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NOTICE OF PREPARATION
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
111 INDEPENDENCE DRIVE PROJECT
CITY OF MENLO PARK
Date:

June 14, 2019

To:

State Clearinghouse
State Responsible Agencies
State Trustee Agencies
Other Public Agencies
Interested Organizations

From:

Kaitie M. Meador
Senior Planner
City of Menlo Park
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Subject:

Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Initial Study and Environmental
Impact Report for the 111 Independence Drive Project

Lead Agency:

City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

Project Title:

111 Independence Drive Project

Project Area:

Bayfront Area, City of Menlo Park

Notice is hereby given that the City of Menlo Park (City) will be the lead agency and will prepare a
focused environmental impact report (EIR) for the proposed 111 Independence Drive Project (project).
An Initial Study has been prepared along with this Notice of Preparation (NOP), which scopes out
several environmental topics from further review. The focused EIR will address potential physical
environmental effects of the project that have not been scoped out, as outlined in the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The City is requesting comments on the scope and content of this
focused EIR.
A scoping session will be held as part of the Planning Commission meeting on June 24, 2019, at 7:00
p.m. at the Menlo Park City Council Chambers, located at 701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA 94025.
The scoping session, which is part of the focused EIR process, is the time when the City solicits input
from the public and agencies on specific topics they believe should be addressed in the environmental
analysis.
Written comments on the scope of the focused EIR may also be sent to:
Kaitie M. Meador
City of Menlo Park
Community Development Department, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025
KMMeador@menlopark.org
Phone: 650.330.6731
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Comments on the NOP are due no later than the close of the NOP review period (5:00 p.m. on
Monday, July 15, 2019). However, we would appreciate your response at the earliest possible date.
Please send your written comments to Kaitie Meador at the address shown above or by email to
KMMeador@menlopark.org with “111 Independence Drive Project EIR” as the subject. Public agencies
that provide comments are asked to include a contact person for the agency.
The Initial Study is available online at: https://www.menlopark.org/1572/CEQA‐documents. Paper
copies are also available for review at:




Menlo Park Library (800 Alma Street, Menlo Park, CA 94025)
Belle Haven Branch Library (413 Ivy Drive, Menlo Park, CA 94025)
Community Development Department, Civic Center (701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA 94025)

PROJECT LOCATION AND EXISTING CONDITIONS: The project site is located north of US Highway 101
(US 101) in the City of Menlo Park, as shown in Figure 1. The site is bounded by Independence Drive
and Marsh Road to the north, a single‐story commercial and office building and Constitution Drive to
the east, a single‐story office building to the south, and the Independence Site of the Menlo Gateway
project to the west.
The project site is designated Mixed Use Residential within the Bayfront Area on the City’s General
Plan Land Use Designations Map and is within the Residential‐Mixed Use‐Bonus Zoning District. The
generally‐level site is currently developed with an approximately 15,000‐square‐foot single‐story
office building, as shown in Figure 2. The existing building was constructed in 1972 and is currently
occupied by a commercial business. Vegetation on the project site consists of landscaped areas along
the site perimeter fronting Independence Drive. A small portion (approximately 88 square feet) of the
Independence Drive right‐of‐way is located within the project site. A public utility easement,
approximately 10 feet in width, runs along the eastern border of the project site.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed project would result in the redevelopment of the project site
with an approximately 145,350‐gross‐square‐foot, eight story multi‐family apartment building with
105 dwelling units and a potential 712‐square‐foot commercial space, as well as associated open
space, circulation and parking, and infrastructure improvements, as shown in Figures 3, 4, and 5. In
addition, the proposed project would include dedication of the approximately 88 square feet of
Independence Drive that are currently within the project site as well as a public access easement to
construct a portion of the public sidewalk within the project site. The project sponsor is currently
proposing that a total of 14 residential units (15 percent) be affordable to moderate and low income
households (the City’s Below Market Rate Housing Program requires 15 percent affordable to low
income households). Density above the maximum bonus level residential density and gross floor area
would be achieved through the density bonus provision of the City’s Below Market Rate Housing
Program.
The ground floor would be raised 30 inches above grade to accommodate flood plain design
requirements. The proposed building would have a maximum height of 95 feet not including parapet
walls, mechanical equipment, and elevator and stair overruns. Height above the maximum average
height would also be achieved through the incentives provided in the City’s Below Market Rate
Housing Program. The parapet walls would vary but generally be 5.5 feet in height around the
perimeter of the building and elevator and stair overruns would extend up to 99 feet. An at‐grade,
three‐level, approximately 49,582‐square‐foot, 115‐space parking garage would be located within the
proposed building at the northeast corner.
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The proposed project would be constructed to complement the adjacent Menlo Gateway buildings on
Independence Drive, which have a convex curved façade, with a concave curvature to the façade on
the upper floors. The base of the proposed building would be a convex curved façade with metal
awnings and amenity space set back from Independence Drive via public open space. A total of
approximately 16,729 square feet of open space would be provided at the ground floor and the fourth
and eighth floors of the proposed building.
PROJECT APPROVALS: The following City discretionary approvals would be required prior to
development at the project site:





Environmental Review
Use Permit
Below Market Rate Housing Agreement
Architectural Control

There will be a fiscal impact analysis conducted regarding the project. In order to qualify for bonus‐
level development within the R‐MU‐B zoning district, the proposed project will also be required to
complete an appraisal process to identify the value of the community amenities to be provided in
exchange for the opportunity to develop at the bonus level.
RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES: The agencies listed below are expected to review the draft focused EIR to
evaluate the proposed project:











Pacific Gas & Electric
California Department of Transportation
California Regional Water Quality Control Board/San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution
Prevention Program
Native American Heritage Commission
City/County Association of Governments
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
San Mateo County Transportation Authority
San Mateo County Environmental Health Division
West Bay Sanitary District
Menlo Park Fire Protection District

INTRODUCTION TO EIR: The project site is within the ConnectMenlo study area. ConnectMenlo, which
updated the City’s General Plan Land Use and Circulation Elements and rezoned the land in the M‐2
Area (now referred to as the Bayfront Area), was approved on November 29, 2016. Because the City’s
General Plan is a long‐range planning document, the ConnectMenlo EIR was prepared as a program
EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168. Section 15168(d) of the CEQA Guidelines provides
information for simplifying the preparation of environmental documents by incorporating by
reference analyses and discussions. CEQA Guidelines Section 1512(d) states that where an EIR has
been prepared and certified for a program or plan, the environmental review for a later activity
consistent with the program or plan should be limited to the effects that were not analyzed as
significant in the prior EIR or susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance.
An Initial Study for the project, which is available for review online, at the City libraries, and at the
Community Development Department (as listed above) has been prepared to evaluate the potential
environmental impacts of the proposed project and determine what level of additional environmental
review is appropriate. In accordance with the requirements outlined in Section 15168 of the CEQA
City of Menlo Park | 111 Independence Drive Project
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Guidelines, the Initial Study has been prepared to disclose the relevant impacts and mitigation
measures covered in the ConnectMenlo EIR and discuss whether the project is within the parameters
of the ConnectMenlo EIR. In addition, as a result of the settlement agreement between the City of
Menlo Park and the City of East Palo Alto, certain topics are required to be analyzed. Based on the
findings of the Initial Study, a focused EIR will be prepared for impacts that need further discussion
and/or mitigation beyond that provided in the ConnectMenlo EIR. The focused EIR for the project will
be prepared and processed in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.
PROBABLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS: Based on the conclusions in the Initial Study, the following
topics will be scoped out of the EIR: aesthetics; agriculture and forestry resources; biological
resources; cultural resources; energy; geology and soils; hazards and hazardous materials; hydrology
and water quality; land use and planning; mineral resources; public services; recreation; tribal cultural
resources; utilities and service systems; and wildfire. Therefore, the focused EIR will analyze whether
the proposed project would have a significant environmental impact in the following areas:






Air Quality;
Greenhouse Gas Emissions;
Noise (traffic noise);
Population and Housing; and
Transportation

ALTERNATIVES: Based on the significance conclusions determined in the focused EIR, alternatives to
the proposed project will be analyzed to reduce identified impacts. Section 15126.G(e) of the 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 CEQA Guidelines, which call for a "range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or 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.
EIR PROCESS: Following the close of the NOP comment period, a draft focused EIR will be prepared
that will consider all NOP comments. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15105(a), the
draft focused EIR will be released for public review and comment for a required 45-day review
period. Following the close of the 45-day public review period, the City will prepare a final EIR, which
will include responses to all substantive comments received on the draft focused EIR. The draft
focused EIR and final EIR will be considered by the Planning Commission in making the decision to
certify the EIR and approve or deny the project.

��

City of Menlo Park

June 14, 2019
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111 Independence Drive Project NOP
Conceptual Ground Floor Site Plan
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111 Independence Drive Project NOP
Conceptual Fourth Floor Site Plan
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Meador, Kaitie M
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Lynne Bramlett <lynne.e.bramlett@gmail.com>
Monday, July 15, 2019 12:12 PM
Meador, Kaitie M
Lynne Bramlett
Comment on EIR for 111 Independence Drive
Council_GP_SubcommitteesV6.pdf

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Dear Kaitie,
I'm writing with input into the NOP for the EIR for 111 Independence Drive. First, the City Council recently
held a discussion on a development moratorium that included signficant numbers of people expressing their
concerns about the excessive development.
I'm disappointed that it took that kind of public meeting to get attention on the problem of excessive
development in District 1. To help, I sent Council the attached letter with ideas. Please attach that letter to my
email comments on the 111 Independent Drive project as I believe a complete change needs to take place
regarding the entire development-related process. The current one is too focused on serving developers. Instead,
the Planning Department needs to better consider the needs of residents. Councilmember Taylor also has said
that this particular project is too large for its space. We need a better process for responding to input from our
elected officials and also residents living nearby. We shouldn't have to metaphorically shout to try to get
someone to pay attention to our concerns.
Some additional comments:


I want the General Plan Office Cap to be kept in Place. Please add a rolling tally of the development
caps to each EIR or NOP. As these are about to be reached in District 1, the public needs the cumulative
total listed on each EIR and NOP.



Any project that will exceed the caps by the time it's approved, such as (I believe) this particular project,
should not be proceeding at the bonus-development level.



This project is much to too large for its space. Approval of the bonus development level should not have
been given.The project, next to a new high school, will generate serious traffic congestion and additional
air quality, noise, etc. environmental impacts.



Public Notice Process. Have you reached out to the SUHSD and neighboring businesses to see what
they think of this project? If not, please make a concerted effort to do so. Please see my attached letter to
Council with suggestions regarding the public Notice process. The list of Responsible Agencies is also
very generic. Can you add names? This also needs expanding to include the school districts and
neighboring businesses, along with other Stakeholders in District 1.



Public benefit. The fiscal analysis should be done much earlier in the process and well before a project
moves along too far. I believe that I've read that a Cafe has been proposed. If so, I consider that an
inadequate public benefit for the amount of harm this project will bring to District 1 -- at the bonus
1

development level. Please see the attached letter with more specific suggestions regarding calculating
the amount of public benefit vs. the harm to the residents.
Lynne Bramlett
lynne.e.bramlett@gmail.com
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MEMO
To:

City Council

From: Lynne Bramlett
Date: July 5, 2019
Re: Suggestions for City Council District 1 and Districts 2-5 Subcommittees
_________________________________________________________________
I’m writing with suggestions for Council to consider. At your June 11 meeting, the public
expressed grave concerns about the cumulative negative impacts of new development, without the
corresponding infrastructure. District 1 residents suffer the most severe impacts due to the City’s
ConnectMenlo-related decisions to maximize new development in District 1.
I applaud Council’s sincere desire to tackle these serious problems. However, much work
will be needed and I and other residents want to help. The problems are so serious and so urgent
that we cannot wait for lengthy studies and/or Staff to have time to work on solutions. Plus, it’s
reasonable to ask if it would not be better to have a “fresh focus” via resident-led working groups
that research and propose solutions to specific topics. Waiting to take action, especially in District 1,
would perpetuate what has become a toxic status quo that appears to value the revenue stream from
development, and the interests of large property owners, over the quality of life for residents.
District 1-Subcommittee Proposed Ideas
1. Discuss and Pass a Resolution to maintain the current Office Space development caps.
As I understand it, the caps are on the bonus-level development options in the M-2 and
downtown-specific plan. The bonus levels can more than double the overall size of a project
allowed under the base-level only. This represents a significant financial windfall to the property
owners, even after paying for a bonus-level amenity. Already, there are multiple projects in the
pipeline that will exceed the development caps. Yet these projects are moving forward without
any apparent plans to reduce the project size. This builds too much momentum, making it
difficult later to stop or adjust the project. It also suggests that the developers believe that
Council will increase development caps or possibly amend the General Plan to allow the
projects. Have private assurances already been given?
2. Add a Growth Management Element to the General Plan. Although not a state mandated
General Plan element, a Growth Management Element would mandate that growth and
development be based upon the City’s ability to provide an adequate circulation system. A
Growth Management Element establishes policies and standards for traffic levels of service and
performance standards for police, fire, emergency vehicles, sanitary facilities, water, road
infrastructure, etc. to ensure generally that growth takes place in a manner that will ensure
protection of the health, safety and welfare of both existing and future residents.
Other cities facing similar challenges of rapid growth, without the necessary infrastructure, have
adopted a Growth Management Element. These cities include: Loma Linda, Pleasant Hill, El
Cerrito, and Mission Viejo. Contra Costa County also requires a Growth Management Element.
Effective growth management would also establish parameters for periodically monitoring the
impacts that growth has on the community, and also define the methods by which impacts are
addressed.
Suggestions from Lynne Bramlett, July 5, 2019
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3. Conduct an Analysis of the General Plan’s Land Use and Circulation Elements Goals,
Policies and Programs. Determine if any statements need clarifying, revising, updating or
removing. Also review the adequacy of the measurement and reporting system for each. A
parallel task would be to determine if the ConnectMenlo Guiding Principles (values statements)
have actually become embedded into the Goals, Policies and Programs. (See next suggestion).
Develop recommendations based on municipal best practices and MP’s current situation.
4. Elevate the Role of the Guiding Principles to Guide Development in Menlo Park. The
Guiding Principles represent the public’s most current statement of Values. The public trusted
the Guiding Principles, and Council’s assurances that they would be followed. Unfortunately,
they lack shared definitions and metrics, and some statements are overly broad. It’s time to
clarify, as necessary, the statements and to add metrics and a quarterly reporting system for each.
Right now, the Guiding Principles are more platitudes than value-statements that actually guide
land-use decisions in Menlo Park. The Guiding Principles need to be followed and more clout in
the form of a Council Resolution that would include Council’s expectations for metrics and a
quarterly reporting system.
5. Conduct an Analysis of the General Plan’s zoning ordinances. Some topics to consider: Is
the zoning equitable across all parts of Menlo Park? Where does the zoning need changing to
increase housing, especially affordable housing? Or where does it need changing to reduce
“Ghost” ownership by corporate interests? Should the bonus-level options be rescinded or
scaled back. Is the current bonus policy too generous towards property owners at the expense of
the public’s quality of life?
6. Conduct an Analysis of the City of Menlo Park’s General Plan compared to the criteria
included in State law. Also evaluate the degree to which the Menlo Park General Plan
complies with the State’s Guidelines for General Plans. While the Statute of limitations has more
than passed for any legal challenges, the review would be helpful in pinpointing opportunities to
improve the current General Plan.
7. Conduct an Analysis of the City’s Public Noticing Policy for Development Permit
Applications Reviewed by the Planning Commission and/or City Council. I would add
notices in Spanish (not just the one sentence that I’m seeing in the Daily Post notices) for all
developments in District 1. As the Daily Post is not widely available in District 1, also post
notices in the Almanac. Also use the City’s communication methods to post notices of EIRs. For
example, the Belle Haven newsletter could include EIR notices and these also could be posted
on social media, such as NextDoor. The City’s website could include a way to sign up for EIRrelated notices, via a link at the Notify Me, page. Developers could also play a stronger role in
the process as per Ann Arbor’s Citizen Participation Ordinance Guide for PUDs, Planned
Projects, Rezonings & Major Site Plans. Menlo Park could adopt a similar approach that puts
more of the expectations, in specific and measurable terms, on the developers.
The EIR-related notices (and staff reports) also sometimes use names for the projects that the
public may not recognize. Instead, the projects should be described so as to alert the maximum
number of residents about the proposed development.
Also review the City’s website for opportunities. The Public Notices page has a link to a
Development Notices page that contains little information. The Notice of Application
Submittals sub link contained only one link to one project. There are other opportunities.

Suggestions from Lynne Bramlett, July 5, 2019
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Districts 2-5-Subcommittee Led Proposed Ideas
1. Review the General Plan’s Bonus-Level Development Process. First, the current “value
analysis” for considering bonus-level development is very focused on the amount of revenue
generated for the City from the grant of a bonus-level development. This analysis needs to be
expanded to quantify ALL the benefits and liabilities from the proposed granting of a Public
Benefit Bonus.
Second, it is important early in the EIR process to determine the economic value that the developer
receives from the Public Benefit Bonus. The Fiscal Impact Analysis should be conducted at the
beginning stage of the EIR process. Waiting until later in the cycle gives a project too much
momentum. As you likely know, the residents in District 1 are mostly still waiting for amenities
they thought they would get years ago. There is too much wiggle-room” in this process.
Developers need to be held accountable and the EIR documents need to more explicitly protect
the residents’ interests.
Third, there needs to be an explicit consideration of the negative cumulative impacts of the
proposed development on the residents’ quality of life.
Fourth, the economic value (in hard numbers) to the developer should then be tangibly tied to a
concrete public amenity selected via a public process from a pre-determined list. The public
amenity should represent a concrete and tangible public benefit that will help to ameliorate the
detriment caused by the development. The public amenity should also be located near the
residents most impacted by a particular development. A cash payment to the City, which is
apparently commonly done, should not be allowed except for very rare circumstances.
Finally, a Public Benefit Bonus should only be granted when the total value to the City
minus the negative impact on the residents’ quality of life is comparable to the economic
benefit received by the developer.
2. Develop a well-defined outcome for public benefits/Community Amenities. The lack of a
well-defined outcome was detailed in Staff Report #15-063. The R-MU Residential zoning
incudes information about bonus-level amenities, but without enough specifics. Separately, I've
also seen a list of District 1 desired amenities but this should be readily available in a more public
spot. These also need price tags and a process. The recent notice of preparation of an EIR for a
project at 162-164 Jefferson noted that the “project is proposing bonus-level development,
although the proposed community amenity has not yet been identified.” Instead, the amenity
should be agreed-upon before a major development project has too much momentum.
3. Review the City’s Development-related policies. Only three are posted as policies at the
Planning Division site: 1) M-2 Implementation Policy, 2) Parking Reduction Policy and 3) Public
Noticing Policy. Are more policies needed to address current problems?
4. Expand the City’s General Plan Annual Report to the State on the Status of our General
Plan Implementation. Currently, ours focused on providing a Housing Element update. While
not required, a report that included an update across all adopted elements would give Council
more information for annual planning purposes. Please see the example from the City of
Escondido and the State’s requirements.
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5. Conduct an Analysis of the ConnectMenlo EIR-Related Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program Measures. The program-level EIR was detailed in Resolution 6356.
Individual major developments also have EIRs that likely also include mitigation measures. The
status of these mitigations needs more transparency and perhaps also accountability and
oversight. Conduct annual progress reviews to ensure that all required mitigation measures are
implemented and completed in a satisfactory manner before and during project construction and
operation. Require Annual reports to update the public on the mitigation. Identify ways to
increase accountability, oversight and transparency, as needed.
The City could also start to report yearly “Mitigation” status via using the yearly Annual Report
on the Status of the General Plan required by the State.
6. Discuss Staff Priorities Pertaining to Development vs. Residents’ Quality of Life. The
excessive Development has delivered value to property owners and the Staff Organization, but
little (if any) value to residents. For projects to be considered successful, all main parties must
see value. Increased development supports specific Staff positions and it provides revenue to
support the overall Staff Organization. The 2019 Budget document states that “Personnel
costs…represent 65 percent of total General Fund expenditures and total $45.30 million for
fiscal year 2019-20, up 11.6 percent when compared to the amended budget for fiscal year 201819” (32). The management-level Staff may be spending more time with developers and major
property owners than residents, which creates an imbalance and an opportunity for
disproportionate influence. Openly discuss this topic towards the broader goal of establishing a
more transparent and resident-focused culture in Menlo Park. The underway Community
Development Department Review might also identify possibly solutions.
7. Conduct an Analysis of the EIR process and outcomes to identify ways both could
improve to better balance the needs of residents with the goals of Staff/developers.
Some initial ideas include posting a chart with the key EIR milestone phases. Then label each
EIR with where it is in the EIR process. The EIR documents are daunting, so ways to simplify
the language and use more graphs and charts might help. It’s difficult to catch any flawed
premises and/or serious environmental concerns that have been brushed over or dismissed. The
process also seems too weighted to agree to a development, despite serious environmental
impacts. Then the tracking of the EIR mitigations needs a more transparent process with
accountability. Many individuals and groups have taken considerable time to write thoughtful
feedback on an EIR, but their input does not seem to have been taken into account. Instead, the
revenue stream from new development seems more important. Having more EIR “checkpoint”
stages might help along with resident-focused priorities for the Staff.
Projects that Council Could Delegate to City Advisory Committees/Commissions
1. Conduct an Analysis of Corporate Ownership of Housing in Menlo Park. Determine the
extent of “Ghost” properties and properties typically rented out for short-term rentals. Based on
the findings, propose recommendations to Council that could include zoning changes. The
Housing Commission could be asked to lead this effort, resulting in a report to Council.
2. Implement Training on the new Environmental Justice General Plan Requirements.
Senate Bill 1000 took effect in 2018. When the City concurrently updates 2 or more elements of
its General Plan, SB 1000 requirements start. The City could start with training sessions on the
bill’s requirements with a broad invitation list. The Environmental Quality Commission, in
conjunction with the Planning Commission, could lead this effort.
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3. Establish an annual reporting process for Development agreements/Term Sheets to
increase transparency. For each, include the negotiated public benefit(s), in-lieu fees, proposed
housing, on-going yearly revenue streams and anything else that was a material aspect of the
agreement. Changes to the initial agreement also need a reporting process, so the public is able
to track any changes. Status reports for each major one could be available via the City’s website.
The Finance & Audit Committee could be asked to conduct an analysis and then make
recommendations to Council.
4. Review the City’s Annual Report on the status of the transportation impact, storm
drainage, recreation in-lieu, below market rate housing in-lieu, and building
construction road impact fees collected yearly. Consider ways to improve current report
format so that it makes tracking the financials easier for the public. The Finance & Audit
Committee could be asked to review the report format and make recommendations to Council.
5. Review current business taxes to determine if these are adequate and fair. The FAC could
be asked to conduct an analysis and to make recommendations for Council to Consider.
6. Ask the Planning Commission to discuss ways its role could evolve to include a more
proactive approach to planning.
7. Review the City’s Parks & Recreation-related public-private partnerships. Determine if
each arrangement represent fair value to the public. The Parks & Recreation Commission could
review each and prepare a report on the topic with recommendations to Council.
8. Review the Benefits of Transitioning to a two-year budget developed in the cycle of a
five-year financial plan. A two-year budget process allows for a more stringent approach to
analyzing data, tracking trends, and potential problems, and calling for corrective budget action
much earlier. It would give more time for community engagement, and the Finance staff more
time for other financial-transparency-related projects. The City of Irvine recently transitioned to
a two-year budget cycle, and I recently read that Redwood City plans to do so too. The FAC
could prepare a report on this topic with recommendations to Council.
General Ways to Reduce Costs to Reduce Need for Development Money

1. Conduct a Staff Organization size & efficiency review. Several have suggested that the Staff

organization is large when compared with other cities our size. An organizational review, by an
outside organizational consultant reporting directly to Council, would likely generate
recommendations that would allow for greater efficiencies. Over time, the Staff Organization
could then be reduced via attrition – not layoffs. The ConnectMenlo zoning changes were
explicitly designed to maximize income coming from new development. Reducing the size of the
Staff organization would reduce the need for new development as an economic stream to pay
for staff salaries, benefits and pensions. The Development Agreements also bring in cash that
goes into funds that might be used to pay for Capital Improvement Projects that Staff values,
but that are not necessarily valued by residents. Less development money flowing into/out of
Menlo Park would help to turn the City into more of a resident-focused City.

2. Pay down long-term debt and adopt a pay-as-you-go approach to large Capital projects.
Ask residents what services they don’t want and would like to cut for more ideas. Our longterm debt payments represent a significant amount of money. We are also still paying for
facilities developed years ago.
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Meador, Kaitie M
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Latoya Dunlap <latoyad03@gmail.com>
Thursday, July 11, 2019 1:55 PM
Meador, Kaitie M
Housing proposal- NO THANKS

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Hello,
This traffic is already a nightmare. Please don’t even consider this before what wrong it’s fixed. You can’t keep
adding issues on top of issues when there are already so many that need to be fixed.
Thank you,
Latoya
Belle Haven Resident
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Via Electronic Mail
July 12, 2019
Kaitie Meador
City of Menlo Park
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025
kmmeador@menlopark.org
Re:

Earthjustice Comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental
Impact Report for the 111 Independence Drive Development Project

Earthjustice appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation of a
Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the 111 Independence Drive Development
Project (“Project”), which contemplates the development of an eight story multi‐family
apartment building with 105 dwelling units and a potential 712‐square‐foot commercial space.
Our initial comments focus on the importance of incorporating building electrification
requirements into the Project. The transition from gas to electric buildings is critical to reaching
a zero emissions future and will not occur at the scale or timing needed absent decisive City
leadership. Consistent with California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) requirements to
adopt all feasible mitigation to reduce significant greenhouse gas (“GHG”), energy and utility
impacts, building electrification is essential mitigation to reduce Project impacts and take
meaningful action to address the climate crisis. Building electrification will also provide
economic, safety, and air quality benefits for the City. We therefore urge the City to require allelectric construction as feasible mitigation in the DEIR for the Project.
I.

The Project Will Have Significant GHG Impacts.

CEQA requires a DEIR identify all the significant impacts of a proposed project,
including from the project’s GHG emissions. 1 To determine the significance of the Plan’s GHG
impacts, the City should apply a net-zero emissions threshold. A net-zero threshold is also
consistent with the severity of the climate crisis and the recognition that any increase in GHG
emissions exacerbates the cumulative impacts of climate.
In determining the significance of project impacts, the City “must ensure that CEQA
analysis stays in step with evolving scientific knowledge and state regulatory schemes.”
Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Assn. of Gov’ts (2017) 3 Cal.5th 497, 519.
Non-zero numeric thresholds, such as the 1,100 MT GHG significance threshold proposed by the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (“BAAQMD”) in 2009 are unlikely to survive legal
scrutiny. The BAAQMD numeric threshold was derived from Assembly Bill (“AB”) 32’s 2020
1

Pub. Res. Code § 21083.05; CEQA Guidelines § 15064.4.

GHG reduction targets and does not reflect Senate Bill 32’s requirement to reduce GHGs to 40
percent below 1990 levels by 2030 or our increased understanding of the severity of climate
impacts California is and will experience. 2 While useful when first recommended ten years ago,
it has not kept in step with scientific knowledge and regulatory developments and is no longer
supported by substantial evidence.
Alternative approaches to determining the significance of Project GHG impacts, such as
using a comparison against “business-as-usual” emissions or a per capita emissions metric, may
not withstand legal scrutiny and should not be used to evaluate the Project’s emissions in the
DEIR. In Center for Biological Diversity v. Cal. Dept of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204,
the California Supreme Court held that determining the significance of project GHG impacts by
comparing project emissions with emissions under a business-as-usual scenario derived from
statewide emissions reduction goals under AB 32 lacked substantial evidence. For similar
reasons, use of statewide per capita emissions metrics to determine the significance of project
emissions has also been rejected for the purpose of determining project GHG impacts under
CEQA. As the court held in Golden Door Properties LLC, because “using a statewide criterion
requires substantial evidence and reasoned explanation to close the analytical gap left by the
assumption that the ‘level of effort required in one [statewide] context . . . will suffice in the
other, a specific land use development.’” Golden Door Properties LLC v. County of San Diego
(2018) 27 Cal.App.5th 892, 904 (quoting Center for Biological Diversity, 62 Cal.4th at 227).
While use of a statewide per capita metric to determine the significance of GHG impacts may be
useful for a General Plan, which examines collective community emissions of existing and
proposed new development, it is not appropriate for projects that only govern new development.
Accordingly, the City should apply a net-zero emissions GHG threshold to ensure a legally
defensible EIR. Because the Project will result in an increase in GHG emissions, the City should
consider its GHG impacts significant.
II.

The Project Will Have Significant Energy Impacts if it Requires Gas Connections.

An EIR must also evaluate project energy use to avoid “wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary use of energy, or wasteful use of energy resources.” 3 The failure to evaluate a
project’s energy impacts renders an EIR inadequate. 4 Notably, an energy impact analysis
demands more than mere compliance with Title 24 Building Standards and implementation of
GHG mitigation measures. 5 Among its provisions, Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines
specifies that a project should include “total energy requirements of the project by fuel type and
end use.” 6 Accordingly, the DEIR should quantify the project’s expected energy consumption
by fuel type, keeping in mind that a key purpose of this evaluation is “decreasing reliance on
fossil fuels, such as coal, natural gas and oil.” 7
2

See BAAQMD, CEQA Guidelines Update, Proposed Thresholds of Significance at 10-22 (Dec 7, 2009),
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/proposed-thresholds-of-significance-dec-709.pdf?la=en (explaining methodology for project-level GHG threshold).
3
CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(b).
4
See Ukiah Citizens for Safety First v. City of Ukiah, 248 Cal.App.4th 256 (2016); see also California Clean Energy
Committee v. City of Woodland, 225 Cal.App.4th 173 (2014).
5
See CEQA Guidelines, Appendix F, Sec. II; see also Ukiah Citizens 248 at 264; see also California Clean Energy
Committee 225 at 207, fn. 6.
6
CEQA Guidelines, Appendix F, Sec. II.
7
CEQA Guidelines, Appendix F, Sec. I.
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Another goal of the energy impacts analysis is to “increas[e] reliance on renewable
energy resources” and to “avoid[] or reduc[e] inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption
of energy.” 8 Building electrification achieves both of these goals. First, all-electric homes allow
project energy needs to be supplied entirely by an increasingly renewable and decarbonized grid,
which under SB 100, will be carbon-free by 2045. In contrast, gas appliances maintain reliance
on fossil fuels. Second, electric heat pump are two to over four times more efficient than gas
appliances. 9 Indeed, as the California Energy Commission has concluded, “electrification of
space and water heating with highly efficient technologies…will be key to reducing emissions
from buildings.” 10 The high efficiency of advanced electric appliances mean that electrification
will reduce Project emissions today, and the climate benefits of electrification will only improve
as the grid gets cleaner. Accordingly, the DEIR should evaluate use of high performing electric
technologies in the market today to replace all gas appliances in the Project’s residential and
commercial buildings, including heat pump water heaters, heat pump space heaters, heat pump
clothes dryers, induction stoves, and convection ovens.
Use of renewable natural gas is also not a meaningful substitute for building
electrification. Additionally, building electrification is both feasible and more efficient than
natural gas. A study conducted by Energy and Environmental Economics, Inc. (“E3”)
determined through testing 10 different scenarios that the scenario with high electrification of
buildings has both low cost and low technology risk compared to alternatives, one of those
alternatives being renewable natural gas. 11 The study also concluded that even with extensive
natural gas efficiency in buildings, without substantial building electrification, California would
be forced to import “out-of-state, zero-carbon, sustainable biofuels, hydrogen fuel or climateneutral synthetic methane to meet its long-term climate goals.” 12 With building electrification
enabling increased efficiency, use of renewable resources, and avoiding new fossil fuel
commitments, reliance on gas as an energy source for the Project source should be considered a
significant energy impact.
III.

The Project Will Have Significant Utility Impacts if it Requires Gas Connections.

Recent updates to the CEQA Guidelines added language regarding a project’s utility
impacts. 13 This new language added to the Utilities and Service Systems section now directs
agencies to assess whether electric power and/or natural gas use will have significant
environmental effects. 14 New projects lock in energy system infrastructure for decades. 15 As a
result, if new projects are continuously powered by carbon-emitting energy sources such as
natural gas, “it will be that much more difficult for California to meet its GHG emission
8

Id.
United States Department of Energy, Heat Pump Systems | Department Of Energy, 2018. Energy.Gov. Accessed
May 10 2018. https://www.energy.gov/energysaver/heat-and-cool/heat-pump-systems.
10
California Energy Commission, 2018 Integrated Energy Policy Report, Pub. No. CEC 100-2018-001-V2-CMF,
Feb. 2019 at 22.
11
California Energy Commission, Deep Decarbonization in a High Renewables Future, Pub. No. CEC-500-2018012, June 2018 at iii.
12
California Energy Commission, Deep Decarbonization in a High Renewables Future, Pub. No. CEC-500-2018012, June 2018 at 33.
13
CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Sec. XIX.
14
See Id.
15
California Energy Commission, 2018 Integrated Energy Policy Report, Pub. No. CEC 100-2018-001-V2-CMF,
Feb. 2019 at 26.
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reduction goals.” 16 As the California Energy Commission (“CEC”) determined in its 2018
Integrated Energy Policy Report (“IEPR”) Update:
New construction projects, retrofitting existing buildings, and replacing
appliances and other energy-consuming equipment essentially lock in energy
system infrastructure for many years. As a result, each new opportunity for truly
impactful investment in energy efficiency and fuel choice is precious. If the
decisions made for new buildings result in new and continued fossil fuel use, it
will be that much more difficult for California to meet its GHG emission
reduction goals. Parties planning new construction have the opportunity instead to
lock in a zero- or low-carbon emission outcome that will persist for decades. 17
By locking in new fossil fuel infrastructure, any expansion of gas utility system will have a
significant impact on the environment.
IV.

Building Electrification is Feasible and Effective Mitigation to Reduce Project GHG
and Energy Impacts.

A lead agency may not lawfully approve a Project where “there are feasible alternatives
or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen [its] significant
environmental effects.” 18 Eliminating natural gas use in new buildings is feasible mitigation that
will substantially lessen the Project’s GHG and energy impacts. Indeed, building electrification
is one of the fastest and most cost-effective ways to achieve the transition to net-zero emissions.
In the 2018 IEPR Update, the CEC recognized the “growing consensus that building
electrification is the most viable and predictable path to zero-emission buildings . . . due to the
availability of off-the-shelf, highly efficient electric technologies (such as heat pumps) and the
continued reduction of emission intensities in the electricity sector.” 19
All-electric developments are being constructed for a range of building types pursuing
low or zero emissions objectives and are a feasible mitigation requirement for new development
under the Project. Sacramento’s Municipal Utility District has partnered with homebuilders to
construct entire neighborhoods that are all-electric, with 400 all-electric homes planned in the
next two years alone. 20 Some California developers now exclusively build all-electric homes,
and have already deployed a range of affordable, luxury, single- and multi-family housing units
all across the state. 21 Given that other entities are now requiring all-electric construction, there is
no reason for the City not to also do so. For example, the University of California announced in
August of 2018 that “[n]o new UC buildings or major renovations after June 2019, except in
16

Id.

17

CEC, 2018 Integrated Energy Policy Report Update, Vol. II at 18 (Jan. 2019),
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/getdocument.aspx?tn=226392

18

Pub. Res. Code § 21002.
CEC, 2018 Integrated Energy Policy Report Update, Vol. II at 20 (Jan. 2019),
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/getdocument.aspx?tn=226392.
20
Justin Gerdes, All-Electric Homes Are Becoming the Default for New Residential Construction in Sacramento,
Greentech Media (Nov. 13, 2018), https://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/all-electric-homes-are-becomingthe-default-for-new-residential-constructio#gs.VYzCCMQ.
21
See Redwood Energy, Development Projects (A Small Sample), https://www.redwoodenergy.tech/developmentprojects/.
19
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special circumstances, will use on-site fossil fuel combustion, such as natural gas, for space and
water heating.” 22
Similarly, in its Downtown Specific Plan, the City of Hayward required for multifamily
residential developments that “[a]ll buildings will be all electric, meaning that electricity is the
only permanent source of energy for water-heating, mechanical and heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning (HVAC) (i.e., space-heating and space cooling), cooking, and clothes-drying and
there is no gas meter connection.” 23 The natural next step is to extend such a requirement to
commercial developments, which can also be feasibly electrified. 24
V.

There Are Multiple Co-Benefits to Achieving Zero Emission Buildings through
Electrification.

Beyond achieving the energy and GHG emissions reductions essential for preventing
climate breakdown, electrification of new buildings will produce a range of important cobenefits for the economic well-being, safety, and health of the community. Building
electrification offers the potential to lower energy bills, reduce the cost of new construction,
improve air quality, public safety, and climate resiliency, as well as create new jobs. Far from
being a barrier to new housing, all-electric new construction can enable greater opportunities for
affordable housing construction by reducing costs and streamlining mitigation requirements. For
disadvantaged populations that pay a disproportionate amount of their income to energy costs,
and who are more likely to suffer from asthma due to poor indoor air quality, zero emission
homes are an important opportunity to deliver social equity. 25
A.

Lowering Energy Bills and Cost of New Construction

All-electric buildings can lower utility bills for tenants, reduce the cost of construction of
new housing in the City, and shield customers from the volatile and increasing costs of gas. A
recent report, Decarbonization of Heating Energy Use in California Buildings, by Synapse
Energy Economics found that electrification could lower utility bills by up to $800 annually and
lower the cost of new construction in Los Angeles by roughly $1,500 to $6,000. 26 Other analysis
has found that new homes and apartment buildings can cost between $1,000 and $18,000 less to
build if they are not connected to gas distribution pipelines. 27 The UC has carefully examined
feasibility and costs of all-electric buildings in the report: UC Carbon Neutral Buildings Cost
Study. The first key insight offered is that “[a]ll-electric buildings are comparable or slightly less
22
University of California, UC sets higher standards, greater goals for sustainability (Sept. 4, 2018),
https://www.universityofcalifornia.edu/press-room/uc-sets-higher-standards-greater-goals-sustainability.
23
City of Hayward, Hayward Downtown Specific Plan DEIR, Greenhouse Gas Emissions Chapter at 4.6-40 (Jan. 7,
2019), https://www.hayward-ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/dtsp-eir-greenhouse-gas-emissions.pdf.
24
See, e.g., Redwood Energy, Zero Carbon Commercial Construction: An Electrification Guide for Large
Commercial Buildings and Campuses (2019), https://drive.google.com/file/d/1L5IBsSmTp8he6dmrW565l6ZB_dkXya9/view.
25
Kelly Vaugh, Social Equity, Affordable Housing, and the Net-Zero Energy Opportunity, Rocky Mountain Institute
(May 9, 2018), https://rmi.org/social-equity-affordable-housing-and-the-net-zero-energy-opportunity/.
26
Synapse Energy Economics, Decarbonization of Heating Energy Use in California Buildings at 2, 39 (Oct. 2018),
http://www.synapse-energy.com/sites/default/files/Decarbonization-Heating-CA-Buildings-17-092-1.pdf.
27
Stone Energy Associates, Accounting for Cost of Gas Infrastructure, CEC Docket 17-BTSD-01 (May 4, 2017),
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=217420&DocumentContentId=26959.
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expensive tha[n] gas + electric buildings from a 20-year Life Cycle Cost perspective.” 28 The
most significant cost savings were found for residential buildings, where the average Life Cycle
Cost for all-electric was $5.28/sf lower compared to gas + electric options. 29
B.

A Safer Community

Recent events from Aliso Canyon, San Bruno, and the state of Massachusetts add to the
devastating record of hazardous natural gas infrastructure. Between 2015 and 2017, natural gas
pipeline explosions and incidents in the country claimed on average 15 fatalities, 57 injuries, and
$316,647,907 in property damage annually. 30 As climate impacts intensify, the escalating risks
of aging natural gas infrastructure will outpace the industry’s rate of pipeline replacement. Sea
level rise, which promises to be one of the many significant climate impacts affecting the region,
especially amplifies the risks of natural gas. 31
Methane leakage, a pervasive problem with natural gas infrastructure, can be particularly
hazardous for families living in earthquake and fire-prone areas since leaking gas exacerbates
fires after earthquakes. The California Seismic Safety Commission estimates that 20 to 50
percent of total post-earthquake fires are fires related to gas leaks. 32 Beginning to electrify entire
communities is a key precautionary strategy to mitigate the growing risks of California’s massive
gas system.
C.

Improved Air Quality

Gas appliances in buildings make up a quarter of California’s nitrogen oxide (NOx)
emissions from natural gas. NOx is a precursor to ozone and a key pollutant to curb in order to
comply with state and federal ambient air quality standards. Electrifying buildings will help the
City to reduce NOx and ground level ozone, improving outdoor air quality and benefiting public
health. Electrification of fossil fuel appliances will also immediately improve indoor air quality
and health. On average, Californians spend 68 percent of their time indoors, making indoor air
quality a key determinant of human health. 33 The combustion of gas in household appliances
produces harmful indoor air pollution, specifically nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide, nitric

28

Point Energy Innovations, UC Carbon Neutral Buildings Cost Study at 3 (June 2017),
https://www.ucop.edu/sustainability/_files/Carbon%20Neutral%20New%20Building%20Cost%20Study%20FinalR
eport.pdf.
29
Id.
30
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, Pipeline Incident 20 Year Trends (Nov. 2018),
https://www.phmsa.dot.gov/data-and-statistics/pipeline/pipeline-incident-20-year-trends.
31
Radke et al., Assessment of California’s Natural Gas Pipeline Vulnerability to Climate Change, University of
California, Berkeley (2016), https://www.energy.ca.gov/2017publications/CEC-500-2017-008/CEC-500-2017008.pdf.
32
California Seismic Safety Commission, Improving Natural Gas Safety in Earthquakes at 1 (adopted July 11,
2002), http://ssc.ca.gov/forms_pubs/cssc_2002-03_natural_gas_safety.pdf.
33
Klepeis et al., The National Human Activity Pattern Survey (NHAPS): A Resource for
Assessing Exposure to Environmental Pollutants, J. EXPO. ANAL. ENVIRON. EPIDEMIOL., Vol. 11(3), 231-52 (2001).
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oxide, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, and ultrafine particles. 34 The California Air Resources
Board warns that “cooking emissions, especially from gas stoves, have been associated with
increased respiratory disease.” 35 Young children and people with asthma are especially
vulnerable to indoor air pollution.
D.

Pathways to Good, Green Jobs

Electrification of buildings will enable local workforce development for jobs that will be
critical in California’s broader energy transition. Partnering with local organizations and
community colleges, the City can foster training and pipeline programs for new jobs in
construction, HVAC installation, electrical work, energy efficiency and load management
services, as well as manufacturing.
These jobs will rapidly grow in demand as local governments across the state look to
rapidly address the emissions from their building sector. In Sacramento Municipal Utility
District territory, where all-electric buildings are quickly becoming the default for new
developments, demand for specialized plumbers and HVAC technicians is expected to grow
enormously. The region expects to install more than 300,000 heat pump space heaters in the
next 15 to 20 years. 36
The next one to five years will be a critical window of opportunity for the City to jumpstart this transition away from gas to clean energy buildings. CEQA is an essential vehicle to
take all feasible action to reduce GHGs and limit further expansion of gas infrastructure and we
urge incorporation of all-electric building design into the Project.
Please contact Matt Vespa at mvespa@earthjustice.org, Sasan Saadat at
ssaadat@earthjustice.org with any questions or concerns, and please include each of us in future
notifications on the Projec’s development.
Sincerely,
Matt Vespa
Staff Attorney
Earthjustice
50 California Street, Suite 500
San Francisco, CA 94111

Sasan Saadat
Research and Policy Analyst
Earthjustice
50 California Street, Suite 500
San Francisco, CA 94111

34

See, e.g., Logue et al., Pollutant Exposures from Natural Gas Cooking Burners: A Simulation-Based Assessment
for Southern California, ENVIRON. HEALTH PERSP., Vol. 122(1), 43-50 (2014); Victoria Klug & Brett Singer,
Cooking Appliance Use in California Homes—Data Collected from a Web-based Survey, LAWRENCE BERKELEY
NATIONAL LABORATORY (Aug. 2011); John Manuel, A Healthy Home Environment? ENVIRON. HEALTH PERSP.,
Vol. 107(7), 352-57 (1999); Mullen et al., Impact of Natural Gas Appliances on Pollutant Levels in California
Homes, LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY (2012).
35
California Air Resources Board, Combustion Pollutants (last reviewed Jan. 19, 2017),
https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/indoor/combustion.htm.
36
Justin Gerdes, Experts Discuss the Biggest Barriers Holding Back Building Electrification, Greentech Media
(Sept. 19. 2018), https://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/here-are-some-of-the-biggest-barriers-holdingback-building-electrification#gs.fBEBKJy2.

7

Email: mvespa@earthjustice.org
Telephone: (415) 217-2123

Email: ssaadat@earthjustice.org
Telephone: (415) 217-2104

8

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Meador, Kaitie M
Theresa Wallace
Matthew Wiswell; Perata, Kyle T; Prince, Leigh
RE: 111 Independence - NOP Comments
Wednesday, July 24, 2019 9:54:42 AM
CMP_Email_Logo_100dpi_05d92d5b-e8e3-498f-93a6-d0da509bd602111111111.png

Hi Theresa,
During the June 24th Planning Commission meeting there was also a public comment for
the project at 115 Independence that was related to the scoping session for this project. I’ve
copies the comment from the Planning Commission minutes below. Can you please also
include this in the NOP comments.
Pamela Jones said for the Item H1 (111 Independence Dr) it was critical to indicate
the project was within the Redwood City Elementary School District as that District
was experiencing low enrollment and cutting back on schools. She said regarding
amenities for the project that based on their location the onsite amenities were most
appropriate. She said the BMR housing agreement needed to be changed and
encouraged the applicants for Items H1 (111 Independence Dr) and H2 (115
Independence Dr) to offer 20% BMR or even higher and at both below market rate
and affordable housing. She said she wanted assurances that none of the units
were Air B&B or corporate housing units.
Thanks,
Kaitie

Kaitie M. Meador
Senior Planner
  City Hall - 1st Floor
701 Laurel St.
  tel 650-330-6731
menlopark.org

From: Meador, Kaitie M
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 9:37 AM
To: 'Theresa Wallace' <Theresa.Wallace@lsa.net>
Cc: Matthew Wiswell <Matthew.Wiswell@lsa.net>; Perata, Kyle T <ktperata@menlopark.org>;
Prince, Leigh <lfp@jsmf.com>
Subject: 111 Independence - NOP Comments
Hi Theresa,
I have attached the comments that I received during the NOP comment period. I have also

attached a draft copy of the transcript for the Scoping Session for your reference. Once we
review the draft I will send you the finalized version of the document.
Also, do you have any updates on the revised project schedule based on K&A’s review?
Thanks,
Kaitie

Meador, Kaitie M
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

jackie leonard-dimmick <akita550@hotmail.com>
Friday, July 26, 2019 5:16 PM
Meador, Kaitie M
Independence Drive Housing

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Kaitie Meador
According to the July 17 issue of "The Almanac" “a proposal to build a 105 apartments and
less than 1000 square feet of commercial space at 111 Independence Drive in Menlo Park is
progressing. ("Independence Drive Housing Proposal Moves Forward" by Date Bradshaw.)
How many of these apartments will be affordable for the average person who grew up in the
Bay Area?
An "environmental study" has been done for the development. What did this "study"
compare? Dumping more garbage‐ plastic bags, propane tanks diapers, a shopping cart into
an already polluted lake seems like nothing. Take this same amount of trash and compare it to
a clear, clean, pure sparkling lake, ‐ there is a BIG difference! Menlo Park ‐ the Bay Area used
to be that shiny clear lake.
We hear a lot these days about the need for more affordable housing ‐ and how to prepare
for a disaster. EVACUATION is the key word. Get yourself out of danger and allow first
responders to care for those in need. As this area becomes more congested ‐there will only be
more chaos should an emergency take place. Obviously this will cause more stress and strain,
and even more injury. What we are being told to do in an emergency and the need for more
affordable housing, and what is happening ‐ building more expensive housing (on SMALL
pieces of land) and encouraging large corporations that bring people in from outside the
community, seems like a contradiction to me.
An 85 foot high building would block out a lot of sun for the neighbors ‐ and even the
residents of this development. We all could do a better job at relying more on the sun for our
daily needs (PASSIVE SOLAR vs ACTIVE SOLAR). The sun is FREE to all. It is important each of
us allows our neighbors to take advantage of it as much as they can. Don't put obstacles in
their way. This saves money and our natural resources. Everyone wins.
Thank you for your attention.
Jackie Leonard‐Dimmick
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1

ATTENDEES

2

THE PLANNING COMMISSION:

3

6

Andrew Barnes - Chairperson
Henry Riggs - Vice Chairperson
Katherine Strehl
Camille Kennedy
Chris Decardy (Absent)
Michele Tate
Michael C. Doran (Absent)

7

THE CITY STAFF:

8

Kyle Perata - Principal Planner
Kaitie Meador - Project Manager

4
5

9
SUPPORT CONSULTANT:
10
Theresa Wallace - Principal Planner, LSA Architects
11
PROJECT PRESENTERS:
12
13

Sateez Kadivar
Jon Ennis
Paul Lettieri

14
15

---o0o---

16
17

BE IT REMEMBERED that, pursuant to Notice

18

of the Meeting, and on June 24, 2019, 9:42 PM at the

19

Menlo Park City Council Chambers, 701 Laurel Street,

20

Menlo Park, California, before me, MARK I. BRICKMAN, CSR

21

No. 5527, State of California, there commenced a Planning

22

Commission meeting under the provisions of the City of

23

Menlo Park.

24

---o0o---

25
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1

JUNE 24, 2019

9:42 PM

2

P R O C E E D I N G S

3

---o0o---

4

CHAIRPERSON BARNES:

And we are at G2.

So Mr.

5

Perata, should I progress to H, the Study Session and

6

just work from H1 and H2 and not do G?

7

MR. PERATA:

So we do need to do G.

There are

8

actually two separate components to the same project.

9

Item G is the Scoping Session on the Environmental Impact

10

Report and then the Study Session component comes after.

11

You need to do the Public Hearing first before

12

we get to the Study Session.

13
14

CHAIRPERSON BARNES:
it.

Sure.

We've got to blend

We're blending the EIR and the Study Session in one.

15

MR. PERATA:

One report, two items, similar to

16

what we just did on the Corporate Center in the last

17

meeting.

18

CHAIRPERSON BARNES:

So I'll -- we'll go

19

through and address this -- go from G2 and go to H1 and

20

do G2 and progress to H1.

21

MR. PERATA:

Right.

So I'll let the Project

22

Manager Kaitie Meador take over, but just quickly, yes,

23

you need to do the Public Hearing first, and then once

24

the Scoping Session is done and all public speaks, we

25

have a court reporter for this portion and we want to
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1

record all those comments in the court reporter format

2

for the EIR position, and then we'll close that and move

3

into the Study Session.

4
5
6

I may have just overstepped in terms of
Kaitie's presentation, so I'll turn it over to her.
CHAIRPERSON BARNES:

So let me announce it so

7

I can get through that and read it, and Kaitie, you can

8

tell us exactly how you want us to progress on that.

9

So we're going to progress to G2, and that's

10

the Environmental Impact Report Scoping Session for 111

11

Independence Drive:

12

architectural control, environmental review and density

13

bonus to redevelop the site with approximately 150 multi-

14

family dwelling units and an approximately 712 square

15

foot potential commercial space in one building with an

16

above grade multi-story parking garage integrated into

17

the proposed eight-story building, located in the R-MU-B

18

(Residential Mixed Use, Bonus) zoning district.

19

Request for use permit,

The project site currently contains an

20

approximately 15,000 square foot single-story office

21

building that would be demolished.

22

residential building would contain approximately 95,056

23

square feet of gross floor area.

24

request for a use permit to modify certain R-MU design

25

standards and a request for an increase in height,

The proposed

The proposal includes a
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1

density and floor area ratio under the bonus level

2

development allowance in exchange for community

3

amenities.

4

The proposal also includes a request to use the

5

City's Below Market Rate (BMR) density bonus, including

6

an increase in units, FAR and height, in exchange for BMR

7

units.

8

Hello, Kaitie.

9

MS. MEADOR:

Good evening, Commission.

So as

10

you just mentioned, the project at 111 Independence Drive

11

for the Study Session and Scoping Session, and just to

12

recap what Kyle is saying, so we will have two parts for

13

the public hearing.

14

We will have the Environmental Impact Report

15

Scoping Session, so that is an opportunity for you and

16

the public to comment on what topics should be studied in

17

the EIR.

18
19

And then after that, we will have a Study
Session to provide feedback on the revised project plan.

20

There was one previous Study Session that was

21

held last year, and as the Planning Commission knows at

22

that time, their feedback was generally positive with

23

comments focusing on parking and open space.

24
25

So for this meeting, there will be no action
taken on the item.
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1

And then staff is recommending that -- that you

2

first start with the EIR Scoping Session.

3

presentation will be followed by a presentation from the

4

applicant, and then the EIR consultant.

5

So my

After that, then there will be time for the

6

Commission to ask questions and public comment, followed

7

by the Commissioners' discussion and then close of the

8

Scoping Session.

9

After that, we'll have the Study Session and

10

we'll go right into the Planning Commission questions and

11

public comment again, and then Commissioner discussion.

12
13

If you have any questions about that, let me
know.

14
15

CHAIRPERSON BARNES:
Kaitie?

Great.

Any questions for

Seeing none, progress to the applicant.

16

Good evening.

17

MR. KADIVAR:

Good evening, Planning

18

Commissioners.

19

almost a year ago to the day that we were here at the

20

Study Session on June 18th, 2018.

21

Good to be before you again.

My name is Sateez Kadivar.

It was

I am part of the

22

ownership family along with my mother, Massy Mehdipour

23

and my sister.

24
25

We bought the property about twenty years ago,
and my mother has run a couple of businesses out of it.
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1

I participated in the last business over the last fifteen

2

years there, so I spent a lot of time at this location.

3

Also with me tonight is Jon Ennis, president of

4

BTE Architecture and Nathan Simpson of BTE.

5

lot of the heavy lifting since changes last time, and

6

Paul Lettieri, principal of Lasardo Landscape Architects.

7

He's done a

So just a little additional background.

We've

8

got a lot of experience as a family in the construction

9

industry across a variety of industries as well as

10

technology for construction.

11

We're a local family.

I attended Oak Knoll,

12

Hillview and M-A.

13

Lomitas with the oldest a year away from M-A.

14

My four kids go to La Entrada and Las

Kind of broadly speaking, I've been to a lot of

15

Planning Commission meetings, a lot of City Council

16

meetings, and at almost every other one, the topic of the

17

housing crisis and housing balance comes up.

18

this project is -- is all about.

19

That's what

In particular, I've noticed on the tenant

20

relocation ordinance that Menlo Park worked on for a long

21

time and heard passionate, passionate debate on both

22

sides.

23

But what everybody agreed on was the real

24

long-term solution is increasing the supply of housing.

25

So that's kind of the overarching goal of -- of what
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1

we're doing here is to address the jobs/housing

2

imbalance.

3

And to do so in a traffic and environmentally

4

friendly manner, by virtue of being adjacent to or really

5

within a job center, this -- this project is thought of

6

as an infill project within Menlo Gateway because we're

7

really myopic about it.

8
9
10

We're on Phase I of Menlo Gateway on one side
and Phase II is -- is -- is on the other.
It's also worth noting that we're removing

11

office stock.

12

hundred percent housing even though office is technically

13

allowed in the -- in the district for the zoning.

14

We're not adding office stock.

So it's a

So I'd like to summarize some of the primary

15

points of feedback that we received a year ago.

16

pretty diligent in going through these and incorporating

17

these changes.

18

Architecture and design, as Kaitie mentioned,

19

the feedback was very favorable.

20

comments like the building is gorgeous and it's a

21

great -- it's a great design.

22

We were

You know, we heard

Because of the feedback, obviously, we have not

23

altered the -- fundamentally architecture and designs at

24

all while incorporating some of the changes that I'll

25

talk about.

Emerick and Finch, Certified Shorthand Reporters
Reporter's Transcript of Proceedings

800-331-9029

emerickfinch@emerickfinch.com

Page 10
1

Probably the most obvious feedback and the

2

majority of the Commissioners provided was reducing the

3

parking ratio.

4

We were at a ratio of 1.4.

5

reminder the minimum is 1, the maximum is 1.5.

6

come in thinking we had done a good job being within

7

that.

8
9

Keep in mind as a
We had

What we've done now is reduced that parking
ratio to 1.1 which is, you know, eerily close to the --

10

effectively close to the bare minimum and again provides

11

the associated traffic and environmental benefits.

12

We have to delve into that a little bit.

We

13

have 115 parking stalls.

14

outside of the gates of the garage, visitor and cafe

15

parking, so effectively we have 109 stalls for 105 units.

16

Keep in mind six of those are

To put that in context, we -- you know, the

17

zoning provides for additional forty percent parking, so

18

we've cut that substantially.

19

Next item.

The front private patio publicly

20

available open space.

21

Commissioner to not have a private patio in the front, to

22

make all parts of the public accessible area.

23
24
25

This is really feedback from one

Other than that, the feedback on the open space
was very positive.
So we focused our efforts on eliminating the
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1

private patio, but otherwise keeping the entrance of what

2

we did, but incorporating the cafe.

3

Next topic.

There was a fair amount of

4

discussion on the community amenities list.

5

added a cafe, which is one of the amenities from the

6

community amenities list of the category of community

7

serving -- community serving retail.

8
9

We have

There's like -- likewise a lot of discussion on
BMR, both from the Commissioners as well as public

10

comment, Karen Grove and Pamela Jones in particular.

11

think there were some others, as well.

12
13

I

The comments were not only BMR units be on one
floor; they be among income levels.

14

So we provided a BMR proposal.

Really

15

dispersed around the building, both horizontally and

16

vertically.

17

overall.

18

The unit mix is the same as the building

We're using a floating system so that you

19

don't -- as somebody's income increases, they don't --

20

they don't have to move -- move out of their unit.

21

Lastly, we made a big change on the income

22

levels.

23

percent moderate.

24

moderate, fifty percent low.

25

Whereas before we were proposing one hundred
We revised that to fifty percent

This type of mix does a couple of things.
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1

helps the project be more viable and helps to provide

2

teacher and work force housing known as the missing

3

middle.

4

The project we're proposing is -- is somewhat

5

unique.

6

higher density.

7

It's a smaller project or smaller lot but with a

So in some ways, we're caught in the middle a

8

little bit.

The economics become challenging because we

9

have the more complex and expensive type of construction

10

with eight stories, but we have a fair amount of

11

amenities, but without the ability to spread those costs

12

across four or 500 units, and we do not have an office

13

building to kind of subsidize the -- the costs.

14

At the same time, by providing moderate units,

15

we address a big community need to provide missing middle

16

housing.

17

Right now -- I mentioned this last time, and

18

the numbers really haven't changed.

19

Park has permitted only three percent the regional

20

housing needs assessment allocation for -- for moderate.

21

The City of Menlo

So the allocation level is 143 and there are

22

entitlements, actually units for four, and even the 143

23

target number is a pretty low bar according to Housing

24

Commissioners.

25

A note about impacts on schools.

Ninety-one
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1

percent of the units are one bedroom and studios, so very

2

much, you know, designed to limit the impact on schools

3

in terms of students, and we hope to provide a positive

4

impact via both BMR and nearby housing.

5

And lastly, just to highlight some of the other

6

neighborhood benefits, parcel projects, street

7

improvements, sidewalks, lighting, landscaping,

8

underground and power lines and we are dedicating a

9

portion of the property which runs through Independence

10
11
12

Street.
So with that, I will hand it over now to Jon
Ennis who will talk about the design architecture.

13

Thank you.

14

CHAIRPERSON BARNES:

15

MR. ENNIS:

Thank you.

Good evening, Chairman and members

16

of the Planning Commission.

17

the design we presented a year ago and obviously answer

18

any questions as we walk through the project again.

19

We are going to walk through

It's an interesting plan shape and interesting

20

context with the Menlo Gateway next to us, so I think

21

we -- we have resulted in a pretty unique and interesting

22

architecture that I'm excited to share with you guys.

23

So this site -- you see the Gateway there.

24

perspectives.

And our -- our project is just the

25

one-story office building, so that's the site context
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2

there.
And just I think you guys know, as the R-MU

3

zoning pointed out on that point, it's the parcel right

4

there with the arrow.

5

I think we just heard a pretty good summary of

6

the units, so the percentages are there.

7

percent studio, sixty-four one and nine percent two-

8

bedroom units.

9

Twenty-eight

And we're going to talk about parking.

More

10

than one bike per unit, and outside short-term bike

11

parking, also.

12

So you're looking here at the ground floor.

So

13

it's mainly parking, covered almost one hundred percent

14

by the -- the only parking that you see as you're driving

15

around the site would be the garage entrance, but we

16

really worked hard to create a varied activated and

17

classy first floor of the building.

18
19
20

You see it's very activated.

You see a lot of

people coming in and out of the project.
This slide kind of highlights one of the

21

changes where we had just a lobby entrance, where now we

22

were asked to make that lobby more prominent.

23

moved that forward and closer to the street.

24
25

So we

And then and all the way along Independence
Drive, we have active uses, so lobby lounge with an
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1

attendant.

2

bike lounge area all around the concept.

3

nice, lit up almost retail-like frontage, but not retail.

4

We added the cafe and kind of a bike shop/
So we have a

The other thing we did is we added more

5

entrances to the front, and we pretty much made that

6

public.

7

lobby from another point, and then the central area where

8

you can enter a ramp that takes you up and to the left or

9

the right.

So there's a stairs where you can enter the

10

Can you put your arrow on that for me?
So it's multiple entrances and doors into the

11

building, into the cafe.

12

lot of activity and we made it all public, part of the

13

public ground.

14

There's a lot of entrances, a

And now you're standing up on top.

15

third floor, so three floors of concrete.

16

top of the third floor.

17

This is the

They're on the

So now we've kind of cut away.

You know, a lot of projects we do end up taking

18

shape of the site and the building ends up taking the

19

shape of the site and you see we're doing something

20

different.

21

This created a counterpoint to the arc of the

22

street.

Those become private terraces with planters that

23

kind of divide up those unit's terraces, and then on the

24

back, we reduce the mass and have taken away all that

25

space on the back floor for barbecues, fire pits, the spa
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1

with a pool in the back.

2

So then now when you go third through eighth,

3

you pretty much see this repetitive bar at the building,

4

and then at the upper left we've chopped away some of the

5

units to create a small outdoor, some very large small

6

outdoor area and a little inside gathering area for

7

tenants to kind of take in the views from the site.

8
9

So you can see it's got an eight-story
building, three-story -- three-story base.

We tried to

10

accentuate -- you know, kind of have a building with a

11

base and metal on top.

12

We articulated that with material and color,

13

and in this light, you can kind of see the activated

14

base.

15

lots of activity in there.

16

The lights are on the ground floor and there's

There's wood panels.

Those two windows are

17

supposed to look the same.

18

up at dark, kind of weird in the rendering.

19

I don't know why they showed

But basically a wood base, kind of a warm

20

material down at the -- you know, the lower part of the

21

building, and then as it goes up, you can see that

22

counterpoint kind of white frame mass of the building

23

arcs away from the -- from the street.

24

And at the top, we have just kind of a

25

penthouse level with a blue band across the top.

You can
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1

see the deck on the upper left there in the rendering.

2

These are the materials.

So it's basically on

3

the ground floor fluoroform concrete.

4

dark wood you see on that rendering in the lower left is

5

a panel, and across from that is basically three coats

6

cement plaster.

7

The wood -- the

The paint, very large and kind of the largest

8

economic -- the largest industrially available vinyl

9

windows.

You can see those in the upper corner there.

10

They can be as much as nine by eight feet.

11

windows very large and beautiful.

12

The square

We have wood awnings, and the picture of the

13

louvers are covering all the parking garage's openings.

14

So the headlights won't be seen, but air can come in and

15

out of those openings, and some of the decks have less

16

rails.

17

right there.

18

We are fluoroform concrete finally in the lower

This is a diagram, the -- we complied

19

completely with the code.

20

setback area was wrapped all the way around the building.

21

That blue area, that blue

So it's kind of what I was saying.

The

22

building would end up being essentially the shape of the

23

site, which is ten foot setback all the way around.

24
25

What we did is we varied from that a little
bit.

I think in the end we have the same amount of
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1
2

unbuilt area.

We just did it in a different shape.

So that's just one of the requests that we

3

have, and I think that dark brown colored curb, I think

4

you can understand it.

It results in more interesting

5

architecture, I think.

The building meets the modulation

6

code with a slightly different variation.

7

So here you can see the two buildings.

It's

8

kind of this interesting counterpoint of a convex and

9

concave arc working off -- working off of the existing

10

Gateway building, and those dash lines we just put over

11

there, it just kind of illustrates the artwork.

12

I think it's kind of an interesting harmonious

13

massing and counterpoint of the two buildings.

14

interesting and have a great feeling.

15

relationship that we're working on.

It's very

So that's the site

16

And this is a view from the highway,

17

illustrating the size and scale of the building and the

18

interest in the breakdown of the massing.

19

And this is just the project from another point

20

of view, trying to illustrate the setback and the

21

planting that we're doing in front, kind of a photo

22

montage to show, you know, what the building environment

23

will look like when we're done.

24
25

And then we have Paul Lettieri, the president
from Lasardo to talk a little bit more in more detail of
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1

the setback in front of the building and a few other

2

things.

3

Thank you.

4

MR. LETTIERI:

5

only have a few slides to go over.

6

repetitive.

7

My name is Paul Lettieri.

We'll try not to be

Our main change is the front, because now we

8

actually have doors across the street.

9

that's fine.

10

I

So the cafe --

We have the cafe on one side.

I think it's

11

important to realize the building is thirty inches above

12

the street for before the hand is there to the right.

13

So we have that grade to pick up.

14

grade change to address before.

15

opportunity out of it.

16
17
18

We had that

We tried to make an

The cafe is thirty inches above, so you can sit
at the tables and look out on the street.
It's got twelve foot wide stairs which connect

19

to it, and a connection to that cafe's space, and what

20

we've done for solving the grade change part of it, the

21

walls run parallel to the building which is basically

22

like -- it goes up in both directions.

23

So you come into the center, you can walk to

24

the lobby entrance on the right or the cafe on the left

25

if you are using the handicap accessible route, and we
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have direct stairs to take you up otherwise, and we tried

2

to put that into kind of the geometry of the paving

3

pattern that runs across the edge.

4

We have -- we're screening that ramp to some

5

extent at the edge.

6

wall.

7

street.

8
9

The top is a six inch high planter

So in terms of how -- how you feel as you walk the

We've got a planted edge off the building as
well as a planted edge on the outside of the ramp, and as

10

we had in our previous design, wide benches and with

11

backs to them, and there's a deck, a wood deck eighteen

12

inches up for a place for an art piece to be just to the

13

left of the entrance there.

14

And we've also addressed the bicycle parking,

15

which we didn't have enough before.

16

distributed in two logical locations, sort of splitting

17

the lobby and one in front of the cafe, and so the

18

bike -- the bike access connection on the left side has

19

zero essentially.

20

It's not inhabitable space.

We've got racks

That's why we

21

don't have that raised plateau going all the way around

22

the front of the building.

23

We do our storm water treatment in many of the

24

planters that you see there, certainly integrate that

25

into the site.
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1

So lastly, just as a reminder, the reason we

2

don't have street access is the gas line there.

3

of drafted the design of the plaza around that.

4

The next one.

We kind

Just some of the imagery as we

5

used on the left side.

6

there.

7

decking for seating and potentially for the art to be on

8

it, and the courtyard up above.

9
10

Open space in the sense of deck

That's sort of the middle - middle picture.

Jon really talked about those.

They're not

changed from the last time in concept and detail.

11

If you have any questions about those, I'd be

12

happy to talk about them.

13

any questions you might have.

14

CHAIRPERSON BARNES:

15

MS. WALLACE:

So we're all here to answer

Thank you.

Good evening.

I'm Theresa

16

Wallace.

17

consultant for environmental review of the proposed

18

project.

19

The

I'm principal planner with LSA, the City's

So the first slide just lists the topics that I

20

will cover in my brief presentation tonight, including

21

the purpose of the Scoping Session, and overview of the

22

Connect Menlo EIR and its relationship to this project,

23

the initial study that was prepared for the project, the

24

EIR that we will be preparing and overview of the

25

environmental review process and schedule, and then we'll
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1

open it up for questions from the Commission and then

2

public comment.

3

So the California Environmental Quality Act or

4

CEQA requires lead agencies that approve projects to

5

identify environmental impacts associated with those

6

projects and then either avoid or mitigate the impacts.

7

The purpose of the Scoping Session tonight is

8

to engage interested parties early on in the

9

environmental review process and to get your thoughts on

10

the topics that should be considered in environmental

11

review of that proposed project.

12

The merits of the project are not considered in

13

the EIR, so comments should focus on specific issues that

14

relate to impacts on the environment.

15

Comments should focus on the range of

16

environmental topics to be considered in the EIR.

17

specific issues of concern related to environmental

18

topics, the approach and methods used in the analysis and

19

potential mitigation measures or alternatives that you

20

think should be considered.

21

Any

This is just an overview of the Connect Menlo

22

EIR.

In November 2016, the City Council approved an

23

update to the Land Use and Circulation Elements of the

24

General Plan and related zoning changes, commonly

25

referred to as Connect Menlo.
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1

The Connect Menlo Final EIR provided a program

2

level analysis of the development potential envisioned

3

for the entire City, including the increased development

4

potential in the Bayfront area where the project site is

5

located.

6

The City of East Palo Alto challenged the City

7

certification of the EIR, and to settle the litiga -- the

8

litigation, the parties entered into a settlement

9

agreement that allowed for environmental review for later

10

activity.

11

That is consistent with the program, and to be

12

limited to effects that were not analyzed as significant

13

in the prior EIR or are subject to substantial reduction

14

or avoidance through project revision.

15

That does require certain projects -- including

16

those utilizing bonus level development -- to conduct a

17

focused EIR with regard to housing and transportation.

18

Environmental review of the proposed project

19

will adhere to the Connect Menlo EIR and will also comply

20

with the terms of the settlement agreement.

21

So the initial step in the environmental review

22

process and initial study was prepared to evaluate the

23

potential impacts of the project and determine what

24

levels of additional analysis would be appropriate for

25

the project EIR.
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1

The initial study discloses relevant impacts

2

and mitigation measures covered in the Connect Menlo EIR

3

and discusses -- discusses whether the project is within

4

the parameters of that EIR.

5

Based on the conclusions of the initial study,

6

the topics shown on the slide will not be further

7

evaluated because the project is not anticipated to

8

result in significant effects related to those issue

9

topics or because the initial study found that these

10

topics were adequately addressed through the program

11

level EIR.

12

From the topics of cultural resources, geology

13

and soils, which also covers impact paleological

14

resources and noise, it was determined that applicable

15

mitigation measures identified in the Connect Menlo EIR

16

would ensure that those impacts would be less than

17

significant.

18

Though the focused EIR anticipated will be

19

analyzed whether the project would result in significant

20

impacts to the issue topics shown here.

21

For air quality, the Connect Menlo EIR

22

identified mitigation measures that required technical

23

assessment of private comprehension and construction, air

24

quality impacts, and the site is also located in

25

proximity to several major roadways which requires
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1

preparation of a health assessment.

2

covered.

3

Those topics will be

The greenhouse gas emission topics, the project

4

contribution to emissions will be studied based on

5

transportation related impacts that were identified with

6

the project.

7

For noise, although the Connect Menlo EIR

8

determined that impacts would be less than significant

9

with implementation of mitigation measures, there is the

10

possibility that there will be transportation related

11

impacts and therefore transportation related noise, so

12

that topic will also be studied.

13

For population and housing, a housing needs

14

assessment will be prepared pursuant to the terms of the

15

settlement agreement, and that topic will be covered in

16

the EIR.

17

Again, the terms of the settlement agreement

18

require the preparation of a project specific

19

transportation impact assessment.

20

The study will include analysis of potential

21

impacts of key study intersections and identification of

22

project -- project specific mitigation measures.

23

So finally the EIR is also required to evaluate

24

a reasonable range of alternatives.

The alternatives

25

should attain most of the basic project objectives and
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1

should avoid or substantially lessen any significant

2

effects of the project.

3

The alternatives will be developed after the

4

impacts of the project are identified and with input

5

received during the comment period.

6

A no project alternative will be considered,

7

which is required by CEQA, and also a reduced size

8

project alternative may also be considered.

9

So this slide, if you can read it, shows the

10

overall schedule indicated for the environmental review

11

process.

12

On June 14th, the City issued the Notice of

13

Preparation or NOP notifying interested parties and

14

responsible agencies that an EIR will be prepared, and

15

the initial study has been included for that review.

16

The thirty-day comment period to provide public

17

comments on scope and content of the EIR -- EIR ends on

18

July 15th.

19

During that time, interested parties are

20

encouraged to submit comments on the scope of the EIR in

21

writing, and tonight is also again an opportunity to

22

provide verbal comments.

23

Over the next several months, we will prepare

24

the EIR, and the Draft EIR is expected to be published in

25

the late fall.
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1

After the EIR is published, there will be a 45-

2

day public comment period.

3

also be an opportunity to review the EIR and submit

4

comments to the City.

5

During that time, there will

The City will also hold a public hearing on the

6

Draft EIR during that comment period, and at that time

7

comments can also be provided verbally or again in

8

writing.

9

After the close of the comment period, we will

10

then prepare written responses to each substantive

11

comment received regarding the EIR.

12

response to comments document.

13

It's called a

The response to comments document will also

14

include any revision to the Draft EIR if any are

15

necessary.

16

Together, the Draft EIR and response to

17

comments document will constitute the Final EIR which

18

will be published and available for review a minimum of

19

ten days before any hearings are held.

20

So once the Final EIR is complete, the City

21

will consider certification of the EIR, and after that,

22

as a separate action will consider approval of the

23

project.

24
25

The public may attend these hearings and
provide comments on the Final EIR.

EIR certification is
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1

currently anticipated in the spring of next year.

2

So again the purpose of this meeting is to

3

engage the public early on in the environmental review

4

process and to get your thoughts on the topics that

5

should be evaluated.

6

Even if you provide comments verbally at this

7

meeting tonight, we would encourage you to submit them in

8

writing, as well, and again, that's -- the comment period

9

closes on July 15th.

10

So with that, if the Commission has any

11

questions, I can answer them or we can open it up for

12

public comments.

13

CHAIRPERSON BARNES:

Any Commissioner

14

questions on the Draft -- on the presentation as

15

delivered by the EIR consultant?

16

Seeing none, I will move to open for public

17

comment on the EIR scope.

18

comment, I have one card for Ms. Pamela Jones.

19
20

If anyone would like to submit accord, please
come forward and submit your card.

21
22

And as it relates to public

MS. JONES:

Good evening, Commissioners and

staff.

23

CHAIRPERSON BARNES:

24

MS. JONES:

25

and your sincere deliberations.

Good evening.

As always, thank you for your work
It really felt good
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1

having you -- being in your hands.

2

Pamela Jones, resident of Menlo Park on

3

Hollyburne Street.

4

EIR -- the scoping EIR.

5

My comment is specifically to the

It's -- it's my understanding that the Connect

6

Menlo 2016 was based on the 2010 CEQA requirements.

7

was -- the CEQA was revised in 2017 and has subsequently

8

been revised -- revised and the -- and the document was

9

released on December 28th, 2018 and is now in effect.

10

It

I would like to be assured that the EIR process

11

is using the current CEQA.

12

reason and if we're using the 2010, then we're using

13

almost a decade's old document.

14

If it was changed for a

I also think it would be helpful that whomever

15

does these EIRs is that they do a presentation to educate

16

not just the Council and the Commissioners, because some

17

of you probably didn't know this looking at the

18

expressions on your face, didn't know that there was a

19

new one, that it would be really helpful to the public

20

and be a way of engaging the public so that you would

21

have more people show up when we talk about the scoping

22

EIR.

23

It's a mystery to even find when it's going to

24

happen, but the entire EIR process is one in which the

25

entire City can be involved in.

You can't be involved in
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1

something that you don't know about.

2

So two parts.

One is the updated CEQA; and

3

two, let's look at having a robust outreach to the

4

community so that we know every single step of the

5

process and we can be present when they -- when it's

6

being brought to the Commissioners.

7

So again, thank you.

8

CHAIRPERSON BARNES:

9

I have no other cards.

Thank you.
If anyone would like to

10

give public comment, again please come forward, and

11

having no other cards and seeing no one coming forward,

12

we are going to progress to Commission comments on the

13

EIR scope.

14

I'll open it up to you guys for comments.

15

Mr. Riggs.

16

COMMISSIONER RIGGS:

Yes.

I do have one

17

question and I suppose it would be for Ms. Wallace.

18

Usually when we see an EIR in the transportation portion,

19

it charts, say, both roadway segments and intersections

20

and compares likely changes with the baseline, and where

21

the baseline is the service of level F, whatever change

22

takes place is more or less considered no change because

23

it's still level F.

24
25

I would like to get clarity whether we still do
that or whether say there's a twenty-three percent
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1

increase in delay at intersection Q that is already level

2

F, is that identified in some way in the chart to make it

3

clearer to the -- the quick reader that there is a

4

notable impact?

5

MS. WALLACE:

I'm trying to understand your

6

question.

7

significant criteria, so if an intersection is already

8

operating at unacceptable level --

9

So the City's traffic analysis guidelines have

COMMISSIONER RIGGS:

10

MS. WALLACE:

Right.

-- the project contribution to

11

that unacceptable condition will be quantified and

12

discussed.

13

And if that -- if there's -- I'm not familiar

14

with exactly what the threshold would be, so if -- if it

15

rises to a certain percentage contribution, if that's a

16

significant impact, that would be identified and

17

mitigation would be recommended.

18

Is that getting to your --

19

COMMISSIONER RIGGS:

20

Do you still use in the

chart performance levels like D, E and F?

21

MS. WALLACE:

Yes.

22

COMMISSIONER RIGGS:

All right.

So I would

23

like to suggest that when F is impacted to the negative,

24

that whether there's an asterisk added to the F in the

25

chart or a new letter is substituted or some indicator on
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1

the chart that there is a significant impact.

2

And then to be honest, I don't recall whether

3

the transportation impact of the larger area than just

4

the segment or intersection are identified as -- is there

5

something smaller than regional?

6

a local area impact that -- that is judged?

7

Is there a -- is there

For example, over the years, Willow Road has

8

been repeatedly impacted by development that might be

9

more than a mile away.

It might also be impacted by

10

development that is more than two or three miles away and

11

outside of the city limits.

12

But do we have a place in the EIR to

13

indicate -- indicate that the neighborhood that depends

14

on Willow Road for its transportation, including simply

15

cross-town transportation, that neighborhood -- that

16

entire neighborhood's impacted when that segment

17

Reaches -- reaches a tipping point?

18

where it's more or less unmoving for ninety minutes.

19
20

In other words,

Is there a portion of the EIR that addresses a
neighborhood level of impact?

21

MS. WALLACE:

I don't recall seeing one.

So you're talking about like

22

neighborhoods that could be several miles away?

23

what --

24
25

COMMISSIONER RIGGS:

Is that

Well, it might be in the

case of the neighborhood called Willows one mile away.
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1

In the case of a neighborhood called Belle Haven, it's

2

adjacent.

3

But where one looks at segments, one is looking

4

at individual roadways, and it implies that these

5

collector streets are impacted, whereas in fact the

6

neighborhood's impacted.

7

Do we have -- do we have anything in the EIR

8

that identifies neighborhoods being restricted -- their

9

movement being restricted?

10

MS. WALLACE:

Well, we haven't prepared the

11

EIR yet, but that point is well taken.

12

the City to identify fifteen intersections and its

13

vicinity for analysis.

14

We did work with

We haven't conducted that analysis yet.

We

15

don't know how they're impacted or the communities in

16

those areas are impacted.

17

COMMISSIONER RIGGS:

All right.

So I guess

18

I'm asking if there was a template for such things.

19

seem to be indicating that if the City asks for it, we

20

could have it.

21

MS. WALLACE:

22

could consider, the EIR should.

23

You

That is certainly something we

COMMISSIONER RIGGS:

Okay.

Then, I guess I

24

would turn to staff and ask Kaitie.

Is this something

25

that would make sense from a staff perspective to include
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1

in the EIR?

2

MS. MEADOR:

So we could look into it further.

3

We can discuss it with the transportation division, but

4

we can look at additional intersections to study within

5

the neighborhood surrounding the project site.

6

COMMISSIONER RIGGS:

And -- and I was thinking

7

in terms of the narrative of the EIR, which would, rather

8

than say:

9

that would say:

"Hamilton is backed up during this period,"
The following neighborhood bounded by

10

the following streets or the western portion of the

11

neighborhood of this name is impacted by lack of access

12

or lack of ready ability to exit.

13

That would be a new form of narrative I believe

14

for an EIR, but it would help delineate to officials

15

using the EIR what the meaning of the impacts are.

16

So I'm suggesting that and the change in the

17

chart where we have a level F that's indicated before and

18

after a level F that the asterisk would change level F

19

asterisk or some other manner in which it acknowledges a

20

-- an additional impact.

21

MR. PERATA:

So I'll jump in real quick just

22

to summarize or confirm.

So if I understand correctly,

23

you're not speaking to the actual analysis itself, but

24

rather the editorial nature of how the EIR presents the

25

information relating to the charts regarding level of
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1

service of potential impacts, especially since the

2

designation is changing, and geographically speaking more

3

to the roadway segments as relates to the neighborhood of

4

the context of Menlo Park and geographically neighborhood

5

wise or residential street wise to be a little more

6

context for the readers of the document to understand

7

where we're looking at.

8
9

COMMISSIONER RIGGS:

Yes.

I'm talking to the

narrative.

10

MR. PERATA:

Got it.

11

COMMISSIONER RIGGS:

And to make the change

12

more useful for level F asterisk and level two, and it

13

would make the narrative more useful than to say that

14

Hamilton is backed up, to say that the southeastern

15

portion of the neighborhood and entry is additionally

16

backed up.

17

Thank you.

18

CHAIRPERSON BARNES:

19

Commissioner Kennedy.

20

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY:

Thank you.

Just a couple things.

21

So to Miss Jones' point around the baseline information

22

in Connect Menlo that would be used as, is it going to be

23

from 2018 or is it prior from 2010?

24
25

MS. WALLACE:

So part of what we do is look at

the baseline conditions and determine if there have been
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any changes, and we consider that context.

2

And also with respect to the change in the CEQA

3

guidelines, if you review the initial study, you see that

4

we use the current guidelines and for example we talk

5

about energy and wildfire, which are new topics.

6

will be used.

7
8

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY:

So that

And then through the

chair.

9

CHAIRPERSON BARNES:

10

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY:

Yes, proceed.
So you're talking about

11

the EIR sort of addressing the narrative in the over-

12

explanation of how things would derive.

13

So I'm wondering in maybe looking at a further

14

and deeper analysis around the existing condition,

15

because it seems existing and changing with each new

16

project.

17

So we've been looking at plans for a very long

18

time, and I think there's a lot of data in there that

19

gets very overwhelming, and unless you know what you're

20

looking for, you sort of look at numbers and sort of in

21

the aggregate without understanding how they actually

22

relate to each other.

23

So I, you know, maybe even beyond sort of

24

expressing a larger narrative, you know, really for this

25

particular area, really sort of delving into, you know,
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the levels of F that there are and the impacts around the

2

level of F that happen as the existing condition, right?

3

Because each additional project just adds the

4

F.

It doesn't take away, and it can't be -- I don't

5

think -- it can't be really mitigated.

6

a little further out.

It can get spread

That's my comment.

7

CHAIRPERSON BARNES:

8

Any other additional comments as it relates to

9
10

the EIR scope, and if there is none, then I will close
the public hearing.

11

Before I do, I'll check in with staff, EIR

12

consultant.

13

prior to closing?

Anything else that you would like to add

14

MS. WALLACE:

15

CHAIRPERSON BARNES:

16

Thank you.

No.
Kaitie, anything prior to

closing?

17

MS. MEADOR:

No.

18

CHAIRPERSON BARNES:

Good to go.

19

you.

20

relates to the EIR Scoping Session.

Okay.

So with that, I'll close the public hearing as it

21

Thank you.

22

(The record was closed at 10:31 PM).

23

Thank

---o0o---

24
25
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1

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)

2

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

)

3
I, the undersigned, hereby certify that the
4
discussion in the foregoing meeting was taken at the
5
time and place therein stated; that the foregoing is a
6
full, true and complete record of said matter.
7
I further certify that I am not of counsel or
8
attorney for either or any of the parties in the
9
foregoing meeting and caption named, or in any way
10
interested in the outcome of the cause named in said
11
action.
12
13
14

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have

15

hereunto set my hand this

16

_______day of ____________,

17

2019.

18

___________________________

19

MARK I. BRICKMAN CSR 5527

20
21
22
23
24
25
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