
 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
AGENDA 

 
Regular Meeting 

August 18, 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, Combs, Eiref (Chair), Ferrick, Kadvany, Onken (Vice Chair), Strehl 
 
INTRODUCTION OF STAFF – Deanna Chow, Senior Planner; Arnold Mammarella, Contract 
Planner; Stephen O’Connell, 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. General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC) – City Council – August 19, 2014 
b. Commonwealth Corporate Center – City Council – August 19, 2014 
c. New Planning Staff 

 
B. PUBLIC COMMENTS #1 (Limited to 30 minutes) 

Under “Public Comments #1,” 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 – None 
 
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 July 21, 2014 Planning Commission meeting  (Attachment) 
 
D. PUBLIC HEARING 

 
D1. Use Permit/Chris Spaulding/957 Rose 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 on a substandard lot with regard to lot width and lot area in the 
R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district. As part of the proposal, the following two 
heritage trees are proposed for removal: 17-inch raywood ash located in the front-left yard, 
and a 23-inch saucer magnolia in the left-rear yard.  (Attachment) 

 
D2. Public Utility Easements and Emergency Vehicle Access Easement 

Abandonment/Greenheart Land Co./721-881 Hamilton Avenue: Consideration of an 
abandonment of multiple public utility easements (PUE) and an emergency access easement 
(EAE) to determine whether the proposed abandonments are consistent with the City’s 
General Plan. The request is associated with the development of a new 195-unit multi-family 
residential complex at the site.  (Attachment) 
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E. REGULAR BUSINESS 
 
E1. Architectural Control/612 College, LLC/612 College Avenue: Request for architectural 

control to demolish a single-family residence and detached garage/warehouse building, and 
construct a total of four new residential units within two three-story structures in the SP-
ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district. As part of the development, 
the following four heritage trees are proposed for removal: two cedar trees in poor condition 
along College Avenue, one multi-trunk elm in poor condition along the Alto Lane frontage, 
and one coast live oak in good condition at the middle of the parcel.  (Attachment) 

 
F. STUDY SESSION ITEMS 
 
F1. R-4-S Compliance Review/Greystar GP II, LLC/3645-3665 Haven Avenue: Study session 

to review a 146-unit, multi-family residential development on a 4.89-acre site relative to the 
development regulations and design standards of the R-4-S (High Density Residential, 
Special) 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.  
(Attachment) 

 
G. COMMISSION BUSINESS – None 
 
ADJOURNMENT 

Future Planning Commission Meeting Schedule 
 

Regular Meeting  September 8, 2014 
Regular Meeting  September 23, 2014 
Regular Meeting  October 6, 2014 
Regular Meeting  October 27, 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/notifyme and can receive email notification of agenda and 
staff report postings by subscribing to the “Notify Me” service on the City’s homepage.  Agendas and staff reports may also be obtained by 
contacting Vanh Malathong at 650-330-6736.  (Posted:  August 14, 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 
www.menlopark.org/streaming. 

 



   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
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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CALL TO ORDER – 7:02 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL – Bressler (absent), Combs, Eiref (Chair), Ferrick, Kadvany, Onken (Vice Chair), 
Strehl 
 
INTRODUCTION OF STAFF – Deanna Chow, Senior Planner; David Hogan, Senior Contract 
Planner; Leigh Prince, City Attorney; Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner. 
 
A. REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
A1. Update on Pending Planning Items 

a. El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan – Ballot Measure – City Council – July 15, 
2014 

 
Senior Planner Rogers said the City Council at their July 15 meeting considered three items 
related to the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan – Ballot Measure.  He said the Council 
certified the ballot measure as having the required number of signatures per the County 
Elections Officer.  He said the second item was a report from an independent consultant with  
perspective about the Initiative and the pros and cons.  He said the Council asked numerous 
questions about the report and there was substantial public comment about the report from 
different perspectives.  He said the third item was an action item.  He said under election law if 
an initiative was certified the Council either might adopt it outright or place it on the next election 
ballot.  He said the Council took action to place the Initiative on the November General Election 
ballot and designated a subcommittee to write an argument against the Initiative.  He said all 
five Council Members indicated they had concerns with the Initiative and Council Members 
Cline and Mueller were appointed as the subcommittee.  
 

b. General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC) – Call for At-Large Member Applications – 
August 11, 2014 deadline 

 
Senior Planner Rogers said this agenda had an item for the Planning Commission to nominate 
one member to the General Plan Advisory Committee.  He said there were also three At-Large-
Member vacancies, and August 11, 2014 was the deadline to apply.  He said any of the other 
Commissioners not nominated for appointment to the committee might apply for the At-Large-
Member seats.  He said also the Commissioners were requested to encourage other members 
of the public to apply.   
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B. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
C. CONSENT 
 
C1. Approval of minutes from the June 9, 2014 Planning Commission meeting  (Attachment) 

 
Commission Action: M/S Strehl/Onken to approve the minutes as submitted. 
 
Motion carried 6-0 with Commissioner Bressler absent. 

 
C2. Approval of minutes from the June 23, 2014 Planning Commission meeting  (Attachment) 
 
Commission Action: M/S Strehl/Onken to approve the minutes as submitted. 
 
Motion carried 6-0 with Commissioner Bressler absent. 

 
D. PUBLIC HEARING 
 
D1. Use Permit/Calysta Energy/1140 O'Brien Dr., Suite B: Request for a use permit for the 

indoor storage and use of hazardous materials for the development of sustainable fuels 
and chemicals, located in an existing building in the M-2 (General Industrial) zoning 
district. All hazardous materials would be used and stored within the existing building.  
(Attachment) 

 
Staff Comment:  Senior Planner Rogers said there were no additions or changes to the written 
report. 
 
Public Comment:  Mr. Allan Leblanc, Business Development Director, Calysta Energy, said their 
work requires the use of methane and they have four tanks of it onsite, each about 200 cubic 
feet.  He said these tanks were smaller in volume each than propane tanks used in rural 
households.   
 
Commissioner Strehl asked about outreach in the event of a need to evacuate noting a nearby 
Boys and Girls Club and a kindergarten through fourth grade school.  
 
Mr. Leblanc said the quantity of the gas stored was quite small and they had not done outreach 
with neighboring organizations.  He said they have emergency procedures in place.  
 
Mr. Brandon Doss, scientist, Calysta Energy, said part of his work was to establish relationships 
with Menlo Park Fire District,  San Mateo County Environmental Health, and their waste vendor, 
Ingenium, and with the oversight of those agencies, their company has up to code hazardous 
materials plans and emergency action plans. He said those plans were provided to the City of 
Menlo Park as well.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick said it sounded to her that if the tanks were to explode that the impact 
would be only to the applicant’s property and not to neighboring properties.  Mr. Doss said that 
was correct.  He said neither the County nor Fire District had indicated there were any concerns 
with the proposal.  He said they were willing to work with the neighboring organizations. 
 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/4704
http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/4705
http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/4708
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Chair Eiref closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission Comment:  Commissioner Ferrick moved to approve as recommended in the staff 
report.  She referred to a statement on page 3 of the staff report that there would be no unique 
requirements for the proposed use and noting its proximity to the Boys and Girls Club and a 
school.  Commissioner Onken seconded the motion. 
 
Commission Action:  M/S Ferrick/Onken to approve as recommended in the staff report. 
 

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 subject to the following standard conditions:  

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

provided by the applicant, consisting of five plan sheets, dated received July 15, 
2014, and approved by the Planning Commission on July 21, 2014 except as 
modified by the conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of 
the Planning Division.  

 
b. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall comply with all sanitary 

district, Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies regulations that 
are directly applicable to the project. 

 
c. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall comply with all requirements 

of the Building Division, Engineering Division, and Transportation Division that 
are directly applicable to the project.  

 
d. If there is an increase in the quantity of hazardous materials on the project site, a 

change in the location of the storage of the hazardous materials, or the use of 
additional hazardous materials after this use permit is granted, the applicant shall 
apply for a revision to the use permit.  

 
e. Any citation or notification of violation by the Menlo Park Fire Protection District, 

San Mateo County Environmental Health Department, West Bay Sanitary 
District, Menlo Park Building Division or other agency having responsibility to 
assure public health and safety for the use of hazardous materials will be 
grounds for considering revocation of the use permit.  

 
f. If the business discontinues operations at the premises, the use permit for 

hazardous materials shall expire unless a new business submits a new 
hazardous materials business plan to the Planning Division for review by the 
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applicable agencies to determine whether the new hazardous materials business 
plan is in substantial compliance with the use permit. 

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

 
a. Prior to building permit issuance and formal submittal of the HMBP to the San 

Mateo County Environmental Health Division, the applicant shall update the 
contact list in the “Emergency Communications, Phone Numbers, and 
Notifications” section of the HMBP to include the San Francisco Public Utility 
Commission’s (SFPUC) Millbrae Dispatch center. 

 
Motion carried 6-0 with Commissioner Bressler absent.  

 
D2. Use Permit Revision/Memry Corporation/4065 Campbell Avenue: Request for a 

revision to a use permit, previously approved in 1992, to modify the quantities of 
hazardous materials used and stored at the site. The subject property is located in the M-2 
(General Industrial) zoning district and the hazardous materials are used in association 
with the manufacturing of metallic components. The applicant is proposing to install a new 
approximately 5,600 liter liquid argon tank and associated screening, which would be 
located within the existing rear storage yard.  (Attachment) 
 

Staff Comment:  Senior Planner Rogers said staff had no additions to the written report. 
 
Public Comment:  Mr. Greg Spears, Compliance Officer, Facilities Manager and Safety Officer, 
Memry Corporation, said the overall project was to increase the amount of liquid argon to help 
the company reduce overhead costs.  He said the process had been in place for 20-plus years.  
He said their vendors suggested by increasing the amount stored that would help reduce the 
number of truck deliveries and the bulk cost of their purchases of liquid argon. 
 
Chair Eiref asked if this was a manufacturing firm.  Mr. Spears said it was a manufacturing 
facility of nickel titanium products.  
 
Commissioner Onken asked for information on potential hazards of argon.  Mr. Spears said the 
argon was stored in liquid form and in the process of changing from liquid to gas it would 
become very cold.  He noted that it was an inert gas.  
 
Commissioner Ferrick asked about the worst case scenario for a person exposed to argon in an 
enclosed space.   Mr. Spears said in an enclosed space it would act as a sudden asphyxiant.  
He said the material was stored outside in a fenced area.  He said exposure outside could result 
in frostbite.  He said if someone was immediately outside the fence and for some unknown 
reason there was a large release of argon the argon might cause frostbite to that person. 
 
Chair Eiref asked if sensors would indicate any leaking.  Mr. Spears said as it was an inert gas 
they would be able to tell if there was any leakage from the gauges and the manifolds in place.  
He said if it was leaking cold vapor would appear smoke-like in appearance.  He said ice would 
form on the tank if there were any cracks or ruptures and that was monitored.  
 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/4707
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Commissioner Ferrick asked about the frequency of monitoring.  Mr. Spears said staff regularly 
travels past the area.  He said in addition to ice forming on the unit if there was a leak there 
would be a noise associated with it that would alert staff.   
 
Commissioner Combs asked if they had had any leaks since 1992.  Mr. Spears said he was not 
aware of any such incident.   
 
Commissioner Strehl asked if there were any alarms to alert people to a leak.  Mr. Spears said 
he was not sure an alarm could even be installed.  He said if the tank was enclosed oxygen 
levels could be monitored but that was not possible in the outside. 
 
Chair Eiref closed the public hearing.  
 
Commission Action: M/S Strehl/Combs to approve the item as recommended in the staff report. 
 

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 revision subject to the following standard conditions:  

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

provided by WHL Architects, consisting of nine plan sheets, dated received July 
8, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission on July 21, 2014 except as 
modified by the conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of 
the Planning Division.  

 
b. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall comply with all sanitary 

district, Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies regulations that 
are directly applicable to the project. 

 
c. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall comply with all requirements 

of the Building Division, Engineering Division, and Transportation Division that 
are directly applicable to the project.  

 
d. If there is an increase in the quantity of hazardous materials on the project site, a 

change in the location of the storage of the hazardous materials, or the use of 
additional hazardous materials after this use permit is granted, the applicant shall 
apply for a revision to the use permit.  

 
e. Any citation or notification of violation by the Menlo Park Fire Protection District, 

San Mateo County Environmental Health Department, West Bay Sanitary 
District, Menlo Park Building Division or other agency having responsibility to 
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assure public health and safety for the use of hazardous materials will be 
grounds for considering revocation of the use permit.  
 

f. If the business discontinues operations at the premises, the use permit for 
hazardous materials shall expire unless a new business submits a new 
hazardous materials business plan to the Planning Division for review by the 
applicable agencies to determine whether the new hazardous materials business 
plan is in substantial compliance with the use permit. 

 
Motion carried 6-0 with Commissioner Bressler absent.  
 
D3. Rezoning, Conditional Development Permit, Tentative Parcel Map, Heritage Tree 

Removal Permits, Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement, Environmental 
Review/The Sobrato Organization/151 Commonwealth Drive and 164 Jefferson 
Drive:  Request for a rezoning from M-2 (General Industrial District) to M-2-X (General 
Industrial, Conditional Development), conditional development permit, and tentative parcel 
map to construct approximately two four-story buildings totaling approximately 259,920 
square feet and associated site improvements, including new landscaping, outdoor 
amenities, at-grade parking, and use of hazardous materials associated with emergency 
generators. The proposed buildings would exceed the 35-foot height maximum and would 
include a sign program that exceeds the 150 square-foot maximum. The existing two 
parcels would be reconfigured into three parcels, but would be considered as one lot for 
the purposes of applying the development standards. As part of the proposal, the applicant 
is seeking approval of heritage tree permits for the removal of 22 heritage trees, primarily 
in poor health. In addition, the project includes a BMR Housing Agreement for the payment 
of in-lieu fees. Environmental review includes the preparation of an environmental impact 
report (EIR) to analyze the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project.  
(Attachment) 
 

Staff Comment:  Senior Contract Planner Hogan said the Commission at its March 24, 2014 
meeting in considering the EIR had a number of suggestions for the applicant, and those were 
discussed on page 4 of the staff report.  He said he believed the applicant had addressed all of 
the suggestions and comments made by the Planning Commission at that time.  He said the 
Heritage Tree Removal Permit was considered by the Environmental Quality Commission 
(EQC) and the Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement was considered by the Housing 
Commission.  He said both Commissions were recommending approval.  He said there was a 
small addition to Attachment E, the Statement of Overriding Considerations, as the public 
benefits offered had changed through the process, and the last three would be added to the 
resolution for the approval of the State of Overriding Considerations.   
 
Questions of Staff:  Chair Eiref said it was unusual that staff was not making a recommendation 
on the project.  Planner Hogan said in the M2 zone there was an expectation of additional 
benefits to the community and that responsibility was placed in the hands of the policy, decision-
makers rather than staff.  He said from a simple design perspective if community benefits were 
not an issue, he suspected staff would be able to make a recommendation.   
 
Senior Planner Chow said the Planning Commission and City Council would be looking at the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations because of the significant and unavoidable impacts and 
the question was whether the public benefit outweighed the impacts.  She said the applicant 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/4706
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was requesting the property be rezoned to the X-Development zoning district and that was a 
policy consideration for the Commission.   
 
Chair Eiref asked about a change to the visual view of the project since last reviewed by the 
Commission.  Staff indicated there were no changes.   
 
Commissioner Onken asked about Commission actions needed.  Planner Hogan said at the 
least there would be two actions; one on the environmental document and one on the project 
itself.  He said there were two items related to the environmental document and five items 
related to the project.  He said the Commission would look overall at the project for consistency 
with the General Plan and zoning and decide whether the project was offering sufficient benefit 
to the City.   
 
Public Comment:  Mr. Richard Truempler, Director of Development for The Sobrato 
Organization, introduced Mr. Robert Hollister, the President of the company.  He said also their 
design team was available to answer any questions.  Mr. Truempler provided the Commission 
with information on The Sobrato Organization noting it was a local, family-owned company, 
unique in that they are long-term holders of the real estate they develop.  He said the family in 
1996 created a foundation through which they have donated $238 million to the community.  He 
noted numerous organizations in the City that receive donations from the foundation.  
 
Mr. Truempler said it was his understanding that staff supported the project design but could not 
comment on the public benefit aspect.  He said the project would keep with the intent of the M2 
district and was in context with the surrounding development.  He said the project conformed 
with the General Plan and would not require a development agreement.  He said they proposed 
to replace 240,000 square feet of obsolete industrial buildings with 260,000 square feet of 
modern Class A office buildings developed into two, four-story 130,000 square feet buildings.  
He said the buildings have an open floor plan, large onsite amenity area, adequate parking with 
infrastructure support for car charging stations, provisions to allow for lab space on the first 
floor, and a cafeteria.  He said the project would add over 400 trees, which was a 300% 
increase to the vegetated area.  He said upon completion there would be over three acres of 
vegetated area that would reduce and serve to filter storm water runoff.  He said these modern 
buildings would enable the City to retain and attract businesses generating important tax 
revenue for the City.   
 
Mr. Paul Lettieri, the Guzzardo Partnership, the project landscape architect, said based on the 
Commission’s suggestion that they have added a perimeter path around the site.  He said at the 
bottom of the plan shown on screen that they have included an even wider area which might 
allow for future bike paths or a semi-public path to connect to the train tracks with the idea that 
perhaps someday there would not be train tracks but a City bike and pedestrian path.  He 
described another path leading to a seating area which also connected with paths coming from 
the buildings.  He said they also allowed for more bicycle parking on the site noting there were 
66 spaces shown on the plan with 44 lockers and 22 racks with the potential to easily add more 
racks.  He said there were a variety of use and open areas on the site. He said they have 
increased the permeability of the site significantly.  He noted a strong tree canopy over the 
entire parking lot and noted that in 15 years time they would have 50% canopy coverage and in 
10 years 33% canopy coverage.   
 



 
Menlo Park Planning Commission 
Draft Minutes 
July 21, 2014 
8 

Mr. Craig Almeleh, project architect, said they enjoyed working with The Sobrato Organization 
as they allow them to do very creative and innovative building architecture.  He said they 
created wings across the buildings that act as two components of the architecture in providing 
screening of the mechanical equipment and providing solar sustainable shading.  He said the 
lead-free double pane very high efficient glass system would create an innovative crystalline 
look.  He said the buildings were simple in form to allow them to be viable for many years.  He 
said they would have a minimum 5,000 square foot cafeteria that would flow onto the large 
amenity space.  He said staff had been very much involved with the evolution of the architecture 
and they had a minimum goal of LEED gold. 
 
Mr. Truempler said at the last study session it was noted that the City was working on a climate 
action plan and that was very important to the Commission and staff.  He said at considerable 
more cost they have agreed to build to a LEED gold standard or equivalent.  He said that 
required the building have an energy-efficient building envelope.  He said that was done through 
high performance glass, insulated roof, and high efficiency air conditioning and lighting systems 
controlled by an integrated digital management system.  He said the plumbing fixtures would be 
automatic low flow.  He said the landscaping was based on a water efficient design 
incorporating hydro-zoning, native planting, and rain sensor technology controls.  He noted the 
bicycle amenities that include storage and changing and shower rooms as well as the 
infrastructure for car charging stations and preferred parking for alternative fuel vehicles and 
carpoolers.  He said their Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program would provide 
subsidized transit passes and participate in the emergency ride home program for workers.   
 
Mr. Truempler said the project was a significant investment for The Sobrato Organization and 
would benefit Menlo Park as it was the necessary modernization of the City’s building stock and 
created the possibility of use tax generation on a site that has produced none over the last 50 
years.  He said the Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA) prepared by the City indicated the project would 
produce over $3,000,000 net revenue to the general fund and $2,000,000 to the Sequoia Union 
High School District over a 20-year period.  He said with fees such as planning and permitting 
fees, BMR fees, Traffic Impact Fees (TIF), and adding the projected revenue stream, that the 
City would realize over $20,000,000 in revenue over the same 20-year period.  He said based 
on the Planning Commission’s comments at the last study session that The Sobrato 
Organization recognized that though limited, the project would have certain impacts that would 
require the City to make a Statement of Overriding Considerations primarily related to traffic 
impacts.  He said they took the Commission’s comments seriously and worked to develop a 
public benefits package in scale with the proposed project noting it conforms with the General 
Plan and would not need a development agreement.   
 
Mr. Truempler said the first public benefit they were offering was a sales tax guarantee noting 
that sales tax most benefits the City but it was also the most vulnerable and varied revenue 
stream.  He said The Sobrato Organization would guarantee $75,000 in sales tax revenue per 
year for 10 years after occupancy which would be $30,000 more annually than what the City’s 
FIA projected.  He said during the construction they would make a good faith effort to include a 
provision in the construction contract of $5,000,000 or more to book and record materials 
purchases in the City.  He said their intent was to work with the City to identify ways the project 
could generate an even revenue stream benefiting the general fund.  He said in addition to their 
traffic mitigation measures they would contribute $150,000 to the City for Capital Improvement 
Projects (CIP).  He said they would build the building to LEED gold or equivalent in line with the 
City’s Climate Action Plan.  He said in addition to the sidewalks they have committed to build 
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they would dedicate an easement to support a future pedestrian path to the Dumbarton rail line 
when it becomes a pedestrian pathway.  He said the Public Works Department brought to their 
attention the long term need in about 10 to 15 years to replace a water main owned by the City 
that crosses the project site and serves the M2 district. He said there was a fee structure in 
place to cover those costs but they would also partner with the City to replace the water main in 
a cost-sharing construction agreement.  He said as a commercial building owner they were not 
obligated to use the City’s franchisee for garbage and recycling but they were willing to do that 
as it was important to the City.   
 
Chair Eiref asked why the water main would be replaced if not needed.  Mr. Truempler said they 
inspected the water main and it seemed to have anywhere from 10 to 20 years life expectancy 
but it was important to do now as the site would be torn up with the project rather than have to 
excavate a developed site.    
 
Chair Eiref asked about permeability.  Mr. Truempler said that they were adding two acres 
effectively of a vegetated permeable area.  He said he had talked with their civil engineers about 
adding more permeable area but his understanding was this would not accomplish anything as 
they would be treating all the water runoff.  Chair Eiref said there was permeable asphalt in 
some of the City’s parking facilities which meant less water needed treatment as it was 
absorbed in the ground.  Mr. Truempler said only 11% of the site would be covered with 
buildings so they were not challenged by impermeability.  Chair Eiref asked if the cafeteria 
would be open to the public.  Mr. Truempler said that and the level of food service would be 
determined by the tenant.   
 
Commissioner Onken asked how much more was required of LEED gold versus CalGreen and 
Title 24.  Mr. Truempler said the new Title 24 has made it even harder to attain LEED gold but 
they would have meet more efficient glazier and HVAC requirements.  He said they would go 
through the LEED process, and while not certain they would receive final certification they would 
at least do the LEED scorecard.  He said they have a LEED consultant on the project.  He said 
they would also have tenant guideline plans.   
 
Commissioner Onken said there was reference to the Dumbarton rail line being turned into 
pedestrian and bicycle paths but his understanding was it would become the modernized 
Newark to Redwood City train link.   
 
Ms. Nicole Nagaya, the City’s Transportation Manager, said they were not talking about 
abandoning the rail line.  She said currently Caltrain and other transit agencies continued to 
plan and work toward a Dumbarton rail.  She said they currently did not have funding but were 
proposing to go forward in 2015 to identify funding options on a regional level.  She said the 
connection that the City asked for and which The Sobrato Organization had agreed to provide 
would go along the southern side with access to a future rail line so those in M2 could access a 
station.  She said if Caltrain and the other agencies decided to abandon a Dumbarton 
connection there could be a longer term scenario for potential bicycle and pedestrian corridor 
but at this time the intent was to provide access to the station.   
 
Commissioner Strehl asked about the anticipated number of employees.  Mr. Truembler said 
they expected about 1,300.  Commissioner Strehl asked where they were proposing to locate 
the cafeteria.  Mr. Truempler said in the common area between the two buildings.  He noted it 
would be an indoor cafeteria with both indoor and outdoor seating.    
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Commissioner Strehl noted that the Dumbarton rail project was not proposed for abandonment 
but it would not happen for a long time as it was a very low priority project for state and federal 
funding. 
 
Commissioner Kadvany asked if there were energy efficient goals and metrics they were using 
to determine and measure how efficient their energy measures were. He said these would be 
new buildings on completely flat land and suitable for building a very energy efficient building.  
He asked what was keeping them from making this a world class energy efficient building.  Mr. 
Truempler said that the building would be particularly energy efficient what with the new more 
stringent Title 24 adopted by the state.  He said toward the LEED gold that the building had to 
be 15% better than what the state required and those requirements were the most stringent in 
the U.S.  
 
Mr. Heath Blount, Brightworks Sustainability, said that a typical office building uses about 60 EY 
which was a watts per square foot per year measurement.  He said they were targeting the 
building’s energy performance to exceed the current Title 24 energy requirements by 
approximately 15%.  He said Menlo Park had a 15% better than the old version of Title 24 
requirement.  He said with their project it would equate to about 50 EY.  Commissioner Kadvany 
asked if this was better than the high level of energy building efficiencies in other countries. Mr. 
Blount said this was a speculative office building and there would be tenants occupying the 
space so they needed to provide heating, ventilation and cooling systems that were flexible for r 
use by tenants moving into the building and creating offices and conference rooms. He said the 
HVAC system chosen would provide that flexibility and was the most energy efficient system 
having that needed flexibility.  He said the glazing performance was better than the Title 24 
code requirements and those were the most stringent requirements in the U.S. at this time.   
 
Commissioner Combs asked if they intended to rent to one tenant.  Mr. Truempler said one 
tenant would be ideal but the building was constructed so it could be broken into different tenant 
spaces.  He said they would market the site building by building.   
 
Chair Eiref closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission Comment:  Commissioner Onken noted that office building development was not 
highly favored by the City in the downtown and asked if this project was being looked at in 
isolation.  He asked about the City’s policy and if the City was supportive of the project.  He 
referenced the Specific Plan. 
 
Senior Planner Chow said this was outside of the Specific Plan zone and in the M2 zone which 
has land use policies and zoning regulations in the General Plan specific to that zone.  She said 
as part of the Commission’s deliberations that office use was part of that discussion as to 
whether it was an appropriate land use given the impacts and benefits being presented for 
consideration. 
 
Commissioner Kadvany said he appreciated the information on The Sobrato Organization and 
its Foundation’s many contributions to the community.  He noted the benefits being offered by 
the project.  He said the applicant was also receiving benefit for such a large project that would 
increase employee capacity from a couple hundred people to 1,300 people through surface 
parking being allowed and no requirement for underground parking or parking structures such 
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as was required of the Menlo Gateway project.  He said he thought the guaranteed sales tax 
revenue could be increased either through the amount annually or extending the number of 
years it would be paid.   
 
Mr. Truempler said the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for the Menlo Gateway project which 
Commission Kadvany had referenced relating to parking structures was 137% and their 
proposed project was 45% FAR.  He said the Menlo Gateway project changed the General Plan 
and their project was within the General Plan.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick said usually in an EIR that office space was calculated at 300 square foot 
per employee but this was calculated at 200 square foot noting that was generous. Mr. 
Truempler said that when they started the process that Mr. Sobrato when he visited with the 
Planning Commission had indicated he wanted a reasonable deal and said he would be 
reasonable in how they evaluated their building.  He said Mr. Sobrato thought that one 
employee per 300 square feet was not perhaps how the building would be lived in over the next 
20 years, and suggested that even with the traffic impact the project would get as a result, that 
they look at the one employee per 200 square feet scenario. Commissioner Ferrick said that 
was not something the applicant had to do and that they could have calculated at the one 
employee per 300 square feet or 866 workers and not 1,300 workers.  She noted that evolving 
office use has an increase in the density of workers.  She said they had previously discussed 
the clear glass and about using bird friendly glass particularly along the Bay area.  Mr. Lettieri 
said they were conforming with the San Francisco Bird Friendly Design Guidelines which has 
multiple ways to address bird safety.  Commissioner Ferrick asked if the Sobrato Family would 
sell this project noting there were some companies intently acquiring real property at this time.  
Mr. Truempler said it was easiest to say no as it was quite unlikely they would do that as that 
was not their business model.  He said the intent was to build and hold it as they have done 
many other times.  Commissioner Ferrick asked if the agreements, rules and entitlements 
carried over if the property was sold.  Planner Hogan said they would.  Commissioner Ferrick 
complimented what was included in the TDM program and asked if there was any consideration 
of including Caltrain passes as part of that.  Mr. Truempler said absolutely and those were 
called “GO-passes” and they would provide those.  Commissioner Ferrick said she really liked 
the beautiful, modern and timeless architecture and having 400 trees on the site.  She said she 
liked the lower density.  She asked about the elevation on the property near the rail line.  Mr. 
Truempler said the rail line was on a berm and the site drains to the green corner.  
Commissioner Ferrick said she was asking because she thought it would be wonderful to have 
a bicycle/pedestrian undercrossing near the tennis court end to reach the park on the other side.  
She said there was a nearby bicycle/pedestrian overcrossing and she was looking at how they 
could create connections in that area for that use.  Mr. Truempler said the easement was in 
place so if things evolved in the future such a crossing could be possible.   
 
Commissioner Onken asked how the parking was calculated.  Mr. Truempler said when they 
bought the site they had some parking along Jefferson but in talking to the City they realized the 
area could be better utilized so they used it to create an onsite amenity area.  He said their 
traffic engineers felt there was adequate parking.  He said for the EIR they used an envelope to 
analyze the building realistically.  He said they thought the project was parked adequately.  
Commissioner Onken asked if was parked one space to 300 square feet or one space to 200 
square feet.  Mr. Truempler said it was parked one space to 300 square feet per code.   
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Commissioner Ferrick said she preferred it not being parked more densely as more parking 
invited more cars. She noted that the net add of square footage for building was only 22,000 
square feet.  
 
Commissioner Strehl said she appreciated the applicant’s responsiveness in terms of the 
cafeteria and the TDM program.  She asked if traffic conditions deteriorated even more 
significantly in that area whether the City would decide if there should be some kind of traffic 
impact fee for properties and developers in the M2.  Planner Hogan said it would be based on 
how the City structured the fee as to whether it was on a property basis or new impact fee for 
development.  He said if there was a new impact fee for new development and this project was 
constructed, they would not be required to pay.  Commissioner Strehl said there were significant 
traffic impacts cumulatively in the area and her concern was how they would deal with those 
going forward.  Mr. Truempler said the City had looked at that and the applicant was making 
significant traffic mitigations.   
 
Transportation Manager Nagaya said all new development in the City was subject to a 
Transportation Impact Fee (TIF).  She said the project would be required to implement 
mitigations within and outside of that fee structure noting they would either build or pay the City 
to build the other improvements.  She said a General Plan update was moving forward for the 
M2 area.  She said within the Specific Plan they were pursuing a supplemental cost-sharing 
structure where new development in the area would be subject to an additional fee beyond the 
adopted TIF.  She said for the M2 they could either update the City TIF or moving forward adopt 
a supplemental cost-sharing structure so new development would pay for new mitigations.   
 
Commissioner Strehl said she liked the building design and it was a great addition to the City.  
She said she appreciated the philanthropic contributions by the Sobrato family and organization 
to the community.   
 
Chair Eiref said he too liked the design but felt the roadway impacts were of concern to the City 
and its residents.  He said it looked like a number of intersections would be improved through 
the St. Anton project and this project but he believed 13 of the roadway segments themselves 
would not be improved.  He noted they were beginning a General Plan update for this area.  He 
asked how they should consider traffic with this project as they were looking at 3,700 new trips 
per day.  Ms. Nagaya said the transportation planning profession in general also on occasion 
struggled with that question.  She said the mechanism they have both through environmental 
review and for transportation analysis has traditionally been intersection focused.  
 
She said how the policies were structured led to the kind of point optimization process for 
individual projects that Chair Eiref noted.  She said the City’s Transportation Impact Analysis 
Guidelines have the roadway segments analysis requirement but what was difficult with that 
analyses method was they did not have a strong mechanism for mitigating the impacts that 
were being identified.  She said improvements that might mitigate would be widening the 
roadway which in residential areas the City might not want to pursue.  She said for an area like 
Marsh Road that the City would not necessarily have the right-of-way to expand Marsh Road in 
some of the constrained corridors.  She said it was challenging to identify some long term 
roadway segment capacity enhancing improvements.  She said through the General Plan they 
would be honing in on what the metrics they would want to use within the City to evaluate both 
new development and the transportation system in general.  Chair Eiref asked what the 
supplemental cost-sharing in the M2 would look like in considering a recommendation to the 
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City Council.   Ms. Nagaya said that structure would not be driven from the staff level but 
through a community visioning process to determine priorities.   
 
Mr. Truempler said they deliberately overtaxed themselves by using the one worker per 200 
square feet and they were willing to do that.  He said their traffic mitigations were equal to East 
Facebook and Bohannon projects.   
 
Chair Eiref said Facebook has an amazing ridesharing culture and although doubling the 
number of employees were not increasing the number of trips.  Mr. Truempler said that project 
would still create traffic impacts and their project would mitigate the traffic impacts at the same 
TIF rate.   
 
Chair Eiref said a large fraction of the TDM program was the Go-passes but there was some 
speculation that they wouldn’t be used because of the distance of this property from the train 
station.  He asked about other ideas they had to encourage transit. Mr. Truempler said the TDM 
program they have put together was realistic.  He said Facebook with its unique culture and 
scale had the ability to do some amazing things.  He said with a speculative office building that 
they could not predict how users would use shuttles or whether they would have a similar 
culture as Facebook.  He said they have analyzed it realistically, overtaxed themselves and 
were implementing a TDM program at their cost which they thought was effective and realistic.    
 
Chair Eiref said the $150,000 for CIP for a project of this scope did not seem a significant 
contribution.  Mr. Truempler said over a 20-year period there was a $10,000,000 cost for the 
project.  He said the cost of fees and taxes was over 10% of the project cost which was 
significant.  He said the $150,000 was for traffic impact. He said from their viewpoint what they 
were offering was very reasonable and generous. 
 
Commissioner Onken said communities such as Mountain View complain that they do not have 
any office building site in excess of 100,000 square feet.  He said there was currently a shortage 
of large office space on the peninsula and he thought it was a good bet that these two proposed 
buildings would go to a single tenant.  He said that was the best possible solution for TDMs and 
other programs.   
 
Commissioner Strehl said annually either The Sobrato Organization or the tenant would need to 
complete a survey as to the number of workers using a TDM option.  Mr. Truempler said the 
TDM as proposed would have a survey requirement.  Commissioner Strehl asked if they found 
out no one was using the TDM what mechanism they would use to improve that.  Mr. Truempler 
said they have discussed that scenario with the Public Works Director.  He said for instance that 
if the Go-passes were not effective and there was money associated with that program they 
would work with the City if that money was allocable somewhere else such as to the City 
shuttle.  Commissioner Strehl said Facebook would have to pay a fee if they didn’t meet the 
TDM program goals.  Ms. Nagaya said that Facebook was subject to a vehicle trip cap so if they 
generated more vehicle traffic than what they were allotted and studied in their EIR they were 
subject to a potential penalty.  She said in this case the traffic was analyzed for office 
development.  She said they did not know who would occupy the space and what scale tenant 
they would be.  She said the TDM Program was minimal to allow some flexibility to work with 
Sobrato over time to evolve the Program.  She said the EIR did not take credit for any of the 
TDM Program elements that would be in place.   
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Senior Planner Chow said the public benefits being offered were part of the Conditional 
Development Permit, which was item 4 for consideration and was part of item 2 related to the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations so discussion about public benefits could occur on item 
2.  She said depending on whether recommendations were made to change public benefit that 
would need to be reflected also reflected in item 4.  She said those would be discussed with the 
applicant as those were items being offered and not what the City was requiring of the applicant.   
 
Chair Eiref said his sense was people were excited about the project but questioning whether 
the public benefits being offered were material to the size of the project.  He said he had a 
personal concern that they continue to allow projects without solving the roadway issue.  
 

1. Certification of the Environmental Impact Report for the Commonwealth Corporate 
Center Project located at 151 Commonwealth Drive and 164 Jefferson Drive.   

 
Commission Action: M/S Strehl/Ferrick to recommend that the City Council adopt a resolution 
certifying the Environmental Impact Report. 
 
Motion carried 6-0 with Commissioner Bressler absent. 

 
2. Required CEQA Findings, Statement of Overriding Consideration, and Mitigation 

Monitoring and Report Program for the Commonwealth Corporate Center Project 
located at 151 Commonwealth Drive and 164 Jefferson Drive.   

 
Commissioner Kadvany said he thought they should recommend to the City Council to push 
harder on revenue benefit to the City as the general fund was important.  He said that they 
should get away from the emphasis on LEED certification and focus on building performance as 
the buildings would exist for 50 years. He said they should be looking at the highest level of 
energy efficiencies.  He said regarding traffic that he foresaw that his project would easily 
become part of the larger Transportation Management Association that was in the works for this 
corridor.   
 
Chair Eiref suggested if under the General Plan Update a supplement cost-sharing traffic impact 
structure was developed that it be retroactive to this project.   
 
Ms. Leigh Prince, City Attorney’s Office, said that this project needed to be looked at under the 
General Plan and the fee structure that was in effect.  She said if there were specific things they 
were looking for in the public benefit that the applicant was present and they were the ones 
making the offer and was not something the City could impose upon the applicant.   
 
Mr. Truempler said one thing they were offering was a guarantee and the project was the 
opportunity to generate much more.  He said the FIA used the median which would be about 
$40,000 sales tax revenue and they were guaranteeing $75,000 at a minimum for 10 years.  He 
said if they have a project that was marketable and easy to lease they would do much better 
than that.  
 
Commission Onken said in terms of public benefit and funds the City would receive that he 
would suggest moving to recommend to the City Council approval of the findings, the Statement 
of Overriding Considerations and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and defer to 
the City Council to determine what the appropriate public benefits were.   He said they have 



 
Menlo Park Planning Commission 
Draft Minutes 
July 21, 2014 
15 

heard good arguments about generous public benefit but they were not in the best position to 
make a determination of what the best outcome to the City was.  He said regarding energy 
efficiencies that the model for speculative office buildings was glass with non-operable windows 
and a large parking area.  Commissioner Kadvany said he would second the motion with the 
addition to recommend that the City Council make the determination that the energy efficiencies 
for this project should be world scale standard given the restraints of a speculative office 
building.  
 
Commissioner Combs said he did not know what world class energy efficiency standard was or 
whether staff and the applicant would know.   
  
Chair Eiref said he noted there were no solar panels.   
 
Commissioner Strehl said she was not comfortable with telling the City Council that the project 
should go beyond the requirements of Title 24, the state standard, which was more stringent 
than the national standard.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick said she appreciated the applicant was striving for LEED gold.  She said 
there were a number of things that would improve on that depending on what the interior 
buildout would be and for instance the addition of solar in the parking lot.   
 
Commissioner Kadvany said there was an organization Menlo Spark working with the Packard 
Foundation who were looking at carbon neutrality for Menlo Park. 
 
Commissioner Ferrick suggested allowing the City Council to define the specificity related to the 
Commission recommending greater energy efficiency from the project.   
  
Commission Action: M/S Onken/Kadvany to recommend that the City Council adopt a resolution 
adopting the findings required by the California Environmental Quality Act, adopting the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
with the exception to defer to Council to determine the amount of public benefit that provides the 
best possible outcome to the City and to recommend greater energy efficiency from the project. 
 
 Motion carried 5-1 with Commissioner Combs opposed and Commissioner Bressler absent. 

 
3. Rezoning the property at 151 Commonwealth Drive and 164 Jefferson Drive from M-2 

(General Industrial) to M-2(X) (General Industrial, Conditional Development Overlay).  
 
Commission Action: M/S Eiref/Strehl to recommend that the City Council introduce an 
Ordinance Rezoning property at 151 Commonwealth Drive and 164 Jefferson Drive from M-2 
(General Industrial) to M-2(X) (General Industrial, Conditional Development Overlay). 
 
Motion carried 6-0 with Commissioner Bressler absent. 

 
4. Conditional Development Permit for the property located at 151 Commonwealth Drive 

and 164 Jefferson Drive.  
 

Commission Action: M/S Kadvany/Eiref to recommend that the City Council adopt a resolution 
approving a Conditional Development Permit for property located at 151 Commonwealth Drive 
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and 164 Jefferson Drive, with a recommendation that the public benefit amount that provides 
the best possible outcome to the City be determined by the City Council and to recommend 
greater energy efficiency from the project. 
 
Motion carried 5-1 with Commissioner Combs opposed and Commissioner Bressler absent. 

 
5. Tentative Parcel Map for property located at 151 Commonwealth Drive and 164 

Jefferson Drive.   
 
Commissioner Onken confirmed with staff that the entitlements would be very clear as related to 
the subdivision.   
 
Commission Action: M/S Onken/Strehl to recommend that the City Council adopt a resolution 
approving a Tentative Parcel Map for property located at 151 Commonwealth Drive and 164 
Jefferson Drive. 
 
Motion carried 6-0 with Commissioner Bressler absent. 

 
6. Below Market Rate Housing Agreement with The Sobrato Organization for property 

located at 151 Commonwealth Drive and 164 Jefferson Drive.   
 

Commission Action: M/S Eiref/Combs to recommend that the City Council adopt a resolution 
approving a Below Market Rate Housing Agreement with The Sobrato Organization for property 
located at 151 Commonwealth Drive and 164 Jefferson Drive 
 
Motion carried 6-0 with Commissioner Bressler absent. 

 
Commissioner Strehl asked about the proposed signage plan. Mr. Almeleh stated that the scale 
is appropriate for the location and the overall sign area would allow for more than one user. 
Senior Planner Chow said signage was based upon how large the street frontage was but in 
general in the M2 zoning district most of the street frontage has the maximum size signage 
allowed.  She said because of the height of the building and distance from the highway greater 
signage limits might be appropriate.  She said through the Master Sign Program staff could work 
with letter sizing on the signage which typically was about 24-inches on signage along Hwy. 
101.   
 

7. Heritage Tree Removal Permits for the properties located at 151 Commonwealth Drive 
and 164 Jefferson Drive.   

 
Commission Action: M/S Strehl/Onken to recommend that the City Council adopt a resolution 
approving the Heritage Tree Removal Permits for property located at 151 Commonwealth Drive 
and 164 Jefferson Drive. 
 
Motion carried 6-0 with Commissioner Bressler absent. 

 
E. REGULAR BUSINESS 
 
E1. General Plan:  Nomination of a commissioner to serve on the General Plan Advisory 

Committee (GPAC).  (Attachment) 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/4709
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Commission Action: M/S Eiref/Ferrick to recommend Commissioner Strehl as the Planning 
Commission’s GPAC representative. 
 
Motion carried 6-0 with Commissioner Bressler absent. 

 
F. COMMISSION BUSINESS 
 
There was none. 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:29 p.m. 
 
Staff Liaison:  Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner 
 
Recording Secretary:  Brenda Bennett  
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF AUGUST 18, 2014 

AGENDA ITEM D1 
 

LOCATION: 957 Rose Avenue 

 

 APPLICANT:  Chris Spaulding 

EXISTING USE: Single-Family 

Residence 

 

 OWNERS: Kpish and Udita 

Goyal 

PROPOSED USE: 

 

Single-Family 

Residence 

 

 APPLICATION: Use Permit 

ZONING: 

 

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

 
 PROPOSED 

PROJECT 

EXISTING 

DEVELOPMENT 

ZONING  

ORDINANCE 

Lot area 6,075.0 sf 6,075.0 sf 7,000.0 sf min. 

Lot width 54.0  ft. 54.0  ft. 65.0 ft. min. 

Lot depth 112.5  ft. 112.5  ft. 100.0 ft. min. 

Setbacks       

 Front 20.1 ft.  28.4 ft.  20.0 ft. min. 

 Rear 23.4 ft. 43.2 ft. 20.0 ft. min. 

 Side (left) 10.0 ft. 3.8 ft. 5.4 ft. min. 

 Side (right) 5.5 ft. 11.8 ft. 5.4 ft. min. 

Building coverage 1,971.1 
32.4 

sf 
% 

1,719.0 
20.3 

 
% 

2,126.3 
35.0 

sf max. 
% max. 

FAL (Floor Area Limit) 2,799.4 sf 1,719.0 sf 2,800.0 sf max. 

Square footage by floor 0 
1,456.4 
1,080.2 

262.9 
245.0 

6.8 

sf/basement 
sf/1st 
sf/2nd 
sf/att. garage 
sf/porches 
sf/fireplaces 

352.0 
1,385.0 

350.0 
334.0 

64.0 
0 

sf/basement 
sf/1st 
sf/2nd 
sf/det. garage 
sf/porches 
sf/fireplaces 

  

Square footage of building 2,799.5 sf 2,069.0 sf   

Building height 26.2 ft.    24.0 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 2 Non-Heritage trees 0 New Trees 2 

 Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

2 Non-Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

0 Total Number 
of Trees 

2 
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PROPOSAL 
 
The applicants are requesting use permit approval 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 and 
lot area in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district. As part of the proposal, the 
following two heritage trees are proposed for removal: 17-inch raywood ash located in 
the front-left yard, and a 23-inch saucer magnolia in the left-rear yard.  
 

ANALYSIS 

 
Site Location 
 
The subject site is located at 957 Rose Avenue between Johnson Street and University 
Drive, near downtown Menlo Park. The subject parcel is surrounded by other 
residences that are also in the R-1-U zoning district. The properties on the west side of 
Johnson Street are zoned R-E (Residential Estate) zoning district and the properties to 
the east side of University Drive are zoned SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real Downtown 
Specific Plan) zoning district. There is a mix of single-story and two-story structures in 
the vicinity of the subject site.  
 
Project Description 
 
The applicants are proposing to remove the existing single-story, single-family house 
with detached one-car garage, and to construct a new two-story residence with an 
attached one-car garage. One uncovered parking space would be located within the left 
side of the rear yard setback, accessed by a ten-foot wide driveway of interlocking 
pavers. The lot is substandard with regard to the lot width and lot area, and the 
proposed project requires approval of a use permit.  
 
The proposed residence would have a floor area of 2,799.5 square feet where 2,800.0 
square feet is the floor area limit (FAL) and building coverage of 32.3 percent where 35 
percent is the maximum permitted. The proposed residence would have three 
bedrooms and three-and-a-half bathrooms, with three of the bedrooms and two full 
bathrooms on the second floor. The first floor would have an office which could function 
as a fourth bedroom, an attached full bathroom, and a separate half bath. The house is 
proposed to be 26.2 feet in height, below the maximum permissible height of 28 feet. 
The proposed structure would comply with daylight plane requirements. The applicants 
have submitted a project description letter, which discusses the proposal in more detail 
(Attachment C). 
 
Design and Materials 
 
The proposed residence is Mediterranean in style with a cement plaster finish on the 
exterior walls and a clay tile roof. There would be exposed rafter tails. The design 
includes a small front entry porch supported by posts and a large rear porch off of the 
great room. The parking layout, featuring a one-car garage (set back approximately 33 
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feet from the front property line) and a uncovered space at the rear, would help ensure 
that the parking features would not dominate the frontage of this relatively narrow 
parcel. 
 
The recessed windows would be wood clad, simulated true divided light. They would be 
predominantly casement windows with cast stone sills. The roof would include a mixture 
of gables and hipped roof forms. The roof material is proposed to be two-toned clay 
tiles. 
 
Although the proposal is for a two-story residence, the applicants have taken measures 
to address massing by setting the second story in, and propose varying projections and 
articulations. In order to relate to the adjacent residences (a one-story house to the left 
and a two-story house to the right), the proposal places the one-story garage element 
on the left side with the two-story element on the right side for streetscape continuity. 
 
The design attempts to limit the privacy impacts of the second floor windows.  On the 
right side elevation, the function of the rooms helps to lessen potential impacts. Four of 
the five windows are located in bathrooms and a closet. The uses associated with the 
four windows would not lend themselves to casual viewing of the neighboring property, 
which is under construction with a new two-story residence.  There is a bedroom bay 
window toward the front of the residence. It faces the house to the right and has a sill 
height of two feet, although views from this window would be generally screened by the 
neighboring heritage tree. The property to the left is developed with a one-story 
residence. Views from the proposed second floor windows would be limited to over the 
roof of the house, with a partial view into the rear yard.  
 
Most of the residences in the area are varied between single and two-story and 
represent various styles. Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the 
proposed residence are compatible with the neighborhood. 
 
Trees and Landscaping 
 
The applicants have submitted an arborist report (Attachment D) detailing the species, 
size, and conditions of the two heritage trees on the property. There are no other trees 
on the property. The report recommends the removal of the two heritage trees. One is a 
17-inch raywood ash located in the front-left yard, and a 23-inch saucer magnolia in the 
left-rear yard. Heritage Tree Removal Permit applications have been submitted for the 
removal of both trees. The raywood ash is in the location of the proposed driveway and 
the saucer magnolia, which has surface roots, is located in proximity to the proposed 
driveway and residence. The proposal includes the planting of two replacement birch 
trees, one in the front yard, one in the rear.  The City Arborist has tentatively granted 
approval for the removals of these trees, subject to Planning Commission approval of 
the overall redevelopment proposal. 
 
An addendum to the arborist report (Attachment E) evaluates the potential impact from 
construction to a heritage oak that overhangs the subject site. The report concluded 
that less that 20 percent of the tree would need to be pruned to accommodate the new 
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second floor. This is below the threshold of 25 percent that would require a Heritage 
Tree Removal Permit. A tree limb diagram can be found on Sheet A5 of the submitted 
plans. The project arborist states that removal of this limb, in addition to permitting 
construction of the new residence, would help restore balance and symmetry to the 
tree. Tree protection fencing for the oak is included on the site plan. Protection of this 
tree would be ensured through standard condition 3g. 
 
On the left property line, an existing brick wall would be removed and replaced with a 
redwood fence that would comply with the Zoning Ordinance’s fence height limits.  
 
Correspondence 
 
The applicants have stated that they have reached out to the adjacent neighbors 
regarding the proposed project (Attachment F). Staff has not received any 
correspondence from neighbors at the time of writing this report.  
 
Conclusion 
 
Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are in 
keeping with those of the greater neighborhood. The second story residence is carefully 
designed with regard to massing and articulation. Impacts to the neighboring heritage 
oak tree have been fully evaluated, and this tree would be protected as part of 
construction. 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 Chris Spaulding Architect, consisting of seven plan sheets, 
dated received August 12, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission 
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on August 18, 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.   

 

Report prepared by: 
Stephen O’Connell 
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 
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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 Tree Shapers, LLC, dated April 14, 2014 
E.  Addendum to the Arborist Report prepared by Tree Shapers, LLC, dated June 

17,2014 
F.  Outreach Summary 

 

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 
 
V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2014\081814 - 957 Rose Avenue.doc 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETING OF AUGUST 18, 2014 

AGENDA ITEM D2 
 

LOCATION:  721-851 Hamilton 
Avenue (777 Hamilton 
Avenue) 
 
 

 APPLICANT: 
 
 
OWNER: 

Greenheart Land 
Company LLC 
 
Bayfront 
Investments LLC 
 

APPLICATION: 
 

Planning Commission Review for Consistency with the General 
Plan Related to the Proposed Abandonment of Existing Public 
Utility Easements  and Emergency Access Easement  
 

PROPOSAL  
 
The applicant has applied for the abandonment and vacation of multiple public utility 
easements (PUE) and an emergency access easement (EAE) within the 6.5-acre site 
located at 721-851 Hamilton Avenue.  The proposed abandonment of the easements is 
necessary to facilitate the development of a new 195-unit multi-family residential 
development.   
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Site Location 
 
The subject site is located in the Belle Haven neighborhood, and surrounded by the rail 
corridor to the north with the Facebook West Campus (under construction) immediately 
adjacent on the other side of the railroad corridor, a commercial shopping center with 
the new Neighborhood Service Center to the east, single-family, R-1-U zoned 
residential properties across Hamilton Avenue to the south, and an apartment, a 
church, and small lot single-family residential, zoned R-4-S, R-3 and R-3-X, 
respectively, to the west.  
 
The site was recently rezoned R-4-S (High Density Residential, Special) in 2013 when it 
was identified as a housing opportunity site as part of the Housing Element process. 
The 6.5-acre site was formerly zoned light industrial (M-1 Light Industrial) and owned by 
multiple property owners. One entity has now acquired all of the former M-1 parcels and 
on May 12, 2014, the City approved a lot merger to combine all 21 individual parcels 
into one legal lot. Demolition of the existing buildings is underway.  
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On May 19, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted a study session on the 
proposed residential development as part of the R-4-S compliance review process.  
This meeting providing an opportunity for members of the Commission and public to 
provide feedback on the proposal’s compliance with the R-4-S development regulations 
and design standards. On June 11, 2014, the Community Development Director 
determined that the proposed residential development was in compliance with the  
R-4-S zoning district requirements.  The proposed development has been designed 
with the intent that the PUEs and EAEs would be abandoned. The grading and 
drainage plan for the site is currently being reviewed as part of the building permit 
process.  
 
Previous Right-of-Way Abandonments 
 
In 1986, the City approved the abandonment of Hollyburne Avenue and Sevier Avenue 
within the subject site, and reserved a PUE over each abandoned street segment. The 
abandonment was recorded in 2000, after the City Council approved the abandonment 
of the remaining portion of Sevier Avenue in 1999 and the adjacent property owners 
recorded a mutual agreement dedicating the PUE and EAE over the entire abandoned 
portion of Sevier Avenue. Also in 2000, the City approved the abandonment of 
Windermere Avenue within the subject site, and similarly, reserved a PUE over the 
abandoned street segment.  A PUE generally provides the rights to construct, maintain, 
operate, replace and renew public utilities such as sanitary sewer lines, electrical lines 
and gas lines that are located within the easement, and as such, should be free of 
obstructions.  
 
Project Description 
 
The applicant is proposing to abandon all of the exiting PUEs and EAE on the property 
as they are no longer necessary given the proposed comprehensive redevelopment of 
the entire site. The property contains other private setback easements that the 
applicant is currently in the process of removing, but these are not subject to the 
abandonment process required for the PUEs and EAE, which are public easements. 
The removal of these private easements, however, is also necessary prior to issuance 
of a permit for any buildings on the site.     
 
 A summary of the location, type and size of the easements proposed to be abandoned 
is shown in the table below and the plats depicting the PUEs and EAE are shown in 
Attachment B.  A comprehensive exhibit of the PUEs and EAE are shown as 
Attachment D.  
 

Easement Location Abandonment 
Type Size (sf) 

Portion of Windermere Avenue that was 
abandoned and vacated (25-foot width) PUE 6,101 sf 
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Easement Location Abandonment 
Type Size (sf) 

Portion of Hollyburne Avenue that was abandoned 
and vacated (50-foot width) PUE 12,199 sf 

Portion of Sevier Avenue that was abandoned and 
vacated (50-foot width) and extending easterly 
approximately 155 feet, with a depth of 
approximately 45 feet 

PUE and EAE 18,395 sf 

Along the northerly property line from the 
abandoned portion of Windermere Avenue to 
approximately 100 feet east of the existing PUE 
extension from the abandoned portion of Sevier 
Avenue, with a depth of six feet 

PUE 3,720 sf 

 
Although there are multiple PUEs throughout the property, two of the PUEs (50 feet in 
width) are centrally located and span the entire depth of the subject site. The 
easements create a fragmented property, which are a constraint for constructing a 
cohesive development since no structures can be located within the easement areas.  
 
All of the utility companies with an interest in the PUEs have been notified.  Most of the 
utility companies have no facilities within the PUEs.  Each agency has provided a letter 
indicating that they have no objections to the proposed abandonments. However, 
Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) and West Bay Sanitary District (WBSD) requested 
alternate easements. PG&E has an existing high pressure gas line in the former Sevier 
Avenue segment that serves the Facebook West Campus and the TE Connectivity 
property (formerly known as Tyco Electronics).  Therefore, the applicant has provided a 
30-foot wide replacement easement exclusively to PG&E for continued use of this gas 
line. As part of the Facebook West Campus approval, however, this high pressure gas 
line will be disconnected and the applicant intends to work with PG&E to have the 
easement removed at a later date.  Regardless, the applicant’s proposed residential 
development has taken the easement into consideration and the easement area is 
used for open space and outdoor amenities and at-grade parking. Attachment C is the 
site plan for the proposed residential development.  
 
In addition, the applicant has also granted an exclusive easement to the West Bay 
Sanitary District (WBSD) for potential future extension of their sewer line in the former 
Windermere Avenue segment at the western edge of the subject site. With these 
replacement easements in place, both PG&E and WBSD have no objections to the full 
PUE abandonments.  
 
Staff and the applicant have coordinated with the Menlo Park Police Department 
(MPPD) and the Menlo Park Fire Protection District (MPFPD) on the proposed EAE.  
Both agencies do not object to the removal as other arrangements have been made to 
ensure that emergency services are accessible to the site.  As the project continues to 
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move forward, the applicant will work with the PD to ensure that they have the proper 
access codes to gain entrance into to the site in order to respond to service calls. The 
MPFPD has conceptually approved the site and circulation plan of the proposed 
development using the existing streets and internal roadway to access the site.  The 
applicant will also work with MPFPD on the specific tool to ensure appropriate 
emergency vehicle access to the site.  
 
Abandonment Procedure 
 
The three step process for abandonment of the PUEs and EAE is as follows: 
 

1) The City Council considers adopting a Resolution of Intention to Abandon the 
Easement, sets dates for the Public Hearings and refers it to the Planning 
Commission.  

2) The Planning Commission considers the proposed abandonment for consistency 
with the General Plan. The Planning Commission’s recommendation and input, if 
any, received from utilities and/or affected parties is submitted to City Council 
(included in the staff report to Council) for the Public Hearing. 

3) A Public Hearing is set where the City Council will consider the Planning 
Commission’s recommendation and adopts a Resolution Ordering the 
Abandonment of the PUE and EAE. 

 
The City Council reviewed and approved a Resolution of Intention to abandon the 
easements at its July 15, 2014 meeting.  The resolution established the Planning 
Commission public hearing date for August 18, 2014 and the final City Council hearing 
date for September 23, 2014.  
 
The purpose of the Planning Commission review is to determine whether the proposed 
abandonment is consistent with the General Plan, as discussed in more detail in the 
following section.  The Planning Commission’s determination is forwarded to the City 
Council for consideration. Prior to the City Council’s public hearing, staff will post at 
least three notices regarding the proposed abandonment in conspicuous places on the 
subject property. At the September 23, 2014 meeting, the Council will consider the 
Commission’s recommendation, as well as other comments from the public, prior to 
taking final action on the request.  
 
General Plan Consistency 
 
The Land Use and Circulation Elements of the General Plan does not contain specific 
goals or policies that directly address the proposed PUE and EAE abandonment. The 
proposed abandonments also would not appear to conflict with existing General Plan 
philosophy, which generally promotes orderly development, the maintenance of the 
City’s economic vitality and fiscal health, the protection of people and property from 
exposure to health and safety hazards, and the minimization of adverse impacts of 
development to the City’s public facilities and services. As noted earlier, the City has 
contacted the affected utility agencies and emergency service providers about the 
proposed abandonments, and there have been no objections to the proposal since 
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alternate easements have been established for PG&E and WBSD. In addition, the 
applicant has worked with interested agencies in creating comparable alternative 
easements where there has been interest in preserving access through the site for 
utilities. The proposed abandonment of the easements would not negatively impact 
other properties, and would allow for the comprehensive redevelopment of the site, 
which was previously reviewed by the Planning Commission at the R-4-S compliance  
 
review study session on May 19, 2014.  Staff believes the proposal is consistent with 
the General Plan. 
 
Action on this item is in the form of a recommendation to the City Council.  The 
Planning Commission’s recommendation is submitted to the Council in the form of a 
resolution, included as Attachment C. 
 
Correspondence 
 
Staff has not received any correspondence regarding the proposal. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The proposed abandonments would not conflict with the General Plan land use and 
circulation goals and policies.  The proposed abandonments would not negatively 
impact other properties and would benefit the subject site by allowing redevelopment of 
underutilized land.  Easements for specific utilities and emergency access have been 
created and coordinated with the respective agencies, and there have been no 
objections to abandon the PUEs and EAE. Staff recommends that the Planning 
Commission find that the proposed PUE and EAE abandonments are consistent with 
the General Plan. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
The proposed plan line abandonment is categorically exempt under Class 5 (Section 
15305, “Minor Alterations in Land Use Limitations”) of the current California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
1. Make a finding that the proposed abandonment is categorically exempt under Class 

5 (Section 15305, “Minor Alterations in Land Use Limitations”) of the current 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. 

 
2. Adopt Resolution No. 2014-02 determining that abandonment of the public utility 

easements and emergency access easement on 721-851 Hamilton Avenue is 
consistent with the General Plan (Attachment C).  
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Report prepared by: 
Deanna Chow 
Senior Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Justin Murphy 
Development Services Manager 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 
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 
properties. Planning Commission action will be in the form of a recommendation to the 
City Council. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
A. Location Map 
B. Plats of Proposed Abandonment Areas 
C. Site Plan of Proposed Residential Development  
D. Draft Resolution of the Planning Commission of the City of Menlo Park Determining 

that Abandonment of the Public Utility Easements and Emergency Access 
Easement on 721-851 Hamilton Avenue is Consistent with the General Plan 

 
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 
Public Works Department. 
 
EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 
 
None 
 
V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2014\081814 - 777 Hamilton (Greenheart) - PUE abandonment.doc 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF AUGUST 18, 2014 

AGENDA ITEM E1 
 

LOCATION: 612 College Avenue 

 

 APPLICANT 

AND OWNER:  

612 College, LLC 

EXISTING USE: Single-Family 

Residence (Partially 

Demolished) and 

Commercial 

Warehouse 

 

   

PROPOSED USE: 

 

Four Residential Units 

 

 APPLICATION: Architectural 

Control 

 

ZONING: 

 

SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) 

- ECR SW (El Camino Real South-West) 
 
 PROPOSED 

PROJECT 

EXISTING 

DEVELOPMENT 

ZONING  

ORDINANCE 

Lot area 7,807 sf 7,807 sf n/a sf min. 

Setbacks       

 College Avenue 7.0 ft.  32.0 ft.  7-12 ft. min.-max. 

 Alto Lane 7.0 ft. 6.0 ft. 7-12 ft. min.-max. 

 Interior Side 5.0 ft. 4.0 ft. 5-25 ft. min.-max. 

 Rear 20.0 ft. 3.5 ft. 20 ft. min. 

Density 4.0 
22.3 

dwelling units 
du/acre 

1.0 
5.6 

dwelling unit 
du/acre 

4.5 
25.0 

dwelling units 
du/acre 

FAR (Floor Area Ratio) 7,214.0 
92.4 

sf 
% 

2,845.0 
36.4 

sf 
% 

8,587.7 
110.0 

sf max. 
% max. 

Square footage by floor 1,314.0 
3,020.0 
2,814.0 
1,432.0 

sf/1st  
sf/2nd 
sf/3rd 
sf/garages 

1,225.0 
1,620.0 
 

sf/residence  
sf/warehse. 
 

  

Square footage of building 8,514.0 sf 2,845.0 sf n/a sf 

Open Space 4,074.0 
52.2 

sf 
% 

4,152.0 
53.2 

sf 
% 

2,342.1 
30.0 

sf min. 
% min. 

Building height 31.3 ft.    18.5 ft.   38.0 ft. max. 

Facade height 30.0 ft.    18.0 ft.   30.0 ft. max. 

Parking 4 covered/2 uncovered 1 covered/1 uncovered 1.85 spaces per unit  

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

       

Trees Heritage trees 5* Non-Heritage trees 0 New Trees 12 

 Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

4 Non-Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

0 Total Number 
of Trees 

13* 
 

 *Includes one College Avenue street tree. 
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PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting architectural control to demolish a single-family residence 
and detached garage/warehouse building, and construct a total of four new residential 
units within two three-story structures in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown 
Specific Plan) zoning district. As part of the development, the following four heritage 
trees are proposed for removal: two cedar trees in poor condition along College 
Avenue, one multi-trunk elm in poor condition along the Alto Lane frontage, and one 
coast live oak in good condition at the middle of the parcel. 
 

ANALYSIS 

 
Site Location 
 
The subject site is located at 612 College Avenue, at the intersection of Alto Lane, a 
narrow service road. A location map is included as Attachment A. The parcels to the 
north, south, and east are likewise part of the SP-ECR/D district, and are occupied by 
commercial uses (including retail and personal service businesses, and a gas station) 
and townhomes. The Specific Plan parcels are part of the ECR SW (El Camino Real 
South-West) sub-district, and are within the El Camino Real Mixed Use land use 
designation. To the west, properties are part of the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning 
district, and are occupied by single-family residences in a variety of one- and two-story 
scales.  
 
Within the Specific Plan, areas like the ECR SW sub-district feature the largest 
setbacks on the rear of the Plan area, where it adjoins existing single-family and 
smaller-scale multi-family residential districts, in order to provide a transition. For the 
subject parcel, the rear setback is thus applied on the longer of the two internal sides, 
adjacent to 620 College Avenue. 
 
At the time of the application submittal, the parcel was occupied by a single-family 
residence and a commercial warehouse serving the businesses across Alto Lane. The 
above-ground portions of the residence were subsequently demolished without the 
proper permitting, but the applicant has worked to address these requirements, and 
would be required to adhere to any remaining Building Division procedures if the 
redevelopment is approved (condition 4a). 
 
Project Description 
 
The applicant is proposing to demolish all remaining structures on the parcel, and 
construct four new residential units. Residential dwelling units are a permitted use in the 
El Camino Real Mixed Use land use designation. The residences would be located in 
two buildings of two units each, with both structures having three levels. The 
development would feature a townhome-style layout, although the applicant is not 
proposing a condominium subdivision at this time. The proposal would meet the 
Specific Plan’s Base level standards, which were established to achieve inherent public 
benefits, such as the redevelopment of underutilized properties, the creation of more 
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vitality and activity, and the promotion of healthy living and sustainability. As specified 
by the Specific Plan, the development would be required to achieve LEED Silver 
certification (condition 4b). 
 
The development would have a residential density of 22.3 dwelling units per acre, in 
compliance with the limit of 25 dwelling units per acre. The project would have a FAR 
(Floor Area Ratio) of 0.92, below the 1.10 maximum. Both buildings would also adhere 
to the façade height (30 feet) and building height (38 feet) limits. Above the façade 
height limit, a 45-degree building profile would apply, limiting the building mass along 
the public rights-of-way and the rear (similar to the daylight plane requirement in many 
Menlo Park residential districts). As permitted by the Specific Plan, portions of the 
building eave would intrude into the building profile, but the main building structure 
would not.  
 
Along Alto Lane, the two structures would be separated by a required building break, 
which is intended to provide for additional street edge modulation, variety and visual 
interest, and help avoid long, continuous façades along streets. Along this frontage, 
each building would also be broken up at the center by a minor vertical façade 
modulation, providing for additional visual interest.  
 
The project plans are included at Attachment B. The applicant has submitted a project 
description letter, which discusses the proposal in more detail (Attachment C). Staff has 
also prepared a detailed Standards and Guidelines Compliance Worksheet 
(Attachment D), which discusses all relevant Specific Plan Chapter E (Land Use and 
Building Character) requirements in detail.  
 
Design and Materials 
 
The applicant states that the design uses simple, contemporary forms to provide a 
transition between the single-family residential district to the west, and the more active 
and diverse commercial district along El Camino Real. The two buildings would share a 
common design theme, although each structure would feature unique colors, materials, 
and window patterns (as required by the Specific Plan when a project has a building 
break). The buildings would also have distinct roof shapes, for additional differentiation.  
 
The primary materials would be cement composite panels (with porcelain tiles as an 
alternate material), accented by a warmer wood veneer that would differ by structure. 
Zinc-colored window frames and bay windows would provide an additional contrast, and 
the windows themselves would feature distinct glass tints. Both the garage and entry 
doors would be wood-stained, with accompanying glazing (upper horizontal bands for 
the garages and vertical sidelights for the entries). A full color and materials board will 
be available at the Planning Commission meeting. 
 
The design would feature varying planes and projections to break up the massing of the 
buildings. At the top level, a subtle offset would accompany the change of materials, 
helping reduce the sense of scale. On the Alto Lane, College Avenue, and rear 
facades, bay window and balcony projections would also serve to vary the perception of 



 

612 College Avenue/612 College, LLC PC/08-18-14/Page 4 

mass and create visual interest. The orientation of vehicular access to the service-
oriented Alto Lane would help emphasize College Avenue as the primary, pedestrian-
oriented façade. 
 
The previously-cited Standards and Guidelines Compliance Worksheet (Attachment D) 
addresses a number of design guidelines. Overall, staff believes that the scale, 
materials, and style of the proposed development would be attractive and well-
proportioned. Staff also believes that the design would serve as a positive transition 
between the more active and moderate-scale El Camino Real corridor, and the quieter 
and lower-scale adjacent residential district. 
 
Parking and Circulation 
 
As noted previously, the proposal would continue to utilize Alto Lane for vehicle access. 
As required by the Specific Plan, a minimum of 1.85 spaces per unit would be provided 
for the four units (the 7.4-space requirement is rounded up to eight spaces). Units 2 and 
4 would each have two-car garages, while Units 1 and 3 would each have a one-car 
garage and one uncovered space located in the central building break. The uncovered 
spaces would be enhanced visually with concrete pavers. Per the Specific Plan, a 
minimum of one parking space is required to be provided with an electric vehicle 
charger, but the applicant is proposing to outfit all four garages with such equipment. 
 
In addition to automobile parking, the Specific Plan requires bicycle parking for all new 
developments, for both short-term and long-term use. For residential projects with 
private garages, the long-term requirement is addressed by each unit’s garage. For the 
short-term requirement, the applicant is proposing to locate an outdoor bicycle rack next 
to the uncovered parking spaces, at the middle of the parcel.  
 
An address sign and mailbox at the College Avenue pedestrian entrance would help 
orient pedestrian visitors to the site. The entries to each unit’s private garden areas 
would feature a decorative gate to signal the route, and pavers would be used on the 
walkway for visual interest. 
 
In this area, the Specific Plan specifies that sidewalks should have a 12-foot total width, 
made up of a four-foot furnishings zone and an eight-foot clear walking zone. For this 
project, the Public Works Department (which has jurisdiction over the public right-of-
way) has determined that implementation of the full sidewalk width along College 
Avenue is not warranted at this time, given the parcel’s location at the edge of the 
Specific Plan boundary, separated from El Camino Real by an alley and a property that 
was redeveloped relatively recently, prior to the adoption of the Specific Plan. However, 
some sidewalk upgrades would be required, including the installation of truncated 
domes at the crossing of Alto Lane, in compliance with accessibility regulations. As an 
access alley, no sidewalk improvements are required along Alto Lane itself. 
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Trees and Landscaping 
 
The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment E) detailing the species, 
size, and conditions of the significant 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. All recommendations identified in the 
arborist report would be ensured through condition 3g. 
 
The applicant is proposing the following four tree removals: 
 

Tree 
Number 

Tree Type Diameter Location on 
Property 

Condition Basis for Removal 
Request 

#2 Incense 
cedar 

20 inches Right side of 
College 
Avenue 
frontage 

Poor Severe structural problems 
due to past “topping” 

#3 Incense 
cedar 

30 inches Left side of 
College 
Avenue 
frontage 

Poor Severe structural problems 
due to past “topping” 

#4 Elm 15 inches 
(multi-stem) 

Middle of Alto 
Lane frontage 

Poor Structural problems 

#5 Coast live 
oak 

12 inches Middle Good Construction 

 
The City Arborist has tentatively granted approval for the removals of the three trees 
with structural problems. The construction-related removal of Tree #5 would be 
approved if the overall redevelopment is approved by the Planning Commission, as this 
tree conflicts with the proposed building footprint. 
 
The applicant is proposing 12 new trees, which would well exceed the heritage tree 
replacement guideline for replanting at a 1:1 ratio. Along the rear, a row of five Chinese 
pistache trees would provide screening to the adjacent residence. Along Alto Lane and 
College Avenue, seven Japanese maple and swamp myrtle trees would serve as more 
decorative/ornamental plantings. In other areas, shrubs and low ground cover would 
provide visual interest. New fencing would be added on the sides adjacent to the 
nearby residential properties, while the College Avenue and Alto Lane front setbacks 
would be open and landscaped. A heritage elm street tree on College Avenue would be 
retained and protected during construction. 
 
Correspondence 
 
Staff has not received any letters in reference to the proposed project. The applicant 
has stated as part of the project description letter (Attachment C) that they have 
reached out to the adjacent neighbor at 620 College Avenue, and received positive 
feedback. 
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Conclusion 
 
The proposal would adhere to the extensive standards and guidelines established by 
the Specific Plan, as verified in detail in the Standards and Guidelines Compliance 
Worksheet. Overall, staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed 
development would be attractive and well-proportioned. The buildings would have a 
shared design theme, but would have distinctions and variation that would provide 
visual interest. Staff also believes that the design would serve as a positive transition 
between the more active and moderate-scale El Camino Real corridor, and the quieter 
and lower-scale adjacent residential district. The orientation of vehicular access on Alto 
Lane would help emphasize College Avenue as the primary, pedestrian-oriented 
façade. The heritage tree removals are justified by structural problems and construction 
conflicts, and new plantings would exceed the replacement requirements. A heritage 
street tree would be protected in compliance with the Heritage Tree Ordinance. Staff 
recommends that the Planning Commission approve the proposed architectural control. 
 

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 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. 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 F, and which would be 
ensured through recommended condition 4c. Mitigations include construction-related 
best practices regarding air quality and noise, payment of transportation-impact-related 
fees (condition 4d), and implementation of a Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) program. The MMRP also includes two completed mitigation measures relating 
to cultural resources, which are required to be addressed at the application submittal 
stage. First, for Mitigation Measure CUL-1: due to the age of the structures being 
greater than 50 years, a historic resource evaluation was conducted by a qualified 
architectural historian and concluded that the structures are not historic resources and 
that the redevelopment project can proceed. Second, for Mitigation Measure CUL-2a: a 
cultural resources study performed by a qualified archaeologist/cultural resources 
professional determined that the proposed project will have no impact on cultural 
resources. Both studies are available for review upon request. 
 
In addition to transportation impact fees, the proposal would require payment of the El 
Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Preparation Fee (condition 4e), which was 
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established to account for individual projects’ proportional share of the cost of creating 
the Specific Plan, including the EIR. 
 

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. 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. 

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

c. Upon completion of project improvements, the Specific Plan Maximum 
Allowable Development will be adjusted by three residential units and 
negative 1,620 square feet of non-residential uses, accounting for the 
project's net share of the Plan's overall projected development and 
associated impacts. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the 
plans prepared by Mark K. Donahue Architect, consisting of 23 plan sheets, 
dated received August 5, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission 
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on August 18, 2014, except as modified by the conditions contained herein, 
subject to review and approval of the Planning Division. 

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

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

d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit a plan for any 
new utility installations or upgrades for review and approval 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. The Engineering Division has noted one particular 
revision to the initial submittal: the applicant shall revise the civil plans to 
relocate the longitudinal private water line outside of Alto Lane, subject to the 
review and approval of the Engineering Division. 

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 the 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 issuance of a grading, demolition or building permit. 

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

h. Concurrent with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall provide documentation indicating the amount of irrigated 
landscaping. If the project proposes more than 2,500 square feet of irrigated 
landscaping, then a detailed landscape plan documenting compliance with 
the Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (Municipal Code 12.44) will be 
required, subject to review and approval of the Engineering Division. 

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

a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall address any remaining requirements relating to the demolition 
of the residence, subject to review and approval of the Building Division. 
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b. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit an updated LEED Checklist, subject to review and 
approval of the Planning Division. Confirmation that the project conceptually 
achieves LEED Silver certification shall be required before issuance of the 
building permit. Prior to final inspection of the building permit, the project shall 
either submit verification that the development has achieved final LEED Silver 
certification, which may be confirmed by an outside auditor, if the City has 
established such a program. 

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

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

i. The citywide Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) is currently estimated at 
$2,812.05. This is calculated by multiplying the fee of $1,835.26 per 
multi-family unit by 4 units, with credit allowed for the single-family unit 
($2,989.99) and 1,620 s.f. of warehouse space ($0.95/s.f., or 
$1,539.00). This fee is updated annually on July 1st based on the 
Engineering News Record Bay Area Construction Cost Index.  

ii. The Specific Plan EIR requires fair-share contributions for additional 
intersections not included in the citywide TIF. The detailed calculations 
for these improvements are not yet finalized, but preliminary estimates 
indicate that the cost to be considered for adoption is approximately 
$360 per P.M. peak hour vehicle trip, with credit for existing, occupied 
uses similar to 4.d.i. 

e. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall pay the El Camino 
Real/Downtown Specific Plan Preparation Fee, which is established at 
$1.13/square foot for all net new development. For the subject proposal, the 
fee is estimated at $4,936.97 ($1.13 x 4,369 net new square feet).  

 
Report prepared by: 
Thomas Rogers 
Senior Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Arlinda Heineck 
Community Development Director 
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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 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.  Standards and Guidelines Compliance Worksheet 
E.  Arborist Report, prepared by Tree Shapers, LLC, dated June 17, 2014 
F.  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 

 

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

EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 
 
Color and Materials Board 
 
V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2014\081914 - 612 College Ave.doc 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF AUGUST 18, 2014 

AGENDA ITEM  F1 
 

LOCATION: 3645-3665 Haven 

Avenue (3645 Haven 

Avenue) 

 

APPLICANT:  Greystar GP II, LLC 

EXISTING USE: Light Industrial, 

Outside Storage, 

Cellular Monopole 

 

OWNER: Butler Realty, LLC 

PROPOSED 

USE: 

Multi-Family Residential 

Apartment Complex 

with Associated 

Resident-Serving On-

Site Amenities 

 

APPLICATION: Study Session for 

Compliance with the 

R-4-S Development 

Regulations and 

Design Standards  

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 146-unit, multi-family residential development located at 3645-3665 Haven 
Avenue. The purpose of the study session is to review the proposed residential 
development relative to the development regulations and design standards of the R-4-S 
(High Density Residential, Special) zoning district.  
 
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 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 R-4-S compliance 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) and a new 
overlay zoning designation called Affordable Housing Overlay (AHO).  The subject site 
was rezoned with the new R-4-S zoning and AHO designation.  
 
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 a project complies with the development regulations and 
design standards. Instead, the project is reviewed for compliance with a determination 
made by the Community Development Director.  As indicated previously, the purpose of 
the August 18, 2014 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 4.89 acres and is located on Haven Avenue, north of Highway 101 and 
west of Marsh Road. 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.  As former M-2 (General Industrial) zoned property, the 
subject site is comprised of light industrial and  outside storage, as well as a cellular 
monopole.  All of these would be removed as part of redevelopment of the site. The uses 
reflect the greater area, which has historically been occupied by both office and industrial 
uses.  The subject site is surrounded by low-rise commercial office and industrial uses to 
the east, similar type uses, located south across Haven Avenue  in Redwood City, the 
proposed St. Anton project with 394 residential units to the west, and Bayfront Canal and 
the salt flats to the north.   
  
On May 19, 2014, the City approved a lot merger to combine five parcels into one legal lot. 
The lot merger has not been recorded yet, but will need to be recorded prior to issuance of 
a grading permit. Once the lots are merged, the anticipated address for the site is 3645 
Haven Avenue.  
 
In addition to the lot merger, the applicant intends to abandon all of the existing private 
easements on the property that are no longer necessary due to redevelopment of the site. 
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The existing PG&E and reciprocal access easement shared with the 3639 and 3641 
Haven Avenue properties along the western edge of the site (St. Anton) will remain. The 
separate PG&E tower line easement, which is 40 feet in width and runs east-west through 
the rear third of the property, will also remain. 
 
Project Description 
 
The proposed project is comprised of a 146-unit, multi-family residential development, 
consisting of one-, two-, and three-bedroom apartments in five three-story walk-up style 
structures. An additional 5,072 square feet of resident amenity space and management 
offices are proposed in a three-story structure along with a variety of common open 
spaces, including outdoor dining and lounge areas, a spa, and pool area. All of the 
proposed units on the subject property will be market rate rental housing. Although the 
subject site has the AHO designation, the applicant has opted not to pursue a density 
bonus in exchange for providing affordable units. The plans are included as Attachment B. 
As part of the proposal, all of the existing buildings would be demolished and one heritage 
tree would be removed. Because the site is located within the flood zone, fill will be 
imported to raise the site approximately three feet to comply with FEMA (Federal 
Emergency Management Agency) requirements.  
 
Below is a summary of the mix of unit types and the range of square footages. 
 

Unit Type Mix Summary 

Number of 
Bedrooms 

Number of 
Units 

Square Footage 
Range 

One Bedroom 74 697-828 sf 

Two Bedroom 66 990-1,025 sf 

Three Bedroom 6 1,256 sf 

 
The data table on the next page compares the proposed project with the development 
regulations of the R-4-S zoning district. As proposed, all of the development regulations 
would be met and would not trigger additional use permit review for a modification to a 
development standard. Similarly, the proposal complies with the design standards as 
demonstrated on Attachment C. In addition, the proposed development meets many of the 
design guidelines established in the R-4-S zoning district, including the use of varied 
colors and materials, the installation of attractive landscaping throughout the site, and the 
incorporation of distinctive entryways. The design guidelines are different than the design 
standards in that the guidelines suggest means for enhancing building design, 
attractiveness and neighborhood fit, as well as residential comfort and usefulness where 
the standards are objective and measurable rules required for new development. 
Information and evaluation relative to the R-4-S zone’s development regulations and 
design standards and guidelines are further discussed within this project description 
section of the report. 
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 R-4-S Regulation
1 Proposed Project  

Development 

Minimum Lot Area 20,000 sf 
213,090 sf 
(4.9 acres) 

Minimum Lot Width 100 ft. Approx. 300 ft. 

Minimum Lot Depth 100 ft. Approx. 750 ft. 

Density  

minimum 20 du/ac 

146 units (30 du/ac) 
maximum 30 du/ac 

Minimum 

Yards 

Front 

 
10 ft. 15 ft. 

Interior Side 
10 ft., except may be reduced to 5 ft. abutting a 

private access easement 

Left - 18 ft. (from edge of 
easement) 

Right – 22 ft.  

Corner Side 10 ft. N/A 

Rear 10 ft. 49 ft. 

Maximum 

Floor Area Ratio 

 

Increase on an even gradient from 60% for 20 
du/ac to 90% for 30 du/ac 

72% 

Maximum Building Coverage 40% 36% 

Minimum Open Space 

(Landscaping) 
25% 31% 

Height 

Maximum 

building 

height 

40 ft. 39 ft., 10 in. 

Building Profile 

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. 

Complies 

Parking 

Vehicular 

2 spaces for units w/ 2 or more bedrooms; 1.5 
spaces for 1 bedroom unit; 1 space per studio.  
Spaces cannot be located in required front yard 

setbacks or in tandem (255 required). 

255 spaces  

Electric 

Vehicle 

A minimum of 3 percent of the required number of 

parking spaces shall provide dedicated electric 

vehicle/plug-in hybrid electric charging stations and 

a minimum of 2 percent of the required number of 

parking spaces shall be pre-wired for such 

equipment. 

Dedicated charging stations –  
9 spaces 

 
Pre-wired charging stations – 

 6 spaces 

Bicycle 

Long term – 1 space per unit where a private 
garage (per unit) is not provided 

 
Short term (visitor) – 1 space per every 10 units  

(15 required) 

Long term – 146 spaces/ 1 per 

unit 

Short term (visitor) – 22 spaces  

1
A development regulation, except for floor area ratio and density, may be modified subject to a use permit established in 

Chapter 16.82. 
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Site Planning and Circulation 
 
The site is rectangular and relatively deep with housing and recreational space organized 
along a long central spine, and parking and service space around the perimeter. The 
development includes five residential buildings (numbered 1-5 on the plans) and one 
leasing and community building (numbered 6 on the plans). The main vehicular and 
pedestrian access is the entry drive aisle off of Haven Avenue, which is flanked by 
Buildings 1 and 2. These buildings are mirror images.  
 
The main entrance to the project is marked by the corner treatment of Buildings 1 and 2. 
These building corners create a gateway effect due to their eroded corner massing. There 
is also a row of three fan palms to each side of the driveway at the entrance to highlight 
the entry. Special paving marks the entry drive at Haven Avenue and creates a plaza-like 
visual definition in front of the leasing/community building.  
 
Behind the leasing/community building is a long open space, further subdivided into a 
series of hard and soft courtyards of varied recreational function. These spaces are 
spatially defined by the three-story building walls of the apartments on either side and at 
the far end of the open space. The footprint of the apartment buildings on either side pinch 
inward on the open space near its midpoint to distinguish and separate the elongated 
space into three separate spaces. The space adjacent to the community building has a 
more active character with more hardscape, a pool, spa, and fire pit amenities; whereas, 
the other spaces are softer with more focus on landscape and quiet gatherings. 
 
The site has two access points. The public access point that can be used by residents and 
visitors is located at the center of the frontage along Haven Avenue. Entering the property 
from this intersection, the residents can proceed through gated entries to the left and right 
of the community building to the secured area of the property. Residents can also access 
the property through the vehicular gate midway back from Haven Avenue on the left side 
lot line. This gate is entered through the access easement extending from Haven Avenue 
and shared with the St. Anton development. Once on-site, drive aisles and parking areas 
ring the site’s perimeter, except on the Haven Avenue side where the buildings interface 
with the street. Freestanding covered parking, bicycle storage and trash enclosure 
buildings face the left and right lot lines. 
 
Building Design and Character 
 
Architecturally, the buildings are modern but not stark. The modulation of the exterior walls 
and alternating use of materials makes the long facades seem more like a series of 
slightly vertical massed elements. While not looking like individual buildings making up a 
streetscape or having a real row-house rhythm, the building segments imply this scale and 
proportion fairly well. 
 
Each of the buildings is three-stories in height, but building modulation, consistent with the 
zone standards, and accent features help break the massing of the buildings. The 
maximum visible height of most buildings is approximately 35 feet, as measured from 
finish grade (note: natural grade is up to 3 feet lower due to fill). In addition to plan offsets, 
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the height of parapets from one building segment to the next varies a foot or two against 
the sky. This makes the massing seem more dynamic. 
 
Featured are the corners of Buildings 1 and 2 that mark the entry to the project. These 
forms start as tall solid stucco volumes, but are generously carved out at the corners with 
a recessed zone of windows and engineered wood lap siding panels as well as wrap-
around balconies and shade canopies. As a result, they appear light and inviting with the 
crisp stucco boarder traveling up the sides of the form and across the top. The stucco at 
this location is 30/30 fine sand texture to give it a smoother treatment than the 20/30 sand 
texture stucco use elsewhere on the project. This should help reinforce the geometry and 
stylistically modern use of line. 
 
The residential buildings are shown clad in stucco or fiber cement lap siding and have 
vinyl windows. Metal railings for the balconies, metal canopies over select doorways, 
ground floor patios with horizontal wood railings, and painted metal trim round out the 
primary material palette. Most of the building materials are typical for apartments—vinyl 
windows, 20/30 sand texture stucco, cement board siding, etc. Accent materials, such as 
the engineered wood siding and metal window trims and deck fascias further enhance the 
look of the buildings.  
 
The details at window openings, decks/railings, and parapets generally improve upon 
standard apartment building details. The vertical window and panel groupings that 
highlight individual façade segments are recessed top-to-bottom on the wall and trimmed 
with rectangular aluminum shapes. Fascia edges at the decks are clad in metal instead of 
the common stucco or wood. The stucco parapet at the building corners holds its line 
against the sky, by not using the common coping detail (i.e. metal coping/flashing lapping 
down the face of the parapet). 
 
Carports and trash/bicycle enclosures stylistically match the main buildings and use similar 
materials. The enclosures are quiet forms, but attention has been given to the detailing of 
the eaves and doors at the enclosures that give them a more refined appearance. The 
covered parking structures are very modern in their cantilever design. 
 
The color scheme is based on variations of grey offset by panels and trim in yellow ochre, 
natural wood, and burgundy. The vinyl windows are tan, which helps them blend with the 
other façade colors.  
 
Building and Unit Layout 
 
All units are one-story flats with the ground floor level units set close to grade and the 
upper floor units accessed from stairs within buildings. All units are accessed from interior 
hallways. Each building has two or more entry points at the ground level depending on 
building size. Entry points access hallways and interior stairs to upper level units. Part of 
the ground floor of each building has covered parking with one and two-car wide garage 
doors. Although assigned spaces, these garages are shared between units. Some 
garages offer direct access to building corridors.  
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Buildings 1 and 2 are oriented towards Haven Avenue and the publicly accessible 
entrance drive. Both buildings have a public entry visible from the main sidewalk on Haven 
Avenue. This meets the standard for building entries (6(a)(1)), and these entries have 
been designed to be more visually prominent than building entries elsewhere on the 
property. 
 
Unit layout is open in nature and fairly functional.  Most units have private decks. Where 
decks occur, they are generally ample in size to be used with patio furniture. Units also 
have walk-in closets and washers and dryers. Bedrooms and bathrooms are ample in size 
as many two-bedroom units feature a nearly dual master layout. The kitchens tend open to 
the living rooms. Window panels are fairly wide and/or tall to allow  sunlight into the units.  
 
Open Space, Common Areas, and Landscaping 
 
Open space requirements are met by a combination of private decks and community open 
space. Of the 146 units, 88 units meet the private open space requirement, which requires 
a minimum of 80 square feet and minimum dimensions of six feet by six feet per design 
standard 7(a)(1).  Most of the other units have decks that are slightly too small or too 
shallow. For the remaining units, the open space requirement is met by substituting private 
open space with a greater ratio of common open space. 
 
Landscape, including sidewalks and similar paving, account for 31 percent of the site area, 
with 25 percent being the minimum R-4-S requirement. Most of the landscaped area is 
around the perimeter of the site, but the key open space and landscape concept, 
comprised of two coponents, is located along the central spine of the site. There are two 
components. The first concept is the entry drive, which is loosely suggestive of a 
promenade, and the second is the courtyard space that makes up the recreational area at 
the center of the complex.  
 
The most significant tree proposed is the specimen size (48” box) coast live oak shown at 
the far end of the courtyard sequence adjacent to Building 5. Twelve 36” box zelkova 
street trees, and eight 24” box fan palms used to mark the project entry and 
leasing/community building are also featured in the planting plan. Smaller, decorative 
trees such as redbuds, olives, and flowering pears fill out the landscape plan within open 
spaces and around buildings. Zelkovas and cedars are shown around the perimeter of the 
property.   
 
In the three courtyard spaces enclosed by Buildings 3, 4, 5, and 6, the use of paving and 
decorative landscape at and near the ground plane is well developed with many small 
gathering spaces and feature amenities. The lawn area that separates the major two 
spaces and a mounded meadow could also provide some visual separation to make the 
courtyard with the oak tree feel a little more distinct from the rest of the open space. There 
are many positive features to the design of the main common areas/open space.  
 
In addition to the major landscape and open space development, secondary landscape is 
used to fill small planter areas and along building and property edges. The plans include a 
general plant legend, but specific planting locations tied to plants or plant quantities are 
not shown for areas. Specific quantities will need to be clarified on the plans as part of the 
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building permit plans. Another detail that will need to be addressed during the building 
permit stage is the screening of the transformers located near the front of the project near 
the vehicular entry gates. 
 
The proposed plan also includes the removal of one heritage tree, a palm tree located at 
the front-left corner of the site. The City Arborist has tentatively approved the removal of 
the tree.   
 
Evaluation Summary 
 
Based on staff’s review of the plans, the proposed development complies with the R-4-S 
requirements.  Attachment C contains a checklist of all of the R-4-S development 
regulations and design standards and summarizes the project’s compliance with each 
requirement.  
 
Correspondence 
 
Staff has not received any correspondence regarding the proposed project.  
 
Compliance Review Next Steps 
 
Following the Planning Commission’s study session on the proposed development, the 
Community Development Director and the applicant will take the comments into 
consideration and make changes, if appropriate.  If no changes are made, it is the intent of 
the Community Development Director to issue the compliance review letter within two 
weeks. The decision of the Community Development Director is final. 
 
The applicant will need to remove unnecessary easements that conflict with the property 
development before any building permit can be issued for construction of the buildings. 
Building permits, however, can be submitted, and be reviewed. During the building permit 
stage, minor design and/or material changes are often requested to accommodate 
building code requirements, changes in market demand, availability of materials, and/or 
preference.  Unless the changes comprehensively modify the scale or look of the 
proposal, the changes would be reviewed at a staff level only and not return to the 
Planning Commission.   
 
The purpose of the study session is to receive input on the proposal’s compliance relative 
to the R-4-S development regulations, design standards, and guidelines. 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 
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non-discretionary process, ministerial items, such as the R-4-S compliance review, are 
exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

 

RECOMMENDED MEETING PROCEDURE 

 
Staff recommends that the meeting be conducted as follows: 

 
1. Project Presentation by Applicant 
2. Commission Questions on Project Proposal  
3. Public Comment on Project Proposal 
4. Commission Comments on Project Proposal  
 
 
Report prepared by: 
Arnold Mammarella, 
Planning Consultant 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Deanna Chow, 
Senior Planner 
 

 
 
 

 

PUBLIC NOTICE 
 
Public notification consisted of publishing a courtesy notice in the local newspaper and 
notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the subject 
property.  No action will be taken at the meeting.  The Community Development Director 
shall make the determination on the Compliance Review and the determination is final.  
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
A.  Location Map 
B.  Project Plans 
C.  R-4-S Checklist 

 

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 
 
Colors and Materials Board 
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