CITY OF

MENLO PARK

Cl1.

D1

D2.

Planning Commission

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

Date: 8/17/2015
Time: 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers
701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025

Call To Order
Roll Call — Combs, Ferrick, Goodhue, Kadvany, Kahle, Onken (Chair), Strehl (Vice Chair)

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.

Public Comment

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

Consent Calendar

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.

Approval of minutes from the July 20, 2015 Planning Commission meeting. (Attachment)
Public Hearing

Use Permit/Ying-Min Li/860 Partridge Avenue: Request for a use permit to demolish a single-
story, single family residence and detached accessory building, and to construct two two-story,
single-family dwelling units and associated site improvements on a substandard lot with regard to
lot width in the R-2 (Low Density Apartment) zoning district. (Staff Report # 15-009-PC)

Use Permit/Bright Angel Educational Center, LLC/687 Bay Road: Request for a use permit to
expand an existing Montessori school located at 695 Bay Road to a portion of the existing building
on 687 Bay Road, in the C-2-A and R-1-U zoning districts. At full capacity the portion of the school
at 687 Bay Road would have five employees and 42 students. (Staff Report # 15-010-PC)
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D3.

El.

Use Permit and Architectural Control/John Tarlton/1315 O’Brien Drive: Request for a use
permit and architectural control to partially convert, expand, and architecturally update an existing
warehouse and general office building into a Research and Development (R&D) and warehousing
building, located in the M-2 (General Industrial) zoning district. The proposal includes a traffic
demand management (TDM) plan, which is intended to reduce potential vehicle trips from the
project site. As part of the project, the applicant is requesting a parking reduction based on the land
uses within the building, the proposed tenant’s operations, and its TDM plan. Approximately 375
parking spaces would be provided, where 735 parking spaces would be required by the M-2
square-footage-based parking requirements. The project also includes a request to remove up to
27 heritage trees. The applicant is also requesting a use permit for indoor use and indoor and
outside storage of hazardous materials for the R&D and manufacturing of single molecule, real
time (SMRT) chips and reagents for use in association with genome sequencing. All hazardous
materials would be stored within the building, with the exception of diesel fuel for a proposed
emergency generator, chemicals within fire-rated chemical storage containers, or within tanks
designed specifically to hold compressed gases. The applicant is also requesting approval for the
outside storage of non-hazardous materials and equipment. The project includes a Below Market
Rate (BMR) Agreement for the payment of an in lieu fee or the delivery of equivalent off-site units.
(Staff Report # 15-011-PC)

Regular Business

Architectural Control/Mohammad Mortazavi/1283-1295 El Camino Real: Request for
architectural control to demolish two existing commercial buildings and construct a new, three-story
mixed-use building in the SP-ECR/D (ElI Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district. The
new building would consist of 15 dwelling units and approximately 2,000 sf of commercial uses
(non-medical offices, retail, personal services). The proposal includes a request to remove a
heritage catalpa tree at the middle-right side of the property, which is in poor/fair condition. (Staff
Report # 15-012-PC)

Commission Business
Informational Items

Adjournment

Agendas are 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 www.menlopark.org and can receive e-
mail notification of agenda and staff report postings by subscribing to the “Notify Me” service at menlopark.org/notifyme.
Agendas and staff reports may also be obtained by contacting Vanh Malathong at 650-330-6702. (Posted: 8/13/2015)

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.
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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 designated 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
public record (subject to any exemption under the Public Records Act) and is available for inspection at the City Clerk’s
Office, 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 during regular business hours.

Persons with disabilities, who require auxiliary aids or services in attending or participating in Commission meetings, may
call the City Clerk’s Office at 650-330-6620.
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Planning Commission

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES- Draft

Date: 7/20/2015
Time: 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers
701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025

CITY OF

MENLO PARK

Chair Onken called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.

Roll Call

Present: Combs, Goodhue, Kadvany, Onken (Chair), Strehl (Vice Chair)

Absent: Ferrick, Kahle

Staff: Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner, Tom Smith, Associate Planner, Michele T. Morris,
Associate Planner, Corinne Sandmeier, Associate Planner

A. Reports and Announcements
Senior Planner Rogers noted that the City Council would be meeting on July 21 on a number of
topics that could be of interest to the Planning Commission and the public: traffic analysis in the M-
2 area; Economic Development Plan adoption; and affordable housing Notice of Funds Availability
(NOFA). He also noted the General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC) would be meeting on July

23.
B. Public Comment — None
C. Consent Calendar

Cl.  Approval of minutes from the June 29, 2015 Planning Commission meeting. (Attachment)
ACTION: M/S Goodhue/Combs to approve the minutes as submitted.

Moation carried 4-0 with Commissioner Onken abstaining and Commissioners Ferrick and Kahle
absent.

D. Public Hearing

D1. Use Permit/Caitlin Darke/745 Hobart Street: Request for a use permit to demolish an existing
one-story residence and construct a two-story residence with a basement on a lot that is
substandard with regard to lot width in the R-1-S (Single-Family Suburban Residential) zoning
district. In addition, one heritage hawthorn tree (15.5-inch diameter), in poor condition, at the left
side of the property would be removed. (Staff Report # 15-001-PC)

Staff Comment: Planner Smith said there were no additions to the staff report.
Public Comment: Mr. Gary McClure, Jim Maliksi and Associates, said he was the project architect.

Chair Onken said the large windows for bedroom #3 faced the neighbor’s large windows and he
was concerned with privacy. Mr. McClure said they had not received any comments about the
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windows from the neighbors. Mr. Peter Wartwell, property owner, said that there were tall arbutus
trees along the fence line on that side.

Mr. Nicholas Telischak, the next door neighbor, said he supported the project and noted the
applicant had shared the plans with them. He said he liked how the house did not extend past the
margin of his home and preserved their backyard. He said they had concern with the large
balcony in the rear as it might create an intrusion into their backyard. He said a tree was being
removed along the driveway due to poor health but noted there were plans to replace it.

Chair Onken closed public hearing.

Commission Comment: Chair Onken asked the applicant to address the neighbor’s concern
regarding privacy. Mr. McClure said they had taken photographs from the current roof as the
balcony in the new home would be at the same height as the existing home’s roof. He said it
would not create a view of the neighbor’s yard. He said they were planning to replace the
hawthorne tree that was being removed.

Commissioner Combs said the design seemed to fit well with the neighborhood. Noting that the
project would bring the side setbacks into compliance, he said he supported the project.

Commissioner Goodhue asked if the photographs from the roof had been shared with the neighbor,
and what size arbutus would be planted to screen the light well. Mr. Wartwell said a 24-inch box
tree was standard. Commissioner Goodhue asked about a 36-inch box tree. Mr. Wartwell said
that would be okay.

Commissioner Goodhue asked if they were willing a put a certain size tree in the area to provide
privacy from the balcony. Mr. McClure that there would be a 42-44 inch high all on the balcony
providing privacy on both ends. He said he was concerned with impacting the existing silver maple
canopy with another tree in that area. Commissioner Goodhue said she would ask a condition on
the tree screening the light well and asked if he was amenable to another tree planting if needed to
screen for the balcony. Mr. McClure asked that the condition specify landscape screening for the
balcony and not necessarily a tree planting.

Commissioner Kadvany said he agreed with a row of pittosporum or something to effectively
screen in a few years.

Commissioner Strehl said it was a very handsome house and she could support approval with the
suggestions made by Commissioners Goodhue and Kadvany.

Commissioner Goodhue asked if there was stone veneer on the garage. Mr. McClure said there
was and it would wrap to the back. Commissioner Goodhue said she was not comfortable with a
lot of stone and a massing of material. Mr. Jim Maliksi, architect, said it looked busy on the
drawing but would be dry stacked without grout, and that it would enhance the home.

Chair Onken said hiding the balcony behind the eaves of the roof was acceptable as that kept it
semi-private.

Commissioner Goodhue moved to approve with a condition to have a 36-inch replacement tree to
face the neighbor’s stair well and for additional landscape screening related to the balcony.
Commissioner Strehl seconded the motion.

ACTION: M/S Goodhue/Strehl to approve the item with the following modifications.
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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.

3.

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

Approve the use permit subject to the following standard conditions:

a.

Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
J. Maliksi & Associates, consisting of seventeen plan sheets, dated received on June 25,
2015, and approved by the Planning Commission on July 20, 2015, except as modified by
the conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval by the Planning
Commission.

Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all Sanitary District,
Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies’ regulations that are directly
applicable to the project.

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

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

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

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.

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

4. Approve the use permit subject to the following project-specific conditions:
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a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant
shall propose a heritage tree replacement for the 15-and-a-half inch hawthorn tree to be
removed. The replacement street tree species and location shall be subject to review and
approval by the City Arborist prior to issuance of the building permit. The replacement tree
shall be a minimum 36-inch box size. The tree shall be planted prior to final inspection of
the building permit, 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 including additional landscaping along the
center-right property line, with the intent of providing additional privacy screening
between the rear balcony and the adjacent neighbor at 725 Hobart Street, subject to
review and approval of the Planning Division. The landscaping shall be planted prior
to final inspection of the building permit, subject to review and approval of the
Planning Division.

Motion carried 5-0 with Commissioners Ferrick and Kahle absent:

D2. Use Permit/Tim Petersen/132 Dunsmuir Way: Request for a use permit to demolish an existing
single-story, single-family residence and construct a new two-story, single-family residence on a
substandard lot with regard to lot area and lot width in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning
district. (Staff Report # 15-002-PC)

Staff Comment: Planner Smith said staff had no changes to the written staff report.

Mr. Tim Petersen, project architect, introduced Ms. Mirjana Alvi, the applicant. He said that the
existing home is 827 square feet. He said his design was to meet his clients’ needs, a family of
four, who wanted an open plan design similar to Craftsman but unique. He said they kept the
existing foundation, building up from there and articulated the front elevation. He said they would
use arched windows to create some character, a roof wraparound to reduce massing, create focus
on the entry and an indoor/outdoor connection, and maintain rear and front yards.

Ms. Alvi said her family moved to Suburban Park from the Flood Triangle neighborhood as her
mother-in-law’s asthma was exacerbated by damp and the freeway. She said they wanted a home
that supported social gathering. She said they had talked with neighbors on both sides, in the rear,
and others to get support for their project.

Chair Onken closed the public hearing.

Commission Comment: Chair Onken noted the restraint of the side windows as they did not
present any privacy concerns. He said the project was well designed.

Commissioner Strehl asked why they chose vinyl clad windows and not aluminum clad windows.
Mr. Petersen said they planned to use Anderson windows that were good quality and to have
painted wood on the inside.

Commissioner Goodhue said there had been good nei8ghborhood outreach and that she
supported the Chair's comments.

Commissioner Combs moved to approved as recommended in the staff report. Commissioner
Strehl seconded the motion.
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ACTION: M/S Combs/Strehl to approve the item as recommended in the staff report.

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

2. Make findings, as per Section 16.82.030 If 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
Petersen Architecture, consisting of ten plan sheets, dated received on June 30, 2015, and
approved by the Planning Commission on July 20, 2015, except as modified by the
conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval by the Planning Commission.

b. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all Sanitary District,
Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies’ regulations that are directly
applicable to the project.

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

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

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

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

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

4. Approve the use permit subject to the following project-specific conditions:
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D3.

a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant
shall propose a new street tree in front of the property at 132 Dunsmuir Way. The
replacement street species and location shall be subject to review and approval by the City
Arborist prior to issuance of the building permit. The tree shall be planted prior to final
inspection of the building permit, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.

Motion carried 5-0 with Commissioners Ferrick and Kahle absent.

Use Permit/Daniel and Lan Haarmann/1140 Orange Avenue: Request for a use permit to
remodel and add approximately 671 square feet to a nonconforming single-story residence on a lot
in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential) zoning district. The remodeling and expansion work
would exceed 75 percent of the existing replacement value in a 12-month period. The project also
includes a request to construct up to a 7-foot tall fence within the front yard setback, where four
feet is the maximum height allowed. (Staff Report # 15-003-PC)

Staff Comment: Planner Morris said staff received correspondence over the weekend and that if
received earlier, staff may have made a different recommendation about the proposed seven-foot
fence. She said the applicant had submitted A.3-01 through A.3-04 elevations as they wished to
switch the shape of the skylights from rectangular to tubular. She said those changes had been
distributed to the Commission and made available to the public.

Public Comment: Ms. Elizabeth Riegel, Belcan Architects and Engineers, said they had worked
hard to make a project that was visually attractive. She said they had received written favorable
comment written until today when they received communications regarding the proposed fence.
She said that was the first they had heard from neighbors about their concerns with the fence. She
said they would change the seven-foot high fence section to four-foot. She said they were
proposing to change three rectangular skylights to tubular in the master closet, master bathroom
and laundry room as they were more efficiently designed.

Mr. Dan Haarmann said he and his wife Lan had purchased this property as they needed more
space for their family. He said they currently live in the Oak Knoll area already and were pleased
with this property that they would remain within the area for the Oak Knoll school. He said they
made efforts to discuss their plans via email and at a neighborhood block party. He said they only
hear about neighbors’ concerns with the fence height and they were happy to change the fence
height.

Commissioner Kadvany asked if they were suggesting reducing the seven-foot length of fence to
four-feet. Mr. Haarmann said the architectural front of the house was on Orange but the real front
of the house was on Nancy. He said there the neighbor has a seven-foot fence extending from the
garage. He said they would make their connection to that fence four feet high.

Commissioner Goodhue said this was a good design. She suggested with a four foot fence
connecting with a seven foot fence they might consider doing a step down and then do planting to
soften the appearance.

Commissioner Strehl said she was glad to hear they would change the fence. She said she
appreciated the design of the home.

Commissioner Combs asked if the neighbor’s seven-foot fence was an exception or a back fence.
Ms. Riegel said the neighbor’s seven-foot fence stopped at the front setback. She said their fence
would continue from there to the front setback and would not go into the setback.
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Mr. Mark van de Pyl , neighbor, said his concern with a seven-foot fence was poor visibility and
driving out from the driveway.

Mr. Edward Solomon, neighbor, said he had not been a part of the community outreach mentioned,
and had written the late letter regarding the seven-foot fence. He said the applicants’ solution was
acceptable to him. He said otherwise they had done a great job on the home design.

Ms. Allison Pereur, neighbor, said she was contacted about the plans. She said there were a lot of
children in the neighborhood and that a seven foot fence would create a blind spot for people
coming around the corner. She recommended the fence be kept to four foot to allow for adequate
sight view.

Chair Onken closed the public hearing.

Commission Comment: Commissioner Combs asked about residents not receiving notification.
Planner Morris said once staff receives a use permit application and deposit, they send out a
seven-day notice to residents and property owners within a 300-foot radius of the project site. She
said when the project submittal was considered complete, a notice of hearing was sent to those
within a 300-foot radius. Senior Planner Rogers said staff also encourages applicants to do public
outreach and include a description of what they have done as part of the project description letter.

Chair Onken said he applauded the application for restraining itself to a one-story design and
found the design to be thoughtfully done. He moved to approve as recommended in the staff
report and to modify the fence to four feet where proposed as seven foot. Commissioner Strehl
seconded the motion. Commissioner Kadvany suggested giving the applicant the option to step
the fence down. Chair Onken said he could not agree with that due to the need for sight view. He
confirmed that the motion included the revisions to the skylights as noted previously.
Commissioner Strehl agreed as the maker of the second.

ACTION: M/S Onken/Strehl 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 If 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
Belcan Architects and Engineers, consisting of 19 plan sheets, dated received on July 2,
2015, and approved by the Planning Commission on July 20, 2015, except as modified by
the conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval by the Planning
Commission.

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.
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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 site plan specifying that the total maximum front setback fence
height (inclusive of any trellis elements) is four seven feet, subject to review and approval
of the Planning Division.

b. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the
applicant may revise the plans to include additional/modified skylights similar to
what was distributed by staff at the July 20, 2015 Planning Commission meeting,
subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.

Motion carried 5-0 with Commissioners Ferrick and Kahle absent:

D4. Use Permit Revision/James Barker/746 Hermosa Way: Request for a use permit revision to add
approximately 448 square feet to a previously approved two-story, single-family residence and
secondary dwelling unit on a substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-E (Residential Estate)
zoning district. The proposal also includes the removal of six heritage trees. The previous use
permit was approved by the Planning Commission on March 4, 2013. (Staff Report # 15-004-PC)

Staff Comment: Planner Sandmeier said staff had no additions to the written report.

Questions of Staff: Commissioner Kadvany confirmed with Planner Sandmeier that there was no
materials board for the project.

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org


http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/7622

Draft Minutes Page 9

Public Comment: Mr. Ted Stinson, property owner, said they had done neighborhood outreach the
first time they applied for a use permit, which had been approved previously, and also for this use
permit revision request. He said in both cases they sent out a letter to surrounding neighbors as
well as went door-to-door to talk to people. He said as with the original request that had letters of
support, this time there were three letters of support and verbal support from the owners of 719,
800 and 801 Hermosa Way and 765 and 805 San Mateo Drive. He said only one neighbor did not
support the project.

Mr. John Lum, project architect, said the property owners determined during a change to the
construction schedule that the secondary dwelling unit would be better with another bedroom and
that the kitchen and master bedroom needed reconfiguration to provide them with the interior
design they were seeking. He said with this the basement has been reduced in size. He said the
materials would be the same as previously submitted.

Mr. Rich Lambert, landscape architect, provided a graphic explanation of the proposed tree
removals to the Commission. He said per the arborist report from Advanced Tree Care that he had
a walkthrough with his arborist discussing the longevity and age of the trees on the site and which
trees would be sustainable over time. He said the trees noted for removal were essentially all non-
native conifers, cedar and stone pine, and those would be replaced with native trees. He said the
replacement trees would all be 36-inch box trees. He said the pines were dependent upon one
another and probably had not been pruned in 20 years. He said some of them have signs of
beetle infestation. He said the rear neighbor was concerned about privacy. He said they would
replace trees in that location using native, semi-drought tolerant tree species.

Mr. Larry Hatlett, neighbor, said the applicant had done a good job reaching out to neighbors. He
said currently his view however was of a forest. He said with this project he would be looking at a
large house being the secondary dwelling unit near the rear setback. He said the view would
change dramatically for him and his wife despite the tree replacement plantings.

Ms. Renee Lombardi, neighbor, said she was a next door neighbor and had planted numerous
Japanese maples on her property that were quite large. She said she asked the applicant to plant
something that would grow fast and provide screening so her trees would not burn. She said
however that they were proposing slow growing trees. She said she would like a fence built that
was high enough for privacy. She said the needed the applicant to plant fast growing trees along
the fence line to provide shade for her trees.

Mr. Yasu Teva, neighbor, said his home was located behind the applicant’s home. He said this
area was a forest and things were lost when large homes were built to the property line.

Chair Onken closed the public hearing.

Commission Comment: Chair Onken asked about the extent of tree removal and landscape
screening for the previously approved use permit. Planner Sandmeier said originally four heritage
trees were proposed for removal and this proposal has six. She said the City Arborist visited the
site and recommended that all of these trees be removed for structural reasons.

Chair Onken asked the landscape architect whether the trees with bark beetle were in front or in
the back of the property. Mr. Lambert said one of the two additional trees proposed for removal
was a cedar in the front of the property. He said with that tree there were beautiful cedars on
either side of it on both the neighbor’s and the project properties. He said removing that tree would
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create more space for the other trees. He said the other tree, an Italian stone pine, was in the rear.
He said regarding the neighbor’s concern about shade that when they designed the planting plan
they essentially were drawn into the list of semi-drought tolerant plants and they chose the best of
the trees available to them. He said they would plant 36-inch box, 15-foot tall trees. He said they
were amenable to changing the plant species to be faster growing.

Commissioner Kadvany asked what the view would be from the large window pane system on the
second story. Mr. Lum said trees would be seen noting there were several large trees at the front
of the property and also there was a view of the courtyard.

Chair Onken said he was generally supportive noting the desire for secondary dwelling units in the
City. He said he could see the reasoning for the removal of the two additional trees noting the
canopy of the other trees would not be impacted.

Commissioner Combs said he also was generally supportive of the revision request. He said he
appreciated the comments made by the neighbors as the project would create a view change for
them. He noted the need for balance with developments that met standards and were attractive.

Chair Onken moved to approve as recommended in the staff report. Commissioner Goodhue
seconded the motion. She said the project was handsome and she liked how the garage was
designed.

ACTION: M/S Onken/Goodhue to approve the item as recommended in the staff report.

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

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

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
John Lum Architecture Inc., consisting of 24 plan sheets, dated received July 9, 2015, and
approved by the Planning Commission on July 20, 2015, except as modified by the
conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval by the Planning Division.

b. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all Sanitary District,
Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies’ regulations that are directly
applicable to the project.

c. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all requirements of the

Building Division, Engineering Division, and Transportation Division that are directly
applicable to the project.
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D5.

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

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

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

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

Motion carried 5-0 with Commissioners Ferrick and Kahle absent:

Use Permit/Timothy Gudgel/318 Pope Street: Request for a use permit to demolish an existing
single-story, single-family residence and construct a new two-story, single-family residence on a
substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district. (Staff
Report # 15-005-PC)

Staff Comment: Planner Sandmeier said an email from the property owner at 328 Pope Street was
received in the a.m. and that had been distributed via email to the Commission.

Public Comment: Mr. Tim Gudgel, project architect and property owner, said the homes in the
area were quite tall due to the flood zone. He said his home would be at least five foot less in
height than other new homes in the area. He said he was surprised with the email from his
neighbor this morning but he had spoken with the neighbor and addressed the concerns. He said
there were three heritage trees on the lot and they would not remove them.

Chair Onken said the Commission had seen other applications that used the alleys for their
driveway access and asked how well those functioned as driveways. Mr. Gudgel said the existing
garage was accessed from the rear and there was a turnaround that all of the neighbors used.
Chair Onken asked whether it would be used as a garage or whether cars would be parked in the
front of the lot. Mr. Gudgel said that it would be used as a garage.

Commissioner Goodhue asked how he had addressed the neighbor’s concerns. Mr. Gudgel said
the neighbor’s first concern was the home would have a view into their bedroom. He said there
were three windows on the existing house that looked directly up into the neighbor’s bedroom. He
said their design would have one window and a hallway with skylight. He said he had not known
the neighbors had a privacy concern when he planted three jacarandas in a rectangle outside of
the window. He said they wanted privacy from the alley, and if there was a view into that window,
which there was not because of the mass of the adjacent building, it would be screened by one of
the jacaranda trees.
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Commissioner Combs said he thought this design at the curve of Pope Street would stand out from
other homes. Mr. Gudgel said the first view when a person drives up Chaucer and crosses the
creek was three large Craftsman-ish homes with large trees. He said their home was stepped
back from the front, would use natural wood, soft toned stone, and gray plaster. Commissioner
Combs asked about the parking pads. Mr. Gudgel said they wanted to keep one parking space off
the alley and would landscape around it. He said they might have to upgrade their water line to
accommodate sprinklers and if so they would have to have an exposed valve. He said he had
created a bench and hedge in front of the one smaller parking spot to screen the sprinkler valve if
needed. Commissioner Combs said often when alleys were used for access there were
requirements for paving. Mr. Gudgel said that it was gravel.

Commissioner Goodhue said there were two cars parked on the pads today and it was not very
attractive. She asked staff about the regulations regarding the parking pads. Planner Sandmeier
said the municipal code allowed for one parking space that did not lead to covered parking. Senior
Planner Rogers said the aesthetics of the site were subject to the use permit review and
Commission’s discretion.

Commissioner Goodhue asked if the applicant could provide more detail on the proposed
treatment of the area. Mr. Gudgel said he did not like the current parking. He said the current
home did not feel like it had a front door as everyone came in through the back way. He said he
would like the parking in front for guests who would visit that would not be overnight. He said the
hedge would be three feet high along the front face and a bench where the front bumper of a car
would come. He said it was not certain whether they would have to upgrade the water line.

Chair Onken asked staff to confirm that a required parking space would not be located in the front
setback but that this was a casual parking space beyond the requirement and would be allowed.
Planner Sandmeier said that was correct and the two required parking spaces were in the garage.

Commissioner Kadvany asked the applicant to confirm that the L-shaped window in the front of the
home was for an office so a curtain was not needed. Mr. Gudgel said there was no need but he
expected his wife would want him to have a curtain in the window. He said the office space
overlooked the living room and was not in any way a bedroom or private space in the house. Mr.
Gudgel said he would not want the window to be covered but he would need to discuss that with
his wife.

Commissioner Strehl asked staff to confirm that the applicant would not be required to upgrade the
alley as it was already being used. Planner Sandmeier said that was correct.

Commissioner Goodhue asked if the water valve was not needed what he would do in the area of
the parking pads. Mr. Gudgel said the sidewalk entered about six feet away from the parking
space and he would want to fill that six foot space with a flower garden. Commissioner Goodhue
urged the applicant to use drought-tolerant grasses in the front and rear yards.

Chair Onken closed the public hearing.

Commission Comment: Commissioner Kadvany said he thought a border separating the front
parking space would look fine and better than a sprawling two-car driveway.

Commissioner Goodhue said the design was handsome. She asked the applicant about neighbor
outreach. Mr. Gudgel said all of the neighbors were contacted and had come to his home in Palo
Alto for the Oscars. He said the owners of the newer homes were the biggest fans of his project.
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Chair Onken said a neighbor asked why they could not get rid of the redwood tree. He said as a
point of record in Menlo Park it was never suggested to lose oaks or redwoods. He said the
balcony in the back might overlook someone’s garage and he did not see a problem with that. He
moved to approve as recommended in the staff report. Commissioner Goodhue seconded the
motion.

ACTION: M/S Onken/Goodhue 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 If 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
AWorks, LLC, consisting of 26 plan sheets, dated received on July 8, 2015, and approved
by the Planning Commission on July 20, 2015, except as maodified by the conditions
contained herein, subject to review and approval by the Planning Commission.

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.
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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. If the existing detached garage is removed, it shall be replaced with two off-street parking
spaces, one of which must be covered, that meet all applicable regulations.

Motion carried 5-0 with Commissioners Ferrick and Kahle absent.
E. Study Session

El. Use Permit/Farnad Fakoor and Aria Vatankhah/755 Cambridge Avenue: Request for a use
permit to demolish two single-family dwelling units and to construct two two-story, single-family
dwelling units on a substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-2 (Low Density Apartment)
zoning district. The project includes a request for excavation within the right side setback for
basement lightwells. (Staff Report # 15-001-PC)

Staff Comment: Senior Planner Rogers said for the record that there was an email from a
neighbor that had been distributed to the Commission in connection with this application. He said
the applicants had since brought to that neighbor’s attention that the address he had commented
upon was not the applicant’s address, and he had since withdrawn his comment.

Public Comment: Ms. Farnad Fakoor said she was the owner of the subject property and had lived
there for nine years. She said originally she had planned to live in the front unit and have her
mother live in the back unit. She said since then she had married and now has a child. She said
they would like to build a home with more space for them noting their home was built in the 1920s
and was literally falling down. She said they were working with Mr. Behrooz Nemati on the design,
which was inspired by homes in the area including those in the Allied Arts area.

Mr. Nemati said the client wanted three bedrooms on the second floor which was very hard to
accommodate in 600 square feet.

Chair Onken asked if there was any specific guidance they were seeking from the Commission. Mr.
Nemati said the form, function and square footage forced the design. He said the first question was
the location of the stairs and he put it in the corner so he could accommodate three bedrooms on
the second floor. He said the bedrooms on the second floor were minimized.

Commissioner Kadvany asked if Mr. Nemati was an architect. Mr. Nemati said he was a designer
and not licensed as an architect. Commissioner Kadvany said that they could have built just one
home considering the constraints.

Ms. Fakoor said since they have two existing single-story family homes that her mother has lived in
the rear unit. She said they would like to have the option for her family to purchase the second
home and be close. She said she purchased the property because of the R2 zoning. She said the
adjacent lots were R2 with two homes.

Commissioner Strehl said there was also a request to subdivide the property. Ms. Fakoor said one
of the homes would be for her family and the other one would be for sale. She said it might be sold
to family such as her mother.
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In response to a question from Chair Onken, Ms. Fakoor said to sell the home that the property
would need to be subdivided. Senior Planner Rogers said the lot could only be a condominium
subdivision.

Commissioner Combs said the architectural design as proposed would stand out and did not mirror
the surrounding neighborhood at all. Mr. Nemati said he understood the concern and had
developed an alternate design noting the one was the French Beaux Arts style and the other
alternative was Mediterranean-style. He said the clients preferred the French design.
Commissioner Combs said there did not seem to be any architectural detail on the second story,
and it looked fortress-like to him.

Commissioner Kadvany said the staff report mentioned areas of concern with the proposed design
including a lack of clear relationship to neighborhood styles, overly prominent stair turret and
entrance, large expanses of stucco, and others. He said French Beaux Arts was a highly crafted
architectural style. He said this proposed design would not work in the neighborhood and he
thought they needed to rethink their goals in using the property and what would work on the lot.
He said he did not find the alternate design aesthetically better. He suggested they really think
about their goals for the site. He said there were too many constraints because of the lot size. He
suggested looking at the Palo Alto design guidelines. He said the staff report also mentioned
positive aspects of the proposed design.

Chair Onken said the problem with the aesthetic was they were trying to fit too much into too little
volume. He said they were creating a five bedroom house in 1,600 square foot above ground
which meant the stairway went to the side. He said if they had fewer bedrooms the stair could be
brought in and the home could be balanced. He said a project at 629 Harvard Avenue that the
Commission recently approved did a second-story larger house in the front and a raised single-
story with a basement in the rear. He said tonight’'s design had a scale problem. He suggested
putting more house in the front and make it look more gracious and make the second home
smaller or reduce the size of both homes.

Commissioner Strehl said the two homes felt large because of the design and she did not think it fit
with the neighborhood. She said there would be opposition from the neighborhood.

Chair Onken said if all the decoration was removed all that remained would be a box and that was
a difficult size to make look good. He suggested reshaping the homes and using the site better.

Commissioner Goodhue said she did not think the Commission was saying there should not be two
houses on the lot. She said the referenced Harvard property put three bedrooms in the basement
in the rear house. She said they were creating their own constraints in requiring three bedrooms
on the second floor. She suggested looking at other styles and to look at the Harvard plans.

Ms. Fakoor said they would look at other similar lots and home designs. She said they were trying
to create something that met their family’s needs. She said they have started outreach with
neighbors one to two homes away from the property, and had their support.

F. Regular Business - None
G. Commission Business - None
H. Informational Items — None
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l. Adjournment

Chair Onken adjourned the meeting at 9:19 p.m.

Staff Liaison: Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner

Recording Secretary: Brenda Bennett
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Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 8/17/12015
cITY OF Staff Report Number: 15-009-PC
MENLO PARK
Public Hearing: Use Permit/Ying Min Li/860 Partridge Avenue

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a use permit to construct two new two-story
single-family dwelling units on a substandard lot in the R-2 (Low Density Apartment) zoning district, at 860
Partridge Avenue. The recommended actions are included as Attachment A.

Policy Issues

Each use permit request is considered individually. The Planning Commission should consider whether
the required use permit findings can be made for the proposal.

Background

Site Location

The project site is located at 860 Partridge Avenue in the Allied Arts neighborhood. It is immediately
surrounded by R-2 parcels, except for the rear, where the parcel adjoins properties zoned R-1-U (Single
Family Urban). The parcel to the right of the subject site is occupied by a single family home, while the
parcel to the left is developed with two detached, two-story dwelling units. The neighborhood is a mix of
single family and multiple family developments, generally developed in a similar style to the proposed site
layout, with some larger multi-family developments located throughout the neighborhood. A location map
is included as Attachment B.

Analysis

Project Description

The applicant is requesting a use permit to demolish a single-story, single family residence and detached
accessory buildings, and construct two new two-story, single-family dwelling units and associated site
improvements on a substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-2 (Low Density Apartment) zoning
district. A data table summarizing parcel and project attributes is included as Attachment C.The project
plans and the applicant’s project description letter are included as Attachments D and E respectively.
The project site was previously granted approval, prior to submittal of this application, of a heritage tree
removal permit for a 40.2-inch diameter olive tree. The tree has been removed. The project proposal
incorporates the required heritage tree replacement.

The site is currently developed with one single-story, single-family residence, detached garage, and shed
which would be demolished as part of the project. The applicant is proposing to redevelop the site with two
two-story dwelling units. With the exception of the garage location, the units would have identical floor
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plans and would each have four bedrooms and three bathrooms, with three of the bedrooms and two
bathrooms located on the second floor. The proposed total floor area for both units would be 3,678 square
feet, where 3,707.4 square feet is the maximum. The maximum floor area limit for the property is
calculated as 40 percent of the 9,268.6 square foot lot. The maximum height of each dwelling unit would
be 24 feet, six inches, which is well below the maximum allowable of 28 feet. The applicant is required to
pay the applicable Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) for the net increase of one dwelling unit, as set forth in
condition of approval 4a.

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 231-square foot detached garage for the front unit (Unit #1) is proposed to be
located approximately 33 feet behind the front unit and five feet, two inches from the left side property line.
Two uncovered parking spaces are proposed on either side of the detached garage. The space to the
front of the garage would provide required parking for Unit #1 and the space to the rear would provide
required parking for the rear unit (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 buildings. The
proposed detached garage would also comply with the daylight plane requirement for accessory buildings.

The proposed development would meet all other R-2 development regulations, including the required
minimum yards, daylight planes, maximum second-floor FAL, and landscaping. The project would have a
landscape area of approximately 47.3 percent, where 40 percent is the minimum required. The project
would result in a building coverage of 28.8 percent, where 35 percent is the maximum allowed.

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.

Design and Materials

The project applicant indicates that the proposed residences are designed as modern variations on the
craftsman style. The applicant states that the unit would use craftsman details such as gable braces, vents,
exposed rafters, and wood trim. The residences would feature “Hardie” (or equivalent) board and batten
siding on the first floor and “Hardie” (or equivalent) wall shingles on the second level. Each unit would
have composition shingles on the roof. The proposed units would comparable in design and materials with
the exceptions that Unit #2 would have an attached garage and Unit #1 would have a larger porch.
Locating the garage to the rear of Unit #1 allows the applicant to expand the front porch and create a more
prominent entry with a greater street presence. The porch columns would be tapered wood with stone
veneer base. The stone veneer would also be used on the chimneys. The windows for both units would be
simulated true divided lights.

The applicant has provided visual interest by breaking up the materials between the first and second floors,
as well as utilizing 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; however, it would not be visible from the street. Most of the residences in
the area are varied between single- and two-story and represent various densities and styles, with newer
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developments generally containing two detached units similar to the proposed site layout. Staff believes
that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residences are compatible with the neighborhood.

Trees and Landscaping

The applicant received approval for the removal of the heritage size olive tree in February 2015. The tree
was subsequently removed. Typically when construction is contemplated within one year of submittal of a
heritage tree removal permit application, staff withholds action until the removal request can be evaluated
along with the proposed development. However, this heritage tree removal application was submitted and
reviewed during a period where internal coordination between the City Arborist and the Planning Division
deviated from the standard practices, and the removal permit was issued prematurely based on the tree’s
poor structure. The Planning Division and City Arborist have since clarified the internal review process to
ensure that tree removal requests for projects that involve Planning Commission review are evaluated
appropriately and that no action is taken until after the Planning Commission reviews the project, except
for cases where a tree presents an immediate hazard, or is already dead. The applicant is not proposing
to remove any additional heritage trees. The arborist report (Attachment E) identifies the species, size,
and health of the significant trees on site. In addition, the report and subsequent addendums identify any
potential impacts from the proposed construction, including the grading and utility work, as well as
mitigations to reduce impacts and ensure the health of the trees throughout the project. The arborist report
has been revised and enhanced since the original application submittal, in response to staff requests for
additional detail. As part of the project, the applicant is proposing to plant a 24-inch box ginko biloba,
located within the private rear yard of Unit #1. In addition, the applicant has submitted a landscape plan
that identifies the location of additional trees and low plantings.

Correspondence
Staff has not received any correspondence on the proposed project.

Conclusion

Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residences would be compatible with
those of the existing structures on Partridge Avenue and in the general vicinity (garage deemphasized to
provide bigger porches with more street presence). The vertical board and batten siding and shingle siding
are design elements which would add visual interest to the project. Heritage trees would be protected
through the site design and during the construction of the project. Staff recommends that the Planning
Commission approve the proposed project.

Impact on City Resources

The project sponsor is required to pay planning, building and public works permit fees, based on the City’s
Master Fee Schedule, to fully cover the cost of staff time spent on the review of the 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.

Public Notice
Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with the agenda items being listed, at least 72
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hours prior to the meeting. Public notification also consisted of publishing a notice in the local newspaper
and notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-ft radius of the subject property.

Appeal Period

The 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. Recommended Actions
B. Location Map

C. Data Table

D. Project Plans

E. Project Description Letter
F. Arborist Report

Disclaimer

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

Report prepared by:
Kyle Perata, Associate Planner

Report reviewed by:
Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner
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860 Partridge Avenue — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 860 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Ying-Min | OWNER: Ying-Min Li

Partridge Avenue PLN2015-00018 Li

REQUEST: Request for a use permit to demolish a single-story, single family residence and detached
accessory building, and to construct two two-story, single-family dwelling units and associated site
improvements on a substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-2 (Low Density Apartment) zoning

district.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: August 17, 2015 ACTION: TBD

Commission

VOTE: TBD (Combs, Ferrick, Goodhue, Kadvany, Kahle, Onken, Strehl)

ACTION:

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
Hometec Architecture, Inc., consisting of 21 plan sheets, dated received August 10, 2015,
and approved by the Planning Commission on August 17, 2015, except as modified by the
conditions contained herein, subject to review and approvail by the Planning Division.

Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all Sanitary District, Menlo
Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies’ regulations that are directly applicable to
the project.

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

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

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

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.

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.

Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall pay a Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) at the rate

PAGE: 1 of 2@




860 Partridge Avenue — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 860 PROJECT NUMBER:
Partridge Avenue PLN2015-00018

APPLICANT: Ying-Min | OWNER: Ying-Min Li
Li

REQUEST: Request for a use permit to demolish a single-story, single family residence and detached
accessory building, and to construct two two-story, single-family dwelling units and associated site
improvements on a substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-2 (Low Density Apartment) zoning

district.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: August 17, 2015 ACTION: TBD

Commission

VOTE: TBD (Combs, Ferrick, Goodhue, Kadvany, Kahle, Onken, Strehl)

ACTION:

for single-family dwellings, subject to the Municipal Code Section 13.26. The fee rate is
subject to change annually on July 1 and the final calculation will be based upon the rate at
the time of fee payment. The TIF rate is adjusted each year based on the ENR Construction
Cost Index percentage change for San Francisco. The current estimated fee is $3,139.49.

o2 (N2

%




e e MO e e BT 19 o . B 0
%%&M R Teg 829 119 509 919
219 R
629 »€9 s 989 Ge9 129 WI.&L
Ge9 0v9 m 859 69 929 | S |
199 829 | Ge9 C )
53 erey mmvn €r9 8¥9 99 699 |
B bm o £89 0 99 | P Py
10 9
m h 5 e = 159 219 o 099 18 8l
: 7 s
N Tt A LA ) V_ . , et £49 L i 049 w 7 8
; dor) 0L 002 1oL 2 (g8 il oL 00L
m S0 i 602 N m 089 Sk 4z
oL
I WL (472 e 2L 6L vzl = m m ”
o Bl o €21 9e1 eeL oeL w
> | 121 8zL - iy 6€L M g [ w
~ 62L 8rL 3 by o R o T
5 i £l £] {1 |w |5 B8 = = Ll gL I @
> T vhL = o > = sy T < e o I |
I3 vl zLL < LoL A < o i1y o
= 251 w T o W Sl e (818 ® /W S
0 oig ) €L QiTi el 0O | ™
8 cu g8 i) v8 o i % 0l | v sR; A T
092 E ¥, 3 y
ko 1oL 0 Ola| =w | = B /< ay1713aINH0D O M_ E
©  G6L mx<l_m @ o . T > / e
T €92 [/ 5 e % 008 M| gy 8zt w“n stid mm,, wo /g i
) - = { 4 —
508 P o e R e & o8 T 7 / y Ww <
Jig 2 <C si8 018 g5 | sz / =
- OGS =R et~/ /1o 43
28! . gz8 ]
ges « N zz8 €28 D o Le8 o 824 | DI A &
............. it omw
5 669 = 9 R e | (&) (3 N\ i & - =l < w =
& M O LF che 058 MW 88 8v8 GS8 9¢e8 | N M G w
L¥8 © 1
m P Dl — IIQJHIJ'I 958 | 0s8 gs8 m 25 198 958 | Z 0 o
S 8 o i O e oes eoff | T _ E - 1
£ = w e 8 | 098 58 | 898 ®) X =
6v8 i Qo e (| o | 8] g | 8 ) — = =.0
z a = N gEu oSy | 0% 598 088 988 058 s
618 S s s\ 1O | e | ] & - : i | <
&) Ry £ & /8 | e 188 \ o
Ren a8 8l as  |[] ope . % O < £
© (=} 968 S68 /Is! X F X
2 Siers €98 z88 6.8 988 3 i b O (8
E se = i joes Qlo elgiglelo 2 \ o
8 81888 88 alylgl o 2 |88 o gt Ll e =l8 S T —Jou
\
S s 968 8 v | 168 % -
dd ALISHIAINN ) . e e Y W
| S| oels 2lwlw vl 006 o
- @ b ey -lw | = o | @ —
1) Blwinl o 0 ~ 0 219139 R clolwirlglzsiglaloicialol g ol 130 E =) 8218 * ST 1 T
|8/ &8 8 8|3 = 1% 8/8/5|8|8|8 &K IH& 8 8| = | o | - o
ss| |2 116 816 8 | e
> = © ] ..
* 626 926 vee | Z
226 U6 7! g 1DEB §es 8 B ] - A TR RS ‘ , S
AT s lo|o Niaigiololo )l O 3 o .m 3 =] 2 (ol I A
i 2 SJ e mmmmmwmwmmmnmg 8|2 |= s | =
= — 1
ovs |— 056 A|H_ 5P [Eary 06 | 0t M S (m)
W ses e [0
B o o o o ad IIVA | _ e
996 |5 088 _ | w
sav | st Lov w i< i il g O Ll
sl e = e "1*18|8|5|8|5|8|8|8|%|8 5|8 mﬂmje,; m
9001 —! | 2001 Lm.mv & Lok = 1201 p o |Eeo ! <
s P w B~
s | 0 O3 o Y i oL0L itk 5204 vl slel<lals 21105 o
0, 0€ol 813121818/ XI8IBI2/8! o0t R e Rk g B
0201 seok a = G20l © o885 8 RI&QI&IJ S et
e 8 8 el e |3 Y0z e
L e S T i = 5 Se0b 950} i s
4
0boL = M ad ZO.rm_OZ_mn_ =
yboL e 0] 0S0b {
Bt ISy o N lo .9 €Ll | 66 mw 99
i 8 R Mm 58|38 s o B501 1001 |vveece|sze|1el6oe| Loelo.zleszlese] F | R |8 | oso mmi%:mm; m _ “ ,




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

FAL (Floor Area Limit)
Sq. ft. by floor  Unit #1

Unit #2

Square footage of
buildings

Building height
Parking

Trees

860 Partridge Avenue — Attachment C: Data Table

PROPOSED EXISTING ZONING
PROJECT PROJECT ORDINANCE
9,268.6 sf 9,268.6 sf 7,000  sf min.
... 50 . 50 65 fi. min.
185.3 ft. 185.3 ft. 100 ft. min.
20.0 ft. 27.0 ft 20 ft. min.
20.0 ft 108 ft. 20 ft. min.
5.0 ft. 7.5 ft 5 ft. min.
50 ft. 13.75 ft. 5 ft. min.
26702 sf 1,410 sf 2,502.5 sfmax.
288 % 152 % 35 % max.
2,832.7 sf 1,994.7 sf 3,244  sf max.
920.1 sf/st 124.0 sf/basement
693.3 sf/2nd 1,410 sf/ist
231.0 sf/detached 120.0 sf/shed
garage 360.0 sf/detached
193.7 sf/porch garage
7.5 fireplaces
920.1 sf/1st
693.3 sf2™
220.3 sf/attached
garage
177.8 sf/porch
4,0571 sf 2,014 sf
245 fi. 14 ft. 28 ft. max.
2 covered/2 uncovered . dcovered. . 1 covered/1 uncovered
Note: Areas shown highlighted indicate a nonconforming or substandard situation.
Heritage trees 5* Non-Heritage trees New Trees 13
Heritage trees proposed | 0 Non-Heritage frees Total Number of 25
for removal proposed for removal Trees

*Previously removed Olive tree not included; includes two street trees
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Revised 6/10/15

860Partridge Avenue ., v 1 e 1%
Letter of Justification | ..
Additional Project Description

Background:

This portion of Partridge Avenue is an old neighborhood of varied styles of homes with
extra deep lots. The City rezoned the area to R2, Multi-Family. Many of the owners on
the street have added rear units behind the old house or have built 2 new homes on
their properties.

The existing house, although pleasant in character, has been modified. Some years
ago a rear 1st story addition was installed.

There is an additional detached accessory building behind the unit.

Proposal:

We propose to remove all these buildings and replace them with 2 high quality 2-story
custom homes of 4 bedrooms each. These homes are planned to have a Craftsman
Style with board and batt siding on the 15t floor and wall shingles at the 2" floor. Each
will have wood trim windows and composition shingle roofs.. We have incorporated
classic Craftsman porch posts with a stone base. Each home will have stone and
timber accents and will look compatible while having different colors. The 2" story
windows of each home are focused to the front or rear to preserve the privacy of
adjoining neighbors.

This property has a significant number of trees, including heritage trees. A large olive
tree was removed with permits because it was recommended by the Arborist report, it is
very important to the property owner that we preserve trees.

We feel this would be an improvement to the street and the surrounding area. The
project will have improved parking and better setbacks from the existing neighbors than
the current buildings.

Site Layout:

Two homes on a long, narrow property tends to the common solution of a house in the
front and a house at the rear with parking between the two homes. This site
organization is successfully repeated up and down the street in both new and older
projects.



Normally, the parking formula would be to have all four cars park between the units, 90
degrees to the driveway. This facilitates being able to pull out of the property without
backing down the driveway.

Our compromise solution is to attach a one-car garage to the rear house and have a
one-car detached garage for the front house. This places 3 of the 4 required parking
spaces between the two houses, allowing them to back out of their parking spaces and
exit the property front-first.

From the beginning of our design conversations, the owners have indicated a strong
desire to maintain all the trees on the property as mature trees provide a benefit to
future owners. Of the 7 trees total onsite, only 1 tree was removed with permits for this
project — an Olive tree in ‘fair vigor’ which the Arborist recommended removal.

It was also felt that the site design needed to include 20’ deep rear yards for each home
to enhance the quality of life for future homeowners, and families.

Architectural Style:

The architectural style selected for these houses was a combination of old California
styles blended in a cohesive manner.

Our goal is not to copy an established ‘architectural style’ as this would hint of ‘fake
historic’ in our design. We hope to achieve a comfortable home style, to blend on this
very eclectic street, and not seem to adhere to an academic definition.

Both buildings will be a modern variation of the Craftsman style. We propose to use
board and batten siding on the lower floor and wall shingles on the upper floors. Both
buildings will use Craftsman details such as gable braces, vents, exposed rafter tails,
wood trim.

The porch posts will be Craftsman tapered columns on a raised stone base.

Neighborhood Meeting:

A neighborhood meeting was held on June 2 at 7pm. 4 neighbors were in attendance
and an overview of the project site, house’s footprints, trees, window placement, etc.
was provided. The comments by the attendees were favorable. The 2™ story side
windows have been reduced in size at the request of the neighbor. We've also emailed
the floorplans to the 3 neighbors who provided their email addresses.

Attendees: Alice Weil, Bjorn Carey, Tamera Booth, Annie Leung
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Kielty Arborist Services f(%‘%
Certified Arborist WE#0476A
P.O. Box 6187
San Mateo, CA 94403
650-515-9783

November 11, 2014, revised April 8, 2015, August 5, 2015

Goldsilverisland Homes, LLC
Attn: Mr. Ying-Min Li

43575 Mission Blvd, suite 359
Fremont, CA, 94539

Site: 860 Partridge, Menlo Park, CA
Dear Mr. Li,

As requested on Monday, November 3, 2014, I visited the above site for the purpose of
inspecting and commenting on the trees. Two single family units are planned for this site and
your concern as to the future health and safety of the trees has prompted this visit.

Method:

For this report I reviewed site plan A-1 Dated February 25, 2015 and sheets TM3 and TM4. All
inspections were made from the ground; the tree was not climbed for this inspection. The tree in
question was located on a “Not- to-Scale” map provided by me. The tree was then measured for
diameter at 54 inches above ground level (DBH or diameter at breast height). The tree was given
a condition rating for form and vitality. The trees’ condition rating is based on 50 percent vitality
and 50 percent form, using the following scale.

1 - 29 VeryPoor

30 - 49 Poor
50 - 69 Fair
70 - 89 Good

90 - 100 Excellent

The height of the tree was measured using a Nikon Forestry 550 Hypsometer. The spread was
paced off. Comments and recommendations for future maintenance are provided.



860 Partridge/11/11/14

Survey:
Tree# Species DBH

1* Brazilian pepper 11.3
(Schinus terebinthifolius)

2 English walnut 17.9
(Juglans regia)

3 Coast live oak 20.4
(Quercus agrifolia)

4 Coast live oak 22.9
(Quercus agrifolia)

5X  Olive 40.2
(Olea europa)

6* Coast live oak 25est
(Quercus agrifolia)

7 Douglas fir 353

(Pseudotsuga menziesii)
*indicates neighbors or shared tree,

)

CON HT/SPComments

55 15/30 Good vigor, poor form, crossing limbs,
squatty.

45 30/30 Poor vigor, poor form, topped, in decline.

70 45/40 Good vigor, poor-fair form, codominant at
6 feet.

55 40/35 Good vigor, poor-fair form, codominant at
12 feet with a poor crotch formation.

45 40/45 Fair vigor, poor form, decay in trunk, heavy
lateral limbs with a history of limb loss.

55 45/40 Good vigor, fair form, leans south over
neighbors.

50 70/40 Fair vigor, fair form, some decline in top,
ganoderma fungus at base.
X indicates removed with permit

Summary:

The trees on site are mix of native oaks and several species
of imported trees. The trees are in poor to fair condition with
no excellent trees. Tree #1 is a neighbor’s tree with a canopy
that extends over the property line. The tree will have to be

f  trimmed heavily if the driveway is to be relocated to reduce

impacts to the oaks on the northeast property line.

Tree #2 a street tree will be retained and protected. Impacts
to tree #2 will be minor to non-existent. Oak trees #3 and #4
near the existing driveway will have possible impacts
reduced if the driveway is relocated. The new driveway will

¢ be hand dug when inside the dripline of oak #3 and #4. The

site arborist will be on site to inspect excavation and provide
mitigating measures if needed.

Olive tree #5 located in the center of the lot with poor form and a history of limb loss. The
olive has been removed with a permit.



860 Partridge/11/11/14 3)

Tree #5 is an olive poorly located in the center of
the lot. The canopy of the tree nearly covers the
entire width of the narrow lot. The location of the
tree dramatically reduces the owner’s ability to
develop the lot to its full potential. The tree has
fair vigor and poor form with multiple leaders at 4
feet, heavy lateral limbs, history of limb loss and
pockets of decay in the trunk. The olive has been
removed. The olive will be replaced at the time of
landscaping with a ginkgo tree (Ginkgo biloba).

Oak #6 and the Douglas fir #7 will only have
minor affects. Normal maintenance for these trees
. will be carried out. A root crown inspection for
the fir is recommended as the decline in the top
may be the result of root rot. The following tree
protection plan for the retained trees should be
carried out for the entire length of the project.

Olive trunk with central cavity and numerous
holes in the trunk.

The removal of tree #5 is the only method that will eliminate all hazards associated with the tree.
Trimming within ANSI standards cannot improve the form or overall health of the trees and will
not reduce the liabilities associated with the trees.

Tree Protection Plan:

Tree protection zones should be established and maintained throughout the entire length of the
project. Fencing for the protection zones should be 6 foot tall metal chain link type fencing
supported my metal poles pounded into the ground. The support poles should be spaced no more
than 10 feet apart on center. The location for the protection fencing should be as close to the
dripline as possible still allowing room for construction to safely continue. Signs should be
placed on fencing signifying “Tree Protection Zone - Keep Out”. No materials or equipment
should be stored or cleaned inside the tree protection zones. Oak tree #4 and walnut #2 will have
its trunk wrapped with straw wattle of vertically stacked wood planks wrapped with orange
plastic fencing.

Minimum fencing distance for retained protected trees are as follows:
o Tree #1Brazillian pepper the minimum distance for the fencing will be 8 feet from the
trunk.
e Tree #2 English walnut (if retained) will be wrapped with straw wattle and orange plastic
fencing.
e Tree #3 and #4 Coast live oak will have fencing at the edge of sidewalk, driveway and
curb and extend to 12 feet where possible.

|

14
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e Tree #5 olive has been removed and will be replaced with a ginkgo as required by the
city of Menlo Park.

e Trees #6 and #7 neighbors oak and Douglas fir the minimum distance will be 8 feet and
extend to 15 feet where possible.

Trenching for irrigation, electrical, drainage or any other reason should be hand dug when
beneath the driplines of protected trees. Hand digging and carefully laying pipes below or beside
protected roots will dramatically reduce root loss of desired trees thus reducing trauma to the
entire tree. Trenches should be backfilled as soon as possible with native material and
compacted to near its original level. Trenches that must be left exposed for a period of time
should also be covered with layers of burlap or straw wattle and kept moist. Plywood over the
top of the trench will also help protect exposed roots below.

All tree protection must be in place prior to the start of any demolition. Demolition equipment
will access the property from the existing driveway. If demolition equipment is to stray off the
existing driveway 6 inches of chips covered with steel plates or plywood will be installed
beneath protected trees driplines.

The new driveway will be within the dripline of oak tree #4. Excavation for the new drive will
be hand dug when inside the dripline of this tree. Excavation will be supervised during the
excavation process. Geo-Grid fabric and compatible base rock will be used inside the dripline of
this tree. Impacts should be minor to moderate with no long term impacts.

Excavation for the foundations will be hand dug when inside the driplines of protected trees.
Excavation for the foundations will be inspected by the site arborist when inside the dripline of a
protected tree. The site arborist will provide mitigating measures at that point.

Normal irrigation should be maintained throughout the entire length of the project. The imported
trees will require regular irrigation. The native oaks should not require warm season irrigation
unless their root zones are traumatized. If root damage were to occur some irrigation may be
required during the winter months depending on the seasonal rainfall. During the summer
months the trees on this site should receive heavy flood type irrigation 2 times a month. During
the fall and winter 1 time a month should suffice. Mulching the root zone of protected trees will
help the soil retain moisture, thus reducing water consumption.

Future inspections will include the tree protection fencing installation. Other inspections will be

on an as needed basis. The information included in this report is believed to be true and based on
sound arboricultural principles and practices.

Sincerely,

Kevin R. Kielty
Certified Arborist WE#0476A
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Kielty Arborist Services LLC
Certified Arborist WE#0476A
P.O. Box 6187
San Mateo, CA 94403
650-515-9783
August 5, 2015

Goldsilverisland Homes, LLC
Attn: Mr. Ying-Min Li

1525 McCarthy Blvd, Suite 1000
Milpitas, CA 95035

Site: 860 Partridge, Menlo Park, CA
Dear Mr. Li,

At your request on Tuesday, August 5, 2015, I reviewed the latest plan set for the above site.
Civil plan TM3 and TM4 dated May 18, 2015 were reviewed for this report. This review is
required by the city of Menlo Park as a condition of approval.

Observations:

The civil plans have the utilities and the drainage located where impacts to the protected trees
will be minimized. Locations of utilities and drainage slightly encroach on the trees driplines of
protected trees.

Summary:

Impacts to the trees are expected to be minor with no long term impacts. Tree protection
measures will be inspected by the site arborist prior to the start of construction. All excavation
or trenching within the dripline of a protected tree will be supervised by the site arborist.

A replacement tree will be a 24” boxed Ginkgo Biloba will be installed at the time of
landscaping. The tree will be located in an area where the tree can thrive and will not have an
impact on the new structures or hardscapes.

Inspection Schedule:

The site arborist, Kielty Arborist Services will inspect the site upon the installation of the tree
protection fencing. Other inspections will be on an as needed basis. Inspections will consist of
letters documenting the visit with copies being available for the owner and City Arborist.

The information included in this report is believed to be true and based on sound arboricultural
principles and practices.

Sincerely,

Kevin R. Kielty
Certified Arborist WE#0476A
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Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 8/17/2015
CITY OF Staff Report Number: 15-010-PC
MENLO PARK
Public Hearing: Use Permit/Bright Angel Educational Center

LLC/687 Bay Road

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a use permit to expand an existing Montessori
school located at 695 Bay Road to a portion of the existing building at 687 Bay Road, in the C-2-A and R-
1-U zoning districts. At full capacity the portion of the school at 687 Bay Road would have five employees
and 42 students. The recommended actions are included as Attachment A.

Policy Issues

Each use permit request is considered individually. The Planning Commission should consider whether
the required use permit findings can be made for the proposal.

Background

Site Location

The subject site is located at 687 Bay Road between Windermere Avenue and Hollyburne Avenue in the
Flood Triangle neighborhood. For purposes of this site location description, Highway 101 is considered to
run in the north-south direction. The existing portion of the school, located at 695 Bay Road, is bounded to
the north and east by the subject parcel in a semi “V” shaped configuration. The front portion of the subject
parcel, along Bay Road, is zoned C-2-A (Neighborhood Shopping District, Restrictive) and the rear portion
of the parcel, along Hollyburne Avenue, is zoned R-1-U (Single-Family Urban Residential). The subject
parcel is developed with a one-story professional office building currently occupied by Kornberg
Associates. The eastern portion of the subject parcel includes parking and provides access to the parking
immediately adjacent to the rear of the building on 695 Bay Road. There is an existing ingress and egress
easement on the subject parcel to allow for access to the parking spaces at the rear of the building located
at 695 Bay Road.

The large parcel immediately across Bay Road (to the west) is zoned P-F (Public Facilities) and occupied
by Veterans Affairs Department facilities, including a hospital. Parcels to the north, east and south are
residentially zoned and predominantly zoned R-1-U (Single-Family Urban Residential District) and
developed with single-family residences. A location map is included as Attachment B.

695 Bay Road Project

On July 9, 2012, the Planning Commission approved a use permit to locate a Montessori school with up to
six employees and 48 students at 695 Bay Road in the C-2-A (Neighborhood Shopping District,
Restrictive) zoning district that would operate Monday through Friday between the hours of 7:30 a.m. and

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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6:00 p.m. The action was appealed to the City Council, which upheld the Planning Commission decision
on August 29, 2012. Staff is not aware of any recurring issues or complaints related to this school’s
operation.

Analysis
The project plans and the applicant’s project description letter are included as Attachments C and D,
respectively.

Project Description

The applicant is requesting use permit approval to expand the existing Montessori school located at 695
Bay Road to a portion of the existing building on 687 Bay Road, in the C-2-A (Neighborhood Shopping
District, Restrictive) and R-1-U (Single-Family Urban Residential) zoning districts. At full capacity the
portion of the school at 687 Bay Road would have five employees and 42 students. Special uses, such as
private schools, require use permit approval in the C-2-A and R-1-U land use zones. Two new classrooms,
for children aged 18 months to five years, would be constructed within a portion of the existing building.
The rest of the building would remain office. Instruction would be provided five days a week from 7:30 a.m.
to 6:00 p.m. Each classroom would have 40 minutes playground time once a day (10:00 a.m. to 10:40 a.m.
and 11:00 a.m. to 11:40 a.m.).

Physical improvements to the structure and project site would be completed as part of the project. Interior
tenant improvements would convert 2,345 square feet of the existing office building into a preschool
including two classrooms, a lobby, a children’s bathroom, two new adult restrooms, a teacher’s lounge and
a lobby. Exterior improvements to the building would consist of two new doors along the front elevation,
one door along the east elevation and one new door along the rear elevation. The exterior changes are
limited in scope and do not require architectural control.

The proposal also includes the development of a 2,071 square foot enclosed playground that would
include a four foot tall play structure and be surrounded by a five foot tall fence. The existing trash
enclosure on the eastern portion of the lot would be removed to make room for two additional parking
spaces, and the existing trash enclosure at 695 Bay Road would be used for both portions of the school.

The building is considered a legal nonconforming structure with a front setback of approximately 8 feet,
where 15 feet is required in the C-2-A zone. When the cost of maintenance, repair, alteration and/or
expansion, within a 12-month period, of a nonconforming structure in the C-2-A zone exceeds 50 percent
of the replacement cost of the existing structure, a use permit is required. However, the value of the
proposed remodeling is 28.2 percent of the replacement cost of the existing structure, so use permit
approval is not required for the proposed remodeling.

Parking and Circulation

The parking lot would be restriped as part of this project. The two existing disabled access parking spaces
would be relocated to the north to accommodate the proposed play structure. Directional pavement arrows
would be added to the drive aisle behind the building to ensure vehicles only travel from west to east. A
“Do Not Enter” sign would also be added to prevent vehicles coming from the Hollyburne Avenue side
from entering this drive aisle.
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The off-street parking requirement for this special use is established by the use permit. The remaining
office use at the site would include 2,201 square feet of gross floor area. For standard C-2-A uses, the
Zoning Ordinance requires that off-street parking be provided at a rate of six spaces per every 1,000
square feet of gross floor area. Therefore, for this 4,546 square foot building, 28 parking spaces would be
required. Although the parcel is currently developed with 28 spaces, three would be removed to create a
new outside play area. The 2,201 square feet of the building that would continue to be used as office
space would require 13.2 spaces. The Transportation Division has calculated that for a pre-school with 42
students, 10.6 parking spaces are needed; therefore, the 25 parking spaces that would be provided on the
site would exceed the minimum 24 spaces needed for the two uses.

As the proposed expansion of the school on the subject parcel and the existing portion of the school at
695 Bay Road would effectively function as one school with parking shared between the two parcels, a
recommended condition of approval (Condition 4b) has been included requiring review of the use permit if
the portion of the school at 695 Bay Road stops operating. (The portion of the school at 695 Bay Road
includes 14 parking spaces. The Transportation Division has indicated that the maximum permitted 48
students at this site requires 13 parking spaces.) The applicants have also indicated that traffic has not
been an issue with the existing portion of the school and that traffic to the school is reduced as a result of
families who walk or bike to school as well as families who have two or more children attending the school.
Given these factors and the nature of the parking being predominantly for quick student drop-off and pick-
up, staff anticipates that the parking spaces provided would be sufficient to meet the needs of the
proposed school and the remaining office use.

Special Uses
Private schools are regulated through the Zoning Ordinance as “Special Uses.” Section 16.78.020 of the

Zoning Ordinance lists three factors, not necessarily findings, to be considered in determining whether the
characteristics of the special use are compatible with the uses permitted in the surrounding area:

1. Damage or nuisance from noise, smoke, odor, dust or vibration;

2. Hazard from explosion, contamination, or fire;

3. Hazard occasioned by unusual volume or character of traffic, or the congregation of a large
number of people or vehicles.

Staff believes the proposed private school use would not create any such hazard or nuisance. Though
there will be a slight increase in noise associated with children playing outside for a total of 80 minutes per
day in the late-morning/mid-day period, there is already traffic noise at the site resulting from the proximity
to State Highway 101 and Bay Road. In addition, schools are a common feature of residential
neighborhoods in Menlo Park and elsewhere, and as such, the sound of children playing would not be
unusual. As discussed above, staff believes that the parking demand for the private school use can be
addressed on site, as a result of the nature of the business operations. Finally, the traffic generation
associated with the proposed private school use is not considered to be unusual, and the applicant would
be required to pay a Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) to mitigate any impacts to the transportation infrastructure
within the City.

Correspondence

The applicant has provided a description of the neighborhood outreach that was conducted (Attachment
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E) regarding the proposed project and indicated the response was positive. Staff received a letter of
support from the owner of Toddle Flexible Preschool, located in unincorporated San Mateo County, and
an email of support from Ruth Kricheli, whose son attends the existing portion of the school. Staff also
received an email from Leslie Burke stating that she has concerns about additional traffic that would be
generated by the proposal. All correspondence received by staff is included as Attachment F. As stated
earlier, staff believes that traffic impacts would be limited.

Conclusion

Staff believes that the proposed business would complement the existing uses in the area and would not
be detrimental to the existing uses in the neighborhood. The use would operate Monday through Friday
during standard business hours, when the majority of the residents of adjacent homes would be at work,
and the proximity to residential units may provide the opportunity for some clients of the business to walk
their children to school. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the proposed project.

Impact on City Resources

The project sponsor is required to pay planning, building and public works permit fees, based on the City’s
Master Fee Schedule, to fully cover the cost of staff time spent on the review of the project.

Environmental Review

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

Public Notice

Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with the agenda items being listed, at least 72
hours prior to the meeting. Public notification also consisted of publishing a notice in the local newspaper
and notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-ft radius of the subject property.

Appeal Period

The 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. Recommended Actions

B. Location Map

C. Project Plans

D. Project Description Letter

E. Summary of Neighborhood Outreach
F. Correspondence
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Disclaimer

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

Report prepared by:
Corinna Sandmeier, Associate Planner

Report reviewed by:
Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner
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687 Bay Road — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 687 Bay PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Bright OWNER: Inkenwe Trust
Road PLN2015-00037 Angel Educational
Center, LLC

REQUEST: Request for a use to expand an existing Montessori school located at 695 Bay Road to a
portion of the existing building on 687 Bay Road, in the C-2-A and R-1-U zoning districts. At full capacity
the portion of the school at 687 Bay Road would have five employees and 42 students.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: August 17, 2015 ACTION: TBD

Commission

VOTE: TBD (Combs, Ferrick, Goodhue, Kadvany, Kahle, Onken, Strehl)

ACTION:

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

2. Make findings, as per Section 16.82.030 of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to the granting of use
permits, that the proposed use would 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
Kornberg Associates Architects, consisting of 10 plan sheets, dated received August 10,
2015, and approved by the Planning Commission on August 17, 2015 except as modified by
the conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.

Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all Sanitary District, Menlo
Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies’ regulations that are directly applicable to
the project.

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

Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit a plan for any new utility
installations or upgrades for review and approval of 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.

4. Approve the use permit subject to the follow project specific conditions

a)

Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall pay the Transportation Impact Fee per
the direction of the Transportation Division in compliance with Chapter 13.26 of the Municipal
Code. The current estimated transportation impact fee is $49,380.13 although the final fee
shall be the fee in effect at the time of payment. The Transportation Impact Fee escalates
annually on July 1.

If the 695 Bay Road portion of the school stops operating, the use permit for 687 Bay Road is
subject to review and potential revocation.

PAGE: 1 of 1
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Lright ngel

MONTESSORI ACADEMY

Our intent is to expand Bright Angel Montessori Academy at 695 Bay Road to the building next door at
687 Bay Road. The construction will include 2 new classrooms (age 18 months to 5 years old). The classrooms
will share a new children’s restroom. We will install 2 additional adult restrooms, a laundry closet, a storage
room, a lunch room, and an office. We will install one playground east of the building. Each classroom will
open with 1 lead teacher and 1 assistant teacher. At full capacity the school at 687 Bay Road will have 5
employees and 42 students. The fifth employee is a float assistant who works at either classroom or the
playground. The remainder of the 687 Bay Road building will remain occupied by professional offices. The
parking provisions for the two occupancies are noted on the attached plan.

The school will be operated by one director and one assistant director who are currently employed at
695 Bay Road. We will provide Montessori instruction for toddlers to pre-kindergarten five days a week from
7:30am till 6:00pm. Besides the indoor activities, each classroom will have 40 minutes playground time once a
day (10:00am to 10:40am and 11:00am to 11:40am).

The tenant improvement projects consist of interior modifications and site improvements. The interior
modifications will modify existing non-bearing interior walls and construct new interior partitions according to
the proposed floor plans. There are no exterior changes except to reconvert two south-facing exterior
openings that were doors, back into exterior doors, to add one new northeast-facing door in place of an
existing exterior window, and to add one north facing door. The plan will require combined E and B
occupancies. The building is to remain Type VN construction.

One of the concerns with our current location was traffic and congestion in the neighborhood. After
woperating for two years we have had no complaints or issues. One third of our families either bike or walk to
school. Seven of our families have two or more children enrolled. Two of our teachers commute with their
children who are attending Bright Angel (one by bike) and two of our staff members commute together.
Based on the same demographics here at Bright Angel, we expect these conditions to continue in proportion

to our growth.

Currently we have a waitlist and are turning down excellent applicants. In summary, we believe that
687 Bay Road is a great location to expand our school and the expansion will be an asset to our Menlo Park
community.

Sincerely,

Mei-Ling and, Joe Wyffels August 10, 2015

695 Bay Road — Menlo Park, California 94025 — (650)485-2722
Info@brightangelacademy.com www.brightangelacademy.com

-




Neighborhood outreach

Since BAMA opened in 2013, the school owners and staff have met many neighbors because of the
number of families who now attend the school and because of others who would like to attend but
cannot because the school cannot take on additional children. Without exception, these neighbors
support the effort of the school to expand to 687 Bay Road.

Since the conversion does not have a perceptible impact to the neighborhood because of its exterior
changes (three doors are being added), and the outside play area is visible to one neighbor, we believe
the only impact that will affect the neighbors is the increase in noise during the two recess periods.

Tuesday June 2", Wednesday 3" Thursday 4th we went to each house within an audible range of the
new playground from 11:00am-12:00pm, when recess is proposed to happen on weekdays. Beyond
these houses the freeway noise exceeds any children’s voices from 687 Bay Road.

This includes the 17 houses on Hollyburne and Windermere closest to the proposed playground. There
were 5 responses to our knocking on the doors and ringing the doorbells. All five of the parties we spoke
to, strongly support the changes or had no problems with the proposed plans.

Windermere

1003 renters, owner is not available, no voiced concerns
1004 no response all three days

1007 no response all three days

1011 strongly supports

1014 noresponse, for sale, lock box on door

1015 no problem with the proposed changes

1018 no response all three days

Hollyburne
1010 no response all three days

1014 no response ali three days

1015 caretaker came to door, owner not able to meet or talk

1018 no response all three days

1019 no response all three days

1020 no problems with the plans {she said she never received the notice from the City)
1023  strongly supports; daughter will write a letter of support if we wish

1027 no problem with the proposed changes

1028 vacant; under renovation

703 Bay: renters and air bnb. no response all three days
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: Menlo Park Planning Commission .
: 701 Laurel Street .
2 Menlo Park, CA 94025 =
5 June 18,2015 1
" "
Dear Chair Onken and Members of the Menlo Park Planning Commission,
H B
o I'm writing to support Bright Angel Montessori’'s use permit application. Having recently =
completed three-year facility search and permitting process for a child care center in
" unincorporated Menlo Park, | am intimately familiar with the challenges of siting preschool ;
§ facilities and believe the lengthy and complicated permitting process is the primary
contributing factor to our county’s child care shortage. g
E
B . . . o H
& It is exceedingly difficult to find a facility suitable for child care given the combination of state
g licensing stipulations about outdoor space, City parking requirements and the hesitancy of "
= commercial property owners to lease to child care operators due to liability or the length "
and/or unknown outcome of the conditional use permitting process. Bright Angel Montessori
X is extremely fortunate to have the support of their landlord in expanding next door. Their &
= increased capacity offers Menlo Park an opportunity to provide additional, much needed =
quality education to a community in which camping out overnight for a preschool slot is not
B unusual. 2
H =
I have attached an overview of Toddle’s facility siting and permitting experience to illustrate
; the challenges facing child care providers in our county. Over the last three years, | have met at ;
least ten gifted preschool directors who lack the resources or opportunity to launch into the
" long and difficult process of opening a child care center. “
E E
Municipalities like the City of Menlo Park can play a critical role in supporting the
- development of high-quality child care in the following ways: E
= E
1. Create zoning practices that encourage the integration of child care. Developer B
B incentives to include/support child care facilities either onsite or nearby can include =
S density bonuses or site coverage exemptions, with those opting out responsible for .
paying in-lieu fees to fund existing or new facilities. When new developments are
§ proposed, consider the project’s impact on child care availability. The City of San i
Francisco has invested in child care through these types of zoning practices.
§ 2. Create a clear, streamlined permitting process that may include: §
* A ministerial process for child care permits. The City of Dublin streamlined the
= permitting process for child care uses in 2014 after expending great amounts of time =
® =
=
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and resources on these applications. The volume of neighbor concerns presented
during the permit process ultimately proved unfounded once centers were up and
‘running yet resulted in traffic, neise and other studies that consistently predicted
little impact yet were prohibitively costly for independent child care centers.

e Parking and other guidelines specific to child care uses to take the guesswork
out of the process and help applicants assess the feasibility of a site before making
a sizable investment in a lease or property.

e Information for applicants including a flow-chart detailing the review process,
(including any studies required); a fee schedule spanning the whole process (from
initial application submittal through granting of the final building permit); other
potential improvements that may be required such as installation of commercial-
grade sprinklers, upgrades of water/sewer mains, ADA compliance, and other
professional plans that may be required such as drainage/survey and landscape
plans; and a list of resources to assist with starting a center (i.e. Community Care
Licensing, 4C's, Child Care Partnership Councils).

3. Waive fees for child care operators including the Transportation Impact Fee, as has
the City of Palo Alto. In Menlo Park, a 1,000 square foot child care facility would have to
pay up to $30,000, a cost that is untenable for many centers.

Supporting well-planned facilities like Bright Angel Montessori through this process would be
a great step toward reducing the child care shortage in our county.

Thank you for your consideration, and for your service to the City of Menlo Park.

All my best,

Hoatten %M
Heather Hopkins
Owner, Toddle Flexible Preschool

650.283.5112
heather@toddle.org
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Toddle Preschool’s two-year search for a facility for 24 children illustrates
why San Mateo County has a shortage of child care. Both commercial and
residential properties pose significant barriers to entry.

"The high cost of land, lack of
open space, and the special
construction and play yard
requirements of child care

buildings make new projects and

Commercial properties with adequate outdoor space are
extremely limited. Over 15 months, Toddle made offers on
and/or contacted the owners of 13 properties, including:

& 1010 El Camino Real, Menlo Park (retail): Owner not open

to child care use,

& 2890 El Camino Real, Redwood City (former bank): Owner

f

“wary of the CUP process.” Also, the city raised air quality
concerns based on the site’s proximity to El Camino Real.

888 Boyce Ave, Palo Alto (existing preschool in a residential
neighborhood): Outbid on purchase of property by $1.8M
all-cash offer for new residential construction.

650 Live Oak Ave, Menlo Park (former funeral home): Owner

renovations very challenging.” not amenable to child care use.

Other barriers to improving f
facilities include "lack of property
control (ownership)” and
“inability to finance debt due to
economics of child care & 1258 El Camino Real, Menlo Park (former hair salon):

operation.” Possible toxicsubstances in soil, unsuitable for child care.

igg%%g%g&?ggggg?gggg ggfgly ft 695 Bay Road, Menlo Park: Outbid by Bright Angel, who
recognized a good site for child care when they saw it!

2907 ElI Camino Real, Redwood City (formerly Chevy's
restaurant): Owner not willing to pursue change in use;
initial feedback from the city on the process was, “Good luck.”

A lack of municipal standards and regulations for child

care centers makes the permitting process unduly
difficult.

Regardless of the suitability of a particular site for child care, this lack of
clarity causes:

e Verylong permitting processes

¢ A heavy financial burden on operators who must pay for
individualized traffic, noise and other studies

e Unnecessarily restrictive operating conditions for outdoor
play, parking and arrival/departure flow (i.e. Toddle is limited to
two children arriving or departing every 12 minutes)

¢ Pressure on decision makers to grant permits that expire
quickly or reduce the facility’s capacity

¢ Ashortage of high-quality child care in our county




Snapshot of a Child Care Permitting Process {San Mateo County)

ff*\x App
{EB) susmited

COST OF
OWNERSHIP

COST OF TODDLE PERMIT PROCESS

Review by y S @@% PERMIT FEES 17.842.76
Sublic Works! ARCHITECTURAL AND 22,618.90

Traffic Study OTHER PLANS FOR PERMITS
TRAFFIC/PARKING STUDY 19.987.59
The alternative, purchasing a property, is NEIGHBOR OUTREACH 225.75

unrealistic  for many child care (POSTAGE/PRINTING. ETC.)
professionals. Toddle’s owners put LAND USE RTTORNEY 5,395.00

'”“‘*"“ij“‘?ﬁ $345K down and secured a mortgage for
Deciare HILERGE TO/PRRKING AT 365.53
a $1.15M property. COUNTY CENTEROVER 19 MOS.

Toddle’s CUP/building permit process lasted
19 months. Renting a facility at $3K- TOTAL
$5K/month for this time without income is cost
prohibitive for most child care providers.

CUSTOMER COPY

AR N T

Facilities converted to child care uses are
considered "new construction” and must
meet commercial sewer/water code,
institutional fire code and accessibility
requirements.

Price tag for Toddle = about $62K.

Note: Facilities that open in a space previously used for child care need not obtain a use permit nor are required to be made ADA/school fire code
compliant. However, this availability is rare and does not alleviate the child care shortage since the new facility would simply replace the old.




Sandmeier, Corinna D

- B I A
From: Ruth Kricheli <ruthkricheli@fb.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2015 2:16 PM

To: Sandmeier, Corinna D

Cc: joe@brightangelacademy.com; Yair Livne

Subject: Bright Angel expansion

Dear Corinnag,

I am writing with regards to the August 17 discussion of Bright Angel expansion. My family and I are Menlo
Park residents, and our 4 year old son has been attending Bright Angel for the past two years. We also plan to
enroll our 1.5 year old daughter there next year. Bright Angel is a wonderful community-based preschool and
we are very supportive of its extension. It offers Menlo Park residents the opportunity to send their kids to a
Montessori based school inside the community and allows the kids to socialize with other kids from the city.
The school’s location also saves us the long commute (like other parents at Bright Angel, I work at Facebook
and the school is right between our campus and our place).

Ruth




Sandmeier, Corinna D
L 0000 S

From: Leslie Burke <leslieburke@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2015 11:22 AM
To: Sandmeier, Corinna D

Subject: Proposal Concerns: 987 Bay Road

Dear Corinna,

As a follow up to our phone conversation yesterday, I'd like to express my sincere concerns about the proposal to
expand Bright Angel Montessori Preschool by adding 42 students and 5 employees to the offices at 687 Bay Road.
Please note, that my general feeling about Bright Angel Preschool is that it has been a good addition to our
neighborhood. They have done a nice job of creating a child-friendly, well maintained facility. The school itself has not
been a nuisance in the neighborhood, and | am supportive of the service they provide.

My primary concern is about the traffic impact that an additional 47 cars (x 2 trips daily) will have on what can already
be a treacherous area. Bay Road is a very busy street, and is especially chaotic during the morning commute hours of
7:00 - 9:00 a.m. and the afternoon commute hours of 4:30 to 6:00 p.m.

For example, earlier this week (on Monday, August 10, at a little after 8:00 a.m.), | witnessed a potentially hazardous
traffic situation caused by the traffic in to and out of the Bright Angel parking lot. | was stopped at the stop sign on
Hollyburne Avenue, waiting to turn right on Bay Road. While | was stopped, | watched a car waiting to pull out of the
parking lot at 695 Bay Road, trying to nose into the lane of traffic to head southeast on Bay Road (a left turn out of the
parking lot). There was another car in the parking lot behind that one, attempting to pull out of a parking space, but not
able to as there was not sufficient room to maneuver. A third car was stopped across Bay Road, waiting to turn left into
the Bright Angel parking lot. At the same time, there were several cars headed northwest (?) on Bay Road from Willow
Road, coming around the blind curve near Sevier Avenue at a fast speed, as frequently occurs in the mornings, so the car
waiting to turn left out of the parking lot had to stop short. In addition, the traffic on southeast Bay Road did not stop
behind the car waiting to turn left from that lane, but surged around the car on the shoulder of Bay Road (as also
frequently occurs).

Fortunately, all of the cars were eventually able to complete their maneuvers without incident on this occasion, but it
really brought home to me - just two days after we’d received the notice from your department about a proposed
expansion of the school - how much more dangerous this area will be next week, once school starts and we add in the
morning traffic of students driving to Menlo-Atherton, bike riders and walkers headed to Laurel, and most worrisome,
Encinal and Hillview students who have to try to cross Bay Road along this stretch to get to their bus stop (located on the
VA side of Bay Road, heading southeast). That bus stop is exactly where the traffic surged around the car waiting to turn
left into Bright Angel’s parking lot on Monday morning. There are no crosswalks for a couple of blocks, and there are no
safe places to cross the street during commute hours to access that bus stop, but there are several young children who
need to use that bus stop every day.

Adding to the chaos, VA workers and clients use the Bay Road entrance to their campus very frequently, all through the
day but especially during the morning commute, and northwest traffic frequently veers around cars waiting to turn left
into the VA driveway, pulling to the right of the stopped car(s) without slowing down, cutting into the Hollyburne
intersection and along the curb until past the Bright Angel driveway.

I firmly believe that adding four dozen more cars to the morning mix will not simply bring an unpleasant addition of
traffic to our neighborhood, it will exponentially increase the danger to our local school children in an already very
hazardous and unprotected area. | respectfully request that the Planning Department conduct a thorough investigation
into this situation - particularly during commute hours on school days - before considering approving a proposal to invite
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more traffic to our neighborhood during these critical morning hours. If nothing is done to mitigate the already existing
traffic hazards, a tragedy could very easily occur on this stretch of road. And, of course, If more traffic is added, a
tragedy is more likely to occur, which is a situation | know we would all choose to avoid.

Thank you for considering my comments and concerns in making your decision on this proposal.
Sincerely,

Leslie Burke
650-740-5673



Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 8/17/12015
CITY OF Staff Report Number: 15-011-PC
MENLO PARK
Public Hearing: Use Permit and Architectural Control/John

Tarlton/1315 O’Brien Drive

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a use permit and architectural control request to
partially convert, expand, and architecturally update an existing warehouse and general office building into
a Research and Development (R&D) and warehousing building including the following project
components:

e Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program;
¢ Use-Based Parking Reduction;

e Up to 27 Heritage Tree Removal Permits;

e Use and Storage of Hazardous Materials;

e Qutdoor Storage of Materials and Equipment; and

e Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement

The recommended actions are included as Attachment A.

Policy Issues

Use permit and architectural control applications are considered individually. The Planning Commission
should consider whether the required findings for the use permit for the proposed change of use, parking
reduction, and the use and storage of hazardous materials, as well as the findings for architectural control
for the exterior modifications can be made for this specific proposal.

Background

Site Location

The project site is located at 1315 O’Brien Drive, at the corner of O’Brien Drive and Adams Drive, within
the Menlo Business Park. The parcel is considered a through lot that extends from O’Brien Drive to Adams
Court. O’Brien Drive is considered the front, while Adams Drive is considered a corner side property line.
Adams Court is directly opposite of O’Brien Drive and therefore, is considered the rear. It is immediately
surrounded by other M-2 zoned properties. The immediately adjacent parcels to the west (using O’Brien
Drive in an east to west orientation) within the Menlo Science and Technology Park contain a mixture of
warehouse, manufacturing, and R&D uses. Office uses within that park are located closer to the portion of
the campus fronting along Willow Road. The parcel to the north, across Adams Court, is primarily a
warehousing and distribution facility for UPS, although the building also has a R&D/manufacturing tenant.
Parcels to the west and south of the site are also zoned M-2 and contain a mix of R&D and office uses.
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The Menlo Business Park and O’Brien Drive area is dominated by biotechnology uses. The nearest
residences are located approximately 415 feet south of the subject building, along Kavanaugh Drive within
the City of East Palo Alto. Cesar Chavez Elementary School and Green Oaks Academy (shared campus)
are located approximately 815 feet from the subject building. A Montessori preschool is located along
O’Brien Drive approximately 600 feet from the subject building. A location map is included as Attachment
B.

Development History

The existing building was approved and constructed in the late 1980s as part of the Dumbarton
Distribution Center development project, which developed the area now known as the Menlo Business
Park. The subject building is located on Lot 3 of the original development proposal and was subsequently
used by Boise Cascade (and most recently OfficeMax) as a general office (sales) and
warehouse/distribution center. Recently Tarlton Properties purchased the building from OfficeMax and
subsequently applied for a permit to convert, expand, and architecturally update the existing warehouse
and general office building into a Research and Development (R&D) and warehousing building.

At the time of the initial submittal on March 31, 2015, a tenant was not known and the initial proposal was
for the partial demolition of the existing buildings and the conversion into two individual buildings.
Subsequently, the applicant has secured a tenant, Pacific Biosciences, for a majority of the building.
Therefore, the applicant revised the application to maintain a single building to meet the space planning
needs of Pacific Biosciences, while still architecturally upgrading the building. Pacific Biosciences is a
biotechnology company engaged in the study of the synthesis and regulation of DNA, RNA, and proteins.
The company has developed a novel technology platform called single molecule, real-time, or SMRT
technology that enables real-time analysis of bio-molecules with single molecule resolution. Pacific
Biosciences originally began operations within the Menlo Business Park and then moved to the nearby
Menlo Science and Technology Park, where the company currently occupies five buildings. The Menlo
Science and Technology Park has been acquired by Facebook, and potential redevelopment concepts are
being considered through the ConnectMenlo General Plan Update process. The current proposed project
would allow Pacific Biosciences to combine operations within one single building and continue to grow and
expand within the City of Menlo Park. A portion of the proposed converted building would be unleased at
this time.

Analysis

Project Description

The applicant is requesting approval of a use permit and architectural control review to partially convert,
expand, and architecturally update an existing warehouse and general office building into a R&D and
warehousing building, located in the M-2 (General Industrial) zoning district. The proposed additions would
result in an increase of 1,675 square feet of gross floor area (GFA) for a total of 220,516 square feet,
which equates to a FAR of 45.2 percent, where 55 percent is the maximum based on the use of the
building as a R&D, manufacturing, and warehousing facility. The project would increase the building
coverage on site from 32.8 percent to 34.1 percent, which is well below the maximum of 50 percent. A
data table summarizing parcel and project attributes is included as Attachment C.

The proposal includes a TDM program, which is intended to reduce potential vehicle trips from the project
site. As part of the project, the applicant is requesting a parking reduction based on the specific land uses
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within the building, the proposed tenant’s operations, and the TDM program for the project site. As such,
375 parking spaces would be provided, where 736 parking spaces would be required by the M-2 square-
footage-based parking requirements.

The project would divide the building into two tenant spaces. The front portion of the building is intended to
be occupied by Pacific Biosciences. Pacific Biosciences utilizes hazardous materials to conduct its R&D
and manufacturing. Therefore, the proposed project includes a request for the indoor use and indoor and
outside storage of hazardous materials for the R&D and manufacturing of single molecule, real time
(SMRT) chips and reagents for use in association with genome sequencing. All hazardous materials would
be stored within the building, with the exception of diesel fuel for a proposed emergency generator,
chemicals within fire-rated chemical storage containers, and tanks designed specifically to hold
compressed gases. The applicant is also requesting approval for the outside storage of non-hazardous
materials and equipment.

In addition, the project also includes a request to remove up to 27 heritage trees. The project also includes
a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the payment of an in lieu fee or the delivery of equivalent off-
site units. The project plans and the applicant’s project description letter are included as Attachments D
and E respectively

Design and Materials

The existing building is composed of painted tilt-up concrete panels with score lines. The existing north
and west elevations have minimal fenestration and are dominated by roll-up shipping and receiving doors
and truck docks. The south (front) and east elevations have larger areas of glazing and aluminum framed
storefronts. The proposed architectural update would enhance the building in a more contemporary style.
A new main entry on the south side would feature a two-story tall storefront with a perforated metal canopy.
The storefront would be blue tinted glazing. A stair tower would be located to the left of the main entry
storefront and would be clad in metal panels with score lines and punched window openings to add
articulation. The front right corner of the building would have an additional accent metal canopy that would
wrap around the corner. On the second level, the windows would have grey metal sunshades, grey metal
fins (vertical between select windows), and grey aluminum mullions. The main existing concrete tilt up
panels would be painted in an off-white color (Benjamin Moore “Cloud Cover”). The accent concrete
panels (located on the front fagade) would be painted in a light grey color (Benjamin Moore “Thunder”) and
the stair towers would be painted in a dark grey color (Benjamin Moore “Gray”). The tenant space to the
rear would have a shared entry along the west side of the building. If the future tenant desires a more
prominent entrance or any other fagade upgrades, an administrative architectural control review for
consistency with the overall building would be required. Minor architectural control requests in the M-2
zoning district can be reviewed and approved by the Community Development Director. Minor
architectural control requests are defined as those exterior modifications that do not increase the FAR.

The existing building roof deck is 32 feet, three inches above grade and the parapet extends to 35 feet.
However, the metal canopy at the front fagade would exceed the 35 foot height limit. The canopy is an
architectural feature equivalent to a screening parapet and therefore, not part of the main building
structure, which allows it to exceed the M-2 height limit of 35 feet. The proposed entry canopy would
extend approximately 13 feet, six inches above the roof of the structure to 45 feet, nine inches in height. In
addition to the metal canopy, three stairwells would extend above the roofline to 43 feet (side fagade
stairwells) and 50 feet (stairwell at the front fagade) in height. Mechanical equipment would be located
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generally in the center of the building on a raised equipment platform. The mechanical equipment would
be completely screened to a height of 50 feet. The roof screen would be designed with a horizontal ribbed
metal panel in similar color tones to the overall building.

As part of the proposed building upgrade, the applicant is proposing to create an entry plaza along the
front facade of the building. A portion of the parking along the front of the building would be removed and
restriped along the currently paved loading dock areas. The entry plaza would extend along the entire
front of the building and would contain outdoor seating and access between the main entrance and the
parking areas. Staff believes that the scale, materials, and modern style of the proposed building upgrade
would be consistent with the architectural styles of the neighborhood and with biotech users.

Trees and Landscaping

The project site contains approximately 256 trees, of which 136 are considered heritage trees by the City.
The arborist report and subsequent amendments (Attachment F) identify the species, size condition,
suitability for preservation, and tree protection measures for all trees on-site. The arborist report initially
identified the need to remove 27 heritage trees. Upon further review by the City’s consulting arborist
(Fujiitrees Consulting), staff determined that one additional tree was dead and should be removed as part
of the project, and there was an opportunity to retain one of the requested tree removals (Tree #231),
through a minor modification to the parking lot. Subsequently, the applicant modified the parking lot
modification, incorporated the dead tree (Tree #212) in the heritage tree removal request, and removed
Tree #231 from the removal request. The following trees are proposed to be removed and the condition
identified was determined by the City’s consulting arborist:

Tree Tree Diameter Location Condition Basis for Removal

Number | Type on Site Request

#232 Canary | 17 inches | Middle Poor Construction
Island right-side
pine

#233 Canary | 16 inches | Middle Poor Construction
Island right-side
pine

#234 Canary | 18 inches | Middle Good Construction
Island right-side
pine

#235 Canary | 15 inches | Middle Good Construction
Island right-side
pine

#249 Canary | 16 inches | Middle Poor Health/Structure
Island right-side
pine

#288 Canary | 17 inches | Front right- | Fair Health/Structure
Island side
pine

#291 Canary | 17 inches | Front right- | Fair Health/Structure
Island side
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Tree Tree Diameter Location Condition Basis for Removal

Number | Type on Site Request
pine

#296 Canary | 22 inches | Front right- | Fair Construction
Island side
pine

#300 Shamel | 25 inches | Front right | Fair Construction
ash building

corner

#301 Shamel | 25 inches | Front right | Fair Construction
ash building
Island corner
pine

#302 Canary [ 16 inches | Front right | Poor Construction
Island building
pine corner

#303 Canary | 15 inches | Front right | Poor Construction
Island building
pine corner

#304 Canary [ 16 inches | Front right | Poor Construction
Island building
pine corner

#311 Shamel | 40 inches | Front Poor Construction
ash middle of

building

#312 Canary | 17 inches | Front Poor Construction
Island middle of
pine building

#313 Canary | 18 inches | Front Poor Construction
Island middle of
pine building

#314 Canary | 18 inches | Front Fair Construction
Island middle of
pine building

#335 Canary [ 17 inches | Front left Good Construction
Island building
pine corner

#336 Canary | 16 inches | Front left Fair Construction
Island building
pine corner

#338 Canary | 17 inches | Front left Fair Construction
Island building
pine corner

#345 Canary | 17 inches | Front left Fair Health/Structure
Island parking lot
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Tree Tree Diameter Location Condition Basis for Removal
Number | Type on Site Request
pine
#351 Canary | 17 inches | Front left Fair Construction
Island parking lot
pine
#352 Canary | 16 inches | Front left Fair Construction
Island parking lot
pine
#353 Canary | 15 inches | Front left Fair Construction
Island parking lot
pine
#379 Aleppo | 29 inches | Front left Poor Health/Structure
Pine corner of
site
#380 Aleppo | 28 inches | Front left Poor Health/Structure
pine corner of
site

Therefore, a total of 27 heritage trees are proposed to be removed as part of the project and the City
Arborist has given tentative approval based on the health and construction impacts to the trees.

Landscaping and site improvements would include a new entry plaza at the main entrance and an
improved outdoor seating area to the front left of the building. The plaza would be pavers and the eating
area would have a combination of wooden decking and pavers. The proposed project includes a
preliminary landscaping plan that identifies proposed trees and landscaping. The project will be required to
replace the 27 heritage tree removals at a two-to-one ratio, for a total of 54 new heritage tree
replacements. The applicant is proposing to plant 79 new trees, 72 of which would be 32-inch box in size
and seven of which would be 60-inch box in size. The proposed plantings include the following tree:
paperback maple, strawberry tree, maidenhair tree, Saratoga sweet bay, New Zealand Christmas tree,
swan hill olive, London plane tree, and flowering pear tree. Project-specific condition of approval 5a
requires that as part of the building permit submittal, the applicant shall submit a heritage tree replacement
plan subject to review and approval of the Planning Division and City Arborist. If the two-to-one
replacement ratio is determined to be infeasible, the City Arborist may reduce the number required at his
discretion.

Trip Generation, Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program, and Parking Demand

The proposed project would convert the existing building from predominantly warehousing and office uses
to R&D, manufacturing, and warehouse uses. The predominant land use for Pacific Biosciences would be
R&D, but portions of Pacific Biosciences tenant space would include manufacturing and warehousing. The
tenant space to the rear of the building is intended to be a warehouse use. That space is currently vacant,
but through this use permit application, warehousing would be the only permitted use in that space. The
applicant has submitted a trip generation analysis and transportation demand management (TDM)
program (Attachment G). The trip generation analysis calculates the existing and proposed trips for the
proposed project based on the Institute of Transportation Engineering (ITE) trip rates for specific land uses
(i.e. R&D, warehousing, manufacturing, office).
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When discretionary projects change land use, staff evaluates the project to determine if the proposed
change of use would increase the trips from the site equivalent to a new 10,000 square foot office building.
If the project would result in an equivalent amount of trips, then a traffic impact analysis (TIA) was
previously required. On July 21, however, the City Council reviewed and amended the City’s TIA
Guidelines to allow for the implementation of a TDM program as part of the project to reduce trips from the
project, and subsequently the impact of the project on the transportation network. The applicant is
proposing to utilize the amended TIA Guidelines and implement a TDM program to reduce the trips for the
proposed project to a level below a 10,000 square foot office building. The TDM program is included in
Attachment G and includes measures such as bike lockers, showers/changing rooms, subsidized transit
tickets, preferential carpool and vanpool parking, a commute assistance center, financial incentives for
alternative transportation, and guaranteed ride home program among others. The complete list and
discussion of individual items is included in Attachment G. The proposal includes a shuttle stop currently
proposed along O’Brien Drive. Staff is evaluating the shuttle stop location to determine the most
appropriate location on-site or within the public right-of-way. Condition of approval 5b requires the
applicant to submit an encroachment for the shuttle stop and sign to the Engineering Division. The shuttle
stop location would be subject to review and approval by the Engineering, Transportation, and Planning
Divisions. The proposed programs would result in an overall reduction in daily trips from the site and a net
increase of 15 AM Peak trips and five PM Peak trips. The increase in AM and PM trips would be below the
equivalent 10,000 square foot office building and therefore, a TIA is not required for the proposed project.
Condition of approval 5c requires annual monitoring and reporting from the applicant to confirm the
effectiveness of the TDM program and to ensure the project is under the trip limits identified in the TDM
program and trip generation analysis.

The applicant is proposing to modify the existing pavement on site and restripe the parking lot accordingly.
A significant portion of the current paved site is not striped for parking, and the proposed site modifications
would increase the usable parking from 276 to 375 spaces. Based on the proposed square footage of the
building, the Zoning Ordinance parking requirement would be 736 spaces. The Planning Division can
review and approve parking reductions through an administrative process, or if a project otherwise
requires Planning Commission action, this request is incorporated for the Planning Commission’s
comprehensive consideration. The parking reduction can be based on the recommended ratios in the
Parking Reduction Policy, or unique factors specific to a project site and/or tenant. The following table
identifies the parking requirement based on the M-2 Zoning District, the City’s Parking Reduction Policy,
and the applicant’s proposed parking ratios.

Parking Ratio (spaces per GFA) Required Parking
M-2 District 1:300 736
Parking Reduction Policy | 1:300 Office/R&D 486

1:1,000 Warehouse/Manufacturing
Applicant’s Proposal 1:558 (for both tenant suites) 375

The proposed parking ratio would be one space for every 588 square feet of gross floor area. The
applicant states that required parking rate is justified based on Pacific Biosciences’ employee density,
which is approximately 450 square feet per employee and the typical operations of warehousing tenants
(the proposed use for the rear tenant space). The density for an R&D use is lower than offices since
employees often have multiple work spaces and lab spaces are not typically occupied all day. The
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property owner states that its life sciences portfolio is generally one employee for every 500 square feet.
Further, the TDM program would reduce trips to and from the site and subsequently alleviate the need for
additional parking spaces. The TDM program would apply to both suites and therefore, the parking
reduction would also apply to the rear warehouse tenant space. Given the applicant’s robust TDM
program, the anticipated employee density, and the land uses within the building, staff believes that the
proposed parking reduction is adequate for the project. The project is subject to the City’s Transportation
Impact Fee (TIF) ordinance and as such an estimated TIF of $121,186.68 would apply to the project. The
TIF must be paid before building permit issuance, as identified in condition of approval 5d.

Below Market Rate (BMR) Requirement

Per the Zoning Ordinance, commercial projects inclusive of 10,000 square feet or more are subject to the
BMR requirements. Since the overall site contains more than 10,000 square feet of gross floor area, the
project is subject to BMR requirements. The draft BMR in-lieu fee term sheet was reviewed by the
Housing Commission at its May 6, 2015 meeting. At that meeting, the Commission discussed other
recently approved BMR agreements, which included the ability for applicant’s to meet their BMR
obligations through a possible agreement with a developer to contribute toward the cost of constructing
the required number of units, or pay the applicable in-lieu fee. The Commission raised concerns regarding
the payment of an in-lieu fee only for the subject project instead of providing the required number of units.
The equivalent number of units for this project would be two (1.3 units rounded up to 2). At the Housing
Commission meeting, the applicant requested flexibility to either pay the in-lieu fee or seek out a
developer to partner with to deliver the units off-site within Menlo Park. The Housing Commission voted
five to zero to approve the BMR in-lieu fee term sheet and recommend that the Planning Commission
approve the modified BMR Agreement with the ability for the applicant to partner with developers.
Therefore, the BMR in-lieu fee agreement has been modified to allow the applicant to satisfy its obligations
under the BMR Ordinance and Guidelines by one of the following methods:

1. Paying the in-lieu BMR fee, which would be approximately $422,699.35 based on the change in
use from Group B (non-office commercial) to Group A (office/R&D) for the square footage of the
entire building and the current fee schedule;

2. Providing off-site units, which would equate to a total of two residential units based upon the
square footage associated with the change in use; or

3. Paying a portion of the in-lieu fee and delivering off-site units. (A mixture of options a) and b), such
that the overall requirements are addressed.)

The in-lieu fee paid by the applicant and off-site units delivered by the applicant must, collectively, include
fees and units that satisfy the developer’s obligation to offset the net, new demand for affordable housing
created by the project. Each off-site unit provided by the developer would be credited towards the net, new
demand for affordable housing created by the project. If the applicant proceeds with an in lieu fee payment
to satisfy all or a portion (if some units are provided off-site) of its obligations under the BMR Ordinance
and Guidelines, the in-lieu fee would be determined based upon the fee schedule in place at the time the
applicant makes the in-lieu fee payment. The in-lieu fee is required to be paid prior to building permit
issuance. The draft BMR agreement is included as Attachment H.

Hazardous Materials and Outside Storage
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Proposed hazardous materials include combustible liquids, cryogens, flammable gas, flammable solids,
flammable liquids, highly toxic chemicals, oxidizers, toxics, and pyrophorics. A complete list of the types of
anticipated chemicals is included in Attachment J. While the applicant has submitted an anticipated
chemical inventory, the applicant is also requesting to set the maximum allowable quantities (MAQs)
based on the thresholds set by the California Fire Code in effect at time of fire permit issuance for the
storage and use of hazardous materials. There are three defined thresholds or “tiers” of maximum
allowable quantities for each specific hazard class. The maximum allowable quantities are defined per
control area. A building can contain multiple control areas, thereby increasing maximum amount of
hazardous materials that can be stored on-site. The first threshold for hazardous materials is defined in
Chapter 27 of the current California Fire Code. Table 2703.1.1(1) of the Fire Code identifies the maximum
allowable quantities for each type of physical hazard class. The applicant is proposing to set the base
threshold for the building using this table. Additionally, “footnote d” of Table 2703.1.1(1) of the Fire Code
allows for a 100 percent increase in quantities for certain hazard classes, if an approved automatic
sprinkler system is installed. Therefore, the applicant is proposing to utilize the maximum allowable
quantities allowed under the Fire Code for a building equipped with automatic sprinklers. Additionally,
“footnote e” of Table 2703.1.1(1) of the Fire Code allows for an additional increase of 100 percent for
certain hazard classes, if stored in approved safety cabinets. Therefore, the applicant is proposing to
utilize these three levels of maximum allowable quantities for the overall maximum chemicals allowed at
the subject building. The maximum allowable quantities for the building would be limited by the California
Fire Code, specifically Table 2703.1.1(1), and subsequent code amendments. Therefore, the site would be
regulated by the limits set forth in the Fire Code at the time of submittal of an hazardous materials
inventory statement (HMIS) to the Fire District. The applicant prepared a table (Attachment K) that
identifies the three thresholds by hazard class.

The Hazardous Materials Information Form (HMIF) is included in Attachment |. The HMIF includes a
description of how hazardous materials are stored and handled on-site, which includes the storage of
hazardous materials within fire-rated storage cabinets, segregated by hazard class. All personnel handling
the hazardous materials would be properly trained. Except for amounts in daily use, all flammable liquids
would be stored in fire resistant safety cabinets. Solid and/or liquid hazardous waste would be generated
and stored in appropriate containers in an area separated from general employee traffic. Liquid wastes
would be secondarily contained. The largest hazardous waste container would be 55 gallons and would
store waste solvents. Licensed contractors are intended to be used to haul off and dispose of the
hazardous waste. Staff has included recommended conditions of approval that would limit changes in the
use of hazardous materials, require a new business to submit a HMBP to seek compliance if the existing
use is discontinued, and address violations of other agencies in order to protect the health and safety of
the public.

The project plans, included as Attachment D, provide the general locations of chemical use and storage,
and hazardous waste storage. Since the floor plan is conceptual at this time, an emergency equipment
and safety plan will be incorporated into the HMBP for review by the necessary agencies. All hazardous
materials would be used and stored inside of the building, with the exception of chemicals stored within
the fire rated cabinets, within the diesel generator tanks, and in specially designed storage containers,
such as the liquid nitrogen storage tank.

To assist the Fire District in regulating the use and storage of hazardous materials at the subject site, the
applicant is required to construct a two-hour rated wall between the Pacific Biosciences’ tenant space and
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the rear (unoccupied) tenant space (condition of approval 5f). This wall would allow each tenant space to
be regulated by the California Fire Code as an individual building, and therefore for each to use and store
hazardous materials up to the MAQs. The City has approved similar use permits for hazardous materials
storage up to the Fire Code MAQs at Menlo Labs 1 and 2 (1455 and 1600 Adams Drive) and 20 Kelly
court (CS Bio). Staff believes that these types of approvals provide a balance between safety and flexibility
for certain sites and tenants. Each tenant space would be designed with appropriate fire rated separation
allowing each space to use and store hazardous materials up to the MAQs. At this time, only the suite
occupied by Pacific Biosciences would be allowed to use and store hazardous materials. If in the future,
the tenant in the rear suite desires to use and store hazardous materials, a separate use permit would be
required.

Pacific Biosciences would be responsible for submitting an HMBP, as applicable, to the County. According
to the applicant, except for the amounts in daily use, all materials would be stored properly in containers
that are compatible with the contents. All storage units containing liquid waste would have a secondary
containment and flammable liquids would be stored in fire-rated cabinets, if required due to the quantities
stored on-site. Waste material would be separated and stored in appropriate containers, away from
general traffic. Hazardous waste would be removed from the facility by a certified waste hauler to properly
handle and dispose of materials or disposed through the San Mateo County Very Small Quantity
Generator Program.

The Fire District currently performs an annual inspection of the facility and provides the tenant with an
inspection report for the building to ensure that the building and its occupants are in compliance with all
applicable Fire Codes. The Fire District would continue to inspect the facility annually as part of this
approval. Additionally, the Fire District issues a permit for the use and storage of hazardous materials. The
Fire District and the County of San Mateo each contain reportable thresholds. If the building tenant
modifies its chemical inventory in the future, the tenant would be required to submit a HMMP (chemical
inventory), standard form or short form, or equivalent document to the Fire District for all chemicals above
the Fire Code permit thresholds, as identified in Table 105.6.2.0 of the California Fire Code.
Simultaneously, the tenant would submit an updated HMBP to the County, for all chemicals above the
reportable thresholds of the California Health and Safety Code. Conditions of approval 5f, 5g, 5h, and 5i
set up the regulatory framework for the use and storage of hazardous materials at the project site.

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 L. Each entity found the proposal to be in compliance with all applicable standards. Although
the subject parcel is located in proximity to residences and schools, there would be no unique
requirements for the proposed use, based on the specific types and amounts of chemicals that are
proposed.

Outside Storage

The applicant is proposing to locate an emergency generator along the east fagade of the building. The
proposed generator would be completely screened by a vertical corrugated metal panel enclosure. In
addition, the applicant is proposing to locate a nitrogen tank along the west side of the building. This
enclosure would also be corrugated metal panels in a vertical pattern. The west side of the building would

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org



Staff Report #: 15-011-PC

also contain a storage yard, screened with vertical corrugated metal panels, for materials and equipment.
If any hazardous materials are stored in this area, the materials would be contained in properly designed
cylinders or cabinets. Additionally, a fire rated storage container for hazardous materials would also be
located within the parking area along the west side of the building. This container would be specifically
designed for the storage of hazardous materials.

With the exception of the chemical storage bunker, all areas containing outside storage of materials or
equipment would be completely screened from view on by the proposed screening walls. While the
chemical storage bunker would not be screened; however, the bunkers contains a shell that would screen
all mechanical, electrical, and plumbing components of the storage container. The outdoor storage would
be completely screened from the public right-of-way and surrounding properties. Additionally, the outside
storage of materials and equipment would not exceed the noise ordinance limits. The applicant is
requesting a use based parking reduction to define the required parking as 375 spaces through the use
permit and therefore, the outside storage would not displace required parking on-site.

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

Conclusion

The proposed project would allow an existing business to consolidate its operations within one building,
and continue to grow its operations and maintain its headquarters within the City. The use permit would
repurpose an existing building, while limiting the increase in trips from the site due to the TDM program,
which would be enforced through a monitoring and reporting program. The proposed use of hazardous
materials, including the diesel generator, liquid nitrogen tank, chemical storage containers, and request to
use the MAQs of the current California Fire Code has been reviewed and approved by the applicable
agencies. The applicant has also worked with the City to modify its proposed BMR agreement to include
the option to provide units by partnering with a developer to construct the units. Staff recommends that the
Planning Commission approve the use permit, architectural control, and BMR in-lieu fee agreement.

Impact on City Resources

The project sponsor is required to pay planning, building and public works permit fees, based on the City’s
Master Fee Schedule, to fully cover the cost of staff time spent on the review of the project.

Environmental Review

The project involves a negligible or no expansion of an existing use and therefore, is categorically exempt
under Class 1 (Section 15301, “Existing Facilities”) of the current California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines.

Public Notice

Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with the agenda items being listed, at least 72
hours prior to the meeting. Public notification also consisted of publishing a notice in the local newspaper
and notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 1,320-ft radius of the subject property.

Appeal Period
I
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The 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

rXSCT"TITIOmMMmMOO WX

. Recommended Actions

. Location Map

. Data Table

. Project Plans

. Project Description Letter

. Arborist Report, by Arbor Resources, dated March 1 and August 7, 2015

. Trip Generation and TDM Program prepared by Kimley Horn, dated August 7 , 2015
. Draft Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement

Hazardous Materials Information Form (HMIF)
Hazardous Materials Inventory Statements (HMIF or Chemical Inventory)

. Proposed Maximum Allowable Quantities (MAQs) and Chemical Comparison Matrix
. Agency Referrals for Hazardous Materials

Disclaimer

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

Exhibits to Be Provided at Meeting
Color and Materials Board

Report prepared by:
Kyle Perata, Associate Planner

Report reviewed by:
Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner
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1315 O’Brien Drive — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 1315 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: John OWNER: Menlo Park
O'Brien Drive PLN2015-00030 Tarlton Portfolio II, LLC.

REQUEST: Request for a use permit and architectural control to partially convert, expand, and
architecturally update an existing warehouse and general office building into a Research and
Development (R&D) and warehousing building, located in the M-2 (General Industrial) zoning district. The
proposal includes a traffic demand management (TDM) plan, which is intended to reduce potential vehicle
trips from the project site. As part of the project, the applicant is requesting a parking reduction based on
the land uses within the building, the proposed tenant’s operations, and its TDM plan. Approximately 375
parking spaces would be provided, where 735 parking spaces would be required by the M-2 square-
footage-based parking requirements. The project also includes a request to remove up to 27 heritage
trees. The applicant is also requesting a use permit for indoor use and indoor and outside storage of
hazardous materials for the R&D and manufacturing of single molecule, real time (SMRT) chips and
reagents for use in association with genome sequencing. All hazardous materials would be stored within
the building, with the exception of diesel fuel for a proposed emergency generator, chemicals within fire-
rated chemical storage containers, and within tanks designed specifically to hold compressed gases. The
applicant is also requesting approval for the outside storage of non-hazardous materiais and equipment.
The project includes a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the payment of an in lieu fee or the
delivery of equivalent off-site units.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: August 17, 2015 ACTION: TBD
Commission

VOTE: TBD (Combs, Ferrick, Goodhue, Kadvany, Kahle, Onken, Strehl)

ACTION:

1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 32 (Section 15332, "In-Fill
Development Projects") of the current California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.

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

3. Adopt the following findings, as per Section 16.68.020 of the Zoning Ordinance, pertaining to
architectural control approval:
a. The general appearance of the structure is in keeping with the character of the neighborhood.

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

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

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

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

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
DES Architects and Engineers consisting of 50 plan sheets, dated received August 11, 2015,
and approved by the Planning Commission on August 17, 2015, except as modified by the
conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval by the Planning Division.
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LOCATION: 1315 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: John - | OWNER: Menlo Park
O'Brien Drive PLN2015-00030 Tarlton Portfolio Hl, LLC.

REQUEST: Request for a use permit and architectural control to partially convert, expand, and
architecturally update an existing warehouse and general office building into a Research and
Development (R&D) and warehousing building, located in the M-2 (General Industrial) zoning district. The
proposal includes a traffic demand management (TDM) plan, which is intended to reduce potential vehicle
trips from the project site. As part of the project, the applicant is requesting a parking reduction based on
the land uses within the building, the proposed tenant's operations, and its TDM plan. Approximately 375
parking spaces would be provided, where 735 parking spaces would be required by the M-2 square-
footage-based parking requirements. The project also includes a request to remove up to 27 heritage
trees. The applicant is also requesting a use permit for indoor use and indoor and outside storage of
hazardous materials for the R&D and manufacturing of single molecule, real time (SMRT) chips and
reagents for use in association with genome sequencing. All hazardous materials would be stored within
the building, with the exception of diesel fuel for a proposed emergency generator, chemicals within fire-
rated chemical storage containers, and within tanks designed specifically to hold compressed gases. The
applicant is also requesting approval for the outside storage of non-hazardous materials and equipment.
The project includes a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the payment of an in lieu fee or the
delivery of equivalent off-site units.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: August 17, 2015 ACTION: TBD
Commission

VOTE: TBD (Combs, Ferrick, Goodhue, Kadvany, Kahle, Onken, Strehl)

ACTION:

b. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall comply with ali Sanitary District 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 shali 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,
demoilition or building permits.

g. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected pursuant to the
Heritage Tree Ordinance and the Project Arborist's recommendations.

5. Approve the use permit and architectural subject to the following project-specific conditions:

a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit a heritage tree replacement plan identifying the number, size, and species of the
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LOCATION: 1315 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: John OWNER: Menlo Park
O’Brien Drive PLN2015-00030 Tarlton Portfolio If, LLC.

REQUEST: Request for a use permit and architectural control to partially convert, expand, and
architecturally update an existing warehouse and general office building into a Research and
Development (R&D) and warehousing building, located in the M-2 (General industrial) zoning district. The
proposal includes a traffic demand management (TDM) plan, which is intended to reduce potential vehicle
trips from the project site. As part of the project, the applicant is requesting a parking reduction based on
the land uses within the building, the proposed tenant’s operations, and its TDM plan. Approximately 375
parking spaces would be provided, where 735 parking spaces would be required by the M-2 square-
footage-based parking requirements. The project also includes a request to remove up to 27 heritage
trees. The applicant is also requesting a use permit for indoor use and indoor and outside storage of
hazardous materials for the R&D and manufacturing of single molecule, real time (SMRT) chips and
reagents for use in association with genome sequencing. All hazardous materials would be stored within
the building, with the exception of diesel fuel for a proposed emergency generator, chemicals within fire-
rated chemical storage containers, and within tanks designed specifically to hold compressed gases. The
applicant is also requesting approval for the outside storage of non-hazardous materials and equipment.
The project includes a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the payment of an in lieu fee or the
delivery of equivalent off-site units.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: August 17, 2015 ACTION: TBD
Commission

VOTE: TBD (Combs, Ferrick, Goodhue, Kadvany, Kahle, Onken, Strehl)

ACTION:

proposed heritage tree replacements, subject to review and approval by the City Arborist and
Planning Division.

b. The property owner shall retain a qualified transportation consulting firm to monitor the trips
to and from the project site and evaluate the effectiveness of the TDM program one year from
commencement of operations within the subject building and shall submit a
memorandum/report to the City reporting on the results of such monitoring for review by the
City to determine the effectiveness of the TDM program (Attachment F). This report shall be
submitted annually to the City subject to review by the Planning and Transportation Divisions.
If the subject site is not in compliance with the anticipated trip reductions from the TDM
program the applicant shall submit a detailed mitigation and monitoring plan identifying steps
to be taken to bring the project site into compliance with the maximum Daily, AM and PM trips
identified in the trip generation analysis and TDM program.

¢. Concurrent with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit a plan showing the location of the shuttle stop and signage, and apply for an
encroachment permit if applicable. The shuttle stop location and signage wouid be subject to
review and approval of the Engineering, Transportation, and Planning Divisions.

d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall pay a Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) at
an R&D rate of $3.33 per square foot of gross floor area, at a warehousing rate of $1.00 per
square foot of gross floor area, and a manufacturing rate of $2.28 per square foot gross floor
area, for a total estimated TIF of $121,186.68, subject to the Municipal Code Section 13.26.
The fee rate is subject to change annually on July 1 and the final calculation will be based
upon the rate at the time of fee payment. The TIF rate is adjusted each year based on the
ENR Construction Cost Index percentage change for San Francisco.

e. Prior to or concurrent with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the

applicant shall execute the Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement. Within two years
of building permit issuance, the applicant shall comply with the terms of the BMR Agreement,
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LOCATION: 1315 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: John OWNER: Menlo Park
O'Brien Drive PLN2015-00030 Tarlton Portfolio I, LLC.

REQUEST: Request for a use permit and architectural control to partially convert, expand, and
architecturally update an existing warehouse and general office building into a Research and
Development (R&D) and warehousing building, located in the M-2 (General Industrial) zoning district. The
proposal includes a traffic demand management (TDM) plan, which is intended to reduce potential vehicle
trips from the project site. As part of the project, the applicant is requesting a parking reduction based on
the land uses within the building, the proposed tenant's operations, and its TDM plan. Approximately 375
parking spaces would be provided, where 735 parking spaces would be required by the M-2 square-
footage-based parking requirements. The project also includes a request to remove up to 27 heritage
trees. The applicant is also requesting a use permit for indoor use and indoor and outside storage of
hazardous materials for the R&D and manufacturing of single molecule, real time (SMRT) chips and
reagents for use in association with genome sequencing. All hazardous materials would be stored within
the building, with the exception of diesel fuel for a proposed emergency generator, chemicals within fire-
rated chemical storage containers, and within tanks designed specifically to hold compressed gases. The
applicant is also requesting approval for the outside storage of non-hazardous materials and equipment.
The project includes a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the payment of an in lieu fee or the
delivery of equivalent off-site units.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: August 17, 2015 ACTION: TBD
Commission

VOTE: TBD (Combs, Ferrick, Goodhue, Kadvany, Kahle, Onken, Strehl)

ACTION:

which include the payment of the in lieu fee of approximately $422,699.35 (as of July 1,
2014), provision of two units, or a combination thereof. The BMR fee rate is subject to change
annually on July 1 and the final fee will be calculated at the time of fee payment.

f. Concurrent with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
include construction details in the plan set identifying a two-hour fire rated wall between the
two tenant suites, subject to review and approval of the Building Division and Fire District.

g. When chemical quantities exceed the reportable limits as defined by the California Health
and Safety Code, the tenant shall provide a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP), or
equivalent document to the San Mateo County Environmental Health Division and Fire
District.

h. If the tenant modifies the types and/or quantities of chemicals used and stored at the site, the
tenant shall obtain a revised Fire Permit from the Menlo Park Fire District.

i. The use permit for hazardous materials used and stored at the site shall only be permitted for
Pacific Biosciences or subsequent tenants within the front suite of the building. If the tenant in
the rear space proposed to use and store hazardous materials, a suite specific use permit for
the storage and use of hazardous materials through the Menlo Park Planning Division would
need to be applied for. The building design would allow for the tenant to request to use the
Maximum Allowable Quantities (MAQs) for its limits.

e
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Lot area
Lot width
Lot depth

Setbacks
Front
Rear
Side, right
Side, left
Building coverage

FAR (Floor Area Ratio)

Square Footage by Floor

Building height
Parking

Trees

1315 O’Brien Drive — Attachment C; Data Table

PROPOSED EXISTING ZONING
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE
487,916 sf. (11.2 ac) 487,916 sf. (11.2 ac) 25,000  sf. min.
654 ft. 654 ft. 100 ft. min.
736 ft. 736 ft. 100  ft. min.
65 fi. 65 fi. 20 ft. min.
215  ft. 215 ft. 0 ft. min.
140 ft. 140 ft. 10 ft. min.
121 ft. 121 ft 10 ft. min,
166,102 sf 160,083 sf 243,958 sf max.
341 % 328 % 50 % max.
220,516 sf 218,841 sf 268,353.8 sfmax.
452 % 45.0 % 55 %
161,415 sf/1™ 159,963 sf/1™
57,876 sfl2"™ 58,878 sf/l2"
378 sf/storage bldgs
854 sf/Roof Stairs
324 . 35 ft. max.
375 spaces™* 736 spaces (1 per 300 sf)
Note: Areas shown highlighted indicate a nonconforming or substandard situation.
# of existing Heritage 136 # of existing non- 120 | # of new trees 79
trees Heritage trees
# of Heritage trees 27 # of non-Heritage 60 Total # of trees 248
proposed for removal trees proposed for
removal

*Architectural elements and stairwells would exceed 35 feet in height

**The applicant is requesting a use based parking reduction


























































































































































AUG 65 20 1315 O'BRIEN DRIVE H
August 06, 2015
s il 13 PARK

E! DESCRIPTION FOR PLANNING APPLICATION

A Unique Opportunity

Tarlton Properties is creating a unique opportunity with the recently purchased 1315 O’Brien
Drive property in Menlo Business Park. This building will be a notable Research and
Development facility with an important anchor tenant for the life science business park. A large
tenant, Pacific Biosciences (“PacBio”), has signed a letter of intent to iease 80% of the building
for the purposes of research, development, and product manufacturing. The remaining 20% of
the building will be leased to a future warehouse tenant. Formerly a tenant of Menlo Business
Park before their growth took them to Willow Business Park, Pacific Biosciences plans to re-
establish their corporate headquarters at 1315 O’brien Drive, Menlo Park.

About the tenant: Pacific Biosciences

Mission

Pacific Biosciences’ mission is to transform the way humankind acquires processes and
interprets data from living systems through the design, development and commercialization of
innovative tools for biological research. They have developed a novel approach to the study of
the synthesis and regulation of DNA, RNA and protein. Combining recent advances in
nanofabrication, biochemistry, molecuiar biology, surface chemistry and optics, they have created
a powerful technology platform called single molecule, real-time, or SMRT, technology. SMRT
technology enables real-time analysis of bio-molecules with single molecule resolution, which has
the potential to transform our understanding of biological systems.

Research and Development

PacBio’s SMRT technology has the potential to impact scientific study beyond DNA sequencing.
Pacific Biosciences and their scientific collaborators have published a number of peer-reviewed
articles in journals including Science, Nature and Nature Methods highlighting the power and
potential applications of the SMRT platform. Potential commercial applications they have
demonstrated include the study of chemical and structural modifications of DNA and the
processing of RNA and proteins. Their research and development efforts are focused on
expanding DNA sequencing capabilities and commercializing products based on these research
findings. The SMRT platform represents a new paradigm in biological science, known as SMRT
Biology, which has the potential to significantly impact a number of areas critical to humankind,
including the diagnosis and treatment of disease as well as efforts to improve the world’s food
and energy supply.

399 Bradford Street Redwood City, California 94063 Tel 650-364-6453 Fax 650-364-2618 www.des-ae.com
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Products

Pacific Biosciences’ initial focus is on the DNA sequencing market where they have developed
and introduced a novel sequencing platform, the PacBio RS il. This platform consists of an
instrument and proprietary consumables, including their reagent kits and proprietary SMRT Cell,
all of which are manufactured by PacBio. The instrument is designed to be integrated into existing
laboratory workflows and information systems where the focus is on applications for clinical, basic
and agricuitural research, with potential uses in molecular diagnostics, drug discovery and
development, food safety, forensics, bio-security and bio-fuels.

Pacific Biosciences Space Needs

To accomplish their mission, Pacific Biosciences has an array of spatial needs. A primary
function is Research and Development, comprised of teams which include laboratory scientists,
software engineers, and hardware engineers. Another primary function is manufacturing,
requiring additional laboratories, clean rooms and production areas. A warehouse and storage
area will house supplies for both the research and development and manufacturing processes.
Shipping and Receiving will occur on one side of the building where the raw materials and final
product instruments will be handled. The space types break down as follows:

Research and Development: 113.382 SF  (64%)
Manufacturing: 45,796 SF (26%)
Warehouse: 17,797 SF (10%)

Currently operating in Menlo Park, Pacific Biosciences has 293 employees with a current
employee density in five buildings of 573 SF per person. At initial occupancy of 1315 O’brien,
they anticipate employee growth to 320 in 20186, resulting in an initial employee density of 560 SF
per employee. As they grow into the 1315 O’brien building they will be adding headcount to
accommodate their growth. Because of the need for large laboratories with fume hoods,
instruments and analytical equipment in the research areas, and large bays for production of the
instruments and consumables in the manufacturing areas, the projected square footage per
employee is approximately 450 SF. This is consistent with other life science companies where
the range of square foot per person is typically 400-500 SF and the average density across the
Tarlton’s entire life science portfolio of 500 SF per person. This calculation takes into
consideration both the laboratory work space as well as an office workstation for each employee.
Laboratory workers may have two stations, one in the lab where they will typically be wearing lab
coats and safety goggles, and another in an office environment where they can work at a
computer, meet with other collaborators, and have a cup of coffee.

DES Architects + Engineers, Inc.
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Proposed Uses and Transportation Demand Management Program

For the redevelopment of the 1315 O’brien Drive project and the tenant Pacific Biosciences,
renowned transportation engineers, Kimley Horn, have analyzed the trip generation for the project
utilizing ITE standards that match the Pacific Biosciences uses proposed. Following are excerpts
from the Trip Generation Manual, 9" Edition by the Institute of Transportation Engineers
describing these uses:

Research and Development Uses (ITE Land Use 760)

Research and development centers are facilities or groups of facilities devoted
almost exclusively to research and development activities. The range of specific
types of businesses contained in this land use category varies significantly.
Research and development centers may contain offices and light fabrication
areas.

Manufacturing Uses (ITE Land Use 140) .
Manufacturing facilities are areas where the primary activity is the conversion of
raw materials or parts into finished products. Size and type of activity may vary
substantially from one facility to another. In addition to the actual production of
goods, manufacturing facilities generally also have office, warehouse, research
and associated functions.

Warehousing Uses (ITE Land Use 150)
Warehouses are primarily devoted to the storage of materials, but they may also
include office and maintenance areas.

DM

In a proactive effort to reduce any traffic impact associated with the proposed change in use,
Kimley Horn has developed a comprehensive Transportation Demand Management Program for
the project. This plan encompasses state of the art initiatives to encourage alternative modes of
transporiation and reduce traffic to and from the site. In addition to the operational efforts of
matching car pools and van pools through a commute assistance center, a number of services
will be built into the facility. Pacific Biosciences has an active fithess program and will include
twelve shower and locker facilities which will also serve those employees arriving by bicycle.
Lockers for 20 bicycles and racks for 12 bicycles will be provided. Tarlton Properties will provide a
Guaranteed Ride Home program and a campus shuttle to and from key transit stops such as

DES Architects + Engineers, Inc.

(e3)



1315 O'BRIEN DRIVE H

August 06, 2015
Page 4

Caltrain and BART. Subsidized Transit tickets will be provided to employees at subsidized cost
to employees along with a monthly allowance for bicyclists, walkers and carpoolers. Preferential
parking spaces will be provided for 32 potential car pools.

Please see the Kimley Horn Memorandum dated July 10, 2015 for more details on the proposed
Transportation Demand Management program.

Site and Building Background Information

The project is located at 1315 O’Brien Drive and the site area is 11.201 acres (487,916 sf). It has
always been identified as “Lot 3" of the Menlo Business Park. The site is surrounded by O’Brien
Drive, Adams Drive and Adams Court and adjoins the adjacent development to the west. The
existing building was originally designed in 1986 by DES as the sales office, regional
administration and distribution center for the Boise Cascade Office Products division. More
recently this building has been used as OfficeMax’s local office and warehouse. The existing
building has recently been measured (in conformance with current Menlo Park standards) to be
approximately 218,841 SF including a partial second floor referred to as the mezzanine. The
building occupies the central portion of the site with parking areas on the east and west sides.
Driveway entrances are located along all three streets. The northern portion of the site is
undeveloped. There are also paved patios and walkways at the building entry facing O’'Brien
Drive and the street frontages are screened by mature trees and landscaping. Trucks usually
come in from the north, through Adams Court, to access the loading docks on the two sides of the
building.

The site is zoned as M2 General Industrial which allows a maximum 0.55 FAR and currently
requires parking at 1 car/300 sq. ft. The original Use Permit approvals were for a building of
268,000 SF, however, permit drawings show that Boise Cascade elected to build only 217,700
SF, an FAR of 0.446, leaving the remainder for a second phase of construction. Built in 1980s,
the project was parked to meet the zoning requirements for a combined office and warehouse *

DES Architects + Engineers, Inc.
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Proposed Project

Tarlton Properties has re-purchased this property and intends to make it an inspiring component
of the modernized Menlo Business Park. The primary objectives of the project are as follows:

1. An adaptive reuse, the building will be re-designed to become a state-of-art research
and development building. ,

2. Positioned at the corner of O’'Brien Drive and Adams Drive, the modern architecture will
become the gateway of Menlo Business Park.

3. There will be enhanced site work including additional parking, new entry plazas, drought
tolerant landscaping and ADA upgrades to create an attractive and functional project.

4. The project will update the 30-year old building to incorporate contemporary standards of
sustainable design.

Adaptive Reuse
The prime location of this building in the heart of the life sciences focused Menlo Business Park is

a key reason for the adaptive reuse of this building. The large open floor plate is a perfect
opportunity for Pacific Biosciences to consolidate from their five existing buildings in the Willow
Business Park (formerly owned by Prologis and recently purchased by Facebook). Pacific
Biosciences will operate muitipie modes from this site. It will serve as their primary research and
development site, their main manufacturing floor, as weli as their corporate headquarters. The
existing building will enable easy flow of materials being shipped in and out. A second floor will
offer lab and support space for the researchers, development and manufacturing engineers. By
housing all of these functions in a single building rather than five, collaboration between research
and manufacturing will be facilitated and equipment can now be shared.

Modern Architecture

The building will have a major face-lift and also substantial changes on the inside. There will be a
new entry on the south side of the building facing O'Brien Drive which features a two-story tall
storefront with expressed structure, deep overhangs or canopies and a stair-tower. These
building enhancements will add 1,675 square feet, resulting in a new total gross floor area of
220,516 square feet. The entry opens to a two story lobby space at the center of the building. In
addition to the new storefront at the main entry, all existing windows will be replaced with new
double-glazing to meet the current Title 24/CalGreen energy requirements. Other exterior design
features will include a corner canopy element at the south-east, new furring at the existing round
columns, horizontal sun-shades and accent mullions.

DES Architects + Engineers, Inc.
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Improvements to this R&D Building also include the following,

1. New exit stairs connecting the roof and all floors. They will be expressed as “tower” elements
at the south-west corner and east side.

2. Some of the existing roll-up doors on the east and west sides will remain. The others will be
in-filled with walls or glazing. There will aiso be new punched window openings on the
second floor on the west side of the building.

3. New restroom cores which will meet water efficiency standards, the new plumbing code

requirements and ADA accessibility.

New passenger and freight elevators.

Voluntary structural upgrades for seismic resistance.

New roof screen for new energy efficient mechanical equipment.

New energy efficient lighting.

No o~

The eastern side of the building will be enhanced by a new storefront/canopy, an ADA-compliant
ramp and paved walkways leading from a warehouse office area to the parking. The rest of the
exterior walls will be freshly re-painted.

Enhanced Site

The existing asphalt areas will be re-striped to meet current parking dimension requirements.
Additionally, accessible parking stalls, car/van pool, bicycle storage and electric vehicle spaces,
will be included. The project will include exterior enclosures for mechanical equipment, generator
and flammable chemical storage. PacBio Employees and waste contractors will go into each
bunker a few days a week to access the material stored inside of them. These units area
enclosed pre-manufactured storage containers. The eastern-most drive aisle, parallel to Adams
Drive, will be connected for ease of circulation. Some “green” strategies will include the careful re-
planting of drought tolerant and water wise plantings and trees, adding new landscaped buffers
along the property line and street frontage and creating an inviting new entry plaza adjacent to
O’Brien Drive. The new plaza will be connected to a new building entry and adjacent to a new
protected patio area.

The existing site has a total of 256 trees that were planted in the 1980’s. Of these, 136 qualify as
“Heritage Trees” in Menlo Park. The design of the newly enhanced site includes the removal of
87 trees, 27 of which are heritage trees. Most of the trees to be removed are on the interior of the
site, close to the building and in areas where parking and circulation and entry plazas will be
rebuilt. The trees around the perimeter of the site are to remain’except 1 which was found to be
dead. The landscape plan includes the installation of 79 new trees which complement the new
design of the building. Arbor Resources has prepared an arborist report documenting the
condition of the trees.

DES Architects + Engineers, Inc.
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Regarding parking, the original building 1986 building design provided 276 stalls for the Boise
Cascade warehouse, a little over 1/1000 SF of the planned project. Since that time, the
requirement for parking in the M2 zone has been established by Menlo Park to be 1/300 gross
square feet. For this project of 220,516 SF that would be a parking requirement of 735 stalls,
which is excessive for the use and employee density. The proposed site plan achieves a
minimum of 375 stalls, a ratio of 1/588 SF. An alternate use based calculation might be:

Research and Development 113,382 SF at 1/300 = 378

Manufacturing 45796 SF at 1/1000 = 46
Warehouse 61,338 SF at 1/1000 = 62
Total 486 stalls

if need be, the undeveloped site area north of the building could be developed to provide these
additional 111 spaces. At this time, we request a parking reduction as we believe that the 375
stalls are adequate and that the additional spaces are not warranted.

By implementing, the previously described TDM program, we feel the proposed number of
parking stalls provide an appropriate amount of vehicle parking for the tenants of the building as
well as taking into account a comprehensive transportation program to encourage alternate
means of transportation to/from this site.

Sustainable Design

Sustainable design is another key aspect of the project. The existing single-pane glazing will be
replaced by low-e double-glazing and storefronts. New and carefully-planned window openings,
such as replacement of existing roll-up doors and adding clerestory windows will allow more
daylight into the building and views to the outside. New energy-efficient HVAC equipment and
lighting will be installed. The design will comply with Cal Green requirements.

Discretionary Approvals

The project application will require a Conditional Use Permit per the Menlo Park Zoning
QOrdinance 16.46.020. The proposed uses (warehousing, manufacturing, and assembling and
offices) fall within the description of Ordinance 16.46.010 (1) and (2). In addition, per 16.46.010
(3) (a), seismic and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant upgrades will be performed
along with (C) structural alterations that affect more than 10,000 square feet of gross floor area of
the building. As a part of this application, a parking reduction is also requested.

DES Archifects + Engineers, Inc.
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As they do today, Pacific Biosciences will use a variety of chemicals in their research and
development and manufacturing process. The Conditional Use Permit application includes a
request for the use of hazardous materials and a list of these materials has been provided for
agency review. Also included is a request for the exterior storage of some hazardous materials in
two prefabricated storage units, a liquid nitrogen tank, and a diesei powered emergency
generator.

Architectural Control approval will be required for the design modifications to the site and building
elevations. An Administrative Permit will be required for the reduction in the required parking.
The updating of the site plan will include the approval for the removal of the heritage trees
previously noted.

Tarlton Properties is also requesting that the property address be changed from 1315 O’'Brien
Drive 1o the original address of the lot which was 1305 O’'Brien Drive.

DES Architects + Engineers, Inc.
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ARBOR RESOURCES

professional consulting arborists and tree care

August 7, 2015 via; email

David Leong

DES Architects + Engineers, Inc.
399 Bradford Street

Redwood City, CA 94063

RE: PROJECT ARBORIST REVIEW LETTER
Menlo Business Park Lot 3
1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park

Dear Mr. Leong:

You have asked that I perform the following in connection with the above-referenced
project:
= Review the 7/21/15 Field Report #1 by Mr. Walt Fujii of Fujiitrees Consulting.
= Review the following plans: landscape sheets 22 and 24 (both dated 8/6/15), civil
sheet C3a (dated 8/6/15), and civil sheet C4a (dated 8/5/15).
»  Confirm protection notes presented on sheet 24 have been updated per pages 4 and 5
of Mr. Fujii's report.
= Verify the numbers of heritage trees are labeled on the above-mentioned plans, and
the trees' proposed disposition is shown.

= Review potential impacts to heritage trees being retained.

Comments derived from my review are as follows:

1. Tree Protection Notes on Sheet 24 have been updated per Mr. Fujii's report.

2. On Sheets 22 and 24, all heritage trees are labeled and their proposed disposition is
shown: the exception includes trees #401 thru 447, which are located beyond the
project's scope of work area.

3. On C3a and C4a, heritage trees that being retained and located adjacent to
improvements are labeled by number; those trunks of heritage trees shown without

numbers will require removal for the proposed improvements.

p.o. box 25285, san mateo, califermia 24402 ® email: arborresources@comcast.net
office: 650.654.3351 &  cell: 650.274?;% e Jicensed contractor #796763
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August 7, 2015
Menlo Business Park Lot 3
page 2 of 2

4. Regarding impacts, a section of storm drain line is proposed at #316's trunk, and a
section of sewer line and manhole are proposed very close to #307's trunk. To reduce
impacts, the storm drain, its nearest inlet, sewer line and manhole should be shifted

away from the trunks to the extent possible, possibly by 12 or more feet.

Sincerely,

David L. Babby
Registered Consulting Arborist® #399
Board-Certified Master Arborist® #WE-4001B

p.o. box 25285, san mateo, california 94402 ematl: arborresources @comcast.net
office: 650.654.335 | & cell: 650.274.3656 ® licensed contractor #726763
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ARBORIST REPORT

1315 O'BRIEN DRIVE
MENLO PARK, CALIFORNIA

Submitted to:

Mr. Ron Krietmeyer
Menlo Park Portfolio II, LLC
1530 O'Brien Drive
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Prepared by:

David L. Babby
Registered Consulting Arborist® #399
Board-Certified Master Arborist® #WE-40018

March 1, 2015

p.o. box 25295, san mateo, ¢. orna 944 = email: arbo :sc ces@comcast.net
office: 650.654.3351 c 650.274. = licensed contractor #796763
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Menlo Park Portfolio II, LLC has retained me to prepare this Arborist Report in connection
with the future building renovation and parking lot improvement project at 1315 O'Brien
Drive, Menlo Park. Specific tasks assigned to perform are as follows:

= Visit the site, performed during the month of February 2015, to identify all 256 trees
located within or immediately adjacent to the property limits identified on the
ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey, dated November 2014.

» Determine each tree’s trunk diameter in accordance with Section 13.24.020 of the City
Code. All diameters are rounded to the nearest inch, and those listed with more than
one diameter are formed by multiple trunks.

= Ascertain each tree’s health and structural integrity, and assign an overall condition
rating (e.g. good, fair, poor or dead).

* Determine each tree’s suitability for preservation (e.g. good, moderate or low).

» Identify those defined as "heritage trees."’

= Comment on pertinent health, structure or site conditions.

= Utilize the existing tag numbers found on most all trees; they were assigned and
attached by Genesis Landscape Management, Inc., and are round, blue-anodized
aluminum tags with corresponding engraved numbers. For trees not previously tagged
(#401 thru 447), I assigned them numbers, and attached round silver tags with
corresponding engraved numbers to their trunks.

= Show the trees' general or roughly approximate locations on the aerial map in Exhibit
B (derived from a Google Earth aerial photo).

= Provide protection measures to help mitigate or avoid impacts to retained trees, from
design thru construction.

» Prepare a written report that presents the aforementioned information, and submit via

email as a PDF document.

! Section 13.24.020 of the City Code defines a "heritage tree" as follows: [1] any oak tree that is native to
California, >12' tall, and has a trunk diameter >10" at 54" inches above natural grade; [2] any tree not native
to California, >12' tall, and with a trunk diameter >15" at 54" above natural grade; [3] any multi-trunk tree
>12' tall and with a trunk diameter of >15" measured at the point where the trunks divide; and [4] any tree or
group of trees specifically designated by the City Council for protection because of historical significance,
special character or community benefit.

1315 O'Brien Drive,. Menlo Park T Page 1 of 12
Menlo Park Portfolio 1I, LLC ;’! 3/
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2.0 TREE COUNT AND COMPOSITION

Two-hundred fifty-six (256) trees of ten various species were inventoried for this report,
and are numbered as follows: #162-174, 176, 178-180, 182-205, 207-255, 259-266, 269-
277, 279, 280, 283-382 and 401-447. The table below identifies their names, assigned

numbers, counts and overall percentages.

Aleppo pine

35, 163, 171, 178, 179, 185, 193,
195, 196, 211, 212, 217, 259,
279, 365, 379, 380

17

7%

Australian willow

176, 220, 222, 223, 239-243, 261,
263, 265, 266, 269, 270, 362

16

6%

Bradford flowering pear

164-166, 170, 180, 182-184, 187,

189, 192, 194, 197-202, 229, 255,

275, 276, 297-299, 320, 321, 331,
364, 366, 377, 381, 382

33

13%

Canary Island pine

17-169, 172-174, 186, 188, 190,
191, 204-210, 213-216, 218, 219,
221, 224-228, 230-238, 244-247,
249, 271, 273, 288-291, 296, 302-
304, 306, 312-314, 317-319, 335-
338, 341, 345-349, 351-353, 356,

359, 363, 368, 369, 402-447

122

48%

flowering cherry

203

0%

flowering plum

294, 295, 309, 310, 315, 322,
323, 325-330

13

5%

Goldenrain tree

324

0%

London plane tree

248, 250-254, 260, 262, 264, 272,
274,277, 280, 283, 286, 287,
292, 293, 332, 334, 339, 340,

342-344, 350, 354, 355, 357, 358,
360, 361, 367, 370-376, 378

44

17%

Monterey pine

436

0%

Shamel ash

300, 301, 305, 307, 308, 311,
316, 401

3%

Total

256

100%

1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
Menlo Park Portfolio II, LLC
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Specific information regarding each tree is presented within the table in Exhibit A, and
the trees’ numbers and roughly approximate locations can be viewed on the aerial map in

Exhibit B.

As illustrated in the prior table, Canary Island pines account for nearly half of all
inventoried trees, followed by London planes and flowering pears. All of the trees were

planted, and none are regarded as indigenous.

The following 136 trees are defined by City Code as heritage trees: #162-174, 176, 178-
180, 183, 185, 186, 189, 192, 193, 195-202, 204, 205, 207-219, 221, 223-235, 249, 255, 259-
261, 269-271, 273, 275, 276, 279, 283, 288, 291, 296-305, 307, 308, 311-314, 316-321, 335,
336, 338, 345, 351-353, 356, 359, 363-366, 377, 379-382, 405, 407, 410, 411, 413-421, 423,
432,434, 435, 438, 440, 444 and 445.

The overall tree landscape can be characterized by dense rows and crowded conditions
of trees bordering all four sides of the property, as well as a large number concentrated
within the grass area and parking lot islands along the building's frontage. These growing
conditions have formed asymmetrical, narrow and underdeveloped canopies and/or trunks
of the vast majority of trees, and selective thinning of weak, declining and/or structurally
defective ones could potentially improve the future tree landscape; suitability for

preservation ratings can be used as guide in selecting trees to retain or remove.

1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park — Page 3 0f 12
Menlo Park Portfolio 1I, LLC
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3.0 SUITABILITY FOR TREE PRESERVATION

Each tree has been assigned either a “good,” “moderate” or “low” suitability for
preservation rating as a means to cumulatively measure their existing health, structural
integrity, anticipated life span, location, size, particular species, tolerance to construction
impacts, growing space, and safety to property and persons within striking distance. A
description of these ratings are presented below; the good category comprises 12 trees (or

5%), the moderate category 108 trees (or 42%), and the low category 136 trees (or 53%).

Good: Applies to trees #224, 231, 234, 273, 283, 415, 425, 426, 434, 435, 440 and 444.

These trees appear relatively healthy and structurally stable; have no apparent, significant
health issues or structural defects; present a good potential for contributing long-term to the
site; and require only period or regular care and monitoring to maintain their longevity and
structural integrity. They are typically the most suitable for retention and incorporating

into the future landscape.

Moderate: Applies to trees #163, 168, 169, 172, 173, 178, 185, 186, 190, 191, 204, 205,
207, 210, 211, 213-216, 218, 219, 221, 225-228, 230, 232, 235, 237, 238, 244-248, 251-
254, 260, 264, 271, 277, 284, 288, 289, 291, 296, 302-304, 313, 314, 316-319, 333, 335,
336, 338, 340, 341, 347, 351-355, 357-361, 363, 367, 369, 373, 375, 376, 402-406, 409-
412,414, 416, 417, 420-422, 424, 428, 430-432, 437, 441-443 and 445-447.

These contribute to the site, but at levels less than those assigned a good suitability; have
health and/or structural issues that could potentially be reasonably addressed and properly
mitigated; and frequent care is typically required for their remaining lifespan. They may be
worth retaining, if provided proper care, but not seemingly at significant expense or major

design revisions.

1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park Page 4 0f 12
Menlo Park Portfolio Il, LLC
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Low: Applies to trees #162, 164, 165, 166, 167, 170, 171, 174, 176, 179, 180, 182-184,
187-189, 192-203, 208, 209, 212, 217, 220, 222, 223, 229, 233, 236, 239-243, 249, 250,
255, 259, 261-263, 265, 266, 269, 270, 272, 274-276, 279, 280, 285-287, 290, 292-295,
297-301, 305-312, 315, 320-332, 334, 337, 339, 342-346, 348-350, 356, 362, 364-366,
368, 370-372, 374, 377-382, 401, 407, 408, 413, 418, 419, 423, 427, 429, 433, 436, 438
and 439.

These trees have serious or significantly weakened health and/or structural defects that are
expected to worsen regardless of tree care measures employed, and in numerous instances,
present an unreasonable threat to persons and/or propefty below. As a general guideline,
these trees are not suitable for incorporating into the future landscape, and in many

instances, removal at this time is the appropriate action.

1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park — Page 5 0of 12
Menlo Park Portfolio II, LLC f
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4.0 TREE PROTECTION MEASURES

Recommendations presented within this section serve as protection measures to help
mitigate or avoid impacts to trees being retained. They should be carefully followed and
incorporated into the project plans, and are subject to revision upon reviewing the plans; I
(hereinafter, "project arborist") should be consulted in the event any cannot be feasibly
implemented. Please note that all referenced distances from trunks are intended to be

obtained the closest edge (face of) of their outer perimeter at soil grade.

4.1 Design Guidelines
1. Implement a Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) for each tree, to be a minimum distance
from a trunk (radial direction) of five to ten times its diameter; for a tree with
multiple trunks, utilize the largest trunk diameter for the calculation, and any existing
building foundation within this setback can be used as the TPZ limit for that
particular direction. A TPZ is where the following activities, but not necessarily
limited to, should be avoided: all trenching, soil scraping, compaction, mass grading
(cuts and fill), finish-grading, overexcavation, subexcavation, swales, bioswales,
storm drains, dissipaters, dry equipment cleaning, stockpiling and dumping of
materials, and equipment/vehicle operation. In the event an impact encroaches
slightly within a setback, it can be reviewed on a case-by-case basis by the project
arborist to determine whether measures can sufficiently mitigate the impacts to less-

than-significant levels.

2. Show the trunk locations, tag numbers, and trunk diameters (shown as a circle to-
scale) on all site-related plans (e.g. site survey, architectural site, demolition,

grading and drainage, utilities and landscape).

3. Avoid, to the greatest extent possible, any soil disturbance within existing planter
areas beneath canopies, to include grading, trenching, compaction, overexcavation,

subexcavation, etc.

1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park Page6of 12
Menlo Park Portfolio II, LLC
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4. Establish pavement proposed within a TPZ and currently occupied by the asphalt
parking lot to be on top of existing base course material (i.e. retain existing base and
use for the future pavement), to also include base material, curbs, wheelstops, edging,
header and forms. There are also instances where the new lot surface, including base
materials, etc. may need establishing on top of large roots (e.g. >two inches in
diameter) that grow into and form mounds of the existing lot surface (can be

reviewed on a case-by-case basis).

5. Abandon all existing, unused lines or pipes within a TPZ, and any above-ground
section, should be cut off at existing soil grade rather than being dug up and causing
subsequent root damage; this provision should be specified on the applicable plan

showing demolition.

6. Design and route utilities, irrigation, storm drains, dissipaters and swales beyond
TPZs. Depending on the proximity to tree trunks, directional boring by at least four
feet below existing grade may be needed, or digging within a TPZ can be manually
performed using shovels (no jackhammers, and roots >two inches in diameter
retained and not damaged during the process). All tentative routes should be

reviewed with the project arborist beforehand.

7. The erosion control design should consider that any straw wattle or fiber rolls
require a maximum vertical soil cut of two inches for their embedment, and are

established as close to canopy edges as possible (and not against a tree trunk).

8. Show the future staging area and route(s) of access on the final site plan, striving to

avoid unpaved areas beneath or near canopies.

9. Avoid specifying the use of herbicides use within a TPZ; where used on site, they
should be labeled for safe use near trees. Also, liming shall not occur within 50 feet
a tree's trunk.

10. All site-related plans should contain notes referring to this report for tree protection

measures.

1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park o Page 7 of 12
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11. Adhere to the following additional landscape guidelines:

a.

Establish irrigation and lighting features (e.g. main line, lateral lines, valve
boxes, wiring and controllers) so that no trenching occurs within a TPZ. In the
event this is not feasible, they may require being installed in a radial direction
to a tree’s trunk, and terminate a specific distance from a trunk (versus crossing
past it). The routes and overall layout should be reviewed with the project
arborist prior to any trenching or excavation occurring.

Design any new site fencing to be at least two feet from a tree’s trunk (depends
on the trunk size and growth pattern).

Avoid any tilling, ripping and compaction within TPZs.

Establish any bender board or other edging material within TPZs to be on top
of existing soil grade (such as by using vertical stakes).

Utilize a three- to four-inch layer of coarse wood chips or other high-quality
mulch for the new ground cover beneath canopies (gorilla hair, bark or rock,

stone, gravel, black plastic or other synthetic ground cover should be avoided).

4.2 Before Demolition, Grading and Construction

12. Recommendations presented in Section 4.1 of this report shall be considered part of

this section.

13. Continue or begin supplying water to the root zones of all trees being retained. The

14.

15.

16.

methodology, frequency and amounts can be reviewed with the project arborist.

Survey and stake the locations of any new parking lot limits, sidewalk locations and

grading.

Conduct a site meeting between the general contractor and project arborist several
weeks prior to demolition for the purpose of reviewing the staked locations, tree

fencing, routes of access, staging and protection measures presented in this report.

Install tree protective fencing prior to any demolition and grading for the purpose of
restricting access into unpaved sections of ground within a TPZ. It should remain
intact throughout construction, and consist of a minimum five-foot high chain link

mounted on eight-foot tall, two-inch diameter galvanized steel posts that are driven

1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park e Page 8 of 12
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17.

18.

19.

20.

into the ground 24 inches deep, and spaced apart by no more than approximately ten
feet. Utilizing chain link panels mounted on concrete blocks or metal stands can be
considered where appropriate, or for temporary use during demolition (then
converted to driven posts). Note that prior to the City issuing a permit, they require

I provide a letter confirming fencing has been installed per this report.

Fencing is not needed where any sections of existing pavement are retained through
construction, only immediately after the pavement becomes removed; in effect, the

pavement optimizes access beneath canopies while serving as a root zone buffer.

Spread, and replenish as needed, a four- to five-inch layer of coarse wood chips (Y-
to ¥-inch in size) from a tree-service company over unpaved ground within TPZs,

and keep throughout the entire construction process.

Perform tree pruning under direction of the project arborist to achieve clearance
from future vehicular traffic and equipment, as well as reduce heavy limb weight,
remove deadwood, crown reduction of the flowering pears (if applicable), etc.
Where feasible, girdling roots should also be pruned. All work shall be conducted in
accordance with ANSI A300-2001 standards, by a California licensed tree-service
contractor (D-49) that has an ISA certified arborist in a supervisory role, carries
General Liability and Worker’s Compensation insurance, and abides by ANSI
7Z133.1-2006 (Safety Operations).

Where applicable, spoils piled against trunks and/or within TPZs should be manually

shoveled away and disposed of beyond canopies.

4.3 During Demolition, Grading and Construction

21.

22.

Recommendations presented in Section 4.2 of this report shall be considered part of

this section.

Take great care during demolition of existing pavement and other features to avoid
damaging a tree's trunk and roots. Care must also be taken by equipment operators

to position their equipment to avoid limbs and branches, including the scorching of

1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
Menlo Park Portfolio II, LLC
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foliage. Any tree damage or injury should be reported to the project arborist to help

initiate appropriate treatment.

23. Where within a TPZ, base material being removed should be performed under
direction of the project arborist. As previously recommended, existing base material
may need to remain in place and utilized as the future base course to avoid significant

root loss.

24. Any authorized access, digging or trenching within designated-fenced areas shall be

foot-traffic only and manually performed without the use of heavy equipment.

25. Excavation for built features within ten feet of a TPZ should not involve the use of a
backhoe (to avoid roots breaking and being damaged closer to the trunk than
otherwise needed). Rather, a one-foot wide trench should be manually dug along
the perimeter of where soil excavation will occur closest to the a tree's trunk,
beginning ten feet from the TPZ, and down to the required subgrade depth
(whichever is less). Roots encountered with diameters of one-inch and greater shall
be cleanly severed by hand (at 90° to the direction of root growth) against the tree
side of the trench. All soil beyond the trench (i.e. away from the tree) can then be
mechanically excavated using heavy equipment, and remaining outside the fenced
area(s). Alternatively, the use of a stump grinder could be utilized precisely where a

curb/gutter and any overcut (12" max) will be established.

26. Avoid damaging or cutting roots with diameters of two inches and greater without
prior assessment by the project arborist. Should roots of this size be encountered,
within one hour of exposure, they should either be covered by burlap that remains
continually moist until the root is covered by soil. If they are approved for cutting,
cleanly severe at 90-degrees to the angle of root growth against the cut line (using
loppers or a sharp hand saw), and then immediately after, the cut end either buried
with soil or covered by a plastic sandwich bag (and secured using a rubber band, and
removed just before backfilling). Roots encountered that have diameters less than

two inches and require removal can be cleanly severed at right angles to the direction

of root growth.
1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park P Page 10 0f 12
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27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

Supply water to the root zones of retained trees, for the purpose of mitigating root
loss/disturbance; and the amount, frequency and methodology can be most
effectively recommended near the time a building permit is obtained. Various
application methods include flooding the inside of a 12-inch tall berm formed around
the canopy perimeter (or as close as possible), using soaker hoses, or through deep-

root injection.
Tree trunks shall not be used as winch supports for moving or lifting heavy loads.

Spoils created during digging shall not be piled or spread on unpaved ground within

a TPZ. If essential, spoils can be temporarily piled on plywood or a tarp.

Digging holes for fence posts within a TPZ should be manually performed using a
post-hole digger or shovel, and in the event a root or two inches and greater in
diameter is encountered during the process, the hole should be shifted over by 12

inches and the process repeated.

Dust accumulating on trunks and canopies during dry weather periods should be

periodically washed away (e.g. every two to three months).

Avoid disposing harmful products (such as cement, paint, chemicals, oil and
gasoline) beneath canopies or anywhere on site that allows drainage within or near
TPZs. Herbicides should not be used with a TPZ; where used on site, they should be

labeled for safe use near trees. Liming shall not occur within 50 feet from a trunk.

1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park T Page 11 of 12
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5.0 ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS

= All information presented herein reflects my observations and/or measurements obtained from
the ground and project site on during the month of February 2015.

= Condition and suitability ratings of dormant trees are subject to change once they can be
observed following the growth of new leaves.

= My observations were performed visually without probing, coring, dissecting or excavating into
the tree.

» The assignment pertains solely to trees listed in Exhibit A. T hold no opinion towards other
trees on or surrounding the project area.

= [ cannot provide a guarantee or warranty, expressed or implied, that deficiencies or problems of
any trees or property in question may not arise in the future.

= No assurance can be offered that if all my recommendations and precautionary measures
(verbal or in writing) are accepted and followed, that the desired results may be achieved.

= ] cannot guarantee or be responsible for the accuracy of information provided by others.

= T assume no responsibility for the means and methods used by any person or company
implementing the recommendations provided in this report.

= The information provided herein represents my opinion. Accordingly, my fee is in no way
contingent upon the reporting of a specified finding, conclusion or value.

= Tree numbers shown on the aerial map in Exhibit B are intended to only roughly approximate a
tree's location and shall not be considered as surveyed points.

= This report is proprietary to me and may not be copied or reproduced in whole or part without
prior written consent. It has been prepared for the sole and exclusive use of the parties to who

submitted for the purpose of contracting services provided by David L. Babby.

= [f any part of this report or copy thereof be lost or altered, the entire evaluation shall be invalid.

Prepared By: M L * M Date: March 1, 2015

David L. Babby
Registered Consulting Arborist® #399
Board-Certified Master Arborist® #WE-4001B

1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park

e Page 12 of 12
Menlo Park Portfolio I, LLC [/“



David L. Babby, Registered Consulting Arborist® March 1, 2015

EXHIBIT A:

TREE INVENTORY TABLE

(32 sheets)

1315 O’Brien Drive, Menlo Park I
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Aleppo pine
162 (Pinus halapensis) 27 60% 40% Fair Low X
Comments: Crowded conditions result in a pronounced lean towards street and away
from #163, 402 and 403. Included bark, growth pattern that interferes with the
natural expansion of stems and weakens their attachments, is between the central
leader and limb. Root collar's low side is buried and (not visible). Base is about
3' from street curb, which has been raised by root(s). Large mounds formed
roots in street.
Aleppo pine
163 (Pinus halapensis ) 22 50% 50% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Large girdling root. Sparse and asymmetrical canopy away from #162.
Mounds created by root(s) in street.
Bradford flowering pear
164 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford") 21 80% 20% Poor Low X
Comments: Numerous large girdling roots. Base is 4' upslope from street and storm drain
inlet. Encroaches on adjacent light pole. Grows with a lean. An inherent
characteristic of Bradford pears, has multiple leaders that form weak attachments
and overall structure; for most of the pears at this, they also have included bark,
which further weakens the attachments. Sweeps away from #165.
Bradford flowering pear
165 (Pyrus c. "Bradford') 20 70% 30% Fair Low X
Comments: Crowded conditions. Multiple leaders form a weak structure. Base is 3' upslope
from street and storm drain inlet.
Bradford flowering pear
166 (Pyrus c. "Bradford") 17 60% 20% Poor Low X
Comments: Weak, multi-leader structure. Base is 3' upslope from street. Reduced in height
sometime ago. Narrow, upright form.
Canary Island pine
167 (Pinus canariensis ) 19 80% 30% Fair Low X

Comments:

Site: 1315 O’Brien Drive, Menlo Park
Prepared for: Menlo Park Portfolio ll, LLC
Prepared by: David L. Babby

Crowded conditions have formed a highly asymmetrical canopy. Excessive
limb weight. Sweeps with a lean away from #168.
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Canary Island pine
168 (Pinus canariensis) 24 80% 50% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Excessive limb weight and an asymmetrical canopy. Nearly entire tree leans.
Canary Island pine
169 (Pinus canariensis) 17 60% 40% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Buried root collar. Thin canopy.
Bradford flowering pear
170 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford") 15 70% 20% Poor Low X
Comments: Weak, multi-leader structure. Distinct lean towards road (likely partial uproot).
Aleppo pine
171 (Pinus halapensis ) 24 70% 20% Poor Low X
Comments: Severe lean into site, suppressed growth, and very poor form. Girdling root
at base opposite lean. Possible root rot. Deadwood. Squat form.
Canary Island pine
172 (Pinus canariensis ) 18 70% 40% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Asymmetrical, mostly one-sided canopy (likely due to a prior adjacent pine).
Canary Island pine
173 (Pinus canariensis ) 18 70% 50% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Asymmetrical. Base is 3.5' upslope from street. Adjacent curb is raised.
Canary Island pine
174 (Pinus canariensis ) 20 70% 20% Poor Low X
Comments: Very large girdling root. Crowded conditions adjacent to #173.
Australian willow
176 (Geijera parviflora) 16 50% 20% Poor Low X
Comments: Sparse canopy. Base is 4' upslope from street. Has a small, open wound

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
Prepared for: Menlo Park Portfolio i, LLC
Prepared by: David L. Babby

inches below where the trunk bifurcates into codominants. Poor lateral root
development. Declining canopy. The southern lateral limbs are significantly
extended for a considerable distance, and are at risk of breaking,
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Aleppo pine
178 (Pinus halapensis) 21 60% 40% Fair ‘Moderate X
Comments: Substantial sweep towards site, away from adjacent trees. Highly asymmetrical.
Aleppo pine
179 (Pinus halapensis) 20 60% 30% Poor Low X
Comments: Substantial sweep towards street, away from adjacent trees. Codominant tops.
Bradford flowering pear
180 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford") 19 70% 30% Poor Low X
Comments: Within 4' upslope from a telephone vault. Small open wound along lower trunk.
Weak, multi-leader structure. Crown reduced.
Bradford flowering pear
182 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford") 13 70% 20% Poor Low
Comments: Base 4' upslope from telephone vault. Very narrow form. Weak, multi-leaders.
Bradford flowering pear
183 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford") 16 70% 20% Poor Low X
Comments: Weak, multi-leader structure. Narrow form and highly asymmetrical canopy.
Bradford flowering pear
184 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford") 12 60% 20% Poor Low
Comments: Girdling roots. Very narrow and asymmetrical form. Crowded conditions.
Weak, multi-leader structure. Highly asymmetrical canopy.
Aleppo pine
185 (Pinus halapensis) 25 60% 40% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Exposed buttress roots. Codominant leaders. Pronounced lean into site.
Canary Island pine
186 (Pinus canariensis) 21 70% 50% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Excessive limb weight, Asymmetrical, nearly one-sided canopy.

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
Prepared for: Menlo Park Portfolio Il, LLC

Prepared by: David L. Babby March 1, 2015




ARBOR RESOURCES

professional consulting

arborists and tree care

TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Bradford flowering pear
187 (Pyrus c. ‘Bradford") 8 50% 20% Poor Low
Comments: Poor lateral root development. Suppressed canopy. Weak, multi-leader structure.
Highly crowded conditions and asymmetrical.
Canary Island pine
188 (Pinus canariensis ) 12 60% 10% Poor Low
Comments: Highly crowded conditions. Leans south. Basal decay and rot opposite lean.
High canopy and low live crown ration.
Bradford flowering pear
189 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford’) 16 60% 30% Poor Low X
Comments: Weak, multi-leader structure. Leans towards site and has an asymmetrical
canopy. Small girdling roots. Crown reduced.
Canary Island pine
180 (Pinus canariensis ) 14 60% 50% Fair Moderate
Comments: Crowded conditions. Deadwood. High canopy.
Canary Island pine
191 (Pinus canariensis) 14 60% 50% Fair Moderate
Comments: Crowded conditions. Deadwood. High canopy.
Bradford flowering pear
192 (Pyrus c. "Bradford') 17 60% 20% Poor Low X
Comments: Crowded conditions. Asymmetrical canopy. Weak, multi-leader structure.
Crown reduced.
Aleppo pine .
193 (Pinus halapensis ) 26 60% 30% Poor Low X
Comments: Base is within 4' from sewer manhole. Excessive limb weight. Has a pronounced
lean towards site due to crowded conditions.
Bradford flowering pear
194 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford") 14 60% 20% Poor Low

Comments:

Site: 1315 O’Brien Drive, Menlo Park
Prepared for: Menlo Park Portfolio Il, LLC
Prepared by: David L. Babby

Crowded conditions and a highly asymmetrical canopy. Depression and
possible decay along the trunk's base (street side). Possibly girdling root.

Weak, multi-leader structure.
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Aleppo pine
195 (Pinus halapensis) 20 60% 40% Fair Low X
Comments: Excessive limb weight. Deadwood and excessive limb weight.
Aleppo pine
196 (Pinus halapensis) 21 70% 30% Fair Low X
Comments: Codominant tops. Has a pronounced buttress root opposite lean towards street,
and root collar is buried downhill side. Trunk sweeps from grade, and at 6'
high, ascends vertical. Several limbs recently broke from south side of canopy,
a condition attributed to excessive limb weight throughout. Large gall along
one of the lower limbs,
Bradford flowering pear
197 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford") 17 60% 30% Poor Low X
Comments: Narrow, asymmetrical canopy due to crowded conditions. Small girdling root
surfaces. Weak multi-leader structure. Open decaying wound along a leader.
Bradford flowering pear
198 (Pyrus c. "Bradford") 17 60% 20% Poor Low X
Comments: Weak, multi-leader structure. Low branching at 4.5' high. Highly asymmetrical
canopy away from #199, and grows with a lean.
Bradford flowering pear
199 (Pyrus c. Bradford") 16 60% 20% Poor Low X
Comments: Weak, multi-leader structure. Large wound from a prior limb cut at 6' high
where leaders originate.
Bradford flowering pear
200 (Pyrus c. Bradford’) 17 60% 20% Poor Low X
Comments: Adjacent to vaults. Weak, multi-leader structure.
Bradford flowering pear
201 (Pyrus c. Bradford") 15 50% 20% Poor Low X

Comments:

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
Prepared for: Menlo Park Portfolio Il, LLC
Prepared by: David L. Babby

Weak, multi-leader structure. Base is inches from vault. Thin canopy.
Highly asymmetrical canopy away from #200. Very narrow form.
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Bradford flowering pear
202 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford") 20 50% 20% Poor Low X

Comments: Height reduced in past. Weak, multi-leader structure. One-sided canopy.

flowering cherry
203 (Prunus sp.) 6 70% 20% Poor Low

Comments: Very weak, multi-leader structure. A pronounced lean towards site. Canopy
is suppressed and asymmetrical. Shrub form. Dormant.

Canary Island pine
204 (Pinus canariensis ) 23 80% 50% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Base is adjacent to wall and 3.5' from curb. Codominant tops slightly more
than half-way up; the smaller one has favorably been reduced. Spoils piled
against trunk's uphill side.

Canary Island pine
205 (Pinus canariensis ) 17 70% 50% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Crowded conditions. Adjacent to wall.

Canary Island pine
207 (Pinus canariensis) 18 70% 50% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Crowded conditions. Adjacent to wall.

Canary Island pine
208 (Pinus canariensis ) 19 70% 30% Fair Low X
Comments: Ivy along lower trunk. Crowded conditions. Codominant tops two-thirds of
the way up.
Canary Island pine
209 (Pinus canariensis) 21 70% 30% Fair Low X

Comments: Crowded conditions. Ivy along lower trunk. Base is within 3' of storm drain
manhole. Adjacent to wall.

Canary Island pine
210 (Pinus canariensis) 28 80% 50% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Crowded conditions and asymmetrical canopy. Base is adjacent to wall, and
within 4' of a storm drain manhole.

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
Prepared for: Menlo Park Portfolio I, LLC 6 of32
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Aleppo pine
211 (Pinus halapensis) 28 60% 40% Fair Moderate X
' Comments: Multiple tops Excessive irrigation applied at base, which is located 1' upslope
from electrical vault, and 3' from an above-ground panel.
Aleppo pine
212 (Pinus halapensis) 24 30% 20% Poor Low X
Comments: Base is 3.5' upslope from electrical vault. Chlorotic. Multiple tops and poor form
due to crowded conditions. Three sizeable galls near or at trunk's base, possibly
creating a weakened stem. Appears beyond recovery and demise imminent.
Canary Island pine
213 (Pinus canariensis) 18 60% 40% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Adjacent to wall. Vinca along lower trunk. Asymmetrical form due to
crowded conditions.
Canary Island pine
214 (Pinus canariensis) 18 70% 40% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Adjacent to wall. Vinca along lower trunk, Asymmetrical canopy due to
crowded conditions.
Canary Island pine
215 (Pinus canariensis) 21 50% 70% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Chlorotic. Small girdling root. Excessive limb weight.
Canary Island pine
216 (Pinus canariensis) 22 80% 40% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Depression along uphill side of trunk's base, possibly from a girdling root.
Aleppo pine
217 (Pinus halapensis) 32 20% 30% Poor Low X

Comments:

Site: 1315 O’Brien Drive, Menlo Park
Prepared for: Menlo Park Portfolio ll, LLC
Prepared by: David L. Babby

Bifurcates at 4' into codominant leaders, the smaller one already reduced; the
dominant, upright one divides into multiple limbs forming the top. Tree has
significantly declined, and browning foliage is prevalent throughout.
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Canary Island pine
218 (Pinus canariensis) 20 70% 60% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Vinca along lower trunk. Broken limb suspended in upper canopy. Adjacent
to wall. Crowded conditions have formed an asymmetrical canopy.
Canary Island pine
219 (Pinus canariensis) 21 30% 60% Good Moderate X
Comments: Vinca and English ivy along lower trunk. Adjacent to wall. Entire trunk curves
(sweeps) back and forth.
Australian willow
220 (Geijera parviflora) 13 40% 20% Poor Low
Comments: Narrow form. Codominants with included bark. Wound of a prior limb along
along trunk. Crowded conditions have formed an asymmetrical canopy.
Canary Island pine
221 (Pinus canariensis ) 18 70% 40% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Adjacent to wall. Vinca along lower trunk. One-sided canopy due to crowded
conditions.
Australian willow
222 (Geijera parviflora)) 14 50% 20% Poor Low
Comments: Multiple leader, low-branching structure. Girdling root uphill side of trunk.
Crowded conditions form a highly asymmetrical canopy. Adjacent to light pole.
Australian willow
223 (Geijera parviflora) 18 40% 30% Poor Low X
Comments: Buried root collar. Multiple leader and low-branching structure.
Canary Island pine
224 (Pinus canariensis ) 18 80% 60% Good Good X
Comments: Base is 3' upslope from street curb.
Canary Island pine
225 (Pinus canariensis ) 16 60% 40% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Thin canopy.

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
Prepared for: Menlo Park Portfolio I, LLC
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Canary Island pine
226 (Pinus canariensis ) 18 70% 40% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Crowded conditions. One-sided canopy.

Canary Island pine
227 (Pinus canariensis ) 22 80% 50% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Adjacent to wall and crowded conditions. Small deadwood. Vinca along lower
trunk. Base is within 1' of curb. Girdling root.

Canary Island pine
228 (Pinus canariensis ) 16 70% 40% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Adjacent to wall and crowded conditions. Spoils piled near trunk.

Bradford flowering pear
229 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford’) 20 70% 20% Poor Low- X

Comments; Crowded conditions and an asymmetrical canopy. Leans towards street.
About 6' upslope from a sewer manhole. Weak, multi-leader structure.

Canary Island pine
230 (Pinus canariensis) 17 80% 60% Good Moderate X

Comments: Crowded conditions.

Canary Island pine
231 (Pinus canariensis) 22 80% 60% Good Good X

Comments: Adjacent to wall and curb. Roots have formed a large mound in lot.

Canary Island pine
232 (Pinus canariensis ) 17 70% 40% Fair Moderate X

Comments: About 3' from curb. Crowded conditions.

Canary Island pine
233 (Pinus canariensis ) 16 70% 40% Fair Low X

Comments: Crowded conditions. Adjacent to wall and spoils at base. History of limb
and branch failure; one broken limb is currently hanging from upper canopy.

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
Prepared for: Menlo Park Portfolio I, LLC ~9of 32
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Canary Island pine
234 (Pinus canariensis’) 18 80% 70% Good Good X

Comments: Within a narrow planter. Adjacent to storm drain inlet. Small surface root
a few inches from and parallel to the trunk's base.

Canary Island pine
235 (Pinus canariensis’) 15 80% 70% Good Moderate X

Comments: Within a narrow planter. Roots form a mound in adjacent lot.

Canary Island pine
236 (Pinus canariensis) 9 70% 40% Fair Low

Comments: Within a narrow planter. Suppressed growth.

Canary Island pine
237 (Pinus canariensis) 10 70% 70% Good Moderate

Comments: Within a narrow planter,

Canary Island pine
238 (Pinus canariensis ) 13 70% 60% Fair Moderate

Comments: Within a narrow planter. Lower trunk curves (sweeps).

Australian willow
239 (Geijera parviflora) 5 40% 40% Poor Low

Comments: Low branching and sparse canopy.

Australian willow
240 (Geijera parviflora) 4 20% 30% Poor Low

Comments: Dying. Poor form.

Australian willow
241 (Geijera parviflora) 5 30% 20% Poor Low

Comments: Dying. Low branching. Codominant leaders with included bark. A few lower
limbs were torn from tree (possibly vehicular damage).

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
Prepared for: Menlo Park Portfolio Il, LLC 10/95@\2%
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Australian willow
242 (Geijera parviflora) 4 10% 30% Poor Low

Comments; Nearly dead. Low branching,

Australian willow
243 (Geijera parviflora) 4 30% 40% Poor Low

Comments: Low branching and crowded conditions. Dying.

Canary Island pine
244 (Pinus canariensis) 12 50% 70% Fair . Moderate

Comments: Within a narrow planter. Crowded conditions. Soil cut downhill for a paver
path, about 1' from trunk.

Canary Island pine
245 (Pinus canariensis ) 14 70% 60% Fair Moderate

Comments; Within a narrow planter. Soil cut downhill for a paver path 6" from trunk,
Formed by codominants, the smaller one already reduced. Crowded conditions.

Canary Island pine
246 (Pinus canariensis) 12 60% 60% Fair Moderate

Comments: Spoils piled against the trunk's uphill side. Crowded conditions.

Canary Island pine
247 (Pinus canariensis) 10 60% 50% Fair Moderate

Comments: Crowded conditions.

London plane tree
248 (Platanus * hispanica) 9 50% 50% Fair Moderate

Comments: Small girdling root.

Canary Island pine
249 (Pinus canariensis) 16 70% 20% Poor Low X

Comments: Lean towards lot then sweeps vertical just below half-way up. Partial girdling
root opposite lean.

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

London plane tree

250 (Platanus x hispanica) 7 50% 40% Poor Low
Comments:
London plane tree
251 (Platanus * hispanica) 7 50% 60% Fair Moderate
Comments: Within a narrow planter.
London plane tree
252 (Platanus * hispanica) 11 50% 50% Fair Moderate
Comments: Adjacent curb is cracked. Adjacent to light pole, and within a finger island.
London plane tree
253 (Platanus x hispanica) 12 50% 50% Fair Moderate
Comments: One-sided canopy due to crowded conditions.
London plane tree
254 (Platanus * hispanica) 11 50% 50% Fair Moderate
Comments: Crowded conditions and one-sided canopy away from #255. Small girding root.
Bradford flowering pear
255 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford") 20 60% 30% Poor Low X
Comments: Decaying wound at tree's top. Crowded conditions. Has a slight lean towards
street. Weak, multi-leader structure.
Aleppo pine
259 (Pinus halapensis) 36 70% 30% Fair Low X
Comments: Base is 4' from vault. Has a terrible structure formed by two trunks with 11'
of included bark. Very narrow form and nearly one-sided canopy. A prior
leader was cut around 16" high. Trunk grows with a distinct southern lean.
London plane tree
260 (Platanus * hispanica) 16 60% 60% Fair Moderate X
Comments:
Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Australian willow

261 (Geijera parviflora) 19 40% 50% Poor Low X
Comments: Very sparse and thin canopy. Declining. Buried root collar along the upslope
side, possibly a girdling root.
London plane tree
262 (Platanus * hispanica) 10 50% 40% Poor Low
Comments: Crowded conditions.
Australian willow
263 (Geijera parviflora) <15 60% 30% Poor Low
Comments: Five multi-leader structure with included bark. Asymmetrical canopy and
leans towards street.
London plane tree
264 (Platanus * hispanica) 12 70% 60% Fair Moderate
Comments: Asymmetrical canopy.
Australian willow
265 (Geijera parviflora) <15 60% 30% Poor Low
Comments: Asymmetrical canopy, and grows with a lean side slope away from #263.
Three of four leaders with included bark. Crowded conditions.
Australian willow
266 (Geijera parviflora) 12 60% 30% Poor Low
Comments: Buried root collar. Multiple leader structure. Asymmetrical canopy, and
excessive limb weight over lawn.
Australian willow
269 (Geijera parviflora) 18 80% 40% Fair Low X
Comments: Formed by five leaders at 8' high, some with included bark.
Australian willow
270 (Geijera parviflora) 16 70% 30% Fair Low X
Comments: Highly crowded-growing conditions. Codominants with included bark at 4'.

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Canary Island pine
271 (Pinus canariensis) 18 70% 50% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Immediately adjacent to #273. Recently pruned.

London plane tree
272 (Platanus x hispanica) 10 50% 30% Poor Low

Comments: One-sided canopy away from #271 and 273.

Canary Island pine
273 (Pinus canariensis) 20 80% 60% Good Good X

Comments: Immediately adjacent to #271. Recently pruned.

London plane tree
274 (Platanus * hispanica) 10 50% 30% Poor Low

Comments: Surface roots with top decay. One-sided canopy due to crowded conditions.

Bradford flowering pear
275 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford") 18 50% 20% Poor Low X

Comments: Girdling roots. Asymmetrical canopy. Weak, multi-leader structure.

Bradford flowering pear
276 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford") 19 50% 20% Poor Low X

Comments: Very poor and suppressed form. Highly asymmetrical canopy entirely
beneath #275. Smaller wound near base. Weak, multi-leader structure.

London plane tree
277 (Platanus x hispanica) 11 60% 40% Fair Moderate

Comments: Mostly one-sided canopy away from #276.

Aleppo pine
279 (Pinus halapensis) 25 70% 20% Poor Low X

Comments: Extremely narrow form. Codominants at 14', and just below their attachment,
a 14" limb failed, leaving a large wound.

London plane tree
280 (Platanus x hispanica) 11 50% 40% Poor Low

Comments: Thin, mostly one-sided canopy. Codominants, and crowded conditions.

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

London plane tree
283 (Platanus x hispanica) 15 60% 70% Fair Good X

Comments: Outer branches grow adjacent to light pole fixture. Codominants with good
spacing between attachments.

London plane tree
284 (Platanus x hispanica) 11 60% 40% Fair Moderate

Comments: Asymmetrical canopy adjacent to #203. Crowded conditions.

London plane tree
285 (Platanus x hispanica) 6 50% 40% Poor Low

Comments: Asymmetrical canopy. Codominant leaders. Thin, sweeps west.

London plane tree
286 (Platanus % hispanica) 6 50% 40% Poor Low

Comments: Multiple tops. Girdling root embedded into base.

London plane tree
287 (Platanus x hispanica) 6 50% 40% Poor Low

Comments: Low branching. Sinuous and poor form. Thin.

Canary Island pine
288 (Pinus canariensis ) 17 80% 40% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Within a narrow planter. Canopy is contiguous with #289. Highly crowded
conditions. Mounds in lot formed by roots. One root surfaces at curb.

Canary Island pine
289 (Pinus canariensis) 14 80% 60% Good Moderate

Comments: Crowded conditions. Contiguous canopy with #288.

Canary Island pine
290 (Pinus canariensis) 14 60% 40% Fair Low

Comments: Highly crowded-growing conditions.

Canary Island pine
291 (Pinus canariensis ) 17 70% 40% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Has a partial girdling root. Trunk sweeps and is within a very narrow
planter strip. Sizeable wound at base. Roots have formed mounds in lot.

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

London plane tree

292 (Platanus * hispanica) 5 50% 30% Poor Low
Comments: Highly misshapen, mostly due to past pruning for clearance from adjacent
light pole.
London plane tree
293 (Platanus % hispanica) 7 50% 30% Poor Low
Comments: Large girdling root. Asymmetrical, mostly one-sided canopy.
flowering plum
294 (Prunus x blireana) 4 40% 20% Poor Low
Comments: Low branching and poor form. Decay along trunk. Significantly pruned,
and canopy has a substantial amount of watersprouts.
flowering plum )
295 (Prunus % blireana) 6 40% 30% Poor Low
Comments: Low branching and significantly pruned. Deadwood. Substantial amount of
watersprouts within canopy.
Canary Island pine
296 (Pinus canariensis ) 22 80% 40% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Structure formed by multiple leaders and tops. Partial girdling root.
Bradford flowering pear
297 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford") 19 60% 20% Poor Low X
Comments: Weak, multi-leader structure. Several small areas of basal decay. Asymmetrical
canopy. Large wound immediately below leader attachments.
Bradford flowering pear
298 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford") 18 60% 20% Poor Low X
Comments: Weak, multi-leader structure. Small basal wound. Canopy is asymmetrical
due to highly crowded conditions, and bows towards street away from #297.
Bradford flowering pear
299 (Pyrus c. "Bradford’) 20 70% 20% Poor Low X

Comments:

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
Prepared for: Menlo Park Portfolio Il, LLC
Prepared by: David L. Babby

Weak, multi-leader structure. Partial girdling root.
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Shamel ash
300 (Fraxinus uhdei)) 25 70% 30% Fair Low X
Comments: Rangy form. Adjacent to, and grows a one-sided canopy away from building,
On a gentle slope. Asymmetrical and high canopy.
Shamel ash
301 (Fraxinus uhdei) 25 70% 30% Fair Low X
Comments: Rangy form and crowded conditions. Asymmetrical canopy sweeps north,
away from adjacent trees. Narrow form and high canopy.
Canary Island pine
302 (Pinus canariensis) 16 80% 40% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Crowded conditions and elevated canopy. Adjacent to building, and has
multiple tops. Excessive limb weight.
Canary Island pine
303 (Pinus canariensis) 13 80% 40% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Asymmetrical, one-sided canopy due to crowded conditions. Adjacent to
building. Excessive limb weight.
Canary Island pine
304 (Pinus canariensis) 16 70% 40% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Dead lower limb. Crowded conditions and high canopy.
Shamel ash
305 (Fraxinus uhdei) 29 70% 40% Fair Low X
Comments: Somewhat narrow form. Consist of five multiple leaders all originating at
10" high and forming narrow attachments. Significantly elevated.
Canary Island pine
306 (Pinus canariensis) <15 60% 20% Poor Low
Comments: Beneath #307's canopy. One-sided canopy and topped in past.
Shamel ash
307 (Fraxinus uhdei) 28 T0% 30% Fair Low X

Comments: Crowded conditions, and bows towards street, away from #308. Narrow
form, multiple leaders, and a significantly elevated canopy.

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Shamel ash
308 (Fraxinus uhdei) 24 70% 30% Fair Low X

Comments: Significantly elevated canopy. Asymmetrical canopy with excessive limb
and branch weight, and contains substantial watersprouts. Reduction cut of
central, upright limb.

flowering plum
309 (Prunus x blireana) 3 40% 20% Poor Low

Comments: Substantial watersprouts. Basal decay and planted too high.

flowering plum
310 (Prunus x blireana) 6 60% 30% Poor Low

Comments: Grows with a lean due to having partially uprooted in past. One-sided
canopy. Substantial watersprouts.

Shamel ash
311 (Fraxinus uhdei) 40 70% 30% Fair Low X

Comments: Along north side at 6' high, there is a large open and decaying wound.
Expansive, broad and asymmetrical canopy away from adjacent building.
Deadwood. Excessive limb weight.

Canary Island pine
312 (Pinus canariensis ) 17 70% 20% Poor Low X

Comments: Highly crowded conditions and very poor form. Multiple tops. Trunk bifurcates
half-way up into codominants containing included bark.

Canary Island pine
313 (Pinus canariensis ) 18 70% 40% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Crowded conditions.

Canary Island pine
314 (Pinus canariensis) 18 80% 40% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Crowded conditions. Narrow, one-sided canopy away from #313 and adjacent
building. Excessive branch/limb weight.

flowering plum
315 (Prunus x blireana) 7 20% 10% Poor Low

Comments: Nearly dead. Has extensive decay throughout.

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park )
Prepared for: Menlo Park Portfolio Il, LLC 18.6F32
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Shamel ash
316 (Fraxinus uhdei) 29 60% 40% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Asymmetrical, nearly one-sided canopy due to a prior, adjacent tree. High
canopy. Deadwood.
Canary Island pine
317 (Pinus canariensis) 22 70% 70% Good Moderate X
Comments: Near street and immediately adjacent to #318.
Canary Island pine
318 (Pinus canariensis ) 21 60% 40% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Crowded conditions between #317 and 319, and has formed a one-sided
canopy. Near street.
Canary Island pine
319 (Pinus canariensis ) 20 80% 50% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Near street and immediately adjacent to #318. Multiple tops. Partial girdling
roots.
Bradford flowering pear
320 (Pyrus c. "Bradford") 21 70% 20% Poor Low X
Comments: Weak, multi-leader structure. Slight lean of trunk away from #321 due to
crowded conditions. Bows towards street, and has a reduced crown.
Bradford flowering pear
321 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford') 20 70% 20% Poor Low X
Comments: Weak, multi-leader structure. Adjacent to light pole.
flowering plum
322 (Prunus x blireana) 10 30% 10% Poor Low
Comments: Low branching. Has a large fruiting body at base, indicating extensive
internal decay. Significant decline.
flowering plum
323 (Prunus x blireana) 12 30% 10% Poor Low

Comments:

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
Prepared for: Menlo Park Portfolio Il, LLC
Prepared by: David L. Babby

Low branching. Numerous fruiting bodies along trunk.
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Goldenrain tree
324 (Koelreuteria paniculata ) 3,3,2,2,21  60% 30% Poor Low

Comments: Trunks originate at grade, all from beneath roof eave. Trunks sweep out from
beneath eave.

flowering plum
325 (Prunus » blireana) 3 30% 20% Poor Low

Comments: Extensive lean, and has significant decay along trunk's entire top side.

flowering plum
326 (Prunus x blireana) 6 60% 30% Poor Low

Comments: Asymmetrical canopy and has extensive decay throughout.

flowering plum
327 (Prunus x blireana) 6 50% 40% Poor Low

Comments: Low branching. Ivy along trunk and base.

flowering plum
328 (Prunus % blireana) 11 0% 0% Dead Low

Comments: 90% dead, but for practical purposes, considered dead. Low branching.

flowering plum
329 (Prunus x blireana) 9 0% 0% Dead Low

Comments: Dead. Low branching.

flowering plum
330 (Prunus x blireana) 9 10% 0% Dead Low

Comments: 90% dead, but for practical purposes, considered dead.

Bradford flowering pear
331 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford") 12 70% 30% Poor Low

Comments: Weak, multi-leader structure. Buried root collar. Excessive limb and branch
weight. Low-branching, grows adjacent to building, and has formed an
asymmetrical, one-sided canopy. Girdling roots. Gouge on bottom of low limb.

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

London plane tree
332 (Platanus * hispanica) 5 60% 40% Fair Low
Comments: Poor form. Buried root collar.
London plane tree
333 (Platanus * hispanica) 8 60% 70% Fair Moderate
Comments: Roots form large mound in adjacent lot (possibly prior tree). Surface roots.
London plane tree
334 (Platanus * hispanica) 3 40% 30% Poor Low
Comments: Suppressed growth beneath adjacent pines. Very poor form.
Canary Island pine
335 (Pinus canariensis ) 17 100% 60% Good Moderate X
Comments: Adjacent to building. Top was pruned out or broke sometime ago. Within
a narrow finger planter.
Canary Island pine
336 (Pinus canariensis ) 16 90% 60% Good Moderate X
Comments: Trunk is adjacent to and canopy grows up against adjacent building. Multiple tops.
Canary Island pine
337 (Pinus canariensis ) 11 70% 40% Fair Low
Comments: Crowded conditions between #336 and 338.
Canary Island pine
338 (Pinus canariensis) 17 70% 60% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Roots form large, pronounced mounds in lot. Within and outgrowing narrow
planter strip.
London plane tree
339 (Platanus x hispanica) 6 50% 40% Poor Low
Comments: Highly crowded conditions partly beneath #338.
London plane tree
340 (Platanus % hispanica) 7 60% 40% Fair Moderate

Comments:

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park

Crowded conditions partly beneath #341.
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Canary Island pine
341 (Pinus canariensis) <15 80% 70% Good Moderate

Comments:

London plane tree
342 (Platanus x hispanica) 6 60% 30% Poor Low

Comments: Suppressed beneath #341 and 345.

London plane tree
343 (Platanus x hispanica) 7 60% 30% Poor Low

Comments: Entire tree leans towards SE, and surface roots exist opposite lean.

London plane tree
344 (Platanus x hispanica ) . 7 50% 30% Poor Low

Comments: Crowded conditions.

Canary Island pine
345 (Pinus canariensis ) 17 80% 30% Fair Low X

Comments: Crowded-growing conditions. Excessive limb weight. Has a pronounced lean
towards lot and away from adjacent pines; trunks sweeps east, then becomes
vertical one-third of the way up. Multiple tops. Asymmetrical canopy.

Canary Island pine
346 (Pinus canariensis) 11 70% 30% Fair Low

Comments: Multiple tops with included bark. Crowded conditions and poor trunk taper.

Canary Island pine
347 (Pinus canariensis ) 12 80% 60% Good Moderate
Comments:
Canary Island pine
348 (Pinus canariensis ) 10 60% 40% Fair Low

Comments: Crook at 8' high. Poor lateral root development.

Canary Island pine
349 (Pinus canariensis ) 11 40% 50% Poor Low

Comments: Sparse canopy. Trunk's lower 7' sweeps. Girdling root.

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

London plane tree
350 (Platanus x hispanica) 6 50% 40% Poor Low
Comments: Asymmetrical, mostly one-sided canopy.
Canary Island pine
351 (Pinus canavriensis ) 17 70% 50% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Contiguous canopy with #352 and 353. Adjacent to large mounds in lot, and
encroaches on light pole. Crowded conditions. Some deadwood.
Canary Island pine
352 (Pinus canariensis) 16 0% 50% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Contiguous canopy with #351 and 353. Adjacent to large mounds in lot.
Crowded conditions. Excessive limb weight. Some deadwood.
Canary Island pine
353 (Pinus canariensis ) 15 80% 50% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Contiguous canopy with #351 and 352. Adjacent to large mounds in lot.
Crowded conditions. Excessive limb weight.
London plane tree
354 (Platanus x hispanica) 9 50% 50% Fair Moderate
Comments: Asymmetrical canopy away from #353.
London plane tree
355 (Platanus * hispanica) 12 50% 60% Fair Moderate
Comments: Within a narrow planter strip.
Canary Island pine
356 (Pinus canariensis) 26 50% 50% Fair Low X
Comments: Has a large girdling root and multiple tops. Trunk sweeps towards street, away
from #357, then becomes vertical the last one-third of way up.
London plane tree
357 (Platanus x hispanica) 13 50% 60% Fair Moderate

Comments:

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

London plane tree

358 (Platanus * hispanica) 12 50% 50% Fair Moderate
Comments: Asymmetrical, mostly one-sided canopy. Excessive branch weight over lot.
Canary Island pine
359 (Pinus canariensis ) 22 70% 40% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Buried root collar. Multiple tops one-half way up.
London plane tree
360 (Platanus x hispanica) 12 60% 40% Fair Moderate
Comments: Has a slight lean towards street. Crowded-growing conditions.
London plane tree
361 (Platanus * hispanica) <15 60% 60% Fair Moderate
Comments: Asymmetrical canopy.
Australian willow
362 (Geijera parviflora) 13 60% 40% Fair Low
Comments: Asymmetrical, nearly one-sided canopy extending towards street. Declining
top has deadwood.
Canary Island pine
363 (Pinus canariensis) 17 50% 40% Poor Moderate X
Comments: Multiple, codominant tops formed half-way up. Sparse, chlorotic canopy
Small girdling roots. Needs significant pruning, if retained.
Bradford flowering pear
364 (Pyrus c. "Bradford") 17 70% 20% Poor Low X
Comments: Weak, multi-leader structure.
Aleppo pine
365 (Pinus halapensis) 25 60% 30% Poor Low X

Comments:

Site: 1315 O’Brien Drive, Menlo Park
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mass opposite lean.

March 1, 2015



ARBOR RESOURCES

professional consulting arborists and tree care

TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Bradford flowering pear
366 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford") 16 70% 20% Poor Low X

Comments: Weak, multi-leader structure. Possible girdling root, and has decaying
surface roots.

London plane tree
367 (Platanus x hispanica) 11 50% 60% Fair Moderate

Comments: Within a narrow finger island.

Canary Island pine
368 (Pinus canariensis ) 12 40% 60% Poor Low

Comments: Within narrow planter. Roots form a large mound within adjacent lot. Chlorotic.

Canary Island pine
369 (Pinus canariensis ) <15 60% 70% Fair Moderate

Comments: Narrow planter, and roots form mound in adjacent lot. Chlorotic.

London plane tree
370 (Platanus x hispanica) 7 50% 40% Poor Low

Comments: Low, broad canopy overhanging lot. Trunk has a slight lean.

London plane tree
371 (Platanus x hispanica) 5 50% 40% Poor Low

Comments: Low canopy overhangs lot. Asymmetrical and poor form. Squat form.
within a small square planter.

London plane tree
372 (Platanus x hispanica) 8 50% 40% Poor Low

Comments: Within a small, square planter. Buried root collar. Very narrow and upright form.

London plane tree
373 (Platanus x hispanica) 10 60% 60% Fair Moderate

Comments: Codominants with a narrow, upright form.

London plane tree
374 (Platanus x hispanica) 7 40% 40% Poor Low

Comments: Thin canopy. Asymmetrical canopy, and trunk has a slight lean away from #373.

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

London plane tree

375 (Platanus x hispanica) 13 60% 50% Fair Moderate
Comments: Within a narrow finger island. Has a slight lean away from #376.
Surface roots.

London plane tree
376 (Platanus x hispanica) 11 50% 60% Fair Moderate

Comments: Has a decaying, surfaced buttress root.

Bradford flowering pear
377 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford’) 21 80% 20% Poor Low X

Comments: Weak, multi-leader structure. Surfaced girdling root on top of a buttress.

London plane tree
378 (Platanus x hispanica) 10 30% 50% Poor Low

Comments: Asymmetrical, crowded-growing conditions. Sparse and thin canopy.

Aleppo pine
379 (Pinus halapensis ) 29 70% 30% Fair Low X
Comments: Bifurcates 3.5 high into codominants with included bark. Has a pronounced
lean towards lot, then sweeps to upright half-way up. Opposite lean is buried
by ivy, which also grows along lower trunk. Each leader divides and forms
a multi-leader structure.

Aleppo pine
380 (Pinus halapensis) 28 60% 30% Poor Low X
Comments: Entire tree with a pronounced lean towards SW. Has multiple tops.

Bradford flowering pear

381 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford’) 17 70% 20% Poor Low X

Comments: Weak, multi-leader structure. History of limb failure, once creating a very
large wound where leaders originate at 6' high. Asymmetrical canopy.

Bradford flowering pear
382 (Pyrus c. 'Bradford) 22 70% 20% Poor Low X

Comments: Weak, multi-leader structure. Near street. History of limb failure at street side.

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Shamel ash
401 (Fraxinus uhdei) 8,6 70% 20% Poor Low

Comments: Two trunks originate at grade and are volunteers. The 8" trunk bifurcates
at 4' high and contains included bark. Multiple leaders. Ivy.

Canary Island pine
402 (Pinus canariensis) 12 80% 40% Fair Moderate

Comments: Crowded conditions have formed a mostly one-sided canopy.

Canary Island pine
403 (Pinus canariensis) 11 70% 40% Fair Moderate

Comments: Crowded conditions. Asymmetrical canopy.

Canary Island pine
404 (Pinus canariensis ) 13 70% 40% Fair Moderate

Comments: High canopy and low live crown ratio.

Canary Island pine
405 (Pinus canariensis ) 15 80% 60% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Adjacent curb is raised.

Canary Island pine
406 (Pinus canariensis) 13 70% 50% Fair Moderate

Comments: Thin canopy. One-sided top.

Canary Island pine
407 (Pinus canariensis) 16 60% 20% Poor Low X

Comments: Pronounced lean at base, then has a pronounced sweep to vertical about one-
third of the way up. Base is inches from adjacent curb. Top was removed or
broke sometime ago. Very crowded conditions within canopy of #408.

Canary Island pine
408 (Pinus canariensis ) 11 50% 30% Poor Low

Comments: Crowded conditions and poor form. Thin canopy.

Canary Island pine
409 (Pinus canariensis ) <15 80% 40% Fair Moderate

Comments: Adjacent curb is raised. Codominant tops w/ included bark. Adjacent to light pole.

Site: 1315 O’Brien Drive, Menlo Park
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Canary Island pine
410 (Pinus canariensis ) 18 90% 40% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Upright, competing limbs. Codominant tops originate half way up.

Canary Island pine
411 (Pinus canariensis) 16 60% 50% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Prior multiple fops, one favorably pruned away (creating void in upper canopy).
Small wound along lower trunk. Excessive limb weight.

Canary Island pine
412 (Pinus canariensis ) 13 50% 50% Fair Moderate

Comments: Trunk sweeps. Pronounced buttress root mass formed along east side.
Crowded conditions.

Canary Island pine
413 (Pinus canariensis ) 17 90% 30% Fair Low X

Comments: Codominants with included bark 20" high.

Canary Island pine
414 (Pinus canariensis ) 21 70% 40% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Multiple tops (4 to 5), some with included bark. Excessive limb weight.

Canary Island pine
415 (Pinus canariensis ) 21 80% 70% Good Good X
Comments:
Canary Island pine
416 (Pinus canariensis) 19 70% 40% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Multiple tops. Pronounced buttress root along west side, and the root collar
at the opposite side is buried. Adjacent to light pole.

Canary Island pine
417 (Pinus canariensis) 18 70% 40% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Multiple, codominant tops with included bark.
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Prepared for: Menlo Park Portfolio Il, LLC

Prepared by: David L. Babby March 1, 2015




ARBOR RESOURCES

professional consulting arborists and tree care

TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Canary Island pine
418 (Pinus canariensis) 19 90% 30% Fair Low X
Comments: Codominant leaders with included bark at 8" high.
Canary Island pine
419 (Pinus canariensis ) 17 70% 30% Fair Low X
Comments: High canopy with a low live crown ratio. Pronounced buttress root along the
west side, and the root collar along opposite side is buried. Multiple leaders.
Canary Island pine
420 (Pinus canariensis ) 17 80% 50% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Dominant buttress root along west side.
Canary Island pine
421 (Pinus canariensis ) 16 60% 30% Poor Moderate X
Comments: Thin and asymmetrical canopy. A sizeable, recent and open wound along
lower trunk. Excessive limb weight. Moderate to low suitability.
Canary Island pine
422 (Pinus canariensis) 13 - 70% 40% Fair Moderate
Comments: Marginal live crown ratio. Adjacent curb is raised. High canopy.
Canary Island pine
423 (Pinus canariensis) 16 70% 30% Fair Low X
Comments: High canopy. Poor form and structure comprised of seven multiple leaders,
all originating from the same location. Adjacent curb is significantly raised.
Canary Island pine
424 (Pinus canariensis) 14 70% 50% Fair Moderate
Comments: Wet stains, or discolored bark, near base.
Canary Island pine
425 (Pinus canariensis) 14 70% 70% Good Good

Comments:

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Canary Island pine
426 (Pinus canariensis) <15 80% 70% Good Good

Comments: Adjacent curb cracked and raised. Roots form small mound in adjacent west lot.
Excessive limb weight.

Canary Island pine
427 (Pinus canariensis ) 14 60% 30% Poor Low

Comments: Adjacent curb is raised. Top broke or was removed.

Canary Island pine
428 (Pinus canariensis ) 11 70% 60% Fair Moderate

Comments: Adjacent curb is raised.

Canary Island pine
429 (Pinus canariensis ) 11 50% 30% Poor Low

Comments: Low, live crown ratio and high canopy. Short.

Canary Island pine
430 (Pinus canariensis ) 13 70% 50% Fair Moderate

Comments: Dominant buttress root along NW side.

Canary Island pine
431 (Pinus canariensis) 11 70% 50% Fair Moderate

Comments: Trunk sweeps.

Canary Island pine
432 (Pinus canariensis) 16 70% 40% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Trunks grows with a pronounced lean and sweep. Excessive limb weight. Top
section void of foliage.

Canary Island pine
433 (Pinus canariensis ) 10 60% 30% Poor Low

Comments: Adjacent curb is raised. Trunk sweeps. Crowded conditions, mostly one-sided
canopy. Adjacent to light pole. Poor trunk taper.

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Canary Island pine
434 (Pinus canariensis) 16 60% 70% Fair Good X
Comments: Adjacent curb is cracked and slightly raised. A sizeable branch in the lower
canopy partially broke and is hinged near trunk. Excessive limb weight.
Canary Island pine
435 (Pinus canariensis ) 17 T0% 60% Fair Good X
Comments:
Monterey pine
436 (Pinus radiata) 14 50% 20% Poor Low
Comments: High canopy formed by multiple limb/leaders; previously, a low crown. Has
a large gall or canker 3' high.
Canary Island pine
437 (Pinus canariensis) 14 60% 70% Fair Moderate
Comments: Thin canopy.
Canary Island pine
438 (Pinus canariensis ) 18 90% 30% Fair Low X
Comments: Ivy along lower trunk. Codominants at 15" high with included bark. Dense.
Canary Island pine
439 (Pinus canariensis ) 12 60% 40% Fair Low
Comments: Asymmetrical and thin top.
Canary Island pine
440 (Pinus canariensis ) 16 60% 70% Fair Good X
Comments: Ivy along lower trunk, live and dead stems.
Canary Island pine
441 (Pinus canariensis ) 14 60% 60% Fair Moderate
Comments: Trunks sweeps and canopy is asymmetrical.
Canary Island pine
442 (Pinus canariensis ) 14 70% 60% Fair Moderate

Comments:

Site: 1315 O’'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
Prepared for: Menlo Park Portfolio I, LLC
Prepared by: David L. Babby

A one-foot deep pile of spoils at trunk's base.
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ARBOR RESOURCES

professional consulting arborists and tree care

TREE INVENTORY TABLE

Canary Island pine
443 (Pinus canariensis) 14 70% 40% Fair Moderate

Comments; History of limb failure. Short, multi-leader structure.

Canary Island pine
444 (Pinus canariensis) 17 90% 70% Good Good X
Comments:
Canary Island pine
445 (Pinus canariensis ) 16 80% 30% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Codominant tops for 20+ feet in length. Crowded conditions.

Canary Island pine
446 (Pinus canariensis) 14 80% 40% Fair Moderate

Comments: Crowded conditions have formed a mostly one-sided canopy. Grows with a
distinct lean into adjacent lot.

Canary Island pine
447 (Pinus canariensis ) 13 60% 40% Fair Moderate

Comments: Asymmetrical, mostly one-sided canopy. Codominant tops (very top).

Site: 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park

Prepared for: Menlo Park Porifolio I, LLC 3;»6??‘”2“
Prepared by: David L. Babby gf qx‘g March 1, 2015
% E I



David L. Babby, Registered Consulting Arborist® March 1, 2015

EXHIBIT B:

AERIAL MAP

(one sheet)

1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park
Menlo Park Portfolio II, LLC N

(£5







Kimley»Horn

MEMORANDUM

To: Ron Krietemeyer
Tarlton Properties, Inc.
From: Michael Mowery, P.E.

Ben Huie, P.E.

Date: August 7, 2015

Subject: Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Memorandum for 1315 O’Brien
Drive

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. (KHA) was retained by Tarlton Properties, Inc. to evaluate the
expected number of project trips based on the existing and proposed land uses at 1315 O’Brien Drive
in the City of Menlo Park and mitigate the number of trips by implementing a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Plan. The proposed project will realign the previous building uses. Below are
the proposed sizes and land uses for the proposed site:

382 square feet of research & development aPcc 10}
796 sguare feet of manufacturing (Pac Bio)

797 square feet of warchousing (Fac Bio)

541 sguere fest of warehousing (other tenants)

e o o @
{J\\\Jw

The previous use for the project site consisted of:

teet of warehousing
ect of general office building

These changes in {and use for 1315 O’Brien Drive will result in an increase in peak hour trips
generated from the project site.

PROJECT PEAK HOUR TRIPS

The number of project trips for the project site was estimated using the industry standard Institute of
Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual. This reference estimates project trips based
on land use from survey data. Since the proposed project is not a new project, but updating an
existing land use, trip rates were calculated for both the proposed use and the previous use.

The previous land use was a distribution center with regional administrative offices including a
showroom and sales offices. A distribution center does not have a specific land use in the ITE Trip
Generation manual. There are similar fand uses in the Trip Generation manual such as: the
warehousing land use (ITE LU code 150), the general light industrial (ITE LU code 110), and the high-
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cube warehouse/distribution center (ITE LU code 152). The Dumbarton Distribution Center EIR?,
which was the name of the Menlo Business Park before 1984, was reviewed as well. it documented
the distribution center as a warehousing and light industrial land use. Therefore, for trip generation
purposes, the existing use for the 1315 O’Brien Drive site was a warehousing land use, along with
office, as described previously. Table 1 summarizes the trip generation for the previous use.
Specific land use and trip generation breakdowns are provided in Attachment A,

Table 1 - Trip Generation Summary - Previous Use

. F Off
162.839 KSF Warehousing

The previous land uses resuited in 134 AM peak hour trips and 133 PM peak hour trips. No
adjustments for trip reductions (e.g. pass-by trips or internal capture) were used in this caiculation.
The previous use trips will be used as a trip credit for determining the overall net change in proposed
project trips.

Table 2 summarizes the trip generation for the proposed use. Specific land use and trip generation
breakdowns are provided in Attachment A.

Table 2 - Trip Generation Summary — Proposed Use

113.382 R&D

45,796 KSF Manufacturing 1,316 189 174
61.338 KSF Warehousing

The proposed land uses result in 189 AM peak hour trips and 174 PM peak hour trips. No
adjustments for trip reductions (e.g. pass-by trips or internal capture) were used in this calculation. A
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program is being proposed to reduce the proposed
project vehicle trips.

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

The following summearizes an initial approach to the proposed TDM program for the proposed project
at 1315 O’Brien Drive. It is assumed that the TDM program will be refined over time to adapt to
changing transportation trends and to maximize the efficiency of the program. The TDM program is

' Dumbarton Distribution Center Final EIR, The Environmental Center, March 12, 1982.
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specifically designed to focus on incentives and rewards for employees to participate in the program
rather than penalities for not participating.

POTENTIAL PROGRAM ELEMENRTS
Tarlton Properties, Inc. should offer a combination of program elements to encourage employees to
utilize alternative modes of transportation to driving alone. Potential program elements are listed below:

Bike lockersiracks

Showers/changing rooms

Shuttle service

Subsidized transit fickets for employees
Preferential carpool parking spaces

Preferential vanpool parking spaces

Vanpool program

Commute assistance center

Allowance program for bicyclists, walkers, and carpoolers
Parking cash out program

Telecommuting

Compressed workweek program

Alternate hours workweek program

Join the Alliance’s guaranteed ride home program

® @ 9 © @ ® ¢ % 6 & @ © @

These program elements are listed in the City of Menlo Park’s Transportation Demand Management
Program Guidelines. Additionally, the City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County
(C/CAG) has its own guidelines for a TDM program mentioned in the Revised C/CAG Guideline for the
Implementation of the Land Use Component of the Congestion Management Program. Each of these
documents summarizes the potential program measures, a description of each measure, and the trip
credits associated with each measure.

PROPOSED PROGRAM ELEMENTS

Tarlton Properties, Inc. is interested in working with the City to develop a practical TDM plan that can
be both effective and provide the most value for all parties. Aninitial set of TDM measures are proposed
for the 1315 O'Brien Drive site and is summarized in Table 3. The number of trip credits was
determined from the City of Menlo Park’s TDM Guidelines. The following provides a brief description
of each proposed TDM element:
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Table 3 — Proposed TDM Measure Summary

e

RSN

ike Storage ike lockers/racks 113 32 10
Showers/Changing Rooms 'rl;vzchn credits per 1 shower/changing 5 12 o4
B One trip credit for each round trip seat
Shuttle service on the shuttie 1 60 60
Additional credit for combination
with Guaranteed Ride Home Additional one trip credit for each seat 1 60 60
Program
Subsidized transit tickets One trip credit for each transit pass 1 100 100
(Go Pass for Caltrain) provided
Preferential carpool parking Two credits per 1 space reserved 2 32 64
Commute assistance center
Transit brochure rack One peak hour trip credited for each 1 4 1
feature
Computer kiosk connected to One peak hour trip credited for each 4 4 4
Internet feature
Telephone One peak hour tnp credited for each 4 4 4
feature
Desk and chairs One peak hour trip credited for each 4 4 4
feature
Allowance for bicyclists, walkers, and | One trip credit for each monthly
carpoolers allowance offered to an employee 1 30 30
Join Alliance's guaranteed ride home One credit for every two SIOt.S
program pu.rchased in the program with - - -
Alliance?
One peak hour credit for each
Implement flexible work hours employee offered the opportunity to 1 35 35
work flexible hours
Combine any two of these elements Five trip credits for combination of two
and receive additional five credits elements 5 L 5
Total Trip Credits: 392

"The number of peak hour trips credited is outlined in the City of Menlo Park’s Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Guidelines.

2The Alliance’s guaranteed ride home program operates differently than when the TDM guidelines were created. The Alliance no longer
offers slots to be purchased. Trip credits for this TDM measure are combined with the shuttle service.

e Showers/Changing Rooms. Twelve shower/changing rooms are proposed for the building
on the first floor. The shdwe*’:} hanging rooms provide 2 dedicated facility for the cyclisis and
nersons walking to work, This measure. combined with the bike lockersiracks, should
provide emiployvees with a great alternative for commuting to work

e Cuz i riies. Inc. wi
Guaran A lon &l Peninst
Adliance. The pie ‘gf?“ﬂ ;w es va; ces a free faxiride home inthe ¢ca
emergency. Emplovers will pay 25 ;;%f'ae i 0‘? the taxi costs and ih
Congestion Relief Alliance will pay the remaining 75 percent
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oin the program. This program provides a safety net when an emergency arises for those
wrmgi ng. vanpooling, taking transit, walking to work, or bicycling to work.
Shutlie Service, A shutlle service w IE e provided for czssp,evecs to use for ugwmﬁ‘ne to
work. The shutlle service is provided by Bauers and is currently being implemented in the

existing business park surrounding the proposed project. A ew shuille service, sp cmcaéiy

serving the buildi ngs along O'Brien Drive. recently started on Fsbruaay 1, 2015, The shuttle

service has a stop in front of 1505 O'Brien Drive. This shuitle service will include a separate

BART shuitle and Caltrain shuttle

o The BART shuttle will carry U p to 20 passengers between the Union City BART Siation
and the project site during each of the AM and FM peek hours., There is also a pick-
up/drop-off location at Decoto Road/Ozark Park Way in Fremont, CA. The shuttle departs
every 60-65 minutes. It should be noted that the BART shuttle service does provide 80
passenger seats during the AM (6-10 AM) and PM (4-8 PM) periods, but only 20 passenger
seats were used in the TDM credit calculations because the other 60 seats are oulside the
peak hour.

o The Calirain shutile service will provide two shutties of 20 pﬁsqenger seats each between
the Palo Alio Calirain Slation and the oroject site during the and PM peak hours. The

shutlle departs every 40-45 minutes and currently ps’svédes a minimum of two roundtrips in

the AM and PM peak hours, each carrying 20 passengers, for a tolal of 40 additional seals
per peak hour. It should be noied that the shuttle service will expand its operations if the
demand is needed in the future. |t should also be noted that the Callrain shutlle service
does provide up to 100 passenger seatfs during the AM (o 10 AM) and PM (4-8 PV
periods, but only 40 passenger seats were us:d in the TOM credit calculations because
the other 60 seais are outside the peek hour.
The combined BART and Callrain shuttle services currently provide a total of 60 seals
during each of the AM and PM peak hours

Subsidized Transit Tickets: Calirain Go Passes will be provided to employees at o cost o

the employees. The Cajirain Go Pass allows for unlimiled rides, seven days a week. The

cost of the Go Pass is $180 per person, but & minimum of 15,120 per employer. This
equates to 84 GG Passes at a minimum o (ﬁssirfhute ig all employees. For TDM calculations
it was assumed that 160 Go Pssses will be provided for this specific sife.

Freferentia Q rocol Parking: 32 preferential carpool | czncmg spaces are provided. The
carpool parking spaces will be io ated close 1o the building's entrances to provide an

51

incent »ef remployees to carpool. Marked carpool parking spaces will be shown on the
proposed site plan.

Commute Assistance Center: A Commute Assistance Center will be provided with the
following 1 ee’if res: irensit brochure rack, computer kiosk connecied io infernet telephone,
and a desk and chairs. The cenfer should encourage employess to use fransit fo commule o
work and provide ease of access (o delermine the optimal me.
Monthly Allowance for Bleyclists, Walkers, and Carpoolars: A monihly allowance of §20
will be offerad to the em;:écsyees who walk. bicycle, or carpool 16 work,

p rovides furiher incentive to not drive alone 1o work. The $20 monthly allowance equates io

pproximately $1 per day.

D
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e Flexible work hours: Employees will be offered the opportunity fo work a flexible work
schedule. Employees can work outside the fraditional 8 AM to 5 PM work day. This measure
will result in employees avoiding the AM peak (7 AM 1o @ AM) and PM pesk (4 PM and 6 PM)
for their daily commute. It is anticipated that 35 employees would participate in this flexible
work schedule,

e Combination of Two Elements: Combining at least two elements in the TOM program
results in five additional peak hour trips. By offering complimentary TDM elements,
experience has shown that the effectiveness of the program increases.

As shown in Table 3, the proposed TDM measures total to 392 trip credits. Although the TDM program
results in 392 trip credits, the effectiveness of the TDM program was calculated separately.

EFFECTIVENESS OF TDM PROGRAM ELEMENTS

The effectiveness of the TDM plan was predicted using the COMMUTER model developed by the
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The COMMUTER model is a spreadsheet
based model that predicts the travel and emission effects resuiting from an employer implemented
transportation management program. The mode} allows for inputs to local work-trip mode shares, work
trip lengths, vehicle occupancy, financial incentives for alternative modes of transportation, employer
participation rates, and the level of each program to determine the predicted trip reduction rates. After
inputting the specific TDM measures mentioned in Table 3 for the proposed project, the anticipated trip
reduction percentage is 21.1 percent. The 21.1 percent effectiveness is similar to other TDM plans in
the local area. The COMMUTER model output for this project is shown in Attachment B.

The anticipated trip reduction of 21.1 percent was applied to the proposed project trips only, not the trip
credits. Table 4 shows the trip generation summary including the previous use trip credits and the
TDM ftrip reduction.

Table 4 —~ Trip Generation Summary with Trip Credits

Proposed Use Trips 1,316 189 174

TDM Trip Reduction (21.1%) -278 -40 -36

Previous Use Trip Credits -1,178 -134 -133
Net New Trips -140 15 5

The net new trips for the proposed project after taking trip credits for the previous use and the TDM
program are -140 daily trips, 15 AM peak hour trips, and five PM peak hour trips. The 15 AM peak
hour trips and five PM peak hour trips are below the City’s threshold of 16 peak hour trips (the
equivalent number of peak hour trips for a 10 KSF office building).
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Attachment A

1315 O'Brien Trip Generation Table

Warehousing (162.839 KSF) 560
Previous General Office Building (56.002 KSF) 5,515 5.515 11.03 309 309 618
Total Previous Use Daily Trips (589) (589) (1,178)
Research and Development Center (113.382 KSF) 4.06 4.06 8.11 460 460 920
Daily Manufacturing (45.796 KSF) 1.91 1.91 3.82 88 88 176
Proposed Warehousing (61.338 KSF) 1.78 1.78 3.56 110 110 220
Total Proposed Use Daily Trips 658 658 1,316
TDM Reduction (21.1%) (139) (139) (278)
Net New Daily-Trips . (70) (70) (140) |
Warehousing (162.839 KSF) 0.24 0.06 0.30 37 10 47
Previous General Office Building (56.002 KSF) 1.37 0.19 1.56 77 10 87
Total Previous Use AM Trips (114) {20) {134)
Research and Development Center (113.382 KSF) 1.01 0.21 1.22 115 23 138
AM Peak Manufacturing (45.796 KSF) 0.57 0.16 0.73 26 7 33
Proposed Warehousing (61.338 KSF) 0.24 0.06 0.30 14 4 18
Total Proposed Use AM Trips 155 34 189
TDM Reduction (21.1%) (33) (7) (40)
Net New AM Peak Trips 8 7 15
Warehousing (162.839 KSF) 0.08 0.24 0.32 13 37 50
Previous General Office Building (566.002 KSF) 0.25 1.24 1.49 14 69 83
Total Previous Use PM Trips (27) (106) (133)
Research and Development Center (113.382 KSF) 0.16 0.91 1.07 18 103 121
PM Peak Manufacturing (45.796 KSF) 0.26 0.47 0.73 12 21 33
Proposed Warehousing (61.338 KSF) 0.08 0.24 0.32 5 15 20
Total Proposed Use PM Trips 35 139 174
TDM Reduction (21.1%) (7) (29) (36)
Net New PM Peak Trips 1 4 5




Attachment B

COMMUTER MODEL RESULTS

SCENARIO INFORMATION

Description

C/CAG Base TDM Program

Scenario Filename

Tarlton1315-incAltWorkWeek.vme

Emission Factor File

PROGRAMS EVALUATED

Financial incentives

Site Walk Access Improvements
| | Transit Service Improvements

Performing Agency Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc Employer Support Programs

Analyst Ben Huie Alternative Work Schedules
Metropolitan Area Menio Park, CA

Area Size 1 - Large (over 2 million)

Analysis Scope 2 - Site or Employer-Based |:| User-Supplied Final Mode Shares
Analysis Area/Site 1315 O'Brien Drive

Total Employment 360

MODE SHARE IMPACTS TRAVEL IMPACTS (relative to affected employment)

Mode Baseline Final %Change | Quantity Peak Off-Peak Total
Drive Alone 70.5% 55.2% -16.3% Baseline VMT 4,483 2,818 7,301
Carpool 6.5% 9.0% +2.5% Final VMT 3,688 2,425 6,113
Vanpool 0.0% 0.0% +0.0% VMT Reduction 794 394 1,188
Transit 4.3% 17.4% +13.1% % VMT Reduction 17.7% 14.0% 16.3%
Bicycle 7.3% 8.6% +1.3%

Pedestrian 2.7% 2.8% +0.1% Baseline Trips 324 204 528
Other 8.7% 7.0% -1.7% Final Trips 256 170 426
No Trip - 0.0% +0.0% Trip Reduction 68 34 102
Total 100.0% 100.0% - % Trip Reduction C21.1% 16.6% 19.4%
[Shifted from Peak to Off-Peak | 1.1% |

COMMUTER Model - Release 2.0

Scenario Travel Emission Rasi

fts - Example Scenario v2.0

3/27/2015 3:01 PM



This document is recorded for the
benefit of the City of Menlo Park
and is entitled to be recorded free
of charge in accordance with
Sections 6103 and 27383 of the
Government Code

RECORDING REQUESTED BY
AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:
City of Menlo Park

Attn: City Clerk

701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025

DRAFT BELOW MARKET RATE HOUSING AGREEMENT

This Below Market Rate Housing Agreement (“Agreement”) is made as of this ____ day
of , 2015 by and between the City of Menlo Park, a California municipality
(“City”) and Menlo Park Portfolio I, LLC (“Applicant”), with respect to the following:

RECITALS

A. Applicant owns that certain real property located in the City of Menlo Park, County
of San Mateo, State of California, consisting of approximately 11.2 acres, more
particularly described in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by this
reference, Assessor's Parcel Number: 055-472-030, more commonly known as
1315 O’Brien Drive, Menlo Park (“Property”).

B. The Property currently contains a general office and warehousing building,
containing approximately 218,841 square feet. Applicant proposes to convert the
building from office and warehouse uses to R&D, manufacturing, and warehouse
uses (“Project”). The Project includes the increase of approximately 1,675 square
feet. Applicant has applied to the City for planning approval for the proposed
conversion and expansion.

C. Applicant is required to comply with Chapter 16.96 of City’'s Municipal Code
("BMR Ordinance”) and with the Below Market Rate Housing Program Guidelines
(“Guidelines”) adopted by the City Council to implement the BMR Ordinance. In
order for the City to process the application, the BMR Ordinance requires
Applicant to submit a Below Market Rate Housing Agreement. This Agreement is
intended to satisfy that requirement. Approval of a Below Market Rate Housing
Agreement is a condition precedent to the approval of the applications and the
issuance of a building permit for the Project.

D. Residential use of the Property is not allowed by the applicable zoning
regulations. Applicant does not own or have any rights with respect to any sites in
the City that are available and feasible for construction of sufficient below market
rate residential housing units to satisfy the requirements of the BMR Ordinance.
Applicant is exploring opportunities to deliver off-site units. Therefore, based on




these facts, the City has found that the BMR Agreement should allow for the
flexibility for Applicant to explore the provision of off-site units to meet its
obligation, pay the applicable in-lieu fee, or a combination thereof.

Applicant, therefore, is required to pay an in lieu fee and/or deliver off-site units as
provided for in this Agreement. Applicant is willing to pay the in lieu fee and/or
deliver off-site units on the terms set forth in this Agreement, which the City has
found are consistent with the BMR Ordinance and Guidelines.

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

1.

Applicant shall satisfy its obligations under the BMR Ordinance and Guidelines
(“Developer's BMR Obligations”) by either (a) paying the in lieu fee, (b)
delivering two off-site units, or (c) paying a portion of the in lieu fee and
delivering an off-site unit. If the applicant pays the in-lieu fee without providing
any units, the estimated fee is $422,699.35. If one unit is provided by Applicant,
the applicable fee would be reduced by 50 percent or to $211,349.68. Two units
would completely satisfy Applicant's obligation and therefore, no additional
payment to the City would be required.

The applicable in lieu fee is that which is in effect on the date the payment is
made. The in lieu fee will be calculated as set forth in the table below; however,
the applicable fee for the Project will be based upon the amount of square
footage within Group A and Group B at the time of payment and the number of
units provided by Applicant. The estimated in lieu fee, that does not
contemplate delivery of any off-site units, is provided below.

Square Component
Use Group Fee/SF Feet Fees
Existing Building - 5 fice/RraD $1557 56,002  (871,951.14)

Office/R&D Areas

Existing Building -

Non-Office Areas B- Non-Office C/I $8.45 162,839 ($1,375,989.55)

Proposed Buildings

Office Areas A-Office/R&D $15.57 113,382 $1,765,357.74
Proposed Building- i

] B- Non-Office C/i $8.45 107,134 $905,282.3
Non-Office Areas
Total Estimated In Lieu Fee $422,699.35

2. Nothing in this Agreement shall obligate Applicant to proceed with the Project.

Applicant will not be obligated to pay the in lieu fee or deliver off-site units before
the City issues a building permit for the Project. Instead, the Applicant will



satisfy the obligations under the BMR Ordinance and Guidelines as set forth in
Paragraph 3 below.

. Within two years of the date the City issues a building permit for tenant
improvements to the existing structure (“Outside Delivery Date”), Applicant shall
have the right (but not the obligation) to deliver off-site units that meet the
requirements of the BMR Ordinance and Guidelines to satisfy, in whole or in
part, Applicant's BMR Obligations. Each off-site unit delivered by Applicant
would reduce the Applicant’s in-lieu fee obligation to the City by 50 percent. If
Applicant delivers off-site units that satisfy Applicant's BMR Obligations prior to
the Outside Delivery Date, it will have no further payment or delivery obligations
under this Agreement. If Applicant does not deliver off-site units that satisfy
Applicant’'s BMR Obligations prior to the Outside Delivery Date, then, within 30
days of the Outside Delivery Date, Applicant must pay the City an amount equal
to $422,699.35, adjusted annually or the appropriate fee based on the number
of units provided. For purposes of clarification, (a)rental units that are
maintained as BMR units in accordance with the City's BMR Guidelines for at
least 55 years satisfy the BMR Ordinance and Guidelines and (b) Applicant may
deliver off-site units by directly developing a residential project or having a third
party deliver or agree to deliver BMR units to the City on Applicant’s behalf,
provided any units delivered by a third party on Applicant's behalf shall be
additional BMR units for such project and shall not count toward the BMR
requirement and/or any density bonus calculation for such project where the
BMR units are provided.

. Any off-site BMR units shall be restricted to Low Income Households, which
shall mean those households with incomes that do not exceed eighty percent
(80%) of San Mateo County median income, adjusted for family size, as
established and amended from time to time by the United States Department of
Housing and Urban Development.

. This Agreement shall be binding on and inure to the benefit of the parties hereto
and their successors and assigns. Each party may assign this Agreement,
subject to the reasonable consent of the other party, and the assignment must
be in writing.

. If any legal action is commenced to interpret or enforce this Agreement or to
collect damages as a result of any breach of this Agreement, the prevailing party
shall be entitled to recover all reasonable attorney’s fees and costs incurred in
such action from the other party.

. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the
laws of the State of California and the venue for any action shall be the County
of San Mateo.




8. The terms of this Agreement may not be modified or amended except by an
instrument in writing executed by all of the parties hereto.

9. This Agreement supersedes any prior agreements, negotiations, and
communications, oral or written, and contains the entire agreement between the
parties as to the subject matter hereof.

10.Any and all obligations or responsibilities of the Applicant under this Agreement
shall terminate upon the payment of the required fee.

11.To the extent there is any conflict between the terms and provisions of the
Guidelines and the terms and provisions of this Agreement, the terms and
provisions of this Agreement shall prevail.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of the
day and year first written above.

CITY OF MENLO PARK Menlo Park Portfolio II, LLC.
By: By:
City Manager Its:

[Notarial Acknowledgements to be added for recording purposes]




Order Number: NCS-693392-SC
Page Number: 8

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

Real property in the City of Menlo Park, County of San Mateo, State of California, described as
follows:

PARCEL A, AS SHOWN ON PARCEL MAP FOR THE PURPOSE OF ELIMINATING THE LINE
BETWEEN LOTS 3 AND 4 OF MENLO BUSINESS PARK, ETC., FILED FEBRUARY 27, 1987, IN
BOOK 58 OF PARCEL MAPS, PAGE 74, SAN MATEO COUNTY RECORDS.

APN: 055-472-030

JPN: 111-050-000-03T, 111-050-000-04T

First American Title Insurance Comparny



COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMEN

PLANNING DIVISION
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
phone: (650) 330-6702

fax: (650) 327-1653
planning@menlopark.org
http://www.menlopark.org
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS INFORMATION FORM

In order to help inform City Staff and the external reviewing agencies, the Planning Division
requires the submittal of this form, If the use permit application is approved, applicants are
required to submit the necessary forms and obtain the necessary permits from the Menlo Park
Fire Protection District, San Mateo County Environmental Health Services Division, West Bay
Sanitary District, and other applicable agencies. Please complete this form and attach
additional sheets as necessary.

1. List the types of hazardous materials by California Fire Code (CFC) classifications. This
list must be consistent with the proposed Hazardous Materials Inventory Statement
(HMIS), sometimes referred to as a Chemical Inventory. (The HMIS is a separate
submittal.)

Please see attached spreadsheet.

2. Describe how hazardous materials are handled, stored and monitored to prevent or
minimize a spili or release from occurring (e.g., secondary containment, segregation of
incompatibles, daily visual monitoring, and flammable storage cabinets).

The majority of flammable materials will be stored within rated storage cabinets and segregated
by hazard class. Storage areas for chemicals will be monitored by staff during normal business
hours (visual). Weekly documented inspections of hazardous waste storage areas are
performed.

3. ldentify the largest container of chemical waste proposed to be stored at the site.
Please identify whether the waste is liquid or solid form, and general safeguards that
are used to reduce leaks and spills.

The largest waste container will be 55-gallon capacity, used to store waste solvents. All liquid
wastes are secondarily contained, and spill kits are stored on site.

City of Menlo Park -~ Community Development Department, Planning Division Page 1 of 2

Hazardous Materials Information Form o

Updated January 2015 £ "
Y



4. Please explain how hazardous waste will be removed from the site (i.e. licensed
haulers, or specially trained personnel).

Licensed waste haulers will be used. PacBio is contracted with Veolia Environmental Services
for off-site transport and disposal of hazardous waste.

5. Describe employee training as it pertains to the following:

Safe handling and management of hazardous materials or wastes;
Notification and evacuation of facility personnel and visitors;
Notification of local emergency responders and other agencies;
Use and maintenance of emergency response equipment;
Implementation of emergency response procedures; and
Underground Storage Tank (UST) monitoring and release response
procedures.

moopop

Employees that work with chemicals receive training on chemical safety, including chemical spill
procedures and waste management. The site's emergency action plan (EAP) inciudes
procedures to notify first responders and make reports to outside agencies. All employees
receive training on the content of EAP. PacBlo also has an internal emergency response team
that meets regularly to review incident common and EAP. There are no USTs at the site.

6. Describe documentation and record keeping procedures for training activities.

All training is documented, and training records are maintained by the EHS manager in a
suitable training database.

7. Describe procedures for notifying onsite emergency response personnel and outside
agencies (e.g. Fire, Health, Sanitary Agency-Treatment Plant, Police, State Office of
Emergency Services “OES”) needed during hazardous matenials emergencies.

The procedures for notifying emergency response personnel and outside agencies are
contained in the site's EAP. This plan describes various emergency scenarios and specifically
who to call and how to respond, internally and in conjunction with responding agencies.

8. Describe procedures for immediate inspection, isolation, and shutdown of equipment or
systems that may be involved in a hazardous materials release or threatened release.

Members of the PacBio emerngecy response team are authorized to shut down utilities if a spill
requires such action. Spills are contained using materials from spill kits, and if larger than
internal capabilities, the outside emergency response contractor is called. PacBiohas aa
contact in place with Veolia Environmental services for spill cleanup support. if danger exists,
MP FPD is also called.

9. lIdentify the nearest hospital or urgent care center expected to be used during an
emergency.

Sequioa Hospital Emergency Room, Redwood City.

vi\handouts\approvedihazardous materials information form.doc
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PacBio Chemical Inventory

iy [ N - pesu as v.eo ga
Acetonitrile 10% with TEAA Comb I L 2 4 2 gal
Niesel fuel in ext generator Comb !l L 4000 4000 4000 gal
+ ormic acid Comb 1! corrosive L 0.4 0.4 0.25 gal
[Microposit-sc 1827 Comb il L 0.8 18 0.5 gal
IMmisc liquids Comb Il L 1 1 0.07 gal
IN,N-DimethyIformamide Comb i corrosive L 5.3 5.3 0.03 gal
‘Propionic acid Comb |! corrosive L 0.55 0.55 0.25 gal
iwaste Microposit Comb il L 35 65 10 gal
1,2-Dichlorobenzene, anhydrous, 99% - Comb HIA L 0.52 0.52 0.25 gal
1-Methyl-2-pyrrolidone Comb llIA L 1.4 1.40 .013 gal
IDimethyl sulfoxide Comb 1A L 2.9 5.50 2,6 gal
uEthyl 2-methylacetoacetate Comb {lIA L 0.25 0.25 0.13 gal
[Ethy! acetoacetate Comb IlIA L 0.4 0.40 0.25 gal
nMisc. liquids Comb ilIA L 0.5 0.50 0.03 gal
HN,N—DiethyIaniIine Comb lllA tox L 0.26 0.52 0.25 gal
IN,N-Dimethylacetamide Comb IIIA L 0.5 050 0.03 gal
[Tributylamine Comb IlIA Htox L 0.32 0.32 0.07 gal
Triethanolamine Comb IIIA L 0.42 0.42 0.25 gal
Tetra{ethylene glycol) Comb HIIB L 0.26 0.26 0.26
UV Adhesive Norland 081 Comb lIIB L 0.24 0.24 0.12 gal
iMisc liquids Comb I L 03 0.30 0.12 gal
lArgon, Liquid Cryogen L EE0] 990 900 gal
{iCarbon dioxide, solid Cryogen S 5085 7345 1695 Ib
Nitrogen, Liquid Cryogen L 7144 7144 6000 gal
0.1% TFA in Water Corrosive L 1 3 1 gal
|Albritect CP30 Corrosive L 69 97 55 gal
lAmmonia Solution, Strong Corrosive L 0.26 0.52 0.26 ga!
IAmmonium hydroxide Corrosive L 1.6 1.7 0.13 gal
[iBromine liquid, 99.8% Corrosive L 0.26 0.26 0.03 gal
HN-Bromosuccinimide Corrosive S 1.65 1.65 11ib
{i6-Bromohexanaic acid Corrosive S 1.1 1.1 0.221b
cyanuric chloride Corrosive S 1.3 1.3 111b
Ethylenediamine Tetraacetic Acid, Tetrasodium Salt Dihydrate S 1.1 1.1 1.11lb
Guanidine hydrochloride Waste Carrosive L 35 35 30 gal
p-Hydrazinobenzenesulfonic Acid Hemihydrate Corrosive 5 1.5 1.5 1.11b
Hydrochloric acid Corrosive L 6.2 7 0.67 gal
“Imidazole Corrosive L 0.26 0.52 0.26 gal
ﬂlmidazole Corrosive S 22 2.2 111b
one’s Reagent (Chromosulfuric Acid, 2%) Corrosive L 0.52 0.52 0.26 gal
Meisc liguids Corrosive L 2 4 1gal
{Phosphoric acid Corrosive L 1.44 2.74 1.26 gal
nPhosphorus (V) oxychloride Corrosive L 0.6 0.6 0.07 gal
"Phosphorus pentoxide, powder, >=98%, A.C.S. rea|  Corrosive S 11 11 11lb
"Potassium hydroxide Corrosive L 297 3.26 0.67 gal
“Potassium hydroxide Corrosive S 123 18 2.21b
[[Resorcinal Corrosive s 1.87 1.87 11lb
7/10/2015 Page 1 of 3
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PacBio Chemical Inventory

Sodium hydroxide Corrosive L 6.25 125 4.2 gal
Sodium hydroxide Corrosive S 17 18 111b
Sodium hydroxide waste Corrosive L 25 60 5 gal
Sodium meta-Bisulfite, Granuiar Corrosive S 4.4 4.4 111b
Sulfuric acid Corrosive L 455 4.55 0.67 gal
Sulfuric acid, fuming Corrosive toxic L 0.65 0.65 .013 gal
Tetrabutylammonium hydroxide solution Corrosive L 0.27 0.53 0.26 gal
Tin(ll) chioride dihydrate, reagent grade Corrosive S 11 11 111b
Trifluoroacetic acid Corrosive L 0.72 0.72 0.03 gal
IZinc Chloride Corrosive S 1.56 1.56 111b
fHydrogen FL Gas €} | 20U | 20U 99 cf
BPropane FL Gas G { 426 | 426 3551b
Magnesium Fi Solid WR2 S 1 1.00 0.221b
[Misch Metal Fl Solid WR2 s 2.2 2.20 111b
Potassium tert-butoxide Fl Selid corrosive S 1.54 1.54 11
Sodium hydrosulfite Fi Solid 5 1.4 1.4 111b
[itert-Butyldimethylsilyl chloride Fl Solid corrosive S 1.4 1.4 1.11b
Misc liquids | FLIA L I 055 1 0.55 0.13 gal
0.1% TFA in Acetonitrile FLIB corrosive L 5 11.50 4 gal
Acetone FL{B L 30 86 2.5 gal
Acetonitrile FLIB L 25 159 12.7 gal
[IEthanal FLiB L 324 560 32 gal
HGeI Stain/destain Waste FLIB toxic L 20 35 5 gal
lhexane FLIB 135 135 64 12.7 gal
[HPLC feed bottles FLIB L 43 46.5 2.5 gal
IHPLC fractionation tray FLIB L 13 20 9.5 gal
[HPLC waste FLIB L 795 900 55 gal
ulsopropanol FLIB L 36 130 14.3 gal
IMethanol FLIB L 30 112 13.7 gal
"Misc liquids FLIB L 100 126 varies
[Mixed solvent waste FLIB L 96 99 15 gal
HPotassium tert-butoxide, 1.0M solution in 2-methj FLIB corrosive L 0.4 0.4 0.21 gal
[pyridine FLIB L 15 15 0.25 gal
ert-Butanol FLIB L 0.75 0.75 0.25 gal
[Toluene FLiB L 4.3 11 1.7 gal
Triethylamine FLIB corrosive L 5.5 17 0.13 gal
1-Butanol FLIC L 1.5 - 5 1gal
{IChip Production waste FLIC L 35 65 5 gal
HMisc liquids FLIC L 1 1 varies
Misc liquids & selids Highly toxic LS | 0.6 | 0.6 varies
Sodium azide Highly toxic S | 0.73 | 0.73 0.221b
7/10/2015 / Page 2 of 3



PacBio Chemical Inventory

AU U U atE IY0tidlTyul ale VAL > 1.1 1.1 1.1i0
Misc materials 0oX2 S,L 1 1 1.1l
Nitric acid 0X2 L 0.25 0.25 0.13 gal
Sodium nitrite 0X2 toxic S 4.7 4.7 11ib
fisc materials ox3 | St | 1.4 | 14 0.221b
IHydrogen peroxide Oox4 corrosive L | 0.4 | 0.6 0.13 gal
HMisc materials OX4 corrosive L \ 0.5 | 0.5 0.13 gal
Oxygen OXgas | G | 1757 | 1757 251 cf
Chloroform Toxic L 1.7 2.6 1 gal
iManganese(ll) chloride, anhydrous Toxic S 11 1.1 111b
ﬂMisc materials Toxic LS 1 2 varies
[RCRA fab debris Toxic s 115 240 50 Ib
HHexaﬂuoropropene Toxic G 0.22 0.22 0.221b

l

| l

ﬂOxidizers, toxics and water-reactives are totalled in pounds, for both liquids and solids, as per Fire Code requirements.

ﬂMaterials present in quantities of less than 1 pound or 1 quart are not listed individually. These materials are accounted for in the "misc" line item by|

hazard class.

Irritants and other materials not requlated by Fire Code not listed

7/10/2015
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Pacific Biosciences of CA, Inc - 1315 O'Brien Drive - Chemical Inventory Summary Comparison

Maximum Storage Amount
Allowed per Control Area
under 2013 California Fire

Maximum Storage Amount
Allowed per Control Area
under 2013 California Fire

Code (for buildings with

Initial Code (for buildings with approved automatic sprinklers
Unit of Storage Projected approved automatic and approved chemical

Hazard Classification Typical chemicals in use Measure Quantity Quantity sprinklers)® containers/cabinets)’
Acetic acid, 10% acetonitrile, Diesel fuel, N,N-

Combustible Liquids 1 dimethylformamide, Microposit SC-1827 gallon 4082 ° 4082° 240 480
1-methyl-2-pyrrolidone, dimethyl sulfoxide, 1,2-

Combustible Liquids 1A dichlorobenzene gallon 7.5 10.3 660 1320

Combustible Liquids B Tetra(ethylene glycol), misc adhesives gallon 0.8 0.8 26400 52800
Albritect CP30, Guanidine hydrochloride solutions,

Corrosive Liquids Sodium hydroxide, Sulfuric acid, Trifluoroacetic acid gallon 180.85 275 1000 2000
Imidazole, Potassium hydroxide, Sodium hydroxide,

Corrosive Solids Zinc chloride pounds 52.22 60 10000 20000

Cyrogenic Inert Argon, Nitrogen, Carbon dioxide gallon 13219 15479 no limit no limit

Flammable Gases Hydrogen, Propane cubic feet 626 626 2000 4000

Flammable Liquids 1A Diethyl ether gallon 0.6 0.6 60 120
Acetone, Acetonitrile, Ethanol, Hexane, Isopropanol,

Flammable Liquids 1B and 1C |Methanol, Triethylamine gallons 1580.45 © 2450.65 ¢ 240 480

Flammable Solids Magnesium, Misch metal, Potassium tert-butoxide pounds 7.5 7.5 250 500

Highly Toxics Sodium azide, Tributylamine pounds 5 5 20 40
Aluminum nitrate nonahydrate, Nitric acid, Sodium

Oxidizers 2 nitrite pounds 2.7 2.7 500 1000
Ammonium cerium{IV)nitrate, Potassium nitrate,
Potassium permanganate, Silver Nitrate, Hydrogen

Oxidizers 3 Peroxide pounds 1.7 1.7 20 40

Oxidizers 4 Perchloric acid, Sodium periodiate pounds 0.6 0.6 1 1
Zinc powder, n-butyllithium in hexane,

Pyrophorics Diisobutylaluminum hydride in tetrahydrofuran pounds 0.55 0.55 4 8
Sodium borohydride, Sodium hydride {(dispersion in ‘

Water Reactive 2 mineral oil) pounds 3.77 3.77 100 200
Chloroform, Methano!, Manganese (if} chloride, RCRA

Toxics waste debris pounds 250 250 1000 2000

? As per Table 5003.1.1(1) and Table 5003.1.1(2).

® Of the 4082 gallons, 4000 gallons is diesel fuel associated with a planned emergency backup generator which will be located outside.

“The limits provided are per control area. The building will contain multiple control areas, allowing quantities to stay below the given limits in each control area.

PacBio EHS - 06Augl5




DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

PLANNING DIVISION

Contact: Kyle Perata 650-330- 6721 or
CITY OF ktperata@menlopark.org
A%EII\K”[-(O 701 Laurel Street
: Menlo Park, CA 94025
PHONE (650) 330-6702
FAX (650)327-1653

AGENCY REFERRAL FORM
RETURN DUE DATE: Monday, July 28, 2015

DATE: July 14, 2015

TO: CITY OF MENLO PARK BUILDING DIVISION
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025
(650) 330-6704

Applicant Pacific Biosciences and Tarlton Properties

Applicant's Address 5,5 5p1ien Drive. Menlo Park, CA 94025

Telephone/FAX Tel: 650-521-8480
Contact Person Rebecca Stager
Business Name Pacific Biosciences

Request for a use permit for the indoor and outdoor storage and indoor use of
hazardous materials for the research and development and manufacturing of
genome sequencing equipment at an existing building located in the M-2
(General Industrial) zoning district. The proposal also includes outside storage
of chemicals in chemical storage units, a nitrogen tank, and a diesel generator.
(A site plan is attached, along with chemical location plans for reference.)

The applicant submitted a detailed chemical inventory but the applicant is also
requesting a blanket use permit for more flexibility in the types and quantities of
chemicals at the site. The proposed use permit wouid follow the same
requirements and thresholds for the use and storage of hazardous materials as
the previously approved blanket use permits for 1455 and 1600 Adams Drive.

Type of Business Feel free to contact me for background on these permits. The blanket use
permit would apply only to PacBio and any future tenants in the rear warehouse
space would require their own individual use permits, if applicable. The blanket
use permit would allow PacBio to increase chemical quantities up to the Fire
Code limits without additional use permit review. The applicant would be
required to continue to comply with other agency's requirements and submit
revised inventories and HMBPs to the applicable agencies (Fire, SMCO, West
Bay, etc.) if the on-site inventory changes in the future.

Please review the attached proposed HMIS (chemical inventory),1600 Adams
Drive Inventory with Fire Code Limits for reference (the existing column does
not apply here as there is no existing CUP), hazmat location plans, and HMIF.

1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park, CA 94025
Project Address




FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

O The hazardous materials listed are not of sufficient quantity to require approval by this Division.

"he Building Division has reviewed the applicant's plans and listed hazardous materials/chemicals
and has found that the proposal meets all applicable California Building Code requirements.

O The Building Division has reviewed the applicant's plans and use of listed hazardous
materials/chemicals outlined, and suggests conditions and mitigation measures to be made a part of
the City's Use Permit approval (please list the suggested conditions and mitigation measures).

The applicant's proposal has been reviewed by the City of Menlo Park's Building Division by:

Tt Name/Title (printed)

Ron LaFrance, Building Official

UILTHTTTITTILD.




CITY OF

MENLO
PARK

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
PLANNING DIVISION
Contact: Kyle Perata 650-330- 6721 or
ktperata@menlopark.org
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025
PHONE (650) 330-6702
FAX (650) 327-1653
AGENCY REFERRAL FORM

RETURN DUE DATE: Monday, July 28, 2015

DATE: July 14, 2015

TO: SAN MATEO COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES DIVISION
Darrell Cullen, Hazardous Materials Specialist
San Mateo County Environmental Health
2000 Alameda de las Pulgas, Ste 100

San Mateo, CA
(650) 372-6235

94403

Applicant

Pacific Biosciences and Tariton Properties

Applicant’s Address

1315 O’Brien Drive, Menlo Park, CA 94025

Telephone/FAX

Tel: 650-521-8480

Contact Person

Rebecca Stager

Business Name

Pacific Biosciences

Type of Business

Request for a use permit for the indoor and outdoor storage and indoor use of
hazardous materials for the research and development and manufacturing of
genome sequencing equipment at an existing building located in the M-2
(General Industrial) zoning district. The proposal also includes outside storage
of chemicals in chemical storage units, a nitrogen tank, and a diesel generator.
(A site plan is attached, along with chemical location plans for reference.)

The applicant submitted a detailed chemical inventory but the applicant is also
requesting a blanket use permit for more flexibility in the types and quantities of
chemicals at the site. The proposed use permit would follow the same
requirements and thresholds for the use and storage of hazardous materials as
the previously approved blanket use permits for 1455 and 1600 Adams Drive.
Feel free to contact me for background on these permits. The blanket use
permit would apply only to PacBio and any future tenants in the rear warehouse
space would require their own individual use permits, if applicable. The blanket
use permit would allow PacBio to increase chemical quantities up to the Fire
Code limits without additional use permit review. The applicant would be
required to continue to comply with other agency’s requirements and submit
revised inventories and HMBPs to the applicable agencies (Fire, SMCO, West
Bay, etc.) if the on-site inventory changes in the future.

Please review the attached proposed HMIS (chemical inventory),1600 Adams
Drive Inventory with Fire Code Limits for reference (the existing column does
not apply here as there is no existing CUP), hazmat location plans, and HMIF.

Project Address

1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park, CA 94025

3




FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

O The hazardous materials listed are not of sufficient quantity to require approval by this agency.

O The Health Department has reviewed the applicant's plans and use of listed hazardous
materials/chemicals and has found the proposal to be in compliance with all applicable Codes.

K The Health Department has reviewed the applicant's plans and use of listed hazardous
materials/chemicals outlined, and suggests conditions and mitigation measures to be made a part of
the City's Use Permit approval (please list the suggested conditions and mitigation measures). The
Health Department will inspect the facility once it is in operation to assure compliance with applicable
laws and regulations.

The applicant's proposal has been reviewed by the San Mateo County Environmental Health Services

Division by:

Digially signed by Darrenl A.

DN: en=Darrell A. Cullen,
o=Environmental Health Service},
ou=San Mateo County,

Signature/Date  Darrell A. "Name/Title (printed)

Cullen R e
Comments: Insure to submit a HMBP electronically to the
County. Insure training of staff at new location|
T



DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

PLANNING DIVISION
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
PHONE (650) 858-3400

FAX (650) 327-5497

" =

CITY OF

MENLO
PARK

AGENCY REFERRAL FORM
DATE: July 17", 2015

TO: WEST BAY SANITARY DISTRICT
500 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025
(650) 321-0384

Applicant Pacific Biosciences and Tariton Properties

Applicant’s Addreés 1315 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park, CA 94025

Telephone/FAX Tel: 650-521-8480

Contact Person Rebecca Stager

Business Name Pacific Biosciences

Type of Business Request for a use permit for the indoor and outdoor storage and indoor

use of hazardous materials for the research and development and
manufacturing of genome sequencing equipment at an existing building
located in the M-2 (General Industrial) zoning district. The proposal also
includes outside storage of chemicals in chemical storage units, a
nitrogen tank, and a diesel generator. (A site plan is attached, along with
chemical location plans for reference.)

The applicant submitted a detailed chemical inventory but the applicant is
also requesting a blanket use permit for more flexibility in the types and
quantities of chemicals at the site. The proposed use permit would follow
the same requirements and thresholds for the use and storage of
hazardous materials as the previously approved blanket use permits for
1455 and 1600 Adams Drive. Feel free to contact me for background on
these permits. The blanket use permit would apply only to PacBio and
any future tenants in the rear warehouse space would require their own
individual use permits, if applicable. The blanket use permit would allow
PacBio to increase chemical quantities up to the Fire Code limits without
additional use permit review. The applicant would be required to continue
to comply with other agency’s requirements and submit revised
inventories and HMBPs to the applicable agencies (Fire, SMCO, West
Bay, etc.) if the on-site inventory changes in the future.

Please review the attached proposed HMIS (chemical inventory),1600
Adams Drive Inventory with Fire Code Limits for reference (the existing
column does not apply here as there is no existing CUP), hazmat location
plans, and HMIF.

Project Address 1315 O’Brien Drive, Menlo Park, CA 94025

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

O The hazardous materials listed are not of sufficient quantity to require approval by this agency.

v" The Sanitary District has reviewed the a{ ic@éproposed plans and use of listed hazardous
materials/chemicals and has found that th ropggsal meets all applicable Code requirements.




O The Sanitary District has reviewed the applicant's plans and use of listed hazardous
materials/chemicals outlined, and suggests conditions and mitigation measures to be made a part of
the City's Use Permit approval (please list the suggested conditions and mitigation measures).

The applicant's proposal has been reviewed by the West Bay Sanitary District by: Jed Bever
Inspector

| Sig ["Name/Title (printed)

Cot

o



DATE: July 14, 2015

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
PLANNING DIVISION

Contact: Kyle Perata 650-330-6721 or
ktperata@menlopark.org

701 Laurel Street

Menlio Park, CA 94025

PHONE (650) 330-6702

FAX (650) 327-1653

AGENCY REFERRAL FORM

RETURN DUE DATE: Monday, July 28, 2015

TO: MENLO PARK FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

Jon Johnston

170 Middlefield Road
Menlo Park, CA 94025
(650) 323-2407

Applicant

Pacific Biosciences and Tarlton Properties

Applicant’s Address

1315 QO'Brien Drive, Menlo Park, CA 94025

Telephone/FAX

Tel: 650-521-8480

Contact Person

Rebecca Stager

Business Name

Pacific Biosciences

Type of Business

Request for a use permit for the indoor and outdoor storage and indoor use of
hazardous materials for the research and development and manufacturing of
genome sequencing equipment at an existing building located in the M-2
(General Industrial) zoning district. The proposal aiso includes outside storage
of chemicals in chemical storage units, a nitrogen tank, and a diesel generator.
(A site plan is attached, along with chemical location plans for reference.)

The applicant submitted a detailed chemical inventory but the applicant is also
requesting a blanket use permit for more flexibility in the types and quantities of
chemicals at the site. The proposed use permit would follow the same
reguirements and thresholds for the use and storage of hazardous materials as
the previously approved blanket use permits for 1455 and 1600 Adams Drive.
Feel free to contact me for background on these permits. The blanket use
permit would apply only to PacBio and any future tenants in the rear warehouse
space would require their own individual use permits, if applicable. The blanket
use permit would allow PacBio to increase chemical quantities up to the Fire
Code limits without additional use permit review. The applicant wouid be
required to continue to comply with other agency's requirements and submit
revised inventories and HMBPs fo the applicable agencies (Fire, SMCO, West
Bay, etc.) if the on-site inventory changes in the future.

Please review the attached proposed HMIS (chemical inventory), 1600 Adams
Drive Inventory with Fire Code Limits for reference (the existing column does
not apply here as there is no existing CUP), hazmat location plans, and HMIF.

Project Address

1315 O’'Brien Drive, Menlo Park, CA 94025

%
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FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

O The hazardous materials listed are not of sufficient quantity to require approval by this agency.

O The Fire District has reviewed the applicant's plans and use of listed hazardous materials/chemicals
and has found the proposal to be in compliance with all applicable Fire Codes.

The Fire District has reviewed the applicant's plans and use of listed hazardous materials/chemicals
outlined, and suggests conditions and mitigation measures to be made a part of the City's Use Permit
approval (please list the suggested conditions and mitigation measures),

Tha annlirantle nranneal hae haan raviowad hy tha Manln Parie Fira Prntectinn Nistrict bv




Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 8/17/2015
CITY OF Staff Report Number: 15-012-PC
MENLO PARK
Regular Business: Architectural Control/Mohammad Mortazevi/1283-

1295 El Camino Real

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a request for architectural control to demolish
two existing commercial buildings and construct a new, three-story mixed-use development in the SP-
ECR/D (ElI Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district, at 1283-1295 EI Camino Real. The
development would consist of 15 dwelling units and approximately 2,000 sf of commercial uses (non-
medical offices, retail, personal services). The proposal includes a request to remove a heritage catalpa
tree at the middle-right side of the property, which is in poor/fair condition. The recommended actions are
included as Attachment A.

Policy Issues

Each architectural control request is considered individually. The Planning Commission should consider
whether the required architectural control findings can be made for the proposal.

Background

Site Location

The subject site consists of two parcels addressed 1283-1285 and 1295 ElI Camino Real, between the
intersections of Valparaiso/Glenwood Avenues and Oak Grove Avenue. A location map is included as
Attachment B. The properties are currently occupied by one-story commercial structures and surface
parking. Within the Specific Plan, the subject parcels are part of the ECR NW (El Camino Real North-
West) sub-district, and are within the El Camino Real Mixed Use land use designation. Using EI Camino
Real in a north-south orientation, the parcels to the north, east, and south are likewise part of the SP-
ECR/D district, and generally consist of commercial buildings and vacant sites. The immediately adjacent
uses on the sides are an auto repair shop and a hotel. The large vacant parcel across El Camino Real is
the site of the proposed “Station 1300” mixed-use development (also known as the 1300 El Camino Real
project). The parcels to the west front onto Hoover Street and are part of the R-3 (Apartment) zoning
district. These sites are developed with multi-family and single-family residences.

Initial Project Review

The subject application was submitted in June 2014. Review of the project took longer than initially
anticipated, primarily due to the complexity of the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan and the need
to verify full compliance with the Plan’s extensive design standards and guidelines. The overall
architectural style and general development parameters did not change as part of the review process, but
the applicant did make a few key changes in response to staff comments, in particular to relocate some

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org



Staff Report #: 15-012-PC

parking spaces farther back on the parcel and to enhance the pedestrian entrance. These modifications
had the effect of increasing the length of ground-floor commercial frontage and helping enhance activity
and interest along the front facade, as described in more detail later. Staff also required multiple revisions
to the arborist report as part of the initial review process, in order to provide enhancements and
clarifications that are discussed in a following section.

Analysis

Project Description

The applicant is proposing to construct a new, three-story mixed-use development consisting of 15
residential units and 1,997 square feet of commercial space. A data table summarizing parcel and project
attributes is included as Attachment C. The project plans and the applicant’s project description letter are
included as Attachments D and E, respectively. The project would consist of a larger L-shaped building on
the front and right sides, and a smaller building at the left-rear portion of the property, although it would
function as a single, cohesive development.

Residential dwelling units are a permitted use in the El Camino Real Mixed Use land use designation. The
residences would include six three-bedroom units and nine two-bedroom units. The commercial space
would be designed to accommodate retail, personal service, or non-medical office uses, which are
likewise permitted in this area. The proposal would meet the Specific Plan’s Base level standards, which
were established to achieve inherent public benefits, such as the redevelopment of underutilized
properties, the creation of more vitality and activity, and the promotion of healthy living and sustainability.
As specified by the Specific Plan, the development would be required to achieve LEED Silver certification
(condition 4a).

The development would have a residential density of 23.8 dwelling units per acre, in compliance with the
limit of 25 dwelling units per acre. The project would have a FAR (Floor Area Ratio) of 1.09, below the
1.10 maximum. The FAR has been calculated per the definition of Gross Floor Area, which includes all
levels of a structure, with exemptions for covered parking and certain non-usable/non-occupiable areas.
The development would adhere to the building height (38 feet) limit, with limited screening parapets
exceeding this height by less than four feet, as is permitted. The ECR NW sub-district does not have an
additional facade height standard. The existing zero-foot front setback would be increased to five feet,
allowing the front sidewalk to be expanded significantly, as noted later.

The two existing parcels would be merged as part of the proposal (condition 4b). The applicant is not
proposing a subdivision at this time, so the residences would be rental units. The City does not currently
have an enforceable Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing requirement with regard to rental residences.
Studies on possible new requirements for rental residential projects are underway, but such requirements
are not anticipated to apply to projects that have already received their discretionary approvals. However,
if a condominium subdivision is proposed in the future, it would require Planning Commission
review/recommendation and City Council action on a major subdivision application, including application of
BMR requirements for ownership housing. For the commercial portion of the proposal, the project
represents a reduction in square footage from the existing conditions, which would not result in any BMR
requirements.

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org



Staff Report #: 15-012-PC

Design and Materials

Staff has also prepared a detailed Standards and Guidelines Compliance Worksheet (Attachment F),
which discusses all relevant Specific Plan Chapter E (Land Use and Building Character) requirements in
detail. The proposal complies with all standards (which are required), and the majority of guidelines (which
are recommended). Where guidelines are only partially complied with, the basis/context for that is noted.

The design creates a semi-continuous building frontage along EI Camino Real to simulate a traditional
urban pattern of building facades along the street. The ground floor would have two commercial spaces
facing the street with storefronts, doors, and awnings along the sidewalk. Above the commercial spaces,
five two-level residential units would be accessed from stairs adjacent to the commercial spaces. Ten
three-story townhouse-style units and parking for residential and commercial uses would be located
behind the El Camino Real frontage.

The street-facing massing and fagade would have a near symmetrical presentation to the street,
punctuated at the center by the breezeway portal used to access parking and residential units. Because
the townhouse units would have individual garages, the center drive aisle would be the most efficient
means to obtain access. Once beyond the street-fronting building wall, the drive aisle would simulate a
private tree-lined street. One of the goals of the design was to place parking behind the building so that it
had as little impact on the street as possible. As noted in the Background section, this was a change made
by the applicant in response to staff direction on this topic. Parking, bicycle, and pedestrian access are
discussed further in the Parking and Circulation section.

The architectural presentation of the building along the street would be contemporary in forms and
materials. Staff believes that the pattern of vertical and horizontal zones on the facade would provide a
transitional response to EI Camino Real’s evolving nature from an automotive-oriented arterial to an urban
boulevard with more pedestrian emphasis at street level sidewalks. The design features an overall
horizontal presentation across the frontage, but the composition would also include vertical forms and
modulation. The central driveway would function as the required major vertical facade modulation, with the
structure set back at this location from the main building fagade. Minor vertical fagade modulations would
also be featured at intervals of no more than 50 feet, as specified by plan sheet A5.4.

The fagade’s massing would be articulated by tower elements to either side of the car portal, one of which
contains the pedestrian access point. The tower elements would feature variation in height, roof forms,
glazing patterns, and material direction from adjacent building forms to draw attention to these elements
and deemphasize the service nature of the automobile access. Such height variations are required to
accompany the major vertical facade modulation. At the upper levels, the strong corner windows would
both lighten the forms and draw the eye away from the car portal.

Similarly, the building corners along the street would be pulled back from the side lot lines and have large
corner windows. The rooflines at the building corners would also have horizontal eaves to highlight the
corners, and step down in height from the adjacent parapet wall. This would help the building’s scale as
viewed down the street over lower buildings, and generally enhance the fagade’s silhouette.

In regards to the residential units and townhomes, the exterior of the building would be treated similarly on
all sides (see perspective renderings on sheet A5.5 of the plan set). The scale and pattern of facade
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composition would feature only minor variations from the street facade to the interior of the project. The
townhome-style units would be integrated into the larger building form, as opposed to appearing like row
houses. Functionally, at the first level the townhomes would have entries off of small porches (some
shared with other units) and private yard areas. The main living level and small decks would be located on
the second floor, with bedrooms on the third level.

Major themes to the fagade composition would include materials used in zones to break up the building
mass through material and color variation, and the use of small offsets in wall plane and roof height to
further differentiate the building volume and articulate form.

On the street facing section of the building (including the front and street visible sides), materials and
finishes would include: painted smooth surface cement board lap siding with a shallow four-inch profile;
12-inch-wide vertical painted, smooth surface cement board siding; and smooth coat stucco. The stucco at
the commercial frontage would be divided into a grid pattern by half-inch reveals.

On the front of the building at the commercial space storefronts, windows would have aluminum frames.
The residential windows at the front portion of the building would also feature aluminum frames and
sashes. The samples provided and rendered elevations indicate these windows would be black in color
similar to the awnings, railings, and trim. Details are also shown for awnings, railings, roof edges, and
window/window trim at the front of the building and these details appear visually resolved in a manner that
is consistent with the design intent.

On the townhouse sections of the building, the materials would be similar except that sand texture stucco
would be used instead of smooth stucco, and vinyl windows would be used instead of aluminum frame
windows. The sample provided shows the vinyl windows to be white, but the colored elevations and
renderings show these windows a variation of burgundy, dark brown and medium grey color. Staff has
included a condition of approval to clarify that the vinyl windows on the townhouse sections would have a
color similar to the front elevation’s windows, for consistency (condition 4c). For townhouse sections, most
roofing would be flat, with a few small sections of pitched roofing with corrugated metal.

Detailing at the windows at the townhomes are suggested by the elevations and renderings to be slightly
set back from exterior trim and generally similar in appearance to the aluminum windows at the front of the
building, but details are not provided for these conditions. Garage doors are proposed to be fiberglass and
have a V-groove horizontal wood oak stain appearance with small windows. The pattern of the door
panels would be generally consistent with the use of materials elsewhere on the fagade.

The color palette would be generally earthy and muted, although the Planning Commission should note
that the renderings do not necessarily relay all colors precisely, and the color and materials board should
be reviewed at the August 17, 2015 meeting. Overall, staff believes that the composition of the elevations
is fairly well resolved, and the detailing and materials are clearly expressed for the street-facing building
volume. Detailing is less clear on the townhouse section of the proposal, although these elevations would
be less visible from the public right-of-way.
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Parking and Circulation

Vehicular

As required by the Specific Plan, a minimum of one space per dwelling unit would be provided for each of
the 15 residences. Of the ten townhouse-style units at the middle/rear of the property, one would have a
one-car garage, four would have two-car garages in a side-by-side layout, and five would have two-car
garages in a tandem layout. Tandem parking is not typically permitted for required parking spaces, but
these garages may be approved because the requirement is only one space per unit. As a result, the
second tandem space in these garages is considered surplus. Of the five apartment-style units at the front,
one would have a one-car garage, and the remaining four would have assigned surface parking spaces at
the rear of the property. (In contrast to residential-only zoning districts, the Specific Plan does not require
residential parking spaces to be covered.)

The proposed commercial space would be parked at a ratio of four spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross
floor area. This ratio would permit general (non-medical/dental) office, retail, and personal service uses,
but would not permit medical/dental office, supermarkets, or restaurants. For the proposed 1,997 square
feet, the 4:1,000 ratio results in a requirement for eight spaces, which would be located in a partially-
covered parking area at the middle-left side of the property. The applicant has not proposed a shared
parking reduction to account for the mixture of uses. Parking would not be permitted in any area other than
what is designated as a space on the proposed plan.

Per the Specific Plan, a minimum of one residential parking space is required to be provided with an
electric vehicle charger. The plans currently designate two of the commercial spaces to be outfitted with
charging stations, which is positive but which does not fully address the Specific Plan requirement. As a
result, staff is including a condition of approval requiring the building permit to specify installation of a
charger on at least one residential parking space (condition 4d).

Along this stretch of EI Camino Real, the street frontage currently includes on-street parallel parking
spaces. However, the City is currently considering the EI Camino Real Corridor Study, which could result
in this on-street parking being removed for an additional vehicular travel lane or a bicycle facility. The City
Council is tentatively scheduled to consider the Corridor Study on August 25, 2015. As noted above, the
project would exceed its parking requirement on-site, so the presence or absence of on-street parking
should not affect this proposal.

Bicycle

In addition to automobile parking, the Specific Plan requires bicycle parking for all new developments, for
both short-term and long-term use. For the residential units with private garages, the long-term
requirement is addressed by each unit’s garage. For the other residential units and the commercial space,
the long-term requirement would be met by a secure bicycle locker at the left side of the front carport entry,
which has space for eight bicycles. The short-term requirement for all uses would be addressed by five
bicycle racks at the front right and left corners of the site. The precise design/spacing of these bicycle
racks would be clarified as part of the building permit submittal (condition 4e).

Pedestrian

In this area, the Specific Plan specifies that sidewalks should have a 12-foot total width, made up of a four-
foot furnishings zone and an eight-foot clear walking zone. As shown on the site plan and landscape plan,
the existing tree wells would be expanded to create an improved furnishings zone, and a minimum of eight
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feet of unobstructed sidewalk would be provided on the interior side of the furnishings zone. For the
portion of the sidewalk that extends onto the subject property, a Public Access Easement (PAE) would
need to be recorded (condition 4f). To account for the fact that the adjacent properties have narrower,
attached sidewalks (and may continue to for some time), the proposed furnishings zone would be paved
as it approaches the sides, allowing pedestrians to transition from the new detached sidewalk to the older
attached sidewalks.

The commercial spaces would feature direct access from the El Camino Real sidewalk. Pedestrian access
to/from the rest of the site would be provided by an open gate at the right side of the vehicular entry. On
site, pedestrian paths would be suggested by a decorative paving pattern at the sides of the central
driveway. This paving could be driven on, but vehicle/pedestrian conflicts should be limited given the
relatively low on-site traffic volumes and speeds.

Trees and Landscaping

The project would meet the ECR NW minimum open space requirement of 20 percent of the lot, with 21.6
percent proposed. Most of the open space (19.2 percent) would be met at ground level through at-grade
patios, the front sidewalk, and various landscaped areas, although a small portion of the requirement
would be met through private balconies, which also provide usable open space (in particular for the front
apartment-style units, which do not have private yards).

The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment G) detailing the species, size, and conditions
of the significant trees on or near the site. The report determines the present condition, discusses the
impacts of the proposed improvements, and provides recommendations for tree preservation. All
recommendations identified in the arborist report would be ensured through condition 3g.

The applicant is proposing to remove one heritage tree, a 25.9-inch diameter catalpa at the middle-right
side of the property (Tree #5). This tree is listed in poor/fair condition, and the City Arborist has tentatively
recommended approval of the removal due to its condition, conflicts with the proposed site improvements,
and the fact that removal would likely benefit the health of an adjacent heritage oak (Tree #6). At the rear,
five heritage trees are located on or near the shared property line. Of these, most notable is a 23.8-inch
diameter coast live oak (Tree #1), which could be affected by construction activities. The arborist has
listed protection measures for all heritage trees, with specific recommendations for Trees #1 and #6,
including construction fencing, pavement removal actions, and ivy removal. Much of the new paving would
be pervious pavers, which would benefit the long-term health of the rear trees, although care is required
with installation of such systems, as noted in the arborist report. The arborist recommendations have been
coordinated with the civil plans; for example, a subdrain pipe along the right side property line would be
rerouted around Tree #6, in order to protect its roots.

At the front, the consolidation of the two driveways into one center driveway would require the removal of
two non-heritage street trees. The street trees along this portion of El Camino Real were planted in one of
the first phases of the Trees for Menlo project, and they currently provide an attractive street canopy.
Removal of two of these trees is not ideal, but the driveway consolidation is positive from both a safety
and design perspective, and the applicant is proposing to plant two new street trees in the former right-
hand driveway opening, which would be filled in. The City Arborist has tentatively approved these street
tree changes, subject to approval of the overall development proposal.
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On site, the applicant is proposing 23 new trees, most of which would be ornamental trees such as
chanticleer pears and crepe myrtles. However, two London plane trees would also be planted, meeting the
heritage tree replacement guideline for replanting at a 2:1 ratio, for the proposed heritage catalpa removal.
Smaller landscaping would provide accents throughout the property, including at portions of the front
elevation.

Trash and Recycling

Each of the townhouse-style units would store individual refuse bins in the private garages. The
commercial space and the apartment-style units would have covered trash and recycling areas at the front
corners of the buildings. These areas would be obscured from public view by fencing and gates. The bins
would be wheeled out to EI Camino Real on the service day for collection. The plans have been reviewed
and tentatively approved by the City’s refuse collector, Recology. Due to the number of bins and the
potential for visual clutter, staff has included a condition of approval prohibiting the storage of refuse bins
along the property frontage overnight (condition 4g).

Correspondence
Staff has not received any letters regarding the proposal. The applicant has stated that an initial outreach
meeting was held in 2014, and that another meeting is being planned.

Conclusion

The proposal would adhere to the extensive standards and guidelines established by the Specific Plan, as
verified in detail in the Standards and Guidelines Compliance Worksheet. Overall, staff believes that the
development would provide a transitional response to El Camino Real’s evolving nature from an
automotive-oriented arterial to an urban boulevard with more pedestrian emphasis at street level
sidewalks. The composition of the elevations is fairly well resolved, and the detailing and materials are
clearly expressed for the street-facing building volume. The proposal would meet the Specific Plan’s Base
level standards, which were established to achieve inherent public benefits, such as the redevelopment of
underutilized properties, the creation of more vitality and activity, and the promotion of healthy living and
sustainability. Vehicular and bicycle parking requirements would be met, and the development would also
provide a positive pedestrian experience. The heritage catalpa tree removal is justified by health issues
and construction conflicts, and would benefit an adjacent heritage oak tree. New plantings would meet the
heritage tree replacement guidelines. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the
proposed architectural control.

Impact on City Resources

The project sponsor is required to pay planning, building and public works permit fees, based on the City’s
Master Fee Schedule, to fully cover the cost of staff time spent on the review of the project. In addition, the
recommended conditions of approval include payment of the Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) (condition
4iA), Specific Plan Transportation Infrastructure Proportionate Cost-Sharing Fee (condition 4iB, not
applicable in this case), and the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Preparation Fee (condition 4j).
These required fees were established to account for projects’ proportionate obligations.

Environmental Review
The Specific Plan process included detailed review of projected environmental impacts through a program
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Environmental Impact Report (EIR), as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In
compliance with CEQA requirements, the Draft EIR was released in April 2011, with a public comment
period that closed in June 2011. The Final EIR, incorporating responses to Draft EIR comments, as well
as text changes to parts of the Draft EIR itself, was released in April 2012, and certified along with the final
Plan approvals in June 2012.

The Specific Plan EIR identifies no impacts or less-than-significant impacts in the following categories:
Aesthetic Resources; Geology and Soils; Hydrology and Water Quality; Land Use Planning and Policies;
Population and Housing; and Public Services and Utilities. The EIR identifies potentially significant
environmental effects that, with mitigation, would be less than significant in the following categories:
Biological Resources; Cultural Resources; Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The EIR identifies
potentially significant environmental effects that will remain significant and unavoidable in the following
categories: Air Quality; Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change; Noise; and Transportation, Circulation
and Parking. The Final EIR actions included adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations, which
is a specific finding that the project includes substantial benefits that outweighs its significant, adverse
environmental impact.

As specified in the Specific Plan EIR and the CEQA Guidelines, program EIRs provide the initial
framework for review of discrete projects. In particular, projects of the scale of 1283-1295 El Camino Real
are required to be analyzed with regard to whether they would have impacts not examined in the Program
EIR. This conformance checklist, which analyzes the project in relation to each environmental category in
appropriate detail, is included as Attachment H. As detailed in the conformance checklist, the proposed
project would not result in greater impacts than were identified for the Program EIR. Relevant mitigation
measures have been applied and would be adopted as part of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP), which is included as Attachment I. Full compliance with the MMRP would be ensured
through condition 4h. No new impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures are required
for the proposed project. Mitigations include construction-related best practices regarding air quality and
noise, payment of transportation-impact-related fees (condition 4i), and implementation of a Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) program. The MMRP also includes two completed mitigation measures
relating to cultural resources, which are required to be addressed at the application submittal stage. First,
for Mitigation Measure CUL-1: due to the age of the structures being greater than 50 years, a historic
resource evaluation was conducted by a qualified architectural historian and concluded that the 1283-1285
El Camino Real structure is not a historic resource, and the 1295 El Camino Real structure is less than 50
years old and not an exceptional architectural specimen. As a result, the redevelopment project can
proceed without impacts to historic resources. Second, for Mitigation Measure CUL-2a: a cultural
resources study performed by a qualified archaeologist/cultural resources professional determined that the
proposed project will have no impact on cultural resources. Both studies are available for review upon
request.

Specific Plan Maximum Allowable Development

Per Section G.3, the Specific Plan establishes the maximum allowable net new development as follows:

Residential uses: 680 units; and
Non-residential uses, including retail, office and hotel: 474,000 square feet.
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These totals are intended to reflect likely development throughout the Specific Plan area. As noted in the
Plan, development in excess of these thresholds will require amending the Specific Plan and conducting
additional environmental review.

If the project is approved and implemented, the Specific Plan Maximum Allowable Development would be
revised to account for the net changes as follows:

Dwelling Units Commercial Square Footage

Existing 0 6,471
Proposed 15 1,997
Net Change 15 -4.474
% of Maximum 2.2% -0.9%

Allowable Development

Public Notice

Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with the agenda items being listed, at least 72
hours prior to the meeting. Public notification also consisted of publishing a notice in the local newspaper
and notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-ft radius of the subject property.

Appeal Period

The 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

. Recommended Actions
. Location Map
. Data Table
. Project Plans
. Project Description Letter
. Specific Plan Standards and Guidelines Compliance Worksheet
. Arborist Report
. Specific Plan Program EIR Conformance Checklist
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)

TIOMMOOW>

Disclaimer

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

Exhibits to Be Provided at Meeting
Color and Materials Board
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Report prepared by:
Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner

Report reviewed by:
Arlinda Heineck, Community Development Director
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1283-1295 El Camino Real — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 1283-1295 | PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: OWNER: Mohammad
El Camino Real PLN2014-00042 Mohammad Mortazavi Mortazavi and Menlo El
Camino LLC

REQUEST: Architectural control to demolish two existing commercial buildings and construct a new,
three-story mixed-use building in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.
The new building would consist of 15 dwelling units and approximately 2,000 sf of commercial uses (non-
medical offices, retail, personal services). The proposal includes a request to remove a heritage catalpa
tree at the middle-right side of the property, which is in poor/fair condition.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: August 17, 2015 ACTION: TBD
Commission

VOTE: TBD (Combs, Ferrick, Goodhue, Kadvany, Kahle, Onken, Strehl)

ACTION:

1. Make findings with regard to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that the proposal is
within the scope of the project covered by the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Program EIR,
which was certified on June 5, 2012. Specifically, make findings that:

a. A checklist has been prepared detailing that no new effects could occur and no new
mitigation measures would be required (Attachment H).

b. Relevant mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project through the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (Attachment 1), which is approved as part of this finding.

¢. Upon completion of project improvements, the Specific Plan Maximum Allowable
Development will be adjusted by 15 residential units and negative 4,474 square feet of non-
residential uses, accounting for the project's net share of the Plan's overall projected
development and associated impacts.

2. Adopt the following findings, as per Section 16.68.020 of the Zoning Ordinance, pertaining to
architectural control approval:

a. The general appearance of the structure is in keeping with the character of the neighborhood.
b. The development will not be detrimental to the harmonious and orderly growth of the City.

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

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

e. The development is consistent with the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan, as verified
in detail in the Standards and Guidelines Compliance Worksheet (Attachment F).

3. Approve the architectural control subject to the following standard conditions:

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
Dahlin Group, consisting of 46 plan sheets, dated received August 3, 2015, and approved by
the Planning Commission on August 17, 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 applicants shall comply with all Sanitary District, Menlo
Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies' regulations that are directly applicable to
the project.

c¢. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all requirements of the
Building Division, Engineering Division, and Transportation Division that are directly
applicable to the project.
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LOCATION: 1283-1295 | PROJECT NUMBER: "‘APPLICANT: OWNER: Mohammad

El Camino Real PLN2014-00042 Mohammad Mortazavi Mortazavi and Menlo El
Camino LLC

REQUEST: Architectural control to demolish two existing commercial buildings and construct a new,

three-story mixed-use building in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.

The new bui

lding would consist of 15 dwelling units and approximately 2,000 sf of commercial uses (non-

medical offices, retail, personal services). The proposal includes a request to remove a heritage catalpa
tree at the middle-right side of the property, which is in poor/fair condition.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: August 17, 2015 ACTION: TBD

Commission

VOTE: TBD

(Combs, Ferrick, Goodhue, Kadvany, Kahle, Onken, Strehl)

ACTION:
d.

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

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shali
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 the
review and approval of the Engineering Division.

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 issuance of a grading, demolition or
building permit.

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

Concurrent with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
provide documentation indicating the amount of irrigated landscaping. If the project proposes
more than 2,500 square feet of irrigated landscaping, then a detailed landscape plan
documenting compliance with the Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (Municipal Code
12.44) will be required, subject to review and approval of the Engineering Division.

4. Approve the architectural control subject to the following project-specific conditions:

a.

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit an updated LEED Checklist, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.
The Checklist shall be prepared by a LEED Accredited Professional (LEED AP). The LEED
AP should submit a cover letter stating their qualifications, and confirm that they have
prepared the Checklist and that the information presented is accurate. Confirmation that the
project conceptually achieves LEED Silver cenrtification shall be required before issuance of
the building permit. Prior to final inspection of the building permit, the project shall submit
verification that the development has achieved final LEED Silver certification.

Concurrent with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit a lot merger for this project, subject to review and approval of the Engineering
Division. Said lot merger shall be recorded prior to the issuance of building permit.

Concurrent with submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall submit
revised plans specifying that the windows on the side/rear/interior elevations will have a color
that matches the windows on the front elevation, subject to review and approval of the
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LOCATION: 1283-1295 | PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: OWNER: Mohammad
El Camino Real PLN2014-00042 Mohammad Mortazavi Mortazavi and Menlo El
Camino LLC

REQUEST: Architectural control to demolish two existing commercial buildings and construct a new,
three-story mixed-use building in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.
The new building would consist of 15 dwelling units and approximately 2,000 sf of commercial uses (non-
medical offices, retail, personal services). The proposal includes a request to remove a heritage catalpa
tree at the middle-right side of the property, which is in poor/fair condition.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: August 17, 2015 ACTION: TBD

Commission

VOTE: TBD (Combs, Ferrick, Goodhue, Kadvany, Kahle, Onken, Strehl)

ACTION:

j.

Planning Division.

Concurrent with submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall submit
revised plans specifying that a minimum of one residential parking space shall be equipped
with an electric vehicle charger, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.

Concurrent with submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall submit
revised plans clearly specifying that a minimum of five short-term bicycle parking spaces shall
be provided near the front of the development, not in conflict with any other site
improvements or the eight-foot clear walking zone, subject to review and approval of the
Planning Division.

Concurrent with, or prior to, the submittal of a complete building permit application, the
applicant shall submit a draft Public Access Easement (PAE) along the property frontage to
accommodate the full eight-foot clear walking zone. Said dedication shall be accepted by the
City Council prior to the issuance of building permit. Said PAE shall be recorded prior to
building permit final inspect, subject to review and approval of the Engineering Division.

Refuse bins shall not be left on the property frontage or in other visible areas overnight.

The applicant shall address all Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)
requirements as specified in the MMRP (Attachment ). Failure to meet these requirements
may result in delays to the building permit issuance, stop work orders during construction,
and/or fines.

Prior to issuance of the building permit, the applicant shall submit all relevant transportation
impact fees, subject to review and approval of the Transportation Division. Such fees include:

A.  The citywide Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) is currently estimated at $8,190.68.
This was calculated by multiplying the fee of $1,927.02 per multi-family unit by 15
units and the fee of $4.63/square feet per retail space by 1,997 square feet for new
uses and a credit for 6,471 square feet of existing commercial uses. This fee is
updated annually on July 1st based on the Engineering News Record Bay Area
Construction Cost Index.

B.  The Specific Plan EIR requires fair-share contributions for additional intersections
not included in the citywide TIF. The City has adopted a Supplemental
Transportation impact fee for the infrastructure required as part of the Downtown
Specific Plan. The fee is calculated at $379.40 per PM peak hour vehicle trip. The
proposed project is estimated to generate zero net new PM peak hour trips, so
there is no supplement TIF due.

Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall pay the El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Preparation Fee, which is established at $1.13/square foot for all net new
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1283-1295 El Camino Real — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 1283-1295
El Camino Real

PROJECT NUMBER:
PLN2014-00042

APPLICANT:

OWNER: Mohammad

Mohammad Mortazavi Mortazavi and Menlo El

Camino LLC

REQUEST: Architectural control to demolish two existing commercial buildings and construct a new,
three-story mixed-use building in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.
The new building would consist of 15 dwelling units and approximately 2,000 sf of commercial uses (non-
medical offices, retail, personal services). The proposal includes a request to remove a heritage catalpa
tree at the middle-right side of the property, which is in poor/fair condition.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning

