
 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
AGENDA 

 
Regular Meeting 

March 23, 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 – Nicole Nagaya, Transportation Manager; Michele Morris, Assistant 
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) 
iii. GPAC #6 (March 25, 2015 
iv. Joint CC/PC Meeting (March 31, 2015) 

b. City Council 
i. Menlo Gateway Study Session (March 10, 2015) 

c. Planning Commission Vacancies – Application Deadline – March 31, 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 23, 2015 Planning Commission meeting  (Attachment) 

 
C2. Architectural Control/Denise Forbes/138 Stone Pine Lane: Request for architectural 

control for exterior modifications including enclosing the existing second floor balcony to 
enlarge the existing kitchen by approximately 120 square feet, building a new third floor 
balcony, and a vertical planting trellis located 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/Michael and Judith Citron/955 Sherman Avenue: Request for a use permit to 
construct a new two-story, single-family residence and attached garage on a substandard lot 
with regard to lot width and lot size in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban Residential) zoning 
district.  (Attachment) 
 

D2. Use Permit/Daniel Warren/316 Durham Street: Request for a use permit to construct first- 
and second-story additions to an existing single-story, single-family nonconforming residence 
that would exceed 50 percent of the replacement value of the existing structure in a 12-month 
period on a substandard lot in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district. The proposed 
remodeling and expansion are considered to be equivalent to a new structure.  (Attachment) 

  
D3. Use Permit/Laith Shaheen for Mardini’s Deli/408 Willow Road: Request for a use permit 

to allow an existing restaurant to change an existing off-sale beer and wine license (ABC 
Class 20) to an on-sale beer and wine for bona fide public eating place license (ABC Class 
41) in the C-2-A (Neighborhood Shopping, Restricted) zoning district. In addition, a request 
for outside seating between the building and the parking lot, offering food and alcoholic 
beverage service.  (Attachment) 
 

E. STUDY SESSION 
 
E1. El Camino Corridor Study: Status update and opportunity to provide comments and 

recommendation to the City Council on potential alternatives for El Camino Real within Menlo 
Park.  (Attachment) 

 
F. REGULAR BUSINESS – None 
 
G. COMMISSION BUSINESS – None 

 
H. INFORMATION ITEMS – None 
 
ADJOURNMENT 

 
Future Planning Commission Meeting Schedule 

 
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 
Regular Meeting  June 8, 2015 
Regular Meeting  June 22, 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 18, 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 
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CALL TO ORDER – 7:00 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL – Bressler, Combs, Eiref (Chair), Ferrick, Kadvany, Onken (Vice Chair – arrived 
7:50 p.m.), 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 
 
A1. Update on Pending Planning Items 

a. ConnectMenlo (General Plan Update) 
i. GPAC Meeting #5 (February 12, 2015) 
ii. City Council Status Update (February 24, 2015) 

 
Senior Planner Rogers reported on the General Plan Update or ConnectMenlo activities.  He 
said a General Plan Update Committee (GPAC) meeting was held with good attendance on 
February 12.  He said the City Council would receive a status update on those activities the 
following evening. 
 

b. City Council (February 24, 2015) 
i. 1300 El Camino Real – Status Update 
ii. 1400 El Camino Real – Study Session 
iii. Economic Development Plan – Next Steps 

 
Senior Planner Rogers said at the Council’s February 24 meeting they would consider a number 
of projects that either the Planning Commission had reviewed or would review.  He said the 
Commission had held a scoping session for the EIR for the 1300 El Camino Real project the 
previous year.  He said the Council approved the budget for the project EIR in September, and 
had requested a status update on the EIR to understand what the project scope was, relative to 
what would be analyzed, which would occur at tomorrow night’s meeting.  He said there were a 
number of scenarios related to a small fraction of the proposed project for uses such as office, 
community, retail or services.  He said those different scenarios were analyzed in terms of 
intensity of traffic.  He said the most intense traffic scenarios would be used to establish the 
outer envelope of the EIR of what the maximum impacts for the project might be.   
 
Senior Planner Rogers said that the Commission had not yet seen a proposed project for 1400 
El Camino Real.  He said the City’s Economic Development Section would conduct a study 
session with the City Council relating to project applicant requests.  He said the project proposal 
was a 63-room hotel.  He said the applicant was proposing at the public benefit bonus level for 
an alternate parking rate.  He said the applicants were also requesting a transit occupancy tax 
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share for five years of the project life with the City receiving 75% and 25% being given back to 
the project.   
 
Senior Planner Rogers said the Council also at the February 24 meeting would look at some 
refinements and next steps for the proposed Economic Development Plan.    
 
Commissioner Bressler said that Fergus O’Shea from Facebook attended the GPAC meeting.  
He reported that Mr. O’Shea had indicated Facebook had just purchased a 56-acre parcel 
adjacent to the main Facebook campus, and wanted to know how the City felt about a project of 
2,000 living units and light office and mixed use retail on the site.  He said previously the site 
had been considered as a potential site for about 700 housing units.  He said that the old Sun 
Microsystems campus had had a great deal of surface parking.  He said Facebook was looking 
for approval to put 1,500 housing units on the surface parking with deed restriction for Facebook 

employees.  He said he met with Mr. O’Shea, Mr. John Tenanes, and Mr. Tim Tosta, the prior 

week and he had suggested they use people movers that he would describe as a horizontal 
elevator above ground level. 
 
Commissioner Kadvany asked if Senior Planner Rogers knew what was entailed for a 
consultant and public benefit under the Economic Development Plan. Senior Planner Rogers 
said it was a request for authorization of a proposed agreement with UpUrban for Phase II of the 
Economic Development Plan update and facilitation of a Council study session on public benefit 
and strategies.   
 
Chair Eiref asked about an email regarding potential bicycle lanes along El Camino Real.  
Senior Planner Rogers said that the City’s Transportation Division was managing a corridor 
study looking at different lane configurations that could be pursued including a bicycle lane or 
another traffic lane where there was currently parking. 
 
B. PUBLIC COMMENTS #1 (Limited to 30 minutes)   
 
There were none. 
 
C. CONSENT  
 
C1. Approval of minutes from the January 26, 2015 Planning Commission meeting  

(Attachment) 
 
Commissioner Strehl said that on Page 8, 1st line top of the page she did not think 
Commissioner Onken had seconded the motion.  It was noted that the maker of the second was 
Chair Eiref.  
 
Commissioner Ferrick said also on Page 8, last paragraph, 1st line, regarding meeting 
attendance that the synopsis did not indicate reasons for an absence but a percentage of 
meetings missed.   
 
Senior Planner Rogers noted that Commissioner Onken had sent a correction to Page 7, 6th 
paragraph, 1st line, to replace Chair Onken with Commissioner Onken. 
 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/6536
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Commission Action: M/S Strehl/Eiref to approve the January 26, 2015 minutes with the following 
modifications. 
 

 Page 7, 6th paragraph, 1st line:  Replace “Chair Onken” with “Commissioner Onken” 

 Page 8, 1st line top of the page:  Replace “Ferrick/Onken” with “Ferrick/Eiref” 

 Page 8, last paragraph, 1st line:  Replace “reasons for” with “percentage of 
meeting” 

 
Motion carried 6-0 with Commissioner Onken not yet in attendance.   
 
D. PUBLIC HEARING 

 
D1. Use Permit/Glen Cahoon/1016 Greenwood Drive: Request for a use permit to partially 

demolish, remodel, and add a second story addition to an existing nonconforming single-
story, single-family residence on a substandard lot with regard to lot area and lot width in 
the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district. The proposed expansion would exceed 50 
percent of the existing replacement value in a 12-month period.  (Attachment) 

 
Commissioner Ferrick recused herself from the meeting due to a potential conflict of interest as 
her residence is located within 500-feet of the subject property. 
 
Staff Comment:  Planner Smith said there were no additions to the written report. 
 
Public Comment:  Mr. Glenn Cahoon, project designer, said the proposal was to add a second 
story to accommodate family growth.   
 
Commissioner Kadvany asked about the possibility of dividing the two large garage doors.  Mr. 
Cahoon said presently there were two sliding doors.  He said if there was more width he would 
have liked to split the two doors.  Commissioner Kadvany suggested the one door could be 
made to look like two doors.  Mr. Cahoon said it was a carriage-style garage door.   
 
Chair Eiref noted there had been neighbor outreach.  He asked about the shape of the gates.  
Mr. Cahoon said since the second story was on one side of the house he was trying to extend 
those as an architectural feature.  Chair Eiref noted vinyl windows were being used and that 
was not the preferred window treatment.  Mr. Cahoon said there was some retrofit of windows 
on the first floor and those were vinyl windows so they were using the same on the second floor 
to be consistent.   
 
Mr. Jason Gray, property owner, said they love the neighborhood and wanted to stay there and 
keep the large front and back yards. 
 
Commissioner Kadvany said he liked the dormer over the entry and asked if there was a room 
behind it.  Mr. Cahoon said it was a crawl space.  Commissioner Kadvany asked if they had 
considered two dormers on the expanse of roof.  Mr. Gray said they did consider it but cost kept 
them from adding another dormer. 
 
Chair Eiref closed the public hearing. 
 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/6531


 
Menlo Park Planning Commission 
Draft Minutes 
February 23, 2015 
4 

Commission Comment:  Commissioner Bressler said he thought this was a nice project and the 
footprint would not change.  He moved to approve the item as recommended in the staff report.  
Commissioner Kadvany seconded the motion. 
 
Commissioner Combs said the project was tastefully done and in keeping with other homes in 
the immediate area. 
 
Commission Action: M/S Bressler/Kadvany to approve the item as recommended in the staff 
report. 

1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 1 (Section 15301, 
“Existing Facilities”) of the current California Environmental Quality Act (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 Glenn Cahoon, consisting of seven plan sheets, dated received 
February 9, 2015, and approved by the Planning Commission on February 23, 
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.  

 
 



 
Menlo Park Planning Commission 
Draft Minutes 
February 23, 2015 
5 

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

 
g. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected 

pursuant to the Heritage Tree Ordinance.  
 
Motion carried 5-0 with Commissioner Ferrick recused and Commissioner Onken absent.  

 
D2. Use Permit/Sheri Baer/1060 College Avenue: Request for a use permit to demolish an 

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

 
Commissioner Kadvany recused himself due to a potential conflict of interest as his residence 
was within 500-feet of the subject property. 
 
Staff Comment:  Planner O’Connell said there had been no correspondence or additions to the 
written staff report.  
 
Public Comment:  Ms. Karen Zak, project architect, introduced the property owners, Sheri and 
Doug Baer.  She noted that the Baers have lived at the property for 30 years.   
 
Chair Eiref asked about the colors for the garage as it seemed to be very bright.  Ms. Zak said 
that they had not chosen the stain yet and were looking at taupe with a dark brown window and 
stained front and garage doors.  She said the porch sits in front of the garage. 
 
Chair Eiref closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission Comment:  Commissioner Ferrick asked if there had been any comment from the 
adjacent neighbor with the single-story home.   
 
Ms. Baer said they met with the neighbors and had addressed their concerns.   
 
Chair Eiref said he liked the Craftsman look of the proposal and was supportive of the project.  
He moved to approve as recommended in the staff report.  Commissioner Strehl seconded the 
motion. 
 
Commission Action: M/S Eiref/Strehl to approve the item as recommended in the staff report. 

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

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

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/6532
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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 Zak Johnson Architects, consisting of eleven plan sheets, dated 
received February 5, 2015, and approved by the Planning Commission on 
February 23, 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.  

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

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

Motion carried 5-0 with Commissioner Kadvany recused and Commissioner Onken absent.  
 
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, nine 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 to the Planning Commission meeting of March 9, 2015.  

 
D4. Use Permit/United Parcel Service (UPS)/1355 Adams Court: Request for a use permit 

to construct an outdoor driver training course, located along the north side (rear façade) of 
an existing building located in the M-2 (General Industrial) zoning district. As part of the 
proposed outdoor training course, the applicant would expand into an adjacent suite within 
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the building to construct a classroom and learning lab associated with the company’s 
driver training program. The interior expansion is permitted by the Zoning Ordinance. 
Since the outdoor training course would be located outside the building, a use permit is 
required for the course. The proposed site modification would result in a reduction of 
approximately 16 parking spaces and the applicant is requesting a parking reduction 
based on the attributes of this specific use. In addition, the project includes a request to 
remove five heritage size Canary Island pine trees in good condition, located along the 
rear façade of the existing building, to allow for the exterior training course.  (Attachment) 

 
Staff Comment:  Planner Perata said staff had no additions to the staff report. 
 
Public Comment:  Mr. Shawn Grunewald said he was representing UPS.  He said the proposed 
project for a training facility would be in a suite adjacent to their packing/sorting facility.  He said 
the training facility would be used regionally, and students would be housed in local hotels and 
trainings would be catered by local businesses.   
 
Commissioner Combs asked how many facilities they had nationwide.  Mr. Grunewald said this 
would be the fifth training center nationwide.  Commissioner Combs asked how they chose 
Menlo Park.  Mr. Grunewald said he was not part of the selection but that the company looks 
geographically at areas where new drivers would be needed.  He said Menlo Park was 
attractive to them because of their existing facility and the availability of adjacent space.   
 
Commissioner Kadvany asked about the training.  Mr. Grunewald said that there were 24 
people in training at one time and four vans were used onsite for training as well as for actual 
street driving as part of the curriculum.   
 
Commissioner Strehl asked if trainers accompany the student drivers when they go out onto the 
street.  Mr. Grunewald said they do.  Commissioner Strehl asked how many students and 
sessions.  Mr. Grunewald said there were 24 students per session and 40 sessions per year. 
 
Commissioner Combs asked if the vans were marked to indicate a student driver when they 
were taken out to the street.  Mr. Grunewald said they were the actual vans used by UPS and at 
that point drivers were certified. 
 
Chair Eiref noted that Commissioner Onken had arrived. 
 
Commissioner Onken asked if the heritage trees being removed would be replaced.  Mr. 
Grunewald said they would be replaced two to one in the front of the property. 
 
Chair Eiref asked about the use permit staying with the land.  Planner Perata said use permits 
run with the land including the parking reduction, and if UPS left the site that another company 
with a similar use as structured in the use permit could occupy the site without coming to the 
Planning Commission for review. 
 
Chair Eiref closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission Comment:  Chair Eiref said he was supportive of the project. He moved to approve 
as recommended in the staff report.  Commissioner Onken seconded the motion. 
 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/6533
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Commission Action: M/S Eiref/Onken to approve the item as recommended in the staff report. 
 

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

  
2. Make findings, as per Section 16.82.030 of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to 

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

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the 
plans prepared by C2k Architecture, consisting of ten plan sheets, dated 
received February 17, 2014, and approved by the Planning Commission on 
February 23, 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, Recology, and utility companies’ 
regulations that are directly applicable to the project. 

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

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

a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit a change of address request to the Building Division to 
incorporate the appropriate addressing for the subject tenant suites and shall 
retire the unused addresses for the site. If the tenant in the suite addressed 
1365 Adams Court vacates the premises, the property owner shall apply to 
change the address to 1355 Adams Court Suite C, consistent with the other 
suites within the building. 

b. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit a heritage tree replacement plan identifying the 
location, size, and species of the proposed heritage tree replacements. If ten 
heritage tree replacements cannot be accommodated on-site, the applicant 
shall submit an alternative number and provide, in writing, justification for the 
reduced number of replacement trees. The replacement plan shall be subject 
to review and approval of the Planning Division and City Arborist. 

Motion carried 7-0.  
 

D5. Use Permit/Sunset Publishing Corporation/80-85 Willow Road: Request for a one-
year use permit extension to allow Sunset Publishing to conduct an open house 
(commonly known as Sunset Celebration Weekend) for the weekend of June 6-7, 2015.  
The open house would involve closing Willow Road from Middlefield Road to Paulson 
Circle, starting at 7:00 p.m. on the Friday (June 5, 2015) before the event until 10:00 p.m. 
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on Sunday (June 7, 2015) after the close of the event.  Activities would include, but are not 
limited to, a cooking stage, gardening demonstrations, wine seminars, activities booths, 
food and craft vendors, and live amplified music.  The event is open to the public generally 
between 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturday and Sunday of the event weekend.  Event 
set-up typically occurs during the week before the event, June 1-5, 2015, between 8 a.m. 
and 5:00 p.m. with break-down of the event between the same hours until the Wednesday 
(June 10, 2015) after the event.  The proposed event would exceed the daytime noise 
limits established under Section 8.06.030 of the Menlo Park Municipal Code. All previous 
conditions of approval are proposed to remain in effect.  (Attachment) 

 
Staff Comment:  Senior Planner Chow said staff had no additions to the staff report. 
 
Questions of Staff:  Commissioner Strehl asked if the application was consistent with previous 
year events.  Senior Planner Chow said it was.   
 
Public Comment:  Mr. Rey Ledda, Executive Director of Marketing for Sunset Publication, said 
that the property where Sunset Publication was located was being sold, and it was not definite 
where they would locate.  
 
Commissioner Onken asked about feedback on the event from neighbors.  Mr. Ledda said for 
an event that draws 20,000 people over a weekend that the neighbors were pretty quiet about it 
and were appreciative of Sunset being a neighbor.  He said they deal with each complaint as it 
came to their attention.    
 
Chair Eiref closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission Comment:  Commissioner Bressler said he supported the event and would like to 
keep Sunset Publication at their current location.  Commissioner Onken moved to approve as 
recommended in the staff report.  Commissioner Strehl seconded the motion.  
  
Commission Action: M/S Onken/Strehl to approve the item as recommended in the staff report. 

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

“Existing Facilities”) of the current California Environmental Quality Act (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 conditions:   
 

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans 
prepared by Sunset Magazine, consisting of one plan sheet dated received 
January 22, 2015, and approved by the Planning Commission on February 23, 
2015, except as modified by the conditions contained herein. 

 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/6534
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b. Three months prior to the event, the applicant shall submit a Traffic Control, 
Parking and Signage Plan for review and approval by the Director of Community 
Development.  The plan shall address the following provisions: 

 
i. The applicant shall contact all businesses within 2,000 feet of Sunset 

Magazine property to request the use of those businesses’ parking 
lots for the event.   

 
ii. The applicant shall work with City staff to develop parking restrictions 

to prevent event parking in the following areas: 
 

 area bounded by Willow Road, Blackburn Avenue, Middlefield 
Road, and Woodland Avenue; 

 Willow Road from western entrance of event to Alma Street; 

 Waverley Street from Willow Road to Laurel Street; 

 Linfield Drive from Middlefield Road to East Creek Drive; 

 Santa Margarita Avenue from Middlefield Road to Nash Avenue; 

 Santa Monica Avenue to Middlefield Road to Nash Avenue;  

 Paulson Circle (Lane Woods development); 

 Morgan, Pearl and Ballard Lanes (Morgan Lane development); 

 Driveway behind Willow Market; 

 McKendry Drive; 

 Robin Way; and 

 Marmona Drive 
 

iii. The applicant shall be responsible for all costs of traffic control, 
parking enforcement, and event cleanup for the event.   

 
iv. The applicant shall ensure that the public shall have pedestrian and 

bicycle access through the closed portion of Willow Road during the 
open house weekend.  The applicant shall provide clear signage at 
both Willow Road entrances to the event to notify pedestrians that 
they can pass through the event to the other end of Willow Road 
without paying a fee for the event.  The two entrances to the event 
include the east entrance located at the intersection of Willow Road 
and Middlefield Road, and the west entrance located near the 
intersections of Willow Road with both Willow Place and Waverley 
Street. 

 
v. The promotional literature produced for the event, all neighborhood 

notices, and Sunset’s web page shall explain the use of the satellite 
parking lots, promote use of Caltrain to reach the event, and explain 
that shuttles will be provided from both the satellite parking lots and 
the Caltrain station.  The promotional literature and notices shall also 
explain any parking restrictions.   
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vi. Any signs for the event, including road closure signs, shall be placed 

in such a way so as to not block bicycle lanes, sidewalks, or 
roadways. 

 
vii. The applicant shall ensure that signs remain in a stable and upright 

position for the duration of the event.   
 

viii. Planning and Transportation Division staff shall work with the Police 
Department to see if both left turn lanes on westbound Willow Road 
can remain open for vehicular traffic during the event.   

 
ix. The applicant shall establish and conduct a clean-up program during 

and immediately following the event.  The area of clean-up services 
shall include the event grounds, surrounding areas, all satellite 
parking lots and all adjacent neighborhoods in which parking has 
been allowed.   

 
x. The applicant shall be responsible for monitoring the access points 

with a security guard to the Lane Woods community on Paulson Circle 
and the Morgan Lane community on Morgan Lane.  

 
c. Three months prior to the event, the applicant shall submit a Noise Plan for 

review and approval by the Director of Community Development.  The plan shall 
address the following provisions: 

 
i. The applicant shall provide a schedule and location map of music and 

amplified sound events. 
 

ii. The applicant shall continue to consider alternatives to mitigate the 
potential noise impacts to residential neighbors, including location and 
screening of one or more stages, if necessary.  

 
iii. The applicant shall provide additional restrooms at the eastern end of 

the event to minimize noise impacts to the nearby residences.  
 

d. Three months prior to the event, the applicant shall submit a Notification Plan for 
review and approval by the Director of Community Development.  The plan shall 
include the following provisions:  

 
i. The applicant shall establish an event liaison, and contact phone 

number so that any resident of the neighborhood can contact the 
liaison with concerns and problems up to, during, and after the event.  
The event liaison shall work to deal with these problems as they arise.  
All comments to the liaison shall be recorded and submitted to the 
Planning Division following the event.  The neighborhood mailings that 
announce the upcoming event shall include the event liaison’s name 
and contact number.   

 
ii. The applicant shall publicize the contact name and phone number 
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through mailings, magazine advertisements, newspaper articles, 
relevant websites, and any other reasonable additional means, such 
as the placement of signs prior to and during the event.   

 
e. The applicant shall prepare and submit a report on Celebration weekend event 

within four months of holding the event.  The report shall address any problems, 
complaints, or issues that arose during the event and how those problems, 
complaints, or issues were addressed.  The reports should include all information 
required by the traffic control, parking and signage plan, noise plan, and 
neighborhood notification plan.  The report should document any problems or 
complaints received during the reporting period and efforts made to address 
those problems and complaints. The report shall be submitted to the Director of 
Community Development for review.   

 
f. The use permit revision will be valid for one year, expiring after the spring event 

in 2015, with the applicant having the option to request an extension of the permit 
from the Planning Commission.   

 
Motion carried 7-0.  

 
E. REGULAR BUSINESS 
 
E1. Housing Element Annual Report/City of Menlo Park: 2014 Annual Report on the Status 

and Progress in Implementing the City’s Housing Element of the General Plan and 
Feedback on Potential Housing Element Related Zoning Ordinance Amendments.  
(Attachment) 

 
Staff Comment:  Senior Planner Chow said there was a printing error in the hard copies of the 
report, and she had page 6 copies for distribution.  She noted that the online version was 
correct.  She said the item provided a general review and report back on the 2014 Housing 
Element which included a review of housing production and the City’s housing program.  She 
said also there was information on potential Housing Element related zoning ordinance 
amendments.   She said there was no action required and it was an opportunity for the 
Commission to provide feedback. 
 
Chair Eiref said he was interested on whether there was an increase in secondary dwelling units 
or infill development resulting from ordinance amendments made previously. 
 
Commissioner Onken said he was interested in the R-3 zone. 
 
Commissioner Strehl said she was curious about the number of applications for secondary 
dwelling units. 
 
Senior Planner Chow said that the secondary dwelling units were reported once there was a 
building permit issued.  She said in 2014 there had been three building permits issued for 
secondary dwelling units.  She said regarding the conversion process that was established for a 
one-year, one time opportunity to convert legally constructed accessory buildings into 
secondary dwelling units through an administrative permit process, that they have two 
applications.  She said they were going to ask the City Council to extend the opportunity time for 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/6535
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this conversion.  She said they also hoped to make an ordinance change that would provide 
greater incentive to allow for existing structures to convert by allowing existing daylight plane 
and height in addition to the previously approved setback waiver.    
 
Commissioner Bressler said Facebook had indicated they wanted to add 3,500 living units 
including 1,500 units on the parking lot of the Sun Micro campus.  He said he thought this would 
count toward housing needs allocation.  Senior Planner Chow said she would need to check 
whether deed restricted Facebook employee housing would apply to the City’s Housing Element 
needs.   
 
Commissioner Bressler asked about the housing needs deficit.  Senior Planner Chow said in the 
Housing Element cycle for 2015 to 2023 that the number was identified as 956 units.  She said 
they had to demonstrate to the State that the City had the zoning capacity to accommodate that 
number of housing, which had been done.  She said the City was fine for the next eight years. 
 
Commissioner Kadvany said it did not seem much was happening in the R-3 zone.  Senior 
Planner Chow said there was one project on file prior to the zoning change, which had stalled 
for some reason.  She said the higher density applied only to R-3 parcels of 10,000 square feet 
or greater.  She said they were looking at making changes for existing condominium projects to 
allow great density. 
 
Commissioner Onken said in the R-3 zone that multi-family was a land use type that once 
established was hard to change due to multiple tenancies and/or multiple owners.  He said that 
changes might allow for those R-3 parcels that were only single-family residences to develop 
into something completely different from anything else on the block, but he couldn’t see a 
blanket change occurring in the R-3 at this time or in the near future.   
 
Commissioner Combs said the Housing Element was about zoning and possibility of delivery of 
units and not actual delivery of units in the City.  Senior Planner Chow said that the City had to 
demonstrate there was the capacity to produce the number of units.   
 
Commissioner Bressler said he had the impression from talking to City staff that there was great 
pressure to not just zone to allow for housing to be built but for development to happen.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick said she had served on the Housing Element committee.  She said there 
had to be zoning for housing that was realistic enough for the State to approve.  She said that 
did not mean that it would be built but was zoned in an area where it was feasible.   
 
Commissioner Onken said there were notes on implementation of the Housing Element and 
asked if staff had any comments.  Senior Planner Chow said the highlights were noted in the 
staff report.  She said they were working on an affordable housing nexus study and 
collaborating with other jurisdictions in San Mateo County to do a countywide nexus study, 
which would give a legal basis for either changing the City’s existing program or adopting 
something different for rental units.  She said Mid-pen Housing was looking at doing a 90-unit 
senior housing development on the 1200 Willow Road block.  She said the General Plan Update 
would look at traffic impact analysis guidelines, and potentially parking stalls and driveway 
guidelines standards to identify when those items should be further explored. Commissioner 
Onken said there was a mention of the overnight parking ordinance.  Senior Planner Chow said 
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the overnight parking restriction for the M2 and R-4-S was scheduled to go to the Council for 
consideration.   
 
Senior Planner Chow said regarding the City’s Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) that Mid-
pen was the first recipient of NOFA issued by the City.  She said a second one would be issued 
in the summer to allow affordable housing developers to take advantage of Below Market Rate 
housing funds to help in creating affordable housing units.  
 
Commissioner Kadvany asked about any progress on working with the Fire District on driveway 
widths.  Senior Planner Chow said that was H4Q of the General Plan update and could be part 
of the discussion on circulation.  She said this program and the others she mentioned earlier 
might be discussed but not necessarily defined or acted upon.  Chair Eiref said he thought the 
driveway width was an issue he wished the City would help to ameliorate.  Commissioner 
Kadvany said he saw the impact of this when developers purchase two 50-foot wide lots to build 
four units and are required to install a 20-foot driveway.   
 
There was general consensus to move the report forward for City Council consideration. 
 
F. COMMISSION BUSINESS  
 
There was none. 

 
G. INFORMATION ITEMS  
 
There were none. 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:40 p.m. 
 

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

STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF MARCH 23, 2015  

AGENDA ITEM C2 
 

LOCATION: 138 Stone Pine Lane 

 

 APPLICANT: Denise Forbes 

 

EXISTING USE: Townhouse 

 

 PROPERTY 

OWNERS: 

Theo and Elza 

Keet 

PROPOSED USE: 

 

Townhouse 

 

 APPLICATION: Architectural 

Control 

ZONING: 
 

R-3 (Apartment) 

 

PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting architectural control for exterior modifications including 
enclosing the existing second floor balcony to enlarge the existing kitchen by 
approximately 120 square feet, building a new third floor balcony, and a vertical planting 
trellis located on the front elevation of a townhouse located in the R-3 (Apartment) 
zoning district. 
 

ANALYSIS 

 
Site Location 
 
The subject property is located at 138 Stone Pine Lane, off El Camino Real, near the 
City’s northern border (using El Camino Real in a north to south orientation). The 
contiguous parcels along Stone Pine Lane are also in the R-3 zoning district and 
occupied by townhouses and associated common space. The nearby properties along 
El Camino Real are primarily commercial, with the exception of the Atherton Park 
Forest Apartments located at 1670 El Camino Real, and are located within the El 
Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan area. The parcel and the townhouses 
surrounding the parcel were originally developed under the jurisdiction of San Mateo 
County as a Planned Unit Development and are known collectively as the Park Forest 
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. 
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Project Description 
 
The existing townhouse contains approximately 2,176 square feet of gross floor area. 
The existing townhouse also includes an approximately 444 square foot garage which 
is not included in 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. The new 
second floor addition will be built out to the end of the existing second floor balcony in 
order to add approximately 120 square feet to the existing kitchen. The windows on the 
second floor will be reused and recessed to avoid a flat appearance on the new stucco 
front façade. The stucco will be painted white and “lemon ice,” which will match the 
existing color palette of the townhouse. The new third floor balcony would extend from 
the master bedroom. This new balcony would include a new metal plant trellis 
ascending up the wall opposite the existing wood arbor feature and a railing wall with an 
18-inch glass top. The air conditioning unit would be relocated from the second floor 
balcony to the third floor balcony where it will be screened by the side wall. 
 
The proposal would result in an increase in the gross floor area of the building and 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 and contemporary 
architectural style for the individual unit. The Park Forest development has three 
homeowners associations, and the applicant has provided documentation of approval 
from the applicable homeowners association. 
 

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

2. Make findings, as per Section 16.68.020 of the Zoning Ordinance, pertaining to 
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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 William Maston Architect & Associates, consisting of six 
(6) plan sheets, dated received March 17, 2015, and approved by the 
Planning Commission on March 23, 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. 

 
 



131 Forest Lane/Denise Forbes PC/03-23-15/Page 4 

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

 

 

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

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

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

EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 
 
Color and Materials Board 
Photographs of Front Façade 
 
 
 
V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2015\032315 - 138 Stone Pine Lane.docx 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF MARCH 23, 2015 

AGENDA ITEM D1 
 

LOCATION: 955 Sherman Avenue 

 

 APPLICANTS 

AND OWNERS:  

Sloane and Judith 

Citron 

 

EXISTING USE: Single-Family 

Residence 

 

   

PROPOSED USE: 

 

Single-Family 

Residence 

 

 APPLICATION: Use Permit 

ZONING: 

 

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

 
 PROPOSED 

PROJECT 

EXISTING 

DEVELOPMENT 

ZONING  

ORDINANCE 

Lot area 5,500 sf 5,500 sf 7,000 sf min. 

Lot width 50  ft. 50  ft. 65 ft. min. 

Lot depth 110  ft. 110  ft. 100 ft. min. 

Setbacks       

 Front 22.5 ft.  25 ft.  20.0 ft. min. 

 Rear 26.0 ft. 45 ft. 20.0 ft. min. 

 Side (left) 5.4 ft. 7 ft. 5.0 ft. min. 

 Side (right) 5.1 ft. 11 ft. n/a ft. min. 

Building coverage 1,910.0 
34.7 

sf 
% 

1,366.0 
25.0 

sf 
% 

1,362.2 
35.0 

sf max. 
% max. 

FAL (Floor Area Limit) 2,800.0 sf 1,366.0 sf 2,800.0 sf max. 

Square footage by floor 1,368.0 
1,012.0 

420.0 
122.0 

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

1,125.0 
241.0 

 

sf/1st 
sf/det. gar. 

  

Square footage of building 2,922.0 sf 1,366.0 sf   

Building height 24.2 ft.    15.2 ft.   28 ft. max. 

Parking 2 covered 1 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered 

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

       

Trees Heritage trees 0 Non-Heritage trees 8* New Trees 12 

 Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

0 Non-Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

0 Total Number 
of Trees 

20 
 

 * All of these are located within the public right-of-way or on adjacent property. 
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PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting a use permit to demolish an existing single-story, single-
family residence and detached garage, and to construct a new two-story, single-family 
residence and attached garage on a substandard lot with regard to lot width and lot size 
in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban Residential) zoning district.  
 

BACKGROUND 

 
On August 4, 2014, the Planning Commission held a study session on an earlier 
iteration of this proposal. As a result of multiple neighbors raising concerns about the 
proposed site layout and its general sense of scale, staff recommended that the 
Planning Commission use the study session to consider a presentation from the 
applicant, receive public comment, and provide individual feedback on the proposal.  
 
At the meeting, the Planning Commission listened to the applicant’s presentation, 
accepted public comment from 10 speakers, asked questions, and provided comments 
for the applicant’s consideration. The minutes from this meeting are available on the 
City web site (http://www.menlopark.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Minutes/08042014-
2393 or http://bit.ly/1MKSn7Z). The following represents staff’s summary of key 
comments, although the applicant was encouraged to consider all feedback relayed at 
the study session: 
 

 Strong concerns with the current conditions of the lot, and encourage resolution 
of that in the near term; 

 Recommend a mutual effort to improve the dialogue between applicant and 
neighbors;  

 Left side elevation seems massive/cluttered, and could be 
downscaled/simplified; 

 Most of the individual Commissioners did not express fundamental issues with 
the proposed front-loading, two-car garage, although some did relay concerns 
with the prominence of this element; 

 Encourage use of quality materials, in particular the window grid type; and 

 Recommend looking at matching the typical front setback of the neighboring 
properties. 

 
Since the August 4, 2014 meeting, the applicant has addressed the first item by fully 
removing the partially-demolished structures on the site. Other changes to the previous 
plans (included for reference as Attachment E) are discussed in further detail in this 
report.  
 

ANALYSIS 

 
Site Location 
 
The subject site is located at 955 Sherman Avenue, between Avy Avenue and Santa 
Cruz Avenue. The parcel is close to the boundary of the City of Menlo Park and 

http://www.menlopark.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Minutes/08042014-2393
http://www.menlopark.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Minutes/08042014-2393
http://bit.ly/1MKSn7Z
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unincorporated West Menlo Park, although all of the immediately adjacent parcels are 
within the City limits.  
 
The subject parcel is surrounded by single-family residences that are also in the R-1-U 
zoning district. Most of the nearby residences are one-story in height, although there 
are several two-story houses in the vicinity (including the adjacent right-side residence). 
On the southwest side of Sherman Avenue, all of the 12 parcels currently have a site 
layout featuring detached garages located toward the rear-right corner. On the opposite 
side of Sherman Avenue, where the diagonal route of Santa Cruz Avenue results in 
more unusual lot shapes and a smaller number of parcels, the parking configurations 
are varied. 
 
Project Description 
 
The applicant is proposing to construct a new, two-story residence on the subject 
parcel, which requires Planning Commission approval of a use permit due to the 
parcel’s substandard lot area and lot width. The new structure would be a four-
bedroom, three-and-a-half bath residence, with three bedrooms and two baths located 
on the second level. The residence would comply with the off-street parking 
requirements, with a two-car attached garage located at the front of the structure.  
 
The new residence would have a FAL (Floor Area Limit) of 2,800 square feet, which is 
the maximum that can be requested. The building coverage would be 34.8 percent, 
slightly below the two-story maximum of 35 percent. The maximum height of the 
residence would be 24.2 feet, well below the maximum permissible height of 28 feet. 
The proposal would also comply with the daylight plane requirements. The revised 
proposal has the house situated farther back from the front property line (24.9 feet to 
the primary façade wall; 22.5 feet to the front porch columns), in order to better match 
the front setback of the adjacent residences. The revised plans also include a modified 
survey, which now meets City requirements for field-based boundary surveys. 
 
The applicant has submitted a project description letter, which discusses the proposal 
in more detail and notes revisions that have been made since the original project 
submittal (Attachment C).  
 
Design and Materials 
 
The residence would feature a style described by the applicant as traditional. The 
exterior would be clad in pre-finished horizontal siding, and the front door would be 
highlighted by a small entry porch. The two-car garage, while prominent relative to 
those of other residences on this side of the street, would feature a carriage-style door 
and an upper trellis to add visual interest.  
 
On the right side elevation, where the adjacent neighbors have relayed concerns, the 
applicant has removed several windows from the previous plans, in order to provide 
mutual privacy protection. Of the remaining windows on this side, one window (in “bath 
2”) would feature a five-foot sill height, which effectively limits direct views while still 
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allowing the room to receive light, and four windows (in the master bedroom and 
associated hall) would be located over 25 feet from the side property line, with views 
obscured by the distance and proposed landscaping.  
 
On the left side, windows at the front and rear corners would have two-foot, eight-inch 
sill heights, but the remainder would feature sill heights greater than four feet, helping to 
limit views of the adjacent property. The applicant has also revised this elevation to 
feature a dormer window feature, in order to add interest to this façade. The dormer 
would intrude slightly into the daylight plane, as may be permitted on lots of this size. All 
windows would be simulated divided light style (with interior and exterior grids and a 
between-the-glass spacer bar).  
 
Staff believes that the proposed design is generally similar in scale, materials, and 
layout to other residences in the greater neighborhood. Staff also believes the revisions 
from the previous proposal would help to enhance privacy on the right side elevation 
and add variation to the left side elevation. 
 
Trees and Landscaping 
 
The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment D) detailing the species, 
size, and conditions of the significant trees on or near the site. The report (which has 
not been revised since the August 4, 2014 study session) determines the present 
condition, discusses the impacts of the proposed improvements, and provides 
recommendations for tree preservation. The arborist report does not identify any 
heritage trees on or adjacent to the subject property, nor does it anticipate any unique 
issues for the nearby non-heritage trees.  
 
The applicant is proposing to plant a number of ornamental screening trees on the rear 
and both side-rear property lines, in order to provide landscape screening. The number 
of such trees/shrubs has been enhanced since the previous submittal, and the 
applicant has also removed strawberry trees from the proposed landscaping plan, due 
to a neighbor concern with the potential for dropping fruits. The plans have also been 
modified to show additional existing trees on the neighboring properties, at their 
approximate locations. 
 
Correspondence 
 
Staff has received one item of correspondence, from the Pecks at the adjacent right 
side property (Attachment F). The Pecks request additional modifications to the 
landscaping plan and windows. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Staff believes that the proposed design is similar in scale, materials, and layout to other 
residences in the greater neighborhood. The front setback has been increased to better 
match the adjacent properties, and the left side elevation would have additional 
variation and visual interest. Windows would be limited on the right side elevation, 
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helping preserve privacy, and extensive landscaping screening would be provided to 
the rear of the parcel. 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 Kohler Associates Architects, consisting of eleven plan 
sheets, dated received March 13 and 17, 2015, and approved by the 
Planning Commission on March 23, 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. 
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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: 
Thomas Rogers 
Senior Planner 

Report reviewed by: 
Justin Murphy 
Assistant Community Development Director 

PUBLIC NOTICE & APPEAL PERIOD 

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

ATTACHMENTS 

A.  Location Map 
B.  Project Plans 
C.  Project Description Letter 
D.  Arborist Report, prepared by McClenahan Consulting, dated January 4, 2014 
E.  August 4, 2014 Study Session Project Plans  
F.  Correspondence 

 The Pecks, 975 Sherman Ave, dated March 17, 2015

Note:  Attached are reduced versions of maps and diagrams submitted by the 
applicants. The accuracy of the information in these drawings is the responsibility of the 
applicants, and verification of the accuracy by City Staff is not always possible.  The 
original full-scale maps, drawings and exhibits are available for public viewing at the 
Community Development Department. 
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EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 
 
None 
 
V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2015\032315 - 955 Sherman Avenue.doc 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF MARCH 23, 2015 

AGENDA ITEM D2 
 

LOCATION: 316 Durham Street 

 

 APPLICANT: Daniel Warren 

 

EXISTING USE: Single-Family 

Residence 

 

 OWNER: Christopher and 

Erinn Andrews 

PROPOSED USE: 

 

Single-Family 

Residence 

 

 APPLICATION: Use Permit 

ZONING: 

 

R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential) 

 
 PROPOSED 

PROJECT 

EXISTING 

DEVELOPMENT 

ZONING  

ORDINANCE 

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

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

Lot depth 140.0  ft. 140.0  ft. 100.0 ft. min. 

Setbacks       

 Front 24.9 ft.  24.9 ft.  20.0 ft. min. 

 Rear 47.3 ft. 67.3 ft. 20.0 ft. min. 

 Side (left) 5.2 ft. 5.2 ft. 5.0 ft. min. 

 Side (right) 4.8 ft. 4.8 ft. 5.0 ft. min. 

Building coverage 2,300.0 
32.9 

sf 
% 

1,467.0 
21.0 

sf 
% 

2,800.0 
35.0 

sf max. 
% max. 

FAL (Floor Area Limit) 2,772.0 sf 1,454.0 sf 2,800 sf max. 

Square footage by floor 1,798.0 
710.0 
264.0 
231.0 

7.0 

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

1,189.0 
264.0 

7.0 
 

sf/1st 
sf/garage 
sf/fireplace 
 

  

Square footage of building 3,010.0 sf 1,460.0 sf   

Building height 25.6 ft.   19.2 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 0 Non-Heritage trees 8 New Trees 0 

 Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

0 Non-Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

0 Total Number 
of Trees 

8 

  . 

  



316 Durham Street/Daniel Warren PC/03-23-15/Page 2 

PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting a use permit to construct first- and second-story additions to 
an existing single-story, single-family nonconforming residence on a substandard lot 
with regard to lot width in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district. The proposed 
remodeling work and additions would exceed 50 percent of the replacement value of 
the existing structure in a 12-month period, and are also considered equivalent to a new 
structure. 
  

ANALYSIS 

 
Site Location 
 
The subject property is located on the north side of Durham Street between Arnold Way 
and Laurel Avenue in The Willows neighborhood. The parcel is surrounded by a mix of 
predominantly one-story single-family residences with attached garages, all of which 
are also zoned R-1-U. The area contains residences featuring a variety of architectural 
styles, although ranch and bungalow designs are the most common. 
 
The subject parcel is substandard, with a lot width of 50 feet where 65 feet is required. 
All adjacent parcels are also substandard and would require use permit approvals for 
construction of certain large additions or new two-story residences. 
 
Project Description 
 
The applicant is proposing interior remodeling of the existing first-story bedroom and 
bath spaces, an addition to the rear of the home, and construction of a second story. 
The existing nonconforming wall with regard to the right side setback is proposed to 
remain unmodified with the wall framing retained. All areas of new construction would 
comply with current setback requirements and other development standards of the R-1-
U zoning district. 
 
The existing single-story residence contains approximately 1,189 square feet of living 
space and a 264 square-foot garage. On the first floor, the applicant is proposing to 
build a 33-square foot front entry addition with a bench and storage area, and a 576-
square foot first-story rear addition with additional bedroom spaces. On the proposed 
second story, a 710-square foot addition would add two bedrooms, a bathroom, and a 
loft space to the home. The existing three bedroom, one bath residence would become 
a five bedroom, three bath residence. 
 
The existing garage provides one covered parking space for the residence. The parking 
situation at the site would remain legal, nonconforming due to the lack of a second 
parking space, covered or uncovered, not located within a required front or side yard. 
However, the driveway provides additional spaces to park vehicles for some added 
flexibility. 
The floor area of the proposed residence would be 2,772 square feet, below the 
maximum floor area limit (FAL) of 2,800 square feet. Building coverage would be 32.9 
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percent, below the two-story maximum of 35 percent. The maximum height of the 
residence would be 25 feet, seven inches, below the maximum permitted height of 28 
feet. The proposed project falls within the daylight plane regulations for a two-story 
structure in the R-1-U district. The applicant has submitted a project description letter, 
which outlines the proposal in more detail (Attachment C).  
 
Design and Materials 
 
The existing residence is a single-story structure designed in a simple postwar ranch 
style. Key features of the existing structure include a steep gabled roof, prominent 
single-car garage, front porch and entry highlighted by shutters and a decorative railing, 
and otherwise minimal use of architectural ornamentation.  
 
The applicant states that the proposed residence would be finished in a mix of 
traditional and craftsman styles. It would feature two new dormers above either side of 
the front entry; decorative wood corbels on the dormers, entry, and garage; and a new 
decorative wood garage door. The proposed exterior would be clad in stucco. The mass 
of the second floor addition would be concentrated toward the rear of the structure, 
resulting in a front façade that maintains some of the existing single-story character of 
the home. The more prominent front entry, dormers, and decorative corbels would help 
deemphasize the existing garage that projects beyond the front of the residence. Along 
the sides and rear of the proposed residence, varying rooflines and a 12-inch wide 
stucco band between the first and second stories would offer some minor relief to the 
mass of the building.  
 
The proposed windows would consist mainly of vinyl-clad single-hung windows, with 
fixed windows in the second-story bathroom and walk-in closet, and slider windows on 
the rear walls of the second-story bedrooms to aid with egress in the event of an 
emergency. These window choices are generally consistent with the windows on the 
existing structure. Second-story windows along the side elevations would have sill 
heights greater than three feet to help promote privacy. Staff believes that the scale, 
materials, and style of the proposed development are consistent with the broader 
neighborhood.  
 
Flood Zone 
 
The subject property is located within the “AE” zone established by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Within this zone, flood proofing techniques 
are required for new construction and substantial improvements of existing structures.  
The bottom of the floor joist of the existing residence is located above the base flood 
elevation of 28.4 feet, and the addition is also proposed to be above the base flood 
elevation in order to comply with FEMA standards. The site plan shows the garage slab 
to be below the base flood elevation, at 27.5 feet. Placement below the base flood 
elevation is permitted for the garage as long as certain requirements, including the 
placement of appliances at or above the base flood elevation, are met. The Public 
Works Department has reviewed and tentatively approved the proposal for compliance 
with FEMA regulations. 
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Trees and Landscaping 
  
The site contains a total of eight trees, none of which are considered heritage trees. All 
existing trees on the property are proposed to remain. The proposed first- and second-
floor additions would be located outside the drip lines of the trees. The proposed site 
improvements should not adversely affect the existing trees given their distance from 
the areas of construction, although standard tree protection measures will be ensured 
through recommended condition 3g. 
 
Valuation 
 
To calculate the replacement and new construction costs on which the use permit 
threshold 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 
$257,060, meaning that the applicants would be allowed to propose new construction 
and remodeling at this site totaling less than $128,530 in any 12-month period without 
applying for a use permit. The City has determined that the value of the proposed work 
would be approximately $354,515. Based on this estimate, the proposed project 
exceeds 50 percent of the replacement cost of the existing structure, therefore requiring 
use permit approval by the Planning Commission. 
 
Correspondence 
 
The applicants indicate they conversed with all neighbors immediately adjacent to the 
subject property, as well as additional residents from Chester and Durham Streets. 
Staff received one email of support for the project, which is provided in Attachment D. 
According to the applicant, other neighbors have been supportive of the proposed 
design. Staff has not received any correspondence in opposition to the proposed 
project. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are 
compatible with those of the greater neighborhood. The proposed dormers, more 
prominent entry, concentration of second-story areas at the rear of structure and other 
architectural accents would help to reduce the perception of building massing from the 
street. The overall height would be below the maximum permitted in this zoning district, 
and the new structure would be within the daylight plane requirements. 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. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
 

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. 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 Daniel Warren, consisting of eight plan sheets, dated 
received March 9, 2015, and approved by the Planning Commission on 
March 23, 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: 
Tom Smith 
Associate Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Thomas Rogers 
Senior Planner 

 
 

 

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

 

ATTACHMENTS 
A.  Location Map 
B.  Project Plans 
C.  Project Description 
D.  Letters of Support from: 

 Brian Schar of 720 Laurel Avenue 

 

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

EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 
None 
 
V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2015\032315 - 316 Durham St.doc 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF MARCH 23, 2015 

AGENDA ITEM D3 
 

LOCATION: 408 Willow Road 
 

 APPLICANT 

AND OWNER: 

Laith Shaheen 

 

EXISTING USE: Restaurant with  

Off-Sale Beer and 

Wine License 

  

   

PROPOSED USE: 

 

Restaurant with  

On-Sale Beer and 

Wine License and 

Outdoor Seating 

 

 APPLICATION: Use Permit 

 

ZONING: 
 

C-2-A (Neighborhood Shopping District, Restrictive) 

 

PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting a use permit to allow an existing restaurant to change a 
previously granted off-sale beer and wine license to an on-sale beer and wine license in 
the C-2-A (Neighborhood Shopping, Restrictive) zoning district. The application also 
includes a request for a use permit to allow outside seating between the building and 
the parking lot.  

 

BACKGROUND 
 
In 1955, the City approved the development of 408 Willow Road as a grocery site. Over 
time, various grocery and restaurant uses occupied the parcel, and the City approved 
building permits for renovations to the original building. The current occupant, Mardini’s 
Deli, is a restaurant operating with an off-sale beer and wine license originally granted 
by the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) in 1978. The license 
has been continuously held since that time.  
 
In May 1979, the City Council approved a resolution making the sale of alcohol a 
special use requiring a use permit from the Planning Commission. Because approval of 
the off-sale license for the property was granted prior to this date, no use permit history 
exists for the site.  
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In August 2006, the City issued a stop work order after a previous owner of the property 
installed an outdoor seating area between the building and the parking lot without a use 
permit or building permit. The outdoor seating area included six tables adjacent to the 
front exterior wall of the building, and eight brick columns connected by black metal 
fencing to separate the area from the parking lot. The outdoor seating area has been in 
use since that time. 

 

ANALYSIS 

 
Site Location 
 
The subject property is located at the northeast corner of the intersection of Willow 
Road and Gilbert Avenue, in the C-2-A (Neighborhood Shopping, Restrictive) zoning 
district. Using Willow Road in the north to south orientation, the parcel to the north of 
the subject site is also in the C-2-A zone and was recently approved by the Planning 
Commission for use as a medical office. The parcels to the south across Gilbert 
Avenue, and those immediately adjacent to the east are zoned R-1-U (Single-Family 
Urban Residential) and developed with single-family homes. The parcel to the west of 
the subject site, across Willow Road, is in the R-3-X (Apartment, Conditional 
Development) zone and is developed with residential condominiums. 
 
Project Description 
 
The applicant is proposing to expand the existing sale of beer and wine from only off-
site consumption to both on-site and off-site consumption. The overall restaurant 
operations would not change with the proposed use permit revision. The applicant has 
submitted basic sketches and photos of the existing site (Attachment B) and a project 
description letter describing the proposal in more detail (Attachment C). A listing of 
common ABC licenses and their basic privileges is included as Attachment D. 
Specifically, the applicant is proposing to modify the existing Class 20 (“Off Sale Beer & 
Wine”) license to a Class 41 (“On Sale Beer & Wine – Eating Place”) license. Both 
license types permit minors on the premises. The primary distinction between the two 
license types is that the proposed Class 41 license would allow the sale of beer and 
wine for consumption both on and off the premises. 
 
A review of the online ABC License Query System for 408 Willow Road found the 
existing license in good standing, with no current or historical disciplinary activity. The 
Menlo Park Police Department was also consulted with regard to the application and 
indicated no concerns with the proposed change in licenses. If the use permit revision is 
approved, any future citation or notice of violation by the ABC or similar agency could 
be grounds for considering revocation of the use permit (condition 3b). Staff believes 
that the proposed sale of beer and wine on-site would be consistent with the services of 
similar restaurants elsewhere within the city. No changes to the building or the site are 
proposed as part of the alcohol license change. 
 
With regard to the outdoor seating area, the former owner placed six tables, each with 
two to three chairs, along the front exterior wall of the building facing the parking lot. 
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Eight short brick fence columns connected by black metal fencing were installed 
approximately six feet, two inches away from the front exterior wall to separate the area 
from the parking lot. Because the proposed on-sale beer and wine license would allow 
alcohol consumption within the outdoor seating area, the columns and fencing would 
also help to delineate the permitted area of use. The brick columns include glass block 
components that allow lights from the center of each column to provide illumination in 
the evenings.  
 
The six-foot, two-inch depth of the outdoor seating area leaves approximately 42 inches 
for a path of travel between the outer edges of the existing tables and the restaurant-
facing sides of columns/fencing. This distance exceeds the 36 inches required to meet 
accessibility requirements defined by the building code. However, if the Building 
Division finds issues or deficiencies in the construction of the columns and fencing at 
the perimeter of the outdoor seating area, it may require their reconstruction or 
permanent removal prior to building permit issuance. Staff recommends Condition 4a to 
ensure that the outdoor seating area is brought into compliance with the building code.  
 
The outdoor seating area has been in place since 2006, and staff is not aware of any 
complaints regarding its use.  
 
Correspondence 
 
Staff has received one letter of support in reference to this application (Attachment E). 
 
Conclusion 
 
Staff believes that the proposed sale of beer and wine for consumption on and off the 
premises is consistent with the services of similar restaurants elsewhere in the city. The 
applicant has operated this restaurant for a number of years in good standing with the 
ABC. The outdoor seating area has been in place since 2006 with no issues or 
complaints as far as staff is aware. 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 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. 
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3. Approve the use permit subject to the following standard conditions: 

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the 
sketches prepared by Mary Kopti, consisting of three sheets, dated received 
January 11, 2008, and approved by the Planning Commission on March 23, 
2015, except as modified by the conditions contained herein, subject to 
review and approval of the Planning Division. 

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

c. Any citation or notification of violation by the California Department of 
Alcoholic Beverage Control or other agency having responsibility to assure 
public health and safety for the sale of alcoholic beverages will be grounds for 
considering revocation of the use permit. 

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

a. The applicant shall submit a building permit application to the Building 
Division and provide any necessary plans or information to bring the columns, 
fencing and accessibility of the outdoor seating area into full compliance with 
the current building code. The application must meet the Building Division’s 
minimum submittal requirements for a building permit. If a building permit is 
not issued within one year of the date of approval of this use permit, the 
columns, fencing, and any other structures related to the outdoor seating 
area shall be subject to Code Enforcement review and action. In such an 
instance, the use permit for outdoor seating would become null and void. 

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

 

PUBLIC NOTICE & APPEAL PERIOD 
 
Public notification consisted of publishing a legal notice in the local newspaper and 
notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the subject 
property.  Planning Commission action will be effective after 15 days unless the action 
is appealed to the City Council, in which case the outcome of the application shall be 
determined by the City Council. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
A.  Location Map 
B.  Project Sketches 
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C.  Project Description Letter 
D.  California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control – Common ABC License 

Types and Their Basic Privileges (excerpt) 
E.  Correspondence from McKendry Drive resident 
 

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

EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 
 
None 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: March 5, 2015 

TO: Bicycle Commission 
Transportation Commission 
Planning Commission 

FROM: Nikki Nagaya, Transportation Manager 

RE: El Camino Real Corridor Study 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the Bicycle, Transportation and Planning Commissions 
recommend to the City Council a preferred alternative for the El Camino Real 
Corridor Study.  

BACKGROUND 

The City is conducting the El Camino Real Corridor Study to review potential 
transportation and safety improvements to El Camino Real. El Camino Real is the 
main north-south arterial in Menlo Park and connects the Downtown to other parts of 
the peninsula.  The corridor within the City limits is typically a four- to six-lane divided 
arterial with traffic signals, sidewalks, pedestrian crosswalk and curb ramps, as well 
as assorted transit service including SamTrans buses, shuttles, and Caltrain. The 
average weekday traffic volume on El Camino Real ranges from 34,300 to 46,700 
vehicles per day.   

In June 2012, the City Council adopted the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan 
which emphasizes the character and extent of enhanced public spaces, the character 
and intensity of private infill development, and circulation and connectivity 
improvements to preserve and enhance community life.  The plan focuses on 
improvements along the El Camino Read corridor in the City of Menlo Park, as well 
as downtown Menlo Park and the Menlo Park Caltrain Station area.  For 
transportation circulation, the Specific Plan envisions the following:  

• A vehicular circulation system that accommodates both local traffic and
north/south through traffic on El Camino Real.
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• An integrated pedestrian network of expansive sidewalks, promenades and 
paseos along El Camino Real and within downtown. The network provides 
opportunities for safe crossing of El Camino Real and the railroad tracks and 
connects the east and west sides of town, including the City’s civic center with 
downtown. 

• A bicycle network that builds upon existing plans and integrates more fully with 
downtown and proposed public space improvements in the area. 

• An integrated circulation plan that supports transit use. 
• A public parking strategy and management plan that efficiently accommodates 

downtown visitors and supports downtown businesses. 
• Modified parking rates for private development based on current industry 

standards. 
 
Following adoption of the Downtown Specific Plan, in 2013, the City Council directed 
staff to move forward with the El Camino Real Corridor Study as part of the 2013-
2018 Five-Year Capital Improvement Program. The City Council approved a Request 
for Proposals on October 15, 2013 and awarded a contract to a consultant team led 
by W-Trans on January 28, 2014.  
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Since contract award in January 2014, the City and the project team have been 
working to facilitate community engagement, identify key issues and opportunities, 
evaluate existing conditions, identify potential alternatives, develop future travel 
demand projections, and evaluate alternatives. Three community workshops were 
held as detailed below: 
  

• Workshop 1: April 30, 2014 – Identify Issues & Suggest Ideas for Improving El 
Camino 

• Workshop 2: October 1, 2014 – Summarize Feedback, Identify Best Practices, 
Hands-on Street Design Workshop 

• Workshop 3: February 19, 2015 – Present Alternatives, Preliminary Analysis,  
& Participants Rank Options 
 

Between 30 and 65 community members attended each workshop. Additionally, two 
online surveys were conducted as part of this Study. The first was open from June 16 
to October 2, 2014 to learn how and why different members of the community use the 
El Camino Real Corridor and to elicit feedback on potential improvements to the 
Corridor. Many of the questions were based directly on the ideas gathered at the first 
community workshop, and were intended to assess which of these ideas had the 
greatest appeal to the broader community. 316 responses were received. Based on 
the survey data collected, the top desirable changes were identified:  
 

1. Enhanced pedestrian safety and crossings 
2. Inclusion of bike lanes on El Camino Real 
3. More bike parking close to downtown 
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4. More landscaping along El Camino Real (providing buffers between 
pedestrians or bicyclists and vehicles) 

5. Timing traffic signals to favor continuous north-south flow on El Camino Real 
 

The least desirable changes were identified:  
 

1. More convenient on-street parking on El Camino Real 
2. Higher travel speeds on El Camino Real 
3. Lower travel speeds on El Camino Real 

 
A full report on the survey results is included as part of Attachment A.  
 
Alternatives Development and Analyses  
 
Following the survey and feedback collected during Workshop 2, physical changes to 
El Camino Real were developed into 3 alternatives plus a “no change” option. 
Preliminary alternative concepts were shared with the Bicycle and Transportation 
Commissions in November 2014 for feedback prior to analysis results being 
prepared.  
 
A summary of the consultant team’s analysis is included as Attachment A. The 
purpose of this report is to summarize the Corridor Study progress and analysis to 
inform the community and Bicycle, Transportation and Planning Commissions of the 
Study work to-date. The consultant team will provide a presentation at each 
Commission meeting to review the information provided in the report and answer 
questions.  
 
Each of the proposed alternatives can be accommodated within the existing curb-to-
curb width – within the existing paved area – with the exception of the northbound 
approach to the Ravenswood Avenue intersection. At Ravenswood, widening would 
be needed to accommodate any of the proposed changes and, depending on the 
alternative, may impact trees near the intersection, as detailed in Attachment A.   
 
A second online survey was developed to allow participants to review the 
alternatives, rank their preferred choices, and provide comments and feedback on 
the options. The survey was available online starting February 19, 2015, and will 
remain open through Friday, March 13, 2015. As of March 3, 2015, 242 responses 
had been received.  
 
Next Steps  
 
Staff requests the Commissions provide input on alternatives and identify a 
recommendation to the City Council for a preferred alternative for the El Camino Real 
corridor.  
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Following the Commission meetings, the summary report will be expanded to 
incorporate community feedback heard at each of the meetings, summarize the 
results of the ongoing online survey on the potential alternative options, and a draft 
will be released for public review in April 2015, prior to the City Council’s 
consideration of the El Camino Real Corridor Study later this spring. 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE 
 
Public notification was achieved by posting the agenda, at least 72 hours prior to the 
meeting, with this agenda item being listed. 
 
ATTACHMENT 
 
A. El Camino Real Corridor Study – Summary Report  
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Introduction 

The focus of the El Camino Real Corridor Study is to review and recommend potential transportation 
and safety improvements to El Camino Real, making it safer and more efficient to move along and across 
El Camino for all modes of travel: pedestrians, bicycles, automobiles, and transit. The purpose of this study 
is to identify potential reconfiguration alternatives, and evaluate the feasibility and potential impacts 
(adverse and beneficial) to improve multi-modal transportation along the corridor. This study considers 
possible modifications to allow for the addition of a bicycle lane or an additional through lane, for a total 
of three lanes in each direction between Sand Hill Road and Encinal Avenue. Impacts to traffic, active 
transportation, safety, parking and aesthetics are addressed as part of the evaluation. Within the limited 
right-of-way available, this study assesses safety, efficiency and convenience trade-offs between motorists 
and bicyclists on El Camino Real between Sand Hill Road and Encinal Avenue.  This Executive Summary 
report presents the work completed to date. 

The study objectives of the El Camino Real Corridor Study are to: 

• Review potential transportation and safety improvements.  
• Consider possible alternatives to allow for the addition of a bicycle lane or an additional through lane. 
• Identify potential reconfiguration alternatives. 
• Evaluate the feasibility and potential impacts of up to three (3) alternatives to improve multi-modal 

transportation. 
• Address impacts to traffic, active transportation, safety, parking and aesthetics.  
• Assess safety, efficiency and convenience trade-offs between motorists and bicyclists within the limited 

right-of-way available. 
 
Per direction from the City Council, the following guidelines were developed to set the parameters of the 
Corridor Study process: 
 
• El Camino Real between Encinal Avenue and Sand Hill Road will be evaluated. 
• Modifications to side-streets will be considered between the western side of the Caltrain tracks and 

the eastern side of Curtis Street-Hoover Street-Alto Lane.  
• All proposed modifications should be consistent with the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan.  
• Only surface improvements will be considered (i.e., no grade separation or tunneling). 
• No impacts to existing medians and sidewalks. 
• Impacts (both beneficial and adverse) to all modes of travel will be considered in this study.  
• Ultimate design and implementation of modifications to El Camino Real will need to meet Caltrans 

requirements and standards. 
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Existing Conditions 

This Existing Conditions Report includes a summary of data collected along the corridor, an analysis of 
existing corridor operations, and documentation of existing facilities that serve all modes of travel. A full 
copy of the Report is included as Appendix A.  (The full version of the report including appendices is on 
the City’s project website.) 

• Study Area – El Camino Real is the main north-south arterial in Menlo Park and connects the 
Downtown to other parts of the peninsula.  The corridor within the City limits is typically a four- to 
six-lane divided arterial with traffic signals, sidewalks, pedestrian crosswalk and curb ramps, as well as 
assorted transit service including SamTrans buses, shuttles, and Caltrain.  Table 1 shows typical daily 
traffic on El Camino Real.  

Table 1 
El Camino Real Daily Traffic Volumes 

Location along El Camino Real Southbound Northbound Total 

Between Encinal Ave and Glenwood Ave 16,700 17,900 34,600 

Between Ravenswood Ave-Menlo Ave and Santa Cruz Ave 17,900 16,400 34,300 

North of Middle Ave 21,500 22,600 44,100 

North of Sand Hill Rd 22,600 24,100 46,700 
 
• Vehicular Traffic Operations – The 1.35-mile corridor includes nine signalized intersections, each of 

which was analyzed in greater detail.  Southbound traffic is highest during the a.m. peak period, while 
northbound traffic is highest during the p.m. peak period.  Travel times through the corridor range 
between three and five minutes during peak periods.  Results of the Level of Service (LOS) calculations 
indicate that all study intersections are operating at LOS D or better, with the exception of El Camino 
Real/Sand Hill Road during the p.m. peak period which operates at LOS E.  Table 2 shows existing 
travel time and average speed during peak periods on El Camino Real. 

Table 2 
Existing Peak Period Travel Time 

Direction of Travel AM Peak 1 Midday Peak 2 PM Peak 3 
Average 

Travel Time 
Average 
Speed 

Average 
Travel Time 

Average 
Speed 

Average 
Travel Time 

Average 
Speed 

NB El Camino Real 4 3:48 21.5 4:35 17.5 5:24 14.9 

SB El Camino Real 5 5:06 15.7 3:48 21.3 5:00 16.1 

Notes: Travel Time is measured in minutes: seconds, Speed is measured in miles per hour (mph) 
1 a.m. peak period = 7:00 – 9:00 a.m.; 2 midday peak period = 11:30 a.m. – 1:30 p.m.; 3 p.m. peak 
period = 4:00 – 6:00 p.m.; 4 from Sand Hill Rd to Encinal Ave; 5 from Encinal Ave to Sand Hill Rd 

 
• Queuing – Vehicular queuing along El Camino Real is generally concentrated near approaches to Menlo 

Avenue-Ravenswood Avenue.  Vehicle queuing in turn lanes are adequately accommodated within 
existing queue storage, with the exception of the northbound left-turn lane at Sand Hill Road.  While 
vehicular queuing on El Camino Real through lanes approaching Menlo Avenue-Ravenswood Avenue 
may sometimes exceed storage capacity and spill over onto adjacent intersections, all average queue 



 

El Camino Real Corridor Study –Summary Report 
March 5, 2015 Page 3 

lengths during the morning and afternoon peak hours can be accommodated with existing queue 
storage and spillover queues are temporary. 

• Pedestrian Facilities – Within Menlo Park, continuous sidewalks are currently provided along both sides 
of El Camino Real; however, the width and condition of the sidewalk varies along the corridor.  
Marked pedestrian crosswalks, along with pedestrian crossing signal equipment, are provided at all 
study intersections; however, at some intersections, crossings are prohibited on one leg of the 
intersection.  There are no uncontrolled marked crossings of El Camino Real within the study area 
corridor. 

• Bicycle Facilities  – Existing bicycle facilities within the study area include bike lanes and bike routes on 
streets intersecting El Camino Real, nearby parallel routes (e.g., Laurel Street, Alma Street, and 
portions of University Drive), and bike parking near the Downtown and Caltrain Station areas.  Table 
3 shows pedestrian and bicycle volumes on El Camino Real at key intersection during the morning 
and evening peak periods.  

Table 3 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Volumes 

Intersection Pedestrian Bicycle 

ECR/Oak Grove Road 53-88 20-7 

ECR/Santa Cruz Ave 96-144 19-13 

ECR/Ravenswood-Menlo Ave 35-46 26-25 

ECR/Middle Ave 13-28 9-17 

ECR/Sand Hill Rd 113-41 201-55 

Note: (##-##) represents (morning-afternoon) volumes 
 

• Public Transit – Transit service in the study area is provided by several agencies, including SamTrans 
for local bus service; the City of Menlo Park and Stanford University for local shuttle service; and 
Caltrain for regional rail service. Bus service runs at frequencies of 15-minutes and rail service runs at 
frequencies of approximately 60-minutes during typical weekdays. 

• Collisions and Safety – A review of the City’s records for collisions along El Camino Real showed that 
the calculated intersection collision rates were higher than the statewide average for similar facilities 
at intersections near the Downtown and Caltrain areas.  Two-thirds of reported intersection-related 
collisions between Valparaiso Avenue-Glenwood Avenue and Roble Avenue were rear-end collisions.  
Table 4 shows collision rates at the study intersections.  
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Table 4 
Collision Rates at the Study Intersections Compared to Statewide Average 

Study Intersection Number of 
Collisions 

(2009-2013)* 

Collision 
Rate 

(c/mve) 

Injury 
Rate 

Fatality 
Rate 

1. El Camino Real/Sand Hill Rd 8 0.09 (0.27) 37.5% (41.9%) 0% (0.4%) 

2. El Camino Real/Cambridge Ave 18 0.24 (0.27) 44.4% (41.9%) 0% (0.3%) 

3. El Camino Real/Middle Ave 16 0.21 (0.21) 43.8% (42.4%) 0% (0.4%) 

4. El Camino Real/Roble Ave 22 0.32 (0.27) 40.9% (41.9%) 0% (0.4%) 

5. El Camino Real/Menlo Ave-
Ravenswood Ave 

34 0.40 (0.27) 44.1% (41.9%) 0% (0.4%) 

6. El Camino Real/Santa Cruz Ave 23 0.38 (0.27) 47.8% (41.9%) 0% (0.4%) 

7. El Camino Real/Oak Grove Ave 36 0.52 (0.27) 44.4% (41.9%) 0% (0.4%) 

8. El Camino Real/Valparaiso Ave-
Glenwood Ave 

24 0.36 (0.27) 37.5% (41.9%) 0% (0.4%) 

9. El Camino Real/Encinal Ave 6 0.09 (0.27) 83.3%(41.9%) 0% (0.4%) 

Note: c/mve = collisions per million vehicles entering; * = collision records for El Camino Real/Sand 
Hill Rd are dated October 2007 through September 2012; Statewide average rates are indicated 
in parentheses; Bold = actual rate greater than the Statewide average rate 

 

• Parking – Parking along the El Camino Real corridor consists of on-street parking, off-street public 
parking lots, private parking lots, and Caltrain commuter lots.  The available on-street parking supply 
along El Camino Real is 156 spaces.  More spaces are available nearby in public off-street plazas, on-
street parking on intersecting streets, commuter parking lots at Caltrain, and private off-street parking 
lots.  Parking occupancy surveys completed in September 2014 along El Camino Real show that street 
parking spaces are typically underutilized along El Camino Real with the exception of the portion of 
El Camino Real between Oak Grove Avenue and Ravenswood Avenue-Menlo Avenue.  It is worth 
noting that this portion of El Camino Real is adjacent to Downtown Menlo Park, where several off-
street parking lots are available.  Additionally, increased parking utilization was observed between 
College Avenue and Partridge Avenue on the west side of El Camino Real. 
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Community Feedback & Survey 

In April 2014, the first workshop was held on the project to gain the input of the community related to 
critical transportation issues on the corridor.  At that first workshop, attendees provided a list of both 
issues and opportunities for transportation improvements for the corridor.  Following the workshop, a 
web-based online survey was provided to gain further input on the use of the corridor and additional input 
on the ideas from the first workshop. 

Survey questions were focused on learning how and why different members of the community use the El 
Camino Real Corridor and on eliciting feedback on potential improvements to the Corridor. Many of the 
questions were based directly on the ideas gathered at the first community workshop, and were intended 
to assess which of these ideas had the greatest appeal to the broader community. The survey was active 
between June 16 and September 12, 2014, during which time 309 community members participated. Initial 
results were presented at an open house on October 2, 2014, where seven additional responses were 
collected, for a total of 316 responses. 

The survey report is provided in Appendix B.   (The full version of the report including appendices is on 
the City’s project website.)  

 

 

Transportation Needs 

Most respondents use multiple forms of transportation along El Camino Real—mainly a combination of 
driving, bicycling, and walking. They mostly travel the Corridor to access shopping and local businesses, 
and half of respondents use it to commute to work. Most respondents use El Camino Real to access the 
Menlo Park Caltrain station. These Caltrain users tend to favor bicycling or walking to the station. 

Respondents desire multi-modal improvements along the Corridor regardless of which modes they 
currently use most. The majority agreed that if pedestrian and bicycling improvements were made, they 
would prefer to take advantage of those transportation options rather than drive. 

There may need to be a closer examination of public transit needs along the corridor. The sample of 
transit riders responding to the survey was too small to draw supportable generalizations. However, 
survey responses suggest that frequent transit riders—unlike frequent users of other transportation 
modes—are less willing or less able to drive as an alternative to transit, meaning that this group may have 

 TOP 5 DESIRABLE CHANGES 
1. Enhanced pedestrian safety and crossings 
2. Inclusion of bike lanes on El Camino Real 
3. More bike parking close to downtown 
4. More landscaping along El Camino Real (providing 

buffers between pedestrians or bicyclists and vehicles) 
5. Timing traffic signals to favor continuous north-south 

flow on El Camino Real 
 MOST UNDESIRABLE CHANGES 

1. More convenient on-street parking on El Camino Real 
2. Higher travel speeds on El Camino Real 
3. Lower travel speeds on El Camino Real 
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a greater need for non-automotive transportation options. Additionally, there were some open-ended 
responses from non-transit users that showed interest in improving public transportation along the 
corridor. 

Traffic 

Traffic was a prevalent concern throughout responses to the open-ended questions. Respondents 
connected traffic conditions with a number of the Corridor’s safety issues as frustrated drivers participate 
in risky behavior, such as running red lights, cutting through adjacent neighborhoods, and speeding. In 
discussing potential improvements to vehicle traffic, most respondents did not feel that vehicle capacity 
was a problem in the Corridor, and additional vehicle lanes on El Camino Real were not considered a 
desirable improvement. Respondents’ explanations for traffic causes focused on bottlenecks at specific 
intersections or along specific segments of the Corridor due to signal timing and lane design. Problematic 
intersections tended to be those adjacent to major destinations (such as Menlo/Ravenswood) or which 
serve as connections for regional traffic (such as Sand Hill). Signalization changes were a desired 
improvement. According to the responses to the open-ended questions, important considerations for 
signal timing include crossing signals for pedestrians and cyclists and ensuring that signals facilitate east-
west movement as well as north-south flow. 

Safety 

Safety in the Corridor was a major concern, particularly for those traveling by bicycle or on foot. 
Pedestrian safety and crossing improvements, bike lanes, bike parking, and landscaped buffers for 
pedestrians and cyclists were among the most desired improvements. Additionally, though travel by 
vehicle was considered the safest way to travel El Camino Real, vehicle safety improvements were still 
considered desirable. Open-ended responses indicated that vehicle safety may need to address driving 
behavior such as speeding, opportunistic use of turn lanes for passing purposes, running red lights, U-
turns, and stopping in the intersection during red lights. 

Student safety and the safety of children using El Camino Real was a priority for respondents, regardless 
of whether or not respondents have children who need to cross El Camino Real for school. Nineteen 
percent of respondents have children who need to make this crossing, though responses to open-ended 
questions suggested that there were additional respondents who are uncomfortable with letting their 
children travel El Camino Real alone and use alternate means of getting them to school. Student safety 
concerns include traveling by foot and by bicycle, particularly at crossings. 
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Alternatives 

The Menlo Park El Camino Real Downtown Specific Plan, adopted in June 2012, emphasizes the character and 
extent of enhanced public spaces, the character and intensity of private infill development, and circulation 
and connectivity improvements to preserve and enhance community life.  The plan focuses on 
improvements along the El Camino Read corridor in the City of Menlo Park, as well as downtown Menlo 
Park and the Menlo Park Caltrain Station area.  For transportation circulation, the Specific Plan envisions 
the following:  

• A vehicular circulation system that accommodates both local traffic and north/south through traffic on El 
Camino Real. 

• An integrated pedestrian network of expansive sidewalks, promenades and paseos along El Camino Real and 
within downtown. The network provides opportunities for safe crossing of El Camino Real and the railroad 
tracks and connects the east and west sides of town, including the City’s civic center with downtown. 

• A bicycle network that builds upon existing plans and integrates more fully with downtown and proposed public 
space improvements in the area. 

• An integrated circulation plan that supports transit use. 

• A public parking strategy and management plan that efficiently accommodates downtown visitors and supports 
downtown businesses. 

• Modified parking rates for private development based on current industry standards. 

Through the completion of these visions, the Specific Plan accommodates all travel modes, with an 
emphasis on pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users and parking for downtown. The Specific Plan focuses 
development in areas well served by transit with a mix of uses in close proximity in order to reduce the 
reliance on private motor vehicles.  The Specific Plan outlines specific pedestrian, bicycle, and transit 
policies which support each mode’s individual goals while fulfilling the overall goals of the Specific Plan.   

Based on these goals from the Downtown Specific Plan, a “toolbox” of best practices and potential 
improvement measures for the El Camino Real corridor was developed, and is included in Appendix C.  
The improvements in the toolbox were presented during Community Workshop #2 in October 2014 for 
feedback on the applicability of these treatments to El Camino Real in Menlo Park. Following that 
workshop and feedback, alternative concept designs were developed for the corridor, as described below: 

 No Project 

 Alternative 1 – Continuous Three Lanes 

 Alternative 2 – Buffered Bike Lanes  

 Alternative 3 – Separated Bike Facility
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No Project 

Under this alternative, the existing lanes, crossings, and traffic controls on El Camino Real within Menlo 
Park would remain with no changes. 
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Alternative 1 – Continuous Three Lanes 

This alternative includes the addition of a third travel lane in each direction between Encinal Avenue and Roble 
Avenue, where there are currently two lanes in each direction.  The additional through lane would be created 
by removing on-street parking and right-turn lanes, which would become shared through/right-turn lanes. 

 On-Street parking would be prohibited north of Roble Avenue. 
 Existing right-turn pockets at Santa Cruz, Oak Grove, etc. would become shared through/right-

turn lanes. 
 The existing northbound right-turn lane approaching Ravenswood Avenue would become the 3rd 

travel lane and the road would be widened by approximately 12 feet to create a new NB right 
turn lane. 

 No pedestrian bulbouts could be added under this alternative north of Roble Avenue due to 
geometric constraints.   There still may be opportunities to provide some bulbouts south of Roble 
Avenue. 

 No bicycle facilities would be added to El Camino Real under this alternative.  A parallel bicycle 
route would be included.  Three options for this route are the following corridors (see map 
below): 

o A, West of El Camino Real: San Mateo Drive – Wallea Drive 
o B, West of El Camino Real, Downtown Alternative: San Mateo Drive – Middle Avenue – 

University Drive – Live Oak Avenue – Crane Street 
o C, East of El Camino Real: Alma Street – Oak Grove Avenue – Garwood Way (including 

possible future extension) 
 This alternative may result in removal of approximately 11 heritage trees and seven street trees 

on the southeast corner of El Camino Real and Ravenswood Avenue to accommodate the third 
travel lane. 
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Alternative 2 – Buffered Bike Lanes 

Bike lanes would be added on El Camino Real in both directions under this alternative by narrowing the 
existing vehicle lanes by one to three feet, and eliminating on-street parking along the majority of the 
corridor. The bike lanes would be further buffered from traffic by an approximately 3-foot wide painted 
section.  

 On-Street parking would be prohibited north of Roble Avenue. 
 Existing right-turn lanes north of Roble Avenue would be modified to accommodate bike lanes. 
 Bikes would need to cross right-turning traffic.  
 Narrow pedestrian bulbouts could be accommodated at some intersections where there are no 

right-turn lanes. 
 In the northbound direction approaching Ravenswood, the roadway would be widened by 

approximately 21 feet to accommodate the third travel lane, northbound right-turn lane and the 
bike lane.  (Third travel lane would take the place of the existing right-turn lane.) 

 New third northbound through travel lane would become a trap right-turn lane at Santa Cruz 
Avenue.  

 This alternative may result in removal of approximately 11 heritage trees and seven street trees 
on the southeast corner of El Camino Real and Ravenswood Avenue to accommodate widening 
at Ravenswood Avenue. 
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Alternative 3 – Separated Bicycle Facility 

The alternative would provide a physically separated bicycle facility on El Camino Real.  Each of the one-
way bike lanes would be protected from vehicle traffic with raised curbs or planters, which could also 
include landscaping. The facility would be created by eliminating on-street parking and right-turn lanes 
through the majority of the corridor.  

 On-Street parking would be prohibited north of Roble Avenue. 
 Existing right-turn lanes north of Roble Avenue would be eliminated. 
 Some intersections would be designed with a “Protected Intersection” bicycle design approach.  

Cycle tracks would enter mixing zones with pedestrians at the intersections, and cross-bikes 
would be provided adjacent to crosswalks.  

 The existing northbound right turn lane approaching Ravenswood Avenue would be 
maintained, but widening of approximately 8-feet on this section will be required to achieve the 
one-way cycle track.  There would be no widening on this section to achieve a 3rd travel lane. 

 Intersections would be designed with bicycle crossings provided adjacent to crosswalks.  
 No traditional pedestrian bulbouts could be accommodated under this alternative, but pedestrian 

crossing distances would be shortened with provision of the separated bicycle facility.  
 This alternative would result in removal of approximately one heritage tree and seven street trees 

on the southeast corner of El Camino Real and Ravenswood Avenue to accommodate the 
separated bicycle facility. 
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Alternatives Analysis 

Analysis was completed on the different alternatives to demonstrate how the corridor would operate 
under Existing (2014) and Future (2035) travel demand projections.   

Model Forecasting 

Travel Demand Model Forecasting was completed with: 

• C/CAG-VTA Bi-County Travel Demand Model  
• 2010 Base and 2035 Future Traffic Projections 
• Primarily ABAG Land Use Outside the Study Area 
• Menlo Park Downtown Specific Plan Land Use 
• Adjustments to lane capacity for Alternative 1 (6-Lanes) 
• Bike volume projections for Alternatives 2 and 3 based on the bike facility improvements 

The C/CAG-VTA Bi-County Travel Demand Model with 2010 and 2035 ABAG Draft SCS (Sustainable 
Communities Strategy) socio-demographic assumptions was used. This version of the model represented 
the most current model as of June 2014.  The most recent modeling files from CCAG were obtained and 
the input assumptions were reviewed, including networks and land uses for all Traffic Analysis Zones 
(TAZ) within Menlo Park. 

Network 

The Countywide Model has a coarse network representation within the study area, so not all the cross 
streets in the study area were represented.  The network was modified to add missing cross streets to 
better represent all legs of the identified study intersections.   

Land Use  

The Countywide model land uses primarily reflect ABAG assumptions at the census tract level, and are 
not necessarily accurate at the individual TAZ level, especially with representing future projects for 2035 
conditions (CCAG and VTA are in the process of updating the model to Plan Bay Area Projections and 
requesting input from San Mateo County jurisdictions on future general plans to better allocate the land 
uses to individual TAZs.  This version of the model will be released in mid-2015).  City staff reviewed 
assumptions for 2010 and 2035 socio-demographic input data and made appropriate adjustments to the 
growth and location of key future projects in the corridor, primarily to reflect potential future build out 
of land uses under the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan.  
 
Lane Geometrics 
 
Under Alternative 1 with the continuous 6 lanes on El Camino Real, the lane capacity was adjusted to 
reflect the continuous 3 lanes in each direction in the study area. 
 
With Alternatives 2 and 3, the corridor capacity was based on the existing through lanes on El Camino 
Real.  Adjustments were made based on the provision of the right-turn lane mixing zones in Alternative 2 
and the absence of right-turn lanes in Alternative 3. 
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Bike Volume Estimates 
 
With Alternatives 2 and 3, the determination of bike volumes on El Camino Real was based on the extent 
of bike facility improvements to the non-motorized mode forecasting. 
  
Analysis of Corridor Metrics 
 
Analysis of the alternatives included assessment of: 
 
• Traffic Volume Projections 
• Induced Demand &Change in Travel Patterns 
• Corridor Travel Time and Speed 
• Intersection Delay 
• Intersection Queuing 
• Bicyclist Comfort and Safety 
• Pedestrian Comfort and Safety 
 
Traffic Volume Projections 
 
Traffic volume projections were extracted from the traffic model for each of the alternatives including the 
No Project condition.  Table 5 includes the projected traffic volumes during the p.m. peak hour on El 
Camino Real and Middlefield Road under the different alternatives. Traffic demand on Middlefield Road is 
presented to understand how travel patterns on parallel routes may change as a result of changes to El 
Camino Real.  
 
As shown, Alternative 1 results in approximately 45 percent more traffic demand in the El Camino 
corridor north of Ravenswood Avenue with the expansion of capacity. However, only 9 percent more 
traffic is served south of Ravenswood Avenue, as minimal capacity improvements can be included without 
widening the street. Minimal change in vehicle demand is observed in Alternatives 2 or 3.   

 

Induced Demand & Change in Travel Patterns 

As demonstrated by the date in Table 5, Alternative 1 shows the greatest increase in traffic volumes 
compared with the other three alternatives.  The increase in capacity with the continuous 6 lanes in 

Table 5 
Vehicles Per Hour (PM Peak) 

Segment 2014 
Existing 

Conditions 

Future 2035  

No Project Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 
Volume  Volume % Inc Volume % Inc Volume % Inc 

El Camino Real      

North of Ravenswood 2,800 3,140  4,550 45% 3,130 -0.5% 3,070 -2% 

South of Ravenswood 3,620 4,230  4,620 9% 4,230 0% 4,170 -1.5% 

Middlefield Road      

North of Ravenswood 1,290 1,650  1,540 -7% 1,680 2% 1,730 5% 

South of Ravenswood 2,100 2,390  2,860 20% 2,460 3% 2,430 2% 
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Alternative 1 attracted through traffic from other parallel routes such as Middlefield Road and Highway 
101.  Traffic volume projections for Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 did not attract additional traffic 
volumes compared with the No Project since the through traffic lanes were the same under these options.  
Middlefield Road does not experience much change in traffic volumes under any alternative, north of 
Ravenswood Avenue.  However, south of Ravenswood Avenue, Alternative 1 would create an increase 
of approximately 20 percent due to the added capacity on El Camino Real to the north.   

The increased capacity under Alternative 1 also resulted in diverted trips and additional turning 
movements to/from El Camino Real which reflected the change in trips from other routes. 

Corridor Travel Time and Speed 

Table 6 shows the travel time for the entire corridor with the associated average speed in Table 7 under 
Future 2035 traffic volumes.   With the added capacity in Alternative 1 along with the increase in traffic 
volumes discussed above, traffic time generally increases over the No Project condition during both the 
a.m. and p.m. peak except for the southbound direction in the morning which decreases.  Alternatives 2 
and 3 also would experience an increase in travel time compared to the No Project scenario as well as a 
similar decrease in travel time in the southbound direction during the a.m. peak hour. 

 

Table 6 
Travel Time with Future Volumes (minutes) 

Study Segments Future 2035 

No 
Project 

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 

Travel 
Time 

Travel 
Time 

% Inc Travel 
Time 

% Inc Travel 
Time 

% Inc 

AM        

 NB Sand Hill to Encinal* 4.1 4.8 17% 4.6 12% 4.3 5% 

 SB Encinal to Sand Hill* 5.9 5.2 -12% 5.1 -14% 5.8 -2% 

PM        

 NB Sand Hill to Encinal* 5.3 5.8 9% 5.9 11% 6.0 13% 

 SB Encinal to Sand Hill* 4.8 5.0 4% 4.9 2% 5.3 10% 

Note: Travel Time in minutes 
* Segment length is 6,950 feet 
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Table 7 
Average Speed (mph) 

Study Segments Future 2035 

No 
Project 

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 

Avg 
Speed  

Avg 
Speed  

% Inc Avg 
Speed  

% Inc Avg 
Speed  

% Inc 

AM        

 NB Sand Hill to Encinal* 19.2 16.6 -14% 17.3 -10% 18.3 -5% 

 SB Encinal to Sand Hill* 13.8 15.3 11% 15.6 13% 13.6 -1% 

PM        

 NB Sand Hill to Encinal* 14.8 13.6 -8% 13.3 -10% 13.2 -11% 

 SB Encinal to Sand Hill* 16.3 15.7 -4% 16.2 -1% 14.8 -9% 

Note: Speed is measured in miles per hour 
* Segment length is 6,950 feet 
 
Intersection Delay 
 
A summary of the intersection delay and Level of Service conditions for the nine signalized intersections 
on the corridor are included in Appendix D.   These conditions are shown for Existing and Future 2035.  
Future conditions include the No Project and the three Alternatives for the corridor.  During the more 
critical p.m. peak hour, three intersections under the No Project condition are projected to operate at a 
LOS E including Sand Hill Road, Ravenswood Avenue-Menlo Avenue and Valparaiso Avenue-Glenwood 
Avenue.  With the addition of the continuous 3 lanes in Alternative 1 and the associated increase in traffic 
volumes, two of these intersections (Sand Hill Road and Valparaiso Avenue-Glenwood Avenue) would 
deteriorate to LOS F.  The intersection of Ravenswood Avenue-Menlo Avenue would improve to LOS D.  
Alternatives 2 and 3 would have very similar conditions to the No Project scenario, except the intersection 
with Ravenswood Avenue-Menlo Avenue under Alternative 2 would improve to LOS D as a result of the 
added through lane and relocation of the right turn lane in the northbound direction. 
 
Intersection Queuing 
 
Appendix E shows the through lane queue lengths for the nine signalized intersections on the corridor.  
These conditions are shown for Existing and Future 2035.  Future conditions include the No Project and 
the three Alternatives for the corridor.  During the p.m. peak hour, the No Project condition shows that 
traffic from five intersections will spill back to upstream intersections at the following locations:  
 

 Northbound approaching Sand Hill 
 Northbound approaching Ravenswood 
 Northbound approaching Glenwood-Valparaiso 
 Southbound approaching Encinal 
 Southbound approaching Ravenswood 

With Alternative 1, five locations would experience spillback: 
 

 Northbound approaching Sand Hill 
 Northbound approaching Ravenswood 
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 Northbound approaching Oak Grove 
 Northbound approaching Glenwood-Valparaiso 

 
Alternative 2 would have four locations with spillback: 
 

 Northbound approaching Sand Hill 
 Northbound Glenwood-Valparaiso 
 Southbound approaching Glenwood-Valparaiso 
 Southbound approaching Ravenswood 

 
Alternative 3 would produce critical spillback at 6 locations: 
 

 Northbound approaching Sand Hill 
 Northbound approaching Ravenswood 
 Northbound approaching Oak Grove 
 Northbound approaching Glenwood-Valparaiso 
 Southbound approaching Encinal 
 Southbound approaching Glenwood-Valparaiso 

 
 
Bicyclist Comfort and Safety 
 
El Camino Real through Menlo Park is not currently a desirable route for bicyclists because of the high 
traffic volumes, speed, and the lack of bicycle facilities.  Conditions would be expected to worsen for the 
cyclists on El Camino Real with Alternative 1 since an additional through travel lane would now be closer 
to the cyclists riding adjacent to the curb.  However, enhanced facilities on parallel routes would improve 
cycling conditions overall for north-south through traffic within the City. People biking to or from 
destinations on El Camino Real would not have continuous facilities under this option. Alternative 2 
significantly improves conditions for the cyclists with the addition of the buffered bicycle lanes.  Alternative 
3 would be the optimum conditions for bicycling with the separated facility. Under both Alternatives 2 
and 3, bicyclists would need to navigate interactions with vehicles at driveways and right-turning traffic at 
intersections unless separate bicycle signal phases would be provided.  
 
Pedestrian Comfort and Safety 

Pedestrian comfort and crossings were also evaluated for each alternative.  Under Alternative 1, 
pedestrian comfort would decrease compared to No Project since elimination of parking would remove 
the buffer between vehicle traffic and the sidewalk. Under Alternatives 2 and 3, the bike lanes provide a 
level of buffering between vehicle traffic and the sidewalk. Alternative 3 would provide the most potential 
improvement to pedestrian conditions on the sidewalk, since the physical separation between the bike 
lane and vehicle traffic lane could provide a landscaped buffer area.  

Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 all provide an opportunity to add crosswalks at intersections where they are 
missing today (e.g., Ravenswood Avenue, Roble Avenue, etc.). Alternatives 2 and 3 provide the most 
potential improvement to pedestrian crossing conditions, since the number of lanes pedestrians would 
need to cross at intersections is minimized. Alternative 2 also provides the opportunity to construct 
narrow pedestrian bulbouts to further shorten pedestrian crossing distances.  
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While no sidewalk widening is proposed with any of the potential alternatives, sidewalk widening would 
be accommodated by increasing building setbacks with future redevelopment opportunities along the 
corridor, according to requirements in the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan.  

Summary of Results 

Based on the analysis of the traffic metrics discussed above, an overall rating was developed for each mode 
under each alternative.  Following is a summary of the ratings for each of these assessments, as presented 
during Community Workshop #3. 
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Introduction and Summary 

Document Context 

The goal of the El Camino Real Corridor Study is to evaluate potential transportation and safety 

improvements to El Camino Real in the City of Menlo Park.  This study will consider alternatives to 

modify the existing cross-section to allow for the addition of a bicycle lane and/or an additional through 

lane for a total of three lanes in each direction.  Ultimately the project will be consistent with the goals 

for balanced capacity, bicyclist and pedestrian connectivity, transit access, parking, and safety outlined in 

the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan as well as the City’s Complete Streets Policy. 

This Existing Conditions Report is the first in a series of documents that will be produced as part of this 

effort.  Major upcoming tasks and documentation will include the following elements (Estimated 

completion dates are shown in parentheses): 

• Summary of Best Practices – This document will highlight road modification strategies gathered from 

the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan and the experience of other Bay Area communities that 

have incorporated such practices along similar roadways.  (Early August 2014) 

• Performance Metrics – Performance metrics will be developed for all users - vehicles, bicycle, 

pedestrians, transit, parking, etc. that will be used to evaluate alternatives.  The metrics will consider 

industry operational standards as well as conditions specific to the El Camino Real corridor.  

(September 2014) 

• Travel Demand Forecasts – Travel demand forecasts will be developed for 2014 and future year 2040, 

conditions with and without potential modifications, using the San Mateo County/C/CAG Travel 

Demand Model.  (October 2014) 

• Alternatives Analysis – Preliminary modifications, improvements, and other concepts to meet the goals 

of the community and the El Camino Real Specific Plan will be presented in this report.  Following 

review of the concepts, the improvements will be mixed, matched, and combined, as appropriate 

into three alternatives.  These alternatives will be evaluated and refined based on input from the 

public.  (November 2014) 

Existing Conditions Summary 

This Existing Conditions Report includes a summary of data collected along the corridor, an analysis of 

existing corridor operations, and documentation of existing facilities that serve all modes of travel.  

Following is a summary of the issues that are detailed in this report. 

• Study Area – El Camino Real is the main north-south arterial in Menlo Park and connects the 

Downtown to other parts of the peninsula.  The corridor within the City limits is typically a four- to 

six-lane divided arterial with traffic signals, sidewalks, pedestrian crosswalk and curb ramps, as well 

as assorted transit service including SamTrans buses, shuttles, and Caltrain. 

• Vehicular Traffic Operations – The 1.35-mile corridor includes nine signalized intersections, each of 

which was analyzed in greater detail.  Southbound traffic is highest during the a.m. peak period, while 

northbound traffic is highest during the p.m. peak period.  Travel times through the corridor range 

between three and five minutes during peak periods.  Results of the Level of Service (LOS) 

calculations indicate that all study intersections are operating at LOS D or better, with the 

exception of El Camino Real/Sand Hill Road during the p.m. peak period. 



 

El Camino Real Corridor Study – Existing Conditions Report 

December 20, 2014 Page 2 

• Queuing – Vehicular queuing along El Camino Real is generally concentrated near approaches to 

Menlo Avenue-Ravenswood Avenue.  Vehicle queuing in turn lanes are adequately accommodated 

within existing queue storage, with the exception of the northbound left-turn lane at Sand Hill Road.  

While vehicular queuing on El Camino Real through lanes approaching Menlo Avenue-Ravenswood 

Avenue may sometimes exceed storage capacity and spill over onto adjacent intersections, all 

average queue lengths during the morning and afternoon peak hours can be accommodated with 

existing queue storage and spillover queues are temporary. 

• Pedestrian Facilities – Within Menlo Park, continuous sidewalks are currently provided along both 

sides of El Camino Real; however, the width and condition of the sidewalk varies along the corridor.  

Marked pedestrian crosswalks, along with pedestrian crossing signal equipment, are provided at all 

study intersections; however, at some intersections, crossings are prohibited on one leg of the 

intersection.  There are no uncontrolled marked crossings of El Camino Real within the study area 

corridor. 

• Bicycle Mode of Travel – Existing bicycle facilities within the study area include bike lanes and bike 

routes on streets intersecting El Camino Real, nearby parallel routes (e.g., Laurel Street, Alma 

Street, and portions of University Drive), and bike parking near the Downtown and Caltrain Station 

areas. 

• Public Transit – Transit service in the study area is provided by several agencies, including SamTrans 

for local bus service; the City of Menlo Park and Stanford University for local shuttle service; and 

Caltrain for regional rail service. Bus service runs at frequencies of 15-minutes and rail service runs 

at frequencies of approximately 60-minutes during typical weekdays. 

• Collisions and Safety – A review of the City’s records for collisions along El Camino Real showed that 

the calculated intersection collision rates were higher than the statewide average for similar facilities 

at intersections near the Downtown and Caltrain areas.  Two-thirds of reported intersection-

related collisions between Valparaiso Avenue-Glenwood Avenue and Roble Avenue were rear-end 

collisions. 

• Parking – Parking along the El Camino Real corridor consists of on-street parking, off-street public 

parking lots, private parking lots, and Caltrain commuter lots.  The available on-street parking supply 

along El Camino Real is 156 spaces.  More spaces are available nearby in public off-street plazas, on-

street parking on intersecting streets, commuter parking lots at Caltrain, and private off-street 

parking lots.  Parking occupancy surveys along El Camino Real are scheduled to be completed in 

September 2014. 
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Corridor Characteristics 

The study area consists of El Camino Real within the City of Menlo Park City limits between Sand Hill 

Road to the south and Encinal Avenue to the north (shown in Figure 1).  El Camino Real, also designated 

as State Route (SR) 82, is a primary arterial roadway and commercial corridor on the San Francisco 

Peninsula.  As a regional route, El Camino Real begins in Santa Clara County in the south, and continues 

through Daly City to the north, where it continues as Mission Street into San Francisco. In much of 

Santa Clara County and all of San Mateo County, El Camino Real is under the jurisdiction of the 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 

Corridor Segments 

Within the city limits of Menlo Park, El Camino Real has a posted speed limit of 35 mph and segments 

with either two or three through lanes in each direction as shown in Figure 2. 

• From Sand Hill Road north to Roble Avenue, there are three through travel lanes in each direction 

with wide curb lanes.  The curb-to-curb width of El Camino Real varies between 88 feet and 120 

feet throughout the segment.  On-street parking is allowed on the east side of El Camino Real, 

north of Cambridge Avenue.  Parking on the west side of the street is allowed on a short section 

south of Middle Avenue. 

• Between Roble Avenue and Ravenswood Avenue El Camino Real transitions from a six-lane 

roadway to four through lanes with turn lanes.  The curb-to-curb width of El Camino Real varies 

between 84 feet and 90 feet throughout the segment.  In the northbound direction, the curb lane 

becomes a right-turn lane for the entire block serving right-turn movements onto Ravenswood 

Avenue.  On-street parking is allowed on the west side of the street. 

• Between Menlo Avenue-Ravenswood Avenue and Valparaiso Avenue-Glenwood Avenue there are 

two through lanes in each direction with turn lanes.  The curb-to-curb width of El Camino Real is 

typically 84 feet throughout the segment.  There are right-turn lanes of varying length at each of the 

intersections.  On-street parking is generally allowed between signalized intersections; near the 

intersections, parking is restricted to provide right-turn pockets. 

• North of Valparaiso Avenue-Glenwood Avenue, El Camino Real has two northbound through lanes 

and three southbound travel lanes.  The curb-to-curb width of El Camino Real is typically 88 feet 

throughout the segment.  On the east side of El Camino Real, on-street parking is provided, except 

where restricted to provide a right-turn pocket at Encinal Avenue.  In the southbound direction, the 

third curb lane serves as a long right-turn lane at the Valparaiso-Glenwood intersection. 

Study Intersections 

All of the intersections within the corridor that are controlled by traffic signals were evaluated in more 

detail.  These intersections, which are shown on Figure 1, include: 

1. El Camino Real/Sand Hill Road 

2. El Camino Real/Cambridge Avenue 

3. El Camino Real/Middle Avenue 

4. El Camino Real/Roble Avenue 

5. El Camino Real/Menlo Avenue-Ravenswood Avenue 

6. El Camino Real/Santa Cruz Avenue 

7. El Camino Real/Oak Grove Avenue 

8. El Camino Real/Valparaiso Avenue-Glenwood Avenue 

9. El Camino Real/Encinal Avenue 
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Figure 2B – Cross Sections
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Figure 2C – Cross Sections
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Figure 2D – Cross Sections

014mpa.ai 9/14

El Camino Real Corridor Study – Existing Conditions Report 

North

Not to Scale

LEGEND

Turn Lanes
Medians
On-Street Parking
3 through lanes
2 through Lanes
Shoulders
Crosswalks

Access
to

Menlo
College

Encinal Ave

Valparaiso
Ave

Glenwood
Ave

12’   11’11’ 10’10’ 18’   10’

10’   11’   10’12’   11’ 10’   18’

Match Line



 

El Camino Real Corridor Study – Existing Conditions Report 

December 20, 2014 Page 9 

These locations represent all the signalized intersections on El Camino Real within the City of Menlo 

Park.  The following intersections are stop-controlled on their approach to El Camino Real: 

• Live Oak Avenue 

• College Avenue 

• Partridge Avenue 

• Harvard Avenue 

• Creek Drive 

These streets all lie to the west of El Camino Real and are limited to right-turn in/right-turn out 

movements by a raised median on El Camino Real. 

It is acknowledged that streets in Menlo Park generally do not follow a true north-south or east-west 

alignment.  For the purpose of this analysis, El Camino Real was considered to have a north-south 

alignment.  Therefore, the alignment designation of all other streets was established based on the 

street’s relative position to El Camino Real. 

Cross Streets 

Following are descriptions of the cross streets at the study intersections: 

Sand Hill Road – is a primary arterial street that parallels the border between the cities of Menlo Park 

and Palo Alto.  This arterial connects the two cities with I-280 to the west.  East of El Camino Real the 

route continues as Alma Street; however, the intersection alignment prohibits east-west through traffic 

movements across El Camino Real between Sand Hill Road and Palo Alto Avenue, except for bicyclists.  

The intersection is within the City of Palo Alto. 

Cambridge Avenue – is a local, two-lane street that connects El Camino Real to the Allied Arts 

neighborhood to the west of El Camino Real.  The west leg of the intersection is a driveway serving the 

Stanford Park Hotel and is a potential access location for the proposed development at 500 El Camino 

Real on the east side of El Camino Real. 

Middle Avenue – is a collector street that provides access to residential neighborhoods, a shopping 

center, schools and parks to the west of El Camino Real.  The intersection is a potential access location 

for the proposed development at 500 El Camino Real on the east side of El Camino Real, and would 

connect to a pedestrian and bicycle undercrossing of Caltrain which was proposed in the Menlo Park El 

Camino Real and Downtown Specific Plan 

Roble Avenue – is a two-lane local street that provides access to residential neighborhoods, shopping, 

schools and parks to the west of El Camino Real.  The signalized intersection also provides access to a 

shopping center and office building on the east side of El Camino Real. 

Ravenswood Avenue – is a minor arterial street to the east of El Camino Real (aligning with Menlo Avenue 

to the west) that provides connectivity to Middlefield Road, Menlo-Atherton High School, Menlo Park 

Caltrain Station, residential neighborhoods east of Caltrain, Menlo Park City Hall and employment 

centers, including the SRI International campus.  Ravenswood Avenue is the southernmost crossing of 

the Caltrain line that connects to eastern Menlo Park. 

Menlo Avenue – is a collector street to the west of El Camino Real (aligning with Ravenswood Avenue to 

the east).  The corridor borders Downtown Menlo Park on its southern side and provides access to 

local businesses and Downtown parking plazas. 
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Santa Cruz Avenue – is a minor arterial street that provides access to Alameda de las Pulgas and 

ultimately Sand Hill Road to the west.  To the east of El Camino Real, Santa Cruz Avenue is a local 

street that terminates into the Menlo Park Caltrain Station.  Santa Cruz Avenue is the primary 

commercial street in Downtown Menlo Park.  However, since northbound and southbound left-turn 

movements are not permitted from El Camino Real onto Santa Cruz Avenue, access to Downtown is 

dispersed among Santa Cruz Avenue as well as Menlo Avenue and Oak Grove Avenue, to the south and 

north, respectively. 

Oak Grove Avenue – is a collector street that forms the northern boundary of Downtown Menlo Park 

and provides access to local businesses and Downtown parking plazas. 

Valparaiso Avenue – is a minor arterial street to the west of El Camino Real (aligning with Glenwood 

Avenue to the east) that provides access to several schools and residential neighborhoods, ultimately 

connecting to Alameda de las Pulgas (a regional, north-south route) to the west. 

Glenwood Avenue – is a collector street to the east of El Camino Real (aligning with Valparaiso Avenue to 

the west) that provides access to residential neighborhoods and ultimately connects to Middlefield Road. 

Encinal Avenue – is a collector street that connects to Middlefield Road to the east.  West of El Camino 

Real, Encinal Avenue terminates into Menlo College. 

Pedestrian Facilities 

Within Menlo Park, continuous sidewalks are currently provided along both sides of El Camino Real 

with varying width and physical condition.  As shown in Figure 2, there are marked crossings of El 

Camino Real provided at all of the study intersections; however, at some intersections, crossings are 

prohibited on one leg of the intersection.  There are no uncontrolled marked crossings of El Camino 

Real within the study area. 

Bicycle Facilities 

Along the El Camino Real, no bicycle facilities are currently provided. Within the study area, bike 

facilities on intersecting streets include Class II bike lanes on Valparaiso Avenue-Glenwood Avenue, 

shared-lane (sharrow) markings along Menlo Avenue west of El Camino Real. Bike parking at the 

Caltrain station, public parking lots, and bike racks located in bike corrals and sidewalks on streets 

intersecting El Camino Real are provided. 

Transit Facilities 

Local and regional transit service is provided by SamTrans and Caltrain respectively.  Additionally, local 

shuttles provided by the City of Menlo Park and nearby Stanford University to supplement transit 

service along El Camino Real.  In each direction, one Caltrain station and six bus stops are located along 

El Camino Real within the City of Menlo Park. 
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Vehicular Traffic Characteristics 

Data Collection 

Transportation data along the El Camino Real corridor was collected in early April 2014, on typical 

weekdays while local schools were in session and without the presence of special events or adverse 

weather. This included collection of the following data: 

• Peak period vehicle turning movement counts at all study intersections 

• Peak period pedestrian and bicycle turning movement counts at all study intersections 

• 48-hour roadway segment vehicle counts, including vehicle classification, at the following locations: 

o El Camino Real between Encinal Avenue and Glenwood Avenue 

o El Camino Real between Ravenswood Avenue and Santa Cruz Avenue 

o El Camino Real north of Middle Avenue 

o El Camino Real north of Sand Hill Road 

• Morning, midday and evening peak period travel time studies 

Segment Traffic Volumes 

Vehicle traffic volume counts on El Camino Real, which are included in Appendix A, were found to be 

lowest at the north end of the City, generally increasing towards the south where there is as much as 35 

percent more traffic.  These counts are summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1 

El Camino Real Daily Traffic Volumes 

Location along El Camino Real Southbound Northbound Total 

Between Encinal Ave and Glenwood Ave 16,700 17,900 34,600 

Between Ravenswood Ave-Menlo Ave and Santa Cruz Ave 17,900 16,400 34,300 

North of Middle Ave 21,500 22,600 44,100 

North of Sand Hill Rd 22,600 24,100 46,700 

 

The charts below display the hourly distribution of traffic on El Camino Real at the four points of data 

collection.  Throughout the day, southbound traffic generally peaks during the morning and decreases 

slightly during the afternoon.  Conversely, northbound traveling traffic steadily increases throughout the 

day, peaking during the evening commute period. 
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Vehicle Classification 

Vehicle classification studies were performed at two locations along El Camino Real, at Cambridge 

Avenue and Middle Avenue, to determine the level of heavy vehicle traffic, including buses, on the route.  

Heavy vehicle volumes were found to be highest during the midday peak period, at approximately two 

percent of total vehicle traffic.  During the evening, heavy vehicles represents less than one percent of 

total traffic on El Camino Real.  The vehicle classification counts are included in Appendix B. 

Travel Times 

Travel time surveys were conducted along the study corridor for three time periods: a.m. peak period 

of 7:00 – 9:00 a.m., midday peak period of 11:30 a.m. – 1:30 p.m., and the p.m. peak period of 4:00 – 

6:00 p.m.  Details of the surveys are included in Appendix C.  Table 2 provides a summary of existing 

average travel time and average speeds along the corridor between Encinal Avenue and Sand Hill Road 

during typical morning, midday and evening peak periods. 
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Table 2 

Existing Peak Period Travel Time 

Direction of Travel AM Peak 1 Midday Peak 2 PM Peak 3 

Average 

Travel Time 

Average 

Speed 

Average 

Travel Time 

Average 

Speed 

Average 

Travel Time 

Average 

Speed 

NB El Camino Real 4 3:48 21.5 4:35 17.5 5:24 14.9 

SB El Camino Real 5 5:06 15.7 3:48 21.3 5:00 16.1 

Notes: Travel Time is measured in minutes: seconds, Speed is measured in miles per hour (mph) 
1 a.m. peak period = 7:00 – 9:00 a.m.; 2 midday peak period = 11:30 a.m. – 1:30 p.m.; 3 p.m. peak 

period = 4:00 – 6:00 p.m.; 4 from Sand Hill Rd to Encinal Ave; 5 from Encinal Ave to Sand Hill Rd 

 

In the northbound direction, average speeds varied between 14.9 mph (p.m. peak) and 21.5 mph (a.m. 

peak) while in the southbound direction, average speeds varied between 15.7 mph (a.m. peak) and 21.3 

mph (midday peak).  The City, in Policy II-A-2 of its General Plan, has established a goal of maintaining an 

average travel speed of 14 mph or better along El Camino Real.  Under existing conditions, surveyed 

travel speeds exceed 14 mph during all study periods. 

The charts below provide more details of the travel time in both directions during the three peak hours. 
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Intersection Traffic Volumes 

Peak hour intersection turning movement volumes at the study intersections are shown on Figure 3 

with full details of the counts in Appendix D. 

Intersection Capacity Analysis 

Intersection Level of Service Methodologies 

Level of Service (LOS) is used to rank traffic operation on various types of facilities based on traffic 

volumes and roadway capacity using a series of letter designations ranging from A to F.  Generally, Level 

of Service A represents free flow conditions and Level of Service F represents forced flow or 

breakdown conditions.  A unit of measure that indicates a level of delay generally accompanies the LOS 

designation. 

The study intersections were analyzed using the signalized methodology published in the Highway 

Capacity Manual (HCM), Transportation Research Board, 2000.  This source contains methodologies for 

various types of intersection control, all of which are related to a measurement of delay in average 

number of seconds per vehicle.  The study intersections were evaluated using the Synchro 8 application.  

The signalized methodology is based on factors including traffic volumes, green time for each movement, 

phasing, whether or not the signals are coordinated, truck traffic, and pedestrian activity.  Average 

stopped delay per vehicle in seconds is used as the basis for evaluation in this LOS methodology. 

The ranges of delay associated with the various levels of service are indicated in Table 3. 
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Table 3 

Signalized Intersection Level of Service Definitions 

LOS A Delay of 0 to 10 seconds. 

LOS B Delay of 10 to 20 seconds. 

LOS C Delay of 20 to 35 seconds. 

LOS D Delay of 35 to 55 seconds. 

LOS E Delay of 55 to 80 seconds. 

LOS F Delay of more than 80 seconds. 

Reference: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2000 

 

Standards of Significance 

The City of Menlo Park’s standards of significance are established in the City’s General Plan.  For 

signalized intersections within Menlo Park, including those controlled by Caltrans, the City has 

established an acceptable threshold of LOS D or better. 

Calibration Process 

Since the City employs an adaptive traffic signal system that automatically adjusts signal timing based on 

traffic demands, delays were calculated using signal timing calibrated to produce results similar to field-

collected travel-time runs.  The model’s corridor travel time were determined using the SimTraffic 

application of Synchro and averaging the corridor travel times for each of five runs.  Corridor travel 

times predicted by the Synchro model were within five percent of field-observed travel time runs after 

calibration. 

Existing Intersection Operations 

Operating conditions during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods were evaluated to capture the highest 

volumes on the local transportation network.  The morning peak hour occurs between 7:00 and 9:00 

a.m. and reflects conditions during the home to work or school commute, while the p.m. peak hour 

occurs between 4:00 and 6:00 p.m. and typically reflects the highest level of congestion during the 

homeward bound commute.  A summary of the intersection level of service calculations is contained in 

Table 4, and copies of the Level of Service calculations are provided in Appendix E. 
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Table 4 

Existing Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service 

Study Intersection Existing Conditions 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1. El Camino Real/Sand Hill Rd 33.9 C 65.8 E 

2. El Camino Real/Cambridge Ave 4.9 A 11.6 B 

3. El Camino Real/Middle Ave 14.7 B 15.9 B 

4. El Camino Real/Roble Ave 10.2 B 13.5 B 

5. El Camino Real/Menlo Ave-Ravenswood Ave 38.3 D 53.8 D 

6. El Camino Real/Santa Cruz Ave 22.5 C 18.7 B 

7. El Camino Real/Oak Grove Ave 20.7 C 30.6 C 

8. El Camino Real/Valparaiso Ave-Glenwood Ave 38.6 D 31.4 C 

9. El Camino Real/Encinal Ave 13.8 B 10.2 B 

Notes: Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle; LOS = Level of Service 

 

Currently, all study intersections along the corridor were found to be operating at LOS D or better, with 

the exception of El Camino Real/Sand Hill Road which operates at LOS E during the p.m. peak hour (which 

is in Palo Alto, and as a CMP intersection is considered acceptable at LSO E).  Generally, the highest level 

of delay was found to occur during the p.m. peak hour at all but three of the study intersections. 

Queuing 

Vehicular queuing along the El Camino Real corridor at the study intersections was determined using 

the SimTraffic application of Synchro.  Queue statistics were averaged over five runs of SimTraffic. In 

addition, vehicular queuing along El Camino Real was field-observed.  After calibration of the Synchro 

models used for the SimTraffic application, results from the expected queuing from the SimTraffic 

application, including typical queues and maximum projected queues, were compared with field 

observations and were found to be consistent. 

For each scenario the projected average and maximum queues on the El Camino Real approaches to the 

study intersections are shown in Figure 4.  The queuing calculation results are contained in Appendix F.  

In general, these conditions reveal the following: 

• The longest average queues were determined to be in the southbound direction during the a.m. 

peak hour, and in the northbound direction during the p.m. peak hour, approaching Menlo Avenue-

Ravenswood Avenue, with maximum projected through-lane queues intermittently spilling back to 

adjacent intersections.  However, all average queues were within the available storage capacity 

between signalized intersections on El Camino Real. 

• While maximum left-turn queues intermittently exceeded the available storage capacity, all of the 

average queues within left-turn lanes were within the available storage capacity of those lanes, with 

the exception of the northbound left-turn lane at Sand Hill Road. 

• All of the queues within right-turn lanes were, on average, within the available storage capacity of 

those lanes. 



Figure 4A – Queuing
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Figure 4B – Queuing
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Figure 4C – Queuing
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Figure 4D – Queuing
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Non-Auto Modes of Transportation 

Pedestrian Facilities 

Within Menlo Park, continuous sidewalks are currently provided along both sides of El Camino Real; 

however, it is noted that the width and condition of the sidewalk varies along the corridor.  As part of 

the corridor study, a detailed analysis of pedestrian facilities will be conducted and, where appropriate, 

improvement measures will be recommended. 

Crosswalk Locations 

Marked pedestrian crosswalks, along with pedestrian crossing signal equipment, are provided at all study 

intersections; however, at some intersections, crossings are not provided on one leg of the intersection as 

shown on Figure 5.  At these locations, there is no traffic signal crossing equipment but also no signing 

prohibiting crossing, except for the south leg of El Camino Real at Menlo Avenue.  All crosswalks within the 

study area have standard crosswalk markings, two transverse white lines perpendicular to the flow of traffic. 

There are no uncontrolled marked crossings of El Camino Real within the study area corridor.  At the 

five other uncontrolled intersections within the corridor (Live Oak Avenue, College Avenue, Partridge 

Avenue, Harvard Avenue and Creek Drive), there are raised medians which include intermittent 

landscaping.  Although these medians discourage pedestrian crossings of El Camino Real, there are no 

signs or markings that prohibit pedestrians from crossing at these locations. 

Curb Ramps 

At all marked crosswalk locations, curb ramps are provided on both sides of the street.  Curb ramps are 

also provided at all intersecting street crossings along El Camino Real.  A complete inventory is shown 

in Appendix G. 

Medians 

There are existing raised medians on all sections of El Camino Real in the study corridor which are 

shown in Figure 2.  Wider medians also provide tree coverage and landscaping while narrower sections 

have no landscaping and provide channelization. 

Pedestrian Crossing Volumes 

As part of the data collection effort, pedestrian crossings were counted during the a.m. and p.m. peak 

hours.  The peak crossing volume for each of the study intersections is shown on Figure 6.  The heaviest 

pedestrian crossings of El Camino Real were recorded at the intersection with Santa Cruz Avenue with 

over 120 crossings during the p.m. peak hour. 

Bicycle Facilities 

The Highway Design Manual, California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), 2012, classifies 

bikeways into three categories: 

• Class I Multi-Use Path:  a completely separated right-of-way for the exclusive use of bicycles and 

pedestrians with cross flows of motorized traffic minimized. 

• Class II Bike Lane:  a striped and signed lane for one-way bike travel on a street or highway. 

• Class III Bike Route:  signing only for shared use with motor vehicles within the same travel lane on a 

street or highway. 
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In addition, the Downtown Specific Plan contains a “Future Class II/Minimum Class III” designation for 

locations where bicycle lanes are desired but may be infeasible in the near-term because they would 

require parking removal or right-of-way acquisition. 

Currently, there are no designated bicycle facilities on El Camino Real within Menlo Park.  Class II 

bicycle lanes currently exist on Valparaiso Avenue and Glenwood Avenue.  Sharrows are marked on 

Menlo Avenue west of El Camino Real, a Class III Bike Route.  Additionally, parallel Class II bicycle lanes 

are provided along Alma Street and Laurel Street; however, neither parallel route continues for the 

entire length of El Camino Real. 

Planned bicycle facilities along El Camino Real and on nearby side streets are detailed in the Menlo Park 

Comprehensive Bicycle Development Plan and in the Menlo Park El Camino Real and Downtown Specific Plan.  

These planned bicycle facilities include Class II bike lanes on Oak Grove Avenue, Future Class II/ 

Minimum Class III bike facilities along El Camino Real and on Menlo Avenue, Ravenswood Avenue west 

of the Caltrain Tracks, and Middle Avenue, and a Class III bike route on Encinal Avenue. 

A summary of Existing and Planned bicycle facilities is shown in Figure 7. 

Bicycle Volumes 

The peak hour bicycle volumes for each of the study intersections are shown on Figure 8. The data 

shows that, today, there is limited bicycle use along the El Camino Real corridor.  This is likely due to 

the limited bicycle infrastructure on El Camino Real, coupled with heavy vehicle traffic volumes. 

Additionally, many bicycle trips are made off-peak when vehicle traffic is lighter, but speeds are faster 

with less congested conditions.  

Crossing El Camino Real, most of the intersections between Valparaiso Avenue-Glenwood Avenue and 

Menlo Avenue-Ravenswood Avenue experience bicycle volumes of between 5 and 15 riders per hour. 

Sand Hill Road, with the bicycle-only through lane crossing El Camino Real, has over 30 riders per hour 

in the peak direction.   

Transit Facilities 

Local transit services in Menlo Park are provided by the San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans).  

Additional regional services are provided by Caltrain and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation 

Authority (VTA).  In addition, shuttles along El Camino Real are provided by the City of Menlo Park’s 

Shuttle Service, as well as Stanford’s Marguerite Shuttle.  The transit lines and bus stop locations within 

the study area are shown in Figure 9. 

In addition to local service provided by SamTrans, regional transit services are provided by Caltrain and 

the VTA within the vicinity of the project site and along the Peninsula.  These services are not intended 

to serve riders traveling only within Menlo Park, but instead, they provide connections between Menlo 

Park and neighboring cities and counties. 

SamTrans 

The San Mateo County Transit District operates SamTrans, a fixed-route bus transit service within San 

Mateo County.  SamTrans primarily serves as a local transit provider within San Mateo County, but also 

provides connecting regional services to neighboring Santa Clara and San Francisco Counties.  All 

SamTrans buses are equipped with bike racks.  Two additional bikes are allowed inside the bus, 

depending on passenger loads. 



Figure 7 – Bicycle Facilities
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The following SamTrans routes serve El Camino Real in Menlo Park: 

• Route ECR serves El Camino Real between Palo Alto and the Daly City BART Station.  The route 

runs every day from approximately 5:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m., with headways of approximately 15 to 20 

minutes. 

• Route 286 serves Menlo Park and Atherton, crossing El Camino Real at Santa Cruz Avenue.  The 

route operates four times daily in each of the westbound and eastbound directions, twice during the 

morning commute period and twice during the even commute period. 

• Routes 82, 83, 84, and 86 provide school-oriented services.  These routes operate only on school 

days and are timed to coincide with school arrival and dismissal times.  The routes do not travel 

along El Camino Real within the project area, but cross El Camino Real at Valparaiso Avenue and 

Santa Cruz Avenue. 

SamTrans provides paratransit services through the affiliated Redi-Wheels and RediCoast providers.  

Paratransit, also known as dial-a-ride or door-to-door service, is available for those who are unable to 

independently use the transit system due to a disability. 

There are six ECR stops in both directions within the study area.  The average weekday ridership, by 

direction, is summarized in the following charts: 
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The majority of boardings and alightings occur at the Ravenswood Avenue and Oak Grove Avenue 

stops.  The Ravenswood Avenue stop serves northbound riders, while the Oak Grove Avenue stops 

serve both northbound and southbound riders.  These stops are located near the Menlo Park Caltrain 

Station and provide easy transfer between modes of transit.  Based on the average weekday boardings 

and alightings, many riders appear to be travelling from the north to the Menlo Park Caltrain Station via 

the ECR. 

Caltrain 

Caltrain is the commuter rail line serving the San Francisco Peninsula.  It connects Menlo Park with San 

Francisco to the north and San Jose and Gilroy to the south, and provides a means to connect to VTA 

Light Rail and BART services.  On weekdays, there are 30 trains servicing the Menlo Park Station in the 

northbound and southbound directions.  There are four to six trains during the 7:00-9:00 a.m. and 4:00-

6:00 p.m. peak periods in each of the northbound and southbound directions.  On weekends, there are 

fourteen to sixteen trains that stop at the station daily.  The Menlo Park Caltrain Station is on the north 

side of Ravenswood Avenue, east of El Camino Real. 

The average weekday ridership is summarized in the following chart: 
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The majority of riders leaving Menlo Park are travelling in the northbound direction, towards downtown 

San Francisco, and returning via southbound trains.  However, there are a significant number of riders 

also travelling in the southbound direction, towards downtown San Jose, and returning via northbound 

trains.  The lack of a larger directional split in average weekday Caltrain ridership demonstrates that 

many riders from Menlo Park are travelling to employment centers in both San Francisco and the 

greater San Jose area.  Also, there are riders that travel to Menlo Park each day from the South Bay or 

San Francisco and the Peninsula for employment. 

Santa Clara VTA 

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) provides light rail services within Mountain 

View, Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, Milpitas, San Jose and Campbell as well as bus service throughout Santa 

Clara County.  The nearest VTA Light Rail station is the Evelyn Station in Downtown Mountain View, 

with Caltrain providing a connection between Menlo Park and the light rail service.  The nearest VTA 

bus stops are located on El Camino Real, south of Sand Hill Road. 

Shuttle Services 

Menlo Park Midday Shuttle 

The City of Menlo Park provides hourly community shuttle service to the general public from 9:30 a.m. 

to 3:30 p.m. on weekdays, serving nearby senior centers, Downtown Menlo Park and Palo Alto, Menlo 

Park Caltrain Station, nearby shopping centers, libraries, and medical buildings such as the Menlo Medical 

Clinic and the VA Medical Center.  The Menlo Park Midday shuttle travels along portions of El Camino 
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Real, but does not have an established shuttle stop.  However, shuttles will stop anywhere along the 

route where it is safe and legal to stop. 

Stanford Marguerite Shuttle  

Nearby Stanford University, located south of Menlo Park, provides free public shuttle service that 

connects the university campus to other nearby destinations.  The Marguerite Bohannon line (Line 

BOH) runs from Stanford University to Menlo Park Caltrain and eastern Menlo Park via El Camino Real.  

Line BOH stops along El Camino Real at Cambridge Avenue and also Roble Avenue. 
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Regulatory Setting 

Menlo Park General Plan 

The Menlo Park General Plan adopted in 1994 provides the framework for transportation planning within 

the city.  The General Plan established goals that are concerned with the safe and efficient movement of 

people and goods in and around the city, while promoting alternative modes of transportation.  

Transportation-related goals and policies included in the Circulation and Transportation Element of the 

Menlo Park General Plan that are relevant to this study include the following: 

Goal II-A: To maintain a circulation system using the Roadway Classification System that will provide for the safe 

and efficient movement of people and goods throughout Menlo Park for residential and commercial purposes. 

• Policy II-A-1: Level of Service D (40 seconds average stopped delay per vehicle) or better shall 

be maintained at all City-controlled signalized intersections during peak hours, except at the 

intersection of Ravenswood Avenue and Middlefield Road and at intersections along Willow 

Road from Middlefield Road to US 101. 

• Policy II-A-2: The City should attempt to achieve and maintain average travel speeds of 14 miles 

per hour or better on El Camino Real and other arterial roadways controlled by the State and 

at 46 miles per hour or better on U.S. Route 101 (Level of Service D). 

Goal II-B: To promote the use of public transit. 

• Policy II-B-1: The City shall consider transit modes in the design of transportation improvements 

and the review and approval of development projects. 

• Policy II-B-2: As many activities as possible should be located within easy walking distance of 

transit stops, and transit stops should be convenient and close to as many activities as possible. 

• Policy II-B-3:  The City shall promote improved public transit service and increased transit 

ridership, especially to office and industrial areas and schools. 

Goal II-C:  To promote the use of alternatives to the single occupant automobile. 

• Policy II-C-1:  The City shall work with all Menlo Park employers to encourage the use of 

alternatives to the single occupant automobile in their commute to work. 

• Policy II-C-7:  Commuter shuttle service between the industrial work centers and the 

Downtown Transportation Center should be maintained and improved, within fiscal constraints. 

The City shall encourage SamTrans and other agencies to provide funding to support shuttle 

services. 

Goal II-D:  To promote the safe use of bicycles as a commute alternative and for recreation. 

• Policy II-D-2:  The City shall, within available funding, work to complete a system of bikeways 

within Menlo Park. 

• Policy II-D-4:  The City shall require new commercial and industrial development to provide 

secure bicycle storage facilities on-site. 
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Goal II-E:  To promote walking as a commute alternative and for short trips. 

• Policy II-E-1:  The City shall require all new development to incorporate safe and attractive 

pedestrian facilities on-site. 

• Policy II-E-2:  The City shall endeavor to maintain safe sidewalks and walkways where existing 

within the public right of way. 

• Policy II-E-3:  Appropriate traffic control shall be provided for pedestrians at intersections. 

• Policy II-E-4:  The City shall incorporate appropriate pedestrian facilities, traffic control, and 

street lighting within street improvement projects to maintain or improve pedestrian safety. 

Goal II-F: To provide adequate parking in the Downtown area, especially for retail customers and Caltrain 

patrons. 

• Policy II-F-1:  Adequate off-street parking should be required for all new development in the 

Downtown Area 

Menlo Park El Camino Real and Downtown Specific Plan 

Adopted by the City Council in June 2012, the Menlo Park El Camino Real and Downtown Specific Plan 

establishes the framework for private development and public improvements along the El Camino Real 

corridor in the City of Menlo Park, as well as downtown Menlo Park and the Menlo Park Caltrain 

Station area.  For circulation, the Specific Plan envisions the following: 

• A vehicular circulation system that accommodates both local traffic and north/south through traffic on El 

Camino Real. 

• An integrated pedestrian network of expansive sidewalks, promenades and paseos along El Camino Real and 

within downtown. The network provides opportunities for safe crossing of El Camino Real and the railroad 

tracks and connects the east and west sides of town, including the City’s civic center with downtown. 

• A bicycle network that builds upon existing plans and integrates more fully with downtown and proposed 

public space improvements in the area. 

• An integrated circulation plan that supports transit use. 

• A public parking strategy and management plan that efficiently accommodates downtown visitors and 

supports downtown businesses. 

• Modified parking rates for private development based on current industry standards. 

The Specific Plan includes a series of recommended enhancements to the pedestrian and bicycle 

networks as well as transit access along El Camino Real and within Downtown Menlo Park. 

City of Menlo Park Complete Streets Policy 

In January 2013, the Menlo Park City Council passed a resolution establishing the Complete Streets Policy 

of City of Menlo Park.  The policy establishes complete streets as being those that serve all users and are 

developed based on the context of the situation that requires a collaborative effort between many City 

departments to implement.  The policy further requires incorporation of a complete streets approach 

into all phases of all projects, unless a project is found to meet limited exemption criteria. 

City of Menlo Park Comprehensive Bicycle Development Plan 

The 2005 Comprehensive Bicycle Development Plan (CBDP) provides a blueprint of strategies and actions 

to further the integration of bike usage as a commute alternative and for recreation. The goals of this 
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Plan provide the framework for specific policies and actions addressed in the Bike Plan. The goals of the 

CBDP provide a long-range vision, while the policies provide specific action descriptions to implement 

the Plan. Following are the relevant bicycle-related goals and policies: 

Goal 1: Expand and Enhance Menlo Park’s Bikeway Network 

• Policy 1.1: Complete a network of bike lanes, bike routes, and shared use paths that serve all 

bicycle user groups, including commuting, recreation, and utilitarian trips. 

Goal 2: Plan for the Needs of Bicyclists 

• Policy 2.1: Accommodate bicyclists and other non-motorized users when planning, designing, 

and developing transportation improvements. 

• Policy 2.2: Review capital improvement projects to ensure that needs of bicyclists and other 

non-motorized users are considered in programming, planning, maintenance, construction, 

operations, and project development activities. 

• Policy 2.3: Encourage traffic calming, intersection improvements, or other similar actions that 

improve safety for bicyclists and other non-motorized users. 

• Policy 2.4: Require developers to adhere to the design standards identified in this 

Comprehensive Bicycle Development Plan. 

Goal 3: Provide for Regular Maintenance of the Bikeway Network 

• Policy 3.3:  Develop a program to ensure that bicycle loop detectors are installed at all signalized 

intersections on the bike network and are tested regularly to ensure they remain functional. 

• Policy 3.4 Require that construction or repair activities, both on street and of adjacent building, 

minimize disruption to bicycle facilities, ensure bicyclist safety at all times, and provide alternated 

routes if necessary. 

Goal 4: Encourage and Educate Residents, Businesses and Employers in Menlo Park on Bicycling 

• Policy 4.6: Encourage major Menlo Park employers and retailers to provide incentives and 

support facilities for existing and potential employees and customers that commute by bicycle. 

• Policy 4.9: Promote bicycling as a healthy transportation alternative. 

San Mateo County Comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 

The City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County (C/CAG), with support from the 

San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA), developed the 2011 San Mateo County 

Comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (CBPP) to address the planning, design, funding, and 

implementation of bicycle and pedestrian projects of countywide significance. 

The following are the relevant goals and policies: 

Goal 2: More People Riding and Walking for Transportation and Recreation 

• Policy 2.6: Serve as a resource to county employers on promotional information and resources 

related to bicycling and walking. 
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Goal 4: Complete Streets and Routine Accommodation of Bicyclists and Pedestrians 

• Policy 4.1:  Comply with the complete streets policy requirements of Caltrans and the 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission concerning safe and convenient access for bicyclists 

and pedestrians, and assist local implementing agencies in meeting their responsibilities under 

the policy. 

• Policy 4.5:  Encourage local agencies to adopt policies, guidelines, standards and regulations that 

result in truly bicycle-friendly and pedestrian-friendly land use developments, and provide them 

technical assistance and support in this area. 

• Policy 4.6:  Discourage local agencies from removing, degrading or blocking access to bicycle and 

pedestrian facilities without providing a safe and convenient alternative. 

Caltrans Implementation of Deputy Directive 64-R1:  Complete Streets – Integrating the 

Transportation System 

El Camino Real is designated as State Route 82, so is operated by the California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans) in coordination with the City of Menlo Park.  Caltrans has adopted a Deputy 

Directive relevant to complete streets, noting that they provide safe mobility for all users, including 

motorists, bicyclists, pedestrians and transit riders, and contribute to the Department’s mission/vision.  

The goals of implementing the complete street policy are to provide more options for people to go 

from one place to another, reduce traffic congestion and greenhouse gas emissions, promote walkable 

communities, and reduce barriers for persons with disabilities. 

While there are no specific goals and policies of this Directive, local agencies are working in cooperation 

with Caltrans to further the intent of the Deputy Directive.  Deputy Directive 64-Revision #1: 

Complete Streets: Integrating the Transportation System (DD-64-R1) was signed on October 2, 2008.  

Under this Directive Caltrans is directed to provide for the needs of travelers of all ages and abilities in 

all planning, programming, design, construction, operations, and maintenance activities and products on 

the State Highway System (SHS).  Caltrans views all transportation improvements (new and retrofit) as 

opportunities to improve safety, access, and mobility for all travelers and recognizes bicycle, pedestrian, 

and transit modes as integral elements of the transportation system.  Bicycle, pedestrian, and transit 

travel is facilitated by creating “complete streets” beginning early in system planning and continuing 

through project delivery, maintenance, and operations. 

Providing complete streets increases travel options which, in turn, reduces congestion, increases system 

efficiency, and enables environmentally sustainable alternatives to single driver automotive trips. 

Implementing complete streets and other multi-modal concepts supports the California Complete 

Streets Act of 2008 (AB 1358), as well as the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) 

and Senate Bill 375, which outline the State’s goals of reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  With AB 

1358 and DD-64-R1, both Caltrans and local agencies are working to complete and address common 

goals. 

Grand Boulevard Initiative 

The Grand Boulevard Initiative is a regional collaboration of public, private, and nonprofit organizations 

in San Mateo and Santa Clara counties with the goal of revitalizing the El Camino Real corridor.  Both 

the El Camino Real and Downtown Specific Plan as well as this El Camino Real study are part of Menlo 

Park’s efforts towards implementing the overall goals of the Grand Boulevard Initiative. 
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Collision History and Safety Conditions 

The collision history for the study area was reviewed to determine any trends or patterns that may 

indicate a safety issue.  Collision rates were calculated based on records available from the City’s Police 

Department.  The most current five-year period available is January 2009 through December 2013.  

Collision records for the intersection of El Camino Real/Sand Hill Road, located in the neighboring City 

of Palo Alto, were obtained from the Caltrans Highway Patrol as published in their Statewide Integrated 

Traffic Records System (SWITRS) reports.  The most current five-year period available for the El 

Camino Real/Sand Hill Road intersection is October 2007 through September 2012. 

As presented in Table 5, the calculated collision rates for the study intersections were compared to 

average collision rates for similar facilities statewide, as indicated in 2010 Collision Data on California State 

Highways, California Department of Transportation. 

Table 5 

Collision Rates at the Study Intersections Compared to Statewide Average 

Study Intersection Number of 

Collisions 

(2009-2013)* 

Collision 

Rate 

(c/mve) 

Injury 

Rate 

Fatality 

Rate 

1. El Camino Real/Sand Hill Rd 8 0.09 (0.27) 37.5% (41.9%) 0% (0.4%) 

2. El Camino Real/Cambridge Ave 18 0.24 (0.27) 44.4% (41.9%) 0% (0.3%) 

3. El Camino Real/Middle Ave 16 0.21 (0.21) 43.8% (42.4%) 0% (0.4%) 

4. El Camino Real/Roble Ave 22 0.32 (0.27) 40.9% (41.9%) 0% (0.4%) 

5. El Camino Real/Menlo Ave-

Ravenswood Ave 

34 0.40 (0.27) 44.1% (41.9%) 0% (0.4%) 

6. El Camino Real/Santa Cruz Ave 23 0.38 (0.27) 47.8% (41.9%) 0% (0.4%) 

7. El Camino Real/Oak Grove Ave 36 0.52 (0.27) 44.4% (41.9%) 0% (0.4%) 

8. El Camino Real/Valparaiso Ave-

Glenwood Ave 

24 0.36 (0.27) 37.5% (41.9%) 0% (0.4%) 

9. El Camino Real/Encinal Ave 6 0.09 (0.27) 83.3%(41.9%) 0% (0.4%) 

Note: c/mve = collisions per million vehicles entering; * = collision records for El Camino Real/Sand 

Hill Rd are dated October 2007 through September 2012; Statewide average rates are indicated 

in parentheses; Bold = actual rate greater than the Statewide average rate 

 

The calculated collision rates are higher than the statewide average collision rate for similar facilities for 

the study intersections between Roble Avenue and Valparaiso Avenue-Glenwood Avenue.  The 

calculated injury rates were generally similar or slightly higher than statewide averages, with the 

exception of El Camino Real/Encinal Avenue. 

Approximately 85 percent of all intersection-related collisions at the study intersections between Roble 

Avenue and Valparaiso Avenue-Glenwood Avenue were rear-end and sideswipe collisions, with almost 

two-thirds of intersection-related collisions classified as rear-end collisions.  These types of collisions are 

often attributable to congestion on the roadway, in addition to other factors.  However, out of all 

intersection-related collisions resulting in injury, all but four collisions resulted in minor injury only, and 

the remaining four collisions involved pedestrians and bicyclists.  Collision maps of the intersection-

related collisions and collisions between intersections are shown in Figure 10 and Figure 11.  All collision 

data is included in Appendix H. 
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Collision involving just pedestrian and bicycles were also reviewed.  Because these types of collisions are 

less common than vehicle collisions, the analysis period was extended to 10 years.  Over a 10-year 

period, the intersection of El Camino Real/Santa Cruz Avenue has experienced the highest number of 

pedestrian collisions, with four collisions, while the intersection of El Camino Real/Oak Grove Avenue 

experienced the most bicycle collisions, with four collisions.  Collision maps of the reported pedestrian 

and bicycle collisions along the corridor in the last 10 years of available collision records are shown in 

Figure 12 and Figure 13. 
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Parking Facilities 

Vehicle Parking 

Vehicular parking along the El Camino Real corridor is provided in four forms: on-street parking, off-

street public parking plazas, off-street private parking lots and off-street commuter parking.  In addition, 

bicycle parking is provided both in racks along the corridor, at various downtown locations and at the 

Caltrain station. 

On-Street Parking 

On-street parallel parking is provided along segments of El Camino Real where the roadway width 

permits.  In Downtown Menlo Park, both along El Camino Real and on adjacent streets, on-street 

parking is generally limited to two hours.  There are a total of 85 parking spaces on the east side of El 

Camino Real and 71 spaces on the west side within the study area.  Additional on-street parking is 

available on side streets throughout the corridor.  The inventory of on-street parking spaces in the 

corridor is included in Appendix I. 

Off-Street Public Parking 

Several off-street public parking plazas are located within Downtown Menlo Park, all to the west of El 

Camino Real.  The first two hours of parking in these plazas is free, with an option to pay to extend 

time limits beyond two hours in some of the plazas. 

Off-Street Private Parking 

Shopping centers and businesses outside of the Downtown area generally provide off-street private 

parking.  Parking in these lots is intended for the use of the site’s employees and visitors and is 

controlled by the respective business or shopping center. 

Off-Street Commuter Parking 

Paid parking is available at the Menlo Park Caltrain station for the use of Caltrain riders.  Caltrain sells 

both daily and monthly parking permits for the lot.  The requirement for paid parking at the Caltrain 

station is enforceable at all times. 

Vehicle Parking Occupancy 

On-street parking occupancy surveys were conducted in September 2014, while public schools and 

Stanford University were in session.  Parking occupancy surveys were conducted along El Camino Real 

between Encinal Avenue and Sand Hill Road, as well as on side-streets immediately adjacent to El 

Camino Real.  The time periods for the parking occupancy surveys included weekday midday peak 

period, weekday p.m. peak period, weekend midday peak period, and weekend p.m. peak period. 

The street parking occupancy on El Camino Real during weekdays and weekends are shown in Table 6 

and Table 7 respectively.  Street parking spaces are typically underutilized along El Camino Real with the 

exception of the portion of El Camino Real between Oak Grove Avenue and Ravenswood Avenue-

Menlo Avenue.  It is worth noting that this portion of El Camino Real is adjacent to Downtown Menlo 

Park, where several off-street parking lots are available.  Additionally, increased parking utilization was 

observed between College Avenue and Partridge Avenue on the west side of El Camino Real.   
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Table 6 

Existing Weekday On-Street Vehicle Parking Occupancy – El Camino Real 

Segment of El Camino Real Weekday Parking Occupancy 

Midday Peak PM Peak 

West Side East Side West Side East Side 

Parked 

Veh. 
Occ. % 

Parked 

Veh. 
Occ. % 

Parked 

Veh. 
Occ. % 

Parked 

Veh. 
Occ. % 

Encinal Ave to 

Valparaiso Ave-Glenwood Ave 
- - 6 43% - - 2 14% 

Valparaiso Ave-Glenwood Ave to 

Oak Grove Ave 
8 53% 9 56% 5 33% 4 25% 

Oak Grove Ave to  

Santa Cruz Ave 
5 100% - - 0 0% - - 

Santa Cruz Ave to  

Ravenswood Ave-Menlo Ave 
7 88% - - 6 75% - - 

Ravenswood Ave-Menlo Ave to 

Live Oak Ave 
2 20% - - 4 40% - - 

Roble Ave to Middle Ave - - 0 0%  - 0 0% 

Middle Ave to College Ave 3 38% - - 0 0% - - 

College Ave to Partridge Ave 5 83% 4 33% 4 67% 1 8% 

Partridge Ave to Cambridge Ave - - 4 36% - - 2 18% 

Cambridge Ave to Harvard Ave - - 0 0% - - 0 0% 

Harvard Ave to Creek Dr 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Notes: MD = Midday; Occ. = Occupancy; loading zones were not included in the parking occupancy 

calculation. 
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Table 7 

Existing Weekend On-Street Vehicle Parking Occupancy – El Camino Real 

Segment of El Camino Real Weekend Parking Occupancy 

Midday Peak PM Peak 

West Side East Side West Side East Side 

Parked 

Veh. 
Occ. % 

Parked 

Veh. 
Occ. % 

Parked 

Veh. 
Occ. % 

Parked 

Veh. 
Occ. % 

Encinal Ave to 

Valparaiso Ave-Glenwood Ave 
- - 0 0% - - 9 64% 

Valparaiso Ave-Glenwood Ave to 

Oak Grove Ave 
4 27% 9 56% 4 27% 11 69% 

Oak Grove Ave to  

Santa Cruz Ave 
4 100% - - 1 25% - - 

Santa Cruz Ave to  

Ravenswood Ave-Menlo Ave 
7 88% - - 8 100% - - 

Ravenswood Ave-Menlo Ave to 

Live Oak Ave 
4 40% - - 6 60% - - 

Roble Ave to Middle Ave - - 0 0% - - 1 5% 

Middle Ave to College Ave 4 50% - - 2 25% - - 

College Ave to Partridge Ave 4 67% 0 0% 3 50% 0 0% 

Partridge Ave to Cambridge Ave - - 1 9% - - 1 9% 

Cambridge Ave to Harvard Ave - - 0 0% - - 0 0% 

Harvard Ave to Creek Dr 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Notes: MD = Midday; Occ. = Occupancy; loading zones were not included in the parking occupancy 

calculation. 
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On-street parking on the side-streets approaching El Camino Real were also surveyed.  The street 

parking occupancy on side-streets of El Camino Real during weekdays and weekends are shown in Table 

8 and Table 9 respectively.  Similar trends were found along side-streets of El Camino Real, with the 

highest parking utilization observed near downtown during both weekdays and weekends, and near 

Partridge Avenue during weekdays only. 

Table 8 

Existing Weekday On-Street Vehicle Parking Occupancy – Side Streets 

Side-Street Weekday Parking Occupancy 

Midday Peak PM Peak 

West of ECR East of ECR West of ECR East of ECR 

Parked 

Veh. 
Occ. % 

Parked 

Veh. 
Occ. % 

Parked 

Veh. 
Occ. % 

Parked 

Veh. 
Occ. % 

Encinal Ave  

(east to San Antonio Ave) 
- - 6 46% - - 1 8% 

Valparaiso Ave-Glenwood Ave 

(Hoover St to  

San Antonio Ave) 

- - 0 0% - - 0 0% 

Oak Grove Ave  

(Hoover St to Merrill St) 
11 79% 5 31% 7 50% 9 56% 

Santa Cruz Ave  

(Doyle St to Merrill St) 
7 88% 7 58% 7 88% 7 58% 

Live Oak Ave  

(up to 100 feet west of ECR) 
0 0% - - 1 25% - - 

College Ave  

(up to 100 feet west of ECR) 
3 60% - - 1 20% - - 

Partridge Ave  

(up to 100 feet west of ECR) 
6 100% - - 1 17% - - 

Harvard Ave  

(up to 100 feet west of ECR) 
3 43% - - 2 29% - - 

Creek Dr  

(up to 100 feet west of ECR) 
1 25% - - 1 25% - - 

Notes:  MD = Midday; ECR = El Camino Real; Occ. = Occupancy; loading zones were not included in 

the parking occupancy calculation. 
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Table 9 

Existing Weekend On-Street Vehicle Parking Occupancy – Side Streets 

Side-Street Weekend Parking Occupancy 

Weekend Midday Peak Weekend PM Peak 

West of ECR East of ECR West of ECR East of ECR 

Parked 

Veh. 
Occ. % 

Parked 

Veh. 
Occ. % 

Parked 

Veh. 
Occ. % 

Parked 

Veh. 
Occ. % 

Encinal Ave  

(east to San Antonio Ave) 
- - 8 62% - - 0 0% 

Valparaiso Ave-Glenwood Ave 

(Hoover St to  

San Antonio Ave) 

- - 1 33% - - 0 0% 

Oak Grove Ave  

(Hoover St to Merrill St) 
5 36% 12 75% 2 14% 1 6% 

Santa Cruz Ave  

(Doyle St to Merrill St) 
7 88% 8 67% 8 100% 7 58% 

Live Oak Ave  

(up to 100 feet west of ECR) 
2 50% - - 3 75% - - 

College Ave  

(up to 100 feet west of ECR) 
0 0% - - 1 20% - - 

Partridge Ave  

(up to 100 feet west of ECR) 
0 0% - - 0 0% - - 

Harvard Ave  

(up to 100 feet west of ECR) 
0 0% - - 1 14% - - 

Creek Dr  

(up to 100 feet west of ECR) 
0 0% - - 0 0% - - 

Notes:  MD = Midday; ECR = El Camino Real; Occ. = Occupancy; loading zones were not included in 

the parking occupancy calculation. 

 

Bike Parking 

Bike parking is provided at one location along El Camino Real: the southbound SamTrans bus stop at 

Cambridge Avenue.  Outside of the El Camino Real Corridor, bike racks are provided in public parking 

lots between Santa Cruz Avenue and Menlo Avenue, bike parking corrals in the parking lane on Santa 

Cruz Avenue, and also at the Caltrain station.  In addition, a bike locker with 50 bike spaces is provided 

at the Caltrain station.  In other areas, bicyclists park their bikes at bike racks on private property or 

locked to various street signs. 
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1. Introduction 

The City of Menlo Park is conducting the El Camino Real Corridor Study to evaluate potential 
transportation and safety improvements to El Camino Real in the City of Menlo Park. The study 
will consider alternatives for modifying the Corridor to allow for a possible addition of a bicycle 
lane and/or additional through lanes. Ultimately, the project will be consistent with the goals 
outlined in the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan for balanced capacity, bicyclist and 
pedestrian connectivity, transit access, parking, and safety, as well as the City’s Complete Streets 
Policy. Figure 1 shows the Study Area. 

The City conducted an online survey during the initial phase of the Study, following the project’s 
first community workshop. Survey questions were focused on learning how and why different 
members of the community use the El Camino Real Corridor and on eliciting feedback on 
potential improvements to the Corridor. Many of the questions were based directly on the ideas 
gathered at the first community workshop, and were intended to assess which of these ideas had 
the greatest appeal to the broader community. The survey was active between June 16 and 
September 12, 2014, during which time 309 community members participated. Initial results were 
presented at an open house on October 2, 2014, where seven additional responses were collected, 
for a total of 316 responses. 

This report presents and analyzes the results of the survey. Appendix A contains the original 
survey questions as they appeared online. Appendix B contains the summary tables and cross-
tabulations used in this analysis. A list of the open-ended responses provided for questions 9, 17, 
18, and 19 can be found in Appendix C. 

2. Methodology 

The survey was conducted using SurveyMonkey, an online service, and was announced via the 
City’s El Camino Real project website. Results were exported from the site as summary files and 
cross-tabulations. 

Questions included three general types of questions: multiple choice questions about respondents’ 
location and habits; questions that asked respondents to rate their agreement with a given 
statement or to rate the desirability of a proposed improvement; and open-ended questions. 
Questions 1 through 9 were used in cross-tabulations to assess whether respondents’ location or 
habits had a significant relationship to the ratings they assigned to different statements or 
improvements. Notable correlations are discussed in the analysis. 
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3. Survey Results 

LOCATION 

Questions 1 and 2 asked participants where they live or work in relation to the El Camino Real 
Corridor—in Menlo Park within a half-mile of the Corridor, in Menlo Park farther than a half-
mile from the Corridor, outside of Menlo Park within a half-mile of the Corridor, or none of the 
above (outside of Menlo Park, farther than a half-mile from the Corridor). Responses are 
described in Chart 1 and Table 1 for where participants live, and Chart 2 and Table 2 for where 
participants work. 

The majority of survey respondents live in Menlo Park, with the largest portion of respondents 
(47 percent) living in Menlo Park within a half-mile of the Corridor. The next-largest portion of 
respondents (32 percent) lives in Menlo Park, but farther than a half-mile from the Corridor. For 
participants living outside of Menlo Park, more live within a half-mile of the Corridor (13 
percent) than beyond (8 percent). 

 

 

Table 1: Where Respondents Live  

Location 
Number of 

Respondents Percent of Total

In Menlo Park, within 1/2 mile of the Corridor 147 47%

In Menlo Park, farther than 1/2 mile of the Corridor 102 32%

Outside of Menlo Park, within 1/2 mile of the Corridor 41 13%

Outside of Menlo Park, farther than 1/2 mile of the 
Corridor 26 8%

Total 316 100%

47%

32%

13%

8%

Chart 1: Where Respondents Live

In Menlo Park, within 1/2 mile of
the corridor

In Menlo Park, farther than 1/2 mile
of the corridor

Outside of Menlo Park, within 1/2
mile of the corridor

Outside of Menlo Park, farther than
1/2 mile of the corridor
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Conversely, the majority of survey respondents work outside of Menlo Park, with the largest 
portion (43 percent) working outside of the city and farther than a half-mile from the Corridor. 
Those working outside of Menlo Park but within a half-mile of the Corridor constitute the 
second-largest portion, at 32 percent.  

For those working in Menlo Park, the majority live in the same location category as their 
workplaces.  

 

Table 2: Where Respondents Work 

Location 
Number of 

Respondents Percent of Total

In Menlo Park, within 1/2 mile of the Corridor 56 18%

In Menlo Park, farther than 1/2 mile of the Corridor 47 15%

Outside of Menlo Park, within 1/2 mile of the Corridor 76 24%

Outside of Menlo Park, farther than 1/2 mile of the 
Corridor 137 43%

Total 316 100%

 

REASONS TO TRAVEL ON EL CAMINO REAL 

Question 9 asked participants why they typically travel on El Camino Real. The question offered 
five general categories of activities—travel for shopping, patronizing local businesses, travel to 
and/or from work, travel to and/or from school, and for physical activity—as well as an “other” 
response that allowed for an open-ended answer. Respondents were asked to check all that 
applied, and many selected more than one response.  

18%

15%

24%

43%

Chart 2: Where Respondents Work

In Menlo Park, within 1/2 mile of
the corridor

In Menlo Park, farther than 1/2 mile
of the corridor

Outside of Menlo Park, within 1/2
mile of the corridor

Outside of Menlo Park, farther than
1/2 mile of the corridor
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As shown in Chart 3 and Table 3 below, the most common reason that respondents visit El 
Camino Real is to travel for shopping, at 75 percent of respondents. Sixty-nine percent of 
respondents travel to patronize local business, and 50 percent travel for work. Smaller percentages 
use it to travel for school (19 percent) and for physical activity (17 percent).  

Within each category, the largest share of respondents tended to live in Menlo Park, primarily 
within half a mile of the El Camino Real Corridor. For those who travel for shopping, local 
businesses, work, or school, 45 to 50 percent of respondents live in Menlo Park within a half-mile 
of the Corridor, while another 25 to 40 percent live in Menlo Park farther than a half-mile from 
the Corridor. The smallest percentages of respondents for each response category live outside of 
Menlo Park farther than half a mile from the Corridor. Among those who use El Camino Real for 
physical activity, over 90 percent live in Menlo Park. 

The “other” responses tended to fall into one of six general categories of responses: 

1. To connect to other cities in the region 
2. To access the library and recreation center 

3. For events and children’s activities 
4. To cross from east to west 
5. To visit friends and family 

6. To access services 

A full list of the open-ended responses can be viewed in Appendix C. 
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Table 3: Why Respondents Travel on El Camino Real 

Reason 
Number of 

Respondents Percent of Total

Travel for shopping 240 76%

Patronizing local businesses 216 69%

Travel to and/or from work 159 50%

Travel to and/or from school 60 19%

For physical activity 55 17%

Other 36 11%

Total 315 

 

TRANSPORTATION MODES 

Questions 3 through 8 asked respondents about their use of various modes of travel on El Camino 
Real. Questions 3 through 6 focused on the frequencies with which participants drive a vehicle, 
ride a bike, use local bus transit, or walk along El Camino Real.   

The majority of respondents use multiple forms of transportation to access El Camino Real. In 
fact, only 22 percent of respondents exclusively drive along El Camino Real, only 5 percent 
exclusively bicycle there, and less than 1 percent exclusively walks (only one respondent). No 
respondents use bus transit as their only form of transportation along El Camino Real. 

Chart 4 and Table 4 describe the percentage of respondents who use each of the four modes at 
least sometimes compared to those who stated that they “almost never” use each mode. As each 
respondent may use multiple modes, each column shows a percentage of the total number of 
respondents. The transportation mode used by the largest share of survey respondents was 
driving, with 84 percent of respondents driving El Camino Real at least a few times a week. 
Walking and bicycling each have similar shares of respondents, with 61 percent of respondents 
walking and 60 percent bicycling at least sometimes on weekends. Comparatively few 
respondents, only 6 percent, use bus transit service along El Camino Real. 
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Table 4: How Respondents Travel El Camino Real 

Transportation Method 
Number of 

Respondents Percent of Total

Driving 265 84%

Bicycling 191 60%

Walking 194 61%

Transit 18 6%

Total Respondents 316

 

Driving 

Driving was the most common form of transportation among survey respondents, with 84 
percent driving El Camino Real at least a few times a week. Most respondents who drive on El 
Camino Real drive on a daily basis, with nearly 50 percent of respondents driving on the Corridor 
at least once a day. Chart 5 and Table 5 describe the frequency with which respondents drive El 
Camino Real. 

Those driving most frequently tend to live in Menlo Park and work outside of Menlo Park. 
Following the overall trend for reasons respondents visit El Camino Real, those driving at the 
highest frequencies tend to be visiting for shopping, to patronize local businesses, and to 
commute to work. Those driving a few times a week are more likely traveling to shop (75 percent) 
and patronize local businesses (68 percent) and commute (39 percent), than to travel for school or 
physical activity, though the percentage of commuters is still much lower than among those 
driving multiple times a day. If a respondent drives and travels El Camino Real for work, he or 
she is more likely to be driving multiple times a day. 

A majority of the respondents who drive along El Camino Real travel the Corridor using other 
forms of transportation in addition to driving, mainly bicycling and walking. For instance, 55 
percent of drivers also bike, 62 percent also walk, and 4 percent also use bus transit. Over a 
quarter of drivers at all frequencies walk along or across El Camino Real at least a few times a 
week. 

Of those 16 percent of respondents who almost never drive El Camino Real, most use an 
alternative form of transportation to access the Corridor, with bicycle being the most common 
form. Ninety percent of those not driving ride a bicycle on El Camino Real at least sometimes, 
with 82 percent of those not driving bicycling several times a week or daily. Sixty-one percent of 
those not driving walk along El Camino Real; 29 percent of those not driving walk several times a 
week or daily. Fourteen percent of those not driving use bus transit along the Corridor; only six 
out of seven respondents use transit several times a week, and one uses transit mostly on 
weekends. 
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Table 5: Frequency that Respondents Drive on El Camino Real 

Frequency 
Number of 

Respondents Percent of Total

Multiple times per day 106 34%

Approximately once per day 45 14%

A few times a week 114 36%

Almost never 51 16%

Total 316 100%

 

Walking 

Walking was the second-most common form of transportation among respondents, with 61 
percent walking along or across the Corridor at least sometimes. Among those who walk, more 
tend to do so on weekends (26 percent of respondents) or several times per week (25 percent of 
respondents), while a smaller portion walks on a daily basis (10 percent). Chart 6 and Table 6 
describe the frequency that respondents walk along or across El Camino Real. 

Respondents who walk along El Camino Real are more likely to live in Menlo Park within a half 
mile of the Corridor (84 percent of those walking live in this area), and are far less likely to live 
outside of Menlo Park farther than half a mile from the Corridor. There is no significant pattern 
that describes where they tend to work.  

Reasons that those who walk along El Camino Real have for traveling the Corridor follow the 
overall trend, with most traveling for shopping and patronizing local businesses, followed, to a 
lesser degree, by travel to and from work. There is a difference, however, among those who walk 
El Camino Real on a daily basis, for which 55 percent of respondents who walk the Corridor 
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selected physical activity as a reason that they travel there (a higher percentage than among 
respondents in general). 

Most of the 38 percent of respondents who almost never walk El Camino Real access the Corridor 
using a vehicle or a bicycle, while few use bus transit. Eighty-three percent of those who do not 
walk the Corridor tend to drive. Forty percent tend to use bicycle, with most cycling several times 
per week or daily. Only 2 percent said that they use bus transit on El Camino Real. 

Most of the respondents who do walk along El Camino Real also travel the Corridor using other 
transportation modes, generally driving or bicycling. Eighty-four percent also drive, while 73 
percent also bike.  

Survey participants were also asked if they had children who have to cross El Camino Real to get 
to school, to which 19 percent of respondents said yes.  

 

Table 6: Frequency that Respondents Walk along El Camino Real 

Frequency 
Number of 

Respondents Percent of Total

On a daily basis 31 10%

Several times per week 80 25%

Mostly on weekends 83 26%

Almost never 121 38%

Total 315 100%
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Bicycling 

Bicycling was the third-most common form of transportation among respondents, with just three 
respondents fewer than walking. Sixty percent of respondents bike along El Camino Real at least 
sometimes. Most respondents who bike do so on a weekly basis, with 22 percent of respondents 
biking several times a week and another 19 percent biking on a daily basis. Chart 7 and Table 7 
describe the frequency with which respondents bicycle along El Camino Real. 

Those cycling most frequently are more likely to live in Menlo Park and work outside of Menlo 
Park, though those cycling on a daily basis are also generally more likely to live and work within 
half a mile of the Corridor.  

Reasons that bicyclists on El Camino Real may visit the Corridor are similar to the overall trend, 
with the exception of those cycling daily – for those cycling at this frequency, the most common 
reason to travel El Camino Real is travel to and from work (74 percent), just barely more common 
than travel for shopping (72 percent). At least half of those cycling several times a week or mostly 
on weekends travel for work. If a respondent bikes and travels El Camino Real for work, he or she 
is more likely to be cycling on a daily basis. 

Of those 40 percent of respondents who almost never cycle along El Camino Real, most drive to 
access the Corridor.  

A majority of the respondents who bike along El Camino Real travel the Corridor using other 
forms of transportation in addition to biking, mainly driving and walking. There is nearly the 
same number of those driving (76 percent of bicyclists) as those walking (74 percent of bicyclists). 
Generally, cycling and driving frequencies appear inversely related, with those driving more often 
cycling less often and vice versa.  
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Table 7: Frequency that Respondents Bike El Camino Real 

Frequency 
Number of 

Respondents Percent of Total

On a daily basis 61 19%

Several times per week 70 22%

Mostly on weekends 60 19%

Almost never 125 40%

Total 316 100%

 
Transit 

Local bus transit was the least common form of transportation used among respondents, with 
only 6 percent of respondents. Most transit users responding to the survey ride at a frequency of 
several times a week (4 percent of respondents) with smaller numbers riding mostly on weekends 
(1 percent of respondents or 22 percent of respondents using transit) and on a daily basis (1 
percent of respondents or 11 percent of respondents using transit). Chart 8 and Table 8 describe 
the frequency with which respondents use transit along El Camino Real. The sample size for this 
transportation mode was very small and may not be indicative of the habits of all users of transit 
along El Camino Real in Menlo Park. 

Those respondents using transit along El Camino Real live and work in all four location 
categories. Reasons for traveling El Camino Real differ by frequency of transit usage. Both daily 
riders travel the Corridor for work, school, and local businesses. Those riding several times per 
week followed nearly the same distribution as survey respondents overall, with the highest share 
(92 percent of transit users) traveling for shopping, followed by patronizing local businesses (75 
percent of transit users) and traveling to and from work (58 percent of transit users. For the four 
respondents using transit mostly on weekends, all travel the Corridor for work, three for 
shopping and local businesses, and one for school. 

Of the 94 percent of respondents who almost never use local bus transit along El Camino Real, 
most drive along the Corridor, though a majority also bicycles and walks. For those who do use 
transit on El Camino Real, most also bike, walk, and drive. Respondents in this transportation 
category differ from the others in that driving is not the most common form of transportation 
used in addition to transit. The most common is biking, as 89 percent of transit users also bike the 
Corridor, while 83 percent of transit users also walk there. Sixty-one percent of transit users also 
drive, the lowest percentage of drivers among the bicycling, walking, and transit using categories. 
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Table 8: Frequency that Respondents Use Local Bus Transit Services on El 
Camino Real 

Frequency 
Number of 

Respondents Percent of Total

On a daily basis 2 1%

Several times per week 12 4%

Mostly on weekends 4 1%

Almost never 298 94%

Total 316 100%

 
Caltrain 

Question 8 asked participants how they commonly travel to the Menlo Park Caltrain station, 
which can be accessed from El Camino Real via Oak Grove Avenue and Santa Cruz Avenue. Most 
respondents use the station in some capacity, with 43 percent indicating that they rarely use 
Caltrain. The most common transportation method used to access Caltrain is bicycle, which 
accounts for 37 percent of those who use the Caltrain station. The second-most common mode of 
transportation to the station is walking, at 34 percent of station users. Twenty-two percent of 
station users (12 percent of respondents) drive to Caltrain and park there. Only 7 percent of 
station users (4 percent of respondents) said that they commonly are dropped off at the station by 
another vehicle or transit. Chart 9 and Table 9 describe how respondents commonly access the 
Menlo Park Caltrain station. 
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Table 9: How Respondents Commonly Access the Menlo Park Caltrain Station 

Transportation Method 
Number of 

Respondents Percent of Total

I rarely use Caltrain 136 43%

I ride my bike to Caltrain 66 21%

I walk to Caltrain 61 19%

I drive and park at Caltrain 39 12%

I am dropped off by another vehicle or transit at Caltrain 13 4%

Total 315 100%

 

OPINIONS AND CONCERNS 

Questions 11 through 14 asked participants to indicate their opinions on a series of statements on 
safety, the environment, and the walking, transit, vehicle traffic, bicycle, and parking 
environments on El Camino Real. The statements included in the survey were originally made by 
community members at the community workshop on April 30, 2014. 

Safety and Environmental 

These statements gauged respondents’ opinions on general safety, children’s safety, air quality, 
and signage. Chart 10 and Table 10 describe respondents’ agreement with these statements. 
Responses showed agreement that safety on El Camino Real could be improved. A large majority 
of respondents agreed that children’s safety when crossing the Corridor for school should be a 
high priority for the community, and only a very small portion of respondents disagreed. Though 
a very high percentage of respondents with children who cross El Camino Real strongly agreed 
(70 percent) or agreed (17 percent) with this statement, the majority of respondents without 
children who cross the Corridor also strongly agreed (47 percent) or agreed (29 percent). 
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A majority of respondents also agreed that the Corridor is only safe for vehicles regardless of 
which transportation modes they tend to use. Air quality was also a concern, with a majority of 
respondents agreeing that it should be a high priority to mitigate poor air quality resulting from 
traffic congestion. Regarding the clarity of signage for cross streets and turns, respondents tended 
to be neutral or split evenly between agreement and disagreement.  

 

Table 10: Opinions on General Safety and Environmental Concerns 

Strongly 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neutral/ 
No 

opinion
Somewhat 

agree
Strongly 

agree 
Response 

Count

Ensuring that children can 
safely cross ECR to get to 
and from school should be a 
high priority. 
 

1% 4% 11% 29% 56% 294

ECR is only safe if you are in 
a vehicle. 
 

5% 16% 7% 42% 30% 295

Mitigating poor air quality 
from vehicle 
traffic/congestion should be 
a high priority. 
 

5% 8% 25% 29% 32% 294

Signage (for cross streets, 
turns) is not clear enough 
and needs to be improved. 

7% 20% 46% 18% 8% 
 

293
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Ensuring that children can safely cross ECR to get to and
from school should be a high priority.
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Concerns

Strongly agree Somewhat agree Neutral/No opinion Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree



Community Survey Report 
Internal Draft 

15 

Walking Environment 

The statements in Question 12 focused on pedestrian facilities and safety, and addressed concerns 
about paths, bicycles on the sidewalk, vehicle speeds, and crossing signals. Chart 11 and Table 11 
describe respondents’ levels of agreement with these statements. Despite the responses to 
Question 11, in which the majority of respondents believed that the Corridor was only safe if you 
were in a vehicle and that ensuring safe crossing for school children should be a high priority, 
most respondents agreed that signal lengths are currently appropriate for pedestrian safety, and 
disagreed that vehicle speeds should be slowed to improve pedestrian safety. There was not a 
strong difference in responses between participants who walk and respondents who drive. There 
was, however, also a sense that bicycles on the sidewalk pose a danger to pedestrians, as more than 
60 percent agreed and just over 20 percent disagreed. A majority (nearly 70 percent) of 
respondents also agreed that there should be a parallel separated pedestrian path; less than 10 
percent disagreed. Both cyclists and pedestrians tended to agree with this statement. Most 
respondents claimed that they would walk rather than drive for short trips if pedestrian 
conditions improved on El Camino Real. Agreement was strongest among those living in Menlo 
Park near the Corridor, those working within half a mile of the Corridor, those frequently 
bicycling, and those already walking. 
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Signals are long enough to allow people to walk across ECR
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Vehicle speeds should be slower to make the road safer for
people walking.
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If conditions for pedestrians on and across ECR were
improved, I would walk rather than drive a car for some short
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Chart 11: Opinions on Walking Environment
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Table 11: Opinions on Walking Environment 

Strongly 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neutral/
No 

opinion
Somewhat 

agree
Strongly 

agree 
Response 

Count

Signals are long enough to 
allow people to walk across 
ECR safely. 

4% 19% 16% 41% 20% 290

 
Vehicle speeds should be 
slower to make the road safer 
for people walking. 

10% 23% 34% 20% 13% 291

 
Bicycles on the sidewalks are a 
threat to pedestrian safety. 

8% 14% 16% 37% 27% 291

 
A parallel pedestrian path/trail 
should be provided, separated 
from the main roadway, 
possibly adjacent to the 
railroad tracks. 

4% 7% 20% 24% 45% 291

 
If conditions for pedestrians on 
and across ECR were 
improved, I would walk rather 
than drive a car for some short 
trips and errands. 

7% 13% 20% 22% 38% 290
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Transit 

This statement evaluated participants’ interest in a dedicated bus or bus rapid transit (BRT) lane. 
Chart 12 and Table 12 describe respondents’ levels of agreement with this statement. Most 
respondents disagreed that there should be BRT along El Camino Real through Menlo Park (40 
percent) and nearly the same amount were neutral or had no opinion. Those more likely to agree 
with the statement tended to live outside of Menlo Park, almost never drive, or frequently walk or 
bike. 

 

Table 12: Opinions on Transit 

Strongly 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neutral/
No 

opinion
Somewhat 

agree
Strongly 

agree 
Response 

Count

Dedicated bus/BRT (Bus Rapid 
Transit) lanes on ECR should 
be accommodated through 
Menlo Park. 

21% 19% 39% 12% 10% 289

 
Vehicle Traffic Environment 

These statements represented opinions on priorities and actions to be taken regarding vehicle 
traffic conditions on El Camino Real. Chart 13 and Table 13 describe respondents’ levels of 
agreement with these statements. Most (more than 60 percent) of respondents agreed that there is 
already adequate capacity for automobiles, and that improvements should prioritize alternative 
transportation modes. Respondents who said that they drive on El Camino Real tended to be 
neutral on this statement, with similar numbers somewhat agreeing and disagreeing, though 
among the most frequent drivers, respondents were more likely to agree than disagree. 
Respondents who frequently bicycle were particularly likely to support this statement, with 80 
percent of daily riders in strong support. Pedestrians also tended to be in strong support. Along 
the same lines, respondents were more likely to disagree than agree with the statement that 
improving automobile traffic flow should be the highest priority for the Corridor. Those who 
drive on El Camino Real were more likely than the other demographics to agree with this 
statement, with over 50 percent of those driving multiple times a day, and 60 percent of those 
driving once per day agreeing. 
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Dedicated bus/BRT (Bus Rapid Transit) lanes on ECR should
be accommodated through Menlo Park.

Chart 12: Opinions on Transit
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Responses generally revealed preferences for statements that prioritized convenience for locals. 
Respondents were far more likely to agree than disagree that controlling spillover traffic in 
neighborhoods adjacent to the Corridor should be a priority, very strongly disagreed with the 
prioritization of regional through-traffic, and even more strongly disagreed that lanes should be 
widened to accommodate large trucks and delivery vehicles. There was a relatively balanced 
response to the statement that regional through-traffic and local traffic should be separated—
though respondents were most likely to agree, nearly the same number of respondents were 
neutral, and only slightly fewer disagreed. 
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Improving the flow of traffic for automobiles should be the
highest priority for ECR.

There is enough capacity for automobiles right now;
improvements should focus on other modes of travel
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Lanes should be made wider in order to better
accommodate large trucks and delivery vehicles.

Solutions for ECR should attempt to separate regional
through traffic from local traffic.

Regional through traffic should be prioritized on ECR; short
local trips should be routed along other roads through the

community.

Controlling “spillover” traffic in the neighborhoods adjacent 
to ECR should be a high priority.

Chart 13: Opinions on Vehicle Traffic Environment
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Table 13: Opinions on Vehicle Traffic Environment 

 Strongly 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neutral/ 
No opinion

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree 

Response 
Count

Improving the flow of traffic 
for automobiles should be 
the highest priority for ECR. 

25% 20% 17% 24% 14% 288

 
There is enough capacity for 
automobiles right now; 
improvements should focus 
on other modes of travel 
(bicycles, pedestrians, transit) 

12% 15% 9% 21% 44% 289

 
Lanes should be made wider 
in order to better 
accommodate large trucks 
and delivery vehicles. 

39% 31% 25% 6% 1% 290

 
Solutions for ECR should 
attempt to separate regional 
through traffic from local 
traffic. 

9% 20% 35% 20% 16% 288

 
Regional through traffic 
should be prioritized on 
ECR; short local trips should 
be routed along other roads 
through the community. 

35% 26% 28% 8% 3% 289

 
Controlling “spillover” traffic 
in the neighborhoods 
adjacent to ECR should be a 
high priority. 

6% 17% 29% 21% 27% 288

 

Bicycle Environment 

Question 15 included statements about bicycle safety and potential bicycle improvements, and 
parallel routes. Two statements gauged opinions on the best place to accommodate bicycle 
traffic—one stated that there should be continuous bike lanes along El Camino Real, another 
stated that bicycles are best accommodated on parallel routes. Chart 14 and Table 14 describe 
respondents’ levels of agreement with these statements.  

A majority of respondents agreed with both statements, though 11 percent more agreed that there 
should be bike lanes, and more respondents tended to disagree that bicycles were best 
accommodated on parallel routes. Preferences tended to differ based on whether the respondent 
was a daily or frequent cyclist, versus primarily a driver: frequent cyclists were generally more 
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likely to favor bike lanes, with daily cyclists 40 percent more likely to strongly agree with bike 
lanes than with parallel routes. On the other hand, frequent drivers were more likely to prefer 
parallel routes than bike lanes. Respondents indicated that existing parallel routes are not 
currently effective for bicycle travel, with over 80 percent agreeing that they are too discontinuous 
or conflicted. Regarding potential bike lanes, most respondents agreed that they should be 
physically separated from vehicle traffic. A large majority of cyclists agreed with this statement, as 
did a majority of drivers. 

Respondents also largely agreed that the Corridor is not currently safe or convenient for crossing 
by bicycle. Over 70 percent of respondents agreed that they would consider bicycling rather than 
driving for short trips if bicycle conditions on El Camino Real were improved. This includes the 
majority of frequent drivers, frequent and weekend cyclists, and all but two transit-riding 
respondents. 
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ECR is not safe or convenient to cross by bicycle.

Continuous bike lanes should be provided on ECR in both
directions, because it is the most direct way for bicyclists to

travel within and through Menlo Park.

If bicycle lanes are provided, they should be separated from
vehicle traffic by a physical barrier to enhance safety.

Bicycles are best accommodated on adjacent parallel routes,
not on ECR.

Currently, routes parallel to ECR are too discontinuous or
conflicted for effective bike travel.

If conditions for bicyclists on and across ECR were
improved, I would consider bicycling rather than driving for

some short trips and errands.

Chart 14: Opinions on Bicycle Environment
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Table 14: Opinions on Bicycle Environment 

Strongly 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neutral/ 
No opinion

Somewhat 
agree

Strongly 
agree 

Response 
Count

ECR is not safe or 
convenient to cross by 
bicycle. 

6% 13% 12% 33% 36% 291

 
Continuous bike lanes 
should be provided on 
ECR in both directions, 
because it is the most 
direct way for bicyclists 
to travel within and 
through Menlo Park. 

10% 9% 14% 23% 43% 289

 
If bicycle lanes are 
provided, they should be 
separated from vehicle 
traffic by a physical 
barrier to enhance safety. 

7% 10% 19% 25% 40% 291

 
Bicycles are best 
accommodated on 
adjacent parallel routes, 
not on ECR. 

14% 15% 16% 23% 32% 291

 
Currently, routes parallel 
to ECR are too 
discontinuous or 
conflicted for effective 
bike travel. 

2% 3% 10% 27% 56% 287

 
If conditions for bicyclists 
on and across ECR were 
improved, I would 
consider bicycling rather 
than driving for some 
short trips and errands. 

8% 6% 12% 16% 57% 290
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Parking Environment 

These statements gauged participants’ opinions on parking along El Camino Real. Chart 15 and 
Table 15 describe respondents’ agreement with these statements. Respondents were more likely to 
agree with statements that the space currently occupied by on-street parking could be used more 
effectively for purposes other than parking. Respondents were more likely to strongly disagree 
than agree with the statement that on-street parking on El Camino Real is essential for customers 
of small businesses there. If parking were to be replaced by another use, bicycle lanes were the 
alternative use with the highest and strongest levels of agreement, with nearly 70 percent in 
agreement. There was less agreement with converting parking to space for vehicle travel (at 45 
percent, less than a majority); however, respondents were still more likely to agree with 
converting parking to space for vehicles than they were to agree that street parking is essential on 
El Camino Real. Regardless of the reason for parking removal, a majority of respondents agreed 
that any parking removed from El Camino Real should be replaced as off-street parking located 
nearby. 
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Street parking on ECR is essential for the convenience of
customers of small businesses located there.

Parking on ECR should be eliminated to free up more space
for vehicle travel.

Parking on ECR should be eliminated to free up more space
for bicycle lanes.

Any parking that is removed from ECR should be replaced
with parking lots or garages off the roadway, nearby.

Chart 15: Opinions on Parking Environment
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Table 15: Opinions on Parking Environment 

Strongly 
disagree

Somewhat 
disagree

Neutral/ 
No opinion

Somewhat 
agree 

Strongly 
agree 

Response 
Count

Street parking on ECR is 
essential for the convenience 
of customers of small 
businesses located there. 

27% 30% 24% 13% 7% 288

 
Parking on ECR should be 
eliminated to free up more 
space for vehicle travel. 

16% 13% 26% 26% 19% 289

 
Parking on ECR should be 
eliminated to free up more 
space for bicycle lanes. 

12% 7% 16% 26% 40% 288

 
Any parking that is removed 
from ECR should be replaced 
with parking lots or garages 
off the roadway, nearby. 

5% 8% 24% 37% 27% 289

 

POTENTIAL CHANGES ON EL CAMINO REAL 

Question 10 offered 17 ideas for potential improvements along El Camino Real, and asked 
participants to rate each on a scale from least desirable (with a score of 1) to most desirable (with 
a score of 5). Chart 16 and Table 16 describe the responses for each item; the table also includes 
an average rating score for each item. 

The idea rated as most desirable based on its average score is “Enhanced pedestrian safety and 
crossings on El Camino Real.” Over 80 percent of respondents considered this option desirable, 
with 57 percent considering it most desirable (more than a majority, and more than was received 
by any other item). It also received the least amount of undesirable or least desirable responses. 

Other items that received a majority of desirable responses were: 

Inclusion of bike lanes on El Camino Real, which also received more than a majority of 
most desirable responses and also the fewest neutral responses 

More bike parking close to downtown 

More landscaping along El Camino Real (providing buffers between pedestrians or 
bicyclists and vehicles) 

Timing traffic signals to favor continuous north-south flow on El Camino Real 

Reduction in delay at signalized intersections on El Camino Real 

Wider sidewalks on El Camino Real 
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Increased vehicle safety on El Camino Real 

These included all of these bicycle- and pedestrian-related improvements, two improvements to 
signalization, and an improvement related to vehicle safety.  

The least-desirable improvement, based on average score, was “More convenient on-street 
parking on El Camino Real.” Over 60 percent of respondents considered this an undesirable 
improvement, with over 40 percent considering it least desirable. Only eight percent responded 
that it would be a desirable improvement. 

Other items where there were more undesirable responses than desirable responses were: 

Additional through lanes on El Camino Real 

Lower travel speeds on El Camino Real 

Higher travel speeds on El Camino Real 

More convenient on-street parking on El Camino Real 

These were mainly vehicle-related improvements that altered travel speeds or that would increase 
the number of through-lanes or on-street parking spaces on El Camino Real.  

There were also three improvements that received more neutral responses than either desirable or 
undesirable responses, though each of these items was still considered more desirable than 
undesirable: 

More landscaped medians on ECR 

Additional transit service along ECR 

Timing traffic signals to favor east west access 

Responses to this question generally corresponded to the opinions expressed in responses to 
questions 11 through 16. For example, the desirability of pedestrian and bicycle improvements 
reflects respondents’ tendency to agree with statements promoting pedestrian and cyclist safety. 
Likewise, the relative unpopularity of additional through-lanes and on-street parking reflects 
respondents’ opinions that there is adequate vehicle capacity on El Camino Real, and that on-
street parking along the Corridor is nonessential and should be eliminated. 
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OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS 

Questions 17 through 19 asked open-ended questions and allowed respondents to identify 
specific concerns and problematic locations along El Camino Real. Full text of the open-ended 
responses can be found in Appendix C. 

Q17. In your opinion, how well does El Camino Real currently serve your 
transportation needs? 

There were a total of 235 responses to this question. Responses generally corresponded to the 
following categories: 

Well: El Camino Real adequately serves the respondent’s current needs 

Not well: El Camino Real does not adequately serve the respondent’s needs or desires 

Mixed: The respondent that some needs may be met, but others are not 

Other: The respondent’s opinion could not be determined from the response 

In many cases, respondents also offered details about their transportation needs, and how they 
related to the El Camino Real Corridor. Common themes among the responses included concerns 
about the visual environment, future development, alternative transportation, safety, 
signalization, east/west crossings, and congestion, and a tendency for respondents to seek 
alternative routes in order to avoid the Corridor. 

Most responses, 59 percent, could be categorized as “not well.” These stated outright that the 
Corridor failed to serve their needs or were composed entirely of complaints. Congestion and 
safety were the main issues cited overall by respondents who felt that their needs were not being 
met. Specifically, respondents were concerned that traffic and congestion made vehicular travel 
along El Camino Real too time-consuming or dangerous, particularly during commute times. 
Thus, the Corridor is not serving the needs of these respondents who would use it in order to 
commute.  

Meanwhile, nearly half of the “not well” responses cited their needs as bicyclists, pedestrians, and 
transit riders as being neglected along the Corridor. Those who must travel by these modes (as 
well as those who would prefer to but are afraid or are unable to do so), highlighted a lack of 
facilities and unsafe conditions as a barrier to their use of the Corridor. Many respondents 
described difficulty crossing El Camino Real. This was mentioned in relation to driving, bicycling, 
and walking, and was attributed to the congested and dangerous intersections along the Corridor. 
One safety concern related specifically to children—many respondents pointed out that the 
Corridor was too dangerous to serve the needs of children, particularly students, who live in the 
area and find it challenging to travel the Corridor to reach the destinations such as the school, 
library, and recreation center. Many of the responses in this category (over 25 percent) indicated 
that as a result of the concerns discussed above, the respondent regularly seeks alternative routes 
to avoid El Camino Real. 

Additionally, 25 percent of responses were “mixed,” where respondents identified both needs that 
were and were not met, or where respondents indicated that the Corridor was “OK” but then 
identified an area where their needs were not being met. Concerns described in these responses 
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were similar to those in the “not well” category. Most responses followed a similar pattern, first 
stating something positive about the Corridor—it is “OK” or “adequate,” is a direct route for the 
respondent’s travel needs, is effective during non-commute hours, is effective for car travel, is 
adequate for pedestrians at crosswalks—and then stating that the respondent finds it difficult 
during commute hours or during active times of the day, dangerous for walking or bicycling, too 
congested or dangerous, or that the respondent actually tends to avoid the route when possible. 

About 12 percent of responses could be categorized as “well.” These stated that El Camino Real 
adequately served their needs and did not note any complaints about needs that were not being 
met. However, the responses revealed that in many cases, needs were only just being met. 
Characteristic responses included statements like “OK,” “just tolerable,” “barely adequately,” and 
similar phrases suggesting that respondents still find aspects of traveling the Corridor to be 
unpleasant. 

Four percent of the responses were categorized as “other.” These included suggested 
improvements, descriptions of conditions on El Camino Real that did not indicate whether or not 
the respondent felt their needs were being met, and other comments.  These responses can be 
found in Appendix C. 

Q18.  Specifically, what is the most important traffic/transportation/circulation 
issue to you on the El Camino Real Corridor in the City of Menlo Park? 

There were a total of 239 responses to this question. In many cases, respondents noted more than 
one issue; these are also included in the following discussion. The issues identified by respondents 
can be divided into the following categories, and many of these sentiments mirror the priorities 
expressed in the earlier questions: 

Alternatives to driving: Sixty-two percent of responses identified a need for more 
alternatives to automobile travel along the Corridor, including improved public 
transportation options, bicycling, and walking, to accommodate both the needs and 
desires of different travelers, and the reduction of the number of cars traveling the 
Corridor.  

Bicycle facilities and safety: Fifty-six percent of responses included bicycle facilities and 
safety as important issues. Responses called for safety improvements both at crossings 
and along El Camino Real, with the primary improvement being the addition of bike 
lanes. Some responses indicated a need for separated bike lanes to ensure the safety of 
riders. Many responses focused specifically on the safety of students who may bicycle 
along or across the Corridor. 

Safety: Forty-one percent of respondents were concerned about safety along the 
Corridor, including bicycle, pedestrian, and student safety. 

Traffic: Thirty-two percent of responses mentioned traffic as a concern. The issue of 
traffic was often related to other issues, such as potential causes (such as on-street 
parking, poorly-timed lights, no alternatives to driving), and impacts (such as frustrated 
drivers behaving dangerously, safety concerns for cyclists and pedestrians, cars cutting 
through neighborhoods to avoid El Camino Real). Some respondents were also 
concerned about traffic impacts of future development in the city and along the Corridor. 
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Pedestrian facilities and safety: Twenty-six percent of responses mentioned pedestrian 
facilities and safety. Respondents were particularly concerned with safety at pedestrian 
crossings, and requested improvements in pedestrian-friendliness at intersections. 
Requests for pedestrian improvements tended to be grouped with requests for bicycle 
improvements.  

Crossing El Camino Real: Nineteen percent of responses were concerned with the safety 
and convenience of crossing El Camino Real. Pedestrian crossings were a main concern, 
as were bicycle crossings. Drivers also reported frustration with long lights, blockages, 
and risky behavior at crossings. 

Traffic lights: Fifteen percent of respondents brought up traffic lights in their responses. 
Most often, the context involved the timing of the lights—many respondents felt that the 
lights are currently poorly timed, and that changing the timing could improve traffic flow 
along the Corridor. Many considered their experiences with waiting at individual traffic 
lights through multiple signal cycles as an indicator of poor traffic performance on the 
street. Some discussed unsafe driving behaviors at lights, as well as the need to improve 
signals and safety for cyclists and pedestrians at intersections.  

Vehicle lanes: Eleven percent of responses to this question mentioned vehicle travel lanes 
as an important issue. Regarding the number of lanes desired on El Camino Real, there 
were both responses suggesting that traffic is too great for existing lanes or that additional 
lanes are needed, and that there should not be any additional lanes or that existing lanes 
could be eliminated (Question 10 specifically asked participants whether or not they 
considered additional lanes desirable, and responses tended to be neutral or to indicated 
undesirability). Respondents also identified the points where three lanes merge into two 
as problem areas responsible for bottlenecks. There were also some mentions of unsafe or 
problematic behavior at specific turn lanes along the Corridor that contribute to traffic 
and safety concerns. 

Parking: Five percent of respondents mentioned parking as an issue. These respondents 
indicated that parking along El Camino Real may contribute to traffic and safety 
problems, either by causing bottlenecks or by endangering cyclists or pedestrians. Some 
had suggestions for improving or removing parking along the Corridor. 

East-west connections: Five percent of responses specifically mentioned El Camino Real 
as a barrier when traveling between the eastern and western portions of the city. 

Less common themes: 
Transit: Three percent of responses specifically mentioned a need for more public 
transit options. 
Student Safety: Three percent of responses focused on improving safety and 
accessibility for students and children to walk and bike along and across El Camino 
Real. 
Overpass/Underpass: Three percent of responses requested the construction of an 
overpass or underpass to facilitate crossings on El Camino Real. 
Streetscaping: Two percent of responses emphasized the need to improve the 
appearance of El Camino Real, requesting plantings, landscaping, and multi-modal 
design. 
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Desirable uses: One percent responses suggested that the Corridor could be improved 
by adding more retail businesses or restaurants, markets, and housing. 
Other: There were six other issues highlighted in responses, which include 
minimizing delays caused by the train and the need for more roads connecting to 
Middlefield.  

Q19.  Specifically, what intersection or portion of El Camino Real do you have 
concerns with traffic/transportation/circulation, if any? 

There were a total of 210 responses to this question. Respondents indicated specific intersections 
and/or segments of El Camino Real that they felt were problematic, and many discussed their 
concerns with those intersections or segments. 

Table 17 describes the frequency with which specific intersections were mentioned. The most 
frequently mentioned intersection by far was the intersection between El Camino Real and Menlo 
Avenue/Ravenswood Avenue, followed by Middle Avenue and Sand Hill Road. 

Table 17: Intersections of Concern 

Intersection Number of Mentions

Menlo/Ravenswood 73

Middle 34

Sand Hill 26

Oak Grovea 21

Santa Cruz 17

Cambridge 14

Valparaiso/Glenwood 10

Encinal 7

Roble 5

Creek 5

Live Oak 3

Partridge 3
Notes: 

a. One of these mentions is ambiguous; it was written as “[O…],” 
and assumed to refer to Oak Grove. 

 

Many respondents also described concerns that they had with specific intersections. 

Encinal: Respondents were mainly concerned with crossing El Camino Real. 

Valparaiso/Glenwood: Some respondents were concerned with the crossing, some were 
concerned with turns off El Camino Real. 

Oak Grove: Concerns included vehicles running red lights, and safety of pedestrians and 
cyclists trying to cross El Camino Real. 
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Santa Cruz: Concerns included unsafe pedestrian crossing, signal timing, and vehicles 
running red lights. 

Menlo/Ravenswood: Respondents cited a range of concerns including poor bicycle and 
pedestrian safety; large amounts of traffic, congestion, and conflict between different 
modes due to the popularity of destinations in the vicinity; turning; and signal timing. 

Roble: The only specific concern for Roble was cars blocking cross-traffic at the 
intersection. 

Middle: Concerns included congestion, particularly congestion related to the Safeway 
and gas station, and the unsafe and inconvenient crossing for pedestrians and cyclists. 

Cambridge: Concerns included U-turns and pedestrian crossings. 

Creek: The only specific concern noted for Creek Drive is that the bridge is too narrow 
for pedestrians. 

Sand Hill: Concerns included signal timing and vehicles running red lights. 

Live Oak Avenue and Partridge Avenue are counted here based on responses that indicated “all 
intersections” in the Study Area, and have no specific concerns associated with them. The general 
concerns discussed in these responses are related to safety or, specifically, bicycle safety. 

Table 18 describes the frequency that intersections were mentioned as part of problematic 
segments of the Corridor. Segments of concern included intersections throughout the Study Area. 
The frequency of inclusion peaks at Menlo Avenue/Ravenswood Avenue, and generally decreases 
towards the northern and southern boundaries of the Study Area. Many respondents described 
segments using landmarks such as the Caltrain station, the Stanford Shopping Center, and Palo 
Alto; these were associated with the nearest intersection and included in the analysis. 
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Table 18: Intersections in Segments of Concern 

Intersectiona Number of Mentions

Encinal 10

Valparaiso/Glenwood 29

Oak Grove 34

Santa Cruz 44

Menlo/Ravenswoodb 50

Live Oakb 43

Robleb 41

Middleb 44

Partridgeb 34

Cambridgeb 33

Creekb 32

Sand Hillb 30
Notes: 

a. Intersections are listed from north to south. 

b. One response described a segment from the Stanford Shopping Center 
to “Ringwood,” which was assumed for this analysis to include 
intersections from Ravenwood to Sand Hill Road. 

 
Descriptions of respondents’ concerns about these segments were focused mainly on congestion 
or bicycle safety. The areas mentioned most frequently, such as Menlo/Ravenswood, may be 
considered the most congested and most challenging for cyclists. 

4. Summary of Key Issues 

TRANSPORTATION NEEDS 

Most respondents use multiple forms of transportation along El Camino Real—mainly a 
combination of driving, bicycling, and walking. They mostly travel the Corridor to access 
shopping and local businesses, and half of respondents use it to commute to work. Most 
respondents use El Camino Real to access the Menlo Park Caltrain station. These Caltrain users 
tend to favor bicycling or walking to the station. 

Respondents desire multi-modal improvements along the Corridor regardless of which modes 
they currently use most. The majority agreed that if pedestrian and bicycling improvements were 
made, they would prefer to take advantage of those transportation options rather than drive. 

There may need to be a closer examination of public transit needs along the corridor. The sample 
of transit riders responding to the survey was too small to draw supportable generalizations. 
However, survey responses suggest that frequent transit riders—unlike frequent users of other 
transportation modes—are less willing or less able to drive as an alternative to transit, meaning 
that this group may have a greater need for non-automotive transportation options. Additionally, 
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there were some open-ended responses from non-transit users that showed interest in improving 
public transportation along the corridor. 

TRAFFIC 

Traffic was a prevalent concern throughout responses to the open-ended questions. Respondents 
connected traffic conditions with a number of the Corridor’s safety issues as frustrated drivers 
participate in risky behavior, such as running red lights, cutting through adjacent neighborhoods, 
and speeding. In discussing potential improvements to vehicle traffic, most respondents did not 
feel that vehicle capacity was a problem in the Corridor, and additional vehicle lanes on El 
Camino Real were not considered a desirable improvement. Respondents’ explanations for traffic 
causes focused on bottlenecks at specific intersections or along specific segments of the Corridor 
due to signal timing and lane design. Problematic intersections tended to be those adjacent to 
major destinations (such as Menlo/Ravenswood) or which serve as connections for regional 
traffic (such as Sand Hill). Signalization changes were a desired improvement. According to the 
responses to the open-ended questions, important considerations for signal timing include 
crossing signals for pedestrians and cyclists and ensuring that signals facilitate east-west 
movement as well as north-south flow. 

SAFETY 

Safety in the Corridor was a major concern, particularly for those traveling by bicycle or on foot. 
Pedestrian safety and crossing improvements, bike lanes, bike parking, and landscaped buffers for 
pedestrians and cyclists were among the most desired improvements. Additionally, though travel 
by vehicle was considered the safest way to travel El Camino Real, vehicle safety improvements 
were still considered desirable. Open-ended responses indicated that vehicle safety may need to 
address driving behavior such as speeding, opportunistic use of turn lanes for passing purposes, 
running red lights, U-turns, and stopping in the intersection during red lights. 

Student safety and the safety of children using El Camino Real was a priority for respondents, 
regardless of whether or not respondents have children who need to cross El Camino Real for 
school. Nineteen percent of respondents have children who need to make this crossing, though 
responses to open-ended questions suggested that there were additional respondents who are 
uncomfortable with letting their children travel El Camino Real alone and use alternate means of 
getting them to school. Student safety concerns include traveling by foot and by bicycle, 
particularly at crossings. 
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Appendix C 

Best Practices Report 
  



Summary of Best Practices 

Introduction 

The Menlo Park El Camino Real Downtown Specific Plan, adopted in June 2012, emphasizes the character 
and extent of enhanced public spaces, the character and intensity of private infill development, and 
circulation and connectivity improvements to preserve and enhance community life.  The plan focuses 
on improvements along the El Camino Read corridor in the City of Menlo Park, as well as downtown 
Menlo Park and the Menlo Park Caltrain Station area.  For transportation circulation, the Specific Plan 
envisions the following:  

• A vehicular circulation system that accommodates both local traffic and north/south through traffic on El 
Camino Real. 

• An integrated pedestrian network of expansive sidewalks, promenades and paseos along El Camino Real 
and within downtown. The network provides opportunities for safe crossing of El Camino Real and the 
railroad tracks and connects the east and west sides of town, including the City’s civic center with 
downtown. 

• A bicycle network that builds upon existing plans and integrates more fully with downtown and proposed 
public space improvements in the area. 

• An integrated circulation plan that supports transit use. 
• A public parking strategy and management plan that efficiently accommodates downtown visitors and 

supports downtown businesses. 
• Modified parking rates for private development based on current industry standards. 

 
Through the completion of these visions, the Specific Plan accommodates all travel modes, with an 
emphasis on pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users and parking for downtown. The Specific Plan focuses 
development in areas well served by transit with a mix of uses in close proximity in order to reduce the 
reliance on private motor vehicles.  The Specific Plan outlines specific pedestrian, bicycle, and transit 
policies which support each mode’s individual goals while fulfilling the overall goals of the Specific Plan.   
 
Based on these goals from the Downtown Specific Plan, following is a “toolbox” of potential 
improvement measures for the El Camino Real corridor which would support the goals of each mode.  
This toolbox focuses on curb to curb improvements within the public right-of-way to create Complete 
Streets.  The details of additional circulation improvements outside of the roadway are summarized in 
the Specific Plan.   Images and specific examples of these measures which have been implemented in the 
Bay Area are shown. 
 

Pedestrian Improvements 
 
Through new development and redevelopment, the Specific Plan anticipates an increase in the number 
of pedestrians along El Camino Real and in the station area and downtown, the Specific Plan focuses on 
pedestrian east-west connectivity across El Camino Real, north-south connectivity along El Camino Real, 
and circulation through the downtown area supported by the following modifications: 
 

• Improved pedestrian comfort and accommodation 
• Addition of track-separated pedestrian/bicycle access across the railroad tracks 
• Reduced pedestrian crossing distances across El Camino Real 
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The following improvement measures, and accompanying examples, would aid in the improvement of 
the pedestrian environment along the El Camino Real Corridor as outlined by the Specific Plan: 
 

1. High Visibility Crosswalks – Clearly delineated pedestrian crossing areas to enhance visibility and 
the pedestrian environment.  

 
 

 

Figure 1 Ladder Crosswalk (Main Street/Harrison Street, San Francisco) 

 

Figure 2 Brick Crosswalk (El Camino Real/Stanford Avenue, Palo Alto) 

2. Curb Extensions – Increase the visibility of pedestrians while reducing intersection crossing 
distance by aligning pedestrians with the edge of the parking lane.  
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Figure 3 Curb Extensions and High Visibility Elements (Mission Street at Alp Avenue, Daly City) 

 

3. Pedestrian Refuge Median – Reduce the exposure time experienced by pedestrians in the 
intersection and provide the ability to cross in two separate legs.   In Menlo Park, there would 
be a desire to ensure that the existing median trees are not impacted by these refuge areas. 

 

 

Figure 4 Pedestrian Refuge Island (Van Ness Avenue/McAllister Street, San Francisco) 
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4. Enhanced Pedestrian Signal Functions – Leading Pedestrian Intervals provide pedestrians a head 
start when entering the intersection in order to increase the visibility of pedestrians in the 
intersection.  Countdown signal heads will inform pedestrians of the available time to cross. 

 

 

Figure 5 Leading Pedestrian Interval (Mission Street/6th Street, San Francisco) 

 

Figure 6 Pedestrian Countdown Signal 
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5. Enhanced Crossing Signage – Intended to increase pedestrian visibility, but should not replace 

geometric design strategies.  Provides motorists more warning of approaching pedestrian 
crossing 

 

 

 

Figure 7 Enhanced Active when Present Signage (San Pablo Avenue/Madison Avenue, El Cerrito) 

 

6. Turn Limitations – Prohibiting and/or limiting motorists turning movements to reduce conflicts 
with pedestrians.  

 

 

Figure 8 No Right Turn on Red (Winchester Boulevard/Daves Street, Los Gatos) 
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7. Enhanced Pedestrian Railroad Crossings – Provide pedestrians a direct crossing of the tracks in 
order to increase safety and reduce exposure time.   

 
 

 

 

Figure 9 Pedestrian Gates at Railroad Crossings 

 

Note:  All of the pedestrian crossings of El Camino Real are at signalized intersections, so additional 
enhancements which apply to uncontrolled intersection crossings are not included in this discussion. 

 
Bicycle Improvements 
 
The Specific Plan highlights bicycling as an important mode of transportation for the City.  Many Menlo 
Park residents commute to work by bicycle taking advantage of a mild climate and relatively flat terrain 
to access many destinations within close proximity to their home or place of employment.  In 
accordance with the Menlo Park Comprehensive Bicycle Development Plan (CBDP), the Specific Plan 
establishes a comprehensive bicycle network for the El Camino Real corridor, downtown area, and 
Caltrain station area.  This network recommends a combination of bicycle paths, bicycle lanes, and 
bicycle routes.  The Specific Plan includes recommended facilities included in the DBDP, upgraded 
recommendations from the DBDP, and new recommendations to improve east-west connectivity and 
north-south facilities.  The concept of El Camino Real in the Specific Plan embraces providing a 
continuous bike route along the length of the corridor, with the potential for a dedicated bike lane in 
the future.  
 
The following improvement measures, and accompanying examples, would aid in the implementation of 
bicycle network improvements along El Camino Real as outlined in the Specific Plan:   
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1. Conventional Bike Lanes – Designate an exclusive space for bicyclists through pavement 
markings and signage.  Located adjacent to travel lanes and flows in the same direction as traffic. 

 

     

Figure 10 Conventional Bike Lane (Folsom Street, San Francisco) 

2. Buffered Bike Lanes – Conventional bike lanes paired with a designated buffer space to separate 
the bicycle lane from the adjacent travel lane or parking lane.  

 

 

Figure 11 Buffered Bike Lane (Fourth Street, San Jose) 

3. Physically Separated Bike Lanes – Exclusive bicycle facilities physically separated and sometimes 
elevated from vehicle traffic and distinct from the sidewalk.  These can be configured as either 
one-way or two-way depending on the available width.   
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Figure 12 Two Way Cycle Track (Fernside Boulevard, Alameda) 

4. Shared Lane Markings – Also known as Sharrows, these are road markings used to indicate a 
shared lane environment for bicycles and vehicles which recommend proper bicycle positioning 
and offer directional guidance. These markings are generally used on both local and arterial 
streets where there is not adequate width for full bike lanes. 

 

 

Figure 13 Shared Lane Markings (Scott Street, San Francisco) 

5. Parallel Bicycle Boulevard – Parallel streets with low motorized traffic volumes and speeds, 
designated and designed to give bicycle travel priority.  
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Figure 14 Bicycle Boulevard (Milvia Street which is parallel to Shattuck Avenue, Berkeley) 

6. Colored Bike Facilities – Increases the visibility of the bicycle facility, identifies potential conflict 
areas, and reinforces bicycle priority in conflict areas. 

 

 

Figure 15 Green Conflict Zone Markings at driveways (Fell Street, San Francisco) 

 
7. Bicycle Through Lanes at Intersections – Enable bicyclists to correctly position themselves to 

travel through the intersection, minimizing conflict and creating predictability  
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Figure 16 Through Bike Lane (Oak Street/Lake Merritt Boulevard, Oakland) 

 

8. Intersection/Bicycle Crossing Markings – Increase bicycle visibility and reduce exposure in the 
intersection.  

 

 

Figure 17 Intersection Bicycle Crossing Markings (Market Street/Octavia Blvd, San Francisco) 

 

9. Bike Boxes – A designated area ahead of the travel lane that provides bicyclists with a safe and 
visible way to get ahead of queuing traffic.  
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Figure 18 Green Bike Box (Scott Street/Oak Street, San Francisco) 

10. Two-Stage Turn Queue Boxes – Orient bicyclists properly for turning movements, provide a 
better way to make left turns at multi-lane signalized intersections.  

 

 

 

Figure 19 Two-State Turn Queue Boxes (Eighth Street/Folsom Street (top) and 11th Street/ 
Howard Street (bottom), San Francisco) 
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11. Bicycle Turn Signal Heads – Provide for specific bicycle turn movement at signalized 
intersections. 

 
 Example Pending 

 
12. Full Bicycle Signal – Standard three lens signal specifically for bicycles provide priority to bicycle 

movements at intersections and accommodates bicycle-only movements.  
 
 

 

Figure 20 Bicycle Signal (Panhandle Park along Fell Street, San Francisco) 

13. Increased Bicycle Parking and Storage – Safe and convenient bicycle parking racks and storage 
would encourage bicycle trips to the Downtown and Caltrain. 
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Figure 21 Bicycle Parking (Embarcadero BART Station, San Francisco) 

 

Transit Improvements  
 
The land use intensification as part of the Specific Plan will result in increased travel along El Camino 
Real and around downtown Menlo Park.  Transit must play an important role in accommodating the 
increases travel to reduce the reliance on private vehicles and relieve pressure from the roadway 
network.  The Specific Plan supports transit improvements by recommending the following:  
 

• Increase shuttle service to serve added travel demand; 
• Improve east-west connectivity and reduce demand for parking in the plan area; and 
• Continue employer-sponsored programs that support and increase transit use.  

 
The following improvement measures, and accompanying examples, would aid in the improvement of 
transit services in the El Camino Real corridor and connectivity to the Caltrain Station as outlined by 
the Specific Plan: 
 

1. Bus Bulbs – Curb extensions that align the bus stop with the parking lane, allowing busses to 
stop and board passengers without ever leaving the travel lane.  
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Figure 22 Bus Bulb (San Francisco) 

2. Far-Side Bus Stops – Located at the far side of an intersection, these allow for passengers to 
cross behind the bus improving visibility of crossing pedestrians for drivers waiting at the 
intersection.  

 
 

 

Figure 23 Far-Side Bus Stop (San Pablo Avenue/Stanford Avenue, Oakland) 

3. Midblock Bus Stops – Recommended for important destinations or locations where multiple 
buses may queue.  
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Figure 24 Midbock Bus Stop (Broadway at the 12th Street BART Station, Oakland) 

 
4. Transit Signal Priority – Modifications to normal signal operation process to better 

accommodate transit vehicles through preferential treatment.  
 

5. Bus Stop Facilities – All bus stops should have improved shelters, bike racks, and expanded 
sidewalks to separate the waiting area from the walking area of the sidewalk.  

 

 

 

Figure 25 Real Time Arrival Display (VTA Bus Stop) 
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Figure 26 Bus Shelter (Muni Bus Stop, San Francisco) 

 
Streetscape Improvements  
 
The Specific Plan proposes streetscape improvements on El Camino Real that unify the street 
experience by using a common language of trees, paving materials, and lighting elements.  The intent of 
these improvements is to encourage walking and pedestrian activity along El Camino Real with improved 
walkability and comfort.  These streetscape improvements should incorporate the green street 
standards of the San Mateo County Sustainable Green Streets and Parking Lots Design Guidebook.  This 
guidebook recommends sustainable stormwater facilities to minimize pollution, stream degradation, and 
localized flooding.  The following improvement measures, and accompanying examples, would aid in 
streetscape improvements as outlined by the Specific Plan: 
 

1. Street Trees – Provide tree cover to create substantial shaded pathways to encourage walking 
and completing tree canopy or shade where possible.  Mitigate heat island effects. 
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Figure 27 Street Trees (Shattuck Avenue, Berkeley) 

2. Median Enhancements – Additional trees and landscaping to complete tree canopy or shade 
where possible.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 28 Medians (Octavia Boulevard, San Francisco) 

 

3. Parklet – Public seating platforms that convert curbside parking spaces into community spaces 
along narrow or congested sidewalk to increase public space and seating. 
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Figure 29 Parklet (Clement Street, San Francisco) 

 

Figure 29 Streetview of Parklet (Clement Street, San Francisco) 

 

4. Temporary Street Closures – Allow cities to take better advantage of roadways and call 
attention to neighborhood businesses and increase foot traffic on designated corridors.  
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Figure 30 Art & Soul Festival (Downtown Oakland) 

 

Figure 31 Farmers Market (Center Street, Berkeley) 

5. Interim Public Plazas – Transforms underutilized areas of roadway into public spaces for 
surrounding residents and businesses. 

 

19 
 



 

Figure 323 Temporary Plaza (Telegraph Avenue at Broadway, Oakland) 

 

Figure 33 Jane Warner Plaza (17th Street/Castro Street, San Francisco) 

 
6. Vegetated Swales – Shallow landscaped areas designed to capture, convey, and potentially 

infiltrate stormwater runoff as it moves downstream.  
 

  

Figure 34 Vegetated Swale (Freedom Park Road, Sacramento County) 
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7. Infiltration/Flow-Through Planters – Contained landscaping areas designed to capture and retain 
stormwater runoff.  

 

 

Figure 35 Flow-Through Planters (San Pablo Avenue, El Cerrito) 

 

8. Pervious Pavement – Allows rainwater to either pass through the paving system itself or 
through joint openings between the pavers.  

 

 

Figure 36  Porous Asphalt (Bay Street Demonstration Parking Lot, Fremont) 

 

9. Rain Gardens – Shallow landscaped areas that can collect, slow, filter, and absorb large volumes 
of water delaying discharge into the watershed system.  
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Figure 37 Rain Garden (Cesar Chavez Street, San Francisco) 

10. Stormwater Curb Extensions – Landscaped areas within the parking zone of a street that 
capture stormwater and allow it to interact with plants and soil.   

 

 

Figure 29 Green Curb Extension (Donnelly Avenue, Burlingame) 
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11. Pavement Reallocation - The available pavement should be delineated to serve all needs, 
including travel lanes, safety islands, bike lanes, and landscaping.  Therefore, it is necessary under 
certain circumstances to reallocate the pavement space to better serve all users.  The 
reallocation of pavement could reduce travel speeds, improve safety and operations, enhance 
neighborhood character, improve access, and reduce imperious pavement area to decrease 
water run-off. Pavement reallocation could include the narrowing of travel lanes, the removal of 
supplemental turn lanes, or the removal of on-street parking.  The additional space could be 
used to add buffers to bike lanes, construct green infrastructure elements, or extend the width 
of sidewalks.  

 
 
Parking 
 
The proposed improvements of the Specific Plan to create additional public space, such as widened 
sidewalks, will affect the amount and availability of on-street parking supplies.  In order to mitigate these 
affects, the Specific Plan recommends the construction of up to two new parking garages and the 
creation of a Parking Management Plan to improve the utilization of parking in downtown Menlo Park.  
Focusing on the Parking Management Plan, as it affects part of the curb-to-curb focus of this summary of 
best practices, it is recommended that it could encompass varied time limits for parking, parking pricing, 
and the accommodation of car-share program.   Additionally, changing the design of on-street parking 
could have a positive effect on the available parking supply.  The following management strategies and 
design standards, and accompanying examples, would aid in parking improvements as outlined by the 
Specific Plan: 
 

1. Short On-Street Parking Time Limits – Used to encourage turnover in areas where high 
turnover is expected or warranted. 

 

 

Figure 38 Short-Term Parking Restrictions (Berkeley) 

2. Long Off-Street Parking Time Limits – Encourage employees and multi-purpose trips to park off-
street to free up available spaces to improve convenience.  
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Figure 39 Early Bird Off-Street Parking Rates (Oakland) 

 

3. Parking Pricing Strategies – Price convenient/desirable spaces at a higher rate.  Set parking prices 
so that 85 percent of curbside spaces are occupied during peak periods.  

 

 

 

Figure 40 Variable Parking Rates (Berkeley) 
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Figure 41 Single Point of Payment Parking Meter (Oakland) 

4. Vegetated Parking Lanes – Utilize street trees or planters to separate parking spaces. 
 

 

Figure 42 Trees used as buffers in parking lane (Grant Avenue, Novato) 

 
5. Parking Lanes as Buffers – Place the parking lane between the bicycle lane and the travel lane to 

increase bicycle protection.     
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Figure 43 Parking used as buffers for bike lane (JF Kenndy Drive, San Francisco) 
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Appendix D 

Intersection Levels of Service 
  



Vehicular Delay - Intersection Average Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

AM

1. ECR/Sand Hill 33.9 C 41.7 D 37.3 D 41.7 D 42.8 D

2. ECR/Cambridge 4.9 A 8.5 A 7.8 A 8.5 A 7.4 A

3. ECR/Middle 14.7 B 23.7 C 26.2 C 23.7 C 25.3 C

4. ECR/Roble 10.2 B 7.1 A 6.9 A 7.1 A 8.3 A

5. ECR/Ravenswood-Menlo 38.3 D 40.6 D 75.1 E 40.4 D 41.6 D

6. ECR/Santa Cruz 22.5 C 15.6 B 23.3 C 16.0 B 16.1 B

7. ECR/Oak Grove 20.7 C 24.2 C 22.7 C 24.3 C 25.3 C

8. ECR/Glenwood-Valparaiso 38.6 D 69.6 E 121.1 F 70.5 E 129.0 F

9. ECR/Encinal 13.8 B 18.1 B 14.9 B 19.5 B 19.4 B

PM

1. ECR/Sand Hill 65.8 E 75.5 E 85.9 F 75.5 E 72.7 E

2. ECR/Cambridge 11.6 B 11.5 B 11.9 B 11.5 B 11.3 B

3. ECR/Middle 15.9 B 27.6 C 33.7 C 28.0 C 29.2 C

4. ECR/Roble 13.5 B 13.1 B 10.9 B 12.9 B 15.8 B

5. ECR/Ravenswood-Menlo 53.8 D 62.5 E 51.3 D 53.3 D 62.6 E

6. ECR/Santa Cruz 18.7 B 17.7 B 23.0 C 21.0 C 25.6 C

7. ECR/Oak Grove 30.6 C 40.5 D 31.8 C 40.6 D 41.2 D

8. ECR/Glenwood-Valparaiso 31.4 C 61.4 E 112.0 F 62.4 E 78.4 E
9. ECR/Encinal 10.2 B 18.1 B 14.2 B 19.1 B 23.1 C

Ave 27.94 C 36.43 D 41.63 D 36.03 D 39.99 D

Existing No Project Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3
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Intersection Queuing 

 



Approx. 95th %-ile Queue (Avg on Thru Lanes Only)

Available Queue % of Queue % of Queue % of Queue % of Queue % of

Storage (ft) Length Storage Length Storage Length Storage Length Storage Length Storage

AM

NB ECR

1. approaching Sand Hill 1350 225 17% 530 39% over exceeds storage over exceeds storage over exceeds storage

2. approaching Cambridge 1030 120 12% 345 33% 335 33% 410 40% 275 27%

3. approaching Middle 1080 90 8% 365 34% 450 42% 470 44% 290 27%

4. approaching Roble 840 175 21% 100 12% 613 73% 115 14% 185 22%

5. approaching Ravenswood-Menlo 610 235 39% 215 35% over exceeds storage 160 26% 255 42%

6. approaching Santa Cruz 340 155 46% 145 43% 105 31% 150 44% 155 46%

7. approaching Oak Grove 390 105 27% 175 45% 220 56% 180 46% 185 47%

8. approaching Glenwood-Valparaiso 990 365 37% 690 70% 400 40% 505 51% 410 41%

9. approaching Encinal 1020 160 16% 245 24% 150 15% 250 25% 160 16%

SB ECR

9. approaching Encinal 550 225 41% over exceeds storage over exceeds storage over exceeds storage over exceeds storage

8. approaching Glenwood-Valparaiso 1010 980 97% over exceeds storage over exceeds storage over exceeds storage over exceeds storage

7. approaching Oak Grove 1000 355 36% 95 10% 185 19% 90 9% 90 9%

6. approaching Santa Cruz 410 over exceeds storage 205 50% 320 78% 145 35% 165 40%

5. approaching Ravenswood-Menlo 340 285 84% 180 53% 300 88% 230 68% 200 59%

4. approaching Roble 610 155 25% 160 26% 120 20% 180 30% 85 14%

3. approaching Middle 840 220 26% 240 29% 285 34% 240 29% 290 35%

2. approaching Cambridge 1080 140 13% 165 15% 130 12% 130 12% 120 11%

1. approaching Sand Hill 1020 350 34% 610 60% 390 38% 725 71% 500 49%

PM

NB ECR

1. approaching Sand Hill 1350 490 36% over exceeds storage over exceeds storage over exceeds storage over exceeds storage

2. approaching Cambridge 1030 305 30% 650 63% 500 49% 395 38% 655 64%

3. approaching Middle 1080 205 19% 290 27% 355 33% 360 33% 355 33%

4. approaching Roble 840 485 58% 265 32% 345 41% 235 28% 355 42%

5. approaching Ravenswood-Menlo 610 480 79% over exceeds storage over exceeds storage 555 91% over exceeds storage

6. approaching Santa Cruz 340 205 60% 185 54% 335 99% 260 76% 275 81%

7. approaching Oak Grove 390 175 45% 365 94% over exceeds storage 350 90% over exceeds storage

8. approaching Glenwood-Valparaiso 990 585 59% over exceeds storage over exceeds storage over exceeds storage over exceeds storage

9. approaching Encinal 1020 120 12% 300 29% 95 9% 300 29% 420 41%

SB ECR

9. approaching Encinal 550 195 35% over exceeds storage 545 99% over exceeds storage over exceeds storage

8. approaching Glenwood-Valparaiso 1010 325 32% 450 45% over exceeds storage 430 43% over exceeds storage

7. approaching Oak Grove 1000 535 54% 600 60% 225 23% 265 27% 540 54%

6. approaching Santa Cruz 410 255 62% 185 45% 210 51% 170 41% 195 48%

5. approaching Ravenswood-Menlo 340 285 84% over exceeds storage 330 97% over exceeds storage 305 90%

4. approaching Roble 610 200 33% 265 43% 175 29% 265 43% 420 69%

3. approaching Middle 840 255 30% 405 48% 370 44% 350 42% 325 39%

2. approaching Cambridge 1080 235 22% 210 19% 170 16% 205 19% 170 16%
1. approaching Sand Hill 1020 175 17% 340 33% 280 27% 330 32% 295 29%

Existing No Project Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3
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