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REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 

Date:   1/27/2020 
Time:  7:00 p.m. 
City Council Chambers 
701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 

 

A. Call To Order 

B. Roll Call 

C. Reports and Announcements 

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

D. Public Comment 

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

E. Consent Calendar 

 None 

F. Public Hearing 

F1. Use Permit/Philippe and Sayeh Morali/1076 Santa Cruz Avenue:  
Request for a use permit to demolish a one-story, single family residence and construct a new two-
story, single family residence on a substandard lot with respect to lot width in the R-E (Residential 
Estate) zoning district. The proposal includes the removal of one heritage fig tree, one heritage 
palm tree, and one heritage redwood tree. The proposal also includes a five- to six-foot-tall front 
fence that would meet the height and design standards for fences on residential properties fronting 
Santa Cruz Avenue. (Staff Report #20-004-PC) 

F2. Development Agreement Annual Review/Bohannon Development Company/105-155 Constitution 
Drive and 100-200 Independence Drive (Menlo Gateway Project):  Annual review of the property 
owner’s good faith compliance with the terms of the Development Agreement for the Menlo 
Gateway (Bohannon Hotel & Office) project. (Staff Report #20-005-PC) 
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F3 and G1 are associated items with a single staff report 

F3. Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Scoping Session/Andrew Morcos for Greystar/104 Constitution 
Drive, 110 Constitution Drive, and 115 Independence Drive (Menlo Portal Project: 
Request for a use permit, architectural control, environmental review, lot line adjustment, lot 
merger, below market rate housing agreement, and heritage tree removal permits to redevelop 
three parcels with approximately 335 multi-family dwelling units, approximately 33,211 square feet 
of office, and approximately 1,608 square feet of neighborhood serving commercial space. The 
proposed project would contain two buildings, a seven-story residential building and a three story 
commercial building with office use on the upper levels and the neighborhood serving commercial 
space on the ground level. Both buildings would include above grade two-story parking garages 
integrated into the buildings. The project site is located in the R-MU-B (Residential Mixed Use, 
Bonus) zoning district. The project site currently contains three single-story office buildings that 
would be demolished. The proposed residential building would contain approximately 327,970 
square feet of gross floor area with a floor area ratio of 235 percent. The proposed commercial 
building would contain approximately 34,819 square feet of gross floor area with a floor area ratio 
of 25 percent. The proposal includes a request for an increase in height, density, and floor area 
ratio (FAR) under the bonus level development allowance in exchange for community amenities. 
The proposed project would include a below market rate housing agreement that requires a 
minimum of 15 percent of the units be affordable. The applicant is proposing to incorporate 15 
additional market-rate units (which are included in the total 335 units), per the density bonus 
provisions in the BMR Housing Program (Chapter 16.96.040), which allows density and FAR 
bonuses, and exceptions to the City's Zoning Ordinance requirements when BMR units are 
incorporated into the project. (Staff Report #20-006-PC) 

G. Study Session 

G1. Study Session/Andrew Morcos for Greystar/104 Constitution Drive, 110 Constitution Drive, and  
115 Independence Drive (Menlo Portal Project: 
Request for a use permit, architectural control, environmental review, lot line adjustment, lot 
merger, below market rate housing agreement, and heritage tree removal permits to redevelop 
three parcels with approximately 335 multi-family dwelling units, approximately 33,211 square feet 
of office, and approximately 1,608 square feet of neighborhood serving commercial space. The 
proposed project would contain two buildings, a seven-story residential building and a three story 
commercial building with office use on the upper levels and the neighborhood serving commercial 
space on the ground level. Both buildings would include above grade two-story parking garages 
integrated into the buildings. The project site is located in the R-MU-B (Residential Mixed Use, 
Bonus) zoning district. The project site currently contains three single-story office buildings that 
would be demolished. The proposed residential building would contain approximately 327,970 
square feet of gross floor area with a floor area ratio of 235 percent. The proposed commercial 
building would contain approximately 34,819 square feet of gross floor area with a floor area ratio 
of 25 percent. The proposal includes a request for an increase in height, density, and floor area 
ratio (FAR) under the bonus level development allowance in exchange for community amenities. 
The proposed project would include a below market rate housing agreement that requires a 
minimum of 15 percent of the units be affordable. The applicant is proposing to incorporate 15 
additional market-rate units (which are included in the total 335 units), per the density bonus 
provisions in the BMR Housing Program (Chapter 16.96.040), which allows density and FAR 
bonuses, and exceptions to the City's Zoning Ordinance requirements when BMR units are 
incorporated into the project. (Staff Report #20-006-PC)  
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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. 

• Regular Meeting: February 10, 2020 
• Regular Meeting: February 24, 2020 
• Regular Meeting: March 9, 2020 

 
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 
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 §54956. Members of the public can view 
electronic agendas and staff reports by accessing the City website at menlopark.org/agenda and can receive email 
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: 01/22/2020) 
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STAFF REPORT 

Planning Commission    
Meeting Date:   1/27/2020 
Staff Report Number:  20-004-PC 
 
Public Hearing:  Use Permit/Philippe and Sayeh Morali/ 

1076 Santa Cruz Avenue  

 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a use permit to demolish a one-story, single 
family residence and construct a new two-story, single family residence on a substandard lot with respect 
to lot width in the R-E (Residential Estate) zoning district. The proposal includes the removal of one 
heritage fig tree, one heritage palm tree, and one heritage redwood tree. The proposal also includes a 
five- to six-foot-tall front fence that would meet the height and design standards for fences on residential 
properties fronting Santa Cruz Avenue. 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 at 1076 Santa Cruz Avenue, between the intersections of Arbor Road and 
Johnson Street, in the West Menlo neighborhood. The surrounding properties on the northwest side of 
Santa Cruz Avenue are also located in the R-E district while properties located on the opposite side of 
Santa Cruz Avenue are located in the R-3 (Apartment) district and are generally smaller in lot area. 
Houses in the R-E district along this portion of Santa Cruz Avenue and Arbor Road vary in architectural 
style from older, single-story ranch homes to more modern, two-story Spanish and craftsman styles. 
Several parcels at the corner of Santa Cruz Avenue and Arbor Road are also occupied by a church and 
school. The R-3 district across Santa Cruz Avenue features more dense development with two-story 
apartment buildings in a variety of styles. A location map is included as Attachment B. 
 
Project History 
On July 14, 2008, the Planning Commission approved a request for a use permit to demolish an existing 
single-story, single-family residence and detached garage and construct a new two-story, single-family 
residence on a substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-E zoning district. The proposal included a 
request for a variance to encroach into the daylight plane on the right side, but the Planning Commission 
denied the variance. Subsequently, the applicant revised other elements of the proposal, including 
changes to the approved building footprint, floor area, and building coverage, and received approval on 
August 11, 2008 for a use permit revision. 
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Due to the economic downturn and associated construction loan impact around this time, the applicant 
was unable to implement the project within a year, as required by the Zoning Ordinance. The Community 
Development Director approved an administrative extension of the use permit approval on July 20, 2009, 
and the Planning Commission approved a full use permit extension on August 23, 2010. The applicant 
was unable once again to implement the project, and the use permit approval became void on August 27, 
2011. 
 
In 2017, the same property owners applied for a new use permit to redevelop the site. The plans for the 
current use permit proposal are largely unchanged from the project plans that were originally approved in 
2008. Upon discussion of the project at the April 23, 2018 Planning Commission meeting, the Commission 
was concerned with the proposed removal of two redwood trees at the front of the property, which had 
grown to heritage size since the original approval, because they believed it would be a detriment to the 
Santa Cruz Avenue street scape. For this reason, the Commission continued the item with direction to 
obtain a recommendation from an arborist on how to modify the proposal to retain one of the heritage 
redwood trees (Tree #21) at the front of the property. The applicant has modified the plans to address the 
Planning Commission’s concerns which are discussed in the “Trees and landscaping” section of this 
report. 

 
Analysis 
Project description 
The applicant is proposing to construct a new two-story, single-family residence and attached garage. The 
new residence would be a four bedroom, six bathroom residence with the three main bedrooms on the 
second floor and a guest bedroom on the first floor. The majority of the first floor would be common area 
with separated living and dining rooms and the kitchen. The first floor also includes a proposed office. Of 
particular note, the proposed residence would have the following characteristics with regard to the Zoning 
Ordinance: 

• A total floor area of 5,658.6 square feet where 7,450.8 square feet is the maximum. 
• The proposed residence would be well under the maximum building coverage for the lot with 17.2 

percent proposed where 30 percent is the maximum. 
• The proposed residence would be constructed at the minimum side setbacks as required by the  

R-E district, which requires a minimum of 30 feet total, with no side setback of less than 10 feet. 
The proposed residence would be constructed at 10 feet on the left side and 20 feet on the right 
side. 

• The proposed residence would be constructed near the maximum height with 28.3 feet proposed 
where 30 feet is the maximum height for a lot of 20,000 square feet or greater.  

 
Although the residence is far below the maximum FAL (floor area limit), staff has included a project-
specific condition of approval in the recommended actions in order to confirm compliance with the FAL. As 
stated in the definition of floor area in the Zoning Ordinance, areas in two-story developments where the 
ceiling height exceeds 12 feet in height as measured from the finished floor are calculated at 200 percent 
towards floor area, and attic space that exceeds five feet in height must also be counted towards floor 
area. The condition would require the applicant to provide sections through the one-story portions of the 
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house to confirm the interior heights of these areas, which appear to be taller than 12 feet. If the sections 
show interior heights greater than 12 feet, these areas would be counted at 200 percent in the calculation 
of floor area. If this subsequently renders the house in excess of the maximum FAL, the applicant would 
be required to modify the plans to reduce interior heights to 12 feet or less by either including attic space 
of less than five feet in height, or reducing the overall height of the one-story portions of the house.   
 
In addition to the proposed residence, a five- to six-foot-tall front fence is proposed that would meet the 
height and design standards for fences on residential properties fronting Santa Cruz Avenue. The new 
fence is discussed later in this report.  
 
The two-car garage would address the parcel’s off-street parking requirement. An extension of the 
driveway to the right of the house would allow cars parked in the garage to back up and exit onto Santa 
Cruz Avenue in a forward-facing direction. A data table summarizing parcel and project attributes is 
included as Attachment C. The project plans and the applicant’s project description letter are included as 
Attachments D and E, respectively. 
 
Design and materials 
The proposed residence would be designed in a southern French rural farmhouse style, with cement 
plaster siding, clay tile roofing, and wood shutters, with stone veneer on the garage. Decorative features, 
such as cedar eave brackets, wood windows and garage doors, and wrought-iron balconies would add 
interest and texture to the exterior.  
 
The bulk of the residence would be situated approximately 78 feet from Santa Cruz Avenue. At the front, 
the residence would be structurally attached by a covered patio to a side-loading, two-car garage, which 
would be situated 29 feet from the front property line. 
 
Second-story windows along the left side of the proposed residence would have a minimum sill height of 
three feet above the finished floor. Second-story windows on the right side of the residence would have 
slightly lower sill heights at two feet, six inches, however staff believes the lower sill heights will not pose 
significant privacy impacts due to the 20-foot setback requirement on this side as well as the screening 
trees proposed to be planted at the property line.  
 
The residence would not be particularly visible from the public right-of-way, due to the large front setback, 
the existing and proposed landscape screening, and the proposed front fence. Staff believes that the 
proposed residence would be compatible with the mix of architectural styles in the overall neighborhood. 
 

Fencing 
The project includes a request for a five- to six-foot-tall fence within the required front setback. The Zoning 
Ordinance permits residential properties that front onto Santa Cruz Avenue to exceed the standard four-
foot fence height limit within the front setback, provided certain standards are met. Such requests may be 
processed and approved administratively (subject to public noticing and appeal). However, when such a 
request is part of a comprehensive development proposal that requires Planning Commission review, as in 
this proposal, it is included with the overall development request for action by the Planning Commission. 
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In this case, staff believes that the fencing proposal meets the relevant design standards. Specifically, the 
materials (cement plaster and stone veneer) reflect the materials of the main residence and would be 
compatible with the streetscape and surrounding environment. The proposed height of six feet at a 
location six feet from the front property line would equal the maximum permitted, however decorative caps 
on the columns would be allowed to exceed this height. The fence would also meet the maximum height of 
five feet at a distance between two and six feet from the front property line. The area between the front 
property line and the fence would be landscaped with existing trees and proposed drought-tolerant shrubs 
and groundcover. The fence would incorporate variation for over 20 percent of its length by angling the 
automotive entrance at the right corner of the site, thereby increasing the setback, and by creating a notch 
around trees #20, #21, and #22 near the front left corner of the site. The pedestrian and automotive 
entries would be clearly identified by matching wood gates. Staff recommends that the Planning 
Commission approve the increased fence height within the front setback. 
 

Trees and landscaping 
The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment F) detailing the species, size and conditions of 
the trees on or near the site, and has applied for heritage tree removal permits to remove one heritage-
size fig (tree #9), one heritage palm (tree #19), and one heritage-size redwood (tree #25). The applicant 
had originally applied for heritage tree removal permits to remove trees #20 and #21, both of which are 
redwood trees located at the front left corner of the lot. At the April 23, 2018 Planning Commission 
meeting, the Commission expressed concern with removing trees #20 and #21 due to the impact to the 
street canopy in this section of Santa Cruz Avenue. As a result, the Planning Commission continued the 
item with the direction to obtain a revised arborist report that made a recommendation on the distance the 
proposed house would need to move back on the property in order to retain tree #21. 
 
In response to the Commission’s concerns, the applicant revised the plans to move the proposed 
residence nine feet further back on the lot and submitted a revised arborist report to determine the impacts 
of the proposed development on trees #20 and #21. The arborist report details tree protection measures to 
limit the amount of impact the development would have on the two trees, which are now proposed to 
remain. The City Arborist reviewed the arborist report and was satisfied with the proposed tree protection 
measures. Staff believes the proposed modification of the building footprint and retention of trees #20 and 
#21 address the Planning Commission’s direction from the April 23, 2018 meeting. 
 
The Public Hearing notice stated that two heritage redwood trees are proposed to be removed. However, 
upon recommendation from the City Arborist, one of the heritage redwood trees (tree #27) would remain. 
The applicant is proposing to remove tree #25 (redwood), to accommodate the proposed driveway. At the 
time of the application submittal in 2017, the tree was not big enough to be considered a heritage tree and 
was therefore not protected under the Heritage Tree Ordinance. The revised arborist report, prepared in 
2019, shows the tree has since grown to heritage size and is still proposed to be removed to 
accommodate the new driveway. 
 
The heritage fig tree (#9) has been tentatively approved by the City Arborist for removal due to the 
decaying trunk cavity. The City Arborist has relayed that removal of the heritage palm tree (#19) is not 
justified based on health, structure, or similar issues; however, this tree is in the path of construction, 
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which the Heritage Tree Ordinance permits as a basis for removal. The heritage redwood tree (#25) was 
reviewed and similarly found to be healthy and therefore removal is not justified based on health, 
structure, or similar issues; however, tree #25 interferes with construction of the new driveway and the City 
Arborist has recommended it be removed rather than relocating the driveway which would impact a 
heritage valley oak tree (tree #1). As such, these tree removal permits would be issued if the Planning 
Commission approves the use permit. 
 
Per the Heritage Tree Ordinance, the applicant is required to replace heritage trees on a one-to-one basis 
in single-family residential districts. Although only three replacement trees would be required, the applicant 
has proposed eight replacement Brisbane box trees which would line the rear and side property lines to 
provide screening at the rear of the lot. The applicant is also proposing to remove 10 non-heritage trees 
and add approximately 26 additional new non-heritage trees, including screening trees of various species 
such as olive, orange, and lemon along both side property lines to help further alleviate potential privacy 
concerns.  
 

Correspondence  
Staff has received one email, included as Attachment G, from a neighboring property owner expressing 
concern about heritage tree removals and suggesting that the house be relocated on the lot in order to 
preserve the trees. As mentioned earlier, at the direction of the Planning Commission, the applicant 
relocated the house in order to maintain redwood trees #20 and #21. Additionally, on the recommendation 
of the City Arborist, the applicant has modified the front curb in order to maintain tree #27. With the 
proposed modifications, the number of proposed heritage tree removals has decreased from four to three. 
 

Conclusion 
Staff believes that the Planning Commission’s comments and concerns from the April 23, 2018 Planning 
Commission meeting have been adequately addressed. The applicant has moved the proposed location of 
the house nine feet to the east to protect both trees #20 and #21. In addition to the modified footprint, the 
applicant submitted a revised arborist report, which was reviewed to the satisfaction of the City Arborist, 
and includes tree protection measures to ensure the health of these trees during construction. Staff 
believes that the proposed residence would be compatible with the mix of architectural styles in the overall 
neighborhood. The existing and proposed landscaping would help screen views of the residence from the 
public right-of-way and help provide privacy. The fence request would meet the relevant design standards 
for residential properties fronting onto Santa Cruz Avenue. Staff recommends approval of the project.       

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

 
Environmental Review 
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. 
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Public Notice 
Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with the agenda items being listed, at least 72 
hours prior to the meeting. Public notification also consisted of publishing a notice in the local newspaper 
and notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the subject property. 
 

Appeal Period 
The Planning Commission action will be effective after 15 days unless the action is appealed to the City 
Council, in which case the outcome of the application shall be determined by the City Council. 

 
Attachments 
A. Recommended Actions 
B. Location Map 
C. Data Table 
D. Project Plans 
E. Project Description Letter 
F. Arborist Report 
G. Correspondence 
 

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

 
Exhibits to Be Provided at Meeting 
None 

Report prepared by: 
Chris Turner, Assistant Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Corinna Sandmeier, Senior Planner 
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LOCATION: 1076 Santa 
Cruz Avenue 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
PLN2017-00061 

APPLICANT: Philippe 
and Sayeh Morali 

OWNER: Philippe and 
Sayeh Morali 

PROPOSAL: Use Permit/Philippe and Sayeh Morali/1076 Santa Cruz Avenue: Request for a use permit 
to demolish a one-story, single family residence and construct a new two-story, single family residence 
on a substandard lot with respect to lot width in the R-E (Residential Estate) zoning district. The 
proposal includes the removal of one heritage fig tree, one heritage palm tree, and one heritage 
redwood tree. The proposal also includes a five- to six-foot-tall front fence that would meet the height 
and design standards for fences on residential properties fronting Santa Cruz Avenue.  

DECISION ENTITY: Planning 
Commission 

DATE: January 27, 2020 ACTION: TBD 

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

ACTION: 

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

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

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
David W. Terpening, consisting of 26 plan sheets, dated received January 21, 2020, and
approved by the Planning Commission on January 27, 2020, except as modified by the
conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.

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

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

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

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

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

ATTACHMENT A
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LOCATION: 1076 Santa 
Cruz Avenue 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
PLN2017-00061 

APPLICANT: Philippe 
and Sayeh Morali 

OWNER: Philippe and 
Sayeh Morali 

PROPOSAL: Use Permit/Philippe and Sayeh Morali/1076 Santa Cruz Avenue: Request for a use permit 
to demolish a one-story, single family residence and construct a new two-story, single family residence 
on a substandard lot with respect to lot width in the R-E (Residential Estate) zoning district. The 
proposal includes the removal of one heritage fig tree, one heritage palm tree, and one heritage 
redwood tree. The proposal also includes a five- to six-foot-tall front fence that would meet the height 
and design standards for fences on residential properties fronting Santa Cruz Avenue.  

DECISION ENTITY: Planning 
Commission 

DATE: January 27, 2020 ACTION: TBD 

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

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 Ian Geddes and Associates
Arboricultural Consulting, dated revised January 17, 2020.

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

a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant
shall submit revised plans including sections through the one-story portions of the house. If
the sections show areas where the finished floor to ceiling height exceeds 12 feet, these
areas shall be counted at 200% towards the (FAL) floor area limit. If the revised floor area
calculations result in the structure exceeding the maximum FAL for the lot, the applicant
shall submit revised plans modifying the interior heights to not exceed 12 feet by either the
addition of attic areas with heights of less than five feet or a reduction in the overall height
of the one-story portions of the structure, subject to review and approval of the Planning
Division.
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1076 Santa Cruz Avenue – Attachment C: Data Table 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT 

EXISTING 
PROJECT 

ZONING 
ORDINANCE 

Lot area 25,603 sf 25,603 sf 20,000 sf min. 
Lot width 91.7 ft. 91.7  ft. 110 ft. min. 
Lot depth 279.1 ft. 279.1  ft. 130 ft. min. 
Setbacks 

Front 29 ft. 37 ft. 20 ft. min. 
Rear 126.3 ft. 200 ft. 20 ft. min. 
Side (left) 10 ft. 34 ft. Min. 10 ft. on any one 

side, with total side 
setback of 30 ft. 

Side (right) 21.8 ft. 31.3 ft. 

Building coverage 4,413.8 
17.2 

sf 
% 

2,016 
7.8 

sf 
% 

7,680.9 
30 

sf max. 
% max. 

FAL (Floor Area Limit) 5,658.6 sf 1,888 sf 7450.8 sf max. 
Square footage by floor 3,241.3 

1,830.3 
564 

23 
587.5 

21 

sf/1st 
sf/ 2nd 
sf/ garage 
sf/ attic > 5’ 
sf/ patios 
sf/ fire places 

1,027 
861 
504 
128 

sf/1st 
sf/garage 
sf/basement 
sf/porches 

Square footage of 
buildings 

6,267.1 sf 2,520 sf 

Building height 28.3 ft. 15 ft. 30 ft. max. 
Parking 2 covered 2 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered 

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

Trees Heritage trees 17* Non-Heritage trees 13 New Trees 34** 
Heritage trees proposed 
for removal 

3 Non-Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

10 Total Number of 
Trees 

51 

* Of these, one heritage tree is located in the public right-of-way, nine are located on neighboring
properties, and seven are located on the subject property.
**Of these, eight are replacement heritage trees for the proposed heritage tree removals.
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BUSARA FIRESTONE……………    
 ISA CERTIFIED ARBORIST…………… 

        WE-8525A………. 

Revised: January 17, 2020 

Prepared for: 
David Terpening, Architect 
825 Oak Grove Ave. 
Menlo Park, CA  94025 

Site:  
Morali Property 
1076 Santa Cruz Ave. 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 

Our Project Code: 20-19479 

Morali Project Arborist Report  

Dear Mr. Terpening, 

Thank you for the opportunity to become involved in your tree-related project. This report was revised 
from the original to include the retainment and preservation measures for Tree #27.   I have also 
incorporated the latest plan information, and updated tree impact levels to reflect the lower degree of 
tree impact anticipated if all protection measures are followed. 

Following our on-site meeting last year and review of your proposed plans It was my understanding that 
the existing home would be demolished and replaced with a larger house and detached garage.  The 
grounds would also be landscaped to include a new driveway, new pathways, new retaining walls, 
gardens, paved patios, and a lawn with perimeter path in the backyard.  New trees and plantings were 
also proposed.  Current plans I reviewed were as follows: 

• Landscape plan L1 by Kikuchi + Kankel Design Group (dated 1/16/2020)
• Grading and Drainage Plan (C4 -5 Rev. 11/17/19)
• Site Plan
• Site Survey
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This report was prepared by Bo Firestone (the Project Arborist) and was meant to address the effects of 
your project upon the existing tree stock and make recommendations for removal, or retention and 
protection of trees throughout the construction period. Observations and recommendations made in 
this report relate to the tree protection and preservation mandates outlined in the City of Menlo Park 
Municipal Code.    

USES OF THIS REPORT 

According to City Ordinance, any person who conducts grading, excavation, demolition or construction 
activity on a property to do so in a manner that does not threaten the health or viability or cause the 
removal of any heritage tree. Any work performed within an area 10 times the diameter of the tree (i.e., 
the tree protection zone) requires the submittal of a tree protection plan for approval by the City before 
issuance of any permit for grading or construction. 

This report contains the protective measures to be implemented before, during, and after any 
construction or demolition activity that may affect one or more protected trees. It includes provisions 
for maintenance to preserve and protect all trees being retained on this project site that are within the 
construction envelope. The property owner, architects, and contractors alike involved with applying the 
practical aspects of this project should be required to know the information contained in this tree 
preservation plan, and subsequently adhere to its conditions and requirements.   

An arborist report by a different arborist was submitted for this project in the past.  In an effort to retain 
some continuity, I have kept the tree numbering as consistent as possible from the previous tree 
inventory conducted for this project.  However, I have made significant updates and corrections as 
needed.  All other plans required to show tree information should be updated to be consistent with this 
report.   

CITY TREE PROTECTION REQUIREMENTS 

Heritage Tree Definition 

A “Heritage Tree” is a tree that has protected status by the City of Menlo Park.  The City can classify 
trees with Heritage status for their remarkable size, age, or unique value.  However, in general, native 
oaks of 10 inches or more, and any tree having a trunk with a diameter of 15 inches or more has 
Heritage status (measured at 54 inches above natural grade, or at the branching point for multi-trunk 
trees).   
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Construction-Related Tree Removals 
  
According to the City of Menlo Park, applicants are required to submit a site plan with the Heritage Tree 
Removal Application Permit even if they have submitted a site plan to the City for a planning or building 
permit. The site plan facilitates the review by the City Arborist.  
 
For removals of two or more trees, applicants shall be required to submit a planting plan indicating the 
species, size and location of the proposed replacement trees on a site plan. Heritage Tree Permits 
related to Construction will also be charged for City-retained arborist expenses. 
 
 

Violation Penalties 
  
Any person who violates the tree protection ordinance, including property owners, occupants, tree 
companies and gardeners, could be held liable for violation of the ordinance. The ordinance prohibits 
removal or pruning of over one-fourth of the tree, vandalizing, mutilating, destruction and unbalancing 
of a heritage tree without a permit.  
 
If a violation occurs during construction, the City may issue a stop-work order suspending and 
prohibiting further activity on the property until a mitigation plan has been approved, including 
protection measures for remaining trees on the property. Civil penalties may be assessed against any 
person who commits, allows or maintains a violation of any provision of the ordinance. The fine will be 
an amount not to exceed $5,000 per violation, or an amount equivalent to the replacement value of the 
tree, whichever is higher. 
 

TREE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 

Site Description 
 
At my visits to the site in January 2019, I observed a large residential parcel with a single-story house on-
site and a driveway leading to a detached garage.   A large, Heritage valley oak stood to the left of the 
front gate, adjacent to the sidewalk.    There were small groves of redwood trees in the front of the 
property including six trees of Heritage size.  The rest of the property was planted with a variety of fruit 
trees.  The informal back yard area was not maintained and was planted sparsely with apple trees.  Most 
of these trees were overmature or had low vigor.  One of these fruit trees, a fig, met criteria as a 
Heritage tree, although it was small-stature and in poor condition.  There was also a yucca (non-
Heritage) and a palm tree (Heritage-size) by the garage.   
 
The neighbors to the north had four Heritage coast live oak that would be affected by the proposed 
work.  Redwood trees stood along the southern property line, including five Heritage trees.  
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Description of Proposed Work 
 
After reviewing the plans (updated to preserve Trees #20, #21, and recently #27), it was my 
understanding that the existing home would be demolished and replaced with a much larger house.  The 
grounds would also be re-landscaped.  A new driveway and walls on either side of the entrance were 
also planned.  Leading to a parking area detached garage in the front of the home.  Paved patio areas 
were planned in front of and behind the home.  Stepping stones led to a garden area on the north side 
of the planned house.  In the backyard, the old orchard would be replaced with a lawn with a perimeter 
path and perimeter tree planting.  Additional new trees and plantings were also proposed.  Along the 
southern property line, a perimeter path was planned that led from the back yard to the garage, 
wrapped around the front of the garage, up to the higher grade past the existing redwoods, and to the 
street.  Here, a retaining wall with pier footings was planned.   
 
 

Tree Inventory 
 
See attached “Tree Inventory” for basic tree characteristics and appraisals.  I included information for all 
Heritage Trees to be impacted by the proposed project as well as most of the sub-size trees on the 
property that would be removed or protected as part of the project.  In conducting my inventory, I came 
across several sub-size trees that were not included in the original tree survey.  I did not add these to 
the inventory, but rather, noted their location, size, and species on the TPZ Map (attached).   
 
 

Requested Tree Removals 
 
Three Heritage trees were requested for removal as part of this project.  20 sub-size trees would also be 
removed for this project.  Proposed replacement trees were included in the Landscape Plan (L1) 
submitted for this project.  Tree removal requests and justification statements are as follows: 
 

• Trees #25 (Redwood):  This redwood tree would be in direct conflict with the location of 
the new driveway.  As justified by City Code, it would be removed "in order to 
construct proposed improvement to the property.” 

 
• Tree #9 (Fig): This tree was a small, overmature fruit tree in the back orchard that would 

be removed to install the lawn.  The tree was in poor condition and would be removed 
"in order to construct proposed improvement to the property.” 

 
• Tree #19 (Fan Palm):  This palm tree stood within the footprint of the new home, and 

would be removed "in order to construct proposed improvement to the property.” 
•  
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Potential Impacts to Remaining Heritage Trees 
 
All remaining trees, including neighbors’ trees along the property lines, would be expected to sustain 
significant root damage from excavation and soil disturbance.  Impact to trees was rated and 
summarized in the Tree Inventory.  All retained trees were expected to survive if tree protection 
measures are properly implemented, and alternative building methods enacted as planned. 
 

TREE PROTECTION RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

PRE-CONSTRUCTION 
 
Pruning Specifications  
 
I recommend that each tree that designated to remain shall be pruned as necessary to provide 
clearance for development, while maintaining a natural appearance.  All tree pruning (or removal) 
activities shall be performed prior to the beginning of any demolition or development.  
 
Pruning should be specified in writing adhering to ANSI A300 Pruning Standards and performed 
according to Best Management Practices endorsed by the International Society of Arboriculture. Pruning 
should be performed by a licensed and insured tree contractor and supervised by an ISA-certified 
arborist or an ASCA-Registered Consulting Arborist.  The use of spikes or gaffs when pruning is strictly 
prohibited. 
 
Any property owner wanting to prune heritage tree more than one-fourth of the canopy and/or roots, 
must have permission from the City. 
 
 
Tree Protection Fencing 
TPZ Locations 

Tree protection zones (TPZ) are areas of a temporary fenced tree enclosures that restrict activity during 
construction.  They are established and inspected prior to the start of work. The recommended tree 
protection zones (TPZ) were shown on the attached map.  See attachment titled “TPZ I” for a diagram of 
generic, best-practice TPZ fencing specifications.  For areas where work would be very close to a tree, I 
recommended TPZ II-style protection in addition to, or instead of standard fencing.  See attachment 
titled “TPZ II” for diagram of this alternative method.  Specific fencing radius for all trees to be retained 
is as follows: 

• Tree #1 – Since installation of standard fencing did not appear practical, I recommended 
Type II TPZ Wrap. 
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• Trees #10 - #14:  These trees may be protected as a group with standard six-foot chain-
link TPZ I fencing.  Minimum radius for fencing should be eight-times the diameter of 
the largest tree, or 12 feet from trunk face.  Fencing could temporarily be moved when 
it is time for the pathway and garden work to be done.  The City Arborist should be 
involved to approve this adjustment.  Excavation for the pathway and garden should be 
no more than 6 inches, or as shallow as possible to avoid root damage.   

 
• Trees #16 - #18:  These trees may be protected as a group with standard six-foot chain-

link TPZ I fencing.  Minimum radius for fencing should be eight-times the diameter of 
the largest tree, or 30 feet from trunk face.  Fencing could temporarily be moved to just 
before the pathway when it is time for this phase of the work to be done.  The City 
Arborist should be involved to approve this adjustment.  Excavation for the pathway and 
garden should be no more than 6 inches, or as shallow as possible to avoid root damage.   

 
• Trees #20, #21, #22, and #30:  These trees may be protected as a group with a 

rectangular TPZ I fencing enclosure with the largest area as possible as limited by the 
planned pathways, retaining walls, and property line.  I also recommend that Tree #21 
be protected by TPZ II wrap (in addition to fencing) due to its proximity to the work. 

 
• Trees #28, #29, and #31:  These trees on neighbor’s side will be protected adequately by 

the fencing of the trees on the Morali residence (see TPZ map).      
 
• Tree #23:  I recommended TPZ II Wrap to protect this apple tree to be retained very 

close to the new building and a stepping-stone walkway. 
 

• Tree #27:  I recommend TPZ II Wrap to protect this redwood tree to be retained very 
close to the new entry gate, wall, and curb. 

 

Root Protection 

Mulch to a depth of 4-6” shall be placed within the TPZ to further protect the trees critical rhizosphere 
and soil. The base of the tree should not be covered. Storage of construction materials, paints, chemicals 
etc. is strictly prohibited within the TPZ.I recommend a 4”-6” layer of woodchips anywhere vehicles 
travel throughout site to reduce soil compaction, detrimental to the health of all valuable landscape 
plants.   
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DURING CONSTRUCTION 
 
Special Tree Protection Measures 
 

1. Valley Oak #1 
a.  Demolition of existing hardscape should be performed in a manner that avoids 

tearing roots:  Using the smallest effective machinery, break up pieces of the 
concrete and lift pieces up and away from trees.  Cut roots embedded in paving 
rather than tearing them (see instructions on “Root Pruning”).  Work must be done 
outside the tree protection zone (established by fencing).  Dragging concrete or 
machinery across soil in the TPZ as this would disturb soil and roots.  
 

b.  Demolition and/or repair/installation of water meter (at base of trunk) and 
trenching for new water service should be performed in a manner that avoids 
disturbing tree roots: Excavate with hand tools or air tools as to leave roots 
undisturbed.  Remove old components by lifting pieces out of the ground without 
damaging exposed roots.  When trenching to install the new utility within 30' of the 
trunk, excavate with hand tools or air tools as to leave roots undisturbed. 

 
2. Trees #10-13, 16-18 

a. Excavation guidelines for swale at property line and for new concrete walkway: 
When excavating underneath the canopy, or within 20' of the trunks of these trees, use 
hand tools.  Leave roots encountered undisturbed if possible.  Excavation depth for 
installation of new pathway should be less than 4”.  Compaction of subgrade should be 
minimal.  If roots must be cut, please see section titled “Root Pruning.” 

 
3. Trees #20-22, 28, 31 

a. Excavation for walkway and for wall and fence piers 
When excavating or boring underneath the canopies of these trees, or within 20' of 
their trunks, excavate with hand tools within the top 36” of the soil.  Leave roots 
encountered undisturbed if possible.  Excavation depth for installation of new pathway 
should be less than 4”.  No compaction of subgrade for the walkway.  If roots must be 
cut, please see section titled “Root Pruning.” 
 

b. Any grading around trees should be limited.  Grading within 20’ of trees should 
be done by hand.   
 

4. Tree #27 
a. Excavation for adjacent gate, wall and curb structures 
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Use pier and grade beam footings rather than trenching to avoid cuts across rootplate.  
Excavation depth for installation of curb should be no more than four inches.  When 
excavating or boring underneath the canopies of these trees, or within 10' of the trunk, 
excavate with hand tools within the top 36” of the soil.  Leave roots encountered 
undisturbed if possible.  If roots must be cut, please see section titled “Root Pruning.” 

 
b. Any grading around trees should be limited.  Grading within 10’ of trees should 

be done by hand.   
 
 
Project Arborist On-Site Monitoring 
 
In lieu of required monitoring, or monitoring by the City Arborist, we recommend the following 
schedule: 

 
       *   Pre-installation Meeting with fencing contractor to identify and locate Tree 

     Protection Zone (TPZ) locations. 
 
• Demolition or deconstruction, grading and excavation, and/or trenching activities where 

grade changes exceed 4” within the drip line of a protected tree. Boring for pier 
installation. 

 
• Monthly TPZ compliance inspections. 

 
• Any pruning or root pruning activities. 

 
• Final compliance report 

 
 

Root Pruning  
 

• The project arborist should conduct or supervise the pruning of roots larger than 1 inch 
in diameter. 

 
• Pruning roots 2” in diameter or greater requires the use of a commercial grade, 15-amp, 

reciprocating saw with new, unused woodcutting blades, or new, unused arborist type 
handsaws may also be used. 

 
• Roots shall be cleanly severed without ripping or tearing root tissue. It is preferable to 

cut back to a lateral root where possible. 
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Irrigation 
 
Water moderately and highly impacted trees during the construction phase (all retained trees).  As a 
rule of thumb, provide 1- 2 inches per month during the cool season when rain has been scarce.  Water 
slowly so that it penetrates 18 inches into the soil, to the depth of the tree roots.  Because this row of 
trees consists mostly of native oaks, do not water during the warm, dry season (June – September) as 
this activates oak root fungus.  Instead, make sure that the soil is sufficiently insulated with mulch. 
 
 

POST-CONSTRUCTION 
Ensure any other mitigation measures to ensure long-term survival including but not limited to: 
 
Post-Construction Monitoring 
 
Monitor trees for changes in condition.  Check trees at least once per month for the first year post-
construction.  Expert monitoring should be done at least every 6 months or if trees show signs of stress.  
Signs stress include unseasonably sparse canopy, leaf drop, early fall color, browning of needles, and 
shoot die-back.  Stressed trees are also more vulnerable to certain disease and pest infestations.  Call 
the Project Arborist, or a consulting arborist if these, or other concerning changes occur in tree health. 
 
 
Continued Tree Care 
 
Provide adequate and appropriate irrigation.  As a rule of thumb, provide 1- 2 inches of water per 
month.  Water slowly so that it penetrates 18 inches into the soil, to the depth of the tree roots.  Native 
oaks usually should not be provided supplemental water during the warm, dry season (June – 
September) as this activates oak root fungus.  Therefore, native oaks should only be watered October – 
May when rain has been scarce.    
 
Mulch insulates the soil, reduces weeds, reduces compaction, and promotes myriad benefits to soil life 
and tree health.  Apply four inches of wood chips (or other mulch) to the surface of the soil around 
trees, extending at least to the dripline when possible.  Take care not to pile mulch against the trunk. 
 
Do not fertilize unless a specific nutrient deficiency has been identified and a specific plan prescribed by 
the project arborist (or a consulting arborist). 
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CONCLUSION 
 
It is my professional opinion that the project as proposed was viable and would be a considerable 
upgrade to the property and the neighborhood. Should the tree protection and preservation 
recommendations discussed in this report be clearly explained to and understood by all personnel 
responsible for applying the practical aspects of your project, there is every reason to believe that all 
protected trees will survive and thrive well beyond the construction phase.  If you have any questions, 
or if this office can assist in any practical on-site execution of any of the above works, please do not 
hesitate to contact us. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Bo Firestone 
ISA-Certified Arborist WE-#8525A 
ISA Tree Risk Assessor Qualified 
Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists 
C: (408) 621-1040       E: bo@geddestree.com 
 
 
Attachments: 

• Tree Inventory 

• TPZ Map  

• TPZ I (Fencing) Specifications 

• TPZ II (Wrap) Specifications  
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TREE #
HERITAGE

STATUS COMMON NAME GENUS/SPECIES
DBH

(inches)
HEIGHT
(feet)

SPREAD
(feet) CONDITION TOLERANCE INTENSITY SUITABILITY PRESCRIPTION

1 H Valley Oak Quercus lobata 42 45 60 GOOD MODERATE 3 HIGH PRESERVE
2 Coast Redwood Sequoia sempervirens 12 40 20 GOOD GOOD 1 LOW REMOVE (X)
3 Chestnut Castanea sp. 8 20 15 GOOD POOR 1 LOW REMOVE (X)
4 Fig Ficus carica 12 15 15 GOOD MODERATE 1 LOW REMOVE (X)
5 Saucer Magnolia Magnolia soulangeana 6, 4, 4, 4, 4 30 25 FAIR MODERATE 1 LOW REMOVE (X)
6 Persimmon Diospyros kaki 6 20 25 FAIR GOOD 1 LOW REMOVE (X)
7 Yucca Yucca gloriosa 10 15 15 FAIR GOOD 1 LOW REMOVE (X)
8 Cherry Prunus sp. 6, 6 20 15 DEAD POOR 1 LOW REMOVE (X)
9 HX Fig Ficus carica 16 15 10 POOR MODERATE 1 LOW REMOVE (X)

10 H* Coast Live Oak (neighbors') Quercus agrifolia est. 18 50 30 GOOD GOOD 3 HIGH PRESERVE
11 H Coast Live Oak (neighbors') Quercus agrifolia est. 12 35 15 GOOD GOOD 3 HIGH PRESERVE
12 H Coast Live Oak (neighbors') Quercus agrifolia est. 18 45 25 GOOD GOOD 3 HIGH PRESERVE
13 H Coast Live Oak (neighbors') Quercus agrifolia est. 14 45 30 GOOD GOOD 3 HIGH PRESERVE
14 Avocado Persea americana 8 35 30 FAIR MODERATE 3 MODERATE PRESERVE
15 Apple Malus sp. 8 15 15 FAIR MODERATE 1 LOW REMOVE (X)
16 H Coast Redwood (neighbors') Sequoia sempervirens est. 24 75 40 GOOD GOOD 3 HIGH PRESERVE
17 H Coast Redwood (neighbors') Sequoia sempervirens est. 48 85 40 GOOD GOOD 3 HIGH PRESERVE
18 H Coast Redwood (neighbors') Sequoia sempervirens est. 40 75 40 GOOD GOOD 3 HIGH PRESERVE
19 HX Mexican Fan Palm Washingtonia robusta 24 25 10 GOOD GOOD 1 LOW REMOVE (X)
20 H Coast Redwood Sequoia sempervirens 16 60 30 GOOD GOOD 3 MODERATE PRESERVE
21 H Coast Redwood Sequoia sempervirens 16 60 30 GOOD GOOD 3 HIGH PRESERVE
22 H Deodar Cedar Cedrus deodara 24 35 45 FAIR GOOD 3 MODERATE PRESERVE
23 Apple Malus sp. 6 20 15 FAIR MODERATE 3 MODERATE PRESERVE
24 Glossy Privet Ligustrum lucidum 4, 4, 4 15 15 FAIR GOOD 1 LOW REMOVE (X)
25 HX Coast Redwood Sequoia sempervirens 18 40 20 GOOD GOOD 1 LOW REMOVE (X)
26 Coast Redwood Sequoia sempervirens 12 40 20 GOOD GOOD 1 LOW REMOVE (X)
27 HX Coast Redwood Sequoia sempervirens 18 40 20 GOOD GOOD 3 HIGH PRESERVE
28 Coast Redwood (neighbors') Sequoia sempervirens est. 14 60 20 GOOD GOOD 3 HIGH PRESERVE
29 H Coast Redwood (neighbors') Sequoia sempervirens est. 20 60 20 GOOD GOOD 3 HIGH PRESERVE
30 Coast Redwood Sequoia sempervirens 6 30 15 GOOD GOOD 3 HIGH PRESERVE
31 H Coast Redwood (neighbors') Sequoia sempervirens est. 20 70 25 GOOD GOOD 3 HIGH PRESERVE

TREE # :  Number on inventory (corresponds to map and report)
HERITAGE STATUS:  Used code from site plan:  H = Heritiage Tree HX = Heritage tree to be removed, no code = not a heritage tree (sub-size)

DBH-Diameter at breast height measured at 54" above grade unless otherwise indicated.

* NOTE:  I reassigned this number from a small apple tree listed on a previous report, to a coast live oak of Heritage size that may not have been included previously.  In updating this inventory, I have 
not added any additional trees of non-Heritage status, but rather, chose to note them on the map.

TREE INVENTORY
1076 Santa Cruz Ave.

Menlo Park, CA
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HEIGHT - Estimated tree height from grade

CANOPY-Diameter of the canopy spread, from tip to tip of the longest stems.

CONDITION-Ground based visual assessment of structural and physiolocical well-being
"Good" Normal vigor, full canopy, no observable significant structural defects, many years of service life remaining
"Fair" Reduced vigor, significant structural defect(s), and/or other significant signs of stress
"Poor"  In potentially irreversible decline, structure an aesthetics severely compromised
"Dead"  No live canopy/buds

SUITABILITY-Determining a particular specimen's  suitability to be preservered based upon structural and physiological well-being, expected impact by proposed activities, 
tolerance to withstand impacts, tree age and expected longevity, species desirability (High, Moderate, Low).

INTENSITY-Determining the level of adverse impact upon a particular specimen (1 thru 5: 1 = high, 5 = Low).

TOLERANCE-Determining the relative species tolerance to withstand adverse impacts (Good, Moderate, Poor).

PRESCRIPTION-fate of a particular specimen: Preserve or Remove.
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TPZ MAP LEGEND:

Tree to Remain* 

Tree Removal* 

TPZ I Fencing (see spec.)
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1

Turner, Christopher R

From: Kevin Salimian <kevin.salimian@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 11:44 PM
To: Turner, Christopher R
Subject: 1076 Santa Cruz - Planning Commission Hearing

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and 
know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply. 

Hi Mr Turner, 

I live in Menlo Park, at 1110 Arbor Road. I noticed that there is an upcoming planning commission hearing around the 
cutting down of several heritage trees at 1076 Santa Cruz Avenue. I strongly object to the cutting down of these heritage 
trees.  One of the special parts of living in Menlo Park, including our neighborhood, is the city’s efforts to proactively 
preserve heritage trees. I do not believe these trees should be cut, and think the owners should adjust their house 
construction to respect the natural beauty of these trees. 

Best, 

Kevin Salimian 

Sent from my iPhone 

ATTACHMENT G
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Community Development 

 

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

 
 
STAFF REPORT 

Planning Commission    
Meeting Date:   1/27/2020 
Staff Report Number:  20-005-PC 
 
Public Hearing:  Menlo Gateway Development Agreement – Ninth 

Annual Review 

 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the information provided and make a 
determination that the property owner, over the course of the past year, has demonstrated good faith 
compliance with the provisions of the Menlo Gateway Development Agreement for the period of January 
2019 through January 2020. The recommended actions are included as Attachment A. 

 
Policy Issues 
The Planning Commission should consider whether or not the property owner has demonstrated good 
faith compliance with the provisions of the Development Agreement for the Menlo Gateway (Bohannon 
Hotel & Office) project on properties addressed 100 to 200 Independence Drive (Independence Site) and 
105 to 155 Constitution Drive (Constitution Site). As explained in the Analysis section of this report, the 
term of the Development Agreement has expired and this public hearing will serve as the final annual 
review for the project by the Planning Commission. 

 
Background 
In June 2010, the City Council voted to approve the Menlo Gateway project, subject to voter approval of a 
ballot measure for the November 2, 2010 general election. The voters approved Measure T, and the 
project approvals became effective with the certification of the election results on December 7, 2010. The 
project involved General Plan and Zoning Ordinance Amendments and a number of other approvals, 
including a Conditional Development Permit (CDP) and Development Agreement, to allow the construction 
of an office, research and development (R&D), hotel, and health club development on two sites (referred 
to as the Independence Site and Constitution Site) located between US 101 and Bayfront Expressway 
adjacent to the Marsh Road interchange. A location map is included as Attachment B. 
 
In March 2015, the applicant requested substantially consistent major modifications to the CDP to 
accommodate a different hotel format than the one anticipated as part of the original approval. This was 
mainly due to a change in market conditions and the discontinuation of the hotel concept that was 
originally proposed. The CDP outlines an approval process for proposed major modifications that requires 
reviews and recommendations from the Planning Commission and City Council, and a final decision by 
the City Manager. In May 2015, the Planning Commission and City Council recommended that the City 
Manager approve the following major modifications to the original project: 
 

• An increase in the number of hotel rooms from 230 to 250; 
• An increase in the hotel square footage by approximately 24,000 from 173,000 to 197,000; 
• Incorporation of the health and fitness facility into a parking structure on the Independence Site; 
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• A decrease in the health and fitness facility square footage by approximately 28,000 from 69,000 to 
41,000; and 

• A net decrease in square footage by approximately 4,400 for the total project. 
 
On July 28, 2015, the City Manager issued a letter approving these major modifications to the CDP. 
 
The following table summarizes some of the key features of the overall project on approximately 15.9 
acres: 
 

 
Table 1: Menlo Gateway Project Summary 

 
Land Use Constitution Site 

(Closest to SR 84) 
Independence Site 
(Closest to US 101) 

 
Total 

Office/R&D 494,664 s.f 200,000 s.f. 694,664 s.f. 

Hotel n/a 197,000 s.f./ 
250 rooms 

197,000 s.f./ 
250 rooms 

Health Club n/a 41,000 s.f. 41,000 s.f. 

Total 494,664 s.f. 438,000 s.f. 932,664 s.f. 
 
In October 2017, the applicant requested substantially consistent minor modifications to the approved 
plans for the Constitution Site office buildings. The changes were requested to enhance the functionality of 
the proposed buildings and site. The proposed changes included: 
 

• Removal of the planters and foliage along each level and elevation of the parking structure 
facades, and installation of dichroic glass panels on the northern and southern elevations of each 
structure to create a unique, iconic sculptural element on each of the parking structures;  

• Replacement of a trellis structure between the two Constitution office buildings with two aerial 
pedestrian bridges to provide increased connectivity between the buildings for workers; and 

• An increase in the height of the roof canopy of the Constitution office buildings from 12 feet to 13 
feet to accommodate screening for elevator hoistways and cooling tower penthouses. 

 
Following a notification to the Planning Commission of the proposed changes, the substantially consistent 
minor modifications were approved by the Community Development Director on December 15, 2017. 
 
Beginning in late September 2017 through December 2017, the applicant submitted building permit plans 
for the construction of the two parking garages and two eight-story office buildings approved for the 
Constitution Site. The plans were consistent with the substantially consistent minor modifications approved 
by the Community Development Director. Construction of the core and shell of the two office buildings and 
two parking structures on the Constitution Site was completed in August 2019, and tenant improvements 
are currently underway. Facebook is the lessee of both office buildings on the site. Occupancy of the 
buildings is anticipated to occur in spring 2020. 
 
Construction of the buildings on the Independence Site was completed in spring 2018, and all buildings on 
the site are occupied. Facebook is the current lessee of the office building and garage health club at 100 
Independence Drive and 150 Independence Drive, and Hotel Nia is the operator of the hotel building at 
200 Independence Drive. The three buildings opened in May 2018.  
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The Planning Commission has conducted eight annual reviews of the project between December 2011 
and January 2019. In each instance, the Commission found that the property owner had complied in good 
faith with the terms and conditions of the Development Agreement.  

 
Analysis 
A Development Agreement is a legally binding contract between the City of Menlo Park and an applicant 
that delineates the terms and conditions of a proposed development project. A Development Agreement 
allows an applicant to secure vested rights and allows the City to secure benefits that are generally not 
obtainable otherwise. Development Agreements are commonly used for land use developments which are 
implemented in phases over a period of time. Development Agreements provide assurances to both the 
applicant and the City that the terms of the agreement will be in force until the completion of the project, 
and in some cases, elements of the Development Agreement could be in effect for the life of the project. 
Development Agreements are enabled by California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5. 
 
The City Council adopted Resolution No. 4159 in January 1990, establishing the procedures and 
requirements for the consideration of Development Agreements. Resolution No. 4159 calls for the 
Planning Commission to conduct a public hearing at which the property owner (or representative for the 
property owner) must demonstrate good faith compliance with the terms of the agreement. The Planning 
Commission is to determine, upon the basis of substantial evidence, whether or not the property owner 
has, for the period under review, complied in good faith with the terms and conditions of the Agreement. 
The decision of the Planning Commission is final, unless it is appealed to the City Council. These 
provisions implement Government Code Section 65865.1 which requires the periodic review, at least once 
every 12 months, to determine compliance with the terms of the agreement. 
 
In addition, the approved Development Agreement for the Menlo Gateway project, Section 7.1, sets forth 
the following requirement for the Annual Review: “The City shall, at least every twelve (12) months during 
the term of this Agreement, review the extent of Owner’s good faith compliance with the terms of this 
Agreement pursuant to Government Code § 65865.1 and Resolution No. 4159. Notice of such annual 
review shall be provided by the Director to Owner not less than thirty (30) days prior to the date of the 
hearing by the Planning Commission on Owner’s good faith compliance with this Agreement and shall to 
the extent required by law include the statement that any review may result in amendment or termination 
of this Agreement. A finding by City of good faith compliance by Owner with the terms of Agreement shall 
conclusively determine the issue up to and including the date of such review.”  
 
Section 2 of the Menlo Gateway Development Agreement identifies the term for retaining development 
rights. The initial term of the Development Agreement was five years from the effective date of December 
7, 2010. By the fifth year of the agreement, which ended December 7, 2015, the applicant was required to 
make a complete building permit submittal. However, Section 8.2 of the Development Agreement gives 
the City Manager authority to extend for a reasonable period, not to exceed 180 days, the time to satisfy 
the actions identified in Section 2, provided the owner is using diligent efforts. On November 30, 2015, the 
City Manager authorized a 180-day time extension for the applicant to submit a substantially complete 
building permit application on or before June 7, 2016. On May 12, 2016, the applicant submitted a 
complete building permit set for the hotel, which met the Development Agreement requirements to retain 
development rights. As a result, an automatic three year extension of the Development Agreement to 
December 7, 2018 was granted according to the terms in Section 2.  
 
With construction complete on the Independence Site, the applicant had until the 15th year from the 
effective date of the Development Agreement (December 7, 2025) to start construction on the first office 
building on the Constitution Site. Upon beginning construction on the first Constitution Site office building, 
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the applicant would have an additional five years (i.e., 20 years from the effective date) to start 
construction of the second Constitution Site office building. As mentioned in a previous section, the 
applicant has already completed construction on both office buildings and parking structures on the 
Constitution Site. 
 
Section 2.2.5 of the Development Agreement states that the term of the Development Agreement shall 
continue until the applicant “cause(s) completion of construction of the second office building in the 
Constitution Phase to occur.” The Development Agreement defines “completion of construction” as 
“substantial completion of a building component…, as evidenced by the City’s sign-off of its final 
inspection of the construction of such building (other than any tenant spaces).” Staff from the various 
responsible City divisions gave final sign-off of building permits for the core and shell of the Constitution 
Phase buildings, site work, and landscaping in September 2019. As a result, the term of the Development 
Agreement has expired, but certain provisions of the Development Agreement will continue for a period of 
time outlined in the Development Agreement. Specifically: 
 

• Section 5.1 obligates the applicant to make annual payments to the City if the project does not 
produce a guaranteed amount of revenue each year, according to a revenue target schedule 
included in the Development Agreement. The guaranteed payments apply during a 20 year period 
that begins at the start of the financial quarter after the third anniversary of the hotel opening date. 
The hotel opened on March 29, 2018. As a result, Section 5.1 will be effective from April 1, 2021 
through April 1, 2041. 

• Section 5.4 imposes an additional transient occupancy tax (TOT) on the hotel of one percent 
above the standard citywide TOT rate in effect at any time. This requirement extends beyond the 
term of the Development Agreement and remains in effect as long as the hotel is in operation. 

• Section 5.7 requires the applicant to implement mitigation measures necessary to reduce net new 
vehicle trips for the project from 11,113 net new vehicle trips to 9,242 net new vehicle trips. The 
vehicle trip reduction requirements survive the expiration of the Development Agreement and 
remain in effect for the life of the project. 

• Section 5.8 requires the applicant to enroll all buildings in PG&E’s ClimateSmart program (since 
discontinued) or an equivalent program for the life of the buildings. All occupied buildings are 
currently enrolled in the Peninsula Clean Energy ECOPlus (75 percent greenhouse gas-free) 
program, and the remaining 25 percent of greenhouse gas emissions from energy use are offset 
with Green-e certified Renewable Energy Certificates (RECs). The Constitution Site buildings will 
utilize the same programs upon occupancy. 

 
Staff will continue to work with the applicant to monitor and enforce the requirements listed above, and a 
Memorandum of Termination will be prepared to memorialize the ongoing status of these requirements. 
With the expiration of the Development Agreement term, this will serve as the last annual review of the 
Menlo Gateway Development Agreement by the Planning Commission.  
 
The applicant provided a letter (Attachment C), and staff reviewed exhibits provided by the applicant that 
were updated and clarified as necessary to reflect staff’s knowledge and records of project progress. The 
staff-reviewed exhibits include: 
 

• Two matrices indicating the status of Development Agreement obligations (Attachment D); 
• CDP-related infrastructure improvements tied to the Independence Site phase of the project 

(Attachment E, unchanged since the last review); and,  
• CDP-related infrastructure improvements tied to the Constitution Site phase of the project 

(Attachment F). 
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In evaluating the applicant’s progress at implementing various aspects of the Development Agreement, 
staff has developed a classification system to describe how the specific requirements are being fulfilled 
using four categories. Three of these categories are consistent with the principle of good faith compliance 
with the terms of the agreement and are as follows:  
 
 

• Completed: A one-time action was completed during the term of the Development Agreement.  
• Ongoing: An action is being performed and will continue to be performed for a designated period 

of time as required by the Development Agreement.  
• Conditional, No Action Required: The triggering event, condition, or requirement to undertake an 

item has not occurred; no action is necessary at this time. 
 
The fourth category, described as Unacceptable Progress implies that, at least potentially, good faith 
compliance for that item may not have occurred. However, a determination that substantial and persistent 
non-implementation of the Development Agreement would have to occur before a lack of good faith 
compliance could truly be determined. None of the Development Agreement requirements have been 
identified as unacceptable progress during the 2019-2020 Development Agreement review year.  
 
To ensure that the City is aware of the status of compliance and any challenges in achieving compliance, 
the applicant meets with City staff weekly and provides periodic updates on the status of all applicable 
requirements. These updates, as well as supporting correspondence and written documentation have 
been used to develop the Development Agreement implementation tables attached to this staff report. 
 

Development Agreement progress 
The Development Agreement includes 14 requirements that are associated with the annual Development 
Agreement tracking. A summary of the implementation status of the 14 Development Agreement 
requirements is provided in the following table: 
 

Table 2: Development Agreement Project Progress 

Implementation Status Number of 
Requirements 

Completed 9 

Ongoing 3 

Conditional, No Action Required 2 

Unacceptable Progress 0 
 
Over the course of the past year, five additional requirements were finished for a total of nine requirements 
completed, three requirements remain ongoing as long-term requirements of the Development Agreement, 
and two remain conditional with no action required at this time. No Development Agreement requirements 
are considered to have made unacceptable progress. Details of the individual items are described in 
Attachment D, as mentioned previously. 
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CDP implementation progress 
As part of this annual review, staff has also reviewed the status of seven major infrastructure 
improvements identified in the project CDP related to the Independence Site and five major infrastructure 
improvements in the CDP related to the Constitution Site. These infrastructure improvements are tied to 
the implementation of mitigation measures from the certified environmental impact report (EIR). As shown 
in the table below, the applicant has fulfilled all of the infrastructure improvement obligations under the 
CDP. 
 
 

Table 3: CDP Project Progress 

Completion Status Number of Projects 

Completed (or Fair Share Paid) 12 

Under Construction 0 

Project in design development / Permits not issued / 
Construction not started 0 

 
The applicant has completed or contributed a fair share amount toward all seven identified infrastructure 
projects for the Independence Phase of the project. For the Constitution Phase, the applicant has 
completed or contributed a fair share amount toward all five of the identified infrastructure projects 
required in the CDP. Details of the individual items are described in Attachments E and F. 
 

Correspondence  
Staff has not received any correspondence regarding the applicant’s progress in meeting the provisions of 
the Development Agreement. 

Conclusion 
Since May 2015, the applicant’s project development team has met with City staff on a weekly basis to 
provide updates on the development of the project and compliance with the requirements of the 
Development Agreement and CDP. Construction is complete for all buildings and structures on the 
Independence and Constitution Sites, which occurred within the Development Agreement term to retain 
development rights. With regard to requirements in the Development Agreement and CDP, the applicant 
made good progress and completed all of the outstanding infrastructure projects during the previous year.  
 
As a result of completion of the second office building in the Constitution Site phase, the term of the 
Development Agreement has expired but four provisions of the Development Agreement will continue for a 
designated period of time outlined in the Development Agreement for each item. Staff will continue to work 
with the applicant to ensure that these obligations are met. Based on the progress made over the past 
year, staff recommends that the Planning Commission make a determination that the property owner has 
demonstrated good faith compliance with the provisions of the Development Agreement for the period of 
January 2019 through January 2020 for the final annual review. 

 
Impact on City Resources 
The applicant is required to pay all costs associated with this review to fully cover the cost of staff time 
spent on the review of these projects. 
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Environmental Review 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that activities which meet the definition of a 
Project be evaluated for their potential impacts on the environment. The Annual Review of the 
Development Agreement has no potential to result in an impact to the environment and does not meet the 
definition of a Project under CEQA; as a result, no environmental review or determination is needed. The 
environmental impacts of the original project and the associated Development Agreement were evaluated 
and considered at the time the project was initially approved by the City in 2010. 

 
Public Notice 
Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with the agenda items being listed, at least 72 
hours prior to the meeting. Public notification also consisted of publishing a notice in the local newspaper 
and notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the subject property. 

 
Attachments 
A. Recommended Actions 
B. Location Map 
C. Letter from Bohannon Development Company 
D. Development Agreement Obligations Status Summary 
E. CDP Independence Phase Infrastructure Improvements Summary 
F. CDP Constitution Phase Infrastructure Improvements Summary 
 
 
Report prepared by: 
Tom Smith, Senior Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Corinna Sandmeier, Senior Planner 
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Menlo Gateway Development Agreement – Attachment A: Recommended Actions 

PAGE: 1 of 1 

LOCATION: 
100-200 Independence
Drive,
105-155 Constitution
Drive

PROJECT NUMBER: 
N/A 

APPLICANT:  
Bohannon Development 
Company 

OWNER:  
Bohannon Development 
Company 

PROPOSAL: Make a determination that Bohannon Development Company has made good faith efforts 
to implement the provisions of the Menlo Gateway development agreement during the 2019-2020 
Development Agreement Review Year. 

DECISION ENTITY: Planning 
Commission 

DATE: January 27, 2020 ACTION: TBD 

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

ACTION: 

1. Make a finding that the Annual Review of the Development Agreement has no potential to result in
an impact to the environment and does not meet the definition of a Project under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

2. Make a finding that Bohannon Development Company has implemented the provisions of its
Development Agreement during the 2019-2020 Development Agreement Review Year.
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January 15, 2020 

Tom Smith 
City of Menlo Park 
701 Laurel Street 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 

Re: 2019 Menlo Gateway Development Agreement Review 

Dear Tom: 

We understand that on January 27, 2020, the City will conduct its annual review of Bohannon’s 
good faith compliance with the terms of the Development Agreement for the Menlo Gateway 
Project, located at 100 to 190 Independence Drive and 101 to 155 Constitution Drive, both in the 
City of Menlo Park, California. Pursuant to City Council Resolution No. 4159, the annual review 
provides an opportunity for the Planning Commission to determine whether the property owner 
has complied in good faith with the terms and conditions of the Development Agreement during 
the previous 12 months. In 2019, we achieved several significant milestones, including 
completing construction of the second office building in the Constitution Phase of the Project.  

The purpose of this letter is to help facilitate the annual review by providing some background 
and then reporting on the status of the various initiatives described in the Development 
Agreement. The City has conducted eight annual reviews of the Project, and in each instance, the 
Planning Commission found that we had complied in good faith with the terms and conditions of 
the Development Agreement. As demonstrated below, we believe that Bohannon has continued 
to demonstrate its good faith compliance with the Development Agreement. We therefore 
respectfully request that the staff recommend that the Planning Commission find and determine, 
on the basis of substantial evidence, that Bohannon has, for the period between January 2019 
and January 2020, complied in good faith with the terms and conditions of the Development 
Agreement.  

We have continued to work closely with our financial partner, Alexandria Real Estate Equities; 
our tenant, Facebook; and with City staff.  In August, the core and shell of the two Constitution 
office buildings and garages were completed on schedule, and Facebook commenced its tenant 
improvements in September.  

The Hotel Nia Owner entered into a Partial Assignment and Assumption of Development 
Agreement on March 22, 2016.  After opening in March 2018, Hotel Nia ownership continued 
their responsibility for  hotel-related Development Agreement items and will continue to be 
responsible for ongoing DA requirements related to the hotel operations.  

We have also completed a number of off-site landscaping projects that serve the neighboring 
community, including improvements at Belle Haven and Beechwood Schools and a small park on 
City owned property along the eastern side of Marsh Rd.  
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Status of Compliance with the Terms of the Development Agreement 

To facilitate the Planning Commission’s annual review, we have prepared a summary of our 
progress during the last year on implementing the Development Agreement, attached as Exhibit 
A. We have also included a summary of the major infrastructure improvements identified in the
Conditional Development Permit, which are incorporated by reference into the Development
Agreement. The table attached hereto as Exhibit B summarizes the status of the infrastructure
requirements contained in the Conditional Development Permit. As you can see, we have
satisfied the Development Agreement’s requirements.

We are immensely proud of all that has been accomplished to date, and are delighted that this 
landmark Project has become a reality. As always, we appreciate the City’s ongoing cooperation 
and good faith efforts to help this Project move forward. Please do not hesitate to contact me if 
you have any questions, or if there is any further information we can provide to facilitate the 
Planning Commission’s review. 

Sincerely, 

David D. Bohannon 

Enclosures 
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Attachment D: Development Agreement Obligations Status Summary 

DA
TERM 

TASK/REQUIREMENT/ACTION1 TIMING STATUS NOTES 

§5.1 Guarantee Payments. 
Applicant shall be obligated 
to make to the City the 
Guarantee Payments to the 
extent required.  

Applicant’s obligation to make 
Guarantee Payments, if any, 
commence as of the first day of the 
first full calendar quarter following 
the earlier of: (a) the third 
anniversary date of the Hotel 
Opening Date, or (b) the fourth 
anniversary of the date the City 
allows occupancy of the office 
building on the Independence Site, 
unless the Guarantee Payment 
Period shall be earlier terminated in 
accordance with this Agreement.  

Conditional, 
No Action 
Required  

The Guarantee Payments 
obligation will go into effect 
April 1, 2021. However, 
based on current revenues 
received by the City, it is 
unlikely that Applicant would 
be required to make any 
Guarantee Payments. 

§5.2 Capital Improvements. 
Applicant shall make capital 
improvements to the Belle 
Haven neighborhood (not 
less than $750,000) and 
Bedwell Bayfront Park or 
other city-wide recreational 
improvements 
(approximately $500,000) in 
the amount of up to 
$1,250,000. 

Applicant shall pay for and cause 
the construction of such capital 
improvements to be completed 
prior to the date of the City’s final 
building inspection of the first office 
building in the Independence 
Phase.  

Completed Applicant and City finalized 
a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) that 
established Applicant’s 
funding contribution and 
obligations in 2017. Based 
on the MOU, the City was to 
determine specific capital 
improvements by June 1, 
2018 for Applicant to design 
and construct, or Applicant 
would pay required funding 
contribution and City would 

1 The DA requirements listed here may be summarized.  The complete terms can be found in the recorded Development Agreement. 
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DA
TERM 

TASK/REQUIREMENT/ACTION1 TIMING STATUS NOTES 

design and construct the 
capital improvements. 

Applicant provided an in lieu 
fee payment for Bedwell 
Bayfront Park in the amount 
of $397,536.69, as 
permitted by the terms of 
the MOU. The amount will 
be used to fund future 
improvements to the park 
consistent with the Bedwell 
Bayfront Park Master Plan, 
approved by Council in 
2018. 

Following outreach to the 
Belle Haven neighborhood 
in May 2018, Applicant 
began working with the City 
and Ravenswood School 
District on two projects. A 
Belle Haven School project 
included a new perimeter 
school fence and street 
trees. The Beechwood 
School project included a 
new path and landscaping 
to provide a safer travel 
path for students. 
Construction began on the 
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DA
TERM 

TASK/REQUIREMENT/ACTION1 TIMING STATUS NOTES 

projects in June 2019 and 
both were completed in 
December 2019. 

§5.3 Off-Site Landscaping 
Improvements. Applicant 
shall pay for and cause to 
be constructed off-site 
landscaping improvements, 
which may include 
pedestrian/bicycle 
pathways, hardscape, and 
other architectural and 
landscape features in 
addition to plantings, in 
certain areas surrounding 
the Property in an amount 
not to exceed $500,000. 

Applicant shall pay for and cause 
the construction of such 
landscaping improvements to be 
completed in two phases: 1) prior 
to the date of the City’s final 
building inspection of the first office 
building in the Independence 
Phase; and 2) prior to the date of 
the City’s final building inspection 
of the first office building in the 
Constitution Phase. 

Completed A community meeting was 
held in January 2018 to 
solicit input and feedback on 
Applicant’s proposal for 
landscaping improvements. 
A quarter-acre City-owned 
site was selected along the 
eastern side of Marsh Road, 
adjacent to the parking 
structure at 105 Constitution 
Drive. 

The project included new 
plantings, trees, and a 
walking path that Applicant 
describes as a “meadow 
concept.” The project also 
provided two vegetated 
swales along the Marsh 
Road public sidewalk to 
ensure proper storm water 
management. Construction 
was complete in December 
2019. 
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DA
TERM 

TASK/REQUIREMENT/ACTION1 TIMING STATUS NOTES 

§5.4 TOT Amount. Applicant 
agrees that, during the term 
of this Agreement and for 
so long as the Hotel is 
operating, the TOT 
applicable to the Hotel shall 
be assessed at 1.0% above 
the Citywide TOT rate in 
effect. 

The TOT can only be imposed on 
applicable hotel room rents and 
other receipts. 

Ongoing Hotel Nia opened in April 
2018 and the City is 
currently receiving TOT 
payments. There was some 
confusion regarding the 
implementation of the 
additional one percent TOT 
rate for a period of time after 
the Hotel opened. The City 
and the Hotel are in the 
process of resolving the 
issue and collecting 
additional revenue due. 

§5.5 Priority Hiring Program. 
Applicant shall create a 
priority-hiring program that 
will use JobTrain, or a 
comparable program 
selected by Applicant if 
JobTrain is not able to 
operate such program, as 
the first source for referral 
of qualified applicants for 
entry-level job openings 
related to both the Hotel 
and office uses, as well as 
construction positions.  

This obligation begins with 
construction and includes hotel 
operations, which are now ongoing. 

Completed Hotel Nia partnered with 
JobTrain to hire 214 
associates who live within 
the 13.5 miles of the project 
site. A number of these 
employees live in Menlo 
Park, Redwood City or East 
Palo Alto. Local hires work 
across 32 different job 
types, including accounting, 
food service, and 
housekeeping. 

With respect to construction 
jobs, Webcor hired a 
JobTrain apprentice for 
work on Hotel Nia. Webcor 
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DA
TERM 

TASK/REQUIREMENT/ACTION1 TIMING STATUS NOTES 

also utilized up to 15 
laborers from the JobTrain 
Labor Training Class for 
work on the Independence 
Phase. Webcor continued to 
work with JobTrain for 
assistance on development 
of the Constitution Site. 

§5.6 LEED Certifications. 
Applicant shall cause (a) 
the Hotel to qualify for the 
“LEED Silver Certification”, 
and (b) the office buildings 
included in the Project to 
qualify for the “LEED Gold 
Certification.”  

Applicant shall submit each 
application for such LEED 
certification following Applicant’s 
Completion of Construction of the 
Hotel or the applicable office 
building and shall use diligent, 
good faith efforts to obtain such 
LEED certifications, providing City 
with evidence of such applications 
and efforts to achieve such 
certifications.  

Completed LEED Core and Shell Gold 
certification for the 
Independence office 
building, garage, and fitness 
center was received in 
March 2018. Hotel Nia 
obtained LEED New 
Construction Silver 
certification in July 2018. 
LEED certification for the 
Constitution Site buildings 
was received in January 
2020. 

§5.7 Vehicle Trip Reduction. 
Applicant shall reduce Net 
New Vehicle Trips for the 
Project to be reduced from 
11,113 Net New Vehicle 
Trips to 9,242 Net New 
Vehicle Trips.  

Ongoing After occupancy of the 
Independence Phase office 
building, the first year 
analysis of trips attributed to 
the Independence Phase 
showed a reduction in Net 
New Vehicle Trips in 2018. 
The second year of trip 
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DA
TERM 

TASK/REQUIREMENT/ACTION1 TIMING STATUS NOTES 

analysis was completed in 
October 2019 and again 
measured that total trips 
were substantially less than 
allocated trips. The project 
is compliant with the TDM 
plan. Further data collection 
will be conducted after the 
Constitution Phase is 
occupied and operational. 

The TDM program requires 
two shuttle services.  
Service from Independence 
Drive to the Redwood City 
Caltrain station commenced 
June 3, 2019 and service to 
the Menlo Park Caltrain 
station commenced 
November 18, 2019. The 
service time runs from 6:30 
a.m. to 10:45 a.m.; and 3:30
p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

§5.8 GHG Emissions 
Reductions.  Applicant shall 
enroll all buildings in 
PG&E’s ClimateSmart 
program. In the event such 
ClimateSmart program is 
discontinued or becomes 

Ongoing PG&E no longer operates 
the Climate Smart Program, 
and Applicant investigated 
several alternatives to 
compliance with this 
condition. A substantially 
similar substitute program, 
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DA 
TERM 

TASK/REQUIREMENT/ACTION1 TIMING STATUS NOTES 

financially burdensome on 
the Project, Applicant may 
propose substitution of a 
comparable GHG offset 
program selected by 
Applicant, subject to the 
City Manager’s reasonable 
approval for the Project.  

requiring enrollment in 
Peninsula Clean Energy 
(PCE) ECO100 (which is 
100% greenhouse gas-
free), was proposed and 
accepted by the City. The 
Independence Site currently 
operates under this 
program, and the 
Constitution Site will operate 
under the same program 
upon occupancy. 
 

§5.9 Parking Structures. 
Applicant shall engage in a 
design development 
process with City staff to 
improve the aesthetics of 
the parking structures on 
Constitution and the 
parking structure on 
Independence. 
 
 
 
 

 Completed Aesthetic improvements to 
the parking garages were 
completed in October 2018. 
The improvements combine 
dichroic glass and 
sculptured perforated metal 
panels that reflect different 
colors based on sunlight or 
artificial light and the 
location of the viewer. 
 
Additionally, the sheer walls 
of all three garages sheer 
walls covered by metal 
panels to improve their 
overall aesthetics and 
appearance at the 
pedestrian level.   

D7



8 

DA 
TERM 

TASK/REQUIREMENT/ACTION1 TIMING STATUS NOTES 

 
Landscape improvements 
for all three garages provide 
some screening along 
Highway 101 and the 
Bayfront Expressway, and 
screening will be enhanced 
over time as the trees and 
plantings mature. 
 

§5.10 Utility Undergrounding. 
Applicant agrees to work 
collaboratively with and 
support City efforts to 
underground existing 
electric transmission lines 
located on the Constitution 
Site. 
 

 Completed All undergrounding work 
has been completed as part 
of construction activities on 
the Constitution Site. 
 

§5.11 School District Boundaries. 
In the event the City, one or 
more property owners, or 
the Ravenswood School 
District initiates an effort to 
reorganize school district 
boundaries, Applicant 
agrees to cooperate with 
any such future effort. 
 

 Conditional, 
No Action 
Required 

No change since last annual 
review. 

§5.12 Construction Sales Taxes. 
Applicant agrees to make 

Obligation begins when Applicant 
enters into construction contracts. 

Complete No change since last annual 
review. 
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DA 
TERM 

TASK/REQUIREMENT/ACTION1 TIMING STATUS NOTES 

diligent good faith efforts to 
include a provision in all 
construction contracts with 
all qualifying parties holding 
reseller’s permits to obtain 
a sub-permit from the 
California State Board of 
Equalization to book and 
record construction 
materials purchases/sales 
as sales originating within 
the City of Menlo Park.  
 

 
Applicant complied with this 
provision and directed its 
contractors to obtain sub-
permits to book and record 
construction material 
purchases/sales as 
originating in Menlo Park for 
qualifying contracts. The 
City received significant 
additional sales tax revenue 
as a result of this 
requirement. 
 

§5.13 Housing Sites. Applicant 
shall actively participate in 
a citizen advisory 
committee to assist the City 
in identifying future housing 
sites within the City when 
the City updates the 
Housing Element of the 
General Plan if the City 
decides to create such a 
committee. 
 

Housing Element was adopted on 
April 1, 2014. 

Complete Applicant participated in the 
update of the Housing 
Element of the General 
Plan.   

§5.14 Fire Impact Fee Study/Fire 
Impact Fee/Traffic Signal 
Priority System. The City 
Manager shall have the 
discretion to require 

 Complete Applicant made the required 
payment. 
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DA 
TERM 

TASK/REQUIREMENT/ACTION1 TIMING STATUS NOTES 

Applicant to pay up to 
$25,000 to the City to cover 
any City contribution toward 
the cost of a fire impact fee 
study. Prior to issuance of a 
building permit for the 
Independence site, 
Applicant shall coordinate 
with the City and the Fire 
District to provide up to 
$100,000 either for 
installation of traffic signal 
priority systems on 
Middlefield and Marsh 
Roads or an advance 
against any fire impact fee 
imposed on the Project.  
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Attachment E: CDP Independence Phase Infrastructure Improvements Summary 

CDP Requirement Timing Status 
CDP § 8.63: 
Payment of $125,000 
as a contribution 
toward signal timing 
improvements based 
on impacts to the 
intersections of Willow 
Road/Newbridge 
Street 

Prior to building permit 
issuance for the first building 
permit for foundation of the 
Independence Phase. 

Completed 

CDP § 8.64: 
Eastbound right turn 
lane from Willow Road 
to Bayfront 
Expressway 

Submit plans concurrent with 
the building permit submittal 
for the first building of the 
Independence Phase; submit 
plans and seek approval from 
Caltrans for a period of 5 
years from the date of 
occupancy of the first 
building.  

Completed 

CDP § 8.66: 
Eastbound left turn 
lane from Chrysler 
Drive to Bayfront 
Expressway 

Submit plans concurrent with 
the building permit submittal 
for the first building of the 
Independence Phase; 
construction to be completed 
prior to occupancy of the first 
building in the Independence 
Phase. 

Completed 

CDP § 8.67: 
Pedestrian 
improvements at 
Bayfront Expressway 
and Haven Avenue 

Submit plans concurrent with 
the building permit submittal 
for the first building of the 
Independence Phase; 
construction to be completed 
prior to occupancy of the first 
building in the Independence 
Phase. 

Completed 

This improvement is being 
constructed by a different 

developer and is no longer 
Owner’s obligation. Owner 

has paid a fair share 
contribution of $143,899.87. 

ATTACHMENT E
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CDP Requirement Timing Status 
CDP § 8.68: 
Install a traffic signal 
and proposed lane 
geometry modifications 
at Constitution Drive 
and Chrysler Drive 

Submit plans concurrent with 
the building permit submittal 
for the first building of the 
Independence Phase; 
construction to be completed 
prior to occupancy of the first 
building in the Independence 
Phase. 

Completed 

CDP § 8.71: 
Construct a westbound 
right turn lane from 
Marsh Road to 
Florence Street; 
pursue preservation of 
certain trees and 
submit a planning plan 

Submit plans concurrent with 
the building permit submittal 
for the first building of the 
Independence Phase; 
construction to be completed 
prior to occupancy of the first 
building in the Independence 
Phase. 

Completed 

Applicant completed 
concepts for installation of 

bike lanes on Marsh Road as 
an alternative to this 
improvement, due to 

concerns about heritage tree 
impacts and lack of interest 

from Redwood City. 

CDP § 8.74: 
Provide a fair-share 
contribution for a 
westbound right turn 
lane from Marsh Road 
to Florence Street in 
the Town of Atherton 

Prior to building permit 
issuance for the first building 
of the Independence Phase. 

Completed 

Owner paid a fair share 
contribution of $198,709.47. 
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Attachment F: CDP Constitution Phase Infrastructure Improvements Summary 

CDP Requirement Timing Status 
CDP § 8.31: 
Improvement plans for 
new sidewalks 
between 
Independence office 
building and 
intersection of 
Independence Drive 
and Constitution Drive 

Submit plans concurrent with 
the building permit submittal 
for the first building of the 
Constitution Phase; 
construction to be completed 
prior to final inspection of the 
shell of the first Constitution 
office building. 

Completed 

CDP § 8.33: 
Underground overhead 
electric lines that cross 
Chrysler Drive 
between Constitution 
Site and 161 
Constitution Drive 

Submit plans concurrent with 
the building permit submittal 
for the first building of the 
Constitution Phase; 
construction to be completed 
prior to building permit 
issuance for the first 
Constitution office building.  

Completed 

CDP § 8.45: 
Marsh Road and 
Bayfront Expressway 
intersection 
improvements, and 
Constitution Drive and 
Independence Drive 
intersection 
improvements 

Submit plans prior to building 
permit issuance for the first 
building of the Constitution 
Phase; construction to be 
completed prior to final 
inspection of the first building 
of the Constitution Phase. 

Completed 

CDP § 8.65: 
Additional left turn lane 
from Chilco Street to 
Bayfront Expressway 

Submit plans concurrent with 
the building permit submittal 
for the first building of the 
Constitution Phase; 
construction to be completed 
prior to occupancy of the first 
building on the Constitution 
Phase. 

Completed 

This improvement is being 
constructed by a different 

developer. Owner has paid a 
fair share contribution of $1.2 

million. 

ATTACHMENT F
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CDP Requirement Timing Status 
CDP § 8.72: 
Adaptive signal timing 
payment based on 
impacts to intersection 
of Bayfront 
Expressway and 
University Avenue 

Submit payment prior to 
issuance of the first building 
permit on the Constitution 
Site phase. 

Completed 
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STAFF REPORT 

Planning Commission    
Meeting Date:   1/27/2020 
Staff Report Number:  20-006-PC 
 
Public Hearing and 
Study Session:  Public hearing for the environmental impact report 

(EIR) scoping session and study session for the 
proposed Menlo Portal project with approximately 
335 multi-family dwelling units, 33,211 square feet 
of office, and 1,608 square feet of commercial space 
at 115 Independence Drive and 104 and 110 
Constitution Drive  

 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct the following items for the proposed Menlo Portal 
project located at 115 Independence Drive and 104 and 110 Constitution Drive: 

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

• 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 on July 22, 2019. 
 

The January 27th meeting will not include any project actions. The proposal will be subject to additional 
review at a future Planning Commission meeting. 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 
• Introduction by Staff  
• Presentation by Applicant on Project Proposal 
• Presentation by City’s EIR Consultant 
• Commissioner Questions on EIR scope 
• Public Comments on EIR scope 
• Commissioner Comments on EIR scope 
• Close of Public Hearing 
 

Project Proposal Study Session 
• Introduction by Staff  
• Commissioner Questions on Project  
• Public Comments on Project  
• Commissioner Comments on Project 
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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 (LSA Associates, Inc.) 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 and/or City permits: 
 

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

2. Use Permit for bonus-level development (which requires the provision of community amenities);  
3. Architectural Control to review the design of the new buildings and associated site improvements;  
4. Lot Line Adjustment to change the boundaries of the three existing parcels on the site;  
5. Lot Merger to merge two of the three existing parcels; 
6. Heritage Tree Removal Permits to remove heritage trees to enable the proposed project and plant 

heritage tree replacements per the City’s municipal code requirements; and 
7. Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement to provide on-site BMR units in accordance with 

the City’s BMR Ordinance. 
 
Additional actions and entitlements may be required as the project plans are refined. In addition, a Fiscal 
Impact Analysis (FIA) will be prepared as well as an appraisal to identify the necessary value of the 
community amenity. 

 
Background 
Site location 
The project site consists of three contiguous R-MU-B (Residential Mixed Use-Bonus) zoned parcels with a 
total area of approximately 3.2 acres, and currently contains three single-story buildings with a mix of office 
and industrial uses. The existing buildings would be demolished as part of the redevelopment of the project 
site. 
 
For purposes of this staff report, Bayfront Expressway (California State Route 84) is considered to have an 
east-west orientation, and all compass directions referenced will use this orientation. The project site is 
located south of Bayfront Expressway and east of Marsh Road. The project site is bounded by 
Independence Drive to the east and south and Constitution Drive to the north. The parcels to the north and 
south of the site are located in the M3(X) (Commercial Business Park) district and contain the Menlo 
Gateway project, which was entitled in 2010 and the second phase (Constitution Drive site) is currently 
under construction. The parcel to the east of the project site at 111 Independence Drive is zoned R-MU-B 
and currently contains an office building but is part of an active development proposal for a 105 unit, eight-
story apartment building. Parcels immediately adjacent to the west of the project site are zoned R-MU-B 



Staff Report #: 20-006-PC 
Page 3 

 

   
 

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

and contain a mix of office, light industrial, and R&D uses. A location map is provided as Attachment A. 
 

Planning Commission considerations 
This report highlights a variety of topic areas and discussion items for consideration during the study 
session. As the Planning Commission reviews the report, staff recommends that the Commission consider 
the following topics and use them as a guide to provide feedback: 
• Site and building design 
• Open space layout and amount 
• Public-serving commercial space square footage and potential uses 
• Onsite below market rate (BMR) units  
 

Project overview 
The applicant is proposing to demolish the existing buildings and site improvements across the entire 
project site and construct a seven-story residential building and three-story office building with the project 
attributes listed in the table below. The project plans and project description letter are included as 
Attachment B and C. The applicant is proposing to develop the project utilizing the bonus level provisions 
identified in the Zoning Ordinance. The bonus level provisions of the R-MU-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, as 
described in the Community Amenities section of the report. The applicant has not yet specified a 
community amenity to be provided in exchange for bonus level development. The project sponsor is 
currently proposing that 15 percent or a minimum of 48 of the total number of units across the entire project 
would comply with the City’s Below Market Rate Housing Program Ordinance, Chapter 16.96, and the City’s 
Below Market Rate Guidelines. The proposal would also include additional density and gross floor area by 
utilizing the City’s BMR density bonus to add additional units on-site in exchange for providing on-site BMR 
units. Table 1 below provides a comparison between the existing and proposed development as it relates to 
the R-MU-B development regulations.  
 

Table 1: Project Data 

 Existing Proposed Project 
Zoning Ordinance 

bonus level 
standards 

(maximums) 

City’s BMR 
bonus 

standards 
(maximums) 

Residential dwelling units 0 335 units 320 units 368 units 

Residential square footage 0 327,970 s.f. 313,918 s.f. 361,006 s.f. 

Residential floor area ratio  0 235% 225% 259% 

Commercial square footage 64,829 s.f 34,819 s.f.* 34,880 s.f. n/a 

Commercial floor area ratio 46.5% 25%* 25% n/a 

Total square footage 64,829 s.f. 362,789 s.f. 348,798 s.f. 395,886 s.f. 

Total floor area ratio 46.5% 260% 250% 284% 

* Includes 1,608 square feet of neighborhood serving commercial space and the remainder as office space. 
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The R-MU-B zoning district allows for a mixture of land uses with the purpose to provide high density 
housing and encourage mixed use development. The commercial component of mixed use development 
projects is intended to provide a mixture of uses including neighborhood-serving retail and services that 
promote a live/work/play environment. Office is an allowed use in the R-MU district, but was not envisioned 
to be the primary non-residential component of a project. The proposed project includes an office building 
which would be approximately at the maximum nonresidential FAR. At the Planning Commission study 
session the Commissioners did not raise concerns about the amount of office proposed at the site.  
 
The project site would merge two of the three parcels and maintain two legal parcels; however, the 
applicant is requesting that the proposed development be reviewed as if it is one parcel, which may be 
permitted through the use permit process, provided that if the entitlements are approved, a condition of 
approval would require that a deed restriction outlining the shared development potential between the 
parcels and the restrictions on each parcel be recorded. Therefore, the development regulations such as 
density, gross floor area (GFA), height (maximum and average height), and open space (publicly accessible 
and private) would be comprehensively evaluated across the entire project site rather than on a parcel-by-
parcel basis.  
 
Site layout 
The proposed apartment building would be located on the existing 115 Independence and 110 Constitution 
Drive parcels, and would have frontages on both Independence and Constitution Drives. A central plaza, 
dog walk, and fire access lane would run north to south between the apartment building and the proposed 
residential development at 111 Independence Drive and the proposed commercial building at 104 
Constitution Drive (which is part of the project site). A fire and service access lane would also run north to 
south along the eastern edge of the apartment building.  
 
The apartment building would have seven stories containing approximately 335 dwelling units located 
above two levels of above-grade structured parking, lobbies, and ancillary spaces for tenants. To account 
for potential flooding and sea level rise (and comply with the City’s Zoning Ordinance requirements), the 
main lobbies and resident ancillary spaces would be elevated approximately five feet above the existing 
grade of the street. Stairs and pedestrian ramps at the north and south of the building and along the central 
plaza are proposed to bring pedestrians from the sidewalk to the front doors of the lobbies on Constitution 
and Independence Drives. Driveways at the north and south of the building would provide access to the 
automated parking system within the building. Beginning at the second story, six levels of apartment units 
would wrap around the perimeter of the building surrounding a terrace with a pool and other private and 
communal open spaces for tenants located above the garage. 
 
The proposed apartment building appears to comply with the minimum and maximum setbacks permitted at 
the street frontages. The majority of the street façade is located within the maximum 25-foot setback 
requirement, with the lobby entrances further set back which is allowed in the R-MU-B zoning district. The 
building would meet or exceed the minimum interior side setbacks of 10 feet. 
 
To the west of the apartment building and across the central plaza, the commercial building would be 
located on the 104 Constitution Drive parcel. The three-story building would have frontages on 
Independence and Constitution Drives. The office space would be located above two levels of above-grade 
structured parking, lobbies, and commercial space intended to serve the neighborhood. Pedestrian access 
would be provided from the sidewalk on Independence Drive and a driveway on Constitution Drive would 
provide access to the parking garage. The third floor would contain 33,211 square feet of office and a roof 
terrace would provide an outdoor ancillary space for the office tenants. 
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Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and Gross Floor Area (GFA) 
The proposed project would be developed at a bonus-level FAR of approximately 260 percent, which is an 
increase in FAR and GFA from the original proposal reviewed at the July 22, 2019 study session. The 
increase in FAR and GFA between the original proposal and the revised proposal is due to the addition of 
more dwelling units and gross floor area based on the City’s BMR density bonus program. A project-wide 
comparison of proposed FAR and GFA is provided in the table below to highlight changes between the 
previous and current proposals. 
 

Table 2: Proposed FAR and GFA Modifications 

 Current Proposal July 2019 Study Session Proposal 

Total FAR 260% 248% 

Total square footage 362,789 s.f. 346,049 s.f. 

Dwelling Units 335 units 320 units 

Density 104.7 units per acre 100 units per acre 

Commercial/Office GFA 34,819 s.f. 34,708 s.f. 
 
In the R-MU-B zoning district, bonus level development has a maximum FAR of 90 percent at 30 dwelling 
units per acre and the maximum FAR increases on an even gradient to 225 percent at 100 dwelling units 
per acre (approximately 1.93 percent FAR for each unit). The proposed project would be built to the 
maximum density permitted through the bonus level development provisions and the provisions of the City’s 
BMR Housing Program.  
 
A total of 1,608 square feet of public-serving commercial GFA is proposed as part of the project. A particular 
use for this space has not yet been identified but could include retail, an eating establishment, personal 
services, private recreation, and/or other commercial uses permitted in the R-MU-B zoning district. The 
Planning Commission should provide feedback on the preferred types of uses for the space as part of its 
review. 
 
Height 
The applicant has submitted a preliminary analysis that documents compliance with the Zoning Ordinance 
height requirements. The proposed project heights are outlined in the table below. Staff is still reviewing the 
analysis but the proposed heights appear to be in compliance with the requirements. The applicant’s 
average height analysis averages the height of each specific portion of all the buildings using the portion of 
the footprint to weight that element of the building accordingly. As stated previously, compliance with the 
height requirements of the Zoning Ordinance may be calculated across multiple parcels and buildings within 
a single project site.  
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Table 3: Building Height 

 Proposed Zoning Ordinance standards 
Residential Height 
(Maximum)**  84 feet, nine inches 95 feet* 

Office Height 
(Maximum)** 56 feet, seven inch 95 feet* 

Height (Average)** 61.02 feet 62.5 feet* 
* The height limits include the 10 foot height increase allowed for properties within the FEMA flood zone. 
** Maximum height and average height do not include roof-mounted equipment, utilities and, parapets used to screen mechanical 
equipment. 
 
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 Menlo Portal 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 program EIR and discusses whether the proposed 
project is within the parameters of the ConnectMenlo EIR. Mitigation measures from the program EIR 
certified on November 29, 2016 will be applied to the proposed project. 
 
The initial study concludes that for a number of CEQA topics the proposed project is consistent with the 
program level EIR, does not have effects that were not adequately analyzed in the ConnectMenlo EIR and 
thus do not warrant further analysis. These include topic areas such as geology and soils, aesthetics, and 
recreation. Therefore, the City will prepare a focused EIR for the proposed project, meaning that the project-
level EIR will be focused on only those CEQA topic areas that require additional study (e.g. transportation, 
air quality, greenhouse gases (GHG), and noise). The draft focused EIR will be prepared and processed in 
accordance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines in effect at the time of the release of this NOP. 
 
Upon completion of the initial study, the City released a Notice of Preparation (NOP) (Attachment D) for the 
project on January 7, 2020, beginning a 30-day review and comment period ending on February 7, 2020. A 
NOP signals the city plans to prepare an EIR for the proposed project and begins the EIR process. The 
NOP is designed to seek guidance from potentially interested parties and members of the public on the 
scope and content of the EIR. The EIR is an informational document the purpose of which is to provide 
decision makers and the public with detailed information about the effects that the proposed project is likely 
to have on the environment, list ways in which the significant effects of the proposed project might be 
minimized, and identify alternatives to the proposed project. 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://www.menlopark.org/1601/Menlo-Portal) (Attachment D and E). Additionally, hard copies are 
available at the Menlo Park Library Reference Desk (800 Alma Street), the Belle Haven Branch Library 
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Reference Desk (413 Ivy Drive), and the Menlo Park Community Development Department (701 Laurel 
Street).  
 
The January 27, 2020 Planning Commission meeting falls within the 30-day comment period, and serves as 
a scoping session for the proposed project. The scoping session provides an opportunity for the Planning 
Commission and public to give comments on the content in the focused EIR as well as the initial study. 
Comments can be made on the scope, content, and focus of the analyses in any of the CEQA topic areas 
(outlined below), including the topics proposed to be scoped out of the focused EIR through the analysis 
and findings in the initial study. Examples of topics for consideration are inclusion of specific study 
intersections, suggested mitigation measures, alternatives (e.g. increase or decrease in housing units, 
commercial square footage, etc.), and cumulative impacts. These topics are only examples to help provide 
context to the Commission and members of the public on the types of comments that could be provided on 
the EIR scope and are not intended to limit the scope of comments. 
 
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 
focused 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 focused EIR, and a summary of all comments received 
(both written and verbal) on the NOP will be included in the body of the draft focused 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 initial study found that the project is not anticipated to result in new or more severe impacts 
beyond those examined in the program level EIR prepared for ConnectMenlo:  
 

Table 4: Topics with Less than Significant Impacts 

Topic Summary of Analysis and Findings in Initial Study 

Aesthetics 

The site is in a fully-developed area with relatively flat topography, and existing commercial 
and industrial buildings are located in the immediate vicinity. The project site does not 
provide public views of the San Francisco Bay, nor is it located within the viewshed of a 
state scenic highways. The City’s architectural control process and General Plan policies 
would ensure that the proposed project complies with existing design standards and does 
not generate excessive light levels, which would reduce the potential for light and glare 
spillover. The proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts to the 
aesthetics of the site and its surroundings beyond those examined in the ConnectMenlo 
EIR. 

Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources 

The site is currently developed with buildings, ornamental landscaping, and surface 
parking and is not zoned for nor utilized as an agricultural site, nor would it result in the 
conversion of forest land.  

Biological Resources 

The project site is currently developed and does not include any sensitive habitat, nor is it 
located near any sensitive habitats. Vegetation on the project site is limited. Compliance 
with bird-safe design measures in the R-MU-B zoning district, the City’s stormwater quality 
requirements, and the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance would further reduce any 
potential impacts related to biological resources. 
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Cultural Resources 

There are no recognized historic properties within the Bayfront Area, where the project is 
located. A Historic Resources Assessment prepared for the project site determined that 
none of the three existing buildings appear eligible for listing on the national or California 
registers of historical places and resources. The proposed project would comply with 
mitigation measures in the ConnectMenlo Final EIR to ensure that any potentially 
significant subsurface cultural resources or human remains are examined and recovered 
appropriately following review by a qualified archaeologist or the County Coroner. 

Energy 

The proposed project would comply with specific green building requirements for LEED 
certification, provide EV charging, provide on-site renewable energy generation, enroll in 
the USEPA’s Energy Star Building Portfolio Manager, use new modern appliances and 
equipment, comply with current CALGreen standards, and meet the City’s recently-
adopted reach codes, which would help to reduce energy consumption. Because 
California’s energy conservation planning actions are conducted at a regional level, and 
because the proposed project’s total impact to regional energy supplies would be minor, 
the proposed project would not conflict with energy conservation plans. 

Geology and Soils 

There are no mapped faults going through or adjacent to the project site, and the project 
site is not located within an Earthquake Fault Zone. The design and construction of the 
proposed project is required to conform with, or exceed, current best standards for 
earthquake resistant construction in accordance with the most current California Building 
Code and with the generally accepted standards of geotechnical practice for seismic 
design in Northern California. No known fossils or unique paleontological resources or 
unique geologic features are present within the study area, but in the event that any were 
discovered during ground disturbing activities, a qualified paleontologist would assess the 
discovering and develop an excavation plan. 

Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

The potential routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous wastes would have less 
than significant impacts because the proposed project would be required to comply with 
existing regulations to minimize impacts. Impacts associated with potential exposure to 
hazardous soil vapor and groundwater conditions during project construction and operation 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level based on compliance with ConnectMenlo 
Final EIR mitigation measures HAZ-4a and HAZ-4b, which require an Environmental Site 
Management Plan and vapor intrusion assessment to be prepared and implemented as 
part of the proposed project. 

Hydrology and Water 
Quality 

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

Land Use 
The proposed project would not physically divide an established community with any new 
roadways or barriers, and it would be designed to be consistent with ConnectMenlo, the R-
MU-B zoning regulations, and other City goals and policies.1 

Mineral Resources There are no known mineral resources in the vicinity of the project 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. 

Utilities 

The proposed project would be consistent with the type and intensity of development and 
population projections assumed for the project site in ConnectMenlo. The proposed project 
would connect to existing water delivery, sanitary sewer, and electrical power systems 
within the vicinity of the project site. It is anticipated that these pipelines would have 
sufficient capacity to support delivery of water to the proposed project, but the project 
sponsor will coordinate with the appropriate agencies to ensure that utilities are sufficient to 
serve the proposed project. 

Wildfire The ConnectMenlo Final EIR determined that the Bayfront Area, which includes the project 
site, does not contain areas of moderate, high, or very high Fire Hazard Severity for the 
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Local Responsibility area, nor does it contain any areas of moderate, high, or very high 
Fire Hazard Severity for the State Responsibility Area (SRA). In addition, the proposed 
project would not impair the implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted 
emergency response plan. 

1This section may be included in the focused EIR for the proposed project if the draft EIR is released after July 1, 2020, when 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) replaces level of service (LOS) as the standard used to evaluate environmental impacts under CEQA 
in the transportation impact analysis. At present, staff anticipates a draft EIR release prior to July 1, 2020 and the proposed project 
would analyze potential transportation impacts using LOS as the threshold of significance. If the draft EIR is released after July 1, 
2020 the LOS analysis would be relocated to the Land Use chapter, thereby necessitating that the draft EIR include the Land Use 
topic area for consistency with the General Plan. 
 
A more detailed analysis of the proposed project’s 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: 
 

Table 5: Topics to Be Included in the Focused EIR 

Topic Reasons for Inclusion in EIR 

Air Quality 

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. 

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 
Emissions 

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

Noise (traffic noise) The proposed project could result in increased traffic noise at specific locations, which will 
be evaluated based on the project-level vehicle 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 an 
analysis of population and housing will be provided in the project-level EIR. 

Transportation 

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 between the City of East Palo Alto 
and the City of Menlo Park also requires a project-specific TIA. The TIA would include an 
analysis of potential impacts at 15 study intersections identified in Attachment F. 

Tribal Cultural 
Resources 

AB 52 provides for consultation between lead agencies and Native American tribal 
organizations during the CEQA process. The City sent a letter providing the opportunity for 
consultation pursuant to AB 52 for the project to these individuals. No requests for 
consultation have been received to date, but the consultation process and its conclusion 
will be further discussed in the EIR depending on whether responses are received during 
the NOP public comment period.  

 
Alternatives 
Based on the significance conclusions determined in the EIR, alternatives to the proposed project will be 
analyzed to reduce identified impacts. Section 15126.6(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires the 
evaluation of a No Project Alternative. Other alternatives may be considered during preparation of the EIR 
and will comply with the State CEQA Guidelines, which call for a “range of reasonable alternatives to the 
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project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” 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 existing buildings with no new construction); 
and 

• Reduced Project Alternative that would minimize the effects of potentially significant environmental 
impacts. 

 
Correspondence 
As of the writing of this report, staff has received four emails and letters of correspondence regarding the 
proposed project and the scope and content of the analysis for the focused EIR. All correspondence is 
included as Attachment G. The applicant has also performed community outreach sessions to gather ideas 
directly from residents of Belle Haven and surrounding communities regarding the neighborhood 
commercial space.  
 
Next steps 
Following the close of the comment period on the scope and content of the EIR, City staff and its consultant 
will consider all comments in the development of the draft focused EIR. The preparation of the draft EIR 
focused for public release is expected to take approximately four months and is tentatively planned to be 
released in the spring/summer of 2020 with a minimum 45-day public review and comment period. During 
the 45-day comment period, the Planning Commission would hold a public hearing to discuss the draft EIR. 
Once the draft EIR comment period is completed, the environmental consultant will review and respond to 
all comments received in what is referred to as a “Response to Comments” document or final EIR. 
 

Study Session 
On July 22, 2019, the Planning Commission held a study session for an initial version of the proposed 
project. Similar to the current proposal, the original proposal included 320 multi-family dwelling units, 33,100 
square feet of office, and 1,608 square feet of commercial space. The Commissioners commented primarily 
on the following project aspects: 
 
• Parking Garage Design. Some Commissioners had concerns with the design of the parking garage 

screening. Additional information was requested on the type of screening and the Commission 
recommended looking at additional screening options. 

 
• Open Space. A few Commissioners had concerns with the usability of the central plaza which would be 

used as the publically accessible open space. Direction was given to consider ways that this space 
could be activated such as additional seating and live music. A few Commissioners also asked the 
applicant to consider how to create a sense of home at the pedestrian level. The residential building at 
the ground level should have some essence of residential units. 

 
• Affordable Housing. Some Commissioners recommended providing more than 15 percent of the units 

as BMR units and include a range in income levels (extremely low to moderate), sizes, and bedroom 
counts on the site. 

 
• Traffic. Some Commissioners had concerns with the traffic impacts from the new office square footage 

and residential units and directed the applicant to consider a transportation demand management (TDM) 
plan that reduces the total trips for the development more than required 20 percent. 
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• Neighborhood Commercial Space. The Commission recommended additional outreach and work with 

the surrounding neighborhood on the proposed community amenity. 
 
Since the previous study session, the applicant has made minor modifications to the proposal, particularly 
with regard to compliance with the Zoning Ordinance design standards, redesign of the office building, and 
the inclusion of additional housing units under the City’s BMR bonus program. The applicant summarizes 
these changes in the project description letter (Attachment C) The additional dwelling units would be market 
rate units and at this time, the applicant has not proposed to increase the number of BMR units above the 
15 percent requirement. Details regarding development regulations, open space, pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation, community amenities, and green and sustainable building regulations for the project are 
provided below but remain substantially the same as described in the previous study session staff report.  
 
Lot line adjustment and lot merger 
The site currently consists of three parcels addressed 115 Independence Drive, 110 Constitution Drive, and 
104 Constitution Drive (which is a corner lot with frontages on Independence and Constitution Drive). As 
part of the project, the applicant is requesting a lot line adjustment, which is defined in California 
Government Code Section 66412 as an “…adjustment between four or fewer existing adjacent parcels, 
where the land taken from one parcel is added to an adjoining parcel, and where a greater number of 
parcels than originally existed is not thereby created, if the lot line adjustment is approved by the local 
agency, or advisory agency.” The applicant is proposing a lot line adjustment and lot merger that would 
create two parcels on the site. The 115 Independence and 110 Constitution Drive parcels would be merged 
and the property line between 110 Constitution and 104 Constitution Drive would be shifted west. This lot 
line adjustment and lot merger would effectively locate the apartment building and office building on 
separate legal parcels. 
 
Vehicle parking and circulation 
The proposed project would include a total of 417 vehicular parking stalls distributed between the apartment 
and office building. The following table provides a more detailed overview of the proposed parking for the 
project: 
 

*The applicant is also proposing a commercial space in the office building that has not been identified as a specific use. A parking 
ratio of 2.77 spaces per 1,000 square feet would comply with all other uses in the R-MU-B zoning district except research and 
development which has a lower maximum parking ratio. 
 
The proposed office building would include 93 vehicular parking stalls incorporated into two above ground 
levels of parking at the base of the building and access to the parking garage would be located on 
Independence Drive. The proposed apartment building would also incorporate two above-ground levels of 

Table 6: Parking Requirements 

 Proposed Zoning Ordinance standards 

Residential parking stalls  324 min. 320 and max. 480 
Residential parking ratio 
(spaces/dwelling unit) .967 min. 1 and max. 1.5 spaces per unit 

Office parking stalls* 93 min. 70 and max. 105 
Office parking ratio* 
(spaces/1,000 s.f of GFA) 2.71 min. 2 and max. of 3 spaces per 1,000 

square feet 
Total parking 417 min. 390 and max. 585 
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parking at the base of the building containing 324 parking stalls. The parking structure for the apartment 
building would be accessed from a ramp located at the north and south ends of the building’s street 
frontage on Independence Drive and Constitution Drive. An automated parking system would be utilized 
within the apartment building garage to minimize the amount of space needed to park vehicles while 
meeting the parking requirements of the zoning district. Self-park spaces would be reserved for accessible 
parking, loading, guests, employees, and prospective tenants.  
 
As part of the City’s BMR bonus program the applicant would be requesting relief on the parking 
requirement for the 15 additional housing units which can be permitted to accommodate the additional 
housing units. Based on the zoning ordinance, the required minimum residential parking would be 335 
spaces for the 335 residential units so the applicant is requesting relief for 11 parking spaces. 
 
The Zoning Ordinance requires parking within multi-family residential developments to be unbundled from 
the price of a unit (unless parking is physically connected to one unit). Therefore, the proposed project 
would be required to unbundle the parking for the apartment units. The proposed parking provided would 
meet the zoning ordinance parking ratio for the 320 dwelling units allowed by the Zoning Ordinance and the 
parking relief requested for the additional density bonus under the City’s BMR Housing Program would 
comply with the City’s BMR Housing Program allowances. In addition, as required by the R-MU-B zoning 
regulations, the project would be required to submit a TDM plan demonstrating that the project would 
reduce associated vehicle trips by least 20 percent below standard generation rates for uses on the site. 
 
Bicycle and pedestrian parking and circulation 
The proposed project would include a total of 552 bicycle parking spaces. For residential uses the R-MU-B 
zoning district requires 1.5 long-term spaces per unit plus an additional 10 percent short-term spaces for 
guests. The apartment building would incorporate bicycle parking into a dedicated storage room on the first 
level of the building. The bicycle storage rooms would be accessible from Independence Drive. The 
apartment building would include the minimum required long-term bicycle parking spaces for tenants (480 
spaces), as well as 48 short-term outdoor spaces divided between the building entrances to meet the 10 
percent additional parking for guests. For the office building, long-term bicycle parking would be provided on 
the first level of the garage (12 spaces), and short-term bicycle parking spaces would be provided at the 
building entry (12 spaces). While not required by the zoning ordinance, the office building would also 
provide five motorcycle parking stalls in the parking garage that do not count towards the total required 
parking.  
 
As part of the proposed project, it is anticipated that new sidewalks and other street improvements such as 
street trees and planting buffers would be provided along the project frontages on Constitution Drive and 
Independence Drive, as required by the City’s Public Works Department. 
 
Open space 
The proposed project would be required to provide open space equivalent to 25 percent of the project site 
area, of which 25 percent must be provided as publicly accessible open space. According to the Zoning 
Ordinance (Chapter 16.45.120(4)(A)): 
 

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: 
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 (i)      Contain site furnishings, art, or landscaping; 
 (ii)     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. 
 
The minimum open space required for the project would be 34,880 square feet, of which a minimum of 
8,720 square feet must be publicly accessible and meet the requirements stated above. The applicant has 
submitted a preliminary analysis that documents compliance with the open space requirements. The 
applicant is proposing 51,319 square feet of open space for the development, of which 12,870 square feet 
would be publicly accessible. Staff is still reviewing the analysis to determine compliance. 
 
Publicly accessible open space 
The applicant is proposing to utilize the central plaza area between the office and residential buildings for 
publicly accessible open space. This area would be approximately 12,870 square feet (36.9 percent of the 
total open space requirement of 34,880 square feet) which exceeds the publicly accessible open space 
requirement of 25 percent. The space would be approximately 50 feet wide by 175 feet deep, which would 
accommodate planting and seating areas. The applicant has submitted preliminary plans that identify the 
conceptual design and layout of the publicly accessible open space. The open space is located at the 
ground level, visible from the public right-of-way, and contains direct connections to the public right-of-way. 
The open space includes site furnishings, bicycle parking, decorative paving, lighting, and landscaping. 
Currently it appears that the public sidewalk and street tree planters along the Constitution Drive frontage 
have been included in the publicly accessible open space calculations diagram. Areas in the public right-of-
way do not count toward the publicly accessible open space requirements for a project and would need to 
be removed from the diagram for future plan sets. As the applicant further develops the plan, staff will be 
working with the applicant to ensure compliance.  
 
The applicant indicates that the plaza’s edges would be activated by uses throughout the day and night, 
including residential amenity spaces, office amenity spaces, and outdoor dining areas connected with each. 
The plaza would feature gathering areas for groups of different sizes, ample seating, and lush planting 
including a robust tree canopy. Public art and wayfinding features would draw the public into the site and 
informal seating areas would invite visitors to linger rather than just passing through. The applicant intends 
the plaza to be activated by morning fitness classes, office workers on lunch breaks, neighbors walking their 
dogs or getting a coffee in the afternoon, and an occasional outdoor movie night or dance performance in 
the evening. 
 
The setback area between 111 Independence Drive and the proposed residential building is currently 
identified as a fire access lane and dog walk which do not count as publicly accessible open space but 
could be used as a publicly accessible pedestrian path (as outlined in the applicant’s project plans). The 
setback area on 111 Independence Drive includes additional landscaping and a bocce ball court. The 
applicants of these projects are open to coordinating a shared pathway between the two properties; 
however, the activation of the building facades would be limited.  
 
Common and private open space 
The proposed residential building would provide a mix of common and private open spaces for tenants. The 
apartment building would incorporate a combination of private balconies and terraces throughout each level 
of the building and common terraces on third and seventh levels of the building. Common open spaces in 
the apartment building would be available to tenants and guests, but would not be accessible to the public. 
The applicant’s open space analysis indicates 8,093 square feet of private open space and 22,283 square 
feet of common open space would be provided for the apartment building, for a total of 30,376 square feet 
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of private and common open space.  
 
The office building would have a total of 14,812 square feet of common open space provided on the roof 
terrace for the office tenants. As the plans continue to develop, staff will be working with the applicant to 
ensure compliance with all open space requirements. 
 
Trees and landscaping 
The project would require the removal of 13 trees in the existing parking and landscape areas, 10 of which 
are heritage-sized trees. The applicant has stated that the project site would be replanted with at least 20 
trees, and a minimum of 20 of the new trees would be heritage tree replacements meeting the City’s 
Heritage Tree Replacement Procedures guidelines. The number of trees to be planted as part of the 
proposed project will continue to be refined with future submittals, but the current conceptual landscape 
plan in the project plan set shows considerably more than 20 trees proposed to be located throughout the 
project site. 
 
Community amenities 
The R-MU 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 appraisal must be 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 appraised value is determined and 
the project plans are refined. The applicant has not yet specified a community amenity to be provided in 
exchange for bonus level development. The applicant’s proposal for community amenities will be subject to 
review by the Planning Commission through a later study session and/or in conjunction with the project 
entitlements. 
 
The ConnectMenlo community amenities list was discussed as part of the City Council March 27, 2019 
study session on the 2-year check-in for ConnectMenlo. At this time, staff will continue to use the adopted 
community amenities list to evaluate the potential community amenities proposed as part of the project until 
directed otherwise by the City Council. The current list is included as a link in Attachment H for the 
Commission’s reference. 
 
Below market rate (BMR) ordinance 
As noted above, projects in the R-MU-B zoning district are required to design and construct the required 
inclusionary affordable housing on-site as part of the project. The City’s Below Market Rate Housing 
Program requires 15 percent of the proposed dwelling units be set aside for low income households or an 
equivalent alternative. The applicant would be required to provide 48 BMR units to comply with the City’s 
BMR Housing Program. The applicant is proposing to utilize the allowable density and square footage 
increases for 15 additional units, as outlined in the City’s BMR Housing Program. Therefore, the total 
density at the site would include 15 additional units for a total housing unit count of 335, 48 of which would 
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be designated as BMR units.  
 
Design standards 
In the R-MU-B 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. Below is a summary of how the project complies with various design 
standards, as staff continues to review the proposed project additional compliance documentation may be 
required to ensure compliance with the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Architectural style and building design 
The design of the proposed residential building would have a contemporary architectural style, incorporating 
both solid elements and glass storefront along the majority of the primary street façades. The façades would 
predominantly consist of stucco and fiber cement boards in white and charcoal colors. The stucco portions 
of the façade would be required to be smooth troweled and limited to 50 percent of exterior facing facades. 
The applicant has provided a color and materials board and the current stucco sample texture does not 
appear to be smooth troweled. Staff will be working with the applicant to ensure that the stucco is smooth 
troweled and limited to 50 percent of the facades. The facades would include material variation through the 
use of phenolic panels (with a wood grain veneer) and metal panels (grey). The windows would be vinyl 
clad windows and the ground floor storefronts would contain an aluminum storefront system with a bronze 
finish. The proposed windows would be bronze on the exterior windows and silver for the interior courtyard 
facing windows. Select residences would include private balconies finished with a mix of glass and metal 
railings.  
 
The residential building would be seven stories tall, including a two-story concrete podium base element 
and a five-story wood-framed structure above. Parking, residential amenities, the leasing area, and tenant 
bicycle storage would be incorporated on the first floor and surround the perimeter of the parking garage 
along Independence Drive, Constitution Drive, and the central plaza. As currently proposed, the site layout 
and building orientation would reduce the parking garage visibility from Independence Drive, Constitution 
Drive, and the central plaza. Residential units are proposed to be a mix of studios, junior one-bedrooms, 
one-bedrooms, two-bedrooms, and three-bedroom units this is summarized in the table below.  
 

 
The design of the proposed office building would also have a contemporary style. The building would be 
three stories tall with the first two levels consisting of parking. The first level would also contain a 

Table 7: Residential Unit Mix 

Unit Type Total 

Studio  68 units 

Junior (One Bedroom) 86 units 

One Bedroom 135 units 

Two Bedroom 36 units 

Three Bedroom 10 units 
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neighborhood serving commercial space which would be located at the corner of the building at Constitution 
Drive and the central plaza. The exterior material of the first two levels of the building would primarily 
consist of screening for the parking garage and would be visible from the public right-of-way and central 
plaza. The screening would be perforated metal panel screening that would include plantings/vines to 
provide screening of the vehicles in addition to the metal panels. In addition, landscaping in front of the 
facades of the office building would provide additional screening of the parking garage on the first two 
levels. The upper level (third floor) of the office building would contain the office square footage and the 
façade would predominately be a glass façade with metal mullions. 
 
Minimum stepback and building projections 
On public-street-facing facades, buildings in the R-MU-B zoning district are required to step back at least 10 
feet for 75 percent of the building on the upper stories above 55 feet in height. The applicant has submitted 
preliminary documentation that the proposal would comply with the required minimum step back by pulling 
back portions of the front façades of the apartment buildings facing Independence Drive and Constitution 
Drive. While most of the building facade would be set back more than 10 feet from the property line, 
portions of the building would extend closer to the property line by nearly nine feet six inches. These 
portions of the building would comply with the Zoning Ordinance, which permits 25 percent of the façade to 
encroach into the setback. As staff continues to review the proposed project additional compliance 
documentation may be required, but staff believes the project to be generally in compliance with the 
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
The stepback requirement originally did not apply to the office building since the total building height was 
lower than the base height of 45 feet. However, the most recent updates to the project plans identify the 
stair, elevator tower, and bathrooms for the roof terrace above 45 feet in height and therefore, those 
portions of the building would be required to comply with the stepback requirement. City staff will work with 
the applicant to ensure compliance with this requirement through the entitlement review process. 
 
Major and minor modulations 
The design standards for the R-MU-B zoning district require major and minor modulations on street-and 
open space-facing facades. For major modulations, the design must include a minimum of one recess of 15 
feet wide by 10 feet deep per every 200 feet of facade length from ground level to 45 feet in height. For 
minor modulations, a minimum recess of five feet wide by five feet deep per 50 feet of facade length is 
required from ground level to the top of the building. The intent of the required modulations is to provide 
visual variety, reduce large building volumes, and provide spaces for entryways. 
 
For the residential building, the Independence Drive elevation would be exempt from the major modulation 
requirements because the facade would be less than 200 feet in length; however, the minor modulation 
requirement would apply to this facade. The proposed major modulations on Constitution Drive and facing 
the public open space would comply with the requirements with one major modulation at least 15 feet wide 
by 10 feet deep. The Independence Drive frontage also provides a compliant major modulation which is not 
required. Several minor modulations proposed along the Constitution Drive and Independence Drive 
frontages would not extend through the entire height of the building which is required for minor modulations. 
These modulations would need to be revised or a use permit would be required to modify the design 
standard. The proposed minor modulations along the public open space-facing façade appear to meet the 
intent of the Zoning Ordinance requirements. 
 
For the office building, no major modulations would be required since the street-and open space-facing 
facades would be less than 200 feet in length. However, each façade indicates a major modulation which 
would be used to comply with the overall major and minor modulation requirements. For the minor and 
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major modulations, the applicant is proposing to use triangular and trapezoid shaped building recesses to 
meet the minor modulation requirements for the office building. It is unclear if these recesses meet the 
required dimensions for modulations and additional information and plan dimensions would be required to 
verify compliance with the Zoning Ordinance. 
  
Ground floor exterior 
The applicant has provided preliminary diagrams indicating compliance with the ground floor transparency 
requirement, and building and garage entrance location and frequency requirements. Staff believes the 
project generally would meet the ground floor exterior requirements but would continue to work with the 
applicant to ensure compliance with the requirements. The ground floor façades occupied with parking 
garages are not required to meet the transparency requirements. However, the parking garage screens limit 
the variation of the office building façade and do not break up the long expanses of wall associated with the 
parking garage.  
 
Summary 
With regard to the overall project design/style and the application of R-MU-B zoning district standards, staff 
believes that the project would meet the design guidelines required in the Zoning Ordinance. Staff will 
continue to evaluate the proposed project to ensure compliance as more detailed plans are prepared and 
any modifications are made. The Planning Commission may wish to provide additional feedback on the 
proposed building design and site layout before the project advances to the draft EIR development stage.  
 
Green and sustainable building 
In the R-MU zoning district, projects are required to meet green and sustainable building regulations. 
Accordingly, the proposed building would: 

• 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; 

• Be designed to meet LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) Gold BD+C (Building 
Design + Construction); 

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

• Meet water use efficiency requirements; 
• Locate the proposed building 24 inches above the Federal Emergency Management Agency 

(FEMA) base flood elevation (BFE) to account for sea level rise; 
• Plan for waste management during the demolition, construction, and occupancy phases of the 

project (including the preparation of the required documentation of zero waste plans); and  
• Incorporate bird friendly design in the placement of the building, and use bird friendly exterior 

glazing and lighting controls. 
 
In addition, the project would be required to use electricity as the only source of energy for all appliances 
used for space heating, water heating, cooking, and other activities, consistent with the City’s reach code 
ordinance approved in September 2019. The reach codes went into effect beginning January 1, 2020. 
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. 
 
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. 
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• Site and Building Design. Do the revisions to the office building design address the Planning 
Commissions concerns? Is the parking garage screening for the office building acceptable? Does the 
colors and materials board contain an appropriate mix of colors, materials, and textures for the proposed 
development? 

 
• Public Open Space. Does the updated open space address the Planning Commission’s guidance from 

the previous study session? The amount of publicly accessible open space appears to meet the 
minimum square footage requirements; however, the programming does not appear to have been 
further developed since the last study session. The applicant team has indicated a willingness to work 
with the neighboring property owner at 111 Independence Drive to develop a shared pathway from the 
project site central plaza through to Independence Drive. However, additional information on how the 
two sites could develop a shared pathway and the Planning Commission should provide guidance on 
this possible collaboration between the two proposed development projects. In addition, the shared 
pathway would be adjacent to two parking garages and an emergency vehicle access lane. The 
Planning Commission may wish to provide direction on the architectural design of the parking garage 
facades.   

 
• Public-Serving Commercial Space. Is the approximately 1,608 square feet of public-serving 

commercial space on the ground floor of the office building an adequate amount of commercial space 
for the project? Are there certain types of uses (retail, an eating establishment, personal services, 
private recreation, and/or other commercial uses permitted in the R-MU-B zoning district) more strongly 
desired to potentially occupy the space? 

 
Correspondence 
As of the writing of this report, staff has received three emails of correspondence regarding the proposed 
project, as discussed in the previous correspondence section.  

 
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 
July 16, 2019, the City Council authorized the City Manager to enter into a contract with LSA Associates, 
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 
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and notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the subject property. 

 
Attachments 
A. Location Map 
B. Project Plans 
C. Project Description Letter 
D. Hyperlink: Notice of Preparation - https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/23946/Menlo-

Portal-Notice-of-Preparation  
E. Hyperlink: Initial Study - https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/23947/Menlo-Portal-Initial-

Study  
F. Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) Study Intersections 
G. Correspondence 
H. Hyperlink: Community Amenities List - https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/15009/6360---

Community-Amenities?bidId  
 

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: 
Kaitie Meador, Senior Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Corinna Sandmeier, Senior Planner 
Kyle Perata, Principal Planner 

https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/23946/Menlo-Portal-Notice-of-Preparation
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/23946/Menlo-Portal-Notice-of-Preparation
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/23947/Menlo-Portal-Initial-Study
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/23947/Menlo-Portal-Initial-Study
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/15009/6360---Community-Amenities?bidId
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/15009/6360---Community-Amenities?bidId
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COMMERCIAL FLOOR AREA SUMMARY:
MAX. ALLOWED FAR % 25% of the Total Site Area
MAX. ALLOWED FLOOR AREA (139,519 SF X 0.25) = 34,879.8 SF

OFFICE GSF = 34,818.4 SF 
(Office Total Built Area (Excludes Parking)) 
Includes "NEIGHBORHOOD BENEFIT" of 1,607.2 SF at Level 01

MULTI-FAMILY FLOOR AREA SUMMARY:
MAX. ALLOWED FAR % 225% of the Total Site Area
MAX. ALLOWED FLOOR AREA (139,519 SF X 2.25) = 313,917.8 SF (For 100 units/ Acre)

MULTIFAMILY GSF = 327,969.4 SF* 
(Residential Total Built Area excludes Parking, Trash & Utility shafts) 

* MAX. FAR BASED ON INCREASED UNIT COUNT: (BMR DENSITY AND FAR BONUSES)
320 Units on net lot area of 3.20 acres (100 dwelling units/acre) +15 units (BMR Bonus Density) = 335 total units

Max. FAR per unit =313917.8 / 320 = 980.99SF (~981SF)
Additional FAR for the 15 additional units = 981 x 15 = 14,715 SF
Max. FAR for 335 units = 313,917.8 + 14,715 = 328,632.8 SF

ZONING: R-MU-B Zoning District (Bonus level development)     
SITE AREA: 3.20 Acres   i.e., 139,519 SF  (Parcel A 37,171SF + Parcel B 102,348SF)

MENLO PORTAL

A-002a
LOCATION MAP & PROJECT DATA
SUMMARY

PROJECT ADDRESSES
104 CONSTITUTION DRIVE - COMMERCIAL (PARCEL A SITE AREA 37,171SF)
115 INDEPENDENCE DRIVE AND 110 CONSTITUTION DRIVE - MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (PARCEL B SITE AREA 102,348SF)

MULTI FAMILY HOUSING (320 UNITS) AND OFFICE PROJECT - AREA SUMMARY                                                                                  
                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

TRUE 
NORTH PROJECT

NORTH

Note: 
Refer to "C" sheets

115 
INDEPENDENCE 

DRIVE

110 
CONSTITUTION 

DRIVE

104 
CONSTITUTION 

DRIVE

NOTES :
1. TOTAL OFFICE AREAS  ARE SUM OF ALL OFFICE AREAS INCLUDED IN FAR.
2. THE OFFICE AMENITY SPACE AT LEVEL 01 IN THE OFFICE BUILDING IS DESIGNATED TO BE A NEIGHBORHOOD BENEFIT (REFER TO LEVEL 01 FLOOR PLAN IN SHEET A-005).
3. TOTAL RESIDENTIAL BUILT AREAS  ARE SUM OF ALL RESIDENTIAL AREAS INCLUDED IN FAR
4. TOTAL BUILDING GSF INCLUDE ALL AREAS (INCLUDED IN FAR AND NOT INCLUDED IN FAR) FOR OFFICE AND RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS.
5. TOTAL FAR (OFFICE + RESID)  IS INCLUSIVE OF THE EXTERIOR WALLS

PARCEL A - Office Building
(SITE AREA: 37,171 SF)

PARCEL B - Multi-Family Residential
(SITE AREA: 102,348 SF)

Area Schedule (*-VIZ_UNIT TYPE AREAS - MENLO PORTAL SCHEME A) - AREA SUMMARY

LEVEL

OFFICE
GSF

(INCLUDED
IN FAR)

OFFICE
AMENITIES
(INCLUDED

IN FAR)

OFFICE
COMMON

AREA
(INCLUDED

IN FAR)

OFFICE
UTILITIES

(INCLUDED
IN FAR)

OFFICE
UTILITIES

(NOT
INCLUDED

IN FAR)

OFFICE
PARKING

(NOT
INCLUDED

IN FAR)

OFFICE
OPEN
SPACE
(NOT

INCLUDED
IN FAR)

OFFICE
TOTAL
BUILT
AREA

RESID.
GSF

RESID.
AMENITIES

GSF

RESID.
COMMON

GSF

RESID
UTILITIES

(INCLUDED
IN FAR)

RESID
UTILTIES

(NOT
INCLUDED

IN FAR)

RESID
OPEN
SPACE
(NOT

INCLUDED
IN FAR)

RESID
PARKING
GSF (NOT
INCLUDED

IN FAR)
RESID TOTAL
BUILT AREA

TOTAL
BLDG GSF

TOTAL
FAR

(OFFICE+
RESID)

Level R-Roof 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,170.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,170.8 1,170.8 1,170.8
Level R-07 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 44,506.2 410.3 7,935.0 362.2 361.4 1,437.7 0.0 53,213.8 55,012.9 53,213.8
Level R-06 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 46,032.5 410.3 7,936.2 362.2 356.9 234.9 0.0 54,741.3 55,333.1 54,741.3
Level R-05 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 46,051.6 410.3 7,929.9 362.2 363.1 2,433.1 0.0 54,754.0 57,550.3 54,754.0
Level R-04 0.0 398.0 1,013.6 0.0 69.3 0.0 8,999.8 1,411.6 45,223.4 412.0 7,332.8 362.2 356.6 327.0 0.0 53,330.5 64,494.9 54,742.1
Level R-03 26,280.8 393.4 1,343.2 0.0 43.4 0.0 0.0 28,017.4 42,698.4 3,036.5 7,301.3 362.2 360.0 24,931.5 0.0 53,398.4 106,750.7 81,415.7
Level R-02 0.0 0.0 1,057.6 44.9 0.0 22,042.6 0.0 1,102.5 21,529.0 5,033.6 8,414.5 393.9 432.3 84.7 39,564.6 35,370.9 98,597.5 36,473.4
Level R-01 0.0 1,607.2 1,767.7 912.0 224.5 20,294.8 5,305.9 4,286.9 0.0 9,665.2 8,403.9 3,920.7 1,304.9 7,564.1 54,151.1 21,989.7 115,121.9 26,276.7

Grand total 26,280.8 2,398.6 5,182.1 956.8 337.2 42,337.4 14,305.7 34,818.4 246,041.0 19,378.3 56,424.4 6,125.7 3,535.2 37,013.1 93,715.6 327,969.4 554,032.1 362,787.8

B3



8,720.0 SFPUBLIC OPEN SPACE
OPEN SPACE 

REQUIRED (%) REQUIRED (SF)
25% of Site Area 34,879.8 SF
25% of Min. Open Space

OPEN SPACE PROVIDED (SF)

12,870.0 SF  Central Plaza
(i.e., 36.9% of Req. Open space)

51,318.8 SF (i.e., 36.8% of Total Site Area)

MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING & OFFICE PROJECT SITE AREA (Parcel A+Parcel B) = 139,519 SF (Refer to sheet C-004 for Parcel Information)
OPEN SPACE SUMMARY - PROJECT SITE (Refer sheet A-014 for Zoning Compliance - Open Space Diagrams and Calculations)

CALCULATION FOR 
RESIDENTIAL BUILDING 
OPEN SPACE

PARCEL B

(SITE AREA   102,348SF)

CALCULATION FOR 
OFFICE BUILDING 
OPEN SPACE

PARCEL A

(SITE AREA    37,171SF)

OPEN SPACE SUMMARY - FOR INDIVIDUAL PARCELS (A & B) - Refer to sheet C-004 for Parcel Information

REQUIRED (%) REQUIRED (SF) OPEN SPACE PROVIDED (SF)
25% of Site Area 9,292.8 SF 14,305.7 SF

(i.e. 5,305.9 SF (Central Plaza in Parcel A) + 
8,999.8 (Office Common Roof terrace)) 
(38.5% of Site Area)

25% of Req. Open Space 2,323.2 SF 5,305.9 SF (Central Plaza in Parcel A)
(57.1% of Req. Open Space)

OPEN SPACE

PUBLIC OPEN SPACE

CALCULATION FOR THE 
COMBINED PROJECT
(SITE AREA    139,519 SF)

REQUIRED (%) REQUIRED (SF) OPEN SPACE PROVIDED (SF)
25% of Site Area 25,587.0 SF 37,013.1 SF

(i.e. 7,564.1 SF (Central Plaza in Parcel B) + 
18,341.7 SF(Resi. Common spaces) +
11,107.3 SF (Resi. Private Terraces)) 
(36.2% of Site Area)

25% of Req. Open Space 6,396.8 SF 7,564.1 SF (Central Plaza in Parcel B)
(29.6% of Req. Open Space)

OPEN SPACE

PUBLIC OPEN SPACE

OPEN SPACE REQUIRED 
PER CHAPTER 16.45 R-MU 
RESIDENTIAL MIXED USE 
DISTRICT 16.45.120 DESIGN 
STANDARDS (4) (C)

RES. PRIVATE OPEN 
SPACE
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL 
UNITS = 320*

* NOTE:Additional 15 
units not included in 
Open Space Calc.

Residential Private Open Space Required (80 SF/Unit) = 25,600.0 SF
Residential Private Open Space Provided = 11,107.3 SF
Residential Private Open Space Not Provided = 14,492.7 SF
Residential Common Open Space Required for Private Open space SF not provided 

= 14,492.7 SF x 1.25 
= 18,115.9 SF

Residential Common Open Space Provided = 18,341.7 SF (is > than 18,115.9 required)

MENLO PORTAL

A-002b
PROJECT DATA SUMMARY

Area Schedule (*-VIZ_UNIT TYPE AREAS - MENLO PORTAL SCHEME A) - UNIT SUMMARY...
Level STUDIO JR 1 BR 1 BR 2 BR 3 BR # UNITS

Level R-07 13 18 26 6 1 64
Level R-06 12 17 26 6 2 63
Level R-05 12 17 26 6 2 63
Level R-04 13 13 24 8 2 60
Level R-03 14 16 20 6 2 58
Level R-02 4 5 13 4 1 27

Grand total 68 86 135 36 10 335

20.30% 25.67% 40.30% 10.75% 2.99% 100.00%

OPEN SPACE SUMMARY BY LEVEL

Level
OFFICE PUBLIC
OPEN SPACE

OFFICE COMMON
OPEN SPACE

RESI PUBLIC
OPEN SPACE

RESI COMMON
OPEN SPACE

RESI PRIVATE
OPEN SPACE

TOTAL OFFICE TOTAL
OPEN SPACE

RESID TOTAL
OPEN SPACE

Level R-07 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,437.7 1,437.7 0.0 SF 1,437.7 SF
Level R-06 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 234.9 234.9 0.0 SF 234.9 SF
Level R-05 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,433.1 2,433.1 0.0 SF 2,433.1 SF
Level R-04 0.0 8,999.8 0.0 0.0 327.0 9,326.8 8,999.8 SF 327.0 SF
Level R-03 0.0 0.0 0.0 18,341.7 6,589.8 24,931.5 0.0 SF 24,931.5 SF
Level R-02 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 84.7 84.7 0.0 SF 84.7 SF
Level R-01 5,305.9 0.0 7,564.1 0.0 0.0 12,870.0 5,305.9 SF 7,564.1 SF
Grand total 5,305.9 8,999.8 7,564.1 18,341.7 11,107.3 51,318.8 14,305.7 SF 37,013.1 SF

PARKING SUMMARY* (NOTE: Additional 15 units not included in parking calculation)

AVERAGE BUILDING HEIGHT SUMMARY

NET TARGET TYP. 
UNIT SIZES 550 630 700 1000 1300
UNIT MIX

AVERAGE BUILDING HEIGHT  =  61.02' ( < 62.5' Max. Avg. Height)
(NOTE: Additional 15 units are included in the Average Height calculations)

NOTE: BUILDING HEIGHTS ARE MEASURED FROM AVERAGE NATURAL GRADE. REFER 
A-012 FOR LEVEL HEIGHTS. RESIDENTIAL ROOF CORE AREA IS NOT INCLUDED IN THE 
BUILDING HEIGHT CALCULATIONS. THE RESIDENTIAL ROOF IS FOR MAINTENANCE 
ACCESS ONLY. ROOF HEIGHT CALCULATION DOES NOT INCLUDE PARAPET HEIGHTS.

REFER A-011 PLAN LEVEL R-ROOF FOR DETAILED CALCULATIONS.

OFFICE - PARKING REQUIREMENTS & PROVISIONS
REQUIRED PROVIDED

Vehicular Parking 2-3 spaces/1000sf 2.71 spaces/1000sf
(70-105 spaces) 93 spaces

Bike Parking 1 space per 5000sf i.e., 7 spaces      12 spaces in Level 1 Garage
(80% Long Term (6 spaces))      12 spaces at office entry
(20% Short Term (2 spaces))

Motorcycle Parking Not required      5 provided in Level 1 Garage

MULTIFAMILY - PARKING REQUIREMENTS & PROVISIONS
REQUIRED PROVIDED

Vehicular Parking 1 space/unit 324 spaces 
320 vehicular spaces (Parking Ratio 1.02 spaces/ unit)

Bike Parking 1.5 long term spaces/ unit 480 Long Term spaces in Level 1
Additonal 10% short term spaces parking garage
(480 long term and 48 short term) 48 Short Term spaces at entries/ plaza

MULTI FAMILY - UNIT COUNT AND UNIT MIX  (NOTE: Includes 15 units BMR Density Bonus) OPEN SPACE AREA SUMMARY BY LEVELS (NOTE: Additional 15 units not included in Open Space calculation)
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TRASH

CAR PARKING 
(MECHANICAL STACKER PARKING/ 

SELF-PARKED)

EXISTING 
TRANSFORMER

NOTE: THIS IS NOT A SURVEY. DIMENSIONS SHOWN TO 
NEIGHBORING PROJECTS ARE FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
FUTURE SURVEY TO VERIFY/ CONFIRM EXACT NUMBERS. 

REFER L-000 FOR TREE DISPOSITION PLAN.

100 INDEPENDENCE 
DRIVE

(EXISTING OFFICE -
MENLO GATEWAY 

PHASE I)

111 INDEPENDENCE DRIVE
(EXISTING OFFICE)

105 CONSTITUTION DRIVE
(MENLO GATEWAY PHASE II

PARKING STRUCTURE 2
UNDER CONSTRUCTION)

125 CONSTITUTION DRIVE
(MENLO GATEWAY PHASE II

OFFICE BUILDING 2 
UNDER CONSTRUCTION)

INDEPENDENCE DRIVE

CONSTITUTION DRIVE

INDEPENDENCE DRIVE

B  A  Y  F  R  O  N  T     E  X  P  R  E  S  S  W  A  Y

115 
INDEPENDENCE 

DRIVE

104 
CONSTITUTION 

DRIVE

110 
CONSTITUTION 

DRIVE

NIC- FUTURE RESIDENTIAL 
PROJECT

EXISTING 
OFFICE TO BE 
REMOVEDEXISTING 

OFFICE TO 
BE REMOVED

EXISTING 
OFFICE TO BE 
REMOVED

119  
INDEPENDENCE 

DRIVE
(EXISTING OFFICE)

120 
CONSTITUTION 

DRIVE
(EXISTING 
OFFICE)

EXISTING LOT 
LINE TO BE 
REMOVED

EXISTING LOT LINE 
TO BE ADJUSTED

PROPOSED OFFICE 
BUILDING (PARCEL A)

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL 
BUILDING (PARCEL B)
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NEW LOCATION OF  
ADJUSTED LOT LINE

EXISTING 
DRIVEWAY 
V.I.F.

PROPOSED DRIVEWAY 
111 INDEPENDENCE NIC

PROPOSED DRIVEWAY 
111 INDEPENDENCE NIC

VIF
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NOTE: THIS IS NOT A SURVEY. REFER TO 
C SHEETS FOR EXACT DIMENSIONS. 

111 INDEPENDENCE DRIVE
(EXISTING OFFICE)

INDEPENDENCE DRIVE

CONSTITUTION DRIVE

INDEPENDENCE DRIVE

115 
INDEPENDENCE 

DRIVE

104 
CONSTITUTION 

DRIVE

110 
CONSTITUTION 

DRIVE

EXISTING OFFICE 
TO BE REMOVED

EXISTING 
LOT LINE TO 
BE REMOVED

EXISTING LOT LINE 
TO BE ADJUSTED

PROPOSED OFFICE 
BUILDING (PARCEL A)

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL 
BUILDING (PARCEL B)

U S   H I G H W A Y 101    O F F - R A M P

41
'  - 

3"

ARC 
LENGTH = 
129'-11"

ARC 
LENGTH = 
28'-6"

0'-0" REQUIRED 
FRONT SETBACK

0'-0" 
REQUIRED 
FRONT 
SETBACK

0'-0" 
REQUIRED 
FRONT 
SETBACK

10
' - 

0"

10
' - 

0"

10' - 0"

10
' - 

0"

10' - 0"

10'-0" 
REQUIRED 
SIDE 
SETBACK

10'-0" REQUIRED 
REAR/ SIDE SETBACK

10'-0" REQUIRED 
SIDE SETBACK

10' - 0"

24
0' 

- 8
"

17' - 0"

22
3' 

- 9
"

183' - 8"
20

8' 
- 4

"

253' - 8"

20'-0" WIDE FIRE 
SERVICE LANE

20'-0" WIDE FIRE 
SERVICE LANE

20'-0" WIDE FIRE 
SERVICE LANE

MIN. 10'-0" WIDE 
SERVICE 
ACCESS LANE 
(FOR VEHICULAR 
ACCESS ONLY)

NEW LOCATION OF  
ADJUSTED LOT LINE

21' - 7"

10
' - 

0"

20' - 4"

25' - 2"

18' - 10"

23' - 8"

4' - 4"
10' - 0"

MENLO PORTAL

A-004
AREA PLAN & SITE PLAN

SITE CONTEXT - LEVEL 1

0      30'   60'

AREA PLAN SITE PLAN
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MENLO PORTAL

A-004A
PROJECT VIEW - FROM MARSH ROAD

CONSTITUTION DR
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MENLO PORTAL

A-004B
PROJECT VIEW - CENTRAL PLAZA BETWEEN
MULTI-FAMILY AND OFFICE

CONSTITUTION DR
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MENLO PORTAL

A-004C
PROJECT VIEW - CENTRAL PLAZA BETWEEN
MULTI-FAMILY AND OFFICE LOOKING SOUTH

B9



MENLO PORTAL

A-004D
PROJECT VIEW - CENTRAL PLAZA BETWEEN
MULTI-FAMILY AND OFFICE LOOKING NORTH

B10



MENLO PORTAL

A-004E
PROJECT VIEW - MULTI-FAMILY FROM
CONSTITUTION DRIVE

CONSTITUTION DR

B11



1
A-012

(RESIDENTIAL PARKING )

111 INDEPENDENCE 
DRIVE
(NIC)

PARCEL A
(OFFICE/ COMMERCIAL)

Average Natural Grade - Civil 9'-11"

PROPOSED LOT LINE 
ADJUSTMENT

CONSTITUTION DRIVE EXISTING LOT LINE

PARCEL B
(MULTI-FAMILY/ RESIDENTIAL)

Average Natural Grade - Civil 9'-5" 

Tr
as

h 
St

ag
ing

43 parking spots

S 
E 

R 
V 

I C
 E

 
A 

C 
C 

E 
S 

S
L 

A 
N 

E

S 
E 

R 
V 

I C
 E

F 
 I 

 R
  E

 
L  

A 
 N

  E

S 
E 

R 
V 

I C
 E

F 
 I 

 R
  E

 
L  

A 
 N

  E

Loading 
Dock

S 
E 

R 
V 

I C
 E

F 
 I 

 R
  E

 
L  

A 
 N

  E

C 
E 

N 
T 

R 
A 

L 
   

   
 P

 L
 A

 Z
 A

 

Residential 
Package

Residential Mail/ Package

D 
O 

G 
   

   
  W

 A
 L 

K

Pet wash/ 
Pet care

12

Business 
Center/ Wifi 

Cafe / Fitness 
Center

Bike Repair

Ga
s M

ete
rs

Existing 
Transformer

El
ec

tric
al 

 &
  T

ra
ns

fo
rm

er
   

Ro
om

s

12 12

1212 121212

12 12

Residential 
Mail

Loading Dock

Leasing Office

Ramp to 
parking above

12

12

12

12

12

1212 121212

12

12 121212

2
A-012

12

12

12

Ra
mp

 U
p

LOUNGE

12

12

12

12

12

12 12

12
12

12
12

12

12

6
6

6

12

Ra
m

p u
p

Ra
m

p u
p

+
5'-0"

+3'-0"

Backflow Preventers

Fire 
Control 
Room

MPOE

Tr
an

sfo
rm

er
s &

 E
lec

tri
ca

l R
oo

m
s

MPOE

Fire Control 
Room

IT

L O B B YL O B B Y

L O B B Y

Gas Meters

Transformer 
Room

Electrical  
Room

RESIDENTIAL UNIT TYPE LEGEND

0ST - STUDIO

1 JR - 1 BED JUNIOR

1 BR - 1 BEDROOM

2BR - 2 BEDROOM

3BR - 3 BEDROOM

7 7 7

777

7 7

7 7

7 7

7 7

7 7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

5

5

5

5

3

5

3

5

5

5

5

5

4

4

5
226 parking spots 

(layout to be determined)

3-HIGH 
MECHANICAL 
STACKER 
MODULE

2-HIGH 
MECHANICAL 
STACKER 
MODULE

3-HIGH 
MECHANICAL 
STACKER 
MODULE

18' - 0" 9' 
- 0

"

24' - 0" 18' - 0" 18' - 0" 24' - 0" 16' - 6" 18' - 0"

9' 
- 0

"

Entryway Porch

Entryway Porch

10%

11
.2%

19
.4%

ART/ GREEN 
WALL

FOR VEHICULAR 
ACCESS ONLY

10' - 0"

10%

18.5%

5

11

11

Bike 
parking

9' - 0"

33 33

28
' - 

3 1
/4"

c

12

4

24
' - 

0"

12
12

12

12
12

12
12

5

23
' - 

0"

16' - 6" 23' - 0" 18' - 0"
25' - 6"

2
FE-001

MENLO PORTAL

A-005
PLAN LEVEL R-01

NOTES:

1. REFER TO SHEET A-014 FOR DETAILED OPEN SPACE CALCULATIONS

B12



1
A-012

111 INDEPENDENCE 
DRIVE
(NIC)

CONSTITUTION DRIVE

INDEPENDENCE  DRIVE

50 parking spots (layout 
to be determined)

2
A-012

Ra
mp

St
or

ag
e

Shaft

Open to 
below

PARCEL A
(OFFICE/ COMMERCIAL)

PARCEL B
(MULTI-FAMILY/ RESIDENTIAL)

DN

RESIDENTIAL UNIT TYPE LEGEND

0ST - STUDIO

1 JR - 1 BED JUNIOR

1 BR - 1 BEDROOM

2BR - 2 BEDROOM

3BR - 3 BEDROOM

Open to 
below

Entry soffit 
element below

13

7

21 21

28

8

98 parking spots 
(layout to be determined)

10%

11
.2%

19
.4%

11

11
12

10 24' - 0" 18' - 0" 18' - 0" 24' - 0" 16' - 6"

10%

24
' - 

0"

16' - 6" 23' - 0" 18' - 0"

42

2
FE-001

10%

Sl
op

e

UP

Sl
op

e

UP

MENLO PORTAL

A-006
PLAN LEVEL R-02

NOTES:

1. REFER TO SHEET A-014 FOR DETAILED OPEN SPACE CALCULATIONS

B13



1
A-012

111 INDEPENDENCE 
DRIVE
(NIC)

SKYLIGHT ABOVE

UNITS ABOVE AT 
LEVEL 5

Storage

2
A-012

Restrooms

Shaft

SEE LANDSCAPE 
DRAWINGS FOR MORE 
INFORMATION

PARCEL A
(OFFICE/ COMMERCIAL)

PARCEL B
(MULTI-FAMILY/ 
RESIDENTIAL)

RESIDENTIAL UNIT TYPE LEGEND

0ST - STUDIO

1 JR - 1 BED JUNIOR

1 BR - 1 BEDROOM

2BR - 2 BEDROOM

3BR - 3 BEDROOM

PROPOSED LOT LINE 
ADJUSTMENT

CONSTITUTION DRIVE

INDEPENDENCE  DRIVE

EXISTING LOT LINE

PRIVATE OPEN 
SPACE AT UNITS 
(TYPICAL AT 
PODIUM LEVEL) 
REFER SHEET 
A-014

PRIVATE OPEN 
SPACE PARTITION 
TYPICAL

2
FE-001

MENLO PORTAL

A-007
PLAN LEVEL R-03

NOTES:

1. REFER TO SHEET A-014 FOR DETAILED OPEN SPACE CALCULATIONS
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1
A-012

111 INDEPENDENCE 
DRIVE
(NIC)

CONSTITUTION DRIVE

INDEPENDENCE  DRIVE

SKYLIGHT

UNITS ABOVE AT 
LEVELS 5, 6 & 7

Storage

2
A-012

Restrooms

ROOF 
TERRACE

P 
R 

I V
 A

 T
 E

   
 T

 E
 R

 R
 A

 C
 E

   
 A

 T
   

 L 
E 

V 
E 

L 
   

3  
  B

 E
 L

 O
 W

HVAC
EQPM

Mechanical 
Screen

PODIUM TERRACE AT 
LEVEL 3 BELOW

PARCEL A
(OFFICE/ COMMERCIAL)

PARCEL B
(MULTI-FAMILY/ RESIDENTIAL)

PODIUM TERRACE AT 
LEVEL 3 BELOW

FUTURE SOLAR 
PANELS 
(LAYOUT TBD)

RESIDENTIAL UNIT TYPE LEGEND

0ST - STUDIO

1 JR - 1 BED JUNIOR

1 BR - 1 BEDROOM

2BR - 2 BEDROOM

3BR - 3 BEDROOM

AREA SEPARATION 
WALL 

2
FE-001

NMENLO PORTAL

A-008
PLAN LEVEL R-04

N

NOTES:

1. REFER TO SHEET A-014 FOR DETAILED OPEN SPACE CALCULATIONS
2. ROOF AREA IS NOT INCLUDED IN THE AREA SUMMARY TABLE

B15



1
A-012

111 INDEPENDENCE 
DRIVE
(NIC)

CONSTITUTION DRIVE

INDEPENDENCE  DRIVE

ROOF AT LEVEL 04 BELOW

Storage

2
A-012

P 
R 

I V
 A

 T
 E

   
 T

 E
 R

 R
 A

 C
 E

   
 A

 T
   

 L 
E 

V 
E 

L 
   

3  
  B

 E
 L

 O
 W

COMMON 
TERRACE AT 

LEVEL 3 BELOW

PARCEL A
(OFFICE/ COMMERCIAL)

PARCEL B
(MULTI-FAMILY/ 
RESIDENTIAL)

COMMON TERRACE 
AT LEVEL 3 BELOW

RESIDENTIAL UNIT TYPE LEGEND

0ST - STUDIO

1 JR - 1 BED JUNIOR

1 BR - 1 BEDROOM

2BR - 2 BEDROOM

3BR - 3 BEDROOM

AREA SEPARATION 
WALL 

2
FE-001

NMENLO PORTAL

A-009a
PLAN LEVEL R-05

N

NOTES:

1. REFER TO SHEET A-014 FOR DETAILED OPEN SPACE CALCULATIONS

B16



111 INDEPENDENCE 
DRIVE
(NIC)

CONSTITUTION DRIVE

INDEPENDENCE  DRIVE

TERRACE AT 
LEVEL 3 BELOW

BLDG "01"
(MULTI-FAMILY/ 
RESIDENTIAL)

TERRACE AT 
LEVEL 3 BELOW2

A-012

RESIDENTIAL UNIT TYPE LEGEND

0ST - STUDIO

1 JR - 1 BED JUNIOR

1 BR - 1 BEDROOM

2BR - 2 BEDROOM

3BR - 3 BEDROOM

2
FE-001

NMENLO PORTAL

A-009b
PLAN LEVEL R-06

N

NOTES:

1. REFER TO SHEET A-014 FOR DETAILED OPEN SPACE CALCULATIONS

B17



1
A-012

111 INDEPENDENCE 
DRIVE
(NIC)

PROPOSED LOT LINE 
ADJUSTMENT

CONSTITUTION DRIVE

INDEPENDENCE  DRIVE

EXISTING LOT LINE

PODIUM TERRACE 
AT LEVEL 3 BELOW

AREA SEPARATION 
WALL

Storage

2
A-012

P 
R 

I V
 A

 T
 E

   
 T

 E
 R

 R
 A

 C
 E

   
 A

 T
   

 L 
E 

V 
E 

L 
   

3  
  B

 E
 L

 O
 W

ROOF AT LEVEL 04 BELOW

PARCEL A
(OFFICE/ COMMERCIAL)

PARCEL B
(MULTI-FAMILY/ RESIDENTIAL)

RESIDENTIAL UNIT TYPE LEGEND

0ST - STUDIO

1 JR - 1 BED JUNIOR

1 BR - 1 BEDROOM

2BR - 2 BEDROOM

3BR - 3 BEDROOM

PODIUM TERRACE 
AT LEVEL 3 BELOW

PRIVATE 
OPEN SPACE 
AT UNITS 
REFER 
SHEET A-014

PRIVATE 
OPEN SPACE 
REFER 
SHEET A-014

2
FE-001

NMENLO PORTAL

A-010
PLAN LEVEL R-07

N

NOTES:

1. REFER TO SHEET A-014 FOR DETAILED OPEN SPACE CALCULATIONS

B18



1
A-012

111 INDEPENDENCE 
DRIVE
(NIC)

PROPOSED LOT LINE 
ADJUSTMENT

CONSTITUTION DRIVE EXISTING LOT LINE

TERRACE AT 
LEVEL 3 BELOW

TERRACE AT 
LEVEL 3 BELOW

TOTAL AREA AT 
LEVEL 7 BELOW

1810.10 SF

697.25 SF

24,421 SF

TOTAL AREA OF 
TERRACES 
(COMMON & 

PRIVATE) AT LEVEL 3 
21,101.50 SF

AREA: 53,754.56

2
A-012

Total 513.23 SF

TERRACE AT 
LEVEL 7 BELOW

PRIVATE 
TERRACE AT 
LEVEL 5 BELOW

PRIVATE 
TERRACE AT 
LEVEL 7 BELOW

PRIVATE TERRACE 
AT LEVEL 3 BELOW

HVAC
EQPM

Mechanical 
Screen

HVAC
EQPM

Mechanical 
Screen

FUTURE SOLAR 
PANELS (LAYOUT 
TBD)

ROOF AT LEVEL 04 BELOW

PARCEL A
(OFFICE/ COMMERCIAL)

PARCEL B
(MULTI-FAMILY/ RESIDENTIAL)

MECHANICAL 
SCREEN

FUTURE SOLAR 
PANELS 
(LAYOUT TBD)

MULTI-FAMILY (PARCEL B) HEIGHT LEGEND

84' - 9"

71' - 7"

HVAC
EQPM

OFFICE (PARCEL A) ROOF HT LEGEND

56' - 7"

49' - 1"

51' - 7"

31' - 7"

40' - 1"

HT   -  40' - 1"

HT : 49' - 1"

HT   -  49' - 1"

HT   -  56' - 7"

HT   -  72' - 2"

HT: 83' - 9"

HT : 51' - 8"

HT: 72' - 2"

HT   -  51' - 8"

HT   -  31' - 8"

HT   -  31' - 8"

HT   -  31' - 8"

TOTAL AREA AT 
LEVEL 7 BELOW
2233.40 SF

SKYLIGHT

2
FE-001

NMENLO PORTAL

A-011
PLAN LEVEL R-ROOF

N

SITE AREA (Multi-Family Housing Units and Office )

21,118.97 31.66 668,626.59

Multi-Family Housing Project - Building

Multi-Family Housing Project - Terraces at Level 3

Built Area (SF) Height (FT) Area * Height

53,599.21 4,488,933.84

6,589,307.28TOTAL 107,980.99

Average Height (FT)

61.02

2,222.16 114,796.79Multi-Family Housing Project - Stepback Terraces at Level 5

Office Rooftop Core 1 697.25 39,450.41

513.23 25,189.33

Office Rooftop Amenities 28,062.18 1,124,732.17

Office Rooftop Core 2

Multi-Family Housing Project - Terraces at Level 7 1,767.99 127,578.16

AVERAGE BUILDING HEIGHT  =  61.02' ( < 62.5' Max. Height)

NOTE: NOTE: BUILDING HEIGHTS ARE MEASURED FROM AVERAGE NATURAL GRADE. REFER A-012 FOR LEVEL HEIGHTS. 
RESIDENTIAL ROOF CORE AREA IS NOT INCLUDED IN THE BUILDING HEIGHT CALCULATIONS. THE RESIDENTIAL ROOF IS FOR 
MAINTENANCE ACCESS ONLY. ROOF HEIGHT CALCULATION DOES NOT INCLUDE PARAPET HEIGHTS.

NOTES:

1. STAIR AND CORE ENCLOSURES TO ROOF LEVEL INCLUDED IN FAR CALCULATION.

56.58

49.08

40.08

83.75

72.16

51.66

B19



Level R-02
18' - 6"

Level R-03
33' - 0"

Level R-04
43' - 0"

Level R-05
53' - 0"

Level R-06
63' - 0"

Level R-07
73' - 0"

Level R-01
5' - 0"

Raised Swimming Pool
(Refer to Landscape Dwgs)

Residential Units Residential Units

Mechanical Stacker / Self-parked Level Residential 
Amenities Beyond

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

10
' - 

0"
10

' - 
0"

10
' - 

0"
10

' - 
0"

14
' - 

6"
13

' - 
6"

2' 
- 0

"
1' 

- 7
"

Elevator Overrun 
and Stair 
Enclosure

2
A-012

Residential 
Amenities -

Storage

Self-parked Level / Residential Units beyond

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Self-parked Level / Residential Units beyond

Residential 
Amenities -
Mail Room

BOH - Trash 
Collection 

Room
Garage 
Entry

Garage 
Entry

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

P O D I U M   T E R R A C E P O D I U M   T E R R A C EP O R T A L

Residential 
Amenities

(Arch. 1'-7.25")  
(BFE - Civil 11' - 0")

(Arch. 3'-8")
(BFE+24" Civil 13'-0")

Average Natural Grade at Parcel B
(Arch. 0'-0") (BFE - Civil 9' - 4.75")

(Arch. 19'-8")

(Arch. 31'-8")

(Arch. 41'-8")

(Arch. 51'-8")

(Arch. 61'-8")

(Arch. 72'-2")

Max. Height to Top of Roofing
(Arch. 83'-9") (VAR)

Residential Units Residential Units

16
 '-

0"
12

 '-
0"

10
' -

6"
11

'-7
"

.

Lowest Street Elevation for FD Access 
(BFE - Civil 7' - 0")

Level R-02
18' - 6"

Level R-03
33' - 0"

Level R-04
43' - 0"

Level R-05
53' - 0"

Level R-06
63' - 0"

Level R-07
73' - 0"

Level R-01
5' - 0"

1
A-012

Parking below ramp

Parking Parking

Parking Parking

O F F I C E

Roof Terrace 

Lobby, Elevator overrun 
and Stair Enclosure

C E N T R A L     P L A Z A Resident 
Amenities

Lobby Access from Garage

Skylight Residential Units Residential Units

Private 
Terrace

Elevator overrun and 
Stair Enclosure

Service 
Access 
Lane

3-High Mechanical 
Stackers/ Self-parked Level

Garage Entry 
beyond

Electrical / 
Transformer Rooms

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units
Ramp to Self-

park Level

Residential 
Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential Units

Residential 
Units

Residential 
Units

Residential 
Units

Residential 
Units

Maintenance-only Roof Maintenance-only Roof

Future solar panels (Layout TBD)

Future solar panels (Layout TBD)
Future solar panels (Layout TBD)

Neighborhood 
Benefit

M U L T I - F A M I L Y     B U I L D I N G

Self-Parked Level

P O D I U M   T E R R A C E

Parking Screen

LEVEL C-01 
(Arch. 3'-1")(BFE+24" Civil 13' - 0")

Average Natural Grade at Parcel A 
(Arch. 0'-0") (Civil 9'-11")

(Arch. 1'-1")  
(BFE - Civil 11' - 0")

LEVEL C-02 
(Arch. 13'-1")

9' 
- 0

"
15

' - 
0"

12
' - 

0"

LEVEL C-03 
(Arch. 25'-1")

LEVEL C-04
(Arch. 40'-1")

LEVEL C-05 (Bulkhead)
(Arch. 49'-1")

10
' - 

0"

2' 
- 0

"

1' 
- 1

"

(Arch. 1'-7.25")  
(BFE - Civil 11' - 0")

(Arch. 3'-8")
(BFE+24" Civil 13'-0")

Average Natural Grade at Parcel B
(Arch. 0'-0") (BFE - Civil 9' - 4.75")

10
' - 

0"
10

' - 
0"

10
' - 

0"
10

' - 
0"

14
' - 

6"
13

' - 
6"

2' 
- 0

"
1' 

- 7
"

(Arch. 19'-8")

(Arch. 31'-8")

(Arch. 41'-8")

(Arch. 51'-8")

(Arch. 61'-8")

(Arch. 72'-2")

Max. Height to Top of Roofing
(Arch. 83'-9") (VAR)

16
 '-

0"
12

 '-
0"

10
' -

6"
11

'-7
"

.

Lowest Street Elevation for FD Access 
(BFE - Civil 7' - 0")

BUILDING SECTION NOTES:
1.  BFE IS BASE FLOOD ELEVATION (CIVIL GRADE 11.0)
2.  BFE+24" IS THE CODE REQUIRED MIN. FINISHED FLOOR ELEVATIONS FOR OCCUPIED LEVELS OF NEW CONSTRUCTION (CIVIL GRADE 13.0)
3. AVERAGE NATURAL GRADE OF OFFICE BUILDING IN PARCEL A IS +/-9.96' OR 9'-11"
4. AVERAGE NATURAL GRADE OF RESIDENTIAL BUILDING IN PARCEL B IS +/-9.44 OR 9'-5"

NMENLO PORTAL

A-012
BUILDING SECTIONS

N

1 NORTH SOUTH BUILDING SECTION

2 WEST EAST BUILDING SECTION

0        8'   16'

B20



MENLO PORTAL

A-013
EXTERIOR DESIGN - INSPIRATIONS

N

Multifamily Insipiration Image 1 - Facade Orientation for Views and Solar Optimization Multifamily Insipiration Image 2 - Projecting Bays

Office Insipiration Image 3 - Porous & Dynamic Parking Screen Office Insipiration Image 4 - Prominent Stair to Encourage Usage Office Insipiration Image 5 - Expression of Office Use

B21



UPUP

UPUP

UP
UP

UP

UP

UP

UP

111 INDEPENDENCE 
DRIVE
(NIC)

S 
E 

R 
V 

I C
 E

F 
 I 

 R
  E

  
   

   
L 

 A
  N

  E

Residential Public Open space
-Central Plaza  (7,564.1 SF)

Office Public Open space
- Central Plaza (5,305.9 SF)

C 
E 

N 
T 

R 
A 

L 
  P

 L
 A

 Z
 A

D 
O 

G 
   

W
 A

 L
 K

S 
E 

R 
V 

I C
 E

A 
C 

C 
E 

S 
S 

L  
A 

 N
  E

Total Residential Private 
Open space
(6,589.8 SF) 

Residential Common 
Open space
(18,341.7 SF) 

NOTE: At Levels 2 & 3, Residential 
Private Open space
- North East Unit Balcony (84.70 SF)

Residential Private Open 
space - Unit terrace 
(1,437.7 SF) 

Municipal Code 16.45120 (4) - Open Space:
All development in the Residential-Mixed Use district shall provide a minimum amount 
of open space equal to 25% of the total lot area, with a minimum amount of publicly 
accessible open space equal to 25% of the total required open space area.

One hundred (100) square feet of open space per unit shall be created as common 
open space. In the case of a mix of private and common open space, such common 
open space shall be provided at a ratio equal to one and one-quarter (1.25) square 
feet for each one (1) square foot of private open space that is not provided.

Project Requirements - Open Space:

25% of the Total Site Area (139,519 SF) = 34,879.8 SF Open Space Required

25% of Required Open Space (34,879.8 SF) =   8,720.0 SF  Public Open Space Required

80 SF of Private Open Space per dwelling unit

Project Compliance - Open Space:
51,318.8 SF of Open Space provided by design 
( 36.8% of Total Site Area)

Includes:
Public Open Space: 12,870.0 SF
Private & Common Open Space: 38,448.8 SF

PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 12,870.0 SF

PRIVATE OPEN SPACE 11,107.3 SF

COMMON OPEN SPACE 27,341.5 SF

Open Space Summary by Levels:
Refer to Sheet A-002b for more detailed open 
space calculationNOTE: Additional 15 units not included in Open Space requirement calculation. 

111 INDEPENDENCE 
DRIVE
(NIC)

Residential Private Open 
space - Total (327.0 SF) 

Office Common Open space -
Terrace (8,999.8 SF) 

Residential Private Open 
space - Unit Balcony & 
Terraces (2,433.1 SF) 

Residential Private Open space -
Unit Balcony (234.9 SF) 

NMENLO PORTAL

A-014
ZONING COMPLIANCE - OPEN SPACE
DIAGRAMS AND CALCULATIONSN

1 LEVEL R-01 - Open Space2 LEVEL R-03 - Open Space

1" = 50'-0"4 LEVEL R-07 - Open Space

5 LEVEL R-05 - Open Space

6 LEVEL R-06 - Open Space

B22



Municipal Code 16.45.120 (1) -
Build-to Area Requirement:
Minimum 60% of building frontage at the 
ground floor, as a percentage of the 
street frontage length, must be located 
within the area of the lot between the 
minimum (0') and maximum (25') setback 
lines parallel to the street.

Project Compliance:
At least 60% of the building frontage 
located between the minimum and 
maximum setback lines

Portion of the building frontage located 
between the minimum and maximum 
setback lines

Ground Level Height

GR
OU

ND
 LE

VE
L

13
' - 

6"

LENGTH OF BUILDING FRONTAGE:
MIN FRONTAGE WITHIN SETBACKS:

PROPOSED FRONTAGE WITHIN SETBACKS:

227'-7"
227'-7" X 0.60 = 136'-7"

153'-6"
153'-6" > 136'-7" COMPLIES

153' - 6"

GR
OU

ND
 LE

VE
L

13
' - 

6"

LENGTH OF BUILDING FRONTAGE:
MIN FRONTAGE WITHIN SETBACKS:

PROPOSED FRONTAGE WITHIN SETBACKS:

136'-4"
136'-4" X 0.60 = 81'-10"

92'-3"
92'-3" > 81'-10" COMPLIES

136' - 4"

92' - 3"

Property Line
Maximum Setback

Minimum Setback
Property Line

Maximum Setback Minimum Setback

MENLO PORTAL

A-015
RESIDENTIAL ZONING COMPLIANCE -
RELATIONSHIP TO THE STREETN

CONSTITUTION FRONTAGE INDEPENDENCE FRONTAGE

CONSTITUTION FRONTAGE GROUND FLOOR PLAN INDEPENDENCE FRONTAGE GROUND FLOOR PLAN
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Municipal Code 16.45120 (2) -
Minimum Stepback:
10' for a minimum of 75% of the building 
face along public streets for the building’s 
upper stories. A maximum of 25% of the 
building face along public streets may be 
excepted from this standard in order to 
provide architectural variation.

Project Compliance:
Building steps back at least 10' for 75% of 
the building face on the upper stories

Stepped back portion of the building

Base Height

BA
SE

55
' - 

0"

100% BUILDING FACE (UPPER STORIES):
EXEMPT BUILDING FACE:
ELIGIBLE BUILDING FACE:
REQUIRED STEPBACK FACE:

STEPBACK BUILDING FACE PROVIDED:

6,352 SF
6,352 SF X 25% = 1,588 SF
6,352 SF - 1,588 SF = 4,764 SF
4,764 SF X 75% = 3,573 SF

5,315 SF
5,315 SF > 3,573 SF COMPLIES

100% BUILDING FACE (UPPER STORIES):
EXEMPT BUILDING FACE:
ELIGIBLE BUILDING FACE:
REQUIRED STEPBACK FACE:

STEPBACK BUILDING FACE PROVIDED:

3,915 SF
3,915 SF X 25% = 979 SF
3,915 SF - 979 SF = 2,936 SF
2,936 SF X 75% = 2,202 SF

3,249 SF
3,249 SF > 2,202 SF COMPLIES

BA
SE

55
' - 

0"

100' - 4"

Property Line

5' - 8"

9'  - 1"

Property Line

ST
EP

BA
CK

10
'  - 

0 "

9'  
- 8

"

6'  
- 5

"

NOTE: NO BUILDING PROJECTIONS ON CONSTITUTION ELEVATION

GR
OU

ND
 LE

VE
L

13
' - 

6"

NOTE: ALL BUILDIN PROJECTIONS ON INDEPENDENCE
ELEVATION LESS THAN 6' FROM REQUIRED STEPBACK

GR
OU

ND
 LE

VE
L

13
' - 

6"

Municipal Code 16.45120 (2) -
Building Projections:
Maximum 6’ from the required stepback 
for portions of the building above the 
ground floor

Project Compliance:
No building projections

Building projection beyond required 
stepback

Ground level height

MENLO PORTAL

A-016
RESIDENTIAL ZONING COMPLIANCE -
BUILDING MASS & SCALEN

CONSTITUTION ELEVATION INDEPENDENCE ELEVATION

CONSTITUTION FRONTAGE UPPER LEVELS FLOOR PLAN (TYP) INDEPENDENCE FRONTAGE UPPER LEVELS FLOOR PLAN (TYP)

CONSTITUTION ELEVATION INDEPENDENCE ELEVATION

B24



Municipal Code 16.45120 (2) -
Major Building Modulations:
Minimum one recess of 15’ wide by 10’
deep per 200’ of façade length facing 
publicly accessible spaces (streets, open 
space, and paseos) applicable from the 
ground level to the top of the buildings' 
base height.

Project Compliance:
At least one major building recess 
provided every 200’ of facade on 
Constitution elevations.

Major building recess

Base height

BA
SE

55
' - 

0"

234' - 0"

64' - 11"15' - 6"153' - 6"

BA
SE

55
' - 

0"

144' - 9"

79' - 10" 20' - 6" 44' - 5"

Property Line

Level 3 Overhead

10' - 0"

Property Line

Level 3 Overhead

10
' - 

0"
0"

MENLO PORTAL

A-017
RESIDENTIAL ZONING COMPLIANCE -
BUILDING MASS & SCALEN

CONSTITUTION ELEVATION INDEPENDENCE ELEVATION

CONSTITUTION FRONTAGE GROUND FLOOR PLAN INDEPENDENCE FRONTAGE GROUND FLOOR PLAN
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BA
SE

55
' - 

0"

201' - 0"

36' - 7" 15' - 0" 149' - 5"

Municipal Code 16.45120 (2) -
Major Building Modulations:
Minimum one recess of 15’ wide by 10’
deep per 200’ of façade length facing 
publicly accessible spaces (streets, open 
space, and paseos) applicable from the 
ground level to the top of the buildings' 
base height.

Project Compliance:
At least one major building recess 
provided every 200’ of facade on 
Constitution elevations.

Major building recess

Base height

10' -  0"

MENLO PORTAL

A-018
RESIDENTIAL ZONING COMPLIANCE -
BUILDING MASS & SCALEN

WEST ELEVATION FACING CENTRAL PLAZA

WEST FRONTAGE UPPER LEVELS FLOOR PLAN (TYP)
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Municipal Code 16.45120 (2) -
Minor Building Modulations:
Minimum recess of 5’ wide by 5’ deep per 
50’ of façade length facing publicly 
accessible spaces (streets, open space, 
and paseos).

Building projections spaced no more than 
50' apart with a minimum of 3' depth and 
5' width may satisfy this requirement in-
lieu of a recess.

Project Compliance:
At least one minor building recess or 
buildng projection provided every 50’ of 
facade

Minor building recess

Building projections

Base height

BA
SE

55
' - 

0"

234' - 0"

37' - 11"5' - 1"22' - 0"17' - 10"50' - 0"5' - 0"43' - 6"9' - 11"42' - 10"

BA
SE

55
' - 

0"

144' - 9"

38' - 10" 7' - 0" 34' - 0" 20' - 7" 44' - 4"

Property Line

5' - 0"

5'  - 0"

25' - 9"

Building Overhead
Property Line

Building Overhead
5' 

- 5
" 10
' - 

0"

5'  - 0"

5'  - 0"

5' 
-  1

1"

5' 
-  0

"

10' - 0"

10
' - 

0"

5'  
- 0

"

MENLO PORTAL

A-019
RESIDENTIAL ZONING COMPLIANCE -
BUILDING MASS & SCALEN

CONSTITUTION ELEVATION INDEPENDENCE ELEVATION

CONSTITUTION FRONTAGE GROUND FLOOR PLAN INDEPENDENCE FRONTAGE GROUND FLOOR PLAN

CONSTITUTION FRONTAGE UPPER LEVELS FLOOR PLAN (TYP) INDEPENDENCE FRONTAGE UPPER LEVELS FLOOR PLAN (TYP)
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Municipal Code 16.45120 (2) -
Minor Building Modulations:
Minimum recess of 5’ wide by 5’ deep per 
50’ of façade length facing publicly 
accessible spaces (streets, open space, 
and paseos).

Building projections spaced no more than 
50' apart with a minimum of 3' depth and 
5' width may satisfy this requirement in-
lieu of a recess.

Project Compliance:
At least one minor building recess or 
buildng projection provided every 50’ of 
facade

Minor building recess

Building projections

Base height

BA
SE

55
' - 

0"

201' - 0"

36' - 7" 15' - 0" 43' - 10" 5' - 0" 49' - 4" 5' - 0" 46' - 2"

5' 
- 0

"

5' 
- 0

"

10 ' -  0"

MENLO PORTAL

A-020
RESIDENTIAL ZONING COMPLIANCE -
BUILDING MASS & SCALEN

WEST ELEVATION FACING PUBLIC OPEN SPACE

WEST FRONTAGE UPPER LEVELS FLOOR PLAN (TYP)
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Municipal Code 16.45120 (3) -
Ground Floor Transparency:
Minimum 30% for residential uses of the 
ground floor façade that must provide 
visual transparency

Project Compliance:
Transparent glazing exceeds 30% of the 
ground floor facade.  10% Max facade 
surface areas to have non-bird friendly 
glazing.

Ground level transparent glazing surface
Ground level opaque surface

Ground level height

GR
OU

ND
 LE

VE
L

13
' - 

6"

GROUND LEVEL FACADE SURFACE:
MIN REQ'D TRANSPARENT GLAZING SURFACE:

OPAQUE SURFACE PROVIDED:
TRANSPARENT GLAZING SURFACE PROVIDED:

3,075 SF
2,964 SF X 30% = 923 SF

1,977 SF
1,098 SF
1,098  SF > 923 SF = COMPLIES

GLAZED AREA: 88 SF
GLAZED AREA: 80 SF

GLAZED AREA: 58 SF
GLAZED AREA: 50 SF

GLAZED AREA: 462 SF
GLAZED AREA: 113 SFGLAZED AREA: 58 SF

GLAZED AREA: 22 SF
GLAZED AREA: 58 SF

GLAZED AREA: 29 SF

GLAZED AREA: 58 SF

GLAZED AREA: 22 SF

GR
OU

ND
 LE

VE
L

13
' - 

6"

GROUND LEVEL FACADE SURFACE:
MIN REQ'D TRANSPARENT GLAZING SURFACE:

OPAQUE SURFACE PROVIDED:
TRANSPARENT GLAZING SURFACE PROVIDED:

1,847 SF
1,847 SF X 30% = 554 SF

1,132 SF
715 SF
715 SF > 554 SF = COMPLIES

GLAZED AREA: 549 SFGLAZED AREA: 29 SF
GLAZED AREA: 58 SF

GLAZED AREA: 58 SF
GLAZED AREA: 21 SF

GR
OU

ND
 LE

VE
L

13
' - 

6"

GROUND LEVEL FACADE SURFACE:
MIN REQ'D TRANSPARENT GLAZING SURFACE:

OPAQUE SURFACE PROVIDED:
TRANSPARENT GLAZING SURFACE PROVIDED:

2,284 SF
2,284 SF X 30% = 685 SF

970 SF
1,314 SF
1,314 SF > 685 SF = COMPLIES

GLAZED AREA: 140 SF

GLAZED AREA: 67 SF GLAZED AREA: 259 SF
GLAZED AREA: 102 SF

GLAZED AREA: 22 SF

GLAZED AREA: 355 SFGLAZED AREA: 396 SF

MENLO PORTAL

A-021
RESIDENTIAL ZONING COMPLIANCE -
GROUND FLOOR EXTERIORN

CONSTITUTION ELEVATION INDEPENDENCE ELEVATION

WEST ELEVATION FACING PUBLIC OPEN SPACE
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GR
OU

ND
 LE

VE
L

13
' - 

6"

GR
OU

ND
 LE

VE
L

13
' - 

6"

GR
OU

ND
 LE

VE
L

13
' - 

6"

Municipal Code 16.45120 (3) -
Minimum Ground Floor Height Along 
Street Frontage:
10’ for residential uses

Project Compliance:
The ground level is 13’-6”.

Ground level

Ground level height

MENLO PORTAL

A-022
RESIDENTIAL ZONING COMPLIANCE -
GROUND FLOOR EXTERIORN

CONSTITUTION ELEVATION INDEPENDENCE ELEVATION

WEST ELEVATION FACING PUBLIC OPEN SPACE
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Municipal Code 16.45120 (3) -
Garage Entrances:
Maximum 24’ opening for two-way 
entrance

Project Compliance:
A 24’ opening for two-way vehicular 
entrance is provided on Jefferson and 
Constitution.

Garage opening

Municipal Code 16.45120 (3) -
Building Entrances:
One entrance every 100' of building 
length along a public street or paseo.

Project Compliance:
At least one entrance is provided every 
100'.

Building entrance

24' - 0" 24' - 0"

MENLO PORTAL

A-023
RESIDENTIAL ZONING COMPLIANCE -
GROUND FLOOR EXTERIORN

CONSTITUTION ELEVATION INDEPENDENCE ELEVATION

CONSTITUTION ELEVATION INDEPENDENCE ELEVATION

WEST ELEVATION FACING PUBLIC OPEN SPACE
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Municipal Code 16.45120 (3) -
Awnings, Signs, and Canopies:
Maximum 7’ horizontal projection

Project Compliance:
No awnings or canopies.

Projecting awning and canopy

Property Line

Building Overhead

Property Line

Building Overhead

MENLO PORTAL

A-024
RESIDENTIAL ZONING COMPLIANCE -
GROUND FLOOR EXTERIORN

CONSTITUTION ELEVATION INDEPENDENCE ELEVATION

WEST ELEVATION FACING PUBLIC OPEN SPACE

NOTE: NO AWNINGS OR CANOPIES ALONG INDEPENDENCENOTE:  NO AWNINGS OR CANOPIES ALONG CONSTITUTION

NOTE:  NO AWNINGS OR CANOPIES ALONG PUBLIC OPEN SPACE

CONSTITUTION FRONTAGE GROUND FLOOR PLAN

INDEPENDENCE FRONTAGE GROUND FLOOR PLAN

WEST FRONTAGE GROUND FLOOR PLAN

B32



6' 
- 0

"

6' 
- 0

"

4' 
- 0

"

Municipal Code 16.45120 (6) -
Roof Line:
Roof lines and eaves adjacent to street-
facing facades shall vary across a 
building, including a four-foot minimum 
height modulation to break visual 
monotony and create a visually intersting 
skyline as seen from public streets.

Project Compliance:
Roof line varies across the building, 
including a four-foot minimum height 
modulation.

Roof line

MENLO PORTAL

A-025
RESIDENTIAL ZONING COMPLIANCE -
BUILDING DESIGNN

CONSTITUTION ELEVATION INDEPENDENCE ELEVATION

WEST ELEVATION FACING PUBLIC OPEN SPACE
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Municipal Code 16.45.120 (1) -
Build-to Area Requirement:
Minimum 60% of building frontage at the 
ground floor, as a percentage of the 
street frontage length, must be located 
within the area of the lot between the 
minimum (5') and maximum (25') setback 
lines parallel to the street.

Project Compliance:
At least 60% of the building frontage 
located between the minimum and 
maximum setback lines

Portion of the building frontage located 
between the minimum and maximum 
setback lines

Ground Level Height of Office Uses

Property Line 25' Maximum Setback

156' - 3"

5' Minimum SetbackCurb Line

Property Line

25' Maximum Setback

Curb Line

5' Minimum Setback

23
' - 

4"

LENGTH OF BUILDING FRONTAGE:
MIN FRONTAGE WITHIN SETBACKS:

PROPOSED FRONTAGE WITHIN SETBACKS:

156'-1"
156'-1" X 0.60 = 93'-8"

117'-10"
117'-10" > 93'-8" COMPLIES

156' - 1"

72' - 5"38' - 2"45' - 5"

23
' - 

4"

161' - 1"

MENLO PORTAL

A-026
OFFICE ZONING COMPLIANCE -
RELATIONSHIP TO THE STREETN

CONSTITUTION FRONTAGE GROUND FLOOR PLAN INDEPENDENCE FRONTAGE GROUND FLOOR PLAN

CONSTITUTION ELEVATION INDEPENDENCE ELEVATION
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Municipal Code 16.45.120 (2) -
Base Height:
Maximum 45' height of a building at the 
minimum setback (0') at street. Properties 
within the flood zone or subject to 
flooding and sea level rise are allowed a 
10-foot height increase.

Project Compliance:
Maximum height of the building at the 
minimum setback is less than 55' 
(45'+10'=55')

Street level (3'-5' below L1 finished floor)

54
' - 

4"
3' 

- 0
"

43
' - 

4"
3' 

- 0
"

23
' - 

4"

48
' - 

10
"

MENLO PORTAL

A-027
OFFICE ZONING COMPLIANCE -
BUILDING MASS & SCALEN

CONSTITUTION FRONTAGE INDEPENDENCE FRONTAGE

OPEN SPACE ELEVATION
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Municipal Code 16.43.130 (2) -
Building Projections:
Maximum 6' depth of allowable building 
projections from the required stepback for 
portions of the building above the ground 
floor.

Project Compliance:
No projections above the base height.

Building projections

Base Height

55
' - 

0"

55
' - 

0"

Property Line Setback

Property Line

Setback

MENLO PORTAL

A-028
OFFICE ZONING COMPLIANCE -
BUILDING MASS & SCALEN

CONSTITUTION ELEVATION INDEPENDENCE ELEVATION

CONSTITUTION FRONTAGE UPPER LEVELS FLOOR PLAN (TYP) INDEPENDENCE FRONTAGE UPPER LEVELS FLOOR PLAN (TYP)
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Municipal Code 16.45.120 (2) -
Major Building Modulations:
From ground level to the top of the 
building's base height, provide minimum 
of one recess of 15' wide by 10' deep per 
200' of facade length.

Project Compliance:
All facades facing publicly accessible 
spaces are less than 200' in length, and 
therefore one major building modulation 
required.

Minor Building Modulations:
From ground level to the top of the 
building's base height, provide minimum 
recess of 5' wide by 5' deep per 50' of 
facade length for building facades facing 
publicly accessible spaces.

Building projections spaced no more than 
50 feet apart with a minimum of 3' depth 
and 5' width may satisfy this requirement 
in-lieu of a recess.

Project Compliance:
From ground level to the top of the 
building's base height, the major and 
minor modulation requirements are 
satisfied by meeting the area required for 
each recess, or projection, per the 
required linear facade length.

Base height
Building recess for minor modulation
Building projection for minor modulation

BA
SE

55
' - 

0"

172' - 6"

42' - 2"16' - 6"39' - 1"24' - 10"49' - 10"

REQUIED MAJOR RECESSED AREA:
MAJOR RECESS PROVIDED:

REQUIED MINOR RECESSED AREA:
MINOR RECESS PROVIDED:

15' X 10' = 150 SF
221 SF

5' X 5' = 25 SF
44 SF

BA
SE

55
' - 

0"

33' - 1" 19' - 5" 40' - 7" 19' - 10" 47' - 7"

160' - 6"

REQUIED MAJOR RECESSED AREA:
MAJOR RECESS PROVIDED:

REQUIED MINOR RECESSED AREA:
MINOR RECESS PROVIDED:

15' X 10' = 150 SF
206 SF

5' X 5' = 25 SF
73 SF

2nd Floor Below 1st Floor BelowMajor Modulation 226 sf Minor Modulation 44sf

1st Floor Below, Typ.

2nd Floor Below, Typ.

Minor Modulation 73 sf Major Modulation 203 sf

MENLO PORTAL

A-029
OFFICE ZONING COMPLIANCE -
BUILDING MASS & SCALEN

CONSTITUTION ELEVATION INDEPENDENCE ELEVATION

CONSTITUTION FRONTAGE 3RD FLOOR PLAN INDEPENDENCE FRONTAGE 2ND FLOOR PLAN

B37



BUILDING FRONTAGE < 200'-0"; MAJOR MODULATION NOT REQUIRED

BA
SE

55
' - 

0"

180' - 8"

43' - 8" 31' - 4" 30' - 9" 25' - 6" 49' - 5"

REQUIED MAJOR RECESSED AREA:
MAJOR RECESS PROVIDED:

REQUIED MINOR RECESSED AREA:
MINOR RECESS PROVIDED:

15' X 10' = 150 SF
197 SF

5' X 5' = 25 SF
70 SF

Municipal Code 16.45.120 (2) -
Major Building Modulations:
From ground level to the top of the 
building's base height, provide minimum 
of one recess of 15' wide by 10' deep per 
200' of facade length.

Project Compliance:
All facades facing publicly accessible 
spaces are less than 200' in length, and 
therefore one major building modulation 
required.

Minor Building Modulations:
From ground level to the top of the 
building's base height, provide minimum 
recess of 5' wide by 5' deep per 50' of 
facade length for building facades facing 
publicly accessible spaces.

Building projections spaced no more than 
50 feet apart with a minimum of 3' depth 
and 5' width may satisfy this requirement 
in-lieu of a recess.

Project Compliance:
From ground level to the top of the 
building's base height, the major and 
minor modulation requirements are 
satisfied by meeting the area required for 
each recess, or projection, per the 
required linear facade length.

Base height
Building recess for minor modulation
Building projection for minor modulation3rd Floor Above1st Floor Below

Major Modulation - 197 sf Minor Modulation - 70 sf

MENLO PORTAL

A-030
OFFICE ZONING COMPLIANCE -
BUILDING MASS & SCALEN

EAST ELEVATION FACING PUBLIC OPEN SPACE

CONSTITUTION FRONTAGE 2ND FLOOR PLAN

B38



Municipal Code 16.45.120 (3) -
Ground Floor Transparency:
Minimum 50% of the ground floor for 
commercial uses that must provide visual 
transparency

Project Compliance:
Transparent glazing exceeds 50% of the 
ground floor facade.  10% Max facade 
surface areas to have non-bird friendly 
glazing.

Ground level transparent glazing surface
Ground level metal screen

Base Height
GLAZED AREA: 1,058 SF GLAZED AREA: 300 SF

GROUND LEVEL FACADE SURFACE:
MIN REQ'D TRANSPARENT GLAZING SURFACE:

OPAQUE SURFACE PROVIDED:
TRANSPARENT GLAZING SURFACE PROVIDED:
METAL SCREEN SURFACE PROVIDED

(50% TRANSPARANCY)

2,229 SF
2,229 SF X 50% = 1,115 SF

       0 SF
1,358 SF
   871 SF X 50% = 435 SF

1,793 SF > 1,115 SF = COMPLIES

55
' - 

0"

METAL SCREEN: 343 SF METAL SCREEN: 528 SF

5' - 0"

GLAZED AREA: 145 SF

GROUND LEVEL FACADE SURFACE:
MIN REQ'D TRANSPARENT SURFACE:

OPAQUE SURFACE PROVIDED:
TRANSPARENT GLAZING SURFACE PROVIDED:
METAL SCREEN SURFACE PROVIDED

(50% TRANSPARANCY)

1,328 SF
1,328 SF X 50% = 664 SF

       0 SF
145 SF
1,183 SF X 50% = 592 SF

737 SF > 664 SF = COMPLIES

55
' - 

0"

METAL SCREEN: 597 SFMETAL SCREEN: 586 SF

MENLO PORTAL

A-031
OFFICE ZONING COMPLIANCE -
GROUND FLOOR EXTERIORN

CONSTITUTION ELEVATION INDEPENDENCE ELEVATION

B39



Municipal Code 16.45.120 (3) -
Garage Entrances:
Maximum 24’ opening for two-way 
entrance

Project Compliance:
A 24’ opening for two-way vehicular 
entrance is provided on Independence.

Garage opening

Municipal Code 16.43.130 (3) -
Building Entrances:
At least one entrance per public street 
frontage.

Project Compliance:
At least one entrance per public street 
frontage is provided.

Building entrance

24' - 0"

MENLO PORTAL

A-032
OFFICE ZONING COMPLIANCE -
GROUND FLOOR EXTERIORN

CONSTITUTION ELEVATION INDEPENDENCE ELEVATION

INDEPENDENCE ELEVATION
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Municipal Code 16.45.120 (6G) -
Roof Line:
Roof lines and eaves adjacent to street-
facing facades shall vary across a 
building, including a four-foot minimum 
height modulation to break visual 
monotony and create a visually intersting 
skyline as seen from public streets.

Project Compliance:
Roof line varies across the building, 
including a four-foot minimum height 
modulation.

Roof line

15
' - 

0"
37

' - 
0"

4' 
- 0

"
37

' - 
0"

MENLO PORTAL

A-033
OFFICE ZONING COMPLIANCE -
BUILDING DESIGNN

CONSTITUTION ELEVATION INDEPENDENCE ELEVATION
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FIRE 
SERVICE 

LANEINDEPENDENCE DR.

115 INDEPENDENCE DRIVE
(MENLO PORTAL MULTI-FAMILY)

119 INDEPENDENCE DRIVE111 INDEPENDENCE DRIVE

111 INDEPENDENCE DRIVE
(Pending 8-story multifamily residential building 

to replace existing 1-story office building)

SERVICE 
FIRE 
LANE

CENTRAL PLAZA
INDEPENDENCE 

DR.

104 CONSTITUTION DRIVE
(MENLO PORTAL OFFICE)

110 CONSTITUTION DRIVE
(MENLO PORTAL MULTI-FAMILY)

120 CONSTITUTION DRIVE

INDEPENDENCE DR.CONSTITUTION DR.
104 CONSTITUTION DRIVE
(MENLO PORTAL OFFICE)

111 INDEPENDENCE DRIVE105 CONSTITUTION DRIVE

111 INDEPENDENCE DRIVE
(Pending 8-story multifamily residential building 

to replace existing 1-story office building)

MENLO PORTAL

A-03412.10.2019

STREETSCAPE
MENLO PARK, CA

1" = 20'-0"
INDEPENDENCE DRIVE SOUTH STREETSCAPE

1" = 20'-0"
CONSTITUTION DRIVE NORTH STREETSCAPE

1" = 20'-0"
INDPENDENCE DRIVE WEST STREETSCAPE
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NMENLO PORTAL

L-00112 10 19

Landscape Plan Street Level - Overall
MENLO PARK, CA

0 1 0
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NMENLO PORTAL

L-00212 10 19

Landscape Plan Street Level Plan
Enlargements 1MENLO PARK, CA

0 10 20
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MENLO PORTAL

L-00312 10 19

Landscape Plan Street Level Plan
Enlargements 2MENLO PARK, CA

0 10 20
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MENLO PORTAL

L-00512 10 19

Landscape Plan Residential Courtyard
MENLO PARK, CA

0 10 20
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MENLO PORTAL

C-00112.10.2019

ALTA SURVEY - PAGE 1 OF 3
MENLO PARK, CA
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MENLO PORTAL

C-00212.10.2019

ALTA SURVEY - PAGE 2 OF 3
MENLO PARK, CA
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MENLO PORTAL

C-00312.10.2019

ALTA SURVEY - PAGE 3 OF 3
MENLO PARK, CA
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MENLO PORTAL

C-00412.10.2019

LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT
MENLO PARK, CA
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111 INDEPENDENCE 
DRIVE
(NIC)

PROPOSED LOT LINE 
ADJUSTMENT

CONSTITUTION DRIVE

INDEPENDENCE  DRIVE

EXISTING LOT LINE

ROOF  ACCESS STAIRS

ROOF  ACCESS STAIRS

ROOF  ACCESS 
STAIR 
ENCLOSURE

ROOF  ACCESS STAIR 
ENCLOSURE
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January 21, 2020 

Planning Commission 
City of Menlo Park 
701 Laurel Street 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 

Project Description Letter, Study Session 
115 Independence Drive and 104 - 110 Constitution Drive 

Dear Menlo Park Planning Commission: 

We are excited to present this proposal that would deliver 335 new housing units to the Bayfront Area.  We recently 
completed the 146-unit multifamily apartment project at 3645 Haven Avenue, and we look forward to working with you 
once again to help alleviate the housing and traffic crises in the area. 

The proposed project, named “Menlo Portal,” is located in the M-2 Area of Menlo Park, north of Highway US 101 and 
east of Marsh Road.  The project site is across 3 contiguous parcels at 104 Constitution Dr., 110 Constitution Dr. and 115 
Independence Dr.  The project proposes demolishing the existing office/industrial buildings on the 3 parcels that total 
approximately 139,565 square feet. 

The proposed project is located in the R-MU-B zoning district within the General Plan.  The Plan seeks to develop a new 
live/work/play environment in the M-2 area, and we believe this proposed project would advance that vision.  
Furthermore, this project proposes to deliver maximum residential density by using the bonus level development 
provisions, which would bring much-needed new housing to the area. 

The proposed project which takes advantage of the BMR density bonus consists of 335 apartment units across a single 
new seven-story building and an approximately 34,819 square foot office building.  The residential building includes 324 
vehicle parking stalls through a combination of a mechanical stacker system and self-parking and the commercial office 
building provides 96 parking spaces on two levels, all of it self-parked.  The residential building would include two levels 
of above-grade podium garage with five-levels of residential units above, and would include residential amenities, roof 
decks, and an outdoor courtyard on the podium level.  Additionally, the project proposal incorporates a publicly 
accessible greenspace between the residential and commercial office buildings from Constitution Drive to the north in 
order to improve pedestrian activity and accessibility throughout the area.   

The context of the site is between Menlo Gateway Phase I which is approximately 135 feet high in the south and Menlo 
Gateway Phase II Parking Structure 2 which is approximately 90 feet high and Menlo Gateway Phase II Office Building 2 
which is approximately 134 feet high to the north. In addition, the proposed development at 111 Independence is 85 
feet high.  The courtyard of our multifamily building which is 33 feet high opens out to a pedestrian area below which 
runs adjacent to the proposed 42-foot high office building.   
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In response to comments received from the Menlo Park Planning Commission during our July 2019 Planning Commission 
Study Session, our team has focused on updating / advancing the following elements of the project application: 

• Solicit feedback from the community related to neighborhood amenity: in community outreach sessions over
the past several months, our team has gathered ideas directly from members of the Belle Haven and
surrounding communities regarding the neighborhood benefit.  We’re committed to following the City’s process
for determining the community benefit; our project design retains the 1,600 SF neighborhood amenity space on
the ground floor of the office building and we continue to evaluate the best ways to put the community’s ideas
to work

• Exploring ways to broaden the reach of our below market rate program: we’ve continued to work with Menlo
Park Community Development to evaluate the range of acceptable options for a BMR program, noting that
Planning Commissioners have encouraged our team to consider ways to make BMR units at our project available
to a broader set of individuals

• Consider how the Central Plaza will function as a community open space: the Central Plaza is designed to be a
vibrant, active, public space. Following recent design changes, the plaza measures 50’ across, and 175’ deep, the
approximate size and shape of Paley Park in New York City, a celebrated public space. The plaza’s edges are
activated by uses throughout the day and night, including residential amenity spaces, office amenity spaces, and
outdoor dining areas connected with each. The plaza features gathering areas for groups of different sizes,
ample seating, and lush planting including robust tree canopy. Public art and wayfinding features draw the
public into the site and informal seating areas invite visitors to linger rather than just passing through. The
plaza’s safety is enhanced through open site lines, daytime and nighttime uses, and the overlooking windows of
offices and residences. We imagine the plaza activated by morning fitness classes, office workers on lunch
breaks, neighbors walking their dogs to get a coffee in the afternoon, and an occasional outdoor movie night or
dance performance in the evening.

• Consider refining the garage exterior screen for the commercial office building: the refinement of the office
building design incorporates massing adjustments for the third level office building, as well as the enhancement
of the garage screen by incorporating planting that obscures cars thereby creating an aesthetically pleasing
entry character.

As noted above, although we have not completed the value of amenity process with the City which will drive the 
community benefit process, we’ve identified an area on the first floor of the commercial office building facing the 
publicly accessible open space labeled “neighborhood benefit” to be a placeholder for a potential community benefit.  In 
addition, the project is expected to include 48 below market rate units at an average of “low” income level or 80% of the 
area median income (AMI). These units will be equitably distributed throughout the project. 

We understand that new projects of this size are subject to architectural control review, and as a result the proposal as 
presented includes only preliminary design direction.  We plan to work with Staff and Planning Commission to further 
refine the design of this project.  Additionally, we plan to engage our active engagement of the community and our 
future neighbors in order to thoughtfully gather, consider, and incorporate feedback. 
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We anticipate that the project will ultimately require: 
• Environmental review to analyze potential environmental and traffic impacts of the project
• Use permit for bonus level development
• Lot line adjustment and merger to change the boundaries of the existing lots
• Architectural control to review the future design of the project and site improvements
• Below Market Rate (BMR) housing agreement to provide on-site BMR units

We believe that the region is in dire need of more housing, especially as regional employers continue to grow rapidly 
and traffic worsens.  A jobs/housing imbalance is expected to continue into the future, causing further strain on housing 
availability, increased rents, and traffic.  We look forward to working with Planning Commission to deliver this new 
proposed housing project to Menlo Park.   

Sincerely, 

Andrew Morcos 
Sr. Development Director 
Greystar 
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Menlo Portal Project – Attachment F: Transportation Impact Assessment Study Intersections 

The focused EIR will include analysis of 15 intersections as follows: 

1. Marsh Road and Bayfront Expressway (State)

2. Marsh Road and US‐101 NB Off‐Ramp (State)

3. Marsh Road and US‐101 SB Off‐Ramp (State)

4. Marsh Road and Scott Drive (Menlo Park)

5. Marsh Road and Bay Road (Menlo Park)

6. Marsh Road and Middlefield Road (Atherton)

7. Marsh Road and Florence Street‐Bohannon Drive (Menlo Park)

8. Chrysler Drive and Bayfront Expressway (State)

9. Chrysler Drive and Constitution Drive (Menlo Park)

10. Chrysler Drive and Jefferson Drive (Menlo Park)

11. Chrysler Drive and Independence Drive (Menlo Park)

12. Chilco Street and Bayfront Expressway (State)

13. Chilco Street and Constitution Drive (Menlo Park)

14. Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway (State)

15. University and Bayfront Expressway (State)
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Meador, Kaitie M

From: jackie leonard-dimmick <akita550@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, January 17, 2020 3:43 PM
To: Meador, Kaitie M
Subject: Greystar

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's 
email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply. 
Kaitier Meador: 
     I read the article in "The Almanac" (1/15/20), 'City Takes on Second Greystar Plan to Add Hundreds of 
Apartments' by Kate Bradshaw.  It stated:  “Together, both projects would add 818 new homes to a city where 
jobs far outnumber housing units." 
    There has been a lot of publicity about the need for affordable housing and the homeless.  Everywhere I 
look, every local newspaper I read tells about more and more development going up. Some of these buildings 
will contain "affordable" housing.  What is affordable today will not be affordable tomorrow.  Before long we 
will have city to city housing.  High density housing "a people factory farm" is not the answer. 
     The homeless definitely need a place to live, where they feel comfortable.  I feel like too much emphasis 
has been placed on the picture of homelessness ‐ an EFFECT, but little or no energy on the CAUSE.  One will 
get nowhere by constantly baling out an over flowing bath tub.  The faucet must first be turned off.  The above 
statement from "The Almanac" makes it quite clear to me.  There are too many jobs on the peninsula and/or 
too many of these jobs hire people from elsewhere, instead of from the local community. 
      Another issue that few people want to look at is OVER POPULATION ‐ externally and internally, (people 
coming in from other localities, states and countries, for jobs, and the number of children couples choose to 
have) .Population plays a BIG role in the health of our environment.  It is not just technology that will save(?) 
us from global warming, climate change and rising tides, but as, if not more important , COMMOM SENSE. 
     Bottom line is BALANCE. I think we have gone overboard with new construction and it is time to take a 
break. 
      Thank you for letting me share a view on this subject from a different angle. 
       Jackie Leonard‐Dimmick 
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Meador, Kaitie M

From: Amy Roleder <amyrol@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, January 17, 2020 1:33 PM
To: Meador, Kaitie M
Subject: Menlo Uptown and Portal proposal

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's 
email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply. 

Hi Katie, 
I would like to comment on the Menlo Uptown proposal. My opinion is, unless the developer makes the 
majority of the units below market rate, the people who desperately need housing such as our retail and other 
lower wage earners that are essential to our community and are currently priced out will not be able to afford to 
live there, which should be the whole point of adding more housing to Menlo Park. So, unless they agree to at 
least 60% or greater housing below market, I think you should deny it being built.  

Other things to consider is that adding this housing is only going to increase traffic further, so unless its for the 
good of the community, it should not be granted.  

Also, the FaceBook expansion hasn't even been fininshed yet. So no new projects should be approved until we 
can see the traffic impact of that. The traffic problem, as you obviously know, is severe in that area, along with 
Willow Rd., west of 101. 

The Menlo Portal proposal should also not be granted, until again we can see the Impacts of the FaceBook 
expansion, and the LEAST thing we need is more office space. Please, stop with the office space!  Affordable 
units should also be key to this project as well. 

Thank you, 
A. Lupo
Durham St., Menlo Park
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Meador, Kaitie M

From: Judy Adams <judyblueeyes1@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, January 13, 2020 11:47 AM
To: Meador, Kaitie M; _CCIN
Subject: Menlo Portal proposal

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's 
email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply. 

I applaude the including of  a % of affordable/low-imcome apartments, but 
would like to see 20% and a specific low-income level listed, as 
"affordable, below market" is usually woefully out of reach for low-
income, minimum wage workforce families. I would further add that I 
would like to see Menlo Park not consider any developments of office 
space until we meet an acceptable level of truly low-income housing to 
bring us up to state requirements or better-than, so that we can restore 
economic diversity in our community, where workers don't have to drive 
for an hour or more to get to work, and to include in that requirement, 
teacher's housing. 

Judy Adams 
Menlo Park homeowner, family of 2 
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