Planning Commission

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES

Date: 1/10/2022
Time: 7:00 p.m.
CITY OF Location: Zoom
MENLO PARK
A. Call To Order

E1l.

Chair Michael Doran called the meeting to order at 7:00 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.

Roll Call

Present: Andrew Barnes, Chris DeCardy (Vice Chair), Michael Doran (Chair), Cynthia Harris,
Camille Gonzalez Kennedy, Henry Riggs

Absent: Michele Tate

Staff: Nira Doherty, City Attorney; Matt Pruter, Associate Planner; Corinna Sandmeier, Acting
Principal Planner; Chris Turner, Assistant Planner

Reports and Announcements
Acting Principal Planner Corinna Sandmeier said she did not have any updates to report.

Chair Doran confirmed with Planner Sandmeier that the Planning Commission agenda was on the
City's new website.

Commissioner Henry Riggs commented on the new website and suggested that the public should be
given prompts to find the new location for meeting materials.

Public Comment

Chair Doran opened Public Comment and closed it as there were no speakers.

Consent Calendar

Approval of minutes from the November 1, 2021, Planning Commission meeting. (Attachment)
Commissioner Cynthia Harris said in reviewing the minutes she had a general and specific question.
She said when a member of the public asked for information under General Public Comment how
was it determined whether or when that information would be distributed. She said she was referring

to speaker Pam Jones who had a number of questions about ADU applications. She said at the end
of the November 1, 2021 meeting, Commissioner Tate asked that when the information was made
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F1.

available to Ms. Jones that it also be distributed to the Commissioners.

Replying to Chair Doran, Planner Sandmeier said she could send the information out noting in this
instance staff had the constituent’'s email address. She said normally staff would not have that
information so the constituent would need to follow up with the Planning Commission.

Chair Doran said that the informational items at the end of the agenda was probably the best place
to follow up on questions like those posed by Commissioner Harris.

ACTION: Consent to approve the minutes from the November 1, 2021 Planning Commission
meeting; passed 5-0 with Commissioner Riggs abstaining.

Public Hearing

Use Permit/Brandon Knitter/209 McKendry Drive:

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 attached garage on a substandard lot with
regard to minimum lot width, depth and area in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential) district.
(Staff Report #22-001-PC)

Staff Comment: Planner Turner said staff had no additions to the staff report. He noted an email
from Commissioner Andrew Barnes that he would recuse himself from consideration of this item.

Chair Doran noted that there was still a quorum with five members present.

Applicant Presentation: Brandon Khnitter introduced himself and Angie Len as the property owners.
He said Andrew Mclintyre and Toby Long would present on the project.

Toby Long, project architect, said the design had traditional sensibility with regard to some of the
massing and the rooflines and some contemporary flair with regard to some of the fenestration. He
said the existing landscaping would remain. He said they were doing this as a modular building
project. He said they had included diagrams in the plans to describe how the construction system
and sequencing for that would unfold at the street line. He said they were sorting through a few
remaining technical issues with PG&E.

Andrew Mclintyre said he thought the presentation included all that was needed.

Chair Doran opened the public hearing.

Public Comment:

¢ Andrew Barnes, 211 McHenry Drive, said he thought the applicants had done extensive
outreach in the neighborhood that was documented in the item packet. He said the design and
materials were compatible with the neighborhood and thoughtful. He said he thought the siting of
the project on the property was well done and thoughtful of neighbors on either side. He said the

project was deserving of Planning Commission consideration for approval.

e Steve Mack, neighbor, said the lots were small dimensions and suitable for single-family, one-
story homes. He said single-family homes in the area would have their privacy and natural light
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impacted. He expressed concern with the negative impact on property values for others in the
area from the project.

Chair Doran closed the public hearing.

Commission Comment: Commissioner Chris DeCardy said he appreciated the second speaker’s
concern about development and building lot sizes but noted the City’s rules were set to provide
fairness that applied in this instance. He said the project was supportable and he was prepared to
support.

Commissioner Riggs expressed his agreement with Commissioner DeCardy’s comments. He said
the City did not set more restrictive rules in most of the City. He said there were more restrictive
rules in the Lorelei neighborhood for increased second story setback but the rest of the City had not
adopted those. He said as a reviewing Commissioner he regretted to see a pair of equal gables as
the front elevation of a house and noted they emphasized the awkwardness with the early 20"
century corner windows. He said however the city also did not have aesthetic requirements. He said
he would support the project.

Commissioner DeCardy moved to approve as recommended in the staff report. Commissioner
Camille Gonzalez Kennedy seconded the motion.

ACTION: M/S (DeCardy/Kennedy) to approve the item as recommended in the staff report; passed
5-0-1-1 with Commissioner Barnes recused and Commissioner 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 (January 10, 2023) for the use permit to remain in effect.

b. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
CH x TLD Architecture, consisting of 17 plan sheets, dated received November 9, 2021 and
approved by the Planning Commission on January 10, 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 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
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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.

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.

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.

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit an Erosion Control Plan and construction detail sheet that documents all erosion
control measure implemented during the course of construction including, but not limited to,
straw waddles, silt fence, temporary construction entrances, inlet protection, check dams,
tree protection fencing, etc.

Required frontage improvements include but not limited to: Construct a new concrete curb
and gutter along entire project frontage conforming to the adjacent properties.

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

Heritage Tree Ordinance and the arborist report prepared by Heartwood Consulting
Arborists, dated August 14, 2021.

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

a.

If operation of the crane and placement of the modules requires encroachment onto the
adjacent property, prior to submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant
shall obtain and possess all requisite approvals, rights, and interests in real property
necessary to allow encroachment into, on, and/or above the adjacent property located at 213
McKendry Drive for operation of the crane arm and placement of the structure’s modules. If
no such approval, right and/or interests have been acquired by the applicant, the applicant
shall ensure the operation of the crane and placement of the modules does not encroach
onto the adjacent property.
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F2.

Use Permit/Gabriela and Peter Hebert/755 Hermosa Way:

Request for a use permit to demolish an existing one-story, single-family residence and one
detached accessory building, and construct a new two-story residence with a basement on a
substandard lot with regard to minimum lot width in the R-E (Residential Estate) zoning district, at
755 Hermosa Way. The use permit request includes excavation within the left-side setback for a
basement lightwell. The project also includes a detached Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU), which is a
permitted use. (Staff Report #22-002-PC)

Staff Comment: Associate Planner Matt Pruter said in addition to the eight comment letters in the
packet another 26 comment letters were received after publication of the staff report. He said the
agenda packet had been updated to include 24 of the 26 additional comments. He said two
comments were not provided in time to be included in the updated packet. He said 16 comment
letters supported the project and 10 comment letters expressed concerns that were generally
focused on issues with the amount of encroachment proposed for the light well, the second-floor
massing, and outreach efforts.

Applicant Presentation: Peter Hebert said he and his wife Gabriela moved to Menlo Park six years
prior to work, live and raise their family. He said that they made revisions to the plan as highlighted
in the staff report to address what they understood were the most pressing concerns of their
neighbors. He said those were higher windows on the north side, no upper story windows on the
south side, removal of the master bedroom balcony, removal of the outdoor oven, and elimination of
the basketball hoop. He said they provided a full set of revised plans that they intended to submit to
the city to both adjoining neighbors and both provided written affirmative acknowledgment via emails
August 2021 that their principal concerns had been resolved. He said what they proposed and what
the prior property owner had proposed were extensively different and their proposal addressed all
known issues. He said a sympathetic neighbor the weekend before this meeting advised him that
another neighbor was circulating an email to neighbors opposing the light well encroachment. He
said the email was not sent to them, the applicants or architects. He said there was no feasible way
to increase the setback for the light well on the south side to 20 feet. He expressed their desire to
build a home that would be a lasting asset to the community.

Chair Doran asked about the landscaping plan for the light well. Planner Pruter said it was
Attachment D. Chair Doran said for the record that he found it harder to navigate the item packets as
now organized. He said to clarify that the landscape plan in the vicinity of the light well was a fence
and a row of shrubs. Ms. Kirby Lee, project architect, said it was intended to be a hedge, likely a
laurel hedge. Chair Doran asked if the fence was six feet tall. Ms. Lee said it was either six or seven
feet tall.

Commissioner DeCardy asked which heritage tree was removed for development. Ms. Lee said tree
number 1, a Magnolia on the south side of the property.

Chair Doran confirmed with the applicant that the light well encroaching into the setback was the one
on the left looking from the street.

Commissioner Riggs noted the proposed privacy hedge and two-story structure. He asked how tall
the hedge was. Ms. Lee said the species would reach 20 feet in height over its lifetime. She said it
would be seven feet in height when planted. Commissioner Riggs asked how far apart they would be
planted as it seemed tight. Ms. Lee said about 36-inches apart. Commissioner Riggs asked if the
trees would grow 20 to 30 feet in width over time. Ms. Lee said it was a hedge so each would grow

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



Planning Commission Approved Meeting Minutes
January 10, 2022

Page 6

about four-foot in width. She said it would be a solid hedge over time. Commissioner Riggs asked if
the project would maintain the hedge at a certain height or would it in effect become a wall. Ms. Lee
said the hedge was kept typically to a height of 17 to 20 feet but she did not know the technicalities
of how maintenance was performed on it.

Planner Sandmeier said a solid hedge per zoning regulations had to be maintained at no more than
seven feet in height. She said trees that were spaced apart could grow taller.

Chair Doran opened the public hearing.
Public Comment:

e Molly Fogg Cardwell, neighbor, said she had been generally pleased with many of the homes
developed in the area. She said she had not experienced outreach with this project as she had
with others and it was a misrepresentation that she approved of the plans or had given feedback.
She said the two principal issues she had with the project were an open deck area on the
second story with a direct view line of sight into her child’'s bedroom and bathroom as well as the
private areas of her dining room, kitchen and half bath and the excavation in the setbacks for the
lightwells. She said she had brought these things up with the prior property owners and they had
indicated it would be changed but it had not been. She said the bulk of the proposed house was
built to the exterior of the lot and imposed on the neighbors.

¢ Doug Devine said he and his wife lived at 619 Hermosa Way since 1979. He said they objected
to the encroachment into the side setback for the light well excavation as that would set a
precedence. He said the new owners had not reached out to them about the proposal. He said
the property owner should redesign the home so the light well did not exceed into the setback.

e John Duret said is wife’s name was Beth Benjamin and they lived at 777 Hermosa Way,
immediately adjacent to the subject property. He said the property owners had been very
proactive in reaching out to them about the project. He said the applicants had purchased the
property and the architectural plans from the previous owners and that had made things a
complicated process. He said the previous owners’ plan had light wells that encroached into both
side setbacks and on his side by six feet. He said they opposed that encroachment as did the
neighbor on the other side of the subject property. He said other neighbors opposed the
encroachment for fear of setting a precedent. He said the previous owner redid plans and
removed the encroachment on their side and it was assumed on the other side, too. He said he
and his wife had significant privacy concerns but the new property owners immediately reached
out to them and had dialogue after which they addressed their most significant privacy concerns
by raising the height of the second story windows on their side and removing a large second
story deck. He said they would prefer not to have a large home right on the 10-foot setback but
they were fine with the changes.

Chair Doran closed the public hearing.

Commission Comment: Chair Doran said he was concerned about the light well noting in general he
was philosophically opposed to light wells and encroachments. He said setbacks allowed for
landscaping and trees for screening and that was especially important for a two-story house. He said
he found the light well and encroachment particularly troubling for this project as he thought the
landscape plan was inadequate. He said the hedge was not allowed under zoning to be taller than
seven feet and yet that was the plan to have it taller and would violate the zoning ordinance. He said
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he was not convinced a seven-foot hedge would provide adequate screening for the neighbors. He
said he would like to hear from the applicant about screening.

Mr. Hebert said concerning the neighbor at 719 that he had not shared his complete
correspondence with them to demonstrate that the efforts he made upon purchasing this property
was genuine. He said he really tried to meet with both individuals and at a minimum speak. He said
that did not happen but through email, which he was happy to provide now or separately, the owner
of 719 expressed satisfaction with what they had done. He said their intent was privacy noting his
young family and having no interest in or a desire to create anything that would overlook on a
neighbor’s property. He said the screening they offered was to provide maximum privacy and the
neighbor signed off on that and that was documented in the emails. He said at no point in all of his
correspondence was there any mention of the light well. He said he provided all the plans the
Commission had seen with respect to setback and light well and there was not a single mention. He
said their intention and this was in conjunction with their southern neighbor was to find something
that provided screening and privacy.

Chair Doran asked Ms. Lee to address the screening for privacy from second story windows and a
deck and a zoning ordinance that limited a hedge height to seven feet. Ms. Lee said one of the
things that created immediate privacy was that there were no second-floor windows on the south
side elevations. She said the only windows were on the first floor and those would be easily
concealed by the proposed hedge. She said the landscape plan was preliminary and showed intent
but specific species were yet to be decided. She said the balcony was a walkway to connect from
the master closet to the office and was not intended to be a space to gather. She said also it was set
back over 27 feet from the property line.

Commissioner Kennedy said she appreciated the passion on both sides of the project. She said part
of the issue was that were some streets that were experiencing a great deal of development and
residents no doubt became weary of all the construction. She said the applicant took on a property
that had been encumbered with a lot of challenges. She said the sole issue seemed to be the light
well noting that it was codified. She moved to approve the project as recommended.

Commissioner Riggs said the project was a stylish home with quality finishes. He said it was a big
reach in any neighborhood to build to the maximum. He said while he shared the Chair’'s hesitancy
about setbacks, particularly on a half-acre lot that had a lot of room to work with, the applicant had
made the point that it was approvable by use permit, and the Commission had to have a reason to
deny it. He said he wished that the chimneys other than the freestanding barbecue chimney were
not covered in shingles. He said having completely blank second-floor walls was a detriment to that
adjacent neighbor but that neighbor might not be aware of what that was going to be like to have a
building next door that had no windows. He said other than the massive fagade his concern was that
privacy was to be addressed by landscaping and the landscaping as far as he could tell was
unworkable based on its intent. He said he had seen trees planted as a hedge and it looked the
same always, hugely awkward and unfriendly. He said also it was extremely expensive to remove
when a dozen trees had been planted in the space that actually fit three and was close to $2,000 per
tree. He said he thought the landscape screening needed to be reconsidered. He said he would be
much more comfortable if that was done professionally. He said he would make an alternative
motion and that was to continue the project for the benefit of a revised landscape plan.

Chair Doran referred to sheet B.15 or A.31 that showed this elevation and there were no windows on

the setback. He said he was seeing some windows in the middle so there were second floor
windows on this side of the house. He said they just were not all the way out to the setback line. He
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asked Ms. Lee if that was correct. Ms. Lee said the windows were much further along and were
actually the other wing or on the other side of the “U.” Mr. Hebert said the house was designed for
privacy so everything looked inward rather than out from a second floor at the neighbors. Ms. Lee
said that they were not relying on landscaping to provide privacy and that it was actually the design
of the house that provided privacy to the neighbors.

Commissioner DeCardy referred to the deck on the second floor concerning the neighbor who
spoken and asked what screening it had. Ms. Lee said it was a solid 35-inch guardrail with a panel
of six-inch metal hog wire bringing it up to a height of 42 inches. Commissioner DeCardy said that
essentially was a walkway and was not meant as a space to gather. He asked about potential
conversation with the neighbor and a possibility to screen even higher.

Ms. Lee said architecturally there were options even if just providing plantings on the walkway or
even something architecturally that would provide a screen. She said they were not aware until this
evening that was a concern so they had not had a chance to address it.

Mr. Hebert said they had engaged a landscape architect to create a hedge suitable for the neighbor
and that neighbor had found the proposal suitable. He said he was happy to proceed forward and if
with any other landscape plan revisions that were feasible.

Commissioner DeCardy said he appreciated the property owners’ care and good will. He said the
ADU, permitted and protected by state law, seemed to be lined up further back in the yard than the
light well and closer to the property line. He asked whether the ADU was closer to the property line
than the light well, noting that it would be a view up rather than down. Ms. Lee said that was correct.

Commissioner DeCardy said he understood the dilemma and appreciated Commissioner Riggs’
comments about the landscape plan. He said he was prepared to approve the project with the
direction that the neighbors work with staff to sort out the two issues and trust they could come to a
decent agreement. He said he would like to approve with that guidance rather than continue the
project.

Chair Doran asked if Commissioner Riggs’ motion was to continue. Commissioner Riggs said it was
and had presented it for comment. He said he thought Commissioner DeCardy’s summarization
narrowed the concerns to two issues. He said he appreciated the applicants’ clarification of the
intent of the building facades in addressing privacy. He said the hedge to him was more of an issue
to have something that would be reasonable and maintainable. He said the second issue that
Commissioner DeCardy referred to was the balcony, which seemed to be the only remaining second
story privacy issue. He said he was sure Ms. Lee and the Heberts could devise something like a
couple of feet of privacy glass on top of the railing for example. He said he would withdraw his
motion to continue. He said he would second Commissioner Kennedy’s motion to approve with
Commissioner DeCardy’s suggested modifications.

Planner Sandmeier said she was not sure if obscured glass on top of the guardrail was possible as
that made more of an enclosed space and that area currently was not counted as floor area. She
said the other suggestion was for staff to work with the applicant and neighbor on a solution but it
might not be easy to find a solution everyone agreed with so she thought it would be better for staff
and the applicant to get better direction of what landscaping the Commission was looking for and
they could work with the applicant to make sure that was shown on the plan.
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Commissioner Andrew Barnes said there was some talk of precedence. He said his perspective was
that it was not the applicant’s job to design a project that served the preference of the neighbors. He
said it was the job of the applicant to design a project that conformed to development standards and
was defensible. He said the project was before them primarily due to excavation for a light well. He
said that was entirely the prerogative of the applicant. He said the lot was 20,000 square feet and
the proposal was 6,488 square foot of building excluding the basement where 6,489 square feet was
maximum allowed. He said there was almost 3,000 square feet of basement. He said it was
preposterous to think that the excavation of the light well could not have happened anywhere else
on the property. He said it was the applicant’s choice to proceed with the plans they purchased with
the property and he thought it was incumbent upon the applicant to figure out how to put the minor
setback into the 20,000 square foot lot. He said with a use permit application he asked himself if it
had something detrimental to the neighborhood to the extent that it would not be okay to approve it.
He said that this project did not rise to that level, but he did not like that they were being asked to
agree to an intrusion because of the applicant’s reticence to modify their project as many other
people have had to and chosen to do.

Chair Doran said Mr. Hebert had proceeded in good faith and demonstrated attention to the
neighborhood and its cohesiveness. He said noting Commissioner Barnes’ other comment that this
was a 21,904 square foot lot. He said the proposed home was being built to the setbacks and
excavating into the setback was something he was having trouble understanding as necessary and
why a use permit was needed. He said the use permit required the Commission to find that the
project could be built without impacting the comfort or general welfare of the neighborhood. He said
they had had 10 comments from neighbors expressing their belief that it would impact their comfort
and general welfare. He said they should take that into account. He said he would call the motion
and if it failed, he would move to continue the project to allow for redesign so the light well was not in
the setback.

Commissioner Riggs asked for clarification on the motion to approve and if there were any
modifications proposed. Chair Doran said he thought the motion was to approve without
modifications and that Commissioner Riggs had seconded the motion. He confirmed with
Commissioner Kennedy that her motion was to approve as presented. He said Commissioner Riggs
seconded the motion with reservations but thought Commissioner Riggs had amended his second to
be without any qualifications.

Commissioner Riggs said that would be correct if he could understand that it was not laurel trees
planted three feet on center and was merely a hedge to be identified with appropriate plants.

Replying to Chair Doran, Planner Sandmeier said it would be helpful if that was a formal condition.

Commissioner Kennedy said she would amend her motion to include Commissioner Riggs’
recommended condition.

Chair Doran confirmed the second made by Commissioner Riggs.

Commissioner DeCardy asked whether the motion might include for the second-floor balcony to
have acceptable additional screening up to six feet and so it did not count toward floor area.

Replying to Chair Doran, Planner Sandmeier said it would be difficult to do something more
physically on the deck than what was proposed without increasing floor area and suggested trees
planted to screen the deck was a potential solution.
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Commissioner DeCardy asked if it would be possible to do a series of planters up against the deck
that would effectively screen. Planner Sandmeier said planters on top of the guard rail with three-
foot plants might work, but she did not think those would provide complete screening.

Commissioner Harris said she would accept the project without the changes to the deck as that
seemed very difficult to do but suggested to the applicant that they consider things such as plantings
to create that additional screening for the deck.

Commissioner Riggs said the Commission might recommend that trees be planted in sensitive
areas. He said the balcony (deck) had a 27-foot setback that provided room in place of, or in
between the seven-foot-high screening hedge where a couple of trees might be planted positioned
between the balcony and the sensitive view areas of the adjacent property. He asked if they could
recommend a clarified landscape proposal to be reviewed by staff with the purpose of placing one or
two trees such that they would before too long provide visual screening between the balcony and the
adjacent property sensitive areas.

Replying to Chair Doran, Commissioner Kennedy asked for clarification of the full recommended
change to her motion.

Commissioner DeCardy said he would withdraw his recommendation for balcony screening.

Commissioner Riggs said he would clarify that the landscape plan be resubmitted to just clarify that
the hedge was not based on trees and that one or two trees in coordination with the Planning
Division would be added to the sensitive area such as at the property line between the balcony and
the right-side neighbor’s property. He suggested asking the property owner if that seemed
acceptable and doable.

Mr. Hebert said it was acceptable and he was sure they could find a tenable solution.

Replying to Chair Doran, Commissioner Kennedy indicated the proposed amendment to her motion
was acceptable.

ACTION: M/S (Kennedy/Riggs) to approve the item with the following modification; passed 6-0-1
with Commissioner 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 January 10, 2023) for the use permit to remain in effect.
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b. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
Kirby Architecture, consisting of 21 plan sheets, dated received January 3, 2022, and
approved by the Planning Commission on January 10, 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.

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 prepared by Colony Landscape and
Maintenance, dated received September 1, 2021.

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



Planning Commission Approved Meeting Minutes
January 10, 2022

Page 12

F3.

I.  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.

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 revised plans showing a new parking strip and removal and reconstruction of the
valley gutter along the entire property frontage, pursuant to the latest City Standards, to the
satisfaction of the Public Works Department. The limits of frontage improvements shall be
shown on the building permit site plan.

b. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit revised plans to clarify that the hedges would not consist of trees and to provide one
or two new trees between the left side of the second floor deck and left-side property line for
privacy screening, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division and the City
Arborist.

Architectural Control and Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement/Dan Beltramo/1550 El
Camino Real:

Request for architectural control to construct a new three-story residential building with eight
townhouse-style units on a parcel in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real Downtown/Specific Plan)
zoning district. The existing onsite, two-story office building would remain, and the surface parking
lot would be reconfigured. The proposal includes one Below Market Rate (BMR) unit for compliance
with the City’s BMR program. (Staff Report #22-003-PC)

Staff Comment and Presentation: Planner Pruter said additional public comment was received today
and understood that comment was within the updated agenda and staff report packet. He said the
Commission would take final action for the project for architectural control and the Below Market
Rate (BMR) Rental Housing Agreement and noted the Housing Commission had recommended
approval of the BMR Rental Housing Agreement on September 1, 2021. Presenting a visual report,
Planner Pruter noted that the proposed project would involve the demolition of some surface parking
spaces located closer to the San Antonio Street facing frontage to accommodate the development of
eight rental townhomes with one required to be a low-income unit. He said the existing two-story
office building fronting on El Camino Real would remain and the remaining surface parking would be
reconfigured. He said 67 parking spaces were being offered where 70 were required including four
ADA-compliant spaces. He said staff was working with the applicant on conceptual approaches to
revise the surface parking to accommodate the 70 required parking spaces. He noted condition 5.d
in Attachment A reflected that requirement for a revised site plan addressing the parking and
providing the required 70 spaces. He said that condition would be subject to review and approval of
the Community Development Director, the Transportation Division Manager, Engineering Division
and City Arborist. He said he and the City’s Design Consultant Arnold Mammarella were available
for questions.

Applicant Presentation: Jeremiah Tolbert, Tolbert Design Architects, introduced associate Jennifer
Price. He said also their clients Margaret and Dan Beltramo were present.
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Ms. Price said the proposed project was located at the corner of San Antonio Street and Encinal
Avenue. She said they were reconfiguring the existing parking lot to develop the three-story
townhome project all of which would front the San Antonio Street frontage and was approximately
15,287 square feet with units ranging from 2100 to 2500 square feet. She said the Mission style
design aesthetic was selected to blend with the existing fabric of the neighborhood, a mixture of both
traditional and transitional buildings. She said each unit had a private, two-car garage located on the
southside of the building and faced the parking lot and office building. She said the project included
all new landscaping. She said they had had very successful community outreach during the review
of the proposed project and had received positive feedback during open houses held. She said they
were redesigning the current parking lot to provide the required 70 spaces. She indicated the slide
show presented the most current parking plan that met the 70 required parking spaces.

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

Commission Comment: Commissioner Barnes said he liked that they would make better use of the
existing parking lot and provide more housing. He said he was not concerned about the number of
parking spaces. He clarified with staff why they were weighing in only on architectural control and
BMR Rental Housing Agreement. He asked to have the slide of the elevation of the rear of the
project viewable again. He said he had not liked the smoothness of stucco on the 1300 Station
project but this appeared to have enough architectural interest to offset the smooth stucco.

Commissioner Riggs said the design was well placed in context with the San Antonio Street
architecture and even went one step above with real divided light windows and copper gutters. He
said the applicant’s goal to have a high-quality project was much appreciated. He said a future
neighbor had commented that except for the middle two units the lower levels of the front elevations
were a bit plain. He said his response was if this were a study session the Commission might ask if
some additional interest might be placed on that lower level. He said he was not inclined to
challenge the architecture with the one review. He said the landscaping might well provide enough
interest so San Antonio residents would be comfortable with the new view and new shapes. He
asked about the location of guest bicycle parking on the site plan.

Ms. Price referred to the slide of the site plan and noted guest bicycle parking was shown on the
lower right-hand corner of the building where the start of the drive aisle off that easement was. She
said directly across the drive aisle from the guest bicycle parking was the trash enclosure. She said
across the drive aisle on the lower right-hand corner was where there was guest bicycle parking as
well as next to the entrance of the office building at 1550 EI Camino Real.

Replying to Commissioner Riggs’ concern about a guest needing to park a bicycle some distance
from the unit residents being visited, Ms. Price said there was ample storage in the two-car garages
for each unit and suggested that would be a good place for guests to store their bicycles while
visiting. Commissioner Riggs asked if he could come up the entry balcony too if it was a quick
meeting or such. Mr. Tolbert said each entry front yard was enclosed with a gate. He said the guest
could pull the bike into the friend’s front yard just behind the gate. Commissioner Riggs said that
made sense. He said generally he was glad there was a guest parking requirement but he did not
feel it really applied to this building. He said there were individual units and commented that perhaps
in the future reconsideration could be made whether to even ask for guest bicycle parking at a
ground floor residential destination.

Commissioner Riggs confirmed with Ms. Price that the trash enclosure for the office building would
also serve the residences. Ms. Price said they had a working session with an operational deputy for
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Recology, the waste removal company, and he preferred that they have one main door accessed on
the easement side because the trash collection trucks would enter the easement off of El Camino
Real and drive north toward San Antonio Street with the truck stopping right in front of the trash
enclosure and collect both the residential and building trash as well as directly across the easement
from this location from the trash enclosure for 1540 EI Camino Real, a new development there. She
said the Beltramos were amenable to Recology’s recommendation. Commissioner Riggs said it was
a benefit for Recology but he thought for residents in units 1,2,3 or 4 that it would be a bit of a hike
making the multiple trips needed to the exterior trash each week. He said he would just make the
observation that it seemed challenging and if the applicants or architects would like some flexibility
regarding Commission approval this evening, he would hate to hold this design and the approval to
that one location for trash that was so convenient for Recology. He said this was a nice project and
easy to support.

Commissioner Barnes referred to Sheet R-1 and asked about landscaping along Encinal Avenue as
it seemed to be a stark view with only lower vegetation. Mr. Tolbert said that particular rendering
was to show the building itself and did not show existing street trees there. Ms. Price referred to the
planting plans, Sheet L-1.0 that showed a large tree at the end of the drive aisle, tree #15, which
would be retained. She recalled it was so substantial arborists recommended not planting other
trees near it. She said also there was a row of deciduous trees between the pavers along the
residential drive aisle. Commissioner Barnes noted the difficulty of viewing an entire agenda packet
in one document and suggested if possible that a tree or trees be added in that area.

ACTION: M/S (Barnes/Kennedy) to approve the item as recommended in the staff report; passed 6-
0 with Commissioner Tate absent.

1. Make findings with regard to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that the proposal
is within the scope of the project covered by the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan
Program EIR, which was certified on June 5, 2012. Specifically, make findings that:

a. The project is consistent with and contemplated by the EI Camino Real/Downtown Specific
Plan, as demonstrated in the attached Specific Plan Standards and Guidelines checklist
(Attachment E).

b. The project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to Government Code section 65457, as there are
no substantial changes or new information that would cause significant impacts not
addressed in the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Program EIR, and no
circumstance or event that would require additional environmental review pursuant to Public
Resources Code 21166.

c. Relevant mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project through the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted by the City as part of the Program EIR and
approval of the Specific Plan (Attachment H), which is approved as being applicable to the
project as part of this finding.

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. The proposed exterior materials and finishes would be high quality in nature
and would reinforce the neighborhood compatibility. The scale variation enables a smooth
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and cohesive transition from the denser and taller El Camino Real frontage to the medium
density areas closer to San Antonio Street.

The development will not be detrimental to the harmonious and orderly growth of the City.
The construction and ongoing occupation of the site would proceed in accordance with all
applicable City requirements and procedures, as verified in these conditions of approval.

The development will not impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the
neighborhood. The project would maintain the existing office building and increase housing
units, including one below market rate (BMR) housing unit.

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

The development is consistent with the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan, as verified
in detalil in the Standards and Guidelines Compliance Worksheet (Attachment E).

Approve the Below Market Rate Rental Housing Agreement (Attachment G).

Approve the architectural control, to the following standard conditions:

a.

Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
EID Architects, consisting of 41 plan sheets, dated received on December 13, 2021, and
recommended for approval by the Planning Commission on January 10, 2022, except as
modified by the conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning
Division.

Minor modifications to building exteriors and locations, fence styles and locations, signage,
and significant landscape features may be approved by the Community Development
Director or designee, based on the determination that the proposed modification is consistent
with other building and design elements of the approved Architectural Control and will not
have an adverse impact on the character and aesthetics of the site. The Director may refer
any request for revisions to the plans to the Planning Commission for architectural control
approval. A public meeting could be called regarding such changes if deemed necessary by
the Planning Commission.

Minor modifications where the Community Development Director determines the
modifications are more substantive than the changes outlined in condition 3b may be
approved by the Community Development Director, provided the modifications are
determined to be consistent with the building and design elements of the approved project,
subject to notification of the Planning Commission. A member of the Planning Commission
may request to discuss these modifications on the next agenda.

Major modifications to the development plan which involve material changes, or expansion or
intensification of development may be allowed subject to obtaining an architectural control
permit from the Planning Commission.

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

Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit plans for construction related
parking management, construction staging, material storage and Traffic Control Handling
Plan (TCHP) to be reviewed and approved by the City. The applicant shall secure adequate
parking for any and all construction trades, until the parking podium is available on the
project site. The plan shall include construction phasing and anticipated method of traffic
handling for each phase.

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
received November 15, 2021.

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 Plans.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, the final, signed BMR agreement shall be recorded
with the County of San Mateo and a conformed copy shall be submitted to the Planning
Division.

5. 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 H). Failure to meet these requirements
may result in delays to the building permit issuance, stop work orders during construction,
and/or fines.

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit an updated LEED Checklist, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.
The Checklist shall be prepared by a LEED Accredited Professional (LEED AP). The LEED
AP shall submit a cover letter stating their qualifications, and confirm that they have prepared
the Checklist and that the information presented is accurate. Confirmation that the project
conceptually achieves LEED Silver certification shall be required before issuance of the
building permit. Prior to final inspection of the building permit or as early as the project can
be certified by the United States Green Building Council, the project shall submit verification
that the development has achieved final LEED Silver certification.

Prior to issuance of building permit, the applicant shall submit the El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Preparation Fee, which is established at $1.13/square foot for all net new
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development. For the subject proposal, the fee is estimated at $17,387.99 ($1.13 x 15,387.6
net new square feet).

d. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit a revised site plan that provides a total of 70 parking spaces within the surface
parking lot, comprised of 66 standard parking spaces and four Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) compliant spaces, of which one space would be van accessible, subject to review
and approval of the Community Development Director, Transportation Manager, City
Arborist, and Engineering Division. The site plan modifications shall utilize reduction of the
number of ADA spaces facing Encinal Avenue, stall width reductions for the diagonal parking
spaces closest to the interior side property line, and the addition of a diagonal parking space
near Encinal Avenue, or other similar modifications, to provide the required 70 parking
spaces.

e. Engineering-specific Conditions, subject to review and approval of the Engineering Division
except as otherwise noted:

i. Required frontage improvements include but not limited to:

1. 3-inch grind and A.C. overlay (curb to curb) on San Antonio Street and Encinal
Avenue along entire frontage.

2. Existing sidewalk, curb and gutter shall be removed and replaced along the San
Antonio Street and Encinal Avenue frontages.

3. Lateral connections to overhead electric, fiber optic, and communication lines
shall be placed in a joint trench.

4. ADA compliant wheelchair ramps at corner of EIl Camino Real and Encinal
Avenue, and San Antonio Street and Encinal Avenue shall be upgraded.

5. Existing street light fixture on existing PG&E pole on San Antonio Street shall be
upgraded to LED.

6. Two new street lights on San Antonio Street (LED fixture per City of Menlo Park
standards) shall be provided.

7. Street lights on EI Camino Real shall be upgraded to LED (Caltrans Standard),
and repainted Mesa Brown.

ii. ElI Camino Real frontage improvement: The following improvement shall be designed
during the design phase prior to issuance of the first building permit:

1. Existing sidewalk, curb and gutter shall be removed and replaced along El
Camino Real. Per Specific Plan, provide 15-foot sidewalk on El Camino Real,
inclusive of a ten-foot wide clear pedestrian through zone and a five-foot wide
furnishings zone.

2. Provide two 36-inch box street trees on El Camino Real.

3. 3-inch grind and A.C. overlay of eight feet along EI Camino Real frontage.

iii. Applicant shall provide cost estimate and execute a DFIA (deferred Improvement
agreement) associated with El Camino Real improvement prior to issuance of the first
building permit. All new construction or additions of 10,000 or more square feet of gross
floor area to the commercial building or for tenant improvements on a site where the
cumulative construction value exceeds $500,000 over a five-year period will trigger the
construction of El Camino Real sidewalk improvements.
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Vi.

Vii.

viii.

Xi.

Xii.

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant
shall submit a draft Public Service Easement (PSE) along the property frontage on El
Camino Real to accommodate the full 15-foot wide sidewalk (as measured from back of
curb) along the frontage of 1550 EI Camino Real. Said PSE dedication shall be subject to
review and approval of the Engineering and Transportation Divisions, and recorded with
the San Mateo County Recorder’s Office prior to building permit final inspection.

All 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.

All private easements shall be recorded with the County of San Mateo prior to building
permit final inspection.

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.

Prior to building permit issuance, Applicant shall comply with all Sanitary District,
California Water Company, Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies'
regulations that are directly applicable to the project.

Prior to building permit issuance, Applicant shall submit plans to remove and replace any
damaged and significantly worn sections of frontage improvements. The plans shall be
submitted for the review and approval of the Engineering Division.

Prior to building permit issuance, Applicant shall submit a Grading and Drainage Plan for
review and approval. Post-construction runoff into the storm drain shall not exceed pre-
construction runoff levels. A Hydrology Report will be required to the satisfaction of the
Engineering Division. Slopes for the first 10 feet perpendicular to the structure must be
5% minimum for pervious surfaces and 2% minimum for impervious surfaces, including
roadways and parking areas, as required by CBC §1804.3.

Prior to building permit issuance, 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).

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. 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
mud 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 construction.
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F4.

Xiii.

Xiv.

XV.

XVi.

XVii.

XViil.

XiX.

Prior to building permit issuance, Applicant shall pay all Public Works fees the Storm
Drainage Connection Fee, currently $150.00 per multi-family unit. Refer to City of Menlo
Park Master Fee Schedule.

During the design phase of the construction drawings, all potential utility conflicts shall be
potholed with actual depths recorded on the improvement plans submitted for City review
and approval.

Prior to building permit issuance, the Applicant shall submit engineered Off-Site
Improvement Plans (including specifications & engineers cost estimates), for approval by
the Engineering Division, showing the infrastructure necessary to serve the Project. The
Improvement Plans shall include, but are not limited to, all engineering calculations
necessary to substantiate the design, proposed roadways, drainage improvements,
utilities, traffic control devices, retaining walls, sanitary sewers, and storm drains, street
lightings, common area landscaping and other project improvements. All public
improvements shall be designed and constructed to the satisfaction of the Engineering
Division.

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.

Irrigation within public right of way shall comply with City Standard Details LS-1 through
LS-19 and shall be connected to the on-site water system.

Prior to final inspection, the Applicant shall submit a landscape audit report.
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 prior to Final Occupancy

Transportation-specific Conditions, subject to review and approval of the Transportation
Division except as otherwise noted:

Prior to issuance of building permit, the applicant shall submit all relevant transportation
impact fees (TIF), subject to review and approval of the Transportation Division. The TIF is
estimated to be $44,535.22. This is calculated by multiplying the fee of $5,566.90/Unit for
Multi-Family Homes by net new Multi-Family Homes of 8 Units. 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.

Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment/Cyrus Sanandaji: Request for a Zoning Ordinance text
amendment to modify Municipal Code Chapter 16.92 (Signs-Outdoor Advertising). The proposed
text amendment includes eliminating the current square footage cap on the total sign area for certain
larger projects within the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district and
establishing new regulations to calculate permitted signage for certain projects in the SP-ECR/D
zoning district. (Staff Report #22-004-PC)

Commissioner Kennedy expressed apologies she would need to leave the meeting at this point.
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Staff Comment: Planner Sandmeier said she had no additions to the written report.

Applicant Presentation: Cyrus Sanandaji noted a study session on this item a few weeks earlier and
suggested forgoing a presentation as it was the same as the one at the study session.

Chair Doran opened the public hearing.

Mr. Sanandaji said one point of clarification was received from the City Attorney referring to the text
amendment that they should not distinguish between project identity signage and tenant signage. He
said that led to a small change in the language for legal reasons that was vetted by the City
Attorney’s office and his colleague Steve Atkinson.

Chair Doran closed the public hearing.

Commission Comment: Commissioner Barnes referred to page 346 in the agenda packet and
project description: Since the last study session, the applicant has revised the proposed zoning
ordinance amendment including the following revisions. He noted it showed four bullet points and
asked for input on how those related to the revisions made since the last time the Commission saw
the proposed ordinance.

Planner Sandmeier noted some changes but the overall amount of signage would be roughly equal
to what would have been allowed under the previous proposal heard in December. She said some
language was added on the process for Master Sign Program review allowing the Planning
Commission some flexibility from the design guidelines as desired. She said the restriction on
project identification signage was eliminated that would have prevented the use of consumer product
or corporate identity. She said that had to do with First Amendment issues. She said the project
identification and directional signage allowance was replaced with additional signage based on
gross floor area of the project. She said it was intended to be roughly the same amount of signage.
She said the limit on office tenant signage was changed to eliminate upper-level commercial signage
for buildings with a mixture of office and other commercial uses and also had to do with First
Amendment issues. She said also it was she believed an issue raised by Planning Commissioners
during the study session. She said the applicant’'s massing studies were the same.

Commissioner Barnes asked about the process for the Planning Commission’s approval for signage.
Planner Sandmeier said any signage that went beyond the 100 feet permitted currently for primary
frontage or 50 feet permitted currently for secondary frontage would have a Master Sign Program
reviewed by the Planning Commission for conformance with the design guidelines, but there would
be some flexibility as the Commission desired. She said the new language was Section
69.92.110(10). She said it was found in the last section of the proposed text. Replying to
Commissioner Barnes, Planner Sandmeier said signage allowed currently was reviewed ministerially
but that would not apply to these larger projects, because they needed additional signage that would
be allowed by this amendment. She said signage for larger projects would go to the Planning
Commission, whether it met design guidelines or not, to assure a cohesive look.

Commissioner Barnes said he thought they had left this proposal with trying to create transparency
in the process and having the Commission weigh in on development standards and not selecting
signs and having preferences that would affect commercial signage in the commercial districts.
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Recognized by the Chair, Mr. Sanandaji said the idea for future large projects would be for the
Master Sign Program to be approved at the same time a project was approved. He said their project
had been approved already so this was not what the situation would be in the future. He said the
amendment they were proposing provided for an objective standard as to the square footage and
placement of signs. He said there was discretionary review as a one-time safety net for the Planning
Commission to establish a Master Sign Program consistent with the look and feel of the project.

Chair Doran said the third bullet that was referred to by Commissioner Barnes said: Eliminate the
exclusion exemption concept for project identification and directional signage. He asked if it was a
First Amendment issue that they could not allow extra footage for an exit sign or one way sign, or
such. Planner Sandmeier said anything related to safety such as an exit sign could not be exempt.
She said it was more likely the large Springline sign where the City was regulating the content that a
Springline sign was okay but you could not have a sign for the name of a restaurant. Chair Doran
said he understood that but he was confused by bullet point 3. He asked if there was a First
Amendment issue with saying you could not have a one-way only or exit sign on the garage or
something like that.

City Attorney Nira Doherty said they made a few proposed changes including the 2" and 3™ bullet
points referenced. She said those changes primarily sought to ensure that the regulations being
proposed were not based on the category of signs. She said if you needed to read the sign to
determine what regulations would apply to it, there was a presumption that the sign was content
based and there was a presumption that the content based sign would be unconstitutional and
subject to heightened scrutiny for it to be constitutionally valid. She said there were exceptions from
this principle for the size and location of signs as those were generally considered not content
based. She said the 2"* and 3™ bullet points were changes made to ensure that they were not
promulgating any content-based regulations.

Chair Doran said he understood the content-based regulation and the 2" bullet in the problem of
prohibiting consumer product or corporate entity identification. He said he had a problem with the
directional signage and why a one-way only sign would be a First Amendment issue. Steve Atkinson
said in their prior proposal they had an exclusion and exemption really for directional signage and for
project identification signage. He said the project identification signage notably was the big arched
Springline sign over the main entry. He said most of the area covered by that exemption was to be
from Springline project identification sign. He said he understood from reviewing the case and the
City Attorney’s office that they probably could have done an exemption for the purely directional
signage. He said they could have kept that as an exemption but they could not have been able to
exclude the Springline project identification sign. He said rather than split this exemption up so they
had a small exemption for the directional signage and then a separate one dealing with the
Springline project identification sign, they decided to come up with another formula that would give
them approximately the same amount of sighage as they had shown in the diagrams. He said they
created this provision which gave them an additional signage allocation based on the commercial
square footage of the project.

Chair Doran said presumably there were regulatory requirements for exit and entrance signs to the
parking garage so people did not get in the wrong lane. He said he was good with that and wanted
to move on.

Commissioner Riggs said they had a couple of goals when they discussed this previously. He said
one was to allow that a project sign not compete with tenant signage. He said he felt strongly
however about top of building signage. He said he did not think that was a content-based issue at
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all. He said, if necessary, he would suggest that they be specific and say that anything in the top
50% of the bulk height of the building should be limited to no more than one sign per 50,000 square
feet of project, or no more than one sign per 100,000 square feet of project. He said he did not want
to see along the parapet on the extensive frontage business signage for multiple tenants strung out
on the top of the building. He said such signage should be limited to the level of their tenancy, which
for retail was typically first level. He said even a 10,000 square foot building such as 1706 or 1906 El
Camino Real could have three, even four tenants. He said if all of them wanted their names on the
top of the building that he could not see that was approvable. He said if legally they could not
separate the top of the building from the bottom of it, and if legally they could not separate
directional signage from tenant and sponsorship signage, he suggested they not increase the
square footage allowance for signage at all, and that everything above that square footage require
approval by the Planning Commission in public hearing(s). He said he agreed with Commissioner
Barnes that there should be clear rules and that the building developer, building management and
tenants should all be able to guess what their approvable signage should be and where.

Recognized by the Chair, Mr. Atkinson said they did have a restriction on upper-level signage that
basically said on the El Camino Real frontage that no more than one half a square foot of sign per
foot of frontage could be above the ground level of the building. He said because of the concerns the
City Attorney raised on content-based restrictions that previously they had a restriction on office
signage, which they thought would probably occur on the upper levels and they changed that to a
restriction on upper-level signage at the ratio he indicated earlier. He said for their El Camino Real
frontage only about 200 square feet of sighage would be allowed above ground level. Commissioner
Riggs asked what percentage of the total signage was 200 square feet. Mr. Atkinson said their total
signage on El Camino Real based on the length of the frontage was 540 square feet. He said they
had an additional allocation of signage based on area of a little over 200 square feet, which they
were using most of for the project identification and directional signage. He said they had
approximately 300 square feet of signage for ground level uses and then about 200 square feet on
El Camion Real for upper level uses. He said the project basically intended to use that to have two
upper-level office signs or two upper level signs on each of the two EI Camion Real facing office
buildings.

Mr. Sanandaji said that was consistent with the massing they shared during the second study
session. He said for context the project identity signage on the archway would be slightly above 200
square feet. He said that could not be distinguished. Commissioner Riggs asked if that meant it
couldn’t be distinguished from the rest of the total signage or from the upper level or from the lower
level. Mr. Atkinson said the Springline sign by its physical location was upper-level signage. He said
they had a specific provision that said the project identification signage was exempt from the
restriction on upper-level signage. He said the upper level project identification signage that would
be allowed was approximately 200 square feet, which would be for commercial signage and then
another approximately 200 square feet for the Springline arch sign, and as project identification
excluded from the allowed upper level square footage. Commissioner Riggs asked if calling it upper
level created that competition why not call it parapet signage that would be limited. He said parapet
signage was a common phrase. He asked whether they could limit parapet signage. He asked if
there was any legal reason, they could not limit parapet signage. Ms. Doherty said she would want
the planners to weigh in on that scope. Mr. Atkinson said theirs was a three-story building. He said
their limit on upper level signage would apply to anything above the ground level, which would
include but not be limited to the parapet. He said there was no competition. He said the Springline
sign did not take away from the other upper-level signage allowed.
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Commissioner Riggs said staff indicated that directional, project identification, and tenant signage
could not be segregated and distinguished. He said in working back from that restriction they have
subsequently heard that probably directional signage could be in a separate square footage budget.
He said personally he thought it could be anything other than vertical directional signage, which he
hoped was excluded such as painting on the ground. He said if project directional signage could be
separate perhaps, they could dispose of the phrase “upper-level signage.” He said if they wanted to
limit parapet signage, he would like parapet signage to have a budget. He said if they wanted project
identification signage, they could define it as a sign over the primary entry that identified the project
as a whole and then they could have retail signage on the fagade or within the eight foot vertical and
50 foot horizontal of the tenancy or the major entrance to the tenancy. He suggested that they could
be specific about what they were doing. He said he thought the Commission had presented a goal
that tenants would have a reasonable sign budget and know it in advance, so they each could have
a sign depending on how much ground level was divided into and to restrict parapet signage for the
sake of the overall appearance of the building on the street frontage. He said he thought that could
be accomplished by stating it more directly. He said the concept of upper signage and lower signage
was not helping.

Ms. Doherty said she was in agreement with Commissioner Riggs on the parapet signage but was
not certain if she was in complete agreement with the remainder of his suggestions with respect to
specifying the project or the entity on the street level signage.

Planner Sandmeier said they could definitely limit parapet signage. She said they noted in the staff
report the previous feedback from the Commission about signage above the first floor. She said
what was presented this evening was submitted by the applicant and certainly could be refined
through the Commission’s review.

Mr. Atkinson said it appeared they misunderstood and thought the Commission’s concern was about
all signage above the ground floor. He said Commissioner Riggs’ focus tonight was specifically on
the parapet. He said he believed they had intended their upper-level signage in their diagrams to be
located at the parapet level. He said it was conceivable that a second-floor office tenant for example
might want a sign at the second-floor space. He asked Mr. Sanandaji if they could change their limit
on upper-level signage to an equivalent language limit on signage just at the parapet level. Mr.
Sanandaji said it would work for their projects, but the goal was not intended to be a set of
modifications specifically tailored to Springline. He said they were going to revisit the Commission
with their specific Master Sign Program and proposal. He said in conjunction and through the
discussions they had with Stanford and contemplating what potential future development might
come that would be impacted by these modifications that he could certainly see a scenario in which
building architecture would really require signage to not be at the parapet level but rather sort of in
the midlevel whether it was a second floor or otherwise, and that being a more appropriate
application. He said they did not want to be prescriptive and try to write something that really only
solved their project issue. He said they were looking for modifications that would more broadly and
appropriately apply to the entire area and for all projects. He said selfishly speaking it would work
perfectly fine for their program.

Commissioner Riggs said he was thinking of other projects and even quoting a couple of projects
that were as small as 10,000 square feet, which probably would not even fall under the label of a
large project. He said he had a follow up suggestion but noted Commissioner Harris was waiting to
speak.
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Commissioner Harris referred to the one bullet eliminating the restriction of a project identification
signage that would prevent the use of a generally known consumer product or corporate identity.
She said “generally known” confused her. She said she could not understand the actual wording of
the change. She said she did not want a “generally known consumer product or corporate identity” to
be treated differently than a new company or corporation or a new brand.

Mr. Atkinson said the language Commissioner Harris was referring to was part of the exclusion they
had before for project identification signage. He said the issue they saw in drafting that was the
project “Springline” was not a well-known commercial project or other business. He said they were
concerned that someone might think there was a circumstance where you could have a project like
this and instead of a name like Springline that did not have larger commercial meaning a big
company could come along and instead of having an arch that said Springline they could have an
arch that said Bank of America Plaza or Safeway Plaza. He said they assumed people would say
when you are having the project identification being the name of a project like that it was really
advertising. He said that was why it was in there to begin with so when they changed from an
exemption for project identification and directional to this additional allocation that became irrelevant.
He said in discussions with the City Attorney’s office they thought saying you could exclude project
identification but not if it was a well known commercial name would violate the content restriction on
consent based distinctions. He said the distinction they were making before became irrelevant.

Commissioner Harris said in general they wanted to support retail businesses and not disadvantage
them in Menlo Park.

Commissioner DeCardy said he was further along on the restriction trajectory than Commissioner
Riggs. He said as a community they had to do more development, more infill development and they
were going to have larger buildings in the downtown. He said people would be frustrated by that and
the loss of the look and feel of a small-town community. He said buildings could be designed better
to address that but if they allowed signage like that visible from the highway, or the hotel and legal
complex like that at the exit from Highway 101 to University Avenue then that would wreck the feel of
a smaller community. He said here a restriction was proposed that might be too restrictive and unfair
relative to other property owners but they had the opportunity to correct over time and be able to get
signage that actually fit the look and feel of the community and in the end be supportive of what they
had to do with greater density to have better housing in these areas. He said this was why he would
vote against the item.

Commissioner Riggs said there was concern with over-signage. He said he agreed with
Commissioner Barnes that they needed to have rules that could be read, followed and predicted, but
he thought it might be wise to augment the signage allowance here. He said the project signage was
clearly needed. He said he thought increasing it to allow for the retail signage at retail level perhaps
should be as far as they go and then allow for overall project identification signage to be a
discretionary review process. He said he thought that was the only way they could separate it
without running into legal issues. He said tenants and building management would have rules to
inform choices and the original development would be handled separately the way they handled
other issues upon initial development. He asked if the applicant could work with that and if it was an
overall viable approach to large projects.

Mr. Sanandaji said if he understood Commissioner Riggs’ proposal that would be to create or to limit
the modification to create an objective standard for purely ground floor level signage applicable to
retail or commercial uses and then have a discretionary process for any upper level signage.
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Commissioner Riggs said that was incorrect. He said he thought it would serve them best if they
removed the phrase “upper level.” He said they wanted to increase the signage allowance so it was
reasonable and proportional for retail signage at the retail level noting that there was some retail on
Oak Grove on the second level. He said they wanted to put a maximum allowable amount of
sighage at the parapet. He said the third element would be the overall project identification signage
that potentially could have a budget but was discretionary approval. He said they could call it
additional overall project identification and perhaps Ms. Doherty could lend an opinion on whether
that had any conflict with content based signage. He said the two elements would have budgets. He
said he believed that future Planning Commissions would support the overall project identification as
that was part of supporting an incoming project.

Mr. Sanandaji thanked Commissioner Riggs for the clarification. He said as long as there were clear
formulas that were based on project size, whether linear footage or otherwise, they could have a
clearer understanding of what the signage allowance was that could be parsed between the uses,
parapet and retail as examples. He said he would feel comfortable based on the assessment of their
project and the assessment of the hypothetical project that they had thought about in discussions
with the Stanford team and others to make this proposed language that that would work. He said he
would have anticipated that the Planning Commission’s review of the Master Signage Program
would have essentially entailed a review of the entirety of the composition of the signage being
proposed. He said if they were saying that there was a formulaic component for retail or sort of
among ground level, commercial and then parapet, then really the subjective component was in
terms of location and maybe size of other signage, and that then was sort of negotiated and from a
design standpoint proposed through that discretionary review process and approval or denial of the
Master Signage Program. He said from their perspective as a project sponsor he thought that would
be viable for all future large developments.

Commissioner Riggs said he hoped that rather than waiting for the Master Signage Program that
building management would be able to go ahead and tell perspective tenants how much signage to
expect. Mr. Sanandaji said his suggestion to that end and he was not sure what the process would
look like but in other jurisdictions they spent a lot of time developing a proposed hypothetical
signage plan because retail spaces were generally located in certain areas and there were only
general areas on the parapets where you would likely place commercial sighage, and then the
project identity would be there regardless of the tenancy so you could propose essentially that
Master Signage Plan as part of the original proposal so it was approved concurrently. He said it
would not lag so far behind as their project had because of absence of those rules. He said during
the design process and to Commissioner DeCardy’s point buildings could be designed in a tasteful
way meaning not just the building mass, form and aesthetics but also the sighage so it was
integrated. He said he thought that was how they could get to the best outcomes collectively as a
city and community.

Commissioner Riggs asked what they might propose for the parapet limitations as he did not think it
was really square footage but really how many signs. He said it would be nice on one building mass
to not have more than one sign. Mr. Sanandaji said that Stanford had an extremely long frontage
and the intent was to limit the number of parapet signs as a function of the length of the frontage of a
project. He said it would not be uncommon and he thought for aesthetic purposes would have better
balance if the major frontage had one parapet sign on each corner that would anchor that elevation.
He said for example the Stanford project with its long frontage might need more than three there and
the formula might allow for that. He said limiting to one did not necessarily achieve a goal of having
appropriate signage
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Commissioner Riggs said he had suggested preferably one per building mass. He said for example
Stanford had at least 10 EI Camino Real building front corners. He said even though it was a long
frontage it was a matter of signage per parapet mass. He said there were a number of masses
among what he thought were five buildings. He said by Specific Plan intent you had more than one
parapet mass due to the major modulations. He said his suggestion was that per building mass
under 100 feet that you would not have two parapet signs. Mr. Sanandaji thanked the Commissioner
for the clarification.

Chair Doran said the proposal from Commissioner Riggs was a limit on ground floor level retalil
signage with a separate limit on parapet signage, and then for a discretionary approval for project
signage. He said Mr. Sanandaji restated it somewhat differently he thought with a limit on retalil
signs, limit of parapet signage and then discretionary approval for all other signs. He asked the City
Attorney to speak to whether they were allowed to provide an extra discretionary signage allowance
if it was for project identification or if that again would run into First Amendment problems.

Ms. Doherty said she thought there was a way to structure it to accomplish what was being
recommended. She said she was not sure they were going to be able to write that language at this
hearing as she would want to work with staff and Mr. Atkinson on it. She said she thought they could
accomplish that in a manner that was content neutral.

Commissioner Barnes asked if Mr. Sanandaji and Mr. Atkinson were getting what they needed for
their project. He said he was saying that against the landscape of what he thought was a hard
process they were in. He said the applicant was toggling between what would work for their project,
Stanford’s project and hypothetical projects in the future. He said he did not think they were doing a
service to the process or the applicant or future development. He asked if this could be made a two-
step process. He asked if they could just hear what was going to work for Springline and then
through an administrative process have, and he did not know how that would work, but they would
review and approve for Springline and then have a provision that what was approved was part of a
future determination that looked across the entire Downtown Specific Plan area. He said he thought
they were arguing too many hypotheticals and he did not think they were going to get there. He said
he would be more comfortable with what was going to work for Springline, what were best practices
and then provide stakeholders a voice in the discussion.

Replying to Commissioner Barnes, Ms. Doherty said they could narrow the application of the
ordinance so that it would not apply throughout the Specific Plan area.

Commissioner Barnes asked what that would look like and whether he would make a motion.

Chair Doran said the agenda item was to make a recommendation to the City Council for an actual
ordinance. He said if a different ordinance was wanted that would need specificity that he thought
was not possible to accomplish here.

Ms. Doherty said she was not sure about a spot zoning issue as it related just to signage. She said it
was a good suggestion of something that they would look into. She said this evening they had a text
amendment that the applicant had applied for and the Planning Commission was asked to make a
recommendation on and the City Council would make a determination. She said the proposal by the
applicant would go forward to the City Council with a recommendation in favor or against or without
a recommendation. She said some of the suggestions being made tonight were useful and helpful to
the applicant as to whether they wanted to go to City Council. She said if they wanted to bifurcate
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the process that was not something the applicant would propose but something the Planning
Commission would ask the City Council to consider.

Mr. Atkinson said the concern their team would have with the change in process would be the
amount of time in terms of rethinking this. He said they were in the process of bringing on retail
people and it was very difficult to do that without the ability to tell them whether all the retail along El
Camino Real was going to have to divide up 100 square feet of signage. He said if they wanted to
just limit this to approximately the Springline site the entirety of that was included in one subdistrict
of the Specific Plan. He said there were a few other properties to the north of the project site also in
that subdistrict but were all small properties that were unlikely to be affected by this. He said he was
not sure how to proceed as time was of the essence.

Commissioner Riggs said he thought they were close to concluding a proposal that would satisfy
those patrticularly concerned about parapet signage. He said they had clarified the goals to increase
the retail signage from a budget of 100 square feet minus others to something closer to 300. He said
in the test case of the Springline project it would have a separate parapet budget. He said they could
simplify both the proposed ordinance and approval process or this recommendation process by
pulling out the overall project identification signage as special sighage that would be discretionary.

Ms. Doherty said she could summarize what Commissioner Riggs was recommending as a path
forward for them to proceed if the Chair and other commissioners were interested. She said she
thought the recommendation was to adopt the resolution with the recommendations as drafted with
the following changes: excluding project information signage from the review process as proposed
and instead subject it to a discretionary review process that would be determined and potentially
crafted before this went to the City Council. Replying to Ms. Doherty, Commissioner Riggs said he
thought it was that and asked if they had already agreed that directional signage was a separate
category and that. did not need to be restricted by the retail or parapet budgets. Ms. Doherty said
she had not heard the Commission make that decision and would defer to the Chair.

Chair Doran said he understood that if directional sighage was required that regulatory requirement
would not be subject to limits. Ms. Doherty said she wanted to clarify one thing. She said they could
differentiate against with respect to the directional signage and craft language she thought they
would be comfortable with but they were not making a blanket determination that all distinction was
not content based. She said with that small qualifier she was with Commissioner Riggs on what was
proposed.

Commissioner Harris said she supported the ordinance as written but she understood Commissioner
Riggs’ concerns. She said she would be happy to reframe bifurcating the parapet signage and the
project signage. She said the only thing she did not understand with the new idea was what the
parapet signage requirements were. She asked if they would be similar to what the original upper
level or whatever it was signage rules. She said if they were all in agreement in making the parapet
signage separate that they decide on what the rules on that were.

Commissioner Riggs said he was not challenging the good work that had been done over the many
weeks in defining that upper signage. He said he just wanted to categorize these three.

Commissioner Barnes said he thought they were making progress. He said he had deep
reservations about not hearing from the other stakeholders on this. He said if we were going to move
forward, he wanted someone to summarize besides Commissioner Riggs what was different from
what was in the current amendment.
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Replying to Chair Doran, Ms. Doherty said she would like to work through the proposed changes to
the amendment with Mr. Atkinson and Mr. Sanandaji between this meeting and the City Council
meeting. She said this was the applicant’s proposed text amendment. She said she would like
direction from the Planning Commission on what changes it wanted to see to the applicant’s text
amendment and they would then revise the resolution making the recommendations subject to those
changes.

Chair Doran said as he understood the proposal was to retain the current draft restrictions in terms
of square footage permissible both for the retail level and upper level but not include the third bullet
point, they had discussed which was additional allowance for signage based on gross floor area for
project identification and instead of having a budget to be allocated to have that be discretionary.

Commissioner Riggs referred to the page shown onscreen noting that the four bullet points were the
proposed changes to the applicant’s proposal. He said he wanted to dispense with the phrase upper
signage as what was desired was to distinguish parapet signage and retail signage or if it were more
appropriate retail and tenant signage saying he would leave that to the applicant.

Chair Doran noted it was 10:57 pm and they would need to conclude by 11 pm unless approved by
motion to continue past 11 p.m. He said there was one more item after this one. He suggested
moving to continue the meeting for the purpose of the signage amendment past 11 p.m. but not take
Item G1 and continue that to another meeting.

Chair Doran polled the Commissioners and there was an agreement to continue past 11 p.m. for the
current item under discussion and to continue Item G1 to another meeting.

Chair Doran recessed the meeting for five minutes.
Chair Doran reconvened the meeting at 11:03 p.m.

Replying to Chair Doran, Commissioner Barnes said he was not sure he understood what was being
proposed and he needed to understand.

Commissioner DeCardy said he appreciated Commissioner Barnes’ earlier comments to sever and
just do the project approval versus the whole. He said it had been very difficult for it to come
together and now they were doing the signage four years after the project had been approved. He
said there was something simple they could do. He said this proposal was going to the City Council
anyway and they could make recommendations or not recommend. He said he would vote to not
recommend.

Recognized by Chair Doran, Ms. Doherty said she and the applicant spoke and the applicant was
amenable to working with her office between tonight and the City Council meeting to propose
alternative language for the City Council to consider. She said her procedural recommendation was
they had an applicant’s text amendment before the Planning Commission and it could recommend
or not recommend it, or recommend it subject to some proposed revisions. She said what she heard
was the Commission would like to perhaps adopt the resolution recommending the text amendments
subject to a few revisions. She said the first would be to revise to allow an exemption for directional
signage. She said she thought there was a way they could do that consistent with First Amendment
principles on content based restrictions. She said the second would be to provide and establish or
utilize an existing discretionary process for project identification signage in excess of the overall
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G1.

signage allocation. She said the last was to revise the upper-level limitations to be based on some
parapet square footage or frontage measurement. She said they needed to understand better
Commissioner Riggs’ intent on that if the Commission wanted to make that a recommendation.

Commissioner Riggs said he was not proposing any change to the calculation, the measurement or
budget, rather he was proposing that they refer to parapet signage as a limitation distinct from the
tenant signage and dispense with the terms upper-level signage because the concern was with the
tops of buildings, the parapets being overloaded with signage.

Commissioner Riggs moved to approve the proposal for signage amendments with the following
revisions that directional sighage be separated from building signage budget, that parapet and
tenant level signage be distinct budgets, with the intent to restrict parapet sighage and augment
tenant particularly retail signage and that overall project identification signage be approved through
discretionary reviews. Chair Doran suggested clarifying that the tenant signage would be subject to
the formula in the existing amendment and the parapet sighage be subject to the formula in the
existing amendment for upper-level signage. Commissioner Riggs said yes and which he thought in
this case would be 200 square feet for Springline as opposed to that additional 200 square feet for
the Springline project identification sign. Commissioner Harris seconded the motion.

Commissioner Barnes asked Ms. Doherty about the practicality of the proposed motion and from the
applicant as to the functionality of the proposed revisions.

Ms. Doherty said she thought they could take this direction and craft some revisions to the ordinance
that were content neutral and defensible.

Replying to Commissioner Barnes, Mr. Sanandaji said there was no intent to change budgets and
they wanted the formulas prescribed in the draft ordinance. He said if any of those were exceeded
that was where discretionary review would occur as part of the application process for the Master
Sign Program. He said this would work for their project with the further clarification as it was
extremely helpful for leasing and marketing to have prescriptive limits. He said that was the
transparency and the objective metric they all could rely on.

ACTION: M/S (Riggs/Harris) to recommend that the City Council approve the proposed text
amendments, with the following revision:
¢ Revise the ordinance to provide an exemption for directional signage;
e Provide for a discretionary review process for project identification signage in excess of the
overall sighage allocation; and
¢ Eliminate upper level sighage references and replace them with reference to parapet
signage.

Motion passed 4-1-2 with Commissioner DeCardy opposed and Commissioners Kennedy and Tate
absent.

Presentation Item

Presentation for a Master Plan/Signature Development Group and Peninsula Innovation Partners,
LLC on behalf of Meta Platforms, Inc. (formerly Facebook, Inc.)/1350-1390 Willow Road, 925-1098
Hamilton Avenue, and 1005-1275 Hamilton Court:

Receive a presentation on the proposed Willow Village mixed-use master plan development. This
presentation would allow for the Planning Commission and members of the community to learn more
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H1.

about the proposed project. The proposed Master Plan would comprehensively redevelop an
approximately 59-acre existing industrial, research and development (R&D), and warehousing
campus with up to 1,730 housing units, up to 200,000 square feet of retail uses, an approximately
1,600,000 square feet office campus for Meta, formerly Facebook, (inclusive of 1,250,000 square
feet of office use and up to 350,000 square feet of meeting and collaboration space), a 193 room
hotel, and publicly accessible open space including an approximately 3.5 acre publicly accessible
park. The proposal includes a request for an increase in height, floor area ratio (FAR), and density
under the bonus level development allowance in exchange for community amenities. The proposed
project also includes the realignment of Hamilton Avenue and an elevated park to connect the main
project site with the Belle Haven Neighborhood Shopping Center. The project would also consider
reconstruction of an existing service station at 1399 Willow Road and an approximately 6,700
square foot expansion at the Belle Haven neighborhood shopping center as a future separate
phase. The main project site encompasses multiple parcels zoned O-B (Office) and R-MU-B
(Residential Mixed Use). The gas station and shopping center parcels are zoned C-2-S
(Neighborhood Shopping, Restrictive). (Staff Report #22-005-PC)

Iltem was continued to a future meeting.

Informational ltems

Future Planning Commission Meeting Schedule

e Regular Meeting: January 24, 2022

Planner Sandmeier said that the agenda for January 24 would include the Housing Element NOP
and a single-family residential project.

Chair Doran said he found the single PDF document for all the agenda items very cumbersome and
hoped they could go back to the prior format.

Commissioner Barnes suggested on the same matter that they at least keep the links to staff reports
on the agenda.

e Regular Meeting: February 14, 2022
e Regular Meeting: February 28, 2022

Adjournment

Chair Doran adjourned the meeting at 11:31 p.m.

Staff Liaison: Corinna Sandmeier, Acting Principal Planner
Recording Secretary: Brenda Bennett

Approved by the Planning Commission on February 28, 2022
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MEMORANDUM

Date: 3/9/2022

To: Planning Commission

From: Corinna Sandmeier, Acting Principal Planner

Re:  Corrected Minutes for January 10, 2022 Planning Commission Meeting

On January 10, 2022, the Planning Commission approved a use permit to demolish
an existing one-story, single-family residence and one detached accessory building,
and construct a new two-story residence with a basement on a substandard lot with
regard to minimum lot width in the R-E (Residential Estate) zoning district, at 755
Hermosa Way. The use permit request included excavation within the left-side
setback for a basement lightwell. The project was approved 6-0-1, with Commissioner
Tate absent.

The action included project-specific condition 4b. At the February 28, 2022 Planning
Commission meeting, the approval of the January 10, 2022 minutes was continued
as a guestion arose on whether the text of condition 4b included in the minutes fully
captured the Commission’s action. After reviewing the recording of the meeting, staff
determined that the condition of approval in the draft minutes did not accurately
reflect the Commission’s action. The condition, with the corrections, is included below
and in the attached draft corrected minutes:

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the
applicant shall submit revised plans to clarify that the hedges would not
consist of trees and to provide one or two new trees between the left side of
the second floor deck and left-side property line for privacy screening, subject
to review and approval of the Planning Division and the City Arborist.

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the corrected minutes.

Attachments
A. Draft Corrected January 10, 2022 Planning Commission Minutes
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» Outdated Signage Ordinance in Menlo Park

» Summary of existing Menlo Park signage
regulations

»Menlo Park, Palo Alto, and Redwood City
signage standards and precedent imagery

» Present revised proposal to address Planning

Commission comments

» Community outreach

Menlo Park Signage

Outdated Menlo Park
Signage signage
Ordinance regulations

Signage
Springline standards and

Next Steps precedent
imagery

Revised
Signage
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*Planning Commission Study Session #1 on October 18t 2021 and Study Session #2 December 7t 2021

Recap of Signage Issues

> History: The current Menlo Park Signage Ordinance was originally designed for smalllots or small business in the
Downtown Core. A 100 sf cap on primary frontage and 50 sf cap on secondary frontages disproportionately hurt longer
frontage/larger developments. City Council has previously recognized that current signage area limits are not adequate for

larger projects (like Springline) in Specific Plan area.
» Location: Signage Amendment is being proposed to apply to the Downtown Specific Plan (ECR/D-SP) zoning district only.

» Goal of this meeting: As Springline is currently opening and signage issues have persisted since 2017, retailers have
been significantly delayed and project is experiencing urgency to have adequate signage. Next steps are to obtain final
recommendation to City Council on proposal for amendment to allow for Community Serving Uses and other commercial

users to have the reasonable signage rights comparable to neighboring jurisdictions.

» Master Signage Plan: All existing signage controls, guidelines, and design standards remain in place. This amendment
will provide for adjustments to zoning to enable Springline and Middle Plaza to continue on with the Menlo Park signage
protocol process of design, review, and permitting. Amendment includes language pursuant to Planning Commission Study

Session comments regarding process for approval of Master Signage Plan.

Menlo Park Signage Regulation and

Signage Code

» Code 16.92.110 - (7) No sign should be animated by means

of flashing or traveling lights, moving or rotating parts or any

other methods causing a non stationary condition

Signage Guidelines

> Beintegrated to the fagade of the building design, consistent

with architecture in terms of style, materials, colors,
proportions

» Should be proportionate to the size of buildings and size of

site; size compatible with other signs in surrounding area.

» In general, letters between 8-18 inches is acceptable;
lettering larger than 24 inches may be considered for
buildings with large setbacks from the street.

> Signs lit with external source are recommended over

internally lit signs; “halo” illumination is also acceptable.

» Colors, materials, design should be compatible and
harmonies with color, materials, design of building and

surrounding area.

Guidelines — No Changes Proposed

» Signs using “bright colors” (specified shades of yellow,
orange, red shall require PC review/approval (unless less

than 25% of area).

A4

Building signs shall be flush against building, may not project
above eave of roof or top of parapet.

» Each business tenant shall be limited to one building
mounted sign on each streetfrontage. (In addition, each
business is allowed a suspended or blade sign.)

» Exposed tube neon signs are not encouraged.

v

All signs require approval of Director of Community
Development/designee

v

(Fair Sharing Concept) - Allocate area of signage based on
business frontage
» For Multi-tenant buildings, a coordinated sign program shall

be prepared for property with more than one tenant.

v

For Multi-tenant buildings, signage for the complex should

be coordinated.

v

For Multi-tenant building, concept of “fair sharing” shall be

used




Existing Signage Standards —
Menlo Park

» City of Menlo Park
Maximum 100 sf of signage capped at 80 linear feet at primary frontage of lot.
No additional signage at primary facade beyond 100 sf after cap is hit.

Maximum 50 sf of signage at secondary frontages of lot.

o O o o

Master Sign Program for Multi-Tenant Properties.

Existing Signage —Menlo Park
on EI Camino Real non-Hwy 01

Signage Standards — Palo Alto

» City of Palo Alto
o Sign areaallowance broken in freestanding signs and wall signs with a combination of
signs allowed as the maximum.
o Freestanding - 1 sign per frontage with an additional sign allowed for frontage beyond
250 If.
o Wall signs based on square footage of wall — 135 sf of sign for 5,000 sf of wall with 7 sf
of signage are added for each additional 500 sf of wall.

o0 Master Sign Program process with opening to additional signage area.

Existing Signage — Palo Alto
On EI Camino Real ¢on-Hwy 01




Existing Signage — Palo Alto
Off of EI Camino Real ron- Hwy oy

e Signage Standards — Redwood City

» City of Redwood City
o Sign areacalculated at 1.5 sf of sign areato 1 If of frontage.
o Eachground floor establishment may display one sign - Each legally recognized tenant
is allowed at least 50 sf of sign area.

o0 Master Sign Program process with opening to additional signage area.

Existing Signage — Redwood City Proposed Signage Standard
(non-Hwy 100 Modifications

i. All existing City rules/guidance on sign colors, lighting etc. would apply to any signage authorized by
proposed amendments.

ii. Retain proposal to eliminate 100 sf and 50 sfarea caps, while retaining basic City signage area equation.

ii. Maximum sign area on any frontage shall be 1,000 sf regardless of the length of frontage.

iv.  Max of 50 sf per commercial sign.

V. Limit on upper level tenant signage per frontage.

vi.  Additional Allocation for Large Commercial Projects +50,000 GFA of 1 sf of Signage / 1,000 sf of Commercial
GFA. This replaces the previously proposed exemption for Project ID and direction signage based on City
Attorney advice. This approach provides a similar allocation of signage as the previous proposed exemption.

vii.  Any increased signage under proposed amendment would be reviewed by Planning Commission as part of a
Master Sign Plan; once master sign plan was reviewed/approved by Planning Commission individual signs
that were consistent would be approved administratively. Allocation between tenants to be address as part of
Master Sign Plan.

vii.  Planning Commission review of Master Signage Plan would focus on harmony / compatibility with design and

general conformance with City Design Guidelines and some authority to grant exceptions.

» Planning Staff Report Note: Proposed signage revisions result in allocations comparable to neighboring jurisdictions.




El Camino Real Perspective
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e Oak Grove Frontage Il lustration e Garwood Frontage lllustration

1302 El Camino Real
North Tower (East Fagade)

A Community Outreach

» Residential neighbors, neighboring businesses and visitors.

» The Menlo Chamber has been instrumental in socializing

these proposed changes amongst their membership and has

graciously hosted us at several farmers markets including,

Local
Businesses

Residential

most recently, on 12/5 and 12/8. The Springline team shared Neighbors

our proposed signage massing plan to canvass.

» Feedback to date has been very supportive of allowing

commercial (office), retail and project identification/wayfinding, Springline Menlo Park
Community Chamber of
as proposed with the goal of insuring our project is a Outreach Commerce

commercial success to the benefit of activating Downtown.

Menlo Park Menlo Park

Bon Marché Farmers
Outdoor Market
Market December Thank you

December 8™ §
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