12.14.15 PC Meeting

Received After Attachment

8h - 1509 E| Camino Real

"1509 ECR Nov9_2015 Comments MH
ref8824. pdf”

November 9, 2015 10 pages
Burlingame Planning Commission
cc: Burlingame City Council

Re:  Revised Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
[Proposed] Residential Condominiums at 1509 El Camino Real
City of Burlingame, San Mateo County, California

Dear Sirs/Mesdames,

Below are;

a. My comments on the October 7, 2015 Revised Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
[Proposed] Residential Condominiums at 1509 El Camino Real City of Burlingame, San Mateo
County, California (the “RIS/MND” for the “proposed project” or “the project”);

b. Photo renderings of the project made by the developer/the City showing the view of the proposed
project irom the backyard of 1512 Balboa Avenue, Burlingame;

¢. Photos of a sinkhole developing at 1509 E1 Camino Real; and
d. Photos of the traffic situation at Lincoln School/Ray Park during school drop-off hours.

I have reviewed the latest RIS/MND on the project and, unfortunately few of public and expert agency
concerns brought about through verbal and written commentary subsequent to the 2011 proposal have
been incorporated into this document, which is a surprising outcome to me. The current RIS/MND has
some of the same kind of wishful assumptions as the January 12, 2012 Initial Study and Mitigated
Negative Declaration, that circulated in 2013. Most of the data to support the new RIS/MND is old/
outdated, deficient and cut-and-paste from the 2013 MND and fails to satisfy the basic substantive
evidence test.

Expert agency guidance from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (“CADF&W™), as well as
concerned neighbors’ written comments and verbal testimony (including my own), provided a detailed
blueprint for the developer to follow in amending the project proposal, and for the City and its hired
consultants to follow in analyzing the revised project plans. Many of the glaring deficiencies in the
January 2012 IS/MND re-appear in the new RIS/MND contains many of the glaring deficiencies that
existed in the prior one. The developer — and by extension the City — has given little or no weight to the
issues raised in prior Planning Commission reviews of proposals for the site, the CADF&W comments
about the site (February 21, 2013 letter), the developer’s own words about the site at a 2007 Planning
Commission meeting on a prior project proposed for the property, and the public record as a whole, all of
which I incorporate herein by reference.

The reduced building height (and slightly reduced footprint to save most of the trees) does not excuse the
City from conducting a full and proper CEQA review on many issues that have little to do with the



building size. Cookie-cutter, cut-and-paste approaches to environmental analysis that seem to work for so
many cities will not work for this highly environmentally constrained site that contains a wildlife and
creek habitat, abuts a creek, duplexes, 1 -1.5 story homes, a Commercial Plaza that is old and will be
redeveloped, and is next to a school that has exploded in enrollment and a Park that is now used more
because of development in the surrounding neighborhoods. Traffic and parking issues in and around the
area have gotten worse (fully known by the TSPC commissioners) — but with the RIS/MND, the City has
produced a document that still fails to address the real parking, safety and traffic impacts to the
neighborhood and the school.

The RIS/MND fails to reflect the primary goals of CEQA and the reason why environmental documents
(EIRs) are prepared. While a complex law that is tough to navigate and presents a challenge for planners
and decision makers alike, there are a few key points to be made about application of the law by virtue of
its statutory provisions as well as case law/precedent:

CEQA requires that a project s significant environmental impacts be revealed, and reduced to the
extent feasible. The courts have held that there must be a factual showing that the mitigation
measures or project alternatives would create a hardship sufficiently severe to render it impossible
to continue with the project.
To require the preparation of an EIR, one only needs to make only make a “fair argument” that there may
be a significant environmental impact, even though a contrary conclusion may be possible. (CEQA
Guidelines’ §15064(g)(1); Friends of B Street v. City of Hayward (1980) 106 Cal.App.3d 988.) CEQA
sets a “low threshold” for preparation of an EIR. (No Ol Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974)13 Cal.3d 68,
84.)

If the EIR identifies a significant impact of a proposed project, the project cannot be approved until all
feasible “mitigation measures” or “project alternatives” which could “eliminate or substantially lessen”
the identified significant impacts have been adopted.

The EIR must examine the project’s “cumulative impacts,” meaning the impacts of the project added to
those of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. (Public Resource Code, §21083(b),
CEQA Guidelines §§15065(c), 15130, 15355.). The RIS/MND only lists other multi-family buildings
along El Camino as “cumulatively considerable” It is known that the Adeline Market Plaza was listed
prior Housing Element reports as a property that may potentially be developed and therefore
development along El Camino and Adeline needs to be addressed as a whole especially given
potential cumulative impacts. An EIR should address the potential cumulative impact of building 1509
ECR and the potential effects on development of Adeline Market and its impact on traffic, population, and
the human environment,

Adoption of the RIS/MND in its current form and with proposed mitigation strategies would not pass
muster under CEQA. Fair argument and reasonable person standards were well established and
articulated in concerns brought up by several neighbors, the 2007 Planning Commission, the developer’s
own 2007 application, the 2013 CA DF&W letter, on the environmental constraints posed by the

L “CEQA Guidelines” refers to California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, §§
15000-15387 Error! Main Document Only.



property. While the latest iteration of the project addresses some of those concerns, further mitigation
must be considered given the substantive evidence and fair argument standards for numerous
environmental issues have been met, and it is well-established that a smaller project would still be feasible
and profitable for the developer. Perhaps the developer made a less-than-optimal investment decision in
the purchase of 1509 El Camino Real. There is no reason to shift the cost or consequence of that
decision to the neighbors, school population, Burlingame residents (users of Ray Park), or to ignore
the natural (and deteriorating) state of the adjacent creek/riparian environment.

De Novo Project vs De Facto Environmental Conditions

While this most recent proposal project is considered a substantial revision of the 2012 project, neither the
environmental conditions of the property nor potential impacts to the human environment have not
changed in any way making development on this highly environmentally contained more favorable since
2007 (when a smaller project compared to the one proposed now was deemed un-approvable). In fact, the
school population of Lincoln and Ray Park activities have only increased, thereby increasing potential
impacts to traffic, safety, noise, and the like.

In addition, even though it is smaller than the project proposed in 2012, the proposed project is still
larger than the project proposed in 2007, which the then-sitting Planning Commission deemed
effectively un-approvable. Proposing something that effectively gets shot down, then proposing a larger
building that generates more opposition, and returning to a building that is smaller than the last, but still
larger than the original proposal, cannot credibly be viewed as any sort of “concession” by the developer.
Members of the community who bear the real impacts of such projects are looking at the totality of all
proposals from 2007-onwards (which is the reasonable way to look at this).

These are the most problematic areas I see with the RIS/MND:

I. The RIS/MND Fails, As Mandatory Findings of Significance Are Required.
Under the CEQA Guidelines:

(a) A lead agency shall find that a project may have a significant effect on the environment
and thereby require an EIR to be prepared for the project where there is substantial
evidence, in light of the whole record, that any of the following conditions may occur:

(1) The project has the potential to: substantially degrade the quality of the
environment; substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species; cause a
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,; threaten to
¢liminate a plant or animal community; substantially reduce the number or restrict
the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species; or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.

(2) The project has the potential to achieve short-term environmental goals to the
disadvantage of long-term environmental goals.



(3) The project has possible environmental effects that are individually limited but
cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental
effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects.

(4) The environmental effects of a project will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirecily.

(CEQA Guidelines, § 15065(a}.)

The RIS/MND evades well-established issues that if appropriately documented and analyzed would
require mandatory findings of significance and in turn, a full EIR. The RIS/MND does not appear to
seriously incorporate written or verbal testimony from the public or the CADF&W. 1 explicitly laid these
issues out in my April 26, 2015 written comments, stating:

1) The CEQA checklist at the very end has a section entitled Mandatory Findings of Significance.
If any of the categories are met, this means an EIR must be drafted to reveal the potentially
environmentally significant issues, potential mitigants, and project alternatives. Given the
community has done a significant amount of research, a Focused EIR may be more appropriate.

Mandatory Findings of Significance (my response to each category italicized)

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

Yes, this has been addressed by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife Letter in 2013 as
potentially significant environmental issues (degrade environment quality, reduce habitat, threaten
to eliminate plant community).

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

Yes, given the duplexes across Mills Creek are zoned R2, they may seek R3 zoning if 1509 Ei
Camino gets built on the basis of achieving increased land utilization (notwithstanding the fuct
that creeks cannot be built upon). Also the Adeline Market Plaza and former Gas Station property
have been identified in prior housing elemenis as a potential development areas. The owners of
the Plaza in the future will likely use the height/massing/density/parking of 1509 ECR to argue for
a larger more density-intensive redevelopment which will also likely have environmental effects
(aesthetics, traffic, parking, environmental, etc). Finally the student population of Lincoln School
has increased since 2007 (and 2012 for that matter), Ray Park activities have increased, there is



now on-site after-school daycare (Champions, previously this was held at First Presbyterian) and
in practice there would be an effective doubling of vehicles needing parking at 1509 El Camino.
An EIR must take into consideration the impact on traffic/safety on the school and Ray Park
which is already well-established as having problems (TSPC committee tried to hear the issue in
2014, but could not reach a quorum due to 3 members living within the 1400-1500 blocks of
Balboa). Finally an EIR should require a new soils study based upon USGS Survey information
(2010-2011) that was not taken into consideration in 2007 soils study (velied upon by the
developer for subsequent applications), showing a high liquefaction susceptibility in a San
Andreas Shaking Scenario (vefer to prior comments on this, including USGS hazard shaking
maps).

Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Yes, traffic and sqfety avound Lincoln School of schoolchildren, creek wall failure (Wallach Creek
Flooding Video 1524 Balboa W), need for proper creek wall reinforcement to support « greater
load.

Subsequently developed information substantiates that a full EIR is mandatory, as:

1) New neighbors at property across Mills Creek performed work on the creek bed without prior City
approval, pouring concrete down the bank and into the a storm drain in an apparent attempt to
“shore up” the creek bank. However, as illustrated by photos the Wallachs submitted to the
Department of Public Works, this appears to have blocked the creek flow.

2) A sink-hole has developed next to the creek. Several earlier commentators addressed the issue of
soils subsidence (or “shrinking™) in drought conditions; this concern appears to now have
materialized. An EIR should require a new soils study to understand exactly what is occurring
with the continued erosion and appearance of a new sink hole,

II.  The RIS/MND continues to ignore prior (2007) Environmentally Significant Conditions
raised by the 2007 Planning Commission, members of the Community, and Developer
Himself (2007 Application).

While this most recent proposal project is considered a substantial revision of the 2012 project, neither
environmental conditions on the property nor potential impacts to the human environment have changed
in any way that would make development more favorable now than it would have been in 2007. In fact,
the school population of Lincoln and Ray Park activities have only increased, thereby increasing potential
impacts to traffic, safety, noise, and the like. The 2007 proposal, deemed un-approvable at the time
by the sitting Planning Commission, was smaller in size, and lower in height than this 2015
proposal,

*  Inthe 2007 application, the Developer’s justification for design at the time actually acknowledged
some of the environmental issues and circumstances we are raising today that were ignored in the
2012 and current (2015) project.



*  The environmental circumstances haven’t changed and still exist today vs. 2007.
* 2007 concerns and environmentally significant factors (per PC transcripts) were included in the
2011 staff report; they should also be inciuded/addressed in the even more important

Environmental Report.

*  Transcripts from 2007 application establish prior Planning Commission environmental concerns
on a smaller proposed project with respect to (direct quotes from Planning Commissioners):

1. Trees: “Burlingame values trees - trees should remain”

2 Aesthetics: “If project moves forward, rear two units need to be reduced to two stories; design should
respect transitions to adjacent neighborhoods.”

3 Aesthetics: “Additional work needs fo be done on massing.”
4 Aesthetics: “Spanish architecture doesn 't lend itself to a 3 story building .
5 Environmental/Neighborhood Concerns: “Applicant needs to address neighbors concerns.”

6 CEQA and Feasibility: "Maximizing developer § profit is not a reason for the Commission to
approve aq project,

*  Most of the reasons in applying for re-zoning in 2012 and 20135 by the developer were cut-and-
paste from the prior applications, with the exception of anything relating to appropriateness of
aesthetics, size/scale, and fitting with neighborhood. From the 2007 Application as written by
the developer, he actually acknowledged the environmental constraints of his own property. This
should be addressed by the Environmental Document:

I "“One single building would be overbearing in mass and bulk, as there are mostly smaller
buildings within the subject property.”

2 “Project would be in keeping with the character of smaller structures rather than one large one”

3 “2-Level Townhouse style with center open court is compatible design that is sensitive with
surrounding properties’scale).”

4 “Center Court allows light and air through/along the front and rear of the units and creates
an open pleasing entry to visitors.”

5 "Onedriveway going down to underground garage, hereby mitigating the commercial look of
the design”

6  “Large amounts of landscape”



7 "Feel that trellises (at front of property) give the best residential feel for the last impact on the
surroundings”

8  (Trellises) “provide a way fo soften hardscape of the building and add an esthetic and
DPleasing element with climbing vines to the frontage”

9 “Placement of trellises to be in front of the building rather than on the same plane of
structure or beyond makes for a more atiractive view”,

.  The RIS/MND Discussion on Traffic and Parking is Insufficient and Ignores all Substantive
Evidence Submitted by the Public and Acknowledged by TSPC.

The RIS/MND does not provide for an adequate parking study and the impacts of parking on the adjacent
streets (primarily Balboa). Using the developer’s own estimate of the number of cars on the existing
property (23-25 in the 2007 testimony), adjusting for the increased number of bedrooms, there would now
be a need to park 40-50 vehicles. Those vehicles will likely spill onto Balboa and Adeline.

Exacerbating that insufficiency, half of the 28 parking spaces would be for compact vehicles. This is
unrealistic in a building with two 1-bedroom units, two 2-bedroom units, and six 3-bedroom units.
The larger units will logically draw families, and logically, larger vehicles. Although the plan
nominally supplies the minimum number of parking spaces, the number of compact spaces is excessive.
The developer’s reliance on City inclusion zoning incentives does not excuse the City from adequately
analyzing the issue, and the zoning incentive has nothing to do with mitigation of obvious impacts. The
inclusion of so many compact spaces raises an issue of whether the parking will be sufficient for this
project’s needs and this issue is completely ignored by the RIS/MND.

The RIS/MND also makes no mention of the increased school population, increased traffic and safety
issues, and the increased park activities. The RIS/MND relies on the mumber of bedrooms, rather than the
nature of the proposed units (six new three-bedrooms) in assuming there would be no impacts. The
assumption “that the number school-age children residing at the project site would be reduced or,
conservatively, stay the same” (RIS/MND at p. 106) is frivolous.

The RIS/MND does not acknowledge that an increased number of cars parking at 1509 El Camino Real,
in order to North on El Camino Real, cannot safely make a left turn on E1 Camino Real, and the easiest
route would be to execuic a series of right turns (R->@EI Camino Real; R->@Adeline; R->@Balboa; R-
>@Ray; L<-@El Camino Real). In this process, the vehicles exiting 1509 El Camino would be going
against the school and Burlingame enforced flow of traffic during drop-eff and pick up (where
traffic only allowed fo travel east on Devereux and south on Balboa), and would expose the vehicles to 5
school crossing intersections.

Traffic and Parking concerns around Adeline, Balboa Ave, are widely known by members of the TSPC.
In fact, in 2013, the TSPC had agreed to hear the issue from concerned neighbors on the 1400 and 1500
blocks of Balboa (as all acknowledged it was an issue) but a quorum could not be reached as 3 of the
TSPC commissioners lived within 500 feet of the 1400 and 1500 Blocks of Balboa. The fact that the
TSPC acknowledged there is a problem with traffic, parking and safety around Lincoln School and Ray
Park, serves as expert opinion for purposes of CEQA in determining potential significant impacts.



IV. Parking is a CEQA issue; the RIS/MIND Does Not Acknowledge This Despite L.ocal Case Law.

Parking as a CEQA issue has been established by case law in Burlingame itself by a San Mateo County
judge in a ruling (Friends for Responsible Development vs. Burlingame School Districi).

To quote Judge Marie Weiner (Superior Court of San Mateo County): “we disagree with the broad
statement made in SFUDP [Reference to another Case] that parking shortage is merely a social
inconvenience and can never constitute a primary physical impact on the environment. As Taxpayers
[Case] notes, cars and other vehicles are physical objects that occupy space when driven and when
parked. Therefore, whenever vehicles are driven or parked, they naturally must have some impact on the
physical environment. The fact that a vehicle's impact may be only temporary (e.g., only so long as the
vehicle remains parked) does not preclude it from having a physical impact on the environment around it.
Therefore, as a general rule, we believe CEQA considers a project’s impact on parking of vehicles to be
a physical impact that could constitute a significant effect on the environment....” ““... Although the
Guidelines apparently do not specifically list parking as one of the potential impacts that must be
addressed. Rather they provide a same list of these impacts of projects that are most common and should
be addressed by lead agencies. [Citation.] The Guidelines expressly advise: Substantial evidence of
potential impacts that are not listed on this form must also be considered. [Citation.] Furthermore,

the guidelines include a section on transportation and traffic, which issues presumably include parking
issues, even though parking is not expressly listed. [ Citation.] ...” “...In regard to issues of parking and
traffic resulting from a proposed project, the agency and the Court are entitled to rely upon common
sense. LucasValley, 233 Cal.App.3d 130, 154 fn. 11....”

“In regard to traffic and parking issues, relevant personal observations by residents in the area are
evidence to be considered by the public agency. Leonoff; at pp. 1351-1352; OroFino, 225Cal. App.3d atp.
883. In order to forecast the increase in traffic resulting from opening an elementary school at the Project
the Traffic Study relied upon (i) a national survey, (i) vehicular rates from San Diego, and (iii) vehicular
rates based upon one K-8 private school in another county. (12 AR 185:6085.) No existing schools in San
Mateo County were used to develop traffic forecasts for the Project —not even schools in the geographic
area.”

3

“Deference cannot be given to findings of the public agency (that mitigation measures are effective)
where those findings "are not supported by substantial evidence or defy common sense." Gray v.
County of Madera (2008) 167 Cal. App Ath 1009, 1116.”

[End of Quotations; boldface emphasis added.]

Traffic and Parking issues exist with regard to the 1509 EI Camino Project, but the RIS/MND only relies
on generic traffic/trip generation statistics, no traffic study was conducted in Burlingame or the area,
absence of addressing this project’s impact on Lincoln School, Ray ParkTraffic/Parking, Park/
Neighborhood Parking and Traffic, and the RIS/MND suggests a decrease in trip generation despite the
number of bedrooms more than doubling. The RIS/MND conclusions and lack of addressing the impacts
that increasing the number of bedrooms from 12 to 24, reducing regular parking spaces in favor of
compact ones (despite more families more likely to live there and hence would have larger vehicles),



traffic safety around the School, Ray Park, and adjacent street all defies common sense, application of a
reasonable person standard, the substantive evidence provided by neighbors including personal
experience, the knowledge of the parking and traffic affected area of Balboa by the TSPC,

V. Trees.

The new RIS/MND acknowledges that the developer only plans to remove one of the seven protected
trees, and that it must obtain a tree removal permit, but fails to assess the project impacts on the trees to be
left in place. More specifically, there is no discussion of how excavation could affect root systems.
Appendix B is unchanged from the January 23, 2013 IS/MND, and the re-inclusion of that outdated
material (much of which concerns the void tree removal permit) signals a failure to fully consider this
issue adequately. Rather, there is a citation to the Municipal Code’s fencing and reforestation
requirements. This does not appear to be a good faith effort at proposing proper mitigation.

VL. Biological Resources ~Fish & Wildlife n Riparian Environment.

The Developer is still proposing installing a putting green and bocce court, which defies the
recommendations of the CDFW letter (for natural landscaping and preserving the Riparian Environment)
and will only serve to increase noise and reduce privacy to adjacent neighbors,

The current RIS/MND fails to address many critical issues raised by the 2013 CADF&W letter, as they
still exist even with reducing the project by one story and making the building footprint slightly smaller.

*  Per 2013 CA Fish & Wildlife (CDF&W) letter: Consiruction in riparian zone would reduce
overall habitat value of the stream zone, reduce overall habitat value of stream zone, decrease
biological integrity and function of viparian corridor, impact long-term viability of viparian
corridor and stream habitat, which in turn may impact aquatic and terrestrial species.

*  Development can increase sedimentation and pollution into Mills Creek (CDEW).

*  Loss of trees can increase solar radiation, reduce prey base and potentially modify the nutrients
that establish food chain (CDFW).

*  Non-native vegetation planted by new property owners could become established and potentially-
out-compete riparian vegetation (CDFW),

. CDFW recommends stream setback to be increased to minimize impacts on stream, riparian
habitat, and fish and wildlife resources that utilize those habitats.

Here, the developer continues to propose to build very close to the stream bank, Whereas the

September 4, 2012 Geotechnical Response (RIS/MND Appendix D) assumed the building would be at
least 20 feet from the creek bank, now the developer proposes to develop “3 to 17 feet from the top—of-
bank” (RIS/MND at p. 4), and “shared recreation space abutting the creck would be landscaped with trees
and small plantings and would include a wood arbor, barbeque and counter, fire pit, bocce court with
synthetic turf, and permeable paver walkways and patios” (id. at p. 21.) Despite CDF&W’s clear
articulation of this issue, the RIS/MND fails to consider the impacts of construction or recreational use of
the property within the riparian zone.



VL.  The RIS/MND Does Not Address Whether Impacts Will Be Mitigated To the Extent Feasible,
Nor Does It Consider Project Alternatives.

One must remember the main requirement of CEQA: to reduce significant impacts to the maximum extent
feasible. Developer feasibility is a critical issue that needs to be analyzed fully when discussing
mitigation strategies. In order to establish meaningful discussions on what is feasible in terms of
development from both the community and developer’s perspective, I have prepared an economic
valuation analysis of potential property development incorporating information from local multi-family
builders, estimated construction costs from 1226 El Camino Real { Burlingame Permit Archives) and
other multifamily properties (City of Burlingame Building Permit Database), and local real estate agents,
to arrive at estimated multi-family all-in construction costs (at contractor level) of approximately $300 per
finished square foot (this includes unfinished garage space and parts of the structure, e.g. outdoor
balconies). I have also accessed the MLS to ascertain recent comparable sales and asking prices for new
condo construction in Butlingame (which are actually in the midst of rising substantially) on a per
finished square foot basis, which is assumed to be approximately $700 for newer construction.

Our analysis also includes an alternative opportunity cost NOI (Net Operating Income) and Capitalization
Rate (Cap Rate) approach used by the Institutional Investment Community for Commercial Real Estate
and Multifamily Real Estate Investment Trusts (REITS).

The following analysis establishes my belief that the property may be developed profitably even with a
50% reduction in total square footage (from the 2012 proposal, or another 25%-30% from the 2015
proposal); with profitability being defined as unlevered Return on Investment (ROI), and resulting in a
final sale valuation greater than the point of theoretical “indifference” (i.e., keep renting out property as
is) using the NOI approach, which values the existing property at $3.7MM vs. the $6.56MM value
achieved at 9,300 square feet of living space). With unleveraged return on initial investment of ~33-50%
(if leverage were used, the return on equity would be even greater), we believe that a significantly
downsized project can still earn a very profitable return on investment.

Allprnative #1 Dovolap and Soil Gondos

Bevolopmant Ecenomles - Bquara Fact Radustian (%)
Initial (2012) Preposal 2G% =30, «A0% ~50% i) %

Ttal Finished Living Sgusre Footage 3.7 18,598 16,273 13,848 11,524 208

Falr Marke! Valse Par Sy, Ft. k] mo 5 a5 W s e 5 w0 5 oo
Total Falr Markot Value 5 |20 134098,920 § 11,391,030 § 0,763,740 % B 138450 & G,549,180
AlkIn (LivingiGaragn/Public Arca) Construction Cost Por 8i.| § M0 3 w3 D 5 G I W 5 306
Toted Cona truation Cost H 6474100 5 5579280 3§ 4801070 § A4 480 B 34470650 2 2,785,640
Total Langd Cost § 2400000 B 2100000 S 2100000 § 2100000 § 2100000 § 2,100,000
Total Uinlpvered Oost 3 BOF4100 8 7478280 B BAB1.070 5 5204460 8 5,587,050 5§ 4,860,840
bnleverod Profit § 7,456,800 &  5339,040 8 4408160 $ 370,280 § 2,548.400 § 1,619,520
tinlevered Tofa! Return on Invos tmont 5% 0% Bi% §5% 4834 204




Allernative # 2 - Continue as income Producing Proporty

Fair Market Rent Per Month 5 1,400
# of units b
Total Rent per Month § 16,400
Per Year {x 12) 5 184,800
Maintenanee Cost/Year (6% per annum) 3 {11,088}
Property Taxes ] (23, 730)
Annuel Net Operating Ineome (NOR 3 149,882
Capltalzation Rate* S .000%:
Curront Falr Market Yalue § 3.695.!3_00

* Azaumas BOSL LTV 65 A25% [Phme + 195) Hoquirad Ratum on Equty of 8%

We have several developers on the Planning Commission, some of whom have experience with multi-
family housing and know the profitability and costs quite well. 1have spoken to two developers (who are
not members of the PC) privately, from which I derived my financial analyses. When using leverage
(construction loan -~ mortgage), the return on investment (equity) is quite favorable. In short, the building
size can be further reduced and this can still be rendered a feasible project that can return in excess of not
doing anything to the property. In 2007 a smaller proposal, with two buildings (more buildings have
more corners and are more expensive) and underground parking (adds about $1MM to the total
cost of project this size) was deemed feasible.

VII. Land Use & Planning: Re-Zoning of R2 Lot Containing a Creek to R3 and Merging the Two
Parcels (R2 and R3) Inteo One R3 Lot.

The RIS/MND provides an insufficient reason as to why R2 parcel containing a creck needs to be merged
with an R3 parcel. The only seemingly logical reason to build a larger building and to sell more valuable
2 and 3-bedroom condos. The R2 lot contains a creek and is logically unbuildable.

*  Density (defined by zoning ordinance purposes) by number of units is declining, Current R3
parcel has 11 units on .35144 Acres for a Unit/Acre ratio of 31.035. Combining R2 and R3 parcel
resuits in 10 units on .4461 acres, for a Unit/Acre ratio of 22.41. Is it logical to up-zone an R2
parcel to R3 when overall project density (defined by zoning ordinance) is declining? The number
of bedrooms is increasing, but this does not seemed to be addressed by Burlingame Zoning
Ordinances.

*  R2to R3 zoning may induce domino effect of further developments—i.e. developer wants to build

larger building, so gets rezoned (cumulative impact to Adeline Market Plaza and Duplexes across
the Creek)

. The City need to more fully examine the reasons why a lot counting a creek is rated R2 versus R3
(title analysis and history of Burlingame zoning required). It would togically follow that the R2
portion is R2 because there is a creek on the parcel. There should be demonstrable evidence that
the R2 zoning of the creek parcel was an error, as the developer alleges (i.c. was never recorded).



Burlingame’s own Housing Element report has an appendix referencing a working group which
has identified Adeline Market as a potential mixed-use residential and commercial
redevelopment. Any potential cumulative effects of development (which would make developing
this property ‘easier’ through precedence)’ should be considered in an EIR.

VIIL. Rooftop Common Area.

The RIS/MND still refers at page 98 to a rooftop common area, which we were not in favor of, was taken
out and is not contained in the plans. Again, is yet another an indication of cut-and-paste mentality by the
City’s hired consultants.

IX.

Congruence of Construction Scheduling vs. Completion of Wildlife Studies.

Some of the mitigation measures and new conditions raise a question of when construction realistically
can go forward relative to wildlife studies, construction moratoria for nesting, etc. This is more of a
practical matter.

X.

Aesthetics.

The 1500 block of and longer stretch heading south on EI Camino pas the hospital is
fundamentally and introduction to a residential neighborhoods (Ray Park, Easton Addition, and
Burlingame Village neighborhood) Lincoln School, Ray Park, and the “tunnel of trees”. It is a
bucolic setting defined by trees and 1-2 story structures (pictures in MND itself establish this).
Currently, the existing 1509 EI Camino property cannot be seen from the Faston, Ray Park, and
Burlingame Village neighborhoods and is properly scaled for being next to a creek, wildlife
habitat, a grove of trees, and completely directly abutted by one story buildings in an R1
neighborhood. The neighbors on the Balboa side abutting the property would have significant
privacy degraded due to the 2-story differential of their houses compared to this project. From the
rear, the building, for lack of better terminology, looks like a box, painted bright beige (stucco),
with very little articulation, and is more reminiscent of a smaller version of large multi-family
buildings around downtown Burlingame, Broadway, or Millbrac. Across the street, are two-story
single family homes and across Adeline is a low slung 2-2.5 story apartment building in subdued
gray tones, and just south of 1509 El Camino Real is a one-story market plaza.

In 2007 Application, developer himself states that a 2 story design is right for the neighborhood. In
the 2011 Application, this commentary was completely absent in wake of asking for a conditional
use permit to build 2-3 stories higher.

Planning Commissioners have acknowledged that property is part of 3 neighborhoods: ECR,
Balboa/Adeline, and Albemarle.

CEQA guidelines require that any negative impact on “aesthetics” is deemed a “significant
environmental impact” per se.

Attached photos from the 1512 Balboa side show a negative aesthetic impact. While this new
proposal is better than four stories, it still significantly infringes on privacy.

The renderings in the RIS/MND, only show the most favorable angles (despite this being pointed
out the last time).



Size/mass of building coupled with the violation of privacy by having units look into the backyard

of reduces the comfort of the neighborhood by detracting a sense of ownership and control
residents have over their environment.

XI.  Proposed Conditions for Approval.

I believe the following steps need to be taken in order to render this project workable from an
environmental, aesthetic, safety, and neighborhood perspective.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

The failing creek bank must be repaired. This is simply a matter of safety for the 1509 El
Camino residents as well as the surrounding neighbors, The Wallachs at 1524 Balboa have
sent the City of Burlingame footage of a flood that nearly damaged their property and have
provided several pictures, and raised problems with the head of Public Works, who agreed with
the assessment of the failing bank wall. Now, a sinkhole has developed. (Appendix 2.) The
CDE&W, as the expert agency, and the developer’s own environmental consultant (in 2007)
also recommended repair of the bank,

The 2013 CDF&W letter recommended that natural landscaping and vegetation be used to
reduce runoff into the creek and to help sustain the riparian habitat. A putting green and
bocce court hardly qualify as natural/native landscaping. Given this and the concerns
surrounding noise, these should be removed and perhaps a community garden (growing
vegetables/herbs) put in its place. This also raises the question of what demographic being
served by this proposed condo? When one thinks of 3-bedroom units, one thinks of families/
children and are putting greens and bocce courts geared toward family friendly activities?

Screening trees should be provided to in the rear and south side of the property to better
provide privacy to neighbors and break up the massing. I have included renderings performed
by the Developer/the City (Appendix 1). Also, the developer mentions that he will provide
screening trees but they do not appear on the plans. The trees chosen should be tall and of
relatively fast growth.

The rear third story units need either to be set back more, or other significant changes to
the massing/improving articulation is needed. This building appears to the neighbors and
the neighborhood as a ‘box” and literally looks siraight down into the yard/windows of one of
the neighbors (renderings provided as Appendix 1). Given the insufficient parking issues, I'm
in favor of reducing the setback of the third story in the rear.

Increase the amount of effective parking relative to building size: Too many compact
spaces for too few 1 and 2 bedroom units. The 3 bedroom units will mostly require larger
spaces (SUVs) because families will likely live there. Pofential solutions include: reducing the
number of units on the 3rd story (for greater setback from the rear), converting more units to
two bedroom, converting more parking from compact to full size or combination thereof. The



6)

7)

8)

9)

most realistic solution that would address most issues is a reduced building size on the 3rd
story, but again these need to be analyzed fully.

This proposal is effectively a de novo proposal and given all neighbor concerns, this should go
through Design Review to address design issues as well as receive valuable input from the
Planning Commission.

The developer should also contribute something for the public safety of Lincoln School and
Ray park, specifically: (a) speed limit sign on Balboa at the Way/Ave School Crossing (Your
Speed is XXX); (b) flashing reflector crosswalk at the School Crossing; (¢) possibly, a stop
sign on Ray and Balboa for those traveling down Ray toward El Camino; (d) costs of
“permitted parking” program for the City of Burlingame to mitigate impacts on residents of
additional parking demand; (¢) a study on reducing the speed limit on the adjacent block of
Balboa Avenue to 20 mph (25 mph for residential areas is a prima facie law, it can be lowered
when appropriate). (See Appendix 3 (school day traffic on Balboa Avenue; park use).)

I think this needs to be a high quality “Burlingame Building” in the rear just as much as the
front, with articulation, offset massing, additional detail, enhanced foliage (screening
trees or trellises). If Spanish architecture is to be maintained (not ideal in my opinion), T
highly recommend the use of “reclaimed” terra cotta mission barrel tiles. It has been used
on some homes and really helps conceal the newness of buildings and helps attenuate the
massing (there is a home on Poppy Drive which is a great example of this). Other forms of
architecture including brick/stone in more earthy tones may be more appropriate to help reduce
the bright beige box-like nature of the building from the rear and sides (the part that affects
neighbors the most). '

We need an “all clear” from the CDF&W that the building is at a suitable distance away
from the creck, that the creek bank has repaired, there is native landscaping, and satisfaction of
all issues raised by the CDF&W report in 2013,

10) Insertion of Adequate Sound Wall per neighbor requests(not addressed in RIS/MND and

not apparent from plans in RIS/MND).

11) The Building Department should require a soils study to bore down to the point of the piers

(not done in prior study), to require a sufficiently foundation, due to the proximity to the creek,
as this is a high damage probability liquefaction zone (per FEMA maps, San Andreas Shaking
scenario, information thai was provided subsequent to the soils study done in 2007). Also, the
development of a sinkhole on the property, in addition to prior comments from the public on
the issue of soils subsistence in drought conditions, essentially requires that what is going on
with the soil needs to be fully understood.

12) Adoption of Mitigation Measures Proposed by other residents (Refer to Letters of Pat

Giorni, Ann and Paul Wallach, Samantha MacPhail, and Nina Weil), which includes the
posting of a surety bond ($100,000 recommended amount) for the remaining protected trees.



Thank you for your consideration,
/s/ Mark Haberecht

Mark Haberecht
1505 Balboa Ave,
Burlingame, CA 94010

** This correspondence is hereby incorporated in the official public record for the proposed
project at 1509 EI Camino Real and its successors and assigns**



Appendix I: Photos Renderings. Sereening trees would improve the loss of privacy at 1512 Balboa




Appendix IT: Sinkhole developing at 1509 El Camino Real
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Appendix 3: Traffic during Lincoln pick-up and Ray Park Activities

Vehicle going against traffic flow rules

Ray Park Parking/Traffic Situation
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Begin forwarded message:

From: Mark <mhabs@eomeast net>

Subject: Fwd: All our Parking/Traffic comiments
Date: December 13, 2015 4t 5:11.27 PM PST

To: Mark Haberecht <gnhabs@comcast.net>

Begin forwarded message:

Frova: Mark <mhabs@comeast.net>

Subject: Al eur Parking/Traffic comments
Diate: December 13, 2015 at 5:10:00 PM PST
To: Barbara Lyons <blyonslaw@email.com>

ki Barbara, tthink this constitutes the bulk of our letters about traffis/parking to the TSRO
and Planring Commission '

Haberecht Letler to TSRO

thogin forwarded message:

......

Subject; Balboa Avenue Parking, Trafflc, and Safety issues followup lefter
. Dale: Seplember 12, 2013 at 2:18:18 PM POT
To: fapo@burlingame org

Dear Traffic, Gafety & Parking Commissionsrs:

Thank yeu for taking info considaration my parking, traffic, and safety
soncerns in the neighborhaod stated in my letter dated August 18, 2013.

| saw the Parking Gommission Agenda for 911202013 and Uwould like to

2i2?

clarify two iterms:

1) The parking lssues are at the 1500 bioak of Balboa Ave and Balbos
Way (! incorractly stated 1504 and 1800 blooks in my istter)

2) My name is Mark Haberachi, not Mark Habs as was indicated on the
Aganda.

Since schoot has begun, my concerns with parking and sefety in the
neighbartivod has only infensified given the sircliment increase at
Lineoln and the traffic/parking issues intensifying, This letter is a more

]
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comprenensive review of the key parking, traffic and safaty issues along
the 1500 Block of Balboa (and perpendicular streets), pictures 've taken
of various parking and traffic problems, and a surnmary of racent public

commentary provided by City of Burlingamea during the CECGA comment
period for the last proposed 1508 E! Caming project.

Frequast that the City of Burlingame perform a nelghborhood traffic and
parking study and examine ways to mitigate increasing parking sroblems
along the 1500 block of Balboa Ave/way including Permitied Parking as
one of the rmiligants to parking, traffic and safety issues. Heavily utilized
parking also affects traffic flows which are also problematic in the area
{especially In interfering with the Linzoln flow of fraffic) and aiso present
safety lssues (cars trying to pass by each other), challenges o garbage
can collection, and safety of children not seeing oncoming cars dus o
aver-parked areas.

This requast is based upon the following;

1) My own experiences with parking problems, including being
parked in my driveway, frucks that aren't part of the nelghborhosd, and
nymerous complaint 1o the Buriingame PL sbout long-term overnight
parking. There sgams to be much more city official attention ang
enforcement in Burlingame Park (which has permitted parking) vs the
nerthern part off of £ Caming., A prime example of this was when our
driveway was blocked by a viclating car. the parking enforcament officer
took over 45 mins fo get to our house, and | understand why, because he
wasg driving one of the Burlingame parking "golf carts” acrose Ef Caming
0 get to ug and through the Baston Nelghorhond along Balboa.

| allse began 1o take pictures of the parking probiem and violations that
oocur on a daily basis {(and my neighbors can attesl io many many more
exarmnles) and Buringame PD records will algo indicate numeroys
complaints. Please find the Tollowing pictures that exempiity the kinds of
things we see every day: &) Slation wagon blocking acoess to our
driveway, Burlingame parking had to be comtactad; b) Truck coversd in
Graffili thal was partizlly parked in fire zone; ¢} our vahicle blockad in by
truck in front of it
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2} Trafic congestion coming down Adeline crossing
Corterifdeline, Due to sohool lefting out, the Balboa and Curtex
intarsections e aiso highly congested. Below, find pioture of trafhic just
beyond Cortez, which is bumper to bumper passing Balboa unfil &
Gamino

3] Ray Park Aclivities have increased. Ray Park activities go on for
approximately 8 months of the year beginning in February and running
though the 279 week of November (Girls Softbali, summer Camp, Fafl
Ball Soccer, Aler-Schoo! Burtingame Community Enrichment
programs{after-school for 1K-8). During this timeframe activities rup
Monday-Friday from 3-8 pm and Baturdays from Sam-Spm, with some
avents on Sundays

4} Any further muiti-family development El Camino Real is only
golng to ncrease parking/ traffic and safety issues. While the
recently proposad 1508 EOR development, on which saveral neighbors
have commented upon publicly, is betng pui on hokd pending further
developer revislons, any increases in the density and changes in the
demographics residents at the proverty is likely going to incragse fraffic
in the area and confiict with Lincaln school traffic patterms and subject
children to more vehicies over § school crossings. Any development
aleng on the 1509 €1 Carnine Real property will be subject to CEQA
revigw, which includas 2 review of fair arguments brought up by
nefghbors on parking, teffic snd other safety concemns |

B) Naighborhood comments from multiple residents acknowledge
the axiting parking and safety challenges. | have forwarded to you the
responsa o the proposad Mitigated Negative Declaration on the 1808
Projet from the public documents provided by the City of Burlingams
and the following are comments as pertain to the exlsiing parking
situation,

Konrad & Christina Habell, 1509 Balboa (Feb 17, 2013), "My
sxperience of tiving on Balboa Ave for a dozen years is that we
experience Iofs of overllow parking, both from Adeline Plaza empiovees
as well as current Bl Camino apartments/condos with insufficient parking
garages.”

Carole Hall Gilmore (Feb 16, 2013). “To Increase raffic in the already
crowded area of Adeling and & Camino by adding muttiple famify

5127

OWSINGE. IS nECiEntEb.”

Willierny Cerna and Donna Lema-Ceme, 1457 Balboa { Feb 18,
20113} “Parking i already inadsquate and 8 big problem in the area with
an always busy park and school in very close proxinty”.

Gabriet Dalporte, 1453 Balboa (Feb 16, 2013y The infersection of &

Camino and Adeiing is afready highly congested”,. Balboa is already
tightly packed with cars from the other apartment cormplexss.”

1
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Ning Weil, 1520 Balboa (Feb 12, 2013): "We are afresdy considerably
impacted by the multinle schoo! raffic and Linceln school perking, Ray
Fark traffic and parking as well 85 El Caming residents using Balbos Ave
for off-streal parking. | have an extremely difficult time getting in and out
of my driveway during schocl drop off and pick-up hours arid when there
are activities at Ray Park nine months of the vear.”

Doriald Mitchell and Yan Ma, 1512 Balboa (Fab 20, 20133, “Today,
parking along Batboa Avenue is not always readily avaifable to residents
in front of their homes.  This is particulanly burdensome on irash and
recycling days when we cannot put our cang out in the streat and must
leave tham on the curb or sidewall.”

Samantha and Archibald MacPhal, 1516 Baiboa (Feb 20, 2018)
Numarous excerpts:

| personally know several peopla who have had seripus problems with
accidents af both Adeline and ECR and well as at Ray Drive and ECR.. .
Parking in the area of the proposed buiidings s sevarsly limited and has
bean an issue for 8 fong tfima™:

“Already our streels are grossly inedeguate to the needs of e Jocal
residents for parking. People fiving in the apartments nearby find it a
good place fo put their cars when they do now have a paridng space of
thair own. Often such space is reduced by their need o store blkes or
belohgings in the allutted parking spacas and they cannot find another
place to store things. 5o their cars ars "storred” on the stresl..”

"People working in o visiting the Adefine Markel complex alsu use our
sireel for parking”

"Sume peaple find it conveniant fo park thelr car on Balboa or Albermarts
and take & cab lo the airport,”

"Whan Ray Fark.. hosts sporting events ang other activities, which
occur 8-8 monihis of the year, parking is impossible at imes as is simply
navigating through the crovwded straet ™

"The Eagton Addition also s home to the Faston Branch Library. The
market increase in students locally is folfowed by the increase in divers
as well as pedestrians, whose ease of movement and safely need (o be
ponsidered, as do the needs of the residents for acopss fo the streels for
their own use. ft1s especially intense In the morning and affer school
and during the evening rush hour”

“Pedestrians and bicyolisls are exposed o very dense traflic, especially
in froni of the entrance W Ray Park, used for access {o the school. The
streat In front of the park is wider than the older part of Balboa, ..as it
passes in frant of the park, crealing a blind spot. People driving seuth on
Balboa often spaed they come down Balboa Way in front of the park and

...3e surprised then they drive around the curve and are confronted with

6/37

LA

hie narrower streat of Balhow Ave in front of theemn.

“‘Balboa Ave Is made more narrow by the many cars parked on it a8 its
dimensions were decioed when the original Easton Addition was
devslopad versus Balboa Way, part of the more recent development of
Ray Fark which [s much wider. This has resulted in many near misses
and the death recently of & large dog which was on a leash but managed
to sfip out betwesn fwo cars...”

12
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" aun confronted dadly with the risk that one takes on leaving the
driveway hers.”

"People coming from Adeling often drive very fast when they come
around the comear and pose additional risk.”

"Accompanying these inbuilt risk factors is the heavy use of Balbows as &
thraugtway for the many drivers who don't want {0 be delayed by the
light at Adeline and ECR and the heavier traffic of Ef Camino. Belhoa s
a tempting targel, lying within a short block of ECR and paraliel to

it. This includes many comrmercial vehicles as well as peopie living in
the general neighborhood. The use of Balboa in fleu of ECR and for
parking continues south of Adeline ss well and poses problems for those
residents also”.

8) Speeding is far too provalent on Balboa. | recommend a radar
speed test be performed to provide evidence of how fast cars are really
aoing on Baibos,

7} Other conjested neighbarboods, such ag Burlingame Park have
permitted parking. Given the record of parking and traffic problems,
there Is no reagon why permitied parking can't help reduce the number
of vehicles and improve trash collecting, child safety, enter/egress of
drivaways.

g} Accldent and lability risk management and mitigation: In
unfortunate event of someone being harmed due to & preventable traffic
accident caused whole or in part, with the parking, safety, and traffic
Issues discussed above, not acting upon toncemns raised by the public
could expase the City of Burlingame 1o litigation, particularly if nothing
was done (o address citizen concerns on the raffic, safety, and parking
concerns brought forth by neighbors, As a father of twe young children, |
feel very strongly about their safety on Balboa Ave.

Thank yvou for your time and consideration,

Mark Haberecht
1506 Balbon Ave

Wallach Letter fo Parks & Rec

Begin forwarded messags:

From: Ann Wallach <gnirosswiatinats
Subject Re: Ray Park
Date: June 24, 2016 at 3:45:00 AM PDY

13
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To: "PARKS/REC-Barry, Tin" «harv@budingame, orge, "PARKSREC.

[ N .

<fspoibburingame.org>

Ce: "MGR- Goldman, Lisa” <igoidman@burlingame,org», "COUNCIL-Nagel,
Terry" <inagei@buringame.ang>, "COUNCIL-Ortiz, Ricarde"

Repiy-Tor Ann Wallach <annresswibait. nat>

Dear Mr. Barry

Thank you for your swift reply to my concerns regarding last weelk
end's tournament. | do understand that there are complications
involved in staging such & large event, and appreciate the
measures taken already to mitigate the negative impacts on our
neighborhood. Itls ironic, perhaps, that this vear seemed even
more disruptive than in the past. On a positive note, | did notice
that, at least in the case of our driveway, there were no egregicus
auto overiaps, as has been the case in the past.

My concerns come down to two: Somehow ensuring that local
folks will feel comfortable using the park during this weekend,
especially those who don’t have their own garden to enjoy when
weather cooperates so beautifully, and lessening the traffic
impact. Your plans for the future sound good. | very much like
that neighborhood notice will be reinstated, and that specific drop
off and pick up places for the girls will be provided,

Three days is a pretty long period for this level of neighborhood
disruption. in terms of traffic, Balboa i5 already among the more
heavily trafficked streets in the city.  Might thera not be a way to
provide ample parking off site for the soft ball families, with
provision for local families to be able to park near their

homes? Restrict traffic to one way flow for the duration to
eliminate the numerous turnaround attempts? Free hot dogs?
ust joking. ).

Anyway, 1 do appreciate vour Interest and rasponse to my
comments. [ wauld welcome a continuing dialog as time goes by,
and as the next tournament approaches.

y

Ann Wallach

On Tuesday, June 23, 20185 423 PM, "PARKS/REC-Barry, Tim"
<tharry@Bbuningaime.org> wrote:

Good Afternoon Mrs. Wallach,
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Thank you so much for your e«nail regarding your concerns about
the 24" annual Billle Sue Father's Day Girls Fastpitch that was
held over the waekend at Ray Park, Franklin Field and Taylor
Fiela in Mittorae. This all voluntser memarial tournament is the
pinnacle of the Burlingame Girls Softball season whers teams
from all over the Bay Ares including Oakland, Santa Clars,
Pleasanton, Sunnyvale, Benicia, Belmont, Millbrag and Foster City
participats.

Ye truly understand and are empathetic about the negative
impact that tournament had on you, your neighbors and the
surrounding Ray Park neighborhood. Over the 24 years of the
twurnamaent the Buringame Girls Softball board continually works
o lessen the impaci (0 the neighbors of Ray Park, This year on &l
fiyers, posters, banners and website materigl the BGS board
stressed to all feams, manager's and players the foliowing:

& Be respectiul of the neighbors around the Ray
Fark neighborhood

& Show good sportsmanship at all times

» nsarve all parking signs

® Lion't block driveways

ine pianning for this ysar tournament Burfingams Girls Sofiball and
City staff made the foliowing changes:

e A purposefil reduction of six teams In the
division that plays at Ray Park which led {o twelve
fower gamas over the weekend

* Beheduling of games avery two hours 1o reduce
the number of feams ardving and leaving for games
simuttansously

# Recreation Staff on-site during the tournament to
make sure driveways ware not blocked and people
followed park rides

s Builingame Police alerted of the event and made
pariodic patrols of Ray Park and the surrounding
neighhorhecd

City Staff and the Burlingame Glrls Softbad! board are always
witling to explore new ways to reduce the impact {o the Ray Park
neighborhood. | would walcome the opporiunity to discuss with
you possible ways o alleviate some of the congestions of this
tournament,

927

iy early brainstarming. concerning next year Lhave several
possible new resolutions to implement next year,;

* Burlingame Girds Softball will be required to
notice neighbors 300 fest from the park of tha
upcoming tournament and provide & complete game
scheduls,

) Develop an official, safe drop-off location for
parents to unload plavers and equipment to mitigate
traffic congastion.

15
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] Levelop a traffic plan with the Burlingame Police
Department to incraase traffic flow,

8 Schedule Parks and Recreation steff 10 be on-
site during the entire tournament.

| ook forward to hearing from you and wouid welcome the
opportunity to meet you at the park to discuss additional options to
reduce the traffie congestion during the Bilie Sue Tournament.

Tim Barry

Recreation Supervisor

City of Burlingame Parks and Recraation Department
850 Burlingamea Ave |

Burlingame, CA 84010

650-558-7315{office)

850-558-73149({fisld condition line)

B50-596-7216(fax)

From: PARKS/REC-Glomstad, Margarst

Sant: Tuesday, June 23, 2015 914 AM

Tou ‘Ann Wallach', TSPCEAButingame, org

Co: PARKS/REC-Barry, Tim; MGR- Goldman, Lisa
Subjest: KE: Ray Park

Goad Morning Mrs, Wallach,

L am sorry for the inconvenience you exparienced over the
weekend. Supervisor Tim Barry (copied) is looking into the
problems you raised in your emall below and will provide options
to alleviate them for fultre tourmaments. Ha will be contacting you
to get addiional information.

t appreciate you taking the time to contact me with your concerna.
Margaret Glomstad

Parics and Recreation Director

City of Burlingame

{(B50) 5587307

Slan up for alaws

10127

From: Ann Wallach [maiitoannirosswidatt net]

Sent: Monday, June 22, 2015 2:25 PM

To: FARKE/REC-Glomsiad, Margarel TSPCEBurinazme ora
Subject: Ray Park

With all due respect:
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Thirty years ago we were well aware that the home Paul and
| chosge was on a street which included Ray Park. We
expected that the park would draw people to our street, We
were also aware that little girs’ softball games took place
here, and of the additional episodic car and pedestrian traffic
generated by nearby schools, However, over the years,
more and more numerous and more slaborate events have
been scheduled to take place in the park. Last weekend
was three days of utter madness.

The girls’ softball games used io be an enjoyable pastime for
averyone. We liked to walk over, get a hotdog (V11), and
watch the little girls play ball, everyone having a good time. 1t
was neighborly, Now the size, number and tenor of these
events have become a major imposition on the
neighborhood. To the strangers who come here now and
use the park and streets during these events, we naighbors
are simply “thern.” We are mersly the peopla

whose neighborhood they speed through, whosa
landscaping they trammel, whosa vards collect their
leavings.

Yestarday, on Fathers’ Day, in order to visit with their
neighborhood dads, families were forced 10 park & block or
more away (how was it on your street?), as other people
took over the area for the third day in a row. Other dads had
fo fight the crowds just o take their kids to the

playground. And forget the tenants of ECR apartments who
might have planred to use the park for thelr own Dad’s
celebrations. Scheduling of this event on this auspicious day
clearly took precedence over consideration for anyone

else. We weren't even alered. -

Even more serious, the traffic was just plain dangerous. For
thres days it was mayhem as people dropped off, picked up,
double parked, waited, circled, tried to squeeze info too
small spaces, and zoomad into driveways to turn sround, In
their haste to nab that rare open spot, it appearad that the
laat thing on drivers' minds was safety. The sheer numbers
meant common counesy and atientiveness went out the
window, On Saturday it culminated in a crash that sent at
least one person 1o hospitel. What if, at that particular
morment, instead of a stopped vehicle, it had baen a child

11727

WHO A TRE IMPErinente 10 geri s0mesna’s ured
way? This small neighborhood can't handie the kind of
raffic and congestion that this event generated. Under
ordinary circumstances it is dangerous enough for its many
pedestrians because of the large numbers of people who
use Balboa to bypass the sigrals on ECR.  You know who
YOou are.
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S0, my guestion fo you is this:  How much more are the
narrow streels around Ray Park expected (o

handie? Forget police presence, and forget letlers

home. They've been tied before, They work for about a
rrinute. Bverts such as Billy Sue have grown way 100 large
for this neighbiorhood. The small parking area allotted {o the
park and the limited street parking wera never intendad 1o
handle the size and comings and goings of such

crowds. Burlingams can't be that hard up for every last
penny from park revenue, that the safely and peace of mind
of its citizens should be put into such jeopardy. How else
couid you describe what ocourred this past

weekend? Seriously?

Reasonable and equitable use of the park on weekends, and
the safety of pedestrians at all imes need to be brougnt
back into focus,

Ann Wallach

MacPhail Ledter (o TEPC (Oot 8, 2013)

| was talking with a marn who lives at Balboa and Hillside who had the
same concerns re traffic and parking that we on the 1500 block of Balboa
do. He would also like 10 have permit parking. They also get & ot of
apariment and airport parking, He commented on the rad curbs at the
corneys thers and said they do help in keeping the traffic moving safsly,
Re: Balbca and Ray: 1 had been thinking thal one of the reasons people
cut the corner when they turm lefl onto Balboa heading west from Ray is
that ofter there is & car parked right at that corner, and there is no room
for their car o gtay in the correct lane. They are forced into oncoiming
fraffic heading north on Balboa. D would think that painting that comer (the
SW) red might provide rore room for such fums, | feel strongly that there
should be a four way stop at Ray and Balboa, with yellow crosswalks, as
this is g heavily traveled corner with both padestrian and vehicular traffic,
including bicycles. As we have commentad before - Balboa serves as a

ECR, and thus thare is considerably more traffic here than on most of the
neighboring straets. Delivery frucks as well as extremsly large
constriction vehicles often use our street - and so do the paramedics who
eome fo the aid of our neighbors.  And of course, wa welcoms the fire
dept personnel, as they are some of the cities true heroes,

Also - at ECR and Ray: You can't always asceriain when it is safe to tum
laft onto ECR from Ray and Rosedale on the other side. People get
anxinus and take risks in "stealing” a left hand turm going novth on ECR L

18
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think part of this. is confusion because the comers are 5o saverely off
set. And often there ars so many cars heading west onte Ray that drivers
get impatient, thinking they will not be able to make any left hand turn at
all. Fourway left hand tumn signais at that corner would maks a lot of
sense, as they would sort cut priorities for each direction and aid in
keeping the flow of traffic on ECR going north and south as well as east
and west on Rosedale-Ray.

Thanks you for your consideration.

Samantha MacPhail 1516 Balboa Ave, Burlingame, CA  65(-342-0350

Begin forwarded message:

From:; "TSPC@Buringame.org” <igpc@burlinpame.ores>
Date: Sepiember 8, 2013, 11:21:56 AM PDT

Subject: FW: Traffic safety issues

ANNROSEW@ATTNET

13727
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Begin forwarded message,
Dear Conunissioners

I have no idea how many eity blocks exist
in Burlingame. However, with few exceptions, and the
commercial areas, little consideration appears to have been given
to the fact that not all blocks are used in similar manner, This is

M
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dangerous, and alse shortchanges citizens on certain blocks in
terms of expected services.

[ive on the 1500 block of Balboa Avenue. It has myriad
features which distinguish it from most other blocks in the
city, which impact quality of life and safety on our street:

Lincoln School pedestrien and vehicular traffic

o BIS students heading home or to Adeline Market for a

snack

o Ray Park and children’s playground pedestrian and

vehicular traffic
o Girls’ softball parking, pedesirian and vehicular waffic
Extensive day and night overflow parking from El Camino
Real apartments and condominiums

o Long term parking by out of town individuals looking to
save airport taxicab fares. This is getting to be more
prevalent as word appears o have gotten around that this is
a smart, safe and economical thing to do.

o Resistance by local residents to use garages and driveways

for their vehicles :

o Use of Balboa, which parallels E! Camino, i avoid traffic

signals, especially the longer Adeline

Avenue signal. Much of this traffic travels fast, As an
example, a while ago a dog - on its leash - stepped out
between two cars preparatory o ¢rossing Balboa with its
owner, and was hit by a cav in front of Ray Park. Although
1 did not see the incident itsetf, | know the car had to be
speeding because the dog, o German shepherd, was ripped
out of its collar and thrown 30 feet to land at my cwb. 1
heard the impact and its soreamy. [t died there, § turned
out the driver was non-local, and late for work,

For there to be serious injury or worse, all it would take is a
momentary lapse of attentivensss on the part of g child or adult,
because when not impeded by all the activities which take place on
this street, most traffic speeds through,

Some Wednesdays, all the parked cars make 1t difficult to find
a place to put out trash cans, except in front of our
driveways. Then as we leave home in the morning, we have to
first move the cans, back out the car, and Jook for our own place to
park while we replace the cans,

19127

Somewhere in our tax bills, we are charged for by-weekly
street sweeping. However, many of us either have to clean up our
own gutters or just live with the dirt and debris. The street sweeper
cannot get to the mess because of all the overnight parking. This is
particularly bad during winter storms, when gutters and drains
become clogged with leaves. Ruainwater sheets actoss the street
and onto our property. I have lost count of the number of times my
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neighbors and | have gone out in the middle of a storm 10 release
the clogs.

I respecifully request that the Comunission take up this topic
and begin to put in place remedies for these issues, For example:

o Traffic calming features beyound signs (which so many
people ignore)

o Overnight parking resirictions which would give priority to
citizens who actually live on the block

o Sirest sweeping restrictions to ensure that our gutters are
cleaned

o Coordination with ngighborboed schools and girls' softball
league to encourage car-pooling by families. (Also
reminders 1o practice simple consideration, patience and
civility).

Thank you for your attention,

Ann and Paui Wallach

1524 Balboa Avenue
. Burlingame

From: Mark <mhabs@comeast net>

Subject: Parking Problems on Balboa Ave - TSPC agends reguest
Date: August 19,2017 10:16:10 PM PDT

To: tspe@burlineames . org

Dear Members of the Burlingame Traffic/Safety & Parking Commission:

T would like to request to have Balboa Ave parking and traffic problems and
coneerns on the 1500 - 1600 Block of Balboa Ave and Balboa Way put ou the
agenda for discussion at the next available TSPC meeting, This request is being
made in Jight of increasing illegal long-term overnight parking by iransients,

/27 I

expansion of Ray Park sports and recreation activities, increasing Lincoln School
enrollment, multi-family overflow parking from ECR apariments, difficulties in
finding space for trash receptacles, and a proposed project on 1509 Bl Camino
Real which will likely exacerbate parking issues and potentially force increased
traffic to cross 6 school crossings in teu of left tums exiting the property heading
north on Bl Camino Real. These parking issues have been raised with respect to
the propesed project at 1309 El Camine Real as potentially significant
envircnmentsl impacts identified per CEQA legal tests; the project is subject to
review by the Planning Commission and is under consideration for various
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revisions by the developer to address several community concerns, inchuding
parking. Notwithstanding potential revisions to the 1509 ECR project, which will
likely result in a scaled down proposal, the Balboa parking situation is already
terrible, needs to be rectified as it currently stands (regardless of any additional
development along ECR), and any further developient {n the area will likely
worsen the situation. Attached please find the feedback concerning the 1509 B
Camino Real project submitted to the Clty of Burlingame, which contains several
letters/pictures documenting the numercus parking problems that already exist
and are likely to be exacerbated with any fusther neighborhood development.

Among the discussion items at the TSPC meeting would include

1}y Community concerns on parking/safety of existing situation brought to Iight in
public comment period during CEQA review with respect to 1509 ECR.

2) Potential traffic/parking studies performed by the City of
Burlingame/Consultants with respect to further anticipated revisions to 1509 ECR
and/or further neighborhood developraent,

3) Congruence of neighborhood development, traffic altemations and associated
mpast on designated schocl traffic patterns and recreational usage.

4} Proposed solutions, including reinstating permitted parking, improving safety
with additional school signs, waffic calming featuves, ete.

Thank you for your consideration,

Mark Haberecht
1505 Balboa Ave,
mhabs@eomoeast net

Jan 28, 2013 Letter to PC (pg 1-2)

Subject: 1509 £l Camine Real Project Proposal Feedback - Burlingame Planning Commission

Toburin@burlingans. crg michasiwgaul@eraad oo, fr@timanean. com i@essanloom, plansin

21127

goommissioners @hurlinearme org sandraviei@email com, achou@burlingame.org
Ce:

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

I am providing feedback fov the proposed re-zoning associated with the 1509 €1 Camine Real
vondo project. § am addressing the following:

3
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1) The parking situation on Balboa Ave in the transition neighborhood of Faston, Ray Park, and
Lincoln Schoot

2) Proposals from the July 9, 2612 meeting by the Planning Commission for the project that have
not taken place {nw story poles),

3} How the concerns raised by the Planning Commission in July 2007 for a smaller project on
1569 El Camino nc longer appear to be coneerns for the current Project.

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

1} As | brought up during the July 8, 2012 Planning Commission meeting on the
proposed project, there is unanimous agreement in the nelghborhosd that the
parking situation on Balboa nesds to be rectified.

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

b} Lincoln School administration recognizes thers is a severe traffic/parking problers, don't think
2 p

- they wauld view this project faverably (their foedback should be salicited); ¢) There is parking

from Adeline Market (several of proprietors park on Balboa and Adeline); d) the apartments on El
Camino only have one asgigned space per unit hence there is significant overflow onto Balbor; &)
Balboa/Adeline is one of the busiest residential intersections in all of Burlingame (including
pedestriang, bikes, antomobiles);

f) The proximity to Bart/key bus lines/ taxi locations results in long-torm overnight parking for
those who don't want 1o pay Bart station fares. Astually several neighbors have withessed cars
parking and drivers hopping oo with their luggage onto cabs and buses headed for the sirport.

it has been communicated in the past from the property owner and a planning cominission that &
"similar" condo building was built at 1226 Bl Camino has been a resounding success with regard
to the parking situation in that neighborbood, However, | don't believe that property is subject o
most of the conditions #1-6 lisied above, 1.e. the two cannot be compared and 1508 Bl Camino
faces a neighborhood with special circumstances. 1 also used to Tive at 5§30 Bl Camine Real (a
newer condo which had roughly one space per bedroom), and there was never enough parking,
Point being that the developer's own anecdose on his other building may be & unique gituation that
was not seen in my eld building. This info can be verified with on-site property management at
536 El Camino.

1 believe one of the potential solutions is to re-introduce permitied overnight parking {used o be
the case several years ago), as this neighberhood is more akin to Burlingame Park (which dogs
have permitted parking). Thare seems to be much more city official attention spent in the middle
parts of Burlingame/Bwlingame park vs the northern part lining Bl Camine). A prime example of
this was when our driveway was blocked by a violating car, the parking enforcement officer took
over 45 ming 1o get to our house, and I understand why, because he was driving one of the
Burlingame parking “golf carts” across B Caraino to get to us.

22037

Another way to address it with the proposed project would be 2 "one space per bedroom” policy.
1n single family homes that often have 5 bedrooms, there are usually five spaces (2 garage, 3
driveway). Why wouldn't this apply for multi-family units, especially in this special circumstance
neighborhood? Do those who own condos typleally own fewer cars than thoss who own houses?

PC Meeting 01.28.13 Agenda Item #5 1509 El Camino Real Five (35) pages
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[ also began to take pictures of the parking problei and vielations that ocour on a daily basis (ad
my neighbors can atest to many many more examples), Please find the following pictures that
exemplity the kinds of things we see every day: a) Station wagon blocking aceess to our driveway,
Burlingame parking had to be contacted; b) Truck covered in Graftiti that was partially parked in
five zone; ¢) our vehisle blocked In by truck in front o it,

2
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£} Planning Commission Recommendation for Btory Poles was not followed, From
the July 8 2042 Mesting:

"Heguire that story poles be installed to assist in an assessment of the effevtiveness of the existing
trees in sereening the progerty from the adjacent low-density neighborhood. (Meeker - confirmed
thiat this is within the purview of the Commission) Provide the rear, the north and the sides.
Fetiowes ~ Could be problematic,)”

~To my and several of my neighbors knowledge, this was not done, or the story
poles werer't there long enough. While we recognize the expense invelved in
mounting story poles, it is an expense that the developer should be witling to bear,
as the economic profit of not having o build underground can effectively more
than ‘pay’ for this if project yets developad.

3) In Q0O7, a2 smabler ;x'mfwﬁ: by the same applicant, with underground parking was
deemed by several Pianning Commission as "unapprovable” on July 23, 2007 and
the developer withrdrew

Haberacht letter to Planning Commisselon Feb 2013 (Treffic & Pasdug pp 82-53)

s‘ ' 32



A415-670-2000

BiackRock BlackRack 12:55.23 p.m, 12-14-2015

A'H"”\ ﬂ"-/i%;f\ Hu«f{h LG ~L9€ ~3 296

(L

code. _Fa\)( 522 3 = g_}‘,u,fp}-; Looman Feb 201% Lz,lftw— bn MIVD

® Fellpwes™ in correspondence about the tree permit, wrote that "the neighbors" folt (2013 P

the Bunya-Bunya tree cones were a safety issue. In my own discussions with neighbors,

it appears that we can identily only one complaint that was made the by the owner

Adeline market plaza (a cone fell and damaged a portion of the roof). Mene of the O 0 g =

surrounding neighbors, based on my discussions, believe that the Bunya pine congs are = ?- 8 '::

an issue.  One neighbor’s complaint should not serve as an extrapolation of the beliefs @ = @, A

of all neighbors, as is implied by Mr. Fellowes™ application for the tree removal permit & S 5 o

(use of the plural word "neighbors" in describing complaints about the cones). : Q5
upde
$e=

® If the Bunya cones are in fact a safety issue, the NMD report should have S 8

identified a possible mitigant to falling cones would be to trim the vones much like the 5 oF "5"‘

City of Burlingame trimos tree branches each year (Tn fact the Bunya cones ones only o 8 @«

appear once every few years, so maintenance sheuld not be an issue), % g
2o

2 The Environmental Consultant report slates that several of the trees are in “poor to =

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

1Y, Transportation/Parking/Traffic

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

& No mention in the NMD was made about vehicles that may find it difficult to tum
left from the property onto El Camino (heading North) and what the alternative/“safer”
route would be: right tum from propetty onto El Camine, Right on Adeline, Right on
Balboa, Right on Ray, Left on El Camine (heading north). This subjects the increased
number of vehicles on the property to & school erussing points (3 with no fraffic light)
(£l Camirio/Adeline, Balboa/Adeline, Balboa sasement from Albermarle, Balboa/Ray,
Ray/El Camino, and El Camino/Ray-left wm to head north). To the extent that any
identified pedestrian/school crossing safety issues are not properly acknowledged,
addressed, or sufficiently miligated, this exposes the City of Burlingame to potential

_J

P
e e
P

Hability-issues-should-an-unforunate-aceident-oceur—This-is-why-I-believe-that-it is
essential that a City of Burlingame Traffic Fngineer perform a real world study
with realistic factors/assumptions on the true nunber of trips likely to be generated.

» The conclusion of the project generating only of two additional wips dwring peak
am hours and 11 fewer trips during PM hours was generated aceording to the NMD, by
the Traffic Consultant applying a generic fitted curve equetion from “Residential
Condominium/ Townhouse: guide published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers
in Trip Generation, 8" edition, 2008”. No regional roadway aralysis was performed and
the waffic study says nothing about the special circumsiances of the neighboriwod

{mwernelea? Slohanl mimbae Af erhinad rioceinae nosbine A avltiar  mmeesor atesnts 25 dvoen
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two cars oftentimes cannol pass each other, space for trash eollection requirements on the
strect, Ray Park activities),

w A reasenable person standard applied 1o the Project would indicate that the raffic
study conclusion is fundamentally flawed: The number of bedrooms will be doubled, the
number of cars will more than likely double, couples/families will more likely be dual
ineome (vs cument modest income profile of existing tenants), imore families will likaly
five in the unit (children require schoolfactivity/doctors trips, ete) and despite all this,
conclusion is reached that there would be only 2 trips generated more in the am and fewer
11 trips in the pm ve what is currently assumed,

o Mr. Fellowes in his di'scu;sion 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 1.94-2.0x vehicles per bedroom and 2.2
vehicles per unit.  Applying these ratios o the new project, would imply the need for 45
parking spaces based on mmbc: of bedrooms (26 bedrooms  x 1.9 cars } and 33 spaces
based on # of units (15 units x 2,2).  Either way, based on what's already been purported
by Mr. Fellowes to be representative number of vehicles at the currem property when
applied to the new property means that there is not enough parking space in the building,
which further means that vehicles will be parking on surrounding streets.

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

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

* Per neighbor communiqués with the Parks and Recreation Dept Ray Park
activities go on for approximafely 9 months of the yesar be'rmﬂmg, n February and
running Lhrfmszh the 2" of November {Uirls Sofiball, Summer xamp, Fall Rall,
Soccer). During this timeframe, activitics run Mondaw Friday from 3-3 pm and
Saturdays from Qam-5pm, with some events mcumng on Sundays. The recreational
activities and associated iraffic and parking issues in the Ray Park/Easton Addition

should have been addressed in the IS/NMD.

el i

a Therc-are-ne-propoesed-bile-storage yecks-in-the-propesed-profest-plans—Fhetack

of bicycle storage racks means that the bikes would highly likely be stored on balconies
(visual environmental impact) or in parking spaces, thereby Increasing the potential for
parking on streels parallel and perpendicular to Bl Camine Real

V. Other Factors That May Result in Environmental Impacis:

The illowing factors identified present partial evidence contrary 1o some of the
conclusions of the IS/NMD and T believe warrant further investigation to as&er’tam that

thio fanfrom mea wed amntenmenonte e af vl ninme mw 2 ot e medafFa . ol T L . 4
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7 "“Feel that trellises {(at front of property) give the best residential feel for the last impact on the
surroundirigs”

8  (Trellises) “"provide a way to soften hardscape of the builaing and add an esthetic and
pleasing element with climbing vines to the frontage”

9 “Placement of trellises to be in front of the building rather than on the same plane of
structure or beyond makes for ¢ move ativactive view "

Hi.  The RIS/MND Discussion on Traffic and Parking is Insufficient and Ignores sl! Substantive
Evidence Submitted by the Public and Acknowledged by TSPC.

The RIS/MND does not provide for an adequate parking study and the impacts of parking on the adjacent
streets (primarily Balboa). Using the developer’s own estimate of the number of cars on the existing
property (23-25 in the 2007 testimony), adjusting for the incrsased number of bedrooms, there would now
be a need to park 40-50 vehicles. Those vehicles will likely spill onto Balboa and Adeline.

unrealistic in a building with two 1-bedroom units, two 2-bedroom units, and six 3-bedroom units,
The larger units will logically draw families, and logically, larger vehicles. Although the plan
nominally supplies the minimum number of parking spaces, the pumber of compact spaces is excessive,
The developer’s reliance on City inclusion zoning incentives does not excuse the City from adequately
analyzing the issue, and the zoning incentive hias nothing to do with mitigation of obvious impacts. The
inclusion of s¢ many compact spaces raises an issue of whether the parking will be sufficient for this
project’s needs and this issue is completely ignored by the RIS/MND.

|
Exacerbating that insufficiency, half of the 28 parking spaces would be for compact vehicles. This is !*

The RIS/MND also makes no mention of the increased school population, increased traffic and safety
issues, and the increased park activities. The RIS/MND relies on the number of bedroons, rather than the
nature of the proposed units (six new three-bedrooms) in assuming there would be no impacts. The
assumption “that the number school-age children residing at the project site would be reduced or,
conservatively, stay the same” (RIS/MND at p. 106} is frivolous.

The RIS/MND does not acknowledge that an increased number of cars parking at 1509 E! Camino Real,
in order to North on El Camino Real, cannot safely make a left tum on El Camino Real, and the easiest
route would be to execute a series of right turns (R->@E!l Camino Real; R->@Adeline; R->@Balboa; R-
>@Ray; L<-@El Camino Real). In this process, the vehicles exiting 1509 El Camino would be going
against the school and Burlingame enforced flow of traffic during drop-off and pick up (where

e e e

traffic only allowed to travel east on Devereux and south on Baiboa), and would expose the vehicles to 5 [
schoo! crossing intersections, f

Traffic and Parking concerns around Adeline, Balbca Ave, are widely known by members of the TSPC.
In fact, in 2013, the TSPC had agreed to hear the issue from concemed neighbors on the 1400 and 1500
blocks of Balboa (as all acknowledged it was an issue) but a quorum could not be reached as 3 of the /
TSPC commissioners lived within 500 feet of the 1400 and 1500 Blocks of Balboa. The fact that the |
TSPC acknowledged there is a problem with traffic, parking and safety around Lincoln School and Ray [
)

Park, serves as expert opinion for purposes of CEQA in determining poteutial significant impacts.
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IV. Parking is a CEQA issue; the RIS/MND Does Mot Acknowledge This Despite Local Case Law, ___

Parking as a CEQA issue has been established by case law in Burlingame itself by a San Mateo County 7
. . L . . N 9
Judge in a ruling (Friends for Responsible Development vs. Burlingame School District). ’
To quote Judge Marie Weiner (Superior Court of San Mateo County): “we disagree with the broad }

statement made in SFUDP [Reference to another Case] that parking shortage is merely a social
inconvenience and can never constitute a primary physical impact on the environment. As Taxpayers
|Case] notes, cars and other vehicles are physical objects that occupy space when driven and when
parked. Therefore, whenever vehicles are driven or parked, they naturally must have some impact on the ,
physical envirorunent. The fact that a vehicle's impact may be only temporary (e.g., only so long as the
vehicle remains parked) does not preclude it from having a physical impact on the environment arcund it.
Therefore, as a general rule, we believe CEQA considers a project’s impact on parking of vehicles ta be
a physical impact that could constitute a significant effect on the environment....” “... Although the \
Guidelines apparently do not specifically list parking as one of the potential impacts that must be
addressed. Rather they provide a same list of these impacts of projects that are most common and should
be addressed by lead agencies. [Citation.] The Guidelines expressly advise: Substantial evidence of
potential impacts that are not listed on this form must also be considered. [Citation.] Furthermore,
the guidelines include a section on transportation and traffic, which issues presumably include parking )
issues, even though parking is not expressly listed. { Citation.] ...” “...In regard to issues of parking and
raffic resulting from a proposed project, the agency and the Court are entitled to rely upon common
sense. LucasValley, 233 Cal.App.3d 130, 134 fn. 11....”
i
:

evidence 10 be considered by the public agency. Leonoff, at pp. 1351-1352; OroFino, 225Cal. App 3d atp.
883. In order to forecast the increase in traffic resulting from opening an elementary school at the Project,
the Traffic Study relied upon (i) a national survey, (ii) vehicular rates from San Diego, and (iii) vehicular
rates based upon one K-8 private school in another county. (12 AR 185:6085.) No existing schools in San /
Mateo County were used to develop traffic forecasts for the Project ~not even schools in the geographic
area.”

“In regard to traffic and parking issues, relevant personal observations by residents in the area are /

“Deference cannot be given to findings of the public agency (that mitigation measures are effective)
where those findings "are not supported by substantial evidence or defy common sense.” Gray v
County of Madera (2008) 167 Cal. App Ath 1009, 1116.”

[End of Quotations; boldface emphasis added.] ’

Traffic and Parking issues exist with reﬂa:qd to 1he 1509 El Ca.mmo Prmeu but the Ra‘%/M?\D only relies

on generic traffic/trip generation statistics, no traffic study was conducted in Burlingame or the area, '

absence of addressing this project’s impact on Lincoin School, Ray Park Traftic/Parking, Park/

Neighborhood Parking and Traific, and the RIS/MND suggests a decrease in trip generation despite the ’
number of bedrooms more than doubling. The RIS/MND conclusions and lack of addressing the impacts ]

that increasing the number of bedrooms from 12 to 24, reducing regular parking spaces in favor of /

compact onies (despite more families more likely to live there and hence would have larger vehicles), /j

|
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traffic safety around the School, Ray Park, and adjacent sireet all defies common sense, application of a
reasonable person standard, the substantive evidence provided by neighbors including personal

experience, the kuowledge of the parking and traffic affected area of Balbea by the TSPC. p—

V. Trees.

The new RIS/MND acknowledges that the developer only plans to remove one of the seven protected
trees, and that it must cbtain a tree removal permit, but fails to assess the project impacts on the trees to be
left in place. More specifically, there is no discussion of how excavation could affect root systems.
Appendix B is unchanged from the January 23, 2013 IS/MND, and the re-inclusion of that outdated
material (much of which concerns the void tree removal permit) signals a failure to fully consider this
issue adequately. Rather, there is a citation to the Municipal Code’s fencing and reforestation
requirements. This does aot appear to be a good faith effort at proposing proper mitigation.

V1. Biclogical Resources ~Fish & Wildlife n Riparian Environment.

The Developer is still proposing installing a putting green and boece court, which defies the
recommendations of the CDFW letter (for natural landscaping and preserving the Riparian Environment)
and will only serve to increase noise and reduce privacy to adjacent neighbors.

The current RIS/MND faiis to address many critical issues raised by the 2013 CADF&W letter, as they
still exist even with reducing the project by one story and making the building footprint slightly smaller,

»  Per2013 CATish & Wildlife (CDF&W) letter: Construction in riparian zone would reduce
overall habitat value of the stream zone, reduce overall habitat value of stream zone, decrease
biological integrity and function of viparian corridor, impact long-term viability of riparian
corridor and stream habirat, which in rurn may impact agquatic and terrestrial species.

*  Development can increase sedimentation and pollution into Mills Creek (CDFW).

«  Loss of trees can increase solar radiation, reduce prey base and potentially modify the nutrients
that establish food chain (CDFW),

*  Non-native vegelation planted by new property owners could become established and potentially-
out-compete riparian vegetation (CDFW).

* CDFW recommends stream setback to be increased to minimize impacts on stream, riparian
habitat, and fisk and wildlife resources that utilize those habitars.

Here, the developer continues to prog‘,\z{se to build very close to the streamt bank. Whereas the
September 4, 2012 Geotechnical Response (RIS/MND Appendix D) assumed the building would be at
least 20 feet from the creek bank, now the developer proposes to develop “3 to 17 feet from the top-of-
bard¢” {(RIS/MND at p. 4), and “shared recreation space abutting the creek would be landscaped with trees
and small plantings and would include a wood arbor, barbeque and counter, fire pit, bocee court with
synthetic turf, and permeable paver walkways and patios” (7d. at p. 21.) Despite CDF&W’s clear
articulation of this issue, the RIS/MND fails to consider the impacts of construction or recreational use of
the property within the riparian zone.
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Appendix 3: Traffic doring Lincoln pick-up and Ray Park Activities

Vehicle going against traflic flow rules

Ray Park Parking/Tratfic Situation

53p.m. 12-14-2015 6176

oo S 2018 (1,






