CITY COUNCIL
SPECIAL MEETING AGENDA

Tuesday, November 27, 2012
CITY OF 5:30 p.m.

MENLO Menlo Park Council Chambers
PARK 701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA 94025

5:30 P.M. STUDY SESSION

SS1. Guest speakers who will introduce topics related to Transportation Management

Associations and Multi-modal Level of Service (Staff report #2012-181)

7:00 P.M. REGULAR SESSION

ROLL CALL - Cline, Cohen, Fergusson, Keith, Ohtaki

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ANNOUNCEMENTS

A. PRESENTATIONS AND PROCLAMATIONS

Al. Proclamation declaring November as Pancreatic Cancer Awareness Month (Attachment)

A2. Presentation: Results of the Bi-Annual Community Survey (Attachment)

A3. Presentation by Streetline, Inc. regarding Smart Parking

B. COMMISSION/COMMITTEE VACANCIES, APPOINTMENTS AND REPORTS

C. PUBLIC COMMENT #1 (Limited to 30 minutes)

Under “Public Comment #1”, the public may address the Council on any subject not listed
on the agenda and items listed under the Consent Calendar. Each speaker may address
the Council 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 Council cannot act
on items not listed on the agenda and, therefore, the Council cannot respond to non-
agenda issues brought up under Public Comment other than to provide general
information.

D. CONSENT CALENDAR

D1. Adopt a resolution accepting dedication of a public access easement at 900-910 Roble
Avenue (formerly 821 University Drive) and authorize the City Clerk to sign the parcel map
(Staff report #12-177)

D2. Authorize the Public Works Director to accept the work by Suarez and Munoz
Construction, Inc., for the 2011-12 Citywide Sidewalk Repair Project and the Seminary
Oaks Park Pathway Replacement Project (Staff report #12-178)

D3. Accept minutes for the Council meeting of November 13, 2012 (Attachment)
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E. PUBLIC HEARING

E1. Adopt a resolution accepting fiscal year 2012-2013 State Supplemental Local Law
Enforcement Grant (COPS Frontline) in the amount of $100,000; approve a spending plan
and re-allocate $43,272 from fiscal year 2011-2012 encumbered Supplemental Law
Enforcement Special Funds (Staff report #12-176)

E2. Consider a request for rezoning, conditional development permit, heritage tree removal
permit, and below market rate housing agreement for a proposed office, research and
development (R&D), manufacturing and warehousing development on the property
located at 1 and 20 Kelly Court (Staff report #2012-182)

F. REGULAR BUSINESS

F1. Approve a resolution authorizing a Memorandum of Understanding between the City of
Menlo Park and the County of Alameda for the Regional Renewable Energy Procurement
Project and provide feedback on the potential of installing photovoltaic carports at four City
facilities (Staff report #12-180)

F2. Consider state and federal legislative items, including decisions to support or oppose any
such legislation, and items listed under Written Communication or Information Iltem: None

G. CITY MANAGER’S REPORT — None
H.  WRITTEN COMMUNICATION — None
I INFORMATIONAL ITEMS

I1. Status on reusable bag ordinance (Staff report #12-179)

J. COUNCILMEMBER REPORTS

K. PUBLIC COMMENT #2: (Limited to 30 minutes)
Under “Public Comment #2”, the public if unable to address the Council on non-agenda
items during Public Comment #1, may do so at this time. Each person is limited to three
minutes. Please clearly state your name and address or jurisdiction in which you live.

L. ADJOURNMENT

Agendas are posted in accordance with Government Code Section 54954.2(a) or Section 54956. Members of the public can view electronic agendas
and staff reports by accessing the City website at http://www.menlopark.org and can receive e-mail notification of agenda and staff report postings by
subscribing to the “Home Delivery” service on the City’'s homepage. Agendas and staff reports may also be obtained by contacting the City Clerk at
(650) 330-6620. Copies of the entire packet are available at the library for viewing and copying. (Posted: 11/21/2012)

At every Regular Meeting of the City Council, in addition to the Public Comment period where the public shall have the right to address the City Council
on the Consent Calendar and any matters of public interest not listed on the agenda, members of the public have the right to directly address the City
Council on any item listed on the agenda at a time designated by the Mayor, either before or during the Council’s consideration of the item.

At every Special Meeting of the City Council, members of the public have the right to directly address the City Council on any item listed on the agenda
at a time designated by the Mayor, either before or during consideration of the item.

Any writing that is distributed to a majority of the City Council 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 Office of the City Clerk, Menlo Park City Hall, 701 Laurel Street, Menlo
Park, CA 94025 during regular business hours. Members of the public may send communications to members of the City Council via the City Council’s
e-mail address at city.council@menlopark.org. These communications are public records and can be viewed by anyone by clicking on the following
link: http://ccin.menlopark.org

City Council meetings are televised live on Government Access Television Cable TV Channel 26. Meetings are re-broadcast on Channel 26 on
Thursdays and Saturdays at 11:00 a.m. A DVD of each meeting is available for check out at the Menlo Park Library.

Live and archived video stream of Council meetings can be accessed at:

http://menlopark.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view_id=2 Persons with disabilities, who require auxiliary aids or services in attending or
participating in City Council meetings, may call the City Clerk’s Office
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PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

Council Meeting Date: November, 27, 2012
Staff Report #:12-181

CITY OF

MENLO
PARK

Agenda Item #: SS-1

STUDY SESSION: Panel Introduction to Transportation Management Associations
and Multi-modal Level of Service

The purpose of this Study Session is to educate and inform the City Council regarding
Transportation Management Associations (TMAs) and Multi-Modal Level of Service
(MMLOS) as a way to measure multiple modes of travel including vehicles, bicycles,
pedestrians and transit.

BACKGROUND

The City is planning to update the General Plan over the next few years. The update will
include many areas of the Plan including the Transportation Element. The current
General Plan includes a higher focus on vehicle Level of Service (LOS). Current trends
within California and the nation suggest that a more well-rounded approach for
considering and measuring all modes of travel is beneficial.

In preparation for future discussions on the General Plan, this Study Session will
provide an overview of two transportation topics including TMAs and MMLOS. These
speakers will be the first in what will likely be a series of presentations on an array of
topics to help inform decision makers on issues prior to preparing the General Plan
update. The speakers for this Study Session include the following:

Transportation Management Associations

Rick Williams of Rick Williams Consulting (RWC) is the parking and transportation
demand management consulting arm of BPM Development, 50-year-old real estate firm
headquartered in Portland. BPM owns and operates numerous structured and surface
parking facilities in the Portland Downtown core. Rick Williams Consulting is highly
experienced and successful in managing the relationship of parking
management/operations and economic development for clients in Portland, the Pacific
Northwest, the United States and Canada. RWC also works extensively in the area of
transportation demand management programs, planning, design and implementation.

Multi-modal Level of Service

Kamala Parks brings her abilities in transportation planning, traffic operations,
development theory/practices and research methods to Kittleson & Associates, Inc. Her
work includes preparing traffic impact studies, analysis for and writing of master plans
and environmental impact reports, and assisting research reports. She has expertise in



many transportation model programs, and the Multimodal Level of Service Analysis
method for Urban Streets.

In updating the Transportation Element of the General Plan, it is important to take a
comprehensive approach which combines transportation planning and traffic
engineering to integrate solutions with a community goal of developing solutions that
improve the performance of streets, pedestrian, bicycle and transit systems. These
topics will be widely discussed by the community, commission and Council as part of
the General Plan update

Signature on File
Charles Taylor
Public Works Director

PUBLIC NOTICE: Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with this
agenda item being listed, at least 72 hours prior to the meeting.

ATTACHMENTS:

None



Proclamation

Declaring November “Pancreatic Cancer Awareness Month”

WHEREAS, in 2012, an estimated 43,920 people will be diagnosed with pancreatic cancer in
the United States and 37,390 will die from the disease; and

WHEREAS, pancreatic cancer is one of the deadliest cancers, is the fourth leading cause of
cancer death in the United States, and is the only major cancer with a five-year relative
survival rate in the single digits at just six percent; and

WHEREAS, when symptoms of pancreatic cancer present themselves, it is usually too late for an
optimistic prognosis, and 74 percent of pancreatic cancer patients die within the first year of
their diagnosis while 94 percent of pancreatic cancer patients die within the first five years;

WHEREAS, of dll the racial/ethnic groups in the United States, African Americans have the
highest Incidence rate of pancreatic cancer, between 34 percent and 70 percent higher than
the other groups; and

WHEREAS, approximately 3860 deaths will occur in California in 2012; and

WHEREAS, there is no cure for pancreatic cancer and there have been no significant
improvements in survival rates in the last 40 years; and

WHEREAS, the Federal Government invests significantly less money in pancreatic cancer
research than it does in any of the other leading cancer klliers; and pancreafic cancer
research constitutes only approximately 2 percent of the National Cancer Institute’s federal
research funding. a figure far too low given the severity of the disease, its mortality rate, and
how littie Is known about how to arrest it; and

WHEREAS, the Pancreatfic Cancer Action Network is the first and only national patient
advocacy organizatfion that serves the pancreatic cancer community in Menio Park and
nationwide by focusing its efforts on public policy, research funding, patient services, and
public awareness and education reiated o deveioping effective freatments and a cure for
pancreatic cancer; and

WHEREAS, the Pancreatic Cancer Action Network and its affiliates in Menio Park support those
patients currently battling pancreatic cancer, as well as to those who have lost their lives to
the disease, and are committed to nothing less than a cure; and

WHEREAS, the good health and well-being of the residents of Menlo Park are enhanced as a
direct resuit of Increased awareness about pancreafic cancer and research into early
detection, causes, and effective freatments.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that |, Kirsten Keith, Mayor, designate the month of November 2012
as “Pancreatic Cancer Awareness Month” in Menlo Park, California.

\ Kirsten Keith
Mayor

CITY OF

MENLO
\PARK /
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SURVEY BACKGROUND

ABOUT THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY™

The National Citizen Survey™ (The NCS) is a collaborative effort between National Research
Center, Inc. (NRC) and the International City/County Management Association (ICMA). The NCS
was developed by NRC to provide a statistically valid survey of resident opinions about community
and services provided by local government. The survey results may be used by staff, elected
officials and other stakeholders for community planning and resource allocation, program
improvement and policy making.

FIGURE 1: THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY™ METHODS AND GOALS

Survey Objectives Assessment Methods
Identify community strengths and Multi-contact mailed survey
weaknesses Representative sample of 1,200 households
e Identify service strengths and 344 surveys returned; 29% response rate
weaknesses 5% margin of error
Data statistically weighted to reflect
population

A )

Assessment Goals

Immediate Long-term
e Provide useful information for: Improved services
e Planning More civic engagement
e Resource allocation Better community quality of life
e Performance measurement Stronger public trust
e Program and policy

evaluation
S J

The NCS focuses on a series of community characteristics and local government services, as well as
issues of public trust. Resident behaviors related to civic engagement in the community also were
measured in the survey.

The National Citizen Survey™
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FIGURE 2: THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY™ FOCUS AREAS

COMMUNITY QUALITY

Quality of life
Quality of neighborhood
Place to live

Transportation
Ease of travel, transit services,
street maintenance

Housing
Housing options, cost,
affordability

Land Use and Zoning
New development, growth,
code enforcement

Economic Sustainability
Employment, shopping and
retail, City as a place to work

PUBLIC SAFETY

Safety in neighborhood and
downtown
Crime victimization

--------------------------------------------

--------------------------------------

.........................................

.

ENVIRONMENTAL
SUSTAINABILITY

Cleanliness
Air quality
Preservation of natural areas
Garbage and recycling
services

---------------------------------------

RECREATION AND
WELLNESS

Parks and Recreation
Recreation opportunities, use
of parks and facilities,
programs and classes

Culture, Arts and Education
Cultural and educational
opportunities, libraries,
schools

Health and Wellness

Availability of food, health
services, social services

--------------------------------------

..........................................

COMMUNITY
INCLUSIVENESS

Sense of community
Racial and cultural acceptance
Senior, youth and low-income

services

CIVIC ENGAGEMENT H

Civic Activity
Volunteerism
Civic attentiveness
Voting behavior

Social Engagement
Neighborliness, social and
religious events

Information and Awareness
Public information,
publications, Web site

PuUBLIC TRUST

Cooperation in community
Value of services
Direction of community

Citizen involvement

Police, fire, EMS services
Employees

Emergency preparedness
The survey and its administration are standardized to assure high quality research methods and
directly comparable results across The National Citizen Survey™ jurisdictions. Participating
households are selected at random and the household member who responds is selected without
bias. Multiple mailings give each household more than one chance to participate with self-
addressed and postage-paid envelopes. Results are statistically weighted to reflect the proper
demographic composition of the entire community. A total of 344 completed surveys were
obtained, providing an overall response rate of 29%. Typically, response rates obtained on citizen
surveys range from 25% to 40%.

The National Citizen Survey™ customized for the City of Menlo Park was developed in close
cooperation with local jurisdiction staff. Menlo Park staff selected items from a menu of questions
about services and community issues and provided the appropriate letterhead and signatures for
mailings.

The National Citizen Survey™
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UNDERSTANDING THE RESULTS

As shown in Figure 2, this report is based around respondents’ opinions about eight larger
categories: community quality, community design, public safety, environmental sustainability,
recreation and wellness, community inclusiveness, civic engagement and public trust. Each report
section begins with residents’ ratings of community characteristics and is followed by residents’
ratings of service quality. For all evaluative questions, the percent of residents rating the service or
community feature as “excellent” or “good” is presented. To see the full set of responses for each
question on the survey, please see Appendix A: Complete Survey Frequencies.

Margin of Error

The margin of error around results for the City of Menlo Park Survey (344 completed surveys) is
plus or minus five percentage points. This is a measure of the precision of your results; a larger
number of completed surveys gives a smaller (more precise) margin of error, while a smaller
number of surveys yields a larger margin of error. With your margin of error, you may conclude
that when 60% of survey respondents report that a particular service is “excellent” or “good,”
somewhere between 55-65% of all residents are likely to feel that way.

Comparing Survey Results

Certain kinds of services tend to be thought better of by residents in many communities across the
country. For example, public safety services tend to be received better than transportation services
by residents of most American communities. Where possible, the better comparison is not from one
service to another in the City of Menlo Park, but from City of Menlo Park services to services like
them provided by other jurisdictions.

Interpreting Comparisons to Previous Years

This report contains comparisons with prior years’ results. In this report, we are comparing this
year’s data with existing data in the graphs. Differences between years can be considered
“statistically significant” if they are greater than eight percentage points. Trend data for your
jurisdiction represent important comparison data and should be examined for improvements or
declines. Deviations from stable trends over time, especially represent opportunities for
understanding how local policies, programs or public information may have affected residents’
opinions.

Benchmark Comparisons

NRC’s database of comparative resident opinion is comprised of resident perspectives gathered in
citizen surveys from approximately 500 jurisdictions whose residents evaluated local government
services and gave their opinion about the quality of community life. The comparison evaluations
are from the most recent survey completed in each jurisdiction; most communities conduct surveys
every year or in alternating years. NRC adds the latest results quickly upon survey completion,
keeping the benchmark data fresh and relevant.

The City of Menlo Park chose to have comparisons made to the entire database. A benchmark
comparison (the average rating from all the comparison jurisdictions where a similar question was
asked) has been provided when a similar question on the City of Menlo Park survey was included
in NRC’s database and there were at least five jurisdictions in which the question was asked. For
most questions compared to the entire dataset, there were more than 100 jurisdictions included in
the benchmark comparison.

The National Citizen Survey™
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Where comparisons for quality ratings were available, the City of Menlo Park results were generally
noted as being “above” the benchmark, “below” the benchmark or “similar” to the benchmark. For
some questions — those related to resident behavior, circumstance or to a local problem — the
comparison to the benchmark is designated as “more,” “similar” or “less” (for example, the percent
of crime victims, residents visiting a park or residents identifying code enforcement as a problem.)
In instances where ratings are considerably higher or lower than the benchmark, these ratings have
been further demarcated by the attribute of “much,” (for example, “much less” or “much above”).
These labels come from a statistical comparison of the City of Menlo Park's rating to the
benchmark.

“Don’t Know” Responses and Rounding

On many of the questions in the survey respondents may answer “don’t know.” The proportion of
respondents giving this reply is shown in the full set of responses included in Appendix A.
However, these responses have been removed from the analyses presented in the body of the
report. In other words, the tables and graphs display the responses from respondents who had an
opinion about a specific item.

For some questions, respondents were permitted to select more than one answer. When the total
exceeds 100% in a table for a multiple response question, it is because some respondents did select
more than one response. When a table for a question that only permitted a single response does not
total to exactly 100%, it is due to the customary practice of percentages being rounded to the
nearest whole number.

For more information on understanding The NCS report, please see Appendix B: Survey
Methodology.

The National Citizen Survey™
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report of the City of Menlo Park survey provides the opinions of a representative sample of
residents about community quality of life, service delivery, civic participation and unique issues of
local interest. A periodic sounding of resident opinion offers staff, elected officials and other
stakeholders an opportunity to identify challenges and to plan for and evaluate improvements and
to sustain services and amenities for long-term success.

Almost all residents experienced a good quality of life in the City of Menlo Park and believed the
City was a good place to live. The overall quality of life in the City of Menlo Park was rated as
“excellent” or “good” by 94% of respondents. A majority reported they plan on staying in the City
of Menlo Park for the next five years.

A variety of characteristics of the community was evaluated by those participating in the study. The
three characteristics receiving the most favorable ratings were the cleanliness of Menlo Park, the
overall image or reputation of Menlo Park, and the overall appearance of Menlo Park. Among the
characteristics receiving the least positive ratings were the availability of affordable quality child
care and traffic flow on major streets.

Ratings of community characteristics were compared to the benchmark database. Of the 32
characteristics for which comparisons were available, 14 were above the national benchmark
comparison, ten were similar to the national benchmark comparison and eight were below.

Residents in the City of Menlo Park were somewhat civically engaged. While only 25% had
attended a meeting of local elected public officials or other local public meeting in the previous 12
months, 94% had provided help to a friend or neighbor. Less than half had volunteered their time
to some group or activity in the City of Menlo Park, which was lower than the benchmark.

In general, survey respondents demonstrated trust in local government. A majority rated the overall
direction being taken by the City of Menlo Park as “good” or “excellent.” This was similar to the
benchmark. Those residents who had interacted with an employee of the City of Menlo Park in the
previous 12 months gave high marks to those employees. Most rated their overall impression of
employees as “excellent” or “good.”

On average, residents gave favorable ratings to a majority of local government services. City
services rated were able to be compared to the benchmark database. Of the 28 services for which
comparisons were available, 17 were above the benchmark comparison, nine were similar to the
benchmark comparison and two were below.

The National Citizen Survey™
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A Key Driver Analysis was conducted for the City of Menlo Park which examined the relationships
between ratings of each service and ratings of the City of Menlo Park’s services overall. Those key
driver services that correlated most strongly with residents’ perceptions about overall City service
quality have been identified. By targeting improvements in key services, the City of Menlo Park can
focus on the services that have the greatest likelihood of influencing residents’ opinions about

overall service quality. Services found to be influential in ratings of overall service quality from the
Key Driver Analysis were:

City parks
Police services

For both of these services, the City of Menlo Park was above the benchmark and should continue
to ensure high quality performance.

The National Citizen Survey™
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COMMUNITY RATINGS

OVERALL COMMUNITY QUALITY

Overall quality of community life may be the single best indicator of success in providing the
natural ambience, services and amenities that make for an attractive community. The National
Citizen Survey™ contained many questions related to quality of community life in the City of Menlo
Park — not only direct questions about quality of life overall and in neighborhoods, but questions to
measure residents” commitment to the City of Menlo Park. Residents were asked whether they
planned to move soon or if they would recommend the City of Menlo Park to others. Intentions to
stay and willingness to make recommendations provide evidence that the City of Menlo Park offers
services and amenities that work.

Almost all of the City of Menlo Park’s residents gave high ratings to their neighborhoods and the
community as a place to live. Most reported they would recommend the community to others and
plan to stay for the next five years. Ratings were stable over time.

FIGURE 3: RATINGS OF OVERALL COMMUNITY QUALITY BY YEAR
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FIGURE 4: LIKELIHOOD OF REMAINING IN COMMUNITY AND RECOMMENDING COMMUNITY BY YEAR
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The National Citizen Survey™
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FIGURE 5: OVERALL COMMUNITY QUALITY BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Overall quality of life in Menlo Park

Much above

Your neighborhood as place to live Much above
Menlo Park as a place to live Much above
Recommend living in Menlo Park to someone who asks Much above
Remain in Menlo Park for the next five years Above

The National Citizen Survey™
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COMMUNITY DESIGN

Transportation

The ability to move easily throughout a community can greatly affect the quality of life of residents
by diminishing time wasted in traffic congestion and by providing opportunities to travel quickly
and safely by modes other than the automobile. High quality options for resident mobility not only
require local government to remove barriers to flow but they require government programs and
policies that create quality opportunities for all modes of travel.

Residents responding to the survey were given a list of seven aspects of mobility to rate on a scale
of “excellent,” “good,” “fair” and “poor.” Ease of walking in Menlo Park was given the most
positive rating, followed by ease of bicycle travel. The ratings for ease of car travel and traffic flow
on major streets decreased from 2010 to 2012.

FIGURE 6: RATINGS OF TRANSPORTATION IN COMMUNITY BY YEAR
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FIGURE 7: COMMUNITY TRANSPORTATION BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Ease of car travel in Menlo Park

Below

Ease of bus travel in Menlo Park

Much below

Ease of rail or subway travel in Menlo Park Much above
Ease of bicycle travel in Menlo Park Much above
Ease of walking in Menlo Park Much above
Availability of paths and walking trails Similar

Traffic flow on major streets

Much below
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Seven transportation services were rated in Menlo Park. Ratings tended to be a mix of positive and
negative. Three were above the benchmark, one was below the benchmark and three were similar
to the benchmark. The ratings for street cleaning and sidewalk maintenance improved over time.

FIGURE 8: RATINGS OF TRANSPORTATION AND PARKING SERVICES BY YEAR

NMIIHIHIIIIIITTIRIONG 4

Street repair 48% . 281(2)
53%
_— R 2
53%
I O
et ighing | >
56%
Sidewalk -k\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\“ 57%
idewalk maintenance _ Privny
55%
ff | -k\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘ fz%
Traffic signal timing _ 8%
53%
B o MW 45%
45%
NN
Amount of public parking | 619
56%
0% 25% 50°% 75 100%

Percent "excellent" or "good"

FIGURE 9: TRANSPORTATION AND PARKING SERVICES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark
Street repair Much above
Street cleaning Much above
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By measuring choice of travel mode over time, communities can monitor their success in providing
attractive alternatives to the traditional mode of travel, the single-occupied automobile. When
asked how they typically traveled to work, single-occupancy (SOV) travel was the main mode of
use. However, 3% of work commute trips were made by transit, 19% by bicycle and 4% by foot.

FIGURE 10: FREQUENCY OF BUS USE IN LAST 12 MONTHS BY YEAR
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FIGURE 11: FREQUENCY OF BUS USE BENCHMARKS
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FIGURE 12: MODE OF TRAVEL USED FOR WORK COMMUTE
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FIGURE 13: DRIVE ALONE BENCHMARKS
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Housing

Housing variety and affordability are not luxuries for any community. When there are too few
options for housing style and affordability, the characteristics of a community tilt toward a single
group, often of well-off residents. While this may seem attractive to a community, the absence of
affordable townhomes, condominiums, mobile homes, single family detached homes and
apartments means that in addition to losing the vibrancy of diverse thoughts and lifestyles, the
community loses the service workers that sustain all communities — police officers, school teachers,
house painters and electricians. These workers must live elsewhere and commute in at great
personal cost and to the detriment of traffic flow and air quality. Furthermore lower income
residents pay so much of their income to rent or mortgage that little remains to bolster their own
quality of life or local business.

The survey of the City of Menlo Park residents asked respondents to reflect on the availability of
affordable housing as well as the variety of housing options. The availability of affordable housing
was rated as “excellent” or “good” by 17% of respondents, while the variety of housing options was
rated as “excellent” or “good” by 35% of respondents. The ratings of perceived affordable housing
availability and variety of housing options were much worse in the City of Menlo Park than the
ratings, on average, in comparison jurisdictions.

FIGURE 14: RATINGS OF HOUSING IN COMMUNITY BY YEAR
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To augment the perceptions of affordable housing in Menlo Park, the cost of housing as reported in
the survey was compared to residents’ reported monthly income to create a rough estimate of the
proportion of residents of the City of Menlo Park experiencing housing cost stress. About 37% of

survey participants were found to pay housing costs of more than 30% of their monthly household
income.

FIGURE 16: PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS EXPERIENCING HOUSING COST STRESS BY YEAR
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FIGURE 17: HOUSING COSTS BENCHMARKS
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Land Use and Zoning

Community development contributes to a feeling among residents and even visitors of the attention
given to the speed of growth, the location of residences and businesses, the kind of housing that is
appropriate for the community and the ease of access to commerce, green space and residences.
Even the community’s overall appearance often is attributed to the planning and enforcement
functions of the local jurisdiction. Residents will appreciate an attractive, well-planned community.
The NCS questionnaire asked residents to evaluate the quality of new development, the appearance
of the City of Menlo Park and the speed of population growth. Problems with the appearance of
property were rated, and the quality of land use planning, zoning and code enforcement services
were evaluated.

The overall quality of new development in the City of Menlo Park was rated as “excellent” by 16%
of respondents and as “good” by an additional 50%. The overall appearance of Menlo Park was
rated as “excellent” or “good” by 84% of respondents and was much higher than the benchmark.
When rating to what extent run down buildings, weed lots or junk vehicles were a problem in the
City of Menlo Park, 8% thought they were a “major” problem.

FIGURE 18: RATINGS OF THE COMMUNITY'S "BUILT ENVIRONMENT" BY YEAR
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| Comparison to benchmark

Quality of new development in Menlo Park Above

Overall appearance of Menlo Park Much above

The National Citizen Survey™

24 22



City of Menlo Park | 2012

FIGURE 20: RATINGS OF POPULATION GROWTH BY YEAR
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FIGURE 21: POPULATION GROWTH BENCHMARKS
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FIGURE 22: RATINGS OF NUISANCE PROBLEMS BY YEAR
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FIGURE 23: NUISANCE PROBLEMS BENCHMARKS
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FIGURE 24: RATINGS OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY CODE ENFORCEMENT SERVICES BY YEAR
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FIGURE 25: PLANNING AND COMMUNITY CODE ENFORCEMENT SERVICES BENCHMARKS
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ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY

The United States has been in recession since late 2007 with an accelerated downturn occurring in
the fourth quarter of 2008. Officially we emerged from recession in the third quarter of 2009, but
high unemployment lingers, keeping a lid on a strong recovery. Many readers worry that the ill
health of the economy will color how residents perceive their environment and the services that
local government delivers. NRC researchers have found that the economic downturn has chastened
Americans’ view of their own economic futures but has not colored their perspectives about
community services or quality of life.

Survey respondents were asked to rate a number of community features related to economic
opportunity and growth. The most positively rated features were Menlo Park as a place to work and
the overall quality of business and service establishments in Menlo Park. Receiving the lowest
rating was employment opportunities. The ratings for employment opportunities remained stable
over time and were much above the benchmark.

FIGURE 26: RATINGS OF ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY AND OPPORTUNITIES BY YEAR
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FIGURE 27: ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY AND OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS
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Residents were asked to evaluate the speed of jobs growth and retail growth on a scale from “much
too slow” to “much too fast.” When asked about the rate of jobs growth in Menlo Park, 54%
responded that it was “too slow,” while 53% reported retail growth as “too slow.” Many more
residents in Menlo Park compared to other jurisdictions believed that retail growth was too slow
and far fewer residents believed that jobs growth was too slow. The percent of respondents rating
jobs growth as “too slow” decreased from 2010 to 2012.

FIGURE 28: RATINGS OF RETAIL AND JOB GROWTH BY YEAR
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FIGURE 29: RETAIL AND JOB GROWTH BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark
Retail growth seen as too slow Much more
Jobs growth seen as too slow Much less

FIGURE 30: RATINGS OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT SERVICES BY YEAR
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FIGURE 31: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT SERVICES BENCHMARKS
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Residents were asked to reflect on their economic prospects in the near term. Twenty-two percent
of the City of Menlo Park residents expected that the coming six months would have a “somewhat”
or “very” positive impact on their family. The percent of residents with an optimistic outlook on
their household income was higher than comparison jurisdictions.

FIGURE 32: RATINGS OF PERSONAL ECONOMIC FUTURE BY YEAR
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FIGURE 33: PERSONAL ECONOMIC FUTURE BENCHMARKS
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PUBLIC SAFETY

Safety from violent or property crimes creates the cornerstone of an attractive community. No one
wants to live in fear of crime, fire or natural hazards, and communities in which residents feel
protected or unthreatened are communities that are more likely to show growth in population,
commerce and property value.

Residents were asked to rate their feelings of safety from violent crimes, property crimes, fire and
environmental dangers and to evaluate the local agencies whose main charge is to provide
protection from these dangers. Most gave positive ratings of safety in the City of Menlo Park. About
88% of those completing the questionnaire said they felt “very” or “somewhat” safe from violent
crimes and 82% felt “very” or “somewhat” safe from environmental hazards. Daytime sense of
safety was better than nighttime safety. Safety ratings generally remained stable over time, however
the ratings for safety from property crimes decreased from 2010 to 2012.

FIGURE 34: RATINGS OF COMMUNITY AND PERSONAL PUBLIC SAFETY BY YEAR
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FIGURE 35: COMMUNITY AND PERSONAL PUBLIC SAFETY BENCHMARKS
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As assessed by the survey, 10% of respondents reported that someone in the household had been
the victim of one or more crimes in the past year. Of those who had been the victim of a crime,
85% had reported it to police. Compared to other jurisdictions a similar number of Menlo Park
residents had been victims of crime in the 12 months preceding the survey and more Menlo Park
residents had reported their most recent crime victimization to the police.

FIGURE 36: CRIME VICTIMIZATION AND REPORTING BY YEAR
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FIGURE 37: CRIME VICTIMIZATION AND REPORTING BENCHMARKS
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Residents rated four City public safety services; of these, two were rated much above the
benchmark comparison, two were rated similar to the benchmark comparison and none were rated
below the benchmark comparison. Police services and crime prevention received the highest
ratings, while traffic enforcement and emergency preparedness received the lowest ratings. All were
rated similarly when compared to previous years.
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FIGURE 38: RATINGS OF PUBLIC SAFETY SERVICES BY YEAR
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FIGURE 39: PUBLIC SAFETY SERVICES BENCHMARKS
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FIGURE 40: CONTACT WITH POLICE DEPARTMENT

2012

§ H 2010
43%
Had contact with the

police department

36%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Percent "yes"
FIGURE 41: RATINGS OF CONTACT WITH POLICE DEPARTMENT

% 2012

Ny
\ = 2010
77 %
Ratings of contact with

police department

79%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Percent "excellent" or "good"

FIGURE 42: CONTACT WITH POLICE DEPARTMENT BENCHMARKS
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ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

Residents value the aesthetic qualities of their hometowns and appreciate features such as overall
cleanliness and landscaping. In addition, the appearance and smell or taste of the air and water do
not go unnoticed. These days, increasing attention is paid to proper treatment of the environment.
At the same time that they are attending to community appearance and cleanliness, cities, counties,
states and the nation are going “Green”. These strengthening environmental concerns extend to
trash haul, recycling, sewer services, the delivery of power and water and preservation of open
spaces. Treatment of the environment affects air and water quality and, generally, how habitable
and inviting a place appears.

Residents of the City of Menlo Park were asked to evaluate their local environment and the services
provided to ensure its quality. The overall quality of the natural environment was rated as
“excellent” or “good” by 80% of survey respondents. The cleanliness of Menlo Park received the
highest rating, and it was much above the benchmark. Ratings generally remained stable over time.

FIGURE 43: RATINGS OF THE COMMUNITY'S NATURAL ENVIRONMENT BY YEAR
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FIGURE 44: COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENT BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark
Cleanliness of Menlo Park Much above
Quality of overall natural environment in Menlo Park Much above
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Resident recycling was much greater than recycling reported in comparison communities. The high

rates of recycling remained stable over time.

FIGURE 45: FREQUENCY OF RECYCLING IN LAST 12 MONTHS BY YEAR
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FIGURE 46: FREQUENCY OF RECYCLING BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark
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Of the six utility services rated by those completing the questionnaire, five were much higher than

the benchmark comparison, one was similar and none were below the benchmark comparison.

The rating for storm drainage increased over time.
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FIGURE 47: RATINGS OF UTILITY SERVICES BY YEAR
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FIGURE 48: UTILITY SERVICES BENCHMARKS
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RECREATION AND WELLNESS

Parks and Recreation

Quality parks and recreation opportunities help to define a community as more than the grind of its
business, traffic and hard work. Leisure activities vastly can improve the quality of life of residents,
serving both to entertain and mobilize good health. The survey contained questions seeking
residents’ perspectives about opportunities and services related to the community’s parks and
recreation services.

Recreation opportunities in the City of Menlo Park were rated positively as were services related to
parks and recreation. City parks, recreation centers or facilities, and recreation programs or
activities were all rated much above the benchmark. Parks and recreation ratings have mainly
stayed constant over time.

Resident use of Menlo Park parks and recreation facilities tells its own story about the attractiveness
and accessibility of those services. The percent of residents that used Menlo Park recreation centers
was greater than the percent of users in comparison jurisdictions. Recreation program use in Menlo
Park was about the same as use in comparison jurisdictions.

FIGURE 49: RATINGS OF COMMUNITY RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES BY YEAR
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FIGURE 51: PARTICIPATION IN PARKS AND RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES BY YEAR
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FIGURE 53: RATINGS OF PARKS AND RECREATION SERVICES BY YEAR
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FIGURE 54: PARKS AND RECREATION SERVICES BENCHMARKS
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Culture, Arts and Education

A full service community does not address only the life and safety of its residents. Like individuals
who simply go to the office and return home, a community that pays attention only to the life
sustaining basics becomes insular, dreary and uninspiring. In the case of communities without
thriving culture, arts and education opportunities, the magnet that attracts those who might
consider relocating there is vastly weakened. Cultural, artistic, social and educational services
elevate the opportunities for personal growth among residents. In the survey, residents were asked
about the quality of opportunities to participate in cultural and educational activities.

Opportunities to attend cultural activities were rated as “excellent” or “good” by 47% of
respondents. Educational opportunities were rated as “excellent” or “good” by 72% of respondents.
Compared to the benchmark data, educational opportunities were much above the average of
comparison jurisdictions, while cultural activity opportunities were rated below the benchmark
comparison.

About 79% of Menlo Park residents used a City library at least once in the 12 months preceding the
survey. This participation rate for library use was above that of comparison jurisdictions.

FIGURE 55: RATINGS OF CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES BY YEAR
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FIGURE 56: CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS
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FIGURE 57: PARTICIPATION IN CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES BY YEAR
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FIGURE 58: PARTICIPATION IN CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS
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Used Menlo Park public libraries or their services Much more

Participated in religious or spiritual activities in Menlo Park Much less

FIGURE 59: PERCEPTION OF CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES BY YEAR
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FIGURE 60: CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark
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Health and Wellness

Healthy residents have the wherewithal to contribute to the economy as volunteers or employees
and they do not present a burden in cost and time to others. Although residents bear the primary
responsibility for their good health, local government provides services that can foster that well
being and that provide care when residents are ill.

Residents of the City of Menlo Park were asked to rate the community’s health services as well as
the availability of health care, high quality affordable food and preventive health care services. The
availability of affordable quality food was rated most positively for the City of Menlo Park, while
the availability for affordable quality health care was rated less favorably by residents.

Among Menlo Park residents, 51% rated affordable quality health care as “excellent” or “good.”
Those ratings were similar to ratings of comparison communities.

FIGURE 61: RATINGS OF COMMUNITY HEALTH AND WELLNESS ACCESS AND OPPORTUNITIES BY YEAR
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FIGURE 62: COMMUNITY HEALTH AND WELLNESS ACCESS AND OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS
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COMMUNITY INCLUSIVENESS

Diverse communities that include among their residents a mix of races, ages, wealth, ideas and
beliefs have the raw material for the most vibrant and creative society. However, the presence of
these features alone does not ensure a high quality or desirable space. Surveyed residents were
asked about the success of the mix: the sense of community, the openness of residents to people of
diverse backgrounds and the attractiveness of the City of Menlo Park as a place to raise children or
to retire. They were also questioned about the quality of services delivered to various population
subgroups, including older adults, youth and residents with few resources. A community that
succeeds in creating an inclusive environment for a variety of residents is a community that offers
more to many.

Almost all residents rated the City of Menlo Park as an “excellent” or “good” place to raise kids and
a majority rated it as an excellent or good place to retire. Most residents felt that the local sense of
community was “excellent” or “good.” A majority of survey respondents felt the City of Menlo Park
was open and accepting towards people of diverse backgrounds. The availability of affordable
quality child care was rated the lowest by residents and was lower than the benchmark. The rating
for sense of community decreased from 2010 to 2012.

FIGURE 63: RATINGS OF COMMUNITY QUALITY AND INCLUSIVENESS BY YEAR
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FIGURE 64: COMMUNITY QUALITY AND INCLUSIVENESS BENCHMARKS
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Services to more vulnerable populations (e.g., seniors, youth or low-income residents) ranged from
41% to 75% with ratings of “excellent” or “good.” Services to seniors and services to youth were

much above the benchmark comparison, while services to low-income people was below the
benchmark.

FIGURE 65: RATINGS OF QUALITY OF SERVICES PROVIDED FOR POPULATION SUBGROUPS BY YEAR
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FIGURE 66: SERVICES PROVIDED FOR POPULATION SUBGROUPS BENCHMARKS
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CiIviC ENGAGEMENT

Community leaders cannot run a jurisdiction alone and a jurisdiction cannot run effectively if
residents remain strangers with little to connect them. Elected officials and staff require the
assistance of local residents whether that assistance comes in tacit approval or eager help; and
commonality of purpose among the electorate facilitates policies and programs that appeal to most
and causes discord among few. Furthermore, when neighbors help neighbors, the cost to the
community to provide services to residents in need declines. When residents are civically engaged,
they have taken the opportunity to participate in making the community more livable for all. The
extent to which local government provides opportunities to become informed and engaged and the
extent to which residents take those opportunities is an indicator of the connection between
government and populace. By understanding your residents’ level of connection to, knowledge of
and participation in local government, the City can find better opportunities to communicate and
educate citizens about its mission, services, accomplishments and plans. Communities with strong
civic engagement may be more likely to see the benefits of programs intended to improve the
quality of life of all residents and therefore would be more likely to support those new policies or
programs.

Civic Activity
Respondents were asked about the perceived community volunteering opportunities and their
participation as citizens of the City of Menlo Park. Survey participants rated the volunteer
opportunities in the City of Menlo Park favorably. Opportunities to attend or participate in
community matters were rated similarly.

The rating for opportunities to participate in community matters was above the benchmark while
the rating for opportunities to volunteer similar to the benchmark. These ratings remained stable
over time.

FIGURE 67: RATINGS OF CIVIC ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES
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FIGURE 68: CIVIC ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Opportunities to participate in community matters Above

Opportunities to volunteer Similar
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Most of the participants in this survey had not attended a public meeting, volunteered time to a
group or participated in a club in the 12 months prior to the survey, but the vast majority had
helped a friend. The participation rates of these civic behaviors were compared to the rates in other
jurisdictions. Attending a meetings and providing help to a friend or neighbor showed similar rates
of involvement; while watching a meeting, volunteering and participating in a club showed lower
rates of community engagement.

FIGURE 69: PARTICIPATION IN CIVIC ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES BY YEAR'
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FIGURE 70: PARTICIPATION IN CIVIC ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to

benchmark
Attended a meeting of local elected officials or other local public meeting Similar
Watched a meeting of local elected officials or other public meeting on cable
television, the Internet or other media Much less
Volunteered your time to some group or activity in Menlo Park Less
Participated in a club or civic group in Menlo Park Less
Provided help to a friend or neighbor Similar

' Over the past few years, local governments have adopted communication strategies that embrace the Internet and new media. In
2010, the question, “Watched a meeting of local elected officials or other local public meeting on cable television” was revised to
include “the Internet or other media” to better reflect this trend.

The National Citizen Survey™
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City of Menlo Park residents showed the largest amount of civic engagement in the area of electoral
participation. Ninety-two percent reported they were registered to vote and 89% indicated they had
voted in the last general election. This rate of self-reported voting was much higher than
comparison communities.

FIGURE 71: REPORTED VOTING BEHAVIOR BY YEAR
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Note: In addition to the removal of “don’t know” responses, those who said “ineligible to vote” also have been omitted
from this calculation. The full frequencies appear in Appendix A.

FIGURE 72: VOTING BEHAVIOR BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Registered to vote Similar

Voted in last general election Much more
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Information and Awareness
Those completing the survey were asked about their use and perceptions of various information
sources and local government media services. When asked whether they had visited the City of

Menlo Park Web site in the previous 12 months, 68% reported they had done so at least once.
Public information services were rated favorably compared to benchmark data.

FIGURE 73: USE OF INFORMATION SOURCES BY YEAR
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FIGURE 74: USE OF INFORMATION SOURCES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark
Read Menlo Focus Newsletter Much less

Visited the City of Menlo Park Web site Much more

FIGURE 75: RATINGS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT MEDIA SERVICES AND INFORMATION DISSEMINATION BY YEAR
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FIGURE 76: LOCAL GOVERNMENT MEDIA SERVICES AND INFORMATION DISSEMINATION BENCHMARKS
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Social Engagement

Opportunities to participate in social events and activities were rated as “excellent” or “good” by
62% of respondents, while even more rated opportunities to participate in religious or spiritual
events and activities as “excellent” or “good.”

FIGURE 77: RATINGS OF SOCIAL ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES BY YEAR
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FIGURE 78: SOCIAL ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark
Opportunities to participate in social events and activities Similar
Opportunities to participate in religious or spiritual events and activities Similar
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Residents in Menlo Park reported a strong amount of neighborliness. More than half indicated
talking or visiting with their neighbors at least several times a week. This amount of contact with
neighbors was more than the amount of contact reported in other communities.

FIGURE 79: CONTACT WITH IMMEDIATE NEIGHBORS
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FIGURE 80: CONTACT WITH IMMEDIATE NEIGHBORS BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Has contact with neighbors at least several times per week More
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PuBLIC TRUST

When local government leaders are trusted, an environment of cooperation is more likely to
surround all decisions they make. Cooperation leads to easier communication between leaders and
residents and increases the likelihood that high value policies and programs will be implemented to
improve the quality of life of the entire community. Trust can be measured in residents’ opinions
about the overall direction the City of Menlo Park is taking, their perspectives about the service
value their taxes purchase and the openness of government to citizen participation. In addition,
resident opinion about services provided by the City of Menlo Park could be compared to their
opinion about services provided by the state and federal governments. If residents find nothing to
admire in the services delivered by any level of government, their opinions about the City of Menlo
Park may be colored by their dislike of what all levels of government provide.

A majority of respondents felt that the value of services for taxes paid was “excellent” or “good.”
When asked to rate the job the City of Menlo Park does at welcoming citizen involvement, 54%
rated it as “excellent” or “good.” Of these four ratings, two were above the benchmark, two were
similar to the benchmark and none were below the benchmark.

FIGURE 81: PUBLIC TRUST RATINGS BY YEAR
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FIGURE 82: PUBLIC TRUST BENCHMARKS
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On average, residents of the City of Menlo Park gave the highest evaluations to their own local
government and the lowest average rating to the State Government. The overall quality of services
delivered by the City of Menlo Park was rated as “excellent” or “good” by 84% of survey
participants. The City of Menlo Park’s rating was much above the benchmark when compared to
other communities in the US. Ratings of overall City services have remained stable over time.

FIGURE 83: RATINGS OF SERVICES PROVIDED BY LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL GOVERNMENTS BY YEAR
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FIGURE 84: SERVICES PROVIDED BY LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL GOVERNMENTS BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark
Services provided by the City of Menlo Park Much above
Services provided by the Federal Government Above
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City of Menlo Park Employees

The employees of the City of Menlo Park who interact with the public create the first impression
that most residents have of the City of Menlo Park. Front line staff who provide information, assist
with bill paying, collect trash, create service schedules, fight fires and crime and even give traffic
tickets are the collective face of the City of Menlo Park. As such, it is important to know about
residents’ experience talking with that “face.” When employees appear to be knowledgeable,
responsive and courteous, residents are more likely to feel that any needs or problems may be
solved through positive and productive interactions with the City of Menlo Park staff.

Those completing the survey were asked if they had been in contact with a City employee either in-
person, over the phone or via email in the last 12 months; the 48% who reported that they had
been in contact (a percent that is lower than the benchmark comparison) were then asked to
indicate overall how satisfied they were with the employee in their most recent contact. City
employees were rated highly; 83% of respondents rated their overall impression as “excellent” or
“good.” Employees ratings tended to be higher than the benchmark and were similar to past survey
years.

FIGURE 85: PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS WHO HAD CONTACT WITH CITY EMPLOYEES IN PREVIOUS 12 MONTHS
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FIGURE 86: CONTACT WITH CITY EMPLOYEES BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark
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IGU RATINGS OF CITY EMPLOYEES (AMONG THOSE WHO HAD CONTACT) BY YEAR

RE 87:
Knowledge

Responsiveness

FIGURE 88: RATINGS OF CITY EMPLOYEES (AMONG THOSE WHO HAD CONTACT) BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Responsiveness Similar

AAAAA

The National Citizen Survey™

56



PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

Council Meeting Date: November 27, 2012
Staff Report #: 12- 177

Agenda ltem #: D-1

CITY OF

MENLO
PARK

CONSENT CALENDAR: Adopt a Resolution Accepting Dedication of a Public
Access Easement at 900-910 Roble Avenue (Formerly
821 University Drive); and Authorize the City Clerk to
Sign the Parcel Map

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that City Council adopt a resolution accepting dedication of a Public
Access Easement at 900-910 Roble Avenue (formerly 821 University Drive); and
authorize the City Clerk to sign the parcel map.

BACKGROUND

On July 9, 2012, the Planning Commission approved the Use Permit for a two-unit
condominium subdivision project at 821 University Drive, for which the address was
recently changed to 900 and 910 Roble Avenue.

ANALYSIS

As a condition of the Use Permit, the applicant was required to provide for the
installation of a new wheelchair ramp at the corner of Roble Avenue and University
Drive. This new wheelchair ramp requires the construction of sidewalk over a portion of
the applicant’s property to allow pedestrians to walk around the corner behind the new
wheelchair ramp. Since this portion of the public sidewalk is located within the
applicant’s private property, a Public Access Easement is required to allow the public to
use the sidewalk. The easement will be dedicated to the public as part of the Parcel
Map for the project, which is included as Attachment B.

IMPACT ON CITY RESOURCES

The staff time costs associated with review and acceptance of the easement
dedications, and the review and approval of the subdivision agreement is fully
recoverable through fees collected from the applicant.

POLICY ISSUES

There are no specific policy issues with this action.
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ENVIRONMENT 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.

Signature on File Signature on File
Roger Storz Fernando Bravo
Senior Civil Engineer Engineering Services Manager

PUBLIC NOTICE: Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with this
agenda item being listed, at least 72 hours prior to the meeting.

ATTACHMENTS:
A. Resolution

B. Parcel Map showing easements
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RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MENLO
PARK ACCEPTING DEDICATION OF A PUBLIC ACCESS EASEMENT
AND AUTHORIZING THE CITY CLERK TO SIGN THE PARCEL MAP
FOR 900-910 ROBLE AVENUE

WHEREAS, the applicant proposed to subdivide one lot into two (2) residential
condominium units; and

WHEREAS; as a condition of approval, the applicant was required to dedicate a public
easement in order to install public sidewalk improvements; and

WHEREAS, the Parcel Map for 900-910 Roble Avenue shows the dedication of a Public
Access Easement at the corner of Roble Avenue and University Drive.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council hereby accepts the
required Public Access Easement as shown on the Parcel Map attached hereto as
Exhibit A and incorporated herein by this reference; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council authorizes the City Clerk to sign the
Parcel Map for said easement.

|, Margaret S. Roberts, City Clerk of Menlo Park, do hereby certify that the above and
foregoing Council Resolution was duly and regularly passed and adopted at a meeting
by said Council on this twenty-seventh day of November, 2012, by the following votes:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand and affixed the Official Seal of
said City on this twenty-seventh day of November, 2012.

Margaret S. Roberts, MMC
City Clerk
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OWNERS' STATEMENT

WE HEREBY STATE THAT WE ARE THE OWNERS OF, OR HAVE SOME RIGHT, TITLE, OR
INTEREST IN AND TO THE REAL PROPERTY INCLUDED WITHIN THE SUBDIVISION
SHOWN UPON THIS MAP; AND WE ARE THE ONLY PERSONS WHOSE CONSENT IS
NECESSARY TO PASS A CLEAR TITLE TO SAID PROPERTY; AND WE HEREBY
CONSENT TO THE MAKING AND FILING OF SAID MAP AND SUBDIVISION AS SHOWN
WITHIN THE DISTINCTIVE BORDER LINE.

THE REAL PROPERTY DESCRIBED BELOW IS DEDICATED AS AN EASEMENT TO THE CITY OF
MENLO PARK AS A PUBLIC ACCESS EASEMENT:

THE AREA DESIGNATED AS "PUBLIC ACCESS EASEMENT (P.A.E.)”, AS SHOWN ON THIS MAP.
SAID AREA SHALL BE KEPT FREE AND CLEAR OF BUILDINGS AND STRUCTURES OF ANY KIND.

AS OWNER:
SAGE HOME PARTNERS | LLC

BY: BRENDA PAI — MANAGING MEMBER

OWNER'S ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF

ON BEFORE ME,

A NOTARY PUBLIC, PERSONALLY APPEARED

WHO PROVED TO ME ON THE BASIS OF SATISFACTORY EVIDENCE TO BE THE PERSON(S)
WHOSE NAME(S) IS/ARE SUBSCRIBED TO THE WITHIN INSTRUMENT AND ACKNOWLEDGED

TO ME THAT HE/SHE/THEY EXECUTED THE SAME IN HIS/HER/THEIR AUTHORIZED
CAPACITY(IES), AND BY HIS/HER/THEIR SIGNATURE(S) ON THE INSTRUMENT THE PERSON(S),

OR THE ENTITY UPON BEHALF OF WHICH THE PERSON(S) ACTED, EXECUTED THE INSTRUMENT.

| CERTIFY UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
THAT THE FOREGOING PARAGRAPH IS TRUE AND CORRECT.

WITNESS MY HAND:
SIGNATURE

NAME (TYPED OR PRINTED), NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR
SAID COUNTY AND STATE.

PRINCIPLE COUNTY OF BUSINESS:

COMMISSION EXPIRES:

COMMISSION # OF NOTARY:

JOB # 3603—12

Lao

CITY SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT

l, MICHAEL J. MIDDLETON, CITY SURVEYOR FOR THE CITY OF MENLO PARK, DO HEREBY
STATE THAT | HAVE EXAMINED THIS MAP AND | AM SATISFIED THAT THE SURVEY DATA

SHOWN THEREON IS TECHNICALLY CORRECT.

DATE:

MICHAEL J. MIDDLETON, R.C.E. 29485
CITY SURVEYOR, CITY OF MENLO PARK

VICINITY MAP

(NOT TO SCALE)

CITY CLERK'S STATEMENT

I, MARGARET S. ROBERTS, CITY CLERK AND EX—-OFFICIO CLERK OF THE CITY COUNCIL
OF MENLO PARK, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, HEREBY CERTIFY THAT SAID COUNCIL BY
RESOLUTION ADOPTED AT A REGULAR MEETING ON THE ___ DAY OF , 20 __,
DID ACCEPT ON BEHALF OF THE PUBLIC, ALL EASEMENTS AS OFFERED FOR
DEDICATION FOR PUBLIC USE.

DATE:

MARGARET S. ROBERTS
CITY CLERK AND EX-OFFICIO CLERK OF THE

CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MENLO PARK, CALIFORNIA

ATTACHMENT B

SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT

THIS MAP WAS PREPARED BY ME OR UNDER MY DIRECTION AND IS BASED UPON A
FIELD SURVEY IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE SUBDIVISION MAP
ACT AND LOCAL ORDINANCE AT THE REQUEST OF BRENDA PAI ON JULY 9, 2012

| HEREBY STATE THAT THIS PARCEL MAP SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORMS TO THE
APPROVED OR CONDITIONALLY APPROVED TENTATIVE MAP, IF ANY, AND THAT

ALL THE MONUMENTS ARE OF THE CHARACTER AND OCCUPY THE POSITIONS
INDICATED AND ARE SUFFICIENT TO ENABLE THE SURVEY TO BE RETRACED.

DANIEL G. MAC LEOD, L.S. #5304

CITY ENGINEER'S STATEMENT
| HEREBY STATE THAT | HAVE EXAMINED THIS MAP AND HAVE FOUND THAT THE
SUBDIVISION SHOWN HEREON IS SUBSTANTIALLY THE SAME AS IT APPEARED

ON THE TENTATIVE MAP AND ANY APPROVED ALTERATIONS THEREOF; THAT THE
MAP CONFORMS TO CHAPTER 2 OF THE SUBDIVISION MAP ACT; AND THAT THE
MAP COMPLIES WITH LOCAL ORDINANCES APPLICABLE AT THE TIME OF APPROVAL
OF THE TENTATIVE MAP.

DATE:

FERNANDO G. BRAVO, R.C.E. #64366
CITY ENGINEER
CITY OF MENLO PARK

COUNTY RECORDER'S STATEMENT

FILED THIS DAY OF 2012, AT M

IN BOOK OF PARCEL MAPS AT PAGES AT 'I:HE

REQUEST OF CHICAGO TITLE COMPANY.

FILE NO.: FEE:

MARK CHURCH, SAN MATEO COUNTY RECORDER

BY:

DEPUTY RECORDER

PARCEL MAP

FOR CONDOMINIUM PURPOSES
900—910 ROBLE AVENUE

BEING A SUBDIVISION OF THE LANDS OF SAGE HOMES PARTNERS | LLC, AS
DESCRIBED IN DOCUMENT NO. 2011-119557, RECORDED OCTOBER 11, 2011, ALSO

BEING A PORTION OF LOT 30, AS SHOWN ON THAT MAP ENTITLED, "MAP OF

STANFORD PARK ANNEX, MENLO PARK, SAN MATEO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, 1913",
FILED IN BOOK 9 OF MAPS AT PAGE 9, OFFICE OF THE RECORDER OF THE COUNTY
OF SAN MATEO.

CONSISTING OF TWO (2) SHEETS
CITY OF MENLO PARK SAN MATEO COUNTY CALIFORNIA

NOVEMBER 2012

MacLEOD AND ASSOGIATES

CIVIL ENGINEERING « LAND SURVEYING
965 CENTER STREET « SAN CARLOS, CA « 94070 « (650) 593—-8580

SHEET 1

OF 2
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PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

Council Meeting Date: November 27, 2012
Staff Report #: 12-178

Agenda Item # D-2

CITY OF

MENLO
PARK

CONSENT CALENDAR: Authorize the Public Works Director to Accept the Work
by Suarez and Munoz Construction, Inc., for the 2011-
2012 Citywide Sidewalk Repair Project and Seminary
Oaks Park Pathway Replacement Project

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City Council authorize the Public Works Director to accept
the work by Suarez and Munoz Construction, (SMC) Inc., for the 2011-2012 Citywide
Sidewalk Repair Project and Seminary Oaks Park Pathway Replacement Project.

BACKGROUND

On July 31, 2012, the City Council awarded a contract for the Citywide Sidewalk Repair
Project and Seminary Oaks Park Pathway Replacement Project to Suarez and Munoz
Construction (SMC), Inc. The project consisted of repairs to sidewalks, parking strips
and valley gutters that had been damaged by City-tree roots at various locations
throughout the City. Concurrent with this project, a serpentine pathway and promenade
was reconstructed at Seminary Oaks Park.

Both projects are part of the annual Sidewalk Repair Program, which includes sidewalk
repair and trip-hazard removal identified by staff and through residents’ request.

ANALYSIS

The project is now complete. This project repaired 68 sidewalk locations and the
reconstruction of a park pathway and installation of park furniture (8 benches, 4
recycling receptacles and 4 trash receptacles). A portion of the park pathway was also
widened from 3.5 feet to 4.5 feet to meet minimum ADA requirements. Of the 68
locations, eight (8) sites increased in square-footage repair area from original engineer’s
estimate. The concrete work increased as a result of unexpected field conditions, such
as large roots, failing concrete and resident complaints. These additional repairs were
paid from the contingency fund.

After the project was awarded, an additional eight (8) sidewalk repair locations were
identified that were added to the project. Including two (2) locations on Woodland
Avenue, three (3) locations on the Civic Center Campus, which required the installation
of drainage pipes and landscaping removal, and one (1) location on each Terminal
Avenue, Hamilton Avenue and Oak Grove Avenue.

This brought the total number of sidewalk repair sites with this project to 76. Suarez
and Munoz Construction completed the additional construction work based on the
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contract price per square foot of concrete. Staff used the contingency fund to finance
the increased construction work. All the work was deemed complete and in accordance
with the plans and specifications on November 6, 2012.

Staff wishes to acknowledge that Suarez and Munoz Construction rendered a
professional finished product and services.

IMPACT ON CITY RESOURCES

Construction Budget

Construction contract amount $187,326.50
Contingency $ 57,000.00
Total construction budget $244,326.50

Construction Expenditures

Construction Costs Budget (only) $244,326.50
Construction expenditures $239,416.62
Balance remaining $ 4,909.88

Staff time was covered under the Citywide Sidewalk Repair Project and Seminary Oaks
Park Pathway Replacement Project.

POLICY ISSUES

There are no policy issues associated with this action.

By authorizing the Public Works Director to accept the work by Suarez and Munoz
Construction, Inc., a 35 day noticing period is initiated that publicly notifies all parties
that the Project is complete and that all of the City held retention will be released at the
conclusion of said period.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The project was categorically exempt under Class | of the State of California
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines.

Signature on File Signature on File
Michel Jeremias Fernando Bravo
Senior Civil Engineer Engineer Services Manager

PUBLIC NOTICE: Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with this
agenda item being listed, at least 72 hours prior to the meeting.

ATTACHMENTS:

None
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AGENDA ITEM D-3

CITY COUNCIL
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES

Tuesday, November 13, 2012 at 7:00 p.m.
CITY OF Menlo Park Council Chambers
AQRNR%(O 701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA 94025

Mayor Keith called the Regular Session to order 7:02 p.m. with Council Member Cohen absent.
Mayor Keith led the Pledge of Allegiance.

ANNOUNCEMENTS: None

A. PRESENTATIONS AND PROCLAMATIONS: None

B. COMMISSION/COMMITTEE VACANCIES, APPOINTMENTS AND REPORTS

B1. Environmental Quality Commission quarterly report on the status of their 2-year Work Plan
Presentation by Commission Chair Mitch Slomiak

C. PUBLIC COMMENT #1

Matt Henry spoke suggesting the placement of cameras in the Belle Haven neighborhood.
Steve Van Pelt spoke regarding Caltrain schedules.

Michelle Lindeman, Brocade, spoke regarding the upcoming Turkey Trot.

Kathleen King, Silicon Valley Turkey Trot Committee, spoke regarding the upcoming
Turkey Trot.

D. CONSENT CALENDAR
ACTION: Motion and second (Cline/Ohtaki) to approve the Consent Calendar Items D1, D2, D4,
D5 as presented passes 4-0-1 (Cohen absent).

D1. Adopt Resolution No. 6107 accepting dedication of a public access easement and a
public utility easement at 135-139 O’Connor Street; Authorize the City Clerk to sign the
parcel map; and authorize the City Manager to sign the subdivision agreement (Staff
report #12-165)

D2. Adopt Resolution No. 6108 accepting dedication of a public access easement and
authorize the City Manager to sign the Certificate of Acceptance for the 1706 EI Camino
Real Frontage Improvements Project (Staff report #12-166)

D4. Approve an additional .25 full time equivalent to create one full-time Office Assistant for
the Arrillaga Family Gymnasium and approve an increase of $7,000 to the Public Works
Building Maintenance Fund for increased custodial services at the new Arrillaga
Recreation Facilities (Staff report #12-167)

D5. Accept the minutes of the June 5 and October 30, 2012 Council meetings (Attachment)

D3. Authorize the City Manager to Execute a New Proposal to an Existing Agreement with
Pacific Gas and Electric Company to Replace Existing Streetlights with LED Fixtures in an
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Amount Not to Exceed $47,129 for Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant Phase
2 Funding; to Appropriate $49,629 from the General Fund CIP Fund Balance in FY 12-13;
and to Execute Future Proposals with Pacific Gas and Electric Company to Replace
Existing Streetlights with LED Fixtures for Future Energy Efficient and Conservation Block
Grant Funding (Staff report #12-173)

This item was pulled by Council Member Fergusson for questions.

ACTION: Motion and second (Fergusson/Ohtaki) to authorize the City Manager to Execute a
New Proposal to an Existing Agreement with Pacific Gas and Electric Company to Replace
Existing Streetlights with LED Fixtures in an Amount Not to Exceed $47,129 for Energy
Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant Phase 2 Funding; to Appropriate $49,629 from the
General Fund CIP Fund Balance in FY 12-13; and to Execute Future Proposals with Pacific Gas
and Electric Company to Replace Existing Streetlights with LED Fixtures for Future Energy
Efficient and Conservation Block Grant Funding passes 4-0-1 (Cohen absent).

E. PUBLIC HEARING

E1. Adopt an interim ordinance of the City Council of the City of Menlo Park extending the
temporary moratorium on the establishment of payday lenders and auto title lenders within
the City of Menlo Park (Staff report #12-163)

Staff presentation by Commander Dave Bertini

The Public Hearing was opened at 7:26 p.m.
There were no comments from members of the public.

ACTION: Motion and second (Fergusson/Cline) to close the Public Hearing at 7:26 p.m. passes
4-0-1 (Cohen absent).

ACTION: Motion and second (Cline/Fergusson) adopted Interim Ordinance No. 987 extending
the temporary moratorium on the establishment of payday lenders and auto title lenders within
the City of Menlo Park passes 4-0-1 (Cohen absent).

F. REGULAR BUSINESS

F1. Approve a purchase and sale agreement with Greenheart Land Company for the sale of
property owned by the former Redevelopment Agency located at 777-821 Hamilton
Avenue and authorize the Executive Director of the Successor Agency to execute the
agreement (Staff report #12-172) (Revised Legal Description)

Note: The City Council will be acting as the Board of the Successor Agency of the Community

Development Agency for Item F1

It was noted that the legal description provided in the staff report was revised after the issuance
of the agenda however the property being sold has not changed.

Staff presentation by Dan Siegel, Acting City Attorney
ACTION: Motion and second (Fergusson/Ohtaki) to approve a purchase and sale agreement
with Greenheart Land Company for the sale of property owned by the former Redevelopment

Agency located at 777-821 Hamilton Avenue and authorize the Executive Director of the
Successor Agency to execute the agreement passes 4-0-1 (Cohen absent).
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F2. Consider submitting a letter of interest to the San Mateo County Transportation Authority
for Measure A eligible grade separation projects in Menlo Park (Staff report #12-174)

Staff presentation by Chip Taylor, Public Works Director

NOTE: Acting City Attorney Dan Siegel has a conflict of interest due to the location of the

attorney’s office property and left the meeting at 7:44 p.m.

Public Comments

° Steve Van Pelt stated he is concerned with the plans for the Caltrain corridor and asked
several questions.

. Adina Levin spoke in favor of sending a letter to the San Mateo County Transportation
Authority and suggested a community process to discuss grade separations.

. Fran Dehn, Chamber of Commerce, stated that Menlo Park needs to be on the list for
projects when the funds become available.

ACTION: Motion and second (Cline/Ohtaki) to submit a letter of interest to the San Mateo
County Transportation Authority for Measure A eligible grade separation projects in Menlo Park
to focus on Ravenswood, keeping it at two tracks and a study of all four crossings passes 4-0-1
(Cohen absent).

F3. Appoint a Councilmember representative and alternate to the Caltrain Modernization Local
Policymaker Group (Staff report #12-171)
Staff presentation by Chip Taylor, Public Works Director

ACTION: By consensus Council Member Cline was appointed as the representative and
Council Member Keith was appointed as the alternate to the Caltrain Modernization Local Policy
Group.

F4. Consider state and federal legislative items, including decisions to support or oppose any
such legislation, and items listed under Written Communication or Information Item: None

G. CITY MANAGER’'S REPORT: None
H.  WRITTEN COMMUNICATION: None

l. INFORMATIONAL ITEMS
There were no presentations on the Informational ltems.

1. Biannual update of schedules for Capital Improvement Projects (Staff report #12-169)

2. Quarterly financial review of General Fund operations as of September 30, 2012
(Staff report #12-168)

I3. Review of the City’s investment portfolio as of September 30, 2012 (Staff report #12-170)

4.  Quarterly update on Council goals and deliverables (Staff report #12-164)

I5. Update on the Draft Housing Element submitted to the State Housing and Community
Development Department (Staff report #12-175)

J. COUNCILMEMBER REPORTS
Council members reported in compliance with AB1234 requirements.
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Request to add an agenda item to an upcoming meeting regarding the letters of support for the
City Selection Committee appointments.

K. PUBLIC COMMENT #2
. Wynn Gereich, Fluoride Action Network, spoke regarding fluoride in the water being a
toxin.

L. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 9:27 p.m.

Margaret S. Roberts, MMC
City Clerk

Minutes accepted at the Council meeting of
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POLICE DEPARTMENT

Council Meeting Date: November 27, 2012

CITY OF

MENLO
PARK

Staff Report #: 12-176
Agenda ltem #: E-1

PUBLIC HEARING: Adopt a Resolution accepting fiscal year 2012-2013 State
Supplemental Local Law Enforcement Grant (COPS
Frontline) in the amount of $100,000; Approve a spending
plan and Re-allocate $43,272 from fiscal year 2011-2012
encumbered Supplemental Law Enforcement Special Funds

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City Council adopt a resolution accepting fiscal year 2012-
2013 State Supplemental Local Law Enforcement Grant (SLESF) in the amount of
$100,000; and to approve a spending plan and re-allocate $43,272 in encumbered
2011-2012 SLESF funds.

BACKGROUND

In fiscal year 1996-1997, the California State Legislature created the Citizen’s Option for
Public Safety (COPS) Program. This is a non-competitive grant whereby cities and
counties receive state funds to augment public safety expenditures. Effective
September 8, 2000, cities were guaranteed a minimum grant award of $100,000.

The COPS funds must be used for frontline municipal police services and must
supplement and not supplant existing funding. The City Council is required to hold a
public hearing, apart from its usual budget hearings, to consider the written request of
the Chief of Police for use of the funds. The public hearing has been noticed as
required. Community members may be present to provide alternative suggestions for
the use of the grant.

Each city must create a SLESF for the COPS grant money. The funds cannot be used
for administrative overhead costs in excess of 0.5 percent of the total allocation. The
allocation may not be used to fund the costs of any capital project or construction
project that does not directly support frontline law enforcement.

ANALYSIS

The SLESF fund for the COPS Program currently includes encumbered but unspent
2011-2012 funds of $43,272. These funds were allocated to purchase and support a
total of 42 hand held tablets (IPADs). Staff has purchased a total of 16 IPADs and they
have greatly enhanced communication, efficiency, and productivity of the command
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staff and management team. However, after beta testing the devices with patrol
officers, they proved to lack the interoperability required for field work. The feasibility for
IPADs in the field may improve with other future technological advances. This, together
with the 2012-2013 COPS Program award of $100,000, brings the total available
balance to $143,272. Staff recommends that the funds be expended in the following
areas as shown below.

Communications and Technology ($123,000)

The Police Department proposes to spend FY12-13 SLESF funds on:

(1) Supporting communications services and frame relays for mobile data terminals
(MDTs) in the patrol cars ($22,000) *Frame relays are the high-performance
WAN protocol that operates over private or leased lines such as T1 circuits that
are typically provisioned from a local telecom provider*

(2) Supporting cellular service for hand held tablets (IPADs) that were purchased
with FY 2011-2012 COPS Program Award ($6,000)

(3) Replacement Mobile Data Terminals (MDTs) and monitors in police vehicles
and/or other supporting equipment including warranties for all units ($30,000)

(4) Body Worn Video Cameras for all front line police officers along with a one year
warranty and other support equipment required which includes a server for
adequate storage of the videos ($65,000)

Use of grant funds for communication services and frame relays to support MDTs allow
for continued use of the existing MDT equipment. MDTs are critical tools that allow
important intelligence and officer safety information from law enforcement databases to
be immediately connected and transferred to and from officers in the field. Officers are
able to write reports in the field, retrieve maps and photos, and email the information
immediately. Each year obsolete monitors need to be replaced along with CPUs for
older MDT units.

Body worn video cameras will provide an accurate depiction of what occurred during a
police contact and will assist officers with recall in writing police reports. This
technology will assist in criminal prosecution, will potentially reduce civil liability, and aid
in reviewing alleged officer misconduct.

Other front line police equipment and services ($20,272)

Funds in the amount of $20,272 will be used to replace unexpected critical equipment
failures. Among other items, this may include radios, batteries, radars, Lidars, and other
front line law enforcement equipment or technology items and services.
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SLESF FY12-13 Expenditure Plan Summary

e Communications services and frame relays for MDTs $22,000
e Supporting cellular service for hand held tablets (IPADs) $ 6,000
e Replacement parts for MDTs including monitors and CPUs $30,000
e Body Worn Video Cameras and required support technology $65,000
e Other front line police equipment and services $20,272

TOTAL  $143,272

The Police Department has strategically used grant funds to support technology
initiatives, previously unbudgeted items, and new field equipment. This year’s spending
request continues to strengthen the Department’s ability to provide public safety
services. The philosophy of securing alternative funding sources to finance new
technologies and equipment has allowed the Police Department to maintain a
progressive approach to policing, while simultaneously supporting the need for a cost-
conscious approach to the use of General Fund monies.

IMPACT ON CITY RESOURCES

The fiscal year 2012-2013 grant funds must be spent or encumbered by June 30, 2014.
There are no matching requirements for this grant, and no direct impact on City
resources for fiscal year 2012-2013 associated with the action in this staff report.
Purchases will be made in accordance with the City’s adopted policies.

Certain equipment procured with fiscal year 2012-2013 grant funds have ongoing
service costs. These costs are for communications services, frame relays for MDTs,
and the cellular services for hand held tablets (IPADs). If the Police Department
continues to receive the COPS grant annually, this equipment related service costs may
continue to be funded by this program. However, should grant money become
unavailable, these service costs (approximately $29,000) will be included in the fiscal
year 2013-2014 budget.

POLICY ISSUES

The proposed action is consistent with City policy.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Environment review is not required.
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Signature of File Signature of File
Lacey Burt Lee G. Violett
Police Commander Interim Police Chief

PUBLIC NOTICE: Published legal notice on November 17, 2012 in The Daily News

ATTACHMENT:

A: Resolution
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RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF MENLO PARK ACCEPTING THE
STATE SUPPLEMENTAL LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT GRANT OF
$100,000, APPROVING THE USE OF THE FUNDS IN ACCORDANCE
WITH STATE REQUIREMENTS AND REALLOCATING $43,272

WHEREAS, the California State Legislature created the Citizen’s Option for Public
Safety (COPS) Program in fiscal year 1996-97; and

WHEREAS, effective September 8, 2000, cities were guaranteed a minimum grant
award of $100,000; and

WHEREAS, the City must create a Supplemental Law Enforcement Special Fund
(SLESF) for the grant funds; and

WHEREAS, the funds cannot be used for administrative overhead exceeding 0.5
percent or allocated to fund the costs of any capital project or construction project that
does not directly support frontline law enforcement; and

WHEREAS, the SLESF for the COPS Program currently includes encumbered, but
unspent funds of $43,272 from fiscal year 2011-12.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Menlo Park
does hereby accept the State Supplemental Local Law Enforcement Grant of $100,000;
and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Council approves reallocating fiscal year
2011-12 encumbered State Supplemental Local Law Enforcement Grant funds in the
amount of $43,272; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Council approves the use of State
Supplemental Local Law Enforcement Grant funds in accordance with state
requirements, as outlined below.

e Communications services and frame relays for MDTs $22,000
e Replacement parts for MDTs including monitors and CPUs $30,000
e Body Worn Video Cameras and required support technology $65,000
e Other front line police equipment and services $26,272

$143,272

|, Margaret S. Roberts, City Clerk of the City of Menlo Park, do hereby certify that the
above and foregoing Resolution was duly and regularly passed and adopted at a
meeting by said Council on the twenty-seventh day of November, 2012, by the following
votes:

AYES:
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NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand and affixed the Official Seal of
said City on this twenty-seventh day of November, 2012.

Margaret S. Roberts, MMC
City Clerk
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

CITY OF Council Meeting Date: November 27, 2012
MENLO Staff Report #: 12-182

PAR

K

Agenda Item #:E-2

PUBLIC HEARING: Consider a Request for a Rezoning, Conditional Development

Permit, Heritage Tree Removal Permit, and Below Market
Rate Housing Agreement for a Proposed Office, Research
and Development (R&D), Manufacturing, and Warehousing
Development on the Property Located at 1 and 20 Kelly Court

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City Council concur with the recommendation of the
Planning Commission and approve the following actions related to the 20 Kelly Court
Project, subject to the specific actions contained in Attachment A:

1.

Environmental Review: Adopt a finding that the redevelopment of the site is
categorically exempt under Class 32 (Section 15332, "In-Fill Development
Projects") of the current State CEQA Guidelines;

Rezoning: Introduce an Ordinance rezoning the property from M-2 (General
Industrial) to M-2(X) (General Industrial, Conditional Development) (Attachment
B);

Conditional Development Permit: Adopt a Resolution (Attachment C)
approving the Conditional Development Permit for the construction of a 37,428-
square-foot office/R&D and manufacturing/assembly building subject to the
requirements of the Conditional Development Permit (Attachment D);

Heritage Tree Removal: Adopt a Resolution approving the heritage tree removal
permit (Attachment E); and

Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement: Approve the Below Market
Rate Housing In-Lieu Fee Agreement, recommended by the Housing
Commission on September 5, 2012, and recommended by the Planning
Commission on November 5, 2012 (Attachment F).
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BACKGROUND

C S Bio, Inc. was founded in 1993 in San Carlos and moved to Menlo Park in 2003.
Upon relocation to Menlo Park, C S Bio Co. received Planning Commission approval of
a use permit for the conversion of an industrial building to R&D and office, and for the
storage and use of hazardous materials. Subsequently, the Planning Commission
approved a use permit revision on April 5, 2010 to modify the storage location, and
types and quantities of hazardous materials stored on-site. In 2007, the use of the
Hetch Hetchy right-of-way was incorporated into a request for an administrative parking
reduction, to apply the City’s use-based guidelines in conjunction with the conversion of
warehouse space to R&D/lab space at 20 Kelly Court.

The facility at 20 Kelly Court is the company’s corporate headquarters. C S Bio is a
provider of automated instrumentation for peptide synthesis. The applicant states that
the company has grown significantly and that the existing space is unable to meet the
company’s current needs and its projected future growth. The applicant intends to
increase its production capacity and improve the quality of its research and
development (R&D) and good manufacturing practice (GMP) production spaces, as well
as modernize C S Bio’s existing building at 20 Kelly Court. Prior to submittal of a formal
application, the applicant requested a study session review of the project by the
Planning Commission. On April 2, 2012, the Planning Commission conducted a study
session to provide input and direction to staff and the applicant on an initial version of
this proposal. The Planning Commission was generally supportive of the proposed
project and provided guidance on a number of topics.

Since the study session, the applicant refined the project and included the Planning
Commission’s feedback. On November 5, 2012, the Planning Commission reviewed the
revised project and unanimously recommended that the City Council approve the
project with allowance for flexibility with regard to the exterior colors to deviate from the
colors identified on the color and materials board, provided the modified colors are
consistent with the color renderings.

ANALYSIS

The applicant is proposing to utilize the conditional development permit (CDP) to
exceed the permitted height of the M-2 (General Industrial) zoning district, and to also
establish the allowed signage, building setbacks, required parking, permit the outside
storage of nonhazardous materials, and allow for the use and storage of hazardous
materials at the site, including a diesel generator. In order to obtain a CDP, the property
must be rezoned to the X (Conditional Development) district, which is a combining
district that combines special regulations or conditions with one of the Zoning
Ordinance’s established zoning districts. According to the Zoning Ordinance, a CDP
“may be issued to allow adjustment of the requirements of the district in order to secure
special benefits possible through comprehensive planning of such large development.
Further, such adjustment is intended to allow relief from the monotony of standard
development; to permit the application of new and desirable development techniques;
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and to encourage more usable open space than would otherwise be provided with
standard development.” In order to apply for a CDP, the project site must be one acre in
size. The draft resolution approving the CDP and the draft CDP itself are included in
Attachments C and D, respectively. The draft rezoning ordinance is included in
Attachment B. For proposals requesting a CDP and X rezoning, the Planning
Commission acts in a recommending capacity to the City Council, which is the final
decision making body.

Site Location

The project site is located at 1 and 20 Kelly Court. The two sites are adjacent properties
located at the end of Kelly Court, which is a dead-end public street accessed from
O’Brien Drive. As a part of the proposed project, the two existing parcels would be
merged. The rear property line of both parcels abuts the Hetch Hetchy right-of-way,
which is owned by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC). Both
properties are located within the FEMA flood zone. A location map is included as
Attachment G.

Proposed Project

The applicant is proposing to demolish the 17,718 square foot building on the parcel
addressed 1 Kelly Court and to demolish approximately 6,258 square feet from the
existing building on the 20 Kelly Court parcel. The demolition at 20 Kelly Court would be
limited to the metal tilt-up portion of the existing building, located at the rear of the 20
Kelly Court building. The project would result in the merger of the two lots and
construction of an addition of approximately 25,701 square feet to the remaining
structure, which would result in a three story tall building, with a total gross floor area of
37,428 square feet, a net increase of approximately 1,725 square feet. With the
exception of the front setback, the proposed building additions would meet all setback
requirements of the M-2 district. The proposed setbacks are discussed more in the Site
Layout and Setbacks section of the report. The proposed site improvements would also
include modifications to the parking lot. Parking is discussed in more detail in the
Parking section of the report.

At 32.8 percent building coverage, the proposed development would be well below the
maximum permitted coverage of 50 percent. Finally, the structure is proposed to have a
floor area ratio (FAR) of 55 percent, which is consistent with the maximum permissible
FAR in the M-2 zone of 55 percent for general industrial uses, including but not limited
to, warehousing, manufacturing, printing, assembling, related office and laboratory
uses, and shipping and receiving. The M-2 zoning district restricts general office uses to
45 percent FAR; however, the office uses contained in the proposed building would be
related to the production and R&D nature of the proposed building.

The site contains two existing buildings (addressed 1 & 20 Kelly Court), containing a

total of 35,703 square feet. The following table represents the current land use
breakdown at the site:
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Existing Land Use Breakdown (1 & 20 Kelly Court Buildings)

Office 7,741 square feet
R&D 6,224 square feet
Manufacturing 11,095 square feet
Warehousing 10,643 square feet
Total 35,703 square feet

The proposed development would result in a single three-story building. The proposed
building would contain 37,428 square feet of gross floor area, which would contain the
following land uses:

Proposed Land Use Breakdown (20 Kelly Court)

Office 18,365 square feet
R&D 4,624 square feet
Manufacturing 12,097 square feet
Warehousing 2,342 square feet
Total 37,428 square feet

The additional floor area would allow the company to expand its production capacity at
the site. The increase in manufacturing and R&D related activities at the site would
result in an increase in the quantities of hazardous materials stored and used on-site.
The applicant has submitted a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP), chemical
inventory, and chemical location and safety plan for the increase in the use and storage
of hazardous materials at the subject site. The proposed hazardous materials increase
is discussed in more detail in the Hazardous Materials section of the staff report. The
proposed project is designed to meet all applicable FEMA flood zone requirements. The
applicant has provided a project description letter (Attachment |), which discusses the
proposal in more detail.

Site Layout and Setbacks

The portion of the existing building located on the 20 Kelly Court parcel that would
remain is currently located at the front of the property. The addition would be located to
the right of the existing structure, which would concentrate the proposed building in the
center of the merged lot. The proposed development would be designed in an “L”
shape. The existing front, left corner of the building is set back 15 feet from the side
property line. Since the left side property line contains two line segments at different
angles, the back left corner of the existing building contains a 60-foot side setback,
which would be increased to 86 feet, after the demolition of the rear portion of the
existing building. The existing front setback is approximately six feet, and the proposed
design would include a new front entry canopy, which would reduce the front setback to
four inches. The reduced front setback would be limited to the proposed canopy, as the
existing building wall would remain in the same location. The canopy would be an
accent feature on the building, located at the end of a cul-de-sac, which would limit
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impacts of the reduced setback on the streetscape. In addition, the minimum setback
would be four inches, but the curvilinear front lot line results in greater setbacks for the
other portions of the building. The CDP can be used to define all development
regulations on a parcel, with the exception of density and intensity (FAR). Therefore, the
reduced setback can be approved as part of the proposed CDP. The proposed right
side addition would contain a 56.5 foot setback, and the rear setback of the proposed
building would be 38 feet, as measured to the Hetch Hetchy right-of-way.

The property would contain two access points, at the left and right corners of the front
property line. The main drive aisle would ring the building and parking would be
provided along the ring road to the left, right, and rear of the proposed building. A
service yard that would contain an emergency generator, an outdoor fire-rated chemical
storage unit, and the outside storage of equipment and material would be located to the
rear of the building. The applicant is also proposing to locate a new trash enclosure
along the left side property line in the general location of the existing trash enclosure.
The proposed trash enclosure location has been reviewed by Recology, and per City
requirements would contain a roof.

Design and Materials

The proposed project is designed in a contemporary architectural style. The proposed
three story addition would be predominately clad in painted cement plaster panels, and
would also contain recessed stucco wall panels, which would be painted in
complimentary colors and which would add articulation to the north and east building
facades. Four main colors, or equivalent paint colors, would be utilized on the facades
of the building: warm white or golden yellow for the painted cement plaster, and blue
grey or terra cotta red for the accent metal and/or cement plaster panels. The proposed
window system would contain clear glass. The proposed windows would have
aluminum mullions. Consistent with the contemporary architectural style, the applicant is
proposing to utilize horizontal and vertical aluminum accent mullions. The proposed
front entry canopy would be metal clad and utilize clear anodized aluminum, consistent
with the majority of the aluminum mullions on the building. In addition, the design
incorporates metal sunshades along the north and east elevations. A color and
materials board will be provided to the Council, which identifies the colors and materials
in more detail.

The proposed three-story addition would contain an entry lobby/elevator tower, with an
office/conference room on the third level, at the southern corner of the proposed
addition. The tower has a proposed height of approximately 44 feet and would be a key
architectural element of the proposed project. The tower would contain full height
windows. The tower is offset at a slight angle from the rest of the building, which adds
articulation and helps define the significance of the stair tower and main entry. The
existing concrete tilt-up building would be clad in painted metal and/or cement plaster
panels, consistent with the proposed addition. A portion of the existing building would
retain the cement plaster finish, but the finish would be painted in similar colors to the
proposed addition. The applicant’s plan set contains building perspectives (Plan set
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sheets C2-C6), which identify the proposed color and materials. The proposed design
also contains a stair tower at the rear elevation as well as a viewing deck above the
third floor roof decks. The applicant is requesting an increase in height above the 35-
foot height limit, as part of the CDP, which is discussed in more detail in the building
height section of the report. All roof mounted equipment would be fully screened from
view, per the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.

The proposed building incorporates many environmentally friendly building materials.
The applicant has submitted a LEED checklist (Attachment J) that identifies that the
project will be designed to the LEED Gold standard. The applicant intends to certify the
building; however, the certification is not required for the project.

The proposed project would contain a large deck on the third floor, as well as a smaller
deck on the second floor, adjacent to the break room, and a small viewing deck above
the third floor, located along the east side of the building. The proposed decks are
discussed in more detail in the Building Height section of the report.

Trees and Landscaping

The existing parcels contain minimal landscaping. The applicant has submitted an
arborist report (Attachment K) that identifies the health of the 15 trees on site, including
trees on the Hetch Hetchy right-of-way. The site contains numerous small trees
between two and five inches in diameter. The 1 Kelly Court parcel contains no
landscaped area, and landscaping on the 20 Kelly Court parcel is limited to small
shrubs and a heritage size stone pine tree along the front fagade of the building, and
two trees along the left side facade of the building. The 20 Kelly Court parcel also
contains a limited amount of shrubs along the left side property line. As part of the
proposal, the applicant is proposing to remove the existing 31-inch diameter Italian
stone pine, in fair condition. The City Arborist has tentatively approved this application.
The applicant is proposing to replace the heritage tree removal with a 48-inch box
Chinese pistache, and a 48-inch box madrone tree, both of which would be located
along the front fagade of the proposed building. A copy of the draft resolution for the
removal of the heritage size Italian stone pine is contained in Attachment E.

The applicant has submitted a preliminary landscape plan, which is included with the
project plans. The applicant is proposing to provide landscaping along all facades of the
building, and would utilize landscape elements to create a more defined main entryway,
specifically with regard to the interaction between the main entry/tower and Kelly Court.
The proposed project would also include a landscaped employee courtyard located
along the back left fagade of the building. Along the side property lines, shrubs and
trees would be planted to help soften the edge of the project from the neighboring
properties, where the site design provides room for larger landscaping features.
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Parking and Circulation

In the M-2 zoning district, one parking space is required for every 300 square feet of
gross floor area, which shall not be located in the front one-quarter of any required front
yard. Per this requirement and based on the proposed gross floor area of 37,428 square
feet, 125 parking spaces are required on-site.

As part of the project, the applicant is requesting application of the use-based parking
guidelines rather than the requirements prescribed in the Zoning Ordinance, which are
particular to a specific district rather than the use. For warehouse and manufacturing
uses, the use-based guidelines recommend a parking ratio of one space per 1,000
square feet of gross floor area, and for office and R&D uses, one space per 300 square
feet of gross floor area. Although the use-based guidelines recommend fewer spaces
for the warehouse and manufacturing uses, the recommendation for office and R&D
uses is consistent with the Zoning Ordinance requirements. Applying the use-based
ratios to the subject property’s proposed use breakdown, the Zoning Ordinance
requirement for 125 parking spaces would be reduced to 92 parking spaces. The
applicant is proposing 92 parking spaces; however, in order to meet the recommended
92 parking spaces, the applicant is proposing to locate 56 spaces in a tandem
formation. Tandem parking is not permitted under standard zoning, but can be allowed
through the CDP. In addition, the tandem parking arrangement allows for the applicant
to limit the amount of improvements to the Hetch Hetchy parcel and reduce the amount
of paving on-site, allowing for more open space to be located on the Hetch Hetchy
parcel. The tandem parking would contain two rows of 28 spaces. A portion of the
required parking spaces would be located on the Hetch Hetchy right-of-way. The project
plans indicate that the Hetch Hetchy right-of-way would also be utilized for additional
landscape reserve spaces, which would allow for up to 121 parking spaces, if the
additional parking is determined to be necessary in the future due to operational
changes or changes in the tenancy of the building.

The Hetch Hetchy right-of-way is owned by the SFPUC and the applicant would like to
limit the amount of improvements on the SFPUC parcel. The applicant states that the
proposed facility is anticipated to contain 65 employees, and therefore it is unlikely that
the tandem spaces will typically be necessary. However, if the tandem spaces are
utilized, the applicant states that a parking program would be managed internally to
ensure that employees do not park off-site. The applicant’s project description letter
(Attachment I) provides more information on the proposed parking lot layout and design.
The proposed parking lot is designed to allow for the conversion of the tandem parking
spaces to fully accessible spaces by adding a drive aisle on the SFPUC parcel, and
reconfiguring the parking if necessary, including the use of the additional landscape
reserve. The conversion of the tandem spaces or landscape reserve is permitted
through the CDP, and can be requested by staff or the applicant.

Staff believes the application of the use-based parking guidelines is appropriate for the

proposed project given the use of the building as a mixed use office/R&D and
manufacturing building, and that a single tenant would occupy the building, which would
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allow for the proposed tandem parking spaces to be monitored to ensure that the
proposed parking arrangement is operating appropriately. Staff has added language in
the draft CDP (Attachment D), which would require the applicant to remove the tandem
parking scenario and convert the landscape reserve parking, if staff is made aware of
on-site parking issues or employees parking in the neighborhood. Staff has also added
language in the CDP requiring the conversion of the landscape reserve parking, if the
building is no longer occupied by a single tenant in the future, due to the conflicts that
could arise between a multi-tenant situation and the proposed tandem parking. In
addition, if at some time in the future the applicant loses the lease for the surface rights
for the Hetch Hetchy right-of-way (ROW), the applicant is required to lease an
equivalent number of parking spaces off-site for the benefit of its employees, revise the
land use breakdown and/or reduce the floor area of the building such that the number of
on-site parking spaces complies with the City’'s use-based parking guidelines, or a
combination thereof.

Building Height

The increase in height greater than 35 feet is permissible through the application of a
CDP. The elements that would exceed the 35 foot height limit are a relatively small
portion of the overall building. The third floor roof deck of the proposed building would
be 30 feet above grade, and the surrounding parapet wall would be 33.5 feet above
grade, which is below the maximum permitted height of the M-2 zoning district. The
main entry lobby and stair tower would extend to 44 feet above grade, and the rear stair
tower would extend to 47 feet above grade. As an employee amenity and architectural
feature, the applicant is proposing to construct a small viewing deck, above the third
floor deck. The proposed viewing deck would be located 42 feet above grade and the
metal railing would extend to 45 feet, six inches above grade. The proposed building is
located in an industrial district, surrounded by other industrial buildings. The building is
set back from the property lines and not adjacent to any residential uses that might be
impacted by the increase in height. Specifically the viewing deck, which would be the
highest occupied area, would be located 86 feet from the right side property line, which
is occupied by a manufacturing use. The increase in height provides visual interest to
the structure and is in keeping with the contemporary design of the development. The
viewing deck would also provide an amenity to the employees at the site.

Outside Storage

The proposed building is designed with a loading dock along the rear fagade of the
building. The loading dock is located between the proposed three story addition, and the
landscaped patio area, located at the back left side corner of the building. The applicant
is proposing to locate an emergency generator within this area (discussed more in the
hazardous materials section of the report), as well as an outdoor fire-rated storage unit
for hazardous materials. The applicant is also requesting that the CDP allow for the
storage of nonhazardous materials and equipment within this area. The loading dock
area is screened from view on the front and right sides by the proposed building, and
would be screened from the left and rear sides by a proposed 12-foot tall welded wire
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trellis system with vines (green screen). All outside storage would be completely
screened from the public right-of-way and surrounding properties. Additionally, the
outside storage of materials and equipment would not exceed the noise ordinance
limits, and would not displace required parking on-site.

Signage

The applicant originally requested approval of a master sign program to provide an
approximately 27 square foot entry sign, which would be located on top of the proposed
canopy along the front fagade. The sign would consist of individual letters measuring
three feet, five inches in height. (Since the letters are individual and contain significant
spacing, the 27 square feet was initially calculated using the square footage of each
individual letter, rather than overall dimensions of the entry signage.) The proposed
letter height would exceed the City’s Design Guidelines for Signs by approximately two
feet, but can be approved by the City Council and regulated through the CDP. The
individual letters would be front lit, and would be set forward of the building fagade,
along the front canopy. The letters would be four inches in depth and would contain a
metal finish. The proposed sign would help identify the site as C S Bio’s corporate
headquarters. While the letter size exceeds the Design Guidelines, staff believes the
increase in height for the letters is appropriate, as it is consistent with the increase in
height of the building and is located at the end of a cul-de-sac street, where site visibility
is limited.

The Planning Commission recommended that the applicant consider alternative font
styles for the proposed sign, and subsequently the applicant requested additional sign
area after the Planning Commission meeting. The applicant requested the increase to
allow for flexibility, as the individual letters of different font styles may be slightly
different in width than the current proposal, which could potentially increase the overall
square footage of the entry sign.

Instead of increasing the sign area, staff believes it would be better to change how the
sign area is calculated to allow flexibility with regard to the font style, and to account for
future company name changes. Staff originally calculated the sign area for the entry
signage using the individual letters, but staff believes is would be more beneficial to
calculate the sign area using the overall dimensions (height and length) of the entry
sign. Therefore, staff is proposing that the CDP be modified to allow for a 130 square
foot entry sign, which would generally correspond with the 37 feet, one inch by three
feet, five inch dimensions of the currently proposed sign. The entry sign would still be
required to contain individual letters, of approximately the same height and design as
the C S Bio sign. In addition to the main entry sign, staff believes it would be appropriate
to allow for an additional monument sign, if desired by the applicant in the future.
Therefore, staff has revised the CDP to allow for an approximately 130 square foot entry
sign and an additional 20 square foot monument sign, for a total permitted sign area of
150 square feet, as compared to a maximum of 100 feet.
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Hazardous Materials

As part of the expansion, the applicant is requesting to increase the quantities of
hazardous materials used and stored at the site. The applicant provided an additional
project description letter that is specific to the use and storage of hazardous materials,
which explains the proposal in more detail (Attachment L). Proposed hazardous
materials include combustible liquids, flammable liquids, corrosives, carcinogenic
liquids, toxics, inert gases, flammable gases, highly toxic gases, and cryogenic fluids.
The proposed chemical inventory is comparable to the previously approved inventory
with regard to hazard classes, with the exception of oxidizing gases, flammable gases,
highly toxic gases, and corrosives, which have been added to the proposed inventory as
part of this expansion. A complete list of the types of chemicals is included in
Attachment M. The applicant has prepared a comparison table identifying the 2010 use
permit chemical quantities and types, and identifies the proposed modifications. The
chemical inventory comparison is included in Attachment N. The project plans, included
as Attachment H, provide the locations of chemical use and storage. All hazardous
materials would be stored and used inside the building, with the exception of the diesel
emergency generator and an exterior fire rated enclosure. Only trained personnel
would handle the hazardous materials.

The applicant is proposing to locate an emergency generator within the equipment
yard/loading dock, located at the rear of the building. The emergency generator would
contain 660 gallons of diesel fuel and would be tested on a weekly basis for 15 minutes.
The applicant intends to test the generator in the afternoon to avoid testing the
generator during school hours. The proposed generator would be enclosed in a sound
attenuated enclosure to reduce the noise impacts to neighboring businesses. The
generator is rated at 73.9 dBA at 21 feet.

The Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP), included as Attachment O, provides
the types and quantities of chemicals that would be used and stored, and includes an
emergency response plan, an employee-training plan, and a record keeping plan.

While the applicant provided a specific chemical inventory and HMBP at this time, in
order to allow for flexibility with potential future modifications in the types and quantities
of hazardous materials, the draft CDP (Attachment D) provides for future modifications
to be made without requiring the applicant to obtain a revision to the CDP or a use
permit from the Planning Commission. The CDP proposes to limit the types and
quantities of hazardous materials within the building through the maximum allowable
quantities based on the thresholds set by the California Fire Code. For reference, the
Planning Commission reviewed and approved a similar blanket use permit for the use
and storage of hazardous materials at 1455 Adams Drive (Menlo Labs) that utilized the
maximum allowable quantities of the Fire Code to regulate the allowable quantities.

The Fire District currently performs an annual inspection of the facility and provides the
tenant with an inspection report for the building to ensure that the building and its
occupants are in compliance with all applicable Fire Codes. The Fire District would
continue to inspect the facility annually as part of this approval. If the building tenant
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modifies its’ chemical inventory in the future, the tenant would be required to submit a
chemical inventory to the Fire District for all chemicals above the Fire Code permit
thresholds. Simultaneously, the tenant would submit an updated HMBP to the County,
for all chemicals above the reportable thresholds of the California Health and Safety
Code.

The Menlo Park Fire Protection District, City of Menlo Park Building Division, West Bay
Sanitary District, and San Mateo County Environmental Health Services Division were
contacted regarding the proposed use and storage of hazardous materials on the
project site. Their correspondence has been included as Attachment P. Each entity
found the proposal to be in compliance with all applicable standards and has approved
the proposal. Although the subject parcel is located nearby residences, and schools,
there would be no unique requirements for the proposed use, based on the specific
types and amounts of chemicals that are proposed.

Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement

Per the Zoning Ordinance, commercial projects inclusive of 10,000 square feet or more
are subject to the BMR requirements. Since the proposed structure is inclusive of
37,428 square feet of floor area, the project is subject to BMR requirements. The
proposed project would increase the existing gross floor area at the site by 1,725
square feet, and would modify the amount of office/R&D uses at the site. On September
5, 2012, the Housing Commission reviewed the proposed Below Market Rate (BMR)
Agreement associated with the project. The staff report from the meeting and the draft
minutes are included as Attachments Q and R, respectively.

The applicant proposes to pay a commercial linkage fee per the BMR requirements
since residential development is not permitted at the site and the applicant does not
own any sites in the city that are available and feasible for construction of BMR units to
satisfy the requirement. The current in-lieu rate for office/R&D (Group A) uses is $14.71
per square foot and $7.98 per square foot for manufacturing and warehouse (Group B)
uses. The rate is adjusted annually on July 1 and the applicable fee for the Project will
be based upon the amount of square footage within Group A and Group B, as well as
the rate that is in effect at time of payment. The in-lieu fee is required to be paid prior to
building permit issuance. The estimated BMR in-lieu fee for the proposed project is
$74,497.02, based upon credit for the existing 35,703 square feet of warehouse, office,
R&D, and manufacturing uses, and the proposed 37,428 square feet of proposed
office/R&D and manufacturing/assembly uses. The draft BMR agreement is included as
Attachment F. The Housing Commission indicated that they were supportive of the
redevelopment of the site and recommended approval of the proposed BMR
Agreement, 5-0, with Commissioner Clarke absent. The Planning Commission
subsequently voted 7-0 to recommend approval of the BMR Agreement to the Council.

85



ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The City Public Works Department prepared a trip generation analysis for the proposed
project. This analysis concluded that the proposed project would result in a net increase
of 13 trips in the AM peak hour, and a net increase of 12 trips in the PM peak hour. The
proposed project is also anticipated to generate 108 additional trips during the day than
the existing use. Given that the net amount of trips generated in the AM peak hour
would only increase by 13 trips and these would be spread throughout the roadway
network in different directions, the traffic impacts associated with these trips is
anticipated to be less than significant at nearby intersections. As such, the proposed
project is categorically exempt under Class 32 (Section 15332, "In-Fill Development
Projects") of the current California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. The
trip generation analysis is available for public review at the Department of Community
Development.

CORRESPONDENCE

Staff has not received any correspondence on this item.

IMPACT ON CITY RESOURCES

The project sponsor is required to pay planning 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.

POLICY ISSUES

CDPs allow adjustment of the requirements of the underlying zoning district in order to
secure special benefits possible through comprehensive planning of large
developments and to provide relief from the monotony of standard development, to
permit the application of new and desirable development techniques, and to encourage
more usable open space than would otherwise be provided with standard development.
The proposed project would be consistent with the purposes of a CDP. The rezoning of
the project site from M-2 to M-2(X) is consistent with the General Plan.

CONCLUSION

The proposed project complies with all applicable City requirements and would result in
redevelopment of a site with an office/R&D and manufacturing/assembly building, which
would allow an existing business to remain in Menlo Park, while expanding its
operations and updating its corporate headquarters. The proposed building would be
designed in a contemporary style, and would revitalize an existing site. While the
general area contains warehousing and manufacturing buildings, designed as low-rise
concrete tilt-ups, recent fagade improvements and building approvals have been
designed in a more contemporary style. The project would provide sidewalks along the
full property frontage on Kelly Court. The project would redevelop an existing parcel with
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a modern building more suitable to a company’s corporate headquarters, while
providing the necessary facilities for R&D and manufacturing. In addition, the use and
storage of hazardous materials has been reviewed by the relevant agencies and
conditions of approval would continue to require the tenant to seek ongoing approvals
from the Fire District and the San Mateo County Department of Environmental Health.
Staff recommends that the City Council approve the project per the recommended
actions listed in Attachment A.

Signature on File Signature on File
Kyle Perata Arlinda Heineck
Assistant Planner Community Development Director

PUBLIC NOTICE: Public notification consisted of publishing a notice in the local
newspaper and notification by mail of owners and occupants within
1,250 feet of the property.

ATTACHMENTS

Recommended Actions for City Council

Draft Rezoning Ordinance

Draft Resolution for CDP

Draft Conditional Development Permit

Draft Resolution for Heritage Tree Removal

Draft Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement

Location Map

Project Plans

Project Description Letter

Draft LEED Checklist

Arborist Report, prepared by Arbor Resources, dated May 18, 2012

Hazardous Materials Project Description Letter

Chemical Inventory

Chemical Inventory Comparison Matrix

Hazardous Materials Business Plan

Hazardous Materials Agency Referral Forms

e Menlo Park Fire Protection District

e San Mateo County Environmental Health Department

e West Bay Sanitary District

¢ Menlo Park Building Division

Q. Housing Commission Staff Report (without plans) from the Meeting of
September 5, 2012

R. Minutes of the Housing Commission Meeting of September 5, 2012

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

EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING

Color and Materials Board

DOCUMENTS AVAILABLE FOR REVIEW AT CITY OFFICES AND WEBSITE

e Planning Commission Staff Report for the meeting of November 5, 2012
e Planning Commission Staff Report for the meeting of April 2, 2012
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DRAFT
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDED ACTIONS FOR APPROVAL

20 Kelly Court Project

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

Environmental Review

1. Adopt a finding that the redevelopment of the site is categorically exempt under
Class 32 (Section 15332, "In-Fill Development Projects") of the current State CEQA
Guidelines.

Rezoning

2. Introduce an Ordinance rezoning the property from M-2 (General Industrial) to M-
2(X) (General Industrial, Conditional Development) (Attachment B).

Conditional Development Permit

3. Adopt a Resolution (Attachment C) approving the Conditional Development Permit
for the construction of a 37,428-square-foot office/R&D and manufacturing/assembly
building subject to the requirements of the Conditional Development Permit
(Attachment D).

Heritage Tree Removal Permit

4. Adopt a Resolution approving the heritage tree removal permit (Attachment E).

Below Market Rate Housing Agreement

5. Approve the Below Market Rate Housing In-Lieu Fee Agreement, recommended by
the Housing Commission on September 5, 2012, and recommended by the Planning
Commission on November 5, 2012. (Attachment F).
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DRAFT — November 27, 2012
RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MENLO
PARK, CALIFORNIA APPROVING A CONDITIONAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT FOR THE PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 1 AND 20 KELLY
COURT

WHEREAS, the Zoning Ordinance establishes that a Conditional Development Permit
(“CDP”) may be issued to allow adjustment of requirements in order to secure special
benefits possible through comprehensive planning of large development, and that such
adjustment is intended to allow relief from the monotony of standard development; to
permit the application of new and desirable development techniques; and to encourage
more usable open space than would otherwise be provided with standard development;
and

WHEREAS, the City has received an application from C S Bio (“Applicant”), to approve
a CDP for the construction of an office, R&D, and manufacturing building and conduct
associated project actions; and

WHEREAS, the proposed development 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 development, and will not be detrimental to property
and improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the City; and

WHEREAS, all required public notices and public hearings were duly given and held
according to law; and

WHEREAS, after notice having been lawfully given, a public hearing was scheduled and
held before the Planning Commission of the City of Menlo Park on November 5, 2012
whereat all persons interested therein might appear and be heard; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Menlo Park having fully reviewed,
considered and evaluated all the testimony and evidence submitted in this matter voted
affirmatively to recommend to the City Council of the City of Menlo Park to approve the
CDP; and

WHEREAS, after notice having been lawfully given, a public hearing was scheduled and
held before the City Council of the City of Menlo Park on November 27, 2012 whereat
all persons interested therein might appear and be heard.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Menlo Park

hereby approves the Conditional Development Permit for the Property attached hereto
as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by this reference.

91



I, Margaret S. Roberts, City Clerk of Menlo Park, do hereby certify that the above and
foregoing Council Resolution was duly and regularly passed and adopted at a meeting
by said Council on the twenty-seventh day of November, 2012, by the following votes:
AYES:

NOES:

ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

Margaret S. Roberts, MMC
City Clerk
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DRAFT — November 27, 2012

CONDITIONAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

1 and 20 Kelly Court (“20 Kelly Court™)

1. GENERAL INFORMATION:

11

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

1.7

1.8

Applicant: Jason Chang for C S Bio, Inc.
Property Owner: Chang Heng Wei Trust

Nature of Project: Conditional Development Permit for the demolition of the
existing building located at 1 Kelly Court and partial demolition of the building
located at 20 Kelly Court. The project site currently includes two legal parcels,
which would be merged as part of the proposed project. The project site
contains two buildings with a total gross floor area of approximately 35,703
square feet. The project would result in the demolition of approximately 23,976
square feet of gross floor area, and the construction of 25,701 square feet of
gross floor area, for a total gross floor area of 37,428 square feet, which is a net
increase of approximately 1,725 square feet of gross floor area. The CDP
allows the development to exceed the maximum height limit of 35 feet, and
establishes the required parking, allowed signage, required setbacks, and
incorporate the outside storage of nonhazardous materials and equipment
within a service yard. The Hetch Hetchy right-of-way to the rear of the property,
a separate parcel, would be utilized for required parking spaces, which would
partially be contained in landscape reserve. The proposed project would also
include an increase in the quantities of hazardous materials from the previously
approved use permit due to the increase in production activities, associated
with the development and manufacturing of instruments for the biotech industry.
All hazardous materials, with the exception of diesel fuel for a proposed
emergency generator, would be stored within the building, or in a fire-rated
chemical storage container. As part of this proposal, a heritage size Italian
stone pine (31-inch diameter), in fair condition is proposed to be removed.

Property Location (Project site): 20 Kelly Court and 1 Kelly Court

Assessor's Parcel Numbers: The Project site currently contains two legal
parcels (1 and 20 Kelly Court), which would be merged as part of the project.
The current parcels contain the following APNs: 055-421-130 (1 Kelly Court)
and 055-433-130 (20 Kelly Court).

Area of Property: 68,228 square feet (1.57 acres)

Zoning: M-2 (X) (General Industrial, Conditional Development)

Previous entitlements: The Conditional Development Permit for 20 Kelly Court

supersedes the previously granted use permit and architectural approvals for
the individual parcels.
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2. DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS:

94

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) shall not exceed 55 percent of the project site.
Building coverage shall not exceed 50 percent of the project site.
Building setbacks shall be in accordance with the approved plans.

Building height shall not exceed 47 feet for the front stair tower, 44 feet for the
main entry tower, 45 feet, six inches for the viewing deck, and 42 feet for the
rear stair tower. All heights shall be measured from the average level of the
highest and lowest point of the existing grade of that portion of the lot covered
by the structure (height excludes elevator equipment rooms, ventilating and air
conditioning equipment).

The on-site circulation and parking spaces shall consist of 92 parking spaces
using the City’s use-based guidelines, a portion of which are located in a
tandem formation. If the City is notified of a parking issue at the site, the
applicant would be required to convert the tandem spaces to fully accessible
spaces by adding a drive aisle on the SFPUC parcel. The additional landscape
reserve spaces may be converted if the City is notified of a parking issue at the
site, or if the applicant requests to convert the landscape reserve spaces to
parking, in accordance with the approved plans. The City Planning and
Engineering Divisions will review and take action on the proposed landscape
reserve conversion, as well as the conversion of the tandem parking spaces to
fully accessible spaces.

If at some time in the future the applicant loses the lease for the surface rights
for the Hetch Hetchy right-of-way (ROW), the applicant is required to lease an
equivalent number of parking spaces off-site for the benefit of its employees,
revise the land use breakdown and/or reduce the floor area of the building such
that the number of on-site parking spaces complies with the City’s use-based
parking guidelines, or a combination thereof.

In addition, if in the future the building is no longer occupied by a single tenant,
the property owner shall convert the tandem parking spaces to fully accessible
spaces and if deemed necessary, convert the additional landscape reserve to
parking, in accordance with the approved plans. The City Planning and
Engineering Divisions will review and take action on the proposed modifications
to the on-site parking.

All rooftop equipment shall be fully screened and integrated into the design of
the building. Roof-top equipment shall comply with noise requirements of the
Municipal Code.



3. USES:

3.1

3.2

3.3

The development consists of one building totaling 37,428 square feet of office,
R&D, manufacturing, and assembly uses. The maximum square footages of
individual land uses within the building shall be based on the following table
(uses listed by intensity, with most intense use listed first):

Proposed Land Use Breakdown (20 Kelly Court)
Office 18,365 square feet
R&D 4,624 square feet
Manufacturing 12,097 square feet
Warehousing 2,342 square feet
Total 37,428 square feet

The building may deviate from the above table, provided that more intense
land uses are replaced by less intense uses.

Outdoor storage: Storage of nonhazardous materials and equipment is limited
to the visually screened loading dock at the rear of the building. This area shall
also contain the emergency generator and a fire rated hazardous materials
cabinet.

Hazardous Materials: Hazardous materials are permitted to be stored and used
at the site, provided that hazardous materials are stored in accordance with the
California Fire Code and control areas are constructed in accordance with the
California Building Code. The aggregate total quantity of hazardous materials
used and stored, per control area, within the building shall not exceed the
quantities listed in Table 2703.1.1(1) of the 2010 California Fire Code and
subsequent updated codes, including the amounts allowed per footnotes d
(sprinklers) and e (cabinets) of the table.

3.3.1.1 When chemical quantities exceed the reportable limits as defined
by the California Health and Safety Code, the tenant shall provide a
Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP), or equivalent
document to the San Mateo County Environmental Health Division
and the Sanitary District.

3.3.1.2 If the tenant modifies the types and/or quantities of chemicals used
and stored at the site, the tenant shall obtain a revised Fire Permit
from the Menlo Park Fire District.

3.3.1.3 The quantities and types of hazardous materials stored at the site
shall only be permitted for a single tenant. If the building is
subdivided into multiple suites, each individual tenant will need to
apply for a suite specific use permit for the storage and use of
hazardous materials through the Menlo Park Planning Division.
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SIGNS:

4.1 The main tenant signage shall be constructed in accordance with the approved
plans. The maximum height of the proposed letters shall be 3 feet, five inches.
The main tenant signage shall be limited to 130 square feet, which would
generally correspond with the 37 feet, one inch by three feet, five inch
dimensions of the currently proposed sign identified in the project plans. The
entry sign would still be required to contain individual letters, of approximately
the same height and design as the C S Bio sign. and shall be located on top of
the front canopy. Additional signage may be permitted in accordance with the
Zoning Ordinance signage requirements and the Sign and Awning Design
Guidelines up to a total maximum of 150 square feet.

5 RECORDATION:

5.1 Concurrent with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the
applicant shall record the Conditional Development Permit with the County
of San Mateo County.

5.2 The Conditional Development Permit shall be in force on the effective date
of the Development Agreement.

6 MODIFICATIONS:
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6.1 Modifications to the approved project plans may be considered according to the

following:

6.1.1

6.1.2

6.1.3

Substantially Consistent Modifications, which include any changes to
or modifications of any portion of the Project which C S Bio, Inc.
and/or Owner make or propose to make to the Project, provided such
changes or modifications are in substantial compliance with and/or
substantially consistent with the approved plans and the Project
Approvals, as determined by the Community Development Director
(in his/her reasonable discretion).

Minor modifications, which do not affect permitted uses, density or
intensity of use, restrictions and requirements relating to subsequent
discretionary actions, conditions or covenants limiting or restricting
the use of the Property or similar materials changes, based on the
determination that the proposed modification(s) is consistent with
other building and design elements of the approved Conditional
Development Permit, and will not have an adverse impact on the
character and aesthetics of the Property. The Planning Commission
shall be notified of approved minor modifications, and a member of
the Commission may request within 14 days of receipt of the notice
that the item(s) be reviewed by the Planning Commission.

Major modifications (such as significant changes to the exterior
appearance of the building, parking layout, or additional gross floor
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area), to the approved plans, as determined by the Community
Development Director, may be allowed, subject to review and
approval by the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission’s
action shall be based on the determination that the proposed
modification is compatible with other building and design elements or
onsite/offsite  improvements of the approved Conditional
Development Permit and will not have an adverse impact on safety
and/or the character and aesthetics of the site.

Revisions to the Project which involve relaxation of the development
standards identified in Section 2, material changes to the uses identified in
Section 3, exceedance of the signage maximum square footages identified in
Section 4, or modifications to the conditions of approval identified in Section 8
(other than changes deemed to be Substantially Consistent Modifications,
pursuant to Section 6.1.1 that can be authorized by the City Manager),
constitute Conditional Development Permit amendments that require public
hearings by the Planning Commission and City Council. Such revisions may
also require modifications to the plans and/or Development Agreement. Any
application for amendment shall be made by the property owner and/or
applicant, in writing, to the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission
shall then forward its recommendation to the City Council for revision(s) to the
Conditional Development Permit.

7. PROJECT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS - GENERAL:

7.1

7.2

Indemnity by Owner: The Owner shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless
City, and its elective and appointive boards, commissions, officers, agents,
contractors and employees (collectively, “City Indemnified Parties”) from any
and all claims, causes of action, damages, costs or expenses (including
reasonable attorneys’ fees) arising out of or in connection with, or caused on
account of, the development and occupancy of the Project, any Approval with
respect thereto, or claims for injury or death to persons, or damage to
property, as a result of the operations of Owner or its employees, agents,
contractors, representatives or tenants with respect to the Project
(collectively, “Claims”); provided, however, that Owner shall have no liability
under this Section 7.1 for Claims arising from the gross negligence or willful
misconduct of any City Indemnified Party, or for Claims arising from, or
alleged to arise from, the repair or maintenance by the City of any
improvements that have been offered for dedication by Owner and accepted
by the City.

Indemnity By C S Bio, Inc: C S Bio, Inc. shall indemnify, defend and hold
harmless the City Indemnified Parties from any and all claims, causes of
action, damages, costs or expenses (including reasonable attorneys’ fees)
arising out of or in connection with, or caused on account of, the development
and occupancy of the Project, any Approval with respect thereto, or claims for
injury or death to persons, or damage to property, as a result of the
operations of C S Bio or its employees, agents, contractors, representatives
or landlords with respect to the Project (collectively, “Claims”); provided,
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7.3

7.4

7.5

7.6

7.7

7.8

however, that C S Bio shall have no liability under this Section 7.2 for Claims
arising from the gross negligence or willful misconduct of any City Indemnified
Party, or for Claims arising from, or alleged to arise from, the repair or
maintenance by the City of any improvements that have been offered for
dedication by Owner and accepted by the City. As to C S Bio, the provisions
of this Section 7.2 shall only apply to Claims arising from events which
occurred in whole or in part before the later of C S Bio’s vacating of the
Property and the expiration or earlier termination of the Lease. Should C S
Bio no longer be the tenant, the terms of this Section 7.2 shall apply to any
new tenant for all Claims arising during the new tenant’s tenancy.

Project Plans: Development of the Project shall be substantially in
conformance with the following plans submitted by DES Architects and
Engineers dated received by the Planning Division on October 31, 2012,
consisting of 34 plan sheets, recommended for approval to the City Council
by the Planning Commission on November 5, 2012, and approved by the City
Council on , 2012, except as modified by the conditions contained
herein and in accordance with Section 6 (modifications) of this document.

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

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

Demolition _and Recycling: Prior to demolition permit and building permit
issuance, the applicant shall comply with the requirements of Chapter 12.48
(Salvaging and Recycling of Construction and Demolition Debris) of the City
of Menlo Park Municipal Code, and is subject to review and approval by the
Engineering and Building Divisions.

Construction Safety and Erosion Control Plan: Prior to demolition permit
issuance, the applicant shall submit a plan for 1) construction safety fences
around the periphery of the construction area, 2) dust control, 3) erosion and
sedimentation control, 4) tree protection fencing, and 5) construction vehicle
parking. The plans shall be subject to review and approval by the Building
and Engineering Divisions prior to issuance of a demolition permit. The
fences and erosion and sedimentation control measures shall be installed
according to the approved plan prior to commencing demolition.

Heritage Trees: Prior to demolition permit issuance, the applicant shall submit
a heritage tree preservation plan, detailing the location of and methods for all
tree protection measures, as described in the arborist report. The project
arborist shall submit a letter confirming adequate installation of the tree
protection measures. The project sponsor shall retain an arborist throughout




7.9

the term of the project, and the project arborist shall submit periodic
inspection reports to the Building Division. The heritage tree preservation plan
shall be subject to review and approval by the Planning Division.

Truck Route Plan: Prior to demolition permit issuance, the applicant shall
submit a truck route plan and permit to be reviewed and approved by the
Transportation Senior Engineer.

7.10 Utilities: Concurrent with the submittal of a complete building permit

application, 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, dimensions, and colors of all meters,
transformers, junction boxes, relay boxes, and other equipment boxes. The
utility plans shall also show backflow and Double Check Detector Assembly
(DCDA) devices.

7.11 Grading and Drainage Plan: Concurrent with the submittal of a complete

building permit application, the applicant shall submit a Grading and Drainage
Plan for review and approval by the Engineering Division. The Grading and
Drainage Plan shall be prepared based on the City’s Grading and Drainage
Plan Guidelines and Checklist and the Project Applicant Checklist for the
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit
Requirements. The erosion and sediment control plans shall be attached to
the Grading and Drainage plans and may be similar to the erosion control
plan provided for the demolition permit. The Grading and Drainage Plan shall
be approved prior to or concurrent with the issuance of a building permit.

7.12 Geotechnical Report: Concurrent with the submittal of a complete building

permit application, a design-level geotechnical investigation report shall be
submitted the Building Division for review and confirmation that the proposed
development fully complies with the California Building Code. The report shall
determine the project site’s surface geotechnical conditions and address
potential seismic hazards. The report shall identify building techniques
appropriate to minimize seismic damage.

7.13 Stormwater: Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall enter into

and record a “Stormwater Treatment Measures Operations and Maintenance
(O&M) Agreement” with the City subject to review and approval by the
Engineering Division. With the executed agreement, the property owner is
responsible for the operation and maintenance of stormwater treatment
measures for the project. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be
recorded by the applicant with the San Mateo County Recorder’s Office.

7.14 Landscape Parking Reserve: If the applicant seeks to convert all or a portion

of the identified landscape parking reserve to parking, a complete grading and
drainage plan shall be submitted illustrating that there will be no net increase
in impervious area and/or stormwater runoff on the Property, to the
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satisfaction of the Public Works Director. In addition, if lighting is proposed as
part of the conversion of the landscape parking reserve, a complete lighting
plan shall be submitted that illustrates no net increase in light spillover to
adjacent properties, to the satisfaction of the Community Development
Director.

PROJECT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

8.5

Below Market Rate Housing Agreement: Prior to or concurrent with the
submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall execute
the Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement. Prior to building permit
issuance, the applicant shall pay the in lieu fee of approximately $74,497.02
in accordance with the BMR Housing Agreement (as of July 1, 2012). The
BMR Housing Agreement shall be subject to review and approval of the
Planning Division. The BMR fee rate is subject to change annually on July 1
and the final fee will be calculated at the time of fee payment.

Traffic Impact Fee: Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall pay a
Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) based on the rates for the mix of uses within the
building, for a total estimated TIF of $33,771.29, subject to the Municipal
Code Section 13.26. The fee rate is subject to change annually on July 1 and
the final calculation will be based upon the rate at the time of fee payment.
The TIF rate is adjusted each year based on the ENR Construction Cost
Index percentage change for San Francisco.

Flood Waters: Concurrent with the submittal of a complete building permit
application, the applicant shall submit a study identifying how flood waters will
be directed around the structure to ensure that the project will have no
adverse impact to the potential flooding on other parcels, subject to review
and approval of the Planning and Engineering Divisions. The mapped
direction of potential flood waters would be from O’Brien Drive. (Mapped
source of floods is San Francisquito Creek water traveling from under Hwy
101.)

O’Brien Ditch Erosion Control: Concurrent with the submittal of a complete
building permit application, the applicant shall submit specific construction
details and materials to be used for the slope protection of the O’Brien ditch,
subject to review and approval of the Planning and Engineering Divisions.

O’Brien Ditch Permitting Requirements: Prior to building permit issuance, the
applicant shall be required to obtain all necessary permits through the
Regional Water Quality Board for work within the O’Brien ditch, subject to
review and approval of the Planning and Engineering Divisions.




DRAFT — November 27, 2012
RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MENLO
PARK, CALIFORNIA APPROVING A HERITAGE TREE REMOVAL
PERMIT FOR THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 20 KELLY COURT

WHEREAS, the City of Menlo Park (“City”) has received an application from C S Bio for
removal of one heritage tree at the property located at 20 Kelly Court in Menlo Park due
to conflicts with the proposed site improvements, in particular a new front sidewalk and
modified vehicular access point; and

WHEREAS, the removal of Heritage Trees within the City is subject to the requirements
of Municipal Code Chapter 13.24, Heritage Trees; and

WHEREAS, the City Arborist has reviewed the request, determined that the tree is in
fair health, and recommended approval of the removal; and

WHEREAS, the applicant is proposing to replace the heritage tree removal with a 48-
inch box Chinese pistache and a 48-inch box madrone tree, both of which would be
located along the front facade of the proposed building; and

WHEREAS, all required public notices and public hearings were duly given and held
according to law; and

WHEREAS, after notice having been lawfully given, a public hearing was scheduled and
held before the Planning Commission of the City of Menlo Park on November 5, 2012
whereat all persons interested therein might appear and be heard; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Menlo Park having fully reviewed,
considered and evaluated all the testimony and evidence submitted in this matter voted
affirmatively to recommend to the City Council of the City of Menlo Park to approve the
Heritage Tree Removal Permit; and

WHEREAS, after notice having been lawfully given, a public hearing was scheduled and
held before the City Council of the City of Menlo Park on November 27, 2012 whereat
all persons interested therein might appear and be heard.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Menlo Park
hereby approves the Heritage Tree Removal Permit.
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I, Margaret S. Roberts, City Clerk of Menlo Park, do hereby certify that the above and
foregoing Council Resolution was duly and regularly passed and adopted at a meeting
by said Council on the twenty-seventh day of November, 2012, by the following votes:
AYES:

NOES:

ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand and affixed the Official Seal of
said City on this twenty-seventh day of November, 2012.

Margaret S. Roberts, MMC
City Clerk
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BELOW MARKET RATE HOUSING IN LIEU FEE AGREEMENT

This Below Market Rate Housing In Lieu Fee Agreement (“Agreement”) is made as of
this __ day of , 2012 by and between the City of Menlo Park, a California
municipality (“City”) and C S Bio Co, 20 Kelly Court, Menlo Park, California, 94025, a
California Corporation (“Developer”), with respect to the following:

RECITALS

A. Developer owns that certain real property in the City of Menlo Park, County of San
Mateo, State of California, consisting of approximately, 1.57 acres or 68,228 square
feet, more particularly described as Assessor’'s Parcel Numbers: 055-433-240 and
055-433-130 (“Property”) and more commonly known as 1 Kelly Court, and 20 Kelly
Court.

B. Developer proposes to completely demolish the existing building located at 1 Kelly
Court and partially demolish the existing building located at 20 Kelly Court, for a
total demolition of 23,976 square feet. Developer proposes to construct 25,701
square feet of new gross floor area, resulting in a total building of 37,428 square
feet. The demolition and construction are collectively referred to as the “Project.”
The Project would contain a net increase of 1,725 square feet of gross floor area.
The use of the new building would contain a combination of office, R&D,
warehouse, and manufacturing. Developer has applied to the City for a conditional
development permit for the Project.

C. Developer is required to comply with Chapter 16.96 of City’s Municipal Code (“BMR
Ordinance”) and with the Below Market Rate Housing Program Guidelines
(“Guidelines”) adopted by the City Council to implement the BMR Ordinance. In
order to process its application, the BMR Ordinance requires Developer to submit a
Below Market Rate Housing Agreement. This Agreement is intended to satisfy that
requirement. Approval of a Below Market Rate Housing Agreement is a condition
precedent to the approval of the applications and the issuance of a building permit
for the Project.

D. Residential use of the property is not allowed by the applicable zoning regulations.
Developer does not own any sites in the City that are available and feasible for
construction of sufficient below market rate residential housing units to satisfy the
requirements of the BMR Ordinance. Based on these facts, the City has found that
development of such units off-site in accordance with the requirements of the BMR
Ordinance and Guidelines also is not feasible.

E. Developer, therefore, is required to pay an in lieu fee as provided for in this
Agreement. Developer is willing to pay the in lieu fee on the terms set forth in this
Agreement, which the City has found are consistent with the BMR Ordinance and
Guidelines.
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NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

. Developer shall pay the in lieu fee as provided for in the BMR Ordinance and

Guidelines. The applicable in lieu fee is that which is in effect on the date the
payment is made. The in lieu fee will be calculated as set forth in the table below;
however, the applicable fee for the Project will be based upon the amount of square
footage within Group A and Group B at the time of payment.

Use Group F;?/ SF Fee
Existing Office Portion A-Office/R&D $14.71 13,965 ($205,425.15)
Existing Non-Office Portion ~ B- All other Com $7.98 21,738 ($173,469.24)
Proposed Office Building A-Office/R&D $14.71 22,989 $338,168.19
Proposed Non-Office Portion B- All other Com $7.98 14,439 $115,223.22
Total Fee $74,497.02

Developer shall pay the fee before the City issues a building permit for the Project.
Developer may pay the fee at any time after the approval of this Agreement by the
Planning Commission. If for any reason, a building permit is not issued within a
reasonable time after Developer's payment of the fee, upon request by Developer,
City shall promptly refund the fee, with out interest, in which case the building
permit shall not be issued until payment of the fee is again made at the rate
applicable at the time of payment.

This Agreement shall be binding on and inure to the benefit of the parties hereto
and their successors and assigns. Each party may assign this Agreement, subject
to the reasonable consent of the other, and the assignment must be in writing.

If any legal action is commenced to interpret or enforce this Agreement or to collect
damages as a result of any breach of this Agreement, the prevailing party shall be
entitled to recover all reasonable attorney’s fees and costs incurred in such action
from the other party.

This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of
the State of California and the venue for any action shall be the County of San
Mateo.

The terms of this Agreement may not be modified or amended except by an
instrument in writing executed by each of the parties hereto.

This Agreement supersedes any prior agreements, negotiations, and
communications, oral or written, and contains the entire agreement between the
parties as to the subject matter hereof.



8. Any and all obligations or responsibilities of Developer under this Agreement shall
terminate upon the payment of the required fee.

9. To the extent there is any conflict between the terms and provisions of the
Guidelines and the terms and provisions of this Agreement, the terms and
provisions of this Agreement shall prevail.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of
the day and year first written above.

CITY OF MENLO PARK C S Bio Co.
By: By:
Alex D. Mcintyre Jason Chang
City Manage Director of Operations
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ATTACHMENT H

C S Bio Co.

People Who Know Peptides

CS BIO - RENOVATION AND EXPANSION

20 Kelly Court
Menlo Park , Californ
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P:\CSBio\20KellyCourt\ 9859002\ Dwg\Arch\ 1—Sheet Index and Data.dwg

MLaSerna
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Oct 18, 2012 — 2:25pm

1 SITE AND ZONING REQUIREMENTS
COVER SHEET
a. PROJECT SITE AREA: 68,228 SQ. FT. g. BUILDING SETBACKS: ~
- FRONT YARD TO BUILDING R 4'-8" MIN 1 PROJECT DATA, SHEET INDEX AND VICINITY MAP
b. ACCESS EASEMENT ON 10 KELLY CT: 1,039 SQ. FT. - FRONT YARD SET BACK TO ENTRY CANOPY 4
_ REAR YARD 32' MIN 2 VICINITY MAP
c. ADJACENT HETCH HETCHY RIGHT OF WAY: 30,000 SQ.F.T - SIDE YARD 86' MIN (LEFT)
56' MIN (RIGHT) 3  TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY
d. ZONING DESIGNATION: M-2
h. PARKING PROVISION: 4a  EXISTING FLOOR PLANS - 20 KELLY CT
e. BUILDING HEIGHT LIMIT: 35 FT - PARKING REQUIRED @ 1/300 FOR OFFICE/R&D USE 77 CARS (22,833 SF)
- PARKING REQUIRED @ 1/1,000 FOR WAREHOUSE/MFG. USE 15 CARS (14,372 SF) 4b  EXISTING FLOOR PLANS - 1 KELLY CT
f. BUILDING SETBACKS: _TOTAL PARKING REQUIRED 92 CARS
- FRONT YARD 20 FT 5  EXISTING BUILDING USE DIAGRAMS
_ REAR YARD 0FT
- SIDE YARD 10 FT PARKING PROVIDED 6a PROPOSED SITE PLAN
(CAN BE REDUCED ZERO IF SIDE YARD IS CORRESPONDINGLY - PROJECT SITE + SFPUC IMPROVEMENT 59 CARS
INCREASED) "HETCH-HETCHY SITE 33 CARS 6b PROPOSED SITE PLAN - BUILDING SETBACKS
TOTAL PARKING PROVISION 92 CARS
6c PROPOSED ALTERNATE SITE PLAN
- FUTURE PARKING (LANDSCAPE RESERVE) 28 CARS
2 EXISTING PROJECT 7  PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR PLAN
a. TOTAL BUILDING AREA: i. PROPOSED BUILDING HEIGHT: 8  PROPOSED SECOND FLOOR PLAN
- TOP OF ROOF FLOOR 30 FT MAX.
; (*;EEHYCET g’gég gQ. ﬁ - TOP OF ENTRY TOWER 44 FT MAX 9  PROPOSED THIRD FLOOR PLAN
~L%s SQ' o - TOP OF VIEWING DECK 44 FT MAX
! Q.FT. - TOP OF ELEVATOR TOWER 47 FT MAX 10 PROPOSED ROOF PLAN
b. FLOOR AREA RATIO: 0.52 11  SITE AREA AND BUILDING COVERAGE CALCULATION PLANS CONTACT
c. EXISTING SITE COVERAGE: 50 % 12  PROPOSED BUILDING GFA CALCULATION PLANS
d. EXISTING BUILDING HEIGHT: ~ 25 FT MAX. NOTES ON CODE COMPLIANCE 13 PROPOSED FLOOR PLAN USE DIAGRAMS CLIENT/OWNER
(TO TOP OF PARAPET) CSBIO CO.
14  PROPOSED BUILDING ELEVATIONS
e. PARKING PROVISION: 48 CARS 20 KELLY COURT
1. THE PROJECT CONFORMS TO THE CITY FIRE REGULATIONS - FIRE S e PARK AL IFORNIA 64025
HYDRANTS HAVE BEEN PROVIDED TO COVER THE ENTIRE SITE. 15 PROPOSED BUILDING ELEVATIONS !
3 PROPOSED PROJECT 2. 26'-0" WIDE DRIVEWAYS HAVE BEEN PROVIDED FOR THE MOVEMENT OF 16~ PROPOSED BUILDING SECTIONS E;')C()_NE: (ggg) 2;32%
= FIRE TRUCKS THROUGH THE SITE S (650) 322-
PROPOSED BUILDING AREA (OVERALL PROJECT-EXISTING): 17 LANDSCAPE PLAN WEBSITE: WWW.CSBIO.COM
' 3. THE PROJECT WILL HAVE FIRE SPRINKLERS AND FIRE EXTINGUISHERS CONTACT: JASON CHANG
. NEW BUILDING ADDITION AS REQUIRED BY THE MENLO PARK FIRE DEPARTMENT. 18 EXISTING TREE PLAN
. ARCHITECTS
- FIRST FLOOR 11501 SQ.FT. 4. OUTDOOR CHEMICAL STORAGE ROOMS WOULD BE SELF CONTAINED 19 GRADING PLAN DES ARCHITECTS + ENGINEERS
_ SECOND FLOOR 10,953 SO. FT. AND SPRINKLERS WILL BE PROVIDED AS PER FIRE DEPARTMENT 0 UTILITY PLAN
 THIRD FLOOR 3247 SQ.FT. REGULATIONS EDWOOD CITv. CALIFORNIA 94063
TOTAL NEW ADDITION AREA 25,701 sQ. FT. 21 FIRE TRUCK TURNING :
OUTDOOR CHEMICAL STORAGE (NOT INCLUDED) 270 SQ.FT. 97 DESIGN AND LANDSCAPE DETAILS NS Eggg; oo
WEBSITE: WWW.DES-AE.COM
.. EXISTING BUILDING TO REMAIN AMAT CONTACT: SUSAN ESCHWEILER/KENNY HUNG
- DEMOLISH METAL BUILDING 6,258 SQ. FT.
- DEMOLISH 1 KELLY BUILDING 17,718  SQ.FT. H2  1ST FLOOR PLAN NOTED FOR HMBP/HAZMAT
EXISTING BUILDING AREA TO REMAIN 11,727 sQ. FT.
H3  2ND FLOOR PLAN NOTED FOR HMBP/HAZMAT
c. TOTAL BUILDING AREA
COLOR EXHIBITS
NEW BUILDING ADDITION 25.701 SQ. FT.
EXISTING BUILDING AREA 11,727 SQ. FT. c1  SITE PHOTO
TOTAL NEW BUILDING AREA 37,428 sQ. FT.
C2 BUILDING PERSPECTIVE
NET INCREASE IN FLOOR AREA 1.725 SQ. FT.
C3 BUILDING PERSPECTIVE
- SITE AREA 68,228  SQ.FT. C5 BUILDING PERSPECTIVE
- TOTAL BUILDING AREA 37.428 SQ. FT
- FAR 0.55 C6 BUILDING SIGNAGE
C7 COLOR AND MATERIAL FINISHES
e. COVERAGE
C8 STORMWATER TREATMENT PLAN
SITE AREA 68,228 SQ. FT.
BUILDING/SITE COVERAGE AREA 22.360 SQ. FT.
BUILDING/SITE COVERAGE (REFER SHEET 11) 32.8%
f. LANDSCAPING RATIO: 21.5%
(BASED ON 68,228 SQ. FT.)

Menlo Park, CA. 08.13.2012

10.10.2012  Planning Re-submittal ARCHITECTS
C S Bio Co. CS Bio Co 10242012 Planning Re-submittal ENGINEERS

People Who Know Peptides
Project Number: 9859.002 (©) 2012

CS BlO ) Renovation and EXpanSion Project Data, Sheet Index and Vicinty Map DES
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MLaSerna

Oct 22, 2012 — 2:40pm
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