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P.S.
This is an article from a recent newspaper, East Bay, no less:

QOakland Tribune , Apr 16,2009 by Mike Rosenberg

"average daily traffic on a section of Ravenswood Avenue, from Laurel to Alma streets, 1s
projected to eventually increase by 383 vehicles from 21,061 And average daily traffic on
Middlefield Road, from Ravenswood to Willow avenues, could increase by 111 vehicles
from 24,476. For those areas, the addition of 100 or more vehicles is considered a significant
impact, according to the report. Overall, the new gymnasium and gymnastics center is
expected to generate 737 daily trips."

To subseribe to the the Menlo Park email list regarding the Burgess Gymnasium Expansion
Project, visit:

http://74.125.155.132/search?g=cache :of FMiQ0FvMcl:www.menlopark.org/gym/+burgess+

Letter
B13
cont.

symnasinm-+expansion&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&el=us&client=firefox-a

and click on the bottom left link for subscription.
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Letter B13
Betty Meissner
May 26, 2009

Response B13-1:

Response B13-2:

Response B13-3:

Response B13-4:

Response B13-5:

Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the
Civic Center Complex.

The comment that night time safety for pedestrians may be an issue is
noted. There are street lights located throughout the Civic Center Complex,
including additional path lighting and lighting in parking lots. This
comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis or information
within the Draft EIR. No further response is required.

The drop off and pick up operations would be factored into the final design
plan, including the access, drive aisles and sight distances. It is worth
noting that a gymnasium has different characteristics than a school. A
school typically has a concentrated drop off and pick up schedule and
virtually no parents parking. A gymnasium would have classes and other
activities spaced throughout the day, with a combination of parking and
drop off/pick up circulation. The traffic analysis, including the trip
generation and parking demand, accounted for the assumed activity
patterns of the proposed gymnasium.

Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the
Civic Center Complex.

The square footages of the gymnasium and gymnastics center utilized in
the TIA were the largest square footage anticipated based on early
conceptual plans.

The commenter notes that project objectives, included on page 23 of the
Draft EIR, do not include objectives related to provision of parking,
minimizing impacts or aesthetics. As noted in CEQA Guidelines Section
15124, project objectives should include the underlying purpose of the
project. The purpose of the proposed project is to increase available
gymnasium and gymnastics facility space to better accommodate
gymnastics participants and hosting of gymnastic meets, youth and adult
basketball teams, and youth volleyball teams. The purpose of the proposed
project is also to improve the gymnasium and gymnastics facilities to
provide better access to those with disabilities (make ADA compliant) and
increase seismic safety.

As noted in CEQA Guidelines Section 15002, the basic purposes of CEQA
are to inform the decision makers and the public about the potential
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Response B13-6:

Response B13-7:

Response B13-8:

Response B13-9:

Response B13-10:

Response B13-11:

Response B13-12:

environmental effects of proposed activities and identify ways that
environmental impacts can be avoided or significantly reduced. Beginning
on page 70, the Draft EIR includes an analysis of the existing parking
supply, parking requirements for the proposed project, existing parking
conditions and future parking conditions. Potential impacts to aesthetics are
addressed beginning on page 14 of the Initial Study.

Please see Response to Comment B13-2.

The circulation and parking discussion on page 29 describes the proposed
project. The trip generation, distribution, and potential impacts to area
intersections and roadways associated with the proposed project are
described in Chapter IV of the Draft EIR. A parking analysis is also
included in Chapter IV of the Draft EIR.

Trip generation for the proposed project is included in Table V-4 of the
Draft EIR. The size of the new facility would mean an increase in activity
as compared to the existing gymnasium and gymnastics center. This in turn
would also mean an increase in parking demand and traffic. This increase
in parking demand and traffic is accounted for with the ITE Trip
Generation and Parking Generation rates.

Access in this context refers to streets providing direct access to the site
which includes Alma Street, Laurel Street, and Burgess Drive. Linfield
Drive and Waverly Drive are not adjacent to the site and so do not provide
direct access to the site.

The context of this comment is unclear. The recommendation to extend
Burgess Drive under the railroad to connect to Middle Avenue is noted.

As noted on page 42 of the Draft EIR, the source for the trip generation
rates for the proposed project is the ITE Trip Generation manual. The ITE
Trip Generation manual is a nationally accepted and standard professional
method to calculate trip generation for various land uses.

Adjacent to the project site, Laurel Street runs northwest-southeast. As
noted on page 31 of the Draft EIR, for the purposes of Chapter IV, it is
assumed that Middlefield Road and EI Camino Real (and Laurel Street)
provide travel in the north-south direction.

The following text has been added to page 35 of the Draft EIR for the
Burgess Gymnasium and Gymnastics Center Project:

Pedestrian crosswalks and signals are provided at all of the
signalized study intersections. In the vicinity of the project site, there
are sidewalks on both sides of Ravenswood Avenue, on the-seuth
both sides of Laurel Street, and on the north side of Burgess Drive.
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In the vicinity of the proposed project, there are Class Il bicycle
facilities on Laurel Street north of Ravenswood, Middlefield Road
north of Willow Road, Ravenswood east of El Camino Real, and
Willow Road east of EI Camino Real. Laurel Street south of
Ravenswood has Class Il and 111 bike routes.

Response B13-13: Parking and sidewalks are provided on the north side of Burgess Drive.

Response B13-14: As required under Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a, the proposed project
will provided bicycle lockers or racks.

Response B13-15: The commenter has provided a paragraph from an April 16, 2009 article in
the Oakland Tribute. This comment does not address the adequacy of the
analysis or information within the Draft EIR. No further response is

required.
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Dear Sir:

The proposed positioning of the new gymnasium is extremely unfortunate. It will mean that 17 library
parking spaces will be lost, and the visitors to the Recreation Center, City Hall and library will all be
competing for the diminished number of parking spaces.

Is underground parking feasible?

The library is very popular, and even today, there are times when parking is difficult. Please don't
make it impossible.

Sincerely yours,

Barbara Seaney

Letter
B14
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Letter B14
Barbara Seaney
May 26, 2009

Response B14-1:

Response B14-2:

Response B14-3:

Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the
Civic Center Complex.

Please see Response to Comment B12-19 regarding structured parking.

Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the
Civic Center Complex.
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Dear Mr. Scribner:
| am writing to comment formally on the draft EIR for the Burgess Gym and Gymnastics Center.

My concern is that the proposed buildings are not up to an aesthetic standard that Menlo Park should
expect. To be frank, they are boring. These buildings should look forward, not backward in time.
They should enhance their site, not strive to blend in. They should be inviting and exciting. They
should not be brick. They should have color. They should invite people in.

| am a local architect and have done construction administration for projects whose drawings were
preduced by the architect listed on the drawings, Hoover Associates. They required a great deal of
revision and completion. | am also aware of the donor’s goal of spending very little on design fees
and then finishing the design work during construction. Although | am delighted that the donor has
come forward, | feel very strongly that the new buildings should impress our citizens with their
beautiful design and not just their cheapness.

Please insist that the architects redesign, and if they can’t do it, then hire someone else. Please see
the attached photos of the gym at Castilleja High School, designed by Kornberg Associates,
permitted under drawings by Hoover Associates and John Arrillaga, built by Vance Brown Builders.

Robin D. Severns architect

www . kornberg.com

Letter
B15




Letter

B15
Attach




Letter
B15
Attach




Letter

B15
Attach




LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
JUNE 2009

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT
BURGESS GYMNASIUM AND GYMNASTICS CENTER EIR
ITII. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter B15
Robin D. Severns
May 26, 2009

Response B15-1:

The commenter’s dislike of the proposed design of the gymnasium is
noted. This comment relates to the architectural design of the proposed
project, and does not address the adequacy of the analysis or information
within the Draft EIR. No further response is required.
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Letter

B16
From: virginia tedrow [mailtc:virginiat@comcast. net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2009 5:27 PM
To: Scribner, Nathan V
Subject: loss of library parking
Over 1,000 daily library patrons were not aware and are not now aware of ‘ 1

proposed new gym location and how it will deprive them of parking for

library usage. Suggest location of proposed gym to rebuilding on present

space or taking some less needed playing field. If need to begin on

proposed gym before special train corrider is fixed, tear down and build ‘ 2
on present site seems best.

Jim Tedrow
Menlo Park
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Letter B16
Jim Tedrow
May 19, 2009

Response B16-1:

Response B16-2:

Please refer to the discussion on the environmental review process for the
proposed project on page 1 of this Response to Comments document.

On November 20, 2008, the City of Menlo Park (City) circulated a Notice
of Preparation (NOP) and an Initial Study to help identify the type of
impacts that could result from the proposed project, as well as potential
areas of controversy. Copies of the NOP and Initial Study were made
available at the Engineering Division and on the City’s website. A public
scoping session for the Draft EIR was held as a public meeting before the
Planning Commission on December 15, 2008.

The Draft EIR was made available for public and agency review on April
9, 2009. Copies of the Draft EIR were made available in the Engineering
Division, in the Community Development Department, on the City’s
website, and at the Menlo Park Library. A public comment session on the
Draft EIR was held at a public meeting before the Planning Commission on
May 4, 2009.

The commenter suggests the proposed gymnasium be designed or sited in a
way that would not require the removal of parking spaces. Alternatives to
the proposed project are discussed in Chapter V. of the Draft EIR and
include:

« No Project Alternative. The No Project alternative assumes the
existing Gymnasium and Gymnastics Center would remain in use with
minimal building improvements. Under this alternative, no
development would occur at the gymnasium project site. This
alternative would not require the removal of any parking spaces;
however, this alternative would achieve any of the project objectives.

e Combined Facility Alternative. The Combined Facility alternative
assumes that the gymnastics site would be redeveloped with a 37,500
square foot combined gymnasium and gymnastics center. Under this
alternative, there would be no changes to the gymnasium site. This
alternative would require the removal of 18 parking spaces in lot 6, but
as a smaller project would demand fewer parking spaces than the
proposed project. (This alternative would generate a parking demand
of 77 weekday and 80 weekend parking spaces, compared to the
parking demand of proposed project of 123 weekday and 129 weekend
parking spaces.) This alternative would achieve some of the project
objectives.
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« Renovation Alternative. The Renovation alternative assumes the
renovation of the existing gymnastics center on the gymnastics site
(17,400 square feet) and the development of a new 25,700 square foot
gymnasium on the gymnasium site. This alternative would have a
parking demand similar to the Combined Facility Alternative and may
require the removal of parking spaces lot 6. This alternative would
achieve some of the project objectives.

As noted on page 77 of the Draft EIR, the CEQA Guidelines require the
analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, or to the
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the project’s
basic objectives and avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project. The Civic Center Complex would provide adequate
parking to accommodate the anticipated demand of the proposed project
(see Response to Comment B1-1). As potential impacts to parking would
be less than significant, an alternative with the primary purpose of reducing
parking impacts has not been proposed.
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----- Original Message-----

From: virginia tedrow [mailto:virginiat@comcast. net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2009 3:48 PM

To: Scribner, Nathan V; melblanc@pacbell.net
Subject: Library parking

As a Library commissicner | read the draft EIR on the gym gifted to the
city as it being a facility to be used primarily by a few for their own
pleasure; yet this twin gymnasium is structured and fitted for spectator
events and that seems what is contemplated by the donor.

That puts the gym, located as proposed, and the library unhappily
competing for parking spaces, and not permitting best use of either.
Over half such spaces were filled last Saturday just before closing at 5
pm and this is not its busiest time. The farther away from the library
the new gym is built the better for both. | suggest its location needs
continued thinking.

Sincerely,

Jim Tedrow

Letter
B17
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Letter B17

Jim Tedrow

May 26, 2009

Response B17-1:

Response B17-2:

A description of the project background begins on page 19 of the Draft
EIR. Programming studies and designs for a new gymnasium and
gymnastics center began in 2007. In April 2008, a potential donor met with
City representatives and presented an offer to construct a new gymnasium
based on a concept under consideration by the City.

Project Objectives are included on page 23 of the Draft EIR and include
increasing available gymnasium and gymnastics facility space to better
accommodate gymnastics participants and hosting of gymnastic meets,
youth and adult basketball teams, and youth volleyball teams. Project
objectives also include improving gymnasium and gymnastics facilities to
provide better access to those with disabilities (make ADA compliant) and
increase seismic safety.

Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the
Civic Center Complex.
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From: John B. Lomax [mallic:[blomax@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Thursday, June 04, 2009 1:50 PM

To: _CCIN; _Planning Commission; tmmcdonough@gmail.com
Subject: Parking & the new gym

| am 83 and a frequent user of our Library. | must drive to get there and would find it impossible to
walk a quarter mile to get te it. My wife, who is disabled, and | use the "bocks on tape" as a major
source of what little entertainment we can still enjoy. Loss of that source would be a significant
blow to our lives.

Please reconsider the location of the new gym -- El Camino and Middle sounds like a much better
location.

John B. Lomax
6 Russell Court
Menlo Park, CA

Letter
B18
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Letter B18
John B. Lomax
June 4, 2009 [received after the close of the comment period]

Response B18-1: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the
Civic Center Complex.

Response B18-2: Please see Response to Comment B9-8 for a discussion of an off-site
alternative at EI Camino Real and Middle Avenue.
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C.

PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS
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Hearing

C
Burgess Gymnasium and Gymnastics Center
COMMENTS FROM REVIEW OF THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT PUBLIC HEARING
MAY 4, 2009

QUESTIONS/CLARIFICATIONS BY COMMISSIONERS
Commissioner Pagee: C1-1
o Where is the list of planned projects included in the cumulative analysis? )
«  Several of the intersections, including Alma/Ravenswoaod and Middlefield/Ringwood are not

accurately represented in the traffic figures. For example, there are not four lanes of traffic at C1-2

Middlefield/Ridgewood.
Commissioner Bressler:
s  Why was an EIR prepared; what is the purpose of the EIR? | C2-1
e Are the “Statements of Overriding Considerations™ required similar to the findings needed for a

variance? | C2-2
Commissioner Riggs
e Isthe right turn from north bound E1 Camino Real onto east bound Ravenswood was analyzed in the

Draft EIR? C3-1
Commissioner Pagee:
«  Why were parking counts chosen in February? l Ca-1
Commissioner Riggs
s Could an additional survey be completed that would reflect use of the park with out door activities? | C5-1
Commissioner Kadvany:
« How was the parking survey conducted? | Co6-1
PUBLIC COMMENT
Greg Conlon:

o Expressed concern about the visual impact of new gym. His daughter lives at corner of Burgess and
Alma and potentially the gym would be visible from her home. He requests the City plant a tree in C7-1
any gaps in the current tree screening between Burgess and the location of the gym.



Don Brawner:

Expressed shocked at the current levels of traffic and the associated level of service around the Civic
Center Campus.

The proposed Gymnasium on Alma Street will be in the way of high speed rail; why is the City
spending the time and money on a building that implementation of high speed rail line will remove?

Disagrees with the project objectives; 50,000 square feet of gymnasium use for a town the size of
Menlo Park is crazy. There are other gyms in adjacent communities that the region can utilize. The
current gymnasium is fine.

Tearing down the gym will create dirt, dust and noise and will impact the adjacent swimming pool
during construction which was not addressed in EIR.

Transportation problems caused by the addition of the gymnasium have little or no mitigation.

The city needs to look at off-site alternatives, including Nealon Park and the Fremont school site, and
El Camino, which is near all the services that people who play in gyms could use.

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

Commissioner O’Malley:

Agrees with the comments provided by Patti Fry and reiterated by Commissioner Pagee.
Found the conclusions of the parking study difficult to accept.
Believes that February was not an appropriate time to review the parking supply.

Requested a list of the commitments regarding energy saving that the City will make.

Commissioner Ferrick:

The location for the project is good, it is in close proximity to public transportation, including
Caltrain and busses.

Would like to see additional bike racks provided to encourage bike riding to/from the gym.

Nancy Borgenson has provided many good suggestions in her comment letter and Commissioner
Ferrick would like green building techniques and products, such as solar panels, included in the

building design.
Would like the City to investigate adding a parking strip on the west side of Alma Street.

Commissioner Keith

Stated the concern with acquisition of right of way for high speed rail has been addressed; high speed
rail will not be an issue with respect to the location of the proposed gym.

Questions the conclusions of the parking study.
Hopes residents will utilize transit.

Commissioner Keith requested a status report on the discussions with SRI regarding the use of their
parking lot during non work hours.

Hearing
C
cont.

C8-1

C8-2

C8-3

C8-4
C8-5

C8-6

Co-1
C9-2
C9-3
Co-4

C10-1
C10-2
C10-3

C10-4

Cl11

C11-2
C11-3

Cl1-4




Commissioner Bressler

Would like to be sure the parking study include more activity in the counts, including baseball,
company picnics, ete. An additional survey may not be necessary, perhaps spot checking during times
of heavy use would be appropriate.

Commissioner Kadvany

On page 75 of the Draft EIR it is stated that there may not be surplus parking in lots 3 and 6, but the
parking that could be provided in other lots is within reasonable walking distance to the proposed
facilities. Commissioner Kadvany disagrees that these other lots are a reasonable walking distance for
the children using these facilities.

Likes having more gyms, but there are significant traffic issues with this project; the City is bumping
up against LOS F at nearly all intersections in the future.

The proposed basketball gym does not seem to be well sited. A recommended alternative would be on
El Camino at Middle Avenue, where it could provide an anchor for South El Camino; however it was
acknowledged that this parcel is not owned by the City.

Commissioner Riggs

Agrees with the challenges and opportunities identified by the other commissioners.

Expressed concern regarding the El Camino approach to Ravenswood — residents from the west side
of town would use this approach; if traffic is heavy the right turn gets backed up by drivers who don’t
understand that the right lane is for right tumns only.

Requested information on the construction plan as it relates to traffic. A temporary road through the
site to Laurel may need to be provided to reduce the burden on the neighbors to the south. This
neighborhood has already been burdened by recent construction projects.

Recommended assigning all construction parking to Lot #5.

Requested that staff investigate mitigation efforts at the intersection of Alma and Ravenswood so that
residents would not need te drive the long way around.

Agreed with the comment letter received from Patti Fry that identified concerns with construction
traffic and parking.

Agreed with the comment letter received from Nancy Borgeson and would like to see solar panels on
the roof, and at the minimum would like to ensure that the roof system will be able to support a future
installation of solar. This should alse include conduit inside the building. Perhaps the roof could be
leased to a third party for solar collection.

How does the building utilize passive solar?

Parking lots 3 and 6 will be most impacted, and lots 1, 4, and 5 are too remote. This reinforces the
need for Short Loop Transit in Menlo Park. Commissioner Riggs hopes the City can be creative with
solutions to the parking deficiency.

Will heritage trees be removed as part of this project?

Hearing
C
cont.

Cl2-1

C13-1

| c13-2

C13-3

C14-1

C14-2

C14-3

Cl4-4

C14-5

| C14-6
| c14-7

| C14-8



Hearing

C
cont.
Commissioner Pagee
o Concerned about traffic on Alma as vehicles make left turn into the library lot with other cars leaving. | C15-1
Commissioner Pagee would like mitigation measures for Alma Street.
* Recommended ensuring safe bike routes to the site. | C15-2
e Residents will want to park in the lots closest to the building they are visiting. | C15-3
e The SRI parking lot agreement is a good idea; however, that lot is still too far from the gym. | C15-4
o The library will feel the greatest impact by the proposed project. | Cc15-5
e Recommended a “nice” way to enter the gym from the field side of the site be designed to encourage | C15-6
parking in the different lots.
e  Building design must comply with Title 24. However, Commission Pagee hopes that the project will
go above and beyond with use of passive ventilation, noting that there 1s a need for good and efficient C15-7
air flow in a gymnasium.
o Expressed disappointment that architecture of the building mimics that of City Hall and would prefer | C15-8
that the new building takes the site to “another” level. 5
e Would like to see an adequate number of trees on the Burgess Street side of the building for screening C15-9

and softening the mass of the new structure.
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May 4, 2009 Planning Commission Public Hearing Comments

Cl:  Commissioner Pagee

Response C1-1: The list of planned and approved projects that were included in the
background traffic conditions is included in the Traffic Impact Analysis
Appendix materials.

Response C1-2: An error did exist in the geometrics at the intersection of Alma Street and
Ravenswood Avenue and has been corrected. Figure 1V-2, page 37 of the
Draft EIR has been revised (see attached Figure 1VV-2, Existing Lane
Geometrics and Traffic Controls [Revised]).

The Commissioner referred to the intersection of Middlefield Road and
Ringwood Avenue. The geometrics were examined and found to be
correct.

C2: Commissioner Bressler

Response C2-1: As noted in CEQA Guidelines Section 15002, the basic purposes of CEQA
are to inform the decision makers and the public about the potential
environmental effects of proposed activities and identify ways that
environmental impacts can be avoided or significantly reduced.

Response C2-2: In order for the City of Menlo Park to approve a project with significant
unavoidable impacts, they must adopt a statement of overriding
considerations. CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation
measures or alternatives, where feasible, to avoid or mitigate significant
environmental impacts that will otherwise occur with implementation of
the project. Project mitigation or alternatives are not required, however,
where they are infeasible or where the responsibility for modifying the
project lies with another agency.” For those significant effects that cannot
be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, the public agency is required
to find that specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological, or
other benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the
environment.® The CEQA Guidelines state in section 15093 that:

" CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091 (a), (b).
8 Public Resources Code Section 21081 (b).
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“If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a
propos[ed] project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental
effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered *acceptable.’”

C3:  Commissioner Riggs

Response C3-1: The intersection of EI Camino Real and Ravenswood Avenue is analyzed
in the Draft EIR and an impact was identified. As a potential mitigation, a
northbound right turn lane was analyzed and shown to mitigate this impact.
Thus, see Mitigation Measure TRANS-1c on page 67 of the Draft EIR,
which identifies a fee towards future improvements, including the
construction of the right turn lane.

C4:  Commissioner Pagee

Response C4-1: Please see Response to Comment B6-2 for a discussion on the timing of
the parking surveys.

C5:  Commissioner Riggs

Response C5-1: The parking analysis was conducted on days chosen as a representative
sample for a weekday and a weekend day both while school was in session
and out of session to capture parking demand during typical use of City
facilities.

C6:  Commissioner Kadvany

Response C6-1: A data firm was contracted to count the parking lots at the Civic Center
Complex site from 5:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. for the weekday and from 5:00
a.m. to 9:00 p.m. for the weekend. These count times are consistent with
the operations times of all uses on site and also take into account early
arrivals and late departures for employees. An inventory of the number of
occupied spaces in each lot was collected every 30 minutes.

C7:  Greg Conlon

Response C7-1: Aesthetics is discussed on page 14 of the Initial Study. The proposed
project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, it
would not substantially damage a scenic resource, nor would it
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site or
its surroundings.
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C8: Don Brawner

Response C8-1:

Response C8-2:

Response C8-3:

Response C8-4:

Response C8-5:

Response C8-6:

New landscaping will be implemented as part of the proposed project and
the commenter’s request for the planting of trees between the proposed
gymnasium and Burgess Drive is noted.

This comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis or information
within the Draft EIR. No further response is required.

Based on current information, the High Speed Rail project would remain in
the existing Caltrain right of way and would not effect Alma Street or the
proposed gymnasium.

This comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis or information
within the Draft EIR. No further response is required.

Mitigation Measure AIR-1 (included on page 18 of the Initial Study) would
reduce construction related air quality impacts to a less-than-significant
level. Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 (included on page 51 of the Initial
Study) would reduce construction related noise impacts to a less-than-
significant level. The existing buildings associated with the Aquatic
Center, located between the pools and existing gymnasium and gymnastics
center, as well as existing vegetation around the pool fence, would remain
in place and would assist in buffering the pool area from construction dirt,
dust and noise.

Please see Response to Comment B12-2 regarding significant traffic
impacts and proposed mitigation measures.

Please see Response to Comments B9-8 and B12-14 regarding project
alternatives.

C9:  Commissioner O’Malley

Response C9-1:

Response C9-2:

Response C9-3:

Response C9-4:

Please see Response to Comment letter B6 for responses to comments
provided by Patti Fry.

Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the
Civic Center Complex.

Please see Response to Comment B6-2 for a discussion of the timing of the
parking surveys.

Please see Response to Comments A3-3 and B3-1 regarding energy
efficiency.
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C10: Commissioner Ferrick

Response C10-1: The Commissioner’s support for the location of the project in proximity to
public transit is noted.

Response C10-2: Additional bicycle lockers or racks are included in Mitigation Measure
TRANS-1a. Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of
parking at the Civic Center Complex.

Response C10-3: Please see Response to Comment letter B3 for responses to comments
provided by Nancy Borgenson.

Response C10-4: The City has investigated the possibility of placing additional parking
spaces on the west side of Alma Street, but due to limited right-of-way in
that area, there is not enough space to maintain the existing lane widths and
bicycle lanes, and add a sidewalk and street parking. Please see Response
to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the Civic Center Complex.

C11: Commissioner Keith
Response C11-1: The Commissioner reiterated that the proposed project would not be
effected by implementation of high speed rail (also see Response to

Comment C2-2).

Response C11-2: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the
Civic Center Complex.

Response C11-3: Existing transit services in the project area are described on page 34 of the
Draft EIR. The Commissioner’s hope that residents will utilize transit is
noted.

Response C11-4: Discussions have been initiated with SRI regarding the use of their parking

lot on nights and weekends. No agreement was reached and as the parking
study concluded that the parking demand of the proposed project could be
accommodated within the existing parking lots at the Civic Center. The
shared use of the SRI parking lot was not further pursued. However,
discussions could be renewed in the future.

C12: Commissioner Bressler
Response C12-1: Please see Response to Comment B6-2 for a discussion of the timing of the

parking surveys and Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of
parking at the Civic Center Complex.
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C13: Commissioner Kadvany

Response C13-1: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the
Civic Center Complex.

Response C13-2: Please see Response to Comment B12-2 regarding significant traffic
impacts and proposed mitigation measures.

Response C13-3: Please see Response to Comments B9-8 and B12-14 regarding project
alternatives.

C14: Commissioner Riggs

Response C14-1: The right turn lane on the northbound approach of EI Camino Real to
Ravenswood Avenue is clearly stripped as a right turn lane at the very
beginning of the lane. Please see Response to Comment C3-1 regarding the
El Camino Real approach to Ravenswood Avenue.

Response C14-2: Please see Response to Comment B6-3 regarding project construction.

Response C14-3: Please see Response to Comment B6-4 regarding the intersection of Alma
Street and Ravenswood Avenue.

Response C14-4: Please see Response to Comment letter B6 for responses to comments
provided by Patti Fry.

Response C14-5: Please see Response to Comment letter B3 for responses to comments
provided by Nancy Borgenson.

Response C14-6: Please see Response to Comments A3-3 and B3-1 regarding energy
efficiency.
Response C14-7: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the

Civic Center Complex. The Commissioner’s comment that reinforces the
need for short loop transit in Menlo Park is noted.

Response C14-8: As noted on page 26 of the Draft EIR, there are 20 trees in proximity to the
existing gymnasium and gymnastics center and recreation center that
qualify as heritage trees. A tree protection plan will be prepared by an
arborist and implemented during construction. Heritage trees will be
preserved to the extent feasible; however, any removed heritage trees will
be replaced per the Heritage Tree Ordinance.
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C14: Commissioner Pagee

Response C15-1:

Response C15-2:

Response C15-3:

Response C15-4:

Response C15-5:

Response C15-6:

Response C15-7:

Response C15-8:

Response C15-9:

Please see Response to Comment B6-4 regarding the intersection of Alma
Street and Ravenswood Avenue.

Pedestrian crosswalks and signals are provided at all of the signalized
study intersections. In the vicinity of the project site, there are sidewalks on
both sides of Ravenswood Avenue, on both sides of Laurel Street, and on
the north side of Burgess Drive. In the vicinity of the proposed project,
there are Class Il bicycle facilities on Laurel Street north of Ravenswood,
Middlefield Road north of Willow Road, Ravenswood east of EI Camino
Real, and Willow Road east of EI Camino Real. Laurel Street south of
Ravenswood has Class 11 and 111 bike routes.

Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the
Civic Center Complex, including distances from parking lots to facilities.

Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the
Civic Center Complex, including distances from parking lots to facilities.
In addition, please see Response to Comment C11-4 regarding discussions
with SRI.

The Commissioner’s statement that the library users will experience the
greatest impact by the proposed project is noted. This comment does not
address the adequacy of the analysis or information within the Draft EIR.
No further response is required.

Please see Response to Comment B12-13 regarding moving the access to
the proposed gymnasium.

Please see Response to Comments A3-3 and B3-1 regarding energy use
and energy efficiency.

The Commissioner’s disappointment with the proposed design of the
gymnasium is noted. This comment relates to the architectural design of
the proposed project, and does not address the adequacy of the analysis or
information within the Draft EIR. No further response is required.

Please see Response to Comments A3-3 and B3-1 regarding energy use
and energy efficiency.
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IV. TEXT REVISIONS

This chapter presents specific revisions to the text of the Draft EIR that are being made in response to
comments, or to clarify material in the Draft EIR. Where revisions to the main text are called for, the
page and paragraph are set forth, followed by the appropriate revision. Added text is indicated with
underlined text. Deletions to text in the Draft EIR are shown with strikeeut. Page numbers correspond
to the page numbers of the Draft EIR. None of the changes or clarifications present in this chapter
significantly alters the conclusions or findings of the Draft EIR.

Page 35 of the Draft EIR is modified as follows:

Pedestrian crosswalks and signals are provided at all of the signalized study intersections. In
the vicinity of the project site, there are sidewalks on both sides of Ravenswood Avenue, on
the-south both sides of Laurel Street, and on the north side of Burgess Drive. In the vicinity of
the proposed project, there are Class Il bicycle facilities on Laurel Street north of Ravens-
wood, Middlefield Road north of Willow Road, Ravenswood east of EI Camino Real, and
Willow Road east of EI Camino Real. Laurel Street south of Ravenswood has Class Il and 1l
bike routes.

Figure IV-2 on page 37 of the Draft EIR is modified as follows:
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