Community Development
STAFF REPORT
Planning Commission
Meeting Date:
Staff Report Number:
Public Hearing and
Study Session:

12/16/2019
19-089-PC
Public hearing for the environmental impact report
(EIR) scoping session and study session for the
proposed Menlo Uptown project with 483 multifamily dwelling units comprised of 42 for-sale
condominium units and 441 rental units at 141
Jefferson Drive and 180-186 Constitution Drive

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct the following items for the proposed Menlo
Uptown project located at 141 Jefferson Drive and 180-186 Constitution Drive:
• EIR scoping session to receive public testimony and provide comments on the scope and content of a
focused EIR for the project; and
• Study session to receive public comments and provide feedback on the proposed project, including the
applicant’s project refinements since the previous Planning Commission study session on February 11,
2019.
The December 16th meeting will not include any project actions. The proposal will be subject to additional
review and a recommendation to the City Council by the Planning Commission. The City Council would be
the final decision-making body on the proposed project because the project would include a major
subdivision to create 42 for-sale condominium units. Staff recommends the following meeting procedure to
effectively and efficiently move through the two items, allowing the public and the Planning Commission to
focus comments on the specific project components.
EIR Scoping Session
• Introduction by Staff
• Presentation by Applicant on Project Proposal
• Presentation by City’s EIR Consultant
• Commissioner Questions on EIR scope
• Public Comments on EIR scope
• Commissioner Comments on EIR scope
• Close of Public Hearing
Project Proposal Study Session
• Introduction by Staff
• Commissioner Questions on Project
• Public Comments on Project
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• Commissioner Comments on Project
While applicants typically present on their project proposal during the study session portion of the meeting,
staff believes that it would be beneficial for the Planning Commission and members of the public to receive
the applicant’s presentation during the EIR scoping session. Accordingly, staff recommends that the
Planning Commission allow the applicant to present the overall project, followed by a presentation from the
City’s EIR consultant (LSA Associates, Inc.) outlining the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
process and the key findings from the Initial Study.
Policy Issues
EIR scoping sessions provide an opportunity for Planning Commissioners and the public to comment on
specific topics that they believe should be addressed in the environmental analysis. Study sessions provide
an opportunity for Planning Commissioners and the public to provide feedback on a project, with comments
used to inform future review and consideration of the proposal. The EIR scoping session public hearing and
study session should be considered as separate items.
The project is anticipated to require the following entitlements:
1. Environmental Review to analyze potential environmental impacts of the project through an EIR,
pursuant to CEQA;
2. Use Permit for bonus-level development (which requires the provision of community amenities);
3. Architectural Control to review the design of the new buildings and associated site improvements;
4. Lot Line Adjustment to change the boundaries of the three existing parcels on the site;
5. Major Subdivision to create 42 condominium units; and
6. Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement to provide on-site BMR units in accordance with
the City’s BMR Ordinance.
In addition, a Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA) will be prepared as well as an appraisal to identify the necessary
value of the community amenity.
Background
Site location
The project site consists of three contiguous R-MU-B (Residential Mixed Use-Bonus) zoned parcels with a
total area of approximately 4.8 acres, and currently contains three single-story buildings with a mix of office
and industrial uses. The existing buildings would be demolished as part of the redevelopment of the project
site.
For purposes of this staff report, Bayfront Expressway (California State Route 84) is considered to have an
east-west orientation, and all compass directions referenced will use this orientation. The project site is
located south of Bayfront Expressway and east of Chrysler Drive. The project site is bounded by
Constitution Drive to the north and Jefferson Drive to the south. The parcels to the north of the site are
located in the O-B (Office, Bonus) district and contain a mix of office, light industrial, and R&D uses. The
parcel directly south of the project site is zoned PF (Public Facilities) and is the site of the recently-opened
TIDE Academy high school. Parcels immediately adjacent to the east and west of the project site are zoned
R-MU-B and contain a mix of office, light industrial, and R&D uses. A location map is provided as
Attachment A.
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Planning Commission considerations
This report highlights a variety of topic areas and discussion items for consideration during the study
session. As the Planning Commission reviews the report, staff recommends that the Commission consider
the following topics and use them as a guide to provide feedback:
• Site and building design
• Open space layout and amount
• Public-serving commercial space square footage and potential uses
Project overview
The proposed project would result in the demolition of existing office and industrial buildings and
redevelopment of the project site with residential buildings totaling approximately 466,000 square feet of
gross floor area with a maximum of 441 multi-family rental units, 42 for-sale townhomes, and approximately
2,100 square feet of commercial space, as well as associated open space, circulation and parking, and
infrastructure improvements. The project sponsor is currently proposing that 15 percent or a minimum of 73
of the total number of units across the entire project would comply with the City’s Below Market Rate
Housing Program Ordinance, Chapter 16.96, and the City’s Below Market Rate Guidelines. The project
plans are included as Attachment B. The applicant is proposing to develop the project utilizing the bonus
level provisions identified in the Zoning Ordinance. The R-MU-B zoning district regulations allow a
development to seek an increase in floor area ratio (FAR) and/or height subject to obtaining a use permit or
conditional development permit (CDP) and providing one or more community amenities, as described in the
Community Amenities section of the report.
The three major components of the project are referred to in this report as Buildings M1 and M2 and
Building Site TH1. Building M1 would contain 221 rental units and front to Constitution Drive. Building M2
would include 220 rental units and would front to Jefferson Drive. Building M1 would also include an
approximately 2,100-square-foot commercial space on the ground floor that would be open to the public.
The commercial space could include retail, an eating establishment, personal services, private recreation,
or other commercial uses that will be further refined and identified prior to conducting the environmental
analysis. Building Site TH1 would front to Constitution Drive and would be made of up six townhome
buildings that would each contain seven units, for a total of 42 units. The total proposed development on the
site would have a FAR of approximately 221.6 percent, where 225 percent (plus 25 percent for
nonresidential uses) is the maximum for bonus level residential development and 90 percent (plus 15
percent for nonresidential uses) is the maximum for base level developments in the R-MU-B zoning district.
Buildings M1 and M2 would each be seven stories in height and have a maximum height of approximately
84 feet, nine inches, which would comply with the Zoning Ordinance maximum height of 95 feet for the
project site. The townhome buildings on Building Site TH1 would each be three stories with a maximum
height of approximately 39 feet, five inches. The ground floor of each building would be raised three to five
feet above grade to accommodate flood plain design requirements. The average height of all buildings on
the site would be approximately 61 feet, below the maximum average height of all buildings on one site of
62.5 feet permitted for a bonus level development in the R-MU-B district subject to sea level rise.
Buildings M1 and M2 would both include at-grade, two-level, approximately 53,078-square-foot, 256-space
parking garages with automated lifts. A total of 512 parking spaces would be provided between the two
buildings, 441 of which would be unbundled and available for residents (or others) to rent, and 71 of which
would be designated as visitor parking. Dedicated bicycle storage areas would also be provided.
A total of approximately 55,085 square feet of open space would be provided with Buildings M1 and M2.
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Building TH1 would include a total of approximately 40,484 square feet of open space. Publicly accessible
open space would consist of the approximately 12,557-square-foot pedestrian paseo that would bisect the
site and provide access between Constitution Drive and Jefferson Drive, and an approximately 11,206square-foot extension of the pedestrian paseo running between the townhome buildings. Approximately
11.3 percent of the project site would be publicly accessible open space, which would exceed the minimum
requirement of 6.25 percent.
Site layout
The two proposed apartment buildings, M1 and M2, would be located on the existing 141 Jefferson Drive
parcel, and would be separated by a central area used for storm water treatment, a dog run, and
landscaping that would run east to west between the two buildings. Buildings M1 and M2 would have
footprints and forms that would be nearly identical as viewed from Jefferson Drive or Constitution Drive. A
20-foot-wide paseo is proposed directly east of the apartment buildings and would run north to south
connecting Constitution Drive and Jefferson Drive. A fire and service lane would also run north to south
along the western edge of the apartment buildings between Constitution Drive and Jefferson Drive.
Building M1 would front on Constitution Drive and would have five stories containing 220 dwelling units
located above two levels of above-grade structured parking, a lobby, amenity spaces for tenants, and a
2,100-square-foot commercial space adjacent to the paseo. To account for potential flooding and sea level
rise, the main lobby and amenity spaces fronting Constitution Drive would be elevated approximately five
feet above the existing grade of the street. Stairs and ramps at the east end of the front of the building are
proposed to bring pedestrians from the sidewalk to the front doors of the recessed lobby. A ramp at the
west end of the front of the building would provide access to an automated parking system within the
building. Beginning at the third story, five levels of apartment units would wrap in a U-shape around an eastfacing terrace with a pool and other private and communal open spaces for tenants located above the
garage.
The apartment building fronting Jefferson Drive (Building M2) would have virtually identical features, except
that it would contain one additional apartment for a total of 221 dwelling units, would not contain publicoriented commercial space, and the terrace beginning at the third level would face west. In the original
proposal, Buildings M1 and M2 both had west-facing terraces beginning on the third level. Following the
initial study session, the applicant rotated the upper residential floors of Building M1 by 180 degrees to
provide an improved height and massing transition from Building Site TH1 to Building M1 since the
structures would be located directly across the proposed paseo from each other.
Buildings M1 and M2 would comply with the minimum and maximum setbacks permitted at the street, with
portions of the ground floor façades along Constitution Drive and Jefferson Drive set back at varying
distances between zero feet and approximately 25 feet. The buildings would also meet or exceed the
minimum interior side setbacks of 10 feet, given that they would be bounded by the following:
•
•

The aforementioned 21-foot wide fire and service lane to the west, as requested by the Menlo Park Fire
Protection District; and
The 20-foot wide paseo to the east (as well as an additional five-foot required setback from the paseo).

Farther east across the paseo and a 26-foot wide fire access road directly adjacent to the paseo, six
townhome-style condominium buildings with seven units each (a total of 42 for-sale units) would be located
in an array two buildings wide by three buildings deep. The buildings would have north and south
orientations fronting onto Constitution Drive, interior roads running east to west, a central lawn area, and
paths and landscaping that would connect to the paseo across the fire lane. The fire access road would
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curve south and follow the rear property line of the site, and then curve north again to Constitution Drive in a
large U-shape. The U-shaped road would be bisected by a road and sidewalks running east to west
between the four townhome buildings closest to Constitution Drive. Bollards would be installed in the portion
of the fire lane adjacent to the paseo to prevent vehicles from using the area and to encourage more
pedestrian activity adjacent to the paseo, except in the event of an emergency. The townhomes would have
a mix of open space provided through balconies and ground-level areas in between the buildings. Additional
details regarding the proposed publicly accessible and private open space are provided in a later section of
this report.
The project site includes and would maintain three legal parcels; however, the applicant is requesting that
the proposed development be reviewed as if it is one parcel. Therefore, the development regulations such
as density, gross floor area (GFA), height, parking, and open space (publicly accessible and private) would
be comprehensively evaluated across the entire project site rather than on a parcel-by-parcel basis. If the
project is approved, the conditions of approval would require that the applicant prepare the appropriate legal
mechanism documenting that the development potential is shared between the legal parcels. Staff will work
with the applicant team to identify the appropriate documentation through the entitlement process. It is
currently anticipated that this documentation would be accomplished through a deed restriction that would
be recorded with the San Mateo County Recorder’s Office.
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and Gross Floor Area (GFA)
The proposed project would be developed at a bonus-level FAR of approximately 222.5 percent, which is a
slight reduction in FAR and GFA from the original proposal reviewed at the February 2019 study session.
The reduction in FAR and GFA between the original proposal and the revised proposal is due mostly to
small decreases in the proposed residential amenities spaces on the lower floors of the building, slight
reductions in the sizes of residential units on the uppermost floors, and reduced GFA for internal building
circulation, stairwells, elevators, and associated mechanical equipment. A project-wide comparison of
proposed FAR and GFA is provided in the table below to highlight changes between the previous and
current proposals.
Table 1: Proposed FAR and GFA Modifications
Current Proposal

February 2019 Study
Session Proposal

Zoning Ordinance

Total FAR

222.5 percent

224.9 percent

225 percent maximum

Total GFA

467,723 sf

472,918 sf

473,092 sf maximum

Dwelling Units

483 units

483 units

483 units maximum

Density

100 units per acre

100 units per acre

100 units per acre

Commercial
GFA

2,116.8 sf

0 sf

52,565.8 sf maximum

In the R-MU-B zoning district, bonus level development has a maximum FAR of 90 percent at 30 dwelling
units per acre and increases on an even gradient to 225 percent at 100 dwelling units per acre
(approximately 1.93 percent FAR for each unit). The proposed project would be built to the maximum
density permitted through the bonus level development provisions.
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Slightly more than 2,100 square feet of public-serving commercial GFA has been added to the project,
based on feedback from the Planning Commission at the previous study session. A particular use for this
space has not yet been identified but could include retail, an eating establishment, personal services,
private recreation, and/or other commercial uses permitted in the R-MU-B zoning district. The Planning
Commission may wish to comment on the preferred types of uses for the space as part of its review.
Height
The proposed apartment buildings would have a maximum height of 84 feet, nine inches, and the proposed
townhome buildings would have a maximum height of 45 feet, six inches, where 95 feet is the maximum
height permitted for any building on a bonus level development site along Jefferson Drive, Constitution
Drive, or Independence Drive in the R-MU-B district. The 95-foot maximum height limit includes the 10-foot
height increase allowed for properties within the FEMA flood zone. The heights of all buildings across the
project site are limited to 62.5 feet, where height is defined as average height of all buildings on one site,
and where the maximum height cannot be exceeded. Maximum height and height do not include roofmounted equipment and utilities, nor do these development standards include a parapet used to screen
mechanical equipment.
The applicant has submitted a preliminary analysis that documents compliance with the height limitation.
The applicant’s analysis averages the height of each specific portion of all the buildings using the portion of
the footprint to weight that element of the building accordingly. The height of the overall development,
according to the applicant team, is 61.1 feet. Compliance with the height limitation of the Zoning Ordinance
may be calculated across multiple parcels and buildings within a single project site. Staff is still reviewing
the analysis to verify compliance.
CEQA review
After a robust community outreach process, commonly referred to as ConnectMenlo, in November 2016,
the City Council approved an update to the Land Use and Circulation Elements of the General Plan and
related zoning changes. Because the City’s General Plan is a long‐range planning document, an EIR
analyzing ConnectMenlo was prepared as a program level EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15168. Based on CEQA Guidelines Section 15152(d), if an EIR has been prepared or certified for a
program or plan, the environmental review for a later activity consistent with the program or plan should be
limited to effects that were not analyzed as significant in the prior EIR or are subject to substantial reduction
or avoidance through project revisions.
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), an initial study was prepared to evaluate the
potential environmental impacts of the Menlo Uptown project and determine what level of additional
environmental review would be appropriate for the project EIR. The initial study discloses relevant impacts
and mitigation measures covered in the ConnectMenlo EIR and discusses whether the proposed project is
within the parameters of the ConnectMenlo EIR. Mitigation measures from the program EIR certified on
November 29, 2016 will be applied to the proposed project.
The initial study concludes that for a number of CEQA topics the proposed project is consistent with the
program level EIR, does not have effects that were not adequately analyzed in the ConnectMenlo program
level EIR and thus do not warrant further analysis. These include topic areas such as geology and soils,
aesthetics, and recreation. Therefore, the City will prepare a focused EIR for the proposed project, meaning
that the project-level EIR will be focused on only those CEQA topic areas that require additional study (e.g.
transportation, air quality, greenhouse gases (GHG), and noise). The draft focused EIR will be prepared
and processed in accordance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines in effect at the time of the release
of this NOP.
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Upon completion of the initial study, the City released a Notice of Preparation (NOP) (Attachment D) for the
project on November 25, 2019, beginning an extended 30-day review and comment period (to account for
the holidays) ending on January 10, 2020. A NOP signifies the city plans to prepare an EIR for the proposed
project and begins the EIR process. The NOP is designed to seek guidance from potentially interested
parties and members of the public on the scope and content of the EIR. The EIR is an informational
document the purpose of which is to provide decision makers and the public with detailed information about
the effects that the proposed project is likely to have on the environment, list ways in which the significant
effects of the proposed project might be minimized, and identify alternatives to the proposed project. The
members of the Planning Commission were provided a copy of the NOP and initial study, which are also
located on the City website (https://www.menlopark.org/1576/Menlo-Uptown) (Attachment C). Additionally,
hard copies are available at the Menlo Park Library Reference Desk (800 Alma Street), the Belle Haven
Branch Library Reference Desk (413 Ivy Drive), and the Menlo Park Community Development Department
(701 Laurel Street).
The December 16, 2019 Planning Commission meeting falls within the extended comment period, and
serves as a scoping session for the proposed project. The scoping session provides an opportunity for the
Planning Commission and public to give comments on the content in the focused EIR as well as the initial
study. Comments can be made on the scope, content, and focus of the analyses in any of the CEQA topic
areas (outlined below), including the topics proposed to be scoped out of the focused EIR through the
analysis and findings in the initial study. Examples of topics for consideration are inclusion of specific study
intersections, suggested mitigation measures, alternatives (e.g. increase or decrease in housing units,
commercial square footage, etc.), and cumulative impacts. These topics are only examples to help provide
context to the Commission and members of the public on the types of comments that could be provided on
the EIR scope and are not intended to limit the scope of comments.
Verbal comments received during the scoping session and written comments received during the NOP
comment period on the scope of the environmental review will be considered while preparing the Draft EIR.
NOP comments will not be responded to individually; however, all written comments on the NOP will be
included in an appendix of the Draft EIR, and a summary of all comments received (both written and verbal)
on the NOP will be included in the body of the Draft EIR.
Analysis
EIR Scoping Session
Based on the conclusions in the initial study, the following topics will not be discussed in the focused EIR
because the initial study found that the project is not anticipated to result in new or more severe impacts
beyond those examined in the program level EIR prepared for ConnectMenlo:
Table 2: Topics with Less than Significant Impacts
Topic

Summary of Analysis and Findings in Initial Study

Aesthetics

The site is in a fully-developed area with relatively flat topography, and existing commercial
and industrial buildings are located in the immediate vicinity. The project site does not
provide public views of the San Francisco Bay, nor is it located within the viewshed of a
state scenic highways. The City’s architectural control process and General Plan policies
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Agriculture and Forestry
Resources

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Energy

Geology and Soils

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Hydrology and Water
Quality
Land Use

would ensure that the proposed project complies with existing design standards and does
not generate excessive light levels, which would reduce the potential for light and glare
spillover. The proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts to the
aesthetics of the site and its surroundings beyond those examined in the ConnectMenlo
EIR.
The site is currently developed with buildings, ornamental landscaping, and surface
parking and is not zoned for nor utilized as an agricultural site, nor would it result in the
conversion of forest land.
The project site is currently developed and does not include any sensitive habitat, nor is it
located near any sensitive habitats. Vegetation on the project site is limited. Compliance
with bird-safe design measures in the R-MU-B zoning district, the City’s stormwater quality
requirements, and the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance would further reduce any
potential impacts related to biological resources.
There are no recognized historic properties within the Bayfront Area, where the project is
located. A Historic Resources Assessment prepared for the project site determined that
none of the three existing buildings appear eligible for listing on the national or California
registers of historical places and resources. The proposed project would comply with
mitigation measures in the ConnectMenlo Final EIR to ensure that any potentially
significant subsurface cultural resources or human remains are examined and recovered
appropriately following review by a qualified archaeologist or the County Coroner.
The proposed project would comply with specific green building requirements for LEED
certification, provide EV charging, provide on-site renewable energy generation, enroll in
the USEPA’s Energy Star Building Portfolio Manager, use new modern appliances and
equipment, comply with current CALGreen standards, and meet the City’s recentlyadopted reach codes, which would help to reduce energy consumption. Because
California’s energy conservation planning actions are conducted at a regional level, and
because the proposed project’s total impact to regional energy supplies would be minor,
the proposed project would not conflict with energy conservation plans.
There are no mapped faults going through or adjacent to the project site, and the project
site is not located within an Earthquake Fault Zone. The design and construction of the
proposed project is required to conform with, or exceed, current best standards for
earthquake resistant construction in accordance with the most current California Building
Code and with the generally accepted standards of geotechnical practice for seismic
design in Northern California. No known fossils or unique paleontological resources or
unique geologic features are present within the study area, but in the event that any were
discovered during ground disturbing activities, a qualified paleontologist would assess the
discovering and develop an excavation plan.
The potential routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous wastes would have less
than significant impacts because the proposed project would be required to comply with
existing regulations to minimize impacts. Impacts associated with potential exposure to
hazardous soil vapor and groundwater conditions during project construction and operation
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level based on compliance with ConnectMenlo
Final EIR mitigation measures HAZ-4a and HAZ-4b, which require an Environmental Site
Management Plan and vapor intrusion assessment to be prepared and implemented as
part of the proposed project.
The proposed project would have less than significant impacts on water quality because of
compliance with existing regional and City regulations and design standards.
The proposed project would not physically divide an established community with any new
roadways or barriers, and it would be designed to be consistent with ConnectMenlo, the RMU-B zoning regulations, and other City goals and policies.1

Mineral Resources

There are no known mineral resources in the vicinity of the project site.

Public Services

Physical conditions in relation to fire protection, police protection, schools, parks and
recreation, and other public facilities have not changed substantially in the ConnectMenlo
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EIR study area since the preparation of the ConnectMenlo EIR; therefore, impacts would
be less than significant.
Recreation

Utilities

Wildfire

1This

See “Public Services” above.
The proposed project would be consistent with the type and intensity of development and
population projections assumed for the project site in ConnectMenlo. The proposed project
would connect to existing water delivery, sanitary sewer, and electrical power systems
within the vicinity of the project site. It is anticipated that these pipelines would have
sufficient capacity to support delivery of water to the proposed project, but the project
sponsor will coordinate with the appropriate agencies to ensure that utilities are sufficient to
serve the proposed project.
The ConnectMenlo Final EIR determined that the Bayfront Area, which includes the project
site, does not contain areas of moderate, high, or very high Fire Hazard Severity for the
Local Responsibility area, nor does it contain any areas of moderate, high, or very high
Fire Hazard Severity for the State Responsibility Area (SRA). In addition, the proposed
project would not impair the implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted
emergency response plan.

section may be included in the focused EIR for the proposed project if the draft EIR is released after July 1, 2020, when
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) replaces level of service (LOS) as the standard used to evaluate environmental impacts under CEQA
in the transportation impact analysis. At present, staff anticipates a draft EIR release prior to July 1, 2020 and the proposed project
would analyze potential transportation impacts using LOS as the threshold of significance. If the draft EIR is released after July 1,
2020 the LOS analysis would be relocated to the Land Use chapter, thereby necessitating that the draft EIR include the Land Use
topic area for consistency with the General Plan.

A more detailed analysis of the proposed project’s impacts in the areas above is provided in the initial study.
The focused EIR will analyze whether the project would have a significant environmental impact in the
remaining topic areas:
Table 3: Topics to Be Included in the Focused EIR
Topic

Air Quality

Greenhouse Gas (GHG)
Emissions
Noise (traffic noise)
Population and Housing

Transportation

City of Menlo Park

Reasons for Inclusion in EIR
The ConnectMenlo EIR includes mitigation measures requiring additional technical
analysis to be performed, which could identify impacts not previously disclosed. The
focused EIR will demonstrate compliance with the following ConnectMenlo mitigation
measures: preparation of a technical assessment evaluating potential operational impacts
related to traffic, compliance with the air district’s basic control measures for reducing
construction-related emissions, preparation of a technical assessment evaluating
construction-related impacts, and preparation of a health risk assessment for a project
within 1,000 feet of a sensitive land use.
Potential impacts from greenhouse gas emissions will be studied based on project-level
vehicle trips identified for the proposed project.
The proposed project could result in increased traffic noise at specific locations, which will
be evaluated based on the project-level vehicle trips identified for the proposed project.
As a result of the 2017 settlement agreement between the City of East Palo Alto and the
City of Menlo Park, a housing needs assessment will be prepared for the project and an
analysis of population and housing will be provided in the project-level EIR.
The transportation mitigation measures for the ConnectMenlo EIR anticipated that any
project proposed prior to adoption of a Transportation Master Plan and updated
Transportation Impact Fee would need to conduct a project-specific Transportation Impact
Assessment (TIA). Further, the settlement agreement between the City of East Palo Alto
and the City of Menlo Park also requires a project-specific TIA. The TIA would include an
analysis of potential impacts at 29 study intersections identified in Attachment E.
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Tribal Cultural
Resources

AB 52 provides for consultation between lead agencies and Native American tribal
organizations during the CEQA process. The City sent a letter providing the opportunity for
consultation pursuant to AB 52 for the project to these individuals. No requests for
consultation have been received to date, but the consultation process and its conclusion
will be further discussed in the EIR depending on whether responses are received during
the NOP public comment period.

Alternatives
Based on the significance conclusions determined in the EIR, alternatives to the proposed project will be
analyzed to reduce identified impacts. Section 15126.6(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires the
evaluation of a No Project Alternative. Other alternatives may be considered during preparation of the EIR
and will comply with the State CEQA Guidelines, which call for a “range of reasonable alternatives to the
project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” The City is
currently considering analysis of the following alternatives, and is seeking input on these alternatives and
any other alternative that should be evaluated as part of the EIR:
•
•

CEQA-Required No Project Alternative (maintaining the existing buildings with no new construction);
and
Reduced Project Alternative that would minimize the effects of potentially significant environmental
impacts.

Correspondence
As of the writing of this report, staff has not received any correspondence regarding the scope and content
of the analysis for the focused EIR for the proposed project.
Next steps
Following the close of the comment period on the scope and content of the EIR, City staff and its consultant
will consider all comments in the development of the draft EIR. The preparation of the draft EIR for public
release is expected to take approximately four months and is tentatively planned to be released in the
spring of 2020 with a minimum 45-day public review and comment period. During the 45-day comment
period, the Planning Commission would hold a public hearing to discuss the draft EIR. Once the draft EIR is
completed, the environmental consultant will review and respond to all comments received in what is
referred to as a “Response to Comments” document or final EIR.
Study Session
On February 11, 2019, the Planning Commission held a study session for an initial version of the proposed
project. Similar to the current proposal, the original proposal included two seven-story apartment buildings
with a total of 441 rental units and six townhome buildings with seven condominium units each, for a total of
483 new dwelling units. The total proposed project was nearly 473,000 square feet of GFA with a FAR of
225 percent. The Commissioners commented primarily on the following project aspects:
•

Distribution of Height and Massing. Some Commissioners questioned the juxtaposition of seven-story
apartment buildings and three-story townhome units on the same site and believed that changes should
be considered to create better transitions between the two building types.

•

Open Space. A few Commissioners indicated that the amount and distribution of proposed open space
for the project seemed inadequate to address the needs of residents. The applicant was encouraged to
provide additional open space and more concentrated areas of open space on the site, especially in
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relation to the paseo that divides the apartment buildings from the townhome buildings.
•

Commercial Space. The Commission asked the applicant to explore providing commercial space as
part of the project, which would help to make a more well-rounded community on the site and provide
additional amenities for residents in an area that is still beginning the transition from office and
manufacturing uses to residential and commercial uses.

Since the previous study session, the applicant has made minor modifications to the proposal, particularly
with regard to compliance with the Zoning Ordinance design standards, the aggregation of more publicly
accessible open space adjacent to the required paseo, and the inclusion of approximately 2,100 square feet
of public-serving commercial space. Details regarding development regulations, pedestrian and vehicular
circulation, community amenities, and green and sustainable building regulations for the project are
provided below but remain substantially the same as described in the previous study session staff report.
Details related to design standards and open space have been updated to discuss the proposed
modifications to the original plans described above.
Lot line adjustment
The site currently consists of three parcels addressed 141 Jefferson Drive (which is a through lot with a
second frontage on Constitution Drive, currently addressed 172 Constitution Drive), 180 Constitution Drive,
and 186 Constitution Drive. As part of the project, the applicant is requesting a lot line adjustment, which is
defined in California Government Code Section 66412 as an “…adjustment between four or fewer existing
adjacent parcels, where the land taken from one parcel is added to an adjoining parcel, and where a greater
number of parcels than originally existed is not thereby created, if the lot line adjustment is approved by the
local agency, or advisory agency.” The applicant is proposing a lot line adjustment that would maintain three
parcels on the site, with the property lines shifted so that the existing 141 Jefferson Drive/172 Jefferson
Drive through lot would be divided in half, and the lot line currently dividing the existing 180 and 186
Constitution Drive parcels would be moved west to the location of the existing lot line that divides 141
Jefferson Drive and 180 Constitution Drive. This lot line adjustment would effectively locate the two
apartment buildings on separate parcels and place all of the townhome buildings on a single parcel.
Major subdivision
The applicant is requesting a major subdivision for the townhome component of the project at 180 and 186
Constitution Drive, which would allow the 42 condominium units to be purchased and sold independently.
State law outlines five factors that the City Council may consider in reviewing the request for a subdivision.
Staff will evaluate whether the proposed major subdivision would be in conformance with State and City
requirements as more detailed plans are prepared and additional study is performed for the proposed
project. The City Council would review and take final action on the proposed subdivision following a
recommendation by the Planning Commission.
Vehicle parking and circulation
The proposed project would include a total of 582 vehicular parking stalls distributed between the two
apartment buildings and townhomes. The R-MU-B zoning district requires a minimum of one space per
residential unit and a maximum of 1.5 spaces per residential unit. The proposed use for the commercial
space is currently undetermined but assuming that the most parking-intensive commercial uses could
occupy the space, the maximum parking ratio for the space would be between 2.5 spaces per thousand
square feet and 3.3 spaces per thousand square feet. The table below identifies the potential range of
required parking stalls on the project site by use and the total overall range of parking spaces needed to
meet the R-MU-B zoning district requirements:
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Residential Units
Commercial uses

Table 4: Vehicular Parking Requirements
Units/Gross floor
Zoning Ordinance parking ratio
area
min. 1 and max. 1.5 spaces per unit,
483 units
plus 10% additional for guests
min. 2.5 and max. 3.3 spaces per
2,116.8 s.f.
1,000 square feet1

Total

Number of parking stalls
required
min. 532 and max. 798
min. 6 and max. 7
min. 538 and max. 805

1This

ratio represents the most parking-intensive commercial use that could potentially occupy the site (retail and/or an eating and
drinking establishment).

Based on the total range of required parking stalls identified in the table above, the 582 vehicular parking
spaces proposed for the project would meet the Zoning Ordinance requirements.
The proposed apartment buildings would incorporate two above-ground levels of parking at the base of
each building. The parking structure for each of the apartment buildings would be accessed from a ramp
located at the western end of each building’s street frontage on Constitution Drive and Jefferson Drive,
respectively. Each apartment building would include the minimum required parking for tenants at a rate of
one space per unit and approximately 35 additional spaces for guests and visitors to the apartments or
commercial space. An automated parking system would be utilized within the apartment building garages to
minimize the amount of space needed to park vehicles while meeting the parking requirements of the
zoning district. The automated parking system would be used by tenants who would be trained on the
operations of the system, while guests and visitors would use non-mechanized ground-level parking stalls
within the parking structures.
The townhome buildings would include 63 vehicular parking stalls incorporated into one- and two-car
garages located at the ground floor of each unit. An additional seven surface parking stalls would be
provided for guests off of the internal roads on the site and would be tucked between the six townhome
buildings or at the corners of the townhome site.
The R-MU-B zoning regulations require parking within multi-family residential developments to be
unbundled from the price of a unit (unless parking is physically connected to one unit). Therefore, the
proposed project will be required to unbundle the parking for the apartment units, while the for-sale
townhomes may include the parking in the overall cost of each unit. Regardless, the proposed parking
provided would meet the zoning ordinance parking ratio. In addition, as required by the R-MU-B zoning
regulations, the project will be required to submit a transportation demand management (TDM) plan
demonstrating that the project will reduce associated vehicle trips by least 20 percent below standard
generation rates for uses on the site.
Bicycle and pedestrian parking and circulation
The proposed project would include a total of 799 bicycle parking spaces, which would meet the R-MU-B
zoning district requirement of 1.5 long-term spaces per unit plus an additional 10 percent short-term spaces
for guests. The apartment buildings would incorporate bicycle parking into dedicated storage rooms on the
first level of each building. The bicycle storage rooms would be accessible from the paseo directly east of
the apartment buildings. Each apartment building would include the minimum required long-term bicycle
parking spaces for tenants (330 spaces for residents of the building fronting Constitution Drive and 332
spaces for residents of the building fronting Jefferson Drive), as well as 67 short-term outdoor spaces
divided between the two buildings to meet the 10 percent additional parking for guests. For the townhome
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units, long-term bicycle parking would be provided in each garage (a total of 63 spaces), and seven shortterm bicycle parking spaces would be provided outdoors. In a future submittal, the applicant will need to
provide one additional bicycle parking space near the entrance to Building M1 to meet bicycle parking
requirements for the proposed commercial space.
As part of the proposed project, it is anticipated that new sidewalks and other street improvements such as
street trees and planting buffers would be provided along the project frontages on Constitution Drive and
Jefferson Drive, as required by the City’s Public Works Department.
Open space
The proposed project would be required to provide open space equivalent to 25 percent of the project site
area, of which 25 percent (or 6.25 percent of the project site area) must be provided as publicly accessible
open space. According to the Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 16.45.120(4)(A)):
Publicly accessible open space consists of areas unobstructed by fully enclosed structures with a
mixture of landscaping and hardscape that provides seating and places to rest, places for gathering,
passive and/or active recreation, pedestrian circulation, or other similar use as determined by the
planning commission. Publicly accessible open space types include, but are not limited to, paseos,
plazas, forecourts and entryways, and outdoor dining areas. Publicly accessible open space must:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)

Contain site furnishings, art, or landscaping;
Be on the ground floor or podium level;
Be at least partially visible from a public right-of-way such as a street or paseo;
Have a direct, accessible pedestrian connection to a public right-of-way or easement.

The table below provides a comparison between the February 2019 study session proposal and the current
proposal with regard to open space.
Table 5: Proposed Open Space

Total Open
Space
Total Publicly
Accessible Open
Space

Current Proposal

February 2019 Study
Session Proposal

Zoning Ordinance

95,395 sf

83,724 sf

52,565.8 sf minimum

24,313 sf

32,739 sf

13,141.4 sf maximum

The total amount of open space on the project site would increase compared with the previous proposal, but
the amount of publicly accessible open space would decrease compared with the previous proposal. The
main reason for the proposed decrease in publicly accessible open space is because areas such as
building entrances, front yards of townhomes, and other similar spaces were originally proposed as publicly
accessible open space by the applicant. Based on feedback from staff and the Planning Commission, these
areas were excluded in the most recent proposal, and the publicly accessible open space was redesigned
to be more aggregated around the paseo and in the vicinity of the proposed public-serving commercial
space, as described in more detail below. The current proposal continues to include more open space and
publicly accessible open space than the minimum requirements of the R-MU-B zoning district.
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Paseo and publicly accessible open space
As defined in the Zoning Ordinance, paseos are pedestrian and bicycle paths that provide a member of the
public access through one or more parcels and to public streets and/or other paseos. The adopted Zoning
Map identifies the locations of new paseos in the Bayfront Area, including a paseo connecting Constitution
Drive to Jefferson Drive along the eastern edge of the proposed apartment buildings, and directly west of
the site of the proposed townhomes. The paseo would provide an important mid-block connection from
Jefferson Drive to Constitution Drive. As required by the Zoning Ordinance, the paseo would have a
minimum 20-foot width and provide furnishing zones, trees, landscaping, and lighting at set distances to
enhance the pedestrian experience. The applicant is proposing to incorporate the paseo into the publicly
accessible open space provided as part of the project, which is permitted by the zoning regulations.
For the townhome portion of the project site, the applicant is proposing additional publicly accessible open
space between the paseo and the western edge of the proposed townhome buildings, and also between the
two rows of townhome buildings located farther interior on the site. The additional open space adjacent to
the paseo would provide extra activity and recreation areas extending beyond the paseo adjacent to publicserving commercial space in Building M1. These additional areas would feature pedestrian paths, an open
lawn area, landscaping, and other features that could further activate the paseo and the project site.
The Planning Commission should consider the proposed site layout and provide feedback on the applicant’s
proposal with regard to the general functionality and usability of the publicly accessible open space for the
townhome buildings.
Common and private open space
The proposed project would provide a mix of common and private open spaces for tenants. The apartment
buildings would incorporate a combination of balconies, private terraces, common terraces above the
garages at the courtyard level, as well as four open-air roof decks on the seventh floor of each building.
Common open spaces in the apartment buildings would be available to tenants and guests, and would not
be accessible to the public or townhome owners. 15,620 square feet of private open space and 26,907
square feet of common open space would be provided for the two apartment buildings, for a total of 42,527
square feet of private and common open space.
The townhomes units would have a total of 16,164 square feet of private open space provided on balconies
and terraces for each unit, and 2,670 square feet of common open space at the center of the townhome
site. As the plans continue to develop, staff will be working with the applicant to refine and provide more
details for the uses of the project open space and ensure compliance with all Zoning Ordinance
requirements.
Trees and landscaping
The project would require the removal of 33 trees in the existing parking and landscape areas, 10 of which
are heritage-sized trees. The applicant has stated that the project site would be replanted with at least 20
trees, and a minimum of 20 of the new trees would be heritage tree replacements meeting the City’s
Heritage Tree Replacement Procedures guidelines. The number of trees to be planted as part of the
proposed project will continue to be refined with future submittals, but the current conceptual landscape
plan in the project plan set shows considerably more than 20 trees are proposed to be located throughout
the project site.
Community amenities
The R-MU zoning district permits bonus level development, subject to providing one or more community
amenities equal to the community amenity value identified through the appraisal process. As part of the
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ConnectMenlo process, a list of community amenities was generated based on public input and adopted
through a resolution of the City Council. Community amenities are intended to address identified community
needs that result from the effect of the increased development intensity on the surrounding community.
Project requirements (such as the publicly-accessible open space, and street improvements determined by
the Public Works Director) do not count as community amenities.
An applicant requesting bonus level development must provide the City with a proposal indicating the
specific amount of bonus development sought and the proposed community amenity to be provided in
exchange. The value of the amenity to be provided must equal a minimum of 50 percent of the fair market
value of the additional GFA of the bonus level development. The appraisal must be performed in
accordance with the City’s appraisal instructions, which will identify the community amenity value. Staff and
the applicant will continue to work together through the process as the appraised value is determined and
the project plans are refined. The applicant has not yet specified a community amenity to be provided in
exchange for bonus level development. The applicant’s proposal for community amenities will be subject to
review by the Planning Commission through a later study session and/or in conjunction with the project
entitlements.
Design standards
In the R-MU-B zoning district, all new construction and building additions of 10,000 square feet of GFA or
more must meet design standards subject to architectural control review. The design standards regulate the
siting and placement of buildings, landscaping, parking, and other features in relation to the street; building
mass, bulk, size, and vertical building planes; ground floor exterior facades of buildings; open space,
including publicly accessible open space; development of paseos to enhance pedestrian and bicycle
connections between parcels and public streets in the vicinity; building design, materials, screening, and
rooflines; and site access and parking.
Architectural style and building design
The design of the proposed multi-family residential buildings would have a contemporary architectural
style, incorporating both solid elements and glass storefront along the majority of the primary street
façades. The façades would predominantly consist of pre-finished rainscreen panels (a cladding system
of interlocking panels made of wood, metal, composite, or other materials attached over top of a
waterproof barrier) and vinyl punched-opening windows. The lower levels of the building would also
contain board-formed concrete that addresses durability for potential flooding and sea level rise, in
addition to the storefront and rainscreen system. The proposed windows, including the glass storefront
system, would have aluminum frames and mullions. Select residences would include private balconies
finished with a mix of glass and metal railings. The color and materials board provided by the applicant
indicates that stucco will be used on various surfaces on the exteriors of the buildings, but the stucco
sample included in the color and materials board does not meet the R-MU-B zoning district design
guidelines requiring stucco to be smooth troweled. A future submittal will be required to incorporate a
stucco sample demonstrating compliance with the zoning district design guidelines.
The two multi-family apartment buildings would both be seven stories tall, including a two-story concrete
podium base element and a five-story wood-framed structure above. Parking, residential amenities, the
leasing area, and tenant bicycle storage would be incorporated on the first floor. Parking would largely be
managed using an automated parking system, with some spaces reserved for accessible parking,
loading, guests, employees, and prospective tenants. The main residential structures above the podium
base would form U-shaped courtyard buildings, with the opening of Building M1 facing east to provide a
massing transition from the townhome site, and the opening of Building M2 facing west. Residential units
are proposed to be a mix of studios, junior one-bedrooms, one-bedrooms, two-bedrooms, and three-
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bedroom units.
The design of the proposed townhome buildings would also have a contemporary style. All townhome
buildings would be three stories tall. Typical townhomes would have one- and two-car garages on the
ground level, with living areas and bedrooms on the upper floors. The townhome-style units are proposed to
be a mix of three-bedroom and four-bedroom units. The buildings would include recesses to modulate the
building facades, and the roof lines of all the buildings would be flat with height modulations to create a
visually interesting roofline. As currently proposed, the site layout and building orientation would reduce
parking and garage visibility from Constitution Drive.
Minimum stepback and building projections
On public-street-facing facades, buildings in the R-MU-B zoning district are required to step back at least 10
feet for 75 percent of the building on the upper stories above 55 feet in height. The applicant has submitted
preliminary documentation that the proposal would comply with the required minimum step back by pulling
back the center portion of the front façades of the apartment buildings facing Jefferson Drive and
Constitution Drive. While portions of the building facade would be set back more than 10 feet from the
property line, private balconies would extend closer to the property line by nearly four feet. The balconies
would comply with the building projection allowance in the Zoning Ordinance, which permits encroachments
up to six feet into a required setback.
The townhome buildings are all set back more than 10 feet from Constitution Drive. None of the townhome
buildings are proposed to be over 55 feet in height, so the stepback requirement would not apply.
Major and minor modulations
The design standards for the R-MU-B zoning district require major and minor modulations on street- and
paseo-facing facades. For major modulations, the design must include a minimum of one recess of 15 feet
wide by 10 feet deep per every 200 feet of facade length from ground level to 45 feet in height. For minor
modulations, a minimum recess of five feet wide by five feet deep per 50 feet of facade length is required
from ground level to the top of the building. The intent of the required modulations is to provide visual
variety, reduce large building volumes, and provide spaces for entryways.
For the apartment buildings, the proposed major modulation along each street-facing frontage would be a
recess of 15 feet wide and would have a varying depth equal to or greater than 10 feet in the vicinity of the
recessed entryway to each building. Along the paseo, major modulations of 59 feet, 4 inches have been
added toward the center of the façade of each building, whereas the previous proposal had no major
modulations along the paseo. Minor modulations proposed along the street-facing frontages of each
building would be recesses of five to 15 feet in width distributed across the façade every 50 feet or less.
Staff believes that these proposed recesses meet the intent of the minor modulation requirement and
sufficiently break up the massing of the building, whereas the previous proposal contained only one minor
modulation that spanned a majority of the length of the building façade, did not change per each 50 feet of
façade length, and did not provide visual variety. The proposed minor modulations along the paseo-facing
façade of each building also appear to meet the intent of the Zoning Ordinance requirements and span the
entire height of the building, as required by the design guidelines. Staff will work with the applicant to refine
the diagrams and verify full compliance.
For the townhome buildings, no major modulations would be required since the buildings would be less
than 200 feet in length. For the required minor modulations, the buildings would provide four angular
recesses distributed along the front façades of the buildings every 50 feet or less. The minor modulations
would be between 10 feet, eight inches and six feet, 10 inches in length, and would have a depth greater
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than five feet. Under the previous proposal, covered porch elements were proposed as minor modulations,
but they did not meet the minor modulation requirement because they did not span the full height of the
building, as required by the design guidelines. Staff believes that the recesses shown in the most recent
proposal meet the minor modulation requirement for the R-MU-B zoning district.
Ground floor exterior
As part of the project review, staff will review the project to ensure that it meets the ground floor
transparency requirement and building entrance location and frequency requirements. Staff believes the
Buildings M1 and M2 generally would meet the ground floor transparency requirement along Constitution
Drive and Jefferson Drive; however, adjacent to the paseo, the buildings propose windows along the ground
floor façade that would serve only to break up long expanses of wall associated with bicycle storage rooms
that would span most of the building next to the paseo. The current proposal would comply with the
maximum garage entrance size and ground floor minimum height requirement.
The townhomes appear to meet the ground floor transparency requirement, with 34 percent of the ground
floor façades having transparent glazing where 30 percent transparent glazing is the minimum requirement.
Staff will work with the applicant to refine the transparency diagram and verify full compliance.
Summary
With regard to the overall project design/style and the application of R-MU-B zoning district standards, staff
believes that the project would meet the design guidelines required in the Zoning Ordinance. Staff will
continue to evaluate the proposed project to ensure compliance as more detailed plans are prepared and
any modifications are made. The Planning Commission may wish to provide additional feedback on the
proposed building design and site layout before the project advances to the draft EIR development stage.
Green and sustainable building
In the R-MU zoning district, projects are required to meet green and sustainable building regulations.
Accordingly, the proposed building would:
• Meet 100 percent of its energy demand through any combination of on-site energy generation,
purchase of 100 percent renewable electricity, and/or purchase of certified renewable energy
credits;
• Be designed to meet LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) Gold BD+C (Building
Design + Construction);
• Comply with the electric vehicle (EV) charger requirements adopted by the City Council in
November 2018;
• Meet water use efficiency requirements;
• Locate the proposed building 24 inches above the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) base flood elevation (BFE) to account for sea level rise;
• Plan for waste management during the demolition, construction, and occupancy phases of the
project; and
• Incorporate bird friendly design in the placement of the building, and use bird friendly exterior
glazing and lighting controls.
In addition, the project would be required to use electricity as the only source of energy for all appliances
used for space heating, water heating, cooking, and other activities, consistent with the City’s reach code
ordinance approved in September 2019. The reach codes will go into effect beginning January 1, 2020.
Further details regarding how the proposed building would meet the green and sustainable building
requirements will be provided as the project plans and materials are further developed.
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Planning Commission considerations
The following comments/questions are suggested by staff to guide the Commission’s discussion, although
Commissioners should feel free to explore other topics of interest.
•

Site and Building Design. Based on the revised plans, is the proposed rotation of the upper floors of
Building M1 so that the third level terrace opens out toward the paseo and townhomes acceptable? Do
the modified building designs provide better massing and transitions between the two development
types (apartments and townhomes) on the project site? Does the colors and materials board contain an
appropriate mix of colors, materials, and textures for the proposed development?

•

Open Space. Is the provision of additional open space at the north end of the paseo between Building
M1 and Building Site TH1 sufficient to provide ample open space for residents and the public? Are there
adequate amounts and types of open space distributed throughout the site? Are there additional
furnishings, landscaping, or amenities that should be considered as detailed design of these spaces
continues?

•

Public-Serving Commercial Space. Is the approximately 2,100 square feet of public-serving
commercial space on the ground floor of Building M1 an adequate amount of commercial space for the
project? Is the commercial space appropriately positioned within the building and on the project site?
Are there certain types of uses (retail, an eating establishment, personal services, private recreation,
and/or other commercial uses permitted in the R-MU-B zoning district) more strongly desired to
potentially occupy the space?

•

Overall Development Proposal. Is the revised design of the project more appropriate for an area of the
Bayfront transitioning from office and industrial uses to residential uses compared with the original
proposal?

Correspondence
As of the writing of this report, staff has not received any correspondence regarding the proposed project.
Impact on City Resources
The project sponsor is required to pay Planning, Building and Public Works permit fees, based on the City’s
Master Fee Schedule, to fully cover the cost of staff time spent on the review of the project. The project
sponsor is also required to fully cover the cost of work by consultants performing environmental review and
additional analyses to evaluate potential impacts of the project.
Environmental Review
A focused EIR tiering from the ConnectMenlo program EIR will be prepared for the proposed project. On
July 16, 2019, the City Council authorized the City Manager to enter into a contract with LSA Associates,
Inc. to complete the environmental review and prepare an initial study and focused EIR for the proposed
project. A focused EIR will be prepared only on the topics that warrant further analysis, including a
transportation and housing analysis and other topics as described in the CEQA Review section earlier in
this report. The City Council would take final action on the project entitlements, including the certification of
the focused EIR, after the completion of the environmental review and a recommendation from the Planning
Commission.
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Public Notice
Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with the agenda items being listed, at least 72
hours prior to the meeting. Public notification also consisted of publishing a notice in the local newspaper
and notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the subject property.
Attachments
A. Location Map
B. Project Plans
C. Hyperlink: Notice of Preparation and Initial Study https://www.menlopark.org/1576/Menlo-Uptown
D. Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) Study Intersections
Disclaimer
Attached are reduced versions of maps and diagrams submitted by the applicants. The accuracy of the
information in these drawings is the responsibility of the applicants, and verification of the accuracy by City
Staff is not always possible. The original full-scale maps, drawings and exhibits are available for public
viewing at the Community Development Department.
Exhibits to Be Provided at Meeting
Color and materials board

Report prepared by:
Tom Smith, Senior Planner
Report reviewed by:
Corinna Sandmeier, Senior Planner
Kyle Perata, Principal Planner
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ATTACHMENT D
Menlo Uptown Project – Attachment D: Transportation Impact Assessment Study Intersections

The focused EIR will include analysis of 29 intersections as follows:
1. Marsh Road and Bayfront Expressway (State)
2. Marsh Road and US‐101 NB Off‐Ramp (State)
3. Marsh Road and US‐101 SB Off‐Ramp (State)
4. Marsh Road and Scott Drive (Menlo Park)
5. Marsh Road and Bay Road (Menlo Park)
6. Marsh Road and Middlefield Road (Atherton)
7. Chrysler Drive and Bayfront Expressway (State)
8. Chrysler Drive and Constitution Drive (Menlo Park)
9. Chrysler Drive and Jefferson Drive (Menlo Park)
10. Chrysler Drive and Independence Drive (Menlo Park)
11. Chilco Street and Bayfront Expressway (State)
12. Chilco Street and Constitution Drive (Menlo Park)
13. Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway (State)
14. Willow Road and Hamilton Avenue (State)
15. Willow Road and Ivy Drive (State)
16. Willow Road and O’Brien Drive (State)
17. Willow Road and Newbridge Street (State)
18. Willow Road and Bay Road (State)
19. Willow Road and Durham Street (Menlo Park)
20. Willow Road and Coleman Avenue (Menlo Park)
21. Willow Road and Gilbert Avenue (Menlo Park)
22. Willow Road and Middlefield Road (Menlo Park)
23. University and Bayfront Expressway (State)
24. Middlefield Road and Ravenswood Avenue (Menlo Park)
25. Middlefield Road and Ringwood Avenue (Menlo Park)
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26. Marsh Road and Florence Street‐Bohannon Drive (Menlo Park)
27. Willow Road and US‐101 NB Ramps (State)
28. Willow Road and US‐101 SB Ramps (State)
29. Bay Road and Ringwood Avenue (Menlo Park)
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