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NOTICE OF PREPARATION
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
MENLO PORTAL PROJECT
CITY OF MENLO PARK
Date:
To:

January 7, 2020
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 Menlo Portal Project

Lead Agency:

City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

Project Title:

Menlo Portal 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 Menlo Portal 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 proposed 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 January 27, 2020 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. The scoping process is designed to enable the City to determine the scope and content of the
focused EIR, identify the range of actions, and identify potentially significant environmental effects,
alternatives, and mitigation measures to be analyzed in the focused EIR. 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 Friday,
February 7, 2020). 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 “Menlo Portal 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/1601/Menlo‐Portal. 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 east of US Highway 101
(US 101) in the City of Menlo Park, as shown in Figure 1. The site consists of three parcels located at
104 Constitution Drive, 110 Constitution Drive, and 115 Independence Drive. The project site is
generally surrounded by a mix of uses, including older buildings and new construction. The project site
is bordered to the north by Constitution Drive, to the east by commercial and light manufacturing
uses, to the south by a single‐story commercial office building, and to the west by Independence Drive
and Marsh Road.
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 three buildings totaling approximately 64,832 square
feet, as shown in Figure 2. The existing buildings were constructed between 1960 and 1966 and are
currently occupied by office and industrial uses. Vegetation on the project site consists of small
landscaped areas and approximately 13 mature trees along both the southern and northern borders
of the project site.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed project would result in the demolition of the existing office and
industrial buildings and associated improvements and redevelopment of the project site with an
approximately 327,970‐gross‐square‐foot, seven‐story multi‐family apartment building with
approximately 335 dwelling units and an approximately 34,819‐gross‐square‐foot commercial office
building, as well as associated open space, circulation and parking, and infrastructure improvements,
as shown in Figures 3, 4, and 5. The project sponsor is currently proposing that a total of
approximately 48 residential units (15 percent) be affordable to low income households. Low income
households are those earning up to 80 percent of the area median income. The proposed allotment of
affordable housing units would continue to be refined with the City.
The ground floor of each building would be raised 3 to 5 feet above grade to accommodate flood plain
design requirements. The proposed residential building would be a maximum of 84 feet, 9 inches and
would front to both Constitution Drive and Independence Drive. The commercial office building would
be a maximum of 56 feet, 7 inches in height. The residential building would include an at‐grade, two‐
level, approximately 93,716‐square‐foot, 324‐space parking garage. The commercial office building
would also include an at‐grade, two‐level approximately 42,338‐square foot parking garage. Across
both levels, the parking garage at the commercial office building would include approximately 93
standard parking spaces.
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A total of approximately 51,319 square feet of open space would be provided across the entire project
site, including a publicly‐accessible, approximately 12,870‐square‐foot central plaza on the ground
floor between the residential and commercial buildings.
PROJECT APPROVALS: The following City discretionary approvals would be required prior to
development at the project site:








EIR Certification
Use Permit
Architectural Control
Lot Line Adjustment
Lot Merger
Heritage Tree Removal Permit
Below Market Rate Housing Agreement

There will be a fiscal impact analysis conducted regarding the proposed 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 Department of Toxic Substances Control
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: ConnectMenlo, which updated the City’s General Plan Land Use and
Circulation Elements and rezoned 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.
The City certified the program EIR for ConnectMenlo on November 29, 2016. Section 15168(d) of the
CEQA Guidelines provides information for simplifying the preparation of environmental documents by
incorporating by reference analyses and discussions from the program EIR. CEQA Guidelines Section
15162(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 proposed 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
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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 Guidelines, the Initial Study has been prepared to disclose the relevant impacts and
mitigation measures covered in the certified program‐level ConnectMenlo EIR and discuss whether
the proposed project is within the parameters of the certified ConnectMenlo EIR. In addition, as a
result of the settlement agreement between the City of Menlo Park and the City of East Palo Alto
regarding the ConnectMenlo EIR, 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 certified ConnectMenlo EIR. The focused EIR for the proposed
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; utilities and
service systems; and wildfire. These topic areas were adequately analyzed in the ConnectMenlo EIR
and no additional potential impacts or mitigation measures have been identified in the Initial Study.
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;
Transportation; and
Tribal Cultural Resources

ALTERNATIVES: Based on the significance conclusions determined in the focused EIR, alternatives to
the proposed project will be identified and analyzed to reduce identified impacts. Section 15126.6(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.

______________________________
Kaitie M. Meador
City of Menlo Park
January 7, 2020

4

City of Menlo Park | Menlo Portal Project

£
¤
101

US

101

Project Location

Project Site

US

101

FIGURE 1

0

125

250

Project Site

FEET

SOURCES: GOOGLE EARTH 8/9/18; LSA, 2019.
P:\CMK1903 115 Independence\PRODUCTS\Graphics\NOP Figures\Figure 1.ai (1/2/2020)

Menlo Portal Project NOP
Project LocaƟon and Regional Vicinity Map

FIGURE 2

0

40

80

Project Boundary

FEET

SOURCE: BKF, 2018.
P:\CMK1903 115 Independence\PRODUCTS\Graphics\NOP Figures\Figure 2.ai (1/2/2020)

Menlo Portal Project NOP
ExisƟng Site CondiƟons

A Y
E S S W
E X P R

R O N T
B A Y F

EXISTING LOT LINE
TO BE ADJUSTED

0'-0" REQUIRED
FRONT SETBACK

TION
CONSTITU

NEW LOCATION OF
ADJUSTED LOT LINE

DRIVE

4' - 4"

23' - 8"

LOADING

CAR PARKING
(MECHANICAL STACKER PARKING/
SELF-PARKED)

RESIDENTIAL
AMENITIES

RAMP UP

BOH

DOG WALK

PARCEL B
(MULTI-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL)
TRANSFORMER AND
ELECTRICAL ROOMS

L A N E

111 INDEPENDENCE DRIVE
(NIC)

SERVICE

0'-0"
REQUIRED
FRONT
SETBACK

TRASH

MPOE

FIRE
CONTROL
ROOM

TRASH
LOADING

LOBBY

MEP/FP

MAIL

U
S
H

INDEPENDENC

ACCESS LANE

TRANSFORMER AND
ELECTRICAL ROOMS

F I R E

183' - 8"

BIKE PARKING

TRASH

RESIDENTIAL
AMENITIES

EXISTING
TRANSFORMER

SERVICE

RAMP UP

MAIL

SERVICE F I R E
L A N E

A
A
M

10' - 0"

20' - 4"

E DRIVE

PARCEL A
(OFFICE/
COMMERCIAL)

H
S
20'-0" WIDE FIRE
SERVICE LANE

INDEPENDENC

BIKE
PARKING

LOBBY

CAR PARKING (SELF-PARKED)

223' - 9"

10' - 0"

10'-0"
REQUIRED
SIDE
SETBACK

10' - 0"

115
INDEPENDENCE
DRIVE

21' - 7"

10'-0" REQUIRED
SIDE SETBACK
20'-0" WIDE FIRE
SERVICE LANE

LOBBY

NEIGHBORHOOD
BENEFIT

TRANSFORMER AND
ELECTRICAL ROOMS

R

17' - 0"

R

10' - 0"

EXISTING
LOT LINE TO
BE REMOVED

253' - 8"

111 INDEPENDENCE DRIVE
(EXISTING OFFICE)

BIKE REPAIR

E
RIV
ED
ENC
ND
EPE
IND

E
RIV
ED
NC
DE
EN
EP
IND

10'-0" REQUIRED
REAR/ SIDE SETBACK

25' - 2"

DRIVE
LOUNGE

O

EXISTING OFFICE
TO BE REMOVED

10' - 0"

10' - 0"

P L A Z A

18' - 10"

TION
CONSTITU

C E N T R A L

MIN. 10'-0" WIDE
SERVICE
ACCESS LANE
(FOR VEHICULAR
ACCESS ONLY)

D

110
CONSTITUTION
DRIVE

104
CONSTITUTION
DRIVE

SERVICE F I R E
L A N E

240' - 8"

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL
BUILDING (PARCEL B)

10' - 0"

0'-0"
REQUIRED
FRONT
SETBACK

PROPOSED OFFICE
BUILDING (PARCEL A)

208' - 4"

41' - 3"
ARC
LENGTH =
129'-11"

20'-0" WIDE FIRE
SERVICE LANE

10' - 0"

ARC
LENGTH =
28'-6"

U

IG

E DRIVE

S

H

H

W

IG

A

H

01
Y1

W
AY

O
M

FF

A

O

-R

1
10

FF

-R

P

AM
P

SITE PLAN

SITE CONTEXT - LEVEL 1

FIGURE 3
0

0

60

120

30'

60'

Project Boundary

FEET

SOURCE: BKF, 12/10/19.
P:\CMK1903 115 Independence\PRODUCTS\Graphics\NOP Figures\Figure 3.ai (1/2/2020)

Menlo Portal Project NOP
Conceptual Site Plan

TION DR
CONSTITU

IVE

PROPOSED LOT LINE
ADJUSTMENT

EXISTING LOT LINE

PRIVATE OPEN
SPACE PARTITION
TYPICAL

Shaft
Restrooms

PARCEL A
(OFFICE/ COMMERCIAL)

SKYLIGHT ABOVE

PARCEL B
(MULTI-FAMILY/
RESIDENTIAL)

Storage

UNITS ABOVE AT
LEVEL 5
SEE LANDSCAPE
DRAWINGS FOR MORE
INFORMATION

111 INDEPENDENCE
DRIVE
(NIC)

PRIVATE OPEN
SPACE AT UNITS
(TYPICAL AT
PODIUM LEVEL)
REFER SHEET
A-014

RESIDENTIAL UNIT TYPE LEGEND
0ST - STUDIO

INDEPENDENCE

1 JR - 1 BED JUNIOR

DRIVE

1 BR - 1 BEDROOM
2BR - 2 BEDROOM
3BR - 3 BEDROOM

FIGURE 4

0

30

60

Project Boundary

FEET

SOURCE: BKF, 12/10/19.
P:\CMK1903 115 Independence\PRODUCTS\Graphics\NOP Figures\Figure 4.ai (1/2/2020)

Menlo Portal Project NOP
Conceptual Third Level Site Plan
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Menlo Portal Project NOP
Conceptual Building SecƟons

Meador, Kaitie M
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Menlo Portal proposal
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I applaude the including of a % of affordable/low-imcome apartments, but
would like to see 20% and a specific low-income level listed, as
"affordable, below market" is usually woefully out of reach for lowincome, minimum wage workforce families. I would further add that I
would like to see Menlo Park not consider any developments of office
space until we meet an acceptable level of truly low-income housing to
bring us up to state requirements or better-than, so that we can restore
economic diversity in our community, where workers don't have to drive
for an hour or more to get to work, and to include in that requirement,
teacher's housing.
Judy Adams
Menlo Park homeowner, family of 2
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-------CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

Gavin Newsom, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

Making Conservation
a California Way of Life.

January 24, 2020

Katie Meador, Senior Planner
City of Menlo Park
Community Development Department, Planning
Division
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

SCH #2020010055
GTS # 04-SM-2020-00293
GTS ID: 18305
SM/84/PM 25.93

Menlo Portal Project – Notice of Preparation (NOP)
Dear Katie Meador:
Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in
the environmental review process for the Menlo Portal Project. We are
committed to ensuring that impacts to the State’s multimodal transportation
system and to our natural environment are identified and mitigated to support a
safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system. The following
comments are based on our review of the January 2020 NOP.
Project Understanding
The project sponsor proposes demolition of the existing office and industrial
buildings, associated improvements, and redevelopment of the project site with
an approximately 327,970‐gross‐square‐foot, seven‐story multi‐family apartment
building with approximately 335 dwelling units and an approximately 34,819‐
gross‐square‐foot commercial office building, as well as associated open space,
circulation and parking, and infrastructure improvements. The project sponsor is
currently proposing that a total of approximately 48 residential units (15 percent)
be affordable to low income households. The proposed allotment of affordable
housing units would continue to be refined with the City of Menlo Park. The
ground floor of each building would be raised 3 to 5 feet above grade to
accommodate flood plain design requirements. The proposed residential
building would be a maximum of 84 feet, 9 inches and would front to both
Constitution Drive and Independence Drive. The commercial office building
would be a maximum of 56 feet, 7 inches in height. The residential building
“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability”

Katie Meador, Senior Planner
January 24, 2020
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would include an at‐grade, two-level, approximately 93,716‐square‐foot, 324‐
space parking garage. The commercial office building would also include an
at‐grade, two‐level approximately 42,338‐square foot parking garage. Across
both levels, the parking garage at the commercial office building would include
approximately 93 standard parking spaces. Regional access is provided from
State Route (SR)-84 (Marsh Road) and Constitution Drive Intersection,
approximately 100 feet away from the project site.
Travel Demand Analysis
Please submit a travel demand analysis that provides a Vehicle Miles Traveled
(VMT) analysis resulting from the proposed project. With the enactment of
Senate Bill (SB) 743, Caltrans is focusing on transportation infrastructure that
supports smart growth and efficient development to ensure alignment with State
policies using efficient development patterns, innovative travel demand
reduction strategies, multimodal improvements, and VMT as the primary
transportation impact metric. Please ensure that the travel demand analysis
includes:
•

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

•

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

•

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

•

The project’s primary and secondary effects on pedestrians, bicycles,
travelers with disabilities and transit performance should be evaluated,
including countermeasures and trade-offs resulting from mitigating VMT
“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability”

Katie Meador, Senior Planner
January 24, 2020
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increases. Access to pedestrians, bicycle, and transit facilities must be
maintained.
With respect to the local and regional roadway system, provide project related
trip generation, distribution, and assignment estimates, including but not limited
to, Marsh Road, SR-84, and US-101. Provide details of the driveways for both the
existing and/or the proposed connection from Marsh Road. To ensure that
queue formation on the STN does not create traffic conflicts, the projectgenerated trips should be added to the existing, future and cumulative scenario
traffic volumes. Potential queuing issues should be evaluated including on-ramp
storage capacity and analysis of freeway segments near the project; turning
movements should also be evaluated. In conducting these evaluations, it is
necessary to use demand volumes rather than output volumes or constrained
flow volume.
Vehicle Trip Reduction
From Caltrans’ Smart Mobility 2010: A Call to Action for the New Decade, the
project site is identified as Place Type 4c: Suburban Communities where location
efficiency factors, such as community design, are often weak and regional
accessibility varies. Given the place, type and size of the project, it should
include a robust Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program to
reduce VMT and greenhouse gas emissions. Such measures are critical to
facilitating efficient site access. The measures listed below can promote smart
mobility and reduce regional VMT.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Project design to encourage walking, bicycling and transit access;
Transit and trip planning resources such as a commute information kiosk;
Real-time transit information system;
Transit subsidies on an ongoing basis;
Ten percent vehicle parking reductions;
Charging stations and designated parking spaces for electric vehicles;
Carpool and clean-fuel parking spaces;
Designated parking spaces for a car share program;
Unbundled parking;
Showers, changing rooms and clothing lockers for employees that
commute via active transportation;
Emergency Ride Home program;
Employee transportation coordinator;
Secured bicycle storage facilities;
Fix-it bicycle repair station(s);
Bicycle route mapping resources;
“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability”

Katie Meador, Senior Planner
January 24, 2020
Page 4
•
•

Participation/Formation in/of a Transportation Management Association
(TMA) in partnership with other developments in the area; and
Aggressive trip reduction targets with Lead Agency monitoring and
enforcement.

Transportation Demand Management programs should be documented with
annual monitoring reports by a TDM coordinator to demonstrate effectiveness. If
the project does not achieve the VMT reduction goals, the reports should also
include next steps to take in order to achieve those targets. Also, reducing
parking supply can encourage active forms of transportation, reduce regional
VMT, and lessen future transportation impacts on State facilities.
For additional TDM options, please refer to the Federal Highway Administration’s
Integrating Demand Management into the Transportation Planning Process: A
Desk Reference (Chapter 8). The reference is available online at:
http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/fhwahop12035/fhwahop12035.pdf.
Transportation Impact Fees
Please identify project-generated travel demand and estimate the costs of
transit and active transportation improvements necessitated by the proposed
project; viable funding sources such as development and/or transportation
impact fees should also be identified. We encourage a sufficient allocation of
fair share contributions toward multi-modal and regional transit improvements to
fully mitigate cumulative impacts to regional transportation. We also strongly
support measures to increase sustainable mode shares, thereby reducing VMT.
Hydraulics
Please include an explanation of how raising the ground elevation 3 to 5 feet
would not impede or redirect flood flows in a manner which would result in
additional flooding impacts to neighboring properties.
Sea Level Rise
The effects of sea level rise may have impacts on transportation facilities
located in the project area. Executive Order (EO) S-13-08 directs State agencies
planning construction projects in areas vulnerable to sea level rise to begin
planning for potential impacts by considering a range of sea level rise scenarios
for the years 2050 and 2100. Higher water levels may increase erosion rates,
change environmental characteristics that affect material durability, lead to
increased groundwater levels and change sediment movement along shores
and at estuaries and river mouths, as well as affect soil pore pressure at dikes
and levees on which transportation facilities are constructed. All these factors
“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability”

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

Karen Grove <karenfgrove@gmail.com>
Sunday, January 26, 2020 8:25 PM
_Planning Commission
Menlo Portal study session - BMR

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's
email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply.
Dear Planning Commission,
I’m a member of the Housing Commission, but I’m writing as myself.
As you discuss BMR expectations for the Menlo Portal residential project please encourage the developer to include
BMR units at a mix of unit sizes that is in proportion to the development overall; and within each unit size, to provide
units at a mix of income‐level affordability. Having a mix of income levels allows for tenants to remain in the
development while their income grows.
Please also keep in mind that we are behind in meeting our RHNA allocation for very low‐ low‐ and moderate‐income
BMR units.
I appreciate the commitment to provide 15% of the units as BMR units at the equivalent of low‐income affordability
(and hopefully at a range of income levels per the above). I’m very glad that the developer is meeting our baseline BMR
requirement. However, the need is so great, I urge you to consider requesting that 20% of the units be BMR units at a
mix of sizes and income levels.
For your reference, here is where we were as of the last reporting period in our progress towards meeting our RHNA
allocation by income level.
Very Low Income:
RHNA Allocation = 233
Permitted to date = 103
Remaining = 130
Low income:
RHNA Allocation = 129
Permitted to date = 37
Remaining = 92
Moderate Income:
RHNA Allocation = 143
Permitted to date = 4
Remaining = 139
Above Moderate Income:
RHNA Allocation = 150
1

Permitted to date = 775
Remaining = (none, per RHNA… but we do need them!)
Thanks for your service,
‐Karen
Pronouns: she/her/hers
650‐868‐2732
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Meador, Kaitie M
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

jackie leonard-dimmick <akita550@hotmail.com>
Friday, January 17, 2020 3:43 PM
Meador, Kaitie M
Greystar

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's
email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply.
Kaitier Meador:
I read the article in "The Almanac" (1/15/20), 'City Takes on Second Greystar Plan to Add Hundreds of
Apartments' by Kate Bradshaw. It stated: “Together, both projects would add 818 new homes to a city where
jobs far outnumber housing units."
There has been a lot of publicity about the need for affordable housing and the homeless. Everywhere I
look, every local newspaper I read tells about more and more development going up. Some of these buildings
will contain "affordable" housing. What is affordable today will not be affordable tomorrow. Before long we
will have city to city housing. High density housing "a people factory farm" is not the answer.
The homeless definitely need a place to live, where they feel comfortable. I feel like too much emphasis
has been placed on the picture of homelessness ‐ an EFFECT, but little or no energy on the CAUSE. One will
get nowhere by constantly baling out an over flowing bath tub. The faucet must first be turned off. The above
statement from "The Almanac" makes it quite clear to me. There are too many jobs on the peninsula and/or
too many of these jobs hire people from elsewhere, instead of from the local community.
Another issue that few people want to look at is OVER POPULATION ‐ externally and internally, (people
coming in from other localities, states and countries, for jobs, and the number of children couples choose to
have) .Population plays a BIG role in the health of our environment. It is not just technology that will save(?)
us from global warming, climate change and rising tides, but as, if not more important , COMMOM SENSE.
Bottom line is BALANCE. I think we have gone overboard with new construction and it is time to take a
break.
Thank you for letting me share a view on this subject from a different angle.
Jackie Leonard‐Dimmick
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Meador, Kaitie M
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Amy Roleder <amyrol@gmail.com>
Friday, January 17, 2020 1:33 PM
Meador, Kaitie M
Menlo Uptown and Portal proposal

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's
email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply.
Hi Katie,
I would like to comment on the Menlo Uptown proposal. My opinion is, unless the developer makes the
majority of the units below market rate, the people who desperately need housing such as our retail and other
lower wage earners that are essential to our community and are currently priced out will not be able to afford to
live there, which should be the whole point of adding more housing to Menlo Park. So, unless they agree to at
least 60% or greater housing below market, I think you should deny it being built.
Other things to consider is that adding this housing is only going to increase traffic further, so unless its for the
good of the community, it should not be granted.
Also, the FaceBook expansion hasn't even been fininshed yet. So no new projects should be approved until we
can see the traffic impact of that. The traffic problem, as you obviously know, is severe in that area, along with
Willow Rd., west of 101.
The Menlo Portal proposal should also not be granted, until again we can see the Impacts of the FaceBook
expansion, and the LEAST thing we need is more office space. Please, stop with the office space! Affordable
units should also be key to this project as well.
Thank you,
A. Lupo
Durham St., Menlo Park
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San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
January 24, 2020
Kaitie Meador
City of Menlo Park
Community Development Department, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025
Sent via email to: kmmeador@menlopark.org
Subject: Comments on Scope of Environmental Impact Report – Menlo Portal
Project, Menlo Park, San Mateo County
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scope of the focused Environmental
Impact Report for the Menlo Portal Project in Menlo Park, California. The San Francisco
Bay Area Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) reviewed the Initial Study and
Notice of Preparation and submits these comments.
Background
The proposed Menlo Portal project would demolish existing office and industrial
buildings and construct a new mixed-use residential and a new office building at 115
Independence Drive and 104 and 110 Constitution Drive in Menlo Park (the Site). The
new apartment building is planned to be seven-stories built at-grade with the groundfloor used for a mixture of retail and parking, the second level used for a mixture of
residential use and parking, and the upper levels for residential use. The new office
building is planned to be three-stories built at-grade with the ground-floor used for retail
space and parking, the second floor for parking, and the third floor for office space. The
ground floor of each building would be raised 3 to 5 feet above grade to accommodate
flood plain design requirements.
The Initial Study, dated January 2020, states that “the public and/or the environment
could be affected by the release of hazardous materials from the project site into the
environment by: 1) exposing workers and/or the public to potentially contaminated soil
and groundwater during construction and/or operation of the project; or 2) exposing
workers and/or the public to hazardous building materials during demolition of the
existing office and industrial structures.”
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA), dated October 2018, indicates that
historical site operations included the use of chlorinated solvents. A Phase II ESA,
dated October 2018, determined that concentrations of tetrachloroethene,
trichloroethene, and total petroleum hydrocarbons in groundwater at the Site exceed
residential environmental screening levels. These volatile organic compounds (VOCs)

could migrate from the groundwater into soil vapor and indoor air, posing a potential
vapor intrusion risk to building occupants.
The Initial Study identified the need for the following mitigation measures to ensure that
“potential impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant and that no
new or more severe impacts would occur beyond those examined in the ConnectMenlo
Final [Environmental Impact Report] EIR.”
•

Implementation of a project‐specific Environmental Site Management Plan
(ESMP) that is “prepared in consultation with” the Water Board or Department of
Toxics Substances Control (DTSC); and

•

A vapor intrusion assessment and associated vapor controls or source removal,
as appropriate.

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

Timeframe

Environmental Site Management
Approval needed prior to start of construction
Plan and Vapor Intrusion Assessment
– Including VIMS design, operations
and maintenance plan, contingency
plans, and financial assurance plan
VIMS Construction Completion
Report – Including as-built drawings

Approval needed prior to building occupancy

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

2

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

Michael Montgomery
Executive Officer
Copy by email:
Andrew Morcos, Menlo Park Portal Venture, LLC, amorcos@greystar.com
Jacob Madden, San Mateo County Groundwater Protection Program,
JMadden@smcgov.org
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1

ATTENDEES

2

THE PLANNING COMMISSION:

3

6

Andrew Barnes - Chairperson
Henry Riggs - Vice Chairperson
Camille Kennedy
Chris Decardy
Michele Tate
Michael C. Doran
Larry Kahle

7

THE CITY STAFF:

8

Corinna Sandmeier - Senior Planner
Kaitie Meador - Senior Planner

4
5

9
SUPPORT CONSULTANTS:
10
11

Matthew Wiswell, LSA Associates
Theresa Wallace, LSA Associates

12

PROJECT PRESENTERS:

13

Andrew Morcos
Clark Manus
Karen Krolewski

14
15
16

---o0o---

17
18

BE IT REMEMBERED that, pursuant to Notice

19

of the Meeting, and on January 27, 2020, 8:20 PM at the

20

Menlo Park City Council Chambers, 701 Laurel Street,

21

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

22

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

23

Commission meeting under the provisions of the City of

24

Menlo Park.

25

---o0o---
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1

JANUARY 27, 2020

8:20 PM

2

P R O C E E D I N G S

3

---o0o---

4

CHAIR BARNES:
Okay.

Which leads us to the last item

5

on our agenda.

This is the last item on tonight's

6

agenda, and this is F3, which is the Public Hearing

7

portion of it, and G1, which is Study Session portion of

8

it are in the same staff report and we will be

9

treating -- going from -- through them in two pieces.

10

And I'll start with F3, which is the

11

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Scoping Session for 104

12

Constitution Drive, 110 Constitution Drive and 115

13

Independence Drive commonly known as the Menlo Portal

14

Project.

15

This is a request for a use permit,

16

architectural control, environmental review, lot line

17

adjustment, lot merger, below market rate housing

18

agreement and heritage tree removal permits to redevelop

19

three parcels with approximately 335 multi-family

20

dwelling units, approximately 33,211 square feet of

21

office and approximately 1,608 square feet of

22

neighborhood serving commercial space.

23

The project would contain two buildings, a

24

seven-story residential building and a three-story

25

commercial building with office use on the upper floors
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1

and the neighborhood commercial space on the ground

2

level.

3

Both buildings would include above grade two-

4

story parking garages integrated into the building.

5

project site is located in the R-MU-B (Residential Mixed

6

Use, Bonus) zoning district.

7

contains three single-story office buildings that would

8

be demolished.

9

The

The project site currently

The proposed residential building would contain

10

approximately 327,970 of gross floor area with a floor

11

area ratio of 235 percent.

12

The proposed commercial building would contain

13

approximately 34,917 square feet of gross floor area with

14

a floor area ratio of twenty-five percent.

15

The proposal includes a request for an increase

16

in height, density and floor area ratio (FAR) under the

17

bonus level development allowance in exchange for

18

community amenities.

19

The proposed project would include a below

20

market rate housing agreement that requires a minimum of

21

fifteen percent of the units to be affordable.

22

The applicant is proposing to incorporate

23

fifteen additional market rate units (which are included

24

in the total 335 units per density), per the density

25

bonus provisions in the BMR Housing Program (Chapter
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1

16.96.040) which allows density and exceptions to the

2

City Zoning Ordinance requirements when BMR units are

3

incorporated into the project.

4

Good evening, Ms. Kaitie Meador.

5

MS. MEADOR:

Good evening.

Thank you for that

6

summary.

7

have probably seen before on the process for the Scoping

8

Session and the Study Session.

9

I just have a short presentation which you will

So this project Chair Barnes summarized

10

thoroughly, but I'll just go into like a little bit of

11

detail on the site location, which is in the Bayfront

12

area.

13

You can see the building highlighted in a pink/

14

red color there and Highway 101 and Bayfront Expressway

15

nearby.

16

the project in their presentation.

The applicant will also go into more details on

17

So tonight we'll have two hearings.

18

will be the Environmental Impact Report Scoping Session.

19

So this is the opportunity for the Planning Commission

20

and the public to comment on what will be studied in the

21

EIR, and for this part of the meeting, I would really try

22

to focus on the topics we want to be studied in the EIR

23

and save all design comments for the Study Session.

24
25

The first

The court reporter will be here to record any
Public Comments on this portion of the project, but will
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1

not be here for the Study Session.

2

So after the EIR Scoping Session, we will go

3

into the Study Session where the public and the Planning

4

Commission can provide feedback on the project plans and

5

the design details.

6

There was one previous Study Session in July

7

2019 and also tonight there will be no action taken on

8

the item.

9

project.

10

It's purely just to collect feedback on the

So the format we're recommending tonight is for

11

the EIR Scoping Session will start with the applicant's

12

presentation and then a presentation by the EIR

13

consultant followed by Planning Commissioner questions,

14

Public Comment, Commissioner comments and then closing of

15

the Scoping Session.

16

After that, we'll have a Study Session.

We

17

won't redo the presentation.

18

Commissioner questions, Public Comments again and then

19

Commissioner comments.

20

We'll jump right back into

So other than that, we did receive three

21

letters since the Staff Report was published.

22

BMR units.

23

last was from -- from Caltrain.

24

in front of you, as well.

25

One was on

The other was from the Water Board and the

CHAIR BARNES:

So you should have those

Thank you.
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1
2
3

Any clarifying questions for staff?
questions from you regarding procedure?

Seeing no lights on, I will say good evening

4

to -- to who?

5

say -- I've already said good evening to you.

6

to say good evening to the court reporter.

7

here silent.

To the applicant.

Good evening.

May I ask your name, please?

9

THE REPORTER:

Mark Brickman.

10

CHAIR BARNES:

Good evening, Mark.

12

Before I
I'd like

You're always

8

11

Any

Thank you

for coming in tonight.
So with that, if the applicant would do a

13

presentation on your proposal.

14

MR. MORCOS:

Of course.

Thank you for having

15

me tonight, Planning Commissioners.

16

Morcos and I'm the senior development director for

17

Greystar in Menlo Park.

18

My name is Andrew

What you see in front of you is our Project

19

Menlo Portal.

20

was rezoned for housing in 2016 due to significantly

21

existing office and office under development or zoned for

22

development.

23

It is in the M-2 area of Menlo Park which

About a month ago, I was here with you all

24

presenting our other project, Menlo Uptown, which is a

25

483 unit housing project.

In that presentation, I talked
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1

about how there are 2.3 jobs for every housing unit in

2

Menlo Park.

3

employers in Menlo Park are within walking distance of

4

these sites.

5

I explained that four of the five largest

There are nearly one million square feet of

6

office that are under construction today which implies

7

5,000 additional employees traveling to and from this

8

location, and that doesn't account for the zoning and

9

future development projects.

10

All of this information demonstrates a

11

significant number of jobs and not enough housing in this

12

area for people to live in.

13

getting here by car, causing traffic and pollution

14

related to traffic.

The vast majority are

15

So today I want to focus on something else.

16

The environmental impact does not provide housing nor

17

jobs.

18

daily to jobs in the Bay Area.

19

Over 200,000 people per -- commute over two hours

Transportation emissions are the single largest

20

contributor to CO2 production and passenger car use is

21

the single largest contributor to these emissions.

22

Over twenty-five percent of California's carbon

23

footprint comes from people driving cars.

The only way

24

we're going to start combating transportation emissions

25

is by building housing near major employment centers like
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1
2

these.
That all leads me to this project, Menlo

3

Portal, which is across the street from the newly built

4

buildings you were just hearing about, 700,000 square

5

feet of office and the largest employer in Menlo Park.

6

This housing project totals 335 multi-family

7

rental units and 35,000 square feet of office, and we're

8

working with the City to ensure compliance with all of is

9

the design standards.

10

We've organized community meetings on this

11

project to date, and the key themes concerning the City's

12

future and about this project specifically.

13

One is the need for affordable housing.

This

14

project will include at least forty-eight affordable

15

housing units to be located onsite and distributed

16

equitably throughout the project.

17
18
19

Between our two projects, that totals over 120
affordable units that will be delivered to Menlo Park.
We'll work with the community and the City to

20

continue to determine levels.

21

feedback about the BMR affordability and we want to

22

continue those conversations with each of you to come to

23

a solution that works for all of us.

24
25

We've heard a lot of

We've consolidated open space in the project
between the office and the housing and we've included
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1

almost 13,000 square feet of publicly acceptable open

2

space, which is over fifty percent more than our

3

requirement.

4

We're working with staff to determine our

5

neighborhood benefit, but have included 1,600 square feet

6

that could be contributed.

7

We've made this site walkable and bikeable and

8

are giving residents the best opportunity to work -- to

9

get to work through sustainable transportation.

10

Lastly, Menlo Park has among the most ambitious

11

goal in the country, environmental goals in the country.

12

This project will be certified LEED Gold, operate with a

13

hundred percent renewable energy, provide substantial Ev

14

charging opportunities and reduce the typical parking

15

footprint by using parking staffers.

16

fully electric building.

17

It will also be a

No gas whatsoever.

I'd like to compare the project you saw

18

previously in July here to our current project.

A few

19

things we've heard at Planning Commission and the

20

community meetings through individual meetings have been

21

reflected here.

22

One is continued outreach to the neighborhood

23

on neighborhood benefit and the -- on the BMR proposal.

24

We were asked to consider how to activate the publicly

25

accessible plaza.
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1

Some of the ideas we brought to the table are

2

gathering and seating areas with lush landscaping.

3

intend to include public parks, movie nights, music

4

performances and other events to draw the community to

5

this area.

6

We

We worked with -- we worked on the garage

7

screening and are looking forward to comments based on

8

previous planning session -- Planning Commission comments

9

and we've started our outreach and support for Dumbarton

10

rail which we really appreciated the -- the kind of kick

11

in the butt on that.

12

We're taking that seriously.

We're meeting

13

with key stakeholders towards that effort and will be

14

actively involved since one potential stop near Kelley

15

Park is walking distance from the site.

16

We're excited to continue to work entitlements

17

with presentation of our Notice of Preparation and will

18

continue engaging the community for additional feedback.

19

I want to introduce my team.

Heller Manus is

20

the lead architect.

21

architect and they'll continue the presentation from

22

here.

23

Clark Manus and PGA's our landscape

MR. MANUS:

Good evening, Commissioners.

24

You'll excuse me.

I'm battling a cold like everybody

25

else here, so I'll manage to -- so when we were here last
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1

time for the Study Session, several of you had some

2

wonderful comments, and I think what we have here

3

reflects -- Karen and I are going to basically take you

4

through some of the changes that we made and look for

5

your comments on that.

6

The Scoping Project is relatively simple,

7

similar to what you saw before in terms of the size of

8

the site, paseo orientation, the average height, parking

9

and bikes.

10

But one of the things I think probably is the

11

most significant that we will sort of touch on here is

12

one, Karen will talk a little bit more about the sort of

13

the increased character or increased augmentation of a --

14

the pocket park that we've created between the multi-

15

family and the office building.

16

The second is -- and Commissioner Riggs was

17

good enough to sort of use the sort of nomenclature of

18

looking at how we can make this a little bit more home-

19

like.

20

We worked very hard both on material character

21

and the colors as a result of that, so what you see on

22

the right is the office building, bronze in color --

23

color, glass is light in character for transparency and

24

the materials that you see on the material board that you

25

have behind you are a combination of both sort of white
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1

and a charcoal and accent of a gray screen element on the

2

corners in order to help warm the nature of the project

3

up.

4

And so that's looking into this open space here

5

that we see as a real benefit in terms of those people

6

who live there, working there as well as any of the

7

residents in -- in the area.

8

something that people will dwell and use as part of that.

9

We really see this is

Again, this is again that view looking at the

10

street.

11

probably picked up in the Staff Report is we worked very

12

hard in the minor and major modulation that is in the

13

early design guidelines.

14

One of the things that I think you certainly

We reflected on this.

I think there's a couple

15

small items that we'll continue to work with staff on,

16

but I think -- overwhelmingly, I think staff has been

17

very happy with the orientation that we've created on the

18

street frontages and all around the building.

19

Karen will talk a little bit more about this,

20

and I think this is very similar to what you saw last

21

time, but I think the thing that probably is most

22

significant is the nature of the kind of uses that we see

23

in the ground floor in the multi-family.

24
25

We see them as in all places where people can
actually provide activated use that are -- they're
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1

visible from public open space, and on the left side is

2

the screening for the garage and all the way at the end

3

is the commercial use that we've been talking about

4

relative to the community benefit opportunities.

5

One of the things I think that probably is

6

different -- and I think we're -- we're actually very

7

happy with it -- is this sort of entry sequence sort of

8

off of Marsh Road and the use of materials that are warm

9

in color, both that are connected to both the office

10

building and the residential I think are part of the tone

11

that we're trying to set.

12

Some of you talked last time about the nature

13

of the screening.

14

has been very important in this is to try and create a

15

screening mechanism that will allow us to not actually

16

see the cars and to provide a sort of filtered view of

17

them or a filtered view from the street and what you

18

actually see in there is the opportunity to create some

19

sort of landscape vines that actually again soften --

20

soften the character of that.

21

I think one of the things that I feel

So again on the board that's behind you, the

22

kind of materials that we're suggesting are ones that are

23

basically used to be able to screen the view of the cars.

24

You saw this last time.

Again I'll just sort

25

of run through this very quickly.

Configuration of the
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1

buildings on the U-shaped lot is no different than what

2

you saw in the Study Session.

3

office building on the left.

Residential on the right,

4

Probably the most significant difference in the

5

configuration of the office building is the incorporation

6

of the minor and major modulation.

7

What you saw in the Study Session before is we

8

took the approach that we didn't believe that they were

9

preferable to staff, and we have talked a lot about that,

10

and as a result what you see is actually a reflection of

11

that, and there are technical things that we probably

12

want to talk to staff more about, but the idea was to

13

sort of be able to break that service square mass now,

14

and what you see is the sort of demonstration both on the

15

Constitution and Marsh frontages.

16

Again working our way up, this is the podium

17

floor and rooftop for the office building still is in

18

play.

19

on the Marsh Street side in order to provide the sort of

20

separation and privacy for the residents over there and

21

again sort of working our way up through the building.

We really see this as an opportunity.

22
23
24
25

It's also

And then lastly the -- the section through the
building.
One of the overriding things that I think we
have been very consistently trying to reflect here is
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1

trying to bury the cars from view in the residential

2

portion.

3

There's only one portion that's actually along

4

the fire lane where the view -- where the visible

5

remainder basically concealed within the -- the podium

6

level where the five levels of residential start.

7

And then lastly I want to turn this over to

8

Karen.

She's going to take you through a little more

9

detail in terms of the development of the open space both

10

on the space that's fronting both the office building and

11

the residential and on the street frontages.

12

MS. KROLEWSKI:

Hi there.

Thank you.

13

I'm Karen Krolewski from PGA Design, the

14

landscape architect for the project and I'm going to take

15

you through maybe the central plaza space which is

16

designed to be a vibrant, active and publicly accessible

17

open space.

18

It's a generously sized plaza.

It's 12,780

19

square feet.

20

175 feet deep, the -- the approximate size and shape of

21

the well-known Kelly Park in New York City, which is a

22

celebrated public space.

23

Its dimensions are fifty feet across and

The plaza's edges are -- are designed to be

24

activated by uses throughout the day and night including

25

residential and office amenity spaces which will open out
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1

on the plaza as well as we envision outdoor dining areas

2

that will connect to these spaces.

3

The plaza safety have been enhanced through

4

open sitelines, daytime and nighttime uses, and the

5

overlook windows from offices and residences.

6

We imagine the plaza to be activated by things

7

like activities such as outdoor fitness classes, office

8

workers on lunch breaks, neighbors walking their dogs,

9

outdoor cafe areas and potentially even occasional

10

outdoor movie nights or music performances.

11

So we're -- we're designing a plaza that can

12

kind of be close to all these activities and be a

13

flexible outdoor open space.

14

The plaza also features gathering areas for

15

groups of different sizes, ample seating and site

16

furnishings, bike parking, decorative features as well as

17

lighting and a lush planting scheme including a robust

18

tree canopy.

19

In addition, one of the focuses of the plaza

20

will be a public art piece and way finding features to

21

draw people into the site.

22

area.

It's an informal seating

23

We hope -- we hope and we are working with the

24

neighbors at 111 Independence to coordinate the activity

25

and uses of our space and to integrate the two.
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1

There's continued grading going on between the

2

two sites, but we think we can work well with the

3

adjacent site to connect those two spaces.

4

And as you saw with the -- the office space,

5

we're able to provide enhanced screening around the --

6

the parking garage side where it fronts the road, and

7

we're continuing to work with the architect on that, as

8

well.

9

And next I'd like to hand it back to Andrew.

10
11

MR. MORCOS:

That's our presentation.

you, Planning Commissioners.

12

CHAIR BARNES:

Thank

We're open to questions.

When we have questions related

13

to architectural components, we'll give those questions

14

in the second half of this.

15

load of those, I'm sure.

16

Stay tuned.

We've got a

We will progress now to the presentation by the

17

City's EIR consultant.

18

MR. WISWELL:

Good evening.

19

Wiswell.

20

environmental consultant for preparation of the EIR for

21

the Menlo Portal Project.

22
23
24
25

I'm a planner at LSA.

I'm Matthew

We are the City's

With me tonight is Theresa Wallace, LSA's
principal in charge.
So -- so this first slide are the slide that
I'll cover in my brief presentation tonight including the
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1

purpose of the Scoping Meeting, an overview of the

2

ConnectMenlo EIR and its relationship to this project,

3

the initial study that was prepared for this project, the

4

EIR -- the EIR that will be prepared and an overview of

5

the environmental review process and schedule and then

6

we'll open it up to Public Comments.

7

So the California Environmental Quality Act, or

8

CEQA, requires that lead agencies that approve projects

9

to identify impacts associated with those projects and

10

then either avoid or mitigate those impacts.

11

So the purpose of the scoping session tonight

12

is to engage interested parties early on in the

13

environmental review process and to get your thoughts on

14

the topics that should be considered in the environmental

15

review of the proposed project.

16

The merits of the project are not considered in

17

the EIR, so your comments at least for now should focus

18

on specific issues that relate to the environmental

19

impacts.

20

Comments should focus on the range of

21

environmental topics that -- to be considered in the EIR.

22

Any specific issues of concern related to environmental

23

topics that you think should be addressed in the EIR and

24

the approach and methods used in the analysis as well as

25

any potential mitigation measures or alternatives you
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1
2

think should be considered.
As you know well by now, ConnectMenlo was

3

approved by the City Council in 2016 and the

4

ConnectMenlo Final EIR provided a program level analysis

5

of development in the Bayfront area -- including the

6

Bayfront area where the project site is located.

7

The City of East Palo Alto challenged the

8

City's certification of the ConnectMenlo Final EIR, and

9

to settle the litigation, the parties entered into a

10

settlement agreement that allows for environmental review

11

for a later activity, such as the proposed project

12

tonight, that is consistent with the program of

13

development to be limited to effects that were not

14

analyzed as -- as significant in the prior EIR or are

15

subject to a substantial reduction or avoidance through

16

project revision, but requires certain projects,

17

including those utilizing bonus level development like --

18

like the proposed project to conduct a focused EIR with

19

regard to housing and transportation.

20

Environmental review of the project will tier

21

from the ConnectMenlo EIR and will also comply with the

22

terms of the settlement agreement.

23

So at the initial steps in the environmental

24

review process, an initial study was prepared to evaluate

25

the potential impacts of the project and determine what
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1

levels of additional analysis will be appropriate for the

2

EIR.

3

The initial study discloses relevant impacts

4

and mitigation measures covered in the ConnectMenlo EIR

5

and discusses whether the project is within the

6

parameters of the ConnectMenlo EIR.

7

I would like to note that although we are

8

tiering off of the ConnectMenlo in terms of the maximum

9

development potential we've considered, we are also

10

evaluating the project against baseline conditions as

11

they exist today and also evaluating the project against

12

the currently applicable regulations and thresholds.

13

For example, the CEQA guidelines were updated

14

since the certification of the ConnectMenlo EIR and those

15

changes were considered and addressed in the initial

16

study review and will also be addressed in the EIR.

17

So based on the inclusions of the initial

18

study, the topics shown on this slide will not be further

19

evaluated because the project is not anticipated to

20

result in significant effects as related to these issues

21

or because the initial studies found that these topics

22

were adequately -- adequately addressed through the

23

program level EIR prepared for ConnectMenlo.

24
25

So the topics of cultural resources, geology
and soils, which covers paleontological resources,
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1

hazards and hazardous materials and noise, it was

2

determined that applicable mitigation measures from the

3

ConnectMenlo EIR would ensure that these impacts would be

4

less than significant.

5

The focused EIR will analyze whether the

6

proposed project would result in significant impacts to

7

these five -- six issues, sorry, listed on the slide.

8
9

For air quality, the ConnectMenlo EIR
identified mitigation measures that required technical

10

assessment of project operation and construction period,

11

air quality impacts.

12

The site is also located in -- in proximity to

13

several major roadways which requires preparation of

14

health risk assessments.

15

For green -- for greenhouse gas emissions, the

16

project's contribution to emissions will be studied based

17

on the transportation impacts identified in the project.

18

For noise, although the ConnectMenlo EIR

19

determined that impacts would be less than significant

20

with implementation of recommended mitigation measures,

21

there is a possibility that transportation -- the

22

transportation analysis conducted for the project will

23

identify new or more severe impacts related to

24

transportation, and therefore transportation related

25

noise.
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1

There would be no more impacts related to

2

transportation related noise, so this topic will be

3

addressed in the EIR.

4

For population and housing, a housing needs

5

assessment will be prepared pursuant to the terms of the

6

settlement agreement with East Palo Alto and this topic

7

will also be covered in the EIR, and again the terms of

8

the settlement agreement require the preparation of a

9

project specific transportation impact assessment.

10

This study will include an analysis of the

11

potential impacts at fifteen study intersections and the

12

identification of project specific mitigation measures in

13

the transportation section of the EIR.

14

And then you'll see travel cultural resources

15

listed up -- on the slide, as well, but that's -- that

16

will be included in the EIR based on any potential

17

consultation with tribes under 8052.

18

So finally the EIR's required to evaluate a

19

reasonable range of alternatives.

20

should contain most of the basic project object --

21

project objectives and should avoid or substantially

22

lessen any significant effects of the project, any

23

significant impacts of the project.

24
25

The alternatives

The alternatives will be developed after the
impacts are identified and with input received during
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1

this NOP comment period.

2

A no project alternative will also be

3

considered which is required by CEQA and a -- a reduced

4

size project may be considered based on the potential

5

impacts.

6

So this slide shows the anticipated schedule

7

for the environmental review process.

On January 7th,

8

the City issued a Notice of Preparation, or an NOP,

9

notifying interested parties and responsible agencies

10

that an EIR will be prepared and initial -- and the

11

initial study will be included for review.

12

The comment period to provide public comments

13

on the scope and content of the EIR ends as you can see

14

on February 7th.

15

So during this time, which is right now,

16

interested parties are encouraged to submit comments on

17

the scope of the EIR in writing or verbally which would

18

take place tonight.

19

Over the next several months, we'll prepare the

20

EIR.

21

in late spring.

22

The Draft EIR is expected to be published some time

After the EIR is published, there's a 45-day

23

public comment period.

During these forty-five days,

24

interested parties will again have an opportunity to

25

review the Draft EIR and submit any comments to the City.
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1

The City will also hold another Public Hearing

2

on the Draft EIR during the 45-day comment period and at

3

that time the public can also provide ver -- verbal or

4

written comments.

5

After the close of the Public Comment period,

6

we will then prepare written responses to each

7

substantive comment received on the adequacy of the EIR

8

analysis and/or response the comments period.

9

The response to comments document will also

10

include any revisions to the Draft EIR if any are

11

necessary.

12

Together that Draft EIR and the response to

13

comments document constitutes the Final EIR.

14

EIR will be published and available for review a minimum

15

of ten days before any hearings are held.

16

The Final

Once the Final EIR's complete, the City will

17

consider certification of the EIR and after that will

18

consider approval of the project as a separate action.

19

The public is free to attend these hearings and

20

provide any comments on the Final EIR, and as you can

21

see, the EIR certification is currently anticipated for

22

fall of this year.

23

So again just finally the -- the purpose of

24

this meeting is to engage the public early on in the

25

environmental review process and to get your thoughts on
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1

topics that should be evaluated in the EIR.

2

Even if you provide your comments verbally

3

tonight, we will encourage you to also submit them in

4

writing again prior to February 7th before 5:00 PM.

5

And with that, we have available for your

6

questions.

7
8

Thanks.
CHAIR BARNES:

consultant?

9

Questions for the EIR

Commissioner Riggs.

COMMISSIONER RIGGS:

Yes.

Thank you.

You

10

know, it strikes me that my questions are more in the

11

form of EIR comments.

12
13

Would you like to hold those to a time after
the public has a chance --

14

CHAIR BARNES:

Yes.

15

will follow Public Comments.

16

that.

17

Commissioner comments
Thank you for clarifying

If there's no clarifying comments to the EIR

18

consultant, I will proceed now to call for Public Comment

19

on the scope and then bring it back up for Commissioner

20

comments to the scope.

21

So with that, I'll call for Public Comments on

22

the EIR scope.

23

scope and I've got another for Ms. Jones.

24
25

I have one card from Mr. Zito, an EIR

Is this for the EIR scoping or is this for the
Study Session?
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1
2

MS. JONES:

I'm going to take a chance for the

scope.

3

CHAIR BARNES:

So we've got Mr. Zito followed

4

by Ms. Jones.

Good evening, Mr. Zito.

5

coming.

6

jurisdiction or organization.

7

MR. ZITO:

Thank you for

Please state your name and applicable

Absolutely.

Good evening.

Matthew

8

Zito from the high school, Sequoia Union High School

9

District.

We appreciate an opportunity to provide to

10

comment on the EIR for the second very large project from

11

Greystar.

12

It creates concern.

We remain concerned about

13

the scale of all of those reasonably proposed residential

14

development in the ConnectMenlo area.

15

This project's right around the corner from

16

TIDE Academy, our new high school.

17

also has a very large project also directly across from

18

the high school.

19

This development is

That's also under review.

I think between the two projects, 900 units

20

will be either directly right in front of the school or

21

right around the corner.

22

Up to 700 potential students will be generated

23

from these two plus other projects that are under your

24

consideration, and we do understand that the Sobrato

25

Group is actually interested in building 800 townhomes in
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1

between Menlo Portal and Menlo Uptown, so you have all of

2

this cumulative impact.

3

already.

4

They've purchased five parcels

The ConnectMenlo EIR does not contemplate or

5

analyze the district's ability to provide its public

6

service in relation to Menlo Portal, its impact on TIDE

7

Academy, which wasn't even proposed, or the decision to

8

rely on the quote.

9

Therefore, the district's position is that a

10

focused EIR is really is inappropriate in this particular

11

situation.

12

So we disagree with LSA on the exclusion of

13

public service from the EIR for this particular project.

14

I think that was in the excluded category.

15

feel that that's inappropriate to exclude that.

16

all this housing directly across the street from a brand

17

new high school.

18

We really
You have

It's not at capacity, either.

ConnectMenlo did not evaluate impacts caused by

19

other projects on schools, and the statutory developer

20

fees are woefully inadequate.

21

They cover a fraction of the cost of providing

22

facilities.

23

which we figure is about twelve million dollars an acre

24

right now.

25

They cover nothing for the purchase of land

Our feeling is TIDE Academy must be studied.
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1

In particular we really want the -- the project will

2

reduce pedestrian safety, safety -- increase accidents,

3

slow emergency response and perhaps the other than

4

student safety, this other situation will cause complete

5

gridlock out there at least two times during the day, and

6

if you don't think a high school can cause gridlock, go

7

out to M/A at 3:15 every day and you can see the effect

8

of that.

9

The district requests the EIR analyze and

10

mitigate traffic safety concerns and we would really like

11

the EIR to review the level of service, not just vehicle

12

miles traveled.

13

analysis is much more appropriate.

14

We really feel that a level of service

In addition to these direct impacts, the

15

project exacerbates the lack of existing capacity in

16

current facilities, particularly as relating to traffic

17

since we have no room at M/A, the largest high school in

18

the county, requiring students having to travel a very

19

large distance from this particular area.

20
21
22

So there is no capacity in the school that
these residential developments reside in.
We would really like -- in terms of the scoping

23

again, I just have a couple quick things.

The EIR really

24

must analyze existing or anticipated student movement

25

patterns -- it's all about safety - including a school
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1

pedestrian movement, school transportation and busing

2

activities.

3

We do have concerns about air quality.

All of

4

our students are sensitive receptors and noise concerns

5

during construction in particular.

6

The district is interested in partnering with

7

the City and developers like Greystar for the greater

8

good to provide housing.

9

students as these projects develop or create, and I must

You also need housing for the

10

say these 120 affordable units in the combined two

11

projects are going to generate quite a few students.

12

So we -- looking at the ConnectMenlo EIR, you

13

know, development was anticipated from 2016 to 2040,

14

except in four or five years, you're going to reach the

15

development potential that was anticipated over twenty

16

more years, and so use that program EIR to -- to kind of

17

in some ways excuse the responsibility for doing more

18

analysis.

19

Not on the project, just doing more analysis is

20

a real concern to the district because it's coming very

21

fast, very furious, from the developments that are coming

22

to present this to you and the housing is a critical

23

need, but you do have need to be able to house students,

24

as well.

25

The district also, unlike Menlo Park's City
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1

School District, is getting development from Stanford in

2

the El Camino Real Special Plan Development.

3

So those units are going to come online.

They

4

may produce fewer students than these units.

5

thousands of units of housing, and again, M/A has they

6

2,400 students, the largest high school in the county.

7

There's

TIDE was created to actually reduce M/A's

8

population to a more reasonable level.

9

doesn't look like that's happening any time soon.

10

Certainly that

Appreciate the opportunity to speak and we

11

really would like to spend more time with Greystar really

12

talking about these things in real mitigation.

13

And also things like our students are going to

14

walk through all your landscape, so there's some things

15

in terms of coordination that would really benefit --

16

benefit you as well as benefiting us because we'll all be

17

out there together.

18

Great thing having a high school or any school,

19

but schools -- schools have real impacts on the develop

20

that surrounds them.

21

Usually that's a residential neighborhoods, but

22

we kind of have a more -- more much more interesting mix

23

of business, housing, schools out there, but we really

24

need to be able to work more closely and -- and we're

25

just concerned about that program EIR which is perfectly
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1
2

fine.
We don't -- we don't agree with the point that

3

the developers meet the requirement for school housing.

4

We think there's other requirements, but using that EIR

5

that was commissioned and done almost in a different --

6

it was almost done in a vacuum, right?

7

So anyway, I don't mean to beat a dead horse.

8

Really appreciate the opportunity to speak and hear more

9

about the project, and we are looking again to be

10

involved in the process as the EIR rolls out.

11

Thank you very much.

12

CHAIR BARNES:

13

Next is Ms. Jones.

Thank you.
And my last card is from

14

Ms. Jones, so if anyone would like to give public

15

comment, now is the time to come forward.

16

Good evening.

17

MR. JONES:

Good evening.

Pamela Jones,

18

specifically in the Belle Haven neighborhood.

19

speak for the neighborhood.

20

who has been a resident there for forty-five yearsish.

21

Maybe forty-seven.

22

I do not

I speak for Pamela Jones,

You heard the statistic on the number of

23

employees when the buildings over at -- on Constitution,

24

Menlo Gateway and the MK Building 22 when they open, and

25

we have -- we're only building 923 units.
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1

So clearly we have to build more units.

2

none of these comments have anything to do with the

3

number of units.

4

So

I want to applaud Greystar because I believe

5

they've done fairly good outreach.

I've sat in on a

6

number of their presentations and had private with them

7

and I'm wondering if out of that is where this additional

8

fifteen units came from, because they are aware that we

9

do need housing.

10

With all of that being said, I'm going to go

11

back to -- go to their studies when they do population

12

and housing, that they have to include a detailed study

13

of all the ongoing gentrification.

14

They have to note the number of current

15

residents in Menlo Park that are housing challenged, rent

16

challenged.

17

That's a fairly high percentage there.

Because I'm looking at them and appreciate

18

their BMR from fifteen to twenty percent and there needs

19

to be another thirty percent of affordable.

20

In that study, they should be noting the number

21

of people that work in Menlo Park that live in -- beyond

22

units that's also causing us to have increased traffic.

23

All traffic mitigation given all of these

24

projects, the fact that TIDE Academy will have its full

25

capacity by the time their projects are done.
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1

Traffic mitigation must be done before they put

2

one resident in any units over there.

So I don't know

3

how they'll work that out, but I think that's something

4

that the developers can do.

5

We can't wait until there's a problem before we

6

try and fix it when we know there's going to be a problem

7

because we already have a problem.

8
9
10
11

I would also like to see them add into the
transportation are limiting portion.

Accessibility from

those units over to Kelley Park.
Right now that -- that area will not be able to

12

access Kelley Park, and the new comprehensive community

13

center at the end of Terminal given all the traffic

14

situations, and I want to be able to use their

15

facilities, and there's no way for me to really safely

16

bike over there out of the Belle Haven neighborhood.

17

And the last thing is under tribal resources,

18

they may not get quite the level of -- of communication

19

from the state level because the state level I understand

20

the Tribal Resources Department only has one employee,

21

one or two employees, so it's hard for them to respond.

22

So under that area, need to review all the

23

projects that have been done over there from the

24

beginning because certainly there's been -- there's been

25

remnants found in that area just as they have over at the

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

800-331-9029

emerickfinch@emerickfinch.com
Page 36

1

Prologix helicopter site.

2

So I want to go back to the increasing the

3

number of affordability units.

They -- Greystar was

4

willing to give us more, forty-eight percent more open

5

space.

6

complex, but we also need to be able to have people

7

afford to live there.

We need open space, especially in such a dense

8

Thank you.

9

CHAIR BARNES:

10

Thank you.

And so with that, I have no other comment

11

cards, and seeing no one coming forward, with that I will

12

close Public Comment and bring it back up to the dais,

13

and this is for Commissioner comments pursuant to the EIR

14

scope and not related to questions on the project, per

15

se.

16

Commissioner Decardy.

17

COMMISSIONER DECARDY:

So on the alternatives,

18

there's no project alternative which you're mandated to

19

do, and the other alternatives will be determined at what

20

point in this process so people can comment specifically

21

on them?

22

MR. WISWELL:

First of all, if you have any

23

comments on alternatives, we'd certainly welcome them

24

right now.

25

We don't want to rule anything out, but it
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1

begins with -- so as part of the project description,

2

we'll determine some basic project objectives, and then

3

at the point at which at we identify any potentially

4

significant impacts, we -- we want to identify all those

5

before we get to any alternatives because really the

6

basic goal of an alternative is to avoid an impact.

7

it really depends on what those impacts are.

8
9

And so I -- I hope that answers your question.
There's not quite another time to provide input on what

10

we think an alternative should be.

11

thoughts, we'd really welcome those right now.

12

So

CHAIR BARNES:

Yes.

So if you have any

We are in the

13

Commissioner comments on the EIR scope.

14

the EIR scope.

15

COMMISSIONER DECARDY:

16

CHAIR BARNES:

17

COMMISSIONER DECARDY:

So specific to

Yes.

Have at it.
I think the

18

conversation on a couple of the measures that you're

19

going to take a look at again, my belief is that I

20

understand that you're going to go through and figure out

21

the impacts.

22

I think on some of these measures, the impacts

23

are already so high that any additional impact would be

24

considered onerous.

25

And so I think that specifically looking at
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1

transportation and I think specifically looking at air

2

quality that having no increased impact whatsoever should

3

be one of the alternatives that you take a look at and

4

then determine whatever mechanisms could be actually hit

5

that target.

6

I think traditionally there's some look at

7

these things to say well, is there a percentage

8

mitigation and let's look at the additional impact

9

separately, but if you're already over a threshold that

10

is just not accessible for impacts on a particular

11

neighborhood, a community and a particular timeframe, and

12

I think it warrants at least on those two looking at no

13

net increase whatsoever.

14

CHAIR BARNES:

15

COMMISSIONER RIGGS:

16

Mr. Riggs.
One of my comments is the

essence of follow-up on Mr. Decardy's subject.

17

I'll note that I for one -- and I think I've

18

heard some other voices -- have been asking over maybe

19

the last year in particular that large new projects do

20

two things:

21

is no housing impact, and in this case, that would be

22

rather ironic.

23

One is that they include an alternative that

The other is that there would be alternative

24

with no traffic impact, as Mr. Decardy has just

25

mentioned.

So I'll have to add my emphasis to that.
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1
2

I believe that that can be done, particularly
since there is so much employment in the immediate area.

3

We know that simply building the project will

4

add traffic.

5

about a previous project in that -- housing project in

6

that the average unit might have two people in it.

7

people with excellent salaries, one of whom may work

8

locally, maybe even at Facebook.

9

I think -- believe the staff confirmed that

Two

The likelihood of the second one working

10

locally is much, much lower, and then as we know, people

11

change jobs in the valley rather frequently.

12

So one might move into one of these units, work

13

for Facebook for eighteen months or maybe even five years

14

and then go to LinkedIn.

15

Or interestingly enough Facebook might re-

16

assign you to Sunnyvale, which happened to -- actually,

17

one of our City Councilmembers who had just bought a home

18

adjacent or within easy reach of the Menlo Park Facebook

19

offices.

20

He is now a commuter.
So one of the alternatives needs to reflect

21

that -- reflect a methodology that will not -- simply not

22

increase the traffic impact.

23

The second point has to do with non-automobile

24

travel.

I notice that the project is designed with a

25

very nice emphasis on pedestrian movement, but this kind
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1

of a neighborhood is not the same as our R-1-U or R-1-S

2

or even an R-1-E in terms of mobility.

3

When you walk in an R-1-U neighborhood, you

4

have a front door every fifty feet.

5

R-1-S, you might have a front door every hundred feet.

6

When you step out of this building, you won't see another

7

front door for at least a block, and it might be a long

8

block.

9

When you walk in an

On the other hand, if you step out the door and

10

get on your scooter, you will feel much more mobile, and

11

I hope do so in order to avoid using the automobile.

12

So I'm wondering if the project EIR can base an

13

alternative on scooter transit that is not a zero

14

increase in traffic, but is a different kind of trans --

15

traffic.

16

And then when we get to the project design

17

review, we can talk about how the site and building can

18

reflect that alternative.

19

So for the EIR, that's my comments.

20

CHAIR BARNES:

21

COMMISSIONER TATE:

Commissioner Tate.
So my comment is back to

22

the affordable housing, and twenty percent sounds like

23

a -- a decent number to come in and it looks like quite a

24

few community members are thinking the same way, at least

25

twenty percent.
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1
2

So I definitely hope that you take a better
look at that as opposed to the fifteen.

3

CHAIR BARNES:

Thank you.

4

Mr. Kahle.

5

COMMISSIONER KAHLE:

6

Mr. Zito spoke passionately about the impact to

Thank you.

7

the schools, particularly the Sequoia Union High School

8

District.

9

last Greystar presentation, that with all of the new

I also want to mention something I said at the

10

housing here, it's going to be from my estimation more

11

than enough to support an elementary school and that

12

should be considered in the EIR, as well.

13
14
15

CHAIR BARNES:

Looking for any other

Commissioner comments on the EIR scope.
Question as it relates to the methodology on

16

the EIR scope.

As I look at this project and of the 335

17

units, 289 are one-bedroom or less, one bedroom -- junior

18

one-bedroom and studio and only thirteen percent are two

19

or three bedrooms.

20

So when you're developing the methodologies for

21

trips and impacts, how are you ascribing people counts to

22

different room sizes?

23

MR. WISWELL:

So I will note that we are not

24

the transportation engineers, so we -- we can answer that

25

question somewhat generally, but if we -- if you have a
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1

really -- a more in-depth question, maybe we could pass

2

that along to the transportation engineer.

3

But generally trips are generated by --

4

CHAIR BARNES:

I'm sorry.

So we have room

5

sizes.

6

sixty-seven percent or eighty-seven percent of the units.

7

We have one bedroom and less, which is

When you look at those, how are you figuring

8

how many people, how many bodies are in a particular

9

room?

10

So if you could talk to that methodology.

Having

nothing to do with transportation.

11

MR. WISWELL:

Sure.

I understand.

We are

12

preparing -- not -- not us particularly, but we have a

13

subconsultant who's preparing, as was mentioned

14

previously, a housing needs impact, and as -- as a part

15

of that, I believe he'll look at trends throughout the

16

City and the -- the typical population within the

17

different types of units that you've mentioned and will

18

present that data, and that will be part of the EIR.

19

So I -- I can't answer immediately the

20

methodology right now, but I -- that will be -- there

21

will be a figure for that presented at both the housing

22

needs study and the population housing section of the

23

EIR.

24
25

CHAIR BARNES:

And that will get modified or

somewhat adjusted for potential demographics in that
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1

area?

2

MR. WISWELL:

3

CHAIR BARNES:

Correct.
So said differently, you've got

4

an employer in the area.

5

younger folks in there, particularly however many to a

6

room, and that all gets figured into the methodology,

7

correct?

8

MR. WISWELL:

9

CHAIR BARNES:

You may be -- you may have

Correct.
Thank you.

10

Commissioner Kennedy.

11

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY:

EIR feedback.

So

12

question.

13

project, but -- and but every time we sit here and we

14

hear a new project and we talk about housing, we assume

15

two types of -- two types of residents, right?

16

I don't know if this is EIR related or the

So it's two income no children or family, and

17

so there's an entire population in this community, the

18

larger broader Menlo Park community of people over the

19

age of 65 who are in houses that are either too large or

20

they can no longer keep up on them and they would like to

21

stay in the community and there's no place for them to

22

downsize to go to.

23

I would love for there to be an opportunity to

24

look at -- maybe in the housing study on who the user

25

group is, because if you can -- if you can free up
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1

existing capacity and move people out of homes that maybe

2

are too large or they don't -- they'd like to downsize

3

and stay in the community, then you open up those homes

4

that are family friendly for people to move in to maybe

5

out of the apartments that are one and two bedrooms,

6

because these are not for families.

7

So the -- the supposition that all of these

8

housing units going to create a demand for new elementary

9

school and even a demand for additional high school, you

10
11

know, I don't think it's borne out.
So I -- I would like us all to sort of look at

12

how we approach the housing need in Menlo Park to be more

13

than just for people between the age of -- for lack of a

14

better range, 25 to 55.

15

CHAIR BARNES:

Thank you, and I'll tail on the

16

back of that.

17

going to undertake how it relates to the need for

18

facilities for -- you know, whether it's education,

19

whether it's elementary, middle or high school.

20

I wasn't clear within the work that you're

Is there modeling that you're going to do to

21

come up with the impact, you know, which take into

22

account demographics?

23

In this area, I have no idea.

Maybe young

24

folks that aren't generating any types of kids are going

25

or it could be the inverse.
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1

Do you model for what the increased demand will

2

be in the school system and what ages and what types of

3

school-aged kids?

4

MR. WISWELL:

For public facilities in

5

particular, no.

In this case, we -- we are relying on

6

the ConnectMenlo EIR which included a -- an assumption

7

for the total population generated by new development in

8

the area and then looked at the existing facilities

9

and -- and in that way determined whether or not new

10

facilities would be needed just based on the population

11

count.

12

And so we would be -- because this project is

13

consistent with the development assumed and the Connect-

14

Menlo area, we would be tiering off that analysis.

15

CHAIR BARNES:

In -- so the ConnectMenlo EIR

16

has in there net new dwelling units and in that

17

programmatic EI -- EIR.

18

How -- is there any check to see if there's --

19

so as long as it's within the net new residential units

20

that were contemplated under the ConnectMenlo

21

programmatic EIR, when it's within that unit count,

22

you're relying on that information.

23

MR. WISWELL:

24

CHAIR BARNES:

25

Is that correct?

Yes.
And how do we know if there's a

real disparity between what that was modeling out and
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1

what we might see?

Are there sanity checks along the way

2

for the bodies stay the same and units will stay the

3

same, but the demographics might be different than we

4

anticipated.

5

Is there a check and a balance along the way?

6

MS. WALLACE:

So I Would just add that we've

7

heard the comments from the school district and the

8

concerns there, and so we'll certainly be going back and

9

assessing this issue with City Staff to see if there are

10

other items that should be added to the EIR.

11

CHAIR BARNES:

Okay.

So -- so for the record,

12

my request would be -- my request is that there is -- are

13

we looking at the assumptions in the programmatic EIR and

14

making sure that's tethered to what we think we're going

15

to see in this location?

16

And I want to emphasize this has nothing to do

17

with the funding.

18

school facilities need to be funded and some of the

19

properties subsidize residents of the community should

20

bear the burden of this and I don't think it necessarily

21

follows on the housing generators.

22

I mean, we've got -- there's ways that

So it's a very different discussion, just

23

ferreting that out, I think it's important data points to

24

have.

25

MR. WISWELL:

And if I might provide
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1

clarification specifically to demographics and the type

2

of user on the site --

3

CHAIR BARNES:

Correct.

4

MR. WISWELL:

-- correct?

5

CHAIR BARNES:

6

Commissioner Riggs.

7

COMMISSIONER RIGGS:

Yes.

Thanks.

To at least some degree,

8

I would like to echo those comments, although I come at

9

it from a slightly different point of view.

10
11
12

One type made over several years including 2016
with the ConnectMenlo EIR.
I think the question, the assumption that when

13

you build a three-bedroom on Independence or

14

Constitution, that that means you're going to have a

15

family with babies and teenagers.

16

I have to question it because simply looking

17

at, say, a two-bedroom in a building like this, I have to

18

figure that the rent is going to be in the $6,000 a month

19

range, maybe higher, and it's going to be occupied

20

between two and four techies who are going to share the

21

space, share the rent and work nearby.

22

If you have a three-bedroom, it's going to have

23

between three and six techies who are going to be sharing

24

the rent, sharing the space as a crash pad.

25

A family is not going to in my opinion spend
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1

6,000 a month on a two-bedroom in a high-rise in an

2

office area rather than spend 6,000 a month on a three-

3

bedroom, two-bath sixty, seventy-year-old home in a quiet

4

neighborhood like Lorelei or Suburban Park, has a

5

backyard and two-car parking garage that simply doesn't

6

make sense once you have children.

7

So I -- I understand that if you do a survey of

8

Menlo Park, you will get information that reflects

9

predominantly single family house behavior and use.

10

If you do a survey of the condominiums between

11

El Camino Real and the Caltrain tracks, you're going to

12

get somewhat different demographics, and then if you

13

upgrade that to current building standards and marketing,

14

you'll probably rule out the last of those would-be

15

family occupants.

16

So I think if we're going to put forward

17

projections regarding student body count impacts, we have

18

to look at -- if -- if we're going to refer to an

19

existing condition, that condition has to be relevant to

20

the project.

21

CHAIR BARNES:

Great.

So looking for any

22

additional comments as it relates to the EIR scope.

23

there are none, I see no lights on, what I'll do is close

24

the Public Hearing, this portion of the Public Hearing as

25

it relates to the EIR Scoping Session and then we open it
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1

up for the Project Proposal Scoping Session starting with

2

intro by staff and then moving right to Commissioner

3

questions related to the project.

4

Seeing no lights on, I will do that.

5

to close this portion of the Public Hearing and check in

6

with my Commissioners.

7
8

I'm going

(This portion concluded at 9:24 PM).
---o0o---

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
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20
21
22
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24
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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 hearing 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 hearing 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

2020.

18

___________________________

19

MARK I. BRICKMAN CSR 5527

20
21
22
23
24
25
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