
COUNTY OF SAN MATE0 
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES AGENCY 

Date: May 7, 2001 
Hearing Date: May 22,200l 

Set Time: 1O:OO a.m. 

To. Honorable Board of Supervisors 

From: Marcia Raines, Director of Environmental Services Y 1% 

Subject: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Consideration of General Plan and Zoning amendments 
to allow a residentially zoned and used parcel to be converted and developed to 
accommodate an office and residential use located at 2104 Sand Hill Road in the 
unincorporated West Menlo Park area. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. Certify the Negative Declaration as complete and adequate in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

2 Adopt the resolution to change the subject parcel’s General Plan designation from 
“Medium-Low Density Residential” to “Office/Residential ” 

3. Adopt the ordinance to change the subject parcel’s Zomng Map designation from R-l/S-9 
(Single-Family Residential/l 0,000 sq. ft. Minimum Parcel Size) to “PUD- 129” (Planned 
Unit Development- 129). 

4. Adopt the ordinance to enact, applicable only to the subject parcel, the “PUD-129” 
(Planned Unit Development-l 29) Regulations. 

PROPOSAL 

The applicant proposes, on a single parcel, to revise its General Plan land use designation from 
“Medium-Low Density Residential” to “Office/Residential” and to rezone the parcel from 
R- 1 /S-9 (Single-Family Residential/l 0,000 sq. ft. Minimum Parcel Size) to “PUD” (Planned 
Unit Development-129). The project elements include: (1) remodeling and renovation of an 
existing two-story house; (2) construction of a two-story structure, both buildings for use as 
offices for 12 employees in the owner’s construction and development company, (3) a parkmg 
area for 15 spaces for company employees; and (4) an additional detached two-story building 
consisting of a two-car garage with a one-bedroom apartment above for use by a renter. The 
proposed PUD zoning would provide for a set of zoning regulations customized to fit and “lock 
in” the particular development proposal, including the restriction to an administrative office use 



PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 

The Planning Commission voted 3-l (Commissioner Silver opposed; Commissioner Bomberger 
absent) to approve the project. The Commissioner who did not support the project voiced 
concerns over the cumulative impact that this project will have on the already adversely 
impacted and congested Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz Avenue intersection. 

SUMMARY 

1. Compliance with Previous Planning, Commission Requests. The first Initial Study and 
Negative Declaration for the project were circulated for review and brought before the 
Planning Commission on August 23,2000, for consideration. The Commission had 
concerns regarding the document’s adequacy and requested that the applicant submit 
various data and directed staff to prepare and re-circulate, if appropriate, a revised Initial 
Study and Negative Declaration based on any new information and project changes the 
applicant chose to provide. All requested items were submitted and staff re-circulated a 
revised Initial Study and Negative Declaration. 

2. Compliance with General Plan and PUD Findings. The Planning CornmissIon believes that 
the project and its associated General Plan land use amendment, as stipulated, comply with 
the applicable General Plan policies. The proposed “Office/Residential” land use 
designation would provide a reasonable transitional use on a parcel that lies between the 
heavily traveled Santa Cruz Avenue/Sand Hill Road intersection and residential uses 
(within the city limits of Menlo Park) on the other two sides. The proposed development 
would retain and preserve the existing histonc house, all of the mature trees towards the 
rear of the parcel, provide an apartment unit in order to retain some residential use of the 
site, and generally pose no adverse impact to the surrounding residential community. For 
many of the same reasons, the Planning Commission believes that the project and its 
associated PUD rezoning, as stipulated, complies with the required PUD findings 

3. Resnonses to Initial Study and Negative Declaration. Several comment letters regarding 
the Negative Declaration were submitted to and considered by the Planning Commlssion. 
The report includes those letters as attachments. 
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COUNTY OF SAN MATE0 
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES AGENCY 

Date: May 7,200l 
Hearing Date: May 22,200l 

Set Time: 10:00 a.m. 

To* Honorable Board of Supervisors 

From: Marcia Raines, Director of Environmental Services 

Subject: Consideration of a General Plan amendment to change a parcel’s land use designation 
from “Medium-Low Density Residential” to “Office/Residential” and to rezone the 
parcel from R-l/S-9 (Single-Family Residential/lO,OOO sq. ft. Minimum Parcel Size) 
to PUD- 129 (Planned Unit Development- 129) pursuant to Sections 6190,6 192 and 
6550 of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations. The purpose of the amendment 
is to convert an existing house and construct new buildings to accommodate a 
proposed office use and a small apartment. The project site is located at 2104 Sand 
Hill Road in the unincorporated West Menlo Park area. 

County File Number: PLN 2000-00037 (Chargm!Rodine) 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Board of Supervisors: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Certify the Negative Declaration as complete and adequate in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

Adopt the resolution to change the subject parcel’s General Plan land use designation from 
“Medium-Low Density Residential” to “Office/Residential.” 

Adopt the ordinance to change the subject parcel’s Zoning Map designation from R-l/S-9 
(Single-Family Residential/l 0,000 sq. ft. Minimum Parcel Size) to “PUD- 129” (Planned 
Umt Development- 129). 

Adopt the ordinance to enact, applicable only to the subject parcel, the “PUD-129” 
(Planned Umt Development- 129) Regulations. 



PROPOSAL 

The project involves a proposal to change the current zoning designation of a 16,467 sq. ft. 
parcel located at the southwest corner of Santa Cruz Avenue and Sand Hill Road in unincor- 
porated Menlo Park from R-l/S-9 (Single-Family Residential/lO,OOO sq. ft. Minimum Parcel 
Size) to “PUD” (Planned Unit Development-l 29), and the General Plan land use designation 
from “Medium-Low Density Residential” to “Office/Residential.” The project proposal seeks to: 
(1) remodel and renovate an existing two-story 2,512 sq. ft. house (built in 1902); (2) construct a 
new two-story 1,406 sq. ft. structure (requiring demolition of an old garage), both for use as 
offices for 12 employees in the property owner’s construction and development company; and 
(3) construct an additional detached two-story building consisting of a 400 sq. ft. garage with a 
557 sq. ft. one-bedroom apartment above. The proposed PUD zoning would provide for a set of 
zoning regulations customized to fit and “lock in” the particular development proposal, including 
restriction to an administrative office use. The apartment is proposed in response to concerns 
that the original proposal retained no housing option on the site. 

The project also includes parking for 15 vehicles (including one handicap parking space). Two 
of the 15 spaces would be within the proposed garage, with one of those spaces being reserved 
for the upstairs apartment tenant. The project involves no significant tree removal. Site access 
would remain in the location where it currently exists on Sand H111 Road, approximately 90 feet 
westward from its intersection with Santa Cruz Avenue. 

BACKGROUND 

Report Prepared By: David Holbrook, Project Planner, Telephone 650/363-l 837 

Property Owner Dennis Chargin 

Project Applicant: J. R. Rodine 

Location: 2104 Sand Hill Road, West Menlo Park 

APN: 074-120-100 

Parcel Size: 16,467 sq. ft. 

Parcel Legality: Two legal parcels; Subdivision approved on October 19, 1953 (County File 
Number X6E-1113) 

Existing Zoning: R-l/S-92 (Single-Family Residential/lO,OOO sq ft. minimum parcel size) 

General Plan Designation: Medium-Low Density Residential (2.4 to 6.0 dwelling units per acre) 

Land Use. Smgle-family residence with detached garage 
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Flood Zone: Flood Zone C, Area of Minimal Flooding 

Environmental Evaluation: A revised Negative Declaration was circulated for a 20-day review 
period from January 11,200 1 through January 3 1,200 1. 

Setting: The project site is a legal parcel located at the northwest comer of Sand Hill Road and 
Santa Cruz Avenue, about 1.4 miles east of Interstate 280 and 1.6 miles west of the Stanford 
Shopping Center. The generally level project site rises above the intersection from 3 to 6 feet. 
The site is developed with a single-family residence built in 1902 and a detached garage with 
driveway access from Sand Hill Road, about 95 feet from the Santa Cruz Avenue intersection. 
The parcel was legally subdivided into two parcels in 1953, but both lots have always remained 
together with the development as it currently exists. 

The project site is one of three parcels constituting an unincorporated pocket somewhat separate 
from the greater unincorporated West Menlo Park area across Santa Cruz Avenue to the north. 
Other than a two-lot, R-l zoned and developed subdivision located adjacent to the project site to 
the southwest, the site is generally surrounded by Menlo Park city limits, including the adjacent 
26-unit Pacific Hill condominium development to the north and the Sharon Heights neighbor- 
hood comprised of duplex apartment and single-family development to the west (see Attachment 
C>* 

Across Sand Hill Road, lies property owned by Stanford that includes the historic but presently 
vacant Buck Estate, which in the past has operated with a County-issued use permit as a Stanford 
conference center. Stanford plans to structurally retrofit the house and restore the grounds, after 
which they will need to renew their use permrt On July 26,2000, the Planning Commission 
approved a use permit (County File No. PLN 1999-0033 1) for a 48,000 sq. ft., two-story building 
for use as the primary office headquarters for the Hewlett Foundation, located adjacent and just 
west of the Buck Estate and accessible from the south side of Sand Hill Road. That facility 
would employ up to 100 employees. The remaining Stanford Lands site west of the Hewlett 
Foundation factlity along Sand Hill Road is currently undeveloped. 

DISCUSSION 

A. PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 

On March 14,2001, the Planning Commission voted 3-l (Commissioner Silver opposed; 
Commissioner Bomberger absent) to approve the project. The Commissioner who did not 
support the project voiced concerns over the cumulative impact that this project will have 
on the already adversely impacted and congested Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz Avenue 
intersection. The Commissioner generally supported the intent of the project and did not 
neccssarrly believe the office use would have an adverse impact on the surrounding 
residential uses. I-Iowever, he believed that a “line needed to be drawn” to prevent one 
more project from contributing any additional traffic onto the surrounding intersection and 
road system 
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B. KEY ISSUES 

1. Pre-Application Public Review and Initial Planning Commission Evaluation 

The project was first submitted for review as a Major Development Pre-Application on 
October 26, 1999. On January 12,2000, a public meeting was held to collect public 
comments. The applicant’s formal application was submitted on January 19,200O. The 
first Initial Study and Negative Declaration for the original project was circulated for 
review and brought before the Planning Commission on August 23,2000, for consideration 
and to take public testimony on the document. The Commission had some concerns 
regarding the document’s adequacy and provided formal comments to the applicant asking 
that certain issues be resolved, including directing staff to prepare and re-circulate a revised 
Initial Study and Negative Declaration based on new information and project changes the 
applicant provided (see Attachment Q). 

The following comments arising from the Planning Commission hearing and transmitted to 
the applicant in the August 25 letter (Attachment M) are listed below (italicized), each 
followed by staffs response as to that requu-ement’s status. 

a. The applicant should re-evaluate his application for rezoning to consrder alternative 
approaches, such as Planned Unit Development (PUD) zoning, which would 
narrowly llmrt future alternative use and development of the property and thus 
reducmg the needfor the analysis ofthe potential environmental impacts of those 
alternatives 

The applicant revised the application to request a rezoning to the “PUD” Status 
District (see Attachment CC) 

b. Prior to further consideration of hu project, the apphcant shall submrt, and the staff 
Jhall review, evaluate and determine to be adequate, the following materials which 
are listed in the mitigation measures of the draft Initial Study for future submittal 

(1) Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. 

Submitted; the plan (Attachment I) has been reviewed by Planning staff Status: 
and found to be adequate to provide erosion and sediment control during project 
construction. 

(2) DLM Control Plan. 

Submitted, the plan (Attachment I) has been reviewed by Planning staff Status: 
and found to be adequate to provide dust control during project construction. 
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(3) Revise site plan to show alternative, permeable surfacing materials, wherever 
possible for all at-grade parking areas and walkways to and around the 
building for the purpose of decreasing off-site drainage. 

Submitted; the grading and drainage plan (Attachment H) proposes the Status: 
use of interlocking pavers (on a sand base) throughout the parking and driveway 
area which will provide a greater degree of permeability than that of an asphalt 
or concrete surface, thus reducing the off-site drainage. Staff has reviewed and 
found the plan to be adequate. 

(4) Drainage Plan. 

Submitted; the grading and drainage plan (Attachment H) proposes the Status: 
installation of a new drainage culvert to collect water runoff from the parking 
area and transfer it off-site to an existing storm drain on Santa Cruz Avenue. 
The plan also shows and retains an existing open drainage channel traversing 
diagonally across the site’s southwest comer, carrying runoff towards the 
adjacent Pacific Hill development, connecting to an underground culvert at the 
property line. The Department of Public Works has reviewed the plan and 
found tt to be adequate. 

(5) Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. 

The applicant’s drainage plan has been conditioned to require the Status: 
implementation of specific provisions to adequately capture and filter out the 
pollutants of stormwater prior to any off-site discharge into a public storm drain 
system. Staff recommends a condition of approval requiring that such provi- 
sions be added for review and approval by the Planning Director prior to the 
Planning Division’s approval of the building permit. 

(6) Transportation System Management (TSi$) Plan. 

Status: Submitted with the supplemental traffic analysis (Attachment 0). Staff 
has reviewed the plan in the context of the amended traffic data which indicated 
that only 38% and 56% of the total number of employees would be going to and 
leaving from the site during AM and PM peak traffic hours, respectively. The 
supplemental analysis suggested that such a schedule would even further reduce 
the impact of the project-generated traffic on the adjacent intersection to nearly 
negligrble. 

(7) Sight Line Analysts. 

Status: Submitted with the supplemental traffic analysis (Attachment 0). The 
traffic consultant conducted a sight line analysis on vehicles entering and 
exiting the project site driveway off Sand Hill Road, taking into consideration 
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potential traffic hazards posed by vehicles turning right from Santa Cruz 
Avenue or traveling west and through the intersection along Sand Hill Road. 
The analysis, reviewed and supported by the Department of Public Works, 
concluded that the sight lines would be adequate. 

t 

(8) Exterior Lighting Plan. 

Submitted; the plan (Attachment K) shows both the location and Status: 
specific types of lighting fixtures proposed for around the site. Review of the 
plan shows that the number of light fixtures are minimized for adequate security 
lighting and all the fixtures are low to the ground with all light glare confined to 
the site. Staff has found this plan to be adequate. 

(9) Arboris t Report. 

Submitted; the report (Attachment FF) identifies 30 trees existing on the Status: 
site, evaluates their health and risk from proposed construction, recommends 
protection measures for those trees at greatest risk during project construction 
and maintenance measures to ensure the long-term health of the trees Staff has 
reviewed the report and found it to be adequate. 

(10) Detailed Landscaping Plan. 

Submitted; the landscape plan (Attachment J) shows and retains 26 Status: 
trees, and proposes six additional trees, as well as a large amount of flowermg 
shrubs, ferns, groundcover and other plantings. The applicant’s historic 
architectural consultant indicates that the plan includes a mix of plant types that 
are typical of the era of the main house Staff has revrewed and found the plan 
to be adequate. 

(11) Exterior Wall Color, Mater-la1 and Roqf Samples. 

Submitted; the project design shows that the proposed two structures Status: 
will match the main old house m general architecture, exterior materials (lap 
wood siding) and colors. The proposed exterior wall color is a warm gray with 
off-white trim and the roof material is a charcoal composition roof. The 
applicant’s historic architectural consultant concurs that the proposed new 
buildings’ materials and colors will appropriately match those of the existing 
house style. 

C. The trafJic consultant shall prepare a supplement to the trafJic report, which 
addre uses all comment5 received on the trajjk impac; ts of the prolect 

Submitted; the supplemental traffic analysis includes responses to the City of Status: 
Menlo Park’s initial comments and clarifies other issues as requested. These are 
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further discussed in subsection (d) below. The traffic consultant also submitted an 
addendum letter (Attachment DD) that further responds to Menlo Park’s issues raised 
in their more recent comments to the revised Negative Declaration. 

d. The traffic consultant shall clarify the criteria used to evaluate the sigmficance of the 
potential trafic impacts of the project This shall rnclude an evaluation of the 
thresholds of signtficance used by Santa Clara County, the City of Menlo Park and 
the Crty of Palo Alto, tfany, in evaluating the traffic Impacts of development and 
what they would indicate with regard to the traffic impacts of this pro).ect. 

Completed; the consultant included this data in Table H of the supplemental Status: 
traffic analysis. The initial traffic analysis concluded that the AM peak hour project- 
added traffic would not change the critical volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio and would 
only change the average delay by 0.1 seconds, with no change to the LOS (though 
currently and projected to operate at E). During the PM peak hour, the addition of 
project traffic (under cumulative conditions) does not change the V/C ratio and only 
increases the delay by 0.5 seconds The supplemental traffic analysis, as requested by 
the Planning Commissron, compared the LOS service standards and definitions of 
significance in the analysis of project-generated vehicle delay among San Mateo 
County, Santa Clara County, and the cities of Palo Alto, and Menlo Park. The 
comparison table showed that the defimtions of significance among two of the four 
agencres are quite similar. San Mateo County does not have an adopted or defined 
threshold of significance However, the project-generated traffic delay does meet the 
City of Menlo Park’s significance threshold and would result - by their definition - in 
an adverse impact to vehicle delay movements m the adjacent Santa Cruz 
Avenue/Sand Hill Road Intersection. 

e. Staflshall seek consultant assistance at the applicant’s expense to address any 
comments on the draft Inttial Study and Negative Declaratton that are beyond its 
experttse 

Staff was able to complete the necessary review and analysis based on the Status: 
applicant’s additional submitted materials as requested by the Planning Commission. 

f. The applrcant and staff shall evaluate and report on an alternative, which would 
retatn one dwelling unit withm the project to mitigate the loss of the extsting housing 
unit and to partially redress the adverse impact on the jobs housing balance that 
would result from the proj*ect 

The revised project includes a detached two-story building which includes a Status: 
two-vehicle garage and a small one-bedroom apartment above it. The applicant 
included this revision as a mitigation to the loss of the main house as a residence upon 
its conversion to an office use. 
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g- If the applicant does not revise his application to request PUD or equivalent zoning 
to narrow the range offiture options for use and development of the property, staff 
shall evaluate alternative techniques for accomplishing that, including the limits 
imposed by the currently proposed O/S-92 zonmg, the eflects of PUD zomng, deed 
restrictions and historic designations or restrictions. Staff shall determtne the 
implications of those alternatives for the environmental review process 

Status: The applicant has revised his application to request the PUD zoning. This 
zoning would be more restrictive than the initially proposed “Office” rezoning which 
would have only required a use permit for the proposed office use, a mechanism that 
could accommodate changes with use permit amendment requests. The PUD zoning 
would be more restrictive since it would “lock in” the project development and use as 
proposed. 

h. The applicant shall retain the services of a qualified historic preservation architect, 
to be approved by the County, to prepare a historic preservation plan for the property 
which achieves the applicant’s objective of an of$ce complex for his business while 
preserving andprotecting the historic integrity of the exterior of the existing house on 
the property, including design and constructton methods and long-term use, care and 
maintenance. 

The applicant hired an architectural historian who prepared and submitted a Status: 
thorough history of the old house, including comments on the overall proposal 
(Attachment P). The report generally concluded that the proposed use and new 
development, with some recommendations, would adequately preserve and protect 
the historic integrity of the exterior of the old house. This issue is further discussed in 
the General Plan Compliance section (“Historic and Archaeological Resources”) of 
this report. 

1. Staff shall prepare an analysis of other means by which the purportedpubltc benefits 
of the project (new sidewalks htstortc preservation and merger of the two lots which 
comprise the site, among others) could be achieved absent the project or the 
conversion of the site to ofJice use. 

This was done, but the Planning Commission action was to approve the Status: 
project rather than pursue alternative means of achieving its benefits. 

i Once the above work has been completed a revised Initial Study shall be prepared 
and recirculatedfor public comment, responses to comments shall be prepared tn 
accordance with the above guidelines and the Inrtial Study and project shall be set for 
a noticed hearing and decision by the Planning Commission. 

Completed; the revised Initial Study and Negative Declaration (Attachment Status: 
Q) were re-circulated for public comment, with staffs responses to those comments 
appearing in the Environmental Review section of this report. 
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2. Comoliance with General Phan Policies 

The Comnliance with Planned Unit Development (PUD) Regulations section of this report 
discusses the proposed PUD District’s required findings in terms of the project’s 
compliance with the General Plan. However, the following General Plan policies warrant 
specific discussion as follows: 

a. Soil Resources. Policy 1 24 (Protect Vegetative Resources) seeks to ensure that 
development will minimize the removal of vegetative resources, and/or. . . protect 
historic and scenic trees. The applicant’s arborist report identifies 30 existing trees on 
the project site, 13 of which are concentrated in the eastern comer of the site. 
Existing trees to be preserved range in size from 6 to 36 inches, with 15 of them 
ranging in height from 40 to 75 feet. These trees have been associated with this 
property and house for many years The project would require the removal of four 
small trees (less than 6-inch diameter) to accommodate the parking area. Twenty-six 
of the 30 trees will be protected during constructron and maintained as recommended 
in the arborist report and as stipulated m the PUD District regulations. Four trees are 
proposed for removal due to their location in the parking area. 

b. Visual Oualitv Policies. Policy 4 14 (Appearance of New Development) regulates 
development to promote and enhance good design, site relationships and other 
aesthetic considerations. The old house, built in 1902, is a unique design resource in 
the immedrate area. The Planning Commissron believes, and the applicant’s 
architectural hrstorran concurs, that the two proposed buildings are both designed and 
proportroned to match and compliment the architectural style and materials of the old 
house. 

Pohcy 4 21 (Scenic Corridors) seeks to protect and enhance the visual quality of 
scenic corridors by managing the location and appearance of structural development. 
The project site is located on Sand Hill Road, which is a County-designated scenic 
corridor The site, developed with the old house and dense tree canopy, has been a 
historic and contributing element to the visual quality as seen from Sand Hill Road. 
The Planning Commission believes that the project, with its preservation of the 
existmg house and all of the mature trees, the extent and quality of proposed new 
landscaping and the matching and well articulated design of the proposed buildings, 
will ensure that the visual quality is protected and enhanced along this portion of 
Sand Hill Road. 

Policy 4.35 (Urban Area Derlgn Concept) seeks to: (a) maintain and, where possible, 
improve upon the appearance and visual character of development in urban areas, 
and (b) ensure that new development IS designed and constructed to the orderly and 
harmonious development of the locahty. The Planning Commisston believes, based 
on the preceding discussion, that the project complies with these pohcies 
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Policy 4.54 (Commercial Signs and Outdoor Advertisements) regulates commercial 
signs and outdoor advertisements by using a consolidated set of standards. The 
project includes a sign identifying the business and address mounted at the site’s 
comer on a stone wall surrounding the site, facing the intersection. The wall behind 
the sign is higher in order to better shield the parked vehicles from view from the 
intersection and residences to the north. The applicant’s architectural historian 
recommended that the sign be relocated on that portion of the wall close to the site 
entrance on Sand Hill Road to ensure that the sign is subordinate and respectful of the 
site’s history as a residence. While the Planning Commission has no objection to 
locating the sign on the comer as proposed by the applicant, the Planning Commis- 
sion recommends a condition of approval requiring that the sign not be lit in any 
fashion and that a detailed design be submitted for further review, including the use of 
a number and letter font that corresponds with a design in keeping with the era of the 
house. 

C. Historical and Archaeological Resources Policies 

Policy 5.15 (Protection of Historic Resources) encourages the protection of historic 
resources and landmarks on sates that are proposed for new development. While the 
old house is not officially designated as a historic structure (although it is listed on the 
City of Menlo Park’s Historical Building Survey), the applicant hired an architect, 
Ruth Todd, AJA, who has a background in architectural history and research who is 
also on staff at Stanford University as an architect. Her report (Attachment P) 
confirmed that the house was built in 1902 by Mrs. Jane Stanford (wife of Leland 
Stanford, Sr.) as a residence for her secretary, Bertha Berner. The house design is in 
the architectural style known as the “American Four Square.” It sits on a lot that was 
originally much larger, and was relocated and turned 90 degrees atop a new basement 
to make way for the Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz Avenue intersection widening project 
in 1966. An associated carriage house was also relocated at that time and has since 
been demolished. 

While the house is not listed with the County as a historic resource or structure, the 
consultant believed that because of its age and architectural integrity, the house 
should be reviewed with the criteria of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Historic Preservation (as recommended by Policy 5.15 (c)), Of the ten standards, 
only three are applicable, as listed below followed by a summary of the consultant’s 
conclusions. 

“Standard No 1. A property shall be usedfor its historic purpose or be placed in a 
new use that requires minimal change to the dejking characteristics of the building 
and rts site and environment ” 

The consultant concluded that the new office use is compatible with the historic 
residential use and would result in minimal changes to the defining characteristics of 
the building. 
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“Standard No 2 The historic character of a property shall be retained and 
preserved The removal of historic materials or alteration offeatures and spaces that 
characterize a property shall be avoided. ” 

The consultant concluded that the minor modifications proposed to the old house to 
accommodate the office use do not impact the historic character of the structure. 
While she was not clear where or how the handicap wheelchair access ramp was to be 
accommodated, she recommended that a ramp not be located against the wood 
building wall of the raised porch of the existing house, suggesting that the best 
solution would provide the least visually conspicuous ramp that retains the character 
of the raised porch at the main entry. In fact, the access ramp is not located adjacent 
to the porch, but leads up to the porch of the new office structure; that porch level is 
then connected to the porchway of the old house. 

“Standard No 9. New additions, exterior alterattons, or related new constructton 
shall not destroy historic materials that charactertze the property The new work 
shall be dtfferentiatedfiom the old and shall be compattble it tth the massmg, size, 
scale, and archttectural features to protect the hts toric tntegrtty of the property and 
its environment. ” 

The consultant concluded that while the proposed new construction does not destroy 
historic architectural materials, it does impact the landscape character of the site. She 
recommended that tree protection measures during construction be implemented and 
monitored, but concluded that the applicant’s proposed landscape plan included plant 
materials that were appropriate to the residential character of the site. The consultant 
generally concluded that the proposed new office building is compatible with the 
architectural features of the historic house. Additionally, she felt that the proposed 
garage/apartment structure is compatible with the massing and archrtectural features 
of the old house. However, she felt that a partial balcony at the second level 
projecting above the entry and garage doors could help to reduce their prominent 
appearance as well as break up the mass of the front elevation, Including vmes or 
plantings on the balcony to provide some human scale and visual rehef to the 
hardscape that surrounds the new building. 

Policy 5.19 (Economic Use) encourages compatrble and adaptive residential, 
commercial or public uses of historic structures as a means for their protection. This 
report previously discussed the challenge of preserving and maintaining the old house 
under the development scenario whereby its use is restricted to that as a single-family 
residence. The Planning Commission believes that the proposal under consideration 
provides an incentive to preserve and maintain the old house for the long term as 
mandated by the proposed PUD zoning 
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d General Land Use Policies 

Policy 7.15 (Designation of Land Uses) establishes land use designations in Table 
7.1 P and applies these designations where appropriate to urban and rural areas to meet 
land use objectives. Table 7.1P lists the land use designation “Office/Residential” ~ 
and describes its associated primary feasible uses as: “Service uses including but not 
limited to business and professional offices; residential uses including but not limited 
to space for non-transient housing.” The project’s primary use would be as profes- 
sional offices, but it also includes a residential component - the detached 
one-bedroom apartment. 

Policy 7.16 (Land Use Objectives for Urban Areas) seeks to locate land use 
designations in urban (unincorporated) areas in order to: (1) maximize the efficiency 
of public factlities. services and utilities, (2) minimize energy consumption, (3) 
encourage the orderly formation and development of local government agencies, (4) 
protect and enhance the natural environment, (5) revitalize existing developed areas, 
and (6) discourage urban sprawl. Sewer and water service connections, and existing 
electric and telephone utility lines are of adequate capacity to serve the proposed 
project. The project’s required stormwater runoff pollution controls, as previously 
discussed, will ensure that there is no adverse impact to the water quality of the 
nearby San Francisquito Creek’s natural environment. The project’s preservation of 
the old house contributes to the revitalization of the existing developed area. Finally, 
the project occurs on a parcel surrounded by development and will not encourage any 
additional urban sprawl beyond the developed area’s existing limits. The Planning 
Commission believes that the project, as proposed and as mandated by the PUD 
zoning, meets all of these criteria. 

C. Urban Land Use Policies 

The project is located in West Menlo Park, which is part of an urban community. 
Policy 8.2 (Land Use Objectives for Urban Communities) stipulates the following 
objectives (italicized), each followed by staffs response. 

(1) Plan Urban Communities to be balanced self-contained areas which have a 
sufficient mix of urban land uses to support the internal housing, employment, 
shopping, and recreational needs of the community. Except for several blocks 
of commercial uses along Alameda de las Pulgas, the West Menlo Park 
neighborhood is primarily comprised of single-family residential uses, with a 
small appendage of such uses (three parcels) fronting onto Sand Hill Road that 
includes the subject property. Clearly, the existing commercial uses indicated 
do not entirely support the nerghborhood’s employment and shopping needs; 
most residents travel outside of the neighborhood to meet those needs. The 
proposal to convert the site’s existing residential use to a commercial use 
(employing 12 people) and to build one apartment unit (housing one or two 
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(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

people), staff believes, will not adversely impact the overall balance of this 
neighborhood. 

Provide a mix of residential, commercial and industrial land uses which will 
generate sufficient tax revenues to pay for the costs ofproviding desired levels 
of services andfacilities. As previously stated, the proportion of commercial to 
residential uses in the West Menlo Park neighborhood is very small. The 
project does, however, add an office use to this mix, while retaining a residential 
element 

Provide a mix of commercial and industrial uses in order to maintain, support, 
and strengthen local economies See the previous discussion in response to 
subsections (1) and (2). 

Provide a mix and an amount of residential land uses which will provide a 
substanttal amount of housing opportunities in unincorporated areas There is 
already an abundance of residential land uses in the neighborhood. The 
proposed project will provide an on-site one-bedroom, residential apartment 
unit. 

Establish land use patterns which give Urban Communities strong, indtvtdual 
and identifiable characters The subject property, with its house and dense tree 
canopy, is located at the southeast comer of and acts as a gateway to the West 
Menlo Park neighborhood. The old house provides a unique and identifiable 
character to the area. The Planning Commission believes that since the project 
proposes to retam the old house and all of the mature trees, it complies with this 
objective. 

Policy 8.9 (Designation of Existing Urban Nerghborhoods) designates West Menlo 
Park as an existing urban neighborhood. Policy 8.3-b (Land Use ObJectives for 
Urban Neighborhoods) seeks to provide a mix of residential and commercial land 
uses to balance generated tax revenues with the costs of providing desired levels of 
public services and facilities. The project’s conversion to a commercial/office use 
will result in increased tax revenues collected on this parcel greater than those 
collected as a residential use in a community whose predominant tax base is 
residential. Policy 8.3.~ seeks to establish land use patterns which make urban 
neighborhoods compatrble, functional and identifiable with adjoining cities. The 
project’s resultant change to the neighborhood’s overall land use pattern, for reasons 
previously discussed, will not substantially affect its compatibility or identity and 
only slightly change its functionality with the adjoining City of Menlo Park 

Policy 8.13 (Appropriate Land Use Designations and Locational Criteria for Urban 
Unincorporated Areas) utilizes, as guidelines only, the designation and densities 
shown in Table 8.1 P to achieve stated land use objectives within unincorporated 
urban communities and urban neighborhoods. The locational criteria for the 
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“Office/Residential” land use designation include: (1) where residential uses need to 
be buffered from major transportation routes, and (2) where existing residential and 
commercial uses need to be buffered by a transition zone. The project site is located 
on the comer of a very busy intersection as evidenced in the project’s initial traffic 
analysis. The project site acts as a buffer between the high-density residential 
development to the west and the single-family development to the south and the busy 
intersection on two of its sides. 

Policy 8.14 (Rebidentlal Land Use Compatibility) seeks to protect existing single- 
family areas from adjacent incompatible land use designations which would degrade 
the environmental quality and economic stability of the area. Policy 8.15 (Commer- 
cial Land Use - Compatzbllityl seeks to ensure that commercial development is 
compatible with adjacent land uses. The project’s overall design, intended to match 
and compliment the existing residential use, and the project’s negligible traffic 
impacts, leads the Planning Commission to believe that the proposed use will be 
compatible with the adjacent residential uses 

Policy 8 18 (Commercial Land Use - Standards) seeks to regulate development by 
enforcing development standards (e g., site planning, design, and construction 
standards) and performance standards to ensure hrgh quality commercial 
development. The project’s two new buildings, as previously discussed, have been 
sited in such a way and designed to match and compliment the old house. The 
Planning Commrssion proposes a condrtion of approval requiring that the 
construction drawings be strictly implemented to ensure that the new buildings are 
constructed to the architectural quality and detarl shown on the proposed plans. 
Additionally, the proposed PUD zoning distnct regulations (Attachment DD) include 
performance standards that regulate trash storage, hours or operation and deliveries, 
outdoor lighting restrictions and noise restrictions. 

Policy 8 30 (Regulation of Development m Urban Area5 -Mixed Use) encourages 
development which contains a combination of land uses (mixed-use development), 
particularly commercial and residential developments along major transportation 
routes. The project involves an office use and a residential component in the form of 
a small apartment on a site located on a major transportation route (Santa Cruz 
Avenue and Sand Hill Road). 

Policy 8.3 1 .b (Overcoming Constraints to Development) encourages improvements 
which minimize the dangers of natural and manmade hazards to human safety and 
property. The applicant has already worked with the County Department of Public 
Works to pave and widen the comer sidewalk, as previously discussed. 

Policy 8 34 (General Development Standards - Zoning Regulations) ensures that 
development is consistent with land use designations by continuing to use zoning 
districts which regulate development by applying specific standards. Policy 8 35 
(Uses) allows uses in zoning districts that are consistent with the overall land use 
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designation. The proposed PUD zoning district, written to reflect an office use with a 
residential component, is consistent with the proposed “Office/Residential” land use 
designation. 

Policy 8.38 (Height, Bulk and Setbacks) regulates height, bulk, and setback require- 
ments in zoning districts in order to: (1) ensure that the size and scale of development 
is compatible with parcel size, (2) provide sufficient light and air in and around 
structures, (3) ensure that development of permitted densities is feasible, and (4) 
ensure public health and safety. The project is not subject to the R-M-92 Zoning 
regulations because it includes a proposal to rezone the subject site to a PUD zoning 
district. The purpose of a PUD Distract is to provide reasonable flexibility to create 
zoning standards that are appropriate to a particular site and project, when the 
necessary findings can be made, as discussed in Section B.3 of this report. 

The configuration of the parcel (regardless of its address and entry on Sand Hill 
Road) designates that its front yard is along Santa Cruz Avenue, with its rear yard on 
the opposite end (adjacent to the two unincorporated R-l zoned parcels to the south), 
and its sides along Sand Hill Road and adjacent to the Pacific Hill Condominium 
development to the north. Whereas the proposed office building would maintain a 
1 O-foot rear yard setback, that building 1s adjacent to a 15-foot access driveway 
serving a flag lot to the south, whereby the actual distance to the closest residence 
(2128 Sand 1-M Road) is 35 feet. The main building (old house) is located 10 feet 
away from the side property line. The proposed garage/apartment building is located 
8 feet from that side and 9 feet 4 inches from the front property line along Santa Cruz 
Avenue. The proposed PUD zoning district regulations acknowledge these setbacks 
and include performance standards that put restrictions on the proposed use activities 
to limit potentially adverse impacts to the surrounding residential uses. The Planning 
Commission believes that the location of both proposed buildings relative to the 
location of the existing main building, as well as the surrounding adjacent develop- 
ment, would provide adequate light and au to the employees and apartment tenant(s) 
associated with the project as well as to residents of the surrounding developments. 
The proposed “Office/Residential” General Plan land use amendment does not, by its 
definition, include a density limit (e.g., number of dwelling units per acre). The 
Planning Commission believes, however, that the project components, as planned and 
designed, create an acceptable density of development on that parcel and there would 
be no adverse impacts to the public health or safety. 

Policy 8.39 (Parking RequirementA) regulates minimum on-site parking requirements 
and development standards in order to (1) accommodate the parking needs of the 
development, (2) provide convenient and safe access, (3) prevent congestion of public 
streets, and (4) establish orderly development patterns. The County Zoning Regula- 
tions (Section 6 118) set requirements for the number of parking spaces for various 
uses, including one (1) space per 200 sq. ft. of office area, with allowances to deduct 
certain areas wrthin a building that are non-office use (i.e , areas for storage, utilities, 
stairways. restrooms, kitchens). 
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The project proposes 15 spaces, whereas the Parking Regulations require 16 for the 
proposed office-related floor area. Additionally, where the minimum parking space 
size standard is 9 ft. x 19 ft., the project proposes that 14 of the 15 spaces are slightly 
reduced size spaces, which are typical of acceptable compact size spaces. The 
proposed parking area, driveway and back-up distances do meet the minimal 
standards for parking areas. Both the reduced number of spaces proposed as well as 
the reduced size of the spaces are incorporated in the proposed PUD zoning district 
regulations, which also reserve two of the spaces strictly for visitor parking. 

The Planning Commission believes that the 12 remaining parking spaces would be 
adequate for a business of 12 employees. Since there is no additional off-site parking 
nearby the project site, it is assumed the parking provisions will either be somewhat 
self-limiting in terms of the number of employees. If the number of employees were 
ever to increase, generating the need for more off-site parking spaces, the owner 
would be required to apply for an Off-Street Parking Exception to allow off-site 
parking in an alternative location. In addition, the Menlo Park Fire Department has 
reviewed the plans and indicated that they believe the site access and internal layout is 
adequate for emergency access purposes. 

f. Housing Policies 

Policy 14.2 1 (Provide New Housing Opportunities - Locate New Housmg Near 
Employment Centers) encourages the provision of housing near employment centers 
where adequate services exist or can be provided The project site is located very 
near a major employment center. The project includes a one-bedroom apartment, 
which was added to the project in response to concerns about the conversion of the 
main house to an office use. Policy 14.32 (Explore Use of Alternative Homing Types 
and FZexibZe Site Design) seeks to reduce construction costs by continuing to allow 
flexible site design standards and encouraging the use of the PUD District, where 
appropriate. The project includes rezoning the site to PUD, which would allow, 
amongst other elements of the commercial project, the addition of the apartment unit. 

g. Manmade Hazards - Noise 

Policy 16.9 defines Noise Impact Areas as those experiencing noise levels of 60 or 
greater Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). CNEL is defined as the average 
equivalent sound level, during a 24-hour day, adjusted to account for the acoustic 
responses of the human ear, the total number of individual noise events, and the 
greater sensitivity to noise during the evening and nighttime The project site is at the 
comer of a busy intersection, identified by County noise maps as experiencing noise 
levels from 60 to 65 CNEL. Understandably, noise from heavy traffic at rush hour 
can range from 95 to 110 decibels. 
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Policy 16.11 (Regulate Distribution of Land Uses) regulates the distribution of land 
uses to attain noise compatibility. Policy 16.12 (Regulate Noise Levels) regulates 
noise levels emanating from noise generating land uses through measures which 
establish maximum land use compatibility and nuisance thresholds. The proposed 
PUD zoning district regulations include performance standards that limit the hours of 
office deliveries to the sate so that associated noise impacts on adjacent neighbors are 
restricted to occur only during typical business hours (8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.). 
Policy 16.16 (Construction Techniques Noise Control) promotes measures which 
incorporate noise control into the construction of existing and new buildings, 
including, but not limited to, use of dense noise insulating building materials. Due to 
its proximity on the site, the Planning Commission is recommending that a condition 
of approval require that the apartment unit be constructed of noise insulation materials 
to reduce the interior noise levels (from the intersectron/road traffic) to not exceed 45 
decibels. 

3. Compliance with Planned Unit Development (PUD) Findings 

The project includes the proposed rezoning of subject parcel to Planned Unit Development 
(PUD). Zoning Regulations Section 6191 (PUD Districts) states that no PUD District shall 
bc enacted for any area unless and until the Planning Commission has first: 

Reviewed a precise plan of the subject area and its envtrons, andfound that the proposed 
zontug of the area would be in harmony with saidplan, and would not be in conjkt with 
the County Master Plan [i e , 1986 General Plan], or with any current land use plan for a 
sub-area of the County previously adopted by the Comnussum 

Response: The Planning Commissron has reviewed the originally proposed project plan at 
a previous hearing. The Planning Commission believes, based on the previous discussion 
in the General Plan Compliance section of this report, that the proposed PUD zoning 
district regulations are in harmony with the applicable General Plan policies. Additional 
requned findings listed below (italictzed), each followed by staffs response, stipulate that 
the specific PUD District 

a. Is a desirable guide for the future growth of the subject area of the County 

Response: The proposed PUD zoning district affects only the single subject parcel, 
converting its use from residential to office (with a residential component). 
Opponents to the project have concerns that the project’s General Plan land use and 
zoning amendment elements to allow this conversion of a residential to an office use 
could create a precedent for similar requests for other residentially-zoned areas along 
Santa Cruz Avenue and Sand Hill Road The County cannot speak for or anticipate 
the City of Menlo Park’s position should such requests come to them for parcels 
wrthin their jurisdiction However, the subject property is unique from other resrden- 
tially-zoned parcels in the unmcorporatcd area due to: (I) its size (triple what the 
nearby 5,000 sq. ft lots are along Santa Cruz Avenue and larger than the 10,000 sq. 
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ft. minimum lot size required by its current R-l/S-92 zoning), (2) its corner location 
at a very busy intersection, and (3) its historic development. While the project 
proposal changes the use of the property, the direct impacts to the adjacent residential 
uses are minimized due to the residential-like design of the new buildings, their 
location, and the retention of the mature tree canopy buffering the project from the 
adjacent uses. 

b. Will not be detrimental to the character and social and economic stability of the 
subject area and its environs, and will assure the orderly and beneficial development 
of such areas 

Response: The project’s minimal traffic impacts, preservation of the old house and 
mature trees, overall quality of site and building design, and the development and 
perfomrance standards/restrictions included in the project’s PUD regulations ensure 
that the project will not be detrimental to the character, social and economic stability 
of the area and its environs. 

C Will be in harmony with the zoning in adJoining unincorporated area. 

Response. The zoning in the adjacent unincorporated area to the south is R-l/S-92. 
The area to the west is within Menlo Park’s incorporated jurisdiction. The area to 
north makes up the bulk of the unincorporated West Menlo Park area, comprised of 
all R-l zoned parcels, with several blocks of commercial zoning along Alameda de 
las Pulgas. However, the subject site is separated from the West Menlo Park area. 
The zoning of the Stanford Lands parcels across Sand Hill Road to the east is R-l/S-9 
(site of the Buck Estate, which operates with a use permit) and RE/S-9 (Residential 
Estates; site of the future Hewlett Foundation office building, operating with a use 
permit). The Planning Commission believes that the PUD District, given its inherent 
performance standards and the project’s overall design as previously discussed, will 
be in harmony with the zoning in the adjoining unincorporated area. 

d. Will obviate the menace to the public safety resultingfiom land uses proposed 
adjacent to highways in the County, and will not cause undue interference with 
existing or prospective trafic movements on satd highways 

Response: The Planning Commission believes that the following elements support 
this finding: 

(1) The supplemental traffic analysis studied the traffic hazard potential for vehicles 
entering and exiting the site from Sand Hill Road and concluded that the sight 
line would be adequate, a conclusion reviewed and supported by the County 
Department of Public Works. 

(2) The recently completed sidewalk-widening project will improve pedestrian 
safety. 
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e. Will provide adequate light, air, privacy and convenience of accexs to the subject 
property andfurther, that saidproperty shall not be made subject to unusual or 
undue riskfrom fire, inundation, or other dangers 

Response: The Planning Commission believes that the project’s overall site design, 
the proposed buildings’ locations and setbacks relative to the site, to each other and to 
nearby development on adjacent properties, provide adequate light, air, privacy and 
convenience of access to the subject property. Additionally, the site is in an area of 
minimal flooding and the project design has been reviewed and is found satisfactory 
by the Menlo Park Fire Department. 

f Will not result in overcrowdmg of the land or undue congestion ofpopulatlon 

Response: The Planning Commission believes that the project’s use, its proposed 
number of employees and apartment tenants, and its overall building density relative 
to the site size will not create any overcrowdmg or undue congestion. 

C ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

A revised Initial Study was completed and a Negative Declaration was issued and 
circulated for this project according to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
requirements, with a review period from January II,2001 through January 3 1,200l (see 
Attachment Q) During the comment period, ten written comments were received, which 
are summarized (in itaLcs) below, each followed by staffs response 

1 Comments from Janet Davis (Attachment R). Ms. Davis’ primary comment headings are 
listed below, each followed by staffs response. 

a Present Zoning It is not relevant to look to the present zoning as the guide to 
whether or not the proposed development is allowed for the following reasons: (1) 
while the subject parcel is comprised of a historic two-lot subdivision, the proJect 
builds across the historic lot line, effectively merging the two parcels; in any case, the 
project includes a provision to merge the two historic lots so that they cannot ever be 
developed separately in the future, and (2) the proposed General Plan amendment and 
PUD zoning do not dictate how many structures or dwelling units are allowed on the 
parcel; “second dwelling units” are identified and allowed only in R-l zoned districts, 
which is a zoning designation this project proposes to revise at this site. The PUD 
zoning is tailored specifically m this case to accommodate the project as described. 

b. Parking Requirements The Planning Commission acknowledged that the number of 
parking spaces proposed by the applicant does not meet those required by County’s 
Parking Regulations. However, while it is reasonable to assess the proposed parking 
provisions against the County regulations, it is important to reiterate that the applica- 
tion of a PUD District can include parking provisions tailored to the proposed project. 
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In any case, the area of all floors of both the existing and proposed office buildings 
has been measured and it has been confirmed that the proposed applicable “office” 
floor area generates the need for 16 parking spaces according to the County’s require- 
ments, whereas the project proposes 15 spaces (including one required handicap 
parking space which counts towards the total number required). The one-bedroom 
apartment requires and will be restricted to only one covered space. This leaves 14 
spaces available for the office use, two of which the PUD regulations would restrict 
for visitor/guest parking only. That leaves 12 spaces for the currently proposed 12 
employees. The Planning Commission acknowledges that the County’s ability to 
legally restrict that number, or to even effectively monitor it in the future, would be 
difficult. However, since no additional off-site parking exists within any close 
proximity, staff believes it is reasonable to assume that the accommodation of any 
additional employees for the office use could only occur if those additional employees 
found alternative transit modes by which to get to and from the site. 

While the Parking Regulations call for parking areas to be surfaced with an “asphaltic 
or Portland cement binder,” such requirements are often not compatible with the 
requirement to reduce impermeable, paved surfaces in order to reduce stormwater 
runoff, as the Planning Commission has indicated in this case. Interlocking pavers on 
a sand base have been shown to be very successful in meeting this objective. It is 
important to remember that PUD regulations are able to accommodate and “lock in” 
umque zoning requirements, includmg mixed uses, development standards, and 
tailored parking provisions. 

The project includes drainage improvements that would direct drainage from the 
parking and driveway areas into a culvert that empties out onto Santa Cruz Avenue 
towards a public storm drain system that does find its way to San Francisquito Creek 
several hundred feet away to the east. However, the project will be conditioned to 
require that mesh screening be installed in the drain receptacles to adequately filter 
petroleum and other pollutants from stormwater runoff before it leaves the site. The 
PUD regulations also include provisions requiring that these filtering materials be 
periodically checked, cleaned or replaced to ensure their continued function. A 
project approval condition will require that a landscape surety deposit be submitted 
and held for three years from the date of the building permit’s final inspection to 
ensure that all existing and new landscaping is maintained in a healthy state. Finally, 
the project will be conditioned to require that a 6-foot masonry wall be constructed 
along those portions of the property where parking areas are adjacent to residential 
uses. 

C Environmental Review Standards/Spot Zoning an EIR is requiredfor this project. 
County Counsel has determined that the proposed PUD zoning designation does _not 
constitute “spot zoning.” All recommended conditions associated with this project 
are included in this report and, as applicable, mandated in the proposed PUD zoning 
district regulations and available for public review prior to the Board of Supervisors’ 
consideration of the project. 
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The revised Initial Study and Negative Declaration stated that potentially significant 
impacts related to project-generated traffic would constitute a less-than-significant 
level, based on the initial and supplemental traffic analyses, as previously discussed. 
The supplemental traffic analysis included discussion of how the County’s definition 
of “threshold of significance” compared to that of surrounding jurisdictions’ 
definitions for evaluating the traffic impacts of development. As previously stated, 
the projected delay is defined by the City of Menlo as a significant impact that they 
do not believe is mitigable. 

d. “Focused EIR ” The Planning Commission spoke of the possible need for a focused 
EIR QnlY if they ultimately determined that the additional information requested of 
the applicant was not adequate to support a Negative Declaration, due to adverse 
impacts that cannot be mitigated. The Planning Commission chose not to require an 
EIR and certified the Negative Declaration. 

e. Notification to Responsible Agencies While the Negative Declaration did not legally 
have to be referred to either the State Clearinghouse or the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, staff sent copies to those agencies anyway. In addition, the nature of 
the project did not warrant sending a referral to CalTrans. I-Iowever, all other 
agencies received copies of the environmental document. The San Francisquito 
Creek Watershed CRMP responded back by telephone that they were satisfied with 
the project as long as stormwater pollution control measures were incorporated into 
the on-site drainage provisions. Previous discussion has indicated that such measures 
will be included in the project. 

f. Purpose of PUD The purpose of implementing a PUD zoning district can certamly 
be to accommodate uses with customized zoning regulations in order to provide 
additional open space and recreational area. However, there is no such expressed 
purpose in the PUD regulations, nor in the General Plan under General or Urban Land 
Use policies. A PUD zoning district must meet certain findings as previously 
discussed in Section B.3 of this report. 

g County’s Own Ordinances Preclude a PUD. There are no County ordinances that 
preclude a PUD unless the findings cannot be made. 

h. Touted Elimination of Needfor Use Permit The PUD regulations do not include a 
requirement for a use permit. Additionally, the Planning Commission at their August 
23,200O meeting suggested that the applicant consider the optton of revising their 
rezoning request to that of a PUD District for the purpose of better “locking in” the 
project as submitted, and thus reducing the potential for impacts due to future 
requests to amend a use permit or the difficulty of assuring compliance with use 
permit conditions. 
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Historic Nature of Home The proposed PUD zoning district includes a provision that 
prohibits: (1) the house from being moved off the site, or (2) any exterior modifica- 
tions. The project plans include no removal of any portion of the old house. The 
architectural historian’s only concerns regarding the disabled access ramp was in the 
event that it be placed against the exterior porch wall of the old house. Staff has 
confirmed and informed the historian that the ramp is not in that location, but leads up 
to the entry deck in front of the new office building, a location not challenged by the 
consultant. Staffs comment in the initial Negative Declaration about the feasibility 
of the old house continuing to be used as a residence was mentioned only to 
acknowledge the opinion of the applicant and that of other consultants staff had 
spoken with. 

i Bikeway/Walkway. Section B. 1 .i of this report discussed the County’s recently 
completed improvement of the corner sidewalk portion of the intersection, which 
included the owner’s proposal to further widen and improve it to a greater standard 
than initrally proposed. 

k. Traffic Study Ms. Davis contends that the initial and supplemental traffic analysis 
IS inadequate and that rt relied on a previous traffic study conducted for the Hewlett 
Foundation’s approved office headquarters, which she believes was also flawed. 
Ms. Davrs disagrees wrth the technical traffic data presented in both the initial and 
supplemental reports. 

The typical and primary focus in traffic analyses IS the number of project-generated 
vehicle trips during AM and PM peak hours, not during off-peak hours, and the 
resultant delay that the additional vehrcles may cause at nearby intersections. It was 
also assumed that non-employees (clients, consultants, etc.) would not be coming to 
and from the site during peak commute hours. See Section B. 1 .d of this report for 
dtscussron regarding the conclusions of the initial and supplemental traftic analyses. 

1. Pubhc Transportatzon The Marguerite Shuttle service route does not extend out as 
far as the project site. However, the traffic analysis conclusions are not based upon 
the likelihood that the project employees will consistently take this form of public 
transit to and from work. 

m. Driveway Sight Dzstance There is previous discussion in this report about the 
supplemental traffic analysis’ review of the driveway sight distance issue and its 
conclusion that vehicles entering and exiting the driveway do not pose an undue risk 
from vehicles traveling west on Sand Hill Road. The Planning Commission 
recommends a condition of approval requiring that a sign be posted for vehicles 
exiting the site to watch for opposing traffic to then left. 

n. Drainage/Creek The existing drainage channel through the western comer of the 
project site will not be built over and will remain open. The proposed office building 
should not affect this drainage, nor ~111 the ~011s around it be modified. A condition 
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of approval, as previously indicated, will require that the drain inlet located in the 
parking area be constructed to incorporate filter fabric to adequately catch and filter 
petroleum and other pollutants before they run off-site into the public storm drain 
system. The drainage outlet from the parking area emptying onto Santa Cruz Avenue 
was reconstructed as part of the Department of Public Works’ recent sidewalk 
improvement project. 

0. Trees Of the 30 existing trees surveyed in the arborist report, 26 are designated for 
preservation. The project includes the removal of four trees located within the 
proposed parking area, with diameters ranging from 2 to 4 inches The existing trees 
along the site’s comer perimeter are all remaining. 

P Additional Living Unit Upon discussion with County Counsel, staff agreed that 
restricting the apartment tenant’s employment qualifications would likely not be legal 
in this case. It is also understood that the County could not prevent the tenant(s) from 
having a vehicle, as would be reasonable to expect. However, the proposed PUD 
regulations would restrict the apartment such that its tenant(s) would be restricted to 
utilize only one on-site parking space, and within the garage below the apartment (the 
second garage space would be reserved for an office employee). The tenant(s) would 
not be subject to any other employment-type restrictions. 

The following comments, each followed by staffs response, were included in Ms. Davis’ 
supplemental letter dated January 28,200l (Attachment R, second letter): 

9. It IS clear that there is a huge financial incentive for ofice conversion tn this 
partxular area Any property destgnated ’ Office ” can be usedfor multiple houstng, 
the owner could build the same type of htgh-density development on the site as the 
adjacent Pacrfic Hills development. It is not relevant nor is staff qualified to 
comment on degree of the financial incentive afforded to the owner in this case, 
except to say that there generally is financial incentive behind any proposed 
development. However, the General Plan designation of “Office/Residential” (not 
“Office” alone) does allow a residential component, as is the case with this project. 
However, the accompanying PUD zonmg would not allow the present or any future 
owner from using the site as anything but that described both in terms of the proposed 
use and development. A future proposal to build a multiple housing project would 
require that the site be rezoned again. 

r. The enormous windfallprofitpotential resulting@om rezoning is highly likely to* 
(I) induce substantral growth or concentration ofpopulation, (2) increase traffic, (3) 
conJIict with adopted environmental plans and goals of the community, and (4) have a 
substantral negutive aesthetic effect This has been discussed in previous sections of 
this report. 

2. Comments from Linda Meier (Attachment Sj. Ms. Meier’s primary comment headings are 
listed below, each followed by staffs response: 
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a. Planning Comnzission hearing times Occasionally, the Planning Commission has 
scheduled evening meetings to consider certain projects. However, any changes to 
hearing dates or times are at their discretion. 

b. Reason for proposed Planned Unit Development (PUD) rezoning The primary 
purpose for the PUD zoning in this case is that the Planning Commission thought it a 
better way to mandate a specific project as ordinance (which cannot be changed or 
modified), rather than with a use permit (which can be amended by the present or a 
future owner). There were concerns expressed at the first Planning Commission 
hearing that the initially proposed use permit may be too weak a restriction 
mechanism to ensure that the project components and its performance can be 
adequately monitored (if approved) into the future, especially under a different owner 
or different lessee or office use. The PUD zoning district can “lock in” the desirable 
elements of the project as proposed while providing a stricter legal mechanism to 
ensure its compliance with the PUD regulations. The idea behind a PUD zoning 
designation is that it affords some flexibility to accommodate a mixed-use 
development (as this one is with office and a residential use) whose components do 
not meet any single set of zoning regulations, but where the overall intent of the 
project is worthwhile. In this case, the project would preserve the existing old house, 
provide an office use in a residential character m keeping with the surrounding 
residential uses, and provide a small residential unit. 

C. TrafJic Study. See staffs response to Ms. Davis’ comment (b) in Section C.l of this 
report. Additionally, the proposed parking lot shows the minimum required back-up 
space between parking spaces. 

d. Will thzsproject result zn or increase traffic hazards? See staffs response to 
Ms. Davis’ comment (m) in Section C. 1 of this report 

e. Will the project result in the introdzdction of activities not currently found within the 
communzzy7 The proposal is for a business to be operated out of buildings that are 
and would be residential in character located on a site at the very corner of a very 
busy intersection, near other major office facilities to the south and east The 
Planning Commission concludes that this use, while located adjacent to single and 
high-density multiple-family restdential uses and nearby a duplex residential area, 
should not have any adverse impacts on the character of those residential 
neighborhoods. 

f. Wzll the project result in any changes in land ezther on or off the project site7 See 
previous response. 

3. Comments from Kent Mitchell, Attorney (Attachment T). Mr Mitchell represents the 
Pacific Hill Homeowners Association, the 26-condominium unit project located adjacent to 
the project site to the west. Mr. Mitchell references the August 4,200O letter from the 
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Association and states that the substantive points raised in that letter are still applicable to 
the revised project. His additional comments are summarized below, each followed by 
staffs response: 

a. The addztzon of an apartment unit IS an attempt to turn the Planning Commission’s 
attention awayj?om what is still a conversion of residential property to ofJice 
property Staff agrees that the project would convert the primary use of the property. 
However, the inclusion of the apartment use was m response to the Planning 
Commissron’s concern for the loss of the site’s residential use in terms of the 
“jobs/housing” balance issue. 

b. The project wzll exacerbate trc@c problems and the critical jobs/houszng imbalance 
in this area See staffs response to Ms. Davis’ comments in Section C.l and in 
Section B. 1 of this report. 

C A full EIR should be required focusing on the existing trafic problems and on the 
cumulatzve jobs/housing zmbalance that already exists The Planning Commission 
reviewed the new information, took testimony and recommended that the Board of 
Supervisors certify the revised Negative Declaration 

4 Comments from Matilde Nino-Murcia (Attachment U). Ms. Nino-Murcia’s primary 
comments are summarized below, each followed by staffs response. 

a. The Hewlett Foundation ofjce development IS not “acres s the street ’ The fact that 
there are ofJice buzldzngs 54 of a mzle on the other dzrection does not make [the 
project] rzght. Staff agrees that the Hewlett office development is not directly across 
the street. For reasons previously discussed, the Planning Commission does not 
believe that the project ~111 adversely affect the residential character of the 
neighborhood. 

b. It has been omztted that the project szte IS bordered on the west by two single-family 
hoztses The nozse, lzghting and added traf$c will afSEct the qualzty of life of the 
funzzlies reszdzng zn these houses. The initial staff report to the Planning Commission 
included a location map that showed the two adjacent single-family residences 
southwest of the subject site. Traffic impacts have been previously discussed in 
Section B. 1 of this report and in response to Ms. Davis’ comments. Since the parking 
area is located around the outside, corner-facing perimeter of the site, the noise 
impacts on the adjacent residences from vehicles (including occasional deliveries) 
coming and going would be buffeted by the existing and proposed development 
located between them. The project lighting plan proposes 15, l-foot high “path” 
lights located around the perrmeter of the parking and walkway areas, and 8 ground- 
mounted accent lights which are placed only along the corner-facing perimeter of the 
site illuminating some sides of the buildings. There are no lights located to the rear of 
the buildings, so there should be no direct light glare directed towards the adjacent 
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residential development. Additionally, the office use itself would not be expected to 
generate any adverse noise levels. 

C The project decreases the availability of housing; the small apartment is not a 
solution. Staff agrees that the provision of a small one-bedroom apartment does not 
replace the loss of a full-sized house. Indeed, the site could be maximally developed 
as a two-lot subdivision (since it was legally subdivided in 1957 but never sold or 
developed as two separate lots), each lot containing a single-family residence. 
However, the Planning Commission suggested that the applicant consider a revision 
that preserved some residential element on the site, which is what the current proposal 
reflects. 

5. Comments from Gunter Steffen (Attachment V): Mr. Steffen’s primary comment headings 
are listed below, each followed by staffs response: 

a. Planning Commissioner ’ Instructions Not Complied With Instruction No. 9 is 
responded to by staff in Section B. 1 (i) of this report. The Planning Commission’s 
intent was not for all of these issues to be discussed in the revised Negative Declara- 
tion, but that relevant data be submitted and discussed upon bringing the item back to 
the Commission at a future hearing, which is the purpose of this report Officially 
designating the old house as a County historic building would not, by itself, ensure 
that any further improvement to the sidewalk beyond that already proposed by the 
Department of Public Works, nor would it ensure that the house be restricted to a 
residential use. As previously discussed, the General Plan encourages compatible and 
adaptive residential, commercial or public uses of historic structures as a means for 
their protection. The Planning Commission’s letter dated August 25,200O indicated 
only a preference for preserving a residential use on the property; it was not specific 
as to how that might be done and did not directly imply that the project alternatives or 
revisions had to retain the old house as the residential use. Also, as previously 
discussed, there are requirements to ensure that stormwater runoff 1s adequately 
filtered before heading off-site. 

b Growth Inducing Factors. The issue around the project being precedent setting is 
discussed in Section B.3 a of this report. Whereas staff completed and circulated the 
Negative Declaration for the Hewlett Foundation office project in April of 2000, the 
subject project was not submitted until July 2000. 

C. Settzng Aside Housing According to Employment. As previously discussed in 
response to Ms. Davis’ comments, staff agrees that it would not be legally feasible to 
restrict the apartment tenant’s employment qualifications. 

d. TrafJic Data The initial traffic analysis focused on the Santa Crux Avenue and Sand 
Hill Road intersection primarily because it is the most heavily burdened intersection 
in the immediate area and all employees traveling to and from the site must go 
through it in some manner. Staff agrees that the supplemental traffic analysis 
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proposal for a TSM Plan that includes bike racks and the availability of alternative 
transit options would not, alone, be adequate to significantly reduce project-generated 
vehicle trips. However, the Planning Commission (with the exception of the 
dissenting Commissioner) generally supported the traffic analysis’ overall conclusion 
that the number of generated vehicle trips would not likely be sigmficant enough 
during peak commute hours to adversely impact the intersection, regardless of 
whether or not the TSM Plan or the employee schedule could be adhered to. 
However, there are concerns about the realistic expectation that employee work 
schedules will be adhered to as suggested in the supplemental traffic analysis. 
Mr. Cullen of the Department of Public Works has previously represented that the 
surrounding roads are near or at capacity. 

e. Parking The fact that the parking plan includes reduced parking spaces does not 
preclude their accessibility for use. The County has previously approved reduced-size 
(compact) parking spaces that are usable, with adequate back-up and turning radius 
space. Addittonally, the project 1s not strictly held to the Parking Regulations, since 
the proposed PUD regulattons acknowledge the inclusion of the compact spaces. The 
Planning Commission believes the proposed parking 1s adequately shielded since tt is 
located around the outer perimeter of the site away from adjacent residential uses 
The proposed landscaping and stone wall around the site’s corner boundary will help 
to shield the parked vehicles from view from the intersection and residential 
properties to the north. 

f. Driveway This has been discussed in response to Ms. Davis’ comments in Section 
C 1 .m of this report. 

g* Sgn The proposed signage is discussed in Section B 2.b of this report. 

h First Alternative Suggested of “Use Permit The project revision to rezone the site 
to PUD, as suggested by the Planning Commission, precludes the need for a use 
permit, since the project components and associated restrictions are “built into” the 
PUD District regulattons specific to this site. While initially discussed, the Planning 
Commission did not support the option of pursuing a use permit. 

6. Comments from Gerald Melov (Attachment W): Mr Meloy’s primary comments are 
summarized below, each followed by staffs response. 

a. The add&on of the apartment IS an attempt to lrmit neighbors ’ opportunity to object 
to the prolect The project’s revision to add the apartment occurred in response to the 
Planning Commission’s directive to review options that would retam some residential 
use of the site given the jobs/housing balance discussion. The applicant’s initial 
proposal that the apartment be rented to a teacher was an attempt to merely accom- 
modate a local pubhc employee who could benefit from a housing location that could 
accommodate walking to work. As previously mdtcated, such a restriction was 
determined to not be legally feasible. 
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b. The ortginalplan and Negative Declaration implied that ofJice occupants and visitors 
would arrive and leave in the night with no traf$c or noise impacts. The proposal 
and initial Negative Declaration acknowledged that the employees would be generally 
arriving and leaving during AM and PM peak hours. The initial traffic analysis 
concluded, however, that the impact of the number of project-generated vehicles 
would not result in any significant overall delays for vehicles passing through the 
intersection. The supplemental traffic analysis included an employee schedule that 
showed a reduced percentage of employees traveling to and from work during AM 
and PM peak hours. 

C. Other nearby projects have been approved on the basis that they would have little or 
no trafJic impacts Staff acknowledges that all of the identified developments 
together add some traffic and traffic-generated noise. However, the traffic analysis 
concluded that taking all existing conditions into consideration, the project’s traffic 
impacts would not be significant. 

7. Comments from Shawn Amir (Attachment X): Mr. Amir’s primary comments are 
summarized below, each followed by staffs response: 

a. The added apartment does not make it a PUD; the proposed tenant restriction is 
meaningless See the previous discussion in response to Mr. Meloy’s comment in 
this report. 

b. The ortgrnal proposal added an ofJe use in add&on to the conttnued use of the main 
house as the primary restdence qf the owner Mr Chargin While Mr. Chargin 
currently lives in the old house, the initial project proposal did not state that he would 
contmue to hve there; the project always described that the old house was to be 
converted to an office use. 

C. The proposed ofJice use will worsen an already bad trafJic situation that exceeds that 
identified in the trafic analysis. See the previous discussion in this report. 

d. The supplemental trafJic analysis employee schedule IS not guaranteed to be reliable 
into the future This has been previously discussed in this report. 

e. Where wtll customers, clients park 3 What about contractors ’ trucks and equipment? 
Staff has previously discussed the fact that two parking spaces will be reserved for 
visitors. There will be no construction trucks or equipment stored or parked on the 
site at any time (except during construction). The Planning Commission recommends 
a condition of approval restricting project construction to occur only between 8:00 
a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on weekdays (as agreed to by the owner), with no construction 
allowed on weekends or nationally-observed holidays. 
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f. The proposed brick wall and office signage are not in keeping with our resldentlal 
neighborhood The Planning Commission does not believe that the proposed wall is 
out of character with the surrounding residential neighborhood. However, the 
Planning Commission recommends a condition that would require that the proposed 
signage be relocated next to the entry driveway as previously discussed in this report. 
Additionally, and as shown on the submitted landscape plan, there will be low- 
growing shrubs or groundcover between the sidewalk and the wall to soften its 
appearance. 

8. Comments from Charles and Sara Botsford (Attachment Y): The Botsfords’ primary 
comment headings are listed below, each followed by staffs response: 

a. signage See the previous discussion in Section B.2.b of this report 

b. Sidewalk See the previous discussion in Section B 1 .i of this report. 

C Large Wall See the previous discussion in response to Mr. Amir’s comments and in 
Section B.2.b of this report. 

9. Comments from the City of Menlo Park (Attachment Z): The City of Menlo Park’s 
primary comment headings are listed below, each followed by staffs response: 

a. Air Quality, Water Quality, Sonic, Conzpllance with Bay Area Au- Quality Manage- 
ment District (BAAQMD) requirements andpotential long-term aa’ quality Impacts 
ji-om project-generated traffic. The applicant has provided documentation from a 
certified consultant as to the air qualitj impacts generated by both the proJect- 
generated traffic as well as during construction The consultant concluded that 
pollution from project-generated traffic would not exceed State or federal air quality 
standards and that on a regional scale, the increase on resultant traffic emissions 
would be substantially below the BAAQMD thresholds of significance 

b. Lack of study indicating current noise levels Section B.2.h of this report discusses 
the noise impacts that the nearby intersection poses on the project and the project- 
related noise impacts on the surrounding residential area. 

C. Transportation -Previous Comments Items 1 through 5 in the City’s letter reiterates 
concerns over traffic they had previously conveyed in response to the first Initial 
Study/Negative Declaration The supplemental traffic analysis and an addendum 
letter recently submitted by the traffic consultant (Attachment DD) included 
responses to those comments. 

d. Transportation - New Comments. Comments 6 through 10 are new and are discussed 
below. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Inadequacy of TSM Plan. Staff agrees that the suggested TSM Plan, alone, may 
not impact the commute habits of the presently proposed or future employees. 
However, the Planning Commission determined that the project-generated 
traffic impacts from 12 employees should not pose a significant impact on the 
adjacent intersection. 

Irrelevancy of employee travel habits. While the employees’ travel habits 
durmg peak commute hours would be difficult to regulate and monitor, it is 
acknowledged that the project’s 0.5 second delay at the adjacent intersection 
operating at an LOS F in the PM peak hour would be considered a significant 
impact based on the City’s criteria. 

Dismissal of cumulative analysis from City of Menlo Park’s consideration. The 
Planning Commissron has acknowledged the City’s concerns in this report. 

Inadequacy of driveway sight distance analysis. This has been previously 
discussed in this report. 

How does project cause more traflc through Sand Hill/Santa Cruz intersection 
than accountedfor m peak trip generation? The traffic consultant’s 
February 15,200l letter clarified that not all driveway traffic goes through the 
intersectron. Traffic exiting the site and heading west on Sand Hill Road does 
not go through the intersection. 

e Land Use and General Plans opposition to converrton based on the incompatibiltty 
between the proposed ofice use and adjacent residential use and intensification of 
the job/housmg imbalance. Section C of this report includes responses to comments 
regarding the inclusion of the apartment umt and its relation to the jobs/housing 
imbalance. Section B 2 of this report discusses the project’s compliance with 
applicable General Plan Land Use policies. Other responses in this section address 
similar comments regarding the discussion of both these issues. 

f Disagreement 14 ith the County’s determination that the General Plan Urban Area 
Land Use Designatton locational criteria have been met. Staff corrected its previous 
statement and agreed that the project site is not within an existing office area. 
However, the Planning Commission believes that the locational criteria can be met, as 
discussed in Section B. 1 .e of this report. 

g The revised Initial Study states that there would be no impact to solid waste creation, 
the project should include conditions or mitigations that require a recycling program 
The Planning Commission agrees and recommends that conditions of approval 
require that all demolition and construction material waste associated with the project 
be recycled. Currently, BFI supplies pick-up and disposal services for all refuse and 
recyclable materials generated from the site. Trash pick-up is weekly (currently early 
Thursday mornings) with recycle collection occurring every other week. The 
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collection trucks parks along Sand Hill Road immediately south of the site while 
refuse or recycle containers are collected. The owner does not anticipate any change 
to the service (with the possible exception for the addition of the refuse or collection 
containers) upon conversion of the site’s primary use to office. The project does not 
include nor will it require that a large dumpster replace the current multiple 20-30 
gallon containers. However, a recommended condition of approval would require 
that the property owner ensure that the office and apartment tenants participate fully 
with the ongoing recycling program for all generated recyclable waste and refuse 
(e g., paper, cardboard, glass, metal, aluminum and plastic materials). 

REVIEWING AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 

County Building Inspection Section 
County Department of Public Works 
County Counsel 
State Regional Water Quality Control Board 
City of Menlo Park 
Town of Portola Valley 
Town of Woodside 
Santa Clara County Planning Division 
San Francisquito Creek Watershed CRMP 
Menlo Park Fire Protection District 
West Bay Sanitary District 
California Water Service Company 
Sharon Heights Homeowners Association 
Sharon Oaks Homeowners Association 
Sharon Heights Condominium Association 
Pacific Hill Homeowners Association 
Stanford Lands Management Company 
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Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval 
Area Location Map 
Detailed Location Map (Showing Surrounding Zoning and Uses) 
Project Site Plan 
Proposed Office Building Elevation and Floor Plans 
Existing Main Building Elevations and Floor Plans 
Proposed Apartment/Garage Elevations and Floor Plans 
Grading and Drainage Plan 
Erosion and Dust Control Plan 
Landscape Plan 
Lighting Plan and Lighting Details 
ProJect Rendering 
Planning Commission Comment Letter (Dated August 25,200O) 
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Kent Mitchell’s Comment Letter (Dated January 30,200l) 
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Shawn Amir’s Comment Letter (Dated January 3 1,200l) 
Charles and Sara Botsford’s Comment Letter (Dated January 3 1,200l) 
City of Menlo Park’s Comment Letter (Dated January 3 1,200l) 
County Department of Public Works Comments Letter Regarding Sidewalk Improvements 
Proposed Resolution and Map to Amend General Plan 
Proposed “PUD-129” District Regulations Ordinance 
Traffic Consultant’s Letter Responding to City of Menlo Park Comments (Dated 
February 15,200l) 
Initial Traffic Analysis 
Arborist Report 
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COUNTY OF SAN MATE0 

Attachment A 

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES AGENCY 

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Permit or Project File Number: PLN 2000-00037 

Prepared By: David Holbrook 

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS 

Hearing Date: May 22,200l 

For Adoption By: Board of Supervisors 

Based on the staff report and evidence presented at the hearing, the Board of Supervisors finds: 

Regarding the Planned Unit Development District Zoning. 

1 That the proposed zoning of the area would be in harmony with said plan, and would not be 
in conflict with the County Master Plan [i.e., 1986 General Plan], or with any current land 
use plan for a sub-area of the County previously adopted by the Commission, and that the 
specific PUD District under consideration, as documented in the staff report, Section B.3: 

a. 

b 

Is a desirable guide for the future growth of the subject area of the County. 

Will not be detrimental to the character and social and economic stability of the 
subject area and its environs, and will assure the orderly and beneficial development 
of such areas. 

C 

d 

Will be m harmony with the zoning in adjoining unincorporated area. 

Will obviate the menace to the public safety resulting from land uses proposed 
adjacent to highways in the County, and will not cause undue interference with 
existing or prospective traffic movements on said highways. 

e Will provide adequate light, air, privacy and convemence of access to the subject 
property and further, that said property shall not be made subject to unusual or undue 
rusk from fire, inundation, or other dangers 

f. Will not result in overcrowding of the land or undue congestion of population. 
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Regarding the Negative Declaration: 

2. That the Negative Declaration is complete, correct and adequate and prepared in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act and applicable State and County 
guidelines. 

3. That, on the basis of the Initial Study and comments received thereto, no substantial 
evidence exists that the project, if subject to the mitigation measures contained in the 
Negative Declaration, will have a significant effect on the environment. 

4. That the mitigation measures identified in the Negative Declaration, agreed to by the 
applicant, placed as conditions on the project, and identified as part of this public hearing, 
have been incorporated into the Mitigation Monitormg and Reporting Plan in conformance 
with the California Public Resources Code Section 2 108 1.6. 

5 That the Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment of the San Mateo County 
Board of Supervisors. 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Planning Division 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

This approval applies only to the proposal and plans as described in this report and 
submitted to and approved by the Board of Supervisors May 8,200l Minor adjustments to 
the project in the course of applying for building permits may be approved by the Planning 
Director if they are consistent with the intent of and in substantial conformance with this 
approval. 

Color verification by a planner of the approved exterior wall colors and roofing materials 
on all buildings shall occur in the field after the applicant has painted and roofed the 
buildings but before the applicant schedules a final inspection. 

Noise levels produced by the proposed construction activity shall not exceed the 80 dBA 
level at any one moment. Construction activities shall be limited to the hours from 
7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. Construction shall not occur on weekends 
or any nationally observed holiday. 

As part of the stormwater pollution prevention plan required by the building permit, the 
applicant shall implement the approved erosion and sediment transport control plan, 
designed by their civil engineer (hereafter referred to as the applicant’s erosion control 
consultant). Implementation shall occur as follows: 

a. The erosion and sediment control plan shall be implemented and inspected as part of 
the inspection process for the project. The approved plan shall be activated during the 
period of grading activity if any rainstorms occur. Any revisions to the plan shall be 
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prepared and signed by the applicant’s erosion control consultant and reviewed by the 
Department of Public Works. 

b. The plan shall be based on the specific erosion and sediment transport control needs 
of each area in which grading and construction is to occur. The possible methods are 
not necessarily limited to the following items. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

cf9 

(9) 

Confine grading and activities related to grading (construction, preparation and 
use of equipment and material storage/staging areas, preparation of access 
roads) to the dry season, whenever possible. 

If grading or activities related to grading need to be scheduled for the wet 
season, ensure that structural erosion and sediment transport control measures 
are ready for implementation prior to the onset of the first major storm of the 
season. 

Locate staging areas outside major drainage ways. 

Keep the lengths and gradients of constructed slopes (cut or fill) as low as 
possible. 

Discharge grading and constructlon runoff into small dramages at frequent 
intervals to avoid buildup of large potentially erosive flows. 

Prevent runoff from flowing over unprotected slopes. 

Keep disturbed areas (areas of grading and related activities) to the minimum 
necessary for demolition or construction. 

Keep runoff away from disturbed areas during grading and related activities. 

Stabilize disturbed areas as quickly as possible, either by vegetative or 
mechanical methods 

(10) Direct runoff over vegetated areas prior to discharge into public storm drainage 
systems, whenever possible. 

(11) Trap sediment before it leaves the site with such techniques as check dams, 
sediment ponds, or siltation fences. 

(12) Make the contractor responsible for the removal and disposal of all sedimenta- 
tion on-site or off-site that is generated by grading and related activities of the 
project 

- 35 - 



(13) Use landscaping and grading methods that lower the potential for downstream 
sedimentation. Modified drainage patterns, longer flow paths, encouraging 
infiltration into the ground, and slower stormwater conveyance velocities are 
examples of effective methods. 

(14) Control landscaping activities carefully with regard to the application of 
fertilizers, herbicides, pesticides or other hazardous substances. Provide proper 
instruction to all landscaping personnel on the construction team. 

C. During the installation of the erosion and sediment control structures, the applicant’s 
erosion control consultant shall be on the site to supervise the implementation of the 
designs, and the maintenance of the facilities throughout the grading and construction 
period It shall be the responsibility of the consultant to regularly inspect the erosion 
control measures and determine that they are functioning as designed and that proper 
maintenance is being performed. Deficiencies shall be immediately corrected. 

5. During project construction, the applicant shall, pursuant to Section 5022 of the San Mateo 
County Ordinance Code, minimize the transport and discharge of stormwater runoff from 
the construction site into storm drain systems and water bodies by: 

a. Using filtration materials on storm drain covers to remove sediment from dewatering 
effluent. 

b. Stabilizing all denuded areas and maintaining erosion control measures continuously 
between October 15 and April 15. 

C. Removing spoils promptly, and avoiding stockpiling of fill materials, when rain is 
forecast. If rain threatens, stockpiled soils and other materials shall be covered with a 
tarp or other waterproof material. 

d. Storing, handling, and disposing of construction materials and wastes so as to avoid 
their entry to the storm drain system or water body. 

e. Avoiding cleaning, fueling or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in an area 
designated to contain and treat runoff. 

f. Limiting and timing applications of pesticides and fertilizer to avoid polluting runoff 

6. The applicant’s building permit application and plans shall include the submitted on-site 
drainage plan, as prepared by the project civil engineer, showing all permanent, post- 
construction stormwater controls and drainage mechanisms. The plan shall ensure that a 
minimum of 50% of stormwater from impervious surfaces is directed to the perimeter 
landscaped areas. The required drainage plan shall show the necessary mechanisms to 
contain all water runoff generated by on-site impervious surfaces and shall include facilities 
to minimize the amount and pollutants of stormwater runoff through on-site percolation 
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and filtering facilities, the latter being applicable to the storm drain proposed in the parking 
lot area. The final drainage plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Director 
prior to issuance of the building permit. The County Building Inspection Section and 
Department of Public Works shall ensure that the approved plan is implemented prior to 
the project’s final building inspection approval. 

7. No clearing, grading or construction activity on the site shall occur until the applicant has 
been issued a valid building permit. 

8 The applicant shall implement and follow the requirements set forth in the approved dust 
control plan for the duration of all grading and construction activities. 

9. The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the submitted arborist report 
(dated January 17,200l) with regard to all tree preservation and maintenance action. The 
applicant shall retain the services of an arborist to confirm in writing that he has observed 
that the necessary tree protection measures have been implemented prior to the issuance of 
the building permit. It is the applicant’s responsibility to ensure that all of the subject trees 
are protected and survive through the construction process 

10. The applicant shall implement all planting elements of the approved landscape plan prior to 
the applicant scheduling a final inspection and the Planning Division’s final approval on 
the building permit. 

11. The applicant shall submit a maintenance surety deposit (in the form of a Certificate of 
Deposit) in the amount of $2,500 to ensure that all approved landscaping survive for a 
period of three years, starting from the date of its confirmed planting. Any dead or dying 
plants, shrubs or trees shall be replaced immediately in like kind. 

12. The applicant shall agree to merge the two subdivided lots that comprise the subJect parcel 
The merger document shall be prepared by the Planning Division and recorded prior to the 
issuance of a building permit for the project 

13. The applicant shall be restricted to the one sign proposed to be located on the wall on the 
comer of the parcel facing the adjacent roadway intersection. The applicant shall submit a 
detailed sign plan design, for review and approval by the Planning Director, including the 
use of a number and letter font that corresponds with a design in keeping with the era of the 
house. The sign shall not be lit in any fashion. 

14 The applicant shall post a sign clearly visible on the driveway alerting those exiting the site 
to watch for oncoming traffic to their left (traveling westward on Sand Hill Road). The 
sign message shall be reviewed by the Planning Director prior to installation and the sign 
shall be installed prior to the final inspection approval of the building permlt. 

15. All hard surfaces (e.g., driveways, parking areas and walkways) shall employ interlocking 
pavers as proposed. The site plan submitted with the building permit application and plans 
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shall clearly designate this material, including an elevation to show its construction 
application. The provision of the required surfacing materials shall be confirmed by the 
Planning Division prior to the request for a building final inspection. 

16. All parking spaces shall have wheel stops installed. All parking spaces shall be adequately 
and clearly labeled as follows: (a) two spaces shall be strictly reserved for visitors only, 
(b) one space within the garage shall be strictly reserved for the upstairs apartment tenant, 
and (c) all remaining spaces shall be reserved for tenants or employees. The provision of 
wheel stops and required parking space labels shall be confirmed by the Planning Division 
prior to the request for a building final inspection. 

Department of Public Works 

17 Prior to the issuance of the building permit, the applicant will be required to provide 
payment of “roadway mitigation fees” based on the square footage (assessable space) of the 
proposed building per Ordinance #3277. 

18. The applicant shall submit a driveway “plan and profile,” to the Department of Public 
Works, showing the driveway access to the parcel (garage slabs/parking lot) complying 
with County standards for driveway slopes (not to exceed 20%) and to County standards 
for driveways (at the property line) being the same elevation as the center of the access 
roadway. The driveway plan shall also include and show specific provisions and details for 
handling both the existing and the proposed dramage along and within the Sand Hill Road 
right-of-way. 

19 No construction work within the County right-of-way shall begin until Public Works’ 
requirements for the issuance of an encroachment permit, including review of applicable 
plans, have been met and an encroachment permit issued by the Department of Public 
Works 

20. The applicant shall work with the Department of Public Works to improve and widen the 
sidewalk at the comer of Santa Cruz Avenue and Sand Hill Road, including drainage 
improvements leading from the site to the storm drain system on Santa Cruz Avenue. 

Building Inspection Section 

21. The applicant shall apply for a building permit prior to any construction. 

22 The applicant shall apply for a demolition permit to remove the existing garage. 

DJH fc - DJHL0779-WFU.DOC 
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Preliminary lighting Plan 

9 - Up Light (8) 
l -Path Light ( 15) 
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A MMNK . 
l2v and 120~ 
spot lighting 
f2V FIXTURES COMPLETE WITH: 

36” 16R AWG EXTENSION CABLE, STAKE AND CONNECTOR 

FOR FLEXIBLE ELEClWCAL CONNECTION 

Use to achieve dramao’c effects such as: downlighbng, uplIghting, 
moonltghting, and spotllghttng 
Angular sIllcone glare shield IS rotatable and holds a tempered 
boroslllcate glass lens for water resH.ance and affords easy bulb 
replacement wrth no screws or tools. 

Fully adjustable sw~4 base easily attaches to polycarbonate stake 
(included], $5” threaded pipe or surface mounts to walls. fences, 

and any other solid surfaces 
Large swrvel with internal teeth and staInless steel screw allows 
for precise almng. 
Constructed of rugged die-cast aluminum wrth a powder coat fin;sh 
Corms& resistant finish IS guaranteed for ten years 
Directional spot lights prowde optimum light output for accent 
and secunty Lghbng. 
For I2 volt lixtu’m select mlnlature halogen light bulbs, for 120 
volt fixtures select encapsulated halogen light bulbs 
UL and CUL Wed ftx wet locations. 

12rl 
9323-I 2 Black finah 
9323-40 chesmt~~~inlsh(shown) 
Accommodates MRl6 GS.3. 
GX5.3 W?n SOW Max tight Bulb. 
Sekc2 From The Followmg - . 
Light Bulbs Adable: 

9709 IZVSOW-NSP IS’ 
9710 12V SOW - NFL 25’ 
9711 I2Vsow-FL40~ 

9325-12 &ck~inlsh 
Accommodates 14 G6 3.5, 
GY6 35 &pin SOW Max Lght EIulb. 
Sek from The Fo/lowfng 
light Bulbs Available- 

9792 IZvZOw 
9793 I zv 3sw 
9794 IZVSOW 

9326-12 BIockfinrsh 
9326-40 chestnut~inrsh(shown) 
Accommodates Par 36 Screw 
Tetmmo~ IZv NW Max- l&t Bulb. 
Selea From The Followmg 
Lght Bulbs Avariable 

9765 12v 50~ NSP 5’ 
9766 I tv 50~ SP 8’ 
9767 IZv SOW FL 30’ 

i2ov 

93 12-12 6lodc /Gush 
93 12-40 Chestnut finrsh (shown) 
Accommodates MeBum Base 

. 

02 8 Y 

accessories for 9323 

3 

3 

93 I 3- I 2 Black Fin sh (shown) 
9313-40 Chestnut Finrsh 
Accommodate-s Medum Bose 
Par 30 Short Neck+ IZOv 75w Max. 
Lqht Bulb 

9354- I2 Block*Fi;;ish- 49 
Eggcrate Honeycomb Lower Tnm Prowdes A 
It- r m.,. r * nn- .,\ArrL 077-l cr.nt ,“I., 

9397-32 UeorTempered Grass Spread L&T 
Optrc Rrbs Create An Elongated Stnp Of Light , 
Rotate Lens For Hornonto/ Or Vertml Light 
D”+b,” I_D wth 0272 thnt I “ht 



DemiL.ite 
. 

DemiLite . 
The SOLID COPPER DemiLlte is perfect for the 
clients that want a pathlite that WIII make a long- 
term contnbutron to their landscape. Extra 
heavyduty construction allows this elegant 
fixture to survive the rigors of the low level 
environment. 

Long life halogen lamp reduces maintenance 
costs Lamp mount is adjustable to allow 
rnstalter to fine tune beam spread for maximum 
projection with minimum glare. The copper wrll 
turn Verde green naturally over time. 

Options 

12’ Riser for 16’ height - SKU 59004320 

&watt lamp - for a soft glow effect 

Replacement Lamp T3-10 - SKU 19031570 
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Planning and Building Division 

Board of supervise 
Rose Jacobs Gibson 
Richard S Gordon 
Mary Grlffrn 
Jerry t-i II 
Mchael 0 Nevm 

County of Sam Mate0 Planning Administrator 
Terry L Burnes 

Mail Drop PLN122 - 455 County Center - 2nd Floor - Redwood City 
Calrfomla 94063 - Telephone 650/363-4161 - Fax 650/363-4849 

Please reply to: Dave Holbrook 
(650) 363-1837 

August 25,200O 

J.R. Rodine 
1059 Monterey Avenue 
Foster City, CA 94404-3798 

Subject: 
Location: 
APN: 

File Number PLN 2000-00037 
2 104 Sand Hill Road, Menlo Park 
074-120-100 

On August 23,2000, the Planning Commission held a public hearing to seek comments from the 
public and to give preliminary direction regarding the adequacy of the environmental evaluation 
(Initial Study and Negative Declaration) of this project. Based on the information and comments 
provided, the Planning Commission directed staff as follows: 

1. The applicant should reevaluate his application for rezoning to consider alternative 
approaches, such as Planned Unit Development (PUD) zoning, which would narrowly limit 
future alternative use and development of the property and thus reduce the need for the 
analysis of the potential environmental impacts of those alternatives. 

2. Prior to further consideration of his project, the applicant shall submit, and the staff shall 
review, evaluate and determine to be adequate, the following materials which are listed in 
the mitigation measures of the draft initial study for future submittal: 

a. Erosion and sediment control plan; 

b. Dust control plan; 

c. Revised site plan to show alternative, permeable surfacing materials, wherever 
possible, for all at-grade parking areas and walkways to and around the building for the 
purpose of decreasing off-site drainage; 
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J.R. Rodine 
August 25,200O 
Page 2 

d. Drainage plan; 

e. Storm water pollution prevention plan; 

f. Transportation System Management (TSM) Plan; 

g. Site line analysis; 

h. Exterior lighting plan; 

i. Arborist report; 

i Detailed landscaping plan; and 

k. Exterior wall color, material and roof samples. 

3. The traffic consultant shall prepare a supplement to the traffic report, which addresses all . 
comments received on the traffic impacts of the project. 

4. The traffic consultant shall clarify the standards of criteria used to evaluate the significance 
of the potential traffic impacts of the project. This shall include an evaluation of the 
thresholds of significance used by Santa Clara County, the City of Menlo Park and the City 
of Palo Alto, if any, in evaluating the traffic impacts of development and what they would 
indicate with regard to the traBic impacts of this project. 

5. Staff shall seek consultant assistance at the applicant’s expense to address any comments 
on the draft initial study and negative declaration that are beyond its expertise. 

6. The applicant and staff shall evaluate and report on an alternative which would retain one 
dwelling unit within the project, to mitigate the loss of the existing housing unit and to 
partially redress the adverse impact on the jobs housing balance which would result from 
the project. 

7. If the applicant does not revise his application to request PUD or equivalent zoning to 
narrow the range of future options for use and development of the property, the staff shall 
evaluate alternative techniques for accomplishing that, including the limits imposed by the 
currently proposed O/S-92 zoning, the effects of PUD zoning, deed restrictions and historic 
designations or restrictions. Staff shall determine the implications of those alternatives for 
the environmental review process. 
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J.R. Rodine 
August 25,200O 
Page 3 

8. 

9. 

10. 

The applicant shall retain the services of a qualified historic preservation architect, to be 
approved by the County, to prepare an historic preservation plan for the property which 
achieves the applicant’s objective of an ofice complex for his business while preserving 
and protecting the historic integrity of the exterior of the existing house on the property, 
including design and construction methods and long term use, care and maintenance. 

Staff shall prepare an analysis of other means by which the purported public benefits of the 
project (new sidewalks, historic preservation and merger of the two lots which comprise the 
site, among others) could be achieved absent the project or the conversion of the site to 
office use. 

Once the above work has been completed, a revised initial study shall be prepared and 
recirculated for public comment, responses to comments shall be prepared in accordance 
with the above guidelines and the initial study and project shall be set for a noticed hearing 
and decision by the Planning Commission. 

Any questions or comments may be directed to Dave Holbrook, Project Planner at 650/363-l 837. 

Kan Dee Rud 
Planning Commission Secretary 
Pcd0823 k.4kr 

cc: Public Works 
Building Inspection 
Environmental Health 
Assessor 
Dennis Chargin 
Richard Hopper 
Molly Duff 
Linda Meier 
Richard Herzog 
Rilikri Ertukel 
Suzanne Hogan 
Lennie Roberts 
Janet Davis 
Other Interested Parties 
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1. R. RODINE 
GovmmwrAi~ AFFAIRS CONSULTANT 

lhd Use Permit Streamhng 
Development Team Management 

October 30,200O 

Mr. Dave Holbrook 
Senior Planner 
Planning and Building Division 
County of San Mateo 
455 County Government Center 
Redwood City, CA 94063 

VIA HAND DELIVERY: 

PROJECT: PLN 2000-00037 CharginlRodine @ 2104 Sand Hill Road, Menlo Park 

Dear Dave: 

This letter serves as our formal request to amend the present rezoning application under consideration by 
the county. That request calls for rezoning from R-l/S-72 to Office ‘0” District in conjunction with the 
pending General Plan Amendment for redesignation of the subject property to ‘Office/Residential”. 
Therefore, we now request that the new zoning becomes Office/Planned Unit Development or simply 
Planned Unit Development ‘PUD” as the county deems appropriate. 

This proposal to amend our application to a “PUD” District reflects the broader overall suggestion of staff 
as endorsed by the commission. Further, it will facilitate our ability to add a residential apartment to the 
housing mix. We feel that such an application amendment satisfies objectives expressed by the staff, the 
commission, the City of Menlo Park, the community at large, and our own, thus we are happy to comply. 

Please feel free to contact me if you require additional documentation in connection with this application 
revision. 

J. R. Rodine 

CC: Dennis A. Chargin 

1059 Monterey Avenue Foster Gty CA 944043796 Tel (650) 341-7669 Fax (650) 34 I-3320 E-Ma I 1 I rod ne@worklnel all net 
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Civil and Transportation Engineering 

October 19,200O 

Mr. David Holbrook 
Planning and Building Division 
County of San Mateo 
455 County Center - 2”d floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 

RE: 2104 Sand Hill Road; PLN 2000-00037 

Dear Dave: 

Enclosed is the addendum to the traffic impact study of 4/7/00. The addendum responds to the 
\/-traffic items contained in the County Planning Commission’s letter of S/25/00. 

If you have any questrons regarding the addendum, please call me at your convenience. 

Very truly yours, 

RKH 

%&pper PE PTOE ) . ., . . . . 
Principal 

encl. 

cc: Dennis Chargin 
J R Rodine 

. 

978 DeSoto Lane l Foster City CA 94404-2978 l lG50) 572-0978 l FAX: (650) 574-3150 
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Civil and Transportation Engineering 

ADDENDUM TO 
TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

2104 SAND HILL ROAD 
SAN MATE0 COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

October 19,200O 

The items outlined below are those items contained in the County Planning Commission’s letter 
of s/25/00. 

2 f. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan 

Background. The proposed office building project contains 3,978 square feet of floor 
area. The vehicle trip generation presented in Table C of the Traffic Impact Study dated 4/7/00 is 
considered a worst case estimate based on data compiled for a large number of office buildings. 
The general correlation between floor area and employees is 3.3 employees per 1,000 square feet. 
For this project the trip generation estimates equate to 13 employees. The actual number of 
employees that will occupy the site are 12. The typical working hours for these 12 employees are 
shown in the chart below. 

AM PM 

I 8 9 IO II 12 I 2 5 6 7 

Employees Present 1 5 10 12 12 12 12 I1 10 10 6 3 I 

1 

978 DeSoto Lane l Foster City CA 94404-2928 l (650) 572-0978 l FAX: (650) 574-3150 
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During the morning street peak hour, which is approximately 8-9 a.m., there will be less than 
50% of the total employees on the site. During the afternoon street peak hour, which is typically 
5-6 p.m., 50% of the employees will be present. The actual trip generation is on the order of 
38% of projected for the morning peak hour and 46% of projected for the afternoon peak hour. 

The varied working hours significantly reduce peak hour trip generation but are not conducive to 
carpooling. The emphasis should be, therefore, on public transit and other alternative modes 
such as bicycling. One employee currently uses Caltrain to and from work three days each week. 

Recommended Plan. 

;: 
Provide 2 bike lockers/racks on site. 
Participate in the Marguerite shuttle service to the Menlo Park Caltrain Station. 

C. Provide transit schedules and maps to employees upon request. 

3. Responses to Comments on Traffk Impact Study. 

The City of Menlo Park submitted written comments to the County on August 7,200O. 
The following are responses to those comments. The comments relating to traffic were 
numbered 3 through 8. 

(3) Menlo Park a responsible agency for implementing mitigation measures. Comment 
noted. 

(4) Proiect will create a significant impact at the Sand Hill/Santa Cruz intersection at 
Cumulative Conditions. The intersection was analyzed using the operations methodology as 
contained in the 1994 update to the Highway Capacity Manual. A summary of the analyses for 
the afternoon peak hour is provided in Table A below. 

TABLE A: Intersection Levels of Service Comparison 
Sand Hill Road & Santa Cruz Avenue 

PM Peak Hour 



A project cannot be held accountable for cumulative traffic projections which have a high degree 
of uncertainty to them. When the calculated delay exceeds 60 seconds the results become almost 
meaningless. Figure 1 demonstrates the how the calculated average stopped delay increases 
dramatically as the volume increases. At the higher end of the volume range a very small change 
in volume results in a very large change in delay. 

The only meaningful evaluation of a project’s impacts is the change in delay from Background to 
Project conditions. Background conditions should have a reasonably good degree of certainty so 
that the relative change brought about by the project is a reasonable one. The Menlo Park criteria 
for defining significance does not state whether it applies to Project and Cumulative conditions 
or just to Project conditions. The implication is that it applies to Project conditions. 

The City of Menlo Park has known for many years that the intersection will need to have major 
improvements to meet existing and cumulative traffic conditions. Past projects have been 
approved by Menlo Park with mitigation measures for the intersection that were never built. It is 
unreasonable to assert that this project will create a significant impact at this intersection at 
Cumulative conditions given the uncertainty of the projections and the fact that the actual peak 
hour traffic generation by the project will likely be less than half of that estimated in the traffic 
impact study. 

(5) Conflict between Table C and Figure 6? There is no conflict between Table C which 
shows the estimated vehicle trip generation for the project (i.e., the traffic in and out of the 
driveway) and Figure 6 which shows the project traffic not only in and out of the driveway but 
the project traffic through the intersection. 

(6) A focused EIR is needed because the proiect creates a significant impact at the 
intersection of Sand Hill road & Santa Cruz Avenue. See response on the previous page 
concerning significant impact. 

(7) Driveway sight distance. An analysis of the driveway sight distance has been done. 
Figure 2 shows the driveway sight distance for a vehicle exiting the driveway. The driver of the 
vehicle on the driveway will be able to see a vehicle making the right turn from Santa Cruz 
Avenue onto westbound Sand Hill Road at a distance of about 120 feet, or about a four second 
travel time. The driveway will have no effect on the operation of the intersection in terms of 
capacity or delay. The driveway is on the departure lanes of the intersection where the flow of 
traffic is controlled by the traffic signal at the intersection. 

18) A TSM Plan will not reduce the proiect’s significant impacts. First, the project will 
not create a significant impact and second, the TDM plan recognizes the need to reduce, when 
and where possible single occupant vehicles in an area that is experiencing, and will continue to 
experience, heavy traffic congestion during peak traffic times. 
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4. Levels of Service Standards and Definitions of Significance for Traffic Impact 
Analyses. 

Table B below provides a comparison of the LOS (Levels of Service) standards and 
definitions of significance in the analysis of traffic impacts among four public agencies: San 
Mateo County (as defined in the study of 2 104 Sand Hill Road), Menlo Park, Palo Alto, and 
Santa Clara County. 

Agency LOS Standard 

San Mateo County 
(As defined in study 
of 2104 Sand Hill 
Rd.) 

Menlo Park 

Palo Alto 

Santa Clara County 
CMP 

TABLE B: Levels 
and Definitions o 

for Signalize 

D, with average 
stopped delay of not 
more than 40 
seconds. 

D. 

D. 

E. 

If Service Standards 
Significant Impact 
Intersections 

Definition of Significance 
(With the Addition of Project Generated 

Traffic) 

1. The LOS degrades to E or F. 
2. If the intersection is already at LOS E or F, 
critical movement delay increases by four or 
more seconds and the critical v/c ratio 
increases by 0.01 or more. 

1. The LOS degrades to E or F. 
2. If the intersection is already at LOS E or F, 
critical movement delay increases by 0.5 
seconds. 

1. The LOS degrades to E or F. 
2. If the intersection is already at LOS E or F, 
critical movement delay increases by four or 
more seconds and the critical v/c ratio 
increases by 0.01 or more. 

1. The LOS degrades to F. 
2. If the intersection is already at LOS F, 
critical movement delay increases by four or 
more seconds and the critical v/c ratio 
increases by 0.01 or more. 

The definitions of significance among the four agencies are quite similar with the exception of 
Menlo Park. The 0.5 change in critical movement delay as defined by Menlo Park could occur 
with the addition of just a few vehicles (as demonstrated in this study) if the calculated delay is 
near the upper end of the curve. Given the variability of traffic volume data from day to day, 
week to week, and month to month, the definition of significance should not be held to a finer 
tolerance than the data from which the calculations were made. 



Analysis of Potential Land Use Change 

The project applicant is considering the addition of one residential studio apartment unit 
containing 679 square feet of floor area. One additional parking space will be provided on the 
site. The proposed tenant of this apartment unit is a school teacher who walks to work at a near 
by elementary school. Typically an apartment unit will generate between four and seven vehicle 
trips during an average weekday’ depending on size, number of bedrooms, number of occupants, 
and location. Without home-to-work trips, this studio apartment unit might generate between 
two and five vehicle trips during off-peak and evening hours of an average weekday but would 
not add to the peak period traffic on the adjacent streets. 

The addition of this residential studio apartment unit will not create a significant impact on 
traffic through the adjacent intersection. It will help to reduce the jobs-housing imbalance 
created initially by the project and the associated VMT (vehicle-miles traveled) in the area. (An 
area that has a high jobs-housing imbalance will have higher VMT than an area where the jobs- 
housing ratio is more in balance.) 

. 

’ Caltrans, Progress Reports on Trip Ends Generatlon Research Counts, various 



H. RUTH TODD, AIA 
ARCHITECT 
2215 GOUGH 4 
SAN FRANCISCO 
CA 94 109 
415.923 0981 

20 November, 2000 
revised12 December, 2000 

Dave Holbrook, Project Planner 
County of San Mateo Planning and Building Division 
455 County Center, Second Floor 
Mail Drop PLN122 
Redwood City, CA 94063 

Subject: File Number PLN 2000-00037 
Location: 2104 Sand Hill Road, Menlo Park 
APN: 074-I 20-I 00 

This letter has been prepared in response to Item #8 of the Planning Commission 
Secretary’s letter of 25 August, 2000 (Pcd0823k.4kr) which requires input from a 
historic preservation architect regarding the impacts of the project to the historic 
property. 

I have met with the applrcant, visited and photographed the site, and have 
reviewed the architectural drawings prepared by Thacher & Tompson Architects 
dated IO/l l/2000. I have spoken with County staff In order to clarify the required 
scope and project issues. In addition, due to the confusion as to the identity of 
the original owner of the historic house, I have conducted research that may help 
to clarify the history of the house and a former carriage house which once stood 
on the property. This historical summary is enclosed at the end of this letter. 

Background 

The house on 2104 Sand Hill Road at Santa Cruz Avenue was constructed in 
1902 in the architectural style known as the American Four Square. It is an 
excellent example of the style and appears to have had only minor modifications 
since it was built, most noticeably at the rear. County records indicate that some 
of these modifications may have occurred as early as 1905. It appears that a one 
story porch was added and/or filled in, and a sleeping porch added or enclosed 
later at the second level. The basement has been excavated for occupied space 
and access has been provided at the rear. The house is sided with horizontal 
wood siding and contains wood windows and simple details. Character-defining 
features include simple rectangular massing; a raised front porch; projecting roof 
eaves. large (often paired) windows; and dormer windows. The setting of mature 
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trees greatly contributes to the character of the house. Neighbored by a major 
vehicular intersection and contemporary multi-family buildings, the house has lost 
its original context and sits somewhat isolated among the mature trees on the 
property. There is a three-sided garage on the property that appears to be an 
early but non-original addition to the property. It has an awkward relationship to 
the house and to the entry drive; it is doubtful that this is its original site or 
function. 

Project Impacts 

The property is not listed as an historic structure but because of its age and 
architectural integrity, should be reviewed within the criteria of the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for Historic Preservation (attached). Of ten Standards, 
only three are impacted: 

Standard #I: A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed 
in a new use that requires minimal change to the defining characteristics of the 
building and its site and environment. 

l The new office use is compatible with the historic resrdentral use and results 
in minimal changes to the defining characteristrcs of the building The 
character of the site has been impacted by the Increase in density (additional 
structures) and parking Parking requirements have resulted in the loss of the 1 
front yard of the historic house and its garden setting. Relaxed parking and/or 
turnaround requirements could allow for a better planting edge along the entry 
porch of the historic house as well as the entry approach to the new office 
structure. 

Standard #2: The historic character of a property shall be retained and 
preserved. The removal of historic materials or alteration of features and spaces 
that characterize a property shall be avoided. 

There are only a few alterations proposed for the exterior of the historic structure 

l North elevation drawings indicate that a door is to be removed and a new one 
installed within the adjacent (non-original) wide window opening. These are 
minor modifications that do not impact the historic character of the structure. 
However, in this same area, it appears (this is unclear on the drawing) that 
the removal of horizontal wood cornice detailing is proposed to be replaced , 
with wood siding to match adjacent surfaces. This feature should remain as -* 
evidence of an alteration to the second floor and back porch area. If possible 
the removed door should be stored on site rather than discarded, in order to 1 
allow for its restoration in the future. 

l The provision for wheelchair access is unclear from the drawings. The site 
plan indicates that a ramp will replace steps at the south corner of the porch, 

2 



yet the first floor plan on page 3 shows these south steps in place, and the 
north (main) step removed. Perhaps the final grades are not yet resolved. It 
will be difficult to provide wheelchair access to the raised porch - the best 
solution would be one that provides the least visually conspicuous ramp that 
retains the character of a raised porch at the main entry. Sloping the grade 
directly against the wood building wall should be avoided, as there is not 
enough room to screen it with plantings and maintenance problems could 
result. 

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

l The proposed new office structure requires the demolition of the existing free- 
standing garage. In my opinion, this garage was not built at the same time as 
the home, they do not share similar materials or detailing, and the garage is 
awkwardly sited in its relationship to the house and to Sand Hill Road. This 
garage was most probably relocated to its current location and, judging from 
the door at the rear, was most likely converted to a garage from another use. 
It has lost its original context and, given the allowed site density, is on a 
logical building site. Prior to demolition, It would be environmentally 
responsible to salvage the building materials and re-use them on site, or offer 
them to a company that resells salvaged or recycled materials. 

l The proposed new construction does not destroy historic architectural 
materials but it does impact the landscape character of the site. Tree 
protection during construction should be carefully monitored and new plant 
materials should be chosen that reference the residential character of the site. 
The planting plan on Ll indicates an appropriate selection of plant material. 

l The proposed new office building is compatible with the architectural features 
of the historic house. Its compatibility could be greatly enhanced with the 
addition of a front entry porch, if room can be found on the site to allow this 
added feature while accommodating the programmatic functions of the first 
floor plan. A porch would also provide more compatible massing with that of 
the historic structure, as well as integrate the two bay-like windows of the 
entry with the more rectilinear features of the historic house. Additionally, if 
the first floor ceiling height could be increased, the scale of the building would 
be more compatible with the historic building than currently proposed. 

l The proposed new garage and apartment is compatible with the massing and 
architectural features of the historic house. Note: A partial balcony at the 
second level which projected above the entry and garage doors could help to 
down-play their prominent appearance as well as break up the mass of the 



front elevation and provide a sunny outdoor space for the apartment’s tenant. 
Vines or plantings on the balcony could provide some human scale and visual 
relief to the hardscape that surrounds the new building. 

General Comments on the rendering: 

l The exterior colors and materials chosen for the new structures are 
compatible with the character of the historic structure. 

l It is difficult to interpret from the rendering, but it appears that the brick 
fencing surrounding the site is more monumental than the residentially scaled 
site warrants (the scale is dependant upon the density of the tree cover 
behind it, which is unclear in the rendering). The major sign would be more 
appropriate if it were located at the Sand Hill road entrance to the site, as the 
structures relate to Sand Hill Road and not the corner of the site. 

If there are questions or concerns regarding any of the above comments, please 
do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

H. Ruth Todd AIA 
Preservation Architect 

cc: Dennis Chargin 
J. R. Rodine 
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THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION 

(I) A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that 
requires minimal change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site 
and environment. 

(2) The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The 
removal of historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that 
characterize a property shall be avoided. 

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

(4) Most propertres change over time, those changes that have acquired historic 
significance in their own right shall be retained and preserved. 

(5) Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of 
craftsmanship that characterize a historic property shall be preserved. 

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

(7) Chemical or physical treatments such as sandblasting, that cause damage to 
historic materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures shall be 
undertaken using the gentlest means possible. 

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

(IO) New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken 
in such a manner that if removed rn the future, the essential form and integrity of 
the historic property and its envrronment would be unimpaired. 
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Berner House (research IS sbll underway) 

Address 2104 Sand HIII Road Menlo Park 
APN 074-120-100 

Mrs. Jane Stanford co-founder with her husband Governor Leland Stanford Sr. of Stanford 
University, commrssroned the house In 1902 for her secretary and companion MISS Bertha 
Berner The house neighbored the estates of Jane Lathrop Stanford’s brothers Charles Lathrop 
at Alta Vista on Jumper0 Serra and Anel Lathrop at Cedro Cottage In Menlo Park (now the site of 
Oak Knoll School) and family friend Henry Meyer at Atalaya just across Sand Hill Road MISS 
Berner s home was just up the narrow dirt Sand Hill Road from the Stanford’s creekstde home 
near the present site of the Stanford Shopping Center. Miss Berner was happily included In the 
neighborhood of Stanford family and friends. 

Miss Berner IS best known as a biographer of Jane Stanford one with a uniquely personal point 
of view She was employed by Mrs Stanford from 1884 when she was hired to assist Mrs. 
Stanford In responding to the hundreds of letters of condolence following the death of her only 
son Leland Stanford Jr until Jane Stanford s death in 1905 She assisted Mrs Stanford through 
the building of the University and the purchasing of the collections for the Leland Stanford Junior 
Museum and traveled widely with Mrs Stanford in Europe the Middle East and Asia In 1934 she 
published a biography of Jane Stanford among a number of articles and books recounting her 
adventures with the Stanfords 

Construction History 

1902 

1905 

1926 +I- 
1954 

1966 

1967 

1999 

sources 

Built for Bertha Berner by Jane Stanford Brother August Berner also lived 
there Bertha and August Berner resided on property unttl their respective 
deaths Bertha dred In 1945 
Remodeled Several outbuildings may have been constructed on the property 
within this timeframe rncludrng a carnage house Oral hrstory rndrcates that 
Bertha Berner and her borther may have moved into the carnage house 
(nicknamed the Chateau ) after Mrs Stanford s death in 1905 in order to rent 
the main house as a source of income 
Property sold to John Canning 
Ongrnal residence purchased by Paul Bliss Carnage house purchased by 
LaVern E Judy for $23 000 Purchase included house and outbuildings on two 
lots Judy was a stockbroker and trustee of Las Lomrtas School District. Wife 
Mary Lou was an obstetrician-gynecologist at Menlo Park Medical Clinic 
Carnage house relocated (downhill to level ground and rotated 90 degrees) to 
2160 Santa Cruz Avenue when Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz Avenue intersection 
was widened County paid Judy $11 000 for relocation and an addrtronal $10,000 
for taking l/4 acre of land along Santa Cruz Avenue. Mounds of earth were 
pushed up to hide home from Santa Cruz Avenue Trees pampas grass, and 
bamboo were planted Main house relocated also due to road widening project, 
turned 90 degrees atop a new basement 
Carnage house (now demolished) extensively remodeled for Judy family 
(architect. George Cody) 
Original home purchased by Dennis Chargrn 

Palo Alto Times, 23 March 1968 page 9 
San Mateo County Hrstoncal Associatron 
The Almanac 9/20/2000 Viewpoint section 
Oral histories from former owners 

1 
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, PLANNING DIVISION 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

A notice, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as amended (Public 
Resources Code 2 1,000, et seq.) that the following project: Chargin Office Conversion - General 
Plan and Zoning Amendments, when implemented will not have a significant impact on the 
environment. 

FILE NO.: PLN 2000-00037 

OWNER: Dennis Chargin 

APPLICANT: J.R. Rodine 

ASSESSORS PARCEL NO.: 074-120-l 00 

PROJECT LOCATION: 2104 Sand Hill Road, West Menlo Park 

REVISED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project has been revised in response to the Planning Commission’s comments upon their 
review of first Initial Study and Negative Declaration on August 23,200O. Initially, the project 
involves a proposal to change the current zoning designation of a 16,467 sq. ft. parcel located at 
the southwest comer of Santa Cruz Avenue and Sand Hill Road in unincorporated Menlo 
Park from “Single-Family Residential/lO,OOO sq. ft. Minimum Parcel Size” (R-l/S-9) to 
“Off&” (0), and the General Plan designation from “Medium-Low Density Residential” to 
“Office/Residential.” The project, although not changed in its original intent and scope, has 
since been revised to: (1) change the zoning to “Planned Unit Development” (PUD), and (2) 
construct an additional detached 2-story building consisting of a 400 sq. ft. garage with a 557 sq. 
ft. apartment above. The revised rezoning would provide for a set of zoning regulations 
customized to fit the particular development proposal, and would narrowly limit future aher- 
native use and development of the property and thus reduce the need for the analysis of the 
potential environmental impacts of those alternatives. The proposed upstairs apartment would be 
reserved, as an element of the PUD zoning, for a teacher currently teaching at a local school, in 
reaction to some concerns of the original proposal that additional jobs (and associated trafiic) 
were being proposed at the site at the expense of housing being lost there. The applicant’s 
purpose for the rezoning remains the same, which is to: (1) remodel and renovate an existing 
2-story 2,512 sq. ft. house (built in 1902), and (2) construct a new 2-story 1,406 sq. ft. structure 
(requiring demolition of an old garage), both for use as o&es for approximately 12-l 4 
employees in the property owner’s construction and development company. Whereas the 
initially proposed “Office” rezoning allowed office uses with a use permit, the change to a PUD 
zoning negates the need for a use permit, since the revised zoning is built around and tailored to 
the specific elements of the office proposal. The project also includes parking for 14 vehicles 
and one handicap parking space. Two of the 14 spaces would be within the proposed garage, 
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no significant tree removal. Site access would remain in the location where it currently exists on 
Sand Hill Road, approximately 90 feet westward from the Santa Cruz Avenue intersection. 

FINDINGS AND BASIS FOR A NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

The Planning Division has reviewed the initial study for the project and, based upon substantial 
evidence in the record, finds that: 

1. The project will not adversely affect water or air quality or increase noise levels substantially; 

2. The project will not have adverse impacts on the flora or fauna of the area; 

3. The project will not degrade the aesthetic quality of the area; 

4. The project will not have adverse impacts on traffic or land use; 

5. In addition, the project will not: 

a. Create impacts which have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment. 

b. . Create impacts which achieve short-term to the disadvantage of long-term environmental 
goals. 

c. Create impacts for a project which are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable; 

d. Create environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly. 

The County of San Mateo has, therefore, determined that the environmental impact of the project 
is insignificant. 

MITIGATION MEASURES included in the project to avoid potentially significant effects: 

Mitigation Measure 1: Noise levels produced by the proposed construction activity shallnot 
exceed the 80 dBA level at any one moment. Construction activities shall be limited to the hours 
from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 9:00 a.m. to 5:OO p.m. on Saturday. 
Construction operations shall be prohibited on Sunday and any national holiday. 

Mitigation Measure 2: The applicant shall also submit a $1,000 maintenance surety deposit to 
ensure that all existing and new landscaping survives for two full years from the date of the 
Building Inspection Section’s final approval of the project. The health of all existing and new 
trees and other landscaping shall be monitored regularly and any dead or dying trees shall be 
replaced in a timely manner. 



Mitigation Measure 3: The Planning Division shall ensure that the approved colors and 
materials are in place prior to the project’s final inspection and occupancy approval. 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY CONSULTATION 

San Mateo County Planning Division 

INITIAL STUDY 

The San Mateo County Planning Division has reviewed the Environmental Evaluation of this 
project and has found that the probable environmental impacts are insignificant. A copy of the 
initial study is attached. 

REVIEW PERIOD January 11,200l to January 3 1,200l 

All comments regarding the correctness, completeness, or adequacy of this Negative Declaration 
must be received by the County Planning Division, 455 County Center, Second Floor, Redwood 
City, no later than 5:00 p-m-, January 3 1,200 1. 

CONTACT PERSON 

David Holbrook, Senior Planner 
6501363-1837 

DJH:kcd - DJHL0065-WKI-LDOC 



. ” County of San Mateo 
Planning and Building Division 

INITIAL STUDY 
ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST 

(To Be Completed By Planning Drvisron) 

I. ~~AcKGROUND 

Project Tttle Charqin Office Conversion - General Plan and Zontnq Amendments 

File No , PLN 2000 00037 

Project Location: 2104 Sand Hill Road, West Menlo Park 

Assessor’s Parcel No * 074-I 20-l 00 

ApplrcantfOwner: J.R RodinelDennis Charqin 

Date Envtronmental Information Form Submitted* January 19,200O 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project has been revised in response to the Planntng Commlssron’s comments upon their review of first Initial Study and Negative Declaration on 
August 23, 2000. Initially, the project involves a proposal to change the current zoning designation of a 16,467 sq. ft parcel located at the southwest 
corner of Santa Cruz Avenue and Sand Hill Road In unrncorporated Menlo Park from “Single-Family Residential/10,000 sq. ft. Minimum Parcel Sire” (R- 
I/S-9) to “Office” (0), and the General Plan desrgnatlon from “Medium Low Density Residential” to “OfficelResrdential.” The project, although not changed 
in its original intent and scope, has since been revised to. (1) change the zoning to “Planned Unit Development” (PUD), and (2) construct an additional 
detached 2-story building consisting of a 400 sq. ft. garage with a 557 sq f-t apartment above The revised rezoning would provide for a set of zoning 
regulations customized to fit the particular development proposal, and would narrowly limit future alter-native use and development of the property and thus 
reduce the need for the analysis of the potential environmental Impacts of those alternatives The proposed upstairs apartment would be reserved, as an 
element of the PUD zoning, for a teacher currently teaching at a local school, in reaction to some concerns of the original proposal that addItional jobs (and 
associated traffic) were being proposed at the site at the expense of housing being lost there. The applicants purpose for the rezoning remains the same, 
which is to: (1) remodel and renovate an existing 2-story 2,512 sq ft house (built in 1902) and (2) construct a new 2-story 1,406 sq. ft. structure (requiring 
demolitron of an old garage), both for use as offices for approximately 12-l 4 employees in the property owner’s construction and development company, 
Whereas the Initially proposed “Office” rezoning allowed office uses with a use permit, the change to a PUD zoning negates the need for a use permit, 
since the revised zoning is built around and tailored to the specific elements of the office proposal. The project also includes parking for 14 vehicles and 
one handicap parking space. Two of the 14 spaces would be within the proposed garage, with one of those spaces being reserved for the upstairs 
apartment tenant. The project involves no significant tree removal Site access would remain in the location where it currently exists on Sand HIII Road, 
approximately 90 feet westward from the Santa Cruz Avenue intersection. 
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II. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

Any controversial answers or answers needing clarificatron are explained on an attached sheet. For source, refer to pages 10 and 11 

Will (or could) this project: 

a. involve a unique landform or biological area, such as beaches, 
sand dunes, marshes, tidelands, or San Francisco Bay 

b. Involve construction on slope of 15% or greater. - - - 

c Be located in area of soil instability (subsidence, landslide or x---- Bc,D 
severe erosion)? 

d Be located on, or adjacent to a known earthquake fault? -x--~~.--.- Bc,D 

e. Involve Class I or Class II Agriculture Soils and Class III SolIs x- - - - M 
rated good or very good for artichokes or Brussels sprouts. 

f. Cause erosion or siltation? x - - - M,I 

g. Result in damage to soil capability or loss of agricultural land? AL---- A,M 

h. Be located within a flood hazard area? -&--.-.-~~~ G 

1. Be located in an area where a high water table may adversely -x--~~~~ D 
affect land use? 

1 Affect a natural drainage channel or streambed, or watercourse’ X E 

2 VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE 

Will (or could) this project: 

a Affect federal or state listed rare or endangered species of plant x---- F 
life in the project area? 

-2- 



b. Involve cutting of heritage or significant trees as defined In the 
County Heritage Tree and Significant Tree Ordinance? 

c. Be adjacent to or include a habitat food source, water source, 
nesting place or breeding place for a federal or state listed rare 
or endangered wildlife species? 

d Significantly affect fish, wildlife, reptiles, or plant life? 

e Be located inside or within 200 feet of a marine or wildlife 
reserve? 

f Infringe on any sensitive habitats? 

g. Involve clearing land that is 5,000 sq. ft. or greater (1,000 sq ft 
within a County Scenic Corridor), that has slopes greater than 
20% or that is in a sensitive habitat or buffer zone? 

3 PHYSICAL RESOURCES 

Will (or could) this project: 

a Result in the removal of a natural resource for commercial 
purposes (Including rock, sand, gravel, oil, trees, minerals or top 
soil)? 

b Involve grading in excess of 150 cubic yards7 

c Involve lands currently protected under the WIlliamson Act 
(agricultural presence) or an Open Space Easement? 

d. Affect any existing or potential agricultural uses? 

AL----- l 

X - P E,F,O 

x---- F 

X - P I,F,Bb 

x- - -- I 

x- - - - I 

.-A---- - - - I 

x- - - - A,K,M 

3- 
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Will (or could) this project. 

particulates, radiation, etc.) that will vrolate extsting standards of 
air quality on site or in the surrounding area7 

b. Involve the burning of any material, including brush, trees and 
construction materials? 

c. Be expected to result in the generation of noise levels in excess -is-------.---- Ba,l 
of those currently existing in the area, after construction? 

d Involve the applrcation, use or disposal of potentially hazardous X~~~~ I 
materials, including pesticides, herbicides, other toxic 
substances, or radioactive material? 

e. Be subject to norse levels in excess of levels determined x----.-- A,Ba,Bc 
appropriate according to the County Noise Ordinance or other 
standard? 

f. Generate noise levels in excess of levels determined appropriate x - I___ - I 
according to the County Noise Ordinance standard? 

g Generate polluted or increased surface water runoff or affect x - - - I 
groundwater resources? 

h Require installation of a septic tank/leachfield sewage disposal -ii----- S 
system or require hookup to an existing collection system which 
is at or over capacity? 
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5. TRANSPORTATION 

Will (or could) this project: 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f 

9 

Affect access to commercial establishments, schools, parks, 
etc.? 

Cause noticeable increase in pedestrian traffic or a change in 
pedestrian patterns? 

Result in noticeable changes in vehicular traffic patterns or 
volumes (including bicycles)? 

Involve the use of off-road vehicles of any kind (such as trail 
bikes)? e 

Result in or increase traffic hazards? 

Provide for alternative transportation amenities such as bike 
racks? 

Generate traffic which will adversely affect the traffic carrying 
capacity of any roadway? 

6. LAND USE AND GENERAL PLANS 

Will (or could) this project 

a. Result in the congregating of more than 50 people on a regular 
basis? 

b Result in the introduction of activities not currently found wlthrn 
the communtty7 

c Employ equipment which could interfere with existing 
communication and/or defense systems? 

X 

x 

A,I 

A,I 

-5 
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d. 

e 

f 

9 

h 

i. 

j 

k 

I. 

m. 

n. 

Result in any changes in land use, either on or off the project 
site? 

Serve to encourage off-site development of presently 
undeveloped areas or increase development intensity of already 
developed areas (examples include the Introduction of new or 
expanded public utilities, new industry, commercial facilities or 
recreation activities)? 

Adversely affect the capacity of any public facilities (streets, 
highways, freeways, public transrt, schools, parks, police, fire, 
hospitals), public utilities (electrical, water and gas supply lines, 
sewage and storm drain discharge lines, sanitary landfills) or 
public works serving the site? 

Generate any demands that will cause a public facility or utllrty to 
reach or exceed its capacity? 

Be adjacent to or within 500 feet of an existing or planned public 
facrlity? 

Create significant amounts of solid waste or litter7 

Substantially increase fossil fuel consumption (electricity, oil, 

natural gas, coal, etc.)? 

Require an amendment to or exception from adopted general 
plans, specific plans, or community policies or goals? 

Involve a change of zoning? 

Require the relocation of people or businesses? 

Reduce the supply of low-income housing? 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

I 

I,Q,S 

1,s 

I,.!3 

A 

I 

I 

B 

C 

I 

I 
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7. 

o. Result in possible interference with an emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan? 

p, Result in creation of or exposure to a potential health hazard? 

AESTHETIC, CULTURAL AND HISTORIC 

Will (or could) thls project: 

a, Be adjacent to a designated Scenic Highway or within a State or 
County Scenic Corridor7 

b Obstruct scenic views from existing residential areas, public 
lands, public water body, or roads’? 

c. Involve the construction of buildings or structures In excess of 
three stories or 36 feet in height? 

d Directly or indirectly affect historical or archaeological resources 
on or near the site? 

e Visually intrude into an area having natural scenic qualities? 

III. RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES. Check what agency has permit authority or other approval for the project 

State Water Resources Control Board 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 

State Department of Public Health 

A,Bb 

A,I 

A,I 

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission (BCDC) 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) I 

I County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) 

I CalTrans I 1x1 
I Bay Area Air Quality Management District I 1x1 
I U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service I 1x1 
I Coastal Commission I 04 
1 City/County ) City of Menlo Park, Palo Alto, Santa Clara County - referral 

I Sewer/Water District: I I x I 
I Other 1x1 I Various neighborhood and Homeowners Associations - referral II 

IV. MITIGATION MEASURES 

qa Yes No 
0 Mitigation measures have been proposed in project applrcation X 

Other mitigation measures are needed 

The following measures are included In the project plans or proposals pursuant to Section 15070(b)(l) of the State CEQA Guidelines: 

X 

Mitigation Measure 1: Noise levels produced by the proposed construction activity shall not exceed the 80 dBA level at any one moment. Construction activities 
shall be limited to the hours from 7:00 a.m to 6’00 p m., Monday through Friday, and 9*00 a m to 5-00 p m. on Saturday. Construction operations shall be 
prohibited on Sunday and any national holiday. 

Mltlaatlon Measure 2: The applicant shall also submit a $1,000 maintenance surety deposit to ensure that all existing and new landscaping survives for two full 
years from the date of the Buildmg Inspection Sectron’s final approval of the project. The health of all existing and new trees and other landscaping shall be 
monitored regularly and any dead or dying trees shall be replaced in a timely manner. 

Mltlgatlon Measure 3: The Planning Division shall ensure that the approved colors and materials are in place prior to the project’s final inspection and 
occupancy approval. 
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V. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

1. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substanhally reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

2 Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term environmental goals to the drsadvantage of long-term 
environmental goals? 

3. Does the project have possible environmental effects which are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 

4 Would the project cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or Indrrectly? 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

I find the proposed project COULD NOT have a srgniflcant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION WIII be 
prepared by the Planning Division. 

X I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there WILL NOT be a srgnifrcant effect in 
this case because of the mitigation measures in the discussion have been included as part of the proposed project. A NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION will be prepared 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is 
required. 

Davrb Holbrook v 

/-/O-O/ 
Date Senior Planner 

-9- 
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VI. SOURCE LIST 

A. 

B 

C. 

D 

E. 
3 I F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

J. 

K. 

L. 

Field Inspection 

County General Plan 1986 

a General Plan Chapters l-16 
b Local Coastal Program (LCP) (Area Plan) 

: 
Skyline Area General Plan Amendment 
Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada Community Plan 

e Emerald Lake Hills Community Plan 

County Ordinance Code 

Geotechnical Maps 

1. USGS Basic Data Contributions 

E’ 
##43 Landslide Susceptibility 
##44 Active Faults 

C. ##45 High Water Table 

2. Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Maps 

USGS Quadrangle Maps, San Mateo County 1970 Series (See F. and H ) 

San Mateo County Rare and Endangered Species Maps, or Sensitive Habitats Maps 

Flood Insurance Rate Map - National Flood Insurance Program 

County Archaeologic Resource Inventory (Prepared by S. Dietz, A.C R S ) Procedures for Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties- 36 CFR 800 
(See R.) 

Project Plans or Elf 

Airport Land Use Committee Plans, San Mateo County Airports Plan 

Aerial Photography or Real Estate Atlas - REDI 

1. Aerial Photographs, 1941, 1953, 1956, 1960, 1963, 1970 
2. Aerial Photographs, 1981 
3. Coast Aerial Photos/Slides, San Francrsco County Line to Ano Nuevo Point, 1971 
4 Historic Photos, 1928-I 937 

Williamson Act Maps 
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, 1 

M Soil Survey, San Mateo Area, US Department of Agriculture, May 1961 

N. Air Pollution lsopleth Maps - Bay Area Air Pollution Control District 

0. California Natural Areas Coordinating Council Maps (See F and H ) 

P Forest Resources Study (1971) 

Q. Experience with Other Projects of this Size and Nature 

R EnvIronmental Regulations and Standards, 

Federal - 
- 

State - 

Review Procedures for CDBG Programs 
NEPA 24 CFR 1500-I 508 
Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties 
National Register of Historic Places 
Floodplain Management 
Protection of Wetlands 
Endangered and Threatened Species 
Noise Abatement and Control 
Explosive and Flammable Operations 
Toxic Chemicals/Radioactive Materials 
Airport Clear Zones and APZ 

Ambient Arr Quality Standards 
Noise Insulation Standards 

S. Consultation with Departments and Agencies 

? 
County Health Department 
City Fire Department 

z 
California Department of Forestry 
Department of Public Works 

; 
Disaster Preparedness Office 
Other 

DJH kcd - DJHL0064-WKH.DOC 
CPD FORM A-ENV-30 
FRMOOOI 8.DOC (8/4/l 999) 

24 CFR Part 58 

36 CFR Part 800 

Executive Order 11988 
Executive Order 11990 

24 CFR Part 51 B 
24 CFR 51C 
HUD 79-33 
24 CFR 51D 

Article 4, Section 1092 
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COUNTY OF SAN MATE0 
Environmental Services Agency 
Planning and Building Division 

Initial Study Pursuant to CEQA 
Project Narrative and Answers to Questions for the Negative Declaration 

File Number: PLN 2000-00037 
Chargin Offke Conversion - General Plan and Zoning Amendments 

REVISED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project has been revised in response to the Planning Commission’s comments upon their 
review of first Initial Study and Negative Declaration on August 23,200O. Initially, the project 
involves a proposal to change the current zoning designation of a 16,467 sq. ft. parcel located at 
the southwest comer of Santa Cruz Avenue and Sand Hill Road in unincorporated Menlo Park 
from “Single-Family Residential/lO,OOO sq. ft. Minimum Parcel Size” (R-l/S-9) to 
“Office” (0), and the General Plan designation from “Medium-Low Density Residential” to 
“Office/Residential.” The project, although not changed in its original intent and scope, has 
since been revised to: (1) change the zoning to “Planned Unit Development” (PUD), and 
(2) construct an additional detached 2-story building consisting of a 400 sq. I?. garage with a 557 
sq. ft. apartment above. The revised rezoning would provide for a set of zoning regulations 
customized to fit the particular development proposal, and would narrowly limit future 
alternative use and development of the property and thus reduce the need for the analysis of the 
potential environmental impacts of those alternatives. The proposed upstairs apartment would be 
reserved, as an element of the PUD zoning, for a teacher currently teaching at a local school, in 
reaction to some concerns of the original proposal that additional jobs (and associated traffic) 
were being proposed at the site at the expense of housing being lost there. The applicant’s 
purpose for the rezoning remains the same, which is to: (1) remodel and renovate an existing 
2-story 2,5 12 sq. ft. house (built in 1902), and (2) construct a new 2-story 1,406 sq. ft. structure 
(requiring demolition of an old garage), both for use as offices for approximately 12- 14 
employees in the property owner’s construction and development company. Whereas the 
initially proposed “Office” rezoning allowed office uses with a use permit, the change to a PUD 
zoning negates the need for a use permit, since the revised zoning is built around and tailored to 
the specific elements of the office proposal. The project also includes parking for 14 vehicles 
and one handicap parking space. Two of the 14 spaces would be within the proposed garage, 
with one of those spaces being reserved for the upstairs apartment tenant. The project involves 
no significant tree removal. Site access would remain in the location where it currently exists on 
Sand Hill Road, approximately 90 feet westward from the Santa Cruz Avenue intersection. 

NOTE: While some responses to this revised Initial Study/Negative Declaration have not 
changed as a result of the revisedproject, they are repeated in this document Revised or new 
responses and discussion as a result of the revisions submitted as requested by the Planning 
Commission on August 23, 2000, are italicized 
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RESPONSES TO IDENTIFIED IMPACTS FOR INITIAL STUDY ANALYSIS 

1. LAND SUITABILITY AND GEOLOGY 

f. Will this project cause erosion or siltation? 

Yes, Not Significant. The project’ site is relatively flat, although is drops downward 
around and along its perimeter bordering Santa Cruz Avenue and Sand Hill Road. 
While the General Plan and Zoning amendments associated of this project will have no 
direct impact on erosion or siltation, the proposed new development could have such 
impacts during construction if not adequately mitigated. 

In response to the Planning Commission ‘s August 23, 2000 comments on the initial 
Negative Declaration, the apphcant has submitted an Erosion and Sediment Control 
Plan (Attachment F) that staflbelieves to be adequate to control erosion and sediment 
jlow off the site both during construction (through such measures as silt fence sediment 
barriers) andpost-construction (through on-site filtered drainage inlets) 

4. AIR OUALITY, WATER QUALITY. SONIC , 

a. Will this project generate pollutants (hydrocarbons, thermal odor, dust, or smoke 
particulates, radiation, etc.) that will violate existing standards of air quality on 
site or in the surrounding area? 

Yes, Not Significant. The project’s demolition of an old garage and minor grading for 
the foundation of the proposed new building, as well its construction, are all activities 
that can generate dust. 

Durinp Construction: Construction-related emissions would be temporary in duration, 
but could adversely impact air quality. Fine particulate matter emissions can result 
from a variety of construction activities, including excavation, grading, vehicle travel 
on unpaved surfaces and diesel equipment exhausts. The applicant’s certified 
consulting meteorologist has submitted a report that stipulates that the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) guidelines provide that construction dust 
impacts can normally be mitigated to a level of insignificance with the implementation 
of appropriate dust control measures. 

In response to the Planning Commission ‘s comments on the initial Negative 
Declaration, the applicant has submitted a Dust Control Plan that staflbelieves to be 
adequate to control dust generatedfiom demolition and construction activities. 
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After Construction: Once completed, the offke use would generate additional vehicle 
trips to the project site. These vehicles would emit additional local pollutants along 
roads providing access to the site and slightly add to the regional burden of pollution 
within the larger air basin. The most significant local air pollutant is carbon monoxide, 
with the highest concentrations normally found near roads and highways. 

The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines identify three’criteria that would require that local 
carbon monoxide concentrations be estimated as follows: (a) project vehicle emissions 
would exceed 550 pounds daily, (b) project traffic would impact intersections operating 
at Level of Service (LOS) D, E, or F or would cause LOS at such intersections to 
decline to D, E, or F, or (c) project traffic would increase traffic volumes on nearby 
roadways by 10% or more. The total project emissions of carbon monoxide would not 
exceed the BAAQMD’s maximum daily threshold, thus no additional mitigation 
measure is warranted relative to this impact. 

f. WilI this project generate noise levels in excess of levels determined appropriate 
according to the County Noise Ordinance. 

Yes. Sknificant Unless Mitigated. Demolition and construction activities associated 
with the project could, if not restricted, create noise levels that exceed those deemed 
appropriate in the County Noise Ordinance, necessitating the following mitigation to 
reduce the impact to less than significant. 

Mitipation Measure 1: Noise levels produced by the proposed construction activity 
shall not exceed the 80 dBA level at any one moment. Construction activities shall be 
limited to the hours from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m-, Monday through Friday, and 9:00 a.m. 
to 5:00 p.m- on Saturday. Construction operations shall be prohibited on Sunday and 
any national holiday. 

g. Will this project generate poIluted or increased surface water runoff or affect 
groundwater resources? 

Yes, Not Simificant. The addition of new buildings and a paved parking area will 
increase the amount of impermeable space currently on the site, which will create 
additional runoflonto the street and into the public drainage system. 

In response to the Planning Commission ‘s comments on the initial Negative 
Declaration, the applicant has submitted a revised site plan (Attachment A) that utilize 
interlocking paver blocks throughout the entire parking area and on walkways, thus 
facilitating greater permeability and significantly reducing the amount of runo#%flom 
those areas. The revised site plan also shows a drainage plan that directs all rain 
water coming oflroof drains, as well as any additional runoflji-om the parking and 

- 8s 
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walkway areas, towards on-site filtered storm drain inlets, whereby the sediment and 
pollutant levels of the runofiwill be adequately$ltered Staflbelieves that these 
project elements will reduce the impactfiom surface water runof/to less than 
significant. 

5. TRANSPORTATION 

c. Will this project cause noticeable changes in vehicular traffic patterns or volumes 
(including bicycles)? 

Yes, Not Sianifzcant. The applicant’s Traffic Impact Study (see Attachment K), 
prepared by RKH Civil and Transportation Engineering, reported existing and projected 
traffic counts, focusing on the signaled intersection of Sand Hill Road and Santa Cruz 
Avenue, since that is the primary intersection most impacted by project-generated 
vehicle trips during peak A.M. (7:00 to 9:00) and P.M. (4:00 to 6:00) commute hours. 
The Study used the Level of Service (LOS) methodology, which is a qualitative 
description of an intersection’s operation, as follows: 

LOS “A” 

LOS “B” 

LOS “C” 

LOS “D” 

Uncongested operations; all traffic clears in a single-signal cycle. 

Uncongested operations; all traffic clears in a single cycle. 

Light congestion; occasional backups on critical approaches. 

Significant congestion of critical approaches but intersection remains 
functional with cars required to wait through more than one cycle 
during short peaks. 

LOS “E” Severe congestion with long standing traffic on critical approaches. 
Blockage of intersection may occur if traffic signal does not provide 
for protected turning movements. Trafftc may block nearby 
intersection(s) upstream of critical approach(es). 

LOS “F” Total breakdown, stop-and-go operations. 

The initially submitted Traffic Study indicates that a project will create a significant 
impact on a signalized intersection if one of the following is determined if: (a) the 
development causes the level of service of an intersection operating at LOS D or better 
under baseline conditions to degrade to LOS E or F, or (b) when the intersection is 
already operating at LOS E or F under baseline conditions, the project adds four or 
more seconds of average stopped delay for the critical movements and the critical 
volume-to-capacity ratio increases by 0.01 seconds or more. 
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Existiw Traffh Conditions: Table A below shows existing traffic conditions (as 
expressed via Level of Service and Volume-to-Capacity ratio) at the Sand Hill 
Road/Santa Cruz Avenue intersection: 

TABLE A: Intersection Levels of Service 
Existing Conditions 

Sand Hill Road and Santa 

Background Traffic Conditions. Table B below shows background traffic conditions 
(not including project-generated traffic) that are expected at the time the project is 
completed and ready for occupancy compared with existing traffic conditions. These 
conditions are generally arrived at by adding the traffic projections from approved but 
not yet occupied projects together with projects in the planning process that are nearing 
reasonably certain approval. 

TABLE B: Intersection Levels of Service 
Background Traffic Conditions 

Sand Hill Road and 
Santa Cruz Avenue 

A.M. 0.882 30.9 D 0.95 1 37.0 D 

P.M. 1.025 49.1 E 1.102 70.7 F 

Delay is average stopped delay in seconds per vehicle. 
LOS is defined in Appendix D. 
V/C is the Critical Volume-to-Capacity ratio. 

Proiect Traffic Conditions. In response to the Planning Commission ‘s comments on 
the initiaI Negative Declaration, the applicant’s traflc engineer submitted an amended 
Tra#Zc Study (Attachment K) which included a detailed work hour schedule of the 
company ‘s 12 employees, shown below in Table C. Those results afleeted the project- 
generated A.M. and P M peak hour trafic totals as noted by (*) and discussed below 
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TABLE C: Traffic Study 

I A.M. I P.M. 

The net change in vehicle trip generation as indicated in the applicant ‘s initial Traffic 
Study IS shown in Table D below. The A M. and P M. peak hour trafic totals aflected 
by the amended Traj% Study’s work schedule data are noted with an (*) and discussed 

TABLE D: Vehicle Trip Generation 

Net Total 10 0 10* 1 I----~ -1~~ 8 9* 70* I- 
1 An occupied single-family residence currently exists on the site. The project site 

actually is comprised of two legally subdivided parcels, each of which, if subsequently 
developed, would generate 10 vehicle trips daily. 

2 The revised project includes an apartment that would house a person who would walk to 
a nearby job, thus not generating any additional vehicle trips during A.M. or P.M. peak 
hours. Without home-to-work trips, this unit might typically generate between 2 and 5 
vehicle trips during off-peak and evening hours on an average weekday but would not 
add to peak period traffic on adjacent streets. 
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The amended Trafic Study, based on the work schedule submitted (Table C), indicated 
that during both the A. M and P. M peak hour periods, there would be either less or not 
more than 50% of the total number of employees on the site. The revised total trip 
generation relative to Table D above is approximately 38% of projected A.M. peak 
hour trafic figure (4 instead of 11) and 56% of the projected P.M. peak hour tra@c 
figure (5 instead of IO), based on this schedule. The amended study concluded that 
while the varied working hours were not conducive to carpooling, they would 
significantly reduce peak hour trip generation, adding that public transit (one employee 
currently uses CalTrain to and@om work three days each week) and other alternative 
modes of transit such as bicycling should also be pursued 

Table E below, from the applicant’s initial Traffic Study, shows traffic conditions at the 
time of the project’s full occupancy, compared with background traffic condition: 

Sand Hill Road and 
Santa Cruz Avenue 

Delay is average stopped delay in seconds per vehicle. 
LOS is defined in Appendix D. 
V/C is the Critical Volume-to-Capacity ratio. 
Italicized Project Condition figures represent revised delay based on data from 
Tables C and D and discussed above. 

The Traffic Study assessment and conclusions do not assume any lane NOTE: 
addition/widening improvements to Sand Hill Road as suggested in the I996 Sand HiZZ 
Road Corridor Projects EIR or those mitigation measures described in the Negative 
Declaration document for the 2775 Sand Hill Road Trafic Study. 

Based on the amended Trafic Study data previously discussed, the project would 
contribute five vehicle trips to the intersection in the A.M peak hour andfour vehicle 
trips to the intersection during the P.M. peak hour. These volumes represent nearly 
imperceptible amounts to the total intersection volume during the A.M. and P.M. peak 
trafic hours. During the A.M peak hour, project-added tra@c does not change the 
V/C ratio or the delay by a perceptible degree, with the LOS remaining at D. During 



ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS 
. File No. PLN 2000-00037 

Page 8 

the P M. peak hour, the addition ofproject trafic does not change the V/C ratio and 
only increases the average delay by 0.1 seconds at LOS F. 

Under cumulative tra,sf;c conditions, the Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz Avenue 
intersection is projected to operate in excess of the County ‘s LOS standardfor 
signahzed intersections. However, the addition ofpro]-ect-generated tra$ic does not 
create a sign&ant impact on the intersection for either the A.M. or P.M. peak traffic 
hours. During both peak hour times, the addition ofproject traflc does not change the 
V/C ratio nor does it perceptibly change delay, based on the amended Trafic Study 
data previously discussed Table F beiow shows the cumulative tra$?c conditions 
(comprised of all other already or tentatively approvedprojects expected to generate 
h-a@ at the intersection) compared to those trafic conditions that include the 
project’s generated trafic- 

TABLE F: Intersection Levels of Service 
Cumulative Traffwz Conditions 

Sand Hill Road and 
Santa Cruz Avenue 

A.M. 1.041 52.4 E 1.042 52.5 E 
(52.5) 

P.M. 1.223 120.7 F 1.224 121.2 F 
(121.4) 

Delay is average stopped delay in seconds per vehicle. 
LOS is defined in Appendix D. 
V/C is the Critical Volume-to-Capacity ratio. 

Italicized Project Condition figures represent revised delay based on data from 
Tables C and D and discussed above. 

In response to the Planning Commission ‘s comments on the initial Negative 
Declaration (and as stipulated as a mitigation in that document), the applicant ‘s traffic 
engineer submitted a Transportation System Management (TSY, Plan that identifies 
the following techniques to be used by) project employees in order to help minimize the 
vehicle trajj?c at the Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz Avenue intersection.* 

1. Provide two bike lockers/racks on the site. 

2. Participate in the Marguerite shuttle service to andfi-om the Menlo Park CalTrain 
station (as one employee currently does). 
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3. Provide transit schedules and maps to employees upon request. 

Response to Menlo Park Commenfs. The applicant ‘s amended Traffic Study included 
responses to several comments by the City of Menlo Park; provided to the initial 
Negative Declaration. One response was to the City’s claim indicating that the project 
would create a significant impact at the Sand HilUSanta Cruz intersection at 
cumulative conditions. The Study analyzed the intersection using the operations 
methodology as contained in the 1994 update in the Highwq Capacity Manual. A 
summary of the analyses for the P.M. peak hour is provided in Table G. below: 

TABLE G: 

Intersection Levels of Service Comparison 
Sand Hill Road and Santa Cruz Avenue 

The amended TrafJic Study (Attachment I) includes the fill response to all of Menlo 
Park’s comments. 

The Study concluded that a project cannot be held accountable for cumulative traflc 
projects, which have a high degree of uncertainty to them, especially when the 
calculated delay exceeds 60 seconds. The Study added that the only meanin& 
evaluation of a project’s impacts is the change in delay from Background to Project 
conditions and that it is unreasonable to assert that this project will create a significant 
impact at this intersection at cumulative conditions given the uncertainty of the 
projections and the fact that the actual project-generated peak hour traflc will likely be 
less than halfthat estimated in the initial Traflc Study based on the submitted work 
schedule data. 

Definition of Sianificance. In response to the Planning Commission s comments on 
the initial Negative Declaration, the applicant’s amended Tra$i?c Study included 
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comparison of Levels of Service standards and definitions of signtficance for traflc 
impact analysis between the jurisdictions indicated by Table H below: 

TABLE H: 
Levels of Service Standards and Definitions of 
Significant Impact for Signalized Intersections 

2. If intersection is already at LOS E or 
F, critical movement increases by 4+ 
seconds and the critical v/c ratio 

2. If intersection is already at LOS E or 
F, critical movement delay increases 

Palo Alto 1. LOS degrades to E or F. 
2. If intersection is already at LOS E or 

F, critical movement delay increases 

2. If intersection is already at LOS F, 
critical movement delay increases by 
4+ seconds and the critical v/c ratio 

The definitions of significance among the four agencies are quite similar with the 
exception of Menlo Park The 0.5 change in critical movement delay as defined by 
them could occur with the addition ofjust a few vehicles (as demonstrated in this study) 
ifthe calculated delay is near the upper end of the curve. Given the variability of 
trafJ volume data from day to day, week to week and month to month, the definition 
of significance should not be held to a finer tolerance than the datafiom which the 
calculations were made. 

Staflbelieves that, given the conclusions rendered in the applicant ‘s initial Traflc 
Study together with the amended Study data and recommendations, the project ‘s trafJic 
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impact on the Santa Cruz Avenue/Sand Hill Road intersection will be reduced to less 
than significant 

e. Will this project result in or increase traffic hazards? 

Yes. Not Significant. The only entrance to the project site is at the existing driveway off 
Sand Hill Road approximately 95 feet west of the signaled intersection at Santa Cruz - 
Avenue. Vehicles entering onto the site, heading west on Sand Hill Road, can only turn 
right from the road into the driveway. Vehicles exiting the site can only turn right out 
of the driveway heading west onto the Sand Hill Road. Since the present grade of the 
existing driveway exceeds that allowed by the Department of Public Works, the 
applicant proposes to regrade the driveway to the acceptable minimum standard, which 
will also improve the line-of-sight (looking eastward back up towards the intersection) 
for vehicles exiting onto Sand Hill Road. The Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz Avenue 
intersection is the only one directly used and impacted by project employees. The 
applicant’s traffic engineer has concluded that the additional traffic going to or leaving 
the project site through that intersection will not increase traffic hazards in any 
significant manner. 

In response to the Planning Commission’s comments on the initial Negative 
Declaration (as well as respondrng to a comment by the City of Menlo Park), the 
applicant’s amended Traffic Study evaluated the driveway sight distance and concluded 
that the driver of the vehicle on the driveway will be able to see a vehicle making the 
right turn J?om Santa Cruz Avenue onto westbound Sand Hill Road at a distance of 
about 120 feet, or about a 4-second travel time Thus, the driveway will have no 
adverse eflect on the operation of the intersection in terms of capacity or delay and is 
on the departure lanes of the intersection where thejlow of traflc is controlled by the 
trafic signal at the intersection. The County Department of Public Works has reviewed 
this analysis and concurs with the conclusion. 

f. Will this project provide for alternative transportation amenities such as bike 
racks? 

&. The applicant ‘s amended Tra_ti(ic Study indicates that two bike lockers or bike 
racks will be provided on the site. These facilities would have to be shown on the 
applicant ‘s future building plans and would have to be installed prior to the project 'S 
final inspection approval 

g- Will this project generate traffic which will adversely affect the trafft?c-carrying 
capacity of any roadway? 
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&. The project will result in a very small net increase in vehicles onto the surrounding 
roadways. However, the County Department of Public Works indicates that the traffic 
carrying capacity of the surrounding roadways is not at capacity nor will the project’s 
generated traffic adversely impact the situation. 

6. LAND USE AND GENERAL PLANS 

b. Will the project result in the introduction of activities not currently found within 
the community? 

Yes. Not Significant. The proposed General Plan and Zoning amendments would 
change the land use and zoning designations of the subject parcel in order to allow the 
existing and a proposed structure to be used by the owner as an administrative office 
use for his company of 12 employees, as well as an additional 2-story structure 
containing a small apartment above a 2-car garage. The site’s current use is that of a 
single-family residence. While most all of the uses on the north side of Sand Hill Road 
(mostly within Menlo Park city limits) are residential in nature (ranging from single- 
family to high density residential), most of the uses along the south side of Sand Hill 
Road are offices, including the recently approved Hewlett Foundation office 
headquarters to be located across the street. While the proposed off& use will be 
different from the residential uses immediately surrounding it, it would occur within the 
existing house (to be renovated) and a similarly designed building (matching in its 
residential architecture and character). Additionally, performance standards included in 
the PUD regulations, the applicant’s proposed project elements and other mitigation 
measures discussed in this report will ensure that the office use has less than a 
significant impact on the surrounding residential neighborhood. 

d. Will the project result in any changes in land either on or off the project site? 

Yes. Significant Unless Mitigated. The project involves the General Plan redesignation 
of the subject site from “Medium-Low Density Residential (2.4 to 6.0 dwelling units 
per acre)” to “Office/Residential” to allow the proposed office use. The County’s 
General Plan Urban Area Land Use Designation locational criteria stipulate that such 
designations should occur: (1) within existing office areas, (2) along transportation 
corridors, (3) near employment centers, (4) where commercial and residential uses need 
to be buffered, and (5) where there is convenient automobile, transit, pedestrian and/or 
bicycle access. While there are no offices immediately surrounding the project site, 
there is a significant amount of administrative and high tech office use westward 
(towards Interstate 280) along both the north and south sides of Sand Hill Road. 
Directly across the street, on the Stanford-owned Buck Estate property, the Hewlett 
Foundation has recently begun construction of their headquarters office facility for up 
to 100 employees (approved by the County Planning Commission on July 26,200O). 
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Sand Hill Road is a major transportation corridor, leading west to the 280 Freeway and 
east to Stanford University, Stanford Medical Center, Stanford Shopping Center and 
through to El Camino Real. Santa Cruz Avenue heading north leads to downtown 
Menlo Park. Sand Hill Road and Santa Cruz Avenue provide ample automobile and 
transit (via SamTrans bus line) access to points west, north and east. The project site is 
bordered to the north by a 26-u& condominium (Pacific Hill) development and to the 
west by duplex and apartment development. Beyond these are single-family residential 
neighborhoods. The project will also include the improvement and widening of the 
substandard sidewalk currently surrounding the site at the comer of Sand Hill Road and 
Santa Cruz Avenue, further improving pedestrian access. Staff believes that the project 
would generally meet these criteria. 

Also, the proposed PUD zoning wili include development restrictions that are tailored 
to and “lock in ” the project as currently proposed in terms of its restricted use, scale, 
design, restricted hours of operation, maximum number of employees, drainage 
facilities, outdoor lighting restrictions, restrictions on hours and days of ofice supply 
truck deliveries, restrictions prohibiting fiture expansion or a change in use, and 
retention and restriction of the apartment unit for someone who can walk bike or 
otherwise take an alternative mode of transit to work locally. Any future proposals to 
change any aspect of the proposed development would likely require a change to the 
PUD Zoning District Regulations, i e., it would not be as simple as amending an on- 
going use permit as anticipated with the initially proposed project. Staflbelieves that 
given all of these project elements and anticipated zoning restrictions, that the project 
would have both short- and long-term compatibility with the adjacent residential uses. 

In response to the Planning Commission ‘s comments on the initial Negative 
Declaration, the applicant has submitted an exterior lighting and landscaping plan 
(Attachments G and H). Staffreview of the lighting plan shows that the amount of 
exterior lighting necessary has been minimized, includes no typical overheadpole- 
erected lightingfixtures, and ensures that all exterior light glare is contained to the 
project site. The applicant has also submitted an arborist report that evaluated the 
health of all existing mature trees and proposed adequate protection measures for all 
those trees in close proximity to any construction or grading activities. 

Mitbation Measure 2: The applicant shall also submit a $1,000 maintenance surety 
deposit to ensure that all existing and new landscaping survives for two full years from 
the date of the Building Inspection Section’s final approval of the project. The health 
of all existing and new trees and other landscaping shall be monitored regularly and any 
dead or dying trees shall be replaced in a timely manner. 

Mitbation Measure 3: The Planning Division shall ensure that the approved colors 
and materials are in place prior to the project’s final inspection and occupancy approval- 
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e. Will this project serve to encourage off-site development of presently undeveloped 
areas or increase development intensity of already developed areas (examples 
include the introduction of new or expanded utilities, new industry, commercial 
facilities or recreation activities)? 

Yes. Not Significant. Some neighbors have raised the concern that given the current 
value of land along Sand Hill Road, the proposal, if approved, would set a precedent for 
such other residential-to-office use conversions via similar general plan and zoning 
amendments. Their concerns center on the potential adverse impacts such offrce uses 
would pose to adjacent and nearby residential uses (e.g. within the Sharon Heights 
neighborhood), including increased traffic on already burdened roads and intersections 
during peak commute hours. Since most all of these properties to the west are within 
the city limits of Menlo Park, staff cannot speculate on the city’s response or the 
feasibility to such similar applications. However, on the few adjacent unincorporated 
parcels, staff can respond that the merit of such proposals could only be considered on a 
case-by-case basis. However, the current proposal is unique, due to its comer location, 
the unlikely scenario of the old house being used as it is currently zoned, and the fact 
that the project and associated PUD zoning regulations would severely restrict the 
proposed offrce use and preserve the old house and all significant and mature trees on 
the property. 

k Will the project require amendment to or exception from adopted general plans, 
specific plans, or community policies or goals? 

Yes, Significant Unless Mitipated. See Responses 6-b., d. and e. for discussion and 
proposed mitigation measures. 

7. AESTHETIC, CULTURAL AND HISTORIC 

d. Will this project directly or indirectly affect historic or archaeological resources 
on or near the site? 

Yes. Not Significant. In response to the Planning Commission ‘s comments on the 
initial Negative Declaration requesting that a historian or other professional provide a 
report evaluating the proposedproject’s impact to the architectural and historical 
integrity of the old house, the applicant hired an architect, Ruth Todd, AU, who has a 
background in architectural history and research and is on staflat Stanford University 
as an architect. Her report (Attachment A@ confirmed that the house was built in 1902 
by Mrs. Jane Stanford (wife of Leland Stanford, Sr.) as a residence for her secretary 
and companion, Bertha Berner The house design is in the architectural style known as 
the American Four Square. It sits on a lot that was originally much larger, and was 
relocated and turned 90 degrees atop a new basement to make way for the Sand Hill 
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Road/Santa Cruz Avenue intersection widening project m 1966. A an associated 
carriage house was also relocated at that time and has since been demolished. 

While the house is not listed with the County as an historic structure (although it is 
listed on the City of Menlo Park’s Historical Building Survey), the consultant believed 
that because of its age and architectural integrity, the old house on the site should be 
reviewed within the criteria of the Secretary of the Interiors ’ Standards for Historic 
Preservation. Of the ten standards, only three are impacted, as listed below followed 
by the consultants conclusions. 

“Standard No. 1: A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a 
new use that requires minimal change to the defining characteristics of the building 
and its site and environment.” 

The consultant concluded that the new ofice use is compatible with the historic 
residential use and would result in minimal changes to the defining characteristics of 
the building 

“Standard No. 2: The historic character of a property shall be retained and 
preserved. The removal of historic materials or alteration of features and spaces 
that characterize a property shall be avoided.” 

The minor modifications proposed to the historic house to accommodate the o@ce use 
do not impact the historic character of the structure. While the consultant was not 
clear where or how the handicap wheelchair access ramp was to be accommodated, 
she recommended that a ramp not be located against the wood building wall of the 
raised porch of the existing house, suggesting that the best solution would provide the 
least visually conspicuous ramp that retains the character of the raisedporch at the 
main entry. 

“Standard No. 9: New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction 
shall not destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The new work 
shall be differentiated f?om the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, 
scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property and 
its environment.” 

While the proposed new construction does not destroy historic architectural materials, 
it does impact the landscape character of the site. The consultant recommended that 
tree protection measures during construction should be implemented and monitored, 
but concluded that the applicant ‘s proposed landscape plan included plant materials 
that were appropriate to the residential character of the site. The consultant generally 
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concluded that the proposed new ofice building is compatible with the architectural 
features of the historic house. Additionally, she felt that the proposed garage/ 
apartment structure is compatible with the massing and architectural features of the 
historic house. However, she felt that a partial balcony at the second level projecting 
above the entry and garage doors could help to reduce their prominent appearance as 
well as break up the mass of the front elevation, including vines or plantings on the 
balcony to provide some human scale and visual relief to the hardscape that surrounds 
the new building. 

ATTACHMENTS 

A. Project Site Plan (Revised) 
B. Proposed Office Building Elevations and Floor Plans 
C. Existing Main Building Elevations and Floor Plans 
D. Proposed Apartment/Garage Elevations and Floor Plans 
E. Drainage and Grading Plan 
F. Erosion and Dust Control Plan 
G. Landscape Plan 
H. Lighting Plan and Lighting Details 
I. Project rendering seen from Comer of Sand Hill Road and Santa Cruz Avenue 
J. Planning Commission Letter from August 23,200O Hearing 
K. Amended Traffic Study 
L. Applicant’s Request For “PUD” Rezoning 
M. Architect’s Historic Analysis of House 

DJH:kcd - DJHL0063-WKH.DOC 

99 



FROM : Janet Dauls FQX NO. : 658-854-4511 Jan. 25 2001 08:46RM Pl 

Janet Davis 
2455 Alptne Road 

Menlo Park CA 94025 
6508544511 

January 21 2001 

Davrd Holbrook Sr. Planner 
San Mateo County Planning Dept. 
County Government Center 
455 Government Center 
Redwood Ctty, CA 94063 

Dear Mr Holbrook 

re 2104 Sand Hill Road Menlo Park 074-120-100 
File No. 2000-00037 - OBJECTIONS THERETO 

SUMMARY: 

Thrs Revised Rezontng” proposal IS substantrally more flawed even than the onglnal, and should 
be rejected in its entirety The Negative Declaratron is inappropriate and a full E I R should have been 
conducted srnce the rezoning IS in conflict with the General Plan and substantial evidence supports a fair 
argument that the project - even wrth mrtrgation - may have a srgnrftcant envrronmental Impact 

The N D IS further defective (even IF appropnate) in that It leaves to future consideration 
condrtions that should have been disclosed in thrs document The proposal does not even conform to 
present County ordinances amounts to spot zoning mrsconstrues the purpose of a P.U D misapplres 
P U D zonrng in conflrct wrth ordinances and places unenforceable and unconstrtubonal restrictions on 
Irving accommodations 

The Traffic Study component is based on false assumptions and extrapolatrons, spurious data 
and is flat out not credible. The parking provisions are grossly Inadequate and do not conform to even 
the mInImum mandated by County Ordinances The elimination of streetside trees and most of the 
garden area wrll create acoustrc problems for neighbors and detract from the resrdentlal ambience of the 
area and the historrc aura of the home The project would also cause a significant increase in 
contaminated run-off to the creek via the storm drains and rt is not clear that all the affected agencies 
have been properly nobfied 

The proposal has a distinct danger of triggering future office conversrons in thus area* a fact 
recognized by over 200 neighbors who are protesbng this zoning change. The two items that proponents 
offer In exchange for approval are things that. but for its negligence, the County should have provided 
decades ago. 

1. Historic status and protectron for the house and gardens 
2 A safe pedestrian walk-way and a bike lane 

As to item (2) there was testimony at the last hearing that the County was on notice at least hrvo 
years ago that a dangerous condrtion existed and elderly people had been hurt Despite that, 
nothing has as yet been done to eliminate the plain hazards. let alone improve the sltuatlon. This 
IS both inexcusable, and creates unnecessary liability exposure 

Below are more specrfic objections to the Negatrve Declaratron. 
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Present Zoning: 

It IS alleged that there are two legal parcels according to the present zoning desrgnahon which 
requires a minimum site of IO 000 square feet each. Sfnce the entrre property comprises 16 467 sq ft 
any such two lots would have to be non conforming. I saw no lot line desrgnatton on any of the plans rn 
any proposal Thus, there is no right under the present zontng for TWO structures (even rf resrdenhal) 
unless the second were to be a “second lrvrng unit.” 

Parking Requirements: 

The present and proposed second office structure comprise a total of 3918 sq ft. (2512 + 1406) 
Under the County s parkrng requirements for ‘Professtonal Offices 1 space IS mandated for each 200 sq 
ft. That means 19 spaces are required for the ofices alone. An additional residence (even If permitted) 
would require an additional one or two parking spaces, makrng a total of 20-21 A total for the entire 
proposed development IS 14 spaces-only 66% of the mrnrmum requrredr Thus does not comply with 
County s own rules. The Revised Proposal has even Increased the need for parking and reduced the 
landscaprng area The variance procedure requrres a showrng of special hardship affectrng that particular 
property -which obvtously does not exist. All of which additionally detracts from the garden environment 
Increases the non permeable surface Increases run-off and potentral pollutron, obstructs the vtew and 
milieu of the hrstoric house to the detriment of the restdentral character of the nelghborhood 

The interlocking pavers do not provtde a permeable surface Also the proposed pavers conflict 
with Ordrnance 6121 which requires areas for more than 10 vehicles to be surfaced with asphaltrc or 
Portland cement binder pavement to provrde a durable and dust free surface. That Ordinance also 
requires screenrng of parkrng facing resrdentral areas wrth a solid masonry wall no less than 6 feet hrgn 
and a landscape bond for three years All of which conflicts with the proposal Plus a large Impermeable 
surface devoted to cars at feast 14 cars immediately adjacent to the creek (and draining Into It) is a 
srgnificant pollutron source that cannot be mrtigated 

Environmental Review Standard/Spot Zoning: 

The PROJECT DESCRIPTION p.1 asserts that changing zontng to a PUD reduces the need for 
the analysis of potentral environmental impacts of those alternatrves.” Thus IS absolutely not so In 
addrtion, the PROJECT DESCRIPTION induded In the INITIAL STUDY clarms that the revrsed zoning [to 
PUD] IS burlt around and tailored to the specific elements of the office proposal That could easily be 
construed as “spot zoning” Impermissrbly granting an advantage to ONE landowner 

Also where a public hearing is requtred for a zoning actron and future condrtrons are sought to 
be imposed. any and all such provrslons are to be avarIable for pubic review PRIOR to any constderatlon. 
Condrtions cannot be negotiated behind closed doors - after the fact - as IS the frequent custom of thus 
Planning Department 

Where substanbal evidence supports a fair argument that significant envtronmental impacts MAY 
occur as a result of the proposal it IS an abuse of drscretion to certrfy a negative declaration Thus 
standard is met since: 

l The Inrtlal Study concluded that there might be significant impact ; 

l That there was considerable nerghborhood opposition 

. That there was a drsbnct difference of expert opinion as to traffic Impacts and 

. That there was testimony at the first hearing regarding traffic problems and concerns as to 
precedent setting, among other Issues’ 

All indicate substantial evidence supports a fair argument that the proposal - even with mitlgatlng 
measures - MAY have a significant impact. Thus, a full EIR is required Thus IS especially true where the 
proJe& confkts with the General Plan as it does - not only with that of the County - but with that of the 
City of Menlo Park. 



FROM . Janet Davis FRX NO. : 650-854-4~11 

“Focused EIR”: 

At the prevrous hearing there was some discussron as to the advrsabrlrty of prepanng such a 
document. A focused EIR has no applrcatlon to the present proposal It IS defined as. 

“a lrmrted analysis of a subsequent project rdentifred In a Master EIR (Pub.Res. Code section 
2 1158(a)” . . . “It analyzes only the subsequent projects additional significant impacts on the 
enwronment and any new or addltronal mltrgation measures or alternatrves not rdenttfied and 
analyzed by the Master EIR. It may be used only where the lead agency finds that the analysis In 
the Master EIR IS adequate for the subsequent project as to 

. cumulative Impacts 
l growth inducing Impacts, and 

irreverstble srgniftcant Impacts 
(‘Californra Law Use Procedure” J R. Ramos Section T3.44.1 12 (October 1999)) 

There are varrous exceptrons but they do not apply to this project 

Notification to Responsible Agencies: 

I also questron whether all the appropriate agencres have been notified of thus proposed Negatrve 
Declaration, specrfically 

0 the State Clearing House. 
l the Regional Water Drstrict. 
l the Jornt Powers for San Francrsquito Creek 
l Cal Trans. 
l Stanford and 
l Santa Clara County 

since they w1l1 all be Impacted by tratic concerns and by drainage Into the adjacent creek 

Purpose of P.U.D. 

There 1s a complete mrsunderstandrng of what the purpose of a P.U D IS. It IS for use where it 
makes sense to combine small lots and cluster resrdenbal unrts to provide MORE open space and 
recreatronal area Whrle non resrdential structures are not totally precluded as part of a P U D the entire 
reason for the clusterv?g is to provide a more envrronmentally sensrtrve resrdentral ambience It IS 

ludicrous to apply this land use technique to cram a hrghly profitable commercial enterprise Into a totally 
residential area especially one that serves none of the local residents and whose purpose is to develop 
more property This is especially ill-concerved given the precedent setting impact that UIIS would have 

The County’s Own Ordinances Preclude a P.U.D.: 

The County s own ordrnances [ch 9 section 6190-61921 mandate that the Planning Dept make a 
finding that the proposed P.U D zoning of the area would not be ‘In conflict with the County Master Plan” 
which rt most assuredly is. There then follow SIX separate findings that must be made. None of which 
can be made in respect to this proposal since It has to be found that the P.U.0 : 

1. Is a desirable guide for the future growth of the subject area of the County 

2 Will not be detnmental to the character and the socral and economrc stabilrty of the subject area 
and environs and WIII assure the orderly and beneficial development of such areas 

3 Will be rn harmony wrth the zoning in adJoInIng unincorporated area 

4 Will obviate the menace to the publrc safety resultrng from land uses adjacent to highways In the 
County and ~111 not cause undue interference with existing or prospective traffic movements on 
sard highways 
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5 WIII provide adequate light air pnvacy and convenience of access to the subject property and 
further that sard property shall not be made subject to unusual or undue risk from fire lnundatlon 
or other dangers 

6 Will not result III overcrowdrng of the land or undue congestlon of populatton 

As to the first cntena. over 200 nearby residents expressed trepidation as to this factor. Given 
the uncertain future of the residences along lower Sand HIII Road and Stanford s commercial plans for 
the Buck Estate, SLAC. Webb Ranch and possibly Rural Lane - all of which are rn San Mateo County -- 
this IS a major consideration that at least the local residents recognize even rf the County does not 

The second finding is connected to the first Refer to copy of article from The Recorder dated 
12l12MOOO stating’ 

“Bay Area real estate brokers now rank Sand Hill Road - location of the greatest 
concentration of investment wpifal in the world - among the most expensive pieces of 
real estate on earth.” 

This fact was Instrumental in dnving out a major law firm unable to absorb the cost Once a 
precedent has been set this kind of pressure could change the entire area. The County has already 
succumbed to Stanford s pressure with respect to the Hewlett Foundation and changed housIng land to 
office space That property’s zoning specifically disallowed Use Permits for anything but parks churches 
and golf courses yet the County approved the Foundation anyway by contorting a general Use Permit 
zoning provIsIon that has no application in RE zoning 

The third and fourth findIng cannot be made. The Ctty of Menlo Parks surrounding zoning IS 
mostly SUBURBAN Residential. The Pacific HIII high density condominiums next door were intensely 
opposed, but were passed by a pro-developer City Council as a floatrng R40 floating zone because 

(a) Several units were to be “Below Marked and Menlo Park was below tts affordable units 
allocation, and 

(b) the precedent set by the two very large brick faced structures on the opposite side of the 
road. These latter were approved by the County over vigorous opposition by the surrounding 
residents Fese brick unrts were precedent for the dens+ of Pacific HIII. which IS now 
being used as a justlficatron for this proposal which will (if permitted) become a precedent for 
many future large scale homes-to-offices converslon] 

As to the fifth finding it would be Interesting to see how fire engines could acquire adequate 
access to the structure particularly during day time hours since It would appear that there IS lnsuffrcient 
turn-around room for the vehicles. The alternative of providing sprinklers would (at least in the old house) 
destroy some architectual features. There is also only one street exit In case of emergency There is 
also the problem of interruption of traffic flow should an emergency occur. [Recently a potential 
emergency occurred on Stowe Lane. About 3 fire engines, Paramedics and police arnved and occupied 
much of me street and part of Alptne Road. Should such an event occur at 2140 Sand Hill the entire 
inters&ion could be blocked interrupting all area traffic significantly, since there are no alkrllahe routes 

Touted Elimination of Need for Use Permit: 

Residential Estate zomng allows Use Permits ONLY for 
I _ Schools, libraries fire stations, churches and riding academies 
2 Golf Course with standard length fainrvays and other NON COMMERCIA L CLUBS 

Thus no Use Permit could be granted anyway. It is ndiculous to argue that a P.U D is supenor since tt 
(a) ellmlnates the need for a Use Permit and 
(b) is more restnctlve 
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Even rf (b) were true the restnctions are not rtemrzed for public hearrng which would make the granting 
on any such Negative Declaration invalld 
another 

Use Permits are deslgned for one purpose P U Ds for 

Historic Nature of Home: 

The County list of historic sites In the General Plan includes several rather unremarkable 
archltectural sites considered worthy of preservation for thetr hIstorica significance. such as a few railroad 
statrons, the 1934 Pulgas Water Temple The Alpine Inn and the Tanforan Race Track. According to 
Appendix D of the General Plan: 

a significant hrsiomal, tradItional or cultural resource should be provided a suftkent area for 
reasonable protection of the srfe and presen/afion of that srfe should be paramount to the 
exckmon of all unrelated development. 

The subject house IS both beautiful and has hlstorical slgnhcance to this particular area of the 
county 

Apptrcants argue that the Mice conversion is a societal BENEFIT because rt wrfl preserve the 
house That IS false logic. At the site visrt Mr. Chargcn stated that 

Whereverfhe] moved the house would move too 

It IS therefore crrtical that the Coun@ follow rts own Ordtnances and preserve the house and 
garden as a hIstorIcal resource at rts present site and retain the present zoning Otherwise the SITE 
could be zoned for offices the histonc house could be moved and the property owner would be totally 
free to build any type of commercial structure, and the local residents would be burdened with a 
commercial nuisance 

There are some problems with the Proposal that even the applicants own historical architect 
noted She advtses against the disabled access ramp and had several resen/atlons about other facets of 
the desrgn It was also stated at the site visit that part of the back of the house would be demolrshed to 
make it comply with legal requirements for commerctal bulldtngs This IS not In the splnt of preservation 

Everybody wants the house preserved Those nerghbors who supported the project did $0 on 
two bases . 

(a) the applrcant had asserted that the only way to retain the beautiful house was to allow It to 
become an office and 

(b) that approvrng his project was the only way the nearby senior citizens could get a path 

Neither assertion is true Both constitute misrepresenfatrons since other means exist to 
accomplish those goals. The applicants bought the house with full knowledge of its residential zoning. 
Mr. J. R Rodlne’s letterhead Ilsts him as “Governmental Affiirs Consultant Land Use Permit 
StreamlinIng, Development Team Management” It is unclear as to whether he and Chargin are partners 
tn this particular venture, but it would appear to be so. It seems they co-run a development company. As 
such both should be held to a high standard of knowledge as to what IS entailed in the permitting 
process 

The Application, “ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS” Section p. 14, paragraph 6(e). states that it IS 
unlikely that the house will be used as currently zoned and that therefore it WIII not serve as a precedent 
for future resldential-to-office conversions This is complete nonsense The house IS purportedly being 
used as zoned, and has been for neatly a century Mr ChargIn stated that he and his daughter live there 
and have done so since 1999. Currently there is a flyer posted at the local Safeway advertlslng the fact 
that his dog who also resides there, IS lost The neighboring houses IIS: for close to $1 000 000 and even 
the town houses In the high density Pacfic Hill development sell for over $500 000 Should he choose to 
sell It IS HIGHLY LIKELY that there would be multiple offers Over 200 neighbors objected to this project 

LO4 
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on the basrs of It setting a precedent. These people know much more about what is happemng rn thrs 
area than anyone In the Planning Department. 

BikewayANalkway; 

The corner IS hazardous in the extreme espeaally to the senior citizens llvrng at Menlo 
Commons. In 1966 part of the present site was apparently condemned to widen the roadway. More 
should be taken to provrde safe access for pedestrians bicyclists and as an emergency ‘shoulder’ to 
allow vehicles to pull over when Fire Trucks try to get from the Alameda Statron to Alpine or Sand HIII 
Roads. 

Supervisor Rrch Gordon responded to residents on Alameda de las Pulgas and helped institute 
restrictions that eliminated two traffic lanes to accommodate a safe bike and pedestrian way That 
location, whrle hazardous, is nowhere near as dangerous as the Sand HIII rntersectlon At the last 
heanng on the 2104 project there was testimony as to the dangers and accidents that the sensor cttrzens 
at Menlo Commons had experienced when attempting to negotiate the path. Despite this clear notrce to 
the County and the onset of Winter not one thing has been done to rectrfy this obvrously hazardous 
sltuatron When it rains, water gushes out of pipes in the 2104 embankment (maklng this walkway even 
more dangerous) and flooding the brkeway 

Whatever the status of this proposal the County appears to be negligent In its duty to marntaln 
this much used walkway and in falling to Improve a substandard btkeway The fact that General Servrces 
has been negligent should not be parlayed into a reason to approve a non mentonous project 

All the guidebooks list the Sand HrIUAlpcne loop as a major bike and trarl route Three of the four 
srdes of the Sand Hill Intersectcon are controlled by San Mateo County (in addition to the Buck stde of the 
Alpine rntersection ) These two Intersections are among the most congested and hazardous In the 
County. Instead of provrding for safe access for brcycles by condemning part of the Buck Estate and 
2104 Sand HIII Road the County contrnues to add to the problems This is unconscronable especially 
since the County had the opportunrty to require brke access as a part of the Hewlett Foundatron approval 
that was pushed through recently 

Traffic Study: 

This purported study IS pure fabrication It relres on the Pehr study done on a couple of 
afternoons In November 1998 for the Hewlett Foundation proposal RKH Report p. 91 (attached to 
ongrnal August 23 2000 Agenda) states that this data was extrapolated to 2000 at the rate of 1% per 
year to account for general growth In traffic.” Thus IS a totally false assumption, and the average delay 
times listed can be controverted by anyone who lives nearby or commutes through the area Nor does 
the study take into account the slowing of through traffic by vehicles makng a U’ turn The RKH diagram 
at p- 101 shows 7 employees making a “U” turn, with a total of 10 employee vehrcles going through the 
lnterseotion at “peak ’ a.m hours. 

Planning decisions are to be made on the merits of the Proposal &elf not on the habits of the 
lndlviduals occupying the structures It IS totally rrrelevant what hours the present employees allegedly 
work. Even so, the submitted data defies logrc The study arbitranly defined those peak periods as 7-9 
a.m and 4-6 p m The heaviest a m traffic actually runs all the way from around 6 30 a m to 10 30 
There is addrtronal very heavy lunch time traffic from around 1 I:15 to 2.00 and the afternoon rush hour 
runs from about 3 30 to 7 00 p.m. There is also very heavy traffic any time that Stanford has a function 
or the Shopprng Center has a sale - whrch can occur at mght or on weekends There IS frequent total 
gridlock with no traffic able to move rn any direction The intersection has been at level F for at least the 
last 6 years. When there is an accrdent breakdown altercation or roadwork (all of which are frequent), 
everything grinds to a halt in all drrections. 

To assert that a thriving real estate busrness with 12-?4 ‘employees” generates 10 PEAK a m. 
trips/day whrle quotrng Caltrans Reports noting that a typical apartment unit will generate between 4-7 
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vehicle trrpshrveekday emphasizes the fallacy of Mr Hopper’s data regarding a busrness dependent on 
srte VISITS and cltent vlslts 

The proposal shows 12 present employees,” 3 3 per 1000 square feet or approxtmately 303 
square feetlemployee (Most Silicon Valley cubde dwellers are lucky to get 36 square feet ) One such 
employee IS a Receptionist - plainly contemplating visitors 
accounted for. 

None of these non-‘employee vehicle tnps IS 
Nor IS off peak or lunch time traffic through the nelghborhood. A purported home 

archltectural office situation with one observable employee exists next to my house. That generates 
several vehicles in and out on a daily basis. A real estate development business suficlently actrve to 
require a Controller, Project Manager and Office Manager is going to cause excessive In and out traffic 
dunng any given day that wrll be a nuisance to those next door and nearby. The kind of vehicular traffic 
generated by a typlcal family is totally different and occurs at different times from that of a commercial 
enterprise. 

There IS a talk of providing a grade separation at this intersection to prevent some of the 
back-ups. It is foolhardy to exacerbate this situatron. 

The applicant was instructed to address traffic problems more thoroughly Ail that resulted was a 
response that Menlo Park has approved projects [unspecified but presumably Pacific Hill] without 
mitigation [unstated but presumably the 4 block widening of Sand Hill RoadJ therefore this proposal 
should go through. The City s traffic Engineer disputes that the widening of Sand HIII would solve the 
problem. Furthermore rt is the COUNN that controls the north side of the intersection and has done 
absolutely nothing to Improve the situation and has Just approved the massive Hewlett Foundation that 
wrll contrrbute to the overall deterrcratlon of the traffic tlow. Neither Menlo Park nor San Mateo County 
had any control over the Crty of Palo Alto approving the huge developments by Stanford. However they 
certainly have It within therr power to control what occurs at the Sand HIII and the Alpine Road 
rntersections. 

Public Transportation: 

There IS none As stated previously the Cal train shuffle does not correspond to any of the llsted 
work hours 

Driveway Sight Distance: 

Cars accelerating and bikes coming from Santa Cruz Avenue making a right turn onto Sand Hill 
Road, could easily be cut off by a vehicle turning into 2104. These cars could also be side-swiped by 
2lOdbound vehicles “U” turning at the Intersection. 

Drainage/Creek: 

At the site vlsrt there was an observable drainage channel across the property. The plans 
Indicate that this may be built over. A very high percentage of the permeable so11 IS proposed to be 
removed. Interlocking pavers are not permeable. All this water gets channeled into the creek across the 
road. Even if It is filtered, that is a huge amount of addltional run-off that contributes lo water velocity 
downstream eroslon and possible flooding It is not stated If and how the petroleum and other pollutants 
mll be retrieved from the catch basins. It is my belief that evetythmg will go straight into the storm drain 
and down to San FrancisquIto Creek. 

Another dralnage factor that is not addressed IS the flow of water that runs both down Sand HIII 
and down the corner embankment into the gutter and thence down Santa Cruz Avenue causing down 
road residents to place sand bags across their driveways every wet winter 
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Trees: 

Presently there are many large but immature redwood oak and olive trees surrounding the 
property which are proposed to be replaced by a hideous wall with Iron ratllngs. Ms. Todd A I A also finds 
fault with the ‘monumental” walls and the sign. When the trees are removed It will alter the acoustics so 
that resrdents of 2160 and those on the other side of Santa Cruz Avenue ~111 be subjected to Increased 
road noise from Sand HAI and therr views WIII be negatively impacted The present trees conform to those 
in adjacent and nelghboring structures and provide an Integrated view from the road 

The Additional Living Unit: 

It is proposed that this be restricted to a teacher ‘currently” employed at a nearby elementary 
school who could walk or bike to school. This is an unenforceable and probably unconstrtutlonal 
restnction. It IS impermlsslble to restrict living situations based on family status Even marned teachers 
could scarcely afford a market rent in this area. A spouse might have a vehicle or a single parent may 
need a car to transport a chlid. There IS no way that a landlord could force a tenant to walk/bike to work 
and there IS no guarantee that someone “currently” employed will retain that post. Also most schools 
have about 3 monthsiyear down time. La Entrada, the closest school dismisses its pupils between 2 30 
and 3.00 p m which would mean that any teacher would be avallable for after work vehicle trips right 
about the clalmed peak traffic times. Hillvlew School has similar hours It is also lmpermlsstble to 
regulate tenants socral lrves Stnce there IS insufficrent parking, cars would get parked along the side of 
Sand Hill Road and Santa Cruz Avenue 

In one part of the proposal the applicant (or the County) is arguing that no one would want to live 
at the intersedron. Yet Ruth Todd A.1 A suggests the Irving unit incorporate a balcony suggesttng that 
the area is not so unlivable indeed many of the contiguous and nearby Irving units Incorporate balconies 
glvtng the lie to thts contention 

It IS rdrotlc to claim that a 700 sq fl residence does anything to compensate for the houses/Jobs 
Imbalance when the County would srmultaneously be removing one large family home and adding 12-14 
jobs This IS especially lud crous when tne County has just removed several acres at the Buck Estate from 
the residential reserve, and approved a 48 000 sq. ft office complex accommodating lOO+ employees 

SUMMARY: 

This proposal has no merit and IS being pushed through by a real estate speculator cashing rn on 
the sky high commercial rents along upper Sand Hill Road The applicant had full knowledge of the 
existing residential zoning at the time of purchase The house IS a beautiful structure that should be 
accorded historical status, presented and maintained as a residence and garden that enhances and 
beautrfies the residential area that surrounds it. It is inexcusable to remove over 16.000 sq ft from 
resldentlal land and replace it with office space further exacerbating the jobs/homes imbalance 

The County should acquire a sufficient part of the perimeter of the property (and that of the Buck 
Estate) to allow the many people who do live here, to walk and bike from their homes to local stores and 
parks which would allevlate some of the traffic problems at this intersection As It exists people have to 
use their cars because the intersection is too dangerous for most of us the travel it any other way. 

The General ProvIsIons of the County’s Zontng Ordinances state that the purpose of zoning IS to 
promote and protect pubic health safety peace morals, comfort convenience and general welfare In 
particular to protect the character and the social and economic stablIlly of _ resldentlal . . and other 
pnvate and public areas withtn the County and to assure the orderly and beneficial development of such 
areas In a significant proportion of proposals that I have experienced this County s Plannlng 
Department has ignored restdentlal concerns and has vlolated or contorted Its own ordinances to push 
through any and all development no matter what the consequences are to those who live nearby The 
Ordinances themselves are of such little consequence that no systematic effort appears to have been 
deployed to make them be relevant, unambiguous internally consistent or even conform to Callfornra 
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law or easrly available to the public When indivrdual ordrnances prove troublesome to the Planning 
Department goals these ordinances appear to be ignored changed on the fly wrthout gorng though the 
Resolutron procedure misrnterpreted or misapplied or retyped omittrng portrons The general populatron 
IS entrtled to rely on the zoning that does extst and not have rt changed at the drop of a hat by every 
developer who sees a quack buck to be made. 

The Planning Department needs to fill an obvrous void and find an educated professronal, 
competent Manager capable of intelligent direction and unbiased judgment who will take action to remedy 
the problems that have existed in that department for years The department (and that of the Board of 
Supervisors), needs to be responsive to the needs of the public and hold meetings when those persons 
affected can attend wrthout missrng work - as is done in all nearby lurisdictrons Presently It appears that 
public hearings are purely pro forma since matters have already been decrded behrnd closed doors wrthrn 
the inner sanctum of the Planning Department where the general cltltenry has no access. 

San Mate0 County IS a big county and a wealthy county However It has a Planning Department 
that IS so disorgamzed and mismanaged. It IS truly a disgrace. 
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Janet Davis 
2455 AlplIne Road 

Menlo Park CA 94025 

January 28 2001 

David Holbrook Senior Planner 
San Mateo County Planning Dept. 
455 County Government Center 
Redwood City CA 94063 

Dear Mr Holbrook 

re 2104 Sandhill Road Menlo Park 074-120-100 
File No 2000-00037 - Addendum to and Evidence SupportIng 12/21/00 ObJectrons 

That Proposal IS Growth lnduclng 

The above property was purchased In May 1999 for the relative bargaln pnce of approximately 
$1 000,000 [Assessor’s Records show assessed value at $962 000 ] This IS roughly equivalent to two of 
the units at the adjacent Pacrfic Hill development Also for comparison nearby 2095 Santa Cruz Avenue 
unincorporated Menlo Park IS currently listed by Encore Property for $899 000 That property IS 7100 sq 
ft and cons& of a 70 year old studio cottage with loft and a converted garage 

The house at 2104 might lease out as a residence for as much as $60 000 per annum (or $5 000 per 
month.) However. since average Sandhill offlce space leases for around $780 sq ft [See copy of 
Recorder dated 12/12/2000] the house -- converted to office space -- could lease for $452 160 [2512 
sq.R x $1801 per annum If the addItIonal new structure were also leased the total Income generated 
could be $705,240 13918 sq ft x $1801 per annum’ 

It is thus crystal clear that there is a huge financraf incentive for office conversion in this 
particular area 

Additionally under the terms of the County s office zonrng ordrnance any property desrgnated ‘office can 
be used for Multiple Housing Since the 2104 Sandhill property IS roughly the same sze as that on 
which the Pacific H11l.s development was built it IS entirely concervable that an owner would have the right 
to build another such hrgh density development on the site If the zoning were changed there would be 
virtually nothing the Planmng Dept could do to stop it. Assuming another 26 units could be constructed 
each sellrng for at least $500 000 that would gross $12 000 000 Given the office development recently 
approved at the Buck Estate there would be great pressure to redress the jobs/housing Imbalance by 
approving such a high density project The Intersection would be a complete debacle at thrs point 

In either case, the enormous windfall profit potenhal resulting from rezoning IS highly likely to 

. Induce substantial growth or concentration of populatron’ 

. cause an Increase in traffic which is substantial n relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of 
the street system; 

. conflict with adopted envlronmental plans and goals of the community 

. have a substantial negative aesthetic effect 

If a rezoning results, there IS absolutely nothing to protect the long term survival of the hlstonc home 
which even the appkant. is advocabng. 
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l 3 bedrooms, 2 bathrooms currently set up as 2 separate living spaces, including 
an in-law apartment with its own private courtyard, entry, living room, kitchen, 
bedroom and bathroom; can be easily reconfigured into a single living space 

0 Open, airy living room with stone gas-log fireplace flanked by bright windows, 
with exposed beam ceiling and built-in bookshelves 

l Spacious marble tile master bathroom with twin basin marble vanities, large 

whirlpool tub and separate glass-enclosed shower 
l &&mod deck leading to charming, terraced rear grounds 
l Lovingly maintained with glistening hardwood flooring 
0 Privacy fence all around the property, with security gate and abundant foliage 

U&d at $899,000 



January 26,200l 

David Holbrook 
Senior Planner 
County Planning Drvrsron 
455 County Center 
Second Floor 
Redwood City, Calrfornia 94063-l 646 

File No.: PLN 2000-00037 
Owner: Dennis Chargrn 
Applrcant: J R. Rodrne 
Assessor’s Parcel: 074-I 20-l 00 
Project Location: 2104 Sand HIII Road, Menlo Park 

Dear Mr. Holbrook. 

Listed below are my comments and concerns regarding the above referenced project. I reside 
next door to this project. Since thus project WIII directly impact my life style and the value of my 
property I hope the Planning Commrssron will strongly consider my comments dunng their 
delrberatrons of this project. 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 
1. As I stated at the August 23, 2000 Planning Commission hearing future hearings need to be 

held at times that are convenient for the people In the communrty (I e. after general business 
hours). I personally had to take a day of vacation to attend the August 23, 2000, hearing. 

2. This protect has been changed to a Planned Unit Development (PUD). What specrfrcally 
does this mean, and whv would It be better for the neiahborhood to have a PUD desrgnatron on 
this property7 This concept has not been fully developed in the package. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS: 

The followrng comments are made to File No. PLN 2000-00037. 

Section 5. TRANSPORTATION 

1. Page 6, TABLE C: Traffic Study --- The number of people shown working at the site IS 12, 
plus 1 - 2 people residing In the apartment. The busrness will need to interact with a number of 
other busrness and service providers such as Architects, Accountants, Attorneys, Contractors, 
UPS, FedEx, Cleaners, Gardeners, etc. 

Question There could easily be 14 people onsrte before any visitors come to the site. Is 
there enough room for them all to park their vehtcles or even turn their vehrcles around7 This 
traffrc/parkrng srtuatlon seems very tight. Is It a realrstrc plan7 It looks like there are not 

Linda K Meler 
2126 Sand HA Road 

Menlo Park Cahfornla 94125 
510-574-6150 

hnda meler@Sun COM __-____ -_- 
page 1 of 2 



enough parking spaces for the amount of actrvrty that will be gorng on at this sate. 

2. Page 11, e. Will this project result in or increase traffic hazards? --- As I stated at the 
August 23, 2000, hearing, this IS a very dangerous corner As cars headrng south on Santa 
Cruz make a right turn on to Sand HIII Road they do not have to stop, and as a result the 
dnvers do not expect someone to be comrng out of the driveway or slowrng down to turn into 
the dnveway which IS only a few feet away. There is very little time for the drivers to react to 
this unexpected situation Most of the cars making a right hand turn on to Sand Hill do not slow 
down. 

Wrth numerous trips in and out of the driveway each day by 13+ people, this IS an accident 
waiting to happen. 

Section 6. LAND USE AND GENERAL PLANS 

3. Page 12 b. Will the project result in the introduction of activities not currently found 
within the community? --- This IS a busrness nestled in a residential neighborhood. 
Residents have paid a great deal of money to love In this neighborhood, and do not want a 
business next door. 

The argument for a PUD has not been made. Why would thus be of any benefit to the 
neighborhood? 

4. Pages 12 &13 d. Will the project result in any changes in land either on or off the 
project site? --- This section leads the reader to think that there are large business and 
communrty burldrngs close by. Thus IS not true The referenced office buildings are at a 
minimum 3/4 of a mile away. The Buck estate and Hewlett Foundation are on the other side, of 
Sand Hill Road and are located back off of the road. None of these burldings are nestled In a 
residential nerghborhood as this project would be. 

The plan states, The project site IS bordered to the north by a 26-unit condominrum (Pacific 
Hill) development and to the west by duplex and apartment development. . This statement IS 
only partly correct. 

PLEASE NOTE. Directly west of this property are two single famrly houses. The plan would 
lead the reader to think that this area IS strictly multi-family residences In fact it is not. 

The two single family homes are the ones which will be most Impacted by this change. We will 
be the ones who will be affected by the changes including noise traffic, lighting and general 
hubbub of what IS taking place next door. 

I urge you to reject the request for conversion of the use of this property. 

Yours trulv. 

Linda K Meler 
2126 Sand HIII Road 

Menlo Park Cahfomla 94 125 
51 O-574-61 50 

~meler@Sun COW 
page 2 of 2 
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KENT MITCMELL 
R CHAR0 I? HtZRZOG 

MITCHELL t3 HERZOG 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

560 HAM LTON AVENUE. SUITE 230 

PALO ALTO CALIFORNIA 94301 -2030 

TELEPHONE (650) 927.7476 
FACS M LE NUMBER 

(650) 327.79Sd 

hrluary 30,200l 

FAX&MAIL 
3634849 

Planning Commission 
County Government Center 
455 County Center, 2& Floor 
Mail Drop PLN 122 
Redwood City, California 94063 

Re. Your File PLN 2000-00037 
Chargin Project 
Fro~kct Location: 2 104 Sand HiU Road, Menlo Park, CA 

Dear Commissioners~ 

We represent the Pa&c Hills Homeowners Association which consists of twenty-six 
condominium unit owners whose condominiums are at 2160 Santa Cruz Avenue, Menlo Par& 
irnmediateIy adjacent to the Chargin project. 

The Association’s letter to you dated August 4, ZOOQ, is attached That letter opposed this 
project and a Negative Declaration far it. The substantive points in that letter are just as 
applicable to the revised Chargm project, as to the former project. 

There is no fundamental substantive change in the revised Chargm project. The proposed 
commercial office use in what is now exclusiveIy a residentiaI zone is a complete change of land 
use “Reserving” space in the new office building for a teacher’s apartment is an attempt to turn 
your attention away from what is really happening here, namely, conversion of residential 
property to office property. -. 

The County St&Z’s conclusions regarding a negative declaration after review of the initial study 
are flawed. This project wrU exacerbate trafik problems and the critical jobs/housing imbalance in 
this area. Thus, contrary to the StafTReport’s conclusions, it %i.lI have adverse impacts on trtic 
~TICJ land use”, It does “create impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable”, e.g. trtic and jobs/housmg imbalance. 

114 
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PIanning Commission 
January 30,200l 
Page 2 

A 111 El& not a mitigated negative declaratian, focusing on the existing trafk problems at the 
Sand HilVAkneda intersection, and on the cumulative exacerbation of the jobs/housing imbalance 
that already exists, should be required by you. Otherwise, allowing this to go forward without 
such environmental analysis ignores these serious problems, sets a bad precedent, and sends a 
clear signal to developers that elimination of housing and creation of jobs without housing is the 
County’s policy. 

We do not believe that is your policy, and we do not believe this is the signal your Commission 
wants to send. 

Therefore, we urge you to reJect the nnugated negative declaration and commrssion an EIR which 
adequately addresses the negative impacts this project presents. 

KM.j 
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PACIFIC HILLS HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION ’ 
2 160 Santa Cmz Avenue 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 

August 4,200O ’ 

DELIVER 

Planning Commission 
County Government Center 
455 County Center, 2”d Floor 
Mail Drop PLN 122 
Redwood City, California 94063 

Re: Yotir File PIN 1999-00816 
Chargin Project 
Project Location: 2104 Sand Hill Road, Menlo Park, CA 

Dear Planning Comtnissioners: 

Our Pacific Hills Homeowners Association represents twenty-six residential condomimum 
homeowners who live at 2160 Santa Cruz Avenue in Menlo Park. Our homes are immediately 
adjacent to the above-referenced Chargin residence which Mr- Char& wants to develop as an 
office building. We strongly protest any changes in the County’s General Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance which would permit the Chargin property to become a commercial office site . - .- . - . 

We also speak for numerous neighbors who are not members of our Association, but who are 
similarly opposed to Mr. Chargin’s proposal. We have submitted several petitions opposed to this 
project which are signed by our members and by a number of our neighbors who oppose the 
project also. 

Under the current land use designations for this site, there is no possibility that this purely 
residential site can be deveIoped as a commercial office bullding. Furthermore, there is no 
compelling reason why the County should change-@sting rules to allow that to happen. The site 
is presently located amongst other residential prop%ties. Loss of yet another residential site in 
favor of more ofice space merely exacerbates the jobs/housmg imbalance which alreaay exisrs in 
our area. Your charge and resolve should be to mitigate this crisis wherever possible, not make it 
worse. 

-. 

Any action you take to change existing zoning from residential to office uses sets a bad precedent 
and sends a very bad signal to o&e developers. It indicates the County is really not commirted 
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to protecting residential opportunities, and instead IS willing to let developers nip away at the 
outer edges of residential areas with their proposals for commercial development. Eventually, this 
has a cumulative, accretive t-Sect, and suddenly “there goes the neighborhood.” 

As you know, Developer Chargin is asking you to take a purely discretionary legislative actlon 
which is solely for his economic benefit and which is completely out of character with the 
established uses of his property and all abutting properties. Why would you do this, especially 
with the overwhelming opposition of abutting residential owners who do not want any erosion of 
the residential character of their neghborhood? 

We also s&nit that Mitigation IMeasures 5 and 9 are wish lists that will simply embroil County 
stafFin endless policing with little or no hope of compliance or effectrve enforcement. Filing a s 
TSM Plan under Measure 5 is one thins. Effectively monitoring it is another. Where these plans 
might work with large established organizations with adequate admirustrative staff lo commit to 
implementing these measures, they cannot be expected to work here with an individually owned 
building and limited office stafS all of whom are committed on a daily basis to the economic 
objectives of property development. 

Furthermore, under Measure 9, does the County staff really have the time and resources to veri& 
the number of employees? Furthermore, in a real property development company, much of its 
work is done by consultants, contractors, subcontractors, attorneys and other professionals who 
spend substai&l time at the developer’s office, but technically are not employees. The County 
should not put itself% the bed-check busmess with such a con&on and should avoid situations 
like this where such Mitigation Measures are even necessary to avoid otherwise adverse Impacts 
of a development, The wiser choice is to turn down such development proposals. - 

. 

In summary, this is not a situation where Ua line needs to be drawn somewhere.” Here, that line 
has already been drawn correctly and should not be moved, We come to you as the people who 
will be impacted the most by the Chargin proposal, and we trust you will make the right decision 
ensuring our f%ture enjoyment ofour homes and neighborhood. 

FiiIy, we strongly disagree wrth the Staffs concern (p 12, StafFReport) that if this house is 
retained as a residence, it will “fall into irrecoverabIe disrepair.” We subnut that buyers would 
line up in this market for a chance to own and live in that house. 

Very truly yours, 

PACIFIC HILLS 
‘= IBX4EOWNERS ASSOC&‘rION 

BY 
Norma Stewart, Its Representative 
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Matllde Nmo-Murcia, M.D 
2128 Sand Hrll Road 

Menlo Park, CQ. 94025-6903 
(650) 854-742 6 (Home) 

(6501 4936000 Ext. 65946 (Oficr) 
(FAX) (650) 852-3282 

e-mail: ninomurcia@forsythe.stanford edu 

David Holbrook 
Senior Planner 
County Planning Division 
455 County Center, 2nd floor 
Redwood City, CA94063-1646 

January 30,200l 

Re: File No. PLN 2000-00037 
Owner: Dennis Chargin 
Location: 2104 Sand Hill Rd., West Menlo Park. 

Dear Mr. Holbrook: 

I strongly request that the concerns and comments expressed by myself and 
the other neighbors regardin 

B - c! 
this pro’ect be taking into consideration during the 

deliberations of the County P anmng ommission I live in one of the single-family 
houses next door to this project site and feel that this project will significantly impact 
my life style, my right to privacy and the quality of life in my neighborhood. 

Comments. 

1. In Section 6-d (pages 12-13) the information provided is misleading. The 
surroundings of the location of this project is completely residential. The 
approved Hewlett Foundation office development is not “across the street” 
as stated in this document. The Buck State is and will continue to be across 
the street. The Hewlett Foundation office development will be on the south 
side of Sand Hill Road, across the Sharon Heights Shopping Center. 

This project will be nestled in a residential area! The fact that there are office 
buildings 3/4 of a mile in other direction does not make it right! I asked that 
you make every effort to preserve the residential character of this 
neighborhood. 

2. In Section 6-d (pages 12 -13) information regarding the borders of the 
project site is incomplete. It has been omltted that the project site is bordered 
on the west by two single-family houses. The people living in these houses 
will be significantly affected by the change in the use (from residential to 
offices) of the adjacent property. The noise, lighting and added traffic will 
affect the quality of life of the families residing in these houses. 

page 1 of 2 
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3. This project changes the use of this property from residential to offices and 
in doing so decreases the availability of housing, aggravating the problem of 
lack of housin 

7 
in this area. In the revised 

1, paragraph 1 has been added, which wi P 
1x1, a new 2-story building (page 

1 have a 557 sq. ft. apartment for a 
“teacher currently teaching at a local school”. This is not the solution to the 
problems this kind of project will create for the neighborhood and the 
community in general. 

I appreciate your time and consideration of this request and urge you to 
reject the proposal for re-zoning of the 2104 Sand Hill Rd. property. 

Sincerely, 

W-6 
Matilde Nino-Murcia 

page 2 of 2 
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Gunter Steffen 
2455 Alpine Road 
Menlo Park CA 94025 

January 30 2001 

David Holbrook 
San Mateo County Pianning Dept 
County Government Center 455 
Redwood City 94063 

2104 Sand Hill Road - Objections to Revised Negative Declaration 

Dear Mr. Holbrook 

I have several obJectIons in ad&/on to those of my wife. which have already been faxed to you 

1. Planning Commissioners’ Instructions Not Complied With 
l Instructron (9) has also been ignored. Staff was specifically Instructed to look rnto other 

alternatlves whereby the proposed benefits (the Improved walk and brke ways and preservation of 
the historic house) could be achieved /n the absence of this project This IS Inexcusable stnce the 
obvious means are 

a) accord the existing home historic status 
b) instruct Neil Cullen to improve the walkway and use the County’s power to acqurre any 

property needed in order to accompltsh that 
l The instruction to retain one home was ignored Instead an addrfronal structure was 

incorporated Into the design 
l (e) and (0 Applrcant s Attachments A and F do not show storm water pollution control from 

gasoline and 011 run off which was the focus of the Inquiry at the last hearing 

2. Growth Inducing Factors 
The N D states that this proposal will have no potential for trrggenng future development but that any 
such future projects w~l! be dealt with on a case by case” basis.1 This was also asserted during the 
proceedings In support of the Hewlett Foundation (for which you were also the Planner) that that 
project would have no l&&hood ofinducrng further development Now you are using that same 
Foundation as a precedent for thrs present proposal Thrs IS unconsaonable. but typrcal of what we 
have experienced with the San Mateo Plannmq Dept. 

The ANSWER to 6(e) at p.14 insults the intelligence of anyone readrng it. The comments regarding 
already burdened roads” addltronally conflicts with the assertion at p 12 5(g) that these roads are 

not at capacity. 

3. Setting Aside Housing According to Employment 
Beth Rosen Prinz Administrator of the State Department of Fair Employment and Housing is quoted 
in The San Jose Mercury dated l/29/01 (in the context of a large development tn Redwood City 
seeking to set aside units for teachers) that she has reservations as to legality of any such 
discriminatory constraint. Given her lack of endorsement of this approach it would certarnly be 
foolhardy for the County to approve construction predicated on such a restriction 

4. Traffk Data 
l The City of Menlo Park noted In its response to the EIR for Stanford s Cancer Treatment Center 

(p.2 para. 5b] that the Santa Crur / Sand Hill intersectlon is compound influenced by the Alpme 
/Juniper0 Serra Intersectron and that the LOS analysis must use a higher level of analysis 
accurately reflecting thts interactton. This is obvrous since, rather than make a U turn at Sand 
HIII, many vehicles wtll come via Alpine Road. 

120 
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There was no analysis of the Sand HII I Sharon Park Dr / Sharon Road Intersections which IS 
obviously the route of choice to down town Menlo Park. This route IS frequently blocked by 
vehicles going or coming to La Entrada School 
There was no analysis of traffic on Las Pulgas. This traffic IS the subject of a virulent 
neighborhood dispute, as is the oKce development also recently approved by this county 
Since I commute on Cal Tram, I can personally attest to the lack of public transport coincldrng 
witi the train schedules, to the unrellabllity (until recently) of the Cal Tram service, and to the 
general lack of publrc transportation. I have had to have my wife pick me up at the train station 
which results rn two rather than one vehicle trip 
TSM* applicants response p 3 p.8 merely contends that the TSM WIII not reduce the project’s 
slgnlficant Impact. This IS obvious since it only Involves putting up a couple of bike racks and 
handing out bus schedules: neither of which are of use to anyone 
ANSWERS pp. 11,12 Sectlons (e) & (g): These demonstrate the lack of credlbillty of Public 
Works and the Prolect’s Traffic Engtneer 

a) Sand HIII / Santa Cruz intersectron IS not the only intersectron used. 
b) Traffic carrying capacity of surrounding roads are near or at capacity. (Mr Cullen 

reportedly admitted that in a letter to Committee for Green FoothIlls that was produced at 
the Board of Supervisors’ Hearing regardrng an appeal of a road vacation decision.) 
Thts has also been stated to us by Hlghway Patrol and IS readtly observable to anyone 
commutlng anywhere near this intersectlon 

The Amended Traffic Study is non responsive to the concerns raised particularly with respect to 
the impact of several vehicles making a “U turn at the Sand Hill IntersectIon 
The ANSWER p 3 regarding BAAQMD Carbon Monoxide levels makes no apparent sense as 
wntten since it IS obvious that project traffic would be Impacting IntersectIons at LOS 0 E or F 
ANSWER p 7 Table E somehow comes up with reduced delay figures based on Figure D. This 
Figure D, In turn, IS based on the apparently obvious fallacy that an additlonai livlnq unit results 
rn a net decrease in vehicle trips - since if the property were developed as two residences (rather 
than offices) there would be addrtional trips. 

5. Parking 
According to your Ordinances 162471 office parking cannot be located wlthtn the 20 foot set backs 
The project drawings may Indicate this requirement IS violated. Five of the spaces are designated 
“compact’ which means that they will be hard to access one is ‘handicap accessible” which means 
It IS off limits to everyone else- two by the dnveway exit would be extremely hard to use- and one has 
to be allocated to the apartment This means that there are a total of eight standard parkIng spaces 
for the 12 presently “employed persons plus all visrtors This IS obviously not going to work 

Living next to a housing project with sub par parkrng and combined with a commercial enterprise, we 
and all of our neighbors, know all of the problems associated with this Planning Department 
approvmg projects that have insufficient and inadequately shielded parking, This is especially 
hazardous where it occurs in combination with a poor driveway and a dangerous road 

6. Driveway 
According to the traffic engineer, the proposed line of sight allows 4 seconds to gauge the traflic 
situation That is InsuffIcient to assess pedestrian and brcycle traKc coming from both directions. 
This IS especially so since much of the pedestnan traffic I have observed on that path consists of 
elderly people. Bikes (which have no separate btkeway) often go through the intersedron at high 
rates of speed irrespective of the light. while pedestrians may be coming from the opposite direction. 
Four seconds is insufficient time for merging vehicles and bikes to observe (or be observed from) the 
driveway given the number of vehicles that are likely to be using the entrance to the project. 

There have been many accidents along Alpine Road caused by cars entenng / exltrng driveways. 
Adding a business driveway at that intersectron whch is already the scene of many accidents, 
borders on madness At the very least it makes life more dangerous for the people who live at the 
adjacent residences. 
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7. Sign 
The unappealing srgn in front of the structures seems to vlolate Ordinance 6247(f) since the owner of 
the project IS now to be 2104 Sand Hill Road LLC - 

8. First Alternative Suggested of “Use Permit” 
The first suggestion IS clearly not feasible since [Ord. 6500 (c)] such a permit can only be issued 
when found to be necessary for the public health, safety, convenience or welfare Somethtng 
that even this Planning Department could not find 

CONCLUSION: 
Planning Depts. are charged with overseeing the intelligent development of their jurisdlctlons. 
They have the responsibility of ensunng that resldentlal areas are protected. This county has 
not fulfilled Its obligations. This area of San Mateo County needs no more office buildings or 
multi-umt houslng developments. The roads are over-saturated and dangerous The air has 
become polluted and the noise from traffic IS deafening. San FrancIsquito Creek one of the 
county s major natural resources IS being Inundated with pollutants from cars and over 
development The residents of West Menlo Park and Stanford Weekend Acres have become 
pawns in a power struggle between several Jurisdict\ons that converge at the lntersectrons of 
Sand Hill / Santa Cruz and Alpine I Juntpero Serra roads. For the applicant to contend that he 
does not have to address traffic problems because In his view, Menlo Park City has not solved 
other issues related fo Palo Alto s development, does nothing to resolve the dally traffic woes 
experienced by those of us who actually live here. 

The applicant bought the house for a song (relatively speaking) knowrng Its current zonrng He 
apparently lives there and enjoys the home as it exists He should be happy The County 
should leave the zoning as It exrsts but add the site to the Hlstorrc Register and Instruct the 
Department of Public Works to fix the path. There are no advantages only substantial detnment 
to the public of changing the zoning The applrcant however would garn a huge windfall from the 
conversion This IS not the purpose of zoning 

Sinc8rely yours. 



Gerald Meloy 
2140 Sand HIII Road 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 

January 28,200l 

County of San Mateo Planning Commrssron 
Attn: Dave Holbrook 

Re. File No. PLN 2000-00037 

Dear Mr. Holbrook: 

I have reviewed the revision to the above referenced plan and have found nothing to 
change my rnrtral objectrons. The addition of an apartment above the garage IS a transparent 
and cynrcal attempt to limit neighbors opportunity to object to the project. The school 
teacher is a partrcularly cynrcal addition. Next this teacher WIII be a minority, handicapped 
female veteran. 

The original plan and negative declaration implied that the office either would have no 
occupants or that occupants and vrsrtors would arrive and leave surreptitiously in the night, in 
stealth vehrcles, having no Impact on traffic or noise. Clearly, this will not be the case. An 
off Ice IS an office with employees and vtsitors arriving and leaving during and between rush 
hours. 

The Hewlett Foundation Headquarters was approved on the basis that It would have lrttle 
or no Impact on traffic, the Pacific Hill units were approved on the same basis. Now comes 
Mr. Chargrn wrth his project and the same claim. It is absurd to continue adding office space, 
while claiming no noticeable noise or traffic Impact on the surrounding resrdentral neighbors. 

The area from the Menlo Commons, around the comer, to Sharon Heights IS residential. Mr. 
Chargin’s project IS not consistent with this neighborhood. We already suffer from traffic 
pollutron and noise, and difficulty entering and exiting our driveways. We do not need 
additional traffic resulting from an off ice complex inappropriately located in our residential 
neighborhood. 
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To- 
Att: 
Re: 

Menlo Park Planning Commission 
Dave Ho1 brook 
File: 
Lot: 
APN. 

From Shawn Amir 
White Oak Townhouses 
2 140-2 158 Sandhill Road 
Menlo Park 94025 

Date: l/27/200 1 

To whom it may concern: 

I uould like to renew my objections to the Chargin office complex project. This 
new proposal is nothing more than an end-run around the problems originally cited 
by the planning commission and an insult to us all. This area is zoned as residential 
and as neighbors we would like to limit this area to residences, not office complexes. 

Including a tiny apartment in an office complex does not make it a PUD. Frankly I 
am surprised that Mr. Chargin did not stipulate that a handicapped minority teacher 
may live above his garage. Perhaps he could also stuff a priest or a nun into a closet 
somewhere? What is next, get a kitten and call the place a nature preserve? 

To quote from the filing: “The project, although not changed in its original intent 
and scope..... The applicant’s purpose for the rezoning remains the same . . [two 
structures] both for use as offices.. .” 

The proposal remains for an office complex, and this is the problem-we do not 
want an office complex in this location. At least the original filing wanted to add a 
single office building to the residence which was to be occupied by Mr. Chargin. Do 
we now hear the true intent of the project? 

The traffic in this comer of Sandhill and Alameda/Santa Cruz is very bad. To say 
that the intersection already gets an LOS of F rating is a gross oversimplification. 
Much of the problems and backup are caused by traffic that turns right on to Sandhill 
from Alameda/Santa Cruz. I have seen backups all the way to Camp0 Bello. This 
flow will be severely impacted by the proposed offrce complex-far worse than even 
1 O-20 residential units. 

Sometimes it takes five minutes to exit my driveway-I have to wait for multiple 
cycles of the intersection light before I can sneak on to Sandhill. This office 
complex will only make things worse. 



c 

The proposed arrival/departure schedule for the office workers is laughably 
dismgenuous-how long will people keep to this schedule, two weeks? Three? Do 
we also expect no visitors to the office complex 7 No customers, no contractors, no 
clients? When will they arrive ? Where will they park? And the customary hordes 
of contractors with their trucks and equipment? Will this be a 5am staging area? 
And what business will be run out of this complex after Mr. Chargin sells it to make 
his profit. This is not just an investment to us, we live here. 

We are extremely concerned with our property values. The proposed brick wall and 
signage for the office complex are not in keeping with our residential neighborhood. 
This IS not a mall or the place for a monument. We do not want a staging area for 
construction crews, large industrial parking lots, more traffic, noise, and all the other 
problems of living next to an office complex. We have already suffered through one 
of Mr. Chargin’s parties-a live band and rows of cars parked all around the 
neighborhood. How bad will things get when this become a real office complex 

This is a quiet residential carea and we would like to keep it that way. We believe 
that an office structure will have a very negative impact on the quality of our lives 
and ultimately reduce property values. This amended proposal for an office complex 
is an insult both to our neighborhood and the planning commission. 

Please, reject this sillmess and let our residential area remain so. I am sure Mountain 
View would welcome another office complex-or a nature preserve 

Yours sincerely, 

/ 
flp7f$g 

Shawn Amir 
2158 Sandhill Road 
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CHARLES & SARA BOTSFORD 
2150 Sand Hill Road FE 

c r= i 9-,-f p fJ 
F-7 

Menlo Park, CA 94025 
JAN 31 48 AB Ai! ‘@I 

Planning Division 
County of San Mateo 
455 County Center, Second Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 

File No.: PLN 2000-00037 
Location: 2 104 Sand Hill Road, Menlo Park 
APN: 074-120-100 
Owner: Dennis Chargin 

Re: Revised Project Description 

Although the revised project description eliminates the owner’s proposal to request 
rezoning to office/residential, and thus overcomes one of the main objections of local 
residents, the primary intent of the developer remains the same, namely to create an 
office complex in a residential area. Allowing this project to proceed as designed not only 
degrades the desirability of residences immediately adjacent to the property, but 
encourages other developers to use similar schemes to overcome residential zoning 
restrictions and change local residential property into commercial. All of the surrounding 
residential property will be at risk. Do not let this happen 

The revised project description has other flaws to which serious objection remains. 
l Signage. A rendering of the project shows that after completion, a large wall will 

extend from the comer at Sand Hill Road and Santa Cruz Avenue with a large 
commercial sign right at the comer advertising the owners business and iRuminated 
with spot lights. Such a sign is entirely inappropriate in a residential neighborhood, it 
calls attention to the site as a business, and it belies any contention by the owner to 
keep the project compatible with the surrounding residential area. The historic 
preservation architect selected by the owner also found the location and size of the 
proposed sign to be inappropriate, and recommended a more modest and less garish 
sign be placed at the entrance to the driveway. Such a location would be consistent 
with other signs in the community, which subtly indicate the name and street number 
of a structure on the applicable property. 

l Sidewalk. The sidewalk at the comer of Sand Hill Road and Santa Cruz Avenue 
narrows to about two feet and in some places to eighteen inches due to erosion, 
improper maintenance, and other causes. The sidewalk along the adjacent Pacific 
Hills development is a full five feet. A retaining wall to stop erosion is badly needed 
as well as removal of sufficient dirt to permit at least a five foot sidewalk. The owner 
should be required to perform this improvement immediately. The walkway in its 
present state is unsafe, and serious injury or death to a pedestrian, particularly to one 
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of our senior citizens who must use the sidewalk frequently, is likely unless 
something is done soon. 

l Large Wall. An artist’s rendering of the project after completion shows a large wall 
along the front and side of the property adjacent the street. Such a wall would result 
in a feeling of unfriendliness. A more friendly residential feeling can be projected by 
planting vegetation between the sidewalk and the wall, thereby masking the wall and 
preserving the residential feeling in the area. 

Charles Botsfor# 
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1 CITY OF 1 

January 3 1,200 1 

Dave Holbrook 
Planning and Burldmg Drvrsion 
455 County Center, 2”” Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063-1646 

RE: 2104 Sand Hill Road -Revised Initial Study and Negative Declaration 

Thank you for the opportumty to comment on the Revrsed Imtral Study and Negative 
Declaratron for the redevelopment of the property located at 2104 Sand H11l Road. As 
we understand the revtsed proposal, the project would involve the conversron of the 
exlstmg 2,5 12 square foot single-family residence mto a general office use, demolmon 
of an existing garage and replacement wtth a two-story, 1,406 square foot office 
buildmg to the west of the orrgmal residence, and constructron of a new 400 square foot 
garage with a 557 square foot apartment above the garage. Fourteen new parkmg 
spaces would also be created 

As revised, the proposal ~111 require County approval of a General Plan Amendment to 
change the destgnatlon of the sate from Medium Low Density Residential to22 -v~ 
Office/Resuientlal and a rezoning from Sngle-Farnrly Ressldentral/lO,OOO s&w f& a 

Mmmum~ Parcel he to Planned Unit Development (PUD) The PUD zor$@vll~ m 
specrtically tailored to the elements of the proposal 
the PUD zonmg 

A use permrt IS not r-d under- 
- _=? -- 

-. “;r Ym- r-f 
# *-. 

The City of Menlo Park’s specific comments on the revised environmental documents 
and proposed project are listed below by the same categories as listed in the Revrsed 
Initral Study. We would also refer you to the C~ty’s comment letter on the original 
environmental documents, dated August 7,200l. 

1 Air Quality, Water Quality, Sonic 

1. When the origmal environmental documents were released for public review, the 
City of Menlo Park expressed concern related to potential long-term an quality 
Impacts. The Revised Initial Study does not contam any additional information on 
thts subJect, therefore, we continue to be concerned that the proposal may result m 
long-term an quahty impacts. Essentially, no analysrs is provrded that would 
document the determmatron that the total proJect emrsstons of carbon monoxrde, 
after constructton, would not exceed the Bay Area An Quahty Management 
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District’s (BAAQMD) maximum daily threshold. Specifically, the BAAQMD CEQA 
Guidehnes identify three criteria that would require that local carbon monoxide 
concentrations be estimated, including in cases where proJect traffic would impact 
mtersections operating at Level of Service (LOS) D, E, or F. Given the City’s position that 
the project would result in significant impacts to the Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz Avenue 
intersection, analysis of local carbon monoxide concentrations should be analyzed. At a 
munmum, the Imtial Study should explain why none of the three criteria for estimatmg 
carbon monoxide concentrations are being triggered. 

2. Other than construction related noise, the Revised Imtial Study states that the project 
operations would not result in any noise impacts in excess of the existing situation or 
standards contained m the County Noise Ordinance. However, the document does not 
provide any mformation on the existmg noise levels, referenced standards or proJected noise 
levels. Given the proximity to residential property in Menlo Park, it is important to 
understand how the County’s noise regulations compare to Menlo Park’s and whether the 
adjacent residential properties would be adequately protected. 

Specifically related to construction noise, the revised documents include a mitigatton that 
would place hmits on the hours of noisy construction. The hmits are more generous than 
allowed by the City of Menlo Park. Given the proximity of the project to Menlo Park 
residences, we would request that hours of construction be limited to 8 am to 6 pm, Monday 
through Friday, with construction prohibited on Saturday, Sunday and holidays. 

Transportation 

It is the City of Menlo Park’s position that the Revised Initial Study and Negative Declaration and 
the project applicant’s Addendum To Traffic Impact Study do not adequately address the City of 
Menlo Park’s original comments on Transportation presented m the City’s letter of comment of 
August 7,200O. Additionally, it would appear that, based on mformation in the traffic study 
addenda and as a result of changes made by the applicant m the application, the previous 
mitigation measures related to traffic are no longer included in the document. The following 
comments were presented m response to the ongmal environmental documents and are being 
reiterate below since they remain pertinent to the proposal. 

1. Because the project’s principal traffic impacts fall on streets under theJurisdiction of the City 
of Menlo Park and because the City of Menlo Park has authority and responsibihty for 
implementing the principal traffic mitigation measures, the City of Menlo Park is a 
Responsible Agency. 

2. The primary study mtersection of Sand Hill/Santa Cruz is located in the City of Menlo Park; 
therefore, the analyst should employ the methodology used by the City of Menlo Park to 
analyze the level of service at this key intersection. As indicated in the report, this 
intersection will be operating at unacceptable levels of service. Under the cumulative traffic 
conditions this mtersection ~111 be operating at level of service “F” m the pm peak hour and 
the project traffic would be adding 0.5 set of delay which is considered a significant impact 
based on our City’s criteria. This issue needs to be addressed m the report. 
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3. On page 6 of the report, the fourth paragraph, it 1s indicated that the project would contribute 
four trips to the intersection during the pm peak hour, however m TABLE “C” it shows nine 
tips. Please explain this discrepancy. 

4. The traffic study in the Initial Study Identifies proJect traffic congestion and delay mlpacts as 
insignificant. It should be recognized that the traffic delay caused by the project 1s slgmficant 
based on the City of Menlo Park’s slgmficance cntena. For this reason, a full EIR focusing 
on traffic impacts should be performed. 

5. The entry driveway to the proJect site located on Sand Hill Road, which 1s only 95 feet away 
from the intersection of Sand Hill/Santa Cruz has been examined m terms of sight distance. 
However, there 1s no analysis of the impacts of this driveway on the mtersectlon operation m 
terms of capacity and efficiency. This issue needs to be addressed m the report 

Pertinent additional considerations are as follows. 

6. In concludmg that the proJect’s traffic impacts are mltlgatcd, the orlgmal Negative 
Declaration relied upon Mltlgatlon Measure #5, which required preparation of a TSM plan. 
The revised documents note that the applicant has submitted a TSM Plan as part of the 
application. The proposed TSM Plan provides for only three measures (bike lockers/racks, 
participation m the Marguerite shuttle service and the provlslon of transit schedules and maps 
upon request by an employee We note that there IS no requu-emcnt to m~plement the TSM 
measures nor 1s there any quantitative demonstration that the TSM measures would reduce 
the project’s significant traffic impacts to condltlons less than slgmficant. Hence, there 1s no 
basis for concludmg that the proJect’s significant traffic impacts are mitigated 

7. The particular travel habits of the applicant’s current work force are irrelevant to the analysis 
of Impact. There 1s no guarantee that the mdlvlduals m the current work force will remam 
employed over the long term or that the applicant firm will continue to occupy the proJect site 
over the long term. 

8. Dismissal of cumulative analysis from conslderatlon or disputing the legltlmacy of the City of 
Menlo Park’s established slgmficance criteria are not a legitimate basis for concludmg the 
project would not have stgmficant impacts. 

9. The analysis of sight distance adequacy is apparently presumptive that vehicles turning right 
from Santa Cruz Avenue to Sand Hill Road westbound would turn at low speeds and continue 
westbound at those low speeds without acceleration. In fact, these vehicles accelerate rapidly 
as they turn onto Sand Hill Road The analysis also imphes that the signal at the Sand Hill - 
Santa Cruz intersection will create gaps in westbound traffic that would provide opportumtles 
for vehicles to exit the project driveway. However, the reality 1s that the PM peak period 
conditions at this location are such that there IS an almost constant stream of westbound 
traffic on Sand Hill Road at this location. 

10. It remains unclear how the project could cause more traffic through the Sand II111 - Santa 
Cruz mtersectlon than accounted for m the peak period tnp generatlon or “dnveway count” 
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Land Use and General Plans 

1. The City of Menlo Park remains opposed to the conversion of the site from residential use to 
office use based on both the mcompatrbrhty between the proposed office use and the adjacent 
resrdentral properties and the intensrficatron of the jobs to housing imbalance. Related to the 
mcompatrbrhty with adjacent uses, the document notes that the proposed use wrll be drffcrent 
from the uses immedrately surroundmg the sue, but feels that the use of the existing 
resrdenttal burldmg, restdentral-like design of the new burldmgs and performance standards 
included m the PUD regulations would result m an office use that would have a less than 
significant impact on the surrounding resrdentral neighborhood. The PUD regulations are 
bnefly mentioned in the text of the environmental documents, but neither a copy of the PUD 
nor a specific hstmg of the regulations IS provided as documentation of the less than 
srgruficant determmatron. Of the restrrctrons that are named, most, mcludmg lighting, 
restricted hours for supply truck deliveries and a limit on the number of employees are 
identical to those listed m the previous document. Other performance standards, such as 
busmess operating hours, limits on vrsrtors to the site, allowed acttvitres on the site and 
restricted hours for drsposal services, have not been considered even though these items 
would tend to generate as much disruption as those actlvitres which are being restricted. The 
need for specific regulations actually serves to emphasize the differences between the uses 
and the need for such addmonal protection measures 

Regarding the Jobs to housing Imbalance, the City of Menlo Park does not believe that the 
one addmonal housmg unit serves to mitigate the mtensrticatron of the Jobs to housmg 
imbalance that this project represents with approximately 3,900 square feet of new office 
space. The revrscd documents do not address the issue of the Jobs to housmg imbalance nor 
do they address the USC of the sue for housmg at a higher dens@ level than exrsts. The 
Revised Imtral Study also does not reference any County General Plans pohcres related to the 
retention or development of housing Does the General Plan or other planmng document 
contam policies specific to housing that this proJect may be in conflict with7 

Although the City of Menlo Park would support any efforts to target the proposed housing 
unit for specific types of occupancy, the envrronmental documents appear to contam a 
discrepancy with regard to who would be targeted Under the Revised ProJect Descrrption of 
the Negative Declaratron, the document states that the housing unit would be set aside for “a 
teacher currently teaching at a local school”. Under the drscussron of Land Use and General 
Plans in the Initial Study, the document states that the apartment would be set aside for 
“someone who can walk, bike or otherwise take an alternative mode of transit to work 
locally”. It would seem rmportant to clarify this discrepancy. Further, it would be important 
to outline exactly how these provisrons would be implemented and enforced. 

2 The City of Menlo Park would disagree with the County’s determmation that the General 
Plan Urban Area Land Use Desrgnatron locational criteria have been met. With regard to the 
statement that the area 1s wrthm existmg office areas and near employment centers, it is clear 
that this is not the case. Office uses may be located further west or east on Sand Hill Road, 
but they clearly do not comprrse the uses adJacent to the proJect sue. With regard to 
convenient automobrle, transrt, pedestrian and/or bicycle access, the site IS located at a 
complex and highly congested mtcrsection that makes all types of access drfficult. 
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3 The Revised Initial Study states that there would be no impact to solid waste creation. It 
would be appropriate for the proJect to include conditions or mitigations that require the 
development of a program for recycling of demolition and construction materials and for the 
on-going operation of the office proposed for the site. 

The City of Menlo Park would appreciate receivmg a written response to the issues and concerns 
that have been raised m this letter. Further, we would request that this letter and the responses be 
forwarded to the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration prior 
to action on the proposed Negative Declaration and proJect. 

Again, we thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proJect. Please feel free to contact 
me at (650) 858-3400 if you have any questions or would like further clarification of the City’s 
position. 

Sincerely, 

Arlmda Hemeck 
Chief Planner 

c San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 
San Mateo County Planning Commission 
Menlo Park Mayor and City Council 
Menlo Park Planning Commission 
David Boesch, City Manager 
Kris Schenk, Director of Commumty Development 
Dan Smith, Transportation Consultant 
Jamal Rahimi, Transportation Manager 
J Ii. Rodme, proJect applicant 

V \1~em\2001~h\0126011tr- 2104 Sand Hdl Neg Dee Responses 
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I -Department of Public Works BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
MARK CHURCH 
RICHARD S GORDON 
JERRY HILL 
ROSE JACOBS GIBSON 
MICHAEL D NEVIN 

NEIL R CULLEN 

COUNTY OF’ SAN MATE0 D’RECToR 
555 COUNTY CENTER 51H FLOOR - REDWOOD CITY * CALlFORNlA94063-1665 * PHONE (650) 363-4100 * FAX (650) 361-8220 

January 26, 200 1 

Mr Dave Holbrook, Senior Planner 
455 County Center, 2”d Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 

Dear Mr Holbrook 

Re: County of San Mateo Department of Public Works’ Commettts on Negative 
Declaration for 2104 Sand Hill Road, West Menlo Park - File No. PLN 2000-00037 

The purpose of this letter IS to provide our comments on the Negative Declarntlon tbl the nbo\ e 
named property and to clarrf$ what work the Depdrtment of Pubhc Works IS proposmg on the 
walkway area adjacent to this property The Department had prepared plans to provtde for a 
minimum widening of the existmg sidewalk between the existing masonry block wall on Santa 
Cruz Avenue and the driveway to the property on Sand Hill Road, as we had received complamts 
in the past regarding the width of this walk We discussed these improvements with Mr Chargm, 
the owner of 2104 Sand Hill Road, and he agreed to provide addltional funds to widen the walk 
to provide a 4-foot wide asphalt concrete walk along the property with a five (5) foot width at the 
corner of Sand Hill Road and Santa Cruz Avenue where pedestrians stand to cross Santa Cruz 
Avenue (schematic attached) 

The Department has also obtained the necessary temporary construction easements and road 
easements from the property owner to complete the proposed work These plans are based on 
providing a mmimum sidewalk area as described above, as provldmg a standard 5 5’ wide 
sidewalk will require either slgmficant gradmg on the property or fairly large retaining walls In 
addition, Stanford Lands’ proposed widening of Sand Hill Road also envisions other 
modifications at this mtersection, which would require the relocation of the sidewalk m this area 

The comments in the Negative Declaration and accompanying plans and rendering mfers that the 
property owner will be improvmg and widening the sldewalk in this same area as well as domg 
grading, removal of vegetation, and constructing a wall adjacent to Sand H11l Road and Sdntn 
Cruz Avenue The Negative Declaration states on page 13 paragraph I “The project will also 
include the unprovement and wldenmg of the substandard sldewalk currently SUI roundmg the 
site at the corner of Sand Hill Rond and Santa Cruz Avenue. further unprovmg pedestrldn 
access ” We contacted the property owner to clarl@ what he proposes to do and It IS our 
understanding that the work we are proposmg as described above IS the only WOI k on the 
sidewalk that is proposed by the property owner, except for the additIonal dramagc across the 
sidewalk area on the Santa Cruz Avenue side of the property Therefore, the Negative 
Declaration should be clear on what is or is not proposed m terms of sidewalk improvements for 
this area 
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Mr Dave Holbrook, Senior Planner 
Re: County of San Mateo Department of Public Works’ Comments on Negative 

Declaration for 2104 Saud Hill Road, West Menlo Park - File No. PLN 2000-00037 
January 26, 2001 

Page 2 

The Negative Declaration Indicates that on site drainage is proposed through an S-Inch storm 
drain hne, which connects to a junction box and then the flow IS dlstrtbuted mto three (3) three- 
inch pipes under the sidewalk This configuration poses a potential mamtenance problem for the 
Department as the three-inch lines may become plugged and water may end up flowing over the 
sidewalk We have spoken to the property owner about this and he has requested that we install 
the appropriate drain across the sidewalk to accommodate his proposed drainage and that he 
would be willing to reimburse the Department on a time and material basis for this construction 
(1 e a trench drain which has a checkered plate top) We can provide for the drainage that is 
proposed on Mr Chagrin’s property in as much as this same stormwater eventually ends up in 
the gutter along Santa Cruz Avenue However, since it was not covered in our original agreement 
with Mr Chargin, either having Mr Chargin do the work or depositing f?mds to pay for the work 
should be a requirement of the Negative Declaration 

Ken Wick, Ann Stillman, or Bruce Kirk of my staff can be reached at (650) 363-4100 if you 
have questions or need additional information 

Very truly yours, 

H& 
Neil R Cullen 
Director of Public Works 

NRC AMS mmy 
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Attachment- 

cc Mr Dennis and MS Linda Chargin 
2104 Sand Hill Road, Menlo Park, CA 94025 

J R Rodine, Governmental Affairs Consultant 
1059 Monterey Avenue, Foster City, Ca 94404-379s 

Lynda Green, Real Property Division 



RESOLUTION NO. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

*********** 

RESOLUTION TO AMEND THE SAN MATE0 COUNTY GENERAL PLAN 
LAND USE MAP AFFECTING ONE PARCEL AT CORNER OF SANTA CRUZ AVENUE 

AND SAND HILL ROAD IN UNINCORPORATED WEST MENLO PARK 

*********** 

RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of 

California, that 

WHEREAS, in 1986, the Board of Supervisors adopted the County General Plan, which 

included the “Office/Residential” Land Use designation, and identified West Menlo Park as an 

urban neighborhood and community; and 

WHEREAS, changing the General Plan Land Use designation to Office/Residential is 

appropriate in order to provide an opportunity to preserve the 1902 house and most of the mature 

trees. The project complies with the intent of the land use designation “Office/Residential,” 

which describes its associated primary feasible uses as: “Service uses including but not limlted 

to business and professional offices; residential uses including but not limited to space for non- 

transient housing.” The project’s primary use would be as professional offices and includes a 

residential component - the detached one-bedroom apartment; and 

WHEREAS, the project complies with General Plan Pohcy 8.13 (Appropriate Land Use 

Designutiom und Locational Criteria for Urban Umncorporated Areah), which stipulates stated 

land use objectives within unincorporated Urban Communities and Urban Neighborhoods. The 

locational criteria for the Office/Residential land use designation include* (1) where residential 

uses need to be buffered from major transportation routes, and (2) where existing residential and 

commercial uses need to be buffered by a transition zone. The project site is located on the 

corner of Sand Hill Road and Santa Cruz Avenue, an identified major transportation route. The 

project site acts as a buffer between the high-densit) residential development to the west and the 



single and two-family residential development to the south and the busy intersection on its other 

two sides; and 

WHEREAS, the project complies with the land use objectives for urban neighborhoods 

and communities; and 

WHEREAS, the accompanying PUD-129 (Planned Unit Development No. 129) zoning 

designation best locks in the project as proposed, ensuring its compliance with the intent and 

objectives of the Office/Residential Land Use designation as stated above, and 

WHEREAS, on August 23,2000, and March 14,2001, the San Mateo County Planning 

Commission held public hearings to consider the amendment described above; and 

WHEREAS, on April -, 2001, the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors held a 

public hearing to consider the amendment described above. 

NOW, THEREFORE, OT IS HEREBY RESOLVED, that the San Mateo County Board 

of Supervisors hereby amends the County General Plan Land Use Map as shown on the attached 

map 

DJH:kcd - DJHL03 IS-WKS.DOC 



General Plan Amendment: from “Low Density Residential” 
to “Office/Residential” 
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ORDINANCE NO. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

* * * * * * * * 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING DIVISION VI OF THE SAN MATE0 COUNTY 
ORDINANCE CODE (ZONING ANNEX) TO REVISE THE ZONING MAPS, APPENDIX A 
(PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS) TO ENACT THE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 

(PUD-I 29) ZONING DISTRICT REGULATIONS ON A SINGLE PARCEL IN 
UNINCORPORATED WEST MENLO PARK 

* * * * * * * * 

The Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of California, DO ORDAIN 

as follows: 

Section 1. The San Mateo County Ordmance, Division VI, Part One, Zoning Maps 

Appendix A (Special Districts and Planned Unit Developments) is hereby amended to establish 

and enact the Planned Unit Development No. 129 (PUD-129) to read as follows: 

PUD-129. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 

SECTIONS: 

xxxx. 

xxxx. 

xxxx. 

xxxx. 

xxxx. 

xxxx. 

XXXX. 

xxxx. 

xxxx 

xxxx. 

PURPOSE 

DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

RESTRICTION TO PERMITTED USES 

MAINTENANCE OF APARTMENT/RESIDENTIAL USE 

HEIGHT 

SETBACKS 

LOT COVERAGE 

FLOOR AREA 

ARCHITECTURAL PRESERVATION OF OLD HOUSE 

PRESERVATION OF TREES 
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xxxx. : 
xxxx. 

xxxx. 

xxxx. 

XxXx. 

XxXx. 

xxxx. 

xxxx. 

MAINTENANCE OF LANDSCAPING 

RESTRICTION OF OUTDOOR LIGHTING 

MAINTENANCE OF MINIMUM PARKING PROVISIONS 

RESTRICTED HOURS FOR DELIVERIES 

RESTRICTION ON HOURS OF OPERATION 

TRASH DISPOSAL AND RECYCLING 

ENTRY/EXIT DRIVEWAY 

SIGNAGE 

SECTION XXXX. PURPOSE. The following PUD- 129 regulations shall govern the land use 

and development of an admmistrative office development (described below) on a 16,467 sq. ft. 

parcel (Assessor’s Parcel Number 074-120-100) located at 210 1 Sand Hill Road at the corner of 

Santa Cruz Avenue, in the unincorporated West Menlo Park area of San Mateo County. To the 

extent that the regulations contained herein conflict with other provistons of Part One, Division 

VI (Zoning) of the San Mateo County Ordinance Code, the regulations contained herein shall 

govern. 

SECTION XXXX. DEVELOPMENT PLAN. All development shall conform to the 

development plans (County File Number PLN 2000-00037) for the subject property as approved 

by the Planning Commission on , and by the Board of Supervisors on , and on file in 

the office of the County Planning Division Those plans include the following specific elements: 

(a) the remodelmg and renovation of the original 2-story 2,512 sq. ft. house (built 1902) for 

conversion to an office use, (b) construction of the new 2-story 1,406 sq. ft. structure also for 

ofIice use, (c) construction of a 2-story building consisting of a 400 sq. ft garage below with a 

557 sq. ft. one-bedroom apartment above, (d) a parking area for 15 parking spaces, including one 

handicap space, (e) the preservation of all mature trees, (I) the provision and maintenance of all 

new and approved landscaping, and (g) the provision and maintenance of all parking area surface 

materials and drainage elements. No enlargements to these buildings shall be allowed and no 

building or site design modifications shall be allowed. Detemnnation of conformity with the 

plan shall be made by the Planning Director. 
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SECTION XXXX. RESTRICTION TO PERMITTED USES. Only the following uses shall 

be allowed: administrative office use within the converted old house and within the new 

building, parking facilities and a residential use restricted to the apartment over the garage. 

SECTION XXXX. MAINTENANCE OF APARTMENT/RESIDENTIAL USE. The 

apartment shall be maintained and utilized as a one-bedroom unit strictly for residential use. 

SECTION XXXX. HEIGHT. Heights of all the buildings shall conform to those shown in the 

approved plans. 

SECTION XXXX. SETBACKS. The minimum setbacks of all the buildings shall conform to 

those shown in the approved plans. 

SECTION XXXX. LOT COVERAGE. The maximum lot coverage for all buildings shall 

comply with that shown on the approved plans. 

SECTION XxXx. FLOOR AREA. The maximum floor area for all floors of dll butldings 

shall comply with that shown on the approved plans. 

SECTION XXXX. ARCHITECTURAL PRESERVATION OF OLD HOUSE. The original 

old house was built in 1902 by Mrs. Jane Stanford (wrfe of Leland Stanford, Sr.) as a residence 

for her secretary and companion, Bertha Berner. The house design is in the architectural style 

known as the “American Four Square.” The architectural integrity of this structure shall be 

preserved in its present state as shown on the approved plans and shall not be modified in any 

way, except for necessary repairs and maintenance. All future exterior repairs and maintenance 

activities, including changes to exterior wall colors, shall be subject to the approval by the 

Planning Director, including where necessary, review and approval by the County Historic 

Resource Advisory Board. 

SECTION XXXX. PRESERVATION OF TREES. All mature tree indicated on the approved 

plans and identified on the arborist report shall be preserved and maintained in a healthy condi- 



* tron. Any proposed tree removal shall be accompanied by a report prepared by a professional 

arborist evaluating the health of the subject tree(s). Any trees approved for removal shall be 

replaced at a one-to-one basis. or as directed by the Planning Director. 

SECTION XXXX. MAINTENANCE OF LANDSCAPING. All proposed landscaping (i.e., 

trees, shrubs flowers, groundcover) shown on the approved landscape plan shall always be 

maintamed in a healthy condition. Any dead or dying landscaping elements shall be replaced in 

like kind 

SECTION XXXX. RESTRICTION OF OUTDOOR LIGHTING. Outdoor lighting (i.e., 

number. location and type of fixtures) shall be restricted to that on the approved plans. All light 

glare shall be contained to the subject parcel and shall not be visible from any adjacent 

residential use. 

SECTION XXXX. MAINTENANCE OF MINIMUM PARKING PROVISIONS. Parking 

provrsrons for a minimum of 15 parking spaces (including one handtcap space), and the 

mmimum 24-foot back-up area, shall be provided and maintained as shown on the approved 

plans. The apartment tenant(s) shall be restricted to one parking space within the garage below 

their unit. Two of the parkmg spaces shall be signed and reserved for visitors The internal 

back-up area shall be kept free of any permanently parked vehrcles, and shall be reserved for 

vehicle circulation and temporary dehveries. 

SECTION XXXX. RESTRICTED HOURS FOR DELIVERIES. Equipment, supply and 

other deliveries shall be restricted to weekdays and Saturdays between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 

7.00 p.m 

SECTION XX/XX. TRASH DISPOSAL AND RECYCLING. The office use shall participate 

fully with the local jurisdiction’s trash disposal and recycling program (for recycling of all 

ehgrble glass. aluminum. steel, plastic, paper). 



SECTION XXXX. ENTRY/EXIT DRIVEWAY. The required safety sign at the driveway 

shall alert all exiting vehicles to watch out for oncoming traffic to their left (traveling westward 

on Sand Hill Drive) before they turn right (right turn only). This sign shall be maintained in 

good and readable condition. 

. 

SECTION XXXX. SIGNAGE. Only one business-identifying sign is allowed as shown on the 

approved plan. That sign may not be lit in any fashion. Its design shall be subject to the review 

and approval of the Planning Director. 

Section 2. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect thirty (30) days after its 

passage. 

DH.fc - DJHL0323-WFQ.DOC 
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ORDINANCE NO. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

*********** 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 2 OF DIVISION VI OF THE 
SAN MATE0 COUNTY ORDINANCE CODE (ZONING ANNEX) TO REVISE THE 
ZONING MAPS, APPENDIX A, TO ADD THE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 

(NUMBER 129) DISTRICT REGULATIONS, AFFECTING ONE PARCEL IN 
UNINCORPORATED WEST MENLO PARK 

*********** 

The Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of California, ORDAINS as 

follows: 

Section 1. Section 6115 of Chapter 2 of Part One of Division VI of the San Mateo 

County Ordinance Code (Zoning Maps), Appendix A, to establish the Planned Unit 

Development (Number 129) Zoning District Regulations, applicable to Assessor’s Parcel 

Number 074- 120- 100 (2 104 Sand Hill Road). 

Section 2. This ordmance shall be in full force and effect thirty (30) days after its 

passage. 
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Civil and Transportation Engineering 

February 15,200l 

Mr. David Holbrook 
Planning and Building Division 
County of San Mateo 
455 County Center, 2”d Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 

RE: 2104 Sand Hill Road; PLN 2000-00037: Responses to Comments on Revised Initial 
Study and Negative Declaration 

Dear Dave. 

The following are responses to comments received from the City of Menlo Park in a letter dated 
January 3 I, 200 1. 

Transportation 

1 Comment noted. 

2. The City of Menlo Park does not specifically prescribe a methodology for determining 
LOS (Level of Service) except to say that the methodology should be one that “permits 
estimates of average vehicle delay on approaches that experience LOS “F” conditions.” 
The methodology used in this study is that contained in the Highway Capacity A4anua1, 
1994 update. That methodology calculates average vehicle delay. 

The City of Menlo Park has known for many years that the intersection of Sand 
Hill/Santa Cruz could not accommodate future traffic without major modifications to the 
intersection. Other projects with measures to mitigate the traffic impacts at this 
intersection have been approved by the City without these mitigation measures being 
implemented. As stated in the addendum dated 1 O/l 9100 to the Initial Study the criteria 
by which the City of Menlo Park defines significance is not within the degree of accuracy 
of the data from which the LOS calculations are made, particularly with regard to 
cumulative traffic conditions. Agencies surrounding Menlo Park use a 4.0 second 
increase in critical movement delay to define significance. The City of Menlo Park uses a 
0.5 second increase in critical movement delay. The intent of such a restrictive definition 
is not a matter of sound engineering judgement but rather one of a political nature forcing 
development projects into a full environmental impact report process. 

978 DeSoto Lane l Foster C11y CA 94404-2928 l (650) 572-0978 l FAX: (650) 574-3150 
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Mr. David Holbrook 
pas 2 
February 15,200l 

3. There is no conflict between Table C and Figure 6. Table C shows driveway trips into 
and out of the site while Figure 6 not only shows the driveway trips but the trips through 
the intersection of Sand Hill/Santa Cruz. 

4. See Response #2 above. 

5. The effects of driveway traffic on the downstream flow of traffic moving away from the 
intersection could have a negative impact on traffic flow if the volume of driveway traffic 
was heavy enough to cause traffic in the outside lane to stop and wait for traffic to turn 
into the driveway. The volume of traffic turning into the driveway necessary to cause a 
delay to through traffic flow in the outside lane moving away from the intersection would 
need to be on the order of 100 vehicles per hour, the volume considered minimum to 
require a separate turn lane. The forecast of project traffic turnmg into the driveway is 10 
during the morning peak hour and 2 in the afternoon peak hour. Project traffic should not 
cause any noticeable disruption to traffic flow moving past the site driveway. 

6. Implementation of a TDM (Transportation Demand Management) Plan is a matter of 
conditioned project approval by the County. There is no recognized methodology for 
determining the true effects of TDM measures. Assumptions can be made as to the 
impacts of these measures but they are subjective in nature and do not lend themselves to 
quantitative analysis. 

7. The impact analysis projects traffic on the basis of a generic office building. Therefore, 
the analysis presents a conservative scenario. The fact that the actual peak hour traffic 
will likely be much less than that predicted in the study is merely one presenting actual 
conditions, not hypothetical conditions. 

8. See Response #2 above. 

9. The analysis assumed an averas travel speed from the right-turn comer to the driveway 
of 20 mph, recognizing that the speed of the vehicles at the intersection will be less and 
the speed of the vehicles near the driveway will be higher as they accelerate away from 
the intersection. A solution to offer additional sight distance for motorists exiting the 
driveway would be to place a convex mirror on the traffic signal pole at the intersection 
so that the drivers can, in effect, see around the corner to vehicles entering the right-turn 
lane. 



Mr. David Holbrook 
page 3 
February 15,200l 

10. Not all driveway traffic goes through the intersection. Traffic exiting the site and heading 
west on Sand Hill Rd. would not go through the intersection at all. Figure 6 clearly 
shows the project’s peak hour trips through the intersection and in’to and out of the site 
driveway. 

I trust these responses adequately address the concerns expressed by Menlo Park. If you have 
any questions, please do not hesitate to call. 

Very truly yours, 

RKH 

CC’ Dennis Chargin 
J. R. Rodine 
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CL Sheppard, Davey Tree Experts 
certifiedArboristwc3592 
305 Adrain Rd. Millbrae, CA 94030 
vm 650.652.9180 xt 16 
ik 650.652.9184 
shepsmith@prodigy.net 

me purpose of this report is to provide the necessary information 
required for tree probation at 2104 Sand Hill Rd, Menlo Park. The 
We survey provides information on species, size (dbh), health, and 
structural andition for all trees selected for preservation. The survey 
data provides a designation for trees at risk due to proximity to 
proposed construction, Tree protection guidelines are provided with 
specifications and procedures necessary for a successful efbrt. 

Total trees ssrrv~ed A total of 26 trees were surveyed. All are 
currently desIgnat& for presetvation. Of those selected for 
preservation, 13 are within moderate impact, and another l3 are 
expected to be impacted only marginally. 

Tree Pervation Tree preservation guidelines and proQedures 
described in #is report are designated to assure long term health 
and structural stability of all trees selected for preservation. 

Survey Method 

Ttees were surveyed in accordance with International Society of 
Arbotlculture guidelines. A tag with an individual number was 
attached to all trees surveyed, then located on a site pJan, and 

“Do It Right or Not At Au” 
An Employee-Owned Company 
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P. 5 

5) All trees shall nzceive an aerial inspection while the arbor& is 
al& Any additional work needed shall be reported to the 
consulrant 

SDedfic P&bed Clearance Pruning; 

*See Tree InvenWy Data 
These activities must be undertaken prior to construction. In ad&km 
to changes in pfoject design to reduce adverse impact, the 
improvement of tree health by these procedures greatly improves the 
conditions for tree health and tree survival. 

Tree Pmtection during Construction 

Pre Construction Meetinq It is important that construction personnel 

understand tree protection requiremen& All personnel on site shall 
be oriented with tree preservation measures and rules. 

1) Contractor is required to rwiew with .consultant access routes, 
work procedures, storage areas, and tree proWon measures. 

2) Tree protection fencing is to remain in place until all work is 
complete. Fences may not be moved or relocated. 

3) All underground plants and utilities shall be routed outside 
protection zones. 

4) No materials, spoils, equipment, waste or washout shall be 
deposlted, stored or parked within the tree protection zone 
(fenced area). 

5) Before grading, pad preparation or excavation f& foundations, 
footings, etc., trees listed below shall be root pruned under 
arbor&s supervision, by cutting all roots af&cted cleanly to a 
depth of 36”. Roots shall be cut by manually digging a trench and 
cutting exposed roots cleanly with a saw, vibrating knife, or other 
method approved by the consultant F%zavations or cut grades 
with exposed roots require wet burlap or wet mulch covering at all 
times. 
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information and assessment data was recorded under the 
corrf2sponding tree number. 

Size of Trees Surveyed Measurement was taken as DBH (diameter 
measud at 4 112 feet above grade). 
*Single stem tree - Trees which are greater than six inch diameter. 
*:Mufti stem We - Largest trunk diameter also denoted by ‘M’ 

Symbol. 

Data Collected Tree species, diameter, health, and structural 
condition are primary data. A risk factor is used to designate trees 
that will be subject to potential construction impact. Risk is based 
upon both distances from impact, condition, defects and size of the 
tree. 

Trees at Risk Assesses risk due to projected building footprints and 
roadways. One ‘X’ indicates light construction impact. Suitable for 
preservation. ‘XX’ indica&s moderate construction Impact. Suitable 
for preservation with monitoring and mitigation procedures. ‘XXX’ 
indica&s major construction impact. Removal and replacement may 
be most appropriate. 

-Reservation Guidelines Guidelines for tree presentation during pre 
construction, construction phase and continuing maintenance are 
provided to ensure the surv’ival of all trees designated for 
presenration. 

Design Recommendations 

%ne measureS are recommended to be incorporated into the 
design, whii limit the adverse impact and assure the survW of the 
trees. Some design options are; 
a) use of retaining walls for grade transitions 
b) Modify footing and foundation design to reduce exmvation in the 

root zone. e.g. pier and header within critical root zone 
c) Canopy conformations when locating fireplaces, windows, and 

stluctures 

gJuu4 
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Pre ConstructIon Activity 

1) Demolition contractor is to meet with the consultant at the site 
prior to commencement to review am and haul routes, and 
tree protection measures. 

2) Limits of critical root zones shall be staked in the field. 
3) Tree(s) to be removed shall be done under tie supen/ision of a 

qualified arbor&t, and in a manner that causes no damage to 
remaining trees and understory within the grove. 

4) Brush shall be chipped and placed within the protection zone to a 
depth of sbc inches. 

5) Mulch placed to a depth of 6” is required to protect tree roots and 
reduce soil compactjon in the critical root zone and areas 
immediately outside of critical root zone. 

6) All trees shall be pruned in accordance with the provided 
specifications. 

7) A barrier fence shaA be erected, to enclose the cr*tical root zone, 
8) Any damage to trees due to demolition amities shall be reported 

to the arbor&t within 6 hours, so remedial action can be taken. 
Timeliness is critical. 

Prunina SDecifications 

1) All pruning is to be done under the direct supervision of the 
oonsultant 

2) All trees within protection zone shall be pruned to; 
a) clear crown of dead, diseased, crossing, and weak wood to a 

minimum diameter of 1.5 inches. 
b) remove stubs, cutting outside the wound wood tissue that has 

formed around the branch. 
3) Where temporary cJearance is needed for access, branches shall 

be tied back to hold them out of the clearance zone. 
4) No more than 20% live foliage shall be removed within the trees. 

MOO,5 
P. A 
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6) Maintain fire safe areas around fenced areas. Also, no heat 
sources, flames, ignition sources or smoking is allowed near mulch 
or trees. 

pedfir S 
*See Tree Inventory and Data 

Function of Attmrist during Construction Phase 

1) Maintaining the Tree Protection Zone. 
2) Assist with changes in the fiefd. 
3) Monitor tree health and conditions. 
4) Communicate with project manager and cunbactors. 
5) Help identify appropriate work procedures around trees. 
6) Facilitate completion of the project. 
7) Prepare and deliver tree maintenance recommendations (post 

construction) for trees associated with each lot address. 

Once the project is approved and begun, it shall be the responsibility 
of the consultant to help in the completion of the 2104 Sand Hill Rd. 
project in a timely manner. This, however, is not done at the expense 
of adequate tree protection and preservation, but in a spirit of 
cooperation with all agencies involved. 

k&7-( 
date 

Davey Tree Experts 
Certified Arborist wc3592 
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Chargin Tree PreservaUon Repti 

TREE SPEClES DBH HEIGH? STRUCTURE COPlOlTlON DEFECTS SlJllABfUN RECOMMENOATION 
101 QU.lo 

102 SE&se 
703 SE.se 
104 SE,se 
105 SE,ae 
706 QU.ag 
107 QU.ag 
108 QUag 
109 CR.sp 
110 QU.lo 
111 SE.se 
112 CR.ap 
113 PR,sp 
114 SE.se 
115 SE,se 
126 P&me 
117 SE.se 
118 SE.se 
110 SE.se 
120 SE,ae 

13” 40’ 
16” 75’ 
24” 75’ 
22” 75’ 
15” 70’ 
17” 40’ 
24” 55’ 
11” 30’ 
6” 15’ 
36” 55’ 
12” 55’ 
6” 18’ 
9” 22’ 
8”m 25’ 
8” 40’ 
8” 40’ 
14” 45’ 
8”m 40’ 
1O”m 40 
6”m 25’ 
Il”m 40’ 
9”m 35’ 
18”‘m 40’ 
8”m 35’ 
7”m 24’ 
16” 55’ 

GOOD GROWING x 
GOOD GROWING X 
GOOD GROWlNG X 
GOOD GROWtNG X 
GOOD GROWING X 
FAIR DECLINE DB 
GOOD GROWING 
GOOD GROWING 
FAIR STA8LE 
POOR DECLINE OS 
GOOD GROWING 
GOOD GROWtNG 
GOOD GROWING 
GOOD GROWING xx 
GOOD GROWING xx 
GOOD GROWING xx 
GOOD GROWING xx 
GOOD GROWING xx 
GOOD GROWING xx 
GOOD GROWING xx 
GOOD GROWfNG xx 
GOOD GROWING xx 
GOOD GROWING xx 
GOOD GROWING X 
GOQD GROWlNG 
GOOD GROWING xx 
FTC- prune to clear ; RP- root prune ; F RT- f&Uize ; 
DW- deadwmd ; RMIV- remove ivy ; 
TH- thlnnlng ; FR- future removal ; DB- Okback 

PTClRPlFRT 
PTCIRPIFRT 
PTC/RP/FRT 
PTCIRPIFRT 
PTCIRPIFRT 
DWIRMIVIFRIFRT 
PTCIRPIFRT 
FRT 
DWIRMIVIFRT 
OWlFfUFRT 
DW/RMIV/FRT 
DWCTHIF RT 
PTC/RP/FRI 
PTCCRPlF RT 
PTCIRPIFRT 
PTC/RP/FRT 
PTCIRPIFRT 
PTC/F?PIFRT 
PTCiRPtFRT 
PTCIRPIF RT 
PTCIRPIFRT 
PTC/RP/FRT 
PTCfRPIFRT 
PTCIRPIFRT 
PTC/RP/F RI 
DWTTHIFRT 

121 SE.se 
122 SE.ae 
123 SE,se 
124 SE,se 
125 AR.sp. 
126 CEde 
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