CITY OF

Planning Commission

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

Date: 12/3/2018
Time: 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers

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

B. Roll Call

C. Reports and Announcements

E1l.

F1.

F2.

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

Public Comment

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

Consent Calendar
Approval of minutes from the November 5, 2018, Planning Commission meeting. (Attachment)
Public Hearing

Architectural Control/Barulch Bennaim/154 Buckthorn Way:

Request for architectural control to modify the exterior of an existing townhouse in the R-3
(Apartment) zoning district. The request includes modifications to second and third story windows,
and modifications to the balcony, and front/garage doors. The proposal also includes repainting the
exterior of the residence white. (Staff Report #18-096-PC)

Architectural Control and Use Permit/G + S Architecture/409 Glenwood Avenue,

417 Glenwood Avenue, and 1357 Laurel Street:

Request for architectural control to demolish one, two-story residence and one, one-story
residence addressed 409 Glenwood and 1357 Laurel Street, relocate an existing two-story
residence addressed 417 Glenwood on site, and construct two new two-story multifamily buildings
with an underground parking garage. One building would include three dwelling units and one
would include four dwelling units. The project site currently contains three dwelling units, and the
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F3

G1.

project would result in an increase of five units, for a total of eight units at the project site. As part
of the project, a use permit would be requested for excavation within the required front setback for
egress stairs. One heritage tree is proposed for removal as part of the project. The project site is
located within the R-3 (Residential Apartment) zoning district. The proposed project includes
consideration of a Mitigated Negative Declaration regarding potential environmental impacts. (Staff
Report #18-097-PC)

Use Permit & Architectural Control/NMSBPCSLDHB/40 Middlefield Road:

Request for a use permit and architectural control to construct a new single-story office building,
3,681 square feet in size, on a vacant lot in the C-4 (general commercial) zoning district. In
addition, the applicant is requesting a parking reduction to provide 16 spaces where 22 spaces are
required. The project was previously continued following a Planning Commission public hearing on
May 14, 2018. Since then, the applicant has revised the project to increase parking on the site from
12 spaces to 16 spaces by locating a parking puzzler at the rear of the proposed building with
access from the adjacent service road. The gross floor area of the proposed building has also
increased by 97 square feet to better integrate the parking puzzler into the building. In addition, a
parking landscape island at the rear of the site has been reduced in size to accommodate
deliveries to the adjacent market. The project includes a dedication of approximately 1,700 square
feet of right-of-way along Middlefield Road associated with a plan line. (Staff Report #18-098-PC)

Informational ltems

Future Planning Commission Meeting Schedule — The upcoming Planning Commission meetings
are listed here, for reference. No action will be taken on the meeting schedule, although individual
Commissioners may notify staff of planned absences.

e Regular Meeting: December 10, 2018
e Regular Meeting: January 14, 2019

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:
11/28/2018)

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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CITY OF

Planning Commission

DRAFT
Date: 11/5/2018
Time: 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers

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

A.

Call To Order
Chair Susan Goodhue called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.
Roll Call

Present: Andrew Barnes (Vice Chair), Drew Combs (arrived at 7:08 p.m.), Susan Goodhue (Chair),
John Onken, Henry Riggs, Katherine Strehl, and Camille Kennedy

Staff: Kaitie Meador, Associate Planner; Ori Paz, Assistant Planner; Kyle Perata, Acting Principal
Planner; Corinna Sandmeier, Senior Planner

Reports and Announcements

Acting Principal Planner Kyle Perata said the City Council at its October 23, 2018 meeting
approved the second reading of the EV Charger ordinance. He said it also reviewed the 840 Menlo
Avenue appeal, denied it, approved the project, and approved the relocation of the loading zone for
Draeger’'s Market onto Evelyn Street. He said the Council at its November 13, 2018 meeting would
hear the Conditional Development Permit and the Use Permit and Architectural Control
applications for the 180-200 and the 220 Jefferson Drive projects that the Planning Commission
had reviewed and recommended for approval at its October 22, 2018 meeting.

Commissioner Katherine Strehl asked when the continued 555 Willow Road project would return to
the Commission for review. Acting Principal Planner Perata said in 2019 but the date was not set
at this time.

Replying to Commissioner Andrew Barnes, Acting Principal Planner Perata said his understanding
was the decision on the relocation of the Draeger’s loading zone onto Evelyn Street was final.

Chair Goodhue noted for the public’'s benefit that item G1 on the agenda, which was a study
session on 555 Willow Road, was continued and would be noticed and heard in 2019. She said
that members of the public who had wanted to comment on that agenda item might still do so
under D. Public Comment for items not on the agenda.

Public Comment
Peter Carpenter, Menlo Park, said regarding the proposed Hampton Inn project at 1704 El Camino

Real that the Park Forest neighbors had worked hard for many years to find a compromise with the
property owner and had agreed to support the proposed project with underground parking. He said

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



Draft Minutes Page 2

the property owner significantly changed the proposed project that was presented at the October
study session to a much larger development with ground level parking only. He questioned the
Commission comment for neighbors to work on a compromise with the property owner as that had
occurred previously and was then disregarded by the property owner. He said neighbors were
opposed to the October project proposal regardless of any cosmetic changes that might be made.
He questioned how removing the underground garage and reducing development costs was a
public benefit. He said the Park Forest community would support the project previously proposed
with underground parking.

Chair Goodhue noted that Commissioner Drew Combs had arrived at 7:08 p.m.

E. Consent Calendar

E1l.  Approval of minutes from the October 22, 2018, Planning Commission meeting. (Attachment)
Commissioner John Onken made suggestions to edit the minutes.

e Page 5, 2" paragraph, modify as follows “Commissioner Onken said he appreciated the work
that they had done and the money they weuld-invest-were about to spend.”

e Page 5, 2" paragraph, modify as follows “He said the Commission’s remiss remit was to
consider architectural control...”

Commissioner Henry Riggs made suggestions to edit the minutes. He said he also wanted to have
Iltem E2 pulled off the consent calendar.

e Page 5, 3" paragraph, 3" line, modify as follows “He said as an example inside-outside the
house they were proposing marble tile for the entry paving.”

e Page 7, Item 4.c, project-specific conditions, modify “Simultaneously with the submittal of a
complete building permit application, the applicant shall submit an alternate window sample for
casement, single hung or double hung.”

ACTION: Motion and second (Strehl/Riggs) to approve the October 22, 2018 minutes with the
following modifications; passes 7-0.

e Page 5, 2" paragraph, modify as follows “Commissioner Onken said he appreciated the work
that they had done and the money they weuld-investwere about to spend.”

e Page 5, 2" paragraph, modify as follows “He said the Commission’s remiss remit was to
consider architectural control...”

e Page 5, 3" paragraph, 3" line, modify as follows “He said as an example iaside-outside the
house they were proposing marble tile for the entry paving.”

o Page 7, Item 4.c, project-specific conditions, modify “Simultaneously with the submittal of a
complete building permit application, the applicant shall submit an alternate window sample for
casement, single hung or double hung.”

E2.  Architectural Control/Chris Kummerer/1326 Hoover Street:
Request for revisions to an architectural control permit that was approved in April 2018 for
modifications to the exterior materials and balcony railings on an existing 10-unit multi-family
building located on a standard lot in the R-3 (Apartment) zoning district. (Staff Report #18-091-PC)
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Commissioner Riggs said he had no issues with the proposed architectural control. He questioned
the use of deodar cedar as the replacement trees for the two pines being removed. He said that
species was very undesirable in the region. Assistant Planner Ori Paz said the applicant had
reviewed the City’s list of acceptable heritage tree replacement species. He said the pine trees
removal was part of the original architectural control approval, and this revision did not include any
additional heritage tree removals.

Chris Kummerer, CKA Architects, Menlo Park, project architect, said the two pines approved for
removal were to be replaced with two incense cedars. He said if the staff report indicated deodar
cedar there was a mix up. He said he had wanted another species than incense cedar, but the City
Arborist sought something that was more conifer as there were pines in the area. He said they had
compromised on incense cedar.

Commissioner Riggs said that incense cedar was probably less objectionable than deodar cedar.
He said the most important factor was species and soil compatibility. Replying to Commissioner
Riggs, Mr. Kummerer said they would prefer more choice in selecting replacement trees, if his
client wanted to select a different conifer.

Commissioner Riggs asked if commissioners wanted to give the applicant some flexibility around
the tree species choice. Chair Goodhue said she could support. Commissioner Riggs moved to
encourage staff to reconsider the applicant’s preference and allow some flexibility in the
replacement tree selection.

Chair Goodhue opened the public comment period and closed it as there were no speakers.

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

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:
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a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans provided by
CKA Architects, consisting of ten plan sheets, dated received October 19, 2018, and
approved by the Planning Commission on November 5, 2018 except as maodified 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.

f. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected pursuant to the
Heritage Tree Ordinance and the arborist report prepared by Advanced Tree Care, on
February 24, 2018.

4. Approve the architectural control, subject to the following project-specific condition:

a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the
applicant shall have the flexibility to propose alternative heritage tree replacements
subject to the review and approval of the City Arborist.

F. Public Hearing

F1. Use Permit/Jake and Katya Mizrahi/1834 Doris Drive:
Request for a use permit revision to make changes to the approved roofing material, add a first
floor window and a second floor skylight, and change the eave structure on the southwest side
elevation for a new two-story residence on a substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-1-S
(Single Family Suburban Residential) zoning district. In addition, a heritage size street tree is
proposed for removal. The original use permit was approved in May 2017. (Staff Report #18-092-
PC)

Staff Comment: Senior Planner Corinna Sandmeier said she had no additions to the written report.
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Applicant Presentation: Steve Simpson, project architect, said they were requesting several things
that were mostly related to try to get more light into the house including adding a window and a
skylight. He said the eave structure referenced in the staff report was an overhang projecting five
feet off the side of the house that was pulled back to four feet to allow more light into the dining
room and the light well. He said the house was originally approved with a standing seam metal
roof. He said their intent had been for a more classic look rather than a contemporary, look, so they
wanted to use a composite shingle roof instead. He said they spent time to get a high-quality roof
and a color palette very similar to the previously approved roof color. He said the property owners
had wanted to keep the magnolia tree in the front but thought now there might be a better solution
for the site. He said much of that related to the driveway and how it would need to go into the
house. He said magnolia’s have a very shallow root system and were hard to pave around. He said
paving over the roots would cause a berm in the front of the property. He said driving over that
would probably cause harm to the tree in the long run. He said recently PG&E came to the site and
said they had a new policy of not doing work under a tree canopy. He said where the gas line was
proposed there was no way to run the line, so it was not under the canopy of the tree. He said the
house was plumbed to that side so a solution to move the line to the other side of the property was
not reasonable. He said they had a landscape architect review and currently were proposing to
replace the magnolia tree with a field dug olive tree 14 to 15 feet tall. He said they were open to
different species noting a tree with deep roots was desirable. He said three or four feet of the street
was located on the subject property.

Commissioner Onken confirmed that the house was basically the same volume and design. Mr.
Simpson said there was one more window added on the front first floor.

Commissioner Barnes said the staff report on page 3 called out that the City Arborist was not
supportive of removing the tree unless additional information was provided by the applicant. He
asked staff to provide more context. Senior Planner Sandmeier said the City Arborist indicated that
the tree was a street tree, so its removal needed his approval. She said the Arborist had asked the
applicant to provide more information. She said the Commission was asked to provide feedback on
the expanded driveway proposed should the tree be removed or to keep the driveway as originally
approved to remain regardless of the tree.

Mr. Simpson asked whether the City Arborist knew the tree was not in the City’s right of way but
was located on the subject property and was a privately-owned tree. Chair Goodhue asked staff to
address. Senior Planner Sandmeier said the City Arborist had a citywide plan of street trees and
that was the information he had given staff. She said their understanding was the project could
move forward without the removal of the tree. She said should the City Arborist receive additional
information on why the tree’s removal was necessary that could move forward separately. She said
the use permit revision request was for the changes to the house and driveway design.

Commissioner Barnes asked about the driveway. Senior Planner Sandmeier said the driveway was
10 feet wide at the curb cut under the original use permit approval. She said that could remain or if
the City Arborist approved removal of the tree the driveway could be expanded to a 24-foot wide
curb cut or a reduced curb cut. Commissioner Barnes said the Commission was asked to decide
before the City Arborist finally decided about the magnolia tree. Acting Principal Planner Perata
said essentially the overall approval of the project included the retention of the magnolia tree. He
said however if the City Arborist allowed for the removal of the magnolia tree would the Planning
Commission support a driveway expansion up to a 24-foot wide curb cut, which was the maximum
permitted.
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Replying to Commissioner Strehl, Mr. Simpson said the driveway was narrow with the original
design as the tree was in front of the garage. He said apparently PG&E had a new policy about
working around trees both above and below ground. He said they were trying to schedule PG&E to
run the gas line to the house and were told they could not run it because of the tree being there.

Commissioner Combs said the applicant had made a point about the tree being on the subject
property and confirmed with staff that regardless of where it was located the City Arborist was the
decision maker regarding its removal because it was a heritage tree.

Commissioner Onken clarified with staff that a replacement tree would be planted in a different
location than the existing magnolia tree.

Commissioner Riggs said he understood a street tree was any tree located within five feet of the
street noting that he had two trees on his property that he had to maintain as street trees. He
confirmed with staff that the magnolia tree was the only tree on the front of the property.

Replying to Chair Goodhue, Senior Planner Sandmeier said part of the use permit revision request
was to expand the curb cut and the driveway. Mr. Simpson said if the tree were removed, they
could do a more conventional driveway but with the tree there the driveway had to go around it. He
said a 24-foot wide or 20-foot wide curb cut would be fine with them.

Commissioner Camille Kennedy confirmed that if the tree remained the driveway would remain as
approved and the house would need to be replumbed for the gas line to come into the other side
away from the tree. She said if the tree was removed the house could have a gas line run as
currently plumbed and the driveway could be designed to a more conventional width.

Chair Goodhue opened the public hearing and closed it as there were no speakers.

Commission Comment: Commissioner Barnes said he supported the request for the design
changes. He said if the City Arborist approved the heritage tree removal, he would support a 20-
foot driveway curb cut.

Replying to Commissioner Strehl, Acting Principal Planner Perata said the City Arborist was
reviewing the applicant’s request to remove the magnolia tree. He noted that the Planning
Commission was not able to direct the City Arborist to approve the tree removal request. He said
they thought it would be beneficial for the applicant and the project to bring the use permit revision
requests to the Commission sooner than later with the possibility of a driveway change if the tree
removal was approved.

Commissioner Onken said if the Commission approved a driveway that would run over the space
where a tree currently was that they were deeming the tree would be removed with the approval of
the use permit revisions. Senior Planner Sandmeier said it could be part of a motion that if the tree
was not approved for removal that the project’s original driveway design would be in effect.

Commissioner Onken moved to approve the use permit revisions as recommended in the staff

report and the expanded driveway contingent upon City Arborist approval of the removal of the
magnolia tree.
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Commissioner Riggs said he could not support the logic that the tree would need to be removed to
save the applicant money from running the gas line further. He said typically one-third of a tree’s
roots might be removed during a given season without harming it, noting he had to do this twice.
He said regarding paving over roots and creating a high point causing water runoff toward the
house that similarly he had had to put a drain in front of a garage door to solve that. He said the
Doris Drive street frontage had few street trees and he could not support losing one or replacing it
with an inferior species in terms of canopy and height. He said he did not find the argument against
having to back out from the garage a distance substantial enough to require loss of the tree. He
said the other changes such as the roof, eave adjustments and addition of a window were
attractive and easy to support. He said he could not second the motion.

Commissioner Barnes said he would second the motion. He asked if Commissioner Onken favored
a 24-foot or 20-foot driveway. Commissioner Onken said as proposed at 24-feet. Commissioner
Barnes said he would prefer a 20-foot driveway. Commissioner Onken revised his motion to
approve a 20-foot driveway. Commissioner Barnes seconded the amended motion.

ACTION: Motion and second (Onken/Barnes) to approve the project with the following
modification; passes 6-1 with Commissioner Riggs opposed.

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

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

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

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
SDG Architecture, consisting of 22 plan sheets, stamped received on October 25, 2018,
and approved by the Planning Commission on November 5, 2018, except as modified by
the conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval by the Planning Division.

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

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

d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit a plan for any new utility
installations or upgrades for review and approval by the Planning, Engineering and Building
Divisions. All utility equipment that is installed outside of a building and that cannot be
placed underground shall be properly screened by landscaping. The plan shall show exact
locations of all meters, back flow prevention devices, transformers, junction boxes, relay
boxes, and other equipment boxes.
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e. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant
shall submit plans indicating that the applicant shall remove and replace any damaged and
significantly worn sections of frontage improvements. The plans shall be submitted for
review and approval of the Engineering Division.

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

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

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

a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the
applicant shall submit plans showing a 10.5-foot wide curb cut as approved by the
Planning Commission on May 22, 2018 as part of the original use permit, or if the City
Arborist approves removal of the heritage size Magnolia tree, an up to 20-foot wide
curb cut may be incorporated into the building permit plan set, subject to review and
approval by the Planning and Engineering Divisions.

F2. Use Permit/Chris Dolan/119 Baywood Avenue:
Request for a use permit to demolish an existing single-family residence and detached garage and
construct a new two-story single-family residence with an attached one-car garage on a
substandard lot with respect to lot area and width in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential)
zoning district. (Staff Report #18-093-PC)

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

Applicant Presentation: Chris Dolan, project sponsor, said the existing home had been abandoned
for over 25 years and was in extremely poor condition. He said they had met with adjacent
neighbors and those across the street, who welcomed the replacement of the existing structures.
He noted a street study they did along Baywood Avenue using photos. He said the subject lot had
a cant in terms of the shape, so they pulled the garage to the left side to maximize the front and
back yards. He said they were choosing an alternate means and method for construction. He said
they would do a factory-built home that would reduce construction impact to the neighborhood. He
said it also created a 70% reduction in waste.

Commissioner Onken asked how much the pre-built structure dictated the height. Mr. Dolan said
each module was approximately eight to nine feet tall. He said in stacking those they sat on a stem
wall foundation to get the height off the finished grade. He said the modules were eight feet in
diameter. He said they had to make sure they stayed within the setbacks. He said they added a
porch and awnings to break up the fagcade and the garage would be constructed onsite.

Commissioner Barnes referred to Attachment E, the paragraph under the heading Neighboring

Properties that indicated they had contact with neighbors at 106 and 111 Baywood Avenue. He
asked if that was the extent of neighbor outreach. Mr. Dolan said they met with the neighbor to the
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rear after rats were seen when they cleared the subject property backyard of overgrowth. He said
they worked with the neighbor to the left on cleaning and debris removal. Commissioner Barnes
asked if they had shown the plans to neighbors. Mr. Dolan said when they purchased the property
and began debris removal neighbors came over to see what was happening. He said they
introduced themselves to the left adjacent neighbor, the neighbor facing the property, and another
neighbor across the street and told them of their plans to demolish the existing structures and
install a modular designed home. He said at that time they had not completed any of the
renderings. He said through the City’s neighbor notification process they received a neighbor
comment that they did not like the modern style home proposed as it related to the neighborhood.

Commissioner Riggs confirmed with the applicant that they would do extermination prior to
demolition.

Chair Goodhue opened the public hearing.
Public Comment:

o Joel Zott, 111 Baywood Avenue, said he was the adjacent neighbor. He said he supported the
project. He said he thought they all were looking forward to a new neighbor and a great
property in Menlo Park.

Chair Goodhue closed the public hearing.

Commission Comment: Commissioner Riggs referred to a rendering of the driveway and asked its
width as it seemed to dominate the facade. Mr. Dolan said that it was 24-feet wide. Commissioner
Riggs said he was not quite comfortable with a dominance of paving in small lots. He questioned
the selection of a pistache tree for the front yard as in 20 years it would only have a five-inch
diameter trunk. Mr. Dolan said it was used to break of the massing of the facade and garage. He
said two street trees were also proposed to be planted. He said all were at the recommendation of
the City Arborist. He said they were using two different materials to breakup the massing of the
driveway. He said they needed the width to meet the guidelines for the turn radius into the
driveway from the street, keep the house in close proximity to the front and have the uncovered
parking space adjacent to the garage.

Commissioner Riggs said he recently had been researching factory-built housing. He said his
concern was this was a relatively simple and traditional neighborhood and this proposed box
structure was not as harmonious as what he would like to see.

Commissioner Onken said the roof plan showed the 1.5 by 12 for the main building and the garage
like a flat roof at half-inch. He said he did not see what would happen with rainwater on the garage.
Mr. Dolan said it would slope to the downslope side to a scupper and downspout. Commissioner
Onken said it was sloping in each direction and asked where it would scupper out. Mr. Dolan said
they would do the most appropriate configuration. Commissioner Onken referred to the main
rendering. He said the scale of it seemed to show the new residence smaller and further back than
the reality as compared to the site plan. Mr. Dolan said the site plan D04 showed the actual
massing of the house was set back three-quarters away from the neighbor’s adjacent garage. He
said what was seen was the massing of the front porch, which was about halfway next to the
garage. Commissioner Onken said the neighbor’s garage was a mass very similar to the project
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garage. He said yet the project garage was closer to the front and appeared to only be large
enough to accommodate a mini vehicle whereas the neighbor’s garage was a two-car garage.

Commissioner Onken said he supported using modular housing, but he thought the proposal had
issues with its fit on the site and within the neighborhood. He suggested they might extend the front
porch height past where the first floor and second floor split as that might increase the dominance
of the ground floor and reduce the top heaviness of the second floor. He said he thought the
garage would need to have some kind of parapet or something when the roofs were resolved. He
said as proposed the garage was more massive and dominant than was expected. Mr. Dolan said
the neighbor’s garage was on a corner lot and its house was extremely long, that it was much more
massive in appearance than what their house would be.

Commissioner Barnes said the applicant referred to the vernacular of the garage. He said such a
prominent freestanding garage was not represented in the neighborhood. He said he was
concerned with the proposed garage’s prominence, location and incorporation into the site. He said
he also had a concern with the neighbor outreach. Mr. Dolan said the plans were provided through
notice of the City and their neighbor at 111 Doris Avenue shared them on NextDoor. Commissioner
Barnes said he would have liked to have seen a more robust outreach with all neighbors with
adjoining property lines.

Referring to the garage comments, Mr. Dolan said the front setback line ran at an angle. He said
for the garage and the parking to work with that cant they put the garage on the left side to pull it as
close to the street as possible. He said the garage engaged with the residence for egress, use and
practicality of exiting the garage onto the front porch. He said they looked at bringing the house
forward more and reducing the width of the front porch but pulling the fagade too close to the front
street would have been too much massing. He said they felt that engaging the garage with the
front porch and stepping the front facade back further reduced the vertical massing from the street.

Commissioner Riggs asked staff whether a garage had to be attached to be in the front of a lot as
this proposed garaged seemed to only be tangentially connected. Assistant Planner Paz said the
definition of “structurally attached” was “sharing common loadbearing members.” He said early on
they took this question to the City’s Building Official Ron LaFrance, who confirmed that the
proposed construction would be considered structurally attached. He said that the garage would be
integrated into the factory-built porch unit informed the Building Official’s finding that the garage
was structurally attached.

Commissioner Combs said he was concerned with the proposed contemporary design as it was
not present in the surrounding area. He said he also had a concern about neighborhood outreach.
He said though that the neighbors in this area turn out when they have an issue with a project. He
said he had to assume that there was neighbor support noting the one public commenter tonight or
there was indifference to it and an unwillingness to come out on it.

Commissioner Strehl said the neighborhood was a very active one noting Commissioner Combs’
observation about the neighbor turnout in opposition of 50 Middlefield Road. She said in this
instance that there was no objection seemed to indicate that their silence was acquiescence or
approval. She said she would have a hard time voting against the project.

Commissioner Onken said he thought the project just needed a bit more attention to address the
boxiness of it.
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Commissioner Barnes said the staff report on page 2 under Design and Materials said the
Commission might wish to discuss whether a direct pedestrian connection should be provided
between the main entry and the public right of way. He asked what staff’s viewpoint was. Assistant
Planner Paz said providing a direct pedestrian access would connect the project to the street. He
said it was not required as there was nothing in the zoning ordinance requiring it. He said it was the
fit and integration within the neighborhood that they were asking the Commission to weigh in on.
He said it was the pattern in the neighborhood and it would soften the fagade of the garage.

Commissioner Barnes said he would support continuing the project and would ask the applicant to
visit with the neighbors and show the plans and provide a record of that.

Commissioner Strehl said her home was accessed up the driveway to the front door and did not
have a direct path to the front door from the street. She said there were a number of homes like
that in the area.

Commissioner Riggs said staff had also prompted that the Commission might want to discuss if the
24-foot curb cut was an appropriate width. He said in effect the 24-foot width was two driveway
spaces and a walkway. He said he did not want to say how the home should be entered but with
this width driveway it was encouraging three cars parked and a rec room in the garage. He said
regarding the architecture as contemporary and its dissimilarity in the area that he could not
support it. He said if they continued the project, they had to be forthright about what should be
changed to be supported. He referred to D0.2, the streetscape. He said that gave a sense of how
the proposed home dominated the street, not because of overall square footage, but because of its
facade. He said stacking modules of nine-feet would create sidewalls that were more imposing
than a house with a roof peak six-feet taller. He said Commissioner Onken’s description of the
homes in the area as cute and small was very apt particularly in this end of the Willows.

Commissioner Combs asked if there was a motion on the table. Chair Goodhue said
Commissioner Onken was going to make a motion, but it had not been made. Commissioner
Onken moved to continue the project.

Chair Goodhue said she agreed with some of the comments. She said she preferred a direct
pedestrian access from the street. She said regarding the neighborhood character that she thought
the Willows was a neighborhood in great transition. She said she lived in the Willows and the
homes going up across the street from her were neither cute or small. She noted the streetscape
provided by the applicant that showed the neighboring homes. She said she thought 121 Baywood
Avenue when it was built some years ago was out of scale to the street. She heard the boxy
arguments, but she thought the boxy modular was something that was happening in the
neighborhood. She said she loved the proposed garage. She said the neighboring house was
oriented to Woodland Avenue and the other was fronting on Clover Avenue. She said she would
prefer a smaller width curb cut if it worked. She said the architecture could be finessed more but
she was concerned that the City has no design guidelines. She said she did not support a
continuance.

Commissioner Combs asked what direction would be given to the applicant.

Commissioner Onken said that discussion on architectural style was a red herring. He said the
scale of a project was something the Commission was mindful of. He said the applicant’s photo
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page demonstrated that there was any variety of architectural styles in the area. He said the other
homes though tended to a smaller scale. He said he would like the architect to play with the scale
of the main mass of the building moving the modules back in front, raising the porch height, and
perhaps the porch didn’t have to go the full width of the facade. He said he would like the project to
address the slightly smaller scale of the neighborhood. He said he favored walking up the driveway
as more planting was preferable in the front yard.

Commissioner Riggs said he would second the motion to continue. He said at least two or three of
the Commissioners believed modern architecture had to be done sensitively. He said a product
described as having limitations in shape indicated potential failure in the use of forms. He said the
Commission had seen and been impressed with modern architectural projects.

Commissioner Combs suggested that they should provide general direction to the applicant.
Commissioner Strehl called for the vote and if it passed to then provide direction.

Chair Goodhue asked the applicant if he wanted more direction for a continuance. Mr. Dolan said
that if the direction was to add certain elements to the front facade to break up the elevation that
was one thing. He said if the direction was to step back the upper modules that was not doable. He
said he would prefer they go to the vote.

ACTION: Motion and second (Onken/Riggs) to continue the project with the following general
guidance; passes 4-3 with Commissioners Barnes, Combs, Onken and Riggs in favor and
Commissioners Goodhue, Kennedy and Strehl in opposition.

1. General guidance and comments for applicant consideration:

a. Explore options for reducing the perceived massing of the building by:
i. Increasing the perceived “weight” of the lower floor by moving up the height of the porch
ii. Add awnings/different material elements to soften the front facade
iii. Consider reducing the extent of the porch

b. Conduct additional outreach:
i. Contact the nearby neighbors and get sign off from them that they have seen the plans

c. Revise the garage:
i. Correct the roof pitch for proper drainage
ii. Prominence is problematic from a design perspective

d. Reduce curb cut width:
i.  Consider reducing the width from 24 feet to 20 feet
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G. Study Session

G1l. Use Permit and Architectural Control/David Claydon/555 Willow Road:
Study Session on a request for use permit and architectural control review to demolish an existing
nonconforming office building (currently vacant) and construct a 16-bedroom, three-story
boardinghouse. The project site is located in the R-3 (Residential Apartment) zoning district, and
boardinghouses are conditional uses in the R-3 zoning district. As part of the project, the existing
restaurant building, which is a nonconforming use, would remain. The proposed project would
include eight parking spaces devoted to the boardinghouse and five parking spaces for the
restaurant, for a total of 14 on-site where 16 spaces are required. Continued to a future meeting.

H. Regular Business

H1.  Architectural Control/Tom Barnds/2180 Sand Hill Road:
Request for an Architectural Control revision to allow exterior building modifications to an existing
four-story office building including, new exterior building materials, the creation of a new outdoor
patio, modifications to landscaping, and reconfiguration of the parking lot. The subject property is in
the C-1-X (Administrative and Professional District, Restrictive - Conditional Development) zoning
district. The proposal includes a request to locate 33 parking spaces in landscape reserve. (Staff
Report #18-094-PC)

Staff Comment: Associate Planner Kaitie Meador said a materials board was provided for the
Commission’s review.

Application Presentation: Dawn Jedkins, DES Architects and Engineers, Redwood City, said they
were the project architects. She said the building at 2180 Sand Hill Road was recently purchased
by their clients, who wanted to do architectural and site improvements. She said their work
included fagcade renovation to implement some higher quality materials and to create a more
traditional look as well as to create more open space. She said the latter would eliminate a row of
parking. She said they retained the required number of parking spaces by restriping the spaces to
the current standards of the uni-stall size as opposed to the larger existing nine-foot stalls. She
said they have maintained the existing emergency access. She described the proposed changes
with a visual presentation.

Commissioner Onken asked if they had considered extending the screening material for the
antennas around the entire building top. Ms. Jedkins said they had looked at that and found it
seemed too heavy, so they put them where they were necessary. She said they broke the window
pattern from one large window into three windows with a larger mullion that then projected up and
connected to the cornice element where the antenna screening feature did not occur.

Commissioner Combs asked if the building was occupied by different tenants. She said the clients
would occupy the offices on the top floor noting the current tenants’ leases would soon expire. She
said two tenants would remain during construction on the ground floor. Commissioner Combs
asked why the patio space was desired. Ms. Jedkins said the desire was for a space to go outside,
eat lunch, or have a small meeting. She said it was not intended for large events noting the space
was broken up creating more intimate spaces.

Chair Goodhue opened up the public comment period and closed it as there were no speakers.
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Commission Comment: Commissioner Barnes moved to approve, and Commissioner Kennedy
seconded the motion. Commissioner Onken said the site needed signage attention as the site was
easy to drive by without being able to access it easily after having done so. Ms. Jedkins said that
they were doing a master signage plan separately.

ACTION: Motion and second (Barnes/Kennedy) to approve the item as recommended in the staff
report; passes 7-0.

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 prepared by
DES Architects + Engineers, consisting of 44 plan sheets, dated received October 29,
2018, and approved by the Planning Commission on November 5, 2018, except as
modified by the conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval by the Planning
Division.

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

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

Building Division, Engineering Division, and Transportation Division that are directly
applicable to the project.
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H2.

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 and the arborist report prepared by David L. Babby and dated
April 26, 2018.

4. Approve the architectural control subject to the following project-specific condition:

a. The applicant shall maintain a minimum of 219 off-street parking spaces, of which 33
parking spaces are in landscape reserve. Should landscape reserve parking stalls be
needed in the future, either the applicant or the City may make a request, subject to review
and approval of the Planning Division and Transportation Division.

Review of Draft 2019 Planning Commission Meeting Dates. (Staff Report #18-095-PC)

Staff Comment: Acting Principal Planner Kyle Perata said staff prepared the draft 2019 meeting
schedule for the Planning Commission. He asked if the Commissioners might review and see if
staff had dates that potentially conflicted with school holidays or other holidays.

There was no discussion.

Informational Items

Future Planning Commission Meeting Schedule

Acting Principal Planner Perata said there were two meetings in December and not a second
meeting in November. He said the December agendas were tentative at this time. He said
expected projects for December agendas included a couple of multi-family development projects
and EIR scoping session for a new research development building in the Bayfront area at 1350

Adams Court that the Commission had seen earlier in a study session.

Chair Goodhue confirmed with staff that Commissioner Combs and she would need to recuse
themselves from the Adams Court item.
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Commissioner Strehl asked when the 40 Middlefield Road project would be heard. Acting Principal
Planner Perata said it likely would be on one of the two December meeting agendas.

Commissioner Onken asked when the Hampton Inn project would be seen by the Planning
Commission again. Acting Principal Planner Perata said that was not tentatively agendized for
either December meeting.

e Regular Meeting: December 3, 2018
e Regular Meeting: December 10, 2018

J. Adjournment
Chair Goodhue adjourned the meeting at 9:38 p.m.
Staff Liaison: Kyle Perata, Acting Principal Planner

Recording Secretary: Brenda Bennett
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STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 12/3/2018
mOIF\ILO PARK Staff Report Number: 18-096-PC
Consent Calendar: Architectural Control/ Marie and Bryson Young/

154 Buckthorn Way

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve an architectural control request to modify the
exterior of an existing townhouse in the R-3 (Apartment) zoning district. The request includes
modifications to second and third story windows, modifications to the balcony, and new front and garage
doors. The proposal also includes repainting the exterior of the residence white. 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 154 Buckthorn Way, mid-block between El Camino Real and Stone Pine
Lane, in the Park Forest neighborhood near the City’s northern border. Some of the adjacent parcels
along Buckthorn Way are also located within the R-3 (Apartment) zoning district, and contain townhouses
and associated common space; and some are in the R-1U (Single family residential) zoning district and
are occupied by single family residences. 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. Closer to EI Camino Real, parcels are located within the SP-ECR/D
(ElI Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district, including a property at 1704 EI Camino Real that
is proposed for redevelopment with a three-story hotel. A location map is included as Attachment B.

Analysis

Project description

The existing single-family townhouse contains approximately 2,437 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 three bedrooms and two and half bathrooms. The
applicant is proposing exterior modifications, which are described in detail in the following section of this
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staff report. The proposed project would not increase the gross floor area of the existing residence. The
project plans are included as Attachment C, and the project description letter is included as Attachment D.

Design and Materials

The front and rear elevations of the townhouse are proposed to be modified, with the majority of the
materials, colors, and window modifications to the front elevation. On the front elevation, the applicant
proposes to remove the stucco balcony and replace with horizontal cedar siding. On the rear elevation, the
proposed changes would be limited to repainting the stucco balcony railing from light blue to white. The
applicant proposes to remove and replace all the front elevation windows with tempered glass and
aluminum bronze anodized trim. The sizes of all but the third floor master bathroom window openings
would be altered. The second floor windows would have a height of five feet, six inches instead of seven
feet,-four inches. On the third floor, the expansive 14 foot, 10 inch window would have multiple two feet,
eight inch windows, but the sill height and overall width would remain the same.

The applicant also proposes replacing the existing entry door with a new single solid door with glass
sidelight. As shown on the color board, the front door and garage door are proposed to be wood panels to
match the proposed balcony material, which would provide an accent feature. Other exterior changes to
the front and rear elevations include changing of the exterior color from blue to white. The proposed front
elevation, showing some of the colors and materials, can be seen on Plan Sheet A-04 (included in
Attachment C). A color and materials board has also been included in the submittal, and will be available
for Planning Commission review prior to considering the consent calendar at the December 3@ meeting.

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 styles of the overall
Park Forest development, which features a number of townhouses with a variety of materials and
architectural styles. In addition, the project should have a relatively small impact to the neighbors given the
limited scope of work.

Correspondence

A letter from the Park Forest II| Homeowners Association Architectural Committee relaying approval of the
project is included as Attachment E.

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 styles found within 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.
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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

Recommended Actions
Location Map

Project Plans

Project Description Letter
Home Owner Association Letter

moow>

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:
Fahteen Khan, Contract Assistant Planner

Report reviewed by:
Kyle Perata, Acting Principal Planner
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ATTACHMENT A

154 Buckthorn Way — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 154 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Mike Atias | OWNERS: Marie and Bryson
Buckthorn Way PLN2018-00115 Young

PROPOSAL: Request for architectural control to modify the exterior of an existing townhouse in the R-3
(Apartment) zoning district. The request includes modifications to second and third story windows, and
modifications to the balcony, and front/garage doors. The proposal also includes repainting the exterior of the
residence white.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: December 3, 2018 ACTION: TBD

Commission

VOTE: TBD (Barnes, Combs, Goodhue, Kennedy, 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
b.

o

The general appearance of the structure is in keeping with the character of the neighborhood.
The development will not be detrimental to the harmonious and orderly growth of the city.
The development will not impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the neighborhood.

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

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 JF
Consulting, consisting of seven plan sheets, dated received November 20, 2018, and approved by
the Planning Commission on December 3, 2018 except as modified by the conditions contained
herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.

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

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

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

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

LOCATION: 154
Buckthorn Way

PROJECT NUMBER:
PLN2018-00115

APPLICANT: Mike Atias | OWNERS: Marie and Bryson

Young

PROPOSAL: Request for architectural control to modify the exterior of an existing townhouse in the R-3
(Apartment) zoning district. The request includes modifications to second and third story windows, and
modifications to the balcony, and front/garage doors. The proposal also includes repainting the exterior of the

residence white.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning

Commission

DATE: December 3, 2018

ACTION: TBD

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

ACTION:

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

PAGE: 2 of 2




ATTACHMENT B
= = y T T
8 ——-______g. " "2 _e_cﬂT by - " A
M i %, o ) A
7 . v "
. 2 %ﬂ, EX "Igpo o = 1%y *'?.'-‘2_ <y
- P " ‘ﬁ'{- <z 7
L] ))C‘.' “e : -;-";.rf N
Ve & <7 :
25 . %1 = > s
5 G ”p-a. 2, % 23,
P i g :
i ¢ .&fg N : Hexlbrmnk By <0y 7 £
5 ¥
T Pulvwe Poark
s ) %
W /3™y ":;
T '-ﬁhﬂ k ﬁd- !
TR G A %
AR g
D A
l?t-" ﬁ? : é\‘b :
T @
/ L
S S A
T
r 2 K "
2 o
e/
o fa
& :
2
Iy ¢
&
s
<
i
L
L-
a &Ff;?:q
h—‘k
o . {:—q
Doy,
g
A
City of Menlo Park
Location Map
154 Buckthorn Way
MENLO PAREK
Scale: 1:4,000 Drawn By: FNK Checked By: KTP Date: 12/3/2018 Sheet: 1
Bl




ATTACHMENT C

PROJET SITE
MENLO PARK, CA. 94025
VICINITY MAP: DRAWING INDEX: PROJECT DATA & SUMMARY : 5 =
3 - ARCHITECTURAL SHEETS: EXISTING PROJECT DATA:
; g
Is ARCHITECTURAL SETBACK/AREA PLANS LOT AREA: 2,002 Sq.Ft H
e - STREETSCAPE 2|8
: A-03  ARCHITECTURAL FLOOR PLANS - 1ST FLOOR HOUSE AREA: £ 2
| A-03.1 ARCHITECTURAL FLOOR PLANS - 2ND FLOOR 1STFLOOR: 616 SqFt HE
¥ A-03.2 ARCHITECTURAL FLOOR PLANS - 3RD FLOOR GARAGE: 410 SqRt o=
A-04 ARCHITECTURAL ELEVATIONS PORCH: 181 Sqft o <<
MATERIAL BOARD 2ND FLOOR: 680  Sq.Ft g
, BALCONY: 125  SqFt
[ lels L 4 3RD FLOOR: 1,141 Sq.Ft 154 Buckthorn Way
k W i~ BALCONY: 186 Sq.Ft Menlo Park
¥ PROPERTY LOCATION 3,399 Sq.Ft California
PARCEL MAP: 94025
. APN: 060-343-610
PROJECT INFORMATION: PROPOSED WORK:
ENGINEER: JOSE FERNANDEZ BUILDING CODES:
3001 Winchester Blvd, # 3 2016 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODES M SHEET TITLE
Campbell, Ca. 95008 2016 CALIFORNIA RESIDENTIAL CODES PROJECT SCOPE OF WORK: \
] 2016 CALIFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODES ARCHITECTURAL
CONTRACTOR: 2016 GALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODES EXTERIOR WALLS (FRONT AND REAR) TO CHANGE COLOR. COVER SHERT
2016 CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODES
2016 CALIFORNIA FIRE CODES 1STELOOR:
2016 GALIFORNIA EXISTING BUILDING CODES 1- REPLACE GARAGE DOOR, SAME FOR SAME. WOOD SIDING.
2016 GALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING CODES 2- REPLACE FRONT DOOR. WOOD SIDING. ERGNEERSTAP
PARCEL MAP: 060-343-610
CONSTRUCTION TYPE: VB 2016 BUILDING ENERGY EFFICIENCY STANDARDS ADFLOOR:
OCCUPANCY GROUP: R3U 1- REPLACE 4 WINDOWS AT KITCHEN AREA.
ZONING SITE: R3 2- REPLACE FRENCH DOOR.
HOUSE LEVEL: 3 3- ADD WOOD PANELS TO THE BALCONY.
FIRE SPRINKLER: NONE
3RD FLOOR:
EXISTING: 1- REPLACE WINDOWS AT MASTER BEDROOM. o
BEDROOM: 3 2- REPLACE WINDOWS AT MASTER BATHROOM. 111912018
BATHROOM: 2 FULL 1 HALF p—
GARAGE: 2-ATTACHED THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ERECT AND MAINTAIN, AS REQUIRED BY EXISTING CONDITIONS AND PROGRESS OF THE WORK, ALL REASONABLE SAFEGUARDS
FOR SAFETY AND PROTECTION INCLUDING POSTING DANGER SIGNS AND OTHER WARNINGS AGAINST HAZARDS, PROMULGATING SAFETY REGULATIONS AND
NOTIFYING OWNERS AND USERS OF ADJACENT UTILITIES.
THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFICATION OF ALL DIMENSIONS, GRADES AND OTHER CONDITIONS, AND HE SHALL CORRELATE ALL SUCH A- 0 1
ITEMS AT THE JOB SITE. HE SHALL REPORT ANY DISCREPANCIES TO THE DESIGNER FOR CLARIFICATION AND/OR CORRECTION PRIOR TO BEGINNING ANY
WORK.
THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE WORK AND COORDINATION OF ALL TRADES WITH THE GOVERNING AGENCIES, AND SHALL PROVIDE ALL
MATERIALS AND LABOR SHOWN IN THESE PLANS TO RENDER THE JOB COMPLETE.

C1
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ATTACHMENT D

November 9, 2018
To Whom It May Concern:

My husband, Bryson, and | purchased the home at 154 Buckthorn Way with a vision for what it
could become. Though the style of the home was not to our taste when we bought it, from the
moment we walked in we were drawn to the grand window lines and the potential for a
beautiful, open, and modern space in which we could raise our family (which, incidentally, grew
by one member on November 5, 2018!).

Achieving this vision did not require any major changes as the bones of the house are excellent.
Rather, there were a handful of relatively minor updates that we felt would make a great
impact on what we wanted this house to be. Among these were the replacement of the
windows along the front of the house, namely in the kitchen (windows and glass door) and in
the master bedroom and bathroom.

We are excited that the update of the spectacularly sized windows to black frames in
combination with painting the exterior of the house white and incorporating cedar siding on
the balcony as well as the front door and garage doors will make for a modern and striking
silhouette that will complement the inherently modern style of the home perfectly.

Inside the house, we have similarly made a number of updates, all intended to create a modern
and open space, maximizing the size of each room and its access to natural light, from the
kitchen to the dining room to the master bathroom.

We are excited to move forward with this project and anxiously await the city’s approval.

Best regards,
Marie & Bryson Young
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ATTACHMENT E

Park Forest li
HOA Association
Menlo Park

September 7t", 2018

Menlo Park Permitting Department
701 Laurel Drive
Menlo Park, CA 94025

To whom this may concern;

This letter will confirm that under the By-Laws of the Park Forest Il homeowners Association ,
approval from the Architectural Committee of the HOA is only required for the changes made
to the exterior of the home, including any changes to the landscaping in the front of the home
and any changes made to the Common Area. Interior changes to the home made by the owner
of the home do not require approval of the HOA Architectural committee.

Carol Boyden
Park Forest [i
Chairperson
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Park Forest II
HOA Association
Menlo Park

September 8, 2018

Menlo Park Permit Department

701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, Ca 94025

RE-154 Buckthorn Menlo Park exterior window replacement

To Whom It May Concern:

This letter will confirm the Park Forest II Architectural Committees

approval of the window placement on the exterior of the home at
154 Buckthorn Menlo Park.

Sincerely,

Carol Boyden
Park Forest II
Architectural Committee Chairperson



Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 12/3/2018
K&OIF\ILO PARK Staff Report Number: 18-097-PC
Public Hearing: Architectural Control, Use Permit, Below Market

Rate Housing Agreement, and Mitigated Negative
Declaration/Mark Sutherland/409 & 417 Glenwood
Avenue and 1357 Laurel Street

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a request for architectural control to demolish
one, two-story residence and one, single-story residence addressed 409 Glenwood and 1357 Laurel
Street, relocate an existing two-story residence addressed 417 Glenwood on-site, and construct two new
two-story multi-family buildings with a below grade parking garage. One building would include three
dwelling units and one would include four dwelling units. The project site currently contains three dwelling
units, and the project would result in an increase of five units, for a total of eight units at the project site. As
part of the project, the applicant is requesting a use permit for excavation within the required front setback
for egress stairs. One heritage size tree is proposed for removal as part of the project. The proposal also
includes a Below Market Rate (BMR) housing agreement for compliance with the City's BMR program and
consideration of a Mitigated Negative Declaration regarding potential environmental impacts. The project
site is located within the R-3 (Residential Apartment) zoning district. The recommended actions are
contained within Attachment A.

Policy Issues

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

Background

Site location

The subject site is a 15,668 square foot lot and is located at 409 and 417 Glenwood Avenue and 1357
Laurel Street. The site is currently developed with three residential units in three detached buildings, one
of which is a historic structure. Parking for the residential buildings is provided by a driveway on Glenwood
Avenue. A location map is included as Attachment B.

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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The subject site is a corner lot with frontages on Glenwood Avenue and Laurel Street, where Glenwood
Avenue serves as the front and Laurel Street serves as the side, per the requirements of the Zoning
Ordinance for corner lots. Using Glenwood Avenue in a north-south orientation, the parcels to the south
and east of the project site are also located in the R-3 zoning district and occupied by residential buildings.
The parcels to the north and across Laurel Street are single family homes located in the Town of Atherton.
The parcels to the west and across Glenwood Avenue are single family homes located in the single family
suburban residential (R-1-S) and single family urban residential (R-1-U) zoning districts.

2007-2014 Housing Element Update

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

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

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

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

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

The project’s compliance with the R-3 zoning district and more specifically the requirements for properties
that meet the “Lot Area of 10,000 sqg. ft. or More for Property Around the El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Area” criteria is discussed throughout this staff report.

Analysis

Project description

The applicant is requesting architectural control approval to demolish one, two-story residence and one,
single-story residence, and relocate an existing two-story residence on-site, and construct two new two-
story multi-family buildings with a below grade parking garage. The project also includes a use permit for
excavation to construct the necessary egress stairs that would extend four feet into the required front yard
setback. A data table summarizing parcel and project attributes is included as Attachment C. The project
plans and the applicant’s project description letter are included as Attachments D and E respectively.

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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The project site currently contains three dwelling units, and the project would result in an increase of five
units, for a total of eight units at the project site. The buildings would be located in relatively the same
location as the existing buildings and would feature three separate residential buildings. The building
currently located at 417 Glenwood Avenue is considered a historic resource and is proposed to be
retained and relocated on-site to the northwest corner of the property currently occupied by the building
addressed 409 Glenwood Avenue, which would be demolished. The relocated structure is anticipated to
be addressed 409 Glenwood Avenue. Two new multi-family residential buildings would be constructed
along the east and south property lines at 417 Glenwood Avenue and 1357 Laurel Street. The final
addressing would be subject to review and approval of the Building Official. The proposed buildings would
meet the required setbacks. A use permit would be required for the excavation within the required front
setback for the egress stairs to the below grade parking; however, the below grade stairs do not have a
required minimum setback. The historic building would also feature larger setbacks than required to
minimize potential impacts to the existing heritage trees on-site.

The historic building would be retained as one residential unit with four-bedrooms and two bathrooms. The
multi-family residential buildings would feature townhouse style units that would each be two stories tall
and have separate entrances oriented towards the center of the property. The multi-family building along
the south property line at 417 Glenwood Avenue would contain four, two-bedroom and two-and-a-half
bathroom residential units. The multi-family building along the east property line at 1357 Laurel Street
would contain three residential units including two, one-bedroom and one-and-a-half bathrooms units and
one, two-bedroom and two-and-a-half bathroom unit. One of the one-bedroom units would also be a below
market rate (BMR) unit as discussed in a following section. Parking for the residential units would be
located in the below grade parking garage.

For lots of this size and location, the R-3 district identifies a sliding scale for the maximum floor area ratio
(FAR) based on the proposed density and specifies minimum and maximum FARs based on the proposed
density. The minimum allowed FAR is 35 percent for 13.1 dwelling units per acre, increasing to a
maximum of 75 percent for 30 dwelling units per acre. In this case, the applicant is proposing eight units,
which is a density of 22.24 dwelling units per acre. The corresponding FAR from the sliding scale is 56.6
percent or 8,873.8 square feet of gross floor area. The proposed project falls within these limits, with a
total of 8,871.6 square feet of gross floor area. The FAR has been calculated per the definition of Gross
Floor Area (GFA), which includes all levels of a structure, with exemptions for covered parking and certain
non-usable/non-occupiable areas.

While FAR would be developed to the maximum permitted, the site would be designed with 5,203 square
feet (33.2 percent) of building coverage and 1,873.1 square feet (3 percent) of open parking and driveway
areas, which are both below the maximum allowed thresholds of 40 percent building coverage and 35
percent open parking and driveway areas. Additionally, the site would be developed with approximately
7,286 square feet (46.5 percent) landscaping where 3,917 square feet (25 percent) is the minimum
required. The maximum height of historic building would be 31.8 feet and the multi-family residential
buildings would be 24.8 and 23.5 feet in height where a total height of 40 feet is allowed.

Design and materials
The historic residence is designed in a Stick architectural style and would not be significantly altered as
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part of the proposed project. The Stick architectural style is characterized by Victorian-era elements such
as a raised compact massing with hipped roofs and accent gables. Additional architectural features
include enclosed eaves, vertical double hung windows, horizontal wood siding, and extensive wood trim.
Minor changes would occur to demolish the non-historic rear addition. A window on the south elevation
would be replaced with a patio door and a landing would be constructed to provide access to the new
door. The patio door would replace an existing window, and the fenestration pattern on that side of the
building would be unchanged. The right side of the building is also a secondary facade, not readily visible
from the street. The primary facade facing the sidewalk contains the property’s historic materials and
features that characterize the property. The style, materials, and finishes of the new elements would be
consistent with the existing building and would not affect the historic eligibility of the structure. The
applicant submitted a Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) included as Attachment F that evaluates the
historic structure with regards to its historic eligibility and provides guidance on the proposed modifications
and relocation of the structure.

The proposed multi-family residential buildings are designed in a contemporary craftsman style, which
would complement the style and materials of the historic building without mimicking its architecture. The
buildings would feature horizontal painted wood siding along the ground floor and stucco on the upper
floors. The upper floors would also feature horizontal painted board and batten siding under the gable roof
eaves. Additional architectural interest would be added on the building facades by the painted wood lattice
on the second floor windows, first floor bay windows, and covered entry porches. The proposed windows
would be metal clad wood windows and the entry doors would be painted wood.

The variety of the materials, along with the variation in building forms, would provide visual interest and
help limit the perceived mass of the structures. The sill heights of the windows on the second floor would
be designed with sill heights of 3.5 feet and higher to minimize privacy impacts. The buildings would
contain sloped roofs, typical of the contemporary style in a composition shingle material.

The stair and elevator building would feature concrete walls and painted wood slats and a flat roof. The
Planning Commission could consider if adjustments to stair and elevator building should be made to make
the structure more consistent with the residential buildings such as application of similar colors and
materials and/or landscaping to soften the building elevations. The stairs along the front elevation would
be uncovered and would have a painted metal railing. Landscaping would also be located in front of the
metal railing to minimize the visual impact of the stairs located in the front setback.

Overall, the proposed exterior changes would result in a consistent architectural design throughout the
site. Staff believes that the proposed design, materials, and colors are compatible with those of the
surrounding neighborhood.

Parking and circulation

Vehicular access for the site would be relocated from a driveway on Glenwood Avenue to a garage
entrance on the rear half of the property on Laurel Street. A total of 16 parking spaces would be provided
in the below-grade garage level which is consistent with the zoning requirement of 15 parking spaces
inclusive of an accessible parking space, as required by the California Building Code. Prior to building
permit issuance the parking would be required to comply with the new electric vehicle (EV) charging
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requirements, as indicated in condition 6b. The parking requirement for units of up to one bedroom in size
within the R-3 zoning district is one-and-a-half spaces (one of which must be covered). For dwelling units
with two or more bedrooms, the parking requirement is two spaces (one of which must be covered). The
proposal would also include bicycle parking in the parking garage.

A covered staircase and elevator along Laurel Street would provide direct access from the garage to the
ground level residential units. An additional uncovered staircase would be located at the southwest corner
of the site, four feet into the required front yard setback, which can be allowed with a use permit. The
historic residence would have a direct pedestrian access path from Glenwood Avenue. Additional
pedestrian access paths would be provided from Glenwood Avenue and Laurel Street for the multi-family
residential buildings where each unit would have direct ground floor access. During the staff review
process, the garage plans, parking requirements, and Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) were reviewed by
Transportation Division staff to confirm the accuracy of the conclusions of the plans/report.

Based on the total number of proposed residential units, a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was prepared for
the project by an independent traffic consultant and is included as Attachment G. The report concluded
that the proposed project would add 36 daily trips, 2 trips of which would occur in the AM peak hour and 2
trips in the PM peak hour. The report also analyzed two study intersections: Laurel Street/Glenwood
Avenue and El Camino Real/Glenwood Avenue, based on the City’s criteria for determining significant
traffic impacts, the proposed project is not expected to result in a significant impact at any of the study
intersections. The applicant will be required to pay the applicable Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) for the
net increase of five multi-family dwelling units, as set forth in condition 6ei, which would fund transportation
infrastructure improvements within the City and further mitigate any potential impacts from the proposed
project.

Trees and landscaping

The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment H) detailing the species, size, and conditions
of the heritage and non-heritage trees on site. The report discusses the impacts of the proposed
improvements, including temporary construction impacts, and provides recommendations for tree
maintenance and the protection of the trees.

At present, there are 43 trees on or in close proximity to the subject site. The arborist reports identified one
heritage tree and 27 non-heritage trees proposed for removal. The heritage tree is a Ponderosa pine
(Trees #17) that is 31.3 inches in diameter. This tree is located in the center of the site and is required to
be removed due to conflicts with the proposed construction, specifically the underground parking garage.
During the project review process, the arborist report was reviewed by the City Arborist. All
recommendations identified in the arborist report shall be implemented and ensured as part of condition
50.

As part of the project, the site landscaping would be comprehensively updated and approximately 28 new
trees would be planted throughout the site, including one, 36 inch box gingko biloba replacement tree for
the heritage tree removal. The project would exceed the minimum landscape requirements of 3,917
square feet (25 percent) for the R-3 zoning district with 7,286 square feet (46.5 percent) of proposed
landscapes area. Prior to building permit issuance the proposed landscaping would be required to meet
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the Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (WELO) requirements per condition 5e.

Below Market Rate Housing Agreement

The applicant is required to comply with Chapter 16.96 of City’s Municipal Code (“BMR Ordinance”), and
with the BMR Housing Program Guidelines adopted by the City Council to implement the BMR Ordinance
(“BMR Guidelines”) since the project includes more than five residential units. Previously rental projects
were not subject to the City’'s BMR requirements; however, new state laws require rental housing projects
to comply with the same BMR requirements as for-sale projects. In accordance with the City's BMR
guidelines, for residential developments of five to nine units it is preferred that the developer provide one
unit at below market rates to very low- or low-income households on-site. The applicant is proposing to
satisfy the project's BMR obligation through the provision of one, one-bedroom low-income level BMR
rental unit on-site.

The BMR proposal was reviewed by the Housing Commission at their meeting on April 11, 2018. The
Housing Commission voted 5-0-2 to recommend approval of the BMR proposal. The Housing
Commission’s meeting staff report and minutes are included as hyperlinks in Attachments | and J,
respectively. The BMR Agreement Term Sheet is included as Attachments K. The BMR Agreement Term
Sheet outlines the requirements for the on-site BMR unit consistent with the BMR Ordinance for projects
of this size scale and scope and informs the BMR Agreement. Prior to issuance of the building permit, the
BMR Agreement shall be prepared, finalized, and recorded on the property per conditions 6¢ and 6d. The
BMR Agreement shall be subject the City Attorney’s review and approval.

Correspondence

Staff has received two emails expressing concerns about the proposed construction. During the project
review process, the property owner sent out letters to the neighboring properties in addition to the City’'s
standard noticing these letters and the letters that staff received are included as Attachment L. The
comments from the letters are summarized below.

e Excavation of the below grade parking garage
e Impact of construction activities

e Traffic impacts of the proposed development
e Site drainage and water runoff

e Proposed residential density

The Building Division has policies and requirements for construction activities to minimize construction
impacts to the surrounding properties. Some of these requirements include limits to construction work
hours, dust control measures, erosion control measures, and tree and site fencing. While not required, the
applicant has also made provisions for construction parking on-site to minimize construction parking
impacts in the public right-of-way. During the building permit review process, the project would be required
to provide additional plans and reports indicating compliance with the site grading, drainage, and
stormwater treatment requirements which would be reviewed by the Engineering Division. Conditions of
approval are included in the recommended actions related to the construction activities and site drainage
that ensure compliance with the relevant requirements.
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The proposed project would be within the allowed minimum density (13.1 dwelling units per acre) and
maximum density (30 dwelling units per acre) with a proposed density of 22.24 dwelling units per acre.
The proposed density is also consistent with the Housing Element policy to create higher density infill
housing around the ElI Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan area and in proximity to where services and
transit are located.

Conclusion

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the proposed project. Staff believes the scale,
materials, and style of the proposed residences are compatible with the neighborhood, and that the
varying projections and articulations on the elevations of the proposed residences would reduce the
perception of mass. The historic residence on the property would be retained and relocated on the site
and the two proposed residential buildings would be in relatively the same location as the existing
structures. New trees would be planted to mitigate the tree removals and tree protection measures would
minimize construction impacts to the remaining heritage and non-heritage trees. New landscaping would
be planted throughout the site and would exceed the minimum standards. Staff recommends that the
Planning Commission approve the proposed project.

Impact on City Resources

The project sponsor is required to pay Planning, Building and Public Works permit fees, based on the
City’'s Master Fee Schedule, to fully cover the cost of staff time spent on the review of the project. In
addition, the proposed development would be subject to payment of a Transportation Impact Fee (TIF).
These required fees were established to account for projects’ proportionate obligations.

Environmental Review

The proposed project is not categorically exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
An Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration, collectively referred to as the MND, have been
prepared and circulated for public review in compliance with CEQA. The Mitigated Negative Declaration
portion of the MND has been included in this staff report as Attachment M and the initial study portion is
available at the City offices or at the hyperlink included in Attachment N.

The complete MND is available for review at the Planning Division office during business hours. The public
review period began on November 13, 2018 and ends on December 3, 2018 at 5:30 p.m. As of the printing
of this staff report, staff has not received any comments on the MND.

The MND analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the project across a wide range of impact
areas. The MND determined that the project would have less-than-significant impact without the need for
mitigation measures on the following areas: aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, geology and soails,
greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and
planning, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation, and utilities and
service systems. The MND identifies no effects in the following categories: agricultural resources and
mineral resources. The MND identifies potentially significant unless mitigation is incorporated effects in the
following category: cultural resources.
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As indicated previously, the existing residence located at 417 Glenwood Avenue is considered to be a
historic resource under CEQA, based on the association of the property with significant historic
personalities, in this case the Gale family, and because of its distinctive architectural characteristics of the
Stick style. A Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) was prepared for the project and is included as
Attachment F. The HRE evaluated the proposed project for compatibility with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation on the historic resource.

The project proposes to remove a non-historic rear addition and move the historic structure on-site toward
the northwest corner of the property. Additional minor exterior window and door modifications are
proposed to the structure. The relatively minor alterations would not impair the form and the integrity of the
house, and the project would not result in impacts to the historic building, and the resource would still be
eligible for listing on the California Register. Thus, the project would not have a substantial adverse
change under CEQA. However, moving the historic structure could have construction related effects.
There are no suggested improvement measures to the project, but two mitigation measures included in
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) (Attachment O) and as conditions 6ai and 6aii
are required while moving the historic house to mitigate potential impacts to the historical integrity of the
residence during the relocation.

Public Notice

Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with the agenda items being listed, at least 72
hours prior to the meeting. Public naotification also consisted of publishing a notice in the local newspaper
and notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the subject property. Notice of
the MND availability was also published in the local paper and notice of availability was provided to
agencies and jurisdictions of interest.

Appeal Period

The Planning Commission action will be effective after 15 days unless the action is appealed to the City
Council, in which case the outcome of the application shall be determined by the City Council.

Attachments

Recommended Actions

Location Map

Data Table

Project Plans

Project Description Letter

Historic Evaluation

Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA)

Arborist Report

Housing Commission Staff Report Hyperlink:
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/17124/Staff-Report-18-006-HC-409-Glenwood-
Ave?bidld
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J. Housing Commission Minutes Hyperlink:
https://www.menlopark.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Minutes/_04112018-3073

Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement Term Sheet

Correspondence

Mitigated Negative Declaration

Initial Study Hyperlink: https://www.menlopark.org/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/8690
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)

ozzr=

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:
Kaitie Meador, Senior Planner

Report reviewed by:
Kyle Perata, Acting Principal Planner
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ATTACHMENT A

409 Glenwood Avenue — Attachment A; Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 409 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Mark OWNER: Michal Smulski
Glenwood Avenue PLN2013-00067 Sutherland

PROPOSAL: Request for architectural control to demolish one, two-story residence and one, single-story
residence addressed 409 Glenwood and 1357 Laurel Street, relocate an existing two-story residence
addressed 417 Glenwood on-site, and construct two new two-story multi-family buildings with an below
grade parking garage. One building would include three dwelling units and one would include four dwelling
units. The project site currently contains three dwelling units, and the project would result in an increase of
five units, for a total of eight units at the project site. As part of the project, a use permit would be requested
for excavation within the required front setback for egress stairs. One heritage tree is proposed for removal
as part of the project. The proposal also includes a Below Market Rate (BMR) housing agreement for
compliance with the City’'s BMR program and consideration of a Mitigated Negative Declaration regarding
potential environmental impacts.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: December 3, 2018 ACTION: TBD
Commission

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

ACTION:

1. Make the following findings relative to the environmental review of the proposal and adopt the Mitigated
Negative Declaration:

a. A Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared and circulated for public review in
accordance with current State California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines; and

b. The Planning Commission has considered the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the
proposal and any comments received during the public review period; and

c. Relevant mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project through the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (Attachment O), which is approved as part of this finding;
and

d. Based on the Initial Study prepared for the Mitigated Negative Declaration, relevant mitigation
measures, and any comments received on the document, there is no substantial evidence that
the proposed project will have a significant effect on the environment.

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

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

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

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.
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A2

409 Glenwood Avenue — Attachment A; Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 409 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Mark OWNER: Michal Smulski
Glenwood Avenue PLN2013-00067 Sutherland

PROPOSAL: Request for architectural control to demolish one, two-story residence and one, single-story
residence addressed 409 Glenwood and 1357 Laurel Street, relocate an existing two-story residence
addressed 417 Glenwood on-site, and construct two new two-story multi-family buildings with an below
grade parking garage. One building would include three dwelling units and one would include four dwelling
units. The project site currently contains three dwelling units, and the project would result in an increase of
five units, for a total of eight units at the project site. As part of the project, a use permit would be requested
for excavation within the required front setback for egress stairs. One heritage tree is proposed for removal
as part of the project. The proposal also includes a Below Market Rate (BMR) housing agreement for
compliance with the City’'s BMR program and consideration of a Mitigated Negative Declaration regarding
potential environmental impacts.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: December 3, 2018 ACTION: TBD
Commission

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

ACTION:

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

4. Approve the Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Term Sheet (Attachment K) in accordance with the
City’'s Below Market Rate Housing Program, subject to final review and approval by the City Attorney
as outlined in the project specific conditions 6¢ and 6d.

5. Approve the architectural control, use permit, BMR Term Sheet, and Mitigated Negative Declaration
subject to the following standard conditions:

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by G
+ S Architecture consisting of 38 plan sheets, dated received November 26, 2018, and
approved by the Planning Commission on December 3, 2018, except as modified by the
conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.

b. Concurrent with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit a Hydrology Report in conjunction with the grading and drainage plan substantiating
that on-site flows will not exceed existing conditions as a result of the proposed improvements.
Additionally, the grading and drainage design shall demonstrate that on-site runoff will be
contained within the property up to the 10-year storm with the use of retention structures as
applicable. Otherwise, the applicant hereby agrees that under no circumstances shall runoff
directly flow across a neighboring property line. The Hydrology Report shall be subject to
review and approval of the Engineering Division.

c. Concurrent with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit a C.3/C.6 checklist demonstrating conformance with the County’s mandate for
stormwater treatment. A stormwater control plan and report, pursuant to the latest iteration of
the San Mateo County C.3 Technical Guidance Manual, shall be furnished should the project
exceed 10,000 square feet of replaced or created impervious area. The stormwater report
must designate all existing and proposed project conditions, applicable source controls, and
sizing of stormwater treatment devices (i.e. bioretention areas, flow through planters, etc.) to
the satisfaction of the City’s Engineering Division.

d. Prior to final occupancy, the applicant shall complete, notarize, and submit a Stormwater
Treatment Measures Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Agreement with the City. This
Agreement shall outline all O&M procedures for on-site stormwater treatment facilities and is
subject to City review and approval and must be recorded with the County of San Mateo. All
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409 Glenwood Avenue — Attachment A; Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 409 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Mark OWNER: Michal Smulski
Glenwood Avenue PLN2013-00067 Sutherland

PROPOSAL: Request for architectural control to demolish one, two-story residence and one, single-story
residence addressed 409 Glenwood and 1357 Laurel Street, relocate an existing two-story residence
addressed 417 Glenwood on-site, and construct two new two-story multi-family buildings with an below
grade parking garage. One building would include three dwelling units and one would include four dwelling
units. The project site currently contains three dwelling units, and the project would result in an increase of
five units, for a total of eight units at the project site. As part of the project, a use permit would be requested
for excavation within the required front setback for egress stairs. One heritage tree is proposed for removal
as part of the project. The proposal also includes a Below Market Rate (BMR) housing agreement for
compliance with the City’'s BMR program and consideration of a Mitigated Negative Declaration regarding
potential environmental impacts.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: December 3, 2018 ACTION: TBD
Commission

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

ACTION:

Agreements shall run with the land in perpetuity and shall be recorded with the San Mateo
County Recorder’s Office.

e. Concurrent with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
furnish landscaping and irrigation plans in additional to any supplemental Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinance (WELO) documentation as detailed on the City webpage
(http://menlopark.org/361/Water-efficient-landscaping-ordinance), subject to review and
approval of the Engineering Division.

f.  Prior to final occupancy, the applicant shall submit a landscape audit report to the Public
Works Department for review and approval demonstrating conformance with the City’'s WELO
mandate.

g. The applicant shall obtain an encroachment permit from the appropriate reviewing jurisdiction
prior to commencing any work within the right of way or public easement (including the
proposed curb cut). An additional curb ramp connecting the crosswalk across Glenwood
Avenue for ADA access must also be included in the design.

h. Prior to final sign off of the building permits, all public right of way improvements, including
frontage improvements and the dedication of public access or utility easements (if applicable),
shall be completed to the satisfaction of the Engineering Division and recorded with the County
of San Mateo.

i. 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. Any existing frontage that is damaged in
its existing condition, or as a result of construction, must be replaced in kind per the latest City
standard details. The plans shall be submitted for review and approval of the Engineering
Division.

j-  Concurrent with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the Applicant shall
submit all applicable engineering plans for review and approval by the Engineering Division.
The plans shall include, but are not limited to:

i. Existing Topography (NAVD 88’)

ii. Demolition Plan
iii. Site Plan
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409 Glenwood Avenue — Attachment A; Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 409 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Mark OWNER: Michal Smulski
Glenwood Avenue PLN2013-00067 Sutherland

PROPOSAL: Request for architectural control to demolish one, two-story residence and one, single-story
residence addressed 409 Glenwood and 1357 Laurel Street, relocate an existing two-story residence
addressed 417 Glenwood on-site, and construct two new two-story multi-family buildings with an below
grade parking garage. One building would include three dwelling units and one would include four dwelling
units. The project site currently contains three dwelling units, and the project would result in an increase of
five units, for a total of eight units at the project site. As part of the project, a use permit would be requested
for excavation within the required front setback for egress stairs. One heritage tree is proposed for removal
as part of the project. The proposal also includes a Below Market Rate (BMR) housing agreement for
compliance with the City’'s BMR program and consideration of a Mitigated Negative Declaration regarding
potential environmental impacts.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: December 3, 2018 ACTION: TBD
Commission

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

ACTION:

iv. Construction Parking Plan

v. Grading and Drainage Plan

vi. Utility Plan

vii. Erosion Control Plan
viii. Planting and Irrigation Plan (if WELO is triggered)

ix. Off-site Improvement Plan

X. Construction Details

xi. Stormwater Control Plan / Report (if C.3 is triggered)
xii. Hydrology Report

k. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall comply with all regulations set forth by
West Bay Sanitary District, California Water Company, Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and
any other utility agency applicable to the project.

I.  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.

m. Concurrent with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit a plan for any new utility installations or upgrades for review and approval of the
Planning, Engineering, and Building Divisions. All utility equipment that is installed outside of a
building and, which cannot be placed underground, shall be property 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.

n. Prior to building permit issuance, during the design phase of the construction drawings, all
potential utility conflicts shall be potholed with actual depths and recorded on the improvement
plans, submitted for Engineering Division review and approval.

0. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected pursuant to the
Heritage Tree Ordinance and the arborist report prepared by Advanced Tree Care, dated April
20, 2018. Applicant shall submit a tree preservation plan, detailing the location of and methods
for all tree protection measures as part of a complete building permit application and is subject
to review and approval by the City prior to building permit issuance. Any heritage tree that is
removed shall be replaced pursuant to the City’'s Heritage Tree removal guidelines, subject to
approval by the City Arborist.
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409 Glenwood Avenue — Attachment A; Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 409 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Mark OWNER: Michal Smulski
Glenwood Avenue PLN2013-00067 Sutherland

PROPOSAL: Request for architectural control to demolish one, two-story residence and one, single-story
residence addressed 409 Glenwood and 1357 Laurel Street, relocate an existing two-story residence
addressed 417 Glenwood on-site, and construct two new two-story multi-family buildings with an below
grade parking garage. One building would include three dwelling units and one would include four dwelling
units. The project site currently contains three dwelling units, and the project would result in an increase of
five units, for a total of eight units at the project site. As part of the project, a use permit would be requested
for excavation within the required front setback for egress stairs. One heritage tree is proposed for removal
as part of the project. The proposal also includes a Below Market Rate (BMR) housing agreement for
compliance with the City’'s BMR program and consideration of a Mitigated Negative Declaration regarding
potential environmental impacts.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: December 3, 2018 ACTION: TBD
Commission

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

ACTION:

p. Prior to final occupancy, the Applicant shall retain a civil engineer to prepare “as-built” or
“record” drawings of public improvements, and the drawings shall be submitted in both
AutoCAD and PDF formats to the Engineering Division.

g. Prior to building permit issuance, the Applicant shall submit plans for construction parking
management, construction staging, material storage, and Traffic Control Plans to be reviewed
and approved by the City.

r. If construction is not complete by the start of the wet season (October 1st through April 30th),
the Applicant shall implement a winterization program to minimize the potential for erosion and
sedimentation. As appropriate to the site and status of construction, winterization
requirements shall include inspecting/maintaining/cleaning all soil erosion and sedimentation
controls prior to, during, and immediately after each storm event; stabilizing disturbed soils
through temporary or permanent seeding, mulching, matting, tarping or other physical means;
rocking unpaved vehicle access to limit dispersion of mulch onto public right of way; and
covering/tarping stored construction materials; fuels; and other chemicals. Plans to include
proposed measures to prevent erosion and polluted runoff from all site conditions shall be
submitted for review and approval of the Engineering Division prior to beginning of
construction.

6. Approve the architectural control subject to the following project-specific conditions:

a. The applicant shall address all Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)
requirements as specified in the MMRP (Attachment O). Failure to meet these requirements
may result in delays to the building permit issuance, stop work orders during construction,
and/or fines.

i. A qualified historian shall document the house for archival purposes and submit the
documentation to the Planning Division for its records. Photographs should be taken of
all exterior fagcades, interior rooms, and close-ups of any unusual or significant
architectural details. In the event the historic structure is damaged during project
construction or moving, the archival report would provide documentation to be used to
correct any damage.

ii. Consult “Moving Historic Building” by John Obed. Addresses the siting, foundation

construction, building reassembly, and restoration work when the move has taken
place. The applicant shall submit documentation with the submittal of a complete

PAGE: 5 of 6




A6

409 Glenwood Avenue — Attachment A; Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 409 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: Mark OWNER: Michal Smulski
Glenwood Avenue PLN2013-00067 Sutherland

PROPOSAL: Request for architectural control to demolish one, two-story residence and one, single-story
residence addressed 409 Glenwood and 1357 Laurel Street, relocate an existing two-story residence
addressed 417 Glenwood on-site, and construct two new two-story multi-family buildings with an below
grade parking garage. One building would include three dwelling units and one would include four dwelling
units. The project site currently contains three dwelling units, and the project would result in an increase of
five units, for a total of eight units at the project site. As part of the project, a use permit would be requested
for excavation within the required front setback for egress stairs. One heritage tree is proposed for removal
as part of the project. The proposal also includes a Below Market Rate (BMR) housing agreement for
compliance with the City’'s BMR program and consideration of a Mitigated Negative Declaration regarding
potential environmental impacts.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: December 3, 2018 ACTION: TBD
Commission

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

ACTION:

building permit application that demonstrates that all construction forepersons and field
supervisors have received proper training on procedures on moving an historic home.
Additionally, the building permit plans shall itemize the ways that the project
incorporates the relevant requirements.

b. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit plans indicating compliance with the electric vehicle (EV) charging spaces for new
construction per section Chapter 12.24 to the Municipal Code. The plans shall be submitted for
review and approval of the Building and Planning Divisions.

c. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the BMR agreement
shall be prepared in accordance with the approved BMR Term Sheet and the City’s Blow
Market Rate Housing Program, subject to final review and approval by the City Attorney. The
BMR agreement shall include one one-bedroom, low-income level BMR rental unit on-site.

d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall record the approved BMR agreement with
the San Mateo County Recorder’s Office.

e. Prior to issuance of building permit, the applicant shall pay all relevant transportation impact
fees (TIF), subject to review and approval of the Transportation Division. Such fees include:

i. The TIF is estimated to be $7,581.78. The fee was calculated as follows: ($2,026.34
funit x 7 multi-family units and $3,301.30/unit x 1 single-family unit). Please note this
fee is updated annually on July 1st based on the Engineering News Record Bay Area
Construction Cost Index. Fees are due before a building permit is issued.

PAGE: 6 of 6
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C1l

Lot area
Lot width
Lot depth

Setbacks
Front
Rear
Side (interior)
Side (corner)
Building coverage

FAR (Floor Area Ratio)*
Landscaping

Driveways and Open
Parking Areas

Density (du/acre)

Square footage by floor**

Square footage of
buildings

Building height
Parking

Trees

ATTACHMENT C

409 Glenwood Avenue — Attachment C: Data Table

PROPOSED EXISTING ZONING
PROJECT PROJECT ORDINANCE
15,668 sf 15,668 sf 10,000 sfmin.
103.9 ft. 103.9 ft. 80 ft. min.
150 ft. 150 ft. 100 ft. min.
20 ft 16.3 ft. 20 ft. min.
15 ft. 1.8 ft. 15 ft. min.
10 ft. 11.7 ft. 10 ft. min.
21.4 ft. 12.2 ft. 15 ft. min.
5,203 sf 4,388 sf 6,267.2 sf max.
332 % 28 % 40 % max.
8,871.6 sf 6,029 sf 8,873.8 sf max.
56.6 % 385 % 56.6 % max.
7,286 sf 8,121 sf 3,917 sfmin.
465 % 51.8 % 25 % max.
465 sf 2,594 sf 5,483 sf max.
3 % 166 % 35 % max.
22.24 du/acre 8.3 dul/acre 13.1 du/acre min
30 du/acre max
2,030.43 sf/building 1 2,216 sf/building 1
4,146.19 sf/building 2 2,370 sf/building 2
2,697.29 sf/building 3 1,042 sf/building 3
8,514.38 sf/garage 760 sf/garage
139 sf/stair and 179 sf/covered
elevator porches
252 sf/covered
porches
17,779.29 sf 6,567 sf
31.8 ft. 31.8 ft. 40 ft. max.x**
16 covered 3 covered, 5 uncovered 2 spaces for 2 or more
bedrooms
1.5 spaces forup to 1
bedroom
1 space for each unit must
be covered
(15 spaces for proposed
project)

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

Heritage trees 7 Non-Heritage trees 36*** | New Trees 28

*
Heritage trees proposed | 1 Non-Heritage trees 27 Total Number of =~ 43***
for removal proposed for removal Trees *

*In the R-3 (Apartment) district where the lot greater than 10,000 square feet and adjacent
to the Downtown Specific Plan, FAR is calculated on a sliding scale based on the
density.

*Square footages do not include the areas exempt as non-usable space.

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

***|ncludes trees on neighboring properties and street trees.



ATTACHMENT D

SYMBOL LEGEND

PROJECT LOCATION

PROJECT DATA

A

DETAIL NUMBER/ SHEET FLUORESCENT STRIP LIGHT

0
ELEVATION NUMBER/SHEET |y UNDER CABINET FLUORESCENT
SECTION NUMBER/ SHEET $ SINGLE SWITCH
ELEVATION REFERENCE 4 DOUBLE SWITCH
DOOR NUMBER 45 3ANAY SWITCH
WINDOW TYPE b DIMMER
ROOM NUMBER 9 RECEPTACLE OUTLET
DIMENSION By GFI RECEPTACLE OUTLET
ALIGN el (GFI RECEPTACLE OUTLET W/ WEATHER PROOF COVER
CENTER LINE ¢ SWITCH OPERATED RECEPTACLE OUTLET
NEW WALL N casLe
EXISTING WALL @ HARD-WIRED SMOKE DETECTOR W/ BATTERY BACK-UP
WALL TO BE DEMOLISHED Qe (E) SMOKE DETECTOR (BATTERY OPERATED)
PENDANT LIGHT FIXUTRE e HOSE BIBB
WALL MOUNTED FIXTURE A DRYER EXHAUST VENT
RECESSED DOWNLIGHT A EXHAUST FAN

REVISION TO DRAWINGS -
REVISION NUMBER & AREA OF
CHANGE

o

4] N
A0 O
[ (Y
| AN
0000 LN

VICINITY MAP

AREA MAP
DIRECTORY DRAWING INDEX
OWNER: APPLICANT / ARCHITECE, ARCHITECTURAL PROJCT DATA
MICHAL SMULSKI &S ARCHITECTURE PROJECT DATA, SITE LOCATION, GENERAL NOTES
4249 SUZANNE DRIVE MARK. SUTHERLAND, AK

PALO ALTO, CA 94306
msmulski@advestnv.com

ARBORIST:

ADVANCED TREE CARE
ROBERT WEATHERILL

965 E. SAN CARLOS AVE.
SAN CARLOS, CA 94070
650.839.9539
rweather@pacbell.net

CIVIL_ENGINEER:

LEA & BRAZE ENGINEERING,NC.

2485 INDUSTRIAL PARKWAY W.
HAYWARD, CA 94545

JM TOBY

510.887.4086
jtoby@leabraze.com

LAND SURVEYING:

W E C & ASSOCIATES
2625 MIDDLEFIELD RD #658
PALO ALTO, CA 94306
ED W

650.823.6466
ed@weceng.com

GLENWOOD AVENUE ELEVATION

3130 ALPINE ROAD, SUTE #288-475
LA VALLEY CA. 94028
mcrk@gcndscrch com

650.815.9575

HISTORICAL CONSULTANT:
RICHARD BRANDI

HISTORIC PRESERVATION
125 DORCHESTER WAY.
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94127
415.753.5130
rbrandi@earthlink.net

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT:

LINN B. WINTERBOTHAM

1134 CRANE STREET, SUITE 216
MENLO PARK, CALIFORNIA 94025
650.823.0291
winterbotham@jps.net

cvIL
c.o BOUNDARY & TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY

ARCH\TECTURAL PROJECT DATA
ARCHITECTURAL SITE PLAN

A003 SITE DEMOLITION PLAN, PHASE |

ADD3.1  SITE CONSTRUCTION PLAN & STAGING PHASE I
ADD3.2  SITE CONSTRUCTION PLAN & STAGING PHASES IIl & IV
ADD3.3  SITE CONSTRUCTION PLAN & STAGING PHASES V
ADD4 SITE AREA PLAN & ADJACENT BUILDING DIMENSIONS
ADD5 SITE PLAN COVERAGE CALCULATIONS

AD0B PARKING GARAGE COVERAGE CALCULATIONS

ADO7 BUILDING 1 & EGRESS COVERAGE CALCULATIONS
AD08 BUILDING 2 COVERAGE CALCULATIONS

ADOY BUILDING 3 COVERAGE CALCULATIONS

AD10 STREET COMBINED BUILDING ELEVATIONS

AD11 MATERIALS BOARD

ARCH\TECTURAL PLANS
ING GARAGE FLOOR PLAN

A103 BUILDING 1 EXISTING / DEMO FLOOR PLANS
A104 BUILDING 1 EXISTING / DEMO ROOF PLAN
A105 BUILDING 1 PROPOSED FLOOR PLANS
A106 BUILDING 1 PROPOSED ROOF PLAN
A109 BUILDING 1 EXISTING ELEVATIONS
A110 BUILDING 1 PROPOSED ELEVATIONS
Al BUILDING 1 PROPOSED ELEVATIONS
A2 BUILDING 1 SECTIONS
A200 BUILDING 2 FIRST & SECOND FLOOR PLAN
A201 BUILDING 2 ROOF PLAN
A204 BUILDING 2 ELEVATIONS
A205 BUILDING 2 ELEVATIONS
A206 BUILDING 2 SECTIONS
A300 BUILDING 3 FIRST & SECOND FLOOR PLAN
A301 BUILDING 3 ROOF PLAN
A304 BUILDING 3 ELEVATIONS
A305 BUILDING 3 ELEVATIONS
A306 BUILDING 3 SECTIONS
A400 EGRESS BUILDING MAIN FLOOR PLAN & ROOF PLAN
A401 EGRESS BUILDING EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
LANDSCAPE
L0071 LANDSCAPE PLAN
L0Q2. BUILDING 2 LANDSCAPE ELEVATION

38 TOTAL SHEETS

PROJECT LOCATION;

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

409 GLENWOOD AVENUE
MENLO PARK, CA 94025

DEMOLISH SINGLE FAMILY HOME AT 409 GLENWOOD AVE. AND 1357 LAUREL STREET, RELOCATE

HISTORICAL HOME FROM 417 GLENWOOD AVE.

TO 409 GLENWOOD AVE.; REMOVE REAR PORTION,

(WHICH IS NOT PART OF THE ORIGINAL HISTORIC HOUSE) REPLACE EXISTING WINDOWS ON SOUTH
ELEVATION WITH NEW PATIO DOORS AND NEW LANDING.

PROPOSED 2 MULTI FAMILY RESIDENCES AT 417 GLENWOOD AVE. AND 1357 LAUREL STREET WITH
UNDERGROUND PARKING FOR THE THREE PROPOSED BUILDINGS

APPLICABLE CODE:

APN:
ZONING:
LOT AREA:

OCCUPANCY GROUP:
TYF’E OF CONSTRUCTION:

F\RE SPR\NKLER:

FLOOR AREA SUMMARY:
LOT AREA

2016 CALIFORNIA BUILDING STANDARDS CODE
061-401-010

15,868.40 SF

BU\LD\NGS TO BE FULLY SPRINKLERED

15,668 SF

BELOW GRADE GARAGE (NOT INCLUDED IN TOTAL F.AR)
RAM 7.41

P & PARKING

6.46 SF

BICYCLE PARKING = 739.89 SF (EXEMPT)
RECOLOGY / MECH = 308.03 SF (EXEMPT)
TOTAL = 8,514.38 SF

BUILDING 1 — 409 GLENWOOD AVE. — RELOCATED H\STOR\C RESIDENCE
1ST FLOOR = B
2ND FLOOR = 769. 10
2ND FLOOR ATTIC = 51.37 SF (EXEMPT)
TOTAL = 2,030.43 Sl

BUILDING 2 — 417 GLENWOOD AVE. — (4 NEW UNITS)
1ST FLOOR = 2,026.45 SF
2ND_FLOOR = 2.19.74 SF
TOTAL = 4,146.19 SF

BUILDING 3 — 1357 LAUREL ST. — (3 NEW UNITS)
1ST FLOOR = 1,518.05 SF
2ND_FLOOR = 1,176.88 SF
TOTAL = 2,694.93 SF

TOTAL FLOOR AREA 8,871.55 SF

ALLOWABLE FLOOR AREA

8,873.80 SF MAX.

3% OF ALLOWABLE FAR 266.22 SF_MAX
BELOW GRADE GARAGE, UNDER STA\R = 118.65 SF
BUILDING 1 2ND FLOOR ATTIC 51.57 SF
BUILDING 1 FLUE CHASE, BOTH FLOORS 13.51 SF
TOTAL = 183.53 SF (< 266.22 SF)

BUILDING COVERAGE SUMMARY:
LOT AREA

BUILDING 1 — 409 GLENWOOD AVE.
1ST FLOOR
FLUE + ENTRY PORCH

15,668 SF

— RELOCATED SINGLE FAMILY HOUSE
1,166 SF

100 SF

TOTAL

1,266 SF

BUILDING 2 — 417 GLENWOOD AVE. — (4 NEW UN\TS)
1ST FLOOR

COVERED PORCH = e

OTAL = 2,139 SF
BULDING 3 — 1357 LAUREL ST. ~ (3 NEW UNITS)

= SF

COVERED PORCH = 139 SF

TOTAL = 1,659 SF
BUILDING 4 — ELEVATOR & COVERED STAIRS

OVERED STAIR

& ELEVATOR 139 SF
TOTAL LOT COVERAGE = 5,203 SF
TOTAL ALLOWABLE COVERAGE = 6,267 SF MAX.
LANDSCAPE AREA
LOT AREA = 15,668 SF
TOTAL LANDSCAPE AREA = 7,286 SF
REQUIRED LANDSCAPE AREA = 3,917 SF
TOTAL DRIVEWAY AREA 465 SF
TOTAL DRIVEWAY ALLOWABLE 5483 SF

ALL GRADES TO REMAIN NATURAL

BUILDING 1

BUILDING 2:

BUILDING 3:

BUILDING 4:

BELOW GRADE GARAGE:

TWO STORY SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE
(4 BEDROOM RESIDENCE, REQUIRING 2 PARKING
SPACES)

MULTI—FAMILY RESIDENCE
((4) TWO BEDROOM UNITS REQUIRING 8 PARKING
SPACES)

MULTI—FAMILY RESIDENCE
((1) TWO BEDROOM UNIT + (2) ONE BEDROOM
UNITS REQUIRING 5 PARKING SPACES)

COVERED STAIR & ELEVATOR, REQUIRES (0)
PARKING SPACES

REQUIRES 15 PARKING SPACES. IN ADDITION, 2%
OF TOTAL PARKING SPACES ARE REQUIRED TO BE
ACCESSIBLE PARKING SPACES:

2% OF 15 = 1 ACCESSIBLE PARKING SPACE.
15 PARKING SPACES PROVIDED
1_ACCESSIBLE PARKING SPACE_PROVIDED
16 TOTAL PARKING SPACES PROVIDED

—_—
G+S
—_—

ARCHITECTURE

3150 lpine isod, Sulle 8268-475

Portola Vel Ca 94028

THS WORKIAS PREPARED B E O

HoN o TS ROJCT
WILLBE UNDER MY OBSERVATION.

LY

S
409 GLENWOOD AVENUE
MENLO PARK, CA 94025

SMULSKI

PRINT RECORD

PURPOSE DATE
04/20/201
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Design Review

70% Progress
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LEGEND:

a ASPHALT CONCRETE
BC BULDING CORNER

BI BACK OF WALK

] CATCH BASIN

o CORRUGATED NETAL PIPE
0 CLEAN OUT

CRN CROWN

on DRIVEW

5 EDGE OF CONCRETE
2] ELECTRIC METER

5 EDGE OF PAVENENT
FCOR FENCE CORNER

) FOUND

i FINSHED FLOOR

L

FH FIRE HYDRANT

1 FRONT OF WALK

4

o GARAGE CORNER

o GARAGE. FACE/FRONT
oFC GROUND AT FENCE
oM 645 METER

HCR HANDICAP RANP

IV INVERT

P IRON PIPE

» JONT POLE

i UP OF GUITER

o/ RHEAL

PC PROPERTY CORNER

RN RETANNG WAL

s STREET LIGHT

5560 SANTTARY SEWER CLEANOUT)
Sl SANARY SEWER MANHOLE
SO STORN DRAIN NANHOLE
TG TOP BACK ROLLED CURE
3 TOP OF CURE

T8 TOP OF BANK

TE TOE OF BANK

™ TOP OF PAVENENT
R TOP OF ROLLED CURB
™ TOP OF WALL

u/s UNDERGROUND

e VITRIFED CLAY PPE
w WATER VALVE

w WATER NETER BOX
—Cnv- GABLE TELEVISION LINE

ELECTRICAL LINE
-6 645 LINE

—ss- SANTARY SEWER LNE
-SD- STORM DRAIN LINE
. TELEPHONE. LINE
W= WATER LINE

BASIS OF ELEVATION: &

TM ELEV = 0934 (ASSUMED)

UTLITY NOTE:

UNDERGROUND UTLITES. SHOWN PER
'SURFACE EVIDENCE AND RECORD NAPS.
MAY BE DIFFERENT THAN

BEFORE EXCAVATION, CALL UNDERGROUND
SERVCE ALERT (USK) 1-800-542-2444,

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

LOT 22 AND 23, BLOCK B, WAP REF: BOOK
1 OF RSl AT PAGE 94

NOTE:

1 MEASUREMENT OF BUILDING LNE IS TO
THE FACE OF STUCCO OR SIDING

I, YI-RAN WU, CERTIY THAT THIS PARCELS
EOUNDARY WAS ESTABLISHED BY NE OR
UNDER MY SUPERVISION AND IS BASED ON
A FIELD SURVEY IN CONFORMANCE WITH

THE LAND SURVEYORS ACT ALL
MONUNENTS ARE OF THE CHARACTER AND
QCCUPY THE POSITIONS INDICATED AND

ARE SUFFICENT 10 ENABLE THE SURVEY
T0 BE RETRACED

ADVEST
RESIDENCE

409 GLENWOOD AVENUE
MENLO PARK, CA
APN: 061-401-010

WEZC

& ASSOCIATES

25 MIDDLEFIELD RD #6:
PALO ALTO, CA 94306
EL: (650) 823-6466
FAX:  (650) 887-0321

ISSUED
No._ | Deseription Datc
DATE:
ALE
DRAWN. -
BG
10078

SHEET TITLE:

BOUNDARY&
TOPOGRAPHIC
SURVEY

SHEET NO,
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I/ 1357 LAUREL ST TO BE DEMOLISHED: ﬂ ° o ‘Owner Review 04/07/201
ONE STORY RESIDE! /| b5 50% Progress
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TR FLOOR ARER = T2ia SO FT Gnsspaver = 8. Dot Sl
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IZ/ e 3 100% Const. Document
_[4/ TO BE RENOVEL REVISION RECORD
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LAUREL STREET (66' R/W) SITE DEMOLITION
Owmn PLAN, PHASE |
SHEET
L 2¢ SITE DEMOLITION PLAN, PHASE | EB
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p= 50% Progress
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CONSTRUCTION PARKING

LINE OF PROPOSED GARAGE BELOW

PHASE IV
CONSTRUCTION OF BELOW
GRADE GARAGE AND
FOUNDATION

PHASE Il
SHORE AND EXCAVATE
UNDER EXISTING
RESIDENCE

CONSTRUC

OFFICE AND
RESTROOM

(4) HERITAGE
345" VALLEY OAK

G

TEMP POWER
POLE PLACES

(5) HERITAGE
49.2" COASTAL

o

(8) HERITAGE
41.0° COASTAL
REDWOOD

(7) HERITAGE
47.5° COASTAL
REDWOOD

(6) HERITAGE
49.2" COASTAL
REDWOOD

.

103.02' /
N

N31°30'00" E

{3 137

N
Tew powe </
POLE LACES \/
- - < N57750 23' W 150,80 N
TRUCK ACCESS /SITE
ocess

SITE CONSTRUCTION

LAUREL STREET (66' R/W)

PLAN & STAGING PHASE Il & IV

SCALE: 1/8" = 1-0"

TBM
EL=00.34

Owm

GLENWOOD AVENUE (66' R/W)

-
G+S

ARCHITECTURE
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RENTST0

THIS VIORK WAS PREPARED BY IE OR.
UNDER MY SUPERVISION AND
CONSTRUCTION OF THIS PROJECT
WILLBE UNDER MY OBSERVATION.

FAMILY RESIDENCES

MICHAL SMULSKI
409 GLENWOOD AVENUE
MENLO PARK, CA 94025

SMULSKI

PRINT RECORD

PURPOSE DATE
Design Review 04/20/2017
Owner Review 04/07/2017]
50% Progress

70% Progress

Bldg, Dept. Submittol
Initial €O Submittol
100% Const. Document
REVISION RECORD

NO.  CHANGE DATE
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b= ; 50% Progress
)% Progress
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[E) DETACHED GARAGE J THIS WORK WAS PREPARED BY ME OR
UNDER Y SUPERVSONAND
CONSTRUCTON O THS PROIECT
UL BE UNGER W OBSERVATION
1425 GLENWOOD AVE
LOT DIMENSIONS DRIVEWAY
N 57° 50 23" W wn
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5 Woe ©
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e
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5.
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e e | = PRINT RECORD
w PURPOSE DATE
w/,* ] Design Review 04/20/2017]
Owner Review 04/07/2017
[V
o 50% Progress
0% Progress
8. Dept. Sutrmital
ol €O Subemital
100% Const. Document
REVISION RECORD
— NO. CHANGE DATE
i GUTLRE oF EXSTING —
444444@ S
@ HeRmice 410 DEEEES QIS
BE
STop
LOT DIMENSIONS DRAWN: EPT
] N57°50' 23" W [

1347 & 1355 LAUREL ST. :
DRIVEWAY 150.00 w | € RG |
DATE: 11/21/2018

WM :
N wg "5 g ) \ e e
DIMENSIONS
LAUREL STREET  (66' R/W) _—
SHEET
SITE AREA PLAN & ADJACENT BUILDING DIMENSIONS
SCALE: 1/8" = 10" @ AOO4




LANDSCAPE AREA: (L' X W') = SF
L o1 150'—0" X 6" 80.29
L 02 2 I X 103-11" 23.56
L 03 39-8 ¥ X 23-9 § 945.75 —
Lot 5-2" X 1-6" 9.25 G +S
L 05 8-0" X -6 12.00 —_—
L 06 5-2" X 11-0" 56.61 ARCHITECTURE
L o7 T—B" X 3-0" 4.50
L 08 76" X 62" 9.25
L 09 T—6" X 20" 3.00 : rorehc
L 10 109'-10" X 9'=10 1" 1164.49 ol Ve € 54028
L1 2 I x 103-11" 23.56
L2 200" X 12°-9 % 255.83
NOTE: L3 16—0" X 21-6" 343.09
SEE SHEETS ADD6 — ADD9 FOR L 14 10-8" X 3-9 40.70
BUILDING AREA POLYGONS L5 20 —4 %n X 3-9 1” 85.30
L 186 52" x 10-4 ¥ 53.55 _—
L7 16.00 AT
L8 16.00
L9 1.52
L 20 58.66
L 21 47.02
L 22 16.00 THS WORK WS REPARED Y E OR
L 25 45.01 COUSTRUCTON O THS PROLEGT
L 24 7.89 "
L 25 73.20
L 26 7.89
L 27 49.36 w
L 28 81.66 L
BUILDING 2 L 29 209.45 )
T NEW FAMILY UNIT L 30 16'-5" X 33'-5 §' 549.30 L [Ye)
L 31 8-3 § x 31-2" 259.24 = D~
L 32 5-8" X 22-8 ¥ 128.66
L33 48-3 § X 211" 1058.24 L _=°
L 34 18'-0" X 17'—1 ¥ 324.25 (&) e L <
L 35 510 § X 17 101.00 —- > [o2]
L 36 5-0" X 2 116.18 w0 w
L 37 99 I" x 349 ¥ 341.05 - < <
L 38 T—0" X 11-0" 11.00
L 39 13-10 " x 6-7 ¥ 91.86 o2 (] ©
L 40 13-10 3" X 78" 106.69 = o -
L4 14-10 § X 21'-10 ¥ 325.80 > wn e
L 42 13210 ¥ X 7-7" 103.24 — (@]
BUILDING 3 S L 43 19-2" X 16" 28.82 — 1 ; o
NEW FAMILY UNIT - g S TOTAL LANDSCAPE AREA 7285.72 = < <C
HARDSCAPE AREA: (L' X W ') = SF Z
H 01 3-6 X 7-7 26.54 < I L
H 02 13-8 ¥ X 11-5 147.09 [ &)
H 03 22'-9 ¥ x 2-6 ¥ 57.03 - — O
H 04 15-3 F X 2-6" 38.17 - o4
BUILDING 1 H 05 77" X 26 18.95 = =
EXISTING TWO STORY RESIDENCE H 06 4-0" x 152 §’ 60.72 (¥)) »
H 07 4-5 F x 11-9 ¢ 52.71 . o L
H 08 16'—0" X 5-6" 87.81 =
H 09 T 37 X 20 874 o <
\ H 10 16'—5" X 4-0" 65.66 =
e H 1 8-3 3 x 19'-0" 158.54
EGRESS H 12 £ x 1513 65.36 w
oA EIS) H 13 9-2 ¥ x 25-4 F 232.71
H 14 4-0" x 13-8 ¥ 54.75 PRINT RECORD
H 15 4-0"x 911 % 4111 PURROSE DATE
H 16 523 Xx31-7% 163.86 Oesion Review 04/20/201
H 17 511 X557% 28.03 g;;*;rzsjiz 04/07/201
H 18 60" x 17-1 ¥ 102.60 70% Progress
H 19 52" X 181" 87.42 8dg, Depl. Subittol
h 20 T x5 ET— A
H 24 4-4" X 22'-10 § 99.05 REVISION RECORD
H 25 7’7 X ,7’7 - 57.50 NO.  CHANGE DATE
LEGEND: LOT COVERAGE: : ;5 e O..XXASTAO..’ Z ’0509
BUILDING COVERAGE BUILDINGS: 5,203 SF H 28 5-8 %” X 25'—10 2” 148.32
l:l DRIVEWAY AREA: (L' X W')=SF H 29 12-7 ¥ x11'-9 ¥ 139.38
H 21 | -2 3" x 1'-6" 1.81 H 30 56" X 16'-3" 89.40
LANDSCAPE LANDSCAPE: 7,286 SF : gg } 2";8 2% i 121;4 I 433229 : ;’; :: § ?ii
W TOTAL DRIVEWAY AREA 464.65 H 33 5 X 89.40
H 34 - X 11.49
HARDSCAPE HARDSCAPE: 2,714 SF H 35 - X 20.36 DRAWN: EPT
H 36 9 X 30.47 TECKED: RG
H 37 9 X 91.73 :
SRIVEWAY DRIVEWAY: 465 S H 38 07X 32.04 DATE: 11/21/2018
TOTAL LOT COVERAGE: 15,668 SF H 39 9-23 X 91.73 SHEET TITLE:
H 40 56" 48.38
H 41 4 27.29 (slg\E/EF%:gE
H 42 5 48.38 CALCULATIONS
H 43 10-8 I X 9-11 % 106.61 _—
TOTAL HARDSCAPE AREA 2713.58 SHEET
< g SITE PLAN COVERAGE CALCULATIONS
+ SCALE: 1/8" = 10" @ AOO5
18" = 10" N
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FAR:(L' X W')=SF

20475

OUTLINE OF BUILDING 2 ABOVE,

SEE ADO8 FOR AREA CALCULATIONS

QUADRANT DIMENSIONS [ sus TOTAL SF
UNDERGROUND PARKING STRUCTURE —
A ©-0" X 216 6.00 G +S
B 60" X 276" 164.91
C _(EXEMPT) 610" X 124" 84.40 ARCHITECTURE
D 82-10" X 12-4" 1023.14
E 2299.63
F 721.50 :
G _(EXEMPT) 277.80 Foola Vel G 4528
H_(EXEMPT) 30.23
i 118.65
J 19-3 X 23-9° 458.74
K 5311 X 11-8 629.31
L (EXEMPT) 55 11" X 12-2 655.49
M 25-0° X 786 7 1964.58 .
UNDERGROUND _PARKING TOTAL: 8514.38 w7
BUILDING 1 — 400 GLENWOOD AVENUE (HISTORIC RESIDENCE)
FIRST_FLOOR TOTAL{] 1165.95
SECOND_FLOOR TOTAL| 763.10 T —
BUILDING 1 TOTAL:] 1935.05 S A

THS PROJECT

BUILDING 2 — 417 GLENWOOD AVENU

E (4 NEW UNITS

—
[ —
[
\
‘ . PARKING
I
! I
! I
! |
]
H | E
| ]
| B
I
e LA
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
|
RA} I
| PARKING T
i I
Ny A =TT | £ | [T Pa
| -
I
I
L
BICYCLE
[ PARKING
I
OUTLINE OF BUILDING 3
ABOVE, SEE AQ09 FOR AREA } L
CALCULATIONS | — —
= —F _ ]
[ A -
ELEVATOR / STAIR PLAN ABOVE,
SPACE G EXEMPT PER SEE AOO7 FOR AREA CALCULATIONS
16.04.325 SUBSECTION
c-6
SPACE H: VENT SHAFT
EXEMPT PER 16.04.325
SUBSECTION C—5
SPACE |: AREA UNDER THE
STAIRS IS UNIMPROVED AND

UNFINISHED, THEREFOR INCLUDED:
IN THE 3% FAR EXEMPTION
SHADED AREA DENOTES ‘NOISE
GENERATING EQUIPMENT SPACE
EQUAL TO 88 TOTAL SF, PER
16.04.325 SUBSECTION C-2

LAUREL STREET

WILLBE UNDER MY OBSERVATION.

FIRST FLOOR TOTAL{ 202645 w
SECOND FLOOR TOTAL{ 2119.74 L
BUILDING 2 TOTAL:| 4146.19
BUILDING 3 — 1357 LAUREL STREET (3 NEW UNITS =
s B o]
FIRST FLOOR TOTAL{ 1520.41 SN = O
SECOND FLOOR TOTAL{ 1176.88 — <
BUILDING 3 TOTAL:| 2697.29 —x o
BICYCLE nw=
PARKING L — <C <
x>, O
>=0O -
w &
-0 o
—
STAIRS = < E <
<z,
[N &)

— O
=04
x=°Z
[7p] (<2
-l o =
oD <

OUTLINE OF BUILDING 1

ABOVE, SEE AQO7 FOR AREA =

CALCULATIONS
w
PRINT RECORD
PURPOSE DATE
Design Review 04/20/201
Owner Review 04/07/201
50% Progress
70% Progress
8. Dept. Sttt
il €O Submittl
100% Const. Document
REVISION RECORD
NO. CHANGE DATE

UNDERGROUND GARAGE PARKING FLOOR PLAN

SCALE: 1/8" = 1-0"

DRAWN: EPT

CHECKED: RG

DATE: 11/21/2018

SHEET TITLE:
PARKING GARAGE
FAR / COVERAGE
CALCULATIONS

SHEET

AO006
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FLUE CHASE FOR FIREPLACE, SEE
EXCLUSION 16.04.325 \

=7

SIMILAR _EXISTING ATTI!
SPACE CONDITIONS

PER 16.04.325, GROSS FLOOR AREA DEFINITION:

AREAS OF A BUILDING OR BUILDINGS THAT ARE DESIGNED AS NONUSEABLE OR
NONOCCUPIABLE SPACE WITH UNFINISHED WALLS, FLOORS AND CEILINGS, NOT TO EXCEED
THREE PERCENT (3%) OF THE MAXIMUM ALLOWED GROSS FLOOR AREA OF THE LOT. TO
QUALIFY FOR THIS EXCLUSION, SUCH SPACES MUST HAVE TWO (2) OR MORE OF THE
FOLLOWING CHARACTERISTICS: A FLOOR TO CEILING HEIGHT THAT IS LESS THAN SIX FEET,
SIX INCHES (6'6"); LIMITED ACCESS (LE., THE ABSENCE OF THE NECESSARY PHYSICAL [
SPACE TO PROVIDE A BUILDING CODE—COMPLIANT STAIR OR DOOR); UNCONDITIONED AIR
(L.E., THE AIR IS NEITHER HEATED NOR COOLED); NO WINDOWS OR SKYLIGHTS; AND NO
ELECTRICITY. THIS EXCLUSION MAY INCLUDE AREAS OF A BUILDING THAT WOULD OTHERWISE
EXCEED THE ONE—PERCENT MAXIMUM LIMITATION AS DEFINED IN SUBSECTION (C)(2).

THE ATTIC SPACE IS EXCLUDED FOR MEETING AT LEASE 2 OF THE CHARACTERISTICS AS

LISTED BELOW. [

THE CEILING SPACE HAS:
1. LUMITED ACCESS (NONE)
2. 1S UNCONDITIONED SPACE R RNl

MASTER
BATH

(9]
I

BEDROOM
2

MASTER
BEDROOM

BEDROOM
3

[TV

\\m‘i

3. NO WINDOWS OR DOOR

4. NO ELECTRICITY

INACCESSIBLE ATTIC SPACE
ATTIC SPACE GREATER THAN 6'-6"

BUILDING 1 SECOND FLOOR PLAN

SCALE: 1/4" = 10"

[
@)

STANDALONE RAILING & POST, SEE ELEVATIONS
/FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

FLUE CHASE FOR FIREPLACE, SEE
EXCLUSION 16.04.325

STANDALONE RAILING &
POST, SEE ELEVATIONS
FOR ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION

@]
8"

o~ | A
&
o SUN
- ] s |
‘ OFFICE
M ﬁ
‘ KITCHEN p ——
B —
. N c
7 \
.‘ﬁ =] P2
] ] N | ‘ FAMILY
v [ . I = ROOM
i - g —1— s
= ,‘[ — DINING ” —
G i BEDROOM ROOM 7}7
(COVERED] | N COVERED
\N\H\SWRS . , PORCH
2 — —  — I ‘ ‘ ‘ —_
LAUREL STREET
ELEVATOR/STAIR PLAN BUILDING 1 FIRST FLOOR PLAN

85"

Sl

SCALE: 14" = 10" SCALE. 14" = 70"

GLENWOOD AVENUE

FAR:(L' X W')=SF

QUADRANT DIMENSIONS

[ sus TOTAL SF

UNDERGROUND PARKING STRUCTURE

UNDERGROUND PARKING TOTAL:‘

8514.38

-
G+S

ARCHITECTURE

BUILDING 1 — 409 GLENWOOD AVENUE (HISTORIC RESIDENCE)
FIRST_FLOOR
A 9-9 I X 7'-7" 74.25 . i
B 41 x17'-7 3" 72.50 Pt Vel Ca 94028
c 15—6 1" X 26'=0" 404.73
D 12-2 " x 241 ¥ 294.52
E 14-0 " x 22°-9 ¥ 319.95
P2 5'—8" X 16'=10" 95.38
SECOND FLOOR
F 31-10 3 X 17-11" 571.42 .
G 13-4 3" x 8'-0" 108.78 e
H 14—4" X 6-2" 88.90
P3 £—7 1/8 X 111" 8.80
AAT 72" X 7-2" 51.37
THS WORK WAS REPARED Y E OR
UNOER Y SUPERVSIONAND
FIRST FLOOR TOTAL: 1261.35 CONSTRUCTION F THS PROIECT
SECOND FLOOR TOTAI 769.10 "
BUILDING 1 TOTAL: 203043
BUILDING 2 — 417 GLENWOOD AVENUE (4 NEW UNITS) w
L
FIRST_FLOOR TOTAL] 2026.45 O
SECOND FLOOR TOTAI 2119.74 W n
BUILDING 2 TOTAL:]| 4146.19 = =N
BUILDING 3 — 1357 LAUREL STREET (3 NEW UNS) L =z o
[ahpRTIE
FIRST_FLOOR TOTAL] 1520.41 — fe>)
SECOND FLOOR TOTAL:| 176.88 [75X72) >
BUILDING 3 TOTAL:]| 2697.29 w— << <
. o (@]
BLDG COVERAGE: (L' X W')=SF 012 a
QUADRANT I DIMENSIONS [ SuB TOTAL SF_| > n o x‘
BUILDING 1 — 405 GLENWOOD AVENUE (HISTORIC RESIDENCE) :' o @
FIRST FLOOR = —= <
P [ 25 F x1-ir T.71 <C T Z n
P2 | 58" x 16—10" 95.38 ™ L
FIRST FLOOR BLDG COVERAGE TOTAL: 100.09 O _ 50
FIRST FLOOR F.AR. TOTAL: 1165.95 - —
BUILDING 1 TOTAL: 1266.04 = O -
=
BUILDING 2 — 417 GLENWOOD AVENUE (4 NEW UNITS) [7p] (<2
FIRST_FLOOR 1 o =
FIRST FLOOR BLDG COVERAGE TOTAL{| 112.96 = =
FIRST FLOOR F.AR. TOTAL:| 2026.45 =
BUILDING 2 TOTAL:| 2139.41
w
BUILDING 5 — 1357 LAUREL STREET (3 NEW UNITS)
FIRST FLOOR PRINT RECORD
PURPOSE DATE
FIRST FLOOR BLDG COVERAGE TOTAL: 139.07 Design Review 04/20/201
FIRST FLOOR F.AR. TOTAL: 1520.41 Owner Reven 04/07/201
BUILDING 3 TOTAL: 1659.48 o E::;:z
8. Dept. Sutrmital
BUILDING 4 — ELEVATOR & COVERED STARS ol €O Subemital
FIRST FLOOR 100% Const. Document
REVISION RECORD
Pl [ 6-10" x6-17 42.00 No- - cHANGE DATE
P2 | 180 x5-5" 97.00
FIRST FLOOR BLDG COVERAGE TOTAL: 139.00
FIRST FLOOR F.AR. TOTAL: 0.00
BUILDING 4 TOTAL: 139.00

DRAWN: EPT

CHECKED: RG

DATE: 11/21/2018

SHEET TITLE:

BLDG (1) & EGRES
FAR / COVERAGE
CALCULATIONS

SHEET

AO007
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il BEDROOM

BEDROOM

BEDROOM,

BEDROOM

MASTER MASTER
I BEDROOM MASTER MASTER BEDROOM M
BEDROOM BEDROOM
7 T
BUILDING 2 SECOND FLOOR PLAN
SCALE: 1/4" = 1-0"
| — T il | — ] | —
e o — — o e —
| [ ] | N
- - —T F——=
i
— ___|
DINING DINING
DINING KIYCHEN KITCHEN ROOM ROOM CHEN KiTCH DINING
ROOM ROOM
G
\~§E N A
E A
| LIVING LIVING
H ROOM ROOM
F
LIVING LIVING
ROOM ROOM

ROOF SUPPORT
BOVE

[l
STRUCTURAL

L J

BUILDING

N
N

COVERAGE

w%’ﬁl

BUILDING 2 FIRST FLOOR PLAN

PORCH POST & —

Tl J

STRUCTURAL

ROOF SUPPORT
ABOVE

BUILDING
COVERAGE

SCALE: 1/4" = 1-0"

GLENWOOD AVENUE

FAR:(L' X W')=SF

QUADRANT DIMENSIONS ‘ SUB TOTAL SF
UNDERGROUND PARKING STRUCTURE —
G+S
UNDERGROUND PARKING TOTAL:‘ 8514.38
ARCHITECTURE
BUILDING 1 — 409 GLENWOOD AVENUE (HISTORIC RESIDENCE
FIRST FLOOR TOTAL:‘ 1165.95 :
SECOND FLOOR TOTAL:‘ 769.10 Portola Valiny, A 94028
BUILDING 1 TOTAL:‘ 1935.05

BUILDING 2 — 417 GLENWOOD AVENUE (4 NEW _UNITS

FIRST_FLOOR
A 77" X 25-5" 192.74
B 220 3 X 27-11" 614.74
C 15'—4 §" x 25-5" 390.25 AR
D 22-0 } X 27-11" 614.74
E 77" X 255" 192.74
F 6" X 70 10.62
c —6" X 70" 10.62
SECOND FLOOR : ; e o
H 10-2 3" X 28'—4 1" 289.66 SN0
1 24P X277 ¥ 66.16 VAL BE UNGER W OBSERVATION
K 1-11 § X 28=10 § 345.89
L 2-4 % x27-7 1" 66.18
M 20-7 ¥ X 284 § 584.44 n
N 24§ x27-7 3" 66.18 [NH]
P 11'-11 § x 28'-10 ¥ 345.39
Q 2-4F X 27-7 % 66.18 O w n
R 10-2 ] X 28-4 § 289.66 = D~
FIRST FLOOR TOTAL: 2026.45 Ll
SECOND FLOOR TOTAL: 2119.74 _=Zz<°
BUILDING 2 TOTAL: 4146.19 v W <
- D
BUILDING 3 — 1357 [AUREL STREET (3 NEW UNITS) wnw =
FIRST_FLOOR TOTAL] 1520.41 w <t <
SECOND FLOOR TOTAL:| 1176.88 x> (=) O
BUILDING 3 TOTAL 2697.29 = o -
>
[7p] &
BLDG COVERAGE: (L' X W')=SF |2 ~ O o
QUADRANT [ DIMENSIONS [ sus ToTAL SF = 2‘ = <
BUILDING 1_— %09 GLENWOOD AVENUE (HISTORIC RESIDENCE) | <C =~ Z o
FIRST_FLOOR Th O L
— O
FIRST FLOOR BLDG COVERAGE TOTAL:[ 100.09 — = -
FIRST FLOOR F.AR. TOTAL| 1165.95 =
BUILDING 1 TOTAL:| 1266.04 N o =
L
BUILDING 2 — 417 GLENWOOD AVENUE (4 NEW UNITS) — o
FIRST_FLOOR - <t =
P [ 14-3 X 4-0" 56.48 =
P2 | 14-3 x4-0" 56.48 1%5)
FIRST FLOOR BLDG COVERAGE TOTAL: 112.96
FIRST FLOOR F.AR. TOTAL: 2026.45
BUILDING 2 TOTAL: 2139.41 PRINT RECORD
PURPOSE DATE
BUILDING 3 — 1357 [AUREL STREET (3 NEW UNITS Design Review 04/20/201
FIRST_FLOOR e 04/07/201
70% Progress
FIRST FLOOR BLDG COVERAGE TOTAL: 139.07 8. Dept. Sutrmital
FIRST FLOOR F.A.R. TOTAL: 1520.41 “"[jg;gf";“m‘:‘:‘m
o
BUILDING 3 TOTAL: 1659.48 REVISION RECORD
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LAUREL STREET

—=

FAR:(L' X W')=SF

QUADRANT DIMENSIONS ‘ SUB TOTAL SF

UNDERGROUND PARKING STRUCTURE —
G+S
UNDERGROUND PARKING TOTAL:‘ 8514.38
ARCHITECTURE
BUILDING 1 — 409 GLENWOOD AVENUE (HISTORIC RESIDENCE
FIRST FLOOR TOTAL:‘ 1165.95 :
SECOND FLOOR TOTAL:‘ 769.10 Portola Valiny, A 94028
BUILDING 1 TOTAL:‘ 1935.05

BUILDING 2 — 417 GLENWOOD AVENUE (4 NEW _UNITS

—
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BUILDING 3 SECOND FLOOR PLAN
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LIVING LIVING LIVING
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I
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2 ©
Ty
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RAILING, SEE ELE\/AT\DNSJ W%":il( PORCH POST &J
STRUCTURAL

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

BUILDING 3 FIRST

ROOF SUPPORT

FLOOR PLAN

ABOVE

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"

FIRST FLOOR TOTAL] 2026.45
SECOND FLOOR TOTAL| 2119.74
BUILDING 2 TOTAL| 4146.19 B
BUILDING 3 — 1357 LAUREL STREET (3 NEW UNITS
FIRST FLOOR
A 16" X 71" 10.03
2 1= X T 1009 S ——
C —77 X 250 190.21 MDA My SUPERVSONAND
D 21'-9 " x 27°-7" 601.49 WL BE UNDER MY GBSERUATION
E 7-9 ' X 250" 194.91
F 10-11" X 27-7" 30111
G 77" X 251" 190.21 [7p)
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L 14-10 I X 146" 215.48 Yo}
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BUILDING 1 TOTAL:| 1266.04 (7p] (<2
-l o
BUILDING 2 — 417 GLENWOOD AVENUE (4 NEW UNITS) ) < =
FIRST_FLOOR
FIRST FLOOR BLDG COVERAGE TOTAL{| 112.96 n
FIRST FLOOR F.A.R. TOTAL{| 2026.45
BUILDING 2 TOTAL{| 2139.41
PRINT RECORD
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FIRST_FLOOR Design Review 04/20/201
Owner Review 04/07/201
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409 GLENWOOD AVE

GLENWOOD AVENUE COMBINED BUILDINGS 1 & 2 ELEVATION

417 GLENWQOD AVE

3

=
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ARCHITECTURE
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RENTST0

THIS VIORK WAS PREPARED BY 1E OR.
UNDER MY SUPERVISION AND

ING 6 TALL WOOD
FENCE, REPLACE AS
NEEDED. PRIVACY FENCE
TO MATCH EXISTING
4'~0" TALL WOOD
FENCE

3'-0" TALL WOOD &

WILLBE UNDER MY OBSERVATION.

WIRE PANEL FENCE

2

SCALE: N.T.S

3

ENE, RE
ED.LPRIVACY FENCE

[TO' RATCH EXISTING
o T

s

30" TALL WOOD &
1347 LAUREL AVE WIRE PANEL FENGE

LAUREL STREET COMBINED BUILDINGS 1 & 3 ELEVATION

408 GLENHOOD AVE

425 GLENWOOD AVE

SCALE: N.T.S.
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PRINT RECORD
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Design Review 04/20/201
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BUILDING 1

EXISTING HISTORICAL STRUCTURE, TO BE RELOCATED ON SITE

EXISTING GLENWOOD AVENUE ELEVATION

NOTE:
—ALL EXISTING BUILDING MATERIALS TO REMAIN OR IF
NEEDED DUE TO CONDITIONS, REPLACE IN KIND

—NO NEW WINDOWS ARE PROPOSED

—NEW FRENCH DOORS TO OFFICE A108 WILL MATCH
IN STYLE (RAIL, STILE & SPACER BARS) TO EXISTING
FRENCH DOOR. SEE BELOW FOR EXISTING FRENCH
DOOR

NEW FRENCH DOOR
MATCH EXISTING

PAINTED WOOD LATTICE
(ROOF BRACKETS)

BUILDINGS 2 & 3
NEW MULTI FAMILY RESIDENCES

ROOFING:

COMPOSITION SHINGLE ROOF

EXTERIOR SIDING:

S

HARDIEPLANK® LAP SIDING,
SELECT CEDARMILL
PAINTED PANTONE GRAY 422 C

TRIM, COLUMNS, BEAMS, EAVES & FASCIA:

PAINTED 1X & 2X WOOD
SELECT CEDARMILL
PAINTED PANTONE WHITE 000 C

(WHITE) METAL CLAD WOOD WINDOW W/
CLEAR INSULATED GLASS AND SIMULATED
DIVIDED LIGHTS. WINDOWS ARE CASEMENT
& FIXED

EXTERIOR HANDRAILS. RAILING, WINDOW SHUTTERS & WOOD LATTICE (ROOF BRACKETS

PAINTED WOOD SELECT CEDARMILL
PAINTED PANTONE WHITE 000 C

— ey e o e

HARDIEPANEL® BOARD & BATTEN SIDING,
SELECT CEDARMILL
PAINTED PANTONE GRAY 422 C

FINISH COLOR TONE SAMPLE
PAINTED PANTONE WHITE 000 C

(WHITE) METAL CLAD WOOD DOOR W/
CLEAR INSULATED GLASS AND SIMULATED
DIVIDED LIGHTS.

[—— PAINTED METAL
HANDRAIL &
| — RAILING
— ]

BUILDING 2
PAINTED METAL
PAINTED PANTONE WHITE 000 C

SMOOTH TEXTURE STUCCO

;

ENTRY DOORS TO BE PAINTED
PANTONE GRAY 422 C

t PAINTED ENTRY
DOOR

PAINTED WOOD
HANDRAIL &
RAILING

BUILDING 3
PAINTED WOOD SELECT CEDARMILL
PAINTED PANTONE WHITE 000 C

FINISH COLOR TONE SAMPLE
PANTONE GRAY 422 C

FINISH COLOR TONE SAMPLE
PAINTED PANTONE WHITE 000 C

—_—
G+S

ARCHITECTURE

THIS VIORK WAS PREPARED BY 1E OR.
UNDER MY SUPERVISION AND
F THS PROJECT
WILLBE UNDER MY OBSERVATION.
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51'-7"
/3 140 09" 180" 99"
W REMOVE —
\ G+S
|
t

WINDOWS &
REPLACE W/
FRENCH DOORS

Lyon

ARCHITECTURE

SUN o R Portola Vell, Ca 94028
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STRUCTURE \E:j‘
- | STORAGE
7
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P

ENTRY T AR

A112

26'-0)5"

26-04"

COVERED

THIS VORK WAS PREPARED BY IE OR.
UNDER MY SUPERVISION AND
CONSTRUCTION OF THIS PROJECT
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PORCH
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177"
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>/

~ a BEDROOM 1
AT06
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ENCES
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517"

FIRST FLOOR EXISTING/DEMO PLAN
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PRINT RECORD
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Design Review 04/20/2017
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3150 Alpine Fisod, Sule 8268-675
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THIS VORK WAS PREPARED BY IE OR.
UNDER MY SUPERVISION AND
CONSTRUCTION OF THIS PROJECT
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THIS VORK WAS PREPARED BY IE OR.
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THIS VORK WAS PREPARED BY IE OR.
UNDER MY SUPERVISION AND
CONSTRUCTION OF THIS PROJECT
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ATTACHMENT E
Project Description Letter
409 Glenwood Ave.
Menlo Park, CA

Project Purpose:
The purpose of this project is to create new, modern and functional housing for multiple families on
the site, while also preserving a historic home and many heritage trees currently on site.

Scope of Project:

The proposed project consists of creating eight residential units within three buildings on a corner
property in Menlo Park where currently there are three single family structures. The addresses of the
existing residences are a two-story residence addressed 417 Glenwood Avenue, a two-story residence
addressed 409 Glenwood Avenue, and a one-story residence addressed 1357 Laurel Street.

The designated, historic home at 417 Glenwood would be relocated to a more prominent location at
the corner of the overall site and preserved in its current state with little alteration.

The other two residences are to be removed and demolished and two, new, two-story buildings are
to be built on the property as shown, creating seven new residential units. The required on-site parking
for these residences, will consist of an underground level parking garage, upon which the residences will
sit.

Styles and Colors:

The two new residential buildings are proposed to be built with a contemporary craftsman style,
which is complementary to the historic home’s style and coloring. The new buildings will be clad in lap
siding and board & batten siding, mimicking the siding on the historic house. There are stucco surfaces as
well on the new buildings. The color palate of the new buildings are shades of gray with white trim. The
historic home will maintain its current palette of pastel yellow siding and white trim. Roofs on the new
structures will have composition shingles in a dark grey palette. Again, this is complementary to the
existing shingle roofing on the historic home.

Siting and Construction methods:

To allow for the necessary on-site parking for the residential complex, while maintaining the
historic home, the overall design incorporates a subterranean parking level (parking garage). This
precipitates the need for a concrete pad above this level at grade, on which the three buildings and their
immediate landscaping will be supported. The creation of the underground parking level and main level
pad requires the use of stitch piers around the garage perimeter to allow for minimal impact to the
existing heritage redwood and other trees on the site.

The siting of the buildings and position of the entry to the parking level are the result of fitting the
historic home and the two additional residential buildings on the site, within the confines of the existing
setbacks and the site’s heritage trees. While other layouts were considered, the proposed layout is the
final solution which both allows for the required parking, residential density, and appropriate spacing and
private spaces for the residential units. The historic home has been shifted towards Laurel Street to allow
for the layout of the two new residential buildings. The general orientation on-site of the historic home is
maintained and is more similar to its historic, open-site relationship to the street corner, prior to the
construction of the existing building at 409 Glenwood Avenue.

Neighborhood Outreach:

The owner mailed an outreach letter, along with a link to the submitted plans to all neighbors within a
300’ radius of the project address. Concerns included the siting of the driveway on Laurel Street, however
this driveway configuration is common among mid-density housing projects along Laurel Street currently.
We will update our Project Description letter as more comments or concerns are received.
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ATTACHMENT F

Historic Resource Evaluation
409 Glenwood Ave.
Menlo Park, CA

Prepared for:

Mark T. Sutherland, AIA
G and S Architecture

Prepared by:

Richard Brandi
Architectural Historian
125 Dorchester Way
San Francisco, CA 94127
August 14, 2017

HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION REPORT
1. Introduction

This HRE evaluates the 409 Glenwood Avenue Project for compatibility with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation on the historic resource at 417 Glenwood Avenue. The project will affect three
buildings, 409 and 417 Glenwood Ave., and 1357 Laurel St. in Menlo Park. 417 Glenwood is considered to
be a historic resource under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and this evaluation of
project plans was conducted for its compatible with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation.
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Based on archival research, a site visit, review of the project plans dated April 7, 2017, and analysis, the
409 Glenwood Project is compatible with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation
regarding 417 Glenwood Avenue.

Qualifications

This review was conducted by Richard Brandi who holds an M.A. in Historic Preservation from Goucher
College, Maryland and a B.A. from U.C. Berkeley. He is listed as a qualified historian by the San Francisco
Planning Department and the California Historical Resources Information System. In addition to
researching and writing historic context statements, Mr. Brandi conducts historic resource evaluations;
architectural surveys; CEQA, NEPA and Section 106 reviews; HABS/HAER documentation; National
Register nominations; and project reviews using the Secretary of the Interior’'s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties. Richard has completed two nominations to the National Register of
Historic Places, two HABS/HAER documentations, and dozens of HREs. He has also evaluated hundreds of
buildings and surveyed thousands of buildings and structures. He has conducted design reviews using the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties in San Francisco, Chico,
Pacific Grove, Pebble Beach, and Riverside. With more than 10 years of professional experience in
architectural history and historic preservation, Mr. Brandi meets the requirements of a Qualified
Professional as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior.

Current Historic Status

According to a recent historic resource evaluation of 409 Glenwood, 417 Glenwood Ave., and 1357 Laurel
St., only 417 Glenwood Ave is eligible for the National and California registers. The report concludes?:

Criterion B of the National Register and Criterion (2) of the California Register addresses the
association of the property with significant historic personalities. The Gale family was
directly tied to this property for almost 80 years. Susan Gale has been officially recognized
by the City of Menlo Park for her local contributions as city historian, and she has been
memoralized for her contributions. The residence at 417 Glenwood Ave. has a direct and
primary association with Susan Gale, and because of this appears eligible as a local resource
for the National and California Registers under Criterion B and (2).

The house at 417 Glenwood Ave. is a distinctive architectural specimen, and as such it
appears to qualify for the California Register under Criterion (3), and for the National
Register under Criterion C. It was owner-designed and built by Aaron Gale, who worked as a
master carpenter/builder in the Menlo Park area. It derives its quality from its distinction as
an important architectural work in the Stick style. The property retains its early twentieth
century residential scale and feeling and continues, through its distinctive form and
detailing, to illustrate a distinguished carpenter-built Stick style house of the period.

As far as its character-defining features:

This unique two-story house is a Victorian-era example of Stick residential architecture. A
balloon-frame structure, it features Victorian-era character-defining elements such as a
raised compact mass with hipped main roof and accent gables at the front and side,
enclosed eaves, vertical double-hung windows, horizontal siding, as well as extensive wood
trim. The house retains most, but not all of its, historical integrity over time as per the
National Register’s seven aspects of integrity; particularly, the setting has changed with the
inclusion of the house at 409 Glenwood Ave., and the rear of the house has been modified
and expanded. The house however maintains its original location near the intersection of
Glenwood Avenue and Laurel Street, and is located on the same property as when
constructed during the nineteenth century within a residential subdivision that today

2
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contains a mix of older and more recent homes. The house retains its 1890s residential
scale and feeling and continues to illustrate its associations with Stick style design of the
Victorian era. Later additions to the rear are generally not compatible, but do not impact the
overall integrity of the building as they are generally out of view — these changes appear
reversible. The historic design features include the raised balloon frame form, hipped and
gabled roof, wrap around and partially enclosed porch, enclosed eaves and wood gutters,
board and batten frieze and stick surface panels, channel rustic siding with watertable,
wood windows, and original Queen Anne front door. The majority of the original character-
defining materials and the workmanship of this house have been preserved.

To recap, the character-defining features of the building are as follows:

¢ Raised balloon frame form,

¢ Hipped and gabled roof,

e Wrap around and partially enclosed porch,

e Enclosed eaves and wood gutters,

e Board and batten frieze and stick surface panels,
e Channel rustic siding with watertable,

¢ Vertical double hung wood windows, and

e Original Queen Anne front door.

The rear shed roof addition is not a character-defining feature.

The rear addition (i.e., from the red lines rearward) is not a character-
defining feature.
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SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS ANALYSIS

Project Description

The proposed project would demolish 409 Glenwood and 1357 Laurel Street and move 417 Glenwood 44’
3” toward Laurel Avenue and 14’ 6” toward Glenwood Avenue to the corner of the lot at Glenwood Avenue
and Laurel Street. 417 Glenwood is currently set back 33’ 6” from the property line on Glenwood and
would sit 25 feet from the property line when moved. According to the project architect, the historic house
will be moved to the corner for a programmatic reason, in order to allow for the construction of an
underground garage on the site, and to further public policy by accommodating existing mature trees.

409 Glenwood presently sits on the corner, and 417 Glenwood is adjacent. An underground parking
garage will be constructed underneath the house. The house may be raised up to 12 inches above the
existing grade, depending on future structural engineering for the foundations and parking garage
decking. If a raided deck is required, the house itself will still have the same steps up from the decking
and the same visual appearance as sitting on grade, according to the project architect. The rear of 417
Glenwood, which is a later addition, would be removed. Also, the existing windows on the right side would
be replaced with patio doors and a landing of painted wood, in-kind replacement. No other changes will be
made to the house. It has not been determined yet, but any replacement windows would be in-kind
replacement in material, finish, and color.

409 Glenwood Ave. ;
AR £ . 1357 Laurel St

2

o,

41—%’ ng,g_wc}nd Ave.

Existing site.

The property contains three buildings on the site, 417 Glenwood built 1892, 1357 Laurel built 1906, and
409 Glenwood built 1980. The property originally had one house, 417 Glenwood, on the lot.
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The existing building on the corner would be demolished and 417 Glenwood (on the
right) would be moved to the (left) to sit on the corner.
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EVALUATION FOR CONSISTENCY WITH SECRETARY OF INTERIOR’S STANDARDS

When a proposed project has the potential to affect a historic resource, The Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation & lllustrated Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (hereinafter
“Standards”) are used to provide guidance to review the potential impacts to the historic structure. There
are four Standards for the treatment of historic properties: Preserving, Rehabilitation, Restoring, and
Reconstructing. The current project is not attempting to preserve or restore the building, but to reorganize
and reprogram the interior spaces while preserving the exterior of the building. Therefore, the
Rehabilitation Standard is appropriate for this project. The proposed project was evaluated in this report
through the application of the Rehabilitation standard from the Standards.

Rehabilitation is defined as the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a
property through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or
features which convey its historical, cultural or architectural heritage.

—Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation

1. A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal
change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships.

The project proposes to use the building for residential use, which is its historic and present use.
Therefore, the project is consistent with Standard #1.

2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of
distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that
characterize a property will be avoided.

The historic character of the property will be retained and preserved. The non-historic and non character-
defining rear addition will be removed. The distinctive materials and features are unchanged. The house
will be moved 44’ 3” toward Laurel Ave. and 14’ 6” toward Glenwood. According to the project architect,
the historic house will be moved to the corner in order to allow for the construction of an underground
garage on the site and to accommodate existing mature trees. The spatial relationships among the
existing three buildings are not historic and do not characterize the property. Although the house will be
moved, its historic integrity of location is maintained. (See discussion below.) Therefore, the project is
consistent with Standard #2.

3. Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes
that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or
elements from other historic properties, will not be undertaken.

The proposed project does not propose to add conjectural features and is therefore consistent with
Standard #3.

4. Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own right will be
retained and preserved.

No documented changes to the property have achieved historic significance; therefore, the proposed
project is consistent with Standard #4.

5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved.

10
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The proposed project does not propose to remove distinctive materials, features, finishes, and
construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship. The rear addition is not original. The project
therefore is consistent with Standard #5.

6. Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity
of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match
the old in design, color, texture, and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing
features will be substantiated by documentary and physical evidence.

The project will make any modifications to the existing structure with in-kind replacements, including
material, look, finish, and color. Therefore, the project is consistent with Standard #6.

7. Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be undertaken using the gentlest
means possible. Treatments that cause damage to historic materials will not be used.

The proposed project should follow guidelines for the cleaning of the exterior of the building and use the
gentlest means possible in order to be consistent with Standard #7.

8. Archeological resources will be protected and preserved in place. If such resources must
be disturbed, mitigation measures will be undertaken.

This report does not evaluate potential archeological resources.

9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic
materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new
work shall be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic
materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of
the property and its environment.

The proposed project proposes to demolish the non-historic rear addition. A side window and the right side
will be replaced with a patio door. A landing will also be constructed on the right side as a means of access
for the patio door. The patio door replaces an existing widow, and the fenestration pattern on that side of
the building is unchanged. The right side of the building is a secondary facade, not readily visible from the
street. The primary facade facing the sidewalk contains the property’s historic materials and features that
characterize the property. Therefore, the project is consistent with Standard #9.

10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a
manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property
and its environment would be unimpaired.

The relatively minor new construction of a patio door and landing could be removed and would not impair
the form and integrity of the house, and therefore the project is consistent with Standard #10.

Impacts Analysis

The project would not result in impacts to the historic building. Nor does it appear that the project would
result in any cumulative impacts.

EVALUATION OF ADVERSE IMPACTS UNDER CEQA

An additional analysis was made of the project to assess whether the moving of the historic house
constitutes “a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource” under the California
Environmental Quality Act.

11
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Moving the House

The project proposes to move the historic house 44’ 3” toward Laurel Ave. and 14’ 6” toward Glenwood.
The question is whether this move constitutes “a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource” under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Under CEQA, a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource means physical demolition, destruction,
relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of the
historical resource would be materially impaired.? (Emphasis added.)

However, relocations can be acceptable under CEQA:

Relocation of an historical resource may constitute an adverse impact to the resource.
However, in situations where relocation is the only feasible alternative to demolition,
relocation may mitigate below a level of significance provided that the new location is
compatible with the original character and use of the historical resource and the resource
retains its eligibility for listing on the California Register (14 CCR Section 4852(d)(1)). 3
(Emphasis added.)

The significance of a historical resource is materially impaired when a project demolishes or materially
alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical
significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical
Resources.* Eligibility for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources has a three-part test: a
resource must meet one of four criteria for historic significance, must generally be more than 50 years
old, and must retain its historic integrity.

The California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) evaluates a resource’s historic significance based on
the following four criteria:

Criterion 1 (Event): Resources associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of
California or the United States.

Criterion 2 (Person): Resources associated with the lives of persons important to local,
California, or national history.

Criterion 3 (Design/Construction): Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics of a
type, period, region, or method of construction, or that represent the work of a master or
possess high artistic values.

Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Resources that have yielded or have the potential to
yield information important to the prehistory or history of the local area, California, or the
nation.

If the property appears to possess historic significance, then a determination is made of its physical
integrity: that is, its authenticity as evidenced by the survival of characteristics that existed during the
resource’s period of significance.

12
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There are seven aspects of integrity:

e Location

e Design

e Setting

e Materials

e Workmanship
e Feeling

e Association

The previous historic resource evaluation found that 419 Glenwood Avenue is significant under Criteria 2)
Person, and 3) Architecture, and that it retains its historic integrity except for setting. The historic setting
has changed twice, first when the house at 1357 Laurel was built in 1906 and again in 1980 when the
house at 409 Glenwood was built. Nonetheless, the previous evaluation found that the house at 419
Glenwood retains its historic integrity in spite of changes in historic setting.

Project Impacts and Historic Integrity

Not all properties must have all seven aspects to be considered historic. It depends on the resource and
what makes it historic.

All properties change over time. It is not necessary for a property to retain all its historic
physical features or characteristics. The property must retain, however, the essential
physical features that enable it to convey its historic identity. The essential physical features
are those features that define both why a property is significant (Applicable Criteria and
Areas of Significance) and when it was significant (Periods of Significance). They are the
features without which a property can no longer be identified as, for instance, a late 19th
century dairy barn or an early 20th century commercial district.

A property important for illustrating a particular architectural style or construction technique
must retain most of the physical features that constitute that style or technique. A property
that has lost some historic materials or details can be eligible if it retains the majority of the
features that illustrate its style in terms of the massing, spatial relationships, proportion,
pattern of windows and doors, texture of materials, and ornamentation. The property is not
eligible, however, if it retains some basic features conveying massing but has lost the
majority of the features that once characterized its style.>

Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place
where the historic event occurred. The relationship between the property and its
location is often important to understanding why the property was created or why
something happened. The actual location of a historic property, complemented by its
setting, is particularly important in recapturing the sense of historic events and persons.
Except in rare cases, the relationship between a property and its historic associations is
destroyed if the property is moved.

Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure,
and style of a property. It results from conscious decisions made during the original
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conception and planning of a property (or its significant alteration) and applies to activities
as diverse as community planning, engineering, architecture, and landscape architecture.
Design includes such elements as organization of space, proportion, scale, technology,
ornamentation, and materials. A property’s design reflects historic functions and
technologies, as well as aesthetics. It includes such considerations as the structural system;
massing; arrangement of spaces; pattern of fenestration; textures and colors of surface
materials; type, amount, and style of ornamental detailing; and arrangement and type of
plantings in a designed landscape.

Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a
particular period of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a
historic property. The choice and combination of materials reveal the preferences of those
who created the property and indicate the availability of particular types of materials and
technologies. Indigenous materials are often the focus of regional building traditions and
thereby help define an area’s sense of time and place. A property must retain the key
exterior materials dating from the period of its historic significance. If the property has been
rehabilitated, the historic materials and significant features must have been preserved. The
property must also be an actual historic resource, not a recreation; a recent structure
fabricated to look historic is not eligible. Likewise, a property whose historic features and
materials have been lost and then reconstructed is usually not eligible.

Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or
people during any given period in history or prehistory. It is the evidence of artisans’
labor and skill in constructing or altering a building, structure, object, or site. Workmanship
can apply to the property as a whole or to its individual components. It can be expressed in
vernacular methods of construction and plain finishes or in highly sophisticated
configurations and ornamental detailing. It can be based on common traditions or
innovative period techniques. Workmanship is important because it can furnish evidence of
the technology of a craft; illustrate the aesthetic principles of a historic or prehistoric period;
and reveal individual, local, regional, or national applications of both technological practices
and aesthetic principles. Examples of workmanship in historic buildings include tooling,
carving, painting, graining, turning, and joinery.

Setting is the physical environment of a historic property. Whereas location refers to the
specific place where a property was built or an event occurred, setting refers to the
character of the place in which the property played its historical role. It involves how, not
just where, the property is situated and its relationship to surrounding features and open
space. Setting often reflects the basic physical conditions under which a property was built
and the functions it was intended to serve. In addition, the way in which a property is
positioned in its environment can reflect the designer’s concept of nature and aesthetic
preferences. The physical features that constitute the setting of a historic property can be
either natural or manmade and include such elements as the topographic features (a gorge
or the crest of a hill); vegetation; simple manmade features (paths or fences); and
relationships between buildings and other features or open space. These features and their
relationships should be examined not only within the exact boundaries of the property, but
also between the property and its surroundings. This is particularly important for districts.

Feeling is a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of
time. It results from the presence of physical features that, taken together, convey the
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property’s historic character. For example, a rural historic district retaining original design,
materials, workmanship, and setting will relate the feeling of agricultural life in the 19th
century. A grouping of prehistoric petroglyphs, unmarred by graffiti and intrusions and
located on its original isolated bluff, can evoke a sense of tribal spiritual life.

Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic
property. A property retains association if it is the place where the event or activity occurred
and is sufficiently intact to convey that relationship to an observer. Like feeling, association
requires the presence of physical features that convey a property’s historic character. For
example, a Revolutionary War battlefield whose natural and manmade elements have
remained intact since the 18th century will retain its quality of association with the battle.
Because feeling and association depend on individual perceptions, their retention alone is
never sufficient to support eligibility of a property for the National Register.

The project may affect the current Setting, but the current setting is not historic as explained above. The
project does not materially affect Feeling because, although the building will be moved to the corner and
the left side of the house will have greater visibility than it does currently, this does not materially affect
the “property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time.” The “aesthetic
or historic sense of a particular period of time” refers to the building character-defining features. In any
case, the building is currently detached so that the left side of the house is somewhat visible. And as a
matter of historical note, the house’s left side was completely visible before a building was built on the
corner, according to the 1904 and 1908 Sanborn maps. Therefore, the move of the house does not change
six of the historic integrity aspects of Design, Materials, Workmanship, Setting, Feeling, and Association.

Regarding the historic aspect of Location, the question is whether moving it such a short distance
degrades the historic integrity aspect of Location to such an extent that it no longer conveys its historic
significance. Moving historic buildings is not recommended as explained by Technical Preservation Services
Division®:

Moving a historic building is sometimes the only way to save it from demolition, but such an
action should be undertaken only as a last resort when all other preservation options have
been exhausted. When a historic building has been moved, it loses its integrity of setting
and its “sense of place and time” — important aspects of the historic character of a building
and its environment

Often the original site and its relationship to the historic structure is [sic] as important as
the building itself. A relocated building, even if placed on a terrain similar to where it stood
previously, will seldom have the same aesthetic relationship to its new site. Thus the
selection of a new site, appropriate for the building, plays an important role in the success
of the relocation project.

The admonition against moving historic buildings stems from a desire to avoid relocations across towns to
different neighborhoods. In this case, the historic building is being moved a few feet for programmatic
reasons and for other public policy reasons (to allow for the construction of an underground garage on the
site and to accommodate the existing mature trees.)

As explained earlier, the “integrity of setting” and its “sense of place and time” have been changed over
the years and are not those of the historic period. The “site” is the same, it is being moved a few feet on
the lot. The new location will be similar to the current “aesthetic relationship” as the current location. A
change in the aesthetic relationship does not constitute an adverse impact unless the resource would no
longer convey its historic significance.
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Although the house is being moved 44 feet, the location of the house is virtually the same. It will be in
the same compass direction as the present orientation to Glenwood Avenue. The house will be closer to
the sidewalk than it is presently, but it will still retain a front yard. With the house located on the corner,
the east facing side of the house will be visible as is was when the house was originally constructed.
Therefore, the historic aspect of Location is not materially affected by the project.

The moving of the house does not change the historic integrity aspects of Location, Design, Materials,
Workmanship, Setting, Feeling, and Association. The project may affect the current Setting, but the
current setting is not historic as explained above. The location is virtually the same, being moved slightly
on the lot. Therefore, the project will retain all aspects of historic integrity, has no impact on the
significance of the historic resources, and the resource will still be eligible for listing on the California
Register. Thus, the project will not have a substantial adverse change under CEQA.

However, Technical Preservation Services Division cautions that moving a historic building carry risks:

Moving a historic building ... is a procedure which requires considerable skill and experience.
... Moving a historic structure, whether intact or in a totally or partially dismantled state,
unavoidably destroys some of the historic fabric and lessens the historic integrity of the
building. Some building types lend themselves to moving better than others. A small frame
structure, which can be moved intact, is unquestionably easier to relocate, with less
disturbance to its integrity, than a large multi-storied, masonry building.

The relocation of a building as a single and intact unit is generally the most desirable
method. Not only are the labor costs of dismantling and reassembling avoided, but, more
importantly, the original fabric is preserved. No matter how skilled the artisans who
disassemble the building, the loss factor increases with the scope of the dismantling
process.

Recommendations for reducing the risk of damage to the historic house are contained below.
Recommendations

There are no suggested improvement measures to the project, but the following are recommended while
moving the historic house:

1. Although the project does not pose a substantial or adverse change to the historic house, the house is
being moved slightly. Therefore, it is recommended as a mitigation measure that the house be
documented by a qualified professional historian for archival purposes prior to its relocation. Photographs
should be taken of all exterior fagades, interior rooms, and close-ups of any unusual or significant
architectural details. Any vegetation that obscures the exterior facades should be removed prior to the
taking of photos. A historical narrative of the resources should be compiled. The photographs and
narrative should be compiled in a report and sent to the Menlo Park Historical Society and the Menlo Park
Public Library.

2. The project sponsors should consult Moving Historic Buildings by John Obed Curtis as a guide to moving
the house. This pamphlet addresses the siting, foundation construction, building reassembly, and
restoration work after a successful move has taken place. Available from the International Association of
Structural Movers (www.iasm.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/moving-historic-buildings.pdf).
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Conclusion

The project is compatible with the Secretary of the Interior’'s Standards for Rehabilitation. The project has
no impact on the significance of the historical resources and will not have a substantial adverse change
under CEQA.

1 HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION, 409 and 417 Glenwood Ave., and 1357 Laurel St., Menlo Park,
ARCHIVES & ARCHITECTURE, LLC, September, 2013

2 California Office of Historic Preservation website: ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=21726.

3 California Office of Historic Preservation website http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=21727
4 California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, 15064-5.

5> How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, Website, National Register Bulletin:
www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/nrb15 9.htm.

6 John Obed Curtis, Moving Historic Buildings, G.S. Department of the Interior, Heritage Conservation and

Recreation Service, Technical Preservation Services Division, Washington, D.C. 1979,
https://archive.org/stream/movinghistoricou0OOcurt/movinghistoricbuOOcurt_djvu.
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INTRODUCTION

The project site is a single 15,668-square-foot (sf) parcel in Menlo Park, California, that currently
consists of three single-family dwelling units (DUs): a two-story residence at 417 Glenwood Avenue,
a two-story residence at 409 Glenwood Avenue, and a one-story residence at 1357 Laurel Street.

LSA has prepared the following analysis to identify the potential traffic impacts resulting from the
demolition of two single-family residential DUs, the relocation of the third residential DU, and the
development of seven multifamily residential DUs. The project is located in an R3 zone and is
designated Residential Medium Density in the General Plan. LSA has prepared this analysis
consistent with the requirements of the City of Menlo Park (City) Transportation Impact Analysis
Guidelines and applicable provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The traffic analysis for the proposed project examines four scenarios:

1. Existing Conditions

2. Existing Plus Project Conditions

3. Near Term (2021) Conditions

4. Near Term (2021) Plus Project Conditions

Project Description

Figure 1 shows the location of the project site. As shown on Figure 1, the street grid in the vicinity of
the project site is oriented approximately 45 degrees to cardinal directions. Throughout this report,
“north” refers to the northwest, which is the direction leading toward the north end of the
peninsula. The existing site is bordered by Glenwood Avenue to the north and Laurel Street to the
east. Residential land uses surround the project site. The project site is currently accessed by an
existing driveway located on Glenwood Avenue. The proposed project will relocate the existing
driveway to provide access from Laurel Street.

The proposed project will demolish the existing single-family DUs at 409 Glenwood Avenue and
1357 Laurel Street. The existing residence at 417 Glenwood Avenue has been designated a historic
home and will be relocated to a more prominent location within the project site and preserved in its
current state with little alteration. Seven new multifamily DUs will be constructed, resulting in a
total of eight DUs upon project completion (an addition of five residential DUs). A site plan of the
proposed project is illustrated on Figure 2.

The required on-site parking for these residences will consist of an underground parking garage
upon which the residences will sit.

P:\CMK1801\Doc\409 Glenwood Avenue Traffic Study2.docx «10/11/18» 1



£ £ 7
Sy Ry SUBURBAN PARK *a,
Grﬂ”"‘hﬂ, ¥ q"os
Flaod Pork o
o i h
F
& & i, %% v
3 % ¢
| ! 5
- e ‘p’;}r o
Q g, g
: o
i Gy, +“h‘ :J |
a ""‘-"\-lh o, C-': ¥
e 2 3, g
C g i
F My
. s )
n-Matéo : : ‘
- Lindenwood 9 by xid
County ]
3 £ 4
L] T (e
# i
= £ 4“'
& Toy, 5&“"?’
¥ ) g ’tsm MENLO OAN
Bm¥ d J:?’
2 o e,
oy
=1 o & FELTON %);’é- & s
(82 'E!'? .r,w. o GABLES 'E’-'P A
F £ 5 Y ’ : i
= ¥ L 5 3 s
$ : p : s I L) My e
’33\ ) 7 s‘ ; ‘:? 3 '?-3 ‘||!"
- ',"‘; & 32- ¥ g }"? ¥ “fg d{:}, E
£ 2 . = ¥ ahiah: Whlg ] ' 5
F E f o o 5 v J"",... _c-inép b{h 4.-!0 = 1—'!“
: - ; 5 Py Q. € = F b
i 25 % o 4 2 & F 23 3
a4 J_ & / PROJECT] % » 5, >
: o e, e, SITE e, o Vi I
;. S <9 ?1“ oy r
i ;
‘fs;',’;} ‘35" f,‘
; Menlo Callege 1.:i" ~ It"'}
L3 7’: & o % {‘*
b 5, 3 ¥ s A b
p < 3 g ¥ % fe = b‘ﬁ' &
% o e, i N 3
* ¥ .;-'- \i‘lw b2 Caltrair-Menl g Park 2 ~
2 - -
dﬂf hii =] i
. Gy, 3 & o
& Ly ¥ a2 To DU S 3
M d & &2 N S
2 ‘ o .:-% & F r".:%l i
y - B
" { ﬁ
& POWNTOWN mENLO PARK o p X < 4 *a
o <
¥ oon %"f' f o 7 .
3 A * Ak " ¥ S E
B "-":%I o £ D't & % :‘: IJ an
: o : 3 o ooWwn
! # 5 -
3 =
5 o g Netlon '
J e o Park 3 £
-J’-r i B < ’§r AN ¥
o afen - "fb, £ % ‘J" - ‘_{f‘; -;?" 1—"'l = .et't_
by F Is - ; 3 ‘
9 L= &
S Fs P &n 8 G Sp \'ﬁ ¥ & . .;,;b t.** "-
#f - 7 .‘J’
-G"p'nd'.- £ Mo o0 a8y N
: J . . ALLIED ARTS ™ Y i
) e ¥ 9 :
3 i 4 o h’i. 5 o 9 %Jc-
4 o 3 . o o ey, B e *
¥ o A *n & — ~ —=

L SA LEGEND FIGURE 1
D - Project Site

0 750 1500

409 Glenwood
FEET
SOURCE: Bing Maps

1:\CMK1801\G\Project Location.cdr (7/26/2018)

G7

Project Location




425 GLENWOOD AVE
1355 LAUREL ST. EXISTINGTWO STORY
EXISTING TWO SINGLE FAMILY HOME
STORY SINGLE
FAMILY HOME
) DETACHED GARAGE
l425 GLENWOOD AVE
LOT DIMENSIONS DRIVEWAY
N 57° 50 23" W
T50.00
B 5 S s
° 3 i o o
% reaunes s
s . B\
- [ S T e B —— R
Sl
2
Zu
28 5
23 38
i3 g
z. 8
55 7
52 —_
1347 LAUREL ST. =
EXISTING TWO
STORY SINGLE
FAMILY HOME 2,
95
338
.98y
o -k
E B
5z
°
°
-
— A —_——
égg;gg /L E
STOP
LOT DIMENSIONS '/
1347 & 1365 LAUREL ST ] Nersoarw [
RIVEWA 150.00°
| BIKE
) \ "0 SiEd i
.
LAUREL STREET (66" R/W)

GLENWOOD AVENUE (66' R/W)

LSA

0 15 30

L
FEET
SOURCE: G + S Architecture

FIGURE 2

409 Glenwood
Site Plan

MKlSOl\G\Site Plan.cdr (7/26/2018)



G9

TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS 409 GLENWOOD AVENUE
OcTOBER 2018 MENLO PARK, CALIFORNIA

METHODOLOGY

The City’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines exempt residential projects under five units
from the requirements of the guidelines. Because the proposed project creates five additional
residential units, it is not exempt from the requirements. LSA created a scope of work for this
analysis based on review of the City’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, which was
approved by the City prior to beginning the analysis. Through the scoping process, the study area
illustrated on Figure 3 was established.

Study Intersections:

1. Laurel Street/Glenwood Avenue
2. El Camino Real/Glenwood Avenue

Figure 3 provides the existing geometrics and traffic control devices at each study intersection.

Intersection Level of Service Methodology

In accordance with the City’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, the study area intersections
were analyzed using the latest version of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology and the
City’s Citywide Transportation Model. The Citywide Transportation Model uses PTV Vistro (Version
6.0) software to calculate the levels of service (LOS) for signalized and unsignalized intersections.
This program applies HCM methodology to calculate LOS based on traffic volume and intersection
geometry inputs.

The HCM methodology calculates the delay experienced by all movements through an intersection.
At signalized intersections and all-way, stop-controlled intersections, delay is reported as the
average for all vehicles traversing the intersection. At a two-way, stop-controlled intersection (i.e.,
unsignalized intersections where the main street is uncontrolled and the minor street has to stop
before finding a gap to enter the main street), delay is reported for the most delayed approach. LOS
criteria for intersections are presented as follows.

LOS Descriptions

LOS is a qualitative assessment of the quantitative effects of such factors as traffic volume, roadway
geometrics, speed, delay, and maneuverability on roadway and intersection operations. LOS is
assigned along the following letter gradient where LOS A represents free-flow activity, and LOS F
represents overcapacity operation:

e LOS A: No approach phase is fully utilized by traffic, and no vehicle waits longer than one red
indication. Typically, the approach appears quite open, turns are made easily, and nearly all
drivers find freedom of operation.

e LOS B: This service level represents stable operation, where an occasional approach phase is
fully utilized and a substantial number are nearing full use. Many drivers begin to feel restricted
within platoons of vehicles.

P:\CMK1801\Doc\409 Glenwood Avenue Traffic Study2.docx «10/11/18» 4
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e LOS C: This level still represents stable operating conditions. Occasionally, drivers may have to
wait through more than one red signal indication, and backups may develop behind turning
vehicles. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted, but not objectionably so.

e LOS D: This level encompasses a zone of increasing restriction approaching instability at the
intersection. Delays to approaching vehicles may be substantial during short peaks within the
peak period; however, enough cycles with lower demand occur to permit periodic clearance of
developing queues, thus preventing excessive backups.

® LOS E: Capacity occurs at the upper end of this service level. It represents the most vehicles that
any particular intersection approach can accommodate. Full utilization of every signal cycle is
attained no matter how great the demand.

® LOSF: This level describes forced-flow operations at low speeds, where volumes exceed
capacity. These conditions usually result from queues of vehicles backing up from a restriction
downstream. Speeds are reduced substantially, and stoppages may occur for short or long
periods of time due to the congestion. In an extreme case, speeds can drop to zero.

The relationship between LOS and the delay (in seconds) at signalized and unsignalized intersections
is as follows:

. Signalized Intersection Unsignalized Intersection
Level of Service
Delay (seconds) Delay (seconds)
A <10.0 <10.0
B >10.0 and <£20.0 >10.0 and £15.0
C >20.0 and <£35.0 >15.0 and £25.0
D >35.0 and <55.0 >25.0 and £35.0
E >55.0 and <80.0 >35.0 and <50.0
F >80.0 >50.0

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition (Transportation Research Board 2016).

The City has established LOS C as the minimum acceptable LOS for intersections on collector
roadways and LOS D as the minimum acceptable LOS for intersections on arterial roadways or local
street approaches to State facilities.

Significance Criteria

The City’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines establish significance criteria to determine
whether trips added to the circulation system by a project will require mitigation. A project has a
potentially significant impact if one of these conditions applies:

® Anintersection operating at an acceptable LOS is caused to operate at an unacceptable LOS;

e Delay is increased by 23 seconds or greater at an intersection operating at an acceptable LOS in
existing conditions; or

P:\CMK1801\Doc\409 Glenwood Avenue Traffic Study2.docx «10/11/18» 6
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® Average delay at all critical movements is increased by more than 0.8 second at an intersection
operating at an unacceptable LOS in near term conditions.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
Existing Circulation System

Key roadways in the vicinity of the proposed project are as follows:

® Glenwood Avenue: Glenwood Avenue is an east-west roadway located adjacent to and north of
the project and currently provides access to the project site at an unsignalized driveway. The
route is designated as a Neighborhood Collector by the City’s General Plan Circulation Element.
The posted speed limit on Laurel Street is 25 miles per hour (mph). Sidewalks and bike lanes are
provided on both sides of the street. On-street parking is permitted on the south side of the
street with no time restrictions. On the north side of the street, on-street parking is prohibited
between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.

e Laurel Street: Laurel Street is a north-south roadway located adjacent to and east of the project.
During construction and at completion of the project, Laurel Street will provide access to the
project site at an unsignalized driveway. The route is designated as a Neighborhood Collector by
the City’s General Plan Circulation Element. Bike lanes are provided on both sides of the street.
A sidewalk is provided on the west side of the street. On-street parking is permitted on the west
side of the street.

e State Route 82 (SR-82) — El Camino Real: El Camino Real is a north-south roadway located west
of the project. The route is designated as a Boulevard by the City’s General Plan Circulation
Element and provides regional access. There are sidewalks provided on both sides of the street,
and on-street parking is allowed.

Existing Transit Service

Caltrain provides commuter rail service along the San Francisco peninsula and through the Santa
Clara Valley. The Menlo Park Caltrain station is located approximately one-third mile from the
project site.

The San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans) provides fixed-route bus service in the vicinity of
the project. A bus stop for Routes 82, 83, 84, and 88 is located adjacent to the project site on Laurel
Street. SamTrans operates Route ECR along El Camino Real.

Existing Intersection Level of Service Analysis

At the time of initiation of this traffic analysis, public and private schools near the project site were
closed and traffic volumes may not have reflected typical conditions. To address this omission,
vehicle turning volumes were provided by the City for the study intersections during the peak
morning (7:00 a.m.—9:00 a.m.) and evening (4:00 p.m.—6:00 p.m.) commute periods at a time when
schools were in session (Wednesday, March 8, 2017). Figure 4 presents the existing a.m. and p.m.
peak-hour turn movement volumes for the study intersections. The traffic volume data sheets are
provided in Appendix A.
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Table A summarizes the results of the existing a.m. and p.m. peak-hour LOS analysis. All analysis
worksheets are provided in Appendix B. As Table A indicates, both study area intersections operate
at an acceptable LOS in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.

Table A: Existing Intersection LOS Summary

Study Intersections AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Area No. Delay (sec) LOS Delay (sec) LOS

1 Laurel Street/Glenwood Avenue 12.2 B 10.8 B

2 El Camino Real/Glenwood Avenue 28.2 C 30.0 C

LOS = level of service
sec = seconds

NEAR TERM (2021) CONDITIONS

The proposed project is anticipated to be completed by 2021. The City provided LSA with a list of
nearby approved projects that could be completed and thereby contribute traffic to the study area
by 2021. Figure 5 shows the locations of these approved projects. Table B calculates the trip
generation potential for each approved project. Several of the approved projects prepared traffic
analyses disclosing their trip generation. For projects without traffic analyses, LSA applied trip rates
contained in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, Tenth Edition
(2017) to calculate the trip generation potential.

Traffic analyses were queried to determine whether the project’s study intersections were included
in the approved project analyses. Where an approved project analyzed study intersections or
intersections adjacent to study intersections, LSA identified the approved project’s traffic
contribution. For other approved projects located near El Camino Real, LSA applied residential,
employment, and commercial distribution patterns identified in the Circulation System Assessment
(City of Menlo Park 2004) for each project. In order to capture the potential for ambient traffic
growth, LSA applied a growth rate of 1 percent per year (4 percent total from 2017 to 2021) to
existing traffic volumes. The resulting Near Term (2021) baseline traffic volume is illustrated on
Figure 6.

Near Term (2021) Intersection Level of Service Analysis

The City reports (Capital Improvement Program 2015-2020, page 179) that a roadway improvement
project at the intersection of El Camino Real/Glenwood Avenue will convert the westbound shared
through-right lane into a through lane and a dedicated right-turn lane. Because this project is
anticipated to be completed by 2021, it is accounted for in the Near Term (2021) analysis.

Table C summarizes the results of the near term a.m. and p.m. peak-hour LOS analysis for the study
area intersections. As indicated in Table C, all study area intersections operate at an acceptable LOS
in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours in the Near Term (2021) condition.
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LSA

Table B: Approved Project Trip Generation

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Land Use Size Unit ADT in | out | Total in | out [ Total
Trip Rates (land use code)
Manufacturing (140)" TSF 3.93 048 | 0.14 0.62 0.21 0.46 0.67
Warehousing (150)° TSF 1.74 0.13 0.04 0.17 0.05 0.14 0.19
Multifamily Housing (220)" DU 7.32 0.11 0.35 0.46 0.35 0.21 0.56
Hotel (310)" room 8.36 0.28 | 0.19 0.47 0.31 0.29 0.60
Arena (460)° TSF 4.70 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.30 0.47
Office (710)" TSF 9.74 1.00 | 0.16 1.16 0.18 | 0.97 1.15
Research and Development Center (760) TSF 11.26 0.32 0.10 0.42 0.07 0.42 0.49
Shopping Center (820)" TSF 37.75 0.58 0.36 0.94 1.83 1.98 3.81
Gas Station (944)" TSF 1,202.83 | 42.28 | 42.27 | 84.55 | 54.64 | 54.63 | 109.27
Cumulative Projects
1. Commonwealth Corporate Center® 259.920 TSF 3,713 531 67 598 89 447 536
2. 3639 Haven Avenue
Multifamily Housing 394 DU 2,884 43 138 181 138 83 221
Manufacturing (36.471) TSF (143) (18) (5) (23) (8) (17) (25)
Warehouse (40.837) TSF (71) (5) (2) (7) (2) (6) (8)
Net Trip Generation 2,670 20 131 151 128 60 188
3. 3645 Haven Avenue
Multifamily Housing 146 DU 1,069 16 51 67 51 31 82
Warehouse (15.000) TSF (26) (2) (1) (3) (1) (2) (3)
Net Trip Generation 1,043 14 50 64 50 29 79
4. Menlo Gateway 438.000 TSF 6,657 426 139 566 276 381 657
100-190 Independence Drive®
5. Menlo Gateway 494.664 TSF 4,455 511 70 581 104 475 578
100-155 Constitution Drive*
6. 1283-1295 El Camino Real
Multifamily Housing 15 DU 110 2 5 7 5 3 8
Office/Retail/Service 1.997 TSF 19 2 0 2 0 2 2
Office/Retail/Service (6.471) TSF (63) (6) (1) (8) (1) (6) (7)
Net Trip Generation 66 (4) 4 1 4 (1) 3
7. 133 Encinal Ave
Multifamily Housing 24 DU 176 3 8 11 8 5 13
Retail (6.166) TSF (233) (4) (2) (6) (11) (12) (23)
Net Trip Generation (57) (1) 6 5 (3) (7) (10)
8. 1010-1026 Alma Street
Office 25.156 TSF 245 25 4 29 5 24 29
Retail 0.324 TSF 12 0 0 0 1 1 1
Retail (10.272) TSF (388) (6) (4) (10) (19) (20) (39)
Net Trip Generation (131) 19 0 19 (13) 5 (9)
9. 1400 El Camino Real
Hotel 61 Room 510 17 12 29 19 18 37
Gas Station (1,932) TSF (2,324) (82) (82) (163) (106) | (106) (211)
Net Trip Generation (1,814) (65) (70) (134) (87) (88) (174)
10. 650-660 Live Oak Avenue
Office 16.854 TSF 164 17 3 20 3 16 19
Residential 17 DU 125 2 6 8 6 4 10
Residential® (2) DU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Office (5.996) TSF 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Net Trip Generation 289 19 9 27 9 20 29
11. 1275 El Camino Real
Residential 3 DU 22 0 1 1 1 1 2
Office 9.334 TSF 91 9 2 11 2 9 11
Retail 0.589 TSF 22 0 0 1 1 1 2
Net Trip Generation 135 9 3 13 4 11 15
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LSA

Table B: Approved Project Trip Generation

) 3 AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Land Use Size Unit ADT In Out Total In Out Total
12. Facebook Expansion Project 1,137.200 TSF 14,902 | 1,678 | 268 1,946 396 | 1,737 2,113
301-309 Constitution Drive®
13. Middle Plaza Mixed Use 2,658 231 105 336 120 206 326
500 El Camino Real’
14. Menlo Park Small High School 40.000 TSF 1,740° 177 145 322 79 95 174
150 Jefferson Drive®
15. 1300 El Camino Real Greenheart’ Mixed Use 3,740 283 101 384 126 275 401
16. Guild Theatre
949 El Camino Real
Arena - Live Entertainment Venue 10.854 TSF 51° 0 0 0 2 3 5
Movie Theater ° (4.172) TSF 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Net Trip Generation 0 0 0 0 2 3 5
17. 1540 El Camino Real™ Mixed Use (398) 44 11 55 (20) 13 (7)
18. 506-556 Santa Cruz Avenue'" Mixed Use 824 51 29 81 30 36 65
19. 1125 Merrill Street™! Mixed Use 60 6 2 8 2 6 8
1

Trip rates referenced from the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10™ Edition (2017).

[ NV R TN

June 28, 2016).
City of Menlo Park.
Specialists, Inc. 2018).

ADT = average daily trips
DU = dwelling unit

ITE = Institute of Transportation Engineers

TSF = thousand square feet

Daily traffic estimated at 10 times PM peak-hour traffic.
Commonwealth Corporate Center Project Draft EIR (DKS Associates 2013).
Menlo Gateway Project - Traffic and Circulation (DKS Associates 2009).
Change in land use accounted for at time existing traffic data collected.
Facebook Campus Expansion Project Draft EIR (TJKM 2016). Inbound and outbound traffic rates for General Office were applied to
previously analyzed peak hour volume.

Middle Plaza at 500 EI Camino Real Project Draft Infill EIR (W-Trans 2016).
Sequoia Union High School District Menlo Park Small High School Project Draft EIR - Vol. 2 (Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc.,

1300 El Camino Real Greenheart Project Draft Infill EIR (W-Trans 2015).

Table C: Near Term (2021) Intersection LOS Summary

Transportation Demand Management Summary 506-556 Santa Cruz Avenue and 1525 Merrill Avenue, Menlo Park, CA (TDM

Study Intersections AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Area No. Delay (sec) LOS Delay (sec) LOS
1 Laurel Street/Glenwood Avenue 15.6 C 11.5 B
2 El Camino Real/Glenwood Avenue 35.6 D 52.1 D

LOS = level of service
sec = seconds

P:\CMK1801\Doc\409 Glenwood Avenue Traffic Study2.docx «10/11/18»
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TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS 409 GLENWOOD AVENUE
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PROJECT IMPACTS
Trip Generation

The proposed project considers the replacement of two existing residential DUs with seven
residential DUs on the approximately 15,668 sf site. One existing DU would remain on site. The daily
and peak-hour trips for the two replaced DUs and the project’s seven new DUs were generated
using trip rates contained in the ITE Trip Generation Manual, Tenth Edition (2017). The existing
condition has multiple residential DUs on the same parcel, so the multifamily housing trip rates were
applied. The resulting trip generation is presented in Table D.

Table D: Existing Trips and Trip Generation

. . AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Land Use Size Unit ADT In | Out | Total In | Out | Total
Trip Rates (Land Use Code)
Multifamily Housing (220)" | | pu [ 732 Jo11]035] 046 [035]021] 056
Existing Trip Generation
Existing Houses | 2 | ou| 15 J o] 1| 1 | 1] o] 1
Proposed Project Trip Generation
Proposed Multifamily Housing 7 DU 51 1 2 3 2 1 3
Net New Trip Generation 36 1 1 2 1 1 2

! Trip rates referenced from the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10™ Edition (2017).

ADT = average daily trips
DU = dwelling unit
ITE = Institute of Transportation Engineers

409 Glenwood Avenue currently has three single-family residential DUs, two of which will be
demolished as part of the project. These two units are estimated to generate 15 trips per day, 1 trip
of which would occur in the a.m. peak hour and 1 trip in the p.m. peak hour. The project would
construct seven new multifamily residential DUs, resulting in the addition of five residential DUs. As
Table D shows, the proposed project trip generation would result in the generation of 36 additional
trips per day, 2 trips of which would occur in the a.m. peak hour and 2 trips in the p.m. peak hour.

Daily Traffic Variation

LSA examined existing traffic volumes on Laurel Street over three consecutive weekdays (Tuesday,
Wednesday, and Thursday). Table E summarizes the traffic volume on Laurel Street during the a.m.
and p.m. peak hours on each of those days, and shows that traffic volumes near the project site vary
on a daily basis. In fact, traffic volumes can change by more than 10 percent from one day to the
next. The new trips generated by the project would add 1 percent or less to the traffic volume on
Laurel Street. Because the contribution of project traffic is less than the daily variation in traffic
volume, the new project trips may not be noticeable.

P:\CMK1801\Doc\409 Glenwood Avenue Traffic Study2.docx «10/11/18» 14
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Table E: Laurel Street Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Northbound Southbound Total Northbound Southbound Total
Tuesday 94 175 269 268 109 377
Wednesday 87 194 281 265 129 394
Thursday 100 169 269 232 100 332
Variation 13 25 12 36 29 62

Trip Distribution and Assignment

Trip distribution defines the regional percentage origins/destinations for a project. LSA reviewed the
residential distribution pattern identified in the Circulation System Assessment (City of Menlo Park
2004) and assigned traffic volumes for the two residential units being demolished that access the
project site from Glenwood Avenue and the seven residential units being constructed that will
access the project site from Laurel Street. Figure 7 shows that the change in access locations results
in more vebhicle trips at the intersection of Laurel Street/Glenwood Avenue. However, only one
additional trip in the a.m. peak hour and one additional trip in the p.m. peak hour are anticipated to
occur at the intersection of El Camino Real/Glenwood Avenue. It should be noted that if trips from
the project site travel southbound on Laurel Street, then the addition of traffic to El Camino Real/
Glenwood Avenue would be zero.

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITION

The project trips were added to the existing traffic volumes at the study intersections. Figure 8
shows the resulting Existing Plus Project a.m. and p.m. peak-hour traffic volumes.

Existing Plus Project Intersection Level of Service Analysis

Table F summarizes the results of the Existing Plus Project a.m. and p.m. peak-hour LOS analysis for
all study intersections. As Table F indicates, all study intersections are anticipated to operate at an
acceptable LOS in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.

Table F: Existing Plus Project Intersection LOS Summary

Study Baseline Plus Project
Area No. Intersections AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Delay (sec) | LOS | Delay (sec) | LOS | Delay (sec) | LOS | Delay (sec) | LOS
1 Laurel Street/Glenwood Avenue 12.2 B 10.8 B 12.2 B 10.8 B
2 El Camino Real/Glenwood Avenue 28.2 C 30.0 C 29.8 C 33.7 C

LOS = level of service
sec = seconds

Based on the City’s criteria for determining significant traffic impacts (as described in the
Methodology section of this report), the proposed project is not expected to result in a significant
impact at any of the study intersections.
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NEAR TERM (2021) PLUS PROJECT CONDITION

Traffic generated by the project was added to the Near Term (2021) traffic volumes at each study
intersection and roadway segment. Figure 9 illustrates the resulting Near Term (2021) plus project
a.m. and p.m. peak-hour traffic volumes.

Near Term (2021) Plus Project Intersection Level of Service Summary Analysis

Table G summarizes the results of the Near Term (2021) plus project a.m. and p.m. peak-hour LOS
analysis for all study intersections. As Table E indicates, all study intersections are anticipated to
operate at an acceptable LOS in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.

Table G: Near Term (2021) Plus Project Intersection LOS Summary

Study Baseline Plus Project
Area Intersections AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
No. Delay (sec) | LOS | Delay (sec) LOS Delay (sec) LOS Delay (sec) LOS
1 Laurel Street/Glenwood Avenue 15.6 C 11.5 B 15.6 C 11.5 B
2 El Camino Real/Glenwood Avenue 35.6 D 52.1 D 37.7 D 52.1 D

LOS = level of service
sec = seconds

Based on the City’s criteria for determining significant traffic impacts, the proposed project is not
expected to result in a significant impact at any of the study intersections.

ROADWAY ANALYSIS

According to the City’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, both intersections and roadway
segments would require analysis. Both Laurel Street and Glenwood Avenue are classified as
Neighborhood Collectors in the City of Menlo Park General Plan Circulation Element, for which the
established thresholds are: (1) a net increase of 50 daily trips or more on a roadway with greater
than 9,000 daily trips; (2) a net increase of 50 percent of daily traffic on a roadway with between
5,000 and 9,000 daily trips (or a net increase of 12.5 percent of daily traffic if the increase in traffic
would result in more than 9,000 daily trips); or (3) a net increase of 25 percent of daily trafficon a
roadway with less than 5,000 daily trips.

The project is anticipated to generate 36 new daily trips. In order for the project to cause a
significant impact to these roadways, the existing traffic volume would have to be lower than 144
daily trips. LSA examined daily roadway traffic volumes disclosed in the traffic analyses for the
cumulative projects and the daily roadway traffic volumes collected on Laurel Street during Summer
2018, and concludes the traffic volume on Laurel Street and Glenwood Avenue is between 3,200
and 6,000 daily trips. Therefore, the project would not result in a significant traffic impact to
roadways.
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LONG-TERM TRAFFIC IMPACTS

According to the City’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, projects of regional magnitude
(defined as projects generating 100 or more trips during peak hours) must analyze impacts for a
span of 10 years from the existing conditions. The proposed project generates fewer than 100 peak-
hour trips and is not required to perform this analysis.

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

The San Mateo County Congestion Management Program (CMP) (City/County Association of
Governments of San Mateo County 2017) establishes a 100 peak-hour trip threshold for requiring
analysis of potential traffic impacts to CMP-monitored facilities. The proposed project generates
fewer than 100 peak-hour trips, which is below the threshold for potential impacts to CMP-
monitored facilities.

ACCESS ANALYSIS
Internal Circulation and Parking

Menlo Park Municipal Code Section 16.72.020 requires two off-street parking spaces per residential
DU. At completion of the proposed project, a total of eight DUs will be located on the project site,
requiring a total of 16 parking spaces. The City of Menlo Park Handicap Parking Design Guidelines
require one handicap parking space in a parking lot or garage with between 1 and 25 parking spaces.
Therefore, one handicap parking space would be required. The City’s Parking Area Design Guidelines
use a one-size-fits-all parking stall width of 8.5 feet (ft). For parking areas with perpendicular
parking, the minimum aisle width is 23 ft.

LSA examined the project plans related to the subterranean parking garage. The garage provides 16
parking spaces, one of which is sized for a handicap van accessible space. Parking stalls are 8.5 ft
wide and 18 ft in length. The aisle between perpendicular parking stalls is 23 ft. Therefore, the
parking area appears to conform to the City’s guidelines.

The subterranean parking garage allows for on-site turn-around of vehicles. Vehicles would enter
the subterranean parking garage front-in from Laurel Street and exit the garage front-out onto
Laurel Street. This is generally a safer movement than vehicles backing into the public right-of-way.

Driveway Performance

In the existing condition, the driveway on Glenwood Avenue is located approximately 65 ft west of
the intersection of Laurel Street/Glenwood Avenue. No turn movements are restricted into or out of
the driveway.

With the proposed project, the driveway would be relocated to access Laurel Street and is located
approximately 120 ft east of the intersection of Glenwood Avenue/Laurel Street. No turn
movements would be restricted into or out of the driveway. LSA examined the performance of the
driveway’s intersection with Laurel Street under Near Term conditions. Table H summarizes the
driveway performance. As Table H shows, the driveway is anticipated to function at a satisfactory
LOS during both a.m. and p.m. peak hours.
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Table H: Near Term (2021) Plus Project Driveway LOS Summary

Study Intersections AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Area No. Delay (sec) | LOS | Delay (sec) | LOS
1 Laurel Street/Project Driveway 16.1 C 14.8 B

LOS = level of service
sec = seconds

Sight Distance

Laurel Street has a posted speed limit of 25 mph. Extrapolating the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (2004)
yields a stopping sight distance of 150 ft for a roadway with a design speed of 25 mph. The California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Highway Design Manual, Fifth Edition (2001) recommends
a stopping sight distance on a 40 kilometer-per-hour road (approximately 25 mph) of 50 meters,
which is approximately 164 ft.

The proposed driveway would be located less than 164 ft from the intersection of Laurel Street/
Glenwood Avenue. However, vehicles traveling southbound on Laurel Street would have come to a
stop at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Laurel Street/Glenwood Avenue, would be
traveling slower than 25 mph, and would have a shorter stopping sight distance due to their lower
speed. It should be noted that the proposed driveway will be located farther from the intersection
than the existing driveway.

Laurel Street appears to provide at least 164 ft of sight distance from the proposed driveway to the
south. However, LSA recommends regular landscape maintenance of the trees located in the
parkway (near the existing bike lane sign) to ensure they do not become overgrown and interfere
with sight distance. If sight distance becomes restricted by this landscaping, drivers exiting the
proposed driveway may creep into the on-street parking lane when waiting for an appropriate gap
in traffic.

Public Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities

The project has access to the SamTrans bus service with a bus stop immediately adjacent to the
project site. Due to the low estimated trip generation, the project is not anticipated to generate
more transit trips than could be accommodated by existing transit resources.

Bicycle lanes are provided on both Glenwood Avenue and Laurel Street. The project will provide
bicycle parking spaces for residents in the subterranean garage. Sidewalks are provided on the south
side of Glenwood Avenue and the west side of Laurel Street adjacent to the project site. Project
traffic will cross these facilities when forward facing, rather than backing out of a driveway. Vehicles
traveling forward generally have a better range of vision and are more likely to see bicycles and
pedestrians than vehicles traveling in reverse.
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CONCLUSION

This traffic analysis considered the effects of demolishing two single-family residential DUs on the
project site, relocating one single-family residential DU within the project site, and constructing
seven new multifamily residential DUs on the project site. The project will result in five additional
DUs that are estimated to result in 36 additional daily trips, 2 of which would occur in the a.m. peak
hour and 2 in the p.m. peak hour.

As a part of the impact analysis, two intersections were examined at Laurel Street/Glenwood
Avenue and El Camino Real/Glenwood Avenue. Four scenarios: Existing, Existing Plus Project, Near
Term (2021), and Near Term (2021) Plus Project were analyzed. Based on results of this traffic
analysis, the project would not result in a significant traffic impact at any of the study intersections.

The site plan was reviewed and found to conform to City guidelines for on-site traffic circulation and
parking.

Project access was analyzed and the proposed driveway location is anticipated to function at a
satisfactory LOS and have equivalent or better sight distance than the existing driveway, which is
located closer to the intersection of Laurel Street/Glenwood Avenue than the proposed driveway.

The project is not anticipated to decrease the performance or safety of transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities.
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APPENDIX A

TRAFFIC VOLUME DATA
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VEHICLE TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT
#074 Laurel St & Glenwood Ave - AM PEAK
LOCATION#: 074 QTD PROJ#: 2017101

NORTH / SOUTH: Laurel St DATE: Wednesday, March 08, 2017
EAST / WEST: Glenwood Ave VICINITY: MP

DIRECTION: NL NT NR U SL SiIt SR U EL ET ER U WL WT WR U
TOTALS

LANES: 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
7:00 AM 3 8 1 0 1 8 2 0 1 13 8 0 2 32 1 0 80
7:15 AM 2 6 0 0 0 11 0 0 3 23 12 0 7 47 3 0 114
7:30 AM 7 26 0 0 2 36 3 0 8 23 17 0 7 63 3 0 195
7:45 AM 7 56 2 0 1 64 17 0 24 28 26 0 7 67 4 0 303
8:00 AM 5 44 3 0 2 71 18 0 12 27 28 0 5 52 1 0 268
8:15 AM 7 20 0 0 2 52 5 0 8 35 18 0 12 60 2 0 221
8:30 AM 8 19 0 0 1 53 8 0 8 32 27 0 1 39 2 0 198
8:45 AM 6 13 1 0 2 50 7 0 5 29 23 0 4 54 6 0 200

VOLUME STATS: NL NT NR U SL SiIt SR U EL ET ER U WL WT WR U

TOTAL: 45 192 7 0 11 345 60 0 69 210 159 0 45 414 22 0

P.HV: 27 139 5 0 6 240 48 0 52 122 99 0 25 218 9 0

PHF: , 0.658 0.808 0.875 0.808

(1) Peak Hour Volume (Peak Hour - 745 AM - 845 AM)
(2) Peak Hour Factor (directional aggregate)
(3) Peak 15m: 745 AM - 800 AM

QUALITY TRAFFIC DATA, LLC
Phone: 877-852-4355 Fax: 877-877-3698 Info@QualityTrafficData.com
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VEHICLE TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT
#074 Laurel St & Glenwood Ave - PM PEAK
LOCATION#: 074 QTD PROJ#: 2017101

NORTH / SOUTH: Laurel St DATE: Wednesday, March 08, 2017
EAST / WEST: Glenwood Ave VICINITY: MP

DIRECTION: NL NT NR U SL SiIt SR U EL ET ER U WL WT WR U
TOTALS

LANES: 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
4:00 PM 14 36 0 0 2 19 4 0 6 31 17 0 4 31 1 0 165
4:15 PM 10 40 0 0 0 24 2 0 5 24 17 0 3 34 2 0 161
4:30 PM 15 44 1 0 2 20 4 0 6 26 22 0 6 46 4 0 196
4:45 PM 16 58 0 0 1 15 4 0 7 19 13 0 6 39 4 0 182
5:00 PM 10 52 3 0 2 25 3 0 4 19 13 0 6 50 1 0 188
5:15PM 11 68 3 0 0 16 3 0 7 19 19 0 3 50 2 0 201
5:30 PM 19 47 0 0 0 20 1 0 9 37 18 0 5 59 6 0 221
5:45 PM 16 38 1 0 0 23 5 0 13 22 18 0 6 41 5 0 188

VOLUME STATS: NL NT NR U SL SiIt SR U EL ET ER U WL WT WR U

TOTAL: 111 383 8 0 7 162 26 0 57 197 137 0 39 350 25 0

P.HV: 56 205 7 0 2 84 12 0 33 97 68 0 20 200 14 0

PHF: , 0.817 0.817 0.773 0.836

(1) Peak Hour Volume (Peak Hour - 500 PM - 600 PM)
(2) Peak Hour Factor (directional aggregate)
(3) Peak 15m: 530 PM - 545 PM

QUALITY TRAFFIC DATA, LLC
Phone: 877-852-4355 Fax: 877-877-3698 Info@QualityTrafficData.com
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VEHICLE TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT
#025 El Camino Real & Glenwood Ave - AM PEAK
LOCATION#: 025 QTD PROJ#: 2017101

NORTH / SOUTH: El Camino Real DATE: Wednesday, March 08, 2017
EAST / WEST: Glenwood Ave VICINITY: Menlo Park

DIRECTION: NL NT NR U SL SiIt SR U EL ET ER U WL WT WR U TOTALS
LANES: 1 2 1 0 1 2 1 0 15 0.5 1 0 1 1 0 0
7:00 AM 4 102 7 1 7 206 52 0 18 12 10 0 13 18 2 0 452
7:15 AM 13 113 6 2 2 280 43 1 34 25 21 0 18 29 4 0 591
7:30 AM 25 149 11 1 3 356 71 1 51 30 19 0 31 47 5 0 800
7:45 AM 12 196 10 2 8 344 115 3 46 35 26 0 22 46 3 0 868
8:00 AM 23 186 7 8 5 313 114 1 64 44 17 0 26 54 11 0 873
8:15 AM 15 197 6 4 8 280 137 1 55 47 27 0 21 49 5 0 852
8:30 AM 16 171 15 2 12 322 110 5 58 43 24 0 15 29 8 0 830
8:45 AM 7 184 6 3 5 292 134 2 39 42 11 0 16 42 10 0 793
VOLUME STATS: NL NT NR U SL SiIt SR U EL ET ER U WL WT WR U
TOTAL: 115 1298 68 28 50 2393 776 14 365 278 155 0 162 314 48 0
P.HV: 66 750 38 16 33 1259 476 10 223 169 94 0 84 178 27 0
PHF: » 0.971 0.946 0.942 0.794

(1) Peak Hour Volume (Peak Hour - 745 AM - 845 AM)
(2) Peak Hour Factor (directional aggregate)
(3) Peak 15m: 800 AM - 815 AM

QUALITY TRAFFIC DATA, LLC
Phone: 877-852-4355 Fax: 877-877-3698 Info@QualityTrafficData.com
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LOCATION#:
NORTH / SOUTH:

EAST / WEST:

025

El Camino Real

Glenwood Ave

VEHICLE TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT

#025 El Camino Real & Glenwood Ave - PM PEAK

QTD PROJ#: 2017101
DATE: Wednesday, March 08, 2017
VICINITY: Menlo Park

DIRECTION: NL NT NR U SL SiIt SR U EL ET ER U WL WT WR U
LANES: 1 2 1 0 1 2 1 0 15 0.5 1 0 1 1 0 0
4:00 PM 23 343 18 0 7 226 68 0 65 28 17 0 11 33 6 0
4:15 PM 16 409 15 4 7 224 61 2 77 26 27 0 14 32 6 0
4:30 PM 21 371 12 4 7 264 71 1 52 30 17 0 15 42 8 0
4:45 PM 18 368 14 3 5 230 80 1 75 23 13 0 12 31 9 0
5:00 PM 16 405 10 6 8 238 67 6 83 25 37 0 17 45 5 0
5:15PM 19 370 9 2 9 275 54 2 80 39 17 0 22 37 13 0
5:30 PM 13 423 13 8 9 250 69 1 69 32 17 0 13 54 10 0
5:45 PM 18 386 14 4 6 256 77 2 72 38 25 0 13 47 2 0
VOLUME STATS: NL NT NR U SL SiIt SR U EL ET ER U WL WT WR U
TOTAL: 144 3075 105 31 58 1963 547 15 SIS 241 170 0 117 321 59 0
P.HV: 66 1584 46 20 32 1019 267 11 304 134 96 0 65 183 30 0

PHF: » 0.939 0.974 0.921 0.903

(1) Peak Hour Volume (Peak Hour - 500 PM - 600 PM)
(2) Peak Hour Factor (directional aggregate)
(3) Peak 15m: 530 PM - 545 PM

G33
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Phone: 877-852-4355 Fax: 877-877-3698 Info@QualityTrafficData.com
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845
920
915
882
968
948
981
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Prepared by NDS/ATD

VOLUME
Laurel St S/O Glenwood Ave
Day: Tuesday City: Menlo Park
Date: 6/19/2018 Project #: CA18_8336_001
NB SB EB WB Total
DAILY TOTALS 1,726 1,491 0 0 3,217

AM Period TOTAL PM Period

00:00 2 1 12:00 35 31 66
00:15 1 1 2 12:15 21 28 49
00:30 2 0 2 12:30 24 29 53
00:45 0 5 1 3 1 8 12:45 37 117 22 110 59 227
01:00 0 0 0 13:00 19 30 49
01:15 3 0 3 13:15 30 24 54
01:30 1 0 1 13:30 18 22 40
01:45 0 4 0 0 4 13:45 25 92 23 99 48 191
02:00 1 2 3 14:00 24 18 42
02:15 0 0 0 14:15 25 24 49
02:30 1 1 2 14:30 21 25 46
02:45 0 2 0 3 0 5 14:45 30 100 22 89 52 189
03:00 0 0 0 15:00 35 25 60
03:15 0 0 0 15:15 30 29 59
03:30 0 0 0 15:30 35 24 59
03:45 0 0 0 15:45 32 132 37 115 69 247
04:00 0 0 0 16:00 41 22 63
04:15 0 0 0 16:15 43 27 70
04:30 1 1 2 16:30 98 29 127
04:45 1 2 1 2 2 4 16:45 43 225 31 109 74 334
05:00 1 1 2 17:00 65 19 84
05:15 0 1 1 17:15 62 30 92
05:30 1 3 4 17:30 54 28 82
05:45 3 5 1 6 4 11 17:45 59 240 19 96 78 336
06:00 3 4 7 18:00 52 18 70
06:15 3 5 8 18:15 51 21 72
06:30 8 7 15 18:30 47 22 69
06:45 9 23 17 33 26 56 18:45 30 180 14 75 44 255
07:00 12 12 24 19:00 26 22 48
07:15 12 28 40 19:15 13 15 28
07:30 7 34 41 19:30 24 21 45
07:45 18 49 28 102 46 151 19:45 18 81 7 65 25 146
08:00 23 32 55 20:00 23 14 37
08:15 22 39 61 20:15 13 12 25
08:30 27 53 80 20:30 11 3 14
08:45 22 94 51 175 73 269 20:45 9 56 6 35 15 91
09:00 29 43 72 21:00 10 9 19
09:15 22 32 54 21:15 4 4 8
09:30 21 26 47 21:30 4 5 9
09:45 17 89 43 144 60 233 21:45 9 27 2 20 11 47
10:00 16 20 36 22:00 6 4 10
10:15 20 19 39 22:15 6 4 10
10:30 23 32 55 22:30 3 2 5
10:45 19 78 28 99 47 177 22:45 6 21 3 13 9 34
11:00 16 16 32 23:00 2 1 3
11:15 25 27 52 23:15 3 1 4
11:30 20 18 38 23:30 5 1 6
11:45 32 93 32 93 64 186 23:45 1 11 2 5 3 16
TOTALS 444 660 1104 TOTALS 1282 831 2113
SPLIT % 40.2% 59.8% 34.3% SPLIT % 60.7% 39.3% 65.7%
DAILY TOTALS NB 5B EB W8 |T°7t"’I
1,726 1,491 (1] 0 3,217
AM Peak Hour 11:15 08:15 08:15 | PM Peak Hour 16:30 15:00 16:30
AM Pk Volume 112 186 286 PM Pk Volume 268 115 377
Pk Hr Factor 0.800 0.877 0.894 Pk Hr Factor 0.684 0.777 0.742
7 - 9 Volume 143 277 420 4 - 6 Volume 465 205 670
7 - 9 Peak Hour 08:00 08:00 08:00 |4 - 6 Peak Hour 16:30 16:00 16:30
7 -9 Pk Volume 94 175 269 |4-6 Pk Volume 268 109 377
Pk Hr Factor 0.870 0.825 0.841 Pk Hr Factor 0.684 0.879 0.742
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Day: Wednesday
Date: 6/20/2018

AM Period

DAILY TOTALS

Prepared by NDS/ATD

VOLUME
Laurel St S/O Glenwood Ave

NB SB
1,641 1,529

TOTAL

PM Period

City: Menlo Park
Project #: CA18_8336_001

00:00 1 0 1 12:00 37 25 62
00:15 2 0 2 12:15 21 27 48
00:30 2 3 5 12:30 14 23 37
00:45 0 5 0 3 0 8 12:45 19 91 23 98 42 189
01:00 0 0 0 13:00 32 23 55
01:15 1 0 1 13:15 24 27 51
01:30 0 0 0 13:30 24 23 47
01:45 1 2 1 1 2 3 13:45 26 106 27 100 53 206
02:00 1 1 2 14:00 20 20 40
02:15 0 0 0 14:15 31 13 44
02:30 0 0 0 14:30 16 21 37
02:45 0 1 1 2 1 3 14:45 30 97 23 77 53 174
03:00 0 1 1 15:00 22 32 54
03:15 1 0 1 15:15 40 31 71
03:30 0 0 0 15:30 23 36 59
03:45 0 1 0 1 0 2 15:45 32 117 25 124 57 241
04:00 0 0 0 16:00 35 24 59
04:15 0 0 0 16:15 43 31 74
04:30 0 0 0 16:30 58 20 78
04:45 0 0 0 16:45 57 193 17 92 74 285
05:00 1 2 3 17:00 86 33 119
05:15 0 3 3 17:15 66 41 107
05:30 4 5 9 17:30 59 25 84
05:45 2 7 4 14 6 21 17:45 54 265 30 129 84 394
06:00 4 6 10 18:00 37 23 60
06:15 1 5 6 18:15 33 18 51
06:30 8 8 16 18:30 21 25 46
06:45 7 20 14 33 21 53 18:45 37 128 20 86 57 214
07:00 9 17 26 19:00 28 14 42
07:15 11 26 37 19:15 25 18 43
07:30 15 38 53 19:30 13 8 21
07:45 14 49 37 118 51 167 19:45 15 81 5 45 20 126
08:00 22 39 61 20:00 20 10 30
08:15 26 49 75 20:15 14 10 24
08:30 14 41 55 20:30 21 5 26
08:45 25 87 65 194 90 281 20:45 21 76 5 30 26 106
09:00 27 44 71 21:00 9 4 13
09:15 27 35 62 21:15 10 9 19
09:30 19 28 47 21:30 8 3 11
09:45 24 97 35 142 59 239 21:45 3 30 5 21 8 51
10:00 20 28 48 22:00 5 5 10
10:15 24 27 51 22:15 2 3 5
10:30 13 30 43 22:30 3 1 4
10:45 19 76 20 105 39 181 22:45 6 16 4 13 10 29
11:00 11 20 31 23:00 2 1 3
11:15 24 17 41 23:15 1 0 1
11:30 25 31 56 23:30 3 3 6
11:45 29 89 28 96 57 185 23:45 1 7 1 5 2 12
TOTALS 434 709 1143 TOTALS 1207 820 2027
SPLIT % 38.0% 62.0% 36.1% SPLIT % 59.5% 40.5% 63.9%
DAILY TOTALS NB S8
1,641 1,529
AM Peak Hour 11:15 08:15 08:15 | PM Peak Hour 16:45 17:00 17:00
AM Pk Volume 115 199 291 PM Pk Volume 268 129 394
Pk Hr Factor 0.777 0.765 0.808 Pk Hr Factor 0.779 0.787 0.828
7 - 9 Volume 136 312 448 4 - 6 Volume 458 221 679
7 - 9 Peak Hour 08:00 08:00 08:00 |4 - 6 Peak Hour 16:45 17:00 17:00
7 -9 Pk Volume 87 194 281 |4-6 Pk Volume 268 129 394
Pk Hr Factor 0.837 0.746 0.781 Pk Hr Factor 0.779 0.787 0.828
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Prepared by NDS/ATD

VOLUME

Laurel St S/O Glenwood Ave
Day: Thursday City: Menlo Park
Date: 6/21/2018 Project #: CA18_8336_001

DAILY TOTALS

AM Period TOTAL PM Period

00:00 4 3 7 12:00 26 26 52
00:15 1 1 2 12:15 16 31 47
00:30 0 1 1 12:30 33 31 64
00:45 0 5 1 6 1 11 12:45 17 92 29 117 46 209
01:00 1 0 1 13:00 27 18 45
01:15 1 0 1 13:15 23 19 42
01:30 0 1 1 13:30 26 28 54
01:45 0 2 0 1 0 3 13:45 26 102 32 97 58 199
02:00 1 0 1 14:00 28 26 54
02:15 2 0 2 14:15 25 19 44
02:30 0 0 0 14:30 39 32 71
02:45 0 3 0 0 3 14:45 14 106 25 102 39 208
03:00 0 0 0 15:00 33 32 65
03:15 0 1 1 15:15 25 26 51
03:30 1 0 1 15:30 30 22 52
03:45 0 1 0 1 0 2 15:45 35 123 29 109 64 232
04:00 0 0 0 16:00 53 27 80
04:15 0 1 1 16:15 37 23 60
04:30 0 0 0 16:30 58 24 82
04:45 0 0 1 0 1 16:45 46 194 20 94 66 288
05:00 0 1 1 17:00 66 25 91
05:15 0 1 1 17:15 62 31 93
05:30 1 5 6 17:30 48 27 75
05:45 0 1 1 8 1 9 17:45 42 218 26 109 68 327
06:00 4 2 6 18:00 44 23 67
06:15 2 9 11 18:15 30 22 52
06:30 8 11 19 18:30 31 14 45
06:45 6 20 12 34 18 54 18:45 25 130 18 77 43 207
07:00 13 21 34 19:00 37 9 46
07:15 11 32 43 19:15 32 16 48
07:30 10 30 40 19:30 14 16 30
07:45 16 50 49 132 65 182 19:45 16 99 19 60 35 159
08:00 15 24 39 20:00 11 11 22
08:15 22 49 71 20:15 21 6 27
08:30 27 37 64 20:30 11 3 14
08:45 36 100 59 169 95 269 20:45 11 54 6 26 17 80
09:00 34 68 102 21:00 10 12 22
09:15 21 27 48 21:15 5 12 17
09:30 24 26 50 21:30 9 4 13
09:45 23 102 32 153 55 255 21:45 13 37 7 35 20 72
10:00 19 28 47 22:00 5 4 9
10:15 16 22 38 22:15 4 5 9
10:30 19 22 41 22:30 5 3 8
10:45 22 76 27 99 49 175 22:45 2 16 5 17 7 33
11:00 32 30 62 23:00 4 1 5
11:15 20 14 34 23:15 0 1 1
11:30 24 27 51 23:30 0 2 2
11:45 19 95 32 103 51 198 23:45 2 6 1 5 3 11
TOTALS 455 707 1162 TOTALS 1177 848 2025
SPLIT % 39.2% 60.8% 36.5% SPLIT % 58.1% 41.9% 63.5%
DAILY TOTALS NB S8
1,632 1,555
AM Peak Hour 08:15 08:15 08:15 | PM Peak Hour 16:30 12:00 16:30
AM Pk Volume 119 213 332 PM Pk Volume 232 117 332
Pk Hr Factor 0.826 0.783 0.814 Pk Hr Factor 0.879 0.944 0.892
7 - 9 Volume 150 301 451 4 - 6 Volume 412 203 615
7 - 9 Peak Hour 08:00 08:00 08:00 |4 - 6 Peak Hour 16:30 17:00 16:30
7 -9 Pk Volume 100 169 269 |4-6 Pk Volume 232 109 332
Pk Hr Factor 0.694 0.716 0.708 Pk Hr Factor 0.879 0.879 0.892
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Generated with Bz k'8 BUEY (8]

Version 6.00-01

Vistro File: P:\..\1. Existing Conditions_AM.vistro Scenario 1 Existing PM
Report File: P:\...\1. Existing - AM.pdf 8/8/2018

Intersection Analysis Summary

ID Intersection Name Control Type Method Worst Mvmt VvIiC Delay (s/veh)|LOS
El Camino Real (SR 82) ) ) HCM 6th
30 /Glenwood Ave-Valparaiso Signalized Edition SWB Thru 0.661 28.2 C
Ave
254 | Glenwood AvenuelLaurel | oy stop | HCMON | seg Thry | 0.435 12.2 B
Street Edition

V/C, Delay, LOS: For two-way stop, these values are taken from the movement with the worst (highest) delay value. For
all other control types, they are taken for the whole intersection.
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Generated with VISTRO

Version 6.00-01

Intersection Level Of Service Report
Intersection 30: El Camino Real (SR 82)/Glenwood Ave-Valparaiso Ave

Control Type: Signalized
Analysis Method: HCM 6th Edition
Analysis Period: 15 minutes

Intersection Setup

Delay (sec / veh):
Level Of Service:

Volume to Capacity (v/c):

28.2

0.661

Name Valparaiso Avenue Glenwood Avenue El Camino Real (SR 82) El Camino Real (SR 82)
Approach Northeastbound Southwestbound Northwestbound Southeastbound
Lane Configuration '1 "I r' '1 I" '1 I Ir '1 I Ir
Turning Movement Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
Lane Width [ft] 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00
No. of Lanes in Pocket 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0
Pocket Length [ft] 205.00 130.00 | 120.00 190.00 105.00 | 180.00
Speed [mph] 30.00 25.00 35.00 30.00
Grade [%] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Curb Present No No No No
Crosswalk Yes Yes Yes Yes
Volumes
Name Valparaiso Avenue Glenwood Avenue El Camino Real (SR 82) El Camino Real (SR 82)
Base Volume Input [veh/h] 223 169 94 84 178 27 82 750 38 43 1259 476
Base Volume Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%] 0.00 5.60 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 1.00 0.50 0.00 1.80 1.70 0.00
Growth Rate 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
In-Process Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site-Generated Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Diverted Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pass-by Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Right-Turn on Red Volume [veh/h] 59 0 45 274
Total Hourly Volume [veh/h] 223 169 35 84 178 27 82 750 0 43 1259 202
Peak Hour Factor 0.9600 | 0.9600 | 0.9600 | 0.9600 | 0.9600 | 0.9600 [ 0.9600 | 0.9600 | 0.9600 | 0.9600 | 0.9600 | 0.9600
Other Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h] 58 44 9 22 46 7 21 195 0 11 328 53
Total Analysis Volume [veh/h] 232 176 36 88 185 28 85 781 0 45 1311 210
Presence of On-Street Parking No No No No No No No No
On-Street Parking Maneuver Rate [/h]
Local Bus Stopping Rate [/h] 0 0 0 0
v_do, Outbound Pedestrian Volume crossing 8 1 9 2
v_di, Inbound Pedestrian Volume crossing mn 9 2 8 1
v_co, Outbound Pedestrian Volume crossing 1 5 4 1
v_ci, Inbound Pedestrian Volume crossing mi 1 4 5 1
v_ab, Corner Pedestrian Volume [ped/h] 0 0 0 0
Bicycle Volume [bicycles/h] 6 5 4 9
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Intersection Settings

Located in CBD No
Signal Coordination Group 1-ECR
Cycle Length [s] 150

Coordination Type

Time of Day Pattern Coordinated

Actuation Type

Fully actuated

Offset [s] 26.0
Offset Reference LeadGreen
Permissive Mode SingleBand

Lost time [s] 4.00

Phasing & Timing

Control Type Split Split Split Split Split Split  |Protecte | Permiss | Permiss |Protecte [ Permiss [ Permiss
Signal group 3 4 1 6 5 2
Auxiliary Signal Groups
Lead / Lag Lead Lead
Minimum Green [s] 6 6 8 10 8 10
Maximum Green [s] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amber [s] 3.0 3.0 35 37 35 37
All red [s] 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Split [s] 40 25 22 63 22 63
Vehicle Extension [s] 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Walk [s] 0 0 0 0
Pedestrian Clearance [s] 0 0 0 0
Rest In Walk No No No No
11, Start-Up Lost Time [s] 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
12, Clearance Lost Time [s] 1.5 1.5 2.0 2.2 2.0 2.2
Minimum Recall No No No Yes No Yes
Maximum Recall No No No No No No
Pedestrian Recall No No No No No No
Detector Location [ft] 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector Length [ft] 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0
I, Upstream Filtering Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Exclusive Pedestrian Phase

Pedestrian Signal Group 0
Pedestrian Walk [s] 0
Pedestrian Clearance [s] 0
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Lane Group Calculations

Lane Group L (¢} R L C L (¢} R L (¢} R
C, Cycle Length [s] 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
L, Total Lost Time per Cycle [s] 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 4.00 4.20 4.20 4.00 4.20 4.20

11_p, Permitted Start-Up Lost Time [s]

12, Clearance Lost Time [s] 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 2.00 2.20 2.20 2.00 2.20 2.20

g_i, Effective Green Time [s] 20 20 20 19 19 9 88 88 7 86 86
g/C, Green/ Cycle 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.06 0.59 0.59 0.05 0.58 0.58
(v/s)_i Volume / Saturation Flow Rate | 0.11 0.11 0.02 0.05 0.12 0.05 0.22 0.00 0.03 0.37 0.13
s, saturation flow rate [veh/h] 1810 1804 1544 1768 1842 1795 3603 1615 1784 3569 1571
¢, Capacity [veh/h] 244 243 208 227 237 106 2127 953 80 2058 906
d1, Uniform Delay [s] 63.29 | 63.29 | 57.42 59.92 64.38 68.23 7.57 0.00 69.01 | 10.22 7.97
k, delay calibration 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.31 0.11 0.50 0.50 0.11 0.50 0.50
I, Upstream Filtering Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
d2, Incremental Delay [s] 7.53 7.54 0.39 1.08 26.37 13.16 0.49 0.00 5.97 1.52 0.60
d3, Initial Queue Delay [s] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Rp, platoon ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33
PF, progression factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Lane Group Results

X, volume / capacity 0.84 0.84 0.17 0.39 0.90 0.80 0.37 0.00 0.56 0.64 0.23
d, Delay for Lane Group [s/veh] 70.82 | 70.83 | 57.81 60.99 90.74 81.39 8.06 0.00 7498 | 11.75 8.57

Lane Group LOS E E E E F F A A E B A

Critical Lane Group Yes No No No Yes Yes No No No Yes No
50th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/In] 8.15 8.12 1.24 3.18 9.83 3.54 3.35 0.00 1.81 7.91 1.98
50th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/In] 203.72 | 203.02 | 31.09 79.57 245.86 88.40 | 83.65 0.00 45.22 [ 197.63 | 49.45
95th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/In] | 12.83 [ 12.79 224 5.73 14.98 6.36 6.02 0.00 3.26 12.52 3.56
95th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/In] 320.76 | 319.85 | 55.96 143.22 374.44 159.12 | 150.57 | 0.00 81.40 | 312.91 | 89.01
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Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results

d_M, Delay for Movement [s/veh] 70.82 | 70.83 | 57.81 | 60.99 | 90.74 | 90.74 | 81.39 8.06 0.00 7498 | 11.75 8.57
Movement LOS E E E E F F F A A E B A
d_A, Approach Delay [s/veh] 69.77 82.05 15.26 13.14
Approach LOS E F B B
d_I, Intersection Delay [s/veh] 28.16
Intersection LOS C
Intersection V/C 0.661
Other Modes
g_Walk,mi, Effective Walk Time [s] 58.8 58.8 36.5 215
M_corner, Corner Circulation Area [ft?/ped 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
M_CW, Crosswalk Circulation Area [ft?/ped 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
d_p, Pedestrian Delay [s] 27.72 27.72 42.94 55.04
|_p,int, Pedestrian LOS Score for Intersectign 2.512 2.084 2.981 3.329
Crosswalk LOS B B C C
s_b, Saturation Flow Rate of the bicycle lang 2000 2000 2000 2000
c_b, Capacity of the bicycle lane [bicycles/H] 487 287 784 784
d_b, Bicycle Delay [s] 43.07 55.18 27.78 27.85
I_b,int, Bicycle LOS Score for Intersection 2.390 2.056 2.311 3.078
Bicycle LOS B B B o]
Sequence
Ring 1f 1 2 4 3 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring2| 5 6 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring 3| - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring 4| - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Intersection Level Of Service Report
Intersection 254: Glenwood Avenue/ Laurel Street

Control Type: All-way stop Delay (sec / veh): 12.2
Analysis Method: HCM 6th Edition Level Of Service: B
Analysis Period: 15 minutes Volume to Capacity (v/c): 0.435
Intersection Setup
Name Glenwood Avenue Laurel Street
Approach Northeastbound Southwestbound Northwestbound Southeastbound
Lane Configuration '1 I r' '1 I r' '1 I r' '1 I r'
Turning Movement Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
Lane Width [ft] 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00
No. of Lanes in Pocket 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pocket Length [ft]
Speed [mph] 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00
Grade [%] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Crosswalk Yes Yes Yes Yes
Volumes
Name Glenwood Avenue Laurel Street
Base Volume Input [veh/h] 52 122 99 25 218 9 27 139 5 6 240 48
Base Volume Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%] 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Growth Rate 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
In-Process Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site-Generated Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Diverted Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pass-by Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Hourly Volume [veh/h] 52 122 99 25 218 9 27 139 5 6 240 48
Peak Hour Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Other Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h] 13 31 25 6 55 2 7 35 1 2 60 12
Total Analysis Volume [veh/h] 52 122 99 25 218 9 27 139 5 6 240 48
Pedestrian Volume [ped/h] 0 0 0 0
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Intersection Settings

Lanes
Capacity per Entry Lane [veh/h] 500 537 600 508 546 609 495 530 590 513 551 617
Degree of Utilization, x 0.10 0.23 0.17 0.05 0.40 0.01 0.05 0.26 0.01 0.01 0.44 0.08
Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results
95th-Percentile Queue Length [veh] 0.35 0.87 0.59 0.15 1.91 0.04 0.17 1.04 0.03 0.04 219 0.25
95th-Percentile Queue Length [ft] 8.66 21.70 | 14.70 3.87 47.67 1.12 4.32 26.08 0.64 0.89 54.75 6.31
Approach Delay [s/veh] 10.71 13.10 11.56 13.24
Approach LOS B B B B
Intersection Delay [s/veh] 12.22

Intersection LOS
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Intersection Analysis Summary

ID Intersection Name Control Type Method Worst Mvmt VvIiC Delay (s/veh)|LOS
El Camino Real (SR 82) ) ) HCM 6th
30 /Glenwood Ave-Valparaiso Signalized Edition SWB Thru 0.751 30.0 C
Ave
254 | Glenwood AvenuelLaurel | oy stop | HCMON | swe Thru | 0.344 10.8 B
Street Edition

V/C, Delay, LOS: For two-way stop, these values are taken from the movement with the worst (highest) delay value. For
all other control types, they are taken for the whole intersection.
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Intersection Level Of Service Report
Intersection 30: El Camino Real (SR 82)/Glenwood Ave-Valparaiso Ave

Control Type: Signalized
Analysis Method: HCM 6th Edition
Analysis Period: 15 minutes

Intersection Setup

Delay (sec / veh):
Level Of Service:
Volume to Capacity (v/c):

30.0

0.751

Name Valparaiso Avenue Glenwood Avenue El Camino Real (SR 82) El Camino Real (SR 82)
Approach Northeastbound Southwestbound Northwestbound Southeastbound
Lane Configuration '1 "I r' '1 I" '1 I Ir '1 I Ir
Turning Movement Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
Lane Width [ft] 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00
No. of Lanes in Pocket 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0
Pocket Length [ft] 205.00 130.00 | 120.00 190.00 105.00 | 180.00
Speed [mph] 30.00 25.00 35.00 30.00
Grade [%] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Curb Present No No No No
Crosswalk Yes Yes Yes Yes
Volumes
Name Valparaiso Avenue Glenwood Avenue El Camino Real (SR 82) El Camino Real (SR 82)
Base Volume Input [veh/h] 304 134 96 65 183 30 86 1584 46 43 1019 267
Base Volume Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%] 0.00 5.60 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 1.00 0.50 0.00 1.80 1.70 0.00
Growth Rate 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
In-Process Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site-Generated Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Diverted Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pass-by Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Right-Turn on Red Volume [veh/h] 59 0 45 274
Total Hourly Volume [veh/h] 304 134 37 65 183 30 86 1584 1 43 1019 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.9600 | 0.9600 | 0.9600 | 0.9600 | 0.9600 | 0.9600 [ 0.9600 | 0.9600 | 0.9600 | 0.9600 | 0.9600 | 0.9600
Other Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h] 79 35 10 17 48 8 22 413 0 11 265 0
Total Analysis Volume [veh/h] 317 140 39 68 191 31 90 1650 1 45 1061 0
Presence of On-Street Parking No No No No No No No No
On-Street Parking Maneuver Rate [/h]
Local Bus Stopping Rate [/h] 0 0 0 0
v_do, Outbound Pedestrian Volume crossing 8 1 9 2
v_di, Inbound Pedestrian Volume crossing mn 9 2 8 1
v_co, Outbound Pedestrian Volume crossing 1 5 4 1
v_ci, Inbound Pedestrian Volume crossing mi 1 4 5 1
v_ab, Corner Pedestrian Volume [ped/h] 0 0 0 0
Bicycle Volume [bicycles/h] 6 5 4 9
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Intersection Settings

Located in CBD No
Signal Coordination Group 1-ECR
Cycle Length [s] 150

Coordination Type

Time of Day Pattern Coordinated

Actuation Type

Fully actuated

Offset [s] 26.0
Offset Reference LeadGreen
Permissive Mode SingleBand

Lost time [s] 4.00

Phasing & Timing

Control Type Split Split Split Split Split Split  |Protecte | Permiss | Permiss |Protecte [ Permiss [ Permiss
Signal group 3 4 1 6 5 2
Auxiliary Signal Groups
Lead / Lag Lead Lead
Minimum Green [s] 6 6 8 10 8 10
Maximum Green [s] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amber [s] 3.0 3.0 35 37 35 37
All red [s] 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Split [s] 40 25 22 63 22 63
Vehicle Extension [s] 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Walk [s] 0 0 0 0
Pedestrian Clearance [s] 0 0 0 0
Rest In Walk No No No No
11, Start-Up Lost Time [s] 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
12, Clearance Lost Time [s] 1.5 1.5 2.0 2.2 2.0 2.2
Minimum Recall No No No Yes No Yes
Maximum Recall No No No No No No
Pedestrian Recall No No No No No No
Detector Location [ft] 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector Length [ft] 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0
I, Upstream Filtering Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Exclusive Pedestrian Phase

Pedestrian Signal Group 0
Pedestrian Walk [s] 0
Pedestrian Clearance [s] 0
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Lane Group Calculations

Lane Group L (¢} R L C L (¢} R L (¢} R
C, Cycle Length [s] 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
L, Total Lost Time per Cycle [s] 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 4.00 4.20 4.20 4.00 4.20 4.20
11_p, Permitted Start-Up Lost Time [s]
12, Clearance Lost Time [s] 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 2.00 2.20 2.20 2.00 2.20 2.20
g_i, Effective Green Time [s] 22 22 22 20 20 9 86 86 7 83 83
g/C, Green/ Cycle 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.13 0.13 0.06 0.57 0.57 0.05 0.55 0.55
(v/s)_i Volume / Saturation Flow Rate | 0.13 0.13 0.03 0.04 0.12 0.05 0.46 0.00 0.03 0.30 0.00
s, saturation flow rate [veh/h] 1810 1782 1545 1768 1837 1795 3603 1566 1784 3569 1615
¢, Capacity [veh/h] 271 267 231 235 244 111 2058 894 80 1978 895
d1, Uniform Delay [s] 62.12 | 62.12 | 55.56 58.62 64.11 67.91 | 12.69 7.68 69.01 | 11.24 0.00
k, delay calibration 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.33 0.11 0.50 0.50 0.11 0.50 0.50
I, Upstream Filtering Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
d2, Incremental Delay [s] 7.38 7.48 0.34 0.67 28.83 12.96 3.41 0.00 5.97 1.05 0.00
d3, Initial Queue Delay [s] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Rp, platoon ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33
PF, progression factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Lane Group Results

X, volume / capacity 0.85 0.85 0.17 0.29 0.91 0.81 0.80 0.00 0.56 0.54 0.00

d, Delay for Lane Group [s/veh] 69.50 | 69.60 | 55.90 59.29 92.94 80.87 | 16.10 7.68 7498 | 12.29 0.00
Lane Group LOS E E E E F F B A E B A

Critical Lane Group Yes No No No Yes No Yes No Yes No No

50th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/In] 9.14 9.01 1.32 2.41 10.40 3.73 13.31 0.01 1.81 6.49 0.00

50th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/In] 228.48 | 225.17 | 33.06 60.23 260.02 93.22 | 332.76 | 0.22 45.22 | 162.35 | 0.00

95th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/In] | 14.10 | 13.93 2.38 4.34 15.69 6.71 19.29 0.02 3.26 10.67 0.00

95th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/In] 352.42 | 348.22 | 59.50 108.41 392.25 167.79 | 482.34 | 0.40 81.40 | 266.83 | 0.00
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Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results

d_M, Delay for Movement [s/veh] 69.53 | 69.60 | 55.90 | 59.29 | 92.94 | 92.94 | 80.87 | 16.10 7.68 7498 | 12.29 0.00
Movement LOS E E E E F F F B A E B A
d_A, Approach Delay [s/veh] 68.48 85.05 19.44 14.84
Approach LOS E F B B
d_I, Intersection Delay [s/veh] 29.97
Intersection LOS C
Intersection V/C 0.751
Other Modes
g_Walk,mi, Effective Walk Time [s] 58.8 58.8 36.5 215
M_corner, Corner Circulation Area [ft?/ped 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
M_CW, Crosswalk Circulation Area [ft?/ped 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
d_p, Pedestrian Delay [s] 27.72 27.72 42.94 55.04
|_p,int, Pedestrian LOS Score for Intersectign 2.476 2.072 3.096 3.410
Crosswalk LOS B B C C
s_b, Saturation Flow Rate of the bicycle lang 2000 2000 2000 2000
c_b, Capacity of the bicycle lane [bicycles/H] 487 287 784 784
d_b, Bicycle Delay [s] 43.07 55.18 27.78 27.85
I_b,int, Bicycle LOS Score for Intersection 2.475 2.038 3.033 2.698
Bicycle LOS B B o] B
Sequence
Ring 1f 1 2 4 3 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring2| 5 6 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring 3| - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring 4| - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Intersection Level Of Service Report
Intersection 254: Glenwood Avenue/ Laurel Street

Control Type: All-way stop Delay (sec / veh): 10.8
Analysis Method: HCM 6th Edition Level Of Service: B
Analysis Period: 15 minutes Volume to Capacity (v/c): 0.344
Intersection Setup
Name Glenwood Avenue Laurel Street
Approach Northeastbound Southwestbound Northwestbound Southeastbound
Lane Configuration '1 I r' '1 I r' '1 I r' '1 I r'
Turning Movement Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
Lane Width [ft] 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00
No. of Lanes in Pocket 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pocket Length [ft]
Speed [mph] 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00
Grade [%] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Crosswalk Yes Yes Yes Yes
Volumes
Name Glenwood Avenue Laurel Street
Base Volume Input [veh/h] 33 97 68 20 200 14 56 205 7 2 84 12
Base Volume Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%] 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Growth Rate 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
In-Process Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site-Generated Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Diverted Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pass-by Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Hourly Volume [veh/h] 33 97 68 20 200 14 56 205 7 2 84 12
Peak Hour Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Other Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h] 8 24 17 5 50 4 14 51 2 1 21 3
Total Analysis Volume [veh/h] 33 97 68 20 200 14 56 205 7 2 84 12
Pedestrian Volume [ped/h] 0 0 0 0
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Intersection Settings

Lanes
Capacity per Entry Lane [veh/h] 534 577 649 545 590 666 550 595 673 524 565 633
Degree of Utilization, x 0.06 0.17 0.10 0.04 0.34 0.02 0.10 0.34 0.01 0.00 0.15 0.02
Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results
95th-Percentile Queue Length [veh] 0.20 0.60 0.35 0.11 1.49 0.06 0.34 1.53 0.03 0.01 0.52 0.06
95th-Percentile Queue Length [ft] 4.92 15.01 8.73 2.85 37.33 1.61 8.45 38.20 0.79 0.29 12.99 1.45
Approach Delay [s/veh] 9.70 11.48 11.39 9.96
Approach LOS A B B A
Intersection Delay [s/veh] 10.82

Intersection LOS
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APPENDIX B

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE WORKSHEETS

NEAR TERM
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Report File: P:\..\3. Near Term (2021) - AM.pdf 8/10/2018

Intersection Analysis Summary

ID Intersection Name Control Type Method Worst Mvmt VvIiC Delay (s/veh)|LOS
El Camino Real (SR 82) ) ) HCM 6th
30 /Glenwood Ave-Valparaiso Signalized Edition SWB Thru 0.821 35.6 D
Ave
o54 | CGlenwood Avenue/Laurel | o o0 ciop | HEMEth 1 g Thes | 0.610 15.6 c
Street Edition

V/C, Delay, LOS: For two-way stop, these values are taken from the movement with the worst (highest) delay value. For
all other control types, they are taken for the whole intersection.
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Intersection Level Of Service Report
Intersection 30: El Camino Real (SR 82)/Glenwood Ave-Valparaiso Ave

Control Type: Signalized
Analysis Method: HCM 6th Edition
Analysis Period: 15 minutes

Intersection Setup

Delay (sec / veh):
Level Of Service:

Volume to Capacity (v/c):

35.6

0.821

Name Valparaiso Avenue Glenwood Avenue El Camino Real (SR 82) El Camino Real (SR 82)
Approach Northeastbound Southwestbound Northwestbound Southeastbound
Lane Configuration '1 "I r' '1 Ir '1 I Ir '1 I Ir
Turning Movement Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
Lane Width [ft] 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00
No. of Lanes in Pocket 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0
Pocket Length [ft] 205.00 130.00 | 120.00 190.00 105.00 | 180.00
Speed [mph] 30.00 25.00 35.00 30.00
Grade [%] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Curb Present No No No No
Crosswalk Yes Yes Yes Yes
Volumes
Name Valparaiso Avenue Glenwood Avenue El Camino Real (SR 82) El Camino Real (SR 82)
Base Volume Input [veh/h] 250 244 113 97 211 39 92 933 64 48 1495 523
Base Volume Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%] 2.40 2.40 1.60 0.00 2.80 0.00 0.00 3.90 0.00 1.90 3.90 3.30
Growth Rate 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
In-Process Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site-Generated Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Diverted Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pass-by Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Right-Turn on Red Volume [veh/h] 74 0 29 285
Total Hourly Volume [veh/h] 250 244 39 97 211 39 92 933 35 48 1495 238
Peak Hour Factor 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 [ 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100
Other Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h] 69 67 11 27 58 11 25 256 10 13 411 65
Total Analysis Volume [veh/h] 275 268 43 107 232 43 101 1025 38 53 1643 262
Presence of On-Street Parking No No No No No No No No
On-Street Parking Maneuver Rate [/h]
Local Bus Stopping Rate [/h] 0 0 0 0
v_do, Outbound Pedestrian Volume crossing 5 2 5 3
v_di, Inbound Pedestrian Volume crossing mn 5 3 5 2
v_co, Outbound Pedestrian Volume crossing 2 6 6 2
v_ci, Inbound Pedestrian Volume crossing mi 2 6 6 2
v_ab, Corner Pedestrian Volume [ped/h] 0 0 0 0
Bicycle Volume [bicycles/h] 18 15 4 9
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Intersection Settings

Located in CBD No
Signal Coordination Group 1-ECR
Cycle Length [s] 150

Coordination Type

Time of Day Pattern Coordinated

Actuation Type

Fully actuated

Offset [s] 106.0
Offset Reference LeadGreen
Permissive Mode SingleBand

Lost time [s] 4.00

Phasing & Timing

Control Type Split Split Split Split Split Split  |Protecte | Permiss | Permiss |Protecte [ Permiss [ Permiss
Signal group 3 4 1 6 5 2
Auxiliary Signal Groups
Lead / Lag Lead Lead
Minimum Green [s] 6 6 8 10 8 10
Maximum Green [s] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amber [s] 3.0 3.0 35 37 35 37
All red [s] 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Split [s] 40 25 22 63 22 63
Vehicle Extension [s] 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Walk [s] 0 0 0 0
Pedestrian Clearance [s] 0 0 0 0
Rest In Walk No No No No
11, Start-Up Lost Time [s] 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
12, Clearance Lost Time [s] 1.5 1.5 2.0 2.2 2.0 2.2
Minimum Recall No No No No No No
Maximum Recall No No No No No No
Pedestrian Recall No No No No No No
Detector Location [ft] 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector Length [ft] 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0
I, Upstream Filtering Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Exclusive Pedestrian Phase

Pedestrian Signal Group 0
Pedestrian Walk [s] 0
Pedestrian Clearance [s] 0
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Lane Group Calculations

Lane Group L (¢} R L (¢} R L (¢} R L (¢} R
C, Cycle Length [s] 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
L, Total Lost Time per Cycle [s] 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 4.00 4.20 4.20 4.00 4.20 4.20
11_p, Permitted Start-Up Lost Time [s]
12, Clearance Lost Time [s] 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 2.00 2.20 2.20 2.00 2.20 2.20
g_i, Effective Green Time [s] 26 26 26 21 21 21 10 81 81 7 78 78
g/C, Green/ Cycle 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.07 0.54 0.54 0.05 0.52 0.52
(v/s)_i Volume / Saturation Flow Rate | 0.15 0.15 0.03 0.06 0.12 0.03 0.06 0.29 0.02 0.03 0.47 0.17
s, saturation flow rate [veh/h] 1775 1861 1518 1785 1858 1539 1810 3506 1561 1782 3506 1526
¢, Capacity [veh/h] 306 321 262 243 253 210 123 1902 847 84 1830 796
d1, Uniform Delay [s] 60.36 | 60.34 | 52.76 | 59.51 | 63.92 | 57.47 | 67.28 | 12.23 9.62 68.94 | 19.55 | 12.38
k, delay calibration 0.16 0.16 0.11 0.11 0.35 0.11 0.11 0.50 0.50 0.11 0.50 0.50
I, Upstream Filtering Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
d2, Incremental Delay [s] 10.61 | 10.03 0.29 1.25 30.59 0.48 12.56 1.10 0.10 7.42 7.43 1.10
d3, Initial Queue Delay [s] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Rp, platoon ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33
PF, progression factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Group Results
X, volume / capacity 0.87 0.87 0.16 0.44 0.92 0.21 0.82 0.54 0.04 0.63 0.90 0.33
d, Delay for Lane Group [s/veh] 70.97 | 70.36 | 53.05 | 60.76 | 94.51 | 57.95 | 79.83 | 13.33 9.72 76.35 | 26.98 | 13.48
Lane Group LOS E E D E F E E B A E o] B
Critical Lane Group Yes No No No Yes No Yes No No No Yes No
50th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/In] | 10.76 | 11.20 1.42 3.88 10.98 1.50 4.15 6.52 0.40 215 21.29 3.43
50th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/In] 268.93 | 280.00 | 35.42 | 96.88 | 274.47 | 37.48 | 103.77 | 162.90 [ 9.91 53.74 | 532.24 | 85.75
95th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/In] | 16.14 | 16.69 2.55 6.98 16.41 2.70 7.47 10.70 0.71 3.87 28.86 6.17
95th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/In] 403.40 | 417.22 | 63.76 | 174.38 | 410.32 | 67.46 | 186.78 | 267.56 | 17.84 | 96.74 | 721.41 | 154.34
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Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results

d_M, Delay for Movement [s/veh] 70.96 | 70.36 | 53.05 | 60.76 | 94.51 | 57.95 | 79.83 | 13.33 9.72 76.35 | 26.98 | 13.48
Movement LOS E E D E F E E B A E o] B
d_A, Approach Delay [s/veh] 69.37 80.94 18.99 26.51
Approach LOS E F B (¢}
d_I, Intersection Delay [s/veh] 35.59
Intersection LOS D
Intersection V/C 0.821
Other Modes
g_Walk,mi, Effective Walk Time [s] 58.8 58.8 36.5 215
M_corner, Corner Circulation Area [ft?/ped 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
M_CW, Crosswalk Circulation Area [ft?/ped 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
d_p, Pedestrian Delay [s] 27.72 27.72 42.94 55.04
|_p,int, Pedestrian LOS Score for Intersectign 2.602 2.278 3.082 3.459
Crosswalk LOS B B C C
s_b, Saturation Flow Rate of the bicycle lang 2000 2000 2000 2000
c_b, Capacity of the bicycle lane [bicycles/H] 487 287 784 784
d_b, Bicycle Delay [s] 43.33 55.46 27.78 27.85
I_b,int, Bicycle LOS Score for Intersection 2.649 2.190 2.544 3.410
Bicycle LOS B B B o]
Sequence
Ring 1f 1 2 4 3 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring2| 5 6 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring 3| - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring 4| - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Intersection Level Of Service Report
Intersection 254: Glenwood Avenue/ Laurel Street

Control Type: All-way stop Delay (sec / veh): 15.6
Analysis Method: HCM 6th Edition Level Of Service: C
Analysis Period: 15 minutes Volume to Capacity (v/c): 0.610
Intersection Setup
Name Glenwood Avenue Laurel Street
Approach Northeastbound Southwestbound Northwestbound Southeastbound
Lane Configuration '1 I r' '1 I r' '1 I r' '1 I r'
Turning Movement Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
Lane Width [ft] 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00
No. of Lanes in Pocket 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pocket Length [ft]
Speed [mph] 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00
Grade [%] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Crosswalk Yes Yes Yes Yes
Volumes
Name Glenwood Avenue Laurel Street
Base Volume Input [veh/h] 57 200 103 26 312 9 28 145 5 6 250 50
Base Volume Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%] 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Growth Rate 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
In-Process Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site-Generated Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Diverted Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pass-by Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Hourly Volume [veh/h] 57 200 103 26 312 9 28 145 5 6 250 50
Peak Hour Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Other Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h] 14 50 26 7 78 2 7 36 1 2 63 13
Total Analysis Volume [veh/h] 57 200 103 26 312 9 28 145 5 6 250 50
Pedestrian Volume [ped/h] 0 0 0 0
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Intersection Settings

Lanes
Capacity per Entry Lane [veh/h] 462 495 548 478 512 567 446 475 523 464 496 548
Degree of Utilization, x 0.12 0.40 0.19 0.05 0.61 0.02 0.06 0.30 0.01 0.01 0.50 0.09
Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results
95th-Percentile Queue Length [veh] 0.42 1.94 0.69 0.17 4.04 0.05 0.20 1.28 0.03 0.04 2.80 0.30
95th-Percentile Queue Length [ft] 10.46 | 48.41 | 17.17 430 (101.01 | 1.21 5.00 31.92 0.72 0.98 69.91 7.49
Approach Delay [s/veh] 13.17 19.15 13.10 15.81
Approach LOS B (¢} B (¢}
Intersection Delay [s/veh] 15.58
Intersection LOS C
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Intersection Analysis Summary

ID Intersection Name Control Type Method Worst Mvmt VvIiC Delay (s/veh)|LOS
El Camino Real (SR 82) ) ) HCM 6th
30 /Glenwood Ave-Valparaiso Signalized Edition SWB Thru 0.904 52.1 D
Ave
o54 | CGlenwood Avenue/Laurel | o)\ o0 stop | HEMOth 1 g They | 0.301 115 B
Street Edition

V/C, Delay, LOS: For two-way stop, these values are taken from the movement with the worst (highest) delay value. For
all other control types, they are taken for the whole intersection.
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Intersection Level Of Service Report
Intersection 30: El Camino Real (SR 82)/Glenwood Ave-Valparaiso Ave

Control Type: Signalized
Analysis Method: HCM 6th Edition
Analysis Period: 15 minutes

Intersection Setup

Delay (sec / veh):
Level Of Service:

Volume to Capacity (v/c):

52.1

0.904

Name Valparaiso Avenue Glenwood Avenue El Camino Real (SR 82) El Camino Real (SR 82)
Approach Northeastbound Southwestbound Northwestbound Southeastbound
Lane Configuration '1 "I r' '1 Ir '1 I Ir '1 I Ir
Turning Movement Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
Lane Width [ft] 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00
No. of Lanes in Pocket 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0
Pocket Length [ft] 205.00 130.00 | 120.00 190.00 105.00 | 180.00
Speed [mph] 30.00 25.00 35.00 30.00
Grade [%] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Curb Present No No No No
Crosswalk Yes Yes Yes Yes
Volumes
Name Valparaiso Avenue Glenwood Avenue El Camino Real (SR 82) El Camino Real (SR 82)
Base Volume Input [veh/h] 346 165 112 73 219 52 99 1801 72 48 1178 328
Base Volume Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%] 2.40 2.40 1.60 0.00 2.80 0.00 0.00 3.90 0.00 1.90 3.90 3.30
Growth Rate 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
In-Process Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site-Generated Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Diverted Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pass-by Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Right-Turn on Red Volume [veh/h] 74 0 29 285
Total Hourly Volume [veh/h] 346 165 38 73 219 52 99 1801 43 48 1178 43
Peak Hour Factor 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 [ 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100
Other Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h] 95 45 10 20 60 14 27 495 12 13 324 12
Total Analysis Volume [veh/h] 380 181 42 80 241 57 109 1979 47 53 1295 47
Presence of On-Street Parking No No No No No No No No
On-Street Parking Maneuver Rate [/h]
Local Bus Stopping Rate [/h] 0 0 0 0
v_do, Outbound Pedestrian Volume crossing 5 2 5 3
v_di, Inbound Pedestrian Volume crossing mn 5 3 5 2
v_co, Outbound Pedestrian Volume crossing 2 6 6 2
v_ci, Inbound Pedestrian Volume crossing mi 2 6 6 2
v_ab, Corner Pedestrian Volume [ped/h] 0 0 0 0
Bicycle Volume [bicycles/h] 18 15 4 9
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Intersection Settings

Located in CBD No
Signal Coordination Group 1-ECR
Cycle Length [s] 150

Coordination Type

Time of Day Pattern Coordinated

Actuation Type

Fully actuated

Offset [s] 106.0
Offset Reference LeadGreen
Permissive Mode SingleBand

Lost time [s] 4.00

Phasing & Timing

Control Type Split Split Split Split Split Split  |Protecte | Permiss | Permiss |Protecte [ Permiss [ Permiss
Signal group 3 4 1 6 5 2
Auxiliary Signal Groups
Lead / Lag Lead Lead
Minimum Green [s] 6 6 8 10 8 10
Maximum Green [s] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amber [s] 3.0 3.0 35 37 35 37
All red [s] 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Split [s] 40 25 22 63 22 63
Vehicle Extension [s] 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Walk [s] 0 0 0 0
Pedestrian Clearance [s] 0 0 0 0
Rest In Walk No No No No
11, Start-Up Lost Time [s] 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
12, Clearance Lost Time [s] 1.5 1.5 2.0 2.2 2.0 2.2
Minimum Recall No No No No No No
Maximum Recall No No No No No No
Pedestrian Recall No No No No No No
Detector Location [ft] 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector Length [ft] 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0
I, Upstream Filtering Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Exclusive Pedestrian Phase

Pedestrian Signal Group 0
Pedestrian Walk [s] 0
Pedestrian Clearance [s] 0
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Lane Group Calculations

Lane Group L (¢} R L (¢} R L (¢} R L (¢} R

C, Cycle Length [s] 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150

L, Total Lost Time per Cycle [s] 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 4.00 4.20 4.20 4.00 4.20 4.20

11_p, Permitted Start-Up Lost Time [s]

12, Clearance Lost Time [s] 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 2.00 2.20 2.20 2.00 2.20 2.20

g_i, Effective Green Time [s] 27 27 27 21 21 21 11 80 80 7 76 76
g/C, Green/ Cycle 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.07 0.53 0.53 0.05 0.51 0.51

(v/s)_i Volume / Saturation Flow Rate | 0.16 0.16 0.03 0.04 0.13 0.04 0.06 0.56 0.03 0.03 0.37 0.03
s, saturation flow rate [veh/h] 1775 1831 1519 1785 1858 1541 1810 3506 1560 1782 3506 1525

¢, Capacity [veh/h] 317 327 271 251 262 217 131 1864 830 85 1776 772
d1, Uniform Delay [s] 59.92 | 59.90 | 51.96 | 57.94 | 63.59 | 57.37 | 66.80 | 21.82 | 10.41 | 68.95 | 17.77 | 12.26

k, delay calibration 0.19 0.19 0.11 0.11 0.38 0.11 0.11 0.50 0.50 0.11 0.50 0.50

I, Upstream Filtering Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

d2, Incremental Delay [s] 1222 | 11.75 0.26 0.72 31.94 0.64 12.35 | 39.39 0.13 7.40 2.67 0.15

d3, Initial Queue Delay [s] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Rp, platoon ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33

PF, progression factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Lane Group Results

X, volume / capacity 0.87 0.87 0.15 0.32 0.92 0.26 0.83 1.06 0.06 0.63 0.73 0.06

d, Delay for Lane Group [s/veh] 7214 | 71.65 | 5222 | 58.66 | 9553 | 58.00 | 79.15 | 61.21 | 10.54 | 76.35 | 20.44 | 12.41

Lane Group LOS E E D E F E E F B E o] B

Critical Lane Group Yes No No No Yes No No Yes No Yes No No
50th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/In] | 11.34 [ 11.63 1.37 2.82 11.49 2.00 4.46 35.81 0.52 215 13.04 0.59
50th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/In] 283.41 [ 290.65 | 34.29 | 70.60 | 287.34 | 49.88 | 111.42 | 895.35 | 12.97 | 53.74 | 325.94 | 14.77
95th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/In] | 16.86 | 17.22 247 5.08 17.05 3.59 7.92 47.90 0.93 3.87 18.96 1.06
95th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/In] 421.45 | 430.45 | 61.72 [ 127.09 | 426.34 | 89.79 | 197.97 |1197.54| 23.34 | 96.73 | 473.98 | 26.59
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Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results

d_M, Delay for Movement [s/veh] 72.01 | 71.65 | 5222 | 58.66 | 9553 | 58.00 | 79.15 | 61.21 | 10.54 | 76.35 | 20.44 | 12.41
Movement LOS E E D E F E E F B E o] B
d_A, Approach Delay [s/veh] 70.52 82.07 61.01 22.29
Approach LOS E F E (¢}
d_I, Intersection Delay [s/veh] 52.07
Intersection LOS D
Intersection V/C 0.904
Other Modes
g_Walk,mi, Effective Walk Time [s] 58.8 58.8 36.5 215
M_corner, Corner Circulation Area [ft?/ped 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
M_CW, Crosswalk Circulation Area [ft?/ped 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
d_p, Pedestrian Delay [s] 27.72 27.72 42.94 55.04
|_p,int, Pedestrian LOS Score for Intersectign 2.558 2.261 3.195 3.542
Crosswalk LOS B B C D
s_b, Saturation Flow Rate of the bicycle lang 2000 2000 2000 2000
c_b, Capacity of the bicycle lane [bicycles/H] 487 287 784 784
d_b, Bicycle Delay [s] 43.33 55.46 27.78 27.85
I_b,int, Bicycle LOS Score for Intersection 2.677 2.183 3.345 2.946
Bicycle LOS B B o] o]
Sequence
Ring 1f 1 2 4 3 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring2| 5 6 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring 3| - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring 4| - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Intersection Level Of Service Report
Intersection 254: Glenwood Avenue/ Laurel Street

Control Type: All-way stop Delay (sec / veh): 11.5
Analysis Method: HCM 6th Edition Level Of Service: B
Analysis Period: 15 minutes Volume to Capacity (v/c): 0.391
Intersection Setup
Name Glenwood Avenue Laurel Street
Approach Northeastbound Southwestbound Northwestbound Southeastbound
Lane Configuration '1 I r' '1 I r' '1 I r' '1 I r'
Turning Movement Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
Lane Width [ft] 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00
No. of Lanes in Pocket 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pocket Length [ft]
Speed [mph] 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00
Grade [%] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Crosswalk Yes Yes Yes Yes
Volumes
Name Glenwood Avenue Laurel Street
Base Volume Input [veh/h] 43 139 71 21 223 15 58 213 7 2 87 12
Base Volume Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%] 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Growth Rate 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
In-Process Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site-Generated Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Diverted Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pass-by Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Hourly Volume [veh/h] 43 139 71 21 223 15 58 213 7 2 87 12
Peak Hour Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Other Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h] 11 35 18 5 56 4 15 53 2 1 22 3
Total Analysis Volume [veh/h] 43 139 71 21 223 15 58 213 7 2 87 12
Pedestrian Volume [ped/h] 0 0 0 0
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Intersection Settings

Lanes
Capacity per Entry Lane [veh/h] 522 562 631 529 571 641 529 571 641 505 542 605
Degree of Utilization, x 0.08 0.25 0.11 0.04 0.39 0.02 0.11 0.37 0.01 0.00 0.16 0.02
Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results
95th-Percentile Queue Length [veh] 0.27 0.97 0.38 0.12 1.84 0.07 0.37 1.72 0.03 0.01 0.57 0.06
95th-Percentile Queue Length [ft] 6.71 24.18 9.45 3.09 46.12 1.79 9.17 42.98 0.83 0.30 14.20 1.52
Approach Delay [s/veh] 10.44 12.47 12.11 10.38
Approach LOS B B B B
Intersection Delay [s/veh] 11.54

Intersection LOS
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Intersection Analysis Summary

ID Intersection Name Control Type Method Worst Mvmt VvIiC Delay (s/veh)|LOS
El Camino Real (SR 82) ) ) HCM 6th
30 /Glenwood Ave-Valparaiso Signalized Edition SWB Thru 0.708 29.8 C
Ave
254 | Glenwood Avenuellaurel | oy stop | HCMON | seg Thiy | 0.435 12.2 B
Street Edition

V/C, Delay, LOS: For two-way stop, these values are taken from the movement with the worst (highest) delay value. For
all other control types, they are taken for the whole intersection.
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Intersection Level Of Service Report
Intersection 30: El Camino Real (SR 82)/Glenwood Ave-Valparaiso Ave

Control Type: Signalized
Analysis Method: HCM 6th Edition
Analysis Period: 15 minutes

Intersection Setup

Delay (sec / veh):
Level Of Service:

Volume to Capacity (v/c):

29.8

0.708

Name Valparaiso Avenue Glenwood Avenue El Camino Real (SR 82) El Camino Real (SR 82)
Approach Northeastbound Southwestbound Northwestbound Southeastbound
Lane Configuration '1 "I r' '1 I" '1 I Ir '1 I Ir
Turning Movement Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
Lane Width [ft] 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00
No. of Lanes in Pocket 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0
Pocket Length [ft] 205.00 130.00 | 120.00 190.00 105.00 | 180.00
Speed [mph] 30.00 25.00 35.00 30.00
Grade [%] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Curb Present No No No No
Crosswalk Yes Yes Yes Yes
Volumes
Name Valparaiso Avenue Glenwood Avenue El Camino Real (SR 82) El Camino Real (SR 82)
Base Volume Input [veh/h] 223 170 94 84 178 27 82 750 38 43 1259 476
Base Volume Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%] 2.40 2.40 1.60 0.00 2.80 0.00 0.00 3.90 0.00 1.90 3.90 3.30
Growth Rate 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
In-Process Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site-Generated Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Diverted Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pass-by Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Right-Turn on Red Volume [veh/h] 74 0 29 285
Total Hourly Volume [veh/h] 223 170 20 84 178 27 82 750 9 43 1259 191
Peak Hour Factor 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 [ 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100
Other Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h] 61 47 5 23 49 7 23 206 2 12 346 52
Total Analysis Volume [veh/h] 245 187 22 92 196 30 90 824 10 47 1384 210
Presence of On-Street Parking No No No No No No No No
On-Street Parking Maneuver Rate [/h]
Local Bus Stopping Rate [/h] 0 0 0 0
v_do, Outbound Pedestrian Volume crossing 5 2 5 3
v_di, Inbound Pedestrian Volume crossing mn 5 3 5 2
v_co, Outbound Pedestrian Volume crossing 2 6 6 2
v_ci, Inbound Pedestrian Volume crossing mi 2 6 6 2
v_ab, Corner Pedestrian Volume [ped/h] 0 0 0 0
Bicycle Volume [bicycles/h] 18 15 4 9
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Intersection Settings

Located in CBD No
Signal Coordination Group 1-ECR
Cycle Length [s] 150

Coordination Type

Time of Day Pattern Coordinated

Actuation Type

Fully actuated

Offset [s] 106.0
Offset Reference LeadGreen
Permissive Mode SingleBand

Lost time [s] 4.00

Phasing & Timing

Control Type Split Split Split Split Split Split  |Protecte | Permiss | Permiss |Protecte [ Permiss [ Permiss
Signal group 3 4 1 6 5 2
Auxiliary Signal Groups
Lead / Lag Lead Lead
Minimum Green [s] 6 6 8 10 8 10
Maximum Green [s] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amber [s] 3.0 3.0 35 37 35 37
All red [s] 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Split [s] 40 25 22 63 22 63
Vehicle Extension [s] 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Walk [s] 0 0 0 0
Pedestrian Clearance [s] 0 0 0 0
Rest In Walk No No No No
11, Start-Up Lost Time [s] 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
12, Clearance Lost Time [s] 1.5 1.5 2.0 2.2 2.0 2.2
Minimum Recall No No No No No No
Maximum Recall No No No No No No
Pedestrian Recall No No No No No No
Detector Location [ft] 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector Length [ft] 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0
I, Upstream Filtering Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Exclusive Pedestrian Phase

Pedestrian Signal Group 0
Pedestrian Walk [s] 0
Pedestrian Clearance [s] 0
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Lane Group Calculations

Lane Group L (¢} R L C L (¢} R L (¢} R

C, Cycle Length [s] 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
L, Total Lost Time per Cycle [s] 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 4.00 4.20 4.20 4.00 4.20 4.20

11_p, Permitted Start-Up Lost Time [s]

12, Clearance Lost Time [s] 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 2.00 2.20 2.20 2.00 2.20 2.20

g_i, Effective Green Time [s] 21 21 21 21 21 9 86 86 7 84 84
g/C, Green/ Cycle 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.06 0.57 0.57 0.05 0.56 0.56
(v/s)_i Volume / Saturation Flow Rate | 0.12 0.12 0.01 0.05 0.13 0.05 0.24 0.01 0.03 0.39 0.14
s, saturation flow rate [veh/h] 1775 1850 1510 1785 1802 1810 3506 1562 1782 3506 1527

¢, Capacity [veh/h] 250 260 212 245 247 111 2017 899 82 1962 854
d1, Uniform Delay [s] 62.85 | 62.85 | 56.13 58.87 63.84 67.95 8.81 7.45 68.98 | 1242 9.18
k, delay calibration 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.36 0.11 0.50 0.50 0.11 0.50 0.50
I, Upstream Filtering Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
d2, Incremental Delay [s] 7.76 7.47 0.21 0.96 31.05 12.84 0.62 0.02 6.29 2.16 0.69
d3, Initial Queue Delay [s] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Rp, platoon ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33
PF, progression factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Lane Group Results

X, volume / capacity 0.85 0.85 0.10 0.38 0.92 0.81 0.41 0.01 0.58 0.71 0.25
d, Delay for Lane Group [s/veh] 70.61 | 70.32 | 56.35 59.83 94.90 80.79 9.43 7.47 75.27 | 14.59 9.86

Lane Group LOS E E E E F F A A E B A

Critical Lane Group Yes No No No Yes Yes No No No Yes No
50th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/In] 8.44 8.78 0.75 3.29 10.73 3.73 3.97 0.09 1.89 10.49 2.20
50th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/In] 211.07 | 219.38 | 18.66 82.31 268.19 93.16 | 99.30 2.16 47.32 | 262.16 | 55.00
95th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/In] | 13.21 [ 13.63 1.34 5.93 16.10 6.71 7.15 0.16 3.41 15.80 3.96
95th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/In] 330.20 | 340.84 | 33.60 148.16 402.47 167.69 | 178.74 | 3.88 85.18 | 394.92 | 99.01
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Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results

d_M, Delay for Movement [s/veh] 70.58 | 70.32 | 56.35 | 59.83 | 94.90 | 94.90 | 80.79 9.43 7.47 75.27 | 14.59 9.86
Movement LOS E E E E F F F A A E B A
d_A, Approach Delay [s/veh] 69.78 84.75 16.36 15.72
Approach LOS E F B B
d_I, Intersection Delay [s/veh] 29.83
Intersection LOS C
Intersection V/C 0.708
Other Modes
g_Walk,mi, Effective Walk Time [s] 58.8 58.8 36.5 215
M_corner, Corner Circulation Area [ft?/ped 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
M_CW, Crosswalk Circulation Area [ft?/ped 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
d_p, Pedestrian Delay [s] 27.72 27.72 42.94 55.04
|_p,int, Pedestrian LOS Score for Intersectign 2.546 2.091 2.981 3.368
Crosswalk LOS B B C C
s_b, Saturation Flow Rate of the bicycle lang 2000 2000 2000 2000
c_b, Capacity of the bicycle lane [bicycles/H] 487 287 784 784
d_b, Bicycle Delay [s] 43.33 55.46 27.78 27.85
I_b,int, Bicycle LOS Score for Intersection 2.431 2.084 2.346 3.149
Bicycle LOS B B B o]
Sequence
Ring 1f 1 2 4 3 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring2| 5 6 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring 3| - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring 4| - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Intersection Level Of Service Report
Intersection 254: Glenwood Avenue/Laurel Street

Control Type: All-way stop Delay (sec / veh): 12.2
Analysis Method: HCM 6th Edition Level Of Service: B
Analysis Period: 15 minutes Volume to Capacity (v/c): 0.435
Intersection Setup
Name Glenwood Avenue Laurel Street
Approach Northeastbound Southwestbound Northwestbound Southeastbound
Lane Configuration '1 I r' '1 I r' '1 I r' '1 I r'
Turning Movement Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
Lane Width [ft] 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00
No. of Lanes in Pocket 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pocket Length [ft]
Speed [mph] 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00
Grade [%] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Crosswalk Yes Yes Yes Yes
Volumes
Name Glenwood Avenue Laurel Street
Base Volume Input [veh/h] 52 122 100 25 218 9 28 139 6 6 240 48
Base Volume Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%] 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Growth Rate 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
In-Process Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site-Generated Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Diverted Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pass-by Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Hourly Volume [veh/h] 52 122 100 25 218 9 28 139 6 6 240 48
Peak Hour Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Other Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h] 13 31 25 6 55 2 7 35 2 2 60 12
Total Analysis Volume [veh/h] 52 122 100 25 218 9 28 139 6 6 240 48
Pedestrian Volume [ped/h] 0 0 0 0
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Intersection Settings

Lanes
Capacity per Entry Lane [veh/h] 500 537 600 508 546 610 495 530 591 513 551 617
Degree of Utilization, x 0.10 0.23 0.17 0.05 0.40 0.01 0.06 0.26 0.01 0.01 0.44 0.08
Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results
95th-Percentile Queue Length [veh] 0.35 0.87 0.60 0.15 1.91 0.04 0.18 1.04 0.03 0.04 219 0.25
95th-Percentile Queue Length [ft] 8.66 21.70 | 14.88 3.87 47.64 1.12 4.49 26.09 0.77 0.89 54.74 6.31
Approach Delay [s/veh] 10.72 13.09 11.54 13.24
Approach LOS B B B B
Intersection Delay [s/veh] 12.21

Intersection LOS
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Intersection Analysis Summary

ID Intersection Name Control Type Method Worst Mvmt VvIiC Delay (s/veh)|LOS
El Camino Real (SR 82) ) ) HCM 6th
30 /Glenwood Ave-Valparaiso | Signalized Edition SWB Thru 0.809 33.7 C
Ave
o54 | Clenwood Avenue/Laurel | o o0 ctop | HEMOth 1 g They | 0.345 10.8 B
Street Edition

V/C, Delay, LOS: For two-way stop, these values are taken from the movement with the worst (highest) delay value. For
all other control types, they are taken for the whole intersection.
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Intersection Level Of Service Report
Intersection 30: El Camino Real (SR 82)/Glenwood Ave-Valparaiso Ave

Control Type: Signalized
Analysis Method: HCM 6th Edition
Analysis Period: 15 minutes

Intersection Setup

Delay (sec / veh):
Level Of Service:

Volume to Capacity (v/c):

33.7

0.809

Name Valparaiso Avenue Glenwood Avenue El Camino Real (SR 82) El Camino Real (SR 82)
Approach Northeastbound Southwestbound Northwestbound Southeastbound
Lane Configuration '1 "I r' '1 I" '1 I Ir '1 I Ir
Turning Movement Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
Lane Width [ft] 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00
No. of Lanes in Pocket 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0
Pocket Length [ft] 205.00 130.00 | 120.00 190.00 105.00 | 180.00
Speed [mph] 30.00 25.00 35.00 30.00
Grade [%] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Curb Present No No No No
Crosswalk Yes Yes Yes Yes
Volumes
Name Valparaiso Avenue Glenwood Avenue El Camino Real (SR 82) El Camino Real (SR 82)
Base Volume Input [veh/h] 304 134 96 65 184 30 86 1584 46 43 1019 267
Base Volume Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%] 2.40 2.40 1.60 0.00 2.80 0.00 0.00 3.90 0.00 1.90 3.90 3.30
Growth Rate 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
In-Process Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site-Generated Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Diverted Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pass-by Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Right-Turn on Red Volume [veh/h] 74 0 29 285
Total Hourly Volume [veh/h] 304 134 22 65 184 30 86 1584 17 43 1019 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 [ 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100
Other Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h] 84 37 6 18 51 8 24 435 5 12 280 0
Total Analysis Volume [veh/h] 334 147 24 71 202 33 95 1741 19 47 1120 0
Presence of On-Street Parking No No No No No No No No
On-Street Parking Maneuver Rate [/h]
Local Bus Stopping Rate [/h] 0 0 0 0
v_do, Outbound Pedestrian Volume crossing 5 2 5 3
v_di, Inbound Pedestrian Volume crossing mn 5 3 5 2
v_co, Outbound Pedestrian Volume crossing 2 6 6 2
v_ci, Inbound Pedestrian Volume crossing mi 2 6 6 2
v_ab, Corner Pedestrian Volume [ped/h] 0 0 0 0
Bicycle Volume [bicycles/h] 18 15 4 9
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Intersection Settings

Located in CBD No
Signal Coordination Group 1-ECR
Cycle Length [s] 150

Coordination Type

Time of Day Pattern Coordinated

Actuation Type

Fully actuated

Offset [s] 106.0
Offset Reference LeadGreen
Permissive Mode SingleBand

Lost time [s] 4.00

Phasing & Timing

Control Type Split Split Split Split Split Split  |Protecte | Permiss | Permiss |Protecte [ Permiss [ Permiss
Signal group 3 4 1 6 5 2
Auxiliary Signal Groups
Lead / Lag Lead Lead
Minimum Green [s] 6 6 8 10 8 10
Maximum Green [s] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amber [s] 3.0 3.0 35 37 35 37
All red [s] 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Split [s] 40 25 22 63 22 63
Vehicle Extension [s] 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Walk [s] 0 0 0 0
Pedestrian Clearance [s] 0 0 0 0
Rest In Walk No No No No
11, Start-Up Lost Time [s] 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
12, Clearance Lost Time [s] 1.5 1.5 2.0 2.2 2.0 2.2
Minimum Recall No No No No No No
Maximum Recall No No No No No No
Pedestrian Recall No No No No No No
Detector Location [ft] 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector Length [ft] 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0
I, Upstream Filtering Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Exclusive Pedestrian Phase

Pedestrian Signal Group 0
Pedestrian Walk [s] 0
Pedestrian Clearance [s] 0
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Lane Group Calculations

Lane Group L (¢} R L C L (¢} R L (¢} R

C, Cycle Length [s] 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
L, Total Lost Time per Cycle [s] 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 4.00 4.20 4.20 4.00 4.20 4.20

11_p, Permitted Start-Up Lost Time [s]

12, Clearance Lost Time [s] 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 2.00 2.20 2.20 2.00 2.20 2.20

g_i, Effective Green Time [s] 23 23 23 21 21 10 83 83 7 80 80
g/C, Green/ Cycle 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.14 0.14 0.06 0.56 0.56 0.05 0.54 0.54
(v/s)_i Volume / Saturation Flow Rate | 0.13 0.13 0.02 0.04 0.13 0.05 0.50 0.01 0.03 0.32 0.00
s, saturation flow rate [veh/h] 1775 1828 1514 1785 1799 1810 3506 1561 1782 3506 1573

¢, Capacity [veh/h] 276 284 236 252 254 117 1949 868 82 1883 845
d1, Uniform Delay [s] 61.70 | 61.70 | 54.28 57.56 63.57 67.64 | 16.01 8.68 68.99 | 13.22 0.00
k, delay calibration 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.11 0.38 0.11 0.50 0.50 0.11 0.50 0.50
I, Upstream Filtering Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
d2, Incremental Delay [s] 8.61 8.39 0.19 0.60 33.28 12.60 6.78 0.05 6.27 1.39 0.00
d3, Initial Queue Delay [s] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Rp, platoon ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33
PF, progression factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Lane Group Results

X, volume / capacity 0.86 0.86 0.10 0.28 0.92 0.81 0.89 0.02 0.58 0.59 0.00
d, Delay for Lane Group [s/veh] 70.31 | 70.09 | 54.46 58.16 96.86 80.24 | 22.80 8.73 75.27 | 14.62 0.00

Lane Group LOS E E D E F F o] A E B A

Critical Lane Group Yes No No No Yes No Yes No Yes No No
50th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/In] 9.49 9.76 0.80 2.49 11.30 3.92 19.01 0.18 1.89 8.18 0.00
50th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/In] 237.35 | 243.90 [ 19.98 62.23 282.44 97.93 | 475.32 | 4.58 47.32 | 204.57 | 0.00
95th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/In] | 14.55 | 14.88 1.44 4.48 16.81 7.05 26.16 0.33 3.41 12.87 0.00
95th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/In] 363.68 | 371.97 | 35.96 112.01 420.25 176.27 | 654.09 | 8.25 85.18 | 321.86 | 0.00
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Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results

d_M, Delay for Movement [s/veh] 70.25 | 70.09 | 54.46 | 58.16 | 96.86 | 96.86 | 80.24 | 22.80 8.73 75.27 | 14.62 0.00
Movement LOS E E D E F F F o] A E B A
d_A, Approach Delay [s/veh] 69.45 87.88 25.59 17.06
Approach LOS E F (¢} B
d_I, Intersection Delay [s/veh] 33.75
Intersection LOS C
Intersection V/C 0.809
Other Modes
g_Walk,mi, Effective Walk Time [s] 58.8 58.8 36.5 215
M_corner, Corner Circulation Area [ft?/ped 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
M_CW, Crosswalk Circulation Area [ft?/ped 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
d_p, Pedestrian Delay [s] 27.72 27.72 42.94 55.04
|_p,int, Pedestrian LOS Score for Intersectign 2.510 2.079 3.104 3.455
Crosswalk LOS B B C C
s_b, Saturation Flow Rate of the bicycle lang 2000 2000 2000 2000
c_b, Capacity of the bicycle lane [bicycles/H] 487 287 784 784
d_b, Bicycle Delay [s] 43.33 55.46 27.78 27.85
I_b,int, Bicycle LOS Score for Intersection 2.515 2.065 3.114 2.758
Bicycle LOS B B o] o]
Sequence
Ring 1f 1 2 4 3 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring2| 5 6 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring 3| - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring 4| - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Intersection Level Of Service Report
Intersection 254: Glenwood Avenue/ Laurel Street

Control Type: All-way stop Delay (sec / veh): 10.8
Analysis Method: HCM 6th Edition Level Of Service: B
Analysis Period: 15 minutes Volume to Capacity (v/c): 0.345
Intersection Setup
Name Glenwood Avenue Laurel Street
Approach Northeastbound Southwestbound Northwestbound Southeastbound
Lane Configuration '1 I r' '1 I r' '1 I r' '1 I r'
Turning Movement Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
Lane Width [ft] 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00
No. of Lanes in Pocket 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pocket Length [ft]
Speed [mph] 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00
Grade [%] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Crosswalk Yes Yes Yes Yes
Volumes
Name Glenwood Avenue Laurel Street
Base Volume Input [veh/h] 33 97 69 21 200 14 57 205 7 2 84 12
Base Volume Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%] 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Growth Rate 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
In-Process Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site-Generated Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Diverted Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pass-by Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Hourly Volume [veh/h] 33 97 69 21 200 14 57 205 7 2 84 12
Peak Hour Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Other Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h] 8 24 17 5 50 4 14 51 2 1 21 3
Total Analysis Volume [veh/h] 33 97 69 21 200 14 57 205 7 2 84 12
Pedestrian Volume [ped/h] 0 0 0 0
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Intersection Settings

Lanes
Capacity per Entry Lane [veh/h] 534 576 649 545 590 665 550 595 672 523 565 633
Degree of Utilization, x 0.06 0.17 0.11 0.04 0.34 0.02 0.10 0.34 0.01 0.00 0.15 0.02
Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results
95th-Percentile Queue Length [veh] 0.20 0.60 0.36 0.12 1.50 0.06 0.35 1.53 0.03 0.01 0.52 0.06
95th-Percentile Queue Length [ft] 4.93 15.03 8.88 3.00 37.38 1.61 8.63 38.24 0.79 0.29 13.00 1.45
Approach Delay [s/veh] 9.70 11.48 11.40 9.97
Approach LOS A B B A
Intersection Delay [s/veh] 10.83

Intersection LOS
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Intersection Analysis Summary

ID Intersection Name Control Type Method Worst Mvmt VvIiC Delay (s/veh)|LOS
El Camino Real (SR 82) ) ) HCM 6th
30 /Glenwood Ave-Valparaiso Signalized Edition SWB Thru 0.827 36.7 D
Ave
o54 | CGlenwood Avenue/Laurel | 5 o0 ciop | HEMEth 1 g They | 0610 15.6 c
Street Edition

V/C, Delay, LOS: For two-way stop, these values are taken from the movement with the worst (highest) delay value. For
all other control types, they are taken for the whole intersection.
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Intersection Level Of Service Report
Intersection 30: El Camino Real (SR 82)/Glenwood Ave-Valparaiso Ave

Control Type: Signalized
Analysis Method: HCM 6th Edition
Analysis Period: 15 minutes

Intersection Setup

Delay (sec / veh):
Level Of Service:

Volume to Capacity (v/c):

36.7

0.827

Name Valparaiso Avenue Glenwood Avenue El Camino Real (SR 82) El Camino Real (SR 82)
Approach Northeastbound Southwestbound Northwestbound Southeastbound
Lane Configuration '1 "I r' '1 Ir '1 I Ir '1 I Ir
Turning Movement Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
Lane Width [ft] 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00
No. of Lanes in Pocket 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0
Pocket Length [ft] 205.00 130.00 | 120.00 190.00 105.00 | 180.00
Speed [mph] 30.00 25.00 35.00 30.00
Grade [%] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Curb Present No No No No
Crosswalk Yes Yes Yes Yes
Volumes
Name Valparaiso Avenue Glenwood Avenue El Camino Real (SR 82) El Camino Real (SR 82)
Base Volume Input [veh/h] 250 245 113 97 221 39 92 933 64 48 1495 523
Base Volume Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%] 2.40 2.40 1.60 0.00 2.80 0.00 0.00 3.90 0.00 1.90 3.90 3.30
Growth Rate 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
In-Process Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site-Generated Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Diverted Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pass-by Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Right-Turn on Red Volume [veh/h] 74 0 29 285
Total Hourly Volume [veh/h] 250 245 39 97 221 39 92 933 35 48 1495 238
Peak Hour Factor 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 [ 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100
Other Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h] 69 67 11 27 61 11 25 256 10 13 411 65
Total Analysis Volume [veh/h] 275 269 43 107 243 43 101 1025 38 53 1643 262
Presence of On-Street Parking No No No No No No No No
On-Street Parking Maneuver Rate [/h]
Local Bus Stopping Rate [/h] 0 0 0 0
v_do, Outbound Pedestrian Volume crossing 5 2 5 3
v_di, Inbound Pedestrian Volume crossing mn 5 3 5 2
v_co, Outbound Pedestrian Volume crossing 2 6 6 2
v_ci, Inbound Pedestrian Volume crossing mi 2 6 6 2
v_ab, Corner Pedestrian Volume [ped/h] 0 0 0 0
Bicycle Volume [bicycles/h] 18 15 4 9
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Intersection Settings

Located in CBD No
Signal Coordination Group 1-ECR
Cycle Length [s] 150

Coordination Type

Time of Day Pattern Coordinated

Actuation Type

Fully actuated

Offset [s] 106.0
Offset Reference LeadGreen
Permissive Mode SingleBand

Lost time [s] 4.00

Phasing & Timing

Control Type Split Split Split Split Split Split  |Protecte | Permiss | Permiss |Protecte [ Permiss [ Permiss
Signal group 3 4 1 6 5 2
Auxiliary Signal Groups
Lead / Lag Lead Lead
Minimum Green [s] 6 6 8 10 8 10
Maximum Green [s] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amber [s] 3.0 3.0 35 37 35 37
All red [s] 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Split [s] 40 25 22 63 22 63
Vehicle Extension [s] 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Walk [s] 0 0 0 0
Pedestrian Clearance [s] 0 0 0 0
Rest In Walk No No No No
11, Start-Up Lost Time [s] 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
12, Clearance Lost Time [s] 1.5 1.5 2.0 2.2 2.0 2.2
Minimum Recall No No No No No No
Maximum Recall No No No No No No
Pedestrian Recall No No No No No No
Detector Location [ft] 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector Length [ft] 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0
I, Upstream Filtering Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Exclusive Pedestrian Phase

Pedestrian Signal Group 0
Pedestrian Walk [s] 0
Pedestrian Clearance [s] 0
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Lane Group Calculations

Lane Group L (¢} R L (¢} R L (¢} R L (¢} R
C, Cycle Length [s] 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
L, Total Lost Time per Cycle [s] 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 4.00 4.20 4.20 4.00 4.20 4.20
11_p, Permitted Start-Up Lost Time [s]
12, Clearance Lost Time [s] 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 2.00 2.20 2.20 2.00 2.20 2.20
g_i, Effective Green Time [s] 26 26 26 21 21 21 10 80 80 7 77 77
g/C, Green/ Cycle 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.07 0.54 0.54 0.05 0.52 0.52
(v/s)_i Volume / Saturation Flow Rate | 0.15 0.15 0.03 0.06 0.13 0.03 0.06 0.29 0.02 0.03 0.47 0.17
s, saturation flow rate [veh/h] 1775 1861 1518 1785 1858 1542 1810 3506 1561 1782 3506 1525
¢, Capacity [veh/h] 306 321 262 253 264 219 123 1882 838 85 1810 787
d1, Uniform Delay [s] 60.37 | 60.35 | 52.75 | 58.74 | 63.53 | 56.73 | 67.28 | 12.78 | 10.02 | 68.95 | 2042 | 12.88
k, delay calibration 0.18 0.17 0.11 0.11 0.38 0.11 0.11 0.50 0.50 0.11 0.50 0.50
I, Upstream Filtering Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
d2, Incremental Delay [s] 11.32 | 10.70 0.29 1.12 32.36 0.43 12.47 1.14 0.10 7.40 8.19 1.14
d3, Initial Queue Delay [s] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Rp, platoon ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33
PF, progression factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Group Results
X, volume / capacity 0.87 0.87 0.16 0.42 0.92 0.20 0.82 0.54 0.05 0.63 0.91 0.33
d, Delay for Lane Group [s/veh] 7169 | 71.05 | 53.04 | 59.86 | 9590 | 57.17 | 79.74 | 13.92 | 10.13 | 76.35 | 28.61 | 14.01
Lane Group LOS E E D E F E E B B E o] B
Critical Lane Group Yes No No No Yes No Yes No No No Yes No
50th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/In] | 10.84 [ 11.28 1.42 3.84 11.62 1.49 4.15 6.78 0.41 215 22.13 3.52
50th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/In] 270.99 | 282.10 | 35.43 | 96.10 | 290.42 | 37.19 | 103.71 | 169.51 | 10.19 | 53.74 | 553.34 | 88.06
95th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/In] | 16.24 | 16.79 2.55 6.92 17.21 2.68 7.47 11.05 0.73 3.87 29.85 6.34
95th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/In] 405.98 | 419.82 | 63.77 | 172.98 | 430.16 | 66.95 | 186.68 | 276.27 | 18.34 | 96.73 | 746.23 | 158.52
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Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results

d_M, Delay for Movement [s/veh] 7168 | 71.05 | 53.04 | 59.86 | 9590 | 57.17 | 79.74 | 13.92 | 10.13 | 76.35 | 28.61 | 14.01
Movement LOS E E D E F E E B B E o] B
d_A, Approach Delay [s/veh] 70.02 81.85 19.51 27.95
Approach LOS E F B (¢}
d_I, Intersection Delay [s/veh] 36.74
Intersection LOS D
Intersection V/C 0.827
Other Modes
g_Walk,mi, Effective Walk Time [s] 58.8 58.8 36.5 215
M_corner, Corner Circulation Area [ft?/ped 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
M_CW, Crosswalk Circulation Area [ft?/ped 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
d_p, Pedestrian Delay [s] 27.72 27.72 42.94 55.04
|_p,int, Pedestrian LOS Score for Intersectign 2.605 2.280 3.082 3.459
Crosswalk LOS B B C C
s_b, Saturation Flow Rate of the bicycle lang 2000 2000 2000 2000
c_b, Capacity of the bicycle lane [bicycles/H] 487 287 784 784
d_b, Bicycle Delay [s] 43.33 55.46 27.78 27.85
I_b,int, Bicycle LOS Score for Intersection 2.650 2.208 2.544 3.410
Bicycle LOS B B B o]
Sequence
Ring 1f 1 2 4 3 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring2| 5 6 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring 3| - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring 4| - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

G88



Generated with VISTRO

Version 6.00-01

Intersection Level Of Service Report
Intersection 254: Glenwood Avenue/ Laurel Street

Control Type: All-way stop Delay (sec / veh): 15.6
Analysis Method: HCM 6th Edition Level Of Service: C
Analysis Period: 15 minutes Volume to Capacity (v/c): 0.610
Intersection Setup
Name Glenwood Avenue Laurel Street
Approach Northeastbound Southwestbound Northwestbound Southeastbound
Lane Configuration '1 I r' '1 I r' '1 I r' '1 I r'
Turning Movement Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
Lane Width [ft] 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00
No. of Lanes in Pocket 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pocket Length [ft]
Speed [mph] 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00
Grade [%] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Crosswalk Yes Yes Yes Yes
Volumes
Name Glenwood Avenue Laurel Street
Base Volume Input [veh/h] 57 200 104 26 312 9 29 145 6 6 250 50
Base Volume Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%] 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Growth Rate 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
In-Process Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site-Generated Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Diverted Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pass-by Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Hourly Volume [veh/h] 57 200 104 26 312 9 29 145 6 6 250 50
Peak Hour Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Other Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h] 14 50 26 7 78 2 7 36 2 2 63 13
Total Analysis Volume [veh/h] 57 200 104 26 312 9 29 145 6 6 250 50
Pedestrian Volume [ped/h] 0 0 0 0
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Intersection Settings

Lanes
Capacity per Entry Lane [veh/h] 462 495 547 478 512 567 447 475 524 465 497 549
Degree of Utilization, x 0.12 0.40 0.19 0.05 0.61 0.02 0.06 0.30 0.01 0.01 0.50 0.09
Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results
95th-Percentile Queue Length [veh] 0.42 1.94 0.69 0.17 4.03 0.05 0.21 1.28 0.03 0.04 2.79 0.30
95th-Percentile Queue Length [ft] 10.45 | 48.39 | 17.37 4.30 |(100.87 | 1.21 5.19 31.93 0.87 0.98 69.81 7.49
Approach Delay [s/veh] 13.16 19.12 13.07 15.79
Approach LOS B (¢} B (¢}
Intersection Delay [s/veh] 15.55
Intersection LOS C
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Intersection Analysis Summary

ID Intersection Name Control Type Method Worst Mvmt VvIiC Delay (s/veh)|LOS
El Camino Real (SR 82) ) ) HCM 6th
30 /Glenwood Ave-Valparaiso Signalized Edition SWB Thru 0.903 52.1 D
Ave
Glenwood Avenue/ Laurel HCM 6th
254 Street All-way stop Edition SWB Thru 0.391 11.5 B

V/C, Delay, LOS: For two-way stop, these values are taken from the movement with the worst (highest) delay value. For
all other control types, they are taken for the whole intersection.

GIa1l



Generated with VISTRO

Version 6.00-01

Intersection Level Of Service Report
Intersection 30: El Camino Real (SR 82)/Glenwood Ave-Valparaiso Ave

Control Type: Signalized
Analysis Method: HCM 6th Edition
Analysis Period: 15 minutes

Intersection Setup

Delay (sec / veh):
Level Of Service:

Volume to Capacity (v/c):

52.1

0.903

Name Valparaiso Avenue Glenwood Avenue El Camino Real (SR 82) El Camino Real (SR 82)
Approach Northeastbound Southwestbound Northwestbound Southeastbound
Lane Configuration '1 "I r' '1 Ir '1 I Ir '1 I Ir
Turning Movement Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
Lane Width [ft] 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00
No. of Lanes in Pocket 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0
Pocket Length [ft] 205.00 130.00 | 120.00 190.00 105.00 | 180.00
Speed [mph] 30.00 25.00 35.00 30.00
Grade [%] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Curb Present No No No No
Crosswalk Yes Yes Yes Yes
Volumes
Name Valparaiso Avenue Glenwood Avenue El Camino Real (SR 82) El Camino Real (SR 82)
Base Volume Input [veh/h] 346 165 112 73 220 52 99 1801 72 46 1178 328
Base Volume Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%] 2.40 2.40 1.60 0.00 2.80 0.00 0.00 3.90 0.00 1.90 3.90 3.30
Growth Rate 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
In-Process Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site-Generated Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Diverted Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pass-by Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Right-Turn on Red Volume [veh/h] 74 0 29 285
Total Hourly Volume [veh/h] 346 165 38 73 220 52 99 1801 43 46 1178 43
Peak Hour Factor 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 [ 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100 | 0.9100
Other Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h] 95 45 10 20 60 14 27 495 12 13 324 12
Total Analysis Volume [veh/h] 380 181 42 80 242 57 109 1979 47 51 1295 47
Presence of On-Street Parking No No No No No No No No
On-Street Parking Maneuver Rate [/h]
Local Bus Stopping Rate [/h] 0 0 0 0
v_do, Outbound Pedestrian Volume crossing 5 2 5 3
v_di, Inbound Pedestrian Volume crossing mn 5 3 5 2
v_co, Outbound Pedestrian Volume crossing 2 6 6 2
v_ci, Inbound Pedestrian Volume crossing mi 2 6 6 2
v_ab, Corner Pedestrian Volume [ped/h] 0 0 0 0
Bicycle Volume [bicycles/h] 18 15 4 9
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Intersection Settings

Located in CBD No
Signal Coordination Group 1-ECR
Cycle Length [s] 150

Coordination Type

Time of Day Pattern Coordinated

Actuation Type

Fully actuated

Offset [s] 106.0
Offset Reference LeadGreen
Permissive Mode SingleBand

Lost time [s] 4.00

Phasing & Timing

Control Type Split Split Split Split Split Split  |Protecte | Permiss | Permiss |Protecte [ Permiss [ Permiss
Signal group 3 4 1 6 5 2
Auxiliary Signal Groups
Lead / Lag Lead Lead
Minimum Green [s] 6 6 8 10 8 10
Maximum Green [s] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amber [s] 3.0 3.0 35 37 35 37
All red [s] 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Split [s] 40 25 22 63 22 63
Vehicle Extension [s] 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Walk [s] 0 0 0 0
Pedestrian Clearance [s] 0 0 0 0
Rest In Walk No No No No
11, Start-Up Lost Time [s] 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
12, Clearance Lost Time [s] 1.5 1.5 2.0 2.2 2.0 2.2
Minimum Recall No No No No No No
Maximum Recall No No No No No No
Pedestrian Recall No No No No No No
Detector Location [ft] 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector Length [ft] 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0
I, Upstream Filtering Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Exclusive Pedestrian Phase

Pedestrian Signal Group 0
Pedestrian Walk [s] 0
Pedestrian Clearance [s] 0
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Lane Group Calculations

Lane Group L (¢} R L (¢} R L (¢} R L (¢} R

C, Cycle Length [s] 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150

L, Total Lost Time per Cycle [s] 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 4.00 4.20 4.20 4.00 4.20 4.20

11_p, Permitted Start-Up Lost Time [s]

12, Clearance Lost Time [s] 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 2.00 2.20 2.20 2.00 2.20 2.20

g_i, Effective Green Time [s] 27 27 27 21 21 21 11 80 80 7 76 76
g/C, Green/ Cycle 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.07 0.53 0.53 0.05 0.51 0.51

(v/s)_i Volume / Saturation Flow Rate | 0.16 0.16 0.03 0.04 0.13 0.04 0.06 0.56 0.03 0.03 0.37 0.03
s, saturation flow rate [veh/h] 1775 1831 1519 1785 1858 1541 1810 3506 1560 1782 3506 1525

¢, Capacity [veh/h] 317 327 271 252 263 218 131 1865 830 84 1774 772
d1, Uniform Delay [s] 59.93 | 59.91 | 51.96 | 57.88 | 63.56 | 57.31 | 66.80 | 21.81 | 10.41 | 68.95 | 17.82 | 12.29

k, delay calibration 0.19 0.19 0.11 0.11 0.38 0.11 0.11 0.50 0.50 0.11 0.50 0.50

I, Upstream Filtering Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

d2, Incremental Delay [s] 12.27 | 11.80 0.26 0.71 32.17 0.63 12.35 | 39.33 0.13 6.99 2.68 0.15

d3, Initial Queue Delay [s] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Rp, platoon ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33

PF, progression factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Lane Group Results

X, volume / capacity 0.87 0.87 0.15 0.32 0.92 0.26 0.83 1.06 0.06 0.61 0.73 0.06
d, Delay for Lane Group [s/veh] 7220 | 71.71 | 5223 | 5859 | 9573 | 57.94 | 79.15 | 61.14 | 1054 | 7594 | 20.50 | 12.44

Lane Group LOS E E D E F E E F B E o] B

Critical Lane Group Yes No No No Yes No No Yes No Yes No No
50th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/In] | 11.34 [ 11.63 1.37 2.82 11.56 1.99 4.46 35.80 0.52 2.06 13.07 0.59
50th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/In] 283.53 | 290.77 | 34.29 | 70.56 | 288.91 | 49.85 | 111.42 | 895.03 | 12.96 | 51.57 | 326.77 | 14.80
95th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/In] | 16.86 | 17.22 247 5.08 17.13 3.59 7.92 47.88 0.93 3.71 19.00 1.07
95th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/In] 421.61 | 430.60 | 61.72 [ 127.00 | 428.29 | 89.73 | 197.97 |1197.03| 23.33 | 92.83 | 474.99 | 26.64
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Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results

d_M, Delay for Movement [s/veh] 7207 | 71.71 | 5223 | 5859 | 9573 | 57.94 | 79.15 | 61.14 | 1054 | 7594 | 20.50 | 12.44
Movement LOS E E D E F E E F B E o] B
d_A, Approach Delay [s/veh] 70.58 82.21 60.95 22.26
Approach LOS E F E (¢}
d_I, Intersection Delay [s/veh] 52.07
Intersection LOS D
Intersection V/C 0.903
Other Modes
g_Walk,mi, Effective Walk Time [s] 58.8 58.8 36.5 215
M_corner, Corner Circulation Area [ft?/ped 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
M_CW, Crosswalk Circulation Area [ft?/ped 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
d_p, Pedestrian Delay [s] 27.72 27.72 42.94 55.04
|_p,int, Pedestrian LOS Score for Intersectign 2.558 2.261 3.195 3.542
Crosswalk LOS B B C D
s_b, Saturation Flow Rate of the bicycle lang 2000 2000 2000 2000
c_b, Capacity of the bicycle lane [bicycles/H] 487 287 784 784
d_b, Bicycle Delay [s] 43.33 55.46 27.78 27.85
I_b,int, Bicycle LOS Score for Intersection 2.677 2.185 3.345 2.944
Bicycle LOS B B o] o]
Sequence
Ring 1f 1 2 4 3 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring2| 5 6 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring 3| - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ring 4| - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Intersection Level Of Service Report
Intersection 254: Glenwood Avenue/ Laurel Street

Control Type: All-way stop Delay (sec / veh): 11.5
Analysis Method: HCM 6th Edition Level Of Service: B
Analysis Period: 15 minutes Volume to Capacity (v/c): 0.391
Intersection Setup
Name Glenwood Avenue Laurel Street
Approach Northeastbound Southwestbound Northwestbound Southeastbound
Lane Configuration '1 I r' '1 I r' '1 I r' '1 I r'
Turning Movement Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
Lane Width [ft] 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00 | 12.00
No. of Lanes in Pocket 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pocket Length [ft]
Speed [mph] 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00
Grade [%] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Crosswalk Yes Yes Yes Yes
Volumes
Name Glenwood Avenue Laurel Street
Base Volume Input [veh/h] 43 139 72 22 223 15 59 213 7 2 87 12
Base Volume Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%] 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Growth Rate 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
In-Process Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site-Generated Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Diverted Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pass-by Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Hourly Volume [veh/h] 43 139 72 22 223 15 59 213 7 2 87 12
Peak Hour Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Other Adjustment Factor 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 [ 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h] 11 35 18 6 56 4 15 53 2 1 22 3
Total Analysis Volume [veh/h] 43 139 72 22 223 15 59 213 7 2 87 12
Pedestrian Volume [ped/h] 0 0 0 0
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Intersection Settings

Lanes
Capacity per Entry Lane [veh/h] 522 562 630 529 570 641 529 570 641 505 542 604
Degree of Utilization, x 0.08 0.25 0.11 0.04 0.39 0.02 0.11 0.37 0.01 0.00 0.16 0.02
Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results
95th-Percentile Queue Length [veh] 0.27 0.97 0.38 0.13 1.85 0.07 0.37 1.72 0.03 0.01 0.57 0.06
95th-Percentile Queue Length [ft] 6.71 24.20 9.61 3.25 46.18 1.80 9.36 43.03 0.83 0.30 14.21 1.52
Approach Delay [s/veh] 10.45 12.47 12.11 10.38
Approach LOS B B B B
Intersection Delay [s/veh] 11.55

Intersection LOS
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TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS 409 GLENWOOD AVENUE
AucusT 2018 MENLO PARK, CALIFORNIA

APPENDIX B

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE WORKSHEETS

DRIVEWAY

C:\Users\ABlack\Desktop\Temp\409 Glenwood Avenue Traffic Study.docx «08/10/18»
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Vistro File: P:\...\Laurel Avenue + Driveway Access (AM) Scenario: Base Scenario
.vistro

Report File: P:\...\Laurel Avenue + Driveway Access (AM) 8/10/2018
.pdf

Intersection Analysis Summary

ID Intersection Name Control Type Method Worst Mvmt VvIiC Delay (s/veh)|LOS
Laurel Avenue/ Driveway HCM 6th
5 AcCess Two-way stop Edition NEB Left 0.006 16.1 C

V/C, Delay, LOS: For two-way stop, these values are taken from the movement with the worst (highest) delay value. For
all other control types, they are taken for the whole intersection.
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Intersection Level Of Service Report
Intersection 5: Laurel Avenue/ Driveway Access

Control Type: Two-way stop Delay (sec / veh): 16.1
Analysis Method: HCM 6th Edition Level Of Service: C
Analysis Period: 15 minutes Volume to Capacity (v/c): 0.006

Intersection Setup
Name Driveway Access Laurel Avenue Laurel Avenue
Approach Northeastbound Northwestbound Southeastbound
Lane Configuration T "I I"
Turning Movement Left Right Left Thru Thru Right
Lane Width [ft] 12.00 12.00 12.00 12.00 12.00 12.00
No. of Lanes in Pocket 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pocket Length [ft]
Speed [mph] 30.00 30.00 30.00
Grade [%] 0.00 0.00 0.00
Crosswalk Yes Yes Yes
Volumes
Name Driveway Access Laurel Avenue Laurel Avenue
Base Volume Input [veh/h] 2 0 180 0 380 1
Base Volume Adjustment Factor 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%)] 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Growth Rate 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
In-Process Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site-Generated Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Diverted Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pass-by Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Hourly Volume [veh/h] 2 0 180 0 380 1
Peak Hour Factor 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
Other Adjustment Factor 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h] 1 0 45 0 95 0
Total Analysis Volume [veh/h] 2 0 180 0 380 1
Pedestrian Volume [ped/h] 0 0 0
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Intersection Settings

Priority Scheme

Stop

Free

Free

Flared Lane

No

Storage Area [veh]

Two-Stage Gap Acceptance

No

Number of Storage Spaces in Median

Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results

V/C, Movement V/C Ratio

0.01

0.00

0.15

d_M, Delay for Movement [s/veh]

16.14

10.47

8.61

Movement LOS

95th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/In]

0.02

0.02

0.54

0.54

0.00

0.00

95th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/In]

0.46

0.46

13.48

13.48

0.00

0.00

d_A, Approach Delay [s/veh]

16.14

8.61

0.00

Approach LOS

d_I, Intersection Delay [s/veh]

2.81

Intersection LOS
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Vistro File: P:\..\Laurel Avenue + Driveway Access (PM) Scenario: Base Scenario
.vistro

Report File: P:\...\Laurel Avenue + Driveway Access (PM) 8/10/2018
.pdf

Intersection Analysis Summary

ID Intersection Name Control Type Method Worst Mvmt VvIiC Delay (s/veh)|LOS
Laurel Avenue/ Driveway HCM 6th
5 AcCess Two-way stop Edition NEB Left 0.003 14.8 B

V/C, Delay, LOS: For two-way stop, these values are taken from the movement with the worst (highest) delay value. For
all other control types, they are taken for the whole intersection.
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Intersection Level Of Service Report
Intersection 5: Laurel Avenue/ Driveway Access

Control Type: Two-way stop Delay (sec / veh): 14.8
Analysis Method: HCM 6th Edition Level Of Service: B
Analysis Period: 15 minutes Volume to Capacity (v/c): 0.003

Intersection Setup
Name Driveway Access Laurel Avenue Laurel Avenue
Approach Northeastbound Northwestbound Southeastbound
Lane Configuration T "I I"
Turning Movement Left Right Left Thru Thru Right
Lane Width [ft] 12.00 12.00 12.00 12.00 12.00 12.00
No. of Lanes in Pocket 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pocket Length [ft]
Speed [mph] 30.00 30.00 30.00
Grade [%] 0.00 0.00 0.00
Crosswalk Yes Yes Yes
Volumes
Name Driveway Access Laurel Avenue Laurel Avenue
Base Volume Input [veh/h] 1 0 229 0 181 2
Base Volume Adjustment Factor 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
Heavy Vehicles Percentage [%)] 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Growth Rate 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
In-Process Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site-Generated Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Diverted Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pass-by Trips [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Existing Site Adjustment Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Volume [veh/h] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Hourly Volume [veh/h] 1 0 229 0 181 2
Peak Hour Factor 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
Other Adjustment Factor 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
Total 15-Minute Volume [veh/h] 0 0 57 0 45 1
Total Analysis Volume [veh/h] 1 0 229 0 181 2
Pedestrian Volume [ped/h] 0 0 0
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Intersection Settings

Priority Scheme

Stop

Free

Free

Flared Lane

No

Storage Area [veh]

Two-Stage Gap Acceptance

No

Number of Storage Spaces in Median

Movement, Approach, & Intersection Results

V/C, Movement V/C Ratio

0.00

0.00

0.16

d_M, Delay for Movement [s/veh]

14.83

9.21

8.09

Movement LOS

95th-Percentile Queue Length [veh/In]

0.01

0.01

0.59

0.59

0.00

0.00

95th-Percentile Queue Length [ft/In]

0.20

0.20

14.71

14.71

0.00

0.00

d_A, Approach Delay [s/veh]

14.83

8.09

0.00

Approach LOS

d_I, Intersection Delay [s/veh]

4.52

Intersection LOS
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ATTACHMENT H

Advanced Tree Care 409 Glenwood Ave, Menlo Park
P. O. Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 April 20, 2018

G and S Architecture

Richard Gillern

112 Groveland St

Portola Valley, CA 94028

April 20, 2018

Site: 409 Glenwood Ave, Menlo Park
Dear Richard

At your request | visited the above site for the purpose of inspecting and commenting on
the heritage trees around the property. A new multi unit homeis planned for this
property, prompting the need for this tree protection report.

Method:

The location of the heritage trees on this site can be found on the plan provided by you.
The trees are measured at 54 inches above ground level (DBH or Diameter at Breast
Height). A condition rating of 1 to 100 is assigned to each tree representing form and
vitality on the following scale:

1 to 29 Very Poor
30 to 49 Poor

50 to 69 Fair

70 to 89 Good

90 to 100 Excellent

The height and spread of each tree is estimated. A Comments section is provided for any
significant observations affecting the condition rating of the tree.

A Summary and Tree Protection Plan are at the end of the end of the survey providing
recommendations for maintaining the health and condition of the trees during and after
construction.

If you have any questions, please don't hesitate to call.

Sincerely
'I-ﬂ\- \ Fal
VAR SN2 ﬂﬁ N
NSNJoP//
Robert Weatherill

Certified Arborist WE 1936A



Advanced Tree Care 409 Glenwood Ave, Menlo Park

P. O.Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 April 20, 2018
Tree Survey
Con

Tree#t Species DBH Ht/Sp Rating Comments

1 Olive 13.3" 28/8 65 Poor structure, healthy
Olea europea Not protected

2 Coast live oak 9.9" 25/6 65 Poor structure, healthy
Quercus agrifolia Not protected

3 Holly 8.2" 18/6 65 Fair health and condition
Ilex aquifolium Not protected

4 Valley oak 345" 40/25 65 Cavitiesat 8 and 10’, good health
Quercus lobata Heavily pruned for PG and E

5 Coastal redwood 452" 70/25 60 Co-dominant at 6' fair health
Sequoia sempervirens

6 Coastal redwood 49.2" 70/25 65 Good form, thinning canopy
Sequoia sempervirens

7 Coastal redwood 475" 70/25 55 Good form, thinning canopy
Sequoia sempervirens

8 Coastal redwood 41.0" 85/25 80 Good health and condition
Sequoia sempervirens

9 Walnut 122" a1 18/6 40 Poor health and condition
Juglans hindsii Not protected

10 Coast live oak 6.9" 185 70 Healthy young tree
Quercus agrifolia Not protected

11 Dogwood 8.7" 20/6 60 Fair health and condition
Cornus capitata Not protected

12 Privet 6.1 20/6 40 Poor health and condition
Ligustrum lucidum Not protected

13 Privet 7.7 20/6 40 Poor health and condition
Ligustrum lucidum Not protected

14 Incense cedar 34.4" 70/20 65 Fair health and condition
Calocedrus decurrens

15 Tree of heaven 121" 40/20 65 Poor species, invasive. Remove
Ailanthus altissima Not protected
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Advanced Tree Care 409 Glenwood Ave, Menlo Park

P. O. Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 April 20, 2018
Con
Tree#t Species DBH Ht/Sp Rating Comments
16 Privet 9.1 20/15 40 Poor health and condition
Ligustrum lucidum Not protected
17 Ponderosa pine 313" 60/25 65 Fair health and condition

Pinus ponderosa

Summary:

The trees on this site are a mixture of natives and non-natives of which 7 are Heritage
Trees with trunk diameter of 15 inches or greater at 54 inches above grade. Most of the
non-protected trees are in poor health and condition and probably should be removed,
however some provide good screening which may be useful during construction.
Tree#s3, 9, 10, 12, 13 and 17 will be removed of which only 17 isa Heritage Tree.

Tree# 4 isavalley oak at the front of the property. It has cavities at 8 and 10 feet above
grade and has been heavily pruned by PG and E. Thetreeis quite healthy and adds to the
look of the property. This tree should be protected during construction.

Tree#s5, 6, 7 and 8 are all redwoods in varying heath and condition. All 4 trees are
struggling with drought stress causing some dieback and thinning canopies. These trees
would benefit from supplemental irrigation during construction and should be protected
during construction.

Tree# 14 isanincense cedar in fair health and condition. Thistreeis also struggling from
drought stress and would benefit from supplemental irrigation during construction and
should be protected during construction.

Tree# 17 isaPonderosa pinein fair health and condition. It is standing right in the

middle of the proposed construction despite efforts to redesign and preserve the tree there
are no other alternatives but to remove the tree.
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Advanced TI'ee Care 409 Glenwood Ave, Menlo Park
P. O.Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 April 20, 2018

THANV'L

LIDS=ragsl =

JATHIS

(WLs9)

— i T

L ~ GLENWOOD  AVENUE ( 66'R/W)

Location of existing buildings, trees and their Tree Protection Zones
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Advanced Tree Care 409 Glenwood Ave, Menlo Park
P. O.Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 April 20, 2018

Additional treeson site

The City has requested that all trees on the site and adjacent properties be included
regardless of size, species or status.

A continuation of the existing survey is below including all trees on site and adjacent
properties.

Tree Survey
Con

Tree#t Species DBH Ht/Sp Rating Comments

18 Hawthorn 8.6" at grade 15/4 50 Fair health, poor structure, Street Tree
Cratageus laevigata Protected

19 Hawthorn 3.8" 12/3 50 Fair health, poor structure, Street Tree
Cratageus laevigata Protected

20 Hawthorn 8.9" atgrade 12/3 40 Fair health, poor structure, Street Tree
Cratageus laevigata Protected

21 Holly 2.3"/2.27/13.3"/3.8" at grade 12/6 40 Suckers from a stump. 4 Separate trunks
Ilex aquifolium Not protected

22 Black acacia 45 204 O Invasive weed. Not protected
Acacia melonoxylon

23 Black acacia 3.2" 203 O Invasive weed. Not protected
Acacia melonoxylon

24 Privet 3.8"/2.6" atgrade 20/5 0 Invasiveweed. 2 Separate trunks Not protected
Ligustrum ovalifolium

25 Privet 9.7 a 6" abovegrade 20/5 O Invasive weed. Not protected
Ligustrum ovalifolium

26 Pear 45" 20/4 10 Poor health and condition
Pyrus calleryana Not protected

27 Pear 32" 202 10 Poor health and condition
Pyrus calleryana Not protected

28 Plum 4.6 20/10 5 Fair health and condition
Prunus spp Not protected
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Advanced Tree Care 409 Glenwood Ave, Menlo Park

P. O.Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 April 20, 2018
Tree Survey
Con

Tree#t Species DBH Ht/Sp Rating Comments

29 Camellia 4.2" 10/5 50 Fair health and condition
Camellia spp Not protected

30 Camellia 4.1" 15/5 50 Fair health and condition
Camellia spp Not protected

31 English laurel 9.8"at 6” above grade 15/10 50 Fair health and condition
Prunus spp Not Protected

32 Plum 46" 20/10 5 Fair health and condition
Prunus spp Not protected

33 Coast live oak 54" 20/4 50 Fair health and condition.
Quercus agrifolia Not protected

34 Privet 4.8" 205 0 Invasive weed. Not protected
Ligustrum ovalifolium

35 Privet 6.2" 206 O Invasive weed. Not protected
Ligustrum ovalifolium

36 Oleander 4 x bushes 10/4 50 Fair health and condition
Nerium spp Street tree, Not Protected

37 Birch 5.8" 20/6 10 Fair health and condition
Betula pendula Neighbor’stree. Not protected

38 Black acacia 4.0" est 203 O Invasive weed. Not protected
Acacia melonoxylon

39 Black acacia 4.0" est 203 O Invasive weed. Not protected
Acacia melonoxylon

40 Plum 53" 12/6 60 Fair health and condition
Prunus spp Not protected

41 Privet 3.2 156 O Invasive weed
Ligustrum lucidum Not protected

42 Privet Bushes 10/3 O Invasive weed
Ligustrum lucidum Not protected

43 Dead stump 127 est 4 0 Dead tree stump holding up fence
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Advanced Tree Care 409 Glenwood Ave, Menlo Park
P. O.Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 April 20, 2018

Summary

Thetreesin this second inventory are mostly invasive volunteers of no value whatsoever.

There are 3 street trees, #s 18, 19 and 20 in fair health and poor condition protected
during construction.

There are 4 street bushes, #36 in fair health and condition that will be removed.

There is one tree on the neighbor’ s property, # 37, that will not be impacted by the
construction whatsoever.

All other trees should be removed.
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Advanced Tree Care 409 Glenwood Ave, Menlo Park
P. O. Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 April 20, 2018
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Location of additional trees around property, #s 18 to 43
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Advanced Tree Care 409 Glenwood Ave, Menlo Park
P. O. Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 April 20, 2018

Tree Protection Plan

The Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) should be defined with protective fencing. This should
be cyclone or chain link fencing on 1" or 2” posts driven at least 2 feet in to the ground
standing at least 6 feet tall. The TPZ should be defined by the dripline of the tree, this
may not be practical in some cases and so the TPZ's are as follows:

TreeNos 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 14. TPZ should be at aradius of 15 feet from the trunk in
accordance with Type | Tree Protection as outlined below and illustrated in image 2.15-1
and 20

+* Type | Tree Protection

The fences shall enclose the entire area
under the canopy dripline or TPZ of
&= : the tree(s) to be saved throughout the life
2454 of the prﬂied_ ar unhll final 't_mp.rwentent
Trea Protection Fence at the Dripling wark within the area is required. typically
near the end of the project (see Images
2.15-17 and 2.15-2). Parking Areas: [T the
fencing must be located on paving or
sidewalk that will not be demolishad, the
posts may be supported by an appropri-
ate grade level concrete base.

IMAGE 2.15-2
Tree Proteciion Fence af the Dripline

Tree Nos 18, 19 and 20. TPZ should be at aradius of 4 feet from the trunk in accordance
with Type || Tree Protection as outlined below and illustrated in image 2.15-3 ©

* Type Il Tree Protection

For trees situated within a narrow
planting strip, only the planting strip
shall be enclosed with the required chain
link protective fencing in onder to keep
the sidewalk and street open for public
use(see Image 2.15-3)

IMAGE 2.15-3
Tree Protection withina Planter Strip
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Advanced Tree Care 409 Glenwood Ave, Menlo Park
P. O.Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 April 20, 2018

In locations where the submerged parking is to be excavated close to the trees,
engineering such as stitch piers should be utilized to prevent any over dig into the TPZ.
These areas are marked in blue on the drawings.

Excavation of thefirst 3 feet of the underground parking close to any protected trees
should be done under arborist supervision to prevent root damage.

Tree#s4 and 5 are a good distance from the excavation and will not be impacted
Tree#s6 and 7 are also agood distance from the excavation and will not be impacted
Tree # 8 has some excavation within the TPZ. This area should be hand dug or carefully
dug with machine when working in the critical root zone under arborist supervision. | do
not think there will be any large roots. If large roots are encountered they will have to be

worked around.

Tree #14 isagood distance from the excavation and will not be impacted

. Prior to excavation, al trees that remain should be deep root fertilized and mulched with

a4 inch layer of mulch to prevent damage to the root systems and to retain moisturein
the soils of the TPZs.

. Normal irrigation should be maintained at all times. Supplemental irrigation or deep

watering may be necessary if root zones are impacted.

. Any pruning and maintenance of the tree shall be carried out before construction begins.

This should allow for any clearance requirements for both the new structure and any
construction machinery. Thiswill eliminate the possibility of damage during
construction. The pruning should be carried out by an arborist, not by construction
personnel. No limbs greater than 4” in diameter shall be removed.

. Any excavation in ground where there is a potential to damage roots of 1” or more in

diameter should be carefully hand dug. Where possible, roots should be dug around
rather than cut.®

If roots are broken, every effort should be made to remove the damaged area and cut it
back to its closest lateral root. A clean cut should be made with a saw or pruners. This
will prevent any infection from damaged roots spreading throughout the root system and
into the tree.®
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Advanced Tree Care 409 Glenwood Ave, Menlo Park

P. O.Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 April 20, 2018
8. Do Not: .®
a. Allow run off or spillage of damaging materials into the area below any tree canopy.
b. Store materias, stockpile soil, park or drive vehicles within the TPZ of the tree.
c. Cut, break, skin or bruise roots, branches or trunk without first obtaining permission from
the city arborist.
d. Allow fires under any adjacent trees.
e. Discharge exhaust into foliage.
f. Secure cable, chain or rope to trees or shrubs.
0. Apply soil sterilants under pavement near existing trees.
9. Where roots are exposed, they should be kept covered with the native soil or four layers

of wetted, untreated burlap. Roots will dry out and die if left exposed to the air for too
long.®

10. Route pipesinto aternate locations to avoid conflict with roots.®

11. Whereit is not possible to reroute pipes or trenches, the contractor isto bore beneath the
dripline of the tree. The boring shall take place no less than 3 feet below the surface of
the soil in order to avoid encountering “feeder” roots.®

12. Compaction of the soil within the dripline shall be kept to a minimum.®

13. Any damage due to construction activities shall be reported to the project arborist or city
arborist within 6 hours so that remedial action can be taken. .

14. Ensure upon completion of the project that the original ground level is restored.

Page 11 of 16
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409 Glenwood Ave, Menlo Park

Advanced Tree Care

April 20, 2018

P. O. Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063
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Location of proposed new building, stitch piers, protected trees

and their Tree Protection Zones
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Advanced Tree Care 409 Glenwood Ave, Menlo Park
P. O. Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 April 20, 2018
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Location of proposed new underground parking, stitch piers, protected trees
and their Tree Protection Zones
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Advanced Tree Care 409 Glenwood Ave, Menlo Park

P. O.Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 April 20, 2018
Glossary
Canopy The part of the crown composed of leaves and small twigs.®
Cavities An open wound, characterized by the presence of extensive decay and

resulting in a hollow.®

Decay Process of degradation of woody tissues by fungi and bacteria through the
decomposition of cellulose and lignin®

Dripline The width of the crown as measured by the lateral extent of the foliage.(Y

Root crown  The point at which the trunk flares out at the base of the tree to become the
root system.

Species A Classification that identifies a particular plant.

References

(1) Matheny, N.P., and Clark, J.P. Evaluation of Hazard Treesin Urban
Areas. Internationa Society of Arboriculture,1994.

(2) Harris, R.W., Matheny, N.P. and Clark, J.R.. Arboriculture: Integrated
M anagement of Landscape Trees, Shrubs and Vines. Prentice Hall, 1999.

(3) Carlson, Russell E. Paulownia on The Green: An Assessment of Tree
Health and Structural Condition. Tree Tech Consulting, 1998.

(4) Extracted from a copy of Tree Protection guidelines. Anon

(5) T. D. Sydnor, Arboricultural Glossary. School of Natural Resources, 2000

(6) D Dockter, Tree Technical Manual. City of Palo Alto, June, 2001
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Advanced Tree Care 409 Glenwood Ave, Menlo Park
P. O.Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 April 20, 2018

Certification of Performance®®
|, Robert Weatherill certify:

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

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

* That the analysis, opinions and conclusions stated herein are my own, and are based on
current scientific procedures and facts;

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

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

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

| further certify that | am a member of the International Society of Arboriculture and a
Certified Arborist. | have been involved in the practice of arboriculture and the care and
study of trees for over 15 years.

Sgned
I'_“' | ﬁ\ /-||
\', / "._ 1}' -\I'. .-"-‘J 5" ﬁ_ "
\A\\_\\-_JI \.'-._.)-r;::i‘_."'_',l;'

Robert Weatherill

Certified Arborist WE 1936A
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Advanced Tree Care 409 Glenwood Ave, Menlo Park
P. O.Box 5326 Redwood City, CA 94063 April 20, 2018

Terms and Conditions(3)

The following terms and conditions apply to all oral and written reports and correspondence pertaining to
consultations, inspections and activities of Advanced Tree Care:

1. All property lines and ownership of property, trees, and landscape plants and fixtures are assumed

to be accurate and reliable as presented and described to the consultant, either verbally or in writing. The
consultant assumes no responsibility for verification of ownership or locations of property lines, or for
results of any actions or recommendations based on inaccurate information.

2. Itisassumed that any property referred to in any report or in conjunction with any services
performed by Advanced Tree Care, is not in violation of any applicable codes, ordinances, statutes, or other
governmental regulations, and that any titles and ownership to any property are assumed to be good and
marketable. Any existing liens and encumbrances have been disregarded.

3. All reports and other correspondence are confidential, and are the property of Advanced Tree Care
and it’s named clients and their assignees or agents. Possession of this report or a copy thereof does not
imply

any right of publication or use for any purpose, without the express permission of the consultant and the
client to whom the report wasissued. Loss, removal or ateration of any part of areport invalidates the
entire appraisal/eval uation.

4.  Thescope of any report or other correspondence is limited to the trees and conditions specifically
mentioned in those reports and correspondence. Advanced Tree Care and the consultant assume no liability
for the failure of trees or parts of trees, either inspected or otherwise. The consultant assumes no
responsibility to report on the condition of any tree or landscape feature not specifically requested by the
named client.

5. All inspections are limited to visual examination of accessible parts, without dissection, excavation,
probing, boring or other invasive procedures, unless otherwise noted in the report. No warrantee or
guarantee is made, expressed or implied, that problems or deficiencies of the plants or the property will not
occur in the future, from any cause. The consultant shall not be responsible for damages caused by any tree
defects, and assumes no responsibility for the correction of defects or tree related problems.

6. The consultant shall not be required to provide further documentation, give testimony, be deposed,

or attend court by reason of this appraisal/report unless subsequent contractual arrangements are made,
including payment of additional fees for such services as described by the consultant or in the fee schedules
or contract.

7. Advanced Tree Care has no warrantee, either expressed or implied, as to the suitability of the
information contained in the reports for any purpose. It remains the responsibility of the client to determine
applicability to hig’her particular case.

8.  Any report and the values, observations, and recommendations expressed therein represent the
professional opinion of the consultants, and the fee for servicesisin no manner contingent upon the
reporting of a specified value nor upon any particular finding to be reported.

9.  Any photographs, diagrams, graphs, sketches, or other graphic material included in any report,

being intended solely as visua aids, are not necessarily to scale and should not be construed as engineering
reports or surveys, unless otherwise noted in the report. Any reproductions of graphs material or the work
product of any other personsisintended solely for the purpose of clarification and ease of reference.
Inclusion of said information does not constitute a representation by Advanced Tree Care or the consultant
as to the sufficiency or accuracy of that information.
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ATTACHMENT K

409 Glenwood Avenue

Draft Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Proposal

Applicant owns property known as Assessor’s Parcel Number: 061-401-010 (“Property”),
more commonly known as 409 Glenwood Avenue, 417 Glenwood Avenue, and 1357
Laurel Avenue, Menlo Park;

Applicant is requesting architectural control approval for the demolition of one, two-story
residence and one, one-story residence addressed 409 Glenwood and 1357 Laurel
Street, relocation of an existing two-story residence addressed 417 Glenwood on-site,
and construction of two new two-story multifamily buildings with an underground parking
garage in the R-3 (Apartment District) zoning district. As part of the project, a use permit
would be requested for excavation within the required front setback for egress stairs.
One heritage tree is proposed for removal as part of the project;

The residential units consist of more than five units therefore, Applicant is required to
comply with Chapter 16.96 of City’s Municipal Code (“BMR Ordinance”) and with the
Below Market Rate Housing Program Guidelines (“Guidelines”) adopted by the City
Council to implement the BMR Ordinance;

The project would include eight residential rental units which would result in a
requirement of one BMR housing unit or in-lieu fee payment;

Applicant has elected to satisfy the BMR requirement for the proposed project by
providing one on-site BMR unit;

The characteristics of the BMR units shall be in conformance with Section 5 of the BMR
Guidelines;

The eligibility requirements for the BMR units shall be established as set forth in Section
6 of the BMR Guidelines;

The BMR waiting list for rental units shall be established as set forth in Section 7 of the
BMR Guidelines; and

The residential component of the proposal is rental, and as such the BMR units shall
meet the rental requirements set forth in Section 11 of the BMR Guidelines.
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ATTACHMENT L

From: Mary Widmer

To: Meador, Kaitie M

Subject: Public hearing 409 Glenwood, 417 Glenwood and 1357 Laurel
Date: Monday, November 19, 2018 10:00:55 AM

Kaitie,

These are my concerns about the project. | think the Planning Commission should weigh the
public’s interest over the developer’s.

1. Drainage and water runoff is an issue. The corner of Glenwood and Laurel already has
flooding problems because the surrounding areas drain into a drain at the corner and often
gets overwhelmed.. The new plan calls for additional hardscape above and beyond what is
present today as well as an underground garage which will put additional stress on the
situation. What is the drainage plan? The developer should be required to keep all his water
on his property. Can the existing situation be improved with the new development? The plans
provided on this development show no filtration-retention devices. One should be provided
which is large enough to retain the runoff as required by City and County regulations. No
exemptions should be allowed.

2. Digging an underground garage will require a lot of heavy equipment and generate a lot of
dust. The bike lane and sidewalks on Laurel and Glenwood are used by many parents and
children going to and from Encinal Elementary, Nativity School, Hillview Middle and MA High.
1347 Laurel has a SamTrans bus stop in front of it for Hillview students. Even during
construction, the developer should not be given permission to encroach into the sidewalks
and bike lanes as it will force our children into the street to compete for space with the traffic.
The children should not be put at risk. The developer should be given a window outside of
heavy traffic and outside of school transit times to move his dirt or just eliminate the
underground parking garage.

3. Changing the density of the site from three homes to eight seems high. Fewer homes
would give some relief to the construction issues.

4. The expansion of homes and subsequent owners or renters will add to a burgeoning traffic
problem already in existence on Glenwood and Laurel, especially with the two hotels and the
Greenhart projects which have already been approved.

Finally this project will further change the character of the neighborhood which is single family
homes. While it is recognized that some apartments exist down near Oak Grove and also near
the train tracks, this development turns all of Menlo Park’s Glenwood (South side) residents
into apartments.


mailto:mary.widmer@yahoo.com
mailto:KMMeador@menlopark.org
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Dear Mr. Chun,

[ am writing to you in response to your letter to the City of Menlo Park regarding the construction project at 409 Glenwood
Ave., which was forwarded to me by the planning department.

I am the owner of the property and for a number of years I have been working with my architect to navigate the very
challenging permitting process to construct seven rental apartments there. The current proposed design is a compromise that
meets all the city requirements. We are not proposing any commercial development, but are conforming to the current zoning
of all the lots on the west side of Laurel Street in the two blocks south of Glenwood Ave. The entrance of the proposed
project’s underground parking lot cannot easily be relocated to Glenwood and still allow for the necessary parking spaces as
required by the city, due to the narrower width of the Glenwood side of the lot. The garage entrance on Glenwood would
negatively affect the historical house at 417 Glenwood, and maintaining that is also part of the requirement from the planning
department.

My architect has done a great deal of research regarding the neighborhood to make sure our project blends well with other
properties along both Glenwood and Laurel. We know that Laurel Street is residential in nature, but it does consist of many
medium to high density multi-family residential complexes along its length. The multiple line bus service and street light at
Ravenswood establish Laurel Street as a major city connector street. There is a similar bus stop and high-density housing with
a subterranean entrance at the south end of the block on Laurel Street at Oak Grove. There are currently over ten similar
density multi-family complexes along the two block section of Laurel Street between Glenwood and Ravenswood.

I would be happy to meet with you to review the above items in person. Please give me a call or email to schedule a meeting.

Regards,

Michal Smulski
650-776-4952
mwsmulski@gmail.com

CC: Kaitie Meador, Associate Planner, Menlo Park Planning Department
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From: Tom Chun

To: Meador, Kaitlin M
Subject: Re: Proposed Project at 409 Glenwood Avenue, 417 Glenwood Avenue & 1357 Laurel Street
Date: Friday, June 16, 2017 11:44:10 AM

Ms. Kaitie Meador
Associate Planner
City of Menlo Park Planning Division

Dear Ms. Meador,

We are owners and residents of 110 Glenwood Avenue in Atherton, which is located directly
across Laurel Street from the proposed project described above. 1n response to the Notice of
Application Submittal for this project from the City of Menlo Park Planning Division, we
respectfully submit the comments below.

We have reviewed the proposed project at
https://www.menlopark.org/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/ltem/5188. Based on thisreview, we
urge the Planning Commission to preserve the residential nature of Laurel Street by relocating
the entrance to the proposed project’s underground parking lot from Laurel Street to
Glenwood Avenue, for the reasons stated below:

1. Since 1982, when we bought our home, Glenwood Avenue has transitioned from a quiet
neighborhood street to a major thoroughfare for traffic from Highway 101 or Middlefield
Road traveling to El Camino Real or Alameda de |as Pulgas, and vice versa. Because there
are few pedestrians, this higher level of traffic does not seem to pose significant safety issues.
By contrast, Laurel Street has retained much more of its residential nature since 1982.
Because of both Nativity Catholic School and Church of the Nativity on the other side of
Laurel Street from the proposed project, pedestrian traffic is higher on Laurel Street than on
Glenwood Avenue. Moreover, on Laurel Street directly in front of the proposed project,
pedestrians wait or disembark at a samTrans stop for 5 different bus routes, as well at another
samTrans stop on the other side of Laurel Street. Because of the proposed project's increased
housing density, there will likely be significantly more traffic from the subject properties, and
ahigher risk of accidental injury to pedestrians, if the entrance to the proposed project’s
underground parking garage ison Laurel Street rather than on Glenwood Avenue. Moreover,
the increased levels of sound (from cars entering and exiting the underground garage) and
nighttime light (from car headlights entering and exiting the parking garage) will further
depreciate the residential nature of Laurel Street.

2. In contrast to Laurel Street’s current residential nature with its homes, school and church,
Glenwood Avenue near the proposed project already has significant commercia development.
One block south, beginning at Garwood Way, there are a Marriott Residence Inn, a Peninsula
Pet Hospital, a Language Pacifica building, an Agape Foundation building, a 76 service
station, and a boutique hotel under construction. If the entrance to the proposed project’s
underground parking lot were relocated to Glenwood Avenue, just a block from this
commercia development, the negative impact of the proposed project's increased traffic on
Glenwood Avenue' s commercial district abutting EI Camino Real would be much less than on
Laurel Street’sresidential nature.

For this reason, we respectfully urge the Menlo Park Planning Commission to preserve the


mailto:TomChun@stanfordalumni.org
mailto:KMMeador@menlopark.org
https://www.menlopark.org/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/5188
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residential nature of Laurel Street by relocating the entrance to the proposed project’s
underground parking lot from Laurel Street to Glenwood Avenue.

Sincerely,

Thomas Chun

Judith Chun

110 Glenwood Avenue
Atherton, California

P.O. Box 1117 (650) 325-4810 - home
Menlo Park, California 94026 (650) 867-1865 - cell
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June 10, 2017
Dear Neighbor,

As a homeowner and resident of our neighborhood, | wanted to reach out to you with
my plans for improvements to the properties at 409 Glenwood Ave., 417 Glenwood Ave.
and 1357 Laurel St. My architect and | have been working in concert with the City

Planning Department to offer multi-family housing at these sites while also maintaining
an existing historic home.

The proposed project will offer seven rental apartments within two new two-story
buildings. The historic home will be maintained as a single unit, for a total of eight living
units on the site. The historic home will be relocated to the corner of Laurel and
Glenwood to add further context and scale to the site, while allowing the proposed
buildings to be located so as to minimize the impact to the streetscape. There are
currently three living units on the combined site.

The architect’s plans for this project are available online at the city’s website:

www.menlopark.org/publicnotices (409 Glenwood Ave). We welcome you to review
the plans and let us know if you have any questions.

The architect can be reached at:

Mark Sutherland - G and S Architecture
650-815-9575

mark@gandsarch.com

We have worked extensively with the City to conform within their planning guidelines to
keep the proposed buildings to a human scale and modest height, and have retained an
arborist to assure that the existing trees on the site are maintained in good health. Our
plans also include underground parking for the tenants so that neighborhood street
parking will be minimally impacted by this project.

Thank you for your consideration of our plans to improve housing opportunities near
our city center while respecting the scale and density of our existing neighborhood.
Warm regards,

Michal Smulski



ATTACHMENT M

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
PLANNING DIVISION

PUBLIC NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY:
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Document Type: Mitigated Negative Declaration Date: November 7, 2018

Project Title: 409 Glenwood Avenue Use Permit and Architectural Control

Project Location (Specific): 409 Glenwood Avenue

Project Location (City): Menlo Park Project Location (County): San Mateo

Request for architectural control to demolish one, two-story residence and one, one-story residence addressed
409 Glenwood Avenue and 1357 Laurel Street, relocate an existing two-story residence addressed 417
Glenwood Avenue on site, and construct two new two-story multifamily buildings with an underground parking
garage. One building would include three dwelling units and one would include four dwelling units. The project
site currently contains three dwelling units, and the project would result in an increase of five units, for a total of
eight units at the project site. As part of the project, a use permit is requested for excavation within the required
front setback for egress stairs. One heritage tree is proposed for removal as part of the project. The project site is
located within the R-3 (Apartment) zoning district.

The Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) prepared for the project identifies less than significant environmental
effects in the following categories: Aesthetics, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse
Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Noise,
Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, Transportation, and Utilities and Service Systems. The
MND identifies no effects in the following categories: Agricultural Resources, and Mineral Resources. The MND
identifies potentially significant unless mitigation is incorporated effects in the following category: Cultural
Resources.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires this notice to disclose whether any listed hazardous
waste sites are present at the location. The project location does not contain a hazardous waste site included in a
list prepared under Section 65962.5 of the Government Code. The Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of
the MND discusses this topic in more detail.

Lead Agency: City of Menlo Park Lead Agency Contact Person: Kaitie Meador
Telephone No.: (650) 330-6731
Email: KMMeador@menlopark.org

ADDRESSES WHERE DOCUMENT MAY BE OBTAINED & REVIEWED

Obtained and Reviewed: Reviewed:
City of Menlo Park City of Menlo Park
Planning Division Library Reference Desk
701 Laurel Street 800 Alma Street
Menlo Park, California Menlo Park, California

Public Review Period: Begins: Tuesday, November 13, 2018
Ends: Monday, December 3, 2018 at 5:30 p.m.

Public Hearing (Planning Commission)
Date & Time: Monday, December 3, 2018 at
7:00 p.m.

M1



Location: Menlo Park Council Chambers
701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park

public hearing(s) may be obtained from the Plan

Anyone interested in this matter is invited to comment on the document by written response or by
personal appearance at the public hearing. Information regarding availability of the document and the

ning Division at (650) 330-6702.

il

Kaitie Meador, Associate Planner
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
PLANNING DIVISION

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

INTRODUCTION

This Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 and its applicable Guidelines, as amended. lItis an
informational document prepared to inform the decision-makers and the general public of the potential
environmental effects associated with the proposed project at 409 Glenwood Avenue.

The City of Menlo Park will use this Mitigated Negative Declaration in its decision making process on
the proposed project.

The conclusion of this Mitigated Negative Declaration is that the proposed project would not generate
any significant direct or primary physical impacts on the environment.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION

409 Glenwood Avenue is a 15,668 square foot (0.36 acres) parcel located in the R-3 zoning district
on the southwest corner of Glenwood Avenue and Laurel Street. The project site currently consists
of an existing two-story residence at 417 Glenwood Avenue, a two-story residence at 409 Glenwood
Avenue, and a one-story residence at 1357 Laurel Street. The historic home at 417 Glenwood
would be relocated to a more prominent location at the corner of the overall site and preserved in its
current state with little alteration. The other two residences are to be removed and demolished and
two, new two-story buildings are to be built on the property, creating seven new residential units.
The required on-site parking for these residences would consist of 16 parking spaces in an
underground level parking garage. Access to the underground parking is from Laurel Street. The
applicant would provide one on-site Below Market Rate (BMR) housing unit.

Styles and Colors: The two new multi-family buildings are proposed to be built with a contemporary
craftsman style, which would be complementary to the historic home’s style and coloring. The new
buildings would be clad in lap siding and board & batten siding, mimicking the siding on the historic
house and stucco surfaces on the new buildings. The color palate of the new buildings would be
shades of gray with white trim. The historic home would maintain its current palette of pastel yellow
siding and white trim. Roofs on the new structures would have composition shingles in a dark grey
palette.

Siting and Construction methods: To allow for the necessary on-site parking for the residential
complex, while maintaining the historic home, the overall design incorporates a subterranean
parking level (parking garage). This results in the need for a concrete pad above this level at grade,
on which the three buildings and their immediate landscaping would be supported. The creation of
the underground parking level and main level pad requires the use of stitch piers around the garage
perimeter to allow for minimal impact to the existing heritage redwood trees and other trees on the
site. The siting of the buildings and position of the entry to the parking level are the result of fitting
the historic home and the two additional multi-family buildings on the site, within the confines of the
existing setbacks and the site’s heritage trees. The historic home would be shifted towards Laurel
Street to allow for the layout of the two new multi-family buildings. The general orientation on-site of
the historic home would be maintained and would be more similar to its historic, open-site
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relationship to the street corner, prior to the construction of the existing building at 409 Glenwood
Avenue.

Project construction would be done in phases:

Phase 1-Project site to be cleared of all existing landscape and hardscape (with the exception of
trees designated for retention), tree protection and barrier fencing installed. The two residential
homes would be demolished and the historic home would be shored and raised.

Phase 2- Install excavation stitch pier shoring along perimeter of new below grade garage and
foundation. Relocate historic home to new location.

Phase 3- Site excavation for proposed below grade garage and foundation. Shore and excavate
under historic home.

Phase 4-Construction of below grade garage.

Phase 5-Construction of the new buildings, secure historic residence to new foundation and remove
temporary shoring underneath. Plant all proposed site landscaping.

FINDINGS AND BASIS FOR A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

The Planning Division has reviewed the Initial Study for the project and finds the following:

1. The project will not generate significant adverse effects on the water or air quality, greenhouse
gases, or increase noise levels substantially.

2. The project will not have any significant adverse impacts on the flora or fauna of the area.
3. The project will not significantly degrade the aesthetic quality of the area.

4. The project will not have any significant adverse impacts on traffic, land use, population and
housing, public services, and infrastructure.

5. In addition, the project will not:
a. Create impacts that have the potential to significantly degrade the quality of the environment.

b. Create significant impacts that achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term,
environmental goals.

c. Create impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable to a significant
degree.

d. Create environmental effects that will cause significant adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly.

It may, therefore, be determined that the potential environmental impact of the project will be less than
significant.

INITIAL STUDY



A copy of the Initial Study on which the findings for a Mitigated Negative Declaration has been based is
available on the project page (http://www.menlopark.org/specificplan).

REVIEW PERIOD:

The review period is from November 13, 2018 through December 3, 2018. All written comments
regarding this Mitigated Negative Declaration must be received by the City of Menlo Park Planning
Division, 701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, California 94025, no later than 5:30 P.M., December 3, 2018.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

This Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act of 1970 and its applicable guidelines, as amended.

CONTACT PERSON: KAITIE MEADOR — (650) 330-6731

M5
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Kaitie Meédor, Associate Planner
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

409 Glenwood Avenue

ATTACHMENT O

I mpact Mitigation Measure Monitoring/ Timing Implementing | Monitoring
Reporting Action Party Agency
CULTURAL
Impact CUL-1: The project Mitigation M easure: Although the project A qualified historian Prior to issuance of Qualified historian | CDD

could impact an does not pose a substantial or adverse shall document the building permits or retained by the

historical resource as change to the historic house, the house is house for archival significant sitework. | project sponsor(s).

defined in CEQA being moved slightly. Therefore, itis purposes. Photographs

Section 15064.5 recommended as a mitigation measure should be taken of all

(Potentially Significant) that the house be documented by a exterior fagades, interior
qualified professional historian for rooms, and close-ups of
archival purposes prior to its relocation. any unusual or
Photographs should be taken of all significant architectural
exterior fagades, interior rooms, and details.
close-ups of any unusual or significant
architectural details. Any vegetation that In the event the historic
obscures the exterior fagades should be structure is damaged
removed prior to the taking of photos. A during project
historical narrative of the resources construction or moving,
should be compiled. The photographs and the archival report would
narrative should be compiled in areport provide documentation
and sent to the Menlo Park Historical to be used to correct any
Society and the Menlo Park Public damage.
Library.
Impact CUL-2: Theproject | The project sponsors should consult Moving Consult “Moving During relocation of | Project Sponsor(s) | CDD

could impact an
historical resource as
defined in CEQA
Section 15064.5

(Potentially Significant)

Historic Buildings by John Obed Curtisas a

guide to moving the house. This pamphlet

addresses the siting, foundation construction,

building reassembly, and restoration work after a
successful move has taken place. Available from

the International Association of Structural
Movers (www.iasm.org/wp-

content/upl oads/2013/12/moving-historic-
buildings.pdf).

Historic Building” by
John Obed. Addresses
the siting, foundation
construction, building
reassembly, and
restoration work when
the move has taken
place.

The applicant shall
submit documentation

the historic home.

and contractor(s)
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Impact

Mitigation M easure

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Monitoring
Agency

with the building permit
that demonstrates that all
construction forepersons
and field supervisors
have received proper
training on procedures
on moving an historic
home. Additionally, the
building permit plans
shall itemize the ways
that the project
incorporates the relevant
reguirements.




Community Development

STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission

Meeting Date: 12/3/2018
ATy OF Staff Report Number: 18-098-PC
MENLO PARK
Public Hearing: Use Permit and Architectural

Control/NMSBPCSLDHB/40 Middlefield Road

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a request for a use permit and architectural
control to construct a new single-story, 3,681 square-foot non-medical office building on a vacant parcel
located at 40 Middlefield Road in the C-4 (General Commercial) zoning district. In addition, the applicant is
requesting a parking reduction to provide 16 spaces, for a parking ratio of one space per 230 square feet of
gross floor area (GFA). The project includes the dedication of 1,667 square feet of right-of-way along
Middlefield Road associated with a plan line. The recommended actions are included as Attachment A.

Policy Issues

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

Background

Site location

The subject parcel is located at 40 Middlefield Road in the C-4 (General Commercial) zoning district. For the
purposes of this staff report, Middlefield Road is considered to have an east-west orientation, and all
compass directions referenced will use this orientation. The parcel is located at the northwest corner of the
intersection of Woodland Avenue and Middlefield Road. A Union 76 gas station operated on the project site
between 1967 and 1997. In 1997, the gas station was demolished and three underground tanks were
removed; the property has since been vacant. The site is currently an undeveloped gravel lot surrounded by
chain link fence panels. A plan line setting the boundaries of the future public right-of-way along Middlefield
Road exists at the back of the existing sidewalk along the Middlefield Road frontage of the parcel. Portions
of the existing street, curb and gutter, and sidewalk are located within the plan line, but are currently part of
the project parcel.

The property to the east across Woodland Avenue is a landscape strip adjacent to the San Francisquito
Creek, and is located along the municipal boundary with the City of Palo Alto. The property to the south
across Middlefield Road is zoned C-1 (Administrative and Professional District, Restrictive), and was
formerly the headquarters of Sunset Magazine. Sunset vacated the property in 2015 and the existing office
building and grounds are currently unoccupied. Parcels to the west of the subject site are zoned C-4 and
are the site of The Willows Market grocery store and a 16-space parking lot associated with the market. The
parcels to the north (across a one-way service road) contain single-family residences fronting onto Clover
Lane or Baywood Avenue in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential) zoning district. The Applebee
Preschool is also located on Clover Lane in the R-1-U zoning district, approximately 115 feet northwest of
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the project site. The preschool received a use permit in 1987 to allow operations on the site with up to 24
children between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. The use permit did not include any specific
conditions related to drop-off/pick-up activities at the preschool, although the minutes for that Planning
Commission meeting included a reference to an existing verbal agreement allowing use of the market
parking lot for access. The service road is public right-of-way that is approximately 18 feet wide, with no
parking permitted on either side. A location map is included as Attachment B.

Previous Planning Commission review

On May 14, 2018, the Planning Commission reviewed an initial version of the proposal for the subject
property. Twelve members of the public spoke at the meeting, all in opposition to the proposal. The
Commission continued the use permit and architectural control application (on a 6-0-1 vote) with direction to
explore changes to the amount of parking on the site and modify the plans. For reference, the Planning
Commission’s May 14 minutes are available as Attachment H, and a selection of the earlier project plans is
included as Attachment I. The Commission’s direction included the following points:

Increase the amount of proposed parking on the site to a ratio greater than 3.33 spaces per 1,000
square feet of GFA but less than 6 spaces per 1,000 square feet of GFA, and

Address potential barriers at the northwest corner of the site that may impede deliveries to the Willows
Market loading dock, including the location of the proposed site wall, landscaping, curbs, and other
potential impediments to truck deliveries.

The applicant has resubmitted a proposal that would increase proposed parking on the site to a ratio of 4.36
spaces per 1,000 square feet of GFA. In addition, the applicant has reduced the length of a proposed site
wall adjacent to the Willows Market parking lot, and reduced the size of a landscaped parking island in
consultation with the Willows Market owner. More details about the proposed changes to the proposed
project are provided in the sections below.

Analysis

Project description

Following the May 2018 Planning Commission meeting, the applicant explored options to add additional
parking to the site beyond the 12 spaces originally proposed. Under the revised proposal, five surface
parking spaces would be located along the west side of the building in a recessed area that would help
screen the parking area from view along Middlefield Road, consistent with the original proposal. Under the
previous proposal, seven surface parking spaces were proposed to be located at the rear of the building off
of the service road. With the revised proposal, the rear parking area would include a mix of surface parking
(two spaces) and an enclosed parking puzzler with nine parking slots, which would be incorporated into the
back of the building. A portion of the rear wall of the office building would be extended farther northeast on
the site to provide integration between the rear wall of the office building and the rear wall of the parking
puzzler. This modification would increase the proposed floor area ratio (FAR) from 36 percent under the
original proposal to 37 percent under the revised proposal. In addition, since the May 2018 Planning
Commission meeting, the applicant worked with the owner of the Willows Market to redesign a landscaped
parking island at the rear of the property and reduce the length of the proposed western site wall to
accommodate truck deliveries to the market from the service road.

Aside from these modifications, the revised proposal maintains many aspects of the original proposal. The
applicants are proposing to construct a new one-story, 3,681-square-foot non-medical office building on the
existing vacant lot. The current parcel area of 11,590 square feet would be reduced to 9,923 square feet
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with the dedication of 1,667 square feet to the public right-of-way where portions of Middlefield Road and a
sidewalk already exist. The new front property line would be located just behind the back of the existing
sidewalk.

All new construction of permitted uses within the C-4 zoning district requires a use permit and architectural
control approval from the Planning Commission. In the C-4 district, there are no requirements for minimum
lot area, minimum lot dimensions, minimum required yards, or maximum building coverage. The proposed
building would be sited at the proposed front lot line (post dedication of the ROW), but the location of the
front wall would be nearly parallel with the front wall of The Willows Market and would respect the context of
other commercial and office buildings on Middlefield Road. The project would provide 12 percent of the site
area as landscaping where the zoning district requires a minimum of five percent, the maximum height of
the building would be 19 feet where a 30-foot maximum is allowed, and the proposed floor area ratio (FAR)
of the building would be 37 percent where a 40 percent maximum is allowed. The project plans and the
applicant’s project description letter are included as Attachments C and D, respectively.

Design and materials

The building has been designed in a modern architectural style with a flat roof, large bands of windows on
the east and west elevations, and a central glass clerestory with a flat roof and large wooden eaves. The
primary building materials would be textured limestone veneer; clear glass; stained western red cedar
wood; and dark bronze mullions, handrails, and frames. A color and materials board will be available for the
Planning Commission’s review at the meeting.

The front wall of the building would be located along the new front property line, and a small recessed front
entrance would be located near the center of the front fagade. At the corner of Middlefield Road and
Woodland Avenue, the east side of the building would have three modulations projecting at right angles
from south to north along the east property line and creating triangular recesses for raised landscape
planters adjacent to the sidewalk bordering the site. The east-facing walls of the modulated recesses would
primarily be large bands of windows, and the south facing walls would be limestone. Portions of the west
side of the building would feature climbing fig vines to help soften limestone veneer walls not articulated by
window and door openings.

Under the revised proposal, a parking puzzler would be integrated into the rear of the building. The side
walls of the puzzler would be wrapped with limestone, and the remainder of the puzzler entrance, facing the
service road, would have a gate with a woven metal grid in a dark bronze finish to match the gate of the
trash enclosure and the finish of the window frames and other metalwork around the building. A stained
western red cedar band would cap the upper portion of the puzzler entrance. Staff believes that the
proposed design of the building would be compatible with the mix of commercial and office building styles in
the vicinity, including ranch, modern, and contemporary designs.

Parking and circulation

The C-4 zoning district allows permitted, administrative, and conditional uses with a range of potential traffic
volumes, including retail stores, financial establishments, professional and administrative offices,
restaurants, service stations, and motels. Section 16.72.010 of the Zoning Ordinance allows for a request to
reduce the amount of required parking for a particular use through an administrative permit or as part of a
discretionary permit application. The City’s Policy for Administrative Review of Parking Reduction Requests
(“Parking Reduction Request Policy”), approved by the City Council in 2005, sets a guideline of one space
per 300 square feet of gross floor area for general office uses. The Parking Reduction Request Policy also
advises that a number of factors should be considered in approving a request to provide less parking than
required by the zoning district, including the primary use of the building, employee and customer estimates,
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transportation demand management (TDM) measures, hours of operation, surrounding land uses, and
proximity to residential neighborhoods. In the previous proposal, the applicant requested a parking
reduction ratio of one space per 300 square feet of GFA, consistent with the City’s policy. Under the revised
proposal, the applicant increased parking on the site to a ratio of one space per 230 square feet of GFA,
which is above the recommendation in the City’s parking reduction request policy. Table 1, below, shows
the general parking requirements for the C-4 zoning district in comparison with the applicants’ revised
parking reduction request.

Table 1: Parking

C-4 Zoning District Original Parking Reduction = Revised Parking Reduction
Request Request

6 spaces per 1,000 s.f.
. . GFA
Parking Ratio (1 space per 166.67 1 space per 300 s.f. GFA 1 space per 230 s.f. GFA
s.f. GFA)
Total Parking Spaces 22 spaces 12 spaces 16 spaces

The requested parking reduction is consistent with the Parking Reduction Request Policy guidelines and
staff believes the increase addresses the Planning Commission’s guidance on the site parking at the May
2018 meeting. To justify the request, the applicants have provided a parking reduction request letter and a
TDM plan, which are included as Attachments E and F, respectively. The request letter indicates that the
proposed building is intended to be a professional office use with a lower volume of clients and customers
than other potential uses in the zoning district. The business hours are anticipated to be between 8:00 a.m.
and 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, which is a narrower range of time than some retail stores, service
stations, restaurants, and other potential uses on the site would operate. In addition, the applicants state
that the actual area for office uses within the building would be approximately 2,500 square feet, after
accounting for amenities and ancillary spaces within the building. Adjacent land uses include other office
buildings, a grocery store, and a residential neighborhood, which is separated from the proposed building by
a service road.

Based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation rate estimates, the development is
projected to generate six peak AM hour trips and five peak PM hour trips, as identified in Table 2 below.
The TDM plan was developed using the City/County Association of Governments (C/CAG) peak-hour trip
credit accounting criteria, and is anticipated to reduce AM and PM peak-hour vehicle trips associated with
the project and mitigate potential impacts. Proposed TDM measures include long- and short-term bicycle
parking, on-site showers and changing rooms, a guaranteed ride home program, participation in
Commute.org programs, and an on-site commuter information kiosk.

Table 2: Peak Hour Trip Generation Estimates

Peak AM Hour Peak PM Hour
Estimated Peak Hour Trips 5in, 1 out 1in, 4 out
Total Trips 6 trips 5 trips

With regard to vehicular circulation on the site, automobiles would enter the property via a one-way
driveway off of Middlefield Road and exit from a one-way service road behind the proposed building onto
Woodland Avenue. As noted earlier, parking on this service road is not permitted. Five parking spaces
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would be provided off of the driveway from Middlefield Road, and seven spaces would be provided off of the
service road. Both rows of parking would have a backup distance of 23 feet or more, which is consistent
with the City’s Parking Stalls and Driveway Design Guidelines and adequate for vehicular navigation and
safety. Prominent “Do Not Enter” signs are posted at the service road exit onto Woodland Avenue, which
would ensure that drivers are aware of the one-way vehicular flow and that turns onto the service road from
Woodland Avenue are illegal. Given the small number of vehicles estimated to enter the site during the
peak AM and PM hours, conflicts between left-turn traffic onto the property and traffic approaching the
Middlefield Road and Willow Road intersection are anticipated to be minimal.

The proposed parking puzzler system would allow users to call their assigned parking stall from within their
vehicles within a radius of approximately 100 feet of the puzzler entrance. The puzzler gate would open and
close automatically, sliding sideways to create a full-height opening for a vehicle to enter. According to the
applicants, stalls would be assigned to employees only, and every user would be trained how to use the
system. Because each user would have a uniquely programmed remote, the user would not need to
remember their assigned stall number and would only have access to their own stall, which the puzzler
system would deliver to the entrance on demand. Per the applicant, it would take an average of
approximately 30 seconds to call a stall, with a maximum 60 second delay depending on the position of the
stalls within the puzzler when called. With the location of the puzzler entrance off the service road, any
stacking of vehicles that could potentially occur while users wait to enter the puzzler would occur in the
entrance driveway on the site, reducing the likelihood of cars backing up onto Middlefield Road or adjacent
properties in order to use the puzzler.

For pedestrians, a new five-foot sidewalk would be installed along the project frontages on Middlefield Road
and Woodland Avenue, and would continue as a four-foot path around the side of the building to the parking
areas and service road. At the rear of the site, decorative pavers would be installed in the space between
the service road and the back of the parking stalls to indicate a pedestrian path outside of the roadway. For
cyclists, a bicycle rack would be placed near the front entrance off of Middlefield Road, a bike locker would
be located behind the building, and wall-mounted bike racks would be provided within the building.

Trees and landscaping

The project site is presently undeveloped and contains no trees or landscaping. As part of the proposed
project, 12 percent of the lot would be landscaped with a mix of shrubs and groundcover, predominantly
around the edges of the building, adjacent to the parking areas, and within the triangular building recesses
bordering Woodland Avenue. The plantings would mainly consist of Phormium evergreen species and
succulents, with various other low water plants to provide accents around the site. On the west wall of the
building, climbing fig plants would be planted to soften the appearance of the exterior walls where no
windows or other architectural details are provided. One 24-inch box lavender crape myrtle would be
planted near the northeast corner of the property.

A two-foot tall site wall and six-foot tall site wall would be installed along the east and west property lines,
respectively. The east site wall would be two feet tall and made of stone to match the stone walls of the
proposed building, and it would create raised triangular planting areas within the recesses of the building.
The west site wall would be made of stucco with a plaster finish and would separate the parking area for the
office building from the parking area of the market next door. The west site wall would be a maximum of six
feet in height and step down to three feet in height beginning 35 feet from the back edge of the wall to
provide adequate site distance onto the service road. Under the revised proposal, the length of the west site
wall would be reduced so that it would be located over 12 feet from the rear property line along the service
road. In addition, a parking strip planter was reduced in size and pulled away from the rear property line
under the revised proposal. These modifications would allow delivery trucks easier navigation when making
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deliveries to the Willows Market.

Correspondence

As of the writing of this report, staff received one item of correspondence regarding the revised proposal
with concerns about the location of the parking strip planter at the rear edge of the subject property and fire
access to the property from the service road (Attachment G). The Menlo Park Fire Protection District
reviewed the proposal and approved the project without indicating concerns regarding the location of the
planter or any other project components proposed near the rear property line adjacent to the service road.
The Fire District indicated that fire apparatus access and aerial ladder access to the site would be provided
from Woodland Avenue and Middlefield Road in the event of a fire at the proposed building.

The applicants’ project description letter (Attachment D) indicates that they performed outreach to area
residents following the submittal of the revised project. Between September and October 2018, the
applicants met with representatives of the Willows Market, sent out an email to neighborhood residents who
had previously corresponded regarding the project, and held four neighborhood meetings at a nearby space
at 68 Willow Road to talk in depth about the proposal and answer questions.

Recommended conditions

Based on the volume of correspondence indicating concerns about traffic in the area and parking on site
with the original proposal, staff is continuing to recommend conditions of approval 5.a.i through 5.a.v to
require parking for all employees and visitors to be managed with the 16 parking spaces provided and no
parking on adjacent parcels or in residential neighborhoods. The recommended conditions would further
restrict the types of office uses on the site to exclude all medical, dental, and healthcare-related offices from
occupancy, as well as all computer or mobile device software and/or hardware development. These types of
uses tend to have high patient volumes and turnover and a greater density of employees, respectively. The
recommended conditions would additionally limit the types of permitted office uses on the site to
professional offices with low customer/client volumes. The applicant would be required to record a deed
restriction memorializing the conditions of approval to ensure that future owners and lessees are aware of
the restrictions related to uses and parking on the site. In addition, staff has included Building-related
condition 5.b.i to provide a case closure letter or Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) in order to
document that there are no potential issues relating to the previous underground storage tanks at this site.

Conclusion

The proposed project would replace a vacant gravel lot surrounded by chain link fencing with a small office
building below the maximum FAR and height permitted, and with greater landscape area than required by
the C-4 zoning district. The applicant’s parking reduction request is more conservative than the guideline of
one space per 300 square feet of GFA for general office uses, as set by a 2005 City Council policy. To
support the parking reduction request, the applicant has developed a TDM plan to reduce peak hour trips to
the site. Relative to other uses permitted in the C-4 district (such as retail stores, personal services, and
cafes and restaurants), professional and administrative offices would typically create less traffic and parking
demand, and the intended hours of operation from 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday are a
narrower range than other potential uses on the site could operate. Neighborhood opposition to the original
project was significant, but the applicants have made modifications to the plans at the adjacent property
owners’ request, and provided additional parking on the site within the parking range requested by the
Planning Commission at the May 14, 2018 meeting where the project was continued. Furthermore, staff has
recommended conditions that would limit the types of professional office uses permitted on the site and
require a deed restriction on the property to ensure future tenants and owners are aware of the conditions
placed on the property. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the proposed use permit
and architectural control application.
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Impact on City Resources

The project sponsor is required to pay Planning, Building and Public Works permit fees, based on the City’s
Master Fee Schedule, to fully cover the cost of staff time spent on the review of the project. In addition, the
proposed development would be subject to payment of a Transportation Impact Fee (TIF). These required
fees were established to account for projects’ proportionate obligations.

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 on the use permit and architectural control will be effective after 15 days
unless the action is appealed to the City Council, in which case the outcome of the application shall be
determined by the City Council.

Attachments

Recommended Actions

Location Map

Project Plans

Project Description Letter

Parking Reduction Request Letter

TDM Plan

Correspondence

Planning Commission Minutes from May 14, 2018 available at
https://www.menlopark.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Minutes/_05142018-3096
Original Project Plans (Selection)

TOMMOO®m>

Disclaimer

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

Exhibits to Be Provided at Meeting
Color and materials board
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Report prepared by:
Tom Smith, Senior Planner

Report reviewed by:
Kyle Perata, Acting Principal Planner
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ATTACHMENT A

40 Middlefield Road — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 40 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: OWNER: Pajis Station,
Middlefield Road PLN2017-00106 NMSBPCSLDHB LLC c/o Win Properties,
Inc.

PROPOSAL: Request for a use permit and architectural control to construct a new single-story office
building, approximately 3,600 square feet in size, on a vacant lot in the C-4 (general commercial) zoning
district. In addition, a parking reduction request to provide 16 spaces where 22 spaces are required. The
project includes a dedication of approximately 1,700 square feet of right-of-way along Middlefield Road
associated with a plan line.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: December 3, 2018 ACTION: TBD
Commission

VOTE: TBD (Barnes, Combs, Goodhue, Kennedy, 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. The
requested parking ratio of 1 space per 230 square feet of gross floor area exceeds the recommended
minimum parking ratio set by the City’s parking reduction request policy for general office, approved by
City Council in 2005, and the applicant has prepared a transportation demand management (TDM)
plan to reduce trips to the site. The proposed office use should generate less traffic and parking
demand than other uses allowed within the C-4 zoning district. Project-specific conditions would further
limit the types of office uses permitted on the site to lower density and lower client/customer volume
office uses.

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

a. The general appearance of the structure is in keeping with the character of the neighborhood.
The building design would fit with the mix of office and commercial building styles in the vicinity
along Middlefield Road and Willow Road. The size and height of the building, as well as its
placement at the front of the lot, is respectful of nearby single-family residential development
located across the service road.

b. The development will not be detrimental to the harmonious and orderly growth of the City. The
applicant has prepared a TDM plan to reduce trips to the site, and the 3,584-square foot size of
the building is small enough that parking and trips to the site should be less than other
potential uses in the C-4 zoning district, such as service stations and retail stores.

c. The development will not impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the
neighborhood. The project would replace a vacant gravel parcel surrounded by chain link
fencing with a new office building, site improvements, and landscaping.

d. The development provides adequate parking as required in all applicable City Ordinances and
has made adequate provisions for access to such parking. The requested parking ratio of 1
space per 230 square feet of gross floor area, for a total of 16 parking spaces, is consistent
with the City’s parking reduction request policy for general office, approved by City Council in
2005.

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

4. Approve the 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
Hayes Group Architects, C2G/Civil Consultants Group, Inc., and Van Dorn Abed Landscape
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40 Middlefield Road — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 40
Middlefield Road

PROJECT NUMBER:
PLN2017-00106

APPLICANT:
NMSBPCSLDHB

OWNER: Pajis Station,
LLC c/o Win Properties,
Inc.

PROPOSAL: Request for a use permit and architectural control to construct a new single-story office
building, approximately 3,600 square feet in size, on a vacant lot in the C-4 (general commercial) zoning
district. In addition, a parking reduction request to provide 16 spaces where 22 spaces are required. The
project includes a dedication of approximately 1,700 square feet of right-of-way along Middlefield Road
associated with a plan line.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning

Commission

DATE: December 3, 2018

ACTION: TBD

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

ACTION:

Architects, Inc., consisting of 26 plan sheets, dated November 27, 2018, as well as the Project
Description Letter, dated November 26, 2018; the Parking Reduction Request Letter, dated
November 26, 2018; and the transportation demand management (TDM) plan, dated April 30,
2018, and approved by the Planning Commission on December 3, 2018, except as modified by
the conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.

b. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit a draft “Stormwater Treatment Measures Operations and Maintenance (O&M)
Agreement” with the City subject to review and approval by the Engineering Division. With
the executed agreement, the property owner is responsible for the operation and
maintenance of stormwater treatment measures for the project. The agreement shall run with
the land and the agreement shall be recorded with the San Mateo County Recorder’s Office

prior to building permit final inspection.

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

d. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the Applicant shall
comply with all requirements of the Building Division, Engineering Division, Transportation
Division, and Utilities Division that are directly applicable to the project.

e. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, applicant shall
coordinate with Menlo Park Municipal Water (MPMW) to confirm the existing water mains and
service laterals meet the domestic and fire flow requirements of the project. If the existing
water main and service laterals are not sufficient as determined by MPMW, applicant may, as
part of the project, be required to construct and install new water mains and service laterals
sufficient to meet such requirements.

f.  Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, applicant shall
coordinate with West Bay Sanitary District to confirm the existing sanitary sewer mains and
service laterals have sufficient capacity for the project. If the existing sanitary sewer mains and
service laterals are not sufficient as determined by West Bay Sanitary District, applicant may,
as part of the project, be required to construct and install new sanitary sewer mains and
service laterals sufficient to meet such requirements.

g. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the Applicant shall
comply with all Sanitary District, Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies'
regulations that are directly applicable to the project.

h. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the Applicant shall
submit plans for: 1) construction safety fences around the periphery of the construction area, 2)
dust control, 3) air pollution control, 4) erosion and sedimentation control, and 5) construction
vehicle parking. The plans shall be subject to review and approval by the Building,
Engineering, and Planning Divisions. The fences and erosion and sedimentation control
measures shall be installed according to the approved plan prior to commencing construction.
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40 Middlefield Road — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 40 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: OWNER: Pajis Station,
Middlefield Road PLN2017-00106 NMSBPCSLDHB LLC c/o Win Properties,
Inc.

PROPOSAL: Request for a use permit and architectural control to construct a new single-story office
building, approximately 3,600 square feet in size, on a vacant lot in the C-4 (general commercial) zoning
district. In addition, a parking reduction request to provide 16 spaces where 22 spaces are required. The
project includes a dedication of approximately 1,700 square feet of right-of-way along Middlefield Road
associated with a plan line.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: December 3, 2018 ACTION: TBD

Commission

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

ACTION:

m.

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the Applicant shall
submit an Off-Site Improvements Plan for review and approval of the Engineering Division. The
Off-Site Improvements Plan shall include all improvements within public right-of-way including
but not limited to stormwater, concrete, asphalt, landscaping, striping, electrical, water and
sanitary sewer.

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

Prior to building permit issuance, the Applicant shall pay all Public Works fees. Refer to City of
Menlo Park Master Fee Schedule.

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program Best Management Practices (BMPs) for construction
shall be implemented to protect water quality, in accordance with the approved Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). BMP plan sheets are available electronically for inserting
into Project plans.

Prior to commencing any work within the right-of-way or public easements, the Applicant shall
obtain an encroachment permit from the appropriate reviewing jurisdiction.

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

a.

Planning-specific conditions:

i. Parking for employees, clients/customers, and all other visitors to the building must be
managed on-site with the 16 parking spaces provided. No off-site parking shall be
permitted on adjacent parcels or within residential neighborhoods at any time. Parking
for the nine spaces within the puzzler shall be reserved for building employees only.

ii. No medical, dental, physical therapy, psychiatry, psychology, counseling, or other
healthcare-related office uses shall be permitted occupancy within the building.

iii. No computer or mobile device software and/or hardware development uses shall be
permitted occupancy within the building.

iv. Permitted uses on this site shall be limited to professional office uses with low
customer/client volumes, such as accounting, architecture, engineering, investment
(including private equity, venture capital, and family asset management, but excluding
banks and savings and loan associations), and legal offices.

v. Prior to building permit issuance, the Applicant shall record a deed restriction on the
property memorializing conditions 5.a.i. — iv. of these use permit and architectural
control actions. In the event that the property owner will not sign a deed restriction, the
deed restriction shall be recorded against the leaseholder’s interest and the building
and improvements shall be demolished at the end of the lease term. The deed
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40 Middlefield Road — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 40 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: OWNER: Pajis Station,
Middlefield Road PLN2017-00106 NMSBPCSLDHB LLC c/o Win Properties,
Inc.

PROPOSAL: Request for a use permit and architectural control to construct a new single-story office
building, approximately 3,600 square feet in size, on a vacant lot in the C-4 (general commercial) zoning
district. In addition, a parking reduction request to provide 16 spaces where 22 spaces are required. The
project includes a dedication of approximately 1,700 square feet of right-of-way along Middlefield Road
associated with a plan line.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: December 3, 2018 ACTION: TBD
Commission

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

ACTION:

restriction shall be subject to review and approval by the Community Development
Director and City Attorney.
b. Building-specific conditions:

i. Prior to building permit issuance, the Applicant shall submit a case closure letter from
the County of San Mateo Health Department indicating that applicable corrective
actions were taken to remediate potential threats to health and safety from
underground storage tanks previously removed from the site. In the event that a case
closure letter was not issued, the Applicant shall submit a Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment (ESA) to the satisfaction of the Building Division.

c. Transportation-specific conditions:

i. Prior to building permit issuance, the Applicant shall pay a Transportation Impact Fee
(TIF) at an office rate of $4.80 per square foot of gross floor area (GFA) for a total
estimated TIF of $17,668.80, subject to the Municipal Code Section 13.26. The fee
rate is subject to change annually on July 1 and the final calculation will be based upon
the rate at the time of fee payment. The TIF rate is adjusted each year based on the
ENR Construction Cost Index percentage change for San Francisco.

ii. Prior to building permit issuance, the Applicant shall coordinate with the Transportation
Division to determine the final locations of the pedestrian ramp and street light pole
that will be installed at the southeast corner of Middlefield Road and Woodland Avenue
related to the installation of a future crosswalk on Woodland Avenue. The final
locations shall be established to the satisfaction of the Transportation Division.

d. Engineering-specific conditions:

i. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the
Applicant shall submit all applicable engineering plans for Engineering review and
approval. The plans shall include, but are not limited to:

1. Existing Topography (NAVD 88’)
. Demolition Plan
3. Site Plan
4. Construction Parking Plan
5. Grading and Drainage Plan
6. Stormwater Control Plan
7. Utility Plan
8. Erosion Control Plan
9. Planting and Irrigation Plan
10. Off-site Improvement Plan
11. Construction Details
12. Joint Trench Plan
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40 Middlefield Road — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 40
Middlefield Road

PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: OWNER: Pajis Station,
PLN2017-00106 NMSBPCSLDHB LLC c/o Win Properties,
Inc.

PROPOSAL: Request for a use permit and architectural control to construct a new single-story office
building, approximately 3,600 square feet in size, on a vacant lot in the C-4 (general commercial) zoning
district. In addition, a parking reduction request to provide 16 spaces where 22 spaces are required. The
project includes a dedication of approximately 1,700 square feet of right-of-way along Middlefield Road
associated with a plan line.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: December 3, 2018 ACTION: TBD

Commission

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

ACTION:

Vi.

Vii.

viii.

iX.

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, this project
will be required to implement at least one of the Site Design Measures identified on the
Stormwater Requirements Checklist since it is replacing more than 2,500 square feet
of impervious area: http://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/Home/View/1006

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the
Applicant shall submit plans for construction related parking management, construction
staging, material storage and Traffic Control Plan (TCP) to be reviewed and approved
by the City. The applicant shall secure adequate parking for any and all construction
trades. The plan shall include construction phasing and anticipated method of traffic
handling for each phase.

Prior to building permit issuance, the proposed right-of-way dedication shall be
accepted by the City Council or designee. The right-of-way dedication shall match the
future plan line, and shall encompass all proposed frontage improvements.

Prior to issuance of each building permit, the Applicant shall pay the applicable
Building Construction Street Impact Fee in effect at the time of payment to the
satisfaction of the Public Works Director. The current fee is calculated by multiplying
the valuation of the construction by 0.0058.

Prior to building permit issuance, the Applicant shall coordinate with the West Bay
Sanitary Sewer District (650-321-0384) to meet any applicable requirements for the
project.

Prior to final occupancy of the building, all public improvements shall be designed and
constructed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Prior to final occupancy of the building, frontage improvements are required on the site
as follows, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer:

1. Remove and replace all curb, gutter and sidewalk along the entire project
frontage on Middlefield Road and Woodland Avenue.

2. Street trees and electroliers will be required along Middlefield and Woodland.

3. Utility connections to the site may have to be upgraded due to the site
intensification. Coordinate with utility companies.

4. The City will evaluate the condition of asphalt paving on Middlefield Road and
Woodland Avenue, following construction and prior to final occupancy of
buildings. If necessary, the City will require a grind and overlay of damaged
pavement along the project frontage. All existing striping, markings, and
legends shall be replaced in kind, or as approved by the City.

Prior to final occupancy of the building, any frontage improvements which are
damaged as a result of construction will be required to be replaced.
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40 Middlefield Road — Attachment A: Recommended Actions

LOCATION: 40 PROJECT NUMBER: APPLICANT: OWNER: Pajis Station,
Middlefield Road PLN2017-00106 NMSBPCSLDHB LLC c/o Win Properties,
Inc.

PROPOSAL: Request for a use permit and architectural control to construct a new single-story office
building, approximately 3,600 square feet in size, on a vacant lot in the C-4 (general commercial) zoning
district. In addition, a parking reduction request to provide 16 spaces where 22 spaces are required. The
project includes a dedication of approximately 1,700 square feet of right-of-way along Middlefield Road
associated with a plan line.

DECISION ENTITY: Planning DATE: December 3, 2018 ACTION: TBD
Commission

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

ACTION:

x. Prior to final occupancy of the building, the Applicant shall retain a civil engineer to
prepare "as-built" or "record" drawings of public improvements, and the drawings shall
be submitted in AutoCAD and Adobe PDF formats to the Engineering Division.

e. Utilities-specific conditions:

i. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, Applicant
shall submit utility plans for the extension of the existing water distribution main from
the intersection of Woodland Avenue at Service Road and along Woodland Avenue to
the proposed fire hydrant on Middlefield Road, subject to the review and approval by
the Engineering Division.

ii. Prior to building permit issuance, Applicant shall confirm the location of the existing 8-
inch AC water main along the Service Road. If the location of the water main is found
to be within the limits of the property boundary, the City will require either of the
following:

1. Record a dedicated 10’ water utility easement along the existing water main
alignment within the property boundary, subject to review and approval by the
City Attorney and Public Works Director.

2. Submit utility plans for the relocation of the water main within the existing
Service Road right-of-way, subject to review and approval by the Engineering
Division.
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ATTACHMENT D

November 26, 2018

Tom Smith

City of Menlo Park
Planning Division

701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

RE: 40 Middlefield Rd. — Project Description

To Planning and DRT Staff:
Attached is Hayes Group Architect’s revised submission of 40 Middlefield Rd for planning review.

The project applicant is Hayes Group Architects on behalf of Granum Partners. This package
includes proposed site plan, floor plans, elevations, and perspectives.

1. EXISTING CONDITIONS

The site is located on the north corner of Middlefield Rd. and Woodland Ave. The Willows
Market neighbors the property to the west, with the San Francisquito Creek to the east, and
residential properties to the north. There are commercial spaces and gardens to the south.

The property is currently vacant.

2. PROPOSED PROJECT

We are proposing the construction of a one-story office building. The stone and wood structure
celebrates a modern rustic aesthetic that complements the heavily wooded area. Parking has
been revised since the first PTC hearing. The revised design includes 33% more parking for the
project. The project provides 16 parking stalls for 3,681 SF of office area for a parking ratio of
4.35 per 1,000 SF. Of the gross building area, 1,162 SF is amenity space consisting of shower,
toilet rooms, kitchen, lobby and reception area. There will be on-grade parking, accessible from
Middlefield Rd as well as the service road, north of the site. A new garage is proposed with an
automated parking system, called a puzzler, accessed from the service road. The garage
housing the puzzler system is intended to have the same level of finish materials as the building.

2657 Spring Street, Redwood City, CA 94063 Phone 650.365.0600 Fax 650.365.0670 thehayesgroup.com Architecture and Interfors
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The reception area is accessed from the parking lot to the rear of the site and from Middlefield Rd
for pedestrians. Once inside, users are greeted by a double height space, wrapped by large
clerestory windows, and flooded with natural light. The office area features three full height
windows, which frame unobstructed views to the San Francisquito Creek and tree canopy.

3. PUBLIC OUTREACH

Prior to the first PTC hearing, in March of this year, we reached out to the community by way of
an evening meeting to introduce them to the project. A few residents attended this meeting,
including the neighbors across the service road. Since the PTC meeting, we have reached out to
the market and resolved the truck delivery concerns expressed at the first PTC hearing.
Additionally, we have held four more community outreach meetings, on different days and times,
to try to accommodate a variety of resident’s schedules. Twelve residents attended these
meetings. Residents were invited via email and letters sent to their addresses.

We look forward to the PTC meeting so that we can proceed with the development of this project.

Please call me at (650) 365-0699 x15 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Mﬂuﬂng—

Ken Hayes, AlA
Principal

CC: Granum Partners

2657 Spring Street, Redwood City, CA 94063 Phone 650.365.0600 Fax 650.365.0670 thehayesgroup.com Architecture and Interfors



E1

ATTACHMENT E

November 26, 2018

Tom Smith

Associate Planner

City of Menlo Park

Community Development Department, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025

SUBJECT: DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PERMIT APPLICATION # PLN2017-00106
PARKING REDUCTION REQUEST

Dear Mr. Smith,

Pursuant to your request in your letter of November 14, 2017, ltem #14, this letter shall serve as our
request for a parking reduction in accordance with the provisions of Menlo Park’s Zoning Ordinance
Section 16.72.010, which allows for requests to reduce the amount of required parking for a particular use
through an administrative permit. In considering such requests, the guidelines contained in this policy
should be used.

In accordance with the ordinance, the following factors should be considered in approving a request to
provide less parking than required by the zoning district:

Primary use of the building;

Unique physical features of the building;

Estimates of number of employees and customers;
Transportation demand management measures;
Hours of operation;

Shared parking arrangements;

Availability of on-street parking;

Surrounding land uses; and

Proximity to residential neighborhoods.

The primary use of the proposed building is professional office. The building is small at 3,681 SF when
compared to other office buildings in the neighborhood and the site has an odd geometry driving down
the parking efficiency.

It is difficult to estimate the number of employees; however, based on the owner’s letter, included with this
response, and the intent to lease the building to a private equity, investment banking, or private family
office, the demand on parking will not be high. By observation, many of the office buildings along
Middlefield Road to the north and Willow Road to the west are leased to similar companies and the
parking facilities are underutilized at a ratio of 1 space per 300 SF of building area. Office hours of
operation are expected to be normal business hours of 8 — 5 or 6 PM Monday through Friday. This

2657 Spring Street, Redwood City, CA 94063 Phone 650,365.0600 Fax 650.365.0670 thehayesgroup.com Architecture and interiors



building also has an unusually high ratio of amenity space to useable space resulting in actual office area
of roughly 2,500 SF, thereby reducing the number of automobile trips.

Selected TDM project measures were assessed using the City/County Association of Governments
(CICAG) peak-hour trip credit accounting criteria. TDM measures included long and short-term bicycle
parking facilities, on-site showers, guaranteed ride home program, a commuter kiosk and participation
with Commute.org’s TMA-like programs. The C/CAG peak-hour trip credit accounting determined that
project TDM measures will meet the mitigation requirements for all 12 peak-hour trips. This is a fairly
robust TDM plan.

As stated above, the neighborhood consists of other office buildings but in addition there is a small
grocery store next door as well as a single family residential neighborhood to the east. An alley
separates the property from the residential neighborhood. No street parking is permitted in the alley or on
Middlefield Road immediately in front of the building.

Based on the above analysis, we seek a reduction in the required parking from 6/1,000 SF or 22 spaces
to 16 spaces or 4.35/1,000 SF which results in a ratio within your guidelines of 1 space/300 SF.

Please review the attached application and let me know if you need additional information of have any
questions.

Sincerely,

Mw..qnﬂ'—

Ken Hayes, AIA
President

2657 Spring Street, Redwood City, CA 94063 Phone 650,365.0600 Fax 650.365.0670 thehayesgroup.com Architecture and interiors
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40 Middlefield Road — TDM Plan

January 2, 2018 (updated April 30, 2018)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The proposed project known as 40 Middlefield LLC has prepared a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) for its proposed Menlo Park office development at 40 Middlefield Road.
The design of the project meets commute-sustainable standards and justifies a parking
reduction by incorporating select TDM elements. Project parking demand is anticipated to be
reduced by 20 percent. Outcomes from these TDM actions and activities will eliminate potential
spill over parking in the neighborhood.

This green development approach reduces parking demand, vehicle trips, air pollution and
traffic congestion and contributes to successful carbon footprint and greenhouse gas
reductions for long-term operations.

This TDM Plan addresses alternatives to on-site parking needs as well as employee commuter
activities that reduce non-drive-alone transportation. This document provides supporting
justification for the reduced parking proposed for 40 Middlefield Road. In addition, this plan
supports the alternative transportation mode-use goals that address both traffic and air quality
concerns in the City of Menlo Park.

The measures and elements contained in this plan are consistent with other well-performing
employee TDM plans and commute programs in Menlo Park.

Locational advantages make the 40 Middlefield Road project very well suited for office use. It
has access to transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

The comprehensive plan of commute options and on-site measures (identified in this report)
are essential to realizing the trip reduction benefits of the project as required by potential
Conditions of Approval for the Use Permit. These factors will provide the momentum to achieve
desired trip reduction needs for this project.

The 40 Middlefield Road TDM Plan incorporates trip reduction strategies to meet the City’s trip
reduction goals and to reduce traffic impacts in the neighborhood and maximize mobility
options for employees. The applicant has included transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and rideshare
incentives to promote alternative transportation modes for project tenants.

F4
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2.0 TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT PLANNING DEFINITION

TDM is a combination of services, incentives, facilities, and actions that reduce single occupant
vehicle (SOV) trips to help relieve traffic congestion, parking demand and air pollution
problems. The following are basic goals that can be achieved through effective utilization of a
trip reduction program with the use of TDM measures:

e Reduce parking demand by converting SOV trips to an alternate mode of transportation
(e.g., transit, carpool or vanpool, bicycling or walking).

e Shift travel to less congested facilities by providing traveler information systems that
warn motorists about delays or alternative routes.

e Support other technological solutions (e.g., compressed natural gas, electric/hybrid
vehicles or other zero emission vehicles).

e Eliminate or shift trips from peak periods (e.g., flexible schedules, compressed work
weeks or telecommuting).

Current economics and limited resources affect the ability to build and maintain more roads or
parking structures. This reality necessitates better utilization of the existing transportation

infrastructure (like adding a second shift at an existing manufacturing plant). To that end, TDM
measures support the transition to a greater use of existing alternative transportation options.

Rideshare and TDM Program Benefits

Commuters can experience stress and frustration long before their workday officially begins.
The transportation choices afforded by the project will improve the commuter experience, and
local communities and business environments by decreasing both traffic congestion and
greenhouse gas emissions.

3.0 PROIJECT DESCRIPTION

The project at 40 Middlefield Road in Menlo Park is a small, infill office project. This single-story
building is proposed to have 3,584 square feet. It is designed to reduce the need for parking by
implementation of a robust transportation demand management (TDM) Plan. The following
TDM Plan addresses alternatives to on-site parking needs and employee commuter activities
intended to reduce the number of vehicle trips. TDM measures include infrastructure and
incentive-based measures, which encourage all forms of alternative transportation mode-use,
such as carpooling, mass transit, bicycling, walking, and telecommuting.

The measures and elements contained in this plan are consistent with other well-performing
employee TDM plans and commute programs in the Greater San Francisco Bay Area and are
estimated to reduce peak-hour vehicle trips by 20 percent.

SPECIALISTS, INC.




40 Middlefield Road — TDM Plan

January 2, 2018 (updated April 30, 2018)

SECTION | — EXISTING CONDITIONS

4.0 COMMUNITY CONNECTIVITY

The project will be a pedestrian and
bicycle-friendly site that embraces
Menlo Park’s transportation goals
and policies. Some of the pedestrian
and transit-oriented design features
include orienting the building toward transit stops and tying into adjacent bicycle and
pedestrian circulation facilities. According to WalkScore.com, this project location scores a 63
out of 100 for walkability. This type of connectivity also for “some errands to be accomplished
on foot.”

Somewhat Walkable

Some errands can be accomplished on fool.

Walk Scors

63

]

5.0 TRANSIT PROXIMITY

The 40 Middlefield Road project will be located within walking distance (measured from the
main building entrance) of ten transit routes. Service routes include an East Bay AC Transit
Dumbarton Express bus, seven SamTrans buses, and two local city shuttles. The Dumbarton
Express bus offers connectivity from the Union City BARt Station. The SamTrans buses offer
connectivity from Caltrain stations in Redwood City, Palo Alto, Millbrae and Menlo Park.

A map showing the walking routes to various transit resources is provided on page 4. Access to
and from transit and the project site is estimated at one to four minutes walking travel time.
The bicycle route map from the Palo Alto Transit Center is also shown on page 4 and identifies
the distance to be one mile with a bicycle travel time of seven minutes. Transit travel is
approximately 12 minutes.

An advantage of this project is it's very proximity at the Palo Alto and Menlo Park Caltrain
Stations and local SamTrans bus transit services. Also, the two free local shuttles located within
an easy walking distance from the site include the Willow Road Shuttle and M2 Belle Haven
mid-day Shuttle. Maps of these transit resources are provided as an attachment.

Transit services total more than 192 trips per day, providing good transit connectivity for future
employees at the site. A transit access table, shown on page 5, identifies the number of transit
trips provided near the project. A surrounding area transit map is shown on page 6.
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40 Middlefield Road Transit Resources

Trips per
Route # Span of Service Bl Communities Served
Weekday
DB 5 Days/Week 23 Stanford Oval, Palo Alto Caltrain, Willow Rd. & Middlefield Rd.,
AC Transit 6:33am - 8:19 pm Ardenwood Park & Ride, and Union City BART
- 5 Days/Week Bay/Harmon, Coleman/Menlo Oaks, Santa Monica/San Andreas,
Samtrans 2:56 pm & 3:28 pm 3 Middlefield/Santa Margarita, Merrill/Santa Cruz,
School-day Only Laurel/Glenwood, and Hillview School
83 5 Days/Week Bay/Ringwood, Durham/Laurel, Marmona/Robin,
7:48 am - 3:44 pm 6 Willow/Blackburn, Merrill/Santa Cruz, Laurel/Glenwood, and
Samtrans L
School-day Only Hillview School
84 5 Days/Week Encinal/Middlefield, Middlefield/Lane, Middlefield/Santa
2:57pm & 3:41 pm 3 Margarita, Merrill/Santa Cruz, Laurel/Glenwood, and Hillview
Samtrans
School-day Only School
5 Days/Week
88 vs/ Bay/Harmon, Durham/Laurel, Marmona/Robin,
7:45am-3:25pm 3 b .
Samtrans Willow/Blackburn, Laurel/Sherwood, and Encinal School
School-day Only
Bayshore/Donohoe, Bay/University, Newbridge/Saratoga,
296 7 Days/Week {20 Middlefield/Santa Margarita, Middlefield/Ringwood,
Samtrans 5:28 am - 10:35 pm Merrill/Santa Cruz, Middlefield/5th, and Redwood City Transit
Center
297 7 Days/Week : Palo Alto Transit Center, Bay/University, Middlefield/Santa
Samtrans 3:58am-11:52 pm Margarita, Middlefield/5th, and Redwood City Transit Center
Palo Alto Transit Center, Bay/University, Middlefield/Santa
Margarita, Middlefield/5th, Redwood City Transit Center, El
397 7 Days/Week ) . . . . .
7 Camino/Hillsdale, El Camino/Burlingame, Millbrae Transit
Samtrans 6:23am - 6:06 pm . .
Center, SF Airport Courtyard A, Airport/Baden, Bayshore/Old
County, 11th/Market, Mission/1st, and Folsom/Beale
Menlo Park Caltrain, Linfield/Waverley, Linfield/Middlefield,
Willow Road 5 Days/Week 7 Blackburn Ave, Chester St (VA Medical Center), O'Brien/Willow,
Shuttle 7:05am - 6:05 pm 1200 O'Brien (JobTrain), 1505 O'Brien, Adams Court, Hamilton
Court, and 1340 Willow Rd
Menlo Park Senior Center, Belle Haven Library, Willow &
Coleman, Blackburn Ave, Middlefield & Ringwood, Menlo Park
M2-Belle Haven 5 Days/Week ] ] ]
Middav Shuttle | 6:51am - 3:59 pm 12 Library, Crane Place, Menlo Park Caltrain, Safeway, Little House,
y ’ 7P Partridge/Kennedy, Middlefield & Ravenswood, and Willow &
Chester
Total Transit Trips/Weekday| 192

All buses and trains are lift equipped for handicapped, elderly, or those in need.

SPECIALISTS, INC.




40 Middlefield Road — TDM Plan

January 2, 2018 (updated April 30, 2018)

Surrounding Area Transit Map
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40 Middlefield Road — TDM Plan

January 2, 2018 (updated April 30, 2018)

6.0 TRANSIT TRIP PLANNING RESOURCES

Online transit trip planning services are a useful tool for planning public transit trips. Regionally,
511.org services the greater San Francisco Bay Area. 511.org is a useful tool for planning public
transit trips. It can build an itinerary that suits the need of the transit user.

The itinerary identifies the fastest t‘@ SF Bay Wherever you're going, start here
commute with the least amount of :
transfers or the cheapest fares. The
511 trip planner, by default, will

. Trip Planner Transit Deparmes

generate the fastest itinerary
between the origin and destination.
This free service can be found online @'
at http://5]_1_org/_ Frar ETier Startieg pioamt £3

. . To: Enter destination =
Other Transit Resources include
online applications and mobile device L

applications.

0 Dadnab Dadnab.com

enables commuters
to plan transit trips in the Bay Area
using text messaging from a mobile
phone by converting information
from the 511 transit Trip planner to a
text message. By sending a text
message with origin, destination and optional arrival or departure time, Dadnab’s reply will tell
commuters what buses or trains to take at which locations and times.

More Rouie Dptions

Google has also collaborated with select regional transit agencies to provide a public transit
planner for riders of VTA, SamTrans, AC Transit and BART. This free service can be found online
at www.google.com/transit.

Commute.org also offers a “Try Transit” incentive program.! All employees who live or work in
San Mateo County, or commute through San Mateo County, are could be eligible for free
tickets to try BART, SamTrans, or Caltrain. This try transit offer is a per person, one-time only
incentive. An image of the try transit incentive application is shown on page 8.

F10
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lommuteorg .5, 2. B L&

Get rewarded /‘

"Try Transit" Program

FREE TRANSIT TCH
DISTRIBUTION

Be one of the first to complete the |
below and we'll mail you Iree ! i

Interested in trying transit?

If you live o work in San Mateo County, or if your commute takes you through San Mateo County, you could
be eligible for free tickets to try BART, SamTrans, Caltrain, or San Franciscoe Bay Ferry. To qualify, you must
be over 18 years old and cannot have participated in the Try Transit program in the past.

Simply complete the order form below and we'll send you free tickets from the transit agency of your choice
{subject to availability and qualification):

B FreeTransi Tlckets Order Form
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7.0 BICYCLE RESOURCES

Bicycle commuters looking to commute by bike can view free resources available at

http://511.org/biking/commute/work. The 511 system provides significant resources for bicycle
commuters including:

¢+ How to take your bike across Bay Area
Free Bike Buddy matching toll bridges
Bicycle maps and trip planners How to ride safely in traffic
Safe bicycle route mapping Tips on commuting
Location of lockers Tips for bike selection
How to take your bike on public transit Links to bicycle organizations
Bike to Work Day

*® & & o o
*® & & o o
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Wherever you're going, start here

@ SF Bay

Home = Biking  Commute by Bike

Commute by Bike : Work

School

Bicyching can be a fun, dependable and virtuatly
free mode of transportation. Bicycling also
burns 300 to 500 calories an hour, s0 you can
commute and stay it at the same time.

Onee you discover the freedom, convenience
and fitness benefits of biking to work, you'll
wionder why you didn't start riding sooner
your work place s 1oo far to bike, considet
riding to transit stations or Park & Ride |ots.
Enjoy the ride!

Commute.org offers
employees a free bicycle
safety workshop at the
employer’s site.

& = o

Get Rowarded Shutties Resovrces

Commuteory .5,

Bicycle Safety Classes

This presentation covers

F14.

bicycle safety information,
trip planning, and biking
smart options.

Employers can request,
from Commute.org, a free
presentation at their
convenience.

Commiteors, in partership with 5 naticnally
certified League Cyclng Instructor (LCI), offers free
bicyde satety worksheopsak employer siies across
San Maten County. They canbe tailored ta dar 90
minut=s, and most emplayerssthedule themduring
lunchtime

Theworkshop coversimportant safety information
for motorists:and cyclists aliks, including a San
Mateo County blke map. safe cvcling booklet, and
other helpful ressurces and toolefor bleychists
Commutearg canalaoprovide marketing assistance
to get the ward out to employess.

T equest aworkshop 2nd/or mare Information
contact your Programs Repl ssen talive.
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8.0 CARPOOL AND VANPOOL RESOURCES

Carpooling will be strongly encouraged at [:l]ﬂ]ﬂl[[lﬂﬂm mfn |
the project. The regional and local
rideshare program provide individuals with
a computerized list of other commuters
near their employment and residential ZIP " - "
code, along with the closest cross street, ommute Alternatives

AT e B o e i 10 By Al Comrmn s PR 00 £ (LBLNT0 i Precdighiebedve ol W oeralil Wi
phone number and hours Commuters are e et L v b Ty L g o e 1L it b il i iy i Wi ot v it I rTing this visake.

Usingemmmsie allar nathes e e dew dars a wesek can s vince lot uf time, noce s, sl sires

available o commte to and from work. | [T

The prospective carpooler will also be
given a list of existing carpools and

. . . Find Your Mateh!
vanpOOIS from thelr reSIdentlaI area that F"rn:tvr:r'::.rmm::-;lr-:m]uinnrhr"nnwurnﬂrﬁnlmur!nJ.1I|HHr::wvrli'ml:hlhr
they may be able to join should vacancies e
. . . taia et datatsses o oeide coatsct Tafurmation s comaet o sofedules uf oo plewha s

exist. To the right is a sample screen shot R ——

of this online ride-matching resource. Wy sl S ataff i il ez o i e et your S By
Tiarapaodtaciod Taas
Gitt ngrwser Witk offire tn ragiitaron the s=ma matchies fatahond e readns ma charcs rf findng

Commute.org also offers a carpool SRS

incentive program.? Employees who form a Bl it

> \Zerrruineryy Widesrmish Too Plaseefor San Mabes Conmts i semrmrtes

new carpool with two or more people or

add a new member to an existing carpool | [l

can each receive a $50 carpool incentive.
An image of the carpool incentive application is shown on page 13.

Carpool Advantages for Employers

e No cost program for employers

Reduce traffic congestion

Alleviate employee stress and expense
Improve employee morale

Use as a recruitment and retention tool

Carpool Advantages for Employees

e When at least two people carpool, they can each earn a $50 gift card for two months of
carpooling

Enjoy a travel companion to and from work

Share commute costs with other passengers

Utilize most HOV lanes with 2 or 3 passengers

Take advantage of preferential parking at many employer sites

Reduce commute time and stress
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Commuteorg $5¢es

Welcome to the Commute.org Carpool Incentive Program Application Fowered by VistaShars), Please fill out
the form by answering each question appropriately. When you are done, click the Submit button to save and
submit your answers.

In order to be eligible for this program, you must meet the following criteria:
1.Have never received the Garpoal Incentive befare.

2. Be at least 18 years old; live or work in San Mateo County - or - have a commute that goes through San
Mateo County.

3. Form a NEW carpool (less than one year old with two or more people over the age of 18), or
4. Join an existing carpocl as a NEW member
Do not complete the application if you do not meet the eligibility requirements.

Please note that the maximum Carpool Incentive that can be awarded is §50 effective 7/1/2016.

Flmm.rm| |

L-asuiame| |

Email Address | |

Carpool Incentives

Launched in August 2017, the San Mateo County Carpool program provides a promotional
incentive for carpool riders and drivers when they match using the Scoop or Waze app.
Commuters will be matched near their employment and residential ZIP code, along with the
closest cross street, phone number and hours commuters are available to commute to and
from work. Individuals are then able to select and contact others with whom they wish to
commute. Matched carpoolers receive a S2 per trip incentive for both the driver and
passenger. A flier of this new ridematching resource is provided below.
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Carpool

IN SAN MATEO § COUNTY!

NEW CARPOOL DISCOUNT PROGRAM AVAILABLE
FOR SAN MATEO COUNTY COMMUTERS

R '. - _t'_-a .""‘ x4 "

_ Carpool In San Mateo County! is available to residents or
commuters who work in San Mateo County.

An Innovative C/CAG Pilot Program Carpoel In San Mates Countyl
utllizes moblle carpooling apps 10 increass local carpool rldersip

during peak trovel pericds, therefore reducing single occupency vehicles;
trotflc congestion, end greenhouse gas {GHG| emissions.

Receive 54
Incentive per Day

Benefits to Commuters It's fun ond convenient. You can save time, save

margy, raduce stress, and meet new friends. It Is alss good for tha
environment.

B? CEI'PDDEIHB[ Carpoal With Yeur Co-Warkers and Neighbers! The app awtematically
D s Tnd IR et s links drivers and riders 1o othar users a2 close as possible to thelr orlglns

the fnceniive: san gt vp fo and destinations. This includes door -to-door pickups ond drop-offs.

54 per day. This ncludes o How Does Carpool In San Mateo County! Waork? Drivers and riders using

Scoop will autornatically receive the £2 incenfive per person during
commute periods  (5:30 am. = 1000 a.m. ond 3:30 pam.— 500 pam.),
with o maximum incemive of 54 per day.

%2 Incentive per parson for
each commuyte trip to and
from tha cities of San Mateo

Couniy; The: discount vill 58 How Do | Sign Up? The pregram is available naw on the scmp

Scoop opp downloadable from iTunes and Google Play.
applied o your account, e ' &

Safe and Flexible. Drivers using the Scoop app already have thelr mater

w vehicle histaries checked, Use it once a week or every day of the times.
i b L that works for you,

_—_— Need More Infa? Pleose vidt sussecommuacra LUMMULE.ON

| Program funded by £/CAS local Congezbion Relief Frogram Fund and BAAGMO Sar Mates County Program Manager Fund. J August 2017_1
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Other Ridematching Resources

511 is working with private ride-matching companies to provide commuters with alternative
ridematching resources. A sample of ridematching apps include the following:

Scoop — takescoop.com

Prowides guaranteed ride home.

Beatfor wark trips dunng regular commute hours - Scoop currently matches carpoolers
who work in various locations from home locations throoghout the Bay Area.

See “More” below.

Enter your trip information by § pom. the night before your moming commises, and 3.30
p-m. for your aftemoon commute: Scoop sutematically provides you with your match
and trip ionerary.

+ Regizter with Proma Cads SCOOPMERS for 35 in fres tips.

| Google Fiay J Find out how to get quarantesd parking at Dublin/Plessanton Station by carpooling
with Scoop. Find out maore information here!

Carzac — carzac.com

+ Available for tripa throughout the Bay Area

+ Pick Locations to meet for pick up and drop off

+ Dther riders can then join a trip with available seats.

= Recommended for the Casuval Carpool refwsm commeste.

+ Regizter with Promo Code SIICARZAT for 55 in free ripz.

Duet — www duetinc.com

+ Ege the profiles of thaze youtan match with before yau confinm a campacl
ouet + Srhedule corpoals up to 2 hours before your trip; works best for commures.
¢+ Full swppor including guarantesd retum tSps along the Hawy 101 corrider betsesn San
Francizco and San joze

+ Regizter with Promo Code DUETST for 55 in free trips

ML T T | R0 DT

511 RideMatch Service

* An interoctive Tystem that helpz you find carpoals, vanpools or bicycle parmers.

= Qwer 60,000 Bay Area commutess svaiiable for matching.

» Trach your trips in the 51 Trip Diary and be elgible to win prizes. Wanch this video
explanation of how the Trip Diary works.

» Discounts an tolls-and nifty rewards from 51 and local county agencees all st for
daing what you already do!

* Live ctaff avallable by phone ta help you find 2 match




9.0 GUARANTEED EMERGENCY RIDE HOME PROGRAM

The new My.Commute.org STAR program offers the
guaranteed ride home (GRH) program to all
commuters who enroll in the program. The GRH
program will provide commuters (who do not drive
alone to work) with a reimbursement for an GRH trip
up to $60 per ride (for a maximum of four rides per
eligible commuter, per year). The GRH program is
incorporated in the STAR Platform and requires users
to be registered in advance to participate in the
program. The new program was launched October 1,
2017.

GUARANTEED
RIDE £3 HOME

COMMUTE

Lammute.or e

Get rewarded

MY.COMMUTE.ORG
Introducing the STAR Store

Log Trips® - Earn Points - Get Rewards

More details regarding the GRH program are provided as an
attachment. These include GRH frequently asked questions, final

o re pProgramrules, and steps to be reimbursed.

WHO IS ELIGIBLE FOR A GRH REIMBURSEMENT?

* Must be 18 years or older

WHAT TYPES OF TRIPS OR REASONS ARE NOT COVERED?
* Transit delays

» Must work or go to a participating college in 3an Mateo County

* |Jsed an alternative to driving alene to get to work or college
on day GRH 14 nasdad

o Must have a STAR account and log trip to work ar college
o my. commute,org

WHAT TYPES OF EMERGENCIES ARE ELIGIBLE FOR A
(QUALIFIED GRH TRIP?

» Parsonal or Familly ilinass or emergency

* Home emergency

» Eldercare or daycare emesgency

* figycle theft or breakdown

® |Jnforeseen change of work schedule

* |nclement weather (for walkers/bicycli

e Carpool parlnet emesgency resulted in loss of ride home

HOW DO | REQUEST A REIMBURSEMENT?

* Natural disasters

® Personal errands of appaint ments

s Rida towork

® Using a ride-hailing app (e.2. Uber or Lyft) Lo work or collage is
not & qualifying stternative commute mode

= Carpoot app provider cannet find & match to get the
commuter home

® Nog-emergency side trps

= Business related travel

® Transportation tea doctor or hospital resilling from an on-the-
job injury 1GRH cannot be usad to repiace an empiover's legal
responsibility under workers' compensation regulations.)

HOW WILL | GET HOME?
GRH program participants decide how to get home (e.g. taxl
ride-hailing app, transil, or combination)

inth
stionmaine. pr
GRH trip

Reimbursement ree
GRH trip.

Visit Commute.org and click on the Guaranteed Ride Home

button for program rules and lmitations.

SPECIALISTS INC.




10.0 TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION

Transportation Management Associations (TMAs) are typically private; nonprofit organizations
run by a voluntary Board of Directors and a small staff. They help businesses, developers,
building owners, local government representatives, and others work together to collectively
establish policies, programs, and services to address local transportation problems. The key to a
successful TMA lies in the synergism of multiple groups banding together to address and
accomplish more than any single employer, building operator, developer, or resident could do
alone.

In the City Menlo Park, Commute.org (formerly the Peninsula Traffic Congestion Relief Alliance)
operates as a TMA organization. Commute.org provides:

e Shuttle programs e Transit advocacy

e Carpool and vanpool matching e Information on local issues
e Parking management programs e Teleworking

e Trial transit passes e Training

e Emergency ride home programs e Marketing programs

e Enhanced bicycle facilities * Promotional assistance

e (Car and vanpool incentives e Newsletter

Participating in Commute.org is an asset for project employees. The neighboring residents may
also participate in Commute.org programs and resources. Commute.org is a clearinghouse for
information about alternative commute programs, incentives, and transportation projects
affecting San Mateo County businesses.

Commute programs and benefits should be presented to the employees in a comprehensive
and proactive manner along with other employee programs. Examples include employee
orientation forums, lunch and learn presentations, employee newsletters, management
bulletins, e-mails, and related activities.

In the event the City of Menlo Park establishes a TMA that specifically addresses commuter and
transportation in the area, the project will become a member of the City’s TMA.

Commute.org Employer Resources

Commute.org is available to help employers and property managers develop or enhance their
commuter programs. The goal is to encourage employees and tenants to make smart
transportation choices. Programs Representatives are available - at no cost - to aid employers
with all Commute.org (and 511.org) programs. Below is a list of comprehensive program
services and resources available from Commute.org for employers at 40 Middlefield Road site.

The future tenant(s) will be encouraged to engage with Commute.org on behalf of their
employees.

F20 SPECIALISTS, INC.
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Commuteorg .2, 2. B &
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Commute.org is here to help employers and property managers develop commuter programs to encourage
employees and tenants to make smart transportation choices: carpooling: vanpooling; taking a bus, train,
shuttle or ferry; biking: and walking.

P Employes commute program consultation

P Employse transportstion coordinator (ETC) training

P Freecommuter resource kioshs

P Regional snd local commuter-related ordinance support
P Company relocstion commute assistance

B Employes commute surveys’

P On-site bicycis safety education

B Bicycls parking rebets program

P Teleworkprogram-buiiding

P Customized marksting materials
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SECTION Il = TDM INFRASTRUCTURE & PHYSICAL MEASURES

The following physical infrastructure measures are designed to support alternative
transportation commuters. These measures are TDM components that will be added and
installed during the construction of the project.

11.0 INFILL DEVELOPMENT

The proposed project would develop an under-used parcel within the existing urban area. The
area surrounding these projects is largely developed. Under these conditions, the project would
be considered infill development which contributes to trip reduction outcomes. Two percent of
all peak-hour vehicle trips will be credited for this infill projects as referenced in the City/County
Association of Governments (CCAG) of San Mateo County’s Congestion Management Program.

Encourage infill Two percent of all peak hour trips~ Generally acceptable TDM
development. will be eredited for gach infill practices (based on research of
development. TDM practices around the
nation and reported on the
Internet).

12.0 PEDESTRIAN AMENITIES

Safe, convenient and well-lit pedestrian paths surround
the project and will provide the most direct route to
the nearest shuttle or transit connection from the
project.

Lighting, landscaping, and building orientation will be
designed to enhance pedestrian safety. The creation of
a pedestrian-oriented environment ensures access
between public areas and private development while
strengthening pedestrian and bicycle connections.
Pedestrian continuity will also be enhanced by:

e Recessing door and window features of the building to further the walkable area of the
sidewalks.

e Incorporating landscaped areas to serve visitors and passersby at the entry to the
building.

e Installing planters on the property adjacent to the public right-of-way.




40 Middlefield Road — TDM Plan

January 2, 2018 (updated April 30, 2018)

13.0 BICYCLE AMENITIES

The project will have bicycle connections to local facilities and provide Class | and Class Il bicycle
facilities. The project intends to double the number of bike parking facilities beyond code
requirements.

Bicycle Connections
The San Mateo Bicycle map is shown on page 10 shows various bicycle facilities for Menlo Park
commuters. Class Il bike lanes are identified on Willow Road and portions of Middlefield Road.
The San Mid-Peninsula Bicycle Map, shown on page 9,
provide another view of bicycle facilities.

Bicycle Parking — Long-Term (Class I)

Class | (long-term) bicycle parking facilities will be provided
on-site for bicycle commuters. One enclosed, secure bike
locker and two indoor racks will offer four bike commuters
with secure on-site, all-day bike parking. This is a 100
percent increase in Class | bike parking.

Bicycle Parking — Short-Term (Class 1)

Class Il (short-term) secure bicycle parking facilities will
be provided on-site for bicycle commuters and visitors.
Class Il bicycle parking will be located within 50 feet of a
main entrance of a building.

Class Il (short-term) secure bicycle rack examples are
shown below. One Class Il secure bicycle rack will be
placed in front of the building providing capacity for two
bicycles.

Showers and Clothes Lockers

Showers and clothes lockers will be installed for use by employees
who walk or bicycle to work or for those who wish to change clothes
after commuting via an alternative mode of transportation.

Shower and changing facilities shall be in the building, within 200 yards
of a building entrance. Shower and changing facilities will be provided
free of charge for all employees.
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14.0 PARKING MANAGEMENT

The willingness to participate in employee ridesharing and the measurable level of actual
participation is directly linked to parking convenience and availability.

Parking Reduction

The project applicants propose to reduce the supply of parking by providing one space per 300
square feet of gross floor area, a reduction of 10 parking spaces. Reduced or constrained
parking supports trip reduction and TDM efforts and discourages single-occupant vehicle (SOV)
commuting by limiting an abundance of easy and convenient parking options. Reduced parking
availability significantly enhances the use of alternative transportation mode options. Below is
an excerpt from the Zoning Code regarding parking reduction guidelines.

Chapter 16.72 of the Zoning Ordinance establishes parking requirements for
commercial and industrial uses based on zoning districts. Section 16.72.010 allows for
requests to reduce the amount of required parking for a particular use through an
administrative permit. In considering such requests, the guidelines contained in this
policy should be used.

The following factors should be considered in approving a request to provide less
parking than required by the zoning district:
« Primary use of the building;
Unigue physical features of the building:
Estimates of number of employees and customers;
Transportation demand management measures;
Hours of operation;
Shared parking arrangements;
Availability of on-street parking;
Surrounding land uses, and
Proximity to residential neighborhoods.

Clean-fuel/EV/Carpool Parking Designation

Preferential parking spaces are an excellent incentive that sends a
clear message to employees that alternative transportation is not only
important but also provides benefits to those who use it.

AR VAR

i<
There will be one designated clean-fuel/electric, carpool or vanpool
vehicle parking spaces. Striping on the parking pavement may read
“CLEAN AIR VEHICLE/CARPOOL PARKING” or another similar language.

Preferential Parking Space Placement

One effective means of encouraging employees to carpool, vanpool and use a clean-fuel vehicle
is to place the one space, referenced above, in preferred parking spaces (premium, convenient
locations close to buildings in the shade or within 100 feet of building entrances) for the
exclusive use of carpool, vanpool, and clean-fuel vehicles.

F24.
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15.0 EMPLOYEE TRANSPORTATION FLIER

At the time of leased occupancy, the tenant will be provided with a reproducible and electronic
Employee Transportation flier regarding vehicle trip reduction requirements. This flier will
include information about shuttle and transit opportunities, commuter resources, bicycle
routes, and the regional promotions. The flier will promote transit and shuttle services, carpool
ride-matching, transit trip planning, and bicycle route mapping. A sample employee flier is
shown below.

40 MIDDLEFIELD ROAD

COMMUTER PROGRAMS

CONMMUTER SUPPORT — Find transportation and commuter infomation below,

Transit and Shuttle Services Carpool, Vanpool, and Ride-Matching Services
San Mateo Courty Sconp Carpool Incentive

«  Dvers receive @ 32 extra reward for every tip
*  Passengers receive a §2 discount for every trip

Other Regional Carpool Matehing apes

Commute arg $50 C: ol [neentive

511 org Carpool Rewards

14 Transit Trp Trac
Bicycle Parking and Facllities Commuter Incentives and Services
Secure Bicycle Parking (fegistmtion form) Commute org Commuter Rewards
an Mateo County Bike Map 511.0rg Commuter Rewards

Sani Qiatz Coun By Bay Area Spare the Air Alert Nofiges
R Bike M Menio Park Commuter Agsistance

Find a Bike he ride

211.org Bikelapper 31 BETA

Siicor Valiey Bi Gl

Bi R Guids
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16.0 TRANSPORTATION KIOSK

A transportation information board or kiosk will be in a common gathering
area (e.g., lobby, employee entrance, break, or lunch room). The kiosk will
contain transportation information for commuter programs including the
GRH benefit, SamTrans and Caltrain transit schedules, and 511 and Scoop
ride-matching. The kiosk may be free standing, wall-mounted, or placed on
a counter top.

17.0 PROJECT AMENITIES

Nearby amenities provide employees with a full-service work environment.
Eliminating or reducing the need for an automobile to make midday trips
increases non-drive-alone rates. Many times, employees perceive their
dependence upon the drive-alone mode because of errands and activities
they must carry out in different locations. By reducing this dependence through the provision of
services and facilities at the work site, an increase in alternative mode usage for commute-
based trips should be realized. A short list of nearby amenities, within walking distance of the
projects, include:

Retail Phone # Distance Away ‘
* zgeMvi\ggl?e‘?i,:IZn;:)I:t Menlo Park, CA 650-322-0743 157 ft.
* J1l;:~:)(-:‘:éowper Street, Palo Alto, CA 650-207-2556 0.30
Daycare Phone # Distance Away ‘
* ;r;(aiglg\r/‘:rztaty;\zﬁue, Palo Alto, CA 650-739-5962 0.30
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No formal traffic assessment was prepared for these projects. However, using Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation, 9th Edition resources, the project estimated
the site to generate a total of five in and one out during the AM peak hour, and one in and four
out during the PM peak hour.

Combined, the AM and PM peak hour trips total 11 peak-hour vehicle trips. Below is the trip
generation table which shows the project’s estimated total peak-hour trips for the AM and PM
periods.

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Daily Daily Pk-Hr Trips Pk-Hr

ITE Trip
Code Size Unit Rates Trips Rate In Out Total Rate In Out Total

Proposed Land Use
General Office Building | 720 [ 36| kst | 1203 | 40 [156] 5 [ 1 [ 6 [149] 1 [ 4 [ 5

Estimated Total Project Trips 40 5 1 6 1 4

All rates are from: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 9th Edition
1. Land Use Code 710: General Office Building (average rates, expressed in trips per 1,000 s.f.)

Selected TDM project measures were assessed using the C/CAG trip credit accounting criteria.
The C/CAG trip credit accounting determined that project TDM measures will meet the
mitigation requirements for all 11 peak-hour trips.

The C/CAG peak-hour accounting summary confirms the project is anticipated to generate non-
significant levels of trips on the City's circulation network. The applied TDM components
planned for the 40 Middlefield Road project fully mitigates peak-hour vehicle trips as shown in
the C/CAG accounting summary below.

City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County (C/CAG) Guidelines

C/CAG requires the applicant to implement TDM programs that have the capacity to reduce the
demand for new, highest peak-hour trips. The estimated C/CAG trip credit accounting for the
proposed project exceeds the peak-hour trip reduction. The C/CAG accounting shown below
indicates that 51 peak-hour trips will be mitigated. The C/CAG trip credit accounting also meets
the City of Menlo Park’s intent to provide a completed checklist of trip reduction measures.

F27 SPECIALISTS, INC.




40 Middlefield Road — TDM Plan
December 5, 2017

Infill Development (2% of all peak-hour trips) 0.22 1 0.22
Bicycle Parking - long-Term (Class I) (4)
Bicycle Parking - Short-Term (Class I1) (4)

Total Bicycle Storage 8 0.33 3
Showers/Clothes Lockers 1 10 10
Preferential Clean Fuel/Carpool Parking Space 1 2 2
Parking Reduction 10 1 10
TMA Participation (Commute.org) 1 5 5
Guaranteed Emergency Ride Home program 3 2 6
Transportation Board/Kiosk(s) 1 5 5
List of TDM Measures/Transportation Action Plan 1 10 10
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ATTACHMENTS

Dumbarton Express (AC Transit)
SamTrans Route 82
SamTrans Route 83
SamTrans Route 84
SamTrans Route 88

SamTrans Route 296
SamTrans Route 397
Willow Road Shuttle
M2-Belle Haven Midday Shuttle
List of Nearby Amenities

TDM SPECIALISTS QUALIFICATIONS
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Medical

Menlo Park Library
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List of Nearby/Offsite Amenities
40 Middlefield Road, Menlo Park, CA

Retail Phone # Distance Away ‘
20 Widletld Road, Merlo ark, CA 6503220743 | 157
¢ J1l:|°j:)ei)lowper Street, Palo Alto, CA 650-207-2556 0.30
Daycare Phone # Distance Away ‘
¢ ;rggglgc:reDtatyAc\a/;t:\ue, Palo Alto, CA 650-739-5962 0-30
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ATTACHMENT G

From: Lauri Hart [mailto:lauriahart@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 7, 2018 4:57 PM

To: Smith, Tom A <tasmith@menlopark.org>

Cc: Joseph A Zott <jaz@zott.com>

Subject: RE: 40 Middlefield Updated plan submission

Yes, I’'m able to access the revised plans.

After a quick review, my concern remains the width of the service road. Particularly, there is a
curb at the back edge of the driveway which parallel to the market parking lot. The planter/curb
protecting the parking space closest to the service road is the focus of my concern. It isn’t
apparent what the distance from the planter/curb is from the far edge of the service road,

If I remember correctly, the fire regulations require the width to be 20’ in the service road for
access. It isn’t clear from any of these drawings what the width is at that point. I would like the
developer and planning to verify that there is the required 20’ width is correct at the planter curb
and at the two points of our house and garage that are closest to the service road on our side.
These three areas are the ones that are most critical in assuring safety of emergency vehicles
requiring access to either the residences or market.

I’d like to emphasize the 20° measurement needs to be made based on the location of our
existing residence and garage, rather than the plat map service road boundaries, as our buildings
clearly have a constructive easement having been in their current location since 1925 according
to city and county records.

I’1l continue to review the plans, but this was popped out at me initially.

Thanks,

Lauri Hart
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