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Chapter 1

Introduction
1.1

Process Following Release of the Draft Infill EIR

A Draft Infill Environmental Impact Report (Draft Infill EIR), pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code [PRC], Section 21000 et seq.), was prepared by the City of
Menlo Park (City) to disclose the potential environmental effects of the Middle Plaza at 500 El Camino
Real Project (Project). The Draft Infill EIR, issued for public review on February 28, 2017, includes a
description of the Project, and an assessment of its potential effects in three areas: Air Quality
(Construction Health Risks); Noise (Traffic Noise); and Transportation/Traffic. The Draft Infill EIR also
describes mitigation measures to reduce significant effects that were identified. A public hearing on the
Draft Infill EIR and a study session on the Project were held with the City’s Planning Commission on March
27, 2017. The Draft Infill EIR 45-day review period ended on April 13, 2017. During this review period,
the document was reviewed by various state, regional, and local agencies as well as interested
organizations and individuals. Comment letters on the Draft Infill EIR were received from five agencies
and 14 individuals. Please see Chapter 2, List of Commenters, for a listing of all agencies and individuals
who commented on the Draft Infill EIR.
This document responds to written comments on the Draft Infill EIR that were raised during the public
review period. It contains revisions to correct, clarify, and amplify the Draft Infill EIR. The responses and
revisions in this document substantiate and confirm or correct the analyses contained in the Draft Infill
EIR. No new significant environmental impact, new significant information, or substantial increase in the
severity of an impact that was identified earlier has resulted from responding to comments. Together, the
previously released Draft Infill EIR and this responses-to-comments document constitute the Final Infill
EIR. As the lead agency, the City must certify the Final Infill EIR before action can be taken on the Project.
Certification requires the lead agency to find that the Final Infill EIR complies with CEQA.

1.2

Project Description1

Stanford University (Project Sponsor) is proposing to redevelop six parcels of land along the east side of
El Camino Real into a mixed-use development. The Caltrain right-of-way is located to the east of the
Project site. The Project site includes 300 El Camino Real (two parcels totaling 2.5 acres), 350 El Camino
Real (0.9 acre), 444 El Camino Real (1.7 acres), 550 El Camino Real (1.6 acres), and a 1.7-acre parcel with
no address, which add up to approximately 8.4 acres. These parcels generally consist of vacant and
occupied commercial buildings as well as surface parking lots.
The Project would demolish the existing structures and construct up to 458,967 square feet (sf) of mixed
uses at the Project site. The publicly accessible plaza at the Project site would be a minimum of 120 feet
wide and approximately 0.5 acre in size. The five new buildings at the Project site would include
approximately 277,000 sf of residential space (215 housing units), approximately 144,000 sf of nonmedical office space, and approximately 10,000 sf of ground-floor retail/restaurant space. The Project
would also provide approximately 930 parking spaces within underground parking garages and surface

1

As discussed in Chapter 4, Revisions to the Draft Infill EIR, the Project Sponsor refined certain aspects of the
Project, including the maximum square footage and the number of parking spaces.
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parking, which is a reduction in the number of parking spaces, as recommended by a draft shared parking
analysis that accounts for the proposed mixture of uses on the site.

1.3

Updated and New Technical Reports

Subsequent to the preparation of the Draft Infill EIR, the Project Sponsor updated a number of technical
reports and provided a number of new technical reports. The updates make only minor modifications to
the Infill Environmental Checklist and the Draft Infill EIR; thus, recirculation of the Draft Infill EIR is not
required. Provided below is a list of the updated and new technical reports:


Hydrology Report and Calculations for 500 El Camino Real, Menlo Park, California, July 2017;



Storm Water Management Plan for 500 El Camino Real, Menlo Park, California, July 2017;



500 El Camino Real Redevelopment Draft Transportation Demand Management Plan, July 14, 2017;



500 El Camino Real – Updated Shared Parking Analysis, July 14, 2017;



Cultural Resources Assessment Report, Stanford Middle Plaza at 500 El Camino Real, Menlo Park,
California, May 2017;



Historic Resource Evaluation, 300, 350, 444, and 550 El Camino Real, Menlo Park, California, May 4,
2017;



Revised Site Management Plan, Stanford Redevelopment Project, 300-550 El Camino Real, Menlo
Park, California, May 25, 2017; and



Arborist Report, 300-550 El Camino Real, Menlo Park, CA, May 19, 2017.

These reports are available upon request from:
Corinna Sandmeier, Associate Planner
City of Menlo Park
Community Development Department, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025
Email: cdsandmeier@menlopark.org

1.4

Significant and Unavoidable Environmental
Impacts

Project-Level Impacts


Impact TRA-1: Impacts on Intersections under Near-Term 2021 Plus Project Conditions.
Increases in traffic associated with the Project under near-term 2021 plus project conditions would
result in increased peak-hour delays at eight intersections. Intersection impacts at all eight
intersections are considered significant and unavoidable because improvements would require
obtaining additional rights-of-way, would violate existing City/town policies, or would be outside the
City’s jurisdiction. Available mitigation would only partially reduce this impact because widening of
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affected routes is infeasible due to rights-of-way constraints and intersections are outside of the City’s
jurisdiction.


Impact TRA-2: Impacts on Roadway Segments under Near-Term 2021 Plus Project Conditions.
Increases in traffic associated with the Project under near-term 2021 plus project conditions would
result in a significant increase in ADT volume on one roadway segment. Available mitigation would
only partially reduce this impact because widening of the affected routes is infeasible due to rightsof-way constraints.



Impact TRA-3: Impacts on Routes of Regional Significance under Near-Term 2021 Plus Project
Conditions. Increases in traffic associated with the Project under near-term 2021 plus project
conditions could result in significant impacts on several Routes of Regional Significance. Available
mitigation would only partially reduce this impact because widening of the affected routes is
infeasible due to rights-of-way constraints and intersections are outside of the City’s jurisdiction.



Impact TRA-9: Impacts on Ravenswood Avenue Railroad Crossings. The Project would result in
added traffic at railroad crossings. The timing and funding of a grade separation project is uncertain.
Available mitigation would only partially reduce this impact.

Cumulative Impacts


Impact TRA-4: Impacts on Intersections under Cumulative 2040 Plus Project Conditions.
Increases in traffic associated with the Project under cumulative 2040 plus project conditions would
result in increased peak-hour delays at 12 intersections. Impacts at all 12 of the intersections are
considered significant and unavoidable because improvements would require obtaining additional
rights-of-way, would violate existing City/town policies, or would be outside the City’s jurisdiction.
Available mitigation would only partially reduce this impact because widening of affected routes is
infeasible due to rights-of-way constraints and intersections are outside of the City’s jurisdiction.



Impact TRA-5: Impacts on Roadway Segments under Cumulative 2040 Plus Project Conditions.
Increases in traffic associated with the Project under the cumulative 2040 plus project conditions
would result in increased daily traffic volumes on area roadway segments, resulting in a potentially
significant impact. Available mitigation would only partially reduce this impact and widening of the
affected routes is infeasible due to right-of-way constraints.



Impact TRA-6: Impacts on Routes of Regional Significance under Cumulative 2040 Plus Project
Conditions. Increases in traffic associated with the Project under cumulative 2040 plus project
conditions could result in significant impacts on several Routes of Regional Significance. Available
mitigation would only partially reduce this impact because widening of affected routes is infeasible
due to rights-of-way constraints and intersections are outside of the City’s jurisdiction.

1.5

Project Alternatives

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15123(b)(3), a summary section must identify issues to be
resolved, including whether or how to mitigate significant effects. Because the Project is an infill project
under CEQA Section 21094.5, this Final Infill EIR is not required to consider Project alternatives that
would change the location, densities, or building intensities of the Project. Because any alternative to the
Project that could reduce its environmental impacts would change the Project location, densities, or
building intensities, Project alternatives are not analyzed in this Final Infill EIR.
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Purpose of This Responses to Comments
Document

Under CEQA, after completion of a Draft Infill EIR, the City is required to consult with and obtain
comments from public agencies that have jurisdiction over the Project by law and provide the general
public with an opportunity to comment on the Draft Infill EIR. As the lead agency, the City is also required
to respond to significant environmental issues raised in the review and consultation process.
This responses-to-comments document has been prepared to respond to public agency and general public
comments that were received on the Draft Infill EIR for the Project, which was circulated for a 45-day
public review period from February 28 to April 13, 2017. This document contains public comments
received on the Draft Infill EIR, written responses to those comments, and changes made to the Draft Infill
EIR in response to the comments.
The responses-to-comments document provides clarification and further substantiation for the analysis
and conclusions presented in the Draft Infill EIR. Additionally, the responses correct and remedy minor
technical mistakes or errors in the Draft Infill EIR. The purpose of the responses-to-comments document
is to address concerns that were raised about the environmental effects of the Project and the methods
by which the City conducted the CEQA process. Comments that express an opinion about the merits of the
Project rather than raise questions about environmental impacts or mitigation measures; the adequacy of
the Draft Infill EIR; or the Project’s compliance with CEQA, are not examined in detail in this document. In
addition, this document does not provide a response regarding financial concerns or Project designs that
would not have a physical environmental impact. Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines stipulates that
responses should pertain to major or significant environmental issues raised by commenters. As
explained earlier, the previously released Draft Infill EIR and this responses-to-comments document
together constitute the Final Infill EIR.

1.7

How to Use This Report

This document addresses substantive comments received during the public review period and consists of
five sections:


Chapter 1 – Introduction. Reviews the purpose and contents of this responses-to-comments document.



Chapter 2 – List of Commenters. Lists the public agencies, organizations, and individuals who submitted
comments on the Draft Infill EIR.



Chapter 3 – Responses to Comments. Contains each comment letter and written responses to the
individual comments. In Chapter 3, specific comments within each comment letter have been
bracketed and enumerated in the margin of the letter. Each commenter has been assigned a discrete
comment letter number, as listed in Chapter 2. Responses to each of the comments follow each
comment letter reproduced in Chapter 3. For the most part, the responses provide explanatory
information or an additional discussion of the text contained in the Draft Infill EIR.



Chapter 4 – Revisions to the Draft Infill EIR. Provides a comprehensive listing of text changes to the
Draft Infill EIR that have resulted from responses to comments or staff-initiated changes.
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Chapter 2

List of Commenters
This chapter includes the letter of receipt from the State Clearinghouse, a list of the agencies and
individuals who commented on the Draft Infill EIR (Table 2-1), and the actual comment letters
submitted. The comment letters have been numbered as shown in Table 2-1 and include letters and
emails. The individual comments within each letter have been numbered in the left margins. There is a
response for each comment in Chapter 3, Responses to Comments. The location of the responses for each
letter is indicated in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1. List of Commenters and Location of Responses

Letter
#

Location of
Responses in
Chapter 3
(Page #)

Commenter

1

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, Scott Morgan
(letter dated April 14, 2017)

3-2

2

City of Palo Alto Planning and Community Environment, Hillary Gitelman (letter
dated March 27, 2017)

3-5

3

Menlo Park City School District, Ahmad Sheikholeslami
(letter dated April 6, 2017)

3-12

4

Menlo Park Fire Protection District, Harold Schapelhouman
(letter dated April 12, 2017)

3-19

5

California Department of Transportation, Patricia Maurice
(letter dated April 13, 2017)

3-28

6

Karen Greenlow (letter dated March 6, 2017)

3-36

7

Jay Gertridge (letter dated March 15, 2017)

3-39

8

Daniel A. Beltramo (letter dated March 15, 2017)

3-41

9

M.J. Davey (letter dated March 16, 2017)

3-43

10

Bette Kiernan (letter dated March 24, 2017)

3-45

11

Glen Rojas (letter dated March 25, 2017)

3-47

12

Perla Ni (letter dated March 27, 2017)

3-49

13

Brielle Johnck (letter dated March 27, 2017)

3-55

14

John Kadvany (letter dated March 27, 2017)

3-58

15

Nate Gardner (letter dated March 27, 2017)

3-60

16

Henry Riggs (letter dated March 28, 2017)

3-62

17

Russ Altman (letter dated March 28, 2017)

3-64

18

Anne Moser (letter dated March 29, 2017)

3-66

19

Jonathan Weiner (letter dated April 13, 2017)

3-68

PC

City of Menlo Park Planning Commission, Public Hearing
(transcript dated March 27, 2017)

3-74
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Chapter 3

Responses to Comments
3.1

Introduction

Written and oral comments on the Draft Infill Environmental Impact Report (Draft Infill EIR) are
reproduced in this section. Written comments received were provided to the City of Menlo Park (City)
by letter or email. Discrete comments from each letter and hearing are denoted in the margin by a
vertical line and number. Responses immediately follow each comment letter and are enumerated to
correspond with the comment number. Response 2.1, for example, refers to the response for the first
comment in Letter 2. The italicized text in the beginning of each response denotes a summary of each
distinct comment. In addition, edits made to the Draft Infill EIR in response to certain comments are
provided in this section, directly below the response. These revisions are also reproduced in Chapter 4
of this document, Revisions to the Draft Infill EIR. Please refer to Chapter 4 for a complete list of staffinitiated changes and revisions to the Draft Infill EIR.

3.2

Responses to Written Comments

Comment letters and responses begin on the following page.

Middle Plaza at 500 El Camino Real Project
Final Infill Environmental Impact Report

3-1

August 2017
ICF 00106.16

City of Menlo Park

Responses to Comments

1.

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, Scott Morgan
(letter dated April 14, 2017)

1.1

The commenter acknowledges that the City of Menlo Park has complied with the State
Clearinghouse requirements for draft environmental documents per the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). The City notes receipt of the State Clearinghouse comment letter, which
indicates that the Middle Plaza at 500 El Camino Real Project (Project) Draft Infill EIR has been
distributed to state agencies and departments for review and that the City has complied with
State Clearinghouse review requirements. No further response is required.
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2.

City of Palo Alto Planning and Community Environment,
Hillary Gitelman (letter dated March 27, 2017)

2.1

The commenter expresses appreciation for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Infill
EIR. This comment does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Infill EIR analysis or the Project’s
compliance with CEQA. The Draft Infill EIR was prepared to fulfill the City’s obligation under
CEQA to identify the significant and potentially significant environmental impacts of the Project.
Accordingly, no further response is necessary.

2.2

The commenter expresses concerns with the trip distribution assumptions and claims the Draft
Infill EIR underestimates the Project’s impacts. As described on page 3.3-38 in Section 3.3,
Transportation/Traffic, of the Draft Infill EIR, the Circulation System Assessment (CSA)
published by the City of Menlo Park details the accepted trip distribution patterns for
transportation analysis within the city. A concern raised by the commenter is that the CSA
document may not reflect current travel behavior, compared to a 2016 travel survey of
employees working in downtown Palo Alto. The employee residential trip distribution is based
on the City of Menlo Park CSA, which details Menlo Park employee residences by geographical
region. Utilization of the CSA to determine employee residential locations is standard practice
and accepted by the City. Utilization of the CSA is appropriate because it takes into consideration
the location of residences and job centers in the region and allows for trips to be distributed
across the local and regional roadway network. The location of residential neighborhood
clusters in Menlo Park has not varied since the CSA was published, and the location of job
centers (i.e., Silicon Valley, San Francisco, etc.) also has not changed. Trip distribution considers
the gateways to/from areas outside of Menlo Park (i.e., how many people travel to/from the
north, south, east, or west). Therefore, the trip distribution patterns specified in the City’s CSA
document are considered the most accurate for development project analysis in Menlo Park. The
routing of trips to/from the gateways is the trip assignment (i.e., how trips are routed along
certain roadways to reach the gateways). Trip assignment is based on engineering principles
and judgments made at the time of analysis, taking into consideration the roadway network,
roadway type, and capacity.

2.3

The commenter states that additional signalized intersections should be studied, based on a revised
trip distribution. As noted in Response to Comment 2.2, the trip distribution pattern assumed in
the Draft Infill EIR analysis is appropriate. Therefore, the resulting analysis of intersections was
also appropriate. Thirty-six intersections (including six in Palo Alto) and nine roadway segments
were selected for analysis in collaboration with the City of Menlo Park. These are the facilities
that are most likely to be affected by the Project based on the location of the Project site, trip
generation, and consideration of comments received on the Notice of Preparation (NOP). None
of the intersections suggested for analysis in the comment (i.e., Lytton/Middlefield,
Lytton/Alma, and Middlefield/Embarcadero) are expected to exceed ten peak hour trips per
lane based on a review of Project-added trips at nearby intersections, which are shown in
Figures 3.3-12A, 3.3-12C, 3.3-13A and 3.3-13C in Section 3.3, Transportation/Traffic.

2.4

The commenter recommends transit passes be included with the Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) measures to further reduce trips. The Specific Plan requires a TDM plan to be
implemented as part of the Project. The TDM plan will need to follow the City’s guidelines which
uses the City and County of San Mateo (C/CAG) guidelines and associated trip credits for each
measure. The TDM plan will need to provide credits equal or greater than the number of net
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new peak hour trips generated by the Project. A final TDM program is required to be approved
by the City prior to building permit issuance.
2.5

The commenter states that the impact on Caltrain ridership should be addressed. As noted on page
3.3-8 in Section 3.3, Transportation/Traffic, on weekdays, approximately 32 trains and 43 trains
service the Menlo Park and Palo Alto Caltrain Stations, respectively, from each direction (i.e.,
northbound and southbound). At the Menlo Park station, there are four to six northbound trains
during the AM and the PM Peak Periods (i.e., 7:00–9:00 a.m. and 4:00–6:00 p.m.) and four or five
southbound trains during the AM and the PM Peak Periods. At the Palo Alto Caltrain Station,
there are eight or nine northbound trains during the AM and PM Peak Periods and seven to nine
southbound trains during the AM and PM Peak Periods. On weekends, 14 to 16 trains stop at the
Menlo Park Caltrain Station and 16 to 18 trains stop at the Palo Alto Caltrain Station (both
Saturday and Sunday).
As further noted on page 3.3-85 (Impact TRA-8), the Project would result in added transit
demand. The Project would be expected to generate five transit trips in the AM Peak Hour and
five transit trips in the PM Peak Hour. As discussed under Project Conditions, the Project’s transit
demand was estimated using rates consistent with prior studies. It is expected that the majority
of transit riders would be traveling by Caltrain. In addition, Project-related transit demand
would be spread across multiple trains. Based on Caltrain ridership data published in the
February 2014 Caltrain Annual Passenger Counts, current average daily ridership at the Menlo
Park Caltrain station is approximately 1,668. The capacity of the trains varies throughout the
day based on the size of the trains, and passenger load factors vary throughout the day as well
(some trains are more full while others are not as full). Given the number of Project-generated
passengers whose transit trips would be spread across multiple trains arriving and departing
the Menlo Park Caltrain station, it is expected that existing transit service would adequately
serve the Project’s transit service demand and potential additional demand. In addition, the
Caltrain Modernization Program will electrify the train and provide additional train capacity by
2020/early 2021 based on funding availability.1 Therefore, the impact would be less than
significant. No further response is necessary.

2.6

The commenter mentions the lack of future bicycle and pedestrian undercrossing. In 2013, the
Menlo Park City Council accepted the final report from the 500 El Camino Real subcommittee,
which established, among other things, that 1) the Project Sponsor will make a substantial
contribution to the cost of design and construction of a bicycle/pedestrian crossing at Middle
Avenue. The amount will be negotiated/determined through the Project approval process, with
the goal of ensuring that there will be sufficient funding to construct the undercrossing in a
timely manner, and 2) the Project Sponsor will participate in a City working group regarding the
design of the Middle Avenue plaza, undercrossing, and vehicular access to the site. During the
design process, it will be determined how to accommodate the Middle Avenue crossing in light
of available land, existing roadway design, and design of the Project.

2.7

The commenter notes that the northbound El Camino Real on-ramp at the intersection of El
Camino Real/University Ave is signalized. This movement is included in the Draft Infill EIR
analysis. The lane configuration, Figure 3.3-2C in Section 3.3, Transportation/Traffic, was
revised to better identify the median separating the northbound movement from the others.
Please refer to Chapter 4 of this document, Revisions to the Draft Infill EIR, for the revised figure.
No additional clarifications are required in the transportation analysis.

1 Caltrain. 2017.

Caltrain Electrification Project: Status Update. July. Available:
http://www.caltrain.com/Assets/Caltrain+Modernization+Program/Electrification/PCEP+Fact+Sheet+July+2017b
.pdf. Accessed: July 17, 2017.
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2.8

The commenter notes that the southbound El Camino Real off-ramp has no through movement.
The lane configuration in Figures 3.3-2C, 3.3-15C, and 3.3-16C in Section 3.3,
Transportation/Traffic, have been updated to reflect the accurate lane configuration and
cumulative AM and PM Peak-Hour traffic volumes. The analysis was not updated to reflect this
change to movements because those trips could be reassigned to southbound through
movements on El Camino Real (which are expected to operate at level of service [LOS] A during
the cumulative morning and evening peak hours with and without the Project). The service level
at the intersection would be improved with the removal of through trips, and therefore the Draft
Infill EIR analysis is considered conservative. No change in the Draft Infill EIR findings,
conclusions, or recommendations would result from this change. Please refer to Chapter 4 of
this document, Revisions to the Draft Infill EIR, for the revised figures.

2.9

The commenter questions the existing geometry used and resulting delay as well as notes a fully
funded improvement project at the intersection of El Camino Real/Embarcadero-Galvez will alter
roadway geometry and calculated delay. The Draft Infill EIR analysis included the existing
southbound channelized right turn, and as noted in Responses to Comment 2.7 and 2.8, Figure
3.3-2C was revised to make this more evident. A variation in reported average delay for an
intersection can vary between project studies for various reasons and the difference of seven to
eight seconds of delay between different studies is not uncommon. No additional clarifications
are required in the Project’s transportation analysis. The near-term improvements noted in the
comment were not included in the Draft Infill EIR analysis. Below are the resulting service levels
with the improvements, without and with the Project-generated trips under the near-term and
cumulative scenarios.

Table 3-1. Near-Term and Near-Term plus Project Peak-Hour Intersection Levels of Service
Near-Term Conditions
AM Peak
Study Intersection

PM Peak

Near-Term plus Project
AM Peak

PM Peak

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

43.4

D

44.8

D

41.0

D

45.1

D

With the Improvements
ECR/Embarcadero Road-Galvez Avenue

Notes: Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle; LOS = level of service.

Table 3-2. Cumulative and Cumulative plus Project Peak-Hour Levels of Service
Cumulative Conditions
Study Intersection
Approach

AM Peak

Cumulative plus Project

PM Peak

AM Peak

PM Peak

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

54.5

D

70.9

E

54.8

D

74.8

E

With the Improvements
ECR/Embarcadero Road-Galvez Avenue

Notes: Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle; LOS = level of service; Bold text = deficient operation.
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It is anticipated that with the improvements, delay at the intersection is expected to increase for
vehicles at the expense of improved facilities for alternative modes (bicyclists and pedestrians).
Under the cumulative conditions during the evening peak hour, the intersection would operate
at LOS E. Per the City of Palo Alto Standards of Significance, an impact is considered significant if
a project would cause a regional intersection to deteriorate from LOS E or better to LOS F or a
regional intersection operating at LOS F to deteriorate with respect to the average control delay
for the critical movement by 4 seconds or more, and the critical volume-to-capacity ratio to
increase by 0.01 or more. Per these standards, with the near-term funded improvements, the
Project would not result in a significant impact at this intersection. Therefore, changes to the
Draft Infill EIR findings, conclusions, or recommendations are not necessary. Accordingly, no
further response is necessary.
2.10

The commenter states that the Project may be within the boundary of the Stanford University
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). According to Figure 1-3 of the Stanford University HCP, the
plan area is located primarily south of Sand Hill Road and does not extend to the Project site.2
Accordingly, no further response is necessary.

2.11

The commenter expresses appreciation for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Infill
EIR. This comment does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Infill EIR analysis or the Project’s
compliance with CEQA. The Draft Infill EIR was prepared to fulfill the City’s obligation under
CEQA to identify the significant and potentially significant environmental impacts of the Project.
Accordingly, no further response is necessary.

2 Stanford University. 2013. Revised Habitat Conservation

Plan. March. Figure 1-3. Available:
https://hcp.stanford.edu/2013HCP/HCP%20March%202013/Figures/fig1-3landuse_exist11x17.PDF. Accessed:
May 24, 2017.
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3.

Menlo Park City School District, Ahmad Sheikholeslami
(letter dated April 6, 2017)

3.1

The commenter reiterates the conclusions related to public services, specifically schools, in the El
Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan EIR. The commenter accurately stated the conclusions
reached in the Specific Plan EIR regarding public services (pages 4.12-28 through 4.12-30) and
cross referenced in the Infill Environmental Checklist (page 3-65). No further response is
necessary.

3.2

The commenter states that the conditions upon which the Specific Plan EIR conclusions were based
have changed significantly and that the EIR for the Project must reconsider the impact conclusions.
As discussed in Chapter 3, Environmental Impact Analysis, of the Draft Infill EIR and below,
substantial evidence supports the Draft Infill EIR’s conclusion that the Project would not create
any significant environmental impacts related to schools because the Project would be within
the housing unit and commercial square footage limits of the Specific Plan, its development and
the associated service population growth were anticipated and studied in the Specific Plan EIR.
In addition, payment of the School Impact Fees required under Senate Bill 50 legally constitutes
full and complete analysis and mitigation of a project’s impact to school facilities. Government
Code Section 65996. Accordingly, no further response is necessary.

3.3

The commenter provides an updated Student Generation Ratio (SGR). As discussed on pages 4.1228 through 4.12-29 of the Specific Plan EIR, the analysis is based on a SGR of 0.12 student per
new attached dwelling unit. The updated SGR of 0.18 student per dwelling unit was recently
established. Using a SGR of 0.12 student/unit, the Project would result in approximately 26
students. Using the updated SGR of 0.18 student/unit, the Project would result in approximately
39 students. Thus, the updated SGR would yield an additional 13 students who were not
previously anticipated. This would not affect the conclusions reached in the Specific Plan EIR
and the Infill Environmental Checklist because the increase would have a negligible effect on the
service populations of the schools that serve the project site and would not trigger the need for
expansion or construction of new schools. In addition, please refer to Response to Comment 3.2.

3.4

The commenter states that the proposed housing units will attract young families who will enroll
their children in Menlo Park City School District. Please refer to Response to Comment 3.3.

3.5

The commenter provides the existing and anticipated future updated per student expenditures for
the Menlo Park City School District. This comment does not concern the adequacy of the Draft
Infill EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA. The Draft Infill EIR was prepared to
fulfill the City’s obligation under CEQA to identify the significant and potentially significant
environmental impacts of the Project. Accordingly, no further response is necessary.

3.6

The commenter suggests that the Specific Plan EIR cannot justify a less-than-significant impact
finding because given the Project Sponsor’s non-profit status, property tax may not be collected
and this will create a negative impact on the District’s per student funding. The College Exemption
(Section 3(e) of Article XIII of the California Constitution, implemented by Section 203 of the
Revenue and Taxation Code) applies to property used exclusively for educational purposes,
which can include housing for students/faculty. The Project Sponsor must apply annually to the
County Assessor for the exemption. The levying of taxes to fund additional school enrollment is
not an environmental issue that requires disclosure under CEQA. Rather, Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines requires that the analysis evaluate whether the Project would result in
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
school facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in
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order to maintain acceptable service levels. There is no evidence in the record or the comment
letter indicating that the Project would directly result in the construction or expansion of a
school.
Further, the Project would be subject to Senate Bill 50 (SB 50) School Impact Fees. Section
65996 of the State Government Code explains that the payment of school impact fees is deemed
to constitute full and complete mitigation for school impacts from development. Although the
payment of the school impact fee by the Project Sponsor could contribute toward the
construction or expansion of schools, any actual construction or expansion of school facilities
would not be a direct result of the Project. Therefore, the Project would not trigger the need for
expansion or construction of new schools, and impacts would be less than significant. Any future
development of school facilities by the school district, which as noted are not as a direct result of
the Project, would be required to undergo a separate CEQA review process.
Anything beyond the payment of SB 50 School Impact Fees would be voluntary and would not
be required on behalf the Project Sponsor as mitigation under CEQA. Per State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15131, the focus of the EIR is on the physical environmental effects rather than social or
economic issues, except where social or economic issues are known to have demonstrable
physical impacts. Fiscal issues and community benefits from the Project are topics that will be
considered by the City Council and the Planning Commission during the decision-making
process. Therefore, no further response is necessary.
3.7

The commenter states the Project will adversely affect the Menlo Park City School District’s Safe
Routes to School efforts. As noted on page 3.3-85 in Section 3.3, Transportation/Traffic (Impact
TRA-7), the Project would be consistent with established policies pertaining to bicycle and
pedestrian facilities, including the City’s established policies pertaining to bicycle and pedestrian
facilities. Relevant City policies established in the City’s General Plan and Specific Plan, as well as
the Project’s consistency with each policy, are shown in Table 3.3-24 on page 3.3-85. Further,
the potential impacts on study area intersections and roadways are noted in the Draft Infill EIR.
The City has worked with the Menlo Park City School District on several Safe Route to School
projects and will be starting a Citywide Safe Routes to School program in 2017 that will focus on
education and encouragement of the use of alternate modes of travel, supporting bicyclist and
pedestrian safety, and promoting safe and healthy ways to access schools.

3.8

The commenter states that the TDM measures neglected to include crossing guards at affected
intersections and roadway segments. The Specific Plan requires a TDM plan to be implemented
as part of the Project. The TDM plan will need to follow the City’s guidelines which uses the City
and County of San Mateo (C/CAG) guidelines and associated trip credits for each measure. The
TDM plan will need to provide credits equal or greater than the number of net new peak hour
trips generated by the Project. A final TDM program is required to be approved by the City prior
to building permit issuance. TDM Programs are designed to reduce vehicle trips, and in
particular single-occupancy vehicle trips. Typically, there is an emphasis in TDM Programs on
active transportation (e.g., bicycling and pedestrian travel) as well as transit, carpooling, and
vanpools. Crossing guards are a safety measure used in school programs and may encourage
more walking due to the added safety measure. However, crossing guards are not a TDM
measure in and of themselves. The City currently does not have a crossing guard program. The
crossing guards near Menlo Park City School District schools are funded and administered by
the Menlo Park City School District. The locations for the crossing guards are chosen by the
Menlo Park City School District. Funding and development of a crossing guard program by the
City is a policy matter that is separate from the Project and would need to be approved by City
Council. In addition, there is no nexus between the Project’s impacts and a reduction in safety at
intersections along safe routes to school. Additional vehicles through intersections would result
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in vehicle delays for motorists (to the extent identified on Table 3.3-15 and Table 3.3-20 in
Section 3.3, Transportation/Traffic,), but the pedestrian and bicycle provisions along these
streets would not change (i.e., sidewalks, crosswalks, pedestrian push buttons, bicycle lanes,
signs, etc.). Mitigation Measure TRA-5.1 in the Draft Infill EIR would reduce the impact on this
roadway segment and would implement a Class III bicycle facility (a bicycle route) on Middle
Avenue between University Drive and El Camino Real. This improvement was identified in the
City’s Bicycle Development Plan. In the Specific Plan, a Class II bicycle facility (bicycle lanes) was
identified for this segment to provide a connection to the future pedestrian and bicycle
separated crossing at the intersection of El Camino Real/Middle Avenue. The Project Sponsor
will work with the City to implement either Class II or Class III bicycle facilities on this segment.
3.9

The commenter states that, without mitigation, the Project will have a significant impact on Menlo
Park City School District finances and degrade the quality of education provided by the Menlo Park
City School District. Please refer to Response to Comment 3.2 for a discussion of what constitutes
a school-related impact under CEQA and how compliance with SB 50 constitutes full mitigation
for the Project. No further response is necessary.

3.10

The commenter states that Stanford should include the funding of crossing guards as a mitigation
measure at impacted intersections. Please refer to Response to Comment 3.4.
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4.

Menlo Park Fire Protection District, Harold Schapelhouman
(letter dated April 12, 2017)

4.1

The commenter states that impacts on the Menlo Park Fire Protection District (MPFPD) should be
properly analyzed and mitigated. As discussed in Chapter 3, Environmental Impact Analysis, of
the Draft Infill EIR and below, substantial evidence supports the Draft Infill EIR’s conclusion that
the Project would not create any significant environmental impacts related to fire because the
Project would be within the housing unit and commercial square footage limits of the Specific
Plan, its development and the associated service population growth were anticipated and
studied in the Specific Plan EIR. In addition, the court of appeal clarified in 2015 that: “The need
for additional fire protection services is not an environmental impact that CEQA requires a
project proponent to mitigate.” City of Hayward v. Board of Trustees of the California State
University, 242 Cal. App. 4th 833 (2015). Accordingly, no further response is necessary.

4.2

The commenter states that the Draft Infill EIR does not address issues raised in the NOP letter
submitted by the MPFPD. Page ES-2 of the Draft Infill EIR documents the “Areas of Controversy”
and discloses the topics outlined in the MPFPD’s NOP letter. Specifically, page ES-2 indicates that
questions regarding the impact of traffic congestion on fire and emergency vehicle access and
response times, cumulative impacts on fire protection services, and the Emergency Services and
Fire Protection Impact Fee Nexus Study were raised by NOP commenters. In accordance with
Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, MPFPD’s NOP letter identified environmental issues and
mitigation measures that it asserted should be explored in the Draft Infill EIR. However, unlike
comments received on the Draft Infill EIR, comments on the NOP do not require a direct
response. In accordance with CEQA, consideration was given to whether the commenter raised a
valid topic that should be discussed in the EIR. In this case, it was determined that the
conclusions in the June 2016 Infill Environmental Checklist, as outlined on page 3-64, are
accurate and that no substantial new information has been presented that indicates that a more
significant effect than that disclosed in the Specific Plan would occur. As discussed in the Infill
Environmental Checklist, because the Project would be within the housing unit and commercial
square footage limits of the Specific Plan, its development and associated service population
growth were anticipated and studied in the Specific Plan EIR. In addition, the court of appeal
clarified in 2015 that: “The need for additional fire protection services is not an environmental
impact that CEQA requires a project proponent to mitigate.” City of Hayward v. Board of
Trustees of the California State University, 242 Cal. App. 4th 833 (2015). No mitigation measures
are necessary.

4.3

The commenter states that the Draft Infill EIR is flawed because it does not contain any analysis of
the Project and cumulative impacts on the MPFPD and its services. The commenter also states that
there are substantial new projects in the MPFPD’s jurisdiction. The cumulative projects
considered in the Specific Plan EIR cumulative analysis are listed in Table 4-1 on page 4-5 of the
Specific Plan EIR. As the commenter notes, there are additional projects that have been
proposed or approved in the area. In accordance with Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines, a
cumulative analysis discussion should focus on significant cumulative impacts to which a project
will contribute; impacts that do not result at least in part from a project should not be evaluated.
The cumulative analysis in Section 4.12 of the Specific Plan EIR is consistent with this guidance.
The fact that there are new cumulative projects in the MPFPD’s jurisdiction does not change the
conclusion that the Project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable and that no
cumulative impact would result. The Infill Environmental Checklist discloses that the Project
would not result in additional development that was not already anticipated. In addition, the
court of appeal clarified in 2015 that: “The need for additional fire protection services is not an
environmental impact that CEQA requires a project proponent to mitigate.” City of Hayward v.
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Board of Trustees of the California State University, 242 Cal. App. 4th 833 (2015). As such, the
cumulative analysis in the Specific Plan EIR still applies to the Project.
The Nexus Impact Fee Study indicates that cumulative projects, along with the Project, will
contribute to the need for some expanded fire station facilities in Menlo Park in the future, in
part due to increased traffic. That construction would be subject to environmental review under
CEQA. However, expansion or replacement of a fire station would not result in significant
environmental impacts due to the limited area that is typically required to build a fire station
(between 0.5 and 1 acre) and the fact that the District plans to expand or replace fire stations on
existing urbanized sites.
4.4

The commenter states that the EIR should include payment of the Emergency Services and Fire
Protection Impact Fee as mitigation for significant impacts resulting from the Project. The MPFPD
Board of Directors approved a Nexus Impact Fee Study on February 16, 2016. The Nexus Impact
Fee Study, part of the Fire Protection Facilities Impact Fee Program, was intended to ensure that
new development provides its fair share of the cost of needed capital facilities to serve the
population within MPFPD’s boundaries. The fee was adopted by the MPFPD under the authority
of Assembly Bill (AB) 1600, the Mitigation Fee Act, contained in Section 66000 and subsequent
sections of the California Government Code. AB 1600 established a process for local
governments and districts to formulate, adopt, impose, collect, and account for impact fees. As
per AB 1600, cities hold the legal authority to impose fees on behalf of the MPFPD within their
city limits.3,4 The Emergency Services and Fire Protection Facilities Impact Fee has not been
adopted by the City and therefore is not imposed on projects within the city, including this
Project. Note, that while the MDFPD would not receive the impact fee, the MPFPD would receive
increased property tax revenue from the Project.
The Project would be required to comply with all applicable MPFPD codes and regulations and
meet MPFPD standards related to fire hydrants (e.g., fire-flow requirements, spacing of
hydrants), the design of driveway turnaround and access points to accommodate fire
equipment, and other fire code requirements. The requirements would reduce any potential
physical impacts.
Under CEQA, the emphasis is on changes to the physical environment. Changes in staffing or
equipment are not by themselves environmental impacts.
The Project would require additional fire services but not to a degree that would result in the
construction of new buildings, i.e., no physical change to the environment. These provision of
additional services could have a fiscal impact on the MPFPD; however, under CEQA, this is not
considered a physical environmental impact because it would not trigger the need for the
construction of new facilities. Therefore, the Project would result in less-than-significant
impacts on the MPFPD. No mitigation is required under CEQA.
The Nexus Impact Fee Study indicates that cumulative projects, along with the Project, will
contribute to the need for some expanded fire station facilities in Menlo Park in the future, in
part due to increased traffic. That construction would be subject to environmental review under
CEQA. However, expansion or replacement of a fire station would not result in significant
environmental impacts due to the limited area that is typically required to build a fire station

3
4

Menlo Park Fire Protection District. 2013. Fire Protection Facilities Impact Fee Nexus Study. Administrative draft.
Prepared by Seifel Consulting and Urban Economic. June.
Menlo Park Fire Protection District. 2016. Menlo Park Fire Protection District Emergency Services and Fire
Protection Impact Fee Nexus Study. February.
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(between 0.5 and 1 acre) and the fact that the MPFPD plans to expand or replace fire stations on
existing urbanized sites.
4.5

The commenter disagrees with the less-than-significant impact on emergency vehicle access and
response times and suggests use of the MPFPD’s Time-Based Performance Standards. The
standards adopted by the MPFPD are not CEQA standards of significance, and thus were not
applied to the Draft Infill EIR analysis. Impact TRA-10 on page 3.3-87 provides the reasoning
behind the finding of less than significant with respect to emergency access. Emergency vehicle
access would be provided either directly from El Camino Real or via any of the four Project
driveways, depending on the emergency. The MPFPD will review and approve emergency access
plans. Increased congestion along El Camino Real and other streets in the vicinity of the Project
site could affect emergency vehicle response times, especially during AM and PM Peak-Hour
commute times. However, it is difficult to determine to what extent congestion affects the
response times for emergency vehicles because response times differ based on the time of day,
the use of the emergency vehicles’ sirens, the use of the emergency vehicles’ signal priority
preemption equipment to turn traffic signals red to stop traffic to allow the emergency vehicles
to pass through the intersection, and the frequency of emergency calls. Nonetheless, the effects
of the Project and other development in the city at study intersections on El Camino Real
(including changes to average vehicle delay) and on applicable segments of El Camino Real itself
(i.e., queues) have been evaluated and reported throughout Section 3.3, Transportation/Traffic.
Thus, to the extent that the Project would affect average vehicle delay, there could be a
corresponding change to the response times for emergency vehicles traveling through these
locations unless signal priority preemption equipment or sirens are used to reduce their delay.
Per the City’s CEQA threshold criteria, however, there would be no emergency access impacts.

4.6

The commenter requests that the City and MPFPD work together to ensure that impacts on
emergency and fire services are fully analyzed and properly mitigated. MPFPD’s comments have
been fully considered in the environmental review process. The applicant has also met with
MPFPD to ensure the project is designed per MPFPD’s adopted standards. Additionally, the City
is committed to working with the MPFPD to address concerns related to the Project.
Accordingly, no further response is necessary.
4A.1

The commenter expresses appreciation to provide comments on the NOP and the Draft
Infill EIR. This comment does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Infill EIR analysis or
the Project’s compliance with CEQA. The Draft Infill EIR was prepared to fulfill the City’s
obligation under CEQA to identify the significant and potentially significant
environmental impacts of the Project. Accordingly, no further response is necessary.

4A.2

The commenter requests that impacts on fire services and emergency access routes should
be included. As discussed in Chapter 3, Environmental Impact Analysis, of the Draft Infill
EIR and below, substantial evidence supports the Draft Infill EIR’s conclusion that the
Project would not create any significant environmental impacts related to fire because
the Project would be within the housing unit and commercial square footage limits of
the Specific Plan, its development and the associated service population growth were
anticipated and studied in the Specific Plan EIR. . In addition, the court of appeal
clarified in 2015 that: “The need for additional fire protection services is not an
environmental impact that CEQA requires a project proponent to mitigate.” City of
Hayward v. Board of Trustees of the California State University, 242 Cal. App. 4th 833
(2015). Accordingly, no further response is necessary.

4A.3

The commenter suggests the Project will have an adverse effect of traffic congestion on
emergency access and these adverse effects should be analyzed in the EIR. Please refer to
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Response to Comment 4.5. Please refer to Tables 3.3-12 and 3.3-20 on pages 3.3-53 and
3.3-78, respectively, of Section 3.3, Transportation/Traffic, for a summary of
intersections analysis, including potential project-generated delays for study
intersections along El Camino Real.
4A.4

The commenter requests consultation and cooperation on the EIR analysis regarding
impacts and mitigation measures related to fire protection services. This comment was
submitted in response to the NOP. Please refer to Response to Comment 4.2 regarding
how the MPFPD’s comments were considered during the preparation of the Draft Infill
EIR. Please also see Response to Comment 4.6 regarding consultation and cooperation.

4A.5

The commenter requests that information related to rezoning in the MPFPD’s jurisdiction
be considered in the cumulative analysis. This comment was submitted in response to the
NOP. Please refer to Response to Comment 4.3 regarding the analysis of cumulative
impacts.

4A.6

The commenter requests consideration of conclusions noted in the Emergency Services and
Fire Protection Impact Fee Nexus Study in the analysis. This comment was submitted in
response to the NOP. Please refer to Response to Comment 4.4 for a discussion of the
need for mitigation measures and the applicability of the Emergency Services and Fire
Protection Facilities Impact Fee.

4A.7

The commenter states that the EIR should include payment of the impact fee as a
mitigation measure for the Project. Please refer to Response to Comment 4.4 for a
discussion of the applicability of the Emergency Services and Fire Protection Facilities
Impact Fee.

4A.8

The commenter suggests the EIR should adopt the MPFPD Board’s Time-Based
Performance Standards as part of the significance criteria under CEQA. Please refer to
Response to Comment 4.5.

4A.9

The commenter believes the impact of traffic congestion on emergency access routes
should be included in the traffic impact analysis. Please refer to Response to Comment
4.5.

4A.10 The commenter requests that the EIR analyze the adequacy of on-site emergency access.
Page 3.3-47 in Section 3.3, Transportation/Traffic, of the Draft Infill EIR includes a
discussion of site access and circulation. The Project would be required to comply with
all applicable MPFPD codes and regulations and meet MPFPD standards related to fire
hydrants (e.g., fire-flow requirements, spacing of hydrants), the design of driveway
turnaround and access points to accommodate fire equipment, and other fire code
requirements. The site plans will be reviewed by the MPFPD to determine adequacy. No
further response is necessary.
4A.11 The commenter requests that the City consult with the MPFPD to develop mitigation
measures. Please refer to Response to Comment 4.2 for a discussion of the approach to
the impact analysis related to fire protection services. Please also see Response to
Comment 4.6 regarding consultation.
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April, 12, 2017
Jean Lin
jplin@menlopark.org
Senior Planner
City of Menlo Park
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park CA 94025
Re: Comment Letter on Infill Draft EIR for Middle Plaza at 500 El Camino Real Project
We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Infill Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
for the Middle Plaza at 500 El Camino Real Project (Project). The Menlo Park Fire Protection District (Fire
District) is the essential fire and emergency services provider for the City of Menlo Park (City) and the
Project. It is critical that the impacts of the Project on the Fire District be properly analyzed and mitigated.
The Fire District’s concerns about the impacts of the Project and other cumulative development within the
Fire District’s jurisdiction were set forth in detail in the Fire District’s letter to the City on the Notice of
Preparation dated July 20, 2016 (“District NOP letter”). A copy of the District NOP Letter is attached and is
incorporated into this letter. The EIR does not address the issues and concerns raised in the District NOP
Letter. The EIR contains no response to the District NOP Letter. The EIR does not properly and adequately
perform the analysis of impacts to the Fire District and require mitigation as mandated under CEQA. As a
result, the EIR improperly finds the impacts on the Fire District are “less than significant” and no mitigation
is required.
Rather than repeat the issues raised in the District NOP Letter, we want to highlight the main flaws in the
EIR. First, the EIR does not contain any analysis of the Project and cumulative impacts on the Fire District
and its services. Instead, it relies on the Downtown Specific Plan EIR. However, there are substantial new
projects in the Fire District’s jurisdiction that were not considered in the Downtown Specific Plan EIR and
will result in significant adverse impacts on the Fire District. The projects include: the ConnectMenlo and
the M-2 Rezoning Project in Menlo Park, the Facebook Expansion Project in Menlo Park, the North Fair Oaks
Community Plan in the County of San Mateo, the General Plan Update and Ravenswood/4 Corners Plan in
East Palo Alto, and other new development projects proposed within the District’s jurisdiction and
boundaries.
Second, the EIR does not contain any mitigation measures to address the significant adverse impacts on the
Fire District. As discussed in the District NOP Letter, the EIR should include the payment of the Emergency
Services and Fire Protection Impact Fee as a mitigation measure for the Project’s contribution to the need
for future capital improvement projects. The Emergency Services and Fire Protection Impact Fee Nexus
Study, adopted by the Fire District Board on February 16, 2016 (Fee Study), documents significant impacts

ϰ͘ϭ

ϰ͘Ϯ

ϰ͘ϯ

ϰ͘ϰ

on the Fire District due to increase in service population and the amount, density and height of buildings
within the Fire District due to new development. The population and employment growth will lead to a
substantial increase in the number of service calls and will create a need for additional facilities and
equipment to maintain the Fire District’s level of service. The payment of the Impact Fee will mitigate these
impacts.

ϰ͘ϰ
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Third, the EIR identifies severe traffic impacts on Middlefield Road, Marsh Road, Willow Road and El Camino
Real. These are all critical emergency service routes for the Fire District. The EIR identifies significant and
unavoidable impacts which cannot be mitigated on the following: 4 intersections along Middlefield Road
(including the intersections at Marsh and Willow Road); 7 intersections along El Camino Road; the
intersection of University Drive and Middle Road; large segments of Bayfront Expressway and Willow Road;
and the Ravenswood Avenue Railroad Crossing (EIR, Tables 3.3-25 – 3.3.28). The main mitigation measure
for these impacts is a Transportation Demand Management program and some limited roadway
improvements. But even with these mitigations, the impact remains significant.
ϰ͘ϱ

The EIR has one paragraph that addresses the impact of this severe increase in traffic congestion on
emergency vehicle access and response times. The EIR states: “This possible delay for emergency vehicles is
not expected to result in physical environmental impacts related to construction of new facilities.
Therefore, the Project would have a “less-than-significant” impact to emergency vehicle access and
response times” (EIR, page 3.3-87). This is an inadequate analysis of this issue. The impacts should have
been analyzed based on the Time Based Performance Standards adopted by the Fire District Board on
September 15, 2015. The EIR should have used these Standards as the significance criteria under CEQA to
determine the impacts due to traffic congestion caused by the Project and cumulative development.
The Fire District requests that the City fully consider these comments. The Fire District, as a fellow public
agency and a responsible agency under CEQA, also requests that the City and Fire District work together to
ensure that the impacts on essential emergency and fire services are fully analyzed and properly mitigated
for the benefit of the community we both serve.

Sincerely;

Harold Schapelhouman, Fire Chief

Cc: Fire Board, File
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Robert J. Silano
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Chuck Bernstein
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Virginia Chang Kiraly

July 20, 2016
Jean Lin
Senior Planner
City of Menlo Park
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park CA 94025
jplin@menlopark.org

Re: Comments on Notice of Preparation for 500 El Camino Real NOP for Infill
EIR
We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Infill
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 500 El Camino Real Project (Project). The Menlo Park
Fire Protection District (Fire District) is the fire and emergency services provider for the City of
Menlo Park (City) and the Project. We request that the impact on fire services and emergency access
routes be included as environmental effects analyzed in the EIR.
The Infill Environmental Checklist improperly excludes these impacts from the EIR. These impacts
should be analyzed because there is new information showing significant effects on the Fire District
from the Project and substantial new development proposed within the District’s jurisdiction that was
not considered in the Downtown Specific Plan EIR.

ϰ͘ϭ
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In addition, the new traffic analysis in the EIR will analyze impacts on important emergency access
routes, including El Camino Real and Middlefield Road, and intersections located at Marsh Road,
Willow Road and University Avenue at Middlefield Road. The EIR traffic analysis also should
analyze the adverse effect of traffic congestion on emergency access along these routes.

ϰ͘ϯ

We ask that the City consult and cooperate with the Fire District on the EIR’s analysis of impacts and
the development of mitigations for any significant impacts on both a project and cumulative level.
This consultation and cooperation is required because the Fire District is a Responsible Agency for
this Project under CEQA. We look forward to working with the City on the EIR for the Project.

ϰ͘ϰ

The new information and new specific effects on the Fire District’s provision of fire services that
should be analyzed in the EIR include the following:

ϰ͘ϱ











The substantial new development proposed within the Fire District’s jurisdiction including,
ConnectMenlo and the M-2 Rezoning Project in Menlo Park, the Facebook Expansion Project in
Menlo Park, the North Fair Oaks Community Plan in the County of San Mateo, the General Plan
Update and Ravenswood/4 Corners Plan in East Palo Alto, and any other new development projects
proposed within the District’s jurisdiction that was not considered in the cumulative impacts analysis
in the Downtown Specific Plan EIR. The EIR must analyze the cumulative impact of the Project and
these other projects on fire services.
The Emergency Services and Fire Protection Impact Fee Nexus Study, adopted by the Fire District
Board on February 16, 2016 (Fee Study), which documents significant impacts on the Fire District
due to increase in service population and the amount, density and height of buildings within the Fire
District. The population and employment growth will lead to a substantial increase in the number of
service calls and will create a need for additional facilities and equipment to maintain the Fire
District’s level of service. Additionally, new and denser development will lead to the construction of
taller buildings, increased traffic congestion, and greater service call volume. These changes will
result in the need for additional apparatus, new/specialized equipment, additional fire safety personnel
and the expansion or relocation of existing fire stations.
The Fee Study identified an impact fee that new projects must pay in order to address their
contribution to the need for the Fire District’s future capital improvement projects. The Fire District
Board adopted the fee. However, the City has not adopted the fee. Therefore, the EIR should
include the payment of the impact fee as a mitigation measure for the Project’s contribution to the
need for future capital improvement projects.
Time Based Performance Standards were adopted by the Fire District Board on September 15, 2015.
The Standards were adopted, in part, because traffic congestion adversely affects the Fire District’s
ability to service community needs. The EIR should use these Standards as part of the significance
criteria under CEQA to determine the Project’s impacts on the Fire District, especially delays in
providing fire services due to traffic congestion caused by the Project and cumulative development.
Impacts on traffic and circulation within the City and surrounding area due to the Project and
cumulative development. The City has already determined that traffic impacts should be studied in
the EIR. However, the analysis of traffic impacts also must include the impacts of traffic congestion
on emergency access routes. As the City is aware, there are significant traffic and circulation issues
within the City and surrounding area that adversely affect fire and emergency vehicle access and
response times. Additional deterioration of traffic conditions need to be analyzed and mitigated. The
Fire District requests that the impacts on emergency access routes be included as part of the analysis
of Fire District impacts. In particular, the proposed Project’s impacts on El Camino Real and
Middlefield Road will affect primary emergency access routes. The EIR should include mitigation to
address these impacts.

ϰ͘ϱ
ŽŶƚ͘

ϰ͘ϲ

ϰ͘ϳ

ϰ͘ϴ

ϰ͘ϵ



The EIR should also analyze the adequacy of on-site emergency access because this issue was not
analyzed in the Downtown Specific Plan EIR.

ϰ͘ϭϬ



For any significant project or cumulative impacts, the Fire District requests that the City consult with
the Fire District to develop appropriate mitigation to reduce the impacts to less than significant.

ϰ͘ϭϭ

The Fire District appreciates the City’s consideration of these NOP comments on this important
Project. The Fire District, as a fellow public agency and a responsible agency under CEQA, looks
forward to working with the City on the analysis of impacts on the Fire District as part of the EIR.
The main contacts at the Fire District for this Project are Fire Chief Schapelhouman and Fire Marshal
Johnston.

Thank you
Harold Schapelhouman, Fire Chief

Cc: Fire Board, Chief Officers, Tim Cremin

ϰ͘ϭϭ
ŽŶƚ͘

City of Menlo Park

Responses to Comments

5.

California Department of Transportation District 4, Patricia
Maurice (letter dated April 13, 2017)

5.1

The commenter expresses appreciation for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Infill
EIR. This comment does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Infill EIR analysis or the Project’s
compliance with CEQA. The Draft Infill EIR was prepared to fulfill the City’s obligation under
CEQA to identify the significant and potentially significant environmental impacts of the Project.
Accordingly, no further response is necessary.

5.2

The commenter correctly summarizes the features of the Project. This comment does not concern
the adequacy of the Draft Infill EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA. The Draft Infill
EIR was prepared to fulfill the City’s obligation under CEQA to identify the significant and
potentially significant environmental impacts of the Project. Accordingly, no further response is
necessary.

5.3

The commenter states that, as lead agency, the City of Menlo Park is responsible for all Project
mitigation and that the City should pursue early coordination with the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) to address site access issues. The City will pursue timely coordination
with Caltrans as identified in the mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP). If City
Council decides to approve the Project, then City Council must adopt the MMRP. The Project’s
MMRP identifies the specific monitoring actions that would occur, the various City departments
or other entities that would oversee completion of the measures, and a timeline for when these
measures would be implemented. The responsible City departments would ensure that due
diligence is used during implementation of the measures. The City will also work with the
Project Sponsor to set up a coordination meeting with Caltrans to address any site access issues.

5.4

The commenter asks about specific features of the proposed mitigation measure at the intersection
of El Camino Real/Ravenswood Avenue-Menlo Avenue. The configuration recommended in
Mitigation Measure TRA-4.1e in the Draft Infill EIR reflects a possible mitigation measure that is
consistent with Mitigation Measure TR-7b noted in the Specific Plan EIR and as specified in the
City’s Traffic Impact Fee program. However, this measure would have potentially significant
secondary effects on bicyclists because it would require them to cross additional lanes of traffic
to make a left turn or proceed through the intersection. This improvement would also affect
pedestrians by increasing the crossing distance, exacerbating the multiple-threat scenario
(where vehicles block sight lines between drivers in adjacent lanes and crossing pedestrians),
and increasing their exposure time to vehicles. Therefore, this improvement would be required
to include enhancements to bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. These enhancements would
include modifications to signal timing to provide adequate time for crossings as well as
installing warning signs and markings to comply with Caltrans’ 2014 California Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices. In addition, significantly widening the northbound El Camino
Real approach would most likely require removal of the trees located at the southeast corner of
the intersection and affect access to the 1000 El Camino Real property. Improvements at the
intersection should coordinate with the El Camino Real corridor study improvements which are
currently being designed.
Because of the mitigation measures’ secondary impacts and right-of-way acquisition needs, it is
considered infeasible. There are no other feasible mitigation measures that would fully mitigate
the impact on the intersection of El Camino Real/Ravenswood Avenue-Menlo Avenue, and this
impact remains significant and unavoidable. Although this measure will not be constructed, the
Project Sponsor should pay traffic impact fees per the current Traffic Impact Fee schedule as
partial mitigation.
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As for the specific configuration inquiries, there would be a receiving lane for a third
northbound through lane with striping within the right-of-way. There would not be three
westbound left-turn lanes; no lane configuration modifications are proposed for the westbound
approach. Lastly, there is no new shared left-turn through lane proposed as part of the
mitigation measure.
5.5

The commenter asks about specific features for the mitigation measure at the intersection of El
Camino Real/Middle Avenue. Based on the existing right-of-way on Middle Avenue, there is
sufficient space to add a second receiving lane from northbound El Camino Real to westbound
Middle Avenue or to provide a bicycle lane on Middle Avenue. Middle Avenue would be the
primary bicycle access to the proposed pedestrian and bicycle undercrossing and the City would
not support any improvements that preclude a bicycle lane on Middle Avenue.

5.6

The commenter suggests the Project should include TDM measures to reduce vehicle miles
travelled (VMT) and greenhouse gas emissions and suggests several measures. Suggested TDM
measures include subsidized transit passes, lower parking ratios, project design that encourages
active transportation, parking cash out and pricing measures, electric vehicle charging stations,
participation in a Transportation Management Association, and aggressive trip reduction
targets. The Project Sponsor would provide TDM measures, which are described on page 3.3-46
of Section 3.3, Transportation/Traffic. The TDM measures would include, but not be limited to,
the following:


Bike share program for employees and residents



Showers and lockers to promote biking and walking as commute options



Car-share vehicles on-site



Web portal to facilitate coordination for carpooling



Preferential carpool and vanpool parking



Guaranteed ride home program for employees



Do-it-yourself bicycle repair stands

Stanford does provide a shuttle bus (the Marguerite Shuttle) with a stop in the vicinity of the
Project site. Parking ratios have already been adjusted, per the Specific Plan. The Project design
includes connections to local bicycle and pedestrian pathways, including a future undercrossing
that would encourage pedestrian and bicycle trips from the Project site to access Burgess Park
and the Civic Center. Paid parking is not proposed for the Project at this time. Electric vehicle
charging stations are required and will be included in the Project’s parking. Trip reduction is
included in the analysis as it is a mixed-use project that would benefit from internal trip capture
and retail pass-by trips. However, a trip reduction goal has not been specified in the TDM
measures. The Specific Plan requires a TDM plan to be implemented as part of the Project. The
TDM plan will need to follow the City’s guidelines which uses the City and County of San Mateo
(C/CAG) guidelines and associated trip credits for each measure. Some of the suggested TDM
measures are listed as potential measures in the City’s guidelines. The TDM plan will need to
provide credits equal or greater than the number of net new peak hour trips generated by the
Project. A final TDM program is required to be approved by the City prior to building permit
issuance.
5.7

The commenter states that the proposed mitigation measures conflict with goals listed in the
Caltrans Strategic Management Plan 2015–2020 as well as the principles in the Grand Boulevard
Initiative. The City supports goals and principles that improve sustainability and active modes of
transportation. Mitigation measures that recommend additional roadway capacity are not
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necessarily in conflict with these goals and principles. It is envisioned that mitigation measures
described in the Draft Infill EIR would not preclude bicyclists and pedestrians on El Camino Real
or other streets; the accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians is assumed to be included in
mitigation measures. For example, Mitigation Measure TRA-5.1 in the Draft Infill EIR would
implement a Class II or a Class III bicycle facility on Middle Avenue between University Drive
and El Camino Real. In addition, the City of Menlo Park completed its El Camino Real Corridor
Study, which includes several pedestrian and bicycle improvement measures along El Camino
Real, helping to increase pedestrian and transit modes and strengthening pedestrian and bicycle
connections within and across the El Camino Real corridor. The mitigation measures identified
in the Draft Infill EIR would not preclude any of the alternatives studied in the El Camino Real
Corridor Study. Please also refer to Response to Comment 5.4.
5.8

The commenter states that where vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian traffic may be affected during
construction of the Project requiring restrictions and detours, a Caltrans-approved Transportation
Management Plan is required. A Construction Traffic Management Plan (TMP) that is consistent
with City of Menlo Park and Caltrans (because the Project site will be accessed from a State
highway) requirements will be prepared as part of the Project prior to construction. The TMP
typically includes provisions for maintaining vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian access in the
construction vicinity, phasing of construction, truck haul routes, worker scheduling and parking,
delivery and storage of construction materials, and other associated items.

5.9

The commenter states that any work or traffic control that encroaches onto the state right-of-way
requires an encroachment permit issued by Caltrans. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft Infill EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA. Accordingly, no
further response is necessary. However, the City will comply with all relevant Caltrans policies
and procedures regarding conducting work within the state right-of-way and obtain necessary
encroachment permits.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-------CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

EDMUND G. BROWN Jr., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 4
OFFICE OF TRANSIT AND COMMUNITY PLANNING
P.O. BOX 23660, MS-10D
OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660
PHONE (510) 286-5528
FAX (510) 286-5559
TTY 711
www.dot.ca.gov

April 13, 2017

Serious Drought.
Help save water!

SCH # 2016062053
GTS # 04-SM-2016-00007
SM- 82 - 0.316

Ms. Jean Lin
City of Menlo Park
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Middle Plaza at 500 El Camino Real– Draft Infill Environmental Impact Report

Dear Ms. Lin:
Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the Middle Plaza at 500 El Camino Real Project. In tandem
with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) Sustainable Communities Strategy
(SCS), Caltrans’ mission signals a modernization of our approach to evaluate and mitigate
impacts to the State Transportation Network (STN). Caltrans’ Strategic Management Plan 20152020 aims to reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) by tripling bicycle and doubling both
pedestrian and transit travel by 2020. Our comments are based on the February 2017 Draft Infill
Environmental Impact Report.

ϱ͘ϭ

Project Understanding
Stanford University (Project Sponsor) is proposing to redevelop six parcels of land along State
Route (SR) 82 (El Camino Real) into a mixed-use development. The Caltrain right-of-way
(ROW) is located to the east of the Project site. The Project site includes 300 El Camino Real
(two parcels totaling 2.5 acres), 350 El Camino Real (0.9 acres), 444 El Camino Real (1.7 acres),
550 El Camino Real (1.6 acres), and a 1.7-acre parcel with no address, which add up to
approximately 8.4 acres. These parcels generally consist of vacant and occupied commercial
buildings as well as surface parking lots.
The Middle Plaza at 500 El Camino Real Project would demolish the existing structures and
construct up to 459,013 square feet (sf) of mixed uses at the Project site. The publicly accessible
plaza at the Project site would be approximately 120 feet wide and approximately 0.5 acre in

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability”

ϱ͘Ϯ

Ms. Lin, City of Menlo Park
April 13, 2017
Page 2
size. The six new buildings at the Project site would include approximately 305,000 sf of
residential space (215 housing units); 144,000 sf of non-medical office space; and 10,000 sf of
ground floor retail/restaurant space. The Project would also provide approximately 1,005 parking
spaces within underground parking garages and a surface parking lot, although a reduction in the
number of parking spaces may be proposed pending a shared parking study to account for the
proposed mixture of uses on site.

ϱ͘Ϯ
ŽŶƚ͘

Lead Agency
As the Lead Agency, the City of Menlo Park is responsible for all project mitigation, including
any needed improvements to the STN. The project’s fair share contribution, financing,
scheduling, implementation responsibilities and lead agency monitoring should be fully
discussed for all proposed mitigation measures. This includes any required improvements to the
STN or reductions in VMT. Any required improvements should be completed prior to issuance
of the Encroachment Permit. We strongly recommend the City of Menlo Park pursue early
coordination with Caltrans to address any potential site access issues. Time and money can be
saved if this coordination occurs prior to submittal of an Encroachment Permit application. See
the end of this letter for more information on the Encroachment Permit process.

ϱ͘ϯ

Mitigation Measures
x

Impact TRA-4:
o El Camino Real/Ravenswood Avenue-Menlo Avenue (#15)
 NB: Is there a receiving lane to accommodate the third through lane on
north side of the intersection?
 WB: There are two exclusive left-turn lanes, one through lane and one
exclusive right-turn lane for the existing configuration. Will the proposed
mitigation have 3 left-turn lanes?
 Where would the shared left-turn and through lane be re-striped?
o El Camino Real/Middle Avenue (#18)
 NB Is there a receiving lane to accommodate the second left-turn lane on
Middle Ave.?

ϱ͘ϰ

ϱ͘ϱ

Vehicle Trip Reduction
The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) has identified the project location as a
planned Priority Development Area, which emphasizes mixed-use and transit and pedestrian
connectivity. Given the size of the project, it should include a robust Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Program to reduce VMT and greenhouse gas emissions. Such measures
will be critical in order to facilitate efficient transportation access to and from the site and reduce
transportation impacts associated with the project. The measures listed below will promote smart
“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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Ms. Lin, City of Menlo Park
April 13, 2017
Page 3
mobility and reduce regional VMT.
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Subsidize transit passes on an ongoing basis for Caltrain and BART-connecting transit
service, such as Samtrans’ El Camino Real (ECR) Bus Route;
Lower parking ratios;
Project design to encourage walking, bicycling and convenient transit access;
Parking cash out/parking pricing;
Charging stations and designated parking spaces for electric vehicles;
Participation/Formation in/of a Transportation Management Association (TMA) in
partnership with other developments in the area; and
Aggressive trip reduction targets with Lead Agency monitoring and enforcement.

ϱ͘ϲ
ŽŶƚ͘

For additional TDM options, please refer to the Federal Highway Administration’s Integrating
Demand Management into the Transportation Planning Process: A Desk Reference (Chapter 8).
The reference is available online at:
http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/fhwahop12035/fhwahop12035.pdf.

Multimodal Planning
The Transportation Mitigation Measures (Table ES-1) proposal to provide additional capacity at
intersections conflicts with the Caltrans Strategic Management Plan 2015-2020 Goal 3:
Sustainability, Livability and Economy to “…create transportation corridors not only for
conveyance of people, goods, and services, but also as livable public spaces,” and has a target to
triple bicycle and double pedestrian and transit modes by 2020. The proposal also conflicts with
the Grand Boulevard Initiative 9th Guiding Principle to strengthen pedestrian and bicycle
connections within the El Camino Real corridor. The project should not include any mitigation
measures that will increase the exposure, crossing distance and exacerbate the multiple-threat
scenario for pedestrians. Additionally, the project should not include measures that will require
bicyclists to cross additional lanes of traffic to make a left turn or proceed through intersections.
Further measures, including Class II and or Class IV bikeways, should be investigated to
increase active modes of transportation and decrease impacts on SR 82 (El Camino Real) in
order to reduce the need to widen it.

ϱ͘ϳ

Transportation Management Plan
Where vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian traffic may be impacted during the construction of the
proposed project requiring traffic restrictions and detours, a Caltrans-approved Transportation
Management Plan (TMP) is required. Pedestrian and bicycle access through the construction
zone must be maintained at all times and comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) regulations. See Caltrans’ Temporary Pedestrian Facilities Handbook for maintaining
pedestrian access and meeting ADA requirements during construction at:

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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Page 4
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/construc/safety/Temporary_Pedestrian_Facilities_Handbook.pdf
See also Caltrans’ Traffic Operations Policy Directive 11-01 “Accommodating Bicyclists in
Temporary Traffic Control Zones” at: www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/policy/11-01.pdf.
All curb ramps and pedestrian facilities located within the limits of the project are required to be
brought up to current ADA standards as part of this project. The TMP must also comply with the
requirements of corresponding jurisdictions. For further TMP assistance, please contact the
Caltrans District 4 Office of Traffic Management Operations at (510) 286-4579. Further traffic
management information is available at the following website:

ϱ͘ϴ
ŽŶƚ͘

www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/trafmgmt/tmp_lcs/index.htm

Encroachment Permit
Please be advised that any work or traffic control that encroaches onto the State ROW requires
an Encroachment Permit that is issued by Caltrans. Traffic-related mitigation measures should be
incorporated into the construction plans prior to the encroachment permit process. To apply, a
completed Encroachment Permit application, the adopted environmental document, and five (5)
sets of plans clearly indicating State ROW must be submitted to the address below. Trafficrelated mitigation measures should be incorporated into the construction plans prior to the
encroachment permit process.
David Salladay, District Office Chief
Office of Permits, MS 5E
California Department of Transportation, District 4
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660
See the following website for more information:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/ep/index.html

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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6.

Karen Greenlow (letter dated March 6, 2017)

6.1

The commenter asks how residential and office spaces can be added to the community without
causing negative traffic impacts. The Draft Infill EIR projected increases in traffic and identified
several significant transportation impacts. Please refer to Tables 3.3-25 through 3.3-28 on pages
3.3-88 through 3.3-93 of Section 3.3, Transportation/Traffic, for a summary of impacts and
mitigation measures.
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Lin, Jean P
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Karen Greenlow <greenlow@comcast.net>
Tuesday, March 07, 2017 3:29 PM
Lin, Jean P
Re: Traffic woes

thanks
> On Mar 7, 2017, at 3:24 PM, Lin, Jean P <jplin@menlopark.org> wrote:
>
> Hi Karen,
>
> Thanks for the clarification. I will be sure to note your comments for consideration for the Middle Plaza at
500 El Camino Real Project by Stanford.
>
> Thanks,
>
> Jean Lin
> Senior Planner
> City of Menlo Park
> 701 Laurel Street
> Menlo Park, CA 94025
> phone (650) 330-6735
> email jplin@menlopark.org
> www.menlopark.org
>
>
>
>
> -----Original Message----> From: Karen Greenlow [mailto:greenlow@comcast.net]
> Sent: Tuesday, March 07, 2017 3:23 PM
> To: Lin, Jean P
> Subject: Re: Traffic woes
>
> Hi Jean,
>
> I was responding to the Stanford project that was in the news in the Menlo Park Almanac.
>
> Karen
>
>> On Mar 7, 2017, at 2:27 PM, Lin, Jean P <jplin@menlopark.org> wrote:
>>
>> Hi Karen,
>>
>> Thank you for your feedback. For clarification, did you intend this as a general comment, or are your
comments intended for a specific development? If these are comments are intended for a specific
development, please let me know which development you are referring to., as comments on developments will
be included as part of the public record for that development.
>>
>> Thanks,
>>
>> Jean Lin
1

>> Senior Planner
>> City of Menlo Park
>> 701 Laurel Street
>> Menlo Park, CA 94025
>> phone (650) 330-6735
>> email jplin@menlopark.org
>> www.menlopark.org
>>
>>
>>
>> -----Original Message---->> From: Karen Greenlow [mailto:greenlow@comcast.net]
>> Sent: Monday, March 06, 2017 12:45 PM
>> To: Lin, Jean P
>> Subject: Traffic woes
>>
>> Won't we have the same traffic woes from all of the building in Redwood City and Mountain View? And
how do we add homes and offices to our community without traffic? I would like those ugly lots developed
asap. Thank you for your consideration of my opinion.
>>
>> Karen Greenlow
>> 43 University Drive
>> Menlo Park, CA 94025
>

2

ϲ͘ϭ
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7.

Jay Gertridge (letter dated March 15, 2017)

7.1

The commenter notes that cut-through traffic is a problem on neighborhood streets, in particular
Arbor Road, College Avenue and Cambridge Avenue. The commenter also points out concerns with
existing cut-through traffic patterns. The concerns regarding cut-through traffic were considered
as part of the Draft Infill EIR analysis. Several study intersections (as noted on page 3.3-2 in
Section 3.3, Transportation/Traffic) and roadway segments (page 3.3-5) were included in the
Draft Infill EIR analysis specifically to evaluate potential cut-through traffic issues associated
with the Project. Please refer to Tables 3.3-25 through 3.3-28 on pages 3.3-88 through 3.3-93 for
a summary of impacts and mitigation measures associated with these streets and intersections.
Figures 3.3-12B, 3.12C, 3.3-13B, and 3.3-13C show the projected number of Project trips that
would be added to College Avenue (5 AM Peak Hour trips, 3 PM Peak Hour trips) and Cambridge
Avenue (12 AM Peak Hour trips, 13 PM Peak Hour). In addition, Table 3.3-22 shows the daily
traffic volumes added to local streets (34 trips on College Avenue and 99 trips on Cambridge
Avenue). The intersection of El Camino Real/College Avenue was identified as being significant
and unavoidably impacted by the Project, as was Cambridge Avenue west of El Camino Real.
Partial mitigation is proposed for the College/El Camino Real intersection in the form of a TDM
Program.

7.2

The commenter notes that cut-through traffic occurs on College or Cambridge from Arbor Road.
This comment describes concerns with existing traffic and does not address the adequacy of the
Draft Infill EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA. Accordingly, no further response
is necessary. Please refer to Response to Comment 7.1 for a discussion of Project-added traffic
on College Avenue and Cambridge Avenue.

7.3

The commenter states that crossing in the crosswalk at the intersection of Arbor Road/Middle
Avenue is difficult in the morning. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft Infill
EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA. Accordingly, no further response is
necessary. Although Arbor Road was not analyzed in the Draft Infill EIR, traffic volumes on
Middle Avenue were forecast at University Drive. Figure 3.3-12C in Section 3.3,
Transportation/Traffic, shows that 7 AM Peak Hour trips would be added to Middle Avenue west
of University Drive (i.e., towards Arbor Road).

7.4

The commenter suggests revising the traffic impact study to include previously mentioned
neighborhood cut-through traffic. Please refer to Response to Comment 7.1. Thirty-six
intersections (including 10 in the Allied Arts neighborhood) and nine roadway segments
(including five in the Allied Arts neighborhood) were selected for analysis in collaboration with
the City of Menlo Park. These are the facilities that are most likely to be affected by the Project
based on the location of the Project site, trip generation, likely travel paths, and an examination
of current commuter behavior and routes.

7.5

The commenter expresses that roundabouts and speed bumps are unnecessary as a deterrent for
neighborhood cut-through traffic. Roundabouts and speed bumps are not recommended
mitigation measures in the Draft Infill EIR. This comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft Infill EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA. Accordingly, no further response
is necessary.
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Lin, Jean P
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Jay Gertridge <gertridge@gmail.com>
Wednesday, March 15, 2017 4:09 PM
Lin, Jean P
John Kadvany
Draft Infill Environmental Impact Report for Middle Plaza — Traffic Study

Dear Jean,
This study is a joke, when it comes to the traffic intersections off Middle Avenue that ICF International chose to
study.
Middle Ave./University Ave. to College Ave, Partridge, Cambridge, Harvard and Creek Drive? Seriously? Very
few morning El Camino-bound Middle Ave. commuters cut-through at University Ave. They turn right at
Arbor Road and cut-down College or Cambridge. The cut-through traffic has increased significantly since
Safeway remodeled its Plaza. Cars are backed-up every morning to at least Blake St., and some days all the way
to University Ave. The University Ave. Stop sign has cars backed up about six deep every morning from 7:30
to 8:30.
It takes about two trips for commuters to figure out that they can turn left at Arbor Road, then cut-through
College or Cambridge to reach El Camino. I know, because I live at 1080 College Ave. (on the corner of Arbor
Rd.) and my real estate office is on the corner of Cambridge and El Camino. I witness the traffic everyday.
I also have a difficult time every morning trying to get across the crosswalk (with my dog) at Arbor Rd. and
Middle Ave., because the many commuters are exceeding the speed limit and apparently, don't understand that
pedestrians have the right away in a crosswalk. At least three times a week, I must wave cars to slow and stop,
so I and school-bound children on bikes can cross Middle.
ICF International needs re-study and revise the Traffic Impact Report for the Neighborhood that will be most
impacted by the Middle Plaza development — with a reality check on true commuter behavior and routes.
We don't need roundabouts or more speed bumps. We just don't need commuters using our neighborhood
streets for a faster route to El Camino Real. Allied Arts was has always been a tranquil, Menlo Park
neighborhood.
Let's keep it that way.
Sincerely,
Jay Gertridge

-Jay Gertridge
www.kerwinassociates.com
BRE# 01395065
Cell (650) 454-6666

1
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8.

Daniel A. Beltramo (letter dated March 15, 2017)

8.1

The commenter identifies the parking restrictions near the commenter’s property. This comment
does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Infill EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with
CEQA. The Draft Infill EIR was prepared to fulfill the City’s obligation under CEQA to identify the
significant and potentially significant environmental impacts of the Project. Accordingly, no
further response is necessary.

8.2

The commenter states that it is important to provide on-site parking during construction in order
to not adversely affect nearby businesses. A Construction TMP will be prepared as part of the
Project prior to construction. The plan will include several items including parking for
construction workers, truck routes, timing and duration of construction.

8.3

The commenter suggests the City changes all “no parking” areas in the area to 90-minute parking.
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft Infill EIR analysis or the Project’s
compliance with CEQA. Accordingly, no further response is necessary.
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9.

M.J. Davey (letter dated March 16, 2017)

9.1

The commenter states that the proposed residential space will negatively affect the community and
that the area should be developed for commercial use only. The Draft Infill EIR projected increases
in traffic and identified several significant transportation impacts. Please refer to Tables 3.3-25
through 3.3-28 on pages 3.3-88 through 3.3-93 of Section 3.3, Transportation/Traffic for a
summary of impacts and mitigation measures. As noted page 3.3-36, there would be a mix of
uses on the Project site and the potential exists for some trips to be internal trips within the site
(e.g., residents patronizing adjacent retail and restaurant uses as well as office employees
patronizing retail or restaurant uses). The majority of these trips would be walking trips. The
few that would be made by automobile would be on-site and would not affect the adjacent street
network. Table 3.3-10 shows a reduction in daily trips of 402 based on the mix of land uses at
the Project site.
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Lin, Jean P
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

MJ Davey <mjdavey36@gmail.com>
Thursday, March 16, 2017 1:06 PM
Lin, Jean P
Stanford Middle Plaza

Hello - I can't make it to the Open House but went to the Stanford website about the project and I didn't find
anyplace on the site that addressed the additional traffic that will ensue on the already heavily congested El
Camino Real. The stretch of ECR through Menlo Park is already gridlock during morning rush hour, noon and
5 - 7pm. I cannot imagine how having 215 residential units will not further negatively impact the
community. I have no solution to offer but fear that residential housing is not a good idea. Commercial
development makes sense as it shouldn't add additional drivers - it is the same residents accessing the
commercial development.
Please address the traffic studies that have been done.
Thank you!

-M.J. Davey

1

ϵ͘ϭ
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10. Bette Kiernan (letter dated March 24, 2017)
10.1

The commenter suggests offering residents of the proposed space train passes to minimize traffic
impacts. The Specific Plan requires a TDM plan to be implemented as part of the Project. The
TDM plan will need to follow the City’s guidelines which uses the City and County of San Mateo
(C/CAG) guidelines and associated trip credits for each measure. The TDM plan will need to
provide credits equal or greater than the number of net new peak hour trips generated by the
Project. A final TDM program is required to be approved by the City prior to building permit
issuance.

10.2

The commenter suggests creating more opportunities for people at a variety of income levels. The
Project meets the requirements of the City’s Below Market Rate ordinance on-site. This
comment does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Infill EIR analysis or the Project’s
compliance with CEQA. The Draft Infill EIR was prepared to fulfill the City’s obligation under
CEQA to identify the significant and potentially significant environmental impacts of the Project.
Accordingly, no further response is necessary.
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Lin, Jean P
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

BetteUK@aol.com
Friday, March 24, 2017 12:49 PM
Lin, Jean P
Stanford project

Hello,
The project looks beautiful.
I hope there will be BMR units to compensate for the increased traffic. I also hope they will offer train passes

ϭϬ͘ϭ

Since more and more people are being priced out of the area---See today's Palo Alto Post--please consider ways
to make a habitable community here by making livable for more that the wealthiest.

ϭϬ͘Ϯ

to residents of the apartments to further minimize traffic.

Thank you for considering my suggestions.
Bette
Bette Kiernan, MFT
Psychotherapy
845 Oak Grove Avenue
Suite 110
Menlo Park, CA
94025
betteuk@aol.com
(650) 324-3639

www.betteconsulting.com/

1
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11. Glen Rojas (letter dated March 25, 2017)
11.1

The commenter expresses general support for the Project. This comment is related to the public
discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is an asset to the city. However, this does
not concern the adequacy of the Draft Infill EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA.
The Draft Infill EIR was prepared to fulfill the City’s obligation under CEQA to identify the
significant and potentially significant environmental impacts of the Project, regardless of the
Project’s merits. Accordingly, no further response is necessary.
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Lin, Jean P
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Glen Rojas <glenrojas650@gmail.com>
Saturday, March 25, 2017 11:54 AM
_Planning Commission
Fran Dehn
Middle Plaza Project

Planning Commissioners
On Monday March 27 the Planning Commission will be conducting a public hearing and study session on the
proposed Stanford Middle Plaza project. It is exciting to see a second significant project moving forward
located in the El Camino Real corridor and within the Downtown Specific Plan area. Adoption of the
Downtown Specific Plan which had significant public input and scrutiny over a four year period provides the
foundation for redevelopment of the downtown/El Camino Real corridor. With the Station1300 project
approved and moving forward the now proposed Middle Plaza project provides additional opportunities to bring
quality development to this area that is in serious need of redevelopment.
The Middle Plaza project has made comprehensive changes to the original plan based on resident input
including more housing, no medical offices, some retail and a expanded plaza open to the public while
ϭϭ͘ϭ
providing an important bike/pedestrian connection. The proposed architecture is of high quality introducing
a look on El Camino Real that provides an impressive gateway into the City of Menlo Park at the intersection of
El Camino Real and Sand Hill Road. Careful consideration has been given to set backs and height appearances
providing a foot print that is pleasing to the eye.
Even though the retail square footage seems less that desired the location of the eventual restaurants and other
services within the expanded plaza makes up for that deficit to a large degree. Individuals and families will be
able to take advantage of the expanded plaza providing opportunities for connecting and creating more
community.
The Menlo Park Chamber of Commerce has enthusiastically endorsed the Middle Plaza project. As a
Chamber Board member I am proud to lend my support for this project. The public hearing and study session
being held Monday March 27 provides an excellent opportunity to move another project within the Downtown
Specific Plan area forward for eventual approval and development.
Glen Rojas
Menlo Park Chamber of Commerce Board Member
Former City Manager

1
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12. Perla Ni (letter dated March 27, 2017)
12.1

The commenter describes some of the Project features/background. This comment is related to
public discourse on the merits of the Project. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft Infill EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA. However, the following
discussion provides a summary of the background on the development of the Project. The
Project Sponsor initially submitted a proposal in November 2012 to redevelop the Project site
with a mixed-use development consisting of 229,500 square feet of office uses (including 96,150
square feet of medical office uses) and a range of 135 to 152 residential units. In January 2013,
the Planning Commission held a study session to provide feedback on the proposal. In April
2013, the City Council held a study session, which resulted in the creation of a subcommittee of
the City Council, consisting of Councilmembers Keith and Carlton, to explore further refinement
of the Project. The 500 El Camino Real Subcommittee met with neighborhood representatives,
the Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition, representatives from environmental groups, representatives
from Stanford University, and city staff. In August 2013, the City Council accepted the final
report from the 500 El Camino Real Subcommittee, which established four requirements for
revising the Project, as summarized below:
1) Stanford will eliminate all medical office uses;
2) Stanford will make a substantial contribution to the cost of design and construction of a
pedestrian/bicycle crossing at Middle Avenue. The amount will be negotiated/determined
through the project approval process with the goal of ensuring there will be sufficient
funding to construct the undercrossing in a timely manner;
3) Stanford will participate in a City working group regarding the design of the Middle Avenue
plaza, undercrossing, and vehicular access to the site; and
4) Stanford will fund a neighborhood cut-through traffic study as scoped by the City.
Since the release of the Subcommittee’s final report, Stanford has been pursuing the above
requirements. The current development proposal excludes medical office uses, Stanford has
held public meetings to solicit public input on the design of Middle Plaza, and the Draft Infill EIR
includes an analysis of potential neighborhood cut-through traffic. The remaining requirement,
Stanford’s contribution towards the grade-separated pedestrian and bicycle crossing at Middle
Avenue, is in need of further input from the City Council.

12.2

The commenter suggests the Project include contribution toward the bicycle and pedestrian
undercrossing between Middle Plaza and Burgess Park. Please refer to Responses to Comment 2.6
and 12.1 for a discussion of the Project Sponsor’s contribution to the proposed undercrossing.

12.3

The commenter states that the Project Sponsor’s anticipated tax-exempt status will relieve the
Project Sponsor of tax payments to the City and that this will unfairly burden city residents. The
tax-exempt status of the Project Sponsor is largely a fiscal issue and, to a lesser extent, a
socioeconomic issue and not related to a physical impact on the environment. Per CEQA
Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of the EIR is on physical environmental effects rather than
social or economic issues, except where social or economic issues are known to have
demonstrable physical impacts. Fiscal issues are topics that will be considered by City Council
and the Planning Commission during the decision-making process. This comment does not
address the adequacy of the Draft Infill EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA.
Please refer to Response to Comment 3.6 regarding the potential for a property tax exemption.
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12.4

The commenter states the proposed parking allotment is too great and should be reduced. Table 2-5
in Chapter 2, Project Description, provides the Project parking requirements based on the
Specific Plan and the proposed parking. The Specific Plan parking ratios were developed to be
reflective of demand but not so high as to incentivize driving over other modes of
transportation. The Specific Plan also allows for shared parking reductions for mixed use
developments. Combined, the Project site would include 930 parking spaces, as recommended
by a draft shared parking analysis to account for the proposed mixture of uses on the site, which
is a reduction from the number of parking spaces that would be required in the absence of
shared parking.

12.5

The commenter suggests that Stanford pay for safe bicycle routes. As part of Mitigation Measure
TRA-2.1 in the Draft Infill EIR, the Project would be responsible for implementing a Class III
bicycle facility (a bicycle route) on Middle Avenue between University Drive and El Camino Real.
This improvement was identified in the City’s Bicycle Development Plan. Alternatively, in the
Specific Plan, a Class II bicycle facility (bicycle lanes) was identified for this segment to provide a
connection to the future bicycle- and pedestrian-separated crossing at the intersection of El
Camino Real/Middle Avenue. The Project Sponsor will work with the City to implement either
Class II or Class III bicycle facilities on this segment.
The Project includes TDM measures, as described on page 3.3-46. The Project’s TDM measures
are proposed to reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips and lessen impacts on roadway segments
and intersections. It is also used to reduce associated parking demand by encouraging the use of
modes other than single-occupant vehicles for travel. New developments that generate more
than 100 peak-hour trips, such as the Project, are required by the City/County Association of
Governments (C/CAG) of San Mateo County to either pay a regional impact fee or develop TDM
measures. However, per the Specific Plan EIR, mitigation measures to develop TDM measures
and pay a Supplemental Traffic Impact Fee are required. As currently proposed, the Project
would include TDM measures that include a bike share program for employees and residents,
showers and lockers to promote biking and walking as commute options, car-share vehicles onsite, a web portal to facilitate carpool coordination, preferential carpool and vanpool parking, a
guaranteed ride home program for employees, and do-it-yourself bicycle repair stands.

12.6

The commenter suggests that Stanford should allow for additional on-site services for
residents/workers. The Project includes 10,000 square feet of retail/restaurant uses. This
amount was specifically added as a requirement for this parcel after the City Council directed
staff and the consultant team to determine what the retail/restaurant need was for this area
(see memo for more details: https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/662).
Regarding traffic generated by these uses, as noted on page 3.3-36 of Section 3.3,
Transportation/Traffic, under Trip Generation, because there would be a mix of uses on the
Project site, the potential exists for some trips to be internal trips within the site (e.g., residents
patronizing adjacent retail and restaurant uses as well as office employees patronizing retail or
restaurant uses). The majority of these trips would be walking trips. The few that would be
made by automobile would be on-site and therefore would not affect the adjacent street
network. Therefore, the interaction of people and vehicles between the mix of uses on-site was
accounted for in the Draft Infill EIR analysis. If additional retail space was to be provided onsite,
the potential exists for additional internal trip capture from residents and office workers.

12.7

The commenter suggests monitoring traffic and preparation of a TDM Plan for the Project. The
Project includes TDM measures, as described on page 3.3-46 of Section 3.3,
Transportation/Traffic. Monitoring and enforcement provisions are typically included in the
TDM measures. The Specific Plan requires a TDM plan to be implemented as part of the Project.
The TDM plan will need to follow the City’s guidelines which uses the City and County of San
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Mateo (C/CAG) guidelines and associated trip credits for each measure. Some of the suggested
TDM measures are listed as potential measures in the City’s guidelines. The TDM plan will need
to provide credits equal or greater than the number of net new peak hour trips generated by the
Project. A final TDM program is required to be approved by the City prior to building permit
issuance.
12.8

The commenter asks for a “no through” sign to prevent cut-through traffic onto Cambridge Avenue.
The concerns regarding cut-through traffic were considered as part of the Draft Infill EIR
analysis. Several study intersections (as noted on page 3.3-2 in Section 3.3,
Transportation/Traffic) and roadway segments (page 3.3-5) were included in the Draft Infill EIR
analysis specifically to evaluate potential cut-through traffic issues associated with the Project.
Please refer to Tables 3.3-25 through 3.3-28 on pages 3.3-88 through 3.3-93 for a summary of
impacts and mitigation measures associated with these streets and intersections. Figures 3.312B, Figure 3.3-12C, Figure 3.3-13B, and Figure 3.3-13C show the projected number of Project
trips that would be added to Cambridge Avenue (12 in the AM Peak Hour, 13 in the PM Peak
Hour), and Table 3.3-22 shows the daily traffic volumes added to local streets (99 on Cambridge
Avenue). Cambridge Avenue west of El Camino Real was identified as being significant and
unavoidably impacted by the Project.
Mitigation Measure TRA-5.1 in the Draft Infill EIR includes a partial mitigation measure (TDM
Program) to address the Project’s impact to Cambridge Avenue between University Avenue and
El Camino Real. While a “no through” sign may discourage some cut-through traffic (to the
extent that it is followed and enforced), the street connectivity would still exist, and the sign
would not reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. Please also refer to Response to
Comment 12.1.
As analyzed in Section 3.3, Transportation/Traffic, there would be 99 daily Project trips on
Cambridge Avenue, of which 60 trips would be inbound and 39 outbound from the Project site.
Assuming the alternative with no through traffic on Cambridge Avenue, inbound Project trips
though the local neighborhood would likely be redistributed to other streets based on the trip
distribution patterns applied in the Draft Infill EIR. This would result in an additional 32 daily
inbound trips on College Avenue and 28 Partridge Avenue. The 39 outbound trips would likely
be redistributed to Middle Avenue via the northbound left-turn lane at the Middle Avenue/El
Camino Real intersection. The redistribution of these daily trips from Cambridge Avenue to
these other streets would not result in a change in the level of impacts related to roadway
segments in the Draft Infill EIR.
Additionally, the peak hour Project-generated trips (12 during the AM and 13 during the PM)
would be redistributed to the network using the same approach as described above. Based on
qualitative review of the operational analysis at the intersections of College Avenue and
Partridge Avenue at El Camino Real, there would be no change in the results presented in the
Draft Infill EIR. There would be a significant and unavoidable impact at both of these
intersections without and with restricting through traffic on Cambridge Avenue.
Of the 12AM and 13 PM Peak Hour trips, 4 AM and 9PM trips would likely be rerouted to the
northbound left-turn movement at the intersection of Middle Avenue/El Camino Real. Under the
Near-Term plus Project Scenario as analyzed in the Draft Infill EIR, the intersection is expected
to operate at LOS C with the highest LOS and increase in delay during the PM Peak Hour at 13.2
seconds. It is anticipated that the addition of 9 Project trips would not cause an overall increase
of 23 seconds in delay, which is the City’s threshold for an impact. Under the Cumulative plus
Project Scenario, the intersection would continue to operate unacceptably with or without this
through traffic restriction. With the proposed mitigation measure during the PM Peak Hour, the
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intersection would operate at LOS D with 36.6 seconds of delay. As noted above, it is anticipated
that the addition of 9 vehicles trips through the intersection would not increase the delay by
18.4 seconds to unacceptable LOS E.
In summary, the findings in the Draft Infill EIR would be the same with or without the restriction
of through movements on Cambridge Avenue. Thus, the installation of a “no through” sign on
Cambridge Avenue and corresponding roadway striping as part of the Project will be considered
by the City to discourage cut-through traffic.
12.9

The commenter suggests the City allow the Neighborhood Subcommittee to be included in future
negotiations with the Project Sponsor. This comment does not concern the adequacy of the Draft
Infill EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA. The Draft Infill EIR was prepared to
fulfill the City’s obligation under CEQA to identify the significant and potentially significant
environmental impacts of the Project. Accordingly, no further response is necessary.
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Lin, Jean P
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Perla Ni <ni.perla@gmail.com>
Monday, March 27, 2017 5:24 PM
_Planning Commission; _CCIN
Stanford & City of MP Needs to Live Up To Commitments To Residents

Dear City Council and Planning Commission Members:
Given that Menlo Park provided, when Stanford suggested that it would develop the area for Senior Housing,
significant give-aways that included:
1 The City allowed Stanford to consolidate 8 parcels into one, which resulted in a significantly reduced
retail requirement of 10,000 sq ft for the entire site.
2. The City allowed Stanford to reduce the overall open space for the site from 40% to 30%.

ϭϮ͘ϭ

3. The City allowed Stanford another reduction of the required open space by counting the private
balconies in the apartments as open space.
4. The City allowed Stanford to redefine 7 “public access” points on the site. It insisted that language in
the Specific Plan be changed from “public access” to “Building Breaks.”
Now that Stanford is developing the lot for offices for VCs, housing for their own employees/students, we
therefore demand that Stanford should at least live up to its minimum obligations to the city including:
1. Stanford should be held to their previous commitment of "significant contribution toward a future
bicycle crossing between the middle Plaza portion of the project site and Burgess park with the goal
of ensuring there will be sufficient funding to construct the under crossing in an
timely manner." - per George Fisher's letter. This is the only time in the history of Menlo Park when
we will be able to get a bike/pedestrian underpath that would be similar to what Palo Alto Medical
ϭϮ͘Ϯ
Foundation did under the train tracks. Stanford is going to digging the underground parking already.
If ever there is an opportunity for Menlo Park to be connected - for kids to get to the library, to the highschool, to get to the middle school, to the gym, and swimming pool - instead of being separated by the
train tracks, this is it.
2. Stanford Should Pay for Their Share of City Services and Not Get Property Tax Exemption. The
housing has preference for Stanford faculty and staff, meaning that they will apply for "nonprofit uses"
and claim an exemption from property taxes. The City has been provided plenty of information about
other cities like Cambridge, MA and Philadelphia which receive millions in negotiated property taxes
from nonprofit universities to off-set the burdens on the city - ie: police, water, roads. Without such
negotiated taxes, there is a net loss to the city from the Stanford project and the city's residents will be
unfairly burdened with paying for the costs of Stanford's development without reaping any benefits.
3. Stanford Should Be Held To Their Traffic Mitigation Promises: More parking spots invites more
cars. Stanford knows that and that's why to reduce traffic on campus, it has been significantly reduced
parking on campus. However, in this case, Stanford wants 970 parking spaces for its development. This
violates the whole downtown specific plan's rationale - allowing greater density in the downtown area
1

ϭϮ͘ϯ

ϭϮ͘ϰ

near Caltrain based on the assumption that people can work & live near by or will use Caltrain. The
allowed parking is almost 70% greater than the allowed parking in Stanford West where 1 bedroom
apartment gets only 1 car space (Here, each 1 bedroom on average is allowed 1.7 car spaces). Stanford is ϭϮ͘ϰ
taking advantage of the greater density allowed by the city, without returning any benefits on minimizing ŽŶƚ͘
traffic. Stanford should only be allowed maximum 400 parking spots. By not giving inviting more cars,
this will achieving Specific Plan's goals of reducing traffic and promoting the use of public
transportation.
4. Stanford Should Pay for Safe Bicycle Routes. Jean McCown of Stanford is quoted as saying that
bicyclists can bike on the wide sidewalks, for short distances. This is prohibited by city and State
law. Paying for safe bike routes east/west from at least Morey/Kenwood to Alma and north/south along
El Camino should be required as part of Stanford's plans to provide interconnectivity.

ϭϮ͘ϱ

5. Stanford Should Allow For On-Site Services for Residents/Workers: The 10K square feet is a
minimum required by the city. Already, Menlo Park has an extremely limited number of cafes and
restaurants. Many Menlo Park residents drive to Palo Alto, Mountain View or Redwood city to go to
cafes or go to dinner at restaurants. For a city of our size and affluence, we have few places for residents ϭϮ͘ϲ
to go at night for dinner. The additional 2000 people living/working at the Stanford complex will need
more on-site cafes and restaurants. Otherwise, these residents/workers will get in their cars and drive to
Palo Alto/Redwood City/Mountain View for dining choices.
6. Stanford's Traffic Impacts Should Be monitored and the City Should Utilize Best Practices and
Require a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan for this project. The TDM should include
trip limits by hour and day, with electronic trip monitors to track the traffic in and out of the site.
Additional requirements on trip reduction measures/mitigations would be triggered should the number of
trips exceed the limits.

ϭϮ͘ϳ

7. Stanford Should Not Create Cut-Through Traffic Allied Arts: Stanford has agreed to put A "No
Through Sign" on the side of their development at the Cambridge driveway (cars would either turn left or
right on El Camino coming out of the complex) to prevent cars from cutting through Allied Arts via
ϭϮ͘ϴ
Cambridge. The City of Menlo Park has said these are Caltrans requirements. The City is incorrect
about that since Cambridge is the street for which we seek a change, not El Camino. The City should
therefore not only allow, but in fact, require, Stanford to put up the "No Through Sign" to prevent cutthrough onto Cambridge, a residential street.
8. The City should allow the Neighborhood Subcommittee (George Fisher, Stefan Petry and Kevin
Sheehan) created by the City, to be included in future negotiations with Stanford.
Sincerely,
Perla Ni

2
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13. Brielle Johnck (letter dated March 27, 2017)
13.1

The commenter provides a link to an online article and expresses disappointment that the Project
Sponsor will be exempt from property taxes. The tax-exempt status of the Project Sponsor is
largely a fiscal issue and, to a lesser extent, a socioeconomic issue and not related to a physical
impact on the environment. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of the EIR is on
physical environmental effects rather than social or economic issues, except where social or
economic issues are known to have demonstrable physical impacts. Fiscal issues are topics that
will be considered by City Council and the Planning Commission during the decision-making
process. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Infill EIR analysis or the Project’s
compliance with CEQA. Please refer to Response to Comment 3.6 regarding the potential for a
property tax exemption.

13.2

The commenter states that the Project Sponsor’s increased building heights will give the university
increased revenue potential. Please refer to Response to Comment 13.1 for CEQA requirements
related to fiscal issues.

13.3

The commenter expresses doubt that the Project will help alleviate the city’s housing deficit. This
comment does not relate to the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft Infill EIR or the potential
environmental effects of the Project. As discussed on page 3-62 of the Infill Environmental
Checklist, the Project would not substantially affect the city’s job/housing balance.

13.4

The commenter states that Stanford housing will help cut down on the number of car trips to
campus. Housing for Stanford employees would reduce the number of car trips because
employees could walk or take the Marguerite Shuttle. The Draft Infill EIR traffic analysis was
conservative and did not take these possible trip reductions into account because the number of
Stanford employees (compared to others) is speculative, and the residential portion of the
Project may ultimately be market-based housing at some point.

13.5

The commenter lists what is referred to as “concessions” for the Project. This comment is related
to public discourse on the merits of the Project. The comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft Infill EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA. Please refer to Response to
Comment 12.1 for an overview of how the Project was developed.

13.6

The commenter asks now the cost of education for children at the Project site who attend Menlo
Park schools will be funded in light of Stanford’s tax-exempt status. Please refer to Response to
Comment 3.2 regarding the applicability of the evaluation of fiscal impacts under CEQA and the
application of SB 50 as it relates to mitigating potential impacts on schools.

13.7

The commenter states that Stanford should pay for the undercrossing adjacent to the Project site
and that the Project should not be funded by public funds. A Development Agreement with the
City of Menlo Park is proposed to vest development approvals and specify a financial
contribution to the City of Menlo Park to be used toward the design and construction of a
pedestrian/bicycle crossing at Middle Avenue. At the March 28, 2017 City Council meeting,
Councilmembers Mueller and Ohtaki were appointed to a subcommittee to assist with
negotiation of a Development Agreement for the Project.
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Lin, Jean P
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Brielle Johnck <gabriellejohnck@gmail.com>
Monday, March 27, 2017 12:36 PM
_Planning Commission
_CCIN
No Property Tax: Stanford Development ?

Planning Commission Members

Stanford’s most recent news as reported in the Almanac that it will apply for an exemption of property taxes on the two
residential units in its project at 500 ECR is disappointing. These are not college dorms. These are residential buildings that
have a swimming pool and plaza for the private use of Stanford tenants.

http://www.almanacnews.com/news/2017/03/24/monday-planning-commission-public-todiscuss-stanfords-major-menlo-park-development
ϭϯ͘ϭ

There will be no property tax because Stanford is exempt for academic uses. What if Stanford fills its 150,000 sq ft office
complex with Stanford employees performing Stanford jobs? Again, there will be no property tax for that part of its
development either. All this is perfectly legal and is Stanford’s right even though the University has an endowment of $22
Billion.

In December of last year Redwood City approved a 1.5 million sq ft Stanford Campus that will pay no property tax to that City.
You wonder how that City feels about it? One of its council members Jeff Ira told Stanford .“I don’t want your money; I
want you”
I fear this sentiment is the sentiment of our City Council and our administration.
Perhaps we should just be grateful for the prestige of having Stanford’s presence in our town and that the blight that the
University left on EL Camino Real for 10 years will finally be gone.

Did the City think about the absence of property tax from Stanford’s development in 2011 and 2012 when Stanford demanded
changes to our Specific Plan that benefitted the University? The Specific Plan had already increased Stanford’s building rights
from a .5 FAR to a 1.25 FAR, which will give Stanford a considerable increase on its annual revenue potential for the office
buildings. The Plan also changed the zoning on El Camino to allow residential uses. This change gives Stanford the right to
build apartments. Will these housing units help Menlo Park with its critical housing deficit? I don’t think so. But building
Stanford housing may ease Stanford’s ability to meet the requirements of Santa Clara County’s General Use Permit. It creates
housing for Stanford employees, which cuts down on car trips on campus.
Go back to the concessions that Menlo Park made specifically to Stanford in late 2011 and early 2012 as the last details of the
Specific Plan were being drafted:
1 The City allowed Stanford to consolidate 8 parcels into one, which resulted in a measly retail requirement of 10,000 sq ft for
the entire site. And yet we call this a mixed use development.
2. The City allowed Stanford to reduce the overall open space for the site from 40% to 30%. Open space is in short supply on
noisy, congested El Camino Real and this concession should never have been made.
3. After the City allowed Stanford to reduce the open space from 40% to 30%, the City allowed Stanford another reduction of
the required open space by counting the private balconies in the apartments as open space. So now the project has 22,000 sq ft
less of open space on the ground. This is about ½ acre less open space on site in a noisy congested El Camino Real.
1
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4. The City allowed Stanford to redefine 7 “public access” points on the site. It insisted that language in the Specific Plan be
changed from “public access” to “Building Breaks.” Other than Middle Ave. the remaining 6 public access points were deleted
from the documents. That included the 90 ft access at Cambridge that extended from El Camino Real to the Caltrain right of
way..
So what did the City demand from Stanford for what we gave? Did our Council say: “ok, we’ve been pretty generous with
you. You have to pick up the cost of the Caltrain undercrossing that will serve your housing and office tenants.” No, that
didn’t happen. The City bought some happy talk about the University wanting to make a “significant contribution.” No
amount has ever been mentioned.
4 years after our Specific Plan was certified, Stanford is before the City seeking building permits and now we learn that this
development may pay no property taxes ever. We will not get property tax to support the needed infrastructure listed in the
Specific Plan. We may not even get an impact fee for the University’s residential units. That remains to be seen and Stanford
should clarify this before the Planning Commission tonight. What are all the exemptions Stanford will ask for? Will there be
families with school age children attending Menlo Park schools? How will the cost of their education be worked out with the
School District?

ϭϯ͘ϱ
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Because Stanford has been so chintzy with Menlo Park, the City had to apply for a $400,000 Grant from San Mateo County
Measure A to study the design of the Undercrossing that accesses Stanford’s development. It’s not right for the City to use
Public funds on critical infrastructure that was identified in the Specific Plan and should have been included as part of
Stanford’s original design.
The Planning Commission needs to do what our Council failed to do. At the very least, the undercrossing that connects this
private development to our Civic Center and all it’s amenities should be fully paid for by Stanford. This undercrossing was the
jewel in the crown of the Specific Plan. Stanford is the largest private land owner on El Camino in Menlo Park. The University
has always had the ability to work with the City to carve out land for this project.
The City should not be asking its residents to pay for a project that could and should have been negotiated with the prime
beneficiary during the Specific Plan process. To use public funds and ask Menlo Park property owners to pay for the Middle
Ave. undercrossing is unconscionable. Somewhere in the University’s $22 Billion endowment there must be funds for this
needed pedestrian and bicycle amenity
Enough is enough. No more public funds for this pedestrian undercrossing Full payment would be the honorable move from
Stanford, especially now when we know there may be no property tax for the entire 400,000 sq ft development.

Brielle Johnck

2
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14. John Kadvany (letter dated March 27, 2017)
14.1

The commenter requests that sidewalk widths in the context of bicycle lanes and street parking on
El Camino Real be considered. This comment does not relate to the adequacy or accuracy of the
Draft Infill EIR or the potential environmental effects of the Project. The sidewalks adjacent to
the Project site would be developed consistent with the requirements in the Specific Plan. No
further response is required.

14.2

The commenter suggests that the “panhandle” parking area north of the Project site be
incorporated into the site and requests information about any discussions regarding this revision
to the Project site. This comment does not relate to the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft Infill
EIR or the potential environmental effects of the Project. The sidewalks adjacent to the Project
site would be developed consistent with the requirements in the Specific Plan. No further
response is required. The City has been in communication with the property owner but at this
point there has not been sufficient interest in purchase of the property to justify starting
negotiations.
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Lin, Jean P
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

John Kadvany <jkadvany@sbcglobal.net>
Monday, March 27, 2017 5:03 PM
_Planning Commission
Stanford ECR project

Dear Commissioners Regarding Stanford's ECR proposal:
- Please consider ECR sidewalk widths in the context of possible ECR bike lanes and street parking. While
extra wide sidewalks are attractive, some of that might be shaved away to facilitate street parking and/or a
potential bike zone. Just a foot or two could make a big difference on such a busy roadway.
- Encourage/enable continuation of MP/Stanford negotiations to incorporate the 'panhandle' Big 5 parking
area into the project. Options include parking trades with Stanford. It's hard to see a rationale for keeping the
current configuration of land use. The site layout there looks absurd, comparable to Sand Hill Road at the
shopping center before its redesign 20 years ago. Please ask Staff to summarize attempts to deal with the
panhandle and the current state of play.
Thanks very much.
Sincerely,
John Kadvany / College Ave.

1
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15. Nate Gardner (letter dated March 27, 2017)
15.1

The commenter asks what fees or revenue would come from the Project. This comment does not
concern the adequacy of the Draft Infill EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA. The
Draft Infill EIR was prepared to fulfill the City’s obligation under CEQA to identify the significant
and potentially significant environmental impacts of the Project. Accordingly, no further
response is necessary.

15.2

The commenter states Stanford should be required to construct a large off-site parking structure
and provide incentives for carpooling and transit from such a parking structure. As discussed on
page 3.3-46 in Section 3.3, Transportation/Traffic, the Project’s TDM measures include
incentives for carpooling and transit use but do not include off-site parking. Off-site parking
structures, as suggested in the comment, are not part of the Project and, therefore, were not
evaluated in the Draft Infill EIR.

15.3

Commenter asks decision-makers to find a way for Stanford not to avoid paying property taxes on
the Project or future development. The tax-exempt status of the Project Sponsor is largely a fiscal
issue and, to a lesser extent, a socioeconomic issue and not related to a physical impact on the
environment. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of the EIR is on physical
environmental effects rather than social or economic issues, except where social or economic
issues are known to have demonstrable physical impacts. Fiscal issues are topics that will be
considered by City Council and the Planning Commission during the decision-making process.
This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance
with CEQA. Please refer to Response to Comment 3.6 regarding the potential for a property tax
exemption.
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Lin, Jean P
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nate Gardner <npgardner@gmail.com>
Monday, March 27, 2017 2:58 PM
Lin, Jean P
Stanford has not been a good neighbor

Dear Jean,
Stanford has adversely impacted Menlo Park a great deal over the last decade yet if I understand correctly,
they have paid nothing in mitigation. I understand that some new office buildings in Stanford Acres/Sharon
Heights will be annexed by MP once built. What fees or revenue will occur once that occurs?

ϭϱ͘ϭ

Stanford should be required to construct a large parking structure on/off of Sand Hill as well as on the east side
ϭϱ͘Ϯ
of the Dumbarton bridge. Stanford should provide both incentives for informal car pooling and mass transit
from those sites.
Please find a way to prevent Stanford from avoiding recurring taxes (e.g. property taxes) on this or any future
buildout in Menlo Park.
Best,
Nate

1
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16. Henry Riggs (letter dated March 28, 2017)
16.1

The commenter states the commenter’s roles and involvement in the city. This comment does not
concern the adequacy of the Draft Infill EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA. The
Draft Infill EIR was prepared to fulfill the City’s obligation under CEQA to identify the significant
and potentially significant environmental impacts of the Project. Accordingly, no further
response is necessary.

16.2

The commenter expresses dissatisfaction that traffic flow improvements have not been prioritized
by the City as laid out in the Specific Plan and that mitigation measures outlined in the Specific
Plan EIR should be implemented. This comment does not relate to the adequacy or accuracy of
the Draft Infill EIR or the potential environmental effects of the Project. The following
information is provided for informational purposes only. After approval of the El Camino
Real/Downtown Specific Plan, the City undertook a two-year effort to evaluate the El Camino
Real corridor (El Camino Real Corridor Study) for transportation and safety improvements
identified in the Specific Plan and Environmental Impact Report. This Study included three
community workshops and multiple Commission and Council meetings that analyzed three
alternatives for El Camino Real which included adding a third through lane or a bicycle lane
between Sand Hill Road and Encinal Avenue. The evaluation showed that there would be a
degradation of vehicle travel time through the corridor with the addition of the third through
lane, and the addition of this lane would also cause impacts to trees and access to the property
at the corner of Ravenswood Avenue and El Camino Real. It would also preclude the addition of
a future bicycle facility, which was also identified in the Specific Plan as a planned future
improvement. In 2016, the City Council, after considering the community input received through
the Study, the impacts of constructing a third through lane and relocation of the existing rightturn lane at Ravenswood Avenue, and the travel time degradation, selected buffered bike lanes
as their preferred alternative and acknowledged additional evaluation of traffic congestion
should be conducted. The Council directed staff to move forward with further study of
northbound traffic and designing east-west connectivity improvements. This work is currently
in progress. Regarding the commenter’s statements regarding implementation of mitigation
measures from the Specific Plan EIR, several of the mitigation measures in Section 3.3,
Transportation/Traffic, require payment into the City’s Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) program. In Save
Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal. App. 4th 99, 141,
the Court of Appeals upheld a traffic mitigation fee payment as adequate mitigation when the
project being paid for was included in the Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) program. According to the
Court of Appeals, CEQA does not require that an EIR set forth a time-specific schedule for the
completion of specified road improvements. A reasonable plan for actual mitigation is all that is
required by CEQA.
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Lin, Jean P
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Henry Riggs <hlriggs@comcast.net>
Tuesday, March 28, 2017 12:16 AM
Lin, Jean P
Riggs, Henry; Katherine Strehl
500 ECR EIR

Jean,
I make the following comment as a resident of Menlo Park and a participant in the workshops and hearings
that were part of the El Camino Downtown Specific Plan. I was also one of the planning commissioners who
approved the ECR/DSP.

ϭϲ͘ϭ

Upon the establishment of the Visioning effort, which then lead to the Plan effort, one overriding concern from
the public was traffic congestion. This concern has not abated, nor has it been significantly addressed in a
scale proportionate with the development sought and approved for the Specific Plan area.
With regard to this project - the second of two large (over 400,000
s.f.) projects on El Camino - the traffic impacts were much debated and, before the DSP was approved, city
staff made assurances to the Commission and to the public that traffic congestion would be
relieved by certain improvements to El Camino and related routes.
Specifically, at one of the last hearings at commission, the Transportation Manager testified in person in
response to my concern that the city was not committed to improving traffic flow on El Camino before new
buildings were occupied. At that hearing, the TM assured the commission that revisions to improve El Camino
traffic flow had already been planned, and further they were in the Capital Improvement Budget for the coming
year. These included the opening of three continuous lanes through downtown (where currently there is
parking along these blocks) and the addition of right turn lane width to maintain that feature at Ravenswood
ϭϲ͘Ϯ
northbound on ECR; these would precede the occupancy of large new projects.
At this time, approx five years later, the two promised El Camino improvements have been shelved and city
council and staff have indicated a preference not to provide traffic flow improvements defined in the DSP EIR,
and which were the basis of approval votes for the DSP. In 2012, as a commissioner I made assurances to
the residents of Allied Arts, Burgess and others regarding their concerns about cut through traffic and ECR
back ups; I indicated that the city (in this case the Transportation Manager) had committed that these
improvements would be made. This is now made false.
It is my opinion that the city has abrogated its commitment to the residents, to provide the EIR mitigations that
allowed the DSP to proceed through Planning Commission and public acceptance. As such, no new buildings
should be occupied until the traffic flow improvements (mitigations) are made.
Respectfully,
Henry Riggs

1
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Responses to Comments

17. Russ Altman (letter dated March 28, 2017)
17.1

The commenter expresses general support for the Project. This comment is related to the public
discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is an asset to the city. This does not
concern the adequacy of the Draft Infill EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA. The
Draft Infill EIR was prepared to fulfill the City’s obligation under CEQA to identify the significant
and potentially significant environmental impacts of the Project, regardless of the Project’s
merits. Accordingly, no further response is necessary.
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Lin, Jean P
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Russ Altman <rbaltman@stanford.edu>
Tuesday, March 28, 2017 6:44 PM
Lin, Jean P
Stanford project between Big 5 and Stanford Park

I wholeheartedly support the plan that Stanford has proposed. We must remove the blight on El Camino that
has been there for too long and this is a good use of the space with a very responsible partner and long term
tenant (Stanford!). Do not let Menlo Park block progress here, and be a force for getting this project done
soon.
Thanks,
Russ Altman
409 Encinal Ave
Menlo Park, CA 94025-3106
650-325-1221

1
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Responses to Comments

18. Anne Moser (letter dated March 29, 2017)
18.1

The commenter expresses concern regarding the availability and affordability of residential uses at
the Project site. This comment does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Infill EIR analysis or
the Project’s compliance with CEQA. The Draft Infill EIR was prepared to fulfill the City’s
obligation under CEQA to identify the significant and potentially significant environmental
impacts of the Project. Accordingly, no further response is necessary.
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Lin, Jean P
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Anne Moser <agoodmoser@gmail.com>
Wednesday, March 29, 2017 3:31 PM
Lin, Jean P
Kirsten Keith
STANFORD DEVELOPMENT

DEAR MS LIN, I AM VERY CONCERNED ABOUT THE HOUSING INCLUDED IN THE STANFORD PLANS
FOR DEVELOPMENT ALONG EL CAMINO.FROM THE NEWSPAPER I UNDERSTAND THIS HOUSING
WILL BE RESERVED FOR STANFORD FACULTY AND STAFF WITH ANY EXTRA AVAILABLE FOR
OTHERS, GIVEN THE NEED FOR REASONABLE HOUSING IN THIS AREA WHY HASN'T OUR COUNCIL
PUSHED FOR A DEFINITE AMOUNT TO BE USED AS LOW INCOME HOUSING FOR NEEDY MENLO
PARK RESIDENTS OR EMPLOYEES? IS IT TO LATE TO REQUIRE SUCH AS A CONDITION OF
PERMITS? THANK YOU FOR YOUR ATTENTION ANNE MOSER
/

1
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19. Jonathan Weiner (letter dated April 13, 2017)
19.1

The commenter suggests some adjustments pertaining to bike access and connectivity around the
Project site. The commenter suggests several bicycle facility improvements around the Project
site, beyond what is recommended in the Draft Infill EIR. The City has determined that
Mitigation Measures TRA-2.1 and TRA-5.1 in the Draft Infill EIR are appropriate and in
proportion to the potential impacts of the Project and additional bicycle facility improvements
are not necessary. These measures note that the Project would be responsible for implementing
a Class III bicycle facility (a bicycle route) on Middle Avenue between University Drive and El
Camino Real. This improvement was identified in the City’s Bicycle Development Plan.
Alternatively, in the Specific Plan, a Class II bicycle facility (bicycle lanes) was identified for this
segment to provide a connection to the future bicycle- and pedestrian-separated crossing at the
intersection of El Camino Real/Middle Avenue. The Project Sponsor will work with the City to
implement either Class II or Class III bicycle facilities on this segment.
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PC. City of Menlo Park Planning Commission, Public Hearing
(transcript dated March 27, 2017)
PC.1

The commenter states the Menlo Park City School District is a community-funded school district
with funding from property taxes, parcel taxes, and donations. This comment does not concern
the adequacy of the Draft Infill EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA. The Draft
Infill EIR was prepared to fulfill the City’s obligation under CEQA to identify the significant and
potentially significant environmental impacts of the Project. Accordingly, no further response is
necessary.

PC.2

The commenter expresses concern regarding the Project Sponsor’s tax-exempt status and impacts
on schools from the new development. Please refer to Response to Comment 3.2 for a discussion
of the applicability of fiscal impacts in CEQA and the application of SB 50 as full mitigation.

PC.3

The commenter states the Project will adversely affect the Menlo Park City School District’s Safe
Routes to School efforts. Please refer to Response to Comment 3.3. As noted on page 3.3-85 in
Section 3.3, Transportation/Traffic (Impact TRA-7), the Project would be consistent with
established policies pertaining to bicycle and pedestrian facilities, including the City’s
established policies pertaining to bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Relevant City policies
established in the City’s General Plan and Specific Plan, as well as the Project’s consistency with
each policy, are shown in Table 3.3-24 on page 3.3-85. Further, the potential impacts on study
area intersections and roadways are noted in the Draft Infill EIR. The City has worked with the
Menlo Park City School District on several Safe Route to School projects and will be starting a
Citywide Safe Routes to School program in 2017 that will focus on education and
encouragement of the use of alternate modes of travel, supporting bicyclist and pedestrian
safety, and promoting safe and healthy ways to access schools.

PC.4

The commenter states that the TDM measures neglected to include crossing guards at affected
intersections and roadway segments. The City currently does not have a crossing guard program.
Funding and development of a crossing guard program by the City is a policy matter that is
separate from this Project and would need to be approved by City Council. Please refer to
Response to Comment 3.4.

PC.5

The commenter asks for clarification on the threshold is that creates a significant transportation
impact, and how to interpret certain levels. Pages 3.3-15 through 3.3-20 in Section 3.3,
Transportation/Traffic, provide a summary of the significance criteria for intersections, local
roadways, and routes of regional significance. The criteria varies depending on the facility type
as well as the jurisdiction (e.g., Menlo Park, Caltrans, Palo Alto, etc.). In Menlo Park, a project is
considered to have a potentially significant traffic impact if the addition of project traffic causes
an intersection on a collector street operating at LOS A through C to operate at an unacceptable
level (LOS D, E, or F) or have an increase of 23 seconds or greater in average vehicle delay,
whichever comes first. For example, if an intersection operates at LOS C under both existing and
project conditions, and a project results in an average delay increase of 24 seconds, it would be
considered a significant project impact (based on the increase in delay). Alternatively, if a
project would cause the intersection to change from acceptable LOS C to unacceptable LOS D but
with a delay change of less than 23 seconds, it would also be considered a significant impact
(based on the LOS change). Other significance criteria are noted in the Draft Infill EIR.

PC.6

The commenter asks about the Project’s TDM program and what mitigation measure Stanford is
committed to as part of this project. The Specific Plan requires a TDM plan to be implemented as
part of the Project. The TDM plan will need to follow the City’s guidelines which uses the City

Middle Plaza at 500 El Camino Real Project
Final Infill Environmental Impact Report

3-74

August 2017
ICF 00106.16

City of Menlo Park

Responses to Comments

and County of San Mateo (C/CAG) guidelines and associated trip credits for each measure. The
TDM plan will need to provide credits equal or greater than the number of net new peak hour
trips generated by the Project. A final TDM program is required to be approved by the City prior
to building permit issuance. The mitigation measures required by the Project are summarized in
Tables 3.3-25 through 3.3-28 in Section 3.3, Transportation/Traffic.
PC.7

The commenter asks about the bike/pedestrian undercrossing, and also whether impacts to cyclists
was included in the traffic study. The commenter specifically mentions children riding from the
Willows neighborhood to Hillview Middle School and the Middle/El Camino intersection. As part of
Mitigation Measure TRA-2.1 in the Draft Infill EIR, the Project would be responsible for
implementing a Class III bicycle facility (a bicycle route) on Middle Avenue between University
Drive and El Camino Real. This improvement was identified in the City’s Bicycle Development
Plan. Alternatively, in the Specific Plan, a Class II bicycle facility (bicycle lanes) was identified for
this segment to provide a connection to the future pedestrian and bicycle separated crossing at
the intersection of El Camino Real/Middle Avenue. The Project Sponsor will work with the City
to implement either Class II or Class III bicycle facilities on this segment. The Project Sponsor
will also implement bicycle and pedestrian improvements to the Middle/El Camino Real
intersection as part of the Project to facilitate access to the future undercrossing. Please also
refer to Response to Comment 2.6 for further discussion regarding the proposed undercrossing.

PC.8

The commenter about the assumptions used to project the number of bicyclists. The Draft Infill EIR
did not estimate the projected number of bicyclists, and relied on the Specific Plan regarding
which routes to implement and whether the new routes would be a Class II or Class III bicycle
facilities.

PC.9

The commenter inquired about the trip generation estimate of the Project, and whether the
proximity of the site to Stanford and other land uses was considered. The trip generation estimate
and traffic analysis was based on a conservative approach, considering that the Project site may
or may not be occupied in the future by residents of the Stanford community. This is similar to
how other projects have been analyzed in Menlo Park and elsewhere. Table 3.3-10 on page 3.338 in Section 3.3, Transportation/Traffic, summarizes the trip generation assumptions, including
trip reductions attributable to transit use (i.e., the Stanford Marguerite Shuttle). As noted in the
Response to Comment 2.2, the trip distribution pattern assumed in the Draft Infill EIR analysis is
appropriate.

PC.10 The commenter asked what percentage of the office component would be driving to work. Table
3.3-10 on page 3.3-38 in Section 3.3, Transportation/Traffic, summarizes the trip generation
assumptions. It is not possible to isolate the final office trip drive percentage. The trip
generation projection initially assumed that all office workers would drive to the Project site.
Reductions were then applied to account for internal trip capture between all land uses (i.e.,
trips made between on-site residential, commercial and office uses), retail pass-by trips, and
transit use, thus resulting in the final trip estimate.
PC.11 The commenter asked if it is correct to say that 2018, VMT would be the metric by which the EIR
would be evaluated. The comment also notes that the Menlo Park General Plan considered both
VMT and LOS, and asked for an opinion on whether a VMT analysis would yield different results.
Overall, this comment is correct. VMT will replace level of service (LOS) as the metric for traffic
impacts in CEQA documents. However, it is also likely that agencies will continue to analyze
intersections and delay in terms of LOS as part of a traffic operations analysis. Deficient LOS may
not be considered a CEQA impact in the future, but it is likely to be analyzed as an operational
effect which may still require an improvement measure.
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Whether a VMT analysis would yield different results (i.e., significant or less-than-significant
transportation impacts) is not currently known. The switch to VMT to evaluate impacts would
take the intersection and roadway segment impacts off the CEQA checklist. But whether or not it
would result in significant or less than significant impacts under a future VMT threshold criteria
is speculative. In the case of the Project, the Project site is located near the Menlo Park Caltrain
Station and the Palo Alto Caltrain Station and the Project Sponsor would provide TDM measures
that would reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips. Therefore, the Project could reduce VMT per
capita, although to what extent is unknown.
PC.12 The commenter asked about the role of proposed intersection mitigation measures for significant
and unavoidable impacts. Table 3.3-25 in Section 3.3, Transportation/Traffic, summarizes the
intersection mitigation measures, with several noted as partial mitigation. Partial mitigation
measures are those measures that are feasible but would not reduce the impact to a less-thansignificant level. The purpose of a partial mitigation measure is to make improvements to a
facility, even if only to some extent, when it is not physically possible or otherwise desirable to
fully mitigate an impact at an intersection.
PC.13 The commenter asked about the traffic analysis and whether those that live in the residential
component of the Project may not be working on the site. This was considered in the traffic
analysis. The internal trip capture is described on page 3.3-36 and in Table 3.3-10 in Section 3.3,
Transportation/Traffic. As reflected in the analysis, some residents may work in the office
portion of the Project site and others may work at Stanford.
PC.14 The commenter asked whether office workers could utilize the Marguerite Shuttle. Anyone can
ride the shuttle, including the office workers. The traffic analysis in the Draft Infill EIR
conservatively did not include use of, for example, the Marguerite shuttle.
PC.15 The commenter asks if the City is committed to making any improvements regarding El Camino
traffic flow, and whether prior mitigation measures promised to the public will be implemented.
Please refer to Response to Comment 16.2.
PC.16 The commenter asks whether mitigations in the Specific Plan EIR are recommended in the Draft
Infill EIR and whether such mitigations are feasible. Several mitigation measures in the Specific
Plan EIR are also recommended in the Draft Infill EIR, including the following mitigation
measures in in Section 3.3, Transportation/Traffic:


Eight intersections would experience a significant and unavoidable impact under Near-Term
2021 Plus Project conditions. To partially alleviate the effects of the Project, the Project
Sponsor would be required to implement a TDM program, as required by the Specific Plan.



TRA1-1a. Middlefield/Marsh. This mitigation measure would be consistent with Mitigation
Measure TR-7e noted in the Specific Plan EIR.



TRA1.1b. Middlefield/Glenwood-Linwood. This mitigation measure would be consistent
with Mitigation Measure TR-1b noted in the Specific Plan EIR.



TRA-2.1. Bicycle lane on Middle Avenue. The Specific Plan call for a Class II bicycle facility
(bicycle lanes) to provide a connection to the future pedestrian and bicycle separated
crossing at the intersection of El Camino Real/Middle Avenue. Under TRA-2.1, the Project
Sponsor will work with the City to implement either Class II or Class III bicycle facilities on
this segment.

PC.17 The comments on what determines the infeasibility of mitigation measures. There are several
reasons a mitigation measure may not be feasible. One reason is that the mitigation measure is
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physically infeasible. An example would be the need for an additional lane of traffic on a
roadway that cannot be further widened due to right-of-way, location of utilities, or other
reasons. Another reason a mitigation measure may be infeasible is jurisdiction. If the
responsible entity is another agency such as Caltrans, the County or another city, they cannot be
compelled to implement a mitigation measure, and that uncertainty leads to a finding of a
significant and unavoidable impact. This is often the case in Menlo Park and impacted facilities
on El Camino Real, which is a state-controlled highway. Another reason a mitigation measure
may be infeasible is that it conflicts with the policies and goals of the City. For example,
widening of a roadway may lead to secondary pedestrian or bicycle impacts, or be in conflict
with recommendations of a plan (e.g., the Grand Boulevard Initiative or the El Camino Real
Corridor Study). In such instances, the City may decide to not implement the mitigation measure
due to the conflicts, and thus the mitigation measure would be deemed infeasible.
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2IWKRVHWZRLQWKHPLGGOHWKHORFDOURDGZD\



VHJPHQWVDUHOLWHUDOO\MXVWWKDW7KRVHZRXOGEHVWUHHWV



WKDWDUHQRWVD\(O&DPLQRRU0LGGOHILHOG5RDGRUVD\



DVWDWHKLJKZD\VXFKDV



7KH\ UHPRUHFLW\RSHUDWHGVWUHHWVRU



UHVLGHQWLDOVWUHHWVDQGZHVHSDUDWHWKRVH7KHURXWHV



RIUHJLRQDOVLJQLILFDQFHE\GHILQLWLRQDUHRQHVWKDWWKH



&RXQW\WDNHVDORRNDWDQGKDVDPXFKEURDGHUUHJLRQDO



VFRSH



,QWKH7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ,PSDFW$QDO\VLVWKHUH



ZHUHWKLUW\VL[LQWHUVHFWLRQVWKDWZHUHDQDO\]HG



LQFOXGLQJQLQHORFDOURDGZD\VHJPHQWVDQGHLJKWHHQURXWHV



RIUHJLRQDOVLJQLILFDQFH



7ZRDQDO\VLVVFHQDULRV$QHDUWHUPVFHQDULR



ZKLFKZH YHLGHQWLILHGDVWKH\HDUDQGWKDWDOVR



LQFOXGHVDSSURYHGGHYHORSPHQWVLQWKHYLFLQLW\RIWKH



SURMHFW



:HNQRZWKDWWKHUH VDOVRGHYHORSPHQWFRPLQJ



IRUWK:H YHUHFHQWO\WDONHGDERXWWKH(O&DPLQR



SURMHFWDVZHOODVWKHRWKHUSURMHFWVLQWKHDUHDWKDW



FRXOGSRWHQWLDOO\DIIHFWWKHVDPHVWXG\VHJPHQWVWKH

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


VDPHLQWHUVHFWLRQVWKHVDPHURDGZD\VHJPHQWV



$QGVRZKHUHWKHUH VRYHUODSZHZDQWWRVHH



ZKDWWKHFXPXODWLYHHIIHFWVRIWKRVHPLJKWEHDV\RXOD\



\RXUWUDIILFIURPRQHDORQJZLWKWUDIILFIURPDQRWKHU



/RQJHUWHUPWKH&LW\ VEXLOGRXW\HDULQWKH



*HQHUDO3ODQDVZHOODVLQWKHWKH&RXQW\ZLGH



GRFXPHQWVWRWKH\HDUIRUDUHDZLGHEXLOGRXW



6RZHKDYHDQHDUWHUPDQGDORQJHUWHUPORRN



DWWKHSRWHQWLDOSURMHFWHIIHFWV



:KHQWDNLQJLQWRFRQVLGHUDWLRQZKDWWKHSURMHFW



LVSURSRVLQJDQGDORQJZLWKSRWHQWLDOIRULQWHUQDOWULS



FDSWXUHDQGSDVVE\WULSVDQGRWKHUIDFWRUVWKDWPD\KHOS



WROHVVHQWKHWULSVWRDFHUWDLQH[WHQWWKHUH GEH



QHWQHZGDLO\WULSVLQFOXGLQJLQWKHPRUQLQJDQG



LQWKHDIWHUQRRQSHDNKRXU



,QDGGLWLRQZH YHDOVRWDNHQDORRNDW



ELF\FOHSHGHVWULDQWUDQVLWHIIHFWV:HQRWHWKDWWKH



QHDUE\UDLOURDGUDLOURDGFURVVLQJLVRQHZKLFKZH YH



ORRNHGDWLQSUHYLRXVSURMHFWVDOVRSDUWLFXODUO\



LPSRUWDQWLQWKLVFDVHJLYHQWKHSURMHFW VORFDWLRQDQG



SUR[LPLW\WR&DOWUDLQDQGWKHJUDGHFURVVLQJQHDU



ULJKWQHDUE\



$VZHOODVWUDIILFVLJQDOZDUUDQWVDQGWKDW



ZRXOGEHWDNLQJDORRNDWXQVLJQDOL]HGLQWHUVHFWLRQVDQG



ZKHWKHURUQRWWKH\VDWLVI\DWOHDVWDZDUUDQWIRUDSHDN

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


KRXUWUDIILFVLJQDOEHIRUH\RXORRNDWRWKHUZDUUDQWV



,QWHUPVRIWKHLQGHSHQGVRUU\7KH



VLJQLILFDQWXQDYRLGDEOHLPSDFW-HVVLFDZDVDOOXGLQJWR



WKHUHDUHVHYHUDOLQLQWKHWUDQVSRUWDWLRQFKDSWHU



WKDWZH YHWDNHQDORRNDWDQGZH YHWULHGWRGHYHORSDQG



WDNHDORRNDWZKDWRXUZKDWDUHIHDVLEOHPLWLJDWLRQ



PHDVXUHVDQGZKHWKHURUQRWWKRVHZRXOGUHGXFHWKHOHYHO



RILPSDFWWRDOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQWOHYHO



:HGLGILQGWKHUHZRXOGVWLOOEHLPSDFWVWR



LQWHUVHFWLRQVERWKLQWKHQHDUWHUPDQGWKHORQJHUWHUP



FRQGLWLRQ



6LPLODUO\ZLWKURDGZD\VHJPHQWVDQGWKHURXWHV



RIUHJLRQDOVLJQLILFDQFHDQGLQWKHUDU\UDLOURDG



JUDGHFURVVLQJV, OOH[SODLQWKRVHDOLWWOHELWLQPRUH



GHWDLOULJKWQRZ



,QWHUPVRIWKHLQWHUVHFWLRQVLQWKHQHDU



WHUPHLJKWRIWKHWKLUW\VL[LQWHUVHFWLRQVZRXOGZLQGXS



ZLWKVLJQLILFDQWDQGXQDYRLGDEOHLPSDFWVDQGWKRVHDUH



QRWMXVWWKHRQHVWKDWDUHULJKWQHDUE\GR\RXZDQWWR



KROGP\FDOOV7KRPDV"



$QGWKHQLQWKHORQJHUWHUPVLPLODUO\WKRVH



HLJKWWKDWQXPEHUJURZVWRWZHOYHRIWKHWKLUW\VL[RU



DWKLUGRIWKHLQWHUVHFWLRQVDWWKDWSRLQWZRXOG



H[SHULHQFHHLWKHUDQ$0RUWKH30RUERWKSHDNKRXUV



VLJQLILFDQWDQGXQDYRLGDEOHLPSDFWV

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


2IWKHORFDOURDGZD\VHJPHQWVDQGZHDQDO\]HG



QLQHWKUHHRIZKLFKLQWKHQHDUWHUPDQGWKHQIRXURI



WKHORQJHUWHUPFXPXODWLYHFRQGLWLRQZLWKRXWVLJQLILFDQW



DQGXQDYRLGDEOHLPSDFWV



,QWHUPVRIWKHURXWHVRIUHJLRQDO



VLJQLILFDQFHDQGUHPHPEHUWKLVZRXOGEHHLWKHU(O



&DPLQRRUW\SLFDOO\WZRRIWKHHLJKWHHQURXWHVERWK



LQWKHQHDUDQGWKHIDUWHUPFRQGLWLRQDQGWKHQWKH



UDLOURDGJUDGHFURVVLQJDW5DYHQVZRRGE\GHILQLWLRQLV



KRZZHGHILQHWKHLPSDFWIRUUDLOURDGJUDGHFURVVLQJV



7KDWFRQFOXGHVWKHRYHUYLHZRIWKH



WUDQVSRUWDWLRQDQDO\VLV,UHFRJQL]HWKDWWKHUHPLJKWEH



VRPHQHHGIRUPRUHGHWDLODQGVRPHTXHVWLRQVEXW,MXVW



ZDQWHGWRJLYHWKDWEURDGVWURNHRYHUYLHZILUVW



6RZLWKWKDW,WKLQNWKDWZDVRXUODVW



VOLGH



069,5$0217(66HFRQGWRODVW



0563(1&(56HFRQGWRODVW, OOWXUQEDFN



WR-HVVLFD



069,5$0217(6$OOULJKW<RXFDQVXEPLW



FRPPHQWVRQWKH'UDIW,QILOO(,5YLDHPDLOOHWWHURU



ID[WR-HDQ/LQ6HQLRU3ODQQHUZLWKWKH&LW\RI0HQOR



3DUN



<RXFDQDOVRVSHDNWRQLJKWDQGZHZLOOQRWH



\RXUFRPPHQWVDQGFRQVLGHUWKHPGXULQJWKHSUHSDUDWLRQRI

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


WKH5HVSRQVHWR&RPPHQWVDQG)LQDO,QILOO(,5$OO



FRPPHQWVPXVWEHUHFHLYHGE\$SULOWK



&+$,53(5621675(+/6RDWWKLVSRLQWZH UH



FKDQJLQJRXUSURFHGXUHDELW:H UHJRLQJWRGRSXEOLF



FRPPHQWDQGWKHQZH OOKDYHFODULI\LQJTXHVWLRQVWRWKH



VWDIIIURPWKH&RPPLVVLRQDQGWKHQZH OOKDYH&RPPLVVLRQ



FRPPHQWVRQWKH'UDIW(,5



6RLVWKHUHVRPHWKLQJ\RXZDQWHGWRVD\0U



5LJJV"



&200,66,21(55,**61R,ZDVJRLQJWRDVN



IRUDFODULILFDWLRQ,FDQFHUWDLQO\KROGWKDW



&+$,53(5621675(+/2ND\7KDQN\RX



6RDWWKLVSRLQWZH UHJRLQJWRJRLQWR



SXEOLFSDUGRQPH



06/,10DGDP&KDLU



&+$,53(5621675(+/2KVRUU\-HDQ



06/,17KHFRQVXOWDQWMXVWKDVMXVWPD\EH



RQHRUWZRVOLGHVWRILQLVKKHUSUHVHQWDWLRQ



&+$,53(5621675(+/2K, PVRUU\



069,5$0217(67KDW VRND\



&+$,53(5621675(+/,WKRXJKW\RXKDG



FRPSOHWHG



069,5$0217(6$OPRVWGRQH



2ND\7KHQH[WVWHSVLQFOXGHFRPSLOLQJWKH



5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVGRFXPHQW:HZLOOFRQVLGHUDQG

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


UHVSRQGWRDOOFRPPHQWVERWKRUDODQGZULWWHQUHFHLYHGRQ



WKH'UDIW,QILOO(,5



&RPPHQWVWKDWDUHUHSHDWHGE\VHYHUDO



FRPPHQWHUVZLOOEHDGGUHVVHGLQPDVWHUUHVSRQVHV$Q\



FKDQJHVWRWKH'UDIW,QILOO(,5DVDUHVXOWRIFRPPHQWV



UHFHLYHGRUVWDIILQLWLDWHGFKDQJHVZLOOEHVKRZQDV



VWULNHWKURXJKIRUGHOHWHGWH[WDQGXQGHUOLQHGIRUQHZ



WH[W



7KH5HVSRQVHVWR&RPPHQWVSOXVWKH'UDIW



,QILOO(,5ZLOOFRQVWLWXWHWKHILQDO,QILOO(,5DQG



WKDW VLW






&+$,53(5621675(+/6RDUHZHUHDG\IRU
SXEOLFFRPPHQWSHULRG"<HV"$UH\RXILQLVKHG"
069,5$0217(6,DPILQLVKHG6RUU\
&+$,53(5621675(+/$WWKLVSRLQW, PJRLQJ



WRDVNWKHSXEOLFLIWKH\KDYHDQ\FRPPHQWVWKDWWKH\



ZLVKWRSURYLGHRQWKH'UDIW(,5LIWKH\ZRXOGSOHDVH



FRPHIRUZDUG



,QWKHEDFNWKHUH VDWDEOHWKDWKDVWKH



FRPPHQWFDUGLQIRUPDWLRQRQLW:HUHFRUGDOORIWKHVH



FRPPHQWVDQGZH GOLNHWRKDYHDFDUGVRWKDWZHFDQNHHS



WKHFRPPHQWVZHFDQEHUHVSRQVLYHWRWKHFRPPHQWVVR



ZHKDYHLWIRUWKHSXEOLFUHFRUG




$QGLIWKHUH VDQ\ERG\ZKR VKHUHZKRZLVKHVWR
FRPPHQWDVLGHIURPWKLVRQHFDUGSOHDVHOLPLW\RXU

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


FRPPHQWVWRWKUHHPLQXWHVVWDWH\RXUQDPHDQGDGGUHVV



DQGSROLWLFDOMXULVGLFWLRQ



$QG, G, GOLNHWRQRWHWKDWWKH&RPPLVVLRQ



GLGUHFHLYHVRPHZULWWHQFRPPHQWVHDUOLHUWRGD\DQG



WKH\ UHXSKHUHRQWKHGDLV



6RZHKDYHDUHTXHVWIURPWRFRPPHQWIURP



$KPDG$KPDG$KPDGLVUHSUHVHQWLQJ,DSRORJL]H



,FDQ WSURQRXQFH\RXUODVWQDPHIRUUHSUHVHQWLQJWKH



&LW\UHSUHVHQWLQJ0HQOR3DUN&LW\6FKRRO'LVWULFW




$QGWKDQN\RX:HOFRPHDQGLI\RXFRXOGNHHS
\RXUFRPPHQWVWRWKUHHPLQXWHV



056+(,.+2/(6/$0,*RRGHYHQLQJ



&RPPLVVLRQHUV0\QDPHLV$KPDG6KHLNKROHVODPLDQG, P



UHSUHVHQWLQJWKH0HQOR3DUN&LW\6FKRRO'LVWULFW,DP



WKHFKLHIEXVLQHVVDQGRSHUDWLRQVRIILFHU



, PQRWKHUHWRDGYRFDWHIRURUDJDLQVWD



SURMHFWEXWWKH0HQOR3DUN&LW\6FKRRO'LVWULFWGRHV



KDYHVLJQLILFDQWFRQFHUQVDQGZRXOGOLNHWKRVHWREH



DGGUHVVHGE\WKHSURMHFW



:HZLOOEHSURYLGLQJRXUFRPPHQWVZLWKVSHFLILF



GHWDLOLQDLQDZULWWHQIRUPDWLQWKHQH[WZHHNRU



VR



03&6'LVDFRPPXQLW\IXQGHGVFKRROGLVWULFW



PHDQLQJZHGRQ WUHFHLYHDGGLWLRQDOIXQGLQJIURPWKH



6WDWHIRUQHZVWXGHQWVRUDGGLWLRQDOVWXGHQWV

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘ϭ



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


2XUPDLQIXQGLQJVRXUFHVDUHSURSHUW\WD[DQG



SDUFHOWD[HV:HDOVRUHFHLYHGZHDOVRUHFHLYH



IXQGLQJIURPGRQDWLRQVDVZHOO



7KLVWKLVUHSRUWUHOLHVXSRQWKH



6SHFLILF3ODQDQGILVFDOUHSRUWWRPDNHWKHFRQFOXVLRQRI



QRVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWVWRSXEOLFVHUYLFHV



7KDWUHSRUWUHOLHGRQGDWHGVWXGHQWJHQHUDWLRQ



UDWLRVIURP7KHGLVWULFWKDVVHHQVLJQLILFDQW



HQUROOPHQWLQFUHDVHVIURPDOOKRXVLQJVHFWRUVDQG



VSHFLILFDOO\IURPDWWDFKHGKRXVLQJLQWKHODVWGHFDGH



:H YHKDGDQLQFUHDVHRIDERXWIRUW\SHUFHQWDQG



HQUROOPHQWVLQFH



6RRXUFRQFHUQVDUHPDLQO\WKDWWKH



6SHFLILF3ODQDQGILVFDODQDO\VLVGRQRWDSSHDUWR



KDYHWDNHQLQWRFRQVLGHUDWLRQWKHSRWHQWLDOWKDWEHFDXVH



RIWKHRZQHU VHGXFDWLRQDOQRQSURILWVWDWXVWKH



SURSHUW\RUSRUWLRQVRIWKHSURSHUW\PD\QRWEHDVVHVVHG



SDUSURSHUW\WD[



7KLVZRXOGFRQVLGHUDEO\UHGXFHWKHRYHU



RYHUDOOSURSHUW\WD[FROOHFWLRQDQGZRXOGDGYHUVHO\



DIIHFW03&6' VDELOLW\WRIXQGDGGLWLRQDOHQUROOPHQW



W͘ϭ
ŽŶƚ͘

7KHQHZXQIXQGHGVRXUFHRIVWXGHQWHQUROOPHQW



DQGWKHLUDQGWKHLUWKHSURMHFWLVGHHPHGWKH



SURMHFWLIH[HPSWHGIURPSD\PHQWRISURSHUW\WD[ZRXOG



SUHVHQWDVLJQLILFDQWQHZXQIXQGHGVRXUFHRIVWXGHQW

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘Ϯ



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


HQUROOPHQWDQGWKHUHIRUHFDQQRWEHGHHPHGDVQRW



VLJQLILFDQWRUOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWRQSXEOLF



VHUYLFHVXQOHVVPLWLJDWHGE\DPDNHZKROHDJUHHPHQWE\



ZKLFKWKHRZQHUPDNHVDVHSDUDWHSD\PHQWWRWKHVFKRRO



GLVWULFWWKHORVVRISURSHUW\WD[FDXVHGE\WKHRZQHUV



WKHWD[H[HPSWLRQIRUWKHSURSHUW\RUSRUWLRQVRIWKH



SURSHUW\




7KHRWKHUFRQFHUQZHKDYHLVZLWKWUDIILF,Q
WHUPVRIWUDIILFWKHGLVWULFWLVFRQFHUQHGWKDWWKH



LPSDFWRIVDIHURXWHWRVFKRROSURJUDPVKDYHQRWEHHQ



WDNHQLQWRFRQVLGHUDWLRQ



2XUVDIHURXWHWRVFKRROSURJUDPVDUHLQWHQGHG



WRHQFRXUDJHZDONLQJRUELNLQJWRRXUVFKRROVDQGZH



KDYHVRPHRIWKHKLJKHVWELF\FOHUDWHVLQWKHFRXQW\



ERWKDW2DN.QROODQG+LOOYLHZDQGZHDUHFRQFHUQHGWKDW



WKHVHZRXOGEHVLJQLILFDQWO\LPSDFWHGWKURXJKWKHLPSDFWV



RIERWKLQWHUVHFWLRQDQGURDGZD\VHJPHQWVLGHQWLILHGLQ



WKH(,5



W͘ϯ

:HZHQRWHWKDWWKH(,5KDVORRNHGDW



PLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVWKURXJKWKH7'0SURJUDPEXWZH UH



FRQFHUQHGWKDWWKRVHPHDVXUHVGRQ WLQFOXGHWKHIXQGLQJ



RIFURVVLQJJXDUGVZKLFKZRXOGFUHDWHVDIHFURVV



FURVVLQJSDVVDJHVDORQJWKHFULWLFDOFRUULGRUVDQG



LQWHUVHFWLRQV



W͘Ϯ
ŽŶƚ͘

7KDQN\RXYHU\PXFK

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘ϰ



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH





&+$,53(5621675(+/7KDQN\RXYHU\PXFK<RX
KLWULJKWDWWKUHHPLQXWHV
,VWKHUHDQ\RQHHOVHKHUHZKRZLVKHVWRSURYLGH
SXEOLFFRPPHQWRQWKH'UDIW,QILOO(,5"



6HHLQJQRQHWKHQ,DPJRLQJWRFORVHSXEOLF



FRPPHQWDQGEULQJWKLVEDFNWRWKHFRPPWKLVLVWKH



WLPHWRVSHDNLI\RXZDQWWRVSHDNRQWKLVGUDIWVR, P



JLYLQJ, PJLYLQJ\RXDQRWKHURSSRUWXQLW\



2ND\6RDWWKLVSRLQW, PJRLQJWRFORVHWKH



SXEOLFFRPPHQWSHULRGDQGZH OOEULQJWKLVEDFNKHUHWR



WKH&RPPLVVLRQIRUFODULI\LQJTXHVWLRQVWRWKHVWDIIDQG



WRWKHDSSOLFDQWDQGWKH\ UHFODULI\LQJTXHVWLRQVZKHQ



ZHILQLVKZLWKWKDWWKHQZHZLOOJRLQWRWKHFRPPHQW



SHULRGZKDWZHIHHODERXWWKHSURMHFWDQGWKH(,5QRW



WKHSURMHFW7KH(,5




6R0U5LJJV
&200,66,21(55,**6<HDKWKDQN\RX,KDYH



DTXHVWLRQHDFKIRUVWDIIDQGIRUWKHDSSOLFDQWV



UHJDUGLQJWKH(,5



)LUVWIRUVWDII,EHOLHYHWKDWZRXOGEHIRU



.ULVWLDQQ&DQ\RXWHOOPHZKDWWKHWKUHVKROGLVWKDW



FUHDWHVDVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWIRUWKHIRUWKHUHFRUG"



06&+2<'LG\RXZDQWLWIRUDOORIWKH



GLIIHUHQWVRZHORRNHGDWIRXUGLIIHUHQWW\SHVRI



LPSDFWV6LJQDOLQWHUVHFWLRQLPSDFWVURDGZD\VHJPHQW

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘ϱ



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


LPSDFWVWKH



&200,66,21(55,**65LJKW,WKLQNWKHPRVW



LQWHUHVWLQJWRWKHSXEOLFZRXOGEHLQWHUVHFWLRQLPSDFWV



7KDW VKRZZHLGHQWLI\TXRWHWUDIILFXQTXRWHLIWKHUH V



DFWXDOO\GHOD\7KDW VKRZZHUHDGWKDW






06&+2<6XUH/HWPHMXVWSXOOWKDWXSVR
,KDYHLWH[DFW
0563(1&(56RSDJHDQG
06&+2<2ND\6RRXUOHYHORIVHUYLFH



SROLF\LVWKDWZH UHNHHSLQJWKHOHYHORIVHUYLFH'DQG



WKHQLIWKHLQWHUVHFWLRQLVDOUHDG\RSHUDWLQJDWOHYHORI



VHUYLFH$WKURXJK&WKHQWKHQLW VDQLPSDFW



,ILWJRHVDGGVWZHQW\WKUHHVHFRQGVRI



GHOD\WRWKHLQWHUVHFWLRQDQDYHUDJHRIWZHQW\WKUHH



VHFRQGVRUGHFUHDVHVWKHOHYHORIVHUYLFHWR'(RU)



DQGWKHQLILW VDOUHDG\DWDQXQDFFHSWDEOHOHYHORI



VHUYLFHVRWKDW VDOHYHORIVHUYLFH(RU)




W͘ϱ
ŽŶƚ͘

6RWKDW VLILWLQFUHDVHVWKHDYHUDJHGHOD\E\
VHFRQGV



&200,66,21(55,**6 WKDWZDV"



06&+2< 7KDW VFRUUHFW



&200,66,21(55,**6 $OOULJKW$QGZKHQ\RX



KDYHVD\DQDYHUDJHRIWZHQW\WZRVHFRQGVZRXOGWKDWEH



DQDYHUDJHGXULQJDSDUWLFXODUSHULRG")RUH[DPSOH$0



SHDNRU30SHDN"

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘ϱ
ŽŶƚ͘

W͘ϱ
ŽŶƚ͘



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH







06&+2<&RUUHFW,W VGXULQJHLWKHUGXULQJ
WKH$0SHDNKRXURUWKH30SHDNKRXU
&200,66,21(55,**62K
06&+2<$QGWKHQWKDW VDQDYHUDJHRI
VHFRQGVRIGHOD\SHUYHKLFOH
&200,66,21(55,**63HUYHKLFOH2ND\6R



LILIWKHUH VDOLQHRIILYHYHKLFOHVSRWHQWLDOO\



WKH\ UHVHFRQGVORQJHUWRJHWWKURXJKWKHOLJKW",V



WKDWLVWKDWKRZLWZRUNV"



06&+2<:HOOLWLW VDOLWWOHELWPRUH



FRPSOLFDWHGEHFDXVHLWGHSHQGVRQWKHDPRXQWRIJUHHQ



WLPHWKDWHDFKDSSURDFKWRWKHLQWHUVHFWLRQPLJKWKDYH



DQGWKHQDOVRGHSHQGHQWRQVRPHRWKHUGHOD\



7KHUHZDVOLNHDPXOWLWXGHRIGHOD\VVRWKHUH V



DOVRVRPHVWDUWXSGHOD\DQGTXHXLQJGHOD\6RVRPH



VRPHPRYHPHQWPD\KDYHORQJHUGHOD\VEHFDXVHOLNHIRU



H[DPSOHOHIWWXUQ%HFDXVHWKH\KDYHOHVVJUHHQWLPH



VRWHQGWRZDLWDWWKHLQWHUVHFWLRQVIRUORQJHUEXWWKHQ



DWKURXJKPRYHPHQWKDVDORQJHUJUHHQWLPHVRWKHQERWK



XVXDOO\KDYHWKHKLJKHUYROXPHV



$QGVRWKH\WKH\WHQGWRZHLJKWWKHDYHUDJH



DOLWWOHGLIIHUHQWO\6RLWGHSHQGVRQWKHLQWHUVHFWLRQ



PRYHPHQWVDVZHOO




W͘ϱ
ŽŶƚ͘

&200,66,21(55,**65LJKWEXWWZHQW\WZR
VHFRQGVLVDERXWZKDW,ZRXOGJHWFURVVLQJ0LGGOHILHOG

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘ϱ
ŽŶƚ͘



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


RUZHOORQHQRUPDOO\GRHVQ WFURVV0LGGOHILHOGEXW



FURVVLQJ(O&DPLQRZRXOGEHEHWZHHQWZHQW\DQGWKLUW\



VHFRQGV,ZRXOGWKLQNDWWKHPRVWIRUVD\2DN*URYHRU



HYHQDW5DYHQVZRRG



,VWKDWFRUUHFW"



06&+2<:HOO,WKLQNLW\HDK,WKLQN



LWGHSHQGVRQZKHUH\RXPLJKWEH,PHDQLW VGHSHQGHQW



RQZKRZKDWPRYHPHQW\RX UHWU\LQJWRPDNH6R



&200,66,21(55,**65LJKWEXWVD\\RX UH



JRLQJVWUDLJKWDQGWKHOLJKWZLOOKROGIRUEHWZHHQWZHQW\



RUWKLUW\VHFRQGVLQRUGHUWRJHWVD\VL[WRHLJKWFDUV



WKURXJK







W͘ϱ
ŽŶƚ͘

<RX UHVD\LQJWKDWWKHWKUHVKROGZRXOGEH
WZHQW\WZRVHFRQGV"
,QRWKHUZRUGVLILWLILI\RXKDGWR
ZDLWWKDWHQWLUHF\FOH
06&+2<:HOOOHWPHMXVWJRDQG,FDQ



SRLQWRXWWR\RXRQHRIWKHLQWHUVHFWLRQVWKDWZHVWXGLHG



MXVWVRZHFDQJRWKURXJKWKDW



&200,66,21(55,**6-XVWWRPDNHLW



XQGHUVWDQGDEOHE\WKHSXEOLF, PWU\LQJWRHQYLVLRQD



YHKLFOHKRSLQJWRFURVV(O&DPLQRDQGLIWKH\DUH



GHOD\HGWZHQW\VHFRQGVUDWKHUWKDQWZHQW\WZRWKHQWKDW



LVQRWDVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFW



W͘ϱ
ŽŶƚ͘

6R, P, PWU\LQJWRILWWKDWLQWRWHUPV

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘ϱ
ŽŶƚ͘



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH



WKDWZHFDQUHODWHWR
06&+2<6XUH, PWU\LQJWRVHHZKLFKRQH



KDVWKHVRIRUH[DPSOHLI\RXORRNDWWKHVR



WDEOHLW VRQSDJHLQWKH'UDIW(,5



LWKDVIRUH[DPSOHLQWHUVHFWLRQZKLFKLV0LGGOHILHOG



DQG:LOORZ



,WVKRZVWKDWWKHLQWKHPRUQLQJSHDNKRXU



WKHUH VVHFRQGVRIGHOD\EXWDWDVVLJQHGOHYHORI



VHUYLFH'DQGWKHQZKHQ\RXDGGWKHSURMHFWWUDIILFWR



WKDWLQWHUVHFWLRQWKHDYHUDJHLQWHUVHFWLRQGHOD\JRHVXS



E\VHFRQGV





6RWKDW VDQGLWUHPDLQVDOHYHORI
VHUYLFH'
$QGWKHQLQWKHLQWKH30LW V



VHFRQGVOHYHORIVHUYLFH(DQGWKHQWKDW VDQ



XQDFFHSWDEOHRIOHYHORIVHUYLFHDQGLWVWD\VDWWKH



OHYHOVHUYLFH(DQGLWDGGVSRLQWVRUU\,W



GRHVQ WDGG,WJRHVGRZQWRRULQFUHDVHVWR



VHFRQGVDQGWKDWZDVFRQVLGHUHGDVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFW



EHFDXVHWKDW VPRUHWKDQVHFRQGV



,GRQ WWKLQNZHDFWXDOO\KDGDQ\ZKHUHZKHUHLW



ZDVOHYHORIVHUYLFH$%RU&FXUUHQWO\DQGZHQWWR'RU



DGGHGWZHQW\WKUHHVHFRQGVLQWKLVLQWKLVDQDO\VLV



&200,66,21(55,**6$OOULJKW7KDQN\RX



$QGWKHQ,GLGKDYHDTXHVWLRQRUWZRIRUWKH

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘ϱ
ŽŶƚ͘



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


DSSOLFDQW,IVRPHRQHLVSUHVHQWWRVSHDNIRUWKH



DSSOLFDQW



&+$,53(5621675(+/:RXOG\RXOLNHWR



LQWURGXFH\RXUVHOISOHDVHIRUWKHUHFRUG"



05'21$+2(,ZRXOG



0\QDPHLV-RKQ'RQDKRH, PDVVRFLDWH



GLUHFWRUIRUSODQQLQJHQWLWOHPHQWIRU6WDQIRUG5HDO



(VWDWH




6WHYH(OOLRWWZRXOGQRUPDOO\EHKHUHEXWKH V
RXWRIWRZQWRQLJKWVR



&+$,53(5621675(+/2ND\7KDQN\RX



0U5LJJV"



&200,66,21(55,**67KDQN\RX-RKQ



:HOFRPH



05'21$+2( 7KDQN\RX



&200,66,21(55,**6 6RWKHUHDUHDFRXSOHRI



DVVXPSWLRQVPDGHLQWKH(,5RUDWOHDVWLQGLFDWLRQVDQG



PRVWO\KDYLQJWRGRZLWKPLWLJDWLRQV



2QHRIWKHPLVDUHSHDWHGUHIHUHQFHWRWR



7'0DQGZKDWVRUWRIZKDWVRUWRIPLWLJDWLRQVLV



6WDQIRUGFRPPLWWHGWRDVSDUWRIWKLVSURMHFW"



05'21$+2( 2ND\7REDFNXSMXVWDVHFRQG



LI\RXORRNDWWKHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVIURPWKHDGRSWHG



6SHFLILF3ODQ7'0LVDUHTXLUHPHQWRIDSURMHFWEXW



UHTXLUHGWREHVXEPLWWHGSULRUWRRFFXSDQF\

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘ϲ



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


:HKDYHJRQHDKHDGDQGDGYDQFHGWKDWDQG



VXEPLWWHGD'UDIW7'0SURJUDPZLWKRXULQLWLDO



DSSOLFDWLRQDFWXDOO\ZLWKRXUSURMHFWGHVFULSWLRQ



ODVW\HDU



6RWKDWZDVDOWKRXJKWDNHQLQWR



FRQVLGHUDWLRQWKHWUDIILFQXPEHUVWKDW\RXVHHLQWKH



WUDIILFUHSRUWWKHUHLVQRFUHGLWDSSOLHGIRUDQ\7'0



WKDWZH UHGRLQJ6R,ZDQWWRPDNHVXUHWKDWWKDWZDV



FOHDU



,QWHUPVRI7'0PHDVXUHVZHKDYHDFRXSOH



WKLQJVWKDWRXUVLGHZDVSDUWLFXODUO\EOHVVHGZLWKWKDW



RWKHUSURMHFWVPD\QRWEH



:H UHHTXLGLVWDQWEHWZHHQERWKWKH0HQOR3DUN



DQG3DOR$OWR&DOWUDLQVWDWLRQ)RUDOORIWKRVHZKR



WDNH&DOWUDLQ\RXUHDOL]H3DOR$OWRLVWKHEXOOHWVWRS



VRWKDW VWKDW VLPSRUWDQW



,QDGGLWLRQRQHRIWKHWKLQJVWKDWFXUUHQWO\



UXQVDORQJ(O&DPLQRLVD6WDQIRUG0DUJXHULWHZKLFKLV



RXUSULYDWHVKXWWOHV\VWHPWKDWFXUUHQWO\VWRSVLQIURQW



RIWKHSURMHFWDQGDOVRRQLWVZD\EDFNRQLWVURXWH



LWDFWXDOO\VWRSVLQIURQWRIWKH6DIHZD\RQWKHEDFN



HQG6RZHKDYHDFFHVVWRERWKSULYDWHDQGSXEOLFEXV



V\VWHPV



:HKDYHLQFOXGHGYDULHW\RIRWKHU7'0PHDVXUHV



ZKLFKZKLFKDUHDGGUHVVHGDFWXDOO\,KDYHDVOLGH

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


LQRXURWKHUSUHVHQWDWLRQ,FDQ,FDQWDONDERXW



WKDWDWJUHDWJUHDWOHQJWKODWHUEXWWKHLQWHQWLV



HVVHQWLDOO\ZHKDYHDQRIILFHEXLOGLQJ:HKDYHWKH



UHVLGHQWLDOSRUWLRQ7KHUH VDEDODQFHEHWZHHQWKHWZR



:HFDQ WJXDUDQWHHWKDWRQHZLOOOLYHZRUNLQ



WKHVDPHDUHDEXW\RXKRSH7KDW VZK\ZHGRPL[HGXVH



SURMHFWV




)URP6WDQIRUG VSHUVSHFWLYHZHKRSHDQGZH
JLYHSULRULW\WR6WDQIRUG VIDFXOW\WRRFFXS\WKH



UHVLGHQWLDOSRUWLRQZKLFKPDNHVWKDW0DUJXHULWHVKXWWOH



HYHQPRUHLPSRUWDQWDQGIOH[LEOHWKDW\RXKDYHSHRSOH



OLYLQJRUZRUNLQJLQWKHVDPHJHRJUDSKLFDODUHD



$QGWKHQLQDGGLWLRQZHKDYHDKRVWRIRWKHU



ZKDW,ZRXOGFDOOPRUHWUDGLWLRQDO7'0PHDVXUHVZLWKLQ



RXUSODQ




&200,66,21(55,**6$OOULJKW7KDQN\RX
$QGLI\RX UHJRLQJWRLQFOXGHWKDWLQWKH



SURMHFWSUHVHQWDWLRQ,FDQKROGP\TXHVWLRQDERXWWKH



&DOWUDLQSDVVHVIRUIRUWKDW



05'21$+2(6XUH



&200,66,21(55,**6SHULRG



$QGWKHQ0DGDP&KDLULVLWDSSURSULDWHWR



WRGLVFXVVWKHWD[EDVLVLVVXHDVSDUWRI(,5RUZRXOG



\RXSUHIHUWRPRYHWKDWWRWKHSURMHFW"



&+$,53(5621675(+/,,ORRNIRUVWDII

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


EXW,WKLQNWKDW VSUREDEO\PRUHDSSURSULDWHIRUWKH



SURMHFWDVRSSRVHGWRWKH(,5




&200,66,21(55,**6$OOULJKW, OOKROG
LW



&+$,53(5621675(+/2ND\7KDQN\RX



&200,66,21(55,**6WLOOWKHQ7KDQN\RX



7KDQN\RX7RP



05'21$+2(,ZRQ WJRIDU7KDQN\RX



&+$,53(5621675(+/7KDQN\RX



0U.DKOH



&200,66,21(5.$+/(, PQRWVXUHZKRWR



DGGUHVVWKLVTXHVWLRQWREXWLW VDERXWWKHELNH



SHGHVWULDQXQGHUFURVVLQJDQG,ZDQWHGWRVHHLIWKRVH



LPSDFWVIRUDQ\RQHULGLQJWKHLUELNHZDVDGGHGWRWKH



WUDIILFVWXG\



, PWKLQNLQJDERXWNLGVULGLQJIURPVD\WKH



:LOORZVWR+LOOYLHZLIWKDWZDVKDVEHHQDQDO\]HGLQ



VD\WKH0LGGOH(O&DPLQRLQWHUVHFWLRQRUDQ\RWKHU



LQWHUVHFWLRQV



&+$,53(5621675(+/6R:LOOLDPGR\RXZDQW



WRDGGUHVVWKDWRUVWDII":HOOVRPHERG\,WZDVD



TXHVWLRQ



06&+2< 6RWKHWKHSURMHFWGLGRUWKH



(,5GLGDQDO\]HELF\FOHLPSDFWVDQG,WKLQNRQHRIWKH



PLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVZDVWRDGGNLQGRIWKHELF\FOH

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘ϳ



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


VRPHNLQGRIVWULSLQJIRUELF\FOHODQHVRQ0LGGOH$YHQXH



EHWZHHQ(O&DPLQR5HDODQG8QLYHUVLW\'ULYH





&200,66,21(5.$+/($QGKRZGLG\RXFRPHXS
ZLWKQXPEHUVIRUSURMHFWHGELF\FOLVWV"
06&+2<,GRQ W,GRQ WEHOLHYHZH



HVWLPDWHGWKHQXPEHURIELF\FOLVWVWKHUH:HMXVWZH



MXVWHVWLPDWHGWKDWEXVLQHVVEDVHGRQWKH'RZQWRZQ



6SHFLILF3ODQLGHQWLILHGWKLVWKLVURXWHDVHLWKHUD



FODVVRUFODVVELF\FOHURXWH





&200,66,21(5.$+/(2ND\7KDQN\RX
&+$,53(5621675(+/0U%DUQHV"$QGSDUGRQ
PHIRUFDOOLQJ\RX:LOOLDPDVRSSRVHGWR0DUN



0U%DUQHV"



&200,66,21(5%$51(6<HV7KDQN\RX



)LUVWDVLWUHODWHVWRWULSFRXQW, PFXULRXV



KRZLQWKH(,5WKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKWKHSUR[LPLW\RIWKH



VLWHIRULQVWDQFHWKHUHVLGHQWLDOIRONVZKROLYHWKHUH



ZRUNLQJDW6WDQIRUG



:KDWGR\RXILJXUHLQWKHPRGHOLQJWKDWZDV



VSHFLILFWRWKLVJHRJUDSKLFDOSUR[LPLW\EHWZHHQWKLVVLWH



DQGIRONVZRUNLQJDW6WDQIRUG"7KDW VRQWKHRXWERXQG



IURPWKHUHVLGHQWLDO



W͘ϴ

$QG, PFXULRXVDERXWWKHPRGHOLQJIRUWKH



LQERXQGIRUWKHIRONVZKRDUHJRLQJWRZRUNLQJDWWKH



FRPSRQHQWWRWKHSURMHFW

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘ϵ



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


:KDWPRGHOLQJ\RXSXWLQZKDWSHUFHQWDJHDQG



KRZ\RXFDPHWRWKDWWRDJJUHJDWHXSWRWKHWULSFRXQW



QXPEHUVWKDW\RXKDYHLQKHUH"



0563(1&(5&HUWDLQO\7KHSURMHFWLVLV



XQLTXHO\VLWXDWHGDQGDVFXUUHQWO\SURSRVHGREYLRXVO\



ZRXOGYHU\PXFKVHUYHWKH6WDQIRUGFRPPXQLW\



2QHRIWKHWKLQJVZKLFKZHKDYHWRORRNDWLQ



WKH(,5LVQRWMXVWZKDWWKHFXUUHQWO\SURSRVHGSURMHFW



LVLQWHUPVRILWVSRSXODWLRQEXWZKDWLILWZHUHWR



WXUQRYHULQWRDQRWKHUGHYHORSHURUWRDQRWKHURZQHURU



MXVWWKHPL[ZRXOGFKDQJHLQWKHIXWXUHVRWKDWLWZDVQ W



D6WDQIRUGSRSXODWLRQEXWDJHQHUDOSRSXODWLRQ



7KLVLVVLPLODUWRKRZRWKHUSURMHFWVDUH



WUHDWHGLQ0HQOR3DUNDQGHOVHZKHUH)RUH[DPSOHZKDW



LI)DFHERRNZDVQRWWKHRFFXSDQWRIWKH)DFHERRNVLWHDQG



LWZDVDJHQHUDORIILFHVLWHDQGVRRQ



:HGRQ WOLNHWRQHFHVVDULO\WKLQNWKDWDVD



SRVVLELOLW\EXWLQDQ(,5ZHNLQGRIVD\ZKDWGRHVWKLV



ORRNOLNHERWKQHDUDQGORQJHUWHUP



)RU0HQOR3DUNWUDIILFDQDO\VLVZHKDYHD



FLUFXODWLRQV\VWHPDVVHVVPHQWGRFXPHQWWKDWJXLGHVKRZZH



SURMHFWWULSVIRUUHVLGHQWLDOIRUHPSOR\PHQWIRU



FRPPHUFLDOXVHVDQGZH YHEHHQXVLQJWKDWDVDJXLGHWR



VD\KHUH VZKHUHWKHWULSSDWWHUQZLOOOLNHO\FRPHIURP



,QRWKHUZRUGVLI\RXKDYHDQRIILFHDW(O

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘ϵ
ŽŶƚ͘



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


&DPLQRZKHUHZLOOWKRVHHPSOR\HHVOLNHO\FRPHIURP



QRUWKVRXWKHDVWDQGZHVWDQGKRZPDQ\IURPHDFK



6LPLODUO\ZLWKWKHUHVLGHQFHVZKHUHDUHWKH\



OLNHO\WREHHPSOR\HG,QWKLVFDVHZHNQRZWKDW



REYLRXVO\6WDQIRUG VJRLQJWRKDYHDVLJQLILFDQWHIIHFW



RQWKLV



$QGZKDWZHGRZKHQZHORRNDWWKHSDWWHUQVLV



WKHUH VWZRSDUWV2QHLVVRUWRIDWDPDFUROHYHOKRZ



PDQ\DUHFRPLQJIURPGLIIHUHQWDUHDVRUQHLJKERUKRRGVRU




RWKHUFLWLHV7KDW VWKHWULSGLVWULEXWLRQ
7KHWULSDVVLJQPHQWLVZKDWURXWHGRWKH\WDNH



WRJHWWKHUH&OHDUO\LQWKLVFDVH\RXKDYHDYHU\



VWURQJOLQNDJHWRJRDIHZEORFNVRQ(O&DPLQRDQG\RX



PDNHDULJKW\RX UHLQ6WDQIRUGZKHQ\RXKHDGVRXWKDQG



YLFHYHUVD



6RWKHWULSDVVLJQPHQWSDUWRIWKLVZHZHUH



ORRNLQJDWKRZGRZHGLVWULEXWHYDULRXVWULSVDQGZKHWKHU



WKH\ UHYHKLFOHWULSVRUVKXWWOHVRUELNHVRUZKDWHYHU



WKDWILJXUHVLQWRWKHDQDO\VLVDQGWKDW VEXLOWLQWRWKH



LQWHUVHFWLRQDQGWKHURDGZD\DQDO\VLVWKDWZHSURMHFWHG



LQWKH(,5DQGZKDWWKRVHWKRVHOLNHO\WULSSDWWHUQV



ZRXOGEHDVZHOODVKRZPDQ\PLJKWWDNH0LGGOH$YHQXHRU



KRZPDQ\PLJKWSRWHQWLDOO\JRQRUWKRUVRXWKRQ(O&DPLQR



RU0LGGOHILHOG5RDGRUDFURVVWKH'XPEDUWRQ%ULGJH



6RLW VVRLW VDOOIDFWRUHGLQWRWKDW

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


&200,66,21(5%$51(62ND\6RWRSDUDSKUDVH



WKHPRGHOLQJZDVGRQHZLWKRXWWKHFRQVLGHUDWLRQDERXWZKR



WKHRZQHULVDQGZKDWWKHXVHIRULQVWDQFHRIWKH



UHVLGHQWLDOFRPSRQHQWZRXOGEHLQWKDWZRXOGEHOLQNHG



IRULQVWDQFHWR6WDQIRUGLQWHUPVRIWULSFRXQWYROXPH



LVWKDWFRUUHFW"



0563(1&(5:HOOZLWKUHVSHFWWRKRZWKH



WKHWULSVZHUHGLVWULEXWHGZLWKUHVSHFWWRWKHWULS



FRXQW




&200,66,21(5%$51(65LJKW
0563(1&(5DQGWKHDFWXDOXVHWKDW V



EHLQJSURSRVHGWKHDSDUWPHQWVWKHRIILFHDQGWKH



UHWDLOHDFKRIWKRVHZDVWDNHQLQWRDGYLVHPHQW



LQGHSHQGHQWO\



$QGVRWKHUH VDWDEOHLQWKH(,5ZKLFKLV



WDEOHDQGWKDWDFWXDOO\VKRZVEDVHGRQ;QXPEHU



RIDSDUWPHQWVKRZPDQ\WULSVWKDWZRXOGJHQHUDWH



LQFOXGLQJZLWKFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIWKHIDFWWKDW\HDKVRPH



RIWKHVHDUHJRLQJWREHWDNLQJVKXWWOHVWR6WDQIRUGDQG



VRPHRIWKHVHDUHZDONLQJWR&DOWUDLQDQGVRRQ



6LPLODUO\ZLWKWKHRIILFHFRPSRQHQWDQGZLWKWKH



UHWDLOFRPSRQHQWDQGWKHQZHDOVRORRNDWWKH



LQWHUVHFWLRQEHWZHHQWKRVHWKUHHHOHPHQWVSHRSOHZKR



OLYHLQWKLVGHYHORSPHQWZLOOOLNHO\VKRSORFDOO\HLWKHU



ULJKWWKHUHRUDFURVVWKHVWUHHW6DIHZD\RUZKDWKDYH

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘ϵ
ŽŶƚ͘



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


\RX6LPLODUO\ZLWKWKHRIILFHZRUNHUV



7KHUH VDOVRWKHSRWHQWLDOIRUSHRSOHWROLYH



DQGZRUNRQWKHVDPHVLWHDVZHOOZKLFKDOVRUHGXFHV



WULSV



$QGVRWKDWWKDWWULSUHGXFWLRQWKDW



SRWHQWLDOIRUWULSUHGXFWLRQLVDOVRXVHGEXLOWLQWRWKH



WULSFRXQWWKDW VXVHGLQWKHDQDO\VLV






&200,66,21(5%$51(6 &RXOG\RXDWWKHWLPHPH
ZKDWSHUFHQWDJH\RXPRGHOHGZRXOGEHGULYLQJWRZRUN"
)RULQVWDQFHLQWKHRIILFH
0563(1&(5 2IWKHWRWDOSHUFHQWDJHZKDW



ZRXOGEHGULYLQJWRZRUN",GRQ WKDYHWKDWWKH



GHWDLORQWKDWULJKWLQIURQWRIPH



7KHUHLVVRPHEDFNXSWRWKHZKDW, PORRNLQJ



DWLVWKHWUDIILFFKDSWHURIWKH(,5DQGSULRUWRWKLV



ZHKDGVXEPLWWHGWR&LW\6WDIIIRUWKHLUUHYLHZDQG



DSSURYDODPRUHGHWDLOHGWULSJHQHUDWLRQDQGDVVLJQPHQW



DQGGLVWULEXWLRQPHPRUDQGXPRIXQGHUVWDQGLQJ





6RWKHDQDO\VLVJHWVIOXVKHGRXWLQDORWPRUH
GHWDLOEHIRUHZHUXQLWWKURXJKDQ\RIWKHPRGHOLQJ
6R,GRQ WKDYHWKDWLQIURQWRIPH,FRXOG



FKHFNP\IROGHUEXWDJDLQWKDWZRXOGEHLQWKDWDQG



WKDW VVRPHWKLQJWKDW&LW\6WDIIUHYLHZHGDQGZHZHQW



EDFNDQGIRUWKWKURXJKVHYHUDOLWHUDWLRQVEHIRUHWKH\



VDLG\HVWKLVLVZKDWZHWKLQNWKLVLVJRLQJWRKDSSHQ

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘ϭϬ



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


DQGZKDWPDNHVVHQVHIRUWKHSURMHFW



&200,66,21(5%$51(67KDQN\RX




6HFRQGTXHVWLRQ$VLWUHODWHVWRWKLV(,5
LW VLWXVHVOHYHORIVHUYLFH



,VLWFRUUHFWWRVD\WKDWIRUSURMHFWVOLNH



WKLVZKHUHWKHUH V907ZRXOGEHWKHPHWULFE\ZKLFK



WKH(5,(,5ZRXOGRSHUDWH



,VWKDWDFRUUHFWVWDWHPHQW"




0563(1&(5,WLVODUJHO\DFRUUHFW
VWDWHPHQWEXWWKHUH VFDYHDWVWRWKDW



9HKLFOHPLOHVWUDYHOHGRU907ZLOOUHSODFH



OHYHORIVHUYLFHDVWKHPHWPHWULFIRUWUDIILFLPSDFWV



LQ&(4$GRFXPHQWV



+RZHYHULWLVDOVRHTXDOO\OLNHO\WKDWZHZLOO



FRQWLQXHWRDQDO\]HLQWHUVHFWLRQVDQGGHOD\LQOHYHORI



VHUYLFHWRSUHSDUHDQRSHUDWLRQDODQDO\VLV



7KH\PLJKWQRWEHXQGHUWKH&(4$XPEUHOODLQ



WHUPVRID&(4$LPSDFW+RZHYHURSHUDWLRQDOHIIHFWV



ZLOOVWLOOEHDQDO\]HGVRWKDWZHNQRZKRZHDFK



LQWHUVHFWLRQPLJKWEHSHUIRUPLQJRUDFHUWDLQURDGZD\



VHJPHQW



6RLW VVSOLWWLQJRXWWKRVHSDUWVRIWKH



DQDO\VLVXQGHUZKDWLVFRYHUHGXQGHUD&(4$VLJQLILFDQW



LPSDFWYHUVXVRSHUDWLRQDOHIIHFWV



5LJKWQRZWKRVHRSHUDWLRQDOHIIHFWVIDOOXQGHU

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘ϭϭ



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


WKDW&(4$XPEUHOOD



&200,66,21(5%$51(60PKPP



&+$,53(5621675(+/-XVWIRUFODULILFDWLRQ,



WKLQNWKDW0HQOR3DUNGXULQJWKH*HQHUDO3ODQSURFHVV



HOHFWHGWRGRERWK907DVZHOODVOHYHORIVHUYLFH



&200,66,21(5%$51(60PKPP$UH\RXDEOHWR



VD\LIWKLVIRUWKH&(4$SRUWLRQRILWZHUHWKLVWR



EHXQGHU907ZRXOG\RXH[SHFWWRVHHGLIIHUHQWLPSDFWV



DVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHSURMHFW"



0563(1&(5:HOOLWZRXOGWDNHWKRVH



LQWHUVHFWLRQDQGURDGZD\VHJPHQWLPSDFWVRIIWKHOLVWVR



\RXZRXOGVHHDORWOHVVVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFW



:KHWKHURUQRWLWZRXOGTXDOLI\XQGHUWKH907



WKUHVKROGFULWHULD,FDQ WVD\ZLWKFHUWDLQW\7KLVLV



DJRRGSURMHFWIRUWKDWKRZHYHU



,QWHUPVRIWKHORFDWLRQEHLQJVRFORVHWR



&DOWUDLQWKHIDFWWKDWLWLVD6WDQIRUGEDVHGSURMHFW



ZLWKWKH0DUJXHULWHVKXWWOHDQGWKH7'0SURJUDPDQG



WKH7'0SURJUDP\RXNQRZZKDW0U'RQDKRHZDVVD\LQJ



HDUOLHULVQRWIDFWRUHGLQWRWKHDQDO\VLVDQGZH



IRUODFNRIVD\LQJWKLVPRUHHOHJDQWO\ZHJHWDORWRI



IODFNIRUWKDW$FWXDOO\ZK\GRQ W\RXLQFOXGHWKDW"



%HFDXVHWKHDSSOLFDQWKDVWRGRDUHDOO\VWULQJHQW7'0



SURJUDP



,KHDUWKLVQRWMXVWKHUH,KHDUWKLVDOO

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘ϭϭ
ŽŶƚ͘



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


RYHUWKH%D\$UHDRQRXUSURMHFWVDQG,XQGHUVWDQGWKH



FRQFHUQIURPWKHDSSOLFDQW VVLGH,HPSDWKL]HZLWK



WKDW



,W VQRWLQFOXGHGEHFDXVHZHGRQ WNQRZZKHWKHU



RUQRWWKH\ UHJRLQJWRDFKLHYHWKHJRDOVWKDWWKH\ UH



VHWWLQJRXWZKHWKHULW VJRLQJWREHDWZHQW\SHUFHQW



UHGXFWLRQRUWKLUW\SHUFHQWRUILYHRUIRUW\ILYH




:HNQRZLW VJRLQJWREHHIIHFWLYH:HNQRZ
WKDWWKHPRUH\RXGRWKHPRUHHIIHFWLYHLWZLOOEHDQG



LW VJRRGWKDWLW VYHU\JRRGWKDWWKH\ UHGRLQJWKDW



DQG,ZRXOGSURMHFWDORWRIVXFFHVVZLWKWKHLU7'0



SURJUDP



%XWZHGRQ WNQRZWKDW,W VVSHFXODWLYHVR



LW VQRWEXLOWLQWRWKHDQDO\VLVDQGWKDW VDOVR



SDUWLDOO\EHFDXVHZH UHKDQGFXIIHGE\WKHZD\WKHWKH



WKUHVKROGFULWHULDDQGWKHJXLGHOLQHVDUHZULWWHQ



7KLVSURMHFWWKRXJKZLWKWKH7'0SURJUDPDQG



EHLQJVRFORVHWR&DOWUDLQDQGZLWKWKHPL[RIRI



FRPPHUFLDODQGUHVLGHQWLDODQGRIILFHFOHDUO\KDVWKH



SRWHQWLDOWRORZHU907SHUFDSLWDWKDQVD\DSXUH



UHVLGHQWLDOSURMHFWRUDSXUHRIILFHSURMHFW



$QGVRLW VOLNHO\WKDWLWZRXOGLWZRXOG



IDOODQGDQGORRNYHU\ZHOOOHW VVD\XQGHUWKDW



FULWHULDWKDW VJRLQJWRFRPHIRUWKSUREDEO\VRPHWLPH



ODWHUWKLV\HDULQWHUPVRIWKHFKDQJHLQ&(4$

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH



JXLGHOLQHV
%XWWKDW VVSHFXODWLYHRQP\SDUWEXWZLWK



DIDLUDPRXQWRIHQJLQHHULQJMXGJPHQWDQGH[SHULHQFHLQ



WKLVPDWWHU



&200,66,21(5%$51(6 7KDQN\RX



&+$,53(5621675(+/0U&RPEV



&200,66,21(5&20%67KDQN\RX7KLVTXHVWLRQ




LVLVIRU0DUN
6SHFLILFDOO\ZKHQZHWDONDERXWLPSDFWVDWVRPH



RIWKHWKHLQWHUVHFWLRQV,NQRZ\RX UHJRLQJWR



GHWDLOLWLQLQWKHUHSRUWEXWZKHQ\RXFRPHWRWKH



FRQFOXVLRQWKDWWKH\ UHVRUWRIVLJQLILFDQWDQG



XQDYRLGDEOHDQGWKDWWKHVWDQGDUGVRUWRIPHDVXUHVDQG



PLWLJDWLRQGRQ WZRUNFRXOG\RXZDONXVWKURXJKVRZH



KDYHLWLQWKLVIRUPZKDWDUHVRPHRIWKRVHVWDQGDUG



PHDVXUHVDQGPLWLJDWLRQWKDW\RXJX\VZRXOGORRNWRZKHQ



\RXJHWWRWKDWVLJQLILFDQWDQGXQDYRLGDEOHLPSDFWDQG



ZK\WKH\GRQ WVRUWRIZK\WKH\ZRXOGQ WZRUNLQWKLV



VLWXDWLRQ



$QG,NQRZIRUHDFKLQWHUVHFWLRQLW VLW V



GLIIHUHQWEXWLI\RXFRXOGJLYHXVVRUWRIOLNHD



EURDGEURDGYLHZRIVRPHRIWKRVHWKHUHDVRQVZK\



WKRVHPLWLJDWLRQVZRQ WZRQ WZRUN




0563(1&(5&HUWDLQO\7KHUHLVDD
VHULHVRIWDEOHVLQWKHEDFNRIWKHWUDQVSRUWDWLRQ

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘ϭϮ



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


FKDSWHUWKDWNLQGRIJLYHLWWKDWDQVZHU\RXUTXHVWLRQ



LQDQXWVKHOODQG, OO, OOJLYH\RXWKHEULHI



YHUVLRQRILWULJKWQRZ



$W\SLFDOPLWLJDWLRQLQDQLQWHUVHFWLRQ



WUDGLWLRQDOO\\RXVD\ZHOOFOHDUO\WKHUH VDORWRI



OHIWWXUQGHOD\DQGWKDWLVGULYLQJWKHIDFWWKDW\RX YH



JRWDQH[FHVVDPRXQWRIGHOD\WKDWUHVXOWVLQD



VLJQLILFDQWDQGXQDYRLGDEOHLPSDFWRUVLJQLILFDQWLPSDFW



7KHW\SLFDOWKLQJWRGRLVVD\ZHOOFDQZH



DGGDDVHFRQGOHIWWXUQODQH",VWKHUHURRPZLWKLQ



WKHULJKWRIZD\RUGRZHKDYHWRUHTXLUHDGGLWLRQDO



ULJKWRIZD\",VWKHUHDPHGLXPZHFDQFXWLQWRRULVLW



VRPHWKLQJWKDW V\RXNQRZFRQVWULFWHG



$ORWRIZKDWZH UHGHDOLQJZLWKLQEXLOWRXW



HQYLURQPHQWVXFKDVZKDWZHKDYHLQ0HQOR3DUNLV



IDLUO\UHVWULFWHGJHRPHWULFDOO\DQGSK\VLFDOO\<RX



NQRZQRWRQO\RQ(O&DPLQREXWDOVRRQDORWRIWKH



RWKHUVWUHHWVSDUWLFXODUO\LI\RXORRNDWKRZPDQ\WLPHV



WKDWZH YHKDGWRWDONDERXW0LGGOHILHOGDQG0DUVKDQG



\RXNQRZZHKDYHSULYDWHSURSHUW\RQDOOVLGHVRIWKDW



LQWHUVHFWLRQEHFRPHVGLIILFXOWSOXV\RXKDYHWKHFKDQQHO



DQGWKHFDQDODQGRQDQGRQ



6RVSHFLILFDOO\FDQZHDGGDODQHFDQZHDGGD



WXUQODQH"&DQZHDGMXVWWKHVLJQDOWLPLQJ"$UHWKHUH



WKLQJVWKDWZHFDQGRWRFKDQJHWKH\RXNQRZSKDVLQJ

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


IURPDVHSDUDWHOHIWWXUQWRDOORZLQJHYHU\ERG\WRJRDW



RQFHIURPWKHQRUWKDQGWKHQHYHU\ERG\FDQJRIURPWKH



VRXWKRUVRPHWKLQJOLNHWKDW



7KRVHDUHWKHNLQGRIW\SLFDOPLWLJDWLRQ



PHDVXUHVDQG,FDOOWKHPWUDGLWLRQDOEHFDXVHWKHUH V



DOVRDVWUDQJHPRYHPHQWWKDWVD\VHYHQLI\RXFDQDGG



DQRWKHUWXUQODQHLVWKDWUHDOO\QHFHVVDULO\DJRRG



LGHD"$UH\RXMXVWLQGXFLQJPRUHWUDIILFRQWRWKH



VWUHHWEHFDXVH\RX UHSURYLGLQJDGGLWLRQDOFDSDFLW\"



7KDWKDVDLUTXDOLW\GLVEHQHILWZKHQ\RXVWDUW



DWWUDFWLQJPRUHWUDIILFRQWRWKHVWUHHWYHUVXVZRXOG\RX



EHEHWWHURIISXWWLQJLQDELF\FOHODQHRULPSURYLQJ



SHGHVWULDQIDFLOLWLHVRUDV$KPDGZRXOGVD\PRUHVDIH



URXWHVWRWKHVFKRRODQGKDYLQJPRUHNLGVZDONUDWKHU



WKDQKDYLQJSDUHQWVGURSWKHPRIILQWKHPRUQLQJ



6RWKHUH VDQXPEHURIRIZD\VWRWRORRNDWWKLV



$QGWKHQWKHWDEOHVWKDWZHKDYHDQG, PLW



ORRNVOLNHWDEOHLVRQHRIWKHRQHVWKDW, P



UHIHUULQJWRLQWKHEDFN



:HWDONDERXW\RXNQRZFDQ\RXDGGDWKLUG



WUDYHOODQH"$QGVRPHRIWKHVHLQWHUVHFWLRQVDUH



LPSDFWHGWRWKHH[WHQWZKHUHLW VQRWMXVW\RXNQRZ



VRPHWKLQJW\SLFDOO\DRQHPRUHOHIWWXUQODQHRU



VHSDUDWHULJKWWXUQOLNH7KDWPLJKWEHIHDVLEOHDQG



GRDEOHZLWKLQDZLWKLQWKHH[LVWLQJULJKWRIZD\

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


:KHQ\RXVWDUWWDONLQJDERXWFDQZHDGGDWKLUG



WKURXJKODQHDQGDULJKWWXUQODQHDQGDQRSSRVLQJ



OHIWWXUQODQHZHKDYHWRVWDUWWDNLQJDZD\IURPWKH



VLGHZDONRUZHKDYHWRVWDUWWDNLQJDZD\IURPSURSHUW\



:HKDYHWRVWDUWUHORFDWLQJXWLOLWLHV



,WEHFRPHVLQIHDVLEOHDVWKHSURMHFWJURZVLQ



LWVPDJQLWXGHDQGWKHUHIRUHLQPRVWFDVHVWKH



FRQFOXVLRQVZHUHLW VMXVWQRWIHDVLEOHEHFDXVHRIWKH



WKHOHYHORISK\VLFDOFKDQJHWKDWZRXOGKDYHWRRFFXULQ




WKHHQYLURQPHQW
$QGHYHQZLWKWKDWOHYHORIFKDQJHVKRXOGZH



EHDEOHWRGRLWVRPHKRZ\RXPD\QRWUHGXFHWKH



DGGLWLRQDOGHOD\WRDOHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQWOHYHO



,WPD\QRWEULQJLWEDFNWRWKHH[WHQWWKDW



ZRXOGFKDQJHWKHSURMHFWHIIHFWVDUHDQGVRWKHQZH



VWDUWORRNLQJDWRWKHUSDUWLDOPLWLJDWLRQ



$QGWKHUH VDIDLUDPRXQWRIWKDWWKDW VWDONHG



DERXWLQKHUH&RQWULEXWHFRQWULEXWLRQVWRWKH



WUDIILFLPSDFWIHHSURJUDPZKLFKZRXOGFRQWULEXWHWR



RWKHUWUDIILFLPSURYHPHQWVLQWKHDUHDZKLFKZLOOKDYH



DDEHQHILWQRWRQO\IRUWKLVSURMHFWEXWIRUWKH



FRPPXQLW\DVDZKROH



6R\RX OOVHH7,)SD\PHQWZULWWHQTXLWHDELW



LQKHUHLQWHUPVRIFRQWULEXWLQJ6RZHFDQGRVRPHRI



WKHSK\VLFDOFKDQJHVDQGVRPHRIWKHVHDUHJRLQJWREH

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


SURJUDPPDWLFFKDQJHVOLNHWKH7'0SODQDQGWKRVHDOO



FRQWULEXWHWROHVVHQLQJWKHHIIHFWVRIWKHSURMHFWHYHQ



LILWGRHVQ WIXOO\UHGXFHLWWROHVVWKDQVLJQLILFDQW



LPSDFWLWFHUWDLQO\OHVVHQVWKHLPSDFWTXLWHDELW



&+$,53(5621675(+/,VWKDWLW"



,KDYHDTXHVWLRQ<RXVDLGWKDWWKH



EHFDXVH\RXKDYHDOLYHZRUNRQWKHVDPHVLWHEXWSHRSOH



ZKRDV,XQGHUVWDQGLWOLYHLQWKHUHVLGHQWLDODUHQ W



JRLQJWREHQHFHVVDULO\ZRUNLQJLQWKHRIILFHEHFDXVH



WKDW VDV,XQGHUVWDQGLWSULPDULO\JRLQJWREHOHDVHG



RXW





0563(1&(50PKPP
&+$,53(5621675(+/6RLWZRQ WEH
6WDQIRUG



0563(1&(5:HOO



&+$,53(5621675(+/SHRSOHZRUNLQJWKHUH



0563(1&(5OHWPHJLYH\RXDQH[DPSOH



/HW VVD\,ZDQWWROLYHWKHUHZLWKP\ZLIHDQG,ZRUNDW



6WDQIRUG



6R, PRYHUWKHUHDQG, PWHDFKLQJWKHNLGVDOO



GD\ORQJRUZKDWHYHU, PGRLQJDW6WDQIRUGEXWP\ZLIH



GRHVQ WZRUNIRU6WDQIRUGEXWZHOLYHWRJHWKHU



:KHUHGRHVVKHZRUN"'RHVVKHZRUNLQWKH



RIILFHULJKWWKHUHRQVLWH"'RHVVKHZRUNDW6DIHZD\



DFURVVWKHVWUHHW"'RHVVKHZRUNLQ6DQ)UDQFLVFR"

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘ϭϯ



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH



&+$,53(5621675(+/ :HGRQ WNQRZ,PHDQ
WKHWKLQJLV



0563(1&(55LJKW



&+$,53(5621675(+/ VKHFDQ WUHDOO\



0563(1&(55LJKW



&+$,53(5621675(+/ FRPSXWHZKDW\RX



NQRZZKHWKHUWKDW VUHDOO\VDYLQJ



0563(1&(55LJKW



&+$,53(5621675(+/DQ\WULSV



0563(1&(5 :KLFKLVZK\LW V



&+$,53(5621675(+/ IURPWKHRIILFHVLGH



0563(1&(5 $VPDOOSHUFHQWDJHLVDVVXPHGRI



WKHSRWHQWLDOIRUWKDWWRKDSSHQGRHVH[LVW



&+$,53(5621675(+/ 2ND\



0563(1&(5 HYHQLQWKLVW\SHRISURMHFW



EXWZHGRQ WWDNHDORWRIFUHGLWIRULWEXWWKHUH V



VRPH



&+$,53(5621675(+/6RLQ\RXUDQDO\VLVZDV



LWDVVXPHGWKDWRIILFHZRUNHUVZRXOGEHDEOHWRDDYDLO



WKHPVHOYHVRIRIWKH0DUJXHULWHVKXWWOHWRJRGRZQWRZQ



RUZKDWHYHU"



,NQRZLW VIRUWKHIRUWKHUHVLGHQWLDOEXW



ZRXOGWKDWEHSDUWRID7'0SURJUDPIRUWKHRIILFH



ZRUNHUV"



W͘ϭϯ
ŽŶƚ͘

0563(1&(5 :HGLGQ WDVVXPHWKDWEXW,

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘ϭϰ



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


WKLQNWKDW VDOVRDTXHVWLRQIRUWKHDSSOLFDQWEHFDXVH



\RX\RX GKDYHWRPDNHVXUHLWJRHVZLWKZKDWHYHUWKH



FXUUHQWJXLGHOLQHVDUHIRUWKHZKRFDQULGHWKH



6WDQWKH6WDQIRUG0DUJXHULWH



&+$,53(5621675(+/ $OOULJKW



0563(1&(5 DQGZKDW



&+$,53(5621675(+/ 7KHQ, OODVNWKDW



TXHVWLRQODWHU




$UHWKHUHDQ\RWKHUTXHVWLRQVFODULI\LQJ
TXHVWLRQV"



6RDWWKLVSRLQWZHZLOOPRYHRQWR3ODQQLQJ



&RPPLVVLRQHU3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQFRPPHQWVDQGRQFHZH



DUHFRPSOHWHZLWKWKDWZHZLOOWKHQFORVHWKHSXEOLF



KHDULQJ



6RGRZHKDYHDQ\3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQSURMHFWV



DVRSSRVHGWRFODULI\LQJTXHVWLRQV"$Q\RQH"0U5LJJV



&200,66,21(55,**6<HDKWKDQN\RX



,JXHVV,ZRXOGLQLWLDOO\DGGUHVVWKHUHWR



-HDQ:HNQRZWKDWZHKDYHWUDIILFLPSDFWVDQGLQWKH



SUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKH'RZQWRZQ6SHFLILF3ODQWRWKHSXEOLF



EHIRUHZHHQDFWHGLWZHLQGLFDWHGDQGRIFRXUVH



WKDW VD&LW\SURMHFWQRWDQDSSOLFDQWSURMHFW



:HHYDOXDWHGLQKHUHPRVWRIWKHLPSDFWVWKDW



DUHUHSHDWHGLQKHUHRIFRXUVHDQGZHGHWHUPLQHG



PLWLJDWLRQV

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘ϭϱ



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


$WWKDWWLPHWKHLPSOLFDWLRQZDVWKDWZHZHUH



DVD&LW\JRLQJWRDGGUHVVWKHLQHYLWDEOHWUDIILF



LQFUHDVHPLWLJDWLRQV



5HJDUGLQJWKLVSURMHFW(O&DPLQR5HDOLV



WKH&LW\LQGLFDWLQJWKDWLWZLOOPDNHPRGLILFDWLRQVWR



DGGUHVVWKLVLQFUHDVHLQWUDIILFRULVWKDWOHIWIRUVRPH



IXWXUHFRXQFLOWRHQDFWRUQRWHQDFW"



06/,1&RPPLVVLRQHUFRXOG\RXFODULI\\RXU



TXHVWLRQLQWHUPVRIZKDWGR\RXPHDQE\PRGLILFDWLRQV"



&200,66,21(55,**6:HOOWKHPLWLJDWLRQV



IRUH[DPSOHPLJKWEHWRDGGDULJKWWXUQODQHWRDGGD



OHIWWXUQSRFNHWDGGDUHFHLYLQJODQHDQGWKH\PLJKWEH



VRPHZKDWVLPSOHUOLNHPRGLILHGWUDIILFVLJQDOVRU



WUDIILFVLJQDOWLPLQJ



6R, P,JXHVV, PDVNLQJDQG, P, P



DVNLQJWKLVIRUWKHSXEOLFPRUHWKDQIURPIURPP\RZQ



NQRZOHGJHEHFDXVH,WKLQN,KDYHWKHDQVZHUEXW, P



DVNLQJLIDVSDUWRIWKLVSURMHFWWKH&LW\FRPPLWVWR



PDNLQJDQ\LPSURYHPHQWVUHJDUGLQJ(O&DPLQRWUDIILFIORZ



0552*(566R,FDQDGGRQMXVWDOLWWOH



EHFDXVH,ZRUNHGRQDVLPLODU,QILOO(,5ZLWKWKH6WDWLRQ



SURMHFW



$QG,ZLOOVD\WKDWZLWKUHJDUGWRWKDW



DQDO\VLVDQGWKLVDQDO\VLVWKH&LW\GLGQ WMXVWWDNH



WKRVHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVDQGDGRSWWKHPZLWKRXWORRNLQJ

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘ϭϱ
ŽŶƚ͘



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH



FULWLFDOO\DWWKHP
6RLQERWKSURMHFWFDVHVZHORRNHGDWZKDW



WKH6SHFLILF3ODQKDGDGRSWHGIRUGLIIHUHQW



LQWHUVHFWLRQVEXWJDYHDIUHVKORRNWRVD\LVWKLVWKH



ULJKWRXWFRPHIRUULJKWQRZ






1RWEHLQJLQYROYHGDVFORVHO\RQWKLVSURMHFW
,FDQ WVD\ZKHWKHUDQ\WKLQJFKDQJHG
%XWWKDWRYHUDOOVSLULWRIQRWWDNLQJLWIRU
JUDQWHGEXWORRNLQJDWZKDWLVDSSURSULDWHGLGRFFXUEXW



WKHQIRUWKLVPRPHQWLIWKHUH VDQ\SDUWLFXODU



LQWHUVHFWLRQRUVHJPHQWWKDW\RXWKLQNDPLWLJDWLRQ



PHDVXUHZDVQRWFRQVLGHUHGWKHQPDNHWKDWFRPPHQWDQG



ZH OOORRNDWLWLQPRUHGHWDLODQGUHVSRQGLQPRUH



GHWDLOZLWKWKH)LQDO(,5



&200,66,21(55,**6$OOULJKW9HU\ZHOO



,,FDQ WHQXPHUDWHDOORIWKHWURXEOHVRPHLPSDFWV



RURURIWKRVHZKLFKWKH6SHFLILF3ODQLQGLFDWHG



PLWLJDWLRQVEXWWKH\ZRXOGLQFOXGH0LGGOHDW(O&DPLQR



5DYHQVZRRG0HQORDW(O&DPLQRDQGDOWKRXJK,GRQ W



UHPHPEHUWKHUHFRPPHQGDWLRQV, PVXUHWKDW2DN*URYHDQG



9DOSDUDLVRZHUHDOVRVLJQLILFDQWO\LPSDFWHG



6R,WKLQNZKDW, PKHDULQJLVWKDWPLWLJDWLRQV



PD\EHLGHQWLILHGLQWKHLQWKLVFDVHLQWKH,QILOO



(,5+RZHYHUWKDWGRHVQRWPHDQWKDWWKH\ZLOOWDNH



SODFHRQO\WKDWWKH\ YHEHHQLGHQWLILHG

(PHULFNDQG)LQFK&HUWLILHG6KRUWKDQG5HSRUWHUV
5HSRUWHU V7UDQVFULSWRI3URFHHGLQJV

W͘ϭϲ



HPHULFNILQFK#HPHULFNILQFKFRP

3DJH


06/,16RZHGLGORRNDWDQXPEHURI



FRQVLGHUDWLRQVZKHQFRQVLGHULQJWKHIHDVLELOLW\DQG



DELOLW\WRLPSOHPHQWWKHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVWKDWKDYH



EHHQLGHQWLILHGLQWKH(,5



0\YHU\YHU\VLPSOLILHGVXPPDU\LQWKHVWDII



UHSRUW,EHOLHYHLWLVLQWDEOHWDEOHVWKURXJK



NLQGRIH[SODLQVWKHZKDWFRXOGEHIHDVLEOHEXWWKDW



DORWRIWKHLPSDFWVVWLOOUHPDLQVLJQLILFDQWDQG



XQDYRLGDEOH



$QGLQSDUWLFXODULI\RXORRNDWWDEOH,



IRRWQRWHGWKUHHJHQHUDOUHDVRQVIRUZK\FHUWDLQ



PLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVPD\EHLQIHDVLEOHRUXQGHVLUDEOHWR



LPSOHPHQW
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Chapter 4

Revisions to the Draft Infill EIR
This chapter includes revisions to the Draft Infill EIR by errata, as allowed by CEQA. The revisions are
presented in the order they appear in the Draft Infill EIR.
All revisions are to provide clarification or additional detail. After considering all comments received on
the Draft Infill EIR, the lead agency has determined that the changes do not result in a need to recirculate
the Draft Infill EIR. Under the CEQA Guidelines, recirculation is required when new significant
information identifies:


A new significant environmental impact resulting from a project or from a new mitigation measure
proposed to be implemented;



A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact, unless mitigation measures are
adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance;



A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure, considerably different from others previously
analyzed, that clearly would lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project but the
project’s proponents decline to adopt; or



The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded (Guidelines Section 15088.5[a]).

Recirculation of a Draft Infill EIR is not required where the new information merely clarifies, amplifies,
or makes minor modifications to an adequate EIR (Guidelines Section 15088[b]). The information
provided below meets those criteria.

Global Text Changes
Subsequent to the preparation of the Draft Infill EIR, the Project Sponsor updated a number of technical
reports and refined certain aspects of the Project. The updates and refinements make minor
modifications to the Infill Environmental Checklist and the Draft Infill EIR; thus, recirculation of the
Draft Infill EIR is not required. Provided below are text revisions applied globally to the Infill
Environmental Checklist and the Draft Infill EIR:


The maximum square footage that would be constructed as part of the Project has been revised from
459,013 square feet (sf) to 458,967 sf;



The residential square footage has been revised from 305,000 sf to 277,000 sf;



The number of parking spaces has been revised from 960 to 930; and



An addendum to the arborist report and an advanced tree inspection report were prepared for the
Project. As a result, the number of Heritage and non-Heritage trees that would be removed or
transplanted as part of the Project has been revised as follows:


The number of non-Heritage trees that would be removed has been revised from 12 to 13;



The number of Heritage trees that would be removed has been revised from 11 to 18; and



The number of non-Heritage trees that would be transplanted trees has been revised from 8 to 0.
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Revisions to the Draft Infill EIR

These text revisions are made to be consistent with the technical reports and other refinements to the
Project and none of these text revisions alter the conclusions of the Infill EIR.

Section 3.3, Transportation/Traffic
Figures 3.3-2C, 3.3-15C, and 3.3-16C on pages 3.3-4, 3.3-63, and 3.3-64 of the Draft Infill EIR had errors
in the lane configurations. The lane configurations in these figures have been updated to reflect the
accurate lane configuration and cumulative AM and PM Peak-Hour traffic volumes. Figures 3.3-2C,
3.3-15C, and 3.3-16C have been updated, as shown on the following pages.
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Source: W-Trans, 2017.

Middle Plaza at 500 El Camino Real EIR

Figure 2C – Lane Configurations VQEBUFE

Figure 3.3-2C
Lane Configurations
Middle Plaza at 500 El Camino Real Project
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Source: W-Trans, 2017.

Middle Plaza at 500 El Camino Real EIR

Figure 15C – Cumulative AM Volumes VQEBUFE

Figure 3.3-15C
Cumulative AM Volumes
Middle Plaza at 500 El Camino Real Project
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Figure 16C – Cumulative PM Volumes VQEBUFE

Figure 3.3-16C
Cumulative PM Volumes
Middle Plaza at 500 El Camino Real Project

