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Dear Planning Commission,

As 15 year owners/residents of 142 Rutherford Ave in Redwood City, just a few houses south of this proposed
zoning change, we remain strongly opposed to this development. The numerous concerns raised at the pre-
application workshop on 6/21/17, many of which remained significant concerns at the pre-application workshop on
6/3/19, are still very much present.

The several pages of concerns summarized well by project planner Mr. Ruemel Panglao on his summary letter of
7/11/19 (attached) continue to be significant concerns including: visual impact and privacy; an already problematic
parking situation with nearby apartments which would worsen; traffic hazards which the county has already left
unaddressed and would worsen; loss of significant trees and the sound mitigation they provide; and the fact that
these would not be providing affordable housing for this area.

Our property values will likely decrease in our primary investment, our home, while the developer will benefit
greatly.

There is no compelling reason to rezone this area except to provide a profit to this developer. The negative impacts

far outweigh any potential positive benefit and we strong urge you to oppose rezoning of this area. The developer
can easily build two very nice homes in these lots and will do quite well for himself, without rezoning.

Thank you for your consideration,

Anand Chabra, M.D.
Michelle Chabra
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July 11, 2019

Moshe Dinar
PO Box 70601
Oakland, CA 94612

Dear Mr. Dinar:

SUBJECT: Summary of County Comments and Comments/Questions Received at a Major
Development Pre-Application Public Workshop on June 3, 2019
County File Number: PRE 2018-00054

Thank you for your participation in the public workshop held on June 3, 2019 at the San
Mateo County Government Center at 455 County Center, Room 101 in Redwood City,
regarding the Merger and Major Subdivision of two parcels (APNs 069-311-340, 069-311-
250) located at 1301 and 1311 Woodside Road in the unincorporated Sequoia Tract of San
Mateo County. The subject parcels, currently zoned R-1/S-74 (One-Family Residential; S-74
Combining District), are proposed to be re-zoned to R-3/S-3 (Multiple-Family Residential;
5,000 square foot minimum parcel size) to allow for higher density housing. You provided
conceptual plans for six (6) three-story townhomes (18,550 sq. ft. total) to illustrate potential
development under the proposed R-3/S-3 Zoning. The two (2) existing single-family
residences are proposed to be demolished. The project was redesigned from a 10-unit
apartment building based on comments received at pre-application public workshop held on
June 21, 2017 (PRE2017-00012).

The information and comments exchanged are invaluable in fostering an understanding of
the surrounding community’s concerns and comments about the project. The purpose of this
letter is to summarize the comments received at the workshop and include additional
comments received from the County and other reviewing departments and interested parties.

Besides the applicant, there were about 30 members of the public in attendance at the
meeting (18 of which signed the meeting “Sign-In” sheet). Prior to the meeting, staff received
an email from one interested neighbor expressing concern about the project, mainly
regarding density.

SUMMARY OF CONCERNS REGARDING THE PROJECT

Generally, interested members of the public in attendance at the meeting expressed
concerns regarding the proposed re-zoning. There was a strong consensus that the project
would negatively impact the community and neighborhood as supported by the comments
listed below:
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1. Single-Family Homes on Substandard Lots: Members of the public suggested
subdividing the parcels to create lots for multiple single-family detached homes in lieu of
the proposed six townhouses. One neighbor specifically noted that four lots would
present the ideal configuration and that many of the lots in Sequoia Tract historically
were and still are approximately 2,550 square feet.

Staff Input: Accounting for the combined square footage of both parcels at 13,068 sq.
ft., the existing zoning, R-1/S-74, would not allow for more than two lots which would be
the same as the existing condition. Each lot in the R-1/S-74 Zoning District must be a
minimum of 5,000 square feet. In addition, in light of the County Second Unit
Regulations, four dwelling units could be achieved without the need for a subdivision
although the units could not be individually sold. A re-zoning to a Planned Unit
Development (PUD) would be necessary to create lots which are less than 5,000 sq. ft.
in size.

2. Zoning and Property Rights: Comments were raised that the proposed rezoning is
not in compliance with the intent of the S-74 Zoning Regulations which were specifically
passed to reduce the size and bulk of the structures in Sequoia Tract. Comments
questioned the precedent and reasoning for R-3 Zoning in Sequoia Tract.

Staff Input: When examining the zoning in the unincorporated Sequoia Tract area, the
proposed rezoning of the two subject parcels would be consistent with the general
multi-family zoning concentrated on Woodside Road. These parcels are among the few
remaining along Woodside Road in the vicinity of the project site that are zoned for a
single-family residential use. While the County’s General Plan (Policies 8.1, 8.3, 8.15,
and 8.31) and Housing Element (Policies HE 17 and HE 44) generally encourage the
exploration of opportunities for multi-family residential development in urban
neighborhoods and along major corridors such as Woodside Road, rezonings are a
discretionary act subject to public comment, California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) review, Planning Commission recommendation, and Board of Supervisors
approval.

3. Visual Impact and Privacy: Comments suggested that the proposed design of the
project does not fit in with surrounding development or the single-family detached
residential neighborhood as a whole. Comments focused primarily on the height of the
proposed townhouses. The comments predominantly noted that three-story structures
would not complement the adjacent area of smaller single-family homes. There were
also concerns about the shadows that the building would cast upon adjacent properties
and that the balconies located on the east side would look onto adjacent, causing
privacy concerns.

The applicant stated that a shadow study will be voluntarily provided and that ample
landscaping will be proposed for screening purposes to account for privacy issues.

Staff Input. The proposed size of the building would be allowed if the zoning were to be
changed to R-3/S-3. There are multiple R-3 Zoned areas along Woodside Road that
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back up to single-family residential zoned areas, including Nimitiz Avenue, Alexander
Avenue, Rutherford Avenue (the subject street), and Santiago Avenue. In addition, the
rear (east side) setback of the structure from the east side property line is 20 feet and
meets the requirement of the S-3 Regulations. In terms of the concerns regarding
shadows and privacy, the project would not require a design review permit, and,
therefore, findings regarding architectural compatibility with the neighborhood are not
required.

4. Parking: Comments suggested that the proposed project would exacerbate parking
problems that the neighborhood is already experiencing. The applicant stated that, if
the project were reduced to three or four single-family detached units, the properties
may have the potential to be overparked with two cars in a covered parking space and
an unpredictable number of cars parked in the yard areas. Comments indicated that
each townhouse may have more than two cars associated with it and would result in
extra parked cars on Rutherford Avenue.

Staff Input. The proposed on-site parking spaces comply with the number of parking
spaces required for the proposed development pursuant to Section 6119 of the County
Zoning Regulations. Additionally, as part of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) review process, Planning Staff will require a traffic report which will consider
traffic and parking impacts of the project and require mitigation measures for significant
impacts. Staff has determined that an Initial Study/Negative Declaration (IS/ND) will be
prepared to meet CEQA requirements. Traffic, parking, and other potential
environmental impacts will be reviewed in the IS/ND which will have a public review
period of 20 days prior to the Planning Commission public hearing.

5. Traffic and Hazards: Comments suggested that the proposed project will generate
additional traffic from the tenants of the proposed townhouses and create new traffic
hazards. In addition, neighbors noted that many cars passing through Rutherford
Avenue exceed the posted speed limit of 25 mph and that the additional traffic
generated from the proposed townhouses will exacerbate this issue. One neighbor
suggested there is a sight distance issue, citing an experience where they were struck
by a car making a right turn onto Rutherford Avenue from Woodside Road. Comments
suggested that entry/exit from Woodside Road into the project site would be more
desirable.

The applicant stated that an entry/exit from Woodside Road would result in the loss of
one unit, making the project financially infeasible. In addition, he claimed that it is less
dangerous to exit onto Rutherford Avenue since Woodside Road is a major
thoroughfare.

Staff Input. When the application for the proposed project is submitted, the applicant
will be required to submit a traffic report to determine if there will be any significant
environmental impacts that may be caused by this project including potential traffic
impacts, including the creation of new traffic hazards and, if so, the identification of
mitigation measures. The analysis will be included in the IS/ND required for the project.
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Water and Sewer Services: A comment suggested that adequate water and sewer
service capacity may not be available to serve the proposed project. Such comments
included that the existing water and sewer mains would not have the ability to serve the
needs of a multi-family development.

Staff Input: As part of the pre-application process, plans were sent to the California
Water Service (Bear Gulch) and the Fair Oaks Sewer District, who did not have
comments regarding capacity issues at this time. At the time the applicant submits a
formal application, the plans will be routed to the California Water Service and the Fair
Oaks Sewer District for review.

Affordable Housing: Comments suggested that the proposed project will consist of
condominiums that will not be affordable to most of the general public. The applicant
stated that the proposed project would have one affordable unit as required by the
County. Additional concerns were raised regarding the possibility of the developer
paying in-lieu fees instead of directly providing affordable housing units. Comments
suggested that the one (1) affordable unit provided and the six (6) units overall would
not significantly impact the state’s housing crisis. One resident commented that they
would like to see more affordable housing but not in the proposed location.

Staff Input. Because the project includes five or more new dwelling units, 20% of the
units (1 unit) must be affordable per the County Inclusionary Requirement for Affordable
Housing Ordinance. Though the applicant does have the option to request to pay an in-
lieu fee rather than providing the affordable unit, this request would be subject to the
approval by the County’s Planning and Building Department and Department of
Housing. Historically, the County has opted to reject such requests with a preference for
the affordable unit(s) to be built.

Short Term Rentals: A member of the public raised concern regarding some or all of a
given unit being used for short term rental purposes.

Staff Input. Short term rentals are not allowed on the Bayside of the County at this time.

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS IN SUPPORT OF THE PROJECT

1.

Housing Stock Shortage in the San Francisco Bay Area: Comments suggested that
modern day new residential construction should consist of denser developments with
smaller rooms than in the past and that the density of the proposed project works to
address the overall shortage of housing in the San Francisco Bay Area. A member of
the public commented that one of the only ways to combat increasing prices in the
housing market is to build more housing, following the principal of supply and demand.

Proximity to Commercial Area: A comment noted that the location’s proximity to retail
and commercial areas makes it more likely that the residents will walk rather than drive
for errands.
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3. Revised Architectural Design: Comments overwhelmingly suggested that the revised
design is a marked improvement from the original apartment complex proposal.

WRITTEN COMMENTS

In summary, prior to and after the meeting, Planning Staff received a total of one (1) written
comment from the public in opposition. The comment was generally similar to those received
during the meeting.

COMMENTS FROM OTHER REVIEWING AGENCIES

To date, Planning Staff has received preliminary comments from the following agencies:

County Current Planning Section

Compliance of Project Plans with the Proposed R-3 (Multiple-Family Residential) District/S-3
Combining District Requlations:

1. The proposed zoning would allow the proposed project as multi-family residential is a
permitted use in the R-3 Zoning District.

2. Upon a preliminary review against the S-3 Combining District Regulations, the project
appears to comply with the setbacks required (20-foot front/rear, 10-foot right side, and
5-foot left side).

3. Upon a preliminary review against the S-3 Combining District Regulations, the project
appears to comply with the maximum height permitted (32 feet 6 inches high measured
from average finished grade to average roofline of the 36 feet maximum allowed).

4. Upon a preliminary review against the S-3 Combining District Regulations, the project
appears to comply with the lot coverage requirement (40.7% of the parcel area covered
by structures 18 inches or more above ground where 50% of the parcel size is the
maximum allowed). The project proposes 5,395 sq. ft. of lot coverage.

5. Upon a preliminary review against the County Parking Regulations, the project appears
to be in compliance with the number of parking spaces required for dwellings (two
covered parking spaces for each dwelling unit with two bedrooms or more) with 12
covered parking spaces. The depth of the parking spaces for Houses A, B, D, E, and F
do not meet the minimum depth of 19 feet.

6. The additional application requirements listed below, as well as the project's compliance
with all applicable County Zoning Regulations and General Plan policies will contribute
toward Planning Staff's subsequent recommendation to the Planning Commission.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Should the applicant move forward with an application for the project as proposed, the
required application would include a Merger, General Plan Amendment, Zoning
Amendment, Major Subdivision, and a Tree Removal Permit.

The application shall include a traffic study, as prepared by a licensed transportation
engineer or consultant. The traffic study shall include an evaluation of the factors listed
in the Transportation Section of the County’s Initial Study Checklist and must include an
assessment of the traffic impacts from other recently completed or pending. The traffic
study must address both Level of Service (LOS) and VMT (Vehicle Miles Traveled) to
address the requirements of California State Law Senate Bill 743 (SB 743).

The applicant shall submit a landscape documentation package compliant with the
state’s Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance.

An arborist report shall be required that addresses potential construction impacts on all
significant or heritage trees on-site and those off-site whose driplines would be
encroached on during construction or by the development itself.

The applicant shall include an erosion and sediment contro! plan with the application.
This plan shall identify the type and location of erosion control devices to be installed
upon the commencement of construction in order to maintain the stability of the site and
prevent erosion and sedimentation off-site. A separate tree protection plan may also be
required as part of the building permit. Tree protection measures shown on the plans
should reflect the measures recommended by the project arborist. Species and size of
trees shall be indicated on the plan (size shall be measured by diameter at breast
height (DBH)).

Should the applicant move forward with an application for the project as proposed, the
application and all supporting documents and materials would be subject to review and
approval by several agencies, including but not limited to: County Building Inspection
Section, County Department of Public Works, County Geotechnical Section, County
Drainage Section, California Water Service, Fair Oaks Sewer District, Menlo Park Fire
Protection District, and Caltrans. Agencies may request additional information if
needed.

Provide a breakdown of the floor area of each unit.

The provided inclusionary unit shall comply with Section 7914(1), subsections (b) and
(c) of the County Inclusionary Requirement for Affordable Housing Ordinance. The
inclusionary unit must be designated and shall be subject to the review of the Planning
Section.

County Building Inspection Section

15.

The proposed project requires a building permit from the County of San Mateo Planning
and Building Department.
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County Geotechnical Section

16.

A geotechnical report shall be required at the Planning permit stage.

County Drainage Section

17.

A completed C3/C6 form, a preliminary drainage analysis, and drainage and grading
plans shall be required at the Planning permit stage. This is a potential C3 Project.

Countz Department of Public Works

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Prior to the issuance of the Building Permit, the applicant shall submit a driveway "Plan
and Profile," to the Department of Public Works, showing the driveway access to the
parcel (garage slab) 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. When appropriate, as determined
by the Department of Public Works, this plan and profile shall be prepared from
elevations and alignment shown on the roadway improvement plans. The driveway
plan shall also include and show specific provisions and details for both the existing and
the proposed drainage patterns and drainage facilities.

Should the access shown on the plans go through neighboring properties, the applicant
shall provide documentation that "ingress and egress" easements exist or provide for
the creation of new easements, providing for this access, prior to issuance of building
permit or recordation of the Final Map.

No proposed construction work within the County right-of-way shall begin until County
requirements for the issuance of an encroachment permit, including review of the plans,
have been met and an encroachment permit issued. Applicant shall contact a
Department of Public Works [nspector 48 hours prior to commencing work in the right-
of-way.

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.

Future development of any and all parcels resulting from the approved subdivision must
comply with these requirements. The applicant shall note the requirements in the
deeds for each parcel, copies of which shall be provided to the Planning Department,
and shall disclose the requirement to any potential buyer(s). Each parcel shall be
tagged by the Planning Department with this requirement, and no permits shall be
issued for any development of the parcel(s) until this requirement is met. Prior to the
issuance of a building permit for any structure on the project site, all plans shall be
reviewed by the Planning Department for conformance with this condition.
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23.

24.

25.

Prior to recording the final map, the applicant will be required to submit to the
Department of Public Works a complete set of improvement plans including all
provisions for roadways, driveways, utilities, storm drainage, and stormwater treatment,
all in accordance with the County Subdivision Regulations and County Standard
Details. Improvement plans must be accompanied by a plan review deposit in the
amount of $1,000 made payable to the County of San Mateo Department of Public
Works. :

Upon the Department of Public Works' approval of the improvement plans, the applicant
will be required to execute a Subdivision Improvement Agreement and post securities
with the Department of Public Works as follows:

a.  Faithful Performance - 100% on the estimated cost of constructing the
improvements;

b. Labor and Materials - 50% of the estimated cost of constructing the improvements.

The applicant shall submit a Parcel Map to the County Surveyor in the Department of
Public Works for review, to satisfy the State of California Subdivision Map Act. The final
map will be recorded only after all Inter Department conditions have been met.

The applicant shall submit written certification from the appropriate utilities to the
Department of Public Works and the Planning and Building Department stating that they
will provide utility (e.g., sewer, water, energy, communication, etc.) services to the
proposed parcels of this subdivision.

CalTrans

26.

27.

28.

There are roadside signs and a utility box that may conflict with the proposed seat wall
at the property line. Temporary and/or permanent relocation of these items will need to
be coordinated with Caltrans prior to construction. Any increase in flow to the State
drainage system needs to be metered back to existing conditions.

This project should include the removal of the existing driveway on SR 84 (Woodside
Road). If left in place the driveway could be mistaken as an ADA curb cut as it may
align with one of the front gates.

The traffic report shall analyze the project’s primary and secondary effects on
pedestrians, bicyclists, travelers with disabilities, and transit users, including
countermeasures and trade-offs resulting from mitigating VMT increases. Access for
pedestrians and bicyclists to transit facilities must be maintained. We suggest this
project be conditioned to encourage active transportation and transit use, which may
include the following strategies:

* Fix-it bicycle repair station(s);
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+ Secured bicycle storage for residents, and bicycle parking for visitors;

* Real-time transit information for nearby SamTrans bus routes operating on SR 84
including routes 72, 275, and 278;

» Subsidized transit passes for residents; and

+ Shuttle service to Redwood City Caltrain Station, approximately 2.2 miles north of
the project site.

29. Please be advised that any work or traffic control that encroaches onto the State right-
of-way (ROW) requires an encroachment permit that is issued by Caltrans. To obtain
an encroachment permit, a completed encroachment permit application, environmental
documentation, and six (6) sets of plans clearly indicating the State ROW, and six (6)
copies of signed and stamped traffic control plans must be submitted to: Office of
Encroachment Permits, California DOT, District 4, P.O. Box 23660, Oakland, CA 94623-
0660. To download the permit application and obtain more information, visit
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/developserv/permits/.

The formal application, including all plans and materials cited earlier in this letter, should
consider the comments discussed above. If you have any questions regarding this summary
or need assistance with application requirements, please feel free to contact me at 650/363-
4582 or by email at: rpanglao@smcgov.org.

Sincerely,

anglao

Projéct Planner \J

RSP:cmc — RSPDD0348_WCN.DOCX

-cc: Board of Supervisors
Planning Commission
Steve Monowitz, Community Development Director
Lisa Aozasa, Deputy Director
Planning Director, City of Redwood City
Menlo Park Fire Protection District
California Water Service — Bear Gulch
County Department of Public Works
County Building Inspection Section
County Geotechnical Section
County Drainage Section
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CalTrans
Property Owners within a 500-foot Radius of the Proposed Project

Interested Members of the Public who signed the “Sign-In Sheet” at the meeting:

Christopher Imbach
Lydia Guevara
Anand Chabra
Shaun Saperstein
Sara Bolin

Terri Mullen
Barbara Reynolds
John McGirr
Douglas McLean
Leota McLean
Marjory Luxenberg
Lynn Montoya
James Lalikos

Dan Curran

Debbie Householder
Simone Neuhausler
Caitlyn Mason






