
 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
AGENDA 

 
Regular Meeting 

July 13, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. 
City Council Chambers 

701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA  94025 
 

 

CALL TO ORDER – 7:00 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL – Combs, Ferrick, Goodhue, Kadvany, Kahle, Onken (Chair), Strehl (Vice Chair) 
 
INTRODUCTION OF STAFF – Michele Morris, Assistant Planner; Justin Murphy, Assistant 
Community Development Director; Kyle Perata, Associate Planner; Thomas Rogers, Senior 
Planner; Corinna Sandmeier, Associate Planner; Tom Smith, Associate Planner 
 
A. REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Under “Reports and Announcements,” staff and Commission members may communicate general 
information of interest regarding matters within the jurisdiction of the Commission.  No Commission 
discussion or action can occur on any of the presented items. 
 
B. PUBLIC COMMENTS (Limited to 30 minutes) 

 
Under “Public Comments,” 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 June 8, 2015, Planning Commission meeting.  (Attachment) 

 
D. PUBLIC HEARING 

 
D1. Use Permit/Eric Keng/455 San Mateo Drive: Request for a use permit to demolish an 

existing single story residence, carport and accessory structure on a substandard lot as to 
width and construct a new two story residence with a basement and excavate in the left side 
setback for a new lightwell. This project is located in the R-1-S (Single Family Suburban 
Residential) zoning district.  (Attachment) 
 

D2. Use Permit/Matt Nejasmich/629 Harvard Avenue: Request to demolish two existing single-
story, single-family residences and construct one new two-story, single-family residence and 
one new single-story, single-family residence on a substandard lot with regard to lot width in 
the R-2 (Low Density Apartment) zoning district. The following nine heritage trees are 
proposed for removal: a 16-inch tulip, a 17-inch Modesto ash, a 21-inch Modesto ash, a 16-
inch Modesto ash, an 18-inch Modesto ash, two 20-inch Zelkovas, a 28-inch silver maple, 
and a 58-inch Monterey pine.  (Attachment) 
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D3. Use Permit/Atieva USA, Inc./125 Constitution Drive:  Request for a use permit for the 

storage and use of hazardous materials for assembly, testing, and development of electric 
vehicles and related electric vehicle components, located in an existing building in the M-3(X) 
(Commercial Business Park) zoning district. All hazardous materials would be used and 
stored within the existing building.  (Attachment) 
 

D4. Use Permit/City of Menlo Park/Chestnut Street, south of Santa Cruz Ave: Request for a 
use permit to allow a maximum of eight recurring special events (Menlo Movie Series) per 
year on Chestnut Avenue, south of Santa Cruz Avenue, generally between late-August and 
early-October, from 6:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. Chestnut Street would be closed to vehicles on 
event days at 5:00 p.m., between the southern side of Santa Cruz Avenue and the adjacent 
parking plazas, but the pedestrian sidewalk would remain open. The event would use 
amplified sound, which may exceed Noise Ordinance limits.  (Attachment) 

 
E. SCOPING SESSION 
 
E1. Zoning Ordinance Amendment, Rezoning, Conditional Development Permit, 

Development Agreement, Lot Reconfiguration, Heritage Tree Removal Permits, Below 
Market Rate Housing Agreement, and Environmental Review/Hibiscus Properties, 
LLC/300-309 Constitution Drive: Request for a Conditional Development Permit (CDP) to 
redevelop an approximately 58-acre site with up to approximately 963,000 square feet of 
office uses in multiple new buildings along with a potential 200 room hotel of approximately 
175,000 square feet, which would result in a net increase of approximately 302,000 square 
feet at the site. The total gross floor area of office uses at the site would be approximately 
1.143 million square feet, which is within the 45 percent floor area ratio (FAR) maximum for 
offices and the total proposed gross floor area would be 1.318 million square feet, which is 
within the 55 percent FAR maximum for all uses within the M-2 Zoning District. The project 
includes a rezoning of the entire site to M-2(X) to allow an increase in height for the proposed 
buildings up to approximately 75 feet, along with a lot reconfiguration and heritage tree 
removal permits to enable the proposed redevelopment. In addition, the proposed project 
includes a Zoning Ordinance text amendment to conditionally permit hotel uses within the M-
2 zoning district. The applicant has requested a development agreement for vested rights in 
exchange for public benefits. The project includes a below market rate housing agreement, 
and the preparation of an environmental impact report and fiscal impact analysis.  
(Attachment) 

 
F. STUDY SESSION 

 
F1. Zoning Ordinance Amendment, Rezoning, Conditional Development Permit, 

Development Agreement, Lot Reconfiguration, Heritage Tree Removal Permits, Below 
Market Rate Housing Agreement, and Environmental Review/Hibiscus Properties, 
LLC/300-309 Constitution Drive: Request for a Conditional Development Permit (CDP) to 
redevelop an approximately 58-acre site with up to approximately 963,000 square feet of 
office uses in multiple new buildings along with a potential 200 room hotel of approximately 
175,000 square feet, which would result in a net increase of approximately 302,000 square 
feet at the site. The total gross floor area of office uses at the site would be approximately 
1.143 million square feet, which is within the 45 percent floor area ratio (FAR) maximum for 
offices and the total proposed gross floor area would be 1.318 million square feet, which is 
within the 55 percent FAR maximum for all uses within the M-2 Zoning District. The project 
includes a rezoning of the entire site to M-2(X) to allow an increase in height for the proposed 
buildings up to approximately 75 feet, along with a lot reconfiguration and heritage tree 
removal permits to enable the proposed redevelopment. In addition, the proposed project 
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includes a Zoning Ordinance text amendment to conditionally permit hotel uses within the M-
2 zoning district. The applicant has requested a development agreement for vested rights in 
exchange for public benefits. The project includes a below market rate housing agreement, 
and the preparation of an environmental impact report and fiscal impact analysis.  
(Attachment) 

 
G. REGULAR BUSINESS – None 
 
H. COMMISSION BUSINESS – None 
 
I. INFORMATION ITEMS – None 
 
ADJOURNMENT 

Future Planning Commission Meeting Schedule 
Regular Meeting  July 20, 2015 
Regular Meeting  August 3, 2015 
Regular Meeting  August 17, 2015 
Special Meeting  August 24, 2015 
Regular Meeting  September 21, 2015 
 
 

 

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 650-330-6702.  (Posted:  July 8, 2015) 

At every Regular Meeting of the Commission, in addition to the Public Comment period where the public shall have the right to address the 
Commission on any matters of public interest not listed on the agenda, members of the public have the right to directly address the Commission on 
any item listed on the agenda at a time designated by the Chair, either before or during the Commission’s consideration of the item. 

At every Special Meeting of the Commission, members of the public have the right to directly address the Commission on any item listed on the 
agenda at a time designed by the Chair, either before or during consideration of the item. 

Any writing that is distributed to a majority of the commission by any person in connection with an agenda item is a disclosable public record 
(subject to any exemption under the Public Records Act) and is available for inspection at The Community Development Department, Menlo Park 
City Hall, 701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA 94025 during regular business hours. 

Persons with disabilities, who require auxiliary aids or services in attending or participating in Planning Commission meetings, may contact the City 
Clerk at (650) 330-6600.   

Planning Commission meetings are recorded and audio broadcast live.  To listen to the live audio broadcast or to past recordings, go to 
www.menlopark.org/streaming. 



   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

 
ASSISTANCE FOR PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES:  Person with disa bilities who require auxiliary aids or services in 
attending or participating in Planning Commission meetings, may call the Planning Division office at (650) 330-6702 
prior to the meeting.  
 
COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA AND REPORTS:  Copies of the agenda and the staff reports with their respective 
plans are available prior to the meeting at the Planning Division counter in the Administration Building, and on the table 
at the rear of the meeting room during the Commission meeting.  Members of the public can view or subscribe to 
receive future weekly agendas and staff reports in advance by e-mail by accessing the City website at 
http://www.menlopark.org. 

 
MEETING TIME & LOCATION:  Unless otherwise posted, the starting time of regular and study meetings is 7:00 p.m. 
in the City Council Chambers.  Meetings will end no later than 11:30 p.m. unless extended at 10:30 p.m. by a three-
fourths vote of the Commission. 
 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY:  Members of the public may directly address the Planning Commission on items of interest to 
the public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Planning Commission.  The City prefers that such matters 
be presented in writing at the earliest possible opportunity or by fax at (650) 327-1653, e-mail at 
planning.commission@menlopark.org, or hand delivery by 4:00 p.m. on the day of the meeting.  
 

Speaker Request Cards:  All members of the public, including project applicants, who wish to speak before the 
Planning Commission must complete a Speaker Request Card.  The cards shall be completed and submitted to the 
Staff Liaison prior to the completion of the applicant’s presentation on the particular agenda item.  The cards can be 
found on the table at the rear of the meeting room. 
 
Time Limit:  Members of the public will have three minutes and applicants will have five minutes to address an 
item.  Please present your comments clearly and concisely.  Exceptions to the time limits shall be at the discretion 
of the Chair.  
 
Use of Microphone:  When you are recognized by the Chair, please move to the closest microphone, state your 
name and address, whom you represent, if not yourself, and the subject of your remarks. 
 

DISORDERLY CONDUCT:  Any person using profane, vulgar, loud or boisterous language at any meeting, or 
otherwise interrupting the proceedings, and who refuses to be seated or keep quiet when ordered to do so by the Chair 
or the Vice Chair is guilty of a misdemeanor.  It shall be the duty of the Chief of Police or his/her designee, upon order 
of the presiding officer, to eject any person from the meeting room. 
 
RESTROOMS:  The entrance to the men’s restroom is located outside the northeast corner of the Chamber.  The 
women’s restroom is located at the southeast corner of the Chamber. 
 
If you have further questions about the Planning Commission meetings, please contact the Planning Division Office 
(650-330-6702) located in the Administration Building. 
 
 
Revised: 4/11/07 
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CALL TO ORDER – 7:02 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL – Combs (departed at 8:08 p.m.), Ferrick (arrived 7:04 p.m.), Goodhue, Kadvany, 
Kahle, Onken (Chair), Strehl (Vice Chair - left at 9 p.m.) 
 
INTRODUCTION OF STAFF – Justin Murphy, Assistant Community Development Director, 
Deanna Chow, Senior Planner; Kyle Perata, Associate Planner; Thomas Rogers, Senior 
Planner; Corinna Sandmeier, Associate Planner 
 
A. REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
A1. Update on Pending Planning Items 

a. ConnectMenlo 
i. Housing Commission – May 28, 2015 
ii. Transportation/Bicycle Commissions – June 1, 2015 
iii. General Plan Advisory Committee – June 3, 2015 

 
Senior Planner Rogers reported on activities related to ConnectMenlo, the City’s General Plan 
Update.  He said the Housing Commission held a special meeting with a panel on May 28, 2015 
and the Transportation and Bicycle Commissions held a special joint meeting on June 1 and 
heard a presentation from a well known transportation consultant Jeff Tumlin.  He said both of 
the meetings were filmed and videos would be available online. He reported that the General 
Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC) meeting on June 3 provided additional information for the 
ConnectMenlo item on the Commission’s agenda this evening. 
 

b. Budget – City Council – June 2 and 16, 2015 
 
Senior Planner Rogers said the Council discussed the City Manager’s proposed budget at their 
June 2 meeting.  He said there were investments proposed in Building, Planning and 
Engineering in response to development applications.  He said the Council would continue the 
budget review at their June 16 meeting. 
 

c. Santa Cruz Street Café Pilot Program – City Council – June 2, 2015 
 
Senior Planner Rogers said the Council considered the Santa Cruz Street Café Pilot Program 
for conceptual approval and update at their June 2 meeting.  He said they looked at angled and 
parallel parking scenarios, approved the program in concept and outlined a cost sharing 
protocol.  He said downtown merchants would be asked to apply to the City and then move 
forward with construction and implementation of an appropriate number of applications.   
  
Commissioner Ferrick arrived at the meeting.  
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Commissioner Kadvany provided a handout he had prepared on the topic of public benefit in the 
El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan area. Copies were provided to Commissioners and 
staff, and were also made available to the public.  He noted this was spurred by a comment by a 
developer after the Commission’s consideration of public benefit under a study session recently 
for a project in the Specific Plan area.  Chair Onken suggested to staff to have the topic placed 
on a future Commission agenda for discussion.   
 
B. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
There was none.  

 
C. CONSENT  
 
C1. Approval of minutes from the May 4, 2015, Planning Commission meeting.  (Attachment) 
 
Commissioner Kadvany asked that the first line, first paragraph, on page 11, attributed to him, 
be deleted as it was missing context and it was not needed.   
 
Commissioner Combs noted he had been absent from the May 4 meeting but understood that 
did not preclude him voting on the minutes of that meeting.  He moved to approve as submitted 
with the one modification requested by Commissioner Kadvany.  Commissioner Strehl 
seconded the motion. 
 
Commission Action: M/S Combs/Strehl to approve the minutes with the following modification:  
 
Page 11, 1st paragraph, 1st line:  Delete “Commissioner Kadvany said he thought the surface 
interest was about 75%” 
 
Motion carried 7-0 

 
D. PUBLIC HEARING 
 
Commissioner Kahle recused himself from the consideration of item D1 due to a potential 
conflict of interest as the applicant had worked for him and they had numerous mutual friends. 

 
D1. Use Permit/Joy Torab/2191 Avy Avenue: Request for a use permit to demolish an 

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

 
Staff Comment:  Senior Planner Rogers said that there were no additions to the staff report. 
 
Questions of Staff:  Commissioner Kadvany asked about the long legs of the second story 
trellis.  Senior Planner Rogers said it was supported by a cable on both sides and was likely not 
load bearing. 
 
Public Comment:  Ms. Joy Torab, applicant and property owner with her husband Justin 
Dustzadeh, said the overall style was modern ranch.  She said they and were trying to improve 
all of the setbacks above the minimal requirements.  She said the height would be 24-foot 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/7291
http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/7289
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where 28-foot maximum height was allowed.  She said the landscaping would be increased by 
11%.  She said they shared their plans with their two neighbors in the rear, the neighbors on 
each side, and three neighbors across the street, all of whom had written letters of support for 
the project. 
 
Chair Onken said the front setback was shown in the staff report as 22-feet, seven-inches.  He 
asked how that was measured from along the tilted front façade.  Senior Planner Rogers said 
under the zoning ordinance that setbacks were measured to fascia and foundation on the 
ground floor and architectural features or intrusions such as eaves were allowed either 18-
inches into a setback of less than 10-feet or three feet into a setback greater than 10 feet.  Chair 
Onken said the intrusion was the entire second floor.  Senior Planner Rogers said he found the 
most helpful diagram of the section on page A7 of the architectural sheet that showed what was 
really the side building wall versus the entire floor element.  He said the bedroom wall was 
vertical and staff found the cantilevered roof and eaves to be an architectural feature.   
 
Chair Onken closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission Comment:  Commissioner Strehl asked about the division of the garage.  Ms. 
Torab said they were separate parking units and each had access to the main house.  She said 
one also had access from the outside. She said the decision to have them separate was to keep 
the space more organized.  
 
Commissioner Kadvany asked about the practicality of the second floor trellis and whether they 
had considered clerestory windows instead on the second floor.  Ms. Torab said a plan checker 
with the City had suggested the trellis as a decorative element.  She said the master bath was 
on the other side of the trellis and the window for the bathroom was on the side and not in front.  
She said they were using 12-inch by 36-inch tile in the bathroom and that could not be cut.  She 
said if there were windows the tile would need cutting. 
 
Chair Onken said he could support the project noting there were some idiosyncrasies with the 
decorative architectural elements.  He moved to approve the item as recommend in the staff 
report.   Commissioner Ferrick seconded the motion and noted she liked that the applicants 
were increasing conformance with setbacks.  She said she thought that the architecture, 
although somewhat different, would work with the streetscape.   
 
Commission Action: M/S Onken/Ferrick 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 Inspiroy Design, consisting of twelve plan sheets, dated received 
May 26, 2015, and approved by the Planning Commission on June 8, 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 6-0 with Commissioner Kahle recused.  

 
D2. Use Permit and Variance/Farhad Ashrafi/677 Live Oak Avenue: Request for a use 

permit to demolish an existing single-story duplex and detached garage and construct a 
new two-story, single-family residence and detached garage on a substandard lot with 
regard to width and area in the R-3 (Apartment) zoning district. The proposal includes a 
request for a variance for the new residence to encroach into the required 20-foot 
separation between main buildings located on adjacent lots.  (Attachment) 

 
Staff Comment:  Planner Sandmeier said there were no additions or changes to the staff report. 
 
Public Comment:  Mr. Farhad Ashrafi, project architect, said the issue of the variance was a 
hardship because neighboring properties did not conform to setback requirements.   
 
Commissioner Kahle asked if they had considered a front porch. Mr. Ashrafi said they had but 
the width of the project site and the depth of the development were issues.  He said there were 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/7296
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two parking spaces in the rear – one a garage and the other an uncovered space – and the 
mobility of vehicles to access those would be impacted if the building were pushed back further 
to allow for a porch.   
 
Commissioner Strehl asked if there was a three-foot setback from the garage to the property 
line.  Mr. Ashrafi said if the garage was adjacent to an accessory structure like a garage that 
setback could be maintained.   
 
Commissioner Kadvany asked if they had considered continuing the siding on the second story 
to the first story of the house.  Mr. Ashrafi said the idea was to introduce some texture and they 
did not want the entire the building to be the same finish.   
 
Chair Onken closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission Comment:  Commissioner Ferrick said the report indicated the project adhered to 
the 10-foot setback so she was unclear why a variance was needed.  Planner Sandmeier said in 
the R-3 zoning district there was a 20-foot distance requirement between main buildings on 
adjacent lots.  She said the main buildings on either side of the subject property do not conform 
to the 10-foot setback requirement.   
 
Chair Onken said the two-story building to the south of the subject property was 18-foot, 6-
inches away.  He said most of that home’s living space on the upper story seemed to be facing 
this property.  He asked if there had been any privacy concerns expressed by neighbors.  
Planner Sandmeier said they had not received any correspondence from neighbors. 
 
Commissioner Ferrick asked about neighbor outreach.   
 
Mr. Ashrafi said the property owners, Dr. and Mrs. Sadeh, had sent letters to all of the neighbors 
requesting input and stating they were available to answer any questions about the plans.  He 
said none of the neighbors asked to see plans.  Commissioner Ferrick asked if they had 
mentioned the new home would be two-story.  Mr. Ashrafi said the letter was attached as F1.  
He said they had not sent plans but invited people to contact them if they wanted to review the 
plans or had any questions. 
 
Planner Sandmeier said an initial notice was sent to property owners within 300-feet with a 
drawing showing that the development was a two-story structure. 
 
Chair Onken said that an 18-foot, six-inch distance between a bedroom in one building and the 
bathroom in the other building was close proximity for neighbors’’ living space.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick said they could do multi-family in the R-3 zone and asked why they were 
doing a single-family residence.  Mr. Ashrafi said this development was a family home and if it 
were a duplex it would require four parking spaces.  He said that would cramp the building given 
the lot width. Chair Onken said this R-3 lot was really too small for the zone it was located in. 
 
Commissioner Kahle said he did not have a concern with the variance request as the 
neighboring property did not conform to the 10-foot side setback and that created the hardship 
for this lot.  He said he would like the project to have a front porch.  He said the 10-foot ceiling 
on the first floor and the first floor being a couple of feet above grade created a 12-foot wall to 
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the right of the entry that would be broken up with a porch.  He said it was a nicely designed 
house.  He said there were corner boards on the second floor where there was Hardy siding 
that he would like to see have mitered corners, or to have the siding come to the corners so 
there was no view of the trim boards painted out, or at least painted out to match the siding.  He 
said there appeared to be a louvered window above the entry and asked if it was decorative.  
Mr. Ashrafi said it was decorative.  Commissioner Kahle suggested removing it as he did not 
think it necessary as the wall there was not particularly large.  Mr. Ashrafi said mitering corners 
with Hardy boards usually caused a problem because of the contraction and expansion of the 
building materials and caulking had to be used miter a corner.  He said being exposed to the 
weather there was always opportunity for physical and weather related damage and that was 
why they had closed those for a better sealed joint.  Mr. Kahle said there were websites 
describing how this material could have either woven corners or shiplap corners that looked 
really nice.  Mr. Ashrafi said they would look into that construction detail information. 
 
Commissioner Strehl moved to make the findings for the variance request and approve as 
recommended in the staff report.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick asked if the applicant would be able to add a porch if the Commission 
approved the project this evening.  Planner Sandmeier said the applicants would have to reduce 
the building size to add a porch as they were at 29.7% of 30% allowable coverage area.   
 
Chair Onken asked Commissioner Strehl as the maker of the motion if she wanted to add any of 
the elements commented upon by Commissioner Kahle.  Commissioner Strehl said the porch 
did not seem to be an option.  She said she was not an architect so she could not speak to the 
other elements.  She said if those were something the applicant was willing to consider she was 
willing to amend her motion to include Commissioner Kahle’s recommendations except for the 
porch.  Commissioner Goodhue seconded the motion. 
 
Commissioner Combs asked if the recommendation was that the applicant would look at a 
website to check out corner finishes but would not necessarily have to do that construction 
detail.  Commissioner Kahle said his recommendation would be to consider eliminating the 
corner, or if they remained to paint them to match the siding, and to remove the louvered 
window.  Chair Onken asked if Commissioner Kahle was asking the applicant to consider the 
modifications or approve with those modifications as conditions.  Commissioner Kahle said it 
was to approve with modifications the applicant consider different corner treatment or paint to 
match the siding, and eliminate the louvered window.  
 
Mr. Ashrafi said he would discuss removal of the louvered window with the property owners and 
if they supported, they would eliminate it from the design.  He said they would paint the corner 
boards to match the siding.   
 
Commissioner Kadvany suggested the applicant be given some flexibility about whether to keep 
or remove the louvered window as it was a decorative detail. 
 
Chair Onken asked Commissioner Strehl to recap her motion.  Commissioner Strehl moved to 
make the findings approving the variance request and the use permit as recommended in the 
staff report, and that the applicant look for alternative treatments of the corners of the Hardy 
boards, and at a minimum have it painted the same as the siding, and to have the owners’ input 
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on whether or not they wanted to remove the louvered window.  Commissioner Goodhue 
confirmed her acceptance of the rephrased motion and seconded it.   
 
Commission Action: M/S Strehl/Goodhue to approve the item with the following modifications: 

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

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

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

a. The main buildings on both sides of the subject parcel do not conform to the 
required interior 10-foot side setback required in the R-3 zone. When combined 
with these non-conforming buildings, the narrow width of the parcel creates a 
uniquely small area for the permitted building footprint. This hardship is unique to 
the property, and has not been created by an act of the owner. 

b. If the proposed residence were built to be 20 feet away from the main buildings 
on the neighboring lots, the residence would only be 24 feet wide, resulting in a 
long narrow structure with little usable rear yard. If the structures on either side 
where in conformance with their required side setbacks, the variance would not 
be necessary for the proposed 30-foot wide residence. The variance would thus 
be necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property rights 
possessed by other conforming property. Given that other properties in the 
vicinity do not have similar constraints with regard non-conforming structures on 
both sides, the requested variance would not represent a special privilege.  

c. The setback to the building on the right side of the subject property would be 
18.5 feet and the setback to the property on the left side would be 15.5 feet. If the 
two adjacent parcels are redeveloped in the future, they would be required to 
adhere to 10-foot side setbacks and the proposed variance would no longer be 
needed. The proposed project would be below the maximum allowed building 
coverage and all other Zoning Ordinance standards would be met. In particular, 
the structure would be well within the 35-foot height limit. As such, granting of the 
variance would not be materially detrimental to the public health, safety, or 
welfare, and will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 
property. 

 
d. Although there are a few other narrow parcels in the area that may be adjacent to 

properties that are not in conformance with the required 10-foot interior side 
setbacks on both sides, these are exceptions. As such, the conditions on which 
the variance is based would not be generally applicable to other property in the 
same zoning classification. 

e. The property is not within any Specific Plan area, and as such no finding 
regarding an unusual factor is required to be made. 
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4. Approve the use permit and variance subject to the following standard conditions: 

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans 
prepared by F. Ashrafi Architect, consisting of 14 plan sheets, dated received 
May 14, 2015, and approved by the Planning Commission on June 8, 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.   

 
5. Approve the use permit and variance subject to the following project-specific 

conditions: 
 
a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, 

the applicant shall submit revised plans that show an alternative to the 
corner boards or show that the corner boards will be painted the same 
color as the rest of the upper floor, subject to review and approval of the 
Planning Division.  
 

b. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, 
the applicant may submit revised plans without the proposed louvered 
window on the front elevation, subject to review and approval of the 
Planning Division. 

 
Motion carried 7-0. 
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D3. Use Permit/ChemPartner/1430 O'Brien Drive, Suite F: Request for a use permit for the 
indoor storage and use of hazardous materials for the research and development of 
medicinal chemistry associated with a contract research organization, located in an 
existing building in the M-2 (General Industrial) zoning district. All hazardous materials 
would be used and stored within the existing building.  (Attachment) 

 
Staff Comment:  Planner Perata said staff had no additions to the staff report. 
 
Public Comment: Mr. Mike Lizarzaburu, Senior Chemistry Scientist and Partner at 
ChemPartner, said he was also in charge of environmental health and safety for their west coast 
operation.  He said his company was a contract resource organization specializing in small 
molecule drug discovery.  He said the company was based in Shanghai, China and was 
currently opening west coast operations at 1430 O’Brien Drive in Menlo Park.  He said they use 
small quantities of hazardous materials that were handled by chemistry scientists trained in 
proper handling procedures and that they do not conduct any large scale chemical reactions. He 
said hazardous waste was removed biweekly by a licensed hazardous material removal 
company. 
 
Chair Onken closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission Comment:  Commissioner Kahle asked the applicant to describe the dangers of 
the hazardous materials used.  He asked where the fumes went with the fume hoods and if they 
were treated before they were released into the atmosphere.  He asked the most dangerous 
materials on site.  
 
Mr. Lizarzaburu said the fume hoods were designed so that if there was an exposure the 
scientist working there would be safe.  He said only trace releases to the atmosphere were 
allowed and those limits were governed by state and federal regulations.  He said the fume 
hoods were used every day when there were chemists working in the laboratory.  He said the 
most dangerous materials were solvents because of their flammability and those were kept in 
anti-flammable cabinets. He said the second highest danger was from pyrophoric materials that 
ignite spontaneously when contacted with air, but those reagents were handled on a very small 
scale. 
 
Commissioner Ferrick said the list of chemicals was longer than those generally seen by the 
Commission and there seemed to be more toxic materials.  She asked if they were using all of 
them.  Mr. Lizarzaburu said that it depended on the chemistry being done.  He said right now 
they have about 50 chemicals on site.  He said for the most part they were minimal quantities. 
 
Ms. Ellen Ackerman, Green Environment, said one reason the list was so comprehensive was 
that the company was a contract R&D company and it was unknown what their next project 
might be.  She said they had to list every chemical they would want to have onsite including 
those for a client in the future.  She said they at what they needed for projects done in the past 
and now, and listed all the materials they expected to use at some point.   
 
Commissioner Ferrick noted for the record that all of the agencies regulating this permit had 
signed off on the permit request. 
 
Chair Onken reopened the public hearing. 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/7290
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Public Comment:  Ms. Karen Kitterman, Menlo Park, said this company was close to a school 
and a religious childcare and school.  She said many of these children were immigrants and 
asked if the schools had been notified of this company’s permit request.  She said she was 
concerned that children were in the area of hazardous materials.   
 
Chair Onken closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission Comment:  Commissioner Ferrick said that these reviews were required to protect 
the safety and welfare of the community. 
 
Ms. Ackerman said the quantity of each individual material onsite was quite small.  She said 
none of the materials, the hazard they presented or the quantity used required an extraordinary 
emergency response plan. She said the company will file a hazardous material business plan 
with the County.  She said the fire district would have the plan in their records and within that 
there was a contingency plan for what to do in the event of a spill or release. 
 
Commissioner Strehl asked if the schools would be notified. 
 
Planner Perata said the notification area for this application was a quarter-mile, and the City 
sent a notice when the application was received and again when the public hearing was 
scheduled.  He said the referenced school and Casa dei Bambini were located within a quarter 
mile of this company and would have received the notices. 
 
Commission Action: M/S Onken/Ferrick to approve the item as recommended in the staff report. 
 

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

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

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

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans 
provided by DES Architects/Engineers, consisting of eight plan sheets, dated 
received June 3, 2015, and approved by the Planning Commission on June 8, 
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 sanitary district, 
Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies regulations that are 
directly applicable to the project. 
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c. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall comply with all requirements of 
the Building Division, Engineering Division, and Transportation Division that are 
directly applicable to the project.  

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

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

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

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

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

hazardous materials shall expire unless a new business submits a new hazardous 
materials information form and chemical inventory to the Planning Division for 
review by the applicable agencies to determine whether the new hazardous 
materials information form and chemical inventory are in substantial compliance 
with the use permit. 

 
Motion carried 7-0.  

 
E. STUDY SESSION  
 
There was no study session.  
 
F. REGULAR BUSINESS 

 
F1. 2015-16 Capital Improvement Program/General Plan Consistency: Consideration of 

consistency of the 2015-2016 projects of the Five-Year Capital Improvement Plan with the 
General Plan.  (Attachment) 

 
Staff Comment:  Mr. Jesse Quirion, City Public Works Director, said the CIP came before the 
Commission late last year for prioritization.  He said since then it has been reviewed by all 
Commissions and reviewed by the City Council.  He said the Commission was asked to 
consider if the 2015-2016 projects of the Five-Year Capital Improvement Plan were consistent 
with the General Plan.  He said the 2015-2016 CIP was scheduled to be adopted by the City 
Council as part of the budget at their next meeting.   
 
Commissioner Kahle asked if there were funding amounts associated with the projects Mr. 
Quirion said there were but not with this staff report as it was only looking at the consistency of it 
with the General Plan.  He said on the City’s website and as part of the proposed budget there 
were full project descriptions and the associated costs.   
 
Chair Onken asked if there was public comment.  There being none he closed public comment. 
 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/7295
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Commission Action: M/S Onken/Goodhue to adopt Resolution No. 2015-03 determining that the 
5-Year CIP’s projects for FY 2015-16 are consistent with the General Plan. 
 
Motion carried 7-0.  

 
F2. ConnectMenlo/City of Menlo Park: Review and provide a recommendation regarding the 

Notice of Preparation (NOP) with a maximum potential development to be studied in the 
General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  (Attachment) 

 
Commissioner Combs recused himself due to a potential conflict of interest after consultation 
with the City Attorney as his employer is a large landowner in the M2 area.  He said he would 
recuse himself from all Commission considerations of General Plan zoning in the M2. 
 
Assistant Community Development Director Murphy introduced Charlie Knox and Rosie Dudley 
with PlaceWorks, the consultant firm working with the City on the General Plan Update.   

 
Mr. Knox noted that the schedule had been expanded to allow for more community outreach 
and engagement in the process and additional input on development primarily in the M2 area.  
He said the main point of the Council’s objectives in the M2 area was the focus of change and 
the growing demand for growth and different uses in the M2 that do not exist now.  He said the 
guiding principles were established at the end of the last calendar year which were used to 
launch work in January for a land use alternative or land use map, which they were calling a 
maximum potential development alternative.  He said that created an overall umbrella of 
potential additional nonresidential square footage, hotel rooms, housing and retail to study in the 
EIR.  He said it was not indicating that was feasible or desired by anyone in particular.  He said 
they anticipated the certification of an EIR within a year. 

 
Mr. Knox reported on the community surveys.  He said that transit and transportation were 
identified as priorities by community respondents.  He said commonly made comments related 
to the maintenance of properties and infrastructure in Belle Haven.  He said another key 
comment was to enable current residents to remain and stem the rising tide of gentrification and 
displacement by using housing strategies to allow residents to stay in Belle Haven and their 
homes despite the rising prices and rents.   
 
Mr. Knox said the City hosted two open houses, one of which was held on Saturday, May 2, the 
second on Thursday, May 7.  He said both were very well attended.  He said those attending 
were encouraged to visit the five information stations and speak with staff, the consultants, and 
each other.  He said additionally that several of the major M-2 property owners, including 
representatives from Facebook, CS Bio and Tarlton Properties, hosted a station to share their 
ideas about the future of their properties and to receive input from the community.  He said the 
City hosted a budget workshop “Budget 101” to address questions as to what revenue might be 
expected and where it would be allocated. 
 
Mr. Knox said at a Housing Commission meeting on May 28, 2015 a panel of four housing 
experts shared their perspectives on a variety of housing-related issues, such as housing 
economics, affordable housing policies and strategies, anti-displacement policies, and local 
housing implementation.  The panel agreed that housing is a regional issue that needs to be 
addressed locally through both the production of more housing units that “fit” the community 
needs.  

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/7292
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Mr. Knox said at a joint meeting of the Transportation and Bicycle Commissions that 
Commissioners and the public heard from Mr. Jeff Tumlin, Nelson Nygaard, the transportation 
consultant, on ways to respond to growth and change while creating safe streets, options for 

getting around town, and new metrics for measuring performance.  
 
Mr. Knox said the GPAC met two weeks prior and had provided the last two changes.  He said 
in the area between Willow Road and University Avenue, north of O’Brien Drive, and the Hetch-
Hetchy right-of-way, that the GPAC and the community members who have participated in 
those meetings felt much more comfortable with a six-story maximum for residential buildings.   
He said that set an average which informed their environmental analysis and what the impacts 
might be including those on traffic and parking.  He said the orange and blue area shown on the 
very left of the map represented an M2 landowner’s suggestion that if the area currently 
occupied by FedEx changed to something else that consideration be made for uses there that 
would support the hotel and mixed use shown in purple.  He said this created two distinct places 
– one at Willow and one at Jefferson - separated by the Belle Haven community and Dumbarton 
Rail Corridor that supported the Plan update’s guiding principles but would require programs in 
Plan and implementation to manage traffic and parking. He said in exchange for community 
facilities and increments of new growth those would be tied to amenities to be provided by the 
development community.  He said the maximum potential would allow an additional 2.1 million 
square feet of nonresidential building, 4,500 housing units, 600 hotel rooms in three different 
locations and 5,500 new jobs.  He said the reason for the 4,500 housing units to study in the 
EIR was to strengthen the amenities that the community, employers, employees and tenants 
wanted - a live-work-play-recreate environment. 
 
Commissioner Kahle said an email from a former planning commissioner had been received 
stating that Menlo Park had lost a significant number of M2 businesses since 2004.  Mr. Knox 
said what he understood from Ms. Fry’s email was a concern with the volume of potential 
growth.  He said in the economic analysis there might be statistics available of the type of 
businesses that generated sales tax in favor of things that don’t like high tech media 
businesses.  He said they did not generate data for the existing conditions report that came to 
that conclusion.  He said anecdotally that story was out but he wasn’t sure if that was the 
existing trend or would remain the trend if more development was allowed.  He said life science 
businesses typically generate business to business revenue.  He said about 66% of the 
potential 2.1 million square feet of development on top of what was already allowed in the M2 
under the existing Plan would be life sciences firms.  He said hotels would generate significant 
revenue.   
 
Mr. Fergus O’Shea, Director of Campus Facilities for Facebook, said Facebook through this 
process was not requesting to increase the existing FAR for office space.  He said while they 
supported the GPAC’s recommendations on height limits that traffic on Willow Road was a 
major issue.  He said they were working on solutions to address the existing and potential 
impacts to traffic.  He said providing neighborhood serving retail options for example would 
allow their employees and neighbors to access essential services without having to drive.  He 
said they continue to manage their transportation program and today almost half of their 
employees do not drive to work.  He said the right kind of housing and retail amenities could 
take traffic off the road.  He said they supported the Commission recommending that the City 
Council authorize the Notice of Preparation for an EIR.  He said they would continue to work 
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with the City on this process as long as there was a predictable path to meet their business 
needs.   
 
Ms. Vicky Robledo, Belle Haven, said she had been actively involved in meetings on the 
General Plan update the past two years.  She said that many of the Belle Haven residents have 
met consistently about the General Plan Update and that for the record they did not support 
4,500 new housing units.  She said one of their greatest concerns was the issue of traffic and 
that 4,500 additional housing units could add 10,000 to 25,000 more cars.  She said regarding 
additional employment that might be available that they have not addressed affordable housing 
for people who would work in the additional retail and service jobs.  She said regarding traffic 
that residents have spoken on record that it can take them an hour to travel from Chilco to 
Willow even in non-rush hour traffic.  She said Belle Haven was a beautiful community rich with 
diversity and they wanted to keep the integrity of that diversity there.  She said they wanted 
affordable housing established west of El Camino Real and not for everything to be situated all 
in the Belle Haven area.  She said Belle Haven was not accessible – they did not have public 
transportation or trains.  She said they wanted the City to consider the impacts of tremendous 
growth in a short period of time on the Belle Haven residents.   
 
Chair Onken closed the public comment period. 
 
Commission Comment:  Chair Onken said it was important to divorce the draft potential 
development for the EIR from the zoning of the M2 and what the community wanted there.  He 
said the development potential for the EIR was to ensure that they have mitigations identified for 
the worst traffic and density issues but they should work on what the desirable zoning should 
be.  He said he supported the map.  He noted work he was doing in Burlingame.  He said that 
City wanted certain development but their General Plan EIR was old and new development 
beyond that identified in the EIR required a new EIR which slowed down the process.   
 
Responding to questions from Commissioner Kadvany, Mr. Knox said the reason for a 
prioritized list of amenities was to attach values so whatever increment of development was 
proposed it was known which of the amenities needed to be done first.  He said for instance a 
huge item could be reactivating the Dumbarton Rail Corridor and whether that was rapid transit 
or train, ped or cycle tracks, it would have a large cost.  He said if the Council, Commission and 
community didn’t want 2.1 million square feet of development and only 400,000 square feet the 
increment of value would still be known.  He said they would come back to the Commission to 
look at zoning aspects that would describe what various levels of development would create in 
amenities and what the mitigations were.   
 
Commissioner Strehl said she was serving on the GPAC and what was being proposed was in 
response to community concerns in terms of number of stories for residential buildings.  She 
said they were not approving the development potential but describing the outer limit of potential 
for development.   
 
Commissioner Kahle said he was having trouble conceiving of 2.1 million more square feet.  Mr. 
Knox said it was a little bit less than what the M2 area could allow currently in development.  He 
said there was about 8.75 million square foot of existing development in the M2 and there was a 
10 million square foot outer limit of nonresidential under the existing Plan.  He said the 2.1 
million square foot number was reached through a long complex conversation in the community 
about what the property owners wanted.  He said it was refreshing that the Council at the outset 
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said since most of the change would occur in the M2 area instructed them to go talk with the 
property owners in that area and report back to the Council, Planning Commission and the 
community.   
 
Responding to a question from Commissioner Ferrick, Mr. Knox said at the Housing 
Commission there was discussion about the importance of rent stabilization and combinations 
of that which was described as Prop 13 for renters. He said that combined with just-cause 
eviction meant that a property owner could not just evict renters because they wanted to 
increase the rent more than an allowable percent increase.  He said the housing experts at that 
meeting showed there were housing shortages in all areas for all socio-economic levels.  He 
said the Housing Commission talked about jobs and housing fit and the housing experts said all 
of the housing units needed to be built and a variety of types of residential units were needed in 
the area.   
 
Commissioner Strehl left the meeting about 9 p.m. 
 
Chair Onken re-opened the public comment. 
 
Ms. Adina Levin, City Transportation Commission and its representative on the GPAC, said at 
the GPAC’s last meeting there was much discussion and eventually consensus about building 
height.  She said there were considerations in having a balance between jobs and housing – 
one of which was about transportation and reducing traffic noting there was no guarantee that 
someone who lived there would work nearby but there was the opportunity for people to live 
near where they work.  She said the other relevant issue was the community character of Belle 
Haven and potential displacement of residents with thousands of Facebook engineers moving 
into the area. She said if there were different levels of housing available including below market 
housing that the level of displacement could be reduced in the existing community.  She 
suggested keeping the jobs and housing fit.   
 
Chair Onken closed the public comment. 
 
Commission Comment:  Mr. Knox said that jobs and housing fit was a regional issue.  He said 
the panel at the Housing Commission had emphasized how important it was to create different 
levels of housing including low income as that would tend not to exacerbate traffic and provide 
people a chance to stay in Belle Haven.   
 
Commission Action:  M/S Onken/Goodhue to recommend to the City Council as follows:  
 
The map translates into the maximum potential development for the M-2 area, and will be used 
for study purposes in the EIR and FIA. The Planning Commission concurs with the GPAC’s 
recommendation, and recommends that the City Council accept the Draft M-2 Area Alternative 
map and associated maximum potential development figures and release NOP to begin 
preparation of the EIR. 
 
Motion carried 5-0 with Commissioner Combs recused and Commissioner Strehl no longer in 
attendance.  
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G. COMMISSION BUSINESS 
 
There was no Commission business.  
 
H. INFORMATION ITEMS  
 
There were no information items. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:29 pm. 
 
Staff Liaison:  Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner 
 
Recording Secretary:  Brenda Bennett 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF JULY 13, 2015  

AGENDA ITEM D1 
 

LOCATION: 455 San Mateo Drive 

 

 APPLICANT: Eric Keng 

 

EXISTING USE: Single-Family 

Residence 

 

 OWNER: Saeid Akhtari 

PROPOSED USE: 

 

Single-Family 

Residence 

 

 APPLICATION: Use Permit  

ZONING: 

 

R-1-S (Single-Family Suburban Residential District) 

 PROPOSED 

PROJECT 

EXISTING 

PROJECT 

ZONING  

ORDINANCE 

Lot area 10,240 sf 10,240 sf 10,000 sf min. 

Lot width 64 ft. 64  ft. 80 ft. min. 

Lot depth 160 ft. 160  ft. 100 ft. min. 

Setbacks       

 Front 21 ft.  26 ft.  20 ft. min. 

 Rear 70.5 ft. 67 ft. 20 ft. min. 

 Side (left) 10 ft. 10 ft. 10 ft. min. 

 Side (right) 10 ft. 10 ft. 10 ft. min. 

Building coverage 2,564 
25 

sf 
%  

2,170 
21.2 

sf 
% 

3,584 
35 

sf max. 
% max. 

FAL (Floor Area Limit) 3,592 sf 2,170 sf 3,610 sf max. 

Square footage by floor 1,789.0 
1,786.4 
1,370.1 

421.5 
14 

346.2 
10 

basement 
sf/1st 
sf/2nd 
sf/garage 
sf/>5 ft. attic 
sf/porches 
sf/ fireplaces 

1,251 
719 

 
200 

 

sf/1st 
accessory 
building 
carport 

  

Square footage of 
building 

5,737.2 sf 2,170 sf   

Building height 26.5 ft. 14 ft. 28 ft. max. 

Parking 2 covered 1 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered 

      

Trees Heritage trees 6 Non-Heritage trees 9 New Trees 0 

 Heritage trees proposed 
for removal 

0 Non-Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

1 Total Number of 
Trees 

15* 

 * Three trees are located on the adjacent property and one tree is located in the public right-of-
way. 
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PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting a use permit to demolish an existing single story residence, 
carport and accessory structure on a substandard lot with regard to width, and construct 
a new two-story residence with a basement and excavate in the left side setback for a 
new lightwell. This project is located in the R-1-S (Single-Family Suburban Residential) 
zoning district. 
 

ANALYSIS 

 
Site Location 
 
The project site is located at 455 San Mateo Drive, which is located near the 
intersection of Middle Avenue and San Mateo Drive in the West Menlo neighborhood. It 
is mainly surrounded by R-1-S zoned properties. It is surrounded by a mix of one and 
two-story single-family residences which feature a variety of architectural styles 
including ranch, colonial revival and craftsman style homes. 
 
Project Description 
 
The applicant is proposing to demolish the existing single-story home, carport and 
accessory building (cottage), and construct a new two story residence. On the 
basement level, there would be a bedroom with its own bathroom, a media room, wine 
cellar, an entertainment room and a patio. The entertainment room would have a 
lightwell which would encroach into the side setback by three feet. This excavation is 
discussed in a following section. The exterior basement stairs would ascend to the first 
floor level of the rear yard adjacent to the covered porch. At the first floor, the front 
covered porch would open to a foyer which would lead to the living room, dining room 
and the interior stairway. A bathroom, guest room, guest bathroom, and family room 
would lead out to a covered porch in the rear yard. The second floor would have two 
bedrooms, two bathrooms, a laundry room, a master bathroom, and a master bedroom 
which would lead out to a deck.  
 
The second floor deck is currently designed at 19.7 feet from the right side property line 
(three and one-half inches fewer than needed to comply with the City’s requirements). 
The City requires that balconies and decks above the first floor be located at least 20 
feet from the side lot line and 30 feet from the rear lot line. As a part of the proposed 
project, the applicant would be required to adjust the deck location slightly to comply 
with the City’s requirements with respect to balconies and decks by submitting revised 
plans simultaneously with the submittal of a complete building permit application. This 
is included as condition 4a. 
 
Design and Materials 

The new home would be constructed in a craftsman style with decorative wood columns 
with a stone veneer base, shingle siding at the gables, and horizontal wood shiplap 
siding around the entire home. There would also be molding below the eaves, wood 
trim on the sill base of the windows, and on the exterior doors. All the windows would 
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be dark bronze aluminum clad, with wood frames. The canopy of the existing coastal 
redwoods on the left and right sides of the home would provide some privacy screening 
for the master bathroom windows and the deck at the rear yard.  
 
The garage door would be in a wood panel/carriage style and would match the front 
entry door. The deck on the second floor would match the exterior design of the home 
by using wood columns and a wood railing. The roof would be composition shingle 
roofing. The lightwell would have a wood railing and a stone veneer around the 
exposed retaining wall.  
 
The prominent porch, decorative columns and other treatment of framing details would 
help minimize the visual effect of the garage which would project beyond the front of the 
residence. The second floor addition would be inset from the first floor, which would 
reduce its verticality and visual bulk. Staff believes that the scale, materials, and design 
of the proposed residence would be consistent with the neighborhood’s mix of 
architectural styles. 
 
Excavation 
 
Per Zoning Ordinance requirements, excavation in the required setbacks requires use 
permit approval. The proposed residence would include a basement, and a lightwell 
and patio/stair which are needed to meet minimum building code requirements for 
egress and light/ventilation. The lightwell on the left side of the residence would 
encroach into the required 10-foot left side yard setback a maximum of three feet. It 
would span approximately nine feet, eight inches in length. Also, the lightwell would not 
create any heritage tree impacts. Visibility of the lightwell from other properties or the 
public right of way would be minimized by the fencing and the existing landscaping, and 
the size of the excavation would be limited, relative to the size of the side setback. 
 
Trees and Landscaping 
 
The applicant has submitted a copy of the arborist report (Attachment D) dated May 14, 
2015 detailing the species, size, and condition of the trees on or adjacent to the project 
site. Earlier this year, the applicant was denied a permit to remove the deodar (number 
1), a heritage tree at the center of the front yard. The applicant has since incorporated 
retention of this tree into the proposal. The arborist report determines the present 
condition of the trees, discusses the impacts of the proposed project, and provides 
recommendations regarding tree protection. The existing and proposed building 
footprints are generally similar, and construction and demolition activity would generally 
be away from the trees. The recommendations for tree protection identified in the 
arborist report shall be ensured through condition 3g. 
 
Currently, one tree is located in the public right-of-way, eleven trees are on the subject 
property, and the remaining trees are located on the immediate adjacent properties for 
a total of fifteen trees. The applicant proposes to remove one non-Heritage tree 
(number 2, a walnut tree near the front right corner of the residence in the public right-
of-way). The City Arborist has tentatively approved the removal of this street tree, 
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subject to approval of a replacement street tree by the City Arborist and the Planning 
Division, as included in condition 4b. In addition, staff has identified the need for 
additional evaluation of potential impacts to trees #13 and 14, which is included as 
condition 4c. 
 
Correspondence 
 
The applicant has indicated that the owners have made attempts to contact their 
neighbors. Staff has not received any items of correspondence on the proposed project. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Staff believes that the scale, materials, and craftsman style of the proposed residence 
would be compatible with those of the existing structures on San Mateo Avenue and in 
the general vicinity. Design elements such as the craftsman style decorative trim and 
horizontal siding would add visual interest to the project and minimize the size and 
prominence of the garage. The existing trees on either side of the subject property 
would help limit privacy impacts at the side and rear yards. The side yard excavation 
would be limited in size and not visible from adjacent property or the right-of-way. Staff 
recommends that the Planning Commission approve the proposed project. 
 

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

RECOMMENDATION 

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

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

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the 
plans prepared by DL Architectural & Planning, consisting of 11 plan sheets, 
dated received June 25, 2015, and approved by the Planning Commission on 
July 13, 2015 except as modified by the conditions contained herein, subject 
to review and approval by the Planning Division. 
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b. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all Sanitary 
District, Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies’ regulations 
that are directly applicable to the project. 

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

d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit a plan for any 
new utility installations or upgrades for review and approval by the Planning, 
Engineering and Building Divisions. All utility equipment that is installed 
outside of a building and that cannot be placed underground shall be properly 
screened by landscaping. The plan shall show exact locations of all meters, 
back flow prevention devices, transformers, junction boxes, relay boxes, and 
other equipment boxes. 

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

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

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

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

a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit revised plans to show that the deck is compliant with 
the required 20-foot setback from the right side property line. The plans shall 
be subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.  

b. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit a revised site plan that includes one street tree 
replacement at the left side of the property frontage. The revised site plan 
shall be subject to review and approval of the City Arborist and the Planning 
Division. 

c. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the 
applicant shall submit a revised arborist report with an additional evaluation of 
trees numbered 13 and 14. The revised arborist report shall be subject to 
review and approval of the Planning Division. If revisions to the project plans 
(for example, adjustments to the location or size of the basement patio/stair) 
are recommended, such changes shall be subject to review and approval of 
the Planning Division. 
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Report prepared by: 
Michele T. Morris 
Assistant Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Thomas Rogers 
Senior Planner 

 

 

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

 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
A.  Location Map 
B.  Project Plans 
C.  Project Description Letter 
D.  Arborist Report, prepared by The Tree Specialist, received May 14, 2015 

 

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

EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 

 
None 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF JULY 13, 2015 

AGENDA ITEM D2 
 

LOCATION: 629 Harvard Avenue 

 

 APPLICANTS: Chu Design 

Associates, Inc.  

EXISTING USE: Two Single-Family 

Residences 

 OWNER: Sunnyslope Avenue 

Belmont LLC 

PROPOSED USE: 

 

Two Single-Family 

Residences 

 APPLICATION: Use Permit 

ZONING: R-2 (Low Density Apartment District) 
 
 PROPOSED 

PROJECT 

EXISTING 

DEVELOPMENT 

ZONING  

ORDINANCE 

Lot area 9,436.0 sf 9,436.0 sf 7,000 sf min. 

Lot width 50.0  ft. 50.0  ft. 65 ft. min. 

Lot depth 188.7  ft. 188.7  ft. 100 ft. min. 

Setbacks       

 Front 20.0 ft.  55.0 ft.  20 ft. min. 

 Rear 20.0 ft.  22.4 ft. 20 ft. min. 

 Side (left) 5.0 ft. 5.0 ft. 5 ft. min. 

 Side (right) 5.0 ft. 5.0 ft. 5 ft. min. 

Building coverage 3,091.7 
32.8 

sf 
% 

2,069.0 
21.9 

sf 
% 

3,302.6 
35 

sf max. 
% max. 

FAL (Floor Area Limit) 3,771.4 sf 1,599.3 sf 3,774.4 sf max. 

Sq. ft. by floor          Unit #1 

 

 

 

 

 

                                Unit #2 

1,079.3 
910.5 
220.4 

 
179.8 

10.0 
1,340.8 
1,315.8 

220.5 
36.0 

5.0 

sf/1st 
sf/2nd 
sf/detached 
garage 
sf/porch 
fireplaces  
sf/1st 
sf/basement 
sf/garage 
sf/porch 
sf/fireplace 

556.0 
1,438.0 

500.0 
75.0 

    

sf/front unit  
sf/rear unit 
sf/carport 
sf/shed 
 

  

Square footage of building 5,318.1 sf 2,569.0 sf   

Building height 24.4 ft.    12.0 ft.    28 ft. max. 

Parking 2 covered / 2 uncovered 2 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered 

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

       

Trees Heritage trees 14* Non-Heritage trees                                2 New Trees   13** 

 Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

9 Non-Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

0 Total Number 
of Trees 

20 

  *One heritage oak tree is located on the adjacent right side property 

  **Two new street trees are proposed, where none currently exist 
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PROPOSAL 

 
The applicant is requesting a use permit to demolish two single-story, single-family 
dwelling units and an accessory building, and construct a new two-story, single-family 
residence; a detached one-car garage; a new single-story, single family residence with 
attached garage and basement; and associated site improvements on a substandard 
lot with regard to lot width in the R-2 (Low Density Apartment) zoning district. In 
addition, the following nine heritage trees are proposed for removal: a 16-inch tulip, a 
17-inch Modesto ash, a 21-inch Modesto ash, a 16-inch Modesto ash, an 18-inch 
Modesto ash, two 20-inch Zelkovas, a 28-inch silver maple, and a 58-inch Monterey 
pine. 
 
The applicant is also requesting tentative map approval for the creation of two 
condominium units, which would allow each of the units to be sold individually. The map 
is being reviewed concurrently by staff through the administrative review process. For 
new construction, minor subdivisions can be approved administratively, if a project 
obtains use permit approval by the Planning Commission. 
 

ANALYSIS 

 
Site Location 
 
The project site is located at 629 Harvard Avenue, southwest of the intersection of 
Harvard Avenue and Alto Lane. Properties to the south, east, and west are also in the 
R-2 zone, while properties to the north are located in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino 
Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district. The property to the left of the subject site 
is developed with four apartments, while the property to the right is currently a vacant 
parcel of land. The surrounding area is a mixture of various one- and two-story 
residential developments, predominantly in the form of single-family homes, with 
commercial developments concentrated along El Camino Real. 
 
Project Description 
 
The site is currently developed with two single-story, single-family residences and an 
associated accessory structure, all of which would be demolished as part of the project. 
The applicant seeks to construct one two-story, single-family residence at the front of 
the 9,436-square-foot project site and one single-story, single-family residence with a 
basement at the rear of the site. A detached one-car garage and associated site 
improvements are also proposed as part of the project. An existing front wall located in 
the City right of way would be removed, with all new fencing to be located on or behind 
the property line. The proposal would result in no net change in the number of housing 
units on the site. 
 
The front unit (Unit #1) would have four bedrooms and three-and-a-half bathrooms, with 
three of the bedrooms and two bathrooms located on the second floor. The front unit 
would have a total floor area of 1,989.8 square feet. The rear unit (Unit #2) would have 
four bedrooms and three-and-a-half bathrooms, with one of the bedrooms and one-
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and-a-half bathrooms located on the first floor, and the other bedrooms and bathrooms 
located in the proposed basement. The rear unit would have a total floor area of 
1,561.3 square feet (the basement is not counted toward FAL). The maximum height of 
the tallest structure on the lot (the front two-story residence) would be 24 feet, five 
inches, which is below the maximum allowable 28 feet. 
 
The site is designed with one unit in the front, one unit in the rear, and a detached one-
car garage between the two units. The 220.5-square foot detached garage for Unit #1 is 
proposed to be located approximately 23.5 feet behind the front unit and five feet from 
the right side property line. Two uncovered parking spaces are proposed on either side 
of the detached garage. The space to the front would provide required parking for Unit 
#1 and the space to the rear would provide required parking for Unit #2. The detached 
garage is proposed to be approximately 11.3 feet in height, which is lower than the 
maximum allowable height of 14 feet for accessory structures.  
 
The proposed development would meet all other R-2 development regulations, 
including the required minimum yards, daylight planes, maximum second-floor FAL, and 
landscaping area of approximately 44.6 percent, where 40 percent is required. The 
applicant has submitted a project description letter, which discusses the proposal in 
more detail (Attachment C). 
 
Design and Materials 
 
The project applicant indicates that the proposed residences are designed in the 
craftsman style and feature decorative wood fish tail and scallop siding, wood brackets, 
tapered columns, and other architectural details consistent with the chosen style. In 
general, the two units would have compatible but distinct elevations. The windows for 
both units would be wood casement windows with wood trim and true divided lights. 
The primary cladding of both structures would be wood shingles, with horizontal wood 
siding around the base of Unit #1 and veneer stone around the base of Unit #2. The 
front entry for Unit #1 would be accented by a large front porch, while the front entry for 
Unit #2 would have a smaller covered porch with a prominent front-facing gable.  
 
The applicant has provided visual interest by breaking up the exterior walls of both units 
with varying rooflines, projections and recesses, and additional articulation through 
varied cladding materials, wood trims, and craftsman architectural accents as described 
above. The attached garage of Unit #2 would feature a decorative carriage-style garage 
door. The detached one-car garage for Unit #1 would also feature cladding and 
ornamentation consistent with the two residences and a decorative wood garage door. 
Overall, the development pattern of the site is positive, with the larger two-story 
structure located at the front of the lot and the smaller-scale single-story structure 
proposed at the rear of the property. Most of the residences in the area are varied 
between single- and two-story and represent various densities and styles. Staff believes 
that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residences are compatible with the 
neighborhood.  
Trees and Landscaping 
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In order to accommodate the proposed new development, and also due to the declining 
health or poor form of certain trees on the subject parcel, the applicant is proposing to 
remove nine heritage trees from the property. The trees proposed for removal are 
described in more detail in the table below. Most of the tree removals are proposed on 
the right side of the property, adjacent to a vacant lot, so immediate impacts to the 
neighboring parcel would be limited, with some time for replacement trees to grow 
before any new construction takes place on the empty lot. 
 

 
The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment D) detailing the species, 
size, and condition of the 13 heritage trees located on the subject site and one heritage 
tree on the adjacent property to the right side. The report provides specific 
recommendations for preservation of each of the five heritage trees proposed to 
remain, including hand digging of holes for posts and areas of excavation, laying pipe 
below or beside existing roots, tree protection fencing, and other measures. The 
applicant has submitted the necessary heritage tree removal permits, which have been 
reviewed and tentatively approved by the City Arborist for the reasons noted above. 
 
The applicant has provided a tentative heritage tree replacement plan, which is included 
on Sheet L.1 of the plan set. The Planning Division and City Arborist are continuing to 
evaluate the project to determine suitable planting locations and appropriate species. 
Therefore, staff has added project specific condition of approval 4a, requiring the 
applicant to submit a final heritage tree replacement plan with the building permit 
application, identifying the number, location, size, and species of replacement trees, 
subject to review and approval of the City Arborist and Planning Division. The City 
Arborist has the authority to reduce or waive replacement guidelines, if plantings are not 
feasible at the standard one-to-one replacement ratio. 

Tree Number Tree Type 
Diamete

r 

Locatio

n on 

Site 

Conditio

n 

Basis for Removal 

Request 

#3 Tulip 16.5 
inches 

Front 
middle 

Poor Construction 

#4 Modesto 
ash 

17.1 
inches 

Middle-
right side 

Poor Health/Structure 

#5 Modesto 
ash 

20.6 
inches 

Middle-
right side 

Fair Health/Structure 

#6 Modesto 
ash 

15.5 
inches 

Middle-
right side 

Fair Health/Structure 

#7 Modesto 
ash 

17.5 
inches 

Middle-
right side 

Poor Health/Structure 

#8 Zelkova 19.7 
inches 

Middle-
right side 

Poor Health/Structure 

#9 Zelkova 20 inches Rear 
right side 

Fair Health/Structure 

#10 Silver 
maple 

28.4 
inches 

Rear 
right side 

Poor Construction 

#11 Monterey 
pine 

58.3 
inches 

Rear 
center 

Poor Health/Structure 
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Additionally, staff has noted that the landscape area diagram included on Sheet L.1 
appears to exclude the light wells of Unit #2 as part of the development hardscape. 
When the area of the light wells is included as hardscape, the overall landscaping area 
for the project would fall from 46.4 percent to 44.6 percent, still above the minimum 40 
percent landscaping area required in the R-2 zoning district. Finally, the landscape plan 
on Sheet L.1 indicates a ribbon driveway, while the site plan and associated civil 
documents show a standard driveway. Staff has added condition 4a to ensure that the 
correct landscaping area and driveway type are shown on Sheet L.1, and throughout 
the plan set submitted with the building permit application. 
 
Correspondence 
 
The applicant indicates he has spoken with neighbors immediately adjacent to the 
subject property, and they have been accepting of the proposed project. Staff has not 
received any correspondence from neighbors regarding the project. 
 
Conclusion 
 
In terms of scale, materials, style, and number of units, staff believes the proposed 
project is complementary with properties in the greater neighborhood. The proposed 
residences comply with all aspects of the R-2 zoning district, including floor area limit, 
building coverage, the daylight plane, required landscaping, and required parking. The 
applicant has provided a craftsman architectural influence that is referenced by both 
structures, and varying projections and articulations would help to reduce massing of 
the two-story structure. The nine heritage trees proposed for removal have been 
reviewed and tentatively approved by the City Arborist, and the applicant is proposing to 
replace all removed trees, subject to additional review by staff. Staff recommends that 
the Planning Commission approve the proposed project. 
 

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

RECOMMENDATION 

 

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

2. Make findings, as per Section 16.82.030 of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to the 
granting of use permits, that the proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, 
safety, morals, comfort and general welfare of the persons residing or working in the 
neighborhood of such proposed use, and will not be detrimental to property and 
improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the City. 
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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 Chu Design Associates, Inc., consisting of 28 plan sheets, 
dated received July 2, 2015, and approved by the Planning Commission on 
July 13, 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.  

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 revised landscape plan identifying the following 
items, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division, and the City 
Arborist where applicable: 

 
i. Nine heritage tree replacements and their proposed locations. The City 

Arborist shall have the authority to reduce or waive replacement 
guidelines, if the plantings are not feasible at the standard one-to-one 
replacement ratio; 
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ii. A revised landscape area diagram including the light wells of Unit #2 in 

the area of hardscape, and updated data tables showing the correct 
square footages and percentages of landscape and hardscape area 
on Sheets L.1 and A.1; and 

 
iii. A driveway type consistent with the site plan and civil documents, 

which shall also be reflected in the landscape area diagram and 
associated landscape and hardscape calculations throughout the plan 
set. 

 
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 unless the action is 
appealed to the City Council, in which case the outcome of the application shall be 
determined by the City Council. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
A.  Location Map 
B.  Project Plans 
C.  Project Description Letter 
D.  Arborist Report, prepared by Kevin Kielty, dated June 24, 2015 

 

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

EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 

 
None 
 
 
 
V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2015\071315 - 629 Harvard.doc 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

 FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF JULY 13, 2015 

AGENDA ITEM D3 
 

LOCATION: 

 

 

125 Constitution Drive 

 

 

APPLICANT:  

 

Atieva USA, Inc. 

 

EXISTING USE: 

 

Research & 

Development 
 

PROPERTY 

OWNER: 

 

125 Constitution 

Associates, L.P. 

PROPOSED 

USE: 

 

Research & 

Development 

 

APPLICATION: Use Permit 

ZONING: M-3(X) (Commercial Business Park District)  
 

PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting a use permit for the storage and use of hazardous materials 
related to the assembly, testing, and development of electric vehicles and related 
electric vehicle components within an existing building in the M-3(X) (Commercial 
Business Park) zoning district. All hazardous materials would be used and stored within 
the building. 
 

ANALYSIS 

 
Site Location 

 
The project site is an existing office and R&D building located at 125 Constitution Drive, 
just south of the Bayfront Expressway between Marsh Road and Chrysler Drive. The 
applicant, Atieva USA, Inc., recently consolidated its operations in Menlo Park and is 
currently leasing the building at the subject site. The property is part of the Menlo 
Gateway development, but the current focus of activity for that project is centered 
around the proposed hotel and office building on the Independence Drive site, located 
to the south. The Constitution Drive portion of the Menlo Gateway project is anticipated 
to be redeveloped in a later phase.  
 
The neighboring parcels along the north side of Constitution Drive are part of the M-
3(X) zoning district, and consist primarily of vacant land and vacant office buildings 
where the Menlo Gateway project will eventually be constructed. Parcels along the 
south side of Constitution Drive are zoned M-2 (General Industrial) and feature a variety 
of warehouse, light manufacturing, R&D, and office uses. The closest residential uses 
are located along Rolison Road in the City of Redwood City, approximately 1,700 feet 
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southwest of the subject property. The subject building is located approximately 450 
feet south of the entrance to Bedwell Bayfront Park, bordering the San Francisco Bay. 
 
Project Description 
 
Atieva USA, Inc. was founded in 2007 and is involved in the development of electric 
vehicles and electric vehicle components. The company recently consolidated its 
headquarters and American operations at the subject site in Menlo Park from various 
offices around the region, and is currently active at the site, conducting tasks that do 
not require hazardous materials use permit approval. From its current base of 85 
employees, the company anticipates that it may grow to many as 300 employees over 
the next two years. Many of these employees will be involved in research and 
development activities that could involve the use of various chemicals related to the 
company’s development plan. The applicant has submitted a project description letter 
(Attachment C) that describes the proposal in more detail. No changes to the exterior of 
the building or the site layout are proposed as part of the current request. 
 
Proposed Hazardous Materials 
 
Proposed chemicals to be used at the project location include automotive oils, greases, 
cleaners, adhesive, body fillers, paint and resins, primarily within the garage and 
workshop locations; industrial equipment lubricants and cleaners to be used throughout 
the lab spaces; and lithium-ion battery cells to be used primarily within the company’s 
battery lab. Some of these chemicals are considered flammable liquids, combustible 
liquids, nonflammable gases, and flammable gases. A complete list of the types of 
chemicals is included in Attachment E. The project plans, included as Attachment B, 
provide the locations of chemical use and storage, and hazardous waste storage. In 
addition, the plans identify the location of safety equipment, such as fire extinguishers, 
emergency eyewash stations and showers, spill kits, and exit pathways. All hazardous 
materials would be used and stored inside of the building.  
 
All personnel handling the hazardous materials would be properly trained on the 
management of chemicals and waste. Except for amounts in daily use, all flammable 
materials would be stored in fire resistant safety cabinets and segregated by hazard 
class. Liquid wastes would be secondarily contained. The largest hazardous waste 
container would be five gallons. Licensed contractors are intended to be used to haul 
off and dispose of the hazardous waste.  
 
The Hazardous Materials Information Form, included as Attachment D, outlines the 
types and quantities of chemicals that would be used and stored, and includes 
information on how hazardous materials are handled, stored and monitored; how 
employees are trained to handle hazardous materials; and procedures in place in case 
of a hazardous materials emergency. The applicant has submitted a comprehensive 
chemical inventory (Attachment E) that identifies the projected storage quantities for the 
proposed chemicals.  
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Agency Review 
 
The Menlo Park Fire Protection District, City of Menlo Park Building Division, West Bay 
Sanitary District, and San Mateo County Environmental Health Services Division were 
contacted regarding the proposed use and storage of hazardous materials on the 
project site. Their correspondence has been included as Attachment F. Each entity 
found the proposal to be in compliance with all applicable standards. There would be no 
unique requirements for the proposed use, based on the specific types and amounts of 
chemicals that are proposed.  
 
Correspondence 
 
Staff has not received any correspondence on this project.  
 
Conclusion 
 
Staff believes that the proposed use and quantities of hazardous materials would be 
compatible and consistent with other uses in this area. The request has been approved 
by the relevant agencies with no unique conditions identified. The proposed use permit 
would allow a new Menlo Park business continue to develop and grow. 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 16.82.030 of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to the 

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

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the 
plans provided by Professional Design, consisting of seven plan sheets, 
dated received May 12, 2015, and approved by the Planning Commission on 
July 13, 2015 except as modified by the conditions contained herein, subject 
to review and approval of the Planning Division.  
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b. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall comply with all sanitary 
district, Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies regulations 
that are directly applicable to the project. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
 
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 1,320-foot radius of the subject 
property. Planning Commission action will be effective after 15 days unless the action is 
appealed to the City Council, in which case the outcome of the application shall be 
determined by the City Council. 

 

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



125 Constitution Drive/Atieva USA, Inc. PC/07-13-15/Page 5 

D.  Hazardous Materials Information Form 
E.  Chemical Inventory 
F.  Hazardous Materials Agency Referral Forms: 

 Menlo Park Fire Protection District 

 San Mateo County Environmental Health Department 

 West Bay Sanitary District 

 Menlo Park Building Division 

 

EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 
 
None 

 

Note: Attached are reduced versions of maps and diagrams submitted by the applicant. 
The accuracy of the information in these drawings is the responsibility of the applicant, 
and verification of the accuracy by City Staff is not always possible. The original full-
scale maps and drawings are available for public viewing at the Community 
Development Department. 
 
 
 
 
V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2015\071315 - 125 Constitution Drive.doc 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

 FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF JULY 13, 2015 

AGENDA ITEM D4 
 

LOCATION: 

 

 

Chestnut Street, South 

of Santa Cruz Avenue  

 

 

APPLICANT:  

 

City of Menlo Park  

EXISTING USE: 

 

Street 
 

PROPERTY 

OWNER: 

 

City of Menlo Park 

PROPOSED 

USE: 

 

Outdoor Movie Events  APPLICATION: Use Permit 

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

- D (Downtown) 

 

 

PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting a use permit for a maximum of eight recurring special 
events (Menlo Movie Series) per year on Chestnut Avenue, south of Santa Cruz 
Avenue, generally between late-August and early-October, from 6:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. 
Chestnut Street would be closed to vehicles on event days at 5:00 p.m., between the 
southern side of Santa Cruz Avenue and the adjacent parking plazas, but the 
pedestrian sidewalk would remain open. The event would use amplified sound, which 
may exceed Noise Ordinance limits. 
 

ANALYSIS 

 
Site Location 

 
The subject site, a portion of Chestnut Street south of Santa Cruz Avenue, is part of the 
El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan area. Within the Specific Plan, the adjacent 
parcels are zoned D (Downtown) and are part of the Downtown/Station Area “Main 
Street” Overlay land use designation. The surrounding parcels are developed with 
financial, retail, office and parking uses and are all also in the Specific Plan area. The 
closest residential uses are located approximately 300 feet away, along the south side 
of Menlo Avenue.  
 
Project Description 
 
The applicant, the City of Menlo Park, is requesting a use permit for a maximum of 
eight recurring special events (Menlo Movie Series) per year on Chestnut Avenue, 
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south of Santa Cruz Avenue, generally between late-August and early-October, from 
6:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. Chestnut Street would be closed to vehicles on event days at 
5:00 p.m., between the southern side of Santa Cruz Avenue and the adjacent parking 
plazas, but the pedestrian sidewalk would remain open. At its maximum the event could 
potentially accommodate 500-600 people. 
 
In 2014, Community Services staff organized the Menlo Movie Series, which took place 
during the first three Fridays of September 2014 from 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. on 
Chestnut Street, south of Santa Cruz Avenue. This “soft launch” of the series was 
approved through Menlo Park’s Special Event permit process. The events featured 
three family-friendly movies utilizing a projector with a screen and two speakers set up 
in front of Santa Cruz Avenue. Attendees were encouraged to bring portable chairs and 
food from downtown merchants. Trash and recycling containers were provided by city 
staff. Light music was played before and after the event. At its height, the event saw 
roughly 100-125 attendees, with room for growth. The applicant has submitted 
photographs of the soft launch (Attachment D). 
 
The applicant has submitted a project description letter (Attachment B), which 
describes the proposal in more detail. The proposal for a recurring special event 
requires a use permit, as has been the process for similar events throughout the city, 
such as the Off the Grid, the Downtown Block Party and the Connoisseurs Marketplace. 
 
Layout and Aesthetics 
 
As shown in the project plans (Attachment C), the movies would be shown on a 
projector with a screen and two speakers set up in front of Santa Cruz Avenue facing 
south. Trash containers would be placed on either side of Chestnut Avenue and three-
foot barricades would be set up on either side of the event space. Event sponsors 
would be provided with one 10-foot by 10-foot booth, two tables and two chairs. 
Sponsors selected would change from time to time depending on availability, desire and 
promotional efforts. 
 
Music, Noise 
 
Amplified sound, limited to the hours from 6:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m., would consist of 
movie sound and event music and announcements before and after the movie. One 
small generator with a muffler would be used for the inflatable movie screen. As noted 
earlier, the next closest residential uses are approximately 300 feet away, across Menlo 
Avenue. 
 
The Noise Ordinance limits “daytime” (defined as the period from 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 
p.m.) noise as measured at any residential property to sixty (60) dBA. The proposed 
before and after event music and announcements, movie sound and generator would 
be new noise sources. As a result, the applicant is requesting approval to exceed the 
Noise Ordinance limits, similar to what has been considered and approved as part of 
other special event use permits (for example: Off the Grid, Downtown Block Party, and 
Sharon Heights Golf and Country Club Fourth of July Fireworks). The amplified sound 
would be limited in duration and intensity. 
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Parking and Access 
 
As a special event, the proposal is not required to provide a specific amount of off-
street parking, similar to other recurring events such as the weekly Farmer’s Market. 
However, the Planning Commission may consider overall parking and access as part of 
the use permit.  
 
“No Parking” signage would be posted 72 hours in advance of each event. Chestnut 
Avenue would be closed to traffic on event days starting at 5:00 p.m., between Santa 
Cruz Avenue and the nearest parking plazas but the pedestrian sidewalk would remain 
open and clear of any equipment. Although this portion of Chestnut Street would be 
blocked to vehicles, the parking plazas would still be fully accessible via Chestnut, 
Crane, and Curtis Streets. The event can be expected to draw pedestrian and bicycle 
patrons, and parking capacity exists in the surrounding area. The proposal has been 
reviewed and is supported by the Menlo Park Transportation Division, Police 
Department, and Fire District. No traffic or parking issues were identified as a result of 
the soft launch events. 
 
El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan 
 
The Specific Plan proposes the conversion of Chestnut Street south of Santa Cruz 
Avenue into a pedestrian paseo. The Plan proposes implementing and evaluating the 
Chestnut Paseo improvements, such as closing Chestnut Street to regular vehicular 
traffic between Santa Cruz Avenue and the south driveway of the parking plazas, on a 
trial basis. The Menlo Movie Series serves as such a trial. In addition, the Office of 
Economic Development is planning to test additional paseo concepts on a temporary 
basis in September 2015. The Planning Commission may consider additional use 
permits in the future if elements of that trial become recurring special events.  
 

Staff believes the proposal would help achieve the Specific Plan Guiding Principle to 
Generate Vibrancy, which acknowledges “the community’s desire for a more active, 
vibrant downtown and station area, with a mix of retail, residential and offices uses that 
complement and support one another and bring vitality, including increased retail sales, 
to the area.” The proposal could provide an example of a new connected place of 
“activity and social life that enhance community life and contribute to a vibrant 
downtown.” The open nature of the proposal addresses the Specific Plan Guiding 
Principle to Enhance Public Space, by inviting “strolling and public gathering” and 
encouraging “community life, identity and sense of place.” 
 

Correspondence 
 

Staff has not received any correspondence. The applicant’s project description letter 
describes the outreach that was conducted. 
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Conclusion 
 
Staff believes the proposal would be a unique example of an outdoor special event and 
could help test the Chestnut Paseo concept, as well as achieve Specific Plan goals 
regarding vibrancy and activity in the downtown area. The amplified sound would be 
limited in duration and intensity. The event can be expected to draw pedestrian and 
bicycle patrons, and parking capacity exists in the surrounding area. Staff recommends 
the Planning Commission approve the use permit.  

 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
The project is categorically exempt under Class 4 (Section 15304, “Minor Alterations to 
Land”) of the current California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. 
Specifically, the project is exempt under Section 15304(e), which exempts minor 
temporary use of land having negligible or no permanent effects on the environment. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 4 (Section 15304, 

“Minor Alterations of Land”) 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 condition:  
  

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the 
project plans and project description letter, provided by the applicant, dated 
May 21, 2015, and approved by the Planning Commission on July 13, 2015 
except as modified by the conditions contained herein, subject to review and 
approval of the Planning Division.  

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

 

 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
A.  Location Map 
B.  Project Description Letter 
C.  Project Plans 
D.  Photographs from 2014 Soft Launch  
 
 

EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 
 
None 

 

Note: Attached are reduced versions of maps and diagrams submitted by the applicant. 
The accuracy of the information in these drawings is the responsibility of the applicant, 
and verification of the accuracy by City Staff is not always possible. The original full-
scale maps and drawings are available for public viewing at the Community 
Development Department. 
 
 
V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2015\071315 - Chestnut Street, South of Santa Cruz Avenue (Menlo Movie Series).doc 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF JULY 13, 2015 

AGENDA ITEMS E1 AND F1 

EIR SCOPING SESSION AND STUDY SESSION 

 

 
LOCATION: 300-309 Constitution 

Drive 

 

APPLICANT 

AND PROPERTY 

OWNER:  

 

Hibiscus Properties, LLC 

EXISTING 

USES: 

Manufacturing, 

Warehouse, Office, and 

Research and 

Development 

 

APPLICATIONS: Zoning Ordinance 

Amendment, Rezoning, 

Conditional Development 

Permit, Development 

Agreement, Lot 

Reconfiguration, Heritage 

Tree Removal Permits, 

Below Market Rate Housing 

Agreement, Environmental 

Review 

 

PROPOSED  

USES: 

General Office and Hotel 

EXISTING 

ZONING:  

M-2 (General Industrial) 

and M-2-X (General 

Industrial, Conditional 

Development) 

 

EXISTING AND 

PROPOSED 

GENERAL PLAN 

DESIGNATION: 

Limited Industry 

PROPOSED 

ZONING: 

M-2-X (General Industrial, 

Conditional Development) 

 

 

 

PROPOSAL  
 
The applicant, Hibiscus Properties, LLC on behalf of Facebook, is requesting a 
Conditional Development Permit (CDP) to redevelop an approximately 58-acre site with 
up to approximately 963,000 square feet of new office uses in multiple new buildings 
along with a potential 200 room hotel of approximately 175,000 square feet, which 
would result in a net increase of approximately 302,000 square feet at the site. The total 
gross floor area of office uses at the site would be approximately 1.143 million square 
feet, which is within the 45 percent floor area ratio (FAR) maximum for offices and the 
total proposed gross floor area would be approximately 1.318 million square feet, which 
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is within the 55 percent overall FAR maximum within the M-2 zoning district. The project 
includes a rezoning of the entire site to M-2(X) to allow an increase in height for the 
proposed buildings up to approximately 75 feet, along with a lot reconfiguration and 
heritage tree removal permits to enable the proposed redevelopment. In addition, the 
proposed project includes a Zoning Ordinance text amendment to conditionally permit 
hotel uses within the M-2 zoning district. The applicant has requested a development 
agreement for vested rights in exchange for public benefits. The project includes a 
below market rate housing agreement, and the preparation of an environmental impact 
report and fiscal impact analysis. 
 
The July 13, 2015 Planning Commission meeting will serve as an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) scoping session as well as a study session, and represents a preliminary 
phase of the project review. The proposal will require more analysis and additional 
public meetings prior to any potential action. 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
On March 31, Hibiscus Properties, LLC, a wholly owned subsidiary of Facebook, Inc., 
submitted an application for the proposed redevelopment of the former TE Connectivity 
Campus. The campus is located at 300-309 Constitution Drive, along Bayfront 
Expressway, between Chilco Street and the recently completed Building 20 (formerly 
identified as the Facebook West Campus). The TE Connectivity campus was originally 
developed for Raychem with a Master Site Plan. Following the Master Site Plan 
approval, two Conditional Development Permits (X districts) were established for two 
areas of the campus to permit the heights of specific buildings to exceed the M-2 
zoning district height limit of 35 feet. The campus was originally approximately 80 acres 
in area, but in 2006 General Motors purchased 22 acres of the site, which now contains 
the recently completed Facebook Building 20.  
 
At this time, the buildings addressed 300, 308, and 309 Constitution Drive are under 
control of Facebook. Building 308 and 309 is actually one building with two distinct 
addresses and is currently used by Facebook’s contractor, Level 10, as its construction 
management office. Building 307 is leased to Pentair Thermal Controls, and TE 
Connectivity occupies the remaining buildings at the site. Pentair is expected to vacate 
the site within the coming year and TE Connectivity is expected to vacate the site over 
the next few years. Demolition and construction of the proposed new buildings for 
Facebook would be phased to allow for existing tenants to continue operating. 
Previously, in December 2014, Facebook received Planning Commission approval of a 
use permit to convert an existing approximately 180,000 square foot warehouse and 
distribution building to offices and ancillary employee amenities, located at 300 
Constitution Drive (Building 23), near the Constitution Drive entrance to the site, along 
Chilco Street. Construction is underway and the building is scheduled for completion in 
summer of 2016. 
 
The proposed project would comply with the existing floor area ratio (FAR) of the 
existing M-2 zoning district, but the project would require some modifications to the 
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existing zoning requirements in order to exceed the maximum building height and to 
accommodate a potential hotel use. The City’s current General Plan promotes hotel 
uses within the commercial and industrial zoning districts through Policy I-E-2, which 
states that hotel uses may be considered in suitable locations within the commercial 
and industrial zoning districts of the city. Therefore, the project does not require a 
General Plan amendment. The proposed project will be evaluated against the existing 
and proposed general plan goals, policies, and programs and the overall analysis is 
being closely coordinated with the ConnectMenlo General Plan update to ensure 
consistency between the analyses. The project plans and project description for the 
current proposal are included as Attachment B.  
 
Overall Project Review Process 

 
The requested land use entitlements for the Facebook Campus Expansion Project, 
discussed further in the Required Actions section, will ultimately require final action by 
the City Council. At its meeting on June 16, the City Council authorized the release of 
the notice of preparation (NOP) for the environmental impact report (EIR) and 
authorized the City to enter into contracts for the environmental and fiscal reviews. The 
general schedule for the project would likely include multiple public hearings with the 
Planning Commission, a public outreach meeting, reviews by other City Commissions 
(e.g. Housing, Environmental Quality, Bicycle, and Transportation), and multiple City 
Council meetings. A more detailed project timeline, including meeting dates and project 
milestones will be developed for Council review in the fall of 2015, but the target 
completion date for the environmental review and land use entitlements is summer of 
2016. 
 

EIR SCOPING 
 
The July 13, 2015 Planning Commission meeting will serve as a scoping session for the 
EIR. The scoping session is part of the EIR process, during which the City solicits input 
from the Planning Commission, agencies, organizations, and the public on specific 
topics that they believe should be addressed in the environmental analysis. The City 
released the NOP (Attachment C) on June 18, 2015, beginning the 30 day review and 
comment period ending on July 20, 2015. Verbal comments received during the 
scoping session and written comments received during the NOP comment period on 
the scope of the environmental review will be considered while preparing the Draft EIR. 
NOP comments will not be responded to individually; however, all written comments on 
the NOP will be included in an appendix of the Draft EIR, and a summary of all 
comments received (both written and verbal) on the NOP will be included in the body of 
the Draft EIR.  
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The EIR will analyze whether the proposed project would have significant environmental 
effects in the following areas: 
 

 Aesthetics 

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources 

 Cultural Resources 

 Geology and Soils 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 Land Use and Planning Policy 

 Noise 

 Population and Housing 

 Public Services and Recreation 

 Utilities 

 Transportation and Traffic 
 
To help prepare several of these sections and analyze the impacts, a transportation 
impact analysis will be prepared. The transportation study will focus on intersections, 
residential and non-residential roadway segments, Routes of Regional Significance, 
and vehicle miles traveled (VMT). The transportation study for the Project and the 
ConnectMenlo General Plan update will be coordinated to ensure consistency and 
address both the near-term and long-term transportation impacts of both projects.  
 
The EIR is also required to evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the project 
that would achieve most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or 
reduce the project’s potentially significant environmental impacts. The City is currently 
considering analysis of the following alternatives, and is seeking input on these 
alternatives and any other alternative that should be evaluated as part of the EIR: 
 

 CEQA-Required No Project Alternative (remodeling of buildings under existing 
approvals); and 

 Reduced Project Alternative that would minimize the effects of potentially 
significant environmental impacts. 

 

STUDY SESSION 
 
The July 13, 2015 Planning Commission meeting will also serve as a preliminary study 
session to review the project proposal. This is an initial opportunity for the Planning 
Commission and the public to become more familiar with the project, and to potentially 
ask questions about topics such as the conceptual building design and site layout and 
identify items for the staff and applicant to consider going forward. 
 
Site Location 
 
The subject site is located at 300-309 Constitution Drive, which extends from the corner 
of Chilco Street and Bayfront Expressway east toward Building 20. Currently the sole 
external access point to the subject property (or the TE Connectivity Campus) is located 
along Chilco Street at the intersection of Constitution Drive; however the applicant is 
proposing to install a signalized access along Bayfront Expressway. In addition to the 
main entrance along Chilco Street, there is currently an emergency vehicle access point 
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between the eastern end of the site and the Building 20 property. Chilco Street wraps 
around the western side and a portion of the southern side of the property. There is an 
electric substation solely servicing this site located near the curve in Chilco Street. The 
campus is across Bayfront Expressway from the former salt ponds that are subject of a 
forthcoming restoration project, across Chilco Street from commercial and industrial 
uses within the M-2 (General Industrial) zoning district, and next to Facebook Building 
20, located at the corner of Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway. To the south, 
across the train tracks and Chilco Street, are the Onetta Harris Community Center and 
Menlo Park Senior Center, Beechwood School, Menlo Park Fire Protection District 
Station 77, single-family residences (R-1-U zoning district), and single-family residences 
in the Hamilton Park housing development (R-3-X zoning district).  
 
Project Description  
 
The proposed project would redevelop the approximately 58-acre TE Connectivity 
campus, which currently consists of multiple buildings housing manufacturing, 
warehouse, office, and research and development uses. The existing site contains 
approximately 1.016 million square feet of gross floor area for an FAR of 40 percent. 
The table below summarizes the proposed GFA and FAR at the site. 
 

Proposed Project Components 
Gross Floor Area 

(GFA) 

Floor Area 

Ratio (FAR) 

Building 21 (Demolish Buildings 307-309) 513,000 sf n/a 

Building 22 (Demolish Buildings 301-306) 450,000 sf n/a 

Building 23 (Converted Building 300) 180,000 sf n/a 

Total Proposed Office Area 1,143,000 sf 45% 

Hotel 175,000 sf n/a 

Total Proposed GFA 1,318,000 sf 52% 

 
Building 21, the more eastern building, would include space for Facebook-related 
events that could accommodate around 2,000 people. The project would provide 
approximately 4,055 parking spaces for both the office buildings and hotel. The office 
uses would have 3,810 spaces, which is consistent with Zoning Ordinance Off-Street 
Parking standard of one space per 300 square feet of gross floor area. The hotel would 
have approximately 245 spaces, which according to the applicant represents one space 
per each room and employee. The parking ratio for the hotel would exceed the 
Planning Division’s recommended use based guidelines, which is 1.1 spaces per hotel 
room. The parking would be located in surface parking lots and the proposed new office 
and hotel buildings would be located over the surface parking, consistent with the 
Building 20 design. The project is likely to include a limit on the number of daily or peak 
period vehicle trips to and from the site. 
 
Building Layout 
 
The conceptual site plan is shown as part of Attachment B. The proposed project would 
include bridges between the new office and hotel buildings, including a pedestrian 
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bridge to Building 20. To enable the proposed bridges, the applicant is determining the 
appropriate lot reconfiguration, which could include a merger with the Building 20 lot, to 
comply with applicable building codes and zoning ordinance requirements.   
 
The office buildings components would be oriented in an east-west direction, in parallel 
with Bayfront Expressway. Both buildings would be located on a podium over surface 
parking. Compared to Building 20, Building 21 and 22 would have smaller footprints and 
would be shorter in overall length. However, the proposed buildings would each have 
more gross floor area than Building 20. The office buildings would consist of one main 
level, a smaller mezzanine level, and a roof deck. The roof deck would be landscaped 
and would include enclosed conference rooms and work spaces. The proposed office 
buildings would be approximately 75 feet in height. A potential hotel is proposed for the 
northwest corner of the site. Consistent with the office buildings, the hotel would be 
constructed on a podium over surface parking. The hotel would be approximately 64 
feet in height. As stated previously, the existing tenants are still operating at the site and 
therefore, the design of Building 21 is more advanced as it would be constructed in the 
first phase. The designs for Building 22 and the hotel are more equivalent to massing 
studies at this stage.  
 
A publicly accessible open space would be situated between the two office buildings. 
The applicant is continuing to refine the design of the open space, but it is anticipated 
to contain a plaza and green space and link to a proposed bicycle and pedestrian 
bridge over Bayfront Expressway. The proposed bridge would be publicly accessible 
and would provide a more direct link from the Belle Haven neighborhood to the Bay 
Trail and subsequently Bedwell Bayfront Park.  
 
Site Access 
 
The site is currently accessed via Constitution Drive at the intersection with Chilco 
Street. As part of the project, the applicant intends to construct a second access point 
along Bayfront Expressway, which would be located to the east of the publicly 
accessible open space and pedestrian bridge. Since Bayfront Expressway (Highway 
84) is under Caltrans jurisdiction, Facebook has been working with Caltrans on the 
placement of the new signalized intersection. Within the project site, the applicant has 
identified vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation, along with emergency vehicle 
access routes that would link with Building 20 and ultimately Buildings 10-19, allowing 
employees and vehicles to easily circulate within the overall campus. The applicant is 
considering two emergency vehicle access points along Chilco Street between Building 
23 and the bend in the road near the railroad tracks. The project includes a new 
sidewalk and other frontage improvements along Chilco Street to create a pedestrian 
connection to the San Francisco Bay Trail. 
 
Trees and Landscaping 
 
At this preliminary stage, Facebook has not submitted a detailed landscape and tree 
planting plan. The site (excluding Building 23) contains approximately 250 heritage 
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trees. It is anticipated that in order to allow for the proposed development a number of 
trees, including some heritage trees would need to be removed. As the project 
progresses, the applicant will be submitting existing and proposed landscape plans, 
along with associated heritage tree removal permits and planting plans. The proposed 
plantings on-site would be similar to the landscaping for Building 20. The office 
buildings would have landscape roofs similar in design to Building 20. 
 
Required Actions 
 
The following discretionary approvals by the City would be required prior to 
development at the project site: 
 

 Rezone entire site to M-2-X (General Industrial District, Conditional 

Development) and Conditional Development Permit: to allow the proposed 
buildings to exceed the maximum building height requirements in the M-2 zoning 
district. In addition, in this case the CDP takes the place of the required use 
permit for new construction in the M-2 zone; 

 Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment: to include hotels as conditional uses 
within the M-2 zoning district; 

 Development Agreement: which results in the provision of overall benefits to 
the City and adequate development controls in exchange for vested rights for the 
Facebook Campus Expansion Project approvals; 

 Heritage Tree Removal Permits: to permit the removal of heritage trees 
associated with the proposed project; 

 Below Market Rate Housing Agreement: which would help increase the 
affordable housing supply by requiring the applicant to provide monies for the 
Below Market Rate (BMR) fund or by delivering off-site BMR units; 

 Lot Line Adjustment: potentially to modify the location of two legal lots that 
comprise the project site and the adjacent lot for Building 20; 

 Environmental Review: an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will be prepared 
given the increase of approximately 302,000 square feet of gross floor area; and 

 Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA): is required to analyze the project’s revenue and 
cost effects on the City and applicable outside agencies. 

 
During the project review process, there will be numerous discussion points and 
potential for project refinements.  
 

CORRESPONDENCE 
 
At the time of publication of this staff report, staff had not received any comments in 
response to the NOP or any comments on the overall project.  

 

PROJECT REVIEW PROCESS 

 
Following the July 13, 2015 scoping session and study session, the project will focus on 
the CEQA analysis, which requires dedicated staff and consultant time. A more detailed 



300-309 Constitution Drive/Hibiscus Properties, LLC PC/07-13-15/Page 8 

discussion of the overall project review process is outlined in the Background section of 
the report. 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 

An EIR will be prepared for the project. Following the release of the Draft EIR, a public 
hearing will be held by the Planning Commission to provide an opportunity for the 
Commission, agencies, organizations and members of the public to provide verbal 
comments on the Draft EIR. Written comments on the Draft EIR will also be solicited at 
this time. Comments will then be addressed as part of the Final EIR, which would be 
reviewed at a subsequent meeting. Please review the EIR Scoping section of the report 
for a more detailed discussion of the environmental review process.    
 

RECOMMENDED MEETING REVIEW PROCEDURE 
 

Agenda Item F1 
1. Introduction by the City’s Consultant Explaining the Role of the Scoping Session 
2. Commission Questions on EIR Scope 
3. Public Comment on EIR Scope 
4. Commission Comments on EIR Scope 
5. Close the Scoping Session 

 
Agenda Item G1 

6. Project Introduction by City Staff 
7. Project Presentation by Applicant 
8. Commission Questions on Project Proposal 
9. Public Comment on Project Proposal  
10. Commission Comments on Project Proposal  

 
Report prepared by: 
Kyle Perata 
Associate Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Justin Murphy 
Assistant Community Development Director 
 

PUBLIC NOTICE 
 
Public notification consisted of publishing a legal notice in the local newspaper and 
notification by mail of all property owners and occupants within a quarter-mile radius of 
the project site. In addition, the Facebook Campus Expansion Project page is available 
at the following web address: http://menlopark.org/995/Facebook-Campus-Expansion-
Project. This page provides up-to-date information about the project, allowing interested 
parties to stay informed of its progress.  

 

 

http://menlopark.org/995/Facebook-Campus-Expansion-Project
http://menlopark.org/995/Facebook-Campus-Expansion-Project
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ATTACHMENTS 
 
A.  Location Map 
B.  Conceptual Project Plans And Project Description 
C.  Notice of Preparation, dated June 18, 2015 

 

 

EXHIBITS TO BE PROVIDED AT MEETING 
 
None 
 
V:\STAFFRPT\PC\2015\071315 - 300-309 Constitution Drive - Scoping and Study Session.doc 
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