Menlo Uptown
EIR Scoping Comments
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General Public

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

cconroysf@gmail.com
Smith, Tom A
Menlo Uptown: Comment
Monday, December 30, 2019 7:06:04 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize
the sender's email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open
attachments or reply.
Dear Mr. Smith,
I agree that 15% units for low income rental is too low. I know that meets current
requirements but I recommend 20 to 25% low and very low income housing. The need is
great.
Require at least 1.5 parking places per unit. Really think 2 per unit is better.
To reduce traffic recommend a free shuttle for Menlo Uptown looping in 111 Independence
Drive to Caltrain with a loop to mid Santa Cruz Avenue, then to the Safeway shopping center
on El Camino, two or three times in the morning, twice mid-day, and 3 times between 5 and
7:30 pm or so. Consider looping in a school. Use some of the Menlo Uptown land for a bump
out on their private land to accommodate a shuttle stop with shelter. No stopping on the main
street.
Do all possible to mitigate traffic but realize and acknowledge few people will bike or walk to
work all through the year. (See Palo Alto's Research Park multi-year experiment to try to get
more people to bike to work. Hardly any increase. Use of a shuttle had the greatest increase in
use.)
Make sure green/flowers beautify streetscape.
Include green space/park. The 500+ residents will need it.
Coordinate/time traffic lights to keep traffic moving.
I strongly support a Child Care facility over a cafe.
Thank you.
Dorothy Conroy
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Leah Elkins
Smith, Tom A
Menlo Uptown Development
Monday, December 30, 2019 1:56:18 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's email address
and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply.
I don’t hear anything about sea level rise in discussions about new building in the bayside areas. Is this not a factor?
Leah Elkins
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Nina
Smith, Tom A
Menlo Uptown Project
Friday, January 3, 2020 3:46:09 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize
the sender's email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open
attachments or reply.
Hi, Tom
It is pure wishfult thinking to imagine that the members of 500 projected households of Menlo
Uptown will all be able to walk to work unless residence can be restricted to people who work
at Facebook, their children who attend schools in Belle Haven, and non-working household
members. I am not sure this would be legal.   
It doesn’t matter how much BMR housing the project includes unless the people who move
into those units already live in Belle Haven. Otherwise the project will add more crowding
and more cars.
There should not be any building over here until we know what our air quality is, how the
proposed development will affect it, what mitigations are possible, and whether those are
acceptable.
There is plenty of land available for housing in the rest of the city. There just needs to be the
political will.
Sincerely
Nina G. Wouk
Belle Haven Resident since 1986
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Steve Taffee
_Planning Commission
Comments on Menlo Uptown
Monday, December 30, 2019 1:44:10 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize
the sender's email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open
attachments or reply.

My concern about all of the proposed projects East of 101 has to do with forecasted
sea level rise and how this and other projects along the Bay fit into the regional plan
for to deal with this eventuality.
A combination of marsh restoration, sea walls, and planned areas of flood zones for
king tides and large rainstorms can't be effectively created on a local basis. It must
be regional.
Additionally, the minimum standards for the site preparation, deconstruction of
existing structures, and building must conform to the absolute highest of building
standards such as LEED Platinum and Living Buildings, to not just be carbon
neutral but to produce more power than they consume.
Housing is a priority in the area and yes, I know, it comes with traffic. But clever
people can figure out a way to induce residents to not own cars that need to be
parked on-site and use alternate forms of transportation to get to work, school, and
shopping and individual and family car use on an as needed basis rather than the
default.
Steve Taffee
Menlo Park resident
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Public Agencies

STATE OF CALIFORNIA-------CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

Gavin Newsom, 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
TTY 711
www.dot.ca.gov

Making Conservation
a California Way of Life.

January 2, 2020

Tom A. Smith, Senior Planner
City of Menlo Park
Community Development Department, Planning
Division
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

SCH #2019110498
GTS # 04-SM-2019-00289
GTS ID: 17906
SM/84/PM 26.43

Menlo Uptown Project – Notice of Preparation (NOP)
Dear Tom A. Smith:
Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in
the environmental review process for the Menlo Uptown Project. We are
committed to ensuring that impacts to the State’s multimodal transportation
system and to our natural environment are identified and mitigated to support a
safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system. The following
comments are based on our review of the December 2019 NOP.
Project Understanding
The City of Menlo Park proposes the demolition of existing office and industrial
space and redevelopment of the project site with three residential buildings
totaling approximately 466,000 square feet of gross floor area with a maximum
of 483 residential units, as well as approximately 2,100 square feet of commercial
space, associated open space, circulation and parking, and infrastructure
improvements. A total of 512 unbundled parking spaces would be included
within two two-story parking garages integrated into the apartment buildings. A
total of approximately 95,569 square feet of open space would be provided on
the project site, including an approximately 12,557-square-foot pedestrian
paseo. Regional access is provided from the State Route (SR) 84 and Chrysler
Drive intersection approximately 0.21 mile away from the project site.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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Tom A. Smith, Senior Planner
January 2, 2020
Page 2
Travel Demand Analysis
Please submit a travel demand analysis that provides a Vehicle Miles Traveled
(VMT) analysis resulting from the proposed project. With the enactment of
Senate Bill (SB) 743, Caltrans is focusing on transportation infrastructure that
supports smart growth and efficient development to ensure alignment with State
policies using efficient development patterns, innovative travel demand
reduction strategies, multimodal improvements, and VMT as the primary
transportation impact metric. Please ensure that the travel demand analysis
includes:
•

A vicinity map, regional location map, and site plan clearly showing
project access in relation to the State Transportation Network (STN). Ingress
and egress for all project components should be clearly identified. Clearly
identify the State right-of-way (ROW). Project driveways, local roads and
intersections, car/bike parking, and transit facilities should be mapped.

•

A VMT analysis pursuant to the City’s guidelines or, if the City has no
guidelines, the Office of Planning and Research’s Draft Guidelines.
Projects that result in automobile VMT per capita greater than 15% below
existing (i.e. baseline) city-wide or regional values for similar land use types
may indicate a significant impact. If necessary, mitigation for increasing
VMT should be identified. Mitigation should support the use of transit and
active transportation modes. Potential mitigation measures that include
the requirements of other agencies such as Caltrans are fully enforceable
through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally-binding
instruments under the control of the City.

•

A schematic illustration of walking, biking and auto conditions at the
project site and study area roadways. Potential safety issues for all road
users should be identified and fully mitigated.

•

The project’s primary and secondary effects on pedestrians, bicycles,
travelers with disabilities and transit performance should be evaluated,
including countermeasures and trade-offs resulting from mitigating VMT
increases. Access to pedestrians, bicycle, and transit facilities must be
maintained.

With respect to the local and regional roadway system, provide project related
trip generation, distribution, and assignment estimates. To ensure that queue
formation does not create traffic conflicts, the project-generated trips should be
added to the existing, future and cumulative scenario traffic volumes for the
intersections and freeway ramps. Potential queuing issues should be evaluated
including on-ramp storage capacity and analysis of freeway segments near the
“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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Tom A. Smith, Senior Planner
January 2, 2020
Page 3
project; turning movements should also be evaluated. In conducting these
evaluations, it is necessary to use demand volumes rather than output volumes
or constrained flow volume.
Vehicle Trip Reduction
From Caltrans’ Smart Mobility 2010: A Call to Action for the New Decade, the
project site is identified as Place Type 4: Suburban Communities where location
efficiency factors, such as community design, are often weak and regional
accessibility varies. Given the place, type and size of the project, it should
include a robust Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program to
reduce VMT and greenhouse gas emissions. Such measures are critical to
facilitating efficient site access. The measures listed below can promote smart
mobility and reduce regional VMT.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Project design to encourage walking, bicycling and transit access;
Improving or increasing access to transit;
Ten percent vehicle parking reductions;
Charging stations and designated parking spaces for electric vehicles;
Carpool and clean-fuel parking spaces;
Fix-it bicycle repair station(s);
Bicycle route mapping resources;
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.

TDM programs should be documented with annual monitoring reports by a TDM
coordinator to demonstrate effectiveness. If the project does not achieve the
VMT reduction goals, the reports should also include next steps to take in order
to achieve those targets. Also, reducing parking supply can encourage active
forms of transportation, reduce regional VMT, and lessen future transportation
impacts on State facilities.
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.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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December 16, 2019
Tom A. Smith
Senior Planner
City of Menlo Park
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025
RE: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Menlo Uptown
Project in the City of Menlo Park
Dear Mr. Smith:
Thank you for offering C/CAG the opportunity to review the Notice of Preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Menlo Uptown Project. The following comments are provided for
your consideration in complying with the San Mateo County Congestion Management Program (CMP)
Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Policy and Land Use Guidelines. In preparing a TIA and EIR for this
project, refer to these two policies, which are included as Appendix I and L of the 2017 CMP:
https://ccag.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/2017-Final-Draft-CMP-Appendix-1.pdf
Please forecast and discuss the expected impacts of the project on the CMP roadway network as outlined
in the TIA policy. The scope of the TIA should not only include the immediate project area, but also
other areas that may be impacted by the project. Please consult with C/CAG staff for any clarification on
the scope and parameters of the analysis. The TIA policy provides a detailed definition of project impacts
on CMP intersections, freeway segments, and arterial segments.
If the project will generate a net of 100 or more peak-hour trips on the CMP roadway network, mitigation
measures are required to reduce the impact of the project. Potential mitigation strategies are documented
in the Land Use Guidelines policy and include, but are not limited to, reducing project scope, building
roadway and/or transit improvements, collecting traffic mitigation fees, and requiring project sponsors to
implement transportation demand management (TDM) programs.
We request the opportunity to review and comment on the TIA, DEIR, and project TDM plan (if
applicable) upon their completion. If you have any questions, please contact me at jlacap@smcgov.org or
650-599-1455.
Sincerely,

Jeffrey Lacap
Transportation Programs Specialist
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555 COUNTY CENTER 5TH FLOOR, REDWOOD CITY, CA 94063 PHONE: 650.599.1406 FAX: 650.361.8227

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
January 9, 2020

Tom A. Smith
City of Menlo Park
Community Development Department, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025
Sent via email to: TASmith@menlopark.org
Subject:

Comments on Scope of Environmental Impact Report – Menlo
Uptown Project, San Mateo County

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scope of the focused Environmental
Impact Report for the Menlo Uptown Project in Menlo Park, California. The San
Francisco Bay Area Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) reviewed the Initial
Study and Notice of Preparation and submits these comments.
Background
The proposed Menlo Uptown project would demolish existing office and industrial
buildings and construct three new mixed-use residential and commercial buildings at
141 Jefferson Drive and 180 and 186 Constitution Drive in Menlo Park (the Site). Two of
the new buildings are planned to be seven-stories built at-grade with the lower two
levels used for a mixture of commercial use and parking and the upper levels for
residential use. The third new building proposed is a three-story multi-unit townhome
building. The ground floor of each building would be raised 3 to 5 feet above grade to
accommodate flood plain design requirements.
The Initial Study, dated November 2019, states that “the public and/or the environment
could be affected by the release of hazardous materials from the project site into the
environment by: 1) exposing workers and/or the public to potentially contaminated soil
and groundwater during construction and/or operation of the project; or 2) exposing
workers and/or the public to hazardous building materials during demolition of the
existing office and industrial structures.”
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA), dated July 2018, indicates that
existing buildings on the Site have been utilized as hazardous materials facilities since
their construction. A Phase II ESA, dated July 2018, determined that groundwater and
soil vapor samples at the project site contained volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and
petroleum hydrocarbons above residential environmental screening levels (ESLs). It
further recommended assessment of vapor intrusion risks and concluded that
implementation of vapor intrusion mitigation (VIM) measures could be necessary to
protect the health of future building occupants.
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File No. 01S0024

The Initial Study identified the need for the following mitigation measures to ensure that
“potential impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant and that no
new or more severe impacts would occur beyond those examined in the ConnectMenlo
Final EIR.”
•
•

Implementation of a project‐specific Environmental Site Management Plan
(ESMP) that is “prepared in consultation with” the Water Board; and
A vapor intrusion assessment and associated vapor controls or source removal,
as appropriate.

Water Board Comments
1) Because the proposed project is located within the area of a known regional VOC
plume, the Water Board agrees that the proposed mitigation measures, including
an ESMP, vapor intrusion assessment, and source removal and vapor intrusion
mitigation as needed, should be required as described in the Initial Study.
2) The Water Board requests that the City of Menlo Park place conditions on
permits as appropriate to require the project to obtain written acceptance of the
items summarized below from the regulatory agency overseeing vapor intrusion
assessment and mitigation concerns at the time.
Document Title

Timeframe

Environmental Site Management Plan and
Vapor Intrusion Assessment – Including VIMS
design, operations and maintenance plan,
contingency plans, and financial assurance plan

Approval needed prior to
start of construction

VIMS Construction Completion Report –
Including as-built drawings

Approval needed prior to
building occupancy

3) The Water Board is one of at least three regulatory agencies that could
potentially oversee future vapor intrusion assessment and mitigation measures
associated with this project. The others include the Department of Toxics
Substances Control, or the San Mateo County Division of Environmental Health
Services.
4) The overseeing regulatory agency will likely require a cost recovery agreement to
allow for review and evaluation of monitoring and evaluation reports such as
those included in the Water Board’s Fact Sheet: Development on Properties with
a Vapor Intrusion Threat.
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2

File No. 01S0024

If you have any questions, please contact Kimberlee West of my staff at (510) 622-2432
or kimberlee.west@waterboards.ca.gov.
Sincerely,

Michael Montgomery
Executive Officer
Copy by email:
Andrew Morcos, Uptown Menlo Park Venture, LLC, amorcos@greystar.com
Jacob Madden, San Mateo County Groundwater Protection Program,
JMadden@smcgov.org
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