1509 El Camino Real
-® =

Letters of Concern Submitted by Public for the Previous Proposal

Four-Story, 15-Unit Condominium Project




CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

From: Patricia Gray <pat1936@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2013 7:45 PM

To: CD/PLG-Meeker, William

Cc: Private; Private; Private; Private; Private; Private; Private; ; Private; Private; Private;
Private; Private; pfellowes@sbcglobal.net

Subject: Re: UPDATE - March 21, 2013 - 1509 El Camino Real

My concern is the eviction and destruction of the moderately priced rental property. Ihave read the Burlingame
Housing Element which states the desire to have housing for all levels of income. I think the high priced condo
towers are numerous and not selling. Has Mr. Fellowes sold all the condos in his development in downtown
Burlingame? Or will he now put them up to rent without adequate parking spaces---one per apartment bedroom
instead of one per condo?

I am not pleased that he may get credit in some way for providing two 'below market value' condos while he has
eleven rental units demolished. "Below market value' of a million dollar condo will not be something for
people with moderate means. They will be forced out of their home town. The current residents at that address
deserve more respect by our city officials.

There is a glut of high priced condos nearby and a shortage of moderately priced housing units in
Burlingame. It is not wise to build what is not needed (and not selling) and destroy what is needed.

If Mr. Fellows wants to remove the story poles that is fine. They are not useful because they can not be seen
from El Camino. When they are put up again if he has a new proposal, I would request that the story poles be
IN FRONT OF THE PROJECT and they should be tall enough to show the height of the whole building---
including the elevator towers and other up thrusting structures and the kitchen and bathroom on the roof garden
party area. The story poles should also show the height of the mansard roof and not stop at the ceiling height of
the fourth floor. In fact the proposal as now presented is five stories and far too high for the neighborhood

I object to any plans to chop down the old trees on the property. It seems rather strange that the trees are
decreasing in number as time goes by. If there is a pause before a new project is submitted, can we expect more

trees to disappear?

While I am not planning to request a meeting with Mr. Fellowes, you may forward him this email if he is
interested in the opinion of someone opposed to his proposal.

Patricia Gray

On Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 5:27 PM, CD/PLG-Meeker, William <wmeeker@burlingame.ore> wrote:

Today, Community Development Department staff and the City’s Arborist met with the project proponent (Pat
Fellowes) for the property at 1509 El Camino Real to provide the opportunity to discuss the status of the project
and potential next steps. At the conclusion of our meeting it was Mr. Fellowes’ desire to place the project on
hold for the time being and to reach out to residents that have expressed concern regarding the project in an
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effort to learn more about the objections and to work with the group to possibly revise the project in a manner
that the community may support and that is still feasible for implementation from the developer’s

standpoint. Knowing that I would be updating all of you with this status report, Mr. Fellowes requested that I
ask all of you to identify a core group of individuals with which he can meet to begin these discussions. Those
wishing to participate in these discussions should make contact with Mr. Fellowes directly at the following e-
mail address: pfellowes@sbcglobal.net.

In light of Mr. Fellowes’ desire to take a step back and place the project on hold for the time being with the
likelihood that a significantly altered project design may ultimately be presented, he has requested authorization
from staff to remove the “story poles” from the property while discussions with the community are

occurring. Staff concurs with the removal of the story poles at this time, with the understanding that if the
project is reactivated and/or submitted in revised form, it is likely that the story poles will again need to be
erected on the site.

William Meeker, Director

Community
Development Department

501 Primrose Road — Second Floor

Burlingame, California 94010-3997

E-Mail: wmeeker@burlingame.org

Web:  www.burlingame.org

PH: (650) 558-7255

FAX: (650) 696-3790




CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

From: mhabs@comcast.net

Sent: Wednesday, March 20, 2013 8:15 AM

To: CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben; CD/PLG-Meeker, William

Cc: GRP-Planning Commissioners; GRP-Council; mhabs@comcast.net
Subject: 1509 El Camino Real Project (proposed) - Additional Petition Signatures
Attachments: 2nd Set 1509 ECR Petition Signs.pdf

March 20, 2013

TO: City Of Burlingame Planning Department
CC: City of Burlingame Planning Commission; Burlingame City Council

RE: 1509 El Camino Real Project (Proposed)

Pursuant to my letter dated 3/13/2012 (referenced below), my neighbors have collected 37 additional
signatures opposing the currently proposed project at 1509 El Camino Real, bringing the total
signature count opposing the proposed project to ~390. Please find the 2nd set of petition signature
pages attached herein.

Respectfully submitted,

Mark Haberecht
1505 Balboa Ave.

Attachment: 2nd set of petition signature pages

From: mhabs@comcast.net

To: planningcommissioners@burlingame.org, rhurin@burlingame.org, wmeeker@burlingame . org
Cc: council@burlingame.org

Sent: Wednesday, March 13, 2013 9:23:27 AM

Subject: 1509 El Camino Real Project (proposed) Petition Signatures

March 13, 2013

TO: City Of Burlingame Planning Department, City of Burlingame Planning Commission

CC: Burlingame City Council

RE: 1509 El Camino Real Project (Proposed)

In my letter to the Planning Commission dated February 20, 2013 opposing the adoption of the Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for 1509 El Camino Real, and in my verbal comments to the Burlingame

City Council "From the Floor" during the March 4, 2013 City Council Meeting, I referenced a petition
circulating Burlingame signed by those opposing the project as currently proposed.




Please find the attached scanned petition sheets with ~350 written signatures opposing the 1509 El Camino Real
Project as currently proposed. The following signature pages reflect what have been collected by my concerned
neighbors to date and indicate a strong and growing objection to the said project that spans numerous
neighborhoods. As members of the community at large, we reserve the right to collect more signatures
opposing the project until we receive confirmation and/or notification that the current proposed project, as
described in the circulated IS/MND and in light of Tree Permit revocation, is no longer being considered by the
Planning Commission.

Respectfully Submitted,

Mark Haberecht
1505 Balboa Avenue

Attachment: Petition Signature Pages
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March 13, 2013
Dear Planning Commissioner Bill Meeker,

This letter is in regard of the projected building at 1509 El Camino Real. I
spoke at a meeting of the commission in regards to the plan to remove the trees now
on that property. I mentioned that we need to do all we can to prevent global
warming. There are two contributing factors leading to global warming---burning
fossil fuels and deforestation. We must protect the trees and begin a massive
program of planting more. I requested that you reject the plan to remove the grove
of trees on that site.

I am also concerned about the proposed eviction of the people now living in
the apartments on the property. I wrote to you last week asking for information of
possible rules to preserve diversity in the income levels of our residents. I told you
that I remember when Hillsborough was charged a fine for not having any housing for
people of low or moderate income. I did not receive a reply.

I did found a copy of our City of Burlingame Housing Element. It states that
our city needs to encourage the construction of housing for all economic segments of
our population. It further states that our city will identify Burlingame’s housing needs.
I have lived in Burlingame over forty years and I have seen a marked change in the
income level of our residents. My husband and I bought a home here on the single
salary of a truck driver. This would be impossible today. I fear that the current
residents at 1509 EI Camino would not be able to relocate in our city. Do you have
studies that refute this statement?

While the Housing Element document states that our local government is not
required to build housing; it does seem to mean that we should not destroy such
housing. To evict the people living in the eleven apartments to build fifteen million
dollar condos is contrary to the intention of our statement on the desired housing
elements required of Burlingame as a city in the nine bay area counties (ABAG).

I have signed the petition, along with hundreds of other Burlingame residents,
stating that we are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El
Camino Real.

Sincerely,




Fw 1509 E1 camino Real - Staff Report.txt
Subject: Fw: <'509 E1 camino Real - Staff Report

From: m lee [mailto:marshaleemjl@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2013 12:57 PM

To: CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

Subject: Re: 1509 E1 camino Real - staff Report

Hi Rubin - o
Thank you for sending the open space exhibit.

I would like to provide the following comments for the file, and for inclusion 1in
the next public
hearing staff report:

The Proposed Residential Condo project, located at 1509 E1 Camino Real, is located
at the

northern entrance gateway to the City of Burlingame. The proposed project would be
more

suitable for the surrounding neighborhoods if it was revised to 2 stories over
parking with the ) ) i ) _ _
proposed footprint, or 3 stories over parking with a revised south side footprint
that preserves the o _ _

existing trees. In addition, the proposed architecture would be more in keeping
with the

“"character of Burlingame" if it was revised to reflect the quality and style of the
historic Casa ) ) )

Baywood apartment project located on E1 Camino near 3rd Ave in San Mateo.

Thank you for your attention,
Marsha Lee

Page 1




CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

From: mhabs@comcast.net

Sent: Wednesday, March 13, 2013 9:23 AM

To: GRP-Planning Commissioners; CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben; CD/PLG-Meeker, William
Cc: GRP-Council

Subject: 1509 El Camino Real Project (proposed) Petition Signatures

Attachments: 1509 ECR Petition Signatures.pdf

March 13, 2013

TO: City Of Burlingame Planning Department, City of Burlingame Planning Commission
CC: Burlingame City Council

RE: 1509 El Camino Real Project (Proposed)

In my letter to the Planning Commission dated February 20, 2013 opposing the adoption of the Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for 1509 El Camino Real, and in my verbal comments to the Burlingame
City Council "From the Floor" during the March 4, 2013 City Council Meeting, I referenced a petition
circulating Burlingame signed by those opposing the project as currently proposed.

Please find the attached scanned petition sheets with ~350 written signatures opposing the 1509 El Camino Real
Project as currently proposed. The following signature pages reflect what have been collected by my concerned
neighbors to date and indicate a strong and growing objection to the said project that spans numerous
neighborhoods. As members of the community at large, we reserve the right to collect more signatures
opposing the project until we receive confirmation and/or notification that the current proposed project, as
described in the circulated IS/MND and in light of Tree Permit revocation, is no longer being considered by the
Planning Commission.

Respectfully Submitted,

Mark Haberecht
1505 Balboa Avenue

Attachment: Petition Signature Pages
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CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

From: Barbara Lyons <blyonslaw@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, March 13, 2013 5:35 PM

To: CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

Cc: GRP-Planning Commissioners; CD/PLG-Meeker, William
Subject: 1509 El Camino - Native American Heritage Commission

Dear Mr. Hurin;

In reviewing the January 23, 2013 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed project at
1509 El Camino Real (the “NMD?”), I noted that there was no apparent follow-up with the Native American
Historical Commission (“NAHC”) concerning the August 12, 2012 inquiry reported on page 60 of the

MND. This was surprising, given the known presence of two significant prehistoric habitation sites very close
to the proposed project site.

I understand that NAHC usually responds to search requests within ten or 11 days after receiving them, and
when possible responds sooner.

NAHC has informed me that if the MND is still being considered (or if it is recirculated), they will be happy to
respond.

Therefore, would you please confirm whether the MND is still under consideration? If so, I request that any
further action be abated until NAHC has commented.

Thank you in advance for your prompt response.
Sincerely,

Barbara L. Lyons

Attorney at Law

405 Primrose Road

Suite 202

Burlingame, CA 94010
Telephone: (650) 401-6765




Audet & Partners, LLP

Attorneys—-at-Law

221 MAIN STREET, SUITE 1460
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
TELEPHONE: 415.568.2555

FACSIMILE: 415.568.2556
ToLL FRee: 800.965.1461
www.audetlaw.com

March 13, 2013
Via Fmail, and U.S. Mail

R Hurin@Burlingame.org
Council@Burlingame.org
PlanningCommissioners@Burlingame.org

Burlingame Planning Commission
501 Primrose Road
Burlingame, CA 94010-3997

Attention: Rubin Hurin
RE: 1509 El Camino (Proposed) Project

As you know, at this point, the project cannot proceed due to tree permit and
otherissues. In light of both the tree permit and the other issues in the record, including
the petition by the community, it appears that the only legal way to proceed is for the
Committee to reconsider the permit application and issue a request for an EIR (or at
least request input on whether EIR or NMD is required) for this project. At this
juncture, clearly, the project cannot proceed.

We have yet to hear back from you regarding the status of the project. Iask fora
formal opinion on the exact status of the project.

Respectfully submitted,

William M. Audet

cc:  (via email only)
Lisa Goldman <dgoldman@burlingame.org
William Meeker <wmeeker@burlingame.org>
Gus Guinan Gus «gguinan@burlingame.org>
Margaret Glomstad <mglomstad@burlingame.org>
Mark Habs «mhabs@comcast.net>




CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

From: Ann Wallach <annrossw@att.net>
Sent: Sunday, March 10, 2013 6:19 PM

To: CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

Subject: Response from Dept. Fish and Wildlife

--- On Fri, 3/8/13, Suzanne Deleon <Suzanne.Deleon@wildlife.ca.gov> wrote:

From: Suzanne Deleon <Suzanne.Deleon@wildlife.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: Streambed Alteration

To: "Ann Wallach" <annrossw(@att.net>

Date: Friday, March 8, 2013, 4:46 PM

Hello,

Thank you for the information. I am the Environmental Scientist for San Mateo County and review projects for
compliance with our Streambed Alteration Agreements. Unfortunately your pictures did not come through with
the email so I wasn't able to see them. There seems to be two issues here: 1. the material going into the creek
from behind the retaining wall and 2. the potential repair of the retaining wall. It wasn't clear if the applicant
proposed #2 on the application to the City. And if they didn't, then that could be why they stated no work
would occur in the creek.

The Applicant should address the issue of the undercutting of the retaining wall. Sedimentation into the creek
resulting from a failed development can be a violation of the Fish and Game Code. Any work that occurs on the
bed, bank or channel of the creek needs to be reviewed by CDFW and the applicant should notify the CDFW
with a Notice of Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement. Once CDFW reviews the Notice then we can
make the determination if a Streambed Alteration Agreement is required. Usually, the cities and counties I
work with tell the Applicant to contact CDFW if work will be conducted anywhere near a creek, however, |
have not received any such communication for this site.

Please contact me if you have any other questions. Thank you,
Suzanne

Suzanne Deleon
Environmental Scientist
Bay Delta Region
7329 Silverado Trail
Napa, CA 94558

suzanne.deleon @wildlife.ca.gov
831.440.9433

#*+*Please note that as of January 1, 2013 our new name is the California Department of Fish and Wildlife

1




(CDFW) and new department web and e-mail addresses took effect.***



March 5, 2013
Dear Planning Commission of Burlingame

I attended the City Council meeting last night because it was there was a retirement
ceremony for our City Attorney and the appointment of our new City Attorney. I used the
public comment part of the evening to request that these attorneys do some research on any
laws that pertain to diversity of housing in a city for persons of different income levels. 1
have been trying to do this myself without success.

I remember that a few years ago the City of Hillsbourgh was threatened with a large
fine for not having enough housing for low and moderate income people. Hillsborough
avoided having to pay the fine by listing the rooms of live in servants as low income housing.
I wanted to find out about what rules these were, and by what agencies, in hopes that these
rules could prevent the eviction of the renters now living at 1509 El Camino Real.

I was informed by the mayor that the members of the planning commission could
help me with this research. Are there rules that require housing for people with diverse
income levels that could be used against the current plan to replace low and moderate
housing with high end condominiums?

I am concerned that the current Burlingame residents who live at 1509 E1 Camino
Real will be forced to leave their home city due to their inability to pay the ever increasing
cost of housing in our city. If there is a requirement or standard that Burlingame assists in
providing housing for low income people; it would be contrary to this responsibility to
demolish the housing at this site.

Do you have access to studies on how many low or moderate housing units we have
in Burlingame? Are these below the standard for a city of our size and population? I think
we should act in such a way as to encourage people of many income ranges to live in our
city. Certainly we should not be driving them out of their homes to provide more housing
for wealthy people. There is no shortage of high priced condos in the immediate area that are
available for people who can afford a million dollars or more for a condo.

Please consider this issue when you discuss your decision to approve, or disapprove,
the proposed development at 1509 El Camino Real.

Sincerely,

(el Odolonio
6/(/:} "




February 25, 2013

Dear Members of the Burlingame Planning Commission,

I am opposed to the planned condo development at 1509 El Camino
Real. I am a member of a group of concerned nearby residents who are
passing around a petition in opposition to the proposed building

I have expressed my concerns over the eviction of the current
residents and the removal of the many trees on the property. I think the
developer does not want objections like mine to be considered, and has
taken action to see that these items will not be a problem.

Nearby neighbors have taken pictures of the trees on that property
over a period of several years. The number has been declining as trees
are removed one by one, until now there are few left. The removal of
these trees has taken place since the property was purchased by the
developer.

I suspect there is a similar action being taken to reduce the number
of renters so there will be few evictions needed before the project can
begin. Yesterday, while passing around the petition, a man signed but
said it really doesn’t matter to him now. He lives at 1509 El Camino
Real and has just had his rent increased by $300.00 a month. He is
moving out. He can’t afford the higher rent.

While the developer may have the right to cut down the trees and
raise the rents, I think this is not ethical behavior. I have a similar
concern about him getting some benefits for providing two units at below
market value while he is destroying eleven moderate priced apartments.

I remember a few years ago when Hillsbough was being fined by
some agency for not having enough low income housing. They avoided
paying the fine by listing servant’s quarters in their mansions as low
income housing. I think we may have a shortage of low or moderately
priced housing in Burlingame and we should not demolish the
apartments now at 1509 El Camino Real.

Sincerely,

Wm%

1616 Ol DN




Audet & Partners, LLP

Attorneys-at-Law

22| MAIN STREET, SUITE 1460
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
TELEPHONE: 415.568.2555

FACSIMILE: 415.568.2556
ToLL FRee: 800.965.1461
www.audetlaw.com

March 1, 2013
Via Email, and U.S. Mail

RHurin@Burlingame.org
Council@Burlingame.org
PlanningCommissioners@Burlingame.org

Burlingame Planning Commission
501 Primrose Road
Burlingame, CA 94010-3997

Attention: Rubin Hurin
RE: 1509 El Camino (Proposed) Project

After issuance of the NMD for the above project, the City Attorneys’ office
determined that the initial tree removal permit was issued in error and ‘void’. Iam
writing to confirm that the above listed project will be subject to an entirely new
application process at this point.

Furthermore, we request that this project be subject to a full EIR, and request you
provide information regarding exactly what steps need to be undertaken for the issuance
of an EIR, rather than a simple NMD, to be required for this project. Please provide any
and all notices, decisions, hearing dates and the like to the undersigned regarding this
project, a resident of Burlingame.

Respectfully submitted,

it 1 Ao
William M. Audet
cc:  (via email only)
Lisa Goldman dgoldman@burlingame.org>
William Meeker «wmeeker@burlingame.org>
Gus Guinan Gus <gguinan@burlingame.org>
Margaret Glomstad <mglomstad@burlingame.org>
Mark Habs <mhabs@comcast.net>




Som.e further thoughts on the situation:

2015

What isto prevent the emissions from all the vehicles, from cars to bﬂses to trucks, moving on ECR, as
well as stopped at the light there, from being funneled through the garage and then onto our property
and that of nearby neighbors? The typical screen type automatic door to the garage at the front would
not do the job, and even a solid door would not block all these emissions, not the sounds coming from
the street. And a solid door would not permit an adequate flow of air within the garage for the users
thereof. Although a sound wall at the back of the property might mitigate some of the noise coming
from the garage and the street, it would not give much protection from the toxic emissions from the
vehicles. f the back of the garage is designed to be open, and the back of the property is bounded by a
six foot wooden fence with a row of bamboo in front of it, then what is to prevent unlawful entry into
the garage from that opening? There is a pubic alley behind the property, and it is used by members of
the public at times. Itis not so difficult to boost 3 bike or other lighter object over a six foot fence.
Would the occupants feel their belongings and cars were safe?

Also, can anyone show me where the parking space that would be counted as number 301is? We have
been presented a design that purports fo accommodate 32 cars plus an additional car in the entrance
drive, for a total of 30 spaces available for occupants, and an unclear number of guest spaces; are the
two Handicapped spaces for occupants or guests? When | examine the elevations plan | can only see 31
total spaces for cars, including guests cars.

As for the condo building at 1226 - it is a few buildings down from the corner Broadway and ECR, not
adjacent to the building next to the auto repair shop that | had cited. '

Thus does think in the wee hours, and in between.

Again, | thank you for your consideration.

Samantha MacPhail

2= 2(-/3



Nina Weil
1520 Balboa Avenue
Burlingame, CA 94010
650-348-6971; nina@ninaweil.com

February 12, 2013

Re: Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for residential condominiums at 1590 El
Camino Real, Burlingame, CA

To the Burlingame Planning Commissioners and Planning Department:

After reviewing the MND report | would like to provide feedback with questiohs on many of the
conclusions from the report.

In context, the report starts out by stating that the prospect is within a highly developed area
with both residential and commercial use (Pg 2). | think this is rather misleading as we are
primarily a residential area with R-1 and R-2 zoning, with one small, 1 story, 6 unit commercial
shopping building. There are no other commercial properties in the area between Trousdale
and Broadway. There are no medium high dense properties within the immediate vicinity of
1509 El Camino Real (Trousdale to Easton). The apartment house at the corner of Adeline and
El Camino is 2 stories with partial underground parking.

1) Page 24: Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surrounding. Answer: less than significant impact.

According to the report, the Burlingame General plan of 1969 states “El Camino Real
is designated as a scenic highway because it is “lined with huge elms and Eucalyptus
trees that form a tunnel of foliage and provide a scenic character and add to the
Burlingame image.”

The consultant states that “the mature landscaping along Mills Creek and along the
rear of the building effectively shield the mass of the structure from surrounding
residential neighborhoods. As such the project would not substantially degrade the
visual character of the site and its surroundings. This impact is considered less than
significant.

| live directly behind the proposed development. Over years, the acacia trees
behind my property are trimmed quite frequently by PGE in order to keep branches
away from the lines. In December, 2012 a significant portion of the tree was
trimmed resulting in my losing a great deal of privacy and screening from the current
2 story structure, There is no way that a massive 4 story, plus roof garden building




2)

3)

can be screened adequately by these trees. Nor would some of my surrounding
neighbors get any screening from these trees and would look directly onto this
proposed building. This is quite significant to me and has a very negative impact on
the site and would severely degrade the visual character of the site and
surroundings.

The planning commission in a hearing in 2007 specifically asked the same developer
to provide transition and not build higher than 2 stories in the rear of the
development because of the visual impact. How did we get to a proposed 4 story,
55 foot high building in the rear without transition?

| am also highly concerned of potential damage that could result to the roots of
these beautiful trees as a result of excavation and construction. How would they be
protected? How would a new fence be built almost directly at the base of an Acacia
tree? How would these trees be protected by a property owner who has completely
neglected the creek and trees on his property over years?

The planning commission also denied the request to remove trees from the property
in 2007. Since that time, the developer has removed many of these trees. | am
confused as to how this could have been permitted, or removal will be conditionally
permitted in 2012 if the building permit is issued. This is in direct contradiction to
what Burlingame stands for as the City of Trees and as stated prior Burlingame’s
image, and in contradiction to what was asked of the property owner in 2007 by the
planning commission.

Page 26 Lighting: Currently at night on the site it is very rare to see lights on at night
after 10:00pm. | am very concerned about lighting that could be on all night at the rear
of the garage and the proposed 2 cars parking spots, not to mention lighting from the 3
rear units with 2 additional stories and windows. This would definitely have a negative
impact on the properties to the rear of the building. There is a reason for the R-2 zoning
that currently exists on the adjacent lot APN 025-228-1330 which is what is the fit for
the adjoining R-1 and R-2 properties so that those in R-1 and R-2 housing do not need to
have lights from 55 feet buildings shining onto our properties.

Page 87: General Plan Consistency: | disagree with the conclusions that the project
would be consistent with the General Plan use designation and zoning of the project
site, impacts would be considered less than significant. According to the report, “The
General Plan indicates that Medium High Density land use designations along El Camino
Real provide a transition between higher density uses and adjoining lower density use.
It does not seem appropriate to me to change the designation of the site containing the
creek to R-3 zoning nor to grant a conditional use permit. Those regulations are there
for a purpose. It provides transition from the R-1 and R-2 zoned properties, to the R-3
zoned property maximum height 35 feet next to R-1 and R-2 housing. The surrounding
homes are R-1 zones and we would be looking at a 55 foot structure. Where is the




4)

5)

6)

transition that the General Plan calls for? There does not appear to be any
consideration on the part of the developer for transition, rather only to maximize every
square foot possible on a combined lot. And then what prevents the neighbors on
Albermarle who are zoned R-2 from combining lots and requesting rezoning to R-3 to
build moderate high density units there, again impacting negatively the visual
appearance of the area?

Page 91: Noise. Less than Significant Impact. The measurement done is inadequate to
accurately reflect the potential noise from proposed project. The traffic alone between
7:00am and 8:30am and in the early evening between 5:00pm and 6:30pm will give
totally different results. And of course, if 15 HVAC units were going at the same time,
which is realistic particularly in warm periods, the results too would be quite different.
The report states that maximum noise levels recorded at the HVAC location were
attributable to intermittent loud conversations by condo residents and overhead
aircraft. So what would the noise level be when 15 units are working simultaneously,
there is heavy traffic on El Camino at peak hours, a softball game at Ray Park with kids
and parents cheering, trains going by, a party on the roof, and residents conversing on
their balconies, a bocci ball game going on? (Of course anyone sitting in the Zen garden
would not be making noise, so no problem there).

My work space is adjacent to the Zen Garden. | have worked in that space for over 5
years with rarely any noise. My work with clients requires a quiet, peaceful venue. The
impact of noise would significantly impact my ability to continue to work in this space,
not to mention the noise at night with my bedroom at the rear of my home directly
behind proposed project. To have two outdoor parking spaces and an opening to the
garage will compound the noise factor. |beg to differ with the report that there wouid
not be a significant impact. It begs the question to whom?

Page 100: Displaced numbers of people: less than significant impact. The report states
that readily available housing is available for the displaced people, because not all
housing units are occupied and would therefore not require construction of available
housing elsewhere. Of the 666 available units in Burlingame as of Jan. 1, 2012 (more
than 1 year ago), how many units are low income units. Does the developer guarantee
these displaced people comparable housing? And does it warrant conditional use
permits to be granted in order to build 2 moderate units in Burlingame while losing 11
lower income units? Is this equal housing opportunity?

Page 109: Trip generation/Traffic; no impact. Considering that the project would
replace 11 parking spaces with 30 parking spaces, and | would argue considerably more
residents than stated throughout the report (due to an increase from 14 bedrooms to
27 bedrooms), that there would be additional traffic along Adeline and Balboa Avenue,
particularly at peak hours as well as additional cars parked on the neighboring streets.



We are already considerably impacted by multipte school traffic and Lincoln school
parking, Ray Park traffic and parking as well as El Camino residents using Balboa Avenue
for off street parking. | have an extremely difficult time getting in and out of my
driveway during school drop off and pick-up hours and when there are activities at Ray
Park nine months of the year. Traffic needs to be reassessed for impact to the
neighborhood.

In closing, | find many of the conclusions stated in the MND report to be erroneous, and
respectfully ask the Burlingame Planning Commission to seriously question these conclusions
which impact the decision making for rezoning and amendments.

Smcerely, J </

mna Well
1520 Balboa Avenue
Burlingame, CA 94010



Dear Chair Gaul and Commissioners,

I welcome the opportunity to submit comment for the Mitigated Negative Declaration
prepared as the environmental scoping of the proposed project at 1509 El Camino Real.
However, before speaking to individual issues, I challenge the entirety of this MND and
its findings as being of premature issuance for three (3) reasons:

e This condominium project cannot be moved forward toward approval unless Council
approves the merger of APN 026-011-010 (R-3) and APN 025-228-130 (R-2) which is
complicated by the zoning changes that are required. Under normal circumstances an
applicant can design and submit a project based on the merger of like-zoned parcels which
will allow maximum buildout based on the combined square footage because there is rarely
opposition to the merge.

In this specific instance, the project makes use of maximum square footage on the assumption
that two (2) differently zoned parcels will become a larger R-3 zoned lot. If Council does not
approve the merge with the requested zoning change, the applicant loses almost 4000 square
feet which triggers an automatic downsizing of the project. If Council approves the lot merge
and zoning change to R-3, there is no recourse for the public to appeal the decision except as
a civil action. If Council approves the lot merge and zoning change, the project can move
forward and if approved, again leaves the public with no recourse to appeal the decision
except through costly civil litigation. If, on the other hand, Council denies the lot merge and
zoning change, thereby denying the project application, it should do so “without prejudice” in
order that the applicant can re-submit without penalty.

Due to the request for a zoning change, this entire condominium project comes under direct
purview of Council to determine final approval action. The Planning Commission will not
hold public hearings for other than what directly pertains to response to the MND, then will
offer its recommendation and move the project forward to Council for action. There are no
appeal rights to any Planning Commission action since it has been superseded by Council
oversight.

If it is not too late in the process, Council might consider acting upon the parcel merge request
independently of the construction proposal in order that the applicant would know in advance
if any limitations trigger footprint and setback reductions, and then design accordingly. This
would also allow the Planning Commission to oversee the entire proposal resulting in
restoration of due process appeal rights for both the public and the applicant.

e The issuance of a protected tree removal permit, contingent upon approval of the landscape
plan mitigation and the issuance of a building permit may have violated Municipal Code.

NB: Although it will be shown later that circumstances have reversed, [ continue to include
this comment because it may be useful information to the Consultant who might have to
reassess other findings in the MND based upon the now rescinded protected tree removal
permit.

The following letter was sent on February 14, 2013, to the City’s arborist, Planning
Commissioners, Community Development Director, Director of Parks and Recreation,
Attorney, and Council:




Dear Mr. Disco,

On May 11, 2011 you notified Patrick Fellowes, 1509 El Camino Real,
that a permit was issued to cut protected trees on his property that could
not be acted upon until the proposed project was 1) issued a building
permit; and 2) the landscape plan was approved.

Mr. Fellowes had requested the removal of trees 120 - 126 as referenced
in an arbor's report written by Ralph Osterling Consultants on February
22,2011, and identified as five (5) Deodar - Cedar, one (1) Bunya
Bunya, and one (1) Spanish Fir (not protected).

I am writing because I think you may have acted prematurely with
regard to the permit issuance and inadvertently violated Municipal Code
Section 11.06.060 (c) Notices and permits required for removal or
work significantly affecting protected trees:

Subject to the replacement provisions of Section 11.06.090, the director
shall approve the removal of protected trees within the footprint of
approved construction in the R-1 zone, which construction does not
require a variance, conditional use permit, or special permit under Title
25 of this code. The notice and appeal provisions of Sections 11.06.070
and 11.06.080 shall not apply to such approvals.

The subject parcel is located in an R-3 zone with an application for a
conditional use permit. Although not a lawyer, I believe that by
specifically calling out an exception for R-1 zoning, the ordinance is not
meant to include R-2, R-3, or R-4 zoned lots.

Further, I believe that there has been a violation of the appeal process
since no appeal action was taken after receipt of the May 20, 2011
appeal letter submitted by Nina Weil. Your timely response to her
appeal request on May 24, 2011 effectively denied her timely
satisfaction and resulted in abrogation of any right to appeal by placing
the decision with the Planning Department and the Planning
Commission because the clock never stopped ticking. It was not until 1
year later that that this project came before the Planning Commission on
July 9, 2012. Now there is no way for any appeal, timely or otherwise,
to be made.

Owing to the complex nature of the proposal for development of the
property at 1509 ECR involving parcel merge and zoning changes, usual
Planning Commission processes that would normally allow an appeal to
the City Council have been over-ridden to leave City Council as the sole
arbiter. No one will be able to appeal anything if the project is approved
because it cannot go forward as designed without the loss of the trees.




Finally, it is my firm belief that any errors that may have been
committed were unintentional, but that does not diminish the
responsibility and necessity to rectify the current situation in order to
restore and make process whole. At this juncture, I would expect that
the permit previously issued will be rescinded so that untainted
procedural due process might be restored.

As of this writing, a response from the City Arborist 3 hours ago stated that “After
further review with the City Attorney regarding the tree removal permit placed on
hold in our office regarding the removal of 6 trees at 1509 El Camino, it has been
determined that the original permit was issued in error and is void. Accordingly, the
original permit will be rescinded and the applicant will be required to make
reapplication. The above-mentioned trees are situated on an R-3 zoned parcel. My
determination was based on the redevelopment of properties located in R-1 Zones as
addressed in the Urban Reforestation Ordinance, Chapter 11.06 of the Burlingame
Municipal Code. The applicant will be provided the opportunity to submit any
documentation supporting the request for removal based on health and structure,
and/or based on the proposed development of the property at the above address.

You will receive notification, pending reapplication for the removal of 6 trees at 1509
El Camino Real.

Aside from the obvious loss of the right to due process through appeal, what is
glaringly lacking in the MND is the recognition of the unintended consequences that
may occur if the City allows the removal of these trees which stand less than 50 feet
from the Historically Recognized Heritage Eucalyptus Trees that line the El Camino
Real. The City has fended off the attempts of Caltrans for more than 60 years to cut
the trees in order to widen the State Highway. What message will be sent; what
political capital will be lost if the City allows the removal of the existing grove for
outright commercial interest. Anything that would weaken the City’s bargaining
stance may very well spell ecological disaster if the precedent is set, the door opened
that would endanger the protection and reforestation of the Historic Eucalyptus.

The current application for this project is de novo despite an earlier submission in
2007 that was subsequently withdrawn. Therefore, comparison of the former and
current project may be considered inappropriate since the construction now proposed
is significantly different. However, the Planning Commission appears to have
withheld the same level of scrutiny and direction it was prepared to give in 2007 this
time around for inclusion in the MND despite that both are sited on the same parcel
with equal expectation of employing the maximum amount of lot square footage with
the parcel merge, and there has been no change in the condition of the property in the
ensuing 5 years. Perhaps this is because the project is no longer in their purview due
to the zoning request that triggered oversight and action to Council.




What has drastically altered since 2007 is the circumstance and context in which the
de novo project has been presented. With extreme difficulty and forbearance I ask
that the following consideration be taken into account as to why the Planning
Commission appeared slack in its vetting of the current proposal; to wit, employment
of Moore/Vistica Architects and Ralph Osterling Consultants, both being former and
revered Planning Commissioners, as designer and arborist respectively for this
project.

The eminent regard and elevated sentiment, especially in the case of Mr. Vistica’s
resignation from the Planning Commission and subsequent hospice care, may well
have affected and diminished, although unwittingly, its usually-employed
extraordinarily high-level analysis to compile a thoroughly comprehensive and
substantive MND. Subliminally, and in a possible attempt to not victimize or cause
further grief to Mr. Vistica’s surviving family, the Commissioners may have avoided
any personal pain that closer examination might have brought to the document.

Further comment on specific findings within the Mitigated Negative Declaration’s
Environmental Checklist and Environmental Evaluation:

o Aesthetics

I disagree with the entire analysis offered for Item 1 resulting in findings of:

a - No Impact: the Bunya Bunya as well as the Deodar Cedars trees that are
contained within the grove at 1509 El Camino Real have "protected tree status"
under Section 11.06.020(f) (2) of the municipal code. It meets the municipal code
requirement listed in Section 11.06.020(f) (1). The issue of a removal permit may
have violated Municipal Code; supra, 2™ bullet point. Although the Bunya Bunya
has never been documented as having been a part of the historic Mills Estate
plantings, the tree is at least as old as the documented El Camino Real Historic
Register recognized Eucalyptus plantings, and stands within 50 feet of E1 Camino
Real. Their absence will create a noticeable hole in our Tunnel of Trees, replaced
with an imposing building along that entire frontage. Therefore, removal will
present a Significant Impact that cannot be mitigated.

b - Less than Significant Impact: The Bunya Bunya tree is truly a unique and
magnificent biological wonder, the loss of which cannot ever be mitigated. The El
Camino Real trees for the 2.2 miles between Peninsula Avenue and Ray Drive are
listed on the National Register of Historic Places. Their absence will create a
noticeable hole in our Tunnel of Trees, replaced with an imposing building along
that entire frontage. Therefore, removal will present a Significant Impact that
cannot be mitigated.

¢ - Less than Significant Impact: The glaring omission is the lack of visual
simulation and mitigation presented from the South or Left Elevation of the
proposed building and the impact it would present to the south of ECR Adeline
apartment buildings and to the 1400 Block of Balboa Avenue. The removal of the
grove will highlight the mass, bulk and height of the proposed building because




the proposed landscape mitigation will only soften the lower 20-25 feet of the
building and bring into sharp contrast that height when compared to the low-
laying plaza property and single family residences that comprise the north side of
that block. Unlike the maximum height 35’apartment building with landscaping
to mask its North or Right Elevation windows, the 3™ and 4™ storys of the
proposed building will present a “wall of windows’ that is not only displeasing,
but will cause blinding glare to the Adeline apartment and 1400 Block of Balboa
Avenue residents from sunrise through mid-day from direct reflected sunlight,
further emphasizing the mass, bulk and height. Therefore, removal of the grove,
along with no masking or landscape above 25° from grade will present a
Significant Impact that cannot be mitigated.

d - Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: At the time this
document was compiled there were no story poles in order to assess impacts.
There are story poles now, at the back of the property to indicate the proposed
height of the structure. What those story poles do not demonstrate is what the
property will look like without those trees because the poles do not extend along
the sides or front. Mass, bulk and height could not be assessed without them. Only
now, can a determination be made as to impact. This question deals primarily
with natural and artificial light and glare. As above in (1d), there will be blinding
glare to the Adeline apartment and 1400 Block of Balboa Avenue residents from
sunrise through mid-day from direct reflected sunlight, as well as added night
time lights from the 3™ and 4" storys. Therefore, removal of the grove, along
with no masking or landscape above 25” from grade will present a Significant
Impact that cannot be mitigated.

o Biological Resources
I disagree with the certain analysis offered for Item 4 resulting in findings of:

a, b, ¢, d, and f because although this analysis has to generally consider biological
impacts on or surrounding the subject property, it does not address unintended
consequences, especially downstream where Mills Creek daylights at Rollins
Road/Edwards Court. For the sake of brevity I will include remarks that might
better be directed to other categories since this Item serves as nexus. Therefore, it
must be determined that Significant Impact will result until the following
concerns are addressed:

Storm Water Discharge: The project will entail greater over-all impervious
materials lot coverage, thereby increasing the amount of storm water runoff.
There will be less absorption and percolation to the water table identified at 7’
below grade. Therefore, the ground water-fed creek may suffer in provision of
downstream water needs to support any wildlife and habitat where the creek
daylights. This could have serious repercussion on endangered species such as




the San Francisco Garter Snake and the California Red-legged Frog which are
known to be prevalent in areas all along the Bay Front. No study of this area has
been undertaken since the 2006 Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Center
For Compassion/SPCA.

The increased storm water runoff will increase the amount of fresh water added to
the Bay. State and other studies demonstrate that the salinity of the SF Bay is
decreasing with increased fresh water intrusion, much of which is attributable to
property (re)development, possibly causing the decline in certain aquatic and bird
populations. The runoff problem is exacerbated by the amounts of untreated
pollutants in the discharge. An unfunded State mandate requires that all
pollutants from vehicle brake linings, oil and gasoline spills, etc. as well as other
inorganic materials be micro filtered from storm water discharge that is directed
otherwise untreated to the Bay. Burlingame, and Caltrans have yet to install these
micro filters. Regularly scheduled street sweeping maintenance would go a long
way toward removing these pollutants, but the subject property is fronted on the
El Camino Real, in Caltrans jurisdiction, where little, if any street sweeping
occurs.

There is no identified location for the parcel storm water tie-in to the box culvert
to discharge the runoff. Direction must be given that any above ground
installation of storm water collection that includes at-grade water grates or
produces any declivity must be done on the subject property, perhaps in the
private driveway, and must not intrude anywhere on the Caltrans Right of Way
(traffic lane or shoulder) to prevent any hazard to bicycle riders on the ECR.
Although bicycle riding is not encouraged on ECR, nor is ECR a recommended
bicycle route, there is no prohibition for bicycle use on that State Highway.
Empirical evidence demonstrates that up to a dozen bicyclists per day use this
stretch of ECR (Burlingame Pedestrian and Bicycle Usage Survey, Traffic
Engineer’s Office). Therefore, a dozen opportunities for mishap would occur
daily as a bicyclist makes a sudden move into traffic to avoid drain grates which
in a number of State and Municipal civil action suits have been determined to be a
hazard to life and limb.

e — Less than Significant impact: See above, Item 1 a, b._Therefore, removal may
be in violation of existing plans and policies and will present a Significant Impact.
that cannot be mitigated

o Hydrology and Water Quality
I disagree with the analysis offered for item 9 b and ¢ resulting in findings of No
Impact and Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated, respectively:

Given that the proposed structure will be constructed on piers that sink to an
unspecified depth below the water table found at 7’ below grade, there is a
heightened likelihood that drainage measures, including sump pumps will be
employed to prevent erosion or any other hazard to protect the integrity of those




foundation piers. If ground water is removed at regular intervals, this will lead to
serious depletion of the water table, which in turn would deplete the groundwater
that supplies the creek. Therefore, the ground water-fed creek may suffer in
provision of downstream water needs to support any wildlife and habitat where
the creek daylights. (supra, Storm Water). This concern is easily demonstrated at
1449 Balboa Avenue where drainage measurers put in place to protect the
addition of a 6’ below-ground room in 2005 have resulted in a no less than a 4
times a day, 365 days a year, 25 to 50+ gallons per day sump pump release of
fresh ground water. The only mitigation would be to direct that freshwater
discharge to Mills Creek which would be in violation of California Department of
Fish and Game provisions.

o Transportation/Traffic

[ disagree with the analysis offered for item 16 resulting in findings of No Impact
and argue for the following mitigations:

a, b, f — Compliance with California Complete Streets Act — 2008 (AB 1358),
enacting its Climate Action Plan to meet the requirements of AB 32, adoption of
congestion management plans and other policies have underscored the City’s
commitment to achieve a stated goal to reduce local short-distance vehicular trips
by encouraging increased bicycle usage. What is remarkably omitted from this
analysis is the need to provide residential on-site secure at-grade indoor bicycle
parking facilities that could include a locked cage, wall or ceiling mountings, and
etc. within the garage, along with dedicated outdoor dedicated and secure guest
bicycle parking facilities which might include something as simple as a bicycle
rack installation.

d - Should storm drain box culvert drain gratings be installed anywhere in the
Caltrans ROW a safety hazard would be produced (supra, Item 1, Storm Water
Discharge).

Therefore I am opposed to any action to move to adopt the Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration and respectfully request that such Action To Adopt be postponed
until my comments and concerns are addressed.

Thank you for your consideration.
Respectfully submitted,
Pat Giorni

1445 Balboa Avenue
Burlingame, California 94010




1518-20 Albemarle Way
Burlingame, Ca 94010

February 18, 2013.

Burlingmae Planning Commission
501 Primrose Rad
Burlingame, Ca 94010

Re: Proposed Construction of Cpndominium at 1509 El Camino Real.
Dear Committee Members,

I want to begin by expressing my appreciation for your insistence that the
developer,

Mr. Fellowes, construct story poles before any action is taken on his proposal.

| am assuming that all of you have now looked at this structure and like me, are
grateful for your due dilligence.

| am attaching a letter | wrote in August, 2011, addressing the concerns | had
then.

After seeing the story poles and talking to many of my neighbors, | have even
more concerns now and have three additional questions for you.

*Has there been a study on the shadows this structure will create on our lot and
others? It does not seem to conform to the “building plane envelope” which
Burlingame must adhere to. Our duplex is close to the creek as is Mr. Fellowe’s
proposed condominium. The shadows from his structure will turn a sunny
interior into a cave-like dwelling and could harm the exterior vegetation. It is
staggeringly out of place in an environment like ours which is a mini forest. with
at least fifty trees and bushes.

*Regarding the environmental impact, have you considered the historic nature of
the trees that Mr Fellowes wants to dig up?. Our trees are also mature and have
roots that spread across the creek. These roots could be damaged during the
construction and result in de-nuding our lot which is almost one third of an acre.
Not only would it de-beautify our lot, it could turn it into a haven for termites which
thrive in areas like this. w

At the meeting in August, 2011, our concerns about changing the borders on our
property from R-2 to R-3 were discounted by Mr Fellows who argued that it was a
mistake that was now being rectified. While | take issue with that, | am even
more concerned about precdents, a concern that was also sloughed off at the
time of that meeting. | would argue that ten years ago Mr Fellowe’s proposal
would have been dismissed before it even got to the planning commission
because of the damage to the environment and the request for a change in the
zoning from R-2 to R-3. While some members of the planning commission




argued that duplexes like ours would remain R-2, Is it not reasonable to think
that in ten years, the commission would be approving high rises in that stretch of
El Camino? After all, If you approve Mr Fellowe’s plans, Albemarle Way, which
is comprised of R-1 and R2 zoning, will be book-ended by two high rise
structures, the hospital on one end and Mr Fellowe’s condominium on the other.
It may then be considered cost-effective to create a bank of high rises along El
Camino, demolishing the duplexes in the interest of commerce.

Sincerely

ol Ko ls—

Marven and Helen Johnson




1520 Albemarle Way
Burlingame, Ca 94010
June 29, 2011.

Burlingame Planning Commisison
501 Primrose Road
Burlingame Ca 94010

RE: Proposed construction of condominium on 1509 El Camino Real

Dear Commission members

We have noted the concerns of our neighbors in their letters to the Planning
Commission in 2007 and will not replicate them, except to say that we share them.
However, there are concerns that relate primarily to our property that we are compelled
to draw to your attention since our concems and those of our neighbors have been
overlooked in this new proposal.

We have owned the duplex at 1518/1520 Albemarle Way since 1965. It sits on
approximately 1/3 of an acre bordered by Mills creek, adjacent to the proposed
condominium. The park- like quality of the setting would be totally destroyed by the
construction of a four story building. However, the loss of privacy is insignificant in
comparison to our concerns about the environmental impact on the creek and on our
property.

In 1986, we hired a structural engineering firm to survey and assess the exterior and
interior damage due to earthquake and water-related soil erosion. Work began almost
immediately to shore up the creek and the right front corner of our duplex. Interior work
followed, including removing the flooring in the lower level. Patios and lawns also had
to be replaced.  This work took many months and in today’s currency, cost well over
$150,000.00. Fortunately, it was done well and we have had no further erosion on the
creek nor to our building.(l don’t have the paper work here from the structural enginner
firm but I will fill in details when | get home) New construction by the creek could have
a hugely detrimental effect on the creek and the surrounding land.

We are also concerned about the planning commission granting a waiver to the
applicants for a portion of the property that is zoned R-2. In the late 60’s, we applied
for permission to build a one story in-law unit on our property. We were denied because
it would mean changing our zoning from R-2 to R-3. We accepted this decision
because we respected the strict building codes the Planning Commission enforced at
the time. In fact, we moved to Burlingame because it was such a well planned
community of apartments and homes with well-placed small businesses and
corporations providing the kind of tax base the city required to preserve its dedication to
- the environment and to protecting residential areas.




If this waiver is granted for the proposed building, it could have a domino effect with
others proposing similar zone changes, including ourselves. To allow a variance to one
owner and not to the others who border on the property could subject the commission to
a lawsuit citing preferential treatment, especially in this case, where the architect of the
building is also on the planning commission. Despite the probability of him recusing
himself, peer persuasion could be cited as a factor if the developer was given a permit
to build.

Last but not least, we are concerned that Burlingame will lose the diversity that the
current low income property has brought to the neighborhood. When my son was
growing up, he was best friends with a child whose parents were new immigrants from
Mexico. This child benefited greatly from his public education in Burlingame and the
community benefited equally from the family’s presence. The proposed condominium
would displace families like this one at a time when the recession is taking its greatest
toll on them (see article in N.Y.Times, July 27, 2011).

We are not opposed to the construction of new condominiums in Burlingame, especially
in this case where the architectural design is excellent. But this is the wrong site for it
and we urge the commission to deny the owner permission to build.

sincerely
Marven and Helen Johnson

&Lg SRS N N




February 20, 2013

Burlingame Planning Commission
City Hall '
501 Primrose Road

Burlingame, CA 94010

Subject Matter: Project Being Considered
At 1509 El Camino Real

Dear Burlingame Planning Commissioners:

I grew up riding down the El Camino Real to visit family members on
the Peninsula. When entering Burlingame from the north end it was
always like entering another world - filled with beautiful trees and
lovely quaint dwellings full of character. It had a special aura - it was
a special place. That is why in the 60's my husband and I decided this
was where we would move and raise our family. We raised 3 children
and I am still here.

The northern end/Easton addition has kept much of that ambiance and
aura, but is in danger of losing it. The development being proposed at
1509 El Camino Real in no way conforms with the area - it is way
too tall - way too Big. It is so out of character for the area which
still has the aura of Old Burlingame, which much of the rest of the City
has lost.

I ask that this proposed development be scaled back - three stories is
much more than enough - and any building should be planned around
the existing trees. Save our City from losing what makes it so special.

Thank you.
Yours truly,

IR 7
Florence Ribero

1141 Cortez Avenue
Burlingame



Donald S. Mitchell and Yan Ma
1512 Balboa Avenue
Burlingame, CA 94010

February 20, 2013

To: Burlingame Planning Commission Members
CC: Burlingame City Council

Re: Proposed construction of condominiums at 1509 El Camino Real and the Initial
Study/Negative Mitigated Declaration (“IS/NMD” or “NMD”)

We are writing to ask the commission to deny the proposed project at 1509 El Camino
Real in its current form. As the story poles (which demonstrate the height, but not the
full footprint of the project) show, the proposed building dwarfs other structures in the
vicinity and is out of character for the neighborhood. A building of this proposed size
and placement lacks the proper buffer between it and neighboring properties. This size is
not appropriate for this location. The building will add noise and light pollution to the
backyards of many neighbors, affect their privacy, and adversely impact the
neighborhood. Despite being located on El Camino Real, this property forms a part of
the Ray Park neighborhood and should conform to the character and aesthetics of Ray
Park. It’s reasonable to request a much lower building height near neighboring properties
to limit:

¢ the impact of noise from building’s machinery: A/C units, vents, elevator to roof
top party area

e the impact of noise from open windows

¢ the impact of noise from the parking areas

e the impact of noise from the outdoor, rooftop party room

e the impacts of lights from windows on neighbors’ backyards

e the impacts of lights from the parking areas on neighbors’ backyards

The size of this building is predicated on rezoning an adjoining piece of land from R2 to
R3. That land consists of a creek which is not suitable to build on. By rezoning that land
and including it as part of the land for the new building, the owner is seeking a much
larger building than if only the actual buildable area was taken into consideration. The
proposed building height of 55 feet is over twice the height of neighboring dwellings.
The height of the rear of the proposed dwelling will adversely affect the properties behind
the building on Balboa Avenue. The NMD implies that the proposal will not adversely
affect neighbors, but as the story poles are architect drawings show, this proposal will
adversely affect the quality of life of neighbors.




February 20, 2013
Page 2

The proposal seeks the removal of trees on the property. This removal would adversely
alter the aesthetics of El Camino Real, the north entrance to Burlingame, and the entrance
to Ray Park and the Easton addition. The impression given to people entering
Burlingame and Ray Park from El Camino Real is today one of a wooded, residential
area. This new building would permanently change that.

The NMD did not adequately explore parking and traffic issues. Today, parking along
Balboa Avenue is not always readily available to residents in front of their homes. This
is particularly burdensome on trash and recycling days when we cannot put our cans out
in the street and must leave them on the curb or sidewalk. The amount of parking for the
proposed building, and the limited guest parking, will surely result in more parking issues
along Balboa Avenue. We believe the estimates of the amount of parking needed are
wrong. We believe the proposal for so many compact spaces is out of line with what is
needed.

As for traffic, it’s reasonable to presume that issues will arise from people turning left
into 1509 El Camino Real from the north bound lanes. It’s also reasonable to assume that
those trying to leave 1509 and head north on El Camino Real will have difficulty making
a left turn and need to instead loop around back on Balboa Avenue thus increasing the
morning and evening traffic on the street. In my interpretation of the NMD, the existing
traffic in the vicinity of 1509 El Camino Real was not taken into consideration. Instead,
general purpose guidelines were used to approve the impact on the area. We feel this
method of analysis was inappropriate for this area and this project and that more analysis
is needed.

Attached are two photos of the story poles as seen from one of our bedroom windows and
from our backyard. The impact of a building of this size on its neighbors is considerable.

Sincerely,
Donald S. Mitchell and Yan Ma
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it Mark <mhabs@comcast.net>

: Response to Proposed. 1509 El Camino Project
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: planningcommissioners@burlingame.org, rhurin@burlingame.org
: council@burlingame.org

1 Attachment, 6.0 MB

Please see attached letter dated February 20, 2013 for my response to the IS/INMG report for the subject proposed project
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February 20, 2013

RECEIVE

| I

To: Burlingame Planning Commission Members
Cc: Burlingame City Council, Burlingame Planning Department FER 9 02013
Members of the Planning Commission, BUBLINGAME
COD-PLANNING DIV,
Subsequent to the Jan 28, 2013 Planning Commission hearing on the proposed project at
1509 El Camino Real, I had a chance to review the Initial Study/Negative Mitigated
Declaration (“IS/NMD” or “NMD”) documents prepared by the Burlingame Planning
Department as well as CEQA guidelines for ascertaining whether a Negative Mitigated
Declaration has appropriately addressed all the relevant environmental impacts of this
project.

I do not believe that the threshold for a Mitigated Negative Declaration has been met per
CEQA guidelines and the IS/MND cannot stand as a basis for CEQA
compliance. CEQA requires a “fair argument” test as an effective determination
whether there is sufficient evidence to support a fair argument that the proposed project
may have significant environmental impacts. There exist numerous fair arguments that
the proposed 1509 El Camino Project will have a substantial effect on the
environment. Therefore I am providing evidence supporting the following:

e That the ISMNG omitted several potentially significant environmental impacts;

e Several of the environmental impacts identified and deemed to be “sufficiently
mitigated” by the City of Burlingame Planning Dept. do not appear to be
sufficiently mitigated when using a fair argument and reasonable person standard
in evaluating the body of evidence. '

I request that a more comprehensive full Environmental Impact Report be conducted
incorporating all environmental issues for which there exist fair arguments identified by
the community in the categories discussed below: I) Aesthetics; II) Land Use/Planning;
I1I) Biological Resources--Trees and Tree Ordinance; IV) Transportation/Traffic/Parking;
V) Other items with potential environmental significance (creek retaining wall
repair/erosion remediation, population/housing, noise, earthquake safety).

Furthermore, due to the material deficiencies of the IS/NMD, I request that the
Commission deny the adoption of the MND and deny without prejudice approval of the
1509 El Camino project as currently proposed.

I. Aesthetics

o The NMD asserts that the performed visual simulations demonstrate that the
mature landscaping along Mills Creek and the rear of the building shield the structure
from the surrounding residential neighborhoods and the project would not degrade the
visual character of the site and its surroundings. With the story poles/scaffolding now up,
the proposed project would substantially degrade the visual character of the
neighborhood, including the view from my front window (see below), where the view of
the trees and sky have been replaced with an unscreened building that lacks proper
articulation on the rear elevation and completely sticks out vs the 1 % story homes across
the street.
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° NMD Report states that character of project area is largely composed of man
made features. In Contrast the Planning Commission in 2007 (when reviewing a prior
application that was withdrawn for the property) stated that the groves of trees
surrounding the property defined its character and that any project should pay respect to
that character and preserve the trees. There is no observable difference as to what
defined the current property now vs 2007.

® Project visual simulations have only taken a few views from angles that are fairly
favorable to the project; Visual simulations of the building looking south on El Camino
Real and across the street on El Camino real do not depict any the "before" pictures and
are misleading. As one can see below, the visual character of this section of El Camino
Real 1s also substantially altered by the project.
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° There are legal precedents establishing the importance of aesthetics in an
environmental review. In a court case addressing the meaning of “aesthetic effects”,
Quail Botanical Gardens Foundation, Inc. v. City of Encinitas (29 Cal.App.4th 1597, 30
Cal.App.4th 935C) the court addressed the issue of whether an impact upon view is a
significant impact under CEQA. The court found that "the CEQA Guidelines essentially
establish a rebuttable presumption that any substantial, negative aesthetic effect is to
be considered a significant environmental impact for CEQA purposes." The court
further concluded "it is inherent in the meaning of the word 'aesthetic' that any
substantial, negative effect of a project on view and other features of beauty could
constitute a 'significant' environmental impact under CEQA."

° Taken together the evidence above depicts a significant visual and aesthetic
environmental impact, contrary to the NMD's assertion of a less than significant impact.

II. Land Use and Planning

° The IS/NMD did not acknowledge the 2007 Planning Commission concerns with
respect to the zoning, land use and planning circumstances under which a previous
application for a smaller 3-story project was deemed “unapprovable” at the time (project
was withdrawn by the applicant). While it is recognized that the current project is de
novo application vs the 2007 proposal, the land use and planning facts and circumstances
taken into consideration by the Commission in 2007 do not appear to have changed in
2013. These circumstances include limitations on the subject property with respect to
neighborhood transitions, environmental impact on neighbors, size/massing, height in
rear of property, retaining the tree groves on the property that define its character. The
fact that the 2007 Planning Commission brought up land use and planning concerns for a
prior project constitutes a fair argument these are environmentally significant and should
be addressed by a more comprehensive EIR and would have greater weight in assessing
the current proposal given it is larger, taller, and more massive.

° The NMD states that the proposed project is “in line with the more urban context
of El Camino Real.” While this is true for the southern portions of ECR within
Burlingame's boundaries, a reasonable person would conclude that the project completely
stands out vs every other existing multi-family building within the visual vicinity of the
proposed project, which are 2-3 stories in stature and include both homes and
apartments/condos.




° The single family homes across the street (all 2 story), which are a key component
of the visual environment, would be dwarfed by a height factor of 2x-3x the size of the
proposed building.

o The Burlingame General Plan states that multi-family development should be “2-
3” stories in height but may be higher if “appropriate.” With the proposed project
however, the context of the surrounding neighborhoods and other multi-family buildings
within the E1 Camino Real visual vicinity would argue for an “appropriate” height of 2-3
stories vs the proposed project’s 4-5.

o The existing site is currently defined by trees, not by a man-made structure (as
claimed by the NMD). With the proposed development, the site would unequivocally be
defined by a man-made structure and not be reflective of the City of Burlingame General
Plan’s goal of using trees of “appropriate size and character as a design framework to
enhance a sense of identity.”

o The NMD report effectively “segments™ subject property as only part El Camino
Real neighborhood, as it does not describe any potential impacts to the Easton/Ray Park
neighborhoods including Balboa/Adeline traffic, parking, Lincoln school (recently
expanded, higher enrollment), Ray Park activities (which occur 6 days of the week). One
Planning Commissioner during the January 2013 meeting acknowledged the project is
actually part of three neighborhoods: El Camino, Easton Addition, and Ray Park.

e Dozens of residents of from different neighborhoods in Burlingame and
Hillsborough signed a circulated petition opposing the project; This acknowledges that
the scope and character of the proposed project would sufficiently alter the visual
landscape of El Camino Real, Easton Addition, and Ray Park in a way that affects several
communities beyond the minimum notification ascertained as the relevant area by the
Burlingame Planning Dept.

° The justification in rezoning the R2 part of the subject property to R3 relies upon
the history as described by Mr. Fellowes in the IS/NMG and public testimony and is
purported to be an “oversight,” “mistake”, or “clean-up item” associated with the transfer
of title of the R2 portion of the subject property that was once was part of an adjacent R2
property off of Albermarle. A transaction resulting in a title change should not
automatically mean that the R2 portion of the subject property needs to be rezoned,
particularly because it wouldn’t make sense to build an R3 structure on that property, as it
mostly contains a creek and tree groves. The only real reason the R2 portion of the
property needs to be “cleaned up” per the developer is to build a larger building. The
City of Burlingame Planning Department should conduct a thorough analysis of the
reasons/intent of why the R2 portion of the property was zoned as R2 and not
subsequently changed thereafter.

o In Mr. Fellowes' request for rezoning, he presents Land Use Maps to assert his R2
to R3 zoning arguments. Land Use maps cannot be relied upon for any zoning
decisions; Platt maps need to be used instead, which were not part of the IS/MND.

o [ brought up reasonable objections to the subject property’s land use and planning
in both the 2012 and 2013 Planning Commission meetings, with respect to neighborhood
transitions, project design and planning violating Burlingame’s own Architectural and
Design guidelines, size/scale, parking/traffic (July 9 2012, Jan 28 2013 Planning




Commission meeting minutes). In my email and verbal comments to the Planning
Commission,

® My email to the Planning Commission prior to the January 2013 meeting is
attached as Appendix A

III. Biological Resources: Trees & Tree Ordinance

e The NMD report implies that Bunya-Bunya is excluded from being considered
part of the "Tunnel of Trees" / El Camino Real “Scenic Highway” that have a special
protected status in the city of Burlingame. However, a reasonable person in observing
the tree would clearly see that the branches/foliage is part of the El Camino Real
"Tunnel"/"Canopy" right along with the Eucalyptus (which do have protected Tunnel of
Trees/Scenic Highway status) and the tree is within 50 feet of El Camino Real. Therefore,
the Bunya-Bunya tree should enjoy the same protected status as the Eucalyptus.

® The NMD does not indicate any potential historical significance of the Bunya-
Bunya tree. I contacted The Burlingame Historical Society about information about
Bunya trees in the area (an email exchange with Jennifer Pfaaf 2/11/2013, attached as
Appendix B). It turns out that the tree is likely to be in excess of 100 years old and may
be one of the few surviving examples of Bunyas in the area. Most of the Buynas planted
by Mills were torn down as part of the Trousdale/Murchison developments in the
1950s/60s. It is known that Mills imported many exotic species and the tree residing on
the Easton side may have been an offshoot of a seed of another Bunya or part of a
grove. Therefore, the tree has potentially significant environmental/historical impact that
warrants further investigation.

e It is inconsistent that the Black Acacias on/near the property remain, but the
unique, rare, 100-150+ yr old Bunya-Bunya tree that defines the property gets torn down.

® The tree grove to the left of the subject property slated to be removed (adjacent to
Adeline Market plaza), effectively shields the subject property from this Commercial
Zone. Removing that tree grove would remove the shield and result in a massive
frontage on El Camino Real (Adeline market plus the proposed project) that would not be
broken up by any natural or scenic features. Should the commercial area of Adeline
market get further developed in the future (vacant gas station property or replacement of
Adeline market plaza), there exists the potential for even a greater frontage/height that
would increase the imbalance of the Northwest corner of El Camino Real and vis-a-vis
the Adeline Apartments and the houses and trees across the street. Therefore the
cumulative environmental impacts of the tree removal and implications for future
development should be identified and considered to be environmentally significant.

® There is substantive evidence that the tree removal permit for the 6 trees in the
grove to the left of the property (including the Bunya-Bunya tree) was prospectively
issued without allowing for due process appeal by residents to the City Council. By
agreeing to conditionally issue the permit "once the project was approved”, the City
Arborist precluded neighborhood residents to appeal the decision separate from the
overall project (Letter from Pat Giorni to the Burlingame Park & Rec department). With
such an important natural resource as a tree grove so close to El Camino Real, the
permitting and project approval decisions should be separated and due process granted to
citizens to potentially appeal the tree permitting decision, per Burlingame’s municipal




code.

° Fellowes’ in correspondence about the tree permit, wrote that "the neighbors" felt
the Bunya-Bunya tree cones were a safety issue. In my own discussions with neighbors,
it appears that we can identify only one complaint that was made the by the owner
Adeline market plaza (a cone fell and damaged a portion of the roof). None of the
surrounding neighbors, based on my discussions, believe that the Bunya pine cones are
an issue. One neighbor’s complaint should not serve as an extrapolation of the beliefs
of all neighbors, as is implied by Mr. Fellowes’ application for the tree removal permit
(use of the plural word "neighbors" in describing complaints about the cones).

e If the Bunya cones are in fact a safety issue, the NMD report should have
identified a possible mitigant to falling cones would be to trim the cones much like the
City of Burlingame trims tree branches each year (In fact the Bunya cones ones only
appear once every few years, so maintenance should not be an issue).

o The Environmental Consultant report states that several of the trees are in “poor to
very poor condition”. This contradicts the City Arborist’s handwritten comments with
respect to the permit that in his opinion none of the trees pose an immediate threat. There
are also differing conclusions as to the health of the trees: Consultant states many are not
healthy, while Arborist says they are.

IV. Transportation/Parking/Traffic

° Absent from the NMD is any acknowledgement of parking difficulties in the area
and the potential effects of more street parking due to the project doubling the number of
bedrooms (and therefore vehicles). Parking and Traffic issues have been a part of the
public discourse for years and brought up in the past by safety commissions for Lincoln
School and the July 2012 and January 2013 Planning Commission meetings on the
project.

° No mention in the NMD was made about vehicles that may find it difficult to turn
left from the property onto El Camino (heading North) and what the alternative/’safer”
route would be: right turn from property onto El Camino, Right on Adeline, Right on
Balboa, Right on Ray, Left on El Camino (heading north). This subjects the increased
number of vehicles on the property to 6 school crossing points (3 with no traffic light)
(El Camino/Adeline, Balboa/Adeline, Balboa easement from Albermarle, Balboa/Ray,
Ray/El Camino, and El Camino/Ray-left turn to head north). To the extent that any
identified pedestrian/school crossing safety issues are not properly acknowledged,
addressed, or sufficiently mitigated, this exposes the City of Burlingame to potential
liability issues should an unfortunate accident occur. This is why I believe that it is
essential that a City of Burlingame Traffic Engineer perform a real world study
with realistic factors/assumptions on the true number of trips likely to be generated.

e The conclusion of the project generating only of two additional trips during peak
am hours and 11 fewer trips during PM hours was generated according to the NMD, by
the Traffic Consultant applying a generic fitted curve equation from “Residential
Condomlnlum/Townhouse guide published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers
in Trip Generation, 8™ edition, 2008”. No regional roadway analysis was performed and
the traffic study says nothing about the special circumstances of the neighborhood
(expanded School, number of school crossings, parking difficulties, narrow streets where




two cars oftentimes cannot pass each other, space for trash collection requirements on the
street, Ray Park activities).

° A reasonable person standard applied to the Project would indicate that the traffic
study conclusion is fundamentally flawed: The number of bedrooms will be doubled, the
number of cars will more than likely double, couples/families will more likely be dual
income (vs current modest income profile of existing tenants), more families will likely
live in the unit (children require school/activity/doctors trips, etc) and despite all this,
conclusion is reached that there would be only 2 trips generated more in the am and fewer
11 trips in the pm vs what is currently assumed.

o Mr. Fellowes in his discussion about existing property parking for the 2007
application, stated there were 23-24 vehicles that parked at the current property, which
has a total of 12 bedrooms. This is a ratio of 1.9x-2.0x vehicles per bedroom and 2.2
vehicles per unit. Applying these ratios to the new project, would imply the need for 45
parking spaces based on number of bedrooms (26 bedrooms x 1.9 cars ) and 33 spaces
based on # of units (15 units x 2.2). Either way, based on what's already been purported
by Mr. Fellowes to be representative number of vehicles at the current property when
applied to the new property means that there is not enough parking space in the building,
which further means that vehicles will be parking on surrounding streets.

o The project as currently proposed has no storage spaces other than the closets
contained within each condo unit. Anyone who has lived in a high density condo
(including myself) recognizes the need for storage space for large items. If there is no
space for such items, it is highly likely that large items, including bikes, will either be on
balconies (visual environmental impact), or in garage parking spaces, which means that
vehicles would have to park in the already impacted areas of Balboa/Adeline.

o With half of the project parking spaces designated as compact, only 50% of the
spots will be able to fit SUVs. Residents who have two SUVs will have to park on the
adjacent streets, which are already significantly parking constrained.

° Per neighbor communiqués with the Parks and Recreation Dept, Ray Park
activities go on for approximately 9 months of the year beginning in February and
running through the 2™of November (Girls Softball, Summer Camp, Fall Ball,
Soccer). During this timeframe, activities run Monday-Friday from 3-5 pm and
Saturdays from 9am-5pm, with some events occurring on Sundays. The recreational
activities and associated traffic and parking issues in the Ray Park/Easton Addition
neighborhood is a significant environmental issue with respect to Parking/Traffic and
should have been addressed in the IS/NMD.

o There are no proposed bike storage racks in the proposed project plans. The lack
of bicycle storage racks means that the bikes would highly likely be stored on balconies
(visual environmental impact) or in parking spaces, thereby increasing the potential for
parking on streets parallel and perpendicular to El Camino Real

Y. Other Factors That May Result in Environmental Impacts:

The following factors identified present partial evidence contrary to some of the
conclusions of the IS/NMD and I believe warrant further investigation to ascertain that
the factors are not environmentally significant or if environmentally significant, can be




sufficiently mitigated.

Geology and Soils/Erosion: 1998 Mills Creek Bank Wall Failure

e Regardless of whether the proposed project is developed, there is a retaining wall
that was built in the late 90s in response to part of the creek bank collapsing that
is in need of repair (per Ann and Paul Wallach, 1524 Balboa).

e This raises the question should there be a repeat of a flood and subsequent creek
collapse as occurred in 1998, there could be an adverse effect on the property and
possibly endanger residents.

e While the Geotechnical Evaluation states that the project’s building loads would
be below the creek bed, it makes no mention of the potential impact of driving
piles/piers into the ground and that impact on the deteriorating integrity of the
bank walls.

e The Geotechnical Evaluation report also suggests that the property owner address
the erosion and retaining wall “where the upstream end of the concrete wall has
been eroded, we recommend that this area be repaired by the placement of
natural stone rip-rap. We recommend the eroded area be exposed and lined with
filter fabric. The void may be filled with % inch drain rock, but the exterior face
of the drain rock should be protected by natural stones...Alternatively, rock filled
gabion baskets may be used to protect the backfilled hoses....the configuration of
the stone/gabion placement should conform as nearly as possible with the natural
bends in the creek to avoid energy concentration.”

e Repairing the Creek Bank wall and erosion should be undertaken regardless of
project approval as this is a potential safety issue.

e Pictures of the failing wall follow:




o Population/Housing: While the proposed project includes two reduced cost
housing units, the project would displace the current renting tenants, who appear to be of
relatively modest income. During the January 28, 2013 Planning Commission meeting,
one of the tenants spoke up and asked if this was the proper forum to ask for assistance
with regard to any programs that were available to help him relocate. Additional
information should be sought in terms of the current rental rates at the property, whether
tenants receive any federal or state benefits, whether there are similarly priced rentals
within the City of Burlingame, and whether the property owner has received any Federal
or State incentives (e.g reduced interest rate mortgage) for the current site. If in fact the
tenants are found to be of lower income, displacing them would be contrary to
Burlingame’s housing element plan in terms of increasing housing resources (both
ownership and rental) to those with lower incomes.

o Environmental/Noise:  The proposed project will have 15 rooftop Air
Conditioning compressors and a roof-top garden area for residents to gather. To ascertain
the potential noise level of the proposed A/C units, sound measurements were performed
at one of Fellowes’ other properties (1226 El Camino Real). While the noise levels were
not deemed significant, a similar conclusion was also drawn for the proposed project that
the potential noise would likely be minimal and was derived from extrapolation of sound
measurements of 4 A/C units running at the 1226 El Camino Property (out of 9 total),
which is not necessarily representative of 15 units running simultaneously. Also, the
proposed project’s location and surrounds are different (primarily trees), and is located in
an area with high levels Airport, Train, BART, Ray Park activity noise that is likely
greater than the 1226 El Camino Real property. A simulation or calculation should
examine the cumulative impacts of 15 A/C units, Airport, Train/BART, as well as
potential rooftop garden noise from gatherings. Also a potentially helpful mitigation
measure would be the use of ultra-quiet units to minimize any impacts on neighbors.

° Geology/Soils/Liquefaction: The NMD states that potential liquefaction would
less than significant impact on the project, relying upon GeoForensics 2007 property soils
study and the interactive Association of Bay Area Governments Liquefaction
Susceptibility map available in 2007 (where subject site is identified as having a




moderate susceptibility to liquefaction) However analysis of the Interactive Maps
published by the USGS (updated in 2011), indicate that in two shaking scenarios (San
Andreas Peninsula 7.2 magnitude, and San Andreas 1906, 7.9 magnitude) the subject
property would be highly susceptible to liquefaction and hence liquefaction risk is
potentially environmentally significant issue. The GeoForensics 2007 property analysis
(which in part relied on USGS survey data that was subsequently updated in 2011) may
conflict with new information that the USGS survey found to re-cast their maps in 2011
to indicate high liquefaction susceptibility in San Andreas Fault shaking scenarios (this
was an area previously believed to be of low liquefaction susceptibility according to the
older USGS maps). The Project construction should address the potential for high-risk
liquefaction and whether the building construction as currently proposed fully
incorporates this information; the mitigating factor cited by the Environmental
Consultant is an assessment that a conservative construction technique is being used,
however it is difficult for the public to ascertain whether this is sufficient for the San
Andreas shaking scenarios (this may be more of a clarification item for the public).

Charts below indicate that subject property would be in “High” Liquefaction Hazard
scenario.
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The items discussed above are by no means a full, comprehensive evaluation of all the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project. As a member of the community
with limited time to evaluate the entire scope of information available to properly assess
this project, I reserve the right to provide any further evidence of potential environmental
impacts via public hearings or written letters.

Thank you for your time and consideration,
/s/ Mark Haberecht
Mark Haberecht

1505 Balboa Ave
Burlingame, CA 94010




APPENDIX A

From: Mark <mhabs@comcast.net>

Date: January 27, 2013 10:24:35 PM PST

To: rhurin@burlingame.org, michaelwgaul@gmail.com, im@timauran.com, rt@cssanf.com,
planningcommissioners@burlingame.org, sandrayie@amail.com, achou@burlingame.org
Subject: 1509 Ei Camino Real Project Proposal Feedback - Burlingame Planning
Commission 1/28/2013

To the Planning Commission members, Ruben Hurin, Burlingame Traffic Engineer

I am providing feedback for the proposed re-zoning associated with the 1508 El Camino Real
condo project. | am addressing the following:

1) The parking situation on Balboa Ave in the transition neighborhood of Easton, Ray Park, and
Lincoln School

2) Proposals from the July 8, 2012 meeting by the Planning Commission for the project that have
not taken place (no story poles).

3) How the concerns raised by the Planning Commission in July 2007 for a smaller project on
1509 El Camino no longer appear to be concerns for the current Project.

4) How the current proposed project does not conform to the Architectural Guidelines and
suggestions on the City of Burlingame's website for Residential and Commercial property.

1) As | brought up during the July 9, 2012 Planning Commission meeting on the proposed
project, there is unanimous agreement in the neighborhood that the parking situation on
Balboa needs to be rectified.

The proposed project, while technically in conformity with the rules governing parking spaces for
multiple dwelling units, does not take into account the special circumstances of Balboa Ave,
where a greater demand for street parking and more traffic will be untenable. The special
circumstances are as follows: a) Girl's Softball/Fall Ball creates very high demand for parking on
weekends/Fall Ball week nights; b) Lincoln School administration recognizes there is a severe
traffic/parking problem, don't think they would view this project favorably (their feedback should
be solicited); c) There is parking from Adeline Market (several of proprietors park on Balboa and
Adeline); d) the apartments on El Camino only have one assigned space per unit hence there is
significant overflow onto Balboa; €) Balboa/Adeline is one of the busiest residential intersections
in all of Burlingame (including pedestrians, bikes, automobiles); f) The proximity to Bart/key bus
lines/ taxi locations results in long-term overnight parking for those who don't want to pay Bart
station fares. Actually several neighbors have witnessed cars parking and drivers hopping on
with their luggage onto cabs and buses headed for the airport.

It has been communicated in the past from the property owner and a planning commission that a
"similar" condo building was built at 1226 EI Camino has been a resounding success with regard
to the parking situation in that neighborhood. However, | don't believe that property is subject to
most of the conditions #1-6 listed above, i.e. the two cannot be compared and 1509 El Camino
faces a neighborhood with special circumstances. | aiso used to live at 530 El Camino Real (a
newer condo which had roughly one space per bedroom), and there was never enough

parking. Point being that the developer's own anecdote on his other building may be a unique
situation that was not seen in my old building. This info can be verified with on-site property
management at 530 El Camino.

| believe one of the potential solutions is to re-introduce permitted overnight parking (used to be
the case several years ago), as this neighborhood is more akin to Burlingame Park (which does
have permitted parking). There seems to be much more city official attention spent in the middle
parts of Burlingame/Burlingame park vs the northern part lining El Camino). A prime exampile of
this was when our driveway was blocked by a violating car, the parking enforcement officer took
over 45 mins to get to our house, and | understand why, because he was driving one of the
Burlingame parking "golf carts" across El Camino to get to us.

Another way to address it with the proposed project would be a "one space per bedroom"




policy. In single family homes that often have 5 bedrooms, there are usually five spaces (2
garage, 3 driveway). Why wouldn't this apply for multi-family units, especially in this special
circumstance neighborhood? Do those who own condos typically own fewer cars than those who
own houses?

I also began to take pictures of the parking problem and violations that occur on a daily basis
(and my neighbors can attest to many many more examples). Please find the following pictures
that exemplify the kinds of things we see every day: a) Station wagon blocking access to our
driveway, Burlingame parking had to be contacted; b) Truck covered in Graffiti that was partially
parked in fire zone; ¢) our vehicle blocked in by truck in front of it.

<<Attached Pictures>>

2) Planning Commission Recommendation for Story Poles was not foliowed. From the
July 9 2012 Meeting:

"Require that story poles be installed to assist in an assessment of the effectiveness of the
existing trees in screening the property from the adjacent low-density neighborhood. (Meeker —
confirmed that this is within the purview of the Commission) Provide the rear, the north and the
sides. Fellowes — Could be problematic.)"

--To my and several of my neighbors knowledge, this was not done, or the story poles
weren't there long enough. While we recognize the expense involved in mounting story
poles, it is an expense that the developer should be willing to bear, as the economic profit
of not having to build underground can effectively more than "pay’ for this if project gets
developed.

3) In 2007, a smaller project by the same applicant, with underground parking was
deemed by several Planning Commission as "unapprovable” on July 23, 2007 and the
developer withrdrew the application. | look back at the reasons for not approving, and
those conditions not only haven't changed, but they are even worse now when looking at
the project (now larger). This begs questions: 1) have the principles of the basis of
rejection of the initial proposal changed 2) if yes, how and why?, 3} if no, then why is a
larger project with more potential issues being proposed in defiance of the initial
rejection?

Quotes from the 2007 meeting vs. today's proposal:

2007: "If the project moves forward, rear two units need to be reduced to two-stories; the design
shouid respect transitions to adjacent neighborhoods. Additional work needs to be done on the
massing"”.

Today: lts now a 4 story project that is tailer, has 5 more units (15 vs 10), eliminated
underground parking, pays less respect to transitions to adjacent neighborhoods, and is
more massive. The process of re-zoning from R2 to R3 flies in the face of paying "respect
to transitions” by eliminating a transition.

2007: "Maximizing the developer’s profit is not a reason for the Commission to approve a
project.”
Today: Moving from taking parking garage underground and 3 stories to a mostly above-

ground project with 4 stories and with more units actually further maximizes developer's
profit vs the 2007 proposal.

2007: " The project presents a rather pedestrian approach to Spanish architecture; the design




will look “tatty” eventually; Spanish Architecture does not lend itself to a 3-story building."

Today: While the design of the new project may look better vs 2007, does Spanish
Architecture now lend itself to a 4-story building?

2007: "Concerned regarding removal of fir trees on lot. The City of Burlingame values trees. The
existing trees shouid remain."

"Retain some portion of the existing trees on the site; tree preservation is a community value."

"The site can be identified by the existing trees; the new project should retain the same
atmosphere on the site that currently exists. "

Today: Proposal includes removal of several trees, which In turn exacerbates privacy
situation.

4) | have spent some time looking at key elements of the Burlingame Residential and
Commercial Architectural/Development suggestions. The proposed project actually
violates most of the critical guiding principles that help Burlingame retain its
character. While the proposed project may be technically allowed via being within
compliance of Burlingame codes as any other multi-family building, qualitatively it
doesn’'t. Here are some quotes from both guides (my comments in Bold type):

"A building should be distinct in order to add richness to the neighborhood fabric. However, it
should not simply scream at the neighboring buildings for attention."

"Compatibility of the architecture with the mass, bulk, scale and existing materials of existing
development and compatibility with transitions where changes in land use occur nearby.”

"Design buildings to be appropriate to the use envisioned while maintaining general compatibility
with the neighborhood. Allow the use to determine the appearance as well as the neighborhood
context."

"Create human scale buildings no matter what style is used”

"Sites which are surrounded by open space such as the railroad or a park site have greater
importance since they can be seen by the community from a greater distance"

"On visually prominent sites, the building has an important responsibility for defining the character
of the surrounding neighborhood. Projects on such sites should clearly respond to the street and
to the adjacent architecture”

--0On the 6 points above, this proposed project in being talier vs nearly every other building
on El Camino Real and towering over everything else in north burlingame residential areas,
completely screams for attention, is not compatible with transitions, doesn’t maintain
compatibility vs what exists today, 55 feet tall is not "human scale” (nor is 45 feet, ex the
‘tower’), and this site should have greater importance in terms of respecting the

community given it can be seen from Ray Park/Lincoln School. 30 feet is the max for the
buildings south of Adeline.

"Buildings on gateway sites should be especially harmonized with other buildings that form the
gateway"

"Gateway sites do not justify monumental buildings. Human scale is important here as
everywhere. Gateway sites do justify a high level of refinement in architectural design and detail.
Design Professionals should consider buildings as important parts of a larger community."

--The North Burlingame residential area south of the hospital is a “Gateway Site" to
residential neighborhoods and where the Eucalpytus and Elm trees lining El Camino begin




in earnest. This proposed project, due to its mass, scale, height, is a monumental building.

"Respect for the parking and garage patterns in the existing neighborhood."

The proposed project has no respect for the parking and garage patterns in the existing
neighborhood. In fact, the proposed project only acknowledges what is "minimally
required” according to code vs the special circumstances of the neighborhood (see points
in #1 above on Parking).

"The patterns in most Burlingame neighborhoods serve to achieve a human scale. This supports
the health and comfort of the neighborhood by enhancing the sense of ownership and control
residents have over their environment. It makes our neighborhoods seem like friendly, human
places."

"Managing mass and bulk should not be considered a cosmetic exercise. It should be embodied
in the actual design of the building and should occur in conjunction with good interior planning."

"Homeowner privacy is achieved by sensitive placement of buildings and landscaping and by the
ways building components are orchestrated to support separation at property lines. These
elements can also minimize noise, further insulating occupants to promote a sense of privacy."

--The fact that the size/mass of building coupled with the violation of privacy by having
units look into the backyard of residences and the fact that the proposal has an "outdoor
gathering garden” actually has reduces the comfort of the neighborhood by detracting a
sense of ownership and control that residents have over their environment. In terms of
property values, which is the most quantifiable measure of health, comfort, environmental
control, this project detracts from the values of the surrounding houses (while the project,
if built enhances the developer's value) Essentially the project is an economic transfer of
wealth from existing homeowners in the neighborhood to the developer.

--Additionaliy, trees being removed, outdoor gathering garden (potential noise), and the
noise/poliution of more vehicles, and greater traffic, detracts significantly from privacy.

In summary, it's hard for the neighborhood to see what is different in terms of the
principles that caused the Commission to reject a smaller, less massive project 2007 and
how both the 2007 and today's project are in line with Burlingame's
Architectural/Development guidelines (actually seem to violate them on every major point).

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Mark Haberecht
1505 Balboa Ave




APPENDIX B

ii: Jennifer Pfaff <jjpf@pacbeli.net>

¢z Bunya Bunya trees

=: February 11, 2013 4:08:21 PM PST
3: mhabs@comcast.net

Dear Mark,
Thank you for your inquiry.

We do not know of any historical significance to the planting of the bunya bunya trees in the area. However, it is known that
the Mills Estate, was once home to many exotic trees and plants from around the world (all destroyed when Trousdale and
Murchison developed the area in the 50s and 60s) The area where the bunya bunya tree is located, however, is across the
creek from the original boundaries of the Mills Estate, and was therefore part of the Easton subdivisions. How it got there is
anyone's guess--though it has been there for a very long time.

If you are concerned about the tree, | would highly recommend that you contact the Parks Dept. City of Burlingame, 850
Burlingame Avenue, c/o Margaret Glomstad, by letter expressing your opinion about the heritage trees' value to this
community.

Sorry we cannot advise you further, but generally, the Parks Dept. is very receptive to letters and comments. | would also
make sure the Council members get a copy of whatever you write.

8incerely yours,

Jennifer Pfaff
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To the Burlingame Planning Commissioner and Planning Department

The proposed project for 1509 El Camino Real is too big for the site available to it, too big in refationship to the nearby buildings
and too big for the city at the entrance into Burlingame, a city of noted for its trees. It would impose many burdens on an already
highly developed part of the city, where a large city park and five schools are located. It would bring an increase in traffic and
parking to an area already heavily impacted by the needs of the residents who already live in the area. The problems presented
by this 15 unit condo development do not in any way appear to be mitigated such that the burdens imposed by it are resolved.

This current design is for a building 50% larger than one presented in 2007, which was withdrawn at that time by the developer
after comment by the Planning Commission on its lack of compatibility with the needs of the surrounding community. The
Mitigated Negative Impact Declaration, as presented and signed by the chief city planner, Ruben Hurin, declares, “l find that
although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case
because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. * | do not see where any meaningful
revisions have been made, or any response to the concerns of the neighborhood and nearby residents, who have repeatedly
stressed their reservations about the effects of such a large building.  Almost twice as many objections provided by the public
concern the extremely large size of the project. This increased size plays out in many different ways, and | will touch on some of
the various aspects of this design which | feel are detrimental to the community's well-being and also that of my husband and
me, who live directly behind the project.

Section 1 states, “the components of the project would be visible from Ef Camino Real, however existing fencing, buildings and
trees obstruct views of the site to the south, east, and west." In truth, though there are large acacia trees parallel to Balboa Ave.
behind three of the houses there, they do not completely block-the view of this building from homes on Balboa or Albermarle.
Nor are trees a permanent component of the environment, and thus cannot be counted on to effectively screen these houses
from a four plus story building, one so large that a change to the General Plan for the city of Burlingame is being requested,
along with rezoning of the part of the property now zoned R2, which lies along the creek portion of the lot.

The elongated profile of the building parallel to Adeline would present an overwhelming monolithic appearance, extending from a
relatively small set-back from Et Camino all the way back to the public aliey between EI Camino and Balboa. The small one-
story Adeline Market complex group of small businesses — five in all - would mask only a lower portion of the building: the
parking garage and part of the first story. As this is a four story building with additional height proposed for towers and other
parts of the roof, that leaves a large area exposed to view, lacking even the comfort of landscaping to soften its starkness. The
long strip of bamboo proposed as landscaping along the property line would mostly go unseen.

Though the length of the building is similar to the apartment house on the opposite side of Adeiine, the 1508 building would be
twice as high as the older, smaller building across the street, which consists of two stories over a partially sunken parking
garage, one half story below grade. In addition, the smalier apartment building at Adeline is attractively landscaped with mature
plants, some of which are taller than the roofiine of the building. These two buildings cannot be considered to be of similar mass
or height.

Residents at the end of Albermarle, with its cul-de-sac design, will experience an intrusive building adjacent to their properties,
and may also experience a diminishing of their light in the morning. 1t seems curious to me that no light and shade study was
deemed necessary. Also, the cioseness of the proposed building to the creek lying between the ECR and Albermarle properties
may pose an increased risk to the integrity of these nearby dwellings. There is a history of considerable damaged having been
caused by the erosion of the creek in the past, as well as serious flooding on another property on Balboa.




What will people travelling on ECR ~ and those living opposite in their two story single family residences — see? They will see a
startlingly large building, one towering over its environment, farger than the rest of the buildings along this section of ECR, until
well past Broadway. |t would be no doubt with dismay that residents of Burlingame would view this. They might well ask
themselves, "What's next?” And they may come to the conclusion that "the next” would be an even larger structure at the corner
of Adeline and ECR. Would this newer, even larger project then be rationalized as “fitting in with its neighbors”, as the report has
claimed for the building under consideration? One also asks oneself if the intensely developed nature along ECR in Millbrae is
the direction in which Burlingame too is headed. Do we want to go in the same direction, heedless of the effect on the
environment and the people living in it? This is a serious question, and one not to be made on an ad hoc basis, with only a few
people involved in the process.

The ECR Corridor of Trees, designed by John McLaren, is one of the main entrances to Burlingame, and has long been valued
for its beautiful trees which form a unique welcome o the city. A small but significant part of that vista is provided by the stand
of trees on the Adeline side of the project, including the special Bunya-Bunya fir tree, already designated as a protected tree. It,
along with five others — there were five more noted on the developers’ plans when they were first drawn up, but have now gone
missing, — are slated for removal so that the extremely large footprint of this building can be accommodated. It had been noted
in the earlier presentation of the 2007 proposal that trees are of great value to the city. Indeed they are an invaluable resource

for the well being of the planet, and should not be taken for granted, or destroyed for the profit of a few individuals,

Concerning the effects of this building on the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings, the report goes
on to attempt to minimize its scale by claiming that many of the buildings along ECR are of “a bulk and scale simitar to the
project’. This is not what | see when | drive or walk down ECR. The buildings arrayed along ECR towards Broadway are
typically no higher than three and a half stories, many are of two story height, and there are still some single family houses
mixed in from the earlier days of the city. To claim that the 1509 ECR building would be in keeping with the “more urban context
along ECR"is to ignore the gradual increase in density and use as one nears the Broadway area. As noted, the Adeline
commercial area consists of a small independently owned and run market and five small store-fronts offering a range of personal
services. Itis a much smaller commercial area than the heavily used Broadway axis; to compare them is to deal in apples and
oranges.

Broadway is a main artery leading to one of the two north-south freeways in the area as well as to one of two train stations in the
city. Itis five blocks in length from ECR to California Drive, and not merely a small comer located at a difficult intersection, one
that has posed many problems for drivers as well as pedestrians over the 43 years that | have lived here. | personally know
several people who have had serious problems with accidents at both Adeline and ECR as well as at Ray Dr. and ECR. The
intersection at Broadway and ECR is straight forward and more easily managed. Also, unlike Adeline/ECR, there are five parking
lots within roughly a half block’s walk from Broadway in that commercial area; parking in the area of the proposed building is
severely limited and has been an issue for a long time, with no easy solutions forthcoming.

A smalier three and a half story condo building of nine units, which has drawn positive comment from the commission, has
been put up by the same developer at 1226 E| Camino Real. It has been cited several times by them as an example of good
design. It does fitin with its neighbors on ECR, being very near the corner of ECR and Broadway and immediately adjacent to
an apartment or condo building of similar height, which is next to a two story car repair shop, next door to the gas station at the
comer. Buildings across the street at Broadway are of similar height also. None of these buildings is higher than three and a
half stories in height.

The property behind 1226 ECR, at 1225 Capuchino, appears to be a single family residence with a unit built over the garage in
the back, The roof of the condo building at 1226 ECR rises approximately one and a half story above the unit over the garage.
This property is one of four single family residences on the west side of Capuchino, backing on ECR. All the other buildings on
that side of the street are multiple family residences, none higher than three and a half stories. Properties across the street on
the east side are mostly single family residences with the exception of a two story apartment located between one of the
Broadway area public parking lots and the corner building, which offers personal services, as do properties across the street at
the corner. These buildings are also two stories high,



The dwellings on EI Camino Real opposite 1509 ECR are one and two story residences, leading to the busy entrance of the
unique Cambridge/Oxford curved streets, and thence to California Drive, the other main north-south street through the city. The
two areas are not as similar as has been claimed in the declaration, and do not make useful comparisons in arguing for the
acceptability of the project at 1509 ECR.

While 1226 ECR may be a workable example of a building fitting into its immediate environment in an
appropriate way, it is not a good examplar of what might be expected of 1509. Of great concern with
the higher density use pattern of 1509 ECR is the increase in air pollution secondary to the presence of
more vehicles, and reduction in the trees on the property, which might be expected to filter some of the
exhaust. Besides the increased exposure to this pollution, loss of privacy, increased noise and light,
lower property values and reduced quality of life and an increase in stress levels due to the prolonged
construction period that would be involved, would be personal issues as well as community ones. 15
HVAC units on the open roof, along with the adjacent open common room on the roof top above the
top story will result in great distress to local residents. As there is expected to be a higher occupancy of
roughly three times as many people as presently live at the property, and will most likely include
children, this common area exposed to the sky would result in heavy use, and with this use, the
concomitant noise from voices and music during parties, possible toxic emissions from bar-b-ques, and
more exposure to lighting from the area at night. To use four units at 1226 ECR as the Mitigated
Negative Impact Declaration did as a gauge for estimating the noise level to be expected from 1509 ECR
is not realistic as a real measure of the impact of the much larger structure. Nor may any meaningful
comparison be made about any other aspect of the impact on its environment by 1509 ECR.

The opening at the back of the garage, directly behind my house, would permit the escape of the noise
and exhaust from the 31 cars that would be using this garage, along with any additional vehicles making
visits to the building. The allotment of two guest parking spaces behind the building is inadequate for
the anticipated needs of these guests, some of whom will be attending gatherings on the roof. The two
Handicapped spaces near the lobby are also designated as “guest parking” on some, but not all, of the
plans. What if they are required for residents of the building? And where, exactly is the mysterious
32nd parking place in the entrance drive going to actually be situated? Any car parked there would
block the entrance of further cars into the garage. The entrance narrows after the first part of it —itis
also extremely shallow and flat, leaving little room for cars to negotiate the turn off of ECR. And where
is the bike storage going to be? The use of bikes for transportation has been cited as evidence of the
convenient access to transportation available for the occupants. Will they be required or forbidden to
use their balconies for the bikes? Is there an area in the garage for them? None is as far as | can see.
Also, as there will be an automatic gate at the front entry, a sound wall would be necessary to help
dampen some of the sound that would emanate throughout the garage and ultimately out the back
opening directly behind my house. People living in the building may be couples with daily commutes to
work. They may have children, requiring many more trips to meet their needs, thus generating an

increase in overall traffic, contrary to the conclusions drawn by the writer of the Mitigated Negative
Impact Declaration.



Already our streets are grossly inadequate to the needs of the local residents for parking. People living
in the apartments nearby find it a good place to put their cars when they do not have parking space of
their own. Often such space is reduced by their need to store bikes or belongings in the allotted parking
spaces, and they cannot find another place to store things. So their cars are “stored” on the street,
reducing available parking for the residents and visitors. The parking spaces available for 1509 ECR are
minimal, as there are only 11 spaces for residents regular sized cars, with 16 spaces designated compact.
What are people who own larger cars and SUVs going to do? They may not find it possible to park in
their own garage. People working in or visiting the Adeline Market complex also use our street for
parking. Some people find it convenient to park their car on Balboa or Albermarle and take a cab to the
airport.

When Ray Park, across the street and next door to Lincoln School, hosts sporting events and other
activities, which occur 8 to 9 months of the year, parking is impossible at times, as is simply navigating
through the crowded street. The park provides only 14 spaces, one of them designated Handicapped. It
becomes so congested, especially during the summer, that local residents defer plans to entertain
because they know that their guests would not be able to find any place to park their cars.

Lincoln School, adjacent to the park, has experienced a dramatic growth in recent times. People want to
live nearby so that their children can go to this public school, along with BIS and Mills High School. In all,
there are five schools within walking and driving distance of our area. The Easton Addition also is home
to the charming and well utilized Easton Branch Library. It is one of the many treasures of this town.
The marked increase in students locally is followed by the increase in drivers as well as pedestrians,
whose ease of movement and safety need to be considered, as do the needs of the residents for access
to the streets for their own use. It is especially intense in the morning and after school and during the
evening rush hour. People are hurried and often distracted as they drive. Pedestrians and bicyclists are
exposed to very dense traffic, especially in front of the entrance to Ray Park, used for access to the
school.

The street in front of the park is wider than the older part of Balboa and forms a curved area as it passes
in front of the park, creating a blind spot. People driving south on Balboa often speed up as they come
down Balboa Way in front of the park, and are surprised when they drive around the curve and are
confronted with the narrower street of Balboa Ave in front of them. Balboa Ave is made more narrow
by the many cars parked on it, as its dimensions were decided when the original Easton Addition was
developed, versus Balboa Way, part of the more recent development of Ray Park, which is much wider.
This has resulted in many near misses, and the death recently of a large dog which was on a leash but
managed to slip out between two cars ahead of his owner. [ will never forget its screams as people tried
to attend to it. | am confronted daily with the risk that one takes on leaving the driveway here. People
coming from Adeline often drive very fast when they come around the corner and pose additional risk.
Accompanying these inbuilt risk factors is the heavy use of Balboa as a throughway for the many drivers
who don’t want to be delayed by the light at Adeline and ECR and the heavier traffic of El Camino.
Balboa is a tempting target, lying within a short block of ECR and parallel toit. This includes many
commercial vehicles as well as people living in the general neighborhood. The use of Balboa in lieu of
ECR and for parking continues south of Adeline as well, and poses problems for those residents also.



The point to all this is that the traffic leaving 1509 ECR will impact the flow (or lack thereof) of traffic on
Adeline and Balboa, as they will be forced to travel south on ECR. If they want to go north, they will
have to take Adeline to Balboa to get out to Ray, where they can turn left on ECR. The
Ray/Rosedale/ECR intersection is another dangerous one, where again, many accidents over the years
have occurred. If they chose to turn left onto Oxford/Cambridge, traffic will be blocked at the
intersection of Adeline and ECR. A pedestrian crossing exists at the light located here, and it often slows
traffic to an agonizing degree, as can cars turning in either direction from ECR. Because of the many
vagaries and difficulties of the problems with our street, a parking and traffic study should have been
included as part of a valid study of the environmental impact of the proposal for 1509 ECR. Several of
the commissioners remarked at the most recent hearing on the need for one.

Though these remarks focus mainly on the concerns of myself and my neighbors, the larger issue with
this proposal is that it will affect not only the people in the immediate area, but also all those living in
our city, and beyond. One could claim that due to the problems with global warming, already identified
as related to the increase of pollution secondary to human activity, it affects everyone everywhere. The
relentless urbanization taking place on the Peninsula is bringing many changes, many of them
deleterious to our well-being and the well-being of our planet. Our quality of life here in Burlingame is
highly valued; it is why people come to live here. Much is at risk in the decision to permit the
construction of this very large buitding, which would contribute so much to the deterioration of our
environment.  On talking about it with our friends and neighbors, no favorable opinions have been
expressed. Itis my hope that the people who are taking on the responsibility of representing the
interests of the community do so in a spirit of considering what is important to all of us, and that the
decision made reflects this broader view of our real needs, and not one limited to the special interests of
a few. Our future as a community rests in part with what you decide to do in this situation.

Thank you for your consideration.

Samantha MacPhail

W/ Waw

Archibald MacPhail

1516 Balboa Avenue
Burlingame
(650) 342-0350
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February 19, 2013

Planning Commission, City of Burlingame
City Hall

501 Primrose Road

Burlingame, CA 94010

Re:  Preposed Development at 1509 El Caming Keal, Burlingame

Dear Planning Commissioners:

We have major concerns to the above-referenced project and vehemently object to it
proceeding as currently proposed. We are against any variance being given to allow any
additional height or size. We object to heritage trees being destroyed. Our City is
quickly loosing the ambience it has always been known for.

When entering Burlingame from the north, after passing the Burlingame Plaza area and
the hospital you quickly notice that the area transforms into what Burlingame stands for, a
beautiful residential area lined with trees. Even the existing apartment buildings in the
area fit in. The corner of Adeline and El Camino has a 2 story apartment building with
below street level parking - that building does not protrude into the sky anywhere like the
proposed, much to tall, development would. The proposed development is simply teo
large and too tall.

Parking is already inadequate and a big problem in the area with an always busy park and
school in very close proximity. A development of this size would make the parking
problem intolerable for the area residents.

We also are concerned about any removal of trees. Burlingame is quickly loosing its
“City of Trees” look. The beautiful views that the neighborhood has always enjoyed will
be lost - replaced by a giant, much too large, structure.

We trust that the City and its Commissions will think about the tax paying residents when
making any decisions on this matter. More importantly, think about maintaining what
Burlingame is all about, a beautiful residential community - not one full of monster
developments. This development needs te be scaled back.

Respectfully, /ﬂj C.;/ o
Z /é;/ / )/ gn,fwﬁ,w/z g éé’ —
William G. Cerna, Jr . anna Lema-Cerna

1457 Balboa Avenue
Burlingame, CA 94010

cc: City Council




Date: February 16, 2013

To: City Planning Commissioners

CC: City Council

From: Gabriel Dalporto

Subject: Opposition to 1509 El Camino Real Construction Project
Dear Planning Commissioners,

| am writing to strongly oppose the building proposed at 1509 El Camino Real. | have lived in Burlingame
for the past 6 years. Last year, | decide to invest further in the community by spending $1.8MM to
purchase a new home and by opening an office on Burlingame Avenue that employs 25 highly paid,
highly skilled professionals. | did so because of the charm and character of Burlingame. This project will
materially change the character and vibe of the area.

| would like to emphasize that | am not opposed to development on this site, but this specific proposal is
going to have serious negative impacts on the community.

My objections are based on several points:

¢ First and by far the most important is that the proposed construction is massive and way too
high. A five story building on El Camino is almost without precedence, and will substantially
change the interaction between the apartments on El Camino and the neighboring residential
area. This monolith will tower over the neighborhood, and be visible from my porch 1.5 blocks
away. It will also be visible much deeper into the neighborhood than my house. That will have
an immediate and negative impact on the community and property values. Nobody wants to
purchase a $2MM house with a humongous apartment building visible from their porches and
windows. Imagine the massive destruction in property value from the existing community that
this development will create.

e The size of the development will cause traffic congestion. The intersection of El Camino and
Adeline is already highly congested.

e The size of the development and associated visitors will cause major parking issues. Balboa is
already tightly packed with cars from the other apartment complexes. This will cause material
inconvenience to the existing home owners in our neighborhood.

There is a really simple solution to all of these major issues. Just make it a 3 story building, consistent
with other buildings on El Camino. Under this solution, like other apartments, it will not be visible from
the neighborhood. It will not change the fundamental character of Burlingame. And it will lessen the
parking and traffic issues.

Thank you for your attentjon to this serious matter.
7 - \

Gabriel Da por’t“c“i’w")

1453 Balboa Avenue

Burlingame, CA 94010

650.477.2724




Date: February 16, 2013

To: City Planning Commissioners
CC: Burlingame City Council
From: Deva Dalporto

Subject: Opposition to 1509 El Camino Real Construction Project

Dear Planning Commissioners,

| am writing to oppose the building proposed at 1509 El Camino Real. | am not opposed to development
on the site, but believe the building proposed is far too tall and large and will alter the character of El
Camino and Burlingame. | am concerned about the impact such a project will have on the Easton
Addition neighborhood and on my property value. The scaffolding they have erected is visible from my
home blocks away and is a large eyesore from the top floor of my home. | am also very concerned about
the rumored removal of 100+ year old trees. As the “City of Trees” | would hope Burlingame will live up
to its name and protect our natural resources.

I strongly urge you to reconsider this project and downsize it’s height considerably so that it is in
alignment with the other structures on El Camino and protects the character, house values and charm of
Burlingame.

g

;
Tﬁ\gnk You,
N
\

7N

Dg\fa Dalporto
1453 Balboa Avenue
Burlingame, CA 94010




Audet & Partners, LLP

Attorneys=-at-Law

221 MAIN STREET, SUITE 1460
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
TELEPHONE: 415.568.2555 o gm W%% T
FACSIMILE: 415.568.2556 RECEIVED
TOLL FREE: 800.965.1461 %%Zn @jﬁ
www.audetlaw.com

February 20, 2013

Via Email, Facsimile Transmission and U.S. Mail

650-696-3790 (fax)
RHurin@Burlingame.org

Council@Burlingame.org
PlanningCommissioners@Burlingame.org

Burlingame Planning Commission
501 Primrose Road
Burlingame, CA 94010-3997

Attention: Rubin Hurin

RE: 1509 El Camino (Proposed) Project

As a resident of Burlingame, California, and a homeowner near the proposed
project, on behalf of myself and my family, I have reviewed the Negative Mitigated
Declaration (“NMD”), and believe that the NMD contains a number of
inaccuracies and conclusions that are unsupported factually and legally. As such,
the Project must be rejected as currently proposed.

The 1509 El Camino Project requires issuance of a EIR, not a mitigation
report. First and foremost, consistent with CEQA Guidelines (section 15064), an
EIR is required for this project, due to the controversial nature of the project. The
failure to mandate a EIR, as opposed to a Negative Declaration, as was done here,
violates these Guidelines, and other provisions of CEQA. The current NMD in
fails to properly make full public disclosures of the project and fails to provide




Planning Commission
February 20, 2013
Page 2 0f 6

“alternatives”, as otherwise required under CEQA. Failure to issue a EIR in light of
the circumstances of the project requires a rejection of the project as currently
proposed. See, California Public Resources Codes, section 2100, et seq. Accordingly,
on this grounds alone, the Commission cannot approve of this Project and
approval of the project based on the current NMD will be subject to potential
litigation under CEQA.

The NMD contains factual and legal errors, and as such, the project cannot
be legally approved by Commission (or the City Council).

For the record, I note that the time frame for responding to the NMD is too
short, fails to provide sufficient due process to interested parties, especially in
view of the fact that a transcript of the prior hearing has yet to be available
publicly. Accordingly, I and other residents request more time to respond, and to
otherwise supplement the record, regarding this Project. In the meantime, in light
of the errors in the report, the Planning Commission cannot approve of this Project
at this time. Among other issues, I note the following:

L The NMD fails to comply with guidelines and restrictions on Building
Projects along El Camino in Burlingame. The Planning Commission’s own permit
guidelines limit condo/apartment buildings to a maximum of 2 to 3 floors. The
NMD simply ignores Planning Commission rules and restrictions. The NMD
improperly grants additional floors (ie, two) in ‘exchange’ for two below market
price units. The NMD, for reasons unexplained, improperly approves of the
additional floors in exchange for the two “below market units” that are set aside
by the developer. The law does not allow for such an exchange, especially, where,
as here, no units in that area are above three floors and most houses are one and
two story single family homes

2. The NMDs reference to ‘urban context’ along El Camino is factually
unsupported with respect to the area in which the project is located. The pictures
submitted with the NMD themselves establish that the entire two block area
along that stretch of El Camino is one/two story single housing units. The massive
new project is two extra stories when compared to the other structures along that




Planning Commission
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stretch of El Camino. The approval of this Project will allow for other developers
to seek similar four/five story projects and once this is approved, others will argue
for allowing similar structures. Indeed, the NMD’s reference to the “urban
context” reveals an unfortunate bias in favor of development at the price of
character and charm otherwise found in most areas along El Camino. Indeed,
driving south on El Camino at the start of the area after the hospital if anything is
currently an oasis of trees, and one/two level homes. Approving this four level
building would start the trend of degrading the current charm and rural feel that
makes Burlingame unique and inviting,

3. The NMD fails to in fact take into account the protected status of the
trees that will be destroyed if the project is approved by this commission. The
NMD essentially relies on the fact that a permit was issued to remove the
protected trees, pending “Project” approval. The NMD then argues that because
the permits have been issued, the tree removal issue is rendered moot. This is
legally incorrect. First, the tree removal permitting process was not done in
accordance with appropriate notice and citizen review or appeal process. See
Municipal Code Section 11.06.060 (c). Second, the fact that the permit was issued
does not render the full consideration of the environmental impact of removal of
protected trees moot. Yet, the NMD implies that because the permit was issued,
full consideration of all issues relevant to tree removal need not be addressed by
the NMD. However, the tree permit was clearly issued with the assumption that
the tree issue would be considered in any future EIR or, here, Mitigation Report.
Again, the tree removal was allowed only after full consideration of all issues,
including whether the trees could be removed consistent with Burlingame
Guidelines and Burlingame General Policy (an issue not considered in issuing the
permit). Had the permit been issued without any conditions, the permit would
have so indicated. For the Commission here to simply approve the tree removal on
the assumption that the permit was unconditional is contrary to the record. Third,
the tree removal, especially of the protected trees, is inconsistent with
Burlingame’s General Plan, and contrary to the overall esthetic character of the
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street and the neighborhood. See 1969 General Plan and Burlingame’s municipal
code (section 11.6).

4. The NMD fails to address what changes have been made to the
project to override this same previously rejected plan of 2007. The NMD
mentions, but fails to address directly, why the current plan, which is for
additional floors and more space, should be approved at this time when a smaller
project was rejected in 2007. Failure of the NMD to discuss, in detail, why the
larger, more recent project should be approved when the 2007 plan for a smaller
project was rejected, is a fatal flaw in the report. Indeed, for the Commission to
now adopt this plan would likely mean that, any project rejected by a different
panel will later be subject to approval over the passage of a short time. Itis the
burden of the developer to show why the prior rejected plan should be approved at
this time, and further for the developer to establish why a larger plan should be
accepted. The NMD fails to establish that the burden has been meet by the
developer.

5. The NMD fails to address the issue of the displacement of the current
residents. The new, 14 unit place will displace long time residents of Burlingame,
and ruin the fabric of that neighborhood with ‘new’ high end expensive condo
units. The NMD essentially indicates that units can be found in Burlingame, but
fails to actually provide proof that these middle income long time tenants have any
accommodations once the current place is demolished. No plans have been
proposed to deal with these residents, many of whom appear to have limited
economic means, but who clearly are part of what makes Burlingame a mixed and
diverse community. These issues are not considered and simply overlooked in the
NMD. No evidence has been submitted regarding how these long time tenants
will be able to stay in Burlingame, or what opportunities the developer has offered
to these tenants. Failure to consider the impact on these residents may actually
invite potential litigation over the civil rights of these residents, as clearly the
replacement tenants will be of a higher economic status given the market value of
said new units.
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6. The NMD fails to reflect prior Guidelines, the Burlingame General
Plan, and currently in place Codes. Among other issues, the NMD fails to
reference a number of prior guidelines and/or recommendations issued by prior
Planning Commissions and/or City Council and/or reports issued for or by said
entities. For example, the NMD fails to reference the City of Burlingame Housing
Element Report for 2009-2014, including concerns raised in draft reports and
community input for said Element Report. The Element Report references the fact
that Burlingame is forcing out certain economic strata families, such as those
currently living in the 11 units that will be razed along with the protect trees, if the
Commission approves this Project. The Element Report also references the need
to protect the character of existing residential neighborhoods, and, inter dlia,
‘Maintain rental opportunities by discouraging conversion of affordable rental
units to condominiums.” See Table VI, Element Report. The NMD here,
submitted to this Commission, fails to incorporate or otherwise comply with prior
reports, guidelines and even city Codes.

7. The NMD fails to accurately reflect the “aesthetic” impact of the four
story development. CEQA Guidelines require that any negative impact on
“aesthetics” is deemed a “significant environmental impact under CEQA. Yet, the
NMD fails to properly consider the negative impact on aesthetics or to otherwise
consider mitigation requirements. The removal of protected trees, and the four
story structure itself, is, per se, a significant impact on aesthetics. See, Burlingame

General Plan (multi family units should be 2 to 3 stories in height).

In light of the above (and in conjunction with the issues raised by others to
the Commission), it is respectfully submitted that:

L. Failure to require an EIR was an abuse of discretion. The Project, as

currently proposed, has a significant effect on the environment, as defined by
California Code.
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2. Acceptance of the NMD is an abuse of discretion.

3. Granting the amendment to allow for medium high density is
an abuse of discretion.

4. Rezoning the property to R-3 is an abuse of discretion

5. Issuance of conditional use permit as requested would be an
abuse of discretion.

6.  Granting lot combination in the current format is an abuse of
discretion.

Accordingly, any action by this Commission except to reject the current
proposed project, is an abuse of discretion and subject to appropriate court
challenge on a host of grounds, including the above. The Commission is the
watchdog for the community, and to rubber stamp the project, as currently
proposed, is to abdicate the Commission’s obligation to carefully consider
developments of this nature. The Project is out of character with the area, with
that stretch of El Camino and only contributes to the urban encroachment of
Burlingame. Failure to require that modifications be made to the proposed project
would be an abuse of discretion, as the current project, involving rezoning,
removal of protected trees, displacement of a dozen families, without any
significant benefit, is an abuse of discretion.

In addition to abuse of discretion noted above, if the Project is adopted, in
whole or part, by the Commission or the City Council, then the Commission
and/or the City has failed to act in the manner required by law and failed to
properly describe, analyze, mitigate and find alternatives for significant and
potentially significant impacts on the environment in the NMD. Furthermore, as
noted above, failure to require a EIR for this project is in direct violation of CEQA.

.—/”




February 18, 2013

To the Planning Commission

1509 E|l Camino Real — The Trees

Not so many years ago there was a grove of at least eleven mature trees
on the south side of 1509 El Camino Real. Today, six remain. If this project is
approved, there will be none. The developer has talked about one of the trees,
the Bunya Bunya, being a hazard because of the large seeds it drops. | do think
the concern would make more sense if tenants were not allowed to sit under the
tree (please see attachment).

If one happens to be looking for an EI Camino address anywhere else on
the Peninsula, one has to be alert to the borders of each town. They all look the
same. Only familiarity with landmarks can help distinguish them. One always
knows when one is in Burlingame.

What makes Burlingame special has happened part by design and
foresight, and part by just dumb luck. If anomalous structures are permitted to
be built in its neighborhoods, Burlingame slowly will lose its character. Those
who have chosen to live here know they have paid a premium to do so. It won't
be long before they realize they have not gotten their money's worth.

Trees are a value to our community and to |nd|v1dual property owners, as
well as to people who visit our town.

Missing from the initial Mitigated Negative Environmental Impact Report
are the sociological and environmental impacts of this project on residents of
north Easton Addition, Ray Park, and by extension, larger Burlingame. This is an
omission which should be rectified.

Specifically missing from Mitigated NEIR

The underground mass of a tree (the roots) is generally equal to the mass
of the tree above ground. When a tree is felled, the mass below dies. These
dead tree roots attract termites. As noted on Page 2 of Ordinance No. 1856-
2010, termites are particular hazard in our area. When a colony of termites
grows too large, it sprouts wings and flies into neighboring sources of wood. This
should be of concern to everyone who lives in Burlingame.

The initial Mitigated Negative Environmental Impact study omitted this
hazard in its study. Please ensure that it is addressed.

Sincerely,

o /Y
g b UG el
Paul Wallach
1524 Balboa Way
Att.






Pad and HAnnw Wallack
1524 Palboa CWag/

Puwdingame, €A 94010

February 18, 2013

Planning Commission
501 Primrose Road
Burlingame, CA

Re: 1509 El Camino Real Development and Mills Creek

The Creek

Concern about the impact on Mills Creek by proposed development at
1509 EI Camino Real has been voiced several times before the Commission.
Nevertheless, neither Commission response nor the initial Mitigated Negative
Environmental Impact Report adequately addresses this issue.

Flooding

In February 1998, during a not particularly heavy rainfall, the bank at 1509
El Camino Real collapsed and sent a significant amount of material into the
creek: driveway paving, fencing and its supports, concrete, small trees, and
assorted rubble. The creek clogged, flow was blocked, and water rose until it
flooded our property and that of 1509 El Camino Real. It was only due to the
swift efforts of tenants, private citizens, and fire department personnel that flow
eventually was restored and the water receded. But not before six inches of
water covered 1509 ECR carports and our property, rapidly approaching our
home (please see video). Without that swift action, other nearby properties also
would have flooded.

To our recollection, a year or so passed before, at the direction of Fish
and Game and the City of Burlingame, a retaining wall was finally built in the area
of the collapse. It spans less than half the length of the creek bank. That
retaining wall is now in need of repair, as it and other parts of the bank are being
undercut and in some places are seriously insufficient. In addition, there is no
indication of what type of footing supports the retaining wall.

The track record for maintenance and for making the most of this natural
area has not been good. In 2007 the developer, Mr. Fellowes, who had owned
this property for several years, admitted to the Commission that he had never
walked the creek to inspect its banks. To any objective observer it is clear that
this area has not been adequately maintained. lts aesthetic potential has been
completely ignored. Itis a mess.




Groundwater and Liguefaction

The latest report from ABAG indicates that 1509 El Camino Real sits in an
area that is highly susceptible to liquefaction in the event of an earthquake,
particularly one along the San Andreas Fault, less than a mile distant. The
developer's answer to this hazard is to set the building on piers. Groundwater is
prevalent in this area. Bore holes found water at 7 feet and at 12 feet. How will
groundwater be prevented from collecting around and under these piers? Will
sumps be used to drain this and other groundwater? The developer’s current
plans call for all drainage to be directed to the box culvert which sends Mills
Creek under El Camino Real. This culvert is maintained by CalTrans, and has
always been an issue of concemn and contention, as maintenance is minimal at
best. The dimension of this box culvert is 8 feet by 13 feet. The dimension of the
creek upstream is greater than this. Besides normal creek volume, several storm
drains enter into it from Balboa Way and Albemarle Avenue. In some seasons,
the culvert is filled with a large amount of silt and debris, which decreases its
size. Under these circumstances, will it be adequate to handle added drainage?

The newest USGS quake hazard report states that liquefaction “may
cause buildings to settle and move downslope or toward stream banks.” So,
while piers may prevent building slippage during a quake, what of all the other
materials which will be added to this property?

Although this area has been removed from 100 year flood hazard maps,
the Mitigated NEIR does not adequately address potentials for flooding specific
to 1509 ElI Camino Real. We who live on the creek, who have experienced its
swift and vigorous flow during storms, and who regularly inspect and maintain its
banks, have a more accurate experience of what it takes to prevent disaster.

The initial Mitigated NEIR does not adequately address any of the above.

Rezoning of Creek Area

Many concerns have been raised about rezoning the portion of the lot
which includes the south half of the creek. We do think that it is disingenuous to
present the argument for this rezoning as mere tidying up of bookkeeping, when
its sole purpose is to enhance developer profit. In its wisdom, when subdividing
the Ray“Cloud” (Park), and Easton Addition blocks, Burlingame decided to
allocate an R-2 designation to both sides of the creek at this location. The
thinking around this decision appears to be lost to history; nevertheless, it should
be respected. This petition should be denied.

Sincerely, p

(i, (00l F cl Ho bl

Ann and Paul Wallach
1524 Balboa Way

N




encl: Maps (ABAG and USGS)
Images of bank

- Architectural drawing of current creek bank support
Two minute Video of 1998 flooding

http://earthquake.usgs.gov/regional/nca/gmap/




Creek bed is 8-9 feet below bottom of bridge
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Ann Raoss Wallack
1524 Balboa Way

%mémgame/ LA 94010

February 18, 2013

Burlingame Planning Commission
501 Primrose Rd.
Burlingame, CA

Re: 1509 El Camino Real Project

The Planning Commission response to citizen concerns that this project
will be a source of new noise in the neighborhood has been insufficient thus far.
In addition, the initial Mitigated Negative Environmental Report on this topic is
incomplete.

Air Handler Units

The initial Mitigated Negative Environmental Impact Report addressed the
potential for noise from fifteen air handler units to be located at the rear portion of
the roof at 1509 El Camino Real. In order to estimate this noise, the sound
engineer used the noise from four such units in operation on the roof of one of
the developer's other properties. : One observation was that they could be heard
over the noise along El Camino Real. He extrapolated from these four to predict
noise generated by fifteen such units. | question how the noise of four could
accurately predict noise from fifteen. And | also hold suspect the fact that this
study was done on another of the developer’s properties. This section of the
Mitigated Negative Environmental Impact Report is incomplete and potentially
inaccurate.

Rooftop Party Room:

The initial Mitigated Negative Environmental Impact Report did not
address potential noise from the rooftop socializing space.

This is a serious omission; there could be any combination of fifteen
families socializing in that space, with or without guests, with the lights, the
music, the conversations and laughter that usually accompanies such activities,
all within 100 feet of the bedrooms of several homes. The prospect of this space
is dismaying, disheartening and downright frightening.

At present, much is in the abstract. But imagine, if you will, that a new
family moves next door to your home. And the family includes, for sake of
argument, a couple of teenage boys. And as their belongings are unloaded you
notice a set of drums, a keyboard and a couple of electric guitars. Rock band
wannabees. Now, imagine fifteen new families moving onto your street, but not
strung out along each side, instead concentrated in one relatively small area.



An open air space has been provided for these fifteen families to socialize,
complete with kitchen and bathroom. And you would have absolutely no say
about what happens in that space. Would this enhance or detract from your
peace and your enjoyment of your own property?

Mr. Fellowes reports that he has had no complaints about a party room on
the roof of another of his properties. He also characterizes residents as older, as
frequent travelers, and for the most part absent. | believe more objective reports
than those of Mr. Fellowes are in order, as well as a realistic evaluation of how
the two sites differ in significant ways. As an example, he cites a building which is
adjacent to a major commercial area with nighttime activities, whereas 1509 ECR
is surrounded on three sides by a bedroom community. Traffic on El Camino
becomes very light after dark and the small commercial businesses on the south
side are closed at night.

Bocce Court

Everything that | have already indicated applies to the project’'s bocce
court. This is another source of noise which hasn’'t been addressed by either the
Commission or the Mitigated NEIR.

All of these are inducements to enhance sale ability of Mr. Fellowes’
project and his profit. Whatever happened to the sentiments expressed by the
earlier Commission, which told him that the Commission was “not in the business
of maximizing developer profit?” And since when did residents’ peace of mind
get into the business of maximizing a developer’s profit? In addition, | cannot
imagine a scenario where all of the above will maximize the sale ability of, or
profit from my home.

In its evaluation of noise, the initial Mitigated Negative Environmental
Impact Report omitted the topics of the rooftop socializing space and bocce court
completely, and therefore this section of the report is incomplete. Please see
attachment with excerpts from noise section of initial Mitigated NEIR. Note that a
decibel spike was attributed to loud conversation of a building resident. What
about the noise level from fifteen, twenty, thirty or more residents on the roof or
at the bocce court?

| would characterize the entire document as more “boiler plate” than
factual and realistic. And specifically, the noise topic needs to be revisited.

Sincerely -, /. o
(Ao () Al

Ann Wallach )

1524 Balboa Way

att: Excerpt from Mitigated Negative Impact Report




To assist in modeling future noise associated with the proposed rooftop-mounted heating. ventilation.
and air-conditioning (HVAC) systeny. an additional measurement was taken between 1402 hiowrs and
1417 hours on Wednesday. October 24, 2012 at an HVAC system located on the roof of an existing
residential condominium building at 1226 El Camino Real. During this measurement, noise from the
HVAC system was barely audible over the traffic noise from EI Canuno Real and
construction/maintenance-related noise. Maxinuun noise levels recorded at the HVAC location were
attributable to intermittent loud conversations by condo residents and overhead aircraft. The average
(L.,) noise level is more representative of the noise from the HVAC system (see exhibits in

appendices for photos of HVAC noise monitoring).

The results of the noise level measurements are provided below in Table 5.

‘Table 5: Existing Noise Level Measurements

Site

Location Description dBAL:q - dBA Lpax  dBA Lum
Site | Locatad in front yard of the property. northeast side. G8.6 85.7 49.2
along El Camino Real
Site 2 Located on southeast side of property. near fencing in - 370 72.2 46,3
 patiofyard area. 15 feet from fencing
Site 3 Located northwest side of property. near 57.5 69.2 454
divesparkway, Located 15 feet from fence.
Site 4 Locatad along southwestarn side of property. in patic 44.3 51.3 40.1
area. L5 feet from complex :
Roof of | Bank of nine HVAC units on the roof located on the 55.9 727 48.7
Complex at  west side of the complex. shielded by 5 foot parapet
1226 El . and roofing on three of the four sides. 4 units were
Canuno | rumping at time readings were taken. Monitor was
Real located 15 feet below the ledgze® and a distance of 20
_ feet. approximately 25 feet from the elevated source.
Notes:
¥ Readings were talkienlS-feet below the ladee because the area was fenced-in and maccessible. In addinon. the
readings were taken as close to the sources as possible without souress bemg shieldad.
. Source: City of Burlingame, 2012,

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?

Less Than Significant Impact. According to General Plan Noise Element Table 4-2. Outdoor Noise
Level Planming Criteria on page N-27. the acceptable noise level for Public. Quasi Public. and
Residential Land Uses (sensitive uses) is up to 60 dBA commmunity noise equivalent level (CNEL).
The interior noise level staudard is 45 dBA CNEL in any habitable room. with windows closed.



CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

From: CD/PLG-Meeker, William

Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2013 8:59 AM

To: David Cauchi (dcauchi@kiddermathews.com); 'Jeanne Davis'; Michael Gaul; Richard
Sargent (rich@sargentconstruction.com); Richard Terrones; Sandra Yie; Tim Auran

Ce: CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

Subject: FW: 1509 El Camino

FYIl... More to come.

William Meeker, Director

Community Development Department
501 Primrose Road — Second Floor
Burlingame, California 94010-3997

E-Mail: wmeeker@burlingame.org
Web: www.burlingame.org

PH: (650) 558-7255

FAX: (650) 696-3790
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From: Don Crosatto [mailto:dcrosatto @icloud.com] CITY OF BURLINGAME
Sent: Monday, February 18, 2013 9:35 PM CDD-PLANNING DIV,
To: GRP-Planning Commissioners

Subject: 1509 El Camino

| was born in Peninsula Hospital and have lived in North Burlingame most of my life. I've seen quite a few changes. My
father has lived here for 86 years and has seen many more. While we can't preserve the town just as we remember it,
neither should we throw away what makes it special in order to make a few bucks.

At one time, the corridor of trees covered El Camino from San Mateo to San Bruno. While San Bruno and Millbrae are
nice enough, you can instantly tell when you leave Buriingame and enter Millbrae. Trees are a huge part of what makes
this community so distinctive (and supports higher property values). The proponents of this project will object that we
are only talking about five trees out of hundreds on El Camino. But where do you draw the line? How do you say NO to
the next developer who wants a four story project that would remove eight trees?

The simple truth is, you can't. If El Camino had been undeveloped until recently, some of the uglier buildings there now
would never have been approved. The proposed development is in the wrong place at the wrong time. Please vote No.

Sincerely,

Don and Paula Crosatto
1444 Bernal Ave.




CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

From: CD/PLG-Meeker, William

Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2013 8:59 AM

To: David Cauchi (dcauchi@kiddermathews.com); 'Jeanne Davis'; Michael Gaul; Richard
Sargent (rich@sargentconstruction.com); Richard Terrones; Sandra Yie; Tim Auran

Cc: CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

Subject: FW: Proposed development at 1509 El Camino Real

FYi..

William Meeker, Director

Community Development Department
501 Primrose Road — Second Floor
Burlingame, California 94010-3997

E-Mail: wmeeker@burlingame.org
Web: www.burlingame.org

PH: (650) 558-7255

FAX:  (650) 6396-3790

From: Habelt [mailto:habeltfamily@gmail.com]

Sent: Sunday, February 17, 2013 9:32 AM

To: GRP-Planning Commissioners

Subject: Proposed development at 1509 El Camino Real

Dear Planning Commission:

We are writing to express our deep concerns about the proposed development referenced above.

The size and scope of this project is totally out of character for the neighborhood. Not even on El Camino are
other projects this tall. This is not a commercial area, it is a residential area.

While I am not against a developer earning a profit on his endeavors, I do object to a developer profiting at the
expense of all the surrounding homeowners losing property value. There are probably 10 or more homeowners
who would directly lose property value (not to mention privacy) due to a huge development peering down at
their yards and porches. The purpose of a development should enhance the community, not the opposite.

I also understand that many cities need to incorporate "infill" or high-density housing near urban transit
centers. However, this project is about a mile from the transit center of Bart/CalTrain, so I do not believe it
falls into the relevant category.

In reviewing the plans, it appears that the developer is planning for everyone to drive compact cars. I am not
sure that California is at that point for a long while, certainly I have not observed this in Burlingame. In fact, [
don't even see storage areas for things like bicycles on the plan, outside of perhaps the balconies? My
experience of living on Balboa Ave for a dozen years is that we experience lots of overflow parking, both from
Adeline Plaza employees as well as current E1 Camino apartments/condos with insufficient parking garages.

1




Finally, I have already written to the City regarding the trees on this lot. These trees mark the entrance to
Burlingame for me, "City of Trees". It is not clear on the plans how these will be protected. It would be a
shame to lose these, so many have already been cut along El Camino.

Thank you for your attention to this.

Konrad & Christina Habelt
Homeowners of 1509 Balboa Ave




CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

e
From: CD/PLG-Meeker, William
Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2013 9:.00 AM
To: David Cauchi (dcauchi@kiddermathews.com); 'Jeanne Davis'; Michael Gaul; Richard
Sargent (rich@sargentconstruction.com); Richard Terrones; Sandra Yie; Tim Auran
Cc CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben
Subject: FW: Oppose current scale of new condo on El Camino near Adeline
FYl...

William Meeker, Director

Community Development Department
501 Primrose Road — Second Floor
Burlingame, California 94010-3997

E-Mail: wmeeker@burlingame.org
Web: www.burlingame.org

PH: {650) 558-7255

FAX:  (650) 696-3790

From: gilmore.carolehall@comcast.net [mailto:gilmore. carolehall@comcast net]
Sent: Saturday, February 16, 2013 11:22 AM

To: GRP-Planning Commissioners

Subject: Oppose current scale of new condo on El Camino near Adeline

Hello,

I'm the daughter of Jeannie Gilmore, former Beautification Commissioner for many years. |do not
approve of any project which includes cutting down multiple mature trees, nor any building so tall that
it obscures the sun of neighbors. If some company wants to make huge profits while damaging the
views, sunlight, trees, and increasing traffic of neighbors (thereby lowering those property values)
then it is a BAD DESIGN which must NOT be allowed to permanently blight Burlingame property
values in that specific area.

Furthermore, it's already difficult for renters and condo owners located on El Camino to merge into
traffic: They want to head out, or back out, but flowing traffic makes it difficult. Finally, when the light
turns yellow, there may be so many cars slowing down that they are blocked yet again! To increase
traffic in the already crowded area of Adeline and EI Camino by adding multiple family dwellings
which are way too tall -- ruining the site lines of existing neighbors, and ruining the profile of the
neighborhood from street views -- is unacceptable.

Any on the Planning Commission who think this plan is acceptable need to be removed from their
posts! Please, please point out all the problems and request that a NEW DESIGN be submitted
which will:




e Create more open space, less building walls on this lot
¢ Reduce the height of the building drastically
« Reduce traffic congestion by reducing both the total population of new residents plus reducing

number of cars trying to exit to EI Camino; they should have multiple in/out driveways, with a
main driveway exiting onto Adeline.

If commercial builders claim they can't make a "decent profit" after scaling down this hideous design,
then inform them that their project is just not feasible AT THIS LOCATION. Let them try building a
single family home on this site: This home would be near Ray Park, near Lunardi's shopping area +
the hospital; near freeways and BART, also walking distance to Burlingame Village Park, and at the
outskirts of a quiet and lovely neighborhood. Neighbors would welcome a lovely new home in this
area, rather than multiple family dwellings.

Regards,
Carole Hall Gilmore (Burlingame Resident)




CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

From: CD/PLG-Meeker, William

Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2013 12:59 PM

To: David Cauchi {dcauchi@kiddermathews.com); 'Jeanne Davis'; Michael Gaul; Richard
Sargent (rich@sargentconstruction.com); Richard Terrones; Sandra Yie; Tim Auran

Cc: CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

Subject: FW: 1509 El Camino Real Condo Project - Preferrably, no.

FYl...

William Meeker, Director

Community Development Department
501 Primrose Road — Second Floor
Burlingame, California 94010-3997

E-Mail: wmeeker@burlingame.org
Web: www.burlingame.org

PH: {650) 558-7255

FAX:  (650) 696-3790

RECEIV

From: Patrick Nagle [mailto:wpnagle@aol.com]

Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2013 12:10 PM

To: GRP-Planning Commissioners

Cc: Patrick Nagle

Subject: 1509 El Camino Real Condo Project - Preferrably, no.

Please add my name to the petition AGAINST the 1509 El Camino Real Condo Project. | live at 1317 Balboa Avenue,
Burlingame 94010. | grew up in Burlingame and attended Our Lady of the Angels in my youth.

Thanks,
Patrick Nagle

1317 Balboa Ave, Burlingame, CA 94010
AGAINST the Condo development project.




CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

From: CD/PLG-Meeker, William

Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2013 2:54 PM

To: David Cauchi (dcauchi@kiddermathews.com); 'Jeanne Davis'; Michael Gaul: Richard
Sargent (rich@sargentconstruction.com); Richard Terrones; Sandra Yie; Tim Auran

Cc: CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

Subject: FW: Oppose 4 story Condo at Adeline / El Camino

FYI...

William Meeker, Director

Community Development Department
501 Primrose Road - Second Fioor
Burlingame, California 94010-3997

E-Mail: wmeeker@burlingame.org
Web: www.burlingame.org

PH: {650) 558-7255

FAX:  (650) 696-3790

From: James Wald [mailto:pasta@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2013 2:52 PM

To: GRP-Planning Commissioners

Subject: Oppose 4 story Condo at Adeline / El Camino

Hello,

I just want to urge you to oppose the 4 story condo complex in northern Burlingame at Adeline Dr. 3 stories should be sufficient in keeping with the look

of the neighborhood. Also, why will trees have to be destroyed to build this structure? Certainly, there must be an architect who can incorporate the
trees, especially the old ones, into the new building.

Thank you for reading this.

Sincerely,

James Wald
Burlingame resident




Dear Members of the Planning Commission of the city of Burlingame,

I am writing to you out of concern for the Burlingame residents who live at 1509 El
Camino Real. There is a proposal before you to demolish the buildings on that site and evict the
current tenants. These Burlingame residents will have to leave their home town due to the lack
housing for people with low or moderate incomes. Property and rents in Burlingame are beyond
the reach of the current residents. Eleven units of moderately priced apartments will be destroyed
and fifteen expensive condos will be built under the proposal before you now. There is no shortage
of housing for the wealthy. There are three large buildings of newly constructed condos just north
of this site in Millbrae that are not selling as expected.

The developer of the condos will be given benefits for providing two below market value
units. This is fraudulent and immoral. The developer will provide two units and destroy eleven,
and REDUCE the number of moderate units by nine. The developer deserves no special benefits
or relaxing of the housing code for providing the two units.

This proposal has been said to be a green proposal because it will increase population
density in all ready developed areas and not develop rural areas. This ‘green’ designation will be
nullified by the land fill required for the demolished apartment buildings and the use of more
materials and energy to build the condos. Add to that the removal of large trees makes calling this
project ‘green’ ludicrous.

I think the city of Burlingame should have more concerns for our present residents than for
the profit motives of an out of town developer. I hope that you reject this proposal.

Sincerely,
FEB 14 2013 P M

CITY OF BURLINGAME 1616 Adeline Drive
CDD-PLANNING DIV, Burlingame




CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

From: Phillips Kate <kateph@comcast.net>

Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2013 3:09 PM

To: CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

Subject: concern about development of 1509 El Camino

Dear Mr. Hurin,

| was unable to attend the Planning Commission meeting last night, but did want to say that I'm concerned about the
impact of the proposed new condominium project at 1509 El Camino. | would prefer to see a smaller building in that
place, which would create less traffic and demand for overflow parking spaces in our already extremely congested
nearby streets, and keep our view more open.

Thank you for considering our opinion,
Kate Phillips, 1464 Cortez Ave
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COMMUNICATION RECEIVED RECEIVED PC Meeting 01.28.13
AFTER PREPARATION JAN 28 2013 Agenda ltem #5
OF STAFF REPORT CITY OF BURLINGAME 1509 El Camino Real

Subject:1509 El Camino Real Project Proposal Feedback - Burlingame Planning Commission 1/28/2013
From:Mark <mhabs@comcast.net>

To:rhurin@burlingame.org, michaelwgaul@gmail.com, im@timauran.com,rt@cssanf.com,planningcommissioners
@burlingame.org,sandrayie@gmail.com,achou@burlingame.org

Ce:

To the Planning Commission members, Ruben Hurin, Burlingame Traffic Engineer

I am providing feedback for the proposed re-zoning associated with the 1509 E! Camino Real condo
project. | am addressing the following:

1) The parking situation on Balboa Ave in the transition neighborhood of Easton, Ray Park, and Lincoln
School

2) Proposals from the July 9, 2012 meeting by the Planning Commission for the project that have not
taken place (no story poles).

3) How the concerns raised by the Planning Commission in July 2007 for a smaller project on 1509 El
Camino no longer appear to be concerns for the current Project.

4) How the current proposed project does not conform to the Architectural Guidelines and suggestions
on the City of Burlingame's website for Residential and Commercial property.

1) As | brought up during the July 9, 2012 Planning Commission meeting on the proposed project,
there is unanimous agreement in the neighborhood that the parking situation on Balboa needs to
be rectified.

The proposed project, while technically in conformity with the rules governing parking spaces for multiple
dwelling units, does not take into account the special circumstances of Balboa Ave, where a greater
demand for street parking and more traffic will be untenable. The special circumstances are as follows:
a) Girl's Softball/Fall Ball creates very high demand for parking on weekends/Fall Ball week nights;

b) Lincoln School administration recognizes there is a severe traffic/parking problem, don't think they
would view this project favorably (their feedback should be solicited); ¢) There is parking from Adeline
Market (several of proprietors park on Balboa and Adeline); d) the apartments on El Camino only have
one assigned space per unit hence there is significant overflow onto Balboa; e) Balboa/Adeline is one of
the busiest residential intersections in all of Burlingame (including pedestrians, bikes, automobiles);

f) The proximity to Bart/key bus lines/ taxi locations results in long-term overnight parking for those who
don't want to pay Bart station fares. Actually several neighbors have witnessed cars parking and drivers
hopping on with their luggage onto cabs and buses headed for the airport.

it has been communicated in the past from the property owner and a planning commission that a "similar"
condo building was built at 1226 El Camino has been a resounding success with regard to the parking
situation in that neighborhood. However, | don't believe that property is subject to most of the conditions
#1-6 listed above, i.e. the two cannot be compared and 1509 El Camino faces a neighborhood with
special circumstances. | also used to live at 530 El Camino Real (a newer condo which had roughly one
space per bedroom), and there was never enough parking. Point being that the developer's own
anecdote on his other building may be a unique situation that was not seen in my old building. This info
can be verified with on-site property management at 530 El Camino.

| believe one of the potential solutions is fo re-introduce permitted overnight parking (used to be the case
several years ago), as this neighborhood is more akin to Burlingame Park (which does have permitted
parking). There seems to be much more city official attention spent in the middle parts of
Burlingame/Burlingame park vs the northern part lining El Camino). A prime example of this was when
our driveway was blocked by a violating car, the parking enforcement officer took over 45 mins to get to
our house, and | understand why, because he was driving one of the Burlingame parking "golf carts"
across El Camino to get to us.

Another way to address it with the proposed project would be a "one space per bedroom” policy. In single
family homes that often have 5 bedrooms, there are usually five spaces (2 garage, 3 driveway). Why
wouldn't this apply for multi-family units, especially in this special circumstance neighborhood? Do those
who own condos typically own fewer cars than those who own houses?




| also began to take pictures of the parking problem and violations that occur on a daily basis (and my
neighbors can attest to many many more examples). Please find the following pictures that exemplify the
kinds of things we see every day: a) Station wagon blocking access to our driveway, Burlingame parking
had to be contacted; b) Truck covered in Graffiti that was partially parked in fire zone; ¢) our vehicle
blocked in by truck in front of it.
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2) Planning Commission Recommendation for Story Poles was not followed. From the July 9
2012 Meeting:

"Require that story poles be installed to assist in an assessment of the effectiveness of the existing trees in screening
the property from the adjacent low-density neighborhood. (Meeker — confirmed that this is within the purview of the
Commission) Provide the rear, the north and the sides. Fellowes — Could be problematic.)"

--To my and several of my neighbors knowledge, this was not done, or the story poles weren't
there long enough. While we recognize the expense involved in mounting story poles, it is an
expense that the developer should be willing to bear, as the economic profit of not having to build
underground can effectively more than 'pay’ for this if project gets developed.

3) In 2007, a smaller project by the same applicant, with underground parking was deemed by
several Planning Commission as "unapprovable™ on July 23, 2007 and the developer withrdrew
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the application. | look back at the reasons for not approving, and those conditions not only
haven't changed, but they are even worse now when looking at the project (now larger). This
begs questions: 1) have the principles of the basis of rejection of the initial proposal changed 2) if
yes, how and why?, 3) if no, then why is a larger project with more potential issues being
proposed in defiance of the initial rejection?

Quotes from the 2007 meeting vs. today's proposal:

2007: "If the project moves forward, rear two units need to be reduced to two-stories; the design should respect
transitions to adjacent neighborhoods. Additional work needs to be done on the massing".

Today: Its now a 4 story project that is taller, has 5 more units (15 vs 10), eliminated underground
parking, pays less respect to transitions to adjacent neighborhoods, and is more massive. The
process of re-zoning from R2 to R3 flies in the face of paying "respect to transitions" by
eliminating a transition.

2007: "Maximizing the developer’s profit is not a reason for the Commission to approve a project.”

Today: Moving from taking parking garage underground and 3 stories to a mostly above-ground project
with 4 stories and with more units actually further maximizes developer's profit vs the 2007 proposal.

2007: " The project presents a rather pedestrian approach to Spanish architecture; the design will look
“tatty” eventually; Spanish Architecture does not lend itself to a 3-story building."

Today: While the design of the new project may look better vs 2007, does Spanish Architecture now lend
itseif to a 4-story building?

2007: "Concerned regarding removal of fir trees on lot. The City of Burlingame values trees. The existing
trees should remain.”

"Retain some portion of the existing trees on the site; tree preservation is a community value.”

"The site can be identified by the existing trees; the new project should retain the same atmosphere
on the site that currently exists. "

Today: Proposal includes removal of several trees, which in turn exacerbates privacy situation.

4) | have spent some time looking at key elements of the Burlingame Residential and Commercial
Architectural/Development suggestions. The proposed project actually violates most of the
critical guiding principles that help Burlingame retain its character. While the proposed project
may be technically allowed via being within compliance of Burlingame codes as any other multi-
family building, qualitatively it doesn't. Here are some quotes from both guides (my comments in
Bold type):

"A building should be distinct in order to add richness to the neighborhood fabric. However, it should not
simply scream at the neighboring buildings for attention."

"Compatibility of the architecture with the mass, bulk, scale and existing materials of existing development
and compatibility with transitions where changes in land use occur nearby.”

"Design buildings to be appropriate to the use envisioned while maintaining general compatibility with the
neighborhood. Allow the use to determine the appearance as well as the neighborhood context."

"Create human scale buildings no matter what style is used”

"Sites which are surrounded by open space such as the railroad or a park site have greater importance
since they can be seen by the community from a greater distance”

"On visually prominent sites, the building has an important responsibility for defining the character of the
surrounding neighborhood. Projects on such sites should clearly respond to the street and to the adjacent
architecture”
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--On the 6 points above, this proposed project in being taller vs nearly every other building on El
Camino Real and towering over everything else in north burlingame residential areas, completely
screams for attention, is not compatible with transitions, doesn't maintain compatibility vs what
exists today, 55 feet tall is not "human scale” (nor is 45 feet, ex the 'tower'), and this site should
have greater importance in terms of respecting the community given it can be seen from Ray
Park/Lincoln School. 30 feet is the max for the buildings south of Adeline.

"Buildings on gateway sites should be especially harmonized with other buildings that form the gateway"

"Gateway sites do not justify monumental buildings. Human scale is important here as everywhere.
Gateway sites do justify a high level of refinement in architectural design and detail. Design Professionals
should consider buildings as important parts of a larger community."

--The North Burlingame residential area south of the hospita! is a "Gateway Site" to residential
neighborhoods and where the Eucalpytus and Elm trees lining El Camino begin in earnest. This
proposed project, due to its mass, scale, height, is a monumental building.

"Respect for the parking and garage patterns in the existing neighborhood."

The proposed project has no respect for the parking and garage patterns in the existing
neighborhood. In fact, the proposed project only acknowledges what is "minimally required"
according to code vs the special circumstances of the neighborhood (see points in #1 above on
Parking).

"The patterns in most Burlingame neighborhoods serve to achieve a human scale. This supports the
health and comfort of the neighborhood by enhancing the sense of ownership and control residents have
over their environment. It makes our neighborhoods seem like friendly, human places."

"Managing mass and bulk should not be considered a cosmetic exercise. It should be embodied in the
actual design of the building and should occur in conjunction with good interior planning."

"Homeowner privacy is achieved by sensitive placement of buildings and landscaping and by the ways
building components are orchestrated to support separation at property lines. These elements can also
minimize noise, further insulating occupants to promote a sense of privacy."

--The fact that the size/mass of building coupled with the violation of privacy by having units look
into the backyard of residences and the fact that the proposal has an "outdoor gathering garden™
actually has reduces the comfort of the neighborhood by detracting a sense of ownership and
control that residents have over their environment. In terms of property values, which is the most
quantifiable measure of health, comfort, environmental control, this project detracts from the
values of the surrounding houses (while the project, if built enhances the developer’'s

value) Essentially the project is an economic transfer of wealth from existing homeowners in the
neighborhood to the developer.

--Additionally, trees being removed, outdoor gathering garden (potential noise), and the
noise/pollution of more vehicles, and greater traffic, detracts significantly from privacy.

In summary, it's hard for the neighborhood to see what is different in terms of the principles that
caused the Commission to reject a smaller, less massive project 2007 and how both the 2007 and
today's project are in line with Burlingame's Architectural/Development guidelines (actually seem
to violate them on every major point).

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Mark Haberecht
1505 Balboa Ave
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COMMUNICATION RECEIVED
AFTER PREPARATION
OF STAFF REPORT

/S09 B

CD/PLG-Meeker, William

From: Mark <mhabs@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, January 28, 2013 4:11 PM
To: AN 98 T CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben; GRP-Planning Commissioners; rt@cssanf.com;
tim@timauran.com; sandrayie@gmail.com; PW/ENG-Chou, Augustine; CD/PLG-
= Strohmeier, Erica; crhim@burlingame.org
Subject: 1509 El Camino Real Project Proposal Feedback - Burlingame Planning Commission

1/28/2013

To the Planning Commission members, Ruben Hurin, Burlingame Traffic Engineer

I am providing feedback for the proposed re-zoning associated with the 1509 El Camino Real condo
project. | am addressing the following:

1) The parking situation on Balboa Ave in the transition neighborhood of Easton, Ray Park, and Lincoln
School

2) Proposals from the July 9, 2012 meeting by the Planning Commission for the project that have not
taken place (no story poles).

3) How the concerns raised by the Planning Commission in July 2007 for a smaller project on 1509 EI
Camino no longer appear to be concerns for the current Project.

4) How the current proposed project does not conform to the Architectural Guidelines and suggestions on
the City of Burlingame's website for Residential and Commercial property.

1) As | brought up during the July 9, 2012 Planning Commission meeting on the proposed project,
there is unanimous agreement in the neighborhood that the parking situation on Balboa needs to
be rectified.

The proposed project, while technically in conformity with the rules governing parking spaces for multiple
dwelling units, does not take into account the special circumstances of Balboa Ave, where a greater
demand for street parking and more traffic will be untenable. The special circumstances are as follows:
a) Girl's Softball/Fall Ball creates very high demand for parking on weekends/Fall Ball week nights;

b) Lincoln School administration recognizes there is a severe traffic/parking problem, don't think they
would view this project favorably (their feedback should be solicited); c) There is parking from Adeline
Market (several of proprietors park on Balboa and Adeline); d) the apartments on EI Camino only have
one assigned space per unit hence there is significant overflow onto Balboa; €) Balboa/Adeline is one of
the busiest residential intersections in all of Burlingame (including pedestrians, bikes, automobiles);

f) The proximity to Bart/key bus lines/ taxi locations results in long-term overnight parking for those who
don't want to pay Bart station fares. Actually several neighbors have witnessed cars parking and drivers
hopping on with their luggage onto cabs and buses headed for the airport.

It has been communicated in the past from the property owner and a planning commission that a "similar"
condo building was built at 1226 El Camino has been a resounding success with regard to the parking
situation in that neighborhood. However, | don't believe that property is subject to most of the conditions
#1-6 listed above, i.e. the two cannot be compared and 1509 El Camino faces a neighborhood with
special circumstances. | also used to live at 530 El Camino Real (a newer condo which had roughly one
space per bedroom), and there was never enough parking. Point being that the developer's own
anecdote on his other building may be a unique situation that was not seen in my old building. This info
can be verified with on-site property management at 530 El Camino.
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| believe one of the potential solutions is to re-introduce permitted overnight parking (used to be the case
several years ago), as this neighborhood is more akin to Burlingame Park (which does have permitted
parking). There seems to be much more city official attention spent in the middle parts of
Burlingame/Burlingame park vs the northern part lining El Camino). A prime example of this was when
our driveway was blocked by a violating car, the parking enforcement officer took over 45 mins to get to
our house, and | understand why, because he was driving one of the Burlingame parking "golf carts"
across El Camino to get to us.

Another way to address it with the proposed project would be a "one space per bedroom" policy. In single
family homes that often have 5 bedrooms, there are usually five spaces (2 garage, 3 driveway). Why
wouldn't this apply for multi-family units, especially in this special circumstance neighborhood? Do those
who own condos typically own fewer cars than those who own houses?

[ also began to take pictures of the parking problem and violations that occur on a daily basis (and my
neighbors can attest to many many more examples). | will email pictures under a separate cover that
exemplify the kinds of things we see every day: a) Station wagon blocking access to our driveway,
Burlingame parking had to be contacted; b) Truck covered in Graffiti that was partially parked in fire zone;
c¢) our vehicle blocked in by truck in front of it.

2) Planning Commission Recommendation for Story Poles was not followed. From the July 9
2012 Meeting:

"Require that story poles be installed to assist in an assessment of the effectiveness of the existing trees in screening the
property from the adjacent low-density neighborhood. (Meeker — confirmed that this is within the purview of the
Commission) Provide the rear, the north and the sides. Fellowes — Could be problematic.)"

--To my and several of my neighbors knowledge, this was not done, or the story poles weren't
there long enough. While we recognize the expense involved in mounting story poles, it is an
expense that the developer should be willing to bear, as the economic profit of not having to build
underground can effectively more than 'pay’ for this if project gets developed.

3) In 2007, a smaller project by the same applicant, with underground parking was deemed by
several Planning Commission as "unapprovable" on July 23, 2007 and the developer withrdrew
the application. 1 look back at the reasons for not approving, and those conditions not only
haven't changed, but they are even worse now when looking at the project (how larger). This begs
questions: 1) have the principles of the basis of rejection of the initial proposal changed 2) if yes,
how and why?, 3) if no, then why is a larger project with more potential issues being proposed in
defiance of the initial rejection?

Quotes from the 2007 meeting vs. today's proposal:
2007: "If the project moves forward, rear two units need to be reduced to two-stories; the design should respect
transitions to adjacent neighborhoods. Additional work needs to be done on the massing".

Today: Its now a 4 story project that is taller, has 5 more units (15 vs 10), eliminated underground
parking, pays less respect to transitions to adjacent neighborhoods, and is more massive. The
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process of re-zoning from R2 to R3 flies in the face of paying "respect to transitions" by
eliminating a transition.

2007: "Maximizing the developer’s profit is not a reason for the Commission to approve a project."

Today: Moving from taking parking garage underground and 3 stories to a mostly above-ground project
with 4 stories and with more units actually further maximizes developer's profit vs the 2007 proposal.

2007: " The project presents a rather pedestrian approach to Spanish architecture; the design will look

“tatty” eventually; Spanish Architecture does not lend itself to a 3-story building."

Today: While the design of the new project may look better vs 2007, does Spanish Architecture now lend
itself to a 4-story building?

2007: "Concerned regarding removal of fir trees on lot. The City of Burlingame values trees. The existing
trees should remain."”

"Retain some portion of the existing trees on the site; tree preservation is a community value."

"The site can be identified by the existing trees; the new project should retain the same atmosphere
on the site that currently exists. "

Today: Proposal includes removal of several trees, which in turn exacerbates privacy situation.

4) | have spent some time looking at key elements of the Burlingame Residential and Commercial
Architecturai/Development suggestions. The proposed project actually violates most of the
critical guiding principles that help Burlingame retain its character. While the proposed project
may be technically allowed via being within compliance of Burlingame codes as any other multi-
family building, qualitatively it doesn't. Here are some quotes from both guides (my comments in
Bold type):

"A building should be distinct in order to add richness to the neighborhood fabric. However, it should not
simply scream at the neighboring buildings for attention."

"Compatibility of the architecture with the mass, bulk, scale and existing materials of existing development
and compatibility with transitions where changes in land use occur nearby."

"Design buildings to be appropriate to the use envisioned while maintaining general compatibility with the
neighborhood. Allow the use to determine the appearance as well as the neighborhood context."

"Create human scale buildings no matter what style is used"

"Sites which are surrounded by open space such as the railroad or a park site have greater importance
since they can be seen by the community from a greater distance"




| "On visually prominent sites, the building has an important responsibility for defining the character of the
surrounding neighborhood. Projects on such sites should clearly respond to the street and to the adjacent
architecture”

--On the 6 points above, this proposed project in being taller vs nearly every other building on EI
Camino Real and towering over everything else in north burlingame residential areas, completely
screams for attention, is not compatible with transitions, doesn't maintain compatibility vs what
exists today, 55 feet tall is not "human scale” (nor is 45 feet, ex the 'tower'), and this site should
have greater importance in terms of respecting the community given it can be seen from Ray
Park/Lincoln School. 30 feet is the max for the buildings south of Adeline.

"Buildings on gateway sites should be especially harmonized with other buildings that form the gateway"

"Gateway sites do not justify monumental buildings. Human scale is important here as everywhere.
Gateway sites do justify a high level of refinement in architectural design and detail. Design Professionals
should consider buildings as important parts of a larger community."

--The North Burlingame residential area south of the hospital is a "Gateway Site" to residential
neighborhoods and where the Eucalpytus and EIm trees lining El Camino begin in earnest. This
proposed project, due to its mass, scale, height, is a monumental building.

"Respect for the parking and garage patterns in the existing neighborhood."

The proposed project has no respect for the parking and garage patterns in the existing
neighborhood. In fact, the proposed project only acknowledges what is "minimally required"
according to code vs the special circumstances of the neighborhood (see points in #1 above on
Parking).

"The patterns in most Burlingame neighborhoods serve to achieve a human scale. This supports the
health and comfort of the neighborhood by enhancing the sense of ownership and control residents have
over their environment. It makes our neighborhoods seem like friendly, human places."

"Managing mass and bulk should not be considered a cosmetic exercise. It should be embodied in the
actual design of the building and should occur in conjunction with good interior planning."

"Homeowner privacy is achieved by sensitive placement of buildings and landscaping and by the ways
building components are orchestrated to support separation at property lines. These elements can also
minimize noise, further insulating occupants to promote a sense of privacy."

--The fact that the size/mass of building coupled with the violation of privacy by having units look
into the backyard of residences and the fact that the proposal has an "outdoor gathering garden™
actually has reduces the comfort of the neighborhood by detracting a sense of ownership and
control that residents have over their environment. In terms of property values, which is the most
quantifiable measure of health, comfort, environmental control, this project detracts from the
values of the surrounding houses (while the project, if built enhances the developer's

value) Essentially the project is an economic transfer of wealth from existing homeowners in the
neighborhood to the developer.




--Additionally, trees being removed, outdoor gathering garden (potential noise), and the
noise/pollution of more vehicles, and greater traffic, detracts significantly from privacy.

In summary, it's hard for the neighborhood to see what is different in terms of the principles that
caused the Commission to reject a smaller, less massive project 2007 and how both the 2007 and
today's project are in line with Burlingame's Architectural/Development guidelines (actually seem
to violate them on every major point).

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Mark Haberecht
1505 Balboa Ave
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1512 Balboa Ave
Burlingame, CA 94010

COMMUNICATION RECEIVED 650-544-8052
AFTER PREPARATION
OF STAFF REPORT
July 9, 2012

Burlingame Planning Commission
501 Primose Road
Burlingame, CA 94010

Re: Proposed Condominium Project at 1509 El Camino Real

Dear Burlingame Commissioners:

We write to you to raise concerns about the proposed condominium project at 1509 El Camino Real.

Although we respect the owners’ right to develop their property, the developers’ gain should not be the

neighbors’ loss. Our concerns are as follows:

1.

Environment and water table. The property is at a creek, and the massive complex building is a
big threat to city sewage and an already very high water table during winter storm. We had seen
water coming from underground in the past during heavy winter storm, and the water table will
get higher with this massive complex building right by the swollen creek. We request fully
evaluation of the environment impact especially water table during winter storm caused by the
proposed project.

Privacy. With the raise of the proposed 4-story building next to our backyard, our privacy will be
violated. Although there are no trees between our lot and 1509 EI Camino Real currently, the
existing condominium building is one story at this corner, and we don’t have a view of the
condo. We support the recommendation from the commission in 2007 about reducing the rear
units to 2-story and fir trees on the property remain. We also request an additional screening
with height in the rear.

Light and noise. We strongly oppose 15 air conditional units at the back of the property. We
request the air conditional units and garage entrance/exit be placed in the front to minimize the
noise. We also would like to see efforts reducing the lighting at the back.

Neighborhood. This neighborhood is mainly one story. The 4-story building and re-zoning will
forever change the look and set an unwelcome trend to all neighbors around.

We had seen Burlingame properties re-developed to meet neighbors’ concerns in the past. The property
at 1505 Balboa Ave is the only 2 story building newly developed in our block, and it was designed in a
way no windows facing neighbor’s yard to respect other people’s privacy. We will expect our city

commission continuing doing a great job in planning our beloved city.

over for page 2




We appreciate your consideration.

Sincerely,

Donald Mitchell & Yan Ma




SUBJECT: RETAINING WALL FOR MILLS CREEK @ 1509 EL CAMINO

The length of Mills Creek along 1509 is approximately 175 feet.

Approximately twenty years ago, during a rain storm, one-hundred feet of the
creek’s side slid into the creek and blocked its flow.

One hundred feet is now a concrete retaining wall. Forty feet of this wall has no
foundation and the bottom is four feet above the water level. The type of footing
for the remainder of the wall is unknown.

Both ends of the property only have a short rip-rap wall with no cement joints.
Only the landscape holds back the soil wall.

| seriously doubt that the huge mass of the proposed structure will be stabilized
with the existing walls for the walls.

| would highly recommend a soil's engineer to investigate the proposed plans and
the existing creek.

Paul Ross Wallach
1524 Balboa Way
Burlingame, CA
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CITY OF BURLINGAME -
| | N CDD-PLANNING DIV
Dear Burlingame Planning Commission,

Re: 1509 El Camino Real Development

I feel so strongly about the puzzling inappropriateness of Mr. Fellowes’
latest plan for this lot, that I beg to take up a little more of your time with a
second letter.

If T arrived at a Planning Commission meeting in a gown suitable for a fancy
dress ball, eyebrows would be raised and many folks would figure I was 3 C
nutty. Rightly so. It has to do with appropriateness and respect. And even s
though my getup may have been interesting and even beautiful, because it c
would be so out of place, it would border on the grotesque.

I think the same could be said about Mr. & Mrs. Fellowes’ latest plans for
1509 El Camino. An edifice 5 stories tall in many parts, in the midst of the
strictly one and two storey structures which comprise all of its neighbors,
indeed all of Ray Park, is entirely inappropriate for this location. Please see
my attachment. Just like my costume has its proper place, if this building
belongs anywhere, it belongs among similarly huge edifices.

I know Burlingame, along with all municipalities in California, has a
mandate to study its housing stock, presumably with an eye to make best use

-ofits land. But this project, with all its potential for negative impact on the
neighborhood, would increase Burlingame’s twelve thousand housing units
by a mere four units.

As it stands, I can’t think of one way in which this project would enhance
anything but Mr: Fellowes’ pocketbook. And many ways in which it would
degrade the quality of life of we who live nearby, starting with loss of
privacy, increased noise, and how outrageously out of sync the building
would be with its neighbors.

Mr. Fellowes has ignored Planning Commission comments about his last
(smaller) design, and seriously misjudges what should be done with this
piece of land. He does not live in Burlingame. His plans express no



sensitivity for, nor knowledge of the differences among the various

neighborhoods in our town. He is simply looking to get the biggest bang for
his buck.

If this design goes forward, Mr. Fellowes will build it and move on to new
projects. He’ll be long gone while the neighborhood will be left to absorb
the results. I can’t imagine that it wouldn’t hurt us in our pocketbooks.
Since when are the small homeowners supposed to be the solvers of
developers’ miscalculations, or the answer to their ambitions?

Thank you for your time.
Y
o J%wfac%
Ann Wallach
1524 Balboa Way
Burlingame, CA 94010

Attachment
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1518/20 Albemarle Way
Burlingame, Ca 94010
August 17, 2011

Burlingame Planning Commission
501 Primrose Road
Burlingame Ca 94010

RE: Proposed construction of condominium on
1509 E1 Camino Real

Dear Commission members

We have noted the concerns of our neighbors in
their letters to the Commission in 2007 and
2011 and will not replicate them here since we
share all of them. However, there are concerns
that relate primarily to our property that we
want to draw to your attention.

We have owned the duplex at 1518/1520
Albemarle Way since 1965. It sits on
approximately 1/3 of an acre bordered by Mills
creek, adjacent to the proposed condominium.
The park-like gquality of the setting would be
totally destroyed by the construction of a four
story building which would overlook the
building as well as the gardens. However,
the loss of privacy is insignificant in
comparison to our concerns about the
environmental impact on the creek and on our
property.

In 1986, we hired a structural engineering
firm to survey and assess the exterior and
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interior damage of the duplex due to earthquake
and water-related soil erosion. Work began
almost immediately to shore up the creek and
install pilings under the side of the duplex
facing the creek. Interior work followed,
including removing the flooring in the lower
level of the unit facing the creek. Patios
and lawns also had to be replaced. This work
took many months and in today'’s currency, cost
well over $100,000.00. New construction
could have a hugely detrimental effect on the
creek, our buildings, and on the surrounding
land.

We are also concerned about the request to
grant a waiver to the applicants for a portion
of the property that is zoned R-2. In the
late 60’s, we applied for permission to build a
one story in-law unit on our property. We were
denied because it would mean changing our
zoning from R-2 to R-3. We accepted this
decision because we respected the strict
building codes the Planning Commission enforced
at the time. In fact, we moved to Burlingame
because it was such a well planned community of
apartments and homes with well-placed small
businesses and corporations. This forward
thinking approach provided the kind of tax base
the city required to preserve the planning
commission's dedication to the environment and
to protecting residential areas.

If this waiver is granted for the proposed
building, it could have a domino effect, with
others proposing similar zone changes. To

allow a variance to one owner and not to the
others would be unfair and easily appealed.

Last but not least, we are concerned that
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Burlingame will lose the diversity that the
current low income property has brought to the
neighborhood. When my son was growing up, he
was best friends with a child whose parents
were new immigrants from Mexico. This child
benefited greatly from his public education in
Burlingame and the community benefited equally
from the family’'s presence. The proposed
condominium would displace families like this
one at a time when the recession is taking its
greatest toll on them (see article in
N.Y.Times, July 27, 2011).

We are not opposed to the construction of new
condominiums in Burlingame, especially in this
case where the architectural design is
excellent. However for reasons cited above,
this is the wrong site for it and we urge the
commission to reject the proposed construction.

Sincerely

h«an¢&~a* %hﬂﬁﬁ CAO“NUF\

Marven and Helen Johnson
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Memorandum

To: Stanley Vistica, Tim Auran, David Cauchi, Michael Gaul,

Jeff Lindstrom, Richard Terrone, Sandra Yie, Ruben Hurin.

Cc: Charles and Kathy Cotchett, Joe and Elna Zuffi, Monica
Zuffi, Kevin Zuffi, Sheryl Anderson, John and Zita Escabosa,
Susan Fraumeni, Donald and Yan Ma Mitchell, Nina Weil,
Julius Aires, Paul and Ann Walloch, Al Menecucci,

Helen Johnson, Mary O’Reilly, Ralph O’Neill, Esq.

From: Archibald MacPhail and Samantha O’Neill MacPhail

Re: Proposal for 15 unit residential condominiums at
1509 El Camino Real, Burlingame.

The drawings recently submitted to the Planning Commision
for the proposed project designed by Moore Vistica Architects
of Burlingame, show a greatly enlarged design from the one
presented to the commission four years ago in 2007 for the
same site. That earlier proposal was considered at the time to
be too large. The current proposal is for 15 condominium units
in contrast to the earlier 10 units, an increase of 50 per cent.
This design seeks to replace 11 units of subsidized housing
previously designated for the same site. This massive building,
four stories with additional tower-like structures that bring it
to nearly five stories, roughly 9.5 feet over code, poses many
problems.




What would the environmental impact be on the surrounding
area from such a large building?

It would necessitate the removal of the old stand of trees
presently on site, one of which is of unique type and size and
and has been designated a protected tree.

Trees play a vital role in cleansing the air of pollution, a factor
to be considered in relation to the increasingly congested traffic
on El Camino Real.

Trees also filter noise effectively. The loss of these trees along
with the greatly increased number of cars being allocated parking
spaces on the property would result in an increase in toxic
emissions as well as noise. (Let it be noted that there is planning
for 15 air conditioners on the roof, adding to the ambient noise.)

Trees are aesthetically important components of our environment,
much appreciated by residents as well as visitors to the city.

The 2007 comments by the commission state: “Retain some
portion of the existing trees on the site; tree preservation is a
community value . .. the new project should retain the same
atmosphere on the site that currently exists.”

The current sewer system is barely adequate for the present
buildings in the immediate area. How would it be possible to
handle the greater demands of 15 units with all current household
appliances? This would entail 15 dishwashers, garbage disposals
and washing machines. In addition there would be approximately
30 toilets, nearly three times the number currently on site. .

g
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Our experiences with sewer overflows over the last 40
years here suggest that the present system would be
grossly inadequate. The 2007 report states:

“Require a condition protecting the neighboring
property’s sewer line.” This apparently refers only to
1516 Balboa Avenue, directly behind 1509 El Camino
Real, but several properties on Balboa would be affected.

The loss of available ground area to absorb rainfall
would no doubt contribute to raising the ground water
table that in very wet winters would invade the
basements of nearby houses on Balboa. This would also
further burden the creek on the property.

What would the impact be on Mills Creek?

Has a geological study been done to ascertain whether
the new building would destabilize the creek and thus

imperil the building itself? The history of the building
adjacent to the creek on Albemarle would demonstrate

some of the problems that might further compromise
the creek.

What would the visual impact be of the physically
overwhelming mass of the building on nearby
residents? Nothing like it exists in Burlingame save for
the hotels, and perhaps the controversial, new Safeway
going up on the southern end of the city.




How would this massive building affect the nearby
homes in terms of sunlight and privacy? The
properties to the north on Albemarle would be sorely
affected by the loss of sunlight during the daylight
hours. In 2007 it was noted that “A shade and shadow
analysis is not necessarily needed.” It would be now.

Along with the loss of sunlight would be a greater
loss in terms of privacy of our gardens and homes as
well as the visual invasiveness of this very large
building.

A huge increase in night time ambient light would

make living in nearby dwellings most uncomfortable
and unpleasant.

Four years ago, the commission recommended that:
“The rear two units need to be reduced to two stories;
the design should respect transitions to adjacent
neighborhoods. Additional work needs to be done on
the massing.” This was for a proposal considerably
smaller than the current one.

It would appear that developers of this property seek
to fully utilize the space available to them. To do so
at the expense of the surrounding environment and
the people who live here is not acceptable




To quote the 2007 commission:
“Maximizing the developer’s profit is not a reason
for the commission to approve a project.”

Need one mention the potential loss of the
property value of our homes?

Please see attached copies of minutes for
~ July 16 and July 23, 2007.

July 28, 2011

1516 Balboa Avenue
Burlingame, CA 94010
(650) 342-0350




Tuly 16, 2007

Notes of Plans and discussion with Ruben Hurin, Planner, City of Burlingame regarding
proposed development at 1509 El Camino Real, Burlingame -

Proposed Sité: 3 stoties plus undérground garége, 10 unit condo, 8 units / 3 bedroom and
2 units/ 2 bedroom/ 1 unit affordable housing. - Current plan — 2 bedroom units in front
only 2 stories. Parking for 26 cars + 1 service car.
Process:

-submit letter to City of Burlingame Planning by Wednesday noon for submission
in staff report that goes to commissioner for meeting Monday night July 23. Report
available Thursday July 19.

-meeting Monday night June 23 is a scoping meeting to start procesé
of environmental review (minutes will be available on CD rom)

2™ step — non-public meeting to review study (approx. 3 months out)
-3 step — final planning meeting —open to public (ask ahead for date)

-possible 4 step — appeal to file with city council by either concerned citizens or
by developer '

Variances being sought:
-building 2 buildings on one lot
-a front set back for 2 trellises in front of each building
-rezoning R-2 (for duplex) to R-3 (multi-unit dwelling)
-amending general plan for higher density
Primary concerns:
-Environmental impact: 3°6” to retaining wall to Mills Creek and impact on root
system on acacia trees in easement
-Density
-Visual Effect of Bulk/Mass

Environmental/ structural concemns: talk to Victor Voong Engineering, 668-7242

AUG -4 200
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Other notes:
- -property ke for proposed development runs through middle of creek
-project being sgbmitted a1:0ng: vﬁth 1226 El Camﬁ10 by same deveioper
-Total height éf building pfoposed 356 (46 ~allowaBIe)

-lot coverage — 9,396 sq feet, covering 50% of lot (Question this coverage
includes square footage of creek?), total land 19,431 sq feet

--parking spaces to code




City of Burlingame Planning Commission Approved Minutes July 23, 2007

Pat Giorni, 1445 Balboa Avenue, Burlingame, indicated that she Iit/es)one block from El Camino Real.
People don't use the front facing balconies on apartment buildings facing El Camino Real. Encouraged
placmg batcomes funher back on property so that they are more useable

there were PO orher comrmenis from the ﬂoor and ihe puonc comment perlocx was ciosed at 8:32 p.m.

Ao action could be taken since the Plann/ng Comm133/on /acked a quorum
Chair Deal returned to the dais.

10. 1509 EL CAMINO REAL, ZONED R-2 AND R-3 - ENVIRONMENTAL SCOPING FOR AN APPLICATION
FOR ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW, GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT, REZONING OF A PORTION OF THE
SITE FRCM R-2 TO R-3,-CONDOMINIUN PERMIT, VARIANCE FOR TWO BUILDINGS ON ONE LOT
AND FRONT SETBACK VARIANCE FOR A NEW, THREE-STORY 10-UNIT RESIDENTIAL
CONDOMINIUM PROJECT (1509°EL CAMINO LLC, APPLICANT AND PROPERTY OWNER; AND KIRK
MILLER AFFILIATES, ARCHITECT) (48 NOTICED) PROJECT PLANER: RUBEN HURIN

Planner Strohmeier briefly presented the project description. There were no questions of staff.
Chair Deal opened’thepublic Comment period at 8:34 p.m.

Patrnck Falln\mnc 1008 | aural Strest San f‘nr[nc rnprnaahfnd the a ahnlmnnf He indicated he is willina to
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provide rooftop open space and make changes to rear-yard to make it more useable, based upon
Commission comments in the prior case. He noted that Fish and Game didn't want the trees in the creek to
be touched. Preservation of the trees on the front of the site would require removal of units.

Cormmission comments:

. Concem that the landscape plan doesn't address the creek. The creek is an amenity that should be
enhanced.

. Concerned regarding removal of fir trees on lot. The City of Burlingame values trees. The existing
trees should remain.

. Perhaps increase the height of the building at certain locations to compensate for the loss of units o
preserve trees.

. Landscape plan to show all of the trees in the creek and how the creek will enhance the living
situation of the people.

. Constuilt with the City Arborist regarding Iandscapmg

-+ ‘Free maintenance should be addressed as part of the project.
e Like the way the building has begn destgned to preserve individuality of units.

Public comments:

Ann and Paul Wallach 1524 Balboa VWay, Buringame; Nina Weil, 1520 Balboa Avenue, Burlingame; John
Gottsche (owner of 1524-26 Albermarle Way), 1457 El Arroyo Road, Hillsborough; and Pat Giomi, 1445
Balboa Avenue, Burlingame; provided testimony, commenting as follows: the Wallachs and Ms. Weill
wanted fo be certain the Commission considered the comments contained in their letters of July 16, 2007
and July 17, 2007, respectively; expressed concem regarding the proposed rezoning; opposed to more
density along El Camino Real towards Ray Drive; concern regarding loss of privacy; protect sewer line
within sewer easement during construction; have arborist review construction impacts on trees; Balboa
Avenue is too narrow, impacted with traffic and parking; provide more trees to screen the property; lighting
impacts from new prOJect concern about the project being overbuilt for the lot; lower the height of the
building; protect creek and trees during construction, and control dust; the area has a high water table,

; AECEIVED
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sump pumps will be pumping continuously from parking area; should provide one parking space per
bedroom.

Mr. Fellowes clarified that the rezoning is simply to make zoning consistent with remainder of property
(doesn't even have frontage); it is an anomaly that needs to be cleared up. Parking is not being changed
much from what currently exists. City's "Best Management Practices” (BMPs) for construction projects will
address demolition and construction concems.

There were no other comments from the floor and the public comment period was closed at 9:16 p.m.

Additional Commission comments:

. The project is not workable, even though some elements are elegant.

e Concemn about driveway ingress and egress, given that driveway submerges; there could be potential
conflicts between vehicles entering and exiting the garage at the same time. The driveway is too
narrow.

. If the project moves forward, rear two units need to be reduced to two-stories; the design should
respect transitions to adjacent neighborhoods. Additional work needs to be done on the massing.

. The project presents a rather pedestrian approach to Spanish architecture; the design will look "tatty”
eventually; Spanish Architecture does not lend itself to a 3-story building. .

. Retain some portion of the existing trees on the site; tree preservation is a community value.

. The site can be identified by the existing trees; the new project should retain the same atmosphere on
the site that currently exists. .

. The interior street is a step in the right direction; additional work needs to be done with massing.
A visual simulation is required.

«  Ashade and shadow analysis is not necessarily needed.

«  Poor choice of building materials.

. Applicant needs to address neighbor concemns (particular the Wallach's) and Chief Building Official's
comments.

. Require a condition protecting the neighboring property's sewer line.

. Maximizing the developer's profit is not a reason for the Commission to approve a project.

This item concluded at 9:25 p.m. Vill.
REGULAR ACTION ITEMS (Continued)

7. 1401 BURLINGAME AVENUE, ZONED C-1, SUBAREA A -APPLICATION FOR COMMERCIAL DESIGN
REVIEW FOR EXTERIOR RENOVATIONS TO AN EXISTING BUILDING AND AMENDMENT TO
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR A FULL SERVICE FOOD ESTABLISHMENT (NIDAL NAZZAL,
APPLICANT; JOE CONWAY, PROPERTY QWNER; AND WILLIAM SCOTT ELLSWORTH, ARCHITECT)
(37 NOTICED) PROJECT PLANNER: RUBEN HURIN

At this time, the Commission retumed to Regular Action ltem 7.

Community Development Director Meeker had presented the report, reviewed criteria and staff comments,
including the sixteen (16) conditions suggested for consideration, eartier in the meeting.

Chair Deal opened the public hearing at 9:26 p.m.

Scott Elisworth, 867 Valencia Street, San Francisco, represented the applicant.

o R i esion comremts:
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Nina Weil
1520 Balboa Avenue
Burlingame, CA 94010 :. :
- 650-348-6971; nina@ninaweil.com :

July 20, 2011

Burlingame Planning Commlssron
501 Primrose Road -
- Burlingame, CA 94010

Re: Proposed Condominium Project at 1509 El Camino Real - .
Dear Burlingame Commissioners: ‘

1 respectﬁllly write to you once agam to raise-concerns about the proposed condomlmum pI'Q]eCt at:
1509 El Camino Real.: - :

Attached please find my initial letter in 2007 to the Community Development.Department expressing
my concerns about a 10 unit development on this site. Also attached are.the approved minutes from
the Planning Commission meeting regarding this property and comments made both by the pubhc as
well as the commission dated July 23, 2007. : | :

There seems to be a d1sregard on the part of the'developer as to the comments. and recommendations
by the planmng commission in J uly 2007.

In June 2011, the developers Pat Fellowes and Sherrle Chow 1n1t1ated a meetmg w1th me to dlSCllSS
the plans.as well as.provide a set of blueprints. This was done in 2007 as well. However, despite
expressing the desire to listen to the concern of the neighbors, they also seem to have a total disregard
for the neighbors’ concerns.

My concerns are as follows: .

Mass/density and zoning: Rather than reduce the footprint and the mass/density of the project, the
developers are now proposing a 50% increase in units from 10 units to 15 units and to go from a 3
story building to a 4 story building with a roof top garden which in effect makes it partially 5 stories.
The commission in 2007 said “if the project moves forward, rear two units need to be reduced to two
stories: the design should respect transitions to adjacent neighborhoods. Additional work needs to be
done on the massing”. “Maximizing the developer’s profit is not a reason for the Commission to
approve a project. Unfortunately the new proposal has gone in the opposite direction and has gained
mass and height rather than reducing it and keeping it in fitting with the neighborhood. The proposed
project also covers 50% of the lot. However a certain part of the lot is actually creek bed. It seems
more in fitting to allow at a very maximum coverage of buildable land, rather than include the creek
bed in the footage.

The entire 1500 block of El Camino is currently single family residences and duplexes, with the
exception of the current apartment units at 1509 El Camino. Looking at the front on the apartments,
one would not surmise that there are eleven units, asthey are only two stories, the back units are not
visible from the street, they are only 2 levels and the square footage living space is significantly less
than what is being proposed.



The current proposal, in my opinion, is over built for the size of the lot and for the block and in the
number of units. The current R-2 zoning is there for a purpose, to keep in fitting with the rest of the
block. I am strongly opposed to granting a variance from R-2 to R-3 zoning for the purpose of"
building an oversized four-plus story complex with such a large foot print. I also am in opposition to
granting an amendment to the general plan for higher density or to build 2 buildings on one lot.

Tree removal and Protection and proposed screening: The planning commission requested that

the fir trees on the property remain. The current plan disregards this request. I oppose the tree =

removal. I also respectfully request that the three Acacia trees in the easement be protected during any

construction as they are critical to screening for privacy. Ialso request that a different screemng in the
' rear than bamboo be planted which affords additional screening with height. ;

Lighting: Currently the area behind my home is completely dark with an occasional light in one of
the apartments. Iwould like once again to request that outside lighting be installed in such a way that
there is minimal lighting of the building itself and primarily path lighting used. There are 2 parking
spaces proposed in the back. I do not wish to have lights on in the back throughout the night.

Rear Garage Entrance: 1 am concerned about noise from vehicles entering and exiting the garage
from the back Is one entrance/emt in the front not enough‘7 ‘ :

Air Condltlomng Umts: The current plans propose 15 air conditioning units at the back of the
property. 1 respectfully request air conditioning units be placed in the front to minimize the noise as
well as whatever can be done in the way of sound proofing be utilized.

To conclude, I have no objections to development on the site at 1509 El Camino, but ask that the plans
be in conjunction with the current zoning or at the very least; to significantly:scale back the project so
that it is more in fitting with the specific neighborhood which would inclide 2 stories maximum on
top of an underground garage and a smalier footprint.

1 appreciate your consideration. I will be traveling Aug 1-22, 2011 so request that this letter serve as
my public statement in the event a hearing takes place in my absence or I am unable to attend.

Sincerely, ' ; /
< /W“//
M\Hna Weil




July 18, 2011

Burlingame Planning Commission
501 Primrose Road
Burlingame, CA 94010

Lady and Gentlemen:

Re:  Proposed Condominium Project
1509 El Camino Real, Burlingame

We recently met with Mr. Pat Fellowes and his wife, Ms. Sherrie Chow, to discuss their plans for
the above-mentioned property. The images we saw show an attractive building; however, these
plans raise several questions and concerns. As we usually get relatively short notice of the
agenda for Commission meetings, and this being summertime, there could be a chance that we
would not be available to speak, much as we desire to, so we ask that our written comments be
included in deliberations:

1.

The mass and height of the building: Earlier plans, presented to the Commission in July of
2007, called for a three storey, 10-unit building with below-ground parking. They were not
approved. With regard to that design, the Commission stated, “If the project moves forward,
rear two units need to be reduced to two stories. The design should respect transitions to
adjacent neighborhoods. More work needs to be done on massing.”

Mr. and Mrs. Fellowes” current plans appear to disregard those earlier instructions. The
current plan proposes an above-ground, four storey, 15-unit building, plus a twelve foot high
addition above half of the fourth storey. This is essentially a five storey building.

In Burlingame, for the most part, large multiple storey buildings are located among like
buildings. And essentially, this works well. The stretch of El Camino between Peninsula
Hospital and Adeline Drive consists solely of one and two storey buildings, set far back from
the street. Scores of mature trees and landscaping serve as a visual buffer and maintain the
ambiance of a tree shaded boulevard, making these blocks an attractive introduction to the
city. In this location, Mr, Fellowes’ project would stand out like a sore thumb.

This lot is like the proverbial “accidental tourist.” Its history began with a single family home
on a large lot. Somehow it was allowed to grow, like Flopsy, until now, a massive 43,605
square foot building is proposed in its place. While attractive as it might be otherwise, this
structure would be an anomaly, and inappropriate for this particular location. We believe it
would negatively impact not only us, its nearest neighbors, but the entire Ray Park area.

Sewer laterals in alley/easement: Please refer to the attached drawing.

A. Currently three laterals run into manhole #C4-21033 which is located in the casement
between Balboa Avenue and 1509 El Camino Real. Please see the attached plan. One of
these laterals services the current eleven small apartments at 1509 El Camino. Given their
unprepossessing appearance, we would assume each unit houses a kitchen and one bathroom,
for a total of eleven kitchens and eleven bathrooms, more or less. The current project
proposes 28 bathrooms, plus two toilet/sink areas and fifteen laundries, as well as 15 kitchens
with sink and dishwasher, plus a rooftop outdoor kitchen. The stress these additions will put




on the existing manhole, which already has had its problems, is unimaginable. In the event
that this project is approved as it stands, we ask that a study be undertaken to ascertain how,
in fact, the current outlet will manage all this additional sewage.

B. Our sewer lateral runs from the rear of our property at 1524 Balboa Avenue, 45 feet down
the easement to the above-mentioned manhole. It lies about one foot underground, and has
already been replaced when it was broken by equipment brought into the alley, for which no
one took responsibility. This is notice of the existence of this lateral and we ask for assurance
on record that its integrity be protected, during any construction, and after.

C. We at 1524 Balboa Avenue have always assumed that the easement between Balboa
properties and 1509 El Camino runs from Adeline all the way to Mills Creek. According to
Mr. Fellowes however, approximately 30 feet at the creek end of this alley lies within his lot.
Which brings up our concern that, if at any point this piece of land is fenced off, and
conceivably even cemented over, built or planted upon, that our sewer lateral and its clean out
will be inaccessible to us, and perhaps even be damaged. We raise this concern because Mr.
Fellowes plans to sell these units, to persons who will not know its history or existence.
When our sewer was broken, Burlingame maintained that it was our sewer and our
responsibility to repair it. Does this not give us the right of easement for our sewer?

3. Trees:

The July 2007 Commission discussed at length the grove of mature trees on the property near
El Camino Real, and concluded that the trees could be “thinned” but that the stand should not
be removed entirely. Between then and now, it appears that the grove has been thinned.
Now, evidently, plans are underway and permission has been sought to fell the remaining
trees to make way for the new building. At least one of these trees, the Bunya Bunya, could
be categorized as “venerable.” Cutting it down would be a great loss to the neighborhood,
and to Burlingame.

We also ask that the existing Black Acacia trees in the alley/easement be protected during any
construction and after, as they provide us a modicum of privacy from the structures on El
Camino.

We are not without empathy for the Fellowes’ task of devising a plan which meets both their
needs and those of the neighborhood. But when they have completed this, their current project,
they will move on to others and for good or for bad, Ray Park, and Burlingame, will have to live
with whatever they leave behind.

In July 2007 the Commission stated, “Maximizing the developer’s profit is not a reason for the
Commission to approve a project.” We neighbors would have to agree.

Thank you for your attentiveness to our comments and concerns.

Sincerely,

/’;; {
LA JW/MQG/A,
Ann Wallach

1524 Balboa Avenue
Burlingame, CA 94010

cc: Patrick Fellowes & Sherrie Chow
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10.

i eal returned to the dais.

1509 EL CAMINO REAL, ZONED R-2 AND R-3 - ENVIRONMENTAL SCOPING FOR AN APPLICATION
FOR ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW, GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT, REZONING OF A PORTION OF THE
SITE FROM R-2 TO R-3, CONDOMINIUM PERMIT, VARIANCE FOR TWO BUILDINGS ON ONE LOT
AND FRONT SETBACK VARIANCE FOR A NEW, THREE-STORY 10-UNIT RESIDENTIAL
CONDOMINIUM PROJECT (1509 EL CAMINO LLC, APPLICANT AND PROPERTY OWNER; AND KIRK
MILLER AFFILIATES, ARCHITECT) (48 NOTICED) PROJECT PLANER: RUBEN HURIN

Planner Strohmeier briefly presented the project description. There were no questions of staff.
Chair Deal opened the public comment period at 8:34 p.m.

Patrick Fellowes, 1008 Laurel Street, San Carlos, represented the applicant. He indicated he is willing to

- provide rooftop open space and make changes to rear-yard to make it more useable, based upon

Commission comments in the prior case. He noted that Fish and Game didn’t want the trees in the creek to
be touched. Preservation of the trees on the front of the site would require removal of units.

Commission comments:

" Concern that the landscape plan doesn'’t address the creek. The creek is an amenity that should be
enhanced.

® Concerned regarding removal of fir trees on lot. The City of Burlingame values trees The existing
trees should remain.

" Perhaps increase the height of the building at certain locations to compensate for the loss of units to
preserve trees.

. Landscape plan to show all of the trees in the creek and how the creek will enhance the living
situation of the people.

] Consult with the City Arborist regarding landscaping.

. Tree maintenance should be addressed as part of the project.

" Like the way the building has been designed to preserve individuality of units.

Public comments:

Ann and Paul Wallach 1524 Balboa Way, Burlingame; Nina Weil, 1520 Balboa Avenue, Burlingame; John
Gottsche (owner of 1524-28 Albermarle Way), 1457 El Arroyo Road, Hillsborough; and Pat Giorni, 1445
Balboa Avenue, Burlingame; provided testimony, commenting as follows: the Wallachs and Ms. Weil
wanted to be certain the Commission considered the comments contained in their letters of July 16, 2007
and July 17, 2007, respectively; expressed concern regarding the proposed rezoning; opposed to more
density along El Camino Real towards Ray Drive; concern regarding loss of privacy; protect sewer line
within sewer easement during construction; have arborist review construction impacts on trees; Balboa
Avenue is too narrow, impacted with traffic and parking; provide more trees to screen the property; lighting
impacts from new project; concern about the project being overbuilt for the lot; lower the height of the
building; protect creek and trees during construction, and control dust; the area has a high water table, .

9
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VIIL

sump pumps will be pumping continuously from parking area; should provide one parking space per
bedroom.

Mr. Fellowes clarified that the rezoning is simply to make zoning consistent with remainder of property
(doesn't even have frontage); it is an anomaly that needs to be cleared up. Parking is not being changed
much from what currently exists. City’s “Best Management Practices” (BMPs) for construction projects will
address demolition and construction concems.

There were no other comments from the floor and the public comment period was closed at 9:16 p.m.
Additional Commission comments:

. The project is not workable, even though some elements are elegant.

u Concern about driveway ingress and egress, given that driveway submerges; there could be potential
conflicts between vehicles entering and exiting the garage at the same time. The driveway is too
narrow.

Ll If the project moves forward, rear two units need to be reduced to two-stories; the design should
respect transitions to adjacent neighborhoods. Additional work needs to be done on the massing.

5 The project presents a rather pedestrian approach to Spanish architecture; the design will look “tatty”
eventually; Spanish Architecture does not lend itself to a 3-story building.

" Retain some portion of the existing trees on the site; tree preservation is a community value.

= The site can be identified by the existing trees; the new project should retain the same atmosphere on

the site that currently exists.

The interior street is a step in the right direction; additional work needs to be done with massing.

A visual simulation is required.

A shade and shadow analysis is not necessarily needed.

Poor choice of building materials.

Applicant needs to address neighbor concerns (particular the Wallach’s) and Chief Building Official’s

comments.

Require a condition protecting the neighboring property’s sewer iine.

= Maximizing the developer’s profit is not a reason for the Commission to approve a project.

This item concluded at 9:25 p.m.
REGULAR ACTION ITEMS (Continued)

AME AVENUE, ZONED C-1, SUBAREA A —~ APPLICATION FOR COMMERCIAL DESIGN
EXTERIOR RENOVATIONS TO AN EXISTING BUILDING AND AMENDMENT TO
CONDITIONAL USE PERMHEL.EOR A FULL SERVICE FOOD ESTABLISHMENT (NIDAL NAZZAL,
APPLICANT; JOE CONWAY, PROPERTY, OWNER; AND WILLIAM SCOTT ELLSWORTH, ARCHITECT)

At this time, the Commission returned to Regular Action ltem 7.

Community Development Director Meeker had presented the report, reviewed -
including the sixteen (16) conditions suggested for consideration, earlier in the meeting.

ff comments,
Chair Deal opened the public hearing at 9:26 p.m.

Scott Ellsworth, 867 Valencia Street, San Francisco, represented the applicant.

Commission comments:
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To: Burlingame Planning Commission
Subject: Building permit for 15 unit condo at 1509 El Camino Real, Burlingame
From: Paul Wallach, 1524 Balboa Way, Burlingame

‘Mr. and Mrs. Fellowes recently met with us so we could preview the new
plans for their 15 unit condo rroject. The plans were attractive and functional.

But let’s look at the whole picture. Existing are 11 small apartments in two-
story buildings with probably reasonable rentals. They are inconspicuous from El
Camino Real. At the Southeast corner of the property there is a beautiful stand of
approximately 50" trees that look very healthy. One of the trees is a Bunya Bunya
that is one of the most gorgeous in Burlingame that will probably be removed.

Mr. Fellowes’ plan calls for a structure four stories tall with a parapet, a
small tower and structures on the roof covering 50% of the structure giving the
appearance of a five-story structure. '

El Camino Real, from the new hospital to Adeline Drive, does not have any
large structures, only trees. The Fellowes’ project is much too massive for this
area.

Continuing South on El Camino Real are many two- and three-story
buildings. If developers see the profit in large condos in Burlingame, many of
these older units will razed and more giant buildings will come to be. Our city will
start to look like Millbrae, our neighbor to the North. Those of us who are living
in Burlingame do not want to see this happen to our city.

Paul Wallach /M ff///j&/ g

PS Four years ago, Mr. Fellows proposed a three-story condo building with
underground parking. He was turned down for a building permit because the
building was too massive. And now he comes back with this ridiculously huge
condo structure for the same building site. What am | missing here?
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