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BURLINGAME CITY HALL 

501 PRIMROSE ROAD 

BURLINGAME, CA 94010

City of Burlingame

Meeting Minutes

Planning Commission

7:00 PM Council ChambersMonday, July 13, 2015

a. 225 California Drive, zoned HMU - Environmental scoping and Design Review for an 

application for Environmental Review, Commercial Design Review, Special Permit for 

building height, and Parking Variance for a new 4-story commercial building (DLC 225 

California, applicant; The Jewell Partners, property owner; MBH Architects, architect ) 

(36 noticed) Staff Contact: Kevin Gardiner

225 California Drive staff report

225 California Drive Attachments

225 California Drive Received After Letters

Attachments:

All Commissioners had visited the project site. Commissioner DeMartini met with the applicant and a 

business owner of 1100 Howard Ave. Commissioners Sargent, Terrones, Loftis, and Bandrapalli met 

with the applicant. Commissioner Gum met with the applicant and with the owner of Christie's next door. 

Planning Manager Gardiner and Contract Planner Sheldon Ah Sing presented the staff report. 

Commission questions:

> Further describe the Special Permit for height? (Ah Sing: The roof is at 55 feet, and the roof deck is 

at 55 feet, but the guard rail and parapet extend 4 feet higher. The guard rail is not solid, while the 

parapet around the back is solid. There is also a canopy in the front, but is designed to not exceed 10 

percent of the roof area per the requirements of the Special Permit .)(Gardiner: This type of Special 

Permit is unique to this district and one other in the Downtown Specific Plan. The intention is to provide a 

means for having a limited portion of a building exceed the height limit for architectural features . 

Normally the parapet is required to be within the height limit, but this application proposes to include it 

within the Special Permit request. This is different than how things are normally done, and the 

commission can decide on this.)

> How does the parking puzzle stacker work, and are there local examples? (Ah Sing: Two levels with 

an empty slot, then would shuffle the cars around. Would need to be for people who work in the building . 

There are some examples in jurisdictions that are more dense.)

> Confusion on environmental information form, as it shows a different number of parking spaces than 

shown on the plans and staff report. (Gardiner: The form is provided by the applicant at time of 

application and will need to be updated. It is initially provided to give a sense of the scale of the project 

for purposes of determining CEQA status.)

> 5,000 to 20,000 cubic yards is indicated on the environmental form for being removed, but expect it 

will be more with three levels of underground parking. Will impact the traffic including trucks hauling out.

> Is underground creek within 200 feet of the site? Should be verified. 

> Will there be a peer review of the studies that were submitted with the application? (Ah Sing: Yes 

can do that. There is an environmental consultant, and they can be directed to have peer review.) 

> Is there an estimate of the numbers of people in the building? (Ah Sing: Applicant can provide an 

estimate.)

> Why was the Howard/California intersection not included in the traffic study? (Gardiner: Intersections 

included were provided from the Engineering Division. California/Howard was not included because the 

assumption was that traffic exiting the project would be required to turn right on Howard, not towards the 

California Drive intersection. As this is a scoping meeting, it can still be identified for reasons other than 
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the base criteria.)

> Will cumalitive impacts include the potential Peninsula Avenue interchange in San Mateo? (Ah Sing: 

Assumes projects that are in the pipeline would be included in the analysis .)(Kane: Projects in a pipeline 

are easier to analyze than projects that are in the proposal stage.)

> Is there a sense whether this will be an EIR or a Mitigated Negative Declaration? (Gardiner: Too 

early to tell. This is the beginning of the study process so will depend on impacts identified in the Initial 

Study.)

Chair DeMartini opened the public hearing.

Richard Dewey and Ryan Guibara, Dewey Land Company, and Andres Grechi, MBH Architects, 

represented the applicant:

> 1450 Chapin Avenue project completed last year. Same architect on this application.

> Original design concept was transparent facade, to see activity inside.

> Revised through application to mix transparency with more classical elements.

> Rich ground floor treatment.

> Articulated on sides, not flat. Light and balconies throughout.

> Roof with transparent parapet made of glass.

> Stone, GFRC (glass reinforced concrete), glass, metal, and wood materials.

> West elevation has same materials as the front, with stone ground floor. Solid parapet on back to 

finish the cornice.

> Vehicles enter from Highland and exit from Hatch Lane. Right-turn only at Howard.

> Three office levels, each with different balconies. 

> Roof has landscaping and glass rail at front, solar panels and mechanical.

Commission questions/comments:

> A four story building could work if articulated and scaled nicely. However this is made to look like a 

five story building. If a person who stands 6'-10" wanted to fit in with friends, probably would not wear a 

top hat. Canopy and tall atrium makes building appear like it is a five -story building. Alternative would be 

a bottom, a base, and the fourth floor articulated with the edges and the canopy. ( Grechi: Goal was not 

to feel taller. Once the building was massed, the elements were added for the portions. It has a base, 

middle and top. Building has two forms, with an element wrapping around to marry the two masses. If 

this element were removed and brought down, the building becomes stubby and short. Elegance and 

good proportions would be lost. Could set a precedent for the area for well-proportioned architecture.)

> Canopy provides some protection for roof garden. 

> Wants to make sure the building fits in. 

> Would like to see awnings at street level investigated further. Examples of recently approved 

projects at Comerica, Walgreen's, BevMo. Needs structure for pedestrian protection. ( Grechi: There is 

an element over the front door that extends across. Light awnings over storefront in proportion to the 

space, which are smaller.)

> Retail spaces need to support the street, not be too adjunct to the lobby. Should be open to both the 

street and the office users. (Guibara: 101 2nd Street example in San Francisco has a Peet's Coffee that 

spills into lobby. 22 4th Street is another example with a cafe barista activating the space.)

> Why not retain existing facade? (Grechi: Existing one story building. Adding a building on top would 

not fit, would look like a mistake. A building of today combined with the existing facade would look like a 

mismatch. Instead has added elements to facade to fit in.)

>Landscapingg on roof element does not show on rendering. (Grechi: There will be more planting 

showing. Wants it to feel lively.)

> Specific Plan talks about Hatch Lane providing a connection in the future between Burlingame 

Avenue and Howard Avenue. How does this project support that? (Grechi: Goal was to maintain same 

treatment as front. Same richness of materials, same articulation, not diminished. Sidewalk is narrow but 

could improve over time. Bikes could arrive by Hatch Lane.)

> Does the applicant own property or under contract? (Dewey: Under contract, closing in about a 

month.) 
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> Variances have usually been for layout, not number of spaces. Would in -lieu fee be paid for 

difference? How will parking be managed on weekends and evenings? (Guibara: Understands in-lieu fee 

is within Planning Commission purview. Too early to tell how parking will be managed based on how 

building is tenanted. 1,200 sq ft of retail on ground floor replacing 13,000 sq ft existing, so less parking 

impact than currently.)

> How is excavation issues for garage different from every other property in downtown with regards to 

the variance request? (Dewey: Unique property, two sides to lot and buildings to each side. Property 

right issue.)

> Has there been discussion of undergrounding power lines on Hatch Lane? (Guibara: Consulted with 

PG&E, says it can't be done.)

> How would lobby coffee shop work? (Guibara: Lobby would not feel like a lobby, would feel like a 

cafe.)

> Would cafe be open on evenings and weekends? (Guibara: Does not know, depends on who the 

tenant is and what they want to do.)

> Has there been consideration on how building would function with potential closures for the Highland 

Avenue flex zone and Hatch Lane for special events? Where would people park? (Guibara: Circulation 

was discussed with Engineering staff.)(Grechi: If closures were on Saturday there would be fewer office 

users. There are two entrances so there is flexibility if needed. Best for engineering was access in from 

Highland, out Hatch but can use Hatch for access both ways if Highland is closed.)

> How does this fit into the spot that it's placed, with respect to the adjacent architecture, the street on 

the front and the alley on the back? (Grechi: Breaking down the building into smaller pieces, both 

horizontally and vertically. Does not want to mimic historic buildings. All surrounding buildings are 

different from each other. This building respecting neighbors by being well articulated, good solid 

materials, being well proportioned. It is bigger than surroundings, but in 2015 that is what is being done. 

Needs to add more space.)

> Will rooftop area be used on evenings and weekends? Concern with noise with parties. ( Grechi: Not 

proposed to be used at a specific time. Area for taking a break, write emails, etc. Not a place for parties, 

a place for working and meeting, similar to a courtyard.)

> How to signal exiting vehicles so pedestrians are warned? (Grechi: Noise devices required for any 

other building would be applied here. Will signal when cars are coming out. There are flat areas so cars 

can see street as they exit.)

> Any thought to alternates that do not use Hatch Lane? (Grechi: Has considered nearly every 

alternative. This access was preferred by staff.)

> Has there been consideration of alternate massing? (Grechi: Has considered many designs. 

Believes this is the right solution but is here for input.)

> Front of building has a lot going for it. Can some of those elements be carried to the back? (Grechi: 

Has brought a lot of the materials and articulation to the back. Back is west -facing wall exposed to sun 

so can't have large expanses of glass facing west.)

> Estimate how many people will be working in the building? (Guibara: Is guessing 100-125 at any one 

time.)

> What is longest time to wait for car to arrive at the parking puzzler? (Guibara: 60 seconds.)

> Will rooftop access be available for the general public? (Guibara: Depends on the tenant. There may 

be security concerns.)

> Has there been wind shielding studies? (Grechi: Windbreak element on roof, with further protection 

from elevator and stair towers. Prevailing winds from the west.)

> Where will the construction equipment be staged? (Guibara: Working on it with the contractor. 

Working with other property owners on potential for off-site staging.)

Public comments:

Joan Endo, Sakae Sushi spoke on this item:

> Longterm tenant of building next door, 243 California Drive.

> Concerns with size of building and impact to business during construction.

> Build safe - demolishing old building with asbestos, building materials and wells under property . 

When digging, will wells contaminate adjoining properties?
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> Pedestrian was hit in front of building, so there are traffic concerns.

> Restaurant is open 7 days a week 11:30-2, 5:30-10. Concerns with vibration and drilling. Adjoining 

wall is 6 feet from demolition, and buildings are attached.

> White elephant.

> Concerns about Hatch access. Will have to demolish Hatch and Highland for sewer and PG&E, will 

take tenants' access away.

> Questions feasibility of the service road, it is very narrow. 

> Will take approximately one year. The longer the delay, the greater the interruption to the business.

> Has submitted two letters.

Basim Azar spoke in this item:

> Owner of Christie's Restaurant, and an apartment on Hatch Lane. Same concerns as Ms. Endo. 

> Concerned about losing parking spaces for entrance. 

> Hatch Lane is an alley and is difficult to get traffic through, especially in afternoons.

> Building is seven stories when including three floors of parking.

Irvin Dawid, 615 Ansel Road, spoke on this item:

> Supportive of the building. Downtown needs more height and mix of uses.

> Zoning allows multifamily housing. Would like to see the type of building seen in Millbrae on the 

former Wendy's site, or like the apartments on California Drive and Peninsula that are four stories.

> Burlingame has the second-highest imbalance of jobs to housing in the region (2.52 to 1), second 

only to Palo Alto (3.3 to 1) according to San Jose Business Journal. Would be prime location for mixed 

use, should do all three uses including housing.

> Has a problem that City is not demanding a lot less parking be provided, it is a prime TOD zone . 

Should demand the developer do Transportation Demand Management (TDM) - every worker should 

have Caltrain Ecopasses. Lytton Gateway in Palo Alto is a good example for TDM model. 

Eric and David Mandel, 214 Lorton Avenue, spoke on this item:

> Does not fit in to Burlingame, but would be great for downtown.

> Hatch Lane vision could be great someday, but once it is a thoroughfare can't go back.

> Should consider partnership with parking structure in Lot N. Could also benefit the city.

Jennifer Pfaff spoke on this item:

> Submitted a letter

> Lovely building but does not fit here. 

> If approve 10-foot special permit as a typical outcome for roof structures, will be seeing more of this . 

Other project on Howard is trying to keep below the height limit.

> Is not a good fit because it does not have the refined, fined-tooth scale characteristic of Downtown.

> Suggestion to pull structure 12 feet away from Sakae building to provide a pedestrian access, have 

all traffic from Highland and keep traffic off of Hatch.

> If Lot N disappears there would be no way for public to access Hatch Lane.

Linda Field spoke on this item:

> Rendering indicates building is too tall to compliment surrounding buildings. Will stick out like a sore 

thumb.

> Existing building is not as tall as adjacent buildings currently. 

> Roof terrace looks like a fifth floor, adding to the oversized feeling.

> Facade looks austere. Existing facade has architectural features that provide character.

> Visit Redwood City and look how the projects there are changing the character of that city, 

especially the building across from City Hall.

> Waiver here could lead to other waiver requests.
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> 25 spaces is a big variance.

> Don't be entranced with the current siren call of urbanization that is sweeping the Bay Area. Keep 

Burlingame small-town scale in tact.

John Rule spoke on this item:

> Conditionally in favor of the project.

> Applicant was guided towards current design but Is not sure the design works. Prefers original glass 

modern facade.

> Traffic is too heavy for Hatch Lane. 

> Ecopasses a great idea, but people drive. There is not enough parking in downtown currently . 

Variance to reduce parking would be detrimental.

Philip Trevenson spoke on this item:

> Burlingame is historical and quaint. 

> Example of Burlingame library built to mimic older building. 

> Walgreen's tried to fit in, fits in better.

> San Mateo High School example.

> Should look like it belongs there. Could look like old theater where Fox Mall now stands.

Applicant responses (Dewey):

> Asbestos will be removed with appropriate protocols, similar to protocols at 1450 Chapin.

> Site had underground storage tanks, they have been removed. Excavation of soil will be removed 

from site in a process reviewed and approved by the County. Wells will be capped off per County 

protocols.

> Demolition time would be a matter of weeks, not months.

> Hatch Lane runs from Burlingame Avenue down to Howard. This site is three quarters down Hatch 

Lane from Burlingame Avenue, just passing by a couple of properties before Howard. No traffic is going 

up to Burlingame Avenue. City engineers directed to bring entrance from Highland, not Hatch. Intention 

is not to close streets during construction.

Chair DeMartini closed the public hearing.

Commission discussion:

Environmental Review Scoping:

> Cubic yardage of excavation and traffic pattern needs to be studied.

> Needs to locate underground creek.

> Calculation for employees for office space utilizes 2012 guidelines. Understands office space per 

employee is decreasing, so more employees per area. People are grouping themselves differently than 

before. New tenants coming into Burlingame have had employee counts higher than would have been 

expected.

> Should have a peer review of the traffic study.

> Look at numbers of employees in retail space. Would want more activity so more than three 

employees total in retail spaces.

Design Review:

> Variance assumes there is an inherent right to fully develop the property to a certain standard, but 

seems like a circular argument. Exceptional circumstance is created by need to build the parking to 

support building to the fullest extent possible. Needs proper support. ( Kane: Downtown Specific Plan 

establishes maximum envelope, but does not create an entitlement to build to the envelope. Design 

review and environmental constraints also need to be taken into account. There may be a lower limit 
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with a tipping point of reasonableness. Can provide a short memo to the Planning Commission.)

> Handsome building, proportions work for this building. Does not believe this is the only solution that 

can work. Looks and feels like it is five stories from the street. Wants it to fit in better with the 

neighborhood.

> Needs to resolve the Highland and Hatch tension. Downtown Plan suggests vibrancy for Hatch Lane 

but is in conflict from what applicant is being told by Engineering. (Kane: Engineering can provide further 

explanation.)(Gardiner: Concern is turning movements from vehicles exiting on Highland trying to turn 

left on California Drive. Would have restricted right turns at Howard whether it is Highland or Hatch 

Lane.)

> What about parking off site? Could have a parking elsewhere, possibly contribute to parking being 

built at south of Howard Avenue.

> Size the office to the amount of parking that can be provided, as happens with residential projects.

> Does not believe Hatch Lane is suitable for egress. 

> Misses a number of policies in the Downtown Plan - fitting with architecture, mass and bulk, 

pedestrian access. Adding more cars to Hatch Lane would be a mistake.

> Would be a good-looking building in San Francisco but does not work in Burlingame. 

> Cite some buildings in town that are this scale, height? Will allow people to have an idea of the 

scale.

> Does code requirement account for ITE reduction for proximity to transit? (Gardiner: No, city code 

does not have discount built in. ITE guideline is a reference for evaluating the variance request.)

> Should consider other options for parking, such as including in -lieu fee to contribute to a downtown 

garage.

> Belden Lane is a stretch for Hatch Lane. Belden Lane is a high bar. Envisions taking down power 

poles on Hatch Lanes, putting garbage away, then it can become something different. Should continue 

to evaluate with PG&E to have poles removed. 

> Could incorporate historic facade. 

> Concerned with suggestion that in 2015 things should be made bigger. An office building would go 

well here, but does not need to be so big that it doesn't fit.

> Suggestion that traffic on Hatch Lane forces people to slow down seems debatable. 

> City needs to provide direction to applicant on access.

> Concerned lobby retail will be closed on weekends, or not enough draw just from office.

> Connection to retail needs to be to Hatch Lane. Lobby should open to Hatch Lane. 

> More vocal opinions on this design than the more modern proposal on Howard Avenue. 

> Special Permit findings for height can't be made based on consistency with surrounding buildings . 

Adhering to the letter of the Special Permit, but not the spirit - there is more proposed to extend beyond 

the height limit than just architectural features.

> This is not the only architectural solution that would fulfill the urban design demands. It ignores 

buildings to each side. Should draw the elevation of the block. Likes this building but does not fit in here.

> Hatch Alley concept is farfetched. More like Claude Alley, smaller than Belden Lane. 

> Retail should be aggregated, driveway moved to one side, building should address street.

> Variance could be supported if study is using industry -accepted standards. If it can't be supported 

here next to Caltrain can't be supported anywhere. Building owner could require transit passes issued to 

tenants as a mitigation.

> Needs to make sure building fits into the neighborhood. 

Study item. Will return for further review including environmental review.
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! ! ! ! ! September!23,!2015!
!
VIA$EMAIL$
$
Mr.!Kevin!Gardiner!
CITY$OF$BURLINGAME$
501!Primrose!Road!
Burlingame,!CA!94010!
!
! ! ! ! ! Re:!Resubmittal!Changes!to!225!California!
!
Dear!Kevin,!
!
As!you!are!aware,!we!have!made!significant!changes!to!our!project!at!225!California!in!response!
to!comments!received!at!our!study!session!on!July!13,!2015!and!in!response!to!subsequent!
neighborhood!input.!The!comments!we!received!were!largely!in!two!different!categories:!
!
Ingress!/!Egress!of!vehicles!and!the!use!of!Hatch!Lane!
Originally,!we!sought!to!have!both!the!ingress!and!egress!on!Highland!Avenue.!However,!at!the!
direction!of!Public!Works,!we!changed!the!design!to!have!ingress!on!Highland!Avenue!and!
egress!on!Hatch!Lane.!When!we!presented!the!project!to!neighbors!and!to!the!Planning!
Commission,!there!was!almost!universal!concern!about!the!cars!exiting!onto!Hatch!Lane.!In!
response!to!these!comments,!we!worked!directly!with!Public!Works!to!resolve!the!issue.!!
!
In!collaboration!with!Public!Works,!we!determined!that!traffic!could!safely!enter!and!exit!the!
building!if!the!ingress!/!egress!was!moved!closer!to!the!Howard!Ave!side!of!the!building.!With!
Public!Works!on!board!with!this!approach,!we!shifted!the!ingress!and!egress!to!be!closer!to!
Howard!Avenue.!This!shift!had!several!benefits:!
!

1)! It!eliminated!the!use!of!Hatch!Lane!for!any!vehicular!traffic!with!this!building.!!
2)! It!has!allowed!us!to!design!a!more!efficient!garage,!eliminating!the!need!for!a!

parking!variance!(parking!count!increased!to!130!stalls!from!124!stalls)!
3)! It!allowed!the!garage!to!be!designed!without!the!use!of!parking!lifts!(22!parking!lifts!

were!included!in!the!previous!design)!
!

Architectural!Style!within!the!context!of!the!neighborhood!
Here,!there!were!several!major!themes!we!addressed!with!our!redesign.!Three!major!
comments!that!drove!these!design!modifications!were:!
!
“This&feels&like&a&four&story&building&trying&to&be&a&five&story&building”&
!
Previously,!the!design!was!a!fourZstory!building!that!sought!a!special!permit!to!have!
architectural!elements!that!created!the!impression!the!building!was!five!stories.!With!that!
comment!in!mind,!we!set!out!to!design!a!four!story!building!that!felt!like!a!three!story!building.!



With!the!new!design,!we!have!stepped!back!the!fourth!floor!and!created!the!street!view!of!the!
top!of!the!building!at!the!third!floor!wall!edge.!In!addition,!we!eliminated!the!architecture!
feature!that!previously!wrapped!the!building!and!went!to!a!height!of!65’!to!lower!the!scale!of!
the!building.!At!the!street,!our!building!is!now!approximately!46’!instead!of!the!65’!previously!
proposed.!!
!
“How&does&this&design&respect&its&neighbors?”&
!
The!earlier!design!had!a!3!story!differential!at!the!street!perspective!with!each!of!its!neighbors.!
In!the!current!design,!the!fourth!floor!is!set!back!from!the!street!perspective!and!from!the!rest!
of!the!building,!thereby!creating!only!a!one!story!differential!at!the!street!level!between!225!
California!and!both!of!its!neighbors.!In!addition,!the!fourth!floor!was!designed!with!more!glass!
and!a!lighter!structural!grid!in!order!to!make!it!appear!lighter!in!feel.!!
!
“How&does&the&design&fit&into&downtown&Burlingame?”&
!
After!this!question!was!posed!at!the!study!session,!we!regrouped!and!began!to!brainstorm!
different!types!of!architectural!styles!and!details!that!we!could!use!to!help!integrate!this!
building!into!the!fabric!of!downtown.!Ultimately,!we!settled!on!a!classic!style!of!architecture!
with!very!traditional!proportions.!Uniquely,!this!building!was!intended!not!to!copy!any!building!
that!is!in!downtown,!but!rather!to!be!its!own!architectural!statement.!More!importantly,!we!
added!reliefs!to!the!building!of!the!gum!nut!and!Eucalyptus!leaves.!The!Eucalyptus!tree!is!the!
unofficial!City!Tree!with!a!rich!history!within!the!City!of!Burlingame.!Evidence!of!this!can!be!
found!on!the!City’s!crest,!which!celebrates!the!Eucalyptus!tree!as!its!primary!icon.!We!used!
Eucalyptus!leaves!to!create!a!classic!floral!design.!At!the!center!of!the!tile,!are!the!new!growth!
leaves!with!the!design!being!four!(4)!distinct!flower!fruit!or!gumnuts,!pointing!in!the!four!
cardinal!directions.!!
!
We!are!excited!about!the!changes!to!the!project!and!believe!we!have!meaningfully!responded!
to!feedback!we!have!been!given.!We!look!forward!to!presenting!this!new!design!to!the!Planning!
Commission!in!the!coming!week.!
!
! ! ! ! ! ! Very!Truly!Yours,!
!
! ! ! ! ! ! DLC$225$CALIFORNIA$LP$
$ $ $ $ $ $ A!California!limited!liability!company!
!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! By:!225!California!@!Highland!LLC!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! Its!General!Partner!
!
!
!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! Ryan!Guibara! !

! ! ! ! ! ! Member!
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225 California Drive Office Project 

City of Burlingame 
 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

 
 

1) EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This traffic impact study describes the existing and future conditions for transportation with and 
without the proposed office development with an underground garage which is proposed to 
include 43,140 square feet of office space and 1,820 square feet of ground floor retail space. 
The study presents information on the regional and local roadway networks, pedestrian and 
transit conditions, and provides an analysis of the effects on transportation facilities associated 
with the project.   
 
This study also describes the regulatory setting; the criterion used for determining the 
significance of environmental impacts; and summarizes potential environmental impacts and 
appropriate mitigation measures.  This study has been conducted in accordance with the 
requirements and methodologies set forth by the City of Burlingame, San Mateo County, 
Caltrans, and the applicable provisions of CEQA1. 
 
Based on this analysis and subject to verification by the City, this study has concluded that the 
proposed project would not result in any significant impacts to traffic or transportation in the 
project study area nor the existing parking capacity within the project study area.  Please note 
that the project study area and scope were defined in coordination with City of Burlingame staff. 
 
Although not a consideration under CEQA the City also requested that the parking supply for 
the proposed project be reviewed. Based on the standard Institute of Transportation Engineers 
parking generation rates the proposed project is estimated to have an average peak parking 
demand of about 94 parking spaces.  The proposed project would provide 130 parking spaces 
with a car sharing facility.  Based on this analysis it is our recommendation that the City 
consider making the findings that the proposed 130 space parking garage for the project is 
reasonable and appropriate.   
 
The justification is as follows: 
 

1) The project is proposing to include a car share facility on-site with recorded easements 
that cannot be modified without the City’s consent (as per the Downtown Specific Plan). 
 

2) The project is proposing to meet or exceed the requirements for bicycle parking by 
providing a secure bicycle parking area for employees.  In addition to the large secure 

                                                 
1 Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, Caltrans, Sacramento, CA, December, 2002. 
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bicycle parking area, the proposed project would include adjacent restrooms and 
showers. 
 

3) There would be numerous opportunities for the office employees with respect to 
shopping and the many quick service and full service restaurants located within easy 
walking distance of the project site. 

 
4) There are existing opportunities for car sharing nearby.  Please note there is a Zipcar 

location at 888 San Mateo Drive at Peninsula Avenue as well as a couple more locations 
about a mile away in San Mateo.   

 
5) There are numerous public parking garages and parking lots in the immediate area, 

including eight public lots within about two blocks of the project.  However, based on the 
calculated demand none would be expected to be used.  
 

6) There is extensive public transportation available in the project area including the 
Caltrain station at Burlingame Avenue almost directly across the street.  There are also 
bus stops less than a block from the site that provides access to the Burlingame Trolley 
as well as two different SamTrans bus routes. 

 

 
2) PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The proposed project includes 43,140 square feet of office space and 1,820 square feet of 
ground floor retail space as well as an underground garage with 3 levels of underground 
parking.  The project is located at the intersection of California Avenue with Highland Avenue in 
the City of Burlingame.  All access to the site is proposed to be from an entrance to the garage 
on Highland Avenue, which is a one-way southbound roadway in the segment immediately 
adjacent to the project site.  Please note that due to the designation of Highland Avenue as one-
way street, the exit driveway shall need to be restricted to right turns only.   Figure 1 shows the 
location of the project and the surrounding roadway network.  Figure 2 shows the proposed site 
plan for the project.  The project site is improved with a 13,720 square foot retail/commercial 
building, of which about 8,700 square feet is occupied retail space.  The surrounding land uses 
include mostly retail, restaurant, and other commercial land uses. 
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3) ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 

This section of the report describes the roadways, traffic conditions and other existing 
transportation characteristics in the vicinity of the project.  The primary basis of the analysis is 
the peak hour level of service for the key intersections. The hours identified as the “peak” hours 
are generally between 7:30 AM and 8:30 AM and 4:30 PM and 5:30 PM. for all of the 
transportation facilities described.  However, please note that two hour peak period traffic 
counts were conducted at each intersection in the morning and afternoon and then the highest 
single one hour period recorded for each was used in the analysis.  Throughout this report, 
these peak hours will be identified as the AM and PM peak hours, respectively.  
 

3.1 Project Study Intersections 
 
Based on the project’s trip generation and the potential for traffic impacts, a list of project study 
intersections was prepared in coordination with the City of Burlingame staff based on Caltrans 
standards and the potential for project impacts.  Figure 1 shows the location of the project study 
intersections.  Five (5) existing study intersections and the two proposed project driveway 
intersections were included in the analysis.  All of the existing study intersections are signalized 
with the exception of intersections #4 and #5 (Lorton Avenue at Burlingame Avenue and 
Howard Avenue) which both have all-way stop control.   
 
 Project Study Intersections 
 

1. California Drive at Peninsula Avenue 
2. California Drive at Burlingame Avenue 
3. California Avenue at Oak Grove 
4.  Burlingame Avenue and Lorton Avenue 
5. Lorton Avenue at Howard Avenue 

 
 

3.2 Traffic Analysis Scenarios 
 

The study intersections were evaluated for the following four scenarios: 
 
 Scenario 1: Existing Conditions – Level of Service (LOS) based on existing peak hour 

volumes and existing intersection configurations. 
 

 Scenario 2: Existing Plus Project – Existing traffic volumes plus trips from the 
proposed project. 

 

 Scenario 3: Cumulative Conditions – This scenario includes year 2040 cumulative 
volumes based on planned and approved projects and the most recent 
release of the Countywide Travel Demand Model. 

 

 Scenario 4: Cumulative Plus Project Conditions – This scenario includes year 2040 
cumulative volumes based on the most recent release of the Countywide 
Travel Demand Model plus the trips from the proposed project.   
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3.3 Existing Roadway Network  
 
As discussed previously, the project location and the surrounding roadway network are 
illustrated in Figure 1.   The following is a more detailed description of the roadways that could 
be affected by the project: 
 

 California Avenue – is a four-lane road that extends south from Millbrae Avenue in 
the City of Millbrae down to Peninsula Avenue in San Mateo where it changes names 
to become North San Mateo Drive.  California Avenue runs parallel to the Caltrain 
tracks on their west side.  The speed limit on California Avenue is 25 mph in the 
project study area but it becomes 35 mph to the north of Douglas Avenue. 
 

 Burlingame Avenue – Burlingame Avenue is a discontinuous two lane east-west 
roadway that extends west from Rollins Lane to East Lane.  It then starts again, 
extending west from California Avenue through the commercial district across El 
Camino Real to terminate at Occidental Avenue.  Burlingame Avenue has a speed 
limit of 25 mph. 

 
 Peninsula Avenue – is a major east-west four-lane arterial that extends west from 

Airport Boulevard through an interchange with the U.S. 101 freeway to terminate on 
the west at El Camino Real.  East of the Caltrans tracks Peninsula Avenue has a 
speed limit of 35 mph.  The speed limit then drops to 30 mph in the project study area 
(west of the Caltrans tracks). 

 
 Highland Avenue – Highland Avenue is a two lane commercial and residential 

roadway that extends south from Calfornia Avenue into San Mateo to terminate at East 
Santa Inez Avenue.  Highland Avenue is a two-way roadway except in the block 
adjacent to the proposed project (between California Avenue and Howard Avenue) 
where is it one-way southbound with a single travel lane.  Highland Avenue has a 
speed limit of 25 mph. 

 
 Lorton Avenue – Lorton Avenue is a two lane commercial and residential roadway 

that extends southeast from Belleview Avenue to terminate at Peninsula Avenue.  
Lorton Avenue is a two-way roadway with a speed limit of 25 mph. 
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3.4 Intersection Analysis Methodology 
  
Existing operational conditions at the five (5) study intersections have been evaluated according 
to the requirements set forth by the Caltrans using the methodology set forth in their technical 
procedures.  The analysis of traffic operations was conducted using the 2010 Highway Capacity 
Manual (HCM) Level of Service (LOS) methodology with Synchro software.2   Level of service is 
an expression, in the form of a scale, of the relationship between the capacity of an intersection 
(or roadway segment) to accommodate the volume of traffic moving through it at any given time.  
The level of service scale describes traffic flow with six ratings ranging from A to F, with “A” 
indicating relatively free flow of traffic and “F” indicating stop-and-go traffic characterized by 
traffic jams.   
 
As the amount of traffic moving through a given intersection or roadway segment increases, the 
traffic flow conditions that motorists experience rapidly deteriorate as the capacity of the 
intersection or roadway segment is reached.  Under such conditions, there is general instability 
in the traffic flow, which means that relatively small incidents (e.g., momentary engine stall) can 
cause considerable fluctuations in speeds and delays that lead to traffic congestion. This near-
capacity situation is labeled level of service (LOS) E.  At LOS F, the intersection or roadway 
segment capacity has been exceeded, and arriving traffic will exceed the ability of the 
intersection to accommodate it. 
 
For signalized intersections, The HCM methodology determines the capacity of each lane group 
approaching the intersection.  The LOS is then based on average control delay (in seconds per 
vehicle) for the various movements within the intersection.  A combined weighted average 
control delay and LOS are presented for the intersection.  A summary of the HCM results and 
copies of the detailed HCM LOS calculations are included in the appendix to this report.  Table 
1 summarizes the relationship between LOS, average control delay, and the volume to capacity 
ratio at signalized intersections. 
 
For unsignalized (all-way stop controlled and two-way stop controlled) intersections, the 
average control delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by approach (e.g., 
northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left-turn) for those movements that are subject to 
delay.  In general, the operating conditions for unsignalized intersections are presented for the 
worst approach.  Table 2 summarizes the relationship between LOS and average control delay 
at unsignalized intersections. 
  

                                                 
2 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Washington D.C., 2011 
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TABLE 1 
SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS 

Level of 
Service Description of Operations 

Average Delay 
(sec/veh) Volume to Capacity Ratio

A 
Insignificant Delays:  No approach phase is fully 
used and no vehicle waits longer than one red 
indication. 

< 10 < 0.60 

B 
Minimal Delays:  An occasional approach phase 
is fully used.  Drivers begin to feel restricted. 

> 10 to 20 > 0.61 to 0.70 

C 
Acceptable Delays:  Major approach phase may 
become fully used.  Most drivers feel somewhat 
restricted. 

> 20 to 35 > 0.71 to 0.80 

D 

Tolerable Delays:  Drivers may wait through no 
more than one red indication.  Queues may 
develop but dissipate rapidly without excessive 
delays. 

> 35 to 55 > 0.81 to 0.90 

E 

Significant Delays:  Volumes approaching 
capacity.  Vehicles may wait through several 
signal cycles and long vehicle queues from 
upstream. 

> 55 to 80 > 0.91 to 1.00 

F 
Excessive Delays:  Represents conditions at 
capacity, with extremely long delays.  Queues 
may block upstream intersections. 

> 80 > 1.00 

 SOURCES: 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2011.   

  
 

TABLE 2 
UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS 

Level of 
Service Description of Operations 

Average Delay 
(seconds/vehicle) 

A No delay for stop-controlled approaches.     0 to 10 

B Operations with minor delays. > 10 to 15 

C Operations with moderate delays. > 15 to 25 

D Operations with some delays. > 25 to 35 

E Operations with high delays and long queues. > 35 to 50 

F 
Operation with extreme congestion, with very high delays and long 
queues unacceptable to most drivers. 

> 50 

                    SOURCE:  2010 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2011. 

 



Abrams Associates
TRAFFIC ENGINEERING, INC.

       
 

 
  Page 9                                                    225 California Drive Office Project Transportation Impact Analysis 

 
 

 
 
 
 

3.5 Existing Intersection Capacity Conditions (Scenario 1) 
 
The existing intersection geometry at each of the project study intersections can be seen in 
Figure 3.  The existing traffic volumes at the study intersections for weekday AM and PM peak 
hours are presented in Figure 4.  Traffic counts were conducted at all of the project study 
intersections in February of 2015 at times when local schools were in session.  Table 3 
summarizes the associated LOS computation results for the existing weekday AM and PM peak 
hour conditions.  Please note that the corresponding LOS analysis calculation sheets are 
presented in the Traffic Analysis Appendix.  As shown in Table 3, all of the study intersections 
currently have acceptable conditions (LOS C or better) during the weekday AM and PM peak 
hours. 

 
TABLE 3 

EXISTING INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE CONDITIONS 
 

INTERSECTION CONTROL 
PEAK 
HOUR 

EXISTING 

Delay LOS 

1 OAK GROVE AVE & CALIFORNIA DR Signalized 
AM 22.0 C 
PM 20.9 C 

2 BURLINGAME AVE & CALIFORNIA DR Signalized AM 6.7 A 
PM 6.4 A 

3 PENINSULA AVE & CALIFORNIA DR Signalized AM 21.1 C 
PM 33.4 C 

4 BURLINGAME AVE & LORTON AVE All Way Stop AM 8.5 A 
PM 9.1 A 

5 HOWARD AVE & LORTON AVE All Way Stop AM 9.1 A 
PM 10.4 B 

 

SOURCE:  Abrams Associates, 2015 

NOTES:     HCM LOS results are presented in terms of average intersection delay in seconds per vehicle.   For  
                   stop controlled intersections the results for the worst side street approach are presented with the             
                   overall intersection delay shown in parentheses. 
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3.6 Planned Roadway Improvements 
 

The most significant planned roadway improvement in the area is reconfiguration of the U.S. 
101/Broadway interchange.  Although this project is not within the immediate study area it does 
have the potential to affect circulation patterns in the project area.  The California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans), in cooperation with San Mateo County Transportation Authority 
(SMCTA), is reconfiguring the US 101/Broadway interchange to improve traffic movement and 
access around the interchange. The interchange improvements shall accommodate future traffic 
increases at adjacent intersections and improve operations at the 101 southbound ramps in 
addition to improving bicycle and pedestrian access.  The interchange reconfiguration consists 
of a new seven-lane Broadway overcrossing. Broadway will be realigned to extend straight 
across US 101 from the Broadway/Rollins Road intersection on the west to Bayshore Highway 
on the east, and the northern terminus of Airport Boulevard will be moved approximately 100 
feet to the north to meet the new overcrossing.  In addition, the existing on- and off-ramps will 
be replaced, and ramp metering equipment are being installed.  This work is currently 
underway. 

 
3.7 Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 
 
Bicycle paths, lanes and routes are typical examples of bicycle transportation facilities, which 
are defined by Caltrans as being in one of the following three classes: 
 
Class I – Provides a completely separated facility designed for the exclusive use of bicyclists 
and pedestrians with crossing points minimized. 
 
Class II – Provides a restricted right-of-way designated lane for the exclusive or semi-exclusive 
use of bicycles with through travel by motor vehicles or pedestrians prohibited, but with vehicle 
parking and cross-flows by pedestrians and motorists permitted. 
 
Class III – Provides a route designated by signs or permanent markings and shared with 
pedestrians and motorists. 
 
Please note there are sidewalks on most streets in the project study area and there are existing 
Class II bicycle lanes on Howard Avenue east of the Caltrain tracks.  In addition, the Burlingame 
Bicycle Route Map (City of Burlingame 2008) identifies California Drive, Highland Avenue, and 
Howard Avenue official bike routes. 
 

3.8 Transit Service 
 
Three major public mass transit operators provide service within or adjacent to the study area.  
These include BART, the Eastern San Mateo Transit Authority (or Tri Delta Transit), and the 
County Connection. These operators are described below. 
 
Caltrain – Commuter rail service between San Francisco and Gilroy is provided by Caltrain. 
The project is located directly across California Drive from the Burlingame Caltrain station.  
Caltrain generally provides service with 20- to 30-minute headways during the weekday AM and 
PM commute hours.  With the proposed Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project (PCEP), 
which is a key component of the Caltrain Modernization program, the frequency of stops at the 
Burlingame stations could be increased.  This is slated to be completed in 2021 according to the 
CalTrain website. 
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BART - Commuter rail service in the project vicinity is provided by BART from the Millbrae 
Station. The BART system connects Millbrae to the Peninsula, San Francisco, and the East 
Bay. The Millbrae BART station is located less than three miles north of the site and is 
accessible via the free shuttle service connecting with the Broadway Caltrain station. The 
Broadway station is about a mile from the project site and can be accessed via SamTrans 
Routes 292 and 46 which are described in more detail below. BART trains operate on 15-minute 
headways during the commute periods.  Please note that BART also operates a free shuttle that 
runs between the Millbrae Intermodal BART & Caltrain Station, Mills-Peninsula Health Services, 
Sisters of Mercy and the Easton-Burlingame neighborhood during commute hours, Monday 
through Friday. 
 
SamTrans Bus Service Caltrain Shuttle, Burlingame Trolley - The project area is served 
directly by two local SamTrans buses, the Broadway Millbrae shuttle, and the Burlingame 
Trolley.  The SamTrans bus lines that operate within the project study area are Route 46 and 
Route 292 which both operate along California Drive with stops at the adjacent Burlingame 
Caltrain station. The Broadway Millbrae shuttle operates every day and provides a connection 
between the Broadway Caltrain station and the Millbrae Caltrain station. The Burlingame Trolley 
is a free service that operates every day and connects the hotels east of US 101 to Broadway, 
downtown Burlingame, and the Burlingame Caltrain station. 
 

4) REGULATORY CONTEXT 

 
Existing policies, laws and regulations that apply to the proposed project are summarized below. 
 

4.1 State 
 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has jurisdiction over State highways. 
Therefore, Caltrans controls all construction, modification, and maintenance of State highways, 
such as SR 4. Any improvements to these roadways would require Caltrans’ approval.  The 
Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies provides consistent guidance for Caltrans 
staff who review local development and land use change proposals. The Guide also informs 
local agencies about the information needed for Caltrans to analyze the traffic impacts to state 
highway facilities which include freeway segments, on- or off-ramps, and signalized 
intersections. 
 

4.2 Local 
 
City of Burlingame General Plan - The Transportation and Circulation Element included in the 
City of Burlingame General Plan was prepared pursuant to Section 65302(b) of the California 
Government Code.  The Transportation and Circulation Element addresses the location and 
extent of existing and planned transportation routes, terminals, and other local public utilities 
and facilities.  The General Plan identifies roadway and transit goals and policies that have been 
adopted to ensure that the transportation system of the City will have adequate capacity to 
serve planned growth. These goals and policies are intended to provide a plan and 
implementation measures for an integrated, multi-modal transportation system that will safely 
and efficiently meet the transportation needs of all economic and social segments of the City. 
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4.3 Significance Criteria 
 
The City of Burlingame does not have any Council-adopted definitions of significant traffic 
impacts.  Previous studies have specified a goal of maintaining a Level of Service (LOS) D at all 
intersections during the peak hours.  The following standards typically have been used in traffic 
studies and EIRs.   
 
 
Signalized Intersections - Project-related operational impacts on the signalized study 
intersections in the City of Burlingame are considered significant if project-related traffic causes 
the Level of Service (LOS) rating to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or F, or from 
LOS E to LOS F.  It is also considered a significant impact if the level of service at an 
intersection is an unacceptable LOS E or F without the project and the addition of project trips 
causes the average delay at the intersection to increase by five (5) or more seconds.   
 
Unsignalized Intersections - Project-related operational impacts on unsignalized intersections 
are considered significant if project generated traffic causes the worst-case movement (or 
average of all movements for all-way stop-controlled intersections and roundabouts) to 
deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or F.  Previous traffic studies completed in the City of 
Burlingame have stated that a project would have a significant adverse impact on traffic 
conditions at an unsignalized intersection with an unacceptable level of service (LOS E or LOS 
F) if the project adds at least 10 trips during any peak-hour. 
 
According to CEQA guidelines, a project would have a significant impact if it would: 

 Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including, but not limited to, intersections, streets, 
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths and mass transit. 

 Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited 
to, level-of-service standards, and travel demand measures, or other standards 
established by a county congestion management agency for designated roadways. 

 Result in inadequate emergency vehicle access. 

 Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities. 

 Result in a projected future over-capacity freeway condition where current long-range 
planning studies show an under-capacity condition. 

 Result in an internal circulation system design that does not meet City standards. 
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5) IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 

5.1 Project Trip Generation 
 
The proposed project will consist of include 43,140 square feet of office space and 1,820 square 
feet of ground floor retail space and would replace a 13,720 square foot retail/commercial 
building.  It was confirmed that a little less than two thirds of the space (about 8,700 square feet) 
was occupied retail space at the time the traffic counts were conducted.  The trip generation 
calculations are shown in Table 4.   
 

TABLE 4 
TRIP GENERATION CALCULATIONS 

 

Land Use Size ADT 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total

General Office Space 
43,140  
sq. ft. 

476 59 8 67 11 53 64 

Transit / Shared Trips 
Reduction 10% (Office Only) 

 48 6 1 7 1 5 6 

Traffic Generated by the 
Proposed Office Space 

 428 53 7 60 10 48 58 

General Commercial/Retail 
1,820  
sq. ft. 

78 1 1 2 3 4 7 

Pass-By Traffic Reduction 
34% 

 27 0 1 1 1 1 2 

Traffic Generated by the 
Proposed Retail Space 

 51 1 0 1 2 3 5 

Totals for New Construction 
44,960  
sq. ft. 

479 54 8 61 12 51 63 

Existing Occupied Retail 
8,700 
sq. ft. 

371 5 3 8 15 17 32 

Pass-By Traffic Reduction  
 34% (Retail Only) 

 126 2 1 3 5 6 11 

Traffic Generated by the 
Existing Retail/Commercial 

 245 3 2 5 10 11 21 

Net New Project Trips   234 51 6 56 2 40 42 

 
 

The trip generation calculations were based on the rates for a general office building (ITE Land 
Use Code 710 from the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 9th 
Edition.  Please note the trip generation for the existing space was also calculated using  ITE 
rates.  The total project trip generation reflects all vehicle trips that would be counted at the 
project driveway, both inbound and outbound.  For this analysis, a 10% reduction was taken (for 
the office uses only) to account for the close proximity to public transit as well as shared trips 
with other commercial uses in the business district (i.e. retail and restaurants).  Please note that 
the peak hour reduction that was applied only to the retail uses was 34%.  This is to account for 
pass-by trips because of the fact that some of the retail trips would already be part of the 



Abrams Associates
TRAFFIC ENGINEERING, INC.

       
 

 
  Page 16                                                    225 California Drive Office Project Transportation Impact Analysis 

 
 

existing traffic stream adjacent to the project site.  These are standard adjustments based on 
information derived from commonly accepted references including the ITE Trip Generation 
Handbook.3   
 
The project is forecast to generate approximately 56 vehicle trips during the AM peak hour and 
42 trips during the PM peak hour.   For purposes of determining the reasonable worst-case 
impacts of traffic on the surrounding street network from a proposed project, the trips generated 
by this proposed development are estimated for the peak commute hours of 7:30 AM and 8:30 
AM and 4:30 PM and 5:30 PM, which represent the peak of “adjacent street traffic”.  This is the 
time period when the project traffic would generally contribute to the greatest amount of 
congestion.   
 

5.2 Project Trip Distribution 
 

The trip distribution assumptions have been based on the project’s proximity to freeway 
interchanges, the existing directional split at nearby residential neighborhoods and local 
intersections, and the overall land use patterns in the area as determined from the most recent 
update to the Countywide Travel Demand Model.  Table 5 shows the percentage of project 
traffic assigned to various study roadways in both the AM and PM peak hours.  Figure 5 shows 
the project traffic that would be added at each of the study intersections. 
 

TABLE 5 
PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION ASSUMPTIONS 

 
 

Origin / Destination 
Peak Hour Trip 

Percentages 
   

East on Howard Avenue 3% 

East on Peninsula Avenue  32% 

South on San Mateo Drive 10% 

South on Highland Avenue 3% 

South on Lorton Avenue 7% 

West on Howard Avenue 8% 

West on Burlingame Avenue 10% 

North on California Drive 27% 

 
 

5.3 Existing Plus Project Traffic Capacity Conditions (Scenario 2) 
 

This scenario evaluates the existing conditions with the addition of traffic from the proposed 
project.  The capacity calculations for the Existing Plus Project scenario are shown in Table 6.  
Please note that the corresponding LOS analysis calculation sheets are presented in the Traffic 
Analysis Appendix.  Figure 6 shows the existing plus project traffic volumes at each of the study 
intersections.  As shown in Table 6, all of the signalized study intersections would continue to 
have acceptable conditions (LOS C or better) according to City standards during the weekday 
AM and PM peak hours. 
 

                                                 
3 ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 2nd Edition, Appendix B, Institute of Transportation Engineers,  
   Washington D.C., 2012. 
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5.4 Internal Circulation and Access 
 

No internal site circulation or access issues have been identified that would cause a traffic 
safety problem or any unusual traffic congestion or delay.  The volumes on the internal garage 
aisles would be light enough so that no significant conflicts would be expected with through 
traffic and vehicles backing out of the parking spaces within the garage.  The parking spaces 
within the garage will be reserved for the use of the tenants and each space shall be designated 
for a certain use.   
 

TABLE 6 
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE CONDITIONS 

 

INTERSECTION CONTROL 
PEAK 
HOUR 

EXISTING 
EXISTING PLUS 

PROJECT 

Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1 OAK GROVE AVE & CALIFORNIA DR Signalized 
AM 22.0 C 22.1 C 
PM 20.9 C 21.0 C 

2 BURLINGAME AVE & CALIFORNIA DR Signalized AM 6.7 A 7.3 A 
PM 6.4 A 6.4 A 

3 PENINSULA AVE & CALIFORNIA DR Signalized AM 21.1 C 22.2 C 
PM 33.4 C 34.6 C 

4 BURLINGAME AVE & LORTON AVE All Way Stop AM 8.5 A 8.7 A 
PM 9.1 A 9.1 A 

5 HOWARD AVE & LORTON AVE All Way Stop AM 9.1 A 9.2 A 
PM 10.4 B 10.5 B 

 
SOURCE:  Abrams Associates, 2015 

NOTES:     HCM LOS results are presented in terms of average intersection delay in seconds per vehicle.   For  
                   stop controlled intersections the results for the worst side street approach are presented with the             
                   overall intersection delay shown in parentheses. 

 

5.5 Parking Impacts 
 

The proposed project would provide an adequate supply of off-street parking based on the 
City’s requirements.  The project proposes to provide the parking required according to the 
City’s Municipal Code and the Downtown Specific Plan by providing 130 off-street parking 
spaces with a car share facility.  Based on a review pf the project parking demand and given the 
location near Caltrain and numerous nearby public parking lots and on-street parking spaces 
there would be no significant parking impacts expected to the surrounding properties.  Please 
note that the proposed parking garage would be secure and not be available to the public.  The 
entire garage would be private and gated near the main entrance.  Only designated owners, 
employees, and authorized visitors would have access to the parking garage.  All other visitors 
would have to park on-street or in local public parking garages.  In summary, there would be no 
public parking available in the on-site parking garage. 
 
Parking Demand Based on ITE Parking Generation Rates - To provide additional justification 
for the parking demand analysis, Table 7 also provides a summary of the parking demand 
results using the average ITE parking generation rates for office buildings in a urban area taken 
from the 4th Edition of the ITE Parking Generation Manual.  As shown in Table 7, the maximum 
parking demand generated by the project would be forecast to be approximately 111 parking 
spaces based on the ITE data.  
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Table 7 
Off-Street Parking Calculations Using Parking Demand Data from  

the Institute of Transportation Engineers 
 

No. Scenario Data Source Land Use Size 
Parking 
Demand

Required 
Spaces 

1 Proposed Project 
ITE Parking 

Demand Rates 
Office 43,140 

square 
feet 

2.47 per 
ksf 

106 

2 Proposed Project 
ITE Parking 

Demand Rates 
Retail 1,820 

square 
feet 

2.55 per 
ksf 

5 

 
Parking Demand in Downtown Burlingame - For this location in a central business district 
with excellent transit access, the parking demand is much less than the typical ITE rate in the 
Parking Generation Manual.  This is based on some of the same characteristics that are 
discussed in the trip generation section.  The availability of transit (i.e. the close proximity to the 
Burlingame Caltrain stop), the use of bicycles, carpooling, and the attractiveness of walking in 
the mixed-use downtown environment results in reduced vehicle trip generation and an 
associated reduction in the need for parking.  In summary, since this area of Burlingame has 
numerous opportunities for public transportation, the office workers are not all expected to have 
personal vehicles and it is anticipated that a reduced parking supply will help encourage more 
travel by alternative transportation modes. 
 
According to the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, a site that is located within 0.25 miles of a 
transit center (like the Caltrain station) would typically generate about 15% percent less private 
vehicles than the typical projects that were surveyed to develop ITE’s trip generation and 
parking demand rates.  The ITE Trip Generation Handbook also specifies that to qualify for the 
15% reduction, projects located near transit centers must have a minimum FAR of 2.0 and have 
direct, safe connections between the project site and the transit center.  Please note the Trip 
Generation Handbook also specifies that it is preferable if safe and secure bicycle parking is 
provided at the site.  The proposed project meets the above guidelines from the ITE Trip 
Generation Handbook and is therefore estimated to have an average peak parking demand of 
about 94 parking spaces. 
 
Summary of Findings on Parking - Based on these studies, it is our recommendation that the 
City consider making the findings that the proposed 130 space parking garage with a car share 
facility is reasonable and appropriate.  The justification is as follows: 
 

1) The project is proposing to include a car share facility on-site with recorded easements 
that cannot be modified without the City’s consent (as per the Downtown Specific Plan). 
 

2) The project is proposing to meet or exceed the requirements for bicycle parking by 
providing a secure bicycle parking area for employees.  In addition to the large secure 
bicycle parking area, the proposed project would include adjacent restrooms and 
showers. 
 

3) There would be numerous opportunities for the office employees with respect to 
shopping and the many quick service and full service restaurants located within easy 
walking distance of the project site. 

 
4) There are existing opportunities for car sharing nearby.  Please note there is a Zipcar 

location at 888 San Mateo Drive at Peninsula Avenue as well as a couple more locations 
about a mile away in San Mateo.   
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5) There are numerous public parking garages and parking lots in the immediate area, 

including eight public lots within about two blocks of the project. However, based on the 
calculated demand none would be expected to be used.  
  

6) There is extensive public transportation available in the project area including the 
Caltrain station at Burlingame Avenue almost directly across the street.  There are also 
bus stops less than a block from the site that provides access to the Burlingame Trolley 
as well as two different SamTrans bus routes. 

 

5.6 Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts 
 

Due to its proximity to bicycle routes, shopping, and public transit, the proposed project would 
generate additional pedestrian and bicycle traffic in the area, thereby potentially increasing 
conflicts between vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians.  However, based on the City’s 
significance criteria the project’s impacts on pedestrian and bicycle travel would be considered 
less than significant and no mitigations would be required.    
 

5.7 Transit Impacts 
 
The proposed project would not interfere with any existing bus routes and would not remove or 
relocate any existing bus stops.  The proposed project could also help support existing bus and 
train services with additional transit ridership and would not conflict with any transit plans or 
goals of the City of Burlingame or the San Mateo County Transportation Authority.  Therefore, 
the impact of the proposed Project on existing transit operations (or adopted plans related to 
transit) would be less than significant. 
 

5.8 Cumulative Traffic Capacity Conditions (Scenario 3) 
 
For the cumulative conditions, the intersection traffic volumes were based on the existing 
turning movements with the addition of traffic from all planned and approved projects plus the 
addition of incremental growth in background traffic estimated by the County’s traffic model, 
estimated to be 0.5% per year in this part of the City of Burlingame.4  Figure 7 presents the 
cumulative build-out traffic volumes at each of the project study intersections.    
 
Table 8 summarizes the LOS results for the Cumulative (Year 2040) traffic conditions at each of 
the project study intersections.  As shown on this table, all of the study intersections would 
continue to have acceptable conditions during the weekday AM and PM peak commute hours 
except for the intersection of Peninsula Avenue with California Avenue which is forecast to 
operate at LOS D in the PM peak hour under cumulative (build-out) conditions.  Please note this 
intersection is forecast to exceed the established standards in the future regardless of whether 
or not the proposed project is approved and constructed. 

                                                 
Draft Traffic Impact Analysis of the Carolan Avenue and Rollins Road Residential Development, Hexagon 
Transportation Consultants, San Jose, CA, August 21, 2014. 
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TABLE 8 

CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE CONDITIONS 
 

INTERSECTION CONTROL 
PEAK 
HOUR 

CUMULATIVE 
CUMULATIVE 

PLUS PROJECT 

Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1 OAK GROVE AVE & CALIFORNIA DR Signalized 
AM 26.4 C 26.5 C 
PM 25.0 C 25.1 C 

2 BURLINGAME AVE & CALIFORNIA DR Signalized AM 7.2 A 7.9 A 
PM 6.9 A 7.0 A 

3 PENINSULA AVE & CALIFORNIA DR Signalized AM 31.8 C 34.4 C 
PM 62.4 E 63.5 E 

4 BURLINGAME AVE & LORTON AVE All Way Stop AM 8.9 A 9.1 A 
PM 9.6 A 9.7 A 

5 HOWARD AVE & LORTON AVE All Way Stop AM 9.8 A 9.9 A 
PM 11.7 B 11.9 B 

 
SOURCE:  Abrams Associates, 2015 

NOTES:     HCM LOS results are presented in terms of average intersection delay in seconds per vehicle.   For  
                   stop controlled intersections the results for the worst side street approach are presented with the             
                   overall intersection delay shown in parentheses. 

 
5.9 Cumulative Plus Project Traffic Capacity Conditions (Scenario 4) 
 
Table 8 (shown previously on Page 20) also summarizes the LOS results for the Cumulative 
Plus Project (Year 2040) traffic conditions at each of the project study intersections.  As shown 
on this table, all of the signalized study intersections would continue to have acceptable 
conditions during the weekday AM and PM peak commute hours except for the intersection of 
Peninsula Avenue with California Avenue which is forecast to operate at LOS E in the AM peak 
hour under cumulative (build-out) conditions.   
 
However, this intersection would operate at LOS E in the future regardless of whether or not the 
proposed project is constructed and the project would not increase the average delay by more 
than 5 seconds.  Please note the forecast project increase to the average delay at this 
intersection in the PM peak hour is 1.1 seconds per vehicle.  Therefore the project’s contribution 
to the future traffic volumes would not be considered a significant impact at this intersection 
according to established standards.  Figure 8 presents the cumulative build-out traffic volumes 
at each of the project study intersections.   
 

5.10 Analysis of Caltrans Traffic Signal Warrants at the Intersection of 
Howard Avenue and Lorton Avenue 
 
Traffic signals are used to provide for an orderly flow of traffic through an intersection. Many 
times they are needed to provide side street traffic an opportunity to access a major road where 
high volumes and/or high vehicle speeds block crossing or turn movements. Traffic signals do 
not, however, necessarily increase the capacity of an intersection (i.e., increase the 
intersection’s ability to accommodate additional vehicles) and, in fact, often slightly reduce the 
number of total vehicles that can pass through an intersection in a given period of time. Signals 
can also cause an increase in traffic accidents if installed at improper locations. 
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For this reason there are eleven possible tests (called “warrants”) that are set forth by Caltrans 
(and the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices) for determining whether a traffic signal 
should be considered for installation. The tests consider criteria such as traffic volumes and 
delay, pedestrian volumes, presence of school children, and accident history. Usually, two or 
more warrants must be met before a signal is installed.  If the Peak Hour Volume Warrant 
(Warrant #11) is met at an intersection that is usually a strong indication that a more detailed 
signal warrant analysis covering all possible warrants is appropriate. 
 
At the two unsignalized project study intersections (and the project’s garage exit) the warrant 
analysis indicated that none would meet any of the warrants for a traffic signal under the 
scenarios that were analyzed. 
 
 

5.11 Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
The following section includes a list of project impacts and proposed mitigation measures to 
address the transportation impacts of the project.  With the implementation of the mitigation 
measures described in this section, all project transportation impacts would be reduced to a less 
than significant level. 
 
 
Impact #1  The project would contribute to LOS operations exceeding the established 

standards at the following intersection:  
 
California Drive at Peninsula Avenue (Intersection #3) 

    
  As discussed previously in Section 5.5, the addition of traffic from the proposed 

project in the cumulative plus project scenario (Scenario 4) would contribute to this 
intersection exceeding the established LOS standard (LOS D).   

 
  Beyond these five intersections, the analysis indicates the project would not 

contribute to any other unacceptable traffic operations in the area.  At the 
intersection of California Drive with Peninsula Avenue (Intersection #3) the 
proposed project would not increase the average delay on any approach by more 
than 5 seconds.  Therefore the project’s contribution to the future traffic volumes 
would not be considered a significant impact at this intersection according to 
established standards.         

 
   Mitigation Measure(s) 
   None required. 
 
Impact #2 Impacts to traffic at the project study intersections. 

 
As noted previously, traffic signals are used to provide for an orderly flow of traffic 
through an intersection.  Eleven possible tests (called “warrants”) have been set 
forth by Caltrans (and the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices) for 
determining whether a traffic signal should be considered for installation. The tests 
consider criteria such as traffic volumes and delay, pedestrian volumes, presence 
of school children, and accident history. Usually, two or more warrants must be met 
before a signal is installed. If the Peak Hour Volume Warrant (Warrant #11) is met 
at an intersection that is usually a strong indication that a more detailed signal 
warrant analysis covering all possible warrants is appropriate. 
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At the unsignalized project study intersections the analysis indicated that none 
would meet any of the warrants for a traffic signal under the scenarios that were 
analyzed and therefore the addition of project traffic at the unsignalized 
intersections would result in a less than significant impact. 

 
Mitigation Measure(s) 

   None required. 
 
 
Impact #3  Demolition and construction activities associated with the proposed project 

would result in an increase in traffic to and from the site and could lead to 
unsafe conditions near the project site. 

 
   The increase in traffic as a result of demolition and construction activities 

associated with the proposed project has been quantified assuming a worst-case 
single phase construction period of approximately 12 to 14 months.  

 
    Heavy Equipment 
 
   Approximately four pieces of heavy equipment are estimated to be transported on 

and off the site each month throughout the demolition and construction of the 
proposed project. Heavy equipment transport to and from the site could cause 
traffic impacts in the vicinity of the project site during construction. However, each 
load would be required to obtain all necessary permits, which would include 
conditions. Prior to issuance of grading and building permits, the project applicant 
would be required to submit a Traffic Control Plan.  

 
   The requirements within the Traffic Control Plan include, but are not limited to, the 

following: truck drivers would be notified of and required to use the most direct 
route between the site and U.S. 101, as determined by the City Engineering 
Department; all site ingress and egress would occur only at the main driveways to 
the project site; specifically designated travel routes for large vehicles would be 
monitored and controlled by flaggers for large construction vehicle ingress and 
egress; warning signs indicating frequent truck entry and exit would be posted on 
adjacent roadways if requested; and any debris and mud on nearby streets caused 
by trucks would be monitored daily and may require instituting a street cleaning 
program. In addition, eight loads of heavy equipment being hauled to and from the 
site each month would be short-term and temporary. 

   
   Employees 
 
   The weekday work is expected to begin around 7:00 AM and end around 3:30 PM. 

The construction worker arrival peak would occur between 6:30 AM and 7:30 AM, 
and the departure peak would occur between 3:00 PM and 4:00 PM. These peak 
hours are slightly before the citywide commute peaks. It should be noted that the 
number of trips generated during construction would not only be temporary, but 
would also be substantially less than the proposed project at buildout.  Based on 
past construction of similar projects, construction workers could require parking for 
up to 40 vehicles during the peak construction period. Additionally, deliveries, 
visits, and other activities may generate peak non-worker parking demand of 10 to 
15 trucks and automobiles per day. Therefore, although some workers would likely 
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use the available public transit in the area, as a worst case scenario it is assumed 
that up to 55 additional vehicles may be parked in the area during the peak 
construction period.  Because the construction of the project can be staggered so 
that employee parking demand is met by using the surrounding available parking, 
the impacts of construction-related employee traffic and parking are considered 
less-than-significant.  

 
   Construction Material Import 
 
   Under the provisions of the Traffic Control Plan, if importation and exportation of 

material becomes a traffic nuisance, then the City Engineer may limit the hours the 
activities can take place. 

 
Traffic Control Plan 

 
   The Traffic Control Plan would indicate how parking for construction workers would 

be provided during construction and ensure a safe flow of traffic in the project area 
during construction. This analysis assumed construction of the entire project in one 
phase to identify the potential worst-case traffic effects.  If the project is built in 
phases over time, the effects of each phase will be the same or less.  Each phase 
will be subject to a Traffic Control Plan and oversight by the City Engineer.  The 
last phase may require added worker parking measures, depending on the 
circumstances, as there will not be any remaining vacant land for parking.  
Therefore, the demolition and construction activities associated with the proposed 
project or its individual phases would not lead to noticeable congestion in the 
vicinity of the site or the perception of decreased traffic safety resulting in a less-
than-significant impact. 

 

   Mitigation Measure(s) 
   None required. 
 
 
Impact #4 Impacts related to site access and circulation. 
 
   The proposed project has its entrance and exit driveway on Highland Avenue.  

Based on a review of the planned access and proposed site plan, it was 
determined that the site circulation should function well and would not cause any 
safety or operational problems. The project site design has been required to 
conform to City design standards and the plan is not expected to create any 
significant impacts to pedestrians, bicyclists or traffic operations. No internal site 
circulation or access issues have been identified that would cause a traffic safety 
problem or any unusual traffic congestion or delay.  Based on this review the 
impacts related to site access and circulation to the proposed project would be 
less-than-significant. 

   Mitigation Measure(s) 
   None required. 
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Impact #5  Impacts regarding emergency vehicle access on and surrounding the 

proposed project site. 
 
   Sufficient emergency access is determined by factors such as number of access 

points, roadway width, and proximity to fire stations. The land use plan for the 
proposed project would include a driveway on both sides of the building.  All lane 
widths within the project would meet the minimum width that can accommodate an 
emergency vehicle; therefore, the width of the internal parking aisles would be 
adequate.  Therefore, subject to approval from the Fire Department, the 
development of the proposed project is expected to have less-than-significant 
impacts regarding emergency vehicle access. 

 
   Mitigation Measure(s) 
   None required. 
 
 
Impact #6 Impacts relating to the presence and availability of adequate parking. 
 

   The proposed project would provide an adequate supply of off-street parking based 
on the City’s requirements.  The project is currently proposing to meet the City’s 
parking requirements through provision of 130 off-street parking spaces with a car 
share facility.  Subject to final City approval of the proposed parking plan there 
would be no significant parking impacts expected to the surrounding properties.  
Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to create parking impacts on the 
surrounding areas, and impacts related to adequate parking would be less-than-
significant. 

 

   Mitigation Measure(s) 
   None required. 


































































































































































