 ALTIBISNOASIY ON JNNSSY NYD H3INION3
3HL WAAIMOH (S3LILN ONNOYDIIANN MONDI TIV ILVINTIA GNY 31¥501

WOM3 GINIVIE0 M AINUNS AUVONNOE ANV DIHAVIDOAOL SIHL NO NMOHS SV
SILLITLLN GNNOYDYIONN DNLLSIX3 40 SHL4IA HO/ONY SIZIS 'SNOLLYIOT ‘SIAL IHL 2

AL¥340¥d JHL 40 SLNIWISV3 ¥O 'SNOLLIIDXA ¥0 ‘SINIT T1LLL IHL 10344V

AUYNIWFI34d OML NI GIHSINYN NOLLYWNOINI NO¥S GT¥VATdd SYA AIANS SIHL *L

AaN3o31

S31ON

EpTIwTIY

)

a1 wen Vi st s

(v
egom
s

s &
H




lvd

00254791 ‘ON 103rodd i
02 s i o
NV1d DNIQV¥D —_— e
AYVNINITI™d o % 7o # (a9 \YMIZAS THOHSAVE ‘

. :

R ORRIGiS NUORNRG E Nlci== O 2T omir; (3N¥0 3LV

T T U O LT T T T O T T T T T s AT HLTYIMNOWNOD i

=
—_— <
\ E ]S
[ INEIE
||||||||||||||| i i
[ o
oV s l s g
NOILdI¥OS3a awva (s T T H N
il It 7 -
| IN: "
45626621 B
, \ “ ONIATING 301440 A¥OLSF “ i 7 ]
S 626 4 7¢Okw.< \ | IANIYA NOSY3443r 291 vl
139420 Kl ) 1 ONIGTING ONLLSIX3 H -
o SSEC | I-H ¥ g
3NHANOSET a0 \ 7 H
oNaling l | i 3
z \ X I C b
\ g - ! #1
\ ] ¢
3 ;
=z0 ° > 7 w £
mo T
Zz= W 5
°5 03 Roae i €
o= 3 A
3z “ > e
Pt Pl
BN k=1
[ 5 '€
2L p g / B e | B
=+ 5 W
M w =3 ﬁd@%z%%ﬁmﬁi // 7 i
c = e -3
S 038 L0 A o KOS » E
2 o ozﬁ%mmuﬁam N
=Z 3 s.oNG 7
[oh-
£
S

rANARE

- m~m-m~f

e
S

ISERRSS

NI
QY SOSVONVLS J8¥ed OTNGN 40 AL JHL 01 WH0IN0D TIVHS ‘AVH~40~LFO0 OTNd 4L N ONY S—NO. YeoH TIV 2t

WTINONT JHL 40 TAONIY HIK
ATND 30V 38 TIVES ZONVTVE YHOHHLEYI ATHOY 0L SIOVE9 10T SNV HO SNOLVATTI 0¥ INTUNG OL SINIALSOY 1t

230K00 40 NIV &0
NHONZL 31 401 T3XIFH) SI0VH9 KL INVH OV A TALYIGIN 3NONT 3L AALON ‘3079 NN ¥ Z07N00ed 10N 00
SIWLS 3L A T0¥x0 AAEN 0L SIAYLS VD TRH1 LSVIT LY HONOKHL T 40 ONELS SIH L35 TIAS HOLOVAINGD HL 0

[t

UVSSTON T NOISID UL 0L SNOLVOIAOON S CANDT TVREL v

40 YHOM VoLX3 ANY 404 THISNOSSRS ATTTOS 38 TWH 3H FAN3005 SHL MOTIO 01 ST S0L0VAINGD FHL A FONV3TD
203 (3303 N338 INVH SINSSOK0 TIY TUND CEONIN0D NHONZL 20N INDLS 36 LON TIVHS 3eid FoNVAYIT

INIOLLNS S 4L Lyl JNSSY OL WY JVD T N L ¥30M0 NI QELONLSNDD NGB LLITOWS N3N JHL A8 HOTHD

50 3108V 0355050 75 0L 2 AZHL J3HH SINT RGH3S ONY LI INLSIXT TIY ISDAKT GNY SINOONN TIVS BQLOVAINGD 5

SONHVET ISFHL ND NHOHS LON 34y 1118 N0

39 AV KO SO ONDOSOATINN HOTS 40 NOL VNG ML 0 ADVANODY 0 SSINALTTNDD 3HL 403 ALITEISNOE

FNISSY 10N N¥0 4TINS 7 SINIHOH SN GNOEIONN NAONY Tiy VSN0 ONY U007 L 309N

NI38 S¥H 18033 TIBNOSYZY ¥ SIUITLN ONTOS3IND HONS 0 SHIG30 ONY SWOLYDOT ST INALXT STUL 4 A3

TUA NOLLVAVOXS THOLOY ATNO 1¥Hi CENOLLTVY I 0OVINGD I ALIEVITEY INWHYA 0 STOATOS WO OINVAE0 3o3H
NI INGNN05N) STSHL WO NHOHS S¥ SALITAN ONTOYDSIONG INLSIK3 40 SHid30 H0/0NY SIS ‘SNOUVa0T 3l L B

NOLYNOH000 L0344 01 TEISNOSS3Y S H0IVEND)
3L HOMN 404 ANVGN0D ALITLN SALO3EST 3L H0 S0LOVINOD 3HI A8 30V 01 GALSIVOY 38 TIVHS LOT0M Sl NO

YON A8 CALOTI SYRHY 40 SINNTSYS A¥H~0-1HOW TGN 341 NHLI 371 1vL S3X0F I ONY ‘ST JR0TT3 WY

INOHGTTIL SINVHAH 313 SITHA S3LvH SNSYE AULYO STOAVYA OL CELINT LON 108 ‘INGON SRLONALS AL T 2

(d0) Jed NOYI FILING H03 GMOTN 38 TIVHS NOLNLUSERS

LLv3 WISV INLTIN SLIXSVD S3BENH HLIN 30 40 OAd SE H05 STTIVNS ONY LELINVIO .0) <38 TIVHS Icid NIVAD MAOLS 9
WTINONT I 40 TAONGY NILLIN 31 HIK
VN 38 AN TIVHS WY1 SIHL N0 034034S THINILYA SV AUV ¥ HIM 3 ANY 30 SHOLNLIISENS ‘SNYTd 3531 NO
NWOHS S TW130 N3 Jald Md L N 03035 SV L3N 3y SINGNTIOR 53100 NN N3 03501 38 ANO TIVHS
53 304 ONV 9Ad MOTHE GALVLS SV Ja0H 40 N 5F &05 408 I SSVI0 38 TIVKS 5. SV CLVNOISHD NIval Me0ls &
BI04 153 KHOLVE08YT NOLIT3 LS3LYT L0510 WISV ISP CINWSILIC 3 01 NOLDVAMOD %

{auon
JUATHO SSTINN) T0VHNS GHSINL 0L Ta SNOLYATIF L0S ONY NNV 0 FHL A0V 50 S/ NOLVATT 610 0 oL ¢

ATONIGH030Y 08 S 5 ONY SILUNVIO HLSVE NHO SIH INNELI TVHS SLVEINDD 2.
8L IS SHL 809 OBV

OLLYOLSII NOLVONYDS GNY THOINHOZLOZD 341 N SNOLLYONGANGOZY HLM SONVGH000¥ NI W00 38 TIVHS IOV TV 1 -
S31LON DNIAVdD




00Z54v9) ‘ON 103r0¥d

0°€d

NV1d ALILLN
AYVNINITI™Nd

LGNS NN

NOLLYO e ONNNYIG
NOILA¥OS30

25016 YO ‘Mdvd OINIW

€ ONIATING *HLTYIMNOWNOD
:Joj uopeol|ddy Bujuueld v

7]
(=)
w0
A
>
-
o

Y 0% = .4 @035
| == =]
oz 08 o 0z 0

cvd

& \M\JL o) e IR0 == RORRNO)
\\\F\‘\\\\\ﬂwt_“\\‘@r\\‘

\\\ Sies 3 d
AL+
o
W ey
A %3
,vAr QY

AN NS

X \

/ X

A — 2\
G = oy =X \;
A O e TS Zura
/ LEH T el . LT
P A 5 :

Sonmve
AOHS TS NO JSMIRLO 04035 SSTNO *#1 M0 008D 38 TIVHS ,Z1-,8 SIVIT JoNN3S 34/ L

Y
81 40 0069 35 TIVHS A0GY NV ,» Dl 0% TUNIIHOS 38 TIVHS -5 ST 1M OUSINOG )

05 S5V 38 TIVAS (dld) 3did MO8l T1LIT 8 SH INOVTd
01 2084 SINNFANDTY L3N TIVHS S0LIVHINDD NOLJIDST 307 L A8 GMN03Y
SV 40 GUON §/ (di1) 3did NOM TNLING FIM 1d30K3 SE YOS DAd 38 TIVHS HIMIS AWVINVS 8

1334 0% SI SINT NS Fd 409 HIN00 WY
1324 O°C 51 ST S2YM S04 43009 WY

SINSSO
TIV L 3T S35 ALY 08V NN 24 38 TIVAS SINT 33 9

SWYId IO 0N
LON ONY TIEVOtddy 4 SNOLVILO3S 123704 L 335 'STUL ONY STBBLYN ALITLD 404 S
ST THORLOTTE INSSO) STeltd
ISV NIHLTT NONNI L2 ONY ATIVINOZOH SINT THOIMLTTTS SNSSOM) STcd NILTE
WOV 9 F0R05 STLITLN QUIOOKONN TV 3LYNGHOCO TIVHS HOLIVAINGD THANE) %

SININRAND3Y ONY SQAVNKLS Yol
W A0 ALID 31 0L NEONGO TIVHS AV 40 LKOW O8nd JHL NI WY JUS-NO Yook TIV €

ASVSSTOIN SINIALSOPDY ANV 30 TTESNOSSTY 78 ONY YSI NHO SH 1Y GTO0Md TIHS
34 WYRULSan SYSOH ONY LNOZ NOLDIRNGO MYIUSWNO 4 1y NOJE QL ST S0LIVHIND

SIS ABVINYS ONY NS0 NADIS 403 SNOLVATT L3AN SNLSIX3 TIV AAs3h OL HOLOVAINGD 2

WEONT TVINHOZL03)
3L 48 CINOYGY ONY CELOZSNI 38 TIVHS SIHONGLL TIY 403 NOLDVANTD QWY INTIYOVE L

S3LON ALINILN

(AN ANNAY

RN )

)




00Z51b9) ON 1030¥d
0'¥D
NV1d TOYLNOD
YILVMINYOLS
AYVNINITI™d

LGNS NN

NOLLYO e ONNNYIG
NOILA¥OS30

|.
zg 8 >
mo T
£ @s
2592
«
W_.M_._av
‘M.Nuﬂﬂ
3 S
cxbs
WE'—M
[y =+
S=E O3
S o
5 8
gm,
H
g

Gon s aivs) \YMI344 FHOHSAVE

evd

lllll-«
IIIIII‘-I -llllllll
1

Jo e

L

€0 VNG

4'5626'621

ONIOTING 3D1440 AYOLS

okﬁ

RS ey
NONOEE g

s SAS

2 )

e e o
LS O
FunLN

oNaW

j:luo 148Vd SV d3Llv3dLl

L ONIQTING ONILSIX3

(dIN)
LINY3d 31vy3d3s

A —————

o=
e300 raoIST
& wz_c.::m

vy LN

SLNT v Advinge

AaN3o31

SIS AMVLINVS L NV VI SELSINND CREN00 5 S3UAVHO NI CHOTIY OHLIA

S 5V NTIOVNOTS NOLNEROO 20 G3SVE G . GG

NI SIVE TNVNIINYA 'SX000 INIVOT 203 SNV S3A0D N SV 75 AV INZS TN T e3LaviD NOOSOAVH cddsimds

(N3 S3UONDNG SHTILE] 34 COMLIN TONHOTS NOLYNENDD L NO O35V NIV ©
ONY S300LLS3d HONRY NOLLYORH STZNNA) ONGVOSINY THOLANTE I
W8T NVIO WIS 3HL INIA3Yd O ATVINO3Y LIS 38 TIVHS 107 ININYYd IHL
TORINOD TS AV 0L SNIVYD — INIGWIG ON. 03XEVA 38 T SLTNI TIV SLITN

NS0 W0LS 35 3K ONY ONTINE 3HL 30 S008 3L STISIY
VS N30 NI+
DWBINS SNONZIN TZNAN +

ONVGHNLSIO ONYT SZNAW  + SINVOIET T0K3 H0L0W JONON SINVANTIOS TWUNLOS 2.

SLNOCSNNO L0N02SID_+
N30 IR

SIYNSVI NDIS3A 31IS ® TOYLNOD 3DdN0S

S8 (0 ONV 9 3dAL) AVDD J0 IS1SN0D STI0S IS ONUSKT 3K 1

SILON TOY.LNOD ¥3LVMNIOLS

W

A S R W W S T

= pay

)

(3AIN0 3LYA)
AT HLTVIMNOWNOD



00Z51b9) ON 1030¥d
L'¥D
Sv1i3a
TOYLNOD
YILVMINYOLS

LGNS NN
WLUNENSZ ONNNY
LGS NN
TLLINGSE ONNNYIY
NOLLYO e ONNNYIG wa
NOILA¥OS30 a1va

25016 YO ‘Mdvd OINIW

€ ONIATING *HLTYIMNOWNOD
:Joj uopeol|ddy Bujuueld v

7]
(=)
w0
A
>
-
o

) w95 oL Low
ANOd LNIWLV3IHLO0Id

19%n00 10N 00
s v
UV NOLLVIODNIA AN OL HIINONT
. SHOUYOa3S ST
108 3HL A8 GINNOA134 38 TIVHS XIN TS 40 ONLLSIL NLIENI ¢
4 5004 TGV 1| SSVI0 40 NN 2
HNOHISIHONI 01 40 TS WONDXYI Y ONY HNOHISIHONI § 40 3LVl NowvATE
NOLLYIODNIA HIINIA Y SAYH TIVHS XIN 110 INFNIVRLNOI 2 L3N 8047 D 0L NOUSENNDD 04 NVId S
WHCO SNOLYHOA3d LW (NN 2050 1Y )
ATINIONE STOS IHL 40 NOLLVANISEO NYIE30N GeOTS GILLOTS 30 GVA043d 410
2L HIONN GILOMISNOD 38 TIVHS SV3AY NOILNALENOIE %

(Nowdo.
1-308 404 X08 NV

OUYHOSID 40 NI Tty &
WHOLS OL ¥ ALNYED .
9345 434 X0
wsa
(n58) 05 1NNV3AL-08 NI 81

xvwe

VRV ONUNYIA D 1A ACY 108 Lononou s ~1_*
30 0 onneze

(SNVH0 GIVONVLS AN )
535v2 308 NI VAD30Y 38 AN Vi 3100 83 1Y o¥D HIM LNONVITD

AUSHD Y40 HLM 23SH AGTREND

705 LICILYRU0 U 0 VRS HL N0 HOTH
(TUS0dN02) INVLSER-LVDU 0 SIHONI ,Z 30Vd

sy e

35 HOLEND 0 L5340 NOT AETVNS ¥ SNEN L3N 38v SLUIGHND3A £ NOSNOSA LYkl

24 NYHL 40N ON SLNIOd NOT 3514 MO0 SNLYALSIONID ELLMGNS T4V SNOLVIIOD TS ST

40 15360 NOTSB L2 LSV31 1Y SUNION 0 SN/ INGHUY3AL OL SYA0 YL S 3HL D Vi 3L

0L NG MO 0L LoEH8IS GI0NOse 0% W3 TS 108 LLYEL08 31 0 VaAY DYS

3 AVN V58 2 TLONAISNDD SONION SNV e
STV IR TOLDH oLV

LN 04 ¥ 9 0L NOUIINIGO ¥0 N 335

W00 SNOLVAD3 HLN. (NIN 200 1 03d075)

[T NYEEOND 034075 TLOTS 30 GLAOAZA V10 .o
s N

“SNOLVDLIOS SHVALTVO 434 008
\\ TV 1SSV 40 N

e
QY NOLYOUT 404 Y14 ALTIN 335
24.0L M WL LAOWID) HYA0K30N

035 ¥3d AN
(ns8) T0s INILYIL-08

e

onaNOd NN,
L e i Y (50305 404 SNV 3dVOSTNT 335)
4
SO S TS i Saalen Die NoUvaL T 08
08/ un KOS NV T HOTAO

300 THSN L 4¥0 LN 1TONVIT)

315 0L ow

@

NOLLYAZTE L3ANI
04 ONY NISYE HOLYO OL NOILOINNOO

Y3ILNV1d HDNOYHL MO14

312 NOLLYI00¥3d AJRI3A OL ¥3INIONT
S70S 3HL A8 QINHOAH3A 38 TIVHS ONLLSIL 3LISNI

¥04 Nv1d 335 "NMOQ
LM (NI %4050 1Y 3dOTS)
NIVONIONN Q3LVH0443d 0.7

‘SNOLLYOISI03S SNVLTVO 43d
O0H TIBVANNZ Il SSV10 .21

SNvHENIN
JOOUANILYM HLIM TIVM LNV T
THNLONELS HIHLO HO IUTUINCD

HNOHISIHONI 01 40
L2 WOWIXYW ¥ ONY SNOISIHONI § 40 JL¥ NOLLYI00%3d
WAWININ Y SAVH TIVHS V34V NOILNALF: 40 NOLLO8 Ly 1108

¥3INIONI
708 3HL 40 NOLLYAYISEO 3H1 H3ANN GILONMISNOO
38 TIVHS XIN 110S INGWLYSALOIE 40 IN3WIOV1d

¥ 40 doL—A

OEV HALIS HLIM NIVIEOND
% 2 NIV 04 SLOTS B4ND MO39 .

_’mnéa HSINI

~

P

RS )

| anoaor
MLWOHS .6

ST18600 QINOUAAY ‘NIN 2.5 30VId

1,01 XV HH LS XIN 3L NOLLVLTIANI

XIFTI0S INIWLVZAL-OIS NIW .9

T

ONIGNOd NI .8

(SO3dS 404 SNY1d 34¥OSONY] 335)
STVRILYIVINYTd NOLLVALTI-08

(04 308V .2 Wi 135)
Y0 HLIM 11ONYZTO

060 L33HS NO 6 TIv130 335
(GAL) NOLLYAZT3 WIS ONY
104 SNY1d ONIOVA 335

V34V ONLLNY1d 20 LNIOd MO
3A08Y "NIN HONF NIV0 MOTRZA0

445!



avd

00254791 ‘ON 103rodd
O.mu Y 0¥ = .1 203
NV1d SSIDDV ——
AININLYVIIA T3 o : oo

& J.ljl lT1IJ.\ﬂ - - - (3A140 3LVARNG)
||||| g g 1.0 pup pup Ay [ IARIT HLTVIMNOWNOD
|||||||||||||||||||||| YA — — - - —
—_ =
=
=
=g
=¢
|||||||||||||||||||||| il =
ol | | ==
NOILdI¥OS3a awva T T =
I I =
| y | —
\ ) 4562662 I =
ONIQTING 301440 AHOLS HIE
SSBE oy \ ! JAIA NOSY333r 291 ! =
qng 30130 ymoé \ | L ONIGTING ONILSIX3 Iy E
Mo ) | A E
\na O \ | | =
N \ =1
| ! =
\ - 7 =,
\ 9
= =
=0 * > ; =
mo o =\
Zz= W 5 =
oS o 3 =0
2 ma g
505 =i
A = A3 H
o S He
£2 P8 =
sm = m. =
S=E O3 B
29 &S
(ol =
@ N P - =
5 \ =)
5 < g =€
> = e
\b\@ \\6§ =iy o Ww —
e AloRS=es ~..==EE.W.. = ~ =y 2
> -2 o ot =
S N | AR ranit §
Ac m N
. ﬁs\ﬂﬂi\ Eafuasatai = -
= - -
gl -

/
/..

= \

o)
Weesars SrCtscand
@E k
LU,

PENEEE



l

I

m
mm

HM.
2
3

O L TR

Jal JHY¥




T TR - ¥ _a l .

=
3
)
:
:
5
s

e
sy |
il

e _
T B R RIS G ) G R P |
—] == Riv |l a (L0 F A 3evLE) l
I . — e v v, i | Pwa] | ; ”
——e| e — iy e v | rwa] | AYMITHH FHOHRAYE
e | T o o ||
. R,
- . — ———— 1] wm .f.m_ﬁ...m.... )
- - ———— e e | Pmn| | . R s =
- — e e e T o == 3 - Gy - i Sl i ) L T s
o e & el SRR = s s s S g e

o s prreen = ma e ] Wt i, et e | PO el | - "R i o

i . Kim - e o e | 1| wm |

b i i = - —y LTS ]

WLLEOCH W P - [ ——— A, e | M| aw

- = b o] ey — e — | PR | MR

A —— ™ & N el e W P Y L} -
= ™ - e A | W | -
—— et e ||
= ==

- L 3 m— — T -
- E ] — memm —— L] -
- T e ——y am— . L1 EL]
- ] — R e w— LN -
[t | e P — ]
B ] L T o e LY
=L B B T LI L L ]
w|lx - i — L — ——— 'I-.lU-

ey vaneatiddy Bupued v

=g A
ww.m
m [++]
5
EEO

f
= = =
—_— ——
e e - ]
e 2 e el ] R S e | P
e Trmiaa| e T —
ety 2 - ] = mhmy -, e || W
o | - v ey, e e | PE
E —— = el ] e — ————— 1
L - Rl .. I P Ll |
- — -] = ) v T e ap— | W]
-] - o, s e | wm | @ |
- = m —— At s | | e |
- ] o — T Ll i L - - — B
[TIE v =] mm=  —— e e | n|  am | w— ] S s | - -
O E] Wi L - = — | o | - Gl ] | T
Um._. Um -ﬂ p—r—— E— — g e — | W] =T v [ Sp—p g gy
= ) | Pea| e = prepen s ety | |
- . S v im m—| rwa| am = | ) sy g, mo—— | | |
=] ey | w1 | mm ] P—] i I ]
el [ e B LT 1 e ] T AT | D
- = - [T ——r— ) — R T | DT el e, Vet 1 ety | W | el 1
| . — w———— o w | W - [ b, p—— | - Wy o
=1 - ] g me | | em | pr— — e L T
-_| —= Py e | ey e e e e | Pua | wm | - pn — e | mn |
| m| e e o | mom | we | o —_—— e v | |
= mm T — ] M | | i | e -
-] T e v | ey s v vy, s v ey | | -
| [y v | um| | — aran | ma =)
s | ITRE

AL13Tvd LNV




8vgd

oy ety Bulubd i

=
:
E:
23
4

ST a.‘ vanos’ ay

HII

sl

R —

——]

fr— -
PO
=" |

oo —__ oa. o - - IE—




0025791 ON 103r0¥d

10°81

LS NN

NOLLAINOS3Q

25076 YO Muvd OINIW
€ ONIQTING *HLTYIMNONNOD

uoneziuebio ol Vugos oyl
.10} uopjeoyiddy Buiuueld v

Siouuelg puey- s3Iy 2despuE)

ONIdIHSYINLYVA
oayvzznos
L

W02*DUI I MM

S3I90T0NHIIL WHNLIILIHIYY

)31 DYV

g wonprossy

o

9

“£102/€2/01 uo Apms pjaty 13d sUONE30] PuE SIqUING 3311 FLON

3IAOW3Y 38 OL SIFUL ONILSIXT

boE

®

NIVIN3Y OL $334L ONILSIX3

20z

O]

NIVIN3Y OL $334L 3OVLI¥IH ONILSIX3

3

NOLLdI¥2530 (53341 40 'ON

I08NAS

aN3o3aT

NY1d AJOLNIANI 3341 O

(LOL AMH 31Y1S)
AYM3T44 FHOHSAVE

JAIHA HLTYIMNOWINOD




D1

ATTACHMENT D

162-164 Jefferson Drive — Attachment D: Transportation Impact Assessment Study

Intersections

The focused EIR will include analysis of 29 existing intersections and two future intersections, for a
total of 31 intersections, as follows:

1.

© © N o o bk~ 0D

N N N N N N N N a0 s
N O a0~ W N =~ O ©O 0o N oo o0, wvuDdNdN -~ O

Marsh Road and Bayfront Expressway (State)

Marsh Road and Independence Drive (State)

Marsh Road and US 101 northbound off-ramp (State)
Marsh Road and US 101 southbound off-ramp (State)
Marsh Road and Scott Drive (Menlo Park)

Marsh Road and Bay Road (Menlo Park)

Marsh Road and Middlefield Road (Atherton)
Independence Drive and Constitution Drive (Menlo Park)

Chrysler Drive and Bayfront Expressway (State)

. Chrysler Drive and Constitution Drive (Menlo Park)

. Chrysler Drive and Jefferson Drive (Menlo Park)

. Chrysler Drive and Independence Drive (Menlo Park)
. Chilco Street and Bayfront Expressway (State)

. Chilco Street and Constitution Drive (Menlo Park)

. Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway (State)

. Willow Road and Hamilton Avenue (State)

. Willow Road and lvy Drive (State)

. Willow Road and O’Brien Drive (State)

. Willow Road and Newbridge Street (State)

. Willow Road and Bay Road (State)

. Willow Road and Durham Street (Menlo Park)

. Willow Road and Coleman Avenue (Menlo Park)

. Willow Road and Gilbert Avenue (Menlo Park)

. Willow Road and Middlefield Road (Menlo Park)

. University and Bayfront Expressway (State)

. Middlefield Road and Ravenswood Avenue (Menlo Park)

. Middlefield Road and Ringwood Avenue (Menlo Park)



D2

162-164 Jefferson Drive — Attachment D: Transportation Impact Assessment Study
Intersections

28. Marsh Road and Florence Street-Bohannon Drive (Menlo Park)
29. Bay Road and Ringwood Avenue (Menlo Park)

30. Willow Road and US 101 northbound ramps (future only)

31. Willow Road and US 101 southbound ramps (future only)
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