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ALAMEDA DE LAS PULGAS

San Mateo County Planning Commission Meeting

HENEY L. RIGGS, A.LA

| 47 Cellie Lane, Menlo Park, CA_94026-1701 / B60-327-6198

TODDLE REMODEL
SITE PLAN

3131 ALAMEDA DELAS PULGAS

Owner/Applicant: 3131 Alameda LLC/Toddle LLC
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(E) EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

TORDLE REMODEL T HENRY L RIGGS, AILA
= 3131 ALAMEDA DN LAS PULGAS |47 Callle Lane, Menlo Park, CA 04025-1701/860-327-8108
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(P) EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

TORDLE REMODEL HENRY L. RIGGS, ALA.
h 3131 ALAMEDA 121 LAS FULGAS

47 Caltie Lane, Menlg Park, GA _94028-1701 / 680-327-6198
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' Attachment E
County of Ban Mateo

o\ Planning & Building Depa,r’tment

Z g.t 455 County Center, 2nd Floor Mail Drop PLN122
Redwood City, California 24063 pingbldg@smcgov.org
650/363-4161 Fax: 650/363-4849 www.co.sanmateo,ca,us/planning

February 19, 2014

Toddle LLC

Attre: Heather Hopkins
361 Camino Al Lago
Menlo Park, CA 94027

Dear Ms. Hopkins:

Subject: LETTER OF DECISION

File Number:  PLN2013-00191

Location. 3131 Alameda in unincorporated West Menlo Park
APN: 074-025-270

On February 12, 2014, the San Mateo County Planning Commission considered your application
for a Use Permit to allow opetration of a 24-child day care center in an existing single-family
tesidence in the unincorporated West Menlo Park area of San Mateo County.

Based on information provided by staff and evidence presented st the hearing, the Planning
Commission approved the project by adepting the required findings and conditions of approval as
identified in Attachment A.

Any interested party aggrieved by the determination of the Planning Commission has the right of
appeal to the Board of Supervisors within ten (10) business days from such date of determination,
The appeal period for this matter will end at 5:60 p.m, on February 27, 2014.

Please direct any questions regarding this matter to Dennis-Aguirre, Project Planner, at (650)363-
1867 or Email: daguirre@smegov.org.

Sincerely,

Heather Hardy
Planning Commission Secretary
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Attachment A
County of San Mateo
Planining and Building Department
FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Permit or Project File Number: PLN 201300191 Hearing Date: February 12, 2014
Prepared By:  Dennis P. Aguirre Adopted By: Planning Commission

Project Planmer

FINDINGS

1. That the Mitigated Negative Declaration is compiete, correct and adequate, and prepai:ed 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, Found:

5. That the establishment, maintenance and/or conducting of the use will not, under the
citcumstances 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 Zoning Regulations (Parking Spaces
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Required: Schools). 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 (16) drop-offs/pick-ups per hour, up to a
maximum of forty (40) drop-offs daily, parking will 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 traffic 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 comer location of the Center provides for three off-site (non-designated)
drop-offfpick-up areas directly in front of the facility, along Alameda de 1as
Pulgas, such that sireet 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 1o the residence. Condition No. 20 has been added to address the issue of
construction noise.

c. With regard fo visual impacts, only minor exterior modifications are proposed for the
facility such that fhie residential appearance of the structure is not compromised and
will not deviate from the regidential 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-
tetm child care services without the mandatory long-term enrollment commitment.

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 may be approved by
the Commumity Development Director if they ave consistent with the intent of and are in
substantial conformance with this approval. -
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1.

1.

12,

The use permit shall be valid for five (5) years from the date of final approval.,

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.

'The applicant shall obtain and submit proof of a license from the State of California for the
operation of the Center.

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

The outdoor daily play times shall be scheduled at the discretion of the operator, to allow
two optional and one regular, thirty (30) minute morning sessions, and one regular, forty-
five (45) mmute affernoon session.

No more than forty (40) drop-offs shall be allowed daily.
No more than twenty-four (24) children shall be in the Center at any one time.

Drop-off and pick-up activities shall oceur only in the four designated on-site 'parking _
spaces, and three non-designated parking spaces along Alameda de las Pulgas.

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.

The operator of the Center shal! 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. (See also Condition No, 18 — Mitigation
Measure 2).

During project construction, the applicant shall, pursuant to Chapter 4.100 of the San Mateo
Comnty 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
efftuent.

b, Stabilizing all denuded areas and maintaining erosion control measures continuously
between October 1 and April 30,
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I3.

4.

15.

16.

17.

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 walerproof material.

d.  Storing, handling, and disposing of construction materials and wastes so as 1o avoid
their entry fo 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
runofl.

The applicant shall include an erosion and sediment control plan on the plans submitied 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,

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,

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 remmred

To reduce the impact of construction activities on nel ghbormg plopfﬂftleb comply with the
following:

a.  All debris shail 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 moaitor the site to ensure that trash is picked up and appropiiately
disposed of daily.

b. 'The applicant shall remove all construction equipment from the site upon completlen
of the use and/or need of each piece of equipment which shall include but not be
limited to tractors, back hoes, cement mixers, ete.

¢.  The applicant shall ensure that no construction-related vehicles shall unpede 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.

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
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18.

19,

20,

2L

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 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 addmonal conerete
paving, or installation of grasscrete (or other permeable pavers).

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 two drop-offs/pick-ups per 12 minutes, not to exceed 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. (See also Condition No, 11)

Mitigation Measure 3: The owners/managers of the child care facility shatl 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).

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 howrs from 7:00
a.. 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,

The applicant shall submit a landscape plan, subject to prior consultation with the adjacent
neighbors, in order to address potential noise impacts from the operation of the Center, prior
to issuance of a building permit. The landscaping shall be installed prior to the Final
Inspection for the building permit. .

Building Inspection Section

22.

23.

24.

25.

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 plam, have been
maintained.

An automnatic fire sprinkler system will be required. This permit must be issued prior to or
in conjunction with the building permit.

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.

A site drainage plan will be required that will demonstrate how roof drainage and site runoff
will be directed to an approved disposal area.
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27.

28,

29.

30,

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 resuit in stoppage of construction unti} the corrections have been made and
fees paid for staff enforcement time.

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

Provide cross-sections of an accessible restroom. If you have playground equipment, please
provide drawings showing this equipment is accessible (ADA compliant) as well,

This is an I-4 Use Day Care Center.

Menle Park Fire Protection District

31.

32

The new facility will require automatic fire sprinkler protection and an automatic fire alarm
system, including manual fire alarm system.

After Planning approval, building plans shall be submiited to the Menlo Park Fire
Protection District for California Fire Code review.



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.



RECOMMENDATION

That the Planning Commission approve the Use Permit, County File Number PLN 2013-
00191, based on and subiject 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.



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 enroliment 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 subiject to the required findings and conditions of approval listed in
Attachment A.



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. KEYISSUES

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:



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.

Conformance with Zoning Reqgulations

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

Conformance with Parking Reqgulations

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).



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.

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



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 Note: Negative
C. Project Plans Dec|ératign
D. Nggatlve Declaration included as Att. F
E. Site Photos

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.

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.

That the Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment of
San Mateo County.

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
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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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10.

11.

12.

may be approved by the Community Development Director if they are consistent
with the intent of and are in substantial conformance with this approval.

The use permit shall be valid for five (5) years from the date of final approval.

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.

The applicant shall obtain and submit proof of a license from the State of
California for the operation of the Center.

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

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.

No more than forty (40) drop-offs shall be allowed daily.
No more than twenty-four (24) children shall be in the Center at any one time.

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.

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.

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.

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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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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18.

19.

20.

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).

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.

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).

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.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

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.

An automatic fire sprinkler system will be required. This permit must be issued
prior to or in conjunction with the building permit.

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.

A site drainage plan will be required that will demonstrate how roof drainage and
site runoff will be directed to an approved disposal area.

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.

All drawings must be drawn to scale and clearly define the whole project and its
scope.
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27.

28.

29.

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).

Provide cross-sections of an accessible restroom. If you have playground
equipment, please provide drawings showing this equipment is accessible
(ADA compliant) as well.

This is an 1-4 Use Day Care Center.

Menlo Park Fire Protection District

30.

31.

The new facility will require automatic fire sprinkler protection and an automatic
fire alarm system, including manual fire alarm system.

After Planning approval, building plans shall be submitted to the Menlo Park Fire
Protection District for California Fire Code review.

DPA:jlh/fc — DPAY0056_WJU.DOCX
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10.

1.

Attachment F

County of San Mateo
Ptanning and Building Department

INITIAL STUDY
ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST
(To Be Completed by Planning Department)

Project Title: Toddle LLC Day Care Center
County File Number: PLN 2013-00191

Lead Agency Name and Address: County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department,
455 County Center, Second Floor, Redwood City, CA 94063

Contact Person and Phone Number: Dennis P. Aguirre, Project Planner, 650/363-1867
Project Location: 3131 Alameda de las Pulgas, Menlo Park
Assessor’s Parcel Number and Size of Parcel: 074-025-270; 6,175 sq. ft.

Project Sponsor’'s Name and Address: Toddle LLC, 361 Camino Al Lago, Menlo Park,
CA 94027

General Plan Designation: Residerr.]'tia'f
Zoning: R-1/S-72 (Single-Family Residential/S-72 Combining District)

Description of the Project: The applicant is requesting approval of a Use Permit to allow
operation of a day care 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 pre-school 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 be the control center
of 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), 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.

Surrounding Land Uses and 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
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designated as an Arterial Collector Street, and Manzanita Avenue. The site is fairly flat in
topography. Trees line the streets throughout this neighborhood area.

12.  Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required: None

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at
least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact’ or “Significant Unless Mitigated” as

indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

X | Aesthetics

Climate Change

Population/Housing

Agricultural and Forest

Hazards and Hazardous

Public Services

Resources Materials
X | Air Quality Hydrology/Water Quality Recreation
X | Biclogical Resources Land Use/Planning Transportation/Traffic

Cultural Resources

Mineral Resources

Utilities/Service Systems

X | Noise

Geology/Soils

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites. A “No Impact” answer is adequately
supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to
projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No
Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as
general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as
on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appro-
priate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more
“Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EiR is required.

1.
a project-specific screening analysis).
2.
as operational impacts.
3.
4,

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact”
to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures,
and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation
measures from “Earlier Analyses,” as described in 5. below, may be cross-referenced).




Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration
(Section 15083(¢)(3)(D)). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a.  Earlier Analysis Used. l|dentify and state where they are available for review.

b.  Impacts Adequately Addressed. ldentify which effects from the above checklist were
within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis.

c.  Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less Than Significant with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or
refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific
conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the
page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources. Sources used or individuals contacted should be cited in the
discussion.

1.

AESTHETICS. Would the project:

1.a.

Have a significant adverse effect on a _ X
scenic vista, views from existing residen-
tial areas, public lands, water bodies, or
roads?

Discussion: 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.

Source: Project Plans; Field Observation and County GIS Resource Maps.,

1.b.

Significantly damage or destroy scenic X
resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?




Discussion: The project is not located within a State Scenic Highway. Reference response to
Section 1.a. above.

Source: Project Plans; Field Observation and County GIS Resource Maps.

1.c.  Significantly degrade the existing visual X
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings, including significant
change in topography or ground surface
relief features, and/or development on a
ridgeling?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 1.a. above.
Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.

1.d.  Create a new source of significant light X
or glare that would adversely affect day
or nighttime views in the area?

Discussion: No new sources of light are proposed for this project. Reference response to Section
1.a. above.

Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.

1.e. Be adjacent to a designated Scenic X
Highway or within a State or County
Scenic Corridor?

Discussion: N/A; the site is not located adjacent to a Scenic Highway or within a State or County
Scenic Corridor. Reference response to Section 1.a. above.

Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.

1.1 If within a Design Review District, conflict X
with applicable General Plan or Zoning
Ordinance provisions?

Discussion: N/A,; the project site is not located within any Design Review District. Reference
response to Section 1.a. above.

Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.

1.9. Visually intrude into an area having X
natural scenic qualities?

Discussion: No areas that have natural scenic qualities are located within this developed urban
residential area. Reference response to Section 1.a. above.

Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.




2. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to
agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information
compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the State’s
inventory of forestland, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest
Legacy Assessment Project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in
Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

2.a.  For lands outside the Coastal Zone, X
convert Prime Farmland, Unigue
Farmiand, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland) as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

Discussion: N/A; the project site is not located in an Agricultural Zoning District. The parcel is
located in an urban residential zone and is not intended for agricultural use or production.

Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.

2.b.  Conflict with existing zoning for X
agricultural use, an existing Open Space
Easement, or a Williamson Act contract?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 2.a. above.

Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.

2.c. Involve other changes in the existing X
environment which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forestland to non-forest
use?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 2.a. above.

Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.

2.d.  Forlands within the Coastal Zone, - X
convert or divide lands identified as
Class | or Class IF Agriculture Soils and
Class lll Soils rated good or very good
for artichokes or Brussels sprouts?




Discussion: The project site is not located in the Coastal Zone. Reference response to Section
2.a. above.

Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.

2.e.  Result in damage to soil capability or X
loss of agricultural land?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 2.a. above.
Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.

2.f Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause X
rezoning of, forestland (as defined in
Public Resources Code Section
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by
Public Resources Code Section 4528),
or timberland zoned Timberiand
Production {as defined by Government
Code Section 51104(g))?
Nofe to reader; This question seeks to address the

aconamic impact of converling forestiand fo a non-
timber harvesling use,

Discussion: N/A; the project site is not located in a forestland/timberland area.

Source: Project Plans and Field Observation,

| 3. AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air
quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:

3.a.  Conflict with or obstruct implementation X
of the applicable air quality plan?

Discussion: The operations of the day care center may result in temporary generation of poliutants
related to the slight increase in motor vehicle emissions resulting from the drop-off and pick-up
activities related to the day care center's operations. However, the project would not result in the
generation of a significant level of pollutants. Section 2-1-113.1.3 (Exemption, Sources and
Operations, Any Vehicle) of the General Requirements of the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District exempts sources of air pollution associated with the operation of vehicles. No additional
mitigation measures are necessary.

Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) Regulation 2, Rule1: General
Requirements.




3.b.  Violate any air quality standard or X
contribute significantly to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 3.a. above.
Source: BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule1: General Reguirements.

3.c.  Resultin a cumulatively considerable X
net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable Federal
or State ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 3.a., above.
Source: BAAQMD Reguiation 2, Rule 1: Generai Requirements.

3.d.  Expose sensitive receptors to significant X
pollutant concentrations, as defined by
BAAQMD?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 3.a., above.
Source: BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule1; General Requirements.

3.e. Create objectionable odors affecting a X
significant number of people?

Discussion: While project construction for the minor residential upgrade to accommodate the day
care center may create temporary construction-related odors, the project would not result in any
permanent odors, nor would temporary odors affect a significant number of people as the project is
Jocated on private property within a single-family residential neighborhood.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

3.f. Generate pollutants (hydrocarbon, X
thermal odor, dust or smoke particulates,
radiation, etc.) that will violate existing
standards of air quality on-site or in the
surrounding area?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 3.a. above.
Source: BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule1: General Reguirements.




4. BIOLOGICAL RESCURCES. Would the project;

4.a. Have a significant adverse effect, either X
directly or through habitat modifications,
on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Depart-
ment of Fish and Wildiife or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?

Discussion: N/A; the project site is not located within any riparian/sensitive habitat areas and will
not modify the habitat of any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
or U.3. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Source: San Mateo County, General Plan Sensitive Habitats and GIS Resource Maps.

4b. Have a significant adverse effect on any X
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, and regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 4.a. above.
Source: San Mateo County, General Plan Sensitive Habitats and GIS Resource Maps.

4.c. Have a significant adverse effect on ' X
federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 4.a. above.
Source: San Mateo County, General Plan Sensitive Habitats and GIS Resource Maps.

4.d. Interfere significantly with the movement X
of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native
resident migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?




Discussion: Reference response to Section 4.a. above.

Source: San Mateo County, General Plan Sensitive Habitats and GIS Resource Maps.

4.e.  Conflict with any local policies or ordi- X
nances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree praservation policy or
ordinance (including the County Heritage
and Significant Tree Ordinances)?

Discussion: Although not a part of this project, a tree removal permit was approved on May 20,
2013 to remove a Mexican ash tree that was causing damage to the subject property as evidenced
by the partial root protrusion and cracks on the driveway and sidewalk areas of the site.
Replacement planting of one tree using at least one 15-gallon size stock is required, as conditioned
by this approved tree permit.

Source: Tree Permit Application/Decision Letter (PLN 2013-00168).

41, Conflict with the provisions of an adopted X
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Conservation Community Plan, other
approved local, regional, or State habitat
conservation plan?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 4.a. above.
Source: San Mateo County, General Plan Sensitive Habitats and GIS Resource Maps.

4.q. Be located inside or within 200 feet of a X
marine or wildlife reserve?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 4.a. above.
Source: San Mateo County, General Plan Sensitive Habitats and GIS Resource Maps.

4.h, Result in loss of oak woodlands or other X
non-timber woodlands?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 4.a. above.
Source: San Mateo County, General Plan Sensitive Habitats and GIS Resource Maps.

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

5.a. Cause a significant adverse change in X
the significance of a historical resource
as defined in CEQA Section 15064.57




Discussion: N/A, the project site is not located within any historical resource area. The residence
was constructed in 1973 and is not considered historic. Only minor exterior modifications are
proposed.

Source: Project Application/Plans, San Mateo County General Plan.

5.b.  Cause a significant adverse change in X
the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant fo CEQA Section
15064.57

Discussion: N/A; the project site is not located within an archeological resource area. No
excavation is proposed as part of the project.

Source: Project Application/Plans, San Mateo County General Plan.

5.c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique b4
paleontological resource or site or
unigue geologic feature?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 5.b. above.
Source: Project Application/Plans, San Mateo County General Plan.

5.d.  Disturb any human remains, including X
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 5.h. above.
Source: Project Application/Plans, San Mateo County General Plan.
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6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

G.a. Expose people or structures to potential
significant adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving the
following, or create a situation that
resuits in;

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, X
as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on
other significant evidence of a known
fauit?

Note: Refer to Division of Mines and Geciogy

Special Publication 42 and the County
Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Map.

Discussion: The project site is not located on or adjacent to a known earthquake fault. The
Geotechnical Section will review the proposal when an application for the required building permit is
submitted to verify that there are no geotechnical issues.

Source: San Mateo County Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Map; California Geological Survey -
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? X

Discussion: Reference response o Section 6.a. above.

Source: San Mateo County Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Map; California Geological Survey -
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones.

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, X
including liguefaction and differential
settling?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 6.a. above.

Source: San Mateo County Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Map; California Geological Survey -
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones.

iv. Landslides? X

Discussion: The project is not located in an area susceptible to landslides. The topography of the
site is flat; no excavation is proposed.

Source: State of California Seismic Hazard Zone Map/San Mateo County Landslide Susceptibility
Map.
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v. Coastal cliff/bluff instability or X
erosion?

Note to reader: This question is looking af
instability under current conditfons. Future,
potential instabilily is looked at in Seclion 7
(Climate Changs).

Discussion: N/A; the site is not located in the Coastal Zone.
Source: County GIS Resource Map.

B6.b.  Result in significant soil erosion or the X
loss of topsoil?

Discussion: The project will not result in soil erosion or loss of topsoil. Reference response to
Section 6.a.iv, above.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

6.c.  Be located on a geologic unit or soil X
that is unstable, or that wouid become
unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
severe erosion, liquefaction or collapse?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 8.a.i, above.

Source: San Mateo County Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Map; California Geological Survey -
Algquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones; State of California Seismic Hazard Zone Map/San Mateo
County Landslide Susceptibility Map.

6.d. Be located on expansive soil, as noted X
in the 2010 California Building Code,
creating significant risks to life or
property?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 6.a.i, above.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

6.e.  Have soils incapable of adequately . X
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

Discussion: The project site is not reliant on a septic tank system for wastewater disposal since the
project area is already serviced by a sewer provider.

Source: Project Application /Plans, San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.
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7. CLIMATE CHANGE. Would the project:

7.a.  Generate greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions (including methane), either
directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

Discussion: To ensure new development projects are compliant with the County's Energy

Efficiency Climate Action Plan (EECAP), the County provides the EECAP Development Checklist,
Planning staff has reviewed the proposal with the criteria of the checklist and found that there are no

criteria that are applicable for the project. No mitigation measures required. Also, reference

response to Section 3.a., above.

Source: San Mateo County Energy Efficiency Climate Action Plan (EECAP); BAAQMD Regulation

2, Rule1: General Requirements.

7.b.  Conflict with an applicable plan
{(including a local climate action plan),
policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

X

Discussion: Reference response to Section 3.a. above.
Source: BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 1: General Requirements.

7.c. Result in the loss of forestland or
conversion of forestland to non-forest
use, such that it would release signifi-
cant amounts of GHG ernissions, or
significantly reduce GHG sequestering?

Discussion: No loss or conversion of forestland.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

7.d.  Expose new or existing structures and/or
infrastructure (e.g., leach fields) to
accelerated coastal cliff/bluff erosion due
to rising sea levels?

Discussion: The project site is not located in the Coastal Zone.

Source: San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.

7.e.  Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving sea level rise?
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Discussion: N/A; the project site is not located in a Coastal Zone.
Source: San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.

7.1 Place structures within an anticipated X
100-year flood hazard area as mapped
on a Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?

Discussion: The project site is located in Flood Zone X designated as minimal risk areas outside
the 1-percent and .2-percent-annuai-chance floodplains.

Source: FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map.

7.g.  Place within an anticipated 100-year X
flood hazard area structures that would
impede or redirect flood flows?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 7.f. above.

Source: Flood Insurance Rate Map.

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:

8.a.  Create a significant hazard to the public X
or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials (e.g., pesticides, herbicides,
other toxic substances, or radioactive
material)?

Discussion: N/A; the project does not invoive the transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials.

Source: Project Application/Plans,

8.b. Create a significant hazard to the public X
or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident condi-
tions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 8.a. above.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

8.c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle X
hazardous or acutely hazardous
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materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 8.a. above.
Source: Project Application/Plans.

8.d. Be located on a site which is included X
on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would
it create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment?

Discussion: The project parcel is not considerad hazardous material sites, according to the latest
Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List posted by the California Department of Toxic
Substances Control (mandated by Government Code Section 65962.5).

Source: California Department of Toxic Substances Control, Hazardous Waste and Substances
Site List.

8.e.  For a project located within an airport X
tand use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within 2 miles of a
public airport or public use airport, result
in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

Discussion: The project site is not located within close proximity to any airport.
Source: Project Application/Plans; San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.

8.f. For a project within the vicinity of a X
private airstrip, result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the
project area?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 8.e. above.
Source: Project Application/Plans; San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.

8.9. Impairimplementation of or physically X
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

Discussion: The project will not physically interfere with an adopted emergency plan. The project
site is located in a developed residential area with available access to emergency response
agencies such as the Menlo Park Fire District and the Menlo Park Police.

Source: Project Application/Plans; San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.

8.h.  Expose people or structures to a signifi- ' X
cant risk of loss, injury or death involving
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wildland fires, including where wildlands
are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

Discussion: The project site is not located within any wildland area.
Source: Project Application/Plans; San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.

8., Place housing within an existing X
100-year flood hazard area as mapped
on a Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?

Discussion: Reference response to Secticn 7.f. above,
Source: FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map.

8.. Place within an existing 100-year flood X
hazard area structures that would
impede or redirect flood flows?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 7.f. above.
Source: FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map.

8.k.  Expose people or structures to a signifi- X
cant risk of loss, injury or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a result of
the failure of a levee or dam?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 7.f. abova,
Source: FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map.

8.1 Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or X
mudflow?

Discussion: The project site is not located in the Coastal Zone.

Source: San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:

9.a. Violate any water quality standards X
or waste discharge requirements
(consider water quality parameters such
as temperature, dissolved oxygen,

16



turbidity and other typical stormwater
pollutants (e.g., heavy metals, pathogens,
petroleum derivatives, synthetic organics,
sediment, nutrients, oxygen-demanding
substances, and trash))?

Discussion: The project site is located in a developed residential zone already serviced by water
and sewer providers.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

9.b.  Significantly deplete groundwater X
supplies or interfere significantly with
groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aguifer volume
or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a
level which would not support existing
land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?

Discussion: The day care center is not reliant on groundwater access for its domestic water source
since the project site is located in a developed residential zone already serviced by a water provider.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

9.c.  Significantly alter the existing drainage X
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in @ manner that would
result in significant erosion or siltation
on- or off-site?

Discussion: The project site is located in a developed residential zone already serviced by water
and sewer providers.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

9.d. Significantly alter the existing drainage X
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or significantly increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on-
or off-site?

Discussion: The project involves only minor construction that would not impact the drainage
pattern of the area. Also, see response to Section 9.e., below.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

9e. Create or contribute runoff water that ‘ X
would exceed the capacity of existing or
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planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide significant additional sources of
polluted runoff?

Discussion: At the time of submittal for a Building Permit, the project will be subject to review for
compliance with all County drainage policies and the County’s Municipal Stormwater Regional
Permit.

Source: Project Application/Plans, San Mateo County Drainage Policy.

9.f. Significantly degrade surface or ground- X
water water quality?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 9.e., above.
Source: Project Application/Plans.

9.9. Resultin increased impervious surfaces X
and associated increased runoff?

Discussion: The project includes a proposal to widen the existing driveway by 0.5 feet, as part of
the mitigation measures recommended that would add a third parking space on-site, subject to
review for compliance with ali County drainage policies and the County’s Municipal Stormwater
Regional Permit, at the time of submittal for a Building Permit.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:

10.a. Physically divide an established X
community?

Discussion: N/A; the project will not divide an established community.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

10.b.  Conflict with any applicable land use X
plan, policy or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project
{including, but not limited to, the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?
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Discussion: The project is subject to the approval of a Use Permit pursuant to Section 6161(k)1 of
the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations.

Source: San Mateo County General Plan; San Mateo Zoning Regulations.

10.c.  Conflict with any applicable habitat X
conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

Discussion: N/A; the project site is not located within any habitat/conservation areas.
Source: California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Habitat Conservation Planning.

10.d. Result in the congregating of more than X
50 people on a regular basis?

Discussion: The project does not involve the congregation of more than 50 people since the day
care center will only accommodate a maximum of twenty-four (24) children. Two teachers will be
on-site during the course of all daily operations. Also, drop off/pick-up activities will add to the
occupancy level of the day care center, fluctuating at various times of the day as determined by the
reservations schedule.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

10.e. Result in the introduction of activities not X
currently found within the community?

Discussion: Five similar facilities are located within a one-mile radius of the project site as
identified in Attachment C below.

Source: Project Application; Map of Other Day Care Centers within the Community.

10.f.  Serve to encourage off-site development X
of presently undeveloped areas or
increase development intensity of
already developed areas (examples
include the introduction of new or
expanded public utilities, new industry,
commercial facilities or recreation
activities)?

Discussion: No increase in development intensity will occur since the area is already a fully
developed community.

Source: Project Plans; San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.

10.g. Create a significant new demand for X
housing?

Discussion: No new demand for housing will be created since the site is already in a developed
residential area.

Source: Project Plans; San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.
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11. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

11.a. Result in the loss of availability of a X
known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region or the residents of the
State?

Discussion: The project site is not located in an area known for mineral resources.

Source: Project Plans; San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.

11.b. Result in the loss of availability of a X
locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 11.a. above.

Source: Project Plans; San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.

12. NOISE. Would the project result in:

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

Discussion: The source of child-related noise generated by the day care facility will be from the
outdoor monitored playtime activities scheduled twice daily. Since the ages of the children range
from 2 - 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.
Also, since the day care center will only operate during the weekdays, no noise impacts will occur
during the weekends.

Source: Project Application/Plans; Field Observation.

12.b.. Exposure of persons to or generation X
of excessive ground-borne vibration or
ground-borne noise levels?

Discussion: While this project will not generate noise levels in excess of appropriate levels once
implemented, during construction activities, increased noise levels may occur. However, noise
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sources associated with demolition and construction of any real property are exempt from the
County Noise Ordinance provided these activities occur during designated timeframes.

Source: Project Application/Plans; San Mateo County Noise Ordinance.

12.c. A significant permanent increase in X
ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 12.h. above.

Source: Project Application/Plans; San Mateo County Noise Ordinance.

12.d. A significant temporary or periodic X
increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 12.a., above.
Source: Project Application/Plans; San Mateo County Noise Ordinance.

12.e. For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within 2 miles of a
public airport or public use airport,
exposure to people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise
levels?

Discussion: The project site is not located within any airport area.

Source: Project Application/Plans; San Mateo County Noise Ordinance.

12f.  For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, exposure to people
residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise fevels?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 12.e., above,

Source: Project Application/Plans; San Mateo County Noise Ordinance.
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13. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

13.a. Induce significant population growth in X
an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses)
or indirectly (for example, through exten-
sion of roads or other infrastructure)?

Discussion: The project is not associated with new development that would trigger new population
growth in the area.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

13.b. Displace existing housing {including X
low- or moderate-income housing), in
an area that is substantially deficient in
housing, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion: The subject site is located in a developed residential area. One single-family
residence will be converted to use as a day care center. This is not a significant displacement or
loss of housing in this developed urban area. If or when the day care center ceases operation, the
structure can easily revert back to residential use with only minor alterations.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

14, PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in significant adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered government facilities, the need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:

14.a. Fire protection?

14.b. Police protection?

14.¢c. Schools?

14.d. Parks?

XX | XX | X

14.e. Other public facilities or utilities (e.g.,
hospitals, or electrical/natural gas supply
systems)?
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Discussion: The level of public services will not be affected by this new activity in the
neighborhood.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

15. RECREATION. Would the project:

15.a. Increase the use of existing X
neighborhood or regional parks or other
recreationatl facilities such that significant
physical deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?

Discussion: The day care center will not generate an increase in the use of existing neighborhood
parks.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

15.b. Include recreational facilities or require X
the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have
an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

Discussion: New recreational facilities will not be required by this facility.
Source: Project Application/Plans.

16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:

16.a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordi- X
nance or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the
circulation system, taking into account all
modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation
system, including, but not limited to,
intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths,
and mass transit?
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Discussion: The day care center is allowed to operate in a residential zone subject to the issuance
of a Use Permit. Based on the Traffic and Parking Study (Study) prepared by Kimley-Horn and
Associates, Inc., 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 pre-school 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 lowered the number of peak
hour trips based on its ability to regulate and stagger drop-offs and pick-ups using the reservations
system. Controlling the drop-off/pick-up activities also translates to 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 (See
Table 2 of Study). The following mitigation measures are recommended to ensure that potential
adverse traffic impacts to the neighborhood are avoided during peak hours of operation:

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 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).

Mitigation Measure 2: The owners/managers of the childcare facility shall follow the County's
request to allow no more than two (2) drop-offs/pickups during any 12-minute period and should
endeavor to ensure that the childcare center parents/guardians/caregivers park for less than

10 minutes when signing in or out of the center. Owners/managers should also continue to
communicate the request that users park in designated areas, such as the driveway and ADA
parking zone, to avoid blocking or turning around in neighbor driveways.

Mitigation Measure 3: The owners/managers of the childcare facility should 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).

Source: Traffic Study prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.; Department of Public Works
Project Review Comments; ITE Trip Generation Manual, Project Plans and Field Observation.

16.b. Conflict with an applicable congestion X
management program, including, but not
limited to, level of service standards and
travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the County
congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?
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Discussion: Based on the Study, 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
traffic, thereby concluding that no significant impact occurs with the added traffic volume af this
intersection. No mitigation measures are recommended.

Source: Traffic Study prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

16.c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, X
including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that results
in significant safety risks?

Discussion: The project site is not located within the vicinity of an airport.
Source: Project Application/Plans; San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.

16.d. Significantly increase hazards to a X
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 16.a., above.

Source: Traffic Study prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.; Project Plans and Field
Observation.

16.e. Result in inadequate emergency X
access?

Discussion: The project will not impact existing emergency access to the site.
Source: Project Plans and Field Cbservation.

16.f.  Conffict with adopted policies, plans, or X
programs regarding public transit,
bicycle; or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 16.9., below.

Source: Traffic Study prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.; Department of Public Works
Project Review Comments; ITE Trip Generation Manual; Project Plans and Field Observation.

16.g. Cause noticeable increase in pedestrian X
traffic or a change in pedestrian
patterns?
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Discussion: Pedestrian traffic is expected to increase only minimally since the majority of drop-
offsfpick-ups will involve vehicles.

Source: Traffic Study prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.; Project Plans and Field
Observation.

16.h. Result in inadequate parking capacity? X

Discussion: Reference response to Section 16.a. above.

Source: Traffic Study prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.; Department of Public Works
Project Review Comments; ITE Trip Generation Manual; Project Plans and Field Observation.

17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:

17.a. Exceed wastewater treatment require- X
ments of the applicable Regional Water
Quality Control Board?

Discussion: The project site is already serviced by a sewer/water provider. The demand from the
day care center is considered similar to that of a single-family residence since the use is domestic in
nature. Also, the water consumption for the day care center will only occur during the weekday
hours of operation.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

17.b. Require or result in the construction X
of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 17.a. above.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

17.c. Require or result in the construction of X
new stormwater drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Discussion: Drainage impacts, which will be minor since only very limited exterior construction is
proposed, will be evaluated in connection with required building permits and compliance with the
San Matec County Drainage policy,

Source: Project Application/Plans.
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17.d. Have sufficient water supplies available X
to serve the project from existing entitle-
ments and resources, or are new or
expanded entitliements needed?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 17.a., above.

Source: Project Application/Pians.

17.e. Resultin a determination by the waste- X
water treatment provider which serves
or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the
providers existing commitments?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 17.a., above.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

17.f.  Be served by a landfill with insufficient X
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s needs?

Discussion: The project site is located in a developed residential area already adequately serviced
by a solid waste disposal provider.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

17.9. Comply with Federal, State, and local X
statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 17.f., above.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

17.h. Be sited, oriented, and/or designed to X
minimize energy consumption, including
transportation energy; incorporate water
conservation and solid waste reduction
measures; and incorporate solar or other
alternative energy sources?

Discussion: Only minor interior and exterior alterations are proposed for this existing single-family
residence to which standard energy savings, practices and measures can be applied.

Source: Project Application/Plans.
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17.i.

Generate any demands that will cause a
public facility or utility to reach or exceed
its capacity?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 17.a., above.

Source: Project Application/Plans,

18.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

18.a.

Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment,
significantly 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?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 4.a. above.
Source: San Mateo County, General Plan Sensitive Habitats Map.

18.b.

Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively consider-
able” 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.)

Discussion: No cumulative effects are associated with this project.

Source: Project Application/Plans.
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18.c. Does the project have environmental X
effects which will cause significant
adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 16.a. above.

Source: Traffic Study prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.; Department of Public Works
Project Review Comments; ITE Trip Generation Manual; Project Plans and Field Observation.

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES. Check what agency has permit authority or other approval for the
project.

i
@
=
(@)

: _ TYPEOF APPROVAL

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (CE)

State Water Resources Contrel Board

Regional Water Quality Control Board

State Department of Public Health

X Ixix|x|x|[&

San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission {(BCDC)

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC)

CalTrans

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Coastal Commission

City

KX IR XX XXX

Sewer/Water District:

Other;

MITIGATION MEASURES

Yes No

Mitigation measures have been proposed in project application. X

Other mitigation measures are needed. X

29




The following measures are included in the project plans or proposals pursuant to Section
15070(b){(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines:

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 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).

Mitigation Measure 2: The owners/managers of the childcare facility shall follow the County’s
request to allow no more than two (2) drop-offs/pickups during any 12-minute period and should
endeavor to ensure that the childcare center parents/guardians/caregivers park for less than

10 minutes when signing in or out of the center. Owners/managers should also continue to
communicate the request that users park in designated areas, such as the driveway and ADA
parking zone, to avoid blocking or turning around in neighbor driveways.

Mitigation Measure 3: The owners/managers of the childcare facility should 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).

DETERMINATION (to be completed by the Lead Agency).
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

| find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared by the Planning Department.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environ-
ment, there WILL NOT be a significant effect in this case because of the mitigation
measures in the discussion have been included as part of the proposed project. A

X NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

(SignamngL/ w

January 22, 2014 Dennis Aguirre, Planner ||

Date Name, Title
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ATTACHMENTS:
A. Project Plans

B.  Traffic Study prepared on October 8, 2013 by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
C. Map of Other Childcare Facilities within One-Mile Radius of Project Site

DPA:jIh — DPAX0854_WJH.DOCX
Initial Study Checklist 10.17.2013.docx
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM Suile 250
100 W. San Fernando Strest

San Jose, California

95113
To: Ms, Heather Hopkins
Toddle, LLC
From: Adam Dankberg, PE

Luke Schwartz, PE
~Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

Date: October 8, 2013

Subject: Final Traffic and Parking Study
3131 Alameda de las Pulgas Childcare Center
San Mateo County, California

This memorandum summarizes the traffic and parking study prepared for the
proposed childcare center (the “proposed project”) to be located at 3131 Alameda de
las Pulgas within unincorporated Menlo Park, California. The focus of this study is to
evaluate the ingress and egress of pick-up and drop-off traffic at the project site and to
assess the ability of the available parking supply to accommodate the parking demand
associated with the project. This evaluation was performed in accordance with the
scope of work dated June 27, 2013, the amended scope of work dated July 16, 2013,
as well as subsequent correspondence with the applicant and San Mateo County stafT,

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project includes a small childcare center to be located in what is an
existing residential home at 3131 Alameda de las Pulgas, at the corner of Manzanita
Avenue in the ynincorporated portion of Menlo Park, California. The site is located in
the middle of what is generally a single-family residential neighborhood. Access to
the site is located via the property driveway on Manzanita Avenue and via a closed
gate on Alameda de las Pulgas. The childcare center will have a maximum capacity of
24 chiidren and will be open between 8:30 AM and 6:00 PM on weekdays.

The proposed childcare center differs from a traditional day care or preschool in that it
is intended for families.that need short-term (up to four hours) flexible childcare,
primarily fo supplement existing preschool and babysitting schedules. The service
caters to stay-at-home and part-time working parents with variable schedules untied to
typical work hours. The childcare center will operate using a reservation-based system

TEL A08-270-3825 ATTACHMENT B

FAX A08-279-0869
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that allows the facilitators to ensure a staggered, distributed schedule that provides the
benefit of controlling the number of parents arriving at any one time,

The project applicant proposes the following pick-up/drop-off schedule for the
childcare center, which can be regulated via the facility’s reservation system;

T 8:30 AM - 9:00 AM: Maximum of five reservations allowed for drop-offs

" 9:00 AM — 4:00 PM: Staggered drop-offs and pick-ups scheduled with a
maximum of two drop-offs/pickups within 12-minute increments

»  4:00 PM - 6:00 PM: Maximum of five pickups allowed

It is estimated that the childcare center would reach its maximum capacity of 24
students around 11:00 am. to 11:30 a.m., with the majority of drop-offs occurring
between 9:00 am. and 10:30 a.m. and the majority of pick-ups occurring between
12:00 p.m. and 3:00 p.m. The project applicant estimates that a total of 40 total drop-
offs would be the maximum anticipated demand for a given day, with the capacity
never to exceed 24 children at any point in time. It should be noted that while the
proposed parking supply would likely accommodate a greater number of drop-
off/pickups during peak business hours, per direction from the County, the applicant
has agreed to allow no more than two (2) drop-offs/pickups within any 12-minute
period and no more than 10 drop-offs/pickups within any given hour,

The proposed project site will include two parking spaces in the garage of the facility
for two staff and three parking spaces in the driveway. There are three on-strect
parking spaces along Alameda de las Pulgas directly fronting the property and one
van-accessible ADA parking space and loading zone will be provided on the south
side of the property with access from Alameda de las Pulgas.

The project vicinity and proposed parking locations are shown in Attachment A.

DATA COLLECTION AND STTE REVIEW

An in-person ficld visit was conducted to observe general traffic and parking
conditions within the vicinity of the project site. Existing weekday intersection turning
movement counts were collected at the intersection of Alameda de las Pulgas /
Manzanita Avenue, the primary project access intersection. The intersection counts
were coliected on a typical weekday in July 2013, during what is anticipated to be the
peak drop-off and pickup periods for the proposed project between 3:30 AM to 2:00
PM, and during the typical PM peak commute period from 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM. 24-
hour roadway tube counts were also collected on Alameda de las Pulgas and additional
roadway fraffic counts for various local streets within the vicinity of the project site
were provided by the County of San Mateo.

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
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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.

To assess the existing parking activity within the vicinity of the proposed project,
weekday patking occupancy surveys were performed in July 2013 during the
anticipated peak drop-offipickup hours of the proposed project. The parking
occupancy surveys included an inventory of the number of occupied and unoccupied
on-street parking spaces at various times of day along Alameda de las Pulgas and
Manzanita Avenue within one block in each direction of the project site, On-sireet
parking is currently provided within a 12-foot wide striped parking/bike lane only
along the north side (westbound direction) of Alameda de las Pulgas within the
vicinity of the project site. No on-street parking is provided along the south side
(eastbound direction) of Alameda de las Pulgas. The existing street width along
Manzanita Avenue (approximately 20 feet curb-to-curb) does not provide sufficient
width for proper on-street parking. Residents along this street typically pull up over
the relled curbs and park in the paved or unpaved areas at the back of curb, While
parking activity was inventoried aleng Manzanita Avenue, it is assumed that the
proposed project will not use Manzanita Avenue for any parking,

The results of the existing parking occupancy survey are shown in Table 1.

! Source of traffic data used for adjustment: Traffic Study of the Updated Housing Flement In the City of
Menlo Park (TIKM Transportation Consultants, March 15, 2013)
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Table 1: Existing On-Street Parking Occupancy

Max Observed Oceapied Spaces
Parking |8:30 AM-[9:00 AM - | 10:00 AM - | 12:00 PM - | 1:00 PM - {2:00 PM - [ 3:00 PM - |4:00 PM -[5:00 PM -
Location Direction f Supply | 9:00 AM | 10:00 AM| 10:30 AM | 1:00 PM | 2:00 PM { 3:00 PM | 4:00 PM | 5:00 PM | 6:00 PM
Alameda de Las Pulgas EB 0 - - - - - -
(Cam a Los Cerros to Manzanita Ave) WB 7 0 0 0 0 o 4 4 3 1
EB 0 - - - - -
Alameda de Las Pulpas
2 2 1 2 1 1 3
{Manzanita Ave to Monterey Avs) W ! v !
WB® 3 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
Manzanita Ave NB 16 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 5 4
(Altschul to Alameda de las Pulgas Ave) SB 20 6 6 ' 6 5 I3 5 4 7
anzanila Ave NB 6 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2
(Alameda de las Pulgas Ave to Bamey
Avg) SB 5 4 3 2 2 2 3 4 5 5
[Notes:
1. Datn collected Wednesday, July 10th, 2013 (8:30 AM - 10:30 AM; 12:00 PM - 2:00 PM} and T wesday, July 23, 2013 (400 PM - 6:00 PM).
2, Number of ex {sting on-street parking spaces estimated based on an assuned ditmension of 22 feet (curh length) per parking space.
3. For the north side of Alameda de las Pulgas (westbound direction) from Manzanita Avenue to Monterey Avenue, the parking eccupancy totals are summarized for the whole
block {7 total spaces) gnd for just the spaces in front of the proposed childeare conter property (3 spaces),
4. While the parking inventory and ocoupancy totals include en-street parking along Manzanita Avenue, it shoidd be noted that the majority of vehicles are pulled up over the
rolled curbs and parked on paved or unpaved areas at the back of ourb,

As shown in Table 1, the parking occupancy survey shows the following:

Along the segment of Alameda de las Pulgas fronting the project site, only
one (1) of the three {3) total on-street parking spaces in front of the property
were occupied, and for just a short period.
For the majority of the proposed project’s business hours, all three (3) on-
street parking spaces fronting the property were unoccupied.
Along the entire block of Alameda de las Pulgas between Manzanita Avenue
and Monterey Avenue where on-street parking is permitted, at least five (5) of
the seven (7) total on-street parking spaces were available throughout almost
the entire planned hours of operation of the project. i '

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION

Trip generation is the amount of traffic expected to be created from a proposed project
and distributed to the streets within the vicinity of the site. Based on the project
operating assumptions, as provided by the project applicant, a detailed project
operating plan for the proposed childcare center was developed for a typical weekday
and is shown in Attachment D. Based on the project operating plan shown in
Attachment D, the project trip generation was estimated for the AM peak hour
(highest hour between 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM), PM peak hour (highest hour between
4:00 PM to 6:00 PM), and for the pealk trip generating hour of the project, which is
anticipated to occur outside of the AM and PM peak periods. The custom trip
generation developed based on the specific operating characteristics. of the proposed
project is shown below in Table 2, and is compared to the irip generation estimates
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calculated using Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation, 9"
Edition, trip generation rates for a traditional day care facility.

As shown in Table 2, the proposed project is anticipated to generate 164 daily trips,
12 total trips during the AM peak hour and six (6) total trips during the PM peak
hour. The highest hourly trip generation is estimated at 20 total trips, and is
anticipated to occur outside of the peak AM and PM commute periods, generally
between 12:00 PM to 3:00 PM. Compared to trip generation estimates using ITE trip
generation rates for a traditional day care center, the proposed project is anticipated to
generate a higher number of total daily trips. However, because the proposed childcare
center will operate with a reservation-based system that allows the operators to
stagger appointments and limit the number of drop-offs/pickups during peak commute
periods, the proposed project is expected to generate a lower number of total trips
during the AM and PM peak hours.

Table 2: Project Trip Generation Estimates

Trip Generation { - _ : -_Dg,j]y | AMPeak H_o_ui’ | PMPenk 'Hour. g Hi;gheﬁ.tl’eak _Hour(s)'

Source | TripType | Trijs’| In | Out’[Total | T | Out [Total | In | Out | Total
B :

Custom Trip Child Drop-off/Pickup | 160 | 5 5 10 3 3 6 0] 10] 20

Generation for Staff Trips 4 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

Proposed Project ¥, s 6 | 7 5|12z 3] 36w w0

ITE® All Trips 106 | 10 9 19 9 10 19 10 11 21

Notes:

1. Custom trip peneration estimatcs based on the operating characteristies provided by the project applicant for a childcare center with a
maximum occupancy of 24 children at any given time and a maximum allowed registration of 40 children per day.

2. Two staff are anticipated to arvive at the site prior to 8:30 a.m.. These trips are assumed to oceur within the the AM peak houwr, The
Estaff will leave the site after 6:00 pm, outside of the PM peak period (4:00 p.m. - 6:00 p.m.)
3. A maximym of 5 drop-offs are allowed between 8:30 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. {within the AM peak hour)

4, A maximum of 5 pickups are allowed within the PM peak period (4:00 pm to 6:00 pm). In this trip generation estimate, it is assumed
that 3 of the 5 pickups ocour during a single peak hour,

5. During the period with the highest anticipated number of combined drop-offs and pickups (typically expected to occur between 12:00
PM and 2:00 PM), a maximum number of 2 drop-offs/pickups are allowed within a 12-mimute period. For the wost-case individual peak
howr during this period, it is assumed that a maximum of 10 drop-offs/pickups ocour during a 60-minute period. This provides a very
congervative cstimate and is not likely to represent (ypical eonditions at the proposed childeare facility.

6. Souwrce: ITE Trip Generation 9th Edition, Average Rates based on 24-student Day Care Center (Code 565).

It should be noted that the existing property, which is used as a rental home, is
currently occupied by tenants. The existing residential property generates vehicle trips
and parking demand. However, for the purposes of providing a conservative analysis,
the trips generated by the existing residential home have not been deducted from the
net new project trip generation estimates above, and are not excluded from the traffic
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circulation and parking analysis. In addition, some trips to the proposed childcare
facility would likely be from people who live nearby and would choose to walk to the
site. Thus, the project trip generation presented above presents a worst-case scenario.

SITE CIRCULATION AND ACCESS EVALUATION

Traffic Operations Analvsis

In order to evaluate the potential impacts to traffic circulation resulting from the
additional traffic generated by the proposed project, traffic operations were evaluated
at the intersection of Alameda de las Pulgas / Manzanita Avenue, This is a side-street
stop-controlled intersection that will serve as the primary access intersection for the
project site. The AM and PM peak hour project trips, as shown previously in Table
2, were assigned to the adjacent street network using a distribution pattern based on
existing traffic patterns, as well as consideration for where vehicles accessing the site
will park. The parking analysis, as discussed in detail in a later section of this study,
indicates that based on the peak hour project trip generation, there is a very low
probability (less than two. percent) that all three driveway parking spaces will be
occupied at any given point during the AM or PM peak hour periods. Pickup/drop-off
vehicles are anticipated to find an available parking spot in the on-site driveway at
nearly all times during peak hour periods. For this reason, AM and PM peak hour
project trips were assigned to the network assuming that vehicles would park at the
site driveway on Manzanita Avenue and would not need to circle the block to find an
available on-street parking space,

The project traffic assignment for AM and PM peak hour scenarios is shown in
Attachment E. The project trips were added to the existing traffic volumes (with
school traffic adjustments applied) in order to reflect the “existing plus project” iraffic
levels. Using these volumes, the intersection levels of service and control delay were
calculated for the Alameda de las Pulgas / Manzanita Avenue intersection’.

The intersection levels of service and delay by approach are summarized in Table 3.

% Level of Service (LOB) is a qualitative term used to describe the operating conditions a driver will
expetience while traveling on a particular street or at an intersection during a specific time interval. Levels
of service are represented by a letter scale from LOS A to TOS F, with LOS A representing the best
performance and LOS F representing the poorest performance under sighificanily congested conditions.
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Table 3: Alameda de las Pulgas / Manzanita Avenue — Intersection Levels of Service

_ EXISTING EXISTING + PROJECT
Intersection Movement AMPeak Hour | PMPeak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
‘Delay | LOS | Delay' | LOS | Delay | LOS | Delay | LOS
Northbound 45.6 E 294 D 47,9 E 313 D
Southbound 303 D 173 c 319 p | 207 D
Bastbound Left 8.9 A 10.2 B 9.0 A 10.2 B
Westbound Left 104 B 8.7 A 104 B 8.7 A
Notes:

1. Delay and level of service reported for each stop contreled movement. Eastbound and westbound through/right traffic is
uncontrolled and will have essentially no delay. . . :
2, Overall level of service for unsignalized intersections is repoited based on the highest approach delay in seconds per
wvehicle,

3, Intersection approaches operating at LOS E or F are shown in bold.

4, Peak hour intersection levels of service calenlated using TRATFFIX 8.0 software, which utilizes the operations
methodology of the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual , Transp ortation Research Council, 2000,

The County of San Mateo establishes LOS D or better as the target threshold for most
intersections within the County’s jurisdiction. As shown in Table 3, the Alameda de
las Pulgas / Manzanita Avenue intersection curren{ly operates with LOS D or better
for all intersection movements, with the exception of the northbound approach, which
operates at unacceptable LOS E during the existing AM peak hour. According to the
County significance criteria for infersections, a significant project impact is identified
when the addition of a project causes either of the following to occur:

* The level of service at an intersection degrades from acceptable LOS D or
better to unacceptable LOS T or F with the addition of the project; or

* The level of service at an intersection is an unacceptable LOS E or LOS F
under baseline conditions and the addition of the project trips causes the
critical movement volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio to increase by 0.02 or more
with the addition of the project.

The project does not add any trips to the critical intersection approach (northbound),
but it does add to the conflicting traffic on Alameda de las Pulgas, which slightly
increases the delay by approximately two (2) seconds per vehicle for wehicles
attempting to make a northbound left or right turn from Manzanita Avenue to
Alameda de las Pulgas, The V/C ratio for this movement is increased by only 0.01
with the addition of the project traffic; thus, there is no significant impact,

No existing queuing issues were observed at the Alameda de las Pulgas / Manzanita
Avenue intersection and the “existing plus project” traffic analysis indicates that the
addition of the project trips will not significantly increase vehicle queues at this
location.
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Neighborhood Cut-through Assessment

As part of the standard enrollment/admission package for the proposed childcare
center, the project owners/management requires all parents/guardians/caregivers to
sign a traffic circulation policy agreement, which specifies a number of rules that are
to be followed in order to limit traffic, parking and safety issues in the neighborhood.
The agreement includes the following rules:

»  Users will come to and from the site via the Alameda de las Pulgas /
Manzanita Avenue access point rather than the streets of the neighborhood;

» Users will park in the site driveway or on-street directly in front of the
property on Alameda de las Pulgas;

»  Users will not block neighbor driveways or use them to turn around;

"  When driving or walking to the site, users are advised to pay close attention to
cars backing out of driveways.

While the abovementioned agreement will help limit potential traffic and parking
impacts to the adjacent neighborhood, it is reasonable to expect that some additional
traffic will be added to neighborhood streets, particularly during the busiest drop-
offfpickup times when there is a small chance that the site driveway parking spaces
may be occupied, requiring drivers to circle the block to then park on-street. Using the
parking analysis methodologies discussed in later sections of this study, on average,
there is a relatively low probability (less than 5 percent) that both of the three (3)
driveway drop-oft/pickup parking spaces will be occupied at a given time during
business hours. Using a conservative assumption that approximately 10 percent of the
daily vehicle trips arriving at the site to drop-off/pickup a child will find the driveway
to be fully occupied, and will need to circle around the block to park on-street. This
would represent 10 percent of the total daily inbound child drop-offipickup trips,
which equates to approximately eight (8) new vehicle trips (80 inbound trips x 10
percent) added to the following neighborhood streets: Manzanita Avenue, Barney
Avenue and Monterey Avenue. Based on recent traffic counts provided by the County,
the eight (8) additional daily vehicle trips would represent a very small increase in
traffic to these residential streets. The additional eight (8) daily vehicles would
represent only eight (8) percent of the existing weekday traffic on Manzanita Avenue
and less than one (1) percent of the existing daily traffic volume on Barney Avenue,
No existing traffic data was available for Monterey Avenue,

Driveway Conflicts

As mentioned previously, the childcare center traffic circulation policy agreement
requires that each parent/guardian/caregiver traveling to or from the facility agree to
pay close attention to cars backing out of driveways. In addition, the site driveway is
the first driveway on the right side of the sireet when turning onto Manzanita Avenue
from Alameda de las Pulgas, which could create the potential for additional conflicts
between cars pulling out of the site driveway and vehicles turning onto Manzanita
Avenue, While the iraffic counts collected for this study indicate that the peak period
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traffic volume turning onto Manzanita Avenue from Alameda de las Pulgas is very
low, the following improvements are recommended to help further reduce concerns
regarding potential conflicts at the site driveway:

¥ Maintain sight lines 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).

PARKING EVALUATION

The County of San Mateo Zoning Code does not specify a required number of parking
spaces for the type of use represented by the proposed project. For this reason, a
number of sources were referenced to determine the appropriate number of parking
spaces needed to meet the anticipated parking demand of the project. A review of
relevant available information provided the following findings:

® A study published in ITF Journal monitored 29 traditional day care facilities
and found the average peak parking demand rate for a day care facility to be
equal to one (1) space for every five (5) children, plus staff parking’. For a
24-child facility with two on-site staff, this would equate to two (2) staff
parking spaces and five (5) parking spaces for child drop-off/pickup (7 total
spaces),

» ITE’s Parking Generation, 4" Edition, provides parking generation rates for
various types of land uses that can be used to estimate parking demand. Using
ITE parking generation rates for a traditional 24-child day care facility, the
average peak parking demand is estimated at approximately six (6) spaces,
including staff parking,

See Attachment F for documentation on each of these two parking references.

The proposed project will utilize eight (8) total parking spaces: two (2) garage parking
spaces for staff, three (3} driveway spaces and three (3} on-street parking spaces for
loading during drop-offs and pickups. It should be noted that while the current site
driveway has width for two parking spaces; the project applicant plans to implement
minotr imptovements to the driveway pad to provide additional widith needed
accommeodate a third driveway parking space. The existing paved driveway and side
setback totals 26.5 feet in width by 20 feet in length. With minor improvements,
including removal of a 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), the total driveway width would reach 27
feet, which would accommodate three (3) standard nine-foot by 20-foot parking stalls.
The total number of proposed parking spaces would be generally consistent with the

3 Van Winkle, J. and Kinton, S, FParking and Trip Generation Characteristics for Day-Care
Fucilities, ITE Journal, Washington, DC, July, 1994
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number of parking spaces recommended for a traditional day care, as discussed in the
two ITE publications mentioned above,

A supplemental analysis based on the project trip generation and drop-offfpickup
waiting time was performed to verify if the proposed number of non-staff parking
spaces will sufficiently accommodate the anticipated parking demand generated by the
project. As shown previously in Table 2, the proposed childcare center will generate
an estimated 10 inbound trips during the highest peak hour (generally between 12:00
PM and 3:00 PM). According to ITE research, it takes an average of 5.6 minutes to
park and sign a child in or out of a childcare facility’. Using a conservative assumption
of an average wait time per drop-off/pickup of 10 minutes, with evenly distributed
arrivals, the maximum number of occupied parking spaces at any given time would be
two (2). However, even with a reservation-based system, it is impossible to guarantee
evenly spaced arrivals throughout a given hour and that cars will always be parked for
only six minutes. With a conservative assumption that only two (2) of the three (3)
on-street spaces will be unoccupied during project business hours (see Table 1 for
existing parking occupancy), a total of five (5) parking spaces are assumed to be
available for drop-offs/pickups. Table 4 below shows the probability that the
available parking spaces would be occupied if the vehicles are parked for a specific
length of time during the highest peak hour of business operations.

Table 4: Probability of Drop-off/Pickup Parking Being Occupied (5 spaces)

5 min/veh 10 min/veh
3 Driveway Spaces Occupied <1% 4.9%
3 Driveway Spaces Occupied and 2 o o
On-Street Spaces Occupied <1% < 1%

As shown in Table 4, the probability that all three (3) of the driveway drop-off/pickup
parking spaces will be occupied during the worst-case peak hour if vehicles park for at
least five minutes is less than one (1) percent; at 10 minutes, the probability increases
to about five (5) percent. This indicates that even during the highest drop-off/pickup
times, there will likely be an available parking space in the project driveway for
customers. Further, there is a very low likelihood that the project parking demand
would exceed the total parking supply available for drop-offs/pickups between the
driveway parking and on-street parking spaces.

Parking analysis calculations are provided in Attachment G.

*Hitchens, Trip Generation of Day Care Centers, 1990 Compendium of Technical Papers,
Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington, DC, 1990,
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The key findings of the traffic circulation and parking analysis performed for the
proposed childcare facility at 3131 Alameda de las Pulgas in unincorporated Menlo
Park, California are summarized as follows:

Key Findings

Project Trip Generation: The proposed project is anticipated to gencrate
approximately 164 weekday trips, 12 AM peak hour trips and 6 PM peak
hour trips. During the worst-case peak hour, which is expected to occur
between 12:00 PM and 3:00 PM, outside of the AM and PM peak commute
periods, the highest hourly trip project generation is approximately 20 trips.

Traffic Operations: 'The primary project access intersection, the intersection
of Alameda de las Pulgas / Manzanita Avenue, currently operates at deficient
LOS E during the AM peak hour, with the critical delay occurring at the
northbound Manzanita Avenue intersection approach. The proposed project
does not add any irips to this approach, but does increase the average side-
street confrol delay for the northbound approach by approximately two (2)
seconds per vehicle. The project traffic causes an increase in the volume-to-
capacity (V/C) ratio for this movement by only 0.01, and does not
significantly impact intersection operations.

Neighborhood Traffic Concerns: The enrollment/registration application for
the proposed childcare center requires that applicants sign a traffic circulation
agreement that requires child drop-off/pickup drivers to park in designated
areas, avoid accessing the site from local neighborhood streets and refrain
from blocking or turning around in neighbor driveways. During the busiest
petiods, there is some chance that all of the driveway parking spaces may be
occupied at times — in turn, some drop-oft/pickup drivers may first turn onto
Manzanita Avenue, only to circle around the block to the on-strect parking
spaces on Alameda de las Pulgas. Only a small proportion of the daily project
trips (conservatively 8 inbound trips) are anticipated to use neighborhood
streets to access the project site, which represents a relatively low proportion
of the existing local street trafiic volumes,

Parking Evaluation: Based on a conservative analysis considering existing
neighborhood on-street parking demand and an average drop-offfpickup
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.
During the rare instances when all driveway parking spaces are occupied,
childeare center drop-offfpickup drivers would need to utilize one of the three
on-street parking spaces on Alameda de las Pulgas fronting the property. The
probability of the project parking demand exceeding the available driveway
parking supply and the on-street parking supply fronting the property is very
low,



:I [ ] " Kimley-Horn 3131 Alameda de las Pulgas Childcare Center, October §, 2013, Page 12
EEEF N and Associates, Inc.

Recommendations

Ensure that the third on-site driveway 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 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). (see photo
below)

The owners/managers of the childcare facility shall follow the County’s
request to allow no more than two (2) drop-ofi/pickups during any 12-minute
pericd and should cndeavor to ensure that childcare cenier
patents/guardians/caregivers park for less than 10 minutes when signing
children in or out of the center. Owners/managers should also continue to
communicate the request that users park in designated areas and avoid
blocking or turning around in neighbor driveways.

The owners/managers of the childcare facility should 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).

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Project Location and Parking Supply
Attachment B: Traffic Count Data

Attachment C: School Traffic Adjustment Calculations
Attachment D: Childeare Center — Typical Operating Plan
Attachment E: Project Trip Distribution & Assignment
Aftachment F: Intersection Level of Service Calculations
Attachment G: ITE Parking References

Attachment H: Parking Analysis Calculations
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INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT SUMMARY

PROJECT; DATA COLLECTION IN MENLO PARK SURVEY DATE: 7/10/2013 DAY: WEDNESDAY
N-8 APPROACH: MANZANITA AVENUE SURVEY TIME: 8:30 AM TO 10:30 AM
E-W APPROACH: ALAMEDA DE LAS PULGAS JURISDICTION; MENLO PARK. FILE: 3307072-AM
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INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT SUMMARY
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SURVEY DATA
400PM  to 415 P 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 T [ 50 0 282
4£1SPM to 430PM 370 o 0 0 I 3 w6 2 4 31 590
430PM 10 445 PM 4 0 0 0 0 1 3 41z 4 7 468 I a2
445PM 1o 5:00 PM] 6 0 1 0 0 3 3 59 a4 9 63 1 1189
500PM to 5SS PM| 7 0 1 6 - 0 4 N T EE 1519
5H5PM o 5:30PM 7 0 2 0 0 4 7 T 5 1 1001 3 1800
530PM (o 545 PM| | 8 0 2 0 0 6 8 83 6 2 um 4 209
545PM  to 600 PM 8 0 4 0 0 6 6 Iz 6 15 1378 s 2143
TOTAL BY PERIOD
400PM 1o 4lseM| o 1 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 [ 129 0 0 i 150 o0 282
£15PM to 430eM| o 2 0 0 0 9 0 1 0 2 137 2 0 i 60 1 308
4£30PM to  445PM| o 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 46 2 0 3 158 0 312
445PM 1o si00pM| 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 N 0 2 165 0 287
S00PM  to  5:15PM| o 1 0 0 b 0 0 1 0 3 B0 0 0 o 194 1 330
SH5PM to 5:30PM| o 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 102 1 0 1 171 281
SA0PM to S4SPM| 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 122 1 0 2 169 1 299
545PM to &0OPM| 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 29 0 0 3 8 1 344
HOURLY TOTALS
20PM w0 500PM| 0 6 0 | 0 0 0 3 0 3 529 4 0 TE ] 1189
#£15PM to  sI5PM| 0 6 0 1 0 0 0 4 0 5 om0 4 0 8 677 2 1237
40PM 10 s30em| o 4 0 2 0 00 3 0 4 495 3 0 N 1210
445PM to  SASPMP O 4 0 2 0 0 0 3 0 504 2 o 5om 3 1197
500PM 0 Go0PM| o 2 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 6 481 2 0 6 M5 4 1254
PEAK HOUR SUMMARY
5:00 PM to  600PM NORTHBOUND SOUTHROUND EAS'TBOUND \_VES’[‘BQ_UND TOTAL
NBU WNBL _NBT NBR | SBU_ SBL _S3T SBR | WU TBL _EBT EBR | WAU WBL WBT Wo5R
VOLUME 0 7 0 0 5 0 3 0 5 a3 2 0 5 M5 4 IFE]
PEDESTRIAN R %
BICYCLE 3 G5l
[ PRFBYMOVEMENT | 000 050 000 038 | 000 GO0 0.00 038 | 000 050 093 050 | 000 050 090 100 {OVERALL
FHF BY APPROACH 0.63 038 .02 089 0.91
TEL: (510) 232 -1271 FAX: (5100232-1272




B.A.YM.E.T.R.I.C.S.
DATA COLLECTION IN MENLO PARK

On Alameda De Las Pulpas, just west of Santa Cruz Avenue

Date 10-Jul-13 Wednesday Date 10-Jul-13 Wednesday
Direction EB WB Direction EB WB
Time | t5MiN | soMiN | asmiy | eomiv | Time [ 1smmv | domme | 15 MmN [ so s
0:00 9 0 10 0 12:00 91 365 9% 328
015 6 0 6 0 12:15 105 388 88 338
0:30 3 0 6 0 12:30 96 389 9 372
0:45 2 20 4 26 12:45 100 392 74 351
1:00 3 14 6 22 13:00 104 405 90 345
1:15 2 10 1 17 13:15 104 404 72 329
1:30 2 9 2 13 13:30 77 385 86 322
1:45 0 7 4 13 13:45 91 376 86 334
2:00 0 4 3 10 14:00 92 364 83 327
2:15 1 3 0 9 14:15 89 349 78 333
2:30 0 1 2 9 14:30 104 376 70 317
2:45 1 2 3 8 1445 93 378 90 321
3:00 0 2 1 6 15:.00 111 397 08 336
315 1 2 1 7 15:15 97 405 80 338
3:30 0 2 0 5 1530 85 386 97 365
345 0 1 1 3 1545 119 412 111 386
4:00 0 1 0 2 16:00 117 418 101 339
4:15 1 1 0 1 16:15 28 409 111 420
4:30 3 4 1 2 16:30 96 420 94 417
4:45 2 6 2 3 16:45 128 429 112 418
5:00 2 8 2 5 17:00 109 421 132 449
5:15 10 17 3 8 17:15 91 424 138 476
5:30 11 25 3 10 1730 84 412 140 522
5:45 23 46 2 10 1745 102 380 158 568
6:00 25 69 2 10 18:00 77 354 148 584
6:13 26 85 10 17 18:15 77 340 151 597
6:30 43 117 13 27 1830 57 313 127 584
6:45 51 145 24 49 18:45 62 273 108 534
7:00 76 196 40 87 19:00 93 280 111 497
715 92 262 50 127 19:15 83 295 83 429
T30 92 311 64 178 1%:30 75 313 87 389
745 137 397 67 221 16:45 51 302 67 348
8:00 164 485 69 250 20:00 62 271 76 313
8:15 125 518 64 264 20:15 41 229 63 293
8:30 153 579 84 284 20:30 38 192 63 269
8:45 185 627 72 289 2045 37 178 59 2601
9:00 173 636 85 305 2100 26 142 43 228
9:15 154 665 82 323 21:15 30 131 49 214
9:30 124 636 76 315 2130 45 138 41 192
9:45 133 584 79 322 2145 25 126 44 177
10:00 122 333 73 310 22:00 31 131 33 167
10:15 78 457 61 289 22:15 32 133 26 144
10:30 88 421 70 283 2230 29 17 29 132
10:45 69 357 76 280 22:45 17 109 29 117
11:00 86 321 &9 296 23:00 12 90 14 98
11:15 82 325 78 313 2315 8 66 14 86
1130 95 332 59 302 2330 13 50 11 68
1145 97 360 95 kY] 2345 14 47 12 51
EB wB
Total Volume 5960 Total Volume 1 5411
AM Peak Volume 665 AM Peak Volume 323
Noon Peak Volume 533 Noon Peak Volume 372
PM Peak Volume 429 PM Peak Volume 597
Evening Peak Volume 2 Evenitg Peak Volume 313

Phone: (510) 232-1271 Fax: (510)232-1272




SEN MATEO COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Site Code: 00000001
Station ID:

Manzanita av

Adlp to Barney av WMP

Latitude; 0 0.0000 Undefned
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SEN MATEO COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Site Code:

Statlon |1D:
Barney av
Valparaiso av to Cedar av
Latilude: 0" 0.000 Undefined

g
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Vol 38 54 34 46 22 3 25




YRR MATEO COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Site Code:

Station fD:

Barney av

Valparalso av to Cedar av
Latitude: 0' 8.000 Undsfined

Start
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C: School Traffic Adjustment Calculations



School Traffic Adjustment Factor Calculation

Traffic Volume Comparlson Location - Alameda del Las Pulgas (Just west of Santa Cruz Avenue}

School in " -AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Trafflc. Count Source. Session? B WB 1 Tomi EB WE o
Kimley-Horn and Assoclates {2013) No 827 289 916 386 566 954
[Menlo Parking Housing Element TIA (2012) Yes 695 . 394 1,089 468 656 1,124
% Difference 19% 18%
School Traffic Factor by Peak Hour 1.19 .18
School Traffic Factor (Average) 1.184

[ ] Kimley-Hotn
:’ - ﬂ and Associates, Inc,

8/14/2013

KASJC_TPTOWI7780001 - Menlo Park Childcare\AnalysisWolumesiProject Volume Cales.ysx



*Schoof traffic adjustment factor applied to through fraffic on Alameda de las Pulgas

EXISTING AM PEAK HOUR

EXISTING PM PEAK HOUR

:
<~ Y g M
[ & 510
(74 {4 b EV ¥ 2
Alameda de las
Pulgas
2 & B T &
798 = 3 o [Ts}
4 o

2
L
8 B 4
(o] o 5
e “ 745
@ S '2:“ w 6
Alameda de las
Pulgas
6 4 R i a
432
™ o )
2

AM PEAK HOUR W/ SCHOOL FACTOR

PM PEAK HOUR W/ SCHOOL FACTOR

g
<
8| « 04
v b é w 2
Alameda de las
Pulgas
2 &4 R i) 2
942 o
[y o n
4 o

g
<
S| » 4
o o] =
§| ¢« 882
P2 N g w 6
Alameda de las
Pulgas
6 & ) 1 2
572 o
o™ (=) oy
2 o

['- Kirdey-Hoimn
{ ] and Associates, Inc.

8/14/2013

KASJC_TPTOWS7780001 - Menlo Park Childcare\AnalysisWolumes\Project Volume Calcs.dsx



xisting Peak Hour Volumes and Lane Configurations {intersections 31-52)

]iity of Menlo Park - Housing Element
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D: Childcare Center — Typical Operating Plan



Toddle Childeare Center - Typical Operating Pian

Totok Oceupaney 1 - . X .
it Drop-Ofis Plelaips, Drop-OffckFickups | {exédnging st §- Coanmicit
8000 - B30 am 0 0 0 0
B3-R:4S am 2 0 2 2
824 5-9:00 g 3 [ k] 5 Max drop-offs allowed 3:30am Lo 900 am =5
94H)-9:15 um 2 [1] 2 7 Mazx picknpsilop-o M 9:00 un lo 4:0¢ pu =2 fer 12 min (asguim 1x oF 10 within highest 60 min period)
[5 530 am 3 [1] k] 10
[9:30-9:45 am 2 0 2 1
924 5- [ 0:0U-am 3 0 K] 1
£0:00-19:15 um 2 0 2 1
L0:3-10:30 am 2 1 3 []
L0:30-10:45 an 2 0 2 20
10:45-1 110 am E] [)] 3 23
L1:00-EE:05 am 1 1 2 23
11:05-EF:30am 2 1 3 24 [Max Qeeupaney of 24 siudenls reached by 11:00 am - 11:30 nn hour
(R IRETT 0 2 2 22
I_ 10 pin i 2 3 20 Generally even disidbulion o rop-0 6 from 11:00 o -3:00 7m {assume wax of 40 children per day)
1 1215 pin [i] 2 2 19
12:13-12:30 pin 1 2 3 13
12:30-12:45 pm 0 2 2 L6
12:45-L:1H) pu 2 1 3 17
)] 2 2 5
1 2 3 4
1] 2 2 2
2 i 3 13
1 1 2 13
[il K 3 10 Approsioiely 75% offall pickups & drop-alfs preur by 20230 pry
1 i 2 10
1 2 3 9 Gonerally sven distribution ol remaining PM pickips between 300 po - 6:00 pmn
1 9 2 11
1 2 3 19
) 2 2 8
a 3 3 3
0 1 1 4
1] ] 1 3
0 [] 0 3
424 5-5:00 po [} 1 1 2
A ] 0 [} 2 Max ]’ickupa durisig 400 pin o 6:00 pun = 5 éassume 3 of § ovcur during anc honr)
-5:3) p ] i 1 1
231-5:45 ] 0 i 1
5:4.5-0:{H) py ] 1 1 [
Total Chlldrow/Day = 40
Assunptlons;

- Project opernfing characleristics provided by the pmijuct applicant for a ehildcare conter with . maxdimwn ocevpancyof 24 childron and a maxinium allowed registation of 40 children por day.
-2 sl nmive belore $:30 am and leave afler 6:00 piow

- 5 drop-0 [Tk hetween 8:30 wo - 9:00 g,

- 19 drop-ofls botween 9:00 am - L 1:00 am (max rate is 2 drop-o B wilkin any 12-min peried)

- Maginumi eapacity of 24 ehikieen reached by L1} am

- Even distributlon o Fremaining drop-odfs betwecu | 1:00 2m and 3:30) poy, reaching 4 102 0040 elildren per day (never Lo exceed 24-¢lild max ocoupasioy)

- 14 plekops between 12:00 pm - 200 pm (>70% ofall plekups & drop-ofis by 2:00pm); mex arrival tate s 2 drop-oLffpekipy within any 12-nin period)

- Gencrally even distribution of plckups hetwecn 2:00 pm - 4:00

- Maxinnen of 3 pickups in PM pedk perdod (4:00 e 10 600 po)

b Kimley-Hem
:I-ﬂ and Assochates, I, 104972013



E: Project Trip Distribution and Assignment



10/9/2013

Project Trip Distribution & Assignment (AM)

Project Trip Generation

AM Pegk | PM Peak
. Daily (8 AM - DAM) | (5PM~6PM}
Trip Type Tips I in | out | Totar |- | -out {tota
Child Drop-off/Pickup 160 5 ]-5-] ]3| 3]s
Staff 4 2] o | 2 lofofo
Total Trips 164 715 12| 3 3 6

AM Project Trip Distribution Assum plions;

- Apx. 80% toffrom Alameda de las Pulgas (West)

- Apx. 40% toffrom Alameda de las Pulgas (East)

- Loading analysis shows <2% probability that all drep-off/pickup parking spaces in driveway are occupied
- Assume 100% non-staff trips use driveway parking

AM PEAK HQUR PROJECT TRIPS AM PEAK HOUR EXISTING PLUS PROJECT TRIPS
£ 2
z 2
w o™ g N 2 > =t g B 3
§l @ | « 604
R é @ 2 IR é w 2
Alameda de las Alameda de las
Pulgas Pulgas
5 & [N T A 7 & Y i &
=] 942 o
[Ts) [ Ly
S 4

:I- Kimiey-Harn
|| and Associates, Inc. KADAK_TPFTOW97780001 - Menlo Park ChildcarsiAnalysistolures\Project Volume Celes_vZ Xsx



10/9/2013

Project Trip Distribution & Assignment (PM)

Project Trip Generation
‘ L S AM Peak

_TripType
Child Drop-offfPlckup
Staff
Total Trips

PM Project Trip Distribution Assumptions:
- Apx, 40% toffrom Alameda de las Pulgas (Wesf)

- Apx. 60% to/from Alameda de las Pulgas (East)
- Loading analysis shows a low {<1%) probablity that all drop-offipickup parking spacaes in driveway are occupied
- Assume 100% non-staff trips use driveway parking

PM PEAK HOUR PROJECT TRIPS PM PEAK HOUR EXISTING PLUS PROJECT TRIPS

@
2 2
B!l 2 2l = s
— L] [ < (3] E
8 & Q & 882
e 0w é % e 0 @ é e 6
Alameda de las Alameda de las
Pulgas Pulgas
1 & R 1 A 74 R 1t 7]
= 572 o
(o] < o
u 2 o

| Kimley-Horn
:I- ﬂ and Associates, Inc.

KADAK_TPTOWS7780001 - Menlo Park Childcaret\AnalysisiWolumesiPraject Volume Calcs_v2.xsx



F: Intersection LOS Calculations



Tue Bug 13, 2013 12:53:15
3131 Alameda de lad Pulgas Childcare Center
Traffic Operations Analysis
Existing AM Peak Hour
Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method {Base Volume Alternative)
hkhkddkhhhhdhkdhhhrhbdhhhbhhbhhdhdrdhhhhhhkndhhdbhrdhbhthkdbhbhdbhdbrbhrhbhrdbbrrhdbbrbhthhtrrsn

Intersection #1 Alameda de las Pulgas / Manzanita Ave
hhdkdkhdhhbhdbbhkhd bbb hhbhhbhrbhhhrhhhhkhtorhhbdbhhdbhbhhbdhkdbbdhdbdhdbhrdbdbhbr bbb bbb rbbbhbtrtsh

Average Delay (sec/wveh): 0.9 Worst Case Level Of Service: E[ 45.6]
AEAKAKAEAARE AR AR RAEAEARE AR Ak bk kv kR kbbb b d bk h A hkhh kA bbb h A dh A v bbbkt dtkbhtd

Street Name: Manzanita Ave Alameda de las Pulgas

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
———————————— e e el B Bl [ [ it
Control: Stop Sign Stop Sign Uncontrolled Uncontrolled
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Lanes: 0 0 110 0 0 0 1t o 0O 1 0 0 1 0 1 ¢ 0 1 0
———————————— e iniinteieietell B Renteiiinintainteteieieinidl B Reteieitte et iebeieietttll B Rttt ikl £
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 5 0 5 2 0 4 2 942 4 2 604 1
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 5 0 b 2 0 4 2 942 4 2 604 1
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 0.42 0.42 0,42 0.50 0.50- 0.50 0.91 0.%91 0.%1 0.9%2 0.%2 0.92
PHF Volume: 12 0 12 4 0 8 2 1035 4 2 657 1
Reduct Vol; 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FinalVolume: 12 0 12 4 0 8 2 1035 4 2 657 1
------------ ettt el [ B B Bttt bl
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp: 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 XXX XXARX 4.1 XXX XXXXX
FollowUpTim: 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 XXXX XXXKX 2.2 XXAX AXXXX
e Sttt bttt bt | |—===—=mrmm [ === e |
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: 1713 1721 1043 1724 1722 672 671 xuxx xxxxx 1044 xxxx XXXXX
Potent Cap.: 72 90 281 71 a0 459 920 x¥XX¥X XXXXX 674 XXXX XAXXX
Move Cap.: 70 89 280 67 88 454 019 xxXX¥ XXXXX 072 XXXX XAXXX
Volume/Cap: 0.17 0.00 0.04 0.06 0.00 0.02 0.00 xxxx =xxxx 0.00 xxxx XXXX
"""""""""""" e el ettt B et
Level Of Service Mcdule:
2Way95thQ: KHAE EXXK XEXXX XHAXX XEAX  XXEXX 0.0 xx¥x HEHXX 0.0 xxxx xXXXX
" Control Del:xxXxXx XXXX XXXXX XEXXXX XEXX XAXXX B.9 xxxx xxxxx 10.4 XXX XX¥XXX
LOS by Move: * * * * * * a * * B * *
Movement. ; LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT
Shared Cap.: xxzx 112 xxxxxr xxxX 154 XMXXX XEEX XXXX XAXXX XXXX XAXX XXXXX
SharedQueue:xxxxx 0.8 xxxxx xxxxx 0.2 XXXXX XXXXH XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XHXXX
Shrd ConDel:xzxxzxx 45.6 xxxxx xxxxx 30.3 XxxXX XXXXX X¥XX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX
Shared LOS: * E * * D * * * " * * *
ApproachDel: 45.6 30.3, KXHKKK XXXAKX
ApproachLOS: E - D * : *

EEKEAERK AR AELA R AT AR AR K Ik whkdk kb ke hk kb hhkhwkd bbbk h b rh bk h kb bk hbh kb bhhbhddhk

Note:

Quene reported is the number of cars per lane.

ER R SR R R RS LR A SRR SRR EE R EE LTS R R R R R R L R I R R R

Traffix 8.0.0715 (¢) 2008 Dowling Essbe. Licensed to K-H, PHOENTX, AZ



FM Peak Tue Aug 13, 2013 12:54:13 Page 4-1
3131 Alameda de las Pulgas Chilgare Center
Traffic Operations Analysis
Existing BM Peak Hour
Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)
khhkth kbbb hbhkbrhhhbhhbrdhobbhbbbhar bbb rndbbbhhbhobbr bbb rdhr b b kAR IAARRA I AR IR AT A b b d Rk hkkok

Intersection #1 Alameda de las Pulgas / Manzanita Ave
*****************************************************?**************************

Average Delay (sec/veh): 0.3 Worst Case Level Of Service: D[ 29.4}
Fhhkkhkhhkdhkhhkhhhhhhdhhtdhdthrhthohhhbhhhkdhddhortdhhbdhabhhhbhhkdbbrdbdbdbbddbrbrbdbrdtbhrrbrathr
Street Name: Manzanita Ave Alameda de las Pulgas
Approach: North Bound South Bound Fast Bound West Beound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
———————————— el e [ el [l el
Contrels Stop Sign Stop Sign Uncontrelled Uncontrolled
Rights: ) Include Inclucde Include Include

" Lanes: 0 0 110 O 0o 00 0 1 170 0 1 0 I 0 0 1 0©
------------ il Bt el I Bttt l e b L bt |
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 2 0 3 0 0 3 6 572 2 6 B82 4
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 2 0 3 0 0 3 6 572 2 6 882 4
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHE Adj: 0.63 0.63 0.63 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.92 0,92 (.92 0.89 0.8%9 0.89

© PHF Volumé: ~ 3 0 5 00 8 7622 2 =7 991 4
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 C 0 0 0 0 0 0
FinalVolume: 3 0 5 0 0 8 T 622 2 7 991 4

Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp: 7.1 6.5 6.2 XXXXX XXXX 6.2 4.1 xXXXX XXXXX 4.1 XXXX XEXXX
FollowUpTim: 3.5 4.0 3.3 XXXXX XXXX 3.3 2.2 XEXX XXXXX 2.2 XAXX XXXXX

Capacity Module: - "~

Cnflict Vol: 1647 1646 628 XXXX XXXX 804 997 REXX XXEAX 624 XEXX XXXXX
Potent Cap.: 80 100 487 XXXX XXXX 300 702 XKXX XXAXX 967 XAXX XXXXX
Move Cap.: 77 9% 485 xXXX XXXX 300 702 XXX XXXXX 967 XXXX XXXXX
Volume/Cap: 0.04 0.00 0.01 =xxxx xxxx 0.03 0.01 xxxx xxzxx 0.01 xxxx =xxxx

Level ©Of Service Module:

2Way95thQ: KXXX XXXX XXXXE XXXX XXXX 0.1 0.0 xXXX XXXXX 0.0 xxxx XARIAX
Control Del:xxxxx XxXX XXX XXX xxxx- 17.3 10+2 XXX XXXXX B.7 XXX HXXXX
LOS by Move: * * * * * c B * * -\ * *
Movement ; LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR — RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR — RT

Shared Cap.: xxxx 156 XXXXX HXX¥ XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX
SharedQuene :xxxxx 0.2 XXUXX XEHXXE XXX XXXKXK XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 29.4 XXXXX XXXXX XXXKX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXAX XXX XXXXX

Shared L0OS: * D * * * * * * * * * *
ApproachDel : 29.4 17.3 EXXRXX }:9:4.9.9:9:¢
ApproachLOs: D C: R *

hhhdhhhkdkddhhkhdddhbakhhhrddbrddrhbrrdbrxhrrhbhdbrdhbhbrhdbdhbhdbrhbhddbdrbbdbhk bbb bbb bikdn

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
hokhdkbhkbkdhkbdhdkdbrddhbhhkbhbhrhdddbrhbrhbbhhbirhhArrtrobbbhrd bk d b r bR d kb hdbkrhdhhr bk thi
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MITIG8 - AM Peak+Proj Tue Oct 8, 2013 18:58:13 Page 1-1
3131 Alameda de las Pulgas Childcare Center
Traffic COperations Analysis
Existing + Project AM Peak Hour
Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Unsignalized Methed (Base Volume Alternative)
IR R R R R L R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R T B U S g S R P S R R Y

Intersection #1 Alameda de las Pulgas / Manzanita Ave
IR AR SR SRR L E R EEE R S R R R R o b R G A I I S 2

Average Delay (sec/veh):! 1.2 Worst Case Level Of Service: E[ 47.9]

(R E SN S S ER AR RS S LRSS RS R R EREAR SRR R AR T SRR EEERE LR R R R X
Street Name: Manzanita Ave Alameda de las Pulgas
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
———————————— et B ] B ]
Control: Stop Sign Stop Sign Uncontrolled Uncontrolled
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Lanes: -0 0 10 0 0 0o 1.-0 0 1.0 0 1 0 L 0 0 1 0o
———————————— A A I e I
Volume Module:

Base Vol: 5 0 5 4 0 8 T 942 4 2 604 3
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00
Initial Bse: 5 0 5 4 0 9 7942 4 2 604 3
User Adij: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.50 0.50 ©.50 0.921 0.91 (.91 0.9%2 0.92 0.92
PHF Volume: . 12 0 12 g8 .0 18 .8 1035 4 . 2 857 3
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FinalVolume: 12 0 12 8 0 18 8 1035 4 2 657 3

Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp: 7.1 6.5
FollowUpTim: 3.5 4.0

4,1 XXXX XXXXX 4.1 XXXX XXXXX
2.2 XEXX XXXXX 2.2 XXX XHXXX

Capacity Module: L
Cnflict Vol: 1730 1734 1043 1736 1734 673 673 xxxx xxxzx 1044 xxxx XxxKX
Potent Cap.: 70 89 281 69 B89 459 928 xXxXXX XXXXX 674 XXHX XXXXX
Move Cap.: 66 86 280 65 86 453 918 xxxXX XXXXX 672 XXXX XXXXX
Volume/Cap: 0.18 0.00 0.04 0.12 0.00 0.04 0,01 xxxx xxxx 0.00 xxxx xxxX

Level Of Service Module:

2Way9bhthQ: XXXX XXKE XXKEX KEXX XXXX XXXXX 0.0 xxxx axxxx 0.0 xxxx XXAAX
Control Del:xxxXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXAKX 9.0 =xxxx xxxxx 10.4 xXXX XXXXX
LOS by Move: * * * w0 % “A * * : * *
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR -~ RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT

Shared Cap.: xxxx 107 =xxzxx xxxx 160 XXXXHY XXXK XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX
SharedQueue:zxxxx 0.8 xxxxx xxxxx 0.6 XEXXX XXHXX XXXX XHXXX XXXXX XXX XXHAX
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 47.9 xxxx¥ XxxxX 31.9 XEXXX HXAXX XXXX XEXXXX HXKAX XXHKX XXXAX

Shared L0OS: * E * * D * * * * * * *
ApproachDel: 47.9 31.9 HHXEXK XXXXXX
Approachl0S: B D * *

R E R R R R R R R R R R R s

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
dhkkdkdhhhbhdkh kbbb hbrbh bbb brhbrhhhr bbb A kA ARk h kb kb bk bbb bbbk b dbd kbbb kh kbt kbt
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MITIGB - PM Peak+tPro]

Tue Oct 8,

2013 19:04:06

3131 Alameda de las Pulgas Childcare Center
Traffic Cperations Analysis
Existing + Project PM Peak Hour

Level Of Service Computation Report

2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)
LRSS R LT R R LR TR R R R O Tk g S 0 SR O A R i e M A R R T N g T 13

Intersection #1 Alameda de las Pulgas / Manzanita Ave
LR A S A L AR RS XS RN AR R SRR R T R EEE R R T I I T I 0 S g R S S VR S R e e Y

Average Delay (sec/veh):
*************************************************ﬁ***************%**************

Alameda de las Pulgas

Street Name:

Approach: North Bound
Movement : L - T - R
———————————— e I
Control: Stop Sign
Rights: Include
Lanes: 0 0 110 0
——————————— N R
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 2 0 3
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 2 0 3
User Adj: 1,00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 0.63 0.63 0.63
PHF Volume: 3 0 5

- Reduct Vol: - 0 0 0
FinalVolume: 3 0 5
———————————— e I
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp: 7.1 €.5 6.2
FollowUpTim: 3.5 4.0 3.3
———————————— e I
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol:- 1651 1650 628
Potent Cap.: 80 100 487
Move Cap.: 76 98 485
Volume/Cap: 0.04 0.00 0.01
———————————— | ===m=mmmmmmmeee |
Level Of Service Mcdule:
2Wav95thQ: XAKK XXX XEXHX
Control Del:xXxxXX XXXX XXXXX

~ LOS by Move: . * * *
Movement: LT - LTR - RT
Shared Cap.: xxxx 153 xxxxx
SharedQueue rxxxxx 0.2 xXXXX
Shrd ConDel :xxxxx 29.7 XXXXX
Shared LOS: * D *
ApproachDel: 29.7
ApproachLOS: D

0.5

Manzanita Ave

Worst Case Level Of Service:

South Bound

L - T - R
Stop Sign
Include

0O 0 10 0

2 0 4
1.00 1.00 1.00
2 0 4
1.00 1.00 1.00
0.38 0.38 0.38
) 0 11

0 - 0 0

5 0 11

7.1 6.5 6.2
3.5 4.0 3.3
1654 1648 695
79 1060 300

77 28 299
0.07 0.00 0.04
REXK HEEX XXXXX
XXXXR XXXE XXXXX
* . * *

LT - LTR — RT
xxxx 152 xxxxx
xxxx®x 0.3 xxxxx
XXKXX 31.3 Xuxxx
* D *

31.3
D

D[ 31.3]

East Bound West Bound

L - T - R L - T - R
[ [ [ | === |

Uncontrolled Uncontrolled

Include Include

1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 o0
[ |-==——— [ [—=—mmmmm e =1
7 572 2 6 882 6
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
7 572 2 6 882 6
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
0.92 0.92 0.92 0.89 0.89 0.89
8 622 2 7991 7
-0 0 0 .0 0 0
8 622 2 7 991 7
||~ I e et I
4.1 XXXX XXXXX 4.1 XXXX XXXXX
2.2 XXXK KXXXX 2.2 XXXX XXXXX
|| =mmmmmm - I — |
999 XXXK XKXXXX 624 XXXX XEXXX
TOL xxxx XXXXX 967 XXXX XAXXX
700 XXX XXXXX 967 XXX XXXXX
0.01 xxxx xxxx 0.01 xxxx xxxx
I R I
0.0 xxx® XXAXK 0.0 XXXX XXXXX
10.2 XXXX XXXXX B.7 XEXX XXXXX
B * * A * *

LT - LTR -~ RT LT - LTR - RT
XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXAX
XXXXX XXXX XXEXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX
XXXXE XXKE XEXXX XHAXX XXX XHAKX

* *

HEXXXX
*

* *

*

p:8. 5.8 9.4

*

********************************k***********************************************

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
LRSS RS S S E S SSEEES RS R LR RE R R R R R R R R EEE T T X T

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c} 2008 Dowling Assoc.
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Parking and Trip Generation
Characteristics
for Day-Care Facililies

BY JOHN W. VAN WINKLE AND S. COLIN KINTON

With the steady rise in the number
of women in the work force, there
has been a corresponding increase in
the need for children’s day-care ser-
vices, As part of the licensing process
for day-care centers, most local govern-
ments are required to evaluate pro-
posed day-care facilities for parking
needs. . :

While many commercial day-care
facilities are being located in commer-
cially zoned arcas, there has been a
growing trend for the establishment of
day-care facilities in single-family
homes in residential neighborhoods,
For this reason, it is very important that
proper guidelines be provided by the
governmental agencies to ensure that
adequate on-site parking is provided for
¢enters in both commercial and residen-
tial settings. If this is done, traffic
impacts for the surrounding properlies
and street network can.be kept to a
minimum,

BRecause of the limited amount of
data available, the Technical Activities
Committee of the Tennessee Section of
the Institute of Transportation
Enginecrs initiated this study to evalu-
ate the parking demand and trip gener-
ation characteristics for day-care facili-
ties. This article summarizes the results
of this study effort and proposes recom-

Conversion Factors

Toconvert from  to~ multiply by
sq ft m> 0.0929

mendations for day-care centers based
on these findings: :

Study Methodology

The committee established a data-
base by conducting a total of 29 field
studies of day-care facilities in the cities
of Chattanooga and Nashville in
Tennessee. Care was taken to study
locations with a varying number of stu-
dents (ranging from a daily enrollment
of 17 to 144 children) in order to get a
good cross section of examples.

Before the field studies were made,
the directors.of-the day-care centers
were contacted to obtain permission to
conduct the study and to gather the nec-
essary statistical information. The data
obtained during the interview included
the current enrollment, the staffing lev-
els, the square footage of the building
and the number of parking spaces avail-
able. Peak-hour manual counts were
made for each facility during the normal
peak hours (7-9 a.m. and 4-6 p.m.} in
one-minute intervals. For each minute
of the study, the field investigator
recorded the following data:

m The number. of cars parked in the [ot.
» The number of vehicles entering and
exiting.

m The number of children dropped off
or picked up.

Studies were made on Tuesdays
through Thursdays so as to avoid the
traffic variations that typically occur on
Mondays and Fridays. Because of the
nature of the trip arrival characteristics,
it was found that a single person was

able to gather the necessary data with
no difficulty. Because of the nature of
trip generation of day-care facilities,
separate traffic counts were not made
for the adjacent roadway. It was
assumed that the peak hours of the gen-
erator and adjacent street traffic were
the same.

Daf& Analysis

The primary purpose of this study
was to determine the parking demand
for day-care centers so that parking
requirements could be established for
use in the governmental review process.

Although parking was the the prima-
ry consideration, the field study proce-
dures were designed to allow the
researchers to also investigate the peak-
hour trip generation characteristics of
the study sites. As a result, trip rates
were calculated using several indepen-
dent variables and compared with exist-
ing data.

Parking Generation. Parking
requirements were analyzed based on
the number of employees during the
peak howrs, the enrollment, the square
footage of the facililty and the maximum
number of parked vehicles during the
peak hours. Table 1 summarizes the
peak-hour parking data.

The maximum number of parked
vehicles generated by the students was
determined to be the total number of
vehicies parked minus the number of
staff vehicles parked during the peak
hours. This value was plotted vs. the
enrollment and the square footage of
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Table 1. Parking Analysis Dota of Day Care Centers

AM Peak PM Pecaik
Site No. Areqs Student Student
No. Students Sq. Ft. Starf Max Veh. Max Veh. Staoff Maox Venh, Max Veh.
1C 17 1,080 3 3 0 3 5 2
2C 37 2,640 4 6 2 5 8 3
3C 50 5,000 @ 13 4 6 12 é
4C 144 15,000 10 17 7 10 21 11
5C 88 5,184 8 14 6 8 17 9
6C 53 5,184 7 10 3 6 12 ]
[L®: 67 5,332 ) 7 2 5 1 o
ac 55 5,041 8 10 2 8 15 7
oC 80 5,047 9 14 5 9 14 5
10C 92 4,880 10 13 3 10 7 7
HL® 29 3,500 5 10 5 5 10 5
12C 48 5073 2 & -4 2. & 4
13C 32 2,040 2 5 3 2 7 5
14C 62 3,204 6 8 2 3 7 4
16C 22 2,400 2 é 4 2 9 7
16C 65 5,400 13 19 6 9 20 11
IN 127 5.180 11 17 6 N 15 4
2N 72 NA 5 9 4 b 14 8
3N 463 4,477 7 13 6 6 15 9
AN 56 5216 6 M "5 6" 15 9
&N 66 4,320 6 1 5 5 @ 4
6N 90 4,400 8 12 4 7 12 5
7N 26 2,333 3 5 2 K] 6 3
8N 53 1875 3 7 4 3 7 4
N 78 7.800 18 22 4 16 22 6
10N 42 2.450 4 o] 2 4 Q 5
1N 46 5,400 6 -9 .3 6. 14 8
12N 92 5,780 4 10 6 7 16 9
13N 84 4,180 8 14 é 9 14 5
each facility (see Figures 1 and 2). It
a was assumed that the vehicles that did
5 30 not move during the two-hour study
a 8 period were staff vehicles. It also should
b be noted that staff vehicles did not nec-
g % 25 essarily coordinate with the number of
& P staff employed or working on the day of
By the study because of various factors,
ﬁ 2 20 such as split shifts, part-time cmployees
O 1 or employees who shared a ride or used
w transit.
FS 0 Because it was desired to establish a
o % 15 conservative parking requirement,
=] regression analysis was not used to cre-
bt %/40 ate a curve with the “best fit,” that is, an
b 10| @M average condition. Instead, straight-line
g . ) o e@ curves were fitted to each of the data
E _ o @ @ plots such that nearly ail the data points
= g 5 2% o so0 o B @ fell unde.r th{.’. envelope created. The
H M A ce o break points in the curves were estab-
E 5 ® lished by matching the natural break in
A, ® the data plots, The breaks were created

4 60 80 100 120 140

-NUMBER OF BTUDENTS -

ATTENDING ON DAY OF STUDY

160

Figure 1. Day-care center parking gencration based on earollment.

so as to not penalize the larger facilities
with an unrealistically high parking
requirement, 7

Trip Generation. Trip rates were cal-
culated for the 29 study locations using
three standard independent variabies:
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the number of employees, the enroll-
ment and the square footage of the
facility. A summary of the trip genera-
tion data is shown in Table 2,

The calculated trip rates, the mini-
mum and maximum trip rates and the
standard deviations of the trip rates are
shown in Table 3. For comparative pur-
poses, the trip rates as published in
I'TE's Trip Generation , 5th ed.,'infor-
mational report also are listed.

As can be seen in Table 3, the
study’s trip rates compare favorably
with the ITE values, though they are
somewhat lower. These differences
could be due to a number of contribut-
ing factors. TheTrip Generation statis-
tics for this land use indicate that the
statistics in the report were conducted
during the mid-1980s at day-care cen-
ters along the East Coast. Possible
changes in trends in day-care center
operations since then, as well as region-

I

a3

20

DURING DAY (LESS STAFF VEHICLES)

MAXIMUM NUMBER OF CARS PARKED

7.0 &0 2.0 10.0 1.0 2.0 13D W0 5.0

1000 BQ. FT. GROSE FLOOR AREA

Table 2, Trip Generation Data of Day Care Centers

Figure 2. Day-care center parking generation based on square footage,

AM Peak PM Pecik

Sife No, No. Arae
No, Stoff Students Sq. F. in Out Totaf In Out Total
C 4 17 1,080 @ 8 17 é 7 13
2C 7 37 2,640 16 12 28 12 16 28
3C ) 50 5,000 23 17 40 16 21 a7
AC 10 144 15,000 3 32 63 27 29 56
5C 16 88 5,184 22 16 A8 18 24 42
6C 10 53 5,184 24 19 43 ' 18 23 41
7C 15 57 5332 17 14 31 15 19 34
8C 8 b5 5,041 17 13 30 14 17 31
QC Q 80 5,041 22 14 Jols) 18 25 43
10C 10 92 4,880 17 14 31 24 22 46
11C 5 29 3,500 16 15 31 16 20 ab
12C 10 48 5073 20 18 s 17 15 32
13C 7 .- a2 2.040 1 11 22 . 13 -1 24
14C 7 62 3,204 15 13 28 20 24 44
15C 5 22 2,400 8 Q 17 b 10 16
16C 13 65 6,400 28 18 46 28 38 66
N 16 127 5,180 a3 33 66 29 36 65
2N 8 72 NA 21 19 40 22 27 46
3N 13 63 4,477 3l 28 59 22 29 51
4N 6 55 5,216 a3 30 63 23 28 51
5N 6 65 4,320 24 23 47 : 13 18 31
6N 9 Q0 4,400 33 28 61 23 31 54
7N 3 26 2,333 1 10 21 10 23 33
BN 4 53 1.875 22 20 42 18 18 36
ON 34 78 7.800 24 16 40 23 24 47
10N 8 42 2,450 15 15 30 21 27 48
11N (18] 46 5,400 23 22 45 18 16 34
12N 16 Q2 5,780 26 24 50 26 26 82
13N 15 ' 84 4,160 29 29 &8 : 23 T 29 52

Average 10.1 5H2.¢ 4,620.7 21.4 18.6 40.0 18.6 22.5 411
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Table 3. Trip Generation Rates of Day Care Centers

Average Range Standard Number  Average Size
Time Trio of Trip Deviation of of Indl.
Perlod Rafe Rates of Rates Studles Var/Studly
Trips/Employes
AM in 248 0.71-5.50 1.12 29
Qut 2.19 0.47-5.00 1.07 29
Total 4.67 1.18-10.50 217 29 10,1
ITE Total 678 2.06-12.29 3.16 24 -9
PM  In 2.13 . 0.68-4.50 0.85 29
Out 2.66 0.71-7.67 1.36 29
Total 479 1.38-11.00 2,12 29 10.1
ITE Total 5.60 1.12-12.29 3.42 24 9
Tnips/Stucient
AM  In 0,37 0.18-0.60 0.1 L 29
Out 0.33 0.15-0.55 0.10 29
Total 0.70 0.33-1.16 0.20 29 629
ITE Total! 0.83 0.39-1.72 0.94 38 73
PM In 0.32 0.19-0.65 0.0¢ 29
Cut 0.40 0.20-0.88 0.15 29
Total 0.72 0.39-1.26 0,22 29 62.9
ITE Total 0.80 0.3¢-1,72 0.93 - 35 73
Trips/ 1,000 GSF
AM In 5.20 2.07-11.70 28
Out 0.33 2.05-10,64 28
Total 976 5.13-22.34 .83 28 4,621
ITE Total 16.28 4.43-41.57 8.43 30 3,000
PM In 451 1.80-2.57 28
-Quit 5.38 1.93-11.02 - 28 -
Total 9.89 3.73-19.59 3.70 28 4,621
ITE Total 16.27 6.43-39.17 8.41 30 3,000

al differences could account for the
variances in the trip rates.

For example, while the Trip
Generation figures showed an average
square footage of 3,000 gross square
feet (sq ft} with an average enrollment
of 73 students, the Tennessee fipures
were 4,600 gross sq ft and 63 students.
This represents an average density of 41
sq ft/student vs. 73 sq ft/student, respec-
tively, or a difference of 44 percent,

Recommendations

Using the data plotted in Figures 1
and 2 the following parking require-
ments are recommended based on
either the number of students or the
size of the facility:

m If the projected maximum enrollment
is known, use Figure 1. For enroliments
with 45 or fewer children, requirc one
parking space for every five students,
plus employee parking. For enrollments

greater than 45, require cight spaces
plus one space for every 40 stndents,
plus employee parking. Employee park-
ing can be defined as the maximum
number of staff on duty at any one time.
Fractional spaces should be rounded up
to the next whole space.

® If the proposed facility size is known
and enrollment has not been finalized,
use Figure 2. If the day-care center is
2,500 sq ft or less, require onc parking
space for every 300 sq ft, plus employee
parking. If the center is greater than
2,500 sq ft, require eight spaces plus one
space for every 5,000 sq ft of space, plus
employee parking, When using the
square foolage criteria, the maximum
enrollment permitted should be estab-
lished using Figure 1. This will prevent
a parking overflow when local codes do
not otherwise set an upper limit on
enrollment. The equations in Figure 1
should be used by entering the nuraber
of parking spaces determined from

Figure 2 and solving for the enrollment.

The results of the trip generation
analysis showed that'the rates are quile
comparable to the published values.
However, the differences suggest that
more studies should be conducted in
other paris of the country to eliminate
any regional bias.
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Trip Generation of Day Care Centers
Preston w Hitchens, Jr {8)*

INTRODUCTION

This research paper will provide additional insight
into the trip making characteristics of day care
centers in the metropolitan Philadelphia, Pennsyl-
vania area. Data was collected at six operating
day care centers in New Jersey and in Pennsylvania,
and analyzed in several areas, Tha major focus of
this work is directed towards trip generation, how-
ever peak parking demand, a3 well as average time
parked during the -morning and evening peak hours,
was reviewed at two centers. Interviews were con-
ducted at two centers during the evening rush howr
to determine additional information about site
related trips.

METHODOL OGY

Traffic data was collected at six operating day
care. centers in- the metropolitan Philadelphia,
Pennaylvania area, The 1locations of the centers
were as follows:

Yoorhees, New Jersey (2 centers)
Sewell, New Jersey

Moorestown, New Jersey

North Wales, Pemnsylvania
Plymouth Heeting, Pennsylvania

Traffic ecounters monitored driveway activity at
each of the above centers during a typlcal weekday
of operation, In order to minimize parental
snxiety, the vehicle used by the traffiec counter
was signed "Traffic Count" and all management staff
at esch center were briefed as to the purposg of
the data collection, All aix locatlons studied were
located in commercial areas. Two centers were
located near major employment centers, with the
other four accessing heavily traveled roadways.

All of the centers required that an adult sccompany
children into the facility in the morning, where
t¥ypically, the child was signed in by the parent.
In the afternoon the parent was required to enter
the day care center and sign out his or her child.

All of the six centers studied had an outdoor play
area which was fenced, and located the maximum pos-
sible distance from the parking areas., Although
the majority of enrollees were personally dropped
off and picked up by parents, some of the centers
had small omni-buses/vens (approximately 15 pass-
enger) which picked up children at appropriate
times from local schools. The buses were also
utilized for field trips.

a Project Engineer
Penponi Assocclates Inc,
1600 Callowhill Street
Philadelphia, PA U.S.A. 19130

Typleal weekday operating hours at each center
(with minor variations) were from 6;30 A.M, to 6:00
P.M. Discussions with managers at the respective
centers revealed that some day care centers are
offering parents extended hours on Friday evenings
te approximately 11:00 P.,M.,, and in some cases,
sleep~over opportunities, where the enrcolled child
would spend the night at the day care center, These
programs are marketed to parents as an opportunity
for social activity on their part without compro-
mising the safety of their children. For the
centers extended hours and/or Ysleep overs® offer
increased revenmue for the center, In addition,
centers located near major employment centers
offered programming to encourage parents to spend
lunch time with their children, sueh has hoagie
sales, "Easter parades", ete,

SITE CHARACTEHISTICS

The following data was colleated at each survey
location:

Building area (square feet}
Number of Parking Spaces

Bumber of Children in Attendance
Number of Employees in Attendance

Building areas of the centers varied from approx-
imately 6,000 square feet to 8,400 square feet,
Parking varled from 713-30 spaces at the study loea-
tLions, Enrollment at the centers varied between
98-158 children, with between 0-26 employees on
site,

TRIP GENERATION CHARACTERISTICS

The ™ number of total trips during a typical weekday;
and, during the morning and evening peak hours of
each center was easily obtained from the traffic
count information, Data at each location was ang-~
lyzed with respect to number of enrclled children,
graoss buillding erea in square feet, and number of
employeas at each center,

Linear _regression analysis of total trip ends (T)
vs. number of employees (E) on a typical weekday
revealed the following relationship:

= 15.41(E) + 103.68  R°=0.865
Similarly, analysis of total trip ends (T) vs,
number of enrclled children (C) resulted in the
following equation:

= 3.67(C) ~ 62.89 8220777
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A comparison of total trip ends (T) wvs. 1,000
square feet gross floor area (X) was modeled by the
regression equation:

T = 65.78(X) - 98.33 R%20,651
Given the relatively Ilow correlation coefficlents
and/or the limited data base, the above equations
should be used very cautiously 1n modeling day
center operationa,

The following average trip rates were observed by
this study:

Average Heékday Vehiele Trip Ends

20.78 trips/employee
52.85 trips/ 1000 s.f. gross floor area
3.26 trips/enrolled child

The range of rates of trips/employee varied from

17.90 trips/employee . to 28.12 trips/employee, With.

respect to trips/1000 square feet of gross floor
area, the rates ranged from #2.61 trips/1000 &.f.
to 67.50 trips/1000 s.f., The range of rates of
trips/enrolled child varied between 1.9 trips/
enrolled child to 3.75 trips/child,

The following average trip rates were observed

during the A.M, and P.M. peak hours of the

generator:

A.M. Peak Hour of Generator
4,09 trips/employee
0,64 trips/enrollee
10.42 trips/1000 s8.f. gross floor area
P.M. Pegk Hour of Generator
4.12 trips/employee
0.65 trips/enrollee
10,50 trips/1000 s.f. gross floor area

In addition to determining average trip rates for
several dependent variables, the average hourly

variation of day care center traffic Ffor the loca

tions studied was determined. -

Average Hourly Variation of Day Care Center
Traffic

Hour Ending: Percentage of Tripa

7:00 AM. 3%
8100 A.M, 16%
0:00 A.M, ' 16%
10:00 A.M, 8%
11:00 A.M, 2%
12:00 NOON ug
1200 P.M, 5%
2100 P.W. N 3%
3:00 P.N. ug
H:00 P.M. 6%
5100 P.M. 12%
6300 P.M. 19%
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PARENTS' INTERVIEWS

In order to gain additienal insight into the trip
making characteristics of day care centers, inter-
views of parents were conducted during the P.M.
peak hour at two locations. Parents were asked
where their trip had begun, where it would end, and
its approximate length. Parents were also asked as
to whether or not they would have "passed by" the
day care cepter in their normal home/work commute,
The following are the results of our interviews:

Trip Origination:

éB: ==home
T2% =-work

Trip Destination:

68% --directly home
328 -~elscuhere
Type of Trip:
24% —-primary trip (ﬁome to center to home)
Wt wopass-by trip (from work to home)
32% ~-diverted trip (from work to home)

Trip Lengths:

< 1 mile: 20%
1-2 miles: 16%
2-5 miles: ug

5-10 miles:  AM%
> 10 miles: 16%

Number of Children at Center:

1 e¢hild: 68%
2 childrens 32% -
PARKING CHARACTERISTICS

Although the primary emphasis of this study was
trip generation of day care centers, parking data
was collected at two facilities, Peak parking
rates were observed, as well as length of time
parked during the morning and evening peak hours.
The “average pesk parking rate was found to be 2.36
spaces/1000 square feet gross floor area. Parents
parked an average of 5.6 minutes during the morning
peak pericd and 6.8 minutes during the evening
peak. Additional parking data should be collected
on day care centers,

CONCLUSIONS

Thls paper has reviewed trip making characteriastics
of 8ix operating day care centers in the Philadel-
phia, Pennsylvania area, The traffic count data
was analyzed with respect to the number of employ-
ees, the number of enrolled children, and the
square Teet of gross floor area at each center,



Equations, obtained by linear regression analysis,
are presented relating total trip ends vs, the
number of employees, total trip ends vs. the number
of eprolled children and total trip ends vs. the
square feet of groas floor area at each center, 'In
addition, average trip rates are developed for
daily trips, A.M. peak hour of generator trips and
P.M. peak hour of generator trips,

A comparison of the average trip rates determined
by this study; and those published in Trip Gener-
ation, (Uth Edition, Institute of Tranaportation
Engineers,1987) shows some differences. The rates

presented for trips/employze by this study are
approximately 55% lower than that presented in Trip
Generation. The averzge trip rate presented for

trips/1000 s.f. gross floor area were well within

ITE - range, The differences in the average trip
rates determined by this study are most likely
attributable to differences in regulations
pertaining to day care throughout the country. Tt
is recommended that additional studies be done in
the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania area and elsewhere
to further supplement the data base on this land
use code.
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ITE TRIP GENERATION CALCULATIONS

) [I- ~ Kimley-Horn ‘
Project Toddle Childcare ] | and Associates, Inc.
Trip generalion for Day Care Center
Designed by KHA Date August 14, 2013 Job No. 09778001

Sheef No. 1 of 1

TRIP GENERATION MANUAL TECHNIQUES

ITE Trip Generation Sth Edition, Average Rate Equations

One Hour Between 7 and 9 AM

One Hour Between 4 and 6 PM

Directional Distribution:
53% Entering 47% Exiting
- 10 Entering 9 Exiting

Land Use Code - 565 Day Care Center
Independent Variable - Student(s})

Number of Units (X) - 24

T = Trip Ends

Peak Hour Adjacent Street Traffic

AM Peak

T=1 (X)* 0.80 Trip Ends Per Student(s)
T= 19 Trip Ends :
Peak Hour Adiacent Street Traffic

PM Peak

T=¢ (X)* 081 Trip Ends Per Student(s)
T= 19 Trip Ends

Peak Hour PM Peak Hour of Generator

PM Peak Hour of Generator

T=¢ (X)* 084 Trip Ends Per Student(s)
T= 21 Trip Ends
Weekday

Daily Weekday

Directional Distribution;
47% Entering 53% Exiting
9 Entering 10 Exiting

Directional Distribution:
47% Entering 53% Exiting
10 Entering 11 Exiting

Directional Distribution:

T=1 (X})* 4.38 Trip Ends Per Student(s) 50% Entering 50% Exiting

T= 106 Trip Ends 53 Entering 53 Exiting

Non-Pass-By Trip Percentage Non-Pags-By Trip Volumes

AM  100% AM Peak 10 Entering 9 Exiting

PM  100% PM Peak 9 Entering 10 Exiting

Note: Rounding may occur in calculations
ITE Trip Gen.xls 8/14/2013
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. ] 7 ) 10:22 AM
2013 CQl, Jim West, Pleasanton, CA 1 ’ Planner Sheet



H: Parking Analysis Calculations



Childcare Center Loading Zone Analysis:_5 Available Drop-off/Pickup Spaces (AM Peak)

Assumptions:

1. Project Trip Generation for AM Peak Hour (Excluding Staff) -

Al Peak Hour- -
h | . Ou
5 5

2, Maximum inbound trips = 5

3. Maximum outbound trips = 5

5 veh/hr
0.083 veh/min
= 1 arrival every 12 minutes

4, Estimated Arrival Rate

n K

5. Estimated Loading Time = 10 minjveh
6. For planning purposes, it is assumed that arrivals are evenly distrubuted througout the hour. -

Calculations:

In general, a vehicle will arrive at the site avery 12 minutes, park in the loading zone for 10 minutes, then leave. The number of
Arrivals, Departures and Occupied spaces for any given time within the peak hour can be determined using the following
calculations:

1. Total Arrivals at any given time, t, in minutes:
A(t) =0.083 veh/min *t

2. Total Departures at any given time, {, in minutes:
D(t) =0.083 veh/min * (t - 10 min)
Nole that the first departure occurs 10 minutos after the first arrival; therefore, the first vehicle will arrive at 12 minutes and
depart at 22 minutes from the beginning of the study hour,

3. Total Occupied Spaces af time {t) in minutes:
S(t) = (# of Arrivals) - # of Departures)
[0<t<10] S(t} = (0.083 veh/min * t) )
[10<t] 5(t) = (0.083 veh/min * t) - (0.083 veh/min * (t - 10))
The table to the left shows estimated Arrival and Departure patterns for the peak parking demand period,

Max Number of Occupied Spaces =

Check:

Assuming 8 loading spaces, the following calculafions show.the expecied number of vehicles in the loading zone al any
given time in the AM Peak Hour.

E(n)y=q/{Q-q) n = number of units in the system
q = rate of arrival = 5 veh/hr
Q = rate of service = veh/hr * loading spaces

KNOAK_TPTO\G97780001. - Menlo Park Childcare\Analysis\Loading Analysis\
Childcare Loading Analysis_v3.xis
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Childcare Center Loading Zone Analysis: 5 Available Drop-off/lPickup Spaces (AM Peak)

Peak Parking Demand Perriod

“Time {t) . S .

{min) . . -Thne i ‘Total Arfivals . Total Departures . | Occupled Spaces
0 8:00 AM 0.0 0.0 0.0
1 8:01 AM 0.1 0.0 1.0
2 8:02 AM 0.2 0.0 1.0
3 8:03 AM 0.3 0.0 1,0
4 8:04 AM 0.3 0.¢ 1.0
5 8:05 AM 0.4 0.0 1.0
6 8:06 AM 0.5 0.0 1.0
7 8:07 AM 0.8 0.0 1.0
8 §:08 AM 0.7 00 B 1.0
9 8:09 AM 0.8 0.0 1.0
10 8:10 AM 0.8 0.0 1.0
11 8:11 AM 0.9 0.1 1.0
12 B:08 AM 1.0 0.2 1.0
13 8:13 AM 1.1 0.3 1.0
14 B:14 AM 1.2 0.3 1.0
15 B8:15 AM 1.3 0.4 i.0
16 8:16 AM 1.3 0.5 1.0
17 817 AM 1.4 o 0.6 ~ 1.0
18 8:18 AM 1.5 0.7 1.0
19 8:19 AM 1.6 0.8 1.0
20 20 AM 1.7 0.6 1.0
21 21 AM 1.8 0.9 1.0
22 8:22 AM 1.8 1.0 1.0
23 8:23 AM 1.8 1.1 1.0
24 8:24 AM 2.0 1.2 1.0
25 . B25AM 2.1 .. 1.3 1.0
26 8:26 AM 2.2 1.3 1.0

27 8:27 AM 2.3 1.4 1.0
28 8:28 AM 2.3 1.5 1.0
29 8:20 AM 2.4 1.6 1,0
30 8:30 AM 2.5 1.7 1,0
31 8:31 A 2.6 18 1.0
32 B:32 AM 2.7 1.8 1.0
33 B:33 AM 2.8 1.9 1.0
34 . B:34 AM 2.8 L - 2.0 . 1.0
35 8:35 AM 2.9 2.1 1.0
36 8:36 AM 3.0 2.2 1.0
37 B:37 AM 3.1 2.3 1.0
38 8:38 AM 3.2 23 1.0
39 8:39 AM 3.3 2.4 1.0
40 8:40 AM 3.3 2.5 1.0
41 8:41 AM 3.4 2.6 1.0
42 8:42 AM 3.5 2.7 1.0
43 © 843 AM 3.6 2.8 T 1.0
44 8:44 AM 3.7 2.8 1.0
45 8:45 AM 3.8 2.9 1.0
46 8:46 AM 3.8 3.0 1.0
47 8:47 AM 3.9 3.1 1.0
48 8:48 AM 4,0 3.2 1.0
49 8:49 AM 4,1 3.3 1.0
50 8:50 AM 4.2 3.3 1.0
H1 8:51 AM 4.3 .34 1.0
52 T 852 AM 4.3 3.5 1.0
53 8:53 AM 4.4 3.6 1.0
54 B:54 AM 4.5 37 1.0
55 B:56 AM 4.5 3.8 1.0
56 8:56 AM 4.7 3.8 1.0
57 8:57 AM 4.8 3.9 1.0
58 8:58 AM 4.8 4,0 1.0
59 8:50 AM 4.9 4.1 1.0
60 . 500 AM 5.0 . .42 . 1.0

K:\GAK_TPTO\097780001 - Menla Park Childcare\Analysis\L.oading Analysis\
Childcare Loading Analysis_v3.xls 2



Childcare Center Loading Zone Analysis: 5 Available Drop-off/Pickup Spaces {AM Peak)

P(n) = Probability n units in the system
E(n) = Expected number of units in the system
n = Mumber of units in the sysiem
N = Max number of unils in the system
= Rate of arrival
Q= Rate of service.= {vahr * loading spaces)

phi= gQ
Q= B0 30 20 veh /hr
q= 5 b & veh/hr
phi= 0.0833 0.1667 0.2600
N= 5 Loading Spaces
Loading stay 5 10- 15 min { veh
Oce per space 12 6 4 veh / hr
Pin) 5 minfveh | 10 minfveh-} 18 minfyeh
1 9.0% 18.4% 31.3%
0.8% 3.2% 7.8%
X LAk o DiE% ) 0%
4 0.0% 0.1% 0.5%
5 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
5} 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
T 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
B 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
9 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
10 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
E{n}= 0.09081 0.19087 0.33187

*Highlighted values represent probability that all 3 driveway paridng spaces are occupied given a 6-min, 10-min or 16-min assumed drop-offfpick-up loading period.

KAQAK_TPTON097780001 - Menlo Park Childcare\Analysis\Loading Analysis\

Childcare Loading Analysls_v3.xls

Loading Spaces Requirements

35.0%
30.0% \
E \
3
% 25.0% \
1]
=
s
£ 20,0%
E
=
£ 150% p—- \- o —
g
2
F 10.0%
o
[
5.0% A -
0.0%
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 [} 9 10
——Sminfveh | 9.0% | 0.8% | 01% | 00% | 0.0% | 0.0% | DO% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0%
=i 10 finfvell 19.4% | 32% | C05% | 0.4% : 0.0% - 0.0% | 00% i 00%7| 0.0% | 0.0%
——15 minfveh| 31.3% ! 7.8% | 20% | 05% | 04% [ 0.0% | 00% | 00% | 0.0% | 0.0%




Childcare Center Loading Zone Analysis: 5 Available Drop-offiPickup Spaces (Midday Peak)

Assumptions:

1. Project Trip Generation for AM Peak Hour (Excluding Staff)

AM Peak Hour ~ ~

I R
10 10
2. Maximum inbound trips = 10
3. Maximum outbound trips = 10

10 veh/hr
0.167 veh/min
1 arrival every § minutes

4. Estimated Arrival Rate

5. Estimated Loading Time 10 minfveh

6. For planning purposes, it is assumed that arrivals are evenly distrubuted througout the hour.
Calculations:

In general, a vehicle will arrive at the site every 6 minutes, park in the loading zone for 10 minutes, then Ieavé. The number of
Arrivals, Departures and Occupied spaces for any given time within the peak hour can be determined using the following
calculations:

1. Total Awivals at any given time, t, in minutes;
A(t) =0.167 veh/min * t

2, Total Departures at any given time, ¢, in minutes:
D(t) =0.167 veh/min * {t - 10 min)
Note that the first depariure occurs 10 minufes afier the first arrival; therefore, the first vehicle will arrive at 12 minutes and
depari at 22 minuftes from the beginning of the study hour.

3. Total Occupied Spaces at time (t) in minutes;
S(t) = (# of Arrivals) - (# of Departures)
[0<t<10] S(t) = (0.167 venimin * t)
[10<t ] S(t) = (0.167 vehimin * 1) - (0.167 vehimin * ¢ - 103)
The table to the left shows estimated Arrival and Departure pattems for the peak parking demand period.

Max Number of Occupied Spaces =

Check:

Assyming 5 loading spaces, the following talculations show the expected number of vehicles in the foading zone at any
given time in the AM Peak Hour.

E(n)=q/{Q-q) n = number of units in the system
q = rate of arrival = 10 veh/hr
Q = rate of service = veh/hr * loading spaces

KADAK_TPTO\D97780001 - Menlo Park Childcare\Analysis\Loading Analysis\
Childcare Loading Analysis_v3.xls
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Childcare Center Loading Zone Analysis: 5 Available Drop-offiPickup Spaces (Midday Peak}

Peak Parking Demand Period

Time (1) ) _ : Y
{min) Time - Total Arrlvals = | Total Departures - | Occupled Spaces

0 8:00 AM 0.0 0.0 0.0
1 8:01 AM 0.2 . 0.0 . 1.0
2 8:02 AM 0.3 0.0 1.0
3 8:03 AM 0.5 0.0 1.0
4 3:04 AM 0.7 0.0 1.0
5 8:05 AM 0.8 0.0 1.0
[ 8:06 AM 1.0 0.0 1.0
7 8:07 AM 1.2 0.0 2.0
i) 8:08 AM 1.3 0,0 2.0
9 B:09 AM 1.5 0.0 2.0
10 6:10 AM 1.7 <D0 2.0
11 8:11 AM 1.8 0.2 2.0
12 8:08 AM 2.0 0.3 2.0
13 813 AM 2.2 0.5 2.0
14 8:14 AM 2.3 0.7 2.0
15 8:15 AM 2.5 0.8 2.0
16 8:16 AM 2.7 1.0 2.0
17 8:17 AM 2.8 1,2 2.0
18 8:18 AM 3.0 1.3 2.0
19 8:19 AM 3.2 ’ 1.5 20
20 8:20 AM 3.3 1.7 2.0
21 8:21 AM 3.5 1.8 2.0
22 8:22 AM 3.7 2.0 2.0
23 8:23 AM 3.8 2.2 2.0
24 8:24 AM 4.0 2.3 2.0
25 8:25 AM 4.2 2.5 2.0
26 8:26 AM 4,3 2.7 2.0
27 8:27 AM 4.5 .28 20
28 8:28 AM 4.7 3.0 2.0
29 B:29 AM 4.8 3.2 2.0
30 B:30 AM 5.0 3.3 2.0
31 B:31 AM 52 3.5 2.0
32 8:32 AM 5.5 3.7 2.0
33 8:33 AM 5.5 38 2.0
34 8:34 AM 57 4.0 2.0
35 8:35 AM 58 4.2 2.0
36 . 8:36 AM 8.0 . - 4.3 .20
37 8,37 AM 6.2 4.5 2.0
38 8:38 AM 6.3 47 2.0
39 8:39 AM 6.5 4.8 2.0
40 8:40 AM 8.7 5.0 2.0
41 8:41 AM 6.3 5.2 2.0
42 842 AM 7.0 5.3 2.0
43 8:43 AM 7.2 5.6 2.0
44 8:44 AM 7.5 5.7 2.0
45 © B:45 AM 7.5 -7 68 EX
46 8:46 AM 7.7 6.0 2.0
47 B:47 AM 7.8 6.2 2.0
48 B:48 AM 8.0 6.3 2.0
49 8:49 AW 8.2 6.5 2.0
50 8:50 AM 8.3 6.7 2.0
51 851 AM 8,5 6.8 2.0
52 8:52 AM 8.7 7.0 2.0
53 8:53 AM 8.8 7.2 2,0
54 T 8:54 AM 9.0 j 7.3 2.0
55 8:55 AM 9.2 7.5 2.0
56 8:56 AM 9,3 7.7 2.0
57 8:57 AM 9,5 7.8 2.0
58 8:58 AM 9.7 8.0 2.0
59 8:59 AM 9.8 8.2 2.0
B0 9:00 AM 10.0 8.3 2.0

KAOAK_TPTO\027780001 - Menlo Park Childcare\Analysis\Loading Analysis\
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vqmmnroc_->umn_ Childcare Facilities Within a one-mile Radius of Toddle (3131 Alameda)

{Information provided by Community Care t.n,.muﬂ.am._
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- ATTACHMENTC

KEY

{Listed by licensed
capacity per facility)

25: Champions @ Las Lomitas
Elementary School*
299 Alameda de las Pulgas

12: In-home daycare
{Deborah Baker)
3214 Alameda de las Pulgas

120; Littlest Angels Preschool
{Bethany Lutheran Church}
1075 Cloud Avenue

60: University Heights
Montessori
2060 Avy Avenue

40: Phillips Brooks Nursery
School (part of a pre-K
through 5th grade private
school)
2245 Avy Avenue

*Plus capacity for 15 elementary
schoolchildren, as confirmed by
center staff. (State information is
not updated due to recent change
in childcare ownership.}



Application for
{1 To the Planning Commission
ﬁ To the Board of Supervisors

Attachment G

San Mateo County
bR

& ¥ {3 B

County Government Center » 455 County Center, 2nd F!oo
Redwood City = CA= 94063 « Mall Drop PLN 122
Phone: 650« 363 » 4161 Fax: 650 363 « 4849

Permit-Numbers involved:

PLNQ0IZ-00149]

| hereby appeal the declsion of the;
[T Staff or Planning Director
3 Zoning Hearing Officer
It Design Review Commitiee
% Planning Commission

made on g;/ /;L

20 / (% . to approve/deny

the abovedisted permit applications.

| have read and understood the attached information
regarding appeal process and alternatives,

/“11{3\ yes 7 no

Appellant's Signature;

Leo gtahe A

Date: -

Flanning staff will prepare a report based on your appeal, In order to facilitate this, your precise objections are needed. For

example: Do you wish the decision reversed? If so, why? Do you object to certain conditions of approval? If so, then which

conditions and why?

D1 S azbed

20_zgpstappeal, ree 11/03405 ye
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We are writing fo apbeal the recent Planning Commission findings, conditions of approval, and mitigations
for a use permit allowing the operation of a 24 child care day care in an existing residence at 3131
Alameada de las Pulgas in Menlo Park (PLN2013-00191).

Our desired outcome is to overturn the decision approving the use permit based on the evidence
submitted. However, if this is not achieved, we proposed recommendations to the stated conditions and
mitigation measures to better address our concerns. We have included each item we are appealing below
in italics followed by our arguments and recommendations in blue,

1.

Finding 1 & 2: (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 herefo, there is no
evidence that the profect, subject to the mitigation measures contained in the Mitigated Negative
Declaration will have a significant effect on the environment.

As evidenced in the supporting documentation provided in Appendix A, past studies of noise
levels indicate that the noise produced by the cperation of the day care facility would be in
violation of Chapter 4.88 of the San Mateo County Code,

As detailed in the response to additional findings below, the impact to traffic, parking, and
neighborhood safety is also expected to be significant.

Finding 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.

Converting a residential property to a commercial use property will be detrimental to the
neighborhood. There are several commercial districts within Menlo Park with available space
that could serve as daycares. There is a reason why separate commercial zones and residential
zones exist in & township. Toddle should not be granted an exception to normal zoning
regulations. The optimal use of the property would be a single family home, which is how it is
currently zoned. If the owners wish to provide child care, the property would be more suited to a
small in home child care, as opposed to the large commercial operation that is proposed.

Finding 5a: The pofential impacts 'fo lraffic and parking have been determined to be less than
significant.

The traffic study provided by Toddle is not able to evidence that the potential impacis to traffic
and parking will be less than significant due to several issues with how the study was conducted
and how the data was manipulated. For instance, the study was conducted in July, when
vehicular traffic is at its lowest levels, since that portion of Alameda is the driving corridor for three
large public schools with over 3,300 students requiring transportation normally August-June. Key
issues are listed below with additional defails provided in the appendix,

Furthermore, Commissioners Hansson, Simonson, and Ramirez all recognized the traffic issues



that will be introduced in the neighborhood multiple times during the public hearing.

a.

b.

Traffic study was for 1 day rather than a sample of muitiple days. Day to day variability
between different days of the week was not accounted for.
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
performad. In general, July is the most common time of the year with over 50% of
Americans taking vacation {per a recent Gallup Poll}.
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 attempt to adjust 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
performad 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 scheol,
School traffic adjustmant factor incorrectly ignored large differences between East and
West traffic volumes (Appendix C from Kimley-Horn report), An average was used
however if the actual number was used, the Westhound Peak AM traffic should have
been adjusted by 35.3% (394 cars in 2012 study + 288 in 2013 study), rather than by
18.4%. This error likely resulted in an impact undetestimate to AM Peak Hour delay for |
Southbound intersection movement (Table 3 from Kimley-Homn report) and error to LOS
impact assessment during AM Peak Hour for Scuthbound 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.
Parking time should be based off conservative assumptions from the Institute of
Transportation Engingers 1287 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 reguire exchanging exira information due to lack of consistent day to day interaction.
Concerns around fraffic on Manzanita and Barney Ave were not adequately
addressad. As stated by Frederick Hansson at the public hearing, “What | want to o is
mitigate the traffic on Manzanita, that is my worry. | do not have a solution for that,”
Due to the congestion on Alameda de 1as 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/cr exit. This would result in a significant threat to the safety of the
children in the neighborhood. The neighberhood streets are currently very quiet and
neighborhood children walking to Las Lomitas and families walking with infants are
commen sights throughout the day. In fact, there will be children walking to/from school
during the peak drop off / pick up times cited by Toddle. The highest hourly trip
generation is estimafed 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
cend at 12:20 p.m., 2:05 p.m. and 3:30 p.m.}, many of
hem walking along Alameda, Barhey 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.

£ Cmm{(f uo
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[t would be a shame if after going through the trouble of closing off part of the road to
protect cur children, a commercial operation bringing significantly more traffic to the
neighborhood was allowed tc open. The traffic study provided makes an incorrect
assumption around potential cut through traffic, assuming the only cause would be
customers circling 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.

Parking availability for undesignated parking on Alameda was observed while many
neighbors were on vacation. -

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 & 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 comer 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.

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.

4. Finding 5C: With regard lo 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.

This finding is incomplete as the interior of the residence will be destroyed, altering it from a
home to a daycare, Toddle plans to add a row of {oilets, remove the kitchen entirely, and break
down walls for the play area. The residence will become entirely uninhabitable, fundamentally

~ eliminating potential residential use. Therefore we recommend:

a.

b.

A condition be imposed for the operators to return the property to a residential format
once the commercial daycare ceases io exist.

Revoke use permit once Toddle is no longer operating and ensure conversion back to a
residence and sold as a single family home.

Do not allow signage in order to maintain residential look of the house as well as avaiding
atffacting attention/iraffic from people driving by.

5. Condition 2: The use permit shall be valid om the date of final approval.

We appeal this condition based on the facts Below and request that the use permit granted be
valid for 1 year sc that behavior can be observed and validated prior to granting a longer
ferm use permit.



a. Key mitigation measures rely on compliance from operators that are inexperienced, have
no operating history, and will not always be on site to ensure compliance.

b. No controls specified around the process of not allowing more than 2 2 drop-offs/pickups
durlng any 12-minyte period and requesting that patrons follow deS|gnated traffic patterns
and p parkmg guidelines.

c. Findings for parking rely on the assumpticn that Toddle would only have 2 employees.
However, due to the high number of children and other non-childcare duties such as
monitoring parking (as specified in condition of approval #9), it is highly probable that
licensing will require Toddte to hire additional employees. The parking impact of this
project will then need fo he reassessed.

d. Thereis no way to enforce that drop-off and pick-up activities occur only in the 4
designated on-site parking spaces and 3 non-designated parking spaces along Alameda,
as per the conditions of approval #9.

e. Thereis no way to enforce that the operator of the center closely monitors all drop offs
and pick-ups ensuring that vehicles do not block neighbors’ driveways or double park as
per the conditions of approval #10,

. Uncertainty in effectiveness of reservation system as questioned by Frederick Hansson
during the hearing.

Condition 3: The applicant shall apply for a use permit renewal with the applicable fees six (6)
months prior fo the expirafion 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.

We request this condition require a detailed evaluation from the Planning Department that the
operator is adhering to all conditions and not rely solely on neighbor complaints. In addition, we
request an administrative review conducted once licensing has evaluated this project as
assumptions the Planning Commission has made will likely to have changed.

Condition 6: The outdoor daily play times shall be scheduled at the discretion of the operator, to
allow two optional and one regular, thirty (30) minute moring sessions, and one regular, forty-
five (45) minute afterncon session.

This does not reflect the Planning Commission’s decision, as well as what was documented
in the Staff Report and Negative Declaration which was to keep within the time frame of a certain
number of hours per day as per the recommendation below but precisely when they occur should
be at the discretion of the operator."Condition &, as worded currently, erroneously adds an
optional 30 minute morning session. The condition should only allow for two 30 minute sessions
in the morning and one 45 minute session in the afternoon.

Mitigation Measure 2. The owners/managers of the child care facility shall folfow the County's
request fo alfow no more than two drop-cffs/pici-ups per 12 minutes, not to exceed ten (10) ~
drop-offs/pick-ups per hotir. In addition, client conitracts 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 neighbhor driveways; and that access fo the Center shall be via
Alameda de las Pulgas and Manzanita Avenue. (See afso Condition No. 11)

We request the above mitigation measure to include “no drop offs after 3pm”, which, as per
Diana Shu of the Department of Public Works, was the implied assumption used in evaluating the
traffic and parking impacts.

In addition, we reguest the above mitigation measure to be amended fo include revoking of
membership if client contract is not adhered fo. This includes not following parking guidelines,
driving patterns, biocking and/or u turning on driveways.

Mitigation Measure 3: The applicant shall submit a landscape plan, subject to prior consultation
with the adjacent neighbors, in order fo address potential noise impacts from the operation of the
Center, prior to issuance of a building permit. The landscaping shall be installed prior fo the Final
inspection for the building parmit.

We request amending this mitigation measure to obtain approval from adjacent neighbors on
landscape plan. [n addition, recommand inclusion of a noise reducing fence or residential sound
wall in landscape plan.

10. The mitigation measures identified in the approval are insufficient in addressing our traffic,
parking, safety, and residential character concerns about opening a commercial entity in a
residential location. This is agreed by Laurle Simonson as quoted during the public hearing:
“‘Absolutely the concerns of the neighborhood are valid. The question is can they bhe
mitigated ...” At a minimum, we recommend the following additional mitigation measures and for
each to be paid by Toddle. '

a. Regquest Toddle to petition for installing wood traffic batriers similar {o the ones on Cloud
Ave. near Valparaiso. An exception would need to be granted as these are typically
installed on streets where the speed is higher than 32 mph at the 85 percentile. We
believe an exception is warranted since having a commercial entity in a residential area is
uncommon and introduces safety risks that need to be mitigated at all costs. Please refer
to Appendix C-~ Mitigation for a picture of such a structure.

b. Convert 1 out of the 3 spots on Alameda to a 10 minute loading/unloading zone, Monday-
Friday from 8am-8pm not including holidays.

tn addition, we would also like to call attention to two additional points.
1) The neighborhood uniformly opposes the proposed operation of a commercial day care
facility at this site, as evidenced by the provided petition with more than 120 signatures in
Appendix D,
2) Several assumptions / decisions were based on the treatment of the proposed facility as a
“school”. Itis a stretch to characterize this facility as a school. Unlike full-time facilities where
there is a fully formed curriculum, this is a play based program designed for flexible drop-offs.



Appendix A - Noise

Futting 24 children on the propérty in question at once would create noise of such intensity and volume
that it would be a significant nuisance to the neighboring houses. For instance, the ability to conduct work
at home during the day and have children take uninterrupted naps would be significantly impacted.

The intensity of the noise produced by the operation of the proposed faciiity would be exacerbated by
several factors:

e The children would be very concentrated in a small space. The current plan for the facility just
barely provides the state required minimum of 35 sq. ft. of play area per child (and once
adjustments are made to account for hallways, furniture, and other unusable space, it likely will
fall short of that). However, it is widely documented that quality facilities should offer 75-100 sq. ft.
per child, more than 2 times the space offered by the planned facility1.

e The positioning and proximity of adjacent homes will contribute to the noise being a nuisance.
There are twohouses located just & ft. from the property line so any noise generated by the
proposed day care center would have a significant impact to those neighbors. In addition, the
facility does not currently meet regular residential setback requirements, with a rear setback of
18ft as opposed to the 20ft required.

¢ The location of the outdoor play area in the rear yard, directly adjacent to two neighboring
properties intensifies the problem. This creates a situatiori where 12 children could be playing
just 5 ft. from a sleeping baby or someone working in one of the neighboring homes. Other day
care operations (e.g., Fio's Home day care and Redwoods international Montessori House of
Children) have moved the play area to the front yard or other location so as not to disturb the
neighbors, but that is not pfanned for the proposed center. In addition, because the play yard is
on the opposite side of the house from Alameda de las Pulgas, any traffic noise from the street
will do little to mitigate the sound created by the children and operation of the center - there is no
significant noise from Alameda at our property which borders the proposed cenfer.

e Air conditioning is not a commaon feature in the neighborhdod and the neighboring houses have
their windows open for several months of the year, increasing their sensitivity to noise.

e The structure for the proposed day care was built in 1973, and does not benefit from the
improved sound insutation provided by more modern construction techniques.

e Toddle is planning to have a cleaning crew clean the facility in the mornings, before the center is
open. Vacuuming, and other noises associated with cleaning, at 7200AM will create an additional
disturbance for the neighbors.

In addition to disturbing neighboring families, the noise produced by the day care facility would likely
result in frequent misdemeanor violations of the county noise ordinances unless the number of children is
reduced and/or significant changes are made to the sfruciure, landscaping, and fencing to attempt fo
mitigate noise.

Respondlng to Child Care Facilities: A Practical Guide for City & County Planners hitp:/iwww.liifund.orgiwp-
content/uploads/2011/03/3-Responding_to_Child_Care_Facilities.pdf o



While it is & matter of common sense that 24 children would be very loud, even if only 12 are oufside at a
time, there are also multiple sources which we can draw on to quantify the volume: )

CEQR Technical Manual: For locations adjacent to playgrounds or parks, based upon noise
measurements made at ten school playground sites in 1987, it may be assumed that Leq(1) noise
levels at the boundary would bé 75 dB{A), 15 feet from the boundary would be 73 dB(A), 30 feet
from the boundary would be 70 dB(A), and the noise leve! would decrease by 4.5 dB(A) per
doubling of distance beyond 30 feet’.

Edward L. Pack Associates Study: Studies done on childcare noise levels show that normalized
sound levels for a group of ten children, 4-5 years old at 30 feet from the center of the play area
was 67dBA {this would equate to ~72 dBA at the boundary of the play area and our property)

Bollard & Brennan Study: Extensive child care playground noise level data collected by Bollard &
Brennan, Inc. in recent years indicates that average noise levels associated with playground
usage can be expacted to range from 55 t0 60 dB L. eq at a distahce of approximately 100 feet
from the central play area” (this would equate to ~71dBA at the boundary of the play area and our

 property)

All of these measures indicate that the proposed day care center would be in frequent violation of county
noise ordinances (shown below for reference).

NOISE LEVEL STANDARDS dBA

San Mateo County Code - Chapter 4.88 - Noise Control®

4.88.330 - Exterior noise standards

it is unlawful for any person at any location within the unincorporated area of the County to create
any noise, or to allow the creation of any noise on property owned, leased, occupied or otherwise
controlled by such person which causes the exterior ncise level when measured at any single or
multiple family residence, school, hospital, church, public library situated in either the
incorporated or unincorporated area to exceed the noise level standards as set forth in Table |
following:

Table I - Receiving Land use: Single or Multiple Family Residence, School, Hospital, Church, or
Public Library Propetties

2 15 60

2 CEQR Technical Manual,
http:i/www.nvc.qowhtmIfuecldownloadslndle(]12 ceqr tm/2012 ceqr tm ch19 ncise revised 06 18.pdf

Unpubllshed article by Jeffrey K. Pack, Edward L. Pack Associates, Inc., Acoustical Gonsultant, San Jose, CA (2003)

Respondmg to Child Care Facilities: A Practical Guide for City & County Planners http:/fwwaw liifund. orgiwp
content.’uploadsfzm 1/03/3-Respending_to_Child_Care_Facilities.pdf

http.h‘llbrary municode.com/HTMLA8029/level2/TITASAHE_CH4.88NGCO.htmHTOPTITLE



4.88.340 - Interior noise standards

No person shall, at any location within the unincorporated area of the County operate, or cause to
be operated within a dwelling unit, any source of sound, or create, or allow the creation of, any
noise which causes the noise level when measured inside a receiving dwelling unit with windows
in their normal seasonal configuration fo exceed the following noise level standards as set forth in
Table |l following:

Table 1! - Inferior Noise Level Standards - Dwelling Unit

NOISE LEVEL STANDARDS, dBA

lative Number of Minutes in

any one hour fife

1 5 45

2 1 50
3 0 55

In addition, the noise generated by the proposed day care cenfer would not be alighed with the aims and
intent of the General Plan for San Mateo County®. Relevant policies from the General Plan are listed
below for reference.

Selections from the General Plan for San Mateo County

Goals and Objectives

16.1 Strive Toward a Livable Noise Environment

Strive toward an environment for all residents of San Mateo County which is free from
unnecessary, annoying, and injurious noise.

16.2 Reduce Noise Impacts Through Noise/Land Use Compatibility and Noise Mitigation
Reduce noise impacts within San Matea County through measures which promote noisefland use
compatibility and noise mitigation.

16.3 Promote Protection of Noise Sensitive Land Uses and Noise Reduction in Quiet Areas and
Noise Impact Areas

Promote measures which: (1) protect noise sensitive land uses, {2) preserve and protect existing
quiet areas, especially those which cantain noise sensitive land uses, and {3) promote noise
compatibility in Noise Impact Areas.

16.4 Noise Redtction Priority
Give priority o reducing noise at the source rather than at the receiver, recognizing that it is less
expensive and more equitabls to build noise mitigation into the source than providing for it along

6 San Mateo County Genera! Plan Policies, http:/fiwww.co.sanmatec.ca.usivgnfimages/portalfcit_609/1 0073472gp_polié.pdf




the path and at the receiver.

16.5 Nofse Reduction Along the Path and at the Receiver

Promote noise reduction along the path and at the receiver through techniques which can be
incorporated into the design and construction of new and existing development, including, but not
limited to, site planning, noise barriers, architectural design, and construction techniques.

Requlation of Development

16.11 Regufate Distribution of Land Uses

Regulate the distribution of land uses to attain noise compatibility. Measures may include
preference toward locating: (1) noise sensitive land uses within quiet areas, removed from Noise
Impact Areas, and (2) noise generating land uses separate from noise sensitive land uses.

16.12 Regulate Noise Levels
Regulate noise levels emanating from noise generating land uses through measures which
establish maximum land use compatibility and nuisance thresholds.

16.13 Site Planning Noise Control

Incorporate acoustic site planning into the design of new development, particularly large scale,
master planned development, through measures which may include: (1) separation of noise
sensitive buildings from noise generating scurces and (2) use of natural topography and
intervening structures to shield noise sensitive land uses.

16.74 Noise Barriers Noise Control .

Promote measures which incorperate use of neise barriers into the design of new'development,
particularly within Noise Impact Areas. Noise barriers may include earth berms, walls, fencing, or
landscaping.

16.15 Architectural Design Noise Control

Promote measures which incorporate architectural techniques into the design of new buildings,
particularly buildings within Noise Impact Areas. Architectural design techniques may include: (1}
grouping noise sensitive rooms together separated from noise sources, (2) placing windows,
vents and other openings away from noise scurces, and (3) avoidance of structural features
which direct noise toward interior spaces.

16.16 Construction Techniques Noise Controf
Promote measures which incorperate noise control into the construction of existing and new
buildings, including, but not limited to, use of dense noise insulating building materials



Appendix B - Traffic Study

The detailed points below describe our concerns with the traffic study performed for this project.

1.

There appears to be a typographical error in the 1% 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 morie likely that the statement should instead read:

“The level of service at an intersection degrades from acceptable 1.OS D or better to unacceptable
LOS EorF.."

The hottom 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 schocls
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;

tast Bound AM Peak Hour, West Bound AM Peak Hour, East Bound PM Peak Hour, and Waest
Bound PM Feak Hour.

There is a very large amount of variability in the 4 values, from 1.108 to 1.363. As such, the
conclusions of the site circulation and access avaluation 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 1.108 to Existing East Bound AM Peak Hour, 1.363 to Existing West Bound AM
Peak Hour, 1.212 to Existing East Bound PM Peak Hour, and 1.155 to Existing West Bound 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) fo operate
at an unacceptable 1.OS 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.

An additional drawback of the previously mentioned correction method to account for the collection of
data during a low fraffic 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-negligible 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. Were
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 resuits. It would seem
necessary to use a more extensive sample of traific flow during times when schools are in session in
order to guard against sampling bias causing an anti-conservative analysis.



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-cff/pickup parking time of 10 minuies, 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 average waiting
times of 6.6 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 af an unspecified
time prior to 1991. A passage in the final concluding paragraph reads:

“The rates presented for trps/employee by this study are approxmately 55% lower than that
presented in Trip Generation (4 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 base on this land use code.”

Given the high degree of varlablllty between day care centers as stated in the reference (ie.
estimates in Trip Generation 4™ 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 amble reascon to believe that parking minutes for this day care will be Jonger
than a typical day care center of simitar size. The proposed childcare will be “drop-in” (as opposed to
a 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 comforteble 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 approptiate conservative
estimate for parking time would seem to be 12.4.

5. While 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 happen fo 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 analyses, without understanding more
about the system, its effect on customer pickup/drop-cff 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.

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 o 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  variaton in  traffic  volumes due to particular days of the week
(hito:/iwww. fhwa.dol.gov/policyinformation/tmguide/tmg fhwa_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 be necessary to protect against a biased analysis of parking behavior.

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 &t exact times. Without 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 reglistic assumptions. Without re-performing the calculations, it is
not readily apparent the degree to which this will increase the probability estimates in Table 4.

8. Parking assumptions also rely on one shift of 2 employees arriving before 8:30am and leaving after
6pm (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 membet 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 [east 3 (and likely more)
parking spaces would be taken up by employees at multiple times of the day.

9. The quoted probabilities of < 5% of exceeding availahle 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 paint 4}, as well as a correction for non-
random atrival times (see point 7) will increase this probability to a degree that is not chvious without
formal mathematical re-calculation. The increase due to these factors is unlikely to be negligible.

While there have been altempts to provide a conservative analyses in the exisiing traffic report, the 9
points above raise more than a reasonable doubt about some of the conclusions drawn from.the
data and analyses. Key analyses will be sensitive to the sum total of: day-to-day sampling
variation, robustness of assumptions, and correction methods used. In order to protect the local
neighborhood and the County of San Mateo against an erroneous granting of a Use Permit, the
citizens must rely on the good judgment of the Planning Commission to deny this Use Permit
based on the most comprehensive evaluation of the evidence.



Appendix C - Mitigation

Wood fraffic barrier on Cloud Ave. near Vaiparalso Ave. in Menlo Park

Appendix D - List of opponents

See aftached list and map



VAT SO T Ty

| z&ui W

O g AP

oo wnph| 7 ez mpy s AL ¥

209 e80T |

St A

3| goy -2~ |Z8hE 155057

,%aﬁh wrh w,ﬁrm 74

aryy FrRn s 0T

PTG BTy

77 [N ey Pyt Gxaqsé

“Hape m.u..a\ffw de72

Qﬂm@q maedn.hf«

T O TYE pe® vt 1 .w.w R I I A LY
LR %EWM%_ g%%ﬁwgvm#sﬁ._ﬂ FIPHHY 5150 3&5 etz v
WL n.&hﬁ%ﬁmmﬁ G et %. ~ wwd___ V{E 3 m.rwx&

PG ) :gm a&?

A2 LS %Um&ﬁmhw\%“ﬁ%‘ﬁw nxv\\,\\ G,a%x g?&m\ JAE

§ VI T 0BT THT

G

Voo 381577 IR oVl )
__ __ 2R

VA

RS },kﬁg ﬁﬁﬂw

mmm.__uuﬁ

7 ,wﬁm@&z 20 u@\ 3 o @@é\ £

jerue alen
Aep e uado oy yuuad e pajurlieq 10U pUR (e UapiSa) urewal o Apadeoud sy ol pinom noi Jeus sxeopul oy uoniad s ubls esesid

‘SaneA mﬁmaoa Buuemo] se.[jom se ‘asiou pue
‘sanssi Bupted ‘olyes mm_wmmbc_ Aq. poouicqyBieu (eguspisal no o oedwl sAgeBaU B sABY PINOM S30LISNG 10 3dAT SILL 193] A

Wed ousw ‘sebing

Se| 3P EPSWE)Y LOLE 18 USIp[YS-bE Jof Jatuas ales Aep [RI0IScD & Jo Buusdo sy dois o) ysw. ‘sioquBou paubisiapun Sl “Saj

uonRsd



m_\v\hﬁgﬂ-wﬁmumww%ﬁ\w swf&mwﬁqv@\uwﬂ &ngm&\w qgv&@M mf& _ 2 I @.&.&F&f&

) o ST L ITS S O P E%ﬁg_ Q??eé ASE: __ e __ ?éi&

210 ST T3 9 | LR oR AN by AN PIN AN

S /AT | e &ﬂ%&\\ [ . sﬁ@\ |
02 LR W) oGyl kb TV 9l v e )y @:M M HE m_m@w%
s A (7 W ) \\\Hw\.wuwxﬁw% P L ALY %@ww /5% A L TR S
£197 87 2|y sl @or 5133 gl R I 2 = P s
Fiot iy w@ﬁ% W T AT @Em;@%%, | ST VIV | Wi %fﬁ BRSNS
Ay A R T E D T R SV S Y . ll.\,w\ | Aep e Bua
k¥ B ¥ Zhy 7K 22Ie — ZOVIN P
S [V e T A (T vy 9 7T T2 suep
@ﬁuﬂ _ 1 g wﬂﬁxﬁwﬂ.&ﬁg% ‘ | xa,?muywéd@ Qﬂy:ﬁu

mmmhuwi

ISuas 3IBn
Aep e dado o) juusd e pajuelb 2q jou pue enuspisal-ulewal 0] Ausdoid sug 8 PInom NOA 1Byl sjeoipul o} uonied sy ubisesesly

_ ‘sanea Ausdoid Buliamo) se jom se 'esion pue
*sanss1 Bunyed ‘owgen Buseaiour A poologubiau Jepuapisal ino uo oediuaanebau B sasl PINoM SSaUENg Jo odAT SIYY |9 o,

Wed ojuspy ‘sebing
S} op EpawiEly LELE 1B UBIpjiyd vz 104 Jejuss sied Aep [e[odswiuiod e jo Buluado sy dojs oy ysim ‘sicqyBisu pauBisispun sUy ‘s

uonnad



) :M
™

N mﬁam\nwsn ,wwhw. 2. Qhﬁw&w&ﬂq wqﬁ&f@ﬂum&éwﬂﬁwﬂﬂ ﬁ@mﬁm ﬁm.%mmmdhwmvﬂﬂ“% MMMMM\WH \,v.hummzwﬁ«mmﬂ%ﬂx NEFT % _\Zw&_.m %fm#&gwﬂw ’ﬂ\m 3T
PO OITAW S N AR GLRY, 1%%&% Aim@wd

“JS)US0 kB2
Aep e uado 0} auued e pajureil ag IoU pUB [BRUSDISa uieWal 0} Ausdoid syl a3 pinom NoA YL sleTipul o) uonied sy ubls sses|d

‘sonen Asadoid Bullamo| se jjom e ‘asiou pue
‘sanss] Supjed ‘oyjen Buiseaioul Aq poowogublau [EUSpISSL NO Lo, “ummEﬂ saefsu g aagy pinoA ssaLIsndg 1o 9d&) S|yl 193t opA

ied oua ‘sebind
SE| 8p Bpaliely LELE 18 USIPIIYT $T 10} 19juad aled Aep josatuwos 2 jo Buluado suy dois-0) ysiw ‘stoquBen paufisispun aul ‘B

uoinad



70 | abed

_Ec«mumEE EE:& w_.: 0y m_:u ‘%mm‘_ uEwh Yanid OG) ABM m>m._ B nnam mi_ﬁonusm :3&. . apuedysady| Shmenl] € HOTVED)
. 1) u:m Spng [y L
uunEnnnm.m: m__.v u mz_ 10U 0P GUM. MmaL e _E mumE SU0 _._mﬁ._mr_«m._ :oﬁmﬁmu,b,:zEEou B mn u__._o__m T mmmm :aw_._v._ s nmmwﬁ_ﬂb.ﬂﬂm
. - .Zum% €EHEBL TLOTES
Bueis), pieq sz 0 eloZzia
88Uy LEP8E THOE MY

58505069

Wo2/00U2ADa1ses ‘ujJoes

VELTERE059

. - CEIFELE ELOZLEVG)

;. GG T ELOZILE/S

IBPLIA BISELDY

- APLPZE ELOZALE/S

uowRd Jap]

- BO-SE ELOEeS

DiEqUIBIg-Rg

-EF-LY§ ELOZ/LER

NG Uf 3anpoic [ 3F

: [0S E sayiq 3 muq PUEj[EM CUM UEIR .._o mﬁ O} [pwiiey Ales
mE. cm_< znmuwo Tejuae umﬁ. wma.__oﬂ BU} 0 ST L LI SA1 107 JSYI0-p,

TeUL el =

STLETT CLOTIOE/S

187iE ELOT/0E/S

| 568 o.,,mF..,.”bmm,

2otz €LOT0e/S

k08 ELOTI0CE

. “PROHIEqYRU 91740 tee $1f SaBURLD Jon%u0)
m:um__Ewu =TTy n:uwdwﬂ.mEEuu @ ofu Aynung

BIEIBIE088

N pUE 13A0; pRy001Y Job, __uk_._s

,ES.%:& o7 m§m¢ .

“SAY RS0 P A -

AFID0iRL SlLOZ0Es

~ SRiEvE EI0Z0E

f=p & nedn oy Jiued B penums aq jou pus JERiEnEs) Liesl o e ojua i sebing Sey.ep Epsteny Vel e e Aiadaid i) oyl phom |

ies yoddns puz .mm.m.mupn_Em ‘SAIIE} |BIANDS 10} .m:.a._._mn_ ww,._.__um._ N Es az|s m__h_.:_u

DBIISIUCS 8 PIRGM, :u_.ﬁ SHEMAPIS 3A2Y JU0P LOIUM 19555 m_u_m BupoayBisy au; Suoje’s)
B URIPID IS UDIIEPE U] "SJUBPRSE BRI 0 YU B}
v:m m:sz 180 J0 ma_op W sanuueD Buuass PuE uEEnE mr_w u:_._su Buirow Pmﬂ unm asuap.. z:mE 51 seBing

sige

e BUIPURCLITRS BU} UG USRING 9SIOU aNpun e m_.un os[e poay:cquBRU S Ul 2189 ku _m_EmEEuo,m o) uEa_._ IEpuzpIsa D mm_cmz.ao :

) Lios AgJeau totjo pue. mumb_.hm_. u En._h pue g -
| i Aep tad sewy sldpu’seBing sepep epaLEy LELE e Bupedap)-

;. EB¥BRIT ElOTIeS

. TRl PIeMa

[ora s A AT

- ERDLLE TLOEAETIS:

All. . O%ERi0E £10T/5e/S

.. . BEOriOE eloaees

T ICLVE) LIRS

ZLEEL L E108/50S




b o g abeg

BNy EYURTURIY OElZ)

. mc_w_0>>0 ND_CDE ;

056571 e10Z/a/L

WoT [ERIDIEIE 0 UBOR

T m_an_zmhsow

- BLGS P SHOTS/L

W0 DOUEADVOERSHA
. it W

. BEIO0CLL ELOT8T/A

- LLICO OCUBAGUICERS R -

sndLiIEd SEIUS] SET BY)L LD 5TH0 Pul

“e2Bjng &8] 57 Spauiely G00E

100 4L

" eny BRUBZUEW |G}

Sy EiEzIEn 1012]

SlAv8L Eloarvers

20 el El0ATeD)

~Zeracceoee],

- PAY RIUBZUBA LTLE)

GHEEEL L0

~JOBESEEIOS
O

mE.Emm PELD)

; . ...‘w.v“mwumr mrcﬁw

oy O3B m:_ﬁ_.L:U W m.mnNmnwV”,m_.nN\wﬂ_m
.mﬁ S Seora eI
ﬂoo_)._ RineY . .QN.”.mc“vu. cLOZ/Lig
.m.m”ma»mv £LoTELe

597 eLasy

-L2:0L EL0TZHE

ErS08EZ 058

im0

mm_n i s0[ mu olien umm_. :

o Hpor

G2V B0

mo_ 5p oupLeD 0g6E|

. - JOUSIT W] LEy]

- JS0USS EHOZTLG

Nty FIe 0L ~TETap SOED| - OhBEEZ CIOEL I
BUSMILST|  ZESZIT eI
. . : L
|EUDEIpPE PUB DYYRD (0 S]0] i poeIoqybisud B i o
R , OV ZLOL EL0E 1D

. 81} SIEPOWLIOZIE T} n_._.wﬁmn_.m.n._be.u @ g8
101 25012 o5 Buleq Aq sanss oye 3
10 31240 "RAIR |BRUADISEL Iy

Laip0- 12 elozinle

CTLLEL E10T0 LY

. PeewequEE e 51 03,90

T T

“ed ojuspy "seOiNJ 58| 3p EPALUERS {£1E 1B

_umm Emu‘_u__._u‘m

BE8G SL0Z0 LS

m_.Em D‘Dw SOUENEA UUIWOZ B I0}

_mmsz m_: ) ummn_nnn WE.|

2808-PET659)-

_..v”.u..v.nN ELOZE/S

Y0 ucc.« eienbs pLig B >_=n. Wtn H24D)14D >=GE .me_—.:& A Gmp— TIRD ARR Emamv
B8 aag| Liga nok ot guﬁwcnu i _.ﬁ_uﬁ_uw ur ﬂm_mm_un.ammﬁ: pUE :um@mﬁo_\s vooEon:m_mc m5 Ul 54|

okl ded Anp slde ale aial |

.mo mN.m_. m SNmB

md.,.‘m _. mSN._mE

rsuondagxa MaU oN sz—nmﬁt EEr wﬂhw_ma:wuﬁmhnn_ u_
L umammghoo_oofﬂ.abmﬂ_m, mEmwﬁnwz_EEuEm.c..

30108 Aelerd Euo

. PPBTYL L0288

ZVBSELELOCED

B wv_m_nfmhmmEmw OE:PZZL £102/2/9)
n2 Hpnn_ wNE . PEVERTL £L0ZES
gosmﬁ_m m__ma._ L LE0VE SL0z/oM)

:n:ﬂm =R

TSR £Logse

_u_wconumE m:_wm_

. E.ms_ wﬁwu .

TIUTE CLiT/ee




tio ¢ abed

Tinoo Asuieq

2 N T A

LDSFrSE0SS

- Ao Azueg gp)

0€-20-5) PLOZIZHE

. LEOEL PIOZELE

ey Ajjelag

..am_u yoe x._ma.nEm ) men_z En._,p

HSINWWLGD B 8|

_mEmo Ewu_uﬁ__._u Syl .>m_sm£ Bu3 01306 0} mE.Eﬁs.ﬂ :m:o:m g %me_m ayjes

fusdoad m_._._ub.ﬁ op mo_n:,ﬁ BsEmy] ..mumc._.m% m___to eaje _m_ﬂmEEn.o
0)tesop pajeacy aie uwmm_uwu 31B0PID .Eﬁn

»5 R_mumm o] em feangeu e mn m:» BYUEZUBH Eoc g Quo “SLUMT Y872 FaUSgEISe SEA LG )IoesIaIn; [0000g oyEnoy
e .zuEmm PUE SOLBD SO7 W OUIUED J6 JSLI0D ST U0 B UBZUBI 10 _.En_._ 31901990 m.ancmﬂ: lie ucw‘uo_cmm 4

S ABIBIICI 5202

m>< EFRER 8607 |- " SEYPEE TLOZMIE

g «528_& , : ~VERE TR

me.v_.mvmmqnmm | ><>m._wﬁ._.ﬁ_2 0gLE 184N WA BeqRH BRYIRET HLO0T/ L LT
SCETeh PHIZILNE

LI ETNTIE

L . ESEVEL FROTLLT

D .cm.,m ) B‘nmnwwmm.nm T

1AL - - BOCEEEL PLOT/O0LT|

B an.wn_._m __E uEm._u ‘al01 “EPELIELY Uo 1BY S| J00Uns ARUAuSiS o puy hcoo:._mﬁm puR Binlow Aiaad epatuely o Em—uEmu.Sm“.w.E I
R K .‘_m_«:mn_mmh UgiLE Eatmau‘_n mﬁ mx.“ RInpM

T IHBRAUEN |

EETTEL P HOTEE

OLE S J10/S

STE0L T LOTBlE

SL-0LFLOCGR
O LT TLOT/EE
W UOTDAN | . o
JON ALOAG AT SIHL LI n_mwvawr_lnj OGOImeIﬂ_mZ LLEZSL PLOZET
seu yorm 1Eydsor | o Lorsuedya aiy m;mg.w__s 302 uEmh :u_._E aor saa T pasolie:sg ucﬁmcww&w S UTeg vuwmmh_: B E S
rr————— HOBZ Udley BEULEYL PLOTISIC

m.EnE =INE]

BO:ELiEL PROTE,

& 11 oen elow stpfisg Lues [ epRls B of spy ey 186 oy fuly snusy desetiqe iy Uo |
5 OS{E | "SEYRUOT SET,01 SAB] 1N MEM O] SNURRY AAITILO U0 asnoy AU 1O JyoL u:%&.ﬂ

:um:_xu_n_ hmﬁmm_._

AL SLOZAERE )

LE

BIFUMG BU3 3¢ TROOUICGUBISU [BOUBRISAI B Leaq Suo sy pug 3.0} paubisap ‘SeaLyEUM Ul S8t

a}-aen pue| U EmEouu_.__ Jo0d s 9l SIS I émeno_gmu _umwaapa S wioy fiudn ospe 51 m.muu 1S younua- Ay

K 1RUWILI0D J9LAN PUE SI; 1Lited

VSpleMUD 176 Loy
“ANURIA 8y Ll m>._ .ﬂmmcuﬁ ol AR

SBPE FLLNSSL]

0% &GS aeP|

0zl

G X0R. 82410 150} -

_. SO
) mN.nN“ hN m_.om..m Lok
.. B0l T, rv mrwN w«nm._m&cr
o kmﬁmo el mo..mm.o_‘ chizSle
T - ANy EJUBZUBN O¥0Z SEEwm. _mm—_n_s._ i WEDLELETEs
. : - ; s LR fRtjD LS ¢ - M :
| Wawdo|5ASP PALIOam B 3G PINGM JELT 2UNS LUE | "URPjART JO 19qUWITRL m_nm:ommE .01 O] ) >w_u nmmm,non.._ CE5] 3:95 . CE0EL CLOZMALIL

wmnm MELS _u.>wn_ .

: =aipnvl




40 ¢ abeg

HEQ PUE TBAY ZIU49) BlURS LC OM) ‘BPBLUR]Y SU UO | ﬁ._m_w_mm_m>.=o S|OOUDS T UM E:mn Jooy:
1 “pooysogybipu {ERUAPISAL S U uopsabuom olyes asealouf [l BReWENY Ayl vo uado EEE L

i _uEuw ey
nuu _umﬁmm_._oo .z.wEn.pxm Apealle 8|
[BEUBLILCD SI MO JOU- Upasedld

“dIN BANG T3&S3H 2o

T Uby o5

vl FLOErvER

- Lply BoURInE |

GG-GE-0L FLOEFERE)

TR oEm.z “S Ay BYUEZUSIN 0/0Z] -
B  diN SUET2ULLGT SEEL |,

JRUKROE 1UR |

OLgZ:BL PO LEZ

v_wo wmvN

Ugaliar) :m> hmﬁ._:nu

- egelslplzEe

By Eﬁo wmrw

:mEmn uep Ec_.

¥FOELG FLOZI0ZR

E%F_Eﬂaﬂ PR

. STshLL FTLIT

ISAIOH ARUOAR|,

. TEEO0Z FLOZT/OL

T ReJydwnn| -,

LS LT PLOTSLE)

- FEbEsango

Sallaus-UeyBuar)

NNmﬂwr w.wuﬂ_mtm

ST SIEEIET 90

T ZmcEReEd

mu.mm.h_. #EN..mEN

T eEsiPRY |




w34 AOPMIOD Asuleg ‘ssau83 pue yoeouddy TETE
>SH %&@\b&%‘% YRS oW ey Y S o 4
+eibry S PPV IS 1€ J0 SHVavU0dil



Attachment H

Kimley»Horn

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
1 Attachment A: Response to Public Comments Log

kimley-horn.com | 100 W. San Fernando Street, Suite 250, San Jose, CA 95113 408 279 3826
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ATTACHMENT A

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

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

Appeal ltem #3a: during the highest trip-generating hour.

1 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. 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.

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 wer¢g
only 6% higher compared to the summer 2013 data. Thus, the 18% adjustment factor used
in the project traffic study provides a conservative analysis.

Appeal ltem #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)

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.

Appeal ltem #3c:
3 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.




ATTACHMENT A

Appeal ltem #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 enrolliment 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.

Appeal ltem #3e:

Schooal 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 Westbound 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.

Appeal ltem #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 extrg
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 ltem #3g:

Concerns around traffic on Manzanita and Barney Avenue were not adequately addressed. As
stated by Frederick Hansson at the public hearing, "What | want to do is mitigate the traffic on
Manzanita, that is my worry. | 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 resultin 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. Atthe 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.

Appeal ltem #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). With 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 ltem #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,

As mentioned in Response #8, the parking analysis concludes that even during worst-case

9 residents living on the even # side rely on using the parking in front of 3131. In addition, there coqdltlons, thg on-site parklng'supply S ant|C|.pa.ted to suffl(:lently accommodate the
is a bus stop on the near corner in front of 3117 Alameda. This further limits parking options projected parking demand during the vast majority of the time.
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.
Appeal ltem #3j:
During the public hearing, the parking issue was minimized due to the assumption that many [The traffic and parking analysis is conservative and assumes that all project-generated trips
10 |customers will walk to the facility. This is an unrealistic assumption because Toddle's are made by auto and no carpools are assumed. As mentioned during the Planning
business model is based on stay at home parents dropping off/picking up to run errands and |Commission hearing, in reality, some customers will likely walk to the site.
part time working parents on the|r way to work.
Appeal Appendix B - Ttem #
There appears to be a typographlcal error in the 1st bulleted statement of Page 7 of the Kimley-
,},4 orn Report. It ref“‘ds' . . Correct, this statement should read: "The level of service at an intersection degrades from
The level of service at an intersection degrades from acceptable LOS D or better to .
11  |unacceptable LOS F or F with the addition of the project; or" acceptable LOS D or better to unacceptable LOS B 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

This policy was interpreted correctly in the traffic study findings.

unaccentable LOSE or F .."
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Appear AppendixX B - ltem #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, Westbound
AM Peak Hour, Eastbound PM Peak Hour, and Westbound 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"
calsing a sianificant 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. Were the data taken from a low traffic day, high traffic day, or
average traffic day. Itis 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:/mww.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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Appear AppenadixX B - lem #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. Without 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. Without re-performing
the calculations, it is not readily apparent the degree to which this will increase the probability

18
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ppeal Appendix B - Ttem #8:

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.

Parking assumptions also rely on one shift of 2 employees arriving before 8:30 am. 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 dav.

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.

19

Appeal Appendix B - Ttem #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
unlikelv to be nealiaible.

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.
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FILLING @ 6dP IN CHILD Gals
An increase in flexible work arrangements in San Mateo County has created the need for a new model

of child care. Toddle's flexible, reservation-based child care will provide preschool-program quality while
helping families balance part-time careers and/or community volunteerism with raising families.

‘I desperately need flexible childcare..As a freelancer my hours are very
unpredictable; sometimes | work 5 hours/week, and other times | work 30. Having
access to quality, enriching childcare available on a drop-in basis is critical to my ability

to accept editing jobs, and thus for my business’ long-term success.”
— Emify Robinson, Owner of Woodshed Editors

‘I have recently taken a part-time job with There with Care (a local non-profit
supporting Lucile Packard Children's Hospital). .1 struggle to find flexible childcare for a
few hours at a time. Most daycares are more structured and babysitters are hard-to-find
and expensive.” = Jocelynn Stafey, Community Development Director at There with Care

WIDESPIEaD COMMUNITY SUPPOIT

As of April 7, a total of 141 families have indicated strong support
for Toddle, including 79 families who have sent letters to the
County plus an additional 62 families who have signed up as
potential customers (prior to any marketing efforts except a
website).

CONVENIENT

Folded into its West Menlo Park neighborhood, Toddle will be
convenient to families, not sequestered to an industrial area where
playgrounds are converted parking lots and cross-town commutes
prohibit walkability and add to traffic and travel times,

GIEATED EOT THE COMMUNITY
Owned and admmlstered by two community leaders (the founder of local nonprofit My New Red Shoes
and an active community volunteer/board member of Fit Kids Foundation), Toddle’s very DNA is built on

community support:

¢ Toddle will donate 1,000 hours of child care per year to volunteers through nonprofit
partnerships and at feast 10% of profits to local children’s charities

Parents wilt have the freedom to help at siblings’ schools (seven schools are located within 1.5
miles from Toddle), volunteerin the community, spend time at work, or otherwise balance their
lives, helping them be better parents.
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[ESPONSES TO POINTS OF aPPadl

These responses are intended to suppf’emenr the staff report and ore listed in the order of inclusion in the
appeal (but not numbered accordingly).

Playground noise is directly proportional to the number of children playing; both studies
describe noise resulting from far more children,
The Bollard & Brennan Study measured the noise impact of 50 children. (This statistic, which
Bollard & Brennan has provided for several municipal projects can be seen in the Yuba
Highlangs 2005 Specific Plan, Draft Environmental Impact Report Noise Section, Page 23.)
The CEQR Technical Manual cites studies done at 10 New York City elementary school
playgrounds. Typical elementary school recess periods accommodate dozens (if not hundreds)
of children at the same time.
“  The teacher to student ratio on elementary school playgrounds is far above the 1:12
preschool ratio, resulting in less supervised, more boisterous play
The voices of elementary schoof children are more developed/louder than those of
preschool-aged chiidren
The urban New York City playgrounds studied likely comprised of primarily paved surfaces,
which do not absorb noise as do grass and other permeable surfaces in residential yards
The appeal also mischaracterizes the information presented from Responding to Child Care
racilities: A Practical Guide for City & County Planners, from which the Bollard & Brannen
information was cited. {This study was published by the Low Income Investment Fund with
funding from the Lucile Packard Foundation.) The Guide opens its section on noise with the
statement, “Itis rare that Child Care Centers will generate adverse noise impacts. In most
Child Care Centers, play times are staggered, and play is supervised more closely than it is
in other venues {(for example, parks, or malls) and thus extreme noise is rare.” (p.16)
The third study cited in the appeal is unpublished and was not unavailabie for review.

According to Community Care Licensing, 16 Large Family Day Care Homes operate within zip

code 94025 {Menlo Park) alone. Each of these facilities allow 12 to 14 children to play cutside at

gnetime {vs. Toddie's 12 chiidren outside at a time}

Of these 16 facilities, 14 have lot/house sizes and setback requirements comparable to Toddle's
The average lot size of these facilities is 5,703 square ft {vs. Toddle's 6,175 square ft)

The average house size is 1,265 square ft compared to Toddle's 1,645 square ft. {Note that
in-home operators only utilize a portion of their dwelling for child care, uniike Toddie)
Please see Appendix A: Large Family Day Care Homes in Menlo Park.
These facilities, and dozens like them, operate within San Mateo County ne‘gi‘bcrhoads and do
not generate cutdoor noise levels exceeding County/City standards. (This is evident since
compliance with the noise ordinance is required to maintain a Day Care Home permit.)

Therefore, and because Toddle's 12 children would play outside under very similar conditions
tothe 12 to 14 children attending Large Family Day Care Homes, it is reasonable to conclude
that Toddle will not produce an unusual amount of noise.
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Jri-Guiahily TRy,
Toddle will have a total of roughly 1,120 square feet of play and classroom space (calculated
according to Community Care Licensing standards, which do not count bathrooms, hallways, or
office space).
Toddle will serve an average of 11 children per hour over the course of the day. Due to
naturally staggered drop-off and pickup schedules, Toddle will be at its maximum capacity (24
children) for only about an hour per day (see Appendix B: Typical Operating Schedule)
On average, each child visiting Toddle will enjoy 102 square feet of play space. When the center
is full, each will have 47 square feet of activity space.

Appellant Comment #2: Traffic, narking and safety

Toddie’s Response (2a); The traffi
respected consultancy, concluded
given the worst-case scenario).
= As noted by the Planning Commissioners, traffic impact will probably be even fess than the
study projected since:
* Many neighborhood families are likely to walk to the center (the study assumes everyone
will drive)
®*  Siblings will arrive in the same car (the study assumes one car per child)
* Some families will be driving on the Alameda at that time regardless of whether they drop
off their child(ren) at Toddle (the study assumes all traffic to Toddle will be new traffic)
Even in the most extreme scenario (operating at full capacity without any of the mitigating

factors above), Toddle's impact will only be 2 cars arriving or departing every 12 minutes, a tiny
fraction of the 11,000 vehicle trips that take place on Alameda de las Pulgas every day.
During rush hour (the period during which most of the appellants’ concerns are focused),
Toddle will have at most five arrivals and departures, which is truly miniscule compared to rush
hour traffic flow. (See below and Appendix B: Typical Operating Schedule)

study, completed by Kimley-Horn, a highly
oddie will have minimum impact on traffic (even
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Toddie’s Response (2b): It is unlikely that Toddle will impact traffic si

Given its location on Alameda de las Pulgas, the most convenient access to Toddle will be via this

main artery. The appellants’ concern that Toddle families will wind through the neighborhood back

streets to avoid traffic on Alameda is misquided for several reasons:

> Trafficon Alameda is light during the vast majority of the day, when most Toddle families will

arrive/depart
Only during rush hour (when families travelling east or south may need extra time to make a
left turn onto Alameda) would some families consider using a side street such as Barney
Only 8 to 10 families would find themselves in the situation above given Toddle's limits on
morning rush-hour arrivals (5 cars) and evening rush-hour departures (even fewer given the
tendency of preschool families to utilize care in the mornings/early afternoons)
Ali Toddle families will commit to utilizing Alameda to access the center via our mandatory
Traffic Circulation Policy (See Appendix F: Traffic Circulation Policy)
A trickle of traffic throughout the day (some of which may have occurred anyway) will have
minimal impact on traffic or safety. On the contrary, Toddle will provide a critical service that
will add to the wellbeing of families and children in the neighborhood.
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Note: The traffic study only used two staff and two driveway spaces in calculating availability.
In practice, the on-street and ADA parking will provide a surplus of parking.

Toddle's parking availability is particularly abundant considering traditional preschools’
clustered concentration of arrivals/departures around class times, which Toddle will not have.

of San Bruno Municipal Code, 12.100.050
zin View Zoming Ordinance, Section A36.37.040, "Parking and Laagding.”
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Customers of Toddle's business precursor, Brilliant Babies, experienced a naturally staggered flow of
arrivals/departures due to families' inherently varied schedules,

ey

t!

“When | used Brilliant Bables, | never saw more
than one other parent dropping off or picking
up.” - Kelly Morehead

".[SImail numbers of parents came and went
throughout the day, never generating a big
jump in traffic” - Holly Van Houten

“The flexible hours offered at Brilliant Babies
allowed parents to pick-up and drop-off kids as
needed, rather than creating the often hectic
situation where all parents descend at the same
time.” - Bess Kennedy

“Ifound the flow of pick-ups and drop-offs was
always very smooth at Brilliant Babies and
seemed well staggered throughout the day. In
my experience | never ran into more than one
or two parents at a time when [ was picking up
or dropping off.” - Jennifer Gafke

.. .HIn our experience with Brilliant Babies,
parents often dropped off their kids and picked
them up at different times because of the
flexible schedule they offered, so traffic and
parking were never really an issue.”

- Rosie and Nate Lipscomb

Briffiant Babies served 20 children/day in downtown Menlo Park between 2005 and 2012, when the City and
State determined its commerciol location wasn't suitable for chifdren. (It lacked outdoor space and its second
story location didn't satisfy fire codes for preschocl-aged children.)



Toddie’'s Response (2f) The on-street parking fronting the property is consistently
available, as confirmed by the traffic/parking study.
< The study did not include these spaces in its calculations; rather, to draw the most conservative
conclusions, it only assumed two of the three driveway spaces would be used/available.
During six other typical, mid-week school days, on-street parking was available 100% of the time.
Please see Appendix H: On-Street Parking Availability, for more detail.

Toddle's Response (2g): The appeal includes quotes from Commissioners that are taken
out of context. Commission deliberations would not have been so gquick nor unanimous
had traffic been a serious concern for the Planning Commission.
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Vintage Oaks Neighborhood, Menlo Park

- 50 children

- No onsite parking; single-family urban
residential neighborhood

- As per Menlo Park Planning Dept, no parking/
traffic/noise or other complaints since permit
was granted (to previous operator) in 1964




UNIVERSITY HEIGHTS MONTESSORI

- 60 children

- No onsite parking; single-family urban
residential neighborhood (R-1)

- Asper San Mateo County Planning Dept, no parking/ traffic/noise
or other complaints on file,

- 24 children o P
- Noonsite parking ‘
- Quiet, single-family = L | |
residential l
neighborhood ,m ! La Donna Ave
- As per Palo Alte Planning
Dept, no parking/ /
traffic/neise or other
complaints since o

reopening in 1958

Kendall Ave

Barron Park Neighborhood, Palo Alto




- 26 children {closed in 2012 due to director retirement/sale of
property)
- No onsite parking; quiet, single-family residential neighborhood
- As per Palo Alto Planning Department, no parking/traffic/noise or
other complaints since permit granted in 1966

Crescent Park Neighborhood, Palo Alto

HEBR"EREBEFER BB AR RSN E Y ERE SR e R B E BB B BB i R iR Y

v' 24 children
v" Corner lot
-h ‘S Y v Busy street with existing noise and traffic
% B B ek v Plentiful parking
H N i 5 ] ‘
T A § 4 FlR ] v" Close to schools/parks and commercial uses {three blocks from

%@%xm
.-

Las Lomitas Elementary and one block from Country Corner)




The Department of Social Services requires child care
facilities to provide 75 sq. feet of cutdoor space per
child.”

Commercial properties with adequate ocutdoor space are
extremely limited. Over 15 months, Toddle made offers on/
contacted the owners of 13 properties, including:

& 1010 El Camino Real, Menlo Park (retail): Owner not opern to
chitd care use,

f 2890 El Camino Real, Reawood City {former bank): Owner
“wary of the CUP process.” Also, potential air quality issues
given proximity to El Camino Real.

# 888 Boyce Ave, Palo Alto (operating preschool in residential
neighborhood): Outhid on purchase of property by $1.8M
all-cash offer for new residential construction,

fyui Tf"*mg\ make new u[csﬁ cts
and !tf":""v’c‘-UOHS very

# 650 Live Oak Ave, Menlo Park (former funeral home) Gwrner
not amenable to child care use,

# 2907 El Camino Real, Redwood City {formerly Chevy's
restaurant). Owner not willing to pursue zoning change;
initial feedback from the City on the process was, “Good luck.”

# 1258 Ei Camino Real, Menlo Park {former hair salon):
Possible toxic substances, unsuitahle for child care.

"Outdeor space would comprise of 3 converted parking fot playground.

Appropriately selected residential spaces are often a
hetter solution to San Mateo County's child care
shortage.

Thoughtfully chosen residential properties can offer higher quality
care than retrofitted commercial or industrial properties, which can
pose health and safety issues. According to conversations with the
City of Menlo Park and San Mateo County Planning Departments,
ideally located residential child care centers:

« Aresituated on a corner lot (with maximum street parking and
fewer neighbors}

¢ Areonornear a relatively busy street with existing levels of
noise/traffic

»  Are in proximity to schools and parks, thus blending into the
neighborhood

+ Have access to adequate, on-site parking

“.f siac.a‘agﬂ of outdoor space, regularly grants waivers to centers wit
e has reques "—zc vever, even this amount of cutdoor spaceisu
i {since tot space would be converted to play spacel,




Appellant Comment #4: The Use Permit should only be granted for one vear.

Toddie's Response (4a): The time and cost of the permit process plus the investment
required to start a child care center will take up to five years to recoup.

The lack of County land use regulations/guidelines for child care centers has resulted in a long,
expensive permit process, which is a significant barrier for child care centers, is directly related to the
County's child care shortage, and will limit the opening of new centers expected as part of the Big Lift.
See Appendix C: Investment in Permitting Process, for more details.

?m:%a%%e s Response (4b}: Todale's owners are dedicated to being good neighbors.
o Asrespected members of the community in which Toddle is located, the owners are committed
to operating a reputable center that adds value to the neighborhood.
o The owners will regularly monitor arrivals and drop-offs. Both live nearby - one three blocks
from the property — and will keep a close eye on operations.
&> Toddle has already demonstrated open communication and a willingness to work with its
neighbors.
¢ Letters and outreach:
+ Sentintroduction letter to 19 neighbors closest to the property on May 17
= Invited 56 households to a neighborhood meeting and sent FAQ on June 24
* Hosted neighborhood meetings at a local deli on Tuesday, July 16 from 6:30-7:30pm
and Wednesday, July 31 from 7:00-8:00pm (scheduled 2+ weeks apart to maximize
attendance with summer vacation schedules)
«  Compromises:
« Delayed Opening Time from 8:00am to 8:30am to minimize rush-hour traffic
s Limited drop-offs/pickups to 2 every 12 minutes (despite Kimley Horn’s conclusion
that Toddle’s naturally staggered schedule would result in a less than 5% chance of
clients parking off site during the majority of the day).
« Established Traffic Circulation Policy required for admission and outlining various
neighborhood-friendly behaviors to minimize disturbances (see Appendix F: Traffic
Circulation Policy)
Other Value-Adds to the Neighborhood
= Increase curb appeal by refurbishing the dated 1970's structure with fresh landscaping,
windows, a repainted/repaired exterior, paving and a new, four-foot fence, increasing its
property value,
*  Quiet when it counts by producing zero noise/traffic on evenings and weekends,
unlike residential tenants, who may have unpredictable schedules and/or disruptive pets.

“Last summer two women in the neighborhood approached me in a panic... They talked abotit the
additional traffic and how the day care would attract strangers to our neighborhood and threaten our
security... More and more young families are moving into our neighborhood so having a local day care
center is such an asset!...I hope you both realize that the shrillest voices are usually the minority.”

- Tracey Bobrowicz, Letter to Supervisor Horsley



Flyers distributed to the neighborhood included disturbing photos and misleading information
(ie. traffic on Barney will increase by 80+ cars per day; see Appendix D: Neighborhood Flyer)

85% of the households lobbied by the opposition did not sign the petition

Many signatures/households were duplicated on the petitions (see Appendix E: Petition Analysis).

The City of Dublin recently made child care center permitting a ministerial process, partly in
response to the significant volume of neighbor concerns presented during the application
process (which resulted in unnecessary noise and other studies) but that vanished once the
centers were up and running, according to Marnie Delgado, Senior Planner for the City of Dublin.
As evidenced by a neighbor of Periwinkle, a residentially-based preschool in Palo Alto: “We were
among those worried before Periwinkle moved to Byron Street. We worried about traffic or noise. We
didn't experience any of that. Instead, we got a nice, generous neighbor land] an infrequent glimpse
of somne adorable and well-supervised kids walking to the park... Change can create fear, but jike so
many changes, the arrival of Periwinkle has been a net positive for our family.”

As of April 7, 141 families have expressed support for Toddle's permit approval. At the Planning
Commission hearing, 31 households spoke in faver of Toddle (versus the 23 households that opposed).

e's clnge neiahbore:
e GOEE NEIgRLGTE:

“The thought of seeing more children, even just coming & going, as | walk or drive by, brings a smile to
my face. I will gladly wait a few more seconds to make my turns, in order to accommodate thern.”
- Hap Wotila, resident on the corner of Manzanita and Barney {posted on a public listserv)

“I'm just a couple of blocks away from the proposed location. . .| have received several flyers in my
mailbox from neighbors. .. have to say that {'m not at alf concerned about traffic, parking or safety.. .|
believe Toddle will be a terrific addition to our neighborhood.”

- Donna Hall, Letter to the Planning Commission

“Ilive right next door to Circle of Friends [an in-home daycare a block from Toddle]. ...l have been here
for 10 years, and can positively attest to the fact that it has never been a problem. The parents come and
go at staggered times, and are quick and efficient. They do not linger, there is no fight or wait for parking
spaces, and they never have to park farther up the street. And, even when the kids play outside, | barely
hear them. I'm pleased to live next door to Circle of Friends Preschool, They are excellent neighbors, as
i'm sure Toddle wilt be.” - Robin Cohen, posted to NextDoor, a public listserv

“Ithink many in our neighborhood share my support of [Toddle's] program. | would be concerned that
the objections in the neighborhood have come from fear mongering and not based on fact and/or
experience.” ~ Sally Cooper, Altschul Avenue, Letter to Supervisor Horsley



From the Menio Park community at large:

"l run a foundation, raising money for underserved children in the Bay Area, but | am not always able
to give it as much time as twould fike..My husband and | do not have family close by. There are times
that one of us has an unexpected meeting, and we need last-minute childcare. We are always
scrambling, not knowing exactly what to do...sometimes you just don't know when you need that
extra set of hands.” --Amy Wender-Hoch, Letter to the Planning Commission

“In my work as a Realtor, I'm out and about showing property in Menlo Park often, my schedule is
unpredictable and it's difficult to plan for childcare. Toddle is an ideal solution. Furthermore, |
regularly volunteer with focal community organizations, and Toddle's flexible schedule will make my
volunteering even easier.” -- Courtney Charney, Realtor

For more letters of support, see Appendix G: What the Community is Saying about Toddle and Appendix |,
Compilation of Support Letters.

Appellant Comument #6: Toddie is not a school.

Toddle’s Response: The only difference between Toddle and other preschools in West
Menlo Park is its flexible scheduiing/attendance policies.
= Toddle’s “open play” component is consistent with other high quality preschool programs that
combine play-based learning with structured curriculum
= Toddle’s program will be led by a trained preschool teacher and will include exploration of music,
art, movement, words and numbers using a wide variety of creative materials and based on the
Reggio Emilia educational philosophy
The California Health and Human Services Agency's Community Care Licensing Division
considers Toddle a school. Preschools are defined as child care centers serving children ages 2 to
entry in kindergarten.® Applicants for child care licenses must identify themselves on the
application form (LIC 200A) as either a preschool, infant-care center, or school-aged center
California Building Code considers child care centers like Toddle to be schools, or Group E
Occupancies.’

®Title 22, Division 12 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 101152{p)(2): "Preschooi-aged Chitd" means a child as defined
in Health and Safety Code Section1597.059.” California Health and Safety Code Section 1587.059, (b): “For purposes of this section,
‘preschool age children” means children who are enrolled in a child day care center licensed by the department and who are not
enrolled in either an infant care center or a school-age child day care center, as these terms are defined in Title 22 of the California
Code of Regulations.”

" Chapter 3, Section 305.1 of the CA Building Code states “Educational Group E occupancy includes, among others, the use of a
building or structure, or a portion thereof, by more than six persons at any one time for educational purposes through the 12th
grade.” Section 305.2 states, "The use of a building or structure, or portion thereof, for educational, supervision or personal care

services for more than six children older than 2V; years of age, shall be classified as a Group E occupancy.”
i3



Address Licensed House Size | Lot Size
Capacity* (square feet)** | (square feet)**
3214 Alameda de las Pulgas 12 1,540 ‘ 6,560
324 Durham Street 14 1,790 7,000
635 San Benito Avenue 14 1,570 5,350
336 Grayson Court 14 1,250 6,500
666 Eleventh Avenue 14 1,368 : 5,350
181 Hamilton Averue i 14 1,050 6,650
887 15th Avenue 14 1,685 5,775
1407 Hill Avenue 14 210 6,600
1332 Cariton Avenue 14 1,570 % 6,000
483 8th Avenue 12 1,600 6,360
1162 Madera Avenue 14 1,430 6,060
128 Haight Street 12 1,690 6,500
587 6th Avenue 12 860 4,800

*Community Care Licensing Wehsite
“*Rez| Estate Records (accessed through Trulia.com)

%%%‘* With its maximum capacity of 24 children, Toddle more closely resembles an in-home
daycare than a typical child care center in terms of neighborhood impact but mirrars an
accredited, licensed preschool with its quality of care and facilities.

Child Care Centers/"Preschools”

« 14+ children in a facility not utilized as a residence,

« The average capacity for child care centers in Menlo Park is 63 chiidren.
Earty Childhood Education degrees required of teachers
Regulated by strict State safety and facility requirements

In-Home Daycares:

¢« Upto 14 chiidrenin the owner's home
+ No educational requirements for caregivers
+  More lenient facility requirements



AFPENDIX B: TYPIGAL OPETATING SCHEDULE
Note that services targeting the preschool population are busiest in the morning and early afternoon since many children at this age still take late
afternoon naps.

830930 10 | - 10 10 Teacher A Starts 1:10
9:30-10:30 9 1 10 18 Teacher B Starts 1:9 9:30-10:00 optional outdoor play
16:30-11:30 8 2 10 24 1:12
11:30-12:30 2 8 10 18 19 11:00-11:30 outdoor play for up to 12
students
12:30-1:30 3 7 10 14 Teacher A/B Breaks (10 1:7 Administrator/Owner will serve as
minutes, separately) teacher aide for 20 minutes}); walk from
home
1:30-2:30 3 7 10 10 Teacher A Lunch {1 hour) 1:10
2:30-3:30 5 5 10 10 Teacher B Lunch (1 hour) 1:10 2:00-2:45 outdoor play for all students
3:30-4:30 - 7 7 3 1.2
4:30-5:30 - 2 2 1 Teacher A Ends 11
5:30-6:00 - 1 1 0 Teacher B Ends 11
Average 4 4 8 11 T

*The owners/administrators will remotely handle scheduling reservations and phone calls.
**Childcare Licensing requires a ratio of one certified teacher to 12 children, or one teacher and one aide to 15 children.



APPENDIX G INVESTME

The significant time and cost of ::w permit process demonstrates one of the major reasons why the County is experiencing a child care
shortage. The lack of guidelines/requirements for child care centers in fand use code will also pose a huge barrier to facilities hoping to open as
part of the Big Lift.

COSTOF |
OWNERSHIP |, s

COST OF TODDLE PERMIT PROCESS

COURTY/FIRE DEPT FEES 8.786.8¢

BRASIC ARCHITELTURAL 2,690,058
PLANS FOR APPLICRYION

TRAFFIC/PRARKING STUDY 8.989.480
The alternative, purchasing a property, NELGHBOR QUTREACH 22575
. o T (POSTRGE/PRINTING, EYC.)
is also unrealistic for many child care
professionals. Toddle's owners put
5345K down and secured a mortgage

PUBLLIC HEARINGS (PRINTIRG. B867.%8
CONGULTANT ATTENDANCE)

. s s e MILERGE TO/PRARKING AT 196,86
for a S1.15M property., COUNTY CENTEROVER 12 MOS.
Renting a facitity (S3K-55K/mo) for this ESTIHATED £OST oF ‘1600000

uncertain/tengthy period of time is cost
prohibitive for most child care providers.

BUILDING PERMITS

i "

ESTIMATED TOYAL ; .wm: 297, nam%w,

=

it e i
S N

Facilities not previously used for child care CUSTOMER COPY
are considered “ne struction” by CA
Building Code and must be rmade fully ADA 0RO AR

accessible and compliant with school-level
fire code, Price tag for Toddle = about $62K.

$140K (assuming leased property) plus general construction/other startup expenses of roughly $200K
is a significant investment that will take an operator of Toddle’s size three to five years to recoup.

Note: Facilities thar open in a space previously used for child care need not obtain a use permit nor are required to be made ADA/school fire code
compliant. However, this availability is rare and does not alleviate the child care shortaae since the new facility would simplv renlace the old.



dPPENDIX D: NEIGHBOTHOOD
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TTAFFIC CIFCULATION POLICY

*Note: the following agreement is a required part of the enroliment/admission package. This
information will also be communicated regularly as part of Toddle’s monthly eNewsletter and
posted in the parent pickup area inside Toddle,

Toddle is committed to being a good neighbor. Please help limit traffic, parking and safety
issues in the neighborhood by adhering to the following rules:
Each parent/qguardian/regular caregiver is required to initial below.

I will come to and from Toddle via Alameda de las Pulgas and the west outlet of
Manzanita rather than the quiet streets of the neighborhood.

| will park in Toddle’s driveway or directly in front of Toddle on Alameda de las
Pulgas.

| will not block neighbor driveways with my car.

_ I will not use neighbor driveways to turn around.

When walking to Toddle, | will pay close attention to cars backing out of driveways,
and will remind my children to do so as well.

SIGNGTUres

Parents/guardians and regular caregivers of child

Signature: Date:

Printed Namae;

Signature: _ Date:

Printed Name:

Signature: Date:

Printed Name;




For the past five years | have owned and operated a women's clothing stere in
downtown Menlo Park and would have loved toc have a place like Toddle to
Sdpooft me wh IE»G | was I’UH"‘H’EQ my business. | ¢

-- Katie Simpson

fused to be a full-time working mom, 14 years with Oracle, but have recently
decided to stay at home with my children.. | volunteer at Lucile Packard
Children's Hospital and There with Care, another Grgamzauon supporting the
hospital. | :
especially when they rea'ly need a back up vc}iumtecr I enjoy being able to
support them in these wavys,

- Michele Kavanaugh

There are times {hat treatly need a hand in childcare. Just yesterday. ..l had «
s, | ¢id not have childcare for the children. After several phone calls, | got it
coverﬂd and was abie to make it to the appointment. Toddle would have made my experience much easier
and less stressful, There is nothing else like it in town. -- Sara Maas

Though "it takes a village” to raise kids, many of us and rely on
community resources to fill in the gaps. Unfortunately, there are few, | ?3*1)/, such resources in Menio Park,
-- Christopher arzd Regine Nelson

ft would be amazing to have a flexible childcare option where |
could bring Imy three-year-old daughter] for a few hours here
and there so | could get work done.

-- Erin Paruszewski, Owner of Dailey Method (exercise studio}

Finding part-time help is very challenging, and deters many
parents with young children from being able to do things for
themselves, and in turn, be patrons of local businesses.. .| have
many clients who struggle to make their schedules work with
young children...Having a business like Todd!e be ava;iab e to
them wouid gwe me and other trainers ¢ ity ¥ :

- Dana DiVerde, Pilates Instructor at Poised, Menlo Park

Par s cormmitiesd voluntesr o the o 1y - donating time to LPCH, Children's Health Coundif, My New
R d Shoes az»d Rona d "ICQOHG d houge Whve | don't spend time daily at these organizations, | do allocate

about 15 hours of my time per month. [ would appreciate, very much, a place t could count on for childcare
vet | didn't have to enroll [my childlin ar}of:! er "school” or a long-term agreement. -- Laura Krane

I'm the owner of a photoqreph,f studro | schedule my photoshoots based on my dients’ availability and
therefore s o « care of preschoot while 'm working. - Nicole Moore

in the more traditional [child care] format, moms have to commit to a child care schedule months, or even
years out, offering no flexibility and bearing much more ,mcnc:ai weight, -~ Christina Hengehold



[Toddle's] proximity to Las Lomitas Elementary School will be
very convenient. | woufd be able to drop off my younger child at
Toddle so that | could volunteer in my older child's classroom or
attend other school functions. -~ Kristina Valentine

We love the idea that Teddis is in & real neishberhood: in fact our
son went to a neighborhood-based Young Fives program...There
was a real yard, a real home in the front of the property, and real
neighbors he was taught to be mindful of, just like home. All the
lessons learned in a true home-like setting reinforced what he was
being taught at home. -- Catherine McMillan

The fact that the business will be located in a residential area and in
a home s important to me because it will provide a safe area with
an actual backyard and outdoor play area and | feel this is beneficial
to children. -- Jennifer Gafke

Here in San Mateo County, where we pride ourselves on our cutting-edge and forward-thinking culture, we
have a particular responsibility to pave the way for parents to succeed by supporting easily accessable, quality
childcare. -- Sheryl Sandberg, COO of Facebook and author of Lean In

The increasing number of parents who work at home are especially hard-hit. They need more flexible timing
as they engage in their most important job of raising their children, but also need to complete paid work to
pay their bills, -- Carol Thomsen, Preschool Teacher

“It would be such a shame if Toddle's permit were denied, leaving
Menlo Park parents with the same black hole of flexible child care that
currently exists. -- Breena Wescott

I work part-time from home for a couple area non-profits and am
planning to start my own for-profit business.  Having a local,
neighborhood childeare. .would allow the flexibility to not only
uphold my work commitments but also be free to spend more time at
my child's school. -- Jennifer Sweeney

Although my ch:ldren are now in grade school and beyond, | clearly
remember the fn 3¢ sndured when | was applying to
preschools for them, My daughter was on 7 wait lists!

-- Mary Jo McCarthy, Realtor

temes

P R

My schedule, dlivids
volunteer work is ?‘Hﬁmt#é and knowing that thefe is a safe, academicai!y
oriented environment for my older children to play with others is
essential to my success as a parent. -- Brigette Lau

In my work as a Realtor, I'm out and about showing property in Menlo Park often, my schedule is
unpredictable and it's difficult to pian for childcare. Toddle is an ideal solution. Furthermore, | regularly
volunteer with local community organizations, and Toddle's flexible schedule will make my volunteering even

easier. -- Courtney Charney, Realtor
21
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From: SOPHIE PERRIN /8185 <sophi
Date: Thu, Dec 12, 2013 at 6:35 PM
Subject: Re: car question

Tor Amy Burnett <aburnettisamail corms
Amy

We sold our cars so we are both renting
Cheers,

Sophie L

o per

I

Nissan Altim

a one

re

done

gre

y 1 will
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end pictures whenitis d

ay time



Signed last page of lease (to certify Sophie Leleu, of email above, was tenant at time of photos):

v
M E
¥

T specified registered sex offenders is made avaitable to the public via an
internet website maintained by the Department of Justice at
www.meganslaw.ca.goy. Depending on the offender's criminal history,
this information will inciude either the address at which the offender
resides or the community of residence and Zlp code in which he or she
resides.

Landlord: 3131 Alameda.k
Signature; VI ART

oxe: 4(23(13

Printed Name: Amy Southerfand Burnett, as Trustee of the Robart Grady
Burnett and Amy Southerland Burnett Revocable Trust,
Member of 3131 Alameda LLC

Street Address: 1235 San Mateo Drive, Manlo Park, CA 94025

Phone Number: (734) 546-2750

Email Address: aburnett@gmaii.com

Tanants: Thierry and | alel

Signature: r pare: 4.23 . 2O {3

L) |
Printed Name: “pcp) o 1. e

Street Address: = Q&H NS %
Phone Number: 8882 &3y 097 DQg7.

Email Addres_ th« Vere @ Onaud uﬂﬁ . E WA

Date: q Lgf_f)is

Signature;

R

R

Printed Name: . ] .
Street Mdrﬂ v Thany lelew
Phone NumBer: L%ui S S‘*‘:‘"f ~Q 3 2.

Emall Address: m%wf\i @anmﬂ N .



Attachment K

From: "Jim Eggemeyer" <jeggemeyer@smcgov.org>

To: Camille Leung <CLeung@smcgov.org>, Lisa Aozasa <LAozasa@smcgov.org>

CcC: 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

>

> |t 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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Attachment L

LR B B8 2§ R0 8 & xR b § RiE B B Bl B Rrp B Rt B B30 5 8 iR B R BN R § O RER-B QO RiR 2D BiR B R NAR-E B

MEMOTaNDUM

To: -Dennis Aguirre
Lisa Aozasa

From: Heather Hopkins
Amy Burnett
Toddle, LL.C
Date:  June9, 2014
RE: PLN#2013-00191
Please find attached information Toddle has provided to each of the Board of Supervisors regarding

concerns about Toddle’s potential impact on children walking/biking to Las Lomitas Elementary
School.
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ﬁ San Mateo County Board of Supervisors §
* Hall of Justice and Records §
o 400 County Center £
X Redwood City, CA 94063 :
" =
5 June 9,2014 #
K n
| . =
oy Dear Board of Supervisors, -
i #“
: Please find attached additional information about Toddle’s impact on students walking or ;
u biking to Las Lomitas and our commitment to the safety of children as they travel through our ol
B - iahli i . M
x neighborhood. Highlights include; X
" ”
g 1. Toddle will only increase traffic during each Las Lomitas Elementary School ﬁ
" commute period by at most 5 cars (about 1% of existing traffic). "
g 2. We will actively promote Safe Routes to School strategies by: :
1 * Encouraging Toddle families to walk, bike or carpool through incentive and i
n education programs -
P * Enforcing safe commuting through madatory Drive Safely Pledge and Traffic u
H Circulation Policy agreements, o
X __ . : e g =
~ 3. Current school safety and congestion issues will be improved significantly over =
o the next two years due to a Safe Routes to School project initiated by Las Lomitas ﬁ
N School District in consultation with a nationally-acclaimed Safe Routes to School traffic .
; consultant. Toddle is a participant in the effort. ;
b i
N We would like to emphasize that Toddle is uniquely motivated to promote and increase :
; walking and biking safety in our neighborhood. =
u *  Our business exists to enhance the health and welfare of families and children l
P e  West Menlo Park is bursting with young families; our client base will include many #
# families who will walk and bike from nearby homes "
s.:z_ e By providing convenient child care (a factor that increases the “Walk Score” of a 5
jm neighborhoced), Toddle will boost the walkability of West Menlo Park and therefore .
decrease the likelihood that local preschool families will drive elsewhere for child care.

u o
n Thank you again for your consideration, g
i

bod . "
= =
] , »
@ Amy Burnett & Heather Hopkins &
ﬁ Owners, Toddle Flexible Playcare 2
= ]
#
e "
w
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Toddle will add a2 maximum of & cars during each Las Lomitas walk-to-school period.

This worst-case scenario assumes Toddle families would not already have been traveling to/from Las Lomitas
or another location and would not walk, bike, or ride in the same car as a sibling. These additional cars
represent about 1% of the average 416 vehicles already on the road during each window when students

walk/bike to and from Las Lomitas.

Note about parking: According to the Institute of Transportation Engineers, caregivers dropping off/picking
up children at child care park for an average of 5.6 minutes.! Therefore, and as per below, one or more of
Toddle’s three driveway parking spaces will likely be available at all times,

Typical Operating Schedule®

8:30- 8:45 2 0 2 272 0.7% 2 Las Lomitas first session begins at 9:00am
8:45- 9:00 3 - 0 3 273 1.1% 5 {playground is staffed at 8:30am)
9:00- 9:15 2 0 2 250 0.8% 7

9:15 - 9:30 3 0 3 212 1.4% 10

9:30- 945 2 0 2 225 0.9% 12

9:45 - 10:00 3 0 3 207 1.5% 15

[10:00 - 1035 | 2 G 2 47 | 1A% 17 - qLastomitas secont session parentscan
10:15 - 10:30 2 1 3 167 1,8% 18  |drop off between 10;15am to 13:30am
10:30- 10:45 2 o} 2 154 1.3% 20

10:45 - 11:00 3 0 3 186 1.6% 23

11.00- 11:15 1 1 2 170 1.2% 23

11:15-11:30 2 1 3 163 1.8% 24

11:30- 11:45 0 2 2 204 1.0% 22

11:45 - 12:00 1 2 3 198 1.5% 21

12:00- 12:15 0 2 2 205 1.0% 19

12:15- 12:30 1 2 3 200 1.5% 18  |ias Lomitas first dismissal; 12:20pm
12:30-12:45 0 2 2 184 1.1% 16

12:45 - 1:00 2 1 3 206 1.5% 17

1:00- 115 0 2 2 187 1.1% 15

1:15-1:30 1 2 3 173 1.7% 14

1.30- 1:45 Q 2 2 188 L1% 12

1:45 - 2:00 2 1 3 186 1.6% 13

2:00- 2115 1 1 2 177 L1% 13 |Las Lomitas second dismissal: 2:05pm
2:15- 2:30 0 3 3 184 1.6% 10

2:30-~ 2:45 1 1 2 194 1.0% 10

2:45 - 3:00 1 2 3 222 1.4% 9

3:00-3:15 2 o] 2 188 1.1% 11

3:15-3:30 1 2 3 183 1.6% 10

3:30- 345 0 2 2 244 0.8% 8 Las Lomitas third dismissal: 3:30pm
3:45 - 4:00 Q0 3 3 231 1.3% 5

4,00 - 4,15 0 1 1 211 0.5% 4

4:14 - 4:30 0 1 1 201, 0.5% 3

4:30-4:45 0 0 0 254 0.0% 3

4:45 - 5;00 0 1 1 255 0.4% 2

5:00-5:15 0 0 o] 243 0.0% 2

5:15-5:30 0 1 1 237 0.4% 1

5:30- 5:45 0 0 0 276 0.0% 1

5:45- :00 0 1 1 239 0.4% 0

Hitchens, Preston W., “Trip Generation of Daycare Centers.” Institute of Transportation Engineers, 1990. Compendium of Technical Papers,

pages 359-361 (as referenced in Kimley-Horn's traffic study).

ZAs per the conditions of the permit (and ensured by Toddle's reservation system) no more than 2 cars are scheduled to arrive/depart every
12 minutes. This schedule is also included in Kimley-Horn's traffic study/included in the staff report.
®From traffic counts collected by Kimley-Horn and Associates on July 10, 2013 and adjusted upward by 6% to reflect school-year traffic as per

Kimiey-Horn's findings in the response to the points of appeal.



Toddle is committed to promoting Safe Routes 1o School strategies.

Despite Toddle’s relatively minimal impact on school traffic, we are dedicated to joining the
community in actively promaoting strategies to help safeguard children walking or biking to Toddle
and its neighboring schools.

Toddle will promote pedestrian safety by following these nationally-recommended Safe Routes to
School strategies:

‘& Toddle will encourage families to walk, bike, or carpool to Toddle: / \
o Incentive programs will include a monthly raffle for free child care
hours. Families will qualify for entry each time they walk, bike, or PLEASE
carpool to Toddle,
o Signhage at Toddle’s entry and exit will reenforce safety messages. DRIVE
o Toddle will participate in national Bike/Walk to School Days. LIKE
¥ Toddle will educate families about the benefits of walking, biking, or YOUR KIDS
carpooling to school, a strategy that has proven to decrease auto
traffic Toddle’s monthly newsletter will feature a Safe Routes to LIVE HERE
School section with;
o Safe driving tips focusing on awareness of walkers and bikers THANK YOu!
o Reminders about Toddle’s Drive Safely Pledge and Traffic Circulation \

Policy (see below)
o Information on the health and environmental benefits of walking, biking and carpooling
o Safety information for families who walk and bike to Toddle

4 Toddle will enforce safe commuting practices by requiring all caregivers to sign a:
o Drive Safely Pledge (attached})
o Traffic Circulation Policy outlining various neighborhood-friendly behaviors to
minimize disturbances, such as entering/exiting from Alameda {attached)

Toddle is an active participant in Safe Routes to School intiatives.

¢ Heather Hopkins (a parent of children who walk to Las Lomitas and one of Toddle's owners)
is part of a group of local stakeholders that is working with Parisi Transportation Consulting
to update Las Lomitas School District's Safe Routes to School plan over the next two
years, (Other stakeholders include school administrators and members of the Public Works
departments of San Mateo County and the City of Atherton.) The program’s goal is to
improve traffic congestion and increase safety during school commute times {with a focus
on the crosswalk at Camino al Lago/Alameda de las Pulgas).

¢ Toddle is a Partner Affiliate of the Safe Routes to School National
Coalition and the Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition
Through these organizations, Toddle will have access to safety
education materials and has pledged to share safe commuting
messages via our social media communications, We will also part in the
annual Bike or Walk to School Days, co-sponsored by the San Mateo
County Office of Education.

2Among other studies, "Impact of the Safe Routes ta School Program on Walking and Biking: Eugene, Oregon Study”
showed that education and encouragement programs were associated with a five percentage point increase in biking.
McDonald, Noreen C,, et al. Transport Policy 29, 2013 (243-248).
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» Drive Safely Pledge p
x 5
; |l am committed to driving safely on my way to and from Toddle. As such: ;
] ]
; 1. I recognize that West Menlo Park is a walking/biking neighborhood and will take great :
§ care to be aware of school children and others who are sharing the road and sidewalks it
n around Toddle, -
g 2. | will drive within the speed limit or more slowly depending on current conditions, even if n
» I'min a rush. %
; - 3. lwill not text or use any other handheld devices when driving and will only talk on my %
! phone while driving when the call is hands-free. g
: 4. | will take special care when pulling into or backing out of Toddle's driveway. 3
& "
i i
s  Signed: Date: _
B
rr Printed Name; ;'
B &
®  Caregiver of; a
" ]
4] i1
8 ]
. -
"
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i from Toddle
Safe Routes to School Social Media Messages
Sample Safe

October 7 is i
To celebrate, Teachertjs
Special books with the ¢
Toddle by foet or strollar
foot-themeq prize. Joj
Movement 1o frcy

ational Walk to Sehool Day!

awill be sharing some
hildren, Plus, arrive a¢
and win g kid~friend¥y,
Nus in this national

ease health and
decrease bollution)




Sample Safe to School Content in eNewsletter:

FEnSLE Paveare

HARBERRER BB BER AN DRRFEREERCREE - 2RR - BN EERENRCBEER

July R ations and Penguin Playgroup

Early-bird reservations for July close June 30 We st
have space In cur Monday and Thursday Penguln
Playgroups. These clasaes have flexible siart and end
times o sull your schedule. Lad by a preschool
teacher, your child will explore art, musio, movement,
words and numbars al her own pace using a vanialy of
creative materials. Children may stay for lunch or head
home just in fime for a nap.

W EBRR - ENRC MRS SERRER RER RN DER-HER ERR-BER.C BN PR

Bike or Walk to Toddie and Win Free Hours!

Bor't forget to fill out a Waddle Award® each time you
walk, blke, or carpool to or from Toddie. Each month
we'll draw one lucky famlly to win five fres hours of
Toddle care. Thanks for saving the earth and helping
our neighborhoad stay greant

*Wadie Awirds can De droppe oo the Sue Wadi¥e Hox on e Tront desh
e Foae DL BUes. Bve Wow Wos BOn Bk O S Sow Rera B Hh @y

Please help us walcome Lisa Torres to our Toddie
familyl Lisa has been a pregchool teacher for 12 years
and recently movad {o Menlo Park with her husband,
who is 5 Fellow al Stanford. She earned her degree in
Early Childhood Education from Santa Clara University,
Lisa's favorite story is “The Very Fungry Caterpillar,”
She thinks the sound of children giggiing is the best
tmussic around.
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i Traffic Circulation Policy B
X u
; *Note: the following agreement is a required part of the enrollment/admission package. This ;
i information will also be communicated regularly as part of Toddle’s monthly eNewsletter and posted in i
; Toddle’s reception area. :
H #
i e
% . . . . - . . . . n
» Toddle is committed to being a good neighbor. Please help limit traffic, parking and safety issuesin =
g the neighborhood by adhering to the following rules: g
X X
g Each parent/quardian/reqular caregiver is required to initial befow. ;
£ il
x | will come to and from Toddle via Alameda de las Pulgas and the west outlet of :
g Manzanita rather than the quiet streets of the neighborhood. s
I i
: Fwill park in Toddle's driveway or directly in front of Toddle on Alameda de las Pulgas. :
# =
: I will not block neighbor driveways with my car. i
W ]
4 =
i’ I will not use neighbor driveways to turn around. ;
" =
® =
£ (%]
When walking to Toddle, | will pay close attention to cars backing out of driveways, and %
g will remind my children to do so as well, g
1 i
% n
" . %
#  Signatures #
x Parents/guardians and regular caregivers of child u
B8 . “
= Signature: Date: ®
Printed Name; 2
| L
b Signature: Date:
4 #
- Printed Name: -
] %
x "
w  Signature: Date: "
» . =
o Printed Name: =
1 £
T &
» »
] ]
# &
® =
» »
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