AGENDA ITEM G-1

Community Development
STAFF REPORT
City Council
Meeting Date:
Staff Report Number:
Public Hearing:

1/12/2016
16-005-CC
Consider a Request for Architectural Control,
Major Subdivision, Below Market Rate (BMR)
Housing Agreement, and Heritage Tree Removal
Permit to Allow the Demolition of Existing Garden
Nursery Buildings, and Construction of 24
Attached Townhouse-style Residential Units and
Associated Site Improvements, Located at 133
Encinal Avenue in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino
Real/Downtown Specific Plan) Zoning District

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the City Council concur with the recommendations of the Planning Commission to
take the following actions associated with the proposed project:
1. Approve the Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement, to provide three on-site BMR units
(Attachment B);
2. Adopt a Resolution Approving the Heritage Tree Removal Permits, to allow the removal of five
heritage trees (Attachment C);
3. Make Findings and Approve the Architectural Control, to review the design of the 24 townhousestyle residential units and associated site improvements; and,
4. Make Findings and Approve the Major Subdivision, to create 24 condominium units.
The full recommended actions and conditions of approval are included as Attachment A, and a set of the
project plans are included as Attachment F.
Policy Issues
Each BMR Housing Agreement, Heritage Tree Removal Permit, Architectural Control, Major Subdivision
request is considered individually. The City Council should consider whether the required Architectural
Control and Subdivision findings can be made for the proposal.
Background
Site location
The subject site is approximately 1.7 acres located at 133 Encinal Avenue in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino
Real/ Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district. The site is on the north side of Encinal Avenue between
El Camino Real and the Caltrain railroad tracks. Adjacent uses include attached townhouses to the north,
the Caltrain railroad tracks to the east, apartments to the south, and offices to the west. A location map is
included as Attachment D.
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The subject site operated as Roger Reynolds Nursery, a commercial garden nursery, from 1919 through
2013, and has since been unoccupied. There are currently three buildings and several storage sheds
associated with the former nursery use.
Housing Commission recommendation
The proposed Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing proposal was reviewed by the Housing Commission at
its meeting on May 6, 2015. The Housing Commission unanimously recommended approval for the
provision of three BMR units on site consisting of one low-income BMR unit and two moderate-income
BMR units, which is discussed in more detail in the Below Market Rate Housing Agreement section below,
and minutes from the Housing Commission meeting are included as Attachment H.
Environmental Quality Commission recommendation
The proposed heritage tree removals were reviewed by the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) at
its meeting on June 24, 2015. The EQC unanimously recommended the retention of additional heritage
and non-heritage trees in the front half of the site, along with more stringent measures to ensure the
health of retained trees throughout the construction process. Their recommendation is discussed in more
detail in the Trees and Landscaping section below, and minutes from the EQC meeting are included as
Attachment I.
Planning Commission recommendation
The proposed project was reviewed by the Planning Commission at its meeting on October 19, 2015. At
the meeting, the Planning Commission also heard comments from seven neighbors who expressed
concerns regarding privacy and overall project design. The Planning Commission unanimously
recommended approval of the project, with direction for the applicant to continue to work with neighbors
and staff to modify building D at the rear of the site to better address privacy concerns. Revisions to the
project pursuant to the Planning Commission’s recommendations are discussed in more detail below, and
excerpt minutes from the Planning Commission meeting are included as Attachment J.
Overall project review
The subject application was submitted in August 2014. Review of the project took time to address the
concerns raised by the neighbors, refine the site layout and architectural design, and the need to verify full
compliance with the Specific Plan’s extensive design standards and guidelines. The initial development
included 26 units in nine three-story townhouse-style buildings and a community building. Neighbors along
Stone Pine Lane to the rear of the site expressed concerns regarding the overall development density,
design, and privacy issues with this initial proposal. In response to neighbors’ concerns, the applicant
reduced the unit count from 26 to 24 units, reconfigured the site layout and building design at the rear, and
removed the community building. These changes are discussed in the Correspondence section below.
While the overall architectural style did not change as part of the review process, the applicant did make
key changes in response to comments from staff and staff’s design consultant to address key Specific
Plan standards and guidelines. Technical reports, including the arborist report and acoustic analysis,
required multiple revisions in order to provide enhancements and clarifications that are discussed in a
following section.
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Analysis
Project description
The applicant is proposing to construct 24 residential townhouse-style units and associated site
improvements. The residential units would be distributed in seven buildings throughout the site, with
each building containing between two and five units. A data table summarizing parcel and project
attributes is included as Attachment E. The project plans and the applicant’s project description letter are
included as Attachments F and G, respectively.
Residential dwelling units are a permitted use in the El Camino Real Mixed Use land use designation.
The residences would include four three-bedroom units and 20 four-bedroom units. The proposal would
meet the Specific Plan’s Base level standards, which were established to achieve inherent public
benefits, such as the redevelopment of underutilized properties, the creation of more vitality and activity,
and the promotion of healthy living and sustainability. As specified by the Specific Plan, the development
would be required to achieve LEED Silver certification (condition 6f).
The development would have a residential density of 13.8 dwelling units per acre, well under the limit of 20
dwelling units per acre (which would equate to 34 dwelling units for this size parcel). The project would
have a FAR (Floor Area Ratio) of 0.73, below the 0.75 maximum. The FAR has been calculated per the
definition of Gross Floor Area, which includes all levels of a structure, with exemptions for covered parking
and certain non-usable/non-occupiable areas. The development would adhere to the building height (38
feet) limit, and the façade height (30 feet) limit along both the front and rear. The proposed front setback
would be between 16.2 and 18.2 feet, and would accommodate a 15-foot wide public sidewalk, entry
walkways, landscaping, and the preservation of an existing heritage tree.
The subject site currently consists of one parcel with a 40-foot wide utility easement along the entire
length of the right side property line for a water pipeline. The City and County of San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission (SFPUC) has rights to this easement, and has imposed restrictions on
improvements within the easement area that would preclude any structures, use for emergency access,
and the planting of large trees and shrubs. The applicant has coordinated with SFPUC to ensure that the
proposed landscape and hardscape improvements within the easement would be in compliance with
SFPUC’s requirements. Although no structures are permitted within the easement, the easement area
still contributes towards the maximum allowable FAR and minimum open space.
The applicant has submitted a tentative map for a major subdivision to allow the 24 residential units to be
sold individually as condominiums on the existing shared common lot. With the exception of exclusive use
easements for private open space, all shared facilities and landscaping would be maintained by the future
homeowner’s association. The applicant has indicated that all units will have Encinal Avenue addresses.
Design and materials
Staff has prepared a detailed Standards and Guidelines Compliance Worksheet (Attachment K), which
discusses all relevant Specific Plan Chapter E (Land Use and Building Character) requirements in detail.
The proposal complies with all standards (which are required), and the majority of guidelines (which are
recommended). Where guidelines are only partially complied with, the basis/context for that is noted.
General design
The site plan is organized so that most buildings would be set parallel with the front lot line, with the sides
of end units facing the Caltrain tracks to limit noise impacts on units. Primary open spaces would be at the
northeast and northwest corners of the site where prominent groves of oaks and redwoods would be
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preserved, and along the eastern edge of the site where paved seating areas and garden plots are
proposed.
The craftsman-style buildings would be clad in dark stained cedar shingles and cedar horizontal lap siding
with contrasting white painted window groupings, deck railings, trim and decorative brackets. The color
scheme would use two general color groups, brown and grey, for building cladding and roofing color.
Gable roof edges, entry porches with stone base walls supporting pairs of wood posts, and large window
bays would punctuate the façades. The streetscape façade for the two buildings fronting on Encinal
Avenue would have some common forms, but would be more balanced than repetitive in overall façade
composition. The porches would be somewhat underscaled given the three-story building mass as seen
along Encinal Avenue, but the corner porches to each side of the main entry drive would be well located to
articulate the corners of buildings A and G at the ground floor and mark the project’s entry point on the
street. Additionally, the projecting building forms above the corner porches and elsewhere on the side
walls of buildings A and G would effectively provide scale to the building form and articulation to the upper
wall mass.
There would be one building break along Encinal Avenue, which would serve as the project entry point for
both cars and pedestrians. At the visual termination of the main drive aisle would be several new trees,
including a larger specimen (48-inch box) flowering tree and several evergreen trees.
The site layout and building orientation are designed such that parking and garages would not be visible
from Encinal Avenue, nor prominently visible along the site’s main access driveway and internal
pedestrian walkways. Most of the parking would be tucked between buildings and accessed from
secondary drive aisles. At building F where units front the main drive aisle, tandem parking would be used
within garages so that single wide garage doors face the drive aisle instead of double wide doors.
At the center of the site would be ten units in buildings B and C that face each other along a pedestrian
path perpendicular to the main entry drive. The pedestrian path would lead to the unit entries as well as to
the gardens along the east side of the site within the SFPUC easement. The west side of the pedestrian
path would face a courtyard entry space to two units in building F. Decorative paving would link the linear
pedestrian path with the courtyard to strengthen the visual cross axis.
Overall, while constraints with the SFPUC easement make planning townhouse-style units somewhat
difficult, the general design approach has been managed to highlight building and landscape features, and
downplay parking and garages.
Buildings and units
With the exception of the three two-story units in building D at the rear, all the buildings and townhouse
units would consist of three stories. Typical townhomes would have two-car garages, with entries and an
extra bedroom on the first floor, living areas and a deck on the second floor, and three bedrooms on the
third floor. Some units vary from this formula.
Building D, which faces the Stone Pine Lane townhouse development in the rear, is a two-story building
where the second story is stepped back from the rear, and is designed with high sill height windows on the
second floor to limit privacy impacts on the adjacent rear neighbors. The three units in this building would
feature living areas on the ground floor and bedrooms on the second floor. This building has been revised
since the Planning Commission meeting, in order to address neighbor concerns, as is discussed further in
the Correspondence section.
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Noise control is a factor with the project’s location next to the train tracks. Buildings A, B, C, and D would
have noise attenuated windows on their north, south, and east walls. Noise attenuation would be provided
with the use of double glazed windows plus an additional interior sash.
Parking and circulation
Vehicular
As required by the Specific Plan, a minimum of 1.85 parking spaces per dwelling unit would be provided
for each of the 24 residences. Each unit is designed with a two-car garage, where 22 units have side-byside garages, and two units have garages in a tandem configuration. Additionally, five uncovered parking
spaces would be provided throughout the site. Tandem parking is not typically permitted for required
parking spaces; however, the two tandem garages may be approved because the overall parking supply
of 51 standard (non-tandem) parking spaces on the site would exceed the 45 spaces that are required to
be provided. As a result, the second tandem space in these garages is considered surplus.
Per the Specific Plan, a minimum of three residential parking spaces are required to be provided with an
electric vehicle charger. The plans currently designate all three charging stations to be installed in private
garages, with one charging station each in buildings E, F, and G, which meets the Specific Plan
requirement.
There is currently on-street parking on Encinal Avenue along the project frontage. Future build-out of the
Specific Plan identifies a future Class II/Class III bicycle route on Encinal Avenue between El Camino Real
and the railroad tracks. Future implementation of the bicycle lane would likely necessitate the removal of
existing on-street parking along the project site’s frontage, but it is not anticipated that this improvement
would result in changes to the location of the existing curb. Given that the proposed development would
provide off-street parking spaces in excess of the minimum requirement, there would be sufficient parking
provided on the site such that the development would not be affected by the presence or absence of onstreet parking.
Bicycle
In addition to automobile parking, the Specific Plan requires bicycle parking for all new developments, for
both short-term and long-term use. Since all residential units would have private garages, the long-term
requirement is addressed by each unit’s garage. The short-term requirement would need to be addressed
through the installation of at least three bicycle parking spaces, which would be clarified as part of the
building permit submittal (condition 6g).
Pedestrian
In this area, the Specific Plan specifies that sidewalks should have a 15-foot total width, made up of a fivefoot furnishings zone and a ten-foot clear walking zone. As shown on the site plan and landscape plan, a
minimum of ten feet of unobstructed sidewalk would be provided on the interior side of the furnishings
zone along the majority of the frontage. To account for the fact that the adjacent properties have narrower,
attached sidewalks (and may continue to for some time), the proposed furnishings zone would be paved
as it approaches the sides, allowing pedestrians to transition from the new detached sidewalk to the older
attached sidewalks. A walking zone narrower than 10-feet would be installed at the right side property line,
which staff believes would be necessary in order to preserve an existing tree and provide a better
transition to the existing pedestrian crossing at the railroad tracks. For the portion of the sidewalk that
extends onto the subject property, a Public Access Easement (PAE) would need to be recorded (condition
5g).
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The residential homes along Encinal Avenue would feature entries with direct access from the Encinal
Avenue sidewalk. Pedestrian access to/from the rest of the site would be provided by pedestrian paths
along the drive aisle. Where drive aisle widths limit the ability to install pedestrian walkways to access
residential entries, decorative pavers would be used to identify key driveway crossing points. This paving
could be driven on, but vehicle/pedestrian conflicts should be limited given the relatively low on-site traffic
volumes and speeds.
With the addition of new housing at the site, the City anticipates an increase in pedestrian crossing
demand at Garwood Way, to connect to nearby destinations including the Menlo Park Caltrain station. The
proposed project includes a new marked crosswalk on Encinal Avenue at Garwood Way to improve
pedestrian connections to transit facilities and downtown.
Subdivision
As noted earlier, the applicant is proposing a major subdivision to allow the 24 dwelling units to be bought
and sold independently. State law outlines factors that the Planning Commission (or City Council, if
applicable) may consider in reviewing the request for subdivisions. Specifically, there are five factors for
the decision-making body to consider.
The first consideration is whether the proposed subdivision is in conformance with the City’s General Plan.
The General Plan land use designation for the subject property is El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan,
which is consistent with the SP-ECR/D zoning district. The proposed subdivision would not conflict with
General Plan goals and policies, and would comply with the Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Ordinance.
The second factor to consider is whether the site of the subdivision is physically suitable for the proposed
type or density of the development. The proposed subdivision would meet all applicable regulations of the
Subdivision Ordinance as well as all development regulations pertaining to the El Camino Real North-East
– Low Density (ECR NE-L) district within the Specific Plan. The existing lot contains two commercial
buildings and the proposed subdivision would result in 24 townhouse residences.
The third and fourth factors are concerned with whether the design of the subdivision or proposed
improvements is likely to cause substantial environmental damage or serious public health problems. The
proposed subdivision is located within a fully developed neighborhood and all necessary utilities are
readily available. In addition, the development of the properties would need to adhere to specific
conditions of the Engineering Division, all applicable building codes and requirements of other agencies
such as the Sanitary District, Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and other utility companies. Adherence to
the conditions and all applicable codes would eliminate substantial or serious environmental or public
health impacts.
The final factor to consider is whether the proposed subdivision would conflict with any public access
easements. No public access easements currently exist on the site, so there is no conflict. As part of the
proposed sidewalk improvements, the proposed development would dedicate a public access easement
for the portion of the new sidewalk that encroaches onto private property. Staff has determined that the
dedication of the public access easement would improve sidewalk access and usability.
Staff has reviewed the tentative map and has found the map to be in compliance with State and City
regulations subject to the conditions outlined in Attachment A. All standard and project specific conditions
of approval would need to be complied with prior to recordation of the final map. The applicant would need
to apply for the final map within two years of the approval date of the tentative map. In order to deny the
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proposed subdivision, the City Council would need to make specific findings that would identify conditions
or requirements of the State law or the City’s ordinance that have not been satisfied.
Trees and landscaping
There are 30 heritage trees on and near the project property, including a grove of heritage redwood trees
in the northwest corner, a grove of heritage oak trees in the northeast corner, six heritage trees on the
adjacent property to the west (1600 El Camino Real), three heritage trees on the adjacent property to the
north (192 Stone Pine Lane), and one heritage street tree along Encinal Avenue. The overall site layout is
designed to preserve the two groves of trees at the northwest and northeast corners of the property, while
trees elsewhere on the property are proposed for removal.
The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment L) to evaluate 36 trees on and near the subject
property, including 30 heritage trees and six non-heritage trees. The report determines the present
condition, discusses the impacts of the proposed improvements, and provides recommendations for tree
preservation. Some tree preservation measures during construction include installation of tree protection
fencing, hand excavation within close proximity to trees, and arborist monitoring during grading excavation.
All recommendations identified in the arborist report would be ensured through condition 5f.
Heritage trees
The applicant is proposing to remove five heritage trees, summarized in the following table:
Table 1: Proposed Heritage Tree Removals
Heritage Tree
Tree #7: Coast redwood
(Sequoia sempervirens)
Tree #10: Incense cedar
(Calocedrus decurrens)
Tree #23: Coast redwood
(Sequoia sempervirens)
Tree #25: Japanese maple
(Acer palmatum)
Tree #46: Coast redwood
(Sequoia sempervirens)

Size (diameter
in inches)

Condition

Location

15.8

Good

Front

18.3

Good

Front

37.0

Good

Front

20.8

Fair

Front

16.8

Fair

Center

The City Arborist had reviewed the arborist report and conducted a site visit to independently evaluate the
health and condition of each tree, and had recommended tentative approval for the removal of all five
heritage trees. The proposed heritage tree removals were considered by the EQC at its meeting on June
24, 2015. The EQC was generally supportive of staff’s recommendation for the heritage tree removals,
with the exception of trees #23 and #25, which the EQC expressed a desire to be retained, although it was
acknowledged that retention of tree #23 would be challenging due to its location. The EQC also
recommended the retention of trees #2 (non-heritage Japanese maple) and #15 (non-heritage crape
myrtle) that were proposed for removal due to construction impacts. Additionally, the EQC expressed
concerns over potential damage to and removal of heritage trees during the construction process, and
requested that Planning staff explore prohibiting the transfer of title should the Heritage Tree Ordinance be
violated during construction. The minutes from the EQC meeting are included as Attachment I. The draft
resolution approving the heritage tree removal permits for the five trees listed in Table 1 is included as
Attachment C.
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In response to the EQC’s recommendation, the applicant was able to retain tree #15 by realigning the
sidewalk to taper around this tree, but retention of the other trees proved to be infeasible.
Tree #23 is still proposed for removal because it is in direct conflict with the footprint of proposed building
A. Tree #23 is located within the rear portion of building A, and its retention would require significantly
redesigning the building with the potential loss of one or more units. Retention of tree #23 would be more
feasible with the removal of tree #11 (heritage incense cedar) at the front of the building, thus allowing the
building to be pushed forward closer to the street. While the applicant initially requested the removal of
tree #11, the City Arborist recommended its retention due to its prominence along the street and its
suitability for preservation, and the applicant has accommodated this request by redesigning the building
with the middle units pushed back to enable its preservation. The proposed project could accommodate
the retention of one, but not both trees, and the City Arborist’s evaluation determined that of the two, tree
#11 would be more suitable for preservation.
Tree #25 is still proposed for removal due to conflicts with the proposed construction. While not within
the proposed building footprint, it is within close proximity to proposed building A, and significant
construction activity would occur within the dripline of this tree such that its health would be
compromised. Furthermore, the City Arborist has indicated that tree #25 is not a suitable candidate for
preservation.
Non-heritage tree #2, located along the front of the property, is still proposed for removal because it is in
direct conflict with the location of the proposed sidewalk. The Specific Plan requires a 15-foot wide
sidewalk consisting of a 10-foot wide clear walking zone and five-foot wide furnishings zone along the
street frontage. The applicant had explored retention of tree #2, but found that doing so would result in a
substandard sidewalk width of five feet, four inches as the sidewalk tapers around tree #2, and due to the
encroachment of the existing utility pole and guy wire obstructions, the full width could not be used for
walking. Therefore, retention of this tree would significantly compromise the usability of the sidewalk.
Furthermore, the City Arborist has indicated that tree #2 is not a suitable candidate for preservation. An
additional consideration is that redevelopment of the adjacent property to the left would necessitate
building out the full 15-foot wide sidewalk along Encinal Avenue to connect to the proposed sidewalk. Staff
believes removal of tree #2 would improve the usability of the sidewalk and would facilitate future sidewalk
connections to the adjacent property to the left.
According to the City Attorney, the City’s Heritage Tree ordinance specifies the enforcement mechanism
for the illegal removal of a heritage tree during development. Restricting title transfer and effectively
prohibiting the sale of the proposed for-sale residential units is not consistent with the provisions of the
City’s Heritage Tree ordinance and might expose the City to a claim of a regulatory taking by the City for
depriving the owner of utility or value for the property until the unit can be sold and therefore exposing the
City to a claim for damages for such taking. In past experience, requiring a bond to be posted to ensure
the health of heritage trees over a period of time (consistent with the City’s Heritage Tree ordinance) has
proven to be an effective mechanism to ensure compliance with the Heritage Tree Ordinance. For this
project, staff is proposing a requirement for the applicant to post a bond on all heritage trees that would
potentially be affected by construction as part of the recommended conditions of approval (condition 6b).
The bond would be posted for a period of five years to ensure the viability of the heritage trees for a
sufficient length of time to gauge any impacts during the construction process.
The preliminary landscape plan shows 21 heritage tree replacements to compensate for the loss of five
heritage trees, which represents a ratio of 4.2 replacement trees for each heritage tree proposed for
removal. The preliminary landscape plan also indicates that approximately 68 new trees would be
planted throughout the site, including four street trees along Encinal Avenue. The proposed play
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equipment in the redwood grove would have low impact to the trees, and would provide a recreational
amenity. The proposed street trees would consist of 15-gallon sweet bay trees, although the final size
and species would require the City Arborist’s approval.
Open space
The project would meet the El Camino Real North-East – Low Density (ECR NE-L) minimum open space
requirement of 20 percent of the lot, with 41.3 percent proposed. The majority of the open space would be
met at ground level through at-grade porches, patios, the front sidewalk, private yards, landscaped
SFPUC easement, and the preservation of two groves of trees in the rear corners. Eight of the 24 units
(units in buildings D, E, and F) would face the interior or rear lot lines, and would have small private yard
areas. Upper level decks would provide additional usable private open space.
Trash and recycling
Each residential unit would store individual refuse bins in the private garages. The bins would be wheeled
out to the private driveway on service day for collection. The plans have been reviewed and tentatively
approved by the City’s refuse collector, Recology.
Below Market Rate Housing Agreement
The proposed project is required to comply with Chapter 16.96 of City’s Municipal Code, (“BMR
Ordinance”), and with the BMR Housing Program Guidelines adopted by the City Council to implement the
BMR Ordinance (“BMR Guidelines”). Residential use is allowed by the applicable zoning regulations on
the subject property. In accordance with the BMR Ordinance, a residential development of 20 or more
units is required to provide not less than 15 percent of the units at below market rates to very low-, low-,
and moderate-income households. If the number of units required for a residential development includes a
fraction of a unit, the developer shall provide either a whole unit or a prorated in lieu payment to account
for the fraction of a unit. The BMR obligation for the proposed 24-unit project is 3.6 BMR units. The
applicant’s original BMR proposal included three moderate-income BMR units on site and payment of an
in lieu fee for the remaining 0.6 fraction of a unit.
At the May 6, 2015 Housing Commission meeting, the Housing Commission expressed a strong
preference for one low-income and two moderate-income units with no in lieu fee, but were willing to
consider the applicant’s initial proposal of three moderate-income units with an in lieu fee should provision
of their preferred option prove infeasible. The provision of one low-income unit is preferred because there
is a greater need for units at this income level. The minutes from the Housing Commission meeting are
included as Attachment H.
In response to the Housing Commission’s recommendation, the applicant has revised the BMR proposal
to align with the Housing Commission’s desire for one low-income and two moderate-income units with no
in lieu fee. The applicant’s BMR proposal and the draft BMR Housing Agreement are included as
Attachments G and B, respectively.
The three proposed BMR units would be distributed throughout the subject site. Unit A would be located in
Building A fronting along Encinal Avenue, and would be an end unit that is adjacent to the site’s open
space amenity and nearest the railroad tracks. Unit B would be located in Building C on the interior of the
site, and like Unit A, it would also be an end unit that is adjacent to the site’s open space amenity and
nearest the railroad tracks. Unit C would be located in Building F in the western portion of the site adjacent
to an existing office development, and would be an interior unit within the building. The locations, floor
plans, and elevations for each unit are provided in Attachment B. The bedroom and bathroom counts,
approximate unit sizes, and garage configurations are summarized in the table below:
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Table 2: Proposed BMR Units Summary
Unit
A
B
C

Bedrooms /
Bathrooms
4 bedrooms/
3.5 bathrooms
4 bedrooms/
3.5 bathrooms
4 bedrooms /
4 bathrooms

Approximate
Square
Footage
1,889 sq.ft.
1,889 sq.ft.
2,131 sq.ft.

Garage Type
2 side-byside spaces
2 side-byside spaces
2 tandem
spaces

Location
Building A
Building C
Building F

Other characteristics of the BMR units, including Design and Materials as well as Legal Characteristics
shall be as set forth in the BMR Guidelines. According to the applicant, the exteriors of the BMR units
would be indistinguishable from those of the market-rate units, and the interiors of the BMR units would be
similar to those of the market-rate units, with the exception of upgrades purchased by individual buyers.
Correspondence
The applicant’s initial proposal included development of 26 residential units, including three three-story
buildings along the rear where each building contained two units. The applicant and the neighbors to the
rear along Stone Pine Lane met several times to discuss the concerns raised by the neighbors. At the
request of the neighbors, the applicant has erected story poles to illustrate the proposed heights for
building D.
Staff has received correspondence on the initial development proposal and/or subsequent revisions from
eight neighbors, a letter signed by 58 neighbors in the Stone Pine Lane development, and Planning
Commissioner Larry Kahle writing in as an individual. These pieces of correspondence are included as
Attachment O. Table 3 below summarizes the above feedback, and revisions to the proposed project that
the applicant has incorporated, with the intent of addressing these concerns:
Table 3: Neighbor Feedback and Project Revisions
Neighbors’ Concerns
1) Overall building height, massing, and
shadow impacts as it relates to
adjacent properties to the rear.

Revisions to the Project




2) Privacy concerns due to the location
of living spaces and proximity of
units to adjacent properties to the
rear.

City of Menlo Park




Height of building D along the rear has been reduced from
three stories at a height of 35 feet, 10 inches, to two-stories at
a height of 26 feet, 8 inches;
Design changes have been incorporated throughout the
project to improve massing, articulation, and design details
consistent with the craftsman style; and,
Overall improvement to the quality and aesthetics of building
materials, including aluminum clad windows instead of vinyl
windows, and wood lap siding instead of fiber cement lap
siding.
The unit count along the rear property line has been reduced
from six to three units, reducing the overall number units that
are potentially impacted;
Building D has been reduced from three to two stories. The
one-story community building has been removed to
accommodate a larger second floor rear setback, from 20 feet
to approximately 33 feet;
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3) Potential impacts to heritage trees
due to construction activity, in
particular, the existing heritage oak
tree (tree #52).







4) Desire for a mixed-use development
on the site, particularly for light retail
and/or small office.




5) Potential traffic and school impacts
with proposed residential use.




6) Safety issues related to the proximity
of the proposed driveway to the
existing driveway on the adjacent left
property at 1600 El Camino Real.



7) Reduce street elevation of building A
by stepping back the upper floor.



8) Building massing along the left side
property line should incorporate
more articulation, particularly the left
side elevation of building G.
9) Kneebraces supporting the roof
structures is “chunky” and could use
some refinement.
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All living areas in proposed rear-facing units were shifted from
the second story to the first story. Second story areas now
consist of bedrooms with no living spaces;
Overall reduction in the number of upper story windows facing
the rear as compared with the original proposal;
All second story windows on the rear elevation of building D
would be designed with high sill height windows (minimum of
5-foot sill heights); and,
Additional trees and shrubs are proposed to be planted along
the rear property line to provide landscape screening.
Reduced the total number of tree removals on the site to allow
retention of one heritage tree (tree #11) and one non-heritage
tree (tree #15);
Increased building D’s setback from tree #52;
Reduced the amount of paving proposed within the dripline of
tree #52;
Trimming of tree #52 would still be required to accommodate
construction of building D, although this may be lessened with
the reduction in the overall building height and increase in the
second floor setback from the tree; and,
The arborist report has been revised to include more detailed
tree protection measures.
A mixed-use development for the subject property is not
required under the Specific Plan; therefore, no revisions have
been made to incorporate a commercial component to the
proposed project; and,
The overall residential density has been reduced from 26 to 24
units, which is below the maximum allowable residential
density of 34 units.
Traffic and school impacts have been evaluated under the
Specific Plan EIR, and the proposed development would be in
conformance with the EIR; and,
According to trip generation rates published by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers, the proposed residential
development would result in fewer trips (daily trips as well as
peak hour trips) as compared with the pre-existing commercial
nursery use.
Potential safety issue would exist only if a large truck parked
between the existing and proposed driveways, blocking views
of oncoming traffic. A future bicycle route is planned along
Encinal Avenue that would eliminate on-street parking along
this portion of the street.
Building A’s front street elevation includes inset wall planes
and upper story window treatments that help break up building
massing.
Left side elevation of building G has been revised to include an
upper story pop-out, deck opening, and trimwork.
Kneebraces have been revised with smaller members, from 6”
x 8” to 4” x 6”.
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While the applicant has generally been responsive in addressing many of the concerns that have been
raised, neighbors along Stone Pine Lane have expressed outstanding concerns regarding privacy and the
design of building D. According to the applicant, building D’s overall rear setback of 20 feet could not be
increased further due to compliance with emergency vehicle access requirements to the rear of the site.
However, this building has since been redesigned in order to increase the second floor rear setback from
20 feet to approximately 33 feet, which was achieved by reducing the second floor footprint, moving more
of the living space to the first floor, and removing the community building to accommodate the enlarged
first floor. It is worth noting that the 20-foot setback was established to provide an appropriate transition to
lower-density residential districts abutting the Specific Plan area, and that other districts within the Specific
Plan have a smaller rear setback requirement. Staff would also note that the proposal’s residential use,
heights, and density are generally similar to that of the Stone Pine Lane townhouse development. Plan
sheet A4.3 shows clearly how building D would be well within the façade height and building profile limits
that can be permitted.
Conclusion
The proposed project would occupy an existing underutilized site and provide housing near downtown,
including providing three BMR housing units. The proposal would adhere to the extensive standards and
guidelines established by the Specific Plan, as verified in detail in the Standards and Guidelines
Compliance Worksheet. The applicant has redesigned the project to accommodate the requests of the
Stone Pine Lane area neighbors by reducing density and shifting the height and mass of buildings away
from the neighbors, incorporating design measures to reduce privacy impacts, and improving the quality of
the building materials and finishes. Heritage tree removals are justified by conflicts with building s and low
suitability for preservation, and remaining heritage trees would be protected and ensured through the
recommended bond condition. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the proposed
project.
Impact on City Resources
The project sponsor is required to pay Planning, Building and Public Works permit fees, based on the
City’s Master Fee Schedule, to fully cover the cost of staff time spent on the review of the project. In
addition, the recommended conditions of approval include payment of the Transportation Impact Fee (TIF)
(condition 6h), the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Preparation Fee (condition 6i), and Recreation
In Lieu Fee (condition 6e). These required fees were established to account for projects’ proportionate
obligations.
Environmental Review
The Specific Plan process included detailed review of projected environmental impacts through a program
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In
compliance with CEQA requirements, the Draft EIR was released in April 2011, with a public comment
period that closed in June 2011. The Final EIR, incorporating responses to Draft EIR comments, as well
as text changes to parts of the Draft EIR itself, was released in April 2012, and certified along with the final
Plan approvals in June 2012.
The Specific Plan EIR identifies no impacts or less-than-significant impacts in the following categories:
Aesthetic Resources; Geology and Soils; Hydrology and Water Quality; Land Use Planning and Policies;
Population and Housing; and Public Services and Utilities. The EIR identifies potentially significant
environmental effects that, with mitigation, would be less than significant in the following categories:
Biological Resources; Cultural Resources; Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The EIR identifies

City of Menlo Park

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

PAGE 35

Staff Report #: 16-005-CC

potentially significant environmental effects that will remain significant and unavoidable in the following
categories: Air Quality; Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change; Noise; and Transportation, Circulation
and Parking. The Final EIR actions included adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations, which
is a specific finding that the project includes substantial benefits that outweighs its significant, adverse
environmental impact.
As specified in the Specific Plan EIR and the CEQA Guidelines, program EIRs provide the initial
framework for review of discrete projects. In particular, projects of the scale of the proposed development
are required to be analyzed with regard to whether they would have impacts not examined in the Program
EIR. This conformance checklist, which analyzes the project in relation to each environmental category in
appropriate detail, is included as Attachment M. As detailed in the conformance checklist, the proposed
project would not result in greater impacts than were identified for the Program EIR. Relevant mitigation
measures have been applied and would be adopted as part of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP), which is included as Attachment N. Full compliance with the MMRP would be ensured
through condition 6a. No new impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures are required
for the proposed project. Mitigations include construction-related best practices regarding air quality and
noise, payment of transportation-impact-related fees (condition 6h), and implementation of a
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program.
The MMRP includes two fully completed mitigation measures relating to cultural resources, which are
required to be addressed at the application submittal stage. First, for Mitigation Measure CUL-1: due to the
age of the structures being greater than 50 years, a historic resource evaluation was conducted by a
qualified architectural historian and concluded that the existing garden nursery structures do not qualify as
a historic resource. Although the existing Carriage Stop building may be considered a memorable feature,
it has been determined to not be a historical resource and may be demolished. Therefore, the
redevelopment project can proceed without impacts to historic resources. Second, for Mitigation Measure
CUL-2a: a cultural resources study performed by a qualified archaeologist/cultural resources professional
determined that the proposed project will have no impact on cultural resources.
The proposed development would place future residents, who are considered sensitive receptors, within
close proximity to the Caltrain railroad tracks. Additional technical analyses have been prepared as part of
an initial evaluation of Mitigation Measures AIR-7, NOI-3 and NOI-4, which evaluate exposure to toxic air
contaminants (TACs), interior noise levels, and groundborne vibration to sensitive receptors, respectively.
For Mitigation Measure AIR-7, recommendations from the health risk assessment included measures to
control dust and exhaust during construction, and for the installation of air filtration units with a Minimum
Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) rating of 14 or higher for the residential units. Potential impacts from
exposure to TACs would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of these
recommendations. As part of Mitigation Measures NOI-3 and NOI-4, acoustical and vibration analyses
were prepared by a qualified acoustical engineer, which included recommendations for window, door, and
wall assemblies for noise attenuation, as well as recommended foundation system to reduce vibration
transferred into the building. With the implementation of the recommended measures, potential impacts
associated with noise and vibration exposure would be reduced to a less than significant level.
All of the studies are available for review upon request.
Specific Plan Maximum Allowable Development
Per Section G.3, the Specific Plan establishes the maximum allowable net new development as follows:
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Residential uses: 680 units; and
Non-residential uses, including retail, office and hotel: 474,000 square feet.
These totals are intended to reflect likely development throughout the Specific Plan area. As noted in the
Plan, development in excess of these thresholds will require amending the Specific Plan and conducting
additional environmental review.
If the project is approved and implemented, the Specific Plan Maximum Allowable Development would be
revised to account for the net changes as follows:
Table 4: Specific Plan Maximum Allowable Development
Description

Dwelling Units

Commercial
Square
Footage

Existing

0

6,166

Proposed

24

0

Net Change

24

-6,166

% of Maximum Allowable
Development

3.5%

-1.3%

Public Notice
Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with the agenda items being listed, at least 72
hours prior to the meeting. Public notification also consisted of publishing a notice in the local newspaper
and notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the subject property.
Attachments
A. Recommended Actions
B. Draft Below Market Rate Housing Agreement
C. Draft Resolution Approving the Heritage Tree Removal Permits for the Property Located at 133 Encinal
Avenue
D. Location Map
E. Data Table
F. Project Plans
G. Project Description Letter and Inclusionary Housing Plan
H. Minutes from May 6, 2015 Housing Commission Meeting
I. Minutes from June 24, 2015 Environmental Quality Commission Meeting (without attachments)
J. Excerpt Minutes from October 19, 2015 Planning Commission Meeting
K. Specific Plan Standards and Guidelines Compliance Worksheet
L. Arborist Report by McClenahan Consulting, LLC, dated July 6, 2015
M. Specific Plan Program EIR Conformance Checklist
N. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)
O. Correspondence
 Emails from John Onken, dated September 7, 2014 through April 29, 2015
 Email from Bianka Skubnik and Scott Phillips, dated September 16, 2014

City of Menlo Park

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

PAGE 37

Staff Report #: 16-005-CC















Email from Peri Caylor, dated September 27, 2014
Email from In Lee, dated September 28, 2014
Letter from Ursula Feusi, dated received September 29, 2014
Letter from neighbors on Stone Pine Lane, Forest Lane, and Buckthorn Way, dated received on
September 29, 2014
Letter from Michael Brady, dated June 29, 2015
Letter from Fritz Yambrach, dated received July 14, 2015
Email from Scott Phillips, dated July 16, 2015
Email from Bianka Skubnik, dated October 18, 2015
Email from In Lee, dated October 19, 2015
Email from Scott Phillips, dated October 19, 2015
Email from Ursula Feusi, dated October 19, 2015
Email from Roderick Shepard, dated October 19, 2015
Email from Larry Kahle, dated October 29, 2015

Disclaimer
Attached are reduced versions of maps and diagrams submitted by the applicants. The accuracy of the
information in these drawings is the responsibility of the applicants, and verification of the accuracy by City
Staff is not always possible. The original full-scale maps, drawings and exhibits are available for public
viewing at the Community Development Department.
Exhibits to be Provided at Meeting
Color and Materials Boards
Report prepared by:
Jean Lin, Senior Planner
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ATTACHMENT A

133 Encinal Avenue – Recommended Actions

LOCATION:
133 Encinal Avenue

PROJECT NUMBER:
PLN2014-00054

APPLICANT:
Hunter Properties

OWNER:
SFP Las Positas LLC

REQUEST: Request for architectural control and major subdivision to allow the demolition of existing
garden nursery buildings, and construction of 24 attached townhouse-style residential units and
associated site improvements in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.
A tentative map would be required to create 24 residential condominium units. Five heritage trees are
proposed for removal as part of the proposed development. In addition, the applicant is requesting
approval of a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the provision of three on-site BMR units for this
project.
DECISION ENTITY: City Council

DATE: January 12, 2016

ACTION: TBD

VOTE: TBD (Carlton, Cline, Keith, Mueller, Ohtaki)
ACTION:
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. A checklist has been prepared detailing that no new effects could occur and no new
mitigation measures would be required (Attachment M).
b. Relevant mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project through the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (Attachment N), which is approved as part of this finding.
c.

Upon completion of project improvements, the Specific Plan Maximum Allowable
Development will be adjusted by 24 residential units and negative 6,166 square feet of nonresidential uses, accounting for the project's net share of the Plan's overall projected
development and associated impacts.

2. Adopt the following findings, as per Section 16.68.020 of the Zoning Ordinance, pertaining to
architectural control approval:
a. The general appearance of the structure is in keeping with the character of the neighborhood.
b. The development will not be detrimental to the harmonious and orderly growth of the City.
c.

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

d. The development provides adequate parking as required in all applicable City Ordinances
and has made adequate provisions for access to such parking.
e. The development is consistent with the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan, as verified
in detail in the Standards and Guidelines Compliance Worksheet (Attachment K).
3. Make findings that the proposed major subdivision is technically correct and in compliance with all
applicable State regulations, City General Plan, Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances, and the State
Subdivision Map Act.
4. Approve the Below Market Rate Housing Agreement to provide three on-site BMR units in
accordance with the City’s Below Market Rate Housing Program (Attachment B).
5. Approve the architectural control and major subdivision subject to the following standard conditions:
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LOCATION:
133 Encinal Avenue

PROJECT NUMBER:
PLN2014-00054

APPLICANT:
Hunter Properties

OWNER:
SFP Las Positas LLC

REQUEST: Request for architectural control and major subdivision to allow the demolition of existing
garden nursery buildings, and construction of 24 attached townhouse-style residential units and
associated site improvements in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.
A tentative map would be required to create 24 residential condominium units. Five heritage trees are
proposed for removal as part of the proposed development. In addition, the applicant is requesting
approval of a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the provision of three on-site BMR units for this
project.
DECISION ENTITY: City Council

DATE: January 12, 2016

ACTION: TBD

VOTE: TBD (Carlton, Cline, Keith, Mueller, Ohtaki)
ACTION:
a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
KTGY Group consisting of 115 plan sheets, dated received December 15, 2015, and
approved by the City Council on January 12, 2016, except as modified by the conditions
contained herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.
b. 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.
c.

Major modifications to building exteriors and locations, fence styles and locations, signage,
and significant landscape features may be allowed subject to obtaining an architectural
control permit from the Planning Commission, based on the determination that the proposed
modification is compatible with the 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. A public meeting could be called regarding such changes if deemed necessary by
the Planning Commission.

d. Major revisions to the development plan which involve material changes, or expansion or
intensification of development require public meetings by the Planning Commission and City
Council.
e. The Tentative Subdivision Map shall expire two years from the date of approval if the
applicant does not submit a complete building permit application within that time, or apply for
an extension with the Planning Commission and City Council. Within two years from the date
of approval of the tentative map, the applicant shall submit a Final Map for City Council
approval.
f.

Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected pursuant to the
Heritage Tree Ordinance. Prior to demolition permit issuance, the applicant shall retain an onsite arborist who shall be designated with the responsibility and authority to insure that the
instructions for tree protection are properly executed throughout the construction of the
project.

g. Prior to recordation of the Final Map, the applicant shall install new improvements as shown
on the project plans per City standards along the entire property frontage subject to the
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LOCATION:
133 Encinal Avenue

PROJECT NUMBER:
PLN2014-00054

APPLICANT:
Hunter Properties

OWNER:
SFP Las Positas LLC

REQUEST: Request for architectural control and major subdivision to allow the demolition of existing
garden nursery buildings, and construction of 24 attached townhouse-style residential units and
associated site improvements in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.
A tentative map would be required to create 24 residential condominium units. Five heritage trees are
proposed for removal as part of the proposed development. In addition, the applicant is requesting
approval of a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the provision of three on-site BMR units for this
project.
DECISION ENTITY: City Council

DATE: January 12, 2016

ACTION: TBD

VOTE: TBD (Carlton, Cline, Keith, Mueller, Ohtaki)
ACTION:
review and approval of the Engineering Division. The applicant shall obtain an encroachment
permit, from the appropriate reviewing jurisdiction, prior to commencing any work within the
right-of-way or public easements. If determined appropriate and subject to the approval of the
Engineering Division, the applicant shall enter into a Subdivision Improvement Agreement
and provide a performance bond for the completion of the work subsequent to the recordation
of the Final Map. The Final Map shall include the Public Access Easement (PAE) along the
property frontage to accommodate the full ten-foot clear walking zone.
h. Frontage improvements and dedication of easements shall be to the satisfaction of the
Engineering Division.
i.

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.

j.

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.

k.

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application and application
for the Final Map, the applicant shall submit a Grading and Drainage Plan for review and
approval of the Engineering Division. The Grading and Drainage Plan shall be approved
prior to issuance of a grading, demolition or building permit. Prior to Final Map approval,
the applicant shall submit engineered Improvement Plans (including specifications &
engineers cost estimates), for review and approval of 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, pump/lift stations, street lightings, common area
landscaping and other project improvements.

l.

Prior to issuance of a demolition, grading, and/or building permit, the applicant shall provide
documentation of the recordation of the Final Map at the County Recorder’s Office for review
and approval of the Engineering Division and the Planning Division. Application for a grading
permit may be made prior to recordation.

m. Concurrent with the submittal for a demolition permit, the applicant shall submit a plan for: 1)
construction safety fences around the periphery of the construction area, 2) dust control, 3)
air pollution control, 4) erosion and sedimentation control, 5) tree protection fencing, and 6)
construction vehicle parking. The plans shall be subject to review and approval by the
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LOCATION:
133 Encinal Avenue

PROJECT NUMBER:
PLN2014-00054

APPLICANT:
Hunter Properties

OWNER:
SFP Las Positas LLC

REQUEST: Request for architectural control and major subdivision to allow the demolition of existing
garden nursery buildings, and construction of 24 attached townhouse-style residential units and
associated site improvements in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.
A tentative map would be required to create 24 residential condominium units. Five heritage trees are
proposed for removal as part of the proposed development. In addition, the applicant is requesting
approval of a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the provision of three on-site BMR units for this
project.
DECISION ENTITY: City Council

DATE: January 12, 2016

ACTION: TBD

VOTE: TBD (Carlton, Cline, Keith, Mueller, Ohtaki)
ACTION:
Building, Engineering, and Planning Divisions prior to issuance of a demolition permit. The
fences and erosion and sedimentation control measures shall be installed according to the
approved plan prior to commencing demolition.
n. Simultaneous with the application for a grading permit, the applicant shall submit a draft
“Stormwater Treatment Measures Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Agreement” with
the City subject to review and approval by the Engineering Division. With the executed
agreement, the property owner is responsible for the operation and maintenance of
stormwater treatment measures for the project. The agreement shall run with the land and
shall be recorded by the applicant with the San Mateo County Recorder’s Office. The
applicant shall enter into and record a Stormwater Treatment Measures Operations and
Maintenance Agreement prior to finalizing the building permit for the first residential unit.
o. 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 the
review and approval of the Engineering Division.
p. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit a plan for any new utility installations or upgrades for review and approval of the
Planning, Engineering, and Building Divisions. All utility equipment that is installed outside of
a building and that cannot be placed underground shall be properly screened by landscaping.
The plan shall show exact locations of all meters, back flow prevention devices, transformers,
junction boxes, relay boxes, and other equipment boxes.
q. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit a utility plan that shows all existing communications lines along the site’s frontage to
be undergrounded, subject to the approval of the Engineering Division.
r.

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 2,500 square feet of irrigated landscaping, it is subject to the City' 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. In accordance with City Council Resolution 6261 in response to the 2014 Water
Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP), as required by the State of California to address the
present drought, potable irrigation water may only be delivered by drip or micro-spray
irrigation devices. The landscaping shall be installed prior to final building inspection.
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LOCATION:
133 Encinal Avenue

PROJECT NUMBER:
PLN2014-00054

APPLICANT:
Hunter Properties

OWNER:
SFP Las Positas LLC

REQUEST: Request for architectural control and major subdivision to allow the demolition of existing
garden nursery buildings, and construction of 24 attached townhouse-style residential units and
associated site improvements in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.
A tentative map would be required to create 24 residential condominium units. Five heritage trees are
proposed for removal as part of the proposed development. In addition, the applicant is requesting
approval of a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the provision of three on-site BMR units for this
project.
DECISION ENTITY: City Council

DATE: January 12, 2016

ACTION: TBD

VOTE: TBD (Carlton, Cline, Keith, Mueller, Ohtaki)
ACTION:
s.

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit a lighting plan, providing the location, architectural details and specifications for all
exterior lighting subject to review and approval by the Planning Division.

t.

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, a design-level
geotechnical investigation report shall be submitted to the Building Division for review and
confirmation that the proposed development fully complies with the California Building Code.
The report shall determine the project site’s surface geotechnical conditions and address
potential seismic hazards. The report shall identify building techniques appropriate to
minimize seismic damage.

u. 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. The current fee is calculated
by multiplying the valuation of the construction by 0.0058.
v.

A complete building permit application will be required for any remediation work that requires
a building permit. No remediation work that requires approval of a building permit shall be
initiated until the applicant has received building permit approvals for that work. All building
permit applications are subject to the review and approval of the Building Division.

w. For construction activity resulting in a land disturbance of one acre or more, the applicant
shall file a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the State Water Resources Control Board under the
Construction Activities Storm Water General Permit (General Permit). The NOI indicates
the applicant's intent to comply with the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Program, including a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The
applicant shall prepare a Notice of Intent and submit a copy to the Engineering Division for
the proposed grading operation.
x.

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant
shall submit the City's "NPDES Permit Compliance Checklist", and provide for permanent
stormwater control measures selected from the City's "Local Source Control Measures
List", as appropriate, for review and approval of the Engineering Division. For potential
solutions, the Applicant may refer to "Start at Source", a Manual developed by the Bay
Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association by (BASMMA).

y.

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
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LOCATION:
133 Encinal Avenue

PROJECT NUMBER:
PLN2014-00054

APPLICANT:
Hunter Properties

OWNER:
SFP Las Positas LLC

REQUEST: Request for architectural control and major subdivision to allow the demolition of existing
garden nursery buildings, and construction of 24 attached townhouse-style residential units and
associated site improvements in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.
A tentative map would be required to create 24 residential condominium units. Five heritage trees are
proposed for removal as part of the proposed development. In addition, the applicant is requesting
approval of a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the provision of three on-site BMR units for this
project.
DECISION ENTITY: City Council

DATE: January 12, 2016

ACTION: TBD

VOTE: TBD (Carlton, Cline, Keith, Mueller, Ohtaki)
ACTION:
disturbed soils through temporary or permanent seeding, mulching, matting, tarping or
other physical means; rocking unpaved vehicle access to limit dispersion of much 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.
z.

The applicant shall retain a civil engineer to prepare "as-built" or "record" drawings, and
the drawings shall be submitted in AutoCad format to the Engineering Division.

6. Approve the architectural control and major subdivision 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 N). Failure to meet these requirements
may result in delays to the building permit issuance, stop work orders during construction,
and/or fines.
b. Prior to demolition permit issuance, the applicant shall furnish a certificate of deposit with the
City Finance Division equal to the value of the heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction
project for five years to ensure the preservation, maintenance and health of the trees. The
five-year time period will commence upon issuance of the demolition permit. The bond may
be released after five years upon verification that the heritage trees have been successfully
preserved and protected under the Heritage Tree Ordinance, subject to inspection of the City
Arborist. Should any heritage trees to be preserved suffer injury or removal as a result of
construction activities, the applicant shall be required to replace the damaged Heritage
Tree(s) with one or more containerized trees having a material value of not less than the
appraised value of the Heritage Trees. Appraisal shall be determined prior to demolition
permit issuance using the Trunk Formula Method from the Council of Tree & Landscape
Appraisers, Guide for Plant Appraisal, 9th edition, and subject to review and approval of the
City Arborist.
c.

Simultaneous with the application for a Final Map, the applicant shall submit covenants,
conditions and restrictions (CC&Rs) for the approval of the City Engineer and the City
Attorney. The CC&Rs shall be recorded as deed restrictions with the Final Map. The CC&Rs
shall include the following provisions:
i. All heritage trees shall be maintained pursuant to the Heritage Tree Ordinance;
ii. Provision for funding and maintenance of all common facilities, such as streets and
utilities, not accepted for maintenance by a public agency. The CC&Rs shall stipulate
that the HOA is responsible for maintaining landscaping consistent with the
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133 Encinal Avenue – Recommended Actions

LOCATION:
133 Encinal Avenue

PROJECT NUMBER:
PLN2014-00054

APPLICANT:
Hunter Properties

OWNER:
SFP Las Positas LLC

REQUEST: Request for architectural control and major subdivision to allow the demolition of existing
garden nursery buildings, and construction of 24 attached townhouse-style residential units and
associated site improvements in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district.
A tentative map would be required to create 24 residential condominium units. Five heritage trees are
proposed for removal as part of the proposed development. In addition, the applicant is requesting
approval of a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the provision of three on-site BMR units for this
project.
DECISION ENTITY: City Council

DATE: January 12, 2016

ACTION: TBD

VOTE: TBD (Carlton, Cline, Keith, Mueller, Ohtaki)
ACTION:
Landscape Maintenance Agreement; and,
iii. The CC&Rs shall describe how the Stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs)
associated with privately owned improvements and landscaping shall be funded and
maintained by the HOA.
d. Simultaneous with the application for a Final Map, the applicant shall execute the Below
Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement and submit it to the Planning Division. Prior to
recordation of the Final Map, the applicant shall record the fully executed BMR Housing
Agreement at the County of San Mateo Recorder’s Office.
e. Prior to recordation of the Final Map, the applicant shall pay any applicable recreation fees (in
lieu of dedication) per the direction of the Engineering Division in compliance with Section
15.16.020 of the Subdivision Ordinance. The estimated recreation in-lieu fee is $1,881,600
(based on $9.8 million value of acreage).
f.

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 should 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, the applicant shall submit
verification that the development has achieved final LEED Silver certification.

g. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit revised plans clearly specifying that a minimum of three short-term bicycle parking
spaces shall be provided on the development, not in conflict with any other site
improvements, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.
h. Prior to issuance of the building permit, the applicant shall pay the citywide Transportation
Impact Fee (TIF), which is currently estimated at $17,699.90. This was calculated by
multiplying the fee of $1,927.02 per multi-family unit by 24 units for new uses and a credit for
6,166 square feet of existing commercial uses. This fee is updated annually on July 1st
based on the Engineering News Record Bay Area Construction Cost Index.
i.

Prior to issuance of the building permit, the applicant shall pay the El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Preparation Fee, which is established at $1.13/square foot for all net new
development. For the subject proposal, the fee is estimated at $55,355.31 ($1.13 x 48,987
net new square feet).
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ATTACHMENT B

THIS DOCUMENT IS RECORDED FOR THE BENEFIT
OF THE CITY OF MENLO PARK AND
IS EXEMPT FROM FEE PER
GOVERNMENT CODE SECTIONS 27383 AND 6103.

WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
CITY OF MENLO PARK
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025-3483
Attention: Community Development Director

B E L O W

MARKE T

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

RAT E

FO R -S AL E

133 ENCINAL AVENUE
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AG RE E ME NT

BELOW MARKET RATE FOR-SALE AGREEMENT
This Below Market Rate For -Sale Agreement ("Agreement") is made as of
this
day of
2016 by and between THE CITY OF MENLO PARK, a
California municipality ("City") and SFP LAS POSITAS, LLC, a California corporation
("Owner"), with respect to the following:
RECITALS
A. Owner is the owner of certain real property located in the City of Menlo Park, County of
San Mateo, State of California ("Property"), more particularly described in Exhibit A attached
hereto. The Property is commonly known as 133 Encinal Avenue and consists of Assessor's
Parcel Number 060-344-270.
B. Pursuant to City Municipal Code Chapter 16.96, the City's BMR Housing Ordinance
("BMR Ordinance"), and the City’s Below Market Rate Housing Program Guidelines
("Guidelines") attached hereto as Exhibit B, Owner is required to enter into this Agreement for the
benefit of the City to insure compliance with the City's BMR Ordinance and the Guidelines, which
is a prerequisite to obtaining final development approvals and "Final Inspection" of the units from
the Building Division.
C. Owner plans to redevelop the Property by constructing a total of twenty-four (24) new
attached for-sale single-family residential units of which three (3) shall be below market rate units
("BMR Units"), as required by, and in full compliance with the City's BMR Ordinance and the
Guidelines.
D. The BMR Units shall be sold to third parties who meet the eligibility requirements set
forth in the BMR Ordinance and the Guidelines, and with prices determined in accordance with
this Agreement.
E. This Agreement is for the benefit of Owner and the City. The deeds to the BMR Units
shall contain restrictions that limit the sales price of the BMR Units in accordance with the BMR
Ordinance and the Guidelines. These deed restrictions relating to the three (3) BMR Units shall
be binding on the future owners of those units.
NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:
1. The three (3) BMR Units are to be completed and sold in accordance with the BMR
Ordinance and the Guidelines with the appropriate deed restrictions. For purposes of Section 8 of
the Guidelines, a BMR Unit shall be deemed "available for purchase" when the City has issued a
letter that states that the BMR Unit meets the requirements of the Guidelines and satisfies the
provisions of this Agreement. The letter will be issued when the BMR Unit is substantially ready
for occupancy, as reasonably determined by the City’s Community Development Director, and
when the BMR Unit has passed Final Inspection by the Building Division.
-2V:\STAFFRPT\CC\2016\011215 - 133 Encinal Avenue\133 Encinal Avenue - ATT B - BMR Agreement.doc

PAGE 47

2. Section 5.1 of the Guidelines requires the BMR Units to generally be of the same size as
the market rate units and be distributed throughout the development. The locations of the three (3)
BMR Units are shown as BMR Units A, B, and C on Exhibit C attached hereto. The floor plans
showing the size and layout of the BMR Units are shown on Exhibit D attached hereto.
3. The elevations of the BMR Units will be as approved by the City Council.
4. The exterior materials used in the construction of the BMR Units will be similar and
indistinguishable from those used on the market rate units. The interior finishes of the BMR
Units shall be similar to those of the market rate units, except for upgrades purchased by
individual buyers.
5. Each BMR Unit shall be affordable to households which are U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (“HUD”) low or moderate income eligible as defined in Section 50079.5
of the California Health and Safety Code, as described in the Guidelines, and are of the smallest
household size eligible for the BMR Unit on the BMR waiting list maintained by the City on the
date that the Sales Price is set, as more particularly described below. The BMR Sales Price shall
be calculated according to the following formula by reference to the definitions and standards set
forth in Sections 6.1 and 6.2, below. Of the three BMR Units, one unit shall be affordable to lowincome households, and two units shall be affordable to moderate-income households.
6.1 The "Sales Price" shall be calculated by adding the cash down payment, defined
in 6.2.10, below, to the Maximum Mortgage Amount, defined in Section 6.1.6, below, less
lender and escrow fees and costs incurred by the buyer. The Sales Price shall be set before
the commencement of the sale process for the BMR Units.
6.1.1 Calculate the "Smallest Household Size": The household with the
smallest number of persons eligible for the BMR Unit, as shown in Section 14, Table C
(Occupancy Standards) of the Guidelines.
6.1.2. The current "Maximum Eligible Income" shall be the most current
State Income Limit for San Mateo County, Lower and Moderate Income categories, as
published by the State of California Department of Housing and Community Development,
for the Smallest Household Size.
6.1.3. Calculate the "Maximum Allowable Monthly Housing Expenses":
Multiply the Maximum Eligible Income by thirty three percent (33%) and divide by twelve
(12).
6.1.4. Calculate the "Actual Monthly Housing Expenses": Add the
following costs associated with a particular BMR Unit, as more particularly described in
Paragraph 6.2 below, and divide by twelve (12): (a) any loan fees, escrow fees and other
closing costs (amortized over 360 months) and/or private mortgage insurance associated
therewith; (b) property taxes and assessments; (c) fire, casualty insurance and flood
insurance, if required; (d) property maintenance and repairs, deemed to be One Hundred
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Dollars ($100) per month; (e) a reasonable allowance for utilities as set forth in the
Guidelines, not including telephones, and (f) homeowners association fees, if applicable,
but less the amount of such homeowners association fees allocated for any costs
attributable to (c), (d) or (e) above.
6.1.5. Calculate the "Maximum Monthly Mortgage Payment Amount":
Subtract the Actual Monthly Housing Expenses from the Maximum Allowable Monthly
Housing Expenses.
6.1.6. Determine the "Maximum Mortgage Amount": Determine the amount of
mortgage that a lender would loan, based upon the Maximum Monthly Mortgage Payment
Amount and based upon the down payment found to be the lowest that lenders are willing to
accept in a survey of lenders as described below. Survey and take the average of at least three
local lenders who regularly make home loans at a typical housing expense ratio to first-time
buyers in the price range of the BMR home on the day that the price is set. The mortgage
amount shall be for a 30-year fixed rate mortgage with standard fees, closing costs and no
points, and shall be less than or equal to the Maximum Monthly Mortgage Amount.
6.2. The calculation of the Sales Price shall be based upon the factors defined below.
These definitions conform to the eligibility and underwriting standards established by the
major secondary mortgage market investors, such as the Federal National Mortgage
Association ("Fannie Mae") and the Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation ("Freddie
Mac").
6.2.1. Mortgage Interest Rate. The mean average of contract interest rates on the
date that the Sales Price is set, for fixed rate, 30-year "Conforming" mortgages (presently
$417,000 or less, as such amount may be adjusted from time to time as the maximum
amount of FHA Conforming mortgages), or for jumbo mortgages if applicable, as quoted by
three local retail lenders. The three local retail lenders shall be selected at random by the
City from the list of lenders certified by San Mateo County to make first mortgage loans
with Mortgage Credit Certificates.
6.2.2. Points. The mean average of points quoted by three local lenders that
make mortgage loans to first time home buyers in the City of Menlo Park on the date that
the Sales Price is set for fixed rate, 30 year mortgages of $417,000 or less, or for jumbo
mortgages if applicable, which lenders are selected on a random basis by the City. Points
are a one-time fee paid to a lender for making a loan. One point is equal to one percent of
the loan amount.
6.2.3. Lender/Escrow Fees. The mean average of fees charged by three local
lenders that make mortgage loans to homebuyers, which lenders are selected on a random
basis by the City, plus escrow company fees, for such items as title insurance, appraisal,
escrow fees, document preparation and recording fees.
6.2.4. Loan to Value Ratio. The maximum ratio of the dollar amount of a
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Conforming mortgage to the sales price of a home which a lender is willing to approve at a
given point in time. For purposes of this Agreement, the Loan to Value Ratio shall be
calculated as the mean average of the maximum Loan to Value Ratios as quoted by three
local lenders selected on a random basis by the City from a list of lenders who actively
make loans to homebuyers and who participate in the Mortgage Credit Certificate
program.
6.2.5. Housing Expense Ratio. The mean average of the housing
expense ratio as reported on the date that the sales price is set, for fixed rate, 30-year
mortgages of $417,000 or less, or for jumbo mortgages if applicable, by three local lenders
that make mortgage loans to homebuyers in the City of Menlo Park, which lenders are
selected on a random basis by the City. Housing expense is defined as the sum of the
annual mortgage payment (including principal and interest), and annual payments
for taxes, homeowners association dues, insurance, property maintenance and
repairs, a reasonable allowance for utilities according to the San Mateo County Housing
Authority Utility Financial Allowance Chart which is periodically updated and amended,
and any secondary financing (but excluding any portion of the aforementioned expenses
covered by homeowners association dues). To determine the ratio, this sum is divided by
gross annual income.
6.2.6. Homeowners Insurance. Calculated as the mean average of the annual
cost of insurance quoted by two or three local brokers, based on their experience, for a
housing unit of the price, room configuration, location, construction material and structure
type of the subject BMR Unit. Flood insurance costs, if required, shall be calculated by this
same method.
6.2.7. Private Mortgage Insurance. The mean average of the annual cost of
private mortgage insurance quoted by two or three local lenders, based on their experience,
for a housing unit of the price, location, and structure type of the subject BMR Unit.
Office.

6.2.8. Taxes. The tax rate as reported by the San Mateo County Assessor's

6.2.9. Homeowners' Dues. Reported by the developer and as set forth in the
Public Report issued by the California Department of Real Estate for the project.
6.2.10. Down Payment. Cash portion paid by a buyer from his own funds, as
opposed to that portion of the purchase price which is financed. For the purpose of
calculating the BMR Sales Price, the down payment will be defined as the mean average of
the smallest down payment required by the two or three local lenders surveyed.
6.3. The Sales Price shall be agreed upon in writing by Owner and the City’s
Community Development Director no later than the date of the Final Inspection, or at an
earlier date agreed to by the City’s Community Development Director, and before the
process begins to find a buyer.
-5V:\STAFFRPT\CC\2016\011215 - 133 Encinal Avenue\133 Encinal Avenue - ATT B - BMR Agreement.doc

PAGE 50

7. As a condition precedent to a Final Inspection of any market rate unit at least one (1)
BMR Unit shall have passed Final Inspection, and no more than nine (9) market rate units shall
have passed Final Inspection until a second BMR Unit passes Final Inspection. In any event, the
last BMR Unit must pass Final Inspection before the last market rate unit passes Final Inspection.
8. If there is a standard pre-sale requirement by the BMR applicant's lender for a certain
percentage of units in the project to be sold before the BMR applicant's lender will close escrow
on the loan, then the time for the City's purchase or the buyer's purchase will be extended until
that requisite number of units has closed.
9. This Agreement shall be binding on and inure to the benefit of the parties hereto and
any respective assigns and or owners of the property. Either party may freely assign this
Agreement without the consent of the other. However, to be valid, an assignment of this
Agreement must be in writing.
10. This Agreement is a covenant running with the land for the benefit of the City and all
lands owned by the City within the limits of the City.
11. If any legal action is commenced to interpret or enforce this Agreement or to collect
damages as a result of any breach of this Agreement, the party prevailing shall be entitled to
recover all reasonable attorney's fees and costs incurred in such action from the other party.
12. Owner shall record this Agreement in the Office of the County Recorder of San Mateo
prior to the recording of a final subdivision map for any portion of the Property and shall provide
a copy of such recorded agreement to the City.
13. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of the
State of California.
14. The terms of this Agreement may not be modified or amended except by an instrument
in writing executed by each of the parties hereto.
15. The exhibits attached hereto are hereby incorporated herein by this reference for all
purposes.
16.
This Agreement supersedes any prior agreements, negotiations and communications,
oral or written, and contains the entire agreement between the parties as to the subject matter
hereof.
17. If any portion of this Agreement as applied to either party or to any
circumstances shall be adjudged by a court to be void or unenforceable, such portion shall be
deemed severed from this Agreement and shall in no way effect the validity or enforceability of
the remaining portions of this Agreement.
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18. Any and all obligations or responsibilities of Owner under this Agreement shall
terminate upon the recording of the grant deeds conveying the BMR Units to qualified third party
purchasers in accordance with the terms and provisions of this Agreement, the recording of the
deed restrictions against such BMR Units, and/or the payment of the in lieu fees, if applicable, to
be paid through escrow, as set forth in Section 4.3 of the Guidelines.
19. The execution and delivery of this Agreement shall not be deemed to be for the benefit
of the third party purchasers of the BMR Units or any other third party and any and all obligations
and responsibilities of Owner under this Agreement are to the City for whose benefit this
Agreement has been entered into. No third party purchaser of a BMR or market rate unit,
homeowners' association or any other third party shall obtain any rights or standing to complain
that the BMR Units were not constructed, designed, sold or conveyed in accordance with this
Agreement, or the BMR Ordinance and the Guidelines as a result of this Agreement.
Furthermore, the acceptance of this Agreement by the City, the acceptance of the interior
specifications for the BMR Units and the conveyance of the BMR Units to qualified third parties
shall conclusively indicate that Owner has complied with this Agreement and the BMR
Ordinance and the Guidelines.
20. To the extent of any conflict between the terms and provisions of the Guidelines
attached hereto as Exhibit B and the terms and provisions of the Agreement, the terms and
provisions of this Agreement shall prevail.

**Signatures on next page**
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of the day
and year first written above.
City of Menlo Park
By: __________________________
Name: Alex D. McIntyre
Its: City Manager

SFP Las Positas, LLC
a California corporation
By: __________________________
Name: Derek K. Hunter, Jr.
Its: President

Notarial acknowledgement for the City and SFP Las Positas, LLC are attached.

List of Exhibits
Exhibit A: Property Description
Exhibit B: BMR Guidelines
Exhibit C: BMR Unit Locations Exhibit
Exhibit D: BMR Floor Plans
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EXHIBIT A
LEGAL DESCRIPTION
Real property in the City of Menlo Park, County of San Mateo, State of California, described as follows:
PARCEL 2, AS DELINEATED UPON THAT CERTAIN MAP ENTITLED "PARCEL MAP, BEING
THAT PARCEL OF LAND DESIGNATED AS LAND OF WM. BARBER OF 'MAP OF VILLA LOTS
AT FAIR OAKS' RECORDED IN BOOK C OF MAPS AT PAGE 31, AND COPIED INTO BOOK 1
OF MAPS AT PAGE 87, SAN MATEO COUNTY RECORDS", FILED FOR RECORD IN THE
OFFICE OF THE RECORDER OF THE COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ON
JANUARY 28TH, 1982 IN BOOK 52 OF MAPS, AT PAGES 36 AND 37.
APN: 060-344-270
JPN: 060-034-344-23.01A
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EXHIBIT B
GUIDELINES

[The City’s Below Market Rate Housing Program Guidelines as modified or amended as of
May 6, 2014 are incorporated herein by this reference]
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EXHIBIT C
BMR UNIT LOCATIONS
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BMR FLOOR PLANS
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ATTACHMENT C
DRAFT – January 12, 2016
RESOLUTION NO. _______
RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MENLO
PARK APPROVING HERITAGE TREE REMOVAL PERMITS FOR THE
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 133 ENCINAL AVENUE AND ALSO
KNOWN AS ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBER 060-344-270
WHEREAS, on August 20, 2014, the City of Menlo Park (“City”) received applications
from the Hunter Properties (“Project Sponsor”) for the removal of seven heritage trees
at the property located at 133 Encinal Avenue (“Project Site”) as more particularly
described and shown in “Exhibit A”; and
WHEREAS, the requested tree removals are necessary in order to redevelop the
Project Site; and
WHEREAS, the removal of Heritage Trees within the City is subject to the requirements
of Municipal Code Chapter 13.24, Heritage Trees; and
WHEREAS, the City Arborist reviewed the requested tree removals on November 5,
2014 and on November 6, 2014;
WHEREAS, the City Arborist determined that five of the Heritage Trees proposed for
removal (trees #7, 10, 23, 25, and 46) are impeding the redevelopment of the Project
Site; and
WHEREAS, the City Arborist determined that one of the Heritage Trees proposed for
removal (tree #11) should be preserved; and
WHEREAS, the City Arborist determined that one of the Heritage Trees proposed for
removal (tree #15) does not qualify as a Heritage Tree; and
WHEREAS, all required public notices and public hearings were duly given and held
according to law; and
WHEREAS, after notice having been lawfully given, a public hearing was scheduled and
held before the Environmental Quality Commission of the City of Menlo Park on June
24, 2015 whereat all persons interested therein might appear and be heard; and
WHEREAS, the Environmental Quality Commission of the City of Menlo Park having
fully reviewed, considered and evaluated all the testimony and evidence submitted in
this matter voted to recommend to the Planning Commission and City Council of the
City of Menlo Park to approve the Heritage Tree Removal Permits for trees #7, 10, and
46, and to explore the retention of trees #23 and 25; and
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Resolution No. XXX

WHEREAS, after notice having been lawfully given, a public hearing was scheduled and
held before the Planning Commission of the City of Menlo Park on October 19, 2015,
whereat all persons interested therein might appear and be heard; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Menlo Park having fully reviewed,
considered and evaluated all the testimony and evidence submitted in this matter voted
affirmatively to recommend to the City Council of the City of Menlo Park to approve the
Heritage Tree Removal Permits for trees #7, 10, 23, 25, and 46; and
WHEREAS, after notice having been lawfully given, a public hearing was scheduled and
held before the City Council of the City of Menlo Park on January 12, 2016 whereat all
persons interested therein might appear and be heard; and
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Menlo Park having fully reviewed, considered
and evaluated all the testimony and evidence submitted in this matter voted affirmatively
to approve the Heritage Tree Removal Permits.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Menlo Park
hereby approves the Heritage Tree Removal Permits for trees #7, 10, 23, 25, and 46 as
depicted on sheet L4.0 of the proposed plans and attached by this reference herein as
Exhibit A, which shall be valid until ____________, and can be extended for a period of
one-year by the Community Development Director if requested by the applicant.
I, Pamela Aguilar, City Clerk of Menlo Park, do hereby certify that the above and
foregoing Council Resolution was duly and regularly passed and adopted at a meeting
by said Council on the _________ day of _____________, 2016, by the following votes:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the Official Seal of
said City on this ___________day of _________, 2016.

Pamela Aguilar
City Clerk
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SCALE: 1" = 300'

SHEET: 1

´

LOCATION MAP
133 ENCINAL AVENUE

ATTACHMENT E

133 Encinal Avenue – Data Table
PROPOSED
PROJECT
75,612 sf

Lot area
Setbacks
Front
Rear
Side (left)
Side (right)
Density

16.2-18.2
20.0
10.0-25.0
42.4-45.4
24
13.8
55,153
72.9

FAR (Floor Area Ratio)
Square footage by use
Residential
Commercial
Open Space
Building height
Parking
Residential
Commercial

55,153
0
31,208
41.3
37.2

EXISTING
DEVELOPMENT
75,612 sf

ft.
ft.
ft.
1
ft.
du
du/acre
sf
%

±56
±100
±72
±49
0
0
6,166
0.08

sf
sf
sf
%
ft.

0
6,166
not available
not available

ZONING
ORDINANCE
n/a sf min.

ft.
ft.
ft.
ft.
du
du/acre
sf
%

10-20
20
10-25
10-25
34
20
56,709
75

sf
sf
sf
%
ft.

22,683.6
30.0
38.0

ft. min.-max.
ft. min.
ft. min.-max.
ft. min.-max.
du max.
du/acre max.
sf max.
% max.

sf min.
% min.
ft. max.

51 spaces
n/a
45 spaces per 1.85
(not including 2 tandem spaces)
spaces per du min.
n/a
25 spaces
n/a
Note: Areas shown highlighted indicate a nonconforming or substandard situation.
1

While the right side setback is measured from the property line, an existing 40-foot wide
Hetch Hetchy water pipeline easement along the right side property line precludes
construction within the easement area. Due to this unique condition, the proposed setbacks
are determined to be in compliance, to the extent possible, to the setback standards.
Trees

2

Heritage trees
Heritage trees proposed
for removal

30
5

2

3

Non-Heritage trees
Non-Heritage trees
3
proposed for removal

6
5

New Trees
Total Number
of Trees

Includes six trees on the left adjacent property and three trees on the rear adjacent
property.
3
Includes three street trees.
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ONE STO
RY
BUILDING

4.

A.P.N.s:

5.

EXISTING USE:

COMMERCIAL

6.

PROPOSED USE:

RESIDENTIAL

7.

EXISTING ZONING:

"SP-ECR/D" EL CAMINO REAL/DOWNTOWN
SPECIFIC PLAN;

8.

PROPOSED ZONING:

NO CHANGE

9.

GENERAL PLAN:

"ECRDSP" EL CAMINO REAL/DOWNTOWN
SPECIFIC PLAN

EK

EK

EK

CITY SUBMITTAL - 10/14/15

CITY SUBMITTAL - 12/1/15

CITY SUBMITTAL - 12/14/15

3

060-344-270

12. TOTAL ACREAGE:

N 51°54'3
0" W

(408) 727 6665
(408) 727 5641

KIER & WRIGHT CIVIL ENGINEERS &
SURVEYORS, INC.
3350 SCOTT BOULEVARD, BUILDING 22
SANTA CLARA, CA 95054
PHONE: (408) 727-6665
CONTACT: RYAN M. AMAYA, LS 8134

11. PROPOSED NUMBER OF UNITS: 24
1.736 ± ACRES

14. NO NEW STREET NAMES PROPOSED.
15. THIS TENTATIVE MAP WAS PREPARED FROM INFORMATION FURNISHED IN A
PRELIMINARY TITLE REPORT PREPARED BY FIRST AMERICAN TITLE
INSURANCE COMPANY ORDER NUMBER 647322-M, DATED JUNE 04, 2015.

CALIFORNIA

178.00'

AREAS DETERMINED TO BE OUTSIDE THE 0.2% ANNUAL CHANCE FLOOD.

N 58°29'23" W

31' ±
70.00'

18. BASIS OF BEARINGS:
THE BEARING OF NORTH 31°30'37" EAST TAKEN ON THE CENTERLINE OF
ENCINAL AVENUE AS SHOWN ON THAT CERTAIN PARCEL MAP FILED FOR
RECORD ON JANUARY 28, 1982 IN BOOK 52 OF MAPS AT PAGES 36 & 37,
SAN MATEO COUNTY RECORDS WAS TAKEN AS THE BASIS OF ALL BEARINGS
SHOWN HEREON.
19. UTILITIES:
STORM DRAINAGE:
SANITARY SEWER:
WATER:
GAS:
ELECTRIC:
TELEPHONE:
CABLE:
FIRE:

MENLO PARK

33.00'

N 51°54'3
0"
33.22' W

236.31'
(236.35')

232.50'
686.35' (686.04')

CITY OF MENLO PARK
WEST BAY SANITARY DISTRICT
CALIFORNIA WATER SERVICE COMPANY
PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
AT&T
COMCAST
MENLO PARK FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

133 ENCINAL AVENUE

133 ENCINAL AVENUE
ONE STORY BUILDING
BUILDING TO BE REMOVED

17. BENCHMARK :
BM-UU110; DESCRIBED BY NATIONAL GEODETIC SURVEY 1954 AT MENLO
PARK - AT MENLO PARK, 0.1 MILE SOUTHWEST OF THE SOUTHERN PACIFIC
COMPANY RAILROAD STATION, AT THE INTERSECTION OF SANTA CRUZ
AVENUE AND EL CAMINO REAL (U.S. HIGHWAY 101), AT THE ELLIOT
BUILDING, IN THE TOP PROJECTION OF THE GRANITE BLOCK FOUNDATION,
BETWEEN TWO GRANITE BLOCK COLUMNS, 15.9 FEET SOUTHEAST OF THE
SOUTHEAST CURB OF THE AVENUE, 12.5 FEET NORTHEAST OF THE
NORTHEAST CURB OF THE HIGHWAY, 0.3 FOOT SOUTHWEST OF THE
SOUTHWEST BRICK WALL, AND 2.0 FEET ABOVE THE SIDEWALK.
ELEVATION: 71.13 (NGVD 29 DATUM)

FOR: HUNTER PROPERTIES, INC.

(PANEL NUMBER 06081C 0304 E NOT PRINTED)
ONE STORY BUILDING
BUILDING TO
BE REMOVED

ENCINAL AVENUE

GARWOO
D
WAY

33.00'

SAN ANTONIO
STREET

MAP PREPARED BY:

16. FLOOD ZONE NOTE:
THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS SHOWN ON THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT AGENCY FLOOD INSURANCE RATE INDEX MAP, NUMBER
06081CIND0A, DATED OCTOBER 16, 2012 AS BEING LOCATED PARTIALLY
IN FLOOD ZONE "X";

S 58°29'23" E
33.00'
N 31°30'37" E
(BASIS OF BEARING)

3.

13. ALL DISTANCES ARE APPROXIMATE.

)

453.85'

HUNTER PROPERTIES
10121 MILLER AVENUE
CUPERTINO, CA 95014
PHONE: (408) 255-4100
CONTACT: DEKE HUNTER

10. PROPOSED NUMBER OF LOTS: 1

293.79'

ONE STORY BUILDING
BUILDING TO BE REMOVED

N 31°30'37" E
15.00'

N 31°30'37" E

50.00'

LDH ENCINAL, LLC

SUBDIVIDER:

ONE
STORY
BUILDING

40.00' I.E.
E.
(4131 O.R
. 326)
40.00' R/W
CITY
OF SAN FRA & COUNTY
NCISCO
(781 O.R.
68)

FND 3 4" I.P.
PLUG & TACK,
ILLEGIBLE

FND 1 4" BRASS ROD
0.55' BELOW
SURFACE

RECORD OWNERS:

2.

KIER & WRIGHT

TWO STORY
BUILDING

1.

TENTATIVE MAP

(

ASPHALTIC CONCRETE
AREA DRAIN
BACK OF WALK
CABLE TELEVISION
CATCH BASIN
CAST IRON
CLEAN OUT TO GRADE
CONCRETE
DROP INLET
DRIVEWAY
EAST
ELECTRIC BOX
ELECTRIC CABINET
ELECTRIC
ELECTRIC OUTLET
EDGE OF PAVEMENT
EDGE OF WALK
FINISH FLOOR
FLOW LINE
FOUND
FIBER OPTIC BOX
FIBER OPTIC MARKER
GROUND
HOSEBIB
INGRESS/EGRESS EASEMENT
IRON PIPE
INVERT ELEVATION
LANDSCAPE
LIP OF GUTTER
MULTIPLE TREE TRUNKS
NORTH
OFFICIAL RECORD
PER PLAN
PARCEL MAP
PAVEMENT
RIGHT OF WAY
RAIL ROAD
RAIL ROAD CROSSING
RECORD SUBDIVISION MAP
SOUTH
SIDEWALK EASEMENT
STORM DRAIN MANHOLE
SANITARY SEWER MANHOLE
STEEL
TRASH ENCLOSURE
TOP OF CURB
TELEPHONE
WEST

114.01'
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3350 Scott Boulevard, Building 22
Santa Clara, California 95054

NOTES

ABBREVIATIONS

EL CAMINO REAL

DISTINCTIVE BORDER
ADJACENT PROPERTY LINE
CENTERLINE
EASEMENT
PROPOSED EASEMENT
TIE LINE
BUILDING LINE
BUILDING OVERHANG
FOUND MONUMENT AS NOTED
FOUND IRON PIPE OR AS NOTED
LIGHT
STREET LIGHT
FIRE HYDRANT
STORM DRAIN MANHOLE
MANHOLE
CLEAN OUT
GAS METER
UTILITY POLE W/ GUY WIRE
VALVE
CATCH BASIN / DROP INLET
WATER METER
FIRE DEPARTMENT CONNECTION
BACK FLOW PREVENTER
POST INDICATOR VALVE
WELL
UTILITY BOX (SIZE VARIES)
SIGN
POST
BOLLARD
TREE W/ SIZE AND ELEVATION
SPOT ELEVATION
AERIAL SPOT ELEVATION
CONTOUR
INDEX CONTOUR
CURB
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CHAIN LINK FENCE
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RETAINING WALL
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SINGLE TREE
TREES AND BRUSH
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WATER
GAS
UNDERGROUND ELECTRIC
TELEPHONE
OVERHEAD
JOINT TRENCH
FIBER OPTIC CABLE
RECORD INFORMATION W/ REFERENCE

N 58°29'23" W

LEGEND

CIVIL ENGINEERS & SURVEYORS, INC.

NOT TO SCALE
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EXISTING CONDITIONS
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133 ENCINAL AVENUE TOWNHOMES
Project Description
Hunter Properties Inc., a leading real estate development and investment firm in Northern California, is
proposing the development of 24 townhomes at 133 Encinal Avenue. The project sits at the edge of the
El Camino Real and Downtown Specific plan and its scale and density work to create a transition to the
adjacent neighborhoods.
The townhomes are planned across 2 duplexes (Buildings E and G) and 5 multifamily buildings (Buildings
A, B, C, D, and F). Townhomes range from 2 to 3 floors with 3-4 bedrooms and 2.5-3.5 bathrooms,
averaging 1,950 net square feet. Generous second-floor ceiling heights with open living and dining room
plans will create bright and airy living spaces. The homes will have plentiful access to the outdoors as
well, with a combination of private decks, front porches, or rear patios. Townhome porches front
Encinal, enhancing street liveliness while maintaining resident privacy with layers of transitional
elements such as landscaping and private porches. Paseos among the buildings create an off-street
approach and sense of arrival at each front door.
In its contemporary craftsman-style architecture, thoughtful detailing will be seen throughout in
enhanced eaves, trims, balconies, trellises, and porch elements. All the buildings will be in wood frame
construction and clad with a combination of wood shingles and lap siding. Two color schemes based on
cool, refined grays and warm, light browns will work with the site layout to bring a lively variety and
scale to the community.
The site is also unique in having heritage redwood and oak groves that will be complemented by a new
landscape design. Additional California-native shrubs will be introduced to a new children’s discovery
garden and oak grove garden. Elsewhere, garden plazas will provide active and passive places with
boxed garden plots and courtyards with relaxing places to sit beneath trellis features.
Stone Pine Lane Neighbor Outreach
In the Planning Commission meeting on October 19, 2015 Hunter Properties agreed to investigate
and consider revisions to Building D based on feedback given by the neighbors. Since the first
submittal for this project the developer has reduced Building D's unit count from 6 unit to 3 units
and lowered the building from 3 stories to 2 stories. During the Planning Commission meeting on
10/19/2015 the neighbors main concerns were the height and proximity of Building D to the
property line. Hunter Properties met with the neighbors on November 2, 2015 (John Onken, Scott
Phillips, and Bianka Skubnik) and presented revised unit plans that proposed units with partial 2nd
stories thus increasing the 2nd story setback a range of 33 to 37 feet from the PL compared to the
20 foot setback in the previous design. In addition, the position of the building was moved to the
West to clear Tree #52 tree protection zone as requested by the neighbors during the PC meeting.
Along with the unit revisions the amount of tree's that could be planted along the PL have been
maximized. Hunter Properties has received emails from neighbors showing that they are in
support of the new revisions.
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December 14, 2015
Ms. Jean Lin
Associate Planner, Planning Department
City of Menlo Park
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025
Re:

(Revised) Inclusionary Housing Plan - 133 Encinal Avenue, Menlo Park

Dear Jean,
This correspondence outlines the Inclusionary Housing Plan for our 24-unit for-sale residential project for
the site located at 133 Encinal Avenue, Menlo Park. This IHP includes the following.
1) Project Description
2) BMR Requirement for the Project
3) Housing Commission Recommendations
4) Proposal to Satisfy BMR Requirement
5) Site Plan
6) Landscape Plan
7) Elevations
8) Floor Plans
1) Project Description:
The 133 Encinal Avenue project involves the redevelopment of an approximately 1.74 acre site located
within the Menlo Park El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan north of El Camino Real close to the
Caltrain tracks, opposite of Garwood Way. The project proposes to demolish buildings associated with a
former nursery and to construct twenty four (24) residential units.
The townhomes consist of 2 duplexes (Buildings E and G) and 5 multifamily buildings (Buildings A, B,
C, D, and F). Townhomes range from 2 to 3 floors with 3-4 bedrooms and 2.5-4 bathrooms, averaging
1,950 net square feet. Generous second-floor ceiling heights with open living and dining room plans will
create bright and airy living spaces. The homes will have plentiful access to the outdoors as well, with a
combination of private decks, front porches, or rear patios. Townhome porches front Encinal, enhancing
street liveliness while maintaining resident privacy with layers of transitional elements such as
landscaping and private porches. Paseos among the buildings also create an off-street approach and sense
of arrival at each front door.
Abundant open space is provided across the project, totaling 31,200 square feet or approximately 41% of
the site. Highlights of the landscape plan include heritage redwood and oak groves that will be preserved.
Small play elements for children will be integrated among the towering redwoods, and new outdoor
furniture will create a contemplative space within the oak grove. Raised planting plots on the northeast
edge of the site will also give residents the opportunity to cultivate their own gardens.
Three of the twenty four units (12.5%) are two-story townhome units with partial second stories, while
the remaining twenty one units are three-stories. Sixteen of the twenty four units (66.7%) have four
bedrooms and three-and-a-half or four bathrooms and range from 1,889 to 2,131 square feet. Eight of the
twenty four units (33.3%) have three bedrooms and two-and-a-half bathrooms and range from 1,874 to
2,106 square feet.
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In its contemporary craftsman-style architecture, thoughtful detailing will be seen throughout the project
in enhanced eaves, trims, balconies, trellises, and porch elements. All the buildings will be in wood frame
construction and clad with a combination of wood shingles and lap siding. Two color schemes based on
cool, refined grays and warm, light browns will work with the site layout to bring a lively variety and
scale to the community.
2) BMR Requirement for the Project:
The on-site BMR requirement is to provide 15% of units as BMR units. For a 24-unit development, the
BMR requirement would be 3.6 units.
3) Housing Commission Recommendations:
A Housing Commission meeting was held on May 6, 2015 to review the BMR requirements for the
Project. The Housing Commission approved the Developers Inclusionary Housing Plan of providing three
(3) BMR units at the moderate-income level and 0.6 unit obligation via a in-lieu fee. However, the
Housing Commission's recommendation asked the Developer to evaluate the feasibility of providing two
(2) BMR units at moderate-income level and one (1) BMR unit at the low-income level and no in-lieu fee.

4) Proposal to Satisfy BMR Requirement:
The Developer is adhering to the Housing Commissions recommendation. Three (3) of the twenty four
(24) residences shall be set aside on-site as affordable units for "Low Income" families (the "BMR
Units"). Per the Housing Commissions recommendation two (2) BMR units will be set aside for
moderate-income level families and one (1) BMR unit will be set aside low-income level families. These
3 units are designated as Unit A, Unit B, and Unit C. These units are chosen for their representation of the
different product types offered and desire to spread the units evenly throughout the site. Units A and B
benefit from being an "endcap" of their buildings and have three unshared walls. These units have the
additional advantage of being next to the landscaped garden plaza and the provided guest parking. Unit C
benefits from being one of two units with an open entry courtyard that overlooks a grand paseo between
Buildings B & C. This unit is also provided with a private backyard that backs up to dense mature trees
along the property line. All three (3) BMR units are 4 bedroom units, the max number of bedrooms in the
unit types offered.
All BMR units will be built to the same standards as non-BMR units. The exterior materials used in
construction of the BMR Units will be similar and indistinguishable from those to be used on the market
rate units. The interior finishes of the BMR Units shall be similar to those of the market rate units, except
for upgrades purchased by individual buyers.
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ATTACHMENT H

Housing Commission
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
Date:
5/6/2015
Time:
5:30 p.m.
Administration Building
701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025
Chair Clarke called the meeting to order at 5:33 p.m.
Roll Call
Present: Clarke (Chair), Cadigan, Calder, Dodick (arrived at 5:44 p.m.), Tate
Absent: None
Staff: Curtin, Lin, Perata
A.

Public Comment - None

B.

Regular Business

B1.

Recommendation of a Below Market Rate Housing In-Lieu Term Sheet with Tarlton Properties, Inc.
for Commercial Linkage Fees for 1315 O’Brien Dr.
Associate Planner Kyle Perata provided the staff presentation.
ACTION: Motion by Clarke, Second by Cadigan to approve the Below Market Rate Housing InLieu Term Sheet with the recommendation to seek a development partner for affordable units with
a potential proportional reduction in fees timed on the development cycle. Motion passes 5-0.

B2.

Recommendation of a Below Market Rate Housing In-Lieu Term Sheet with Hunter Properties for
133 Encinal Ave.
Associate Planner Jean Lin provided the staff presentation.
ACTION: Motion by Clarke, Second by Calder to approve the Below Market Rate Housing In-Lieu
Term Sheet including options of 1) accepting the applicant's initial proposal to provide three
moderate-income level BMR units on site and paying the in lieu fee for the remaining 0.6 fraction of
a unit or 2) the applicant’s proposal to provide two moderate-income level BMR units and 1 lowincome level BMR unit on site. Motion passes 5-0.

C.

Reports and Announcements

C1.

Commissioner Reports.
Commissioner Cadigan announced the Housing Resource Fair taking place May 9, 2015, and
mentioned the current status of the Buena Vista mobile home park in Palo Alto.

City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org
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C2.

Reports from Staff
Assistant to the City Manager Curtin announced that the City Council had recently reappointed
Commissioner Dodick to a new term on the Housing Commission. He also noted some upcoming
meeting dates:


Commissioner Training and Appreciation Event – Tuesday, May 12, 2015, at the City
Council Chambers



Housing Commission Special Meeting regarding housing issues related to the General Plan
Update – Thursday, May 28, 2015, at the Senior Center.

D.

Informational Items – None

E.

Adjournment
Chair Clarke adjourned the meeting at 6:35 p.m.
Minutes approved at the August 5, 2015, Housing Commission Regular Meeting.

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

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
FINAL MINUTES
Regular Meeting
Wednesday, June 24, 2015 at 6:30 PM
City Administration Building
701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA 94025
CALL TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order at 6:47 p.m.
ROLL CALL – Allan Bedwell (Chair), Kristin Kuntz-Duriseti, Deborah Martin, Christina Smolke
Absent: DeCardy, Scott, Barnes
A. PUBLIC COMMENT (Limited to 30 minutes)


Steve Van Pelt, resident of Menlo Park stated that he wants to learn more about the
City’s environmental efforts and asked if the General Plan Advisory Committee
(GPAC) had any role in the sea level rise indicated on the GPAC maps.

B. REGULAR BUSINESS
B1.

Consider a Recommendation to the City Council on a Request to Remove Seven
Heritage Trees on Property Located at 133 Encinal Avenue (Attachment) - 45 min

Jean Lin, Associate City Planner and Sachneel Patel with Hunter Properties briefed the
Commission on the project. The applicant also provided an update to the Commission that
the project will be removing six heritage trees as they were able to redesign and save tree
#11 (heritage incense cedar) that was originally proposed for removal.
ACTION: Motion and second (Kuntz-Duriseti/Smolke) to recommend the following:
1.

That the applicant consider project modifications to retain tree #2 (nonheritage Japanese maple), tree #25 (heritage Japanese maple), tree #15
(heritage crape myrtle), and tree #23 (heritage coast redwood).
2. That Planning staff look into compliance mechanisms that can be applied to
prohibit title transfer if the Heritage Tree Ordinance is violated during
construction.

The motion passes (4-0-3), (Absent: DeCardy, Marshall, Barnes).
B2.

Discuss and Potentially Make Recommendations to the General Plan Advisory
Committee (GPAC) to Incorporate Sustainability Goals into the General Plan - 30
mins
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Commissioner Kuntz-Duriseti and Heather Abrams, Environmental Programs Manager
provided an update to the Commission.
Public Comment:


Jan Butts, resident of Menlo Park expressed the importance of stormwater
management to retain and use rainwater versus wasting runoff.



Steve Van Pelt, resident of Menlo Park stated that he uses tools such as Google
Maps to find out about traffic throughout the area.



Mitch Slomiak, resident of Menlo Park and former EQC member stated that he would
like to see a requirement for data collection and display of green building actual
performance.

ACTION: No formal vote was taken on this item; Commissioner Kuntz-Duriseti was
authorized to draft a letter of recommendation to provide to the GPAC.
Make an Appointment to the CAP Subcommittee - 5 mins

B3.

ACTION: Motion and second (Bedwell/Smolke) to appoint Deb Martin to CAP
subcommittee, passes (4-0-3), (Absent: DeCardy, Scott, Barnes).
Receive Update from CAP Subcommittee on California Clean Power and Potentially
Make a Recommendation to City Council - 30 mins

B4.

Commission Kuntz-Duriseti provided an update to the Commission.
Public Comment:


Jim Eggemeyer, Director of the Office of Sustainability for San Mateo County stated
that his office is leading the CCE effort and has contracted Pacific Energy Advisors
to conduct a feasibility study that will be complete in late summer 2015.



Jan Butts, resident of Menlo Park commented that she would like the EQC to
conduct extensive research on CCA options before making a recommendation to
City Council. There may be other approaches to achieving one hundred percent
renewable energy for the city versus going with a private company. The County JPA
model will include more public disclosure.



Mitch Slomiak, resident of Menlo Park and Vice Chair of Menlo Spark stated that the
goal is to get Menlo Park climate neutral within ten years. Suggested that the City
adopt a framework around one hundred percent renewable power or as close as we
can get to maximize participation.



Sue Chow, resident of Redwood City and speaking on behalf of the Sierra Club
reaffirmed that the Sierra Club supports the public JPA model.
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Mike Ferrera, resident of Moss Beach and speaking on behalf of Sierra Club, stated
that the Sierra Club supports the public JPA model since there are a lot of sub-goals
that they want to achieve. A public JPA is something that we can work with. A private
company only presents a product.



Diane Bailey, Executive Director of Menlo Spark expressed that Menlo Spark is a
strong supporter of the County CCE effort and that she recommends that the EQC
focus on how we can maximize renewable power quickly. She also clarified that for
the County JPA arrangement there is also a private company providing the energy.

ACTION: Motion and Second (Kuntz-Duriseti/Martin) for (1) the Climate Action Plan
subcommittee to meet to discuss a set of criteria/comments to provide to CCE/CCP to
address and be considered by the EQC, and (2) draft a letter of support to City Council
requesting that funds be prioritized for hiring a consultant to conduct an analysis on the
different CCE options, passes (4-0-3), (Absent: DeCardy, Marshall, Barnes).
B5.

Receive Update on the City’s New Water Restrictions and State Water Regulations
(Attachment) – 15 mins

ACTION: No formal action was taken on this item. Heather Abrams, Environmental
Programs Manager, provides an update to the Commission. Chair Bedwell requests that the
City make the information available on the City website.
B6.

Approve April 22, 2015 Minutes (Attachment) – 2 mins

ACTION: Motion and Second (Smolke/Martin) to approve the April 22, 2015 minutes,
passes (4-0-3), (Absent: DeCardy, Marshall, Barnes).
B7.

Approve May 27, 2015 Minutes (Attachment) – 2 mins

ACTION: Motion and Second (Bedwell/Martin) to make a correction to the May 27, 2015
minutes to state that Commissioner Kuntz-Duriseti left the meeting at 8:35 p.m., not 7:35
p.m., passes (4-0-3), (Absent: DeCardy, Marshall, Barnes)
B8.

Select the EQC Vice Chair – 5 mins

ACTION: Motion and second (Bedwell/Kuntz-Duriseti) to appoint Commissioner Martin as
EQC Vice Chair passes (4-0-3), (Absent: DeCardy, Marshall, Barnes).
C. REPORTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS
C1.

Staff Update on Environmental Policies to be considered by City Council – 5 mins

C2.

Commission Subcommittee Reports and Announcements – 2 mins

C3.

Discuss Future Agenda Items – 5 mins
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D. ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 9:42 p.m.
Meeting minutes taken by Environmental Quality Commissioner Christina Smolke
Meeting minutes prepared by Vanessa Marcadejas, Environmental Programs Specialist
Minutes accepted at the meeting of August 26, 2015
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ATTACHMENT J

Planning Commission
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES - EXCERPTS
Date:
10/19/2015
Time:
7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers
701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025

A.

Call To Order
Chair John Onken called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.

B

Roll Call
Present: Drew Combs, Katie Ferrick, Susan Goodhue, John Kadvany, Larry Kahle, John Onken
and Katherine Strehl
Absent: None
Staff: Thomas Rogers, Interim Principal Planner, Michele T. Morris, Assistant Planner, Jean Lin,
Associate Planner, David Hogan, Contract Planner

F.

Public Hearing

F4.

Architectural Control, Major Subdivision, and Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement
/Hunter Properties/133 Encinal Avenue:
Request for architectural control and major subdivision to allow the demolition of existing garden
nursery buildings, and construction of 24 attached townhouse-style residential units and associated
site improvements in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district. A
tentative map would be required to create 24 residential condominium units. Five heritage trees
are proposed for removal as part of the proposed development. In addition, the applicant is
requesting approval of a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the provision of three on-site
BMR units for this project. (Staff Report #15-021-PC)
Staff Comment: Associate Planner Jean Lin said a colors and materials board was provided for
the Commission’s review. She said additional correspondence had been received since the
publication of the staff report, which had been distributed to the Commission and copies of which
were available for the public at the information table in the rear of the room. She said the project
was located within the Specific Plan area and subject to the guidelines and standards within that
Plan. She said Attachment F was a “Standards and Guidelines Checklist” that summarized how
the project would be in compliance with the Specific Plan. She said the project was also in
conformance with the Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR). She said the
“Environmental Compliance Checklist” was Attachment K. She said Planning Consultant Arnold
Mammarella was present and was assigned to the project design review. She said a representative
from Hunter Properties, the applicant, was also present.
Questions of Staff: Commissioner Kahle said one of the pieces of correspondence received talked
about traffic. He asked if the Transportation Division had reviewed and approved the current
project layout. Planner Lin said the Transportation Division had looked at the project. She said the
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driveways were as far from the railroad tracks as they could be. She said they were fairly close to
the existing driveway at 1600 El Camino Real being separated by 20 to 30 feet. She said staff did
not think this would create a safety issue as the overall project would result in less traffic than the
previous commercial nursery use.
Commissioner Kahle asked why the Commission had not seen this project prior to this seemingly
final proposal. Associate Planner Lin said the project was being proposed at the Specific Plan
base level and was not required to come to the Planning Commission for a study session. She said
projects proposed at the Specific Plan bonus level were required to come to the Planning
Commission as a study session.
Commissioner Combs asked if the applicant could have voluntarily chosen to do a study session
and wondered if there had been a suggestion to do so considering the neighbor concerns.
Associate Planner Lin said there had been no suggestion of a study session. She said the
applicant and neighbors have met several times to discuss the project and neighbors’ concerns.
Commissioner Combs asked staff to clarify if the Planning Commission’s role with this project
proposal was only the architectural control. Associate Planner Lin said as part of the architectural
review the Commission would insure that the project proposal was in compliance with the Specific
Plan standards and guidelines.
Applicant Presentation:
Mr. Deke Hunter, project applicant, said the project architect would provide an overview of the
project.
Ms. Jessica Musick, project architect, KTGY Group, described the project site. She said
constraints and opportunities on the property influenced their proposal such as the existing
heritage trees and an SFPUC easement running the eastern edge of the site adjacent to the
Southern Pacific railroad tracks. She said the carriage house on the site was not a historic building
but one which the project team has thought fondly of and tried to incorporate as the project
developed. She said they were proposing 24 townhome units, three to four bedrooms each, on
nearly two acres, with personal garages for the units and seven guest parking spaces. She said
43% of the site was open space made up of the area within the SFPUC easement as garden
spaces, a central paseo and areas around the existing heritage trees. She said a variety of
building heights were proposed for the two and three-story eight buildings including the one-story
amenity structure. She said the one-story and two-story were located along the northern edge
where there were sensitivities to the existing Stone Pine Lane neighbors. She said the carriage
house would be reconstructed as the amenity building, which would have a fitness room. She said
there were a number of entry orientations with the frontage along Encinal Drive and the main
vehicular and pedestrian streets. She said they were using cedar siding and shingles, smooth
wood trims, stone cladding and aluminum clad windows. She said Building D was two units and
two-story in height. She said they had gone to great lengths to articulate the rear elevation of that
building and protect the privacy of the neighbors. She said they were aiming for LEED for home
silver certification. She said there would be three electrical vehicle chargers and water efficiencies
in the buildings and landscaping, and energy efficiencies would be used. She said the
reconstructed carriage house would have a cedar shake roof, wood windows, and wood board and
batten.
Mr. Hunter said the owners of the Reynolds Nursery property had contacted him when they wanted
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to sell their property. He said although the project setbacks were generous, the change in use was
a big change for the Stone Pine Lane neighbors. He said through neighborhood meetings they
had discussed and reduced Building D from three stories to two stories and were continuing to
discuss further modulations to that building.
Replying to questions from Commissioner Combs, Mr. Hunter said before they had known whether
the carriage house was a historical building and what its condition was, they had considered
repurposing it in some commercial application. He said once they found out the structure was not
historic and determined its condition, they decided to reconstruct and relocate it. He said the
looser he could make the fence line for Stone Pine Lane neighbors and soften the massing the
better.
Responding to Commissioner Kadvany’s suggestion that the driveway width could be reduced for
Building C to what it was for Buildings A and B and that would enable Building D to move away
from Stone Pine Lane, Associate Planner Lin said the need for the wider driveway with the
hammerhead turnaround in the back was for access for fire trucks and equipment required by the
Fire District.
Commissioner Kadvany said the project was parked more greatly at 53 spaces than the required
45 spaces, and asked about more units. Mr. Hunter said that increasing the number of units would
not fit the area and rather than providing minimum parking he wanted to provide some guest
parking. Commissioner Kadvany asked about double asterisks and bathrooms without windows.
Ms. Musick said that the end units would have bathrooms with windows and the other internal units’
bathrooms would not have windows or skylights.
Commissioner Kahle asked about the commercial neighbor’s concerns with the two driveways and
the suggestion to paint the curb red. Mr. Hunter said that Ron and Laurie Shepherd, the next door
property owners, were concerned with a large truck parking along the street and that would create
a visual obstruction. He said they thought painting the curb red was the solution. Associate
Planner Lin said also that the Specific Plan called for a Class 2 or 3 bicycle lane along that side of
Encinal Avenue. She said if that occurred on street parking would be eliminated on that side of the
street.
Commissioner Kahle said there were discussions about planting more trees between the two
properties. Mr. Hunter said Building F was a triplex and its courtyard receives the courtyard off the
spine of the other two buildings and the commercial property owners were concerned about
impacts from the massing there to their first story office space so they wanted to have a robust tree
plan. He said those neighbors were also concerned about their trees so once grading was to
commence they would review the project tree protection plan with them.
Commissioner Kahle said the distance between Buildings E and F had been 15 feet and was now
9 feet and there was a suggestion to move something forward. Mr. Hunter said talking to staff it
was important to have the internal features and courtyards and that changed the massing along
that line. He said their other issue was a trash enclosure there which they wanted to be sure was
disclosed to tenants of the new project.
Public Comment:


Mr. John Onken, Stone Pine Lane, said his property was adjacent to this project. He said they
appreciated the good faith efforts of the developer. He said the development plan had not
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really changed except for some tweaks along the Stone Pine Lane edge. He said the project
was a lot of townhomes packed together and facing each other with 26 and 30 feet between
windows, which was tight. He said there was as little as 31 feet between windows of the
project and Stone Pine Lane residences, which effectively brought Stone Pine Lane into this
development. He said they did not think the project had done enough to protect Stone Pine
Lane. He said if Council did permit this project, they would want to see specific screening trees
along the back edge as what was shown now were azaleas. He said the neighbors had no
interest in the carriage house. He said if that building could be removed and the building facing
Stone Pine Lane could be located further away and its height dropped that would help. He
suggested the Commission not recommend the project for approval until the plans were
changed and the carriage house removed and other suggested changes made.


Mr. In Lee said the principle living spaces in the Stone Pine Lane homes face the proposed
project. He said their living rooms, dining rooms and bedrooms had floor to second story
ceiling windows and they would be looking into the back wall of the proposed adjacent
townhomes. He said his home was a short three-story, about 30 feet total in height, and the
proposed project’s three stories had been planned at 36 foot height. He said the building had
been reduced to two-story in these plans but would still be at 27 feet in height and that impact
his neighborhood’s sun and light. He said this property and Stone Pine Lane were too close
together and he hoped changes were made and implemented in the plans.



Ms. Fran Dehn, resident, said the carriage house was a delightful structure but thought if it was
going to be reconstructed perhaps someone would like to move it. She said she would like the
project to be most aesthetically pleasing for all concerned rather than trying to preserve the
carriage house but reconstructing it. She supported removing the carriage house if it would
make the project better. She said this property was for sale purposes and having four
bedrooms close to jobs and schools could be attractive to someone wanting an investment to
rent to others. She said she wanted the occupancy kept to single-family. She said if a four
bedroom unit in this project was rented out there would definitely not be enough parking.



Mr. Scott Philips, Stone Pine Lane, said the project asked the City to make the finding that the
development of it would not impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the
neighborhood. He said the proposal would have a significant impact. He said his property’s
master bedroom window would be only 29 feet from the adjacent building D. He said his home
was two-story and 18-feet tall. He said the original project at three stories would have made
the project building twice the height of his home. He said even the two-story proposed was
significantly taller than his home and would virtually eliminate all morning light in his backyard.
He said he understood the need for additional housing and the desire to achieve a certain
density but this project would make their yards practically unusable. He said he was concerned
with the heritage oak noting that story poles for building D clearly extended into the tree’s
canopy, and it was clear the lower part of the tree canopy would need to be removed to
construct the building. He said that would seriously impair the viability of that tree.



Ms. Ursula Feusi, Stone Pine Lane, said her residence faced Building D directly. She said the
developer had listened to some of their concerns and made some moves to accommodate by
redesigning the site facing the living patio areas of their stone Pine Lane homes, but the results
were far from satisfactory. She said their fundamental concerns with the project remained the
same. She said the proposed project was vast and invasive. She said the townhouses were
too close together blocking sun and light. She said the development would cause harm to the
conditions and value of their properties and affect negatively the aspects of their lives. She
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said the proposed Building D was very lacking in visual interest. She said the design would put
their patios approximately five feet from the project patios and they would lose their privacy.
She strongly urged the Commission to reconsider the open space issue along the boundaries
and continue the park-like setting starting at the redwood grove all the way down to the oak
tree. She suggested keeping the area as open space that they all could enjoy. She said if
Building D was built it would jeopardize that oak tree. She said the 36-inch redwood tree
should not be eliminated. She suggested that a mixed-use project would be better suited to
this site.


Ms. Bianka Skubnik, Stone Pine Lane, said her unit would directly face the proposed Building D
and put her outdoor living space in a canyon. She said that the layout of Stone Pine Lane was
much less urban than the proposed project.



Mr. Jason Thrasher, Stone Pine Lane, said the proposed project would degrade the privacy he
currently enjoyed in his home. He said the project’s living spaces and patios were very close to
the homes on Stone Pine Lane, and raised significant privacy concerns. He said the plans did
not describe a fence or landscape screening between the project and Stone Pine Lane. He
said sunlight currently entering their homes would be disrupted by the height of the proposed
development. He said in a meeting with Mr. Hunter he had indicated he would be willing to
have the adjacent townhouses with a pop-up partial second story to allow for more sunlight
access but that was not reflected in the revised design proposal. He said the construction of 24
high density townhomes would significantly increase the traffic and parking problems in the
area. He said a mix of residential and commercial or a park would help reduce traffic along El
Camino Real, make the neighborhood more walkable and increase the privacy for the Stone
Pine Lane residents. He said he was opposed to the project and recommended the
Commission deny the proposal and require a redesign.

Vice Chair Strehl closed the public hearing.
Commission Comment: Commissioner Kadvany asked for context on the Davis Polk property on
El Camino Real and its relationship to homes on Stone Pine Lane. Interim Principal Planner
Rogers said he believed the project was approved in the late 1990s and it was either appealed to
the City Council or approved by them, and there had also been an unsuccessful lawsuit.
Commissioner Kadvany asked if the project setbacks were greater than the Davis Polk project
setbacks with Stone Pine Lane. Associate Planner Lin said the Davis Polk setbacks were greater
than the proposed project’s rear setbacks and were at about 100 feet as opposed to 20 feet.
Commissioner Kadvany said the Specific Plan made considerations for projects that abut
residential neighborhoods and asked if this proposal met the model for residential interface.
Associate Planner Lin said that the Specific Plan was designed with a 20-foot setback at the border
of the Plan area with adjacent properties and that was to address the transition between existing
development and the higher density Plan development. She said this project has a 20-foot rear
setback. Interim Principal Planner Rogers said sheet A4.3 has a helpful diagram showing a
section of Building D relative to the property line and references the 20-foot rear setback, which
was achieved at the first story, and increased at the second story at different points. He said the
Plan also specifically defined a façade height applied to the front and rear of a property that clipped
into a 45 degree angle. He said the diagram of the proposed revised plan from Hunter Properties
has fallen well below the 45 degree angle and 30-foot maximum façade height.
Commissioner Kadvany asked how many Stone Pine Lane residences were directly behind
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Building D. Ms. Musick said there were three. Commissioner Kadvany asked about the Stone
Pine Lane residents’ perceived loss of value of their homes by the proposed project. Interim
Principal Planner Rogers said that generally real property prices in Menlo Park were rising. He
said in working with the appraisers their primary interest was what could be built on a particular
property itself, and less what could be done on adjacent properties.
Responding to a question from Commissioner Ferrick, Associate Planner Lin said the proposal was
well under the 20 housing units allowed per acre.
Commissioner Ferrick asked why they chose to make the units fewer and larger rather than more
and smaller. Mr. Hunter said he was trying to do a transitional product that was looser than other
townhouse projects that would come in a price point that younger families could afford to buy.
Commissioner Ferrick asked why not smaller units, noting the need for workforce and senior
housing. Mr. Hunter said the homes were such that they could be a step down for people to sell
their Menlo Park or Atherton homes and move into a smaller space. He said the homes have a
room that could be a den or office, or a fourth bedroom. Ms. Musick said they have 40% open
space and that was a product of the heritage tree and SFPUC easement, and that caused a loss of
buildable area, or about 33,000 square feet.
Commissioner Ferrick said the project was only being built to the state’s green requirements, LEED
silver, and asked if they could add some greater water related efficiencies. Ms. Musick said they
were using those requirements as a starting point and were exploring other options and strategies.
Commissioner Ferrick asked if this project allowed for a greater setback that might be needed for
the Caltrain electrification project. Mr. Hunter said the additional 40-foot needed for that project
was within the SFPUC easement.
Responding to a question from Commissioner Ferrick, Interim Principal Planner Rogers said the
bonus density for residential was 30 dwelling units per acre, which would be approximately 51 units
for the project acreage.
Responding to a question from Commissioner Goodhue in reference to whether a shadow study
had been done for Stone Pine Lane residences, Interim Principal Planner Rogers said the EIR for
the Plan looked at shadow studies of representative uses. He said there were certainly areas
where shadows were cast where there had not been shadows before but the EIR determined that
did not impair the use, and made a finding that there were no shadow impact. He said this project
was consistent with that and no additional analyses were required to be done.
Commissioner Goodhue said the applicant had indicated that if Building H was removed there
could potentially be a sideways shift to move Building D to the left. Mr. Hunter said the property
line was almost on a true east-west. He said if that mass of buildings were moved hypothetically
10 feet to the west, it would move them away from the oak tree in the Hetch-Hetchy right-of-way
and would loosen up the project. He said the hammerhead for the fire access turnaround would
also move or could be relocated.
Commissioner Kahle said the front massing of Building A was rather tall and articulated well. He
said he had more concern with the sides of Building G as that was a blank wall that would be seen
traveling down Encinal Avenue. He said he liked the detailing but the brackets at six by eight
looked chunky and asked that more attention be paid to those. He said it was good that Building D
was a two-story rather than three-story, had small windows on the second floor, and with the
separation at the tightest being 29 feet, he was inclined to support.
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Responding to questions from Commissioner Combs, Associate Planner Lin said the project would
go to the City Council for consideration including the Commission’s recommendation(s) from this
evening. She said because these were for sale units, the project needed to go to the City Council
because it would need a major subdivision tentative map. She said the Specific Plan boundaries
on three sides wrap around this property and included the Davis Polk property but did not extend
past the Caltrain railroad tracks. Interim Principal Planner Rogers said prior to the Plan, the project
property was a rare mismatch property, an R3 parcel with a commercial use on it. He said the R3
zoning was complex but would allow a maximum of 18 housing units per acre. He said R3 zoning
had a rear setback based on a percentage of the lot width but was at maximum 20-feet. He said it
had no building profile requirements and maximum building height was 35-feet.
Responding to questions from Commissioner Ferrick, Associate Planner Lin said one of the three
BMR units onsite would be for low income and the other two BMR units would be for moderate
income. She said the project has a requirement for 3.6 BMR units. She said the original proposal
was to provide three BMR units for moderate income and pay an in-lieu fee for the 0.6 BMR unit.
She said the applicant considered staff’s suggestion of incorporating a low income unit and
eliminating the in-lieu fee. She said the Housing Commission expressed strong interest in a low
income unit rather than an in-lieu fee. She said if it were a bonus density project of 45 units the
requirement would have been for 7 BMR units.
Commissioner Ferrick said she would have preferred this project to have the highest and best use
for the City’s unmet housing need and near transit but what was proposed was more fitting for the
adjacent neighborhood. She said she very much liked the homes on Stone Pine Lane and thought
this project would be similar in quality and not detrimental to that neighborhood. She said she had
empathy for the owners’ of the three units whose views would be impacted. She said it was a
change but she thought the applicants had been responsive. She said it would be important for the
applicant to work with the neighbors on appropriate screening trees behind Building D. She said
the City had a housing shortage and an allocated number of housing units to generate which was
why she wanted more and smaller units. She said the project could be a lot bigger and much
denser than was proposed. She said the Craftsman-style design proposed was acceptable.
Vice Chair Strehl said she visited the properties on Stone Pine Lane and all of their living spaces
looked out onto this project property and their sunlight would be diminished. She asked if Building
H was removed whether the three units in Building D could be broken up so it wasn’t just one mass.
Mr. Hunter said he could possibly do two duplexes and break them apart if Building H was
removed but he would have to look at the driveway requirements. He said he would like to make
the Stone Pine Lane neighbors as happy as they possibly could be with the project. Vice Chair
Strehl said she was worried about the impact to the oak tree canopy. Mr. Hunter said they would
meet all the tree protection standards but it would feel better to be able to move away even another
five feet. She suggested improved landscaping between the property and Stone Pine Lane
residences. Mr. Hunter said they would work with their neighbors on the type of fence and trees.
Commissioner Kadvany said like Commissioner Ferrick he would prefer a denser project. He said
he agreed with John Onken that this project with its big driveways was similar to Stanford West and
was very auto-centric. He said this project was much better than some projects that could have
been proposed for this site noting the higher end materials. He said Building D seemed to have
the most impact on the Stone Pine Lane residences and the developer seemed willing to look at
Building D further. He said there was a question of visual interest for the back of Building D but as
proposed it protected privacy. He said for the Stone Pine Lane residents the visual massing of
Building D was an impact.
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Commissioner Goodhue said there were demonstrable differences between this project and
Stanford West. She said she understood the desire for more units but thought the developer was
hitting the spirit of the Specific Plan as a transition project with an existing neighborhood. She said
it related well with Felton Gables and the other residences east of the railroad tracks. She said the
Stone Pine Lane homes were built to view the Roger Reynolds Nursery and that was expected to
remain. She commended the applicant for the provision of garages and their locations.
Commissioner Ferrick said she was neutral about the carriage house. She asked if it was removed
could Building D be lengthened as a one-story with a pop-up. Mr. Hunter said that giving up height
meant the homes would be wider and a partial pop-up would be preferable. He said they could
look at that with City staff.
Commissioner Kahle said the carriage house was a focal point to the driveway and a homage to
what had been there previously.
Commissioner Combs said the three main things he heard from the neighbors was the concern
that the project was not mixed use and that would be better rather than solely residential, concern
about the massing of residential blocks that did not fit within the character of the overall
neighborhood, and the issue of privacy and setbacks in regard to Building D. He said the concerns
were valid and he was empathetic. He said the property was under the Specific Plan and fell
within all the guidelines and was even restrained. He said he did not know what could be basis
there could be to recommend denial.
Commissioner Kadvany said he liked Building H and would not like the project to lose it. He
suggested they might be able to do something different with Building D such as reduce the garage
size and step the second story back more.
Vice Chair Strehl said she responded first to the massing of the project. She said she appreciated
the detail and the work that had gone into the project. She said she supported getting rid of
Building H if it would help with changing the mass and/or location of Building D to address some of
the Stone Pine Lane neighbors’ concerns. She said if eliminating Building H would enable options
the developer could do to address the neighbors’ concerns, and if the developer provided
appropriate screening along the back, and protected the heritage trees, she could support the
project.
Commissioner Ferrick said she liked Commissioner Kadvany’s idea to have one covered and one
uncovered parking on the three rear units. She said she liked Building H and it was the one thing
in this property that made the project not a cookie-cutter townhome project. She said the project
met the checklists of the Specific Plan and responded well to adjacencies. She moved to
recommend the project to City Council.
Commissioner Kadvany said if the developer wanted to do something with Buildings H and D,
should they include something about that.
Commissioner Combs said he was in favor of eliminating Building H if it would help to address
identified concerns about Building D.
Commissioner Goodhue suggested a motion to allow for modifications to address Stone Pine Lane
residents’ concerns.
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Interim Principal Planner Rogers said the project would not go to the City Council until December
so if they wanted to recommend some changes to the project, the developer could be working on
those during the interim.
Commissioner Ferrick said she would amend her motion to recommend the project to the City
Council with the modification to revisit and revise the plan for Building D in response to Stone Pine
Lane residents’ concerns.
Commissioner Kahle said he would also like to have a review of the west elevation of Building G
and the front elevation of Building A, particularly the three story massing, and the brackets with
staff review.
Commissioner Ferrick said she would decline that modification.
Commissioner Combs seconded the motion made by Commissioner Ferrick.
Vice Chair Strehl said her understanding of the motion was to recommend the plan to the City
Council with a request that the applicant work with staff and the Stone Pine Lane neighbors to redo Building D, optionally to eliminate Building H and moderate the size of Building D to the extent
they were able.
Mr. Hunter said it was important to have very clear directives. He restated that the Commission
was recommending the project to City Council but in the interim until the project was considered by
Council to modify Building D to all parties’ favor. He noted that might not result in any changes.
Vice Chair Strehl said that included eliminating Building H if that helped improve Building D.
ACTION: Motion and second (Ferrick/Combs) to recommend that the City Council approve the
item with the modification to work with neighbors/staff on Building D; passes 6-0, with
Commissioner Onken recused.
Commissioner Kadvany said he agreed with Commissioner Kahle’s comments about the west
elevation of Building G.
J.

Adjournment
Vice Chair Strehl adjourned the meeting at 10:10 p.m.

Staff Liaison: Thomas Rogers, Interim Principal Planner
Recording Secretary: Brenda Bennett
Approved by the Planning Commission on November 16, 2015
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ATTACHMENT K
133 Encinal Avenue
Menlo Park El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan
Standards and Guidelines: Project Compliance Worksheet
Section

Standard or
Requirement
Guideline
E.3.1 Development Intensity
E.3.1.01
Standard
Business and Professional office (inclusive
of medical and dental office) shall not
exceed one half of the base FAR or public
benefit bonus FAR, whichever is
applicable.
E.3.1.02
Standard
Medical and Dental office shall not exceed
one third of the base FAR or public benefit
bonus FAR, whichever is applicable.
E.3.2 Height
E.3.2.01
Standard
Roof-mounted mechanical equipment,
solar panels, and similar equipment may
exceed the maximum building height, but
shall be screened from view from publiclyaccessible spaces.
E.3.2.02
Standard
Vertical building projections such as
parapets and balcony railings may extend
up to 4 feet beyond the maximum façade
height or the maximum building height,
and shall be integrated into the design of
the building.
E.3.2.03
Standard
Rooftop elements that may need to
exceed the maximum building height due
to their function, such as stair and elevator
towers, shall not exceed 14 feet beyond
the maximum building height. Such rooftop
elements shall be integrated into the
design of the building.
E.3.3 Setbacks and Projections within Setbacks
E.3.3.01
Standard
Front setback areas shall be developed
with sidewalks, plazas, and/or landscaping
as appropriate.
E.3.3.02
Standard
Parking shall not be permitted in front
setback areas.
E.3.3.03

Standard

E.3.3.04

Standard

E.3.3.05

Standard
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In areas where no or a minimal setback is
required, limited setback for store or lobby
entry recesses shall not exceed a
maximum of 4-foot depth and a maximum
of 6-foot width.
In areas where no or a minimal setback is
required, building projections, such as
balconies, bay windows and dormer
windows, shall not project beyond a
maximum of 3 feet from the building face
into the sidewalk clear walking zone,
public right-of-way or public spaces,
provided they have a minimum 8-foot
vertical clearance above the sidewalk
clear walking zone, public right-of-way or
public space.
In areas where setbacks are required,
building projections, such as balconies,
bay windows and dormer windows, at or
above the second habitable floor shall not
project beyond a maximum of 5 feet from
the building face into the setback area.
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Evaluation
Not Applicable: No business/professional
office use is proposed.

Not Applicable: No medical/dental office
use is proposed.
Complies: No roof-mounted equipment is
currently proposed.
Sheets A2.1-A2.7
Complies: No vertical projections are
exceeding maximum building or façade
height.
Sheets A4.0-A4.6
Complies: No rooftop elements are
exceeding the maximum building height.
Sheets A4.0-A4.6

Complies: Sidewalks and landscaping
are provided in the front setback.
Sheet L1.0
Complies: No parking is located in the
front setback.
Sheet A1.0
Not Applicable: Project is not in a zone
with no/minimal setback requirements.

Complies: No building projections are
within required setbacks.
Sheet A1.0

Complies: No building projections are
within required setbacks.
Sheet A1.0

133 Encinal Avenue
Menlo Park El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan
Standards and Guidelines: Project Compliance Worksheet
Section

Standard or
Guideline
Standard

Requirement

The total area of all building projections
shall not exceed 35% of the primary
building façade area. Primary building
façade is the façade built at the property or
setback line.
E.3.3.07
Standard
Architectural projections like canopies,
awnings and signage shall not project
beyond a maximum of 6 feet horizontally
from the building face at the property line
or at the minimum setback line. There
shall be a minimum of 8-foot vertical
clearance above the sidewalk, public rightof-way or public space.
E.3.3.08
Standard
No development activities may take place
within the San Francisquito Creek bed,
below the creek bank, or in the riparian
corridor.
E.3.4 Massing and Modulation
E.3.4.1 Building Breaks
E.3.4.1.01 Standard
The total of all building breaks shall not
exceed 25 percent of the primary façade
plane in a development.
E.3.3.06

E.3.4.1.02

Standard

Building breaks shall be located at ground
level and extend the entire building height.

E.3.4.1.03

Standard

E.3.4.1.04

Standard

In all districts except the ECR-SE zoning
district, recesses that function as building
breaks shall have minimum dimensions of
20 feet in width and depth and a maximum
dimension of 50 feet in width. For the
ECR-SE zoning district, recesses that
function as building breaks shall have a
minimum dimension of 60 feet in width and
40 feet in depth.
Building breaks shall be accompanied with
a major change in fenestration pattern,
material and color to have a distinct
treatment for each volume.

E.3.4.1.05

Standard
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In all districts except the ECR-SE zoning
district, building breaks shall be required
as shown in Table E3.

PAGE 211

Evaluation
Complies: No building projections are
within setbacks except eaves at Buildings
D, E, F, and G. Eaves project approx. 2’0” into setback. Sheets A4.0-A4.6
Complies: Porch canopies and trellises
do not extend more than 6’ from building
faces at setbacks or property line.
Vertical clearances are greater than 8’.
Sheets A1.0; A2.1-A2.7; A3.0-A3.6

Not Applicable: The project is not located
in or near San Francisquito Creek.

Complies: The building break between
Buildings A and G is 40’-2” for a building
plane of 183’-10”, which is 22 percent of
the building plane.
Sheet A6.0
Complies: The provided building break
extends for the entire building height from
the ground level up.
Sheet A6.0
Not Applicable: Project proposes a full
building break, not a recess.

Complies: The building break between
Buildings A and G is accompanied by a
change in color (brown scheme to grey
scheme), and windows vary within and
between the two structures.
Sheet A6.0
Complies: Per Table E3, the building
plane on Encinal Avenue is less than
200’. 1 building break req. at 100’.
Building A width is 93.5’. Break 40’.
Sheet A6.0
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Section

Standard or
Guideline
Standard

Requirement

In the ECR-SE zoning district, and
consistent with Table E4 the building
breaks shall:
 Comply with Figure E9;
 Be a minimum of 60 feet in width,
except where noted on Figure E9;
 Be a minimum of 120 feet in width at
Middle Avenue;
 Align with intersecting streets, except
for the area between Roble Avenue
and Middle Avenue;
 Be provided at least every 350 feet in
the area between Roble Avenue and
Middle Avenue; where properties under
different ownership coincide with this
measurement, the standard side
setbacks (10 to 25 feet) shall be
applied, resulting in an effective break
of between 20 to 50 feet.
 Extend through the entire building
height and depth at Live Oak Avenue,
Roble Avenue, Middle Avenue,
Partridge Avenue and Harvard Avenue;
and
 Include two publicly-accessible building
breaks at Middle Avenue and Roble
Avenue.
E.3.4.1.07 Standard
In the ECR-SE zoning district, the Middle
Avenue break shall include vehicular
access; publicly-accessible open space
with seating, landscaping and shade; retail
and restaurant uses activating the open
space; and a pedestrian/bicycle
connection to Alma Street and Burgess
Park. The Roble Avenue break shall
include publicly-accessible open space
with seating, landscaping and shade.
E.3.4.1.08 Guideline
In the ECR-SE zoning district, the breaks
at Live Oak, Roble, Middle, Partridge and
Harvard Avenues may provide vehicular
access.
E.3.4.2 Façade Modulation and Treatment
E.3.4.2.01 Standard
Building façades facing public rights-ofway or public open spaces shall not
exceed 50 feet in length without a minor
building façade modulation. At a minimum
of every 50’ façade length, the minor
vertical façade modulation shall be a
minimum 2 feet deep by 5 feet wide
recess or a minimum 2 foot setback of the
building plane from the primary building
façade.
E.3.4.1.06
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Evaluation
Not Applicable: The property is not in the
ECR-SE district.

Not Applicable: The property is not in the
ECR-SE district.

Not Applicable: The property is not in the
ECR-SE district.

Complies: Buildings A and G facing
Encinal Avenue have minor vertical
façade modulations with minimum
measurements of 5’-6” in width and 3 feet
in depth.
Sheet A6.0
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Section
E.3.4.2.02

Standard or
Guideline
Standard

E.3.4.2.03

Standard

E.3.4.2.04

Guideline

E.3.4.2.05

Guideline

E.3.4.3 Building Profile
E.3.4.3.01 Standard

Requirement

Evaluation

Building façades facing public rights-ofway or public open spaces shall not
exceed 100 feet in length without a major
building modulation. At a minimum of
every 100 feet of façade length, a major
vertical façade modulation shall be a
minimum of 6 feet deep by 20 feet wide
recess or a minimum of 6 feet setback of
building plane from primary building
façade for the full height of the building.
This standard applies to all districts except
ECR NE-L and ECR SW since those two
districts are required to provide a building
break at every 100 feet.
In addition, the major building façade
modulation shall be accompanied with a 4foot minimum height modulation and a
major change in fenestration pattern,
material and/or color.
Minor façade modulation may be
accompanied with a change in fenestration
pattern, and/or material, and/or color,
and/or height.

Not Applicable: Major modulation not
required as building façade at Building A
is less than 100 feet wide.
Sheet A6.0

Buildings should consider sun shading
mechanisms, like overhangs, bris soleils
and clerestory lighting, as façade
articulation strategies.
The 45-degree building profile shall be set
at the minimum setback line to allow for
flexibility and variation in building façade
height within a district.

Horizontal building and architectural
projections, like balconies, bay windows,
dormer windows, canopies, awnings, and
signage, beyond the 45-degree building
profile shall comply with the standards for
Building Setbacks & Projection within
Setbacks (E.3.3.04 to E.3.3.07) and shall
be integrated into the design of the
building.
E.3.4.3.03 Standard
Vertical building projections like parapets
and balcony railings shall not extend 4 feet
beyond the 45-degree building profile and
shall be integrated into the design of the
building.
E.3.4.3.04 Standard
Rooftop elements that may need to extend
beyond the 45-degree building profile due
to their function, such as stair and elevator
towers, shall be integrated into the design
of the building.
E.3.4.4 Upper Story Façade Length
E.3.4.3.02
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Not Applicable: Major modulation not
required as building façade at Building A
is less than 100 feet wide.
Sheet A6.0
Complies: Minor façade modulations in
Buildings A and G are accompanied by a
change in material (shingle to horizontal
siding) and color (variation in darkness of
brown or grey at modulation).
Sheet A6.0
Complies: Overhangs at eaves and
rakes, covered porches and covered
upper decks provide shading are shown
on the elevations and conceptual details.
Sheets A2.1-A2.7; Sheet A6.9a
Complies: Buildings A and G along the
front and building D along the rear
comply with the 45-degree building
profile requirement.
Sheets A4.0, A4.3, A4.6
Complies: No horizontal projections are
proposed within the 45-degree building
profile.
Sheets A4.0, A4.6

Complies: No vertical building projections
are proposed within the 45-degree
building profile.
Sheets A4.0, A4.6
Complies: No rooftop elements extend
beyond the 45-degree building profile.
Sheet A4.0, A4.6
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Section

Standard or
Guideline
Standard

Requirement

Building stories above the 38-foot façade
height shall have a maximum allowable
façade length of 175 feet along a public
right-of-way or public open space.
E.3.5 Ground Floor Treatment, Entry and Commercial Frontage
Ground Floor Treatment
E.3.5.01
Standard
The retail or commercial ground floor shall
be a minimum 15-foot floor-to-floor height
to allow natural light into the space.
E.3.5.02
Standard
Ground floor commercial buildings shall
have a minimum of 50% transparency
(i.e., clear-glass windows) for retail uses,
office uses and lobbies to enhance the
visual experience from the sidewalk and
street. Heavily tinted or mirrored glass
shall not be permitted.
E.3.5.03
Guideline
Buildings should orient ground-floor retail
uses, entries and direct-access residential
units to the street.
E.3.4.4.01

E.3.5.04

Guideline

E.3.5.05

Guideline

E.3.5.06

Guideline

E.3.5.07

Guideline

E.3.5.08

Guideline

Buildings should activate the street by
providing visually interesting and active
uses, such as retail and personal service
uses, in ground floors that face the street.
If office and residential uses are provided,
they should be enhanced with landscaping
and interesting building design and
materials.
For buildings where ground floor retail,
commercial or residential uses are not
desired or viable, other project-related
uses, such as a community room, fitness
center, daycare facility or sales center,
should be located at the ground floor to
activate the street.
Blank walls at ground floor are
discouraged and should be minimized.
When unavoidable, continuous lengths of
blank wall at the street should use other
appropriate measures such as
landscaping or artistic intervention, such
as murals.
Residential units located at ground level
should have their floors elevated a
minimum of 2 feet to a maximum of 4 feet
above the finished grade sidewalk for
better transition and privacy, provided that
accessibility codes are met.

Architectural projections like canopies and
awnings should be integrated with the
ground floor and overall building design to
break up building mass, to add visual
interest to the building and provide shelter
and shade.

Building Entries
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Evaluation
Not Applicable: No buildings exceed the
38-foot façade height.
Sheet A6.0

Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
uses are proposed.
Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
uses are proposed.

Complies: Street facing units at Buildings
A and G are direct access—facing the
street with front doors.
Sheet A1.0 and A2.0
Complies: Porches facing Encinal
Avenue are provided at the ground level
of Building A and G. Free-standing
trellises and landscaping are also
provided along the sidewalk to engage
pedestrians.
Sheet A1.0 and A2.0
Not Applicable: Ground-floor residential
uses are proposed.

Complies: Elevations show porches,
windows, gates etc. at ground floor
condition. Landscaping is also provided
around walls at ground floors.
Sheet A2.0-A2.7 and L1.0
Complies by Alternative Method:
Preliminary Grading & Drainage Plans for
floor elevations and sidewalk grades
indicate ground level floor is about 6
inches to a foot above grade, but access
to units are behind porches or recessed
courts for transition and privacy, and
main living areas above first floor are not
facing access points.
Sheets C3.1-C3.2, A1.0, L1.0
Complies: Canopies/trellis elements are
used at entries and garage doors, etc.
Refer to Conceptual Elevations for
strategies used in the building design.
Sheets A2.1-A2.7; Perspective Sheet
A7.2, A7.4, A7.6
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Section
E.3.5.09

Standard or
Guideline
Standard

E.3.5.10

Guideline

E.3.5.11

Guideline

E.3.5.12

Guideline

Ground floor residential units are
encouraged to have their entrance from
the street.

E.3.5.13

Guideline

E.3.5.14

Guideline

Stoops and entry steps from the street are
encouraged for individual unit entries
when compliant with applicable
accessibility codes. Stoops associated
with landscaping create inviting, usable
and visually attractive transitions from
private spaces to the street.
Building entries are allowed to be
recessed from the primary building façade.

Commercial Frontage
E.3.5.15
Standard
E.3.5.16

Standard

E.3.5.17

Guideline

E.3.5.18

Guideline

E.3.5.19

Guideline
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Requirement
Building entries shall be oriented to a
public street or other public space. For
larger residential buildings with shared
entries, the main entry shall be through
prominent entry lobbies or central
courtyards facing the street. From the
street, these entries and courtyards
provide additional visual interest,
orientation and a sense of invitation.

Entries should be prominent and visually
distinctive from the rest of the façade with
creative use of scale, materials, glazing,
projecting or recessed forms, architectural
details, color, and/or awnings.
Multiple entries at street level are
encouraged where appropriate.

Commercial windows/storefronts shall be
recessed from the primary building façade
a minimum of 6 inches
Retail frontage, whether ground floor or
upper floor, shall have a minimum 50% of
the façade area transparent with clear
vision glass, not heavily tinted or highly
mirrored glass.
Storefront design should be consistent
with the building’s overall design and
contribute to establishing a well-defined
ground floor for the façade along streets.
The distinction between individual
storefronts, entire building façades and
adjacent properties should be maintained.
Storefront elements such as windows,
entrances and signage should provide
clarity and lend interest to the façade.
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Evaluation
Complies: Entries for Buildings A and G
are oriented toward Encinal Avenue.
Entries for Buildings B, C, and F are
oriented toward a common landscaped
paseo off the project drive aisle. Entries
for Buildings D and E employ a similar
strategy and are oriented to landscaped
paseos among buildings or to
landscaped open space. Pedestrian
walkways and decorative paving provide
clear orientation between the public rightof-way and the building entries.
Sheet L1.0
Complies: Buildings entries are
highlighted by covered porches with
stone veneer columns, stone veneer or
wood enclosures, and landscaping.
Sheets A2.1-2.8b
Complies: Buildings A and G, which face
Encinal Avenue, have street level
entrances into the units.
Sheets A2.0-A2.1, A2.7, A3.0, A3.6
Complies: Buildings A and G, which face
Encinal Avenue have entries oriented
toward the street.
Sheets A2.0-A2.1, A2.7, A3.0, A3.6
Complies: Porches and other transitional
elements, such as landscaping, are
provided.
Sheets A2.1-A2.7, A3.0-A3.6

Complies: Buildings A and G have
entries recessed under porches.
Sheets A3.0-A3.6
Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
uses are proposed.
Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
uses are proposed.

Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
uses are proposed.
Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
uses are proposed.
Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
uses are proposed.

133 Encinal Avenue
Menlo Park El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan
Standards and Guidelines: Project Compliance Worksheet
Section
E.3.5.20

Standard or
Guideline
Guideline

E.3.5.21

Guideline

E.3.5.22

Guideline

E.3.5.23

Guideline

E.3.5.24

Guideline

E.3.5.25

Guideline

E.3.6 Open Space
E.3.6.01
Standard

E.3.6.02

Standard

E.3.6.03

Guideline
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Requirement

Evaluation

Individual storefronts should have clearly
defined bays. These bays should be no
greater than 20 feet in length. Architectural
elements, such as piers, recesses and
projections help articulate bays.
All individual retail uses should have direct
access from the public sidewalk. For
larger retail tenants, entries should occur
at lengths at a maximum at every 50 feet,
consistent with the typical lot size in
downtown.
Recessed doorways for retail uses should
be a minimum of two feet in depth.
Recessed doorways provide cover or
shade, help identify the location of store
entrances, provide a clear area for outswinging doors and offer the opportunity
for interesting paving patterns, signage
and displays.
Storefronts should remain un-shuttered at
night and provide clear views of interior
spaces lit from within. If storefronts must
be shuttered for security reasons, the
shutters should be located on the inside of
the store windows and allow for maximum
visibility of the interior.
Storefronts should not be completely
obscured with display cases that prevent
customers and pedestrians from seeing
inside.
Signage should not be attached to
storefront windows.

Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
uses are proposed.

Residential developments or Mixed Use
developments with residential use shall
have a minimum of 100 square feet of
open space per unit created as common
open space or a minimum of 80 square
feet of open space per unit created as
private open space, where private open
space shall have a minimum dimension of
6 feet by 6 feet. In case of a mix of private
and common open space, such common
open space shall be provided at a ratio
equal to 1.25 square feet for each one
square foot of private open space that is
not provided.

Complies: A minimum of 80 square feet
of residential open space meeting
minimum 6 foot depth dimension is
provided for each unit as a deck or
private yard area. (Note: deck at plan 2b
unit is less than 6 foot depth, with patio
next to ground floor entry). Additional
residential open space is provided for
some units as a covered porch or open
deck. Residential open space
calculations are provided on the Project
Data sheet A1.1. Common open space is
also provided in the SFPUC easement
area. In addition Site Open Space
Calculation is provided on Sheet A6.1d.
Sheets A1.0, A1.1, A5.0-A5.13, A6.1d
Not Applicable: Project exceeds the 30%
minimum requirement at the ground
level, so upper level decks have not been
calculated towards this requirement.

Residential open space (whether in
common or private areas) and accessible
open space above parking podiums up to
16 feet high shall count towards the
minimum open space requirement for the
development.
Private and/or common open spaces are
encouraged in all developments as part of
building modulation and articulation to
enhance building façade.
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Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
uses are proposed.

Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
uses are proposed.

Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
uses are proposed.

Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
uses are proposed.
Not Applicable: No retail/commercial
uses are proposed.

Complies: Refer to Conceptual
Landscape Plan.
Sheet L1.0
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Section
E.3.6.04

Standard or
Guideline
Guideline

E.3.6.05

Guideline

E.3.6.06

Guideline

E.3.6.07

Guideline

Requirement
Private development should provide
accessible and usable common open
space for building occupants and/or the
general public.
For residential developments, private open
space should be designed as an extension
of the indoor living area, providing an area
that is usable and has some degree of
privacy.
Landscaping in setback areas should
define and enhance pedestrian and open
space areas. It should provide visual
interest to streets and sidewalks,
particularly where building façades are
long.
Landscaping of private open spaces
should be attractive, durable and droughtresistant.

E.3.7 Parking, Service and Utilities
General Parking and Service Access
E.3.7.01
Guideline
The location, number and width of parking
and service entrances should be limited to
minimize breaks in building design,
sidewalk curb cuts and potential conflicts
with streetscape elements.
E.3.7.02
Guideline
In order to minimize curb cuts, shared
entrances for both retail and residential
use are encouraged. In shared entrance
conditions, secure access for residential
parking should be provided.
E.3.7.03
Guideline
When feasible, service access and loading
docks should be located on secondary
streets or alleys and to the rear of the
building.
E.3.7.04
Guideline
The size and pattern of loading dock
entrances and doors should be integrated
with the overall building design.
E.3.7.05
Guideline
Loading docks should be screened from
public ways and adjacent properties to the
greatest extent possible. In particular,
buildings that directly adjoin residential
properties should limit the potential for
loading-related impacts, such as noise.
Where possible, loading docks should be
internal to the building envelope and
equipped with closable doors. For all
locations, loading areas should be kept
clean.
E.3.7.06
Guideline
Surface parking should be visually
attractive, address security and safety
concerns, retain existing mature trees and
incorporate canopy trees for shade. See
Section D.5 for more compete guidelines
regarding landscaping in parking areas.
Utilities
E.3.7.07
Guideline
All utilities in conjunction with new
residential and commercial development
should be placed underground.
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Evaluation
Complies: Refer to Conceptual
Landscape Plan.
Sheet L1.0
Complies: Private open space is provided
for each unit as a deck, covered porch, or
private yard and is connected to indoor
living spaces.
Sheets A5.0-A5.13, A1.0
Complies: Landscaping within the front
setback helps to define the public
sidewalk. Large street trees, site trees,
and trellises create a street presence.
Sheet L1.0
Complies: Refer to notes on Landscape
plan, Plant list and images with
Conceptual Plan Imagery.
Sheets L1.0, L,3.1, L3.2
Complies: One entrance to project
interior at street, individual garage fronts
minimized on main access way into
project. Sheets A1.0 and C2.0
Not Applicable: No retail use is proposed.
The project would result in one curb cut
for the entire development, which is a
reduction from the two curb cuts that
currently exist.
Not Applicable: No service access or
loading docks are proposed.
Not Applicable: No loading docks are
proposed.
Not Applicable: No loading docks are
proposed.

Complies: Refer to Conceptual
Landscape Plan for relationships
between parking space and tree
canopies.
Sheet L1.0
Complies: Refer to Preliminary Site Utility
Plan.
Sheets C5.1-C5.2
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Section
E.3.7.08

Standard or
Guideline
Guideline

Parking Garages
E.3.7.09
Standard

E.3.7.10

Guideline

E.3.7.11

Guideline

E.3.7.12

Guideline

E.3.7.13

Guideline

E.3.7.14

Guideline

Requirement
Above ground meters, boxes and other
utility equipment should be screened from
public view through use of landscaping or
by integrating into the overall building
design.

Complies: Refer to landscape screening
details and conceptual perspectives
showing fencing and landscape at AC
units. Utility equipment such as
transformers and back flow prevention
devices also to be painted to match
adjacent building color as permitted by
PGE and Fire District.
Sheets L2.4, A6.9c, A8.0B

To promote the use of bicycles, secure
bicycle parking shall be provided at the
street level of public parking garages.
Bicycle parking is also discussed in more
detail in Section F.5 “Bicycle Storage
Standards and Guidelines.”
Parking garages on downtown parking
plazas should avoid monolithic massing by
employing change in façade rhythm,
materials and/or color.
To minimize or eliminate their visibility and
impact from the street and other significant
public spaces, parking garages should be
underground, wrapped by other uses (i.e.
parking podium within a development)
and/or screened from view through
architectural and/or landscape treatment.
Whether free-standing or incorporated into
overall building design, garage façades
should be designed with a modulated
system of vertical openings and pilasters,
with design attention to an overall building
façade that fits comfortably and compatibly
into the pattern, articulation, scale and
massing of surrounding building character.
Shared parking is encouraged where
feasible to minimize space needs, and it is
effectively codified through the plan’s offstreet parking standards and allowance for
shared parking studies.
A parking garage roof should be
approached as a usable surface and an
opportunity for sustainable strategies,
such as installment of a green roof, solar
panels or other measures that minimize
the heat island effect.

Not Applicable: No parking garages are
proposed.

E.3.8 Sustainable Practices
Overall Standards
E.3.8.01
Standard
Unless the Specific Plan area is explicitly
exempted, all citywide sustainability codes
or requirements shall apply.
Overall Guidelines
E.3.8.02
Guideline

Because green building standards are
constantly evolving, the requirements in
this section should be reviewed and
updated on a regular basis of at least
every two years.
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Standards
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Evaluation
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Not Applicable: No parking garages are
proposed.
Not Applicable: No parking garages are
proposed.

Not Applicable: No parking garages are
proposed.

Not Applicable: No parking garages are
proposed.

Not Applicable: No parking garages are
proposed.

To Be Determined: Per applicant, project
will comply with the requirement for
LEED Certification. Preliminary LEED
Checklist submitted.
Acknowledged.
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Section

Standard or
Guideline
Standard

Requirement

Development shall achieve LEED
certification, at Silver level or higher, or a
LEED Silver equivalent standard for the
project types listed below. For LEED
certification, the applicable standards
include LEED New Construction; LEED
Core and Shell; LEED New Homes; LEED
Schools; and LEED Commercial Interiors.
Attainment shall be achieved through
LEED certification or through a Cityapproved outside auditor for those projects
pursing a LEED equivalent standard. The
requirements, process and applicable fees
for an outside auditor program shall be
established by the City and shall be
reviewed and updated on a regular basis.
LEED certification or equivalent standard,
at a Silver lever or higher, shall be
required for:

Newly constructed residential
buildings of Group R (single-family,
duplex and multi-family);

Newly constructed commercial
buildings of Group B (occupancies
including among others office,
professional and service type
transactions) and Group M
(occupancies including among others
display or sale of merchandise such
as department stores, retail stores,
wholesale stores, markets and sales
rooms) that are 5,000 gross square
feet or more;

New first-time build-outs of
commercial interiors that are 20,000
gross square feet or more in buildings
of Group B and M occupancies; and

Major alterations that are 20,000
gross square feet or more in existing
buildings of Group B, M and R
occupancies, where interior finishes
are removed and significant upgrades
to structural and mechanical,
electrical and/or plumbing systems
are proposed.
All residential and/or mixed use
developments of sufficient size to require
LEED certification or equivalent standard
under the Specific Plan shall install one
dedicated electric vehicle/plug-in hybrid
electric vehicle recharging station for every
20 residential parking spaces provided.
Per the Climate Action Plan the complying
applicant could receive incentives, such as
streamlined permit processing, fee
discounts, or design templates.
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Guidelines
E.3.8.03
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Evaluation
To Be Determined: Per applicant, project
will comply with the requirement for
LEED Certification. Preliminary LEED
Checklist submitted.
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Section
E.3.8.04

Standard or
Guideline
Guideline

Requirement

Evaluation

The development of larger projects allows
for more comprehensive sustainability
planning and design, such as efficiency in
water use, stormwater management,
renewable energy sources and carbon
reduction features. A larger development
project is defined as one with two or more
buildings on a lot one acre or larger in
size. Such development projects should
have sustainability requirements and GHG
reduction targets that address
neighborhood planning, in addition to the
sustainability requirements for individual
buildings (See Standard E.3.8.03 above).
These should include being certified or
equivalently verified at a LEED-ND
(neighborhood development), Silver level
or higher, and mandating a phased
reduction of GHG emissions over a period
of time as prescribed in the 2030
Challenge.
The sustainable guidelines listed below
are also relevant to the project area. They
relate to but do not replace LEED
certification or equivalent standard rating
requirements.

To Be Determined: Per applicant, project
will comply with the requirement for
LEED Certification. Preliminary LEED
Checklist submitted.

Building Design Guidelines
E.3.8.05
Guideline
Buildings should incorporate narrow floor
plates to allow natural light deeper into the
interior.
E.3.8.06

Guideline

E.3.8.07

Guideline

E.3.8.08

Guideline
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Buildings should reduce use of daytime
artificial lighting through design elements,
such as bigger wall openings, light
shelves, clerestory lighting, skylights, and
translucent wall materials.
Buildings should allow for flexibility to
regulate the amount of direct sunlight into
the interiors. Louvered wall openings or
shading devices like bris soleils help
control solar gain and check overheating.
Bris soleils, which are permanent sunshading elements, extend from the sunfacing façade of a building, in the form of
horizontal or vertical projections
depending on sun orientation, to cut out
the sun’s direct rays, help protect windows
from excessive solar light and heat and
reduce glare within.
Where appropriate, buildings should
incorporate arcades, trellis and
appropriate tree planting to screen and
mitigate south and west sun exposure
during summer. This guideline would not
apply to downtown, the station area and
the west side of El Camino Real where
buildings have a narrower setback and
street trees provide shade.
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Complies: Building Plans for floor plate
dimensions. Units have light from 2 or
more building sides.
Sheets A3.0-A3.6
Complies: Units have light from 2 or more
building sides; Window groupings large
enough to increase light into units.
Sheets A3.0-A3.6, A2.0-A2.7
Comment: Overhangs on building roofs
may provide some shading on large
windows and recesses at porches and
covered decks provide shading on other
windows and glass doors. Shading
devices as noted in guideline other than
trellis or small roof canopies would not fit
building architecture.

Complies: Proposed planting would
improve shade to summer south and
west exposures on some buildings. Refer
to Conceptual Landscape Plan for
relationship of trees to building sun
exposure.
Sheet L1.0
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Section
E.3.8.09

Standard or
Guideline
Guideline

Requirement
Operable windows are encouraged in new
buildings for natural ventilation.

To maximize use of solar energy, buildings
should consider integrating photovoltaic
panels on roofs.
E.3.8.11
Guideline
Inclusion of recycling centers in kitchen
facilities of commercial and residential
buildings shall be encouraged. The
minimum size of recycling centers in
commercial buildings should be 20 cubic
feet (48 inches wide x 30 inches deep x 24
inches high) to provide for garbage and
recyclable materials.
Stormwater and Wastewater Management Guidelines
E.3.8.12
Guideline
Buildings should incorporate intensive or
extensive green roofs in their design.
Green roofs harvest rain water that can be
recycled for plant irrigation or for some
domestic uses. Green roofs are also
effective in cutting-back on the cooling
load of the air-conditioning system of the
building and reducing the heat island
effect from the roof surface.
E.3.8.13
Guideline
Projects should use porous material on
driveways and parking lots to minimize
stormwater run-off from paved surfaces.
E.3.8.10

Guideline

Landscaping Guidelines
E.3.8.14
Guideline

Planting plans should support passive
heating and cooling of buildings and
outdoor spaces.

E.3.8.15

Guideline

Regional native and drought resistant
plant species are encouraged as planting
material.

E.3.8.16

Guideline

Provision of efficient irrigation system is
recommended, consistent with the City's
Municipal Code Chapter 12.44 "WaterEfficient Landscaping".

Lighting Standards
E.3.8.17
Standard
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Exterior lighting fixtures shall use fixtures
with low cut-off angles, appropriately
positioned, to minimize glare into dwelling
units and light pollution into the night sky.
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Evaluation
Complies: Operable windows are
provided on every floor for all residential
units.
Sheets A3.0-A3.6
Comment: Status of Use of Photovoltaic
panels on roof is unknown.
Complies: Individual townhome units
provided with garages that will hold
garbage/recycling receptacles.

Comment: Green roofs are not proposed
as they would not be compatible with the
craftsman-style buildings.

To Be Determined: Permeable materials
at driveway noted for landscape pavers
and referenced to Civil Drawings. Three
areas of possible permeable pavers
shown along driveway.
Sheet L2.1, C2.0
Complies: Refer to Conceptual
Landscape Plan for relationship of trees
to building and open space sun
exposure. Large trees provided to
support cooling.
Sheet L1.0
Complies: More than 75% of plant
species are water-conserving California
natives or Mediterranean species; refer
to note on Conceptual Landscape Plan
and Conceptual Plant List. No invasive
species are used on project.
Sheets L1.0, L3.0, L3.1
Complies: Planting and irrigation design
will comply with Menlo Park Municipal
Code and California’s 2010 Model Water
Efficient Landscape Ordinance; refer to
note on Conceptual Landscape Plan.
Sheet L1.0
Complies: See E.3.3.19

133 Encinal Avenue
Menlo Park El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan
Standards and Guidelines: Project Compliance Worksheet
Section
E.3.8.18

Standard or
Guideline
Standard

Lighting Guidelines
E.3.8.19
Guideline

Requirement
Lighting in parking garages shall be
screened and controlled so as not to
disturb surrounding properties, but shall
ensure adequate public security.

Not Applicable: No parking garages are
proposed.

Energy-efficient and color-balanced
outdoor lighting, at the lowest lighting
levels possible, are encouraged to provide
for safe pedestrian and auto circulation.

Complies: Fixtures provided separately
from plan set: Hinkley “Harbor” 2574ArGU24 fixture wall mounted and “Harbor”
2576AR-GU24 Pedestal mount fixture
has option for full cut off.; see
perspectives for visual of fixtures at walls
and pedestals.
Complies: Fixture selected has compact
fluorescent or LED lamp option.

Improvements should use ENERGY
STAR-qualified fixtures to reduce a
building’s energy consumption.
E.3.8.21
Guideline
Installation of high-efficiency lighting
systems with advanced lighting control,
including motion sensors tied to dimmable
lighting controls or lighting controlled by
timers set to turn off at the earliest
practicable hour, are recommended.
Green Building Material Guidelines
E.3.8.22
Guideline
The reuse and recycle of construction and
demolition materials is recommended. The
use of demolition materials as a base
course for a parking lot keeps materials
out of landfills and reduces costs.
E.3.8.23
Guideline
The use of products with identifiable
recycled content, including post-industrial
content with a preference for postconsumer content, are encouraged.
E.3.8.24
Guideline
Building materials, components, and
systems found locally or regionally should
be used, thereby saving energy and
resources in transportation.
E.3.8.25
Guideline
A design with adequate space to facilitate
recycling collection and to incorporate a
solid waste management program,
preventing waste generation, is
recommended.
E.3.8.26
Guideline
The use of material from renewable
sources is encouraged.
E.3.8.20

Guideline
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Evaluation
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To Be Determined: Advanced lighting
control to be reviewed in building permit
stage. Light fixtures selected have the
ability to meet standards.

To Be Determined: Guideline is
acknowledged by applicant.

To Be Determined: Guideline is
acknowledged by applicant.
To Be Determined: Guideline is
acknowledged by applicant.
To Be Determined: Guideline is
acknowledged by applicant.

To Be Determined: Guideline is
acknowledged by applicant.
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Hunter Properties, Inc.
Attention: Mr. Sachneel Patel
10121 Miller Avenue #200
Cupertino, CA 95014
RE

133 Encinal Avenue
Menlo Park, CA

Assignment
As requested, I performed a visual inspection of 37 trees protected by city ordinance to
determine species, size, condition, disposition and impacts from construction. In addition, Tree
Protection Zones have been assigned to neighboring trees within 10-feet of property line.
Please be advised this report has been updated from our previously submitted report of June 6,
2014 and April 3, 2015.
Summary
Trees in this report correspond to the numbers shown on the topographic survey. Proposed site
development will require removal of three small city street trees (12, 14 and 45) and five city
protected trees (10, 15, 23, 25 and 46) on site. Further review of plans may be necessary to
determine if additional small right of way trees will require removal. Current plans show the
grove of redwoods at the left rear corner and cluster of live oaks at right rear corner as
remaining. Tree protection fencing should surround each grouping of trees. This fencing will
adequately protect the neighboring trees at the right rear corner. Fencing should also be
installed to protect neighboring oaks, etc. at the 1600 El Camino fence line.




Any grading or excavation within Tree Protection Zones (TPZ’s) must be accomplished
by hand digging.
A qualified arborist must supervise any cutting of roots greater than one inch diameter.
Mitigation is required for root cutting inside the TPZ.

Methodology
No root crown exploration, climbing or plant tissue analysis was performed as part of this
survey.
In determining Tree Condition several factors have been considered which include:
Rate of growth over several seasons;
Structural decays or weaknesses;
Presence of disease or insects; and
Life expectancy.
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Tree Description/Observation
2
Japanese maple (Acer palmatum ‘dissectum’)
Diameter:
3.8"
Height: 5'
Spread: 6'
Condition:
Fair
Location:
Street tree
Observation: Surface rooting observed. The TPZ is 6-feet. Proposed sidewalk should be at
least 2-feet from the tree.
7
Coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens)
Diameter:
15.8"
Height: 25'
Spread: 12'
Condition:
Fair to Good
Location:
Front parking lot
Observation: Planter box and asphalt parking lot create a poor root environment. The TPZ is 8feet.
10
Incense cedar (Calocedrus decurrens)
Diameter:
18.3"
Height: 34'
Spread: 18'
Condition:
Fair
Location:
Front parking strip
Observation: Crown appears water stressed with a moderate accumulation of deadwood. Poor
root environment. Proposed for removal.
11
Incense cedar
Diameter:
18.8"
Height: 40'
Spread: 22'
Condition:
Fair
Location:
Front parking strip
Observation: Crown appears water stressed with a moderate accumulation of deadwood. Poor
root environment. The TPZ is 10-feet. Although Building A will encroach within the TPZ, the
existing asphalt is 4 feet to the northwest, 3-feet to the west and 1-foot to the northeast. The
new design will remove the asphalt at least 6-feet to the northwest, at least 4-feet on the sides.
The new area will allow for root management mitigation such as biostimulants, mycorrhizae and
other microbes that improve root growth and function.
12
Weeping crabapple (Malus floribunda)
Diameter:
5.1"
Height: 7'
Spread: 12'
Condition:
Fair
Location:
Street tree
Observation: Surface rooting observed. Proposed for removal.
13
White birch (Betula jaquemontii)
Diameter:
10.5" Low Branching
Height: 16'
Spread: 12'
Condition:
Poor to Fair
Location:
Street tree
Observation: Lacks vigor, water stressed.
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14
New Zealand tea tree (Leptospermum scoparium)
Diameter:
4.2"
Height: 9'
Spread: 10'
Condition:
Poor to Fair
Location:
Street tree
Observation: Lacks vigor, water stressed. Proposed for removal.
15
Crape myrtle (Lagerstroemia indica)
Diameter:
8.8" at the base, Multi trunk
Height: 12'
Spread: 16'
Condition:
Good
Location:
Street tree
Observation: Minor interior deadwood. The TPZ is 6-feet. Proposed sidewalk should be 5-feet
from the trunk.
23
Coast redwood
Diameter:
37.0"
Height: 85'
Spread: 25'
Condition:
Fair
Location:
Adjacent to building
Observation: Exisitng roof overhang is constructed around tree. Very poor root environment,
concrete surrounds root flare. The TPZ is 19-feet. Construction activity within the TPZ must be
monitored to assess actual impact to tree health.
25
Japanese maple (Acer palmatum)
Diameter:
20.8" Multi trunk
Height: 15'
Spread: 22'
Condition:
Poor to Fair
Location:
Front of carriage house
Observation: Dieback of upper crown observed. Poor structure. Limited root environment. The
TPZ is 11-feet. Proposed sidewalk should remain on the left side or entry road side of tree.
32
Coast redwood
Diameter:
39.5"
Height: 90'
Spread: 22'
Condition:
Fair
Location:
Grove left rear corner
Observation: Crown is one sided from grove effect. Deadwood observed. The TPZ is 20-feet.
33
Coast redwood
Diameter:
34.1"
Height: 70'
Spread: 20'
Condition:
Poor to Fair
Location:
Grove left rear corner
Observation: Dead top. Crown is one sided. The TPZ is 18-feet.
34
Coast redwood
Diameter:
17.6"
Height: 75'
Spread: 16'
Condition:
Fair
Location:
Grove left rear corner
Observation: Crown is one sided from grove effect. Deadwood observed. Subdominant tree.
The TPZ is 10-feet.
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35
Coast redwood
Diameter:
34.3"
Height: 95'
Spread: 18'
Condition:
Fair to Good
Location:
Grove left rear corner
Observation: Trumpet vine climbing crown. The TPZ is 18-feet.
36
Coast redwood
Diameter:
33.4"
Height: 90'
Spread: 22'
Condition:
Poor to Fair
Location:
Grove left rear corner
Observation: Water stressed. Irregular curvature of stem. The TPZ is 18-feet.
37
Coast redwood
Diameter:
17.0"
Height: 70'
Spread: 14'
Condition:
Fair
Location:
Grove left rear corner
Observation: Subdominant tree. The TPZ is 10-feet.
38
Coast redwood
Diameter:
19.5"
Height: 85'
Spread: 15'
Condition:
Poor to Fair
Location:
Grove left rear corner
Observation: Abnormal cankers or old wounds observed at three heights from 10-35 feet on
stem. The TPZ is 10-feet.
39
Coast redwood
Diameter:
18"
Height: 75'
Spread: 16'
Condition:
Poor to Fair
Location:
Grove left rear corner
Observation: Subdominant tree. Low vigor. Neighbor's tree. The TPZ is 10-feet.
40
Coast redwood
Diameter:
21.7"
Height: 80'
Spread: 16'
Condition:
Poor to Fair
Location:
Grove left rear corner
Observation: Subdominant tree. Low vigor and branch dieback observed. The TPZ is 11-feet.
41
Coast redwood
Diameter:
28.0"
Height: 85'
Spread: 26'
Condition:
Fair to Good
Location:
Grove left rear corner
Observation: Lower crown is one sided. The TPZ is 14-feet.
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42
Coast redwood
Diameter:
35.5" Low Branching
Height: 85'
Spread: 30'
Condition:
Fair
Location:
Grove left rear corner
Observation: Crown is one sided from grove effect. Deadwood observed. Codominant leaders
at 3-feet. Recommend cable support. The TPZ is 18-feet.
43
Coast redwood
Diameter:
39.3"
Height: 85'
Spread: 34'
Condition:
Fair to Good
Location:
Grove left rear corner
Observation: Lower crown is one sided from grove effect. Deadwood observed. The TPZ is 20feet.
44
Coast redwood
Diameter:
24.7"
Height: 75'
Spread: 18'
Condition:
Fair
Location:
Grove left rear corner
Observation: Crown is one sided from grove effect. Deadwood observed. The TPZ is 13-feet.
45
Japanese maple
Diameter:
3.0"
Height: 12'
Spread: 6'
Condition:
Fair to Good
Location:
Street tree
Observation: Young establishing tree. The TPZ is 5-feet.
46
Coast redwood
Diameter:
16.8"
Height: 35'
Spread: 10'
Condition:
Fair
Location:
Asphalt area behind carriage house
Observation: Appears water stressed. Irregular curvature of stem. Proposed for removal.
52
Coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia)
Diameter:
50.5"
Height: 55'
Spread: 50'
Condition:
Fair
Location:
Right side setback
Observation: Crown exhibits a moderate accumulation of deadwood. Large old pruning
wounds exhibit decay. Grows to an exaggerated southwest lean. The TPZ is 25-feet. The
building and driveway encroachment into the TPZ will potentially impact up to 35 percent of the
root area. Most of the work will occur on the compression and side of the tree at a distance
greater than 9-feet from the tree from the porch and 13-feet from the foundation of Building D.
At this distance oblique roots and sinker roots should remain intact. Arborist monitoring during
grading and excavation is recommended. Raising of the crown will be required for the
construction of Building D.
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53
Coast live oak
Diameter:
27.0"
Height: 35'
Spread: 38'
Condition:
Fair
Location:
Right side fence
Observation: Crown exhibits a moderate accumulation of deadwood. Previous crown reduction
pruning has occurred. Leans toward street. Fruiting body from Ganoderma applanatum
observed on compression side of lean. The TPZ is 14-feet.
54
Coast redwood
Diameter:
40"
Height: 80'
Spread: 22'
Condition:
Fair
Location:
Grove at left rear Neighbor tree
Observation: Crown is one sided. Irregular curvature of stem. The TPZ is 20-feet.

64
Coast redwood
Diameter:
Est 36"
Height:
Spread:
Location:
Neighbors tree right rear corner
Observation: The TPZ is 18-feet.
65
Monterey pine (Pinus radiata)
Diameter:
Est 24"
Location:
Neighbors tree right rear corner
Observation: The TPZ is 15-feet.
66
Monterey pine
Diameter:
Est 24"
Location:
Neighbors tree right rear corner
Observation: The TPZ is 15-feet. Significant crown dieback.
58
Coast live oak
Diameter:
Est 15”
Location:
Neighbor's at1600 El Camino
Observation: The TPZ is 12-feet.
59
Sycamore (Platanus x acerifolia)
Diameter:
Est <24”
Location:
Neighbor's at1600 El Camino
Observation: TPZ is 12-feet.
60 & 61
Diameter:
Location:
Observation:

Coast live oak
32.0”, multi trunk (previously described as 2 trees)
Neighbor's at1600 El Camino
TPZ is 12-feet.

62
Coast live oak
Diameter:
Est <24”, bifurcation at 4-1/2 feet
Location:
Neighbor's at1600 El Camino
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Observation: TPZ is 12-feet.
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63
Coast live oak
Diameter:
Est <24”, leaning toward 1600 El Camino
Location:
Neighbor's at1600 El Camino
Observation: TPZ is 12-feet.
TREE PRESERVATION GUIDELINES
Tree Preservation and Protection Plan
In providing recommendations for tree preservation, we recognize that injury to trees as a result
of construction include mechanical injuries to trunks, roots and branches, and injury as a result
of changes that occur in the growing environment.
To minimize these injuries, we recommend grading operations encroach no closer than six
times the trunk diameter, (i.e. 30” diameter tree x 6=180” distance). At this distance,
buttress/anchoring roots would be preserved and minimal injury to the functional root area
would be anticipated. Should encroachment within the area become necessary, hand digging is
mandatory.
Barricades
Prior to initiation of construction activity, temporary barricades should be installed around all
trees in the construction area. Six-foot high, chain link fences are to be mounted on steel posts,
driven 2 feet into the ground, at no more than 10-foot spacing. The fences shall enclose the
entire area under the drip line of the trees or as close to the drip line area as practical. These
barricades will be placed around individual trees and/or groups of trees as the existing
environment dictates.
The temporary barricades will serve to protect trunks, roots and branches from mechanical
injuries, will inhibit stockpiling of construction materials or debris within the sensitive ‘drip line’
areas and will prevent soil compaction from increased vehicular/pedestrian traffic. No storage of
material, topsoil, vehicles or equipment shall be permitted within the tree enclosure area. The
ground around the tree canopy shall not be altered. These barricades should remain in place
until final inspection of the building permit, except for work specifically required in the approved
plans to be done under the trees to be protected. Designated areas beyond the drip lines of any
trees should be provided for construction materials and onsite parking.
Root Pruning (if necessary)
During and upon completion of any trenching/grading operation within a tree’s drip line, should
any roots greater than one inch (1”) in diameter be damaged, broken or severed, root pruning to
include flush cutting and sealing of exposed roots should be accomplished under the
supervision of a qualified Arborist to minimize root deterioration beyond the soil line within
twenty-four (24) hours.
Pruning
Pruning of the foliar canopies to include removal of deadwood is recommended and should be
initiated prior to construction operations. Such pruning will provide any necessary construction
clearance, will lessen the likelihood or potential for limb breakage, reduce ‘windsail’ effect and
provide an environment suitable for healthy and vigorous growth.
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Fertilization
A program of fertilization by means of deep root soil injection is recommended with applications
in spring and summer for those trees to be impacted by construction.
Such fertilization will serve to stimulate feeder root development, offset shock/stress as related
to construction and/or environmental factors, encourage vigor, alleviate soil compaction and
compensate for any encroachment of natural feeding root areas.
Inception of this fertilizing program is recommended prior to the initiation of construction activity.
Irrigation
A supplemental irrigation program is recommended for the non-oak trees and should be
accomplished at regular three to four week intervals during the period of May 1st through
October 31st. Irrigation is to be applied at or about the ‘drip line’ in an amount sufficient to
supply approximately fifteen (15) gallons of water for each inch in trunk diameter.
Irrigation can be provided by means of a soil needle, ‘soaker’ or permeable hose. When using
‘soaker’ or permeable hoses, water is to be run at low pressure, avoiding runoff/puddling,
allowing the needed moisture to penetrate the soil to feeder root depths.
Mulch
Mulching with wood chips (maximum depth 3”) within tree environments (outer foliar perimeter)
will lessen moisture evaporation from soil, protect and encourage adventitious roots and
minimize possible soil compaction.
Inspection
Periodic inspections by the Site Arborist are recommended during construction activities,
particularly as trees are impacted by trenching/grading operations.
Inspections at approximate four (4) week intervals would be sufficient to assess and monitor the
effectiveness of the Tree Preservation Plan and to provide recommendations for any additional
care or treatment.
All written material appearing herein constitutes original and unpublished work of the Arborist
and may not be duplicated, used or disclosed without written consent of the Arborist.
We thank you for this opportunity to be of assistance in your tree preservation concerns.
Should you have any questions, or if we may be of further assistance in these concerns, kindly
contact our office at any time.
McCLENAHAN CONSULTING, LLC

By:

John H. McClenahan
ISA Board Certified Master Arborist, WE-1476B
member, American Society of Consulting Arborists
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ARBORIST DISCLOSURE STATEMENT
Arborists are tree specialists who use their education, knowledge, training and
experience to examine trees, recommend measures to enhance the beauty and health of trees,
and attempt to reduce the risk of living near trees. Clients may choose to accept or disregard
the recommendations of the arborist, or seek additional advice.
Arborists cannot detect every condition that could possibly lead to the structural failure of
a tree. Trees are living organisms that fail in ways we do not fully understand. Conditions are
often hidden within trees and below ground. Arborists cannot guarantee that a tree will be
healthy or safe under all circumstances, or for a specified period of time. Likewise, remedial
treatments, like a medicine, cannot be guaranteed.
Treatment, pruning, and removal of trees may involve considerations beyond the scope
of the arborist’s services such as property boundaries, property ownership, site lines, disputes
between neighbors, landlord-tenant matters, etc. Arborists cannot take such issues into
account unless complete and accurate information is given to the arborist. The person hiring
the arborist accepts full responsibility for authorizing the recommended treatment or remedial
measures.
Trees can be managed, but they cannot be controlled. To live near a tree is to accept
some degree of risk. The only way to eliminate all risks is to eliminate all trees.

Arborist:
Date:

John H. McClenahan
June 19, 2015
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ATTACHMENT M
133 Encinal Avenue
El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Program EIR – Conformance Checklist
Introduction
The City of Menlo Park (City) has developed the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan
(Specific Plan) to establish a framework for private and public improvements in the Specific Plan
area for the next 30 years. The Specific Plan addresses approximately 130 acres and focuses
on the character and density of private infill development, the character and extent of enhanced
public spaces, and circulation and connectivity improvements. The primary goal of the Specific
Plan is to “enhance the community life, character and vitality through mixed use infill projects
sensitive to the small-town character of Menlo Park, an expanded public realm, and improved
connections across El Camino Real.” The Specific Plan includes objectives, policies,
development standards, and design guidelines intended to guide new private development and
public space and transportation improvements in the Specific Plan area over the next 30 years.
The Plan builds upon the El Camino Real/Downtown Vision Plan that was unanimously
accepted by the Menlo Park City Council on July 15, 2008.
On June 5, 2012, the City Council certified the Menlo Park El Camino Real and Downtown
Specific Plan Program EIR (Program EIR). According to the Program EIR, the Specific Plan
does not propose specific private developments, but establishes a maximum development
capacity of 474,000 square feet of non-residential development (inclusive of retail, hotel, and
commercial development), and 680 new residential units.
Hunter Properties Inc. has submitted an application for 24 residential units. The project site is
located at 133 Encinal Avenue and currently consists of the vacant Roger Reynolds Nursery
and Carriage Stop and site improvements. The property is part of the Specific Plan area, and as
such may be covered by the Program EIR analysis. The intent of this Environmental Conformity
Analysis is to determine: 1) whether the proposed project does or does not exceed the
environmental impacts analyzed in the Program EIR, 2) whether new impacts have or have not
been identified, and 3) whether new mitigation measures are or are not required.
Existing Condition
The subject property is located at 133 Encinal Avenue, on the north side of Encinal Avenue east
of the intersection of El Camino Real and Encinal Avenue, which is part of the SP-ECR/D (El
Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district. The site is bounded by residential
apartments to the north and northeast, Caltrain tracks to the east, Encinal Avenue and
apartments to the south, and a commercial office building and parking lot to the west.
The project site consists of one parcel (Assessor’s Parcel Number: 060-344-270) of
approximately 1.7-acre (75,612 square feet). 133 Encinal Avenue is currently developed with a
nursery and carriage stop building (Roger Reynolds Nursery and Carriage Stop). The proposed
development consists of two- and three-story buildings with 24 residential units. There are
seven proposed buildings (Buildings A through G), with two buildings facing Encinal Avenue and
the remaining buildings accessed off of a private drive from Encinal Avenue. The proposed
square footage totals 55,153 square feet.

133 Encinal Avenue Project
El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Program EIR – Conformance Checklist

PAGE 233

1

Proposed Project
The project includes the demolition of the former nursery buildings and construction of 24 multifamily residential units. The site would be developed with seven, two- to three-story structures,
with each structure containing two to five units. The residential units would range from two to
three stories, with three to four bedrooms and three to four bathrooms, averaging approximately
2,300 square feet per unit. The units along Encinal Avenue would have porches facing the
street.
Each residential unit would have a two-car garage. Parking consists of 48 covered and five
uncovered parking spaces. Access to the project site is from a 26-foot wide driveway from
Encinal Avenue. Permeable pavers are proposed in the driveway and on the surface parking.
The proposal includes the removal of five non-heritage trees and five heritage trees, and would
preserve two existing groves of trees along the rear. Landscaping is proposed around the
perimeter of the project site. Additional California-native shrubs would be planted in the
proposed children’s discovery garden and oak grove garden.
The project requires architectural control and major subdivision. A tentative map would be
required to create 24 residential condominium units. In addition, the applicant is requesting
approval of a Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement for the provision of three on-site
BMR units. The proposed development requires review and recommendation by the Planning
Commission, and the City Council would make the final decision on all requested actions.
Environmental Analysis
As discussed in the introduction, this comparative analysis has been undertaken to analyze
whether the project would have any significant environmental impacts that are not addressed in
the Program EIR. The comparative analysis discusses whether impacts are increased,
decreased, or unchanged from the conclusions discussed in the Program EIR. The comparative
analysis also addresses whether any changes to mitigation measures are required.
As noted previously, the proposal is a multi-unit residential project. Assuming full occupancy,
the proposed project is estimated to generate 2 AM peak hour trips and 15 PM peak hour trips,
which are fewer trips than the pre-existing commercial nursery use. Based on this level of
vehicle traffic, a detailed traffic study is not required. The proposed project is consistent with the
Specific Plan land uses. The proposed project will be subject to the fair share contribution
towards infrastructure required to mitigate transportation impacts as identified in the Program
EIR.
Aesthetic Resources
Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan. The Program EIR concluded that the project
would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic view, vista, or designated state scenic
highway, nor would the project have significant impacts to the degradation of character/quality,
light and glare, or shadows.
Implementation of the proposed project would result in the construction of a multi-unit residential
development. This type of project was evaluated under the Specific Plan EIR, and determined
that changes to the visual character would not be substantially adverse, and the impact is
considered less than significant. The proposed project would be subject to the Planning
133 Encinal Avenue Project
El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Program EIR – Conformance Checklist
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Commission and City Council architectural control and major subdivision review and approval,
which includes public notice and ensures aesthetic compatibility. Therefore, the proposed
project would not result in any impacts to the existing visual character of the site and its
surroundings.
This type of project was evaluated under the Specific Plan EIR, and determined that changes to
light and glare would not be substantially adverse, and the impact would be less than significant.
The Specific Plan includes regulatory standards for nighttime lighting and nighttime and daytime
glare. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any impacts associated with
substantial light or glare.
As was the case with the Specific Plan, the project would not have a substantial adverse effect
on a scenic view or vista, a state scenic highway, character/quality, or light and glare impacts.
Therefore, no new impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures are required
for the proposed project.
Agriculture Resources
Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan. The Program EIR concluded that no impacts
would result with regard to Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance, or any area zoned for agricultural use or forest land.
As was the case with the Program EIR, the proposed project would not result in any impacts to
farmland, agricultural uses, or forest land. Therefore, no new impacts have been identified and
no new mitigation measures are required for the proposed project.
Air Quality
Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan.
AIR-1: The Program EIR determined that emissions of criteria pollutants associated with
construction would be significant, and established Mitigation Measures AIR-1a and AIR-1b to
address such impacts. However, the Program EIR concluded that impacts could still be
significant and unavoidable even with implementation of such mitigations. The proposed project
would construct 24 residential units, would not involve the type of large-scale construction
activities that would create such impacts, and the Project would be well below the 220 dwellingunit construction screening threshold adopted by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.
Mitigation Measure AIR-1a includes basic controls that would apply to all construction sites, and
would need to be implemented as part of the proposed project. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure AIR-1b, because it is below the construction screening threshold, would not be
required for this project.
AIR-2: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan would have long-term emissions of
criteria pollutants from increased vehicle traffic and on-site area sources that would contribute to
an air quality violation (due to being inconsistent with an element of the 2010 Clean Air Plan),
and established Mitigation Measure AIR-2 requiring implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-2
regarding Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies to address this impact.
However, the Program EIR noted that TDM effectiveness cannot be guaranteed, and concluded
that the impact would be significant and unavoidable. The Project would be consistent with the
Program EIR analysis, and as such would be required to implement Mitigation Measure AIR-2.
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AIR-3: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan would increase levels of Toxic Air
Contaminants (TACs) due to increased heavy duty truck traffic, but that the impacts would be
less than significant. The Project would not generate an unusual amount of heavy truck traffic
relative to other developments due to the limited nature of the construction, and the proposed
project’s share of overall Specific Plan development (24 residential units) would be accounted
for through deduction of this total from the Specific Plan Maximum Allowable Development.
AIR-4: The Program EIR concluded that the Specific Plan would not have a substantial adverse
effect pertaining to Particulate Matter (PM2.5). The proposed project is consistent with the
assumptions of this analysis.
AIR-5, AIR-6, AIR-7, AIR-8, AIR-10, and AIR-11: The Specific Plan determined that the
introduction of sensitive receptors, specifically new residences, to an environment (near El
Camino Real and the Caltrain tracks) with elevated concentrations of TACs and PM2.5 could
result in significant or potentially significant impacts (including in the cumulative scenario), and
established Mitigation Measures AIR-5, AIR-7, and AIR-10 to bring impacts to less than
significant levels. Since the project site is adjacent to the Caltrain tracks, implementation of
Mitigation Measure AIR-7 would be required to reduce cancer risk to a less than significant
level.
An Air Quality Existing Conditions Report was prepared by Advance Soil Technology, Inc. dated
December 24, 2014. The report addressed the environmental constraints to air quality problems
impacting the development of the 24 residential units along with community risk analysis results
due to the close proximity to sources of toxic air contaminants (TACs), and modeling of the
health risk impacts were conducted. Recommended measures include dust and exhaust control
during construction, and the installation of air filtration units with a Minimum Efficiency Reporting
Value (MERV) rating of 14 or higher for the residential units. Potential impacts from exposure to
TACs would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of these
recommendations.
AIR-9: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan is fundamentally consistent with the
growth projections of the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan, particularly with regard to residential
development. The project proposes 24 residential units which is consistent with the growth
projections of the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan.
No new Air Quality impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures are required
for the proposed project.
Biological Resources
Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan. The Program EIR determined that less than
significant impacts would result with regard to special status plant and wildlife species, sensitive
natural communities, migratory birds, and jurisdictional waters and wetlands upon
implementation of the recommended Mitigation Measures BIO-1a, BIO-1b, BIO-3a, BIO-3b,
BIO-5a through BIO-5c, and BIO-6a. The analysis also found that the Specific Plan would not
conflict with local policies, ordinances, or plans. The project site is fully developed and within a
highly urbanized/landscaped area.
The project site provides little wildlife habitat and essentially no habitat for plants other than the
opportunity ruderal species adapted to the built environment or horticultural plants used in
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landscaping. The project would not result in the take of candidate, sensitive, or special-status
species.
The proposal includes the removal of five non-heritage trees and five heritage trees. The
heritage trees proposed for removal include a 15.8-inch coast redwood in the front (tree #7), a
18.3-inch incense cedar in the front (tree #10), a 37-inch coast redwood in the front (tree #23), a
20.8-inch Japanese maple in the front (tree #25), and a 16.8-inch coast redwood in the center of
the site. The Program EIR determined that no mitigation would be required with implementation
of the Heritage Tree Ordinance Chapter 13.24 which requires a planting replacement at a 1:1
basis for residential projects. Additionally, the City of Menlo Park’s Building Division provides
“Tree Protection Specification” measures and procedures to further insure the protection of
heritage trees during construction. Compliance with these existing code requirements,
guidelines, and Tree Protection Specification measures and procedures, coupled with the
proposed planting of approximately 58 new trees, would mitigate the impact of any loss of
protected trees and would constitute consistency with local ordinances designed to protect
existing tree resources. The impact would be less than significant.
With implementation of the proposed project, construction activities would occur on an existing
developed site. Therefore, as with the Program EIR, the Project would result in less than
significant impacts to biological resources and no new mitigation measures would be required.
The Project would also not conflict with local policies, ordinances, or plans, similar to the
Program EIR. No new impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures are
required for the proposed project.
Cultural Resources
Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan. The Program EIR determined that no
significant impacts to a historic resource would result with implementation of Mitigation Measure
CUL-1. The analysis also concluded that the Specific Plan would result in less than significant
impacts to archeological resources, paleontological resources, and burial sites with
implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-2a, CUL-2b, and CUL-4. With regard to the project
site, the physical conditions, as they relate to archeological resource, have not changed in the
Specific Plan area since the preparation of the Specific Plan EIR. The proposed project would
incorporate CUL-4. Mitigation Measure CUL-3 would not be required, as the project would not
excavate beyond previously disturbed soil.
A Historic Resource Evaluation was prepared by Corri Jimenez, dated March 2015 for the
Project. Existing historical documents were evaluated on the resources of Roger Reynolds
Nursery and Carriage Stop. The nursery building lacks integrity specific to design, materials,
and workmanship due to significant alterations on the buildings which include rear alterations
and replacement of original materials. The Carriage Stop structure has been moved from its
original location on El Camino Real to 133 Encinal Avenue and altered as well. The report
concluded, the buildings at 133 Encinal Avenue are not historically significant according to the
criteria of the California Register of Historical Resources, and thus are not considered historic
resources under CEQA.
A Cultural Resource Evaluation was prepared by Basin, dated December 24, 2014 for the
Project. The report concluded that the archival research revealed that there are no recorded
cultural resources located within the study area. No traces of significant cultural materials,
prehistoric or historic, were noted during the surface reconnaissance. In the event, however,
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that prehistoric traces are encountered, the Specific EIR requires protection activities if
archaeological artifacts are found during construction.
No new impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures are required.
Geology and Soils
Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan. The Program EIR found that no significant
impacts pertaining to earthquake faults, seismic ground shaking, seismically induced hazards
(e.g., liquefaction, lateral spreading, land sliding, settlement, and ground lurching), unstable
geologic units, expansive soils, corrosive soils, landslides, and soil erosion would result. No
mitigation measures are required.
The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone as designated by
the California Geological Society, and no known active faults exist on the site. The nearest
active fault to the project area is the San Andreas fault which is located approximately seven
miles southwest. Although this is the case, the Project is located in a seismically active area
and, while unlikely, there is a possibility of future faulting and consequent secondary ground
failure from unknown faults is considered to be low. Furthermore, the project would comply with
requirements set in the California Building Code (CBC) to withstand settlement and forces
associated with the maximum credible earthquake. The CBC provides standards intended to
permit structures to withstand seismic hazards. Therefore, the code sets standards for
excavation, grading, construction earthwork, fill embankments, expansive soils, foundation
investigations, liquefaction potential, and soil strength loss. No mitigation is required.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan.
GHG-1: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan would generate Greenhouse Gas
(GHG) emissions, both directly and indirectly, that would have a significant impact on the
environment. Specifically, the operational GHG using the Bay Area Air Quality District
(BAAQMD) GHG Model, measured on a “GHG: service population” ratio, were determined to
exceed the BAAQMD threshold. The proposed project’s share of this development (24
residential units) and associated GHG emissions and service population would be accounted for
through deduction of this total from the Specific Plan Maximum Allowable Development, and as
such is consistent with the Program EIR analysis. The Program EIR established Mitigation
Measure GHG-1, although it was determined that the impact would remain significant and
unavoidable even with this mitigation. For the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation
Measure GHG-1 is not necessary as the BAAQMD-identified GHG Mitigation Measures are
primarily relevant to City-wide plans and policies.
GHG-2: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan could conflict with AB 32 and its
Climate Change Scoping Plan by virtue of exceeding the per-capita threshold cited in GHG-1.
Again, the proposed project’s share of this development (24 residential units) and associated
GHG emissions and service population would be accounted for through deduction of this total
from the Specific Plan Maximum Allowable Development, and as such is consistent with the
Program EIR analysis. The Program EIR established Mitigation Measure GHG-2a and GHG-2b,
although it was determined that the impact would remain significant and unavoidable even with
this mitigation. The project would be required to install three dedicated electric vehicle charging
station to meet Mitigation Measure GHG-2a.
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No new impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures are required for the
proposed project.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan. The Program EIR determined that a less than
significant impact would result in regards to the handling, transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials during construction operations. The analysis also concluded that the
project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites, is not within the vicinity of an
airport or private airstrip, would not conflict with an emergency response plan, and would not be
located in an area at risk for wildfires. The Specific Plan analysis determined that with
implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-3, impacts related to short-term
construction activities, and the potential handling of and accidental release of hazardous
materials would be reduced to less than significant levels.
The proposed project would involve ground-disturbance activities and demolition of an existing
commercial building and as such implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1, HAZ-2, and
HAZ-3 would be required. Project operations would result in a multi-family residential project
rather than the existing commercial uses. An Environmental Soil Sampling report was prepared
by Advance Soil Technology, dated February 3, 2014 and concluded that an elevated level of
arsenic was detected, although further sampling determined that arsenic did not occur at
significant levels and that no further analysis is required. With implementation of Mitigation
Measure HAZ-1 impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. The mitigation
measure provides remediation and cleanup to levels established by the overseeing agency.
The proposed residential project would not handle, store, or transport hazardous materials in
quantities that would be required to be regulated. Thus, project operations would result in similar
impacts as that analyzed for the Specific Plan. No new impacts have been identified and no new
mitigation measures are required for the proposed project.
Hydrology and Water Quality
Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan. The Program EIR found that no significant
impacts pertaining to construction-related impacts (i.e., water quality and drainage patterns due
to erosion and sedimentation), or operational-related impacts to water quality, groundwater
recharge, the alteration of drainage patterns, or flooding would result. The City of Menlo Park
Engineering Division requires a Grading and Drainage Permit and preparation of a construction
plan for any construction project disturbing 500 square feet or more. The Grading and Drainage
(G&D) Permit requirements specify that the construction must demonstrate that the sediment
laden-water shall not leave the site. Incorporation of these requirements would be expected to
reduce the impact of erosion and sedimentation to a less-than-significant level. No mitigation
measures are required.
A Hydrology Report was prepared by Nterra Group dated August 3, 2015 and determined that
the proposed project increases the amount of runoff as compared with existing conditions, and
that retention is required. Engineering Division staff have completed preliminary review of this
report and the associated civil plans, and tentatively determined that the project should be able
to meet the detailed hydrology/grading requirements at the building permit stage. Thus, the
proposed project would result in less than significant impacts, no new impacts have been
identified, and no new mitigation measures are required.
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Land Use and Planning
Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan.
LU-1: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan would not divide an established
community. The proposed project would involve demolition of an existing single-story
commercial site. The Specific Plan would allow for taller buildings, any new development would
occur along the existing grid pattern and proposed heights and massing controls would result in
buildings comparable with existing buildings found in the Plan area. The proposed development
consists of two to three-story buildings with 24 residential units and is subject to architectural
review by the Planning Commission and City Council. The project would not create a physical or
visual barrier, therefore would not physically divide a community. There are no impacts.
LU-2: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan would not alter the type and intensity
of land uses in a manner that would cause them to be substantially incompatible with
surrounding land uses or neighborhood character. The proposed project is an infill development
that meets the intent of the Specific Plan. No mitigation is required for this impact, which is less
than significant.
LU-3: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan would not conflict with the City’s
General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, or other land use plans or policies adopted for the purpose of
mitigating an environmental effect. The General Plan and Zoning Ordinance were amended
concurrent with the Specific Plan adoption, and the proposed project would comply with all
relevant regulations. No mitigation is required for this impact, which is less than significant.
LU-4: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan, in combination with other plans and
projects, would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to land use. The proposed
project, being a part of the Specific Plan area and accounted for as part of the Maximum
Allowable Development, is consistent with this determination. No mitigation is required for this
impact, which is less than significant.
No new impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures are required for the
proposed project.
Mineral Resources
Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan. The Program EIR noted that the project site is
not located within an area of known mineral resources, either of regional or local value.
As was the case with the Specific Plan, the Project would not result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource or mineral resources recovery site. No new impacts have been
identified and no new mitigation measures are required for the proposed project.
Noise
Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan.
NOI-1: The Program EIR determined that construction noise, in particular exterior sources such
as jackhammering and pile driving, could result in a potentially significant impact, and
established Mitigation Measures NOI-1a through NOI-1c to address such impacts. The physical
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conditions as they relate to noise levels have not changed substantially in the Specific Plan area
since the preparation of the Specific Plan EIR. Therefore construction noise impacts of the
proposed project would be less than significant, and these mitigation measures would apply
(with the exception of Mitigation Measure NOI-1b, which applies to pile driving activities, which
wouldn’t take place as part of the project).
NOI-2: The Program EIR determined that impacts to ambient noise and traffic-related noise
levels as a result of the Specific Plan would be less than significant. The proposed project’s
share of this development (24 residential units) would be accounted for through deduction of
this total from the Specific Plan Maximum Allowable Development.
NOI-3 and NOI-4: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan could include the
introduction of sensitive receptors, specifically new residences, to a noise environment (near the
Caltrain tracks) with noise levels in excess of standards considered acceptable under the City of
Menlo Park Municipal Code, as well as the introduction of sensitive receptors to substantial
levels of ground borne vibration from the Caltrain tracks. A Noise Analysis prepared by Mei Wu
Acoustics dated July 7, 2015 concludes that sound rated walls and windows are required to
meet the noise level standard. Therefore, with the sound rated walls and windows, the proposed
project would not result in any impacts related to noise.
The project area is adjacent to the Caltrain right-of-way, which has the potential for vibrationrelated issues. A vibration analysis was prepared by Mei Wu Acoustics. The report concludes
that a “recommended foundation system” be used which isolates the building from the soil and
therefore reduces the vibration transferred into the building. Mitigation Measure NOI-4 states if
required, vibration isolation techniques could be included supporting the new building foundation
on elastomer pads similar to bridge bearing pads. Therefore, with the vibration isolation
techniques, the proposed project would not result in any impacts related to ground borne noise
or vibration.
NOI-5: The Program EIR determined that implementation of the Specific Plan, together with
anticipated future development in the area in general, would result in a significant increase in
noise levels in the area. The Program EIR established Mitigation Measure NOI-5 to require the
City to use rubberized asphalt in future paving projects within the Plan area if it determines that
it will significantly reduce noise levels and is feasible given cost and durability, but determined
that due to uncertainties regarding Caltrans approval and cost/feasibility factors, the cumulative
impact of increased traffic noise on existing sensitive receptors is significant and unavoidable.
The proposed project’s share of this development (24 residential units) would be accounted for
through deduction of this total from the Specific Plan Maximum Allowable Development.
No new noise impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures are required for the
proposed project.
Population and Housing
Impacts would be similar from that analyzed in the Program EIR.
POP-1: The Program EIR determined that the implementation of the Specific Plan would not
cause the displacement of existing residents to the extent that the construction of replacement
facilities outside of the Plan area would be required. The project includes the demolition of
existing commercial buildings and the construction of seven new two- to three-story buildings
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comprised of 24 residential units. Therefore, no residents would be displaced. No mitigation is
required for this impact, which is less than significant.
POP-2: The Program EIR determined that the implementation of the Specific Plan would not be
expected to induce growth in excess of current projections, either directly or indirectly. The
Program EIR found that full build-out under the Specific Plan would result in 1,537 new
residents, well within the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) projection of 5,400 new
residents between 2010 and 2030 in Menlo Park and its sphere of influence. Additionally, the
Program EIR projected the new job growth associated with the new retail, commercial and hotel
development to be 1,357 new jobs. The ABAG projection for job growth within Menlo Park and
its sphere of influence is an increase of 7,240 jobs between 2010 and 2030. The Program EIR
further determines that based on the ratio of new residents to new jobs, the Specific Plan would
result in a jobs-housing ratio of 1.56, below the projected overall ratio for Menlo Park and its
sphere of influence of 1.70 in 2030 and below the existing ratio of 1.78.
The project includes the construction of 24 multi-family residential units. Construction of the
project, including site preparation and building demolition phase, would temporarily increase
construction employment. Given the relatively common nature and scale of the construction
associated with the project, the demand for construction employment would likely be met
within the existing and future labor market in the City and the County. The size of the
construction workforce would vary during the different stages of construction, but a substantial
quality of workers from outside the City or County would not be expected to relocate
permanently.
The residential units would have three to four bedrooms and would average approximately
2,300 square feet. The units could be utilized by couples and families. As such, the household
size would be similar to that used in the Specific Plan (which did take into account families).
Based on the average household size of 2.38 persons per household (per the Specific Plan),
implementation of the project would add approximately 57 people to the City’s population. The
anticipated population growth from the proposed housing units proposed under the project
would represent less than one percent of the City’s current population and would be
approximately less than one percent of the City’s population growth through 2020. Therefore,
the project would not directly result in substantial population growth beyond that expected for
the City. No mitigation is required for this impact, which is less than significant.
POP-3: The Program EIR determined that implementation of the Specific Plan, in combination
with other plans and projects would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to population
and housing. The EIR identified an additional 959 new residents and 4,126 new jobs as a result
of other pending projects. These combined with the projection for residents and jobs from the
Specific Plan equate to 2,496 new residents and 5,483 new jobs, both within ABAG projections
for Menlo Park and its sphere of influence in 2030. The estimated additional 57 persons
associated with the proposed residential project would not be considered a substantial increase,
would continue to be within all projections and impacts in this regard would be considered less
than significant. Thus, no new impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures
are required for the proposed project.
No new Population and Housing impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures
are required for the proposed project.
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Public Services and Utilities
Impacts would be the same as the Specific Plan. The Program EIR concluded that less than
significant impacts to public services, including fire protection, police protection, schools, parks,
and other public facilities would result. In addition, the Program EIR concluded that the project
would result in less than significant impacts to utilities and service systems, including water
services, wastewater services, and solid waste. No mitigation measures were required under
the Program EIR for Public Services and Utilities impacts.
The Menlo Park Fire Protection District (MPFPD) currently serves the Project area. MPFPD
review and approval of individual development plans is a standard part of the project review
process, ensuring that new buildings meet all relevant service requirements. The project
would not intensify development over what has previously been analyzed, nor modify building
standards (height, setbacks, etc.) in a way that could affect the provision of emergency
services by the MPFPD. Therefore, the project would not result in any impacts resulting in the
need for new or physically altered fire facilities.
Public parks near the project area include Burgess Park, Fremont Park, and Nealon Park.
Additional public facilities, such as the Library and recreation buildings, are located next to
Burgess Park, in the Civic Center. The Project would not intensify development over what has
previously been analyzed, and existing public facilities would continue to be sufficient to serve
the population of the Project area. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the
demand for new public parks or other public facilities.
The existing water, wastewater, electric, gas, and solid waste infrastructure is adequate to
support the proposed project, as the number of residential units and commercial area would not
exceed what was previously analyzed, which the current site was developed to support.
No new Public Services and Utilities impacts have been identified and no new mitigation
measures are required for the proposed project.
Transportation, Circulation and Parking
As noted previously, the proposal is a residential project that includes demolishing the existing
commercial buildings. Assuming full occupancy, the proposed project is estimated to generate 2
AM peak hour trips and 15 PM peak hour trips, which are fewer trips than the pre-existing
commercial nursery use. Based on this level of vehicle traffic, a detailed traffic study is not
required because the project is consistent with the Specific Plan land uses. The project would
be subject to the fair share contribution towards infrastructure required to mitigate transportation
impacts as identified in the Downtown Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report.
TR-1 and TR-7: The Program EIR concluded that the Specific Plan would result in significant
and unavoidable traffic impacts related to operation of area intersections and local roadway
segments, in both the short-term and cumulative scenarios, even after implementation of
Mitigation Measures TR-1a through TRA-1d, TR-2, TR-7a through TR-7n, and TR-8.
TR-2 and TR-8: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan would adversely affect
operation of certain local roadway segments, in both the near-term and cumulative scenarios.
Assuming full occupancy, the proposed project would generate fewer trips than the pre-existing
commercial nursery use. Based on this level of vehicle traffic, a detailed traffic study is not
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required. The proposed project’s share of the overall Specific Plan development (24 residential
units) would be accounted for through deduction of this total from the Specific Plan Maximum
Allowable Development, and as such is consistent with the Program EIR analysis.
According to trip generation rates published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers, the
proposed residential development would result in fewer trips (daily trips as well as peak hour
trips) as compared with the pre-existing commercial nursery use. The proposed project would
still be required to implement Mitigation Measure TR-2.
TR-3, TR-4, TR-5, and TR-6: The Program EIR determined that the Specific Plan would not
result in impacts to freeway segment operations, transit ridership, pedestrian and bicycle safety,
or parking in the downtown. The proposed project, using a parking rate supported by
appropriate data and analysis, would be consistent with this analysis, and no new impacts or
mitigation measures would be projected.
No new impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures are required for the
proposed project.
Conclusion
As discussed, the Conformance Checklist is to confirm that 1) the proposed project does not
exceed the environmental impacts analyzed in the Program EIR, 2) that no new impacts have
been identified, and 3) no new mitigation measures are required. As detailed in the analysis
presented above, the proposed project would not result in greater impacts than were identified
for the Program EIR. No new impacts have been identified and no new mitigation measures are
required for the proposed project.
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ATTACHMENT N
133 Encinal Avenue Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Monitoring Party

AIR QUALITY
IMPACT BEING ADDRESSED: Impact AIR-1: Implementation of the Specific Plan would result in increased long-term emissions of criteria pollutants associated
with construction activities that could contribute substantially to an air quality violation. (Significant)
Mitigation Measure AIR-1a: During construction of
individual projects under the Specific Plan, project
applicants shall require the construction contractor(s) to
implement the following measures required as part of Bay
Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) basic
dust control procedures required for construction sites. For
projects for which construction emissions exceed one or
more of the applicable BAAQMD thresholds, additional
measures shall be required as indicated in the list following
the Basic Controls.
Basic Controls that Apply to All Construction Sites
1. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas,
soil piles, graded areas, and unpaved access roads) shall
be watered two times per day.

Measures shown on
plans, construction
documents and ongoing during
demolition,
excavation and
construction.

Exposed surfaces shall be watered
twice daily.

2. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose
material off-site shall be covered.

Trucks carrying demolition debris shall
be covered.

3. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public
roads shall be removed using wet power vacuum street
sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power
sweeping is prohibited.
4. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to
15 mph.

Dirt carried from construction areas
shall be cleaned daily.

5. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved
shall be completed as soon as possible. Building pads shall
be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or
soil binders are used.

Roadways, driveways, sidewalks and
building pads shall be laid as soon as
possible after grading.

6. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting
equipment off when not in use or reducing the maximum
idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California
airborne toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of
California Code of Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall
be provided for construction workers at all access points.

Idling times shall be minimized to 5
minutes or less; Signage posted at all
access points.

7. All construction equipment shall be maintained and
properly tuned in accordance with manufacturer’s
specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified
mechanic and determined to be running in proper condition
prior to operation.

Construction equipment shall be
properly tuned and maintained.

Speed limit on unpaved roads shall be
15 mph.
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Project sponsor(s)
and contractor(s)

Public Works
Engineering and
Transportation
Divisions (PW) /
Community
Development
Planning and
Building Divisions
(CDD)

133 Encinal Avenue Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Monitoring Party

8. Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number
Signage will be posted with the
and person to contact at the Lead Agency regarding dust
appropriate contact information
complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective
regarding dust complaints.
action within 48 hours. The BAAQMD’s phone number shall
also be visible to ensure compliance with applicable
regulations.
Impact AIR-7: Implementation of the Specific Plan would expose sensitive receptors to elevated concentrations of Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) associated
with Caltrain operations which may lead to considerable adverse health effects. (Potentially Significant)
Mitigation Measure AIR-7: The Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program shall require that all developments that
include sensitive receptors such as residential units that
would be located within approximately 1,095 feet of the
edge of the Caltrain right-of-way shall undergo, prior to
project approval, a screening-level health risk analysis to
determine if cancer risk, hazard index, and/or PM2.5
concentration would exceed BAAQMD thresholds. If one or
more thresholds would be exceeded at the site of the
subsequent project, the project (or portion of the project
containing sensitive receptors, in the case of a mixed-use
project) shall be equipped with filtration systems with a
Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) rating of 14 or
higher. The ventilation system shall be designed by an
engineer certified by the American Society of Heating,
Refrigeration and Air-Conditioning Engineers, who shall
provide a written report documenting that the system
reduces interior health risks to less than 10 in one million,
or less than any other threshold of significance adopted by
BAAQMD or the City for health risks. The project sponsor
shall present a plan to ensure ongoing maintenance of
ventilation and filtration systems and shall ensure the
disclosure to buyers and/or renters regarding the findings
of the analysis and inform occupants as to proper use of
any installed air filtration. Alternatively, if the project
applicant can prove at the time of development that health
risks at new residences due to DPM (and other TACs, if
applicable) would be less than 10 in one million, or less
than any other threshold of significance adopted by
BAAQMD for health risks, or that alternative mitigation
measures reduce health risks below any other City-adopted
threshold of significance, such filtration shall not be
required.

A health risk analysis shall be prepared.
If one or more thresholds are
exceeded, a filtration system shall be
installed; Certified engineer to provide
report documenting that system
reduces health risks
Plan developed for ongoing
maintenance and disclosure to buyers
and/renters.
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Simultaneous with a
building permit
submittal

Project sponsor(s)

CDD
STATUS:
PARTIALLY
COMPLETE: A
health risk
assessment
prepared by
Advance Soil
Technology, Inc.,
included
recommended
measures to control
dust and exhaust
during construction,
and for the
installation of air
filtration units with a
Minimum Efficiency
Reporting Value
(MERV) rating of 14
or higher for the
residential units.
Potential impacts
from exposure to
TACs would be
reduced to a less
than significant level
with implementation
of these
recommendations.

133 Encinal Avenue Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Monitoring Party

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Impact BIO-1: The Specific Plan could result in the take of special-status birds or their nests. (Potentially Significant)
Mitigation Measure BIO-1a: Pre-Construction SpecialStatus Avian Surveys. No more than two weeks in advance
of any tree or shrub pruning, removal, or ground-disturbing
activity that will commence during the breeding season
(February 1 through August 31), a qualified wildlife biologist
will conduct pre-construction surveys of all potential
special-status bird nesting habitat in the vicinity of the
planned activity. Pre-construction surveys are not required
for construction activities scheduled to occur during the
non-breeding season (August 31 through January 31).
Construction activities commencing during the nonbreeding season and continuing into the breeding season
do not require surveys (as it is assumed that any breeding
birds taking up nests would be acclimated to project-related
activities already under way). Nests initiated during
construction activities would be presumed to be unaffected
by the activity, and a buffer zone around such nests would
not be necessary. However, a nest initiated during
construction cannot be moved or altered.

A nesting bird survey shall be prepared
if tree or shrub pruning, removal or
ground-disturbing activity will
commence between February 1
through August 31.

If pre-construction surveys indicate that no nests of
special-status birds are present or that nests are
inactive or potential habitat is unoccupied: no further
mitigation is required.
If active nests of special-status birds are found during
the surveys: implement Mitigation Measure BIO-1b.
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Prior to tree or
shrub pruning or
removal, any ground
disturbing activity
and/or issuance of
demolition, grading
or building permits.

Qualified wildlife
biologist retained by
project sponsor(s)

CDD

133 Encinal Avenue Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Mitigation Measure

Action

Mitigation Measure BIO-1b: Avoidance of active nests. If
active nests of special-status birds or other birds are found
during surveys, the results of the surveys would be
discussed with the California Department of Fish and
Game and avoidance procedures will be adopted, if
necessary, on a case-by- case basis. In the event that a
special-status bird or protected nest is found, construction
would be stopped until either the bird leaves the area or
avoidance measures are adopted. Avoidance measures
can include construction buffer areas (up to several
hundred feet in the case of raptors), relocation of birds, or
seasonal avoidance. If buffers are created, a no
disturbance zone will be created around active nests during
the breeding season or until a qualified biologist determines
that all young have fledged. The size of the buffer zones
and types of construction activities restricted will take into
account factors such as the following:
1. Noise and human disturbance levels at the Plan area
and the nesting site at the time of the survey and the noise
and disturbance expected during the construction activity;
2. Distance and amount of vegetation or other screening
between the Plan area and the nest; and
3. Sensitivity of individual nesting species and behaviors of
the nesting birds.

If active nests are found during survey,
the results will be discussed with the
California Department of Fish and
Game and avoidance procedures
adopted.
Halt construction if a special-status bird
or protected nest is found until the bird
leaves the area or avoidance measures
are adopted.

Timing
Prior to tree or
shrub pruning or
removal, any
ground-disturbing
activities and/or
issuance of
demolition, grading
or building permits.

Implementing
Party
Project sponsor(s)
and contractor(s)

Monitoring Party
CDD

Impact BIO-3: Impacts to migratory or breeding special-status birds and other special-status species due to lighting conditions. (Potentially Significant)
Mitigation Measure BIO-3a: Reduce building lighting from
exterior sources.

Reduce building lighting from exterior
sources.

a. Minimize amount and visual impact of perimeter lighting
and façade up-lighting and avoid uplighting of rooftop
antennae and other tall equipment, as well as of any
decorative features;
b. Installing motion-sensor lighting, or lighting controlled by
timers set to turn off at the earliest practicable hour;
c. Utilize minimum wattage fixtures to achieve required
lighting levels;
d. Comply with federal aviation safety regulations for large
buildings by installing minimum intensity white strobe
lighting with a three-second flash interval instead of
continuous flood lighting, rotating lights, or red lighting
e. Use cutoff shields on streetlight and external lights to
prevent upwards lighting.
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Prior to building
permit issuance and
ongoing.

Project sponsor(s)
and contractor(s)

CDD
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Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Monitoring Party

Impact BIO-5: The Specific Plan could result in the take of special-status bat species. (Potentially Significant)
Mitigation Measure BIO-5a: Preconstruction surveys.
Potential direct and indirect disturbances to special-status
bats will be identified by locating colonies and instituting
protective measures prior to construction of any
subsequent development project. No more than two weeks
in advance of tree removal or structural alterations to
buildings with closed areas such as attics, a qualified bat
biologist (e.g., a biologist holding a California Department
of Fish and Game collection permit and a Memorandum of
Understanding with the California Department of Fish and
Game allowing the biologist to handle and collect bats)
shall conduct pre-construction surveys for potential bats in
the vicinity of the planned activity. A qualified biologist will
survey buildings and trees (over 12 inches in diameter at
4.5-foot height) scheduled for demolition to assess whether
these structures are occupied by bats. No activities that
would result in disturbance to active roosts will proceed
prior to the completed surveys. If bats are discovered
during construction, any and all construction activities that
threaten individuals, roosts, or hibernacula will be stopped
until surveys can be completed by a qualified bat biologist
and proper mitigation measures implemented.

Retain a qualified bat biologist to
conduct pre-construction survey for
bats and potential roosting sites in
vicinity of planned activity.
Halt construction if bats are discovered
during construction until surveys can be
completed and proper mitigation
measures implemented.

If no active roosts present: no further action is warranted.
If roosts or hibernacula are present: implement
Mitigation Measures BIO-5b and 5c.
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Prior to tree pruning
or removal or
issuance of
demolition, grading
or building permits.

Qualified bat
biologist retained by
project sponsor(s)

CDD
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Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Mitigation Measure BIO-5b: Avoidance. If any active
nursery or maternity roosts or hibernacula of special-status
bats are located, the subsequent development project may
be redesigned to avoid impacts. Demolition of that tree or
structure will commence after young are flying (i.e., after
July 31, confirmed by a qualified bat biologist) or before
maternity colonies forms the following year (i.e., prior to
March 1). For hibernacula, any subsequent development
project shall only commence after bats have left the
hibernacula. No-disturbance buffer zones acceptable to the
California Department of Fish and Game will be observed
during the maternity roost season (March 1 through July
31) and during the winter for hibernacula (October 15
through February 15).
Also, a no-disturbance buffer acceptable in size to the
California Department of Fish and Game will be created
around any roosts in the Project vicinity (roosts that will not
be destroyed by the Project but are within the Plan area)
during the breeding season (April 15 through August 15),
and around hibernacula during winter (October 15 through
February 15). Bat roosts initiated during construction are
presumed to be unaffected, and no buffer is necessary.
However, the “take” of individuals is prohibited.

If any active nursery or maternity roosts
or hibernacula are located, no
disturbance buffer zones shall be
established during the maternity roost
and breeding seasons and hibernacula.

Prior to tree removal
or pruning or
issuance of
demolition, grading
or building permits

Qualified bat
biologist retained by
project sponsor(s)

CDD

Mitigation Measure BIO-5c: Safely evict non-breeding
roosts. Non-breeding roosts of special-status bats shall be
evicted under the direction of a qualified bat biologist. This
will be done by opening the roosting area to allow airflow
through the cavity. Demolition will then follow no sooner or
later than the following day. There should not be less than
one night between initial disturbance with airflow and
demolition. This action should allow bats to leave during
dark hours, thus increasing their chance of finding new
roosts with a minimum of potential predation during
daylight. Trees with roosts that need to be removed should
first be disturbed at dusk, just prior to removal that same
evening, to allow bats to escape during the darker hours.
However, the “take” of individuals is prohibited.

A qualified bat biologist shall direct the
eviction of non-breeding roosts.

Prior to tree removal
or pruning or
issuance of
demolition, grading
or building permits.

Qualified bat
biologist retained by
project sponsor(s)

CDD
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Monitoring Party

133 Encinal Avenue Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Monitoring Party

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Impact CUL-1: The proposed Specific Plan could have a significant impact on historic architectural resources. (Potentially Significant)
Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Site Specific Evaluations and
Treatment in Accordance with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards:
Site-Specific Evaluations: In order to adequately address
the level of potential impacts for an individual project and
thereby design appropriate mitigation measures, the City
shall require project sponsors to complete site-specific
evaluations at the time that individual projects are
proposed at or adjacent to buildings that are at least 50
years old.

A qualified architectural historian shall
complete a site-specific historic
resources study. For structures found to
be historic, specify treating conforming
to Secretary of the Interior's standards,
as applicable.

The project sponsor shall be required to complete a sitespecific historic resources study performed by a qualified
architectural historian meeting the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Architecture or Architectural
History. At a minimum, the evaluation shall consist of a
records search, an intensive-level pedestrian field survey,
an evaluation of significance using standard National
Register Historic Preservation and California Register
Historic Preservation evaluation criteria, and recordation of
all identified historic buildings and structures on California
Department of Parks and Recreation 523 Site Record
forms. The evaluation shall describe the historic context
and setting, methods used in the investigation, results of
the evaluation, and recommendations for management of
identified resources. If federal or state funds are involved,
certain agencies, such as the Federal Highway
Administration and California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans), have specific requirements for inventory areas
and documentation format.
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Simultaneously with
a project application
submittal.

Qualified
architectural
historian retained by
the Project
sponsor(s).

CDD
STATUS:
COMPLETE: The
historic resource
evaluation prepared
by Corri Jimenez
concludes that the
existing buildings
are not historically
significant, and the
project will not have
an adverse effect on
a historic resource,
as the property is
not eligible for the
California Register
of Historical
Resources. Due to
the fact that the
property is not
eligible for the
Register, the project
is not required
under CEQA to
comply with the
Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards
for the Treatment of
Historic Properties
and Guidelines for
Preserving,

133 Encinal Avenue Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Treatment in Accordance with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards. Any future proposed project in the
Plan Area that would affect previously recorded historic
resources, or those identified as a result of site-specific
surveys and evaluations, shall conform to the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties and Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating,
Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings (1995).
The Standards require the preservation of character
defining features which convey a building’s historical
significance, and offers guidance about appropriate and
compatible alterations to such structures.

Monitoring Party
Rehabilitating,
Restoring, and
Reconstructing
Historic Buildings.

Impact CUL-2: The proposed Specific Plan could impact currently unknown archaeological resources. (Potentially Significant)
Mitigation Measure CUL-2a: When specific projects are
proposed that involve ground disturbing activity, a sitespecific cultural resources study shall be performed by a
qualified archaeologist or equivalent cultural resources
professional that will include an updated records search,
pedestrian survey of the project area, development of a
historic context, sensitivity assessment for buried
prehistoric and historic-period deposits, and preparation of
a technical report that meets federal and state
requirements. If historic or unique resources are identified
and cannot be avoided, treatment plans will be developed
in consultation with the City and Native American
representatives to mitigate potential impacts to less than
significant based on either the Secretary of the Interior's
Standards described in Mitigation Measure CUL-1 (if the
site is historic) or the provisions of Public Resources Code
Section 21083.2 (if a unique archaeological site).

A qualified archeologist shall complete
a site-specific cultural resources study.
If resources are identified and cannot
be avoided, treatment plans will be
developed to mitigate impacts to less
than significant, as specified.
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Simultaneously with
a project application
submittal.

Qualified
archaeologist
retained by the
project sponsor(s).

CDD
STATUS:
COMPLETE: The
cultural resource
evaluation, prepared
by Basin Research
Associates
concludes that the
proposed project will
have no impact on
cultural resources.

133 Encinal Avenue Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Mitigation Measure

Action

Mitigation Measure CUL-2b: Should any archaeological
artifacts be found during construction, all construction
activities within 50 feet shall immediately halt and the City
must be notified. A qualified archaeologist shall inspect the
findings within 24 hours of the discovery. If the resource is
determined to be a historical resource or unique resource,
the archaeologist shall prepare a plan to identify, record,
report, evaluate, and recover the resources as necessary,
which shall be implemented by the developer. Construction
within the area of the find shall not recommence until
impacts on the historical or unique archaeological resource
are mitigated as described in Mitigation Measure CUL-2a
above. Additionally, Public Resources Code Section
5097.993 stipulates that a project sponsor must inform
project personnel that collection of any Native American
artifact is prohibited by law.

If any archaeological artifacts are
discovered during
demolition/construction, all ground
disturbing activity within 50 feet shall be
halted immediately, and the City of
Menlo Park Community Development
Department shall be notified within 24
hours.

Timing
Ongoing during
construction.

Implementing
Party
Qualified
archaeologist
retained by the
project sponsor(s).

Monitoring Party
CDD

A qualified archaeologist shall inspect
any archaeological artifacts found
during construction and if determined to
be a resource shall prepare a plan
meeting the specified standards which
shall be implemented by the project
sponsor(s).

Impact CUL-4: Implementation of the Plan may cause disturbance of human remains including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. (Potentially
Significant)
Mitigation Measure CUL-4: If human remains are
discovered during construction, CEQA Guidelines
15064.5(e)(1) shall be followed, which is as follows:
* In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of
any human remains in any location other than a dedicated
cemetery, the following steps should be taken:
1) There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of
the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie
adjacent human remains until:

If human remains are discovered during
any construction activities, all grounddisturbing activity within the site or any
nearby area shall be halted
immediately, and the County coroner
must be contacted immediately and
other specified procedures must be
followed as applicable.
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On-going during
construction

Qualified
archeologist
retained by the
project sponsor(s)

CDD

133 Encinal Avenue Project Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Mitigation Measure
a)
b)

Action

The San Mateo County coroner must be
contacted to determine that no investigation of the
cause of death is required; and
If the coroner determines the remains to be Native
American:
1. The coroner shall contact the Native
American Heritage Commission within 24
hours;
2. The Native American Heritage Commission
shall identify the person or persons it
believes to be the most likely descended
from the deceased Native American;
3. The most likely descendent may make
recommendations to the landowner or the
person responsible for the excavation work,
for means of treating or disposing of, with
appropriate dignity, the human remains and
any associated grave goods as provided in
Public Resources Code Section 5097.98; or

2) Where the following conditions occur, the landowner
or his authorized representative shall rebury the Native
American human remains and associated grave goods with
appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject
to further subsurface disturbance.
a) The Native American Heritage Commission is
unable to identify a most likely descendent or the
most likely descendent failed to make a
recommendation within 48 hours after being
notified by the Commission.
b) The descendant identified fails to make a
recommendation; or
c) The landowner or his authorized representative
rejects the recommendation of the descendant,
and the mediation by the Native American
Heritage Commission fails to provide measures
acceptable to the landowner.
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Implementing
Party

Monitoring Party
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Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Monitoring Party

GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE
Impact GHG-2: The Specific Plan could conflict with applicable plans, policies or regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the Specific Plan adopted for
the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. (Significant)
Mitigation Measure GHG-2a: All residential and/or mixed
use developments of sufficient size to require LEED
certification under the Specific Plan shall install one
dedicated electric vehicle/plug-in hybrid electric vehicle
recharging station for every 20 residential parking spaces
provided. Per the Climate Action Plan the complying
applicant could receive incentives, such as streamlined
permit processing, fee discounts, or design templates.

Install one dedicated electric
vehicle/plug-in hybrid electric vehicle
recharging station for every 20
residential parking spaces
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Simultaneous with
project application
submittal

Project sponsor(s)

CDD
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Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Monitoring Party

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Impact HAZ-1: Disturbance and release of contaminated soil during demolition and construction phases of the project, or transportation of excavated material,
or contaminated groundwater could expose construction workers, the public, or the environment to adverse conditions related to hazardous materials handling.
(Potentially Significant)
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Prior to issuance of any
Prepare a Phase I site assessment.
Prior to issuance of
Qualified
CDD
building permit for sites where ground breaking activities
any grading or
environmental
would occur, all proposed development sites shall have a
If assessment shows potential for
building permit for
consulting firm and
Phase I site assessment performed by a qualified
hazardous releases, then a Phase II
sites with
licensed
environmental consulting firm in accordance with the
site assessment shall be conducted.
groundbreaking
professionals hired
industry required standard known as ASTM E 1527-05. The
activity.
by project
City may waive the requirement for a Phase I site
Remediation shall be conducted
sponsor(s)
assessment for sites under current and recent regulatory
according to standards of overseeing
oversight with respect to hazardous materials
regulatory agency where previous
contamination. If the Phase I assessment shows the
hazardous releases have occurred.
potential for hazardous releases, then Phase II site
assessments or other appropriate analyses shall be
Groundbreaking activities where there
conducted to determine the extent of the contamination and is identified or suspected contamination
the process for remediation. All proposed development in
shall be conducted according to a sitethe Plan area where previous hazardous materials releases specific health and safety plan.
have occurred shall require remediation and cleanup to
levels established by the overseeing regulatory agency
(San Mateo County Environmental Health (SMCEH),
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) or
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
appropriate for the proposed new use of the site. All
proposed groundbreaking activities within areas of
identified or suspected contamination shall be conducted
according to a site specific health and safety plan, prepared
by a licensed professional in accordance with Cal/OHSA
regulations (contained in Title 8 of the California Code of
Regulations) and approved by SMCEH prior to the
commencement of groundbreaking.
Impact HAZ-3: Hazardous materials used on any individual site during construction activities (i.e., fuels, lubricants, solvents) could be released to the
environment through improper handling or storage. (Potentially Significant)
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3: All development and
Implement best management practices
Prior to building
Project sponsor(s)
CDD
redevelopment shall require the use of construction Best
to reduce the release of hazardous
permit issuance for
and contractor(s)
Management Practices (BMPs) to control handling of
materials during construction.
sites disturbing less
hazardous materials during construction to minimize the
than one acre and
potential negative effects from accidental release to
on-going during
groundwater and soils. For projects that disturb less than
construction for all
one acre, a list of BMPs to be implemented shall be part of
project sites
building specifications and approved of by the City Building
Department prior to issuance of a building permit.
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Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Monitoring Party

NOISE
Impact NOI-1: Construction activities associated with implementation of the Specific Plan would result in substantial temporary or periodic increases in ambient
noise levels in the Specific Plan area above levels existing without the Specific Plan and in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. (Potentially Significant)
Mitigation Measure NOI-1a: Construction contractors for
A construction noise control plan shall
Prior to demolition,
Project sponsor(s)
CDD
subsequent development projects within the Specific Plan
be prepared and submitted to the City
grading or building
and
area shall utilize the best available noise control techniques for review.
permit issuance
contractor(s)
(e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake
silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically
Implement noise control techniques to
Measures shown on Project sponsor(s)
CDD
attenuating shields or shrouds, etc.) when within 400 feet of reduce ambient noise levels.
plans, construction
and
sensitive receptor locations. Prior to demolition, grading or
documents and
contractor(s)
building permit issuance, a construction noise control plan
specification and
that identifies the best available noise control techniques to
ongoing through
be implemented, shall be prepared by the construction
construction
contractor and submitted to the City for review and
approval. The plan shall include, but not be limited to, the
following noise control elements:
* Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers,
and rock drills) used for construction shall be hydraulically
or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise
associated with compressed air exhaust from
pneumatically powered tools. However, where use of
pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the
compressed air exhaust shall be used; this muffler shall
achieve lower noise levels from the exhaust by
approximately 10 dBA. External jackets on the tools
themselves shall be used where feasible in order to
achieve a reduction of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures shall be
used, such as drills rather than impact equipment,
whenever feasible;
* Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from
adjacent receptors as possible and they shall be muffled
and enclosed within temporary sheds, incorporate
insulation barriers, or other measures to the extent feasible;
and
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Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Condition shown on
plans, construction
documents and
specifications.
When justified
complaint received
by City.

Project sponsor(s)
and contractor(s) for
revisions to
construction noise
control plan.

Monitoring Party

* When construction occurs near residents, affected parties
within 400 feet of the construction area shall be notified of
the construction schedule prior to demolition, grading or
building permit issuance. Notices sent to residents shall
include a project hotline where residents would be able to
call and issue complaints. A Project Construction
Complaint and Enforcement Manager shall be designated
to receive complaints and notify the appropriate City staff of
such complaints. Signs shall be posted at the construction
site that include permitted construction days and hours, a
day and evening contact number for the job site, and day
and evening contact numbers, both for the construction
contractor and City representative(s), in the event of
problems.
Mitigation Measure NOI-1c: The City shall condition
approval of projects near receptors sensitive to
construction noise, such as residences and schools, such
that, in the event of a justified complaint regarding
construction noise, the City would have the ability to require
changes in the construction control noise plan to address
complaints.

Condition projects such that if justified
complaints from adjacent sensitive
receptors are received, City may
require changes in construction noise
control plan.
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CDD
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Mitigation Measure

Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

Monitoring Party

Impact NOI-3: The Specific Plan would introduce sensitive receptors to a noise environment with noise levels in excess of standards considered acceptable
under the City of Menlo Park Municipal Code. (Potentially Significant)
Mitigation Measure NOI-3: Interior noise exposure within
Interior noise exposure assessed by
Simultaneous with
Project sponsors(s)
CDD
homes proposed for the Specific Plan area shall be
qualified acoustical engineer and
submittal for a
and contractor(s)
assessed by a qualified acoustical engineer to determine if
results submitted to City showing
building permit.
sound rated walls and windows would be required to meet
conceptual window and wall assemblies
the Title 24 interior noise level standard of 45 dBA, Ldn.
necessary to meet City standards.
The results of each study shall be submitted to the City
showing conceptual window and wall assemblies with
Sound Transmission Class (STC) ratings necessary to
achieve the noise reductions for the project to satisfy the
interior noise criteria within the noise environment of the
Plan area.
Impact NOI-4: The Specific Plan would expose sensitive receptors to substantial levels of groundborne vibration. (Potentially Significant)
Mitigation Measure NOI-4: Prior to project approval for
development within 200 feet of the mainline track, a
detailed vibration design study shall be completed by a
qualified acoustical engineer to confirm the ground
vibration levels and frequency content along the Caltrain
tracks and to determine appropriate design to limit interior
vibration levels to 75 VdB for residences and 78 VdB for
other uses. If required, vibration isolation techniques could
include supporting the new building foundations on
elastomer pads similar to bridge bearing pads.

A qualified acoustical engineer to
complete a vibration design study.
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Simultaneous with
submittal for a
building permit

Qualified acoustical
engineer retained by
the project
sponsor(s)

CDD
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Action

Timing

Implementing
Party

TRANSPORTATION, CIRCULATION AND PARKING
Impact TR-1: Traffic from future development in the Plan area would adversely affect operation of area intersections. (Significant)
Mitigation Measures TR-1a through TR-1d: (see EIR for
Payment of fair share
Prior to building
Project sponsor(s)
details)
funding.
permit issuance.
Impact TR-2: Traffic from future development in the Plan area would adversely affect operation of local roadway segments. (Significant)
Mitigation Measure TR-2: New developments within the
Develop a Transportation Demand
Submit draft TDM
Project sponsor(s)
Specific Plan area, regardless of the amount of new traffic
Management program.
program with
they would generate, are required to have in-place a Citybuilding permit. City
approved Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
approval required
program prior to project occupancy to mitigate impacts on
before permit
roadway segments and intersections. TDM programs could
issuance.
include the following measures for site users (taken from
Implementation prior
the C/CAG CMP), as applicable:
to project
occupancy.
* Commute alternative information;
* Bicycle storage facilities;
* Showers and changing rooms;
* Pedestrian and bicycle subsidies;
* Operating dedicated shuttle service (or buying into a
shuttle consortium);

Monitoring Party

PW/CDD

PW/CDD

* Subsidizing transit tickets;
* Preferential parking for carpoolers;
* Provide child care services and convenience shopping
within new developments;
* Van pool programs;
* Guaranteed ride home program for those who use
alternative modes;
* Parking cashout programs and discounts for persons who
carpool, vanpool, bicycle or use public transit;
* Imposing charges for parking rather than providing free
parking;
* Providing shuttles for customers and visitors; and/or
* Car share programs.
Impact TR-7: Cumulative development, along with development in the Plan area, would adversely affect operation of local intersections. (Significant)
Mitigation Measures TR-7a through TR-7n: (see EIR for
Payment of fair share
Prior to building
Project sponsor(s)
PW/CDD
details)
funding.
permit issuance.
Impact TR-8: Cumulative development, along with development in the Plan area would adversely affect operation of local roadway segments. (Significant)
Mitigation Measure TR-8: Implement TR-2 (TDM Program). See Mitigation Measure TR-2.
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