CITY OF

Planning Commission

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

Date: 12/14/2015
Time: 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers

MENLO PARK 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025
A. Call To Order

B. Roll Call

C. Reports and Announcements

El.

F1.

F2.

Under “Reports and Announcements,” staff and Commission members may communicate general
information of interest regarding matters within the jurisdiction of the Commission. No Commission
discussion or action can occur on any of the presented items.

Public Comment

Under “Public Comment,” the public may address the Commission on any subject not listed on the
agenda, and items listed under Consent Calendar. Each speaker may address the Commission
once under Public Comment for a limit of three minutes. Please clearly state your name and
address or political jurisdiction in which you live. The Commission cannot act on items not listed on
the agenda and, therefore, the Commission cannot respond to non-agenda issues brought up
under Public Comment other than to provide general information.

Consent Calendar

Approval of minutes from the November 16, 2015 Planning Commission meeting. (Attachment)

Public Hearing

Use Permit/Lisa Chaplinsky/2355 Tioga Drive:

Request for a use permit to demolish an existing one-story residence and construct a two-story
residence on a lot that is substandard with regard to lot width in the R-E-S (Residential Estate
Suburban) zoning district. Three heritage trees, a 22-inch Canary Island pine, a 24-inch redwood,
and a 17-inch coast live oak, are proposed for removal. The project also includes a request for
excavation (removal of more than 12 inches of dirt) within the required rear setback associated
with the construction of a retaining wall and driveway. (Staff Report #15-034-PC)

Use Permit/Cheryl Cheng/760 Hobart Street:

Request for a use permit to demolish an existing single-story residence and construct a new two-
story residence with a basement on a substandard lot as to lot width in the R-1-S (Single Family
Suburban Residential) zoning district. ltem continued to a future meeting
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F3.

F4.

G1.

Use Permit and Architectural Control/Heather Young for 765 University Drive, LLC/765 University
Drive:

Request for a use permit and architectural control to demolish an existing single-story, single-family
residence and construct four new dwelling units within two structures on an R-3 (Apartment) district
parcel. The front building would have a ground-level parking garage with three units located on two
floors above the parking garage. The rear building would be a detached two-story dwelling unit. As
part of this proposal, a heritage size Douglas fir tree in fair-to-good condition (29 inches in
diameter), located along the left-side property line is proposed to be removed. The proposed
project would be designed to retain the heritage size coast live oak tree in good health (49 inches
in diameter) located in the middle, rear portion of the site. (Staff Report #15-035-PC)

Use Permit/OMT Therapeutics, Inc./1490 O’Brien Drive:

Request for a use permit for the use and storage of hazardous materials associated with the
research and development of therapeutics for the treatment of cancer and infectious diseases,
located in an existing building in the M-2 (General Industrial) zoning district. All hazardous
materials would be used and stored within the building. (Staff Report #15-036-PC)

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: January 11, 2016
e Regular Meeting: January 25, 2016
e Regular Meeting: February 8, 2016

Adjournment

Agendas are posted in accordance with Government Code Section 54954.2(a) or Section 54956. Members of the public
can view electronic agendas and staff reports by accessing the City website at www.menlopark.org and can receive e-
mail notification of agenda and staff report postings by subscribing to the “Notify Me” service at menlopark.org/notifyme.
Agendas and staff reports may also be obtained by contacting the Planning Division at 650-330-6702. (Posted:
12/9/2015)

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.
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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.

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



Planning Commission

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES - DRAFT

Date: 11/16/2015

Time: 7:00 p.m.

City Council Chambers

701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025

CITY OF

MENLO PARK

A. Call To Order
Chair John Onken called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.
B. Roll Call

Present: Drew Combs, Katie Ferrick, John Kadvany, Larry Kahle, John Onken and Katherine
Strehl

Absent: Susan Goodhue

Staff: Thomas Rogers, Interim Principal Planner, Michele T. Morris, Assistant Planner, Tom Smith,
Associate Planner, Kyle Perata, Associate Planner

C. Reports and Announcements

Interim Principal Planner Rogers reported the City Council had given direction that for a trial basis
most of the downtown plaza parking would have three hours free parking and most parking on the
downtown streets would have 90-minute limit. He said exceptions to the three-hour parking were
for lots near grocery stores such as Draeger’s and Trader Joe’s. He said the Council at their
November 17 meeting would continue its El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Review. He
said that the recommendation made by the Commission at its October 2 meeting to establish a
fund to receive public benefit payments from Specific Plan development projects to be used for
Specific Plan public projects had been added to the other Specific Plan recommendations
previously made by the Commission for the Council’s review.

D. Public Comment
There was none.
E. Consent Calendar
E1l.  Approval of minutes from the October 19, 2015 Planning Commission meeting. (Attachment)

ACTION: Motion and second (Strehl/Ferrick) to approve the minutes; passes 6-0 with
Commissioner Goodhue absent.
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F. Public Hearing

F1. Use Permit/Daniel Warren/120 Chester Street:
Request for a use permit to determine the Floor Area Limit (FAL) of a lot with less than 5,000
square feet of area, associated with the construction of a rear addition to an existing single-story,
single-family residence in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district. (Staff Report #15-025-
PC)

Assistant Planner Morris said staff had no additions to the written report.

Applicant Presentation: Mr. Daniel Warren, Warren Design, said the project was an addition to the
rear of the home for a great room and master bedroom, interior renovation, and a front facade
update within the Craftsman style prominent in that neighborhood.

Chair Onken opened the public hearing. He closed the public hearing.

Commission Comment: Commissioner Ferrick said the proposal was very thoughtful, reasonable
and acceptable.

Commissioner Kahle said the front facade at the gable seemed crowded and suggested it would
look nice as an open gable. Mr. Warren said he would speak with the property owner about that,
but noted it seemed a reasonable request.

ACTION: Motion and second (Kahle/Onken) to approve the use permit as recommended by staff
with the following modification; passes 6-0 with Commissioner Goodhue absent.

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

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

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
Warren Design, consisting of seven plan sheets, dated received November 5, 2015, and
approved by the Planning Commission on November 16, 2015, except as modified by the
conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.

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

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

Building Division, Engineering Division, and Transportation Division that are directly
applicable to the project.
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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. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected pursuant to the
Heritage Tree Ordinance.

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

a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant
shall have the flexibility to submit revised plans for an open gable at the front entry subject
to review and approval of the Planning Division.

F2. Use Permit/Ying-Min Li/1980 Santa Cruz Avenue:
Request for a use permit to demolish an existing single-story, single-family residence and construct
a new two-story, single-family residence on a substandard lot with regard to lot area and lot width
in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban) zoning district. In addition, one heritage plum tree (15.9-inch
diameter), in poor condition, at the front right side of the property, and one heritage privet tree
(17.9-inch diameter), in poor condition, at the rear left side of the property, would be removed.
(Staff Report #15-026-PC)

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

Applicant Presentation: Mr. Dick Hartman, Hometec Architecture, said they had met with
neighbors and a number of them were pleased that the existing dilapidated home would be
replaced. He said it was unfortunate about the trees they would need to remove but their health
had deteriorated due to the drought and lack of maintenance.

Chair Onken opened the public hearing. He closed the public hearing.

Commission Comment: Chair Onken said that the proposed project fit within the standards but he
thought it was slightly off the mark, noting the awkwardness of the convergence of the hip roofs
above the large picture windows and the eave returns.

Commissioner Kahle said it was a large house, and having 10-foot ceilings on the first floor
increased the massing. He said nine-foot ceilings were very workable. He agreed with Chair
Onken’s comment about the eave ends. He suggested they could add a different material to break
up all the board and batten siding. He said the windows on the drawings were labeled as
Anderson, which he assumed meant wood windows but the details seemed to indicate metal or
vinyl windows.
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Mr. Hartman said the window would be Anderson vinyl-clad wood windows with wood trim. He
said they could change the closed eaves.

Chair Onken noted the arched picture windows that have the hip roof converging just above their
center and asked if that was intentional. Mr. Hartman said the first floor was hipping all around the
building for a consistent line, which resulted in the roof meeting the second story wall. He said the
priority was having the gutter wrap around the first floor roof. Chair Onken said that different
windows could resolve that. Mr. Hartman said those were egress windows so he could not raise
the sill much more. Chair Onken suggested they could be narrower and two windows rather than
just one. Mr. Hartman said they could raise the casement. Chair Onken asked about the material
questions raised by Commissioner Kahle. Mr. Hartman said they were using a consistent Hardy
panel board and bat.

Commissioner Kadvany asked if pervious pavers were being used. Mr. Hartman said they could
use pervious pavers.

Commissioner Ferrick asked about replacement trees. Mr. Hartman said they could add trees
noting they did not have a landscape plan at this time. Commissioner Ferrick said she appreciated
there were minimal windows on the sides of the home as that provided privacy. She said it was
standard to encourage landscape screening between properties, and suggested that they plant a
few more trees on the lot and provide landscape screening between the project and neighbor
homes.

Chair Onken said Commissioner Kahle had mentioned the 10-foot ceilings that created massing
and asked if they had considered a nine-foot eave line. Mr. Hartman said the 10-foot ceiling was
very desirable in the marketplace. He said they set back the second story all around to reduce the
massing.

Commissioner Kahle noted the prominence of the project site on Santa Cruz Avenue and
suggested the project be continued for design improvements.

Responding to a question from Commissioner Strehl, Associate Planner Smith said with the
upcoming holidays and pacing of the upcoming meetings that he thought January might be the
earliest the project could return to the Commission.

Commissioner Ferrick said with the change of tree canopy on the site the project needed a more
detailed plan as to how replacement trees and screening would be addressed.

Chair Onken moved to continue the project with direction for a more descriptive landscape plan
showing landscape screening on the sides and location of replacement trees, a revision to the
mass and bulk of the proposed design which might simply mean dropping the eave line at the first
floor by reducing the ceiling height to nine foot, and to create more finesse with architectural details
noting the awkwardness with the windows landing on flashing.

Commissioner Ferrick said one logical place to replace trees was where the privet currently was so
that the second story of this home would not overlook the neighbor’s backyard as much while
avoiding the canopy of the valley oak. She suggested plantings on the other side to protect the
view of the other neighbor’s yard as well.

Commissioner Kahle seconded the motion by Chair Onken.
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ACTION: Motion and second (Onken/Kahle) to continue the project with direction including the
following; passes 6-0 with Commissioner Goodhue absent:

e Reduce the massing and bulk of the proposed home

e Revise architectural details to solve awkwardness of the location of the hip roofs and large
picture windows and closed eaves

¢ Provide landscape detail to show location and number of replacement trees, and screening
on both sides of the property.

Use Permit Revision/John A. Matthews, Jr./900 Cambridge Avenue:

Request for a use permit revision to add approximately 45 square feet to the right-side of the
existing residence for a new bay window extension on both the first and second levels, and
reconfigure the interior floor area. The existing two-story nonconforming residence received a use
permit in February 2010 and the proposed modifications require a use permit revision. The project
is located in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban Residential) zoning district. (Staff Report #15-027-
PC)

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

Applicant Comment: Mr. Tom Wandless, property owner, said for their 2010 project they had
replaced nearly all of the foundation of the home. He said essentially they were replacing the rest
of the foundation that they had used for storage during their remodel. He said the architect
suggested doing this bay window extension.

In reply to Commissioner Kahle, Mr. Wandless said they spoke with the neighbors and showed
them the floor plan. He said they had expressed support.

Chair Onken opened the public hearing. He closed the public hearing.

Commission Comment: Commissioner Ferrick said the project was reasonable, and moved to
approve. Commissioner Kahle seconded the motion.

ACTION: Motion and second (Ferrick/Kahle) to approve the use permit request as recommended
by staff; passes 6-0 with Commissioner Goodhue absent.

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

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

3. Approve the use permit subject to the following standard conditions:
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a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
John Matthews Architects, consisting of nine plan sheets, dated received on November 4,
2015, and approved by the Planning Commission on November 16, 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. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected pursuant to the
Heritage Tree Ordinance.

F4. Use Permit/City of Menlo Park/Kelly Park (100 Terminal Avenue):
Request for a use permit to allow up to nine recurring special events (three concerts, five movie
nights, and the annual Egg Hunt) per year at Kelly Park. The Egg Hunt would generally occur
around the Easter holiday and takes place typically between 10:00 a.m. and 12:00 p.m. on a
Saturday and the concerts would generally occur in August and September, from approximately
6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. Concerts are anticipated to take place on a weeknight, typically Tuesday
evenings. The potential movie nights would generally occur on Thursday evenings in June and July.
The events would use amplified sound, which may exceed Noise Ordinance limits and would
include associated activities, such as food trucks. (Staff Report #15-028-PC)

Staff Comment: Associate Planner Perata said staff had no additions.

Questions of Staff: Commissioner Kahle asked about the location of the stage as relating to a
Suburban Park neighbor’s letter expressing concern with the level of noise and suggesting
relocating the stage. Associate Planner Perata said it had to do with the size of the stage and that
it was trucked into the site. He said where it was located, in the parking lot facing the field, was
due to the access needed to bring it into the site.

Applicant Presentation: Ms. Bridget Matheson said she works with Community Services and has
been doing the Egg Hunt since 2009. She said the music in the park was a fairly new event that
started in 2013 and was basically the wish of the Belle Haven community and has been fun. She
said they wanted to provide more activities as desired by the community.

Responding to a question from Chair Onken, Ms. Matheson said that she had not received any
complaints or concerns about the concerts since 2013 and in fact was asked by residents if the
City could provide more concerts.

In response to a question from Commissioner Kahle, Ms. Matheson said the concerts took place
from 6 to 8 p.m. She said an R&B group, Salsa group, and Reggae group were scheduled for 2016.

In reply to questions from Commissioner Combs, Ms. Matheson said the movie night was a new
idea that had not yet been fully realized. She said they wanted to do it there and would need to
determine where the screen would be located. She said they could look into addressing the
concern about noise. She said for the second 2015 concert, which was an R&B group, they had
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about 200 people. She said they found attendance was better on Tuesdays rather than on the
Thursdays they had been scheduled formerly.

Chair Onken opened the public hearing. He closed the public hearing.

Commission Comment: Chair Onken moved to approve as recommended in the staff report.
Commissioner Ferrick seconded the motion. She said a neighbor in Suburban Park had written
that if there was a way to reduce the volume of the concerts slightly that would be good. She said
she supported the activities.

ACTION: Motion and second (Onken/Ferrick) to approve the use permit request as recommended
by staff; passes 6-0 with Commissioner Goodhue absent.

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

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

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the project plans and
project description letter, provided by the applicant, dated September 22, 2015, and
approved by the Planning Commission on November 16, 2015 except as modified by the
conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division

Study Session

Study Session/Pollock Realty Corporation/1400 EI Camino Real:

Request for a study session for the public benefit bonus proposal associated with the architectural
control request to construct a new 63-room hotel consisting of four stories and an underground
parking level on an approximately half-acre site 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) on the subject site. The public
benefit bonus proposal includes the contribution of Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) revenues to
the City on an on-going basis. No actions will take place at this meeting, but the study session will
provide an opportunity for the Planning Commission and the public to become more familiar with
the proposal and to provide initial feedback on the applicability of the Public Benefit Bonus. (Staff
Report #15-029-PC)

Staff Comment: Interim Principal Planner Rogers said he was standing in for Jean Lin, Associate
Planner, the staff lead for this project proposal. He said correspondence was received from Ms.
Lorraine Moriarity, Director of the Society of St. Vincent DePaul of San Mateo County, noting
interactions with the project design team and the potential of this project sharing structural walls.
He said generally the project was on track for the public benefit bonus. He said a fiscal impact
study was done by an independent consultant who indicated $600,000 per year TOT would be
generated to the City from this project. He said even in a low economic phase the study indicated
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TOT contribution to the City from the project would be in the $400,000 range. He said the study
session was required for public benefit bonus projects and the Commission was asked to consider
and comment on that and the architectural control for the project.

Questions of Staff: Commissioner Kahle commented on the use of TOT as a public benefit and
asked if that applied to other hotels as well. Interim Principal Planner Rogers said that TOT was
an inherent public benefit that the project would provide and not that the project would add extra
TOT. He said the another hotel use that tripped the public benefit bonus was the Marriott
Residence Inn that converted an existing building and in doing so was just a fraction over the
public benefit threshold. He said the Planning Commission and City Council in the 2013 timeframe
approved that conversion of an existing use at the public benefit bonus level. He said that was a
127-room hotel and thus had greater TOT; however this hotel was for a different market with a
higher room rate, and in the end the TOT provided by the different hotels might be comparable.

Applicant Presentation:

Mr. Jeff Pollock, representing Pollock Realty Corp, and Pollock 1400 ECR LLC or the Boutique
Hotel LLC, introduced Mr. Ross Edwards, their construction and design advisor. He said they were
requesting a 1.5 FAR bonus, which would be 33,750 square feet of conditional use plus 17,600
square feet of below grade parking. He noted the proposed pavilion in front of the project along El
Camino Real and a courtyard with a 72-inch diameter oak and space for outdoor events and
outside seating/standing for patrons of the hotel's restaurant and bar. He said the underground
stackable parking would accommodate 72 cars and there would be valet parking. He said
regarding justification for the additional FAR that the base zoning FAR was 1.1 and that would be
24,750 square feet. He said to be a viable hotel they needed the 1.5 FAR mainly because this was
a small .5 acre site and they needed a flexible way to activate the ground floor and make it
economically viable with a restaurant and event space. He said the fiscal impact study indicated
about $604,000 in TOT annually and it would be an ongoing revenue source. He said the hotel
would increase vibrancy in the downtown noting that it had a premier location close to Caltrain and
was within walking distance to the downtown, and would create additional foot traffic and
interaction with the community. He said they have committed to dedicating a right-hand turn lane
from Glenwood Avenue onto El Camino Real to improve traffic efficiency at this key intersection.
He said landscape plans for the setback area would dramatically improve the fagade and this
corner property. He said the sidewalk on Glenwood Avenue would be improved, widened and
provide outdoor seating. He said they would improve the curb and gutters on both frontages. He
said the project would provide economic stimulus for the community. He said they would be LEED
silver equivalent. He said regarding community advocacy that he and his father have been active
members of the community for 50 years; they would check in with the big local employers and find
out what they needed in a boutique hotel; they would provide a nice ambience with music and
entertainment at the site; and they would refer back and promote local businesses. He said they
considered that if they did the project right they could bring eight to ten, and even 12 million in TOT
over the next 10 years for the City.

Chair Onken opened public comment. He closed public comment.
Commission Comments: Commissioner Kahle noted the 16-inch oak tree over the basement. Mr.
Ross Edwards said they were working with their arborist and would dig a pit to accommodate the

tree and there would not be a lift at that location.

Discussion ensued about the parking garage and stacking system. The applicants indicated that
parking would be valet only, that there would be signage to keep cars from advancing past a
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certain point, parking there would be for the restaurant as well, and describe the flow to make the
parking work.

Commissioner Kahle said it seemed the building would appear monolithic and as it was on a
prominent corner building would something to alleviate that. He said rather than the steel pavilion
at the entry lobby he would like to see something more dramatic there as the focal point. Mr.
Edwards said they didn'’t like the sloped braces and that would change. He said the port cochere
would get fatter as an element. He said Planning staff had indicated architectural detail was
needed and they were in the process of changing their design plans.

Mr. Pollock said he would like to meet his design team to meet with the Commission sooner rather
than later as they would like to get even more specific input. He said they met with neighbors
recently mainly about shoring and tie back arrangements. He said they would do whatever they
could to address any privacy concerns.

Commissioner Ferrick said the project was on the right track and would help activate El Camino
Real and the downtown. She suggested they strive for LEED gold or better noting that LEED silver
essentially met state building code. Mr. Pollock said it made sense to strive for that and they would
like to do so within their budget. She said she supported the 1.5 FAR as the project was located at
the best place for that — a busy intersection with proximate transit. She said a hotel in the Plan
area was essentially a public benefit in the sense that it would generate revenue for the City
annually. She said she liked the local network and relationships. She said she would just like
greater environmental sustainability including water and energy efficiencies.

Commissioner Kadvany said the TOT was a major part of what could be counted as public benefit.
He said the question was whether the TOT funds would go into the Plan area, which was
preferable, or into the City’s general fund, which was less preferable. He said the street level of
the building looked pretty interesting and noted the curtain wall element. He said the building
above the first floors looked very linear and that the hotel needed a more interesting design. He
said a functional concern was for the corner windows noting if those were for rooms, the view
would be of Camino Real, and only private if the curtains were closed. He said they needed a
better look noting they were getting the bonus level FAR. He said the rear facade also needed
improvement.

Mr. Edwards said the project was a hotel and articulation impacted room size. He said they were
working with the minor and major building setbacks required under the Specific Plan. He said the
building would be rectangular. He said facing Glenwood Avenue, the rooms would have brise
soleil louvers. He said the rooms facing the courtyard would have the best view and they would
maximize the glass there.

Commissioner Kadvany said if they couldn’t change the structure they would have to find a solution
to improve the look of the hotel.

Mr. Pollock said they would be changing the colors and were using wood product with a rich color.
He said they would like to meet with their architect and see what could be done on this .5 acre lot.
He said the rooms were already at 338 square feet. He said they would like to get comments from
the Commissioner early on as they further developed the design.

Chair Onken said the rendering showed something mundane that looked like many other hotels
along ElI Camino Real. He said the drawing on the screen looked different. He said he agreed that
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they all wanted a hotel that impressed people. He suggested they might be able to modulate the
parapet to create interest. He discussed with the applicants his concerns about the area traffic
conditions and the impact of this building’s access and egress on that. The applicants indicated
they had a traffic consultant working with them and were providing the dedicated right-turn lane.

Commissioner Combs said generally he thought the project was nice. He said that the applicants
were getting a bonus whose value was not being shared with the City. He said he was not sure
whether TOT should be the public benefit. Mr. Pollock said it was in the Specific Plan and the City
would get 12% the first year whether the project worked or failed. Mr. Edwards said the other
benefit was the vitalization the hotel would bring. He said there would an incredible restaurant at
the site.

Commissioner Kahle said he also was concerned that TOT was the only public benefit. He asked
if there was space they could offer to the public at least once a year. Mr. Pollock said they were
very charitable and could perhaps offer to host a State of the City event in the future, or some non-
profit use. He said they were very community oriented and were open to ideas.

Commissioner Strehl said the public benefit of this project was the TOT, and over 10 years could
possibly be $7,000,000 to the City, which was more than any Specific Plan project’s contribution of
public benefit that they had seen thus far. She said also they were installing a dedicated right lane
onto El Camino Real that was an investment for the public, and they would pay into the BMR
housing fund. She said she was not uncomfortable with the public benefit. She asked about the
laundry. Mr. Pollock said it would be taken offsite.

Commissioner Kadvany said he liked Chair Onken’s suggestion to do something interesting with
the roofline. He said the area above the port cochere and lobby seemed to create negative space
that needed something to enhance it. He mentioned the sculptural solution of the Café Borrone
building. Mr. Pollock said they were striking a balance between modern and traditional, and would
use rich materials and lighting that would hold its value over time.

Commissioner Ferrick said she wanted to see a greater investment in sustainability features. She
said that added cost to the project which she saw as public bengfit in assisting the City to get
closer to its net zero greenhouse emissions goal. She asked about Ms. Moriarity’s concern
regarding foundation work. Mr. Pollock said they had met with Ms. Moriarity and would continue to
do so but at this point they had not discussed the shoring. He said she has a facility person with
whom they would speak about the shoring and any privacy concerns she might have.

Commissioner Kahle asked about the stairway on the corner as he felt it was very prominent and
tall. Mr. Edwards said they had worked on several iterations of the location of the stairway with
staff. He said it has been rotated, moved back, would have a 42 to 48 inch wall, and be gated.
Commissioner Kahle asked what the feature at the top was. Mr. Edwards said it was probably a
railing but they had not detailed it yet, and would get back to the Commissioner about.

Commissioner Combs wanted to clarify that he well knew TOT was a public benefit that hotels
provide. He said his concern was that public benefit was something that should be discussed and
it should not be always assumed that TOT was sufficient.

Chair Onken said also public benefit was getting a quality structure. He said people would be okay
with the four stories as long as they thought the project was worthwhile.
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Commissioner Kadvany said he did not think the building had any personality and he thought that
was what needed.

Interim Principal Planner Rogers said their Economic Development Manager Jim Cogan was
present as well. He summarized the Commission’s comments as follows:

e Generally more support than not (noting one Commissioner was absent) for TOT being
the primary public benefit

o Design suggestions independent of public benefit
Also the ideas that design could be tied to public benefit and quality design was an
example of that

¢ Individual Commissioner suggestions of sustainability being a public benefit element as
well as opening up the public spaces to the public more formally

¢ More Commissioners than not indicated design fundamentals could be solid but
additional interest and thought were needed for the corner treatment, other prominent
spots and rear facade.

Chair Onken said he would like the applicants to stay open to the possibilities and through staff to
share with Commissioners what they are developing.

Interim Principal Planner Rogers said applicants could meet individually with Commissioners, if the
Commissioners had time and interest, while developing their design as long as the applicants and
Commissioners did not report to each other what the other Commissioners were saying to be
compliant with public meeting laws.

H. Informational Items

H1. 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: December 7, 2015
e Regular Meeting: December 14, 2015

l. Adjournment

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

Staff Liaison: Thomas Rogers, Interim Principal Planner

Recording Secretary: Brenda Bennett

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



Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 12/14/2015
CITY OF ff R rt Number: 15-034-P
MENLO PARK Staff Report Numbe 5-034-PC
Public Hearing: Use Permit/Lisa Chaplinsky/2355 Tioga Drive

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a use permit to demolish an existing single-
story, single-family residence and construct a two-story, single-family residence on a lot at 2355 Tioga
Drive that is substandard with regard to lot width in the R-E-S (Residential Estate Suburban) zoning district.
Three heritage trees, a 22-inch Canary Island pine, a 24-inch redwood, and a 17-inch coast live oak, are
proposed for removal. The project also includes a request for excavation (removal of more than 12 inches
of dirt) within the required rear setback associated with the construction of a retaining wall and driveway.
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 2355 Tioga Drive, directly south of the intersection of Tioga Drive and Trinity
Drive in the Sharon Heights neighborhood. A location map is included as Attachment B. The subject
parcel is a corner lot with frontages on both Tioga Drive and Trinity Drive. Since the Trinity Drive frontage
is the shorter of the two, it is considered the front lot line as defined by the Zoning Ordinance. Required
setbacks for the property are established based on this determination. However, the applicant has decided
to maintain a Tioga Drive address and front entrance for the residence, which is permitted as long as the
required setbacks are met. The lot is generally flatter along the Tioga Drive frontage on the western half of
the lot and begins to slope down steeply as it approaches Trinity Drive to the east.

Immediately adjacent parcels to the east, south, and west are also zoned R-E-S and occupied by single-
family residential units. Properties to the north are zoned R-E-S(X) and regulated by a conditional
development permit allowing clustered single-family residential development. The surrounding residential
units are a mix of single-story and two-story homes on sloping hillside lots, and feature a variety of
architectural styles from Mediterranean to modern.
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Analysis

Project description

The applicant is proposing to remove an existing single-story, single-family residence and attached three-
car garage to construct a new two-story, single-family residence with an attached two-car garage. An
additional uncovered parking space would be located to the left of the garage, in the rear setback. A data
table summarizing parcel and project attributes is included as Attachment C. The project plans and the
applicant’s project description letter are included as Attachments D and E, respectively.

The proposed residence would be a six-bedroom, five-and-a-half-bathroom home. The first-story living
space would feature a living room; open kitchen, dining, and family room area; master bedroom suite;
guest bedroom suite; laundry room; two-car garage; and large deck at the rear of the residence. The
second story would contain four bedrooms and three bathrooms. A mechanical and storage area would be
located beneath the master bedroom, with access from an exterior side door at the lowest grade of the
structure. Because the mechanical/storage area would have a ceiling height of six feet or less, it would be
exempt from floor area as defined by the Zoning Ordinance.

The floor area, building coverage, and height of the proposed residence would all be below the maximum
amounts permitted by the Zoning Ordinance, and the new structure would meet all setback requirements.
Additionally, the structure would comply with the daylight plane for a two-story home in the R-E-S zoning
district. Due to the sloping nature of the lot, the applicant has provided three-dimensional views to verify
that the proposal complies with the varying daylight planes on both sides (Sheet A0.5).

Design and materials

The applicant states that the proposed residence would be built in a modern farmhouse style, integrating
traditional farmhouse forms with clean modern lines, and mixing traditional materials with modern
materials. Board and batten siding and stone veneer would be the primary cladding materials for the
exterior of the residence. Certain accent areas would be clad in four-coat stucco, particularly around the
garage. Two-story elements of the proposed residence would generally have metal standing seam pitched
roofs and board and batten siding. One-story elements would generally have flat roofs and stone veneer
exteriors with parapet eyebrow features over certain windows and doors.

The proposed design maintains a south-facing orientation to make best use of the flattest portion of the lot
and preserve a streetscape along Tioga Drive consistent with the existing residence. The walls of the front
(south) facade of the residence would have staggered setbacks from the side property line to give visual
interest to the main living areas, while the garage would be located an additional five feet behind the front-
most walls of the fagade, reducing its prominence.

The proposed windows would consist of simulated divided light dark bronze aluminum windows with
interior and exterior grids and spacer bars between the glass. Second-story windows along both side
elevations are proposed to have sill heights of at least three feet to promote privacy for the neighboring
homes.

The second story would be set back from the ground floor footprint on all sides, except the front, to help to
reduce the massing of the structure and limit the potential for privacy issues. Given the steep topography
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of the site, relatively large lot area, and surrounding vegetation and trees, privacy impacts are anticipated
to be limited. Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are consistent
with the broader neighborhood, given the architectural styles and sizes of structures in the area.

Excavation

Per Zoning Ordinance requirements, excavation in a required setback requires use permit approval. As
part of the proposed project, an existing four-foot tall wood retaining wall within the required rear setback
would be replaced with a four-foot tall concrete retaining wall and extended farther along the rear of the
property toward the right-side property line. Visibility of the new portion of the retaining wall would be
limited due to the sloping topography along the rear property line, and screening by existing vegetation
and trees. The retaining wall is not anticipated to create additional heritage tree impacts, as described in
the section below.

Trees and landscaping

At present, there are 18 trees on or in close proximity to the project site, eight of which are heritage trees.
An arborist report has been submitted detailing the condition of each tree (Attachment F). As part of the
initial staff review, the arborist report has been revised and expanded. Three heritage trees, a 22-inch
Canary Island pine, a 24-inch redwood, and a 17-inch coast live oak, are proposed for removal. The City
Arborist has tentatively approved the removal of these three heritage trees due to structural defects and/or
poor health, regardless of construction impacts. The location and species of the heritage tree
replacements will be confirmed by the City Arborist and Planning Division prior to planting, which has been
specified in Condition 4a.

In addition, replacement and extension of a retaining wall within the required rear setback of the property
is anticipated to have minimal impacts on heritage trees humbered six and seven on the site plan, a 15.6-
inch olive and 10.8-inch coast live oak. Within the area of the drip line of the trees, the new retaining wall
would follow the location of the existing retaining wall. Additionally, the arborist report specifies removal of
the existing retaining wall by hand, with the arborist on-site to inspect, document and offer mitigation
measures as needed. Otherwise, the demolition of the existing residence and construction of the proposed
residence are not anticipated to adversely affect the remaining heritage trees located on the subject site or
neighboring properties. Standard heritage tree protection measures will be ensured through recommended
condition 3g.

Correspondence

The applicants indicate that they distributed a letter to neighbors in August, notifying them about the
proposed project and requesting comments or concerns. The applicant indicates that no responses were
received. At this time, staff has not received any correspondence regarding the proposed project.

Conclusion

Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are compatible with those of
the greater neighborhood. The design includes numerous fagade breaks, differentiation of materials, and a
stepped-back second story in order to reduce the perceived massing of the structure. The steep
topography of the site, relatively large lot area, and surrounding vegetation and trees minimize privacy
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impacts to the surrounding neighborhood. The proposed excavation within the rear setback would not be
highly visible from the public right of way or adjacent properties, and steps would be taken to ensure
minimal heritage tree impacts. 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 within the daylight plane requirements. 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

nmo o w >

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.
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Exhibits to Be Provided at Meeting
None

Report prepared by:
Tom Smith, Associate Planner

Report reviewed by:
Thomas Rogers, Interim Principal Planner
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2355 Tioga Drive — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 2355 Tioga | PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Lisa OWNER: Lisa
Drive PLN2015-00076 Chaplinsky Chaplinsky

REQUEST: Use Permit/Lisa Chaplinsky/2355 Tioga Drive: Request for a use permit to demolish an
existing one-story residence and construct a two-story residence on a lot that is substandard with regard
to lot width in the R-E-S (Residential Estate Suburban) zoning district. Three heritage trees, a 22-inch
Canary Island pine, a 24-inch redwood, and a 17-inch coast live oak, are proposed for removal. The
project also includes a request for excavation (removal of more than 12 inches of dirt) within the required
rear setback associated with the construction of a retaining wall and driveway.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: December 14, 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
Moderna Homes, consisting of 20 plan sheets, dated received on December 2, 2015, and
approved by the Planning Commission on December 14, 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.
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2355 Tioga Drive — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 2355 Tioga | PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Lisa OWNER: Lisa
Drive PLN2015-00076 Chaplinsky Chaplinsky

REQUEST: Use Permit/Lisa Chaplinsky/2355 Tioga Drive: Request for a use permit to demolish an
existing one-story residence and construct a two-story residence on a lot that is substandard with regard
to lot width in the R-E-S (Residential Estate Suburban) zoning district. Three heritage trees, a 22-inch
Canary Island pine, a 24-inch redwood, and a 17-inch coast live oak, are proposed for removal. The
project also includes a request for excavation (removal of more than 12 inches of dirt) within the required
rear setback associated with the construction of a retaining wall and driveway.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: December 14, 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. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
revise the site plan to specify heritage tree replacements for the 22-inch Canary Island pine,
a 24-inch redwood, and 17-inch coast live oak to be removed, subject to review and approval
of the City Arborist and Planning Division. The trees shali be planted prior to final inspection
of the building permit, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.
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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

2355 Tioga Drive — Attachment C: Data Table

PROPOSED EXISTING ZONING
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE
16,701.0 sf 15,000.0 sf min.
¢ . 100.0 ft. min.
147.6 fi. 476 ft. 100.0 ft. min.
25.0 ft. 20.0 ft. min.
20.0 ft. 20.0 ft. min.
15.0 ft. 20.0 ft. 15.0 ft. min.
19.5 ft. 36.0 ft. 10.0 ft. min.
3,855.7 sf 4,045.0 sf 5,010.0 sfmax.
231 % 242 % 30.0 % max.
52239 sf 3,926.0 sf 5,225.0 sfmax.
32615 st/1™ floor 3,330.0 sf/1™ floor
1,423.8 sf/2™ floor 596.0 sf/garage
538.6 sf/garage 119.0 sf/ porches
55.6 sf/fireplaces
5,279.5 sf 4,045.0 sf
27.3 ft. 18.6 ft. 28.0 ft. max.
2 covered 3 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered

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

Heritage trees: 8* Non-Heritage trees: 10 | New Trees: 3
Heritage trees Non-Heritage trees Total Number of
proposed for removal: 3 proposed forremoval: 2 | Trees: 16

* Two heritage trees are located on the neighboring property to the rear
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Kielty Arborist Services LLC
Certified Arborist WE#0476A
P.O. Box 6187
San Mateo. CA 94403

650-515-9733

July 13, 2015, Revised September 14, 2015, Revised November 18, 2015

Mr. Rob Chaplinsky
P.O. Box 7617
Menlo Park, CA

Site: 2355 Tioga, Menlo Park, CA
Dear Mr. Chaplinsky,

As requested on Wednesday, January 14, 2015, [ visited the above site to inspect and comment
on the trees. A new home is planned for this site and your concern as to the health and safety of
the trees has prompted this visit. As required a tree protection plan is included for trees to be
retained.

Method:

All inspections were made from the ground; the tree was not climbed for this inspection. The
tree in question was located on a map provided by you. The tree was then measured for diameter
at 54 inches above ground level (DBH or diameter at breast height). The tree was given a
condition rating for form and vitality. The trees’ condition rating is based on 50 percent vitality
and 50 percent form, using the following scale.

1 - 29 Very Poor

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

90 - 100 Excellent

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

(1)



2355 Tioga/7/13/15

Survey:
Tree# Species DBH

]

10

11

12

13

14

Valley oak 479
(Quercus lobata)

Italian cypress 8.4
(Cupressus sempervirens)

Canary island pine  22.3
(Pinus canariensis)

[talian stone pine 9.4
(Pinus pinea)

Japanese black pine  11.9
(Pinus thunbergii)

Olive 15.6

(Olea europaea)

Coast live oak 10.8
(Quercus agrifolia)
Silver dollar tree 40est

(Eucalyptus cinera)

Olive 9.3-8.3
(Olea europaea)

Coast live oak 18.9
(Quercus agrifolia)
Coast live oak 17.4
(Quercus agrifolia)
Redwood 23.8

(Sequoia sempervirens)

Coast live oak 8.2
(Quercus agrifolia)

Red gum 8.0
(Eucalyptus camaldulensis)

2)

CON HT/SPComments

60 50/65 Fair vigor, poor-fair form, history of
limb loss.

65 30/5  Good vigor, fair form, largest of three.

45 40/35 Good vigor, poor form, topped in past.

60 20/20 Good vigor poor form, poor location.

55 35/30 Good vigor, fair form.

60 30/25 Fair vigor, fair form, poor location.

55 35/20 Good vigor, fair form, on bank above house.

60 45/50 Good vigor, fair form, well maintained.

55 30/25 Fair vigor, poor form, multi leader at base.

65 35/30 Good vigor, fair form, codominant at 8 feet.

50 30/35 Fair vigor, poor form, codominant at 3 feet
split crotch.

45 60/25 Poor vigor, poor form, in decline, poor
location.

40 15/10 Fair vigor, poor form, topped for a view.

40 15/10 Fair vigor, poor form, topped for a view.

()
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Survey:

Tree# Species DBH CON HT/SPComments

15 Coast live oak 8.3 65 25/20 Good vigor, fair form, near road.
(Quercus agrifolia)

16 Coast live oak 79 60 25/15 Fair vigor, fair form, topped for a view.
(Quercus agrifolia)

17 Coast live oak 9.9 60 25/20 Fair vigor, poor-fair form, multi leader at 1
(Quercus agrifolia) foot.

18 Holly oak 7.7 55 25/20 Fair vigor, poor form, multi leader with poor
(Quercus ilex) ' crotches.

Summary:

The trees on site are a mix of native and imported trees. The site has not been maintained for
some time now. It appears that supplemental irrigation has not been implemented for an
unknown amount of time. Valley oak tree #1 is the largest of the trees on the property, with a
diameter at breast height of 47.9 inches. This tree has had a history of limb loss as it is a mature
tree. Valley oaks are known to lose limbs in this fashion.

Trees #2,3, and 14 will need to be removed to facilitate construction, as they are located poorly
less than 5 feet from the existing home. Tree # 2 is a Italian cypress. This tree will not be saved
as it is poorly located and would not survive demolition of the existing home. Tree #3 is a
Canary island pine with a diameter of 22.3. This tree has been poorly trimmed in the past as it
has been topped. Topping trees is never recommended, as it creates weak crotch formations,
which in turn makes the tree more prone to failure. Pruning of this tree within ANSI standard
would not improve the safety of this tree, therefore removal is the only viable option at this time.
Tree #14 is a red gum tree with a diameter of 8.0. This tree has appears to have been in decline
for some time as its vigor is extremely poor because there has been no irrigation.

Trees #11 and #12 are also planned for removal. Tree #11 is a coast live oak with a diameter of -
17.4 inches. This tree has poor form as it is codominant at 3 feet with a split crotch. This split
crotch has made this tree more susceptible to disease and insects. Also this tree is now prone to
failure at this spot as the tree has already began to fail. Tree #12 is a redwood tree with a
diameter of 23.8. This tree received a condition rating of 45 making it a poor tree. This tree has
been suffering from the prolonged period of drought and is now in a state of decline as no
supplemental irrigation has been supplied.

(F5)
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[talian stone pine tree number 4 will also need to be removed as it is a poor species for its
location. The remaining trees on site are all on the perimeter of the property, making this an
ideal construction site. The remaining trees are expected to have minor to non-existent impacts
during the construction project. A wooden retaining wall will be removed and replaced with a
concrete retaining wall in the same location as the wooden wall. This work is to be done inside
the dripline of trees #6 and #7. Removal of the retaining wall should be done by hand, the site
arborist will be onsite when this work is to be done to inspect, document and offer mitigation
measures. Impacts to trees #6 and #7 are expected to be minor to non-existent. Tree protection
for these 2 trees will be as close to the edge of the wooden retaining wall as possible, while still
allowing for the removal of the old retaining wall and the installation of a new concrete retaining
wall. The following tree protection plan will help reduce the impacts to the retained trees on site.

Tree Protection Plan:

Tree protection zones should be installed and maintained throughout the entire length of the
project. Fencing for tree protection should be 6’ tall, metal chain link material supported by
metal 2” diameter poles, pounded into the ground to a depth of no less than 2°. The location for
the protective fencing should be as close to the dripline of desired trees as possible, still allowing
room for construction to safely continue. The tree protection fence for the trees must be
maintained throughout the entire project.

No equipment or materials shall be stored or cleaned inside the protection zones. Areas outside
protection fence, but still beneath the tree’s driplines, where foot traffic is expected to be heavy,
should be mulched with 4-6” of chipper chips covered with plywood. The spreading of chips
will help to reduce compaction and improve soil structure.

Demolition and Staging 4

Prior to the start of the demolition process, all tree protection measures must be in place. An
inspection prior to the start of the demolition is required. All vehicles must remain on paved
surfaces if possible. Existing pavement should remain and should be used for staging. If
vehicles are to stray from paved surfaces, 4 to 6 inches of chips shall be spread and plywood laid
over the mulch layer. This type of landscape buffer will help reduce compaction of desired trees.
Parking will not be allowed off the paved surfaces. The removal of foundation materials, when
inside the driplines of protected trees, should be carried out with care. Hand excavation may be
required in areas of heavy rooting. Exposed or damaged roots should be repaired and covered
with native soil. Tree protection fencing may need to be moved after the demolition. The site
arborist should be notified and the relocated fence should be inspected.

Root Cutting

Any roots to be cut shall be monitored and documented. Large roots (over 2” diameter) or large
masses of roots to be cut must be inspected by the site arborist. The site arborist, at this time,
may recommend irrigation or fertilization of the root zone. All roots needing to be cut should be
cut clean with a saw or lopper. Roots to be left exposed for a period of time should be covered
with layers of burlap and kept moist.
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Trenching

Trenching for irrigation, drainage, electrical or any other reason shall be done by hand when
inside the dripline of a protected tree. Hand digging and the careful placement of pipes below or
besides protected roots will significantly reduce root loss, thus reducing trauma to the tree. All
trenches shall be backfilled with native materials and compacted to near its original level, as
soon as possible. Trenches to be left open for a period of time (24 hours), will require the
covering of all exposed roots with burlap and be kept moist. The trenches will also need to be
covered with plywood to help protect the exposed roots.

Irrigation

Normal irrigation shall be maintained on this site at all times. During the warm season, April —
November, I typically recommend some additional heavy irrigation, 2 times per month. During
the winter months, it may be necessary to irrigate 1 additional time per month. Seasonal rainfall
may reduce the need for additional irrigation. These trees need to be irrigated 2 times a month
for the duration of the project. This type of irrigation should be started prior to any excavation.
The irrigation will improve the vigor of the tree and the water content of the tree. The on-site
arborist may make adjustments to the irrigation recommendations as needed. The foliage of the
trees many need cleaning if dust levels are extreme. Removing dust from the foliage will help to
reduce mite and insect infestation.

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

Sincerely,
Kevin R. Kielty David P. Beckham
Certified Arborist WE#0476A Certified Arborist WE#10724A
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Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 12/14/2015
mOIF\ILO PARK Staff Report Number: 15-035-PC
Public Hearing: Use Permit and Architectural Control/Heather
Young for 765 University Drive, LLC/765 University
Drive

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve use permit and architectural control requests to
construct four new dwelling units within two multi-story buildings on an R-3 (Apartment) district parcel at
765 University Drive. As part of this proposal, a heritage size Douglas fir tree in good condition (26 inches
in diameter), located along the left-side property line is proposed to be removed. The proposed project is
designed to retain the heritage size coast live oak tree in good health (49 inches in diameter) located in
the middle, rear portion of the site. The recommended actions are included as Attachment A.

Policy Issues

Each use permit request is considered individually. The project site is zoned R-3 and is greater than
10,000 square feet in lot area and located around the EI Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan area.
Therefore it is subject to specific requirements (such as a minimum density) for lots of its size and location
within the R-3 district, which were modified as part of the City’s 2007-2014 Housing Element Update,
adopted in May 2013, to encourage more dense infill development around the EI Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan area. The Planning Commission should consider whether the required use permit and
architectural control findings can be made for the proposed project, with the understanding that the site
contains a minimum density.

Background

Site location

The subject property is located at 765 University Drive, near the intersection of University Drive and Roble
Avenue. The subject property is located approximately three-and-a-half blocks to the southeast of Santa
Cruz Avenue. The site is surrounded by a mix of multi-family and single-family residences that are also in
the R-3 zoning district, some of which meet the size and location requirements for lots greater than 10,000
square feet in size. There is a mix of single-story and two-story structures in the vicinity of the subject
parcel. The Planning Commission recently approved a new single family residence at 810 University Drive
(across the street), which is also designed in a contemporary style. A location map is included as
Attachment B.

2007-2014 Housing Element Update

As stated in the Policy Issues section of the report, the subject parcel is zoned R-3 (Apartment) and is
required to comply with the “Lot Area of 10,000 sq. ft. or More for Property Around the EI Camino
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Real/Downtown Specific Plan Area” requirements. The City updated its 2007-2014 Housing Element in
2013, which contained a comprehensive set of policies and implementing programs intended to address
effective implementation of the Housing Element, protection and enhancement of existing housing and
neighborhoods, strategies to address special housing needs in the community and ways to provide an
adequate supply of new housing. A key component of the Housing Element was the subsequent adoption
of Modifications to the R-3 (Apartment) Zoning District. The City Council amended the Zoning Ordinance
to create opportunities for higher density housing in infill locations around the EI Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan area in proximity to where services and transit are available. Some of the key changes to the
R-3 zoning district for lots greater than 10,000 square feet were as follows:

e Increase in building coverage maximum from 35 percent to 40 percent;

e Minimum density requirement of 13.1 dwelling units per acre up to a maximum of 30 dwelling units per
acre;

e Relaxation of the parking requirements for one-bedroom and studio units to one-and-a-half spaces
instead of two spaces; and

e Removal of the required separation between buildings on the subject site, as well as between buildings
on adjacent lots;

This project is the first application for a parcel in the “Lot Area of 10,000 sq. ft. or More for Property Around
the EI Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Area” to go before the Planning Commission.

Analysis

Project description

The applicant is requesting use permit and architectural control approval to demolish a single-story, single
family residence and detached accessory buildings, and construct four new dwelling units in two buildings
and associated site improvements on a substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-3 (Apartment)
zoning district. A data table summarizing parcel and project attributes is included as Attachment C. The
project plans and the applicant’s project description letter are included as Attachments D and E
respectively. The project description letter discusses the proposed design and site layout in more detail,
along with a discussion of the neighbor outreach conducted by the applicant team.

The site is currently developed with one single-story (with a basement), single-family residence, detached
garage, and multiple sheds and accessory structures, all of which would be demolished as part of the
project. The applicant is proposing to redevelop the site with four units, which is the minimum required for
lots of this size. The minimum density for the project site is 13.1 dwelling units per acre, which would be
3.1 dwelling units for this parcel size. Therefore, the minimum number of units that could be developed at
the site is four since three units would not comply with the minimum density requirement. The proposed
four units equate to a density of 16.8 dwelling units per acre. The proposed project would be designed
within two buildings, oriented around the heritage size coast live oak located near the center of the lot. The
front building would contain three units, within two levels above an at-grade parking level for a total of
three stories. The rear unit would be a two-story detached unit.

The rear unit would be two stories and would have two bedrooms and two-and-a-half bathrooms. The
back unit would be located across the heritage coast live oak tree from the front multi-unit building,
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allowing for an approximately 30 foot separation between each building, although there is not a specific
separation requirement for this size lot in the R-3 district. The rear unit would be set back 15 feet from the
rear property line and ten feet from each side, which are the minimum required setbacks. The front unit
would be located ten feet from the left-side property line and 11 feet from the right-side property line. The
front setback would be 20 feet. The front and back buildings would therefore comply with all required
setbacks.

The proposed total gross floor area (GFA) for all units would be 4,535.7 square feet, where 4,537.9 square
feet is the maximum. The maximum floor area ratio (FAR) for the property is calculated as 43.8 percent of
the 10,362 square foot lot. For lots of this size and location, the R-3 district identifies a sliding scale for the
maximum FAR based on the proposed density, setting up minimum and maximum FARs based on the
actual density. There is a minimum FAR of 35 percent for 13.1 dwelling units per acre, increasing up to 75
percent for 30 dwelling units per acre. In this case, the applicant is proposing four units, which is a density
of 16.8 dwelling units per acre. The corresponding FAR from the sliding scale is 43.8 percent or 4,537.9
square feet of GFA. GFA is measured according to the definition in the Zoning Ordinance, with parking
(including bicycle parking), non-habitable areas, and open stairs and entries excluded.

The building coverage for the proposed project would be 4,144.7 square feet, where 4,144.8 square feet
(or 40 percent) is the maximum. While building coverage and FAR would be developed to the maximum
permitted, the site would be designed with 1,873.1 square feet of open parking and driveway areas (or
18.1 percent), which is well below the maximum allowed of 35 percent or 3,626.7 square feet. Additionally,
the site would be developed with approximately 4,344.2 square feet (41.9 percent) landscaping where 25
percent (2,590.5 square feet) is the minimum required. The maximum height of front building would be 35
feet, not including the mechanical roof screen and elevator over-run, which would extend to an overall
height of 37 feet, 10 inches. The rear unit would be approximately 22.4 feet in height.

The applicant is also requesting tentative map approval for the creation of four 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. The applicant would
be required to pay the applicable recreation in-lieu fee for the provision of parkland due to the increase in
three condominium units, as set forth by the Subdivision Ordinance.

Parking and site access

The site design would utilize the location of the existing driveway, along the right side of the property. The
driveway would be expanded to 22 feet, six inches in width near the site entrance to allow for two-way
vehicle access to the garage door located at grade within the front building. The front building would have
vehicle access into the garage from the driveway along the right-side of the building. Vehicles would exit
through a garage door located along the front facade, allowing residents to access the garage without
conflicting with other vehicles exiting. The design also allows for a single drive aisle to access the rear unit
along the right-side of the property.

Within the garage level of the front building, there would be five parking spaces, inclusive of an accessible
parking space, as required by the California Building Code. The parking requirement for units of up to one
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bedroom in size within this district is one-and-a-half spaces (one of which must be covered). For dwelling
units with two or more bedrooms, the parking requirement is two spaces (one of which must be covered).
On the second level (first habitable level), the building would have two one-bedroom units. Therefore, the
parking requirement for those two units would be three spaces total (1.5 per each unit), which would be
located within the garage. On the third level, the building would contain one unit, which would contain two
bedrooms and two bathrooms. The two additional spaces within the garage would be allocated to this unit.
The rear unit would have two bedrooms and therefore, two parking spaces would be required. The unit
would have an attached single-car garage and an uncovered parking space located to the right of the
building; and therefore, would comply with the two parking space requirement. The proposed design also
includes a secured bicycle parking space within the garage and additional bicycle parking adjacent to the
left side of the building within the side yard. Guest bicycle parking would be provided near the front of the
lot through a bicycle rack behind the address monument sign. The applicant is required to pay the
applicable Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) for the net increase of three multi-family dwelling units, as set
forth in condition of approval 5a.

Design and materials

The buildings are designed in a contemporary style, utilizing rectangular geometries, accentuated
horizontal roof eave lines, material variations, and vertical elements to define the massing. The front
building would feature board-formed concrete walls at the base and horizontal wood planks along the
upper floors. The upper floors would also feature white smooth stucco walls at the elevator and select
facades that would increase articulation, along with dark brown/black trims on the doors and windows. The
rear unit would contain a combination of horizontal wood siding and smooth stucco finish. The wood siding
throughout would be stained with a medium finish.

According to the architect, the project has been envisioned as a small site urban infill project and thus, the
design breaks down of the mass of each building into smaller forms. The simple volumes of the design
and building structure are articulated by the materials. Exterior railings and privacy screen walls (located
on the sides of the building) would be a combination of painted metal and wood slat. The buildings would
be designed with multiple terraces and balconies on each level to allow for private open space for each
unit. According to the architect, the exterior terrace walls open up to connect interior living and kitchen
spaces to the outdoors. Windows would be true divided lites with a dark finish and a number of sliding
doors would be designed using nanawalls to allow for increased indoor and outdoor connectivity to the
terraces. The garage doors would feature frosted glass windows and painted metal mullions. The buildings
would generally contain flat roofs, typical of the contemporary style; however, the rear unit would also
have a shallow sloped roof above the single-story portion of the building. In addition, the design of the
front building would comply with the building profile line along the front facade.

Trees and Landscaping

The subject site currently has six trees, including a non-heritage pear tree within the public right-of-way. Of
the five trees on-site, two are heritage in size. There is a 49-inch coast live oak tree in good condition,
located near the center/rear of the lot and a 26-inch Douglas fir in good condition located toward the front,
left-side of the lot. As part of the proposed development, the applicant is proposing to remove the existing
non-heritage size street tree (nine inch pear tree) and plant a new street tree as part of the frontage
improvements for the project. The street tree species and placement would be coordinated with the Public
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Works Department and is enumerated through condition of approval 5b.

The proposed project is designed for the preservation of the 49-inch diameter coast live oak tree. In the
project description letter (Attachment E), the applicant states that the proposed site layout was developed
in collaboration with the architect, project arborist, geotechnical engineer, civil engineer, and landscape
architect to develop a proposal that meets the City’s Zoning Ordinance requirements, while preserving the
coast live oak tree. Concurrent with the submittal of the use permit and architectural control application,
the applicant submitted an arborist report. The City’s arborist peer reviewed the report and conducted a
site visit, and subsequently staff requested updates and enhancements to the report to ensure the health
of the coast live oak tree. The City Arborist reviewed the most recent update and requested that, in
addition to requiring the use of structural soil during construction, a Silva Cell modular pavement
suspension system should also be considered. As such staff has added condition of approval 5c requiring
the project arborist to evaluate alternative methods for soil fill to help enable the regrowth of roots.

Based on the above analysis, the applicant has submitted an updated arborist report (Attachment F) that

assesses the proposed construction and potential impacts along with detailed mitigations to ensure the

preservation and long term health of the coast live oak tree. In addition, the applicant has performed

preliminary trenching where the foundations would be located to determine if any significant roots would

be impacted and to evaluate the use of a pier and grade beam foundation to limit root impacts.

Accordingly, the project has been designed to utilize this type of foundation within proximity of the coast

live oak tree. In addition, the arborist report provides a discussion of the following regarding the coast live

oak tree:

e Pre-Construction: irrigation, mulching, and the application of a growth regulator;

e During Construction: foundation installation and grading, inspections and regulator monitoring by the
project arborist, and specific construction materials within the drip-line;

e Post-Construction: application of a foliar canopy spray program; landscape irrigation design, and the
review and acceptance of the proposed landscape plan by the project arborist; and

e Pruning: to reduce end weight and allow for structures (less than 25 percent of the canopy) along with
the requirement to use a company with a certified arborist;

In addition to tree-specific recommendations (outlined above), the arborist report contains a general tree
protection plan intended to accompany the more detailed plan for the coast live oak. All mitigation
measures identified in the arborist report are required to be implemented throughout the construction of
the project as specified in condition of approval 4g.

While the proposed project would be designed to preserve the coast live oak tree, the applicant is
requesting to remove the heritage size Douglas fir tree, located toward the middle-front portion of the left-
side of the property. While the tree is not located directly within the proposed footprint of the front building,
the building would be located approximately three-and-a-half feet from the base of the tree. The applicant
conducted exploratory trenching where the foundation would need to be located and found a significant
amount of roots that would make the retention of the tree infeasible. As part of the design process, the
applicant evaluated other options, including project designs that would necessitate variances, to determine
if preserving both the coast live oak and Douglas fir trees was feasible for the project. The applicant
submitted a memorandum to the Planning Division describing alternative designs and constraints in more
detail (Attachment G). According to the applicant, the minimum density requirement, parking and driveway
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design guidelines, and turning templates and back-up distance requirements severely constrained the
ability to design around both the coast live oak and the Douglas fir trees. Attachment G outlines the
general design constraints and focuses on a few specific designs. The applicant evaluated locating the
driveway along the left side; however, the grading for the driveway would negatively impact the roots of
the Douglas fir tree and locate the driveway closer to the base of the coast live oak tree and therefore
result in greater impacts to the coast live oak tree without being able to retain the Douglas fir tree.

The proposed project includes a landscaping plan, which includes the planting of 16 new trees on the site.
Along the left-side property line, the applicant is proposing to plant five Brisbane box trees, which would
exceed the heritage tree replacement requirement amount and provide screening between the left-side
neighbor and the proposed project. Within the front yard, the site would be landscaped with a mixture of
groundcover, brushes, and small trees. The landscaping would feature small olive trees, grasses, and
lavender. The yards around the rear unit would utilize artificial turf and the landscape architect states that
the turf near the coast live oak tree would be installed with the arborist’s supervision. The rear yard of the
back unit would have a patio and built-in outdoor BBQ. According to the applicant, the drought tolerant
landscape is designed to feature the coast live oak and provide privacy to and from the adjacent buildings.

Correspondence

Attachment H contains correspondence on the project. While the property was on the market, the Planning
Division received a letter from Jeannine and Eric Gauthier of 903 Roble Avenue stating their concerns
regarding the possible removal of the coast live oak tree for future development and encouraging that any
future development includes the preservation of the coast live oak. This letter was received in May 2014
and signed by a number of residents in the vicinity of the project. As noted earlier, the applicant has
designed the proposal with the intent of preserving and highlighting this tree.

Since the application submittal, the Planning Division has received three letters of support for the project
and one letter in opposition to the project, specifically the request to remove the Douglas fir tree. Carl
Vogelsang of 721 University Drive wrote that he supports the proposed project, specifically since the coast
live oak tree is being preserved. In addition, he stated that he is in agreement with the need to remove the
Douglas fir tree due to the lack of care to it over the years. Jeannine and Eric Gauthier, the authors of the
initial letter regarding the oak tree, provided a letter of support for the project stating that the owner and
architect have done an excellent job meeting the City’s requirements while preserving the oak tree. They
state that the owner met with neighbors multiple times to discuss concerns regarding the coast live oak
tree and share tentative designs. Additionally, they believe it would be infeasible to construct four units
and preserve both the coast live oak tree and Douglas fir tree and that preservation of the heritage oak
tree is more favorable than preserving the Douglas fir at the expense of the coast live oak tree. Eli Collins
and Alison Wong of 742 Live Oak Avenue also provided a letter in support of the proposed project,
specifically identifying that the design would benefit the neighborhood.

In addition to the three letters of support for the project, the Planning Division received a letter from
Marilyn Trounson of 886 Roble Avenue, #3 requesting that the applicant design the project to preserve the
Douglas fir tree. As stated previously in the report, the applicant has evaluated alternatives with the intent
of preserving both the Douglas fir tree and the coast live oak but determined the alternatives were
infeasible.
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Conclusion

Staff believes that the proposed project meets the intent of the City’s Housing Element and subsequently
the Zoning Ordinance for this particular size lot/location in the R-3 District. The proposed project provides
housing that is complementary to the neighborhood with respect to the architecture and site design. The
proposed project is designed to protect the heritage size coast live oak and the arborist report includes
recommendations to limit potential impacts to the tree from construction. The construction based removal
request for the Douglas fir tree is necessary to meet the minimum density requirements of the R-3 District,
while ensuring the project does not negatively impact the coast live oak tree. The applicant has conducted
outreach to the neighborhood on the overall design and the preservation of the coast live oak tree. 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

.Memo from Applicant on Alternative Designs
. Correspondence
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Disclaimer

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

Exhibits to Be Provided at Meeting
Color and Materials Board

Report prepared by:
Kyle Perata, Senior Planner

Report reviewed by:
Thomas Rogers, Interim Principal Planner
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765 University Drive — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 765 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Heather | OWNER: 765 University
University Drive PLN2015-00078 Young for 765 University | Drive, LLC
i Drive, LLC

REQUEST: Use Permit and Architectural Control/Heather Young for 765 University Drive, LLC/765
University Drive: Request for a use permit and architectural control to demolish an existing single-story,
single-family residence and construct four new dwelling units within two structures. The front building
would have a ground-level parking garage with three units located on two floors above the parking
garage. The rear building would be a detached two-story dwelling unit. As part of this proposal, a heritage
size Douglas fir tree in fair-to-good condition (26 inches in diameter), located along the left-side property
line is proposed to be removed. The proposed project would be designed to retain the heritage size coast
live oak tree in good health (49 inches in diameter) located in the middle, rear portion of the site. The
project site is zoned R-3 and is greater than 10,000 square feet in lot area and located around the El
Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan area.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: December 14, 2015 ACTION: TBD
Commission
VOTE: TBD (Combs, Ferrick, Goodhue, Kadvany, Kahle, Onken, Strehl)

ACTION:

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

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

3. Make 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.

4. 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 Fergus Garber Young, Architects, consisting of 28 plan sheets, dated received
December 3, 2015, and approved by the Planning Commission on December 14, 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 ali Sanitary District,
Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies’ regulations that are directly
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'LOCATION: 765 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Heather OWNER: 765 University
University Drive PLN2015-00078 Young for 765 University | Drive, LLC
Drive, LLC

REQUEST: Use Permit and Architectural Control/Heather Young for 765 University Drive, LLC/765
University Drive: Request for a use permit and architectural control to demolish an existing single-story,
single-family residence and construct four new dwelling units within two structures. The front building
would have a ground-level parking garage with three units located on two floors above the parking
garage. The rear building would be a detached two-story dwelling unit. As part of this proposal, a heritage
size Douglas fir tree in fair-to-good condition (26 inches in diameter), located along the left-side property
line is proposed to be removed. The proposed project would be designed to retain the heritage size coast
live oak tree in good health (49 inches in diameter) located in the middle, rear portion of the site. The
project site is zoned R-3 and is greater than 10,000 square feet in lot area and located around the El
Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan area.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: December 14, 2015 ACTION: TBD
Commission

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

ACTION:

applicable to the project.

¢. Priorto 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. Priorto 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. The existing curb inlet shall be
converted to a junction box and the applicant shall install a new curb inlet per the City’s
standards.

e. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant
shall submit plans indicating the removal of the existing curb, gutter, and sidewalk and
installation of new curb, gutter, sidewalk, and planting strip per City standards aloeng the
entire property frontage. 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.

h. Simuiltaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit, the applicant shall update
the plans to indicate the removal of the existing driveway and the installation of a new
driveway per City standards.

i.  Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, if applicable,
the applicant shall document compliance with the City’s Water Efficient Landscape
Ordinance (WELQ) in effect at the time of building permit submittal.
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LOCATION: 765 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Heather OWNER: 765 University
University Drive PLN2015-00078 Young for 765 University | Drive, LLC
Drive, LLC

REQUEST: Use Permit and Architectural Control/Heather Young for 765 University Drive, LLC/765
University Drive: Request for a use permit and architectural control to demolish an existing single-story,
single-family residence and construct four new dwelling units within two structures. The front building
would have a ground-level parking garage with three units located on two floors above the parking
garage. The rear building would be a detached two-story dwelling unit. As part of this proposal, a heritage
size Douglas fir tree in fair-to-good condition (26 inches in diameter), located along the left-side property
line is proposed to be removed. The proposed project would be designed to retain the heritage size coast
live oak tree in good health (49 inches in diameter) located in the middle, rear portion of the site. The
project site is zoned R-3 and is greater than 10,000 square feet in lot area and located around the El
Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan area.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: December 14, 2015 ACTION: TBD
Commission

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

ACTION:

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

a. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall pay a Transportation Impact Fee
(TIF) at the rate for multi-family dwellings, subject to the Municipal Code Section 13.26.
The fee rate is subject to change annually on July 1 and the final calculation will be based
upon the rate at the time of fee payment. The TIF rate is adjusted each year based on the
ENR Construction Cost Index percentage change for San Francisco. The current
estimated fee is $4,568.59.

b. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant
shall revise the plans to identify the species of the proposed street tree. The species and
location will be subject to review and approval of the Planning and Engineering Divisions
and City Arborist.

¢. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant
shall submit an updated arborist report that evaluates the possibility of utilizing Silva Cell
modular pavement suspension system during construction to aid in the regrowth of cut
roots, subject to review and approval of the City Arborist, Building, and Planning
Divisions.
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Lot area
Lot width
Lot depth

Setbacks
Front
Rear
Side (left)
Side (right)
Building coverage

FAR (Floor Area Ratio)*
Landscaping

Parking

Density (du/acre)

Square footage by floor

Square footage of
buildings

Building height
Parking

Trees

765 University Drive — Attachment C: Data Table

PROPOSED EXISTING ZONING
PROJECT PROJECT ORDINANCE
10,362.0 sf 10,362.0 sf 10,000. sf min.
66.0 ft. 66.0 ft. 80 ft. min.
157.0 ft. 157.0 ft. 100  ft. min.
20.0 ft. 225 ft 20 ft. min.
15.0 ft. 35.9 ft 10 ft. min.
10.0 ft. 15.6 ft. 10 ft. min.
10.0 ft. 221 ft. 15 ft. min.
41447 sf 2,346.5 sf 4,144.8 sf max.
40 % 227 % 40 % max.
45357 st 2,079.0 sf 4,537.9 sfmax
43.77 % 201 % 43.79 % max.
4,344.2 sf 5,007.5 sf 2,590.5 sfmin.
1.9 % 48.3 % 25 % max.
1,873.1 sf 3,008.0 sf 3,626.7 sfmax.
181 % 29.0 % 35 % max.
16.82 du/acre 4.20 du/acre 13.1  du/acre min
30 du/acre max
7889 sf/1T 1504.7 st/1st
3,010.3 sf/garages 0 st™
2,374.2 st/2™ 314.2 sf/garage
1,372.4 sf/3™ 265.7 sf/accessory
166.5 sf/covered 1,236.0 sf/basement
porch
77123 sf 3,320.6 sf
35 ft. 35 ft. 35 ft. max.**
7 covered/1 uncovered 2 uncovered 2 spaces for 2 or more
bedrooms
1.5 spaces for up to 1
bedroom
1 space for each unit must
be covered

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

Heritage trees

2

Non-Heritage trees

4***

New Trees

17

for removal

Heritage trees proposed | 1

Non-Heritage trees

4***

proposed for removal

Total Number of 18

Trees

*In the R-3 (Apartment) district where the lot greater than 10,000 square feet and adjacent

to the Downtown Specific Plan, FAR is calculated on a sliding scale based on the

density.

**For projects that provide a density of 20 du/acre or greater the maximum height is
increased to 40 feet.

***One non-heritage tree is a street tree that is proposed to be removed and replaced.
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September 2, 2015

Project Description

City of Menlo Park

Community Development Department
Planning Division

701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025

Re:  761-767 University Drive

Menlo Park, CA 94025
4-Unit Development

This letter of application requests Planning Commission Approval for the demolition and
proposed construction of a new 4-Unit residential development at 765 University Drive.

Purpose of the Proposal

The existing residence at 765 University Drive has been used as single family home since
its construction in 1927. The residence includes a single story home with a full basement,
detached 2-car garage, an outdoor kitchen and shed. There is a 49" diameter Coast
Live Oak in the back third of the site. The project intent is to replace the existing house
structures to develop a multi-family project as part of the new R-3 Apartment Zoning
District. The project design proposes four new fully parked Condominium units that
require no variances, while preserving and highlighting the Coast Live Oak as a major
feature of the site. ‘

Scope of Work

The project consists of demolition of an existing 2,079 sf single family home on a 10,362 sf
parcel located in the R-3 Apartment Zoning District south-southeast of Downtown Menio
Park and the construction of a new mutti-family project. The site is proposed to be
redeveloped fo provide 4 condo dwelling units, three units in a 3-story structure facing
University Drive and a 4t 2-story unit at the rear of the lot. The two structures are
separated by a mature 49" diameter Coast Live Oak tree. No variance for building
design is required or requested; a Condo Map is being submitted under a separate
application.

Architectural Style, Materials, Colors and Construction Methods

The project has been envisioned as a small site urban infill project. The breakdown of
the mass into smaller forms, the setback of the second and third floors facing University,
and placement of the garage entry facing University help to support the transition of

Fergus Garber Young Architects
81 Encina Avenue »~P&lo Alto CA 24301
phone 650/473-0/400 Yax 650/473-0410




the neighborhood as it moves further from single family houses into the higher multi-
family density envisioned by the new R-3 Apartment Zoning adopted by the city.

The project design style is transitional contemporary. The simple volumes of the design
and building structure are articulated by the material selections. Board form concrete
walls are both the structure and design expression of the ground floor parking area
while the walls of the upper two floors feature horizontal wood planks and operable
windows. The warm tones of the wood plank walls are complimented with white stucco
plaster walls at the elevator, and dark brown/black trims on the doors and windows.
Exterior railings and privacy screen walls are a designed to be painted metal and wood
slat. The exterior terrace walls open up to connect interior living and kitchen spaces to
the outdoors. The drought tolerant landscape is designed to feature the Coast Live
Qak and provide privacy to and from the adjacent buildings.

The primary building structure of the front building is a poured in place concrete
podium with Type 5-B construction above. The rear building is Type 5-B construction.
Both structures will use a pier and beam footing system to provide minimum disturbance
to the existing root structure of the Coast Live Qak. Project sustainability will meet or
exceed Title 24. The 4,533 FAR sf project conforms to the front, side and rear yard
setbacks, and front daylight plane. Special attention has been paid to supporting of
the existing Coast Live Oak which is being retained as a site and neighborhood feature.

Basis for Site Layout

The 10,362 sf site is 66’ narrow at the front and 157’ deep. It's a challenging site
considering that the building setbacks limit the constructible footprint to a narrow 46’ by
122" areq, a third of which is under the Oak canopy, and requires a minimum of 4 living
units. These factors combined with required resident parking and vehicular access
make this a very difficult site to plan. To address these issues, the team worked closely
with the project Arborist, Geotechnical Engineer, Civil Engineer and Landscape
Architect to develop a proposal that meets these requirements, preserves the Coast
Live Oak and does not require any variances.

To preserve the Oak, the living units were broken into two separate buildings. The 3-
story building facing University includes (two} 1-Bedroom / 1-Bath, and (one) 2-Bedroom
/ 2-Bath condo units on the second and third floors respectively; the ground floor is an
enclosed five car garage. Visitors access the units via open stair or elevator located at
the front-left of the site. Each of the three units includes a private outdoor terrace. The
fourth unit is a two-story 2-Bedroom / 2 Y2 Bath single family home with a 1-car garage
and a 2nd uncovered parking space. The house features a small second floor balcony
over the entrance, rear yard and two private outdoor patios.

Existing and Proposed Uses

The existing single family home is proposed to be replaced by 4 condominium units.
The site is located roughly in the middle of the new R-3 Zoning and the transition from
single family to multi-family supports Menlo Park policy goals and requirements.

Fergus Garb#r Architects







project and appreciates the lengths that we've gone to in preserving the Oak while
meeting the city unit count requirements. Jeannine supports the project.

On Tuesday, August 24, 2015 Billy met with Lydia Cooper who lives at 875 University. Billy
reviewed the project with Lydia and she appeared to be supportive. Billy also met with
Eli Collins and Alison Wong who live at 742 Live Oak. They reviewed the project plans
and are supportive and sent the attached email to Thomas Roger and Kyle Perata
supporting the project on August 26, 2015.

On Wednesday, September 2, 2015 Billy met with Ric Vogelsang who owns 721

University Drive. Billy reviewed the plans with Ric and he was also supportive. He
supports removal of the Cedar tree and said his primary concern was that we were not
removing the Oak. He also said he plans to send a communication to the City of Menlo
Park in support of the project.

Sincerely -

b g

Fergus Garber Young Architects
Cc:  Billy McNair 765 University Drive, LLC

Attachments: Neighbor Meeting flyer
Summary of Neighbor Cutreach

Fergus Gdf dung Architects







Summary of Neighbor Outreach and Communication for

Proposed Project at 765 University Drive, Menlo Park.

Billy McNair (the “I” in the following summary) is a principal in 765 University Drive,
LLC which is the owner of 765 University Drive, Menlo Park. Following is a
summary of our neighbor outreach and communication between June 2014 and
September 2015.

[ have been in communication with the neighbors since purchasing the property in
June 2014. During the first year of ownership, | had multiple conversations with
Jeannine Gauthier who owns the adjacent property at 903 Roble Avenue. [ also have
met with Mark McBirney who owns the property next door at 775 University Drive.

On August 13, 2015 [ mailed the attached letter to the 15 surrounding neighbors
introducing myself and the project. I told the neighbors I would be at the property
on three different occasions (8/18, 8/22 and 8/24) with the plans and project
summary if they’d like to come by to get details on the proposed project. 1 also
provided my email and cell phone number and said they were welcome to contact
me and I'd be happy to meet one-on-one outside of those three windows as well.

On Saturday, August 22, 2015 I met with Jeannine Gautheir (903 Roble) at the
property and reviewed the project with her. I also gave her several sets of plans and
summaries to share with any neighbors she may know. On August 25,2015
Jeannine sent me an email saying that she really likes what I've done and
appreciates the lengths that we've gone to in preserving the Oak while meeting the
city unit count requirements. She told me she supports the project.

On Tuesday, August 24, 2015 I met with Lydia Cooper who lives at 875 University. I
reviewed the project with Lydia and she appeared to be supportive. I also met with
Eli Collins and Alison Wong who live at 742 Live Oak. They reviewed the project
plans and are supportive and sent the attached email to Thomas Roger and Kyle
Perata supporting the project on August 26, 2015.

On Wednesday, September 2, 2015 I met with Ric Vogelsang who owns 721
University Drive. I reviewed the plans with Ric and he was also supportive. He
supports removal of the Cedar tree and said his primary concern was that we were
not removing the Oak. He also said he plans to send a communication to the City of
Menlo Park in support of the project.




August 13, 2015

Scott Michelson
910 Roble Avenue
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Re: 765 University Drive, Menlo Park
Dear Scott,

[ am reaching out to you regarding my property at 765 University Drive in Menlo Park. My name is Billy
McNair and I am a co-owner of the property. We have been working on a plan for 765 University for
over a year with a top local architecture firm and we finally have a design that we are very excited about!
We have been working with the City of Menlo Park for months and are getting ready to submit our
project for approval by the Planning Commission in the next couple of weeks. I’d love to have the
opportunity to share our proposed project with you. '

Our project complies with the Menlo Park zoning requirements and mandates from the city. The city
zoning requires that any development of this property be a minimum of 4 units and a maximum of 7 units.
Yes, this lot could be developed with as many as 7 units! However, our proposed project is the minimum
4-unit development required by the city. We have made great effort over this past year to design an
extremely compelling project that will both mesh with the existing neighborhood and also be a breath of
fresh air for downtown Menlo Park’s revitalization!

My objective in sending this letter is to introduce myself and also to offer an opportunity for you to speak
with me directly if you have any questions about the project. I can be reached by phone at (650) 862-
3266 and by email at billy@mcnairgroup.com. In addition, I will personally be at the property at the
following times with the proposed plans and I invite you to stop by to discuss the project in person. If
these times are not convenient, please email me and we can try to arrange another time to meet in person.

* Tuesday, August 18, 2015 from 5:30-6:30pm
* Saturday, August 22, 2015 from 8:30-9:30am
* Monday, August 24, 2015 from 5:30-6:30pm

We think this project will be a great addition to the community and the immediate neighborhood. I look
forward to meeting with you.

Best regards,

Billy McNair for 765 University Drive LLC
650.862.3266 | billy@mcnairgroup.com




Billy McNair <billy@micnairgroup.coms» Aug 26 (6 days ago)
o me Elvssa hMadison Barnaby. Svoney =

Email of support thar just went to Planning Commission.

Become a McNair Group fan ¢
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Hi Kyle, Thomas,

My wife Alison and I are residents of downtown Menlo Park. We moved (o MP from SF 5 vears ago, spent 4 years in a rencal unit on
Oak Ln and bought our cument home at 742 Live Oak Ave a year ago.

I'm writing because we recently reviewed the plans for 765 University (just down the block from our home) with Billy and wanted o
express our enthusiastic support for the project. We think this sort of development benefits our neighborhood — which is sorcly in need
of more modern, vibrant housing. We hope the planning department continues to support these types of cfforts.

Best regards,
Eli Collins & Alison Wong






















Risks to Trees by Construction

Besides the above-mentioned health and structure-related issues, the trees at this site could be
at risk of damage by construction or construction procedures that are common to most
construction sites. These procedures may include the dumping or the stockpiling of materials
over root systems; the trenching across the root zones for utilities or for landscape irrigation; or
the routing of construction traffic across the root system resulting in soil compaction and root
dieback. These activities are prohibited on this site. it is essential that Tree Protection Fencing
be used as per the Architect’s drawings. In constructing underground utilities, it is essential
that the location of trenches be done outside the drip lines of trees except where approved by
the Arborist, All trenches within tree protection fencing must be pre-approved by the project
Arborist, done carefully by hand, and no root 2” diameter + may be cut without prior consent of
the project Arborist.

Generzl Tree Protection Plan

It is required that protective fencing is provided during the construction period to protect trees
to be preserved. This fencing must protect a sufficient portion of the root zone to be effective.
In most cases, it would be essential to locate the fencing a minimum radius distance of 6 times
the trunk diameter in all directions from the trunk. There are areas where we will amend this
distance based upon proposed construction. In my experience, the protective fencing must:

Consist of chain link fencing and having a minimum height of 6 feet.

Be mounted on steel posts driven approximately 2 feet into the soil.

Fencing posts must be located a maximum of 10 feet on center.

Protective fencing must be installed prior to the arrival of materials, vehicles, or

equipment,

e. Protective fencing must not be moved, even temporarily, and must remain in place
until all construction is completed, unless approved be a certified arborist.

f.  Tree Protection Signage shall he mounted to all individual tree protection fences.

o0 T o

Based on the existing development and the condition and location of trees present on site, the
following is recommended:

1. A Certified Arborist should supervise any excavation activities within the tree protection
zone of these trees.

2. Any roots exposed during construction activities that are larger than 2 inches in
diameter should not be cut or damaged until the project Arberist has an opportunity to
assess the impact that removing these roots could have on the trees.

3. The area under the drip line of trees should be thoroughly irrigated to a soil depth of
24" every 3-4 weeks during the dry months.
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| certify that the information contained in this report is correct to the best of my knowledge and
that this report was prepared in good faith. Please call me if you have questions or if | can be of
further assistance.

Respectfuily,

Michael P. Young

9 Pagse




ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS

1. Any legal description provided to this arborist is assumed to be correct. No responsibitity
is assumed for matters legal in character nor is any opinion rendered as to the quality of
any title.

2. This arborist can neither guarantee nor be responsible for accuracy of information
provided by others.

3. This arborist shall not be required to give testimony or to attend court by reason of the

information provided by this arborist unless subsequent written arrangements are made,

including payment of an additional fee for services.

Loss or removal of any part of this report invalidates the entire report.

Possession of this report or a copy thereof does not imply right of publication or use for

any purpose by any other than the person(s) to whom it is addressed without writien

consent of this arborist.

6. This report and the values expressed herein represent the opinion of this arborist, and this
arborist’s fee is in no way contingent upon the reporting of a specified value nor upon
any finding to be reported.

7. Sketches, diagrams, graphs, photos, etc., in this report, being intended as visual aids, are
not necessarily to scale and should not be construed as engineering reports or surveys.

8. This report has been made in conformity with acceptable appraisal/evaluation/diagnostic
reporting techniques and procedures, as recommended by the International Society of
Arboriculture.

. When applying any pesticide, fungicide, or herbicide, always follow label instructions.

10. No tree described in this report was climbed, unless otherwise stated. This arborist
cannot take responsibility for any defects which could only have been discovered by
climbing. A full root collar inspection, consisting of excavating the soil around the tree
to uncover the root collar and major buttress roots, was not performed, unless otherwise
stated. This arborist cannot take responsibility for any root defects which could only
have been discovered by such an inspection.

bl

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 to 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 any 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, and other issues. Arborists cannot take such considerations into account
unless complete and accurate information is disclosed to the arborist. An arborist should then
be expected to reasonably rely upon the completeness and accuracy of the information
provided.

Trees can be managed, but they cannot be controlled. To live near trees is to accept some degree
ofrisk. The only way to eliminate all risk associated with trees is to eliminate all trees.

2Mmangaemani com




Date: December 3, 2015
To: Kyle Perata, Menlo Park Planning Department
From: Billy McNair, 765 University Drive LLC

Regarding:  Planning Application for 765 University Drive, Menlo Park

Since we purchased 765 University Drive in June 2014 we have worked closely with our architects at
Fergus, Garber & Young on a myriad of potential designs for the project. Over the past 18 months, we
iterated on countless different designs. The City of Menio Park has a density requirement for this property
that mandates a minimum of four units so reducing the unit count was not an option. Accommodating the
parking requirements for the four units while preserving the Coast Live Oak was a major challenge in the
site design. In addition, the City’s driveway design guidelines, back-up distance requirements and turn
templates had to all be met as well.

We explored a number of designs that would have necessitated a variance or multiple variances but we
did not pursue the designs because, even with the variances, they did not offer any additional protection of
the heritage trees on site and in fact actually were detrimental to the Coast Live Oak. Even a variance
reducing the minimum front setback wouldn’t have saved the Douglas Fir because the building footprint
has to be the current size in order to meet the parking requirements and shifting the footprint forward
would still place the foundation within the root structure of the Douglas Fir. The two biggest constraints
that were always at the forefront of any design for the site were: (1) protection and preservation of the
Coast Live Oak and (2) meeting the City’s parking requirements for on-site parking.

While we evaluated a number of different designs over the period, | will highlight two of the potential
designs below as examples of concepts that were considered in an attempt to preserve the Douglas Fir
but ultimately were dismissed because they both had insurmountable flaws.

Example 1: The same footprint as the proposed front structure but shifting the building to the far right
(looking from the street) of the site to within 5’ of the property.

* This would require a variance to reduce the side setback from 10’ to 5.
* The driveway would be on the left side of the property instead of the right as it is in the proposed
application.
* The problems with this design and why it was deemed unfeasible are:
1. This design would be detrimental to the Coast Live Oak as compared to the
proposed design that has been submitted for approval.

» Under this design the driveway and parking turn around for the rear unit would be
twice as close to the Coastal Live Oak (just 8 feet away) as compared to the
proposed plan (16 feet away) which would jeopardize the Oak.

= The existing driveway and garage on the site have always been in the same location
as the proposed new driveway so the Oak’s root system has already adapted to the
paving and impervious areas that are there now — moving the driveway to the left
side of the site would be both (a) closer and (b} damaging to the Oak.

* This design would also necessitate greater pruning of the Oak due to the placement
of the 2™ story on the rear unit being under the lowest part of the Oak canopy.

2. The Douglas Fir would be heavily stressed and thus still necessitate removal.

» Based on the exploratory trenching that was done of the Douglas Fir (see photos
that follow), the root structure is significant and the grading and paving that would be
done to accommodate the driveway in the immediate proximity of the Douglas Fir
would cause too much stress to that tree. [See accompanying arborist notes on this
proposed design]




= The Douglas Fir would be squarely in front of the entry in to the parking structure
which would interfere with navigation in and out of the garage and the high vehicular
traffic would also cause too much stress to the tree. There would be a narrow pinch
point between the base of the tree and the building.
3. This design would require a variance and place the new 3-story structure closest to the
single level home to the right of the property as opposed to the current design which moves
it closer to the large, two-story apartment on the left of the site.

CONCLUSION re Example 1: This design would be more detrimental to the Oak than the proposed
design and it would not save the Douglas Fir. Therefore, this design was eliminated in favor of the
proposed design that has been submitted for approval that affords greater protection of the Oak and
replaces the Douglas Fir with a number of well placed heritage trees on site.

Example 1 Diagram:
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Example 2: Make the footprint of the proposed front structure narrower to increase the distance from the
Douglas Fir in an attempt to retain the Douglas Fir.

e The parking requirements cannot be met with a narrower building footprint.
¢ The required ADA space doesn’t comply because the loading zone is too narrow.
* The parking back up and turning radii don’t meet the minimum guidelines because the width is only

394 1/27

CONCLUSION re Example 2: This design was dismissed because it was not possible to meet the parking
requirements for the site. Therefore, this design was eliminated in favor of the proposed design that has
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12/3/15

McNair Group
1155 Crane Street
Menlo Park, Ca 94025

Re: Options Commentary 765 University Dr. Menlo Park, CA
To Whom It May Concern:
Assignment

It was my assignment to review two Options to the existing Plan to assess retaining the
Douglas fir on site.

Summary

I have reviewed Options 1 & 2 from FGY Architecture in efforts to contemplate saving the
Douglas fir on site. | have repeatedly stated that | do not believe the Douglas fir is worth

- retention. Option 1 would compromise the Douglas fir and leave an unstable tree and further
impacts the Coast Live Oak on site. Option 2 would put a grade beam 9’6" away from the root .
ball, which would compromise its stability. It would also put daily traffic under the fir and
eventually cause its decline. | strongly believe the originally proposed option, and the removal
of the fir, is the best option for the ultimate preservation of the magnificent rear Native Oak.

Discussion

Option 1 puts a driveway in an area that was previous undisturbed ground under the Oak and
the fir. The installation of the driveway is impossible with the shallow fir roots and it stresses
the Oak roots where previously there were no impacts. This option also flips the rear structure
and mandates that a large branch, that was previously going to be retained, would now need to
be removed from the rear Oak.

Option 2 still requires the installation of a paved walkway to get to the trash enclosure near the
fir. The installation of this paved walkway will be detrimental to the fir roots. This option puts

daily traffic under this tree where previously there was none.

In the end | see the removal« e fir as the best option to retain the rear Oak and to allow an
opportunity to plant several | trees that will be more appropriate to this site.

Respectfully, W / o

Michael P. Young

1650432140202 | f408+399+8063 | poMox YMlos gatos ca 95031 | urba \anagement.com
contractors licence # 755989 | cerffied b@'squ A# 623 | certified iree risk assessor #1392



903 Roble Ave
Menlo Park, CA 94025
May 18,2014

City of Menlo Park - Planning Dept
701 Laurel St
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Dear Menlo Park Planning Staff,

The property at 765 University Drive in Menlo Park is currently for sale. Because this property is a
66’x157’ ft. lot (10,362 sf) that is zoned R3 and located “around the El Camino Real / Downtown
Specific Plan Area”, current zoning regulations permit up to six housing units, each unit up to 40’ tall.

However, this property is also home to a 90-yr-old oak tree, with an approximate trunk
circumference of 144 inches, over 4 times the size required to be classified as a "heritage tree” under
City of Menlo Code Section 13.24. The oak is located in the back third of the lot, approx. 110’ from the
sidewalk and equidistant from the left and right property lines. The tree canopy almost completely
covers the back half of the lot, and it’s probable that the root system is similar in size. Viewed from
Roble Ave or Florence Lane, the profile of the tree strongly resembles the City of Menlo Park logo.

The former owner of this property, Ursula, who lived at 765 University for over 80 years, fondly
remembered the day her mother planted the tree, when Ursula was a just little girl. Ursula loved the
tree, and lovingly hired professional tree trimmers every few years. She often encouraged neighbor
children to play in the shade of the oak. The tree is beautiful and healthy and an asset to the entire
neighborhood.

Many of the neighbors in this area, led by Jeannine Gauthier, feel strongly that any future
development of the property should preserve this wonderful heritage oak tree. We understand that
the City of Menlo Park wants to encourage denser development in the downtown area, and are
reconciled to the possibility of more than one housing unit being built on this lot.

However, we will fight tenaciously, using all means available to us, against any development proposal
that includes removal of the heritage oak, or that puts the tree at risk.
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Rogers, Thomas H

BT
From: Ric Vogelsang <hibdysurf@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 06, 2015 7:56 PM
To: Rogers, Thomas H; Perata, Kyle T
Cc: Billy McNair
Subject: Plans for 765 University Dr, Menlo Park CA

Thomas and Kyle,

After meeting with Billy McNair last week to review the plans for new construction at 765 University Dr,
Menlo Park, I am writing to provide my support of the plans that he indicated would be submitted to the City
for review and action.

My home is located two houses south of 765 University Dr. and while the new units will not be seen from our
home the design should enhance the visuals of the surrounding neighborhood. My major concern going into the
meeting was the preservation of the heritage oak tree in the back of the lot - which was addressed to my
satisfaction. From our discussion the oak will remain - albeit with some needed pruning.

And although I dislike the idea of any large tree being removed, I agreed with McNair that the cedar tree in the

front of the lot has not been cared for over the years and as such it's removal meets with my approval... provided
of course that a tree be planted on the lot to replace it.

If you have any questions please let me know.
Regards,
Carl Vogelsang

721 University Dr., Menlo Park, CA
Ph: 650-321-4757

()



Rogers, Thomas H

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

jeannine.thomas@yahoo.com

Monday, September 07, 2015 12:18 PM

Rogers, Thomas H; Perata, Kyle T

Billy McNair

Letter in support of McNair project at 765 University
LetterMenloParkPlanning-Sep15.pdf

Hello Mr. Rogers and Mr. Perata,

I've written the attached letter in support of Billy McNair's development proposal at 765 University.

I believe Mr. McNair and his architects have done an excellent job to meet the city's requirement for at
least four units on this 10,000 sqg.ft. lot, while also preserving the wonderful 90-yr-old heritage oak tree
that spans nearly the entire back portion of the lot.

I look forward to reading the planning commission staff report.

Thanks,
Jeannine Gauthier




903 Roble Ave
Menlo Park, CA 94025
Sep 7, 2015
Thomas Rogers & Kyle Perata
City of Menlo Park - Planning Dept.
701 Laurel St
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Dear Mr. Rogers & Mr. Perata,

We are writing to express our support for Billy McNair’s development proposal at 765 University Ave
in downtown Menlo Park.

The lot at 765 University Ave, which is slightly over 10,000 sq.ft, currently has a small single-family
home in poor condition. Behind the home is a huge 90-yr-old heritage oak tree, with a canopy that
extends nearly the entire width of the lot and a trunk circumference of 144”, approx. four times the
minimum size defined by the heritage tree ordinance.

In May 2014, when the property was for sale, we wrote a letter to the planning commission
expressing our strong belief that any future development on this lot should preserve this heritage
oak tree. The letter was also signed by seven residents of the immediate neighborhood.

Since Mr. McNair completed the purchase of the property, he met with me several times, to listen to
our concerns about preservation of the heritage oak tree and share tentative design ideas. Two
weeks ago, he showed me his most recent plans. We believe Mr. McNair and his architects have done
an excellent job to meet the city’s requirement for denser development in the downtown area, while
still preserving the heritage oak tree.

We understand that Mr. McNair’s plans require removal of a much smaller heritage cedar tree on the
southeast edge of the lot. However, we cannot not imagine any way to place the minimum required
four units on this lot while keeping both heritage trees, and we believe that any reasonable person
who looked at the lot would prefer to preserve the much larger & very healthy heritage oak tree
rather than the smaller cedar tree.

We believe this four-unit development at 765 University will meet the city’s goals both for denser
development in the downtown area and preservation of the largest and healthiest heritage trees that
give our city character.

903 Roble Ave




Rogers, Thomas H

From: Eli Collins <eli.collins@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 26, 2015 1:45 PM
To: Rogers, Thomas H; Perata, Kyle T
Cc: billy@mcnairgroup.com; Alison Wong
Subject: 765 University

Hi Kyle, Thomas,

My wife Alison and I are residents of downtown Menlo Park. We moved to MP from SF 5 years ago, spent 4
years in a rental unit on Oak Ln and bought our current home at 742 Live Oak Ave a year ago.

I'm writing because we recently reviewed the plans for 765 University (just down the block from our home)
with Billy and wanted to express our enthusiastic support for the project. We think this sort of development
benefits our neighborhood -- which is sorely in need of more modern, vibrant housing. We hope the planning
department continues to support these types of efforts.

Best regards,
Eli Collins & Alison Wong
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Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 12/14/2015
K&OIF\ILO PARK Staff Report Number: 15-036-PC
Public Hearing: Use Permit/OMT Therapeutics, Inc./1490 O’Brien
Drive

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a use permit to allow the use and storage of
hazardous materials associated with the research and development (R&D) for the treatment of cancer and
infectious diseases, located in an existing building in the M-2 (General Industrial) zoning district, at 1490
O’Brien Drive. The recommended actions are contained within Attachment A.

Policy Issues

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

Background

Site location

The subject parcel is located at 1490 O’Brien Drive, which is Building 10 of the Menlo Business Park. This
building is a multi-tenant facility, and OMT Therapeutics, Inc. would be located in Suite D and G.
Auxogen/Progyny is located in Suite A (combined suites A, B, and E), and received Planning Commission
approval of a use permit to store and use hazardous materials within the facility in November 2010.
Lagunita is located within the combined suites C, G, and H, and uses hazardous materials below the use
permit thresholds.

Adjacent parcels to the north, east, and west, (using O’Brien Drive in an east to west orientation) are also
located in the M-2 zoning district, and primarily contain warehouse, light manufacturing, R&D, and office
uses. Single-family residences in the City of East Palo Alto are located directly south of the business park.
These parcels front onto Kavanaugh Drive and many of the residential dwelling units are approximately 85
feet from the subject building. The subject building is located approximately 475 feet from Costano
Elementary School, which is east of the project site, and approximately 650 feet from Green Oaks
Academy (grades K-5) and Cesar Chavez Elementary School (grades 6-8), which are located on a shared
campus to the southwest of the project site. Both school sites are located within the City of East Palo Alto.
In addition, a preschool (Casa dei Bambini) is located at 1215 O’Brien Drive, which is located
approximately 1,600 feet from the subject building. A location map is included in Attachment B.

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



Staff Report #: 15-036-PC

Analysis

Project description

The applicant is requesting a use permit for the storage and use of hazardous materials associated with its
R&D operations. OMT Therapeutics is developing antibodies for the treatment of cancer and infectious
diseases. Previously, the company was located in Menlo Labs 1 (1455 Adams Drive) and is expanding its
operations within Menlo Park by moving to 1490 O’Brien Drive. Menlo Labs is an incubator building that
where the property owner holds and ensures compliance with a use permit for the use and storage of
hazardous materials, allowing small businesses to begin operations fairly quickly. The goal of Menlo Labs
is to help companies begin operations quickly and grow within Menlo Park. OMT is one of a number of
businesses that have relocated from Menlo Labs to other suites within the Menlo Business Park and the
larger M-2 area of Menlo Park. The applicant has submitted a project description letter that discusses the
proposal in more detail (Attachment C)

Hazardous materials

Proposed hazardous materials include combustible liquids, corrosives, cryogenics, toxics, highly toxic
chemicals, oxidizers, non-flammable gases, and flammable liquids. The project plans (Attachment D)
provide the locations of chemical use and storage, as well as hazardous waste storage. In addition, the
plans identify the location of safety equipment, such as fire extinguishers, first aid kits, emergency
eyewash/shower, and spill kits. All hazardous materials would be used and stored inside of the building.

The Hazardous Materials Information Form (HMIF) for the project is provided as Attachment E. The HMIF
contains a description of how hazardous materials are stored and handled on-site, including the storage of
hazardous materials within fire-rated storage cabinets, segregated by hazard class. The applicant
indicates that the storage areas would be monitored by lab staff and weekly documented inspections
would be performed. The largest waste container would be a five-gallon container, and all liquid wastes
would be secondarily contained. Licensed contractors are intended to be used to haul off and dispose of
the hazardous waste. The HMIF includes a discussion of the applicant’s intended training plan, which
encompasses the handling of hazardous materials and waste, as well as how to respond in case of an
emergency. The applicant indicates that the procedures for notifying emergency response personnel and
outside agencies are kept in the site’s emergency response plan. A complete list of the types of chemicals
is included in Attachment F.

Staff has included recommended conditions of approval that would limit changes in the use of hazardous
materials, require a new business to submit a chemical inventory to seek compliance if the existing use is
discontinued, and address violations of other agencies in order to protect the health and safety of the
public.

Agency review

The Menlo Park Fire Protection District (MPFPD), City of Menlo Park Building Division, West Bay Sanitary
District, and San Mateo County Environmental Health Services Division were contacted regarding the
proposed use and storage of hazardous materials on the project site. Each entity found the proposal to be
in compliance with all applicable standards and approved the proposal. Their correspondence has been
included as Attachment G.

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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Correspondence
Staff has not received any items of correspondence on the proposed project.

Conclusion

Staff believes that the proposed use and quantities of hazardous materials would be compatible and
consistent with other uses in this area. The HMIF and chemical inventory include a discussion of the
applicant’s training plan and protection measures in the event of an emergency. Relevant agencies have
indicated their approval of the proposed hazardous materials uses on the property. The proposed use
permit would allow an existing business to continue to grow in Menlo Park and would accommodate its
future growth. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the proposed project.

Impact on City Resources

The project sponsor is required to pay Planning, Building and Public Works permit fees, based on the
City’s Master Fee Schedule, to fully cover the cost of staff time spent on the review of the project.

Environmental Review

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

Public Notice

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

Attachments

Recommend Actions

Location Map

Project Description Letter

Project Plans

Hazardous Materials Information Form (HMIF)
Chemical Inventory

Hazardous Materials Agency Referral Forms:
e Menlo Park Fire Protection District

e San Mateo County Environmental Health Department
e West Bay Sanitary District

e Menlo Park Building Division

@TMMOO®m»

Report prepared by:
Kyle Perata, Senior Planner

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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Report reviewed by:
Thomas Rogers, Interim Principal Planner

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



1490 O’Brien Drive — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 1490 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: OMT OWNER: Menlo Prehc 1
O’'Brien Drive PLN2015-00104 Therapeutics, Inc. LLC Et Al

REQUEST: Use Permit/OMT Therapeutics, Inc./1490 O’Brien Drive: Request for a use permit for the use
and storage of hazardous materials associated with the research and development of therapeutics for the
treatment of cancer and infectious diseases, located in an existing building in the M-2 (General Industrial)
zoning district. All hazardous materials would be used and stored within the building.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: December 14, 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 CEQA Guidelines.

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

City.

Approve the use permit subject to the following standard conditions:

a.

Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans provided by
Green Environment, Inc., consisting of seven plan sheets, dated received December 9, 2015,
and approved by the Planning Commission on December 14, 2015 except as modified by the
conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning 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.

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 additionai hazardous
materials after this use permit is granted, the applicant shall apply for a revision to the use
permit.

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.

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

PAGE: 1 of 1







Business Description
October 2015

OMT Therapeutics, Inc. (OMTT) is developing antibodies for the treatment of cancer and
infectious diseases.

OMTT is relocating its operations from 1455 Adams Drive, Menlo Park, CA to 1490 O’Brien
Drive, Menlo Park, CA to accommodate expanded R&D efforts and hiring plans. The new
facility is significantly larger but only a few hundred yards by foot from the company’s current,
highly desirable location in east Menlo Park.

The new facility at 1490 O’Brien will house all current énd future employees and be the
company’s headquarters. OMTT currently has nine (9) employees in Menlo Park and expects to
grow to seventeen (17) employees in Menlo Park over the next three (3) years.

Half of OMTT’s employees today, and 10/17 in the future, will work in the lab and use
chemicals for R&D.

As part of its R&D, OMTT uses small quantities of some hazardous materials in a properly
equipped chemistry lab on the 1% floor. We use these materials in an appropriately exhausted
space or under fume hoods. We use small quantities of chemicals such as acids and methanol
and various solvents, including isopropyl alcohol. Container sizes for most hazardous substances
are one gallon or less.

We do not anticipate that we will need an air emission permit nor a wastewater discharge permit
for this facility.

Common carriers will deliver chemicals approximately two-times per week. Licensed haulers
remove hazardous waste, generally on a bi-monthly basis.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

PLANNING DIVISION

701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025

phone: (650) 330-6702

o fax: (650) 327-1653
S planning@menlopark.org
http://www.menlopark.org
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'HAZARDOUS MATERIALS INFORMATION FORM

In order to help inform City Staff and the external reviewing agencies, the Planning Division
requires the submittal of this form, If the use permit application is approved, applicants are
required to submit the necessary forms and obtain the necessary permits from the Menlo Park
Fire Protection District, San Mateo County Environmental Health Services Division, West Bay
Sanitary District, and other applicable agencies. Please complete this form and attach
additional sheets as necessary.

1.

List the types of hazardous materials by California Fire Code (CFC) classifications. This
list must be consistent with the proposed Hazardous Materials Inventory Statement
(HMIS), sometimes referred to as a Chemical Inventory. (The HMIS is a separate
submittal.)

Please see attached spreadsheet.

Describe how hazardous materials are handled, stored and monitored to prevent or
minimize a spill or release from occurring (e.g., secondary containment, segregation of
incompatibles, daily visual monitoring, and flammable storage cabinets).

Flammable materials will be stored within rated storage cabinets and segregated by hazard
class. Storage areas for chemicals will be monitored by lab staff during normal business hours
(visual). Weekly documented inspections of hazardous waste storage areas are performed.

ldentify the largest container of chemical waste proposed to be stored at the site.
Please identify whether the waste is liquid or solid form, and general safeguards that
are used to reduce leaks and spills.

The largest waste container will be 5-gallon capacity. All liquid wastes are secondarily
contained, and a Spill Kit is stored on site.

City of Menlo Park - Community Development Department, Planning Division Page 1 of 2
Hazardous Materials information Form
Updated January 2015



4. Please explain how hazardous waste will be removed from the site (i.e. licensed
haulers, or specially trained personnel).

Licensed waste haulers will be used. If OMT qualifies as a Very Small Quantity Generator, they
may use the San Mateo County VSQG disposal program.

5. Describe employee training as it pertains to the following:

Safe handling and management of hazardous materials or wastes;
Notification and evacuation of facility personnel and visitors;
Notification of local emergency responders and other agencies;
Use and maintenance of emergency response equipment;
Implementation of emergency response procedures; and
Underground Storage Tank (UST) monitoring and release response
procedures.

~0aooTo

Lab employees receive training on management of chemicals and waste. All employees receive
training on what do do in case of emergencies, including chemical spills. The site's emergency
response plan includes procedures to notify first responders and make reports to outside
agencies. There are no USTs at the site.

6. Describe documentation and record keeping procedures for training activities.

All training is documented, and training records are kept by the Manager (currently Katherine
Harris) responsible for safety issues. '

7. Describe procedures for notifying onsite emergency response personnel and outside
agencies (e.g. Fire, Health, Sanitary Agency-Treatment Plant, Police, State Office of
Emergency Services “OES”) needed during hazardous materials emergencies.

The procedures for notifying emergency response perscnnel and outside agencies are
contained in the site's written emergency response plan. This plan describes various emergency
scenarios and specifically who to call and how to respond, internally and in conjunction with
responding agencies.

The SFPUC, due to proximity to Hetch Hetchy pipeline, will be included in emergency call list.

8. Describe procedures for immediate inspection, isolation, and shutdown of equipment or
systems that may be involved in a hazardous materials release or threatened release.

EHS/Facilities personnel are authorized to shut down utilities if a spill requires such action.
Spills are contained using materials from Spill Kit, and if larger than internal capabilities, the
outside emergency response contractor is called. If danger exists, MP FPD is also called.

9. Identify the nearest hospital or urgent care center expected to be used during an
emergency.

Stanford Hospital, Palo Alto

vi\handouts\approved\hazardous materials information form.doc
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/ DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
PLANNING DIVISION

Contact: Kyle Perata 650-330- 6721 or

ktperata@menlopark.org

701 Laurel Street

N, Menlo Park, CA 94025
PHONE (650) 330-6702

FAX (650) 327-1653

AGENCY REFERRAL FORM
RETURN DUE DATE: Monday, November 23, 2015

DATE: November 9, 2015

TO: MENLO PARK FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
Jon Johnston
170 Middlefield Road
Menlo Park, CA 94025
(6560) 323-2407

Applicant OMT Therapeutics, Inc.

Applicant’s Address | 4455 Ayams Drive, Suite 317, Menlo Park, CA 94025

Telephone/FAX Tel: 650-508-8018 (Ellen Ackerman, EHS Consultant)

Contact Person Ellen Ackerman

Business Name OMT Therapedutics, Inc.

Type of Business cI;ii:leja;cgsc.jevelopment of antibodies for the treatment of cancer and infectious
Project Address 1490 O'Brien Drive, Menlo Park, CA 94025

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

O The hazardous materials listed are not of sufficient quantity to require approval by this agency.

he Fire District has reviewed the applicant's plans and use of listed hazardous materials/chemicals
and has found the proposal to be in compliance with alt applicable Fire Codes.

O The Fire District has reviewed the applicant's plans and use of listed hazardous materials/chemicals
outlined, and suggests conditions and mitigation measures to be made a part of the City's Use Permit
approval (please list the suggested conditions and mitigation measures).

The applicant's proposal has been reviewed by the Menlo Park Fire Protection District by:

S
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DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

- PLANNING DIVISION

Contact: Kyle Perata 650-330- 6721 or
CITY OF ktperata@menlopark.org
f‘/lgill‘{lko 701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

PHONE (650) 330-6702
FAX (650) 327-1653

AGENCY REFERRAL FORM
RETURN DUE DATE: Monday, November 23, 2015

DATE: November 9, 2015

TO: SAN MATEO COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES DIVISION
Darrell Cullen, Hazardous Materials Specialist
San Mateo County Environmental Health
2000 Alameda de las Pulgas, Ste 100
San Mateo, CA 94403
(650) 372-6235

Applicant OMT Therapeutics, Inc.

Applicant’s Address 55 A 4oms Drive, Suite 317, Menlo Park, CA 94025

Telephone/FAX Tel: 650-508-8018 (Ellen Ackerman, EHS Consultant)

Contact Person Ellen Ackerman

Business Name OMT Therapeutics, Inc.

Type of Business §&D for development of antibodies for the treatment of cancer and infectious
iseases.

Project Address 1490 O’Brien Drive, Menlo Park, CA 94025

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

O The hazardous materials listed are not of sufficient quantity to require approval by this agency.

Kl The Health Department has reviewed the applicant's plans and use of listed hazardous
materials/chemicals and has found the proposal to be in compliance with all applicable Codes.

O The Health Department has reviewed the applicant's plans and use of listed hazardous
materials/chemicals outlined, and suggests conditions and mitigation measures to be made a part of
the City's Use Permit approval (please list the suggested conditions and mitigation measures). The
Health Department will inspect the facility once it is in operation to assure compliance with applicable
laws and regulations.

The applicant's proposal has been reviewed by the San Mateo County Environmental Health Services

Division by:

. ! i A Digitaily signed by Darreli A, Culien
T

K
L/QITCIr 7Ty b

o=Environmental Health Services, N am e/TItIe (pn nted )

ou=San Mateo County,

C u l le n email=dacullen@smegov.org, c=US

Date: 2015.11.18 15:17:57 -08'00°

Signature/Date

Comments: FLl€ase& Cortact Tounty knvironmental Health TO arrainge
an inspection. Please submit an electronic HMBP

f%%a




DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

PLANNING DIVISION
701 Laurel Street

"

ITY OF
MENLO Menlo Park. CA 94025
PARK PHONE (650) 858-3400

FAX (650) 327-5497

AGENCY REFERRAL FORM
DATE: November 20", 2015

TO: WEST BAY SANITARY DISTRICT
500 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025
(650) 321-0384

Applicant OMT Therapeutics, Inc.

Applicant’s Address 1455 Adams Drive, Suite 317, Menlo Park, CA 94025

Telephone/FAX Tel: 650-508-8018

Contact Person Ellen Ackerman — EHS Consultant

Business Name OMT Therapeutics, Inc.

Type of Business R&D for development of antibodies for the treatment of cancer and
infectious
diseases.

Project Address 1490 O’Brien Drive, Menlo Park, CA 94025

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

O The hazardous materials listed are not of sufficient quantity to require approval by this agency.

v The Sanitary District has reviewed the applicant's proposed plans and use of listed hazardous
materials/chemicals and has found that the proposal meets all applicable Code requirements.

O The Sanitary District has reviewed the applicant's plans and use of listed hazardous
materials/chemicals outlined, and suggests conditions and mitigation measures to be made a part of
the City's Use Permit approval (please list the suggested conditions and mitigation measures).

The applicant's proposal has been reviewed by the West Bay Sanitary District by: Jed Beyer
inspector

s T Name/Title (printed)

| Comments: Flease ada WBSD and SVCW as contacts in the businesses emergency response
plan.

5
Ve



DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

~ PLANNING DIVISION

Contact: Kyle Perata 650-330- 6721 or
CITY OF ktperata@menlopark.org
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025
PHONE (650) 330-6702
FAX (650) 327-1653

AGENCY REFERRAL FORM
RETURN DUE DATE: Monday, November 23, 2015

DATE: November 9, 2015

TO: CITY OF MENLO PARK BUILDING DIVISION
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025
(650) 330-6704

Applicant OMT Therapeutics, Inc.

Applicant’s Address 4 c A 4ams Drive, Suite 317, Menlo Park, CA 94025

Telephone/FAX Tel: 650-508-8018 (Ellen Ackerman, EHS Consultant)

Contact Person Ellen Ackerman

Business Name OMT Therapedtics, Inc.

Type of Business (I;\’_&D for development of antibodies for the treatment of cancer and infectious
iseases.

Project Address 1490 O’Brien Drive, Menlo Park, CA 94025

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

O The hazardous materials listed are not of sufficient quantity to require approval by this Division.

The Building Division has reviewed the applicant's plans and listed hazardous materials/chemicals
and has found that the proposal meets all applicable California Building Code requirements.

O The Building Division has reviewed the applicant's plans and use of listed hazardous
materials/chemicals outlined, and suggests conditions and mitigation measures to be made a part of
the City's Use Permit approval (please list the suggested conditions and mitigation measures).

The applicant's proposal has been reviewed by the City of Menlo Park’s Building Division by:

cimasira/Date Name/Title (printed)

Ron LaFrance, Building Official

Comments:
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