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REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 

Date:   2/6/2017 
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 January 9, 2017 Planning Commission meeting.  (Attachment) 

E2. Architectural Control/Gregory Eaton/140 Forest Lane:  
Request for architectural control for exterior modifications to the front and rear facades of an existing 
residence in the R-3 (Apartment) zoning district, including the addition of new gross floor area.   
(Staff Report #17-007-PC) 

F. Public Hearing 

F1. Use Permit/Ali Reza Parvir/705 Cambridge Avenue:  
Request for a use permit to demolish an existing single-story, single-family house and build a new two-
story, single-family residence with a basement on a substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-2 
(Low Density Apartment) zoning district.  (Staff Report #17-008-PC) 

F2. Architectural Control and Use Permit/M Arthur Gensler Jr & Associates, Inc./2200 Sand Hill Road:  
Request for an Architectural Control revision to allow exterior modifications to an existing two-story 
office building including: the creation of a new entry, updates to the color scheme, modifications to the 
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building elevations, landscaping improvements, and the addition of two accessible parking spaces. The 
subject property is in the C-1-X (Administrative and Professional District, Restrictive - Conditional 
Development) zoning district. The proposal includes a request for a use permit to reduce the required 
parking rate per the parking reduction policy.  (Staff Report #17-009-PC) 

G. Regular Business 

G1. Housing Element Annual Report/City of Menlo Park: 
Opportunity to consider and provide comments and/or a recommendation to the City Council on the 
2016 Annual Report on the status and implementation of the City’s Housing Element (2015-2023).  
(Staff Report #17-010-PC) 

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: February 27, 2017 
• Regular Meeting: March 13, 2017 
• Regular Meeting: March 27, 2017 
• Regular Meeting: April 10, 2017 

 
I. 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: 02/1/17) 
 
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:   1/9/2017 
Time:  7:00 p.m. 
City Council Chambers 
701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 

 

A. Call To Order 
  
 Chair Katherine Strehl called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 
 
B. Roll Call 
   

Present:  Andrew Barnes, Drew Combs (Vice Chair), Susan Goodhue, Larry Kahle, John Onken, 
Henry Riggs, Katherine Strehl (Chair) 

 
Staff:  Thomas Rogers, Principal Planner; Kaitie Meador, Associate Planner; Yesenia Jimenez, 
Associate Planner; Tom Smith, Associate Planner 
 

C. Reports and Announcements 
 
Principal Planner Rogers said the City Council would hold a joint study session with the Housing 
Commission on January 10, 2017 on housing displacement and the Council would consider the 
Planning Commission’s recommendations on the Station 1300 project on January 24, 2017. He 
said also at that meeting the Council would consider Commission recommendations on changes to 
secondary dwelling unit and child care regulations to bring those into compliance with state law. He 
said on Friday, January 27, 2017 at 1:00 p.m., the Council would hold its annual goal and priorities 
setting session.  
 

D. Public Comment 
  
 There was none. 
 
E. Consent Calendar 
 
E1. Approval of minutes from the December 5, 2016 Planning Commission meeting. (Attachment) 

 
Chair Katherine Strehl noted suggested changes to the minutes sent in by Commissioner Henry 
Riggs.  
 
ACTION:  Motion and second (Riggs/Onken) to approve the minutes with the recommended 
modifications; passes 6-0-1 with Commissioner Goodhue abstaining. 
 
• Page 15, 1st paragraph, 2nd to last sentence:  Delete “She noted that” before “Ms. Nagaya…” 
• Page 15, last paragraph:  Replace “Commissioner Riggs said City pursued Alternative C that 

they request the train bridge be widened by six to eight feet to have bike path” with 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/12641
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“Commissioner Riggs asked, if City pursues Alternative C that they request the train bridge be 
widened by six to eight feet to include bike path.” 

F. Public Hearing 

F1. Use Permit Revision/Shannon Thoke/116 O'Connor Street:  
Request for a use permit revision to add first- and second-story additions to an existing previously-
approved nonconforming single-family, two-story residence with a basement on a substandard lot 
with regard to lot width in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district. The previous use permit 
was approved by the Planning Commission on March 5, 2012. 
Continued to the Planning Commission meeting of January 23, 2017 

 
F2. Use Permit/Brian Nguyen/445 Oak Ct:  

Request for a use permit for the construction of a new two-story single-family residence with a 
basement, detached two-car garage, and secondary dwelling unit on a substandard lot with 
respect to width in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential) Zoning District. The proposal 
includes the removal of two heritage trees. (Staff Report #17-001-PC) 

 
 Staff Comment:  Associate Planner Kaitie Meador said there were no changes to the staff report 

but noted that five additional letters had been received and distributed to the Commission and 
made available to the public. 

 
 Applicant Presentation:  Mr. Brian Nguyen introduced his fiancée Virginia noting they were Bay 

area natives and had bought their property as they wanted to live close to family and work. He said 
their design proposal was for a classic Spanish California design that would be harmonious with 
the neighborhood. He said the home was proposed as four bedroom, four bathrooms and a 
basement with one bedroom and one bathroom. He said they were also proposing a one-story, 
one bedroom, one bathroom secondary dwelling unit that would be ADA compliant noting that unit 
would be for his parents. He said in their culture it was the responsibility and privilege to take care 
of the older generation. He said they were proposing removal of an English walnut tree and cedar 
tree both in very poor health. He said they also had permission for removal of a camphor tree and 
a magnolia tree. He said the magnolia tree had been a great plumbing problem for them when they 
moved into the home in February 2016. He said after six months of consultation with arborists and 
plumbers and opposition from neighbors to remove the magnolia tree they had resolved the issue 
and kept the magnolia tree. He said they had reached resolution with neighbors on privacy 
concerns by raising the bedroom balcony railing to 42-inches, raising the secondary dwelling unit’s 
window heights, planting cypress trees along the east border, and using translucent glass on 
selected second floor windows. He said over the last seven months he and his fiancée had done 
outreach with their neighbors. He said to date they had received eight letters of support. 

 
 Mr. Tom Sloane, project architect, said the legal width in this zoning district was 65-feet and depth 

was 100-feet. He said at the rear of this property was a very small area that did not meet the 65-
foot width requirement. He said they did a shadow study for winter from noon to 3 p.m. and 
provided visual representation showing that impact was minimal to neighbors. 

 
 Commissioner Larry Kahle asked if they had considered combining the detached garage and 

secondary dwelling unit. Mr. Sloane said they had not considered that. He said they wanted to 
have a detached garage to keep it out of the view of the street and to narrow the profile of the 
primary home. He said the secondary dwelling unit in the rear was low profile and tucked among 
the trees. Commissioner Kahle said the ceilings were 10 to 11 feet on the first floor and nine feet 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/12638
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on the second floor. He asked if they would consider lowering the plate heights to lower the overall 
height and reduce massing impact. Mr. Nguyen said they were within the height limits and there 
were no driving factors to reduce the plate heights. He said he could discuss the possibility with his 
fiancée and architect.  

 
 Chair Strehl confirmed with staff that the property was not within the flood zone.  
 
 Public Hearing: 

• David Jones said that two other speakers (both named Anna) had donated their three minutes 
to him. He said his property was adjacent to the subject property. He said they opposed the 
use permit application for three specific reasons and two neighborhood reasons:  1) loss of 
privacy 2) loss of solar access 3) loss of significant sky view; and 1) changing the character of 
the neighborhood, and 2) loss of heritage trees. He said they hired an architectural firm to 
demonstrate visually the impacts to their home from a second story residence next door. He 
said he would present the visuals and would not review the details in the letter he had 
submitted. He showed slides of views from the subject property second floor windows onto his 
property. He showed a video demonstrating shadow impact on November 21 from 11 a.m. until 
sunset. He said after 1:10 p.m. their family room would be in shadow or one-third of the 
daytime hours in winter, and even more hours in the spring and summer. He noted increased 
energy need impacts and loss of sky view. He said the best solution was for the neighbor to 
build a one-story home scaled back in square footage and with everything done possible to 
protect the heritage trees on the property. 

• Edurne, Mr. Jones’ wife, said their backyard was the only outdoor place in their home where 
they have privacy. She said with the proposed development that privacy would be gone for 
both their backyard and their home were visible through the proposed second story windows 
and balcony. She said they were very concerned as this was the area they entertained. She 
said the proposal for cypress trees was not a solution as those would take a long time to grow. 
She asked that the Commission not approve a two-story design. 

• Candace Hathaway said she had lived in her home over 30 years and 21 of 44 neighbors on 
Oak Court had written regarding their concerns with this project proposal. She said Oak Court 
was a small country lane right off of San Francisquito Creek and one of the original 
neighborhoods in Menlo Park. She said her home was a farmhouse built in 1911 and this area 
was one of the few areas able to maintain a pastoral quality. She said the homes were a variety 
of architectural styles but bound together by massing and scale that created an identity and 
character in the neighborhood. She said the proposed project was truly massive and out of 
context with the home being almost three times the size of other homes on the court. She said 
it was 70% larger than the largest existing home on the court. She said there were no other full 
basements in the homes on the court and they flooded terribly when the creek topped. She 
said she had to buy flood insurance. Replying to Chair Strehl’s request to wrap her comments 
up, Ms. Hathaway said she had three minutes donated by Virginia. She said the removal of the 
magnolia had been repealed when protested against by neighbors but the plans submitted with 
the application removed the magnolia tree. She said the applicants indicated the tree was 
distressed and might need to be removed. She said the concern was the tree would be 
removed sooner than necessary so the area could be paved for additional parking. She asked 
the Commission to consider the project proposal in the context of the neighborhood and ask 
the applicant to modify the design to be more harmonious.  

• Tamara Striffler said her property on Woodland was directly behind the development. She said 
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her concern was privacy. She said there had been a lack of discussion about the secondary 
dwelling unit and heritage trees noting her back deck would look directly into that structure. She 
said she was concerned with her children’s privacy. She said the parking for the project 
seemed to have only three spaces. She said her concern was the amount of paving and the 
potential for the property to become a rental and problems associated with that use. 

• John Kelley said the proposal was for 8,000 square feet of building and paved area, which he 
said was excessive. He said the proposed home was much bigger than any of the other homes 
on the street. He said if neighbors’ concerns were not addressed at the Commission level, 
neighbors would appeal to the City Council.  

• Chuck Bernstein said he lived across from the subject property, and he opposed it. He said the 
eight letters of support mentioned by the property owners were actually not in support but 
expressions of appreciation for communicating. He said he thought the property was being 
redeveloped for resale noting everything proposed was maxed out or close to it. He said the lot 
was substandard and they would be building right up to neighbors’ lots. He said it was not clear 
what the intrusions from the basement would be. He said he had provided the Commission with 
a letter and asked that they consider requiring the project to be reduced including the second 
floor, the driveway and parking  

• Valentina Cogoni said she had lived many years on Oak Court and owned two homes there. 
She said Mr. Nguyen had said the home was in line with the vision of Oak Court, but it was not. 
She said although it was a beautiful design it did not fit with the neighborhood. She suggested it 
would work in the hills of Los Gatos or Woodside with a lot of land. She said her home was 850 
square feet and she lived very well. She said neighbors when they remodeled took their 
neighbors into consideration. 

• Margaret Kim said they bought a home on Oak Court that was 1400 square feet, and noted that 
her family has two teenage boys and a large dog. She said they love the new school and the 
community. She said she appreciated the property owners’ efforts to communicate and try to 
save trees but said she had similar concerns as other neighbors. She said she hoped the 
applicants would reduce the size of the house, scale it back and listening to neighbors’ 
concerns. 

 
 Chair Strehl closed the public hearing. 
 

Commission Comment:  Commissioner John Onken asked staff to clarify whether the property was 
in the flood zone. Principal Planner Rogers said he had reviewed at the City’s GIS map, and this 
property and those in the immediate vicinity were outside of the flood zone.  
 
Commissioner Combs said Mr. Jones had talked a great deal about solar access. He asked if the 
City had any regulations regarding this and what a neighbor might expect. Associate Planner 
Meador said there were provisions to protect solar access including setback and daylight plane 
requirements. Commissioner Combs confirmed with staff that the proposed project met guidelines 
and requirements protecting solar access. Principal Planner Rogers said as the architect 
mentioned the substandard width only occurred at the back corner of the property. He said if this 
was a standard lot they would have been able to build out to the setbacks and the daylight plane 
on both sides without any Planning Commission review. 
 
Commissioner Kahle said he thought the entry way gable might be the cause of concern about 
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mass. He asked if the applicants had discussed reducing the floor to ceiling heights and if they 
would reconsider the front elevation to minimize its apparent mass.  
 
Mr. Sloane said they thought the center of the home being the greatest height did not create 
impact unless there was a view. He said reducing the home two feet down for instance would 
probably result in their proposal remaining in an appellant situation. He said the opposition was a 
well-organized group and unless they chose to not do a second story the group would not be 
satisfied. 
 
Commissioner Riggs noted a rather large amount of paving on the site plan and asked what the 
standard for pervious pavers was. Principal Planner Rogers said the zoning district did not 
establish any standards for the pavers but the Engineering Division had standards regarding storm 
water outflow, with credit given for pervious pavers. He said those pavers had to specifically be 
designed as pervious pavers and be able to transfer water through them.  
 
Commissioner Drew Combs referred to the architect’s comment about not changing the design as 
the neighbors’ opinions would not change and asked if they were opposed to making changes. Mr. 
Sloane said they had discussed taking the height down one foot per floor and that would not 
substantially change the essence of the project. He said they had done their shadow studies. He 
said the video shown by one of the speakers actually showed shadow cast by a tree. Mr. Sloane 
said the upper story windows of concern were in the closet and the toilet room. He said they were 
obscured glass but they could remove them all together. Chair Strehl said that would leave a flat 
wall. Mr. Sloane said that they had proposed the windows there for articulation. 
 
Chair Strehl asked about the neighbor’s concern that there would be a view into their master 
bedroom from the project’s deck. Mr. Nguyen said they had discussed this that with the neighbor 
and the conclusion was they would raise the rail height and plant cypress trees along the property 
line in addition to installing a lattice on the east wall of the deck, which would completely block their 
view of the neighbor’s property. Chair Strehl said cypress trees were large and would impact solar 
access even more. Mr. Nguyen said in the discussion with that neighbor there was no mention of 
solar access until comments made today.  
 
Commissioner Susan Goodhue asked what size cypress trees would be planted. Mr. Sloane said 
24-inch box. He said the trees would establish quickly but when transplanted from larger boxes 
their growth would be slower. 
 
Commissioner Riggs made remarks about regulations and neighborhood concern with projects 
proposed to the maximum standards allowed, and recommended that neighborhoods where that 
was a concern consider petitioning the City Council for a zoning overlay for their neighborhood. He 
suggested that for a zoning overlay of Oak Court they might want to ask for a significantly lower 
daylight plane standard, even 10-foot lower. He said if a majority of the neighbors agreed that 
restriction would apply to all homes, not just the subject property. He said the City Council 
historically had listened to such applications noting the zoning overlay for Felton Gables and 
Lorelei Manor. He said without a new set of rules, people were allowed to build under the existing 
rules. He said whatever the outcome for this project, he would like the cypress trees to be 
reconsidered as he did not think any property line in Menlo Park deserved 30 of them as it would 
create a wall that would get higher every year for a century. He said one or two medium trees 
appropriately placed would address some of the privacy concern. He suggested those be planted 
on the neighbor’s property at 465 Oak Court as the angle would not have to be as high to provide 
view relief from the subject property’s second floor to the neighbor’s landscaped area. He said 
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there seemed to be a great deal of paving proposed but legally. He said he thought the left side of 
the second story balcony needed to be enclosed and might need more than lattice. He said the 
proposed house like its neighbor at 444 Oak Court was larger than other neighbors’ homes and 
was quite a classic design, which most of the other homes were not. He said unlike the property at 
444 Oak Court this lot was only average size with average setbacks. He said the house design 
was handsome and agreed with the architect that squeezing the second floor in would not be an 
advantage aesthetically. He said the proposed home was architecturally better than most homes 
proposed in Menlo Park and was built to the standards. 
 
Commissioner Andrew Barnes said the lot was over 13,000 square feet with a relatively 
reasonable building coverage of 25.5% and significantly less than what was allowable for the 
parcel. He said the applicant was maxing out on the Floor Area Limit (FAL). He said from a 
materials and style viewpoint, the project was well done. He said the first and second floor 
setbacks were greater than what was required, was within the daylight plane, had reasonable 
articulation, and the applicants had shown responsiveness to the neighbors. He said regarding the 
heritage tree removals that previously he had served on the Environmental Quality Commission. 
He said there were two things they focused on when looking at projects with proposed tree 
removals and that was the existing canopy and the canopy that would come in later. He said 
regarding the existing canopy, the trees to be removed were reported to be in poor health and the 
standards for preservation and protection of other trees within the project and on neighbors’ lots 
looked to be extensive. He said regarding the canopy to come in there were 24-inch box 
replacement trees. He concluded that although the project was not what the neighbors wanted it 
was not an aberration. 
 
Commissioner John Onken said he wanted to echo Commissioner Riggs’ suggestion for neighbors 
to apply for a zoning overlay. He said the house as proposed, and outside of neighbors’ comments, 
accomplished much of what the Planning Commission wanted a project to do, noting the use of 
glazed glass to reduce privacy concerns and putting the setback a bit further from the property line. 
He said in many ways the project was perfectly acceptable but was in a slightly more sensitive 
location than other parts of Menlo Park. He said the basement did not count toward floor area and 
if it flooded that was the property owner’s problem and not the neighbors’. He said he was relying 
on the arborist’s report and the tree protection plan to preserve heritage trees. He said he would 
like to see a reduction of the overall height of the structure, noting that even with a three foot height 
reduction the result would be a gracious looking house. He said the loss of the windows on the 
side would create an apartment wall impact. He said he would like the project to be continued with 
a reduction in height as part of a redesign. 
 
Commissioner Kahle said he generally agreed with Commissioner Onken’s comments. He said the 
project was a very well-designed house and the struggle was with the neighborhood context. He 
said the tipping point for him was the overall height and mass. He said it seemed top-heavy and 
the entry gable seemed massive. He said if that could be addressed he could support the project. 
 
Chair Strehl said in the past the Commission has looked at the context of the neighborhood and 
sent a project back for redesign to better fit the character of the neighborhood. She said the home 
was well-designed but she understood the next door neighbor’s concerns. She said she agreed 
with Commissioners Onken and Kahle that reducing the height by three feet would hopefully 
address some of the neighbors’ concerns. She suggested looking at more suitable replacement 
trees than cypress trees. She said putting trees on the neighbors’ property might not be feasible or 
desirable. She said she would like the project to be continued to have the applicant work with the 
neighbors to have a redesign to lower the height of the house. 
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Commissioner Goodhue said she agreed with much of what had been said by other 
Commissioners, but did not think lowering the height three feet would satisfy the neighbors. She 
said she drove by the lot that day and it was an incredible tree-studded area. She said she did not 
know that lowering the home three feet would make a difference as there was a large tree that 
would filter the view of the front façade. She said she agreed with the comment to not remove the 
windows on the side as that would create a big, tall blank wall. She said the organized neighbors 
cared about their community and questioned the property owners’ motive for building. She asked 
that they consider the project from the applicants’ perspective, and regardless of whether the 
design was maxing out or the home was being built for spec, the applicants had worked within the 
current regulations for the zoning district. She said if those needed to be changed the neighbors 
could pursue the overlay process mentioned by Commissioner Riggs. 
 
Commissioner Combs said he met with Mr. Nguyen and his fiancé and with Mr. Jones. He said he 
agreed that reducing the height might not get the project to where it would be acceptable to the 
neighbors. He said that the applicants’ position and the neighbors’ positions were very far apart. 
He said he would like to vote upon the project as proposed rather than putting the applicants 
through the process of trying to make modifications to satisfy the neighbors for approval that well 
might be appealed by the neighbors anyway.  
 
Commissioner Barnes said if there was an opportunity to relook at the project that the amount of 
pavers was something he hoped could be reduced as that would be helpful for the project.  
 
Commissioner Onken said that 30 or more cypress trees around the perimeter could feel very 
oppressive once they were grown. He referred to a house on Santa Margarita Avenue facing 
Seminary Oaks Park between Nash and Gilbert which was a mock Tuscan design with cypress 
trees on both sides. He said the trees created a large black tunnel feeling space that was 
oppressive to the property owners and neighbors. He said the backyard’s openness was important 
to everyone.  
 
Commissioner Riggs said he thought the neighborhood would benefit from a reduction in building 
height of at least two, if not three feet and did not foresee a downside to the architecture to do that. 
He said that could be done without the project needing to come back before the Commission. He 
said efforts to mollify the organized opposition was good for the neighborhood and making a height 
reduction change would make the project more defensible in front of City Council if that was 
needed. He made a motion to approve the project with a condition to reduce the building height on 
the second story two or three feet and that tree plantings be worked out with the neighbors. 
Commissioner Kahle seconded the motion. Commissioner Riggs said the motion should include 
additional screening on the balcony east side. Chair Strehl asked about the pavers. Commissioner 
Riggs said he really thought that was up to engineering but he would prefer less pavers. 
 
Commissioner Onken said because of the design he would prefer to see the project come back 
with a design two to three feet lower so they could see how that worked between the first and 
second stories, with the fenestration, gables, and the home’s front tall slender look.   
Commissioner Riggs asked if he would entertain having that emailed to the Commission for 
conformance findings. Commissioner Onken said he thought the proper way to review a change to 
a project of this scale would be for it to come back to the Commission for a hearing. Chair Strehl 
said she would prefer that. Commissioner Kahle said as the maker of the second he would prefer 
to see the project again.  
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Commissioner Riggs said he would amend his motion to continue the application requesting a 
reduction in height of two feet, rethinking the trees, being more specific about the balcony, and 
reconsider the pavers. Commissioner Barnes said the pavers were an internal feature and did not 
have to be part of the motion as it had been called out to the applicants for consideration. He 
asked if they should specify the height reduction as to where it was hoped it would end up. Chair 
Strehl suggested three feet. Commissioner Riggs asked if lowering the ceiling height two feet was 
enough. Commissioner Onken said he would like an eave height reduction of three feet whether 
the applicants wanted to remove that from the first or second story, or some combination.  
 
Commissioner Combs said the motion had moved from an approval with conditions to a 
continuance. He said he disagreed with Commissioner Onken that lowering the height would 
require the project to come back for a Commission hearing particularly with the statement that he 
did not care what portion the height was removed from.  
 
Chair Strehl said Commissioner Riggs had moved to continue the project for redesign and 
Commission Kahle had seconded with the redesign to include lowering the height of the building, 
to consider different screening trees rather than the 30 cypress trees, balcony screening, and 
reconsideration of the paving.  
 
Commissioner Goodhue, through the Chair, asked the applicant if reducing the height was 
something they were open to considering. Chair Strehl noted the applicants were nodding 
affirmatively. Commissioner Goodhue said the neighborhood had indicated it would appeal 
whatever action the Commission took. Chair Strehl said she had not heard that nor thought they 
should make that assumption. Commissioner Goodhue said she thought they might be prolonging 
a process that might well be appealed anyway and suggested that the points mentioned were all 
good things to be considered but questioned whether the project with those changes would really 
need to come back to the Commission but might rather be considered through the email 
conformance process.  
 
Commissioner Riggs, through the Chair, asked staff when they might see the project again if it was 
continued. Principal Planner Rogers said it was dependent on the applicants’ responsiveness and 
expected the second February meeting would be the earliest it could be noticed. He said for the 
public’s benefit he noted that the City Attorney had stated a continuance was not appealable, and 
that any appealable action could occur only for an approval or denial of a project   
 
ACTION:  Motion and second (Riggs/Kahle) to continue the project for redesign to a future 
Commission meeting date with the following direction to the applicants; passes 4-2-1 with 
Commissioners Combs and Goodhue opposed, and Commissioner Riggs abstaining. 

 
• Reduce the building height by approximately three feet 
• Consider different screening trees other than cypress trees, 
• Screen balcony on the second story 
• Reconsider the amount of paving 

 
F3. Use Permit/Peter Impala/720 Menlo Avenue:  

Request for a use permit for the sale of alcohol to include the consumption of beer or wine on the 
premises within a restricted area of an existing grocery store (Trader Joe's) in the SP-ECR/D (El 
Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district. The applicant is simultaneously applying for 
a Type 42 ABC License. (Staff Report #17-002-PC) 

 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/12639
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 Staff Comment:  Associate Planner Meador noted a change to Attachment A for the addition of a 
finding required by ABC regarding public convenience such that the proposed use supported the 
existing off sale license and was a public convenience as there were no similar businesses within 
that immediate area. 

 
 Applicant Comment:  Mr. Peter Impala said he was representing his client, Trader Joe’s, and their 

request to have onsite alcohol tasting in a small area in their store. He said with a Type 42 ABC 
license that tastings were in small clear plastic cups and might include one to three different types 
of wines available for tasting. He said this was to enhance wine sales and introduce customers to 
products they might not otherwise purchase. 

 
 Commissioner Kahle asked about the hours for tastings. Mr. Impala said those would occur during 

regular store hours and would be one or two hours when sommelier staff was available. He 
indicated the timing would be sporadic.  

 
 Commissioner Barnes asked if they would be willing to limit tasting hours to after noon time. Mr. 

Impala said as the tastings were limited in nature he would not want that restriction as they might 
want to do a special event with a winery and start at 10:30 a.m. Commissioner Barnes clarified with 
Mr. Impala that he represented clients seeking ABC approval. Mr. Impala said that the tasting 
license would allow for beer and wine, but that Trader Joe’s only planned to offer wine tastings.  

 
 Commissioner Combs asked why the Menlo Park location was selected. Mr. Impala said room was 

needed for this activity. He said the Menlo Park store would be remodeled and space for this would 
be included. He said at other stores the wine tasting had improved sales.   

 
 Chair Strehl opened the public hearing, and closed it as there were no speakers. 
 
 ACTION:  Motion and second (Onken/Goodhue) to approve as recommended in the staff report; 

passes 7-0. 
  

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. Make a finding that the proposed project would serve a Public Convenience because the 
proposed use would complement the existing off-sale license by allowing customers to sample 
small amounts of alcohol available for purchase at the store, and because the area in which 
this business is located does not contain a similar type use. 

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the sketches prepared 
by Kip Klayton Architects, consisting of five sheets, dated received December 15, 2016, and 
the project description letter, dated received January 4, 2017, and approved by the Planning 
Commission on January 9, 2017, except as modified by the conditions contained herein, 
subject to review and approval of the Planning Division. 
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b. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall comply with all requirements of the 
Building Division, Engineering Division, and Transportation Division that are directly 
applicable to the project.  

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

a. Any citation or notification of violation by the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage 
Control or other agency having responsibility to assure public health and safety for the sale 
of alcoholic beverages will be grounds for considering revocation of the use permit 

  
 Commissioner Riggs noted on the cover sheet two-thirds down that it referred to office buildings on 

Gilbert Avenue and that should be Menlo Avenue or Chestnut Avenue. 
 
F4. Use Permit/Molly Swenson/103 Gilbert Avenue:  

Request for a use permit to convert a spa to a medical office within an existing building on a parcel 
that is substandard with regard to parking in the C-2 (Neighborhood Shopping) zoning district. The 
parcel has 23 usable parking stalls where 23 are required. However, because 10 of the 23 parking 
stalls are located completely within required setbacks, the stalls do not count as legal parking 
spaces and make the parcel substandard in parking. (Staff Report #17-003-PC) 

 
 Staff Comment:  Associate Planner Yesenia Jimenez said a project-specific condition, 4.d, was 

recommended for removal as the action no longer applied regarding the Transportation Impact Fee. 
She noted that the redlined Attachment A had been distributed to the Commission. 

  
 Applicant Presentation: Mr. Tom Squance, project manager, Stanford, said this would provide 

pediatric care in Menlo Park. 
 
 Commissioner Kahle asked about the interest in the neighborhood for this practice. Mr. Squance 

Said through outreach and marketing surveys they had determined the need in the local 
community. Commissioner Kahle said there was no work proposed for the front of the building 
such as signage. Mr. Squance Said if the project was approved they would apply for a sign permit. 

 
 Commissioner Onken said he was concerned with the flow of traffic from the parking lot and asked 

if it would work without use of the alley. Mr. Squance said that access was currently chained. 
Replying to Commissioner Onken, Mr. Squance said they would look at formalizing non access 
from the alley except for emergency access. 

 
 Chair Strehl opened the public hearing. 
 

• Kathleen Daly, Café Zoe, said she supported the project. She said regarding the parking and 
traffic, she and others had met with the development team and lead pediatrician. She said that 
they could resolve any parking concerns and help make this work for everyone. She said the 
salon uses at the site had just not worked and a pediatric clinic would work well for the 
neighborhood. She said she had a petition with 70 community members’ signatures that 
supported the use. 
 

• Female speaker said she supported and liked the community. 
 
• Ana Pedros, Oak Court, said about 70% of the homes in the area have children and having 

pediatric services close by would be great. 
 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/12637
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 Chair Strehl closed the public hearing. 
 
 Commission Comment:  Commissioner Onken said he supported the project and did not think the 

parking within the setbacks was a problem. He said the concept of disseminating smaller clinics 
throughout communities was a good strategy. He said he would approve with a request to 
formalize non-access from the alley. 

 
 Commissioner Barnes said this was a good location and a good community serving use. 
 
 Commissioner Combs asked if there had been any previous uses at this site that generated sales 

tax for the City. Ms. Jimenez said not with the proposed use and had been very limited with 
previous uses such as hair salons. 

 
 Commissioner Riggs said the traffic issue was generally limited with a clinic as there was a rotation 

and turnover in the parking lot. He said it was supported by neighborhood.  
 
 Chair Strehl said she met with the applicant and lived in the neighborhood and supported the 

application.  
 

ACTION:  Motion and second (Strehl/Goodhue) to approve with the following modification;  
passes 7-0.  

  
1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt 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 

Greenbough Design, consisting of 7 plan sheets, dated December 18, 2016 and stamped 
received on January 3, 2017, and the project description letter dated December 22, 2016 
and stamped received January 3, 2017, and approved by the Planning Commission on 
January 9, 2017, 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 
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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. 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 a building permit application, a floodproofing certificate shall be 
submitted, for review and approval by the Engineering Division. 

b. Prior to building permit issuance, the property owner shall enter into an agreement with the 
City regarding the operation and maintenance of all dry-flood proofing measures, as 
required by the Engineering Division. 

 

c. Prior to building permit issuance, a Flood Emergency Action Plan shall be submitted for 
review and approval by the Engineering Division, which demonstrates that the floodproofing 
components will operate properly under all conditions, including power failures. 

 
d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall pay the Transportation Impact Fee, 

currently estimated at $22,515, as required by the Transportation Division 
 

e. Simultaneous with a building permit application, a revised site plan shall be 
submitted to indicate that the entrance and exit from the alley shall be used for 
emergency purposes only. The site plan shall be subject to review and approval of 
the Planning Division, Transportation Division, and the Menlo Park Fire Protection 
District.  

 
F5. Development Agreement Annual Review/Bohannon Development Company/101-155 Constitution 

Drive and 100-190 Independence Drive (Menlo Gateway Project):  Annual review of the property 
owner’s good faith compliance with the terms of the Development Agreement for the Menlo 
Gateway (Bohannon Hotel & Office) project. (Staff Report #17-004-PC) 

 
 Staff Comment:  Associate Planner Tom Smith said he had no changes to the staff report. 
 
 Questions of Staff:  Commissioner Onken asked how many years the agreement allowed for the 

annual check-in. Associate Planner Smith said this was through the development of the 
Constitution site. 

 
 Commissioner Barnes said Exhibit A, 5.2, Capital Improvements, referred to other citywide 

recreational improvements and included notes about funds. He asked specific to the Bohannon 
capital improvement funds referenced if it was permissible for that money to not be spent in that 
jurisdiction but for instance spent to build a dog park in the Willows. Associate Planner Smith said 
there was a specification that $750,000 would be spent on the Belle Haven neighborhood and 
$500,000 was available for Bedwell Bayfront Park or for other citywide recreational improvements. 
Responding to Commissioner Barnes’ question as to when the use of those funds might come into 
play, Associate Planner Smith said they wanted to combine discussions about that with a Parks 
Master Plan to get a broad range of public input, which was expected to occur 2017-2018. 

 
 Commissioner Riggs said on sheet C.2, item 5.3, it indicated that the owner had conducted 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/12640


Draft Minutes Page 13 

 

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

community outreach. He said this development was across from the Lorelei Manor, and it would be 
nice if Lorelei Manor residents would be consulted as they had been asking formally for a year and 
informally for six years for attention to the Hetch Hetchy reserve which Menlo Park had agreed to 
maintain but had not done so yet. He noted on Page D.2, 8.71, regarding a right turn from Marsh 
Road to Florence, that staff had suggested a change to have concepts for bicycle lanes on Marsh 
Road. He said that was in conflict with Planning Commission approval and in conflict with current 
efforts underway on the opposite side of Marsh Road. He asked if the installation of bike lanes 
would be on the north or south side of the road. 

 
 Associate Planner Smith said the reason for that change was that Redwood City had a somewhat 

tepid interest in this project and that two large, possibly heritage trees would be impacted by the 
westbound right turn lane and that would also impede some of the future efforts to put bicycle 
lanes on Marsh Road. He said staff asked the developer for concepts of bicycle lanes on Marsh 
Road.  

 
 Mr. David Bohannon said he believed there was an issue with a right turn at Florence related to a 

tree. He said it was messy the way the right-of-way worked with the property line. He said staff 
asked if it would be okay if that obligation was converted to a bicycle lane obligation, which he was 
amenable to. He said since the north side was either County or Redwood City he thought the 
bicycle lanes would need to be in Menlo Park. He said he felt there was need for collaboration with 
Atherton with what would happen from Middlefield Road to Bohannon or Florence noting there 
were fairly disastrous conditions there currently. 

 
 Commissioner Riggs said the most immediate need for a bicycle lane was a coordination effort with 

the railroad because bicycles could not get past at the pinch at the railroad.  
 
 Mr. Bohannon said that in their weekly meeting with Planning staff they could discuss that and 

asked Commissioner Riggs to provide more information for that. 
 
 Applicant Presentation:  Mr. Bohannon said he had no additions to the letter and written report.  
 
 Commissioner Barnes asked about the expected construction dates. Mr. Bohannon said that 

Phase 1, the office building, should be completed and potentially occupied this year and the hotel 
would be completed end of this year or early 2018. He said the parking garage would be 
completed before either of those buildings. He said they were in design development for Phase II 
and discussion with potential occupants and thought that might occur by 2020 or 2021. He said 
that tenant improvements could not be made to the Phase 1 office building until some percentage 
of the hotel was sheet rocked. 

  
 Chair Strehl opened the public hearing and closed it as there were no speakers. 
 
 ACTION:  Motion and second (Riggs/Goodhue) to make a determination that the property owner, 

over the course of the past year, has demonstrated good faith compliance with the provisions of 
the Menlo Gateway Development Agreement for the period of January 2016 through January 
2017; passes 7-0. 

 
G. Informational Items 

G1. Future Planning Commission Meeting Schedule. 
• Regular Meeting: January 23, 2017 
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• Regular Meeting: February 6, 2017 
• Regular Meeting: February 27, 2017 
• Regular Meeting: March 13, 2017 

 
H.  Adjournment 

 
Chair Strehl adjourned the meeting at 9:37 p.m. 
 
Staff Liaison:  Thomas Rogers, Principal Planner 
 
Recording Secretary:  Brenda Bennett 
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STAFF REPORT 

Planning Commission    
Meeting Date:   2/6/2016 
Staff Report Number:  17-007-PC 
 
Consent Calendar:  Architectural Control/Gregory Eaton/140 Forest 

Lane 

 

Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve architectural control for exterior modifications to 
the front and rear facades of an existing residence in the R-3 (Apartment) zoning district, including the 
addition of new gross floor area, at 140 Forest Lane. The recommended actions are contained within 
Attachment A. 

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

 

Background 

Site location 
The subject property is located at 140 Forest Lane, near the intersection of Forest Lane and Stone Pine 
Lane in the Park Forest neighborhood near the City’s northern border. The adjacent parcels along Forest 
Lane are also located within the R-3 (Apartment) zoning district, and contain townhouses and associated 
common space. The parcel and the townhouses surrounding the parcel were originally developed under 
the jurisdiction of San Mateo County as a Planned Unit Development and are known collectively as the 
Park Forest development. The area represents a variety of architectural styles, with most townhouses at a 
three-story scale. Many residents have modified their units since being annexed into the City of Menlo 
Park. A location map is included as Attachment B. 

 

Analysis 

Project description 
The existing single-family townhouse contains approximately 2,483 square feet of gross floor area. The 
existing townhouse also includes a two-car garage, which is not included in the calculation of gross floor 
area. The townhouse consists of three levels with two bedrooms and two bathrooms. The applicant is 
proposing to conduct interior alterations including remodeling the kitchen, bedrooms and bathrooms. The 
applicant is proposing to extend the right side of the exterior wall at the kitchen, adding 14 square feet for 
the kitchen pantry to the front side of the second floor. Additionally, the applicant is proposing to enclose 
the rear third floor balcony, adding 60 square feet to the third floor. With the remodeling and enclosure of 
the balcony, an additional bedroom and bathroom would be added to the third floor. There would also be 
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exterior modifications in colors and materials, which are described in detail in the following section of this 
staff report. The project plans are included as Attachment C and the project description letter is included 
as Attachment D. 
 

Design and Materials 
All exterior changes are proposed for the front and rear elevations of the townhouse. The exterior changes 
would include new stucco and paint, and the addition of Neolith Estatuario and Strata stone trim panels to 
the balcony and the vertical walls along the front elevation. Neolith Estatuario would also be added to the 
post supporting the balcony. Metal zinc would be added to the roof fascia along the front elevation. All the 
windows along the front elevation and the third floor windows along the rear elevation would be new wood-
clad windows to match the existing. A wood screen would create a vertical shade element above the front 
entry. The colors and materials palette may be seen on Sheet A3.1 of the plan set. The proposed 
elevations on Sheet A3.1 also show the front elevation without the wood screen for clarity. 
 
Staff believes the project would be consistent with the existing contemporary architectural style of the 
individual unit. The project would also be compatible with the existing architectural style of the overall Park 
Forest development, which features a number of townhouses with a variety of materials and architectural 
styles. In addition, the project would have a relatively small impact to the neighbors given the limited scope 
of work. 
 

Correspondence  
A letter from the Park Forest II Homeowners Association relaying approval of the project is included as 
Attachment E. Staff has not received any other correspondence thus far. 
 

Conclusion 
Staff believes the project would result in a consistent architectural style for the individual unit. Additionally, 
the project would be compatible with the existing architectural style of the overall development, which 
features a number of townhouses with a variety of materials and architectural styles. The proposal has 
been approved by the applicable homeowners association. 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. 
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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. Project Plans 
D. Project Description Letter 
E. Park Forest II Homeowners Association Approval 

 

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: 
Corinna Sandmeier, Associate Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Thomas Rogers, Principal Planner 
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140 Forest Lane – Attachment A: Recommended Actions 

PAGE: 1 of 2 

LOCATION: 140 Forest 
Lane 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
PLN2016-00101 

APPLICANT: Tobin 
Dougherty Architects 

OWNER: Gregory Eaton 

REQUEST: Request for architectural control for exterior modifications to the front and rear facades of an 
existing residence in the R-3 (Apartment) zoning district, including the addition of new gross floor area. 

DECISION ENTITY: Planning 
Commission 

DATE: February 6, 2017 ACTION: TBD 

VOTE: TBD (Barnes, Combs, Goodhue, Kahle, Onken, Riggs, Strehl) 

ACTION: 

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

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

a. The general appearance of the structure is in keeping with the character of the neighborhood.

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

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

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

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

3. Approve the architectural control subject to the following standard conditions:

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans provided by
Tobin Dougherty Architects, consisting of nine plan sheets, dated received January 24, 2017,
and approved by the Planning Commission on February 6, 2017 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, Recology, and utility companies’ regulations that are directly
applicable to the project.

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

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

ATTACHMENT A

A1
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PAGE: 2 of 2 

LOCATION: 140 Forest 
Lane 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
PLN2016-00101 

APPLICANT: Tobin 
Dougherty Architects 

OWNER: Gregory Eaton 

REQUEST: Request for architectural control for exterior modifications to the front and rear facades of an 
existing residence in the R-3 (Apartment) zoning district, including the addition of new gross floor area. 

DECISION ENTITY: Planning 
Commission 

DATE: February 6, 2017 ACTION: TBD 

VOTE: TBD (Barnes, Combs, Goodhue, Kahle, Onken, Riggs, Strehl) 

ACTION: 

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

A2
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TOBIN DOUGHERTY RECEIVED
ARCHITECTS

EC 20 Q1 12.19.16

Community Development Department CTY CF MENLO PARK
DPlanning Division

Corinna Sandmeier

Subject: 140 Forest Lane Townhouse Remodel - Project Description Letter Revised

We are submitting the 140 Forest Lane Townhouse Remodel project to the Planning
Department for their review and approval. The existing use is Residential - R-3 and the
proposed use remains Residential - R-3.

The remodel consists of the following:

1) The remodel of the exterior front facade: upgrading the existing windows, re-stucco and
paint the existing walls, introducing new materials to the existing balcony and the existing
roof fascia. We are proposing the use of Neolith Estatuario and Strata panels to be added
to the balcony walls and the vertical walls, and the use of Metal Zinc to the roof fascia. A
wood screen has been designed to create a vertical shade element above the front entry.
A Color Board is being submitting to the Planning Department together with this letter.

2) Interior remodel: consists of the remodel of the existing kitchen, bedrooms and
bathrooms. A total of 60 sq.ft. are being added to the second and third levels, which 14
sq.ft. are being added to the pantry area (second floor) and 46 sq.ft are being to bedroom
# 3 (third floor).

There are not changes proposed to the existing setbacks and the existing site layout.

The architectural style proposed is modern to match the existing architectural style. The Park
Forest II Architectural Committee and the all the neighbors have reviewed and approved the
project proposed floor plans and proposed new facade. A letter from the Park Forest II
Homeowners association is attached to this letter.

Please do not hesitate in contacting us if you have any questions or comments.

Sincerely,

To bin T. Dougherty

ATTACHMENT D

D1



PARK FOREST II HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE

Date: December 14, 2015

To: Gregory Eaton
1 40 Forest Lane
Menlo Park, Ca. 94025

From: Park Forest II Architectural Committee

Subject: Proposed Remodel — Interior and Exterior Moditications Approval

Dear Greg,

Thank you tor submitting the architectural plans relative to the interior and
exterior upgrades and modifications to your property at 140 Forest Lane.

The plans were reviewed by the Park Forest II Architectural Committee in
September2016. The committee approved the plans as submitted with the
conditions all the interior and exterior changes conform to the City of Menlo Park
requirements.

The proposed changes for the interior and exterior as outlined in the
architectural plans, dated 7.25.16 and color board, dated 9.2.16 will be a nice
improvement to your property and the Park Forest II neighborhood.

The Architectural Committee wishes you success with your upcoming project.

Best regards,

__ __

L
Anne Lear
Joan Reveno
Architectural Committee
Park Forest II Homeowners Association

ATTACHMENT E

E1
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STAFF REPORT 

Planning Commission    
Meeting Date:   2/6/2017 
Staff Report Number:  17-008-PC 
 
Public Hearing:  Use Permit/Ali Reza Parvin/705 Cambridge Avenue  

 

Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a request for a use permit to demolish an 
existing single-story, single-family house and build a new two-story, single-family residence with a 
basement on a substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-2 (Low Density Apartment) zoning district, 
at 705 Cambridge Avenue. 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 705 Cambridge Avenue, located between El Camino Real and Cornell Road. 
A location map is included as Attachment B. The parcel is immediately surrounded by other R-2 zoned 
properties; however, some properties nearby to the northeast are zoned in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino 
Real/Downtown Specific Plan) district and the R-3 (Apartment) district. Some properties to the southwest 
of the subject site are in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) district. There is a mix of one and two-story 
single-family residences, as well as attached and detached two-unit developments surrounding the project 
site, which feature varied architectural styles, including ranch and craftsman style homes. The adjacent left 
and right side properties were developed in accordance with use permits granted by the Planning 
Commission in 2008 and 2013, respectively. 

 

Analysis 

Project description 
The applicant is proposing to demolish an existing single-story, single-family residence and attached two-
car garage, and construct a new two-story, five-bedroom residence with an attached two-car garage and a 
new basement. All of the basement lightwells would adhere to the main building setbacks, so use permit 
approval of excavation in yards would not be required. The master bedroom covered balcony would 
comply with relevant side and rear setback requirements. 
 
The house is proposed to be 27 feet, nine inches in height, below the maximum permissible height of 28 
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feet, and the proposed structure would comply with daylight plane requirements. Although the new house 
would be located near the front setback, the second floor would be inset 28 feet, 8.5 inches from the front 
property line, and the setback from the rear property line would increase from approximately 26 feet, 11 
inches to 56 feet, two inches.  
 
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 proposal 
is shown as complying with the FAL (Floor Area Limit). However, elevations indicate that a portion of the 
attic above the first level may exceed five feet in height, which should be counted against the FAL total. As 
a result, staff has included condition 4a, requiring an additional section with the building permit in order to 
verify the FAL. Slight changes to interior ceiling heights and/or this roof element could be required as a 
result, but staff does not believe such modifications would affect the substance of the proposal. 
 

Design and materials 
The new home would be constructed in what the applicant describes as a modern ranch style, with a 
stone veneer accent around the garage and the top of the front entryway. The basement light wells would 
include wrought iron railings.The rest of the residence would feature a wood siding exterior, a wood 
shingle roof, double glazed windows with simulated divided lights, and stucco or precast stone trim sills. 
For simplicity, the elevation drawings do not replicate the wood siding over every facade, but the applicant 
has confirmed that it would be applied everywhere except for the areas explicitly labeled as other 
materials. 
 
The entire second floor would be inset from the perimeter of the main floor, which would minimize the 
massing of the home. Most of the windows on the sides of the second floor would have relatively high sill 
heights. The curved stairway would feature five windows with high sill heights as a decorative feature. The 
front entry would include a wood front door and square, decorative columns. A wood garage door with a 
simulated two-door design is proposed for the two-car garage, and would be compatible with the style of 
the front door. The garage would be recessed from the front porch, which would help deemphasize the 
garage as a design feature.  
 
The rear of the home would feature a covered porch with a skylight, and above the back porch would be a 
covered balcony for the master bedroom. The second floor would be inset on all sides which would reduce 
the perception of massing. Staff believes that the scale, materials, and design of the proposed residence 
would be consistent with the neighborhood’s mix of architectural styles. However, staff recommends that 
the Planning Commission consider the stone trim, in particular its application at the top of the porch 
columns, which does not necessarily replicate a traditional construction method (i.e., as a heavier material, 
stone is more typically used at the base of a column). 
 

Trees and landscaping 
There are a total of nine trees on and near the subject property, six of which are heritage trees. A tree of 
heaven and two redwoods are on the adjacent lot at the rear of the property. No trees are proposed for 
removal. The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment F) detailing the species, size, and 
conditions of these trees. The City Arborist has reviewed the report and stated that it covers the prevention 
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of potential impacts to the trees, in particular guidelines regarding trenching in proximity to the street tree 
number 1 (heritage-size liquidambar). The proposed project is not anticipated to adversely affect any of 
the heritage trees, as tree protection measures will be ensured through standard condition 3g. 
 

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 applicants have set the second floor back from the first floor of the proposed residence, 
helping reduce the perception of mass and bulk. Design elements such as the front entry and garage 
doors would add visual interest to the project. 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. 

 

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

Exhibits to Be Provided at Meeting 
None 
 
Report prepared by: 
Michele T. Morris, Assistant Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Thomas Rogers, Principal Planner 



705 Cambridge Avenue – Attachment A: Recommended Actions 

PAGE: 1 of 2 

LOCATION: 705 
Cambridge Avenue 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
PLN2016-00095 

APPLICANT: Ali Reza 
Parvin 

OWNER: Menlo Living, 
LLC 

REQUEST: Request for a use permit to demolish an existing single-story, single-family house and build a 
new two-story, single-family residence with a basement on a substandard lot with regard to lot width in 
the R-2 (Low Density Apartment) zoning district. 

DECISION ENTITY: Planning 
Commission 

DATE: February 6, 2017 ACTION: TBD 

VOTE: TBD  (Barnes, Combs, Goodhue, Kahle, Onken, Riggs, 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 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
LEL Design consisting of 11 plan sheets, dated received February 1, 2017, and approved by
the Planning Commission on February 6, 2017, 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.

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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LOCATION: 705 
Cambridge Avenue 

PROJECT NUMBER:  
PLN2016-00095 

APPLICANT: Ali Reza 
Parvin 

OWNER: Menlo Living, 
LLC 

REQUEST: Request for a use permit to demolish an existing single-story, single-family house and build a 
new two-story, single-family residence with a basement on a substandard lot with regard to lot width in 
the R-2 (Low Density Apartment) zoning district. 

DECISION ENTITY: Planning 
Commission 

DATE: February 6, 2017 ACTION: TBD 

VOTE: TBD  (Barnes, Combs, Goodhue, Kahle, Onken, Riggs, Strehl) 

ACTION: 

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

a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall 
submit an additional section (or sections) through the area above the living room, in order to 
verify the interior ceiling and attic heights in this area and potential FAL (Floor Area Limit) 
implications. The diagrams and any associated revisions to the plans relating to FAL 
compliance shall be subject to review and approval of the Planning Division. 
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705 Cambridge Avenue – Attachment C: Data Table 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT 

EXISTING 
PROJECT 

ZONING  
ORDINANCE 

Lot area 8,107 sf 8,107 sf 7,000 sf min. 
Lot width 60 ft. 60  ft. 65 ft. min. 
Lot depth 135 ft. 135  ft. 100 ft. min. 
Setbacks 

Front 20 ft. 26.9 ft. 20 ft. min. 
Rear 56.2 ft. 26.9 ft. 20 ft. min. 
Side (left) 6 ft. 4.8 ft. 6 ft. min. 
Side (right) 6 ft. 5.3 ft. 6 ft. min. 

Building coverage 2,388.7 
29.5 

sf 
% 

1,584 
19.5 

sf 
% 

2,837.5 
35 

sf max. 
% max. 

FAL (Floor Area Limit) 3,238.0 sf 1,584 sf 3,242.8 sf max. 
Square footage by floor 1,763.3 

1,675.3 
1,125.7 

10.0 
437.0 
266.4 

basement 
sf/1st

sf/2nd

sf/fireplace 
sf/garage 
sf/porches 

1,204 
380 

sf/1st

sf/garage 

Square footage of 
building 

5,277.7 sf 1,584 sf 

Building height 27.8 ft. 17 ft. 28 ft. max. 
Landscaping 9 % max. 9.4 % max. 40 % max. 
Parking 2 covered 2 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered 

Trees Heritage trees 6 Non-Heritage trees 3 New Trees 0 
Heritage trees proposed 
for removal 

0 Non-Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

0 Total Number of 
Trees 

9* 

* Three trees are on an adjacent property.
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CITY OF MENLO PARK, CA 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

705 Cambridge Ave 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 

Date:  10/05/16 
RE:  Planning review of a new 3,238 square foot two story single-family 

 residence with basement.  

Address:  705 Cambridge Ave 

Dear Michele, 

Thank you for your time in reviewing this project.  We would propose a new 2 story house 
with basement to replace the existing 68 years old 1-story 3 bedrooms/ one bath house. 
The current site sits at an inner rectangular lot with a mixture of newer & older homes. The 
lot frontage is northeast facing. The new house will built on the existing location following 
all required zoning regulations. And provide bigger backyard and more green area which 
will give better buffer in between neighbor lands. This custom home has been carefully 
designed to reflect the Modern Ranch Style. The design reflects the scale and character
of the neighborhood. With back porch and welcoming front porches to soften the building 
facade, also to bring more outdoor enjoyment.   

The architectural style includes the following features: 
1. Wood siding with stone veneer accents exterior wall finish
2. Wood shingle roof
3. Covered porches for private & secure outdoor living
4. Balcony in the backyard
5. Recess entry door set in the porch
6. Small/ medium overhanging eaves
7. Wooden garage doors

Thank you very much for your consideration, and looking forward to work with you 
regarding this planning approval. We believe that our new house will be a nice addition to 
the neighborhood. We hope all our neighbors like our home design, as much as we do.  

Sincerely 

Ali Parvin 

MENLO LIVING, LLC 
408 316-7353 
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STAFF REPORT 

Planning Commission    
Meeting Date:   2/6/2017 
Staff Report Number:  17-009-PC 
 
Public Hearing:  Architectural Control & Use Permit/Josh 

Berliner/2200 Sand Hill Road  

 

Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a request for an Architectural Control revision to 
allow exterior modifications to an existing two-story office building including: the creation of a new entry, 
modifications to the building elevations, update to the color scheme, landscaping improvements, and the 
addition of two accessible parking spaces. The subject property is in the C-1(X) (Administrative and 
Professional District, Restrictive - Conditional Development) zoning district. The proposal includes a 
request for a use permit to reduce the required parking rate per the parking reduction policy. 
 

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

 

Background 

Site location 
The subject property is located at 2200 Sand Hill Road in the C-1(X) (Administrative and Professional, 
Restrictive, Conditional Development) zoning district. The project site is developed with a two-story office 
building, with an interior courtyard. A conditional development permit was granted in 1967 to construct an 
office building on the subject property. Access to the property is provided from a signalized intersection on 
Sand Hill Road that also serves Branner Drive, as well as from a driveway on Sharon Park Drive.  
 
The San Francisco Public Utility Commission (SFPUC) right-of-way is located to the west of the project 
site, and is zoned R-3-A(X) (Residential Apartment, Conditional Development). The parcel to the west of 
the project site, across the SFPUC parcel, is also located in the R-3-A(X) zoning district, and is occupied 
by a multi-story, multi-building condominium development. The property to the east of the subject property 
is located within the C-1(X) zoning district and contains a multi-story office building. The parcels across 
Sharon Park Drive, to the north of the site, are located in the R-3-A(X) zoning district and are occupied by 
multi-family dwelling units. To the south and across Sand Hill Road from the site is Stanford Hills Park and 
single-family dwelling units are located in the Stanford Hills neighborhood. The SLAC National Accelerator 
Laboratory is also located nearby, in Unincorporated San Mateo County.  
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Analysis 

Project description 
The applicant is proposing to add an entry feature along the west elevation of the existing two-story office 
building. To accommodate the entry, landscape and site improvements are also proposed. The 
improvements include new lighting, landscaping, walkways, and a retaining wall. On the interior courtyard 
elevations, several existing windows and doors would be removed and replaced with new windows and 
doors. 
 
As part of the proposal, the applicant is also upgrading the accessible parking on the site by reconfiguring 
the existing parking to accommodate two additional accessible parking spaces and creating new 
accessible paths of travel along the building frontage and for the new entry. The new walkway for the entry 
and accessible parking spaces would displace nine parking spaces, as discussed in a following section. 
The proposed project would not result in any changes to the gross floor area (GFA) or building coverage. 
The project plans and the project description letter are included in Attachments C and D respectively. 
 

Design and materials 
The existing building contains beige plywood panel siding, painted brick columns, and dark brown wood 
trellises. The applicant is requesting the exterior modifications in order to update the design of the existing 
building with a more contemporary style. The color scheme of the entire building would be updated and 
feature light grey brown colors. The lower façade would be painted a slightly darker shade than the upper 
façade to provide contrast and add depth to the façade. The new windows and doors facing the interior 
courtyard would be consistent with the existing windows and doors. 
 
The new entry would feature a bronze painted metal panel system with frameless glass doors and a 
decorative glass window. Concrete hardscaping would be installed for the walkways that would connect 
the entry to the parking lot. To delineate the entry from the parking lot, a planting area featuring a 
specimen olive tree and a metal retaining wall in the same color as the entry would be installed. Overall, 
staff believes that the proposed exterior changes would result in a consistent architectural design that 
would also be compatible with neighboring buildings. 
 

Parking and Circulation 
The existing site contains a large surface parking lot. As noted earlier, the site is accessible from both 
Sand Hill Road and Sharon Park Drive. Each driveway provides two-way access to and from the site. A 
portion of the required parking spaces are located on the adjacent SFPUC parcel, and 13 parking spaces 
along the building frontage are located in landscape reserve. None of the proposed work would 
significantly affect the SFPUC property, although coordination and any necessary SFPUC approvals 
would be ensured through standard condition 4b. 
 
As part of the site improvements, the overall parking court would be reduced, and the applicant is 
requesting application of the use-based parking guidelines rather than the requirements prescribed in the 
Zoning Ordinance, which are particular to a specific district rather than the use. Although the removal of 
parking spaces to create accessible parking does not create a nonconformity per Zoning Ordinance 
section 16.80.020(5), the removal of the parking spaces for landscaping and walkways does. The 
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applicant is requesting an application of the use-based parking guidelines to address the final site 
conditions.  
 
For non-medical office uses, the use based guidelines suggest a parking ratio of one space per 300 
square feet of gross floor area versus one space per 200 square feet for the C-1 zoning district. The 
subject property currently contains a total of 146 spaces. The building on the subject property is 28,300 
square feet of gross floor area, which requires 142 spaces to meet the Zoning Ordinance requirements. 
The new parking lot would have a total of 137 parking spaces. This would be five less than the Zoning 
Ordinance requirements.  
 
The proposed parking would represent a ratio of one space per 207 square feet of gross floor area. While 
the proposed number of parking spaces would not meet the C-1 district standard, it would significantly 
exceed the use-based parking guidelines for non-medical office uses. Staff believes the application of the 
use-based parking guidelines is appropriate for the proposed project given the use of the building as non-
medical office. The primary use of the site as a private office building operating from 8am-6pm, and use of 
the parking based on the parking survey (Attachment E) indicates that the proposed deduction in parking 
would be suitable for this site. The parking survey was conducted during four weekdays in November 2016 
at approximately 9am and 2pm each day. During these times, the total occupancy of the parking spaces 
was 53.4 percent or lower. During the staff review process, the parking survey was reviewed by the 
Transportation Division to confirm the accuracy of the conclusions of the report. 
 

Trees and landscaping 
At present, there are 63 trees on or in close proximity to the subject site. Twenty-two of these trees are 
heritage trees, none of which are proposed for removal. One non-heritage tree is proposed for removal as 
part of the proposed site improvements. As noted earlier, a new specimen olive tree would be planted 
alongside the new entry. All new landscaping would comply with the Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance 
(WELO). Standard heritage tree protection measures would be ensured through recommended condition 
4g. The arborist report is included as Attachment F. 

 

Conclusion 
Staff believes that the project would result in a consistent architectural design for the development as a 
whole and would generally complement the existing building. In addition, the proposed design, materials, 
and colors are compatible with those in the surrounding area. The proposed parking reduction would 
accommodate the parking needs of the building and its tenants based on the use of the building as non-
medical office, operating hours, and current parking demand. Staff believes that the proposed reduction in 
required parking would not result in inadequate parking because the proposed parking rate would still 
result in the provision of more parking spaces than recommended by the use-based parking guidelines. 
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 1 (Section 15301, “Existing Facilities”) of the current 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. 

 

Public Notice 
Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with the agenda items being listed, at least 72 
hours prior to the meeting. Public notification also consisted of publishing a notice in the local newspaper 
and notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-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. Project Plans 
D. Project Description Letter 
E. Parking Survey 
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 
Color and material board 

 
Report prepared by: 
Kaitie Meador, Associate Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Thomas Rogers, Principal Planner 
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LOCATION: 2200 Sand 
Hill Road 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
PLN2016-00097 

APPLICANT: Josh 
Berliner 

OWNER: Reata 
Company  

REQUEST: Request for an Architectural Control revision to allow exterior modifications to an existing two-
story office building including: the creation of a new entry, modifications to the building elevations, 
landscaping improvements, and the addition of two accessible parking spaces. The subject property is in 
the C-1 (X) (Administrative and Professional District, Restrictive - Conditional Development) zoning 
district. The proposal includes a request for a use permit to reduce the required parking rate per the 
parking reduction policy. 

DECISION ENTITY: Planning 
Commission 

DATE: February 6, 2017 ACTION: TBD 

VOTE: TBD (Barnes, Combs, Goodhue, Kahle, Onken, Riggs, Strehl) 

ACTION: 

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

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

a. The general appearance of the structure is in keeping with the character of the neighborhood.

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

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

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

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

3. 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.

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
Gensler, consisting of 41 plan sheets, dated received January 26, 2017, and approved by the
Planning Commission on February 6, 2017, 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.

ATTACHMENT A
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LOCATION: 2200 Sand 
Hill Road 

PROJECT NUMBER:  
PLN2016-00097 

APPLICANT: Josh 
Berliner 

OWNER: Reata 
Company  

REQUEST: Request for an Architectural Control revision to allow exterior modifications to an existing two-
story office building including: the creation of a new entry, modifications to the building elevations, 
landscaping improvements, and the addition of two accessible parking spaces. The subject property is in 
the C-1 (X) (Administrative and Professional District, Restrictive - Conditional Development) zoning 
district. The proposal includes a request for a use permit to reduce the required parking rate per the 
parking reduction policy. 

DECISION ENTITY: Planning 
Commission 

DATE: February 6, 2017 ACTION: TBD 

VOTE: TBD (Barnes, Combs, Goodhue, Kahle, Onken, Riggs, Strehl) 

ACTION: 

d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit a plan for any new utility 
installations or upgrades for review and approval 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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2200 Sand Hill Road
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Parking Survey at 2200 Sand Hill Road, Menlo Park, CA 94025
Date Time No. of Cars No. of Vacant Percentage Percentage

Occupied Spaces Unoccupied Spaces Occupied Vacant
11/7/2016 9:00 AM 39 94 29.3% 70.7%
11/7/2016 2:03 PM 71 62 53.4% 46.6%

No. of Cars

Occupied Spaces

36

50

No. of Vacant

Unoccupied Spaces

97

83

Time

9:07AM

2:07 PM

Percentage

Occupied

18.8%

38.3%

No. of Cars

Occupied Spaces

40
45

No. of Vacant

Unoccupied Spaces

93

88I

Date Ti me

11/8/2016

11/8/2016
8:57 AM
2:05 PM

Date

11/9/2016

Percentage

Occupied

11/9/2016

Percentage

Vacant

No. of Cars

Occupied Spaces

27.1%

Date

37.6%
72.9%

25

No. of Vacant

Unoccupied Spaces

51

62.4%

Ti me

11/10/2016

108

11/10/2016

82

9:05 AM

Percentage

Vacant

2:00 PM

81.2%

61.7%

Percentage

Occupied

Percentage

Vacant
30.1%

33.8%
69.9%

66.2%
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Arborist Report
2200 Sand Hill Road

Menlo Park, CA

Introduction and Overview
Reata is planning to remodel 2200 Sand Hill Road in Menlo Park, CA. Currently the site is a
commercial building with parking lots and landscape. Reata plans to rehabilitate the interiors of
the building and adjacent parking. HortScience, Inc. was asked to prepare an Arborist Report
for the site as part of the application to the City of Menlo Park.

This report provides the following information:
1. Evaluation of the health and structural condition of the trees within the proposed project

area based on a visual inspection from the ground.
2. Assessment of the trees that would be preserved and removed based on Reatas’s

development plans.
3. Guidelines for tree preservation during the design, construction and maintenance phases

of development.

Tree Assessment Methods
Trees were assessed on March 8, 2016. The survey included trees 6” in diameter and greater,
located within and adjacent to the proposed project area. Off-site trees with canopies extending
over the property line were included in the inventory. The assessment procedure consisted of the
following steps:

1. Identifying the tree as to species;
2. Tagging each tree with an identifying number and recording its location on a map;
3. Measuring the trunk diameter at a point 4.5’ above grade;
4. Evaluating the health and structural condition using a scale of 1 — 5:

5 - A healthy, vigorous tree, reasonably free of signs and symptoms of disease, with
good structure and form typical of the species.

4 - Tree with slight decline in vigor, small amount of twig dieback, minor structural
defects that could be corrected.

3 - Tree with moderate vigor, moderate twig and small branch dieback, thinning of
crown, poor leaf color, moderate structural defects that might be mitigated with
regular care.

2 - Tree in decline, epicormic growth, extensive dieback of medium to large
branches, significant structural defects that cannot be abated.

I - Tree in severe decline, dieback of scaffold branches and/or trunk; most of foliage
from epicormics; extensive structural defects that cannot be abated.

5. Rating the suitability for preservation as “high”, “moderate” or “low”. Suitability for
preservation considers the health, age and structural condition of the tree, and its
potential to remain an asset to the site for years to come.

High: Trees with good health and structural stability that have the potential
for longevity at the site.

Moderate: Trees with somewhat declining health and/or structural defects that
can be abated with treatment. The tree will require more intense
management and monitoring, and may have shorter life span than
those in ‘high’ category.

Low: Tree in poor health or with significant structural defects that cannot
be mitigated. Tree is expected to continue to decline, regardless of
treatment. The species or individual may have characteristics that
are undesirable for landscapes and generally ate unsuited for use
areas.
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Description of Trees
Forty-seven (47) trees representing nine species were evaluated (Table 1). Across all species,
43% of trees were in fair and in good condition, 15% were in poor condition. Sixteen (16) off-site
trees were included in the assessment (#25, 27, 28, 29, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52 and
57). Descriptions of each tree are found in the Tree Assessment Form and approximate
locations ate plotted on the Tree Assessment Plan (see Exhibits).

Table 1. Condition ratings and frequency of occurrence of trees
2200 Sand Hill Road, Menlo Park, CA

Common Name Scientific Name Condition Total

Poor Fair Good
(1-2) (3) (4-5)

European white birch Betula pendula - 4 1 5
Red ironbark Eucalyptus sideroxylon 2 - - 2
Sweetgum Liquidambar styraciflua 3 4 3 10
Aleppo pine Pinus halepensis - - 1 1
Italian stone pine Pinus pinea I - - 1
Chinese pistache Pistacia chinensis - - 1 1
Caflery pear Pyrus calleryana - 7 1 8
Coast live oak Quercus agrifolia 1 4 10 15
Valley oak Quercus lobata - 1 3 4

Total 7 20 20 47

The two coast live oaks (#12 and 13) and one valley oak (#14) growing in the interior courtyard
were most noteworthy. All were mature and were most likely preserved in existing locations
during the original construction of the building. These trees were growing in small islands in the
interior courtyard which was entirely shaded by their canopy. Coast live oak #12 was in good
condition with a seam running from the codominant trunk attachment to the base (Photo 1).
Coast live oak #13 had a dense crown (Photo 2) and signs of minor decay in some branches.
Valley oak #14 was in moderate condition with extensive decay and a thin crown (Photo 3).
Coast live oak #12 had one cable and valley oak #14 had 6 cables, to help balance weight loads.

Coast live oak was the most common species assessed (15 trees, 32% of the population). They
were in good (10 trees) to fair (4 trees) condition with one tree in poor condition. Coast live oaks
ranged from young (6” DBH)to mature (33” DBH) with an average trunk diameter of 16 inches.

Ten (10) sweetgums were growing primarily along Sharon Park Drive. These trees ranged from
good (3 trees) to poor (3 trees) condition with four trees in fair condition. The sweetgums were on
average semi-mature (13” DBH) and ranged from 6” tol8” in diameter. The sweetgums suffered
from poor structure, the worst of which was #32 (Photo 4).

Eight Calley pears were growing primarily along the eastern property edge. The pears were
growing as part of a hedge and were in fair condition with structural problems. The pears were
young with an average diameter of 9”.

F4



Arborist Report, 2200 Sand Hill Road HortScience, Inc.
September 26, 2016 Page 3

-j.’.

4$

..

Photo I (top left) — Coast live oak #12 was growing in the interior courtyard and had a seam
from the codominant trunk attachment to the ground.
Photo 2 (top right) — Coast live oak #13 was growing in the interior courtyard and had a
dense crown.
Photo 3 (bottom) — Valley oak #14 was growing in the interior courtyard and had major decay
and a thin crown. This was the largest tree assessed.
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Five European white birch were spread throughout the property. The birch were generally in fair
condition and were growing in groups or as a multi-stemmed tree with trunks attached at the base
(Photo 5).

Four valley oaks were assessed. While valley oak #14 was the largest tree assessed, it was the
only valley oak not in good condition. The remaining oaks were smaller, although trees #25 and
58 were 24 and 21’ respectively. These two trees were prominent features in the landscape
(Photo 6).

Photo 4 (top left) — Sweetgum #32 had
very bad form and structure.
Photo 5 (top right) — The European
white birches were multi-stemmed trees
such as #34 or were growing in groups
planted closely together.
Photo 6 (bottom right) — Valley oak #58
was a prominent feature of the site when
entering off of Sand Hill Road.

The City of Menlo Park Municipal Code
Chapter 13.24 protects native oak trees ion
and greater and all trees 15” and greater in
trunk diameter. Based on this definition, 22
Heritage trees were present. Tree Heritage
status is identified in the Tree Assessment
Form (see Exhibits).
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Suitability for Preservation
Before evaluating the impacts that will occur during development, it is important to consider the
quality of the tree resource itself, and the potential for individual trees to function well over an
extended length of time. Trees that are preserved on development sites must be carefully
selected to make sure that they may survive development impacts, adapt to a new environment
and perform well in the landscape.

Our goal is to identify trees that have the potential for long-term health, structural stability and
longevity. For trees growing in open fields, away from areas where people and property are
present, structural defects and/or poor health presents a low risk of damage or injury it they fail.
However, we must be concerned about safety in use areas. Therefore, where development
encroaches into existing plantings, we must consider their structural stability as well as their
potential to grow and thrive in a new environment. Where development will not occur, the normal
life cycles of decline, structural failure and death should be allowed to continue.

Evaluation of suitability for preservation considers several factors:

• Tree health
Healthy, vigorous trees are beffer able to tolerate impacts such as root injury, demolition
of existing structures, changes in soil grade and moisture, and soil compaction than are
non-vigorous trees. For example, Coast live oak #53 likely will not tolerate construction
impacts as well as the healthier coast live oak.

• Structural integrity
Trees with significant amounts of wood decay and other structural defects that cannot be
corrected are likely to fail. Such trees should not be preserved in areas where damage to
people or property is likely. Sweetgum #32 is an example of such a tree.

• Species response
There is a wide variation in the response of individual species to construction impacts
and changes in the environment. For instance, coast live oak is more tolerant of
construction impacts than valley oak.

• Tree age and longevity
Old trees, while having significant emotional and aesthetic appeal, have limited
physiological capacity to adjust to an altered environment. Young trees are better able to
generate new tissue and respond to change.

• Species invasiveness
Species that spread across a site and displace desired vegetation are not always
appropriate for retention. This is particularly true when indigenous species are displaced.
The California Invasive Plant Inventory Database (http://www.cal-ipc.org/paf/) lists
species identified as being invasive. Menlo Park is part of the Central West Floristic
Province. No tree species were identified as invasive.

Each tree was rated for suitability for preservation based upon its age, health, structural condition
and ability to safely coexist within a development environment (see Tree Assessment Forms in
Exhibits, and Table 2). We consider trees with high suitability for preservation to be the best
candidates for preservation. We do not recommend retention of trees with low suitability for
preservation in areas where people or property will be present. Retention of trees with moderate
suitability for preservation depends upon the intensity of proposed site changes.

F7



C
Arborist Report, 2200 Sand Hill Road HortScience, Inc.
September 26, 2016 Page 6

Table 2: Tree suitability for preservation
2200 Sand Hill Road, Menlo Park, CA

High These are trees with good health and structural stability that have the
potential for longevity at the site. Seventeen (17) trees had high suitability for
preservation. Nine (9) coast live oaks, three sweetgums, three valley oaks, a
Chinese elm and a Callery pear.

Moderate Trees in this category have fair health and/or structural defects that may be
abated with treatment. These trees require mote intense management and
monitoring, and may have shorter life-spans than those in the high”
category. Eighteen (18) trees had moderate suitability for preservation.
Seven (7) Callery pears, five European white birch, one Aleppo, coast live
oak and a valley oak.

Low Trees in this category are in poor health or have significant defects in
structure that cannot be abated with treatment. These trees can be expected
to decline regardless of management. The species or individual tree may
possess either characteristics that are undesirable in landscape settings or
be unsuited for use areas. Twelve (12) trees had low suitability for
preservation. Five (5) coast live oaks, four sweetgums, two red ironbark and
one Italian stone pine.

We consider trees with high suitability for preservation to be the best candidates for preservation.
We do not recommend retention of trees with low suitability for preservation in areas where
people or property will be present. Retention of trees with moderate suitability for preservation
depends upon the intensity of proposed site changes.

Evaluation of Impacts and Recommendations
Appropriate tree retention develops a practical match between the location and intensity of
construction activities and the quality and health of trees. The Tree Assessment was the
reference point for tree health, condition, and suitability for preservation. There were many
desirable trees throughout the site to try work into the future landscape.

I referred to the 100% Design Review Plan created by Gensler dated September 6, 2076 to
estimate tree impacts. The plan includes the tenant improvements for the interiors of the existing
structure and parking lot, improvements to the entrance and west side of the existing building.

Based on my evaluation of the plans, one tree will be impacted by the construction. Chinese
pistache #47 is approximately 2 feet from the planned storm drain and is unlikely to tolerate the
root loss from this construction. No Heritage trees are planned for removal as part of this project.

The remaining 38 trees are located away from the construction and should not be impacted. Four
on-site trees were in poor condition (#28, 30, 32 and 53), I generally recommend removing and
replacing landscape trees in poor condition. These trees will not be removed at this time. Their
health and structure should be monitored, and their replacement should be planned in the future.
In order to best preserve trees on the site, follow the Tree Preservation Guidelines.

Trees on the west side of the property appear to be going within the San Francisco Public Utility
District (SFPUD) right-of-way. Trees adjacent to the SFPUD are subject to the encroachment
policy which states the following: . . .where the encroachment consists of trees or vegetation, or
the owner of the encroachment is unknown, SFPUC RES staff may determine to cause the
removal of the encroachment following notice (posting and/or mail) of the date set for removal
without first requesting that the removal be performed by adjoining property owners.”
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Table 3: Tree disposition summary
2200 Sand Hill Road, Menlo Park, CA

Tree Species Trunk Heritage Disposition Comments
No. Diameter Tree?

(in.)

15 Sweetgum 15 Yes Preserve 5 feet from parking
potential future parking

28 Sweetgum 10 No Monitor Poor condition
30 Sweetgum 15 Yes Monitor Poor condition
32 Sweetgum 14 No Monitor Poor condition
44 European white birch 6 No Preserve Fence dripline
45 European white birch 9 No Preserve Fence dripline
46 European white birch 1 1 No Preserve Fence dripline
47 Chinese pistache 7 No Remove 2 feet from storm drain
53 Coast live oak 16 Yes Monitor Poor condition

Tree Preservation Guidelines
The following recommendations will help reduce impacts to trees from development and maintain
and improve their health and vitality through the clearing, grading and construction phases.

Design recommendations
1. Project plans affecting the trees shall be reviewed by the Consulting Arborist with regard

to tree impacts. These include, but are not limited to, demolition plans, site plans,
improvement plans, utility and drainage plans, grding plans, and landscape and irrigation
plans.

2. No underground services including utilities, sub-drains, water or sewer shall be placed in
the Tree Protection Zones (see attached Tree Protection Plan).

3. Irrigation systems must be designed so that no trenching will occur within the Tree
Protection Zones (see attached Tree Protection Plan).

Pre-construction treatments and recommendations
1. Fence trees #44-46 at their dripline as shown in the Tree Protection Plan (attached).

Fencing shall be 6’ tall chain link fence and remain in place through demolition and
construction.

2. Prune trees to be preserved to clean the crown of dead branches 1” and larger in
diameter, raise canopies as needed for construction activities. All pruning shall be done
by a State of California Licensed Tree Contractor (C61/D49). All pruning shall be done
by Certified Arborist or Certified Tree Worker in accordance with the Best Management
Practices for Pruning (International Society of Arboriculture, 2002) and adhere to the
most recent editions of the American National Standard for Tree Care Operations
(Z133.1) and Pruning (A300). The Consulting Arborist will provide pruning specifications
prior to site demolition. Branches extending into the work area that can remain following
demolition shall be tied back and protected from damage.

3. Tree(s) to be removed that have branches extending into the canopy of tree(s) to remain
must be removed by a qualified arborist and not by construction contractors. The
qualified arborist shall remove the tree in a manner that causes no damage to the tree(s)
and understory to remain. Tree stumps shall be ground 12” below ground surface.
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4. All tree work shall comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act as well as California Fish
and Wildlife code 3503-3513 to not disturb nesting birds. Tree pruning and removal
should be scheduled outside of the breeding season to avoid scheduling delays.
Breeding bird surveys should be conducted prior to tree work. Qualified biologists should
be involved in establishing work buffers for active nests.

Recommendations for tree protection during construction
1. Prior to beginning work, the contractors working in the vicinity of trees to be preserved

are required to meet with the Consulting Arborist at the site to review all work procedures,
access routes, storage areas and tree protection measures.

2. All contractors shall conduct operations in a manner that will prevent damage to trees to
be preserved.

3. Any grading, construction, demolition or other work that is expected to encounter tree
roots should be monitored by the Consulting Arborist.

4. Construction trailers, traffic and storage areas must remain outside of the driplines of
trees at all times.

5. Any root pruning required for construction purposes shall receive the prior approval of
and be supervised by the Consulting Arborist.

6. If injury should occur to any tree during construction, it should be evaluated as soon as
possible by the Consulting Arborist so that appropriate treatments can be applied.

7. No excess soil, chemicals, debris, equipment or other materials shall be dumped or
stored on soil within the dripline of any trees.

8. Any additional tree pruning needed for clearance during construction must be performed
by a Certified Arborist and not by construction personnel.

9. All trees shall be irrigated on a schedule to be determined by the Consulting Arborist
(every 3 to 6 weeks April through October is typical). Each irrigation shall wet the soil
within the soil area under the dripline of trees to a depth of 24”.

Maintenance of impacted trees
Preserved trees will experience a physical environment different from that pre-development. As a
result, tree health and structural stability should be monitored. Occasional pruning, fertilization,
mulch, pest management, replanting and irrigation may be required. In addition, provisions for
monitoring both tree health and structural stability following construction must be made a priority.
As trees age, the likelihood of failure of branches or entire trees increases. Therefore, annual
inspection for structural condition is recommended.

If you have any questions about my observations or recommendations, please contact me.

HortScience, Inc.
—

c.

Rydn Gilpin, M.S.
Certified Arborist #WE-10268A
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Community Development 

 

 City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025tel650-330-6600www.menlopark.org 

 
 
STAFF REPORT 

Planning Commission   
Meeting Date:  2/6/2017 
Staff Report Number: 17-010-PC 
 
Regular Business: 2016 Annual Report on the Status and Progress in 

Implementing the City’s Housing Element 

 

Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission consider the report and provide comments and/or a 
recommendation to the City Council on the 2016 Housing Element Annual Report.  

 

Policy Issues 
The preparation and submittal of the Housing Element Annual Report to the state Housing and Community 
Development Department (HCD) and Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) is required by 
State law. The Annual Report documents past housing-related activities and may identify the timing of 
upcoming activities, but does not authorize the implementation of programs or expenditure of funds.  

 

Background 
Government Code 65400 requires each governing body to prepare an annual report on the status and 
progress of implementing the jurisdiction’s Housing Element of the General Plan using forms and 
definitions adopted by the HCD. Housing Element Annual Reports are due annually by April 1 for the 
calendar year immediately preceding the April 1 reporting deadline. Therefore, this year’s report evaluates 
the status of the implementation programs and housing production for the time period between January 1 
and December 31, 2016.   
 
As part of the Housing Element Annual Review process, staff will be seeking input from the Housing 
Commission and Planning Commission prior to presenting the report to the City Council.  At the Planning 
Commission meeting, Commissioners and the public will have an opportunity to provide comments on the 
Annual Report. The Housing Commission is scheduled to review the report at its meeting on February 1. 
Due to the publication timing of the Planning Commission staff report, staff will provide a verbal report of 
the Housing Commission’s discussion and recommendation at the Planning Commission meeting. Both 
Commissions’ comments will be forwarded to the City Council for its review, which will be scheduled for a 
meeting in March 2017. 

 

Analysis 
Attachment A includes the 2016 Housing Element Annual Report. The Annual Report includes a status 
update of the Housing Element’s implementation programs and an inventory of housing production in the 
City for the 2016 calendar year. This staff report highlights a few key accomplishments and other 
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programs that are in progress and will be continued in 2017, in more detail below.  
 

Implementation Programs 

General Plan Update 
In 2016, the City Council adopted the Land Use and Circulation Elements of the General Plan and the M-2 
Area Zoning Update after a multi-year, comprehensive and collaborative process. While the General Plan 
Update is not a Housing Element implementation program, a number of programs in the Housing Element 
were identified to be considered as part of the General Plan timeframe. The Housing Element includes 11 
programs that were to be considered during the General Plan Update process. A few of the programs 
were directly related to the work of the General Plan and were implemented concurrently while other 
programs were considered more appropriate to be implemented at a future date, given the topic or 
geographic focus. The topic of housing, itself, was a major theme throughout the General Plan discussion 
that influenced policy, ordinance changes, and a dialogue that will continue beyond the conclusion of the 
General Plan process. 
 
One way to address housing needs is through housing production. As part of a vision to create a 
live/work/play environment in the former industrial and warehousing M-2 (zone) Area of the City, the 
General Plan Land Use Element and the newly crafted R-MU (Residential Mixed Use) zoning district 
would allow up to 4,500 net new housing units where no housing was previously permitted. In addition to 
the R-MU zoning district, the C-2-B zoning district, which is zoned at key intersections along the Willow 
Road Corridor north of Highway 101, was amended to allow residential uses and is consistent with 
Housing Element Program H4.N (Create Opportunities for Mixed Use Development). The zoning changes 
will provide opportunities for small-scale mixed use developments in the area. In addition, program H4.I 
(Create Multi-Family and Residential Mixed Use Design Guidelines) was fulfilled with the creation of a 
comprehensive set of design standards in the R-MU zoning district.  The design standards create a 
number of provisions that address height variation, building modulation, site planning, and open space 
concepts that will help create cohesive and visually attractive development that activate the street and 
activity on a site.  
 
One of the successes of the R-MU zoning district and the General Plan Update was the inclusion of an 
affordable housing requirement for residential/mixed-use projects seeking bonus level development. In 
exchange for higher density, more floor area or greater building height, a project sponsor is required to 
provide a minimum of 15 percent affordable housing of the total number of units in a project, regardless if 
the project is rental units or for ownership.  The affordable levels target very low, low and moderate 
income households, and at a minimum would be commensurate with the percentage breakdown 
established by the regional housing need allocation (RHNA) for the Housing Element in effect at the time 
of the development application.  Any lower income category could substitute for a higher income category. 
The Council also adopted a provision whereby current or recently displaced Belle Haven residents would 
have a preference for the units, in recognition that the community amenities should benefit the people and 
area that may be most directly impacted by increased development. Program H4.H (Work with Non-Profits 
and Property Owners on Housing Opportunity Sites) is an ongoing Housing Element program to identify 
incentives and procedures to facilitate the development of affordable housing on higher density housing 
sites. The R-MU zoning for bonus level development helps create an incentive and establishes a process 
to build more housing while recognizing the priority to provide affordable housing.  
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In 2016, the City Council also adopted an updated Circulation Element. The topic of traffic and congestion 
was often raised as a concern during the General Plan process. With the Circulation Element, the focus 
and vision for mobility in Menlo Park is to increasingly provide transportation options for residents and 
employees, to improve access to a safe and connected network of facilities, to encourage physical activity 
and health, and to reduce greenhouse emissions. As part of the M-2 Area zoning update, each of the 
three new zoning districts includes a requirement for transportation demand management measures, 
which requires all new projects to reduce vehicle trips by at least 20 percent below standard generation 
rates for the use at the subject site. This requirement, along with the standards for bicycle parking and 
multi-use pathways, will help improve transportation options and mobility. Program H4.S (Explore Creation 
of a Transportation Management Association) and program H4.P (Update Parking Stall and Driveway 
Design Guidelines) will complement the work that has already been completed and is expected to start in 
2017 along with the Transportation Master Plan, which would review the City’s multi-modal transportation 
needs and prioritize projects constructed across the City.  
 
MidPen Housing  
Through the 2013-2014 Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) process, the City Council awarded MidPen 
up to $3.2 million from the City’s Below Market Rate (BMR) housing fund for use towards the development 
of a 90-unit, affordable senior housing development at 1221 Willow Road. These funds were released to 
MidPen in 2016, which coincided with the issuance of the building permit for the development and 
commencement of construction.   
 
The 90-unit development replaces a 48-unit apartment complex for a net new 42 dwelling units.  The 
project consists of a combination of extremely low (up to 30% of Area Median Income) and very low-
income (31 percent to 50 percent of Area Median Income) units and helps the City meet its regional 
allocation for the lower income household levels, which are often the hardest to meet. Twenty of the units 
in the development have been established with preferences for people who live and/or work in Menlo Park 
with a deed restriction period of 55 years. The City’s collaboration and coordination with MidPen is an 
example of how to leverage Below Market Rate (BMR) funds and utilize the affordable housing overlay 
(AHO) to maximize the number of affordable dwelling units.   
 
Affordable Housing Nexus Study 
As part of a collaborative effort working with 13 jurisdictions in San Mateo County, San Mateo County and 
the City of Palo Alto, the City pursued an affordable housing nexus study.  The nexus study would provide 
a defensible analysis to maintain legal justification for the City’s BMR Housing Program, which includes 
both inclusionary zoning and affordable housing impact fees for commercial developments. Participation in 
this effort supports Program H4.D (Update the BMR Fee Nexus Study). In July 2016, the City Council 
received a presentation by the consultant and reviewed a draft of the nexus study.  The City Council 
requested further information and additional review at a future meeting, and action is anticipated in 2017. 
The Housing Commission and Planning Commission will have opportunities to provide input on the nexus 
study, and the City Council will ultimately have a policy decision to make on whether to modify the City’s 
BMR Program and/or adopt any other housing-related ordinances.  
 
Housing Displacement  
In October 2016, the City Council started more formal discussions on how to address housing 
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displacement in the City.  With an extremely robust economy, high housing rents and minimal vacancy 
rates, the concern about displacement has become more prevalent.  At its initial meeting, the Council 
directed staff to return with recommendations for actions that the City Council could take in the short term 
as well as information that could be used to prioritize possible future actions aimed at further addressing 
the concerns of possible resident displacement.  In December, the City Council adopted an ordinance 
requiring the option for 12-month lease agreements for apartments with four or more units. The Council 
referred the two other potential ordinances, mandatory mediation for rent conflicts and rental relocation 
assistance, to the Housing Commission for further review. These programs help implement Program H1.K 
(Address Rent Conflicts), and the Council and Housing Commission will be continuing its dialogue on how 
to address displacement in 2017.  
 

Housing Production 
In 2016, the City issued building permits for 66 net new dwelling units.  Forty-two of those units are located 
within MidPen’s Sequoia Belle Haven senior affordable development located at 1221 Willow Road and 15 
units are located within a mixed-use development at 1285 El Camino Real. The remaining units are a mix 
of single-family residential and secondary dwelling units. While the number of residential building permits 
issued in 2016 decreased from 2015, the numbers are encouraging and are relatively high in comparison 
to previous years when there was no multi-family residential being developed in the city.  The City 
continues to receive development proposals in the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Area. In 2016, 
the Planning Commission and/or City Council approved an additional 27 units (133 Encinal Avenue and 
1275 El Camino Real). Of the 27 units, one unit would be made affordable at the low-income level and two 
would be affordable to moderate-income households.  Although the projects were approved, building 
permits have not yet been issued and therefore, are not counted in this report. 
 
In June 2016, the City Council adopted a resolution to extend the secondary dwelling unit conversion 
process for an additional three years. However, recent State legislation would supersede the City’s 
ordinance and allow the conversion of accessory buildings meeting certain criteria into secondary dwelling 
units through a non-discretionary process. Of the seven secondary dwelling unit permits issued in 2016, 
one was from the conversion of a detached garage into a secondary dwelling unit. No other application for 
the conversion process was received in 2016.  
 
While the City’s housing production during the past two years exceed the City’s Regional Housing Need 
Allocation of 655 units for the 8-year planning period, the City still needs to strive to meet its numbers for 
affordable housing. Consideration of the nexus study and potential changes to the City’s BMR Ordinance 
and success in awarding BMR funds through the City’s Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) could have 
positive impacts to the City’s affordable housing stock and are likely to be under consideration in 2017.  
 

What is Ahead 
Below is Table 1, which lists the Housing Element programs that were to be considered as part of the 
General Plan Update or in the 2016 timeframe, but have not yet been thoroughly evaluated. For the City 
Council goal-setting session on January 27, staff identified three programs for prioritization during 2017.  
The programs are H1.G (Adopt an Anti-Discrimination Ordinance), H2.C (Amend the Zoning Ordinance to 
Protect Existing Housing) and H4.A (Modify R-2 Zoning to Maximize Unit Potential). The City Council 
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acknowledged the prioritization of these programs for the year and will be considering approval of the 
overall goals and work plan at its meeting of February 7, 2017. 
 

 
Table 1: Housing Element Programs to be Considered During the  

General Plan Update Timeframe 

Program No. Housing Element Program 

H1.G Adopt an Anti-Discrimination Ordinance 

H2.A Adopt Ordinance for “At Risk” Units 

H2.C Amend the Zoning Ordinance to Protect Existing Housing 

H3.G Develop Incentives for Special Needs Housing 

H4.A Modify R-2 Zoning to Maximize Unit Potential 

H4.J Consider Surplus City Land for Housing 

H4.M Review the Subdivision Ordinance 

H4.O Review Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines 

H4.S Explore Creation of a Transportation Management Association 

H4.T Explore Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements (coordination with Redwood City) 

 

 

Impact on City Resources 
There are no impacts to City resources besides the preparation of the report. Program implementation 
may have impacts to staffing resources and/or projects/priorities and will be considered as part of the 
City’s annual Capital Improvement Plan and budget process.  

 

Environmental Review 
The Housing Element Annual Report is not considered a project. Implementation of Housing Programs 
may be subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and each program will be evaluated 
on a case-by-case basis.  

 

Public Notice 
Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with the agenda items being listed, at least 72 
hours prior to the meeting. In addition, the City sent an email update to the subscribers of the Housing 
Element webpage.  
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Attachments 
A. 2016 Housing Element Annual Report 
B. Link to: Adopted Housing Element for the 2015-2023 Planning Period  

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/4329 
 
 
Report prepared by: 
Deanna Chow, Principal Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Linda Heineck, Community Development Director 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/4329
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Assistance 
Programs 
for Each 

Development

Project Identifier
(may be APN No.,
 project name or 

address)

Unit 
Category

SU

SU

SU

0

Very Low-
Income

Low-
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ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

(CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Jurisdiction City of Menlo Park

Reporting Period 1/1/2016 12/31/2016

4242

Housing with Financial Assistance 
and/or 

Deed Restrictions

6 7 8

Housing without 
Financial Assistance
or Deed Restrictions

5 5a

Housing Development Information

1

Moderate-
Income

See Instructions

TCAC; City BMR

DB; 
Affordable 
Housing 
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Total Units
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Project

Deed 
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UnitsEst. # Infill 
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See Instructions
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1

4

SU R

* Note: These fields are voluntary

  (10)  Total by income Table A/A3     ►     ►     45
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560 Olive St.

1

9 units at 1221 Willow Road are deed-restricted for extremely low income 
households
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   (9) Total  of Moderate and Above Moderate from Table A3     ►     ► 0

SU Subtotal
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4

804 Woodland Ave.
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1

1
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Table A

Annual Building Activity Report Summary - New Construction 
Very Low-, Low-, and Mixed-Income Multifamily Projects
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1

1

321 Laurel Ave.

1440 Mills Ct.

ATTACHMENT A
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Reporting Period 1/1/2016 12/31/2016

Activity Type

00

0

15

0 0

(2) Preservation of Units At-Risk

Affordability by Household Incomes

0

Annual building Activity Report Summary for Above Moderate-Income Units
(not including those units reported on Table A)

* Note: This field is voluntary

(5) Total Units by Income 0

Extremely 
Low-

Income*

Very Low-
Income

(3) Acquisition of Units

Please note:  Units may only be credited to  the table below when a jurisdiction has included a program it its housing element to rehabilitate, preserve or acquire units to 
accommodate a portion of its RHNA whichmeet the specific criteria as outlined in GC Section 65583.1(c)(1) 

Low-
Income

TOTAL 
UNITS

(1) Rehabilitation Activity

Table A2

(4) The Description should adequately document how each unit complies with                     
subsection (c )(7) of Government Code Section 65583.1

0

0

17

* Note: This field is voluntary

No. of Units Permitted for 
Above Moderate

1.                         
Single Family

No. of Units Permitted for 
Moderate

0

2

0

2.                   
2 - 4 Units

17

5.                              
Mobile Homes

0

00

0

7.                  
Number of 
infill units*

0

4.                                 
Second Unit

3.                    
5+ Units

0

Table A3

Annual Building Activity Report Summary - Units Rehabilitated, Preserved and Acquired pursuant                                                                                        
to GC Section 65583.1(c)(1)

6.                          
Total

A2
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Year
7

Year
4

3

42

Year
6

Year
5

1

2259

3

2016 2018

Year
2

Year
1

RHNA 
Allocation  by 
Income Level

20152014 2017
Enter Calendar Year starting with the first year of 
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Jurisdiction City of Menlo Park

Reporting Period 1/1/2016 12/31/2016

Table C

Housing Programs Progress Report  -  Government Code Section 65583.
Describe progress of all programs including local efforts to remove governmental constraints to the maintenance, 

improvement, and development of housing as identified in the housing element.

Consistent with 
program timelines

Ongoing 

Status of Program Implementation

Annually This will be done annually as part of the annual Housing Element review.

Timeframe
in H.E.

Materials available at the counter at City Hall and on the City's Web site.  
Housing Commission meetings were conducted on a quarterly basis, at a 
minimum. In 2016, the Housing Commission conducted eight meetings. 
Agendas and notices are posted at City Hall and on the City's website.  
Email notifications are also sent to interested parties. Additional outreach to 
targeted populations and interested parties depending on program. 

AnnuallyH1.D Provide Information on Housing Programs Materials available at the counter at City Hall and on the City's Web site.  
Housing Commission meetings were conducted on a quarterly basis, at a 
minimum. In 2016, the Housing Commission conducted eight meetings. 
Also, in 2016, the City created the Housing and Economic Development 
Division to dedicate staff to work on housing issues and programs. Housing 
Commission agendas and notices are posted at City Hall and on the City's 
website.  As part of the Energy Workshop, Grid Alternatives, HERO, PACE 
and Water Rebate programs, the City conducted a variety of different 
outreach, including posts on social media, City Council Digest items, 
quarterly garbage bill inserts (which is sent to over 7,800 residential 
customers), quarterly water bill inserts (which is sent to over 4,300 
customers), and for Grid Alternatives, 1,300 letters were mailed to residents 
in the Belle Haven neighborhood.

H1.C Publicize Fair Housing Laws and Respond to 
Discrimination Complaints

Coordinate with County efforts to 
maintain and support affordable 
housing

H1.A Establish City Staff Work Priorities for 
Implementing Housing Element Programs

H1.B Review the Housing Element Annually Annual Review for the 2015 calendar year was accepted by the City Council 
on March 15, 2016 and submitted to HCD for review.  Using forms provided 
by HCD, the 2016 Annual Review will be undertaken between February and 
March 2017, and reviewed by the Housing Commission, Planning 
Commission and accepted by the City Council.                  

Materials available at the counter at City Hall and on the City's Web site.

Continued participation and coordination has occurred as part of the 
countywide 21 Elements process, coordination with the Department of 
Housing and other jurisdictions on a countywide nexus study and 
coordination in implementing Housing Element programs. The City also 
maintains a City Council representative on the Closing the Jobs/Housing 
Gap Task Force, which was established by the County of Board of 
Supervisors to address the regional affordable housing issues. 

H1.E Undertake Community Outreach When 
Implementing Housing Element Programs

Program Implementation Status

Program Description
(By Housing Element Program Names)

Name of Program Objective

Annually

H1.F Work with the San Mateo County Department 
of Housing

Ongoing 

Establish staff priorities for 
implementing Housing Element 
Programs
Review and monitor Housing Element 
implementation; conduct public review 
with the Housing Commission, 
Planning Commission and City 
Council, and submit Annual Report to 
HCD

Obtain and distribute materials (see 
Program 1H.D)

Obtain and distribute materials at 
public locations; conduct staff training

Conduct community outreach and 
distribute materials (see Programs 
H1.C and 1H.D)

A4
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Jurisdiction City of Menlo Park

Reporting Period 1/1/2016 12/31/2016

Ongoing 

H1.L Update Priority Procedures for Providing 
Water Service to Affordable Housing 
Developments

H1.M Lobby for Changes to State Housing Element 
Requirements

Work with other San Mateo County 
jurisdictions and lobby for 
modifications to Housing Element law 
(coordinate with Program H1.B)

Meet with State Representative and other jurisdictions and provided input 
on proposed legislation as needed. 

Maintain a working relationship with 
non-profit housing sponsors

Accumulate and distribute funds for 
housing affordable to extremely low, 
very low, low and moderate income 
households

H1.K Address Rent Conflicts

Program completed in February 2014. No additional work on this program is 
needed at this time.

Completed. The City Council adopted the 2015-2023 Housing Element on 
April 1, 2014, and was certified by HCD on April 16, 2014. 

The City Council held a study session on November 9, 2016 to discuss 
requiring landlords to provide tenants with a 12-month lease option, 
instituting  mandatory mediation for rent conflicts and rental relocation 
assistance. In December 2016, the City Council adopted an ordinance 
requiring the option for 12-month lease agreements for apartments with four 
or more units. The Council referred the other two items to the Housing 
Commission for further review and consideration.  

The City issued a Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) in July 2013, and 
awarded MidPen a loan for up to $3.2 million for an affordable senior 
development at 1221 Willow Road in September 2014.  In June 2015, the 
Community Development Director issued a compliance letter indicating that 
the proposed 90-unit senior development is in compliance with the zoning 
regulations and design standards, and funds were distributed to MidPen for 
construction in 2016. The project targets extremely low and very low income 
senior households.  In July 2015, the City issued its second NOFA for new 
affordable rental projects. Approximately $7.8 million BMR housing funds 
are available under the NOFA to support the acquisition, rehabilitation 
and/or construction of housing that will provide long-term affordability.  Staff 
received three applications and is working with one applicant on the viability 
of its application. 

2015 and 2020 
(as part of Urban 
Water 
Management Plan 
updates)

Ongoing H1.H Utilize the City’s Below Market Rate (BMR) 
Housing Fund

Resolve rent conflicts as they arise

Assure consistency with SB375 and 
Housing Element law

No activity to date. An anti-discrimination ordinance is one tool that will be 
considered amongst a number of policy issues the City will be considering 
to address housing issues as part of its ongoing discussion about housing 
supply, affordable housing and displacement. 

H1.I Work with Non-Profits on Housing

Undertake Municipal Code 
amendment and ensure effective 
implementation of anti-discrimination 
policies and enforcement as needed

H1.G Adopt an Anti-Discrimination Ordinance

2023

Comply with Government Code 
Section 65589.7

H1.J Update the Housing Element

Ongoing 

Ongoing 

2016

The City has worked closely with MidPen to assist in their application 
submittal to redevelop its property on the 1200 block of Willow Road from 
48 dwelling units to 90 dwelling units, including an application to abandon a 
portion of the public right-of-way for the proposed project, as well as other 
supportive documents needed for financing of the project. The building 
permits for MidPen's project were issued in 2016 and occupany is expected 
in early 2017. The City will continue to undertake outreach to non-profit 
housing sponsors throughout the 2015-2023 Housing Element period.  
Annual funding provided to HIP and HEART.
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Jurisdiction City of Menlo Park

Reporting Period 1/1/2016 12/31/2016

Protect existing affordable housing 2016H2.A Adopt Ordinance for “At Risk” Units

Protect existing rental housing as part 
of infill implementation and other 
Zoning Ordinance changes

Consider as part 
of the City’s 
General Plan 
Update (2014-
2017)

In early 2016, the City facilitated the sale and purchase of two below market 
rate units in order to maintain them in the City's BMR portfolio. There are 
currently no "at risk" subsidized affordable units in Menlo Park at the current 
time. "At risk" units are those that appear to be in danger of conversion from 
subsidized housing units to market rents. 

In addition to 2015 activities previously reported, in 2016, the City, in 
partnership with San Mateo County and BayRen, hosted a home energy 
upgrade workshop in summer 2016.  The City worked with non-profits Grid 
Alternatives and Menlo Spark, and funder Facebook, to provide 15 
qualifying low-income Belle Haven homeowners with free solar systems. 28 
households participated in the City's Washing Machine Rebate programs 
administered by both the Menlo Park Municipal Water District and PG&E.   
In 2016, a total of 5 Menlo Park properties participated in the HERO 
Program which is a Property Assessed Clean Energy (PACE) financing 
program.  PACE allows qualified property owners the ability to finance 
renewable energy and water efficient retrofits through a voluntary special 
assessment or tax placed on their annual tax bill. The 5 completed projects 
amount to 1.21M KWh in energy savings and a reduction of 367 tons of 
GHG emissions.

The topic of housing was a key theme throughout the General Plan Update. 
As part of the General Plan Update, which was adopted in November and 
December 2016, properties in the M-2 (General Industrial) zoning area were 
rezoned to allow up to 4,500 net new residential units.  The zoning 
ordinance efforts during the General Plan process focused on the creation 
of new housing in an area that previoulsy did not allow residential uses. 
Staff recognizes that potential ordinance changes to limit the loss of 
residential units or the conversion of units can be strategies to maintian the 
City's housing stock and will consider them along with a number of other 
housing strategies the City Council and Housing Commission will be 
considering in 2017. 

H2.B Promote Energy Efficient/Renewable 
Programs

50 or more homes and businesses 
participating in a program

Establish policy 
and programs by 
2017; 
Participation rate 
by 2022

H2.C Amend the Zoning Ordinance to Protect 
Existing Housing
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Jurisdiction City of Menlo Park

Reporting Period 1/1/2016 12/31/2016

H3.G Develop Incentives for Special Needs 
Housing

Amend the Zoning Ordinance to 
provide opportunities for housing and 
adequate support services for seniors 
and people living with disabilities

Consider as part 
of the City’s 
General Plan 
Update (2014-
2017)

The City's Affordable Housing Overlay (AHO), which was established in 
2013, was applied to MidPen's 90-unit affordable, senior housing 
development.  Along with financial incentives, the AHO provides density 
bonuses and a parking reduction for senior housing. 

H3.H Continue Support for Countywide Homeless 
Programs

Support housing and services for the 
homeless and at-risk persons and 
families

Ongoing The City has continued to support HEART and has participated in 
countywide activities to address homeless needs.  In addition, through the 
City's Community Funding program, the City supports LifeMoves. 

H3.E Investigate Possible Multi-Jurisdictional 
Emergency Shelter

Coordinate in the construction of 
homeless facility (if determined 
feasible)

Longer term 
program as the 
opportunity arises

There are no plans for a specific facility at this time. 

H3.F Assist in Providing Housing for Persons 
Living with Disabilities

Provide housing and services for 
disabled persons

Ongoing Annual funding provided to  HIP.              

H3.C Adopt Procedures for Reasonable 
Accommodation

Amend the Zoning Ordinance and/or 
modify administrative procedures; 
create public handout

2014; concurrent 
with RHNA 5 
Housing Element 
Update

Completed. Ordinance adopted April 29, 2014 to establish procedures, 
criteria and findings for enabling individuals with disabilities to make 
improvements and overcome barriers to their housing. 

H3.D Encourage Rental Housing Assistance 
Programs

Provide assistance at current Section 
8 funding levels to assist 220 
extremely low and very low-income 
households per year (assumes 
continued funding of program)

2015-2023 There are 222 households provided rental assistance in Menlo Park through 
Section 8 and other programs.  In addition, many of the tenants at the new 
60-unit affordable housing project at the VA Campus receive rental 
assistance, including project-based HUD VASH (Veterans Affairs 
Supportive Housing) from the Housing Authority of San Mateo County and 
HUD-VASH tenant based assistance.

H3.A Zone for Emergency Shelter for the 
Homeless

Amend the Zoning Ordinance 2014; concurrent 
with RHNA 5 
Housing Element 
Update

Completed. Ordinance adopted on April 29, 2014. Ordinance identifies the 
location of the overlay to allow an emergency shelter for the homeless for 
up to 16 beds as a use by right and includes standards consistent with 
State law as established in SB2. 

H3.B Zone for Transitional and Supportive Housing Amend the Zoning Ordinance 2014; concurrent 
with RHNA 5 
Housing Element 
Update

Completed. Ordinance adopted on April 29, 2014 to update the definitions 
of transitional and supportive housing to be consistent with State law and 
adds transitional, supportive housing and small (6 or fewer) residential care 
facilities as part of the definition of a “dwelling” in the Zoning Ordinance so 
these uses are treated the same way as other residential uses as required 
by State law under SB2. 

H2.D Assist in Implementing Housing 
Rehabilitation Programs

Apply to the County for CDBG funds 
to provide loans to rehabilitate very 
low and low income housing (20 loans 
from 2015-2023)

2015-2023 The County has temporarily stopped administering the CDBG rehabilitation 
loan program, except in emergency situations.
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Jurisdiction City of Menlo Park

Reporting Period 1/1/2016 12/31/2016

H3.I Work with the Department of Veterans Affairs 
on Homeless Issues

Coordination in addressing the needs 
of the homeless

2014; ongoing 
thereafter

In January 2014 the City Council authorized a loan increase from the City's 
BMR funds to CORE Housing for up to $2.86 million for affordable housing 
at 605 Willow Road (Veterans Affairs Campus).  The development includes 
60 dwelling units and would provide permanent housing to extremely low- 
and very low-income veterans.  The development received its certificate of 
occupancy in December 2015. 

H4.A Modify R-2 Zoning to Maximize Unit Potential Amend the Zoning Ordinance to 
minimize underutilization of R-2 
development potential

Consider as part 
of the City’s 
General Plan 
Update (2014-
2017)

The General Plan Update focused on the M-2 Area, which was primarily the 
City's office and industrial area.  The geographic area did not contain 
properties zoned R-2 and therefore, changes were not evaluated as part of 
the General Plan and M-2 Area Zoning Update, which was completed in 
November and December 2016. In 2016, the Council also began a broader 
housing discussion and potential policies, particularly to address 
displacement. In 2017, the Housing Commission will be reviewing those 
programs.  Potential ordinance changes to minimize underutilzation of R-2 
properties, while not directly related to displacement, may be considered as 
part of a strategy to address overall housing in the City. 

H4.B Implement Inclusionary Housing Regulations Implement requirements to assist in 
providing housing affordable to 
extremely low, very low, low and 
moderate income households in 
Menlo Park

Ongoing To comply with the City's BMR Ordinance for commercial and industrial 
projects, new commercial/industrial development (meeting certain criteria) 
in the City contributed $4,385,311.46 of BMR in-lieu fees to the City's BMR 
fund in 2016.  The funds will be used to help house extremely low, very low, 
low and moderate-income households (see Program H1.H).

H4.C Modify BMR Guidelines Amend the Zoning Ordinance to 
require affordable units in market rate 
developments

2015 Modification to the City's BMR Guidelines will be considered as part of the 
Housing Commission's 2017-2019 work plan for recmmendation to the City 
Council (see Program H4.D).

H4.D Update the BMR Fee Nexus Study Update to fees consistent with the 
nexus of potential impacts on 
affordable housing need

2015 The City participated in a multi-jurisdictional nexus study that would provide 
a defensibile analysis to maintain the legal justification for inclusionary 
zoning and affordable housing impact fees. The study was reviewed by the 
City Council in July 2016. The City Council requested further review and 
action is anticipated in 2017.
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Jurisdiction City of Menlo Park

Reporting Period 1/1/2016 12/31/2016

H4.E Modify Second Dwelling Unit Development 
Standards and Permit Process

Amend the Zoning Ordinance to 
reduce the minimum lot size to create 
greater opportunities for new second 
units to be built.
Achieve Housing Element target for 
new second units (40 new secondary 
dwelling units between 2015-2023, 
with 5 per year) — 18 very low, 18 low 
and 4 moderate income second units.

2014; ongoing 
thereafter

Concurrent with the adoption of the 2007-2014 Housing Element in May 
2013, the City of Menlo Park reviewed a Zoning Ordinance amendment for 
modifications to the Secondary Dwelling Unit Ordinance in recognition that 
secondary dwelling units can be a valuable source of affordable units 
because they often house family members at low or no cost, and many are 
limited in size and therefore, have lower rents. Besides making the City’s 
ordinance compliant with State law, the Zoning Ordinance amendment 
included a number of revisions to provide greater flexibility in the 
development regulations to encourage more development of secondary 
dwelling units, which exceeds the target of 5 per year. 

As part of the Housing Element for the 2015-2023 Housing Element, the 
City of Menlo Park continued this program to further explore opportunities 
for additional revisions to the Secondary Dwelling Unit Ordinance. In April 
2014, the City Council adopted additional revisions to the secondary 
dwelling unit ordinance, including increasing the maximum unit size for units 
that comply with accessibility requirements,  establishing a new daylight 
plane requirement in lieu of the wall height requirement, and providing 
flexibility in the tenancy requirement.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
In 2016, the Planning Commission considered and recommended approval 
of changes to the secondary dwelling unit ordinance for consistency with 
State law changes.  The Council is considering the proposed amendments 
in January 2017. In 2016, building permits for 7 new secondary dwelling 
units were issued. 

H4.F Establish a Process and Standards to Allow 
the Conversion of Accessory Buildings and 
Structures to a Secondary Dwelling Unit

Adopt procedures and requirements 
to allow conversion of accessory 
structures and buildings (15 new 
secondary dwelling units — 6 very low 
income, 6 low income and 3 moderate 
income units)

2014; review the 
effectiveness of 
the ordinance in 
2015

In April 2014, the City adopted an ordinance, that would allow legally 
permitted accessory buildings that do not meet the setback requirements 
for a secondary dwelling unit to be converted to a secondary dwelling unit 
through an administrative permit process. This conversion process through 
the administrative permit process was set to expire in one year from 
ordinance adoption, but was extended in May 2015 for one additional year, 
expiring in June 2016.  In 2016, the City Council extended the conversion 
provision for an additional three years.  Of the 7 building permits issued for 
secondary dwelling units in 2016, one resulted from the conversion process.  
New state law requirements would supersede the City's local ordinance 
regarding the conversion of accessory buildings into secondary dwelling 
units, and the City is currently in the process of updating its secondary 
dwelling unit ordinance for consistency with State law. The Planning 
Commission reviewed the changes in December 2016 and the City Council 
is considering the amendments in January 2017. 

H4.G Implement First-Time Homebuyer Program Provide referrals 2015-2023 The City is referring first time homebuyers to HEART for down payment 
assistance since BMR funds are no longer available for this program.  
Information is available on the City's Housing webpage per Housing 
Programs H1.C and H1.D.
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Reporting Period 1/1/2016 12/31/2016

H4.H Work with Non-Profits and Property Owners 
on Housing Opportunity Sites

Identify incentives and procedures to 
facilitate development of housing 
affordable to extremely low, very low, 
low and moderate income households 
on higher density housing sites

Ongoing The City continues to work with Mid-Pen Housing on potential housing 
projects in the City. As part of the General Plan Update, zoning 
amendments were adopted to allow housing and mixed use developments 
in the C-2-B zone, which provides an opportunity to increase housing supply 
while adding services to key locations in the City.  During the General Plan 
Update, the City also adopted provisions for community amenities.  One of 
the required amenities identified was affordable housing.  In exchange for 
increased density, height or floor area ratio, an applicant would need to 
commit to a minimum of 15 percent affordable housing of the total number 
of dwelling units in the project, regardless of whether the residential units 
are rental or ownership.  This requirement is in addition to any BMR 
requirements applicable to the project. 

H4.I Create Multi-Family and Residential Mixed 
Use Design Guidelines

Adopt design guidelines for multi-
family and mixed use housing 
developments

Consider as part 
of the City’s 
General Plan 
Update (2014-
2017)

As part of the General Plan and M-2 Area Zoning Update, the City Council 
adopted the new R-MU (Residential Mixed Use) zoning district.  The 
proposed zoning district includes design standards, which include a number 
of provisions addressing building modulation, height variation, site design, 
and open space requirements.

H4.J Consider Surplus City-Owned Land for 
Housing

Identify opportunities for housing as 
they arise

Consider as part 
of the City’s 
General Plan 
Update (2014-
2017)

As part of the General Plan and M-2 Area Zoning Update, the geographic 
focus was on the M-2 Area and there was no City-owned land suitable for 
housing.  As part of a Council study session in May 2016, the Council 
considered potential ways to redevelop the City-owned parking plazas in the 
downtown with retail, entertainment and housing options. 

H4.K Work with the Fire District Undertake local amendments to the 
State Fire Code and approve City 
Council Resolution ratifying the Fire 
District’s local amendments

2014 (in progress) Staff worked with the Menlo Park Fire Protection District to develop a draft 
ordinance to the 2016 Fire Code, and Council review is expected in early 
2017. 

H4.L Coordinate with School Districts to Link 
Housing with School District Planning Activities

Coordinate and consider school 
districts long-range planning, 
resources and capacity in planning for 
housing

Ongoing with 
Housing Element 
program 
implementation.
Consider as part 
of the City's 
General Plan 
Update (2014-
2017)

Continued coordination on new residential development (unit type, timing, 
etc.) and implications for enrollment growth and facility planning with 
various school districts. As part of the General Plan and M-2 Area Zoning 
Update, staff provided the potentially affected school districts in the area 
with an opportunity to provide input on the Environmental Impact Report 
and Fiscal Impact Study prepared for the project. In addition, as part of the 
project, property owned by the Sequoia Union High School District was 
rezoned to PF (Public Facilities) to reflect the school district's desire to use 
the property as a future school site. 

H4.M Review the Subdivision Ordinance Modify the Subdivision Ordinance as 
needed

Consider as part 
of the City's 
General Plan 
Update (2014-
2017)

No activity to date. Review is anticipated to commence in 2018. 

H4.N Create Opportunities for Mixed Use 
Development

Conduct study and establish 
regulations to allow housing in 
commercial zones

Consider as part 
of the City's 
General Plan 
Update (2014-
2017)

As part of the General Plan and M-2 Area Update approval in December 
2016, the Council adopted zoning amendments to the C-2-B zoning district 
to allow residential uses to create mixed-use opportunities in key areas 
along the Willow Road Corridor.                                                                           
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In December 2016, the City Council adopted a new Circulation Element, 
recognizing that work on the Transportation Master Plan was a high priority.  
Work on modifications to the TIA will be considered a future program and 
may be informed by the work of the Transportation Master Plan that is 
underway.  

No activity to date. Program is to be considered in 2017.                                    

H4.Q Achieve Long-Term Viability of Affordable 
Housing

Establish project management and 
other ongoing project coordination 
needs

As developments 
are proposed and 
ongoing thereafter

As part of creating the R-MU (Residential Mixed Use) zoning district 
concurrent with the General Plan Update, the Council included a provision 
that stated a preference for current or recently displaced Belle Haven 
residents for the affordable housing units created through the community 
amenity process.  The City continues to partner with Hello Housing to 
administer the City's BMR list and to coordinate with project sponsors on 
qualifying tenants for affordable housing in the City per the BMR Guidelines.

H4.O Review Transportation Impact Analysis 
Guidelines

The City was awarded a grant from the San Mateo County Transportation 
Authority (Measure A funds) to implement the Haven Avenue 
bicycle/pedestrian improvements.  The improvements include new facilities 
to a key corridor that connects Menlo Park, San Mateo County and 
Redwood City.  The project area includes Haven Avenue between Marsh 
Road and the Redwood City boundary, an area where several properties 
were recently rezoned to higher density housing. Through work on the 
Transportation Master Plan, improvements in the area can be identified.  In 
addition, as part of the Menlo Gateyway hotel and office project, pedestrian 
and bicycle improvements will be implemented. 

H4.R Modify Overnight Parking Requirements to 
include the R-4-S Zoning District

Modify Section 11.24.050 [Night 
Parking Prohibited] of the Municipal 
Code as needed

2014 In October 2015, the City Council approved the removal of on-street parking 
along the north side of Haven Avenue as part of the Haven Avenue 
Streetscape Project.  Identified as housing opportunity sites in the Housing 
Element, two parcels along Haven Avenue are currently being redeveloped 
with 540 multi-family residential units. The objective of the Haven Avenue 
Streetscape Project is to provide a direct connection for bicyclists and 
pedestrians between the Bay Trail and the City of Redwood City's bikeway 
and sidewalk network by constructing sidewalks and bicycle facilities along 
Haven Avenue.  The removal of on-street parking is helping facilitate the 
enhanced multi-modal improvements along this corridor. 

H4.S Explore Creation of a Transportation 
Management Association

Explore creation of a Transportation 
Management Association

Consider as part 
of the City's 
General Plan 
Update (2014-
2017)

As part of the General Plan and M-2 Area Update, the theme of multi-modal 
transportation was important. As part of three new zoning districts for the 
former M-2 Area, transportation demand management measures are 
required to reduce the number of vehicle trips by at least 20 percent below 
standard generation rates based on the use of the site. The creation of a 
TMA will be further discussed in 2017.  

H4.T Explore Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Improvements

Coordinate with Redwood City on 
potential pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements

Consider as part 
of the City's 
General Plan 
Update (2014-
2017)

H4.P Update Parking Stall and Driveway Design 
Guidelines

Modify Parking Stall and Driveway 
Design Guidelines

2014

Modify Transportation Impact Analysis 
(TIA) guidelines

Consider as part 
of the City's 
General Plan 
Update (2014-
2017)

A11


	20170206 Planning agenda
	e1
	e2
	140 Forest Lane
	140 Stone Pine Lane - ATT A - recommended actions
	140 Forest Lane Location Map - ATT B
	140 Forest Lane-Project Plans - ATT C 8.5
	140 Forest Lane - Project Description Ltr - ATT D 
	140 Forest Lane_Park Forest II Homeowners Association Approval Ltr -Att E

	f1
	020617 - 705 Cambridge Avenue - 17-008-PC
	020617 - 705 Cambridge Avenue - 17-008-PC - ATT A - Recommended Actions
	020617 - 705 Cambridge Avenue - 17-008-PC - ATT B - Location Map
	020617 - 705 Cambridge Avenue - 17-008-PC - ATT C - Data Table
	020617 - 705 Cambridge Avenue - 17-008-PC - ATT D - Project Plans 8.5
	020617 - 705 Cambridge Avenue - 17-008-PC - ATT E - Project Description Letter
	020617 - 705 Cambridge Avenue - 17-008-PC - ATT F - Arborist Report

	F2 - 2200 Sand Hill Road_201702011929036354
	2200 Sand Hill Road - Staff Report
	2200 Sand Hill Road - Recommended Actions - ATT A
	2200 Sand Hill Road - Location Map - ATT B
	2200 Sand Hill Road - Plan Set - ATT C 8.5
	2200 Sand Hill Road - Description Letter - ATT D
	2200 Sand Hill Road - Parking Survey - ATT E
	2200 Sand Hill Road - Arborist Report - ATT F

	G1 - HE Annual Review
	020617_2016 APR_PC.pdf
	blank



