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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  February 12, 2014 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Planning Staff 
 
SUBJECT: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  Consideration of a Use Permit pursuant to 

Section 6500 of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations, to allow 
operation of a 24-child day care center in an existing single-family 
residence in the unincorporated West Menlo Park area of San Mateo 
County. 

 
 County File Number:  PLN 2013-00191 (Toddle) 
 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting approval of a Use Permit to allow operation of a day care 
center (Center) in an existing single-family residence in the unincorporated West Menlo 
Park area of San Mateo County.  The proposed maximum allocation will be for 
24 preschool children.  The child care center will be atypical of the standard facility 
in that the operations will be based on a business model that targets clientele needing 
short-term child care services, typically on short notice.  Examples include, but are not 
limited to, stay-at-home parents who do not adhere to a standard nine to five work 
schedule, home business owners and part-time working professionals.  A reservations 
system will control operations, scheduling drop-offs and pick-ups during the course of 
the day, starting from 8:30 a.m. until 6:00 p.m., and limited to a maximum of forty (40) 
drop-offs allowed daily.  The use of this system also enables the operators to stagger 
drop-off and pick-up schedules, thereby alleviating potential issues associated with 
traffic and parking.  Four existing on-site parking spaces are available (two in the 
garage and two on the driveway), with a fifth space to be added with the widening of the 
driveway by 0.5 ft., while three on-street spaces (non-designated) are located along 
Alameda de las Pulgas to facilitate drop-offs and pick-ups.  Also, one ADA parking 
space and loading zone will be provided east of the site accessed via Alameda de las 
Pulgas.  The interior of the residence will be reconfigured to include play areas, 
administration and office areas, bathrooms, and entryway.  Only minor exterior 
upgrades are proposed for the project:  (1) new stair and landing area at the front 
elevation, (2) removal of an existing deck at the left side elevation to accommodate new 
exit stairs and ramp, and (3) new exit door and exterior windows also at the left side 
elevation. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Planning Commission approve the Use Permit, County File Number PLN 2013-
00191, based on and subject to the required findings and conditions of approval listed in 
Attachment A. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
Pursuant to Zoning Regulations Section 6161(k)1, schools are allowed in the R-1(One-
Family Residential) Zone subject to the approval of a Use Permit.  Although a day care 
center is not specifically included in this section, the Center is considered a school since 
it includes an educational component as part of its business model that offers learning 
activities designed for preschoolers. 
 
In addition, the County’s long standing policy is to treat day care centers as schools 
with regard to zoning, as reflected in the approval of another day care center located 
at 2060 Avy Avenue in West Menlo Park. 
 
The parking requirement for a school is one per classroom (Section 6119).  The 
Center’s interior modifications include two such classroom/play areas.  Two existing 
parking spaces are available in the garage for employees, two in the driveway, while a 
third will be added with the widening of the driveway by 0.5 ft.  The total number of 
spaces available for drop-offs/pick-ups will be seven (three designated on the driveway, 
three non-designated on-street, plus one on-site ADA parking space/loading zone). 
 
The establishment of a day care center in this residential area may result in the increase 
of traffic to a significant level that would negatively impact the neighborhood.  A Traffic 
Study (Study), prepared by the applicant’s consultant, provides findings that the traffic 
impact generated by the Center will only increase to a less than significant level, subject 
to the implementation of the recommended mitigation measures, including a maximum 
of forty (40) drop-offs per day and a maximum of ten (10) drop-offs/pick-ups per hour, to 
ensure that parking will always be available, taken even at the most conservative 
scenario. 
 
The source of child-related noise generated by the day care facility will be from the 
outdoor monitored playtime activities scheduled thrice daily.  Since the ages of the 
children range from two to six years old, the anticipated noise from these activities 
would be considered minimal.  The operators have opted to schedule the outdoor 
activities to coincide when most residents are at work. 
 
Staff is recommending approval of the use permit, finding that the potential impacts to 
traffic and parking have been determined to be less than significant subject to the 
recommended conditions of approval. 
 
With regard to noise, the outdoor play activities have been scheduled to coincide when 
most residents are at work, minimizing noise impacts. 
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With regard to visual impacts, only minor exterior modifications are proposed for the 
facility such that the residential appearance of the structure is not compromised and will 
not deviate from the residential character of the neighborhood. 
 
Finally, with regard to essential neighborhood services, the day care center offers a 
flexible program that addresses the needs of families that require short-term child care 
services without the mandatory long-term enrollment commitment. 
 
DPA:jlh/fc – DPAY0055_WJU.DOCX 



COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  February 12, 2014 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Planning Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Consideration of a Use Permit pursuant to Section 6500 of the San Mateo 

County Zoning Regulations, to allow operation of a 24-child day care 
center in an existing single-family residence in the unincorporated West 
Menlo Park area of San Mateo County. 

 
 County File Number:  PLN 2013-00191 (Toddle) 
 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is requesting approval of a Use Permit to allow operation of a day care 
center (Center) in an existing single-family residence in the unincorporated West Menlo 
Park area of San Mateo County.  The proposed maximum allocation will be for 
24 preschool children.  The child care center will be atypical of the standard facility in 
that the operations will be based on a business model that targets clientele needing 
short-term child care services, typically on short notice.  Examples include, but are not 
limited to, stay-at-home parents who do not adhere to a standard nine to five work 
schedule, home business owners and part-time working professionals.  A reservations 
system will control operations, scheduling drop-offs and pick-ups during the course of 
the day, starting from 8:30 a.m. until 6:00 p.m., and limited to a maximum of forty (40) 
drop-offs allowed daily.  The use of this system also enables the operators to stagger 
drop-off and pick-up schedules, thereby alleviating potential issues associated with 
traffic and parking.  Four existing on-site parking spaces are available (two in the 
garage and two on the driveway), with a fifth space to be added with the widening of the 
driveway by 0.5 ft., while three on-street spaces (non-designated) are located along 
Alameda de las Pulgas to facilitate drop-offs and pick-ups.  Also, one ADA parking 
space and loading zone will be provided east of the site accessed via Alameda de las 
Pulgas.  The interior of the residence will be reconfigured to include play areas, 
administration and office areas, bathrooms, and entryway.  Only minor exterior 
upgrades are proposed for the project:  (1) new stair and landing area at the front 
elevation, (2) removal of an existing deck at the left side elevation to accommodate new 
exit stairs and ramp, and (3) new exit door and exterior windows also at the left side 
elevation. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Planning Commission approve the Use Permit, County File Number PLN 2013-
00191, based on and subject to the required findings and conditions of approval listed in 
Attachment A. 
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BACKGROUND 
 
Report Prepared By:  Dennis P. Aguirre, Project Planner, Telephone 650/363-1867 
 
Report Reviewed By:  Lisa Aozasa, Planning Manager, Telephone 650/363-4852 
 
Applicant/Owner:  Toddle LLC/3131 Alameda LLC 
 
Location:  3131 Alameda de las Pulgas, Menlo Park (unincorporated San Mateo 
County) 
 
APN:  074-025-270 
 
Parcel Size:  6,175 sq. ft. 
 
Parcel Legality:  Developed Parcel 
 
Existing Zoning:  R-1/S-72 ((Single-Family Residential District/S-72 Combining District 
with 5,000 sq. ft. minimum parcel size) 
 
General Plan Designation:  Single-Family Residential 
 
Sphere-of-Influence:  City of Menlo Park 
 
Existing Land Use:  Medium Density Residential 
 
Water Supply:  California Water Service Company 
 
Sewage Disposal:  West Bay Sanitary District 
 
Flood Zone:  Zone X, Areas of Minimal Flooding 
 
Environmental Evaluation:  Negative Declaration published with a review period of 
January 22, 2014 to February 10, 2014. 
 
Setting:  The site is located in a residential neighborhood in the unincorporated West 
Menlo Park area, on the corner of Alameda de las Pulgas, which is designated as an 
Arterial Collector Street, and Manzanita Avenue.  The site is fairly flat in topography.  
Trees line the streets throughout this neighborhood area. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
A. KEY ISSUES 
 
 1. Conformance with the County General Plan 
 
  Upon review of the applicable provisions of the General Plan, staff has 

determined that the project complies with all applicable General Plan 
Policies, including the following: 
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  Visual Quality Policy 4.14(a) requires development to promote and enhance 
good design, site relationships, and other aesthetic considerations.  The 
proposed day care center will be operated in an existing single-family 
residence.  Only minor exterior upgrades are proposed for the project, such 
as a new stair and landing area at the front elevation, the removal of an 
existing deck at the left side elevation to accommodate new exit stairs and 
ramp, and a new exit door and exterior windows also at the left side 
elevation.  The interior will be reconfigured to include play areas, 
administration and office areas, bathrooms and entryway.  Also, the existing 
driveway will be widened to accommodate an additional parking space.  The 
existing views from the neighboring residences will not be adversely 
impacted by this project. 

 
  Urban Land Use Policy 8.3a (Land Use Objectives for Urban 

Neighborhoods) calls for planning Urban Neighborhoods to be primarily, 
though not exclusively, single-family residential areas which appear and 
function as residential neighborhoods of contiguous cities. 

 
  The project site is located in West Menlo Park, which is designated as an 

Urban Neighborhood (Land Use Policy 8.9).  Although this neighborhood 
area is predominantly a residential community, other institutional uses, such 
as day care centers and schools, are located in the area to serve the needs 
of the community. 

 
  Urban Land Use Policy 8.34 (Uses) allows uses in zoning districts that are 

consistent with the overall land use designation.  The approval of a Use 
Permit will allow the operation of the day care center in this residential zone, 
consistent with the allowed institutional uses in residential areas. 

 
  Urban Land Use Policy 8.39 (Parking Requirements) regulates minimum on-

site parking requirements and parking development standards in order to:  
(1) accommodate the parking needs of development, (2) provide convenient 
and safe access, (3) prevent congestion of public streets, and (4) establish 
orderly development patterns.  The parking regulations require one parking 
space per classroom in a school.  There are two designated parking spaces 
on the driveway to accommodate the two interior classroom/play areas in 
the Center. 

 
 2. Conformance with Zoning Regulations 
 
  Permitted/Conditional Uses 
 

 Pursuant to Zoning Regulations Section 6161(k)1, schools are allowed in 
the R-1(One-Family Residential) Zone subject to the approval of a Use 
Permit.  Although a day care center is not specifically included in this 
section, the Center is considered a school since it includes an educational 
component as part of its business model that offers learning activities 
designed for preschoolers.  Under the care and tutelage of two Early 
Childhood educators, both holding degrees in Early Childhood Education, 
and certified in pediatric CPR and First Aid, the children will explore music, 
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art, movement, words and numbers with the aid of creative materials.  
According to the California Community Care Licensing Division (Division), 
child care facilities should provide activities to help preschool children grow 
mentally, physically, socially, and emotionally.  The Division’s Manual of 
Policies and Procedures defines a Child Care Center to mean any child care 
facility of any capacity, other than a family child care home, in which less 
than 24-hour per day nonmedical care and supervision are provided to 
children in a group setting.  The County’s long standing policy that treats 
day care centers as schools with regard to zoning is reflected in the 
approval of another day care center located in close proximity to this project.  
The University Heights Montessori, located at 2060 Avy Avenue in West 
Menlo Park, was approved on November 7, 1991 for a Use Permit 
(PLN 1999-0088) to operate a 30-child preschool/day care facility located in 
the same R-1/S-72 Residential Zoning District as the Center, with 
subsequent Use Permit renewals also having been approved. 

 
  Development Standards 
 
  The following table summarizes the existing single-family dwelling’s 

conformity with the development standards of the R-1/S-72 Zoning District.  
As previously mentioned, the proposed upgrades are minor in scope that do 
not alter the existing conditions of the residence relative to compliance with 
zoning standards. 

 
Development Regulations Required Existing Proposed 

Building Site Area 5,000 sq. ft. 6,175 sq. ft. No Change 

Minimum Front Yard Setback 20 ft. 20 ft. No Change 

Minimum Rear Yard Setback 20 ft. 18 ft. No Change 

Minimum Right Side Setback 10 ft. 10 ft. No Change 

Minimum Left Side Setback 5 ft. 5 ft. No Change 

Maximum Height 28 ft. 18 ft. No Change 

Maximum Lot Coverage 50% 34% 35% 

Maximum Floor Area Ratio 3,105 sq. ft.  2,118 sq. ft. No Change 
 
 3. Conformance with Parking Regulations 
 
  As previously discussed in Section 1, the required parking space is one per 

classroom.  The Center’s interior modifications include two such 
classroom/play areas.  Two existing parking spaces are available in the 
driveway, while a third will be added with the widening of the driveway by 
0.5 ft.  The total number of spaces available for drop-offs/pick-ups will be 7 
(3 designated on the driveway, 3 non-designated on-street, plus one on-site 
ADA parking space/loading zone). 

 



5 

 4. Performance Issues 
 
  a. Traffic 
 
   The choice of a corner location is optimal since parking is available on 

two streets and access is immediate from a main thoroughfare, which 
in this case is Alameda de las Pulgas, thereby eliminating the need to 
drive further down Manzanita Avenue.  As previously mentioned, the 
child care center will be atypical of the standard facility in that the 
operations will be based on a business model that targets clientele 
needing short-term child care services, typically on short notice.  A 
reservations system will be used to schedule drop-offs and pick-ups 
starting from 8:30 a.m. until 6:00 p.m.  The daily operation will allow 
only a maximum of forty (40) drop-offs daily, with no more than 24 
children being cared for at any one time.  The use of the reservations 
system will be used to stagger drop-off and pick-up schedules, in 
order to alleviate potential traffic and parking issues.  Two options, the 
Penguin Playgroup and the Open Play schedules, govern the daily 
operation of the Center.  Drop-off is from 8:30 a.m. to 10:00 a.m., 
while pick-up is from 12:30 p.m. to 2:00 p.m. for the Penguin 
Playgroup program.  The Open Play program provides for the more 
flexible option wherein drop-offs and pick-ups may be scheduled at 
any time within any maximum four-hour day care service.  Pre-
prepared food is offered during meal times (snack/lunch).  Outdoor 
activities are scheduled thrice daily.  The morning sessions are from 
9:30 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. (optional), and 11:00 a.m. to 11:30 a.m., while 
the afternoon session is from 2:00 p.m. to 2:45 p.m., coinciding when 
neighbors are least likely to be home. 

 
   The establishment of a day care center in this residential area may 

result in the increase of traffic to a significant level that would 
negatively impact the neighborhood.  A Traffic Study (Study) (see 
Attachment D, as part of the Negative Declaration) prepared by the 
applicant’s consultant, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., provides 
findings that the traffic impact generated by the Center will only 
increase to a less than significant level, subject to the implementation 
of the recommended mitigation measures.  Although the Study was 
conducted when schools were not in session, the data was adjusted 
upward to reflect traffic patterns when school would be in session.  
The Study was referred to the Department of Public Works for review 
and comment.  The Department of Public Works concurs with the 
analysis and recommended mitigation measures. 

 
   Based on the Study, the operations will generate an anticipated total 

number of 164 daily trips, operationally adjusted to 160 (less 4 off-
peak trips attributed to staff).  Compared to the 106 daily trips 
generated by a standard day care center allocating the same number 
of 24 preschool children, as referenced in the International 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Manual, the project will generate a 
higher number of daily trips.  Despite this difference, the project has 
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lowered the number of peak hour trips based on its ability to regulate 
and stagger drop-offs and pick-ups using the reservations system.  
Critical to the maintaining the less than significant level of traffic 
impact associated with the daily operation of the Center is the daily 
allowance of only a maximum of ten (10) drop-offs/pick-ups per hour, 
to ensure that parking will always be available, taken even at the most 
conservative scenario.  To illustrate this scenario, if all scheduled 
drop-offs within a scheduled 30-minute time period arrived at the same 
time (5 drop-offs), 7 parking spaces would be available to 
accommodate these activities (three on the driveway, three on-street 
non-designated spaces and one on-site ADA parking space/loading 
zone), thereby alleviating potential traffic issues.  Controlling the drop-
off/pick-up activities also translates to a minimal level of potential cut-
through scenarios, since parking will be available to clients, thereby 
removing the need to circle around the neighborhood streets for a 
secondary attempt at drop-offs or pick-ups.  Also, clients will be 
accepted subject to the execution of a client contract agreement with 
the Center (See Condition No. 11). 

 
   The current Level of Service (LOS) for the intersection at Manzanita 

Avenue and Alameda de las Pulgas is at level D or better, except for 
the northbound approach, which operates at an unacceptable LOS E 
level during peak a.m. hours.  According to the San Mateo County 
significance criteria for intersections, a project impact occurs if the 
volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio at this LOS E intersection increases by 
0.02 or more with the addition of the project.  The Study has 
determined that the V/C ratio increases by only 0.01 with the addition 
of the project, thereby concluding that no significant impact occurs 
with the added traffic volume at this intersection. 

 
  b. Noise 
 
   The source of child-related noise generated by the day care facility will 

be from the outdoor monitored playtime activities scheduled thrice 
daily.  Since the ages of the children range from 2 to 6 years old, the 
anticipated noise from these activities would be considered minimal.  
The operators have opted to schedule the outdoor activities to 
coincide when most residents are at work.  Since the day care center 
will only operate during weekdays, no noise impacts will occur during 
evenings and weekends.  Also, temporary noise from construction 
would also occur only during work on the minor upgrades to the 
residence.  Condition No. 20 has been added to address the issue of 
construction noise. 

 
 5. Conformance with Use Permit Findings 
 
  As previously mentioned in Section 2, schools are allowed in the R-1 

(One-Family Residential) Zone subject to the approval of a Use Permit, 
pursuant to Zoning Regulations Section 6161(k)1.  Day care 
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centers/preschools are considered to be the equivalent to schools within 
the context of the County’s Zoning Regulations. 

 
  Section 6503 of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations requires that the 

following finding be made in order to approve a use permit:  “That the 
establishment, maintenance and/or conducting of the use will not, under the 
circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to property or improvements in said neighborhood.” 

 
  In order to support this finding, staff has determined the following: 
 
  a. The potential impacts to traffic and parking have been determined to 

be less than significant subject to the implementation of the following 
mitigation measures: 

 
   1) The two parking spaces required for the two classrooms 

associated with the operation of the Center comply with the 
parking requirements pursuant to Section 6119 of the 
San Mateo County Zoning Regulations (Parking Spaces 
Required).  In addition, the driveway will be widened to 
accommodate a third designated parking space for drop-offs and 
pick-ups.  In all, the three designated on-site parking spaces and 
the three non-designated parking areas along Alameda de las 
Pulgas, plus the ADA space, provide the parking spaces 
required for drop-offs/pick-ups, during the course of the Center’s 
daily operation to maintain a less than significant parking impact 
in the neighborhood. 

 
   2) By allowing only a maximum of ten (10) drop-offs/pick-ups per 

hour, up to a maximum of forty (40) drop-offs daily, parking will 
always be available at most times, even if all scheduled drop-
offs within a scheduled 30-minute time period arrived at the 
same time (5 drop-offs), 7 parking spaces would be available to 
accommodate these activities. 

 
   3) The staggered system of drop-offs/pick-ups will also maintain a 

minimal level of potential cut-through scenarios, since parking 
will be available most of the time to clients, thereby removing the 
need to circle around the neighborhood streets for a secondary 
attempt at drop-offs or pick-ups. 

 
   4) The corner location of the Center provides for three off-site 

(non-designated) drop-off/pick-up areas directly in front of the 
facility, along Alameda de las Pulgas, such that street crossings 
to reach the Center do not occur. 

 
  b. With regard to noise, the outdoor play activities have been scheduled 

to coincide when most residents are at work.  No noise from outdoor 
activities will occur during the weekends, since the Center will only 
offer weekday child care services.  Also, temporary noise from 
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construction would also occur only during work on the minor upgrades 
to the residence.  Condition No. 20 has been added to address this 
issue of construction noise. 

 
  c. With regard to visual impacts, only minor exterior modifications are 

proposed for the facility such that the residential appearance of the 
structure is not compromised and will not deviate from the residential 
character of the neighborhood. 

 
  d. With regard to essential neighborhood services, the availability of a 

day care center that offers a flexible program addresses the needs of 
families that only require short-term child care services without the 
mandatory long-term enrollment commitment. 

 
B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
 Due to potential traffic impacts associated with the project, a negative declaration 

has been prepared for the project, pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA).  The negative declaration (Attachment D) was published on 
January 22, 2014, with a review period ending on February 10, 2014.  As of the 
writing of this report, no comments have been received.  Any comments received 
will be addressed at the public hearing.  In order to reduce traffic impacts to a less 
than significant level, mitigation measures have been included as part of the 
conditions for approval ( see Attachment A), to include the widening of the 
driveway by 0.5 ft. in order to accommodate a third parking space to be used for 
drop-offs/pick-ups; keeping the height of shrubs/foliage to a maximum of 30 
inches, and keeping tree branches trimmed, in order that sight lines are 
maintained at the northeast corner of the Alameda de las Pulgas/Manzanita 
Avenue intersection; and the allowance of a maximum of ten (10) drop-offs/pick-
ups per hour.  In addition, client contracts will include language requiring that the 
child care center parents/guardians/caregivers park for less than 10 minutes when 
signing in or out of the Center; that users park in the designated areas, or on-
street parking spaces, to avoid blocking or turning around in neighbor driveways. 

 
C. OTHER REVIEWING AGENCIES 
 
 Building Inspection Section 
 Department of Public Works 
 Menlo Fire Protection District 
 West Bay Sanitary District 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
A. Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval 
B. Vicinity Map 
C. Project Plans 
D. Negative Declaration 
E. Site Photos 
 
DPA:jlh/fc – DPAY0056_WJU.DOCX  

cleung
Text Box
Note: Negative Declaration included as Att. F staff report.
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Attachment A 

 
County of San Mateo 

Planning and Building Department 
 

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
 
Permit or Project File Number:  PLN 2013-00191 Hearing Date:  February 12, 2014 
 
Prepared By: Dennis P. Aguirre For Adoption By:  Planning Commission 
 Project Planner 
 
 
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS 
 
Regarding the Environmental Review, Find: 
 
1. That the Mitigated Negative Declaration is complete, correct and adequate, and 

prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act and 
applicable State and County Guidelines. 

 
2. That, on the basis of the Initial Study and comments hereto, there is no evidence 

that the project, subject to the mitigation measures contained in the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration, will have a significant effect on the environment. 

 
3. That the Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment of 

San Mateo County. 
 
4. That the mitigation measures identified in the Mitigated Negative Declaration, 

agreed to by the applicant, placed as conditions on the project, and identified as 
part of this public hearing, have been incorporated into the Mitigation and 
Reporting Plan in conformance with California Public Resources Code Section 
21081.6. 

 
Regarding the Use Permit, Find: 
 
5. That the establishment, maintenance and/or conducting of the use will not, under 

the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to property or improvements in said neighborhood based on the 
following: 

 
 a. The potential impacts to traffic and parking have been determined to be less 

than significant subject the implementation of the following mitigation 
measures: 

 
  1) The two parking spaces required for the two classrooms associated 

with the operation of the Center complies with the parking 
requirements pursuant to Section 6119 of the San Mateo County 



10 

Zoning Regulations (Parking Spaces Required).  In addition, the 
driveway will be widened to accommodate a third designated parking 
space for drop-offs and pick-ups.  In all, the three designated on-site 
parking spaces and the three non-designated parking areas along 
Alameda de las Pulgas, plus the ADA space, provide the parking 
spaces required for drop-offs/pick-ups, during the course of the 
Center’s daily operation to maintain a less than significant parking 
impact in the neighborhood. 

 
  2) By allowing only a maximum of ten (10) drop-offs/pick-ups per hour, 

up to a maximum of forty (40) drop-offs daily, parking will always be 
available at most times, even if all scheduled drop-offs within a 
scheduled 30-minute time period arrived at the same time (5 drop-
offs), 7 parking spaces would be available to accommodate these 
activities. 

 
  3) The staggered system of drop-offs/pick-ups will also maintain a 

minimal level of potential cut-through scenarios, since parking will be 
available most of the time to clients, thereby removing the need to 
circle around the neighborhood streets for a secondary attempt at 
drop-offs or pick-ups. 

 
  4) The corner location of the Center provides for three off-site (non-

designated) drop-off/pick-up areas directly in front of the facility, along 
Alameda de las Pulgas, such that street crossings to reach the Center 
do not occur. 

 
 b. With regard to noise, the outdoor play activities have been scheduled to 

coincide when most residents are at work.  No noise from outdoor activities 
will occur during the weekends, since the Center will only offer weekday 
child care services.  Also, temporary noise from construction would also 
occur only during work on the minor upgrades to the residence.  Condition 
No. 20 has been added to address this issue of construction noise. 

 
 c. With regard to visual impacts, only minor exterior modifications are 

proposed for the facility such that the residential appearance of the structure 
is not compromised and will not deviate from the residential character of the 
neighborhood. 

 
 d. With regard to essential neighborhood services, the availability of a day care 

center that offers a flexible program, addresses the needs of families that 
only require short-term child care services without the mandatory long-term 
enrollment commitment. 

 
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
Current Planning Section 
 
1. The project shall be constructed in compliance with the plans approved by the 

Planning Commission on February 12, 2014.  Minor adjustments to the project 
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may be approved by the Community Development Director if they are consistent 
with the intent of and are in substantial conformance with this approval. 

 
2. The use permit shall be valid for five (5) years from the date of final approval. 
 
3. The applicant shall apply for a use permit renewal with the applicable fees six (6) 

months prior to the expiration of the use permit.  On each anniversary date of the 
approval, an administrative review shall be conducted to evaluate traffic and other 
conditions associated with the operation of the Center. 

 
4. The applicant shall obtain and submit proof of a license from the State of 

California for the operation of the Center. 
 
5. The hours of operation of the Center shall be from 8:30 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday 

through Friday. 
 
6. Children shall remain indoors, except during outdoor play in the morning 

scheduled from 9:30 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. (optional), and 11:00 a.m. to 11:30 a.m., 
and in the afternoon from 2:00 p.m. until 2:45 p.m. 

 
7. No more than forty (40) drop-offs shall be allowed daily. 
 
8. No more than twenty-four (24) children shall be in the Center at any one time. 
 
9. Drop-off and pick-up activities shall occur only in the four designated on-site 

parking spaces, and three non-designated parking spaces along Alameda de las 
Pulgas. 

 
10. The operator of the Center shall closely monitor all drop-offs and pick-ups to 

ensure that vehicles do not block neighbors’ driveways or double park during 
these activities. 

 
11. The operator of the Center shall submit for review to the Planning and Building 

Department, a client contract agreement to include language requiring that the 
child care center parents/guardians/caregivers park for less than 10 minutes when 
signing in or out of the Center; that users park in the designated areas, or on-
street parking spaces, to avoid blocking or turning around in neighbor driveways; 
and that access to the Center shall be via Alameda de las Pulgas and Manzanita 
Avenue. 

 
12. During project construction, the applicant shall, pursuant to Chapter 4.100 of the 

San Mateo County Ordinance Code, minimize the transport and discharge of 
stormwater runoff from the construction site into storm drain systems and water 
bodies by: 

 
 a. Using filtration materials on storm drain covers to remove sediment from 

dewatering effluent. 
 
 b. Stabilizing all denuded areas and maintaining erosion control measures 

continuously between October 1 and April 30. 
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 c. Removing spoils promptly, and avoiding stockpiling of fill materials, when 
rain is forecast.  If rain threatens, stockpiled soils and other materials shall 
be covered with a tarp or other waterproof material. 

 
 d. Storing, handling, and disposing of construction materials and wastes so as 

to avoid their entry to the storm drain system or water body. 
 
 e. Avoiding cleaning, fueling or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in an area 

designated to contain and treat runoff. 
 
 f. Limiting and timing applications of pesticides and fertilizers to avoid polluting 

runoff. 
 
13. The applicant shall include an erosion and sediment control plan on the plans 

submitted for the building permit.  This plan shall identify the type and location of 
erosion control devices to be installed upon the commencement of construction in 
order to maintain the stability of the site and prevent erosion and sedimentation 
off-site. 

 
14. The applicant shall apply for a building permit and shall adhere to all requirements 

from the Building Inspection Section, the Department of Public Works and the 
respective Fire Authority. 

 
15. No site disturbance shall occur, including any grading or tree removal, until a 

building permit has been issued, and then only those trees approved for removal 
shall be removed. 

 
16. To reduce the impact of construction activities on neighboring properties, comply 

with the following: 
 
 a. All debris shall be contained on-site; a dumpster or trash bin shall be 

provided on-site during construction to prevent debris from blowing onto 
adjacent properties.  The applicant shall monitor the site to ensure that trash 
is picked up and appropriately disposed of daily. 

 
 b. The applicant shall remove all construction equipment from the site upon 

completion of the use and/or need of each piece of equipment which shall 
include but not be limited to tractors, back hoes, cement mixers, etc. 

 
 c. The applicant shall ensure that no construction-related vehicles shall 

impede through traffic along the rights-of-way on Alameda de las Pulgas 
and Manzanita Avenue.  All construction vehicles shall be parked on-site 
outside the public rights-of-way or in locations which do not impede safe 
access on Alameda de las Pulgas and Manzanita Avenue.  There shall be 
no storage of construction vehicles in the public rights-of-way. 

 
17. Mitigation Measure 1:  Ensure that the third on-site parking space is provided by 

implementing the planned driveway improvements to widen the existing pad from 
26.5 feet to 27 feet in width.  This would provide sufficient width to accommodate 
three (3) standard 9-foot by 20-foot parking stalls.  The driveway modifications 
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could be implemented through minor improvements, including removal of the 
existing temporary fenced trash receptacle enclosure, and widening of the existing 
driveway pad by 0.5 feet with additional concrete paving, or installation of 
grasscrete (or other permeable pavers). 

 
18. Mitigation Measure 2 (as modified from the Negative Declaration):  The 

owners/managers of the child care facility shall follow the County’s request to 
allow no more than ten (10) drop-offs/pick-ups per hour.  In addition, client 
contracts will include language requiring that the child care center 
parents/guardians/caregivers park for less than 10 minutes when signing in or out 
of the Center; that users park in the designated areas, or on-street parking 
spaces, to avoid blocking or turning around in neighbor driveways; and that 
access to the Center shall be via Alameda de las Pulgas and Manzanita Avenue. 

 
19. Mitigation Measure 3:  The owners/managers of the child care facility shall 

ensure that sight lines are maintained at the northeast corner of the Alameda de 
las Pulgas/Manzanita Avenue intersection by keeping tree branches trimmed and 
shrubs/foliage trimmed to a maximum height of 30 inches (2.5 feet). 

 
20. Noise levels produced by the proposed construction activity shall not exceed the 

80-dBA level at any one moment.  Construction activities shall be limited to the 
hours from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 9:00 a.m. to 
5:00 p.m. on Saturday.  Construction operations shall be prohibited on Sunday 
and any national holiday. 

 
Building Inspection Section 
 
21. Prior to pouring any concrete for foundations, written verification from a licensed 

surveyor will be required confirming that the setbacks, as shown on the approved 
plans, have been maintained. 

 
22. An automatic fire sprinkler system will be required.  This permit must be issued 

prior to or in conjunction with the building permit. 
 
23. If a water main extension, upgrade or hydrant is required, this work must be 

completed prior to the issuance of the building permit or the applicant must submit 
a copy of an agreement and contract with the water purveyor that will ensure the 
work will be completed prior to finalizing the permit. 

 
24. A site drainage plan will be required that will demonstrate how roof drainage and 

site runoff will be directed to an approved disposal area. 
 
25. Sediment and erosion control measures must be installed prior to beginning any 

site work and maintained throughout the term of the permit.  Failure to install or 
maintain these measures will result in stoppage of construction until the 
corrections have been made and fees paid for staff enforcement time. 

 
26. All drawings must be drawn to scale and clearly define the whole project and its 

scope. 
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27. Please call out the right codes on the code summary:  The design and/or drawings 
shall be done according to the 2013 Edition of the California Building Standards 
Code, Title 24; the 2013 California Plumbing Code (Part 5); the 2013 California 
Mechanical Code (Part 4); and the 2013 California Electrical Code (Part 3). 

 
28. Provide cross-sections of an accessible restroom.  If you have playground 

equipment, please provide drawings showing this equipment is accessible 
(ADA compliant) as well. 

 
29. This is an I-4 Use Day Care Center. 
 
Menlo Park Fire Protection District 
 
30. The new facility will require automatic fire sprinkler protection and an automatic 

fire alarm system, including manual fire alarm system. 
 
31. After Planning approval, building plans shall be submitted to the Menlo Park Fire 

Protection District for California Fire Code review. 
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Technical Memorandum 

 

 
To: Ms. Heather Hopkins 

Toddle, LLC 
 

 
From:   Adam Dankberg, P.E. 

Luke Schwartz, P.E. 
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 

Date: May 6, 2014 

RE: Response to Public Comments Concerning the Traffic and Parking Technical Study 
3131 Alameda de las Pulgas Childcare Center 
San Mateo County, California 

 
Toddle, LLC retained Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. (Kimley-Horn) to complete a traffic and 
parking technical study to supplement the required agency review documentation for a proposed 
childcare center project (“the project”) to be located at 3131 Alameda de las Pulgas in unincorporated 
San Mateo County, California. The technical study prepared by Kimley-Horn was submitted as part 
of the project’s use permit application, which was unanimously approved by the San Mateo County 
Planning Commission on Wednesday, February 12, 2014.  A formal appeal has since been submitted 
by opponents of the proposed project to challenge the decision of the Planning Commission and will 
be considered by the County Board of Supervisors. 

 
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide formal responses to the comments included in the 
appeal to the Board of Supervisors relating to the analysis methodologies, assumptions and findings 
presented in the project traffic and parking study prepared by Kimley-Horn. Each specific comment 
documented in the appeal is summarized and a corresponding response is provided in the attached 
matrix. 

 
Attachments 

l Attachment A:  Response to Public Comments Log 
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3131 Alameda de las Pulgas Childcare Center - Traffic and Parking Study 
Response to Public Comments Log 
Date: May 6th, 2014 

 
Public Comments Submitted in Appeal to San Mateo County Board of Supervisors Regarding 2/12/14 Planning Commission Decision 

# Comment Response/Clarification 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appeal Item #3a: 
Traffic study was for 1 day rather than a sample of multiple days. Day to day variability 
between different days of the week was not accounted for. 

 
Due to the relatively high cost and time-intensive process related to traffic data collection, 
collection of baseline traffic data for a single day is not untypical, particularly when studying 
a relatively low traffic-generating use, such as the proposed project. For example, per the 
San Mateo County Traffic Impact Study Guidelines, a formal traffic impact study is generally 
needed when a project generates over 500 vehicle trips per day or over 100 trips during the 
peak hour. The proposed project is expected to generate only 164 daily trips and 20 trips 
during the highest trip-generating hour. 
 
Traffic data was collected during a typical weekday (excluding Mondays and Fridays), and 
efforts were made to avoid collecting data during unusual circumstances (i.e. on days of 
special events, construction activity, closures, etc.). Due to the scheduling of this study, 
traffic data was collected during the summer of 2013 when many schools are closed. In 
order to provide a conservative analysis and minimize concerns regarding a potential 
underestimation of existing traffic levels when using summer traffic data, existing summer 
traffic count volumes were adjusted upward by 18% based on available traffic count data 
collected in 2012 to reflect traffic conditions at a time of year when schools are in session. 

 

 
 
 
 

2 

 
 
Appeal Item #3b: 
Traffic study was performed in mid July which is the slowest month of the year and when an 
extremely abnormal number of people were out of town and off the roads. ≈ 60% of the 14 
houses on Manzanita were on vacation during the week the traffic study was performed. In 
general, July is the most common time of the year with over 50% of Americans taking vacation 
(per a recent Gallup Poll) 

As mentioned in Response #1, the traffic count data collected in the summer of 2013 was 
adjusted upward by 18% based on recent (2012) traffic count data for Alameda de las 
Pulgas that was collected when schools were in session. In addition, after submittal of 
Kimley-Horn's traffic study, the traffic count data collected in summer of 2013 was 
compared to another traffic data sample for Alameda de las Pulgas within 3 blocks vicinity 
of the proposed project collected during April 2014, when schools were in session. The 
second data sample revealed that peak hour traffic volumes on Alameda de las Pulgas were 
only 6% higher compared to the summer 2013 data. Thus, the 18% adjustment factor used 
in the project traffic study provides a conservative analysis. 

 
 
 
 
 

3 

 
 
 
 
Appeal Item #3c: 
The pedestrian controlled traffic light 2 blocks away stops traffic on Alameda many times every 
school day and was not factored into the traffic study. 

 
The project generates relatively few new vehicle trips during peak commute periods (12 trips 
or less), thus the traffic operations analysis was focused only on the primary access point to 
the project site (Alameda de las Pulgas/Manzanita Avenue). The upstream pedestrian- 
activated traffic signal provides a high-visibility, controlled crossing location for existing 
pedestrians and potential new pedestrian trips generated by the project. In turn, by stopping 
vehicular traffic on Alameda de las Pulgas upstream from the project access intersection, 
this signal helps provide additional gaps in eastbound traffic flow to allow vehicles existing 
Manzanita Avenue turn onto Alameda de las Pulgas. For this reason, the actual delays 
experienced by side-street vehicles waiting to turn onto Alameda de las Pulgas may be 
lower than estimated in the traffic study analysis. 
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Appeal Item #3d: 
The attempt to adjust the recorded traffic volume for school being in session used data from a 
study conducted at a different location approximately 1 mile away. In addition, it was 
performed over a year ago. Las Lomitas enrollment has and will continue to grow (as reflected 
by Proposition S that was passed on November), Alameda and Barney are the main access 
roads to the school. 

See Response #2. 
 
Traffic data collected within the previous 2 years is typically considered appropriate for use 
in a traffic impact study. As mentioned in Response #2, after submittal of the project traffic 
study, a second traffic data sample collected in April 2013 for Alameda de las Pulgas at 
Cedar Avenue (within 3 blocks of the primary project access intersection) was also 
compared to the data collected in summer of 2013. The second data sample indicated only 
a 6% increase in traffic compared to the summer traffic data; thus, the 18% adjustment 
used in the traffic study provides a conservative analysis. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5 

 
 
Appeal Item #3e: 
School traffic adjustment factor incorrectly ignored large differences between East and W est 
traffic volumes (Appendix C from Kimley-Horn report). An average was used; however, if the 
actual number was used, the W estbound Peak AM traffic should have been adjusted by 
36.3% (394 cars in 2012 study compared to 289 in 2013 study), rather than by 18.4%. This 
error likely resulted in an impact underestimate to AM Peak Hour delay for Southbound 
intersection movement (Table 3 from Kimley-Horn report) and error to LOS impact 
assessment during AM Peak Hour for Southbound intersection movement. Therefore the 
project impact is likely causing an unacceptable LOS of E (rather than D per Table 3) during 
AM Peak Hour for Southbound intersection movement. 

 
The variance in school traffic adjustment factors by direction was not ignored. Application of 
the school traffic adjustment by individual peak hour (AM & PM) and by direction was 
originally considered; however, application of the average combined adjustment factor of 
18.4% was found to be more conservative. This is because the peak hour directional 
adjustment factor is much higher for the non-peak direction than for the peak direction. 
 
For example, during the AM peak hour, the peak direction (eastbound) volume would require 
a 11% school adjustment factor and the non-peak direction (westbound) would require a 
36% school adjustment factor. The peak direction volume is approximately 50% higher than 
the non-peak direction volume. Thus, by applying an average adjustment factor of 18.4%, 
the resulting adjusted peak directional volume is higher, which results in higher estimated 
delay (and LOS) for side-street vehicles trying to cross Alameda de las Pulgas. 

 
 
 
 
 

6 

 
 
Appeal Item #3f: 
Parking time should be based off conservative assumptions from the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers 1987 manual "Trip Generation" which would result in 10.2 minutes 
in the morning (5.6/0.55) and 12.4 minutes in the evening (6.8/0.55). A conservative approach 
is needed since staff/children will be less familiar with each other and require exchanging extra 
information due to lack of consistent day to day interaction. 

The commenter is interpreting the referenced data inappropriately. The research study Trip 
Generation of Day Care Centers (Hitchens, 1990) was published in the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers' 1990 Compendium and included a survey of six day care 
facilities. The study observed an average drop-off/pick up time ranging from 5.6-6.8 
minutes. The average (approximately 6 minutes) drop-off time was referenced in Kimley- 
Horn's parking study; however, a conservative drop-off time of 10 minutes was used for the 
purposes of the parking loading analysis. The Hitchens research study noted an unrelated 
finding that the observed trip generation for the surveyed sites was approximately 55% lower 
than presented in ITE's 1987 Trip Generation Manual. This conclusion was not related to 
drop-off/pick up time and should not be interpreted as so. 
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Appeal Item #3g: 
Concerns around traffic on Manzanita and Barney Avenue were not adequately addressed. As 
stated by Frederick Hansson at the public hearing, "W hat I want to do is mitigate the traffic on 
Manzanita, that is my worry. I do not have a solution for that." Due to the congestion on 
Alameda de las Pulgas, customers of the center would likely approach and/or exit from the 
facility via Manzanita Ave and Barney Ave. Even if customers approach from Alameda, it is 
likely they would use neighborhood streets to turn around and/or exit. This would result in a 
significant threat to safety of the children in the neighborhood. The neighborhood streets are 
currently very quiet and neighborhood children walking to Las Lomitas and families walking 
with infants are common sights throughout the day. In fact, there will be children walking 
to/from school during the peak drop off/peak up times cited by Toddle. The highest hourly trip 
generation is estimated to occur between 12 p.m. and 3 p.m., which is exactly when most of 
the students at Las Lomitas Elementary get out of school (sessions end at 12:20 p.m., 2:05 
p.m. and 3:30 p.m.), many of them walking along Alameda, Barney and Manzanita Ave. The 
protection of the children walking to Las Lomitas was a key reason the county decided to close 
a portion of Barney Ave to vehicular traffic. 
 
It would be a shame if after going through the trouble of closing off part of the road to protect 
our children, a commercial operation bringing significantly more traffic to the neighborhood 
was allowed to open. The traffic study provided makes an incorrect assumption around 
potential cut through traffic, assuming the only cause would be customers circling around the 
block for parking. Those familiar with the area know that drivers will drive down Manzanita, 
turn on to Barney and out to Valparaiso to avoid making the dangerous left turn on to Alameda. 
Regardless of the parking situation, significant cut through traffic can be expected in the 
neighborhood. 

 
As discussed in Kimley-Horn's traffic study, potential neighborhood cut-through impacts are 
anticipated to be minimal: 
 
- First, the project applicant has agreed to limit the number of reservations allowed during a 
given period to more-evenly disperse project traffic throughout the day and to minimize 
project traffic during the peak commute periods. 
- Second, the project owners/managers require all customers to sign a traffic circulation 
policy agreement requiring parents/caregivers to agree to travel to/from the site using 
Alameda de las Pulgas, park in the site driveway or on Alameda de las Pulgas directly in 
front of the property, and not to block neighbor driveways or use them to turn around. 
- Third, the parking loading analysis indicates that even during the busiest drop-off/pickup 
periods, there is very little probability (<5%) that all on-site driveway parking spaces would 
be occupied, which reduces the likelihood of drivers circling through the neighborhood 
unnecessarily. 
 
Lastly, the project project trip generation was developed to provide a very conservative 
estimate of project traffic. For example: 
a. The traffic and parking analysis for the project considers the maximum demand of 40 
total drop-offs per day with the maximum occupancy of 24 children being maintained for the 
majority of the day. 
b. For the purposes of being conservative, the trip generation estimates assume that all 
trips to the site will be made by auto and each car will only drop-off/pickup one child. In 
reality, some parents/caregivers that live nearby will likely walk to the site and some 
parents/caregivers will drop-off/pickup more than one child. 
c. At the time that the traffic and parking data was collected for the study, the existing 
property was occupied by residential tenants. Thus, the site is already generating trips 
during the day and peak periods and the proposed child care center would be generating 
fewer net new trips. The trips generated by the existing residential tenants were not 
subtracted from the project trip generation estimates in order to provide a conservative worst- 
case assessment. 
 
In reality, the typical trip generation for the proposed project is likely to be considerably lower 
than assumed for the purposes of the traffic and parking study; thus, the potential traffic 
added to Manzanita Avenue and other neighborhood streets is anticipated to be minimal. 
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Appeal Item #3h: 
Parking availability for undesignated parking on Alameda was observed while many neighbors 
were on vacation. 

On-street parking occupancy observations were collected in order to develop a general 
understanding of parking conditions within the vicinity of the proposed project. The project 
applicant plans to improve the existing site driveway pad to accommodate three driveway 
parking spaces (in addition to 2 garage spaces). W ith the proposed on-site parking supply 
(excluding garage spaces and ADA space), the parking analysis concludes that even during 
the busiest drop-off/pickup periods, there is an extremely high likelihood (>95%) that at least 
one of the on-site driveway parking spaces will be available. This minimizes the need for 
parents/caregivers to rely on the on-street parking supply for drop-offs/pickups; thus, the 
project is not anticipated to significantly impact on-street parking activity, even if parking 
demand is higher during school months. 
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Appeal Item #3i: 
Parking is based off the assumption that 7 parking spots are available, however, Toddle only 
has 3 (2 in the garage are for employee parking). The 3 additional spots on Alameda are non- 
designated and cannot be claimed by Toddle. The ADA parking space would be off limits to 
most of Toddle's clients. Since Alameda only has street parking on the odd # side of the street, 
residents living on the even # side rely on using the parking in front of 3131. In addition, there 
is a bus stop on the near corner in front of 3117 Alameda. This further limits parking options 
on the Alameda. Even if the undesignated spots on Alameda are available, Toddle customers 
are unlikely to use parking spots on Alameda due to high volume of traffic endangering 
themselves and their children. 

 
 
 
 
As mentioned in Response #8, the parking analysis concludes that even during worst-case 
conditions, the on-site parking supply is anticipated to sufficiently accommodate the 
projected parking demand during the vast majority of the time. 
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Appeal Item #3j: 
During the public hearing, the parking issue was minimized due to the assumption that many 
customers will walk to the facility. This is an unrealistic assumption because Toddle's 
business model is based on stay at home parents dropping off/picking up to run errands and 
part time working parents on their way to work. 

 
The traffic and parking analysis is conservative and assumes that all project-generated trips 
are made by auto and no carpools are assumed. As mentioned during the Planning 
Commission hearing, in reality, some customers will likely walk to the site. 
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Appeal Appendix B - Item #1: 
There appears to be a typographical error in the 1st bulleted statement of Page 7 of the Kimley- 
Horn Report. It reads: 
"The level of service at an intersection degrades from acceptable LOS D or better to 
unacceptable LOS F or F with the addition of the project; or" 
 
It seems more likely that the statement should instead read: 
"The level of service at an intersection degrades from acceptable LOS D or better to 
unacceptable LOS E or F ..." 

 
 
Correct, this statement should read: "The level of service at an intersection degrades from 
acceptable LOS D or better to unacceptable LOS E or F ..." 
 
This policy was interpreted correctly in the traffic study findings. 
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Appeal Appendix B - Item #2: 
The bottom of Page 2 of the Kimley-Horn report states: 
"Due to the scheduling of this study, traffic data was collected during the summer when the 
majority of schools are closed. In order to provide a conservative analysis and minimize 
concerns regarding a potential underestimation of existing traffic levels when using summer 
traffic data, existing summer traffic count volumes were adjusted upward to reflect traffic 
conditions at a time of year when schools are in session. This adjustment was developed by 
comparing roadway traffic counts collected on Alameda de las Pulgas near the proposed 
project site in summer of 2013 to recent (2012) traffic counts collected at this location when 
schools were in session . All traffic analysis discussed in the following sections was 
performed using the adjusted traffic volumes. All relevant traffic count data utilized in this 
study is provided in Attachment B. School traffic adjustment calculations are shown in 
Attachment C." 
The adjustment factor referenced in Attachment C (1.184 = 18.4% increase) is an average of 
the relative differences in traffic flow of four values: Eastbound AM Peak Hour, W estbound 
AM Peak Hour, Eastbound PM Peak Hour, and W estbound PM Peak Hour. There is a large 
amount of variability in the 4 values from 1.108 to 1.363. As such, the conclusions of the site 
circulation and access evaluation are likely sensitive to the choice of correction method 
employed. It would appear more appropriate to apply different correction factors to each of the 
4 elements based on peak time of day and direction of traffic flow rather than an overall 
average to all four (i.e. apply 1.08 to Existing Eastbound AM Peak Hour, 1.363 to Existing 
W estbound AM Peak Hour, 1.212 to Existing Eastbound PM Peak Hour, 1.155 to Existing 
W estbound PM Peak Hour.) Using this approach for correction, it would seem that the 
EXISTING+PROJECT delay for the AM Peak Hour Southbound intersection movement may 
exceed 35 seconds, causing the proposed project's Southbound intersection movement (see 
Table 3, Page 7 of Kimley-Horn report) to operate at an unacceptable LOS E during the Peak 
AM Hour (per page 5 of the San Mateo Traffic Impact Study Guidelines, attached). IF this is 
true, this would degrade the level of service (LOS) from acceptable "D" to unacceptable "E" 
causing a significant impact. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
See Response #5 regarding school traffic adjustment. 
 
See Response #7 regarding overall conservative nature of the traffic and parking analysis. 
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Appeal Appendix B - Item #3: 
An additional drawback of the previously mentioned correction method to account for the 
collection of data during a low traffic month is that it is based on ONE DAY in 2012 rather than 
a sample of multiple days. The day-to-day variability has not been reported and appears 
unknown. It would stand to reason that there is non-negotiable variability in traffic density 
between days of the week for example. It is not clear where on the spectrum of variation the 
data used for the correction lie. W ere the data taken from a low traffic day, high traffic day, or 
average traffic day. It is not possible to determine from the report that was provided. This is 
another shortcoming of the correction method, which further introduces an unknown degree of 
variability around the results. It would seem necessary to use a more extensive sample of 
traffic flow during times when schools are in session in order to guard against sampling bias 
causing an anti-conservative analysis. 

 
 
 
 
 
See Response #5 regarding school traffic adjustment. 
 
See Response #7 regarding overall conservative nature of the traffic and parking analysis. 
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Appeal Appendix B - Item #4: 
Page 11 of Kimley-Horn's report reads: 
"Based on a conservative analysis considering existing neighborhood on-street parking 
demand and an average drop-off/pickup parking time of 10 minutes, the proposed parking 
demand generated by the childcare facility would have a very small probability (< 5%) of 
exceeding the available on-site driveway parking supply during the busiest time of day." 
The estimate of 10 minutes for parking times was considered conservative based on an 
average waiting time of 5.6 and 6.8 minutes referenced in "Trip Generation of Day Care 
Centers" in Appendix G. The data in this reference were gathered from six centers in the 
Philadelphia suburbs at an unspecified time prior to 1991. A passage in the final concluding 
paragraph reads: 
"The rates presented for trips/employee by this study are approximately 55% lower than that 
presented in Trip Generation (4th Edition, 1987) ... The differences in the average trip rates 
determined by this study are most likely attributable to differences in regulations pertaining to 
day cares throughout the country. It is recommended that additional studies be done in the 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania area and elsewhere to further supplement the data based on this 
land use code." 
Given the high degree of variability between day care centers as stated in the reference (i.e. 
estimates in Trip Generation 4th Edition were 1/0.55 = 82% higher than the rates in "Trip 
Generation of Day Care Centers" in Appendix G), it would seem that a more appropriate 
assumption for parking minutes would be 12.4 minutes (the larger of 5.6/0.55 = 10.2 and 
6.8/0.55=12.4) if conservatism were the goal. There is ample reason to believe that parking 
minutes for this day care will be longer than a typical day care center of similar size. The 
proposed childcare will be "drop-in" (as opposed to consistent daily schedule), and additional 
time is likely to be required for sign-in/drop-offs compared to the traditional day care center. 
This would be due to staff and children being less familiar with each other, staff needing extra 
information from the person dropping off, and children being more likely to require extra time 
to get comfortable before their parent/caregiver leaves. Furthermore, the concluding 
statements from the reference further suggest that the most reliable data should be extracted 
from similar day care centers in the Menlo Park area. In the absence of further data gathered 
from day care centers in the Menlo Park area, a more appropriate conservative estimate for 
parking time would seem to be 12.4. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
See Response #6. 
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Appeal Appendix B - Item #5: 
W hile seemingly conservative assumptions have been made regarding pick-up and drop-off 
times in the analyses, it is not clear how effective the reservation system will be in practice. For 
example, how does the reservation system re-adjust for late drop-offs/pickups, which in turn 
affect parking? If someone is late, and their (very short) 10-12 minute time window has been 
missed, do they ignore Toddle's regulations and pick up when they arrive anyway? Or do they 
call ahead and ask Toddle for the next available time window for pick-up? IN which case, a car 
would either try to find parking someplace, or drive around until the newly assigned time 
window. This would add additional traffic on the Manzanita and Barney side streets. It is 
difficult to accurately assess the appropriateness of the assumptions, or conclusions of the 
analysis, without understanding more about the system, its effect on customer pickup/drop-off 
times, and Toddle LLC's plans to address such inevitable and likely, frequent scenarios. It 
would have been very helpful to understand the specifications of the system to have a better 
sense of how it will perform in practice. 

 
The project applicant will be able to provide more details regarding the reservation system. 
As mentioned in previous comments, the project traffic and parking study is intended to 
provide an overly conservative analysis. In addition to the points discussed previously in 
Response #7, the following additional assumptions/methodologies are reflected in the traffic 
and parking analysis to provide a conservative assessment: 
 
- The traffic operations analysis includes "peak hour factors" that adjust hourly traffic 
conditions to represent the worst-case 15-minute period within the AM and PM peak hour 
periods. 
- The parking loading demand analysis uses a Poisson distribution to identify the probability 
of all on-site parking spaces being occupied assuming random arrivals during the busiest 
peak hour. 
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Appeal Appendix B - Item #6: 
Parking data on Manzanita and Alameda de las Pulgas in the report were based on one day's 
worth of data during the summer. Reason would suggest that a random sample from different 
days would have allowed for more reliable inferences on parking. The confidence bounds and 
variability around a sample size of 1 (i.e. where days are experimental units) is infinite, and 
thus unreliable. The estimate of the number of cars parking in front of 3131 Alameda de las 
Pulgas is very likely to be sensitive to the particular day being used to draw inferences (i.e. one 
summer day versus 364 other days of the year). For example, it has been reported that there is 
non-ignorable variation in traffic volumes do to particular days of the week 
(http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/tmguide/tmg_hfwa_pl_13_015.pdf)  Unless day to 
day variability in parking behavior were truly negligible, it would seem that data from multiple 
days (while schools are in session) would dbe necessary to protect against biased analysis of 
parking behavior. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
See Response #7 and Response #15 regarding conservative assumptions used in the 
traffic and parking analysis. 
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Appeal Appendix B - Item #7: 
The parking conclusions of the report also appear to rely on the assumption that autos arriving 
according to the reservation system do so at exact specified times, which biases the predicted 
parking burden estimates in Appendix H. Pages 1 and 4 of Appendix H of the Kimley-Horn 
report contain the following statement. 
"For planning purposes, it is assumed that arrivals are evenly distributed throughout the 
hour." 
In reality, arrivals will not occur at exact times. W ithout accounting for the more realistic 
assumption that arrival times vary according to a random process (Poisson for example), the 
estimates provided in Table 4 do not fully reflect realistic assumptions. W ithout re-performing 
the calculations, it is not readily apparent the degree to which this will increase the probability 
estimates in Table 4  

 
 
 
 
As mentioned in Response #15, the parking analysis findings are developed based on a 
parking demand analysis that uses a Poisson distribution to identify the probability of all on- 
site parking spaces being occupied assuming random arrivals during the highest demand 
hour. 
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Appeal Appendix B - Item #8: 
Parking assumptions also rely on one shift of 2 employees arriving before 8:30 a.m. and 
leaving after 6 p.m. (see footnote of Table 2 Traffic and Parking Study). This can't possibly be 
the case; more staff would clearly be needed. By law, employees need to take breaks during 
that time period. This would result in some time periods where only one staff member was in 
charge of all the children in the facility, which would violate the law. Clearly, more than 2 
employees would be needed on a typical day, which conflicts with key assumptions in the 
analyses, and at least 3 (and likely more) parking spaces would be taken up by employees at 
multiple times of the day. 

 
 
The project applicant will be able to provide more details regarding staffing. As mentioned 
previously, the project trip generation estimates provide a very conservative estimate of 
project trip generation and are anticipated to reflect the worst-case trip generation for the 
project. 
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Appeal Appendix B - Item #9: 
The quoted probabilities of <5% of exceeding available on-site parking (Table 4 page 10 of the 
Kimley-Horn report) pertain to one peak hour, not an entire day. This quoted probability is 
misleading because it does not account for the remaining 8.5 hours of the day where parking 
also has the potential to be exceeded. Recalculation of this probability on a per day basis, with 
a more appropriate conservative estimate of parking time (see point 4), as well as a correction 
for non-random arrival times (see point 7) will increase this probability to a degree that is not 
obvious without formal mathematical re-calculation. The increase due to these factors is 
unlikely to be negligible. 

 
 
The parking loading demand analysis was performed for the highest parking demand hour 
of the day. Parking demand during other periods of the day will be equal to or less than the 
peak parking demand; thus, the parking analysis findings provide an appropriate 
assessment of potential project parking impacts. 

 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/tmguide/tmg_hfwa_pl_13_015.pdf
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From: "Jim Eggemeyer" <jeggemeyer@smcgov.org>
To: Camille Leung <CLeung@smcgov.org>, Lisa Aozasa <LAozasa@smcgov.org>
CC: Steve Monowitz <SMonowitz@smcgov.org>, John Nibbelin <JNibbelin@smcgov.org>
Date: 4/28/2014 3:13 PM
Subject: Fwd: 3131 Alameda BOS Meeting June

Please see below regarding the email from Ms. Davis.

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

> From: Janet Davis <jadjadjad@sbcglobal.net>
> Date: April 26, 2014 at 8:01:16 AM PDT
> To: Jim Eggemeyer <JEggemeyer@smcgov.org>, john nibbelin <jnibbelin@smcgov.org>, Don Horsley 
<DHorsley@smcgov.org>, warren slocum <wslocum@smcgov.org>, carol groom 
<cgroom@co.sanmateo.ca.us>, DAVID PINE <dpine@smcgov.org>, "atissier@co.sanmateo.ca.us" 
<atissier@co.sanmateo.ca.us>
> Cc: kathy schoendorf <kschoendorf@sbcglobal.net>, Showleh El-Hage <shelhage@yahoo.com>
> Subject: 3131 Alameda BOS Meeting June
> Reply-To: Janet Davis <jadjadjad@sbcglobal.net>
> 
> In light of (a) the previously noted prejudicial behavior of the Commission Chairman/Representative for 
District 3 who had recently been relieved of his position; (b) the errors of law in the highly flawed 
Planner’s Report; (c) the obfuscation of the different State Law requirements for Family Day Care Centers 
and Child Care Centers; (d) the failure to clarify that the actual residential property would be altered to a 
commercial state; (e) the fact that State application varies from that submitted to the County; (f) the failure 
to show that County’s ordinances relating to Family Day Care facilities (with far fewer kids) are 
significantly more stringent that those being recommended for the commercial Child Care Center; (g) that 
the State law requirements for a Child Care Center could not possibly be fulfilled at that property; (h) that 
the traffic “study” was hopelessly incompetent and inaccurate; (i) that the assertion that there would only 
be two staff members could not possibly be accurate given State law requirements (j) the obvious 
confusion of the Commission members and some of the supporters of the project, with respect to the 
legal requirements of the different categories of care; (k) that the supporters of the project were NOT 
potential users, but mostly business associates of the applicant
>  
> It is necessary that any Report to the BOS include factually correct: (a) State law definitions of Family 
Day Care vs. Child Care Centers and that the latter are to be in commercial or  public places or in high 
density/low income housing projects, or adjacent to employment centers such as the child care facility for 
County employees; (b) a  correct summary of the State laws  that truthfully states the physical space and 
separation by age requirements for children (bearing in mind that the applicant herself has an infant child 
which, if brought to the facility would trigger a whole new set of regulations); (c) a correct summary of the 
State staffing requirements which includes the provisions banning childcare providers from attending to 
other tasks (such as food preparation, answering the phone, supervising traffic, clean up etc.; (d) a 
correct summary of the State law requirements for separate storage, and laundering of each child’s 
belongings and any mattresses to be used for naps.
>  
> Given the totally incompetent, inaccurate, and incomplete, traffic study, it should be a minimal 
requirement that prior to any further proceedings by the BOS, a valid and competent study be undertaken 
by an experienced firm such as Fehr Associates.  A preferable outcome would be for this matter to be 
remanded back to the Planning Commission which now comprises a new Commissioner for District 3, 
and that a more competent Planner be assigned to write the Report.
>  
> Janet Davis
> April 26, 2014
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