
 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
AGENDA 

 
Regular Meeting 

November 3, 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 – David Hogan, Contract Planner; Michele Morris, Assistant Planner; 
Justin Murphy, Development Services Manager; Corinna Sandmeier, Associate Planner; Tom 
Smith, Associate 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 – Symposium #2 (October 8, 2014); Mobile Tour #2 (October 14, 2014); 
Focus Group #2 (October 16, 2014); GPAC Meeting #2 (November 10, 2014) 

b. El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan 2014 Amendments – City Council – October 29, 
2014 

c. State of the City – November 13, 2014 
 
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 
 
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 September 22, 2014 Planning Commission meeting  

(Attachment) 
 

C2. Approval of minutes from the October 6, 2014 Planning Commission meeting  (Attachment) 
 
D. PUBLIC HEARING 

 
D1. Use Permit/Larry Kahle/15 Greenwood Place: Request for a use permit to demolish an 

existing single-story, single family residence and construct a new two-story, single-family 
residence on a substandard lot with regard to lot width and lot area in the R-1-U (Single-
Family Urban) zoning district. The project also includes a request for excavation (removal of 
more than 12 inches of dirt) within the required left and right side setbacks associated with 
the creation of basement lightwells.  (Attachment) 
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D2. Use Permit/Arzang Development L.P./50 Cornell Road: Request for a use permit to 

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

 
D3. Use Permit Revision/Victor Buathier/1900 Santa Cruz Avenue:  Request for a use permit 

revision to enlarge a basement light well with stairs and add a new attached trellis, both at the 
rear of the residence, to a previously approved two-story structure on a substandard lot with 
regard to lot width in the R-1-U  (Single Family Urban) zoning district. The initial use permit 
for a two-story structure was approved by the Planning Commission on October 7, 2013, and 
the project received a use permit revision to add the basement on March 10, 2014.  
(Attachment) 

 
D4. Use Permit/AT&T Wireless - Mark W. Jones/321 Middlefield Road: Request for a use 

permit for a new wireless telecommunications facility and an associated equipment enclosure 
at an existing two-story medical office building located in the C-1 (Administrative and 
Professional, Restrictive) zoning district. The use proposal includes the following: 1) the 
temporary installation of six panel antennas behind a screen on the existing building rooftop 
and associated outdoor equipment on a concrete pad within a screened area, 2) temporary 
parking reduction of two spaces to allow installation of the temporary equipment pad, and 3) 
a permanent installation of 12 panel antennas and associated equipment cabinets located 
behind a screen on top of the building. After the permanent wireless telecommunications 
facility and equipment enclosure are mounted on the rooftop, the temporary 
telecommunications facility and equipment will be removed and the parking spaces returned 
to active use.  (Attachment) 

 
D5. Development Agreement Annual Review/Facebook/1 Hacker Way and 1 Facebook 

Way:  Annual review of the property owner’s good faith compliance with the terms of the 
Development Agreements for the East and West Campus Projects.  (Attachment) 

 
E. REGULAR BUSINESS 
 
E1. Review of Draft 2015 Planning Commission Meeting Dates  (Attachment) 
 
F. COMMISSION BUSINESS – None 
 
G. STUDY SESSION – None 
 
ADJOURNMENT 

 
Future Planning Commission Meeting Schedule 

 
Regular Meeting  November 17, 2014 (Cancelled) 
Regular Meeting  December 8, 2014 
Regular Meeting  December 15, 2014 
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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:  October 30, 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 – 7:03 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL – Bressler, Combs, Eiref (Chair), Ferrick, Kadvany, Onken (Vice Chair), Strehl 
 
INTRODUCTION OF STAFF – Jean Lin, Associate Planner; Kyle Perata, Associate Planner; 
Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner 
 
A.  REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
A1. Update on Pending Planning Items 

a. General Plan (ConnectMenlo) 
1. Workshops – September 11 and 17, 2014 
2. Symposium – Growth Management and Economic Development – September 

23, 2014 
3. Focus Group – Growth Management and Economic Development – September 

29, 2014 
 
Senior Planner Rogers reported on General Plan Update vents that had occurred.  He said 
workshops with identical content were held on September 11 in the downtown and on 
September 17 at the Senior Center.  He said that 30 to 40 residents attended each workshop. 
He said now an online interactive activity was available for those unable to attend either 
workshop to provide input to the visioning part of the General Plan Update by going to the 
ConnectMenlo webpage.  He said the following evening a Symposium on Growth Management 
and Economic Development would be held at which the presenters would be a team from Bay 
Area Economics or BAE.  He said that event would be streamed and available on the website.  
He noted a focus group session would also be held on the same topic.  
 
Chair Eiref noted outdoor seating at The Left Bank, and asked if there were be a report back on 
such pilot public spaces deriving from the Downtown Specific Plan (Plan).  Senior Planner 
Rogers said all the proposed public space improvements under the Plan were to be 
implemented on a trial basis.  He said they were establishing metrics to measure success and 
what worked and/or what needed improvement.  He said the Community Services Department 
held three trial events on Friday nights called Menlo Movie Night, which was being evaluated.  
He said the City’s Economic Development Team was also looking for sidewalk extensions for 
businesses not on Santa Cruz Avenue.  He said The Refuge had asked for a similar 
arrangement.  Chair Eiref commented that at The Left Bank the tables sat directly on asphalt 
and suggested something could be laid down under the tables so it was more attractive.   
 

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

There were none. 
 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION DRAFT MINUTES 
 

Regular Meeting 
September 22, 2014 at 7:00 p.m. 

City Council Chambers 
701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA  94025 
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C. CONSENT 
 
Each of the items on the Consent Calendar was considered separately. 
 
C1. Approval of minutes from the August 18, 2014 Planning Commission meeting  

(Attachment) 
 
Commissioner Onken suggested on page 7, 1st paragraph, 1st line that “Commissioner Bressler 
said the project had too little interpretation…” should be replaced with “Commissioner Bressler 
said the project had too literal interpretation…”  
 
Commission Action: M/S Strehl/Ferrick to approve the minutes with the following modification:  
 

 Page 7, 1st paragraph, 1st line:  Replace “Commissioner Bressler said the project had too 
little interpretation…” with “Commissioner Bressler said the project had too literal 
interpretation…” 

 
Motion carried 6-0 with Commissioner Kadvany abstaining: 
 
C2. Architectural Control Revision/R. Tod Spieker/2275 Sharon Road:  Request for an 

architectural control revision to allow exterior modifications to two existing apartment 
buildings in the R-3-A(X) (Garden Apartment, Conditional Development) zoning district.  
The proposed exterior modifications would include replacing balcony railings, siding, 
fencing, and patio screens, and modifying the exterior color scheme.  (Attachment) 

 
Chair Eiref asked if there were interior improvements as well.  Planner Lin said she was not 
aware of interior improvements but said she would not if such interior improvements had no 
effect on the exterior of the building.   
 
Chair Eiref said the proposed colors seem quite bright compared to what the building looked like 
currently, noting the building blended well with the trees.   
 
Mr. Edwin Bruce, project architect, said there were some interior remodels that were going 
through Building Department review and work to bring the stairwell heights to code.  He said the 
existing building colors blended so well with the trees that they felt it almost disappeared from 
view.  He said they wanted to open up the inside and outside of the apartment complex.  
 
Commission Action: M/S Ferrick/Strehl to approve the item as recommended in the staff report. 

 
1. Adopt a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 1 (Section 

15301, “Existing Facilities”) of the current California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines.  

   
2. 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. 

 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/5149
http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/5146
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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 property is not within any Specific Plan area, and as such no finding 
regarding consistency is required to be made. 

 
3. Approve the architectural control revision request subject to the following standard 

conditions of approval:  
 

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans 
prepared by Edwin Bruce Associates, consisting of seven plan sheets, dated 
received by the Planning Division on August 28, 2014, and approved by the 
Planning Commission on September 22, 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 applicant shall comply with all Sanitary 

District, Menlo Park Fire Protection District, San Mateo County Health 
Department, and utility company’s 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. 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. Landscaping shall properly screen all utility 
equipment that is installed outside of a building and cannot be placed 
underground. 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. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected 
pursuant to the Heritage Tree Ordinance.  

 
Motion carried 7-0.  
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C3. Sign Review/Tom Donahue/3565 Haven Avenue:  Request for sign review to construct 
a new freestanding monument sign with up to five individual tenants. The proposed 
tenants could occupy less than 25 percent of the gross leasable square footage of the 
property.  (Attachment) 
 

Commission Action: M/S Kadvany/Ferrick 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 a finding that the sign is appropriate and compatible with the businesses and 

signage in the general area, and is consistent with the Design Guidelines for Signs. 
  

3. Approve the sign 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 August 
28, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission on September 22, 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. 

 
Motion carried 7-0.  
 
D. PUBLIC HEARING 

 
D1. Use Permit/Fitton and Chowdhary/675 Woodland Avenue: Request for a use permit to 

remodel and expand an existing single-story residence, including the addition of a second 
story, on a lot that is substandard with regard to lot width in the R-1-U (Single Family 
Urban) zoning district. The proposed project would exceed 50 percent of the existing floor 
area, and is considered equivalent to a new structure. The proposal includes a request for 
removal of a heritage palm tree in the front-left.  

 
Item continued to the Planning Commission meeting of October 6, 2014. 
 
D2. Use Permit/Kateeva, Inc./1105 O'Brien Dr: Request for a use permit for the indoor 

storage and use of hazardous materials associated with the manufacturing of organic light 
emitting diode (OLED) displays in an existing building in the M-2 (General Industrial) 
zoning district.  (Attachment) 
 

Staff Comment:  Planner Perata said staff had no additions to the written report. 
 
Public Comment:  Mr. John Tarlton said they were pleased to represent Kateeva, Inc., which 
was expanding its business.  Mr. Mike Harburn, Kateeva, Inc., said they had received a major 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/5148
http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/5147
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overseas manufacturing order and needed to expand their business square footage in 
response. 
 
Commissioner Strehl asked if the local schools and Boys and Girls Club had been notified of 
this expansion.  Mr. Tarlton said those properties were located within the notification area and 
the owners would have been notified as part of the use permit application process.  He said 
there was not anything associated with this application that would require special outreach to 
those property owners.   
 
Chair Eiref closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission Comment:  Commissioner Ferrick noted that Menlo Park Fire District, County 
Environmental Health, West Bay Sanitary District and the Building Department had signed off 
on the hazardous materials plan.  She moved to approve the use permit request as 
recommended in the staff report.  Chair Eiref seconded the motion. 
 
Commission Action: M/S Ferrick/Eiref 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 subject to the following standard conditions:  
  

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans 
provided by DES Architects/Engineers, consisting of five plan sheets, dated 
received September 17, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission on 
September 22, 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.  
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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 
applicable agencies to determine whether the new hazardous materials business 
plan is in substantial compliance with the use permit. 

 
Motion carried 7-0.  
 
E. REGULAR BUSINESS 
 
There was no regular business. 
 
F. COMMISSION BUSINESS  
 
There was no Commission business. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 

 
The meeting adjourned at 7:34 p.m. 

 
 
 
 
 
Staff Liaison:  Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner 
 
Recording Secretary:  Brenda Bennett 



   

 

CALL TO ORDER – 7:01 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL – Bressler, Combs, Eiref (Chair), Ferrick, Kadvany, Onken (Vice Chair), Strehl 
 
INTRODUCTION OF STAFF – Stephen O’Connell, Contract Planner; Thomas Rogers, Senior 
Planner; Corinna Sandmeier, Associate Planner 
 
A.  REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
A1. Update on Pending Planning Items 

a. General Plan – Symposium #1 (September 23, 2014); Focus Group #1 (September 
29, 2014; Mobile Tour #1 (October 1, 2014); Symposium #2 (October 8, 2014); Mobile 
Tour #2 (October 14, 2014) 

 
Senior Planner Rogers noted activities for the General Plan update (ConnectMenlo) that had 
already occurred and those that were upcoming.  
 
B. PUBLIC COMMENTS #1 (Limited to 30 minutes) 
 
There was none. 

 
C. CONSENT  
 
C1. Approval of minutes from the September 8, 2014 Planning Commission meeting  

(Attachment) 
 
Commission Action: M/S Eiref/Ferrick to approve the minutes with the following modification:  
 

 Page 8, 6th paragraph, 2nd line:  Replace “Cogen” with “Cogan.” 
 

Motion carried 7-0. 
 
D. PUBLIC HEARING 

 
D1. Use Permit/Fitton and Chowdhary/675 Woodland Avenue: Request for a use permit to 

remodel and expand an existing single-story nonconforming residence, including the 
addition of a second story, on a substandard lot in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban) zoning 
district. The proposed project would exceed 50 percent of the existing floor area 
(considered equivalent to a new structure) and would exceed 50 percent of the existing 
replacement value of the nonconforming residence in a 12-month period. The proposal 
includes a request to retain an existing front hedge with a height of approximately seven 

 

 
 

 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION DRAFT MINUTES 
 

Regular Meeting 
October 6, 2014 at 7:00 p.m. 

City Council Chambers 
701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA  94025 
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feet to remain in the front yard, where four feet is otherwise the maximum fence/hedge 
height. Continued from the meeting of September 22, 2014.  (Attachment) 

 
Staff Comment:  Planner O’Connell said staff had no additions to the staff report. 
 
Public Comment:  Mr. Mike Fitton, property owner, said he and his wife wanted to add a second 
story to their home.  He said they shared the architect’s plans with their neighbors and there 
were no objections. 
 
Commissioner Strehl asked if the uncovered parking space would be in front of the garage.  
Planner O’Connell said that no uncovered parking space was required but parking in front of the 
garage was allowed, noting that the parking was an existing condition and could be continued.   
 
Chair Eiref closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission Comment:  Chair Eiref said he found the proposed project acceptable.  
Commissioner Strehl noted she liked the existing home and what was being proposed.   
 
Commissioner Onken said it was not clear what they were doing with the top of the chimney.  
Ms. Heather Harrington, project architect, said the idea was to keep the chimney as it was 
charming and visible from the front.  She said with the building code for the gas fireplace they 
would be using they would direct the vent out the brick on the rear side.  She said otherwise the 
chimney would need to be higher than the second story to accommodate that vent.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick noted the quality of materials and in particular the wood clad Anderson 
windows with simulated divided lights.  
 
Commission Action:  M/S Strehl/Onken to approve the use permit request as recommended in 
the staff report. 

 

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 Heather Harrington on behalf of Michael Fitton and Nazima 
Chowdhary, consisting of nine plan sheets, dated received September 30, 2014, 
and approved by the Planning Commission on October 6, 2014 except as 
modified by the conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval by 
the Planning Division. 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/5397
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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.   
 

Motion carried 7-0. 
 
D2. Use Permit/Chris Kummerer/321 Laurel Avenue: Request for a use permit to demolish 

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

 
Staff Comment:  Planner Sandmeier said that an email had been received from Mr. Eric Doyle, 
322 Laurel Avenue, supporting the project and use of the alley. 
 
Public Comment:  Mr. Chris Kummerer, CKR Architects, Menlo Park, project architect, provided 
a visual presentation of the proposed project, the project site, and the existing home and trees.  
He said their goal was to keep the heritage Live oaks and Locust tree in the rear.  He said the 
project would have a detached garage with a secondary dwelling unit with access from the alley 
off Laurel Avenue.  He said the layout was informed by the existing trees, solar access and rear 
garage placement.  He said having the garage in the rear enhanced the front view of the home.  
He said the home was in a flood zone so it needed to be raised.  He said they worked with the 
features of the contemporary design to reduce the bulk and mass of the house.  He said they 
also increased the front setback five feet to 25-feet.  He noted the large front porch and two 
planters on either side of the entry for minimizing the house size.  He said maintaining privacy 
was important and most of the side facing windows had raised sill heights.  He said an 
exception was the stair window that would look onto the neighboring property to the south.  He 
said in talking to that neighbor they would use frosted glass on that side.  He said relative to the 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/5396
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balcony on that side it looked at a solid wall on the neighboring property.  He said the property 
owners had reached out to many of the neighbors about the design.   
 
Commissioner Onken asked how the stucco wall would be capped at the top.  Mr. Kummerer 
said he expected a sheet metal cap but his goal was to keep the line as proposed. 
 
Chair Eiref asked about the logic for having guest parking in the front and resident parking in the 
rear.  He also asked about the adequacy of the turning radius in the alley.  Mr. Kummerer said 
there was 16-feet backup distance between the garage and alley, and the alley was 15-feet 
wide.  He said typically 24-foot was needed for backup turn distance and that this was about 31 
feet.  Chair Eiref said it did not appear that cars used the alley.  Mr. Kummerer showed a slide 
of the alley from Laurel Avenue which showed where two neighbors were parking in the alley, 
and several rear garages were being used.  Chair Eiref asked if the Fire District would be 
comfortable with the 15-foot width of the alley for emergency access.  Mr. Kummerer said they 
had quite a bit of dialogue with the Fire District about emergency access.  He said the project 
needed to maintain a certain distance from a fire hydrant and that was accomplished without 
use of the alley.   
 
Commissioner Strehl said she drove down Laurel Avenue and turned right into the alley, and 
then right again into the next alley, and found it to be a narrow area to turn because of some 
poles near the corner.  Mr. Kummerer said he had driven it in a Prius and it seemed to be fine.  
Commissioner Strehl asked why the uncovered parking space in front of the house was 
delegated for the in-law unit parking and not the space off the alley.  Mr. Kummerer said that the 
in-law unit required one uncovered space.  He said the primary residence required one covered 
and one uncovered space, and that either uncovered space could be for the in-law and the 
other for the primary residence. Commissioner Strehl asked if they had done other designs like 
this one in the Willows area.  Mr. Kummerer said there was a similar home on the corner of 
Laurel Avenue and Gilbert Street and one by Square 3 Design.  He said they did not design 
those but they were close by and similar.   
 
Commission Kadvany said several properties in this area have large old gates along the alley 
and asked about their purpose. Mr. Kummerer said he did not know the history but he imagined 
that access was useful for a number of things.   
 
Mr. Mark Squires, Gilbert Street, said he was not opposed to the project and thought the design 
was very nice.  He said his and his neighbor’s concern were that their homes were 
perpendicular to the alley and his living space, kitchen and bedroom were located four feet from 
the alley.  He said they were able to hear anything walking in the alley.  He said when he moved 
to his property 15 years prior he had not known there was an alley there as it was so overgrown.  
He said in the last two weeks the alley had been leveled and gravel put in after the sewers were 
replaced.  He said this was a precedent on the alley which was a t-juncture.  He said he thought 
the architect could easily design the project to allow for a driveway from Laurel Avenue to the 
rear garage. 
 
Mr. John Hargis, Central Avenue, said the alley for his property was parallel to the alley that had 
been bucolic until the sewer project happened.  He said he had lived in his home since 1975 
and during that time the alley has had blackberry bushes all across it until it was dug out by 
large equipment for the sewer project.  He said regarding alley ownership that his understanding 
was he owned half of the alley. He said his expectation was someone would have talked to him 
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before paving it.  He said he visited Planning and found something indicating that neither the 
City nor the property owners owned the alley. He said that raised the question of whether 
someone needed to ask him before paving the alley and whether the City had to approve that.  
He asked whether it would be his liability or the City’s should someone trip and fall in the alley. 
He said he liked the house design but he also liked the bucolic nature of how the alley used to 
look.  He asked for direction in finding answers on alleys. 
 
Mr. David Soohoo said he owned the house north of the project property, and had lived there 37 
years.  He said he was thrilled that the sewer had been replaced as it was outdated and also 
pleased that the alley was cleared.  He said previously it was very difficult for him to get down 
the alley for access to the back of his house.  He said with the grading and gravel he was now 
able to have the utility value of the alley.  He said he supported the project having the garage in 
the rear with access from the alley. 
 
Chair Eiref closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission Comment:  Chair Eiref asked staff to address alley ownership. Senior Planner 
Rogers said the original subdivision dated to the early part of the 1900s when this area was part 
of unincorporated San Mateo County.  He said this North Palo Alto subdivision was 
subsequently annexed to the City of Menlo Park. He said as explained to him by the City 
Attorney and Public Works staff, the original subdivision dedicated the streets to the County of 
San Mateo.  He said the original subdivision also tried to dedicate the alleys but the County did 
not accept them.  He said when the subdivision was annexed into the City of Menlo Park the 
City effectively accepted the streets but not the alleys.  He said liability was a question for the 
City Attorney.  He said the City Attorney and Public Works staff have confirmed that the alleys 
retain right of access for the properties that abut them, so no approval is necessary from the 
City for someone to use the alley to access their property.  He said separately there was a 
Building Code requirement for applicants to provide for all-weather access to a parking space 
which means improving the alley up to the point of access.  He said also in these cases the 
property owner has to enter into a maintenance agreement for ongoing alley maintenance.  He 
said as more properties acquire access from the alleys there was more cost sharing for the 
maintenance of the improved alley.  He said the purpose of an alley was to provide for service 
access.   
 
Commissioner Strehl said her home was on an alley and she would be delighted for the sewer 
there to be replaced and the alley surface improved.  She said the sewer district had laid gravel 
in the alley where they replaced the sewer.  She asked if that was the level of improvement the 
City required or something greater. Senior Planner Rogers said he had just heard about the 
sewer improvement project today.  He said that loose gravel usually did not meet the Building 
Code requirement but compacted aggregate at a Class 2 level could.  He said the more typical 
materials were asphalt, concrete or interlocking pavers.   
 
Commissioner Kadvany said he very much liked the design with the garage in the rear.  He said 
he did not think one project doing this would impact the other properties whose owners had 
spoken.  He said if there were six more such projects that might be a different story and it would 
be like living on a tiny cul de sac.  He said the alley would have to have proper grading and 
paving and that should be addressed.  He asked if there were future developments along the 
alley that wanted rear access whether those would come to the Planning Commission for the 
garages to be vetted.  Senior Planner Rogers said all the lots in the area were substandard but 
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a one-story development proposal would not require Planning Commission review and approval.  
He said there have been rear garages in the Willows that have gone through the building permit 
process and the same maintenance agreement was required of those applicants.  He said for 
this project, Attachment B2 showed the whole block and what would be improved with this 
project.  He said this applicant was proposing to come off the side from Laurel Avenue as that 
part of the alley was already improved and the applicant would the improve the area shown 
shaded in the bulb up to their property.  He said the City would not require the applicant to 
improve the other segments of the alley.    
 
Commissioner Onken said he thought the alley was there to be used.  He said with the sewer 
improvement project the alley had gone from a very substandard condition to a semi-
substandard condition.  He said with this project’s access improvement the future was better for 
the alley.  He said he supported use of the alley and having fewer cars in the front of homes.  
He said he could support the project proposal. 
 
Commissioner Bressler said he agreed with Commission Onken. 
 
Commissioner Ferrick said she hoped it would comfort the neighbors on Gilbert Street that the 
part of the alley the applicant would most likely improve and access by vehicles was not the 
portion that went by their homes.  She said although the project was close to the overall 
maximum floor area ratio that the secondary dwelling unit was only 229 square feet, which was 
really small.  She said it was a thoughtful way to do a secondary dwelling unit and she thanked 
the applicants for working with their neighbors on the project.   
 
Commissioner Strehl said this was a narrow lot.  She noted her home is also on a narrow lot.  
She said to put access from Laurel Avenue to a rear garage would make it impossible to build a 
home that would accommodate this family’s needs. 
 
Commissioner Combs said he thought the neighbors’ concerns were valid noting this was not a 
fully developed alley.  He said he was concerned that the applicants and other vehicles might 
not only access this alley from Laurel Avenue but possibly from Gilbert Avenue as that was not 
something that could be mandated or controlled.  
 
Commissioner Kadvany moved to approve the item as recommended in the staff report.  He 
said he liked the upgrade to the alley and he thought the applicants would respect the neighbors 
and use the access as defined.   
 
Commissioner Bressler said if other driveways were put in the rear that the alley would then be 
additionally upgraded.   
 
Chair Eiref said gravel was not considered to be all weather access.  Senior Planner Rogers 
said when the application was started, the alley had not been changed in a long time.  He said 
condition 4.b required an alley improvement plan subject to approval of Planning and Building.  
Chair Eiref said there was a standard that had to be met for the alley access and would have to 
be met for any future alley access developments.   
 
Chair Eiref said the City was really trying to support secondary dwelling units because of state 
housing requirements.  He said there was also a Commission bias to get cars off the street and 
out of front yards.  He said this was a very substandard lot in terms of width and would require a 
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massive redesign to run the driveway from Laurel Avenue.  He said he understood the 
neighbors’ concerns.  He seconded the motion made by Commissioner Kadvany to approve as 
recommended in the staff report. 
 
Commission Action: M/S Kadvany/Eiref to approve the item as recommended in the staff report. 
 

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 CKA Architects, consisting of 14 plan sheets, dated received 
September 23, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission on October 6, 
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.  
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4. Approve the use permit subject to the following project-specific conditions:  

a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit an Alley Improvement Plan. The plan shall specify that an 
approved form of all-weather surfacing be installed between 321 Laurel Avenue 
and the bulb of the alley. The plan shall be subject to review and approval of the 
Planning and Engineering Divisions. Prior to final inspection, the applicant shall 
implement the required alley improvements, subject to review and approval of the 
Planning and Engineering Divisions. 

b. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit a draft Access Alley Maintenance Agreement for the 
portion of the alley between 321 Laurel Avenue and the Laurel Avenue entrance 
of the alley, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division. Prior to 
issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit documentation of the 
approved Access Alley Maintenance Agreement’s recordation, subject to review 
and approval of the Planning Division. 
 

Motion carried 7-0. 
 
D3. Use Permit/Verizon Wireless (Chris Fowler)/460 Bayfront Expressway: Request for a 

use permit to mount six panel antennas in three sectors on an existing Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company tower and install associated equipment on a concrete pad at the base of 
the tower in the M-2(X) (General Industrial, Conditional) zoning district.  (Attachment) 

 
Staff Comment:  Planner Sandmeier said there were no updates to the staff report. 

 
Public Comment:  Mr. Chris Fowler said he was representing Verizon Wireless.  He said they 
had been working on this project for some time.  He said they had worked with General Motors 
when that company owned the property.  He said the property was then sold to Facebook.  He 
said they negotiated with Face book to install this equipment within the legs of the PG&E tower.  
He said Facebook signed an easement modification with PG&E and Verizon has agreement to 
put a concrete pad within the legs of the tower for the six panel antennas.   

 
Commissioner Ferrick asked how this project would work with Facebook’s office plans.  Mr. 
Fowler said that Facebook had signed the easement modification.  He said building was not 
allowed with a PG&E easement. 

 
Chair Eiref closed the public hearing. 

 
Commission Comment:  Commissioner Onken moved to approve the project as recommended 
in the staff report.  Commissioner Strehl seconded the motion. 
 
Commissioner Kadvany commented on the prevalence of these antennas and towers and 
suggested the City consider ways to keep them from cluttering the landscape. 
 
Commission Action: M/S Onken/Strehl to approve the item as recommended in the staff report. 
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1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 1 (Section 15301, 
“Existing Facilities”) of the current CEQA Guidelines. 

 
2. Make necessary findings, pursuant to 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 safety, morals, comfort and general welfare of the persons residing 
or working in the neighborhood of the proposed use, and will not be detrimental to 
property and improvements in the neighborhood or general welfare of the City. (Due 
to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) preemption over local law 
regarding concerns over health where the proposed facility meets FCC 
requirements, staff has eliminated the standard finding for “health” with respect to the 
subject use permit.) 

 
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 L.D. Strobel Co. Inc. dated received September 16, 2014, consisting 
of eight plan sheets and approved by the Planning Commission on October 6, 
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 County, 

State, and Federal 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 that are directly applicable to the new construction. 
 
d. If the antennas or any portion of the antennas and associated mechanical 

equipment discontinue operation at the site, the antennas and associated 
equipment shall be removed from the site within 30 days. 

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

a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit revised plans indicating that the fence will be painted the 
metallic color of the transmission tower. 
 

b. This use permit shall expire at the end of 10 years from the date of use permit 
approval unless extended by the Planning Commission.  If the applicant desires 
to extend the use permit, the applicant shall explore and implement, to the extent 
feasible, the available technology and/or alternative locations to reduce the size 
and/or visibility of the antennas and equipment. 

 
Motion carried 7-0.  
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D4. El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan – 2014 Plan Amendments/City of Menlo 

Park:  The El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan was adopted by the City Council in 
June 2012. The approved Plan includes a requirement for ongoing review, intended to 
ensure that the Plan is functioning as intended, as well as to consider the policy-related 
implications of various Plan aspects. To address this requirement, the Planning 
Commission and City Council held five meetings on the subject, starting on September 9, 
2013 and finishing on November 19, 2013. At the conclusion, the City Council directed 
that staff prepare formal amendments for the following:  (Attachment) 
 

1. Revise text to clarify that implementation of the “Burgess Park Linkage/Open Space 
Plaza” public space improvement is not dependent on the High Speed Rail project; 

2. Eliminate “Platinum LEED Certified Buildings” as a suggested Public Benefit Bonus 
element; and  

3. For new medical/dental office uses on El Camino Real, establish an absolute 
maximum of 33,333 square feet per development project. 

 
Staff Comment:  Senior Planner Rogers noted there some email inquiries had been sent to staff, 
the Commission and Council over the past weekend relating to clarification to information 
provided by the contract City Attorney on page 2 of the staff report.  He said the contract City 
Attorney confirmed the statement that his legal opinion was that the medical office use could be 
undertaken by the Planning Commission and City Council to be done now, but if the pending 
Measure M was passed, to make that cap to medical office use would require voter approval.    
 
Questions of Staff:  In response to questions from Chair Eiref, Senior Planner Rogers said the 
review cycle for the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan (Plan) was for an initial review one 
year after adoption which occurred in 2013 and then every two years after that which would next 
occur in 2015.  He said the square foot cap amount under item 3 had not been a Planning 
Commission recommendation but had been a City Council recommendation.  He said the 
Commission and Council had reviewed the Plan in detail last fall and City Council gave general 
guidance regarding the three bulleted items.  He said the Commission was being asked to 
review Attachment B as to whether it accurately captured the Council’s direction to implement 
the proposed amendments. 
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Bressler, Senior Planner Rogers said the time 
that had lapsed since the Council’s November 2013 direction until now was to develop the 
Negative Declaration.  He noted the 30+ pages of the document and the level of detail involved 
as well as the impacts of the loss of a number of planning staff.  He said that once a Negative 
Declaration was completed, it might be possible to use it as a base for a future project, but often 
the next project is different enough that though some text might be reused, considerable time 
and effort needs to be put into rewriting it.  He said the state-required review periods also 
expanded the time schedule for accomplishing such environmental review documents.   
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Ferrick, Senior Planner Rogers said he thought 
the email correspondents were saying that since the medical office use was capped more 
stringently with this proposed amendment than that in the ballot measure, that it should not be 
considered in conflict with the ballot measure.  He said the contract City Attorney had replied 
that no intent was expressed in the ballot measure to encourage or favor one type of office use.  
He also said further that amending what the ballot measure had, which was a 100,000 square 
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foot limit on office spaces, to put stricter limits on square footage of certain types of office use, 
such as medical office use, would affect a voter adopted development standard.  In response to 
a question from Commissioner Strehl to clarify that position more, Senior Planner Rogers said 
according to the City Attorney that if the ballot measure passed, amending the Plan to cap 
medical use square footage at 33,333 square feet per project would require voter approval.    
 
Commissioner Combs said the Attorney’s reply, for the record, did not cite any case law.  Senior 
Planner Rogers said that the Attorney was offering his professional legal opinion, and it was 
possible that there didn’t exist any case law on this exact subject.  
 
Chair Eiref opened and closed the public hearing as there were no members of the public 
wanting to speak. 
 
Commission Comment:  Commissioner Ferrick said regarding the three points that the first was 
simple and made sense to push forward as part of the recommendations.  She said regarding 
the second point that perhaps it would be possible under the next review to reconsider LEED 
Platinum again as a public benefit as that level of LEED really indicated a commitment to 
sustainability and the environment.   
 
Commissioner Onken moved to recommend to the City Council to adopt the resolution to adopt 
the Negative Declaration and adopt the resolution to amend the Plan as specified. 
Commissioner Kadvany seconded the motion.  
 
Commissioner Kadvany said this action by the Commission and future action by the Council 
demonstrated that the Plan was possible to change.  He said there were two items not included 
in the amendments.  He said one recommendation to the City Council by the Planning 
Commission was to tie the future pedestrian and bicycle tunnel near Middle Avenue on El 
Camino Real to development.  He said the other item missing was proper City control of the 
process and that the Planning Commission and City Council should have a better defined 
negotiation process for large projects like the large ones in the Plan area that they were seeing.   
 
Commissioner Strehl said she supported the motion.  She said the Planning Commission and 
City Council were in the process of making changes to the Plan.  She said the Council had 
provided direction to limit the size of medical office on El Camino Real to reduce resultant traffic.   
 
Commissioner Bressler said some of the Commissioners tried to lower the bonus level and get it 
to a negotiating position for the City but that did not happen.  He said the logic for setting the 
bonus level so high was made by the Fiscal Impact Report.  He said Commissioners tried to 
argue that raising the bonus level would not prevent large projects from being undertaken.  He 
said that was something which could be fixed during the next review.    
 
Chair Eiref said he agreed completely with the point about bonus level.  He said the point was 
being made that the Plan could be amended.  He said that was a positive message.  
 
Commissioner Strehl noted that the City Council had negotiated with the developer for the 
Stanford property and for the other large projects in the Plan area and part of that negotiation 
was not allowing medical office use for those projects.   
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Commissioner Combs said for the record that if the ballot measure passed that did not prevent 
the Plan from being amended.  General discussion of the potential impacts of the ballot 
measure to the Plan and potential amendments ensued. 
 
Commissioner Kadvany said that both the original project and revised project for Stanford 
property were well below the bonus level and yet there had been a lot of negotiation.  He said 
not lowering the bonus level for negotiation had been a mistake. 
 
Commission Action:  M/S Onken/Kadvany to recommend that the City Council conduct the 
following actions: 
 

1. Adopt a Resolution Adopting the Negative Declaration for Amendments to the El Camino 
Real/Downtown Specific Plan (Attachment C) 
 

2. Adopt a Resolution Amending the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan (Attachment 
D) 

 
Motion carried 7-0. 
 
E. COMMISSION BUSINESS 
 
There was none. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:55 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
Staff Liaison:  Senior Planner Rogers 
 
Recording Secretary:  Brenda Bennett 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF NOVEMBER 3, 2014 

AGENDA ITEM D1 
 

LOCATION: 15 Greenwood Place 

 

 APPLICANT: Larry Kahle 

 

EXISTING USE: Single-Family 

Residence 

 

 OWNER: Matthew Heinz 

PROPOSED USE: 

 

Single-Family 

Residence 

 

 APPLICATION: Use Permit 

ZONING: 

 

R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential) 

 
 PROPOSED 

PROJECT 

EXISTING 

DEVELOPMENT 

ZONING  

ORDINANCE 

Lot area 6,939 sf 6,939 sf 7,000.0 sf min. 

Lot width 51.1  ft. 51.1  ft. 65.0 ft. min. 

Lot depth 124.7  ft. 124.7  ft. 100.0 ft. min. 

Setbacks       

 Front 20.3 ft.  25.4 ft.  20.0 ft. min. 

 Rear 37.5 ft. 43.3 ft. 20.0 ft. min. 

 Side (left) 5.7 ft. 5.1 ft. 5.1 ft. min. 

 Side (right) 5.6 ft. 4.8 ft. 5.1 ft. min. 

Building coverage 2,058.6 
29.7 

sf 
% 

1,859.7 
26.8 

sf 
% 

2,428.7 
35.0 

sf max. 
% max. 

FAL (Floor Area Limit) 2,799.1 sf 1,761.5 sf 2,800 sf max. 

Square footage by floor 1,206.9 
1,204.0 
1,145.7 

449.4 
397.6 

7.6 

sf/basement 
sf/1st 
sf/2nd 
sf/garage 
sf/porches 
sf/fireplace 

1,217.9 
443.7 

99.9 
90.5 

7.7 

sf/1st 
sf/garage 
sf/shed 
sf/porches 
sf/fireplace 

  

Square footage of building 4,411.2 sf 1,859.7 sf   

Building height 25.6 ft.   15.0 ft.   28.0 ft. max. 

Parking 2 covered 2 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered 

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

       

Trees Heritage trees 4* Non-Heritage trees 0 New Trees 0 

 Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

0 Non-Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

0 Total Number 
of Trees 

4 

  *Two heritage trees are located in the public right-of-way along Greenwood Place. 
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PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting a use permit to demolish an existing single-story, single 
family residence and construct a new two-story, single-family residence on a 
substandard lot with regard to lot width and lot area in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) 
zoning district. The project also includes a request for excavation (removal of more than 
12 inches of dirt) within the required left and right side setbacks associated with the 
creation of basement light wells. 
 

ANALYSIS 

 
Site Location 
 
The subject property is located in the Suburban Park neighborhood along the south 
side of Greenwood Place, roughly equidistant between the end of the cul-de-sac and 
the intersection of Greenwood Place and Greenwood Drive. The subject property is 
surrounded by a mix of one- and two-story single-family residences with attached 
garages, all of which are also zoned R-1-U. The area contains residences featuring a 
variety of traditional architectural styles. 
 
The subject parcel is substandard with respect to lot area and lot width, with a lot area 
of 6,939 square feet where 7,000 square feet is required, and a lot width of 51.1 feet 
where 65 feet is required. Most of the nearby parcels are also substandard and would 
require use permit approvals for construction of certain large additions or new two-story 
residences.  
 
Project Description 
 
The applicant is proposing to remove the existing single-story, single-family residence 
and attached two-car garage, and construct a new two-story single-family residence 
with an attached two-car garage. The existing residence is considered nonconforming 
with regard to the left side setback, but the new structure would comply with all setback 
requirements. Staff has identified that the length of the proposed landing place/stair 
shown on Sheet A3, located at the side yard entrance to the mud room, is less than 
four feet from the left side lot line. Landing places and stairways are only permitted to 
encroach to within four feet of any side lot line. Staff is recommending condition 4a to 
bring the landing/stair to within four feet of the side property line, or remove the door 
and landing entirely from the plan, as part of the building permit submittal for the 
project. 
 
As discussed in a following section, the basement light wells would intrude slightly into 
the side setbacks, as may be permitted by a use permit. The home would have five 
bedrooms and four-and-a-half bathrooms, with four of the bedrooms and three of the 
bathrooms located on the second floor. 
 
The floor area of the proposed residence would be approximately 2,799.1 square feet, 
just below the maximum floor area limit (FAL) of 2,800 square feet. The building 



15 Greenwood Place/Larry Kahle PC/11-03-14/Page 3 

coverage would be 29.7 percent, below the two-story maximum of 35 percent. The 
maximum height of the residence would 25.6 feet, below the maximum permitted height 
of 28 feet. The applicant has submitted a project description letter, which discusses the 
proposal in more detail (Attachment C). 
 
Design and Materials 
 
The applicant states that the proposed residence would be built in the craftsman style 
and feature exposed woodwork, decorative gable vents, and a continuous front porch 
with tapered columns. The proposed exterior would be clad mainly in HardieShingle 
siding with white trim. Veneer stone accents are proposed at the base of the front and 
rear porch columns and in a band that runs along the bottom of the front porch and 
wraps around the western (right) face of the building. The second floor front façade 
would feature two cantilevered bay windows with shed roofs. The front porch and bay 
windows would help deemphasize the garage as a design feature, and a separate 
pedestrian pathway would lead directly to the front door. 
 
The proposed windows would consist of wood-clad simulated divided light windows with 
interior and exterior grids and spacer bars between the glass. Second-story windows 
along the side elevations would generally have higher sill heights to promote privacy. 
  
The applicant has taken measures to help break up the building massing by providing 
articulation with bay windows, gables, and the prominent front porch. Decorative 
elements such as the tapered columns, wood corbels, gable vents, and mix of wall 
cladding textures further add to the structure’s architectural interest. Staff believes that 
the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are consistent with the 
neighborhood, given the variety of architectural styles and sizes of structures in the 
vicinity. 
 
Excavation 
 
Per Zoning Ordinance requirements, excavation in the required setbacks requires use 
permit approval. The proposed residence would include a basement, and light wells are 
needed to meet minimum building code requirements for egress and light/ventilation. 
The light well on the right side of the residence would accommodate windows, a door, 
and an escape ladder, and would encroach a maximum of one foot, once inch into the 
required 5-foot, 1-inch right side yard setback. It would span approximately 13 feet, 6 
inches in length. The light well on the left side of the residence would accommodate 
windows, a door, and an exterior staircase, and would encroach a maximum of one 
foot, 6 inches into the required 5-foot, 1-inch left side yard setback. It would span nearly 
20 feet in length. Neither light well would create any heritage tree impacts. Visibility of 
the light wells from other properties or the public right of way would be minimized by 
new fencing and landscaping. 
 
Trees and Landscaping 
 
There are two heritage trees on the subject property, a 20-inch oak and a 52-inch 
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redwood, both of which are located in the backyard and are proposed to remain. Two 
additional heritage trees, a 24-inch sycamore and a 28-inch sycamore, are located 
along the street in the public right-of-way and have drip lines that extend over the 
subject property. The demolition of the existing residence and construction of the 
proposed residence should not adversely affect any of the four heritage trees on or 
near the property since the new structure would not be located within the drip line of 
any of the trees. Standard tree protection measures will be ensured through 
recommended condition 3g. 
 
Correspondence 
 
The applicants indicate that they conversed with and/or sent letters to all of their 
neighbors on Greenwood Place. They also delivered letters to the properties at 131 and 
135 Dunsmuir Way, which border the subject parcel at the rear, and had broader 
conversations with residents of Hedge Road, Greenwood Drive, and other 
neighborhood streets. A copy of the applicant’s outreach letter and distribution map are 
included as part of Attachment C. According to the applicant, neighbors have been 
supportive of the proposed design. Staff has not received any correspondence in 
reference to the proposed project. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are 
compatible with those of the greater neighborhood. Bay windows, decorative gable 
vents and other architectural accents would help to reduce the perception of building 
massing. Windows on the second story have been designed with higher sill heights to 
limit the potential for privacy impacts. The overall height would be below the maximum 
permitted in this zoning district, and the new structure would be within the daylight plane 
requirements. The proposed excavation would be limited in both size and visibility, and 
would not have any impacts on surrounding trees. 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. 
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2. Make findings, as per Section 16.82.030 of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to the 

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

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the 
plans prepared by Metropolis Architecture, consisting of seven plan sheets, 
dated received on October 20, 2014, and approved by the Planning 
Commission on November 3, 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.  

 

4. Approve the use permit subject to the following project-specific conditions:  
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a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall reduce the length of the landing place/stair shown on Sheet 
A3, located at the side yard entrance to the mud room, so that it is no less 
than four feet from the left side lot line, or remove the door and landing/stair 
entirely, as required by Section 16.60.010 of the Municipal Code. The revised 
plans shall be subject to review and approval of the Planning Division. 

 
Report prepared by: 
Tom Smith 
Associate Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Thomas Rogers 
Senior Planner 

 
 

 

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

 

ATTACHMENTS 
A.  Location Map 
B.  Project Plans 
C.  Project Description Letter 

 

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\110314 - 15 Greenwood Pl.doc 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF NOVEMBER 3, 2014 

AGENDA ITEM D2 
 

LOCATION: 50 Cornell Road 

 

 APPLICANT/  

OWNER:  

Arzang 

Development L.P. 

 

EXISTING USE: Single-Family 

Residence 

 

 APPLICATION: Use Permit 

PROPOSED USE: 

 

Single-Family 

Residence 

 

   

ZONING: 

 

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

 
 PROPOSED 

PROJECT 

EXISTING 

DEVELOPMENT 

ZONING  

ORDINANCE 

Lot area 5,691.0 sf 5,691.0 sf 7,000.0 sf min. 

Lot width 55.0  ft. 55.0  ft. 65.0 ft. min. 

Lot depth 103.5  ft. 103.5  ft. 100.0 ft. min. 

Setbacks       

 Front 20.2 ft.  18.3 ft.  20.0 ft. min. 

 Rear 26.8 ft. 29.9 ft 20.0 ft. min. 

 Side (left) 5.6 ft. 7.4 ft. 5.5 ft. min. 

 Side (right) 5.7 ft. 5.2 ft. 5.5 ft. min. 

Building coverage 1,920.5 
33.7 

sf 
% 

1,825.0 
32.1 

sf 
% 

1,991.9 
35.0 

sf max. 
% max. 

FAL (Floor Area Limit) 2,788.9 sf 1,800.0 sf 2,800.0 sf max. 

Square footage by floor 1,434.4 
921.6 
432.9 

43.2 
10.0 

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

1,346.0 
454.0 

25.0 
 

sf/1
st 

sf/garage 
sf/porch 
 

  

Square footage of buildings 2,842.1 sf 1,825.0 sf   

Building height 27.3 ft.    15.8 ft.    28.0 ft. max. 

Parking 2 covered 2 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered 

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

       

Trees Heritage trees  0 Non-Heritage trees 7 New Trees 4 

 Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

0 Non-Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

1 Total Number 
of Trees 

10 
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PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting use permit approval to demolish an existing single-story, 
single-family residence and construct a new two-story, single-family residence on a 
substandard lot with regard to lot width and area in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) 
zoning district. 

 

ANALYSIS 

 
Site Location 
 
The subject site is located at 50 Cornell Road near the intersection of Cornell Road and 
Creek Drive. The subject parcel is surrounded by single-family homes. Using Cornell 
Road in a north to south direction, the surrounding parcels to the south, east and west 
are also in the R-1-U zone, and the parcels to the north are in the R-2 zone. Cornell 
Road consists of a mixture of one and two-story homes.   
 
Project Description 
 
The applicant is proposing to remove the existing single-story, single-family residence 
with an attached garage and construct a new two-story, single-family residence with an 
attached garage. The proposed development would have a floor area of 2,788.9 square 
feet where 2,800 square feet is the floor area limit (FAL) and a building coverage of 
33.7 percent where 35 percent is the maximum permitted. The proposed residence 
would have one bedroom and two bathrooms on the first floor and three bedrooms and 
two bathrooms on the second floor. The house is proposed to be 27.4 feet in height, 
below the maximum permissible height of 28 feet, and the proposed structure would 
comply with the daylight plane requirements. The applicant has provided a project 
description letter, which discusses the proposal in more detail (Attachment C) as well as 
a summary of the neighborhood outreach (Attachment D). 
 
Design and Materials 
 
The proposed residence is designed with the garage located at the front, right side of 
the residence, in approximately the same location as the current garage. The applicant 
states that the proposed residence was designed to incorporate features that would 
reflect the eclectic architectural style common to the surrounding area. The exterior 
material would be smooth stucco with aluminum clad windows and an asphalt shingle 
roof. One bay window is proposed on the front left side of the house. A standing seam 
copper roof and shaped cedar corbels are incorporated in the design of the proposed 
bay window. The wood front door and wood garage door would be stained to match, 
and a cedar trellis is proposed at the garage. The proposed walkway, garden trellis, and 
small front porch would help de-emphasize the garage, although the Planning 
Commission could discuss whether the prominence of the garage should be reduced.  
 
Two chimneys are proposed along the left elevation. The proposed upper level windows 
on the left and right sides would all have sill heights over three feet and the sill height of 
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the window over the staircase would be seven feet, five inches above the landing. The 
proposed windows of the second floor master bedroom would have sill heights of two 
feet, eight inches along the rear elevation. Due to the distance to neighboring structures 
from the inset second story, no major privacy issues are anticipated. 
 
The residences surrounding the parcel are varied in size and height, and are designed 
in a variety of residential styles. Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the 
proposed residence are in keeping with those of the neighborhood. 
 
Trees and Landscaping 
 
Four non-heritage trees are located along the right property line in the rear half of the 
lot. Three non-heritage trees are located along the left property line and one of these, a 
holly tree, is proposed for removal. There are no heritage trees on the property. Four 
new evergreen trees are proposed, one in the front yard and three in the rear yard. The 
proposed site improvements should not adversely affect the surrounding trees.  
 
Correspondence 
 
The applicant has provided a summary of the neighborhood outreach (Attachment D). 
Staff received an email from the property owners of 724 Harvard Avenue (Attachment 
E) stating that the property owners of the subject parcel should be able to build the 
house they wish.  
 
Conclusion 
 
Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are in 
keeping with those of the neighborhood. Although the project would be a two-story 
residence, the second story would be inset from the first floor along the front and side 
property lines, helping add articulation, visual interest, and privacy for the neighbors. 
The surrounding area is a mixture of one and two-story homes. Staff believes that the 
scale, materials, and style of the proposal are compatible with the neighborhood. 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, 
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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 Atelier Designs, consisting of 10 plan sheets, dated 
received October 22, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission on 
November 3, 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: 
Corinna Sandmeier 
Associate Planner 
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Report reviewed by: 
Thomas Rogers 
Senior Planner 

 

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

 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
A.  Location Map 
B.  Project Plans 
C.  Project Description Letter 
D.  Description of Neighborhood Outreach 
E.  Correspondence from Keri Nicholas and Loren Dakin, 724 Harvard Avenue 

 

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\110314 - 50 Cornell Road.doc 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF NOVEMBER 3, 2014  

AGENDA ITEM D3  
 

LOCATION: 1900 Santa Cruz 

Avenue 

 

 APPLICANT: Victor Buathier 

 

EXISTING USE: Single-Family 

Residence 

 

 OWNER: Jill and Victor 

Buathier 

PROPOSED USE: 

 

Single-Family 

Residence 

 

 APPLICATION: Use Permit 

Revision 

ZONING: 
 

R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential) 

 
 PROPOSED 

PROJECT 

EXISTING 

DEVELOPMENT 

ZONING  

ORDINANCE 

Lot area 7,329 sf 7,329 sf 7,000 sf min. 

Lot width 45.7 ft. 45.7  ft. 65 ft. min. 

Lot depth 119 ft. 119  ft. 100 ft. min. 

Setbacks       

 Front 20.2 ft.  20.2 ft.  20 ft. min. 

 Rear 48 ft. 48 ft. 20 ft. min. 

 Side (left) 5 ft. 5 ft. 5 ft. min. 

 Side (right) 12.1 ft. 12.1 ft. 12 ft. min. 

Building coverage   2,169 
29.6 

sf 
% 

1,909 
26 

sf 
% 

2,572 
35 

sf max. 
% max. 

FAL (Floor Area Limit) 2,880 sf 2,880 sf 2,882 sf max. 

Square footage by floor 1,930 
1,415 
1,005 

460 
34 

260 

sf/basement 
sf/1st 
sf/2nd 
sf/garage 
sf/porches  
sf/trellis 

1,930 
1,415 
1,005 

460 
34 

sf/basement 
sf/1st 
sf/2nd 
sf/garage 
sf/porches  

  

Square footage of building 5,104 sf 4,844 sf   

Building height 26.6 ft. 26.6 ft. 28 ft. max. 

Parking 2 covered 2 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered 

  

Trees Heritage trees 4* Heritage trees 4* New Trees 1 

 Heritage trees 
approved for removal 

0 Heritage trees 
approved for removal 

1** Total Number 
of Trees 

6 

  *One tree is in the public right-of-way and one tree is on an adjacent property 

**Removal of heritage size 23-inch glossy privet tree was granted approval on October 
7, 2013. 
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PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting a use permit revision to enlarge a light well with stairs and 
add an attached 260-square-foot trellis to the rear of to a previously approved two-story 
residence on a substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-1-U (Single Family 
Urban Residential) zoning district. The previous use permits were approved by the 
Planning Commission on October 7, 2013 and March 10, 2014. 
 

ANALYSIS 

 
Site Location 
 
The project site is located at 1900 Santa Cruz Avenue, which is located at the 
intersection of Avy Avenue and Santa Cruz Avenue. The side property lines of the 
subject parcel are not parallel, creating a somewhat triangular shape. It is surrounded 
by other one and two-story single family residential units that are located on parcels 
zoned R-1-U or R-1-S (Single Family Suburban), with the exception of the properties 
located on the other side of Avy Avenue, which are located in unincorporated San 
Mateo County, outside of the boundaries of the City of Menlo Park. The larger R-1-S 
property on the opposite side of Santa Cruz Avenue is occupied by Holy Cross 
Cemetery.  
 
Project Description 
 
On October 7, 2013, the Planning Commission approved a use permit to demolish the 
existing single-story residence and detached garage at the project site and permit 
construction of a two-story single-family residence with an attached garage. On March 
10, 2014, the Planning Commission approved a revision to the previous use permit to 
add a 1,930-square-foot basement and three light wells. The Planning Commission 
voted 6-0 (Commissioner Eiref was recused) to approve the revised use permit with 
findings and conditions as recommended in the staff report. 
 
The rear light well will be surrounded by a 42-inch high steel guard rail and stairs which 
measure approximately 110-square-feet. Also, a new skylight will be added above the 
interior stairway. The light well stairs and trellis will not be close enough to any of the 
heritage trees on this site to pose a significant danger to the health of the trees. 
 
A new concrete pad will be added to the rear of the residence and covered by a new 
260-foot wood trellis. The proposed trellis will be made of materials compatible with the 
design and scale of the existing home. The trellis and concrete pad would not add any 
additional floor area as trellises are excluded from the Floor Area Limit (FAL) calculation 
per Chapter 16.4.313 of the City’s Zoning Ordinance. The applicant has provided a 
project description letter, which discusses the proposal in more detail (Attachment C). 



1900 Santa Cruz Avenue/Victor Buathier PC/11-03-14/Page 3 

 
Correspondence 
 
At the time of writing this report, staff has not received any correspondence.  
 
Conclusion 
 
The project complies with all Zoning Ordinance requirements, and does not involve any 
changes above ground to the previously approved use permit. Construction for the 
proposed trellis and light well with stairs would not be located within the tree protection 
zones of existing heritage trees on-site and on adjacent properties. Staff recommends 
that the Planning Commission approve the proposed project. 

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

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 Tektive Design, consisting of 17 plan sheets, dated 
received October 21, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission on 
November 3, 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 
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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: 
Michele T. Morris 
Assistant Planner 
 

Report reviewed by: 
Thomas Rogers 
Senior Planner 

 

 

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

ATTACHMENTS 
 
A.  Location Map 
B.  Project Plans 
C.  Project Description Letter 

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  
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original full-scale maps, drawings and exhibits are available for public viewing at the 
Community Development Department. 
 

EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 
 
None 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 
 

 

 

 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF NOVEMBER 3, 2014 

AGENDA ITEM D4 

 

LOCATION: 321 Middlefield Road 

 

 APPLICANT: Mark W. Jones for 

AT&T Wireless 

 

EXISTING USE: Medical Office 

Building 

 

 OWNER: 321 Middlefield LLC 

PROPOSED USE: 

 

Medical Office 

Building and Wireless 

Telecommunications 

Facility 

 

 APPLICATION: Use Permit 

ZONING: C-1 (Administrative and Professional, Restrictive) 

PROPOSAL 

The applicant is requesting a use permit for a new wireless telecommunications facility 
located on top of an existing two-story medical office building. The proposal includes: 
(1) the temporary installation of six panel antennas behind a screen on the existing 
building rooftop and associated outdoor equipment on a concrete pad within a screened 
area, 2) temporary parking reduction of two spaces to allow installation of the temporary 
equipment pad, and 3) a permanent installation of 12 panel antennas and associated 
equipment cabinets located behind a screen on top of the building. After the permanent 
wireless telecommunications facility and equipment enclosure are installed, the 
temporary telecommunications facility and equipment will be removed and the parking 
spaces returned to active use. Utility transmission and distribution facilities are allowed 
in any zoning district subject to Planning Commission approval of a use permit. 

ANALYSIS 

Wireless telecommunications facilities are subject to review by the Planning 
Commission through the use permit process. The use permit allows the Planning 
Commission to determine whether the use is appropriate at the proposed location and 
consider the aesthetics of the site with and without the antennas and associated 
equipment enclosure. The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) establishes 
requirements for radio frequency (RF) emissions, with which wireless telecommun-
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ication providers must comply. Federal law preempts certain local regulations, and the 
City’s decision on the requested use permit cannot be based on concerns over radio 
frequency emissions. As discussed below, the applicant has submitted a RF Emissions 
Compliance Report, which illustrates that the proposed antennas would comply with 
FCC requirements. In making a decision on this project, the Commission should 
consider whether the antennas are aesthetically appropriate for the site. 

Site Location 

The project site is located at 321 Middlefield Road in the C-1 (Administrative and 
Professional, Restrictive) zoning district. The adjacent parcels to the north across 
Middlefield Road are zoned R-1-S (Single Family Suburban Residential), but are 
occupied by institutional uses, including St. Patrick’s Seminary and the Menlo Park Fire 
Protection District. The parcels directly south of the subject site are in the R-3(X) 
(Apartment, Conditional Development) district and include single-family residential 
uses. The parcels generally west and east of the site are within the PF (Public 
Facilities) and C-1 districts. These parcels are occupied by a mix of professional offices, 
including the USGS (United States Geological Survey). 

Background 

Currently, AT&T has a wireless telecommunication installation at 300 Middlefield Road, 
at Fire Station 1. The current installation includes nine antennas on top of the training 
tower, at a height of approximately 63 feet. However, their lease with the Fire District at 
this location will expire on February 28, 2015, and the Fire District does not wish to 
renew this lease. 

As a part of the relocation effort, AT&T explored alternative locations at Fire Station 1 
and other nearby sites. However, for each of these alternatives, AT&T was unable to 
agree on terms with the property owners. AT&T is now proposing a facility at 321 
Middlefield Road. 

Project Description 

The project will be conducted in two phases in order to provide the proposed wireless 
coverage during the construction phase: 

1. AT&T will temporarily install six panel antennas behind an existing screen on the 
building rooftop and outdoor equipment on a concrete pad within a 14 foot by 14 
foot screened area, resulting in a temporary parking reduction of two spaces. 
The roof screen height will be increased by 10 feet. 

2. A permanent installation of 12 panel antennas and associated equipment 
cabinets will be located behind the screen on top of the building. After the 
permanent wireless telecommunications facility and equipment enclosure are 
mounted on the rooftop, the temporary telecommunications facility and 
equipment will be removed and the parking spaces returned to active use. 
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The top of the existing rooftop equipment screen wall is located at a height of 
approximately 33 feet, one inch above average grade. The top of the proposed screen 
wall would be located at a height of approximately 43 feet, one inch above average 
grade, or 13 feet, one inch above the mansard roof. The total height of the proposed 
screen would be 10 feet greater than the existing screen wall. The dimensions and 
location of the existing screen perimeter will remain the same. 

There are 234 parking spaces for the subject site, whereas the parking requirement is 
233 parking spaces. While the rooftop facility is being readied for the permanent 
installation, the site will lose two parking spaces to house the temporary ground 
equipment platform. A total of one required parking space will be lost for the duration of 
the temporary installation, which would be in place for a period not to exceed six 
months. 

The project plans, which illustrate the location, size, and height of the antennas with 
associated screening and equipment enclosure, are included as Attachment B of this 
staff report. 

Design and Materials 

In reviewing the request, the Planning Commission should consider the possible visual 
impacts of the proposed project. The 43 foot by 43 foot screened area is approximately 
in the center of the roof, and the additional height will be compatible with the existing 
materials of the screen. The twelve permanent antennas would be grouped into three 
sectors, four per sector with five RRUs per sector. The screening walls have been 
designed to be parallel to the main building walls for consistency. The antennas would 
be located behind the screen and would not be visible. The screen wall will likely only 
be visible from the building’s parking lot and on the opposite side of Middlefield Road. 

Although the antennas and associated screening are ten feet taller in height than the 
existing screen wall, staff believes that the existing trees on the western side of the 
building facing Linfield Drive, and in the parking lot behind the building, limit the visual 
impact of the rooftop screening. The existing wood screen wall is comprised of standing 
seam wood boards, and the same materials would be used to extend its height. The 
applicant has provided photo simulations, which are included as Attachment D. 

Service Coverage and Radio Frequency 

The proposed AT&T wireless communications facility will maintain capacity within the 
existing coverage area and would allow AT&T to continue to provide wireless service to 
the area. Coverage maps showing the existing coverage and coverage after relocation 
of the proposed antennas are included in Attachment E. 

The applicant has submitted a Radio Frequency (RF) report (Attachment F) that 
concludes that the proposed facility would comply with the prevailing standards for 
limiting human exposure to radio frequency energy and complies with FCC radio-
frequency radiation exposure limits. Due to their mounting locations, the antennas 
would not be accessible to the public and there will be restricted access to the 
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temporary equipment platform in the parking lot. The RF report states that explanatory 
warning signs posted at the roof access hatch and at each of the three sectors of the 
antennas would be sufficient to meet FCC-adopted guidelines. 

Correspondence 

At the time of writing this report, staff has not received any correspondence. 

Conclusion 

The proposed antennas would maintain existing service with regard to wireless service. 
Staff believes that the proposed wooden screening would sufficiently screen the 
antennas, and potential negative aesthetic impacts have been minimized through the 
siting of the antennas and existing tree canopies. Staff believes that the minimal and 
temporary nature of the parking reduction will not negatively impact the parking for the 
subject site or the surrounding neighborhood. Staff recommends that the Planning 
Commission approve the proposed wireless telecommunications facility. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

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

RECOMMENDATION 

1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt Class 1 (Section 15301, 
“Existing Facilities”) of the current CEQA Guidelines. 

2. Make necessary findings, pursuant to 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 safety, morals, comfort and general welfare of the persons 
residing or working in the neighborhood of the proposed use, and will not be 
detrimental to property and improvements in the neighborhood or general 
welfare of the City. (Due to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) 
preemption over local law regarding concerns over health where the proposed 
facility meets FCC requirements, staff has eliminated the standard finding for 
“health” with respect to the subject use permit.) 

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 Jeffrey Rome Associates, dated received October 2, 2014, 
and approved by the Planning Commission on November 3, 2014, consisting 
of 19 plan sheets 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 County, 
State, and Federal regulations that are directly applicable to the project. 
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c. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall comply with all 
requirements of the Building Division that are directly applicable to the new 
construction. 

4. Approve the use permit subject to the following non-standard conditions: 

Within thirty (30) days of the installation of the permanent antenna facility, the 
applicant shall remove the temporary antennas and associated equipment 
and restore the number of available parking spaces in the parking lot from 
232 to 234 parking spaces, subject to review and approval of the Planning 
Division. 

Report prepared by: 
Michele T. Morris 
Assistant Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Thomas Rogers 
Senior Planner 

PUBLIC NOTICE & APPEAL PERIOD 

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

ATTACHMENTS 

A. Location Map 
B. Project Plans 
C. Project Description Letter 
D. Photo Simulations 
E. Existing and Proposed Coverage Maps 
F. Radio Frequency Report prepared by EBI Consulting, received August 29, 2014 

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

 Color version of existing and proposed coverage maps 
 Color version of photo simulations 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETING OF NOVEMBER 3, 2014 

AGENDA ITEM D5 
 

LOCATIONS: East Campus:  
1 Hacker Way 

West Campus:  
1 Facebook Way 
 

 APPLICANT: 
 
 

Facebook 
  

EXISTING 
USE: 

East Campus:  
Corporate Campus 

 
West Campus:  
Under Construction 
Corporate Campus 
 

 OWNERS: East Campus: 
Wilson Menlo Park 
Campus, LLC  

West Campus:  
Giant Properties, 
LLC 
 

PROPOSED 
USE: 
 

East Campus:  
Corporate Campus 

West Campus:  
Corporate Campus 
 

 APPLICATION: Second Annual 
Review of the 
Approved 
Development 
Agreements 

ZONING: 
 
 
 

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

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

   

 
PROPOSAL 
 
The City of Menlo Park is conducting the Second Annual Review of Facebook’s good 
faith compliance with the terms of the Development Agreements for their East and West 
Campus Projects.  The term of this review is October 1, 2013 to September 30, 2014.  
The applicable Development Agreements include: 
 

1. The Facebook East Campus Development Agreement approved in June 2012; 
and  

 
2. The Facebook West Campus Development Agreement approved in April 2013. 
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BACKGROUND 
 
The Facebook Campus Project includes two project sites, specifically, the East Campus 
and West Campus.  Each site has its own Development Agreement and Conditional 
Development Permit.  The land use entitlements and development agreements were 
also processed in phases, with the East Campus entitlement process being completed 
first.  An overview of both Project phases is provided below.  
 
East Campus 
 
The 56.9-acre East Campus is located at 1 Hacker Way (previously 1601 Willow Road).  
This developed site was previously occupied by Oracle and Sun Microsystems. The site 
is developed with nine buildings, which contain approximately 1,035,840 square feet.  
Applicable entitlements and agreements for the Facebook East Campus project include: 
 

 Amended and Restated Conditional Development Permit (CDP): to implement a 
vehicular trip cap that includes an AM and PM peak period, and daily trip cap to 
accommodate an increase in employees at the site beyond the 3,600 employees 
that were permitted under the CDP applicable to Oracle;  

 Development Agreement (DA): which results in the provision of overall benefits to 
the City and adequate development controls in exchange for vested rights in East 
Campus Project approvals; and 

 Heritage Tree Removal Permits: to remove one heritage tree on the East 
Campus and seven heritage trees on the West Campus to facilitate construction 
of Phase I of the Bayfront Expressway undercrossing improvements. 

 
The Planning Commission recommended approval of all requested land use 
entitlements and development agreement to the City Council on May 7, 2012.  The City 
Council approved the project in May and June of 2012. All of the buildings on the East 
Campus are occupied at this time. 
 
West Campus 
 
The approximately 22-acre West Campus is located at 1 Facebook Way (previously 312 
and 313 Constitution Drive). The new 433,555 square foot building over surface parking 
is currently under construction and is expected to be completed next spring (March 
2015). Applicable entitlements and agreements for the Facebook West Campus Project 
include: 
 

 Rezone from M-2 (General Industrial) to M-2(X) (General Industrial, Conditional 
Development) and Conditional Development Permit (CDP): to permit the 
proposal to diverge from standard M-2 zone requirements related to building 
height and lot coverage;  

 Development Agreement (DA): which results in the provision of overall benefits to 
the City and adequate development controls in exchange for vested rights in 
West Campus Project approvals;  



Second Annual Review Facebook Development Agreements PC/11-3-14/Page 3 

 Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement: per the requirements of the 
City’s Municipal Code, a BMR Housing Agreement was required and the 
applicant has satisfied the BMR Housing Agreement requirements by funding 15 
off-site affordable housing units to be constructed at 3639 Haven Avenue, via an 
agreement with St. Anton Partners; 

 Lot Line Adjustment: to modify the location of the two legal lots that comprise the 
project site; and 

 Heritage Tree Removal Permits: to permit the removal of approximately 175 
heritage trees associated with the proposed project. 

 
The Planning Commission recommended approval of all requested land use 
entitlements and agreements to the City Council in February 2013.  The City Council 
approved the project in March 2013.  At this time the approved West Campus Project is 
under construction.  The location of the two campuses is shown on Attachment A. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
A Development Agreement is a legally binding contract between the City of Menlo Park 
and an applicant that delineates the terms and conditions of a proposed development 
project.  A Development Agreement allows an applicant to secure vested rights and 
allows the City to secure benefits that are generally not obtainable otherwise. 
Development Agreements are commonly used for land use developments which are 
implemented in phases over a period of time. Development Agreements provide 
assurances to both the applicant and the City that the terms of the agreement will be in 
force until the completion of the project, and in some cases, elements of the 
Development Agreement could be in effect for the life of the project.  Development 
Agreements are enabled by California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5. 
 
The City Council adopted Resolution No. 4159 in January 1990, establishing the 
procedures and requirements for the consideration of Development Agreements.  
Resolution No. 4159 calls for the Planning Commission to conduct a public hearing at 
which the property owner (or representative for the property owner) must demonstrate 
good faith compliance with the terms of the agreement. The Planning Commission is to 
determine, upon the basis of substantial evidence, whether or not the property owner 
has, for the period under review, complied in good faith with the terms and conditions of 
the Agreement. The decision of the Planning Commission is final, unless it is appealed 
to the City Council.  These provisions implement Government Code Section 65865.1 
which requires the periodic review, at least once every 12 months, to determine 
compliance with the terms of the agreement.  
 
In addition, the approved Development Agreements for both the East and West 
Campuses, Sections 24.1 and 15.1, respectively, set forth the following requirement for 
the Annual Review:  “The City shall, at least every 12 months during the term of this 
Agreement, review the extent of Facebook’s and Owner’s good faith compliance with 
the terms of this Agreement pursuant to Government Code Section 65865.1 and 
Resolution No. 4159.  Notice of such annual review shall be provided by the City’s 
Community Development Director to Facebook and Owner not less than 30 days prior 
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to the date of the hearing by the Planning Commission on Facebook’s and Owner’s 
good faith compliance with this Agreement and shall to the extent required by law 
include the statement that any review may result in amendment or termination of this 
Agreement.  A finding by the City of good faith compliance with the terms of this 
Agreement shall conclusively determine the issue up to and including the date of such 
review.”   
 
There is an additional clause in the Facebook West Campus Development Agreement 
that requires that, “Such review shall be scheduled to coincide with the City’s review of 
compliance with the 1601 Willow Road Development Agreement.”  
 
In evaluating Facebook’s progress at implementing the Development Agreements, staff 
has developed a classification system to describe how the specific requirements are 
being implemented using 4 categories.  Three of these categories are consistent with 
the principle of good faith compliance with the terms of the agreements and are as 
follows:  
 

o Completed: A One-time Action was completed or an Ongoing Activity occurred 
during the DA review year.  

o In Progress: A One-time Action is underway (acceptable progress).  

o Conditional, No Action Required: The triggering event, condition or 
requirement to undertake an item has not occurred; no action is necessary. 

 
The fourth category, described as Unacceptable Progress implies that, at least 
potentially, good faith compliance for that item may not have occurred.  However, a 
determination that substantial and persistent non-implementation of a development 
agreement would have to occur before a lack of good faith compliance could truly be 
determined.  None of the Development Agreement requirements have been identified 
as unacceptable progress during the 2013-2014 DA review year.  
 
To ensure that the City is aware of the status of their compliance and any challenges 
they may be having achieving compliance, Facebook provides periodic updates on the 
status of all applicable requirements.  These updates, as well as supporting 
correspondence and written documentation have been used to develop the 
Development Agreement Implementation tables attached to this staff report.   
 
East Campus Development Agreement: 
 
The East Campus Development Agreement includes 37 requirements that are 
associated with the annual Development Agreement tracking. These requirements fall 
into two categories, One-Time Actions and Ongoing Activities.  A detailed description of 
the requirements of the Development Agreement for the East Campus are contained in 
Attachments B and C, respectively.  The summary of the implementation status of the 
37 Development Agreement requirements is provided below: 
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East Campus DA 
Implementation Status 

One-Time Actions 
(Attachment B) 

Ongoing Activities 
(Attachment C) 

Completed 7 15 

In Progress  
(Acceptable Progress) 

9  

Conditional /  
No Action Required 

1 5 

   

Unacceptable Progress 0 0 

 
The only related component to the East Campus Development Agreement that is 
lagging is the completion of the automated vehicle trip counting system to allow the City 
and Facebook to verify on a daily basis that the project is meeting the City’s Trip Cap 
requirement.  The initial camera based system did not meet accuracy expectations 
(because large vehicles like buses and delivery trucks often concealed cars).  As a 
result, Facebook installed an alternative system of in-lane sensors to count vehicles.  
This system has proved to be reliable.  Facebook is still working on the software 
connections to allow City staff to receive automatic vehicle count notifications.  Because 
the Development Agreement requirement (DA Term 5 in Attachment C) calls for 
compliance with the trip cap (and manual counts have indicated that Facebook is in 
compliance), staff believes that good faith compliance with the terms of the East 
Campus Development Agreement is occurring even though the automated system is 
still being finalized. 
 
West Campus Development Agreement: 
 
The West Campus Development Agreement includes 11 requirements that are 
associated with the annual Development Agreement tracking.  These requirements fall 
into two categories, One-Time Requirements and Ongoing Activities.  Requirements 
that apply only to project construction (e.g. 7.3.1 and 7.3.2) are also classified as One-
Time activities since once construction is completed the obligation no longer applies.  
All of the Ongoing Activities are required to be implemented after the West Campus has 
been constructed and occupied.  As a result, these items have been classified as 
Conditional/No Action Necessary.   
 
These requirements fall into two categories, One-Time Actions and Ongoing Activities.  
A detailed description of the requirements of the Development Agreement for the East 
Campus is contained in Attachments D and E, respectively.  The summary of the 
implementation status of the 11 Development Agreement requirements is provided 
below: 
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West Campus DA 
Implementation Status 

One-Time Actions 
(Attachment D) 

Ongoing Activities 
(Attachment E) 

Completed 2 0 

In Progress  
(Acceptable Progress) 

0  

Conditional /  
No Action Required 

3 6 

   

Unacceptable Progress 0 0 

 
All of the ongoing activities are scheduled in the Development Agreement to begin after 
the West Campus is completed and occupied.  Since the precursor to these activities is 
the construction of the building and construction is currently underway, staff believes 
that good faith compliance with the terms of the West Campus Development Agreement 
is occurring.  
 
Requirements of the Conditional Development Permits 
 
As part of this annual review staff has also reviewed the major infrastructure 
improvements identified in the Conditional Development Permits (CDPs) for both the 
East Campus (EC) and West Campus (WC) projects.  For the sake of simplicity, only 
the East Campus CDP numbers are provided when the improvement is identified in 
both CDP documents.   

The original schedule required bonding for the improvements within 90 days after the 
approval of the Development Agreement, and the submittal of complete construction/ 
improvement plans within 180 days of approval of the Development Agreement.  Once 
Caltrans (and/or the cities of Menlo Park and East Palo Alto) approve the construction 
plans, construction is required to be completed within 180 days.  The CDP schedule 
contains no deadlines for the review and approval of the encroachment permit by either 
Caltrans or the City of East Palo Alto since these outside agencies have their own 
processing requirements and timelines.   

The following table summarizes the status of the various infrastructure requirements 
contained in the Conditional Development Permits for the East and West Campus 
Projects.  As depicted below all of the improvements are either underway, or have just 
completed the Caltrans encroachment permit process.  Construction is expected to 
begin and should be completed prior to the next DA annual review, with the exception of 
the Willow Road/Newbridge Street improvements.  These project improvements also 
relate to the US101/Willow Road interchange reconstruction, and due to high likelihood 
that any improvements would end up being removed replaced, staff is adjusting the 
timing of this measure to conform to the timing of the interchange reconstruction.   
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STATUS OF FACEBOOK CDP INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS 

CDP 
Requirement 

 Construction Plans Encroachment Permit Construction 

Bond 
Paid 

Submitted 
to the City 

Approved 
by the City 

Applied 
For 

Received Started Complete 

EAST CAMPUS        
Willow Rd. & 
Bayfront Expway. 
 lane widening 
and bike lanes 
(EC CDP 10.1) 

       

Willow Rd. & 
Middlefield Rd. 
 lane and signal 
revisions 
(EC CDP 10.2) 

       

University Ave. & 
Bayfront Expway. 
 trail improvement 
(EC CDP 10.3) 

       

Bayfront Expway. 
& Chrysler Drive  
 lane restriping 
(EC CDP 10.4) 

       

Marsh Rd. & 
Bayfront Expway. 
 lane restriping 
(EC CDP 10.5) 

       

Marsh Rd. & 
US101 NB Ramp 
 ramp widening 
(EC CDP 10.6) 

       

Willow Rd. & 
Newbridge St. 
 lane widening 
(EC CDP 10.7) 

       

WEST CAMPUS        
Bayfront Expway. 
Undercrossing 
(WC CDP 10.0) 

       

University Ave. & 
Donahoe St. 
 restriping  
(WC CDP 12.10) 

       

Willow Rd.median 
emergency 
vehicle access 

       

 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that activities which meet the 
definition of a Project be evaluated for their potential impacts on the environment.  The 
Annual Review of the Development Agreements has no potential to result in an impact 
to the environment and does not meet the definition of a Project under CEQA; as a 
result, no environmental review or determination is needed.  The environmental impacts 
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of the original projects and their associated development agreements were evaluated 
and considered at the time projects were initially approved by the City in 2012 and 
2013. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Over the course of the past year, Facebook has demonstrated its good faith compliance 
with the provisions of both the East and West Campus Development Agreements.  As a 
result, staff recommends that the Planning Commission find and determine upon the 
basis of substantial evidence that Facebook has, for the DA review year of October 
2013 and September 2014 complied in good faith with the terms and conditions of both 
Development Agreements. 
 
Report prepared by: 
David Hogan 
Contract Planner 
 

 

Report reviewed by: 
Justin Murphy 
Assistant Community Development Director 
 

 

PUBLIC NOTICE 
 
Public notification consisted of publishing a legal notice in the local newspaper and 
notification by mail of all property owners and occupants within 300-foot radius of the 
subject property. The mailed notice was supplemented by an email update that was 
sent to subscribers of the project page for the proposal, which is available at the 
following address: http://www.menlopark.org/projects/comdev_fb.htm In addition to 
allowing for interested parties to subscribe to email updates, the Project page provides 
comprehensive information about the Project, as well as links to previous staff reports 
and other related documents. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
A.  Location Map 
B.  East Campus Development Agreement One-Time Action Status 
C.  East Campus Development Agreement Ongoing Activities Status 
D.  West Campus Development Agreement One-Time Action Status 
E.  West Campus Development Agreement Ongoing Activities Status 

 
 
DOCUMENTS AVAILABLE FOR REVIEW AT CITY OFFICES AND WEBSITE   

 City Council Resolution No. 4159, Regulations Establishing Procedures and 
Requirements for Development Agreements 

 Facebook East Campus Development Agreement 

 Facebook West Campus Development Agreement 
 

http://www.menlopark.org/projects/comdev_fb.htm
http://www.menlopark.org/departments/pln/bohannon/DA/bohannon_DA_resolution-4159.pdf
http://www.menlopark.org/departments/pln/bohannon/DA/bohannon_DA_resolution-4159.pdf
http://www.menlopark.org/departments/pln/facebook/facebook_east-campus_da.pdf
http://www.menlopark.org/departments/pln/facebook/facebook_west-campus_da.pdf
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 MEMORANDUM 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
DATE: November 3, 2014 
 
TO:  Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner 

Community Development Department 
 
RE:  Agenda Item E1: Review of 2015 Draft Planning Commission 

Meeting Dates 
 

 

Each year, the Planning Commission approves the Planning Commission 
calendar for the upcoming year. Attachment A identifies the proposed 2015 
Planning Commission meeting dates. The proposed meeting dates were selected 
with consideration of factors including the following: 1) City holidays and other 
noted celebrations and religious holidays; 2) typical schedule of two meetings per 
month; 3) avoidance of back-to-back meetings; and 4) Planning Commission 
packet release during a week when City Hall is open on Friday to allow more 
time for staff to respond to questions before the meeting. 
 
At times, the Planning Commission may also need to schedule a study session 
or special meetings. These meetings can be scheduled on as needed basis, and 
therefore, have not been identified on the calendar. In particular, the Commission 
should note that study sessions and special meetings could be required for the 
in-progress General Plan Update. 
 
At the November 3 meeting, the Commissioners should be prepared to discuss 
their schedules to determine if any modifications are needed to the draft 
schedule. Staff recognizes that the schedule conflicts may arise in the future, but 
if the Commission can determine if any meeting dates would result in a lack of 
quorum, these dates should be avoided now.  
 
With regard to the four factors listed above, staff has identified two months with 
potential issues, described in more detail on the following page. 
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September 
 

 9/7 is Labor Day, a Federal, State, and City holiday 

 9/14 conflicts with Rosh Hashanah, an important Jewish observance 

 9/21 does not have any obvious conflicts 

 9/28 itself is not a conflict, but would create a three-meetings-in-a-row 
stretch with 9/21 and 10/5 (the latter date itself cannot be moved without 
conflicting with Columbus Day, a Federal holiday, on 10/12) 

 
December 
 

 Both 12/7 and 12/14 overlap with Hanukkah, a multi-day Jewish festival 

 12/21 is the week of Christmas 

 12/28 is the week between Christmas and New Year’s 
 
Staff checked with a number of individual community members regarding the 
potential conflicts with Rosh Hashanah and Hanukkah. There was general 
agreement that a meeting should not be held on Rosh Hashanah, as some 
community members will be attending services and traveling to be with family.  
As a result of this and wanting to avoid a three-meetings-in-a-row stretch, staff is 
recommending that the Planning Commission hold only one meeting in 
September, on 9/21. If warranted by the Commission’s workload, a non-Monday 
September meeting could potentially be added. 
 
However, the community members felt comfortable with one or two meetings 
being scheduled during Hanukkah, as it is mainly celebrated at home with family 
over eight nights. As a result, staff is recommending that the Planning 
Commission plan to hold meetings on both 12/7 and 12/14. However, the 
Commission can comment on this topic and potentially revise the December 
dates. In some years, the December meetings have ultimately been consolidated 
based on workload and applicant availability, which could itself help reduce this 
potential conflict. 
 
Once the Commission has approved the 2015 meeting dates, staff will provide 
the City Clerk with the information and update the City’s webpage.  
 
 
Attachment A:  2015 Draft Planning Commission Meeting Dates 
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26 21 28 29 30 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 28 29 30

31

S M T W T F S S M T W T F S S M T W T F S

1 2 3 4 1 1 2 3 4 5

5 6 7 8 9 10 11 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 20 21 22 23 24 25 26

26 27 28 29 30 31 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 27 28 29 30

30 31

S M T W T F S S M T W T F S S M T W T F S

1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

18 19 20 21 22 23 24 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 20 21 22 23 24 25 26

25 20 27 28 29 30 31 29 30 27 28 29 30 31

    CITY HOLIDAYS

January February

PLANNING COMMISSION 

April May June

March

(DRAFT) MEETING DATES FOR 2015

          SPECIAL MEETINGS WILL BE SCHEDULED AS NEEDED

   PC MEETINGS CITY HALL CLOSED

July August September

October November December
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