
 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
AGENDA 

 
Regular Meeting 

March 9, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. 
City Council Chambers 

701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA  94025 
 

 

CALL TO ORDER – 7:00 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL – Bressler, Combs, Eiref (Chair), Ferrick, Kadvany, Onken (Vice Chair), Strehl 
 
INTRODUCTION OF STAFF – Deanna Chow, Senior Planner; Stephen O’Connell, Contract 
Planner; Kyle Perata, Associate Planner; Thomas Rogers, Senior 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. ConnectMenlo (General Plan Update) 
i. Workshop #3 (March 12, 2015) 
ii. Open House #3 (March 19, 2015) 

b. City Council 
i. 1400 El Camino Real Study Session (February 24, 2015) 
ii. 1300 El Camino Real Status Report (February 24, 2015) 

 
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 February 9, 2015 Planning Commission meeting  (Attachment) 

 
C2. Architectural Control/Helen Peters/131 Forest Lane: Request for architectural control to 

remove and replace exterior trim and stucco, remove and repair the underside and overhang 
of the balcony, and replace the front door on the front elevation of a townhouse located in the 
R-3 (Apartment) zoning district.   (Attachment) 
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D. PUBLIC HEARING 
 

D1. Use Permit and Variance/Jeanne Moeschler/1029 Ringwood Avenue: Request for a use 
permit to construct single-story additions and conduct interior modifications to a single-story, 
single-family residence that would exceed 75 percent of the replacement value of the existing 
nonconforming structure in a 12-month period. The proposal includes a request for a variance 
for an addition to encroach approximately three feet into the required 20-foot front setback. 
The subject parcel is located in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district.  (Attachment) 

 
D2. Use Permit/Natalie Hylund/810 University Drive: Request for a use permit to demolish an 

existing single-story, single-family residence and detached accessory buildings, and 
construct a new two-story, single-family residence on a substandard lot with regard to lot 
width and lot area in the R-3 (Apartment) zoning district.  (Attachment) 

 
D3. Use Permit Revision and Architectural Control/Sharon Heights Golf and Country 

Club/2900 Sand Hill Road: Request for a use permit revision and architectural control to 
allow an expansion of the clubhouse facilities, including an addition to the existing clubhouse 
building, demolition of an existing pool building, construction of a new pool building with 
indoor and outdoor dining areas, and construction of a new movement building for fitness 
classes and wellness activities at an existing golf and country club in the OSC (Open Space 
and Conservation) zoning district.  As part of the proposed expansion, 10 regular parking 
stalls would be eliminated and replaced with 13 new tandem parking spaces.  No changes 
are proposed to site’s existing membership cap of 680 members.  Continued from the 
meeting of February 23, 2015.  (Attachment) 
 

E. REGULAR BUSINESS 
 
E1. Public Resources Code Section 21151.2 Review/Sequoia Union High School 

District/150 Jefferson Drive: Consideration of a proposed public high school at 150 
Jefferson Drive, in the M-2 (General Industrial) zoning district, with regard to Public 
Resources Code Section 21151.2. This code states that, to promote the safety of pupils and 
comprehensive community planning, the Planning Commission shall investigate a proposed 

school site and submit a report prior to the school governing board acquiring title to the 
property. On January 26, 2015, the Planning Commission conducted a General Plan 

conformity review regarding the same property. The overall school approval actions will be 
considered separately by the Sequoia Union High School District.  (Attachment) 

 
F. COMMISSION BUSINESS – None 

 
G. INFORMATION ITEMS - None 
 
ADJOURNMENT 

 
Future Planning Commission Meeting Schedule 

 
Regular Meeting  March 23, 2015 
Joint City Council  March 31, 2015 
Regular Meeting  April 6, 2015 
Regular Meeting  April 20, 2015 
Regular Meeting  May 4, 2015 
Regular Meeting  May 18, 2015 
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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:  March 4, 2015) 

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 

 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

Agenda and Meeting Information 
 
 



   

 

CALL TO ORDER – 7:00 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL – Bressler, Combs, Eiref (Chair), Ferrick, Kadvany, Onken (Vice Chair), Strehl 
 
INTRODUCTION OF STAFF – Deanna Chow, Senior Planner; Justin Murphy, Assistant 
Community Development Director (Absent); Kyle Perata, Associate Planner 
 
A. REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
A1. Update on Pending Planning Items 

a. 700 Oak Grove Avenue (Fire Station #6) – City Council (January 27, 2015) 
 
Senior Planner Chow noted that the City Council adopted Ordinances for the rezoning of 
properties at 700 Oak Grove and 1231 Hoover Street an amendment related to the PF Zoning 
District at its January 27 meeting. 
 

b. Economic Development Goals – City Council (January 27, 2015) 
 
Senior Planner Chow noted that the City Council approved the Economic Development Goals, 
subject to a minor modification to highlight the City’s ownership of the downtown parking plazas.  
 

c. ConnectMenlo (General Plan Update) 
i. GPAC Meeting #4 (January 28, 2015) 
ii. GPAC Meeting #5 (February 12, 2015) 

 
Senior Planner Chow provided an update on the past and upcoming GPAC meetings, which 
focused on the preliminary draft M-2 Area preferred land use alternative and the Draft Existing 
Conditions Reports.  
 
B. PUBLIC COMMENTS #1 (Limited to 30 minutes) 
 
There were no public comments. 
 
C. CONSENT  
 
Senior Planner Chow noted that some modifications to the minutes had been sent by email and 
distributed to the Commission at the dais.  She said there were no additions to the staff reports 
or comment cards received for items C2 or C3. 
 
Commissioner Strehl said for the minutes of the January 12, 2015 meeting that she recalled the 
Commission had prioritized their recommended projects for the Capital Improvement Program.  
She said they had listed downtown parking structures first, then El Camino Real Specific Plan 
improvements for east-west traffic, and lastly single-family residential development advisory 
guidelines.  Chair Eiref noted that discussion was on page 6 of the draft minutes.  
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Commissioner Combs said he recalled discussion on prioritizing and he specifically recalled 
Commissioner Kadvany’s suggestion to de-prioritize single-family residential development 
advisory guidelines.  Chair Eiref confirmed with Commissioner Strehl that she wanted the bullets 
of #2 and #3 reversed in order from how they were currently shown.   
 
Commissioner Strehl moved to approve the minutes with the modifications noted and approve 
items C2 and C3.   
 
Commissioner Kadvany said he wanted to pull item C2 for discussion. 
 
Commissioner Strehl modified her motion to approve the minutes with the modifications 
previously sent by email and as discussed this evening and approve item C3.  Chair Eiref 
seconded the motion. 
 
C1. Approval of minutes from the January 12, 2015 Planning Commission meeting  

(Attachment) 
 
Commission Action: Strehl/Eiref to approve with the following modifications. 
 

 Page 6, 1st paragraph, 1st line: Replace “Commissioner’s” with “Commissioners’” 

 Page 6, 2nd paragraph, 1st line: Replace “Commission Kadvany” with “Commissioner 
Kadvany” 

 Page 6, 5th paragraph, bulleted list: Switch the order of items #2 and #3  
 
Motion carried 7-0. 

 
C2. Sign Review/Bow Wow Meow/654 Santa Cruz Avenue: Request for sign review for a 

new awning that would feature greater than 25 percent of the sign area in a bright orange 
color. In addition, the sign graphics would be located on the angled (non-vertical) portion 
of the awning. The signage would be located on an existing building in the SP-ECR/D (El 
Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.  (Attachment) 

 
Commissioner Kadvany asked for this item to be pulled from the consent agenda for discussion. 
 
Staff Comment:  Planner Perata said staff had no additions to the staff report. 
 
Public Comment:  Mr. Mitchell Bearg, business owner, said the awning was part of the business’ 
branding.  He said that big trees in front and on the side blocked the storefront from view.  He 
provided the Commission with samples of the logo and the color orange used.   
 
Commissioner Strehl asked if the orange for the awning was the same as the orange on the 
sign.  Mr. Bearg said it was as close as they could get to with the products from Sunbrella. 
 
Commissioner Kadvany asked if they had talked to other store owners and managers about the 
proposed awning.  Mr. Bearg said he had talked to some managers and store owners and had 
not gotten any negative reaction.  He said he was not able to get the attention of every manager 
or store owner about the proposed awning.  He said his ongoing goal was to create an 
appealing storefront and streetscape. 
 

http://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/6445
http://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/6443
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Ms. Fran Dehn, Chamber of Commerce, said she had visited nearby businesses and found 
support for this proposed change.  She noted recent color changes downtown such as Cheeky 
Monkey and Suzie’s Cakes were liked by downtown merchants as they created a more lively-
looking street façade.   
 
Commissioner Onken moved to approve as recommended in the staff report.  Commissioner 
Ferrick seconded the motion. 
 
Commission Action:  M/S Onken/Ferrick moved to approve as recommended in the staff report. 
 

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

2. Make a finding that the sign is appropriate and compatible with the businesses and 
signage in the downtown area, and is consistent with the Design Guidelines for 
Signs.  

 
3. Approve the sign review request subject to the following standard conditions of 

approval: 
 

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans 
prepared by Brandon Silkscreen, dated received February 3, 2015, consisting of 
two plan sheets and approved by the Planning Commission on February 9, 2015, 
except as modified by the conditions contained herein, subject to review and 
approval of the Planning Division. 
 

b. The applicant shall comply with all West Bay 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.  

 
Motion carried 7-0. 
 
C3. Architectural Control/Pauline Schley/2700 Sand Hill Road: Request for approval for 

architectural control for exterior modifications to the main entrance of an existing office 
building in the C-1-C (Administrative, Professional and Research District, Restrictive) 
zoning district, including the addition of new building coverage for an entry awning.  
(Attachment) 

 
Commission Action:  M/S Strehl/Eiref to approve as recommended in the staff report. 

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

 

http://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/6444
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a. The general appearance of the structure is in keeping with the character of 
the neighborhood. 

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

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

the neighborhood. 
 
d. The development provides adequate parking as required in all applicable City 

Ordinances and has made adequate provisions for access to such parking. 
 

e. The 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 request subject to the following standard 

conditions of approval: 
 

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans 
prepared by AP+I Design, dated received January 22, 2015, consisting of six 
plan sheets and approved by the Planning Commission on February 9, 2015 
except as modified by the conditions contained herein, subject to review and 
approval of the Planning Division. 
 

b. The applicant shall comply with all West Bay 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. 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 that 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. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected 

pursuant to the Heritage Tree Ordinance. 
 
Motion carried 7-0. 
 
D. PUBLIC HEARING  
 
There were none. 

 
E. REGULAR BUSINESS  
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There were none.  
 
F. COMMISSION BUSINESS  
 
There were none. 

 
G. INFORMATION ITEMS 
 
G1. ConnectMenlo/City of Menlo Park: ConnectMenlo (General Plan and M-2 Area Zoning 

Update) Status Update (Attachment) 
 
Senior Planner Chow said this was an informational item to update the Commission on the 
status of the General Plan and M-2 Area Zoning Update.  She said the Commission had met in 
a joint session with the City Council on the guiding principles to follow and next would meet with 
them on land use and preferred alternatives for the M-2.  She said the Existing Conditions 
Report was being circulated for comment which was requested by February 19.  She said that 
report provides an overview of land use, economics, circulation and community character.   
 
Commissioner Onken commented on the unusual uses being proposed in the M-2 recently such 
as a high school and that much of the area was being purchased by Facebook.  He said the 
upcoming plan might be obsolete by the time it was adopted.   
 
Commissioner Strehl said that Facebook bought the Prologis site over the weekend.  She said 
upon her inquiry that staff had indicated that Facebook was participating in the GPAC meetings.   
 
Commissioner Kadvany said he thought the consultant had captured the joint session well.  He 
said the Council spent time on the wording in the document prepared by the consultant at its 
next meeting which he thought weakened the meaning of what had been said. 
 
Responding to a question from Chair Eiref about Belle Haven participation, Senior Planner 
Chow said that there has been increased participation by community members.   She said in 
reply to Commissioner Strehl that in addition to online noticing there had been some bilingual 
notices mailed.    
 
Commissioner Kadvany said in reference to things happening quickly in the M-2 and what the 
Commission’s role was that this was not just a process about buildings but about other projects 
that could happen in Belle Haven.  He said multiple outcome planning was the goal and 
upgrades such as the grocery store, the pharmacy, and the bike path on the Dumbarton should 
be tied to the development occurring.  He said these were talked about in the Existing 
Conditions Report.  He said the Planning Commission and City Council needed to fight for the 
best outcomes.     
 
Commissioner Bressler said he was on the GPAC and that at their last meeting he had noted 
the City was making the same mistake they had made on the Specific Plan, which was to say 
what was wanted but not how to get what was wanted.   He said for instance that development 
agreements helped get what was wanted.  He said the City was rushing to get things done.  
 
Senior Planner Chow said the concept of community benefits was weaved throughout all of the 
discussion on development and the potential of development.  She said they have a list of 

http://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/6448
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benefits drawn from community members.  She said at an upcoming workshop they would look 
at identifying the priorities based on the anticipated revenues.   
 
Commissioner Onken said if there were going to be community benefits for development in the 
M-2 that consistent rules had to be established, which would encourage development because 
of its certainty.   
 
Commissioner Kadvany said the framing of the distribution of benefits from developer to 
community had to be developed by the City.   
 
Commissioner Combs asked for a copy of the Existing Conditions Report.  Senior Planner 
Chow said she would provide a hard copy to any of the Commissioners who wanted one.  Chair 
Eiref noted that the report was online. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 

 
The meeting adjourned at 7:45 p.m. 
 
Staff Liaison:  Senior Planner Chow 
 
Recording Secretary:  Brenda Bennett 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETING OF MARCH 9, 2015  

AGENDA ITEM C2  
 

LOCATION: 131 Forest Lane 
 

 APPLICANTS AND 
PROPERTY 
OWNERS: 

Helen Peters and 
Detlev Kunz 
 

EXISTING USE: Townhouse 
 

   

PROPOSED USE: 
 

Townhouse 
 

 APPLICATION: Architectural 
Control 

ZONING: 
 

R-3 (Apartment) 

 
PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting architectural control to remove and replace exterior trim 
and stucco, remove and repair the underside and overhang of the balcony, and replace 
the front door on the front elevation of a townhouse located in the R-3 (Apartment) 
zoning district. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Site Location 
 
The project site is located at 131 Forest Lane, which is a cul-de-sac street located off of 
Stone Pine Lane. This area is located between the Caltrain right-of-way and El Camino 
Real, behind a number of commercial buildings that front onto El Camino Real. This 
parcel and the residences surrounding it were originally developed under the 
jurisdiction of San Mateo County as a Planned Unit Development. The area represents 
a variety of architectural styles, and many residents have modified their units since 
being annexed into the City of Menlo Park.  
 
Project Description 
 
The existing townhouse contains approximately 2,398 square feet of gross floor area. 
The existing townhome also includes a 590 square foot garage which is not included in 
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the calculation of gross floor area. The townhouse consists of three levels with three 
bedrooms, two and a half bathrooms, and a two-car garage. As noted on the existing 
elevation and the demolition elevation, the applicant proposes to modify the front 
façade by removing and replacing the exterior trim, corbels, stucco, and the walkway-
entry concrete. The wood trim around the windows will remain white, and the shutters 
and the geometrical trim above the second floor windows will be removed. No windows 
will be removed. As part of the modifications, the balcony ceiling and the underside of 
the balcony floor (above the garage) will be removed and replaced. The stucco will be 
painted Berkshire beige. The color rendering of the front elevation provides an 
accurate illustration of the proposed intent of the applicant: the decorative vertical wood 
trim above the garage will be removed, the house numbers will be replaced, and the 
double front door will be replaced with a single door. Also, the columns around the front 
door will be removed. The existing concrete which makes up the walkway leading to the 
front door will be replaced with concrete pavers.  
 
The proposal would not result in an increase in the gross floor area of the building, nor 
in an increase in building coverage. The proposed modifications require Planning 
Commission approval for architectural control review. The applicant has submitted a 
detailed project description letter (Attachment C) that describes the project as striving 
to achieve a consistent, streamlined and contemporary architectural style for the 
individual unit. The Park Forest development has four homeowners associations, and 
the applicant has provided documentation of approval from the applicable homeowners 
association. 
 
Correspondence 
 
Staff has received one e-mail and five letters, all in support of this project, which are 
included as Attachment D to this report. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Staff believes that the project would result in a consistent architectural style for the 
individual unit. In addition, the proposed architectural style is complementary to the 
development as a whole, which includes a variety of materials and architectural styles. 
The proposed project has been reviewed and approved by the homeowners 
association. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the proposed 
project. 

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 under Class 1 (Section 

15301, “Existing Facilities”) of the current CEQA Guidelines. 
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2. Make findings, as per Section 16.68.020 of the Zoning Ordinance, pertaining to 
architectural control approval:  

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

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

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

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

e. The property is not within any Specific Plan area, and as such no finding 
regarding consistency is required to be made. 

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 Helen Peters, consisting of four (4) plan sheets, dated 
received February 25, 2015, and approved by the Planning Commission on 
March 9, 2015 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 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. 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. 
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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.  Correspondence 

Note:  Attached are reduced versions of maps and diagrams submitted by the 
applicants. The accuracy of the information in these drawings is the responsibility of the 
applicants, and verification of the accuracy by City Staff is not always possible. The 
original full-scale maps, drawings and exhibits are available for public viewing at the 
Community Development Department. 
 
EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 
 
Color and Materials Sheet 
Photograph of Front Façade 
 
 
V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2015\030915 - 131 Forest Lane.docx 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF MARCH 9, 2015 

AGENDA ITEM D1 
 

LOCATION: 1029 Ringwood 

Avenue 

 

 APPLICANT/ 

OWNER:  

 

Jeanne Moeschler 

EXISTING USE: Single-Family 

Residence 

 

 

PROPOSED USE: 

 

Single-Family 

Residence 

 

 APPLICATION: Use Permit and 

Variance 

ZONING: 

 

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

 
 PROPOSED 

PROJECT 

EXISTING 

DEVELOPMENT 

ZONING  

ORDINANCE 

Lot area 6,461.0 sf 6,461.0 sf 7,000.0 sf min. 

Lot width n/a  n/a  65.0 ft. min. 

Lot depth 113.5  ft. 113.5  ft. 100.0 ft. min. 

Setbacks       

 Front 11.5 ft.  11.5 ft.  20.0 ft. min. 

 Rear 20.0 ft. 24.6 ft 20.0 ft. min. 

 Side (left) n/a  n/a  5.0 ft. min. 

 Side (right) 5.0 ft. 4.7 ft. 5.0 ft. min. 

Building coverage 2,417.7 
37.4 

sf 
% 

1,624.0 
25.1 

sf 
% 

2,584.4 
40.0 

sf max. 
% max. 

FAL (Floor Area Limit) 2,383.0 sf 1,574.0 sf 2,800 sf max. 

Square footage by floor 2,004.9 
64.9 

 
 

313.2 
89.6 
10.0 

sf/1
st
 

sf/ single-
story over 17 
feet 
sf/garage 
sf/porches 
sf/fireplace 

1,290.0 
56.0 

 
 

284.0 
40.0 
10.0 

 

sf/1
st
  

sf/ single-
story over 17 
feet 
sf/garage 
sf/porch 
sf/fireplace 
 

  

Square footage of buildings 2,482.6 sf 1,624.0 sf   

Building height 18.9 ft.    18.9 ft.    28.0 ft. max. 

Parking 1 covered 1 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered 

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

       

Trees Heritage trees 3 Non-Heritage trees 1 New Trees 0 

 Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

0 Non-Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

0 Total Number 
of Trees 

4 
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PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting use permit approval to construct single-story additions and 
conduct interior modifications to a single-story, single-family residence that would 
exceed 75 percent of the replacement value of the existing nonconforming structure in 
a 12-month period. The proposal includes a request for a variance for an addition to 
encroach approximately three feet into the required 20-foot front setback. The subject 
parcel is located in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district. 

 

ANALYSIS 

 
Site Location 
 
The subject site is located at 1029 Ringwood Avenue. Ringwood Avenue, Oakwood 
Place and Sonoma Avenue form a horseshoe. The subject site is located on Ringwood 
Avenue where it turns into Oakwood Place. All surrounding parcels are also in the R-1-
U zone and are developed with single-family homes. The nearby properties feature a 
mixture of architectural styles and scales, although single-story ranch/bungalow designs 
are the most common.  
 
As a three sided parcel, the subject property has a front property line, along Ringwood 
Avenue and Oakwood Place, a rear property line (the line most directly opposite the 
front, which in this case is the property line opposite the Ringwood Avenue frontage), 
and one side property line, separating the subject site from 1031 Ringwood Avenue. 
These designations are established by the Zoning Ordinance’s definitions for lot lines. 
 
Project Description 
 
The applicant is proposing to add on to the front and rear of the house and to remodel 
most of the interior of the house. The existing residence is considered to be a legal non-
conforming structure as it is 11.5 feet from the front property line at the closest point, 
where 20 feet is required. The closest point of the existing master bathroom to the front 
property line is 15 feet. The applicant is proposing to demolish most of the master 
bathroom, which currently sticks out from the rest of the house, and build a master 
closet that would be approximately 17 feet from the property line at the closest point. 
Because three of the walls of the existing master bathroom would be demolished as 
part of this project, a variance is required to build the proposed addition less than 20 
feet from the front property line. This element of the project would effectively represent 
the reduction of an existing nonconformity, but the reconstruction of structural elements 
within the required setback cannot be permitted without a variance. 
 
The garage is currently 4.7 feet from the right side property line; however, as part of the 
project, this non-conformity would be corrected and the building would meet the 
required side setback of 5 feet. (In the R-1-U zone the required interior side setback is 
defined as 10 percent of the minimum lot width, and minimum lot width is defined as the 
shortest distance between the side property lines, between the required front and rear 
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setback lines. As this lot only has one side property line the lot width is not defined, and 
a default minimum side yard setback of 5 feet is used.) 
 
The proposed changes to the roof would also correct the existing daylight plane 
nonconformity on the right side of the house. The garage would continue to provide the 
minimum interior clear space of 10 feet by 20 feet required for a one-car garage. 
Because the house was originally permitted with only one required parking space, the 
building is considered legal non-conforming in terms of parking and the front setback. 
The existing driveway would continue to provide an unofficial parking space within the 
front setback, which would not meet the off-street parking requirement but which would 
provide some flexibility. The proposed additions, as well as the proposed remodeling of 
the existing house, would exceed 75 percent of the replacement value of the existing 
nonconforming structure in a 12-month period.  
 
The remodeled house would not exceed the existing height of 18.9 feet and would be 
well below the maximum permissible height of 28 feet. With the proposed addition, the 
residence would have a floor area of 2,383.0 square feet where 2,800 square feet is the 
floor area limit (FAL) and building coverage of 37.4 percent where 40 percent is the 
maximum permitted. The FAL total includes a 64.9-square foot area over 17 feet in 
height from a point 18 inches above grade to the roof. The proposed additions would 
add square footage to the front and rear but the residence would remain a three 
bedroom, two bath house. The applicant has provided a project description and 
neighborhood outreach letter, which discusses the proposal in more detail (Attachment 
C).   
 
Design and Materials 
 
The applicant has stated that the existing bungalow style of the residence would be 
maintained and modernized. A gable is proposed over the entry addition.  A new gable 
is also proposed over the garage, which will bring the building into conformance with 
regard to the daylight plane requirement. The new siding would consist of horizontal 
wood siding and Hardie lap siding. The existing siding, consisting of a mixture of stucco 
and wood siding, would be completely removed. The areas of the new roof would be 
composition shingle to match the existing. The new windows and exterior doors would 
be wood casement with simulated true divided lights with grids on the inside and 
outside and a spacer bar in between. The proposal also includes the addition of one 
skylight. The applicant proposes varying projections and articulations to reduce 
massing. Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence 
are in keeping with those of the neighborhood.  
 
Variance 
 
As part of this proposal, the applicant is requesting a variance for an addition to 
encroach approximately three feet into the required 20-foot front setback. (The existing 
living room encroaches 9.5 feet into the front setback and is proposed to be retained.) 
As required by the Zoning Ordinance, the variance would not exceed 50 percent of the 
required 20-foot front yard setback. The applicant has provided a variance request letter 
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that has been included as Attachment D. The required variance findings are evaluated 
below in succession: 
 

1. That a hardship peculiar to the property and not created by any act of the owner 
exists. In this context, personal, family or financial difficulties, loss of prospective 
profits and neighboring violations are not hardships justifying a variance. Further, 
a previous variance can never have set a precedent, for each case must be 
considered only on its individual merits; 

 
The three-sided nature of the parcel, in combination with the Zoning Ordinance’s lot line 
definitions and setback requirements, creates a uniquely small area for the permitted 
building footprint. This hardship is unique to the property, and has not been created by 
an act of the owner. 
 

2. That such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of 
substantial property rights possessed by other conforming property in the same 
vicinity and that a variance, if granted, would not constitute a special privilege of 
the recipient not enjoyed by his/her neighbors; 

 
With the proposed additions, the building would occupy almost the entire area outside 
the setbacks as well as portions within the front setback. However, the proposed 
building coverage of 2,417.7 square feet is still well below the maximum permitted 
coverage of 2,584.4 square feet. The variance would thus be necessary for the 
preservation and enjoyment of substantial property rights possessed by other 
conforming property. Given that other properties in the vicinity do not have similar 
constraints with regard to the long front setback, the requested variance would not 
represent a special privilege. 
 

3. That the granting of the variance will not be materially detrimental to the public 
health, safety, or welfare, or will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to 
adjacent property; and 

 
The proposed addition would intrude into the front setback along the left side of the 
house. This element of the project would effectively represent the reduction of an 
existing nonconformity, but the reconstruction of structural elements within the required 
setback cannot be permitted without a variance. If the lot was a typical corner lot, the 
area where the intrusion is proposed would be considered a side yard with a setback of 
12 feet. The closest point of the proposed addition to the street would be 17 feet, 
resulting in very limited impacts on the adjacent residential parcels. The proposed 
project would be below the maximum allowed building coverage and all other Zoning 
Ordinance standards would be met. As such, granting of the variance would not be 
materially detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare, and will not impair an 
adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property. 
 

4. That the conditions upon which the requested variance is based would not be 
applicable, generally, to other property within the same zoning classification. 
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Although there are a few other parcels in the area with unusual shapes and sizes, these 
are clear exceptions to the prevailing neighborhood standard of R-1-U lots with a 
rectangular shape and an area of approximately 6,500 square feet. As such, the 
conditions on which the variance is based would not be generally applicable to other 
property in the same zoning classification. 
 

5. That the condition upon which the requested variance is based is an unusual 
factor that was not anticipated or discussed in detail during any applicable 
Specific Plan process. 

 
The property is not within any Specific Plan area, and as such no finding regarding an 
unusual factor is required to be made. 
 
Due to the above factors, staff is recommending approval of the variance request, and 
has included findings to that effect in the recommended actions.  
 
Trees and Landscaping 
 
A letter from West Valley Arborists, detailing the species, size, and conditions of the 
trees on or near the site, is included on the second sheet of the plan set. The letter 
determines the present condition, discusses the impacts of the proposed 
improvements, and provides recommendations for tree preservation. Two heritage 
redwood trees are located just past the rear property line. Two street trees, an ash tree 
and a heritage oak tree, are located to the front left hand side of the house, along 
Ringwood Avenue. A third street tree, described in the letter as being in poor shape, 
has since been removed.  No additional trees are proposed for removal. The proposed 
site improvements should not adversely affect the surrounding trees as standard tree 
protection measures will be ensured through recommended condition 4.g. 
 
Valuation 
 
To calculate the replacement and new construction costs on which the 75 percent limit 
is based, the City uses standards established by the Building Division. The City has 
determined that the replacement cost of the existing structure would be $277,880 
meaning that the applicant would be allowed to propose new construction and 
remodeling at the site totaling less than $208,410 in any 12-month period. The City has 
determined that the value of the proposed work would be $271,750. Based on this 
estimate, the project requires use permit approval by the Planning Commission for 
exceeding 75 percent of the replacement cost. 
 
Correspondence 
 
The applicant indicated in the project description and neighborhood outreach letter that 
she discussed the plans with interested neighbors and received positive feedback. Staff 
has not received any correspondence. 
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Conclusion 
 
Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are in 
keeping with those of the neighborhood. The variance would be based on the uniquely 
small area allowed for the building footprint, resulting from the three-sided nature of the 
parcel. Aside from the setback variance, the proposal would meet all Zoning Ordinance 
requirements. The applicant proposes varying projections and articulations to reduce 
massing. The heritage trees would be protected. Staff recommends that the Planning 
Commission approve the proposed project. 
 

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

RECOMMENDATION 

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

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

3. Make the following findings as per Section 16.82.340 of the Zoning Ordinance 
pertaining to the granting of variance:  

a. Relative to other properties in the vicinity, the subject parcel is unusually 
oddly-shaped. The three-sided nature of the parcel, in combination with the 
Zoning Ordinance’s lot line definitions and setback requirements, create a 
uniquely small area for the permitted building footprint. These hardships are 
unique to the property, and have not been created by an act of the owner. 

b. With the proposed additions, the building would occupy almost the entire 
area outside the setbacks as well as portions within the front setback. 
However, the proposed building coverage is well below the maximum 
permitted coverage. The variance would thus be necessary for the 
preservation and enjoyment of substantial property rights possessed by other 
conforming property. Given that other properties in the vicinity do not have 
similar constraints with regard to the length of the front setback, the 
requested variance would not represent a special privilege. 

c. The proposed addition would intrude into the front setback along the left side 
of the house. This element of the project would effectively represent the 
reduction of an existing nonconformity, but the reconstruction of structural 



1029 Ringwood Avenue/Jeanne Moeschler PC/03-09-15/Page 7 

elements within the required setback cannot be permitted without a variance. 
If the lot was a typical corner lot, the area where the intrusion is proposed 
would be considered a side yard with a setback of 12 feet. The closest point 
of the proposed addition to the street would be 17 feet, resulting in very 
limited impacts on the adjacent residential parcels. The proposed project 
would be below the maximum allowed building coverage and all other Zoning 
Ordinance standards would be met. As such, granting of the variance would 
not be materially detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare, and will 
not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property. 

d. The prevailing neighborhood standard is of R-1-U lots with a rectangular 
shape and an area of approximately 6,500 square feet. The subject parcel is 
uniquely oddly-shaped relative to this standard. As such, the conditions on 
which the variance is based are not generally applicable to other property in 
the same zoning classification. 

e. The property is not within any Specific Plan area, and as such no finding 
regarding an unusual factor is required to be made. 

4. Approve the use permit and variance subject to the following standard conditions: 

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the 
plans prepared by l’oro, consisting of 14 plan sheets, dated received 
February 18, 2015 and approved by the Planning Commission on March 9, 
2015, 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.  
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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 
 
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 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 and Neighborhood Outreach Letter 
D.  Variance Request 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\030915 - 1029 Ringwood Ave.doc 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF MARCH 9, 2015 

AGENDA ITEM D2 
 

LOCATION: 810 University Avenue 

 

 APPLICANT:  Natalie Hyland 

EXISTING USE: Single-Family 

Residence 

 

 OWNER: DGB Investment 

PROPOSED USE: 

 

Single-Family 

Residence 

 

 APPLICATION: Use Permit 

ZONING: 

 

R-3 (Apartment)  

 
 PROPOSED 

PROJECT 

EXISTING 

DEVELOPMENT 

ZONING  

ORDINANCE 

Lot area 5,060.0 sf 5,060.0 sf 7,000.0 sf min. 

Lot width 50.0  ft. 50.0  ft. 70.0 ft. min. 

Lot depth 101.2  ft. 101.2  ft. 100.0 ft. min. 

Setbacks       

 Front 23.0 ft.  30 ft.  20.0 ft. min. 

 Rear 28.5 ft. 32.5 ft. 15.0 ft. min. 

 Side (left) 10.0 ft. 7.0 ft. 10.0 ft. min. 

 Side (right) 10.0 ft. 0.5 ft. 10.0 ft. min. 

Building coverage 1,398.0 
27.6 

sf 
% 

1,382.0 
27.3 

sf 
% 

2,100.0 
30.0 

sf max. 
% max. 

FAR (Floor Area Ratio) 2,277.0 
45.0 

sf 
% 

2,427.0 
48.0 

sf 
% 

2,277.0 
45.0 

sf max. 
% max. 

Square footage by floor 0 
1,150.0 
1,127.0 

216.0 
0 

32.0 
0 

sf/basement 
sf/1st 
sf/2nd 
sf/att. garage 
sf/acc. str. 
sf/porch 
sf/fireplaces 

1,045.0 
1,047.0 

0 
290.0 
166.0 

45.0 
9.0 

sf/basement 
sf/1st 
sf/2nd 
sf/att. garage 
sf/acc. str. 
sf/porch 
sf/fireplaces 

  

Square footage of building 2,309.0 sf 2,602.0 sf   

Building height 24.5 ft.    17.0 ft.    35.0 ft. max. 

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

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

       

Trees Heritage trees 1* Non-Heritage trees 4 New Trees 3 

 Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

0 Non-Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

2 Total Number 
of Trees 

6 

  *Located on the adjacent right side property 
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PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting a use permit to demolish an existing single-story, single-
family residence and detached accessory buildings, and construct a new two-story, 
single-family residence on a substandard lot with regard to lot width and lot area in the 
R-3 (Apartment) zoning district 
 

ANALYSIS 

 
Site Location 
 
The subject site is located at 810 University Avenue between Live Oak Avenue and 
Roble Avenue. The subject parcel is surrounded by other residences that are also in 
the R-3 zoning district. Some of the properties are developed with single-family homes 
and some are developed with multi-family units. There is a mix of single-story and two-
story structures in the vicinity of the subject site. There are a variety of architectural 
styles in the greater neighborhood, although the immediately adjacent structures are 
one-story and bungalow style. 
 
Project Description 
 
The applicants are proposing to remove the existing single-story, single-family house 
with attached garage and accessory structures and construct a new two-story residence 
with an attached one-car garage. A conforming uncovered parking space would be 
located behind the house. There is an existing basement, but no new basement is 
proposed. The lot is substandard with regard to lot width and lot area and the proposed 
project requires approval of a use permit.  
 
The proposed residence would have a floor area of 2,277 square feet, at the floor area 
ratio (FAR) maximum. Building coverage would be 27.6 percent where 30 percent is the 
maximum permitted. The proposed residence would have four bedrooms and 2.5 
bathrooms with three of the bedrooms and two full bathrooms on the second floor. The 
first floor would have a guest bedroom and a half bathroom. The house is proposed to 
be 24.5 feet in height, below the maximum permissible height of 35 feet. The proposed 
structure would comply with setback requirements. The existing side setbacks and FAR 
are currently non-conforming. The proposed project would bring the property into 
compliance. 
 

The applicants have submitted a project description statement, Attachment C, which 
discusses the proposal in more detail.  
 
Design and Materials 
 
The proposed residence is a two-story contemporary style home. It would have a 
stucco plaster finish with stained, horizontal redwood siding. The windows and doors 
would be aluminum clad with true divided lights. The garage door would be aluminum 
clad with obscured glass windows. There would be a combination of casement and 
double-hung windows.  
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Although the proposal is for a two-story residence with a flat roof, the applicants have 
taken measures to propose a residence with a consistent architectural vocabulary 
inherent to this style. The proposed structure would be over 10 feet lower than the 35 
foot maximum limit. It would also have a front setback three feet more than the allowed 
minimum 20 foot. The additional setback would assist in the perception of a slightly 
smaller house as viewed from the street while adding additional landscaping to soften 
the house.  
 
The house would be separated into zones by subtle variation of the rectangular forms. 
The alternating stucco and redwood siding also serve to reinforce the creation of 
distinct zones. The mass is broken up by the use of horizontal roof overhangs. At the 
front entry, the deep overhangs would extend to provide a porch area, adding 
architectural interest.  
 
The design attempts to limit the privacy impacts of the second floor windows. On the 
left side elevation there would be two, small casement windows, with the one in the 
master bedroom set back approximately 25 feet from the left side property line. The 
bedroom window at the front would be set back approximately 15 feet, eight inches 
from the left side property line. There would be a window at the staircase that would not 
lend itself to casual viewing of the neighboring property. Sill heights of the three 
windows would each be two feet. On the right side elevation there would be three small 
windows. One would be above the master bedroom tub with a sill height of three feet, 
six inches. The middle window would also be above a tub with a sill height of six feet. 
The third window would be in a bedroom at the front corner of the house with a sill 
height of two feet.  
 
Trees and Landscaping 
 
There are no Heritage trees on the project site. There is a 34-inch Heritage pine tree on 
the property to the right. Its canopy and roots encroach into the project site. The 
existing and proposed driveway is over the roots of the tree. An arborist report has been 
submitted detailing construction methods to be used to protect the health of the tree 
during and after construction (Attachment D).  
 
A 6 foot tall stained wood fence is proposed along the rear property line and along the 
allowed portions of the side property lines.  
 
Correspondence 
 
The applicants have stated that they have reached out to the adjacent neighbors 
regarding the proposed project (Attachment E). Staff has received e-mail 
correspondence signed by three neighbors on the 800 block of University Avenue 
(Attachment F). E-mail was also received from the next-door neighbor at 820 University 
Drive (Attachment G). The concern expressed in each letter is that the proposed 
architectural style is not in context with the neighborhood. Staff would note that the 
Planning Commission has not typically used the use permit process to require certain 
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architectural styles, but rather to limit the potential for impacts relating to privacy or 
heritage trees, as well as ensure that proposals utilize good proportions and balance, 
for whichever style that has been chosen. As noted earlier, staff believes the applicant 
has proposed a residence with a consistent architectural vocabulary inherent to this 
style, and would use materials, massing, and site placement to limit the potential for 
impacts. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are 
compatible with those of the greater neighborhood. The two-story residence is carefully 
designed with regard to detailing and materials and is of a consistent, coherent 
architectural style. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the 
proposed project. 

 

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

 

RECOMMENDATION 

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

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

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the 
plans prepared by Hyland Design Group, consisting of eight plan sheets, 
dated received February 24, 2015, and approved by the Planning 
Commission on March 9, 2015, 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. 
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d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit a plan for any 
new utility installations or upgrades for review and approval by the Planning, 
Engineering and Building Divisions. All utility equipment that is installed 
outside of a building and that cannot be placed underground shall be properly 
screened by landscaping. The plan shall show exact locations of all meters, 
back flow prevention devices, transformers, junction boxes, relay boxes, and 
other equipment boxes. 

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

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

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

 
Report prepared by: 
Stephen O’Connell 
Contract Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Thomas Rogers 
Senior Planner 

 

PUBLIC NOTICE & APPEAL PERIOD 
 
Public notification consisted of publishing a legal notice in the local newspaper and 
notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the subject 
property.  Planning Commission action will be effective after 15 days calendar days 
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 Statement 
D.  Arborist Report, prepared by Kielty Arborist Services, dated July 23, 2014 
E.  Neighbor Outreach Statement 
F.  Correspondence from three neighbors on 800 block of University Avenue 
G.  Correspondence from the property owner of 820 University Avenue 
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Note:  Attached are reduced versions of maps and diagrams submitted by the 
applicants. The accuracy of the information in these drawings is the responsibility of the 
applicants, and verification of the accuracy by City Staff is not always possible.  The 
original full-scale maps, drawings and exhibits are available for public viewing at the 
Community Development Department. 
 

EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 

 
None 
 
V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2015\030915 - 810 University Avenue.doc 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF MARCH 9, 2015 

AGENDA ITEM D3 

 

LOCATION: 2900 Sand Hill Road 

 

APPLICANT: 

 

Sharon Heights 

Golf and Country 

Club 

 

EXISTING USE: Golf and Country Club 

 

OWNER: 

 

Sharon Heights 

Golf and Country 

Club, Leland 

Stanford Jr. 

University 

 

PROPOSED USE: 

 

 

Golf and Country Club 

 

 

APPLICATION: 

 

Use Permit 

Revision and 

Architectural 

Control 

 

ZONING: OSC (Open Space and Conservation) 

 
BACKGROUND 

 

Since 1962, the Sharon Heights Golf and Country Club (“SHGCC”) has been operating 

a private recreational facility on an approximately 111-acre site consisting of multiple 

contiguous parcels.  Recreational facilities at the subject site include an 18-hole golf 

course, tennis courts, a swimming pool, clubhouse, restaurant, and associated 

facilities.  Use of these facilities is generally restricted to club members.   

 

In December 2000, SHGCC received use permit approval to construct its current 

clubhouse.  More recently in March 2012, SHGCC received a use permit to allow for 

the annual Fourth of July Celebration event to occur at the site, including a fireworks 

display, children’s carnival, and amplified music.  In August 2012, SHGCC received use 

permit and architectural control approval to construct a new maintenance yard and to 

store and use hazardous materials.  Construction of the new maintenance yard 

facilities is pending as of the date of this report.  In September 2013, SHGCC received 

a use permit revision to allow a membership increase from 550 to 680 members (a 130 
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member increase).  A Negative Declaration was prepared to review the potential 

environmental impacts of the membership increase. 

 

PROPOSAL 
 

The applicant is requesting a use permit revision and architectural control to allow an 

expansion of the clubhouse facilities, including an addition to the existing clubhouse 

building, demolition of an existing pool building, construction of a new pool building 

with indoor and outdoor dining areas, and construction of a new movement building for 

fitness classes and wellness activities in the OSC (Open Space and Conservation) 

zoning district.  As part of the proposed expansion, 10 regular parking stalls would be 

eliminated and replaced with 13 new tandem parking spaces.  No changes are 

proposed to site’s existing membership cap of 680 members. 

ANALYSIS 

 

Site Location 

 

The Sharon Heights Golf and Country Club (SHGCC) is located at 2900 Sand Hill 

Road, near the junction of Interstate 280 and Sand Hill Road in the OSC (Open Space 

and Conservation) zoning district.  The golf course and associated facilities are located 

on multiple contiguous properties comprising approximately 111 acres on property that 

is owned or leased by SHGCC.  The SHGCC completely surrounds the multi-building 

office development at 3000 Sand Hill Road and the townhome developments located 

along Sand Hill Circle.  In addition, the golf course completely encircles the townhome 

and condominium developments located at the end of Sharon Park Drive.  The existing 

clubhouse and proposed clubhouse expansion would be located on the southern 

portion of the site, and takes access from Sand Hill Road frontage road.  The closest 

residential neighbors to the clubhouse are located along Sand Hill Circle at 

approximately 300 feet from the northwest corner of the existing clubhouse. 

 

Single-family residences, located within the Town of Atherton, are located to the north 

of the site.  The Sharon Heights neighborhood is located to the east of the project site 

and contains a mix of single-family residences, townhomes, and condominium 

developments.  Adjacent parcels along the Sand Hill Road entrance to the site contain 

multi-building office developments. Parcels located across Sand Hill Road, south of the 

project site, include multi-building office developments and a hotel.  

 

Project Description 

 

The applicant is proposing to expand the recreational facilities at the existing 

clubhouse.  The clubhouse currently consists of a two-story clubhouse building, a pool 

building, and a swimming pool.  The proposed changes would be limited to the 

southwest portion of the clubhouse, around the existing swimming pool. 
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The clubhouse building would be expanded and remodeled to accommodate a new 

fitness room, treatment rooms, shower area, and pool office.  An existing pool building 

located to the east of the pool would be demolished, and a new expanded pool building 

would be constructed at the same location.  The new pool building would provide 

indoor and outdoor dining areas, a kitchen, restrooms, youth lounge, and a room to 

house pool equipment.  A new bocce ball court would be installed to the south of the 

pool.  A new movement building would be located to the west of the pool, and would 

provide space for fitness classes, wellness activities, and storage for these activities.  

An existing spa located to the northeast of the pool would be demolished, and a new 

spa would be constructed to the west of the pool, next to the movement building.  An 

existing spa will be demolished, and a new spa will be constructed to the south of the 

movement building.  The applicant has provided a project description letter, which 

discusses the proposal in more detail (Attachment C). 

 

Development Regulations 

 

The only development regulation in the OSC zoning district is that the floor area ratio 

(FAR) shall not exceed 2.5 percent of the lot area.  The proposed gross floor area of 

the clubhouse facilities would be approximately 57,324 square feet, a net increase of 

approximately 5,213 square feet as compared to the existing clubhouse.  The proposed 

total gross floor area of all buildings on the project site, including the clubhouse 

facilities and all outbuildings, would comprise approximately 1.6 percent FAR on the 

approximately 97 acres of SHGCC-owned property. 

 

PG&E Easement 

 

There is an existing Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) utility easement that runs to the 

south and west of the existing pool area.  The proposed pool building, movement 

building, and retaining wall for the new spa would encroach into the existing easement.  

PG&E has indicated that this portion of their electric line lies outside of the existing 

easement, and that the proposed encroachment would not impact the utility line.  

Additionally, PG&E has granted the applicant permission to encroach into the 

easement as proposed, and has indicated that the existing easement may need to be 

modified or a new easement may need to be obtained to cover the facilities that are 

outside of the existing easement.  The requirement to provide an agreement between 

SHGCC and PG&E regarding the realignment of the existing easement has been 

included as condition 5b. 

 

Events 

 

The SHGCC holds approximately 33 major recurring club events throughout the year, 

such as golf tournaments and holiday celebrations.  The event with the highest 

attendance is the annual Fourth of July Celebration.  A use permit was granted in 

March 2012 to allow for recurring special events at the site, including, but not limited to, 

a fireworks display, children’s carnival, and amplified music. 
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Non-club events, such as banquets and weddings, also occur on the subject site.  As 

part of the 2000 use permit approval, non-club events were limited to no more than 15 

percent of SHGCC’s total revenue.  The 15 percent limit is consistent with the current 

Internal Revenue Service’s regulations for non-member use of club facilities and 

services at tax-exempt social clubs.  This limitation on revenues from non-club events 

would remain intact as a mechanism to help limit the number of events that can occur 

at the site. 

 

Design and Materials 

 

The proposed new construction was designed to be consistent with the craftsman style, 

materials, and colors of the existing clubhouse.  The proposed gable roof forms and 

shed dormers would be clad in composite shingles, and the walls would be clad in 

wood shingles.  Wood columns and trellises would highlight the building entries and 

provide shade in the outdoor dining area.  The base of the addition to the clubhouse 

building and the chimneys would be clad in stone veneer.  Simulated true divided light 

wood-clad windows and doors, with grids on the interior and exterior and spacer bars 

between the glass, would be consistent with the design and materials of existing 

windows and doors.  The applicant proposes to maintain the existing color scheme of 

brown for the wall cladding and trellis, and dark green for the trims and columns. 

 

Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed addition and new 

buildings are compatible with those of the existing clubhouse and surrounding 

neighborhood. 

 

Parking and Circulation 

 

The subject site has two parking areas, including the main parking lot at the clubhouse 

and a secondary parking lot at the tennis courts, both of which are accessed through 

Sand Hill Road frontage road.   According to the parking demand analysis that was 

prepared in 2013 by TJKM Transportation Consultants, a total of 250 parking spaces 

(including 11 disabled spaces) are provided at the two parking lots.  Based on the 

current rates of parking occupancy, the analysis concluded that up to 783 members 

could be accommodated with the existing parking supply.  Therefore, there is sufficient 

parking to accommodate the site’s current membership cap of 680 members.   

 

The proposed new pool building would expand into the main parking lot and result in 

the loss of nine existing parking spaces, including two disabled parking spaces.  A row 

of parking immediately in front of the clubhouse would be reconfigured to eliminate one 

regular parking space in order to provide two additional disabled spaces to compensate 

for the two disabled spaces that were removed.  To compensate for the loss of 10 

regular parking spaces, the applicant is proposing to construct 13 new tandem spaces, 

resulting in a net increase of three spaces.  The tandem spaces are intended to be 

used for valet parking during events only.  These 13 parking spaces would be paved 
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with permeable pavers, and would be physically delineated from the regular parking 

spaces with posts, chains, and signage.  

 

For the Fourth of July Celebration event, SHGCC has an agreement to utilize the 

parking lot for the adjacent office complex at 2882 Sand Hill Road.  The event occurs 

on a holiday, and would not coincide with the office use’s business hours. 

 

The proposed modifications to the parking lot would continue to provide sufficient 

parking to accommodate the parking demand on the site.  Staff is not aware of any 

complaints from the neighbors or the community about insufficient parking supply on 

the site, or any overflow of parking into neighboring streets.  Although tandem spaces 

are not typically permitted, staff believes they will function adequately on the subject 

site, given the unique attributes of a country club with regard to the provision of valet 

parking. 

 

Trees and Landscaping 

 

The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment D) detailing the species, 

size, and conditions of the existing trees in the vicinity of the proposed areas of work.  

The report determines the present condition, discusses the impacts of the proposed 

improvements, and provides recommendations for tree preservation.  The applicant is 

proposing to remove a total of eight non-heritage trees due to the proposed 

construction.  While there are a number of heritage trees on the larger golf and country 

club site, there are no heritage trees within close proximity of the proposed 

construction.  The applicant is proposing to plant eight new trees in the parking lot 

along Sand Hill Road frontage road.  All recommendations identified in the arborist 

report shall be implemented and have been included as condition of approval 4.e. 

 

Correspondence 

   

Staff has not received any items of correspondence on the proposed project. 

 

Conclusion 

 

Staff believes the proposed exterior modifications are consistent with the scale, design, 

and materials of the existing clubhouse building, and the proposed addition would 

improve the functionality of the recreational and dining facilities at the clubhouse.  Staff 

recommends approval of the use permit revision and architectural control request.  

 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

 

On September 9, 2013, the Planning Commission adopted the Negative Declaration 

(ND) for the 2900 Sand Hill Road – Sharon Heights Golf and Country Club Membership 

Increase project (File Number PLN2011-00067), which evaluated a request for a use 

permit revision to allow a membership increase from 550 to 680 members. The analysis 
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included an evaluation of the potential environmental effects of the existing and 

continued use of the site as a private recreational facility with the increased 

membership.  The ND did not evaluate potential environmental effects from any 

expansion of existing recreational facilities as the applicant had contemplated, but had 

not made any commitments to, any new construction at the time. 

 

An Addendum to the Adopted Negative Declaration (Addendum) has been prepared for 

the proposed project to consider the specific development plans for the expansion of 

recreational facilities at the clubhouse.  The Addendum updates the analysis in the ND, 

and is intended to determine whether the proposed project does or does not exceed the 

environmental impacts analyzed in the ND, whether new impacts have or have not 

been identified, and whether new mitigation measures are or are not required. The 

Addendum concludes that the revised project would not result in more significant 

impacts (or require new or significantly altered mitigation measures) beyond those 

already identified in the ND.  The Planning Commission should consider the Addendum 

while making its decision on the project.  The adopted ND and the Addendum are 

included as Attachments E and F, respectively. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

1. Make the following findings relative to the environmental review of the proposal: 

 

a. A Negative Declaration was previously prepared and circulated for public 

review in accordance with current State CEQA Guidelines; 

 

b. The Planning Commission considered the Negative Declaration prepared for 

the 2900 Sand Hill Road – Sharon Heights Golf and Country Club 

Membership Increase and any comments received during the public review 

period and subsequently adopted the Negative Declaration; 

 

c. Based on the Initial Study prepared for the Negative Declaration, there is no 

substantial evidence that the proposed project will have a significant effect on 

the environment; and, 

 

d. The Addendum to the Negative Declaration provides adequate environmental 

documentation of the changes to the project, which will likewise not have a 

significant effect on the environment. 

 

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. 
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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. 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. 

 

4. Approve the use permit revision and architectural control request subject to the 

following standard conditions of approval: 

 

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

plans prepared by BAR Architects, dated received on March 5, 2015, 

consisting of 21 plan sheets and approved by the Planning Commission on 

March 9, 2015 except as modified by the conditions contained herein, subject 

to review and approval of the Planning Division. 

 

b. The applicant shall comply with all West Bay 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. 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 that 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.  
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e. 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. 

 

f. Trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected pursuant to 

the Heritage Tree Ordinance and the recommendations specified in the 

arborist report. 

 

5. Approve the use permit revision and architectural control subject to the following 

project-specific conditions: 

 

a. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall pay the transportation 

impact fee per the direction of the Transportation Division in compliance with 

Chapter 13.26 of the Municipal Code.  The current estimated transportation 

impact fee is $41,438.32, although the final fee shall be the fee in effect at 

the time of payment. 

 

b. Concurrent with the submittal of a complete building permit application, 

the applicant shall submit an agreement between the Sharon Heights Golf 

and Country Club and Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) 

regarding the realignment of the existing utility easement, including 

exhibit(s) showing the location of the proposed easement.  Prior to 

building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit recorded 

documentation for any new and/or amended easement. 

 

6. Approve the use permit revision and architectural control subject to the following 

ongoing, project-specific conditions: 

 

a.  The maximum membership level shall be a total of 680 members, which 

includes members in all membership categories.   

 

b.  The applicant shall continue to maintain the flashing stop warning sign and 

flashing stop sign located at the main driveway exit. 
 

c.  Approve the use permit subject to the following restated conditions from 

the use permit approved by the Planning Commission on March 19, 2012 

for recurring special events at the site, including, but not limited to, a 

fireworks display, children’s carnival, and amplified music:  

 

 Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with 

the plans provided by the applicant, consisting of two plan sheets, 

dated received March 13, 2012, and approved by the Planning 

Commission on March 19, 2012 except as modified by the conditions 
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contained herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning 

Division.  

 

 Prior to the commencement of the event, the applicant shall obtain all 

necessary permits from the Menlo Park Fire Protection District, Menlo 

Park Building Division, and other applicable agencies.  

 

d.  Approve the use permit subject to the following restated conditions from the 

use permit and architectural control approved by the Planning Commission 

on August 6, 2012 for the proposed maintenance yard and storage and use 

of hazardous materials: 

 

 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. 

 

 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. 

 

 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.  

 

 The applicant shall diligently work with Caltrans to obtain 

encroachment permits for installation of 12, 24-inch box redwood trees 

on the southern side of the project site to decrease visibility of the 

corporation yard from Interstate 280. If after two years from the 

approval date the applicant is unable to obtain encroachment permit 

approval from Caltrans for installation of the trees within the Caltrans 

public right-of-way, the applicant shall install the 12 trees on the 

subject project site in a manner the screens the corporation yard from 

public view to the satisfaction of the Community Development Director. 
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Report prepared by: 

Jean Lin 

Associate Planner 

 

Report reviewed by: 

Thomas Rogers 

Senior Planner 

 

 

PUBLIC NOTICE & APPEAL PERIOD 

 

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

notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the subject 

property. Planning Commission action will be effective after 15 days unless the action 

is appealed to the City Council, in which case the outcome of the application shall be 

determined by the City Council. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

A.  Location Map 

B.  Project Plans 

C.  Project Description Letter 

D.  Arborist Report prepared by HortScience, Inc., dated October 2014 

E.  Negative Declaration for 2900 Sand Hill Road – Sharon Heights Golf and Country 

Club Membership Increase, adopted on September 9, 2013 (without appendices) 

F.  Addendum to the 2900 Sand Hill Road – Sharon Heights Golf and Country Club 

Membership Increase Negative Declaration 

 

Note: Attached are reduced versions of maps and diagrams submitted by the 

applicants. The accuracy of the information in these drawings is the responsibility of the 

applicants, and verification of the accuracy by City Staff is not always possible. The 

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

Community Development Department. 

 

EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 

 

Color Chips 
 

 

 

V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2015\030915 - 2900 Sand Hill Road (SHGCC clubhouse expansion).doc 

















































Ms. Jean LAn
July 23, 2014

Page 2 of 3

The proposed Pool and Fitness Improvements are a sensitive extension of the existing Craftsman style
architecture. The continuation of building forms, proportions, details, materials, and colors cohesively
integrates into the exiting design. The improvements consist of three building components:

• Fitness Building — an addition and remodel of the existing facilities that expands the cardio and
strength training, shower area, reconfigures the administrative area while adding a second
treatment room and a pool office.

• Pool Building — a new outbuilding that replaces the existing pool office, snack bar and kitchen
and provides indoor/outdoor casual dining, outdoor seating and social areas, a kitchen, youth
lounge, and restrooms.

• Movement Building — a new outbuilding that provides space for fitness classes and wellness
activities along with storage for such activities.

The proposed improvements take advantage of space around the existing pool while creating
indoor/outdoor spaces focusing inward toward the pool. In doing so, the existing Pool Outbuildings and
adjoining trellis are removed to make way for the new Pool Building, which maintains an edge to the
parking area and the pooi area. The new Pool Building creates a new entry to the pooi area and a separate
entry to the new dining room. The new dining room transitions to the pool area through a large trellis
covered indoor/outdoor area for dining and socializing. The simple gable roofed Movement Building
opens to and faces the existing pool. This new building nestles itself against the retaining wall adjacent to
the planting area running parallel to Sand Hill Circle Road. With such a large elevation change between
the pool deck and Sand Hill Circle Road, along with the existing trees, planting, and fences, the new
buildings, which are all single story and the same style as the existing buildings are down substantially
below the roads and are mostly or entirely out of view from the public right-of-way to their south and
west. They are also remote from our residential and commercial neighbors. The existing club parking lot is
to the east and the existing clubhouse is to the north.

Neighbors
We have recently discussed these facility improvements with all four of the local HOA presidents (Sand
Hill Circle, Sand Hill Townhomes, Country Club Fairways, Sharon Park HOA). All were in support of our
application and the changes we are proposing. We understand that’s the view of the individual
presidents who lead the associations, so I also offered to meet with their boards to answer questions if
they deemed that helpful or necessary. None of them thought that was necessary at this time, but they
all committed to informing their board and membership and said they would let us know if and when any
questions should come up that needed to be addressed. We continue to be committed to maintaining a
strong, close relationship and open lines of communication with our local neighbors as they do with us.

Parking
The 2013 parking and traffic analysis concluded that we had sufficient parking for up to 783 members
versus the current 552 members and maximum approval of 680 under our use permit. The remodel
eliminates ten regular stalls. While the Club has more accessible spaces than required, two accessible
stalls plus the accessible aisle are relocated in the northeast corner of the parking area. In addition, in the
southeast corner of the parking area 13 tandem spaces are added on what is existing lawn. The vertical
curb will be modified to a rolled curb and the spaces will be constructed with Grasspave or a similar
pervious material. These spaces would be used during the times there are events at the club that use
valet parking. The proposed parking remodel has a net gain of three parking stalls.
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

 FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF MARCH 9, 2015 

AGENDA ITEM E1 
 

LOCATION: 150 Jefferson Drive 

 

 APPLICANT: Sequoia Union 

High School 

District 

 

EXISTING USE: Light Industrial  

 

 OWNER: Jefferson Fields 

LLC 

 

PROPOSED USE: 

 

Public High School 

 

 APPLICATION: Public Resources 

Code Section 

21151.2 Review  

 

ZONING: 

 

M-2 (General Industrial) 

 

PROPOSAL 
 
Sequoia Union High School District is requesting that the Planning Commission 
consider a proposed public high school at 150 Jefferson Drive, in the M-2 (General 
Industrial) zoning district, with regard to Public Resources Code Section 21151.2. This 
code states that, to promote the safety of pupils and comprehensive community 
planning, the Planning Commission shall investigate a proposed school site and submit 
a report prior to the school governing board acquiring title to the property. The overall 
school approval actions will be considered separately by the Sequoia Union High 
School District. 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
On January 26, 2015, the Planning Commission conducted a General Plan conformity 
review for a proposed public high school at 150 Jefferson Drive, which is required by 
Government Code Section 65402(c). A location map is included as Attachment A, and 
the project description letter is attached for reference as Attachment B. At the meeting, 
the applicant, Sequoia Union High School District (“Sequoia Union”), described the 
proposal in more detail and distributed a conceptual site plan, included here as 
Attachment C. The Planning Commission also reviewed testimony from two members 
of the public, asked questions, and ultimately voted 5-2 (with Commissioners Onken 
and Strehl dissenting) that the proposed high school would be consistent with the 
General Plan. This finding was based on the fact that the General Plan's "Limited 
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Industry" designation specifically allows for public and quasi-public uses. The adopted 
Planning Commission resolution is included as Attachment D. 
 
Following the meeting, an attorney representing an adjacent property owner, Exponent 
Inc. at 149 Commonwealth Drive, submitted a letter calling the City’s attention to a 
different State requirement relating to school planning. This letter is included as 
Attachment E. After reviewing the letter, the City and Sequoia Union determined that 
this requirement is applicable to the proposal, and is the subject of this report.   
 

ANALYSIS 
 
Site Location 
 
The subject site is located at 150 Jefferson Drive, close to the intersection of Chrysler 
Drive. All of the immediately adjacent parcels are also part of the M-2 district, which is 
correlated with the “Limited Industry” General Plan land use designation. In addition, 
other parcels in the vicinity are within the M-3-X (Commercial Business Park, 
Conditional Development) zoning district, which is correlated with the “Commercial 
Business Park” General Plan land use designation.  
 
The subject parcel is approximately 2.1 acres in size, and is currently occupied by a 
light industrial building that is predominantly one-story, with some mezzanine areas. 
The nearby parcels are occupied by similar light industrial buildings, as well as offices in 
a variety of scales. A location map is included as Attachment A, and a land use map 
(using data from the San Mateo County Assessor) is included as Attachment F.  
 
Project Description 
 
The applicant, Sequoia Union High School District (“Sequoia Union”), serves students 
from eight feeder school districts, covering areas including Atherton, Belmont, East Palo 
Alto, Menlo Park, Portola Valley, Redwood City, San Carlos, and Woodside. In late 
2014, Sequoia Union disclosed that, in order to address projected enrollment increases, 
the district was exploring the purchase of two properties that could serve as new high 
school sites. The two parcels are located at 535 Old County Road (San Carlos) and 150 
Jefferson Drive (Menlo Park).  
 
The applicant has submitted a project description letter (Attachment B), which provides 
more information about the proposed school at 150 Jefferson Drive. The applicant 
states that the school is anticipated to serve up to 400 students. The school could have 
a technology-type focus, although this has not yet been finalized. Sequoia Union has 
stated that community meetings will soon be held to discuss the project and its review 
process. The earliest the school would open is August 2017, although Sequoia Union 
has stated that an August 2018 opening is more likely. 
 
The development and use of the property for a public high school is exempt from the 
City’s zoning code. The overall school approval actions will be considered separately by 
Sequoia Union, and neither the previous General Plan consistency review nor the 
current Public Resources Code Section 21151.2 review should be considered 
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substitutes to Sequoia Union’s comprehensive school review and approval process, 
which will include multiple opportunities for public input and consideration under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
 
Public Resources Code Section 21151.2 Review 
 
The full text of Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21151.2 reads as follows: 
 

To promote the safety of pupils and comprehensive community planning the 
governing board of each school district before acquiring title to property for a 
new school site or for an addition to a present school site, shall give the planning 
commission having jurisdiction notice in writing of the proposed acquisition. The 
planning commission shall investigate the proposed site and within 30 days after 
receipt of the notice shall submit to the governing board a written report of the 
investigation and its recommendations concerning acquisition of the site. 
 
The governing board shall not acquire title to the property until the report of the 
planning commission has been received. If the report does not favor the 
acquisition of the property for a school site, or for an addition to a present school 
site, the governing board of the school district shall not acquire title to the 
property until 30 days after the commission's report is received. 

 
The City of Menlo Park has not previously conducted a PRC Section 21151.2 review, 
but staff has reviewed examples from other communities. There does not appear to be 
a consistent format of such reports and recommendations, although it is clear that they 
are advisory in nature, and not meant to be replacements for the comprehensive school 
review process that is conducted by the applicable school district. For the City of Menlo 
Park, the “report” will be considered to be this staff report (inclusive of attachments), 
except as it may be amended or augmented by the Planning Commission. Elements of 
this analysis overlap with the previously-conducted General Plan conformity review. 
 
Site Attributes 
 
The subject parcel has the following characteristics: 
 

Address 150 Jefferson Drive 
Assessor’s Parcel Number 055-243-030 
Assessor’s Description LOTS 6 7 & 8 BOHANNON INDUSTRIAL 

PARK UNIT NO 4 RSM 56/5 
Approximate Lot Size 90,927 square feet (2.1 acres) 
Zoning District M-2 (General Industrial) 
General Plan Land Use Designation Limited Industry 
General Plan Circulation Diagram Jefferson Drive: Local Street 
Annexation Date 1/22/1957 Bohannon Industrial Park 
Elementary School District Ravenswood City School District 
High School District Sequoia Union High School District 
Sanitary Sewer District West Bay Sanitary District 
Water District Menlo Park Municipal Water District 
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Fire District Menlo Park Fire Protection District 
Topography Generally flat 

 
General Plan Conformity 
 
Staff has reviewed the proposal in relation to the existing General Plan goals, policies, 
and implementation programs. As noted by the applicant, the following description of 
the “Limited Industry” land use designation allows for this type of school use: 
 

Limited Industry 
This designation provides for light manufacturing and assembly, distribution of 
manufactured products, research and development facilities, industrial supply, 
incidental warehousing, offices, limited retail sales (such as sales to serve 

businesses in the area), public and quasi-public uses, and similar and 
compatible uses. The maximum FAR shall be in the range of 45 percent to 55 
percent. 

[emphasis added] 
 

This land use designation correlates to the M-2 zoning district, which conditionally 
allows for private schools as a Special Use. Two such facilities have been permitted in 
the M-2 district under this provision: Mid-Peninsula High School (1340 Willow Road) 
and Casa dei Bambini Preschool (1215 O’Brien Drive). Although the new Sequoia 
Union school would be a public school (and as such would not require City use permit 
review), the two private schools listed above do not appear to have negatively impacted 
the M-2 district or other nearby parcels.  
 
The previously-adopted Planning Commission Resolution No. 2015-01 (“Determining 
That a Proposed High School at 150 Jefferson Drive is Consistent with the General 
Plan”) is included for reference as Attachment D. 
 
Nearby Land Uses and Hazardous Materials Usage 
 
A land use map (using data from the San Mateo County Assessor) is included as 
Attachment F. Nearby uses include warehouses, light manufacturing, research and 
development (R&D), and offices. Existing buildings range in scale from one to three 
stories, and other projects (Menlo Gateway and Commonwealth Corporate Center) 
have been approved for office and hotel buildings with greater heights. 
 
The M-2 zoning district conditionally permits the use and storage of hazardous 
materials in association with the main use. The conditional use permit process allows 
the Planning Commission and the public to review elements such as: 
 

 Chemical inventory 

 Location of materials use and storage 

 Waste collection procedures 

 Safety training plan 

 Emergency response plan 
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The hazardous materials use permit review also includes initial review by applicable 
safety agencies, including the Menlo Park Fire Protection District and the San Mateo 
County Environmental Health Division, which also have their own independent review 
and approval processes. If approved, use permits typically include conditions that limit 
changes in the use of hazardous materials, require a new business to submit a 
Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) to seek compliance if the existing use is 
discontinued, and address violations of other agencies in order to protect the health and 
safety of the public. 
 
Staff believes that the use permit and related requirements for hazardous materials use 
address the safety of properties and individuals in the vicinity of such uses. If a 
business were to use hazardous materials in an unsafe manner, staff believes that 
should be addressed through enforcement operations on that use itself, not necessarily 
by limits on adjacent uses.  
 
Sequoia Union Preliminary Analyses 
 
Sequoia Union has conducted a number of preliminary analyses in preparation for the 
full school review and approval process. To assist the Planning Commission with the 
PRC Section 21151.2 review, Sequoia Union has submitted a memo (Attachment G) 
and presentation (Attachment H) that was made at a Sequoia Union Board of Trustees 
meeting in December 2014. The memo and presentation describe a number of other 
attributes of the site, including proximity to features like airports, power lines, active fault 
zones, and pipelines. Sequoia Union has also submitted a number of technical reports, 
which are not included here, but which can be reviewed upon request, including: 
 

Report Preparer Date 

Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment 

Geologica Inc. July 31, 2014 

Initial School Site Evaluation 
Form 

California Department of 
Education 

October 13, 2014 

Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment 

Cornerstone Earth Group November 5, 2014 

Preliminary Geotechnical 
Investigation 

Cornerstone Earth Group December 5, 2014 

Soil, Soil Vapor and Ground 
Water Quality Evaluation 

Cornerstone Earth Group 
 

December 12, 2014 

Pipeline Safety Hazard 
Assessment 

PlaceWorks January 2015 

 
These analyses are technical in nature, and as such not strictly under the purview of the 
Planning Commission for the general PRC Section 21151.2 review. However, staff 
understands that they have not identified any fundamental barriers to use of this site for 
a school. Additional technical analysis will be required through the Sequoia Union 
school review and approval process.  
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Correspondence 
 
Other than the previously-referenced letter submitted on behalf of Exponent, Inc. at 149 
Commonwealth Drive (Attachment E), staff has not received any correspondence 
regarding the General Plan conformance review. The attached letter touches on a 
number of topics, such as possible transportation impacts, which staff believes should 
be raised through the Sequoia Union approval process, which will address CEQA and 
related requirements. 

 
Conclusion 
 
The proposed high school would be located in the Limited Industry land use 
designation, which allows for “public and quasi-public uses.” Two schools are already in 
operation in this designation. The site is located in an area where hazardous materials 
are used, but such uses require review and approval by the City and relevant safety 
agencies. A number of preliminary analyses have been conducted, which have not 
identified fundamental barriers to the use of this site as a school, and additional 
analysis will be required through the overall school review process, which includes 
opportunities for additional public input. Staff recommends that the Planning 
Commission submit this staff report to the Sequoia Union High School District as the 
required report under Public Resources Code Section 21151.2, and recommend 
acquisition of the 150 Jefferson Drive property.  

 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

 
Public Resources Code Section 21151.2 review is not a “project” as defined by the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), in that such a determination itself would 
not have a potential for resulting in a physical change to the environment. Sequoia 
Union will be required to address applicable CEQA requirements relating to the 
development of a school at this site. County Counsel has indicated that when Sequoia 
Union determines their programmatic needs/plans for the site, they will conduct their 
CEQA process, which will include notice to Menlo Park before taking final 
action/proceeding with their project.  

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
1. Make a finding that the Public Resources Code Section 21151.2 review is not a 

“project” as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
 
2. Submit this staff report, inclusive of attachments, as the required report under Public 

Resources Code Section 21151.2, and recommend acquisition of the 150 Jefferson 
Drive property.  

 
Report prepared by: 
Thomas Rogers 
Senior Planner 
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Report reviewed by: 
Arlinda Heineck 
Community Development Director 

 

PUBLIC NOTICE  
 
Public notification consisted of publishing a notice in the local newspaper and 
notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 1,320-foot radius of the subject 
property. Planning Commission action will be effective after 15 days unless the action is 
appealed to the City Council, in which case the outcome of the application shall be 
determined by the City Council.  
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
A.  Location Map 
B.  Project Description Letter 
C.  Conceptual Site Plan 
D.  Planning Commission Resolution No. 2015-01, “Determining That a Proposed High 

School at 150 Jefferson Drive is Consistent with the General Plan” 
E.  Correspondence from Edward Shaffer (Representing Exponent, Inc.), received 

January 28, 2015 
F.  Land Use Map 
G.  Preliminary Review Memo, prepared by MIG|TRA Environmental Sciences, 

December 9, 2014 
H.  Sequoia Union Board of Trustees Presentation, December 10, 2014 

 

EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 
 
None 
 
 
V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2015\030915 - 150 Jefferson Dr - Sequoia Union PRC.doc 
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