CITY OF

Planning Commission

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

Date: 10/19/2015
Time: 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers

MENLO PARK 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025

A. Call To Order

B. Roll Call — Combs, Ferrick, Goodhue, Kadvany, Kahle, Onken (Chair), Strehl (Vice Chair)

C. 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.

D. 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

E. 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.

E1l.  Approval of minutes from the September 21, 2015 Planning Commission meeting. (Attachment)
Continued from the meeting of October 5, 2015.

F. Public Hearing

F1. 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. As part of the project, two heritage laurel trees in poor condition on the left
side of the parcel are proposed for removal. (Staff Report #15-018-PC)

F2. Use Permit/Lauren Goldman/219 Santa Margarita Avenue: Request for a use permit to

construct a rear addition and conduct interior modifications to an existing nonconforming single-
story residence in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district. The value of the proposed work
would exceed 75 percent of the replacement cost of the existing structure. As a part of the
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F3.

F4.

G1.

proposal, a heritage tree (Norway spruce) in the rear yard is proposed for removal. (Staff Report
#15-019-PC)

Development Agreement Annual Review/Facebook/1 Hacker Way and 1 Facebook Way:
Annual review of the property owner’s good faith compliance with the terms of the Development
Agreements for their East and West Campus Projects. (Staff Report #15-020-PC)

Architectural Control, Major Subdivision, and Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement
/Hunter Properties/133 Encinal Avenue: Request for architectural control and major subdivision
to allow the demolition of existing garden nursery buildings, and construction of 24 attached
townhouse-style residential units and associated site improvements in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino
Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district. A tentative map would be required to create 24
residential condominium units. Five heritage trees are proposed for removal as part of the
proposed development. In addition, the applicant is requesting approval of a Below Market Rate
(BMR) Agreement for the provision of three on-site BMR units for this project. (Staff Report #15-
021-PC)

Regular Business

Architectural Control and Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement /Lane
Partners/1010-1026 Alma Street: Request for architectural control to demolish two existing
commercial buildings, construct a new three-story office building with two underground parking
levels in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district. The proposed
development would be at the public benefit bonus level, which would exceed the Base level floor
area ratio (FAR) for office uses on the subject site. The public benefit bonus proposal includes the
provision of public plazas along Alma Street, a small pavilion for a cafe, and a financial contribution
to the City. A lot merger would merge five existing parcels into one parcel. As part of the
proposed project, two heritage trees are proposed for removal. In addition, the applicant is
requesting approval of a Below Market Rate (BMR) In Lieu Fee Agreement for this project.
Continued to the meeting of November 2, 2015

Commission Business
Informational Items
Future Planning Commission Meeting Schedule — The upcoming Planning Commission

meetings are listed here, for reference. No action will be taken on the meeting schedule, although
individual Commissioners may notify staff of planned absences.

e Regular Meeting: November 2, 2015
¢ Regular Meeting: November 16, 2015
e Regular Meeting: December 7, 2015
e Regular Meeting: December 14, 2015
Adjournment
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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: 10/15/2015)

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

At every Special Meeting of the Commission, members of the public have the right to directly address the Commission on
any item listed on the agenda at a time 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: 9/21/2015

Time: 7:01 p.m.

City Council Chambers

701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025

CITY OF

MENLO PARK

Chair Onken called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
Present: Combs, Ferrick, Goodhue, Kadvany, Kahle, Onken (Chair), Strehl (Vice Chair)

Staff: Justin Murphy, Assistant Community Development Director, Leigh Prince, City Attorney, NikKki
Nagaya, Transportation Manager, Deanna Chow, Principal Planner, Tom Smith, Associate Planner

A. Reports and Announcements

Senior Planner Chow said that the City Council on October 6, 2015 would conduct its biennual
review of the Specific Plan and consider the General Plan and M-2 Area Zoning Update. She said
that comments from tonight’s meeting on the General Plan and M-2 Area Zoning Update would be
provided to Council.

B. Public Comment

Ms. Pamela Jones, Menlo Park, said she received the notice about the General Plan and M-2 Zoning
Update, but the notice did not indicate it would affect the area where she lived.

C. Consent Calendar

Commission Action: M/S Strehl/Goodhue to approve minutes as listed in C1 and C2 to include the
comments on those minutes submitted by Commissioners Goodhue and Kadvany prior to the
meeting.

C1. Approval of minutes from the August 3, 2015 Planning Commission meeting. (Attachment)

C2. Approval of minutes from the August 17, 2015 Planning Commission meeting. (Attachment)
Motion carried 7-0.

Chair Onken asked if the Commission wanted to approve under consent or pull item C3 for
discussion. He said if the latter he would need to recuse himself due to the proximity of his property
to the subject property. Commissioner Strehl said her motion was meant to include all three items
on the consent calendar with the modifications to the minutes as submitted by Commissioners
Goodhue and Kadvany.

Chair Onken asked if the other Commissioners understood the motion had been for the entire
consent calendar, to which he received positive responses. Senior Planner Chow asked Chair
Onken about his vote to approve considering the inclusion of C3. Chair Onken asked if the
Commission could take a separate vote on C3 as he could not vote on that item.
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Commission Action: M/S Strehl/Ferrick to approve consent calendar Item C3 as recommended by
staff and recognizing that Chair Onken was recused from consideration of the item.

C3. Architectural Control/Anthony Chau/132 Stone Pine Lane: Request for architectural control for
exterior modifications to the front facade, enclosing the existing second floor balcony to enlarge the
existing kitchen and creating an addition on the third floor to expand the existing master bedroom to
the edge of the existing third floor deck of a townhouse located in the R-3 (Apartment) zoning district.
(Staff Report # 15-013-PC)

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

2. Make findings, as per Section 16.68.020 of the Zoning Ordinance, pertaining to architectural
control approval:

a. The general appearance of the structure is in keeping with the character of the neighborhood.
b. The development will not be detrimental to the harmonious and orderly growth of the City.

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

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

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

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
Anthony Chau & Partners LLC, consisting of eight (8) plan sheets, dated received September
17, 2015, and approved by the Planning Commission on September 21, 2015 except as
modified by the conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval by the Planning
Division.

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

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

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

Motion carried 6-0 with Commissioner Onken recused.
D. Public Hearing

D1 Use Permit/CardioKinetix, Inc./1360 O'Brien Drive: Request for a use permit for the storage and use
of hazardous materials related to the development and manufacture of cardiovascular implants and
catheters to treat heart-related conditions, in an existing building in the M-2 (General Industrial)
zoning district. All hazardous materials would be used and stored within the existing building. (Staff
Report #15-014-PC)

Staff Comment: Planner Smith said staff had not updates to the written staff report.

Public Comment: Mr. Brett Hale, CFO, CardioKinetix, showed the Commission the medical device,
an implant to treat heart failure, that his company had developed, noting they were currently on
Hamilton Avenue, and were pleased they could keep their business in Menlo Park at 1360 O’Brien
Drive to continue their development of this heart treatment.

Chair Onken closed the public hearing.

Commission Comment: Chair Onken said they had received the hazardous materials list all of which
met codes and guidelines per the authorizing agencies. Commissioner Ferrick said she liked the
suggestion of the addition of another emergency number in their emergency response plan as
recommended by the SFPUC. She confirmed with the applicant that was acceptable to include that
additional phone number. She moved to approve to approve as recommended and with that addition.
Chair Onken seconded the motion.

An individual in the audience asked to speak. Chair Onken explained he had closed the public
hearing but reopened it to allow the person to speak.

Ms. Bridgit Louie, Menlo Park, said that this property is immediately adjacent to the City of East Palo
Alto and asked if residents in that city had been noticed about this project.

Chair Onken asked if this project had been noticed to the City of East Palo Alto. Planner Smith said
notices were sent to all properties within a quarter-mile radius of the subject property including
residents within that radius in East Palo Alto.

Commissioner Ferrick thanked the speaker for coming forward and noted that this application had a
short list of hazardous materials and those were used in small quantities.

Chair Onken closed the public hearing.
Commission Action: M/S Ferrick/Onken to approve as recommended in the staff report.

1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 1 (Section 15301, “Existing
Facilities”) of the current CEQA Guidelines.
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2. Make findings, as per Section 16.82.030 of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to the granting of
use permits, that the proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, safety, morals, comfort
and general welfare of the persons residing or working in the neighborhood of such proposed use,
and will not be detrimental to property and improvements in the neighborhood or the general
welfare of the City.

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans provided by
DES Architects/Engineers, consisting of seven plan sheets, dated received September 3,
2015, and approved by the Planning Commission on September 21, 2015 except as modified
by the conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.

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

c. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall comply with all requirements of the
Building Division, Engineering Division, and Transportation Division that are directly
applicable to the project. If there is an increase in the quantity of hazardous materials on the
project site, a change in the location of the storage of the hazardous materials, or the use of
additional hazardous materials after this use permit is granted, the applicant shall apply for a
revision to the use permit.

d. If there is an increase in the quantity of hazardous materials on the project site, a change in
the location of the storage of the hazardous materials, or the use of additional hazardous
materials after this use permit is granted, the applicant shall apply for a revision to the use
permit.

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

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

4. Approve the use permit subject to the following project-specific conditions:
a. The emergency response plan shall include the phone numbers of the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission’s Millbrae Dispatch, West Bay Sanitary District, Silicon Valley Clean
Water, and all other standard relevant agencies in the event of an accidental spill or
discharge.

Motion carried 7-0.

Chair Onken noted that Commissioner Combs would need to recuse himself from the consideration
of the General Plan and M-2 Area Zoning Update. Commissioner Ferrick asked why as all of the
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Commissioners owned property within the General Plan area. Commissioner Combs said it related
to the change in zoning for the M-2 area in which his employer was one of the largest landowners.
He said that could relate to a financial impact for his employer, and he could then be considered to
have a financial interest. He said for other parts of the General Plan update and other zoning areas
he may be able to participate.

E. Scoping Session

El. City of Menlo Park General Plan and M-2 Area Zoning Update — The proposed General Plan
provides an update to the City’s Land Use and Circulation Elements, which focuses on potential land
uses changes in the M-2 Area (the business parks generally located between Highway 101 and
Bayfront Expressway) and the overall citywide circulation system. The associated M-2 Area Zoning
Update would implement specific programs in the proposed General Plan Update to help guide
future development in the M-2 Area. (Staff Report # 15-015-PC)

The City has prepared a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this project and will be preparing an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The Scoping Session allows for input from Planning
Commissioners and the public on specific topics that they believe should be addressed in the
environmental analysis.

Staff Comment: Senior Planner Chow introduced City Attorney Leigh Prince, Transportation Division
Manager Nikki Nagaya, and consultant Charlie Knox, PlaceWorks. She said they would do one
presentation on both items related to the General Plan and M-2 Zoning Update.

Mr. Knox made a PowerPoint presentation. He briefly reviewed the Council’s directives for the
project and the project schedule. He said the land use policy outline looked at topics, part of which
were carryover from the existing General Plan with goals of orderly development related to
neighborhood preservation and serving neighborhoods, business development and economy, a
largely referential goal from the General Plan to the Downtown/El Camino Real Specific Plan, and
the emphasis on the importance of open space and sustainability. He referred to the maximum
development map prepared for the environmental impact report and noted that it did not mean
everything shown would be developed in the Bayfront area but showed what was being analyzed for
the environmental impact report so some level of development within that might be mitigated
appropriately for the various subjects covered by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
He showed the draft of the zoning framework that would allow for that to happen and proposed new
districts: Office, Life Science, Residential/Mixed Use, and carryovers from some existing commercial
and industrial districts. He said those containing the notation —B would allow developers additional
density / intensity beyond what the General Plan currently allowed specifically in exchange for the
provision of community benefit subject to approval of the Planning Commission and City Council.
He said unique about this General Plan was the movement toward a mix of uses to create a
live/work/play environment in and around the Belle Haven neighborhood and M-2 area through
single-use districts that would allow certain amounts of the other types of uses. He said the idea was
to create the live/work/play environment along or as close to Willow Road as possible and put
services into the Chilco/Jefferson Drive/Haven for day and night time activities to make these areas
vibrant places.

Mr. Knox said the circulation element was looking at a more modern approach to traffic/road
assessment beyond the traditional approach of looking at roads just serving automobiles. He said
this included safety, complete streets, sustainability, health and wellness through biking and walking,
support of transit, transportation demand management options, and controlling parking. He noted
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the traffic classification map differed from the existing one in that it looked at the best routes
dependent upon the travel mode being used.

Mr. Knox said there had been three General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC) meetings since June
and two well-attended public workshops in September. He said comments most recently received
said it was great new traffic was being mitigated but asked what was being done with existing traffic.
He said there was a comment to establish an affordable housing requirement so even in the
residential / mixed use portion of the Bayfront area they were looking at what percent of housing
should be required to be below market rate or somehow otherwise be restricted for people who
already work in Menlo Park or have contracts to work in Menlo Park such as teachers, police and
fire/emergency personnel. He said stronger voices about the needs for more parks and open space
in Belle Haven had arisen more recently. He said they heard a consistent comment about
community benefits that emerged more strongly in the last several months related to people’s desire
to know what benefits could be and how much things cost as that was important for them to know
before they could think about how much more development should or should not be allowed. He
said they also received a specific comment about needed bicycle parking at Tinker Park to serve
Hillview School students.

Mr. Knox said CEQA required the City to disclose the effects on the environment of any project. He
said a General Plan was programmatic and in itself did not result in any development. He said the
Program EIR for the General Plan described what could potentially happen in the years until 2040.
He said a benefit to property owners was if approved and additional development was included it
would allow for the possibility of streamlined environmental review for projects that comply with the
zoning in the General Plan update. He said scoping was another chance to weigh in on what the
EIR should address in addition to the 30-day comment period in June/July on the Notice of
Preparation (NOP). He said all of the comments received will be considered in the draft EIR, but the
comments received during the 45-day comment period for the draft EIR would be responded to in
writing. He said there were six to eight more chances to comment on the Program EIR and the Plan
update and zoning. He noted the topics for consideration under CEQA and that economics was not
one of them. He said they had tried to self-mitigate environmental impacts as much as possible in
the development of the General Plan and M-2 Zoning Update.

Public Comment: Ms. Patti Fry, 24-year Menlo Park resident and former Planning Commissioner,
said when she served on the Commission from 2000 to 2004 the 1994 General Plan was already
fully built out, and that had been achieved before the year 2000. She said the amount of
development possible under those zoning rules has never been studied. She said the potential
growth using the existing zoning rules for the rest of the City that was not part of M-2 was included in
the no development project alternative. She said it would be important to determine whether those
1994 zoning rules still worked for the City. She suggested an alternative would be to analyze what
development exists and what has been approved so far as a base line and then to have an
alternative to look at the increment that was possible in the City using the current rules and see what
that means. She said part of the reason she made this suggestion was the concern of Suburban
Park residents about increased traffic hampering their ability to get out of their neighborhood. She
noted the Menlo Gateway Project that was not built but approved; very large projects under the
Specific Plan emerging; and the Ravenswood/Alma intersection project and those indicated the
pressures of having a built out City. She said it was important to evaluate the existing increment for
development specifically and then look at what the proposed changes in the M-2 would do
additionally. She said the City needed to be comfortable that all of the parts of the General Plan
would work including the 1994 zoning, the M-2 and policy goals and programs.
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Chair Onken said that comments should be held to three minutes or less.

Ms. Adina Levin, Transportation Commission and GPAC, said she was representing herself. She
said the staff report discussed how typically EIR scenarios cover a greater amount of development
plus a lesser amount of development that would have lesser impacts. She said another dimension
important to both Menlo Park and the greater region was the relationship between jobs and housing
and transportation impacts. She said she thought that staff and the consultants could analyze
scenarios on what the traffic impact was when there were more jobs and less housing or a closer
balance wherein more people would have the option of not driving to work.

Mr. Steve Van Pelt, 32 year City resident, said he wanted to amplify some of the comments included
in Attachment H. He said one from Ms. Levin asked for an analysis of the traffic and circulation
impacts on Willow Road and another from the Fire District Chief to look at traffic and circulation
impacts upon the Fire District’'s response times, and from the City Manager of East Palo Alto to look
at the impacts on that City. He suggested that landing zones for helicopters be established in
conjunction with the Fire District in the area toward 101 and beyond noting the traffic congestion that
inhibits emergency response. He said a heliport sounded expensive but what he meant were
landing zones for helicopters. He said the pedestrian/bicycle crossing discussed for Middle Avenue
with the proposed graded separation needed to be expanded to allow for emergency vehicle access,
and this needed to be included in the General Plan update.

Ms. Eileen McLaughlin, Citizen’s Committee to Complete the Refuge, said they had previously sent
in a letter but she would like to emphasize the need to consider sea level rise. She read from a
document prepared by the Coastal Commission on sea level rise noting that BCDC did not yet have
an equivalent document. She read: The notion of stable, predictable geography in which we live,
work and build permanent buildings will be off the table in decades ahead (Little Hoover Commission
2014). Locations that might have seemed relatively safe from flooding 20 to 30 years ago may now
be shown to have greater vulnerability due to sea level rise. Sites that might have seemed safe 80 to
100 years ago might only be safe for another 40 to 50 years. As coastal change accelerates it will
become more apparent that development close to the coast cannot be treated in the same way as
more inland development where hazardous conditions may be less dynamic. Coastal dynamics
have long been a part of land use planning and considerations in project design. However, a focus
on this change will grow in importance with the rise in sea level. This may mean as properties are
evaluated for a proposed development the type and density of the proposed development may need
to change to address the dynamic nature of the property and the changing nature of hazards. She
said they hoped that the General Plan Update EIR process would have a very thorough analysis of
what kind of planning process as that the Coastal Commission had developed might be suitable for
Menlo Park.

Mr. Tim Tosta said they were moving away from a congestion model and level of service (LOS)
measurements to a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) measurement that refocused attention from traffic
delay to the air quality impacts that arise from people traveling either longer or shorter distances. He
said the difficulty with the LOS model was that it was a car focused model and did not look at other
traffic impacts. He said the state put out VMT information last year for comment and there had been
a furor as to what was appropriate VMT calculation and the methodologies, and so much so that the
state withdrew their guidance. He said CEQA has always had an overlying methodology that if
something works, and it can be proved, use it. He said Menlo Park should get ahead of the curve
and start helping people understand the more complex traffic relationships that come out of using a
VMT model and opening up occasions and methodologies of looking at traffic through a different lens.
He said CEQA was not very helpful in telling what the underlying conditions were in the region. He
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said cities were in competition with another through the traditional congestion model to be the first
and the biggest as the more a city could build out and use the available capacity of the roads, the
greater advantage it had. He said with this phase of the EIR and with Facebook projects and others
coming that he hoped for an intelligent conversation about what was possible inside Menlo Park .

He said other cities would be very happy to use the capacity left by this City and that would severely
reduce the number of projects in Menlo Park. He said where they were in the traffic analysis and
traffic conversation was not where they needed to be to make intelligent long term decisions.

Commission Comment: Chair Onken thanked the GPAC for all of the work they had done on the
General Plan and M-2 Zoning Update. He asked if Mr. Knox or staff would like to address any of the
comments made by the public.

Mr. Knox said in reference to the no project alternative and studying the available development
potential under the current General Plan as another project alternative that very early in the process
they had done a rough calculation and found there was about as much citywide development
available now as what was proposed in just the M-2 area or about 2,000,000 square feet. Assistant
Community Development Director Murphy said that the round number of 2,000,000 square feet
citywide equated to approximately 1.6 million in the M-2 and approximately 400,000 square feet in
the rest of the City. Mr. Knox said there was about as much development that could occur citywide
as what was being potentially looked at in this maximum development potential under the EIR just for
the M-2. He said the tools available that would be required to be put in place for development were
very different from what existed for development that would be allowed under the existing General
Plan and zoning. He said traffic impact mitigation, traffic demand management, parking maximums
instead of minimums, and requirements for employees to not drive to work at all or not during
commute times were things that could be placed on new development being allowed by the changes
to the General Plan and planning. He said he thought Ms. Fry was saying that not everything that
could be built under the 1994 General Plan had been and suggested they explore that alternative in
detail. He said the scope of the General Plan update called for them to analyze in detail the
proposed project and did not call for that detailed level of analysis for the no project alternative.

Commissioner Ferrick said Ms. Fry had indicated the build out under the 1994 General Plan had
occurred by 2000 which indicated there was no developable square footage remaining. Mr. Knox
said he understood that when the General Plan was last updated in 1994 that whatever the estimate
had been for what could be built was less in Ms. Fry’s view than what had been built and there was
still potential for more development under existing Plan. He said they had characterized what could
happen as part of the project under CEQA in the Bayfront area, and although they had looked parcel
by parcel in the rest of the City, they had not been charged with comparing what could be built in the
rest of the City to what had been characterized 21 years ago. He said there was approximately
2,000,000 square feet that still could be built under the 1994 General Plan.

Commissioner Kadvany said he thought Ms. Fry wanted a base line of what was here now and what
was the remaining base level of development. He asked if they were being told this simple request
could not be done under CEQA.

Mr. Knox said the answer to Ms. Fry’s question was that there was about 2,000,000 square feet of
non-residential development that could happen in Menlo Park under the existing General Plan
zoning. He said he thought Ms. Fry got that but she would like to see that increment of growth
evaluated in detail as the project itself would be evaluated under CEQA and add that to the EIR. He
said what he thought was wanted was to analyze the remaining square footage of build out under the
existing Plan and develop mitigations for them. Commissioner Kadvany asked if there could be
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some higher level aggregate analysis and whether the project scope and budget might be amended
to include that if it was helpful to the City.

Commissioner Strehl said she appreciated Ms. Fry’s comments. She said going from the 1994 level
to what was now being proposed did not account for what could occur already and did not account
for all the potential trips and impacts on the City. She said she lived near Willow Road and
experiences the traffic impacts every day. She said there was some merit in Ms. Fry’s suggestions.
She said it was not to look at mitigations citywide but to understand what the impacts were from that
increment allowed under the existing General Plan as that was not being studied.

Mr. Murphy said the additional development that was a potential under the existing General Plan
would be analyzed in the traffic analysis and the water analysis as part of what was termed
background. He said he thought Ms. Fry was asking for some of that to be discretely reported as
opposed to being aggregated into the background. He said the basic analysis would factor in that
other background growth.

Commissioner Strehl said in terms of the background people might assume that it was the traffic that
existed today but potentially there could be much more traffic. Regarding Mr. Tosta’s comments that
there was a lot of discussion at the GPAC about VMT and using that analysis versus LOS, she said
people were not comfortable having both methods and reporting that in an environmental document
or traffic impact reports. She said together they were important. She said LOS at an intersection
was LOS at an intersection and there were many levels of VMT but it did not necessarily tell what
was happening on the ground.

Commissioner Kadvany said he agreed with Commissioner Strehl that it was not just LOS or just
VMT that should be used. He said traffic was a multi-dimensional study with multiple outcomes. He
said there were problems with LOS metrics but there was a well-established nexus through decades
of how mitigations were funded through traffic analysis. He said it would be difficult to re-establish
that. He said it was critical that the City not give up its leverage to have developers help fund
roadways and all kinds of transit improvements because of the changing background in CEQA. He
said it would be helpful for all the decision and policy makers, and residents in the City to understand
all of the outcomes of transportation. After comments by Chair Onken regarding the breadth of
scope and topics considered under the EIR, Commissioner Kadvany said as mentioned by one of
the speakers there were traffic impacts related to emergency response and that might be included in
the EIR scope.

F.  Study Session

F1. City of Menlo Park General Plan and M-2 Area Zoning Update — The proposed General Plan
provides an update to the City’s Land Use and Circulation Elements, which focuses on potential land
uses changes in the M-2 Area (the business parks generally located between Highway 101 and
Bayfront Expressway) and the overall citywide circulation system. The associated M-2 Area Zoning
Update would implement specific programs in the proposed General Plan Update to help guide
future development in the M-2 Area. (Staff Report #15-015-PC)

The Study Session allows the Planning Commission and public to become more familiar with
aspects of the project. In addition to the EIR, the City will also be preparing a Fiscal Impact Analysis
(FIA) to analyze the fiscal impacts of the project on the City and other public agencies. The General
Plan and Zoning Ordinance Amendments and associated environmental and fiscal documents will
be reviewed by the Planning Commission and reviewed and acted on by the City Council at
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subsequent public hearings.

Mr. Knox said Attachments |, J and K were the public review draft of land use and circulation
elements that were presented to the GPAC on August 24 and were part of the community workshops
on September 2 and 9. He said Attachment L contained staff and consultants’ recommended
changes to those elements with strikeouts showing, which captured everything from the August 24
GPAC meeting and the two public meetings.

Public Comment: Mr. Jon Johnston, Fire Marshall, Menlo Park Fire Protection District, said he had
brought copies of a letter for each of the Commissioners from Fire Chief Schapelhouman. From the
Fire Chief’s letter: He said they had been happy to work with City staff to make sure their comments
and considerations were received. He said they appreciated provisions under life and safety related
to the District’s needs. He said on page 135 in addition to their primary response routes K5 they
would like to add a single page map of all of the traffic control devices district-wide. He said that
information was on their website. He said on page 136 under the emergency response coordination
paragraph, their District Board recently adopted a time-based performance standard on September
15, 2015, which they believed should be referenced in this paragraph related to acceptable response
times. He said on pages 140 through 142 in table 1, descriptions of street classifications, they
believed that emergency vehicles should be added under mode priorities of transportation similar to
pedestrian, bicycle, transit and vehicle. He said page 138, goals, circulation 1, provide and maintain
a safe, efficient, attractive, user-friendly circulation system, they asked that the term safe be
augmented to include public safety as it applied to emergency services. Page 152, policies in
circulation, Q.14, they recommended adding emergency response times as the measurement. He
said Page 155, goals in circulation 3, broadly addressed congestion as it affected emergency
response. On Page 155, policy circulation 3.3, they agreed and supported emergency transportation
technology and traffic pre-emption but noted technology might not be effective at times due to
gridlock, traffic and roadway design. He said pre-emption had been installed on Willow Road but
during peak commute, congestion coupled with the roadway design that favored medians, bulbouts
and other devices, emergency responders had a very difficult time negotiating equipment through
those areas and that extended emergency response times. He said emergency vehicles were now
responding through Palo Alto and University Avenue to avoid Willow Road and many times against
traffic flow just to maintain acceptable response times.

Ms. Diane Bailey, Executive Director, Menlo Spark, said her local non-profit organization was
working to make Menlo Park climate neutral in the next 10 years. She said her comments would
focus on the climate change impacts of the General Plan and M-2 Zoning Update. She said last year
was the hottest year on record since records had been taken and this year seemed like it would top
that. She said climate change was a growing threat to their community and they felt it needed to be
more prominently accounted for in the General Plan process. She said this Plan process was the
most powerful tool in cities to create changes needed in citywide infrastructure to support climate
action plan goals. She said they supported the draft Plan as it was an excellent start of the process
and included many key goals, policies, programs and projects needed to make Menlo Park more
sustainable, healthy and vibrant. She said the Plan process needed to be joined with the climate
action plan. She said Menlo Park has a goal to reduce greenhouse gas pollutants by about 27% by
2020 and the Plan needed to help move that in the right direction. She said they sent comments to
the GPAC in July, and they have been providing sample language from other General Plans and
updates in other cities and examples of programs done well. She said they would submit those
examples in support of their recommendation in a forthcoming letter. She said for now she wanted
to highlight measures that were key: sustainable building standards, stronger support for alternatives
to driving, and restructuring public benefit so they were clear and could be easily anticipated. She
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said regarding sustainable building standards that Menlo Park was planning on adding over
2,000,000 square feet of new building development. She said they should make sure that the new
buildings would not add to the climate debt, pollution and traffic congestion. She said the climate
debt aspect had not been fully addressed and if it was addressed through the EIR process, they
would look forward to that. She said that net zero energy buildings and standards were the best
tools to stem additional greenhouse gas emissions from new development. She said net zero
energy buildings are developments that created the same amount of energy as it used. She referred
to solar and other renewable energy production and using the most energy efficient equipment and
design standards available. She said the state was mandating net zero energy new residential
development by 2020 and the same for new commercial buildings by 2030. She said that over 60
buildings have met the net zero energy standards within the Bay area. She said they would send
examples of those. She said in Menlo Park there was the opportunity to link all of these sustainable
practices together.

Ms. Patti Fry said her request was that they evaluate where they were now and what was possible
under the current rules and then discretely look at what was being proposed in addition so that in the
General Plan operation they were able to handle the growth that was coming. She said through the
goals, policies and programs there should be a way to implement monitoring of whether or not they
were losing housing, retail, achieving the kind of housing / job goals they would like, and the things
that would self-mitigate, and not just in the 2,000,000 square feet of commercial. She said it was the
General Plan update process that would allow them to go back and modify the existing rules if they
were not working for the City.

Ms. Vicky Roble, Belle Haven, said she agreed with much that had been said and noted the City had
done a tremendous number of studies and surveys. She said her concerns were about emergency
response. She said there were a lot of elderly people in the Belle Haven community and throughout
the City and they needed to look at how emergency access for them was available. She said her
other concern was with the 2,000,000 square feet of commercial development possible in the M-2.
She said beyond traffic congestion her concern was how such development would impact their
beautiful bayfront and the animals that inhabit the area. She said car emissions would pollute the
area. She said regarding bicycle lanes that a person riding a bike on a road with bumper to bumper
traffic would be inhaling pollutants. She said it was contradictory to have bike lanes and not
eliminate car traffic. She urged the City to not only study the impacts on the environment but study
the impacts on Belle Haven and its residents. She said they were losing so much of Menlo Park and
noted Sunset Publishing. She said she wanted communities to be integrated and asked how that
would be done with the new communities being built around Belle Haven. She said they needed to
keep their diversity and they needed housing for blue collar / service workers, non-profit employees
and teachers. She suggested that buildings on properties bought by Facebook be reused and not
demolished.

Ms. Pamela Jones said the reason she made the comment early in the meeting regarding notification
was that if they wanted to include the community east of Bayshore, the most affected community,
they needed to reach out more to people with information that explained the process in
understandable language. She said the City needed to do some door to door outreach to talk to
people who might hold two jobs or people who were afraid because they were renters. She said
they needed to look at what was happening for instance with people making left hand turns from
Chilco onto Hamilton in front of the school. She said they needed to look at how the community was
changing and maybe changing back to what it was before 1955. She said the Belle Haven residents
were being moved out, which she hoped the City would take under consideration.
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Ms. Adina Levin said the staff report indicated staff was working on housing related policies that
would be presented to the City Council related to the concerns people were rightly bringing up about
the community. She said the concerns raised about the metrics of VMT and LOS related to LOS
historically being used to get funding to make transportation improvements and that moving away
from that metric would remove that tool. She said hopefully the policies and programs staff was
working on would protect and retain the ability to have development impact fees. She said there
were scenarios where if only LOS was used the ability to fund transportation improvements was
diminished. She said the tunnel to Facebook would not be mitigation under a LOS scenario because
it was not at an intersection, and even if it was replacing a trip with a different mode, LOS did not let
that happen. She said circulation goal number 7 was about parking and it talked about in-lieu
parking fees. She said one of the more innovative and helpful things some cities in the region were
beginning to do was use those development in-lieu fees to reduce driving and not just increase
parking supply. She suggested calling them access in-lieu fees.

Ms. Eileen McLaughlin, Citizen’s Groups to Complete the Refuge, said they work as a partner to the
Don Edwards National Wildlife Refuge, which has 1,572 acres off the shoreline next to the M-2 zone,
making it one of the largest property owner neighbors. She said they were concerned that what
happened in the M-2 area would happen to the Refuge as well. She said the Salt Pond Restoration
Project was important to the City and the Refuge. She said part of that was a flood project working
with the City of Redwood City that would do a storm water control that would probably help relieve
Haven Avenue flooding. She said the idea of maximum development in an area of sea level rise
contingencies and wildlife sensitivities was frightening to them. She said one specific was that
Facebook on its east campus was proposing to put 1,500 units of residences that would need
rezoning. She said that housing would surround the Ravenswood slough, identified by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service as habitat they needed to preserve for two endangered species: the ridgeway
rail and salt marsh harvest mouse. She said just across that slough in pond RF3 the threatened
snowy plover has created a home. She said residences would push the animals away from the
refuge that were meant to serve them.

Mr. Omar Chatty said he was an alternate transportation advocate. He said he hoped there was
some way to work with Facebook to have them dedicate a hundred million dollars to overpass State
84 to reduce congestion. He said it was important for pedestrians, bicyclists, emergency access and
air quality. He said they needed BART on the Peninsula, and he would like to see it replace Caltrain
over time. He said it would be grade separated and safe, shuttles could be used to connect to
Facebook and other facilities, it would reduce vehicle miles traveled, increase bus transit and reduce
high tech bus need. He said regarding the Don Edwards National Wildlife Refuge that they did not
want the Dumbarton rail restored. He said BART would really support TDM programs as it was high
capacity and clean, and would support the environment.

Mr. Victor Torreano, San Mateo Building and Construction Trades Union, said they might want to
implement in the General Plan to have state certified apprentices work on some of these future
projects that would be implemented. He said these apprentices were men, women and youth from
the local community trained to build the sustainable buildings mentioned. He said for some of the
projects now that workers were coming from distances to work on them and taking their wages back
to their home communities.

Mr. Jason Tarricone, Directing Attorney with the Housing Program of the Community Legal Services,
in East Palo Alto, said numerous comments throughout the process had been made about the
housing affordability crisis, the jobs/housing imbalance, the displacement of Belle Haven residents,
and traffic. He said those were tightly linked and by focusing more on affordable housing in the Plan
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the City could address traffic at the same time as it addressed jobs/housing imbalance. He said the
M-2 zoning did not guarantee or incentivize affordable housing. He said they had options to suggest
including using the existing affordable housing overlay and applying that to more of the residential
and mixed use areas in the M-2 plan. He said the City right now had no housing impact fee for rental
housing and that fee could be adopted to allow funds to either go to affordable housing in other
areas or building affordable housing right at the premises. He said Community Legal Services was
willing to work with the City on different options.

Chair Onken closed the public comment.

Commission Comment: Commissioner Strehl said at their GPAC meetings the need to set aside or
have a requirement that new rental housing have x amount of units for low income housing or below
market rate rental housing was raised several times. She asked where that language was in the
draft Plan. Mr. Knox said that language would be in the zoning code provisions specifically the
regulations for residential and mixed use development in the M-2.

Mr. Murphy said however that there was the question of how that would be structured as current
state law did not allow for inclusionary rental housing which meant it would need to be structured as
a voluntary program. He said part of the rezoning would be to create the potential for a voluntary
program the details of which needed to be developed. He said he saw this occurring as a check-in
after they had taken the first pass at rezoning that was scheduled for the October / November
timeframe.

Chair Onken asked if as part of this process they could look at the existing ownership BMR rate. Mr.
Murphy said the City was part of a 12-city group looking at a nexus study tied to BMR requirements.
He said with that nexus study they would be taking the ordinance and guidelines back to the City
Council and Planning Commission to see if there are any changes to those programs people would
like.

Mr. Knox said on page L1 that housing for all income levels were defined as possible public
amenities or benefits.

Transportation

Commissioner Kahle asked in reference to the speaker's comment about BART whether something
regional like that could be addressed in the General Plan. Mr. Knox said he would defer to City staff
but he thought it was the Commission’s purview to make any recommendation it wanted regarding
policy language to the City Council.

Commissioner Strehl said to mitigate traffic impacts on the City that at some point they should be
pushing for rail extension across the Bay from Union City to Menlo Park.

Commissioner Ferrick said she wanted to make sure that project impacts on a section of road were
not being obscured because in the new street classification it was now being called something other
than what it had been.

Ms. Nikki Nagaya, Transportation Manager, said the chart on the screen showed a breakdown of the
new street classifications and the traditional street category that would match the 1994 General Plan.
She said a thoroughfare would be equivalent to a primary arterial and those thresholds that would be
defined in the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) would translate across those categories. She said in the
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staff report there was a discussion about potential changes to the TIA guidelines all of which were
contingent upon the VMT and LOS discussions. She said these classifications in themselves did not
necessarily make any changes to the classifications or the thresholds but subsequent changes in
policy or how the actual TIA guidelines were structured would make changes farther along.

Commissioner Ferrick said she noticed the section of Willow Road between Hwy.101 and Middlefield
Road category had changed to Avenue, and while it did not perfectly match the description of a
Thoroughfare it did seem more like a Thoroughfare than an Avenue. Ms. Nagaya said Willow Road
had two classifications: Boulevard from Bayfront Expressway to Bay Road which was consistent with
the area under Caltrans’ jurisdiction today. She said the southern half from Middlefield to Bay was
shown as an avenue and that was the section roughly one lane in each direction, and under the
City’s jurisdiction. She said they used the Thoroughfare classification for Marsh Road and Sand Hill
Road. She said a Mixed Use - Avenue seemed to be the closest classification for Willow Road and
not Thoroughfare.

Commissioner Ferrick asked about the classification of Bay Road between Willow and Marsh and
why that was different from the just mentioned section of Willow Road. Ms. Nagaya said Bay Road
in the traditional classification was called a collector street and Willow Road was called an Arterial
street. She said in the new classification the section of Willow Road was called a Mixed Use -
Avenue and the section of Bay Road between Marsh and Willow would be a Neighborhood Collector.

Commissioner Ferrick asked if a project was developed at the corner of Willow Road and Bay Road
what the impacts would be on Bay Road versus Willow Road. Ms. Nagaya said this related to the
VMT and LOS discussion but was even broader. She said Commissioner Kadvany had mentioned
that no one transportation metric could capture everything and that was true. She said they were
proposing to develop the first Transportation Master Plan which would be the first step in a broader
city nexus study to identify the transportation infrastructure they wanted to build to solve both the
existing transportation problems and potential new impacts from additional development envisioned
as part of the General Plan. She said in trying to get away from LOS it was to get away from having
project specifically identified issues and toward a system where they would proactively identify where
the issues were, identify the solutions, and have development help implement or fund those solutions
as opposed to doing broad analyses of intersections and roadway segments for individual projects.
She said for the example Commissioner Ferrick mentioned they would not necessarily analyze street
impacts specifically but look at the greater context of what improvements had been identified or
needed in the vicinity of that project, and task that development with implementing or funding those
improvements. Commissioner Ferrick said she liked the idea of proactively solving traffic impacts
but asked if it was helpful to have so many different classifications or if that added complexity. Ms.
Nagaya said they had about half of the classifications as the total number and a single classification
was then split out to either a neighborhood use or mixed use description. She said as they were
developing plans and projects for future infrastructure investments it was identifying both the context
and the priority for how the street would get designed.

Chair Onken said to clarify that they were looking a draft classification map with the same streets
starting with the same categories but with a finer grain of what the City has right now. Ms. Nagaya
said the only streets that jumped classifications were in the M-2. She said Constitution, Jefferson, a
portion of Chilco, Hamilton, and O’Brien were the ones she recalled being classified as local streets
but were now proposed as mixed use collectors because of the character of the development and
the traffic volume.
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Commissioner Strehl said she liked the idea of a transportation master plan. She asked if the street
designations affected how they looked at impacts and future investments. She said she had a
problem with the section of Willow Road from Bay Road to Middlefield Road because she did not see
that section having any less traffic than the section between Bay Road and Bayfront. She said she
did not want these street classifications to negatively affect future decision making in terms of
investment and mitigation. Ms. Nagaya said she would be happy to speak with Commissioner Strehl
in depth about that section of Willow Road. She said one of the intents of classifying that section as
an avenue was to maintain certain characteristics there today while allowing for potential
modifications whether it was for emergency access or multi-modal or signal improvements.
Commissioner Strehl said she did not think it was sustainable and that in the future they might find
they would need to make some changes to Willow Road that they had not anticipated in the past.

Commissioner Kadvany said regarding the measure of LOS and VMT as it was appearing in the draft
Plan that he thought they had not sufficiently articulated what they were trying to do with those tools.
He suggested a statement of what the philosophy was going forward. He said that as an example
the transportation analysis had value laden terms being placed on streets and that would be
influential so that people would try to make policy based on how this looked. He said the street
classification map would be more challenging noting the indication of priorities for the different
classified streets was quite ambiguous. He said for example if they cared about safety and
probability of death than bicycle riders on EI Camino Real were more likely to be killed than cyclists
on less busy streets so that should be a priority and the number of people affected should include
the 30,000 vehicle drivers a day on that road. He said the point was that what was identified as a
priority had had no meaning outside of the context of what was being looked at. He said there was
amazing language in the Plan moving them from the auto-centric view but suggested there needed
to be even stronger language with some sub-goals. He said vision zero it was great in the Plan and
it's goal was to get the number of traffic fatalities in the City down to zero. He said to him that meant
how transportation systems were designed and providing infrastructure for other modes of transit.
He encouraged stronger language there about what they were really trying to do. He said they were
not quite there in saying what they wanted to do to take the City forward. He said there was not
enough detail about Willow Avenue. He asked what their expectation for congestion was as they
would live with that for years. He said he wanted to see more articulation on where they were going
with the sub-goals and asked if perhaps there could be sidebars.

Commissioner Kahle said BART did not seem to be contemplated in the long term plan, and asked
what the mechanism was for that. He said it should be considered in a 20-year plan as eventually
San Jose BART would connect with Millorae BART, and he thought Menlo Park should be ahead of
the curve in determining where that would be best located.

Mr. Knox said the BART comment was new and if the Commission wanted to see that included they
could make a recommendation to Council regarding that.

Chair Onken said regarding the draft street classification map that these classifications needed to be
used carefully to measure things and to envision what they wanted out of a place. He said they
needed to get Caltrans’ focus on Menlo Parks’ concerns and mitigate and develop roads within the
City. He said referring back to one speaker's comments about seniors and families with young
children that those groups were heavily dependent upon cars and emergency vehicles. He said this
should not be overlooked in this process and that they should prioritize some of that development
rather than the younger far-reaching ideas of multi-modal transportation. He said he supported the
draft language for the transportation element and thought including BART would be good. Queried
by the Chair, Mr. Knox said two things not specifically in the program language were the Dumbarton
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rail across the Bay and BART service to San Jose and/or Millborae. Ms. Nagaya asked the
Commission to also consider Commissioner Strehl’'s comments about Willow Road and if they
wanted to make a recommendation that the proposed classification be changed.

Chair Onken said he supported any reuse of the Dumbarton rail to Redwood City and the East Bay.
Commissioner Ferrick said she supported a more immediate use of that track for bicyclist and/or
commuter buses. She said her neighborhood did not like that as a rail corridor. She said if it was
connected to BART that might be different. She said it was conceived as a line from Union City to
Redwood City and back again so there was no use for that by citizens on this side of the Bay but
they would experience the impacts.

Commissioner Kahle said the neighborhood discussion mentioned by Commissioner Ferrick had
been about diesel trains and he thought light rail would probably get a better reception.
Commissioner Ferrick agreed if it was tied into other transit systems rather than being its own
separate one. Commissioner Strehl said she thought in the interim that this rail should be used from
basically Facebook to Redwood City for bicycle/pedestrian/buses. She said the possibility of having
a rail connection to Union City was still a long way off as it would be costly, and would need a lot of
effort to get it back on the table for their regional transportation commission. She said to have BART
come down the peninsula would be a formidable challenge because of the funding and public
support needed. She said years prior San Mateo County would not put the measure on the ballot for
the County to become part of the BART District. She said the current investments were to have a
robust railroad connection between Millbrae and San Jose through Caltrain and their electrification
and modernization program, and high speed rail. She said she would not like to foreclose the
opportunity for change on Willow Road between Middlefield and Bay. She said if they did not do
something to accommodate traffic there the traffic would spill into the neighborhoods. She said they
could put all kind of alternative goals in for biking and pedestrian transit but she thought that
unfortunately use of cars was the preferred mode.

Mr. Knox confirmed with the Chair that there was no consensus to make a recommendation on BAR,
an agreed upon use for the Dumbarton rail corridor, or whether Willow Road between Bay Road and
Middlefield Road should be classified differently.

Land Use

Commissioner Kadvany said he thought they could use more language about what was public
benefit to include what the City’s policies were and where they were going with that. He said in the
M-2 many of the amenities would only occur if there was sufficient financing through growth to obtain
them. He suggested there were amenities so essential and fundamental that the City needed a
policy to make those happen within some identified time period. He said the rail corridor was
something along those lines and should be repurposed for pedestrians, bicycles and light transit. He
said it would energize the area, and he thought that was something they would want to do that was
not dependent upon development above the baseline. He said he did not see enough in the Plan
about tree canopy management for city and residential trees. He said they needed stronger
language about water management and water supply. He said that under the update he had hoped
to see something to move hazardous materials use permits out of the Commission’s discretion. He
said there was great language about human scale of development and consideration of
neighborhood character tending toward design considerations. He said an alternative to design
guidelines for residential development was setting a criteria that gave neighbors when a project was
near or at maximum floor area a mechanism to have the Community Development Director or
Planning Commission review the project.
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Chair Onken said they would like some metric or method in the way the General Plan would work to
control or enforce aesthetics. He said there was mention of unbundling parking. He said however
that the plan still worked off the scenario of how big the parcel was and how much parking would be
needed to define the development project. He suggested they look at changing that model and if
that was what the City wanted to do he would support that. He said in the M-2 110-feet high
buildings might be possible through public benefit and he wasn’t sure that was the best thing for the
City. He said they should look at what they wanted in the M-2 that would work for everybody and
then look at public benefit as a much smaller development driver.

Commissioner Ferrick said she supported sustainable services as shown in goals LU-7 and the
policies under that to support energy efficient building. She would she would like new development
to be as close to net zero as possible now, and to do that through the land use policy.

G. Regular Business
There was none.

H. Commission Business
There was none.

l. Informational Items
There was none.

J.  Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 9:25 p.m.

Staff Liaison: Deanna Chow, Principal Planner

Recording Secretary: Brenda Bennett
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STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 10/19/2015
CITY OF Staff Report Number: 15-018-PC
MENLO PARK
Public Hearing: Use Permit/Farnad Fakoor/755 Cambridge Ave.

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve 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, at 755 Cambridge Avenue. The project
includes a request for excavation within the right side setback for basement light wells. As part of the
project, two heritage laurel trees in poor condition on the left side of the parcel are proposed for removal.
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 755 Cambridge Avenue, between Alto Lane and Cornell Road in the Allied
Arts area. A location map is included as Attachment B. The adjacent parcels are all also R-2 properties,
and are occupied by one- and two-unit residential developments. The greater neighborhood also includes
single-family residences that are in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential) zoning district, as well as
commercial and residential properties that are part of the SP-ECR/D (EI Camino Real/Downtown Specific
Plan) zoning district. The area does not have a single predominant architectural style, although bungalow,
ranch, traditional residential and craftsman styles are common. Nearby buildings are generally one- and
two-story in size.

Project Review

On July 20, 2015, the Planning Commission conducted a study session on an eatrlier iteration of the
proposal. A selection of these plan sheets is included as Attachment H. At this meeting, the Planning
Commission did not make a group action, but provided individual feedback on the proposal, in particular
regarding the aesthetics of the design. In general, Planning Commissioners relayed that the proposal
would benefit from a fresh approach, with a different architectural style. Since this meeting, the applicant
has worked to revise the design, as well as address a few technical items that had been identified earlier
by staff.
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Analysis

Project Description

The applicant is proposing to demolish the existing, one-story front house and two-story rear duplex, and
construct two new residences, both of which would be two stories in height with a basement. 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.

Each residence would feature four bedrooms, with two on the second floor and two in the basement. The
earlier proposal had three bedrooms on each second floor, which may have driven certain design
decisions. The proposal would meet R-2 standards for FAL (Floor Area Limit), both for the overall parcel
and the second floor. The basement light wells would intrude into the setback on the right side, which may
be permitted by use permit, as discussed in more detail later. The project is well within the required
daylight plane, and small balconies on both residences would comply with the relevant setback
requirements.

The driveway would be kept in generally the same location at the left side of the parcel. Parking for each
residence would be provided by a one-car garage and an uncovered space (four spaces total). As noted
on the plans, the driveway would not feature any automotive gates in the first twenty feet, in order to
ensure that vehicles would not block the public right-of-way while waiting for a gate to open/close.

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. Because the
tentative map review occurred while the project was in its earlier iteration, and since aspects of the project
have changed somewhat, staff has included a condition of approval (4a) requiring resubmittal of the map
and associated documents (e.g. grading and drainage plans), in order to verify that they remain in
compliance.

Design and Materials

As described by the designer, the homes are designed as a fusion of Tuscany and southwestern styles,
with warm colors and natural materials. The exterior siding would be smooth stucco, with stone veneer at
the entrances and chimneys. Windows are specified as simulated divided light, with interior/exterior grids
and a between-the-glass spacer bar, as well as wood shutters on certain windows. The basement light
wells would be bounded by an ornamental iron railing.

Staff believes the current proposal would be more in keeping with the neighborhood styles and scales,
relative to the earlier design. The earlier iteration of the project featured prominent circular corner stair
features and a variety of window shapes and sizes, while the revised proposal would present a more
muted, cohesive aesthetic. In keeping with positive aspects of the original design, the structures would
feature varied forms, limiting the perception of second-floor mass, and the garage/parking areas would not
be particularly visible from the street.

Trees and Landscaping
The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment E), which describes the species, size, and
conditions of the significant trees on or near the site. The report determines the present condition,
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discusses the impacts of the proposed improvements, and provides recommendations for tree
preservation. The report has been completely upgraded since an earlier arborist letter was submitted.

The applicant is proposing to remove two heritage trees:

Tree Number Tree Type | Diameter | Location on Site | Condition
#206 Laurel 20 inches | Left/middle Poor

#209 Laurel 23 inches | Left/middle-rear Poor

The City Arborist has reviewed the proposed removals and is tentatively recommending approval, in
consideration of the following factors listed in the Heritage Tree Ordinance:

(1) The condition of the tree or trees with respect to disease, danger of falling, proximity to existing or
proposed structures and interference with utility services;

(2) The necessity to remove the tree or trees in order to construct proposed improvements to the
property;

(4) The long-term value of the species under consideration, particularly lifespan and growth rate;

Two new trees would serve as the heritage tree replacements. For the other existing trees, the arborist
report details site-specific protection measures, which will be ensured through recommended condition 3g.

Excavation

Use permit approval is required at the right side, for the intrusion of the front unit’s light well and
associated retaining wall, as well as for the rear unit’s light well retaining wall. The front residence’s light
well would be located relatively close to the property line, although Building Code and related
requirements should address potential construction effects. In response to an item of correspondence
from the adjacent right-side neighbor, staff has added a condition of approval requiring submittal of a
shoring plan, in order to provide greater certainty to this neighbor (condition 4b). These light wells would
not be particularly visible from adjacent properties or the public right-of-way.

Correspondence

Two items of correspondence are included as Attachment F. The neighbor at 114 Cornell Road submitted
an email prior to the study session, stating that the look and feel of the proposed residences do not seem
to match that of the surrounding homes and general neighborhood, and questioning whether the proposed
rear home would have views to 114 Cornell Road. The applicant reached out to this neighbor with views
from the subject property, showing that landscaping and distance would obscure views. The neighbor has
not sent additional correspondence to staff since this dialogue. In addition, the right side neighbor, at 775
Cambridge Avenue, submitted an email just after the study session. This neighbor states concerns with
the potential for land shifting due to the basement construction. As noted above, staff believes the
standard building permit process would address this, but has added a condition of approval for a shoring
plan, to provide additional clarity.
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Conclusion

Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are compatible with those of
the greater neighborhood. The design has been revised since the original proposal, and now features a
more muted and internally consistent style. The floor area, building coverage, and height of the proposed
residence would all be at or below the maximum amounts permitted by the Zoning Ordinance, and the
new structure would be well within the daylight plane requirements. The proposed tree removals are
based on the poor condition and low long-term value of these specimens, and two replacement trees
would be planted. The basement shoring plan will provide additional certainty to the adjacent right side
neighbor. 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
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-foot 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

. Arborist Report

. Correspondence

. Project Plan Excerpts from July 20, 2015 Planning Commission Meeting

IOGMMmMmOOm>

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
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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:
Thomas Rogers, Interim Principal Planner

Report reviewed by:
Arlinda Heineck, Community Development Director
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755 Cambridge Avenue — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 755 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Farnad OWNER: Farnad Fakoor
Cambridge Ave PLN2014-00082 Fakoor and Aria and Aria Vatankhah
Vatankhah

REQUEST: 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. As part of the project, two heritage laurel trees in poor condition on the left side of
the parcel are proposed for removal.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: October 19, 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
Behrooz Nemati Construction, consisting of 18 plan sheets, dated received on October 13,
2015, and approved by the Planning Commission on October 19, 2015, except as modified
by the conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval by the Planning Division.

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

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

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

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

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

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

PAGE: 1 of 2




755 Cambridge Avenue — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 755 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Farnad OWNER: Farnad Fakoor
Cambridge Ave PLN2014-00082 Fakoor and Aria and Aria Vatankhah
Vatankhah

REQUEST: 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. As part of the project, two heritage laurel trees in poor condition on the left side of
the parcel are proposed for removal.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: October 19, 2015 ACTION: TBD
Commission

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

ACTION:

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

a. Prior to or simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the
- applicant shall submit a revised Tentative Map and any associated documents (e.g., grading
and drainage plan and/or hydrology report), reflecting all project changes made since their
earlier review, subject to review and approval of the Engineering Division.

b. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit an engineered shoring plan with supporting structural calculations for the basement
excavation, subject to review and approval by the Building Division. Prior to issuance of the
building permit, the applicant shall submit documentation of OSHA (Occupational Safety &
Health Administration) approval of the shoring plan, subject to review and approval of the
Building Division.

PAGE: 2 of 2
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Lot area
Lot width
Lot depth
Setbacks
Front
Rear
Side (left)
Side (right)
Building coverage

FAL (Floor Area Limit)
Square footage by floor

Square footage of
buildings

Building height
Parking

Trees

755 Cambridge Avenue — Attachment C: Data Table

PROPOSED EXISTING ZONING
PROJECT PROJECT ORDINANCE
8,107.0 sf 8,107.0 sf 7,000 sfmin.

60. 0. : 65 ft. min.
135.1 it 1351 ft. 100 ft. min.
20.0 ft. 20 ft. min.
28.3 ft. 20 ft. min.
6.0 ft. 6 ft. min,
6.0 ft. 6 ft. min.
2,110.7 sf 2,837.5 sf max.
26.0 % / 35 % max.
3,2425 sf 3,006.0 sf 3,242.8 sf max.
1,5678.4 sf/1st 2,255.0 sf/1st
1,215.1 sf/2nd 751.0 sf/2nd
2,377.7 sf/basement
448.0 sf/ garage
84.3 sf/porches
5,664.5 sf 3,006.0 sf
252 ft. ~22 ft, 28 ft, max.
2 covered/2 uncovered 0 covered/2 uncovered 1 covered/1 uncovered
per unit

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

Heritage trees 8* Non-Heritage trees 9** | New Trees 2
Heritage trees proposed | 2 Non-Heritage trees 0 | Total Numberof 17
for removal proposed for removal Trees

*Includes one street tree and two trees on neighboring properties
* % N . .
Includes three trees on neighboring properties
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REVISIONS

CONSULTANTS

OWNER

Mrs FARNAD FAKOOR
577 CAMBRIDGE AVENUE
MENLO PARK CA 94025

TEL. (650) 799-8168
aria.vatankhah@gmail.com

ENERGY CONSULTANTS
MILES HANCOCK

ENERGY DESIGN GROUP
2149 DARTMOUTH STREET
PALO ALTO , CA 94306
TEL. (650)424—1189

STRUCTURAL ENGINEER
RAHMANI & ASSOCIATES INC.
1870 HAMILTON AVENUE

San JOSE CA_ 95125

TEL : 408- 377-— 4000

FAX : 408- 377— 4001
MRAHMANIG@RAHMANIDESIGN.COM

DESIGNER

BEHROOZ NEMATI CONSTRUCTION
LICENSE # 986104

2260 HOMESTEAD CT

LOS ALTOS, CA 94024

TEL: (310) 560-2314
b.n.a.associatel@gmail.com

PROPOSED NEW 2 STORY,

TWO SINGLE FAMILY HOME IN|

755 CAMBRIDGE AVENUE

, MENLO PARK CA 94025

Mrs. FARNAD FAKOOR

SHEET INDEX

No. Date

2/a2/2014

N

ARCHITECTURAL SHEETS

<

p7/11/2014

/N

A-0 COVER SHEET

8/5/2015

N

A-01 EXISTING PLAN AND ELEVATIONS

«d

NN

bo/03/2014

@
>
z

A-02 | AREA PLAN

A-03 | AREA CALCULATION & LOT COVERAGE

A-04 | STREETSCAPE& LOT COVERAGE

A-1 EX. SITE,TOPO & DEMOLITION PLAN

A-2 PROPOSED SITE PLAN & LANDSCAPE PLAN

A-3 PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR PLAN

A-4 PROPOSED SECOND FLOOR PLAN

A-5 PROPOSED BASEMENT FLOOR PLAN

PROJECT INFORMATION

A-6 FRONT ELEVATION OF BQTH HOUSE

B
2
c

BEHROOZ NEMATL

A-7 | PROPOSED RIGHT ELEVATIONS o ot
A-8 PROPOSED LEFT ELEVATIONS 2260 HOMEATSAD CT
LOCATION : 755 CAMBRIDGE AVENUE APN : 071-433-030 CONSTRUCTION TYPE : v-B A9 PROPOSED REAR ELEVATIGNS BOTH HOUSE 108 suroe cams
EXISTING USE : 2 SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING NET LOT AREA: 8,107 SQ. FT. ZONING: R2 A-10 | SECTION A-A et i coornase
PROPERTY USE : NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE | APPLICANTS : MRS. FARNAD FAKOOR | PROPERTY OWNER : MRS. FARNAD FAKOOR A-11 SR%%?%’:'_AE"B &CC Ezrw
A-12 oon I
DEVELOPMENT STANDARD PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ZONING ORDINANCE L-1 LANDSCAPE PLAN %5 2 § E
ZouW s,
LOT AREA: 8,107 SQ. FT. 8000- 10000 SQ. FT. TM-1 | TENTATIVE MAP NEQS &
s
LOT WIDTH : 60 FT. TM-2 | TENTATIVE MAP 8 g zg32
TM-3 | TENTATIVE MAP Z88R ™
LOT DEPTH : 135,12 FT. =4 T TENTATIVE MAP ] 8; E
SET BACK : § NG~
FRONT SET BACK 20: BUILDING HEIGHT : MAX, ALLOWABLE : ::fczﬁ:c':::;gz 1 12 acre: CODE & REGULATIONS i
REAR SET BACK 20 24 FEET 28 FEET Need max 350 feet from public fire hydrant,which is more than APPLICABLE BUILDING CODES:
RIGHT SET BACK 6 ExIsting 89 feet distance from 776 Cambridge Ave,and therefore 2013:CBC-2008: T- 24 energy standard W
2
LEFT SET BACK & the Provision CFC Section 507 2013:CPC - CMC- CEC- CFC 4 5
X
ALLOWABLE FLOOR AREA FOR TWO STORY STRUCTURE IN R-2 ZONE ggig &ESLL?MZBOHI\E;Egg:)gg Sgge § £ §
: / Q
FLOOR AREA LIMIT ( FAL)40% X 8107 =3242.8 sqf /2(FOR EACH HOUSE)=1621.4 S.F FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM REQUIREMENT : i . R 3
¢ saf/x EACH HOME WILL REQUIRES SYSTEM INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE 2013: CA,residential CODE CRC g z g 3
SECOND FLOOR FAL 15% X B107 = 1216.05 s.f ( FOR EACH HOUSE) / 2 = 608.025 S.F  TO NFPA 13-D CONSTRUCTION STANDARD, WITH EACH FIRE FIRE é o
SPRINKLER SYSTEM SUBMITTED UNDER SEPARATE DEFERRED ©
FIRST FLOOR MAXIM 3242.8-1216.05 = 2026.75 (FOR EACH HOUSE) /2 =1013.375 S.F|  SUBMITTAL (FEE'S REQUIRED), FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM TO
COMPLY WITH MENLO PARK FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT VIC | N ITY MAP
MAX LOT COVERAGE %35 X 8107 = 2837.45 S.F > proposed 2137.63 SF STANDARD. S et b )

. RESIDENTIAL FIRE SPRINKLER SHALL HAVE AN INTERIOR o A N
PARKING: ONE COVERS / ONE UNCOVERED PER HOUSE DRIVEWAY: ALARM,ACTIVATED BY THE FLOW SWITCHES THAT IS AUDIBLE IN Fry
LANDSCAPE : 3961.51 > %40 (OF THE LOT)X 8107= 3242.8 1598.88 s.f ALL SLEEPING AREA. FIRE FLOW DATA TQO BE PROVIDED AT TIME i

OF DEFERRED SUBMITTAL FOR THE FIRE SUPPRESSION SYSTEM .
I
Arborist Note : Tree Replacement: trees 2068209 are heritage tree and be replaced U]
with two # 15 container Catalina Iron wood
OTAL 1us Bputii aury -
FLOOR AREA FﬁngED RE?&OSED TOTA Eu)(.lis‘l'm(‘;'ny ALLOWED Tiue Baucis Nurber mr o Dherviokirt Hugt ::
HOUSE HOUSE n o Lo
HABITAT AREA 1st floar 792.7 S.F 792.7 SF | 1585.4 S.F v " E g
GARAGE 220.5 SF 220.5 S.E | 441 SF Lyt A o &4 : ; B O
Esay Lswn) [ a5k conbon | 200 B TO BE ALNOVED & REPLACED w
TOTAL 1ST FLOORAREA|  1013.2 S.F 1013.2 S.F | 2026.4 S.F 2255 S.F | 2026.75 S.F e W Y F
HABITAT AREA 2nd floor 607.85 S.F 608.2 S.F| 1216.05 S.F | 751 1216.05 S.F ;1: ‘: 1o st nevoven
TOTAL LIVABLE AREA 1400,55 S.F 1400.9 S.F | 2801,455,F 13) 15 Date:  12/07/14
WITHOUT BASEMENT <211 * o
TOTAL AREA 1621.05 5.F 1621.4 S.F| 3242.45 S.F | 1006 s.F| 32428 S.F d u - Scale:
e : 4 DESIGNBY.
BASEMENT AREA 1185.68 S.F | 11925F | 2377.68SF v I A pe— g
] 1) 1370 € REMOVED B, NEMATI
TOTAL LIVABLE AREA 5175.13 S.F i " 1370 0 v Sheet o,
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BEHROQZ NEMAT]
[CONSTRUCTION
Llcense # 986104
2260 HOVESTEAD CT
LOSALTOR CA 94024

Tol 316669 T4

CONSTRUCTION
2260 HOMESTEAD CT

BEHROOZ NEMATI
LOS ALTOS, CA.- 94024

TELL : (310) 560-2314

DESIGNER:
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ATTICE VENTILATION- VENTILATING AREA SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN [&
OF THE AREA PER CBC 1203.2
ATTIC S.F = 630 S.F / 150 = 4.20
6.2 X 164 = 6048 SQ INCH FOR-ROOF VENT (HIGH VENT)
606.8 / {BXIZ)=63= 7

* FIRE DEP, NOTES:
1= NEW RESIDENTIAL BUILDING SHALL HAVE INTERNALLY LLLUMINATED
ADDRESS NUMBERS CONTRASTING THE BACKGROUND SO AS TO
BE SEEN FROM THE PUBLIC WAY FRONTING THE BUILDING . RESIDENTIAL
ADDREBS NUMBER SHALL BE AT LEAST SIX FEET ABOVE FINISH SURFACE
OF THE DRIVE WAY,
2-A FUEL BREAK OR DEFENSIBLE SPACE IS REQUIRED ARDUND THE PERIMETER
OF ALL STRUCTURE , EXISTING AND REW, TO A DISTANCE OF NOT LESS THAN
30 FEET AND MAY BE REQUIRED TQ A DISTANCE OF 100 FEET OR TQ A PROPERTY
LINE. THIS IS NEITHER A REQUIREMENT NOR AN AUTHORIZATION FOR THE REMOVAL
LIVING TREES .
3- TREES LOCATED WITHIN THE DEFENSIBLE SPACE SHALL BE
PRUNED TO REMOVE DEAD AND DYING  PORTIONS AND LIMITED UP 6 FEET ABOVE
THE GROUND , NEW TREES PLANTED [N DEFENSIBLE SPACE SHALL BE LOCATED NO
CLOSER THAN 10 FEET TO ADJACENT TREES WHEN FULLY GROWN OR AT MATURITY .
4 ~ REMOVE THAT PORTION OF ANY EXISTING TREES WHICH EXTEND WATHIN 10 FEET
OF OUTLET OF A CHIMNEY OR STOVEFIPE OR |8 6 OF ANY STRUCTURE ,
REMOVE THAT PORTION OF EXISTING TREES WHICH EXTENO WITHIN 10 FEET OF THE
OUTLET OF A CHIMNEY OR STOVE PIPE OR IS WITHIN 5 OF ANY STRUCTURE , MAINTAIN
ANY TREE ADJACENT TO OR OVERHANGING A BUJLDING FREE OF OEAD OR DYING WOOD .
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NOTE: If the project is approved, these is a water Efficient Ordinance that may
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ALLOWABLE FLOOR AREA FOR TWO STORY STRUCTURE
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BEHROOZ NEMATI CONSTRUCTION
CA License # 986104
hitp://'www . bnaa.net
Cell: (310)560-2314

Date: Sep 08, 2015

To: Thomas Rogers \
Senior Planner, City of Menlo Park

CC: Farnad Fakor, Aria Vatankhah

RE: 755 Cambridge Avenue, Use Permit
PN: PLN 2014-00082

SUBJECT: DESCRIPTION LETTER

The 755 Cambridge Avenue project started earlier this year, and has been prepared
according to the owner program based on the following basic principles:

Programed based on 2 separate buildings

Each house with 3 bedrooms on the second floor
Complete separate basement for each house

Design the houses based on French style (Beaux Art)

son=s

These principles went forward without any particular problems. Except for a few points
from planner (Stephen) regarding Entry porch which was excessive proportions and
also the whole details and elements which were over designed.

Finally, after the first meeting of the commission meeting, the principles listed above
denied, and the following amendment notified to the designer and the client.

1: Number of bedrooms reduced to 2.
2. Due to lack of compatibility with neighborhood fabric, decided to change the
proposed style to compliance to the normal regional appearance.

Finally, all of the above comments modified and comply with neighborhood architectural
style which has been studied and researched by designer and client in the last 3
months. :

Proposed architectural style is relatively large extent influenced by the fabric of the
neighborhood and the fusion of architecture style defined between Tuscany and
southwestern home style with a usage of warm colors and natural materials such as
wood stain, stucco and Veneer stone.

Fortunately, the project appearance has been considered acceptable by planner

@)



recently. Structures are typically based on a rectangular floor plan, and feature
massive, symmetrical primary facades. Stuccoed walls, windows in the shape of arches
or circles, one or two stories, wood or wrought ircn balconies with window grilles, and
articulated door surrounds are characteristic. Keystones were occasionally employed
mostly for Entry porch. Ornamentation may be simple or dramatic. Lush gardens often
appear.

Sincerely,

Behrooz Nemati

Assoc. AlA,

Master of Architecture
General B, LIC# 986104

£1)
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Summary

The tree inventory and assessment for 755 Cambridge Avenue consists of seventeen trees
comprised of twelve different species, of which eight are considered ‘heritage trees’ in the City
of Menlo Park. Two frees are in good condition while ten trees are in fair condition and five are
in poor shape including two heritage trees. Two trees have good suitability for preservation,
seven poor, and eight fair. Ten trees will be highly affected by the project which are primarily
located along the existing and proposed driveway and near the back of the site. Two trees will be
moderately affected and the neighbor’s trees will not be impacted. It may be impractical to fence
off the TPZ/CRZ near the construction because there will be limited room to work, and a
working platform will need to be constructed and/or existing hardscape retained during the
construction process.

Introduction

Background

Aria Vatankhah asked me to assess the site, trees, and proposed footprint plan, to provide a report
with my findings and recommendations to help satisfy the City of Menlo Park planning
requirements. Previously another free inventory and assessment report was submitted and
authored by David Wood of Serano’s Expert Tree Service, Inc Dated July 20, 2015 which was
deemed incomplete by the city.

Assignment

1. Provide an arborist’s report that includes an assessment of the trees within the project area
and those nearby on adjacent sites. The assessment is to include the species, size (trunk
diameter), condition (health and structure), and suitability for preservation ratings.

2. Provide tree protection specifications and influence ratings for the trees that will be
influenced by the project.

Limits of the assignment

1. The information in this report is limited to the condition of the trees during my inspection on
September 1, 2015. No tree risk assessments were performed.

2. The plans reviewed for this assignment were as follows: Second Floor Site Plan A3 dated
September 3, 2015. No grading, drainage, utility, landscape, or basement excavation plans
were reviewed.

@7 Monarch Consulting Arborists LLC - P.O Box 1010, Felton, CA 95018
i 831.331.8982 - rick@monarcharborist.com //@%K Page 1 of 33
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Purpose and use of the report

The report is intended to identify all the trees within the plan area that could be affected by a
project. The report is to be used by the property owners, their agents, and the City of Menlo Park
as a reference for existing tree conditions to help satisfy the City of Menlo Park planning
requirements. This report is to supersede any previous tree inventory or report submitted for this
project.

Observations

The property located on the east side of Cambridge Avenue and contains two structures with a
driveway running down the north side of the site. There are several trees growing around the
perimeter of the property including three in front of the site visible from the road. There are
seventeen trees on and adjacent to the site with an average trunk diameter of approximately 15
inches. There are no oaks (Quercus) species on or adjacent to the site near the planned
improvements. Eight trees have trunk diameters greater than fifteen inches four of which have
codominant stems and were measured at the bifurcation. The average height of the trees is about
30 feet tall including the two tallest trees which are the deodara cedar (Cedrus deodara) and
coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens) located onto adjacent sites. Five of the seventeen trees
are located on the adjacent sites.

The proposed site plans indicate two structures to be built primarily in the same locations as the
existing structures but moved closer to the front of the property to meet the setbacks. The site
plan and the existing topographic survey were missing the neighboring trees. The two largest
trees on the adjacent properties, deodar cedar #210 and coast redwood #212, are six and three
feet from the neighbor fence respectively.

« The paver driveway will pass within one to two feet of trees #204 through #208.

« The rear structure will be within four feet of tree #209 and twelve feet of #210.

« The rear structure will be erected approximately twenty-three feet from coast redwood number
#212.

 The rear structure will be approximately seven feet from #215 and five feet from #217.

« The front main structure will be within twelve feet of trees #201, #202, and #203.

@ Monarch Consulting Arborists LLC - P.O Box 1010, Felton, CA 85018
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Discussion

Tree Inventory

All the trees on the property with a trunk diameter greater than four inches at fifty-four inches
above grade were inventoried and assesses including those on adjacent properties with crowns
that extend over the neighbor fence boundary. All trees referenced in this report have aluminum
number tags affixed to them for reference in the report, on the site plans, and on the site itself.
Trees on adjacent propertied have number tags affixed to the fence near the tree location. Multi
stem trees were measured at the bifurcation.

Section 13.24.020 of the City of Menlo Park ordinance defines “heritage tree as the following:

1. A tree or group of trees of historical significance, special character or community benefit,
specifically designated by resolution of the city council;

2. An oak tree (Quercus) which is native to California and has a trunk with a circumference of
31.4 inches (diameter of ten (10) inches) or more, measured at fifty-four (54) inches above
natural grade. Trees with more than one trunk shall be measured at the point where the trunks
divide, with the exception of trees that are under twelve (12) feet in height, which will be
exempt from this section.

3. All trees other than oaks which have a trunk with a circumference of 47.1 inches (diameter
of fifteen (15) inches) or more, measured fifty-four (54) inches above natural grade. Trees
with more than one trunk shall be measured at the point where the trunks divide, with the
exception of trees that are under twelve (12) feet in height, which will be exempt from this
section. (Ord. 928 § 1 (part), 2004).

The tree inventory and assessment consists of seventeen trees comprised of twelve different
species. There are eight trees considered heritage trees which are as follows:

blue spruce (Picea pungens) #202

deodar cedar (Cedrus deodara) #210

privet (Ligustrum lucidum) #203

laurel (Laurus nobilis) #206

avocado (Persea americana) #207

English laurel (Prunus laurocerasus) #209
coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens) #212
Shamel ash (Fraxinus uhdei) #204

A G ol e
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755 Cambridge Avenue Tree Inventory, Assessment, and Protection Plan September 15, 2015

The table below lists the trees and their characteristics (Table 1).

Table 1: Tree Inventory and Characterisics

. Pittosporum (Pittosporum tobira) 201 6 12 6
Blue spruce (Picea pungens) 202 15 45 10
Privet (Ligustrum lucidum) 203 *18 35 16

. Shamal ash (Fraxinus uhdei) 204 *27 45 18
Hollywood juniper (Juniperus 205 8 25 10
chinensis) - N
Bay Laurel (Laurus nobilis) 206 20 40 15
Avocado (Persea americana) , 207 *19 45 15
Juniper (Juniperus sp.) - N 208 8 25 10
Laurel (Prunus laurocerasus) 209 *23 35 5
Deodar cedar (Cedrus deodara) - 210 15 50 15
N
Podocarpus group (Podocarpus 211 5 25 8
macrphyllus) - N
Coast redwood (Sequoia 212 24 55 15

- sempervirens) - N
Laurel (Prunus laurocerasus) 213 *9 15 10
Avocado (Persea americana) 214 9 20 10

- Avocado (Persea americana) 215 13 35 15
Pittosporum (Pittosporum tobira) 216 *12 15 10
Laurel (Prunus laurocerasus) 217 12 15 10

Trees with * indicate multi-trunk trees with codominant stems measured at the bifurcation.
Tree with “N” indicates on adjacent property.
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Condition Rating

A tree’s condition is a determination of its overall health and structure based on five aspects:
Roots, trunk, scaffold branches, twigs, and foliage. The assessment considered both the health
and structure of the trees for a combined condition rating.

« Exceptional = Good health and structure with significant size, location or quality.

» Good = No apparent problems, good structure and health, good longevity for the site.

« Fair = Minor problems, at least one structural defect or health concern, problems can be
mitigated through cultural practices such as pruning or a plant health care program.

« Poor = Major problems with multiple structural defects or declining health, not a good

candidate for retention.

Dead/Unstable = Extreme problems, irreversible decline, failing structure, or dead.

Two trees are in good condition which are blue spruce #202 and coast redwood #212. Ten trees
are in fair condition with some defects or conditions that could be mitigated through proper care.
Five trees are in poor condition which include ‘heritage tree’ laurels #206 and #209 along the
driveway and non-heritage size pittosporum #216, laurel #217, and avocado #214.

The chart below list the condition ratings and the relative quantity of each category (Chart 2).

Chart 2: Condition Rating
Quantity

0 2 4 6 8 10

Good
Fair
Poor

Dead
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Suitability for Preservation

A tree’s suitability for preservation is determined based on its health, structure, age, species
characteristics, and longevity using a scale of good, fair, or poor. The following list defines the
rating scale (Tree Care Industry Association, 2012):

» Good = Trees with good health, structural stability and longevity.

« Fair = Trees with fair health and/or structural defects that may be mitigated through treatment.
These trees require more intense management and monitoring, and may have shorter life spans
than those in the good category.

« Poor = Trees in poor health with significant structural defects that cannot be mitigated and will
continue to decline regardless of treatment. The species or individual may possess
characteristics that are incompatible or undesirable in landscape settings or unsuited for the
intended use of the site.

Two trees have good suitability for preservation which are the blue spruce #202 and coast
redwood #212. Seven trees have poor suitability for preservation including all the trees in poor

condition and additionally pittosporum #201 and privet #203, which is an invasive plant.

The chart below list the condition ratings and the relative quantity of each category (Chart 3).

Chart 3: Suitability for Preservation
Quantity

0 2 4 6 8
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Fair
Poor
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Influence Level

Influence level defines how a tree may be influenced by construction activity and proximity to
the tree, and is described as low, moderate, or high. The following scale defines the impact
rating:

« Low = The construction activity will have little influence on the tree.

» Moderate = The construction may cause future health or structural problems, and steps must be
taken to protect the tree to reduce future problems.

+ High = Tree structure and health will be compromised and removal is recommended, or other
actions must be taken for the tree to remain. The tree is located in the building envelope.

Ten trees will be highly affected by the project which are primarily located along the existing and
proposed driveway. The construction of the driveway sub-grade excavation will cause the most
disturbance to the tree roots of #204 through #208. The impact around these trees could be
reduced to moderate with alternative construction techniques. Trees #209, #214, #215, #216, and
#217 will all be highly affected by the construction of the back structure and the excavation of
the basement. Two trees will be moderately affected which are blue spruce #202 and privet #203
if the basement excavation can be limited to the twelve foot distance from their trunks. The
neighbor’s trees will not be affected including trees #210 and #212.

The chart below lists the trees and the development influence rating (Chart 4).

Influence Rating
Quantity

0 2 4 6 8 10

High
Moderate

Low
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Tree Protection

Tree protection focuses on protecting trees from damage to the roots, trunk, or scaffold branches
from heavy equipment (Appendix D).

The tree protection zone (TPZ) is the defined area in which certain activities are prohibited to
minimize potential injury to the tree. The TPZ can be determined by a formula based on species
tolerance, tree age, and diameter at breast height (DBH) (Matheny, N. and Clark, J. 1998) or as
the drip line in some instances (Figure 1). Tree protection zones and type of tree protection will
vary depending on what may be impacting the tree.

Preventing mechanical damage to the main stems from equipment or hand tools can be
accomplished by wrapping the main stem with straw wattle (Figure 2). The wattle will create a
porous barrier around the trunk and prevent damage to the bark and vascular tissues underneath.
Trees that are to be moderately affected by the project without adequate fence protection should
be wrapped in wattle.

[ | e
ttle

—_—

ir TPZF h
Figure 1: Tree protection Figure 2: Trunk protection
distances with straw wattle
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Critical Root Zone

Because most of the trees will only be influenced on one side the CRZ will in effect be the TPZ
for this project. The CRZ distances are listed in “Appendix B2”.

The critical root zone (CRZ) is the area of soil around the trunk of a tree where roots are located
that provide stability and uptake of water and nutrients required for the tree’s survival. The CRZ
is the minimum distance from the trunk that trenching or root cutting can occur and will be
defined by the trunk diameter as a distance of three times the DBH in feet, and preferably, five
times (Smiley, E.T., Fraedrich, B. and Hendrickson, N. 2007). For example if the tree is two feet
in diameter, the minimum CRZ distance would be six to ten feet from the stem on one side of the
tree (Figure 3).

Trenching for the driveway sub-base and the structure in back near tree #209 will need to be
outside the CRZ to help reduce the risk of failure after the project is completed.

imum Preferred

.

X| 4 |5
| |
Critical Root Zone (CRZ) = 3 to 5 times
the trunk diameter

Figure 3: Critical Root Zone depiction
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Bridging with Mulch

It will be necessary to bridge near trees #204 through #208 when the new buildings are
constructed and demolition occurs. Because tree protection fence would not allow for the actual
construction of the new building, demolition, excavation, or access, a platform will be required
to help protect the roots from compaction in this area.

Because the highly influenced trees are close to the proposed construction the CRZ and the TPZ
may be the same distance in these instances. It may be impractical to fence off the TPZ near the
construction because there will be limited room to work in the vicinity of the trees.

Placing mulch and steel road plates over the CRZ/TPZ will create a work platform that can be
used to help protect the roots from compaction (Figure 4). Once the much is spread under the
trees the steel road plate or plywood can be placed on top and the compaction of the root zones

will be limited as pressure on the soil is now dispersed and displaced.

One option for trees #204 through #208 would be to leave the existing concrete driveway in
place while construction and demolition is occurring.

17

Figure 4: The image above depicts bridging for a work platform under the trees.
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Conclusion

The tree inventory and assessment for 755 Cambridge Avenue consists of seventeen trees
comprised of twelve different species, of which eight are considered ‘heritage trees’ in the City
of Menlo Park. Two trees are in good condition which are blue spruce #202 and coast redwood
#212 while ten trees are in fair condition with some defects or conditions that could be mitigated
through proper care. Five trees are in poor condition which include ‘heritage tree’ laurels #206
and #209 along the driveway and non-heritage size pittosporum #216, laurel #217, and avocado
#214. Two trees have good suitability for preservation which are the blue spruce #202 and coast
redwood #212. Seven trees have poor suitability for preservation including all the trees in poor
condition and additionally pittosporum #201 and privet #203, which is an invasive plant. Ten
trees will be highly affected by the project which are primarily located along the existing and
proposed driveway. The construction of the driveway sub-grade excavation will cause
destruction of tree roots on #204 through #208. The impact around these trees could be reduced
to moderate with alternative construction techniques. Trees #209, #214, #215, #216, and #217
will all be highly affected by the construction of the back structure and the excavation of the
basement. Two trees will be moderately affected which are blue spruce #202 and privet #203 if
the basement excavation can be limited to the twelve foot structural footprint distance from their
trunks. The neighbor’s trees will not be affected including #210 and #212. Tree protection zones
and type of tree protection will vary depending on what may be impacting the trees. Trenching
for the driveway sub-base and the structure in back near trees #209, #214, #215, #216, and #217
will need to be outside the CRZ distance of three to five times the trunk diameters in feet to help
reduce the risk of failure after the project is completed. It may be impractical to fence off the
TPZ/CRZ near the construction because there will be limited room to work, and a working
platform will need to be constructed and/or existing hardscape retained during the construction
process.
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Recommendations

Obtain all necessary permits from the City of Menlo Park prior to removing or significantly
altering any tree.

Refer to Appendix D of this document for general protection guidelines and specifications.

Protection during demolition

1. Place tree protection fence around trees 201 though 204 in the front of the property with the
fence running north to south along the property edge, driveway and seven feet from #202
and #203 in front of the house connecting with the neighbor fence. Basement excavation
shall be limited to seven feet from the trees.

2. Place tree protection fence at a distance of five feet from trees #213 to #217 in an “L” shape
running from the back neighbor fence around tree #217 connecting which south neighbor
fence.

3. Place tree protection fence along the driveway on top of the existing concrete around trees
#205 through #209 at a distance of six feet from the trunks.

Protection during construction

1. Place tree protection fence around trees 201 though 204 in the front of the property with the
fence running north to south along the property edge, driveway and seven feet from #202
and #203 in front of the house connecting with the neighbor fence. Basement excavation
shall be limited to seven feet from the trees.

2. Place tree protection fence at a distance of five feet from trees #213 to #217 in an “L” shape
running from the back neighbor fence around tree #217 connecting which south neighbor
fence.

3. Place tree protection a the back of the site connecting with the neighbor fence at a radius of
twelve feet from tree #212. No basement excavation can encroach within twelve feet of tree
#212.

4. Create working platforms with mulch or timbers and road plate or three quarter inch
plywood along the driveway if the existing concreter is to be removed. Place tree protection
fence parallel to the neighbor fence to the north at a distance of six feet from trees #205
through #209 and at the entrance near #204.

@9 Monarch Consulting Arborists LLC - P.O Box 1010, Felton, CA 95018
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Options for trees #204 through #209 demolition and construction

Retain the existing concrete driveway until the new driveway is ready to be installed. The
existing concrete will protect the roots of the existing trees along the driveway during the
construction and demolition process.

Option for trees #206, #209, and trees #213 though #217

1. File a heritage tree removal permit application to remove trees #206 and #209 because they
are in poor condition and poorly suited for preservation. Provide a replanting plan with
appropriate species for the locations.

2. Submit for a permit to remove trees #213 through #217 and provide a replanting or
landscape plan to help recover the lost canopy cover.

Option for Driveway Construction

1. The first priority for the driveway construction is to adopt a no dig policy and incorporate a
design plan that will minimize soil compaction and root disturbances around trees to be
retained.

2. Use the thinest material possible to achieve structural compliance such as concrete versus
asphalt.

3. Adjust the finished grade to be above the natural grade without digging for a sub-grade
treatment. In this instance the pavement will be higher up and edge treatments or curbing
also need to be constructed above grade.

4. Use paving material that does not rely on the strength of a compacted sub-base for strength.
This may be accomplished by reinforcing the surface layer material.

5. Place geotextile fabric at the bottom of the sub-base to reduce displacement into the parent
soil along with a reduction in compaction requirements. Use biaxial Tensar BX-1100 or
equivalent to manufacturer specifications on grade.

6. Create pop-outs with a least two feet of space between the trunk flare at grade level and the
new hard-scape.
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Glossary of Terms

Defect: An imperfection, weakness, or lack of something necessary. In trees defects are injuries,
growth patterns, decay, or other conditions that reduce the tree’s structural strength.

Diameter at breast height (DBH): Measures at 1.4 meters (4.5 feet) above ground in the United
States, Australia (arboriculture), New Zealand, and when using the Guide for Plant Appraisal, 9th
edition; at 1.3 meters (4.3 feet) above ground in Australia (forestry), Canada, the European
Union, and in UK forestry; and at 1.5 meters (5 feet) above ground in UK arboriculture.

Drip Line: Imaginary line defined by the branch spread or a single plant or group of plants.

Mechanical damage: Physical damage caused by outside forces such as cutting, chopping or
any mechanized device that may strike the tree trunk, roots or branches.

Scaffold branches: Permanent or structural branches that for the scaffold architecture or
structure of a tree.

Straw wattle: also known as straw worms, bio-logs, straw noodles, or straw tubes are man made
cylinders of compressed, weed free straw (wheat or rice), 8 to 12 inches in diameter and 20 to 25
feet long. They are encased in jute, nylon, or other photo degradable materials,

and have an average weight of 35 pounds.

Tree Protection Zone (TPZ): Defined area within which certain activities are prohibited or
restricted to prevent or minimize potential injury to designated trees, especially during
construction or development.

Tree Risk Assessment: Process of evaluating what unexpected things could happen, how likely
it is, and what the likely outcomes are. In tree management, the systematic process to determine
the level of risk posed by a tree, tree part, or group of trees.

Trunk: Stem of a tree.

Volunteer: A tree, not planted by human hands, that begins to grow on residential or commercial
property. Unlike trees that are brought in and installed on property, volunteer trees usually spring
up on their own from seeds placed onto the ground by natural causes or accidental transport by
people. Normally, volunteer trees are considered weeds and removed, but many desirable and
attractive specimens have gone on to become permanent residents on many public and private
grounds.

This Glossary of terms was adapted from the Glossary of Arboricultural Terms (ISA, 2011).
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Appendix B: Tree Inventory and Disposition Tables

Table 2: Tree Inventory and Assessment

Pittosporum 201 6 12 6 Fair - Poor Low

- (Pittosporum

. tobira) ,

- Blue spruce 202 15 45 10 Good Good - Moderate
(Picea pungens)
Privet (Ligustrum 203 18 35 16  Fair - Poor Moderate
lucidum) ,

Shamal ash 204 27 45 18  Fair Fair ' High

(Fraxinus uhdei)

Hollywood juniper 205 8 25 10 Fair _ Fair High

(Juniperus
chinensis)
Bay Laurel 206 20 40 15 Poor Poor High
(Laurus nobilis)
- Avocado (Persea 207 19 45 15 Fair Fair High
americana)
Juniper 208 8 25 10 Fair Fair High
(Juniperus sp.)
Laurel (Prunus 209 23 35 5 Poor Poor High
laurocerasus)
- Deodar cedar 210 15 50 15 . Fair . Fair Low

- (Cedrus deodara)

Podocarpus 211 5 25 8 Fair Fair Low

_group
(Podocarpus

macrphyllus)

Coast redwood 212 24 55 15 Good Good Low
(Sequoia

sempervirens)

. Laurel (Prunus 213 9 15 10 - Fair  Fair Low
laurocerasus)

& Monarch Consulting Arborists LLC - P.O Box 1010, Felton, CA 95018
1 831.331.8982 - rick@monarcharborist.com Page 17 of 33

(Fzo,

*, ,f/
. A



755 Cambridge Avenue Tree Inventory, Assessment, and Protection Plan September 15, 2015

Avocado (Persea 214 9 20 10 . Poor Poor . High
americana)

Avocado (Persea 215 13 35 15 ' Fair Fair High
americana)
Pittosporum 216 12 15 10 Poor - Poor High
(Pittosporum '

 tobira)

Laurel (Prunus 217 12 15 10 Poor Poor “High
laurocerasus)
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B2: Disposition Table

Table 3: Disposition Table

Pittosporum (Pittosporum tobira) 201 6 12 No Retain
- Blue spruce (Picea pungens) | 202 | 15 | 45 Yes Retain
Privet (Ligustrum luéiddm) 203 *1 8” 35 Yes Retain
Shamai ash (Fraxinus uhae/) - ’204 *27 45 Yes Retain
: Hollywood juniper (Juniperus 205 : 8 | 25 | No | Retain
chinensis) - N ~
| Bay Laurel (Laurus nobilis) 206 o 20 40 Yes Remove
Avocado (Persea americ;i‘ha) | 207 *15’ 45 | Yes Retain
j Juniper (Juniperus sp.) - N | 208 8 | 25 | No Retain
’I;aure"l" (Prunus /aurcVVJVVcV:erasus) o 209 *23 35 Yes Removéw
‘ Deodar cedar (Cedrus deodara) - | 210 k 15 50 | Yes ’ Retain
N
odocarpus aroup (Podocarus . i : o N Retam
macrphyllus) - N
Coast redwood (”S"eqylioié’ 212 24 55 Yes Retain
sempervirens) - N
| Laurel (Prunus laurocerasus) | 213 k *9 | 15 | No ‘ Retain
’A(/H(’)Wéyéayé’(Pé}ééé’z"americana) | 214 9 | 20 No Retain
Avocado (Persea americanay) 215 B 13 35No Removew
| Pittosporum (Pittosporum tobira) | 216 *12 15 | No | Remove
Laurel (Prunus laurocerasus) 217 12 15 No Remove

Trees with * indicate multi-trunk trees with codominant stems measured at the bifurcation.
Tree with “N” indicates on adjacent property.
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755 Cambridge Avenue Tree Inventory, Assessment, and Protection Plan September 15, 2015

Appendix D: Tree protection specifications

Tree protection locations should be marked before any fencing contractor arrives.
Pre-Construction Meeting with the Project Arborist

Prior to beginning work, all contractors involved with the project should attend a pre
construction meeting with the project arborist to review the tree protection guidelines. Access
routes, storage areas, and work procedures will be discussed.

Tree Protection Zones and Fence Specifications

Tree protection fence should be established prior to the arrival of construction equipment or
materials on site. Fence should be comprised of six-foot high chain link fence mounted on eight-
foot tall, 1 7/8-inch diameter galvanized posts, driven 24 inches into the ground and spaced no
more than 10 feet apart. Once established, the fence must remain undisturbed and be maintained
throughout the construction process until final inspection.

The fence should be maintained throughout the site during the construction period and should be
inspected periodically for damage and proper functions.

Fence should be repaired, as necessary, to provide a physical barrier from construction activities.

A final inspection by the city arborist at the end of the project will be required prior to removing
any tree protection fence and replacement tree shall be planted at this time.

Monitoring

Any trenching, construction or demolition that is expected to damage or encounter tree roots
should be monitored by the project arborist or a qualified ISA Certified Arborist and should be
documented.

The site should be evaluated by the project arborist or a qualified ISA Certified Arborist after
construction is complete, and any necessary remedial work that needs to be performed should be
noted.

Restrictions Within the Tree Protection Zone

No storage of construction materials, debris, or excess soil will be allowed within the Tree
Protection Zone. Spoils from the trenching shall not be placed within the tree protection zone
either temporarily or permanently. Construction personnel and equipment shall be routed outside
the tree protection zones.

@7 Monarch Consulting Arborists LLC - P.O Box 1010, Felton, CA 95018
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Root Pruning

Root pruning shall be supervised by the project arborist. When roots over two inches in diameter
are encountered they should be pruned by hand with loppers, handsaw, reciprocating saw, or
chain saw rather than left crushed or torn. Roots should be cut beyond sinker roots or outside
root branch junctions and be supervised by the project arborist. When completed, exposed roots
should be kept moist with burlap or backfilled within one hour.

Boring or Tunneling

Boring machines should be set up outside the drip line or established Tree Protection Zone.
Boring may also be performed by digging a trench on both sides of the tree until roots one inch
in diameter are encountered and then hand dug or excavated with an Air Spade® or similar air or
water excavation tool. Bore holes should be adjacent to the trunk and never go directly under the
main stem to avoid oblique (heart) roots. Bore holes should be a minimum of three feet deep.

Timing

If the construction is to occur during the summer months supplemental watering and bark beetle
treatments should be applied to help ensure survival during and after construction.

Tree Pruning and Removal Operations

All tree pruning or removals should be performed by a qualified arborist with a C-61/D-49
California Contractors License. Tree pruning should be specified according to ANSI A-300A
pruning standards and adhere to ANSI Z133.1 safety standards. Trees that need to be removed or
pruned should be identified in the pre-construction walk through.

Tree Protection Signs

All sections of fencing should be clearly marked with signs stating that all areas within the
fencing are Tree Protection Zones and that disturbance is prohibited. Text on the signs should be
in both English and Spanish (Appendix E).
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Qualifications, Assumptions, and Limiting Conditions

Any legal description provided to the consultant is assumed to be correct. Any titles or
ownership of properties are assumed to be good and marketable. All property is appraised or
evaluated as though free and clear, under responsible ownership and competent management.

All property is presumed to be in conformance with applicable codes, ordinances, statutes, or
other regulations.

Care has been taken to obtain information from reliable sources. However, the consultant cannot
be responsible for the accuracy of information provided by others.

The consultant shall not be required to give testimony or attend meetings, hearings, conferences,
mediations, arbitration, or trials by reason of this report unless subsequent contractual
arrangements are made, including payment of an additional fee for such services.

This report and any appraisal value expressed herein represent the opinion of the consultant, and
the consultant’s fee is not contingent upon the reporting of a specified appraisal value, a
stipulated result, or the occurrence of a subsequent event.

Sketches, drawings, and photographs in this report are intended for use as visual aids, are not
necessarily to scale, and should not be construed as engineering or architectural reports or
surveys. The reproduction of information generated by architects, engineers, or other consultants
on any sketches, drawings, or photographs is only for coordination and ease of reference.
Inclusion of said information with any drawings or other documents does not constitute a
representation as to the sufficiency or accuracy of said information.

Unless otherwise expressed: a) this report covers only examined items and their condition at the
time of inspection; and b) the inspection is limited to visual examination of accessible items
without dissection, excavation, probing, or coring. There is no warranty or guarantee, expressed
or implied, that structural problems or deficiencies of plants or property may not arise in the
future.
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Certification of Performance
I Richard Gessner, Certify:

That I have personally inspected the tree(s) and/or the property referred to in this report, and
have stated my findings accurately. The extent of the evaluation and/or appraisal is stated in the
attached report and Terms of Assignment;

That I have no current or prospective interest in the vegetation or the property that is the subject
of this report, and I have no personal interest or bias with respect to the parties involved;

That the analysis, opinions and conclusions stated herein are my own;

That my analysis, opinions, and conclusions were developed and this report has been prepared
according to commonly accepted Arboricultural practices;

That no one provided significant professional assistance to the consultant, except as indicated
within the report.

That my compensation is not contingent upon the reporting of a predetermined conclusion that
favors the cause of the client or any other party, nor upon the results of the assessment, the
attainment of stipulated results, or the occurrence of any other subsequent events;

I further certify that I am a Registered Consulting Arborist® with the American Society of
Consulting Arborists, and that I acknowledge, accept and adhere to the ASCA Standards of
Professional Practice. I am an International Society of Arboriculture Board Certified Master
Arborist®. I have been involved with the practice of Arboriculture and the care and study of
trees since 1998.

Richard J. Gessner

ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist® #496
ISA Board Certified Master Arborist® WE-4341B

Copyright

© Copyright 2015, Monarch Consulting Arborists LLC. Other than specific exception granted for copies made by
the client for the express uses stated in this report, no parts of this publication may be reproduced, stored in a
retrieval system, or transmitted in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, recording, or otherwise without
the express, written permission of the author.
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From: Brian Sohmxtz <brznZbranischmi

To: siepran fyspharcoonng

Sent: Thursday January 8, 2015 4 49 PM

Subject: Re: Use Permit/Farnad Fakoor and Aria Vatankhah/755 Cambridge Ave

On Wed, Dec 31, 2014 at 5:36 PM, Brian Schmitz <0 = 0 =0 msohz 200 > wiote:

Hi, Stephen. lm writing regarding the use permit for the two new homes at 755
Cambridge. My wife, Stephanie Rowen, and | live nearby at 114 Cornell.

Based on the ;'z12, we have two concerns and one question:

1. The look and feel of the new homes do not seem to match the lock and feel of the
surrounding homes and the Allied Arts neighborhood.

2. It looks like the rear home's second story bedroom windows (south side) will
provide the opportunity to see into our kitchen dining area windows.

3. Will this lot be sub-divided?

I'm looking forward to your feedback.

Thank you,

Brian Schmitz
114 Cornell Rd

AGD TAR i)
o F L L T T e

©



Rogers, Thomas H

S e ———————]
From: Cama Garcia <cdcama@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2015 8:46 PM
To: _Planning Commission
Subject: 755 Cambridge Ave

Dear Mebers of the Menlo Park Planning Commission,

| apologize for this late and very informal email, but | wanted to send it as soon as possible since you met last
evening.

| live at 775 Cambridge ave, right adjacent to 755 Cambridge ave. | have read through all the planning
commission notes in regards to this planned demolition and massive build, as well as the architectural plans

and designs.

| sincerely appreciate all your time and effort looking into all the aspects of this proposition, demolition and
build.

Has anyone looked into and considered the possibility of the shifting that could occur?

Our property lines are extremely close, and from the projected plans, it appears now our houses will be even
closer in proximity.

With the massive digging and clearing out for the 2 large basements what is the possibility of shifting? If this
occurs who is liable for structural damage?

| have yet to speak with the neighbors, | have lived in this house for 8 years and they have never waved or said
hello, even smiled in response to mine. They left a note on our door late Sunday evening, which | found in the
morning.

Obviously when you look around the neighborhood every third house is currently being torn down, and it's the
nature of those who are blessed with the current state of the economy.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Cama Lock
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Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 10/19/2015
CITY OF Staff Report Number: 15-019-PC
MENLO PARK
Public Hearing: Use Permit/ Lauren Goldman/219 Santa Margarita
Avenue

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a use permit to construct a rear addition and
conduct interior modifications to an existing nonconforming single-story residence in the R-1-U (Single-
Family Urban) zoning district, at 219 Santa Margarita Avenue. The value of the proposed work would
exceed 75 percent of the replacement cost of the existing structure. As a part of the proposal, a heritage
tree (Norway spruce) in the rear yard is proposed for removal. 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 219 Santa Margarita Avenue, which is an interior lot located in between
Middlefield Road and Nash Avenue in the Menlo Oaks neighborhood. A location map is included as
Attachment B. All parcels on Santa Margarita Avenue and within the broader vicinity contain single-family
residences that are also zoned R-1-U. There is a mix of one and two-story single-family residences
surrounding the project site which feature varied architectural styles, including ranch and craftsman style
homes.

Analysis

Project Description

The applicant proposes to reconfigure the interior of their three bedroom, single-story residence and add
square footage to the rear of the house, including a new patio. One of the existing bedrooms would be
remodeled to create additional dining and living room space. The existing bathroom would also be
remodeled. The rear addition would contribute to a larger dining room, new kitchen and a new master
bedroom suite with a new bathroom. Overall, the existing residence would not create any additional
bedrooms, and the existing accessory building and structures would remain. Some of the hardscape
would be demolished, including existing concrete in the rear and left side yards, and the brick fascia at the
front of the home would be removed to accommodate a slightly expanded lawn. A data table summarizing
parcel and project attributes is included as Attachment C. The project plans and the applicant’s two project

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



Staff Report #: 15-019-PC

description letters are included as Attachments D and E, respectively.

The existing residence is considered nonconforming with regard to the required 5.5-foot side yard
setbacks and the one-story daylight plane. The remodeling and addition would exceed 75 percent of the
existing replacement value in a 12-month period. However, the new addition would comply with all the
setback requirements, and the framing members of the nonconforming walls and roof would be retained.
The parking would remain nonconforming, with only one required space located outside of the front
setback. However, the driveway would provide two usable, unofficial parking spaces, and parking
nonconformities may be permitted to remain on remodel/expansion projects.

Design and Materials

The applicant proposes to update the exterior materials and colors in order to create a “contemporary
farmhouse” character for their residence. The existing exterior of the residence would remodeled by using
vertical board and batten siding in grey and white. No changes are proposed to the roof pitches; however,
the roof would feature a new metal standing seam roof. There would be five new double-pane fixed and
single hung windows for the new master bedroom and master bathroom, and a new door leading to the
new patio from the master bedroom. Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed
residence would be consistent with the architectural styles of the neighborhood.

Trees and Landscaping

The applicant has applied for a heritage tree removal permit to remove one heritage tree: the Norway
spruce on the right rear side of the lot. In the applicant’s project description letter (Attachment E) the
spruce is described as having “low hanging limbs that limit the use of the yard.” The trunk of the spruce
would be approximately eight feet away from the proposed patio. There is a liguidambar heritage tree
within the City’s right-of-way at the front of the property, which is not proposed for removal. No other trees
on the subject property are proposed for removal. The Norway spruce has been evaluated by the City
Arborist who has concluded that the tree is in good health, and that he will likely deny the request. The
proposed patio would be within the dripline of this tree; therefore, the City Arborist recommends requesting
the project arborist provide a report which specifies appropriate tree protection measures be put in place
during construction of the patio and addition. Staff has included a condition of approval (4a) requiring this
as part of the building permit submittal, although the condition allows for flexibility if the heritage tree
removal permit is ultimately granted.

Valuation

The City uses standards established by the Building Division to calculate the replacement and new
construction costs on which the use permit threshold is based. The City has determined that the
replacement cost of the existing structure would be approximately $252,841, meaning that the applicant
would be allowed to propose new construction and remodeling at this site totaling less than $189,631 in
any 12-month period without applying for a use permit. The City has determined that the value of the
proposed work would be approximately $231,734. Based on this estimate, the proposed project exceeds
75 percent of the replacement cost of the existing structure, therefore requiring use permit approval by the
Planning Commission.

Correspondence
The applicant has indicated that they have spoken with their adjacent neighbors regarding the project
plans. Staff has not received any items of correspondence on the proposed project.

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

Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence would remain compatible with
those of the existing structures on Santa Margarita Avenue and in the general vicinity. Design elements
such as the vertical board and batten siding and metal standing seam roof would add visual interest to 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 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 naotification 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

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

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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Report prepared by:
Michele T. Morris, Assistant Planner

Report reviewed by:
Thomas Rogers, Interim Principal Planner
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219 Santa Margarita Avenue — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 219 Santa | PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Lauren OWNER: Kennith and
Margarita Avenue PLN2015-00064 Goldman Elizabeth Fluharty

REQUEST: Request for a use permit to construct a rear addition and conduct interior modifications to an
existing nonconforming single-story residence in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district. The
value of the proposed work would exceed 75 percent of the replacement cost of the existing structure. As
a part of the proposal, a heritage tree (Norway spruce) in the rear yard is proposed for removal.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: October 19, 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.

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 detrimentat 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
L’Oro Designs, consisting of 16 plan sheets, dated received September 25, 2015, and
approved by the Planning Commission on October 19, 2015 except as modified by the
conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval by the Planning Division.

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

Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all requirements of the
Building Division, Engineering Division, and Transportation Division that are dtrectly
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 iocations
of all meters, back flow prevention devices, transformers, junction boxes, relay boxes, and
other equipment hoxes.

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 condition:

a.

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shalil

PAGE: 1 0of 2




219 Santa Margarita Avenue — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 219 Santa
Margarita Avenue

PROJECT NUMBER:
PLN2015-00064

APPLICANT: Lauren
Goldman

OWNER: Kennith and
Elizabeth Flubarty

REQUEST: Request for a use permit to construct a rear addition and conduct interior modifications to an
existing nonconforming single-story residence in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district. The
value of the proposed work would exceed 75 percent of the replacement cost of the existing structure. As
a part of the proposal, a heritage tree (Norway spruce) in the rear yard is proposed for removal.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning

Commission

DATE: October 19, 2015

ACTION: TBD

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

ACTION:

submit a revised arborist report with tree protection measures for the Norway spruce tree in
the rear yard. The revised arborist report shall be subject to review and approval of the
Planning Division. If revisions to the project plans (for example, adjustments to the location or
size of the patio) are recommended by the project arborist, City Arborist or as the result of an
appeal of the decision regarding this project by the Planning Commission, such changes shall
be subject to review and approval of the Planning Division. This condition shall not be
applicable if a Heritage Tree Removal permit is granted for the Norway spruce tree.

PAGE: 2 of 2







Lot area
Lot width
Lot depth

Setbacks
Front
Rear
Side (left)
Side (right)

Building coverage

FAL (Floor Area Limit)
Square footage by floor

Square footage of
building

Building height
Parking

Trees

219 Santa Margarita Avenue — Attachment C: Data Table

PROPOSED EXISTING ZONING
PROJECT PROJECT ORDINANCE
7,078 sf 7,078 sf 7,000 sf min.
. 549 ft 54.9  ft. 65 ft. min.
129 fi. 129 ft. 100 ft. min.
20 it 248 ft. 20 ft. min.
20 ft 67 fi. 20 ft. min.
53 ft 5.3 it 5.5 ft. min.
49 f 4.9 ft. 5.5 ft. min.
2,716.7 sf 2,027 sf 2,823.3 sfmax.
384 % 286 % 39.9 % max.
2,162.6 sf 1,473 sf 2,819.5 sfmax.
1,874.8 sf/1st 1,185.1 sf/1st
226 sf/garage 226 sf/garage
277 sf/porch & 277 sflporch &
trellis trellis
338.9 sf/acc. 338.9 sf/acc.
2,439.7 sf 1,750 sf
154 fi. 15.4 ft. 28 ft. max.
1 covered 1 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered
Heritage trees 2* | Non-Heritage trees 9 | New Trees 0
Heritage trees proposed 1 Non-Heritage trees 0 | Total Number 10
for removal proposed for of Trees
removal

*Includes one street tree.




Fluharty Remodel

219 Santa Margarita, Menlo Park, CA
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SITE INFORMATION.

PROJECT LOCATION 219 SANTA MARGARNA AVERUE
MENLO PARK, CA 9402

APN: 062:271-430

ZONING: RIY

OCCUPANCY GROUP- R-3

CONSTRUCTION TYFE: VB

FLOGD ZONE: AE

HISTORIC: NO

SIZE OF PROPERTY; 7.078 SF (0.16 ACRES)

SETBACKS,

FRONT. 20 FEET

SIDE, 5.487 FEET {10% OF LOT WIDTH}

REAR: 20 FEET

MAXIPUM ALLOWABLE FLOOR AREA,
FOR1OT: 2.819.50 $F

2.800 SF + 25% [LOT AREA - 70005H = FI.OOR AREA LIMIT (FAL)
2,800 SF + 257 (7.078 $F -7.000 SF) = 2.819.50

(E) HOUSE + {E] GARAGE: 1AL 5F
M) HOUSE ADDITION 689.85 SF
e S 710076 3F,

L L
HOUSE + GARAGE TOTAL 2.100.76 SF
1E) STUDIO .29 SF

E} SHED 50,57 SE.
TOTAL FAL A3 6

A
CONDITONS NOT iN OR AREA CALCULATIONS {17.32)
Bosements under siruclures within a main floor level of 30" of less cbove grade.
garden sluctures wilh o semi sofid foof, covered porches and patios struclural
attached fo ihe exterior of Ihe main residence. provided thol one end is open
G 00ks GUwEIE] hom ine rDancS. Gy wiatiow GOSN A o tham
7ilin lengln, chimney and fireboxes, and eave overnongs,

PROPOSED BU!I.D\NG COVERAGE

HOUSE + GAR: 210074 5F
{E} COVERED PORCH 67,64 SF
(€] STUDO 288.29 SF
{E] SHED 50.57 SF
E] JRELLIS 2536 3F
Al EX3 N
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ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS

ADD COVER SHEET
AD| GENERAL NOTES
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ALD SITE PLAN
ALI FLOOR AREA BLOCK OUT FLANS
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A2D  DEMOLTION PLAN
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A30 EXISTING EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
AL EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
A32 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

A40 BUILDING SECTIONS

APPLICABLE CODES & REGS.

2013 CAUFORNIA RESIDENTIAL CODE
2013 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE

2013 CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE

2013 CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE

2013 CALIFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODE

2013 CAUEQRNIA FIRE CODE

2013 CALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING STANDARDS CODE
2013 CALIFORNIA ENERGY CODE

219 Santa Margarita, Menlo Park, CA
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FIRE SPRINKLER NOTES

SPECIAL INSPECTIONS & TESTING

N

THE RESIDENCE SFALL RECEIVE A FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM.

SUBMITTED AND APPROVED BY MENLO PARK FIRE.

@

SHUT QFF VALVE.

>

ORDERING

20d Ay

@

L

. PRIOR TO INSTALLATION OF THE SYSTEM. DESIGN DRAWINGS. INCLUDING HEAD CALCULATIONS AND LOCATIONS WiLL BE

THE FOLLOWING ITEMS OF WORK ARE DESIGNATED BY THE STRUCTURAL

ENGINEER FOR SPECIAL INSPECTION & TESTING:

SPRINKLER RISER WATER SUPPLY LINE SHALL OCCUR PRIOR TO SHUT-OFF VALVE FOR RESIDENCE AND BE MARKED BY A RED
SPRINKLER POP-DOWN HEADS SHALL BE APPROVED BY THE ARCHITECT PRIOR 10

SUBMIT & REVIEW LOCATION DRAWINGS 10 THE ARCHITECT FOR COORDINATION PRIOR TO ORDERING COMPONENTS.
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SHOP DRAWINGS & SAMPLE SCHEDULE

WALL TYPES LEGEND

GENERAL PROJECT NOTES

{ CALGREEN REQUIREMENTS

CONIRACTOR 10 PROVIDE FINISH SAMPLES AND/OR SHOP DRAWINGS FOR ARGHITECT AND.
OWNER REVIEW FOR THE FOLLOWING ITEMS:

(N) 2 X 4 INTERIOR WALL r"’"’,"
578" GYP B

3172 STUD W BATY

RECESSED UIGH FIXTURES

SHOP DWG SAMPLE
INTERIOR DOORS {INCLUDING HARDWARE SCHEDULE| X v
EXTERIOR DOORS (INCLUDING HARDWARE SCHEDULE] ¥ v f ] {N} 2X 4 INTERIOR WALL
WINDOWS & SCREENS {INCLUDING HARDWARE) % {SINGLE SHEAR)
CABINETRY: INCLUDING PAINT OR STAIN ¥ X S/° GYP 8D
CABINEIRY HARDWARE ¥ 112 PLYW
WYAC LAY-CUT INCLUDING DUGTWORY, & Rmmsa LOTANONS E) 3 1/7' SWD W/ DAY
COUNIERTOP MATERIALS & LAY-OUI DRAW v v 518" GYP 8D
CERAMIC TILE {ACTUAL SZE AND VARIAHONS) x 5
TRIM SYSTEMS & PANELING x A T {N) 2X 6 INTERIOR WAL
PLUMBING FIXTURES % B SINGLE SHEAR
APPLIANCES {KITCHEN & MECH] <
DECORATIVE RANGE HOOD SHELL 3
UGHIING SWITCH PLATES & CONIROL DIAGRAMS X X 0 . (14 2X & INTERIOR wALL
WOOD FLOORING. INCLUDING STAIN ¥ DOUBLE SHEAR
PAINT DRAW DOWN CARDS X
SUPPLY/RETURN GRILLES L3 I

{N} 2 X 8 EXTERIOR WALL
5/8" GYP BOARD
34" 1H WOQD PANEL

ST (M) 2 X SEXIERIOR WALL
DOUBLE SHEAR

{N} 2% 6 EXTERIOR WAL

{N) CONCRETE WALL

{N) 2 X 4 INTERIOR WALL

(N} 2 X 6 INTERIOR WALL

(N} | HR FIRE-RATED WALL
OR SHAFT

DEFERRED SUBMITTAL [TEMS

NOTES FOR CITY OF MENLO PARK

SPRINKLER PLANS
IRRIGATION JONING & CONTROLS

QTEE AL AND FINISH NOTES

O1ES

At _iumnum M MIRROR

MAT  MATERIAL

c CARPET ME MOUNTING BRACKET
cG CORNER GUARD MBH MOP & BROOM HOLDER
cH CLOTHES HODK MFR MANUFACTURER
CONC  CONCRETE MR MOP RECEPTOR
cr CURTAIN ROD
cr CARPET THE 0S8 ORENTED STRAND BOARD
EWC  ELECIRIC WATER COOLER P PAINT
PEX
D FLOOR DRAIN n PLASTIC LAMINATE
££ FIRE EXHNGUISHER PEwD PLYWOOD
F6C FIRE EXHNGUISHER CABINET d PAINT 1YPE
N EiNISH PID  PAPER TOWEL DISPENSER
FNTN FOUNTAIN 5
FRP FIBERGLASS REINFORCED PANEL RSD RECESSED SOAP DISPENSER
3 FIRE SPRINKLER RB RESWIENT BASE
55 FOLDING SHOWER SEAT RE RESIIENT ELOCRING
FWC  FABRIC WAL COVERING Rt RESILIENT TILE
FWP  FABRIC WRAPPED PANEL R RUBBER MAT
. ¢ SEALED CONCRETE
Gav  CapvaniED 0 SOAD DISH
> SDU SOAP DISPEMGING Wit
o GRAD BAR st SHOWER HEAD
éo GARBAGE DISPOSAL SSM SOLID SURFACE MATERIAL
G GLASS sp SOLID PHENOUC
GSM  GGALVANIZED SHEET METAL pod STAILESS STEE
GWB  GYPSUM WALL BOARD e SIONE
si STEEL
HOWD  HOT/COLD WATER DISPENSER
v TREAD OR 1
INSHL INSULATION T TOWEL BAR
i} 1 JRUSS JOISH -SECTION
LAM LAMINATE D TOUET PAPER DISPENSER
LD LIGUID SOAP DISPENSER ISCD IOUET SEAY COVER DISPENSER

Vet VINYL COMPOSTE TiLE

wH WATER HEATER
wWR WASIE RECEPIACLE
w1 WINDQW TREATMENT

ERAL HOTES

THE WORK IRCLUDED UNDER THESE DRAWINGS CONSISTS OF ALL LABOR. MATERIALS,
TRANSFORTATION, TORLS AND EGUIPMENT HECESSARY FOR THE CONSTRUCHION OF THE $ROKCE -
LEAVING ALL WORK READY FOR! USE

1

THE PLANS INCLUDE THE GENERAL EXTENT OF REW CONSIRUCTION NECESSARY FOR ThE WORK
BYT ARE HOT INTENDED 1O BE ALANCLUSIVE, ALL MEW WORK NECESSARY TO ALL FOR A FINSHED
OB I ACCORDANCE WITH THE INTENTION OF THE DRAWINGS 15 INCLUDED REGARDLESS OF
WHETHER SHOWN ON THE DRAWINGS OR MENIIONED N THE NOTES,

3. ANY ERHOKS OMBSIONS OR CONFLICTS FOUND N THE VARIOUS PARIS OF THE DRAWINGS SHALL
BE BROUGHT 1O THE IMMEDIATE ATIENTION OF THE ARCHTECT FOR CLARIICATION BEFORE
PROCEEDING.

4 ALL WORK, MATERIALS AND INSTALLATIONS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WiTH ALL APPLICABLE

FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL B DING CODES AND ORDINANCES, INCLUOING THE MOST RECENT
REVISIONS. ADDITIONS. AMERDAMENTS AND INTERPRETATIONS,

5 AL INFORMATION SHOWHN ON THE DRAWINGS RELATIVE TO EXISTING CONDITIONS § GIVEN AS THE
BEST PRESERT XNOWLEDGE. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REVIEW THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS AND
VERIEY EXISTIHG CONDITIONS AND DWENSIONS PRKIR 10 PROGEEDING WITH ANY WORK OR
INSTALLFION,

6 THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN A CHRRENT AND COMPLETE SE1 OF CONSIRUGTRON
DRAWINGS GN THE JOB SUTE DURING ALL PHASES OF CONSIRUCTION FOR USE BY AL TRADES AND
SHALL PROVIGE ALL SUBCONTRACTORS Witk CURRENT CORSIRUCTION DRAWRIGS AS REQURED.

7. COMIRACTORS SHALL USE WRITIEN DAENSIONS OHAY. DO NOT SCALE DRAWINGS.

[ DIMENSIONS ARE TO FACE OF SHUID. GRID LINES OR CENTER LINES OF DOORS AND
VANDOWS UON. DIMENSIONS MARKED ‘CLR SHALL BE MAINTAINED WITHIN 1/8°. ALL DIMENSIONS
NOIED V.AF. ARE 10 BE CHECKED BY THE CONIRACIOR PRIOR 1G CONSIRUCTION, REPORT ANY
VARIAKCES 10 THE ARCHITECT AND/OR OWHER FRIOR 10 PROCEEDING.

9. CONTRAGIOR SHALL PROTECT ALL EXISTING (TEMS AND SURFAGES 10 REMAIN, CONIRACTOR
SHALL RESTORE ABY HTEMS DR SURFACES DANAGED DURING DEMALIION AND CONSIRUCIION
TO ALKE HEVI CONDITKIN, CONTRAGTOR 10 PROTECT IREES PER THE TWN OF ATHERION
REQUREMENTS.

X COMIRACTOR 10 KEEP ALL STE-STORED BUILDING MATERIALS IN DRY AREAS: PROVIDE Uv
PROTECTION 1O UV SENSTIVE BUILDING MATERIALS DURING STORAGE AND CONSTRUCTION.

W, COORDINATE ALL ARCHIEGTURAL WORK WITH STRUCTURAL, ELECTHICAL AND MECHANICAL
CONDITICING BEFORE THE ORDERING OF, OR THE NSTALLATION OF, AN IFEM OF WORK.

B STALL AL IXTURES. EQUIPMENT, AND MATERIALS FER MANUFACTURERS' RECOMMENDATIONS,
FOLLOW MANUFACTURER'S INSTALLATION RECOMMENDATIONS AND STANDARO INDUSTRY ARD
BULDING PRACTICES FOR SEALANT ARD CAULKING LOICATIONS, INSTALLTKIN INSTRUCHONS FOR
AL LGTED EQUIPMENT SHALL B PROVIDED 10 THE FIELD INSPECTOR ¥ REGUESTED AY TWME OF
SPECTION.

12, GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL OH A REGULAR BASIS REMOVE ALL RUBRISH AHD DEBRIS OF ALL
SUBCONMRACTORS AND TRADED, AND SHALL EXERCILE STRICT CONIROL QVER JOB CLEARING 10
PREVERT ANY DEBRIS QR DUST FROM AFFECTING. IN ANY WAY. FINSHED AREAS IN OR OUTSIDE THE
JOB ST, COMPLY WITH THE TOWM OF ATHERTONS RECYCUING AND WASTE PROGRA

1B UILAY SERVICE AMD EMERGENCY SERVICES ARE TO B MAINTAINED FOR THE STE BY THE
CONIRACTOR DURING ALL PHASES OF WORK

. CIYI . REPEAT WHEREVER THS CONDITION OCCURS
15 "SI REPEAT AND MODIFY AS REGUIRED 1O SUT CONDION

14, PROVIDE BACKING AS REQURED FOR INSTALLATION OF EQUPMENT. FXTURES. ACCESSORIES, AND
CASEWORK.

17, FOLLOW MANUFACTURER'S INGTALLHON RECDMMENDM!ONS AND INDUSTRY STANDASADS AND
BUILDING PRACTICES FOR SEALANT. CAULKING & FLASHING.

8. YESY MOGTURE CONTENT OF CONCRETE BEFORE COVERING WITH FINISH MATERIALS: MOISTURE
CONTENT 1O BE LESS THAN 12 %

19, XEEP BELOW-GRADE PLUMBING. ELECTRICAL. AND MEGHANCIAL RISIDE WATERPROOFING
ENVELOPE. DAYUGHT ALL BELOW GRADE WALL PENETRATIONS AS HIGH AS POSSIBLE OR ABOVE
GRADE.

ALL WASTE WATER PIPES ARE 10 BE 4" CAST IRON WITH CASE IROR VERTING. ALL NEW WATER LINES
ARE 10 BE COPPER,

21 WHERE SURFACES ARE T0 BE PAIIED USE TWQ COATS [FLUS PRIMER, I NEW CONSTRUCTION]
MINIRAUSS. COMPLY WITH PAINT MANUFACTURER 3 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PREPARATION AND
APPLICATION A3 WELL AS CALGREEN VOC / AIR GUALITY REGUIREMENTS.

22 CONRACIOR TO PROVIDE DUSTPROOF SARRIERS AT ALl MECHANICAL DUCT OPERNGS 10
BROIECT DUCTS

23 INSULATE AND SEAL ARGUND ALL WALL AND FLOOR PENEIRATIONS, INGULATE A\\
PIPES iy EXTERIOR WALLS SEAL VENTILATION DUCTWORK FROM AR, PRESSURE
LEAKS AT DOORS. WINDOWS, AND CONNECTIONS; AND PERFORM WHOLE IlOUSE 1 nusu vmou
0 OCCUPANCY,

mu Atk

24 RQDENT SEAL ALL EXTERIOR JOMIS AND CONNECTIONS COMPLETELY: SEAL ALL WALL ARD FLOOR
PENETRATIONS. AND INGTALL COREOSICN RESITTANT SCREENS AT ALL VENT HOLES.

25, ALLEARTHWORK ARD UIE DRAINAGE INCLUDING EXCAVATION OF BASEMENT. FIER & GRADE
BEAMS. SPREAD FOOTINGS. PREPARATION OF SUBGRADE BENEATH SLABS-ON-GRADE
UNDERLAYMENT AND FINAL SURFACE DRAINAGE INSTALLTION SHOULD 88 FERFORMED W
ACCORDANGE WITH THE GEQTECHNICAL REPORT. NOYFCATION OF ANY EARTHORK.
GPERATIONS SHOUDL BE PROVIDED 43 HOURS #4 ADVANCE FOR ANY WORK OR TESTING. AS
NECESSARY.

FROJECT 1O CONFORM Wittt THE FOLLOWING CALGreen REQUIREMENIS:

GENERAL CONSTRUCTION:

1. Inslol copikary breok and vopot relarder of slab on grade foundations (4.505.2)

2. Check moistute conlent of buiding materials used in wall and lloot framing betore
enclosure [4.505.3)

3. Pratect annular spoces around pipes, electric cables. canduils al exterior wals
against the pessage of rodents (4.406.1}

Adhesives, soalanls and caulks shall be comptiant with VOC and othes foxic
compound imils [4.504.2.1}

Cover ducl openings ond alhet refated of disbibution componenl openings
during construction 45041}

2. Provide insulated fouvers/covers min R-4.2] wiich close when Ihe fan's off for the
whole house exbnust fans (45071}

SHES:
. Painls. stains ond ofher coalings shalt be compliant wilh VOC mits (4.504.2.2}
2. Aerosol paints and cootings solt be compliant with pmdud wmgh!?n MIR \mls lox
{4.504.2.3)

ROC and ofher toxic
provided

3. Paticieboord, medium dersity ibeiboard (MOF) and hardwoad plywood used in inferior
finish systems shali comply with low farmaidenyde mission stondords. 4,504.5

4. Carpel ond corpel systams shait be campliont with VOC liavls {4,504.3)

5. Minimum 50 % of ioar areo teceiving resiient Hooting sholl comply with Section 4.504.4.
LANDSCAPE:
1. Automalic inigalion systerns contrallers installed at the time of finolinspection snai be

wealnerbased {4.304.1); trigatian sysiem design 1o be part of 6 separate landscape
submittal of a tuture dote.
AMISC:

1. Conkaclor la provide operotion and mainteaance manuat 10 the building occupont
of owner pez CaiGreen Section 4,410.).

A minimum of 30% of Ihe consbuction wuste genesaled ol the sife is 10 be ecycled o
salvaped per ColGrean Section 4 408 1
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Arborist Form

Ploass complata one form for aach tree. Mark sach irss with colored ritibon of Lapa priof 1
our inapection.

s, 219 Santn Masostily

mgmmmmmgﬁng Kee L
Nama of Cenified Arborist] ]

Address: [P 02 DX &/r7 $onBUS CA Lo ]
O T ra e L T —— W 7
JREE INFORMATION:

Data of tnepecton: [ 3/z2/
[ Feiny Eg0ues Botanicat arme:

g )
Diamalor of tree 3t 54 inchers above natural grade [___A3. 7 ]
Gircumerence of ros at 54 inches abave naturat gradel___ ]

Condition of Tree:

Bop = Povi san_anziry ftmn t@unk

| Golronr._clee Ums. | Tz 0md

14 ing remexaLor REUNing, olexso tiat ait reasona;

Feducas s PO YVt 2

Sugnested

Trea:
o oak . #id m0plk Cliptss gofoeke

]
|
Fusteny o [imb Loabis |
]

Signature of Arborist: Date:

Kielty Arborist Services LL.C
Ceified Arborist WERDITA
PEY Ban 6187
San Matco, (*A $H03
63 5159783
July £ 2015

M. Ken Hhacty
21

Menlo Pask, CA 93025

5219 Sants Margariia, Menfo Pk CA

Dcar Mr. Fiutarty

A sequested o hursday. June 25,2013, st he s e for e parse o inspecting

tiquidambar tree New constimction ix plarsted for this <ite and as required
wsurvey of the free o sile il i e protection phan will be prssided. Your coacern a 1o the
futuee health and safedy of this tree has prompied this A isit.

Method:
Al inspections were sade Trotn the grsund: the iree was not climbed for this ipection. The
et was ocated on i “Not- to-Seale” nusp provided by ie. The tree wars then
mieavared $0 diameter an 34 inches above ground leved (DBH or diameter a1 breast hewght). The
tree was given a condition sating [z form aml vitality. Fhe irees” condition sating is based on 50
percent vitafity nd 5 percent (o, wsing the folfowing scale

|- 29 Very Poor
W49 Poor
- 100 Exeellent

The height of the ree wan meiouted using a Nikon Foresiry S50 Hypromster The spread wie
paced ofl, Comments and ceenmpendations for future mantesance are providad

o

Kielty Arborist Services LLP
Cantified Arborist WEAM76A
P.0. Box 6187
San Matro, CA 94403
6505159783

March 31,2015

Mr. Ken Fiubany

219 Sants Margarita

Menlo Park, CA 4025

Site: 216 Sania Markarita. Menlo Pack, CA

Dear Mr, Flubany,

A requesied on Satunday, March 22,2015, [ visted the above i to nspect and comment on 3
Spruce troe in the rear of the property. New constrution is planned for his site making the arca
arourd the tree & heavily used trget. Your concem as o the future health and safety of Lhe tree
has prompted this visit,
Method:
Alt m;p«m... were made from the sround: the e was not climbed for Uhis inspoction, “The
\eee in question was located on 8 “Not- Lo-Scale” map provided by me, The tree was then.
for dismeler al 34 inches sbove ground level

(DBH or dixmetcr a1 breast height). The tree was
v comiiorin G Form sod iy, The

tion esing s based o S0 percent vitatity
s percent form, using the following scale.

- 29 Very Poor
B -8 po

30 - 6 Fair
0 - X? Good
M - 100 Excellent
The height ol the tree was messured usiag s Nikon
Forssty 50 Hypeomstr, The yrad watpaod .
and reoommerdations Gx futuee
m.\m!:nlnct axe provided.

Spruce tree in the rear of the property. The tree
Bas & bistory of b failure and limHs the use of
the property.

Site:219 da
M

Margarita, Meala Park —(2)

Observadions:

The tree s aestion 1s 1 sreet e, Incated in front of the existing home. FLseceis ed 4 condition
ting of 45 uahing it poor trce. The trve is a liquidamber (Loquidarabar styrueifiad with
herght of 65 fct and o fotal spread canopy of 35 feet. The tree was phanted under uiliy fives
“Fhe majority of the Irees foliape is 0n the west vide. The \ree s heen topped for line elearance
10 haeping 1t awas from the wufity Ines and as i resut there is i abundanse of w aiersprouts.
The tree is mults leader at 7 feet. Cables were installed hetween leaders at the heighi of 20 fect.
There is cvidence of fimh loss and the tree T been hit by vehicles noted by scars.

Summary
The tree o be protected is  liquiskimbe (2 aguidmnbar \iyra . D tee has poor forms as it
wany planted sndee ublity lincs. e iree was once wyped to fry and comrol its beight. As
restlt ther is i abundance of wateesprout growth, These water sprosts are arcas of weak
aitachment nd sre piowe o faiture. The tree is bondesig the sidewalh.. Thin trce s expected i
M smins o o Nnpats duiig CostICTon s 1L is Jcated om he peringter of (he property
The folloswing tree prvteetion plan witl ielp 1o reduce impacts 1o the retained tree.

Tree Protection Plan:

Trew peotection torey

Tree protection zones shoutd e extablishied and maimtarned nsughont the entire Jngth of te
project. Feacing for the prosection 20nes should be 6 (oot tall meta} chain link 3y pe suppostcd by
Zinch metal poles pounded into the grovind hy no leve thans 2feet The support poles should be
spaced no more than 10 feel apan vn cenicer. The dovation For the pratection fencing shontd b a¢
closc 1o the dripline as possible s aliowing rom for comtruction to safely contirue, Signs
should be placed on feaciung sigaifying Free Prrecion Zone - Keep Our”

Nomatraor cquipmen should e sor o leaned s e proeton acs. Aress
outide the Tencing but siil eneatl the dripline of protected teves, whee f

Irdfic 1s espected 1o be heavy, should be mulched with 4 to 6 inches of dll[‘a“u’ gl The
spreading of chips will hclp 10 refieve compoction and improve the soil suwcture

Rosot cutting

Any toots 10 be cut shoutd he monitared and documented. 1ane rools or [arge mases of rats 16
e cut chould e npected by Jhe site arbarist. The site arbasist may recommeint fertfising or
Vrmgation 8 o0 Cuing s SEpaRieant. Cut ol socks chean with o or Joppets, Reots 1n b heit
expased for a peciod of timse should be covered with fayers of burlap and heps moist,

Sate:219 Snta Margania, Menlo Push, [N

219 Santa Margaritaasins @

Observations:
Thic troe in question is a Norway spnuce (Picea ables) with a diameter al breast hcunhl nrzs 4
inches. The troe ia located in the rear of the property porthwest of ihe home.

beiht of the spruee ia 35 fieet Wilh 2 total crown spread of 40 feet. The viror of e speace s i
with normal shoot growth for the species and some dacline in L canopy. The form of the tree is
paor with 3 past topming a¢ 50 foct and a slizht fean 1o the south. The spruce has & recent history
af imh o,

Sumpiary:

“The modium sized spruce is in fa condition with poor

form. The past topping bas contributed fo recent limb

faidure and future [imb faifure is expected.

Overexiended limbs are common whert rees have been
\eoding (0 fimb and teadec failure. Future timb

faiture is ikely,

“Though the planned consiruction will have na effect o
the spruce the tree should be removed us the spruce
vodiuces the wsable space in the property. With yourg
chifdren sing the property the likelihood of limb
filre makes the bee an immediate hazard. Remove
and replace the spruce as removal is the only method
that will eliminate afl hazards and lishilitics associated
with the lree.

The sup flow on the trunk may be contributiag fo the trves declinlog canopy.

“The information included in this report s believed t0 be tue and basod an sound arburicultural
principles and practices.

Sivcerely. /7 //‘é’ .

Kevin R Kichy
Cemitied Athonist WEHOST,

TS

Treavhing

renching for imngation, elevirival, draigage or uy sthee reasen should be hand dug when

bencath the driplines of protected irees. Hand digging and carefully aying pipes helow or beside

protected ot will dranatically redue ot oy of desined Itees thus redicing e to the

entirc trve. Frenches should be backlifled s so0n a5 possible with salis ¢ wiatecial and

compae 104 10 ncar its oviginal Jevel. Trenches Qe must be loft esposed for a period of time
shorildd also be covered with layers of barlag and kept monst. Phywood vt er the top of the ireach

Skl el prtect exposed roots helos,

lerigation

Normal imigation shall he maintained on his sic at i) Umes. ‘The liquidambar will equire
regulac warm season imsigation. On s construction site. | recommend icigation dussig botl
sotmer ad winter months. Dusisg winter months irrigote beasity | nate per month, Season
rainfsth vy feduce the need for sdlitional frigalien. During the warm season, Aprt -
Noveniec, my recommendionis t use beavy tergation, 2 fimes per moaih. The on-site
acbonst may make adjistments 2 fhe imigation recommeadativns us needed.

The information tnchided i thas eportis helieved 10 be trie and Tased v sund arboricultursl
peinciples and practices.

Sincerety.
Kevin R. Kielty David P Beehtam
Cenified Atheict WESAT6A Contified Arborist WEAIIT24

Fluharty Remodel

219 Santa Margarita, Menlo Park, CA
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SAN MATED COUNTYWIDE
Water Pollution
Prevention Program

Clean Water. Healthy Community.

Materials & Waste Management

Non-Hazardous Mater
O Berm and cover stockpiles of sand. dirt or others construction material
with tarps when rain is forecast or il not actively being used within

14 days.
Q Use (but don’t overuse) reclaimed warer for dust control,

Hazardous Materia

s

Q Label all hazardous materials and hazardous wastes (such as
pesticides, paints. thinuers, solvents, fuel, oil. and antifreeze) in
aceordance with city. county. state and federal regudations,

£ Store hazardous mateeinds and wastes in water tight containers, store
in appropriate secondary containment, and cover them ag the end of
every work day or during wet weather or when rain is forecast.

Q Follow K *s application i for hazardous
materials and be careful not 1o use more than necessary. Do not
apply chemicals vutdooss when saby is forecast within 24 hours.

Q Arrange for appropriate disposal of all hazardous wastes.

Waste Management

Q Cover waste disposal containers securely with tarps at the end of
every work day and during wet weather.

Q Check waste disposal containers frequently for leaks and o make
sure they are not over lled. Never bose down a dumpster on the
construction site.

Q Clean o replace portable toilets, and fnspeet them frequently for
Teaks and spills.

0 Dispose of all wastes and debris properly. Recyele materials and
wastes that can be recyeled (such as asphalt, conerete, aggregate
materials, wood. gyp board, pipe, etc.)

0 Dispose of liquid residues from paints, thinners,
cleaning  uids as hazardous waste.

sofvents, glues. and

Construction Entrances and Perimeter
Q Establish and maintain efective perimeter controls and stabilize all
construction entrances and cxits 1o sul” ciently controt erosion and
sediment discharges from site and tracking of

QO Sweep or vacuuat any street iracking immediately and secire
sediment source to prevent [usther tracking, Never hose down streets
to elean up tracking.

they apply to your project, all year long.

Equipment Management &
Spill Control

Muaintenance and Parking

a

Q

Designate an arca.  tted with appropriate BMPs, for
vehicle and cquipment parking and storage.
Perform major maintenance, repair jobs. and vehicle
and equipment washing off site.
{1 refucling or vehicle maintenanee must be done
onsite, work in & bermed area away from stosm draing
and over a drip pan or drop cloths big enough to colleet
uids, Recyele or dispose of  uids as hazardous waste,
1f velicle or equipment cleaning must be donc onsite,
clean with water only in a bermed area that will not
allow rinse water (o rup into patiers, steecets, storm
drains, or surface waters.
Do not elean vehicle or equipment onsite using soaps,
solvents. degreasers, or steam cleaning equipment.

Spill Prevention aud Control

a

a

Keep spill cleanop materials (2.0.. rags, absorbents and
cat fitter) available at the construction site at all times,
Inspect vehieles and equipment frequently for and
repair fcaks prompily. Use drip pans to calch leaks
until repairs are made.

Clean up spills or leaks immediately and dispose of
cleanup materials properly.

Do not hose down surfaces where  uids have spilled.
Use dry cleanap methods (absorbent materials, cat
litter. and/or rags).

Sweep up spilled dry materials immediately. Do not
try to wash them away with water. or bury them.
Clean up spills on dirt arcas by digging up and
properly disposing of contaminated soil.

Report signi cant spills immediately. You are required
by taw to report all sipni cant releases of hazardous
materials, icluding ail. To report a spill: 1) Dial 911
or your focal emergency response msnber, 2) Call the
Govemor's OF ce of Emergeney Services Warning
Center, {800) 852-7550 (24 hours).

Earthmoving

Stormdrain polluters

@ Schedule grading and excavation work
during dry weather.

O Stabilize all denuded areas. jostall and
araintain mporary crosion controls (such
as erosion control fabric or bonded  ber
matrix) until vepetation is established.

0 Remove existing vegetation only when
absolutely necessary, and seed or plant
vegetation for erosion control on slopes
or where construction is not immediately
planned.

=]

Prevent sediment from migrating oflsite
and protect stonm deain inlets, gutters,
ditehes, and drainage courses by installing
and maintaining appropriate BMPDs, such
as ber rolls, silt fences, sediment basing,
pravel bags, berms, cte.

jul

Keep excavated soit on site and transfer it
to dunp teucks on site, not in the streets.

Contaminated Snils
( trany of the following conditions are
abscrved, test for contamination and
contact the Regional Water Quality
Control Board:
- Unusual soil conditions, discoloration,
or ador.

Abandened underground tanks.

Abandoned wells

Buried barrels, debris, or trash.

Paving/Asphalt Work

Q Avoid paving and scal coating in wet
weather or when rain is forecast, to
prevent materials that have not cured
from contacting stormwater runoff.

Q Cover stonn drain inlets and manholes
when applying seal coat. tack coat, slurry
seal. fog seal, cte.

O Collect and recycle or appropriatcly
dispose of excess abi ve gravel or sand.
Do NOT sweep or wash it info gutters.

QO Do not use water to wash down fresh
asphalt concrete pavement.

Sawcntting & Asphalt/Concrete Removal

Q Protect nearby storm drain infets when
saw cutting. Use  Iter fabric, cateh basin
inlet  Hers, or pravel baps to keep shurry
out of the storm deain system,

O Shovel, abosorb, or vacuum saw-cut
slurry and dispose of all waste as soon
asyouare  nished in one location o at
the end of cach work day (whichever is
soonerth

Q1 i saweut slurry enters a catch basin, clean
it up immediately.

nes of up o $10,000 per day!’

Construction Best Management Practices (BMPs)

Construction projects are required to implement the stormwater best management practices (BMP) on this page, as

Concrete, Grout & Mortar
Application

Q Store concrete, grout, and mortar away
from storm drains or waterways, and on
pallets under cover to protect thems from
rain. runofl, and wind,

O Wash out concrete equipment/trucks

offsite or in a desipnated washout

arca, where the water will ow into a

temporary waste pit. and in a manner

that will prevent feaching into the

underlying s0if or unta surrounding areas.

Let eoncrete harden and dispose of as

garbage.

When washing exposed aggregate,

prevent washwater from entering storm

drains. Block any inlets and vacuum
putters, hose washwater onto dirt areas, or
draint onto a bermed surface to be pumped
and disposed of properly,

o

Landscaping
%
o ;4"?;‘\)

QA Protect stockpiled landscaping materiais
from wind and rain by storing them under
tarps all year-round.

U Stack bagged material on palicts and
under cover.

Q1 Discontinue application of any erodible
landscape material within 2 days before a
forecast rain event or during wel weather,

Painting & Paint Removal

Painting Cleanup and Removal

Q Never clean bruslies or rinse paint
containers into & street, gutter, storm
drain, or stream.

0 For water-based paints, paint out brushes
to the extent possible, and rinse into a
drain that goes to the sanitary scwer.
Never pour paint down a storm drain.

0 For oil-based paints, paint out brushes o
the extent possible and clean with thinner
or solvent in a proper container. Filter and
rense thinners and solvents, Dispose of
excess fiquids as hazardous waste.

Q Paint chips and dust from non-hazardous
dry stripping and sand blasting may be
swept up or collected in plastic drop
cloths and disposcd of as (i

Q Chiemical paint stripping residue and chips
and dust {rom marine paints of paints
containing lead, mercury. or tributyltin
must be disposed of as hazardous waste.
Lead based pait removal reguires a state-
certi ed contractor,

Dewatering

f

il

Q Discharges of groundwater or captured
runofl froin dewatering operations must
be property managed and disposed. When
possible send dewatering discharge 0
fandscaped area oF sanitary sewer. if
discharging to the sanitary sewer calt your
local wastewster treatment plant,

Q Divert run-on water from offsite away
from all distarhed areas.

O When dewatering, notify and obtain
approvat from the focal municipality
belore discharging water to a stheet gutter
or storm drain. Filtration or diversion
through a basin, tank. or sediment trap
may he required,

O 1In areas of known or suspeeted
contamination, call your local sgency 1o
determine whether the ground water must
be tested. Pumped groundwater may need
1o be eollected and hauled off-site for
weatinent and proper disposal,

Py
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VICINITY MAP
NO SCALE

BASIS OF BEARINGS

THE_BEARING S 22700'00" E ALONG THI
ITERUNI

SHOWN UPON THIS MAP.

SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT

| GERTFY mn‘ 'mls PARCEL'S uouNDARV WAS [s'rmusnm 8y
(Y SUPERMSION AN

ME OR UNDER
SURMEY coNFDRM NCE WATH VEYORS
MONUMENTS ARE or THE cHARAch AND OCCUPY THE Posmous
T0 BE

|NchA1m w € SUFRCIENT TO ENABLE THE SURVEY
RETRACED.
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iy '5.49° SI0E

NOTES

AL DISTANCES AMD DIMENSIONS ARE
N FEET AND DECIMALS OF A FOOT.
INTERSECTION OF Mil

UKDERGROUND UTIUTY LOGATION
1S BASED ON SURFACE EVIDENCE.

BUILDING FOO‘PR‘.INTS ARE
SHOWN AT GROU!

PHISH FLOOR ELEVATIONS ARE TAKEN
AT DOOR THRESHOLD (EXTERIOR)

EASEMENT NOTE

THERE ARE NO EASEMENTS LISTED M TIILE

NORTH EDGE
APPRO)GUATB.Y 1.5 FEEY LOWER THAN ROAD.
ELEVATION w 58,45 (RAVD 38)

BENCHMARK

FEMA BENCH MARK NS
U.S, COAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY BRONZE

@ SITE BENGHMARK

T

SURVEY CONTROL POIN'
REPORT PREPARED BY STEWART TITLE OF MAG AND SHINER IT N ASPHALT

CALIFGRNIA, INC.. ORDER NO. 10006281,
OATED OCTOBER 24, 2006.
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SITE PLAN SHEET NOtES

VERFY ALL GRADES It FELD. COORDINATE STE DRANAGE SYSTENS

VATH EXISTING GRADES AS FER CITY OF MENLO PARK REQUIREMENTS.

DRING CONSIRUGTION, PROTECT ALL EXISTING STRUCHURES, TREES.

HARDSCAPE AN LANDSCAPING NOT IN PROJECT SCOPE.

RIGHT.GF-WAY WORK: ANY CONSTRUCTION WITHIE THE CTY RIGHI-OF

[ | WAY MUST HAYE AN APPROVED "PERMI FOR CONSTRUCTON bt THE

| PUBL STREET' PRIOR 100 COMMENCEMET OF THIS WORK. T

PERFORMANCE OF THiS WORK 15 NOT AUTHORIZED BY THE SULDING

FERAT SSOANCE BUT15 SHOWN ON THE BUILDING PERAAIT FOR

INFORMATION ORILY.

GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAIN A SIREET (MPROVEMENT PERMIT EN

FRO THE PUBLIC WORKS DEPARIMENT, prne——

A5 POSSIBLE USE EXISTING GRIVEWAY FOR THE CONSIRUGHON

ENTRANCE AND MANTAIN BY SWEEFING AS REGUIRED.

GHOBRGROUND VLY UNES 104 DIRECTED AWAY FROM STREE TREES

BY A MNIMUM OF

REF T ARBORIY REVDRT FOR AL HERTAGE REES GN THE FROFERTY

; : AS DEFINED BY TEH CITY OF MENLO PARK.

$TORM WATER POLLURON PREVENTION: THE CONIRACIOR 5

i : RESPONSIBLE FOR ENSURING THAT O DIRT OR CONSTRUCTION DEBRS

| i ENTERS THE CITY STORM DRAIN SYSTEM. IF ANY OF THE CONSIRUCHION

WILL OCCUR DURING THE WET SEASOM (OCTOBER 1 THROUGH APRIL
| 15). THE COMIRACTOR & RESPONSIBLE FOR:
INSIALUNG THE APPROPRIATE BEST MANAGEMENT PRACHICES

(5P 1O PREVENT STORM WATER POUITION PRIOR 10 THE START
OF COMSIRUCTION,
- CALUING TEM CHTY'S CNVIRONMEMTAL COMPUANCE DIVISION AF
0324259 FOR AN IRSPECTION OF THE £347", PRIOSLTO THE STARE
OF CONSTRUCHON.
MAINININING AND ADIUSTING THE 8P AS HECESSARY
THROUGHOUT THE PROJECT. SUBSTANTIAL FINES MAY BE LEVIED BY
THE CITY AND/OR THE REGIONAL WATER GUALTY CONIROL BOAKD
€ FALURE 1) COMPLY WITH THESE REGUIREMENTS RESULTS 1N THE
RELEASE O THE THREATENED RELEASE OF POLLUIED WATER FROM
THE SITE. BA"s AT BE REAOVED UPON THE COMPLENON OF THE

T
2

EJE SWALE

CR

CONCRETE SWALE

con

NEIGHBORING HOUSE LANDS OF GROSE

BN
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Annmuml 5719 - NV~ sy
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\é\. FRNCE ’\

\Hﬁ\VOODVFN(‘F ey
\ NEPOTORW ., V3900 oo

STLQ.AM. lr

]

{ 1 PER CBC 1604AL ALL PERVIDUS SURFACES 1O MAINTAIN A 5T SIOPE.
o ; D ALLMPERVIOUS SURFACES 10 MAITAIN A 7% SLOPL Wi 10171
e OF A STRUC
e [N 101 SOIMAHOUIS 10 EHER B FPED 10 GRAVEL BASK, PER APESTE 1S £
r < SDRYS MINASUSE. SPLASH 8LOCKS 10 BE USED WHEN NEEDED AND 10
BE DRAUSIG TOWARDS IEH BACKYARD LANDSCAPING,

-

SANTA MARGARITA AVENU;(—SO'J

X M

-
BN TR oRANGE T
C\&S s fmormuce B

T{EYSHED 1 9roney

| H } HEATING & AIR CONDITIONING UITS MUST COMPLY #1TH THE CHY S

i ! HOISE ORDINANCE PES SECTION 806,030 WHICH STATES SOUND (EVEL
UMNTS DURING NIGHTIME HOURS ARE 50 OBA AND DAYIME HOURS
ARE 60 DBA. SOUND IN EXCESS OF THE UNITS SHALL CONSHIUTE A
NOISE DISTURBANCE.

AA AN PP B A P AP N

10POGR

) THIS SITE FLAN WAS BASED ON A GROUNDSURVEY FREPARED B (A &

SOALE NGINEERNC, . ON PR 10

SITE BENCHAMARE SURVEY CONIROL st WAG & st st

ASHALS ASSOMED ELEVATION 4557

UNLESS OMHERYISE NOTED. REES WERT LOCATED AT THE GROUND AND

TRUNK DIAMETERS MEASURED AT 45 ABOVE GROUND, DRIFUNES ARE

GRAPHICALLY DEPICIED N THEIR APPROXIMALE POSHIONS ONLY.

EASEPAENTS PER LEA A BRAZE FINDINGS PER THLE REPORT PROVIDED Y

SIEWART ULE OF CAUORMA. NG GROER & 10006261 DATD

OCIOBER 2

5) PROPOSED pr ELEVATIONS PROVIDED
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IMPERVIQOUS AREA ANALYSIS SITE ANALYSIS

ABRPEVIATIONS,

&
N

(E) HOUSE + GARAGE 141110 SF LOT AREA: 7.078.00 SF BV BOTIOM OF WALLITOP OF WAL
(E} STUDIO 288.29 5F OWABLE FLOOR AREA: 819.50.5F b CURbCATHEATN
; ﬁ (€} SHED 50,57 5F PROPOSED ALO0 Akﬁ“"/\%ﬁﬁ%‘/vm B pecmesox
(€] TRELLIS 209.36 SF {HOUSE + GARAGE + STUDIQ + SHED) " rowmE
{E) DRIVEWAY 529,45 SF g;‘ ﬁ:g }/‘;’“‘
{E) PATIOS, WALKWAYS, PADS 647.99 S PROPOSE U&Di OVERAGE;: |, 2.716.62 SF (38,36% 0D PRE DR [ oM T ON ORaG
TOTAL (£} IMPERVIOUS AREA: 313657 SF [44.32%) S\P'Régxwk 4 e OV rTuREov o PROPERTY Lt PLAN T Lo DT
e Resevbon NORTH -
SIONM BRAIN MANHOLE F LT L
TOTAL (E) PERVIOUS AREA: 3.941.035F ALL GRADES TO REMAIN NATURAL SANTARY SEVER CLEARGY Q@ SITE PLAN
SANITARY S[Y/LR MANHOLE
g NET CHANGE IN IMPERVIOUS AREA: 704,24 SF U PEY
PROPOSED IMPERVIOUS AREA: 3,841.21 SF (5427%) Vi ARG a3
E PROPOSED PERVIOUS AREA: 3,236.79 SF w VAR VALVE
1\ SITE PLAN - PROPOSED AANAANNAANANPANA NP INIA ®
ECALL T8 % 70




(NN} PAVERS
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DECK
AR sin
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NONFAL A
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COVERAGE}
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ABOVE 17 17 R0M
GRAGE, COUNTED K%
TOWARDS FLOGR AREA

FLOOR AREA CAlL

H

ATION SHEET NOTES

{E) HOUSE FLOOR AREA LIB5I0SF
N} HOUSE AoDmON FLOOR AREA: 689,653
'{E) T 295F 4
{ELSHED 057 3F
SOTAL 707 625F
HOUSE + GARAGE s ACCISSORY)
A

TOTAL FAL AREA

BASKS FOR FAL AREA CALCULATIONS

A] BASEMERS GRDER STRUCIURES Wi nvw AMAIN FLOOR LEVEL OF 307

OF LES5 ABOVE GRADE ARE EXCLUDE

GARDEN STRUCTURES, SUCH AS ARBOES AND TRELUSES WITH A SEMI

SOUD ROOF ARE EXCLUDED FROM FAL A

COVERED PORCHES AND PANOS sfwcmw LY ATACHED 10 Th

EXTERIGR GF HE MAIN RESDENCE, FROVIDED THAT ONE ERD 15

OPEN AND LOOKS OUIWARD FROM THE RESIDENCE ARE EXCLUDED

FROM FAL AREA.

BAY WINDOW PROTRUSIONS WHICH DO NOT PROVIDE

FOUNDATION AND WHICH ARE NO MORE THAN 7 FEETIN LENGIH

ARE EXCLUDEL FROM FAL AREA,

CHIMNEY AND FIREBCIXES OR FIREPLACES ARE EXCLUDED FROM FAL

AREA,

] EAVE OVERHANGS ARE EXCLUDED FROM FAL AREA.

G} INTERIOR SPACES WITH PERIMETER WALLS ARE MEASURED 1O
EXWERIOR FACE OF STUD.

M) ROERIOR SPACKS WiTH INTERIOR WALLS ARE MEASURED 10 CENTER

o

o

£

1 EXTERIOR COVERED SPACES ARE MCASURED FROM EXIERIOR FACE
OF STUD I EXTERIOR WALL TO EXIERIOR FACE OF STUD.

I} FALINCLUDES SQUARE FOOTAGE OF ALL ABOVE-GROUND LEVELS
OF HOUSE, ACCESSORY BUILDINGS AND GARAGES OR CARPORTS
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FLOOR AREA CALCULATIONS ]
Existing
PANTRY 5466
KITCHEN 1578
BEOROOM 13365
HALL 80.07
CLOS. 3]
BATH 65.66
CLOSET 1359
DINING 106.85
LVING 40220
ENTRY 4390
GARRGE 2601
BEDROOM 160.96
How

(N)MASTER HALL 63,15
(N) MASTER CLOSET 72.30
(N) CLOS, 16,88
(N) MASTER BATH 10052
(N) MASTER BEDROOM 19438
(N KITCHEN 5062
(N}DINING 192,60

210076 sq ft

VNN TNV NN NN Y YT T

BUILDING COVERAGE CALCULATIONS

|

Exlsting

COVERED PORCH 67.64
STUDIO 26829
SHED 50.57
TRELLIS 20836
{N) HOUSE ADDITION 600,65
{E) HOUSE 1,185.10
{E) GARAGE 22603

2,716.625q ft

é
|
%
:

Al BUILDING COVERAGE INCLUDES ALE STRUCTURES Wil ROOFS.
INCLUDING SEMESOUD ROOFS SUCH AS TRELLISES AND ARBORS
)

BUKDING COVERAGE CALGULATION KOTES

) EAVES NO\'IN EXCESS OF § FT ARE EXCLUCED FROM BULDING.

A/\./\j\/\ A I A NI,
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SREMN

/1\ AREA CALCULATIONS
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NONCONFORMING DIAGRAM LEGEND

[t m
i TO REMAIN

| S——
(6} FAL AREA
1 T0BLREMATIED m
ES
N FALAREA [Em——

ARAGE
(€] SAL AREA

R D B s B B e e A B R R A e e B A O e s O e ToREMAN
NONCONFORMING STRUCTURE - NEW WORK VALUE CALCULATION J A LNONCONFORMING STRUCTURE - NEW WORK VALUE CALCULATION e
ACA P A A NI A PN PP P NP I AA_N AP A IIAA N PP
EXISTING DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
NON CONFORMING | SGUARE  |CONSIRUCTION|  EXISTING PROPOSED SQUARE  CONSTRUCTION § DEVELOPMENT [)A
STRUCTURE TYPE FOOTAGE cost VALUE DEVELOPMENTTYPE  FOOTAGE cost VALUE
(€] FIRST FLOOR &é 1.185.10 j $200/5F $237.020.00 CATEGORY 1 : NEW SQUARE FOOTAGE
.
() GARAGE 226,01 $70/5F é $15,820.70 ADDITION FIRST FLOOR 48965 $200/SF $137,930.00
TOTAL g $252.840.70 CATEGORY 2 : REMODEL OF EXISTING SQUARE FOOTAGE
A e -
NOTE: A USE PERMIT APPROVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION IS REMODEL KICHEN 11578 $130/SF ; $15,051.40 % ol
REQUIRED IF THE VALUE OF THE PROPOSED WORK EXCEEDS 75% OF o
REPLACEMENT COST OF THE EXISTING STRUCTURE. ) REMODEL BATH 85.66 $130/5F g $8.535.80
A NP AN _IAAA_NAAANA AN REMODEL OTHER 3702.1 7 $100/SF $70.217.00
. aee N
TOTAL A § $231,734.20 91.65% )’
A

_____ g _ ®
" <
; | JORY
! . -
} - - . . ~
i e O3
i BEOROOM BEDROOM Th ¥ a
‘ b [
w i 3 Asls/:,\,armgp,\,« q) g
i
SR SR
%&/‘ g " Dﬁ é
1 S =
d ! >
i N -+ O
S — g
o :
. O
2
i L=
i Tn i e D ©
35 BEDROOM. it O
- i L. &
SRR oA
: oA [ o
, EXSUNG {2). HVING 07 A3E | U PERRT
" RN =1 A lwoas
) DINNG " ’ ‘
% -
N
S
y oy
4 NONCONFORMING
" DIAGRAMS
Suisi a0
EXISTING PLAN ™_PROPOSED PLAN MRS
1) 2 Fmwe Al.3
. A




DEMOLITION SHEET NOTES

1) ANY MIECELANEOUS COMS RUCHON LOCATED BEHIND DEMOLISHED
SIRUCTURES WHICH COULD AFFECT NEW CONSTRUCTION SHOULD BE
BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE OWNER AND/OR ARCHIECT
AREDIATELY.

7} CONTRAGIOR 1O PROTECT AL EXISHNG TO REMAIN WALLS, FLOORS.
STRUCHIRES. AND CERING FROM DAMAGE DURING CONSTRUCTION,
AND SHALL RESTOR HEM TO ORIGINAL CONDITON I REGUIRED,

3} REMOVE AND CAP OFF EXISTING PLUMBING LINES, ELECTRICAL UNES.

AND HVAC DUCTWORK NOJ USED 1 KEW CONSTRUCTION,

s 3 €3 ‘1 4 DEMOINON IS NOT UMITED 1O WHAT 15 SHOWN DN THE DEMOUTION
(4 i3} 2 {
' RN A N PLAN. THE CONTRACIOR 15 RESPONSIBLE FOR DETERMINING THE
i COMPLELE SCOPE OF DEMOUTION WORK 10 COMPLETE THE PROJECT. )

REFER 1O ALL DRAWINGS FOR FURTHER DEMOLITION WORK.,
5} REMOVE ALL MECERANEONS ACCESSORIES, BRACKETS AND
FASTENERS FROM EXISTING SURFACES.
6} PROVIDE EMPORARY SUPPORT AS REQUIRED,

MOUTION KEY NOTES

- REMOVE EXSTNG FULL HEGHT MARTIION  PATCH ADIACENT
SURFACES AS REGURED.

REMOVE EXISTING WINDOW AND FRAME, MODIFY OPENINGS AS

REQUIRED FOR NEW WINDOWS - SEE ELEVATIONS

REMOVE EXISTING INTERIOR DOOR AND FRAME, MODIEY OPENINGS AS

' ., REQUIRED FOR NEW ADDINON/RENOVATION.

{3) RDAOVE EASTNG EATLRIOR DOOR AND FRANE. MOUIY OPENING AS

RICUIRED FCR NEW DOORS - SEE FLEVATIONS,

REMOVE {£) CONCRETE PADS AND PATIOS.
4] REMOVE (E) LODHING AND PREFARE FOR {N) FINISHES, USE AN

N APPROFRIATE LEVELING COMPOUND WHEREVER REGUIED 10 -
ESTABLISH A FLAT AND LEVEL SUB-FLOOR SURFACE ()/8" PER 1007} oy,
WITH ADIACENT ROOMIN PREPARATION FOR (1) FLOOR COVERING 0 by
MALERIALS

(7] REMOVE (E} EXTERIOR WALL AND/OR FNISHES; COORDINATE WITH (N}
CONSTRUCHION ON AZ.1. RAICH ADJACENT SURFAGES AS REQUIED,

{B] #EMOVE EXISING LOWER LIFPER AND FUEL HEIGHT CABINETS. SHELVES,
AND SQFFITS. REMOVE COUNTERIOPS AND PREFARE WALL SURFACES s
FOR NEW FINSHES,

(7] REMGVE {£) SINKS, CAP OR REROUTE AL PLUMBING UINES 10 BC RE- "'w-f\\
USED AS REQUIRED BY NEW PLUMBING LOCATIONS,

4 (BEOROOM| JBEDROOM

10] RELOCATE [F) WATER LINES AN HEATING DUGTS A% REGURED.
L REMOVELD (€] VARITY. TGHLER AND s AND PREPARE FOR (M)

é KA XA BT SO P XY
FPAMNC MEMBERS. If WAL IS DEMOLISHED AS PART OF PROJECY 1
CARNOT BE BUILTIN 15 CURRENT NONCONFORMING LGCATION, AND
WL BE RECHAIRED 103 MEEY CURRENT ZORING QEDINANCE SETRACK,

A_._..__.._.__..____ql.__,_..._._

[
«’B) ) —I

[}

{c)

REQUREMENTS,
QLITION FLOGR PLAN LEGEND
T () o REvAN
7N GRPNEILE (RLIO BE DEMQUSHED NN)

AAAAPINANINANA NI A__Ie
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FLOOR PLAN SHEET NOTES
T} AL INTERIOR DIMENSIONS ARE SHOWN 10 GRIDUNE. FAGE OF SIUD.
CONTERLINE OF DOCR/WINDOW,

2] ALLINTERIOR WALLS TO HAVE [ 1] LAYER 5/87 GWB BOTH SIDES UNO.
AL SOFFILS AND CERINGS 10 HAVE {1 ] LAYER S0 GWB UNO,

3} PROVIDE 224 O 206 FIRE BLOCKING AT ALL 5TUD BAYS GREATER THAN
10°0HIGH AND AT ALL SOFFITTO-WALL INTTRSECTIONS.

4} ATUNTLED BATH LOCATIONS, PROVIDE { || LAYER 518" WATER
RESISTANT GWB OR HARDIE BACKEREOARD 10 72" AFF BEHAD ALL
SINKS AND TOILETS AND T0 AL SIDE RETURN WALLS WITHIN 347 OF
SIHES AND TORETS,

5} A TLED BATH LOCATIONS, THE 15 TO BE INSTALLED OVER A MORTAR
HED & { 1| LAYER 12 WATER RESISTANT CEAMENT BOARD OR HARDIE
BACKERBOARD.

6} COORDINATE VENT STACK LOCANONS FOR PLUMBING FIXTURES AND
APPLANCES WITH ARCHITECT PRIOR T0HINSTALLATION,

7

COORUINATE INSTALLABON OF ALL RECESSED LIGHY AXIURES,
SPEAKERS, WALL SCONGES, ELECIRICAL OUILEYS, TELEFHONE JACKS.
THERMOSTATS AND HVAC GRILLES WITH ARCHIECT PRIOR 1O
(NSTALLATION, SEE UIGHTING AND ELECTRICAL DRAWINGS FOR
ADDITIONAL INFORMAHON,

B ASPER GRC R3V 1741 & CRC #3117 42 THE RSE OF STAIR TREADS,
SHALLBE 7 34" MAX AKD £° Mins, STAIR TREAD DEFIHS SHALL BE 407
MIN ROSING SHALL BE 3/4° WIN AND | 1/8" MAX.

9} A3 PER CRCR3TITI.Y & CRC R311.7.7.2; CENTER HANDRAIL 534"
MIN/IA° MAX ABOVE STAR HOSING. Y. HANDRAN 10 HAVE 1 1/4”
N2 MAX B GRIPEABLE CROSS SECTION WITH A MIN.OF 1177
CLEAR SPACE BETWEEN HANDRAIL AND WALL WTH NO SHARP
CORNERS,; HANDRAR-GRIPPING SURFACES 10 BE CONTINUOUS AND
RETURM 10 A WALL, GUARD QR WALKING SURFACE,

10} INTERIOR AND EXTERIQR GUARDRAILS AND HANDRAILS 10 8¢
GAPABLE OF RESSTING FERPENDICULAR LOADS AS PER CBC SECION
1607.7 1 TOP OF GUARD 15 42" HIGH ABOVE ADJACENT WALING
SURFACE [R312] GUARDS DN THE OPEN SIDES OF STAIRS SHALL PIOT
HAVE OPEHINGS WHICH ALLOW PASSAGE OF A SPRERE 4 /8" N
IVAMEIER FER CRC R312.3

1 HABITABLE SPAGES 10 HAVE EXTERIOR GLAZING AREA EQUALTO 6%
OF THE FLOOR AREA MIN, 4% 6N OF THE GLAZING AREA 1O BE
OPERABLE

21 PROVIDEBLOGKING IOR HANDRALS AND Gat 5ARS CURLAN K00
ATACHMENTS ABOVE AL WINDOWS AND EXIERIOR 1
ACCISSORES IN BATHROOMS. AKD ALL WALL MOUNIED [QU PMENT,
VERFCHEGHT WiTH ARCHIECT PRIOR TQ STALATON.

13) SEE FINISH FLOOR PLANS FOR FLOOK FINISHES AND STRUCTURAL
GRAWINGS FOR RECESSED SUBSTRUCTURE BLOCK-OUT LOCATIONS,

14} IN BATHROGMS, PROVICE $ AR CHANGES MIN. PER HOUR W/
OPLNING AT LEAST 3-0" FROM OPENINGS THAT ALLOW AR ENTRY 10
OCCUPIED AREAS QOF THE BUILDING

15) CONIRACTOR 10 VERIFY W/ MANUFACTURERS AND PROVIDE AL
CLEARANCES. FLUMBING, LECTRICAL AND MECHANICAL
REQUIREAERTS. SEE ELECTRICAL PLAN ON SHEET A2.07 FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION,

6] PLSMBING FIXTURES AND FITINGS WiLL REDUCE WATER
PTHON BY AT LEAST 20% SHALL BE PROVIDED
4303 EACH FIXILRE & FITING SHALL MEET THE REQUCEN
FLOW RATES SPECIFIED IN TABLE 4.

(CALGREER

17) TOETS. 1 288 GALLON/ELUSH MAXIMUM & MEFT THE EFA
WATERSENSE STECIFICATION. LAVATORY FALICLIS: 1.5 GALLON/
RN KHCHEN FACETS: 18 CATCONANUTE MATIAS

Ui} SHOWER HEADS: 2.0 GALLON/MINUTE MAXIMUM; WHEN SINGLE STALL
SHOWERS HAVE MULIIPLE SHOWER FIXTURES, THE COMEINED RLOW
RATE OF ALL THE SHOWER HEADS SHALL NOF EXCEED THE 20%
REDUCTION AS SHOWN IN TABLE 4.303 2 OR ONLY ALLOW ONE
SHOWERHEAD 10 OPERATE AT A TIME

191 MINIMURM SHOWER SNTERIOR SIZE 1042 SQIN AND 37
GIRCLE MINIMUM FROM A HEIGHT EGUAL 10 THE T0P
OF THE THRESHOLD TANGETTO CIRCLE'S CENTERUNE
10 K ABOVE THE BRAIN OUILET

FLOOR PLAN KEY NOTES
(3T 16} WiRDGW 10 REMAIN

[Z] PROVIDE L HSTALL {N} DOORS & FRAMES. (N] INTERIOR DOORS 10
MATCH (] INTERIOR DOORS.

INFILL AT ALL WINDOW AND DOOF OPEMINGS FLUSH WITH EXIERIOR
ADJACENT WALL, ALL SIDES. PROVIDE SIING ON EXIERIOR FACE
CAINTIO MAICH

[2] PROVIOE AN INSTALL (N} WINDGWS,

[B] COORDINATE ROOF VENT ARD VENT STACK LOCATIONS FOR
PUUMBING FITLIRES AND APPUANCES Wills ARCHIECT PRIOR 10
INSTALLATON

[£] venToRYER W7 4° SMOOTH METAL pucr vt BACKURAET DAMPER,
MAX. 107 WITH 2 MAX 90 DEGREE BEN

[Z] SHOMWER ROORS MUST BE 22° Wil MIN, CUTWARD GFENING.
GLAIING FULLY TEMPERED GR LAMINATED SAFLTY GLASS WITHIN 60°
ABOVE STANDING SURFACE AND DRAIN INLEY

[B] SHOWER COMPARIMENTS AND WALLS ABOIVE BATHIUSS Wit
INSTALLED SHOWER HEADS SHALL BE FINISHED WITH A SMOOTH, NON-
ABSORBANT SURFACE 17 A HOGHT NOT LESS THAN 72° ABOVE ROOR
A% PER CRC R307.2

[E) SHOWER AND BATH VALYES SHALL BE PRESSURE
BALANCED OR THERMOSTATICALLY CONTROLLED 10 PROVIDE MAX.
120 DEGREE WATER AND PREVENY UNEVEN MIING.

(167151 SEYUGHT 10 REMAN

{711 GAS FURNACE Iy ATTC ABOVE

[7)46) MAIN BREAKER & 125 AMP CIRGUIT BREAKER

(2] 1€ Gas maN

T2](E] TANKLESS HOT WATER HEATER

et
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ROOF PLAN SHEET NOTES
T] ALLRCOF SLOPES 10 5€ A5 SHOWH ON ROOF PLAN

} AL DIMENSIONS ARE SHOWN 10 FACE OF STUD, EDGE OF FAVE

FASCIA OK CENIERUINE OF DOOR OR WINDOW, UNO, 3

o - B} ROOF MATERIAL MEVAL STANDING SEAM RGO #130); 24 GA. 18
) NET WIDTH Wil KYNAR 500 FIMISH {COLCR TDJ OVER PAUSARE

p HIP UNDERLAYMENT OR [Q; INCLUDE ALL FLASHINGS / SHEET

1 METAL FOR ROOF-EAVES VALLEYS & PENETRATIONS: 24 GA.

i KANAR FINISH 10 MATCH ROGF L

INSTALL BITUMINGIUS MEMBRANE AND 30 L8 FELT AT EAVES.
i i VAULEYS. AHD AT ALL ROOF PENETRATONS.

: AL RGOF PENETRATIONS 10 86 FLASHED ACCORDING 10
X () X CL . CHRRENT SHEET METAL AND AR CONDHIONING CONIRACTORS
HATIONAL ASSOCIATION {SMACNA] GUIELINES. PAINT
i ‘ i EXPOSED VENT STACKS 7O MATCH ROOF fINISH COLOR,

6] COORDINATE ROOF VENT AND VENT STACK LOCARONS FOR
i i PLUMBING FIXIRES AND APPLANCES Wi ARCHIECT FRIOR 1O
INSTALLATION, VNI STACKS 10 BE GANGED 10 URPER HOOF
LOCANON

(E) COMPOSITION SHINGLES
7O BE REPLACED WITH

OUTUE 0% WAL,
o STANDING SEAM METAL, TYR

ELOW, TYe

7} PLUMBING VENTS SiHALL BE LOCATED MM 10 HORZONTALLY OR
3 MIK VERTICALLY FZOM OPEFABLE SKYUGHTS, AIR INTAKES OR
(\;\\ QPERABLE DOORS, AHD WINDOWS,

EY
L

) CONTRACTOR TO VERIEY W/ MANUFACTURERS AND PROVIDE
AL CLEARANCES, PLUMBING, ELECTRICAL AND MECHANICAL
REQUIREMENTS,

PROVIDE GUTIERS & RAIN WAIER {EADERS, ALL RAIN WATER VeST
LEADERS. GUTIERS 0 BE 5" Dia HALF-ROUND; FNISH 1603

ROOF PLAN KEY NOTES
1] Gl SKYUGHT 10 RERARE

(€] CHMNEY TE REMAIN

: RS "1 [3] te1 GABE vEnT
RCEAEN N [ ovenr
{

(M) DOWNSPOUT

(®

(£} DOWNSPOUT 10 REMAIN
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ELEVATION KEY N
(7] 461 VAnBEW TG BE R

JIES
OVED

{Z) {6) WINDOW TO REMAIN

{£) DOOR 10 BE REMOVED

G (61 DOOR 10 REMAN

(] t1 VENTS TO REMAIN

{0y VENTS

. NN NN

[7] M1 GaRaGE moh@wucub EXHERIOR

(N} WINDOW: DOUBLE PANE FIXED & SINGLE HUNG WINDOWS
O MAICH [E} WHIFE CLAD EXTERIOR & PAINFED WOQD
INTERIOR

[#] {E7 CUMNEY 7O RESAN

6] (&) OWNSPOUT & GUTTER 10 REMAN

1] i) BOWNSPOUT & GUITER

[32) M) BOARD & BATT $iDING

N} PATIO & $1EPS

() (£) HOUSE NUMBER PER CITY REQUIREMENTS

(73] (£} GAS & ELECIRICAL METERS TO REMAN

(18] () CRAWLSPACE 10 8 REMOVED

N} CRAWLSPACE

[I8) {E) ROOF UNE 10 RECEIVE {N} METAL ROOFING.
N} ROOE WIH METAL ROOFNG

{50} (53 SXYUGHT TO REpamIn
VTV TV

VYTV TN NS TN

(E) NONCONFORMING GABLE RODF TO REMAIN - SHADED AREA.
CENOIES AREA OF (£} ROOF ABOVE DAYLIGHT PLANE WHICH
STARIS AT SIDE YARD SEIBACK AT 12-6° ABOVE AVERAGE
NATURAL GRADE

AAA NN A NI

SROPLRIYL L

EAST (FRONT) ELEVATION

BEOPERTY T

WEST (REAR) ELEVATION

4T s
TO.FE

% %S 4D
GRADE (48.79)
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ELEVATION KEY NOTES
[T TET WINOOW T0 6 REMOVED

[2] 161 winpow 10 8ERAN

{3] &1 booR 10 BE REMOVED

(£ DOOR 1O REMAIN

(5] i€ vents 10 peman

@] iy verss

[7] ™1 GaracE DODY

[E] (14 vaNDOW. DOUBLE PANE FIKED & SINGLE HUNG WHDOWS
TO MATCH {E) WHITE CLAD EXTERIOR & PAINTED WOOD
NIERION

{E} CHIMNEY 10 REMAIN

(€} DOWNSPOUT & GUTTER TO REMA

[0 841 DOWNSPOME £ GUTIER

[12] iN} BOARD & BAIT SIDING.

[T3]in panc x s1ERS

1E] HOUSE NUMBER PER CITY KEQUIREMENTS

[T3]4E) GAS 8 SLECTRICAL METERS O REMAIN

{E) CRAWLSPACE 10 BE REMOVED

N} CRAWLSFACE

(8] i€} KOO UME TO RECEIVE IN) METAL ROGFING

{41 ROOR WIIH RAETAL ROTHING

£55] ) SKYLIGHT 1O REMAIN
A

DENOTES AREA OF (E} ROOF ASOVE DAYLIGHT PLANE WHICH
STARIS AT SIDE YARD SETBACK AT LZ-6° ASOVE AVERAGE
NAIRAL GRADE

51d

1z pandaane
SO Y AR SETiACK

il

N VYT Y
{E) NONCONFORMING GABLE ROOF 1O REMAIN - SHADED AREA

A AA AP AP AP I
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219 Santa Margarita Project Description:

The goal for the remodel and addition at 219 Santa Margarita is simple: gain modest square
footage, better access to the outdoors and better use of the yard. Also, we pian to accomplish
this with a one-story home that keeps in line with the integrity of the neighborhood.

The remodeled home will remain a three bedroom single-family, single-story residence. Our
plans include adding square footage to the rear of the house which includes adding a second
bathroom, and reconfiguring the interior of the existing home — all new square footage within the
constraints of existing setbacks. The roofline will remain the same, as will the general look of
the home with upgrades to the exterior finishes and colors. The house will be updated into a
contemporary farmhouse with the use of updated vertical board and batten siding and metal
standing seam roof with a grey and white color palette.

In order to accomplish our remodeling goals, the main living areas will be remodeled so the
current interior is reconfigured to have an open living, dining area with easy access to the back
yard. We plan to remove the spruce in the rear yard that is in poor condition with low hanging
limbs that limit the use of the yard. Construction will take roughly eight months.

Thank you in advance for supporting improvements to the beautiful neighborhood.

L’oro Designs
2269 Chestnut Strest, #131
San Francisco, CA 94123

415.617.9592






Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

crvor Meeting Date: 10/19/2015
MENLO PARK Staff Report Number: 15-020-PC
Public Hearing: Facebook Development Agreements — Third

Annual Review

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the information provided and make a
determination that Facebook, over the course of the past year, has demonstrated good faith compliance
with the provisions of both the Development Agreements for both the East and West Campuses for the
period of October 2014 through September 2015.

Policy Issues

The implementation of each of these development agreements is considered individually. The Planning
Commission should consider whether or not Facebook has demonstrated its good faith compliance with
the provisions of both the East and West Campus Development Agreements.

Background

The Facebook Campus Project includes two project sites, specifically, the East Campus and West
Campus. Each site has its own Development Agreement (DA) and Conditional Development Permit
(CDP). The land use entitlements and development agreements were also processed in phases, with the
East Campus entitlement process being completed first. An overview of both project phases is provided
below.

East Campus
The 56.9-acre East Campus is located at 1 Hacker Way (previously 1601 Willow Road). This developed

site was previously occupied by Oracle and Sun Microsystems. The site is developed with nine buildings
(Buildings 10 through 19), which contain approximately 1,035,840 square feet. Applicable entitlements
and agreements for the Facebook East Campus project include:

o Amended and Restated Conditional Development Permit (CDP): to implement a vehicular trip cap
that includes an AM and PM peak period, and daily trip cap to accommodate an increase in
employees at the site beyond the 3,600 employees that were permitted under the CDP applicable
to Oracle;

e Development Agreement (DA): which results in the provision of overall benefits to the City and
adequate development controls in exchange for vested rights in East Campus Project approvals;
and

e Heritage Tree Removal Permits: to remove one heritage tree on the East Campus and seven

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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heritage trees on the West Campus to facilitate construction of Phase | of the Bayfront Expressway
undercrossing improvements.

The Planning Commission recommended approval of all requested land use entitlements and
development agreement to the City Council on May 7, 2012. The City Council approved the project in
May and June of 2012. All of the buildings on the East Campus are occupied at this time.

West Campus
The approximately 22-acre West Campus is located at 1 Facebook Way (previously 312 and 313

Constitution Drive). The new 433,555 square foot building (Building 20) is constructed over surface
parking and was completed and occupied earlier this year. Applicable entittements and agreements for the
Facebook West Campus Project include:

e Rezone from M-2 (General Industrial) to M-2(X) (General Industrial, Conditional Development) and
Conditional Development Permit (CDP): to permit the proposal to diverge from standard M-2 zone
requirements related to building height and lot coverage,;

e Development Agreement (DA): which results in the provision of overall benefits to the City and
adequate development controls in exchange for vested rights in West Campus Project approvals;

o Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement: per the requirements of the City’s Municipal Code,
a BMR Housing Agreement was required and the applicant has satisfied the BMR Housing
Agreement requirements by funding 15 off-site affordable housing units being constructed at 3639
Haven Avenue, via an agreement with St. Anton Partners;

e Lot Line Adjustment: to modify the location of the two legal lots that comprise the project site; and

e Heritage Tree Removal Permits: to permit the removal of approximately 175 heritage trees
associated with the proposed project.

The Planning Commission recommended approval of all requested land use entitlements and agreements
to the City Council in February 2013. The City Council approved the project in March 2013. At this time,
the approved West Campus Project has completed construction.

Analysis

A Development Agreement is a legally binding contract between the City of Menlo Park and an applicant
that delineates the terms and conditions of a proposed development project. A Development Agreement
allows an applicant to secure vested rights and allows the City to secure benefits that are generally not
obtainable otherwise. Development Agreements are commonly used for land use developments which are
implemented in phases over a period of time. Development Agreements provide assurances to both the
applicant and the City that the terms of the agreement will be in force until the completion of the project,
and in some cases, elements of the Development Agreement could be in effect for the life of the project.
Development Agreements are enabled by California Government Code Sections 65864-65869.5.

The City Council adopted Resolution No. 4159 in January 1990, establishing the procedures and
requirements for the consideration of Development Agreements. Resolution No. 4159 calls for the
Planning Commission to conduct a public hearing at which the property owner (or representative for the
property owner) must demonstrate good faith compliance with the terms of the agreement. The Planning
Commission is to determine, upon the basis of substantial evidence, whether or not the property owner

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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has, for the period under review, complied in good faith with the terms and conditions of the Agreement.
The decision of the Planning Commission is final, unless it is appealed to the City Council. These
provisions implement Government Code Section 65865.1 which requires the periodic review, at least once
every 12 months, to determine compliance with the terms of the agreement.

In addition, the approved Development Agreements for both the East and West Campuses, Sections 24.1
and 15.1, respectively, set forth the following requirement for the Annual Review: “The City shall, at least
every 12 months during the term of this Agreement, review the extent of Facebook’s and Owner’s good
faith compliance with the terms of this Agreement pursuant to Government Code Section 65865.1 and
Resolution No. 4159. Notice of such annual review shall be provided by the City’s Community
Development Director to Facebook and Owner not less than 30 days prior to the date of the hearing by the
Planning Commission on Facebook’s and Owner’s good faith compliance with this Agreement and shall to
the extent required by law include the statement that any review may result in amendment or termination
of this Agreement. A finding by the City of good faith compliance with the terms of this Agreement shall
conclusively determine the issue up to and including the date of such review.”

There is an additional clause in the Facebook West Campus Development Agreement that requires that,
“Such review shall be scheduled to coincide with the City’s review of compliance with the 1601 Willow
Road Development Agreement.”

In evaluating Facebook’s progress at implementing the Development Agreements, staff has developed a
classification system to describe how the specific requirements are being implemented using four
categories. Three of these categories are consistent with the principle of good faith compliance with the
terms of the agreements and are as follows:

e Completed: A One-time Action was completed or an Ongoing Activity occurred during the DA
review year.

e In Progress: A One-time Action is underway (acceptable progress).

e Conditional, No Action Required: The triggering event, condition or requirement to undertake an
item has not occurred; no action is necessary.

The fourth category, described as Unacceptable Progress implies that, at least potentially, good faith
compliance for that item may not have occurred. However, a determination that substantial and persistent
non-implementation of a development agreement would have to occur before a lack of good faith
compliance could truly be determined. None of the Development Agreement requirements have been
identified as unacceptable progress during the 2014-2015 DA review year.

To ensure that the City is aware of the status of their compliance and any challenges they may be having
achieving compliance, Facebook provides periodic updates on the status of all applicable requirements.
These updates, as well as supporting correspondence and written documentation have been used to
develop the Development Agreement Implementation tables attached to this staff report.

East Campus Development Agreement

The East Campus Development Agreement includes 37 requirements that are associated with the annual
Development Agreement tracking. These requirements fall into two categories, One-Time Actions and
Ongoing Activities. A detailed description of the requirements of the Development Agreement for the East
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Campus are contained in Attachments A and B, respectively. The summary of the implementation status
of the 37 Development Agreement requirements is provided in the following table.

During last year’s Implementation Review, the Trip Cap Monitoring system was still a work-in-progress.
Since the last review, the trip cap monitoring system has been installed and is counting properly. The City
continues to monitor compliance with the trip cap requirements. Facebook is in compliance with the trip
cap specified in the Conditional Development Permit.

West Campus Development Agreement

The West Campus Development Agreement (for Facebook’s Building 20) includes 11 requirements that
are associated with the annual Development Agreement tracking. These requirements fall into two
categories, One-Time Requirements and Ongoing Activities. Requirements that apply only to project
construction (e.g. 7.3.1 and 7.3.2) are also classified as One-Time activities since once construction is
completed the obligation no longer applies. All of the Ongoing Activities are required to be implemented
after the West Campus has been constructed and occupied. As a result, these items have been classified
as Conditional/No Action Necessary.

These requirements fall into two categories, One-Time Actions and Ongoing Activities. A detailed
description of the requirements of the Development Agreement for the West Campus is contained in
Attachments C and D, respectively. The West Campus building received its certificate of occupancy in
March 2015. Ongoing activity 7.2, the Property Tax Guarantee is in process, waiting for the County
Assessor to complete their reassessment. Because completion is dependent upon an outside entity, and
there appear to be no obstacles to Facebook’s eventual compliance, the item has been identified as
complete. It will be verified as part of next year’s implementation review. The summary of the
implementation status of the 11 West Campus Development Agreement requirements is provided below:

E%%%%Progress) z
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The West Campus building also has a trip cap requirement. The system has been installed and is counting
properly. The City continues to monitor compliance with the trip cap requirements. Facebook is in
compliance with the trip cap specified in the Conditional Development Permit.

Requirements of the Conditional Development Permits

As part of this annual review staff has also reviewed the major infrastructure improvements identified in
the Conditional Development Permits (CDPs) for both the East Campus (EC) and West Campus (WC)
projects. For the sake of simplicity, only the East Campus CDP numbers are provided when the
improvement is identified in both CDP documents.

The original schedule required bonding for the improvements within 90 days after the approval of the
Development Agreement, and the submittal of complete construction/ improvement plans within 180 days
of approval of the Development Agreement. Once Caltrans (and/or the cities of Menlo Park and East Palo
Alto) approve the construction plans, construction is required to be completed within 180 days. The CDP
schedule contains no deadlines for the review and approval of the encroachment permit by either Caltrans
or the City of East Palo Alto since these outside agencies have their own processing requirements and
timelines.

The following table summarizes the status of the various infrastructure requirements contained in the
Conditional Development Permits for the East and West Campus Projects. As shown below, Facebook
has made good progress at meeting their obligations under their Conditional Development Permits. During
the next annual review cycle, it is expected that all of the substantially completed improvements will be
complete and accepted by the City. Acceptance of the improvements by the City is the last step in any
public infrastructure project.

Completion Status Summary Number
Project Complete, Work Accepted by the City 1
Project Substantia_lly Completed,_ the impr_ovements have not been 7
accepted by the City and corrections are in process
Project still under design development/Encroachment Permit has not 5

been issued/Construction has not started

While most of the projects are done or nearly complete, two of the ten projects are lagging behind the
others. The Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway Improvements began construction over the summer
and are not yet substantially complete.

The Willow Road and Newbridge Street improvements relate to the US-101/Willow Road interchange
reconstruction, due to the high likelihood that any improvements would end up being removed or replaced.
As a result, staff is adjusting the timing of this project to conform to the timing of the interchange
reconstruction. The final design for the interchange has not been completed.

A summary of the status of each of the required public improvements is provided in the following table.
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EAST CAMPUS

Willow Rd. &
Bayfront Expway.
lane widening v v v v
and bike lanes
(EC CDP 10.1)
Willow Rd. &
Middlefield Rd.
lane and signal v v v v v v
revisions
(EC CDP 10.2)
University Ave. &
Bayfront Expway. v v v v v
trail improvement
(EC CDP 10.3)
Bayfront Expway.
& Chrysler Drive v v v v v
lane restriping
(EC CDP 10.4)
Marsh Rd. &
Bayfront Expway. v v v v v
lane restriping
(EC CDP 10.5)
Marsh Rd. &
US101 NB Ramp v v v v v
ramp widening
(EC CDP 10.6)
Willow Rd. &
Newbridge St. v v v
lane widening
(EC CDP 10.7)
WEST CAMPUS
Bayfront Expway.
Undercrossing v v v v v
(WC CDP 10.0)
University Ave. &
Donahoe St. v v v v v
restriping
(WC CDP 12.10)
Willow Rd.
Median, v v v v v
emergency
vehicle access

Impact on City Resources

Facebook is required to pay all costs associated with this review to fully cover the cost of staff time spent
on the review of these projects.
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Environmental Review

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that activities which meet the definition of a
Project be evaluated for their potential impacts on the environment. The Annual Review of the
Development Agreements has no potential to result in an impact to the environment and does not meet
the definition of a Project under CEQA; as a result, no environmental review or determination is needed.
The environmental impacts of the original projects and their associated development agreements were
evaluated and considered at the time projects were initially approved by the City in 2012 and 2013,
respectively.

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-foot radius of the subject property.

Attachments

A. East Campus Development Agreement One-Time Action Status
B. East Campus Development Agreement Ongoing Activities Status
C. West Campus Development Agreement One-Time Action Status
D. West Campus Development Agreement Ongoing Activities Status

Report prepared by:
David Hogan, Contract Planner

Report reviewed by:
Thomas Rogers, Interim Principal Planner
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ATTACHMENT A

EAST CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
ONE TIME ACTIONS OR IMPROVEMENTS

DA
Term Task/Requirement/Action* Timeline Status Notes
7.1 Capital Improvement. Facebook shall make a one-time Within 45 days of the Completed During the 2012-2013 Review
payment of One Million One Hundred Thousand Dollars satisfaction of the Period.
($1,100,000) to the City for the City’s unrestricted use toward | Conditions Precedent*
capital improvement projects. (11/2/12)

7.2.1 | Bicycle/Pedestrian. Facebook shall perform one-time Within 240 days of the In Progress The undercrossing is currently
improvements to the Undercrossing above and beyond those | satisfaction of the open to the public. Facebook has
described in the Project; including to the extent appropriate, Conditions Precedent* contracted with a mural artist to
preserving existing art and/or providing wall surfaces for (5/31/13) do a community art mural in the
invited artists to create mural art with the intent to create an Undercrossing. Facebook
"art gallery" experience for the pedestrians/bicyclists using indicates that they are currently
the undercrossing. (See also East Campus CDP, Section 9) in the permitting process with

Caltrans. The Standard
Encroachment Permit was
submitted to Caltrans on behalf
of Facebook on 9/29/15 by BKF
Engineers. Caltrans sees no
issue, so we should have the
permit soon. The project is
estimated to begin this month.

7.2.2 | Bicycle/Pedestrian. Facebook shall perform restriping Within 240 days of the
improvements for bicycle lanes to the following streets on a satisfaction of the
one-time basis: Conditions Precedent*

(5/31/13)
(a) Willow Road and Middlefield Road intersection. Completed

* The DA requirements listed here may be summarized; the complete terms are found in the recorded Development Agreement.
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EAST CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
ONE TIME ACTIONS OR IMPROVEMENTS

DA
Term Task/Requirement/Action* Timeline Status Notes
(b) Willow Road and U.S. 101 bridge. Within 240 days of the Completed Facebook contacted Caltrans
satisfaction of the again during this period. Caltrans
Conditions Precedent* still does not support the
(5/31/13) installation of green lane bicycle
striping over US101. No further
actions are possible, obligation
satisfied.
(c) Willow Road between Hamilton Avenue and Bayfront In Progress The encroachment permit has
Expressway. been issued by Caltrans.
Construction began last month
and will be completed during the
next annual review.
(d) Willow Road between Newbridge Street and lvy Drive. In Progress The encroachment permit has
been issued by Caltrans.
Construction is scheduled to
begin over the winter.
(e) Willow Road between O'Keefe Street and U.S. 101 (shared Complete Caltrans did not approve the
lane markings). proposed improvements. No
further actions are possible,
obligation satisfied.

7.2.3 | Bicycle/Pedestrian. Facebook shall have a one-time Within 240 days of the Completed Caltrans will not allow the
obligation to investigate the possibility of making crosswalk satisfaction of the proposed improvements. No
improvements to the pedestrian crossings at the US 101 and Conditions Precedent* additional action by Facebook is
Willow Road interchange. (5/31/13) required.

7.2.4 | Bicycle/Pedestrian. Facebook shall perform one-time Within 240 days of the Completed Trail improvements and
improvements to publicly accessible walking paths, trails and | satisfaction of the interpretive signage has been
levees in the immediate vicinity of the Property, subject to Conditions Precedent* designed and prepared.
approval by the San Francisco Bay Conservation and (5/31/13) Installation of the signage along

* The DA requirements listed here may be summarized; the complete terms are found in the recorded Development Agreement.
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ATTACHMENT A

EAST CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
ONE TIME ACTIONS OR IMPROVEMENTS

DA
Term Task/Requirement/Action* Timeline Status Notes
Development Commission (“BCDC”). the levee trail around the East
Campus will be verified during
the next annual review.

7.3 Business District. Facebook will have a one-time obligation to | Within three years of the In Progress There are ongoing discussions as
investigate the possibility of creating a business improvement | satisfaction of the part of the General Plan update
district in the Willow Road corridor between US 101 and Conditions Precedent* and the future redevelopment of
Bayfront Expressway that includes the Property. If the (10/3/15) the Prologis site.
business improvement district is feasible and the adjacent
property owners are likewise interested in creating the
business improvement district, Facebook shall initiate the
process for creating the business improvement district.

9.1 Housing. Facebook will explore opportunities to invest in low | Prior to February 6, 2026 Completed

income tax credits for affordable housing projects in the City
and the City of East Palo Alto, including partnering with a local
non-profit housing developer(s) or contributing funds toward
the creation of low, very-low or extremely-low income
housing. Facebook shall report the results of its explorations
to the City’s Community Development Director upon the
City’s Community Development Director’s written request.
The decision of whether to make any investments will be in
Facebook’s sole and absolute discretion.

* The DA requirements listed here may be summarized; the complete terms are found in the recorded Development Agreement.
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ATTACHMENT A
EAST CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
ONE TIME ACTIONS OR IMPROVEMENTS

DA
Term Task/Requirement/Action* Timeline Status Notes
9.2 Housing. Facebook will contact a local real estate developer Prior to February 6, 2026 Completed Facebook has collaborated with
or local real estate developers interested in building housing the St Anton's Housing Project
projects in the City. Facebook in concert with the real estate and provided funding for Below
developer(s) will explore ways to support housing projects, Market Rate housing units.
including, but not limited to investing capital, committing to
leasing units or offering marketing opportunities to Facebook
employees. Facebook shall report the conclusions from this
collaborative effort to the City’s Community Development
Director upon the City’s Community Development Director’s
written request. The decision of whether to provide any
support will be in Facebook’s sole and absolute discretion.
11. Bay Trail Gap. Facebook will work with Bay Trail stakeholders, | Prior to February 6, 2026 Completed Facebook indicated that they
including, but not limited to Mid-peninsula Regional Open wrote a letter of support for the
Space District, Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), project and that San Mateo
the City of East Palo Alto and the City and County of San County Measure A funds were
Francisco and appropriate members of the business received by ABAG for the project.
community to close the Bay Trail Gap, commonly known as Midpeninsula Regional Open
Gap No. 2092, which terminates at the railroad right-of-way Space District is in charge of the
on University Avenue. project, which has not yet started
construction. Facebook has
indicated that they are
committed to providing
additional funding, as needed.
12 Utility Undergrounding. Facebook agrees to cooperate with Prior to February 6, 2026 Conditional / No | No undergrounding project was
the City in the City's efforts to underground existing electric Action Required | initiated during this annual
transmission lines located in the vicinity of the property. review period.
However, neither the City nor Facebook will be obligated to
provide funding for utility undergrounding.

* The DA requirements listed here may be summarized; the complete terms are found in the recorded Development Agreement.
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ATTACHMENT A
EAST CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
ONE TIME ACTIONS OR IMPROVEMENTS

DA
Term Task/Requirement/Action* Timeline Status Notes
15 Adopt-a-Highway. Facebook will adopt a roadway segmentin | Within 180 days of the In Progress No Adopt-a-Highway road

the vicinity of the Property pursuant to Caltrans' Adopt-A- satisfaction of the segments in the vicinity of the

Highway Program. This commitment will be for a period of Conditions Precedent* Project Site are available. Lack of

five years. If there are no segments available for adoption in (4/1/13) available segments means that

the vicinity of the Property, Facebook’s obligation shall be Facebook is in compliance with

deferred until a segment becomes available. this requirement. However since
no road segment is available
Facebook has initiated the
process of adopting the west
bound bike path along Hwy 84
from the end of Dumbarton
Bridge to Marsh Road. Facebook
indicates that they are clearing
the trail once a month.

22.1 | Sanitary Sewer System Upgrades. Facebook shall purchase a Facebook shall post a bond Completed Pump purchased and provided to

third wastewater pump to be placed into reserve in case of equal to 120 percent of the WBSD.

pump failure at the Hamilton Henderson Pump Station. cost of the wastewater

Within 120 days of the Effective Date of this Agreement, pump within 30 days of the

Facebook shall purchase a 3-Phase pump as approved by satisfaction of the

West Bay Sanitary District (WBSD). Conditions Precedent*

(11/2/12)

* The DA requirements listed here may be summarized; the complete terms are found in the recorded Development Agreement.
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ATTACHMENT A
EAST CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
ONE TIME ACTIONS OR IMPROVEMENTS

DA
Term Task/Requirement/Action* Timeline Status Notes
22.2 | Sanitary Sewer System Upgrades. Facebook shall upsize 114 Within 90 days of the Completed Construction completed June 5,
feet of the existing 12-inch diameter pipeline that runs north | Effective Date of this 2014.
along Hamilton Avenue, beginning at the Hamilton/Willow Agreement (10/3/12),
Road intersection, to a 15-inch diameter pipe. Facebook shall apply for a

Class 3 permit from WBSD.
Facebook shall post a bond
equal to 200 percent of the
estimated cost of the work
within 30 days of the
satisfaction of the
Conditions Precedent*
(11/2/12)

*Conditions Precedent. Facebook’s and Owner’s obligations are expressly conditioned on the resolution of all legal challenges, if any, to the EIR, the Project
Approvals and the Project. If no litigation or referendum is commenced challenging the EIR, the Project Approvals and/or the Project, Facebook’s and Owner's
obligations will vest 90 days after the Effective Date, with the effective date being July 5, 2012 and 90 days post that being October 3, 2012. If litigation or a
referendum is commenced challenging the EIR, the Project Approvals and/or the Project, then Facebook’s and Owner’s obligations will vest on the date of
final, non-appealable resolution of all litigation in a manner that is reasonably acceptable to Facebook and Owner or resolution of the referendum in a manner
that is reasonably acceptable to Facebook and Owner. The conditions described in this Section 6 shall, collectively, be referred to as the “Conditions
Precedent”.

* The DA requirements listed here may be summarized; the complete terms are found in the recorded Development Agreement.
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ATTACHMENT B

EAST CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

ONGOING ACTIVITIES

DA
Term Task/Requirement/Action* Timeline Status Notes

5. Trip Cap. Facebook shall adhere to the Trip Cap, details Within 180 days of CDP Completed The revised vehicle trip counting
included in the Project Approved, and incorporated herein by | Approval. system is in operation and has
this reference (CDP Requirement 7). proven to be reliable. Facebook

is currently operating within the
specified trip cap. See additional
information under DA Item #19 .

8. Annual Payment. During the term of this Agreement, Due on July 1, 2013 of each Completed Payment was made on June 3,
Facebook and/or Owner shall make an annual payment year. 2015.

(“Annual Payment”) to the City in lieu of sales tax or other
revenue that might otherwise accrue to the City if the
Property was occupied by a sales tax producer.
8.1.1. In each of the first five years beginning with the first
payment on January 1, 2013, the amount of the Annual
Payment shall be Eight Hundred Thousand ($800,000).

10. Local Community Fund. Facebook shall create a Local Within one year of the Completed Funds were distributed to 22
Community Fund (“LCF”) in partnership with a non-profit satisfaction of the non-profit organizations on June
partner to manage and administer the LCF and Facebook shall | Conditions Precedent* 18, 2015.
contribute Five Hundred Thousand Dollars ($500,000) to the | (10/3/13)

LCF. The purpose of the LCF will be to provide support for
local community needs.
13.1 | Internship Program. Facebook will create a summer intern No later than summer 2013 Completed The Third Annual Facebook

program for residents of the Ravenswood Elementary School
District. The summer intern program will commence with an
initial, pilot program, and then later, if successful, may be
expanded, in Facebook’s sole and absolute discretion, to
include more participants and/or subject areas.

Academy was completed in
August of 2015.

* The DA requirements listed here may be summarized; the complete terms are found in the recorded Development Agreement.
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ATTACHMENT B
EAST CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

impact the San Francisco Bay, Facebook will hire an
environmental consultant knowledgeable about the San
Francisco Bay and associated marsh habitats to ensure that
endangered species, particularly the Salt Marsh Harvest
Mouse and Clapper Rail, are not harmed.

ONGOING ACTIVITIES

DA

Term Task/Requirement/Action* Timeline Status Notes

13.2 | Encourage Local Jobs. Facebook will work with a local Within one year of the Completed A job workshop conducted on
training program to expand training services for residents of satisfaction of the 10/27/14 had limited attendance.
the City and the City of East Palo Alto. Facebook will also Conditions Precedent* As a result, Facebook shifted to a
create an ongoing quarterly series of career development (10/3/13) "Job Fair." AlJob Fair held in May
workshops to commence within one year of the satisfaction 2015 was attended by about 300
of the Conditions Precedent. The workshops will focus on people and 11 vendors providing
topics such as resume writing, interviewing skills and how to FB campus jobs, 1 outside
find a job via social media, including Facebook. These vendor, and 1 nonprofit job
workshops will take place in local community centers and/or organization (JobTrain).
other neighborhood sites. In addition, within one year of the Facebook indicated that they
satisfaction of the Conditions Precedent, Facebook will host a continue to explore opportunities
session, promoted in the Belle Haven neighborhood and East to use local vendors to meet their
Palo Alto, on how to become a Facebook employee and to needs by making it a standard
encourage contractors to hire City residents and residents of practice to include at least one
the City of East Palo Alto, Facebook will require future local vendor in all RFP's.
vendors to use reasonable efforts to notify residents of the
City and the City of East Palo Alto when they are hiring new
people to work at the Property in the facilities, culinary and
construction trades. Vendors with existing contracts will be
encouraged to use reasonable efforts to promote local hiring
as openings become available. Facebook will also encourage
campus vendors to host sessions on how to become an
employee of their organization.

16.1 | Environmental Education. When performing work that might | Prior to February 6, 2026 Completed Facebook has retained HT Harvey

& Associates to ensure
compliance with this
requirement.

* The DA requirements listed here may be summarized; the complete terms are found in the recorded Development Agreement.
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EAST CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

ONGOING ACTIVITIES
DA
Term Task/Requirement/Action* Timeline Status Notes

16.2 | Environmental Education. Facebook will cooperate with the Prior to February 6, 2026 Completed See responses to Items 16.1 and
Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge 16.3.

(“Refuge”) team and related nonprofit groups on habitat
protection and restoration adjacent to the Property.
Facebook will establish an ongoing, in-house point of contact
for the Refuge, nonprofit groups and related agencies to
ensure collaborative success.

16.3 | Environmental Education. Facebook will educate employees | Prior to February 6, 2026 Completed Ongoing commitment. Facebook
and visitors about the unique species next to the Property made and posted a video about
and their habitat requirements. Such education may include the history of the salt ponds, the
installing interpretive signage and/or hosting educational salt pond renovations, and the
programs. wildlife. Signs are in production

and due to be installed October
2015. They will each contain two
QR codes - one that directs
visitors to the Refuge and other
environmental websites related
to the bay, and the other that
links to the new video. This is
also partially addressed under
item 7.2.4.

16.4 | Environmental Education. Facebook will engage in "wildlife- Prior to February 6, 2026 Completed Traps set in March 2015 resulted

friendly" behavior, such as: (a) adopting policies requiring
the trapping and removal of feral cats and the leashing of
dogs when using trails located on the Property, (b) employing
wildlife-safe rodent control measures, and (c) encouraging
beneficial species.

in no cats trapped.

Traps set in June 2015 resulted in
one cat being caught. The animal
went to SPCA.

* The DA requirements listed here may be summarized; the complete terms are found in the recorded Development Agreement.
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ATTACHMENT B

EAST CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

ONGOING ACTIVITIES

DA
Term

Task/Requirement/Action*

Timeline

Status

Notes

17.1

On-going Environmental Commitments. When performing
landscape improvements, Facebook and/or Owner will
minimize (or require the minimization of) potential
stormwater runoff through the use of appropriate
techniques, such as grassy swales, rain gardens and other
Low Impact Development (LID) measures.

Prior to February 6, 2026

Conditional / No
Action Required

Facebook has not initiated any
landscape improvements which
would trigger this requirement.

17.2

On-going Environmental Commitments. If Facebook and/or
Owner installs at the Property new windows or new window
treatments on windows facing the parking lot or the San
Francisco Bay, Facebook and/or Owner will select (or require
the selection of) windows and window treatments that
minimize impacts of light pollution and risk of collision to
birds.

If Facebook and/or Owner installs new lighting in the parking
lot at the Property, Facebook and/or Owner will use (or
require the use of) then available best practices to design and
shield that new lighting so as to confine direct rays to the
Property and not out into the adjacent areas of the San
Francisco Bay.

Prior to February 6, 2026

Conditional / No
Action Required

Facebook has not initiated the
replacement of any new windows
which would trigger this
requirement.

17.3

On-going Environmental Commitments. Except for the
existing basketball court, Facebook and/or Owner will not
create (or permit the creation of) any lighted playing field on
the perimeter of the site that abuts the San Francisco Bay.
Facebook and/or Owner will require the lights on the existing
basketball court to be controlled so that the court is dark
except when in use.

Prior to February 6, 2026

Conditional / No
Action Required

Facebook has not initiated any
lighting improvements which
would trigger this requirement.

* The DA requirements listed here may be summarized; the complete terms are found in the recorded Development Agreement.
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ATTACHMENT B
EAST CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

ONGOING ACTIVITIES
DA
Term Task/Requirement/Action* Timeline Status Notes

17.4 | On-going Environmental Commitments. If Facebook and/or Prior to February 6, 2026 Conditional / No | Facebook has not initiated any
Owner installs new building roofs, window ledges, parking lot Action Required | improvements which would
light poles or landscaping changes, Facebook and/or Owner trigger this requirement.
will use (or require use of) then available best practices to
ensure that the new building roofs, window ledges, parking
lot light poles or landscaping changes do not create sites for
predatory bird species to roost or nest.

17.5 | On-going Environmental Commitments. When performing Prior to February 6, 2026 Completed HT Harvey and Associates
landscape improvements to those portions of the Property continues to monitor landscape
that abut the San Francisco Bay, Facebook and/or the Owner plantings at the East Campus.
will consult with (or require consultation with) a qualified
environmental consultant familiar with California native plant
communities and select (or require the selection of) suitable
native plants for landscaping.

18.1 | Local Purchasing. Facebook shall adopt a program to July 5, 2015: Three year Completed Facebook has initiated the
incentivize Facebook employees to frequent local businesses | duration required from “Facebucks” program will satisfy
and continue such program for three years from the Effective | effective date. this obligation to introduce
Date. Facebook employees to

downtown Menlo Park
businesses. Round 2 ran through
5/2015. Round 3 is schedule to
kick off In November 2015.

18.2 | Local Purchasing. When purchasing goods that can be Prior to February 6, 2026 Completed According to Facebook, the

sourced locally, Facebook shall endeavor to purchase goods
from vendors located in the City if the quality, price, terms
and conditions are competitive.

following are some of the local
businesses patronized by
Facebook: Susie Cakes, Fleet
Feet, Menlo Hardware, Willows
Market, Bay Area Catering,
Flegel’s Home Furnishings, and

* The DA requirements listed here may be summarized; the complete terms are found in the recorded Development Agreement.
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EAST CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

ONGOING ACTIVITIES
DA
Term Task/Requirement/Action* Timeline Status Notes
Menlo Hardwoods

18.3 | Local Purchasing. When engaging vendors to provide on-site Prior to February 6, 2026 Completed Current ongoing vendors include
services to employees (e.g., chiropractic services), Facebook fitness towel service and car
shall endeavor to engage vendors that are located in the City wash service from Belle Haven.
if their services satisfy Facebook's needs and the quality, Facebook also indicated that they
price, terms and conditions are competitive. continue to evaluate local

vendors and that many local
vendors are small-scale vendors
that seem to have difficulty
managing Facebook’s large scale
projects.

18.4 | Local Purchasing. If the Menlo Gateway project is developed, | Prior to February 6, 2026 Conditional / No | The Menlo Gateway Project was
Facebook will consider adding the hotel built as part of that Action Required | not constructed/developed.
project to its list of preferred hotels for visitors. during this review year.

19. Transportation Demand Management Information Sharing. Ongoing through to Completed During the previous review,

To help mitigate regional traffic, Facebook agrees to share its
Transportation Demand Management best practices with
other interested Silicon Valley companies that request such
information from Facebook.

February 6, 2026.

Facebook indicated that their
Transportation Manager spoke at
a symposium put on by the
Corporate Bike Forum.

* The DA requirements listed here may be summarized; the complete terms are found in the recorded Development Agreement.
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ATTACHMENT B

EAST CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

ONGOING ACTIVITIES
DA
Term Task/Requirement/Action* Timeline Status Notes
20. Volunteerism. Facebook will actively promote local volunteer | Annually through February Completed A Community Fair was held in

opportunities in the City and the City of East Palo Alto to all
its employees. Such promotion shall include the creation of
an internal Facebook page for the posting of volunteer
opportunities. Facebook will host a "Local Community (Non-
Profit) Organization Fair" on the Property.

6, 2026.

November of 2014. The theme
was STEM (Science, Technology
Engineering, and Mathematics)
nonprofits. Facebook brought in
10 local nonprofits into Hacker
Plaza during the lunch period
(11am to 2pm). Facebook
estimated about 250 employees
chatted with representatives for
the nonprofits to learn about
their opportunities to participate.

*Conditions Precedent. Facebook’s and Owner’s obligations are expressly conditioned on the resolution of all legal challenges, if any, to the EIR, the Project Approvals and

the Project. If no litigation or referendum is commenced challenging the EIR, the Project Approvals and/or the Project, Facebook’s and Owner's obligations will vest 90 days
after the Effective Date, with the effective date being July 5, 2012 and 90 days post that being October 3, 2012. If litigation or a referendum is commenced challenging the
EIR, the Project Approvals and/or the Project, then Facebook’s and Owner’s obligations will vest on the date of final, non-appealable resolution of all litigation in a manner
that is reasonably acceptable to Facebook and Owner or resolution of the referendum in a manner that is reasonably acceptable to Facebook and Owner. The conditions

described in this Section 6 shall, collectively, be referred to as the “Conditions Precedent”.

* The DA requirements listed here may be summarized; the complete terms are found in the recorded Development Agreement.
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ATTACHMENT C

WEST CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

ONE TIME ACTIONS OR IMPROVEMENTS

DA
Term Task/Requirement/Action* Timeline Status Notes
6. Capital Improvements. Within 60 days of the later of (a) | Payable within 60 days of Complete Paid on June 22, 2015.
City sign off on final building permits allowing occupancy | Certificate of Occupancy.
of the West Campus by Owner and (b) Owner's receipt
of City's request for payment, Owner shall make a one-
time payment of $100,000 to the City for the City's
unrestricted use toward capital improvement projects
that benefit the adjacent Belle Haven neighborhood.
7.3.1 | Sales and Use Taxes; for all construction work Throughout duration of Completed Provisions were included the
performed on the project, should include a provision in | construction through appropriate construction
all construction contracts for $5 million or more to occupancy (not applicable contracts.
record a sub-permit from CA State Board of Equalization | to future remodeling or
to book and record construction materials construction).
purchases/sales as sales originating in the City
7.3.2 | Sales and Use Taxes; from the purchase of furnishings, Applicable throughout the Complete In satisfaction of this
equipment and personal property for initial occupancy duration of construction requirement, Facebook
of the building, owner shall maximize sales and use and initial occupancy (not indicated that they have paid
taxes to be received by the City. applicable to future over $277,000 through the
remodeling or Second Quarter of 2015 (the
construction) most recent quarter
available).
8. Local Community Fund. Facebook shall contribute an Within one year of final Complete Paid on May 11, 2015.

additional $100,000 to the Local Community Fund within
one year of occupancy. However, if the fund is depleted
at the time the owner receives a core and shell permit,
owner shall make a payment within 6 months of
conditions precedent.

building permit sign-off,
or sooner if the fund is
depleted at the time the
owner receives a core and
shell permit.

* The DA requirements listed here may be summarized; the complete terms are found in the recorded Development Agreement.
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ATTACHMENT C
WEST CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
ONE TIME ACTIONS OR IMPROVEMENTS

DA
Term Task/Requirement/Action* Timeline Status Notes
10. | Design and Environment. Prior to approval of the Completed
building plans for the
Use of Gehry Partners as Architect of record. West Campus. Gehry Partners is the

The green roof shall be designed consistent with project
approvals.

Owner will design building to be LEED Gold equivalency.

architect of record on the
project.

Core and shell permit
approved in 2014 and
incorporated roof
landscaping designs
consistent with original
approval.

LEED Report is part of Core
and Shell permit. Facebook is
currently on track for gold
equivalency.

* The DA requirements listed here may be summarized; the complete terms are found in the recorded Development Agreement.
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ATTACHMENT D

WEST CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

ONGOING ACTIVITIES

DA
Term Task/Requirement/Action* Timeline Status Notes
7.1 Recurring Public Benefits Payment - $150,000/year Payments are due on July 1 | Completed Paid on June 22, 2015.
beginning after building
occupancy is approved and
continue for 10 years.

7.2 Property Tax Guarantee — Facebook shall pay the City the Payment due the first tax In progress/ According to Facebook, the
positive difference between the projected assessed value and | fiscal year following the Completed County Assessor has not yet
property tax collected. initial reassessment of the completed the reassessment

property and shall continue process. This is expected to be
for 10 years. completed during the next
annual cycle.

9. Recycling — Facebook agrees to use the City's franchisee for all | For lifetime of development | Completed Recology is providing trash and
trash and recycling services, provided the price is the same as | agreement (February 6, recycling services to the West
that charged to other commercial users in the City. 2026). Campus.

11. Public Access - public access shall be permitted on the For lifetime of development | Completed The undercrossing and
landscaped area adjacent to the undercrossing (in addition to | agreement (February 6, connecting pathways are open
the dedicated access easement). 2026). for public use.

12. Future Pedestrian/Bike Access - If a public transit agency For lifetime of development | Conditional / No | Additional transit service in
provides service proximate to the West Campus, and locates a | agreement (February 6, Action Required proximity to the West Campus is
stop near Willow Road and the rail spur and there is not a 2026). has not been established. No
convenient alternative to service adjacent properties, owner action required.
will work with City to explore a bike/pedestrian route on the
West Campus.

13. Facebook East Campus Benefits - if some of the commitments | Until the earlier of (i) Owner | Conditional / No | East Campus Development

under the East Campus DA terminate, they shall be required
under the West Campus Development Agreement.

and Facebook vacate WC, or
(ii) February 6, 2026.

Action Required

Agreement still in effect, this
requirement is not applicable for
the 2014-2015 period.

* The DA requirements listed here may be summarized; the complete terms are found in the recorded Development Agreement.
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Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 10/19/2015
CITY OF Staff Report Number: 15-021-PC
MENLO PARK
Public Hearing: Architectural Control, Major Subdivision, and

Below Market Rate Agreement/Hunter
Properties/133 Encinal Avenue

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council approve the
architectural control and major subdivision to allow the demolition of existing garden nursery buildings, and
construction of 24 attached townhouse-style residential units and associated site improvements in the SP-
ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district, at 133 Encinal Avenue. A tentative map
would be required to create 24 residential condominium units. Five heritage trees are proposed for
removal as part of the proposed development. In addition, the applicant is requesting approval of a Below
Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the provision of three on-site BMR units for this project. The
recommended actions are included as Attachment A.

Policy Issues

Each architectural control and major subdivision request is considered individually. The Planning
Commission should consider whether the required architectural control and subdivision findings can be
made for the proposal.

Background

Site Location

The subject site is approximately 1.7 acres located at 133 Encinal Avenue in the ECR/D-SP (EI Camino
Real/ Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district. The site is on the north side of Encinal Avenue between

El Camino Real and the Caltrain railroad tracks. Adjacent uses include attached townhouses to the north,
the Caltrain railroad tracks to the east, apartments to the south, and offices to the west.

The subject site operated as Roger Reynolds Nursery, a commercial garden nursery, from 1919 through
2013. There are currently three buildings and several storage sheds associated with the former nursery
use.

Housing Commission Recommendation

The proposed Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing proposal was reviewed by the Housing Commission at
their meeting on May 6, 2015. The Housing Commission unanimously recommended approval for the
provision of three BMR units on site consisting of one low-income BMR unit and two moderate-income
BMR units, which is discussed in more detail in the Below Market Rate Housing Agreement section below.
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Environmental Quality Commission Recommendation

The proposed heritage tree removals were reviewed by the Environmental Quality Commission at their
meeting on June 24, 2015. The Environmental Quality Commission unanimously recommended the
retention of additional heritage and non-heritage trees in the front half of the site, along with more
stringent measures to ensure the health of retained trees throughout the construction process. Their
recommendation is discussed in more detail in the Trees and Landscaping section below.

Overall Project Review

The subject application was submitted in August 2014. Review of the project took time due to addressing
the concerns raised by the neighbors, refinement of the site layout and architectural design, and 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 initial development included 26 units in nine
three-story buildings, with the community building and guest parking along the front. In response to
neighbors’ concerns, the applicant reduced the unit count to 24 units, and reduced the height of the
building along at the rear closest to the neighbors. Additionally, the community building was moved to the
rear and guest parking removed from the front so that residential units could front the street. While the
overall architectural style did not change as part of the review process, the applicant did make key
changes in response to comments from staff and staff’'s design consultant to address key standards and
guidelines. Staff also required multiple revisions to the technical reports, including the arborist report and
acoustic analysis, in order to provide enhancements and clarifications that are discussed in a following
section.

Analysis

Project Description

The applicant is proposing to construct 24 residential townhouse-style units, a community building, and
associated site improvements. The residential units would be distributed in seven buildings throughout
the site, with each building containing between two to five units. In addition, a community building would
be provided as a site amenity. 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.

Residential dwelling units are a permitted use in the El Camino Real Mixed Use land use designation.
The residences would include four three-bedroom units and 20 four-bedroom units. 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 6f).

The development would have a residential density of 13.8 dwelling units per acre, well under the limit of 20
dwelling units per acre. The project would have a FAR (Floor Area Ratio) of 0.74, below the 0.75
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, and the fagcade height (30 feet) limit along
both the front and rear. The proposed front setback would be between 16.2 and 18.2 feet, and would
accommodate a 15-foot wide sidewalk, entry walkways, landscaping, and preservation of an existing
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heritage tree.

The subject site currently consists of one parcel with a 40-foot wide utility easement along the entire
length of the right side property line for a water pipeline. The City and County of San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission (SFPUC) has rights to this easement, and has imposed restrictions on any
improvements within the easement area, including preclude any structures, its use for emergency access,
and restricts the planting of large trees and shrubs. The applicant has coordinated with SFPUC to ensure
that the proposed landscape and hardscape improvements within the easement would be in compliance
with SFPUC’s requirements. Although no structures are permitted within the easement, the easement
area still contributes towards the maximum allowable FAR and minimum open space.

The applicant has submitted a tentative map for a major subdivision to allow the 24 residential units to be
sold individually as condominiums on the existing shared common lot. With the exception of exclusive use
easements for private open space, all shared facilities and landscaping would be maintained by the future
homeowner’s association. The applicant has indicated that all units will have Encinal Avenue addresses.

Design and Materials

Staff has 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.

General Design

The project would create 24 townhomes in seven buildings consisting of two- to five-unit buildings, one
small community building, and several landscaped community garden and open spaces. The site plan is
organized so that most buildings would be set parallel with the front lot line, with the sides of end units
facing the Caltrain tracks to limit noise impacts on units. Primary open spaces would be at the northeast
and northwest corners of the site where prominent groves of oaks and redwoods exist, and along the
eastern edge of the site where paved seating areas and garden plots are proposed.

Six units in two buildings would front Encinal Avenue with craftsman style architecture rendered in dark
stained cedar shingles and horizontal siding with contrasting white painted window groupings, deck
railings, trim and decorative brackets. Gable roof edges, entry porches with stone base walls supporting
pairs of wood posts, and large window bays would punctuate the facade. The streetscape facade would
have some common forms, but would be more balanced than repetitive in overall facade composition. The
porches would be somewhat underscaled given the three-story building mass as seen along Encinal
Avenue, but the corner porches to each side of the main entry drive would be well located to articulate the
corners of Buildings A and G at the ground level and mark the project’s entry point on the street.
Additionally, the projecting building forms above the corner porches and elsewhere on the sidewalls of
Buildings A and G would effectively provide scale to the building form and articulation to the upper wall
mass.

There would be one building break along Encinal Avenue, which would serve as the project entry point for
both cars and pedestrians. At the visual termination of the main drive aisle would be the one-story
community building. This building would be a re-creation of an existing building on site that had been
previously used as a plant nursery and ice cream parlor. It would feature the cottage style architecture of
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the original building along replica materials and detailing, including board and batten siding, cedar shingle
roofing, turned wood posts, and wood scrollwork detailing at eaves and rakes. Although the existing
building may be considered a memorable feature, it has been determined to not be a historical resource.
As a result, there are no constraints to its demolition or replication.

The site layout and building orientation are designed such that parking and garages would not be visible
from Encinal Avenue, nor prominently visible along the site’s main access driveway and internal
pedestrian walkways. Most parking would be tucked between buildings and accessed from secondary
drive aisles. At Building F where units front the main drive aisle, tandem parking would be used within
garages so that single wide garage doors face the drive aisle instead of double wide doors.

At the center of the site would be ten units in buildings B and C that face each other along a pedestrian
path perpendicular to the main entry drive. The pedestrian path would lead to the unit entries as well as to
the gardens along the east side of the site within the SFPUC easement. The west side of the pedestrian
path would face a courtyard entry space to two units in Building F. Decorative paving would link the linear
pedestrian path with the courtyard to strengthen the visual cross axis.

Overall, while constraints with the SFPUC easement make planning townhouse-style units somewhat
difficult, the general design approach has been managed to highlight building and landscape features, and
downplay parking and garages. The placement of two-story structures facing the rear lot line, in
combination with high windowsill heights on the second level of those units would limit privacy impacts on
property across the rear lot line.

Buildings and Units

With the exception of the three two-story units in building D adjacent the rear lot line and the community
building (building H), the buildings and townhouse units would be three stories. Typical townhomes would
have two-car garages, with entries and an extra bedroom on the first floor, living areas and a deck on the
second floor, and three bedrooms on the third floor. Some units vary from this formula, such as at building
F, where the units would have two bedrooms on the third floor, one bedroom and living areas on the
second floor, and one bedroom on the first floor. Eight of the 24 units (units in buildings D, E, and F) would
face the interior or rear lot lines, and would have small private yard areas. Yard areas, however, would
only be on the same level as living areas for the three units in building D. The three-level units would
range in size from approximately 1,900 to 2,100 square feet, excluding garages. The two-level units would
be slightly smaller at approximately 1,700 square feet.

The three-story units would feature open plan layouts at the main living floor (second floor) with ten-foot
ceilings. Upper floors would have eight-foot ceilings and first floors nine-foot ceilings. Some units would

have large corner decks on the main living level, and units generally are designed with large three-panel
windows at living areas, master bedrooms or both.

Noise control is a factor with the project’s location next to the train tracks. Buildings A, B, C, and D would
have noise attenuated windows on their north, south, and east walls. Noise attenuation would be provided
with the use of double glazed windows plus an additional interior sash.
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Architecture, Detailing, and Materials

Building architecture throughout the site would be based on craftsman style architectural precedents for
roof forms and pitches, rake and eave overhang detailing, window groupings, trim, muntin patterns, porch
forms, garage doors, and similar visual attributes. Low pitch roof forms would be prominent in this style
with occasional use of shed roofs. The proposed building massing would show off mostly gables rooflines
with some variation in scale from primary to secondary forms, including common nesting gable
combinations along with minor building projections using shed roof forms.

Given the deep roof overhangs, the exposed wood detailing at the open eaves and rakes would show off
the building detailing and be significant as viewed from the street. Roofing would be asphalt/composition

shingles, and except at porches, would not be prominently visible due to the building height and 3:12 roof
pitch.

Building walls would be clad in stained cedar shingles and horizontal siding. Building corners would have
mitered or lapping siding and shingles without vertical corner boards. The absence of vertical corner board
trim would provide significantly enhanced detailing and material usage for the chosen building style.

To provide visual/color contrast and strong features on the fagade, two-story window panels with
spandrels in smooth painted fiber cement and box bay forms are proposed. The vertical panels with
grouped windows would be a standard occurrence, while the box bay forms would occur more freely and
asymmetrically on facades to lend some informality to the building forms. The box bay form on the unit at
the drive aisle side of building F, which projects out from the upper floor and is visible upon entering the
site, would be an especially effective visual device.

In regards to windows and doors, the windows would be aluminum-clad wood casement windows with a
six-over-one lite pattern that creates an impression of double hung windows, as both double hung and
casement windows are common with the craftsman style. Garage doors have two designs that have the
appearance of carriage doors, with vertical board panels set back from stiles and rails or grid patterns.
Entry doors have a similar panel design, and are generally consistent with the craftsman style.

Conceptual detailing and material features to note include painted, smooth wood surfacing for decorative
corbels, window and eave trim, porch columns and garage doors, angled cuts at edges of window and
door header trim and beam extensions, half-round gutters that do not obscure exposed rafter tails, wide
exterior applied muntin bars at simulated divided lite windows, and adequately sized trims, corbels, and
posts. Proposed craftsman style exterior lighting fixtures and stone clad post piers with tapered profiles
would also add to the detailing refinement.

The color scheme would use two general color groups, brown and grey, for building body and roofing color.
On the brown buildings, cedar lap siding and shingles would have semi-transparent stain, somewhat
darker for the lap siding. The semi-transparent stain would allow the material’s natural grain and sawn
texture to be seen, while giving the siding some visual depth consistent with the use of natural wood. This
natural use of cedar material would also contrast well with the painted white finish of trim, windows and
panels.
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The grey buildings would have similar stain and paint usage. In both the brown and grey schemes, the
color variation between the siding and shingle would be sufficient to help differentiate the siding types
without being harsh.

Accent color would be provided at entry doors and with natural stone at porches. Entry doors would be
reddish-brown to provide identity to unit entries. Stone veneer would have warm beige with some orange
coloration that should blend well with both the building and the landscape. Additionally, stone pavers with
brown and grey colors are shown on the landscape plan and would relate well the stone veneer used at
porch walls and piers. Overall, the color scheme would be balanced and with the use of semi-transparent
stain at cedar at horizontal lap siding and shingles, the color variation should be restrained but noticeable,
and should not produce a busy looking facade.

Parking and Circulation

Vehicular

As required by the Specific Plan, a minimum of 1.85 parking spaces per dwelling unit would be provided
for each of the 24 residences. Each unit is designed with a two-car garage, where 22 units have side-by-
side garages, and two units have garages in a tandem configuration. Additionally, seven uncovered
parking spaces would be provided throughout the site. Tandem parking is not typically permitted for
required parking spaces; however, the two tandem garages may be approved because the overall parking
supply of 53 standard (non-tandem) parking spaces on the site would exceed the 45 spaces that are
required to be provided. As a result, the second tandem space in these garages is considered surplus.

Per the Specific Plan, a minimum of three residential parking spaces are required to be provided with an
electric vehicle charger. The plans currently designate all three charging stations to be installed in private
garages, with one charging station each in buildings E, F, and G, which meets the Specific Plan
requirement.

There is currently on-street parking on Encinal Avenue along the project frontage. Future build-out of the
Specific Plan identifies a future Class Il/Class Il bicycle route on Encinal Avenue between EI Camino Real
and the railroad tracks. Future implementation of the bicycle lane would likely necessitate the removal of
existing on-street parking along the project site’s frontage, but it is not anticipated that this improvement
would result in changes to the location of the existing curb. Given that the proposed development would
provide off-street parking spaces in excess of the minimum requirement, there would be sufficient parking
provided on the site such that the development would not be affected by the presence or absence of on-
street parking.

Bicycle

In addition to automobile parking, the Specific Plan requires bicycle parking for all new developments, for
both short-term and long-term use. Since all residential units would have private garages, the long-term
requirement is addressed by each unit’s garage. The short-term requirement would need to be addressed
through the installation of three bicycle parking spaces, which would be clarified as part of the building
permit submittal (condition 6g).

Pedestrian
In this area, the Specific Plan specifies that sidewalks should have a 15-foot total width, made up of a five-
foot furnishings zone and a ten-foot clear walking zone. As shown on the site plan and landscape plan, a
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minimum of ten feet of unobstructed sidewalk would be provided on the interior side of the furnishings
zone along the majority of the frontage. 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. A walking zone narrower than 10-feet would be installed at the right side property line,
which staff believes would be necessary in order to preserve an existing tree and provide a better
transition to the existing pedestrian crossing at the railroad tracks. For the portion of the sidewalk that
extends onto the subject property, a Public Access Easement (PAE) would need to be recorded (condition

50).

The residential entries along Encinal Avenue would feature entries with direct access from the Encinal
Avenue sidewalk. Pedestrian access to/from the rest of the site would be provided by pedestrian paths
along the drive aisle. Where drive aisle widths limit the ability to install pedestrian walkways to access
residential entries, decorative pavers would be used to identify key driveway crossing points. This paving
could be driven on, but vehicle/pedestrian conflicts should be limited given the relatively low on-site traffic
volumes and speeds.

With the addition of new housing at the site, the City anticipates an increase in pedestrian crossing
demand at Garwood Way, to connect to nearby destinations including the Menlo Park Caltrain station. The
proposed project includes a new marked crosswalk on Encinal Avenue at Garwood Way to improve
pedestrian connections to transit facilities and downtown.

Subdivision

As noted earlier, the applicant is proposing a major subdivision to allow the 24 dwelling units to be bought
and sold independently. State law outlines factors that the Planning Commission may consider in
reviewing the request for subdivisions. Specifically, there are five factors for the Planning Commission to
consider.

The first consideration is whether the proposed subdivision is in conformance with the City’s General Plan.
The General Plan land use designation for the subject property is EI Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan,
which is consistent with the SP-ECR/D zoning district. The proposed subdivision would not conflict with
General Plan goals and policies, and would comply with the Zoning Ordinance, and Subdivision Ordinance.

The second factor to consider is whether the site of the subdivision is physically suitable for the proposed
type or density of the development. The proposed subdivision would meet all applicable regulations of the
Subdivision Ordinance as well as all development regulations pertaining to the El Camino Real North-East
— Low Density (ECR NE-L) district within the Specific Plan. The existing lot contains two commercial
buildings and the proposed subdivision would result in 24 townhouse residences.

The third and fourth factors are concerned with whether the design of the subdivision or proposed
improvements is likely to cause substantial environmental damage or serious public health problems. The
proposed subdivision is located within a fully developed neighborhood and all necessary utilities are
readily available. In addition, the development of the properties would need to adhere to specific
conditions of the Engineering Division, all applicable building codes and requirements of other agencies
such as the Sanitary District, Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and other utility companies. Adherence to
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the conditions and all applicable codes would eliminate substantial or serious environmental or public
health impacts.

The final factor to consider is whether the proposed subdivision would conflict with any public access
easements. No public access easements currently exist on the site, so there is no conflict. As part of the
proposed sidewalk improvements, the proposed development would dedicate a public access easement
for the portion of the new sidewalk that encroaches onto private property. Staff has determined that the
dedication of the public access easement would improve sidewalk access and usability.

Staff has reviewed the tentative map and has found the map to be in compliance with State and City
regulations subject to the conditions outlined in Attachment A. All standard and project specific conditions
of approval would need to be complied with prior to recordation of the final map. The applicant would need
to apply for the final map within two years of the approval date of the tentative map. In order to deny the
proposed subdivision, the City Council would need to make specific findings that would identify conditions
or requirements of the State law or the City’s ordinance that have not been satisfied.

Trees and Landscaping

There are 31 heritage trees on and near the project property, including a grove of heritage redwood trees
in the northwest corner, a grove of heritage oak trees in the northeast corner, six heritage trees on the
adjacent property to the west (1600 ElI Camino Real), three heritage trees on the adjacent property to the
north (192 Stone Pine Lane), and one heritage street tree along Encinal Avenue. The overall site layout
is designed to preserve the two groves of trees at the northwest and northeast corners of the property,
while trees elsewhere on the property are proposed for removal.

The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment G) to evaluate 36 trees on and near the
subject property, including 31 heritage trees and five non-heritage trees. 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 5f.

Heritage Trees
The applicant is proposing to remove five heritage trees, summarized in the following table:

Intentionally Left Blank
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Proposed Heritage Tree Removals
Size (diameter

Heritage Tree Summary in inches) Condition Location
Tree #7: Coast redwood 15.8 Good Front
(Sequoia sempervirens)

Tree #10: Incense cedar 18.3 Good Front
(Calocedrus decurrens)

Tree #23: Coast redwood 37.0 Good Front
(Sequoia sempervirens)

Tree #25: Japanese maple 20.8 Fair Front

(Acer palmatum)
Tree #46: Coast redwood 16.8 Fair Center

(Sequoia sempervirens)

The City Arborist had reviewed the arborist report and conducted a site visit to independently evaluate the
health and condition of each tree, and had recommended tentative approval for the removal of all five
heritage trees. The proposed heritage tree removals were considered by the EQC at their meeting on
June 24, 2015. The EQC was generally supportive of staff's recommendation for the heritage tree
removals, with the exception of trees #23 and #25, which the EQC expressed a desire to be retained,
although it was acknowledged that retention of tree #23 would be challenging due to its location. The EQC
also recommended the retention of trees #2 (non-heritage Japanese maple) and #15 (non-heritage crape
myrtle) that were proposed for removal due to construction impacts. Additionally, the EQC expressed
concerns over potential damage to and removal of heritage trees during the construction process, and
requested that Planning staff explore prohibiting the transfer of title should the Heritage Tree Ordinance be
violated during construction. A copy of the EQC meeting minutes is included as Attachment H.

In response to the EQC’s recommendation, the applicant was able to retain tree #15 by realigning the
sidewalk to taper around this tree, but retention of the other trees proved to be infeasible.

Tree #23 is still proposed for removal because it is in direct conflict with the footprint of proposed building
A. Tree #23 is located within the rear portion of building A, and its retention would require significantly
redesigning the building with the potential loss of one or more units. Retention of tree #23 would be more
feasible with the removal of tree #11 (heritage incense cedar) at the front of the building, thus allowing the
building to be pushed forward closer to the street. While the applicant initially requested the removal of
tree #11, the City Arborist recommended its retention due to its prominence along the street and its
suitability for preservation, and the applicant has accommodated this request by redesigning the building
with the middle units pushed back to enable its preservation. The proposed project could accommodate
the retention of one, but not both trees, and the City Arborist’s evaluation determined that of the two, tree
#11 would be more suitable for preservation.

Tree #25 is still proposed for removal due to conflicts with the proposed construction. While not within
the proposed building footprint, it is within close proximity to proposed building A, and significant
construction activity would occur within the dripline of this tree such that its health would be
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compromised. Furthermore, the City Arborist has indicated that tree #25 is not a suitable candidate for
preservation.

Non-heritage tree #2, located along the front of the property, is still proposed for removal because it is in
direct conflict with the location of the proposed sidewalk. The Specific Plan requires a 15-foot wide
sidewalk consisting of a ten-foot wide clear walking zone and five-foot wide furnishings zone along the
street frontage. The applicant had explored retention of tree #2, but found that doing so would result in a
substandard sidewalk width of five feet, four inches as the sidewalk tapers around tree #2, and due to the
encroachment of the existing utility pole and guy wire obstructions, the full width could not be used for
walking. Therefore, retention of this tree would significantly compromise the usability of the sidewalk.
Furthermore, the City Arborist has indicated that tree #2 is not a suitable candidate for preservation. An
additional consideration is that redevelopment of the adjacent property to the left would necessitate
building out the full 15-foot wide sidewalk along Encinal Avenue to connect to the proposed sidewalk. Staff
believes removal of tree #2 would improve the usability of the sidewalk and would facilitate future sidewalk
connections to the adjacent property to the left.

The project has been revised to realign the sidewalk to taper around tree #15, thus enabling the retention
of this tree. Tapering this section of the sidewalk would also enable a better transition to/from the existing
pedestrian crossing over the railroad tracks. The pedestrian rail crossing improvements, including new
curb and sidewalk, railing, and pedestrian gate, appear to have been constructed recently, and the width
of this crossing is not anticipated to change significantly in the foreseeable future. While tapering the
sidewalk around the tree would result in a substandard sidewalk width, staff believes it is appropriate in
order to provide a better transition to the pedestrian crossing and to allow the retention of tree #15.

According to the City Attorney, the City’s Heritage Tree ordinance specifies the enforcement mechanism
for the illegal removal of a heritage tree during development. Restricting title transfer and effectively
prohibiting the sale of the proposed for-sale residential units is not consistent with the provisions of the
City’s Heritage Tree ordinance and might expose the City to a claim of a regulatory taking by the City for
depriving the owner of utility or value for the property until the unit can be sold and therefore exposing the
City to a claim for damages for such taking. In past experience, requiring a bond to be posted to ensure
the health of heritage trees over a period of time (consistent with the City’s Heritage Tree ordinance) has
proven to be an effective mechanism to ensure compliance with the Heritage Tree Ordinance. For this
project, staff is proposing a requirement for the applicant to post a bond on all heritage trees that would
potentially be affected by construction as part of the recommended conditions of approval (condition 6b).
The bond would be posted for a period of five years to ensure the viability of the heritage trees for a
sufficient length of time to gauge any impacts during the construction process.

The preliminary landscape plan shows 24 heritage tree replacements to compensate for the loss of five
heritage trees, which represents a ratio of 4.8 replacement trees for each heritage tree proposed for
removal. The preliminary landscape plan also indicates that approximately 58 new trees would be
planted throughout the site, including five street trees along Encinal Avenue. The proposed play
equipment in the redwood grove would have low impact to the trees, and would provide a recreational
amenity. The proposed street trees would consist of 15-gallon sweet bay trees, although the final size
and species would require the City Arborist’s approval.
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Open Space

The project would meet the EI Camino Real North-East — Low Density (ECR NE-L) minimum open space
requirement of 20 percent of the lot, with 41.9 percent proposed. The majority of the open space would be
met at ground level through at-grade porches, patios, the front sidewalk, private yards, landscaped
SFPUC easement, and the preservation of two groves of trees in the rear corners. Upper level decks
would provide additional usable private open space.

Trash and Recycling

Each residential unit would store individual refuse bins in the private garages. The bins would be wheeled
out to the private driveway on service day for collection. The plans have been reviewed and tentatively
approved by the City’s refuse collector, Recology.

Below Market Rate Housing Agreement

The proposed project is required to comply with Chapter 16.96 of City’s Municipal Code, (“BMR
Ordinance”), and with the BMR Housing Program Guidelines adopted by the City Council to implement the
BMR Ordinance (“BMR Guidelines”). Residential use is allowed by the applicable zoning regulations on
the subject property. In accordance with the BMR Ordinance, a residential development of 20 or more
units is required to provide not less than 15 percent of the units at below market rates to very low-, low-,
and moderate-income households. If the number of units required for a residential development includes a
fraction of a unit, the developer shall provide either a whole unit or a prorated in lieu payment to account
for the fraction of a unit. The BMR obligation for the proposed 24-unit project is 3.6 BMR units. The
applicant’s original BMR proposal included three moderate-income BMR units on site and payment of an
in lieu fee for the remaining 0.6 fraction of a unit.

At the May 6, 2015 Housing Commission meeting, the Housing Commission expressed a strong
preference for one low-income and two moderate-income units with no in lieu fee, but were willing to
consider the applicant’s initial proposal of three moderate-income units with an in lieu fee should provision
of their preferred option prove infeasible. The provision of one low-income unit is preferred because there
is a greater need for units at this income level. The Housing Commission’s meeting minutes is included as
Attachment I.

In response to the Housing Commission’s recommendation, the applicant has revised the BMR proposal
to align with the Housing Commission’s desire for one low-income and two moderate-income units with no
in lieu fee. The applicant’'s BMR proposal and the draft BMR Agreement are included as Attachments E
and J, respectively.

The three proposed BMR units would be distributed throughout the subject site. Unit A would be located in
Building A fronting along Encinal Avenue, and would be an end unit that is adjacent to the site’s open
space amenity and nearest the railroad tracks. Unit B would be located in Building C on the interior of the
site, and like Unit A, it would also be an end unit that is adjacent to the site’s open space amenity and
nearest the railroad tracks. Unit C would be located in Building F in the western portion of the site adjacent
to an existing office development, and would be an interior unit within the building. The locations, floor
plans, and elevations for each unit are provided in Attachment A. The bedroom and bathroom counts,
approximate unit sizes, and garage configurations are summarized in the table below:
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Proposed BMR Units Summary

Approximate
Unit | Bedrooms | Bathrooms Square Garage Type Location
Footage

A 4 3.5 1,889 sq.ft. 2 side-by-side Building A
spaces

B 4 35 1,889 sq.ft. 2 side-by-side Building C
spaces

C 4 4 2,131 sq.ft. 2 tandem Building F
spaces

Other characteristics of the BMR units, including Design and Materials as well as Legal Characteristics
shall be as set forth in the BMR Guidelines. According to the applicant, the exteriors of the BMR units
would be indistinguishable from those of the market-rate units, and the interiors of the BMR units would be
similar to those of the market-rate units, with the exception of upgrades purchased by individual buyers.

Correspondence

The applicant’s initial proposal included development of 26 residential units, including three three-story
buildings along the rear where each building contained two units. The applicant and the neighbors to the
rear along Stone Pine Lane have met several times to discuss the concerns raised by these neighbors. At
the request of the neighbors, the applicant has erected story poles to illustrate the proposed heights for
building D.

Staff has received nine pieces of correspondence on the initial development proposal and/or subsequent
revisions (Attachment M), and all comments are summarized below:

e John Onken, resident at 192 Stone Pine Lane, stated concerns regarding the desire for a larger
rear setback, privacy, the desire for a mixed-use development, and the preservation of an existing
heritage oak tree.

¢ Bianka Skubnik and Scott Phillips, residents at 188 Stone Pine Lane, expressed concerns
regarding privacy, building shadows, the overall design and quality of proposed materials, larger
unit sizes, preservation of an existing heritage oak tree, and potential impacts to traffic and schools.

e Peri Caylor, a resident at 164 Stone Pine Lane, stated concerns on the overall height and scale of
the development, the desire for a mixed-use development that incorporates retail uses, and
potential traffic and safety issues as it relates to street parking along Encinal Avenue.

¢ InLee, aresident at 180 Stone Pine Lane, expressed concerns over privacy, building shadows,
impacts to the school district, and potential increase in traffic, and the desire to see a mix of retail
and residential uses to help alleviate traffic along EI Camino Real.

e Ursula Feusi, resident at 184 Stone Pine Lane, stated concerns regarding privacy, height, rear
setback, building shadows, retention of an existing heritage oak tree, and the desire for a mixed
use development with retail and/or offices and residential.

o Collective letter signed by 58 neighbors on Stone Pine Lane, Forest Lane, and Buckthorn Way.
They express a desire for a mixed-use project with small retail or office, and stated concerns
regarding the proposed height, rear setback, privacy, building shadow, the overall design being
incompatible with the surrounding neighborhood, and proposed impacts to heritage trees, including
the existing heritage oak tree.

o Michael Brady, a resident at 191 Forest Lane, expressed concerns over impacts to heritage trees.
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o Fritz Yambrach, a resident at 151 Stone Pine Lane, expressed concerns over impacts to heritage
trees.

e Scott Phillips, resident at 188 Stone Pine Lane, stated the desire to ensure the health of the
existing heritage oak tree.

The table below summarizes the concerns raised by the neighbors, and the revisions to the proposed
project that the applicant has incorporated, with the intent of addressing these concerns:

Neighbors’ Concerns Revisions to the Project
1) Overall building height, massing, and e Height of buildings along the rear have been reduced
shadow impacts as it relates to from three stories at a height of 35 feet, 10 inches, to
adjacent properties to the rear. one- and two-story buildings at a height of up to 27 feet,
5 inches;

e Design changes have been incorporated throughout the
project to improve massing, articulation, and design
details consistent with the craftsman style; and,

e Overall improvement to the quality and aesthetics of
building materials, including aluminum clad windows
instead of vinyl windows, and wood lap siding instead of
fiber cement lap siding.

2) Privacy concerns due to the location of | ¢ The unit count along the rear property line has been
living spaces and proximity of units to reduced from six to three units, reducing the overall
adjacent properties to the rear. number units that are potentially impacted,;

¢ Residential building height at the rear has been
reduced from three to two stories. The one-story
community building has also been relocated from the
front to the rear;

e All living areas in proposed rear-facing units were
shifted from the second story to the first story. Second
story areas now consist of bedrooms with no living
spaces;

e Overall reduction in the number of upper story windows
as compared with the original proposal,

e All second story windows on the rear elevation of
building D would be designed with high sill height
windows (minimum of 5-foot sill heights); and,

e Additional trees and shrubs are proposed to be planted
along the rear property line to provide landscape

screening.

3) Potential impacts to heritage trees due | ¢ Reduced the total number of tree removals on the site
to construction activity, in particular, to allow retention of one heritage tree (tree #11) and
the existing heritage oak tree (tree one non-heritage tree (tree #15);

#52). ¢ Slight (approximately 1 feet, 3 inches) increase in the

building setback from tree #52;

¢ Reduction in the amount of paving proposed within the
dripline of tree #52;

e Trimming of tree #52 would still be required to
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accommodate construction of building D, although this
may be lessened with the reduction in the overall height
of this building; and,

e The arborist report has been revised to include more
detailed tree protection measures.

4) Desire for a mixed-use development ¢ A mixed-used development for the subject property is
on the site, particularly for light retail not required under the Specific Plan; therefore, no
and/or small office. revisions have been made to incorporate a commercial
component to the proposed project; and,

e The overall residential density has been reduced from
26 to 24 units.

5) Potential traffic and school impacts e Traffic and school impacts have been evaluated under
with proposed residential use. the Specific Plan EIR, and the proposed development
would be in conformance with the EIR; and,

e According to trip generation rates published by the
Institute of Transportation Engineers, the proposed
residential development would result in fewer trips (daily
trips as well as peak hour trips) as compared with the
pre-existing commercial nursery use.

While the applicant has generally been responsive in addressing many of the concerns that have been
raised, some neighbors have expressed outstanding concerns regarding the rear setback of building D
due to its proximity to adjacent residences along Stone Pine Lane, but according to the applicant, the rear
setback could not be increased further due to compliance with emergency vehicle access requirements to
the rear of the site. It is worth noting that the 20-foot setback was established to provide an appropriate
transition to lower-density residential districts abutting the Specific Plan area, and that other districts within
the Specific Plan have a smaller rear setback requirement. Staff would also note that the proposal’s
residential use, heights, and density are generally similar to that of the Stone Pine Lane townhouse
development.

Conclusion

The proposed project would occupy an existing underutilized site and provide housing near downtown,
including providing three BMR housing units. 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. The applicant has redesigned the project to accommodate the requests of the
Stone Pine Lane area neighbors by reducing density and shifting the height and mass of buildings away
from the neighbors, incorporating design measures to reduce privacy impacts, and improving the quality of
the building materials and finishes. Heritage tree removals are justified by conflicts with building s and low
suitability for preservation, and remaining heritage trees would be protected and ensured through the
recommended bond condition. 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. In addition, the
recommended conditions of approval include payment of the Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) (condition
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6h), the EI Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Preparation Fee (condition 6i), and Recreation In Lieu
Fee (condition 6e). 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
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 the proposed development
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 K. 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 L. Full compliance with the MMRP would be ensured
through condition 6a. 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 6h), and implementation of a
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program.

The MMRP includes two fully 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
gualified architectural historian and concluded that the existing garden nursery structures do not qualify as
a historic resource. 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.

The proposed development would place future residents, who are considered sensitive receptors, within
close proximity to the Caltrain railroad tracks. Additional technical analyses have been prepared as part of
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an initial evaluation of Mitigation Measures AIR-7, NOI-3 and NOI-4, which evaluate exposure to toxic air
contaminants (TACs), interior noise levels, and groundborne vibration to sensitive receptors, respectively.
For Mitigation Measure AIR-7, recommendations from the health risk assessment included measures to
control dust and exhaust during construction, and for the installation of air filtration units with a Minimum
Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) rating of 14 or higher for the residential units. Potential impacts from
exposure to TACs would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of these
recommendations. As part of Mitigation Measures NOI-3 and NOI-4, acoustical and vibration analyses
were prepared by a qualified acoustical engineer, which included recommendations for window, door, and
wall assemblies for noise attenuation, as well as recommended foundation system to reduce vibration
transferred into the building. With the implementation of the recommended measures, potential impacts
associated with noise and vibration exposure would be reduced to a less than significant level.

All of the 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.

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 6,166
Proposed 24 0

Net Change 24 -6,166
% of Maximum 3.5% -1.3%

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 will review the requested discretionary actions and make a recommendation to
the City Council, which will be the decision-making body for the requested set of actions.
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Attachments

. Recommended Actions

. Location Map

. Data Table

. Project Plans

. Project Description Letter and Inclusionary Housing Plan

. Specific Plan Standards and Guidelines Compliance Worksheet

. Arborist Report by McClenahan Consulting, LLC, dated July 6, 2015

. Minutes from June 24, 2015 Environmental Quality Commission Meeting (without attachments)
Minutes from May 6, 2015 Housing Commission Meeting
Below Market Rate Housing Agreement

. Specific Plan Program EIR Conformance Checklist

. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)

M. Correspondence

e Emails from John Onken, dated September 7, 2014 through April 29, 2015

e Email from Bianka Skubnik and Scott Phillips, dated September 16, 2014

e Email from Peri Caylor, dated September 27, 2014

e Email from In Lee, dated September 28, 2014

e Letter from Ursula Feusi, dated received September 29, 2014

e Letter from neighbors on Stone Pine Lane, Forest Lane, and Buckthorn Way, dated received on

September 29, 2014

e Letter from Michael Brady, dated June 29, 2015

e Letter from Fritz Yambrach, dated received July 14, 2015

e Email from Scott Phillips dated July 16, 2015

rAXSTIOMMOO®>P

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 Boards

Report prepared by:
Jean Lin, Associate Planner

Report reviewed by:
Thomas Rogers, Interim Principal Planner
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133 Encinal Avenue — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: , | PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: OWNER:
133 Encinal Avenue PLN2014-00054 Hunter Properties SFP Las Positas LLC

REQUEST: Request for architectural control and major subdivision to allow the demolition of existing
garden nursery buildings, and construction of 24 attached townhouse-style residential units and
associated site improvements in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.
A tentative map would be required to create 24 residential condominium units. Five heritage trees are
proposed for removal as part of the proposed development. In addition, the applicant is requesting
approval of a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the provision of three on-site BMR units for this
project.

DECISION ENTITY: City Council - | DATE: December 15, 2015 ACTION: TBD
VOTE: TBD (Carlton, Cline, Keith, Mueller, Ohtaki)
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 K).

b. Relevant mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project through the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (Attachment L), which is approved as part of this finding.

c. Upon completion of project improvements, the Specific Plan Maximum Allowable
Development will be adjusted by 24 residential units and negative 6,166 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.

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

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

e. The development is consistent with the EI Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan, as verified
in detail in the Standards and Guidelines Compliance Worksheet (Attachment F).

3. Make findings that the proposed major subdivision is technically correct and in compliance with all
applicable State regulations, City General Plan, Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances, and the State
Subdivision Map Act.

4. Approve the Below Market Rate Housing Agreement to provide three on-site BMR units in
accordance with the City’'s Below Market Rate Housing Program (Attachment D).

5. Approve the architectural control and major subdivision subject to the following standard conditions:
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LOCATION: PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: OWNER:
133 Encinal Avenue PLN2014-00054 Hunter Properties SFP Las Positas LLC

REQUEST: Request for architectural control and major subdivision to allow the demoalition of existing
garden nursery buildings, and construction of 24 attached townhouse-style residential units and
associated site improvements in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.
A tentative map would be required to create 24 residential condominium units. Five heritage trees are
proposed for removal as part of the proposed development. In addition, the applicant is requesting
approval of a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the provision of three on-site BMR units for this

project.

DECISION ENTITY: City Council | DATE: December 15, 2015 ACTION: TBD

VOTE: TBD (Carlton, Cline, Keith, Mueller, Ohtaki)

ACTION:

a.

Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
KTGY Group consisting of 125 plan sheets, dated received October 14, 2015, and approved
by the City Council on December 15, 2015, except as modified by the conditions contained
herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.

Minor modifications to building exteriors and locations, fence styles-and locations, signage,
and significant landscape features may be approved by the Community Development
Director or designee, based on the determination that the proposed modification is consistent
with other building and design elements of the approved Architectural Control and will not
have an adverse impact on the character and aesthetics of the site. The Director may refer
any request for revisions to the plans to the Planning Commission for architectural control
approval. A public meeting could be called regarding such changes if deemed necessary by
the Planning Commission.

Major modifications to building exteriors and locations, fence styles and locations, signage,
and significant landscape features may be allowed subject to obtaining an architectural
control permit from the Planning Commission, based on the determination that the proposed
modification is compatible with the other building and design elements of the approved
Architectural Control and will not have an adverse impact on the character and aesthetics of
the site. A public meeting could be called regarding such changes if deemed necessary by
the Planning Commission.

Major revisions to the development plan which involve material changes, or expansion or
intensification of development require public meetings by the Planning Commission and City
Council.

The Tentative Subdivision Map shall expire two years from the date of approval if the
applicant does not submit a complete building permit application within that time, or apply for
an extension with the Planning Commission and City Council. Within two years from the date
of approval of the tentative map, the applicant shall submit a Final Map for City Council
approval.

Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected pursuant to the
Heritage Tree Ordinance. Prior to demolition permit issuance, the appiicant shall retain an on-
site arborist who shall be designated with the responsibility and authority to insure that the
instructions for tree protection are properly executed throughout the construction of the

_project.

Prior to recordation of the Final Map, the applicant shall install new improvements as shown
on the project plans per City standards along the entire property frontage subject to the
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LOCATION: PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: OWNER:
133 Encinal Avenue PLN2014-00054 Hunter Properties SFP Las Positas LLC

REQUEST: Request for architectural control and major subdivision to aliow the demolition of existing
garden nursery buildings, and construction of 24 attached townhouse-style residential units and
associated site improvements in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.
A tentative map would be required to create 24 residential condominium units. Five heritage trees are
proposed for removal as part of the proposed development. In addition, the applicant is requesting
approval of a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the provision of three on-site BMR units for this

project.

DECISION ENTITY: City Council | DATE: December 15, 2015 ACTION: TBD

VOTE: TBD (Carlton, Cline, Keith, Mueller, Ohtaki)

ACTION:

review and approval of the Engineering Division. The applicant shall obtain an encroachment
permit, from the appropriate reviewing jurisdiction, prior to commencing any work within the
right-of-way or public easements. If determined appropriate and subject to the approval of the
Engineering Division, the applicant shall enter into a Subdivision Improvement Agreement
and provide a performance bond for the completion of the work subsequent to the recordation
of the Final Map. The Final Map shall include the Public Access Easement (PAE) along the
property frontage to accommodate the full ten-foot clear walking zone.

Frontage improvements and dedication of easements shall be to the satisfaction of the
Engineering Division.

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

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

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application and application
for the Final Map, 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. Prior to Final Map approval,
the applicant shall submit engineered Improvement Plans (including specifications &
engineers cost estimates), for review and approval of the Engineering Division, showing
the infrastructure necessary to serve the Project. The Improvement Plans shall include,
but are not limited to, all engineering calculations necessary to substantiate the design,
proposed roadways, drainage improvements, utilities, traffic control devices, retaining
walls, sanitary sewers, and storm drains, pump/lift stations, street lightings, common area
landscaping and other project improvements.

Prior to issuance of a demolition, grading, and/or building permit, the applicant shall provide
documentation of the recordation of the Final Map at the County Recorder’s Office for review
and approval of the Engineering Division and the Pianning Division. Application for a grading
permit may be made prior to recordation.

. Concurrent with the submittal for a demolition permit, the applicant shall submit a plan for: 1)

construction safety fences around the periphery of the construction area, 2) dust control, 3)
air pollution control, 4) erosion and sedimentation control, 5) tree protection fencing, and 6)
construction vehicle parking. The plans shall be subject to review and approval by the
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133 Encinal Avenue — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION:
133 Encinal Avenue

PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT:

OWNER:

PLN2014-00054 Hunter Properties SFP Las Positas LLC

REQUEST: Request for architectural control and major subdivision to allow the demolition of existing
garden nursery buildings, and construction of 24 attached townhouse-style residential units and
associated site improvements in the SP-ECR/D (ElI Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.
A tentative map would be required to create 24 residential condominium units. Five heritage trees are
proposed for removal as part of the proposed development. In addition, the applicant is requesting
approval of a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the provision of three on-site BMR units for this

project.

DECISION ENTITY: City Council | DATE: December 15, 2015

ACTION: TBD

VOTE: TBD (Carlton, Cline, Keith, Mueller, Ohtaki)

ACTION:

Building, Engineering, and Planning Divisions prior to issuance of a demolition permit. The
fences and erosion and sedimentation control measures shall be installed according to the
approved plan prior to commencing demolition.

Simultaneous with the application for a grading permit, the applicant shall submit a draft
“Stormwater Treatment Measures Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Agreement” with
the City subject to review and approval by the Engineering Division. With the executed
agreement, the property owner is responsible for the operation and maintenance of
stormwater treatment measures for the project. The agreement shall run with the land and
shall be recorded by the applicant with the San Mateo County Recorder’s Office. The
applicant shall enter into and record a Stormwater Treatment Measures Operations and
Maintenance Agreement prior to finalizing the building permit for the first residential unit.

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 the
review and approval of the Engineering Division.

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, 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 shall
submit a utility plan that shows all existing communications lines along the site’s frontage to
be undergrounded, subject to the approval of the Engineering Division.

Simultaneous 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, it is subject to the City’ Water Efficient
Landscaping Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 12.44). Submittal of a detailed landscape
plan would be required concurrently with the submittal of a complete building permit
application. In accordance with City Council Resolution 6261 in response to the 2014 Water
Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP), as required by the State of California to address the
present drought, potable irrigation water may only be delivered by drip or micro-spray
irrigation devices. The landscaping shall be installed prior to final building inspection.

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
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133 Encinal Avenue — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: OWNER:
133 Encinal Avenue PLN2014-00054 Hunter Properties SFP Las Positas LLC

REQUEST: Request for architectural control and major subdivision to allow the demolition of existing
garden nursery buildings, and construction of 24 attached townhouse-style residential units and
associated site improvements in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.
A tentative map would be required to create 24 residential condominium units. Five heritage trees are
proposed for removal as part of the proposed development. In addition, the applicant is requesting
approval of a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the provision of three on-site BMR units for this

project.

DECISION ENTITY: City Council | DATE: December 15, 2015 ACTION: TBD

VOTE: TBD (Carlton, Cline, Keith, Mueller, Chtaki)

ACTION:

submit a lighting plan, providing the location, architectural details and specifications for all
exterior lighting subject to review and approval by the Planning Division.

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, a design-level
geotechnical investigation report shall be submitted to the Building Division for review and
confirmation that the proposed development fully complies with the California Building Code.
The report shall determine the project site’s surface geotechnical conditions and address
potential seismic hazards. The report shall identify building techniques appropriate to
minimize seismic damage.

Prior to issuance of each building permit, the applicant shall pay the applicable Building
Construction Street Impact Fee in effect at the time of payment. The current fee is calculated
by multiplying the valuation of the construction by 0.0058.

A complete building permit application will be required for any remediation work that requires
a building permit. No remediation work that requires approval of a building permit shall be
initiated until the applicant has received building permit approvals for that work. All building
permit applications are subject to the review and approval of the Building Division.

For construction activity resulting in a land disturbance of one acre or more, the applicant
shall file a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the State Water Resources Control Board under the
Construction Activities Storm Water General Permit (General Permit). The NOI indicates
the applicant's intent to comply with the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Program, including a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The
applicant shall prepare a Notice of Intent and submit a copy to the Engineering Division for
the proposed grading operation.

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant
shall submit the City's "NPDES Permit Compliance Checklist”, and provide for permanent
stormwater control measures selected from the City's "Local Source Control Measures
List", as appropriate, for review and approval of the Engineering Division. For potential
solutions, the Applicant may refer to "Start at Source", a Manual developed by the Bay
Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association by (BASMMA).

If construction is not complete by the start of the wet season (October 1 through April 30),
the applicant shall implement a winterization program to minimize the potential for erosion
and sedimentation. As appropriate to the site and status of construction, winterization
requirements shall include inspecting/maintaining/cleaning all soil erosion and
sedimentation controls prior to, during, and immediately after each storm event; stabilizing
disturbed soils through temporary or permanent seeding, muiching, matting, tarping or
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133 Encinal Avenue — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: OWNER:
133 Encinal Avenue PLN2014-00054 Hunter Properties SFP Las Positas LLC

REQUEST: Request for architectural control and major subdivision to allow the demolition of existing
garden nursery buildings, and construction of 24 attached townhouse-style residential units and
associated site improvements in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.
A tentative map would be required to create 24 residential condominium units. Five heritage trees are
proposed for removal as part of the proposed development. In addition, the applicant is requesting
approval of a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the provision of three on-site BMR units for this

project.

DECISION ENTITY: City Council | DATE: December 15, 2015 ACTION: TBD

VOTE: TBD (Carlton, Cline, Keith, Mueller, Ohtaki)

ACTION:
other physical means; rocking unpaved vehicle access to limit dispersion of much onto
public right-of-way; and covering/tarping stored construction materials, fuels, and other
chemicals. Plans to include proposed measures to prevent erosion and polluted runoff
from all site conditions shall be submitted for review and approval of the Engineering
Division prior to beginning construction.

z. The applicant shall retain a civil engineer to prepare "as-built” or "record” drawings, and

the drawings shall be submitted in AutoCad format to the Engineering Division.

6. Approve the architectural control and major subdivision subject to the following project-specific
conditions:

a.

The applicant shall address all Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)
requirements as specified in the MMRP (Attachment L). Failure to meet these requirements
may resuit in delays to the building permit issuance, stop work orders during construction,
and/or fines.

Prior to demolition permit issuance, the applicant shall furnish a certificate of deposit with the
City Finance Division equal to the value of the heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction
project for five years to ensure the preservation, maintenance and health of the trees. The
five-year time period will commence upon issuance of the demolition permit. The bond may
be released after five years upon verification that the heritage trees have been successfully
preserved and protected under the Heritage Tree Ordinance, subject to inspection of the City
Arborist. Should any heritage trees to be preserved suffer injury or removal as a result of
construction activities, the applicant shall be required to replace the damaged Heritage
Tree(s) with one or more containerized trees having a material value of not less than the
appraised value of the Heritage Trees. Appraisal shall be determined prior to demolition
permit issuance using the Trunk Formula Method from the Council of Tree & Landscape
Appraisers, Guide for Plant Appraisal, 9th edition, and subject to review and approval of the
City Arborist.

Simultaneous with the application for a Final Map, the applicant shall submit covenants,
conditions and restrictions (CC&Rs) for the approval of the City Engineer and the City
Attorney. The CC&Rs shall be recorded as deed restrictions with the Final Map. The CC&Rs
shall include the following provisions:
i. The community building (building H) is to be used by residents and their guests only,
and shall remain under common ownership by the Homeowner’s Association (HOA);
ii. All heritage trees shall be maintained pursuant to the Heritage Tree Ordinance;
iii. Provision for funding and maintenance of all common facilities, such as streets and
utilities, not accepted for maintenance by a public agency. The CC&Rs shall stipulate
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133 Encinal Avenue — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION:
133 Encinal Avenue

PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT:
PLN2014-00054 Hunter Properties

OWNER:
SFP Las Positas LLC

REQUEST: Request for architectural control and major subdivision to allow the demalition of existing
garden nursery buildings, and construction of 24 attached townhouse-style residential units and
associated site improvements in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.
A tentative map would be required to create 24 residential condominium units. Five heritage trees are
proposed for removal as part of the proposed development. In addition, the applicant is requesting
approval of a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the provision of three on-site BMR units for this

project.

DECISION ENTITY:

City Council | DATE: December 15, 2015

ACTION: TBD

VOTE: TBD (Carlton, Cline, Keith, Mueller, Ohtaki)

ACTION:

that the HOA is responsible for maintaining landscaping consistent with the

Landscape Maintenance Agreement; and,

The CC&Rs shall describe how the Stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs)

associated with privately owned improvements and
maintained by the HOA.

landscaping shall be funded and

d. Simultaneous with the application for a Final Map, the applicant shall execute the Below
Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement and submit it to the Planning Division. Prior to
recordation of the Final Map, the applicant shall record the fully executed BMR Housing
Agreement at the County of San Mateo Recorder’s Office.

Prior to recordation of the Final Map, the applicant shall pay any applicable recreation fees (in
lieu of dedication) per the direction of the Engineering Division in compliance with Section
15.16.020 of the Subdivision Ordinance. The estimated recreation in-lieu fee is $1,881,600
(based on $9.8 million value of acreage).

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 certification 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.

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit revised plans clearly specifying that a minimum of three short-term bicycle parking
spaces shall be provided on the development, not in conflict with any other site
improvements, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.

Prior to issuance of the building permit, the applicant shall pay the citywide Transportation
Impact Fee (TIF), which is currently estimated at $17,699.90. This was calculated by
multiplying the fee of $1,927.02 per multi-family unit by 24 units for new uses and a credit for
6,166 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.

Prior to issuance of the building permit, 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
development. For the subject proposal, the fee is estimated at $55,893.19 ($1.13 x 49,463
net new square feet).
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Lot area
Setbacks
Front
Rear
Side (left)
Side (right)
Density

FAR (Floor Area Ratio)

Square footage by use
Residential
Commercial

Open Space

Building height
Parking
Residential

Commercial

Trees

133 Encinal Avenue — Attachment C: Data Table

PROPOSED EXISTING ZONING
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE
75,612 sf 75,612 sf nfa sfmin.
16.2-18.2 ft. . 156t 10-20 ft. min.-max.
20.0 ft +100 ft 20  ft. min.
10.0-25.0 ft. . #72 B 10-25 ft. min.-max.
42.4-454 ft ¥49 ft 10-25  ft. min.-max.
24 du 0 du 34 dumax.
13.8 du/acre 0 du/acre 20 du/acre max.
55,629 sf 6,166 sf 56,709 sfmax.
73.6 % 0.08 % 75 % max.
55,629 sf 0 sf
0 sf 6,166 sf
31,675 sf not available sf 22,683.6 sf min.
419 % % 30.0 % min.
37.2 ft. not available ft. 38.0 ft. max.
53 spaces n/a 45 spaces per 1.85
(not including 2 tandem spaces) spaces per du min.
n/a 25 spaces n/a

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

"While the right side setback is measured from the property line, an existing 40-foot wide
Hetch Hetchy water pipeline easement along the right side property line precludes
construction within the easement area. Due to this unique condition, the proposed setbacks
are determined to be in compliance, to the extent possible, to the setback standards.

Heritage trees’ 30 Non-Heritage trees® 6 New Trees 58
Heritage trees proposed 5 Non-Heritage trees 5 Total Number 84
for removal proposed for removal® of Trees

%Includes six trees on/near the left side property line and three trees near the rear property

line.
31Includes three street trees.
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2
ACCOMMODATE FIELD CONDITIONS MAY AE
CIFY ENGINEER
3 ACONGTRUCTION ENTSANCE SHALL BE PROVIDED AT AY PORG OF EGRESS FROM 14K S1TE. THE CONSTRUCTHION
2 F) AT LEAST TWELVE (12) IHCHES THICK

ENTRANCE SHOULD BE COMPOSED OF COARSE DRRAN ROCK (367 3
BY FIFTY (501 FEET LONG BY TWELVE (121 FEET WIDE AND SHALL BE MAINTAINED UNTIL THE SITE 1S PAVEE

AS IIDICATED 0N THE EROSION CONTRI
S SEOMENT TRAPS SHALL BE MANTAINED

SEDPAENT TRAPS SHALL BE CONSTRUGTED ARDUND EACH STORM INI
PLAN. SEE THE “DRAIN INLET PROTECTION” DETAIL ON THS SHEET
IN PLACE UNTIL THE CONCLUSION OF THE SITE PAVING AND THE INSTALLATION OF PERMANENT LANDSCARING
SQUARE FEET PER TRIBUTARY ACRE ALL INLETS WHICH ARE NOT PROTECTED BY SEDIMENT TRAPS SHALL BE
COMPLETS OCKED AS LONG AS THE EROSIDN CONTROL SLAN IS IN EFFECT
5 ALL PAVED AREAS SHALL BE KEPT CLEAR OF EARTH MATERIAL AND DEBRIS THE SIT
0 PREVENT SEDIENT LADER RUROFT FROM EHTERING |16 STORIE DRAMAGE BYSTEI OR AGIATENT PROPER 1!
AS REQUIRED, AT THE
SPECT THE EROSIGN

4

SHALL BE MAINTAINED S0 AS

6 ALL EROSION CONTROL FACRITES SHALL BE INSPECTED BY THE CONTRACTOR ANG REPAIRED,
CONCLUSION OF EACH WORKING DAY DURING THE RAINY SEASON THE CONTRACTOR SHALL 14
CONTROL FACIITIES AND MAKE NECESSARY REPAIRS THERETO PRIOR TO ANTICIPATED $TORMS, AND SHALL
PERIODICALLY INSPECT THE SITE AT REASONABLE INTERVALS DURING STORMS OF EXTENDED DURATION  REPAIRS
TO DAMAGED FACILITIES SHALL B REPAIRED IMMEDIATEL Y

EGETATED SLOPES SHALL BE REPAIRED AS SOON AS PRACTICABLE.

7. ANY DAMAGE 10 RE'

8 PROVISION SHALL BE MADE TO ASSURE HIAT BORROW AREAS AND $ TOUKPILED SOILS ARE PROTECTED FROM
EROKION THIS SHALL CONSIST AS A RINHUM, OF COVERING SHTH PLASTIC SHEETING, OR BY SERDING, HULCIHNG

AND FERTILIZING.

FOLLOWING BAGH STORM, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL INSPECT EACH STORM INLET SEOIWENT TRAP 10 ABSURE THE

ISTEGRITY OF THE BASIN AN( QUTLET PIPE. ANY DAMAGE TO THESE OR DTHER EROSION CONTROL DEVICES SHALL

BE REPAIRED AS SOON AS PRAGTICABLE

LLOWING EAGH STORM, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL RENOVE ANY ACCUMULATION OF S1L Y

KA

e

10 AS 500N AG PRACHCAB
OR DEBRIS FROM THE SEDIMENT TRA® BASIN AND SHALL CLEAR THE OUTLET PIPE OF ANY ALOD)

11 THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE SOLELY RESPONSIBLE FOR THE INSTALLATION AND MAINTERANCE OF THE EROSION
CONTROL FACILUTIES AND SHALL CONDUCT PERIOIC INSPEGIION OF THE PROIEGT SITE DURING STORNS OF
PROLONGED DURATION AND/GR HEAVY INTENSITY TO ASSURE THAT THEY FUNCTION IN THE MANRER DESCRIBED

MEREL

PLAN LEGEND

EXISTING DRAIN INLET PROTECTION

STABILIZED CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE
PER CITY STANDARD DETAIL CG-16

FIBER ROLLS

o 20

SCALE 17 = 200
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MENLO PARKING FIRE DEPARTMENT LADDER TRUCK

B
L ¢ o
&
&
— CUISIDE SWAPTPATH
FATHOF FRONT WHLEL
: >
H WSIDE TP PATH
\\
) -
.
. \\\
701 ™. .
N
T

N
R57 - i
L
BT~ RS
0ot
i STEERING LOCK ANGLE = 20.2°
o ACHIEVED STEERING AN
I 37 SWEEP AKGLE 18.5°
el 607 SWEEP ANGLE:25.0"
90" SWEEP ANGLE, 27.7°

120" SWEEP ANGLE: 286"
1507 SWEEP ANGLE: 200"

i
180" SWEEP ANGLE: 29.2°

e Y i e e

-
i /
ot 1 yE
S0 RIK
- i aar
b i
. ] ! - .
2 X [ . P ) :
L ! — : ‘
v i T
. r 1 . N e
. 1y # i
e DESCRIPTION FEET
WD 825
| PROPOSED FRIVATE FIRE K 3 { TRACK 825
ES SERVKE DISTRIBUTION 3 | H LOKK TO LXK TIME 60
e Y ! STEERING ANGLE 54
t
. =y PLAN NOTES
- h
P 4 e PROPOSED BACK ! :
M ' RED CURBS
- ” 1] o L i oo AUCURBS THATDONOTABUT AGARAGE OR PARKING SEALL WILL BE PAINTED RED AND MARKED AS "FIRE LANE - HO PARKITKG" Ol
: \ L,U‘_{ FREUHYORANY BOIH TOP AMD FACE OF CURBPER FIRE DEPARTMENT STANDARDS.
T s L ; E.V.A. ROADWAYS
THEEMERGERCY VENICLE ACCESS PATHWAY WIEL CONSIST OF STRUCTURALLY REINFORCLD MATERIALS T0 ACCOMMODATE A KINIMUM
75,000 POUND LOAD PR HIRE DEPARTMENT REQUIREMENTS.
FIRE SYSTEM DESIGN
ENCINAL AVENUE / FIRE HYDRANTS AND URDERGROUND SYSTEM DESIGH T0 BE DETERMINED IN CORUNCTION WITH FIRE DEPARTMENT AND FLOW TESE
/ RESULTS, BUILDIGS A, B & CSHALL BE FLLLHFPA 13 SYSTENS A% 0.1 DENSITY. AL OTHER BUILDINGS SHALL BLHEPA 1B SYSTEMS,
i WITHHYDRANT SPACING AT AMAXIMUM OF 300/
/ e 20 40
-- -

MENLO PARK, CA

¥16 15001
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133 ENCINAL AVENUE TOWNHOMES

Project Description

Hunter Properties Inc., a leading real estate development and investment firm in Northern California, is
proposing the development of 24 townhomes at 133 Encinal Avenue. The project sits at the edge of the
El Camino Real and Downtown Specific plan and its scale and density work to create a transition to the
adjacent neighborhoods. i

The townhomes are planned across 2 duplexes (Buildings E and G) and 5 multifamily buildings (Buildings
A, B, C, D, and F). Townhomes range from 2 to 3 floors with 3-4 bedrooms and 2.5-3.5 bathrooms,
averaging 1,950 net square feet. Generous second-floor ceiling heights with open living and dining room
plans will create bright and airy living spaces. The homes will have plentiful access to the outdoors as
well, with a combination of private decks, front porches, or rear patios. Townhome porches front
Encinal, enhancing street liveliness while maintaining resident privacy with layers of transitional
elements such as landscaping and private porches. Paseos among the buildings create an off-street
approach and sense of arrival at each front door.

In its contemporary craftsman-style architecture, thoughtful detailing will be seen throughout in
enhanced eaves, trims, balconies, trellises, and porch elements. All the buildings will be in wood frame
construction and clad with a combination of wood shingles and lap siding. Two color schemes based on
cool, refined grays and warm, light browns will work with the site layout to bring a lively variety and
scale to the community.

An existing one-story building on site with previous lives as a plant nursery and ice cream parlor will be
reconstructed on site. On axis with the main drive aisle and visible from Encinal, it will be relocated to
improve its connection to the neighborhood and serves as an amenity space for the project. The site is
also unique in having heritage redwood and oak groves that will be complemented by a new landscape
design. Additional California-native shrubs will be introduced to a new children’s discovery garden and
oak grove garden. Elsewhere, garden plazas will provide active and passive places with boxed garden
plots and courtyards with relaxing places to sit beneath trellis features.

Outreach

As part of our ongoing outreach effort with the Stone Pine residents, we have commissioned story poles
to illustrate Building D elevations. We have informed John Onken of the flagged representations (second
floor level, eave, and top ridge of building D). We recognize the neighbors design concerns as it relates
to the rear of the site. As such, the unit count has been reduced from six (6) units to three (3) along the
rear property and the height has been lowered to two-stories. We have also allowed for the maximum
rear setback based on the required fire truck width within the drive isle. By increasing the rear setback
any further we would be forced to eliminate Building D.




We understand the neighbors concern for privacy and as a result have reduced the second floor window
size and count from our original scheme. Addressing the neighbors desire to see architectural relief on
the rear elevation of Building D we have made several architectural modifications- one being the
extension of the roof line between the first and second floor. Additionally, we have modulated of the
facade at either side of the rear elevation, added trim and corbels, and grouped windows to create
architectural interest and break up the massing.




September 24, 2015

Ms. Jean Lin

Associate Planner, Planning Department
City of Menlo Park

701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025

Re:  (Revised) Inclusionary Housing Plan - 133 Encinal Avenue, Menlo Park

Dear Jean,

This correspondence outlines the Inclusionary Housing Plan for our 24-unit for-sale residential project for
the site located at 133 Encinal Avenue, Menlo Park. This IHP includes the following.

1) Project Description

2) BMR Requirement for the Project

3) Housing Commission Recommendations
4} Proposal to Satisfy BMR Requirement
5) Site Plan

6) Landscape Plan

7) Elevations

8) Floor Plans

1) Project Description:

The 133 Encinal Avenue project involves the redevelopment of an approximately 1.74 acre site located
within the Menlo Park El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan north of E1 Camino Real close to the
Caltrain tracks, opposite of Garwood Way. The project proposes to demolish buildings associated with a
former nursery and to construct twenty four (24) residential units plus one amenity building for future
homeowners.

The townhomes consist of 2 duplexes (Buildings E and G) and 5 multifamily buildings (Buildings A, B,
C, D, and F). Townhomes range from 2 to 3 floors with 34 bedrooms and 2.5-4 bathrooms, averaging
1,950 net square feet. Generous second-floor ceiling heights with open living and dining room plans will
create bright and airy living spaces. The homes will have plentiful access to the outdoors as well, with a
combination of private decks, front porches, or rear patios. Townhome porches front Encinal, enhancing
street liveliness while maintaining resident privacy with layers of transitional elements such as
landscaping and private porches. Pascos among the buildings also create an off-street approach and sense
of arrival at each front door.

Abundant open space is provided across the project, totaling 31,300 square feet or approximately 41% of
the site. Highlights of the landscape plan include heritage redwood and oak groves that will be preserved.
Small play elements for children will be integrated among the towering redwoods, and new outdoor
furniture will create a contemplative space within the oak grove. Raised planting plots on the northeast
edge of the site will also give residents the opportunity to cultivate their own gardens.

Three of the twenty four units (12.5%) are two-story townhome units, while the remaining twenty one
units are three-stories. Sixteen of the twenty four units (66.7%) have four bedrooms and three-and-a-half
or four bathrooms and range from 1,888 to 2,132 square feet. Eight of the twenty four units (33.3%) have
three bedrooms and two-and-a-half bathrooms and range from 1,698 to 2,108 square feet.



In its contemporary craftsman-style architecture, thoughtful detailing will be seen throughout the project
in enhanced eaves, trims, balconies, trellises, and porch elements. All the buildings will be in wood frame
construction and clad with a combination of wood shingles and lap siding. Two color schemes based on
cool, refined grays and warm, light browns will work with the site layout to bring a lively variety and
scale to the community.

2) BMR Requirement for the Project:

The on-site BMR requirement is to provide 15% of units as BMR units. For a 24-unit development, the
BMR requirement would be 3.6 units.

3) Housing Commission Recommendations:

A Housing Commission meeting was held on May 6, 2015 to review the BMR requirements for the
Project. The Housing Commission approved the Developers Inclusionary Housing Plan of providing three
(3) BMR units at the moderate-income level and 0.6 unit obligation via a in-lieu fee. However, the
Housing Commission's recommendation asked the Developer to evaluate the feastbility of providing two
(2) BMR units at moderate-income level and one (1) BMR unit at the low-income level and no in-lieu fee.

4) Proposal to Satisfy BMR Requirement:

The Developer is adhering to the Housing Commissions recommendation. Three (3) of the twenty four
(24) residences shall be set aside on-site as affordable units for "Low Income" families (the "BMR
Units"). Per the Housing Commissions recommendation two (2) BMR units will be set aside for
moderate-income level families and one (1) BMR unit will be set aside low-income level families. These
3 units are designated as Unit A, Unit B, and Unit C. These units are chosen for their representation of the
different product types offered and desire to spread the units evenly throughout the site. Units A and B
benefit from being an "endcap” of their buildings and have three unshared walls. These units have the
additional advantage of being next to the landscaped garden plaza and the provided guest parking. Unit C
benefits from being one of two units with an open entry courtyard that overlooks a grand paseo between
Buildings B & C. This unit is also provided with a private backyard that backs up to dense mature trees
along the property line. All three (3) BMR units are 4 bedroom units, the max number of bedrooms in the
unit types offered.

All BMR units will be built to the same standards as non-BMR units. The exterior materials used in
construction of the BMR Units will be similar and indistinguishable from those to be used on the market
rate units. The interior finishes of the BMR Units shall be similar to those of the market rate units, except
for upgrades purchased by individual buyers.

























133 Encinal Avenue

Menlo Park El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan

“Section

Guideline

E 3 1 Development Intensit

Standards and Guidelines: Project Comphance Worksheet
Standard or - ,

V ‘: Regulrement .

Eva!uatlon

E.3.1.01 Standard Business and Professional office (inclusive | Not Applicable: No business/professional
of medical and dental office) shall not office use is proposed.
exceed one half of the base FAR or public
benefit bonus FAR, whichever is
applicable.

E.3.1.02 Standard Medical and Dental office shall not exceed | Not Applicable: No medical/dental office
one third of the base FAR or public benefit | use is proposed.
bonus FAR, whichever is applicable.

E.3.2 Height

E.3.2.01 Standard Roof-mounted mechanical equipment, Complies: No roof-mounted equipment
solar panels, and similar equipment may currently proposed.
exceed the maximum building height, but Sheets A2.1-A2.7
shall be screened from view from publicly-
accessible spaces.

E.3.2.02 Standard Vertical building projections such as Complies: No vertical projections are
parapets and balcony railings may extend | exceeding maximum building or fagade
up to 4 feet beyond the maximum fagade height.
height or the maximum building height, Sheets A4.0-A4.7
and shall be integrated into the design of
the building.

E.3.2.03 Standard Rooftop elements that may need to Complies: No rooftop elements are

exceed the maximum building height due
to their function, such as stair and elevator
towers, shall not exceed 14 feet beyond
the maximum building height. Such rooftop
elements shall be integrated into the
design of the building.

exceeding the maximum building height.
Sheets A4.0-A4.7

E.3.3 Setbacks and Project

ions within Sethacks

E.3.3.01 Standard Front setback areas shall be developed Complies: Sidewalks and landscaping
with sidewalks, plazas, and/or landscaping | are provided in the front setback.
as appropriate. Sheet L1.0
E.3.3.02 Standard Parking shall not be permitted in front Complies: No parking is located in the
setback areas. front setback.
: Sheet A1.0
E.3.3.03 Standard In areas where no or a minimal setback is | Not Applicable: Project is not in a zone
required, limited setback for store or lobby | with no/minimal setback requirements.
entry recesses shall not exceed a
maximum of 4-foot depth and a maximum
of 6-foot width.
E.3.3.04 Standard In areas where no or a minimal setback is | Complies: No building projections are
required, building projections, such as within required setbacks.
balconies, bay windows and dormer Sheet A1.0
windows, shall not project beyond a
maximum of 3 feet from the building face
into the sidewalk clear walking zone,
public right-of-way or public spaces,
provided they have a minimum 8-foot
vertical clearance above the sidewalk
clear walking zone, public right-of-way or
public space.
E.3.3.05 Standard In areas where setbacks are required, Complies: No building projections are

building projections, such as balconies,
bay windows and dormer windows, at or
above the second habitable floor shall not
project beyond a maximum of 5 feet from
the building face into the setback area.

within required setbacks.
Sheet A1.0

Page 1 0of 13




133 Encinal Avenue

Menlo Park El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan

Standards and Guidelines: Project Compllance Worksheet

within the San Francisquito Creek bed,
below the creek bank, or in the riparian
corridor.

~ Section | Standard or or [ Regulrement Evaluatton

| Guideline . ' e . .

E.3.3.06 Standard The total area of all buﬂding prOJections Complles: No bu1|d|ng prOJectlons are
shall not exceed 35% of the primary within setbacks except eave at Building
building fagade area. Primary building D. Eave projects approx. 2™-0" into
fagade is the fagade built at the property or | setback. Sheets A4.0-A4.7
setback line.

E.3.3.07 Standard Architectural projections like canopies, Complies: Porch canopies and trellises
awnings and signage shall not project do not extend more than 6’ from building
beyond a maximum of 6 feet horizontally faces at setbacks or property line.
from the building face at the property line Vertical clearances are greater than 8.
or at the minimum setback line. There Sheets A1.0; A2.1-A2.8b; A3.0-A3.7d
shall be a minimum of 8-foot vertical
clearance above the sidewalk, public right-
of-way or public space.

E.3.3.08 Standard No development activities may take place | Not Applicable: The project is not located

in or near San Francisquito Creek.

E.3.4 Massing and Modulation

E.3.4.1 Building Breaks

E.3.4.1.01 | Standard The total of all building breaks shall not Complies: The building break between
exceed 25 percent of the primary fagade Buildings A and G is 42’-2” for a building
plane in a development. plane of 183-10", which is 23% of the

building plane.
Sheet A6.0

E.3.4.1.02 | Standard Building breaks shall be located at ground | Complies: The provided building break

level and extend the entire building height. | extends for the entire building height from
the ground level up.
Sheet A6.0

E.3.4.1.03 | Standard In all districts except the ECR-SE zoning Not Applicable: Project proposes a full
district, recesses that function as building building break, not a recess.
breaks shall have minimum dimensions of
20 feet in width and depth and a maximum
dimension of 50 feet in width. For the
ECR-SE zoning district, recesses that
function as building breaks shall have a
minimum dimension of 60 feet in width and
40 feet in depth.

E.3.4.1.04 | Standard Building breaks shall be accompanied with | Complies: The building break between
a major change in fenestration pattern, Buildings A and G is accompanied by a
material and color to have a distinct change in color (brown scheme to grey
treatment for each volume. scheme), and windows vary within and

between the two structures.
Sheet A6.0
E.3.4.1.05 | Standard In all districts except the ECR-SE zoning Complies: Per Table E3, the building

district, building breaks shall be required
as shown in Table E3.

plane on Encinal Avenue is less than
200'. 1 building break req. at 100".
Building A width is 93.5". Break 42’
Sheet AB.0
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Guideline

Standards and Guidelines: PrOJect Comphance Worksheet

Regun'ement

Evaluaﬂon

E.3.4.1.06

Standard

In the ECR-SE zomng drstnct and
consistent with Table E4 the building
breaks shall:

o Comply with Figure E9;

e Be a minimum of 60 feet in width,
except where noted on Figure E9;

e Be a minimum of 120 feet in width at
Middle Avenue;

¢ Align with intersecting streets, except
for the area between Roble Avenue
and Middle Avenue;

¢ Be provided at least every 350 feet in
the area between Roble Avenue and
Middle Avenue; where properties under
different ownership coincide with this
measurement, the standard side
setbacks (10 to 25 feet) shall be
applied, resulting in an effective break
of between 20 to 50 feet.

e Extend through the entire building
height and depth at Live Oak Avenue,
Roble Avenue, Middle Avenue,
Partridge Avenue and Harvard Avenue;
and

¢ [nclude two publicly-accessible building
breaks at Middle Avenue and Roble
Avenue.

Not Applrcable The property is not in the
ECR-SE district.

E.3.4.1.07

Standard

In the ECR-SE zoning district, the Middle
Avenue break shall include vehicular
access; publicly-accessible open space
with seating, landscaping and shade; retail
and restaurant uses activating the open
space; and a pedestrian/bicycle
connection to Alma Street and Burgess
Park. The Roble Avenue break shall
include publicly-accessible open space
with seating, landscaping and shade.

Not Applicable: The property is not in the
ECR-SE district.

E.3.4.1.08

Guideline

In the ECR-SE zoning district, the breaks
at Live Oak, Roble, Middle, Partridge and
Harvard Avenues may provide vehicular
access.

Not Applicable: The property is not in the
ECR-SE district.

E.3.4.2 Fag

ade Modulation

and Treatment

E.3.4.2.01

Standard

Building fagades facing public rights-of-
way or public open spaces shall not
exceed 50 feet in length without a minor
building fagade modulation. At a minimum
of every 50’ fagade length, the minor
vertical fagade modulation shall be a
minimum 2 feet deep by 5 feet wide
recess or a minimum 2 foot setback of the
building plane from the primary building
facade.

Complies: Buildings A and G facing
Encinal Avenue have minor vertical
fagade modulations with minimum
measurements of 5’-6” in width and 3’ in
depth.

Sheet A6.0
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Section | Standard or Regulrement Evaluatton ,
| Guideline - .

E.3.4.2.02 | Standard Bunldmg fagades facnng pubhc rlghts-of- Not Appllcable: Major modulation not
way or public open spaces shall not required as building fagade at Building A
exceed 100 feet in length without a major | is less than 100 feet wide.
building modulation. At a minimum of Sheet A6.0
every 100 feet of fagade length, a major
vertical fagade modulation shall be a
minimum of 6 feet deep by 20 feet wide
recess or a minimum of 6 feet setback of
building plane from primary building
facade for the full height of the building.

This standard applies to all districts except
ECR NE-L and ECR SW since those two
districts are required to provide a building
break at every 100 feet.

E.3.4.2.03 | Standard In addition, the major building fagade Not Applicable: Major modulation not
modulation shall be accompanied with a 4- | required as building fagade at Building A
foot minimum height modulation and a is less than 100 feet wide.
major change in fenestration pattern, Sheet A6.0
material and/or color.

E.3.4.2.04 | Guideline Minor fagade modulation may be Complies: Minor fagade modulations in
accompanied with a change in fenestration | Buildings A and G are accompanied by a
pattern, and/or material, and/or color, change in material (shingle to horizontal
and/or height. siding) and color (variation in darkness of

brown or grey at modulation).
Sheet A6.0
E.3.4.2.05 | Guideline Buildings should consider sun shading Complies: Overhangs at eaves and

mechanisms, like overhangs, bris soleils
and clerestory lighting, as fagade
articulation strategies.

rakes, covered porches and covered
upper decks provide shading are shown
on the elevations and conceptual details.
Sheets A2.1-A2.8b; Sheet A6.10a

E.3.4.3 Building Profile

E.3.4.3.01 | Standard The 45-degree building profile shall be set | Complies: Buildings A and G along the
at the minimum setback line to allow for front and building D along the rear
flexibility and variation in building fagade comply with the 45-degree building
height within a district. profile requirement.

Sheets A4.0, A4.3, A4.6

E.3.4.3.02 | Standard Horizontal building and architectural Complies: No horizontal projections are
projections, like balconies, bay windows, proposed within the 45-degree building
dormer windows, canopies, awnings, and profile.
signage, beyond the 45-degree building Sheets A4.0, A4.6
profile shall comply with the standards for
Building Setbacks & Projection within
Setbacks (E.3.3.04 to E.3.3.07) and shall
be integrated into the design of the
building.

E.3.4.3.03 | Standard Vertical building projections like parapets Complies: No vertical building projections
and balcony railings shall not extend 4 feet | are proposed within the 45-degree
beyond the 45-degree building profile and | building profile.
shall be integrated into the design of the Sheets A4.0, A4.6
building.

E.3.4.3.04 | Standard Rooftop elements that may need to extend | Complies: No rooftop elements extend

beyond the 45-degree building profile due
to their function, such as stair and elevator
towers, shall be integrated into the design
of the building.

beyond the 45-degree building profile.
Sheet A4.0, A4.6

E.3.4.4 Upper Story Facade Length
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 Section’ | Standard.or Regulrement Eva|uat|on '
o | Guideline . . . .
E.3.4.4.01 Standard Bunldmg storres above the 38-foot fagade Not Apphcable No buuldrngs exceed the

height shail have a maximum allowable
fagade length of 175 feet along a public
right-of-way or public open space.

38-foot fagade height.
Sheet A6.0

E.3.5 Ground Floor Treatment, Entry and Commercial Frontage

Ground Floor Treatment

E.3.5.01 Standard The retail or commercial ground floor shall | Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
be a minimum 15-foot floor-to-floor height | uses are proposed.
to allow natural light into the space.

E.3.5.02 Standard Ground floor commercial buildings shall Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
have a minimum of 50% transparency uses are proposed.

(i.e., clear-glass windows) for retail uses,
office uses and lobbies to enhance the
visual experience from the sidewalk and
street. Heavily tinted or mirrored glass
shall not be permitted.

E.3.5.03 Guideline Buildings should orient ground-floor retail Complies: Street facing units at Buildings
uses, entries and direct-access residential | A and G are direct access—facing the
units to the street. street with front doors.

Sheet A1.0 and A2.0

E.3.5.04 Guideline Buildings should activate the street by Complies: Porches facing Encinal
providing visually interesting and active Avenue are provided at the ground level
uses, such as retail and personal service of Building A and G. Free-standing
uses, in ground floors that face the street. | trellises and landscaping are also
If office and residential uses are provided, | provided along the sidewalk to engage
they should be enhanced with landscaping | pedestrians.
and interesting building design and Sheet A1.0 and A2.0
materials.

E.3.5.05 Guideline For buildings where ground floor retail, Not Applicable: Ground-floor residential
commercial or residential uses are not uses are proposed.
desired or viable, other project-related
uses, such as a community room, fitness
center, daycare facility or sales center,
should be located at the ground floor to
activate the street.

E.3.5.06 Guideline Blank walls at ground floor are Complies: Elevations show porches,
discouraged and should be minimized. windows, gates etc. at ground floor
When unavoidable, continuous lengths of | condition. Landscaping is also provided
blank wall at the street should use other around walls at ground floors.
appropriate measures such as Sheet A2.0-A2.7 and L1.0
landscaping or artistic intervention, such
as murals.

E.3.5.07 Guideline Residential units located at ground level Complies by Alternative Method:
should have their floors elevated a Preliminary Grading & Drainage Plans for
minimum of 2 feet to a maximum of 4 feet | floor elevations and sidewalk grades
above the finished grade sidewalk for indicate ground level floor is about 6
better transition and privacy, provided that | inches to a foot above grade, but access
accessibility codes are met. to units are behind porches or recessed

courts for transition and privacy, and
main living areas above first floor are not
facing access points.
Sheets C3.1-C3.2, A1.0, L1.0

E.3.5.08 Guideline Architectural projections like canopies and | Complies: Canopiesi/irellis elements are

awnings should be integrated with the
ground floor and overall building design to
break up building mass, to add visual
interest to the building and provide shelter
and shade.

used at entries and garage doors, etc.
Refer to Conceptual Elevations for
strategies used in the building design.
Sheets A2.1-A2.8b; Perspective Sheet
A7.2, A7.4, A7.8

Building Entries
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recessed from the primary building fagade.

. Section | Standardor Reguurement ; Evaluatlon
o _Guideline | , =
E.3.5.09 Standard Building entrles shall be onented toa Complles Entnes for Bundlngs Aand G
public street or other public space. For are oriented toward Encinal Avenue.
larger residential buildings with shared Entries for Buildings B, C, and F are
entries, the main entry shall be through oriented toward a common landscaped
prominent entry lobbies or central paseo off the project drive aisle. Entries
courtyards facing the street. From the for Buildings D and E employ a similar
street, these entries and courtyards strategy and are oriented to landscaped
provide additional visual interest, paseos among buildings or to
orientation and a sense of invitation. landscaped open space. Pedestrian
walkways and decorative paving provide
clear orientation between the public right-
of-way and the building entries.
Sheet L1.0
E.3.5.10 Guideline Entries should be prominent and visually Complies: Buildings entries are
distinctive from the rest of the fagade with | highlighted by covered porches with
creative use of scale, materials, glazing, stone veneer columns, storie veneer or
projecting or recessed forms, architectural | wood enclosures, and landscaping.
details, color, and/or awnings. Sheets A2.1-2.8b
E.3.5.11 Guideline Multiple entries at street level are Complies: Buildings A and G, which face
encouraged where appropriate. Encinal Avenue, have street level
’ entrances into the units.
Sheets A2.0-A2.1, A2.7, A3.0, A3.6
E.3.5.12 Guideline Ground floor residential units are Complies: Buildings A and G, which face
encouraged to have their entrance from Encinal Avenue have entries oriented
the street. toward the street.
Sheets A2.0-A2.1, A2.7, A3.0, A3.6
E.3.5.13 Guideline Stoops and entry steps from the street are | Complies: Porches and other transitional
encouraged for individual unit entries elements, such as [andscaping, are
when compliant with applicable provided.
accessibility codes. Stoops associated Sheets A2.1-A2.8b, A3.0-A3.7d
with landscaping create inviting, usable
and visually attractive transitions from
private spaces to the street.
E.3.5.14 Guideline Building entries are allowed to be Complies: Buildings A and G have

entries recessed under porches.
Sheets A3.0-A3.7d

Commercial Frontage

E.3.5.15 Standard Commercial windows/storefronts shall be Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
recessed from the primary building fagade | uses are proposed.
a minimum of 6 inches

E.3.5.16 Standard Retail frontage, whether ground floor or Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
upper floor, shall have a minimum 50% of | uses are proposed.
the fagade area transparent with clear
vision glass, not heavily tinted or highly
mirrored glass.

E.3.5.17 Guideline Storefront design should be consistent Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
with the building's overall design and uses are proposed.
contribute to establishing a well-defined
ground floor for the fagade along streets.

E.3.5.18 Guideline The distinction between individual Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
storefronts, entire building fagades and uses are proposed.
adjacent properties should be maintained.

E.3.5.19 Guideline Storefront elements such as windows, Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
entrances and signage should provide uses are proposed.
clarity and lend interest to the facade.
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encouraged in all developments as part of
building modulation and articulation to
enhance building fagade.

- Section Standard or Regurrement Evaluatron

~ ~ Guideline . ~ ~ ~

E.3.5.20 Guideline Individual storefronts should have clearly Not Apphcable No retall/commercral
defined bays. These bays should be no uses are proposed.
greater than 20 feet in length. Architectural
elements, such as piers, recesses and

. projections help articulate bays.

E.3.5.21 Guideline All individual retail uses should have direct | Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
access from the public sidewalk. For uses are proposed.
larger retail tenants, entries should occur
at lengths at a maximum at every 50 feet,
consistent with the typical lot size in
downtown. ,

E.3.5.22 Guideline Recessed doorways for retail uses should | Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
be a minimum of two feet in depth. uses are proposed.
Recessed doorways provide cover or
shade, help identify the location of store
entrances, provide a clear area for out-
swinging doors and offer the opportunity
for interesting paving patterns, signage
and displays.

E.3.5.23 Guideline Storefronts should remain un-shuttered at | Not Applicable: No retail/lcommercial
night and provide clear views of interior uses are proposed.
spaces lit from within. If storefronts must
be shuttered for security reasons, the
shutters should be located on the inside of
the store windows and allow for maximum
visibility of the interior.

E.3.5.24 Guideline Storefronts should not be completely Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
obscured with display cases that prevent uses are proposed.
customers and pedestrians from seeing
inside.

E.3.5.25 Guideline Signage should not be attached to Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
storefront windows. uses are proposed.

E.3.6 Open Space

E.3.6.01 Standard Residential developments or Mixed Use Complies: A minimum of 80 square feet
developments with residential use shall of residential open space meeting
have a minimum of 100 square feet of minimum 6 foot depth dimension is
open space per unit created as common provided for each unit as a deck or
open space or a minimum of 80 square private yard area. (Note: deck at plan 2b
feet of open space per unit created as unit is less than 6 foot depth, with patio
private open space, where private open next to ground floor entry). Additional
space shall have a minimum dimension of | residential open space is provided for
6 feet by 6 feet. In case of a mix of private | some units as a covered porch or open
and common open space, such common deck. Residential open space
open space shall be provided at a ratio calculations are provided on the Project
equal to 1.25 square feet for each one Data sheet A1.1. Common open space is
square foot of private open space that is also provided in the SFPUC easement
not provided. area. In addition Site Open Space is

provided on Sheet A6.1d.
Sheets A1.0, A1.1, A5.0-A5.12, A6.1d

E.3.6.02 Standard Residential open space (whether in Not Applicable: Project exceeds the 30%
common or private areas) and accessible minimum requirement at the ground
open space above parking podiums up to | level, so upper level decks have not been
16 feet high shall count towards the calculated towards this requirement.
minimum open space requirement for the
development.

E.3.6.03 Guideline Private and/or common open spaces are Complies: Refer to Conceptual

Landscape Plan.
Sheet L1.0
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should be attractive, durable and drought-
resistant.

- Section | Standardor | Reguxrement ~ Evaluaﬂon
| Guideline L

E.3.6.04 Guideline anate development should prowde Complies: Refer to Conceptual
accessible and usable common open Landscape Plan.
space for building occupants and/or the Sheet L1.0
general public.

E.3.6.05 Guideline For residential developments, private open | Complies: Private open space is provided
space should be designed as an extension | for each unit as a deck, covered porch, or
of the indoor living area, providing an area | private yard and is connected to indoor
that is usable and has some degree of living spaces.
privacy. Sheets A5.0-A5.12, A1.0

E.3.6.06 Guideline Landscaping in setback areas should Complies: Landscaping within the front
define and enhance pedestrian and open setback helps to define the public
space areas. [t should provide visual sidewalk. Large street trees, site trees,
interest to streets and sidewalks, and trellises create a street presence.
particularly where building fagades are Sheet L1.0
long.

E.3.6.07 Guideline Landscaping of private open spaces Complies: Refer to notes on Landscape

plan, Plant list and images with
Conceptual Plan Imagery.
Sheets L1.0, ,3.1, L3.2

E.3.7 Parking, Service and

Utilities

General Parking and Service Access

E.3.7.01 Guideline The location, number and width of parking | Complies: One entrance to project
and service entrances should be limited to | interior at street, individual garage fronts
minimize breaks in building design, minimized on 'main access way into
sidewalk curb cuts and potential conflicts project. Sheets A1.0 and C2.0
with streetscape elements.

E.3.7.02 Guideline In order to minimize curb cuts, shared Not Applicable: No retail use is proposed.
entrances for both retail and residential The project would result in one curb cut
use are encouraged. In shared entrance for the entire development, which is a
conditions, secure access for residential reduction from the two curb cuts that
parking should be provided. currently exist.

E.3.7.03 Guideline When feasible, service access and loading | Not Applicable: No service access or
docks should be located on secondary loading docks are proposed.
streets or alleys and to the rear of the
building.

E.3.7.04 Guideline The size and pattern of loading dock Not Applicable: No loading docks are
entrances and doors should be integrated | proposed.
with the overall building design.

E.3.7.05 Guideline Loading docks should be screened from Not Applicable: No loading docks are
public ways and adjacent properties to the | proposed.
greatest extent possible. In particular,
buildings that directly adjoin residential
properties should limit the potential for
loading-related impacts, such as noise.

Where possible, loading docks should be
internal to the building envelope and
equipped with closable doors. For all
locations, loading areas should be kept
clean.

E.3.7.06 Guideline Surface parking should be visually Complies: Refer to Conceptual
attractive, address security and safety Landscape Plan for relationships
concerns, retain existing mature trees and | between parking space and tree
incorporate canopy trees for shade. See canopies.

Section D.5 for more compete guidelines Sheet L1.0
regarding landscaping in parking areas.
Utilities
E.3.7.07 Guideline All utilities in conjunction with new Complies: Refer to Preliminary Site Utility

residential and commercial development
should be placed underground.

Pian.
Sheets C5.1-C5.2
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- Section | Standard or Regurrement - 'g Evaluatlon
~ Guideline | ~ . ~ ~
E.3.7.08 Guideline Above ground meters, boxes and other Complles Refer to landscape screenlng
utility equipment should be screened from | details and conceptual perspectives
public view through use of landscaping or | showing fencing and landscape at AC
by integrating into the overall building units. Utility equipment such as
design. transformers and back flow prevention
devices also to be painted to match
adjacent building color as permitted by
PGE and Fire District.
Sheets L2.4, A6.10, A8.0B
Parking Garages
E.3.7.09 Standard To promote the use of bicycles, secure Not Applicable: No parking garages are
bicycle parking shall be provided at the proposed.
street level of public parking garages.
Bicycle parking is also discussed in more
detail in Section F.5 “Bicycle Storage
Standards and Guidelines.”
E.3.7.10 Guideline Parking garages on downtown parking Not Applicable: No parking garages are
plazas should avoid monolithic massing by | proposed.
employing change in fagade rhythm,
materials and/or color.
E.3.7.11 Guideline To minimize or eliminate their visibility and | Not Applicable: No parking garages are
impact from the street and other significant | proposed.
public spaces, parking garages should be
underground, wrapped by other uses (i.e.
parking podium within a development)
and/or screened from view through
architectural and/or landscape treatment.
E.3.7.12 Guideline Whether free-standing or incorporated into | Not Applicable: No parking garages are
overall building design, garage fagades proposed.
should be designed with a modulated
system of vertical openings and pilasters,
with design attention to an overall building
fagade that fits comfortably and compatibly
into the pattern, articulation, scale and
massing of surrounding building character.
E.3.7.13 Guideline Shared parking is encouraged where Not Applicable: No parking garages are
feasible to minimize space needs, and itis | proposed.
effectively codified through the plan’s off-
street parking standards and allowance for
shared parking studies.
E.3.7.14 Guideline A parking garage roof should be Not Applicable: No parking garages are
approached as a usable surface and an proposed.
opportunity for sustainable strategies,
such as instaliment of a green roof, solar
panels or other measures that minimize
the heat island effect.
E.3.8 Sustainable Practices
Overall Standards
E.3.8.01 Standard Unless the Specific Plan area is explicitly To Be Determined: Per applicant, project
exempted, all citywide sustainability codes | will comply with the requirement for
or requirements shall apply. LEED Certification. Preliminary LEED
Checklist submitted.
Overall Guidelines
E.3.8.02 Guideline Because green building standards are Acknowledged.
constantly evolving, the requirements in
this section should be reviewed and
updated on a regular basis of at least
every two years.

Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Standards
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Section | Standard or Reguxrement , Evaluatson
. . ‘Guideline ; - ; , \
E.3.8.03 Standard Development shall achleve LEED To Be Determined: Per applicant, project

certification, at Silver level or higher, or a
LEED Silver equivalent standard for the
project types listed below. For LEED
certification, the applicable standards
include LEED New Construction; LEED
Core and Shell; LEED New Homes; LEED
Schools; and LEED Commercial Interiors.
Attainment shall be achieved through
LEED certification or through a City-
approved outside auditor for those projects
pursing a LEED equivalent standard. The
requirements, process and applicable fees
for an outside auditor program shall be
established by the City and shall be
reviewed and updated on a regular basis.
LEED certification or equivalent standard,
at a Silver lever or higher, shall be
required for:

* Newly constructed residential
buildings of Group R (single-family,
duplex and multi-family);

s Newly constructed commercial
buildings of Group B (occupancies
including among others office,
professional and service type
transactions) and Group M
(occupancies including among others
display or sale of merchandise such
as department stores, retail stores,
wholesale stores, markets and sales
rooms) that are 5,000 gross square
feet or more;

¢ New first-time build-outs of
commercial interiors that are 20,000
gross square feet or more in buildings
of Group B and M occupancies; and

e  Major alterations that are 20,000
gross square feet or more in existing
buildings of Group B, Mand R
occupancies, where interior finishes
are removed and significant upgrades
to structural and mechanical,
electrical and/or plumbing systems
are proposed.

All residential and/or mixed use

developments of sufficient size to require

LEED certification or equivalent standard

under the Specific Plan shall install one

dedicated electric vehicle/plug-in hybrid
electric vehicle recharging station for every

20 residential parking spaces provided.

Per the Climate Action Plan the complying

applicant could receive incentives, such as

streamlined permit processing, fee
discounts, or design templates.

will comply with the requirement for
LEED Certification. Preliminary LEED
Checklist submitted.

Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Guidelines
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Regutrement

Evaluatton

The developm ent of larger pro;ects allows
for more comprehensive sustainability
planning and design, such as efficiency in
water use, stormwater management,
renewable energy sources and carbon
reduction features. A larger development
project is defined as one with two or more
buildings on a lot one acre or larger in
size. Such development projects should
have sustainability requirements and GHG
reduction targets that address
neighborhood planning, in addition to the
sustainability requirements for individual
buildings (See Standard E.3.8.03 above).
These should include being certified or
equivalently verified at a LEED-ND
(neighborhood development), Silver level
or higher, and mandating a phased
reduction of GHG emissions over a period
of time as prescribed in the 2030
Challenge.

The sustainable guidelines listed below
are also relevant to the project area. They
relate to but do not replace LEED
certification or equivalent standard rating
requirements.

To Be Determmed Per apphcant pFOJECt
will comply with the requirement for
LEED Certification. Preliminary LEED
Checklist submitted.

Building Design Guidelines

E.3.8.05 Guideline Buildings should incorporate narrow floor Complies: Building Plans for floor plate
plates to allow natural light deeper into the | dimensions. Units have light from 2 or
interior. more building sides.

Sheets A3.0-A3.7d

E.3.8.06 Guideline Buildings should reduce use of daytime Complies: Units have light from 2 or more
artificial lighting through design elements, building sides; Window groupings large
such as bigger wall openings, light enough to increase light into units.
shelves, clerestory lighting, skylights, and Sheets A3.0-A3.7d, A2.0-A2.7
translucent wall materials.

E.3.8.07 Guideline Buildings should allow for flexibility to Comment: Overhangs on building roofs
regulate the amount of direct sunlight into | may provide some shading on large
the interiors. Louvered wall openings or windows and recesses at porches and
shading devices like bris soleils help covered decks provide shading on other
control solar gain and check overheating. windows and glass doors. Shading
Bris soleils, which are permanent sun- devices as noted in guideline other than
shading elements, extend from the sun- trellis or small roof canopies would not fit
facing fagade of a building, in the form of building architecture.
horizontal or vertical projections
depending on sun orientation, to cut out
the sun’s direct rays, help protect windows
from excessive solar light and heat and
reduce glare within. :

E.3.8.08 Guideline Where appropriate, buildings should Complies: Proposed planting would

incorporate arcades, trellis and
appropriate tree planting to screen and
mitigate south and west sun exposure
during summer. This guideline would not
apply to downtown, the station area and
the west side of EI Camino Real where
buildings have a narrower setback and
street trees provide shade.

improve shade to summer south and
west exposures on some buildings. Refer
to Conceptual Landscape Plan for
relationship of trees to building sun
exposure.

Sheet L1.0
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driveways and parking lots to minimize
stormwater run-off from paved surfaces.

Section Standard or Regmrement - , Evaluat:on
- . | Guideline ~ ;

E.3.8.09 Guideline Operable wmdows are encouraged in new Complles Operable wmdows are

buildings for natural ventilation. provided on every floor for all residential
units.
Sheets A3.0-A3.5

E.3.8.10 Guideline To maximize use of solar energy, buildings | Comment: Status of Use of Photovoltaic
should consider integrating photovoltaic panels on roof is unknown.
panels on roofs.

E.3.8.11 Guideline Inclusion of recycling centers in kitchen Complies: Individual townhome units
facilities of commercial and residential provided with garages that will hold
buildings shall be encouraged. The garbage/recycling receptacles.
minimum size of recycling centers in
commercial buildings should be 20 cubic
feet (48 inches wide x 30 inches deep x 24
inches high) to provide for garbage and
recyclable materials.

Stormwater and Wastewater Management Guidelines

E.3.8.12 Guideline Buildings should incorporate intensive or Comment: Green roofs are not proposed
extensive green roofs in their design. as they would not be compatible with the
Green roofs harvest rain water that can be | craftsman-style buildings.
recycled for plant irrigation or for some
domestic uses. Green roofs are also
effective in cutting-back on the cooling
load of the air-conditioning system of the
building and reducing the heat island
effect from the roof surface.

E.3.8.13 Guideline Projects should use porous material on To Be Determined: Permeable materials

at driveway noted for landscape pavers
and referenced to Civil Drawings. Three
areas of possible permeable pavers
shown along driveway.

Sheet L2.1, C2.0

Landscaping Guidelines

E.3.8.14 Guideline Planting plans should support passive Complies: Refer to Conceptual
heating and cooling of buildings and Landscape Plan for relationship of trees
outdoor spaces. to building and open space sun
exposure. Large trees provided to
support cooling.
Sheet L1.0
E.3.8.15 Guideline Regional native and drought resistant Complies: More than 75% of plant
plant species are encouraged as planting species are water-conserving California
material. natives or Mediterranean species; refer
to note on Conceptual Landscape Plan
and Conceptual Plant List. No invasive
species are used on project.
Sheets 1.0, L3.0, L3.1
E.3.8.16 Guideline Provision of efficient irrigation system is Complies: Planting and irrigation design
recommended, consistent with the City's will comply with Menlo Park Municipal
Municipal Code Chapter 12.44 "Water- Code and California’s 2010 Model Water
Efficient Landscaping”. Efficient Landscape Ordinance; refer to
note on Conceptual Landscape Plan.
Sheet L1.0
| Lighting Standards
E.3.8.17 Standard Exterior lighting fixtures shall use fixtures Complies: See E.3.3.19
with low cut-off angles, appropriately
positioned, to minimize glare into dwelling
units and light pollution into the night sky.
Page 12 of 13




133 Encinal Avenue

Menlo Park El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan

Standards and Gurdellnes PrOJect Complrance Worksheet

screened and controlled so as not to
disturb surrounding properties, but shall
ensure adequate public security.

Section Standard or Reguu'ement Evaluatron
. Guideline
E.3.8.18 Standard Lrghtrng in parkrng garages shall be Not Appllcable No parkrng garages are

proposed.

Lighting Guidelines

systems with advanced lighting control,
including motion sensors tied to dimmable
lighting controls or lighting controlled by
timers set to turn off at the earliest
practicable hour, are recommended.

E.3.8.19 Guideline Energy-efficient and color-balanced Complies: Fixtures provided separately
outdoor lighting, at the lowest lighting from plan set: Hinkley “Harbor’ 2574Ar-
levels possible, are encouraged to provide | GU24 fixture wall mounted and “Harbor”
for safe pedestrian and auto circulation. 2576 AR-GU24 Pedestal mount fixture

: has option for full cut off.; see
perspectives for visual of fixtures at walls
, and pedestals.

E.3.8.20 Guideline Improvements should use ENERGY Complies: Fixture selected has compact
STAR-qualified fixtures to reduce a fluorescent or LED lamp option.
building’s energy consumption.

E.3.8.21 Guideline Installation of high-efficiency lighting To Be Determined: Advanced lighting

control to be reviewed in building permit
stage. Light fixtures selected have the
ability to meet standards.

Green Building Material Guidelines

sources is encouraged.

E.3.8.22 Guideline The reuse and recycle of construction and | To Be Determined: Guideline is
demolition materials is recommended. The | acknowledged by applicant.
use of demolition materials as a base
course for a parking lot keeps materials
out of landfills and reduces costs.

E.3.8.23 Guideline The use of products with identifiable To Be Determined: Guideline is
recycled content, including post-industrial acknowledged by applicant.
content with a preference for post-
consumer content, are encouraged.

E.3.8.24 Guideline Building materials, components, and To Be Determined: Guideline is
systems found locally or regionally should | acknowledged by applicant.
be used, thereby saving energy and
resources in transportation.

E.3.8.25 Guideline A design with adequate space to facilitate | To Be Determined: Guideline is
recycling collection and to incorporate a acknowledged by applicant.
solid waste management program,
preventing waste generation, is
recommended.

E.3.8.26 Guideline The use of material from renewable To Be Determined: Guideline is

acknowledged by applicant.

Page 13 of 13
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Hunter Properties, Inc.
Attention: Mr. Sachneel Patel
10121 Miller Avenue #200
Cupertino, CA 95014

RE 133 Encinal Avenue
Menlo Park, CA

Assignment
As requested, | performed a visual inspection of 37 trees protected by city ordinance to

determine species, size, condition, disposition and impacts from construction. In addition, Tree
Protection Zones have been assigned to neighboring trees within 10-feet of property line.
Please be advised this report has been updated from our previously submitted report of June 6,
2014 and April 3, 2015.

Summary
Trees in this report correspond to the numbers shown on the topographic survey. Proposed site

development will require removal of three small city street trees (12, 14 and 45) and five city
protected trees (10, 15, 23, 25 and 46) on site. Further review of plans may be necessary to
determine if additional small right of way trees will require removal. Current plans show the
grove of redwoods at the left rear comer and cluster of live oaks at right rear corner as
remaining. Tree protection fencing should surround each grouping of trees. This fencing will
adequately protect the neighboring trees at the right rear cormner. Fencing should also be
installed to protect neighboring oaks, etc. at the 1600 El Camino fence line.

e Any grading or excavation within Tree Protection Zones (TPZ’s) must be accomplished
by hand digging.

e A qualified arborist must supervise any cutting of roots greater than one inch diameter.

e Mitigation is required for root cutting inside the TPZ.

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

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

Rate of growth over several seasons;
Structural decays or weaknesses;
Presence of disease or insects; and
Life expectancy.
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Tree Description/Observation
2 Japanese maple (Acer paimatum ‘dissectum’)

Diameter: 3.8"

Height: 5' Spread: 6'

Condition:  Fair

Location: Street tree

Observation: Surface rooting observed. The TPZ js 6-feet. Proposed sidewalk should be at
least 2-feet from the tree.

7 Coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens)

Diameter: 15.8"

Height: 25' Spread: 12

Condition:  Fair to Good

Location: Front parking lot ,
Observation: Planter box and asphalt parking lot create a poor root environment. The TPZ is 8-
feet.

10 Incense cedar (Calocedrus decurrens)

Diameter: 18.3"

Height: 34' Spread: 18'

Condition:  Fair

Location: Front parking strip

Observation: Crown appears water stressed with a moderate accumulation of deadwood. Poor
root environment. Proposed for removal.

11 Incense cedar

Diameter: 18.8"

Height: 40' Spread: 22'

Condition:  Fair

Location: Front parking strip

Observation: Crown appears water stressed with a moderate accumulation of deadwood. Poor
root environment. The TPZ is 10-feet. Although Building A will encroach within the TPZ, the
existing asphalt is 4 feet to the northwest, 3-feet to the west and 1-foot to the northeast. The
new design will remove the asphalt at least 6-feet to the northwest, at least 4-feet on the sides.
The new area will allow for root management mitigation such as biostimulants, mycorrhizae and
other microbes that improve root growth and function.

12 Weeping crabapple (Malus floribunda)

Diameter: 51"

Height: 7' Spread: 12'

Condition:  Fair

Location: Street tree

Observation: Surface rooting observed. Proposed for removal.

13 White birch (Betula jaquemontii)
Diameter: 10.5" Low Branching
Height: 16' Spread: 12'

Condition:  Poor to Fair

Location: Street tree

Observation: Lacks vigor, water stressed.
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14 New Zealand tea tree (Leptospermum scoparium)
Diameter: 42"

Height: 9' Spread: 10’

Condition:  Poor to Fair

Location: Street tree

Observation: Lacks vigor, water stressed. Proposed for removal.

15 Crape myrtle (Lagerstroemia indica)

Diameter: 8.8" at the base, Multi trunk

Height: 12' Spread: 16'

Condition:  Good

Location: Street tree

Observation: Minor interior deadwood. The TPZ is 6-feet. Proposed sidewalk should be 5-feet
from the trunk.

23 Coast redwood

Diameter: 37.0"

Height: 85" Spread: 25'

Condition:  Fair

Location: Adjacent to building

Observation: Exisitng roof overhang is constructed around tree. Very poor roat environment,
concrete surrounds root flare. The TPZ is 19-feet. Construction activity within the TPZ must be
monitored to assess actual impact to tree health.

25 Japanese maple (Acer palmatum)

Diameter: 20.8" Multi trunk

Height: 15' Spread: 22'

Condition:  Poor to Fair

Location: Front of carriage house

Observation: Dieback of upper crown observed. Poor structure. Limited root environment. The
TPZ is 11-feet. Proposed sidewalk should remain on the left side or entry road side of tree.

32 Coast redwood

Diameter: 39.5"

Height: 90 Spread: 22

Condition:  Fair

Location: Grove left rear corner

Observation: Crown is one sided from grove effect. Deadwood observed. The TPZ is 20-feet.

33 Coast redwood

Diameter: 34.1"

Height: 70' Spread: 20’

Condition: Poor to Fair

Location: Grove left rear corner

Observation: Dead top. Crown is one sided. The TPZ is 18-feet.

34 Coast redwood

Diameter: 17.6"

Height: 75 Spread: 16’
Condition:  Fair

Location: Grove left rear corner
Observation: Crown is one sided from grove effect. Deadwood observed. Subdominant tree.
The TPZ is 10-feet.
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35  Coastredwood

Diameter: 34.3"

Height: 95 Spread: 18'

Condition: Fair to Good

Location: Grove left rear corner

Observation: Trumpet vine climbing crown. The TPZ is 18-feef.

36 Coast redwood

Diameter: 33.4"

Height: 80’ Spread: 22'

Condition: Poor to Fair

Location: Grove left rear corner

Observation: Water stressed. Irregular curvature of stem. The TPZ is 18-feet.

37 Coast redwood

Diameter: 17.0"

Height: 70° Spread: 14'

Condition: Fair

Location: Grove left rear corner

Observation: Subdominant tree. The TPZ is 10-feet.

38 Coast redwood

Diameter: 19.5"

Height: 85' Spread: 15'

Condition:  Poor to Fair

Location: Grove left rear corner

Observation: Abnormal cankers or old wounds observed at three heights from 10-35 feet on
stem. The TPZ is 10-feet.

39 Coast redwood

Diameter: 18"

Height: 75' Spread: 16'

Condition:  Poor to Fair

Location: Grove left rear corner

Observation: Subdominant tree. Low vigor. Neighbor's tree. The TPZ is 10-feet.

40 Coast redwood

Diameter: 21.7"

Height: 80' Spread: 16’

Condition: Poor to Fair

Location: Grove left rear corner

Observation: Subdominant tree. Low vigor and branch dieback observed. The TPZ is 11-feet.

41 Coast redwood

Diameter: 28.0"

Height: 85" Spread: 26'

Condition:  Fairto Good

Location: Grove left rear corner

Observation: Lower crown is one sided. The TPZ is 14-feet.
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42 Coast redwood

Diameter: 35.5" Low Branching

Height: 85° Spread: 30'

Condition:  Fair ,

Location: Grove left rear corner

Observation: Crown is one sided from grove effect. Deadwood observed. Codominant leaders
at 3-feet. Recommend cable support. The TPZ is 18-feet.

43 Coast redwood

Diameter: 39.3"

Height: 85 Spread: 34’

Condition:  Fair to Good

Location: Grove left rear corner

Observation: Lower crown is one sided from grove effect. Deadwood observed. The TPZ is 20-
feet.

44 Coast redwood

Diameter: 247"

Height: 75' Spread: 18

Condition:  Fair

Location: Grove left rear corner

Observation: Crown is one sided from grove effect. Deadwood observed. The TPZ is 13-feet.

45 Japanese maple

Diameter: 3.0"

Height: 12' Spread: 6'

Condition:  Fair to Good

Location: Street tree

Observation: Young establishing tree. The TPZ is 5-feet.

46 Coast redwood

Diameter: 16.8"

Height: 35' Spread: 10'

Condition:  Fair

Location: Asphalt area behind carriage house

Observation: Appears water stressed. Irregular curvature of stem. Proposed for removal.

52 Coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia)

Diameter: 50.5"

Height: 55' Spread: 50'

Condition:  Fair

Location: Right side setback

Observation: Crown exhibits a moderate accumulation of deadwood. Large old pruning
wounds exhibit decay. Grows to an exaggerated southwest lean. The TPZ is 25-feet. The
building and driveway encroachment into the TPZ will potentially impact up to 35 percent of the
root area. Most of the work will occur on the compression and side of the tree at a distance
greater than 9-feet from the tree from the porch and 13-feet from the foundation of Building D.
At this distance oblique roots and sinker roots should remain intact. Arborist monitoring during
grading and excavation is recommended. Raising of the crown will be required for the

construction of Building D. (/‘”\\)

‘\e_”_,,/’
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53 Coast live oak

Diameter: 27.0"

Height: 35' Spread: 38

Condition:  Fair

Location: Right side fence

Observation: Crown exhibits a moderate accumulation of deadwood. Previous crown reduction
pruning has occurred. Leans toward street. Fruiting body from Ganoderma applanatum
observed on compression side of lean. The TPZ is 14-feet.

54 Coast redwood

Diameter: 40"

Height: 80' Spread: 22'

Condition:  Fair

Location: Grove at left rear Neighbor tree

Observation: Crown is one sided. Irregular curvature of stem. The TPZ is 20-feet.

64 Coast redwood

Diameter: Est 36"

Height: Spread:

Location: Neighbors tree right rear corner
Observation: The TPZ s 18-feet.

65 Monterey pine (Pinus radiata)
Diameter: Est 24"

Location: Neighbors tree right rear corner
Observation: The TPZ is 15-feet.

66 Monterey pine

Diameter: Est 24"

Location: Neighbors tree right rear corner
Observation: The TPZ is 15-feet. Significant crown dieback.

58 Coast live oak

Diameter: Est 15"

Location: Neighbor's at1600 El Camino
Observation: The TPZ is 12-feet.

59 Sycamore (Platanus x acerifolia)
Diameter: Est <24”

Location: Neighbor's at1600 El Camino
Observation: TPZ is 12-feet.

60 & 61 Coast live oak

Diameter: 32.0”, multi trunk (previously described as 2 trees)
Location: Neighbor's at1600 El Camino

Observation: TPZ is 12-feet.

62 Coast live oak
Diameter: Est <24”, bifurcation at 4-1/2 feet

Location: Neighbor's at1600 El Camino
(a1)

e



Observation: TPZ js 12-feet.
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63 Coast live oak

Diameter: Est <24”, leaning toward 1600 E| Camino
Location: Neighbor's at1600 El Camino
Observation: TPZ is 12-feet.

TREE PRESERVATION GUIDELINES

Tree Preservation and Protection Plan

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

To minimize these injuries, we recommend grading operations encroach no closer than six
times the trunk diameter, (i.e. 30” diameter tree x 6=180" distance). At this distance,
buttress/anchoring roots would be preserved and minimal injury to the functional root area
would be anticipated. Should encroachment within the area become necessary, hand digging is
mandatory.

Barricades

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

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

Root Pruning (if necessary)

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

Pruning

Pruning of the foliar canopies to include removal of deadwood is recommended and should be
initiated prior to construction operations. Such pruning will provide any necessary construction
clearance, will lessen the likelihood or potential for limb breakage, reduce ‘windsail’ effect and
provide an environment suitable for healthy and vigorous growth.
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Fertilization
A program of fertilization by means of deep root soil injection is recommended with applications
in spring and summer for those trees to be impacted by construction.

Such fertilization will serve to stimulate feeder root development, offset shock/stress as related
to construction and/or environmental factors, encourage vigor, alleviate soil compaction and
compensate for any encroachment of natural feeding root areas.

Inception of this fertilizing program is recommended prior to the initiation of construction activity.

Irrigation

A supplemental irrigation program is recommended for the non-oak trees and should be
accomplished at regular three to four week intervals during the period of May 13t through
October 31st. [rrigation is to be applied at or about the ‘drip line’ in an amount sufficient to
supply approximately fifteen (15) gallons of water for each inch in trunk diameter.

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

Mulch

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

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

Inspections at approximate four (4) week intervals would be sufficient to assess and monitor the
effectiveness of the Tree Preservation Plan and to provide recommendations for any additional
care or treatment.

All written material appearing herein constitutes onginal and unpublished work of the Arborist
and may not be duplicated, used or disclosed without written consent of the Arborist.

We thank you for this opportunity to be of assistance in your tree preservation concerns.
Should you have any questions, or if we may be of further assistance in these concerns, kindly

contact our office at any time.

McCLENAHAN CONSULTING, LLC

Yy v

By: John H. McClenahan
ISA Board Certified Master Arborist, WE-1476B
member, American Society of Consulting Arbts

&
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ARBORIST DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

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

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

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

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

Gz

John H. McClenahan
Date: June 19, 2015

Arborist:




ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
FINAL MINUTES

Regular Meeting
Wednesday, June 24, 2015 at 6:30 PM
City Administration Building
701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA 94025

CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 6:47 p.m.

ROLL CALL - Allan Bedwell (Chair), Kristin Kuntz-Duriseti, Deborah Martin, Christina Smolke
Absent: DeCardy, Scott, Barnes

A. PUBLIC COMMENT (Limited to 30 minutes)

s Steve Van Pelt, resident of Menlo Park stated that he wants to learn more about the
City’s environmental efforts and asked if the General Plan Advisory Committee
(GPAC) had any role in the sea level rise indicated on the GPAC maps.

B. REGULAR BUSINESS

B1. Consider a Recommendation to the City Council on a Request to Remove Seven
Heritage Trees on Property Located at 133 Encinal Avenue (Attachment) - 45 min

Jean Lin, Associate City Planner and Sachnéel Patel with Hunter Properties briefed the
Commission on the project. The applicant also provided an update to the Commission that
the project will be removing six heritage trees as they were able to redesign and save tree
#11 (heritage incense cedar) that was originally proposed for removal.

ACTION: Motion and second (Kuntz-Duriseti/Smolke) to recommend the following:

1. That the applicant consider project modifications to retain tree #2 (non-
heritage Japanese maple), tree #25 (heritage Japanese maple), tree #15
(heritage crape myrtle), and tree #23 (heritage coast redwood).

2. That Planning staff look into compliance mechanisms that can be applied to
prohibit title transfer if the Heritage Tree Ordinance is violated during
construction.

The motion passes (4-0-3), (Absent: DeCardy, Marshall, Barnes).
B2. Discuss and Potentially Make Recommendations to the General Plan Advisory

Committee (GPAC) to Incorporate Sustainability Goals into the General Plan - 30
mins '
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Commissioner Kuntz-Duriseti and Heather Abrams, En\)ironmental Programs Manager
provided an update to the Commission.

Public Comment:

e Jan Butts, resident of Menlo Park expressed the importance of stormwater
management to retain and use rainwater versus wasting runoff.

e Steve Van Pelt, resident of Menlo Park stated that he uses tools such as Google
Maps to find out about traffic throughout the area.

e Mitch Slomiak, resident of Menlo Park and former EQC member stated that he would
like to see a requirement for data collection and display of green building actual
performance.

ACTION: No formal vote was taken on this item; Commissioner Kuntz-Duriseti was
authorized to draft a letter of recommendation to provide to the GPAC.

B3. Make an Appointment to the CAP Subcommittee - 5 mins

ACTION: Motion and second (Bedwell/Smolke) to appoint Deb Martin to CAP
subcommittee, passes (4-0-3), (Absent: DeCardy, Scott, Barnes).

B4. Receive Update from CAP Subcommittee on California Clean Power and Potentially
Make a Recommendation to City Council - 30 mins

Commission Kuntz-Duriseti provided an update to the Commission.

Public Comment:

e Jim Eggemeyer, Director of the Office of Sustainability for San Mateo County stated
that his office is leading the CCE effort and has contracted Pacific Energy Advisors
to conduct a feasibility study that will be complete in late summer 2015.

e Jan Butts, resident of Menlo Park commented that she would like the EQC to
conduct extensive research on CCA options before making a recommendation to
City Council. There may be other approaches to achieving one hundred percent
renewable energy for the city versus going with a private company. The County JPA
model will include more public disclosure.

« Mitch Slomiak, resident of Menlo Park and Vice Chair of Menlo Spark stated that the
goal is to get Menlo Park climate neutral within ten years. Suggested that the City
adopt a framework around one hundred percent renewable power or as close as we
can get to maximize participation.

e Sue Chow, resident of Redwood City and speaking on behalf of the Sierra Club
reaffirmed that the Sierra Club supports the public JPA model.
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e Mike Ferrera, resident of Moss Beach and speaking on behalf of Sierra Club, stated
that the Sierra Club supports the public JPA model since there are a lot of sub-goals
that they want to achieve. A public JPA is something that we can work with. A private
company only presents a product.

e Diane Bailey, Executive Director of Menlo Spark expressed that Menlo Spark is a
strong supporter of the County CCE effort and that she recommends that the EQC
focus on how we can maximize renewable power quickly. She also clarified that for
the County JPA arrangement there is also a private company providing the energy.

ACTION: Motion and Second (Kuntz-Duriseti/Martin) for (1) the Climate Action Plan
subcommittee to meet to discuss a set of criteria/lcomments to provide to CCE/CCP to
address and be considered by the EQC, and (2) draft a letter of support to City Council

requesting that funds be prioritized for hiring a consultant to conduct an analysis on the
different CCE options, passes (4-0-3), (Absent: DeCardy, Marshall, Barnes).

B5. Receive Update on the City’s New Water Restrictions and State Water Regulations
(Attachment) — 15 mins

ACTION: No formal action was taken on this item. Heather Abrams, Environmental
Programs Manager, provides an update to the Commission. Chair Bedwell requests that the
City make the information available on the City website. "
B6. Approve April 22, 2015 Minutes (Attachment) — 2 mins

ACTION: Motion and Second (Smolke/Martin) to approve the April 22, 2015 minutes,
passes (4-0-3), (Absent: DeCardy, Marshall, Barnes).

B7. Approve May 27, 2015 Minutes (Attachment) — 2 mins

ACTION: Motion and Second (Bedwell/Martin) to make a correction to the May 27, 2015
minutes to state that Commissioner Kuntz-Duriseti left the meeting at 8:35 p.m., not 7:35
p.m., passes (4-0-3), (Absent: DeCardy, Marshall, Barnes)

B8. Select the EQC Vice Chair — 5 mins

ACTION: Motion- and second (Bedwell/Kuntz-Duriseti) to appoint Commissioner Martin as
EQC Vice Chair passes (4-0-3), (Absent: DeCardy, Marshall, Barnes).

C. REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS
C1. Staff Update on Environmental Policies to be considered by City Council — 5 mins
C2. Commission Subcommittee Reports and Announcements — 2 mins

C3. Discuss Future Agenda ltems — 5 mins
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D. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 9:42 p.m.

Meeting minutes taken by Environmental Quality Commissioner Christina Smolke
Meeting minutes prepared by Vanessa Marcadejas, Environmental Programs Specialist

Minutes accepted at the meeting of August 26, 2015




CITY OF

MENLO PARK

B1.

B2.

C1.

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES

Date: 5/6/2015

Time: 5:30 p.m.
Administration Building

701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025

Chair Clarke called the meeting to order at 5:33 p.m.

Roll Call

Present: Clarke (Chair), Cadigan, Calder, Dodick (arrived at 5:44 p.m.), Tate
Absent: None
Staff: Curtin, Lin, Perata

Public Comment - None

Regular Business

Recommendation of a Below Market Rate Housing In-Lieu Term Sheet with Tarlton Properties, Inc.
for Commercial Linkage Fees for 1315 O'Brien Dr.

Associate Planner Kyle Perata provided the staff presentation.

ACTION: Motion by Clarke, Second by Cadigan to approve the Below Market Rate Housing In-
Lieu Term Sheet with the recommendation to seek a development partner for affordable units with
a potential proportional reduction in fees timed on the development cycle. Motion passes 5-0.

Recommendation of a Below Market Rate Housing In-Lieu Term Sheet with Hunter Properties for
133 Encinal Ave.

Associate Planner Jean Lin provided the staff presentation.

ACTION: Motion by Clarke, Second by Calder to approve the Below Market Rate Housing In-Lieu
Term Sheet including options of 1) accepting the applicant's initial proposal to provide three
moderate-income level BMR units on site and paying the in lieu fee for the remaining 0.6 fraction of
a unit or 2) the applicant’s proposal to provide two moderate-income level BMR units and 1 low-
income level BMR unit on site. Motion passes 5-0.

Reports and Announcements
Commissioner Reports.

Commissioner Cadigan announced the Housing Resource Fair taking place May 9, 2015, and
mentioned the current status of the Buena Vista bile home park in Palo Alto.
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C2. Reports from Staff

Assistant to the City Manager Curtin announced that the City Council had recently reappointed
Commissioner Dodick to a new term on the Housing Commission. He also noted some upcoming
meeting dates:

. Commissioner Training and Appreciation Event — Tuesday, May 12, 2015, at the City
Council Chambers

. Housing Commission Special Meeting regarding housing issues related to the General Plan
Update — Thursday, May 28, 2015, at the Senior Center.

D. Informational Items -~ None

E. Adjournment
Chair Clarke adjourned the meeting at 6:35 p.m.

Minutes approved at the August 5, 2015, Housing Commission Regular Meeting.
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BELOW MARKET RATE FOR-SALE AGREEMENT

This Below Market Rate For-Sale Agreement ("Agreement") is made as of
this day of 2015 by and between THE CITY OF MENLO PARK, a
California municipality ("City") and SPF LAS POSITAS, LLC, a California corporation
("Owner"), with respect to the following:

RECITALS

A. Owner is the owner of certain real property located in the City of Menlo Park, County of
San Mateo, State of California ("Property"), more particularly described in Exhibit A attached
hereto. The Property is commonly known as 133 Encinal Avenue and consists of Assessor's
Parcel Number 060-344-270.

B. Pursuant to City Municipal Code Chapter 16.96, the City's BMR Housing Ordinance
("BMR Ordinance"), and the City’s Below Market Rate Housing Program Guidelines
("Guidelines") attached hereto as Exhibit B, Owner is required to enter into this Agreement for the
benefit of the City to insure compliance with the City's BMR Ordinance and the Guidelines, which
is a prerequisite to obtaining final development approvals and "Final Inspection" of the units from
the Building Division.

C. Owner plans to redevelop the Property by constructing a total of twenty-four (24) new
attached for-sale single-family residential units of which three (3) shall be below market rate units
("BMR Units"), as required by, and in full compliance with the City's BMR Ordinance and the
Guidelines.

D. The BMR Units shall be sold to third parties who meet the eligibility requirements set
forth in the BMR Ordinance and the Guidelines, and with prices determined in accordance with
this Agreement.

E. This Agreement is for the benefit of Owner and the City. The deeds to the BMR Units
shall contain restrictions that limit the sales price of the BMR Units in accordance with the BMR
Ordinance and the Guidelines. These deed restrictions relating to the three (3) BMR Units shall
be binding on the future owners of those units.

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

1. The three (3) BMR Units are to be completed and sold in accordance with the BMR
Ordinance and the Guidelines with the appropriate deed restrictions. For purposes of Section § of
the Guidelines, a BMR Unit shall be deemed "available for purchase" when the City has issued a
letter that states that the BMR Unit meets the requirements of the Guidelines and satisfies the
provisions of this Agreement. The letter will be issued when the BMR Unit is substantially ready
for occupancy, as reasonably determined by the City’s Community Development Director, and
when the BMR Unit has passed Final Inspection by the Building Division.
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2. Section 5.1 of the Guidelines requires the BMR Units to generally be of the same size as
the market rate units and be distributed throughout the development. The locations of the three (3)
BMR Units are shown as BMR Units A, B, and C on Exhibit C attached hereto. The floor plans
showing the size and layout of the BMR Units are shown on Exhibit D attached hereto.

3. The streetscape elevations of the BMR Units will be as approved by the City Council.

4. The exterior materials used in the construction of the BMR Units will be similar and
indistinguishable from those used on the market rate units. The interior finishes of the BMR
Units shall be similar to those of the market rate units, except for upgrades purchased by
individual buyers.

5. Each BMR Unit shall be affordable to households which are U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (“HUD”) low or moderate income eligible as defined in Section 50079.5
of the California Health and Safety Code, as described in the Guidelines, and are of the smallest
household size eligible for the BMR Unit on the BMR waiting list maintained by the City on the
date that the Sales Price is set, as more particularly described below. The BMR Sales Price shall
be calculated according to the following formula by reference to the definitions and standards set
forth in Sections 6.1 and 6.2, below. Of the three BMR Units, one unit shall be affordable to low-
income households, and two units shall be affordable to moderate-income households.

6.1 The ""Sales Price' shall be calculated by adding the cash down payment, defined
in 6.2.10., below, to the Maximum Mortgage Amount, defined in Section 6.1.6, below, less
lender and escrow fees and costs incurred by the buyer. The Sales Price shall be set before
the commencement of the sale process for the BMR Units.

6.1.1 Calculate the '"Smallest Household Size'": The household with the
smallest number of persons eligible for the BMR Unit, as shown in Section 14, Table C
(Occupancy Standards) of the Guidelines.

6.1.2. The current "Maximum Eligible Income" shall be the most current
State Income Limit for San Mateo County, Lower and Moderate Income categories, as
published by the State of California Department of Housing and Community Development,
for the Smallest Household Size.

6.1.3. Calculate the "Maximum Allowable Monthly Housing Expenses":
Multiply the Maximum Eligible Income by thirty three percent (33%) and divide by twelve

- (12).

6.1.4. Calculate the 'Actual Monthly Housing Expenses'': Add the
following costs associated with a particular BMR Unit, as more particularly described in
Paragraph 6.2 below, and divide by twelve (12): (a) any loan fees, escrow fees and other
closing costs (amortized over 360 months) and/or private mortgage insurance associated
therewith; (b) property taxes and assessments; (c) fire, casualty insurance and flood
insurance, if required; (d) property maintenance and repairs, deemed to be One Hundred
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Dollars ($100) per month; (e) a reasonable allowance for utilities as set forth in the
Guidelines, not including telephones, and (f) homeowners association fees, if applicable,
but less the amount of such homeowners association fees allocated for any costs
attributable to (c), (d) or (e) above.

6.1.5. Calculate the '"Maximum Monthly Mortgage Payment Amount':
Subtract the Actual Monthly Housing Expenses from the Maximum Allowable Monthly
Housing Expenses.

6.1.6. Determine the ""Maximum Mortgage Amount': Determine the amount of
mortgage that a lender would loan, based upon the Maximum Monthly Mortgage Payment
Amount and based upon the down payment found to be the lowest that lenders are willing to
accept in a survey of lenders as described below. Survey and take the average of at least three
local lenders who regularly make home loans at a typical housing expense ratio to first-time
buyers in the price range of the BMR home on the day that the price is set. The mortgage
amount shall be for a 30-year fixed rate mortgage with standard fees, closing costs and no
points, and shall be less than or equal to the Maximum Monthly Mortgage Amount.

6.2. The calculation of the Sales Price shall be based upon the factors defined below.
These definitions conform to the eligibility and underwriting standards established by the
major secondary mortgage market investors, such as the Federal National Mortgage
Association ("Fannie Mae") and the Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation ("Freddie
Mac").

6.2.1. Mortgage Interest Rate. The mean average of contract interest rates on the
date that the Sales Price is set, for fixed rate, 30-year "Conforming" mortgages (presently
$417,000 or less, as such amount may be adjusted from time to time as the maximum
amount of FHA Conforming mortgages), or for jumbo mortgages if applicable, as quoted by
three local retail lenders. The three local retail lenders shall be selected at random by the
City from the list of lenders certified by San Mateo County to make first mortgage loans
with Mortgage Credit Certificates.

6.2.2. Points. The mean average of points quoted by three local lenders that
make mortgage loans to first time home buyers in the City of Menlo Park on the date that
the Sales Price is set for fixed rate, 30 year mortgages of $417,000 or less, or for jumbo
mortgages if applicable, which lenders are selected on a random basis by the City. Points
are a one-time fee paid to a lender for making a loan. One point is equal to one percent of
the loan amount.

6.2.3. Lender/Escrow Fees. The mean average of fees charged by three local
lenders that make mortgage loans to homebuyers, which lenders are selected on a random
basis by the City, plus escrow company fees, for such items as title insurance, appraisal,
escrow fees, document preparation and recording fees.

6.2.4. Loan to Value Ratio. The maximum ratio of the dollar amount of a
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Conforming mortgage to the sales price of a home which a lender is willing to approve at a
given point in time. For purposes of this Agreement, the Loan to Value Ratio shall be
calculated as the mean average of the maximum Loan to Value Ratios as quoted by three
local lenders selected on a random basis by the City from a list of lenders who actively
make loans to homebuyers and who participate in the Mortgage Credit Certificate
program.

6.2.5. Housing Expense Ratio. The mean average of the housing
expense ratio as reported on the date that the sales price is set, for fixed rate, 30-year
mortgages of $417,000 or less, or for jumbo mortgages if applicable, by three local lenders
that make mortgage loans to homebuyers in the City of Menlo Park, which lenders are
selected on a random basis by the City. Housing expense is defined as the sum of the
annual mortgage payment (including principal and interest), and annual payments
for taxes, homeowners association dues, insurance, property maintenance and
repairs, a reasonable allowance for utilities according to the San Mateo County Housing
Authority Utility Financial Allowance Chart which is periodically updated and amended,
and any secondary financing (but excluding any portion of the aforementioned expenses
covered by homeowners association dues). To determine the ratio, this sum is divided by
gross annual income.

6.2.6. Homeowners Insurance. Calculated as the mean average of the annual
cost of insurance quoted by two or three local brokers, based on their experience, for a
housing unit of the price, room configuration, location, construction material and structure
type of the subject BMR Unit. Flood insurance costs, if required, shall be calculated by this
same method. ’

6.2.7. Private Mortgage Insurance. The mean average of the annual cost of
private mortgage insurance quoted by two or three local lenders, based on their experience,
for a housing unit of the price, location, and structure type of the subject BMR Unit.

6.2.8. Taxes. The tax rate as reported by the San Mateo County Assessor's
Office.

6.2.9. Homeowners' Dues. Reported by the developer and as set forth in the
Public Report issued by the California Department of Real Estate for the project.

6.2.10. Down Payment. Cash portion paid by a buyer from his own funds, as
opposed to that portion of the purchase price which is financed. For the purpose of
calculating the BMR Sales Price, the down payment will be defined as the mean average of
the smallest down payment required by the two or three local lenders surveyed.

6.3. The Sales Price shall be agreed upon in writing by Owner and the City’s
Community Development Director no later than the date of the Final Inspection, or at an
earlier date agreed to by the City’s Community Development Director, and before the
process begins to find a buyer.
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7. As a condition precedent to a Final Inspection of any market rate unit at least one (1)
BMR Unit shall have passed Final Inspection, and no more than nine (9) market rate units shall
have passed Final Inspection until a second BMR Unit passes Final Inspection. In any event, the
last BMR Unit must pass Final Inspection before the last market rate unit passes Final Inspection.

8. If there is a standard pre-sale requirement by the BMR applicant's lender for a certain
percentage of units in the project to be sold before the BMR applicant's lender will close escrow
on the loan, then the time for the City's purchase or the buyer's purchase will be extended until
that requisite number of units has closed.

9. This Agreement shall be binding on and inure to the benefit of the parties hereto and
any respective assigns and or owners of the property. Either party may freely assign this
Agreement without the consent of the other. However, to be valid, an assignment of this
Agreement must be in writing,.

10. This Agreement is a covenant running with the land for the benefit of the City and all
lands owned by the City within the limits of the City.

11. 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 party prevailing shall be entitled to
recover all reasonable attorney's fees and costs incurred in such action from the other party.

12. Owner shall record this Agreement in the Office of the County Recorder of San Mateo
prior to the recording of a final subdivision map for any portion of the Property and shall provide
a copy of such recorded agreement to the City.

13. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of the
State of California.

14. The terms of this Agreement may not be modified or amended except by an instrument
in writing executed by each of the parties hereto. '

15. The exhibits attached hereto are hereby incorporated herein by this reference for all
purposes.

16. 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. '

17. If any portion of this Agreement as applied to either party or to any
circumstances shall be adjudged by a court to be void or unenforceable, such portion shall be
deemed severed from this Agreement and shall in no way effect the validity or enforceability of
the remaining portions of this Agreement.
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18. Any and all obligations or responsibilities of Owner under this Agreement shall
terminate upon the recording of the grant deeds conveying the BMR Units to qualified third party
purchasers in accordance with the terms and provisions of this Agreement, the recording of the
deed restrictions against such BMR Units, and/or the payment of the in lieu fees, if applicable, to
be paid through escrow, as set forth in Section 4.3 of the Guidelines.

19. The execution and delivery of this Agreement shall not be deemed to be for the benefit
of the third party purchasers of the BMR Units or any other third party and any and all obligations
and responsibilities of Owner under this Agreement are to the City for whose benefit this
Agreement has been entered into. No third party purchaser of a BMR or market rate unit,
homeowners' association or any other third party shall obtain any rights or standing to complain
that the BMR Units were not constructed, designed, sold or conveyed in accordance with this
Agreement, or the BMR Ordinance and the Guidelines as a result of this Agreement.
Furthermore, the acceptance of this Agreement by the City, the acceptance of the interior
specifications for the BMR Units and the conveyance of the BMR Units to qualified third parties
shall conclusively indicate that Owner has complied with this Agreement and the BMR
Ordinance and the Guidelines. ‘ '

20. To the extent of any conflict between the terms and provisions of the Guidelines
attached hereto as Exhibit B and the terms and provisions of the Agreement, the terms and
provisions of this Agreement shall prevail.

**Signatures on next page**
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of the day
and year first written above.

City of Menlo Park SPF Las Positas, LLC
a California corporation
By:
Name: Alex D. MclIntyre By:
Its: City Manager Name: Derek K. Hunter, Jr.

Its: President

Notarial acknowledgement for the City and SPF Las Positas, LL.C are attached.

List of Exhibits

Exhibit A: Property Description
Exhibit B: BMR Guidelines

Exhibit C: BMR Unit Locations Exhibit
Exhibit D: BMR Floor Plans
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EXHIBIT A

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

Real property in the City of Menlo Park, County of San Mateo, State of California, described as follows:

PARCEL 2, AS DELINEATED UPON THAT CERTAIN MAP ENTITLED "PARCEL MAP, BEING
THAT PARCEL OF LAND DESIGNATED AS LAND OF WM. BARBER OF 'MAP OF VILLA LOTS
AT FAIR OAKS' RECORDED IN BOOK C OF MAPS AT PAGE 31, AND COPIED INTO BOOK 1
OF MAPS AT PAGE 87, SAN MATEO COUNTY RECORDS", FILED FOR RECORD IN THE
OFFICE OF THE RECORDER OF THE COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ON
JANUARY 28TH, 1982 IN BOOK 52 OF MAPS, AT PAGES 36 AND 37.

APN: 060-344-270
JPN: 060-034-344-23.01A
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EXHIBIT B

GUIDELINES

[The City’s Below Market Rate Housing Program Guidelines as modified or amended as of
May 6, 2014 are incorporated herein by this reference]
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BELOW MARKET RATE HOUSING PROGRAM
GUIDELINES

The rental BMR provisions
contained in this document are not
currently enforceable due to the
Palmer court decision. The
severability clause (13.6) allows the
remainder of the guidelines to
remain in effect. If changes are
made to state law that allow the
resumption of rental BMR
programs, these provisions will be
reinstated or changed as needed to
comply with state law.

May 4, 2011

Income Limits/Section 14, Tables A and B Updated for 2015
Originally Adopted by City Council on January 12, 1988

Revised by City Council on the following dates:
o December 17, 2002 (No Resolution)
March 25, 2003 (Resolution No. 5433)
January 13, 2004 (No Resolution)
March 22, 2005 (Resolution No. 5586)
March 2, 2010 (Resolution No. 5915)
May 10, 2011 (No Resolution)
May 6, 2014 (Resolution No. 6196)




BELOW MARKET RATE HOUSING PROGRAM GUIDELINES
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1. OVERVIEW

The high cost and scarcity of housing in Menlo Park have been caused in large
part because the number of jobs in Menlo Park has grown, but the supply of housing
has not increased significantly. A majority of new employees earn low- and moderate-
incomes and are most severely impacted by the lack of affordable housing in Menlo
Park. Because of the high cost of housing, families who seek to live in Menlo Park
cannot afford to purchase homes here and are forced to rent. Many renters pay a
disproportionately high amount of their incomes in rent.

1.1 Purpose. The City of Menlo Park's Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing
Program is intended to increase the housing supply for households that have very low,
low- and moderate-incomes compared to the median income for San Mateo County.
The primary objective is to obtain actual housing units, either "rental" or "for sale,"
rather than equivalent cash. Occupancy of BMR units is determined according to
these City Council established guidelines from those on a numbered waiting list
maintained by the City or its designee.

1.2 Enabling Legislation. The Below Market Rate Housing Program is
governed by Chapter 16.96 of the Municipal Code. The BMR Program is administered
under these Below Market Rate Housing Program Guidelines (“Guidelines”).

2. BMR HOUSING AGREEMENT AND REVIEW PROCESS

21 BMR Housing Agreement. Before acceptance of plans for review by
the City of Menlo Park staff, a developer should provide a proposal for meeting the
requirements of the Below Market Rate Housing Program. The proposal should
include one or a combination of the following alternatives: a) Provision of BMR units
on site; and/or b) Provision of BMR units off site; and/or ¢c) Payment of an in lieu fee.
These alternatives are listed in order of preference.

2.2 Review Steps. The following review steps apply to most development
projects: ‘

e City Staff will review a BMR For-Sale Agreement or the Affordability
Restriction Agreement (collectively, “BMR Housing Agreement’), that
has been prepared by the developer’s attorney on a form substantially
similar to that provided by the City and shall make a recommendation
with respect to it to the Planning Commission and, if applicable, the City
Council.

e The Planning Commission will review the application for development
with the BMR Housing Agreement. The City Attorney must approve the
BMR Housing Agreement prior to its review by the Planning Commission.
If the City Council has final approval authority for the project, the
Planning Commission will recommend the BMR Housing Agreement for




City Council approval. Otherwise the Planning Commission will approve
the BMR Housing Agreement.

e The City Council grants approval of the BMR Housing Agreement for
projects which it reviews. The BMR Housing Agreement must be
immediately signed and recorded after City Council approval.

3. REQUIREMENTS FOR DEVELOPMENTS BY TYPE

3.1 Commercial Developments. The Below Market Rate Housing Program
requires commercial developments which bring employees to Menlo Park to provide -
BMR units or to contribute to the BMR Housing Fund that is set up to increase the
stock of housing for very low-, low- and moderate-income households, with preference
for workers whose employment is located in the City of Menlo Park, and for City
residents.

3.1.1 Commercial Development Requirements. Commercial
" buildings of ten thousand (10,000) square feet or more gross floor area are required to
mitigate the demand for affordable housing created by the commercial development
project. In order to do so, it is preferred that a commercial development project provide
below market rate housing on-site (if allowed by zoning), or off-site, if on-site BMR
units are infeasible. A density bonus of up to fifteen percent (15%) above the density
otherwise allowed by zoning may be permitted when below market rate housing is
provided on-site. The BMR Housing Agreement will detail the BMR Housing Program
participation of a particular development.

Although the provision of actual BMR units is strongly preferred, it is not always
possible to provide BMR housing units. In such cases, the developer shall pay a
commercial in-lieu fee rather than provide actual BMR housing units. Commercial in
lieu fees must be paid prior to the issuance of a building permit.

Commercial in lieu fees are charged at different rates to two groups based on the
employee housing demand the uses produce. Group A uses are office and research
and development (R & D). Group B uses are all other uses not in Group A.

Commercial in lieu fee rates are adjusted annually on July 1st. The amount of the
adjustment is based on a five-year moving average of the percentage increase in the
Consumer Price Index (Shelter Only) for All Urban Consumers in the San Francisco-
Oakland-San Jose area. /

(Refer to Section 14, Table D, for the current year's Commercial In lieu Fee Rates.)

3.1.2 Applicability. The BMR Housing Program applies to conditional
use permits, conditional development permits, planned development permits,
subdivision approvals, architectural control approvals, variance approvals and building
permits for any commercial development. The BMR Housing Program also applies to
the construction of any new square footage or any square footage that is converted




from an exempt use to a non-exempt use. Finally, the BMR Housing Program applies
to the conversion of floor area from a less intensive use (Commercial/Industrial uses)
to a more intensive use (Office/R&D).

3.1.3 Exemptions. The following are exempted from the BMR Housing
Program:

(a) Private schools and churches;
(b) Public facilities;

(c) Commercial development projects of less than ten thousand (10,000)
square feet; and

(d) Projects that generate few or no employees.

3.2 Residential Developments. The Below Market Rate Housing Program
requires residential developments which use scarce residentially zoned land in Menlo
Park to provide BMR units or to contribute to the BMR Housing Fund. The BMR Fund
is set up to increase the stock of housing for very low-, low- and moderate-income
families, with preference for workers whose employment is located in the City of Menlo
Park, and for City residents.

3.2.1 Residential Development Requirements. Residential
developments of five (5) or more units are subject to the requirements of the Below
Market Rate Housing Program. These requirements also apply to condominium
conversions of five (5) units or more. As part of the application for a residential
development of five (5) or more units, the developer must submit a Below Market Rate
Housing Agreement, in a form substantially similar to that provided by the City, which
details the developer's plan for participation in the BMR Program. No building permit or
other land use authorization may be issued or approved by the City unless the
requirements of the BMR Program have been satisfied.

3.2.2 Condominium Conversions. If an apartment complex already
participating in the BMR program elects to convert the complex to condominiums, then
the existing BMR rental apartments shall be converted to BMR condominium units
under the BMR Housing Program.

When market rate rental units are removed from the rental housing stock for
conversion to condominiums, and they are not already participating in the BMR
Program, then the project shall meet the same requirements as new developments to
provide BMR units in effect at the time of conversion. When the property owner notifies
the City of the intent to sell, the property owner shall notify any BMR tenants of such
units of the pending sale and non-renewal of lease. Such tenant(s) shall be given the
right of first refusal to purchase the unit. If the tenant seeks to purchase the unit, at the
close of escrow the unit shall exist as a For-Sale BMR unit. If the tenant does not seek
to purchase, the tenant shall vacate the unit at the expiration of the current lease term



and the unit will be sold to an eligible third party according to the BMR Guidelines and
held as a for-sale BMR unit. The tenant who vacates will have priority to move to other
vacant BMR rental units in the City for two (2) years from the date the lease expired,
regardless of the place of residence of the displaced BMR tenant.

3.3 Mixed Use Developments. Mixed use developments must comply with
the requirements for commercial developments in the commercial portion of the
development and must comply with the requirements for residential developments for
the residential portion of the development.

3.4 Required Contribution for Residential Development Projects. All
residential developments of five (5) units or more are required to participate in the
BMR Program. The preferred BMR Program contribution for all residential
developments is on-site BMR units. If that is not feasible, developers are required to
pay an in lieu fee as described in Section 4.3. The requirements for participation
increase by development size as shown below:

One (1) to Four (4) Units. Developers are exempt from the requirements of the
BMR Housing Program.

Five (5) to Nine (9) Units. It is preferred that the developer provide one (1) unit
at below market rate to a very low-, low-, or moderate-income household.

Ten (10) to Nineteen (19) Units. The developer shall provide not less than ten
percent (10%) of the units at below market rates to very low-, low- and
moderate-income households.

Twenty (20) or More Units. The developer shall provide not less than fifteen
percent (15%) of the units at below market rates to very low-, low- and
moderate-income households. On a case-by-case basis, the City will consider
creative proposals for providing lower cost units available to lower income
households such as smaller unit size, duet-style, and/or attached units that are
visually and architecturally consistent with the market-rate units on the exterior,
and that meet the City’s requirements for design, materials, and interior features
of BMR units.

3.41 Fraction of a BMR Housing Unit. If the number of BMR units
required for a residential development project includes a fraction of a unit, the
developer shall provide either a whole unit, the preferred form of participation, or make
a pro rata residential in lieu payment on account of such fraction per Section 4.3.

Example: A residential project is developed with 25 condominium units. The preferred
BMR Program participation is 4 BMR units. In this case the developer would pay no in
lieu fee. If the developer is able to demonstrate that producing four BMR units is not
feasible, the developer would provide three BMR units, which is the required amount
for a 20 unit project. The developer would be eligible for three bonus units for the three
BMR units, and would pay in lieu fees for the remaining two market rate units in the

development.
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4, BMR PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS FOR ON-SITE BMR UNITS, OFF-SITE
BMR UNITS AND IN LIEU FEES

41 On-Site BMR Units.

4.1.1 Initial Price for For-Sale Unit. The initial selling price of BMR
For-Sale units is based on what is affordable to households with incomes at One
Hundred Ten Percent (110%) of the median income related to household size, as
established from time to time by the State of California Housing and Community.
Development Department (HCD) for San Mateo County. See Section 14, Table A.

4.1.2 Initial Price for Rental Unit. The initial monthly rental amounts
for BMR rental units will be equal to or less than thirty percent (30%) of sixty percent
(60%) of median- income limits for City subsidized projects and thirty percent (30%) of
Low-Income limits for non-subsidized private projects, minus eligible housing costs. In
no case shall the monthly rental amounts for BMR units (subsidized or unsubsidized)
exceed 75% of comparable market rate rents. The maximum rent for specific BMR
units will be based on Section 14, Table B of the BMR Guidelines. See also Sections
11.1.1 and 11.1.2.

The purchase or rental price for BMR units shall be established and agreed upon in
writing by the City Manager, or his or her designee, prior to final building inspection for
such BMR units.

4.1.3 Bonus Unit. For each BMR unit provided, a developer shall be
permitted to build one additional market rate (bonus) unit. However, in no event shall
the total number of units in a development be more than fifteen percent (15%) over the
number otherwise allowed by zoning.

4.2 Off-Site BMR Units. If authorized by the City as described in Section
2.2, developers may propose to provide BMR units at a site other than the proposed
development. These off-site BMR units must be provided on or before completion of
the proposed development and must provide the same number of units at below
market rates to very low-, low- and moderate-income households as required for on-
site developments. Such units may be new or existing. Provision by the developer and
acceptance by the City of off-site units shall be described in the BMR Housing
Agreement. Size, location, amenities and condition of the BMR units shall be among
the factors considered by the City in evaluating the acceptability of the off-site BMR
units. For existing units the developer shall be responsible for correcting, at his
expense, all deficiencies revealed by detailed inspection of the premises by qualified
inspectors, including a certified pest inspector.

The initial price or rent for the BMR units shall be established as stated in Sections
4.1.1 and 4.1.2 and in accordance with the BMR Income Guidelines in Section 14 in
effect at the time the BMR unit is ready for sale or rent. Fractions of required BMR
units shall be handled by provision of an in lieu fee for the market rate units for which
no BMR unit is provided.

o)
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4.3 Residential In Lieu Payments Based on Sales Price.

4.3.1 Developments of Ten (10) or More Units. In developments of
ten (10) or more units, the City will consider an in lieu payment alternative to required
BMR units only if the developer substantiates to the City's satisfaction that the BMR
units cannot be provided on or off site. In developments of ten (10) or more units which
provide BMR units, upon the close of escrow on the sale of each unit in the subdivision
for which a BMR unit has not been provided, the developer shall pay to the City an in
lieu payment calculated at three percent (3%) of the actual sales price of each unit
sold. In lieu payments for fractions of BMR units shall be determined by disregarding
any bonus units and as three percent (3%) of selling price of each market rate unit sold
if the developer substantiates to the City's satisfaction that the BMR units cannot be
provided on or off-site.

If a portion of a BMR requirement is met by a provision of BMR units, and the
developer substantiates to the City’s satisfaction that a sufficient number of BMR units
cannot be provided on or off site, then BMR in lieu payments will be required from the
sales of the number of market rate units (excluding bonus units) that is in proportion to
the BMR requirement that is not met.

4.3.2 Developments of Five (5) to Nine (9) Units.

Residential In Lieu Payments Based on Sales Price. In developments
of five () to nine (9) units, the City will consider an in lieu payment alternative to
required BMR units only if the developer cannot provide an additional BMR unit. If
providing an additional BMR unit is not feasible, developers are required to pay a
residential in lieu fee as described below. -

Unit No. In lieu fee for each unit
1,2and 3 1% of the sales price
4, 5and 6 2% of the sales price
7,8and 9 3% of the sales price

Example: In a development of 7 units, the BMR contribution would be, in order of
preference: a) One BMR unit out of the seven units, with the possibility of a density
bonus of one unit, or, if that is not feasible, b) Three units designated to pay an in lieu
fee of 1% of the sales price, three units to pay in lieu fees of 2% of their sales prices
and one unit to pay 3% of its sales price.

Units paying in lieu fees are designated so that they are distributed by unit size and
location throughout the project.

In developments of 10 or more units which provide BMR units, upon the close of
escrow on the sale of each unit in the subdivision for which a BMR unit has not been
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provided, the developer shall pay to the City an in lieu payment calculated at 3% of the
actual sales price of each unit sold.

Example: Two possible plans to meet the BMR requirement for a project of 15 housing
units are, in order of preference: a) Two BMR units are provided, and no in lieu fees
are paid, or b) One BMR unit is provided out of the first ten units, one bonus unit is
granted for the provision of the BMR unit, and four units pay in lieu fees.

Units held as rental, in lieu fee. If the developer retains any completed
unit as a rental, either for its own account or through subsidiary or affiliated
organizations, the BMR contribution including BMR housing unit or in lieu payment for
such unit shall be negotiated between the developer and the City. If an in lieu fee is
paid, the market value shall be based on an appropriate appraisal by an appraiser
agreed upon by the City and the developer and paid for by the developer. The basis for
such appraisal shall be as a condominium rather than as a rental.

5. CHARACTERISTICS OF BMR UNITS

5.1.  Size and Location of BMR Units. BMR housing units shall generally
be of the same size (number of bedrooms and square footage) as the market-rate
units. The BMR units should be distributed throughout the development and should be
indistinguishable from the exterior. BMR units shall contain standard appliances
common to new units, but need not have luxury accessories, such as Jacuzzi tubs.
The Planning Commission and/or City Council shall have the authority to waive these
size, location and appearance requirements of BMR units in order to carry out the
purposes of the BMR Housing Program and the Housing Element.

5.2 Design and Materials in BMR Units. The design and materials used in
construction of BMR units shall be of a quality comparable to other new units
constructed in the development, but need not be of luxury quality.

5.3 The BMR Price Must Be Set Before Final Building Inspection. There
shall be no final inspection of BMR housing units until their purchase or rental prices
have been agreed upon in writing by the developer and the City Manager, or his or her
designee. Also, the sale or rental process will not begin until the sales price is set.

5.3.1 Final Inspection Schedule for Smaller and Larger
Developments.

Less Than Ten (10) Units. In developments of less than ten (10) units
with one (1) or more BMR units, all BMR units must pass final inspection before the
last market rate unit passes final inspection.

Ten (10) to Nineteen (19) Units. In developments of ten (10) or more
units, including developments that are constructed in phases, for the first ten (10)
housing units, a BMR unit must pass final inspection before nine (9) market rate units
may pass final inspection. For each additional group of ten (10) housing units, one (1)




additional BMR unit must pass final inspection before nine (9) additional market rate
units may pass final inspection.

Twenty (20) or More Units. In developments of twenty (20) or more
units, including developments that are constructed in phases, for the first ten (10)
housing units, a BMR unit must pass final inspection before nine (9) market rate units
may pass final inspection. In addition, two (2) additional BMR units must pass final
inspection before eight (8) additional market rate units may pass final inspection. For
each additional group of Twenty (20) housing units, three (3) additional BMR units
must pass final inspection before seventeen (17) additional market rate units may pass
final inspection. No project or phase may pass final inspection unless all the BMR
units, which equal fifteen percent (15%) or more of the housing units in that phase or
project, have passed final inspection for that phase or project.

Last Unit. In no case may the last market rate unit pass final inspection
before the last BMR unit has passed final inspection.

5.4 Sales Price Determination for BMR For-Sale Units. The maximum
sales price for BMR units shall be calculated as affordable to households on the BMR
waiting list, which are eligible by income at the time that the maximum prices are set
and which are of the smallest size eligible for the BMR units (excluding two-bedroom
units, which shall be based on incomes for two person households even when units
are made available to one person households). See Section 14, Table A, for income
eligibility limits for the current year. The affordability of maximum prices will take into
consideration mortgage interest rates, minimum down payments, mortgage debt-to-
income ratios and other qualifying criteria used by lenders at the time the sales prices
are set, as well as cost of insurance, taxes, homeowners’ dues and any other
necessary costs of homeownership.

5.4.1 Price Determination for Projects with Condominium Maps
That Will Rent for an Indefinite Period of Time. Projects with condominium
subdivision maps that will rent BMR units for an indefinite period shall have basic sales
prices established at the outset for such BMR units in accordance with the Guidelines.
Such initial sales prices shall be adjusted for the period between the month of
completion of the BMR units and the month of notification of intent to sell the units, with
further adjustments for improvements and deterioration per the Guidelines. The
adjustments shall be based on one-third of the increase in the Consumer Price Index,
All Urban Consumers, San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose, published by the U.S.
Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, plus certain other equitable
adjustments.

5.5 Legal Characteristics of BMR Units: Right of First Refusal and Deed
Restrictions. All BMR units shall be subject to deed restrictions and conditions which
include a right of first refusal in favor of the City for a period of fifty-five (55) years
under which the City or its designee will be entitled to purchase the property at the
lower of (1) market value, or (2) the purchase price paid by seller, plus one-third of the
increase (during the period of seller's ownership) in the Consumer Price Index (CPI),
All Urban Consumers, San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose, published by the U.S.




Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, plus certain other equitable
adjustments. The deed restrictions will also prohibit sales or transfers of the property
except with the written consent of the City and at a price computed as above.
Exceptions from all prohibitions against sale or transfer will include:

(1) Demonstrated unlikelihood of obtaining a qualified buyer within a
reasonable period;

(2) Transfer by termination of joint tenancy or by gift or inheritance to
parents, spouse, children, grandchildren or their issue.

The prohibition against sales or transfers will not terminate at the end of fifty-five (55)
years in the event of an exempt transfer by termination of joint tenancy or by gift or
inheritance to family members. The prohibition against sales or transfers will terminate
in the event of an exempt sale or transfer when there is a demonstrated unlikelihood of
obtaining a qualified buyer within a reasonable period of time.

In the event of an exempt sale when there is a demonstrated unlikelihood of obtaining
a qualified buyer within a reasonable period of time, the seller will be entitled to receive
the lesser of (A) market value or (B) the purchase price paid by the seller plus one-
third of the increase (during the seller's ownership) in the CPI, plus certain other
equitable adjustments, as specified in the deed restrictions. The balance of the
proceeds shall be paid to the City of Menlo Park to be deposited in the BMR Housing
Fund. Any transferee pursuant to an exempt transfer by termination of joint tenancy or
by gift or inheritance to family members must reside in the BMR unit and must qualify
under the income criteria of the BMR Program at the time of the transfer of the BMR
unit.

6. ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS FOR HOUSEHOLDS APPLYING TO
PURCHASE BMR UNITS

Note: Eligibility requirements for households that wish to be placed on the

BMR waiting list are identified in Section 7. The requirements identified below

apply at the actual time of application to purchase a BMR unit. In order for a

household to be eligible at the time of application to purchase, ALL of the
following requirements must be met:

6.1 BMR Waiting List. Applicants are eligible to have their names placed on
the BMR waiting list if they meet the following three requirements at the time they
submit an application for the waiting list: (1) currently live or work within incorporated
Menlo Park; (2) meet the current income limit requirements (per household size) for
purchase of a BMR unit; and (3) all applicants currently live together as a household.

6.1.1 Definition of Household. For the purposes of this program,
household is defined as a single person, or two or more persons sharing residency
whose income resources are available to meet the household’s needs. To be
considered a household, all applicants/household members must live together in a
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home that is their primary residence. To be considered part of the household and
included in household size, children under the age of 18 (including foster children)
must reside in the home at least part-time or parents must have at least partial (50%)
custody of the child/children.

6.2 Live and/or Work Eligibility. Households that live and/or work within
incorporated Menlo Park shall be eligible for the Below Market Rate Housing Program
in accordance with the following provisions:

6.2.1 Eligibility by Living in Menlo Park. To qualify as living in Menlo
Park, the applicant household must meet the following two requirements at the
time of application: (1) currently live in Menlo Park as the household’s primary
residence and (2) must have continuously lived in Menlo Park for a minimum of
one (1) year prior to the date of actual application to purchase.

6.2.2 Eligibility by Working in Menlo Park. To qualify as a household
that works in Menlo Park, a member of the applicant’s household must meet the
following two requirements at the time of application: (1) currently work in Menlo Park
at least twenty (20) hours per week, or (if currently less than 20 hours per week) hours
worked over the course of the one year prior to application averages a minimum of
twenty (20) hours per week and (2) must have continuously worked in Menlo Park for a
minimum of one (1) year prior to the date of actual application to purchase.

6.2.2.1 Types of Work. Work is defined as (1) owning and
operating a business at a Menlo Park location; (2) employment for wages or salary by
an employer located at a Menlo Park location; (3) contract employment where the
actual work is conducted at a Menlo Park location for one (1) year; or (4) commission
work, up to. and including a one hundred percent (100%) commission arrangement,
conducted in Menlo Park.

6.2.2.2 Employer-Based Work. If employed for wages or salary
by an employer, working in Menlo Park is defined as the employer is located in Menlo
Park AND the employment/actual work is performed within incorporated Menlo Park.

6.2.2.3 Owning and Operating a Business at a Menlo Park
Location. This does NOT include owning (either wholly or in part) a residential or
commercial property for investment purposes only.

6.2.2.4 Work does NOT include volunteer or unpaid work.

6.3 Household Requirement. To constitute a household, all members of
the applicant household must currently live together (in a location that is their primary
residence) at the time of application. Also at the time of application and regardless of
where they currently live, all members who make up the applicant household must
have continuously lived together for a minimum of one (1) year prior to the date of

application.
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Exceptions. Exceptions to this minimum one (1) year joint-residency
requirement include:

o Children under the age of 18 who have recently joined the household in
conjunction with marriage, separation, or divorce, or similar family re-
organization, and for whom there is evidence of a custody agreement or
arrangement. This also applies to foster children.

e Children born into a household.
e Households newly formed as a result of marriage.

6.4 First Time Homebuyer. All members of the applicant household must
be first time homebuyers, defined as not having owned a home as your primary
residence within the last three (3) years prior to the date of application. First time
homebuyers DO include owners of mobile homes, as well as applicants whose names
are on title for properties they have not lived in as their primary residences for the last
three years (for instance rental properties, which must be considered as part of the
applicant’s eligibility per assets).

Exceptions. Exceptions to this requirement are:

e Applicants who are current BMR homeowners and are otherwise eligible
for the BMR Program, are eligible to place their names on the BMR
waiting list and to purchase a smaller or larger home needed due to
changes in household size or family needs, such as for handicap
accessibility (per Section 7.2.6, below).

e Applicants whose names were plaé:ed on the BMR waiting list prior to
March 2, 2010.

e Applicant households that currently and/or within the last three (3) years
prior to the date of application own homes as their primary residences
more than fifty (50) miles outside Menlo Park city limits, that are
otherwise eligible for the BMR Program.

6.5 .Complete One-Time Pre-Purchase Homebuyer Education. After an
applicant’'s name is placed on.the BMR waiting list and before receiving an offer to
purchase a BMR property, all adult applicants/household members must complete a
one-time homebuyer education workshop, class, or counseling session. When
applicants’ names are placed on the waiting list to purchase BMR units, program staff
provides them with a list of approved local organizations that provide pre-purchase
homebuyer education. Applicants choose an education provider or program from the
approved list and may choose to attend in either a group or individualized setting. It is
the applicants’ responsibility to provide the City or the City’'s BMR program provider
with evidence that a pre-purchase homebuyer education workshop or session was
completed. In most cases, the education providers will provide applicants with
certificates of completion, which applicants can submit to the City’'s BMR program




provider as proof that the pre-purchase education requirement was completed.
Households on the waiting list that have not completed the homebuyer education
requirement will retain their rank on the list but will NOT be invited to apply to purchase
BMR units. Only households on the waiting list that have completed the education
requirement will be invited to apply when units become available. Elderly parents of
applicants living in the household need not complete the education requirement.

6.5.1 Prior Completion of Pre-Purchase Homebuyer Education. At
the time of application to the BMR waiting list, applicants who provide written evidence
of having completed an approved homebuyer education workshop, class, or
counseling session within the previous twelve months prior to the date of application to
the waiting list are not required to complete an additional workshop, class, or
counseling session.

6.5.2 Homebuyer Education Provider. At the City’s discretion, the
City may elect to work exclusively with one or more homebuyer education
providers/organizations. The City may also choose to contract with a particular person
or organization to provide this educational component.

6.5.3 Long-Term Education or Counseling Required for Certain
Applicants. Applicants who are invited to apply to purchase BMR units and are twice
denied (on separate occasions) due to long-term or significant credit problems, will be
required to meet individually with a credit counseling professional in order to remain on
the waiting list. The applicant must provide evidence of completion of credit
counseling within six (6) months to the City’'s BMR provider or the applicant will be
removed from the BMR waiting list. This does not exclude the applicant from applying
to the waiting list again, to be placed at the bottom of the list.

6.6 Ownership Interest. A minimum of fifty percent (50%) of the ownership
interest in the property must be vested in the qualifying applicant(s), regardless of
income.

6.7 Income _and Asset Limits for Purchasers of BMR Units. Income
eligibility limits are established by the State of California Housing and Community
Development Department (HCD). Income limits are updated by State HCD on an
annual basis. BMR units shall only be sold to very low-, low-, and moderate-income
households. Only households having gross incomes at or below one hundred ten
percent (110%) of the Area Median Income (AMI) for San Mateo County, adjusted for
household size, are eligible to purchase and occupy BMR for-sale units, either upon
initial sale or upon any subsequent resale, as specified in the deed restrictions.

(Refer to Section 14, Table A, for the current year’s income eligibility limits.)

An asset is a cash or non-cash item that can be converted into cash. Only households
having non-retirement assets that do not exceed the purchase price of the BMR units
are considered eligible.



e Assets Include: cash held in checking accounts, savings accounts, and
safe deposit boxes; equity in real property; cash value of stocks
(including options), bonds, Treasury bills, certificates of deposit, money
market accounts, and revocable trusts; personal property held as an
investment such as gems, jewelry, coin and art collections, antiques, and
vintage and/or luxury cars; lump sum or one-time receipts such as
inheritances, capital gains, lottery winnings, victim's restitution, and
insurance settlements; payment of funds from mortgages or deeds of
trust held by the applicant(s); boats and planes; and motor homes
intended for primary residential use.

e Assets DO NOT Include: cars and furniture (except cars and furniture
held as investments such as vintage and/or luxury cars, and antiques);
company pension and retirement plans; Keogh accounts; dedicated
education funds/savings accounts; and funds dedicated to federally
recognized retirement programs such as 401K’s and IRA’s.

Note that equity in real property or capital investments is defined as follows: the
estimated current market value of the asset less the unpaid balance on all loans
secured by the asset and all reasonable costs (e.g. broker/realtor fees) that would be
incurred in selling the asset.

6.7.1 Senior or Disabled Households That Use Assets for Living
Expenses. An exception to the income and asset limit requirement is a household
whose head is over sixty-two (62) years of age, or permanently disabled and unable to
work, with assets valued up to two (2) times the price of the BMR unit. The applicant
must be able to demonstrate that the sole use of his/her assets has been for
household support for at least the three (3) previous years, and that the total annual
household income meets the Guidelines.

7. BMR WAITING LIST FOR RENTAL AND FOR-PURCHASE UNITS

7.1 Waiting List Eligibility Requirements. A numbered waiting list of
households eligible for rental and/or for-purchase BMR units is maintained by the City
or the City's designee. Households are eligible to be placed on the BMR waiting list if
they meet the following four (4) requirements at the time they submit applications for
the waiting list: '

e The household currently resides within incorporated Menlo Park as its
primary residence OR a member of the household currently works at
least 20 hours per week within incorporated Menlo Park.

e The household meets the current income limit requirements (per
household size) for rent and/or purchase of a BMR unit. See Section 14,
Table A, for income eligibility limits for the current year.




e All persons included as members of the household currently live together
in a residence that is their primary home. Applicant households may
submit applications and, if eligible, will be placed on the nhumbered BMR
waiting list in the order in which their applications were received.

e In accordance with Section 6.4, all members of the household must be
first time homebuyers.

7.2 Waiting List Management. BMR units available for rent or purchase are
offered to households on the BMR waiting list in the order in which the waiting list
applications were received. '

7.2.1 Annual affirmation of continued interest in remaining on the
BMR waiting list. On an annual basis, all households on the BMR waiting list will be
required to confirm their continued interest in remaining on the list. At or around the
same time each year, the City's BMR program provider will mail and/or email annual
update forms/applications to all current households on the waiting list. Households on
the waiting list that wish to remain on the list are asked to complete the form and return
it to the City’'s BMR program provider within a specified period of time (usually about
one month) with a $10 annual fee for processing. Households who do not respond by
completing and returning the forms and the fee by the specified deadline, or whose
mail is returned undeliverable to the City’'s BMR program provider or who otherwise
cannot be reached, shall be removed from the BMR waiting list. This does not exclude
households removed from the waiting list from re-applying to the list, to be added to
the bottom of the list in accordance with normal procedures.

7.2.2 Complete One-Time Pre-Purchase Homebuyer Education for
Households That Would Like to Purchase a BMR Unit. For households that
indicate they would like to purchase BMR units, after households are placed on the
BMR waiting list and before receiving offers to purchase BMR properties, all adult
applicants/household members must complete a one-time homebuyer education
workshop, class, or counseling session, per Section 6.5.

7.2.3 When a BMR unit is offered for purchase or rent, applicants must
enter into a purchase agreement or lease within a defined, reasonable period of time. If
an applicant fails to do so, the BMR unit will be offered to the next eligible applicant on
the waiting list. The City of Menlo Park reserves the right to establish other criteria to
give preference to certain categories of eligible participants on the waiting list.

7.2.4 A tenant of a BMR rental unit who is required to vacate the BMR
rental unit due to its conversion to a BMR for sale unit, shall have first priority for
vacant BMR rental units for which the tenant is eligible and qualifies for two (2) years
from the expiration of the lease, regardless of the place of residence of the displaced
tenant.




7.2.5 Preference for Handicap Accessible Units for Bona Fide
Wheelchair Users. If the BMR unit is wheelchair accessible, then bona fide
wheelchair users on the BMR waiting list who are otherwise eligible for the BMR unit,
including by household size and income, will receive preference over other applicants,
and the BMR unit will be offered to the bona fide wheelchair users in the order that
their applications were received.

7.2.6 Households who are current BMR homeowners are eligible to
place their name on the BMR waiting list and to purchase a smaller or larger home
needed due to changes in their household size or family needs, such as for a
handicapped accessible unit.

8. THE BMR UNIT PURCHASE PROCESS: BUYER SELECTION AND SALE
PROCEDURES

8.1 New Units and Condominium Conversions.

8.1.1 The participating developer informs the City or its designee in
writing that the BMR unit has received its final building inspection and that the BMR
unit is ready for sale and occupancy. "The City" shall mean the City Manager, or his or
her designee.

8.1.2 City of Menlo Park staff or the City's BMR program provider
inspects the BMR unit. After approval of the unit, the City or the City’'s BMR program
provider writes a certifying letter that states the BMR unit meets the BMR Program'’s
requirements and satisfies the BMR Agreement's provisions. The certifying letter will
also state the price for the BMR unit. The price for the BMR unit will be determined
based on the information described in the next three sections.

8.1.3 The City or its designee obtains necessary information for
determining the price of the BMR unit. These include, but may not be limited to, the
estimated tax figures from the developer and the County Assessor, as well as
Homeowner's Association dues, Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions, and
insurance figures from the developer. Also included will be all associated Homeowner
Association documentation.

8.1.4 Household size and income qualifications are established. In
households in which an adult holds fifty percent (50%) or more custody of a minor child
or children through a legally binding joint custody settlement, each such child shall
count as a person in determining the household size.

8.1.5 The City or its designee determines the maximum price of the
BMR unit based on an income up to one hundred ten percent (110%) of the San Mateo
County median income for the smallest household size eligible for the BMR unit
(excluding two-bedroom units, which are based on income for a two person
household), monthly housing costs including current mortgage rates, insurance costs,
homeowners' dues, taxes, closing costs and any other consideration of costs of
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qualifying for a first mortgage and purchase of the BMR unit. See Section 14, Table A,
for income eligibility limits for the current year. When these documents and the
information described in this and preceding sections have been received, the City will
provide the developer with a certifying letter in which the City states the price for the
BMR unit, accepts the BMR unit as available for purchase and the purchase period will
commence.

8.1.6 If there is a standard pre-sale requirement by the BMR applicant's
lender for a certain percentage of units in the project to be sold before the BMR
applicant's lender will close, then the time for the City's purchase or the buyer's
purchase will be extended until that requisite number of units has closed.

8.1.7 The City may retain a realtor to facilitate the sale of the property.

8.1.8 Contact is established between the City or its designee and the
developer's representative to work out a schedule and convenient strategy for
advertisements, if needed, when the units will be open for viewing, and for when the
interested applicants may obtain detailed information about the units.

8.1.9 All marketing and sales procedures for BMR units must be
approved by the City and will be subject to review on a periodic basis for compliance.

8.1.10 An information packet and application forms are designed and
duplicated by the City or its designee. The developer provides information about the
unit, including a floor plan of the unit and of the building showing the location of the
unit, dimensions, appliances, amenities, and finishes.

8.1.11 The City or the City’s BMR program provider holds an application
orientation meeting(s). Households on the waiting list with the lowest numbers are
contacted and invited to attend the orientation meeting(s). Only households that are
eligible by household size and have completed the one-time pre-purchase education
requirement are contacted and invited to attend the orientation. Applications to
purchase BMR units can only be obtained by attending an application orientation
meeting. At the meeting, potential applicants are provided with the following
information:

e A detailed - description of the BMR program, including the rights,
restrictions, and responsibilities of owning a BMR home.

e A complete description of the property or properties being offered for sale
including buyer eligibility requirements, the purchase price, home owner
association costs (if any), estimated property taxes, and home features.

e An overview of the home loan application process and description of
necessary costs including down payment (if required), closing costs, real
estate taxes, and mortgage insurance.
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e A description of the BMR and home loan approval process. Potential
applicants are informed they must work with one of the program’s
approved mortgage providers. Per the City's discretion the potential
applicants are also informed of the kinds of acceptable mortgage
financing, and also of mortgage financing not allowed at that time (for
instance negative amortizing loans).

o Based on the purchase price, estimates are provided on the minimum
annual income required to purchase, as well as possible monthly housing
costs including principal and interest, property taxes, and insurance
payments.

o A step-by-step explanation of the BMR purchase application. If there are
several sizes of units for which applicants may be eligible, applicants are
instructed where to indicate their unit size preferences.

Potential applicants are invited to ask questions. Meeting attendees are invited to sign
up to tour the property or properties for sale. Attendees are given applications and a
reasonable deadline to submit their completed applications.

8.1.12 Completed applications are submitted to the City or its designee
along with income and asset verifications.

8.1.13 When the application period closes, the City or its designee
reviews the completed applications. The complete, eligible, qualifying applications are
ranked in order by BMR waiting list numbers and/or other criteria established by the
City. The complete applications with the lowest numbers, and meeting other qualifying
criteria for each unit, if any, are selected, and the households that submitted them are
notified of the opportunity to purchase the BMR unit, in the order of their numbers on
the BMR waiting list. They are invited to an orientation meeting.

8.1.14 If the leading applicant for a unit fails to contact the developer,
provide a deposit, or obtain appropriate financing within the period of time specified in
the notification letter, the City or its designee will contact the next household on the list.

8.1.15 The City of Menlo Park or its designee submits to the title
insurance company the Grant Deed, BMR Agreement and Deed Restrictions, and
Request for Notice to be recorded with the deed to the property.

8.1.16 The developer shall be free to sell a BMR unit without restriction
as to price or qualification of buyer if all of the following criteria are met, unless the
BMR applicant's lender has a loan condition that a specific number of units in the
development must be sold before the loan can be approved: (1) the City and the
developer are unable to obtain a qualified buyer within six (6) months after the City has
provided written notice both certifying that the unit is available for purchase and setting
the price for the BMR unit, (2) the City or its designee does not offer to purchase the
BMR unit within said six (6) months period, and complete said purchase within not
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more than sixty (60) days following the end of the six (6) month period, (3) the
developer has exercised reasonable good faith efforts to obtain a qualified buyer. A
qualified buyer is a buyer who meets the eligibility requirements of the BMR Program
and who demonstrates the ability to complete the purchase of the BMR unit. Written
notice of availability shall be delivered to the City Manager, City of Menlo Park, 701
Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA 94025. Separate written notice of availability shall also
be delivered to the City Manager, City of Menlo Park, 701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park,
CA 94025.

9. OCCUPANCY REQUIREMENTS FOR OWNER-OCCUPIED BMR UNITS

9.1 Primary Residence. The owners listed on title to the BMR property
must occupy it as their primary residence and remain in residence for the duration of
the Deed Restrictions (fifty-five years). Occupancy is defined as a minimum stay of ten
months in every twelve month period. BMR owners may not terminate occupancy of
the BMR property and allow the property to be occupied by a relative, friend, or tenant.
Failure of the purchaser to maintain a homeowner’'s property tax exemption shall be
construed as evidence that the BMR property is not the primary place of residence of
the purchaser. As necessary, the City may request that BMR owners provide evidence
that their units are currently occupied by them as their primary residences. Examples
of such evidence may include current copies of any of the following: homeowner’s
insurance, car/vehicle registration, and utility bills.

9.2 Refinancing and BMR Valuations. BMR owners may refinance the
debt on their property at any time following purchase, however, they must contact the
City’s designated BMR program provider first, prior to a refinance or equity line. The
City’'s BMR contractor will provide the owner with clear instructions to ensure program
compliance. At that time and at any other time the owner requests it, the BMR
contractor will provide the owner and/or the lender with the current BMR value of the
home, in accordance with the formula specified in the BMR Deed Restrictions. Only
the City’s BMR contractor can determine the appraised value of a BMR property and it
is the owner’s responsibility to inform their lender that the property is a BMR property.
BMR owners are not allowed to take out loans against their property that exceed the
BMR value of the home. There is a fee for refinancing a BMR home that is set by the
City's BMR Housing contractor.

9.3 Transfers of Title. Prior to adding an additional person to title or
transferring title to the BMR property, BMR owners must contact the City for clear
instructions to ensure program compliance.

The following transfers of title are exempt from the City’s rig‘ht of first refusal and do
NOT re-start the fifty-five (55) year deed restriction clock:

e Transfer by devise or inheritance to the owner’s spouse.




e Transfer of title by an owner’s death to a surviving joint tenant, tenant in
common, or a surviving spouse of community property (that is, another
owner already on title).

e Transfer of title to a spouse as part of divorce or dissolution proceedings.

e Transfer of title or an interest in the property to the spouse in conjunctlon
with marriage.

Transfers by devise or inheritance (such as to a child or other family member), are
permitted under certain terms and conditions identified in the BMR Deed Restrictions.
These kinds of transfers must first be reviewed and approved by the City or the BMR
program contractor. If the person inheriting the property meets the following terms and
conditions, then that person may take title, assume full ownership, and reside in the
BMR unit. This would then restart the fifty-five (55) year deed restriction clock. [f the
person inheriting the property does NOT meet the following terms and conditions they
may still inherit the property but are not allowed to live there. In such case, the
inheriting party must sell the property and shall be entitled to receive any proceeds
from the sale after payment of sales expenses and all liens against the property. The
property would then be sold by the City through the BMR Program to an eligible,
qualified household on the BMR waiting list.

For transfers of title by devise or inheritance, the inheriting party (Transferee) must
meet the following terms and conditions in order to live in the BMR unit:

e Transferee shall occupy, establish and maintain the property as the
Transferee's primary residence.

e The Transferee must meet all current eligibility requirements for the BMR
Program, as identified at the time of transfer in the BMR Guidelines.

e The Transferee must sign a new BMR Deed Restrictions Agreement for
the property. This restarts the fifty-five (55) year clock.

10. PROCESS FOR RESALE OF BMR UNITS

10.1 The seller notifies the City by certified mail that he/she wishes to sell the
unit. The City notifies its designee, if applicable. The unit must be provided in good
repair and salable condition, or the cost of rehabilitating the unit will be reimbursed to
the City out of the proceeds of the sale. The definition of “salable condition” for any
given unit shall be provided on a case-by-case basis following the City’s inspection of
the unit, and shall be at the discretion of the City Manager or his/her designee.
“Salable condition” shall refer to the general appearance, condition, and functionality of
all: flooring; painted surfaces; plumbing, heating, and electrical systems; fixtures;
appliances; doors; windows; walkways; patios; roofing; grading; and landscaping. In
addition for each unit, the City reserves the right to withhold the cost of having it
professionally cleaned from the seller's proceeds. Once cleaning is complete, the
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seller will be refunded any difference between the amount withheld and the actual cost
to clean the unit. :

10.2 When the seller notifies the City or the City’s BMR contractor, and it has
been determined that the unit is in good repair and salable condition, and the City has
set the price for the BMR unit, then the City or the City’s BMR contractor will state in
writing that the one-hundred and eighty day (180) period for completing the sale of the
BMR unit shall commence. The price will be set using information in Sections 10.3
through 10.6 below.

10.3 The City or its designee obtains an appraisal made to ascertain the
market value of the unit, giving consideration to substantial improvements made by the
seller, if needed.

10.4 The City or its designee obtains figures for homeowners' dues,
insurance, and taxes from the seller.

10.5 The City or its designee checks major lending institutions active in this
market to ascertain current mortgage information (prevailing interest rates, length of
loans available, points, and minimum down payments). Monthly housing costs are
estimated.

10.6 The City or its designee establishes a sales price, based on the original
selling price of the unit, depreciated value of substantial improvements made by the
seller, and 1/3 of the increase in the cost of living index for the Bay Area. The selling
price is established for the unit at the appraised market value or the computed price
whichever is the lower.

10.7 The City retains a realtor to facilitate the sale of the property.

10.8 Agreement is reached between seller and the City or its designee for a
schedule of open houses for the unit, at the seller's convenience.

10.9 The procedure continues the same as in Sections 8.1.7 — 8.1.16 above,
with the seller substituted for the developer.

10.10 The City or its designee submits to the title insurance company the Grant
Deed, BMR Agreement and Deed Restrictions, and Request for Notice and the seller's
release from the old deed restrictions, to be recorded with the new deed to the
property.
11. REQUIREMENTS FOR BMR RENTAL DEVELOPMENTS

11.1 Income and Rent Standards.

11.1.1 Income Limits upon Occupancy of BMR Rental Units. Only
households having gross incomes at or below the Low Income for San Mateo County,




adjusted for household size, are eligible to occupy BMR rental units, either when
initially rented or upon filling any subsequent vacancy. See Section 14, Table A (Below
Market Rate Household Income Limits).

11.1.2 BMR Rent. BMR units may be rented for monthly amounts not
exceeding thirty percent (30%) of sixty (60%) of median household income limits for
City subsidized projects and thirty percent (30%) of Low Income limits for non-
subsidized private projects, minus eligible housing costs. In no case shall the monthly
rental amounts for BMR units (subsidized or unsubsidized) exceed 75% of comparable
market rate rents. The maximum rental amounts are listed in Section 14, Table B,
(Maximum Monthly Housing Cost Limits for BMR Rental Units.) BMR rents may be
adjusted from time to time to reflect any changes to the then current Income limits.

11.1.3 Tenant Selection and Certification Procedures. Priority for
occupancy of all BMR rental units shall be given to those eligible households who
either live or work in the City of Menlo Park. During the fifteen (15) day period following
the date the City and its designee receive notification from the owner (or owner's
agent) of an impending availability or vacancy in a BMR rental unit, priority for
occupancy of that unit, when available, shall be given to eligible households on the
Waiting List, on a first-come, first-served basis. The selected household shall be
allowed up to thirty (30) days to move into the unit after it is ready for occupancy.

If no qualified household living or working in Menlo Park is available to occupy the
vacated unit as aforesaid, the owner shall be free to rent the BMR unit to any other
eligible BMR tenant.

11.1.4 BMR Waiting List. The qualifications of BMR rental tenants will
be independently verified by the City or its designee. The City of Menlo Park or the
City’s designee shall maintain the waiting list for BMR rental units.

11.1.5 One-Year Lease Offer. Each BMR tenant shall be offered the
opportunity to enter into a lease, which has a minimum term of one (1) year. Such offer
must be made in writing. If the tenant rejects the offer, such rejection must also be in
writing. A lease may be renewed upon the mutual agreement of both parties.

11.1.6 Vacation of Units and Re-Renting. When a BMR tenant
vacates, the owner must provide notice to the City, and re-rent the unit to a qualified
BMR tenant in accordance with these Guidelines and the Affordability Restriction
Agreement for the unit. '

11.1.7 Annual Recertification of BMR Units. The City of Menlo Park or
the City’'s BMR contractor will recertify annually, by procedures to be established in the
Affordability Restriction Agreement, the provision of BMR rental units as agreed at the
time of application for the permit. If, at the time of recertification, for two consecutive
years, a Tenant's household income exceeds the eligibility requirements set forth in
the Guidelines (“Ineligible Tenant”), the Ineligible Tenant shall no longer be qualified to
rent the BMR unit and the Lease shall provide that the Lease term shall expire and the
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Tenant shall vacate the BMR unit on or prior to sixty (60) days after delivery of a notice
of ineligibility by the property manager or City or City's designee to the Tenant. Upon
expiration of the Lease term pursuant to the foregoing, if the Tenant has not vacated
the BMR unit as required, the property manager shall promptly take steps to evict the
Ineligible Tenant and replace the BMR unit" with an Eligible Tenant as soon as
reasonably possible.

11.1.8 Annual Report. On an annual basis on or before July 1 of each
year, the Developer or subsequent owner shall submit a report (the “Annual Report”) to
the City which contains, with respect to each BMR unit, the name of the Eligible
Tenant, the rental rate and the income and household size of the occupants. The
Annual Report shall be based on information supplied by the Tenant or occupant of
each BMR unit in a certified statement executed yearly by the Tenant on a form
provided or previously approved by the City or designee. Execution and delivery
thereof by the Tenant may be required by the terms of the Lease as a condition to
continued occupancy at the BMR rate. [n order to verify the information provided, City
shall have the right to inspect the books and records of Developer and its rental agent
or bookkeeper upon reasonable notice during normal business hours. The Annual
Report shall also provide a statement of the owner's management policies,
communications with the tenants and maintenance of the BMR unit, including a
statement of planned repairs to be made and the dates for the repairs.

12. EQUIVALENT ALTERNATIVES

Nothing set forth herein shall preclude the City from considering reasonably
equivalent alternatives to these Guidelines, including, but not limited to, the size of
units and differentiation of internal materials.

13. BELOW MARKET RATE HOUSING FUND (“BMR FUND”) AND
SEVERABILITY CLAUSE

13.1 Purpose. The City of Menlo Park Below Market Rate Housing Fund is a
separate City fund set aside for the specific purpose of assisting the development of
housing that is affordable to very low, low and moderate-income households. The BMR
Fund is generated by such income as in-lieu fees. All monies contributed to the BMR
Fund, as well as repayments and interest earnings accrued, shall be used solely for
this purpose, subject to provisions set forth below.

13.2 Eligible Uses. The BMR Fund will be used to reduce the cost of housing
to levels that are affordable to very low, low and moderate-income households, as
defined in the Housing Element of the City's General Plan. A preference will be given
to assisting development of housing for households with minor children; however, this
preference does not preclude the use of funds for other types of housing affordable to
households with very low, low and moderate- incomes.




13.3

Eligible Uses in Support of Very Low-, Low- and Moderate-Income

Housing Development. The BMR Fund may be used for, but is not limited, to the

following:

13.4

Provision of below market rate financing for homebuyers.

Purchase of land or air rights for resale to developers at a reduced cost
to facilitate housing development for very low, low or moderate-income
households.

Reduction of interest rates for construction loans or permanent financing,
or assistance with other costs associated with development or purchase
of very low, low or moderate-income housing.

Rehabilitation of uninhabitable structures for very low, low or moderate-
income housing.

On-site and off-site improvement costs for production of affordable
housing.

Reduction of purchase price to provide units that are very low, low or
moderate cost.

Rent subsidies to reduce the cost of rent for households with limited
incomes.

Emergency repair and/or renovation loan program for BMR owners of
older units.

Loan program to assist BMR condominium owners who have no other
way to pay for major special assessments.

City staff time and administrative costs associated with implementation of
the BMR program.

Procedures. Requests for use of BMR Housing Fund money shall be

submitted to staff for review and recommendation to the City Council. A request for
funding shall provide the following minimum information:

A description of the proposal to be funded and the organizations involved
in the project. Public benefit and relevant Housing Element policies and
programs should be identified.

Amount of funding requested.

Identification of the number of very low, low and moderate-income
households to be assisted and the specific income range of those
assisted.




¢ Reasons why special funding is appropriate.

¢ |dentification of loan rate, financial status of applicants, and source of
repayment funds or other terms.

¢ Identification of leverage achieved through City funding.

13.5 Annual Report. At the close of each fiscal year, City staff shall report on
activity during the previous year (deposits and disbursements) and available funds.
The City's auditor shall periodically examine this report and all other BMR Fund
financial records, and shall report the results of this examination. In addition, City staff
shall report annually on activities assisted by monies from the BMR Fund. The report
will review how the program is serving its designated purpose. It will include a
discussion of the timely use of funds for actions taken to provide Below Market Rate
housing units, a review of management activities, and staff recommendations for policy
changes to improve the program's performance. In addition it will provide, for each
activity, information corresponding to that required of funding requests listed above in
Section 13.4. :

13.6 Severability Clause. If any one or more of the provisions contained in
the Below Market Rate Housing Program Guidelines shall, for any reason, be held to
be invalid, illegal or unenforceable in any respect, then such provisions shall be
deemed severable from the remaining provisions contained in the Guidelines, and the
Guidelines shall be construed as if such invalid, illegal or unenforceable provision(s)
had never been contained herein. '

13.7 Administrative Updates. Future updates to tables in Section 14 may be
made annually without Council approval when data becomes available from the
appropriate state and federal agencies.




14. TABLES

Table A

Below Market Rate Household Income Limits

Household 60% of 110% of 120% of
Size Very Low Median Low Median Median Median

1 41,050 43,260 65,700 72,100 79,310 86,520

2 46,050 49,440 75,100 82,400 90,640 98,880

3 52,750 55,620 84,500 92,700 101,970 111,240

4 58,600 61,800 93,850 103,000 113,300 123,600

5 63,300 66,750 101,400 111,250 122,375 133,500

6 68,000 71,700 108,900 119,500 131,450 143,400

7 72,700 76,620 116,400 127,700 140,470 153,240

8 77,400 81,570 123,900 135,950 149,545 163,140

Source: Based on median income for a household of four persohs as reported in the State
Income Limits for San Mateo County published by the California Department of Housing and
Community Development in 2015. http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hre/rep/state/inc2k15.pdf

Table B
Maximum Monthly Housing Cost Limits for BMR Rental Units

30% of

Unit 60% of 30% of
Size Median Low
Studio 1,082 1,643
1 1,236 : 1,878

2 1,391 2,113

3 1,545 2,346

4 1,669 2,535

5 1,793 2,723




Table C

Occupancy Standards

Occupancy of BMR units shall be limited to the following:

Unit Number of Persons
Size Minimum Maximum
Studio 1 2
1 1 4
2 2 5
3 3 7
4 4 9

Note: Smallest household size for purposes of determining the maximum rental
amount shall be one (1) person per bedroom or studio. The City Manager or
his/her designee has the discretion to vary the persons per unit for unusually
farge units, not to exceed one (1) person per bedroom, plus one (1).

Table D

Commercial In-Lieu Fees for 2015-2016

Group A uses are Research & Fee: $15.57 per square foot of gross floor|
Development and Office. area.
Group B uses are all other Fee: $8.45 per square foot of gross floor

Commercial Uses not in Group A. area.

Commercial In-Lieu Fees are adjusted annually on July 1.




EXHIBIT C

BMR UNIT LOCATIONS
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133 Encinal Avenue
El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Program EIR — Conformance Checklist

Introductioh

The City of Menlo Park (City) has developed the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan
(Specific Plan) to establish a framework for private and public improvements in the Specific Plan
area for the next 30 years. The Specific Plan addresses approximately 130 acres and focuses
on the character and density of private infill development, the character and extent of enhanced
public spaces, and circulation and connectivity improvements. The primary goal of the Specific
Plan is to “enhance the community life, character and vitality through mixed use infill projects
sensitive to the small-town character of Menlo Park, an expanded public realm, and improved
connections across El Camino Real.” The Specific Plan includes objectives, policies,
development standards, and design guidelines intended to guide new private development and
public space and transportation improvements in the Specific Plan area over the next 30 years.
The Plan builds upon the El Camino Real/Downtown Vision Plan that was unanimously
accepted by the Menlo Park City Council on July 15, 2008.

On June 5, 2012, the City Council certified the Menlo Park El Camino Real and Downtown
Specific Plan Program EIR (Program EIR). According to the Program EIR, the Specific Plan
does not propose specific private developments, but establishes a maximum development
capacity of 474,000 square feet of non-residential development (inclusive of retail, hotel, and
commercial development), and 680 new residential units.

Hunter Properties Inc. has submitted an application for 24 residential units. The project site is
located at 133 Encinal Avenue and currently consists of the vacant Roger Reynolds Nursery
and Carriage Stop and site improvements. The property is part of the Specific Plan area, and as
such may be covered by the Program EIR analysis. The intent of this Environmental Conformity
Analysis is to determine: 1) whether the proposed project does or does not exceed the
environmental impacts analyzed in the Program EIR, 2) whether new impacts have or have not
been identified, and 3) whether new mitigation measures are or are not required.

Existing Condition

The subject property is located at 133 Encinal Avenue, on the north side of Encinal Avenue east
of the intersection of El Camino Real and Encinal Avenue, which is part of the SP-ECR/D (EI
Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district. The site is bounded by residential
apartments to the north and northeast, Caltrain tracks to the east, Encinal Avenue and
apartments to the south, and a commercial office building and parking lot to the west.

The project site consists of one parcel (Assessor’s Parcel Number: 060-344-270) of
approximately 1.7-acre (75,612 square feet). 133 Encinal Avenue is currently developed with a
nursery and carriage stop building (Roger Reynolds Nursery and Carriage Stop). The proposed
development consists of two and three story buildings with 24 residential units. There are eight
proposed buildings (Buildings A-H) including the reconstructed carriage stop building with two
buildings facing Encinal Avenue with the remaining buildings accessed off of a private drive
from Encinal Avenue. The square footage totals 55,629 square feet.
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Proposed Project

The project includes the reconstruction and the relocation of the carriage stop building toward
the rear of the site (Building H), demolition of the nursery building and construction of 24 multi-
family residential units. The project would be developed with seven, two to three-story
structures. The reconstructed carriage stop building (single story) would house the community
building for the p’roject. The residential units are planned across six buildings (Buildings A, B, C,
D, E, and F), each with two to five units. The residential units would range from two to three
stories with three to four bedrooms and 2.5 to four bathrooms, averaging approximately 2,300
square feet. The units on Encinal Avenue would have porches facing the street.

Each residential unit would have a two-car garage. Parking consists of 48 covered parking stalls
and seven uncovered parking spaces. Access to the project site is from a 26-foot wide driveway
from Encinal Avenue. Permeable pavers are proposed in the driveway and on the surface
parking.

The proposal includes the removal of five non-heritage trees and five heritage trees, and would
preserve two existing groves of trees along the rear. Landscaping is proposed around the
perimeter of the project site. Additional California-native shrubs would be planted in the
proposed children’s discovery garden and oak grove garden.

The project requires architectural control and major subdivision. A tentative map would be
required to create 24 residential condominium units. In addition, the applicant is requesting
approval of a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the provision of three on-site BMR units.
The proposed development requires review and recommendation by the Planning Commission,
and the City Council would make the final decision on all requested actions.

Environmental Analysis

As discussed in the introduction, this comparative analysis has been undertaken to analyze
whether the project would have any significant environmental impacts that are not addressed in
the Program EIR. The comparative analysis discusses whether impacts are increased,
decreased, or unchanged from the conclusions discussed in the Program EIR. The comparative
analysis also addresses whether any changes to mitigation measures are required.

As noted previously, the proposal is a multi-unit residential project, including relocating and
reconstructing the existing carriage house. Assuming full occupancy, the proposed project is
estimated to generate 2 AM peak hour trips and 15 PM peak hour trips, which are fewer trips
than the pre-existing commercial nursery use. Based on this level of vehicle traffic, a detailed
traffic study is not required. The proposed project is consistent with the Specific Plan land uses.
The proposed project will be subject to the fair share contribution towards infrastructure required
to mitigate transportation impacts as identified in the Program EIR.

Aesthetic Resources

Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan. The Program EIR concluded that the project
would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic view, vista, or designated state scenic
highway, nor would the project have significant impacts to the degradation of character/quality,
light and glare, or shadows.
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Implementation of the proposed project would result in the construction of a multi-unit residential
development. The carriage stop will be reconstructed and located toward the rear of the
property on the axis of the main drive aisle and visible from Encinal Avenue. This type of project
was evaluated under the Specific Plan EIR, and determined that changes to the visual character
would not be substantially adverse, and the impact ise considered less than significant. The
proposed project would be subject to the Planning Commission and City Council architectural
control and major subdivision review and approval, which includes public notice and ensures
aesthetic compatibility. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any impacts to the
existing visual character of the site and its surroundings.

This type of project was evaluated under the Specific Plan EIR, and determined that changes to
light and glare would not be substantially adverse, and the impact would be less than significant.
The Specific Plan includes regulatory standards for nighttime lighting and nighttime and daytime
glare. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any impacts associated with
substantial light or glare.

As was the case with the Specific Plan, the project would not have a substantial adverse effect
on a scenic view or vista, a state scenic highway, character/quality, or light and glare impacts.
Therefore, no new impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures are required
for the proposed project.

Agriculture Resources

Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan. The Program EIR concluded that no impacts
would result with regard to Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance, or any area zoned for agricultural use or forest land.

As was the case with the Program EIR, the proposed project would not result in any impacts to
farmland, agricultural uses, or forest land. Therefore, no new impacts have been identified and
no new mitigation measures are required for the proposed project.

Air Quality
Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan.

AIR-1: The Program EIR determined that emissions of criteria pollutants associated with
construction would be significant, and established Mitigation Measures AIR-1a and AIR-1b to
address such impacts. However, the Program EIR concluded that impacts could still be
significant and unavoidable even with implementation of such mitigations. The proposed project
would construct 24 residential units, would not involve the type of large-scale construction
activities that would create such impacts, and the Project would be well below the 220 dwelling-
unit construction screening threshold adopted by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.
Mitigation Measure AlR-1a includes basic controls that would apply to all construction sites, and
would need to be implemented as part of the proposed project. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure AIR-1b, because it is below the construction screening threshold, would not be
required for this project.

AIR-2: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan would have long-term emissions of
criteria pollutants from increased vehicle traffic and on-site area sources that would contribute to
an air quality violation (due to being inconsistent with an element of the 2070 Clean Air Plan),
and established Mitigation Measure AIR-2 requiring implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-2
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regarding Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies to address this impact.
However, the Program EIR noted that TDM effectiveness cannot be guaranteed, and concluded
that the impact would be significant and unavoidable. The Project would be consistent with the
Program EIR analysis, and as such would be required to implement Mitigation Measure AIR-2.

AIR-3: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan would increase levels of Toxic Air
Contaminants (TACs) due to increased heavy duty truck traffic, but that the impacts would be
less than significant. The Project would not generate an unusual amount of heavy truck traffic
relative to other developments due to the limited nature of the construction, and the proposed
project’s share of overall Specific Plan development (24 residential units) would be accounted
for through deduction of this total from the Specific Plan Maximum Allowable Development.

AIR-4: The Program EIR concluded that the Specific Plan would not have a substantial adverse
effect pertaining to Particulate Matter (PM.5). The proposed project is consistent with the
assumptions of this analysis.

AIR-5, AIR-6, AIR-7, AIR-8, AIR-10, and AIR-11: The Specific Plan determined that the
introduction of sensitive receptors, specifically new residences, to an environment (near El
Camino Real and the Caltrain tracks) with elevated concentrations of TACs and PM2.5 could
result in significant or potentially significant impacts (including in the cumulative scenario), and
established Mitigation Measures AIR-5, AIR-7, and AIR-10 to bring impacts to less than
significant levels. Since the project site is adjacent to the Caltrain tracks, implementation of
Mitigation Measure AIR-7 would be required to reduce cancer risk to a less than significant
level.

An Air Quality Existing Conditions Report was prepared by Advance Soil Technology, Inc. dated
December 24, 2014. The report addressed the environmental constraints to air quality problems
impacting the development of the 24 residential units along with community risk analysis results
due to the close proximity to sources of toxic air contaminants (TACs), and modeling of the
health risk impacts were conducted. Recommended measures include dust and exhaust control
during construction, and the installation of air filtration units with a Minimum Efficiency Reporting
Value (MERV) rating of 14 or higher for the residential units. Potential impacts from exposure to
TACs would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of these
recommendations.

AIR-9: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan is fundamentally consistent with the
growth projections of the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan, particularly with regard to residential
development. The project proposes 24 residential units which is consistent with the growth
projections of the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan.

No new Air Quality impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures are required
for the proposed project.

Biological Resources

Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan. The Program EIR determined that less than
significant impacts would result with regard to special status plant and wildlife species, sensitive
natural communities, migratory birds, and jurisdictional waters and wetlands upon
implementation of the recommended Mitigation Measures BIO-1a, BIO-1b, BIO-3a, BIO-3b,
BIO-5a through BIO-5¢, and BIO-6a. The analysis also found that the Specific Plan would not
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conflict with local policies, ordinances, or plans. The project site is fully developed and within a
highly urbanized/landscaped area.

The project site provides little wildlife habitat and essentially no habitat for plants other than the
opportunity ruderal species adapted to the built environment or horticultural plants used in
landscaping. The project would not result in the take of candidate, sensitive, or special-status
species.

The proposal includes the removal of five non-heritage trees and five heritage trees. The
heritage trees proposed for removal include a 15.8-inch coast redwood in the front (tree #7), a
18.3-inch incense cedar in the front (tree #10), a 37-inch coast redwood in the front (tree #23), a
20.8-inch Japanese maple in the front (tree #25), and a 16.8-inch coast redwood in the center of
the site. The Program EIR determined that no mitigation would be required with implementation
of the Heritage Tree Ordinance Chapter 13.24 which requires a planting replacement ata 1:1
basis for residential projects. Additionally, the City of Menlo Park’s Building Division provides
“Tree Protection Specification” measures and procedures to further insure the protection of
heritage trees during construction. Compliance with these existing code requirements,
guidelines, and Tree Protection Specification measures and procedures, coupled with the
proposed planting of approximately 58 new trees, would mitigate the impact of any loss of
protected trees and would constitute consistency with local ordinances designed to protect
existing tree resources. The impact would be less than significant.

With implementation of the proposed project, construction activities would occur on an existing
developed site. Therefore, as with the Program EIR, the Project would result in less than
significant impacts to biological resources and no new mitigation measures would be required.
The Project would also not conflict with local policies, ordinances, or plans, similar to the
Program EIR. No new impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures are
required for the proposed project.

Cultural Resources

Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan. The Program EIR determined that no
significant impacts to a historic resource would result with implementation of Mitigation Measure
CUL-1. The analysis also concluded that the Specific Plan would result in less than significant
impacts to archeological resources, paleontological resources, and burial sites with
implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-2a, CUL-2b, and CUL-4. With regard to the project
site, the physical conditions, as they relate to archeological resource, have not changed in the
Specific Plan area since the preparation of the Specific Plan EIR. The proposed project would
incorporate CUL-4. Mitigation Measure CUL-3 would not be required, as the project would not
excavate beyond previously disturbed soil.

A Historic Resource Evaluation was prepared by Corri Jimenez, dated March 2015 for the
Project. Existing historical documents were evaluated on the resources of Roger Reynolds
Nursery and Carriage Stop. The nursery building lacks integrity specific to design, materials,
and workmanship due to significant alterations on the buildings which include rear alterations
and replacement of original materials. The Carriage Stop has been moved from its original
location on El Camino Real to 133 Encinal Avenue and altered as well. The report concluded,
the buildings at 133 Encinal Avenue are not historically significant according to the criteria of the
California Register of Historical Resources, and thus are not considered historic resources
under CEQA.

133 Encinal Avénue Project 5
El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Program EIR — Conformance Checklist



A Cultural Resource Evaluation was prepared by Basin, dated December 24, 2014 for the
Project. The report concluded that the archival research revealed that there are no recorded
cultural resources located within the study area. No traces of significant cultural materials,
prehistoric or historic, were noted during the surface reconnaissance. In the event, however,
that prehistoric traces are encountered, the Specific EIR requires protection activities if
archaeological artifacts are found during construction.

No new impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures are required.
Geology and Soils

Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan. The Program EIR found that no significant
impacts pertaining to earthquake faults, seismic ground shaking, seismically induced hazards
(e.g., liquefaction, lateral spreading, land sliding, settlement, and ground lurching), unstable
geologic units, expansive soils, corrosive soils, landslides, and soil erosion would result. No
mitigation measures are required.

The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone as designated by
the California Geological Society, and no known active faults exist on the site. The nearest
active fault to the project area is the San Andreas fault which is located approximately seven
miles southwest. Although this is the case, the Project is located in a seismically active area
and, while unlikely, there is a possibility of future faulting and consequent secondary ground
failure from unknown faults is considered to be low. Furthermore, the project would comply with
requirements set in the California Building Code (CBC) to withstand settlement and forces
associated with the maximum credible earthquake. The CBC provides standards intended to
permit structures to withstand seismic hazards. Therefore, the code sets standards for
excavation, grading, construction earthwork, fill embankments, expansive soils, foundation
investigations, liquefaction potential, and soil strength loss. No mitigation is required.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan.

GHG-1: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan would generate Greenhouse Gas
(GHG) emissions, both directly and indirectly, that would have a significant impact on the
environment. Specifically, the operational GHG using the Bay Area Air Quality District
(BAAQMD) GHG Model, measured on a “GHG: service population” ratio, were determined to
exceed the BAAQMD threshold. The proposed project’s share of this development (24
residential units) and associated GHG emissions and service population would be accounted for
through deduction of this total from the Specific Plan Maximum Allowable Development, and as
such is consistent with the Program EIR analysis. The Program EIR established Mitigation
Measure GHG-1, although it was determined that the impact would remain significant and
unavoidable even with this mitigation. For the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation
Measure GHG-1 is not necessary as the BAAQMD-identified GHG Mitigation Measures are
primarily relevant to City-wide plans and policies.

GHG-2: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan could conflict with AB 32 and its
Climate Change Scoping Plan by virtue of exceeding the per-capita threshold cited in GHG-1.
Again, the proposed project’s share of this development (24 residential units) and associated
GHG emissions and service population would be accounted for through deduction of this total
from the Specific Plan Maximum Allowable Development, and as such is consistent with the

133 Encinal Avenue Project 6
El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Program EIR — Conformance Checklist



Program EIR analysis. The Program EIR established Mitigation Measure GHG-2a and GHG-2b,
although it was determined that the impact would remain significant and unavoidable even with
this mitigation. The project would be required to install three dedicated electric vehicle charging
station to meet Mitigation Measure GHG-2a.

No new impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures are required for the
proposed project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan. The Program EIR determined that a less than
significant impact would result in regards to the handling, transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials during construction operations. The analysis also concluded that the
project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites, is not within the vicinity of an
airport or private airstrip, would not conflict with an emergency response plan, and would not be
located in an area at risk for wildfires. The Specific Plan analysis determined that with
implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-3, impacts related to short-term
construction activities, and the potential handling of and accidental release of hazardous
materials would be reduced to less than significant levels.

The proposed project would involve ground-disturbance activities and demolition of an existing
commercial building and as such implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1, HAZ-2, and
HAZ-3 would be required. Project operations would result in a multi-family residential project
rather than the existing commercial uses. An Environmental Soil Sampling report was prepared
by Advance Soil Technology, dated February 3, 2014 and concluded that an elevated level of
arsenic was detected, although further sampling determined that arsenic did not occur at
significant levels and that no further analysis is required. With implementation of Mitigation
Measure HAZ-1 impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. The mitigation
measure provides remediation and cleanup to levels established by the overseeing agency.

The proposed residential project would not handle, store, or transport hazardous materials in
quantities that would be required to be regulated. Thus, project operations would result in similar
impacts as that analyzed for the Specific Plan. No new impacts have been identified and no new
mitigation measures are required for the proposed project.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan. The Program EIR found that no significant
impacts pertaining to construction-related impacts (i.e., water quality and drainage patterns due
to erosion and sedimentation), or operational-related impacts to water quality, groundwater
recharge, the alteration of drainage patterns, or flooding would result. The City of Menlo Park
Engineering Division requires a Grading and Drainage Permit and preparation of a construction
plan for any construction project disturbing 500 square feet or more. The Grading and Drainage
(G&D) Permit requirements specify that the construction must demonstrate that the sediment
laden-water shall not leave the site. Incorporation of these requirements would be expected to
reduce the impact of erosion and sedimentation to a less-than-significant level. No mitigation
measures are required.

A Hydrology Report was prepared by Nterra Group dated August 3, 2015 and determined that
the proposed project increases the amount of runoff as compared with existing conditions, and
that retention is required. Engineering Division staff have completed preliminary review of this
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report and the associated civil plans, and tentatively determined that the project should be able
to meet the detailed hydrology/grading requirements at the building permit stage. Thus, the
proposed project would result in less than significant impacts, no new impacts have been
identified, and no new mitigation measures are required.

Land Use and Planning
Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan.

LU-1: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan would not divide an established
community. The proposed project would involve demolition of an existing single-story
commercial site. The Specific Plan would allow for taller buildings, any new development would
occur along the existing grid pattern and proposed heights and massing controls would result in
buildings comparable with existing buildings found in the Plan area. The proposed development
consists of two to three-story buildings with 24 residential units and is subject to architectural
review by the Planning Commission and City Council. The project would not create a physical or
visual barrier, therefore would not physically divide a community. There are no impacts.

LU-2: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan would not alter the type and intensity
of land uses in a manner that would cause them to be substantially incompatible with
surrounding land uses or neighborhood character. The proposed project is an infill development
that meets the intent of the Specific Plan. No mitigation is required for this impact, which is less
than significant.

LU-3: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan would not conflict with the City’s
General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, or other land use plans or policies adopted for the purpose of
mitigating an environmental effect. The General Plan and Zoning Ordinance were amended
concurrent with the Specific Plan adoption, and the proposed project would comply with all
relevant regulations. No mitigation is required for this impact, which is less than significant.

LU-4: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan, in combination with other plans and
projects, would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to land use. The proposed
project, being a part of the Specific Plan area and accounted for as part of the Maximum
Allowable Development, is consistent with this determination. No mitigation is required for this
impact, which is less than significant.

No new impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures are required for the
proposed project.

Mineral Resources

Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan. The Program EIR noted that the project site is
not located within an area of known mineral resources, either of regional or local value.

As was the case with the Specific Plan, the Project would not result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource or mineral resources recovery site. No new impacts have been
identified and no new mitigation measures are required for the proposed project.

Noise

Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan.
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NOI-1: The Program EIR determined that construction noise, in particular exterior sources such
as jackhammering and pile driving, could result in a potentially significant impact, and
established Mitigation Measures NOI-1a through NOI-1c¢ to address such impacts. The physical
conditions as they relate to noise levels have not changed substantially in the Specific Plan area
since the preparation of the Specific Plan EIR. Therefore construction noise impacts of the
proposed project would be less than significant, and these mitigation measures would apply
(with the exception of Mitigation Measure NOI-1b, which applies to pile driving activities, which
wouldn’t take place as part of the project). '

NOI-2: The Program EIR determined that impacts to ambient noise and traffic-related noise
levels as a result of the Specific Plan would be less than significant. The proposed project’s
share of this development (24 residential units) would be accounted for through deduction of
this total from the Specific Plan Maximum Allowable Development.

NOI-3 and NOI-4: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan could include the
introduction of sensitive receptors, specifically new residences, to a noise environment (near the
Caltrain tracks) with noise levels in excess of standards considered acceptable under the City of
Menlo Park Municipal Code, as well as the introduction of sensitive receptors to substantial
levels of ground borne vibration from the Caltrain tracks. A Noise Analysis prepared by Mei Wu
Acoustics dated July 7, 2015 concludes that sound rated walls and windows are required to
meet the noise level standard. Therefore, with the sound rated walls and windows, the proposed
project would not result in any impacts related to noise.

The project area is adjacent to the Caltrain right-of-way, which has the potential for vibration-
related issues. A vibration analysis was prepared by Mei Wu Acoustics. The report concludes
that a “recommended foundation system” be used which isolates the building from the soil and
therefore reduces the vibration transferred into the building. Mitigation Measure NOI-4 states if
required, vibration isolation techniques could be included supporting the new building foundation
on elastomer pads similar to bridge bearing pads. Therefore, with the vibration isolation
techniques, the proposed project would not result in any impacts related to ground borne noise
or vibration.

NOI-5: The Program EIR determined that implementation of the Specific Plan, together with
anticipated future development in the area in general, would result in a significant increase in
noise levels in the area. The Program EIR established Mitigation Measure NOI-5 to require the
City to use rubberized asphalt in future paving projects within the Plan area if it determines that
it will significantly reduce noise levels and is feasible given cost and durability, but determined
that due to uncertainties regarding Caltrans approval and cost/feasibility factors, the cumulative
impact of increased traffic noise on existing sensitive receptors is significant and unavoidable.
The proposed project’s share of this development (24 residential units) would be accounted for
through deduction of this total from the Specific Plan Maximum Allowable Development.

No new noise impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures are required for the
proposed project. ’

Population and Housing

Impacts would be similar from that analyzed in the Program EIR.
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POP-1: The Program EIR determined that the implementation of the Specific Plan would not
cause the displacement of existing residents to the extent that the construction of replacement
facilities outside of the Plan area would be required. The project includes the demolition of
existing commercial buildings and the construction of seven new two- to three-story buildings
comprised of 24 residential units. Therefore, no residents would be displaced. No mitigation is
required for this impact, which is less than significant.

POP-2: The Program EIR determined that the implementation of the Specific Plan would not be
expected to induce growth in excess of current projections, either directly or indirectly. The
Program EIR found that full build-out under the Specific Plan would result in 1,537 new
residents, well within the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) projection of 5,400 new
residents between 2010 and 2030 in Menlo Park and its sphere of influence. Additionally, the
Program EIR projected the new job growth associated with the new retail, commercial and hotel
development to be 1,357 new jobs. The ABAG projection for job growth within Menlo Park and
its sphere of influence is an increase of 7,240 jobs between 2010 and 2030. The Program EIR
further determines that based on the ratio of new residents to new jobs, the Specific Plan would
result in a jobs-housing ratio of 1.56, below the projected overall ratio for Menlo Park and its
sphere of influence of 1.70 in 2030 and below the existing ratio of 1.78.

The project includes the construction of 24 multi-family residential units. Construction of the
project, including site preparation and building demolition phase, would temporarily increase
construction employment. Given the relatively common nature and scale of the construction
associated with the project, the demand for construction employment would likely be met
within the existing and future labor market in the City and the County. The size of the
construction workforce would vary during the different stages of construction, but a substantial
quality of workers from outside the City or County would not be expected to relocate
permanently.

The residential units would have two to four bedrooms and would average 2,300 square feet.
The units could be utilized by couples and families. As such, the household size would be
similar to that used in the Specific Plan (which did take into account families). Based on the
average household size of 2.38 persons per household (per the Specific Plan),
implementation of the project would add approximately 57 people to the City’s population. The
anticipated population growth from the proposed housing units proposed under the project
would represent less than 1 percent of the City’s current population and would be
approximately less than 1 percent of the City’s population growth through 2020. Therefore, the
project would not directly result in substantial population growth beyond that expected for the
City. No mitigation is required for this impact, which is less than significant.

PQOP-3: The Program EIR determined that implementation of the Specific Plan, in combination
with other plans and projects would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to population
and housing. The EIR identified an additional 959 new residents and 4,126 new jobs as a result
of other pending projects. These combined with the projection for residents and jobs from the
Specific Plan equate to 2,496 new residents and 5,483 new jobs, both within ABAG projections
for Menlo Park and its sphere of influence in 2030. The estimated additional 57 persons
associated with the proposed residential project would not be considered a substantial increase,
would continue to be within all projections and impacts in this regard would be considered less
than significant. Thus, no new impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures
are required for the proposed project.
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No new Population and Housing impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures
are required for the proposed project.

Public Services and Ultilities

Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan. The Program EIR concluded that less than
significant impacts to public services, including fire protection, police protection, schools, parks,
and other public facilities would result. In addition, the Program EIR concluded that the project
would result in less than significant impacts to utilities and service systems, including water
services, wastewater services, and solid waste. No mitigation measures were required under
the Program EIR for Public Services and Utilities impacts.

The Menlo Park Fire Protection District (MPFPD) currently serves the Project area. MPFPD
review and approval of individual development plans is a standard part of the project review
process, ensuring that new buildings meet all relevant service requirements. The project
would not intensify development over what has previously been analyzed, nor modify building
standards (height, setbacks, etc.) in a way that could affect the provision of emergency
services by the MPFPD. Therefore, the project would not result in any impacts resulting in the
need for new or physically altered fire facilities.

Public parks near the project area include Burgess Park, Fremont Park, and Nealon Park.
Additional public facilities, such as the Library and recreation buildings, are located next to
Burgess Park, in the Civic Center. The Project would not intensify development over what has
previously been analyzed, and existing public facilities would continue to be sufficient to serve
the population of the Project area. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the
demand for new public parks or other public facilities.

The existing water, wastewater, electric, gas, and solid waste infrastructure is adequate to
support the proposed project, as the number of residential units and commercial area would not
exceed what was previously analyzed, which the current site was developed to support.

No new Public Services and Utilities impacts have been identified and no new mitigation
measures are required for the proposed project.

Transportation, Circulation and Parking

As noted previously, the proposal is a residential project that includes demolishing the existing
commercial buildings. Assuming full occupancy, the proposed project is estimated to generate 2
AM peak hour trips and 15 PM peak hour trips, which are fewer trips than the pre-existing
commercial nursery use. Based on this level of vehicle traffic, a detailed traffic study is not
required because the project is consistent with the Specific Plan land uses. The project would
be subject to the fair share contribution towards infrastructure required to mitigate transportation
impacts as identified in the Downtown Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report.

TR-1 and TR-7: The Program EIR concluded that the Specific Plan would result in significant
and unavoidable traffic impacts related to operation of area intersections and local roadway
segments, in both the short-term and cumulative scenarios, even after implementation of
Mitigation Measures TR-1a through TRA-1d, TR-2, TR-7a through TR-7n, and TR-8.
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TR-2 and TR-8: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan would adversely affect
operation of certain local roadway segments, in both the near-term and cumulative scenarios.
Assuming full occupancy, the proposed project would generate fewer trips than the pre-existing
commercial nursery use. Based on this level of vehicle traffic, a detailed traffic study is not
required. The proposed project’s share of the overall Specific Plan development (24 residential
units) would be accounted for through deduction of this total from the Specific Plan Maximum
Allowable Development, and as such is consistent with the Program EIR analysis.

According to trip generation rates published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers, the

proposed residential development would result in fewer trips (daily trips as well as peak hour
trips) as compared with the pre-existing commercial nursery use. The proposed project would
still be required to implement Mitigation Measure TR-2.

TR-3, TR-4, TR-5, and TR-6: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan would not
result in impacts to freeway segment operations, transit ridership, pedestrian and bicycle safety,
or parking in the downtown. The proposed project, using a parking rate supported by
appropriate data and analysis, would be consistent with this analysis, and no new impacts or
mitigation measures would be projected.

No new impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures are required for the
proposed project.

Conclusion

As discussed, the Conformance Checklist is to confirm that 1) the proposed project does not
exceed the environmental impacts analyzed in the Program EIR, 2) that no new impacts have
been identified, and 3) no new mitigation measures are required. As detailed in the analysis
presented above, the proposed project would not result in greater impacts than were identified
for the Program EIR. No new impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures are
required for the proposed project.
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133 Encinal Avenue Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party .

Monitoring Party

AIR QUALITY

IMPACT BEING ADDRESSED: Impact AIR-1: Implementation of the Specific Plan would result in increased long-term emissions of criteria pollutants associated
with construction activities that could contribute substantially to an air quality violation. (Significant)

Mitigation Measure AIR-1a: During construction of
individual projects under the Specific Plan, project
applicants shall require the construction contractor(s) to
implement the following measures required as part of Bay
Area Air Quality Management District's (BAAQMD) basic
dust control procedures required for construction sites. For
projects for which construction emissions exceed one or
more of the applicable BAAQMD thresholds, additional
measures shall be required as indicated in the list following
the Basic Controls.

Basic Controls that Apply to All Construction Sites

1. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas,
soil piles, graded areas, and unpaved access roads) shall
be watered two times per day.

2. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose
material off-site shall be covered.

>3. Al visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public
roads shall be removed using wet power vacuum street
sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power
sweeping is prohibited.

4. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to
15 mph.

5. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved
shall be completed as soon as possible. Building pads shall
be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or
soil binders are used.

6. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting
equipment off when not in use or reducing the maximum
idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California
airborne toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of
California Code of Regulations [CCRY]). Clear signage shall
be provided for construction workers at all access points.

7. All construction equipment shall be maintained and
properly tuned in accordance with manufacturer’s
specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified
mechanic and determined to be running in proper condition
prior to operation.

Exposed surfaces shall be watered
twice daily.

Trucks carrying demolition debris shall
be covered.

Dirt carried from construction areas
shall be cleaned daily.

Speed limit on unpaved roads shall be
15 mph.

Roadways, driveways, sidewalks and
building pads shall be laid as soon as
possible after grading.

Idling times shall be minimized to 5
minutes or less; Signage posted at all
access points.

Construction equipment shall be
properly tuned and maintained.

Measures shown on
plans, construction
documents and on-
going during
demolition,
excavation and
construction.

Project sponsor(s)
and contractor(s)

Public Works
Engineering and
Transportation
Divisions (PW) /
Community
Development
Planning and
Building Divisions
(CDD)
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133 Encinal Avenue Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Monitoring Party

8. Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number
and person to contact at the Lead Agency regarding dust
complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective
action within 48 hours. The BAAQMD’s phone number shall
also be visible to ensure compliance with applicable
regulations.

Signage will be posted with the
appropriate contact information
regarding dust complaints.

Impact AIR-7: Implementation of the Specific Plan would
with Caltrain operations which may lead to considerable

expose sensitive receptors to elevated concentrations of Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) associated
adverse health effects. (Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure AIR-7: The Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program shall require that all developments that
include sensitive receptors such as residential units that
would be located within approximately 1,095 feet of the
edge of the Caltrain right-of-way shall undergo, prior to
project approval, a screening-level health risk analysis to
determine if cancer risk, hazard index, and/or PM,.s
concentration would exceed BAAQMD thresholds. if one or
more thresholds would be exceeded at the site of the
subsequent project, the project (or portion of the project
containing sensitive receptors, in the case of a mixed-use
project) shall be equipped with filtration systems with a
>Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) rating of 14 or
higher. The ventilation system shall be designed by an
engineer certified by the American Society of Heating,
Refrigeration and Air-Conditioning Engineers, who shall
provide a written report documenting that the system
reduces interior health risks to less than 10 in one million,
or less than any other threshold of significance adopted by
BAAQMD or the City for health risks. The project sponsor
shall present a plan to ensure ongoing maintenance of
ventilation and filtration systems and shall ensure the
disclosure to buyers and/or renters regarding the findings
of the analysis and inform occupants as to proper use of
any installed air filtration. Alternatively, if the project
applicant can prove at the time of development that health
risks at new residences due to DPM (and other TACs, if
applicable) would be less than 10 in one million, or less
than any other threshold of significance adopted by
BAAQMD for health risks, or that alternative mitigation
measures reduce health risks below any other City-adopted
threshold of significance, such filtration shall not be

required.

A health risk analysis shall be prepared.

If one or more thresholds are
exceeded, a filtration system shall be
installed; Certified engineer to provide
report documenting that system
reduces health risks

Plan developed for ongoing
maintenance and disclosure to buyers
and/renters.

Simultaneous with a
building permit
submittal

Project sponsor(s)

CcDD

STATUS:
PARTIALLY
COMPLETE: A
health risk
assessment
prepared by
Advance Saoil
Technology, Inc.,
included
recommended
measures to control
dust and exhaust
during construction,
and for the
installation of air
filtration units with a
Minimum Efficiency
Reporting Value
(MERV) rating of 14
or higher for the
residential units.
Potential impacts
from exposure to
TACs would be
reduced to a less
than significant level
with implementation
of these
recommendations.
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Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Monitoring Party

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Impact BlO-1: The Specific Plan could result in the take of special-status birds or their nests. (Potentially Significant)

M
r—
(@)

S

Mitigation Measure BlO-1a: Pre-Construction Special-
Status Avian Surveys. No more than two weeks in advance
of any tree or shrub pruning, removal, or ground-disturbing
activity that will commence during the breeding season
(February 1 through August 31), a qualified wildlife biologist
will conduct pre-construction surveys of all potential
special-status bird nesting habitat in the vicinity of the
planned activity. Pre-construction surveys are not required
for construction activities scheduled to occur during the
non-breeding season (August 31 through January 31).
Construction activities commencing during the non-
breeding season and continuing into the breeding season
do not require surveys (as it is assumed that any breeding
birds taking up nests would be acclimated to project-related
activities already under way). Nests initiated during
construction activities would be presumed to be unaffected
by the activity, and a buffer zone around such nests would
not be necessary. However, a nest initiated during
construction cannot be moved or altered.

If pre-construction surveys indicate that no nests of
special-status birds are present or that nests are
inactive or potential habitat is unoccupied: no further
mitigation is required.

If active nests of special-status birds are found during
the surveys: implement Mitigation Measure BIO-1b.

A nesting bird survey shall be prepared
if tree or shrub pruning, removal or
ground-disturbing activity will
commence between February 1
through August 31.

Prior to tree or
shrub pruning or
removal, any ground
disturbing activity
and/or issuance of
demolition, grading
or building permits.

Qualified wildlife
biologist retained by
project sponsor(s)

CDD
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133 Encinal Avenue Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Monitoring Party

M
—
+

N

Mitigation Measure BIO-1b: Avoidance of active nests. If
active nests of special-status birds or other birds are found
during surveys, the results of the surveys would be
discussed with the California Department of Fish and
Game and avoidance procedures will be adopted, if
necessary, on a case-by- case basis. In the event that a
special-status bird or protected nest is found, construction
would be stopped until either the bird leaves the area or
avoidance measures are adopted. Avoidance measures
can include construction buffer areas (up to several
hundred feet in the case of raptors), relocation of birds, or
seasonal avoidance. If buffers are created, a no
disturbance zone will be created around active nests during
the breeding season or until a qualified biologist determines
that all young have fledged. The size of the buffer zones
and types of construction activities restricted will take into
account factors such as the following:
1. Noise and human disturbance levels at the Plan area
and the nesting site at the time of the survey and the noise
and disturbance expected during the construction activity;
2. Distance and amount of vegetation or other screening
between the Plan area and the nest; and
. Sensitivity of individual nesting species and behaviors o

the nesting birds.

If active nests are found during survey,
the results will be discussed with the
California Department of Fish and
Game and avoidance procedures
adopted. ‘

Halt construction if a special-status bird
or protected nest is found until the bird
leaves the area or avoidance measures
are adopted.

Prior to tree or
shrub pruning or
removal, any
ground-disturbing
activities and/or
issuance of
demolition, grading
or building permits.

Project sponsor(s)
and contractor(s)

CDD

Impact BIO-3: Impacts to migratory or breeding special-status birds and other special-status species due to lighting conditions. (Potentially

Significant)

Mitigation Measure BlO-3a: Reduce building lighting from
exterior sources.

a. Minimize amount and visual impact of perimeter lighting
and fagade up-lighting and avoid uplighting of rooftop
antennae and other tall equipment, as well as of any
decorative features;

b. Installing motion-sensor lighting, or lighting controlled by
timers set to turn off at the earliest practicable hour;

c. Utilize minimum wattage fixtures to achieve required
lighting levels;

d. Comply with federal aviation safety regulations for large
buildings by installing minimum intensity white strobe
lighting with a three-second flash interval instead of
continuous flood lighting, rotating lights, or red lighting

e. Use cutoff shields on streetlight and external lights to
prevent upwards lighting.

Reduce building lighting from exterior
sources.

Prior to building
permit issuance and
ongoing.

Project sponsor(s)
and contractor(s)

CDD
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133 Encinal Avenue Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Potential direct and indirect disturbances to special-status
bats will be identified by locating colonies and instituting
protective measures prior to construction of any
subsequent development project. No more than two weeks
in advance of tree removal or structural alterations to
buildings with closed areas such as attics, a qualified bat
biologist (e.g., a biologist holding a California Department
of Fish and Game collection permit and a Memorandum of
Understanding with the California Department of Fish and
Game allowing the biologist to handle and collect bats)
shall conduct pre-construction surveys for potential bats in
the vicinity of the planned activity. A qualified biologist will
survey buildings and trees (over 12 inches in diameter at
4.5-foot height) scheduled for demdlition to assess whether
these structures are occupied by bats. No activities that
would result in disturbance to active roosts will proceed
prior to the completed surveys. If bats are discovered
during construction, any and all construction activities that
threaten individuals, roosts, or hibernacula will be stopped
until surveys can be completed by a qualified bat biologist
and proper mitigation measures implemented.

If no active roosts present: no further action is warranted.

If roosts or hibernacula are present: implement
Mitigation Measures BIO-5b and 5c.

conduct pre-construction survey for
bats and potential roosting sites in
vicinity of planned activity.

Halt construction if bats are discovered
during construction until surveys can be
completed and proper mitigation
measures implemented.

or removal or
issuance of
demolition, grading
or building permits.

biologist retained by
project sponsor(s)

Mitigation Measure Action Timing Implementing Monitoring Party
Party
Impact BIO-5: The Specific Plan could result in the take of special-status bat species. (Potentially Significant)
Mitigation Measure BIO-5a: Preconstruction surveys. Retain a qualified bat biologist to Prior to tree pruning | Qualified bat CDhD

Page 5 of 16




133 Encinal Avenue Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting. Program

Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Monitoring Party

Mitigation Measure BIO-5b: Avoidance. If any active
nursery or maternity roosts or hibernacula of special-status
bats are located, the subsequent development project may
be redesigned to avoid impacts. Demolition of that tree or
structure will commence after young are flying (i.e., after
July 31, confirmed by a qualified bat biologist) or before
maternity colonies forms the following year (i.e., prior to
March 1). For hibernacula, any subsequent development
project shall only commence after bats have left the
hibernacula. No-disturbance buffer zones acceptable to the
California Department of Fish and Game will be observed
during the maternity roost season (March 1 through July
31) and during the winter for hibernacula (October 15
through February 15).

Also, a no-disturbance buffer acceptable in size to the
California Department of Fish and Game will be created
around any roosts in the Project vicinity (roosts that will not
be destroyed by the Project but are within the Plan area)
during the breeding season (April 15 through August 15),
and around hibernacula during winter (October 15 through
February 15). Bat roosts initiated during construction are
presumed to be unaffected, and no buffer is necessary.
However, the “take” of individuals is prohibited.

If any active nursery or maternity roosts
or hibernacula are located, no
disturbance buffer zones shall be
established during the maternity roost
and breeding seasons and hibernacula.

Prior to tree removal
or pruning or
issuance of
demolition, grading
or building permits

Qualified bat
biologist retained by
project sponsor(s)

CDD

Mitigation Measure BIO-5¢: Safely evict non-breeding
roosts. Non-breeding roosts of special-status bats shall be
evicted under the direction of a qualified bat biologist. This
will be done by opening the roosting area to allow airflow
through the cavity. Demoalition will then follow no sooner or
later than the following day. There should not be less than
one night between initial disturbance with airflow and
demolition. This action should allow bats to leave during
dark hours, thus increasing their chance of finding new
roosts with a minimum of potential predation during
daylight. Trees with roosts that need to be removed should
first be disturbed at dusk, just prior to removal that same
evening, to allow bats to escape during the darker hours.
However, the “take” of individuals is prohibited.

A qualified bat biologist shalt direct the
eviction of non-breeding roosts.

Prior to tree removal
or pruning or
issuance of
demolition, grading
or building permits.

Qualified bat
biologist retained by
project sponsor(s)

CDD
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133 Encinal Avenue Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Monitoring Party

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Impact CUL-1: The proposed Specific Plan could have a significant impact on historic architectural resources. (Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Site Specific Evaluations and
Treatment in Accordance with the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards:

Site-Specific Evaluations: In order to adequately address
the level of potential impacts for an individual project and
thereby design appropriate mitigation measures, the City
shall require project sponsors to complete site-specific
evaluations at the time that individual projects are
proposed at or adjacent to buildings that are at least 50
years old.

The project sponsor shall be required to complete a site-
specific historic resources study performed by a qualified
architectural historian meeting the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards for Architecture or Architectural
History. At a minimum, the evaluation shall consist of a
records search, an intensive-level pedestrian field survey,
an evaluation of significance using standard National
Register Historic Preservation and California Register
Historic Preservation evaluation criteria, and recordation of
all identified historic buildings and structures on California
Department of Parks and Recreation 523 Site Record
forms. The evaluation shall describe the historic context
and setting, methods used in the investigation, results of
the evaluation, and recommendations for management of
identified resources. If federal or state funds are involved,
certain agencies, such as the Federal Highway
Administration and California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans), have specific requirements for inventory areas
and documentation format.

A qualified architectural historian shall
complete a site-specific historic
resources study. For structures found to
be historic, specify treating conforming
to Secretary of the Interior's standards,
as applicable.

Simultaneously with
a project application
submittal.

Qualified
architectural
historian retained by
the Project
SpoNsor(s).

CDD

STATUS:
COMPLETE: The
historic resource
evaluation prepared
by Corri Jimenez
concludes that the
existing buildings
are not historically
significant, and the
project will not have
an adverse effect on
a historic resource,
as the property is
not eligible for the
California Register
of Historical
Resources. Due to
the fact that the
property is not
eligible for the
Register, the project
is not required
under CEQA to
comply with the
Secretary of the
Interior's Standards
for the Treatment of
Historic Properties
and Guidelines for
Preserving,
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133 Encinal Avenue Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

- Implementing
Party

Monitoring Party

Treatment in Accordance with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards. Any future proposed project in the
Plan Area that would affect previously recorded historic
resources, or those identified as a result of site-specific
surveys and evaluations, shall conform to the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties and Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating,
Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings (1995).
The Standards require the preservation of character
defining features which convey a building’s historical
significance, and offers guidance about appropriate and
compatible alterations to such structures.

Rehabilitating,
Restoring, and
Reconstructing -
Historic Buildings.

Impact CUL-2: The proposed Specific Plan could impact

currently unknown archaeological resources. (Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure CUL-2a: When specific projects are
proposed that involve ground disturbing activity, a site-
specific cultural resources study shall be performed by a
qualified archaeologist or equivalent cultural resources
professional that will include an updated records search,
pedestrian survey of the project area, development of a
historic context, sensitivity assessment for buried
prehistoric and historic-period deposits, and preparation of
a technical report that meets federal and state
requirements. If historic or unique resources are identified
and cannot be avoided, treatment plans will be developed
in consultation with the City and Native American
representatives to mitigate potential impacts to less than
significant based on either the Secretary of the Interior's
Standards described in Mitigation Measure CUL-1 (if the
site is historic) or the provisions of Public Resources Code
Section 21083.2 (if a unique archaeological site).

A qualified archeologist shall complete
a site-specific cultural resources study.

If resources are identified and cannot
be avoided, treatment plans will be
developed to mitigate impacts to less
than significant, as specified.

Simultaneously with
a project application
submittal.

Qualified
archaeologist
retained by the

project sponsor(s).

CDD

STATUS:
COMPLETE: The
cultural resource
evaluation, prepared
by Basin Research
Associates
concludes that the
proposed project will
have no impact on
cultural resources.
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133 Encinal Avenue Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Mitigation Measure Action Timing Implementing Monitoring Party
Party
Mitigation Measure CUL-2b: Should any archaeological If any archaeological artifacts are Ongoing during Qualified CDD
artifacts be found during construction, all construction discovered during construction. archaeologist

activities within 50 feet shall immediately halt and the City
must be notified. A qualified archaeologist shall inspect the
findings within 24 hours of the discovery. If the resource is
determined to be a historical resource or unique resource,
the archaeologist shall prepare a plan to identify, record,
report, evaluate, and recover the resources as necessary,
which shall be implemented by the developer. Construction
within the area of the find shall not recommence until
impacts on the historical or unique archaeological resource
are mitigated as described in Mitigation Measure CUL-2a
above. Additionally, Public Resources Code Section
5097.993 stipulates that a project sponsor must inform
project personnel that collection of any Native American
artifact is prohibited by law.

demolition/construction, all ground
disturbing activity within 50 feet shall be
halted immediately, and the City of
Menlo Park Community Development
Department shall be notified within 24
hours.

A qualified archaeologist shall inspect
any archaeological artifacts found
during construction and if determined to
be a resource shall prepare a plan
meeting the specified standards which
shall be implemented by the project
sponsor(s).

retained by the
project sponsor(s).

Impact CUL-4: Implementation of the Plan may cause dis
Significant)

turbance of human remains including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. (Potentially

; 15064.5(e)(1) shall be followed, which is as follows:

Mitigation Measure CUL-4: If human remains are
discovered during construction, CEQA Guidelines

* In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of
any human remains in any location other than a dedicated
cemetery, the following steps should be taken:

1) There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of
the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie
adjacent human remains until:

If human remains are discovered during
any construction activities, all ground-
disturbing activity within the site or any
nearby area shall be halted
immediately, and the County coroner
must be contacted immediately and
other specified procedures must be
followed as applicable.

On-going during
construction

Qualified
archeologist
retained by the
project sponsor(s)

CDD
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Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Monitoring Party

@)

a)

The San Mateo County coroner must be
contacted to determine that no investigation of the
cause of death is required; and

If the coroner determines the remains to be Native

American:

1. The coroner shall contact the Native
American Heritage Commission within 24
hours;

2. The Native American Heritage Commission
shall identify the person or persons it
believes to be the most likely descended
from the deceased Native American;

3. The most likely descendent may make
recommendations to the landowner or the
person responsible for the excavation work,
for means of treating or disposing of, with
appropriate dignity, the human remains and
any associated grave goods as provided in
Public Resources Code Section 5097.98; or

2) Where the following conditions occur, the landowner
or his authorized representative shall rebury the Native
American human remains and associated grave goods with
appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject
to further subsurface disturbance.

a)

The Native American Heritage Commission is
unable to identify a most likely descendent or the
most likely descendent failed to make a
recommendation within 48 hours after being
notified by the Commission.

The descendant identified fails to make a
recommendation; or

The landowner or his authorized representative
rejects the recommendation of the descendant,
and the mediation by the Native American
Heritage Commission fails to provide measures
acceptable to the landowner.
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133 Encinal Avenue Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Mitigation Measure Action Timing Implementing Monitoring Party
Party

GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE

Impact GHG-2: The Specific Plan could conflict with applicable plans, policies or regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the Specific Plan adopted for
the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. (Significant)

Mitigation Measure GHG-2a: All residential and/or mixed | Install one dedicated electric Simultaneous with Project sponsor(s) CDD
use developments of sufficient size to require LEED vehicle/plug-in hybrid electric vehicle project application

certification under the Specific Plan shall install one recharging station for every 20 submittal

dedicated electric vehicle/plug-in hybrid electric vehicle residential parking spaces

recharging station for every 20 residential parking spaces
provided. Per the Climate Action Plan the complying
applicant could receive incentives, such as streamlined
permit processing, fee discounts, or design templates.
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Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Monitoring Party

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Impact HAZ-1: Disturbance and release of contaminated soil during demolition and construction phases of the project, or transportation of excavated material,
or contaminated groundwater could expose construction workers, the public, or the environment to adverse conditions related to hazardous materials handling.

(Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Prior to issuance of any
building permit for sites where ground breaking activities
would occur, all proposed development sites shall have a
Phase | site assessment performed by a qualified
environmental consulting firm in accordance with the
industry required standard known as ASTM E 1527-05. The
City may waive the requirement for a Phase | site
assessment for sites under current and recent regulatory
oversight with respect to hazardous materials
contamination. If the Phase | assessment shows the
potential for hazardous releases, then Phase Il site
assessments or other appropriate analyses shall be
conducted to determine the extent of the contamination and
the process for remediation. All proposed development in
the Plan area where previous hazardous materials releases
have occurred shall require remediation and cleanup to
levels established by the overseeing regulatory agency
{San Mateo County Environmental Health (SMCEH),
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) or
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
appropriate for the proposed new use of the site. All
proposed groundbreaking activities within areas of
identified or suspected contamination shall be conducted
according to a site specific health and safety plan, prepared
by a licensed professional in accordance with Cal/OHSA
regulations (contained in Title 8 of the California Code of
Regulations) and approved by SMCEH prior to the
commencement of groundbreaking.

Prepare a Phase | site assessment.

If assessment shows potential for
hazardous releases, then a Phase |i
site assessment shall be conducted.

Remediation shall be conducted
according to standards of overseeing
regulatory agency where previous
hazardous releases have occurred.

Groundbreaking activities where there
is identified or suspected contamination
shall be conducted according to a site-
specific health and safety plan.

Prior to issuance of
any grading or
building permit for
sites with
groundbreaking
activity.

Qualified
environmental
consulting fim and
licensed
professionals hired
by project
sponsor(s)

CbD

Impact HAZ-3: Hazardous materials used on any individual site during construction activities (i.e., fuels, lubricants, solvents) could be released to the
environment through improper handling or storage. (Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure HAZ-3: All development and
redevelopment shall require the use of construction Best
Management Practices (BMPs) to control handling of
hazardous materials during construction to minimize the
potential negative effects from accidental release to
groundwater and soils. For projects that disturb less than
one acre, alist of BMPs to be implemented shall be part of
building specifications and approved of by the City Building
Department prior to issuance of a building permit.

Implement best management practices
to reduce the release of hazardous
materials during construction.

Prior to building
permit issuance for
sites disturbing less
than one acre and
on-going during
construction for all
project sites

Project sponsor(s)
and contractor(s)

CDD
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Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Monitoring Party

NOISE

)

Impact NOI-1: Construction activities associated with implementation of the Specific Plan would result in substantial temporary or periodic increases in ambient
noise levels in the Specific Plan area above levels existing without the Specific Plan and in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. (Potentially Significant)

Mitigation Measure NOI-1a: Construction contractors for
subsequent development projects within the Specific Plan
area shall utilize the best available noise control techniques
(e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake
silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically
attenuating shields or shrouds, etc.) when within 400 feet of
sensitive receptor locations. Prior to demolition, grading or
building permit issuance, a construction noise control plan
that identifies the best available noise control techniques to
be implemented, shall be prepared by the construction
contractor and submitted to the City for review and
approval. The plan shall include, but not be limited to, the
following noise control elements:

* Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers,
and rock drills) used for construction shall be hydraulically
or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise
associated with compressed air exhaust from
pneumatically powered tools. However, where use of
pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the
compressed air exhaust shall be used; this muffler shall
achieve lower noise levels from the exhaust by
approximately 10 dBA. External jackets on the tools
themselves shall be used where feasible in order to
achieve a reduction of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures shall be
used, such as drills rather than impact equipment,
whenever feasible;

* Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from
adjacent receptors as possible and they shall be muffled
and enclosed within temporary sheds, incorporate
insulation barriers, or other measures to the extent feasible;
and

A construction noise control plan shall
be prepared and submitted to the City
for review.

Implement noise control technigues to
reduce ambient noise levels.

Prior to demolition,
grading or building
permit issuance

Measures shown on
plans, construction
documents and
specification and
ongoing through
construction

Project sponsor(s)
and
contractor(s)

Project sponsor(s)
and
contractor(s)

CDD

CDD
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Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Monitoring Party

*When construction occurs near residents, affected parties
within 400 feet of the construction area shall be notified of
the construction schedule prior to demolition, grading or
building permit issuance. Notices sent to residents shall
include a project hotline where residents would be able to
call and issue complaints. A Project Construction
Complaint and Enforcement Manager shall be designated
to receive complaints and notify the appropriate City staff of
such complaints. Signs shall be posted at the construction
site that include permitted construction days and hours, a
day and evening contact number for the job site, and day
and evening contact numbers, both for the construction
contractor and City representative(s), in the event of
problems.

Mitigation Measure NOI-1¢: The City shall condition
approval of projects near receptors sensitive to
construction noise, such as residences and schools, such
that, in the event of a justified complaint regarding
construction noise, the City would have the ability to require
changes in the construction control noise plan to address
complaints.

Condition projects such that if justified
complaints from adjacent sensitive
receptors are received, City may
require changes in construction noise

control plan.

Condition shown on
plans, construction
documents and
specifications.
When justified
complaint received
by City.

Project sponsor(s)
and contractor(s) for
revisions to
construction noise
control plan.

CDbD

N
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Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

implementing
Party

Monitoring Party

Impact NOI-3: The Specific Plan would introduce sensitive receptors to a noise environment with noise levels in exces.

under the City of Menlo Park Municipal Code. (Potentially Significant)

s of standards considered acceptable

Mitigation Measure NOI-3: Interior noise exposure within Interior noise exposure assessed by Simultaneous with Project sponsors(s) | CDD
homes proposed for the Specific Plan area shall be qualified acoustical engineer and submittal for a and contractor(s)

assessed by a qualified acoustical engineer to determine if | results submitted to City showing building permit.

sound rated walls and windows would be required to meet | conceptual window and wall assemblies

the Title 24 interior noise level standard of 45 dBA, Ldn. necessary to meet City standards.

The results of each study shall be submitted to the City

showing conceptual window and wall assemblies with

Sound Transmission Class (STC) ratings necessary to

achieve the noise reductions for the project to satisfy the

interior noise criteria within the noise environment of the

Plan area.

Impact NOI-4: The Specific Plan would expose sensitive receptors to substantial levels of groundborne vibration. (Potentially Significant)
Mitigation Measure NOI-4: Prior to project approval for A qualified acoustical engineer to Simultaneous with Qualified acoustical | CDD

development within 200 feet of the mainline track, a

detailed vibration design study shall be completed by a

qualified acoustical engineer to confirm the ground

vibration levels and frequency content along the Caltrain

tracks and to determine appropriate design to limit interior

vibration levels to 75 VdB for residences and 78 VdB for
_other uses. if required, vibration isolation techniques could
. include supporting the new building foundations on
elastomer pads similar to bridge bearing pads.

complete a vibration design study.

submittal for a
building permit

engineer retained by
the project
sponsor(s)
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Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Monitoring Party

TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING

Impact TR-1: Traffic from future development in the Plan area would adversely affect operation of area intersections. (Significant)

PW/CDD

Mitigation Measures TR-1a through TR-1d: (see EIR for Payment of fair share Prior to building Project sponsor(s)

details) funding. permit issuance.

Impact TR-2: Traffic from future development in the Plan area would adversely affect operation of local roadway segments. (Significant) _
Mitigation Measure TR-2: New developments within the Develop a Transportation Demand Submit draft TDM Project sponsor(s) PW/CDD

Specific Plan area, regardless of the amount of new traffic
they would generate, are required to have in-place a City-
approved Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
program prior to project occupancy to mitigate impacts on
roadway segments and intersections. TDM programs could
include the following measures for site users (taken from
the C/CAG CMP), as applicable:

* Commute alternative information;

* Bicycle storage facilities;

* Showers and changing rooms;

* Pedestrian and bicycle subsidies;

* Operating dedicated shuttle service (or buying into a
shuttle consortium);

* Subsidizing transit tickets;

“* Preferential parking for carpoolers;

* Provide child care services and convenience shopping
within new developments;

* Van pool programs;
* Guaranteed ride home program for those who use
alternative modes;

* Parking cashout programs and discounts for persons who
carpool, vanpool, bicycle or use public transit;

* Imposing charges for parking rather than providing free
parking;

* Providing shuttles for customers and visitors; and/or

* Car share programs.

Management program.

program with
building permit. City
approval required
before permit
issuance.
Implementation prior
to project
occupancy.

Impact TR-7: Cumulative development, along with development in the Plan area, would adversely affect operation of local intersections. (Significant)

Mitigation Measures TR-7a through TR-7n: (see EIR for
details)

Payment of fair share
funding.

Prior to building
permit issuance.

Project sponsor(s)

PW/CDD

Impact TR-8: Cumulative development, along with development in the Plan area would adversely affect operation of local roadway segments. (Significant)

Mitigation Measure TR-8: Implement TR-2 (TDM Program). l See Mitigation Measure TR-2.
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Lin, Jean P

L R N
From: John Onken <johnonken27@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, September 07, 2014 8:44 AM

To: Lin, Jean P

Subject: 133 Encinal Town Homes application

Jean:

I'm writing you as an adjoining resident to this application, not as planning commissioner. There are a number
of specific concerns that I think warrant sending the plans back to the applicant and requiring revision.

e - The new townhouses are taller than almost all of our houses on Stone Pine, by one story in most
cases, and because of our short gardens, they’re only 30 away from our rear bedrooms. The main living
spaces of the townhomes are focused to the rear of the houses, so both our privacy and theirs will be
seriously compromised. Their orientation of living spaces to face directly into the single-aspect
habitable rooms of Stone Pine Lane creates an un-mitigated problem which could be corrected by the re-
siting and redesign of the house.

e« - The Downtown Specific Plan, which is the template for this development allows for the extra height
of these units if the developer promises to make a proportion of the units BMR but it is not clear whether
this undertaking has been made. Surely the community would welcome the developer to not grab the
extra height for the modest profit margin a handful of BMR units will net.

e - The Specific Plan also zones this parcel as ‘Mixed Use.” The intent of the plan for the larger
parcels has been to create vibrancy and community by having mixed-use developments throughout our
community, and this site is a good example of where some nice small retail or offices could be mixed
with housing facing Encinal. The developer has instead chosen to go with 100% single-family housing
which even though allowed by the letter of the plan, is certainly not what the spirit of the plan was
hoping to achieve. We're now looking at another example of a Specific Plan Project that's creating
unexpected consequences (like 26 new Encinal School Families who can't be accomodated) showing the
flaws and loopholes in the plan rather than the benefits for the community. Can we push the developer
to go back to some kind of mixed-use model?

I hope you get a chance to move the developers away from this poorly thought out plan and we get a
development that works for everyone.

Thanks,
John Onken

192 Stone Pine Lane, Menlo Park
I




Lin, Jean P

S SR A S AT
From: JOHN ONKEN <johnonken27@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 22, 2014 9:23 AM
To: Lin, Jean P
Subject: Re: 133 Encinal Town Homes application
Attachments: 133 Encinal revised plan.pdf

Jean:

Please find attached an alternative site layout for which I'd be grateful if you could forward to the
applicant. The layout shows the whole development shunted forward to the front setback line to give an
acceptable setback between their rear houses and the existing living spaces on Stone Pine Lane. Their rear
drive has also been reduced to the same width and building spacing as the front units.

I also note that even though their arborist recommended a 25' protection fence around the heritage oak, their
plans significantly cut into that zone. I've shown the full 25' fence in this plan, and suggested that the loss of
one unit could be compensated by making a larger split unit on the end.

Thanks and I look forward to seeing the developer's alternatives and changes as this progresses.

John Onken

On Mon, Sep 15, 2014 at 9:45 AM, Lin, Jean P <jplin@menlopark.org> wrote:

Hi John,

| spoke with the epplicant about your concerns, and they are open o considering alternative site layouis. |t
would be helpful if you could forward any sketches of your suggested site layout(s) to me, and | will forward
them to the applicant.

Thanks,

Jean Lin

Associate Planner
City of Menlo Park

701 Lgurei Street
Menlo Park, CA 84025

phone (650) 330-6735
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Lin, Jean P

From: Deke Hunter <Deke@hunterproperties.com>

Sent: Wednesday, April 29, 2015 9:45 PM

To: JOHN ONKEN .

Cc: Lin, Jean P; Bianka Skubnik; In Lee; Ursula Feusi; Jason Thrasher; Scott Phillips; Fin
O'Hara; ali@box.com

Subject: Re: 133 Encinal

Thank you John for your letter and I understand your desire to further widen the rear set back. Our limitation is
the required fire truck width on the driveway side, so the request is not easily resolved. We have been working
with staff to satisfy some other requirements, and will circle back to you and the neighbors shortly.

Thank you,

Deke Hunter

Hunter Properties Inc.

(408) 255-4100
deke@hunterproperties.com

On Apr 29, 2015, at 1:15 PM, JOHN ONKEN <johnonken27(@gmail.com™> wrote:

Jean/Deke:
RE: 133 Encinal Proposals, Hunter Properties

Deke Hunter of Hunter Properties graciously presented a revised site plan on March 30th to myself and the
immediate neighbours of Stone Pine Lane bordering the rear of his site. We were shown revised site plan,
landscaping, and elevations for some of the buildings. We have not seen the recently revised submission on
record with the City but have been assured by Deke Hunter that these would be the same. Our comments are as
follow:

o We greatly appreciate that Hunter Properties has listened to our concerns and made moves to
accommodate them by redesigning the rear of the site. The three x three-story duplex townhouses along
the rear of the property have been eliminated and substituted with a block of three x two-story
townhouses and the relocation of the community building. The townhomes have reduced fenestration
where facing the rear at their upper floor so as to prevent potential privacy conflicts. The reduced height
to two stories and the relocation of the Carriage House also are an improvement to the feeling of
overcrowding and unacceptable mass and bulk presented in the original site development plan.

e The rear facades of the buildings remain at 21' from the rear property line. -Although this is behind the
rear setback prescribed in the recommendations of the DSP, it is still unacceptable as it relates to the
existing neighborhood character. All of the tow on Stone Pine Lane are oriented with the living

W&



spaces facing Southeast to the subject property, all within 10" to 14' from the property boundary. The
separating resulting in the proposals creates a distance of 32' to 36" which we seriously object

to. Strategies for increasing this separation we presented to Hunter Properties originally which have not
been adapted, other than moving the building line by 1'. This minimal separation remains an
unacceptable situation.

e A draft landscape plan was also presented. There was the suggestion that the large heritage Oak at the
east of the property may be considered for removal, which we would seriously object to as would our
wider community. The landscape plan also showed little to no boundary screening planting along the
rear property line in question. Deke Hunter proposed that landscape screening could be mutually
negotiated, but we believe it essential that screening is on the landscape plan submitted, and not left to a
staff condition after action is taken on the Use Permit. Please ensure that good screening is shown on
the landscape plan. '

Deke Hunter has promised to erect story poles for the rear-most building on the site to model the effect of the
mass along the property line. They have not yet been erected, but we're hopeful that this happens soon to give
everyone a better understanding of the proposal.

In summary, improvements have been made to the scheme but more needs to be done to consider this
acceptable to the neighborhood and compliant with the DSP in respecting neighborhood character.

Many Thanks,

John Onken




Lin, Jean P
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From: Bianka <bskubnik@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2014 3:29 PM

To: Lin, Jean P

Cc: Bressler, Vincent; Combs, Drew; Eiref, Ben; Ferrick, Katie; Kadvany, John; Katherine
Strehl; Onken, John; Phillips Scott

Subject: Response to the proposed 133 Encinal Avenue Project

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Jean and copy to Menlo Park Planning Commission Members:

It appears clear that the proposed plans for 133 Encinal Avenue Project have been formulated to maximize the
development under the allowable limits of SP-ECR/D zoning with little to no consideration for the intended spirit of the
plan, nor consideration of how the proposed development shall impact the established neighboring properties.

As owners of an adjacent property on Stone Pine Lane we would wish to voice the following concerns:

Privacy — The proposed units in general are higher that most of the units along Stone Pine Lane. This combined with the
fact that most of our rear yards are shallow means that the proximity of rear facing windows seriously compromises the
privacy of both the new and established units. In the specific case of the last two Stone Pine residences (nearest Caltrain)
the problem is further aggravated due to the fact that these units are only two stories. The new development is
approximately twice as high as these units. Additionally, the second floor living/great room windows of the new units are
essentially 31° away and almost directly in line with our master bedrooms. The site plan appears to propose the planting
of shrubbery. This does not mitigate the privacy problem as plants are a temporary solution (they may moved, die or not
be maintained) and they are unlikely to screen two and three stories high.

Building Shadow — The height of the proposed structures impacts morning sun and visual field from the back patios of
the Stone Pine units. The end effect being that summer sun in the Stone Pine back patios is reduced by more than half. In
addition, the depth of the open space between structures being less than the height would provide an unpleasant “sitting in
a canyon” environment in what are currently pleasant patios.

Character of the Neighborhood — The proposed finishing elements (gables, rafters, siding, “allied arts” -like style...)
are not in line with the contemporary, primarily stucco finishing of the Stone Pine residences nor the Mediterranean style
Davis Polk building. Not to mention that it appears that the lowest cost finishing materials appear to have been selected.
The proposed residential units are also have a higher bedroom/square footage ratio (4br/<=2000) contributing to a
perception of density. By contrast the existing units on Stone Pine being average approximately 2400 sq. ft. and tend to be
3 bedroom units. The unique nature of the Stone Pine/Forest/Buckthorn developments has been described as “loft” like.
Furthermore, the adjacent Stone Pine and Felton Gables neighborhoods are all individually owned single family
residences.

Oak Tree — The parcel has at least one magnificent oak with a robust canopy. It is unconscionable that such a mature and
majestic tree should be removed or drastically damaged to facilitate construction, especially in a city that prides itself on
its tree heritage. The proposed site plan shows a significant reduction in the tree canopy, which currently extends some 40
feet, and Building D located about 14 feet from the trunk. Construction will impact not only the canopy but also the root
system thereby compromising the tree. Lastly, there also appear to be owls nesting in the oak tree.

The Specific Plan — The 100 % residential proposal allows for no “Mixed Use” developments and yet does not need to
follow residential zoning requirements. It also remains unclear as to how many and which units are to be “Below Market
Rate”. H




Traffic and Schools — With the addition of 26 units, traffic along Encinal Avenue and load on the school system will
increase. An impact assessment has yet to be provided.

It is our belief that the aforementioned concerns make the currently proposed plan unacceptable and stand to have a major
negative impact the value of the neighboring properties.

Thank you for your attention,
Bianka Skubnik & Scott Phillips

188 Stone Pine Lane




Lin, Jean P

From: Peri Caylor <pericaylor@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Saturday, September 27, 2014 5:46 PM

To: Lin, Jean P

Subject: Hunter/133 Encinal Development Comment
Dear Jean,

Thanks again for responding to my questions about the proposed development at 133 Encinal. The following thoughts
are meant to facilitate thoughtful discussion of potential adjustments to the pians.

[ like the project’s overall design, but 'm concerned its height may feel too urban for the site. Ideally, the design’s scale
and bearing should align well visually with that of a suburban village, not a vertical cityscape., An example of a successful
development, in my view, is the series of townhomes integrated into the 18" Avenue corridor of San Francisco. All stand
side by side, like the other homes on the busy street, and are of comparable height, with facades and color schemes that
complement the existing housing, There is little planting, but that is in keeping with the neighborhood. Given that the
homes on Encinal do not have a vertical profile, most being one and two story, | wonder whether there is a suitable
compromise on height. Could the developers’ goals be achieved with two or two-and-a-half story homes? You might
point out that many of the homes on Stone Pine Lane are three story. However, the Park Forest community Is physically
confined by a horseshoe formed by two streets, and thus has no impact on surrounding neighborhoods {with the
exception of a few homes on Buckthorn}.

I'd also like to mention that the Specific Plan calls for mixed-use development. While | don’t object to a purely
residential project, | wonder whether some portion of the property could include retail spaces that would serve not only
residents hut others in the neighborhood. My sense is that Encinal is not well-designed to carry much additional traffic, a
possible factor in the decision to build housing alone. This leads to my last point.

Please carefully consider traffic patterns and safety when planning any additional street parking. Visibility for drivers
entering and driving along Encinal is already hampered by cars parked along the curb. The street is well traveled by
cyclists, and families with young children, particularly curing the morning rush hour.

I would appreciate your consideration of my feedback.

Sincerely,

Peri Caylor
510-376-4379




Lin, Jean P

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Attachments:

Dear Jean,

In Lee <inlee.123@gmail.com>

Sunday, September 28, 2014 2:21 PM

Lin, Jean P

Mueller, Raymond; Carlton, M.Catherine; Cline, Richard A; Keith, Kirsten; Ohtaki, Peter I
Letter in Opposition to Proposed Development at 133 Encinal Avenue

180 Stone Pine Letter.pdf

My name is In Lee and [ am the owner of 180 Stone Pine Lane. Attached please find my letter to the Planning
Commission in opposition to the proposed development at 133 Encinal Avenue.

As a directly impacted home owner, I would appreciate it if you could keep me updated as to the status of the
proposed development at 133 Encinal Avenue.

Thank you and best regards,

In




In Lee
180 Stone Pine Lane
Menlo Park, CA 94025
Tel: 650-425-3955
Email: inlee.123@gmail.com

September 26, 2014

City of Menlo Park Planning Commission
Attention: Jean Lin, Associate Planner

Re: Opposition to Proposed Development at 133 Encinal Avenue

Dear Jean,

This letter is to voice my strong opposition to the currently proposed development at 133 Encinal
Avenue (the “Proposed Development”).

From my review of the plans for the Proposed Development, I understand that the new
townhouses will be built to a height of 38 feet with a distance of approximately 30 feet or less
from my building. I also understand that the main living spaces in each applicable townhouse
will be built facing my home. My townhouse is less than 30 feet high.

The height of the proposed townhouses in comparison to mine and distance of such townhouses
from my own home will lead to 2 unacceptable results:

First, of utmost concern is tt The first and second stories of my home have floor
to ceiling windows. We also have waist height (or lower) windows in the bedrooms facing the
Proposed Development. The higher sight lines in the new townhouses due to the greater height
of these new townhouses in comparison to my home will result in the residents of the Proposed
Development being able to look down into the entirety of my living room, dining room and 2 out
of 3 bedrooms. The inside of my home will effectively be subject to outside surveillance 24/7.

Second, also of grave concern is the fact that the additional height of the new townhouses and
their proximity to my building will likely result in my home being cast i ‘ the entire
morning until midday. As mentioned previously, the windows facing 133 rncinai Avenue are
extremely large to take advantage of the great amount of moming sunlight and the unrestricted
views when 133 Encinal Avenue was Roger Reynolds Nursery. If the new townhouses are built
as proposed, my living room and dining room are unlikely to receive any direct sunlight.

I am also concerned about the impact the Proposed Development will have on the local
neighborhood and the Although I was greatly saddened when Roger Reynolds
Nursery suddenly closed its doors, I was very hopeful when I lcarned that 133 Encinal Avenue
was zoned for mixed use. 133 Encinal Avenue would be an ideal plot to develop as a mix of
light retail and residential. Given the right mix of stores, I think it would also help to reduce
some traffic along El Camino Real and make the neighborhood more walkable.

9
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T was dismaved when | learned that the Probosed Development would not only be exclusively

I currently
have a nrst grader in Encinai blementary ana a prescnooier. | Know urst-uaud we suain that the
Menlo Park City School District is experiencing in trying to absorb the rapidly expanding student
body. The addition of 26 new residential units will only exacerbate this problem. As 4-bedroom
townhouses, it is very likely that each unit will be occupied by families with at least 1 (if not
more likely 2 or more) students. The Menlo Park City School District is greatly dependent on
donations from its student families in order to provide the level of education that it is famous for.
Currently the Menlo Park-Atherton Education Foundation is requesting annual donations of at
least $1,500 per student and the Encinal Elementary School PTO is requesting $250 per student
annually. Iam concerned that the renters in the Proposed Development, as short term residents
of Menlo Park, will not have any incentives to make these voluntary donations towards their
students’ education and the permanent residents will end up having to bear the burden of these
free riders. Additionally, I don’t know enough about how rental property owners are taxed but I
would expect that in the aggregate the Menlo Park City School District will receive less in
property tax revenues from a single rental development vs. if each unit in the Proposed
Development were taxed individually. [ would appreciate it if you could confirm whether the
Planning Commission specifically analyzed the long term potential impact of these 26 large
family rental units would have on the neighborhood and school district, and if so, what
conclusions it made in this regard.

For the reasons stated above, I oppose the Proposed Development because it will not only
materially and adversely impact the use of my home by my family on a daily basis but I also
believe it will materially and adversely impact the value of my home.

As a resident of Menlo Park’s El Camino Real and downtown area, I am a supporter of the
Specific Plan (and an opponent of Measure M) and firmly believe that the Specific Plan, when
thoughtfully and carefully implemented by the Planning Commission, will greatly help revitalize
this part of Menlo Park. That said, although the Proposed Plan may fit within the letter of the
Specific Plan, I do not believe that it fits in the spirit and the broader goals of the Specific Plan. I
strongly urge the Planning Commission to reject the Proposed Development.



As a resident who is directly impacted by the Proposed Development, I would greatly appreciate
it if the Planning Commission could keep me updated on any developments with respect to 133
Encinal Avenue, including any scheduled meeting.

Sincerely

iz

In Lee, Esq.

cc: Ray Mueller, Mayor
Catherine Carlton, May Pro Tem
Richard Cline, Councilmember
Kirsten Keith, Councilmember
Peter Ohtaki, Councilmember




Ursula Feusi
184 Stone Pine Lane
Menlo Park, CA 94025 SEP 2 9 2014
Tel: 650.996.5113
Email: ufeusi@sbcglobal.net

September 26, 2014

City of Menlo Park Planning Commission
Attention: Jean Lin, Associate Planner

Re: Proposed Hunter Properties/133 Encinal Avenue
Dear Jean:

As the homeowner of 184 Stone Pine Lane for the past 32 years, | am writing to voice
my strong opposition to the currently proposed development at 133 Encinal Avenue.

Over these many years we enjoyed the privacy, open/green space, the beauty of
heritage trees and the serenity the former Roger Reynolds Nursery had offered our
neighborhood. These factors played an important part in our decision not to relocate.
Instead, we invested a substantial amount into renovating our home throughout. 1 felt
greatly saddened when our beloved Nursery suddenly closed its doors, but were
hopeful then, that a Buyer/Developer would propose a project “compatible”

with our existing residential neighborhood.

Having said that, and after reviewing the Proposed Development Plans, | am alarmed to
see that the Proposed Development directly facing the back of our homes will be built to -
a height of 38 feet (most Stone Pine Lane townhouses are less than 30 feet high).
Furthermore, the distance between the proposed development and my home is
approximately 30 feet.

These factors present a serious compromise on our Privacy and Quality of Life.
The first and second stories of my home have soaring 16 feet floor to ceiling windows,
overlooking a well designed and often used patio, directly facing the former Roger
Reynolds Nursery. The third floor, existing of the Master Suite/Master Bathroom with a
wall of 8 feet sliding doors leading to a balcony overlooking the proposed development.
The additional height of these townhouses, coupled by the shallow distance between
the properties will result in the residents of the proposed new townhouses being able to -
look in/fand down the entirety of our living and bedroom quarters. That would leave us
with NO Privacy in our home.
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Building Shadow/Loss of Light.

If the townhouses are built with the proposed additional height and proximity to my
property, my living area with its wall of tall windows, will no longer receive any sunlight,
something we enjoyed for the past many years. In addition, our newly designed back
patio/garden would have no personal value to us and and a costly re-design would be
necessary. Most of the sunlight would be blocked by the height and proximity of the
proposed buildings.

Removal of 7 Heritage Trees. .
The proposed plans ask for the removal of 7 heritage trees. Please clarify which trees
are affected. | am mostly concerned about the mature oak tree with a vast canopy by

Building D.

The Specific Plan zones this parcel as “Mixed Use”. Although the proposed plans for
133 Encinal Avenue may be within the letter of the Downtown Specific Plan, | do not
believe the Proposed Plan fits IN THE SPIRIT and GOALS of the Specific Plan. | view
the 133 Encinal Avenue site as an ideal parcel to develop as a “Mixed Use” project,
where light retail and/or small offices could be mixed with Residential.

As a concerned resident who is directly impacted by the Proposed Development, | ask
the Planning Commission to seriously consider the above stated concerns and have the
Developer present a re-design/re-sitting of the proposed property. Also ask the
Developer to present plans for a 2-story complex, allowing for deeper set-backs for the
rear development facing the residential community of Stone Pine Lane.

The proposed 133 Encinal Avenue proposal is not only negatively affecting the Quality
and Privacy aspect of our lives, it also is having a major negative impact on the value of
our home. | strongly oppose the proposed Development Plan and | welcome a meeting
with the Developer, together with our other concerned neighbors.

Thank you for your attention.

Lo

Ursula Feusi

cc: Ray Mueller, Mayor
Catherine Carlton, Mayor Pro Tem
Richard Cline, Councilmember
Kristen Keith, Councilmember
Peter Ohtaki, Councilmember
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Regarding the proposed development of the former
Roger Reynolds Nursery site.

Dear Jean and Menlo Park Planning Commission Members:

We, the undersigned, would like to express our collective concerns over the impact to oUr neighborhood
of the 133 Encinal Avenue Project proposal.

While the proposed project may be within the letter of the Downtown Specific Plan it has little to no
consideration for the intended spirit of the plan, the impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods or the
Downtown Vision Plan.

The developer has opted for a purely residential model on a parcel that might well be suited for a mix of
some small retail or office along Encinal Avenue. The density of the units provides little in the way of
“Open Space” and the impact of 26 residential units on schools and traffic has not been evaluated. In
light of the fact that the parcel does not front onto EI Camino Real and does abut residential zones, the
development intensity should also be a factor in planning.

The proposed units are taller than almost all the backing units along Stone Pine Lane and the separation
between the new and existing units is some 31 to 36 feet. This presents a serious compromise to privacy
on both parts as the bedrooms and living areas are situated at the rear. The size and proximity of the
new units also stands to shadow the relatively shallow back patios of our beautiful homes.

The character and finishing of the proposed units is not in line with the surrounding structures;
contemporary Park Forest, Mediterranean Davis Polk & Wardwell, and detached single family Felton
Gables. While there is a smaller scale rental community on the facing side of Encinal Avenue, the Park
Forest and Felton Gables neighborhoods are single family owned units.

Lastly, the plan calls for the removal of heritage trees and a severe impact on the mature oak tree on the

site.

It is our belief that these concerns make the currently proposed plan unacceptable and that it shall
have a major negative impact the value of the neighboring properties. We urge a re-design/re-siting
of the current proposal. ’

Thank you for your attention.

Name Address Signature
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Regarding the proposed development of the former Roger Reynolds Nursery site. (Continued)

Name

Address

Signature
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Regarding the proposed development of the former
Roger Reynolds Nursery site.

Dear Jean and Menlo Park Planning Commission Members:

We, the undersigned, would like to express our collective concerns over the impact to our neighborhood
of the 133 Encinal Avenue Project proposal.

While the proposed project may be within the letter of the Downtown Specific Plan it has little to no
consideration for the intended spirit of the plan, the impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods or the
Downtown Vision Plan.

The developer has opted for a purely residential model on a parcel that might well be suited for a mix of
some small retail or office along Encinal Avenue. The density of the units provides little in the way of
“Open Space” and the impact of 26 residential units on schools and traffic has not been evaluated. In
light of the fact that the parcel does not front onto El Camino Real and does abut residential zones, the
development intensity should also be a factor in planning.

The proposed units are taller than almost all the backing units along Stone Pine Lane and the separation
between the new and existing units is some 31 to 36 feet. This presents a serious compromise to privacy
on both parts as the bedrooms and living areas are situated at the rear. The size and proximity of the
new units also stands to shadow the relatively shallow back patios of our beautiful homes.

The character and finishing of the proposed units is not in line with the surrounding structures;
contemporary Park Forest, Mediterranean Davis Polk & Wardwell, and detached single family Felton
Gables. While there is a smaller scale rental community on the facing side of Encinal Avenue, the Park
Forest and Felton Gables neighborhoods are single family owned units.

Lastly, the plan calls for the removal of heritage trees and a severe impact on the mature oak tree on the

site.

It is our belief that these concerns make the currently proposed plan unacceptable and that it shall
have a major negative impact the value of the neighboring properties. We urge a re-design/re-siting
of the current proposal.

Thank you for your attention.

Name Address Signature
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Regarding the proposed development of the former Roger Reynolds Nursery site. (Continued)

Name Address Signature -
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Regarding the proposed development of the former Roger Reynolds
Nursery site. (Continued)

Name

IAddress
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Regarding the proposed development of the former Roger Reynolds

Additional Comments:

Nursery site. (Continued)

Comment
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Michael J. Brady
191 Forest Lane
Menlo Park, CA 94025
650-780-1724
Michael.brady@rmkb.com

June 29, 2015
Dear City Officials of Menlo Park:

I am a resident of Menlo Park and live on Forest Lane, immediately north of Roger
Reynolds Nursery. I write to urge the PRESERVATION of the eleven historic heritage
trees on the old Roger Reynolds property. I do not think I was given proper notice as
an adjoining property owner on land formerly owned by the nursery. These trees are
magnificent and irreplaceable. They epitomize why Menlo Park is called the City of
Trees.

These trees pose no physical or property damage danger to anyone. The only thing
they imperil is the ability of the developer to make more money—an unacceptable
excuse to destroy them.  All of our neighborhood (Park Forest I, II, and III, comprised
of 110 homes), and Felton Gables love to look up and see these towering specimens
with their dark green piercing the blue sky. These are the trees that California is
famous for. Indeed, much of Park Forest I, II, and III was built on former Roger
Reynolds property, and we have a magnificent Heritage Tree Grove in our park in Park
Forest I. This dates back to W. W. II.

This developer can just re-design its project around the trees. The developer will make
less money, but that is the way it has to be when considering environmental and similar
matters. Maybe you can excuse him from some of your affordable housing
requirements to make up for it. Why don't you investigate that? The properties
(apartments) will have increased value if you preserve the trees, making up for any
“loss” on the developer’s part.

Menlo Park already faces loss of its trees from an aggressive Cal Train, bent on bringing
HSR to the Peninsula. Let’s.don't have the city directly cooperating with the developer
to destroy eleven of our greatest treasures which DO NOT HAVE TO COME DOWN!

Many in Menlo Park are already broken-hearted over the closure of Roger Reynolds, a
town institution for a century; we are also unhappy over the increasing disappearance

of nurseries in San Mateo County. Saving these trees will be a fitting reminder of what
the CITY OF TREES is famous for. Live up to your motto!

Michael J. Brady

4814-2238-2885.1




RECEIVED

JUL 14 2015

City Clerk's Office
City of Menlo Park

Dear City Council, City Planning Commission, and Environmental Quality Commission,

['am a resident of the Park Forest community and the city of Menlo Park. I have heard that
commercial development of the Reynolds property on Encinal proposes to down 11 Heritage
trees. I vigorously oppose this!!!

The beauty of Menlo is in the existing trees which live in the city. IF you allow this selective
removal of this valuable part of our environment Menlo will become another barren California
city devoid of much of its beauty. I am sure you are aware that trees allow for birds and other
wildlife to exist in an urban setting and this is what adds to the value of life in Menlo Park

There are alternatives in design that allow buildings to be situated in settings without destroying
the landscape.

Please consider.."the environment is not something we pass along to our children it is something
we borrow from them"

Sincerely

Fritz Yambrach

151 Stone Pine Lane

PS please forward this note to the appropriate committtees

Fritz Yambrach PhD.

Professor and Director of Packaging
San Jose State University
408-924-7193




Lin, Jean P
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From: Scott Phillips <phillips.d.scott@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 16, 2015 3:08 PM
To: Lin, Jean P
Cc: Bianka; ufeusi@sbcglobal.net
Subject: Re: 133 Encinal Project
Attachments: Oak&Poles.JPG
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Jean,

Thanks for your assistance on clarifying these points. I would like to point out that the new story poles make it
clear that there would need to be major pruning of the large oak tree. Ihave always been concerned that the tree
did not seem to be accurately placed on the plans. Ihave enclosed a photo that clearly show the further story
pole extending into the canopy. Given that this pole represents the ridge line the front half of the roof will
clearly extend well into the canopy. Presumably this would also compromise the roots.

We will raise this with Hunter Properties, but I thought this should also be pointed out to the city.
Thanks,

Scott Phillips
188 Stone Pine Lane

On Wed, Jul 15, 2015 at 7:10 PM, Lin, Jean P <jplin @ menlopark.ore> wrote:

Hi Bianka,

Thanks for your feedback. 've forwarded your message to the applicant and asked that they circle back with
you and the Stone Pine Lane neighbors regarding the issues you've identified below, which they’ve agreed to
do, so you will be hearing from them. As Ursula and Diane had previously brought up these same issues, | am
copying Ursula on this email. Please see my response in bold italics below.

As an update, we just received revised plans from the applicant yesterday. The plans are available for review
in our offices now (same location, and previous plan versions are still available at our front counter), and | will
be sending out an update to the neighbors early next week.

Thanks,

Jean Lin




Associate Planner
City of Menlo Park

701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

phone (650) 330-6735

email iplin@menlopark.org

www.menlopark.org

From: Bianka [mailto:bskubnik@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 02, 2015 4:45 PM

To: Lin, Jean P

Cc: Phillips Scott

Subject: 133 Encinal Project

Hi Jean,

It's been a few months since we’ve connected. There has been some recent activity on the site — mainly some
clearing up of debris (still in progress). While it is good to see that the lot is being cleaned up I'd like to raise a

couple of concerns with you:

o A while back, we Stone Pine residents requested Hunter properties to set up some story poles so that
we could see the potential impact of the re-planned units. The poles were erected but there were also
two sets (one closer to the fence and one further). We had requested clarification from Deke as to the
two distances and have not received any elaboration. The story poles have since been removed.

The applicant informed me that the poles were accidentally taken down by the clean-up crew,
and that they intend to re-erect them. In talking to Ursula and having gone out io the site to
view the poles myself, it does appear that it is not entirely clear what the three poles
represented. | have asked the applicant to provide clarification on the heights of the poles as

well as the sethbacks shown.




* The re-planned units (Building D) while lowered to 2 stories remains higher than our two end units and
is actually 2 ft closer to the fence than the original plan. The objection to the initial plan was both for
height of structures and their proximity to the fence.

Noted. It appears the rear setback was reduced in order to accommodate a wider driveway for
fire truck circulation. That said, Building D does meet the required setback, and we do not have
any mechanism to require a larger setback. You may, however, negotiate a larger setback with
the applicant.

e Also speaking as the second unit from the end with the closest proximity to the proposed structures,
we are now centered on a block of three units. Looking out from our living area, bedroom and back
patio sightlines are almost entirely the three unit structure. When the story poles were up, the
negative impact was clearly evident.

One potential solution | had discussed with Ursula and Diane was to soften up the rear elevation
by breaking up the massing and giving it a more residential design, versus unbroken first- and
second-story walls. We're working with the applicant to address this.

» Lastly, (I believe that you may have already discussed this with Ursula) when the story poles were
present it appeared very much as though the unit closest to the track interferes with the Oak tree
canopy. | realize the Oak is intended to be preserved, but wouldn’t construction severely damage the
canopy and roots, thus put the tree at risk.

The intent is to fully retain this oak tree, as it was one of the initial concerns expressed by the
neighborhood. As we refine the project, the City Arborist will continue to review any potential
construction impacts and tree preservation measures to ensure that this tree and other trees
are retained in good condition during and post-construction. The Environmental Quality
Commission had also expressed a desire to implement measures to ensure the health of trees
to be retained throughout the site. Preservation of the oak tree and two groves of trees in the
rear are definitely crucial to the project.

Please share any updates that you may have from Deke.

Regards,
Bianka Skubnik & Scott Phillips
188 Stone Pine Lane

650 828 0760

phillips.d.scott@ email.com
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