12.14.15 PC Meeting COMMUNICATION RECEIVED
Item #8b AFTER PREPARATION
1509 EI Camino Real OF STAFF REPORT
Page 1 of 6
RECEIVED
DEC 14 2015

CITY OF BURLINGAME
CDD — PLANNING DiV.

From: Mark Haberecht [mailto:-----==-=--- ]
Sent: Sunday, December 13, 2015 10:08 PM
To: GRP-Planning Commissioners; CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben; CD/PLG-Meeker, William; ATTY-Kane, Kathleen

Cc: GRP-Council
Subject: Haberecht Response to MND, 1505 El Camino Real (Part 1I)

The following correspondences are hereby incorporated into the public record of 1509 El
Camino Real and its successors and assigns.

These correspondences provide sufficient evidence as to the traffic, parking and safety issues
surrounding Lincoln School and Ray Park.

Attached is also a correspondence from the CA DF&W to Ann Wallach, stating the likely need
for a Streamed Alteration Agreement (evidence of which has not been provided by the City or
the Developer).



12.14.15 PC Meeting |
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o < o - 8b - 1509 El Camino Real
From: Suzanne Deleon <Suzanne Delsondnwildiif co.sov> " . "
Subject: Re: Streambed Alicration unknown -JPg

To: "Ann Wallach” <apnrosswizatlnel>
Date: Friday, March 8, 2013, 4:46 PM

Tlello,

Thank you for the information. 1am the Environmental Scientist for San Mateo County and review projects for
compliance with eur Streambed Ahteration Agreements. Unfortunately your pictures did not come through with
the email so | wasn't able to see them, There scems to be two issues here: 1. the material going info the ereck
{from behind the retaining wall and 2. the potential repair of the retaining wall. It wasn't clear il the applicant
propascd #2 on the application 1o the City. And i{ 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 van be a violation of the Fish and Game Code. Any work that occurs on the
bed, bank or channel of the ereek needs to be reviewed by CDFW and the applicant should notify the CDFW
with a Notice of Luke and Streambed Alteration Agreement. Once CDFW reviews the Notice then we can
make the determination il'a Streambed Alleration Agreement is required. Usually, the cities and counties |
work with tel the Applicant to contact CDFW il work will be conducted anywhere near a ereck, however, [
have not reecived any such communication for (his site.

Please contact me il you have any other questions. Thank you,
Suzanne :
Suzanne Deleon

Environmental Scientist

Bay Delta Region

7329 Silverado Trail

Napa, CA 94558

suzznne.deleon@wildlie.ca.gov

h
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February 21, 2013

Mz, Pat Fellowes
1008 Laurel Street
San Carlos, CA 94070

RE: REQUEST FOR REMOVAL OF SIX PROTECTED SIZED TREES (5 DEODAR CEDAR TREES AND 1
BUNYA-BUNYA TREE) @ 1509 EL CAMINO REAL - BURLINGAME

It has recently been brought to our attention that the abovementioned trees which you have applied to the City for a
removal permoit, are situated on an R-3 zoned parcel. My initial determination as stated in my letter to you dated
May 11, 2011, was based on the redevelopment of properties located in R-1 Zones as addressed in the Urban
Reforestation ordinance, section 11.06.060(c), which provides for issuance of 2 tree removal permit where trees are
located within the footprint of a proposed project. This section, however, applied to projects which are ONLY in R-
1 zones. It does not apply to projects located in other zoning districts of the City.

Accordjngly, based on this information, and after firther review with the City Attorney, the Protected Tree
Removal permit placed on hold in our office is hereby rescinded as it was issued in error, Your reapplication for the
" tree removal request will be required.

For your convenience, T have enclosed a Protected Tree Removal application, and a copy of the Urban
Reforestation ordinance. Please complete the application and return to our office in the envelope provided. You
may also submit documentation supporting the request for removal based on health and structure of the trees,
and/or based on the proposed development of the property.

Our office may be contacted at (650) 558-7330 if you should have any questions.
Sincey: |
7~ %‘Z‘a
Bob Disco
Parks Supervisor/City Arbonst
bd/kh

CC: Gus Guinan, City Attomey
William Meeker, Community Development Ditector

_ Enclosures: Protected Tree Removal Permit Application &
Urban Reforestation and Tree Protection Ordinance
Letter dated May 11, 2011 -




City of Burlingame

Parks & Recreation Department
850 Burlingame Avenue, Burlingame, California 94010-2899
Parks Division Telephone (650) 558-7330
Fax: (650)696-7216 * Emaill: parks@burlingame.org

May 11,2011

Mr. Pat Fellowes -
1008 Laurel Street
San Carlos, CA 94070

RE: REQUEST FOR REMOVAL OF SIX PROTECTED SIZED TREES (5 DEODAR CEDAR TREES
AND 1 BUNYA-BUNYA TREE @ 1509 EL CAMINO REAL - BURLINGAME

I'reviewed your request for the removal of the above mentioned trees on the property at the above address. Subject
to the provisions and in accordance with Burlingame Municipal Code chapter 11.06, ! intend to issue a permit to
remove the 6 protected sized trees, once the building and landscape plans have been approved and permits for
construction have been issued: Ca : -

1) The six protected sized trees will fall within the footprint of the proposed project.

2) Though the trees were lisied in the independent arborist report to be in “poor or very
poor” condition, none of these trees pose an immediate hazard. ,

3) Six 24-inch box size landscape trees (no fiuit or mut trees) will be required as
replacement trees as defined in Section 11.06.090 and should be included on the
landscape plan submitted for the project.

If you are in agreeinent with these conditions, please sign the enclosed permit and return in the self addressed
envelope by May 25, 2011. The permit will be held in owr office until the conditions as stated afe met. ’

Adjacent property owner(s) as the addresses listed below are also receiving notification of this decision. Appeals
to this decision or any of its conditions or findings, must be filed in writing to our office by May 25, 2011 provided
in Section 11.06.080 of the Urban Reforestation and Tree Protection Ordinance (Burlingame Municipal Code
Chapter 11.06). ' _

Our office may be confacted at (650) 558-7330 if you should have any questions.

Sincerely,

’.l" N . M\Eﬁ“ 7 |
Bob Disco o . N

Parks Supervisor
bd/kh
CC: - Property Owner Property Owner ' Propéﬁy Ovimer

1516 Balboa Avenue ‘ 1520 Balboa Avenue 1518 Albemarle Way
Burlingame, CA. 94010 Buglingame, CA 94010 Burlingame, CA 94010




Edmund G. Brown Jr.

Governor
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA &?Q* a‘%%

£ )

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research % ﬂ §
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit i
Ken Alex
Director

February 22, 2013

Ruben Hurin

City of Burlingame
501 Primrose Road
Burlingame, CA 94010

Subject: 1509 El Camino Real
SCH#: 20130612056 |

Dear Ruben Hurin:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named M1t1gated Negative Declaration to selected state
agencies for review. On the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has
listed the state agencies that reviewed your document. The review period closed on February 21, 2013, and
‘the comments from the responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order,
please notify the State Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State
Clearinghouse number in future correspondence so that we may respond proniptly.

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documerztation.™

These comuments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should youneed
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we 1ecommcnd that you contact the

commenting agency directly.

This letter 'acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft envirornental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Pleass contact the
State Clearinghouse at (91 0) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review

Process.

Sincerely, / _
= aiil o a

Scott Morgan

Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures

cc: Resources Agency
1400 TENTH STREET P.0.BOX 5044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044

TEL (918) 445-0618 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov




m—Document Details Report .

State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCHE 2013012056
Project Title 1508 El Caminc Real
Lead Agency Burlingame, City of

Type MND Mitigated Negative Declaration

Description  The project would demalish an existing 11-unit residential apariment complex and construct a new
15-unit residential condominium complex with at-grade parking for 32 vehicles. The proposad building
would include three floors of residential use, a rooftop common area and a parking garage. The
project also includes a merger of two lots, which includes a request for approval of Rezoning (from R-2
to R-3) and General Plan Amendment (from Medium Density to Medium High Density) for one of the

lots. :

Lead Agency Contact

Name  Ruben Hurin
Agency  City of Burlingame

Phione 650558 7256 Fax
email
Address 501 Primrose Road ‘
City Burlingame State CA  Zip 94010

Project Location
Counfy San Mateo
Cify  Burlingame
Region _
Lat/Long 37°35'21.7"N/122°22'32,58"W
Cross Streets  El Camino Real and Adeline Drive
Parcef No. 026-011-010 & 025-228-130 N
Tawnship Range Section Base

Proximity to:
Highways Hwy 82
Alrports  San Franclsco int!
Raifways  Galtrain
Waterways  Mills Creek
Schools Lincoln ES
Land Use  Medium High Density Residential / R-3 and Madium Density Residential / R-2

Project Issues Aestheticf\/isuél; Air Quality; Biclogical Resources; Geologlc/Seismic; Noise; Recrealion/Parks; Soll
Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Toxic/Hazardous, Water Quality; Other |ssues

Reviewing Resources Agency,; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Reglon 3; Office of Historic Preservation;

Agencies Department of Parks and Recreation; San Francisco Bay Conservatlon and Development Commission;
Depariment of Water Rascurces; Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics; California Highway Patrol;
Caltrans, District 4; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 2; Department of Toxic Substances
Control; Native American Herifage Commission

Date Received  01/23/2013 Start of Review 01/23/2013 End of Review 02/21/2013
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Eu\EER}m,P

Governor's Office of Planning and Research m E
4)1‘ oer AL\F“?‘
Ken Alex
Director

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

February 26, 2013

Ruben Hurin

City of Burlingame
501 Primrose Road
Bmhngame CA 24010

Subject: 1509 El Camino Real
SCH#: 2013012056

Dear Ruben Hurin:

‘The enclosed comment (s) on your Mitigated Negative Declaration was (were) received by the State
Clearinghouse after the end of the state review period, which closed on February 21, 2013, We are
forwarding these cormunents to you because they provide information or raise izsues that should be
addressed in your final environmental document.

The California Bovironmental Quality Act does not require Lead Agencies to respond to late comments.
However, we enicourage you to incorporate these additional comments into your final envirommental
document and to consider them prior to taking final action on the proposed project.

Flease contact the State Clearinghcuse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions concerning the

environmental review process. If you have a question regarding the above-named project, please refer to
the ten-digit State Clearinghouse number (20130120356) when contucling this office.

Sin% o

Scott Morgan
Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
ce: Resources Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.0. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL (016) 446-0818 FAX (916) 323-8018 www.opr.ca.gov



- - State of Galfornia —The-Natural-Resourses-Agency - - .- - EDMUND-G.BROWN JR. Governer -
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director

Bay Delta Region :

7329 Silverado Trail
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¥ OUSE
Mr. Ruben Hurin W
City of Buriingame TP:\E QLEF\R\NG
501 Primrose Road
Buriingame, CA 84010

Dear Mr. Hurin:

Subject: 1509 El Camino Rea!, Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, .
SCH # 20130120586, Mills Creek, City of Burlingame, San Mateo County

This letter is intended to provide comments regarding the biological resource impacts from
the 1509 El Camino Real project as described In the [nitial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration (IS/MND). The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) is providing
commenis as a Trustee Agency and Responsible Agency pursuant (o the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Sections 15386 and 15381 respectively. As trustee for
the State's fish and wildlife resources, CDFW has jurisdiction over the conservation,
protection, and management of the fish, wildlife, native plants, and the habitat necessary for
biologically sustainabie populations of such species for the benefit and use by the people of
California. As a Responsible Agency, CDFW will have discretionary approval authority over
the project by issuing a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSAA) and potentially a
California Endangered Species Permit (CESA) Permit.

Project Description

The project consists of demolishing an existing 11-unit residential apartment complex and
constructing a new 15-unit condominium complex. - The complex will be a four-story building
with an at-grade garage including 32 ground-level parking spaces, walkways, a driveway
and landscaping. Other project activities include a shared recreation space with a bocee
court, paved waikways, and landscaping which will abut Mills Creek. Seven frees are
proposed to be remaved to coristruct the project. The project footprint will be approximately
- six feet from top-of-bank of Mills Creek (setback of six feet). ‘

Biological Resources

Due to the high biological value and physica! functions provided by riparian areas, the
biological Impacts that may oceur from construction of the recreation area within the riparian
habitat and construction of the condominium complex within six feet (propcsed sethack
distance) from the riparian habitat of Mills Creek should be fully analyzed in the 1S/MND.
Construction in the riparian zone would reduce the overall habitat value of the stream zone,
decrease the biological integrity and function of the riparian corridor.and impact the long-
term viability of the riparian cotridor and stream habitat. This, in turn may impact aguatic

and terrestrial species dependent upon Mills Creek and its riparian habitat. Although this is

Conserving California’s Witdlife Since 1870




Mr. Ruben Hurin
February 21, 2013
Page 2

a highly urbanized site, there are natural areas up and downstream cof this site that support
aquatic and wildlife habitat, New development within the riparian zone may reduce the
habitat quality by increasing sedimentation and pollution into Mills Creek and the loss of
trees will increase solar radiation, reduce the prey base and potentially modify the nutrients
that establish the basis of the food chain. Non-native vegetation planted by new property
owners could become established and potentially out-compete the native riparian
vegetation which would further impact the stream and riparian corridor. CDFW
recommends the stream sethack be increased to minimize the project's impacts on the
stream, riparian habitat, and fish and wildlife resources that utilize those habitats, CDFW is
available to assist in the assessment of a suitable setback distance.

The [S/MND states seven trees will be removed but does not provide mitigation for the loss
of habitat provided by these trees. CDFW recommends that all trees removed or impacted
as a result of project activities be replaced to mitigate for the permanent net-loss of canopy
cover and habitat. A mitigation, monitoring, and reporting plan (Plan) should be prepared
and provided to COFW and be presented in sufficient detail for CDFW to thoroughly
evaluate. The Plan should include the species of the replacement traes, quantity, size and
focation of the replacement trees to be planted. Generally, replacemaent trees should be of
adequate size and number at maturity to reflect the chdracter and size of trees removed.
Replacement trees shall be native species adapted to the lighting, soil and hydrological
conditions at the replanting slte. [f replanting within the immediate work area is infeasible

- due fo slope steepness or other physical constraints, replacement trees may be planted at
an alternate location along the stream corridor. All plants or trees should be monitored and
maintained as necessary for eight to ten years and should have at least an 80% survival
rate and sufficient cover that would equal or exceed the coverage lost. If the success
criteria aren’t being met, additional practices such as re-planting, removing non-native
invasive plants, or additional watering, should be conducted to achieve the success criteria
goals.

The light and giare of night lighting is ohly analyzed for agsthatic impacts. CDFW
recommends that the biological resource impact assessment include an analysis of the
increased night lighting and glare on biological resources including redents, mammals,
owls, bats, insects and birds. Night light and glare can affect insect behavior which can
change insectivore feeding behavior, including bats. Night tighting can affect raptor and ow!
foraging and hunting behavior and disrupt birds’ natural sleep and flight patterns, deter them
from established foraging areas, and affect their breeding cycles. Mills Creek riparian area
may support bats and trees surrounding the area support raptor and potentially owl nesting.

l.ake and Streambed Alteration

Please be advised that for any activity that will divert or obstruct the natural flow, or change
the bed, channel, or bank (which may include associated riparian resources) of Mills Creek,
CDFW will require an LSAA, pursuant to Section 1800 et seq. of the Fish and Game Code.
{ssuance of an LSAA is subject to CEQA. CDFW, as a Responsible Agency under CEQA,
will consider the environmental document for the project. The IS/MND states the prOJect
footprint and associated construction disturbance area is designed to remain at least six



Mr, Ruben Hurin
February 21, 2013
Fage 3

feet from the top-of-bank of Mills Creek; however, the project description states other
construction activities for the recreation area will abut Mills Creek. The IS/MND should fully

- identify the potential impacts the project will have on the riparian resources and provide
adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring and reporting commitments for completion of
the LSAA. To obtain information about the LSAA nolification process, please access our
webslte at hitp://iwww.wildlife.ca.govhabcon/16C0/; or to request a notification package,
contact the regional Lake and Streambed Alteration Program at (707) 944-5520,

If you have any questions, please contact Ms, Suzanne Deleon, Environmental Scientist, at
(831) 440-8433; or Ms, Randi Adair, Senior Environmental Scientist, at (707) 944-5596.

;%;/LMTM b

Scott Wilson
Acting Regional Manager
Bay Delta Reglon

ce:  State Clearinghouse




STATE OF CALIFORNIA—RUSINFESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, Jr., Govemnor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANS PORTA TION
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P. 0. BOX 23660

OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660

PHONE (510) 286-6053 Flex your power!
FAX (510)286-5559 Be energy efficient!
TTY 711
February 21, 2013
SM082283
SM-82-15.1
SCH#2013012056

Mr. Ruben Hurin

Community Development Department
City of Burlingame

501 Primrose Lane

Burlingame, CA 94010

» Dear Mr. Hurin:
1509 EL. CAMINO REAL FROJECT - MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the 1509 El Camino Real project. The following comments
are based on the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). As the lead agency, the City of
Burlingame (City) is responsible for all project mitigation, including any needed improvements
to state highways. The project’s fair share contribution, financing, scheduling, implementation
responsibilities and lead agency monitoring should e fully discussed for all proposed
mitigation measares. This information should also be pre%ented in the Mitigation-Monitoring
and Reporting Plan of thé environmental document. Required-roadway improvements should
be completed prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy. Since an encroachment permit
is required for work in the state right of way (ROW), and Caltrans will not issue a permit until
our concerns arc adequately addressed, we strongly recommend that the City work with both
the applicant and Caltrans to ensure that our concerns are resolved during the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process, and in any case prior to submittal of 2 permit
application. Further comments will be provided during the encroachment permit process; see
the end of'this letter for more mfonnatmn regardmg eneroa "hment perrmits. -

Pedestrian Safelfv ce

1. The sidewalk improvements along El Camlno Real should remain contmuously Ievel across
the driveway with the driveway apron adjacent to the sidewalk. This will effectively slow
turning vehicles, creating a safer environment for pedestrians. ‘

2. Per the Caltrans Design Information Bulletin 82-04, “Pedestrian Accessibility Guidelines
for Highway Project” the sidewalk needs to have at least 4 feet of clear unobstructed width
-and have no more than a 2% cross slope, including at driveways. The web link is incloded
for your convenience: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/oppd/dib/dibpre.htm

“C'a!tran.s.z'mproves mobility across California” r O ZDB
]




Mr. Ruben Hurin/City of Burlingame
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Cultural Resources

Should project-related ground disturbing activities take place as part of this project within the
state ROW and there is an inadvertent archaeological or burial discovery, in compliance with
CEQA, PRC 5024.5, and the Caltrans Standard Environmental Reference (SER) Volume 2
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/vol2/vol2.htm), all construction within 50 feet of the find shall
cease. The Caltrans District 4 Cultural Resource Study Office shall be immediately contacted at
(510) 286-6336, A staff archaeologist will evaluate the finds within one business day after
contact. Archaeological resources may consist of, but are not limited to, dark, friable soils,
charcoal, obsidian or chert flakes, grinding bowls, shell fragments, or deposits of bone, glass,
metal, ceramics, or wood.

Encroachment Permit

Please be advised that work that encroaches onto the state ROW requires an encroachment

permit that is issued by Caltrans. To apply, a completed encroachment permit application,

environmental documentation, and five (5) sets of plans, clearly indicating state ROW, must be

- submitted to: Office of Pexmits, Califoinia DOT, District 4, P.O. Box 23660, Oakland, CA
04623 0600 “Iraffic-related mitigation measures will be incorporated irito the construction plans

during the encroachment permit process. See the following website link for more information:

http://www.dot.ca.gov/ha/traffops/developserv/permits/

Please feel free to call or email Sandra Finegan at (510) 622-1644 or sandra_finegan@dot.ca.gov
with any questions regarding this letter.

Sincerely,
(Jﬁv -
Y U

ERIK ALM, AICP
District Branch Chief
Local Development — Intergovernmental Review

c:  State Clearinghouse

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”



State of California — The Natural Resources Agency EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

Bay Delta Regicn
7329 Silverado Trall
Napa, CA 94558
(707) 944-55Q0
www. wildlife.ca.gov

February 21, 2013

Mr. Ruben Hurin

City of Burlingame

501 Primrose Road
Burlingame, CA 94010

Cear Mr. Hurin:

‘Subject: 1509 El Camino Real, Initial Study/Mifigated Negative Declaration,
SCH # 2013012056, Mills Creek, City of Burlingame, San Mateo County

This letter is intended to provide comments regardlng the blolog|cal resource impacts from
the 1509 El Camino Real project as described in the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration (IS/MND). The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) is providing
comments as a Trustee Agency and Responsible Agency pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Sections 15386 and 15381 respectively. As trustee for
the State's fish and wildlife resources, COFW has jurisdiction over the conservation,
protection, and management of the fish, wildlife, native plants, and the habitat necessary for
biologically sustainable populations of such species for the benefit and use by the people of
California. As a Responsible Agency, CDFW will have discretionary approval authority over
the project by issuing a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSAA) and potentially a
California Endangered Species Permit (CESA) Permit.

Project Description

The project consists of demolishing an existing 11-unit residential apartment complex and
constructing a new 15-unit condominium complex. The complex will be a four-story building
with an at-grade garage including 32 ground-level parking spaces, walkways, a driveway
and landscaping. Other project activities include a shared recreation space with a bocce
court, paved walkways, and landscaping which will abut Mills Creek. Seven trees are
proposed to be removed to construct the project. The project footpnnt will be approximately
six feet from top- of bank of Mills Creek (setback of six feet).

Blologlcal Resources

Due to the high biological value and physical functions provided by riparian areas, the
b:ologlcal impacts that may occur from construction of the recreation area within the riparian
* habitat and construction of the condominium complex within six feet (proposed setback
distance) from the riparian habitat of Mills Creek should be fully analyzed in the IS/MND.
Construction in the riparian zone would reduce the overall habitat value of the stream zone,
decrease the biological integrity and function of the riparian corridor and impact the long-
term viability of the riparian corridor and stream habitat. This, in turn may impact aquatic
and terrestrial species dependent upon Mills Creek and its riparian habitat. Although this is

Conserving California’s Wiﬂﬁﬁ Since 1870

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE - CHARLTON H. BONHAN, Director gs




Mr. Ruben Hurin
February 21, 2013
Page 2

!

a highly urbanized site, there are natural areas up and downstream of this site that support
aguatic and wildlife habitat. New development within the riparian zone may reduce the
habitat quality by increasing sedimentation and pollution into Mills Creek and the loss of
trees will increase solar radiation, reduce the prey base and potentially modify the nutrients
that establish the basis of the food chain. Non-native vegetation planted by new propetty
owners could become established and potentially out-compete the native riparian
vegetation which would further impact the stream and riparian corridor. CDFW
recommends the stream setback be increased to minimize the project's impacts on the
stream, riparian habitat, and fish and wildlife resources that utilize those habitats. CDFW is
‘available to assist in the assessment of a suitable setback distance.

The [S/MND states seven trees will be removed but does not provide mitigation for the loss
of habitat provided by these trees. CDFW recommends that all trees removed or impacted
as a result of project activities be replaced to mitigate for the permanent net-loss of canopy
cover and habitat. A mitigation, monitoring, and reporting. plan (Plan) should be prepared
and provided to CDFW and be presented in sufficient detail for CDFW to thoroughly
evaluate. The Plan should include the species of the replacement trees, quantity, size and
location of the replacement trees to be planted. Generally, replacement trees should be of
adequate size and number at maturity to reflect the chdracter and size of trees removed.
Replacement trees shall be native species adapted to the lighting, soil and _hydrological
conditions at the replanting site. If replanting within the immediate work area is infeasible
due to slope steepness or other physical constraints, replacement trees may be planted at
an alternate location along the stream corridor. All plants or trees should be monitored and
maintained as necessary for eight to ten years and should have at least an 80% survival
rate and sufficient cover that would equal or exceed the coverage lost. If the success
criteria. aren’t being met, additional practices such as re-planting, removing non-native
invasive plants, or additional watering; should be conducted to achieve the success criteria
goals. :

The light and glare of night lighting is only analyzed for aesthetic impacts. CDFW
recommends that the biological resource impact assessment include an analysis of the
increased night lighting and glare on biological resources including rodents, mammals,
owls, bats, insects and birds. Night light and glare can affect insect behavior which can
change msectlvore feeding behavior, including bats. Night lighting can affect raptor and owl
foraging and hunting behavior and disrupt birds’ natural sleep and flight patterns, deter them
from established foraging areas, and affect their breeding cycles. Mills Creek riparian area
may support bats and trees surrounding the area support raptor and potentially ow! nesting.

Lake and Streambed Alteration

Please be advised that for any activity that will divert or obstruct the natural flow, or change
the bed, channel, or bank (which may include associated riparian resources) of Mills Creek,
CDFW will require an LSAA pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and Game Code.
Issuance of an LSAA is subject to CEQA. CDFW, as a Responsible Agency under CEQA,
will consider the envircnmental document for the project. The IS/IMND states the project
footprint and associated construction disturbance area is designed to remain at least six



Mr. Ruben Hurin
February 21, 2013
Page 3

. feet from the top-of-bank of Mills Creek; however, the project description states other
construction activities for the recreation area will abut Mills Creek. The [S/MND should fully

- identify the potential impacts the project will have on the riparian resources and provide
adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring and reporting commitments for completion of
the LSAA. To obtain information about the LSAA notification process, please access our
website at http://www.wildlife.ca.govhabceon/1600/; or to request a notification package,
contact the regional Lake and Streambed Alteration Program at (707) 944-5520.

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Suzanne Deleon, Environmental Scientist, at
(831) 440- 9433 or Ms. Randi Adair, Senior Environmental Smentlst at (707) 944-5596.

%MW i

Scott Wilson
Acting Regional Manager
Bay Delta Region

cé: State Clearinghouse



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.

RECEIVED _
Sincerely,
FEB 1 4 2013 ?) e

CITY OF BURLINGAME 1616 Adeline Drive
CRO-PLANNING DIV Burlingame



Paud and Aniw Wallach
1524 PBalboa Way

DBulingame, TA 94010
RECEIVED

February 18, 2013

F

Planning Commission B3 19 2013
301 Primrose Road CITY OF BURLINGAME
Burlingame, CA : CDD-PLANNING DIV,

Re: 1508 Ei Camino Real Development and Milis Creek

The Creek
Concern about the impact on Mills Creek by proposed development at
1508 El Camino Real has been voiced several times before the Commission.
Nevertheless, neither Comrnission 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 naturai
area has not been good. In 2007 the developer, Mr. Feliowes, 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. Its aesthetic potential has been
completely ignored. It is a mess.




Groundwater and Liguefaction

‘The latest report from ABAG indicates that 1509 E| 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
pians 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 concern 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 décreases 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 El 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,

@&“’ oo ed /M*/(/gﬂ@ A

Ann and Paul Wallach
1524 Balboa Way




enck Maps (ABAG and USGS)
Images of bank
- Architectural drawing of current creek bank support
Two minute Video of 1998 flooding

http://earthgualge.usgs.govlrég‘ ionalnca/amap/
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February 18, 2013 R {:* e E%\;L?J

B W baoa s’
To the Planning Commission FER 1972013
1509 E! Camino Real — The Trees OFFY CF ELRLINGAME

O ANNING FBTEA
Not s0 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. [f 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 El 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 mdwudual property owners, as
well as to people who visit our town.

Missing from the initial Mitigated Negative Environmental Impact Report
are the sociclogical 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 felied, 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,

/%{Jf /ﬁ'@ﬂ&&b ‘

Paul Wallach
1524 Balboa Way
Att.






SHAnr Ross Wallack
1524 Balboa Way

Vswdingame, €A 94010
February 18, 2013 'RECEIVED

Burlingame Planning Commission FEB 19 2013
501 Primrose Rd. '
Burlingame, CA CITY OF BURLINGAME

Re: 1509 E! Camino Real Project CDD-PLANNING DAV,

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
incompiete.

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 E! Camino Real. He extrapolated from these four to predict
noise generated by fifteen such units. 1 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 selectric guitars. Rock band
wannabees. Now, imagine fifteen new families moving onto your street, but not
strung out along each side, instead concentrated in onie 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 mare 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 1508 ECR
is surrounded on three sides by a bedroom community. Traffic on Ei Camina
hecomes 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
praofit 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 bocee court?

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

Sincerely,

Ul [ablaa
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 (FHVAC) system. an additional measurement was taken between 1402 hours and
1417 hours on Wednesday, October 24, 2012 at an HVAC system located on the roof of an existing
residential condominium building at 1226 E1 Camino Real. During this measurement, noise from the
HVAC system was barely audible over the traffic noise from El Camino Real and
construction/maintenance-retated noise. Maxinnun noise levels recorded at the HVAC location were
attributable to intermittent loud conversations by condo residents and overhead aircraft. The average
(L.o) 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 measuraments are provided below in Table 5.

“Table 5: Existing Noise Level Measurements.

Location. "' "o o7 U Deseription . 0 a0 dBA beg [ -OBA Liax. [ dBA Linn .
Site | Located 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 57.9 72.2 46.3 -
patio/yard area. 13 feet from fencing
Site3 . | Located northwest side of propetty, near 57.5 69.2 45.4
drive/parkway. Located 15 feet from fence. o
Site 4 Located along southwestern side of property. in patio 44.3 51.5 40.1
area. 15 feet from complex
Roofof | 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 E1 | and roofing on three of the four sides. 4 nnits were
Camino running at tinte reacings were taken. Momnitor was
Real located |5 feet below the ledge™ and a distance of 20
feet. approximately 25 feet from the elevated sovrce.
Notes:
* Readings were takenl 5-feet below the ledge because the area was fenced-in and inaccessible. In addition, the
readings were taken a3 close to the sources as possible without sources bewng shielded.
Source: City of Bulingame, 2012

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

Less Than Siguificant Impact. According to General Plan Noise Element Table 4-2, Outdoer Noise
Level Plarming Criteria on page N-27, the acceptable noise level for Public. Quasi Public, and
Residential Land Uses (sensitive uses) 1s up to 60 dBA conununity noise equivalent level (CNEL).
The interior noise level standard is 45 dBA CNEL in any habitable room, with windows closed.




CD/PLG-HuriE._Bu ben

R I
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: 1509 El Camino

FYl... 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

RECEIVED

o FEB 19 2013
----- Original Message--—--
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

twas born in Peninsula Hospital and have lived in North Burlingame mast 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 cavered Ei Camino from San Mateo to San Bruno. While San Bruno and Millbrae are
nice enough, you can instantly tell when you leave Burlingame 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 NQOto
the next developer who wants a four story project that would remove eight trees?

The simple truth is, you can't. If £l 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

i e ]
From: CD/PLG-Meeker, William
Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2013 8:59 AM
To: David Cauchi (dcauchi@kiddermathews.com); "Jeanne Davis’, Michael Gauk 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

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: Habelt [mallto:habeltfamily@gmail.com]

Sent: Sunday, February 17, 2013 9:32 AM RECE lVED
To: GRP-Planning Commissioners

Subject: Proposed development at 1509 E| Camino Real FEB 19 2013
Dear Planning Commission: CITY OF BURLINGAME

CDD-PLANNING DIV.
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 enbance the community, not the opyposite.

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 I1do 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, I
don't even see storage areas for things like bicycles on the plan, outside of pethaps 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.
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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

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 4010-3997

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

PH: {650) 558-7255

FAX: {650} 696-3700

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

To: GRP-Planning Commissioners

Subject: Oppose current scale of new condo on El Camino near Adeline FEB 19 2013
CITY OF BURLINGAME
Hello, CDD-PLANNING DIV,

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 ohscures 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 vet 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 Commissioh 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:




« 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 infout 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-Meegker, William

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

To: David Cauchi (dcauchi@kiddermathews.com); Jeanne Davis’; Michae! 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.

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) 696-3750

RECEIVED

——-Original Message---— FEB 192013
From: Patrick Nagle [mailto:wpnagle@aol.com]

Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2013 12:10 PM GITY OF BURLINGAME
To: GRP-Planning Commissioners CDD-PLANNING DIV,

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.
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Thanks,

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




CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

From:
Sent:
To:

Cec:
Subject:

FYl...

CD/PLG-Meeker, William

Tuesday, February 19, 2013 2:54 PM

David Cauchi (dcauchi@kiddermathews.com); ‘Jeanne Davis'; Michael Gaul; Richard
Sargent (rich@sargentconstruction.com); Richard Terrones; Sandra Yie; Tim Auran
CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

FW: Oppose 4 story Condo at Adeline / El Camino

William Meeker, Director

Community Development Department
501 Primrase Road — Second Floar
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

ahgo.com]

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

To: GRP-Planning Commissioners

Subject: Oppose 4 story Condo at Adeline / El Camino

Hello,

1 just want to urge you to oppose the 4 story condo complex in northern Burlingame at Adeline Dr. 3 storles should be sufficient in keeping with the look
of the neighborhood. Aiso, why will trees have to be destroyed to build this structure? Certainly, there must be an architect whe can incorporate the
trees, especially the olf ones, into the new building.

Thank you for reading this.
Sincerely,

James Wald
Burlingame resident

RECEIVED

FEB 19 2013

CITY OF BURLINGAME
CDD-PLANNING DIV,




February 19, 2013

Planning Commission, City of Burlingame
City Hall

501 Primrose Road

Burlingame, CA 94010

Re:  Proposed Development at 1509 El Camino Real, Burlingame

Dear Planming 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 Fl 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 too
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 to be scaled back.

Respectfully, a i/ é?
7 Zae Afﬂﬂvf 2rt - (o

William G. Cerna, Jr. Donna Lema-Cerna
1457 Balboa Avenue
Burlingame, CA 94010

i o RECEIVED

FEB 20 2013

cel

ChY OF BURLINGAME
CDD-PLANNING DIV,




Date: February 1_5,_2013

Te: City Planning Commissioners

cC: City Council

From: Gabriel Dalporto

Subject: Opposition to 1509 E|l Camino Real Construction Project
Dear Planning Commissioners, .

- lam writing to strongly oppose the building proposed at 1509 E| 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 Camine is almost without precedence, and will substantialiy
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.

¢ The slze 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 realty 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 sétious matter.

Gabriel Dalporto o ,mm o ,,,m,
1453 Balboa Avenue HL(Z iV E.’:.
Burlingame, CA 94010

650.477.2724 . FEB 2 0 2013

CITY OF BURLINGAME
COD-PLANMIMNG DIV,




Date: February 16, 2013

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

Subject: Opposition to 1509 El Camino Real Construction Project

Dear Plahning Commissioners,

| am writing to oppose the building proposed at 1509 £ Camino Real. | am not opposed 1o development
on the site, but believe the building proposed is far too tall and large and will alter the character of E|
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. | arn 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.

| 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.

Thank You
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453 Balboa Avenue
urliggame, CA 94010

| B6567477.2724

FEB % 0 2613

A PURLINGAME
s ARG DAY,




Audet & Partners, LLP

Attorneys—at—Law

22| MAIN STREET, SUITE | 460
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
TELEPHONE: 4} 5.568.2555

FACSIMILE: 415.568.2556 R EC ElVE D

ToLlL FRee; B800.965.146(
www.audetlaw.com

FEB 2 0 2013

February 20, 2013
CITY OF BURLINGAME
GDD-PLANNING DIV,

Via Fmail, Facsimile Transmiséion 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, T 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 2of 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;

1L 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 NMD's 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
February 20, 2013
Page3of 6

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 Fl Camino. Indeed,
driving south on El Camine 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




Planning Commission
February 20, 2013
Page 4 of 6

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 refected 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, It is 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 umits.




Planning Commission
February 20, 2013
Page50f6

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 alia,
‘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;

1. 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.




Planning Commission
February 20, 2013
Page 6 0f 6

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 ta 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 formar is an ahuse of
discretion.

Accordingly, any action by this Comimission except to reject the current
proposed profect, 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 ahdicate the Commission’s obligation to carefully consider
developments of this nature. The Project is out of character with the area, with
that stretch of Fl 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 2 EIR for this project is in direct violation of CEQA.

espectfull %

: llia{m . Atrdet




February 20, 2013

To: Burlingame Planning Comindssion Members

Ce: Burlingame City Council, Butlingame Planning Department R LY
Members of the Planning Comrnission, G17Y GF BURLINGAME
CDTRPLANNING DIV

Subsequent to the Jan 28, 2013 Planning Commission hearing on the proposed project al
1509 Bl Camine Real, 1 had a chance to review the Inidal Stady/MNegative Mitigated
Declaration (“ISANMDP” or “NMD™) documnents prepered by the Burlingame Planning
Department as well as CEQA guidelines for ascertaining whether 4 Negative Mitigated
Declaration bas appropriately addressed all the relevant environmental impacts of this
project.

I do not believe that the thresheld for a Mitigated Negative Declaration bag been met per
CEQA  guidelines and the ISMND camnot stand as a basis for CEQA
complianés.  CEQA recuires a “fair argument” test ay an effective determination
whether therz is sufficient evidence to support a fair argurent that the proposed project
may have gignificant environmenial impagts, There exist numerous falr srguments that
the proposed 1509 El Camino Projeet will have a substantial effest on the
environment, Therefore I am providing evidence supporting the following:

o That the ISMNG omitted several potentially significant environmental impacts;

s Seversl of the environmental impacts identified and deemed to be “sufficiently
mitigated” by the City of Burlingame Plamning Dept. do not appear to be
sufficiently mitigated when using & fair argument and reasonable person standard
in evaluating the body of evidence.

I request that a more comprehensive full Environmental Impact Report be condueted
incorporating all envirenmental issoes for which there exist fair arguments identified by
the community in the categories discussed below: 1) Aesthetics; IT) Land Use/Planning;
11 Bislogical Resources--Trees and Tree Ordinance; 1V) Tlamprsrtatmnf“ Traffic/Parking:
Vy Other irems with potemial environmental significance (creek retaining wall
repair/erosion remediation, population/housing, noise, earthquake safely).

Furthetmore, due to the material deficiencies of the IS/NMD, I request that the
Commission deny the adoption of the MND and deny without prej aﬁ:gf: approval of the
15069 El Camino project as ewirently proposed.

I. Aesthetics

% The NMID 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 swrrounding residential neighborhoods and the project would not deprade the
visual character of the sile and its swrroundings, 'With the story polesfseaflolding now up,
the proposed project would substantially degrade the wvisual character of the
neighbarbood, including the view from my front window (see below), where the view of
the trees and sky have been replaced with an unscreened bullding that lacks proper
articulation on the rear elevation and completely sticks out vs the 1 % story homies across
the gtreet,




i iy Trat wtindone (taken from &n § "and shovws exsatly wht the humman eye would ses)

) NMD Report states that character of project area is largely composed of man
mavie 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
suerounding the property defined its character and that any project should pay respect io
that character and preserve the irees. There is no observable difference 28 1o 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 simulafions of the building looking south on El Camino
Real and acvoss the street on Bl Camino real do not depict any the "before” pictures and
arg misleading. As ong van see below, the visual character of this section of Bl Camine
Real is also substantially adtered by the project.






" There are Jegal precedents establishing the importance of aesthetics in an
snvironmental review, In a cowrt case addressing the meaning of “aesthetic effects”,
Quatl Botavical Gavdens Foundation, Inc. v. City of Encinttas (29 Cal.App4th 1597, 30
Cal.App.dth 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 substanfial, negative aesthetic effect is 1o
be copsidered a significant envirommerntal npact for CEQA purposes.” The court
further concluded "it is inhevemt in the meaning of the word 'aesthetic' that any
substantial, negative effect of a project on view and other features of beauty conld
cunstitute 2 'significant’ enviroamenmtal impact under CEQAL"

@ Taken together the evidence above depicts a sipnificant visual snd sesthetic
environmental impact, contrary to the NMD's agsertion of a less than significant impact.

1. Land Use and Planoing

® The ISANME did not acknowledge the 2007 Planning Commission concerns with
respect o the yoning, 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 e
aovo application v the 2007 propesal, the land use and planning facts and cireumstances
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 o
neighborhood transitlons, environmental iropaet on neighbors, size/massing, height in
rear of properly, retaining the tree groves on the property that define its character, The
fact that the 2007 Planning Commission brought up land vse and planning concems for a
prior project constitutes a fair argument these are environmentally significant and shonld
be addressed by a more comprehensive BIR and would have greater weight in assessing
{he curient proposal given it (s largst, taller, and woore massive.

% The NMD states that the preposed project is “in line with the more urban context
of Bl Camino Real.” While this is teve for the southern postions of BOR within
Burlingame's boundaries, a reasonable person would conclude that the project completely
stands out vs every other exigting multi-family boilding within the visual vichity of the
proposed project, which are 2-3 storles in stature and include both homes and
apariments/condos.




w The singlé family homes across the street (8]l 2 story), which ate a key component
of the visual environment, would be dwarfad by a height factor of 2x-3x the size of the
proposed building,

W The Burlingame General Plan states that roulti-family development should bg “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 Ef Camine Real visual vicinity would argue for an “appropriats™ height nf 2.3
stories v the proposed project’s 4-5.

® The existing slte is cuttently defined by frees, not by & mas-made slructure (as
claited by the NMDY), With the proposed development, the site would unequivocally be
defined by a man-made strupture and not be reflective of the City of Burlingae General
Flan’s goal of using trees of “appropriate size and character a3 a design framework ta
enhance & sense of identity.”

#  The NMD report effectively “segments” subject property as only part Bl Camino
Real neighborhood, a8 it does not describe any potential impacts to the Baston/Ray Park
neighborheods including Balboa/Adeline traffic, parking, Lincoln school (recently
expanded, higher enrollment), Ray Park activities {whichi ocour 6 days of the week). One
Planning Commissioner during the January 2013 meeting acknowledged the project is
actually past of three neighborboads: El Camine, Easton Addition, and Ray Park,

»  Dozens of résidents of fom differemt neighborhoods in Bulingame and
Hillsbarough signed a circulated petition opposing the projest; This acknowledges that
the scope and chavacter of the proposed project would sufficiently alter the visual
landscape of El Camino Real, Baston Addition, and Ray Park in & way that affects several
comeunities beyond the minimum notification ascertained a9 the relevant area by the
Burlingarne Planning Degpt.

® The justification in rezoning the B2 part of the subject property to R3 relics upon
the history as deseribed by Mr. Fellowes in the 1S/NMG and public testimony and is
purpr:;rted to be an "oy emght ? *mistake”, or “clean-up item™ assockated with the transfer
of title of the R2 portion of the subject pr@peﬂy that was once wag part of an adjacent R2
property off of Albermarle. A transaction resulting in o dtle change should not
autornatically mesn that the B2 portion of the subject property needs io he rezoned,
particularly because it wouldn't make sense to build an R3 structure on that property, as it
mostly containg 4 ereek and tree groves, The only real reason the RY portion of the
property needs to be “cleaned up” per the developer is to tuild & larger building. The
City of Burlingaume Planging Department should conduct & thorough analysis of the
reasonsfintent of why the R2 portion of the proparty was zoned as B2 and not
subsequently changed thereafier.

# In Mr. Pellowes' request for rezoning, he pregents Land Use Maps to assert his R2
o R3 zoning mguments. Land Use maps cannot be relied wpon for any zoning
decisions; Platl maps need to be used instead, which were not part of the IS/MND.

® I brought up reasonable objections to the subject property”s land usé and planning
in both the 2012 and 2013 Planidng Commission meetings, with respect to neighborhood
fransitions, project design and planning violating Borlingame's own Architectural and
Design guidelines, sizefscale, parking/maffic (July 9 2012, Jan 28§ 2013 Planning



Commission meeting minuies).  In my email and verbal cormments lo the Planning
Cormmission,

# My email to the Planning Commission prior to the January 2013 meeting is
attached a8 Appendix A

111, Biolos

ical Besourees: Trees & Tree Ordinance

® The NMD report implies that Bunya-Bunya is excluded from being considered
part of the “Tunpel 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 branchesfoliage is part of the Bl Camino Real
"Tunnel"/"Canopy" right along with the Bucalyptus (which do have protected Tunnel of
Trees/Scenic Highway status) and the tree 18 within 50 feet of Bl Camino Real. Therelore,
ihe Bunya-Bunya tree should enjoy the same protected status gs the Euedlyptus.

# The NMID does not indicats any potential historical signifieance of the Bunya-
Bunya tree. 1 contacted The Burlingame Historical Society about information about
Bunya trees in the area (an emall 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 vears old and may
be one of the few surviving examples of Bunyas in ihe area. Most of the Buynas plantad
by Mills were torn down as part of the Trousdale/Murchison developments in the
19508605, It is known that Mills imported many exotic species and the (ree residing on
the Easton side may have been an offshool of a seed of another Bunva or part of a
grove. Therefore, the iree has potentially significant environmestal/historical irpact thar
wirrants further investigation,

w1t is inconsistent that the Black Acscias on/near the property remain, bot the
unigue, rare, 100-150+ yr old Bunya-Bunya tree thal defines the praperty gets torn down,

® The tree grove to the left of the subject property slated to be removed {adjacent to
Adeling Market plaza), effectively shields the subject property from this Connnercial
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 wp by any satwueal or scemic featurés. Should the commercial aren of Adeline
market get further developed i the future {vacant gas station praperty or replacement of
Adeline market plaza), there exists the potentinl for even a greater frontage/height that
veould increase the imbalance of the Northwest comer of EL Camino Real and vis-d-vis
the Adeline Apartments and the houses and trees across the stoet.  Therefore the
cumolative environmental impacts of the free removal and implications for fulure
development should be identified and eonsidered to be environmentally significant,

» There is substantive evidence that the tree removal permit fir the 6 trees in the
grove 1o the left of the property (including the Bunya-Bunye 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 desision separate from the
averall project {Letter from Pat Giornd to the Burlingame Park & Rec department). With
such an important natural resource 88 4 tree grove so close to Bl Camino Real, the
permitting and projest approval decisions should be separated and due process granted to
eitizens to potentially appeal the tree permitting decision, per Burlingame’s municipal



code,

® Fellowes® in cortesposdence aboul the tree permit, wrote that “the neighbors® felt
the Bunya-Bunya tree cones were a safery 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 {8 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 veighbor’s complaint should aot serve as an extrapolation of the beliefy
of all neighbots, s is implied by Mr. Fellowes® application for the tree removal permit
{use ol the plutal word "neighbors" in describing complaints about the cones).

* If the Bunya cones are in fact a safety issus, the NMD report should heave
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 Busya cones ones only
appear enee every few years, so maintenance should not be an issue).

= The Bnvironmental Consulant teport 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 a3 to the health of the trees: Consultam states many are not
healthy, while Arborist says they are,

1V, Transportation/Parking/Traffic

® Absent frorn the NMD is any scknowledgernent of parking difficulties in the area
and the potential effects of more street parking due to the project doubling the mmber of
hedrooms {and therefire vehicles), Paﬁang and Traflic issues bave been o part of the
publie discourse for years and brought up in the past by safety commissions for Lincoln
School and the July 2012 and January 2013 Planning Commission mestings on the

project,

® Nomention in the NMD was made about vehicles that may find it difficult 1o tum
left from the property onto Bl Camino Cheading Novth) and what the aliernative/ safer™
route would be: right twn from property onto Bl Camino, Right on Adeline, Right on
Balboa, Right on Ray, Left on Bl Camino (heading lmrt’h) This subjects the increased
number of vehicles on the property to & school crossing points (3 with no traffic light)
(Bl Camino/Adeline, Balboa/Adeling, Balbos sasement from Albermarle, Balboa/Ray,
RawEl Caming, anﬂ Bl Camino/Ray-left tumn to hzad north). To the extent that any
identified pedestrian/schoo! crossing safety issues are nof properly acknowledged,
addrassed, or sufficiently mitigated, this exposes the City of Burlingamz to potential
liability issues should an unfortomate aceident oceur.  This is why T believe that it is
essential that a City of Burlingame Traffic Engineer perform a real world study
with realistic factors/assumptions on the frue number of trips likely to be generated.

J The conclusion of the praject generaling only of two additional trips duting peak
amn 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
Condominium/Townhouse: guide published by the Institute of Transportation Fngineers
in Trip Generation, 8% edition, 2008™. No regional roadway analysig was performed and
the waffic study says nothing about the special circumstances of the peighborhood
{expanded Schoal, number of school srossings, parking difficulties, narrow streets where



Iwiy cars oftentimes cannol pass each other, space for trash collection requirements on the
streat, Ray Park activities),

® A reasonable person standard applied 1o the Project would indicate that the traffic
study eonclusion is fuodamentally flawed: The number of bedrooms will be doubled, ke
number of cars will more than likely double, couples/families will more likely be dual
incomne (vs current modest income profils of existing tenants), more families will likely
live in the unit {children require schoolfactivity/doetors 1rips, ete) and despite all this,
conclusion is reached that there would be only 2 trips gencrated more in the am and fower
11 trips in the pm vs what {3 cureently assurned,

P 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 praject, would imply the need for 45
parking spaces based on number of bedrooms (26 bedrooras % 1.5 cars ) and 33 spaces
bazsd on # of units (15 units x 2.2}, Either way, based on what's already been purparied
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 firther means that vehicles will be parking on surrounding streets.

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

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

# Per neighbor communiqués. with the Parks and Recrestion Dept, Ray Park
aptivities go on for approximately & months of the year beginning in February and
rupning through the 2¥of November (Girls Sofiball, Summer Camp, Fall Ball,
Soceer). During this tmeframe, activities run Monday-Friday from 3-3 pm and
Saturdays from Smm-Spm, with some evedts occurring on Sundays. The recreations)
activilies and agsociated traffic and parking issues in the Ray Park/Baston Addition
neighborhoad s 2 significant environmental issue with respect to Parking/Traffic and
should have been addeessed in the 18/NMD,

* There are no proposed bike storage racks in the propesed project plans. The lack
of bicycle storage racks means that the bikes wauld highly likely be stored on balconies
(visual environmental impact) or in parking spaces, thereby increasing the potential for
parking on streets parallel and perpendicular 1o El Camino Real

¥, ther Faetors That May Resalt in Enviconmental Impauts:

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



safficiently mitigates.

Geology

®

and Soils/Erogion: 1298 Mills Creck Bank Wall Fallure

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 cresk bank collapsing that
is in need of repair (per Ann end Paul Wallach, 1524 Balboa).

This raises the question should there be a repeat of a flood and subsecuent cresk
collapse as occurred In 1998, there could be an adverse effect on the property and
possibly endanger residents.

While the Geotechnical Evaluation states that the project’s building loads would
be below the oreek bed, it makes no mentlon of the potential lmpact of driving
piles/plers into the ground and that impact on the deterlorating integrity of the
barik walls.,

The Geotechnical Evaluation report also sugpests that the property owner address
the erosion and retaining wall “where the wpstream end of the corcrete wall has
been eroded, we recommend thar this area be repaired by the placement of
natural stone riprap. We recommend the eroded area be exposed and lined with
Jter fubric. The vold may be filled with Y% inch drafn rock, but the exterior face
of the drain rock should be protecied by natnrel stomes... Alternatively, rock filled
gabion baskets may be used to protect the bactfilled hoses....the configuration of
the stonefgablon placement should conform as nearly as possible with the natuwral
bendy in the creek to avoid energy concentration,

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

Piestares of the failing wall follow:




* Population/Housing: While the proposed project includes two reduced cost
hovsing units, the project would displace the current repting fenants, who appsar to be of
relatively modest income. During the January 28, 2013 Plaoning Comimission 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 tenms 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 imferest rate mortgage) for the current site, If in fact the
tenents are foumd to be of lower income, displacing them would be conteary to
Burlingame’s housing element plan in terms of i{ncreasing housing resources (both
ownership and rental) to those with lower incomes.

e Envivonmental/Nolse:  The proposed project will have 15 rooflop Adr
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 parformed
at one of Fellowes' other properties (1226 Bl 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 135 units running simulianeously, Also, the
proposed project’s location and surrounds are different (primarily frees), and is located in
an area with high levels Adrport, Train, BART, Ray Park activily noise that is likely
greater than the 1226 I Camino Rea! property. A simulation or caleulation shonid
examnine the cumulative impacts of 135 A/C units, Alrport, Train/BART, as well as
potential roofiop garden noise from patherings. Also a potentially helpful mitigation
measure would be the use of ultra-guict units 1o minimize any impacts on neighbors.

“ Geology/Boils/Liguefaction: The NMD states that pofential liquefaction would
less than significant impact on the propect, relying upon GeoForensics 2007 property soils
study and the interactive Association of Bay Area Governments Liquefaction
Susceplibility map awvailable in 2007 (where subject site is ideniified as having =




moderate susceptibility to liguefaction) However analysis of the Interactive Maps
published by the USGS (updated in 2011), indicate that in two shaking scennrics (San
Andreas Peninsula 7.2 magnitude, and San Andress 1906, 7.9 magnitude) the subject
property would be highly susceptible 1o Hyuefaction and hence lquefaction risk is
potentially environmentally significant issue.  The GeoForansics 2007 property analysis
{(which in part relied on USGS survey data that was subsequently updated in 2011} may
conflict with new information that the USGE survey found to re-cast their maps in 2011
to indicate high liquefaction susceptibility in San Andreas Fanlt shaking scenarios (this
was an area previously believed to be of low liquefaction susceptibility according o the
older UBGS maps). The Project construction should address the potential for high-risk
liquefaction and whether the building constructien 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 §s difficult for the public to aseerain whether this is sufficient for the San
Andress shaking scenarios (this may be more of a elarification item for the public).

Charts below indicate that subject property would be in “High* Liguefaetion Hazard
SCENETIO.
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The items discussed above are by no means a full, comprehensive evaluation of all the
potential envivonmental impacts of the proposed project. As a member of the conumunity
with limited time to evaluate the entire seope of infortmedion available to properly assess
this project, 1 reserve the right to provide any further evidence of potential environmental
impacts via public hearings or writien letiers,

Thank you for your time and consideration,
fs! Mark Haberscht
Mark Haberecht

1505 Balboa Ave
Burlingame, CA 94010



APPENDIX A

From: Mark <mhabs@oomeast net>
Date: January 27, 23013 102438 PM PST
To: rhurm@bur‘mz&ame nm mrchaalwnaui@qmaﬁ com, tlm@ﬁmaur*an com, g@m

Subjeu! ‘! 509 E| ﬁammo R@al Pmﬁae’t ?mga@ai F@Mbﬁﬂk Buriiﬁgamﬁ P‘Eanﬁing
Commisslon 126872013

Ta tha Planning Commission members, Ruben Hurn, Budingarae Traffic Engineer

| arn providing feedback for the proposed re-2oning associated with the 1808 Bl Caming Regl
eando praject. [ am addressing the foliowing:

1} The parking situation on Balboa Ave in the ansifion neighborhood of Easton, Ray Park, end
Lingoln Sohool

2} Proposals from the July 8, 2012 maating by the Planning Comenission for the peolect that have
riot takedt place {no story poles).

3} How the concerns ralsed by the Planning Commission in July 2007 for a smaller project on
1609 El Gaminm no longer appear o ba concams for the current Projact.

£} How the current propozed project doss not confarm 1o the Architectural Guidelines and
suggestions on the Gity of Burlingame's welsite for Residential and Commercial property,

1} As Fbrought up during the July 9, 2012 Planning Commisaion meating on the proposed
project, thare is unanimous agresment in the neighborhosd that the parking situstion oo
Balboa nesds to be rectified.

The proposed project, whils technloally in conformity with the rules goveming parking spacey for
multipler dwelling units, dees natiake inlo account e spedial droumstances of Balboa Ave,
where 3 greater demand for strest parking &nd more traffic will be unterable. The spesial
circumsitances are as follows: 8) Gir's SoftballFal Ball creates very high damand for garking an
weekenda/Fall Ball week nights; b} Lincoln School administration recognizes thare is 8 severs
traffic/parking problern, don’ think they would view this project favorably {their feedback should
be solicited); ) There is parking from Adeling Market (several of prapristors park on Balbos and
Adeding}, ) the apariments on Bl Gaming only hava one assigned spacse par unl henoe there is
significant ovarflow onte Balbos; &) BalboalAdeline ls one of the busiest residential ntersections
its all of Burlingame {including pedestians, bikes, automaobiles); ) The proxdmity o Barkkey bus
llneel taxd locations results In long-term ovarnight patking for those who den't want o pay Bart
station fares. Acfually several neighbors have witnessed cars parking and drivers hopping on
with their luggage onto cabs and buses headed for the airport.

It hag been commuricated in the past from the property owner and a planning commission that a
vl vondo bullding was bullt st 1228 Bl Cemino has been g resounding success with regard
to the parking siluation in that nelghborhood. Howaver, §don't befleve that property is subject o
most of the conditions #1-8 listed above, e, the two cannet be compared and 1502 Bl Camino
faces a neighborhood with special circumstances. | also used 1o live at 530 Bl Carnino Real (a
newar conde which had roughly one space per bedroem), and thers was never enough

parking. Point baing that the developers pwn anecdote on bis other building may be 2 uninue
situation that was not seen in my old bullding, This Info ¢an be verifiad with on-site property
managemeant at 530 El Caming,

| helipve che of the potential solufions is 0 re-introduce permitted overnight parking {used to be
the case sovaral years aga), as his neighborhood is more akin to Burlingame Park (which doos
have perrnitied parking).  There seams 10 be much more city official aliention spent in the middle
parts of Burlingarne/Boringame park ve the nosthern part lining El Carmino). A prime exampls of
this was wheti our driveway was blocked by a violating car, the parking enforoement officer took
over 45 ming to get 1o our house, and [ understand wity, becauss he was driving ona of the
Burlingarme parking "goif carts" across El Camino to geb to us.

Ancther way o address it with the proposed project would be a "one space per badroom”



policy. In single family homes thal ofien 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
circurmstancs neighborhood? Do those who own condes bypically own fewear cars than those who
oW Iouseg?

| alsa began to take plotures of the parking problem ard vickstions that acour on a daily busis
{and my naighbors can atiest to many many more examples). Please find the following pictures
that exemplify the Kinds of things we see avery day: &) Station wagon blocking acoess to our
driveway, Buringame parking had to be contacted; b) Truck coveren in Graffil that was padtially
parkesd in fira zone; ¢} our vahlcle Blockad in by truek i front of it

<=fttached Piclurags>

£) Planning Commission Recommendation for Story Poles was nof followed. From the
July 8 2092 Mesting:

"Reulte that story poles be installed to assist in an assessment of the effectiveness of the
existing trews in screening the property from the adjacent low-censity neighborbood, (Meekar ~
eonfirrned that this is within the purview of the Commission) Provids e regr, the north and the
sides. Fellowes — Could ba problematic.)"

~T my and several of my neighbora knovdedge, this was not dove, or the story poles
waren't there long encugh, While we recognize the axpenses involved in mounting story
poles, it ie an expense that the developar should ba willing to bear, as the scongmic profit
of not having to bulld underground can offectively more than "pay’ for this If project gpts
devaloped, '

3) ln 2007, a smaller praject by the same applicant, with underground parking was
deamed by several Planning Commission as "unapprovable” on July 23, 2007 ani the
developor withrdrew the application. | leok back at the reastns for not approving, ane
those conditions not enly haven®t changed, but they are sven worss 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} # no, then why ls 2
targar project with more potential Issves being sropozaed In defianes of the initial
yejeciion?

Quotss from the 2007 masting ve. today's proposal;

2007 "l the project moves fonward, rear two units need to be redused Lo two-stories; the design
should respect fransitions fo adjacent nelghborhoods, Additional work needs 1o be done on the
magsing”,

Today: ks now a 4 story project that is taller, has § maore uriis (18 v 10), sliminated
undarground paddng, pays less reppect to transitions to adiacant neighborhoods, and s
more magsive. The process of re-zoning from R to RS fies In the face of paying “respest
b transitions™ by aliminating 2 analtion,

2007, "Maximizing the developer's profitis nok a reason for the Gommission fo approve &
project”
Today: Moving from taking parklng garage underground and 3 stories to & maostly above-

ground project with 4 storles and with more units actually further maximizes developar's
orofit ve the 2007 proposal.

2007 " The project presents & rather pedestrian approach to Spanish archiiectures, the deslgn



will lock “lally” eventuslly, Spanish Architecture does not lend itseif to a S-atory building.”

Today: While the design of the new project imay look better vs 2087, doss Spanish
Architecture now lend itself to 2 4.9tory building ¥

2007: "Concerned regarding ramaval of fir tress on ot The City of Burdlingame values frees. The
eutisting trags should ramain.”

*Retain some porfion of thi existing tress on the slts, tree preservation is @ community value"

“The gite can be identified by the exsting trees; the new project should retain the sams
atrmosnhere on the sie that currenty exists.

Today: Proposal Includes removal of several irees, which In fum exacerbates privacy
situation.

43 1 have apont soms tme looking at key slements of the Burllngame Residential and
Commenrcial ArchBectural/Development suggssiions. The proposed project sctually
vialates mont of the critical guiding principles that help Burlingama retain Jte
characler. While the proposed project may be techoically aliowsdd via bieing within
compliance of Burlingame codes as any other multi-family bullding, nualitatively it
doesn't. Hero are some guotes from bolh guides {my comments in Bold type);

"A building should be distingt in order b add richness to the neighborhaod fabric. Howaver, it
should not simply scraam at the neighboring bulldings for attention.”

"Cornpatibility of the architecture with the mags, bulk, scale and axisting rnatatals of exlsting
tevelopmant and compatiblity with transitions where changes In land use ooour nearby.”

"Design bulldings to be appropriate to the use envisioned while malntalning general compatibifity
with the nelghborhood. Allow the uss ks determine the appearance as wall a5 the neighbarhond
ponisod”

*Create human scale bulidings no malier what style i used”

"Sites which are surrounded by opan &pace such as the railmed or a park site have greater
importance sincs they can be sean by the cormmunity Trorm a grealer distanse”

"On visually prominent sites, the building has an imperan! responsibifity for defining the character
of the surrounding neighborbood. Projects on such sites should clearly respond o the straat and
te the adjacent architecturs”

~Ln the & points above, this proposed project In balug taller vs nearly svery other bullding

on Bl Camino Real and towering over sverything eles in north burlingame residential aress,

complelely aoreams for altentlon, is not compatible with transitions, dossn® mainfain
compatibility va what existe today, 55 fost tall s not "human seale™ {nor is 45 feet, ax the
Tower"), and this site should have grester importance in terms of respecting the
community givan i can be sesn from Hay Fark/Lincoln School, 30 feat Is the max Tor the
Buildings south of Adsline,

"Buildings on galeway aites should be especially harmenized with other buildings that form the
gattaieay”

"Giatewsay sites do not justify monumental bulidings, Human scals s important here ue
everywhere, Gatewsay sites do jusiiy a high level of refinement in architectural design and detail,
resign Professionals should consider buildings as important parts of a largar community,”

~The Horth Burlingame resldential arsa south of the hospital s a “Qatoway Site” to
residential neighborhoods and whers the Eucalpyius and Elm trees lining Bl Camino begin



n warneet. This proposed project, due to ite mass, soale, height, Is a monumental buliding.

"Respect for the parking end garage patierns in the existing neighborhood.”

The proposed project has no respect for the parking and garage patterns in the axisting
neighborhood. iInfact, the proposed project only acknovdedges what is "minimally
racpulred” avcording to code vs the special circumstances of the neighborhood {ses points
in#1 above on Parking).

"The patterns in most Burlingame nelghborhoods serve to achleve a human scale. This suppoits
the heatth and comfort of the neighborhood by enhancing the sense of swnarship and control
rasidenis have over their envirooment. it makes ouwr neighborhionds seem like fiendly, hurman
places.”

"Managing mass and butk should rot by considered & cosmetic exeruise. 1t should be embodied
iy the: actual design of the bullding and should coour in conjunction with good intarior planning "

"Homeownar privacy |s ashisved by sensitive plaserment of buildings and landscaping and by the
ways building components are orchestrated o support separation ot property lines. These
glemants can also rinkmize noise, further insulating ecoupants to promote a senss of privacy,”

~The fact fhat the size/mass of buitding coupled with the violation of privacy by baving
units look Into the backyand of residences and the fact that the proposal has an “pitdoor
gathering garden™ sctually has reduces the comiont of the neighborhood by detracting a
sense of ownership and centrol that repidents have over helr envivonmenst. 1 terms of
property values, which Is the most guendiflable muasure of Aoelth, tomdoid, environmenial
conlrel, this project detracts from the values of the surrsunding houses (while the project,
¥ built enhances the developsr's valua) Esssntislly the sroject Is an sconomic transfer of
wealth from existing homeowners in the nelghborhood to the developer.

~fdditionally, iress being ramoved, sutdoor gathering garden (potential noles), and the
aoigeipoliution of more vehicles, and groater traffic, detracts significantly from privacy.

B sy, (s hard for e neighborhond b see what s differant In e of the
principles that caused the Commission to reject a smaller, leas mnssive project 2007 and
hiow both the 2007 ard todey's project are In ine wilh Burlingams's

Architsetural/Development guldelines (actually seem to violate them on every major poinih

Thanl you for your iime snd conslderation,

Mark Haberecht
1506 Balbog Ave
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Disar Mark,

Thamic you Tar your ingeiry,

Wez <l ot knew o1 any fisteioa significanss 1 e plantieg of the bunya bUnya freas it the angs. Howover, It is known e
the Mills Eatigs, was once heme to meny exolls traes Bnd peats from around the word (&l destroved whan Trousdels and
Murskisan daveloped the area I5 he 50s and 608) The wres wises the bunya bnye foe 5 loesled, iowawer, 1§ atross the
erapk frorh e orighnat boundarkss of the Wills Estate, and was turetore pan of the Esstor subdivisions. How it got fhere (s
Anyore's guesi-ough I Bas baen thare for a vany long tims,

W you afe soricerngd about ihe Tres, Twould Rghly peatrnmend that you contast the Parke Dépt Oy of Bulingame, B50
Buringsma Avenle, ofc Margaist Slomsled, by lettar exproasing your oplnfon shout fha hetltage mes’ valle 1 this
CTERPIILIRY.

Horry we cantol advise you furthier, bul geneally, the Parks Dapt ia very recapiive (¢ letlars and comments, | would alss
maKke sure the Sounall membsans gota copy of whalaves vou velia,

Sincaraly dours,

Jenfiiar FMHar



RECEIVED

FEB 2 0 2013

CITY OF BURLINGAME
CDD-PLANNING DIV,

i,

0] -4 1" o 5 u QLTI
"l;ﬁ'i?g. f:i%' i -'|I;;¢'ﬂ‘?$,ﬁa§$"“§ﬁﬂéﬁ’ 3 i} Y o i ) Wiapaif
bl T R i e S i

T

:Allen Menicucci Yo e T il " L
11529 Albemerle Wi s s ol P L "'“memmw_ e el
$ Burtingame CA 54010 ¥ FEs : o Ww”%qualﬁw
. FOREVER
i el
Fi sning DEC
B el T
AN (
§ y P QCQ :
Do date
B AAA
q94ls
i.i.’i-lp4};h»s3!h}d‘Hg'a;i}siﬁﬂ’;;3:3?1{!3}ﬁ“iﬁ-&f"ﬁz.na%yn s

!







& ; /wedwm/ noto .

éﬁm@@&m MQ,QQQW

Eéo_rfcf\ﬁzf LisPor PMM |
o %1 6o fo




-

LA

g1 abed ‘15343@ 995

U0 [P A12AS foa0 UDiem Ajfeal
0] ApIquuT 2y aq 03 swadde 98u]
[eys ap Avs suadxg -siojoadsun
nayp jo smuawsainbar sur moqe
JUSIHIIOD 01 Paurdop 0s[e S9MI0
Suuoquiian csioinedsur Buepping
Jjo siwswainbal 2 U0 IUIAWIOD
0} p3uIIIP .o_mGEO SBIQ{ILA

HOGINDSU0S JEL) [RIA
puno} am swalqaid ;1 uonoe [efa]
FIOT) QUL 218 AJED 21) PUE 533
~Ropdura 31 “ISASMOY] SSpOD 350Y)
1o o) sfuipmng =y Sunoadsur
Wim posienn are spuued Smipling
POnSST 2ABY 1B SOOI aJEIS o
m e Sunpfue Sunemsal ‘OLoT
ur pardope ApUesal 150U ‘SHPOD
Buip[ing sey BIUIOJIE]) ~SBOY

Alrwrey-ejBuis  wey)  seBuofpeyd
JURIAHIP Wim Sawwo2 dn Surpng
‘SHOSME] D98 0 paall 21
uf puen k& aq ARUL 2191 g IO
oY) IoJ SOUUNUSD TOMBIPIW JUSiL
-9[19S B UORAT 01 9 SEm dnoid
U0 I[YAL “SLIT UL PAJEIAIL 218 SHID|
-gord somo se[Fum) [eS jo soLms

.8 0) peai- e g Iepndod 21o0m

Suwooaq s1 Suisnol yons ‘jUeu

-dofsAap JIUN-OJML pS)UaLIo-)ISIET
30 [eof euoidsr e puw woard

© e puel ‘Surmold pueiuap Susnoy

ZIOSUTUA] (Ip, -Aempeorg SjIeg
pue Aempeorg g8 — [Eoy OUlmIED)
i Suoe snuun Q@] uey) 210wl
9ARY 10T SJULIdo[aASD OMY JN[],
ugtLon
[B82] WOI] QUNINT am A2 ‘S102
-foxd syt wo po poudis siopadsul

L2 yBnogipe pug — Supfowid
pue o3BWEp I0JEMm SINSST TRAM)
~302)S JUIIASY §IPNIOUT JUY] HOOONNS
-Uc) AppoUs IDAO SITNSMB; P3IdE]
Anuaoal uelnz 37° 1§ 01 000'665%

‘ugRmIaq  silum giia siddopaasp

UMIETHOPUSS  DRITIAL OML

d4VES TVNUNOT ATV
qSerinyy Iy Ag

SonNss| JO A191eA JOj SWINIUILIOPUOD SRIq|IIN JO Ewao_m\,m_u 1sulebe wybnouq uonoe jeba

spnsmej sbutiq uondnasuod Appoys pabajy

w0y [eunolAjlepuis mmm

E:mc_cmi mﬁ uo wmm._m>0u smau _muo_ mc_ﬁmw._

L1 39Vd S1H04S

J43H Y
S110AV1d

651 UOIPT‘IX 10A - €107 ‘61 °ga4- Aepsan]




i
¢

G 1@ 0028-rE (059)
wioyelunolAjepiusgaayieay

*S1S00 [B39] ST J[oA SB 2SBD 2
SuIpuRY GI0T] SN 1S0] AUR PUe JUln Jey)
Fuump Amsssoou ofe0)s pue uoneooyar Lue
‘sxiedoa syp eEw A[[EOE O] 1500 o1 L0] Fuins
St UDNBIZ0SSE JGOHINON 2T, "SPRaI T *S9ATISAT
$,UOREI0SSE 31 GENOIY palaa0d 2 pInosM
WEnog siuapisar oigs swerqord 18w dn

. 19400 ©] pIsn arom saxy Arerodmiy) ‘wonippe
uf IS 2l 0] SUIPIOIOE ‘SAOy [FOUIpISal

J0Y $3p00 FuIp]Ing SeIB[0TA UOOONISIOD I,
U0 RIIOSSY
AemprOIf WNOS {Y ‘UONEISOSSE SIOUMC
~SUIOY [ERUApISSl oI JO JByaq UG Amngefr
ur-pelyg 1nsmef aged-¢y e of Furpiosoe “edgns
ST SOPI02 AIRXN] 35211 JO UONINNSUD.) ‘859008
Pleo-Aa] 2mnoss pue Wool Aimnuimed ‘wkF
v SIBgo SWP[MQ Ay ‘SO0 LOOIPIg-OMl
213 0] wonIppe uj ‘Apms |eIso {esl AIUAC))
OB UBS /007 B 01 SuIpioodse ‘uolf{u
8T1$ 01 DOOMSE LY WU0IE PIOs 2194 1955 2aenbs

008°T ©1 (67T woi Furfuel sowoq oo,

-P3q-0M1 00[ UET IO "9OOT 21T UL JoIew
20 U0 ILaM SOPUOT ABMPEOIE (INOS 8] ST

atidofaasp AemprOIg (PNOS 88 91)-

U0 SINUNUOD UGLBIPIU ‘puey IS0 ) uQ)
"L MBTY IS[IIAL 34T, M
Iouyred Ioluas *IS[[I foudey pres , JursarJo
[eA3[ JUBLIOdUD Sy JUISQE MO PO pIeog
B I0 I3Us0 R Jeqs Surpatuos jou 1snf ST 1101
AIp poe plomr oI stonpos snofsfuep Aren
34 TED 21T “SMOPULM pUnolE 10 ooms o dn

uado pre 1oylang Jyoo] oM UM ng "do)s 181y
a1 are sjiedxo Aq suogoadsur [ensIA Tenuy,,

*SaMSST

o1j) BUIXI JO 1500 TSI 1] PUY 01 IOPIO L ST

-qo1d 31EF11SIAUT 0] WL IFE] 0] PopasLl “LlLy
MET] IITFIAL SET, PAPO[IUL oI “WES) JBU,

“JUSUESYIS B UT ples Suom

- TZ JUSpIsel] TOTBIOOSSE AJes alk $a1H0q

N0 SUIMOIY PIEMIo] SAGUT HED AOU Sp4 “UOH
-1puc) Teurduo sy o) Sup[ing 0o arojser djoy
[[l4 SPUDJ 9S8l JBI) AOID] 9A) 'SIUIOY IO
pue ‘s1oumo Ino az10:d sn padiey aserd ur pey
94 UIED] 9L 1BUE [1J21eI5 A]QIPOIoUT aTB 9p.,
“TEOTHI (1308 TIOT

-ﬁE §E$ B PIORSL SIPTS 04 A ARIR0Y
-sJuIplng [[B UL punoj 3,usemM
wu.ﬁ ‘puy -dn uado arom SpEM 21 2000 AJUO
ing S[[eA ST 9PTSUL PURO] SEM PIoTU ‘a[dmeys
10] ‘Aemprorg YIed 1V ‘elqisia A[iSea o1m
swopgord T[e JON ISN] 1B THA2D0D PUE SSONS
Honil 2snes pIp It Ing Jun Joexa Hagl ur jou
alam Furpling 201 jnegsnoly punol sueqord
AHonr] LIS 01 910UM WINS 1,019/ “DIUIRL
aq 0] jou pausjaxd oYM ‘SIAANG IEUMI-ISIL]
"SOQ0°008$ UBLY At oyl SUIOS pue BO0"665%
e Suprs se soond yum o amd peusdo
Supime Y GG 9 IT SIUAUIASIIAAPY
.mumanU b:ﬁwﬁ PRAW]  QIBMETA(T

E&;ﬁﬁia&%@.@a%ﬁﬁ SO
PLD T Y Y0 TR T SO0 A, MOTINRSUOT AT
Em.Sa.wE.uEata 73 T«ﬂu@mQ&oeq .u BUR HLICH, ..m‘.eﬁ&w

- Wisshs vwwm_E puesianp v“umn @Do_u oEﬁ ‘smopu
. . N wh_.nun._._wm
1378 Burieis pasmauBua pug sjos

mewm.ﬂm umm-:m._wu ﬁ:m n_._._mv
-whm Wn_mumﬁcm_ mEmwmxm cc_ummc.__ ‘mo_umn .mfm.uhunmum?m_._,

A Ev:: _u:mmam_m :wcoa 0B r anmo_w:uam
) - Sefe]s PUR SiusAS Loepurio]
. “UolnaEoNd a1

mzﬂumn_ m.__u pue mEu_EEmu B

c__._ou_u:ou._E. -
umvhmr_E_E .

pue T SONIURIIIC) 2JUOISIZATIS “J'T
“BzRld UMWY, QB[N 1SUTESE | |07 IQUISAGH]
ut pa1y s 28ed-pz v w1 swedar Lrexoduray
Aq P[00 2MM TAGM UOUONISUCD Yllm
surapqord pagst sjuapisey “seoeds [enuoplisar
96 PUE S3O] JIOM/AAL] £ — SIUN G}] SIINIEDY
‘Teay oumwe)y I4 [LE1-1E1 pue Aeimpeorg
RRET T8 PAIEIO] ‘SOpUaD Aempeolg Sued oy,
“feApROIY NIBJ OJUT 1[FNO0Y ona STBUMO 2]
J0 quo 1oy aur) 00] Juted ley o Sumed g
‘ssgzo1d uon
-BIpaw 3] JNOOR UOHEID0SSY TBg UBILIDWY
3y 1o} S[onue Jaquualdag ' ur afFeN UIRIIip
IOEIpIm J2)senr Tercads 9joim [ giredar

a1} pung am op ol swerqold s Jredar 01

SARM DALD2J19-1S00 JSOUT 9} 2T JBIA [ SUID]
-qoud ) AT TBY M, “AITIRUAPUE 3440 SICIOETIEOD
-gns 2], -a[qet] A[1owws s1 sedotanap I, =5e
193Jap HOIINNSU0D “¥A[dWwos € ST STy, "pamo]
-10] se paidurs $q e SISED IN0 JO jSoul
[ $aNSSI 33 “UCD pue wam S I USUM,,
. med
198 B 9ARI S9SED JO SHIOS 9521 “A[RIoUany
" *ssaooxd paugep Apreapo
¥ 9lI002q Sey UCORIDIN 'Uldaq Ajjesl ued
s3mpaacord jede] 2109 UOHBIPALI G POIIALT
30 ST pUe ME] BIUIOJIE ) ¥2pUn S§30SST 31

SSOIPPE 0] 9OUEBYD B U2AIF 05[e oI siado[asag].

1odojoasp a1 01 suraqold xiy oy pasu 2y sind

E mef gruolye)) ‘Ajoewnin s9alesd aSe yons

| sbed tuoyj; _umz cd

._.Um..._.n._

CIYNAEQOL XTIV AFLL

TWOGVRIVAH

8L

€107:61 ¢4 - Aepsan]




To the Burlingame Planning Commissioner and Planning Department ' PRl
G T 2

The proposed project for 1508 El Camine Real is too big for the site available to if, too big in relationship 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 & large clty 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 unlt condo development do notin eny way appear o be mitigated such that the burdens imposed by it are resolved.

This current design is for a bullding 50% larger than one presentad in 2007, which was withdrawn at that tme 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 Declaraticn, 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 envirenment, there will not be a significant effect in this case
because revisicns in the project have been made by or agread to by the project propenent. * | do not see where any meaningful
revisions have been made, or any response to the concerns cf the neighberhood and nearby residents, who have repeatedly
siressed thelr 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 varicus aspacts 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 El Camino Real, however existing fencing, buildings and
trees abstruct views of the site to the south, east, and west.” In truth, though there are large acacla 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 & four plus stery building, one so large that a change to the General Plan for the city of Burlingame is baing requested,
along with rezening 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 menolihic appearance, sxtending from a
relatively small set-back from El Camino all the way hack to the public alley between El Camino and Balboa. The small one-
story Adeline Market complex group of small businesses — five in all - would mask only a lowsr portion of the building; the
parking garage and part of the first story. As this is a four stary building with additional height proposed for towers and ather
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 propesed as landscaping along the preperty line would mosily go unseen,

Though the length of the building is similar to the apartment house cn the opposite side of Adeline, the 1509 buiiding would be
twice as high as the older, smailer building across the street, which consists of two stories over a partially sunken parking
garage, one half story below grade. in addition, the smaller apariment building at Adeline is attractively landscaped with mature
plants, some of which are taller than the roofline of the building. These two buildings cannot be considerad to be of similar mass
or helght.

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 moming. 1t seems curious to me that no fight and shade study was
deemed necessary. Also, the closeness of the proposed building to the creek lying betwsen the ECR and Albermarle properties
may pose an increased risk to the integrity of these nearby dwellings. There is @ 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 traveliing on ECR - and those living opposite in thelr two story single family residences — see? They will see a
starthngly large building, cne towering over its environment, larger than the rest of the buildings ajong this section of ECR, until
well past Broadway. It 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 struciure at the comer
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 tiving Init? This s a serious question, and cne not to be made on an ag hoc basis, with only a few
people invaived 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 uniaue welcome to 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. 1L,
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 remaval so that the exiremely large footprint of this building can be accommodated. It had been noted
in the earlier presentation of the 2007 propesal that traes 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 bullding 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 similar 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 siill some single family houses
mixed in from the earlier days of the city. To claim that the 1508 ECR building would be in keeping with the “more urban context
along ECR" 18 to Ignore the gradual increase in density and use as one neers the Broadway area. As noted, the Adeling
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-sauth freeways in the area as well as to cne of twa train stations in the
city. Itis five blocks in fength from ECR to California Drive, and not merely a small corer located at a difficult intersection, one
that has posed meny problems for drivers as well as pedestrians over the 43 yaars that | have lived here. | personaily know
several people whe 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 sfraight forward and more easily managed. Aiso, uniike 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 smaller three and a half story condo building of nine units, which has drawn positive comment from the commission, has
been putup by the same developer at 1226 El Camino Real. It has been cited several fimes by them as an example of good
design. It does fitin with its neighbors on ECR, being very near the comer of ECR and Broadway and immediately adjacent to
an apartment or condo building of similar heignt, which is next to & two story car repair shop, next door to the gas station at the
corner. Buildings across the street at Broadway are of similar helght also. None of these buildings is higher than three and a
half storles in height,

The property behind 1226 ECR, at 1225 Capuchino, appears to be 4 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 & 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 sice of the street are multiple family residences, none higher than three and a half stories. Properties across the street on
the easl side are moslly singls 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 El Camino Real -opposite 1503 ECR are one and two sfory residences, leading to the busy entrance of the
unique Cambridge/Oxford curved streets, and thence to California Drive, the other main north-south strest througn the city. The
Wwo areas are not as similar as has been clzimed 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 workahle 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 te 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 nrolonged
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 resuit 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 mast 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
“mare 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 1508 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 — it is
also extremely shallow and fiat, 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 oécupants. 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 scme of the sound that would emanate throughout tha 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 helongings 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 slzed 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 deor to Lincoln School, hosts sporting events and other
activities, which occur 8 to & 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 cengested, especially during the summer, that local residents defer plans to entertain
because they know that their guests weuld 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
l've nearby so that their children can go to this public schoal, along with BIS and Mills High School. In all,
there are five schools within walking and driving distance of our area. The Easton Addition alsa is home
to the charmihg and well'utilized Easton Branch Library. It is cne of the many treasures of this town,
The marked increase in students locally is followed by the increase in drivers as well as nedestrians,
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
avening rush hour. People are hurried and often distracted as thay 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 oider parf 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 farge deg 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 E Camino,
Balboa is a tempting target, lying within a short block of ECR and parallel to it. This inciudes 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 Balpoa, 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 slaws
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 neighbaors, the larger issue with
this proposal is that it will affect not only the pecple in the immediate area, but also all those living in
our city, and beyond. One could clairm 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 five here. Much is at risk in the decision to permit the
construction of this very large building, which would contribute so much to the deterioration of our
environment. On talking about it with our friends and neighbors, nc favorable opinions have been
expressed. It is my hope that the people who are taking on the responsibitity 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 asa community rests in part with what you decide to do in this situation,

Thank you for your consideration.

Samantha MacPhail
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Archibald MacPhaii

1516 Balboa Avenue
Burlingame
{650) 342-0350

Fehrvceare, 20 2003
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Some further thoughts on the situation:

What is to prevent the emissions from all the vehicles, from cars to Blissk £6 triscks, moving on ECR, as
well as stopped at the light there, from being funneled through the garage and then anto our property
and that of nearby neighbers? The typical screen type automatic door to the Earage 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 fiow of air within the garzge far the users
thereof. Although a sound wall at the back of the properiy might mitigate some of the roise coming
from the garage and the street, it would not give much protection fram the toxic emissions from the
vehicles. If the back of the garage is designed to be open, and the back of the preperty is bounded by a
six foot wooden fence with a row of hambog in front of it, then what is to prevent unlawful entry into
the garage from that opening? There s a pubic alley behind the property, and it is wsed by members of
the public at times. It is not so difficult to boost a 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 parki‘ng space that would be counted as number 30 is? We have
been presented a design that purports to accommoedate 32 cars plus an additional car in the entrance
drive, for a total of 30 spaces available for occupants, and an unclear number of gluest spaces; are the

two Handicapped spaces for occupants or guests? When | examine the elevations plan | can enly see 31
total spaces for cars, including guests cars.

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

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

Again, | thank you for your consideration,

SWtacll
Samantha MacPhail
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Nina Weil -

1520 Balhoa Avenue - E@ = "V =D

Burlingame, CA 94010 ‘
650-348-6971; nina@ninaweil.com FER 21 2013

CITY OF BURLINGAME
February 12, 2013 ‘ COD-PLANNING DIV,

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

To the Burlingame Planning Commissioners and Planning Department:

After reviewing the MND report t would like to provide feedback with questioﬁs 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 qu-ality 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 fandscaping along Mills Creek and along fhe '
rear of the building effectively shield the mass of the structure from stirrounding
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 thelines. In December, 2012 a significant portlon 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 thé 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 getto a proposed 4 story,
55 foot high building in the rear without transition?

I 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 m 2007 by the ‘

planning commission.

Page 26 Lighting: Currentlyat 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. lt 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 wouid 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 develgper 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. Lessthan 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 toe would be quite different.
The report states that maximum noise levels recorded at the HVAC location were
attributable to intermittent loud canversations by condo residents and overhead
aircraft. So what wouid 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 aver 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. 1beg to differ with the report that there would
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: noimpact. 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 Bathoa Avenue,

particularly at peak hours as well as additional cars parked on the neighboring streets,.




We are already considerably impacted by multiple 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
heighborhood.

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.

Sincerely, M
1520 Balboa Avenue
Burlingame, CA 94010
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Dear Chair Gaul and Commissioners,

TV CF BURLINGAME
I welcome the opportumty to submit comment for the M1t1§2i‘ted Neghtive Dclaration
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:

* 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.

* 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, I continue to include
this comment because it may be useful information to the Consultant who might have to
reassess other findings in the MNID 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
tequire 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 io 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 rovo 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 yeats. 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 T 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
tevered 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 frees 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 Tmpact that

cannot be mitieated.

¢ - 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




a]

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 canpot be mitigated.

Biological Resources

I disagree with the certain analysis offered for Ttem 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 creck may suffer in provision of
downstream watet needs to support any wildlife and habitat where the creek
daylights. This could have setious 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, pethaps 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
1 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

I 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

FER 21 2013 Burlingame, Ca 94010
CITY GF FLIFILINGAME February 18, 2013.
£ ANMING DIV.

Burlingmae Planning Commission
501 Primrose Rad
Burlingame, Ca 94010

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

| 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. [t is
staggetingly 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 t¢ dig up?. QOur 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

zla—. K\ln:'/w\cr*

Marven and Helen Johnson




-~ o 1520 Albemarle Way
Im 'tf
H%‘ii ﬁv - B Burlingame, Ca 94010
June 29, 2011.

FER 21 203
Burlingame Planning Commisison
501 Primrose Road CITY OF BURLINGAME
Burlingame Ca 94010 CRD-PLANNING D

RE: Proposed construction of condominium on 1509 El Camino Real

Dear Commission members

We have noted the concemns 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 concerns and those of our neighbors have been
overlooked in this new proposal.

We have owned the duplex at 1518/1520 Albemarle Way since 1965. [t 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 1o 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 | 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 concermed that Burlingame will lose the diversity that the
current low income property has brought o 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).

Woe 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

{'{\KZLLL___ K—M"‘”“Y—




February 20, 2013

RECEIVED

Burlingame Planning Commission FER 21 2013
City Hall

501 Primrose Road CITY OF BURLINGAME
Bl_lr'ljngarne‘r CA 94010 CDD-PLANNING DIV,

Subject Matter: Preoject Being Considered
At 1509 El Camino Real

Dear Burlingame Planning Commissioners:

I grew up riding down the Et Camino Real to visit family members on
the Peninsula. When entering Burlingame from the north end It was
always like entering ancother 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 stifl 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 blg. 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 buiiding should be planned around
the existing trees. Save our City from iosing what makes it so special.

Thaﬁ‘k};/‘ou.
Yours truly,

4 | . . .
Florence Ribero
1141 Cortez Avenue
Burlingame

o s e e




Domald 8, Mitcheil snd Yan Ma
1512 Balboa Avenue
Burlingame, CA 94010

Feg 21 0

Fekrvary 20, 2013
CITY OF BURLINGAME
CODFLANRING DY
Ta: Buzlingame Planaing Commission Members
CGC: Burlingame City Couneil

Re! Proposed construction of condominiums at 1509 El Camino Real and the Initial
StudyiNegative Mitigeted Declacation (“TS/NMEY or “WMD™

We are writing to ask the commission to deny the proposed project at 1509 El Camino
Real in its cuvent form. As the story poles (which demonstrate the height, but not the
full footprint of the project) show, the proposed building dwarfs other stroctures in the
vicinity and is cut of character for the neighborhood, A building of this proposed size
and placement lacks the proper bulfer between it and neighboring properties. This size is
not appropriate for this location. The building will add nolse and [ight polluiion to the
baclcyards of many neighbors, affect their privacy, and adversely impact the
neighborhood. Despiie being located on Bl Camino Real, this property forms s part of
the Ray Park neighborhood and should conforim to the character and aesthetics of Ray
Park, It's reasonable 1o requiest a much lower building height near neighboring propertics
to limat:

e the impact of noise from buildiog's machinery: A/C units, vents, elevator to roof
iop party area

= the impact of noise from open windows

= the impact of noise from the paking sreas

s the impact of noise from the owtdoor, rooftop party reom

# the impacis of lighta from windows on neighbors” backyards

& the impacts of lights from the parking areas on neighbots” backyards

The size of this building is predicated on rezoning an adjoining piece of land from B2 to
R3, That land consists of a ereek which is not suitable 1o 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 Averue. The NMI 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 peighbors.



February 20, 2013
Page 2

The preposal seeks the removal of trees on the propetty. This removal would adversely
alter the aesthetics of Bl Camine Real, the north entrance to Burlingame, and the entrance
10 Ray Park and the Easton addition. The Impression given o people sniering
Burlingame and Ray Park from El Caminn Real is today one of 2 wooded, residential
arca, 'This new building would permanently change that.

The NMD did not adequately explore parking and traffic issugs. Today, parking alone
Halboa Avenue is not always readily available to regidents in front of their homes, This
i particularly burdensome o trash and recyeling days when we cannot put aur cans gut
in the siregt and must [eave them on the curb or sidewalk. The amount of parking tor 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
nedded.

Ax for traffic, it's ressanable to presume that issues will arise from people turning lTeft
into 1509 El Camino Real from the north bound lanes, It*s also reasonable to assume that
those tying to Jeave 1505 and head north on Bl Camino Real will have difficulty making
a left turn and need to instead loop around back on Balboa Avenus thug inereaging the
morning and evening traffic on the street. In my interpretation of the NMD, the existing
traffic in the vicinity of 1509 El Camine Real was not taken into consideration. Instead,
general prrpose guidelines were used fo appeove the irapact on the avea, We feel this
method of analysis was inapgropriate for this area and this project and that morve analysis
is needed.

Attached are two photas of the story poles as sean froni tne of our bedroom windows and
from our backyard. The irapact of a building of this size on its neighbors is considerable.

Sincerely,
Donald 5. Mitehell and Yan Ma



February 201, 2013
Page 3
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February 24, 2013
Page 4
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February 25, 2013
Dear Members of the Burlingame Planning Commission,

I am opposed to the planned condo development at 1509 El Camino
Real. T 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. 1 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,




Audet & Partners, LLP

Attorneys-at—-Law

221 MAIN STREET, SUITE 1460 , ’
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 %
TELEPHCNE: 415.568.2555

FACSIMILE: 415,568.2556
TOLL FREE: B00,965,1461
www.audetlaw.com ‘

MaI'Ch 1 2013 \ oy o Bl gy
‘ . ) ’ s s E R Ty |
Via Email, and U.S. Mail : %‘M%mﬁ 1t \lﬁ’ﬁ %w b ]
, PO |
RHurin@Burlingame.org MAR -~ L 70 |
Council®@Burlingame. org
PlanningCommissioners@Burlingame . org CITY CF BURLINGARE

GLID-PLANNING DIV,

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

Attention: Rubin Hurin
RE: 1509 E! Camino (Proposed) Project

Alfter 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’. Tam
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,

Williarn M. Audet
ce:  (via email only)
Lisa Goldman {goldman@burlingame.org
William Meeker <wmeeker@burlingame.org
Gus Guinan Gus <gguninan@burlingame. org>
Margaret Glomstad nglomstad@burlingame.orgy
Mark Habs cmhabs@comcast.net> : E



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. Iused 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. I 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 f
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,

[l Oolabine

!fm%%




CD/PLgi;Iurin, Ruben

i L AL TR
From: Ann Wallach <annrossw@att.net>
Sent: Sunday, March 10, 2013 619 PM
To: CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben o e e .
Subject: Response from Dept. Fish and Wildiife ?:%é& § ;’,Ejz:‘ %j %@
MAR 11 70

+y 122 CUFY OF BURLINGAME
--- On Fri, 3/8/13, Suzanne Deleon <Suzanne Delesn@wildlife.co.gov> wrote: PO ELAMNING DY,

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 well 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 T
work with tell the Applicant to contact CDFW if work will be conducted anywhete near a creek, however, 1
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.delecn @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 effact, ¥




Audet & P artmers, LLP

Attorneys-at—~Law

221 MAIN STREET, SUITE 1460
SaN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
TELEFMONE: 415.568.2555
FACSIMILE: 415.568.2554
TOLL FREE: BOO.965.1481
www.audetlaw.com

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

Hhéﬂ g g w’& Wl r“%‘ & s ;}jw.\r.}k
@Bl RECEIVET
RHurin@Burlingame.org A Rk ém ‘fﬁwwﬂ
Council@Burlingame.org AR 18
PlanningCommissioners@Burlingarme, org R

. . . CITY OF BURLY
Burlingame Planning Commission G- PLANDIN

501 Primrose Road
Burlingame, CA 94010-3997

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

As you know, at this point, the project cannot proceed due to tree permit and
other issues. Inlight of both the tree permit and the other issues in the record, including
the petition by the commumity, 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 E{R or NMD is required) for this project. At this
juncture, clearly, the project carnot 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 submitred,

T 1, Ao

William M. Audet

cc:  (via email only)
Lisa Goldman dgoldman@burlingame.org>
William Meeker cwmeeker@burlingame.org>
Gus Guinan Gus <gguinan@burlingame org
Margaret Glomstad <mglomstad@burlingame.org>
Mark Habs <mhahs@comcast.ner




March 13, 2013
Dear Planning Commissioner Bill Meeker,

This letter is in regard of the projected building at 1509 Ei 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. [ 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 Ef Camino would not be abie 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 devetopment at 1509 El
Camino Real.

WM
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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, Wiiliam
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 fo the Planning Commission dated February 20, 2013 opposing the adoption of the Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for 1509 EI Camino Real, and in my verbal comments to the Burlingame
City Council "From the Floor" during the March 4, 2013 City Council Meeting, 1 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 E1 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/MIND 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



To the Burlingame Planning Commissior:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 Il Caniino Real.

Print Name §ignature & Date Address Email or Bhone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real.

Print Name

Signature & Date

Address

Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed o the current plan for the development at 1509 EI Camino Real.
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Print Name Signature & Date Address Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at

1509 El Camino Real.

Prir_lt Name Signature & Date Address Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning

Commissiori:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real.

Print Name Signature & Date Address Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Caming Real.

Print Name

Signature & Date

Address

Email or Phone

1 :
Y %nmmﬁ Lif

o0 IR D 9 ET

: -\}( Xkﬁmﬂ

;@ @mgvﬁ% Q’/J ?’ﬁ"a’ S @Mw Ly .

RS (}3\;&\»‘0% W

Vl%@;}’iﬂ Mol

144 E&m'f‘e fﬂﬂ/&

'Temm e. Nodl

1491 1Seuidn Ave.

6
A prtey ¢ ZENS I US

mv"g;:;flf ijafyfas Ey
T

Py o )
& JERE s e e

LED 342 ~3907

JS5tp g Lol it BOY P

LS50 - 242 -2907

" ‘f B
& «ec\e LN Ca_r‘ch'

Nicho.el F%m Aacds \\I\«Q&%@L\.ﬁxﬁg&?

rmmgéé 2200 Mdilins or Lan,

2200 Aclcfme pr Dy,

QA \ewdnde \vmelio

lmm el 2000 | Botine Ov.

ClevGadeng yome

F 10 .2
)

wehn  Boneledthem, Voo

2021 yeline D

fb%ﬁbxﬁ}'} Ytormeloo t

e O

fﬁfﬂx)\ﬁém

1519 (" sbuntfa Qo

B ooy

Z
1 Ariene Crimod

Gy

1919 Clundig (L




To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real.

Print Name Sigqamre & Pqte Address Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real.

Print Name

Signature & Date Address Fmail or Phone
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To the Burtingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real.

Pum Name

Stgnature & Date

Address

Emai! or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real.

"Print Name

Signature & Date Address Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real.

Print Name Sigﬁ;\ture & Date Address Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Comimission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real,

Print Name Sipnafare & Date, Address Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Cornmission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real.

Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

¢ We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real.

[ Print Name Signaturc & Date, 4 Address Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real,

Print Name Signature & Date Address BEmail or Phone
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You may also contact the Commission directly at planningcommissioners@burlineame.org




To the Burlingame Planning Comrnission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camine Real.

- Print Name Signature & Date Address Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real.

Print Name Signature & Date Address . Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real.

Print Name

Signature & Date 4

Address

Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real.

Print Name Signatere & Date Address Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1309 El Camina Real.

Print Name

Signature & Date

Address

Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed fo the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real.

Print Name

Signgfure & Date

Address

Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real,

- Print Name

Signature &

Address

Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real.

Print Name Signature & Date Address Hmuail or Phone y
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real.

Print Name Signature &-Bate Address - Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real,
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Print Name Signature & Date, Address _ Email or Phone
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Te the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real.
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real,

Pnnt Name

Slgna‘gure & Date

Address

Emeail or Phone
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To the Burlingame Flanning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camine Real,

Print Name

Signature & Date

Address

Email or Phone

1 Norm Bennett

A< Kﬁ.,v.bi/ 23

1112 Rosedale Ave, Burlingame

nbenneti@pacbell.net

2 Sandra Bennett
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bennettse@pacbell net

3 Clotilde Costa
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4

5

i0

11

12




To the Burlingeme Planning Cornmission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real.

Print Name Signature & Date

Address

Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 Ei Camino Real.
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real,

Pl‘mt Name Signature & Date Address Email or Phone |
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

| We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real.

Print Name Signature & Date Address Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 EI Camino Real.

Prmt Name

Signature & Date

Address

Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 Camino Real

Print Name

Signature & Date

Address
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- To the Burlingame Planni

ing Cominission;

We are opposed to the current plan for the developrnent at 1509 El Camino Real,

Print Narme Signature & Date Address Email or Phone
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" To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real.

Print Name

Signature & Date

Address

Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

- We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 E] Camino Real.

' Print Name

Signature & Date

Address

Email or Phone
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. To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

. We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real.
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| To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real,

Print Name

Signature & Date Address Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1809 Bl Camino Real,

me Mame

Adddress

Fmail or Phone
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CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

TR i R PO oy
From: mhabs@®comcast.net
Sent; Wednesday, March 20, 2013 815 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 Goungil

RE: 1509 Ef 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 1508 Ei 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.

1




Please find the attached scanned petition sheets with ~350 written signatures opposing the 1509 Xl 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




To the Burlingame Planning Cominission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Resl

RECEIVED
MAR 2 0 2013

CITY OF BURLINGAME
CDL-FLANNING DIV,

| Prt Name Signature & Date Address Email or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission: ﬁﬁ@%kfﬁﬁ

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real. MAR 2 € 2013

e or e
Print Name Signature & Date Address Emai! or Phone '
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"\ You may alse contact the Commission directly at planningcommissioners@burlingame, org




- RECEIVED
To the Burlingame Planning Commission: )
5 ' & MAR 2 € 2033 :
We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 Ef Camino Real.

CITY OF BURLINGAME
CLD-PLANNING DIV,

Print Name Signatute & Date Address Emaii or Phone
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

RECEIVED

MAR 2 0 7013
We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Caming Real. GITY OF BURLINGAME
GOL-PLANNING DIV.
~
Print Name Signature & Date Address Email or Phone
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RECEIVED

To the Burlingame Planning Commission: e
' ¢ WMAR 2 0 2033

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real,
CETY OF BURLINGAME
ODO-PLANNING DIV,
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You inay also confact the Commission directly at planninpcommissioners@burlingame.org
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We are opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camine Real.
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MAR 2 0 2083
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To the Burlingame Planning Commission:

We ate opposed to the current plan for the development at 1509 El Camino Real.
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MAR 2 6 2013
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Fw 1509 E1 camino Real - staff Report.txt
Subject: Fw: 1509 E1 camino Real -~ staff Report

From: m Tlee [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 1ike_to provide the following comments for the file, and for inclusion 1in
the next public
hearing staff report:

The Eroposed Residential Condo project, located at 1509 E1 cCamino Real, is Tocated
at tne

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 . ) ) ) . )
proposed footprint, or 3 stories over parking with a revised south side footprint
that preserves the o _ . .
ex1st1ﬂg trees. 1In 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
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wlef atont iV il n
CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben E”ﬁm »«»#?{' ’%ﬁ%u é-
L RS I
From: Patricia Gray <pat1936@gmail.com> _ MAR 21 7
Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2013 7:45 PM
To: CD/PLG-Meeker, William CIVY OF BURLINGAME
Ce: Private; Private; Private; Private; Private; Private; Private; Pf?\’fgtgs“’gmla#é“&|vate; Private;
Private; Private; pfellowes@shcglobal.net
Subject: Re: UPDATE - March 21, 2013 - 1509 El Camino Rea|

My concern is the eviction and destruction of the moderately priced rental property. I have 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?

[ am not pleased that he may get credit in some way for providing two 'below market value' condos while he hag
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 wanis fo 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, Iwould 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 elevatoer 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 submitied, 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 Camine 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

1




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 1dentify 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@sbeglobal.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 autharization
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) 538-7255 |

FAX:  (650) 696-3790
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CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben HRECEIVED

MAR 2 2 2013

From: mhabs@comcast.net

Sent: Friday, March 22, 2013 8:.03 AM

To: CD/PLG-Maeker, William (i?\l;&fbiiméifﬁfx:
Cc; blyonslaw@gmail.com; patl.336@gmail.com; waudele audé\jrilévﬂ.é'inm;

nina@ninaweil.com; annrossw@att.net; derosatto@icloud.com;

habeltfamily@gmail.corn; gilmore carolehall; wpnagle@aol.com; pasta@yahoo.com;

mhabs@comcast.net; donaldsmitchell@yahoo.com; hogomi@yahoo.com;

marshaleemnjl@gmail.com; sammacphail@yahoo.com; CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben
Subject: Reply to Status of 1503 El Camino Real March 22, 2013

March 22, 2013

Dear Mr. Meeker:

Thank you for the status update on the proposed development of 1509 El Camino Real. Pursuant to
my letter dated February.24, 2012 addressed to you, | re-iterate my request that copies of all public
comments, reports, transcripts, minutes and communiques that were made available to Mr. Fellowes
with respect to the Proposed Project at 1508 El Camino Real (as described in the Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration on the said Project) be distributed to all persons. copied on this
email. On behalf of numerous interested persons in the community, we welcome the overture of Mr.
Fellowes to engage in discussion with key community members about alternatives in the :
development of 1609 El Camino Real Property. With the intent of engendering the most productive
discussions with Mr, Fellowes as well as ensuring full public disclosure of all potentially significant
ehvironmental impacts of potential said Property development, circulation/availability of all public
comments (verbal, written, transcripts) and Agency reports (e.g. California Department of Fish and
Wildlife) is very important, if not legally required, to those copied on this email.

Respectfully submitted,

Mark Haberecht
15056 Balboa Ave




CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben

IR i TR
From: Barbara Lyons <blyonslaw@gmail.com>
Sent: Wadnesday, March 13, 2013 535 PM
To: CD/PLG-Hurin, Ruben o, o g R G B (0

i iy g, % FY
Ce: GRP-Planning Commissicners; CO/PLG-Meealker, William %“’% Eﬂ.ﬁﬁﬁ i‘;% ?%@ﬁ %‘ﬁﬁ %wj
Subject: 15089 El Camino - Native American Heritage Comimissicn
' MaR 1d 20

Dear Mr. Huyrin: CETY OF BURLINGAME

COnPLANNING DIV,
In reviewing the January 23, 2013 Inilial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed project at
1509 Bl 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.

['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 NAMC has commented.

Thank you in advance for your prompt response.
Sincerely,

Barbara I.. Lyons

Attorney at Law

405 Primrose Road

Suite 202

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






