PLANNING COMMISSION
AGENDA

Regular Meeting
March 23, 2015 at 7:00 p.m.
cITY OF City Council Chambers
MENLO PARK 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.

Al. Update on Pending Planning ltems
a. ConnectMenlo (General Plan Update)
i. Workshop #3 (March 12, 2015)
ii. Open House #3 (March 19, 2015)
ii. 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)



March 23, 2014
Agenda Page 2

D1.

D2.

D3.

El.

PUBLIC HEARING

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)

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)

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)

STUDY SESSION

El Camino Corridor Study: Status update and opportunity to provide comments and
recommendation to the City Council on potential alternatives for EI Camino Real within Menlo
Park. (Attachment)

REGULAR BUSINESS - None

COMMISSION BUSINESS - None

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.




PLANNING COMMISSION
Agenda and Meeting Information

CITY OF

MENLO PARK

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

ASSISTANCE FOR PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES: Person with disabilities who require auxiliary aids or services in
attending or participating in Planning Commission meetings, may call the Planning Division office at (650) 330-6702
prior to the meeting.

COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA AND REPORTS: Copies of the agenda and the staff reports with their respective
plans are available prior to the meeting at the Planning Division counter in the Administration Building, and on the table
at the rear of the meeting room during the Commission meeting. Members of the public can view or subscribe to
receive future weekly agendas and staff reports in advance by e-mail by accessing the City website at
http://www.menlopark.org.

MEETING TIME & LOCATION: Unless otherwise posted, the starting time of regular and study meetings is 7:00 p.m.
in the City Council Chambers. Meetings will end no later than 11:30 p.m. unless extended at 10:30 p.m. by a three-
fourths vote of the Commission.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY: Members of the public may directly address the Planning Commission on items of interest to
the public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Planning Commission. The City prefers that such matters
be presented in writing at the earliest possible opportunity or by fax at (650) 327-1653, e-mail at
planning.commission@menlopark.org, or hand delivery by 4:00 p.m. on the day of the meeting.

Speaker Request Cards: All members of the public, including project applicants, who wish to speak before the
Planning Commission must complete a Speaker Request Card. The cards shall be completed and submitted to the
Staff Liaison prior to the completion of the applicant’s presentation on the particular agenda item. The cards can be
found on the table at the rear of the meeting room.

Time Limit: Members of the public will have three minutes and applicants will have five minutes to address an
item. Please present your comments clearly and concisely. Exceptions to the time limits shall be at the discretion
of the Chair.

Use of Microphone: When you are recognized by the Chair, please move to the closest microphone, state your
name and address, whom you represent, if not yourself, and the subject of your remarks.

DISORDERLY CONDUCT: Any person using profane, vulgar, loud or boisterous language at any meeting, or
otherwise interrupting the proceedings, and who refuses to be seated or keep quiet when ordered to do so by the Chair
or the Vice Chair is guilty of a misdemeanor. It shall be the duty of the Chief of Police or his/her designee, upon order
of the presiding officer, to eject any person from the meeting room.

RESTROOMS: The entrance to the men’s restroom is located outside the northeast corner of the Chamber. The
women’s restroom is located at the southeast corner of the Chamber.

If you have further questions about the Planning Commission meetings, please contact the Planning Division Office
(650-330-6702) located in the Administration Building.

Revised: 4/11/07



PLANNING COMMISSION DRAFT MINUTES

Regular Meeting
February 23, 2015 at 7:00 p.m.
RS City Council Chambers
MENLO PARK 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 — 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

Al. Update on Pending Planning ltems
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 ElI 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 EI 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



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 Il 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 EI 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

Cl. Approval of minutes from the January 26, 2015 Planning Commission meeting
(Attachment)

Commissioner Strehl said that on Page 8, 1° 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, 1 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, 6™
paragraph, 1 line, to replace Chair Onken with Commissioner Onken.
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Commission Action: M/S Strehl/Eiref to approve the January 26, 2015 minutes with the following
modifications.

e Page 7, 6" paragraph, 1% line: Replace “Chair Onken” with “Commissioner Onken”

e Page 8, 1°'line top of the page: Replace “Ferrick/Onken” with “Ferrick/Eiref’

e Page 8, last paragraph, 1% 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.
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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.

3.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.
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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 fagade) 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 facade 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.
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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.

Menlo Park Planning Commission
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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:

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.

The applicant shall work with City staff to develop parking restrictions
to prevent event parking in the following areas:

e 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

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

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.

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.

Menlo Park Planning Commission

Draft Minutes
February 23, 2015
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C.

d.

Vi.

Vi.

viii.

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.

The applicant shall ensure that signs remain in a stable and upright
position for the duration of the event.

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.

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.

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.

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:

The applicant shall provide a schedule and location map of music and
amplified sound events.

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.

The applicant shall provide additional restrooms at the eastern end of
the event to minimize noise impacts to the nearby residences.

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:

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.

The applicant shall publicize the contact name and phone number

Menlo Park Planning Commission
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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
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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

CITY OF

MENLO PARK

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF MARCH 23, 2015
AGENDA ITEM C2

LOCATION: 138 Stone Pine Lane APPLICANT: Denise Forbes
EXISTING USE: Townhouse PROPERTY Theo and Elza
OWNERS: 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 EI 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.

131 Forest Lane/Denise Forbes PC/03-23-15/Page 1



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 fagade. 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 3



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 Fagade

VASTAFFRPT\PC\2015\032315 - 138 Stone Pine Lane.docx
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William Maston
ARCHITECT 4 Acc ol ATEAL

January 19, 2015

PROJECT DESIGN NARRATIVE
FORMAL DESIGN REVIEW

Project: Residential Addition
138 Stone Pine Lane, Menlo Park, CA

The existing home is in an older condominium development that includes several communal
outdoor areas including a swimming pool. Our clients have lived on the property for many years
and did a small addition to the third floor in 1993. The new proposal is to enclose the existing
deck at the second floor to enlarge their existing kitchen by 120 sq. fi. They will also be creating
a deck above the addition at the third floor off the master bedroom.

The new addition modifies only the front fagade. There are no changes proposed at the rear and
the sides are integral with the neighboring units. The existing color scheme will be matched with
all the new elements. All existing windows (newer Milguard white vinyl) are proposed to be
reused. The windows at the second floor are recessed by furring the existing wall out to create
the desired shadow lines. A metal trellis is proposed for the wall of the upper deck so vine type
planting can climb the wall and cascade over the upper arbor, adding a touch of green to the
upper level.

The interior changes will be minimal as our clients would like to reuse the bulk of the existing
cabinetry and only plan minor updates to the cabinetry and replacement of the appliances. The
walls surrounding the existing kitchen will be demolished, leaving a more open concept in the
second floor living space. There are no changes proposed for the first or third floor interiors with
the exception of changing one of the exterior windows to doors to allow access to the new deck.

We look forward to your additional input regarding our project. Please call or email with any
questions or comments.

384 Castro Street, Mountain View, CA 94041 (650) 968-7900 Fax (650) 968-4913
email: billm@mastonarchitect.com



CITY OF

MENLO PARK

LOCATION:

EXISTING USE:

PROPOSED USE:

ZONING:

Lot area
Lot width
Lot depth

Setbacks
Front
Rear
Side (left)
Side (right)

Building coverage

FAL (Floor Area Limit)
Square footage by floor

Square footage of building
Building height
Parking

Trees

955 Sherman Avenue/Sloane and Judith Citron

PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF MARCH 23, 2015

AGENDA ITEM D1

955 Sherman Avenue APPLICANTS Sloane and Judith
AND OWNERS: Citron
Single-Family
Residence
Single-Family APPLICATION: Use Permit
Residence
R-1-U (Single-Family Urban Residential)
PROPOSED EXISTING ZONING
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE
5,500 sf 5,500 sf 7,000  sf min.
50 ft. 50 ft. 65 ft. min.
110 ft. 110 ft. 100 ft. min.
225 ft. 25 ft. 20.0 ft. min.
26.0 ft. 45 ft. 20.0 ft. min.
54 ft. 7 ft 5.0 ft. min.
51 ft 11 ft. n/a ft. min.
1,910.0 sf 1,366.0 sf 1,362.2 sfmax.
347 % 250 % 35.0 % max.
2,800.0 sf 1,366.0 sf 2,800.0 | sf max.
1,368.0 sf/1st 1,125.0 sf/1st
1,012.0 sf/2nd 241.0 sf/det. gar.
420.0 sf/att. garage
122.0 sf/porches
29220 sf 1,366.0 sf
242 ft. 15.2 ft. 28 ft. max.
2 covered 1 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered
Note: Areas shown highlighted indicate a nonconforming or substandard situation.
Heritage trees 0 Non-Heritage trees 8* New Trees 12
Heritage trees 0 Non-Heritage trees 0 Total Number 20
proposed for removal proposed for removal of Trees
* 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/1IMKSn7Z). The following represents staff's summary of key
comments, although the applicant was encouraged to consider all feedback relayed at
the study session:

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

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

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

e 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;

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

e 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

955 Sherman Avenue/Sloane and Judith Citron PC/03-23-15/Page 2
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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 fagade 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

955 Sherman Avenue/Sloane and Judith Citron PC/03-23-15/Page 3



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 facade. 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,

955 Sherman Avenue/Sloane and Judith Citron PC/03-23-15/Page 4



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.

. 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.

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.

. 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.

. 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.

. 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.

955 Sherman Avenue/Sloane and Judith Citron PC/03-23-15/Page 5



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

Location Map

Project Plans

Project Description Letter

Arborist Report, prepared by McClenahan Consulting, dated January 4, 2014
August 4, 2014 Study Session Project Plans

Correspondence

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

Tmoow»

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

VASTAFFRPT\PC\2015\032315 - 955 Sherman Avenue.doc

955 Sherman Avenue/Sloane and Judith Citron PC/03-23-15/Page 7



DAKIN AVE

ASHTON AVE :

LLl
> W
B 2 w
LLI
g )
I P
2 GORDON AVE T
0] )
= 4
5 Z
"B -
< S
- O
L —d
a © slglgigigg
<Qt' . g2 2 2 2 9 814
Lt
AR e B S S REE  D SANTA CRUZ AVE
—
< (2] (=13 [} Wy g
. [ S A 1805
z S
/ % LIB!?RTY PARk{Av
H o )0’
- o BW 1011 - 2
n
18]
@ 1012 g
PROJECT 2
O e
e g o

1821

1804

1807

T

=y
@«
(]

LOCATION MAP
955 SHERMAN AVENUE

DRAWN: THR CHECKED: THR DATE: 03/23/15 SCALE: 1"=300" SHEET:1

1




7. Porform tuwiig ad umth moving activtios oy Guing dry wosther.

B, Limit anct Lima appiications of pestichies and fanitewrs Lo provent POl unoll,
9. Limit CoNsiruction accwss rowtos at stabieu Gonigraatod accuss pores, SHEET INDEX
0. Avoid tracking it o othwr mstrials off-wte; dean Al
11 Tho Comtractic shal st nd e amss Ao (0 o shbyons 100 oo uors fogurche consoeson ERATS.

KOHLER

Assuiiatey

ARCHIEECTS

AREA PLAN, LOT SUMMARY, VICINITY MAP,
SHEET INDEX, PROJECT DIRECTORY

A1.1 SITE PLAN

1 SURVEY

LOT SURVEY RECUNRED A2 FLODR PLANS Aager Kaiay.
AlL PROPERTY LINES SHALL BE STAKED AND A WRITTEN A3 ROOF PLAN PLAN, FLOOR AREA DIAGRAMS - B
STATEMENRT CORFIRMING THE SURVEYRESULT AND STAKING A4 REFLECIED CELING PLANS seirmmgiog S s
METHOD SHALL BE SUBMITTED PRIOR TO FOUNDATION AS EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS "“""’”'“‘»““
IHSPECTION (UBC SECTION 108.1) A6 BUILDING SECHONS §30_cLoun 950 CLOUD 970 CLOUD

e e e 7 TIIFIIITITI IV T IV I T I T F 77T FITTTF T, r
MENLO PARK NOTES ravisions Ly
PROJECT DIRECTORY e 2B 20T
0. EROSION st SEDMENTATION CONTROL. Fon. 14, 2015
1. Statukso #f toudud aroes nd instal 4 mEntain el ompUry orason a! SO GO COMNIGARly Do oW Kar 1530
Octobor 15um anc Aol 1 5un of wach yau, Ut purmaning wasion comra ave boun GHanhod. ER MICHAEL & SUDITH CITRON 1 N wr. 16,2015
2. Dt o900 ool arour aafcset aroas wid Gvorting off-saa fuiofl wrnt the 5o (0.9, westos ot Shws).
4. Provak urasion wid (appAng 3ucmen ork-it0, Such 3 SUGMUN DN or traps, owthi ks o bams, 5K (6os, ARCHITECT ;g?%&'g:ﬂ%%‘;\s? ‘;‘:ﬁ;‘é‘fggs | |
chuck dams, som dren :
protuction, sod tankats of maty, Covers (0F 3l sack Ples, malor other marsrys. PALO ALTO, CALFORNIA 94303
3. Providu notws, spuciicstions. o actachmares dusciing the (ohowng: TEL. 650-326-1086 I 1 Y
2} Comstiucion, opurstion and mantunace of wasion wid ot contsol meawsus, Indusng kmpuction oIy FAX. 650 321.2860 1 )
b} Muthorts and schds for grasng. sscavaton, g, cluuing of vaguueion, wid storsgo wid Bhpass of BCaveted o
clurod matuna:
€) Spuciications for vugutativa cover and mulch, incuding muthods xt achudidas for plating et farthsson; STRUCT. ENGINEER 5 0 CONSULTING ‘ |
0} Provizions for tumporary soulor pemmn iigation. MENLO cmngRQE:L SUITE | 1 )
E. CONSTRUCTION DhAFS. 4
7. Stor, hancho. and Gisf0s0 of COMMNCUON mKtwiN's W10 wASLOS PraREKy, 30 85 L0 FYGVRRK TN COrEACL wth SorTmatir, TEL 650-329°9219 ! !
2. Control wxt priwarit ha scharg of a1 potuntial poktanty, inchiing Pavemont Ctng wéskus, FBts, COKTIRe. FAX, 650.329-19%
PRGN PrOGCLS, hGNCHS, 3\
WASEGr OF 300MONCA, #1 NON-SLCFIWALLF BIACHIGOY L SO i M1 WHUCRFSS. CIVILENGINEER EDWU
3. Usw sackmunt controla of SRration 1o FOmovs Seckmant whan Sowataing ste md obsn # mcesswy pommita. i i
1. Avcic lunng. lusiing, or muotacing veticles o uLo, USCOpt In 4 UGG Mus MKIe washwakor S cunksond nd ;’ég ﬁfg&?&fﬂ . ) i 7] y
trustod.
5. Duineate with Aokt markocs cloaring bmits, sasenonts, setbacks, sensitive or oiical aroxs, il 70nss, Uous, wxt PALO ALTO, CA 94306
deanago courses. TEL, 650-823-6466
6. Protoct sgjscunt peopurtios wors trom o s, socmant ' :
baiors oF fiters, Ghas, micng, or DUNGE MUEREUS 43 TORIRG. ' '
: '
' '
1 i
I
)
1

EXISTING DRIVEWAY CURB CUTS TO BE REMOVED, AND
SIDEWALX TO BE REPAIRED AS REQUIRED.

WATERPROOFING NOTE:
Waterpraofing measures defneated k1 the plan st arc suggestions
only. Owner and contractor shall consuk with & waterproofing expert
for proper instalation methods for al arcas roquiring watcrproofilg

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
4*_ ________ e HSTI000W,

on0tH X 500 AR 1 i

e~
i cakoe
prieyetre

LOT 15&16
AREA = 5,500£SQFT.

JUDY CITRON

53
2

S

NEW RESIDENCE FOR

t
t
I
i
1
1
1
1 T
Rp— | O
Z
| E
e
APN on~nsmo I ‘
ZONE e
GENERAL PLAN w Low Deasity | 1 :
SUILDING OCCUPANCY GROUPS R3&U i nwu- rootm b
APPLICABLE CODES & REGULATIONS REA S N o Taineriac ot taotcs
LOT AREA SUMMARY.
Calfornia Buiiding Code 2013 (2012 18C) "-\m';; m :; : !
Cakfornia Mochanical Code 2013 (2012 UMC) ::::é Floot 5% :3‘;"5’ -!Jv ' i
overage = 35% = st
Cakfornia Plumbing Codo 2013 (2012 UPC) STING AREA " ‘ [
EXISTING AREA SUMMARY
Catfornla Eloctrical Codo. 2013 (2012 NEC) 20"“ F::;A;ﬂ ‘;}f S,L : /' ,;‘!)
arage Floor Area st .
Caifornia Groon Big Code 2013 Edit. (CAL Greon Total Fioor Ares 1366 31 = 25% l ¥ 5,
o
Palo Ao Munkips! Codo 2013 Edit. Paving 1621 81.= 20% | 2 | bi
Landscaping 251351, 48% ' :
o wocnrnes
SEE SHEET At FOR GENERAL HOTES Parking 2. (1 covered) - E
HOICATES. 1TEH CEAERAL NOTE. forriseted W
CEHERN. HOTE REFERS TO OPOSED AREA SUMMARY ‘);5‘ o,
Al S— : L
)
_\vg ‘gw w«ws z;g gr CONSTRUCTION \;43 | J R E
=
NOTE: AUTOMATIC SPRINKLERS Ho . 3
Al work on this project is to mpcndsuu by & iconced goneral FLOOR AREA : | (G35 eeemoreres -
The general wo oyl e

ta be licensed by the State of C.icomu Ml contractons e
required 1o have workman's compensation and general Kabiity
Wnsurance commensurate with the scopa of the project.

w007 it

2nd Floor
Total

(LT S—

Prior to construction, the goneral coneactor and owecr shak Garage TR
meet with the architect 1o review any quostons of clrifications Ehoing
of the work uamiocu 0 these documents. The contractor’s Oct. 28, 2014
what th project, COVERAGE e
e a1+ e, Sen 5P for scions gonenal i B P
comments, Garage L
heoa

DESIGNS PRESENTED BY THESE DRAWINGS ARE THE

Coverod Porches
PROPERTY OF KOHLER ASSOCIATES ARCHITECTS AND WERE Totat

(60'R/W) e

122
191185 = 348% 2

o 3w )
DEVELOPED FOR USE ON THIS PROJECT OMLY. THESE
DRAWINGS AND THE DESIGN THEY REPRESENT SHALL NOT BE Paving 071 8= 12% R g A 1
USED BY OR DISCLOSED TO ANY PERSON OR FIRM OUTSIDE A 3 Landscapiog
THE SCOPE OF THIS PROJECT WITHOUT THE WRITIEN i : - e - — —
PERMISSION OF KOHLER ASSOCIATES ARCHITECTS, AERI AL VIEW Parking 2 Coverod AREA PL AN
or sheos




—_ s N.SEI000W. “o
T
a A1 B
e o CORRUATED WETAL PP
78 g Gnd RESIDENCE
23 cRowtc
ANN o oRnEwAr
«© EOGE 0F
™ ELECTRC METER
o EOGE OF PAVEMENT
:‘t"” m CORMER 955 SHERMAN AVE
MENLO PARK, CA
L2 3 P
" b APN: 071113080
™ FIRE IO
" TROMT OF WRK
¢ CROUND
o« GARAGE. CORMER B —
o CRICE FACE/FRONT
A v WEGC
o™ A5 M
HR HANOICAR RAMP A AS30CCIATES
i s LASBOCIATES
» ROK PE
g UJI;N&N:UL“ " 2625 MIDDLEFIELD RD 65§
om R ’ ‘ !. FALO /\LT(:v C.:\ 94306
o focraced TEL  (650) 8216466
o RETANNG WALL {650) £87-0321
gt LY STREET LGHT
o 5500 SANTARY SEWER CLEANOUT
i Sswi SANTARY SEMER UAHOLE
7772 g STOR DR WA
3 ! TOP BACK ROLLED CURE
9 TP OF
= Top 06 B4
TOE OF 8ANK
106 0F AV
] t TOP OF ROLED Cumlr
¥ 1 TOP OF WALL
UNDERGROLRD
( VIRAED CLAY PRE
( WATER YALVE
Sad WATER WETER 80X
o ' B’Q“ ¢ CAOLE TELEMSION LN
! 955 SHERMAN AVE! & ( g e (e
EXISTING HOUSE SANITARY SEWER
B s ( s o T
H 1 "” TELEPHONE LINE
e
i ! (
N BASIS OF BEARNGS
. I ST T GEARKG, NSGXT00W, OF DI COMIER
::é,@@‘a A rounp st B9 UST OF CLOUD A6, AS SHOWN O8 THAT
% = PR AL COT WP FXED W TIE OFFICE OF THC
© 1 RECORDER OF SAM MATED COUNTY, STATE
o 1 OF CALFORNIA IN BOCK 2 OF MAPS AT
s J PAGE 70, WS, USED A5 TVE 6805 OF
= P ' DERTAGS SHOMC O THGS Map
X WALl Ll g 1
o] S
g1
o
)
! BASIS OF ELEVATION @
‘ TOU ELEV « 100,00 {ASSUMED) i
| f [
o 1 i
¥
UNDERCROUND UTUINIES,  SHOWN PER
1 SURFACH NCE AND RECORD MAPS.
1 MAY BE DFFERENT THAN AS SHOWN,
xS ATION,
" \\ //\’\ SERVICE ALERT (US4) | ~800~642-2445.
X
e o Qo i o o LEGAL DESCRPTION

L1 15 X0 16, 02, B0 2 OF WS
AT PAGE 70, SN MATED COUNTY AN

LA

e &

SHERTHTLE:

|

|

|

N SHERMAN  AVENUE (60" R/W) | TORRVEY
. J SURVEY

FOUND CITY MORUUENT J\
38-U5-64

o . C.0

Ay A
5

S
S




revisiong | oy

WALL LEGEND

24a;

13t Floor 1375 s.f.
FE# EXTERIOR WALL, 2x6 STUDS 2nd Floor
EEEA EXTERIOR WALL, 2x4 STUDS i:z‘;':'
SSX INTERIOR WALL, 2x6 STUDS Tatat
wZzzzd  TYP.INTERIOR WALL, 2x4 STUDS Al Max
il 2967
$ 1 15787 1380 ol A0
BLE: 164" 47 K
il L4 1580
ralt ol liseal
1 [EGWMMPMW«
! I . — ‘
Hi ‘s PR
5 . . . KOHLER
* 4] a -
i . d“ <z AELCCLATLS
5l . g ARCHITECTS
& PATIO £
8 Ao NOOK : ¢ Tommi” " i
I M. BEDROOM 4l b NOOK . Cocruntoang | 2 : o
q o . . - ‘
4 . . . gE . ‘ et i
___________________ ; P L S
&
SR S— | ! &
i p ! - ‘ 5 X "
e “ i Y i Sunmegrie E 225
i /- )M"" I { Vo SCATOTRE &) é < .
M. BATH H ;! [l { UL ANSI 221888 3007 o -
t 59: 1 \ A
i X \nr&:y\; E 1 (p E It ( ang, 10 é = 2 Cé
“ Bl ol 1 1 Faad
(oo i Froo i § o0 7 i FAMILY ROOM i 4 4 Q0 Za
Comt 7 oo | ; E QIO Lo i e wE T B
[l H b t - v 1t 1 oA o Q
N o | E1I. EE
o i _ 1 1 i =2 n Z
1 5 1 ! | : * A | E = - %_}
| DwpucancLdisdr | ! T : ] 2 &7
I WALKAN CLOSET | { it | somosel
i i % \ 7
H 78 ! 7
AR AETEN [ " , b
HT [ UNDRT P 483 b
i z
L R
e i s L e BEDROOM #2 5 @M
e 55130 g 72 o2y
{T[JV ] - :m :  / ;
U &= e —®
i e : A i
! s o _—
N U
i § "
i DINING ROOM
i P s
‘ Q) o ‘ g Nl
} \\y__' S| - @
! {] 1 R %)
; - ) i ; Z,
1 B If"“‘“‘ Frmnsep| <
! - LIVING ROOM i Conatetndfa =
o ! l A ! &
H
i o GARAGE | 4 o
1 Pt Meodel SLIDIRE )
i ] Uiz s 2007 r Q
J BEDROOM #3 s ! Q
! NG ! 29
| |
L g [ . —
""""""""" , : ENFRY : J—
1 3 i 2 ! .
[Reget mpmpmpen " | | i - - 3 S—
1 ( B L A : . - B w0 X ot 26, 2014
i | B JOVERED'PORCH R
1 f j b 5 VA= 10
| S - L o R s » e
- e
v - " T
116 EENE o 2 il - 1 inch = & 1,
— e GRAPHIC SCALE A2

. SECOND FL.OOR PLAN FIRST FLOOR PLAN




"y UHAGINS,ING.

Aowsiee’s U At Sonitiatons Coiapany

|ue g

ROOF_NOTES:

1. AL SLOPED ROOFS TO BE COMP, SMINGLE ROOFING, SLOPE PER ROOF
PLAN.  FLAT ROOF & CRICKETS 10 BE SHEET METAL.

1. PROVDE VALLEY FLASHING PER 2010 CBC.
2. PROVIDE FLASMING AT JUNCHON BETWEEN ROOFS & WALLS PER 2010 CBC.
3. AL SKYLIGHT CURBS TO BE MiN 47 HIGH,

4. VENT HOLES 10 BE -
1=1/2" BIAMETER HOLE = 1,767 SO.N,
(3) 1-1/27 DIA. HOLES = 5.3 SQIN.
MiN. 3" CLEAR FROM END OF BLOCK,
MiN. 3 1/2° CLR. FROM TOP GF BLOCK.
MIN, 3" CLR, FROM OTHER VENT HOLES.

& ROOF VENT 10 BE O'WAGIN FLAT SLATE ROCF VENT 32° x 23°
WTH 72 SO NET ARFLOW

REVIGIONS | &Y

KOHLER

PO —— —lt:
[TV [ ASSODCIATLY
955 SHERMAN FLOOR i
Coopor Tomw T m WEEeh™] || | peeeeeee ‘ AR.&*,%,"‘,ESIS
First Floor ' hefl a
BT TE B f 1 s s Ao b 331
& 03 EXS w027 &
5 @ e «
T s6 a3 a
Eoxer 367 75 o
3 117 LES 53 1
H T 3m e it
% e sz
TOTAL FIRET FLOOR 13648 i .}
GARAGE S ! DO¢ .
O S gl : e g<
i ' mg =«
SECONQELOOR [ g & oz X
PR 654 s t ’—“T Z Z 2
R sa2 920 t ke mE g
s 2i 233 H L4 = <
[T 33 e 3 | 9. o A
Do N
v 23 a2 b i L tocnDownttootng | “2 m O
wooaee 533 e i @ Low Pich Root 1 o~ T
PR T 5z l / 1 [ =z,
Y 68 H E11-N . “« 5}
TOTAL SECONG £LOOR w07 i [ wy
FAL TOYAL FLOOR AREA 28002 i U_} wy ;
i =z o~
Coverage i -
First Fioar 1625 i Aot
Sorage a0e 23
T e 21 <7 i
T e bt 7 L
Lo e e
" 200 50 5o
u 15ee 35 548
° T 5o
Coeres Porcres & Fimpaces 223
TOTAL COVERAGE it
154 B 24
s
e a4 k
t 1
i ] & j<]
P i
i i =
{ : ‘ >
' @]
! J— <
" @, et O low Mot ] I~
« ! ;
: ] I 2
s g, e ) 5 e Pt
1 p =
y : 1 k2 ‘2,1 % Lé
i : N { 3 = <
N [+
-
. A p— | - L . A9
b 1 1368 5.6 b B @] 8
7 3 f K O
s P -l
| - ! 3 [~
- e Nt ) - 4
& s TALERED
; \ Segt, 24, 2014
o ‘\ 14" : 1":2): U.N.O.
Gy ;” Commn
| M e
Ty o
13 7 - . N
m. - A3
SECOND FLOOR -1,012 S F. FIRST FLOOR - 1.788 S.F RN
. . - ROOF PLAN GRAPHIC SCALE
FLOOR AREA CALCULATION DIGRAMS s =rouro. - e -




aeps sewe
s by 2in
T = =l
E Z e
!""R‘ al
AN — ot @ 90"
oy
o
] t
I
_— .
st e amave| (]
]
|
| BT PR
rees
I
[
=1 [ SR
fntg e

SECOND FLOOR REFL CEILING PLAN

Fatgga

-

O’@ i .
o0 08 i $Ts é&%@
—y 3o

o G 1
————d 1)
il
al
i
]
]
! mmmmm o B
[ [
=7 WM'T‘ LA
e N
gl I
uRY Cpad
|
bt 111 _L_ g o J U
T
!
!
i

Aatq 3

@ w0

A

Qe

revigiong | oy

KOHLER

ASHCCIATLS

ARCHITECTS

NEW RESIDENCE FOR
JUDY CITRON
955 SHERMAN AVE.
MENLO PARK, CA

REFLECTED CEILING PLANS
EXISTING PLAN & ELEVATIONS

~l ]

&)

FIRST FLOOR REFL CEILING PLAN




. Complete

&
» POF

Ty e ey BT | |

M%Wmm‘w”'
Eiev, 1278 Max_Allrwablo 8idg Heghs

WEle 1238 Max Gldghy .

935

SKYLGHT~

STRE}:T9§CAPL

s = 1o

mevimiong | By

Jan. @5, 2015
Fep 14, 2015
Nar, T, 2075

Elew 1278 Miax AwabBHQHORL o ook s e o e o e e T

4 g,

SHYLIGHT

& CoMP SHINGLE RODF
E 974, J-pavsre savazeo 4 .
P i~ OPPER GUTTER 8 i <
“-’gr w Z <>: O
8. o — 858 =
— 1 ’?%&rmucms s u/”j [ < é
Y 8o 5 A
HPrE SoG 2 e
11 COMP SHINGLE RODF ﬁ g I ;
otuns sosso 28z
Elew uu: Ny e = b s
Boone
L paneres sacvaduzen 2
OR COPPER GUITER
WOOD TRIM, PANT
e i TRUE DY
4 c'ﬂfé’h’ggﬁb'«““a'éws
¥ | 4 CHIMHEY
S ! [ i | £ broz siomo
) | %
Siogjons e e e i [
st Y [ S S S S S S S [ R L H T =y
Rt Ehl L L———%‘%f%”. mil ]
50 - . " s
WEST SIDE ELEVATION Side Seteack REAR (SOUTH) ELEVATION Side Setback
_Eler 1378 Mox_ Alovabla Didg et B et bus e Bl 1278 Mox Moo BOTHOGN o o e e —
YT S iehiyenatitis e 4 N
k{7 betwsan double glass panes. 2618, N
o
DAYUGHT PLARE  lsievLighT. e szad wod mape| S 1p
o1 M Qk;g!i( A ol £ R T po=: { IO 4.5] COMP SHINGLE ROOF
P ) s 2
a G PAINTED GALVANIZED |22}
i e, OR COPPER GUTTER Z
= = = _— [ Yw ®]
] gl : ‘ R WOOD TRIM, PAINT [_4
1 ] i e o =
] o SRS WSCH wnbows >
E =1 g ] PRE FISHED HORIZ STl m
1 - { COMP SHINGLE ROOF d
] | e e N
iﬁ%‘n‘f“’ IR ; ekiis L s
- — o | } T WOOD TREJUS TR
- | 1= e wooD DIAG BRACE
" ) | = CTON TN CTTN CTT oo e
by I— B [~ i ] Rij .8 144" = 140" von
] L i = =St woo0 Thol. st i
- - i [ pre rmsHio Horiz sy Sieon
= o ! {frd = HOLMES CARRIAGE e
‘;{ ‘Ci i il [l — T S CACE ook
[l — .
sl e e L e T ; - ] AS
[ ' TAST . T o se | FRONT (NORTH) ELEVATION L, er |
EAST SIDE ELEVATION e ELEVATIONS e ) s peuncs™
ELE S o

I(OHLER

LPCH! H S

Sager Ks




PROJECT DESCRIPTION LETTER
955 SHERMAN AVENUE, MENLO PARK, CALIFORNIA

The property is currently an aging single story residence with a detached one-car garage in the
rear. The clients propose to demolish both structures, and construct a new two story single-
family residence, with an attached two-car garage. The plans comply with normal R1-U zoning
development regulations regarding floor area, coverage, setbacks, and height.

The new home will have horizontal lap siding and composition shingle roof, using conventional
wood frame construction. It will be traditional in style and blend well in the neighborhood and
community and most certainly be an improvement over the existing structure. The home will
have four bedrooms and three and one-half bathrooms with a family room facing the backyard. It
is designed for a modern family wanting the benefits and joys of Menlo Park. It will be well
landscaped and built, using quality materials and made energy efficient. This home is not being
designed as a spec home, as it is the owner’s intention to keep the home for their family.

During the course of this process, we have made the following changes in response to our
neighbors and the City of Menlo Park:

Raised the master bedroom windows from 2’ 8” to the maximum allowed at 3°2”.

Changed the chimney to siding.

Changed the oval window to a rectangular window.

Added a trellis to the garage.

Changed the garage door to a tailored wood-paneled garage door.

Added “dimension” to the rear of the home.

Placed the home on the exact plane as the other homes on the block.

Simplified and varied east side elevation to eliminate the “bulkiness” question of

that side of the home.

9. Utilized true divided windows.

10. Eliminated completely the west-facing windows in bedroom #2.

11. Eliminated completely the west-facing windows in bedroom #3.

12. Made the west facing windows in the master bedroom smaller and higher so that
they act solely to allow light into the room.

13. Designated additional privacy trees and plants along the common fence lines.

14. Agreed to work with the west-facing neighbors to not impact their fence, and will

work with them to create an ultimate good solution for both parties.

e S s
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McClenahan Consulting, LLC
Arboriculturists Since 1911

1 Arastradero Road, Poriola Valley, CA 94028-8012
Telephone (650) 326-8781
Fax {650) 854-1267
wivwspmeclenahan.com

January 4, 2013

Ms. Judy Citron
310 Arden Road
Menlo Park, CA 94025

RE: 955 Sherman Avenue
Menlo Park, CA

Assignment
As requested, | performed a visual inspection of neighboring trees to identify species, establish
Tree Protection Zones (TPZ’s) and provide Tree Preservation Guidelines.

Summary

All seven trees are on neighboring properties and appear to be receiving regular irrigation. The
trees were all dormant at the time of inspection. Trees 1-5 will sustain impacts to less than 15
percent of the tree environments. Tree 6 may require pruning approximately 25 percent of the
foliar crown for vertical clearance. Tree 7 should not be adversely impacted. Tree protection
fencing should be installed 3-feet from the fence after driveway demolition. During driveway
demolition property line fence will need to serve as fencing. Although, this is the dormant
season, proposed site improvements will not significantly impact trees 1-5 and 7.

Methodoloqy
No root crown exploration, climbing or plant tissue analysis was performed as part of this
survey.

In determining Tree Condition several factors have been considered which include:

Rate of growth over several seasons;
Structural decays or weaknesses;
Presence of disease or insects; and
Life expectancy.

The following guide for interpretation of Tree Condition as related to Life Expectancy is
submitted for your information.

0 - 5 Years Poor

5 -10 Years Poor to Fair
10 -15 Years Fair
15 - 20 Years Fair to Good
20 + Years Good

oy

.,

SN N oy oy

o



Q Ms. Judy Citron
Page 2

Tree Description/Observation

1: European white birch (Betula pendula)
Diameter: Estimated 11.0"

Height: 32" Spread: 24'

Location: 975 Sherman frontage

Observation: Six feet from existing driveway. Proposed driveway is outside TPZ of 6-feet.

2: European white birch

Diameter: Estimated 11.0"

Height: 30' Spread: 16’

L.ocation: Left front of house at 975 Sherman

Observation: Three feet from property line. Crown previously topped. New home is outside
TPZ of 6-feet. Any grading or excavation within TPZ must be accomplished by hand digging.
Project arborist must approve any cutting of roots greater than one inch diameter.

3: European white birch

Diameter: Estimated 11.0"

Height: 32' Spread: 20'

Location: Left front of house at 975 Sherman

Observation: Three feet from property line. Crown previously topped. New home is outside
TPZ of 6-feet. Any grading or excavation within TPZ must be accomplished by hand digging.
Project arborist must approve any cutting of roots greater than one inch diameter.

4; Plum (Punus salicina)

Diameter: Less than 15.0"

Height: 18' Spread: 14

Location: Neighbor's right of drive

Observation: Any grading or excavatiion within TPZ of 8-feet must be accomplished by hand
digging. Project arborist must supervise any cutting of roots greater than one inch diameter.
Previously topped.

5: Plum

Diameter: Less than 15.0"

Height: 18' Spread: 12'

Location: Neighbor's right of drive

Observation: Any grading or excavatiion within TPZ of 8-feet must be accomplished by hand
digging. Project arborist must supervise any cutting of roots greater than one inch diameter.
Previously topped.

6: Plum

Diameter: Less than 15.0"

Height: 18' Spread: 24

Location: Neighbor's right of drive and garage

Observation: Any grading or excavatiion within TPZ of 8-feet must be accomplished by hand
digging. Project arborist must supervise any cutting of roots greater than one inch diameter.
Hangs 12-feet over existing garage. Pruning of overhang will be necessary for clearance.
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Ms. Judy Citron
Page 3

7: Aristocrat pear (Pyrus calleyana ‘Aristocrat’)

Diameter: Estimated 10.0"

Height: 20° Spread: 18

Location: Right rear neighbor's

Observation: No adverse impact anticipated within TPZ of 8-feet.

TREE PRESERVATION GUIDELINES

Tree Preservation and Protection Plan

In providing recommendations for tree preservation, we recognize that injury to trees as a result
of construction include mechanical injuries to trunks, roots and branches, and injury as a resuilt
of changes that occur in the growing environment.

To minimize these injuries, we recommend grading operations encroach no closer than five
times the trunk diameter, (i.e. 30" diameter tree x 5=150" distance). At this distance,
buttress/anchoring roots would be preserved and minimal injury to the functional root area
would be anticipated. Should encroachment within the area become necessary, hand digging is
mandatory.

Barricades

Prior to initiation of construction activity, temporary barricades should be installed around all
trees in the construction area. Six-foot high, chain link fences are to be mounted on steel posts,
driven 2 feet into the ground, at no more than 10-foot spacing. The fences shall enclose the
entire area under the drip line of the trees or as close to the drip line area as practical. These
barricades will be placed around individual trees and/or groups of trees as the existing
environment dictates.

The temporary barricades will serve to protect trunks, roots and branches from mechanical
injuries, will inhibit stockpiling of construction materials or debris within the sensitive ‘drip line’
areas and will prevent soil compaction from increased vehicular/pedestrian traffic. No storage of
material, topsoil, vehicles or equipment shall be permitted within the tree enclosure area. The
ground around the tree canopy shall not be altered. These barricades should remain in place
until final inspection of the building permit, except for work specifically required in the approved
plans to be done under the trees to be protected. Designated areas beyond the drip lines of any
trees should be provided for construction materials and onsite parking.

Root Pruning (if necessary)

During and upon completion of any trenching/grading operation within a tree’s drip line, should
any roots greater than one inch (17) in diameter be damaged, broken or severed, root pruning to
include flush cutting and sealing of exposed roots should be accomplished under the
supervision of a qualified Arborist to minimize root deterioration beyond the soil line within
twenty-four (24) hours.

Pruning

Pruning of the foliar canopies to include removal of deadwood is recommended and should be
initiated prior to construction operations. Such pruning will provide any necessary construction
clearance, will lessen the likelihood or potential for limb breakage, reduce ‘windsail’ effect and

provide an environment suitable for healthy and vigorous growth.



Ms. Judy Citron
Page 4

Irrigation ~

A supplemental irrigation program is recommended for the trees and should be accomplished at
regular three to four week intervals during the period of May 1% through October 31!, Irrigation
is to be applied at or about the ‘drip line’ in an amount sufficient to supply approximately fifteen
(15) gallons of water for each inch in trunk diameter.

Irrigation can be provided by means of a soil needle, ‘soaker’ or permeable hose. When using
‘soaker’ or permeable hoses, water is to be run at low pressure, avoiding runoff/puddling,
allowing the needed moisture to penetrate the soil to feeder root depths.

Mulch

Mulching with wood chips (maximum depth 3”) within tree environments (outer foliar perimeter)
will lessen moisture evaporation from soil, protect and encourage adventitious roots and
minimize possible soil compaction.

Inspection

Periodic inspections by the Site Arborist are recommended during construction activities,
particularly as trees are impacted by trenching/grading operations.

Inspections at approximate four (4) week intervals would be sufficient to assess and monitor the

effectiveness of the Tree Preservation Plan and to provide recommendations for any additional
care or treatment.

All written material appearing herein constitutes original and unpublished work of the Arborist
and may not be duplicated, used or disclosed without written consent of the Arborist.
We thank you for this opportunity to be of assistance in your tree preservation concerns.

Should you have any questions, or if we may be of further assistance in these concerns, kindly
contact our office at any time.

Very truly yours,

McCLENAHAN CONSULTING, LLC

Qz/f//%@

John H. McClenahan
[SA Board Certified Master Arborist, WE-1476B
member, American Society of Consulting Arborists

JHMe: pm



McClenahan Consulting, LLC
Arboriculturists Since 1911

1 Arastradero Road, Portola Valley, CA 94028-8012
Telephone (650} 326-8781
Fax (650) 854-1267
wiwwspmecclenahan.com

ARBORIST DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

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

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

Treatment, pruning, and removal of trees may involve considerations beyond the scope
of the arborist’s services such as property boundaries, property ownership, site lines, disputes
between neighbors, landlord-tenant matters, etc. Arborists cannot take such issues into
account unless complete and accurate information is given to the arborist. The person hiring
the arborist accepts full responsibility for authorizing the recommended treatment or remedial
measures.

Trees can be managed, but they cannot be controlled. To live near a tree is to accept
some degree of risk. The only way to eliminate all risks is to eliminate all trees.

G ile.

John H. McClenahan
Date: January 4, 2013

Arborist:

iy,
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Rogers, Thomas H

From: Leigh <mrpixel@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, March 17, 2015 4:53 PM

To: _Planning Commission

Subject: Planning Commission meeting March 23 regarding 955 Sherman Avenue
Attachments: planningCommission_Mar2015.pdf

Dear Planning Commission members:

Please see the attached letter for concerns, errors, and suggestions about about the proposed building plans
submitted to the city for 955 Sherman.

The Pecks



March 17, 2015
Dear Planning Commission members:

We thank the Citrons (and Thomas Rogers) for removing the windows facing our house in
bedrooms 2 and 3.

We request that the following changes be made to the submitted plans (until the Planning
Commission meeting notice, we were not informed of any changes since the Planning
Commission Study Session):

SCREENING TREES

1. Replace the two rear-most deciduous Chinese Pistache screening trees on the west side
with EVERGREEN screening trees. We have asked before for evergreen screening trees to
reduce privacy invasion, and evergreen screening trees at least 14’ tall are still necessary to
block the 2 west-facing master bedroom and 2 hall windows from a direct view into our
backyard (see Figure 1).

Perhaps swap the two Chinese Pistache trees with the Carolina Cherry trees (not the
compact variety, trained as trees) on the west side, or plant all non-compact Carolina
Cherry trees in front of the 4 windows.

2. Replace the Red Oak tree in the back corner with a different tree because of allergies to
oak trees. In addition, the tree is too big for the corner and too messy for the neighboring
yards.

Perhaps use one of the Chinese Pistache or the Ornamental Magnolia as a replacement
for the Red Oak.

3. Require the screening trees on the west side be maintained for the life of the house.
Although it may be implicit, the Palo Alto City Council recently did this explicitly:

http://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2015/02/24/despite-protests-palo-alto-approves-corina-w
ay-home

"In approving the house, the council added a condition upon the urging of Mayor Karen
Holman requiring that the trees screening the house from neighboring properties be
maintained for the life of the house.”

Note that this was after the owner said she "addressed Stephens' privacy concerns by placing
windows on the second floor well above eye level and making them obscured.”

NOTE ABOUT WINDOWS

The west-facing windows in the master bedroom are described in the version of the
Description Letter that we received on Fri Mar 13, 2015 as "they act solely to allow light into
the room." This would be great, but the plan shows the sills as being 3'6", so the description is
disingenuous. To act as described, the sills should be raised to above eye level. If this were
done, the tree plan would be okay, except for the oversized oak.



line of sight

50 ft g HEAR MM BT EVATION

Figure 1: the 4 west-facing master suite windows have a good line of sight into the adjacent
50 ft wide backyard to the left of the house.

ERRORS in the SITE PLAN:

e The Aristocratic Pear belongs to the house in back; there is no such tree in our yard.
e We do have three plum trees, but they are not located as shown; they are spread
farther apart than the four trees shown in the SITE PLAN.

Thank you,
The Pecks



CITY OF

MENLO PARK

LOCATION:

EXISTING USE:

PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF MARCH 23, 2015

AGENDA ITEM D2

PROPOSED USE:

ZONING:

Lot area
Lot width
Lot depth
Setbacks
Front
Rear
Side (left)
Side (right)
Building coverage

FAL (Floor Area Limit)
Square footage by floor

Square footage of building

Building height
Parking

Trees

316 Durham Street APPLICANT: Daniel Warren
Single-Family OWNER: Christopher and
Residence Erinn Andrews
Single-Family APPLICATION: Use Permit
Residence
R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential)
PROPOSED EXISTING ZONING
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE
7,000.0 sf 7,000.0 sf 7,000.0 sf min.
50.0 ft. 50.0 ft. 65.0 ft. min.
140.0 ft. 140.0 ft. 100.0 ft. min.
24.9 ft. 249 ft 20.0 ft. min.
47.3 ft. 67.3 ft. 20.0 ft. min.
5.2 ft. 5.2 ft. 5.0 ft. min.
4.8 ft. 4.8 ft. 5.0 ft. min.
2,300.0 sf 1,467.0 sf 2,800.0 sfmax.
329 % 21.0 % 35.0 % max.
2,772.0 sf 1,454.0 sf 2,800 sf max.
1,798.0 sf/1st 1,189.0 sf/1st
710.0 sf/2nd 264.0 sf/garage
264.0 sf/garage 7.0 sfffireplace
231.0 sf/porches
7.0 sf/fireplace
3,010.0 sf 1,460.0 sf
25.6 ft. 19.2 ft. 28.0 ft. max.
1 covered 1 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered
Note: Areas shown highlighted indicate a nonconforming or substandard situation.
Heritage trees 0 Non-Heritage trees 8 New Trees 0
Heritage trees 0 Non-Heritage trees 0 Total Number 8
proposed for removal proposed for removal of Trees

316 Durham Street/Daniel Warren

PC/03-23-15/Page 1




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

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



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 facade 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.

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.

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.

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.

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:
e 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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WARREN DESIGN

579 E. Campbell Avenue Campbell, CA 95008 c¢. 209.534.7371

RECEIVED

PROJECT DESCRIPTION R
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Mr. and Mrs. Andrews have decided for them to stay at their current residence with their young, growing
family they would need more room to raise their family here. The existing residence is a small 3 bedroom
just shy of 1,200sf. They plan to add and a second story similar to other homes in the neighborhood which
would allow for larger bedrooms and more space for their children. We are proposing a mix of traditional
and craftsman for the architectural style to match the existing house and be consistent with other homes
in the area.

The Andrews have reached out to all 5 of the neighboring households that are immediately contiguous to
their property and provided them with their personal contact information should they have any
questions/concerns regarding the project.

Our neighbors at 312 Durham St are good friends and they, in fact, referred us to their cousin as our
contractor for the project. Like us, they are a young family and will likely be looking to expand their own
home in the next couple years. They are excited for our project and fully supportive of the designs thus
far.

Our neighbors at 320 Durham St are also good friends, and they are long-time residents of the Willows
neighborhood. Their house was significantly expanded prior to when they moved in back in 1988, and
after they raised their own two kids in the home, they have told us how they are excited for us to expand
our home and do the same.

Behind our house, we have neighbors at 311, 315, and 319 Chester St. We have had in-person
conversations with all three neighbors, and all three had received the notices in the mail from the City and
are supportive of the project.

Our neighbors at 311 Chester are just about to embark on phase 2 of their own remodel after completing
phase 1 over the past 12 months. Just as they have enjoyed the opportunity to expand their own home,
they said they feel good about us doing the same.

Our neighbors at 315 Chester just moved in this October 2014 immediately after the house was
remodeled to include an extra bedroom, expanded dining room, and extra bathroom. They are a young
family as well, and we talked in detail with them about our plans. They are interested in the process and
excited about our plans thus far.

Our neighbors at 319 Chester St mentioned they had received the notice from Menlo Park about our
remodel and they are supportive. They mentioned the main concern is preserving a degree of privacy in
their backyard. We pointed out that our extension will include a 2nd story but the back of our house will
not go back even as far as our next door neighbors at 320 Durham St (i.e. the house directly behind 319
Chester St). That seemed to address their concerns and we clarified that we are more than happy to
answer questions/concerns if they arise during the remodel process.

Sincerely,

Daniel Warren



Smith, Tom A
L

From: Brian Schar <schar.brian@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 12:38 PM
To: Smith, Tom A

Subject: Use permit for 316 Durham Street
Dear Mr. Smith,

I live around the corner at 720 Laurel Avenue. I received the mailer about the request for a use permit at 316
Durham Street.

I support the permit for this property. The remodel will enhance the neighborhood and the approach to the
Willows. There is a two-story home a couple of lots over, and one across the street at Royal and Durham, so a
two-story home fits into and is consistent with the neighborhood.

I look forward to seeing the finished product!

Brian Schar
720 Laurel Avenue



PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT

CITY OF

MENLO PARK
FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF MARCH 23, 2015
AGENDA ITEM D3
LOCATION: 408 Willow Road APPLICANT Laith Shaheen
AND OWNER:
EXISTING USE: Restaurant with
Off-Sale Beer and
Wine License
PROPOSED USE: Restaurant with APPLICATION: Use Permit
On-Sale Beer and
Wine License and
Outdoor Seating
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 subiject 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

V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2015\032315 - 408 Willow Rd.doc
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LOCATION MAP
408 WILLOW ROAD
ED: TH :03/23115 SCALE: 1" = 300°
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Smith, Tom A

From: mary shaheen <mary_shaheen6@hotmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 19, 2015 2:30 PM

To: Smith, Tom A

Subject: RE: 408 Willow Road Use Permit Request - Application Confirmation Notice Letter
Hi Tom,

408 Willow Road Menlo PArk
CA, 944025

February 19th, 2015

Community Development Department
Planning division

701 Laurel st,

Menlo Park

CA, 94025

Dear,

My name is Laith Shaheen and | am the owner of Mardini's Deli, In my Deli | ahve been selling wine and beer
with license 20. However, over time my customers have been wanting to open beer and wine while they eat
there food or just to relax and cool down. We have decided to change our license to one that allows my
employees and | to serve open beer and wine bottles to our customers in my restaurant, so | am writing you
today to ask you help us acquire our open bottle and beer license as soon as possible. :

Our Hours:

Monday - Saturday

9:00 am - 9:00 pm

Sunday

10:00 am - 8:00 pm

Thanks
Laith Shaheen

@)



Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control State of California

COMMON ABC LICENSE TYPES
AND THEIR BASIC PRIVILEGES

LICENSE
TYPE

DESCRIPTION

01

BEER MANUFACTURER - (Large Brewery) Authorizes the sale of beer to any person holding a license
authorizing the sale of beer, and to consumers for consumption on or off the manufacturer’s licensed
premises. Without any additional licenses, may sell beer and wine, regardless of source, to consumers for
consumption at a bona fide public eating place on the manufacturer’s licensed premises or at a bona fide
eating place contiguous to the manufacturer’s licensed premises. May conduct beer tastings under specified-
conditions (Section 23357.3). Minors are allowed on the premises.

02

WINEGROWER - (Winery) Authorizes the sale of wine and brandy to any person holding a license
authorizing the sale of wine and brandy, and to consumers for consumption off the premises where sold.
Authorizes the sale of all wines and brandies, regardless of source, to consumers for consumption on the
premises in a bona fide eating place that is located on the licensed premises or on premises owned by the
licensee that are contiguous to the licensed premises and operated by and for the licensee. May possess
wine and brandy for use in the preparation of food and beverage to be consumed at the bona fide eating
place. May conduct winetastings under prescribed conditions (Section 23356.1; Rule 53). Minors are
allowed on the premises.

20

OFF SALE BEER & WINE - (Package Store) Authorizes the sale of beer and wine for consumption off
the premises where sold. Minors are allowed on the premises.

21

OFF SALE GENERAL - (Package Store) Authorizes the sale of beer, wine and distilled spirits for
consumption off the premises where sold. Minors are allowed on the premises.

23

SMALL BEER MANUFACTURER - (Brew Pub or Micro-brewery) Authorizes the same privileges and
restrictions as a Type 01. A brewpub is typically a very small brewery with a restaurant. A micro-brewery
is a small-scale brewery operation that typically is dedicated solely to the production of specialty beers,
although some do have a restaurant or pub on their manufacturing plant.

ON SALE BEER - (Bar, Tavern) Authorizes the sale of beer for consumption on or off the premises where
sold. No wine or distilled spirits may be on the premises. Full meals are not required; however, sandwiches
or snacks must be available. Minors are allowed on the premises.

41

ON SALE BEER & WINE - EATING PLACE - (Restaurant) Authorizes the sale of beer and wine for
consumption on or off the premises where sold. Distilled spirits may not be on the premises (except brandy,
rum, or liqueurs for use solely for cooking purposes). Must operate and maintain the licensed premises as a
bona fide eating place. Must maintain suitable kitchen facilities, and must make actual and substantial sales
of meals for consumption on the premises. Minors are allowed on the premises.

42

ON SALE BEER & WINE - PUBLIC PREMISES - (Bar, Tavern) Authorizes the sale of beer and wine
for consumption on or off the premises where sold. No distilled spirits may be on the premises. Minors are
not allowed to enter and remain (see Section 25663.5 for exception, musicians). Food service is not
required.

47

ON SALE GENERAL - EATING PLACE - (Restaurant) Authorizes the sale of beer, wine and distilled
spirits for consumption on the licenses premises. Authorizes the sale of beer and wine for consumption off
the licenses premises. Must operate and maintain the licensed premises as a bona fide eating place. Must
maintain suitable kitchen facilities, and must make actual and substantial sales of meals for consumption on
the premises. Minors are allowed on the premises.

ON SALE GENERAL - PUBLIC PREMISES - (Bar, Night Club) Authorizes the sale of beer, wine and
distilled spirits for consumption on the premises where sold. Authorizes the sale of beer and wine for
consumption off the premises where sold. Minors are not allowed to enter and remain (see Section 25663.5
for exception, musicians). Food service is not required.

49

ON SALE GENERAL - SEASONAL - Authorizes the same privileges and restrictions as provided for a
Type 47 license except it is issued for a specific season. Inclusive dates of operation are listed on the
license certificate.

ABC-616 (01-15)




Smith, Tom A
.

From: Rogers, Thomas H

Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 8:15 PM
To: Smith, Tom A

Subject: FW: Mardini's off site liquor license

From: Dan Pagee [mailto:dpagee@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 7:40 PM
To: Rogers, Thomas H

Subject: Mardini's off site liquor license

Mr Rogers

I would support the modification of the current liquor license proposed by the current owners of Mardini's.
Since the 70's and through several owners, this site has become an increasingly responsible neighbor.

This site does not share the same characteristics as the former Baneth's site:

Location across from VA
Location close to freeway access

D R Pagee
McKendry Drive

Sent from my iPhone



MEMORANDUM

MENLO PARK

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 EI Camino Real
Corridor Study.

BACKGROUND

The City is conducting the ElI Camino Real Corridor Study to review potential
transportation and safety improvements to EI Camino Real. EI 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 EI Camino Real ranges from 34,300 to 46,700
vehicles per day.

In June 2012, the City Council adopted the EI 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.



* An integrated pedestrian network of expansive sidewalks, promenades and
paseos along ElI 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.

* Anintegrated 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 EI 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:

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

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

e 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



4. More landscaping along ElI 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
guestions.

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.



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 EI 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.

* ldentify 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.

El Camino Real Corridor Study —Summary Report
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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 | shows typical daily
traffic on El Camino Real.

Table |
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'! Midday Peak 2 PM Peak 3

Average Average| Average Average | Average Average
Travel Time Speed |Travel Time Speed |Travel Time 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)
I'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; 3 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
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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 EIl 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 |5-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 Collision Injury Fatality
Collisions Rate Rate Rate
(2009-2013)* (c/mve)
I. 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 6 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- 34 0.40 (0.27) | 44.1% (41.9%) | 0% (0.4%)
Ravenswood Ave
El Camino Real/Santa Cruz Ave 23 0.38 (0.27) | 47.8% (41.9%) | 0% (0.4%)
El Camino Real/Oak Grove Ave 36 0.52 (0.27) | 44.4% (41.9%) | 0% (0.4%)
El Camino Real/Valparaiso Ave- 24 0.36 (0.27) | 37.5% (41.9%) 0% (0.4%)
Glenwood Ave
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.)

» TOP 5 DESIRABLE CHANGES
I.  Enhanced pedestrian safety and crossings
2. Inclusion of bike lanes on EI Camino Real
3. More bike parking close to downtown
4. More landscaping along EI 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
I. More convenient on-street parking on EI Camino Real
2. Higher travel speeds on El Camino Real
3. Lower travel speeds on El Camino Real

Transportation Needs

Most respondents use multiple forms of transportation along EIl 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
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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 EI Camino Real and
within downtown. The network provides opportunities for safe crossing of EI 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:
e No Project
e Alternative | — Continuous Three Lanes

e Alternative 2 — Buffered Bike Lanes

e Alternative 3 — Separated Bike Facility

El Camino Real Corridor Study —Summary Report
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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.

SANTA CRUZ AVE -

(to Caltrain,

EXISTING
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Alternative | — 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 34
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 G, East of El Camino Real: Alma Street — Oak Grove Avenue — Garwood Way (including
possible future extension)

This alternative may result in removal of approximately || heritage trees and seven street trees
on the southeast corner of El Camino Real and Ravenswood Avenue to accommodate the third
travel lane.

SANTA CRUZ AVE B
(to Caltrain

ALTERNATIVE 1
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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.

e 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.)

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

e This alternative may result in removal of approximately || heritage trees and seven street trees

on the southeast corner of El Camino Real and Ravenswood Avenue to accommodate widening

at Ravenswood Avenue.

SANTA CRUZ AVE T

(to Caltrain,
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Alternative 3 — Separated Bicycle Facility

The alternative would provide a physically separated bicycle facility on EIl 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.

e On-Street parking would be prohibited north of Roble Avenue.

e Existing right-turn lanes north of Roble Avenue would be eliminated.

e 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.

e 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 34 travel lane.

e 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.

e 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.

ALTERNATIVE 3
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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 | (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 EI Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan.

Lane Geometrics

Under Alternative | 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.

El Camino Real Corridor Study —Summary Report
March 5, 2015 Page 13 W—tran)}



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 | 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.

Table 5
Vehicles Per Hour (PM Peak)
Segment 2014 Future 2035
Existing ['Ng Project | Alt | Alt 2 Alt 3
Conditions
Volume Volume % Inc |Volume % Inc [Volume % Inc

El Camino Real

North of Ravenswood 2,800 3,140 4550 45% | 3,130 -0.5%| 3,070 -2%

South of Ravenswood 3,620 4230 4620 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%

Induced Demand & Change in Travel Patterns

As demonstrated by the date in Table 5, Alternative | shows the greatest increase in traffic volumes
compared with the other three alternatives. The increase in capacity with the continuous 6 lanes in
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Alternative | attracted through traffic from other parallel routes such as Middlefield Road and Highway
I0l. 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 | 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 | 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 | 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 Alt | Alt 2 Alt 3
Project
Travel | Travel % Inc |Travel % Inc |Travel % Inc
Time Time Time Time
AM
NB Sand Hill to Encinal* 4.1 48 17% 4.6 12% 43 5%
SB Encinal to Sand Hill* 59 52 -12% 5.1 -14% 58 -2%
PM
NB Sand Hill to Encinal* 53 5.8 9% 5.9 1% 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 Alt | Alt 2 Alt 3
Project
Avg Avg %Inc | Avg %Inc | Avg %Inc
Speed | Speed Speed Speed
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 1% 15.6 13% 13.6 -1%
PM
NB Sand Hill to Encinal* 14.8 13.6 -8% 13.3 -10% 132 -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 | 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
e Southbound approaching Ravenswood
With Alternative [, five locations would experience spillback:

¢ Northbound approaching Sand Hill
¢ Northbound approaching Ravenswood
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¢ Northbound approaching Oak Grove
e 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 | 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 I,
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 |, 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 EIl 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 EI 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 Tradffic 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.
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*  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 EIl 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 EIl 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 EI 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 EIl 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 I). 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, EIl Camino Real is under the jurisdiction of the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).

Corridor Segments

Within the city limits of Menlo Park, EIl 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 EIl 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 EIl Camino Real is typically 88 feet
throughout the segment. On the east side of EIl 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:

El Camino Real/Sand Hill Road

El Camino Real/Cambridge Avenue

El Camino Real/Middle Avenue

El Camino Real/Roble Avenue

El Camino Real/Menlo Avenue-Ravenswood Avenue
El Camino Real/Santa Cruz Avenue

El Camino Real/Oak Grove Avenue

El Camino Real/Valparaiso Avenue-Glenwood Avenue
El Camino Real/Encinal Avenue

VO NOUTAWN —
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These locations represent all the signalized intersections on EI 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
e 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 1-280 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 EI 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 EI Camino Real on the east side of EIl 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 EI 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 |l bike lanes on Valparaiso Avenue-Glenwood Avenue,
shared-lane (sharrow) markings along Menlo Avenue west of EIl 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 |.

Table |
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 EIl 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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24-Hour Counts on El Camino Real at Sand Hill Rd
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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!

Average
Travel Time Speed

Average

Midday Peak 2

PM Peak 3

Average Average
Travel Time Speed

NB El Camino Real 4
SB El Camino Real 3

3:48 21.5
5:06 15.7

Average Average
Travel Time Speed
4:35 17.5
3:48 213

5:24 14.9
5:00 16.1

Notes: Travel Time is measured in minutes: seconds, Speed is measured in miles per hour (mph)
I'a.m. peak period = 7:00 — 9:00 a.m.; 2 midday peak period = |1:30 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; * 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 1I-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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Average Travel Time Northbound Midday Peak Hour
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Average Travel Time Southbound AM Peak Hour
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Average Travel Time Southbound PM Peak Hour
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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.
LOSD Delay of 35 to 55 seconds.
LOSE Delay of 55 to 80 seconds.
LOSF 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

I. El Camino Real/Sand Hill Rd 339 C 65.8 E
2. El Camino Real/Cambridge Ave 4.9 A 1.6 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 383 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 EI 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.
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Non-Auto Modes of Transportation

Pedestrian Facilities

Within Menlo Park, continuous sidewalks are currently provided along both sides of EIl 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 EIl 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 Yolumes

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 | 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 Il Bike Lane: a striped and signed lane for one-way bike travel on a street or highway.

*  Class Ill 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 Il/Minimum Class IlI” 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 EI Camino Real within Menlo Park. Class I
bicycle lanes currently exist on Valparaiso Avenue and Glenwood Avenue. Sharrows are marked on
Menlo Avenue west of El Camino Real, a Class Ill Bike Route. Additionally, parallel Class Il 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 EI 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 Il bike lanes on Oak Grove Avenue, Future Class II/
Minimum Class lll bike facilities along EI Camino Real and on Menlo Avenue, Ravenswood Avenue west
of the Caltrain Tracks, and Middle Avenue, and a Class Il 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 EIl 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.
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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 |5 to 20
minutes.

*  Route 286 serves Menlo Park and Atherton, crossing EI 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:

Samtrans Bus Route ECR Northbound: Average Weekday Ridership
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Samtrans Bus Route ECR Southbound: Average Weekday Ridership
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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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Caltrain Menlo Park Station: Average Weekday Ridership
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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 1I-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 1I-B-1: The City shall consider transit modes in the design of transportation improvements
and the review and approval of development projects.

Policy 1I-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 lI-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 1I-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 1I-D-2: The City shall, within available funding, work to complete a system of bikeways
within Menlo Park.

Policy 1I-D-4: The City shall require new commercial and industrial development to provide
secure bicycle storage facilities on-site.
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Goal lI-E: To promote walking as a commute alternative and for short trips.

* Policy ll-E-I: The City shall require all new development to incorporate safe and attractive
pedestrian facilities on-site.

* Policy ll-E-2: The City shall endeavor to maintain safe sidewalks and walkways where existing
within the public right of way.

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

* Policy ll-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 EI Camino Real and Downtown Specific Plan
establishes the framework for private development and public improvements along the EI 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 EI Camino Real and
within downtown. The network provides opportunities for safe crossing of EI 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 EIl 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 I: Expand and Enhance Menlo Park’s Bikeway Network

* Policy I.l1: 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 20/ 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 #I:
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 EIl Camino Real corridor. Both
the El Camino Real and Downtown Specific Plan as well as this EIl 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 EIl 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 Collision Injury Fatality
Collisions Rate Rate Rate
(2009-2013)* (c/mve)

I. 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 6 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- 34 0.40 (0.27) | 44.1% (41.9%) | 0% (0.4%)

Ravenswood Ave

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

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

El Camino Real/Valparaiso Ave- 24 0.36 (0.27) | 37.5% (41.9%) 0% (0.4%)

Glenwood Ave
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 I'l. 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 |0 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 EIl 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 EIl 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
P;LI;‘e.d Occ. % Ps':::d Occ. % Ps':::d Occ. % Ps;;l:‘e.d Occ. %
Encinal Ave to o o
Valparaiso Ave-Glenwood Ave i ) 6 43% ) i 2 4%
Valparaiso Ave-Glenwood Ave to 8 539 9 56% 5 33% 4 25%
Oak Grove Ave
Oak Grove Ave to o o
Santa Cruz Ave > 100% i i 0 0% i i
Santa Cruz Ave to o o
Ravenswood Ave-Menlo Ave 7 88% ) ) 6 75% i i
Ravenswood Ave-Menlo Ave to o o
Live Oak Ave 2 20% ) ) 4 40% i i
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% I 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
Psl;l:‘e.d Occ. % Pc:::d Occ. % P;::‘e.d Occ. % P{alreI:‘e.d Occ. %
Encinal Ave to o o
Valparaiso Ave-Glenwood Ave i i 0 0% i i ? 64%
Valparaiso Ave-Glenwood Ave to o o o o
Oak Grove Ave 4 27% 9 56% 4 27% I 69%
Oak Grove Ave to o o
Santa Cruz Ave 4 100% i i ! 25% i i
Santa Cruz Ave to o o
Ravenswood Ave-Menlo Ave 7 88% i i 8 100% ) i
Ravenswood Ave-Menlo Ave to o o
Live Oak Ave 4 40% i i 6 60% ) i
Roble Ave to Middle Ave - - 0 0% - - I 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 - - I 9% - - I 9%
Cambridge Ave to Harvard Ave - - 0 0% - - 0 0%
Harvard Ave to Creek Dr 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 EIl Camino Real were also surveyed. The street
parking occupancy on side-streets of EIl 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
Pcrelt‘e.d Occ. % Psreltfd Occ. % P\a;:::d Occ. % Ps':::d Occ. %

Encinal Ave o o

(east to San Antonio Ave) i i 6 46% i i ! 8%
Valparaiso Ave-Glenwood Ave

(Hoover St to - - 0 0% - - 0 0%

San Antonio Ave)
Oak Grove Ave o o o o

(Hoover St to Merrill St) ' 9% > 31% 7 >0% ? >6%
Santa Cruz Ave o o o o

(Doyle St to Merrill St) 7 88% 7 >8% 7 88% 7 >8%
Live Oak Ave o °

(up to 100 feet west of ECR) | O 0% | - - b 25% - -
College Ave o o

(up to 100 feet west of ECR) 3 60% i i ! 20% ) i
Partridge Ave o o

(up to 100 feet west of ECR) 6 00% i i ! \7% ) i
Harvard Ave o o

(up to 100 feet west of ECR) 3 43% i i 2 29% ) i
Creek Dr | 25% | - . | 25% | - .

(up to 100 feet west of ECR)

Notes: MD = Midday; ECR = El Camino Real; Occ. = Occupancy; loading zones were not included in
the parking occupancy calculation.
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Existing Weekend On-Street Vehicle Parking Occupancy - Side Streets

Table 9

Side-Street

Weekend Parking Occupancy

Weekend Midday Peak

Weekend PM Peak
West of ECR East of ECR West of ECR East of ECR

Parked  oce.%  Parked gee o Parked oo o Parked g

Encinal Ave . ]

(east to San Antonio Ave) ) ) 8 62% - - 0 0%
Valparaiso Ave-Glenwood Ave

(Hoover St to - - I 33% - - 0 0%

San Antonio Ave)
Oak Grove Ave . . . ]

(Hoover St to Merrill St) > 36% 12 75% 2 14% | 6%
Santa Cruz Ave . . . )

(Doyle St to Merrill St) / 88% 8 67% 8 100% 7 58%
Live Oak Ave . .

(up to 100 feet west of ECR) 2 50% B - 3 75% - -
College Ave . .

(up to 100 feet west of ECR) 0 0% ) } | 20% - -
Partridge Ave . .

(up to 100 feetwest of ECR) | O 0% | - - o 0% | - -
Harvard Ave . .

(up to 100 feetwest of ECR) | O 0% | - - L% |- -
Creek Dr 0 0% ) ) 0 - ] -

(up to 100 feet west of ECR)

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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I. 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).

47%

Chart I: Where Respondents Live

® In Menlo Park, within 1/2 mile of
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H In Menlo Park, farther than 1/2 mile
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Table I: Where Respondents Live

Number of

Location 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 4] 13%
Outside of Menlo Park, farther than 1/2 mile of the

Corridor 26 8%
Total 316 100%
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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.

Chart 2: Where Respondents Work
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Table 2: Where Respondents Work

Number of

Location 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.



Community Survey Report
Internal Draft

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:

To connect to other cities in the region

To access the library and recreation center
For events and children’s activities

To cross from east to west

To visit friends and family

A

To access services

A full list of the open-ended responses can be viewed in Appendix C.

Chart 3: Why Respondents Travel on El Camino Real
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Table 3: Why Respondents Travel on El Camino Real

Number of
Reason 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 1%
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.

Chart 4: How Respondents Travel El Camino Real
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Table 4: How Respondents Travel EIl Camino Real

Number of
Transportation Method 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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Chart 5: Frequency that Respondents Drive on El Camino Real
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Table 5: Frequency that Respondents Drive on El Camino Real

Number of
Frequency 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



Community Survey Report
Internal Draft

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.

Chart 6: Frequency that Respondents Walk along El Camino Real
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Table 6: Frequency that Respondents Walk along El Camino Real

Number of
Frequency 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.

Chart 7: Frequency that Respondents Bike El Camino Real
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Table 7: Frequency that Respondents Bike El Camino Real

Number of
Frequency Respondents Percent of Total
On a daily basis 6l 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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Chart 8: Frequency that Respondents Use Local Bus Transit
Services on El Camino Real
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Table 8: Frequency that Respondents Use Local Bus Transit Services on El
Camino Real

Number of
Frequency 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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Chart 9: How Respondents Commonly Access the Menlo Park
Caltrain Station
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Table 9: How Respondents Commonly Access the Menlo Park Caltrain Station

Number of
Transportation Method Respondents Percent of Total
| rarely use Caltrain 136 43%
| ride my bike to Caltrain 66 21%
I walk to Caltrain 6l 19%
| drive and park at Caltrain 39 12%
| 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.

Chart 10: Opinions on General Safety and Environmental
Concerns
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Table 10: Opinions on General Safety and Environmental Concerns

Neutral/

Strongly ~ Somewhat No  Somewhat Strongly ~ Response

disagree disagree opinion agree agree Count
Ensuring that children can
safely cross ECR to get to
and from school should be a 1% 4% 1% 29% 56% 294
high priority.
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 5% 8% 25% 29% 32% 294
a high priority.
Signage (for cross streets, 7% 20% 46% 18% 8% 293

turns) is not clear enough
and needs to be improved.
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Woalking 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.

Chart | I: Opinions on Walking Environment
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Table I I: Opinions on Walking Environment

Neutral/

Strongly ~ Somewhat No  Somewhat Strongly ~ Response

disagree disagree  opinion agree agree Count
Signals are long enough to
allow people to walk across 4% 19% 16% 41% 20% 290
ECR safely.
Vehicle speeds should be 10% 23% 34% 20% 13% 291
slower to make the road safer
for people walking.
Bicycles on the sidewalks are a 8% 14% 16% 37% 27% 291
threat to pedestrian safety.
A parallel pedestrian path/trail
should be provided, separated 4% 7% 20% 24% 45% 291
from the main roadway,
possibly adjacent to the
railroad tracks.
If conditions for pedestrians on
and across ECR were 7% 13%  20% 22% 38% 290

improved, | would walk rather
than drive a car for some short
trips and errands.




Community Survey Report
Internal Draft

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.

Chart 12: Opinions on Transit
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Table 12: Opinions on Transit

Neutral/
Strongly ~ Somewhat No  Somewhat Strongly  Response
disagree disagree opinion agree agree Count
Dedicated bus/BRT (Bus Rapid
Transit) lanes on ECR should 21% 19% 399% 12% 10% 289

be accommodated through
Menlo Park.

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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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.

Chart 13: Opinions on Vehicle Traffic Environment

Controlling “spillover” traffic in the neighborhoods adjacent
to ECR should be a high priority.

Regional through traffic should be prioritized on ECR; short
local trips should be routed along other roads through the
community.
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through traffic from local traffic.

Lanes should be made wider in order to better
accommodate large trucks and delivery vehicles.

There is enough capacity for automobiles right now;
improvements should focus on other modes of travel
(bicycles, pedestrians, transit)

Improving the flow of traffic for automobiles should be the
highest priority for ECR.
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Table 13: Opinions on Vehicle Traffic Environment

Strongly ~ Somewhat Neutrall  Somewhat Strongly Response
disagree disagree  No opinion agree agree Count

Improving the flow of traffic
for automobiles should be 25% 20% 17% 24% 14% 288
the highest priority for ECR.

There is enough capacity for

automobiles right now; 12% 15% 9% 21% 44% 289
improvements should focus

on other modes of travel

(bicycles, pedestrians, transit)

Lanes should be made wider

in order to better 39% 31% 25% 6% 1% 290
accommodate large trucks

and delivery vehicles.

Solutions for ECR should
attempt to separate regional 9% 20% 35% 20% 16% 288

through traffic from local
traffic.

Regional through traffic
should be prioritized on
35% 26% 28% 8% 3% 289
ECR; short local trips should % % % % %
be routed along other roads
through the community.

Controlling “spillover” traffic
in the neighborhoods 6% 17% 29% 21% 27% 288

adjacent to ECR should be a
high priority.

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

19



El Camino Real Corridor Study

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.

Chart 14: Opinions on Bicycle Environment

If conditions for bicyclists on and across ECR were
improved, | would consider bicycling rather than driving for
some short trips and errands.

Currently, routes parallel to ECR are too discontinuous or
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vehicle traffic by a physical barrier to enhance safety.

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.

ECR is not safe or convenient to cross by bicycle.
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m Strongly agree Somewhat agree Neutral/No opinion ~ ® Somewhat disagree M Strongly disagree

20



Table 14: Opinions on Bicycle Environment

Community Survey Report
Internal Draft

Strongly ~ Somewhat Neutral/
disagree disagree  No opinion

Somewhat
agree

Strongly
agree

Response
Count

ECR is not safe or
convenient to cross by 6% 13% 12%
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.

10% 9% 14%

If bicycle lanes are

provided, they should be 7% 10% 19%
separated from vehicle

traffic by a physical

barrier to enhance safety.

Bicycles are best

accommodated on 14% 15% 16%
adjacent parallel routes,

not on ECR.

Currently, routes parallel

t(? ECR.are too 2% 3% 10%
discontinuous or

conflicted for effective

bike travel.

If conditions for bicyclists

on and across ECR were

improved, | would 8% 6% 12%
consider bicycling rather

than driving for some

short trips and errands.

33%

23%

25%

23%

27%

16%

36%

43%

40%

32%

56%

57%

291

289

291

291

287

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.

Chart 15: Opinions on Parking Environment

Any parking that is removed from ECR should be replaced H | | | | | | | i
with parking lots or garages off the roadway, nearby.

Parking on ECR should be eliminated to free up more space _
for bicycle lanes.

Parking on ECR should be eliminated to free up more space - -
for vehicle travel.

Street parking on ECR is essential for the convenience of
customers of small businesses located there.
BN N s A

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Strongly agree Somewhat agree Neutral/No opinion Somewhat disagree M Strongly disagree

22



Community Survey Report
Internal Draft

Table 15: Opinions on Parking Environment

Strongly ~ Somewhat Neutral/ ~ Somewhat Strongly Response
disagree disagree  No opinion agree agree Count

Street parking on ECR is

essential for the convenience 27% 30% 24% 13% 7% 288
of customers of small

businesses located there.

Parking on ECR should be 16% 13% 26% 26% 19% 289
eliminated to free up more

space for vehicle travel.

Parking on ECR should be 12% 7% 16% 26% 40% 288
eliminated to free up more

space for bicycle lanes.

Any parking that is removed

from ECR should be replaced 5% 8% 24% 37% 27% 289
with parking lots or garages

off the roadway, nearby.

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:
e 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

e More bike parking close to downtown

e More landscaping along El Camino Real (providing buffers between pedestrians or
bicyclists and vehicles)

e Timing traffic signals to favor continuous north-south flow on El Camino Real
e Reduction in delay at signalized intersections on El Camino Real

e  Wider sidewalks on El Camino Real
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e 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:

e Additional through lanes on El Camino Real

e Lower travel speeds on El Camino Real

e Higher travel speeds on El Camino Real

e 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:

e  More landscaped medians on ECR

e Additional transit service along ECR

e 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.

QI7. 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:

e Well: El Camino Real adequately serves the respondent’s current needs
e Not well: El Camino Real does not adequately serve the respondent’s needs or desires
e Mixed: The respondent that some needs may be met, but others are not

e 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.

QI18. 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:

e 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.

e 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.

e Safety: Forty-one percent of respondents were concerned about safety along the
Corridor, including bicycle, pedestrian, and student safety.

e 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.

QI19. 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 Grove? 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.

e Valparaiso/Glenwood: Some respondents were concerned with the crossing, some were
concerned with turns off El Camino Real.

e Oak Grove: Concerns included vehicles running red lights, and safety of pedestrians and
cyclists trying to cross El Camino Real.
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e Santa Cruz: Concerns included unsafe pedestrian crossing, signal timing, and vehicles
running red lights.

e 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.

e Roble: The only specific concern for Roble was cars blocking cross-traffic at the
intersection.

e Middle: Concerns included congestion, particularly congestion related to the Safeway
and gas station, and the unsafe and inconvenient crossing for pedestrians and cyclists.

e Cambridge: Concerns included U-turns and pedestrian crossings.

e Creek: The only specific concern noted for Creek Drive is that the bridge is too narrow
for pedestrians.

e 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

Intersection® Number of Mentions
Encinal 10
Valparaiso/Glenwood 29
Oak Grove 34
Santa Cruz 44
Menlo/Ravenswood® 50
Live Oak® 43
Roble® 41
Middle® 44
Partridge® 34
Cambridge® 33
Creek® 32
Sand Hill° 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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Summary of Best Practices

Introduction

The Menlo Park EI 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 EI Camino Real
and within downtown. The network provides opportunities for safe crossing of EI 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 EIl Camino Real, north-south connectivity along EIl 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



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:

I. High Visibility Crosswalks — Clearly delineated pedestrian crossing areas to enhance visibility and
the pedestrian environment.

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.



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.
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Figure 4 Pedestrian Refuge Island (Van Ness Avenue/McAllister Street, San Francisco)



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.
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Figure 5 Leading Pedestrian Interval (Mission Street/6th Street, San Francisco)
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Figure 6 Pedestrian Countdown Signal



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)



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 EIl 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 EI 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 EI 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:



I. 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 || 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.



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.



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



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.



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 | Ith Street/
Howard Street (bottom), San Francisco)



1. Bicycle Turn Signal Heads — Provide for specific bicycle turn movement at signalized
intersections.

Example Pending

[2. 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)

I3. Increased Bicycle Parking and Storage — Safe and convenient bicycle parking racks and storage
would encourage bicycle trips to the Downtown and Caltrain.



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 EI Camino Real corridor and connectivity to the Caltrain Station as outlined by
the Specific Plan:

I. 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.



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)



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:

I. 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.



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.



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.



Figure 31 Farmers Market (Center Street, Berkeley)

5. Interim Public Plazas — Transforms underutilized areas of roadway into public spaces for
surrounding residents and businesses.



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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Il. 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:

I. Short On-Street Parking Time Limits — Used to encourage turnover in areas where high
turnover is expected or warranted.

9:00 AM
10 6:00 P
- L

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)

24



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.

25



Figure 43 Parking used as buffers for bike lane (JF Kenndy Drive, San Francisco)

26



Appendix D

Intersection Levels of Service

El Camino Real Corridor Study — March 2014 Summary Report
March 2015 W‘”""“S»



Existing No Project Ale | Alt 2 Alt 3
Vehicular Delay - Intersection Average Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
AM
I. ECR/Sand Hill 339 C 41.7 D 37.3 D 41.7 D 428 D
2. ECR/Cambridge 4.9 A 8.5 A 7.8 A 8.5 A 74 A
3. ECR/Middle 14.7 B 237 C 26.2 C 237 C 253 C
4. ECR/Roble 10.2 B 7.1 A 6.9 A 7.1 A 83 A
5. ECR/Ravenswood-Menlo 383 D 40.6 D 75.1 E 40.4 D 41.6 D
6. ECR/Santa Cruz 22.5 C 15.6 B 233 C 16.0 B 16.1 B
7. ECR/Oak Grove 20.7 C 242 C 22.7 C 243 C 253 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
I. ECR/Sand Hill 65.8 E 75.5 E 85.9 F 75.5 E 727 E
2. ECR/Cambridge 1.6 B 1.5 B 1.9 B 1.5 B 1.3 B
3. ECR/Middle 15.9 B 27.6 C 337 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 538 D 62.5 E 51.3 D 533 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 412 D
8. ECR/Glenwood-Valparaiso 314 C 61.4 E 112.0 F 62.4 E 784 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




Appendix E

Intersection Queuing

El Camino Real Corridor Study — March 2014 Summary Report
March 2015 W‘”""“S»



Approx

AM
NB

o

® N oUW DN~

. 95th %-ile Queue (Avg on Thru Lanes Only)
Available
Storage (ft)

ECR

approaching Sand Hill
approaching Cambridge
approaching Middle

approaching Roble

approaching Ravenswood-Menlo
approaching Santa Cruz
approaching Oak Grove
approaching Glenwood-Valparais¢

approaching Encinal

SB ECR

9

PM
NB

hd

8
7
6
5.
4
3
2
|

© N o AW —

. approaching Encinal

. approaching Glenwood-Valparais
. approaching Oak Grove

. approaching Santa Cruz
approaching Ravenswood-Menlo
. approaching Roble

. approaching Middle

. approaching Cambridge

. approaching Sand Hill

ECR

approaching Sand Hill
approaching Cambridge
approaching Middle

approaching Roble

approaching Ravenswood-Menlo
approaching Santa Cruz
approaching Oak Grove
approaching Glenwood-Valparais¢

approaching Encinal

SB ECR

9

8
7
6
5.
4
3
2
|

. approaching Encinal

. approaching Glenwood-Valparaisc
. approaching Oak Grove

. approaching Santa Cruz
approaching Ravenswood-Menlo
. approaching Roble

. approaching Middle

. approaching Cambridge

. approaching Sand Hill

1350
1030
1080
840
610
340
390
990
1020

550
1010
1000
410
340
610
840
1080
1020

1350
1030
1080
840
610
340
390
990
1020

550
1010
1000
410
340
610
840
1080
1020

Queue
Length

225
120
90
175

235
155
105
365
160

225
980
355
over
285
155
220
140
350

490
305
205
485
480
205
175
585
120

195
325
535
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