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Planning Commission

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

Date: 4/11/2022 
Time: 7:00 p.m. 
Location: Zoom

A. Call To Order

Chair Michael Doran called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.

At Chair Doran’s request, Assistant Planner Chris Turner explained how applicants and the public
would be able to participate in the virtual meeting.

B. Roll Call

Present: Michael Doran (Chair), Camille Gonzalez Kennedy, Cynthia Harris, Henry Riggs

Absent: Andrew Barnes, Chris DeCardy (Vice Chair), Michele Tate

Staff: Fahteen Khan, Assistant Planner; Corinna Sandmeier, Acting Principal Planner; Chris Turner,
Assistant Planner

C. Reports and Announcements

Acting Principal Planner Corinna Sandmeier said the City Council at its April 12 meeting would
discuss and provide direction to staff on potential residential rezoning in the RMU zoning district in
City District 1 and permitted density elsewhere in the city.

D. Public Comment

None

E. Consent Calendar

None

Commissioner Cynthia Harris said Commissioner Tate was trying to join the meeting, but was
having connectivity issues. Chair Doran suggested waiting to open Agenda Item F1 so
Commissioner Tate might participate. Commissioner Tate texted Commissioner Harris to please
have the Chair proceed with the meeting as she was unsure if the internet would stabilize due to the
windstorm.

F. Public Hearing

F1. Use Permit/Erin Foxcurran/1044 Berkeley Avenue: 
Request for a use permit to partially demolish an existing one-story, single-family residence and 
detached garage, and construct first- and second-story additions, including an attached garage, on a 
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substandard lot with regard to minimum lot area and width in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban 
Residential) zoning district. The addition would be greater than 50 percent of the existing floor area 
and is considered equivalent to a new structure. (Staff Report #22-019-PC) 

Staff Comment: Assistant Planner Fahteen Khan said there were no updates to the written report.  
She said that it was unclear from the project letter if the window assembly for the simulated true 
divided lights would have grids on both sides and suggested the Commission could ask for a project 
specific condition regarding the window assembly. 

Applicant Presentation: Erin Foxcurran introduced her husband James and said their home was 
located in the Flood Triangle neighborhood of Menlo Park. She said they wanted to stay in their 
neighborhood and needed more space for their growing family. She introduced their project designer 
Jason Mundy. 

Jason Mundy said they kept the second-floor set back and reduced the massing of the structure so it 
was appealing from the street.  

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

Commission Comment: Commissioner Harris said a neighbor, William Brown, wrote in support of the 
project but wanted the city to make changes to the use permit requirements for substandard lots. 
She noted in her short time as a commissioner a number of instances wherein it seemed 
unnecessary for residents with smaller lots to have to bring their projects to the Planning 
Commission for approval when typically, the lots were slightly less wide, slightly less deep or had 
slightly less square footage than the standard. She asked what the process would be to change that. 

Planner Sandmeier said the zoning ordinance would have to be amended and that would have to be 
initiated by the City Council. 

Commissioner Henry Riggs asked about the proposed windows. Mr. Mundy said the windows were 
a Milgard Tuscany series.  

Commissioner Riggs said Tuscany for reference was a vinyl window with the appearance largely of 
a wood window and the mullions were inside, outside and in the middle. 

Commissioner Camille Gonzalez Kennedy said she supported the reuse of housing stock and 
moved to approve. Commissioner Harris seconded the motion. 

ACTION: M/S (Kennedy/Harris) to approve the item as submitted; passes 4-0-3 with Commissioners 
Barnes, DeCardy and Tate not in attendance. 

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

a. The applicant shall be required to apply for a building permit within one year from the date of
approval (by April 11, 2023) for the use permit to remain in effect.

b. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
Mundy Creative Services consisting of 16 plan sheets, dated received February 28, 2022,
and approved by the Planning Commission on April 11, 2022, except as modified by the
conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.

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

d. 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.

e. 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.

f. 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.

g. All applicable public right-of-way improvements, including frontage improvements and the
dedication of easements and public right-of-way, shall be completed to the satisfaction of the
Engineering Division prior to building permit final inspection.

h. 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.

i. Post-construction runoff into the storm drain shall not exceed pre-construction runoff levels.
The applicant's design professional shall evaluate the Project's impact to the City's storm
drainage system and shall substantiate their conclusions with drainage calculations to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to building permit issuance.
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j. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
provide documentation indicating the amount of irrigated landscaping. If the project proposes
more than 500 square feet of irrigated landscaping, it is subject to the City's Water Efficient
Landscaping Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 12.44). Submittal of a detailed landscape
plan would be required concurrently with the submittal of a complete building permit
application.

k. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected pursuant to the
Heritage Tree Ordinance and the arborist report by Aesculus, dated November 5, 2020 and
amended July 14, 2021.

l. If construction is not complete by the start of the wet season (October 1 through April 30), the
Applicant shall implement a winterization program to minimize the potential for erosion and
sedimentation.

m. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall pay all applicable City fees. Refer to City
of Menlo Park Master Fee Schedule.

F2. Use Permit/Thomas James Homes/905 Sherman Avenue: 
Request for a use permit to demolish an existing one-story, single-family residence and detached 
garage, and construct a new two-story residence with an attached garage on a substandard lot with 
regard to minimum lot width and lot area in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential) zoning 
district. The proposal includes an attached Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU), which is a permitted use. 
(Staff Report #22-020-PC) 

Staff Comment: Planner Sandmeier said there were no changes to the written report. 

Questions of Staff: Commissioner Kennedy asked how many homes had been or were being built by 
the applicant developer in the city. Planner Sandmeier said she did not have that information but the 
applicant might. 

Applicant Presentation: Anna Felver, Thomas James Homes, said the lot was substandard because 
of size at 5500 square feet where 7000 square feet was the standard, and 50 feet wide by 110 feet 
deep where 65 feet by 100 feet was the standard. She said the site had a one-story, 1200 square 
foot home, a detached one car garage, and an accessory structure. She said the proposal was to 
build a two-story home in place of the existing structures. She said Sherman Avenue had a mix of 
one-story and two-story homes, generally in traditional styles with stucco often the main material. 
She said they were proposing a more modern aesthetic for this home but retaining a more traditional 
roof at the second story to align with homes in the neighborhood. She said they were using stucco 
with horizontal lap siding. She said the home was a three-bedroom, two and a half baths with an 
attached two-car garage, and an attached one bedroom, one bath studio. She said there were two 
uncovered off-street parking spaces on the driveway. She said the height was 26-feet, three-inches. 
She said seven trees onsite and two trees offsite were analyzed. She said five of the nonprotected 
trees were proposed for removal due to their proximity to the development and two replacement 
trees were being proposed. She said there was a great deal of participation in the design process 
from the community and neighbors.  

Ms. Felver said one concern expressed was the second story and previously they had had a boxier 
second story that overlapped the garage, which people did not like. She said they have revised the 
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second story step back from the first story and to have the flat roof only on the first story. She said 
there was concern about an offsite tree, tree #6, located in the right rear corner of the adjacent left 
lot. She said their original plan would have had construction closer to that tree than recommended 
so they flipped the plan and massing so that the foundation was further away from that tree. She 
referred to the outdoor living space, the lanai. She said it was proposed as hardscape and they had 
been asked to revisit that to lessen the impact on that tree with a different construction method. She 
said they would use pavers closer toward the tree. She said there were details in the landscape 
drawings showing pavers being used, no compaction at grade and hand digging notes in the tree 
protection section. 

Ms. Felver said neighbors were also concerned about trees #4 and #5. She said flipping the house 
plan impacted those trees. She said they curved the driveway to make sure they could retain and 
protect as many trees as they could. She said they were working with the neighbor at 885 Sherman 
on replacing the two trees that were to be removed. She said they were moving the fence line into 
the property to allow for access to the driveway and plant a tree species acceptable to the neighbor 
on their side of the fence but on the project property. She said the proposed driveway was where 
tree #5 was located and they would replace it with a Crepe myrtle 24-inch box at the right front of the 
subject property.  

Chair Doran opened the public hearing. 

Public Comment: 

• Randy Avalos, District 5, said Thomas James Homes was building in his area and while it was a
nice home there had been continuous disregard for the neighborhood with early construction
starts and work ending late. He said it had been an unpleasant experience.

• Roxie Lovell said her husband Vic wanted to speak after her. She said she lived at 885 Sherman
Avenue next to the project. She said their home was built in the 1940s and had a mature Valley
oak on the lot, which that builder protected by grading around the tree roots, building a short
retaining wall to keep dirt in and putting the garage in at an angle to accommodate the tree. She
said 80 years later that tree was alive and healthy, 42-inches in diameter, and a source of shade.
She said if the right decisions were made this tree might yet live another century. She said the
applicant had made the design friendlier to the tree and she had been assured by Planning staff
and the applicant’s arborist that the new house design would not harm or endanger her heritage
oak tree. She said she appreciated the safety measures the developer included such as fencing
for the tree, hand digging in the critical root zone, avoiding soil compaction, minimizing deep
digging, and redesigning the lanai and the footprint of the project. She said with those changes
and the developer’s assurances of care while working under the oak tree to build the house, she
looked forward to sharing the beauty of the heritage oak with their future new neighbors for years
to come.
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• Vic Lovell said he lived at 885 Sherman Avenue and was worried about the destruction and 
reconstruction at 905 Sherman Avenue and its impact on the trees, particularly the Live oak. He 
said he had a dozen trees in the front yard and a dozen trees in the backyard that were an 
important part of the aesthetics of his residence and the neighborhood and for a cemetery across 
the street. He said trees take in carbon dioxide and convert it to oxygen and were very important 
ecologically.
Chair Doran closed the public hearing.
Commission Comment: Chair Doran commended Thomas James Homes for their community 
outreach and noted the plan and tree protection measures were positive and worthwhile changes 
to the project.
Commissioner Riggs said he agreed with the Chair’s comments. He said he found the modern 
aesthetic perfectly compatible with the neighborhood. He moved to approve as recommended in 
the staff report. Chair Doran seconded the motion.
ACTION: M/S (Riggs/Doran) to approve the item as submitted, passes 3-1-3 with Commissioner 
Kennedy opposing and Commissioners Barnes, DeCardy and Tate absent.

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

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

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

a. The applicant shall be required to apply for a building permit within one year from the date 
of approval (by April 11, 2023) for the use permit to remain in effect.

b. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared 
by Dahlin consisting of 21 plan sheets, dated received April 5, 2022, and approved by the 
Planning Commission on April 11, 2022, except as modified by the conditions contained 
herein, subject to review and approval by the Planning Division.

c. 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.

d. 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.

e. 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
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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. 

f. 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.

g. All applicable public right-of-way improvements, including frontage improvements and the
dedication of easements and public right-of-way, shall be completed to the satisfaction of
the Engineering Division prior to building permit final inspection.

h. 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.

i. Post-construction runoff into the storm drain shall not exceed pre- construction runoff
levels. The applicant's design professional shall evaluate the Project's impact to the City's
storm drainage system and shall substantiate their conclusions with drainage calculations
to the satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to building permit issuance.

j. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant
shall provide documentation indicating the amount of irrigated landscaping. If the project
proposes more than 500 square feet of irrigated landscaping, it is subject to the City's
Water Efficient Landscaping Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 12.44). Submittal of a
detailed landscape plan would be required concurrently with the submittal of a complete
building permit application.

k. Heritage and street trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected
pursuant to the Heritage Tree Ordinance and the arborist report by Monarch Consulting
Arborists, dated August 23, 2021.

l. If construction is not complete by the start of the wet season (October 1 through April 30),
the Applicant shall implement a winterization program to minimize the potential for
erosion and sedimentation.

m. Prior to building permit issuance, Applicant shall pay all applicable City fees. Refer to City
of Menlo Park Master Fee Schedule.

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 
provide revised plans that specify the tree protections from the arborist report in the detail 
drawings included with the landscape plan sheets, subject to review and approval by the 
Planning Division and the City Arborist.

F3. Conditional Development Permit Major Modification/Heather Skeehan/300 Constitution Drive: 
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Request for review and approval of major modifications to an approved Conditional Development 
Permit (CDP) for interior and exterior changes to the previously approved hotel building and 
changes to the landscaping and on-site circulation. No changes are proposed to the number of 
rooms (240 rooms), the number of onsite parking spaces (118 parking spaces) or the shared parking 
agreement between the hotel use and the other site occupant, Meta (formerly Facebook). The 
proposed modifications would continue to comply with the floor area ratio, building coverage, and 
maximum height limits of the previously approved CDP. In 2016 the City Council certified an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) as part of its approval of the Meta Campus Expansion Project, 
which included a potential 200-room hotel. Subsequent revisions to the Meta Campus were 
previously analyzed through the Facebook Campus Expansion Project First Addendum. In February 
2020 the City Council approved revisions to increase the number of hotel rooms to 240 rooms and 
approved a shared parking agreement, which was analyzed in a Second Addendum to the certified 
EIR. The currently proposed revisions have been reviewed against the analysis in the certified EIR, 
and First and Second Addendums, and the proposed revisions would not result in new impacts or an 
increase in the severity of previously identified impacts.  Continued from the meeting of February 
28, 2022. (Staff Report #22-021-PC) 

Staff Comment: Planner Sandmeier said there were no updates to the written report. 

Applicant Presentation: Menno Hilberts, CitizenM, said the Commission when it had last 
seen the project had commented that while it supported some of the proposed changes that 
the proposal had lost some of the architectural quality that was in the design the previous 
round. He said the Commission had also commented that local outreach should not just be 
a report but should involve actual local leverage. He said they then spoke to some of the 
commissioners individually and reengaged with the Belle Haven community, which they 
would continue to do into the summer. He said they also were much more specific in their 
art selection process and would select a committee of two local artists, two community 
members, and one citizen representative to review 10 proposals, have five of those drafted 
to a higher level, and then select one. He said they would offer substantial hotel discount 
bookings for the Belle Haven community.  

Bob Tierney, Baskervill Architects, project architect, highlighted their proposed modifications 
to the exterior design of the building to address feedback and comments from the 
Commission. He said they modified the design of the end wall of the room block to get to a 
staggered bond pattern for the metal panels for more scale and in texture on the end panel. 
He said looking around the base of the building the columns had been highlighted as well as 
the diagonal bracing with red to bring more scale and pattern. He said the corner had been 
activated around the base of the restaurant. He said there were exposed columns 
surrounding the pedestrian entry off of the Plaza for a better pedestrian experience. He said 
the Plaza would be activated and intended for use by the general public as well as hotel 
guests. He said also there would be activity coming into the restaurant and the hotel lobby. 
He said towards the back they added a pedestrian crosswalk from Chilco Street to bring 
pedestrians to the rear entry where glass was now wrapped around the corner for light and 
provide more scale. He said most importantly along the back of the building they articulated 
a façade similar to what was done on the restaurant side to add the scale of the frame 
elements around the base, giving it more of a front of house feel. He said they added Florida 
ceiling glass in the fitness center and the offices in the back of the building.  
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Chair Doran opened the public hearing. 

Public Comment: 

• Pamela Jones, Belle Haven resident, said she was impressed with the project’s business
model when she had met with representatives in 2019. She said they said they would
hire from the Belle Haven neighborhood first and provide training for success. She asked
for confirmation of that commitment as other hotel projects had made that commitment
and then hired very few Belle Haven residents.

Chair Doran closed the public hearing. 

Commission Comment: Chair Doran said he met with the project developers a couple of 
years ago and toured one of their projects under construction in Seattle, but he did not think 
that affected his ability to be impartial.  

Commissioner Kennedy said she met with Menno Hilberts after the last time the project was 
presented. She said she was happy with the changes they had made and noted they heard 
what the Commission was saying. She said it was unfortunate that Commissioner Tate was 
not present because she had had some comments. She said what was brought tonight was 
supportable. 

Commissioner Harris said she liked the changes and how the back was much more inviting. 
She liked seeing what other of their hotels looked like with the color accents. She asked 
how they would work with the local community on hiring noting Ms. Jones’ comment. She 
said after the last time the project was presented that she had met with project 
representatives.  

Mr. Hilberts said that for all their projects they did not hire typical hotel staff but hired friendly 
people, whom they then trained to be hotel professionals. He said that this was not an 
empty promise and they had signed a MOU of commitment with JobTrain and they had 
every intention of delivering on that promise. He said they did a hiring process in Miami over 
the weekend. He said they first host a casting day for potential new hires and take them 
through a morning of interactive playful exercises. He said they then selected people who 
were interesting and fun. He said then they provided hotel skills training on that property and 
on other properties so sometimes travel was involved. He said it was an interesting training 
process for entry level positions.  

Commissioner Harris asked how that would be promoted in the community. Mr. Hilberts said 
that would happen closer to the opening and involved a committee that would do much 
more in depth community outreach and work with local communities to find out who the 
groups were. Commissioner Harris said she looked forward to hearing how that was 
successful.  
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Commissioner Riggs said he met with Mr. Hilberts previously. He said he appreciated 
particularly that the design as returned to some of the elements the Commission had liked 
when it first saw the project. He said he thought this would be a successful and attractive 
project. He said he was particularly interested in the model of the small unit with the kinder 
public spaces.  

Chair Doran said he was very happy with the redesign and closer to what they had originally 
approved. He said he especially like the treatment of the fitness center in the back of the 
house.  

ACTION: M/S (Riggs/Kennedy) to approve the item as recommended in the staff report; 
passes 4-0-3 with Commissioners Barnes, DeCardy, and Tate not in attendance. 

1. Make a finding that potential environmental effects of the revised project are adequately
considered by the analysis in the certified EIR, First Addendum and Second Addendum,
no new or more severe impacts would occur than previously recognized, no other
circumstances exist requiring additional environmental review, and the pending
application may be considered in reliance on the EIR, First Addendum and Second
Addendum.

2. Make findings, as per Section 6.1.3 of the Third Amended and Restated CDP pertaining
to Major Modifications, that the proposed changes will be compatible with other building
and design elements or onsite/offsite improvements of the Third Amended and Restated
Conditional Development Permit and would not have an adverse impact on safety and/or
the character and aesthetics of the site.

3. Approve the Major Modification to the Third Amended and Restated CDP subject to the
following standard conditions:

a. The applicant shall be required to apply for a building permit within one year from
the date of approval (by April, 11, 2023).

b. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans
prepared by Baskervill Architects, consisting of 55 plan sheets, dated received
March 16, 2022, and approved by the Planning Commission on April 11, 2022
except as modified by the conditions contained herein, subject to review and
approval by the Planning Division.

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

d. 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.
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e. 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.

f. 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.

g. All applicable public right-of-way improvements, including frontage improvements and
the dedication of easements and public right-of-way, shall be completed to the
satisfaction of the Engineering Division prior to building permit final inspection.

h. 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.

i. Post-construction runoff into the storm drain shall not exceed pre- construction runoff
levels. The applicant's design professional shall evaluate the Project's impact to the
City's storm drainage system and shall substantiate their conclusions with drainage
calculations to the satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to building permit issuance.

j. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the
applicant shall provide documentation indicating the amount of irrigated landscaping.
If the project proposes more than 500 square feet of irrigated landscaping, it is subject
to the City's Water Efficient Landscaping Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 12.44).
Submittal of a detailed landscape plan would be required concurrently with the
submittal of a complete building permit application.

k. Heritage and street trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected
pursuant to the Heritage Tree Ordinance and the arborist report by SBCA Tree
Consulting, Inc. dated November 18, 2019.

l. If construction is not complete by the start of the wet season (October 1 through
April 30), the applicant shall implement a winterization program to minimize the
potential for erosion and sedimentation.

m. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall pay all applicable City fees. Refer
to City of Menlo Park Master Fee Schedule.
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5. Approve the Major Modifications subject to the following project-specific conditions:

a. Prior to building permit issuance the applicant shall demonstrate compliance with all
project-specific conditions of approval outlined in Section 15 of the Third Amended
and Restated CDP subject to review and approval by the Planning, Building,
Engineering and Transportation Divisions.

G. Informational Items

G1. Future Planning Commission Meeting Schedule

• Regular Meeting: April 25, 2022
• Special Meeting: May 2, 2022

Planner Sandmeier said the Willow Village Project was on the April 25, 2022 agenda and 
the 1340 Adams Court project was on the May 2, 2022, special meeting agenda.   

H. Adjournment

Chair Doran adjourned the meeting at 8:07 p.m.

Staff Liaison: Corinna Sandmeier, Acting Principal Planner

Recording Secretary: Brenda Bennett

Approved by the Planning Commission on August 15, 2022
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A. PAVEMENT DEPTHS AND REQUIREMENTS HEREIN ARE SUPERCEDED BY THE PROJECT GEOTECHINICAL REPORT AND
RECOMMENDATIONS, IF EXISTING.

NOTES

1/2" IN TURF,
1" MIN. IN
PLANTER

AREAS

4"
4"

6"

TOOLED CONTROL JOINT WITH 3/16" RADIUS EDGES.  MIN.
1/3 DEPTH OF SLAB. LOCATE PER PLAN, OR AS REQUIRED
SO THAT SPACING DOES NOT TO EXCEED 24 TIMES THE
SLAB THICKNESS.

CLASS II AGGREGATE BASE,
COMPACTED TO 95% RELATIVE DENSITY

SUBGRADE, SCARIFY TOP 6", MOISTURE CONDITION,
AND COMPACT TO 90% RELATIVE DENSITY.

#3 BARS AT 18" O.C.E.W., SUPPORT
EVENLY TO REST IN CENTER OF SLAB

2"
CLR.

4"

GAP SIZE AND SPACING PER
PLAN

2

SECTION

HORIZONTAL WOOD FENCE
1" = 1'-0" AS NOTED

2" CLR.

A. ALL WOOD SHALL BE
WESTERN RED CEDAR OR
REDWOOD U.N.O

B. FASTENERS TO BE
GALVANIZED U.N.O

C. STAIN/PAINT TO MATCH
FENCING.

D. HANDING DIGGING FOR
FENCE POSTS IS
REQUIRED WITHIN
CRITICAL ROOT ZONE. SEE
ALSO ARBORIST REPORT
& SHEET L3.4.

NOTES

ALTERNATING 1 X 6 AND 1 X 4 BOARDS, 1" SPACING.
MITER ALL ENDS, FASTENERS IN NEAT ROWS

4 X 4 PRESSURE TREATED POSTS, MAX DISTANCE
BETWEEN POSTS 8'-0" O.C.

CONCRETE FOOTING

2 X 6 CAP, MITER CORNERS, 3/4" OVERHANG TO
OUTSIDE

2'-
0"

1'-0"

±3
'-0

"

6 SIDEYARD FENCE WITH GATE
3/4" = 1'-0" AS NOTED

2"
 C

LR
.

3'-0" GATE LEAF

2" CLR.

8'-0" O.C. MAX SPACE EVENLY

2'-
0"

 M
IN

.6'-
0"

10" X 10"
GUSSET
PANELS,
EXTERIOR
RATED
PLYWOOD
(INT. SIDE)

2 X 4 GATE
FRAME (INT.
SIDE)

2 X 4
DIAGONAL
BRACE INSIDE
FRAME (INT.
SIDE)

2 X 6 CAP TO
MATCH FENCE

FINISH GRADE

ADJACENT POST
OR LEDGER AT

 ADJACENT WALL
(SECURE LEDGER

TO BUILDING FRAMING WITH 1/4" X 4" LAG
SCREWS AND WASHER, COUNTERSUNK.

APPLY SILICONE CAULKING PRIOR TO
INSERTING LAG SCREW)

2 X 6 CAP, CENTER
ALL JOINTS ON
POSTS

4 X 4 POST,
ACQ TREATED

FINISH GRADE

12" DIA. CONCRETE
FOOTING, SLOPE

TOP FOR POSITIVE
DRAINAGE AWAY

FROM POST

ALIGN AND
RIP BOARDS
TO PROVIDE
FULL
BLOCKING AT
EACH SIDE OF
GATE1 X 6 BOARD,

TYP., OVERLAP
1"

2 X 4 RAIL,
TYP.

1/2 X 4 TRIM, OPP.
RAIL, TYP. (TOP AND
BOTTOM ONLY)

NOTES

ELEVATION
(PUBLIC SIDE)

SECTION

GATE ELEVATION
(AT PUBLIC
FACING SIDE)

PLAN AT GATE
(CAP OMITTED
FOR CLARITY)

PLAN
(CAP OMITTED
FOR CLARITY)

A. ALL FASTENERS SHALL
BE GALVANIZED.

B. ALL WOOD SHALL BE
DOUGLAS FIR OR
WESTERN RED CEDAR,
#2 OR BETTER, U.N.O.

C. STEP FENCE AT
POSTS.  FOR GRADES
1:6 (17%) OR GREATER,
SLOPE PANELS WITH
GRADE.

D. HANDING DIGGING
FOR FENCE POSTS IS
REQUIRED WITHIN
CRITICAL ROOT ZONE.
SEE ALSO ARBORIST
REPORT & SHEET L3.4.

RAILS FACE
PRIVATE SIDE

PUBLIC
SIDE

HEAVY-DUTY
HINGE, TYP.
OF THREE

LATCH, MAX.
60" ABOVE

FINISH
GRADE

7

NOTES

MULCH

FINISH GRADE AT
PLANTER AREA

STEEL STAKE PER MANUFACTURER,
5' O.C. MAX.

ADJACENT
SURFACING OR TURF

SECTION

ELEVATION
(HEADER MATERIAL ONLY)

STEEL HEADER
1" = 0'-6" AS NOTED

A. ACCEPTABLE PRODUCTS: "BORDER
KING" 1/4" X 5" STEEL EDGING
MANUFACTURED BY BORDER
CONCEPTS, "COMMERCIAL LANDSCAPE
EDGING" 1/4" X 4" STEEL EDGING
MANUFACTURED BY COLMET, OR
APPROVED EQUAL.

STEEL EDGING, 1/4"
THICK, MIN. 4" DEEP.

4

HEADER, ADJACENT
HARDSCAPE, OR OTHER EDGING
PER PLANS (ALL SIDES)

ADJACENT TURF,
PLANTER AREA, OR

OTHER SURFACE PER
PLANS

1/4"

4" MI
N.

WHERE INDICATED
SLOPE TO DRAIN

CRUSHED GRAVEL (PEDESTRIAN)
1" = 0'-6" SECTION

FILTER FABRIC UNDER
GRAVEL

GRAVEL (PER PAVING PLAN),
TAMP/ COMPACT TO
APPROXIMATELY 88-90%
RELATIVE DENSITY

EXISTING SUBGRADE. DO NOT
COMPACT.6" GALVANIZED WIRE

STAPLES, MAX 4'-0" O.C.

NOTE:
1. WITHIN EXISTING TREE CANOPY, OR IN AREAS OF UNDISTURBED SUBGRADING, NO COMPACTION NEEDED.
2. NO MORE THAN 5" OF EXCAVATION WITHIN TREE CANOPY.

5

CONCRETE PAVING (PEDESTRIAN)
1" = 0'-6" SECTION

A. PAVEMENT DEPTHS AND REQUIREMENTS HEREIN ARE SUPERCEDED BY THE PROJECT GEOTECHINICAL REPORT AND
RECOMMENDATIONS.

NOTES

1/2" IN TURF,
1" MIN. IN
PLANTER

AREAS

4"
6"

4"
3/8" MAX

TOOLED CONTROL JOINT WITH 3/16" RADIUS EDGES.  MIN. 1/3 DEPTH OF
SLAB. LOCATE PER PLAN, OR AS REQUIRED: SPACING SHALL NOT
EXCEED 24 TIMES SLAB DEPTH.

EXPANSION JOINT WITH 3/16" RADIUS
EDGES.  LOCATE PER PLAN, OR AS
REQUIRED TO NOT EXCEED 60' O.C.

18" X #4 SMOOTH DOWEL, SLEEVED OR
GREASED ONE SIDE.

CLASS II AGGREGATE BASE, COMPACTED
TO 90% RELATIVE DENSITY

SUBGRADE, SCARIFY TOP 6", MOISTURE
CONDITION TO ATLEAST 5% ABOVE
LABORATORY OPTIMUM VALUE  AND
COMPACT TO 95% RELATIVE DENSITY.

#3 BARS AT 18" O.C.E.W., SUPPORT EVENLY TO REST IN CENTER OF SLAB

BITUMINOUS PRE-FORMED
EXPANSION JOINT FILLER

2"
CLR.

8" MIN

THICKEND EDGE AT PATIOS PER GEOTECHNICAL
REPORT, REFER TO STRUCTURAL PLANS WHERE

PAD INTERCEPTS POST FOOTINGS

14
"

#4 VERT. BARS @16" O.C.E.W.

1 3 CONCRETE UNIT PAVEMENT
NO SCALE AS NOTED

CLASS II AGGREGATE
BASE, UNCOMPACTED

UNCOMPACTED SUBGRADE

1" BEDDING SAND

CONCRETE PAVER, TYP.

GEOTEXTILE FILTER
FABRIC UNDER SAND

STEEL HEADER EDGE
RESTRAINT

POLYMERIC JOINTING
SAND, INSTALL PER
MANUFACTURER'S
INSTRUCTIONS

6"
 M

AX

2. NO MORE THAN 5" OF EXCAVATION WITHIN TREE CANOPY.
1. WITHIN EXISTING TREE CANOPY, OR IN AREAS OF UNDISTURBED SUBGRADING, NO COMPACTION NEEDED.,

 DO NOT
COMPACT.

"44"

CLASS II AGGREGATE
BASE, UNCOMPACTED

UNCOMPACTED SUBGRADE

1" BEDDING SAND

CONCRETE PAVER, TYP.

GEOTEXTILE FILTER
FABRIC UNDER SAND

STEEL HEADER EDGE
RESTRAINT

UNCOMPACTED S

 UNCOMPACTED

6"
 M

AX
.

1"
2.

5"
2.

5"

D. HANDING DIGGING FOR
FENCE POSTS IS
REQUIRED WITHIN
CRITICAL ROOT ZONE. SEE
ALSO ARBORIST REPORT
& SHEET L3.4.

FOR FENCE POSTS IS
REQUIRED WITHIN
CRITICAL ROOT ZONE.
SEE ALSO ARBORIST
REPORT & SHEET L3.4.

 DIGGINGHANDIND

NOTE:
1. MAXIMUM OF 6" OF NATIVE SOIL MAY BE REMOVED, VIA HAND DIGGING. DO
NOT OVER-EXCAVATE. SEE ALSO ARBORIST REPORT & SHEET L3.4.

3 CONCRETE UNIT PAVEMENT
NO SCALE AS NOTED

CLASS II AGGREGATE
BASE, UNCOMPACTED

UNCOMPACTED SUBGRADE

1" BEDDING SAND

CONCRETE PAVER, TYP.

GEOTEXTILE FILTER
FABRIC UNDER SAND

STEEL HEADER EDGE
RESTRAINT

POLYMERIC JOINTING
SAND, INSTALL PER
MANUFACTURER'S
INSTRUCTIONS

6"
 M

AX

CLASS II AGGREGATE
BASE, UNCOMPACTED

UNCOMPACTED SUBGRADE

1" BEDDING SAND

CONCRETE PAVER, TYP.

GEOTEXTILE FILTER
FABRIC UNDER SAND

STEEL HEADER EDGE
RESTRAINT

UNCOMPACTED S

 UNCOMPACTED

6"
 M

AX
.

1"
2.

5"
2.

5"

NOTE:
1. MAXIMUM OF 6" OF NATIVE SOIL MAY BE REMOVED, VIA HAND DIGGING. DO
NOT OVER-EXCAVATE. SEE ALSO ARBORIST REPORT & SHEET L3.4.

HB

HB

WH

H
B

X

X

XX

X

X

SHERMAN AVENUE

1

2

3

4

5

6

8

9

NON-TAGGED TREES,
RETAIN AND PROTECT

NON-TAGGED
TREE, REMOVE

PROTECTIVE FENCING
TO BE ADJUSTED

DURING LANAI
CONSTRUCTION

HB

HB

WH

H
B

SHERMAN AVENUE

1

2

6

NON-TAGGED TREES,
RETAIN AND PROTECT

3" BARK MULCH ALL
PLANTER AREAS, TYP.

PROPERTY LINE, TYP.

3" BARK MULCH ALL
PLANTER AREAS, TYP.

3" BARK MULCH ALL
PLANTER AREAS, TYP. 5 GAL.

(3) PHO WAV

5 GAL.
CHO TEC (5)

4" POT
(32) DYM MAR

4" POT
(11) DYM MAR

5 GAL.
RHA MIN (4)

5 GAL.
ROS BAR (3)

5 GAL.
RHA MIN (4)

5 GAL.
(1) ILE SKY

1 GAL.
(16) LOM SYG

5 GAL.
(3) SAL MEX

5 GAL.
(3) ROS BAR

5 GAL.
RHA MIN (3) 5 GAL.

(7) MYO PUC

5 GAL.
(27) CHO ELC

1 GAL.
LOM LON (7)

5 GAL.
MYO PUC (5)

5 GAL.
(11) RHA MIN

5 GAL.
CHO ELC (6)

5 GAL.
RHA MIN (7)

1 GAL.
LOM TSN (34)

24" BOX
(1) LAG NAT

PROTECTIVE FENCING
TO BE ADJUSTED

DURING LANAI
CONSTRUCTION

Community Feedback - Trees #4 and #5Planning Commis-

Feedback Resolution

HBB

MULCH ALLULCH A
REAS, TYP.

ARK M
R AREA

TREE #4
REPLACEMENT 
TREE #4

TREE #5

THOMAS JAMES HOMES

REPLACEMENT 
TREE #5
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thank you
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