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REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 

Date:   1/11/2016 

Time:  7:00 p.m. 

City Council Chambers 

701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 

 

A. Call To Order 

B. Roll Call 

C.  Reports and Announcements 

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

D.  Public Comment 

Under “Public 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. 

E.  Consent Calendar 

E1. Approval of minutes from the December 7, 2015 Planning Commission meeting.  (Attachment) 

F.  Public Hearing 

F1. Use Permit/Karen Douglass/1253 University Drive:  
Request for a use permit to demolish an existing single-story, single-family residence and 
detached garage and construct a new two-story, single-family residence with an attached garage 
on a substandard lot with regard to lot width and area in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning 
district.  (Staff Report #16-001-PC) 

F2. 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.  (Staff Report #16-002-PC) 

G. Informational Items 

G1. 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 
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Commissioners may notify staff of planned absences. 

 Regular Meeting: January 25, 2016 

 Regular Meeting: February 8, 2016 

 Regular Meeting: February 22, 2016 

 

H.  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: 1/6/16) 

 

At every Regular Meeting of the Commission, in addition to the Public Comment period where the public shall have the 

right to address the Commission on any matters of public interest not listed on the agenda, members of the public have 

the right to directly address the Commission on any item listed on the agenda at a time designated by the Chair, either 

before or during the Commission’s consideration of the item.  

 

At every Special Meeting of the Commission, members of the public have the right to directly address the Commission on 

any item listed on the agenda at a time designated by the Chair, either before or during consideration of the item.  

 

Any writing that is distributed to a majority of the Commission by any person in connection with an agenda item is a 

public record (subject to any exemption under the Public Records Act) and is available for inspection at the City Clerk’s 

Office, 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 during regular business hours.  

 

Persons with disabilities, who require auxiliary aids or services in attending or participating in Commission meetings, may 

call the City Clerk’s Office at 650-330-6620. 
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REGULAR MEETING MINUTES - DRAFT 

Date:   12/7/2015 

Time:  7:00 p.m. 

City Council Chambers 

701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 

 

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

B. Roll Call 

Present: Drew Combs, Susan Goodhue, John Kadvany, Larry Kahle, John Onken and Katherine 

Strehl 

Absent: Katie Ferrick 

Staff: Thomas Rogers, Interim Principal Planner, Corinna Sandmeier, Associate Planner, Tom 

Smith, Associate Planner 

C. Reports and Announcements  
 

Interim Principal Planner Thomas Rogers reported the City Council considered the El Camino 
Real/Downtown Specific Plan Biennial Review at the meeting of November 17, and that the 
Council directed that the staff-recommended changes be pursued, and also discussed a number of 
additional topics. As a result, staff will be going back to the Council on December 15 to get clarity 
on the new recommendations. He said the City Council did their annual reorganization and 
selected Rich Cline as Mayor and Kirsten Keith as Vice Mayor.  He said starting in 2016, Justin 
Murphy, who had served most recently as the Assistant Community Development Director for 
Planning, would now serve as the City’s Director of Public Works.   

 
D. Public Comment  
 
 There was no public comment. 
 
E. Consent Calendar 
 
E1. Approval of minutes from the November 2, 2015 Planning Commission meeting. (Attachment) 
 

ACTION:  Motion and second (Katherine Strehl/Susan Goodhue) to approve the minutes; passes 

6-0 with Commissioner Katie Ferrick absent.  
 
F. Public Hearing 
 

F1. Use Permit/Cheryl Foung/1031 Henderson Avenue: Request for a use permit to allow construction 

of a second story on an existing single-story, single-family residence on a substandard lot with 

regard to lot width and area, in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban Residential) zoning district. The 

proposal, which includes expansion of the existing first floor, would exceed 50 percent of the 
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existing floor area and is considered equivalent to a new structure. (Staff Report #15-030-PC) 
 

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

 
 Questions of Staff:  In response to a question from Commissioner Larry Kahle about proposed 

vinyl windows rather than wood windows, Associate Planner Sandmeier said the vinyl clad 
windows would have wood trim.   

 
 Applicant Presentation:  Mr. Daniel Warren, Warren Design, the project designer, said the main 

intent of the project was to take a very small single-story home and increase its space so a family 
with children would be able to live there.  He said the existing two-car garage in the rear was 
nonconforming and encroached into a utility easement.  He said they were proposing a one-car 
garage that would be moved out of the easement and also away from a large oak tree on a 
neighboring property.  He said the intent of the design of a second-story addition was to keep the 
charm of the existing front façade and reduce any impacts to the large redwoods in the front yard.   

 
 Questions of the Applicant:  In response to Commissioner John Kadvany’s question about wood 

batting under the front windows and the wood band mentioned in the staff report, Mr. Warren said 
that the wood band would go around the entire home between the first and second floor break.  He 
said that wood band was different from the existing wood batting of the front windows. 

 
 Commissioner Larry Kahle asked if they had thought about using a clay tile roof rather than an 

asphalt shingle roof, or wrapping the stucco into the windows rather than using wood trim and the 
batting, or about using stone for accent to break up the stucco. 

 
 Mr. Warren said the focal point for the home was the existing front entry window with the grid 

windows trimmed with wood, and the design was consistent with that.  He said the two front 
windows on the right bumpout also would have some wood trim.  He said they added wood trim all 
around the windows at the preference of the owner to keep the home traditional looking and to 
break up the stucco.  He said they wanted to use a good architectural composition shingle as 
opposed to clay tiles to try to keep the ranch style look of the home. 

 
 Public Comment:  Chair Onken asked for public comment.  There being none, he closed the public 

hearing. 
 
 Commission Comment:  Chair Onken noted the windows on the left side were kept high and the 

windows on the right were for minor rooms, which was good in terms of privacy.   
 
 Commissioner Kahle said the project was basically a new house and questioned trying to keep the 

existing design.  He said the design would benefit from consistency and in his opinion, a clay tile 
roof was desirable noting the Spanish Mediterranean style.  He suggested that they not use wood 
trim around the windows.  He said the tree protection plan seemed great but asked if an arborist 
report could be required once a month during construction. 

 
 Associate Planner Sandmeier said an arborist report was attached to the staff report and there was 

no requirement for monthly reports.  Commissioner Kahle noted that the arborist report indicated 
the trees were not in excellent health.  He said as the trees were located in the center of the 
construction area that he thought the applicant’s arborist should inspect regularly, and provide 
monthly or every two month reports to Planning staff to ensure preservation of the trees.  He said 
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he would also like the applicants to give more attention to the proposed materials noting a clay tile 
roof in his opinion would look much better and consistent with the Spanish Mediterranean look of 
the design.   

 
 Chair Onken said he understood the design goal in trimming the windows with wood was 

consistency with the existing windows. 
 
 Commissioner Kahle said the design question seemed to be whether this was a cottage that grew 

up or a new Spanish Mediterranean home.  He said in his opinion it was a new Spanish 
Mediterranean home.  He said with that style stucco would wrap into the opening of the windows 
and there would be no wood trim on the windows.  He said that required thicker walls which would 
require more floor area and money.  He said barring that he would like to see a clay tile roof. 

 
 Commissioner Strehl asked about the cost differential for the changes being suggested by 

Commissioner Kahle as she thought they needed to be sensitive to cost considerations for 
applicants. 

 
 Commissioner Kahle said there were tradeoffs in costs with styles and the materials used for 

different ones. He said this design with a composition shingle roof was not being true to any style.   
 
 Commissioner Goodhue said that in the absence of residential design guidelines and since the 

proposal met City standards she would have difficulty asking the applicant to change the design. 
 
 Commissioner Strehl moved to make the findings and approve the use permit. 
 
 Commissioner Drew Combs asked if the applicants could address the concerns being raised. 
 
 Recognized by the Chair, Mr. Warren said the intent was not a Mediterranean style home.  He said 

the owners liked the charm of the existing façade with the wood trim, and 90% of the first floor was 
existing except for the bumpout to the rear.   

 
 Chair Onken asked if they were doing vinyl windows.  Mr. Warren said they were noting that wood 

windows were beautiful but cost substantially more. 
 
 Commissioner Goodhue seconded the motion. 
 

Commissioner Kahle said he found the project hard to support because of the materials being used.  
He requested an amendment to the motion to require arborist reports during construction that 
could be made to Planning staff at a frequency of staff’s determination.  Commissioner Strehl 
confirmed with Commissioner Kahle that it would be the applicant’s arborist doing the inspections, 
and accepted the amendment.  Commissioner Goodhue, the maker of the second, said from her 
own experience that this might require additional tree fencing and increased cost. 

 
Chair Onken said that he thought the tree protection plan as included was adequate and somewhat 
more than what they might typically see.  Commissioner Strehl said she would move her motion 
forward without the proposed amendment. 

 
ACTION:  Motion and second (Strehl/Goodhue) to approve the use permit request; passes 5-1 

with Commissioner Kahle opposed and Commissioner Ferrick absent.  
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1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 1 (Section 15301, “Existing 
Facilities”) of the current CEQA Guidelines. 

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

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by 
Warren Design consisting of 9 plan sheets, dated received December 1, 2015, and 
approved by the Planning Commission on December 7, 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. 

 
F2. Use Permit/Adicet Bio, Inc./200 Constitution Drive: Request for a use permit for the use and 

storage of hazardous materials associated with the research and development of cancer 
therapeutics, 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 #15-031-PC)  

 
 Staff Comment:  Associate Planner Tom Smith said there were no additions to the staff report. 
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 Applicant Comment:  Mr. Andy Lin, Vice President of Product Development, said Adicet Bio was 

currently based in South San Francisco.  He said the company was developing a new platform for 
immunotherapy treatments for cancer and other diseases.  He said they were currently in an 
incubator space and had received funding for expansion of their work.  He said they anticipated 
growing to 40 to 50 employees over the next few years.  He said that the amount of hazardous 
waste generated by their work was very small.  He said they had hired Ms. Ellen Ackerman, Green 
Environment, to assist them with their environmental compliance.   

 
 Public Comment:  Chair Onken opened the public hearing.  There being no speakers, he closed 

the public hearing. 
 

ACTION:  Motion and second (Onken/Kahle) to approve the use permit request; passes 6-0 with 

Commissioner Ferrick absent. 
 

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

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

 

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans provided by 
Green Environment, Inc., consisting of five plan sheets, dated received November 19, 2015, 
and approved by the Planning Commission on December 7, 2015 except as modified by the 
conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.  

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

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

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

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

f. If the business discontinues operations at the premises, the use permit for hazardous 
materials shall expire unless a new business submits a new hazardous materials business 
plan to the Planning Division for review by the applicable agencies to determine whether 
the new hazardous materials business plan is in substantial compliance with the use permit. 
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G. Regular Business  
 
G1. Consideration of revised Planning Commission 2016 calendar (Staff Report #15-032-PC) 
 
 Interim Principal Planner Rogers said that the 2016 calendar had a change to the December dates.  

He said Commission feedback was wanted about the proposed April 4 meeting as Commissioner 
Ferrick had indicated that was a school break week.  He said the proposed October 10 meeting 
date was blank as that was Columbus Day.  He said it was not a City holiday but it was a federal 
holiday.  He said October 3 and 17 were holidays in the Jewish faith.  He said at this point there 
was only one meeting on October 24 and he asked for Commission feedback on the October 
meeting calendar. 

 
 Commissioner Kahle said all three schools his family members attend would have holiday the week 

of April 4 so he might not be able to attend that meeting.  He said he had no issue with the October 
meeting date.   

 
Commissioner Kadvany said he would be away April 4. 

 
 Chair Onken asked if April 11 would be better.  There was consensus to meet on April 11 instead 

of April 4.   
 
G2.  Consideration of Planning Commission project recognitions (Staff Report #15-033-PC)  
 
 Chair Onken provided slides of The Mermaid Inn (before) and Hotel Lucent (after) noting that this 

had been one of the first projects under the Specific Plan to come to the Commission.  He said the 
Commission during the project’s approval had discussed wanting a 12-foot sidewalk and losing the 
lava rock wall but ultimately did not require either as the proposed project was a renovation.  
Noting the after slides, he said that the renovation project had made a good start as a project 
under the Specific Plan.  He said the project permit was not yet final, however.   

 
 Commissioner Goodhue said having before and after photos was helpful. 
 
 Discussion ensued about the project recognition concept.  The consensus was the project 

recognition was a five minute informal presentation of a City project that an individual 
Commissioner felt was praiseworthy.  The project does not have to be one the Commission 
reviewed. 

 
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.  

 

 Regular Meeting: December 14, 2015  

 Regular Meeting: January 11, 2016 (tentative) 

 Regular Meeting: January 25, 2016 (tentative) 
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I. Adjournment 
 
 Chair Onken adjourned the meeting at 7:56 p.m. 

 
Staff Liaison: Thomas Rogers, Interim Principal Planner 

Recording Secretary:  Brenda Bennett 
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STAFF REPORT 

Planning Commission    

Meeting Date:   1/11/2016 

Staff Report Number:  16-001-PC 

 

Public Hearing:  Use Permit/Karen Douglass/1253 University Drive   

 

Recommendation 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a request for a use permit to demolish an 
existing single-story, single-family residence and detached garage and construct a new two-story, single-
family residence with an attached garage on a substandard lot with regard to lot width and area in the R-1-
U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district, at 1253 University 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 site is located at 1253 University Drive, between Rose Avenue and Millie Avenue. A location 
map is included as Attachment B. Using University Avenue in the west to east orientation, the parcels 
surrounding the subject parcel on the south side of University Drive are developed with a mixture of one 
and two-story, single-family homes that are also in the R-1-U zoning district. The parcels on the north side 
of University Drive are in the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan and developed with a variety of 
residences, as well as a multi-story office building. 

 

Analysis 

Project description 

The applicant is proposing to demolish an existing single-story, single-family residence and detached 
garage and construct a new two-story, single-family residence with an attached garage on a substandard 
lot with regard to lot width and area in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district. The proposed 
residence would have a floor area of 2,799.9 square feet where 2,800 square feet is the floor area limit 
(FAL) and a building coverage of 34.9 percent where 35 percent is the maximum permitted. The proposed 
residence would have five bedrooms and five bathrooms, with one bedroom and one bathroom in the 
basement, one bedroom and one bathroom on the first floor, and three bedrooms and three bathrooms on 
the second floor. All basement lightwells would adhere to the main building setbacks so a use permit for 
excavation within required yards is not required.  



Staff Report #: 16-001-PC 

 

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

The house is proposed to be 26.8 feet in height, below the maximum permissible height of 28 feet, and the 
proposed structure would comply with the daylight plane requirements. A balcony is proposed along the 
front elevation over the entry. The balcony would be located 20 feet from the left side property line, 
meeting the minimum balcony setback requirement. Although the balcony would only be 16.9 feet from the 
right side property line, it would not be possible to view the neighboring properties on either side from the 
balcony as it is enclosed by walls on both sides and the guardrail is set back from the adjacent bedroom 
corners. As such, staff believes the balcony requirement would be met. 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.  

Design and materials 

The residence would feature a style described by the architect as a modern farmhouse style. The design 
would include painted board and batten siding and trim, a standing seam metal roof, box windows, and 
gabled roofs facing the front and rear yards. The second story would be set in along the front elevation. 
The aluminum clad windows would be simulated true divided light windows. With the exception of the 
window at the stair landing, all second floor windows along the side elevations would have minimum sill 
heights of three feet.  

In response to input from neighboring property owners and staff on the initial proposal, the applicant raised 
the sill heights of the second floor bedroom windows along the side elevations. In addition, the applicant 
relocated one of the two air conditioning units that were initially proposed in the side yard to the basement 
stairwell and the other unit to the second floor balcony, which is surrounded by solid walls and a solid 
guardrail. Staff believes the initial concerns regarding privacy and noise have been addressed by the 
current plans. Although the project would be a two-story residence, the applicant has taken measures to 
set the second floor in along the front elevation and proposes varying projections and articulations to 
reduce the perception of mass.  

Trees and landscaping 

The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment F) detailing the species, size and conditions of 
the trees on or near the site, including three heritage size trees and three street trees in front of the 
property. As part of the initial project review, the arborist report was enhanced with additional analysis and 
specificity, including the findings of two exploratory trenches. A heritage avocado tree (tree #5) is located 
in the rear of the subject property. A heritage southern magnolia tree (tree #4) is located on the property to 
the left of the subject property, approximately six feet from the side property line. A heritage pittosporum 
tree (tree #7) is located on the property to the right, near the side property line. Two raywood ash street 
trees (trees #1 and #2), both with diameters just under the 15-inch threshold to be considered heritage 
trees, are located in front the subject property. A non-heritage size persimmon tree (tree #3) would be 
removed to accommodate the proposed driveway. No other trees are proposed for removal. 

The proposal includes a basement lightwell that would be located five feet from the left side property line 
or approximately 11 feet from the trunk of the heritage southern magnolia tree. The project arborist worked 
with staff to determine the impacts of the basement excavation on this tree. An exploratory trench was dug 
10 feet away from the tree to determine the roots that would need to be cut to construct the proposed 
basement lightwell. The applicant also submitted a letter from GeoForensics Inc. (Attachment G) indicating 
that this lightwell could be constructed using shotcrete techniques so overcut would not be required and 
excavation would be no closer than 11 feet from the trunk of the magnolia tree. The arborist report 
indicates that with the use of shotcrete construction techniques, and implementation of recommended 
mitigation measures, the impacts to the magnolia tree would be mild to moderate with no long term 
impacts expected. The mitigation measures for the magnolia tree, described in the arborist report, include 
fertilizing the root zone and irrigating the tree with heavier than normal water amounts. The property 
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owners have worked with the owner of the magnolia tree to ensure periodic access to the tree to 
implement the mitigation measures.  Recommended condition of approval 4a will ensure the use of 
shotcrete techniques for the construction of this lightwell. 

A second exploratory trench was dug to determine the impacts of constructing the proposed driveway two 
feet from the trunk of a raywood ash street tree (tree #2). The arborist report indicates that the impacts to 
this tree would be moderate. The project arborist recommends heavier than normal irrigation for the next 
growing season to mitigate impacts to this tree.  

The proposed site improvements should not adversely affect any of the trees as tree protection measures 
in the arborist report will be ensured through recommended condition 3g. 

Parking and circulation 

The applicant is proposing to demolish an existing single-story, single-family residence and detached 
garage and construct a new two-story, single-family residence with an attached, two-car garage. The 
current driveway, located along the left side of the property, is located less than two feet from the 
extension of the prolonged property line, which is not permitted by the Municipal Code. The proposed 
driveway, located two feet from the prolonged property line on the left side, would be in conformance with 
the Municipal Code. The right side of the driveway would be tapered to be two feet away from a raywood 
ash street tree (tree #2) to protect the health of the tree. 

Correspondence  

Staff received an email from the property owner at 1265 University Drive regarding concerns about privacy 
associated with proposed second story windows and noise from the proposed air conditioning units. Staff 
also received an email from the property owner at 1241 University Drive regarding privacy, noise and 
construction activities. All correspondence received by staff is included as Attachment H. Concerns 
regarding construction activities, including dust control, should be addressed by Building and Engineering 
Division standards at construction. Construction activities are also subject to the Noise Ordinance during 
nights and weekends. The property owners indicate that they have since communicated with both 
neighbors. The property owners described their neighborhood outreach, including changes made to the 
proposal in response to neighbors’ concerns, in their project description letter (Attachment E).  

Conclusion 

Staff believes the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are compatible with the 
neighborhood. Although the project would be a two-story residence, the applicant has taken measures to 
set the second floor in along the front elevation and proposes varying projections and articulations to 
reduce the perception of mass. The surrounding area is a mixture of one and two-story structures. The 
tree protection measures in the arborist report would protect the existing trees. 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. 
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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 

A. Recommended Actions 

B. Location Map 

C. Data Table 

D. Project Plans 

E. Project Description Letter 

F. Arborist Report 

G. Letter from GeoForensics Inc. 

H. Correspondence 

 

Disclaimer 

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

Exhibits to Be Provided at Meeting 

None 

 

Report prepared by: 

Corinna Sandmeier, Associate Planner 

 

Report reviewed by: 

Thomas Rogers, Principal Planner 

































































Community Development 

 

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

 
 
STAFF REPORT 

Planning Commission    

Meeting Date:   1/11/2016 

Staff Report Number:  16-002-PC 

 

Public Hearing:  Use Permit/Cheryl Cheng/760 Hobart Street  

 

Recommendation 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a 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, at 760 
Hobart Street. 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 site is located at 760 Hobart Street, between Santa Cruz Avenue and Middle Avenue. A 
location map is included as Attachment B. The subject parcel is surrounded on all sides by single-family 
homes that are also in the R-1-S zoning district. There is a mix of one and two-story single-family 
residences surrounding the project site which feature architectural styles including ranch, farmhouse, 
mission and craftsman style homes. Most of the nearby parcels are also substandard with regard to lot 
width. 

 

Analysis 

Project description 

The applicant is proposing to demolish an existing single-story, single-family residence and construct a 
new two story residence with a new basement. On the basement level, there would be a bedroom and 
bathroom, office and game room connected to a lightwell, a sitting room adjacent to the game room and 
another lightwell, a laundry room, wine cellar, an additional half-bathroom, and an exercise room. The 
exterior lightwell stairs would ascend to the first floor level at the rear yard adjacent to the kitchen. All of 
the basement lightwells would adhere to the main building setbacks, so use permit approval of excavation 
in yards would not be required. At the first floor, the front covered porch would open to a foyer which would 
lead to the hall, living room, dining room which would connect to the family room, the interior stairway and 
the kitchen nook. The first floor would also feature a guest bedroom, and bathroom, and a mud room.  The 
second floor would have two bedrooms, two bathrooms, a master bathroom, and a master bedroom with a 
walk-in closet.  Overall, the proposed residence would have five bedrooms and five bathrooms, two half-
bathrooms, where one bedroom and one and a half-bathroom would be on the first floor. 



Staff Report #: 16-002-PC 

 

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

The house is proposed to be 27 feet 6 inches in height, below the maximum permissible height of 28 feet, 
and the proposed structure would comply with daylight plane requirements. 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.  

Design and materials 

The applicant states that the design consists of a modern farmhouse style with a standing seam metal roof. 
The exterior material would be painted off-white vertical wood siding, with a mix of casement windows and 
bronze metal windows with simulated divided lites, all with minimal trim. The covered front porch would be 
supported by wood posts. The prominent covered porch combined with the façade and framing details 
would help minimize the visual effect of the garage which would project beyond the front of the residence. 
The second floor would be set back from the ground floor of the residence. The new home would also 
have five bay windows on the first floor and three bay windows on the second floor. The new entry door 
would have double paned window sidelights and the new garage door would be consistent with the style of 
the new front door. The proposed roof pitches would add visual interest to the design of the residence. 
Staff believes that the scale, materials, and design of the proposed residence would be consistent with the 
neighborhood’s mix of architectural styles. 

Trees and landscaping 

The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment F) detailing the species, size and conditions of 
the trees on or near the site, including four heritage trees. As part of the project review, the arborist report 
was enhanced with additional analysis and specificity. Two heritage coast live oak trees (trees #16 and 
#17) are located on a neighboring property near the left side property line at the front of the subject parcel. 
Two additional heritage trees, one redwood and a coast live oak (trees #9 and #11) are located in the rear 
yard of the property. Three non-heritage size trees are proposed for removal.  

The arborist report indicates that the heritage coast live oak trees would not be affected by the proposed 
project. The arborist states that proposed construction would be outside the drip lines of trees #16 and 17 
and protective fencing would be installed at the trees’ dripline. For trees #9 and #11, protective fencing 
would be installed along the path and lawn. The proposed site improvements should not adversely affect 
any of the trees as tree protection measures will be ensured through standard condition 3g and 
recommended condition 4a which includes additional tree protection measures recommended by the City 
Arborist. 

Correspondence  

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

Conclusion 

Staff believes the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are compatible with the 
neighborhood. The applicant has taken measures to set the second floor back from the ground floor of the 
proposed residence and proposed varying projections and articulations would reduce the perception of 
mass. The recommended tree protection measures would help minimize impacts on nearby heritage trees. 
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. 
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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 

A. Recommended Actions 

B. Location Map 

C. Data Table 

D. Project Plans 

E. Project Description Letter 

F. Arborist Report 

 

Disclaimer 

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

Exhibits to Be Provided at Meeting 

None 

 

Report prepared by: 

Michele T. Morris, Assistant Planner 

 

Report reviewed by: 

Thomas Rogers, Principal Planner 
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