
 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
AGENDA 

 
Regular Meeting 

February 10, 2014 at 7:00 p.m. 
City Council Chambers 

701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA  94025 
 

 

CALL TO ORDER – 7:00 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL – Bressler, Eiref (Vice Chair), Ferrick, Kadvany (Chair), Onken, Riggs, Strehl 
 
INTRODUCTION OF STAFF – Deanna Chow, Senior Planner; Jean Lin, Associate Planner; Justin 
Murphy, Development Services Manager; Kyle Perata, Associate Planner; Corinna Sandmeier, 
Contract Planner; Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner 
 
A. REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Under “Reports and Announcements,” staff and Commission members may communicate general 
information of interest regarding matters within the jurisdiction of the Commission.  No Commission 
discussion or action can occur on any of the presented items. 
 
A1. Update on Pending Planning Items 

a. Housing Element – City Council – January 28 and February 11, 2014 
b. General Plan – City Council – February 11 and 25, 2014 

 
B. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
Under “Public Comments,” the public may address the Commission on any subject not listed on 
the agenda within the jurisdiction of the Commission and items listed under Consent.  When you 
do so, please state your name and city or political jurisdiction in which you live for the record.  The 
Commission cannot respond to non-agendized items other than to receive testimony and/or 
provide general information. 
 
C. CONSENT 
 
Items on the consent calendar are considered routine in nature, require no further discussion by 
the Planning Commission, and may be acted on in one motion unless a member of the Planning 
Commission or staff requests a separate discussion on an item. 

 
C1. Approval of minutes from the January 13, 2014 Planning Commission meeting 

 
C2. Confirmation of the Summary of the Planning Commission Comments and 

Recommendations for the General Plan Update Scope of Work 
 

D. PUBLIC HEARING 
 

D1. Use Permit/Casey Cramer/228 Princeton Road:  Request for a use permit to demolish an 
existing single-story, single-family residence and construct a new two-story, single-family 
residence on a substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) 
zoning district. 

 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/5640
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D2. Conditional Development Permit Amendment/Bob Linder/350 Sharon Park Drive: 
Request for a Conditional Development Permit (CDP) amendment for a project at an existing 
multi-building apartment complex located in the R-3-A-X (Garden Apartment, Conditional 
Development) zoning district. The project would include the demolition of the existing 
recreation building, the construction of a new recreation building and a new leasing office and 
associated parking area, façade improvements to all of the existing apartment buildings, and 
landscaping modifications. The proposed modifications would result in an increase in the 
maximum building coverage of up to 40 percent at the subject site, which would exceed the 
current maximum of 30 percent, set by the existing CDP. The proposed amendment to the 
existing CDP (which covers multiple sites in the vicinity) would apply only to the subject site, 
and would not alter the development standards for any of the other properties within the CDP. 
As part of the proposal, up to 42 heritage size trees throughout the approximately 15.6-acre 
site are proposed for removal, which represents a reduction from the 62 heritage tree 
removals previously proposed. The Environmental Quality Commission reviewed the 
proposed heritage tree removals at its meeting on December 18, 2013. Continued from the 
meeting of November 4, 2013 and originally rescheduled and noticed for the meeting of 
January 27, 2014. 
 

E. REGULAR BUSINESS 
 

E1. Architectural Control/Rob Fischer/1090 El Camino Real: Request for architectural control 
to allow exterior modifications to an existing two-story commercial building in conjunction with 
a restaurant use in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.  
The proposed exterior modifications would include removing an existing arbor in the plaza 
shared with Menlo Center (1010 El Camino Real), relocating the main entry from the El 
Camino Real frontage to the Santa Cruz Avenue frontage, installing a new canopy at the 
main entry, adding a new exterior staircase on the Santa Cruz Avenue frontage within the 
shell of the existing building, and constructing a new rooftop deck at the rear of the existing 
building. The rooftop deck would include an elevator penthouse, stair enclosure, and a 
canopy shade structure. The proposed restaurant would include outdoor seating on the 
ground floor in the plaza, as well as on the rooftop deck. The gross floor area for the building 
would not increase as part of the project. 
 

F. STUDY SESSION 
 
F1. Housing Element/City of Menlo Park:  Study Session to review, discuss and comment on 

the proposed draft Zoning Ordinance amendments to Chapter 16.79 (Secondary Dwelling 
Unit) pertaining to secondary dwelling unit development standards, including reducing the 
minimum lot size eligible for a secondary dwelling unit (without a use permit) to 5,750 square 
feet to encourage the creation of more units and reducing the setback requirement for an 
existing and permitted accessory structure to allow for conversions of accessory structures to 
secondary dwelling units when specific criteria are met.  In addition, amendments to Section 
16.68.030 (Accessory Buildings and/or Structures) are also proposed.  The modifications 
include establishing new setbacks for an accessory structure, dependent upon the use of the 
structure and to add a limit on the number of plumbing fixtures in a structure to distinguish 
use of an accessory structure from a secondary dwelling unit.  Both amendments could also 
include language and formatting modifications for clarification and consistency purposes. 
Continued from the meeting of January 27.  Staff report and presentation from the 
meeting of January 27.  
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G. INFORMATION ITEMS 
 

G1. Update on the R-4-S Zoning District Compliance Review and Application of State 
Density Bonus Law for the Anton Menlo Development at 3639 Haven Avenue. 

 
H. COMMISSION BUSINESS - None 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

Future Planning Commission Meeting Schedule 
 

Regular Meeting  February 24, 2014 
Regular Meeting  March 10, 2014 
Regular Meeting  March 24, 2014 
Regular Meeting  April 7, 2014 
Regular Meeting  April 21, 2014 
Regular Meeting  May 5, 2014 
Regular Meeting  May 19, 2014 
 
 
 
 

 
This Agenda is 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 email 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 
Vanh Malathong at 650-330-6736.  (Posted:  February 6, 2014) 

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

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

Any writing that is distributed to a majority of the commission by any person in connection with an agenda item is a disclosable public record 
(subject to any exemption under the Public Records Act) and is available for inspection at The Community Development Department, Menlo Park 
City Hall, 701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA 94025 during regular business hours. 

Persons with disabilities, who require auxiliary aids or services in attending or participating in Planning Commission meetings, may contact the 
City Clerk at (650) 330-6600.   

Planning Commission meetings are recorded and audio broadcast live.  To listen to the live audio broadcast or to past recordings, go to 
http://menlopark.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view_id=2. 

 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/5641


   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
The Planning Commission welcomes your attendance at and participation in this meeting.  The City supports 
the rights of the public to be informed about meetings and to participate in the business of the City. 

 
ASSISTANCE FOR PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES:  Person with disabilities who require auxiliary aids or services in 
attending or participating in Planning Commission meetings, may call the Planning Division office at (650) 330-6702 
prior to the meeting.  
 
COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA AND REPORTS:  Copies of the agenda and the staff reports with their respective 
plans are available prior to the meeting at the Planning Division counter in the Administration Building, and on the table 
at the rear of the meeting room during the Commission meeting.  Members of the public can view or subscribe to 
receive future weekly agendas and staff reports in advance by e-mail by accessing the City website at 
http://www.menlopark.org. 

 
MEETING TIME & LOCATION:  Unless otherwise posted, the starting time of regular and study meetings is 7:00 p.m. 
in the City Council Chambers.  Meetings will end no later than 11:30 p.m. unless extended at 10:30 p.m. by a three-
fourths vote of the Commission. 
 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY:  Members of the public may directly address the Planning Commission on items of interest to 
the public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Planning Commission.  The City prefers that such matters 
be presented in writing at the earliest possible opportunity or by fax at (650) 327-1653, e-mail at 
planning.commission@menlopark.org, or hand delivery by 4:00 p.m. on the day of the meeting.  
 

Speaker Request Cards:  All members of the public, including project applicants, who wish to speak before the 
Planning Commission must complete a Speaker Request Card.  The cards shall be completed and submitted to the 
Staff Liaison prior to the completion of the applicant’s presentation on the particular agenda item.  The cards can be 
found on the table at the rear of the meeting room. 
 
Time Limit:  Members of the public will have three minutes and applicants will have five minutes to address an 
item.  Please present your comments clearly and concisely.  Exceptions to the time limits shall be at the discretion 
of the Chair.  
 
Use of Microphone:  When you are recognized by the Chair, please move to the closest microphone, state your 
name and address, whom you represent, if not yourself, and the subject of your remarks. 
 

DISORDERLY CONDUCT:  Any person using profane, vulgar, loud or boisterous language at any meeting, or 
otherwise interrupting the proceedings, and who refuses to be seated or keep quiet when ordered to do so by the Chair 
or the Vice Chair is guilty of a misdemeanor.  It shall be the duty of the Chief of Police or his/her designee, upon order 
of the presiding officer, to eject any person from the meeting room. 
 
RESTROOMS:  The entrance to the men’s restroom is located outside the northeast corner of the Chamber.  The 
women’s restroom is located at the southeast corner of the Chamber. 
 
If you have further questions about the Planning Commission meetings, please contact the Planning Division Office 
(650-330-6702) located in the Administration Building. 
 
 
Revised: 4/11/07 
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PLANNING COMMISSION DRAFT MINUTES 
 
 

Regular Meeting 
January 13, 2014 at 7:00 p.m. 

City Council Chambers 
701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA  94025 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER – 7:01 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL – Bressler (Arrived 7:04 p.m.), Eiref (Vice Chair), Ferrick, Kadvany (Chair), Onken, 
Riggs, Strehl 
 
INTRODUCTION OF STAFF – Jean Lin, Associate Planner; Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner; 
Corinna Sandmeier, Contract Planner 
 
A. REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 
There were none. 
 
B. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
There were none. 
 
C. CONSENT 

 
C1. Approval of minutes from the December 9, 2013 Planning Commission meeting 
 
(Commissioner Bressler arrived.) 
 
Commission Action: M/S Onken/Strehl to approve the minutes as submitted. 
 
Motion carried 6-0 with Commissioner Riggs abstaining.  
 
C2. Acceptance of Draft Attendance Report for Calendar Year 2013 
 
Commission Action: M/S Onken/Strehl to accept the report as submitted. 
 
Motion carried 7-0.  
 
D. PUBLIC HEARING 

 
D1. Use Permit/Stoecker and Northway Architects/116 Blackburn Avenue: Request for a use 

permit to remodel and construct a second story addition to an existing nonconforming single-
story, single-family residence on a substandard lot, and to determine the Floor Area Limit 
(FAL) for a parcel with less than 5,000 square feet of lot area in the R-1-U (Single Family 
Urban) zoning district. The project would also exceed 50 percent of the existing replacement 
value of the nonconforming residence in a 12-month period. 

 
Staff Comment:  Planner Lin said two letters received by staff from Ms. Christie Blair, McKendry 
Drive and Jessica and Lewis Olsen, Baywood Avenue, supported the proposed design. 
 

http://content.govdelivery.com/attachments/topic_files/CAMENLO/CAMENLO_92/2014/01/09/file_attachments/262081/120913_draft%2Bminutes__262081.pdf
http://content.govdelivery.com/attachments/topic_files/CAMENLO/CAMENLO_92/2014/01/09/file_attachments/262090/Attendance%2BReport%2B2013__262090.pdf
http://content.govdelivery.com/attachments/topic_files/CAMENLO/CAMENLO_92/2014/01/09/file_attachments/262080/011314%2B-%2B116%2BBlackburn%2BAvenue__262080.pdf
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Public Comment:  Ms. Amy Cramer introduced her husband Scott McGaraghan and noted they 
were the property owners.  She said they would like to add a second story noting their family of 
four.  Ms. Elena Campagna, project architect, said she was available for questions. 
 
Chair Kadvany closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission Comments:  Commissioner Onken asked if the recreation room behind the existing 
garage shown with a kitchenette and shower was a secondary dwelling unit. Planner Lin said staff 
researched the history of the recreation room / garage structure and that the recreation room was 
built with a permit to have a full bathroom and a small sink but had not been permitted as a 
secondary dwelling unit.  
 
Commissioner Riggs moved to make the findings and approve the use permit.  He suggested as 
the lot was nearly 5,000 square feet at which the maximum floor area limit (FAL) was 2,800 that the 
FAL for this lot be determined to be 2,795 square feet.  Commissioner Strehl seconded the motion.   
 
Senior Planner Rogers said the applicant had not requested to build to 2,795 square feet.  He 
noted the lot would be substandard even if it was 5,000 square feet as it has a nonconforming 
residence.  He said a later request for space might require a revision to the use permit, regardless 
of whether the Commission establishes an explicit FAL at this time. 
 
Commissioner Bressler asked what the purpose of Commissioner Riggs’ suggestion was.  
Commissioner Riggs said he would not want the project to have to come back for a very minor 
revision.  Planner Rogers said staff approves administratively changes that were not visible, that 
very minor changes noticed by others were brought to the Commission’s attention to determine if  
the change was substantially in compliance with the use permit, and those that were clearly a 
change to what the use permit allowed needed to get a use permit revision.  Commissioner Ferrick 
said setting the FAL at the proportional rate made sense and allowed for some flexibility.   
 
Mr. McGaraghan in response to Commissioner Bressler’s question said they knew they were not 
proposing to build to the maximum allowable FAL. 
 
Commission Action: M/S Riggs/Strehl to approve the item with the following modification.  

 
1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 1 (Section 15301, 

“Existing Facilities”) of the current CEQA Guidelines.  

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

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans 
prepared by Stoecker and Northway Architects, consisting of seven plan sheets, 
dated received on January 9, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission on 
January 13, 2014 except as modified by the conditions contained herein. 

b. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall comply with all Sanitary District, 
Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies’ regulations that are 
directly applicable to the project. 
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c. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall comply with all requirements of 
the Building Division, Engineering Division, and Transportation Division that are 
directly applicable to the project. 

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

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

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

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

a. The maximum allowable floor area limit (FAL), which is only applicable to the  
currently proposed development specified in condition 3a above, is 
established at 2,795 square feet. Redevelopment of the subject property 
involving the demolition of existing buildings and the proposed addition 
would be subject a new FAL determination.  
 

Motion carried 7-0. 
 
D2. Use Permit/Farhad Ashrafi/865 Middle Avenue: Request for a use permit to demolish an 

existing single-story, single-family residence and detached garage, and construct a new two-
story, single-family residence with attached garage on a substandard lot with regard to lot 
width in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district. 

 
Staff Comment:  Planner Sandmeier said a letter from Jeanette Halliday, College Avenue, received 
that day, requested landscaping at the back of the lot to include fast growing trees with canopies of 
12 to 15 feet.   
 
Public Comment:  Mr. Farhad Ashrafi, project architect, said their site plan showed that trees would 
be planted at the rear of the property.  He said the type of trees would be determined once they 
had a landscape architect’s design.   
 
Commissioner Eiref noted a solar panel roof on a property on the El Camino Real side of the 
subject site.  He asked if they had spoken with that property owner.  Mr. Ashrafi said the project 
property owner spoke with both the left and right side neighbors and provided plans to them.  He 
said they were very receptive to the plans.  Commissioner Eiref said the design was within 
setbacks but was five feet closer to the other house and would be double in height.  Mr. Ashrafi 
said the neighbors had not raised any concerns.     
 
Commissioner Onken asked about the tree planting shown on the right side of the property and if 
that was to provide screening for the upstairs window.  Mr. Ashrafi said that was correct noting one 
of the bedrooms faced the side.   

http://content.govdelivery.com/attachments/topic_files/CAMENLO/CAMENLO_92/2014/01/09/file_attachments/262063/011314%2B-%2B865%2BMiddle%2BAve__262063.pdf
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Chair Kadvany asked if a tile roof was proposed.  Mr. Ashrafi said that was correct. He said the 
property owner wanted to make one change to the plan which was to remove the grids from the 
windows due to the cost associated with those.   
 
Commissioner Onken asked if this home was being built for the owner to occupy or if it would be 
sold.  Mr. Ashrafi said the owner was developing the residence for sale.    
 
Chair Kadvany closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission Comment:  Chair Kadvany said this design would be a change for Middle Avenue in 
this area which had many older, modest, one-story homes.  He said that divided light windows 
were desirable noting without the grids the windows would create void spaces.   
 
Commissioner Eiref said this would be the first two-story home on that side of Middle Avenue and 
that any other two-stories were a considerable distance away.  He noted he was neutral on the 
design but thought the design should be held to the highest standards, and he would not want the 
window grids to be removed.   
 
Commissioner Strehl said she agreed with Commissioners Kadvany and Eiref’s comments on the 
divided light windows.   
 
Chair Kadvany said the Commission was referring to true simulated divided light windows with a 
spacer bar and not pasted on grids.  
 
Commissioner Riggs said he thought the building was handsome for its style and he appreciated 
seeing hand drawings nicely portrayed.  He said his concern with the project was the style however 
as this was one of the blocks that was consistently one-story cottages. 
 
Commissioner Onken said not having simulated divided light windows created a different looking 
project.  He said he could consider approving the project as is or continue it to have it come back 
showing the window grids removed. 
 
Mr. Shahrokh Satvatmanesh, property owner, said he would not alter the windows.   
 
Chair Kadvany said he liked how the forms were put together and that the second floor was nicely 
recessed from the sides and front.  He said however that he did not think the proposed style would 
integrate with neighboring homes as well as other styles might.   
 
Commissioner Eiref said the residence was surrounded by bungalows and it was possible to do a 
nice two-story bungalow with a setback.  He said as this was the first property for redevelopment in 
this area of Middle Avenue that it would be great to have something that would fit and could be 
replicated.   
 
Commissioner Riggs said the design itself was nicely integrated and the massing was amenable 
for the first two-story in the area.  He said he thought the floor plan could work. 
 
Commissioner Onken moved to accept the findings and approve the use permit.   
 
Commissioner Bressler said none of the neighbors had complained about the project.  He said he 
did not like the proposal much but it was within the rules.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick seconded the motion. 



 
Menlo Park Planning Commission 
Draft Minutes 
January 13, 2014 Meeting 
5 

Chair Kadvany noted the design of a home on Creek Drive which by itself worked but was 
completely out of context with the neighborhood.  He said he would vote no on this project. 
 
Commissioner Eiref said the home met the correct requirements.  He noted the next item was the 
same architect and that proposal was a very similar design.   
 
Commissioner Riggs said although they did not have design guidelines they should protect 
neighborhoods, and although this was a handsome design, it did not fit within the context of the 
neighborhood. 
 
Commissioner Ferrick said the project would bring front and side setbacks into conformance.  She 
said it was a well proportioned design project and although not like neighboring styles, it was not a 
terrible choice noting other Mediterranean styles.  She said without architectural design guidelines 
there was no basis to deny the project. 
 
Commission Action:  M/S Onken/Ferrick to make the findings and approve the use permit including 
keeping the true divided simulated light window requirement. 
 
Motion failed 2-5 with Commissioner Ferrick and Strehl in favor and the other five Commissioners 
opposed.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick asked if this proposal was being held to a different standard because the 
owner would sell the project and not live there. Commissioner Eiref said whether the property 
owner lived there or not this project would stick out because it was so different from the other 
homes.  Commissioner Strehl said whatever the design was it would be different from the existing 
surrounding homes.  Chair Kadvany said irrespective of design guidelines it was up to an architect 
to address the context of the street with design, materials, and landscaping.  Commissioner Riggs 
said he was confident Mr. Ashrafi could design within the context of the existing homes.   
 
Mr. Ashafri upon Commission request said he had visited the neighborhood prior to designing the 
project.  He said staff had made a reference that all the garages in the area were detached and in 
the rear.  He said in fact most of them were attached and recessed.  He said there were apartment 
buildings across the street and west of the park there were four new developments with homes 
having similar architecture as this proposal.  He said on the next block to the east there was a 
remodel that was two-story and in the middle of the subject block there was a two-story recessed 
on the back of the lot.  He said absent guidelines he believed the zoning ordinance provided the 
guidelines and envelop in which to design the development.  He said as this was being developed 
to sell that it did not make sense to under-develop the lot.  He said the owner put thought into the 
materials.  He said it was a good design that gave depth and volume to the building yet was not 
overpowering.  
 
Commissioner Onken said it did not matter if the developer would live in the home or not but he 
questioned that the same architecture was being put forward no matter what neighborhood and its 
context.  He said when they have residential guidelines people would not be surprised when they 
came before the Commission.  He said the zoning ordinance however required the proposed 
design to come before the Commission.   
 
Mr. Ashrafti said the project was before the Commission because it was a substandard lot.  He said 
if the lot width had been 65 feet the project would not have needed to come before the 
Commission.  He said he served two different entities – his client and the City.  He asked what he 
needed to do noting the project had been awhile coming forward to the Commission because of 
staff reductions.   
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Chair Kadvany said he liked the garage even though it took a prominent portion of the front but the 
architect had mitigated its appearance.  He said the forms, massing, and setbacks were good.  He 
said the concern was the surface materials, the roofing and the context with the neighboring 
homes. 
 
Mr. Ashrafi said they could use siding and shingles for roofing if that was what the Commission 
wanted.  He said they could play with the texture of the building.   
 
Mr. Satvamanesh said he had developed many projects in Menlo Park.  He said they did the 
project at 1131 Saxon Way for which Mr. Ashrafi was the architect and which was a different type 
of construction.  He said they did 333 University Avenue, which was a Craftsman style home.  He 
said for this project they came to the City and asked what would they like.  He said they were told 
there were no guidelines and they could design what they liked.  He said that the existing building 
was stucco with a tile roof and a Mediterranean style.  He said they tried to replace with a similar 
project with what was existing.  He said the homes on that block were bungalows but there was no 
overriding style.  He said past the apartments the developments there were Mediterranean.  He 
said he was a civil engineer with a structural and geotechnical master degree.  He said there was 
no design style for his architect to try to match.  He said he did not want to build a house that stuck 
out as no one would want to buy it.   
 
Commissioner Eiref said he would protect the people of Menlo Park and there was a style in the 
neighborhood which was bungalows.  He said the owner was building to the maximums.  He said 
the comment made about removing the dividers because of the cost in a booming real estate 
market concerned him.  He said this property was on the edge of the Allied Arts neighborhood that 
has many examples of beautiful architecture. 
 
Mr. Satvamanesh said that Mr. Ashrafi was incorrect that the concern with the dividers was the 
cost.  He said he personally did not like dividers and if they saw his home they would see he has 
no dividers.  He said he was out of the country without internet access when the dividers were put 
into the plans.   
 
Commissioner Eiref said his preference would be to continue the design.  Commissioner Bressler 
said he agreed with Commissioner Eiref that they needed to protect the neighborhood and whether 
or not there were guidelines was irrelevant.  He said if the applicants had specific questions they 
should ask.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick noted the scrutiny of this project because the lot was substandard.  She said 
the fairness of making the redevelopment process that much more difficult and expensive for the 
smallest property owner was something the City needed to consider, noting she did not like it as a 
substandard lot owner herself.  She said in this neighborhood there were not only one-story 
bungalow homes and that she could think of a couple of two story stucco and tiled roof homes 
within a nearby radius.  She noted the nearby Safeway project and its stucco, three-story building 
and tile roof.  She noted stucco two-stories on College Avenue and at 389 Middle Avenue there 
were two family homes one of which was a Mediterranean tile roof home. She said it would not be 
her choice of a home but it was the applicant’s choice. She said it was her observation that the 
opinion shifted dramatically when the architect was asked if the owner would live in the home or 
sell it.   
 
Chair Kadvany said context was what was on the block and not across the street. He said the City 
about 10 years prior was set to adopt some City guidelines but did not as there were residents 
opposed.  He said the zoning ordinance outlined a process to bring people before the Commission 
for guidance to prevent the building of McMansions by developers.   
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Commissioner Ferrick said she thought if the standard lots had some similar process that would be 
fairer.  She agreed that it was good to have review as she thought they got better projects because 
of it.  She noted an earlier project was a modern-style two-story house in the Willows and she was 
not sure about the context there but it was a likable house.  She said initially architects on the 
Commission described this house as a handsome structure designed adequately and she felt like 
they were not being consistent. 
 
Commissioner Riggs said he resolved substandard lot unfairness by determining to protect what 
he could if the City Council would not apply standards all around town.  He said in terms of this 
architecture that he did not think the architect needed the Commission to tell him what siding to 
use.  He said there were ideas to be had from homes in the Allied Arts area.  He said that cast 
window trim had no basis in California.  He said he understood wanting to do a “look at me” home 
but not in a block of the most conservative architecture in town.  He said he did not necessarily 
think stucco or the tile roof should be ruled out. 
 
Commissioner Eiref moved to have the project continued and for the applicant to work with staff.  
Commissioner Bressler seconded the motion. 
 
Commissioner Strehl said this was not the style she would choose but she felt the applicants had 
followed the regulations and guidelines, which was why she had voted to approve.  She noted 
homes built in her neighborhood not needing Commission review had not necessarily taken 
context into consideration and when approved were completely out of context and were larger 
structures than this proposal.  She said she did not think they were necessarily playing evenly 
across the board with these properties.   
 
Commissioner Bressler said that substandard lots cost less.  He said they had nothing to apologize 
in that regard. 
 
Mr. Satvatmanesh said he paid $300,000 more than the asking price for this property and he 
questioned Commissioner Bressler’s statement that substandard lots cost less.  He said he wished 
he had been told earlier what the Commission would want.  He said he did what the law said, did 
the process and talked to the planners about what kind of project he could do.  He said he wished 
someone had told him before he had spent $80,000 already that he would have to change the 
drawings.  He said he did his research and there was no standard that said he had to build a 
bungalow and if that had been a requirement he would not have bought the lot. 
 
Commission Action: M/S Eiref/Bressler to continue the item with direction including being more 
consistent with the design of existing homes along Middle Avenue, especially in regards to surface 
materials.   
 
Motion carried 7-0.  
 
D3. Use Permit/Farhad Naimy/1015 Atkinson Lane: Request for a use permit to demolish an 

existing single-story, single-family residence and construct a new two-story, single-family 
residence on a substandard lot with regard to lot depth in the R-1-S (Single-Family Suburban) 
zoning district. As part of the proposal, a heritage magnolia measuring 20 inches in diameter, 
at the right rear corner of the property, is proposed for removal. 

 
Staff Comment:  Ms. Sandmeier said staff had no additional comments. 

http://content.govdelivery.com/attachments/topic_files/CAMENLO/CAMENLO_92/2014/01/09/file_attachments/262065/011314%2B-%2B1015%2BAtkinson%2BLane__262065.pdf
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Public Comment:  Mr. Ashrafi, project architect, said the lot was substandard because of its 
location on a cul de sac.  He said another two-story home was just one home removed from this 
site and another two lots down. He said they have talked to the neighbors and were doing 
generous setbacks on both sides.  He said the neighbors at 1005 were concerned because of how 
their front yard was situated and they allowed that neighbor a part of the subject property so the 
neighbor’s lawn would be protected in lieu of putting up a fence.  He said they held several 
meetings with the right side neighbors.  He said one aspect to address was the design was 
originally submitted with slate roof but most of the roofs in the neighborhood except for the 
Mediterranean house two doors up were composite shingle.  He said they would like to change the 
roof material to composite shingle.   
 
Mr. Nicholas Menaker, resident at 1035 Atkinson Lane, said he was a tenant.  He said the 
homeowner where he lived could not attend this evening nor had he been engaged by the 
applicants in any of the dialogues mentioned.  He said he had not seen any plans until the agenda 
packet.  He said concerns he and the homeowner have were why the setback was moved 10 feet 
from the left and brought to the statutory minimum on the right.  He said that was compressing the 
property and house in which he lived, and was not necessary as the footprint of the home was not 
changing.  He said another question the homeowner had was whether there would be an air 
conditioner and if so where it would be located, and what the specifications and size of it were. 
 
Ms. Bonita Lew said her home was located to the rear of the project site.  She said in her second 
letter she requested more screening along the rear fence and that they make the windows smaller 
as her living area was in the back of her home, and she felt her privacy would be impacted. 
 
Chair Kadvany closed the public hearing. 
 
Responding to a query from the Chair, Planner Sandmeier said an air condition unit was proposed 
and would be on the left side, confirming that was the opposite side from Mr. Menaker’s residence. 
 
Mr. Ashrafi said that each neighbor had received notice that they would hold a neighborhood 
meeting to share the plans.  He noted that Mr. Menaker had not attended.  He said they had asked 
their landscape architect to coordinate the planting of trees on the subject property with the trees 
planted on the neighbor’s property to provide maximum screening.  He said the master bedroom 
on the second story faced the rear and had two three foot windows that would have landscape 
screening. 
 
Chair Kadvany noted that the windows on the front had shutters but there were none on the rear 
windows.  He thought they should consider using on the rear windows or mitigating the void 
appearance of those windows somehow.   
 
Commissioner Eiref said there were other large two-story homes in the neighborhood.  He said it 
was a very large home and landscape screening was needed to protect the rear neighbor.  He 
questioned the tall chimney located in the center of the roof as it had stone veneer but which 
material was not found anywhere else.  Mr. Ashrafi said there was a trellis to tone down the 
chimney.  Commissioner Eiref said the stone was basically on the rear of the chimney.  Mr. Ashrafi 
said they have two chimneys both of which have stone veneer.  Commissioner Eiref said there was 
not much backyard and it didn’t seem the stone veneer on the rear of the chimneys would be 
visible for those living in the home but very visible for the rear neighbor.  Mr. Ashrafi said they could 
use different materials on the chimney.  Commissioner Eiref asked if they would replace the fence.  
Mr. Ashrafi said the fence on the right side was on the subject property and would be relocated to 
the property line and the rest of the fence was on the property line and would be maintained or 
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repaired if needed.  Commissioner Eiref said there would be heavy construction for a 1,900 square 
foot basement and suggested mitigation such as fencing as much as possible. Mr. Ashrafi said 
there would be construction fencing.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick said this was a large structure and asked about any energy efficiencies that 
might be used.  Mr. Ashrafi said the appliances would be energy and water saving including a 
tankless water heater.  He said they had not considered solar panels but would use insulation, 
radiant barriers in the roof, and cool roof technology.  Commissioner Ferrick asked about the 
windows.  Mr. Ashrafi said they were all dual glazed windows.  Commissioner Ferrick encouraged 
the use of greater efficiencies than just standard requirements as the energy costs for such a large 
home would be great.  She asked if the paving would be permeable.  Mr. Ashrafi said they would 
use pavers.  Commissioner Ferrick said she was fine with the shape and materials of the chimneys 
except this material was typically from China and that it was energy inefficient to import materials 
on boats from other countries.  She said she would prefer something else for that reason.  Mr. 
Ashrafi said this was a stone veneer that was not an imported product. 
 
Commissioner Onken said the mass was large but within the setbacks.  He said the front was 
articulated with a deep porch that helped break up the mass.  He moved to approve.   
 
Mr. Menaker asked why the fence was being moved to property line.  Commissioner Onken 
encouraged him to discuss the property boundary location with staff. 
 
Commissioner Riggs said the Magnolia proposed for removal looked healthy and he could not tell if 
it was a Southern Magnolia or a Saucer Magnolia.  Mr. Menaker said the Magnolia’s roots were 
breaking the concrete.  Commissioner Riggs said if it was a Saucer Magnolia it would be a shame 
to lose one so large.  He asked what tree would replace the tree lost in front of the subject 
property.  Mr. Ashrafi said the City requested a 24-inch box Red Oak.  Commissioner Riggs said 
he very much liked the proportions and materials of the chimneys.  He asked what the color of the 
stone would be.  Mr. Ashrafi said that they would coordinate stucco, trim and stone color.  
Commissioner Riggs said typically on larger projects the Commissioner was given materials and 
color boards and that he was noting that for staff. 
 
Commissioner Ferrick seconded the motion.   
 
Commissioner Riggs suggested that the motion include changing the roof material to composite 
shingle.  Commissioner Ferrick agreed and encouraged the use of energy efficient systems and 
window upgrades.  Commissioner Eiref asked if the applicant would confirm for the record that they 
would do landscape screening on the rear.  Mr. Ashrafi said they would.  Commissioner Ferrick 
asked that they work on the property line and fence location with the neighbor.  Mr. Ashrafi said the 
fence was located two feet into their property and would be relocated on the property line.   
 
Senior Planner Rogers noted the rear neighbor had expressed concern related to the number of 
trees planned for screening.   
 
Commissioner Onken said the motion was to approve as recommended to include a modification 
to revise the plans to show the roof to be composite shingle and to include an enhanced landscape 
plan.  Commissioner Ferrick seconded the motion as restated.  
 
Commission Action: M/S Onken/Ferrick to approve the item with the following modifications,  

1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 3 (Section 15303, 
“New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures”) of the current CEQA guidelines. 
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2. Make findings, as per Section 16.82.030 of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to the 
granting of use permits, that the proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, 
safety, morals, comfort and general welfare of the persons residing or working in the 
neighborhood of such proposed use, and will not be detrimental to property and 
improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the City. 

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans 
prepared by Ashrafi Architect, consisting of 17 plan sheets, dated received 
December 16, 2013, and approved by the Planning Commission on January 13, 
2014, except as modified by the conditions contained herein, subject to review and 
approval by the Planning Division. 

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

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

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

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

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

g. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected pursuant 
to the Heritage Tree Ordinance and the attached arborist report. 
 

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

a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the  
applicant may submit revised plans showing the roof to be composite shingle, 
subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.  
 

b. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the  
applicant shall submit an enhanced landscape plan, subject to review and 
approval of the Planning Division. The enhanced landscape plan shall have 
the objective of providing additional screening to the rear neighbor at 20 Palm 
Court, and shall be developed with the input of this neighbor.  

 
Motion carried 7-0. 
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D4. Use Permit/Benjamin T. Himlan, Off the Grid/1090 Merrill Street:  Request for a use 
permit for a recurring special event (weekly food truck market) on a portion of the Caltrain 
parking lot, at the corner of Merrill Street and Ravenswood Avenue in the SP-ECR/D (El 
Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district. The event would occur on Wednesday 
evenings between 5:00 p.m. and 9:00 p.m., with setup starting at 3:30 p.m. and cleanup 
concluding at 10:00 p.m. The event would include amplified live music (typically consisting of 
one to two musicians playing predominantly acoustic instruments) and generator use, which 
may exceed Noise Ordinance limits. The event would have an initial term of one year, so that 
its operations can be evaluated prior to any long-term approval. 

 
Staff Comment:  Senior Planner Rogers said staff had received additional correspondence since 
the printing of the staff report.  He said copies were given to the Commission and copies were also 
available for the public.  He said similar to other correspondences received included with the staff 
report there were letters of both opposition and support.  He said the City’s Economic Development 
Manager Jim Cogan was available to answer questions as well.   
 
Questions of Staff:  Commissioner Eiref asked if there was data related to similar events in the Bay 
area and impacts on local restaurants.  Senior Planner Rogers said staff did not have any 
numerical, quantitative data but spoke with planners with the cities of Belmont and Burlingame, 
locations where there were Off the Grid markets.  He said those planners indicated that there were 
no identifiable negative impacts, although in Burlingame there were statements of effects by some 
local merchants.   
 
Chair Kadvany asked about the noise standard for this event.  Senior Planner Rogers said the 
City’s noise ordinance was stated as applying at the nearest residential property and enforced 
upon complaint.  He said with complaints that enforcement officers use a noise meter at the 
nearest residence to the noise source.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick asked if this was the only location considered.  Senior Planner Rogers said 
there was the possibility of something downtown in the Chestnut Street area as related to the 
paseo in the Specific Plan and that was suggested to the vendor.  He said the vendors indicated 
they have a good working relationship with Caltrain and the location was active with commuters.   
 
Commissioner Onken said he thought on Wednesday nights there were tables set up in the area 
providing food to the homeless and asked if that use had gotten a permit.  Senior Planner Rogers 
said he was not personally aware of that activity and it had not been permitted to his knowledge. 
 
Commissioner Eiref said he went by the site at 5:30 p.m. and there were about 20 cars parked on 
one end.  He asked how parking would be blocked.  Senior Planner Rogers said the vendor at the 
Belmont Caltrain, on attachments F2 and F3, posts signage noticing the day, time and where 
parking would be restricted.   
 
Chair Kadvany asked if the parking fee was the same throughout the day.  Planner Rogers said in 
the Caltrain parking lot west of the tracks all of the parking cost the same, around $5.00 and was 
for the entire day.   
 
Commissioner Strehl asked if cars would be towed or ticketed because of the proposed event.  
Planner Rogers said there was no ticketing by the City but Caltrain can issue tickets when people 
do not pay fees.  He said he has also been informally monitoring the lot and usually in the evening 
there might be only five cars. 
 

http://content.govdelivery.com/attachments/topic_files/CAMENLO/CAMENLO_92/2014/01/09/file_attachments/262087/1100%2BMerril%2BStreet%2B%2528Off%2Bthe%2BGrid%2529%2B1.13__262087.pdf
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Public Comment:  Mr. Ben Himlan, Business Development Manager, Off the Grid, said the concept 
of grouping food and trains together started in 2010 and they now operate 25 markets in 22 
locations across five counties once a week.  He said they wanted to create a unique eating 
experience for the City of Menlo Park.  He said they have worked at length with the Planning staff 
to thoroughly address the details of the proposal and hopefully mitigate concerns.  He said he 
understood those who had concerns but noted there were also many who supported the project 
and were excited about it.   
 
Commissioner Onken noted a specific condition stating the applicant would monitor trash and 
clean up after the market.  He asked where the trash would be collected.  Mr. Himlan said they 
require every vendor who participated in the market to bring a three compartment trash system 
with them for recycling, waste and compost.  He said the vendors take the units back to their 
commissaries or restaurants for collection.  He said they also put three waste units around the 
market that typically were used more than those at the trucks and those were emptied periodically 
into their 16-foot box truck, which was taken back to their San Francisco offices and sorted by San 
Francisco Conservation Corps (SFCC). 
 
Commissioner Onken asked about liability insurance.  Mr. Himlan said they carry $5,000,000 in 
liability insurance.  Commissioner Onken asked if that covered individual vendors.  Mr. Himlan said 
each vendor also names them as an additional insured on an evidence of insurance and all of 
those fall under the company’s insurance umbrella. 
 
Commissioner Strehl asked if the vendors have to carry additional liability.  Mr. Himlan said they 
did.  Mr. Matt Cohen, owner of Off the Grid, said each vendor was required to carry a minimum of 
$2,000,000 general liability insurance and $1,000,000 per incident which was fairly standard for 
general food service industry. 
 
Commissioner Strehl asked if the eating utensils, cups and plates were all biodegradable or 
recyclable.  Mr. Himlan said they request their vendors to use only compostable and recyclable 
materials.  Commissioner Strehl asked what their projection was for the number of expected 
customers.  Mr. Himlan said they project 800 to 1,000 customers over the five hours and having 10 
trucks. Commissioner Strehl asked about the fee to Caltrain.  Mr. Himlan said they pay a base 
monthly fee of $750 and a percentage of the profit.  Commissioner Strehl asked if they provide 
tables and chairs.  Mr. Himlan said only chairs.  In response to Commissioner Strehl’s question 
about attendance in Burlingame, Mr. Himlan said there were about 1,000 to 1,200 people with one 
large turn as people came home from work and then another of people who went home first, came 
later and who tended to stay longer.  Commissioner Strehl asked about their relationship with local 
food vendors in Burlingame.  Mr. Himlan said in Menlo Park they had worked with City staff for 
seven months to apply for a permit but in Burlingame they were told they did not need a permit as 
they had authorization for private property and had a business license.  He said there was 
opposition from the Broadway Bid at which point they decided to terminate their contract with 
Caltrain.  He said they then went to the City and asked them to issue a permit.  He said that led to 
a public hearing and Council voted 4 to 1 for Off the Grid to stay.  He said since then they have 
made efforts to work with the BID for cross-promotional opportunities that might be available.   
 
Commissioner Onken asked if the applicant had any information as to negative or positive impacts 
on local businesses.  He also asked if the Off the Grid research department had looked into ways 
to dampen the generator noise produced.  He asked why they needed 10 trucks noting that on 
Monday nights there were four trucks in the Willows area and throngs of people.  Mr. Himlan said 
as they have grown people have requested that they locate in their community and he thought they 
already had a customer base in Menlo Park.  He said the number of trucks depended on 
attendance.  He said they were asking to do 10 to 12 trucks. He said realistically they would start 
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with 10 trucks and gauge attendance. He said the number of trucks helped reduce lines and 
increased parking turnaround.  He said typically they have eight to 10 trucks and in some areas 
they have 12 which were larger scale destination places.  He said they encourage all their vendors 
to use a Honda generator that was the most energy efficient and quietest in the market.  He said 
some trucks have the generators built into them while others were external but in both instances 
those were permitted through the County Health Department.  He said in this proposed location 
there was already a lot of noise with cars on Ravenswood Avenue.  He said generator noise has 
not deterred people from wanting to stay.  He said they have testimony from different property 
management groups and businesses they work with but those entities had not shared their sales 
numbers.  He said they can communicate with a lot of people through social media and they 
operate rain or shine.  He said people come from 10 to 15 miles away and that foot traffic 
potentially would have a beneficial impact on local businesses.  Commissioner Eiref suggested 
surveying customers to find out if they use other facilities in the City.   
 
Chair Kadvany noted there would be one porta-potty.  Mr. Himlan said they would have one ADA 
accessible porta-potty which was what they use in most of their locations.  Chair Kadvany said it 
was all day parking and asked about employee parking, and what happened with Caltrain parking 
after 5:00 p.m.  Mr. Himlan said employees come via the 16-foot box truck and noted a parking 
analysis in the staff report.  He said they want to use the south end and at 5:00 p.m. they found 
that area lightly parked or even empty.  He said the parking analysis showed over increments of 30 
minutes as the evening progressed parking decreased allowing for parking availability for their 
customers.  He said the parking fees would apply. He said Caltrain has authorized use of the 
space and had considerable data about use.  He said there would be some overlap at 5:00 p.m. as 
it was a commuter lot.  He said in the 5 to 7 p.m. timeframe people tend to get food to go and for 
the later hours people come to eat and stay.  Chair Kadvany said he thought $5 for parking was 
steep for those who wanted to stay 15 to 30 minutes.  Mr. Himlan said they could have a 
conversation with Caltrain about that but at this point it was intended that the fees would apply.  
Chair Kadvany said there was some uncertainty about parking and maybe people would not pay 
$5 to park. He asked if they considered a smaller pilot project to then determine if the parking 
needed increasing.  Mr. Himlan said scaling down the number of trucks would not necessarily keep 
people from coming.  He said there’s been a lot of press and attention and they would need to be 
prepared for that if the permit was approved for them to operate.   
 
Mr. Cohen said at their location in San Francisco there’s adjacent parking at Fort Mason whose 
parking fees are about the same as the Caltrain’s.  He said while more hourly rented it starts at $3 
and goes to $5 for one hour. He said people use that parking.  He said they have identified 8 to 10 
trucks for their markets as that was the number of trucks needed to serve the need.  He said there 
might be a huge surge of use in the beginning that might drop later at which time they could have 
fewer trucks but they would not want the situation where people had to wait in line an hour to get 
food. 
  
Mr. Joseph Sinnott said he and his wife lived across the street from the Caltrain station.  He said 
he was very familiar with the area proposed for the market.  He said it would be a mistake to issue 
the permit if even on a temporary basis.  He said the site was close and at the same elevation as 
the southbound tracks or about 20 feet away.  He said men, women, and children eating at the site 
would be subject to harmful levels of high whistle intensity sounds and might experience hearing 
loss.  He said the tracks at the Belmont station were elevated and so there were no whistles and 
also further away from the trucks.  He said in Menlo Park trains that don’t stop at the station start 
sounding whistles north of Oak Grove Avenue and through the station area until they cross 
Ravenswood, noting there were eight of these trains each weekday night between 5 and 7 p.m.  
He said hearing loss depended upon not only the sound level but cumulative levels of exposure.  
He said he had read that train whistles were at 110 to 120 decibels and 85 decibels was enough to 
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cause some type of hearing loss.  He suggested measuring the sound levels of site to see if they 
were acceptable.   
 
Mr. Bob Larson said he was the owner and operator of the Round Table Pizza at 1220 El Camino 
Real in Menlo Park.  He said his father started the restaurant at that site in 1959 and he was proud 
to continue his business in Menlo Park.  He read from an article that independently owned local 
businesses have taken a beating in the wake of the recession and bringing this event to town 
represented unfair competition and created an uneven playing field.  He said restaurants pay 
property taxes either directly if they own the premises or through rent. He said they hire local 
workers and they contribute to a vibrant business district seven days a week.  He said food trucks 
don’t pay rent or property taxes and just a small fee to Off the Grid.  He said what outrages him the 
most was these food trucks would use publicly owned property which he pays for with his taxes.  
He said it was like a store coming to town and instead of leasing a building setting up shop in City 
Hall.  He said there was no research on impacts.  He said Burlingame restaurant owners have 
reported a loss of business because of food trucks in their city.  He asked amplified music was 
need for a food truck event next door to an apartment complex at Menlo Square, home to 25 
families.  He said this was not about anti-competition.  He said being in the restaurant business for 
37 years that he expected competition but he would never have foreseen that a benign parking lot 
would turn into a movable food court one week night every week.  He said there were food trucks 
in all of the corridors of the City five days of the week and that has affected his catering by at least 
60 to 70%.  He said there was a lack of scrutiny and no outreach to business owners.  He said 
Wednesdays were good nights for local businesses while Monday Tuesdays tended to be slow.   
 
Ms. Enjay Smith, Menlo Square, said the residents there ranged from small children to older 
people.  She said her concern was the possible problem of the music/noise.  She said the report 
indicated the amplified music and the generators would be a new noise source.  She said her 
concern was for the residents of Menlo Square that somebody would impose their music upon the 
residents.  She said people don’t want trucks to drive up to their front door and play whatever 
music they want.  She said she understood the music would be directed toward Kepler’s but in that 
area noise ricochets off all the buildings.  She said she was on the back of Menlo Square and it 
sounded like the train was coming right down El Camino Real.  She said if the permit was 
approved, which she hoped it was not as she thought there were much better places that wouldn’t 
cause aggravation for the residents, she suggested that whenever there was agitation or complaint 
about the music that the plug be pulled for the rest of whatever the initial period of the use permit 
was.   
 
Mr. Ali El Safy said he was a small business owner in Menlo Park for the last 20 years.  He said his 
restaurant Bistro Vita was located at 601 Santa Cruz Avenue.  He said he was concerned with the 
proposal as they were just emerging from a difficult recession and business was just slowly 
returning to Santa Cruz Avenue.  He said with the loyalty of his customers and employees they 
were making a comeback but it was not guaranteed.  He said the addition of unregulated food 
trucks to the local food scene would threaten his business noting the costs of employee salaries, 
worker’s compensation insurance and other insurance.  He said his business generates $78,000 of 
sales tax annually, he pays property taxes and he hires local kids when they come home for the 
summer.  He suggested that Off the Grid was a great idea but should be in a different location and 
different day with no music.  He suggested Burgess Park as it would be safer or in the area near 
Facebook.   
 
Ms. Nicki Poulos said she operates a coffee shop in Menlo Park.  She said she agreed with the 
first speaker Mr. Sinnott and with the second, third and fourth speakers about the music, and 
agreed it was wrong to have freeloaders come in after local business owners had suffered through 
the recession.  She said she agreed with the idea of having them located further away from the 
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downtown.  She said she did not think the cleanliness would be up to standards noting she finds 
her business’ trash containers filled with others trash.  She said she did not want to be dealing with 
someone else’s trash. 
 
Mr. Luis Oseguera said he and his mother Catalina run Mex-to-Go restaurant at 1081 El Camino 
Real.  He said his father opened the restaurant there in 1987.  He said the proposed use was 
unfair to those who running a business in Menlo Park noting the expense of operations.  He said 
he agreed with all of the previous speakers from local businesses that this was unfair and that it 
was not justifiable to open up a parking lot and have vendors take away local business customers.   
 
Mr. Kurt Ugur said that any sales tax generated by these trucks would go to the County and not the 
City.  He said he did not know the City was running a charity.  He said for his business he pays 
$8,500 in property tax, $2,300 for sewer, $597 for a parking space at Plaza 8 where he cannot find 
parking, pays for business license, and he donates for nonprofit Menlo Park organizations.  He 
said to have this market in the center of the train station was unthinkable.  He said the County’s 
health inspections and level of hygiene and safety of the restaurants inspected by them protected 
the health of people.  He asked who would inspect these food vendors.  He said this would be 
unfair business practices and would bring trouble on the City.  He asked where 1,000 people would 
park their cars.  He said one porta-potty would not suffice.  He asked the Commission to listen to 
those speaking tonight and not allow this to happen at this location.  He said the City had lost 
businesses because of the recession and economy was improving but now the City was 
entertaining the intent to allow people to come into the City and make money without paying any 
taxes.   
 
Chair Kadvany called the speaker Emilio but no one answered.   
 
Mr. Bez Zahedi said he owned Una Mas Mexican Restaurant at 683 Santa Cruz Avenue which he 
has operated there for seven years.  He said he agreed with the other speakers.  He said parking 
on this side of El Camino Real was free after 6 p.m. He said there was a huge parking issue and 
for this group to come and use needed parking spaces for the local businesses was wrong and 
they would lose customers because they would have nowhere to park.  He said the closed Caltrain 
parking lot would force everyone else to park elsewhere.  He said like Mr. Wglor noted that one 
porta-potty would not be enough and people would come to their restaurants to use their 
bathrooms, and that when people come back to their cars from the Caltrain lot they would put their 
garbage in their businesses’ waste receptacles.  He noted the reference to commuters getting 
takeout food from 5 to 7 p.m.  He said those were the local restaurants’ customers who come and 
pickup food from them.   
 
Chair Kadvany asked if the projected 1,000 people was over the whole evening or expected at one 
time.  Mr. Cohen said it was the high end number for attendance over the evening.  He said it was 
about 100 to 150 people an hour.   
 
Ms. Kelly Vallarino, unincorporated Menlo Park, Monterey Avenue, said she was a daily commuter 
to Oakland.  She said that there were approximately 81 home games for the San Francisco Giants 
and approximately 12 day games on Wednesdays. She said they have many friends who go and 
use the Caltrain parking in Menlo Park to go by train to the games.  She said there would be traffic 
impacts noting many local sports events.  She said when the food trucks were inspected by the 
County of San Mateo they were typically empty.  
 
Chair Kadvany called on Kristen Leep but there was no response. 
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Mr. Hank Lawrence said the proposal was not a good idea.  He said the restaurateurs and 
merchants were the fabric of Menlo Park, and should be recognized for having provided really 
good service and belonging to the community.  He said these were good people who worked hard, 
paid a lot of taxes and contributed much to the community.  He said they needed to be treated with 
a certain level of dignity and respect.  He said he talked with Fran Dehn and suggested the 
Chamber of Commerce work with all of the restaurateurs and come up with something they could 
do mid-week Tuesday or Wednesday where restaurants would host some type of special such as 
reduced prices, or a theme or more sidewalk café thing.  He suggested they hold up on this 
proposal and allow the locals to make an alternate proposal.   
 
Ms. Christin Evans said she was involved with the Kepler’s 3.0. She said Kepler’s Books was 
located adjacent to the proposed site.  She said they polled over 20 staff members about the 
proposed one year trial period for the event.  She said there was unanimous support for the market 
to be there but also concerns and caveats basically regarding the need to address parking 
conflicts, bathroom use, and duration of the trial period.  She said the idea of having late evening 
diverse food choices was appealing to the staff and staff felt having this would also be fun for their 
patrons who attend over 200 different activities at their store a year.  She said she met with Mr. 
Himlan and Mr. Cohen to discuss joint marketing efforts for some exciting evenings out for Menlo 
Park residents and the broader community that their two businesses serve.  She said their primary 
concern would be mitigated with some measures.  She said regarding parking that though Off the 
Grid patrons might park in the Menlo Center garage that through signage alerting their event 
attendees of where parking designated for them was available this could be mitigated.  She said 
Off the Grid was offering signage for posting at the garage at Menlo Center.  She said in 2013 
Kepler’s hosted 33 events out of 52 Wednesdays of which they thought only eight would have 
posed a significant conflict with Off the Grid.  She said they also would like to address the 
bathroom concern noting that Kepler’s already has significant issue with non-customer use of their 
bathroom facilities.  She said they requested that Off the Grid use a high quality porta-potty that 
was inviting and regularly maintained, and that would address the majority of demand. She said if 
there was more demand they would request Off the Grid supply a second porta-potty.  She said 
during the trial period they would monitor the use of Kepler’s bathrooms.  She said ideally they 
would like to see a trial period of less than a year and that two to three, even six months would 
produce data on impacts to businesses but they also understood Off the Grid wanted to recover its 
investment in building a market presence so were willing to live with the one year trial period.  She 
said in summary they enthusiastically supported Off the Grid’s temporary use permit for a trial year 
and eating food from the food trucks. 
 
Mr. Milton Borg said he was very close to the problem as he has owned the 7-11 and J & J 
Hawaiian Barbecue for 50 years.  He noted that Dardanelle’s was no longer in the Menlo Square, 
the tea shop was gone, and he questioned whether Café Borrone’s would have built a new 
restaurant site if they knew they would lose six hours of business one night a week.  He said once 
a week it would be chaos and prospective tenants would not want to lease there.  He said his 
tenant who own J&J Hawaiian also owned Jason’s and was very concerned with this proposal.  He 
said he receives a lot of mail from the City but he did not receive anything on this hearing which 
was proposing 52 days of loss of income for local restaurants.  He said until the Daily Post wrote 
about this not many people knew about it.   
 
Ms. Lenore Hennen said she lived at the far side of Menlo Square backing up to Oak Grove 
Avenue, that she hears the dogs barking at the animal hospital and everything happening at the 
Caltrain station parking lot.  She said the City’s noise ordinance had a maximum of 60 decibels and 
Off the Grid used equipment that allows for 125 decibels.  She said she would hear that noise loud 
and clear in her unit which was at the far end of the complex.  She said she did not buy her 
residence expecting to have someone else’s music imposed upon her.  She said there would be 
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bags of garbage and she did not believe the garbage would be completely removed.  She said she 
was appalled that there would be 1,000 people at one of these events.  She was concerned they 
would use a parking study done by the applicant.  She said there was parking shortage in the City 
and certainly afternoon and early evenings were busy times.   
 
Mr. Serge Karanov, owner of Jeffrey’s Hamburgers, said he agreed with many of the points made.  
He said merchants donate a lot tax wise and to schools and other community organizations.  He 
said at his San Mateo business food trucks were allowed one summer on Mondays and his 
business dropped 24% on those days.   
 
Ms. Emily Finch, architect and Menlo Park resident, introduced her neighbor Toddy.  She said they 
lived on Noel Drive.  She said the location of the food trucks was basically their front yards but they 
fully supported the food trucks.  She said it would bring much needed vibrancy and night life to 
Menlo Park.  She said she and her neighbor eat at the restaurants in Menlo Park and one night a 
week they would try something different.  She said they would walk so parking would not be an 
issue.   
 
Toddy said they thought the food trucks would bring life and vitality to Menlo Park and might even 
boost businesses and economy by providing a healthy place for friends and families to get 
together.  She said they did not think noise would be a problem noting the train noise and music 
and laughter from Iberia in the evenings.  She said she thought a lot of people would walk or ride 
their bikes, or come from the train.  She said there was an office building with a large parking lot for 
which some arrangements might be made to use parking at night.  She said she could get a 
petition of support from residents of Noel Drive. 
 
Ms. Finch said as an architect the location they were selecting was an underutilized spot and 
would bring life and might cut down on crime that happens there.  
 
Chair Kadvany closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission Comment:  Recognized by the Chair, Mr. Matt Cohen, Off the Grid, said they would 
expect people to use alternate modes of traffic to get to the market.  He said all of the trucks would 
have Menlo Park business licenses, pay sales tax, and participate as responsible members of the 
Menlo Park community.  He said they have reached out to Fran Dehn to work with the Chamber to 
encourage the restaurants to actually participate in some sort of Wednesday night endeavor and 
they would be happy to cross promote that.  He said all of the trucks were inspected once a year 
through the County.  He said the County also receives a schedule of their events and the trucks 
were routinely inspected onsite for food quality and sanitation standards.  He said what they 
wanted to achieve with the music was less of a concert atmosphere and more of atmosphere to be 
enjoyable for sitting, relaxing and eating.  He said two key demographics of people who attend 
their events were professionals 30 to 40 year olds with young families and 20 to 35 year old young 
professionals.  He said there would be two staff members cleaning the site throughout the course 
of the events and each of the trucks would take their trash back to the commissaries as legally 
required through the health department and all of his business’ trash was being sorted by the San 
Francisco Conservation Corps. 
 
Commissioner Bressler asked about local restaurants participating.  Mr. Cohen said that if a 
restaurant has a truck and would like to participate they should contact them.  He said however the 
use of tents was a different permitting process.   
 
Commissioner Strehl asked what the vendors were charged.  Mr. Cohen said they charge them 
$50 base fee and 10% of the revenue per event.  Commissioner Strehl asked if they ever had to 
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provide security at their events.  Mr. Cohen said they have never had a security incident at any of 
their events in the three and a half years they have been doing them.  He said he thought their 
events provided a safety enhancement to the areas rather than a detriment.  Commissioner Strehl 
asked if the vendors’ employees were California residents and citizens.  Mr. Cohen said vendors 
were required by law to adhere to all labor regulations and their choices of vendors offered the best 
representation which was why he thought they have been so successful with their markets.   
 
Commissioner Riggs asked about the possibility of increasing the number of restrooms noting 
commuters getting off the train.  Mr. Cohen said they could but noted one restroom has been 
sufficient for each of the events they have done.  Commissioner Riggs asked if the music could be 
revisited should there be a certain level of complaint.  Mr. Cohen said they were happy to put an A-
frame with the contact information of the manager onsite.  He said they wanted to respond and 
adjust the level as necessary.  He said the music element provided them the opportunity to work 
with local musicians. 
 
Commissioner Ferrick said there was a comment about 12 home Giant games on Wednesdays 
and asked how they would handle that.  Mr. Hamline said one of the days he did a site evaluation 
was a day game and the parking lot was very full.  He said the game was over at 3 p.m. and the lot 
cleared drastically from 3 to 5 p.m.  He said this year there were eight games on Wednesdays that 
would be night games at 7:45 p.m. He said on those days they would need to come early in the 
morning and barricade the one portion of the parking lot.   
 
Commissioner Strehl asked about the fees paid to the City.  Senior Planner Rogers said the most 
significant single fee for the City would be for the use permit review.  He said the applicant and 
each individual truck would need to get a business license.  He said if items were taxable a 
percentage of that should come to the City.  Commissioner Strehl asked if the Farmer’s Market 
needed a permit or paid fees.  Senior Planner Rogers said it had been in existence so long he 
would need to research the questions. 
 
Commissioner Bressler asked why the food trucks in the Willows did not come for Commission 
review.  Senior Planner Rogers said no application had been made nor had there been any 
complaints.  He said in general terms he thought such food truck events anywhere in the City 
should require this type of use permit review.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick asked if the Farmer’s Market impacted local groceries.  Senior Planner 
Rogers said there was no data but anecdotally there had been concerns that it would but since 
then the Farmer’s Market had become a beloved event.  He said sales tax information since the 
location of BevMo in Menlo Park, for which there had been great concern from local merchants that 
the business would impact their businesses, indicated there was greater sales tax revenue and 
indication of new customers and not the movement of customers from one store to the other.  
Commissioner Ferrick asked if there was a way to get data from local restaurateurs to see if there 
was an impact.  Planner Rogers said potentially by comparing sales tax revenue from 2013 to 
2014 should this project be approved. 
 
Commissioner Ferrick said this event in offering diversity might have an additive beneficial impact 
of bringing new people to Menlo Park.  She said she has worked with a number of downtown 
merchants.  She said an office colleague and she went to an off the grid market at Serramonte.  
She said they got some food but it was cold so they used another restaurant to be inside and 
warm.  She thought it could be a collaborative and additive event for the City.  She thought the 
review process might be sooner to assure there were no negative impacts to local restaurants.  
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Commissioner Riggs said he was sensitive to both the concerns of the restaurateurs and the 
desire as defined by the Specific Plan process to increase downtown vibrancy.  He suggested 
having a shorter period than one year for an initial review. 
 
Commissioner Eiref said he would support a shorter period to have an initial review.  He suggested 
the applicant could get data by doing a survey of users.  He was concerned with parking.  He 
asked about sidewalk widening to support downtown restaurants increasing outside seating.  
Senior Planner Rogers said it was a project on the Capital Improvement Program list for next year 
he believed.   
 
Commissioner Onken said the demographics supporting the downtown restaurants and those 
supporting the food trucks were different.  He said he would agree with Commissioner Riggs on a 
more limited trial period and to require two toilets rather than one.  He said regarding noise that the 
food trucks were closer to the library than Menlo Square.  He said they were not paying sales tax 
revenue or property tax which was painful but they would bring vibrancy.  He said he could support 
with a shorter period for review. 
 
Commissioner Strehl said she did not like the proposal at all at first but then thought about the 
Farmer’s Market and used that analogy.  She said the Farmer’s Market had created some vibrancy 
in the downtown on Sundays and she sees people afterwards go to Trader Joe’s and Draeger’s.  
She said she hoped there was a possibility this proposal would create vibrancy and not impact 
local restaurants.  She said she had concerns with the location noting Ravenswood was a choke 
point.  She said she could support for a limited trial of six months. 
 
Chair Kadvany said given the needs of Menlo Park to develop interest in vibrancy and that this was 
one day a week, that this was in a good location.  He said there were quite a few correspondences 
supporting the application.  He said parking was somewhat uncertain.  He said he was concerned 
that the basement garage for Menlo Center would be used for this event.  Mr. Cohen said they met 
with Kepler’s and they would provide signage.  Ms.Evans, who spoke earlier on behalf o Kepler’s 
Books, said Kepler’s did not think there would be any persistent parking conflict because of this 
event. 
 
Chair Kadvany said he liked the idea of working with the Chamber particularly during the summer 
on cross-promotional activities.  He said it sounded like the trash would be handled, another 
bathroom added if needed, the noise would be monitored and northwest winds would tend to move 
it towards Ravenswood Avenue.  He asked staff to comment on parking noting that if the lot filled 
and users did not go to Menlo Center to park which was unwanted they would need to find parking 
elsewhere and if they didn’t find any he thought they would leave.  Senior Planner Rogers said the 
willingness to find free parking and walking depended on the distance and if it was too far people 
would just leave. He said one output of a trial period whether one year or less would be observing 
the Caltrain lot and if that lot’s fee payment became an issue that could become a requirement for 
the applicant to resubmit with Caltrain agreeing to remove that payment requirement.  He said if 
other private parking lots had reoccurring issues there could be a requirement to do more signage.  
He said that staff’s observations were consistent with the applicant’s parking study and that as 
afternoon moved into evening, parking spaces are vacated at the Caltrain lot.  Chair Kadvany said 
he could support a nine-month review time through the end of the year.  He noted all the 
challenges that restaurateurs face running a successful restaurant.  He said he suspected food 
trucks were also a challenging business.  He said the goal was to do an enjoyable experience for 
the people of Menlo Park noting the demographic of such an event was one that was not 
particularly well served in Menlo Park at this time.   
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Commissioner Bressler said the Kepler’s parking was the biggest issue and that concern had been 
addressed.  He said this proposal was an innovation of service to people in Menlo Park, and he did 
not think it was the role of the Planning Commission to stand in the way of innovation.  He said he 
would like the applicant to get at least nine months of operation before the use was reviewed.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick said her main concern was the safety of the location and the impact to 
Ravenswood and its already congested traffic in the early evening hours. She said her other 
concern was that Caltrain was the choice of travel from this area for Giants games as opposed to 
gridlock traffic on 101 and paying $20 to park in the stadium lot.  She said in addition to those 
dates she had concerns about the Wednesday when there would be concerts downtown as she did 
not want to impact the success of the summer concert series.  She said the City’s annual block 
party also occurred on a June Wednesday night as a kickoff for the concert series.  She said it 
would be important to work with Fran Dehn and the committee to make sure it all would work if this 
was approved.  She said she was concerned about the eight night time Giants games and 
suggested moving the market to a different location so parking was not denied at the Caltrain 
parking lot for people going to the games.  She said she thought the market generally would have 
a positive and additive effect on local merchants and she would encourage the partnering with the 
applicant and merchants on joint events and promotions.  She said she saw three restaurants that 
might be impacted negatively: Jeffrey’s, Mex to Go, and Round Table Pizza as they tended to 
serve families and the younger demographic in the immediate area.  She said she would support a 
six-month trial noting Off the Grid was confident about their business model so they should be able 
to bring data back in six months that demonstrated success.  She said if it was not working then it 
would not be allowed to continue throughout the entire summer.  She asked if Jim Cogan the 
Economic Development Manager for the City would like to add his perspective on the application.   
 
Mr. Cogan said last year he had contacted Off the Grid to make them aware of a change in 
permitting fee and that started a conversation about this proposal.  He said the City was close to 
Redwood City and Palo Alto and lost considerable resident discretionary spending to those cities.  
He said an event like this was a way to pick up some of that business. 
 
Commissioner Eiref said he thought visitors would look for free parking and suggested perhaps a 
reduction or waiver of parking fee on the Caltrain lot.  He said they should have metrics associated 
with a trial period of operation.  He said these type of events were not relaxing eating events noting 
particularly generator noise but also music and trains traveling past.  He said this would not 
substitute for a great restaurant experience in Menlo Park.   
 
Commissioner Strehl said the use permit would go into effect with the first event and asked when 
that would be projected.  Mr. Cohen said it would take three weeks to prepare and they could 
probably start the first Wednesday in February.  Commissioner Strehl said a six month trial would 
take the event through August.  She said City Wednesday night events and Giants games were a 
concern and asked if they had considered Tuesday nights.  Mr. Cohen said they do a Belmont 
location on Monday nights and wanted to be sensitive by separating the events by at least one 
day.  He said operationally for them they have band width on Wednesdays and it would be 
challenging to do on another evening.   
 
Chair Kadvany noted the porta-potty would be screened and left on site.  Commissioner Onken 
said he thought this would make a scenic train station look like a construction site.  He said as it 
was managed by Off the Grid at the event that ideally it should be brought and removed.  Mr. 
Cohen said it would have a trellis around it and be locked.  Mr. Himlan said the unit and the fence 
would be locked.  He said the location was on the side of the building. 
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Commissioner Riggs moved to make the findings and approve the use permit with modifications to 
have a six-month review period and per the staff report to have the porta-potty delivered and 
removed and to have two units.  He said he would not expect acoustic music to be an issue but if 
there were problems to have a condition for the applicant to work with staff to resolve them. He 
noted that the Caltrain lot in Redwood City was free after 6 p.m.  He said it was not clear what to 
do about the Wednesdays when there were evening Giants games.  He proposed that the 
applicant either skip those Wednesdays or find another location as well as the evening of the 
downtown block party.   
 
Chair Kadvany asked if two porta-potties were used if they would both be stored or removed.  Mr. 
Himlan said that he did not know the details at this time.  Mr. Cohen suggested they could work 
with staff. 
 
Commissioner Eiref suggested noticing whether lines were forming for the porta-potty use.  He said 
he thought this event would be a good thing the night of the downtown block party. 
 
Discussion ensued about parking on Giants evening game days and potential impacts with 
observations that there would be a trial period to review and that people would figure out parking 
for these times when there was more activity at the Caltrain lot and downtown.   
 
Chair Kadvany said he would prefer a nine-month trial period.  Commissioner Riggs said he did not 
want to expose the local restaurateurs to potential risks for that length of time without a review.  
Commissioner Eiref said six months was enough time but asked what the data would be.  
Commissioner Ferrick said that potentially there would be some sales tax data and good self 
reporting from local businesses.  Senior Planner Rogers said the sales tax information was 
reported infrequently and six months was not adequate to get such data.  He said he suspected 
the best data point would be to the extent the Commissioners could themselves observe the event.   
 
Commissioner Riggs asked if he could get an opinion from Mr. Cogan on the block party and this 
event.  Mr. Cogan said for the block party that he thought there might be some conflict and they 
would need to work with the Chamber and the applicant on that.  He said he saw complementary 
use with the concert series.  He said the downtown restaurateurs had not had a lot of time to digest 
this proposal and he and the City would continue to work with them to get information and input.  
He said perhaps in six months it might even be definable that another location would be better for 
this event. 
 
Senior Planner Rogers responding to a question from Commissioner Strehl provided general 
process information, elements of Commission review and actions including the potential of 
requiring a different location for the event in the future.   
 
Commissioner Riggs said he would keep his motion and the only remaining question was whether 
another restroom was needed. Chair Kadvany said he thought that could occur quickly if need was 
indicated. Commissioner Riggs said his motion was to make the findings and approve the use 
permit with a six month review period and to have the restroom removed after each event.   
 
Commissioner Bressler seconded the motion. 
 
Chair Kadvany asked what would happen in six months.  Planner Rogers said the applicant would 
need to submit a use permit extension application similar to what was required for this hearing. 
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Commissioner Ferrick said she was concerned with the term expiring in six months noting the time 
required to get items on the Commission agenda and noticed and asked if the term could be one-
year but the review on potential changes scheduled as close to six months as possible.  
 
Commissioner Riggs said he thought there was ample time to schedule the July or August renewal 
and by then they would either have the confidence or not to extend the term longer.  He said they 
wanted the proposal to work.   
 
Recognized by the Chair, Mr. Cohen said one year was a realistic time frame to know how they 
were doing but he was willing to come back in six months to discuss but they would not be able to 
recoup their investment in six months.  He suggested it would be better to have a six month review 
with at least a one year term. 
 
Commissioner Riggs said he thought the proposal was synergistic and would be inspiring.  He said 
the investment might not be recouped in six months but he thought they would succeed.  Mr. 
Cohen suggested that the six month would allow them to tweak the proposal.  Commissioner Eiref 
asked if there could be a one year term.  Commissioner Ferrick said she was concerned with the 
fees associated with a six month review.   
 
Commissioner Eiref suggested that the number of trucks was a parameter that could be adjusted.  
Senior Planner Rogers said the number of trucks was integral to the proposal.   
 
Chair Kadvany said the motion on the table would require a six month review and potential use 
permit renewal with a requirement for restroom delivery and removal for each event.  He said 
another option discussed was to have a one year term with a six month review. 
 
Commission Action: M/S Riggs/Bressler to make the findings and approve the use permit for six 
months and to have the restroom delivered and removed for each event. 
 
Motion failed 2-4 with Commissioners Riggs and Strehl voting approval, Commissioners Bressler, 
Eiref, Onken, and Kadvany voting against, and Commissioner Ferrick abstaining.  
 
Chair Kadvany moved to make the findings and approve for a term of one year with a six-month 
review.  Commissioner Onken seconded the motion. 
 
Commission Action: M/S Kadvany/Onken to approve the item with the following modifications.  

 
1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 4 (Section 15304, 

“Minor Alterations of Land”) of the current CEQA Guidelines.  
  
2. Make findings, as per Section 16.82.030 of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to the 

granting of use permits, that the proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, 
safety, morals, comfort and general welfare of the persons residing or working in the 
neighborhood of such proposed use, and will not be detrimental to property and 
improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the City.  

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the project 
plans and project description letter, provided by the applicant, dated January 2, 
2014, and approved by the Planning Commission on January 13, 2014 except as 
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modified by the conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of the 
Planning Division.  

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

a.  The market operations shall be limited to Wednesday between 5:00 P.M. and 
9:00 P.M. Setup may start at 3:30 P.M., and cleanup shall be concluded by 
10:00 P.M.  
 

b.  Alcohol sales and/or consumption is prohibited. 
 

c.  The applicant and all vendors shall comply with all applicable permitting 
requirements, including but not limited to: City Business License, Board of 
Equalization Seller’s Permit, San Mateo County Mobile Food Facility Permit, 
liability insurance, and vehicle insurance. 

 

d.  The applicant shall regularly monitor trash while the market is operating, and 
shall fully clean the market and immediately surrounding areas at the conclusion 
of each event. 

 

e.  Amplified live music is permitted between 6:00 P.M. and 8:00 P.M., and shall 
typically consist of one to two musicians playing predominantly acoustic 
instruments. 

 

f.  The applicant shall implement the parking signage plan. 
 

g.  Every week, the portable restroom shall be delivered to the site on the day of the 
event, and removed the following day. 

 

h.  The use permit shall expire one year after the first event is held, unless the 
applicant obtains approval of an extension of the use permit. The use permit is 
subject to initial review by the Planning Commission six months after the 
first event is held.  

 
Motion carried 5-2 with Commissioners Strehl and Riggs in opposition:  
 
Senior Planner Rogers said there would be City fees associated with the six month review. 
 
E. REGULAR BUSINESS  

 
There was none. 
 
F. COMMISSION BUSINESS  
 
There was none. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Meeting adjourned at 12:15 a.m. on Tuesday, January 14, 2014. 
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Staff Liaison:  Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner 
 
Recording Secretary:  Brenda Bennett 
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MEMORANDUM 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
DATE: February 10, 2014 
 
TO:  Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Justin Murphy, Development Services Manager 

Community Development Department 
 
RE:  Agenda Item C2: Confirmation of the Summary of the Planning 

Commission Comments and Recommendations for the 
General Plan Update Scope of Work  

 

 

On January 27, 2014, the Planning Commission discussed the Scope of Work for 
the General Plan Update.  The full minutes will not be available until the 
Commission’s February 24, 2014 meeting.  A draft summary (Attachment A) will 
be provided to the City Council to inform its review of this topic, on February 11, 
2014. 
 
On February 10, 2014, the Planning Commission may confirm or clarify the 
summary.  Any resulting modifications will be presented to the City Council prior 
to its review on February 11.  As in similar situations, Planning Commissioners 
may direct individual public comment to the City Council, as well.  Absent any 
clarifications to the summary, this item can remain on the consent calendar and 
be approved without discussion. 
 
Attachment A: Summary of the Planning Commission’s Consideration of the 
General Plan Update Scope of Work on January 27, 2014 

 



 

   

 
 

DRAFT 
PLANNING COMMISSION SUMMARY 

of Agenda Item E1 
 

Regular Meeting 
January 27, 2014 at 7:00 p.m. 

City Council Chambers 
701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA  94025 

 

 
 

E1. General Plan Update/City of Menlo Park:  Overview of the Proposed General Plan Update and 
Discuss and Potentially Provide Comments to the City Council on the Scope of Work. 
 
The Commission listened to the staff presentation, accepted public comment from one speaker, 
asked questions, and provided comments including the following: 
 

 Include the Lorelei Manor and Suburban Park neighborhoods in the targeted outreach 
similar to the Belle Haven neighborhood. 

 Articulate the City’s vision for the use of the Dumbarton Rail Corridor. 

 Clarify the term “Complete Streets”, clarify whether it is already embodied in the existing 
General Plan, and clarify whether it is a given for inclusion as part of the Update. 

 Examine the regional market trends and economic pressures on the M-2 Area and be clear 
about whether the City intends to change the zoning to be less restrictive (e.g., requiring 
fewer conditional use permits). 

 Focus on what it is the City is attempting to accomplish through a potential change to the 
Roadway Classification System and not simply renaming streets. 

 Consider the comments of the public speaker related to sustainable policies; connections 
with recreational opportunities (e.g., Bay Trail) and regional improvement plans (e.g., Salt 
Pond Restoration, SAFER Bay); and sea level rise. 

 Draw a more direct connection between the relationship of impacts and benefits, with an 
emphasis on real benefits clearly outweighing impacts. 

 Investigate a people mover system or other innovative transportation technology. 

 Explore the introduction of other uses in the M-2 Area in order to reduce the potential 
number of new trips. 

 Avoid introducing new residential uses in the M-2 Area that would be subject to flooding. 

 Create rules that align with categorical exemptions from the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) in order to achieve streamlining. 

 Clarify early in the process if the City’s goal is to pursue enhancements to the economic 
development potential of the M-2 area so that subsequent decisions align with that goal. 

 Consider community and civic aesthetics in various City decisions related to public spaces 
and private property. 

 Explore self-mitigation of environmental impacts as a concept. 

 Seek out opportunities for pilot projects or testing ideas during the General Plan Update 
process. 

 Pursue new ways to reach out and communicate with people, especially those that do not 
attend traditional meetings. 

 
The Commission also discussed the topic of residential design guidelines.  Individual 
Commissioners expressed varying opinions about whether or not residential design guidelines 
should be considered as part of this phase of the General Plan Update, but at a minimum the 
Commission agreed to continue work by the Commission subcommittee as identified at the August 
19, 2013 meeting.  At that meeting, the Commission discussed the development of residential 

http://content.govdelivery.com/attachments/topic_files/CAMENLO/CAMENLO_92/2014/01/23/file_attachments/265048/012714%2B-%2BGeneral%2BPlan%2BScope%2Bof%2BWork__265048.pdf
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design guidelines for use by staff when working with applicants and the Commission in the review 
of development proposals for single-family homes on substandard lots.  After development of 
guidelines and a period of use, the Commission would consider expanding how the guidelines 
could be used on a broader scale. 
 
Finally, the Commission communicated the following based on general consensus: 
 

 Recommend that the City Council establish guidelines for considering potential project-
specific General Plan Amendments that may come forward during the General Plan Update 
process. 

 Commissioners Kadvany and Riggs would be willing to serve on a consultant selection 
committee if one were formed similar to the El Camino Real/Downtown planning process 
with the understanding that Commissioner Riggs’ term is up at the end of April 2014 and 
would potentially serve as an ex officio member. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF FEBRUARY 10, 2014 

AGENDA ITEM D1 
 

LOCATION: 228 Princeton Road 

 

 APPLICANT:  Casey Cramer 

EXISTING USE: Single-Family 

Residence 

 

 OWNER: Robert and Sarah 

Dreyer 

PROPOSED USE: 

 

Single-Family 

Residence 

 

 APPLICATION: Use Permit 

ZONING: 

 

R-1-U (Single-Family Urban Residential) 

 
 PROPOSED 

PROJECT 

EXISTING 

DEVELOPMENT 

ZONING  

ORDINANCE 

Lot area 7,500.0 sf 7,500.0 sf 7,000.0 sf min. 

Lot width 50.0  ft. 50.0  ft. 65.0 ft. min. 

Lot depth 150.0  ft. 150.0  ft. 100.0 ft. min. 

Setbacks       

 Front 20.0 ft.  23.0 ft.  20.0 ft. min. 

 Rear 46.3 ft. 65.0 ft. 20.0 ft. min. 

 Side (left) 5.0 ft. 8.0 ft. 5.0 ft. min. 

 Side (right) 6.0 ft. 6.3 ft. 5.0 ft. min. 

Building coverage 1,997.6 
26.6 

sf 
% 

2,092.0 
27.9 

sf 
% 

2,625.0 
35.0 

sf max. 
% max. 

FAL (Floor Area Limit) 2,924.3 sf 2,092.0 sf 2,925.0 sf max. 

Square footage by floor 1,453.5 
1,190.8 

280.0 
212.6 

 
51.5 

 

sf/1st 
sf/2nd 
sf/garage 
sf/trellises and 
porch 
sf/fireplaces 

1,737.0 
211.0 

 
144.0 

 

sf/1st  
sf/accessory 
structure 
sf/carport 
 
 

  

Square footage of buildings 3,188.4 sf 2,092.0 sf   

Building height 24.4 ft.    15.5 ft.    28.0 ft. max. 

Parking 1 covered/1 uncovered 1 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered 

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

       

Trees Heritage trees: 4*  Non-Heritage trees: 3  New Trees: 
Number to be 
determined  

 

 Heritage trees 
proposed for removal: 
0 

 Non-Heritage trees 
proposed for removal: 
2  

 Total Number 
of Trees: To be 
determined 

 

 * All four of the heritage trees are located on adjacent parcels. 
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PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting use permit approval to demolish an existing single-story, 
single-family residence and construct a new two-story, single-family residence on a 
substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-1-U (Single-Family Residential Urban) 
zoning district.  
 

ANALYSIS 

 
Site Location 
 
The subject site is located at 228 Princeton Road between Cambridge Avenue and 
College Avenue. The subject parcel is surrounded on all sides by single-family homes 
that are also in the R-1-U zoning district. There are mostly one-story and two-story, 
single-family structures in the vicinity of the subject parcel, although County Assessor 
records state that the parcel at the western intersection of Yale Road and Cambridge 
Avenue is developed with two detached units. 
 
Project Description 
 
The applicant is proposing to remove the existing single-story, single-family house, a 
carport and an accessory structure in the rear of the property, and construct a new two-
story residence with an attached one-car garage. The second required parking space 
would be an uncovered space parallel to the front of the main house, located behind 
the front setback. The lot is substandard with regard to the lot width and the proposed 
project requires approval of a use permit.  
 
The proposed residence would have a floor area of 2,924.3 square feet where 2,925.0 
square feet is the floor area limit (FAL) and building coverage of 26.6 percent where 35 
percent is the maximum permitted. The proposed residence would have three 
bedrooms and four bathrooms, with all the bedrooms and three of the bathrooms on the 
second floor. A small balcony is proposed adjacent to the master bedroom, which 
would project approximately one foot from the wall. The Zoning Ordinance defines 
balconies as projecting more than 18 inches from the wall of a building. Because the 
proposed balcony does not meet this definition, it is not required to meet the minimum 
setbacks for balconies.  
 
Design and Materials 
 
The applicant states that the proposed residence is designed in a modern agrarian style 
with three masses connected by circulation spaces and finished in integral color cement 
plaster. The entry and stair exterior would be finished with metal and vertical stained 
clear western cedar siding respectively. The roof would be covered with a standing 
seam metal roof and there would be clear western red cedar eaves to match the vertical 
siding. The windows and exterior doors would be aluminum clad wood with interior and 
exterior muntins and an internal spacer bar. The one-car garage would have a 
cantilevered trellis and side-hinged swinging garage doors. The second required 



228 Princeton Road/Casey Cramer PC/02-10-14/Page 3 

parking space would be parallel to the street and partially concealed behind a low 
landscape wall and landscaping.  
 
Although the project would be a two-story residence, the structure would present a 
varied set of forms that would reduce the perception of two-story mass. Decorative 
features like trellises on the front and rear would also add visual interest. The 
immediate area is a mixture of one and two-story homes. Staff believes that the scale, 
materials, and style of the proposed residence are compatible with the neighborhood. 
 
Trees and Landscaping 
 
The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment D) detailing the species, 
size, and conditions of the trees on or near the site. The report determines the present 
condition, discusses the impacts of the proposed improvements, and provides 
recommendations for tree preservation.  
 
There are no heritage size trees on the subject site but there are four heritage trees 
with canopies that go over the property. A heritage European olive tree is located to the 
immediate left of the property line along the proposed residence and a heritage 
Douglas fir is located to the rear left of the subject site. The arborist report indicated that 
the trunk of the heritage olive tree is approximately four to six feet from the closest 
proposed excavation cut. The root system of this tree has been compromised by 
previous construction at 240 Princeton Road but the arborist report concludes that the 
olive tree has a relatively good chance of survival provided that proper irrigation and 
root pruning is achieved. Two heritage trees are located to the right of the subject site; a 
coast live oak that overhangs the rear of the proposed residence and a northern black 
walnut located further south that slightly overhands the property line along the proposed 
garage. There is also a non-heritage Southern magnolia at the front, left corner of the 
property. No heritage trees are proposed for removal; however, two non-heritage trees 
in that rear half of the lot are proposed for removal. A new deciduous fruit tree is 
proposed along the front right side of the lot. Evergreen landscape screening trees are 
also proposed along the rear property line and along the right and left property lines 
adjacent to the proposed residence. The proposed site improvements should not 
adversely affect the surrounding trees as standard tree protection measures will be 
required through recommended condition 3.g. 
 
Correspondence 
 
The applicant indicated that the property owners shared the proposed plans with their 
neighbors.  Staff has received emails of support from residents at 205, 240 and 241 
Princeton Road.  
 
Conclusion 
 
Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are in 
keeping with those of the greater neighborhood. The building forms would be varied, 
reducing the perception of mass. Elements such as clear western red cedar eaves and 
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side-hinged swinging garage doors would add visual interest. Staff recommends that 
the Planning Commission approve the proposed project. 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
The project is categorically exempt under Class 3 (Section 15303, “New Construction or 
Conversion of Small Structures”) of the current California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 

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

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

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the 
plans prepared by Arcanum Architecture, Inc., consisting of 11 plan sheets, 
dated received January 28, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission 
on February 10, 2014, except as modified by the conditions contained herein, 
subject to review and approval by the Planning Division. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

Report prepared by: 
Corinna Sandmeier 
Contract Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Thomas Rogers 
Senior Planner 

 

PUBLIC NOTICE & APPEAL PERIOD 
 
Public notification consisted of publishing a legal notice in the local newspaper and 
notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the subject 
property.  Planning Commission action will be effective after 15 days calendar days 
unless the action is appealed to the City Council, in which case the outcome of the 
application shall be determined by the City Council. 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
A.  Location Map 
B.  Project Plans 
C.  Project Description Letter 
D.  Arborist Report, prepared by Walter Levison, dated received December 19, 2013 
E.  Correspondence 

 Ann N. James and Don Holmquest, 205 Princeton Road, received January 29, 
2014 

 Amy Sturt, 241 Princeton Road, received January 30, 2014 

 Christy Ericson, 240 Princeton Road, received January 31, 2014 

 

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. 
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EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 

 
None 
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 FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

 MEETING OF FEBRUARY 10, 2014 

AGENDA ITEM D2 

 

LOCATION: 

 

 

EXISTING USE: 

350 Sharon Park Drive 

 

 

Multi-Family  

Residential 

APPLICANT:  

 

 

OWNER: 

 

Bob Linder for  

BRE FMCA LLC 

 

BRE FMCA LLC 

 

    

PROPOSED USE: 

 

 

 

Multi-Family  

Residential 

 

APPLICATION: Conditional 

Development 

Permit Amendment 

 

ZONING R-3-A-X (Garden Apartment,  

Conditional Development) 

 
 PROPOSED 

PROJECT 

EXISTING 

DEVELOPMENT 

ZONING  

ORDINANCE 

Lot area         679,266    sf. (15.6 ac)         679,266    sf. (15.6 ac)       10,000 sf. min. 

Lot width  varies ft.  varies ft.                 80 ft. min. 

Lot depth varies ft.              varies ft.              100 ft. min. 

Building coverage         268,417 
             39.5                

sf 
% 

263,212 
             38.8                

sf 
% 

Per Approved Conditional 
Development Permit 

FAR (Floor Area Ratio)     380,047 
          56.0 

sf 
% 

    372,306 
          54.8 

sf 
% 

N/A 

Building height               36.9      ft.  36.9 ft. Per Approved Conditional 
Development Permit 

Parking 514 spaces 514 spaces Per Approved Conditional 
Development Permit 

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

  

Trees  
 

# of existing Heritage 
trees  

228 # of existing non-
Heritage trees 

231 # of new trees   331 

 # of Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

42 # of non-Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

83 Total # of 
trees 

   665 

 

PROPOSAL 

 
The applicant is requesting a Conditional Development Permit (CDP) amendment for a 
project at an existing multi-building apartment complex located in the R-3-A-X (Garden 
Apartment, Conditional Development) zoning district. The project would include the 
demolition of the existing recreation building, the construction of a new recreation 
building and a new leasing office and associated parking area, façade improvements to 
all of the existing apartment buildings, and landscaping modifications. The proposed 
modifications would result in an increase in the maximum building coverage of up to 40 

   
PLANNING COMMISSION 

 STAFF REPORT 
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percent at the subject site, which would exceed the current maximum of 30 percent, set 
by the existing CDP. The proposed amendment to the existing CDP (which covers 
multiple sites in the vicinity) would apply only to the subject site, and would not alter the 
development standards for any of the other properties within the CDP. As part of the 
proposal, up to 42 heritage size trees throughout the approximately 15.6-acre site are 
proposed for removal, which represents a reduction from the 62 heritage tree removals 
previously proposed. The Planning Commission initially reviewed the proposed project 
at its meeting on November 4, 2013 and continued the project. The Environmental 
Quality Commission (EQC) subsequently reviewed the proposed heritage tree removals 
at its meeting on December 18, 2013. 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
The subject property contains 296 units, varying in size from one bedroom to three 
bedrooms, located in 18 multi-story apartment buildings on an approximately 15.6-acre 
site. In addition, the site currently contains a combined recreation center and leasing 
office, and three multi-level parking structures. The project site is located in the Sharon 
Heights neighborhood, and more specifically in the subdivision known as Sharon 
Heights Unit 10. The Sharon Heights area was developed through multiple subdivisions 
in the 1960s and 1970s, which were often approved through conditional development 
permits (CDPs), in addition to the underlying zoning district regulations, as part of the 
land use entitlements. Attachment A identifies the subject site as well as the boundary 
of the existing CDP. The subdivision and CDP were originally approved in 1963 and 
subsequently amended in 1965. The existing CDP contains more detailed development 
and design standards for the area than the underlying zoning, specifically with regard to 
building coverage. The existing CDP (Attachment C) limits building coverage for the 
approximately 64-acre subdivision to 15.5 acres, and more specifically to a maximum of 
30 percent for each individual parcel. For development standards not listed in the CDP, 
the CDP references the R-4-A zoning district. In 1974, the R-4 zoned properties were 
downzoned to R-3 citywide and therefore, the R-3-A district currently applies to the 
CDP. 
 
For the Planning Commission’s reference, the X (Conditional Development) district 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; 
and to encourage more usable open space than would otherwise be provided with 
standard development.”  
 
The applicant is proposing to amend the CDP to exceed the maximum building 
coverage of 30 percent. The site currently contains 38.75 percent building coverage, 
which exceeds the maximum permitted by the CDP. The basis for this condition is not 
clear, although it may have related to an earlier determination that the parking 
structures (which are partially submerged and which have open top levels) did not count 
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as building coverage. Regardless, the 38.75 percent figure accurately reflects how the 
City currently calculates building coverage requirements for the R-3 and related zoning 
districts.  The applicant’s proposed site modifications would increase the building 
coverage on-site to 39.52 percent, and the applicant is requesting to modify the CDP to 
allow for a maximum building coverage of 40 percent to allow for future flexibility for on-
site improvements. The draft CDP contains language requiring additional structures to 
obtain architectural control approval from the Planning Commission, but would remove 
the need to obtain a CDP amendment from the City Council for minor alterations and 
additions. The draft resolution approving the CDP amendment and the draft CDP itself 
are included in Attachments D and E, respectively. For proposals requesting a CDP 
amendment, the Planning Commission acts in a recommending capacity to the City 
Council, which is the final decision making body.  
 
Initial Planning Commission And Environmental Quality Commission Review 
 
The Planning Commission initially reviewed the proposed request at its meeting of 
November 4, 2013. The Commission received a number of public comments on the 
project, generally related to the requested tree removals.  The Planning Commission 
voted 5-0 (with Commissioners Onken and Strehl absent) to continue the project, 
specifically requesting that the applicant comprehensively reevaluate the proposed 
heritage tree removal requests, in particular for removals that would not be directly 
construction-related, and to subsequently mark (e.g. ribbons) the trees proposed for 
removal in order to enable clear on-site review by Commissioners and/or the public. In 
addition, the Planning Commission directed the applicant to work with Recology to 
determine if on-site trash collection is feasible.  
 
The Planning Commission also discussed the EQC’s role in reviewing the requested 
tree removals. Since the project requires City Council review and action, the heritage 
tree removals would be acted upon by the Council through a resolution, which is not 
appealable to the EQC, and subsequently the EQC has not traditionally been involved 
in reviewing this type of project. By contrast, when a project is processed with the 
Planning Commission as the decision maker, there is an appeal period to Council. If the 
project involves heritage tree removal permits, then an appeal of the heritage tree 
permit (which is separate from the Planning Commission’s action) is reviewed by the 
EQC, which then could be appealed to Council. In response to the comments received 
on this case, staff consulted with the City Attorney and determined that projects that do 
not allow for a typical heritage tree appeal process warrant a review by the EQC since 
the ordinance does not address this particular review process. Therefore, the EQC 
reviewed the proposed heritage tree removals at its meeting on December 18, 2013 
and provided a recommendation to the Planning Commission and City Council to 
consider as part of their deliberations and actions on the proposed project. The EQC’s 
recommendation is discussed further in the Trees and Landscaping section of the 
report. 
 
Subsequently, the applicant has reevaluated the heritage tree removals, incorporating 
the input from the Planning Commission, which is discussed throughout the report. In 
addition, the applicant has worked with Recology and provided additional information 
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addressing comments from the Commission and members of the public, such as shade 
issues around the pool and the phasing of the site improvements.  The applicant’s 
response to the Planning Commission’s direction, is contained in Attachment F, and 
explains the modifications to the project in more detail.  

 

ANALYSIS 
 
Site Location 
 
The project site is located at 350 Sharon Park Drive, and occupies the entire city block. 
For the purposes of the staff report, Sharon Park Drive is considered to be in an 
east/west orientation. The site is bounded by Sharon Park Drive to the south, Monte 
Rosa Drive to the west, Eastridge Avenue to the north, and Sharon Road to the east.  
 
Parcels to the north of the site along Eastridge Avenue are located within the R-2 
zoning district. The parcels are generally occupied by duplexes and multi-family 
developments. To the west of the site along Monte Rosa Drive, the parcels are located 
in the R-3-A-X zoning district and are occupied by multi-story, multi-family complexes. 
The Sharon Heights Shopping Center and a multi-story office building are located 
across Sharon Park Drive to the south of the site. The shopping center is zoned C-2 
and the office building is zoned C-1-X. The office building is located within the existing 
CDP for the area, while the shopping center is not. The Sharon Oaks and Sharon Glen 
condominium complexes are located to the east of the site across from Sharon Road. 
Sharon Oaks consists primarily of two-story duplexes and Sharon Glen consists of 
multiple three-story buildings. Both housing complexes are located within the R-3-A-X 
zoning district. 
 
Existing Site Conditions 
 
The subject site contains 18 apartment buildings for a total of 296 units, located on a 
15.6-acre site. In addition, there are three parking structures on site and a combined 
recreation center and leasing office currently located adjacent to the pool, near the 
center of the development. The existing buildings contain approximately 372,306 
square feet of gross floor area for a total floor area ratio (FAR) of 54.8 percent. The site 
currently contains 263,212 square feet of building coverage, which includes the 
footprints of all dwelling buildings, the parking structures, and accessory structures such 
as trellises, canopies, covered seating area, etc. The existing building coverage 
occupies 38.75 percent of the site, which exceeds the maximum building coverage 
permitted by the CDP. The site has 289 uncovered parking stalls and 229 covered 
parking stalls on site. The existing parking does not meet the Zoning Ordinance 
requirement of two parking spaces per dwelling unit, one of which must be covered. 
However, the applicant is not proposing to increase the number of dwelling units on-
site, and the parking was set by the CDP. The tallest buildings on site are 36 feet, ten-
and-a-quarter inches above grade. 
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Proposed Project 
 
The applicant is seeking approval of a Conditional Development Permit (CDP) 
amendment to demolish the existing combined recreation center and leasing office 
building and to construct a new two-story recreation center building and a separate 
leasing office. The proposed recreation center would be located in the same location as 
the existing building. The applicant is proposing to locate the leasing office along 
Sharon Park Drive, and would construct a new access point to the property adjacent to 
the leasing center. The new access would include eight additional standard parking 
stalls and two accessible parking stalls for the leasing center. The proposed access 
would link to the existing parking lot that is accessed from Monte Rosa Drive. To limit 
possible cut through traffic, the Transportation Division has required that the applicant 
install a speed bump within the new parking lot. The proposed access would align with 
the most western driveway of the Sharon Heights Shopping Center.  
 
The project is generally focused on refreshing the existing buildings, improving the 
landscaping and on-site amenities, and the construction of a new leasing office and 
recreation center. However, the applicant also intends to upgrade the interiors of the 
units, including the provision of in-unit washing machines and dryers. The unit interiors 
would be upgraded when the units are vacant. The proposed modifications would result 
in a slight increase in floor area, but the additions would generally be contained within 
the existing footprint of the structures. The proposed modifications would result in an 
increase of approximately 7,741 square feet of gross floor area for a total gross floor 
area of 380,047 square feet and an FAR of 56 percent. The CDP does not regulate 
FAR since FAR was not in existence at the time of the approved project. Therefore, 
there is no limit on the FAR at the site. However, the CDP explicitly limits the overall 
building coverage for the subject site to 30 percent, and for the overall area covered by 
the CDP to 15.5 total acres. At this time, the applicant is proposing to increase the 
building coverage at the site from 38.75 percent (263,212 square feet) to 39.52 percent 
(268,417 square feet). Additionally, the applicant is requesting to amend the CDP to 
allow the specific parcel to have a maximum building coverage of 40 percent. 
Therefore, the applicant is requesting flexibility to add 3,300 square feet (approximately 
0.48 percent) in the future. Future building coverage increases would be subject to 
architectural control review by the Planning Commission, but would not require City 
Council review of a CDP amendment.  
 
The proposed recreation center would be 30 feet, eight-and-three-quarters inches in 
height and the proposed leasing office would be 29 feet, seven-and-a-half inches in 
height. Both structures would be below the existing maximum height of 36 feet, ten-and-
one-quarter inches. At the November 4 Planning Commission meeting, a member of 
the public and resident of the apartment complex brought up issues related to shade 
impacts from the proposed recreation center on the existing swimming pool. The 
applicant has reviewed the existing conditions and determined that the existing 
recreation center already shades the pool for the majority of the day. The applicant 
does not believe that the proposed recreation center will significantly affect the existing 
conditions. The applicant’s photographs of the existing conditions are included in 
Attachment G. The applicant is also proposing to upgrade the facades of the existing 
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buildings with new colors and materials, which are discussed in more detail in the 
Design and Materials section of the report. The proposed project, as currently 
anticipated, would be constructed in six phases. The applicant provided a detailed 
phasing plan for the project, which is included in Attachment F. The phasing plan 
identifies the amount of work for each phase and the heritage tree removals associated 
with each phase of the project. In addition, the phasing plan identifies that the applicant 
evaluated the possibility of replacing the existing windows prior to constructing the new 
buildings, site improvements, and other exterior modifications, and determined that the 
window replacements would not be feasible in the first phase due to associated stucco 
and siding work. The applicant states that preconstruction “Town Hall” meetings would 
be held with the tenants prior to construction to help keep residents informed. In 
addition, the applicant is proposing to update the site’s signage to be consistent with 
the more contemporary architectural style. The signage would generally replace the 
existing signage, with the exception of additional directional signs near the site 
entrances. The sign modifications would result in an overall reduction in total sign area 
at the site. The applicant’s project description letter describes the proposed project in 
more detail and is included in Attachment H. 
 
Site Layout and Circulation 
 
The existing apartment buildings are located generally towards the perimeter of the site, 
with the pool and recreation center located in the middle of the site. The three parking 
structures all contain individual access points from the public streets bordering the site. 
Currently, Sharon Park Drive does not contain a vehicular access point to the site, while 
Monte Rosa Drive contains two access points, one for the parking structure and one for 
a small uncovered parking lot near the intersection of Monte Rosa Drive and Sharon 
Park Drive. The buildings are generally grouped along internal courtyards and 
walkways, which help to create a more suburban feel to the site. The overall site access 
and configuration is not proposed to change as part of the project, with the exception of 
the proposed access point along Sharon Park Drive, adjacent to the relocated leasing 
office.  The applicant is proposing to add 10 uncovered parking spaces near the 
proposed leasing office, and would remove four spaces near the access along Monte 
Rosa Drive. The proposal would result in a net increase of 6 uncovered parking spaces 
for a total uncovered parking space count of 225 spaces. The covered parking space 
count would stay constant at 289 spaces. Therefore, the revised site would contain 514 
total parking spaces. 
 
During public comment at the Planning Commission meeting, concerns were raised 
regarding the existing trash pick-up at the site, specifically with regard to on-street pick-
up along Sharon Road. As part of the continuance, the Planning Commission directed 
the applicant to work with Recology to determine if on-site collection is feasible. The 
applicant provided a letter from Recology identifying some possible modifications to the 
existing trash service locations that could reduce the amount of time vehicles are on the 
street and/or the need for curb-side pick-up. The applicant has provided a conceptual 
plan of proposed modifications to the location of pick-up in addition to the letter from 
Recology. Both are included in Attachment F, as part of the applicant’s response to the 
Planning Commission’s guidance. Staff has reviewed the proposed modifications and 
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believes that the proposed modifications would result in improvements to the existing 
trash pick-up and could help ease concerns from neighboring properties. The 
conceptual plan would relocate the curb-side pick up along Monte Rosa Drive and 
Sharon Road to locations within in the site. Along Sharon Road, the uncovered parking 
spaces adjacent to the entrance would be used for trash pick-up. Parking restrictions 
would need to be applied to those parking stalls accordingly to ensure that the spaces 
are available for staging of the bins for pick-up on trash pick-up days. The current 
proposal would retain curb-side pick up along Eastridge Avenue. However, Eastridge 
Avenue contains less vehicular traffic than Monte Rosa Drive and Sharon Road, and 
staff believes that there are no feasible alternatives along Eastridge Avenue. Staff 
believes that the proposed modifications adequately address the Commission’s 
direction relating to the trash pick-up at the site. The Draft CDP (Attachment E) contains 
requirements for the trash pick-up at the site, based on the applicant’s proposed 
modifications.  
 
Design and Materials 
 
The existing buildings on site contain stucco exteriors (painted beige) and wood trim 
and railings (painted in light brown tones), and are generally reminiscent of the 
midcentury architectural style. The applicant is proposing to upgrade the exteriors of the 
existing buildings, maintaining the existing forms while using more contemporary 
materials for an overall architectural refresh to the site. The facades would be a 
combination of stucco and horizontal cement fiber siding (painted in beige and brown 
tones). The deck railings would be replaced with dark grey metal railings and the 
façades within the recessed deck openings would be stucco painted in a greenish blue 
color. The privacy fences on the ground-level units would be replaced with painted 
wood (dark brown) or cedar fences. To complement the façade modifications, the 
applicant is proposing to modify the roof structure slightly to create parapet roof 
elements above certain portions of the building sides, below the main roof ridge, which 
are more in keeping with a more contemporary design. As necessary, the applicant 
intends to replace the existing roof material with 30-year composition shingle roofing.  
 
The recreation center would contain similar materials as the upgraded residential 
buildings, while utilizing architectural elements that echo the existing buildings on site. 
The recreation center would contain a combination of stucco and horizontal cement 
fiber siding. However, to differentiate the recreation center from the residential 
buildings, the applicant is proposing to utilize reddish brown hues on the horizontal 
siding and stucco. The railings and entry doors would be dark grey, and the window trim 
would be a lighter beige color. The proposed leasing office would contain the same 
colors as the proposed recreation center. However, the leasing center would contain 
vertical siding on the upper portion of the facades and stucco on the lower portion. The 
stucco would be reddish brown, but the vertical siding would be a lighter beige color. 
The building would also contain architectural features, such as wood corbels, a cupola, 
and trellis elements on the main entryway façade.  
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Trees and Landscaping  
 
As part of the overall site improvements, the applicant is updating the landscaping 
throughout the site and incorporating additional on-site amenities, such as a new dog 
park, bocce ball court, enclosed tot-lot, and a new BBQ courtyard. The applicant is 
proposing to remove the smaller secondary pool from the site and replace it with a 
courtyard, BBQ area, and covered trellis. The applicant has submitted a preliminary 
landscape plan, which is included with the project plans. The project plans are included 
in Attachment B. The applicant is proposing a comprehensive update of the site 
landscaping, which initially included the removal of 62 heritage trees. The original 
request included 12 heritage tree removals due to construction impacts and 50 heritage 
tree removals due to the existing health and/or structure of the trees. The applicant 
submitted an arborist report that inventories the approximately 459 heritage and non-
heritage trees on site and documents the size, heritage status, and tree condition. The 
report also provided comments and recommendations and identified if the tree was 
proposed to be removed. The report also included tree protection measures to mitigate 
potential impacts to the protected trees during construction. The City’s contracting 
arborist, Fujitrees Consulting, reviewed the applicant’s arborist report and preliminary 
tree removal requests. The City’s consulting arborist determined that the heritage tree 
removal requests were warranted, with the exception of three heritage trees. The City 
arborist also reviewed the consulting arborist’s report. The applicant subsequently 
reevaluated the three tree removals and determined that the three trees could be 
retained as part of the project. Therefore, the applicant requested 62 heritage tree 
removals instead of the preliminary request for 65 tree removals, as part of the CDP 
amendment. The City’s consulting arborist initial review and the project arborist initial 
tree inventory are available at the City offices for review. The original 62 heritage tree 
removals are summarized in the following table, based on the reason for the removal 
request and tree type: 
 

ORIGINAL PROPOSAL (NOVEMBER 2013) 

Construction Related Heritage Tree 

Removals 

Structural/Health Related Heritage Tree 

Removals 

Tree Type (Common 
Name) 

Number of 
Trees 

Tree Type (Common 
Name) 

Number of 
Trees 

Chinese Elm 1 Acacia 2 

Cottonwood Poplar 3 Evergreen Pear 2 

Gum Tree 1 Gum Tree 2 

Juniper 1 Monterey Pine 20 

Monterey Pine 1 Red Gum Tree 2 

Tulip Tree 5 Red Ironbark 6 

Intentionally left blank 

Shamel Ash 6 

Silver Dollar Eucalyptus 9 

Tulip Tree 1 

Total Construction Related 
Tree Removals 

12 Total Structural/Health 
Related Tree Removals 

50 



350 Sharon Park Drive/Bob Linder                    PC/02-10-14/Page 9 

 
 
As part of its continuance, the Planning Commission requested that the applicant 
reevaluate the proposed heritage tree removals in order to limit the number of heritage 
tree removals as part of the project. The project arborist subsequently reviewed the 
proposed removals and determined that 23 additional trees could be preserved, 
provided mitigation measures identified in the reevaluation report (Attachment I) are 
followed as part of the project. Of these 23 trees, 17 are in fair condition and six are in 
poor condition, according to the project arborist. A recurring mitigation for these trees 
would be pruning to reduce branch end-weight. In addition, the project arborist 
determined that three heritage trees could be negatively impacted from the proposed 
fire line, required by the Menlo Park Fire District as part of the project. Therefore, the 
applicant has revised its request to remove 42 heritage trees, a 20 tree reduction from 
the initial request of 62 heritage tree removals. The 23 heritage trees proposed to 
remain and the three additional tree removals are summarized in the table below: 
 

Reevaluated Trees to Remain Additional Trees to be Removed for New 

Fire Line 

Tree Type (Common 
Name) 

Number of 
Trees 

Tree Type (Common 
Name) 

Number of 
Trees 

Monterey Pine 9 Blue Oak 1 

Red Gum 2 Sycamore 1 

Red Ironbark 2 Monterey Pine 1 

Eucalyptus 6 

This portion intentionally left blank Shamel Ash 1 

Cottonwood 3 

Total Trees Preserved 23 Total New Tree Removals 3 

 
The project arborist’s reevaluation provided more detailed information regarding the 
reasons for removal for 21 of the 31 non-construction related removals. In addition, the 
construction related removals, even with the additional three removals for the fire line 
installation, have been reduced to 11 trees. Therefore, the revised project contains 11 
heritage tree removals due to construction and 31 heritage trees removals due to 
health/structure, for a total of 42 trees. The applicant has placed ribbons on the 
proposed tree removals, as well as the preserved trees for the Commission’s review. 
Orange ribbons indicate heritage trees proposed to be removed due to construction, 
yellow ribbons indicate heritage trees proposed to be removed due to the existing 
health/structure of the trees, and green ribbons indicate heritage trees proposed to be 
maintained as part of the comprehensive heritage tree removal reevaluation. (The 
Commission was notified of the ribbons ahead of the publication of the staff report.) The 
following table summarizes the revised heritage tree removals, based on the reason for 
the removal request and tree type:  
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CURRENT PROPOSAL (FEBRUARY 2014) 

Construction Related Heritage Tree 

Removals 

Structural/Health Related Heritage Tree 

Removals 

Tree Type (Common 
Name) 

Number of 
Trees 

Tree Type (Common 
Name) 

Number of 
Trees 

Chinese Elm 1 Acacia 2 

Juniper 1 Evergreen Pear 2 

Monterey Pine 2 Gum Tree 2 

Sycamore 1 Monterey Pine 11 

Tulip Tree 5 Red Gum Tree 1 

Valley Oak 1 Red Ironbark 4 

Intentionally left blank 

Shamel Ash 5 

Silver Dollar Eucalyptus 3 

Tulip Tree 1 

Total Construction Related 
Tree Removals 

11 Total Structural/Health 
Related Tree Removals 

31 

 
The City’s consulting arborist, Fujiitrees Consulting, reviewed the project arborist’s 
proposed revised tree removals and revised arborist report and provided comments on 
the tree protection measures, which have been incorporated into the revised arborist 
report and tree inventory (Attachment J). The revised tree inventory lists the proposed 
heritage tree removals based on health/structure and construction, the reevaluated 
heritage tree removals that will be preserved, and non-heritage tree removals. Fujiitrees 
consulting provided a comment letter on the applicant’s revised tree removals and 
arborist report (Attachment K). 
 
The applicant is proposing to provide 159 heritage tree replacements, which represents 
a greater than three-to-one ratio, where a one to one ratio is required. The proposed 
heritage tree replacements include a combination of valley oak trees, London plane 
trees, and redwood trees. Additionally, the applicant is proposing trees ranging in size 
from 24 inch box trees to 84 inch box trees, which exceed the minimum requirement of 
15 gallons.  
 
The Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) reviewed the proposed heritage tree 
removals at its meeting on December 18, 2013. At that meeting, the EQC took public 
comment and discussed the applicant’s proposal, including the reduced number of 
heritage tree removal requests. The minutes from the EQC meeting are included in 
Attachment L. The EQC voted 7-0 to recommend the following prior to approval of the 
project: 

1. The applicant reconsider trees that will be removed for building construction by 
submitting structure designs that preserve trees; and 

2. As a condition of the development permit, the project and existing/future property 
owners must ensure that there are “N” number of heritage trees on the whole 
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property at all times going forward. The number "N" should be determined to be 
no less than the current total of heritage trees on the entire site, but also could 
be set at a higher level or set to increase in future years. A certified arborist must 
confirm and document the total number and locations of heritage trees on the 
property and then annually certify that the number of healthy and well maintained 
heritage trees is equal to or greater than "N."  Any new trees planted on the site 
must be from city approved list going forward.  Particular magnificent specimens 
should be identified and singled out for special protection. In addition, the 
development permit should include the following: 

a. Property owner should pay for its own oversight and city oversight of this 
permit requirement; and  

b. Ensure this permit standard holds when the property is sold; and 

c. Failure to maintain the required number of trees or proper maintenance to 
keep trees healthy, shall result in a 4-to-1 tree replacement in addition to a 
significant financial penalty (which EQC recommends be used to further 
the city's heritage tree protection and maintenance program). 

 
The applicant has evaluated additional designs for the leasing office building to 
determine if any additional heritage trees could be preserved. The applicant determined 
that the best case scenario would be able to retain two heritage trees. However, the 
alternate design would result in a one-way driveway entrance from Sharon Park Drive, 
negatively impact the leasing office’s street presence along Sharon Park Drive, and 
result in the need to construct retaining walls and switchback ramps to meet 
accessibility requirements for the new building. Therefore, the applicant does not 
believe the proposed redesign is feasible.  
 
The applicant has also evaluated the feasibility of utilizing the existing heritage tree 
count as a baseline for the project site. However, utilizing the existing 228 heritage 
trees for the baseline would require that any heritage tree removals be replaced with 
heritage size trees. The applicant has reviewed the possibility of replanting the 42 
heritage tree removals with heritage trees and determined that replacing the heritage 
tree removals with heritage trees is not feasible, since larger size trees have a reduced 
chance of long term survival and lower growth rate than the tree sizes currently 
proposed for replacements. In addition, heritage size replacement trees would require 
greater excavation and present logistical problems for equipment associated with the 
excavation and planting. The applicant also states that heritage size replacement trees 
would impose a significant financial impact to the project. The applicant also evaluated 
relocating some of the proposed tree removals, but determined that the long term 
health of the trees would be limited. The applicant, however, believes that the baseline 
could be set at the post project heritage tree number (186). The applicant states that 
they would be able to maintain the 186 post-project heritage trees and would provide an 
annual report identifying the number of heritage size trees on-site and the individual 
health of the trees. Staff believes that setting the baseline number for the on-site 
heritage trees as the post-project number is more feasible. Typically heritage tree 
removals are required to be replaced at a one-to-one ratio and with a 15-gallon size 
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tree. The applicant is proposing a greater than three-to-one ratio, as well as significantly 
larger box-size trees (24 to 84 inches) than required by the City’s Heritage Tree 
Ordinance. Therefore, staff believes that setting the baseline as the number of trees 
after completion of the project and associated removals is more appropriate. The 
applicant would be required to provide the City with annual reports documenting that 
the heritage trees on-site meet or exceed the baseline (186) number.  Staff believes 
that the annual reporting should begin within one year of approval of the CDP. Since 
heritage tree removals would be done in phases, consistent with the development 
phasing plan, the baseline would not be reached until completion of the entire project. 
The draft CDP (Attachment E) contains language requiring the applicant to provide an 
annual report to the City for review. The CDP also contains penalties for a loss of 
heritage trees below the baseline number. If the on-site heritage tree count is reduced 
to below the baseline, the applicant is required to replace the loss of heritage trees at a 
four-to-one ratio. The increased number of trees would result in an increased cost to 
the property owner, which represents a financial penalty for failing to maintain the 
baseline number of heritage trees on-site. The four-to-one replacement ratio is intended 
to help incentivize the proper maintenance of the baseline number of heritage trees at 
the site.  
 
While the absolute number of proposed heritage tree removals (42) is large, they 
represent a small portion of the total trees (approximately 459, including heritage and 
non-heritage) currently on what is a fairly large 15.6-acre site. In addition, many of the 
proposed heritage tree removals are Monterey pines (which are susceptible to disease) 
and eucalyptuses (which some landscape professionals no longer consider 
recommended trees for this area). Additionally, the applicant has worked with their 
project arborist to reduce the overall number of heritage tree removals, consistent with 
the Planning Commission’s direction. Given that the site was developed in the 1960s, 
staff believes that this comprehensive landscaping revision, including the replacement 
plantings of preferred species at larger sizes, is appropriate. In addition, the proposed 
baseline number of trees would help maintain the tree canopy at the site. 
 
Correspondence 
 
Staff has not received any items of correspondence on the project since the December 
18, 2013 Environmental Quality Commission meeting.  
 
Conclusion   
 
The proposed project would result in a comprehensive architectural refresh of the 
existing buildings at the site, allow for the construction of an expanded 
recreation/fitness center for the benefit of tenants at the site, enable the construction of 
a standalone leasing office, and provide a comprehensive update to the existing 
landscaping at the site. The proposed project has been reviewed by the applicable 
departments and found to be in compliance with all applicable city requirements. The 
majority of the proposed heritage tree removals are related to the exiting health of the 
trees, and they represent a small proportion of the overall trees on a relatively large 
site. The project arborist has worked diligently to reevaluate the tree removals and has 
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reduced the requested number of heritage tree removals. The updated project arborist 
report contains tree protection and mitigation measures for the existing trees proposed 
to remain at the site. Replacement plantings of preferred species would be provided at 
a greater than three-to-one ratio and at greater sizes than required. The applicant would 
also be required to provide an annual report to document the maintenance of the post-
construction baseline number of trees. Additionally, the applicant has worked with 
Recology to improve trash pick-up at the site. Staff recommends that the Planning 
Commission recommend approval of the conditional development permit amendment 
and heritage tree removal permits for the proposed project to the City Council.  

 

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

RECOMMENDATION 
 
Recommend to the City Council: 
 
1. Adopt a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 1 (Section 

15301, “Existing Facilities”) of the current CEQA Guidelines. 
 
2. Adopt a Resolution approving the Conditional Development Permit amendment for 

the increase in building coverage at the subject site, in conjunction with the 
construction of a new leasing office and recreation center building and related site 
improvements, subject to the requirements of the Conditional Development Permit. 
(Attachment D) 

 

3. Adopt a Resolution approving the heritage tree removal permits. (Attachment M) 
 
Report prepared by: 
Kyle Perata 
Associate Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Thomas Rogers 
Senior Planner 

 

 

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION  
 
Public notification consisted of publishing a notice in the local newspaper and 
notification by mail of owners and occupants within 300 feet of the boundary of the 
existing CDP.  
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ATTACHMENTS 
 

A. Location Map 
B. Project Plans 
C. Existing CDP, dated approved January 12, 1965 
D. Draft Resolution for CDP Amendment  
E. Draft Conditional Development Permit 
F. Applicant’s Response to Planning Commission and Environmental Quality 

Commission comments 
G. Photographs of Pool Area Existing Conditions 
H. Applicant Project Description 
I. Arborist Reevaluation, prepared by Arborwell, dated December 5, 2013 
J. Arborist Report and Tree inventory, prepared by Arborwell, dated December 10, 

2013 
K. Peer Review of Arborist Reevaluation and Arborist Report, prepared by Fujitrees 

Consulting, dated December 11, 2013 
L. Minutes from the EQC meeting of December, 18, 2013 
M. Draft Resolution for Heritage Tree Removals 
 

Note: Attached are reduced versions of maps and diagrams submitted by the applicant. 
The accuracy of the information in these drawings is the responsibility of the applicant, 
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 
 
V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2014\021014 - 350 Sharon Park Drive\021014 - 350 Sharon Park Drive (CDP Amendment) Second Report.doc 
 

























































































































































































































































































































































Certification of Performance

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

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

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

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

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

I further certify that I am a Registered Consulting Arborisl~ by the American
Society of Consulting Arborists (ASCA) and a Certified Arborist by the
International Society of Arboriculture (ISA).

Disclosure Statement

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

Arborists cannot detect every condition that could possibly lead to the structural
failure of a tree. Trees are living organisms that fail in ways we do not fully
understand. Certain conditions are often hidden within trees or below the
ground. Arborists cannot guarantee that a tree will be healthy or safe under all
circumstances or for a specific period of time. Likewise remedial treatments
cannot be guaranteed.

Trees can be managed but they cannot be controlled.
To live near trees is to accept some degree of risk.

Signed: Date: 12/11/13

Walter Fujil )

Fujiitrees
CONSUI.TING

FTC I 3
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PLANNING COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 

 
FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF FEBRUARY 10, 2014 
AGENDA ITEM E1 

 

 
LOCATION: 1090 El Camino Real 

 

 APPLICANT: Rob Fischer 

 
EXISTING USE: Vacant 

  
 OWNER: Dennis Grimsman 

 
PROPOSED USE: 

 

Restaurant  

 
 APPLICATION: Architectural 

Control 

 
ZONING: 

 

SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan)  
- SA E (Station Area East) 

 

PROPOSAL 

 
The applicant is requesting architectural control approval to allow exterior modifications 
to an existing two-story commercial building in conjunction with a full-service restaurant 

use in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.  The 
proposed exterior modifications would include relocating the main entry from the El 

Camino Real frontage to the Santa Cruz Avenue frontage, installing a new canopy at 
the main entry, removing an existing arbor in the plaza shared with Menlo Center (1010 
El Camino Real), adding a new exterior staircase on the Santa Cruz Avenue frontage 

within the shell of the existing building, and constructing a new rooftop deck at the rear 
of the existing building.  The rooftop deck would include an elevator penthouse, stair 

enclosure, and a canopy shade structure.  The proposed restaurant would include 
outdoor seating on the ground floor in the plaza, as well as on the rooftop deck.  The 
gross floor area for the building would not increase as part of the project. 

 
BACKGROUND 

 
The existing two-story commercial building occupies the vast majority of the subject 
parcel.  The original front portion of the building was constructed in 1925, and has 

historically been occupied by a variety of commercial uses, including a bank, the City’s 
first City Hall, public library, offices, and a restaurant.  Most recently, the building was 
occupied by the British Bankers Club (BBC) restaurant.  An addition to the rear of the 

original building was constructed in 1990, and was designed to mimic the design and 
materials of the original building.  The addition was constructed as an expansion to the 

restaurant use that had operated in the original building, and was subsequently 
converted into a separate tenant space that was most recently occupied by the 
Knickerbockers Tobacconist cigar shop. 
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Planned Development Permit 
 

In 1988, a Planned Development Permit (PDP) was approved for the Menlo Center 
commercial development.  The PDP was established for the entire city block, and 

included both the Menlo Center and the subject properties, which are separate parcels 
that are currently under separate ownership.  The PDP includes provisions for shared 
land use regulations, parking requirements, and development standards.  The PDP 

enabled the construction of the previously-referenced rear addition of 1090 El Camino 
Real.  The El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan was adopted in June 2012, and 

provides new regulations to govern the use and development of property.  However, the 
Specific Plan also states that existing entitlements (such as Planned Development 
Permits) will continue to be honored and enforced.  The PDP in included as Attachment 

D. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 

Site Location 

 
The subject site is located at 1090 El Camino Real, at the southeast corner of El 

Camino Real and Santa Cruz Avenue, with El Camino Real oriented in a north-south 
direction.  The Menlo Center development, which occupies the remainder of the city 
block, consists of a mix of commercial uses (retail, restaurant, and offices).  The 

Caltrain parking lot and train station is directly to the east, and a mix of commercial uses 
(restaurants, retail, offices) are located to the north, south, and west of the subject city 

block.  The property across the street to the north at 556-558 Santa Cruz Avenue is a 
mixed use building containing commercial space on the ground floor and residential 
units above.  All properties on adjacent blocks are also in the El Camino 

Real/Downtown Specific Plan zoning district. 
 

Project Description 
 
The applicant is proposing to modify the exterior building façades as part of the tenant 

improvements for a full-service restaurant.  The proposed restaurant would operate 
seven days a week, from 7:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., with food served during the full hours 

of operation.  The applicant has indicated that there will not be any live entertainment, 
either indoors or outdoors, although background music would be provided.  Any future 
proposal to incorporate live entertainment with the restaurant use would require new 

discretionary review. 
 

The overall restaurant use is permitted, and use permit approval is not required for the 
proposed project.  Architectural control approval is required for the proposed exterior 
improvements, which would include relocating the main entry from the El Camino Real 

frontage to the Santa Cruz Avenue frontage, installing a new canopy at the main entry, 
removing an existing arbor in the plaza shared with Menlo Center (1010 El Camino 

Real), adding a new exterior staircase on the Santa Cruz Avenue frontage, and 
constructing a new rooftop deck at the rear of the existing building. 
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The new restaurant would operate on three floors, with the interior layout substantially 
reconfigured from the current floor plan.  The ground floor would consist of indoor and 

outdoor (plaza) dining areas, bar areas, a kitchen, storage, and a ware wash area.  The 
mezzanine would include a flexible dining area that could accommodate private 

functions, a bar, and back of house and food preparation areas.  The roof level would 
include a new deck to accommodate an outdoor dining area, a bar, and a grill, as well 
as a new mechanical enclosure.  An existing small basement would be closed off and 

would not be utilized, as described in more detail below.  Circulation through all of the 
floors would be accommodated by an elevator, two interior staircases, and one exterior 

staircase.  The staircases are required to provide the necessary egress for each of the 
upper floors. 
 

The applicant’s project description letter describes the proposal in more detail, and is 
included as Attachment C. 

 
Design and Materials 
 

Santa Cruz Avenue Entry and El Camino Real Frontage 
 

The site’s El Camino Real frontage currently has a sidewalk that is approximately eight 
feet in width, with the building set back approximately four feet, 11 inches from the edge 
of the sidewalk and property line.  A concrete landscape planter occupies most of the 

building setback area, with a small pedestrian path providing access to the existing 
building entrance.  The applicant is proposing to close off the entry on the El Camino 

Real frontage and relocate the new expanded building entry to the Santa Cruz Avenue 
frontage, where the sidewalk is wider at approximately ten to eleven feet in width.  The 
El Camino Real building facade would be kept substantially intact, with the exception of 

replacing the existing door with a window and replacing the existing walkway with 
landscaping. 

 
A new steel and glass panel entry canopy would be installed on the Santa Cruz Avenue 
frontage, which would project approximately three feet from the face of the building and 

hang over a portion of the public sidewalk, to emphasize the new main entry.  The 
proposed canopy overhang would comply with the Specific Plan’s standard for 

architectural projections (Specific Plan Standard E.3.3.07).  The Santa Cruz Avenue 
entry would also include an outdoor bench feature and a ramp that leads to the 
recessed entry door.  The proposed relocation of the building entry to the Santa Cruz 

Avenue frontage would be in compliance with the Specific Plan’s standard for building 
entries to be oriented to a public street (Specific Plan Standard E.3.5.09). 

 
The Specific Plan establishes a requirement for 12-foot wide sidewalks along El Camino 
Real, made up of a four-foot wide furnishings zone and an eight-foot wide clear walking 

zone.  There are no unique sidewalk requirements along the Santa Cruz Avenue 
frontage.  Generally, projects proposing comprehensive redevelopment are required to 

implement these improvements.  Although implementation of a 12-foot wide sidewalk 
could be feasible as part of the proposed, primarily interior remodel project, it would 
present several significant challenges and a wider sidewalk would not necessarily result 
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in a significant contribution to the streetscape or pedestrian experience.  The existing 
sidewalk along the El Camino Real frontage is approximately eight feet in width, with the 

clear walking zone approximately six feet due to encroachments from an existing fire 
hydrant and traffic signal.  The necessary eight-foot wide clear walking zone could only 

be achieved by either significantly reducing or completely eliminating the existing 
landscape feature.  The applicant is proposing to retain the existing planters and 
expand this landscape feature into the existing entry area.  Staff believes that this 

landscaping feature would continue to contribute to the visual interest of the building 
and function as a buffer between the building and the street, and should be preserved 

as an amenity that would enhance the pedestrian experience.  Furthermore, given that 
the proposed project primarily involves renovation of the existing building with modest 
site improvements, strict implementation of the sidewalk requirement would not be 

proportional to the limited scope of the proposed improvements. 
 

Exterior Staircase 
 
The proposed project would include the removal of two vertical brick wall panels along 

the Santa Cruz Avenue frontage in order to create an exterior staircase. This 
modification would preserve the existing columns and horizontal spandrel beam, with 

the new staircase housed inside the existing building “shell” within the 1990 addition.   
The staircase itself would be of a contemporary design, with steel framing with glass 
guardrails.  A glass fence panel would be installed on top of the building base between 

two existing columns on the ground floor for safety.  The exterior staircase would 
provide direct access to the street level from the roof floor only, with no direct access to 

the interior of the building, and is necessary to meet egress requirements for the roof 
floor. 
 

Stair Vestibules 
 

The proposed design of the staircases would result in the vestibule areas for stairs #2 
and #3 to be recessed into the building and open to the street on the Santa Cruz 
Avenue frontage, although access to the stairs themselves would be controlled through 

a door.  These vestibules would be consistent with Specific Plan Guideline E.3.5.14, 
which permits building entries to be recessed from the primary building façade.  Staff 

had expressed potential security concerns regarding the open vestibule areas, 
particularly as they may provide opportunities for loitering.  The applicant proposed 
security lighting as well as the installation of metal roll-down doors to improve security in 

these areas.  The roll-down doors, which would consist of a metal chain curtain, would 
provide a security barrier while allowing the staircase to remain visible and open to the 

street, and would look similar to roll-down doors employed by stores inside a shopping 
mall.  Installation of the doors would be hidden, either behind the existing wall at the 
stair #2 vestibule, or behind the existing spandrel beam at the stair #3 vestibule.  The 

doors would only be rolled down and visible only when the restaurant is closed, and 
would be rolled up during normal business hours. 

 
Staff believes that the aesthetics of the roll-down doors is not necessarily ideal, and 
recommends revisiting this component in the future, and only if there is a demonstrated 
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security need.  Staff would be supportive of the proposed security lighting as an 
effective and the least aesthetically intrusive option, particularly light fixtures with motion 

detectors.  Future proposals for the roll-down doors or other security features may be 
reviewed at the staff level without the need for Planning Commission consideration, and 

is included as condition 4a. 
 
Roof Level 

 
The proposed project includes improvements to the roof level, including a new roof deck 

dining area at the rear of the building, and a new mechanical enclosure.  The roof level 
would be served by an elevator and two staircases (one staircase with direct access to 
the interior of the building, one with direct access to the street level).  Structures 

proposed on the roof include a new elevator penthouse, stair enclosure, and canopy 
shade structure over the majority of the bar and dining area.  The elevator penthouse 

and stair enclosure structure would be clad in a light colored stucco, and the canopy 
structure would consist of a light colored canvas canopy over a metal frame.  The new 
mechanical equipment enclosure would be located towards the center of the building, 

and would be constructed of painted wood board and steel framing.  The elevator 
penthouse would be the tallest element on the roof, with an overall height of 35 feet, 9 

inches, and is well below the 51-foot height limit specified in the PDP. 
  
Outdoor Seating 

 
Outdoor seating is proposed in the shared plaza and on the new rooftop deck.  The use 

of these outdoor seating areas would occur during the same business hours as the 
restaurant.  Outdoor seating in the shared plaza has historically occurred on the site as 
part of the operations of the previous restaurant tenant.  There is an easement 

agreement between the owners of the subject parcel and the Menlo Center property to 
allow outdoor seating serving the subject parcel to occur in the shared plaza within a 

defined boundary.  Given the historical occurrence of outdoor seating in the plaza and 
the formal agreement between the owners of both properties, no further discretionary 
approval is required. 

 
The applicant is proposing to remove the existing semi-circular arbor structure in the 

plaza in order to better accommodate the outdoor seating in this area.  The proposed 
outdoor furniture would include tables and chairs, planter boxes, canvas umbrellas and 
a wait station.  The proposed cast concrete planter boxes would help establish physical 

boundaries for the outdoor seating area on the ground level plaza.  While moveable, the 
planters would remain in place 24 hours a day, and would be removed only for cleaning 

and general maintenance.  Currently, Café Borrone and the soon-to-open Borrone 
MarketBar, both located on the ground floor of Menlo Center, provide outdoor seating in 
the plaza area.  Café Borrone’s outdoor seating includes areas within the existing 

portico and extends out to the uncovered plaza.  Borrone MarketBar’s outdoor seating is 
limited to the existing portico area along their tenant space.  The proposed plaza 

seating area would not interfere with these existing outdoor seating areas, nor would it 
impede the pedestrian access path between these outdoor seating areas.  The Tan 
Group, which owns and manages the Menlo Center development, has provided 
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comments on the plaza seating area, which is discussed in more detail in the 
Correspondence section below. 

  
The rooftop outdoor dining area would include a bar, moveable grill, tables and chairs, 

planter boxes, and a wait station.  Access to the rooftop deck would be provided 
through an elevator and two staircases (an interior staircase provides access from the 
interior of the building, and an exterior staircase provides direct access to the street 

level from the roof floor).  A canopy structure consisting of a light earth tone canvas over 
steel framing is proposed over the majority of the usable deck area. 

 
The applicant has stated that there will not be any live entertainment indoors or 
outdoors.  Background music would be provided in the outdoor seating areas, with 

speakers mounted under the umbrellas in the plaza, and under the canopy structure in 
the roof dining area.  Condition 4b is included to ensure that noise levels generated 

from these outdoor uses would comply with the noise requirements in the Noise 
Ordinance. 
 

Staff believes the continued implementation of outdoor seating in the plaza would 
complement the proposed full-service restaurant use, and could help enhance the 

vibrancy of downtown. 
 
On-Site Consumption of Alcohol 

  
The sale of alcoholic beverages is regulated by both the City and the California 

Department of Alcoholic Beverages Control (ABC).  The subject site had previously 
been granted a license for the sale of beer, wine, and liquor for on-site consumption 
from the ABC (ABC Type 47, “On-Sale General for Bona Fide Public Eating Place”) as 

part of the operation of the previous British Bankers Club restaurant.  The applicant is in 
the process of applying for the same type of liquor license (ABC Type 47, “On-Sale 

General for Bona Fide Public Eating Place”) to include alcohol service both inside the 
building and in the outdoor seating areas.  Given that the site had previously been 
approved for on-site consumption of alcohol, no additional discretionary approval is 

required for the proposed on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages as part of the 
restaurant use. 

 
The proposed planter boxes on the plaza are necessary as part of the ABC’s 
requirements to delineate the outdoor area of alcoholic beverage service.  The approval 

would include a condition that any future citation or notice of violation by the ABC or 
similar agency could be grounds for considering revocation of the use permit (condition 

4c). 
 
Gross Floor Area 

 
The proposed renovations would result in a substantially reconfigured floor plan where 

existing square footage would be reallocated between floors.  Changes that would result 
in a reduction of floor area include closing off the existing small basement, opening up 
wall sections for the exterior staircase (stair 3), recessing the Santa Cruz Avenue 
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building entry, and opening up the stair vestibules on the ground floor.  Expansions 
would occur on the mezzanine level to accommodate a larger dining area for private 

functions, and on the roof floor to house the elevator penthouse and staircase 
enclosure.  The proposed trash room, mechanical chase, and hollow decorative 

columns on the plaza elevation are eligible for exclusion from the gross floor area (GFA) 
calculation. 
 

The existing building currently has a 246.8 square foot basement that is used for utilities 
and storage space.  The applicant has indicated that the existing basement area is not 

necessary for the proposed restaurant, and has requested to close off this space 
entirely in order to reallocate its square footage towards the expanded mezzanine and 
roof floors.  The proposed conversion of the space would occur through several physical 

modifications, including: 1) removal of all existing partitions, staircase, mechanical 
equipment, and ductwork; 2) the installation of a metal deck with a four-inch thick 

concrete slab on the deck to create a new floor to reduce the interior height from 
approximately eight feet, four inches to four feet, measured from the top of the new 
concrete slab to the ceiling.  The approximately three-foot, eight-inch tall area below the 

deck would remain empty, but would have no access for usability; and 3) close off the 
staircase opening with new wood framing and a new floor.   

 
A summary of the proposed changes to the gross floor area is provided in the following 
table: 

 

Gross Floor Area (GFA) Calculation 

 Existing GFA Proposed GFA Change 

Basement 246.8 sf 0 sf - 246.8 sf 

Ground Floor 4,875.8 sf 4,614.8 sf - 261.0 sf 

Mezzanine 2,727.5 sf 2,998.5 sf + 271.0 sf 

Roof Floor 0 sf 195.3 sf + 195.3 sf 

 
TOTAL 

 

 
7,850.1 sf 

 
7,808.6 sf 

 
- 41.5 sf 

 

With the removal of the basement and other floor plan changes, the proposed project 
would result in a slight overall reduction of 41.5 square foot of gross floor area as 

compared with existing conditions.  To help ensure that the basement area is not 
converted into usable space in the future, staff also recommends condition 4d, which is 
the recordation of a deed restriction indicating that the eliminated area of the basement 

must remain unusable unless an equivalent amount of GFA is removed elsewhere on 
the site.  Any proposal to modify floor area may be subject to further review and 

discretionary approval. 
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Parking 
 

The subject site does not have any off-street parking facilities on-site.  As part of the 
PDP approval for the Menlo Center development, parking for both the subject site and 

Menlo Center development is accommodated entirely on the Menlo Center site’s multi -
level parking structure.  The parking structure provides a total of 275 parking spaces in 
a multi-level parking structure which includes an underground garage level, ground level 

parking at the rear of the building, and a second level garage.  A summary of the 
number of parking spaces at each parking level is provided in the table below: 

 
Parking Distribution by Location 

Location Spaces 

Underground Garage 179* 

Ground level 40 

Second level 56 
Total 275 

*Per the PDP, 11 of these spaces are reserved for public use. 

 
Parking for employees of the subject site would be accommodated at the ground level, 
and customers would park in the underground level.  Menlo Center’s office tenants 

currently have exclusive use of the gate-controlled parking facilities on the second level. 
 

A restaurant use had historically occupied the subject site, and the proposed restaurant 
would maintain the same type of use.  The proposed restaurant would not result in any 
increase in the existing gross floor area, and would not expand upon the previously 

approved use.  Given that the proposed project is neither a new use on the site, nor an 
expansion of a previous use, there would be no change in the amount of required 

parking for the proposed restaurant as compared to the existing conditions. 
 
Staff is not aware of any complaints from the neighbors or the community about 

insufficient parking supply for the subject site and the Menlo Center development, or 
any overflow of parking into neighboring streets.  Given that a restaurant use had 

previously operated on the subject site, and that the proposed project would not result in 
any increase in gross floor area, staff believes that the existing parking facilities shared 
with the Menlo Center development would continue to adequately provide for the 

parking demand associated with the new business. 
  

Correspondence 
 
In October 2013, staff received verbal communication from the Tan Group, which owns 

and manages the Menlo Center development, expressing concerns regarding the 
structural capacity of the plaza (which is on a podium) to support the weight of the 
proposed concrete planters, and the proposed relocation of an existing tree planter on 

the plaza.  The applicant is continuing to work with the Tan Group to address concerns 
regarding the capacity of the plaza to support the proposed planters, and has since 

decided to keep the existing tree planter in its current location.  Staff subsequently 
received an email from the Tan Group expressing support for the proposed concrete 
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planters, but with some comments that would need to continue to be worked out with 
the applicant.  The email is included as Attachment G. 

 
Further refinements to the planter design and/or spacing that are substantially in 

conformance with the proposed plans could be reviewed by Planning staff, and would 
not require additional review by the Planning Commission. 
 

Conclusion 
 

Staff believes that the scale, materials, and proposed design would be compatible with 
the existing building and other commercial buildings in the area.  The proposed 
contemporary design elements, such as the entry canopy feature and exterior staircase, 

would complement the character-defining elements of the original building.  The 
continued implementation of outdoor seating in the plaza would be complementary to 

the proposed full-service restaurant use, and could help enhance the vibrancy of 
downtown.  Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the proposed 
project. 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

 
The Specific Plan process included detailed review of projected environmental impacts 
through a program Environmental Impact Report (EIR), as required by the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In compliance with CEQA requirements, the Draft 
EIR was released in April 2011, with a public comment period that closed in June 2011. 

The Final EIR, incorporating responses to Draft EIR comments, as well as text changes 
to parts of the Draft EIR itself, was released in April 2012, and certified along with the 
final Plan approvals in June 2012. 

 
The proposed project is categorically exempt under Class 1 (Section 15301, “Existing 

Facilities”) of the current California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines as 
such, no additional environmental analysis is required above and beyond the Specific 
Plan EIR.  However, relevant mitigation measures from this EIR have been applied and 

would be adopted as part of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), 
which is included as Attachment E.  Mitigation measures include construction-related 

best practices regarding noise and the handling of any hazardous materials.  The 
MMRP also includes a completed mitigation measure relating to cultural resources: due 
to the age of the structure being greater than 50 years, a historic resource evaluation 

was prepared as part of the initial project review, and is included as Attachment F.  This 
review, which was conducted by a qualified architectural historian, concluded that the 

original (front) portion of the existing building is a historically significant resource due to 
its association with the establishment of Menlo Park as an incorporated city, having 
served as the City’s first City Hall, and remains an early and prominent commercial 

feature along El Camino Real in downtown Menlo Park.  In addition, the original building 
is associated with prominent local architect Birge Clark, who designed over 450 

buildings in the greater area, including several notable buildings in the City of Palo Alto.  
Recommendations for the preservation of character-defining historic elements of the 
building in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards have been 
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incorporated into the proposed design.  The proposed project would not result in any 
significant impacts to historic resources. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 

1. Make findings with regard to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that 
the proposal is within the scope of the project covered by the El Camino 

Real/Downtown Specific Plan Program EIR, which was certified on June 5, 2012. 
Specifically, make findings that: 

 
a. The project is categorically exempt under Class 1 (Section 15301, “Existing 

Facilities”) of the current CEQA Guidelines. 

 
b. Relevant mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project through 

the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Attachment E), which is 
approved as part of this finding. 

 

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

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

the neighborhood. 

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

growth of the City. 
 

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

the neighborhood. 
 

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

 
e. The development is consistent with the El Camino Real/Downtown 

Specific Plan.  The exterior changes would comply with relevant design 
standards and guidelines.  In particular, standards and guidelines relating 
to the building entry and architectural projections would be addressed. 

 
3. Approve the use permit and architectural control subject to the following standard 

conditions: 
 

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the 

plans prepared by CCS Architecture, consisting of 30 plan sheets, dated 
received February 4, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission on 

February 10, 2014, except as modified by the conditions contained herein, 
subject to review and approval of the Planning Division. 
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b. 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. 
 

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

 
d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit a plan for any new 

utility installations or upgrades for review and approval of the Planning, 
Engineering and Building Divisions. All utility equipment that is installed 
outside of a building and that cannot be placed underground shall be properly 

screened by landscaping. The plan shall show exact locations of all meters, 
back flow prevention devices, transformers, junction boxes, relay boxes, and 

other equipment boxes. 
 
e. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 

applicant shall submit plans indicating that the applicant shall remove and 
replace any damaged and significantly worn sections of frontage 

improvements.  The plans shall be submitted for review and approval of the 
Engineering Division. 
 

f. Prior to commencing any construction activities in the public right-of-way or 
public easements, including, but not limited to, installation of the proposed 

canopy over the public sidewalk, the applicant shall obtain an encroachment 
permit for review and approval of the Engineering Division. 

 

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

a. Future proposals for roll-down doors or other security features for the 
vestibule areas for stairs #2 and #3 shall be considered based on a 
demonstrated need for additional security, and may be submitted for review 

and approval of the Planning Division.  Roll-down doors shall be considered 
in conjunction with the proposed business hours. 

 
b. All outdoor noise amplification must meet required noise levels at any 

residential property line in accordance with the Noise Ordinance. 

 
c. Any citation or notification of violation by the California Department of 

Alcoholic Beverage Control or other agency having responsibility to assure 
public health and safety for the sale of alcoholic beverages will be grounds for 
considering revocation of the use permit. 

 
d. Concurrent with the complete submittal of a building permit, the applicant 

shall submit a deed restriction for review and approval by the Planning 
Division and City Attorney that indicates the entirety of the existing basement 
shall be non-usable, non-occupiable space, and that conversion of this space 
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into usable or occupiable space would be subject to review and discretionary 
approval, and may require the elimination of gross floor area elsewhere on 

the property.  The applicant shall submit documentation of recordation with 
the San Mateo County Recorder’s Office to the Building Division prior to 

issuance of a building permit. 
 
 

Report prepared by: 
Jean Lin 

Associate Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 

Thomas Rogers 
Senior Planner 

 
 

 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE & APPEAL PERIOD 

 
Public notification consisted of publishing a legal notice in the local newspaper and 

notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject 
property.  Planning Commission action will be effective after 15 days unless the action 
is appealed to the City Council, in which case the outcome of the application shall be 

determined by the City Council. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 

 
A.  Location Map 

B.  Project Plans 
C.  Project Description Letter 

D.  Planned Development Permit for Menlo Center 
E.  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
F.  Historic Resource Evaluation, dated August 2013, and email dated October 31, 2013 

G.  Correspondence 

 Karen Wandvik, The Tan Group, email from dated January 23, 2014 

 
 
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 

 

None 
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Study Session 

Planning Commission 

January 27, 2014 



Modifications to the Accessory Buildings and Structures 
Regulations and Secondary Dwelling Unit Ordinance 

(Section 16.68.030 and Chapter 16.79) 

PURPOSE: 

 To more clearly define how an accessory building can 
be used 

 To establish regulations that are consistent with the 
use of the building 

 To discourage use of an “accessory building” as a 
“secondary dwelling unit” 

 To encourage the development of secondary dwelling 
units from the outset when new detached buildings 
are proposed 

 
NOTE: The intent of the proposed ordinance amendments would be to not 
render any accessory building/structure as nonconforming as a result of the 
proposed changes. 

 



16.04.110 Building and/or 
structure, accessory 

 

16.04.295 Dwelling unit, 
secondary 

 "Accessory building and/or 
structure" means a subordinate 
building and/or structure, the use 
of which is incidental to that of 
the main building or buildings on 
the same lot or building site; but 
not including any building used for 
living or sleeping quarters.  

 

 Revise the language to clarify 
what is meant by “living”. 

 

 

 A “secondary dwelling unit” means 
a dwelling unit on a residential lot 
which provides complete 
independent living facilities for one 
or more persons, and shall include 
permanent provisions for living, 
sleeping, eating, cooking and 
sanitation independent of the main 
dwelling existing on the residential 
lot.  

 

 Revise the language to clarify what 
is meant by “eating and cooking 
facilities”.  
 
 



Accessory Building/Structure 
Considerations 

Accessory Buildings/Structures 

USE 

  

Should the development regulations differentiate between “habitable” (e.g. home office and recreation room)  and 

“non-habitable” accessory buildings (e.g., garage and shed)?  

  

SIZE 

  

  

Should a maximum square footage be 

established for “habitable” accessory 

buildings? 

  

1) Remain unchanged; maximum of 700 sf or 25% of gross square 

footage of main building (without use permit); regardless of use. 

  

2)    Establish a threshold of 640 sf (equivalent to maximum secondary 

dwelling unit) for all “habitable” buildings; maximum 700 sf or 

25% of gross square footage of main building remains for total 

allowance. 

  

3)   Less than 640 sf. 

MINIMUM YARDS 

(SETBACKS) 

  

  

Should the side and rear yard requirement 

be different for “habitable” accessory 

buildings or portions thereof? 

1) Remain unchanged; 3 feet for rear and side yards; 5 feet adjacent 

to alley; corner lot – determined by adjacent lot. 

  

2) Same as secondary dwelling unit 

  

3)   Same as main dwelling unit. 

  



MINIMUM YARD REQUIREMENTS  
 
For “habitable” accessory buildings, 
establish the side and rear setbacks the 
same as detached secondary dwelling units 
requirements 
 
Front:  Accessory buildings must be located 
on the rear half of the lot, which is 
different from a secondary dwelling unit, 
which follows the main dwelling unit front 
setback 
 
Side (interior and corner)*: Varies; 
established by the minimum yard 
requirement for the main dwelling unit 
established by the zoning district 
 
Rear*: 10 feet 
 
* Interior and rear yards may be reduced to 
5 feet, subject to written approval of the 
owner(s) of the contiguous property 
abutting the portion of the encroaching 
structure. 



Accessory Building/Structure 
Considerations 

 

Use/Function 
 

Should the number of 
plumbing fixtures be limited in 
accessory buildings? 

1) Remain unchanged; no 
limitation. 

2) Establish maximum 
number of fixtures and/ 
or types of fixtures 

3) Prohibit showers 

 



Accessory Buildings and Secondary 
Dwelling Units Considerations 

 
 

Daylight Plane and 
Wall Height 

 

Should wall height and daylight 
plane requirements be modified 
to allow for varying roof 
structures and flexibility in 
building design? 

1) Remain unchanged; 9 ft. wall 
height, 14 ft. overall height 
(accessory buildings/structures), 
17 ft. (secondary dwelling unit); 
clarify that single-story daylight 
plane is applied for both accessory 
buildings/structures and 
secondary dwelling units. 

 

2) Replace the single-story daylight 
plane requirement with a new 
daylight plane requirement for 
accessory building/structure and 
secondary dwelling units. 

 



Wall Height and Daylight Plane 
Existing  Proposed 

 Wall Height: 9 ft., except height 
may be increased to 
accommodate flood zone 
requirements for secondary 
dwelling units 
 

 Overall Height – 14 ft. for 
accessory buildings/structures and 
17 ft. for secondary dwelling units 
 

 Daylight Plane – Single-story 
daylight plane applied (need to 
make explicit in code) 
 

 
 

 Eliminate 9 ft. wall height. 

 

 Maintain 14 ft. and 17 ft. overall 
height 

 

 Reduce the vertical height of the 
existing daylight plane from 12 ft., 
6 in. to 9 ft. above the grade at the 
setback line; maintain slope 
inwards at 45 degree angle 

 



Use of Daylight Plane to Establish  
Building Envelope  

Wall Height: Maximum 9 ft. at required yard (varies; 3 ft. for accessory 
buildings/structures and zoning district requirement for main dwelling for 
secondary dwelling units); wall height may increase as setback from 
required yard increases. 
 
Overall Height:  Remains unchanged. 
 
Intrusions into the Daylight Plane:  None Permitted 
 
Dormers and other features:  Should there be limitations on such 
features as dormers? 
 
 



Examples of Accessory 
Building/Structures and Secondary 

Dwelling Unit Design 

3 ft. setback shown for accessory buildings, not secondary dwelling units, which have an increased setback  



Daylight Plane 

 Gable-end roof 
encroachment 
would not be 
permitted 

 An increase in the 
building setback 
would result in 
daylight plane 
compliance 

 



Daylight Plane 



Additional Clarifications and Modifications 
to Accessory Building/Structure Ordinance 
 Differentiate between accessory buildings (garage, shed, 

recreation room) and accessory structures (arbors, built-in 
kitchens, play structures, etc.) 

 Allow accessory structures to be located within the front 
half of the lot if located outside of required front and side 
yard requirements 

 Remove requirement for a 10-foot separation from any 
dwelling on the subject lot or adjacent lot for accessory 
structures only 

 Regulate detached garage entrances similar to attached 
garage entrances; which require a minimum 20-foot 
setback to accommodate a car length 



Proposed 
Location of 
Accessory 
Structures 



Detached Garage/Carport Setback 



Additional Clarifications and Modifications 
to Accessory Building/Structure Ordinance 
 Clarify that floor area is determined on a structure-by-

structure basis, not by whether the main dwelling unit is 
single-story or two-story. 

 Clarify that basements under accessory buildings are 
included in the maximum allowed accessory 
building/structure square footage, but not towards the 
maximum Floor Area Limit (FAL). 

 Clarify that detached  garages providing required parking 
can be located consistent with accessory building 
regulations. 

 Other considerations: trash enclosures, pool equipment. 

 



Clarifications and Modifications to 
Secondary Dwelling Unit Ordinance 

 Reduction in minimum lot size: 5,750 sf 

 

 Clarify tandem parking may include a 
single-car driveway leading to a two-car 
garage 

 

 Clarify in “tenancy” that either the main 
dwelling or secondary dwelling unit 
shall be occupied by the property owner 
when both units are occupied 



Secondary Dwelling Unit Conversion 
 
 

Unit Size 
 

Should a maximum square 
footage be established as part 
of this conversion process? 

1)  Allow accessory buildings up 
to 640 sf to be converted, per 
maximum size of secondary 
dwelling units 

 
2) Comply with existing 

accessory building/structure 
maximum square footage, 
700 sf or 25% of gross square 
footage of main building, 
whichever is greater 
 

3) Establish new square footage 
maximum. 



Secondary Dwelling Unit Conversion 

 
Minimum Yards (Setbacks) 

 
Should side and rear yards be 
established for converted 
accessory buildings? 

1) Maintain current 
accessory building 
requirements. 

 

2) Comply with the 
secondary dwelling unit 
minimum yard 
requirements 

 

3) No established yard 
requirements (less than 3 
ft.) 



Secondary Dwelling Unit Conversion 

 

Process 

 

Should the conversion of a 
legally permitted and 
constructed accessory building 
into a secondary dwelling unit 
be subject to a discretionary 
process? 

1) No discretionary review, 
subject to meeting certain 
criteria. (Notice of building 
permit application only) 

 

2) Administrative Permit 
(noticed, discretionary 
review by Community 
Development Director, and 
appealable to PC) 

 

3) Use Permit (current 
process) 



Recommended Meeting Procedures 
 

 Staff Presentation 

 Public Comment 

 Commission Questions of Staff  

 Commission Discussion  
 Confirm purpose of proposed ordinance 

amendments 

 Specific feedback: 1) plumbing fixture limitations and 
2) conversion process 

 Any other feedback 



 
Next Steps – Tentative Dates 

  

 Steering Committee Meeting (February 27) 

 Housing Commission (March 5) 

 Planning Commission (March 17) 

 City Council (April 1 and 29) 
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MEMORANDUM 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
DATE: January 27, 2014 
 
TO:  Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Deanna Chow, Senior Planner 

Community Development Department 
 
RE:  Agenda Item F1: Study Session on Proposed Revisions to the 

Secondary Dwelling Unit and Accessory Building/Structure 
Regulations of the Zoning Ordinance 

 

 

On November 18, 2013, staff presented the Planning Commission with an 
overview of the Preliminary Draft Housing Element (2015-2023) and Housing 
Implementation Programs.  The meeting provided the Planning Commission the 
opportunity to review and comment on these items prior to submitting the Draft 
Housing Element to the State Department of Housing and Community 
Development (HCD) for a 60-day review period.  This review was conducted with 
the understanding that staff would further refine and/or craft final ordinances for 
consideration and action in the Spring 2014. 
 
One of the implementation items that was discussed was modifications to the 
existing secondary dwelling unit ordinance to allow for the conversion of legally 
permitted and constructed accessory buildings (meeting certain criteria) into 
secondary dwelling units while simultaneously amending the accessory 
building/structure language to more clearly distinguish how the structure could be 
used.  The preliminary concept included prohibiting living areas without an 
increased setback and to limit the number and/or type of plumbing fixtures within 
an accessory building/structure. This would likely make the conversion of an 
accessory structure into a living unit more difficult, which could then encourage 
the development of legal secondary dwelling units from the outset.  That said, the 
intent of the ordinance amendment would be to not render any accessory 
structure as nonconforming as a result of these changes.  
 
Attachment A includes the summary chart of regulations for both the secondary 
dwelling unit and accessory building/structure, along with the recommended 
modifications to each section that was previously distributed to the Commission 
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on November 18.  Staff will use this chart as a basis for the Planning 
Commission’s discussion at the study session. At the meeting, staff will present 
each of the concepts in more detail.  The study session is intended to serve as a 
check-in to see if staff is headed in the right direction with the revisions.  In 
addition, the meeting is an opportunity for members of the public and 
Commission to provide feedback on the refinements before staff formally 
presents the ordinance amendments to the Planning Commission in March and 
the City Council in April 2014.  
 
 
ATTACHMENT 
 
A. Summary Chart Comparing Regulations for Secondary Dwelling Units and 

Accessory Buildings/Structures 



 

 
Secondary Dwelling Unit 

 
Detached Accessory Buildings/ 

Structures  

Existing Proposed  Existing Proposed 

Definition 

16.04.295  Dwelling unit, 
secondary.  A “secondary 
dwelling unit” means a 
dwelling unit on a 
residential lot which 
provides complete 
independent living 
facilities for one or more 
persons, and shall include 
permanent provisions for 
living, sleeping, eating, 
cooking and sanitation 
independent of the main 
dwelling existing on the 
residential lot. 

Revisit application of 
provisions for cooking. 

16.04.110  Building and/or 
structure, accessory.  "Accessory 
building and/or structure" means 
a subordinate building and/or 
structure, the use of which is 
incidental to that of the main 
building or buildings on the same 
lot or building site; but not 
including any building used for 
living or sleeping quarters. 

 

Revisit application of living or 
sleeping quarters. 

Minimum Lot Area 6,000 sf 5, 750 sf N/A N/A 

Minimum Lot 
Width/Depth 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 
Minimum 

Yard 

Front 20 ft. No Change   
Varies, must be on rear half of the 

lot, except for R-4-S  
No Change  

Rear 

20 ft. (attached); 
10 ft. (detached); 

5 ft. (detached, with 
contiguous property 

owner approval) 

Maintain setbacks for new 
secondary dwelling unit, but  
provide the flexibility for a 

reduced setback for an 
existing structure that was 
permitted as an accessory 

building/structure and 
constructed prior to spring 

2014 (effective date of 
ordinance amendment) 

3 ft.  (5 ft. from an alley) 

3 ft. (for a garage, shed or other 
non-habitable space); 5 ft. (from 
all alley for garage, shed or other 

non-habitable space) 
10 ft. (for the portion of a building 
containing habitable space); may 

be reduced to 5 ft. with 
contiguous neighbor approval 

Secondary Dwelling Unit and Accessory Building/Structure Comparison Summary 



 

 
Secondary Dwelling Unit 

 
Detached Accessory Buildings/ 

Structures  

Existing Proposed  Existing Proposed 

Side, 
Interior 

Dependent on zoning 
district (attached and 

detached); 
5 ft. (detached, with 
contiguous property 

owner approval; in the R-
1-U (LM) district, it can 

be reduced to 3 ft.) 

Maintain setbacks for new 
secondary dwelling unit, but  
provide the flexibility for a 

reduced setback for an 
existing structure that was 
permitted as an accessory 

building/structure and 
constructed prior to spring 

2014 (effective date of 
ordinance amendment) 

3 ft.  (5 ft. from an alley) 

3 ft. (for a garage, shed or other 
non-habitable space); 5 ft. (from 
all alley for garage, shed or other 

non-habitable space) 
10 ft. (for the portion of a building 
containing habitable space); may 

be reduced to 5 ft. with 
contiguous neighbor approval 

Side, 
Corner 

12 or 15 ft., depending 
on zoning district 

(attached and detached) 
No Change 

Varies; cannot project beyond 
required setback on adjacent lot 

No Change 

Distance Between 
Buildings  

N/A N/A 
10 ft. from any dwelling on the 

existing or adjacent lot 
No change 

Garage/Carport 
Entrances 

20 ft., when fronting any 
lot line  

20 ft., when fronting any lot 
line 

N/A 20 ft., when fronting any lot line 

Height 

9 ft. (wall), unless when 
located in a flood zone 

the wall height can 
increase proportionally 

to the minimum needed 
to meet the flood zone 

requirements; 
17 ft. (overall height) 

No change, except add 
clarifying language to 
address a variety of 

architectural/roof designs, 
which may lead to portions 
of a wall to be taller than 9 

ft. in height 

9 ft. (wall); 
14 ft. (overall height) 

No change, except add clarifying 
language to address a variety of 

architectural/roof designs, which 
may lead to portions of a wall to 

be taller than 9 ft. in height 

Density 1 unit No Change N/A N/A 

Secondary Dwelling Unit and Accessory Building/Structure Comparison Summary 



 

 
Secondary Dwelling Unit 

 
Detached Accessory Buildings/ 

Structures  

Existing Proposed  Existing Proposed 

Unit Size 
640 sf; limited to studio 

or one-bedroom and one 
bathroom 

No change to unit size, 
except allow conversions of 

an accessory 
building/structure in excess 
of 640 square feet that was 
permitted as an accessory 
building and constructed 

prior to spring 2014 
(effective date of ordinance 
amendment) to a secondary 
dwelling unit, without  a use 

permit 

25% of gross square footage of the 
main building or 700 sq. ft., 

whichever is greater; may be 
increased through approval of use 

permit 

Square footage allowance to 
remain except add language to 
limit the number of plumbing 

fixtures to two (e.g. sink, toilet, 
shower)  

Parking 

1 covered or uncovered 
space where the space 
may be provided in the 
following configurations: 

1) in tandem, 
meaning one car 
directly behind 
another car; 

2) within the 
required interior 
side yards; 

3) within the 
required front 
yard if paving 
does not exceed 
500 sq. ft. and a 
minimum 18-inch 
side setback is 
maintained 

No change, except clarify 
that tandem may include a 
driveway leading to a two-

car garage; Required parking 
needs to be met for both 
the main and secondary 

dwelling units 

N/A N/A 

Secondary Dwelling Unit and Accessory Building/Structure Comparison Summary 



 

 
Secondary Dwelling Unit 

 
Detached Accessory Buildings/ 

Structures  

Existing Proposed  Existing Proposed 

Consistency 

Must comply with all 
applicable development 

regulations for the single-
family zoning district and 

building code 
requirements 

No Change N/A N/A 

Aesthetics 

Colors, materials, 
textures and architecture 

similar to the main 
dwelling  

No Change N/A N/A 

Tenancy 
Property owner shall 

occupy main or 
secondary dwelling unit 

No Change N/A N/A 

 

Secondary Dwelling Unit and Accessory Building/Structure Comparison Summary 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
DATE: February 10, 2014 
 
TO:  Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Deanna Chow, Senior Planner 

Community Development Department 
 
RE:  Agenda Item G1: Information Item Providing Update on the R-

4-S Zoning District Compliance Review and Application of 
State Density Bonus Law for the Anton Menlo Development at 
3639 Haven Avenue 

 
 

This item is an information item only.  No action or discussion is required by the 
Planning Commission. The proposed changes discussed in this memo are 
intended to be approved by the Community Development Director as part of a 
revised R-4-S compliance review and State Density Bonus determination for a 
project at 3639 Haven Avenue.  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On October 7, 2013, the Planning commission conducted a study session as part 
of the R-4-S (High Density Residential, Special) compliance review process for a 
393-unit, multi-family residential development located at 3605-3639 Haven 
Avenue (herein referenced as 3639 Haven Avenue).  The full staff report and 
minutes are included as links at the bottom of this report. The purpose of the 
study session was to review the architectural design of the proposed residential 
development relative to the development regulations and design standards of the 
R-4-S zoning district, and provide an opportunity for the Commission and 
members of the public to provide feedback on the proposal’s compliance with the 
R-4-S regulations and the application of State Density Bonus Law.  In addition to 
the affordable units resulting from the application of State Density Bonus Law, 
the project also accommodates Facebook’s Below Market Rate (BMR) obligation 
to provide 15 affordable residential units established as part of the City’s 
approval of the Facebook West Campus. These units did not count towards any 
calculation for applying State Density Bonus Law.  The Planning Commission’s 
review was advisory only, but was taken into consideration as part of the 
Community Development Director’s determination of compliance with the R-4-S 
development regulations and design standards.   
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On November 20, 2013, the Community Development Director issued a letter 
regarding the State Density Bonus determination and R-4-S compliance review 
for 3639 Haven Avenue.  The City determined that the proposed residential 
development was in compliance with the R-4-S district requirements, subject to 
conditions of approval.  In addition, the City deemed that the requested 
incentives and waivers meet the thresholds of State Density Bonus Law and 
were necessary to make the 38 affordable units (low income) economically 
feasible and to make the construction of the project physically possible.  The 
building permits for the project are currently under review. 
 
PROPOSED REVISIONS 
 
After further consideration of the financial feasibility of the project, St. Anton has 
reevaluated the number of affordable units and the affordability level that the 
project could bear. On January 15, 2014, St. Anton requested a modification to 
the application of State Density Bonus Law for the proposed project. The 
purpose of State Density Bonus is to encourage the development of affordable 
residential units in exchange for a density beyond what would be allowed under 
applicable zoning as well as to provide incentives and/or waivers of development 
standards to make the housing development feasible.  The following table 
compares the approved and proposed development. 
 

 Approved Project Revised Proposal 

Total Number of Dwelling 
Units 393 units 394 units 

Total Number of Market 
Rate Units 340 units 357 

Total Number of 
Affordable Units 

Application 
of State 
Density 

Bonus Law 

38 

Application 
of State 
Density 

Bonus Law 

22 

City BMR 
Obligation  15 City BMR 

Obligation  15 

Affordability Level 

Application 
of State 
Density 

Bonus Law 

Low 
Income 

Application 
of State 
Density 

Bonus Law 

Very Low 
Income 

City BMR 
Obligation  

Low 
Income 

City BMR 
Obligation  

Low 
Income 

Incentives and Waivers 
Incentives 1 Incentives 1 
Waivers 5 Waivers 5 

 



3 

 

The proposed request includes a reduction in the number of affordable units from 
38 to 22, and also a change in the targeted income category from low-income to 
very low-income.  Given the selected affordability level and the percentage of 
very low income units in the proposal, the applicant is entitled to a 25 percent 
density bonus per State Density Bonus Law (Government Code Section 65915).  
This proposal results in a greater density bonus than what was previously 
permitted (23 percent), and would now allow a maximum of 399 units.  The 
applicant proposes to utilize the increased density bonus and construct 394 
dwelling units instead of 393 per the maximum previously permitted.  
 
Although the proposal includes changes to the affordability component of the 
project and the total number of units, the proposed physical development would 
substantially remain the same as what the Planning Commission reviewed on 
October 7 because the plans, at that time, included a development of 394 units 
(a condition of approval would have reduced the total number to 393 units).  Staff 
would note that minor adjustments may be required to account for engineering or 
building code requirements, but the overall look and feel of the project would 
remain. The approved and proposed project includes the use of one incentive 
and five waivers per State Density Bonus.  Because the proposed density bonus 
is greater than what was previously permitted and the project remains essentially 
the same, staff believes that the proposed project would continue to meet the 
thresholds of the density bonus equivalent and other basis used to support the 
incentives and waivers. Although the total number of affordable units would be 
reduced, the City would benefit by fulfilling a portion of its requirement to provide 
very low-income housing units. These units are difficult to achieve, particularly in 
combination with market rate units.  A revised Affordable Housing Agreement is 
being prepared to reflect the proposed modifications.  
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
A. Staff Report from the October 7, 2013 Planning Commission Meeting. 
B. Excerpt Minutes from the October 7, 2013 Planning Commission Meeting.  
C. Compliance Review and State Density Bonus Determination Letter, dated 

November 20, 2013  
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PLANNING COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETING OF OTOBER 7, 2013 

AGENDA ITEM E1 
 

LOCATION: 3605-3639 Haven 
Avenue 
 

APPLICANT 
AND OWNER: 

Anton Menlo, LLC 

EXISTING USE: Warehousing, Light 
Industrial, Vacant 
 

  

PROPOSED USE Multi-Family Residential 
Apartment Complex 
with Associated 
Resident-Serving On-
Site Amenities 
 

APPLICATION: Study Session for 
Compliance with the 
R-4-S Design 
Standards and 
Guidelines  

ZONING: 
 
 
 

R-4-S (AHO) – High Density  
Residential, Special  
(Affordable Housing Overlay)  
 

PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting a study session as part of the R-4-S compliance review 
process for a 393 unit, multi-family residential development located at 3605-3639 Haven 
Avenue. The purpose of the study session is to review the architectural design of the 
proposed residential development relative to the design standards and design guidelines 
of the R-4-S (High Density Residential, Special) zoning district. The proposal includes 
application of State Density Bonus Law, which provides a density bonus for providing on-
site affordable units and allows modifications to development standards and/or 
architectural requirements.  
 
The study session will provide the Planning Commission and members of the public an 
opportunity to provide feedback on the proposal’s compliance with the R-4-S design 
standards, which are mandatory (unless a modification is requested) as well as the design 
guidelines, which serve to encourage features and principles of good design, but are more 
qualitative in nature and are not mandatory.  The Planning Commission's review is 
advisory only and will be taken into consideration as part of the Community Development 
Director's determination of whether the proposal is in compliance with the R-4-S 
development regulations and design standards. 
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Following the study session, the applicant and staff will take into consideration the 
comments provided by the Planning Commission and members of the public, and the 
plans may be adjusted to address comments.  Unless there are substantial changes to the 
architectural design of the building, the plans would not return to the Planning Commission 
for additional review.  The determination of the Community Development Director is final 
and not subject to appeal.  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On May 21, 2013, the City Council adopted the Housing Element of the City’s General 
Plan for the planning period between 2007-2014. To implement the Housing Element and 
create housing opportunities for all income levels, the City Council also adopted a new 
residential zoning district called R-4-S (High Density Residential – Special), a new overlay 
zoning district called Affordable Housing Overlay (AHO) and an ordinance implementing 
State Density Bonus Law. In addition, the Council rezoned four sites with the new R-4-S 
zoning designation, with three of the sites having the AHO district. The subject property of 
this staff report is located within one of the R-4-S (AHO) zoned areas.  
 
The R-4-S zoning district includes development regulations as well as design standards 
specific to the zoning district. Multiple family dwelling units are permitted uses and not 
subject to discretionary review if all of the development regulations and design standards 
are met. Instead, the project is reviewed for compliance and a determination is made by 
the Community Development Director or his/her designee. As indicated previously, the 
purpose of the October 7 study session is to provide the Planning Commission and 
members of the public a forum to provide input prior to the compliance determination.   
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Site Location 
 
The subject site is 9.69 acres and located on parcels previously addressed 3605-3639 
Haven Avenue. On September 10, 2013, the former six parcels were merged into one 
legal lot.  The applicant wishes to address the site 3639 Haven Avenue. The site is a 
portion of a larger 15.5-acre area rezoned R-4-S (AHO) on Haven Avenue.  
 
Haven Avenue begins at the intersection of Bayfront Expressway and Marsh Road, near 
the entrance to Bedwell Bayfront Park and connects to East Bayshore Road in Redwood 
City.  The subject site is comprised of light industrial and warehousing type uses, as well 
as vacant land that has been used for outside storage.  The uses reflect the greater area, 
which has historically been occupied by both office and industrial uses.  The predominant 
zoning designation is M-2 (General Industrial).  The subject site is surrounded by industrial 
uses to the west (zoned M-2), the Atherton Channel and salt flats to the north, industrial 
uses to the east (zoned R-4-S) and various industrial and commercial uses, including the 
Porsche dealership, located south across Haven Avenue.  The parcels on the south side 
of Haven Avenue are located with the City of Redwood City.  
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Project Description 
 
The proposed project is comprised of a 393 unit, multi-family residential development, 
consisting of studio, one-, two-, and three-bedroom apartments, approximately 11,000 
square feet of resident amenity space and management offices, and a variety of common 
open spaces, including a rooftop terrace, pool and spa, dog park, and entertainment 
courtyard with an outdoor kitchen and dining. Below is a summary of the mix of unit types 
and the range of square footages. 
 

Plan Summary 

 No. of Units Square 
Footage Range 

Studio 35 563 sf 
One Bedroom 208 659-878 sf 
Two Bedroom 138 935-1,243 sf 

Three Bedroom 12 1,549 sf 
 
As part of the project, the applicant is proposing to apply the City’s local State Density 
Bonus ordinance (Chapter 16.97 of the Zoning Ordinance) in order to receive a density 
bonus and modifications to the existing regulations and standards in exchange for the 
creation of 38 affordable, on-site units dedicated for low income households. Low-income 
is defined as 80 percent of area median income.  In San Mateo County, the 2013 median 
income for a four person family is $103,000 and therefore, a low income household of four 
persons earns $82,400 per year. 
 
Recently, St. Anton, Facebook, and the City entered into agreements whereby the 
proposed project would accommodate Facebook’s Below Market Rate (BMR) obligation to 
provide 15 affordable residential established as part of the City’s approval of the Facebook 
West Campus. These 15 units would not count towards any calculation for applying State 
Density Bonus law, and would be in addition to the applicant’s proposed 38 affordable 
units. The table below summarizes the number of affordable and market rate units. 
 

 No. of Units 
Market Rate   
      At. Anton 340 
Affordable Units  
      St. Anton 38 
      Facebook BMR Units 15 
TOTAL 393 

 
Although the proposal is requesting modifications to the regulations and standards through 
the use of State Density Bonus law, the granting of a density bonus or incentive(s) shall 
not be interpreted in and of itself to require a general plan amendment, zoning change or 
other discretionary approval.  Therefore, the proposed project is still not subject to a 
discretionary review process. A summary of the application of State Density Bonus law 
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and the requested incentive and waivers is provided in the State Density Bonus section 
below for reference.  
 
Site Layout and Design 
 
Proposed Structures 
 
The development includes three buildings (A, B, and C on the plans) containing the 
residential units and one ancillary pool building for equipment, storage and restrooms.  
Two of the buildings are situated along the Haven Avenue frontage and flank the main 
pedestrian and vehicular entrance into the project site while the third building is located at 
the rear of the site.  Two of the buildings (B and C) are configured with double- loaded, 
four story wood framing while Building A is considered a four story wood frame building 
wrapped around a three level concrete parking structure. All of the buildings share the 
same contemporary architectural influence and exterior materials, such as stucco, wood 
like siding, metal railing balconies, and simulated divided light windows.  
 
Building A contains the resident amenities space, which could include a concierge center, 
coffee shop, business office, “Grab and Go”, sports lounge, bike shop, pet spa and gym 
facilities. The storefronts are centered on the entry courtyard.  The amenities are available 
to residents and their guests only.  Members of the general public could be permitted to 
use the amenities through approval of a use permit for ancillary neighborhood serving 
uses as part of a mixed-use development by the Planning Commission at a future point in 
time.   
 
Parking and Site Circulation 
 
The project layout contains three vehicular access points from Haven Avenue.  The main 
access point is located generally in the center of the project site.  A secondary access 
point is located along the eastern edge of the property boundary, and is an access 
easement shared with the adjacent properties located at 3641 and 3645 Haven Avenue.  
Finally, the site provides a third access point at the western edge of the property, but this 
driveway is gated and would be used only for emergency vehicle access.  
 
The R-4-S zoning district has established required parking based on the number of 
bedroom units.  The project contains 691 parking spaces where 647 are required (a 
surplus of 44 spaces), and includes a mix of structured parking, individual tuck-under 
garages, covered parking as well as uncovered parking spaces throughout the site. The 
proposed project will also meet the requirements for electric vehicle parking and 
residential and guest bicycle parking, specific to the R-4-S zoning district.  
Open Space and Outdoor Common Areas 
 
The proposed project consists of a well-developed landscape plan that incorporates a 
generous planting palette, including approximately 400 new trees.  The trees would serve 
as screening along the property perimeter as well as be situated within the parking lot, 
along the Haven Avenue frontage and internal pathways as well as within common open 
space areas.   
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The landscaping plan also includes a variety of outdoor amenities areas spread 
throughout the site which provides both convenient and central access from each of the 
buildings. The proposed project meets both the landscaping requirement as well as 
common open space requirements without any modifications to the development 
regulations and design standards.  
  
Compliance Review 
 

Attachment B provides a detailed set of plans, but minor clean up of some items for 
internal consistency is still needed.  Based on staff’s initial review of the plans, much of the 
project complies with the R-4-S requirements.  Attachment D contains a checklist of all of 
the R-4-S development regulations and design standards and summarizes the project’s 
compliance with each requirement.  However, the applicant is requesting modifications to 
six of the requirements 
 

Application of State Density Bonus Ordinance 
 
The applicant is requesting the use of the City’s State Density Bonus ordinance to 
construct its proposed 393 unit, multi-family residential development.  The City of Menlo 
Park’s adopted local State Density Bonus ordinance is predominantly based on California 
State Density Bonus Law (Government Code 65915). The purpose of State Density Bonus 
Law is to encourage the development of affordable residential units in exchange for a 
density beyond what would be allowed under applicable zoning as well as to provide 
incentives and/or waivers of development standards to make the housing development 
feasible.  Per Section 16.97.040 of the Zoning Ordinance, the application of the State 
Density Bonus shall be processed in conjunction with the underlying application.  
Therefore, the granting of a density bonus, incentive(s) and/or waiver(s) pursuant to State 
Density Bonus Law is subject to a determination by the Community Development Director 
and is final.  
 
The R-4-S (High Density Residential, Special) district has a maximum density of 30 
dwelling units per acre.  Per the City’s State Density Bonus ordinance, a project may be 
eligible for a 10 percent increase in the base density if at least 50 percent of the required 
parking is located within a parking structure. The project provides 52.8 percent of the 
required parking spaces within a parking structure, which allows the base density to 
increase to 33 du/ac or 319 units on the 9.69 acre site.  The applicant proposes to include 
38 units at the low income level, which is 12 percent of the total number of units.  Given 
the selected affordability level and the proposed percentage of low-income units in the 
project, the applicant is entitled to a 23 percent density bonus per State Density Bonus 
Law (Section 65915 (f)).  The resulting number of dwelling units is 393 or approximately 
40 du/ac.  
 
In addition, the proposed project shall be granted one incentive because at least 10 
percent of the total number of units would be dedicated for low income households.   An 
incentive can include a reduction in site development standards, a modification of zoning 
code requirements or architectural requirements, or waiver of a fee that results in 
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identifiable, financially sufficient and actual cost reductions.  Under State Density Bonus 
Law, the project is also entitled to waivers, which are modifications to development 
standards to make the project with the increased density physically possible.  To be 
entitled to a requested waiver, the applicant must show that without the waiver, the project 
would be physically impossible to construct.  There is no limit on the number of waivers an 
applicant may request.  
 
Density Bonus Equivalent 
 
The City’s Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing ordinance (Chapter 16.96 of the Zoning 
Ordinance) permits an applicant to increase the floor area ratio by an amount that 
corresponds to the increase in allowable density.  To accommodate the increase in 
density and floor area ratio, the applicant may request exceptions from all development 
regulations (e.g., setbacks, building coverage).  Staff’s historical interpretation of this 
provision is that it is generally reasonable for an applicant to request exceptions in 
accordance with the percentage density bonus granted.  For example, if an applicant is 
receiving a 15 percent density bonus, it is reasonable for the applicant to request an 
equivalent exception, such as a 15 percent reduction in the setback or an increase of 15 
percent in the building coverage. Therefore, staff’s position is that it is reasonable to apply 
the same logic to waivers of development regulations, such as setback and height under 
the City’s State Density Bonus ordinance. Similar logic may not be as easily applied to 
design standards, but staff recognizes that a waiver or waivers of design standards, such 
as façade modulation, may be necessary to either physically construct or make a 
development possible. Generally, a request above the density bonus equivalent would be 
considered a request for an incentive. However, as described below in this report, staff 
believes that there are instances where a waiver above the density bonus equivalent is 
necessary or the proposed project would be physically precluded.  
 
Requested Incentives and Waivers  
 
The applicant is requesting one incentive and five waivers.  For reference, the table below 
summarizes the base requirement per the R-4-S zoning district, the density bonus 
equivalent for each development regulation and design standard the applicant is seeking 
an incentive or waiver from, and the proposed requirement for each of those items. In 
addition, each requested incentive or waiver is described in further detail in its respective 
section below. The highlighted items reflect those regulations or standards where the 
proposal is greater than the density bonus equivalent. For an incentive, the density bonus 
equivalent is not directly applicable. 
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Development 
Regulation/Standard 

Base 
Requirement 

Structured 
Parking 

Adjustment 

Density 
Bonus 

Adjustment 
Project 

  
  R-4-S 10% Bonus 23% Bonus  

Front Setback 
 10 9 6.9 or 

6’10” 2' 5" 

Floor Area Ratio 90% 99.0% 121.8% 118% 

Building Coverage 40% 44.0% 54.1% 45.20% 
Building Height 

 40 44 54.1 or 
54’1” 57' 9" 

Building Profile 
 25 ft. 27.5 33.8 or 

33’ 9” 
Varies*; 

44’6”-51’7” 
Façade Modulations     

 Minor 35 ft. 38.5 47.3 or 
47’4” 38’3” 

 Major 75 ft. 82.5 101.4 or 
101’4” 87' 10" 

 Major – Height 4 ft. N/A N/A 1’10” 

*Requested incentive 

 
Building Profile (Incentive) 
 
The applicant is requesting the elimination of the building profile requirements as the 
incentive.  Starting at a height of 25 feet, a 45-degree building profile shall be set at the 
minimum setback line contiguous with a public right-of-way or single-family zoned 
property.  In this case, the building profile would be applicable to the Haven Avenue 
frontage.  The height of the building along Haven Avenue ranges from 44 feet, six inches 
to 51 feet, seven inches.  The applicant asserts that adherence to the development 
regulation would result in a loss of 28 units from the building.  Relocating the units to one 
of the other two buildings would create the addition of a fifth floor, which would require a 
change in construction type.  This would result in more than a 20 percent increase in the 
project cost and make the project financially infeasible for the applicant.  Even with the 
application of a density bonus equivalent, which results in a building profile height of 33 
feet, 10 inches, 14 units would need to be relocated.  Without the incentive to eliminate 
the building profile, the total number of dwelling units could not be maximized, rendering 
the financial viability of the project to be infeasible.  Accordingly, this qualifies as an 
incentive under the definition in the City’s ordinance and State Law. 
 
Height (Waiver) 
 
The maximum building height in the R-4-S zoning district is 40 feet. With the density 
bonus adjustment, the maximum height could be 57 feet, one inch. As measured to the 
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top of parapets and stair towers, the maximum height would be as tall as 68 feet, one 
inch.  However, with respect to these design elements, the R-4-S design standards 
(16.23.070 (4)(a) and (4)(b)) provide an additional allowance of 4 feet and 14 feet above 
the maximum building height, respectively, for such elements. Because the design 
standards allow for the higher heights for these elements, the proposed heights of these 
design elements are within the allowable range and the applicant is not seeking a waiver 
from these design standards.  
 
The applicant is , however, seeking a waiver to increase the maximum building height to 
57 feet, nine inches to accommodate three residential units above the fitness center in 
Building A.  Building A includes residential living units, project amenity areas, and 
management offices.  The plate height of the amenity component is 19 feet, nine inches, 
which is typical of commercial design.  The subsequent two residential floors above the 
amenity space have been designed to align with the overall Building A’s third and fourth 
floors. The applicant has indicated that the floors throughout the building need to align for 
compliance with ADA accessibility requirements and, therefore, the non-compliant section 
of the building cannot be lowered. To bring the building height within the density bonus 
waiver (a reduction from 57 feet, nine inches to 54 feet, one inch) as calculated in the 
table above, the three units located on the top floor would need to be relocated.  
 
Although the additional height request is minimal with respect to the overall project, staff 
believes that the waiver above the density bonus equivalent is not necessary to physically 
construct the proposed project and the applicant has not provided sufficient justification 
that the project is physically impossible to construct without the additional three feet, eight 
inches for three units. Staff believes that the three units could be relocated elsewhere on 
the project site without compromising the existing site plan or design. One possible 
solution would be to convert a small portion of the proposed approximate 13,000 square 
feet of amenity space or one or more of the 38 tuck-under garage spaces into the 
residential units. Both the amenity areas and tuck under garages are integrated into the 
current design of the building, which could minimize changes to landscaping, open space 
or building coverage.  Given that the interior amenity space has been designed with higher 
ceiling heights, this would be equivalent to two stacked residential units. It is not staff’s 
intent to design the project for the applicant, but in thinking through options, staff believes 
that there are feasible ways for the maximum height to comply with the density bonus 
equivalent height and construct the maximum number of units.  
 
Staff is seeking the Planning Commission’s guidance on whether the height waiver above 
the density bonus equivalent is appropriately termed a waiver, in this case, or it is an 
incentive because the waiver above the density bonus equivalent is not required to 
physically construct the project. 
Façade Modulation (waiver) 
 
Sections 16.23.070 (2)(a1), 2(a2), and 2(a3) of the R-4-S zoning district establishes 
façade modulation and treatment for building facades facing  public rights-of-way or public 
open spaces.  The proposed building facades facing Haven Avenue are subject to this 
requirement.  The applicant is requesting a waiver to exceed the maximum lengths 
established before a minor and major façade modulations are required.  The required 
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modulations would be 35 feet and 75 feet for a minor and major modulation, respectively, 
and 47 feet, four inches and 101 feet, four inches, respectively, as modified for the 
additional density.  In addition, a major modulation should be accompanied by a four foot 
height modulation and a major change in color, building material and/or fenestration 
pattern. In this case, the applicant is requesting a waiver for modulations based on the 
density equivalent increase for the façade modulation.    
 
The proposed building façade of Buildings A and B along Haven Avenue comply with the 
density bonus equivalent standards. Sheet A6.0 of the plans demonstrates how the 
proposed facades meet the adjusted requirement. The applicant states that a waiver is 
required to build functional unit interiors with ADA compliant features. The applicant states 
that the proposed variation allows the project to physically provide the units while still 
developing a unique and varying frontage. Although the modulation is spaced further 
apart, where modulation is provided, the proposed project often exceeds the minimum 
width requirement.  With respect to height modulations, the proposed building provides 
height variation of approximately two feet between various elements, but they do not 
necessarily correspond with the major modulations. However, given the overall articulation 
and use of varying materials on the buildings, staff believes that the intent of the design 
standards are being met with the requested waiver, and without the modifications, the 
functionality of the interior layout of the project is compromised.   
 
Setbacks (Waiver) 
 
The required front setback in the R-4-S zoning district is 10 feet.  The density bonus 
equivalent setback is six feet, 11 inches.  The applicant is requesting a waiver to decrease 
the front setback below the density bonus equivalent. At the closest point to the property 
line along Haven Avenue, the setback would be two feet, eight inches, but this would be 
limited to one or two patios at grade and balconies on subsequent floors above. The 
design standard (16.23.070 (1)(a2) permits a five foot encroachment into the setback area 
for projections such as balconies or bay windows at or above the second floor.  Using the 
density bonus equivalent setback of six feet, 11 inches, all projections at or above the 
second floor would adhere to this requirement.  Although the proposed project does not 
meet the calculated density bonus equivalent setback, there are specific physical 
constraints on the site that make the project physically impossible without the requested 
waiver. The project site is encumbered by a 40 foot PG&E easement for a transmission 
tower and power lines, which bisects the property. In addition, the Haven Avenue property 
line is at a slight angle, which requires a setback greater than 10 feet to orient the two 
buildings on a straight line. The applicant has explored shifting the buildings, but this 
would reduce the number of units, eliminate an accessible path of travel or render the 
site’s secondary ingress/egress infeasible. As a result of these physical constraints on the 
property, staff believes the requested waiver is appropriate based on the overall project 
design and that without the waiver, other components of the project would be impacted 
that would make the project infeasible.   
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Floor Area Ratio (Waiver) 
 
The floor area ratio (FAR) for a development proposed at the maximum density of 30 
du/ac is 90 percent. The applicant is proposing to utilize the density bonuses established 
in State Density Bonus law, which would increase the number of dwelling units from 290 to 
393. The density bonus equivalent FAR would be 121.8 percent. It is rational to assume 
that the creation of additional dwellings would likely require an increase in square footage 
to accommodate units of a similar size without impacting the size or amenities associated 
with the original set of units. The proposed project, including the amenity spaces, would 
have a FAR of approximately 118 percent.  This request is below the calculated density 
bonus equivalent to accommodate the increased density and therefore, the requested 
waiver is needed to physically accommodate the increased density resulting from the 
inclusion of low income units. 
 
Building Coverage (Waiver) 
 
Like FAR, the building coverage percentage is a function of the number of units. It is 
rational to assume that the creation of additional dwellings would likely require an increase 
in the building coverage allowance, assuming other development regulations also remain 
proportionate. The R-4-S zoning district has a maximum building coverage of 40 percent 
and an allowance of 54.1 percent with the density bonus equivalent applied. The applicant 
is proposing a building coverage of approximately 45.2 percent. Because the coverage is 
below the calculated density bonus equivalent, this is a waiver that is necessary to 
accommodate the density bonus units.  
 
Reasons to Deny a Waiver 
 
The City has generally interpreted that a development regulation modified in accordance 
with the density bonus equivalent shall be granted as a waiver.  If the waiver is within the 
calculated density bonus equivalent, per Government Code Section 65915, the City shall 
grant the requested development waiver by the applicant, unless it can find that the waiver 
would have either of the following: 
 

1. The waiver would have a specific adverse impact, as defined in Government 
Code Section 65589.5(d)(2), upon public health and safety or the physical 
environment or on any real property listed in the California Register of Historical 
Places. 

2. The waiver would be contrary to federal or state law. (65915(d)(1) 
 

If, however, the requested waiver is above the density bonus equivalent and the applicant 
has not provided evidence to indicate the waiver is necessary for the project to be 
physically possible to construct, the waiver can be denied.  For example, with respect to 
the setback, the waiver is above the calculated minimum setback, but physical constraints 
(easement and property shape) require further modification to make the project physically 
possible to construct.  However, with respect to the height, the requested waiver is greater 
than the calculated density bonus equivalent and without other evidence does not appear 
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to be necessary to physically construct the project.  As a result, the waiver could be 
denied.  As the increased height may be more appropriately termed an incentive, the 
applicant could seek a second incentive through a discretionary process or reduce the 
maximum height (not including parapets and stair towers) to 54 feet, 1inch. 
 
Because the applicant desires to move forward with requesting the height increase as a 
waiver, staff is requesting that the Planning Commission provide guidance on whether the 
requested waiver above the density bonus equivalent height of 54 feet, one inch is 
necessary for the physical construction of the project 
 
Correspondence 
 
Staff has not received any correspondence regarding the proposed project.  
 
Planning Commission Review 
 
The purpose of the study session is to receive input on the proposal’s compliance relative 
to the R-4-S design standards and guidelines.  
 
The Commission may wish to discuss the following topics: 
 

 The proposed architectural design and exterior materials of the building.  
 The appropriateness of the proposed site layout and building orientation. 
 Any additional items that the Planning Commission believes do not meet either the 

development regulation or design standard.  
 Any additional information that the Planning Commission would like the applicant to 

consider as part of their proposal. 
 
The Commission may also wish to comment on the following: 
 

 The design aspects with respect to the requested incentive to eliminate the building 
profile. 

 The design aspects with respect to the requested waivers for height, façade and 
height modulations, setbacks, floor area ratio and building coverage.  

 
At the meeting, no formal action will be taken by the Planning Commission. The Planning 
Commission's review is advisory only and will be taken into consideration as part of the 
Community Development Director's compliance determination.  
 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
The proposed project was analyzed in the Housing Element Update, General Plan 
Consistency Update, and Zoning Ordinance Amendments Environmental Assessment, 
certified by the City Council on May 21, 2013. Because the compliance review process is a 
non-discretionary process, ministerial items are exempt from the requirements of the 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 





















































































































































































   

 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION EXCERPT MINUTES 
 

Regular Meeting 
October 7, 2013 at 7:00 p.m. 

City Council Chambers 
701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA  94025 

 

CALL TO ORDER – 7:03 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL – Bressler (arrived 7:05 p.m.), Eiref (Vice Chair - absent), Ferrick, 
Kadvany (Chair), Onken, Riggs, Strehl 
 
INTRODUCTION OF STAFF – Deanna Chow, Senior Planner; Rachel Grossman, 
Associate Planner; Arlinda Heineck, Community Development Director; Kyle Perata, 
Assistant Planner; Leigh Prince, City Attorney; Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner 
 
E. STUDY SESSION ITEM 
 
E1. Study Session for Compliance Review/St. Anton Partners/3605-3639 Haven 

Avenue:  Study session to review the architectural design of a 393 unit, multi-
family residential development relative to the design standards and design 
guidelines of the R-4-S (AHO) (High Density Residential, Special – Affordable 
Housing Overlay) zoning district. The Planning Commission's review is advisory 
only and will be taken into consideration as part of the Community Development 
Director's determination of whether the proposal is in compliance with the R-4-S 
development regulations and design standards.  The proposal includes application 
of State Density Bonus Law, which provides a density bonus for providing on-site 
affordable units and allows modifications to development standards and/or 
architectural requirements.  

  
Staff Comment:  Planner Chow said this was an opportunity for the Commission and 
public to provide feedback on the proposed project’s compliance with the District R-4-S 
guidelines.  She said the Planning Commission's review was advisory only and would 
be taken into consideration as part of the Community Development Director's 
determination of whether the proposal was in compliance with the R-4-S development 
regulations and design standards.  She said the determination of the Community 
Development Director was final and not subject to appeal. She noted a colors and 
materials board had been distributed for the Commission’s review.  She restated the 
proposed outline shown on page 12 of the staff report for conducting the meeting:   
 

 Project Presentation by Applicant 
 Commission Questions on Project Proposal  
 Public Comment on Project Proposal 

http://content.govdelivery.com/attachments/topic_files/CAMENLO/CAMENLO_92/2013/10/03/file_attachments/242729/100713_3639%2BHaven%2BAvenue%2B%2528St.%2BAnton%2529_compliance%2Breview2__242729.pdf
http://content.govdelivery.com/attachments/topic_files/CAMENLO/CAMENLO_92/2013/10/03/file_attachments/242729/100713_3639%2BHaven%2BAvenue%2B%2528St.%2BAnton%2529_compliance%2Breview2__242729.pdf
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 Commission Comments on Project Proposal  
 
Public Comment:  Mr. Ardie Zahedani, St. Anton Partners, introduced Ms. Rachael 
Green, project manager, Mr. Ben Seeger and Mr. Keith Labus, KTGY Architects, David 
Johnson, community advocate, and Mr. Steve Eggert and Mr. Peter Geremia, co-
founders of St. Anton Partners.  He said the firm develops, builds, and manages 6,500 
apartment buildings all of which were located in California.  He said the housing being 
proposed was in close proximity to Facebook, a major employer, and Menlo Gateway, a 
future potential major employer and noted the community context map.  He said this 
was a 393-unit complex that was well parked and well circulated and provided a number 
of options for open space and amenities.  He noted the wrap parking and also private 
garages and carports.  He said there were 363 parking spaces in the wrap, and that the 
Town Center and area known as the “Backyard” had many amenities.   
 
Ms. Green said onsite amenities would include a coffee café, sports lounge, full club 
room with chef kitchen, convenience store, and bicycle shop.  She said the project 
would have all of the core amenities in one location with intent of creating a sense of 
community and reducing traffic trips.  She said the project design was contemporary 
transitional and had clean lines, modern forms, and warm wood tones.  She said it 
would be consistent with sustainable multi-family green point rated development and 
exceed Title 24 standards.  She said they would use green labeled paints and stains, 
carpets and flooring, and LED energy efficient lighting and recycled building materials.  
She showed the site plan of three buildings located around the open spaces.  She said 
the “Backyard” concept included the swimming pool, spa, bocce ball court, dog park, 
outdoor dining facilities and roof deck, all of which were available for tenants to use for 
private parties.  She noted that the Town Center would offer a location for a shuttle 
pickup and dropoff.  She said the units were studio, one, two and three bedrooms with 
designer interiors.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick asked about the textured stucco on the materials board.  She 
said it was damaged and wondered how well it would weather on the buildings.  Ms. 
Green said the materials were wrapped together and probably rubbed against each 
other.  She said the full stucco would be durable. 
 
Chair Kadvany said the staff report discussed the placement of some units in center 
building and amenities center.  Ms. Green said there were three units located on the 
fourth floor on top of the amenities portion of Building A that exceed the density bonus 
equivalent calculation or alternative onsite height.  She said they needed another four 
feet of height for those units.  She said also it was a flood zone area and the buildings 
would be raised above the flood plane.   
 
Mr. Keith Labus, KTGY Group, said the units had been located in the center so they 
would not impact surrounding sites.  He said they looked at relocating the three units 
without impacting the project adversely but were not able to accomplish that.  Replying 
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to a question from Chair Kadvany, Mr. Labus said one of the units was a one-bedroom 
and two units were two-bedrooms.    
 
Chair Kadvany asked about parking ratios.  Mr. Zahedani said the firm’s experience in 
managing nearly 6,500 apartment buildings has shown them that being slightly over-
parked was a benefit for the community and surrounding areas.  Chair Kadvany said he 
asked as he thought there was a possibility of freeing up area for more open space.  
 
Commissioner Strehl asked if the shuttle service would be provided by employers or the 
complex.  Mr. Zahedani said the infrastructure would be in place and it was master 
planned for others to provide shuttle service.  Commissioner Strehl asked about transit 
through the complex.  Mr. Zahedani said there was a nearby transit stop on Haven 
Avenue outside of the project area.  Commissioner Strehl said each unit had its own 
washer and dryer and asked about water reclamation.  Mr. Zahedani said they have 
energy efficient appliances and were applying green standards.  He said he did not 
have water usage numbers at this time.  Commissioner Strehl asked if they had a 
market analysis of who the tenants would be.  Mr. Zahedani said they had done three 
marketing analyses which had indicated there was a major job/housing imbalance in the 
area.  Commissioner Strehl asked about rental amounts.  Mr. Zahedani said there 
would be 53 units rent restricted to low income and the other units would be market 
rate. 
 
Commissioner Ferrick asked if there were rain collector or gray water collector systems 
planned.  Mr. Zahedani said there were none.  Commissioner Ferrick asked about 
flooding in winter.  Mr. Zahedani said they were raising the platform two to three feet to 
prevent impacts.  
 
Commissioner Riggs suggested they might want to look at collecting and treating the 
washing machine discharge water for landscaping use.  He asked if parking was 
included in the unit lease or if it was unbundled.  Ms. Green said in Building A parking 
was bundled with the unit.  She said elsewhere on the site there was an opportunity to 
rent additional garage or included in the rent was parking available in open carport 
spaces. 
 
Commissioner Bressler asked how the design guidelines informed this project.  Mr. 
Zahedani said that the modulation guidelines forced them to accomplish many more 
undulations on the elevations.   
 
Mr. Steven Bitler, Menlo Park resident, said he was also representing Lantec 
Corporation, located adjacent to this site.  He noted the business had been located 
there 25 years.  He asked if there was some estimate of the timing of the occupancy 
and if that was part of the record. 
 
Chair Kadvany said he thought the target was two years.  Planner Chow indicated the 
target completion date was 2016. 
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Mr. Bitler said every year the streets in the area flood noting a bridge and draining area 
and asked how that would be mitigated for the project.  He said small companies in the 
area can send employees home early if there was flooding.  He said with flooding there 
reached a point when it was no longer possible to drive a car through the water.  He 
said there consideration for mitigation was odor from the landfill at the end of Marsh 
Road, which he said dependent upon the wind might travel in any direction.  He asked 
what the responsibility of the City would be for these issues and their mitigation for 
these new residents of Menlo Park.  He said he did not think flooding and odor impact 
had been considered fully as part of this project development. 
 
Chair Kadvany closed the public comment period. 
 
Commission Comment:  Chair Kadvany asked if staff had any information related to the 
speaker’s questions.  Planner Chow said part of the larger Housing Element 
environmental assessment flooding would have been reviewed under hydrology and 
water quality.  She said the City was looking at doing something with the City of 
Redwood City on the Atherton Channel to address flooding along Haven Avenue.  She 
said in her and City Attorney Prince’s recollection the issue of odors from the landfill had 
not been raised as part of the larger Housing Element environmental assessment.   
 
Commissioner Bressler said that the Commission was only advisory on this project and 
this was being forced upon the City by the State as part of the Housing Element.  He 
said the question was what the City’s liability would be and whether it would be greater 
because of the existing flooding and odor problems. 
 
Ms. Prince, City Attorney, said she did not think the City had additional liability related to 
the speaker’s comments.  She said the environmental impacts and mitigations 
associated with rezoning this site to the R-4-S (AHO) were considered, and now the 
applicant was bringing a project that fit within that zoning.   
 
Chair Kadvany said with people living there that the responsibility might devolve to the 
City. 
 
Commissioner Riggs said he did not think odor would be a problem based on the usual 
wind patterns in the area.  He said flooding was an issue but it was an opportunity for a 
solution to develop between the Cities of Redwood City and Menlo Park.  He said 393 
parking spaces and associated traffic would have impacts on local traffic.  He said he 
had concern with Marsh Road as one of the primary entrances to Menlo Park, and he 
suggested finding out from the City Council if the traffic impacts on Marsh Road were 
prioritized for resolution. 
 
Commissioner Onken said students had presented plans to the Commission that 
connected this area to the rest of Menlo Park, which was not what this proposed 
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development would do.  He said this proposal identified east-west connections but no 
north-south connections.  He asked about traffic studies. 
 
Planner Chow said there had been a traffic analysis as part of the environmental 
assessment and there were some traffic impacts identified as significant and 
unavoidable because much of the right of way was Caltrans owned.  She said some 
identified impacts would be mitigated through Facebook or the Bohannon project if and 
when it moved forward.  She said related to the St. Anton project proposal and other 
projects along Haven Avenue that there will be significant pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements made from Bayfront Park extending along Haven Avenue.  She said they 
would like to include some of the north south connectivity in future planning for the area.   
 
Commissioner Onken said there had been comments that this was a large and 
monotonous design which the architect had responded to with additional modulation.  
He thought perhaps it might be worth considering making the amenity building different 
from the rest of the proposal or making additional modulations.  He said the materials 
indicated it was one coat stucco, which was a very quickly applied, commercially 
favorable product.  He said his concern was with how it would look in 10 to 15 years.  
 
Ms. Green said their company repainted their apartment buildings every 10 to 15 years 
and were very pleased with the aesthetics of the project.  Prompted by Commissioner 
Onken, Ms. Green said they were using vinyl coated windows. 
 
Chair Kadvany said they were looking at getting true simulated divided light windows 
constructed.  Ms. Green said they were looking at the Milgard Monarch product that was 
being manufactured for them.  Commissioner Onken said there were no mullions.  Ms. 
Green said the look of mullions was created by the framing of the windows. 
 
Commissioner Ferrick said she liked the entry area and Town Square area, the variety 
of amenities, and common space area.  She said the buildings were handsome and she 
appreciated the wood trim that warmed the stucco.  She urged them to consider good 
water use and flood protection, water use and reuse. 
 
Commissioner Strehl asked about traffic as the site was isolated and there were no 
grocery stores in the area.  Ms. Green said there was a convenience store that was not 
for regular grocery shopping.  Planner Chow said the amenities were intended for 
residents only and not for members of the public to travel to the site.   
 
Chair Kadvany said he liked the wood trim accents and the window design.  He 
suggested that there might be ways to individuate space, areas, and planes.   
 
Commissioner Riggs asked what they do when the plastic wood trim hazes.  Ms. Green 
said it was not plastic but a recycled material called Resista that had been used in Asia 
for about 30 years.  She said they were able to look at the material in a harbor building 
in Hong Kong where it had been for about 20 years and which still had its original color. 
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Commissioner Riggs said the ratio of benefits did not support the additional height 
requested and asked if there was the potential of a waiver.  Planner Chow said the 
applicant was asking for a waiver.  She said the maximum allowable height was 40 feet, 
the bonus density height was 54-feet one-inch and the applicant was requesting for the 
three units on top of the main amenities building a height of 57-feet nine-inches.  She 
said to grant a waiver it needed to be determined that without the additional height the 
development would be precluded.  She said they were looking at additional information 
from the applicant and guidance from the Commission. 
 
Mr. Zahedani said the site was 9.69 acres, which allowed for 40 units per acre based on 
density bonus and underlying zoning.  He said they worked to spread the project over 
the entire area and the question was where they could put the last three units and have 
the least impact on either the neighbors or freeway.  He said putting the units in the 
center achieved that.  He said they looked at moving them to front on Haven Avenue or 
to remove some open space.  He said there was also a 40-foot easement that bisected 
the project.  He said they found no feasible way of moving those three units without 
detrimentally impacting the project.  Commissioner Riggs asked if the removal of one of 
the two story amenities would make the project infeasible.  Mr. Zahedani said that went 
back to the scope of the project and the need to have amenities on the site to create a 
neighborhood.  He said in that area there was no sense of space and slicing those 
amenities would impact the character of the project. 
 
Commissioner Ferrick said in serving on the Housing Element Steering Committee that 
they had observed the benefits of the site including bay views and proximities to big 
employers as well as the negatives as it was isolated, which was why traffic was a 
major concern.  She said having the amenities onsite would go a long way toward 
making this a viable community and attract other things like a grocery store on another 
site.  She said she did not know if the three units were needed for the project to be 
fiscally feasible but where they were planned would have the least impact.  She said 
being concerned about the flood plane that having the site raised did not bother her.  
She said also this project would have a good impact on schools as Redwood City 
welcomed it.  She said the bicycle and pedestrian improvements were intended to 
address traffic concerns.   
 
Commissioner Onken said this was a very supportable project.  He said regarding the 
three units on top of the amenities building that the project needed the greater height to 
be more dominant than the high voltage transmission line pylon.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick said secured bike parking was provided outside but noted it was 
wise that each unit has a deck with enough space to keep a bicycle stored.   
 
Commissioner Riggs said he would also support greater individuation of the central 
amenities buildings, and was glad the project would be built.   
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Chair Kadvany said there was the potential for different landscaping around the site to 
help with individuation of the site and forms.    
 
In summary, the development was generally well received by the Planning Commission, 
highlighting the overall design, including the site layout with the town square, 
modulation of the buildings, and the use of varied common open spaces and the 
provision of on-site amenities. Members of the Commission also provided feedback for 
consideration, noting the desire for more distinction between buildings and spaces, 
particularly the amenities and common spaces, the potential for conversion of some of 
the additional parking spaces into common open space, and the creation of more visual 
cues with the use of differentiated landscaping. The Commission also commented on 
St. Anton’s request for a waiver for additional height for three units situated on the top of 
the main amenities building. The Commission generally felt that the additional height 
would have the least physical impact to other components of the project and from an 
architectural sense, the height would help avoid monotony and distinguish the amenities 
building. The Planning Commission’s review was advisory only and will be taken into 
consideration as part of the Community Development Director’s determination on 
whether the proposal is in compliance with the R-4-S development regulations and 
design standards.   
 
Chair Kadvany recessed the meeting for a short break. 
 
Chair Kadvany reopened the meeting. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting adjourned at 11:28 p.m. 
 
Staff Liaison:  Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner 
 
Recording Secretary:  Brenda Bennett 
 
Approved by the Planning Commission on November 4, 2013 
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November 20, 2013 
 

Rachel Green 
St. Anton Partners 
1801 I Street, Ste. 200 
Sacramento, CA  95811 
 
Dear Ms. Green: 
 
SUBJECT:  STATE DENSITY BONUS DETERMINATION AND R-4-S COMPLIANCE REVIEW 

FOR 3639 HAVEN AVENUE (ANTON MENLO RESIDENTIAL) 
 
 
The City has conducted its compliance review of the proposed 393-unit residential development 
and associated on-site amenities located at 3639 Haven Avenue. The proposal includes the 
application of the City’s State Density Bonus Ordinance, which provides a density bonus for 
developing on-site affordable units and allows modifications to development standards and/or 
architectural requirements. Concurrent with the compliance review process for the R-4-S zoning 
district, the City reviewed the request for application of the State Density Bonus Ordinance.  
 
On October 7, 2013, the Planning Commission completed its study session on the proposal, 
which is a required step in the R-4-S compliance review process. The City has taken the 
Commission’s comments into consideration, and has determined that the proposed residential 
development is in compliance, subject to conditions outlined below, with the R-4-S zoning 
district requirements and deems that the requested incentive and waivers meet the thresholds 
of the State Density Bonus Law and are necessary to make the proposed 38 affordable units 
(low income) economically feasible and to make the construction of the project physically 
possible.  The conditions of approval are as follows: 
 

1. Removal of extra residential unit:  The proposed design contains 394 residential units 
where the maximum number of dwelling units is 393. Per previous communication on 
this topic, the extra unit must be reconfigured and repurposed in a manner that would 
make the conversion of the space into habitable space practically infeasible (e.g. remove 
windows or reduce the size of the space such that living in the area would be difficult).  
While the extra unit can be combined with an existing unit, it cannot be used separately 
as a model unit.  
 
If this issue has not been addressed as part of the initial building permit submittal, a 
conceptual plan showing how the issue is proposed to be resolved shall be submitted 
within two weeks from issuance of this compliance letter. The conceptual plans shall 
include, at a minimum, the affected floor plans and elevations, along with a detailed 
description of how the proposed change affects other elements of the project. Additional 
plans or information may be needed following the initial review. The conceptual plans 



are subject to review and approval by the Community Development Director or his/her 
designee and the City Attorney before the Planning Division will begin its plan check of 
any building permit associated with the residential buildings, parking or amenity spaces.  
All comments from the applicable reviewing bodies and any modifications to the plans 
needed for the redesign to eliminate the 394th unit shall be addressed and incorporated 
into the building permit resubmittal package before the plans will be accepted for review.  
 

2. Plan Set Consistency:  Per the October 7, 2013 Planning Commission staff report, minor 
clean up items for internal consistency (e.g., consistency between elevations and cross-
sections) within the plan set are needed. As part of the initial building permit submittal, 
please address how the inconsistencies have been resolved.  The consistency review 
will occur concurrently with the building permit plan review, and any discrepancies will 
need to be reconciled.  

 
3. Verification of R-4-S Zoning District Requirements:  All elements of the project will need 

to comply with the R-4-S development regulations and design requirements, with the 
exception of the front setback, floor area ratio, building coverage, building height, 
building profile, and façade modulation which were requested as an incentive and 
waivers as described in the Planning Commission staff report of October 7, 2013.  
Concurrent with the building permit plan review, staff will verify that all components of 
the proposal are in compliance with the R-4-S zoning requirements. 
 

4. Substantial Conformance:  Staff recognizes that changes to the plans will need to occur 
to reflect modifications to address item #1 above, and may need to be refined to address 
building code requirements and/or market trends. The plans submitted for building 
permits should generally be in substantial conformance with the plans submitted to the 
City and presented to the Planning Commission on October 7, 2013. All changes from 
the October 7, 2013 plans shall be documented in a separate letter, and shall indicate 
the reason for the proposed modification (e.g., to comply with building code, product 
unavailability, etc.)  Non-compliance with either a R-4-S development regulation or 
design standard that was not previously noted, or a substantial change in the 
architectural design and/or materials, site layout, unit mix, and/or on-site improvements 
and amenities may warrant a new compliance review process.  
 

5. Affordable Housing Agreement:  A draft Affordable Housing Agreement is currently 
under review.  The Agreement, subject to approval by the St. Anton Partners and 
satisfaction of the City Attorney, shall be executed and recorded at the San Mateo 
County’s Recorder’s Office within 60 days of issuance of this compliance letter.  In no 
instance shall a building permit for the construction of any residential building be issued 
prior to execution of the agreement and documentation of recordation is submitted to the 
City.  
 

6. Mitigation Monitoring:  The proposed project is subject to the Transporation Impact Fee 
(TIF) and continued compliance with the Mitigation Monitoring and Report Program 
(MMRP) established through Resolution No. 6149.  Mitigation measures AQ-1, AQ-2, 
GHG-1, HAZ-1, TR1-g, TR2-W outlined in the enclosed MMRP must continue to be met 
to proceed with issuance of a building permit.  

 
A comprehensive building plan set, including at a minimum, all architectural, structural, 
mechanical, electrical, and plumbing details, shall be submitted for each of the proposed 
buildings for staff’s review and approval.  Revisions to drawings for clarity and/or supplemental 
drawings may be requested to verify the consistency, accuracy and compliance of the proposed 
plans with the R-4-S zoning requirements and previous submittals.  
 



Should you have any questions regarding this letter or requirements of the R-4-S zoning district, 
please do not hesitate to contact Deanna Chow at (650) 330-6733 or dmchow@menlopark.org.  
We look forward to working with you through the building permit review process and 
construction phase. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Arlinda Heineck 
Community Development Director 
 
 
Enclosure:  Mitigation and Monitor Reporting Program 
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