AGENDA ITEM D-1

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
Council Meeting Date: September 9, 2014
Staff Report #: 14-164
Agenda Item #: D-1
CONSENT CALENDAR:

Authorize the City Manager to Approve a Contract
with ICF International in the Amount of $206,698
and Future Augments as May Be Necessary to
Complete the Environmental Review for the 1300
El Camino Real Project

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the City Council authorize the City Manager to approve a
contract with ICF International in the amount of $206,698, and future augments as may
be necessary, to complete the environmental impact report for the 1300 El Camino Real
Project based on the proposal included as Attachment A.
BACKGROUND
Project Overview
Greenheart Land Company (“Greenheart”) is proposing to redevelop a multi-acre site on
El Camino Real and Oak Grove Avenue with up to 217,000 square feet of nonresidential uses and up to 220 dwelling units. The project site consists of 15 legal
parcels (11 assessor’s parcels) addressed 1258-1300 El Camino Real, 550-580 Oak
Grove Avenue, and 540-570 Derry Lane.
The project site fully encompasses the sites of two earlier development proposals from
different applicants:



1300 El Camino Real Project – Sand Hill Property Company (“Sand Hill 1300
ECR”)
Derry Lane Mixed-Use Development – O’Brien Group (“O’Brien Derry Lane”)

In addition, the Greenheart proposal includes a parcel at 1258 El Camino Real, which
was not part of either of the earlier development proposals. The total site would be
approximately 6.4 acres in size, after the proposed abandonment of Derry Lane, and
dedication of a planned extension of Garwood Way (aligning with Merrill Street) and a
partial widening of the Oak Grove Avenue right-of-way.
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The project site is within the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan (“Specific Plan”)
area. The overall intent of the Specific Plan is to preserve and enhance community life,
character and vitality through public space improvements, mixed-use infill projects
sensitive to the small-town character of Menlo Park, and improved connectivity. The
Specific Plan reflects the outcome of an extensive community outreach and
engagement process, which took place between 2007 and 2012.
CEQA Review
The Specific Plan process included the preparation of a program-level Environmental
Impact Report (EIR), to consider the impacts of development throughout the Specific
Plan area, in accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines.
When the Specific Plan EIR process originally commenced, the applicants for Sand Hill
1300 ECR and O’Brien Derry Lane stated that these projects would continue their
independent and previously-initiated project and environmental review processes. As
such, both were considered “background” development for the purposes of the Specific
Plan EIR, which meant that the impacts of these and other proposals were fully
considered alongside any Specific Plan impacts as part of the required cumulative
analysis. While the O’Brien Derry Lane project was ultimately abandoned without
comprehensive project/CEQA approvals, the Sand Hill 1300 ECR proposal was
approved (including a project-level EIR), prior to the Specific Plan approvals.
Since the submittal of the initial application for the Greenheart proposal, staff has
focused on determining the applicable CEQA review process, assisted by an
independent consulting firm (ICF International) that has extensive experience working
with the City on CEQA-related projects. As noted earlier, the Greenheart proposal has a
number of unique characteristics, including the fact that separate developments had
previously been proposed and/or approved on the project site, as well as the fact that
the project would include changes to roadways (i.e., connection of Garwood Way to
Oak Grove Avenue and the alignment to Merrill Street). As a result of these and other
factors, staff and the consultant determined that the proposal has the potential for
impacts not previously analyzed in the Specific Plan EIR, and thus requires preparation
of a project-level EIR. Staff notified the City Council of this determination and associated
next steps via an Information Item on the June 17, 2014 Council agenda.
In compliance with the CEQA Guidelines, the City issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP)
for the EIR on July 13, 2014. The NOP (included here as Attachment B) was posted on
the City web site and distributed to relevant reviewing agencies via the State
Clearinghouse. Notice of the NOP’s availability was also published in the local
newspaper, mailed to all properties within a quarter-mile of the project, and mailed to
additional agencies and organizations that may have an interest in the proposal. These
mailings and postings also included notification of a scoping and study session held as
part of the August 4, 2014 Planning Commission meeting. The NOP is supported by an
Infill Environmental Checklist, which describes in detail which topic areas were
adequately reviewed in the Specific Plan EIR, and which require additional analysis and
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discussion. The NOP and the Infill Environmental Checklist are available for review at
City offices and on the project page’s CEQA subpage:
http://www.menlopark.org/833/CEQA
At the August 4, 2014 scoping session, one member of the public made comments
regarding the EIR, and Planning Commissioners also provided questions and
comments. In addition, five items of written correspondence were received during the
NOP comment period, and are included for reference as Attachment C. All CEQArelated comments will be considered and included/summarized as part of the Draft EIR,
and have been considered when preparing the prepared scope of work.
The initial CEQA review cost a total of $56,137 in consultant services, which were paid
for by the applicant and independently managed by City staff.
Measure M
Under the Permit Streamlining Act, the City has an obligation to review and process
development applications. Since the submittal of the initial project application by
Greenheart, a ballot initiative was submitted to modify elements of the Specific Plan. At
the July 15, 2014 City Council meeting, the Council scheduled this ballot measure (now
designated as Measure M) for the November 4, 2014 election. The project sponsor is
aware that the ballot measure, if approved, would affect the project as currently
proposed, but has requested that the project continue to be reviewed at this time.
Project Review Process
The Specific Plan is set up to allow most projects to be acted on by the Planning
Commission, although all Commission actions may be appealed to the City Council.
Because the Greenheart proposal includes the abandonment and dedication of public
right-of-way, the final actions will be made by the City Council. In addition, the applicant
has requested that the City Council consider the pending Public Benefit Bonus proposal
in an early study session, which the Specific Plan acknowledges may be warranted for
larger and more complex projects. The following represents the minimum set of public
meetings required to review the project, and the likely sequencing of actions:


City Council Information Item on EIR Scoping Schedule (June 17, 2014)



Planning Commission Scoping Session and Study Session (August 4, 2014)



City Council meeting on EIR contract and project review process (September 9,
2014)



Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) review and recommendation on the
Heritage Tree removals
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Planning Commission Meeting(s) on Draft EIR and Public Benefit (could be one
meeting or separate meetings)



City Council Meeting(s) on Public Benefit



Housing Commission recommendation on Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing
proposal (could occur any time before PC action)



City Council Notice of Intent to Abandon Right-of-Way (ROW)



Planning Commission Meeting(s) to make recommendations on all actions



City Council Meeting(s) on all actions, including Public Benefit Bonus
determination and ROW actions

ANALYSIS
Based on the project description included in the NOP and the Infill Environmental
Checklist, the EIR will analyze whether the proposed project would have significant
environmental effects in the areas of:







Air Quality (construction): Most air quality topics were adequately addressed in
the Specific Plan EIR. However, due to the site’s location, size, and relatively
lengthy construction schedule, the EIR will quantify construction and demolitionrelated emissions and include a health risk assessment (HRA) that evaluates
potential health risks to existing sensitive receptors from toxic air contaminants
(TACs).
Hazards and Hazardous Materials: The Specific Plan EIR establishes detailed
mitigation measures and procedures to address the majority of potential
hazardous materials issues. However, because this site has an active
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) remediation case that derives
from a former dry cleaning business that operated at 570 Derry Lane, the topic
has been identified for further analysis in the EIR.
Noise (traffic noise): As a result of the need to conduct additional traffic
analysis (see below), the associated traffic noise will also be the subject of
additional review.
Transportation and Traffic: Due to the unique relationship of the previous
developments proposed and/or approved on the project site to the Specific Plan
EIR, and the current project’s proposed changes to roadways, a Transportation
Impact Analysis (TIA) will be prepared. The NOP specifies the specific
intersections and roadway segments that will be analyzed.
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As described in more detail in the Infill Environmental Checklist, the following topics will
be scoped out of the EIR, since they have been adequately addressed in the Specific
Plan EIR:















Aesthetics
Agricultural/Forestry Resources
Air Quality (operational)
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Geology and Soils
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hydrology/Water Quality
Land Use
Mineral Resources
Noise (all but traffic noise)
Population and Housing
Public Services
Utilities

The EIR type is designated by Senate Bill 226 guidelines as an “Infill EIR,” which allows
for a limited review of alternatives and does not require growth-inducing impacts be
analyzed (as the latter type of impacts are typically only applicable to a project like a
new highway interchange, not infill development). However, in order to allow for a fuller
range of possible outcomes, the scope of work includes an alternatives analysis. As a
result, aside from the absence of a growth-inducing impact analysis, the Infill EIR will
effectively be the same as other project-level EIRs recently considered by the City.
The following is a summary of the tasks included in the proposed scope of work:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Project Initiation and EIR Scope Definition
Administrative Draft Infill EIR 1
Administrative Draft Infill EIR 2 and Screencheck Draft Infill EIR
Public Draft Infill EIR
Public Review and Hearing
Draft Responses to Comments and Administrative Final Infill EIR
Final Infill EIR
Certification Hearings, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP),
Statement of Overriding Considerations, and Administrative Record
9. Meetings
10. Project Management
The scope of work includes a schedule in “Gantt chart” format, showing the sequence of
actions and general timing, although this should not be interpreted as guaranteeing
certain dates. The scope of work has been formulated after consideration of the NOP
comments, and some adjustments have been made in response. For example,
suggestions for additional transportation network analysis have resulted in an option to
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include additional intersections and roadway segments, after the trip distributions have
been determined.
The proposed budget for the scope of work provided in Attachment A is $206,698, the
cost of which would be borne by the applicant, although the applicant would have no
control or direction over the work of the consultant. This budget is in addition to the
$56,137 previously expended on the initial CEQA review, for a total of $262,835. The
applicant is in agreement with the scope and is prepared to pay the contract amount.
Staff recommends that the Council provide the City Manager with the authority to
approve future augments to the contract, if required. Any future augments would be
done only with the consent of the project applicant and at the applicant’s cost.
IMPACT ON CITY RESOURCES
The applicant is required to pay planning permit fees, based on the Master Fee
Schedule, to fully cover the cost of staff time spent on the review of the project. The
applicant is also required to bear the cost of the associated EIR preparation. For the
EIR, the applicant deposits money with the City and the City pays the consultants.
POLICY ISSUES
The proposed project will ultimately require the Planning Commission and City Council
to consider certain land use entitlements, including the applicability of a Public Benefit
Bonus. The policy implications of such actions are considered on a case-by-case basis,
and will be informed by additional analysis as the project review proceeds.
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
An EIR will be prepared for the project.
PUBLIC NOTICE
Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with this agenda item being
listed, at least 72 hours prior to the meeting. In addition, the 1300 El Camino Real
project page is available at the following web address:
http://www.menlopark.org/732/1300-El-Camino-Real
This page provides up-to-date information about the project, allowing interested parties
to stay informed of its progress.

PAGE 10

Staff Report #: 14-164

ATTACHMENTS
A. 1300 El Camino Real Greenheart Project EIR – Scope of Work, prepared by
ICF International, dated August 26, 2014
B. Notice of Preparation, dated July 14, 2014
C. Correspondence Received During the NOP Comment Period
Report prepared by:
Thomas Rogers
Senior Planner
Report reviewed by:
Justin Murphy
Development Services Manager
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ATTACHMENT A

Scope of Work
Infill Environmental Impact Report

Project Understanding
The City of Menlo Park (City) has developed the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan (Specific Plan)
to establish a framework for private and public improvements in the Specific Plan area for the next 30
years. The Specific Plan addresses approximately 130 acres of land and focuses on the character and
density of private infill development, the character and extent of enhanced public spaces, and circulation
and connectivity improvements. On June 5, 2012, the City Council certified the Menlo Park El Camino
Real and Downtown Specific Plan Program EIR (Program EIR). According to the Program EIR, the
Specific Plan does not propose specific private developments, but establishes a maximum development
capacity of 474,000 square feet (sf) of non-residential development (inclusive of retail, hotel, and
commercial development) and 680 new residential units.
Greenheart Land Company (Project Sponsor) is proposing to redevelop 11 Assessor’s parcels of land
between El Camino Real and the Caltrain right-of-way into a mixed-use development. The Project site
includes the former Derry Lane Site (3.5 acres), the former 1300 El Camino Real Sand Hill Site (3.4
acres), and 1258 El Camino Real (0.3 acres), which total approximately 7.2 acres in their current state.
These parcels generally consist of vacant, previously developed land in the northern area and
commercial buildings along Derry Lane and Oak Grove Avenue in the southern area.
The 1300 El Camino Real Greenheart Project (Project) would demolish the existing structures in the
southern portion of the site and construct approximately 420,000 square feet (sf) of mixed uses at the
Project site. In total, the Project would include three mixed-use buildings, a surface parking lot,
underground parking garages, onsite linkages, and landscaping. The uses at the Project site would
include a range of approximately 188,000 sf to 210,000 sf of non-medical office space in two buildings;
approximately 203,000 sf to 210,000 sf of residential space (220 housing units) in one building; and up to
29,000 sf of retail/restaurant space throughout the proposed office and residential buildings. The Project
would provide approximately 1,158 parking spaces within parking garages and a surface parking lot. After
street abandonment and dedication actions under the Project, the total site area would consist of
approximately 6.4 acres.

General Approach
Based on ICF’s original scope and discussions with the City, ICF has prepared an Appendix N: Infill
Environmental Checklist (checklist) per Senate Bill (SB) 226 guidelines. The Infill checklist was released
for public review on July 14, 2014, which scopes out several topics from further environmental review. Per
discussions with the City, it has been determined that the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan EIR
will be used to streamline the Greenheart Project CEQA review in accordance with SB 226. Therefore,
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the Infill Checklist (as included in a separate scope of work) scoped out all topics but the following: Air
Quality during construction, Hazardous Materials, Noise, and Transportation. These topics, along with an
Alternatives analysis, will be included in the Infill EIR. The Infill EIR would be subject to the same
procedures and noticing requirements as for any “normal” EIR, as described below.
The below scope includes the work that would be conducted by ICF. Additionally, ICF has included
W-Trans as a subconsultant for the transportation analysis. Although this work will be summarized below,
W-Trans’s complete scope is included in Attachment A.

Scope of Work
Task 1. Project Initiation and EIR Project Description
The Infill EIR process will be initiated by discussing key issues, reviewing completed environmental
documents, planning data collection efforts including a site visit, and refining the schedule for completion
of individual tasks. At the outset of the EIR process, ICF will meet with City of Menlo Park staff and the
Project Sponsor team. At this meeting, the team will:


Discuss comments received on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for incorporation into the EIR.



Discuss data needs to complete the EIR.



Confirm procedures for contacting the Project Sponsor team, City staff, and public agencies.



Review and agree on schedules and deadlines.



Discuss City preferences regarding EIR format and organization. The team will discuss how the
proposed phasing will be presented and analyzed in the EIR.

The Project initiation effort will also include a review of approaches to impact significance thresholds,
mitigation techniques, and Project alternatives.
After the discussion at the project initiation meeting, public scoping meeting, and responses to the NOP
and checklist, ICF will revise the Project Description from the Infill Checklist for incorporation into the EIR.
The revised Project Description will include updated Project parameters and more detailed Projectspecific information requested during NOP scoping, such as the lot merger/lot line adjustment and
heritage tree removal.

Deliverables




Data request for the City and Project Sponsor
Preliminary Infill EIR format and outline
Revised Project Description

City Involvement
Participation in EIR project initiation meeting and collection of requested information. Identify additional
revisions and supplementary work, as necessary.

PAGE 14

1300 El Camino Real Greenheart Project EIR
September 2, 2014
Page 3 of 10

Task 2. Administrative Draft Infill EIR 1
The purpose of this task is to prepare the Administrative Draft Infill EIR. This task will synthesize
background information for use in the existing setting, evaluate changes to those baseline conditions
resulting from implementation of the Project to identify significant impacts, and identify mitigation
measures to reduce potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant level. Where appropriate, ICF
will refer to the analysis and mitigation measures presented in the Program EIR. The Project Description
drafted for the checklist effort will also be used in the Draft EIR.
For this task, there will be four principal activities:


Determine, by individual resource topic, the significance criteria to be used in the analysis.



Present the analysis at full buildout of the Project.



Perform the analysis and make determinations of impact significance.



Recommend mitigation measures to reduce impacts, if needed.

The ICF team will collect the information necessary to define baseline conditions in the Project area. It is
anticipated that baseline conditions will reflect the conditions at the time of the NOP release.
For each environmental topic, significance thresholds or criteria will be defined in consultation with the
City so that it is clear how the EIR classifies an impact. These criteria will be based on CEQA Guidelines,
Appendix G, standards used by the City, and our experience in developing performance standards and
planning guidelines to minimize impacts.
The analysis will be based on standard methodologies and techniques, and will focus on the net changes
anticipated at the Project site. The text will clearly link measures to impacts and indicate their
effectiveness (i.e., ability to reduce an impact to a less-than-significant level), identify the responsible
agency or party, and distinguish whether measures are proposed as part of the Project, are already being
implemented (such as existing regulations), or are to be considered. This approach facilitates preparation
of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) that follows certification of an EIR.
The Administrative Draft Infill EIR will incorporate the baseline conditions data as well as impact analysis
and mitigation measures, plus the alternatives and other CEQA considerations. It is envisioned that the
City’s initial review of the document will consider content, accuracy, validity of assumptions, classification
of impacts, feasibility of mitigation measures, and alternatives analyses. Because the impacts and
mitigations are subject to revision based on staff review of the Administrative Draft Infill EIR, the
Executive Summary will be prepared only for the Screencheck Draft. The following task descriptions
summarize the data to be collected, impact assessment methodologies to be used, and types of
mitigation measures to be considered, by environmental issue.

Air Quality
ICF conducted an Air Quality preliminary analysis in the checklist. The following topics will be scoped out
of review in the EIR because, although some are considered significant and unavoidable, the Project
impacts would not exceed those evaluated in the Program EIR:
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Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. (Significant and
Unavoidable)
Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or project air quality
violation. (Significant and Unavoidable)
Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is a nonattainment area for an applicable federal state ambient air quality standard.
(Significant and Unavoidable)
Create objectionable odors. (No Impact)

Therefore, since the above topics do not need to be addressed for the Project, the EIR will focus on the
exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations during construction. However, due
to the lack of site-specific construction information, the Specific Plan EIR did not conduct an analysis
related to toxic air contaminants (TAC) exposure during construction. Therefore, the Infill EIR will quantify
construction and demolition-related emissions and contain a health risk assessment (HRA) that evaluates
potential health risks to existing sensitive receptors. ICF will quantify construction and demolition-related
emissions of using the CalEEMod model and construction data (i.e., anticipated construction schedule
and equipment) provided by the Project Sponsor.
Once construction emissions have been quantified, ICF will prepare a health risk assessment (HRA)
evaluating potential health risks to existing sensitive receptors near the Project. Typical construction
activities considered in HRA assessments include project-related demolition, grading, excavation,
infrastructure installation, and structure construction. Health risks to nearby receptors from exposure to
construction-related diesel particulate matter and PM2.5 exhaust emissions will be characterized using
diesel-related exhaust as determined from the CalEEMod modeling, the AERMOD dispersion model or
other dispersion model (e.g., ISCST3, AERSCREEN, etc.) based on consultation with the BAAQMD, and
methodology consistent with the BAAQMD and Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment. Identified health risks and pollutant concentrations will be compared to the BAAQMD’s
thresholds of significance to determine Project-level and cumulative health impacts.
The HRA will be embedded within the EIR and not prepared as a stand-alone report.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Several hazardous materials have been identified at the Project site including perchloroethylene (PCE)
and PCE degradation products trichloroethene (TCE), dichloroethene (DCE), and vinyl chloride in site
soil, soil vapor, and groundwater at concentrations posing a risk to human health and the environment.
The presence of these contaminants is reportedly due to the release of PCE from a former dry cleaning
business (Wo Sing Cleaners) that operated at 570 Derry Lane from 1981 to 2011. The portion of the
Project site located at 1300 El Camino Real includes 21 hydraulic lifts with potential residual hydraulic oil
in the lifts and hydraulic oil impacts on the soil at the locations of the lifts. The portion of the Project site at
1258 El Camino Real Site includes groundwater, saturated soils, soil vapor, and indoor air are affected by
a past release of dry cleaning solvent to the subsurface at the adjoining property to the east (570 Derry
Lane). ICF will conduct the following tasks to complete the Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of
the EIR:
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Identify potential exposure to hazardous materials or waste during construction activities and
during long-term operation at the Project site.



Describe applicable federal, state, and local regulations and how these regulations apply to the
Project and reduce the potential for impact.



Evaluate potential public health risks at the site from groundwater and soil contamination from
prior land uses. In addition, the analysis will focus on any potentially poor hazardous materials
“housekeeping” practices at the site or from nearby uses. This information will be augmented by
the Phase I ESAs prepared for the individual components of the Project site.



Describe current remediation activities underway or future required activities, particularly those
associated with the California Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC), which issued an
Imminent and Substantial Endangerment Determination and Order and Remedial Action Order
(2011 DTSC Order) for the Derry Lane Site and 1258 El Camino Real Site.



Include a discussion of the potential hazardous materials that could be used during the operation
of the Project and any potential releases of these materials.



Include a discussion of the potential public health risk from exposure to hazardous building
components in the structures to be demolished at the Project site (e.g., asbestos, PCBs, etc.).

Noise
As described below in the Transportation scope, the EIR will include an analysis of impacts to nearby
intersections and roadway segments. Increased traffic resulting from the Project could result in significant
increase in noise. For those roadway segments not considered in the Program EIR, ICF will analyze the
exposure of existing noise sensitive land uses to Project-related changes in traffic noise. Existing noise
conditions in the project area will be described in the setting section. Noise sensitive land uses and noise
sources in the Project area will be identified. No noise measurements will be conducted. Instead, existing
traffic noise conditions in the Project area will also be modeled using the FHWA Traffic Noise Model
(TNM) version 2.5 and traffic data to be provided by W-Trans. Traffic noise along as many as ten roadway
segments will be modeled.

Transportation/Traffic
Due to the level of technical detail in the transportation scope, the full text has been included as
Attachment A. In summary, W-Trans has identified 27 study intersections and 14 roadway segments that
will be considered in the analysis. W-Trans will also prepare the analysis in the format of a chapter to the
EIR. All technical data will be appended to the EIR. The analysis will be prepared consistent with the City
of Menlo Park and San Mateo County Congestion Management Program (CMP) requirements.
ICF, in conjunction with the City, will provide third party review of the TIA and the EIR chapter.

Other CEQA Considerations
This task involves documenting unavoidable adverse impacts and cumulative effects of the Project:
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The unavoidable effects will be summarized.
Cumulative effects where relevant will be addressed in Task 4 and summarized as part of this
section of the EIR. The future projects in the vicinity of the Project site will be considered as they
relate to potential cumulative impacts. This scope assumes the City will help develop the
approach for analyzing cumulative effects, typically a combination of using the General Plan and
a list of reasonably foreseeable planned projects.

The Other CEQA Considerations chapter will also include a discussion of energy conservation per
Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines. In order to assure that energy implications are considered in project
decisions, CEQA requires that EIRs include a discussion of the potential energy impacts of proposed
projects, with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary
consumption of energy. The EIR will consider the energy implications of the Project to the extent relevant
and applicable to the Project.

Alternatives
ICF recognizes that the City would like to include at least one alternative in the EIR. While SB 226 does
not require that an Infill EIR evaluate alternative locations, densities, or building intensities, there is
nothing restricting the City from analyzing such an alternative. The alternatives to the Project must serve
to substantially reduce impacts identified for the Project while feasibly attaining most of the Project
objectives. ICF assumes that the three alternatives will be quantitatively analyzed, where appropriate,
while the rest of the analysis will be qualitative. The EIR will also include the evaluation of a No Project
Alternative. ICF will consider the alternatives proposed during the NOP scoping process.

Deliverables




Five (5) hard copies of Administrative Draft EIR 1
One (1) electronic copy of Administrative Draft EIR 1 in MS Word
One (1) electronic copy of Administrative Draft EIR 1 in Adobe PDF format

City Involvement
Review and comment on the document.

Task 3. Administrative Draft Infill EIR 2 and Screencheck Draft Infill EIR
The purpose of this task is to prepare the Administrative Draft EIR 2 and the Screencheck Draft EIR for
City staff review. ICF will prepare an Administrative Draft EIR 2 and a Screencheck Draft EIR to respond
to the City’s comments on the prior drafts. This scope assumes that comments from multiple reviewers
will be consolidated with any conflicting comments resolved, and that comments do not result in
substantial revisions or additional analyses. The Screencheck Draft EIR will include an Executive
Summary section, which will summarize the Project Description, impacts and mitigations, and
alternatives. Impacts and mitigations will be presented in a table that identifies each impact, its
significance, and proposed mitigation as well as the level of significance following adoption for the
mitigation measures.

PAGE 18

1300 El Camino Real Greenheart Project EIR
September 2, 2014
Page 7 of 10

Deliverables





Five (5) hard copies of Administrative Draft EIR 2
Electronic copies of Administrative Draft EIR 2 in MS Word and Adobe PDF format
Five (5) hard copies of Screencheck Draft EIR
Electronic copies of Screencheck Draft EIR in MS Word and Adobe PDF format

City Involvement
Review and comment on the document.

Task 4. Public Draft Infill EIR
The purpose of this task is to prepare and submit the Draft EIR to the City for distribution to the public.
ICF will revise the Screencheck Draft to incorporate modifications identified by the City. The revised
document will be a Draft EIR, fully in compliance with State CEQA Guidelines, City guidelines, and SB
226. The Draft EIR will be circulated among the public agencies and the general public as well as specific
individuals, organizations, and agencies expressing an interest in receiving the document. During this
task, ICF will also compile the appendices that will be distributed with the Draft EIR and produce a version
of the full document that can be uploaded onto the City’s website. ICF will also prepare a Notice of
Completion (NOC) to accompany the copies that must be sent to the State Clearinghouse. This scope of
work and budget assumes that ICF will send the required documents to the State Clearinghouse and that
the City will distribute the Draft EIRs to all other recipients.

Deliverables





Thirty (30) hard copies of the Draft EIR
Electronic copies of the Draft EIR in MS Word and in Adobe PDF format
Notice of Completion
Fifteen hard copies of the Executive Summary, along with 15 electronic copies of the entire Draft
EIR on CD, for the State Clearinghouse

City Involvement
Review the NOC. Prepare and file the Notice of Availability (NOA) with the County Clerk. Distribute the
NOA and Draft EIRs (other than to the State Clearinghouse), and handle any additional noticing (e.g.,
newspaper, posting at site).

Task 5. Public Review and Hearing
The City will provide a 45-day review period during which the public will have an opportunity to review and
comment on the Draft EIR. During the 45-day review period, the City will hold a public hearing to receive
comments on the Draft EIR. ICF key team members will attend and participate as requested. ICF will
prepare a PowerPoint presentation for the public hearing. This scope of work does not include preparing
other meeting materials (e.g., handouts) or providing meeting transcript/minutes; but the scope can be
amended to include these items.
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City Involvement
Coordinate the public hearing – prepare and distribute any meeting materials, accept comments, and hold
public meeting.

Task 6. Draft Responses to Comments and Administrative Final Infill EIR
The purpose of this task is to prepare responses to the comments received on the Draft EIR and
incorporate these responses into an Administrative Final EIR for City review. The Administrative Final EIR
will include:




Comments received on the Draft EIR, including a list of all commenters and the full comment
letters and public meeting transcripts with individual comments marked and numbered;
Responses to all comments; and
Revisions to the Draft EIR in errata format as necessary in response to comments.

All substantive comments for each written and oral comment will be reviewed, bracketed, and coded for a
response. Prior to preparing responses, ICF will meet with staff to review the comments and suggest
strategies for preparing responses. This step is desirable to ensure that all substantive comments are
being addressed and that the appropriate level of response will be prepared. This scope of work and
budget assumes ICF will prepare responses for up to 30 substantive discrete, non-repeating comments
and will coordinate integrating the responses prepared by other consultants. However, the number and
content of public comments is unknown at this time. Therefore, following the close of the Draft EIR public
review period and receipt of all public comments, ICF will meet with the City to revisit the budget
associated with this effort to determine if additional hours are needed.
Frequently raised comments of a substantive nature may be responded to in a Master Response, which
allows for a comprehensive response to be presented upfront for all interested commenters. ICF will
identify and recommend possible Master Reponses for City consideration during the initial meeting to
discuss strategies for preparing responses.
Following the strategy session, ICF will prepare Master Responses (as appropriate) and individual
responses to the bracketed and coded comments. Individual responses to each comment letter will be
placed immediately after the comment letter. As necessary, responses may indicate text revisions, in
addition to clarifications and explanations. All text changes stemming from the responses to the
comments, as well as those suggested by City staff, will be compiled into an errata included as part of the
Final EIR.
Following City’s review of the Administrative Final EIR, ICF will address all comments received and
prepare a Screencheck Final EIR for City review to ensure that all comments on the Draft were
adequately addressed.

Deliverables





Five (5) hard copies of the Administrative Final EIR
Electronic copies Administrative Final EIR in MS Word and in Adobe PDF format
Five (5) hard copies of the Screencheck Final EIR
Electronic copies of the Screencheck Final EIR in MS Word and in Adobe PDF format
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City Involvement
Participate in strategy session to provide guidance on the responses to comments. Assist with response
to comments on process, procedures, and City policy. Review and comment on the Administrative Final
EIR and Screencheck Final EIR.

Task 7. Final Infill EIR
Based on comments received from City staff, the Screencheck Responses to Comments will be revised
and appropriate revisions to the Draft EIR will be noted. The Final EIR will then consist of the Draft EIR
and the Responses to Comments document. Revisions to the Draft EIR will be presented as a separate
chapter in the Final EIR. The revised Responses to Comments document will be submitted to the City for
discussion by the Planning Commission and subsequent certification by the City Council.

Deliverables



Fifteen (15) hard copies of the Final EIR
Electronic copies of the Final EIR in MS Word and Adobe PDF format

Task 8. Certification Hearings, MMRP, Statement of Overriding Considerations,
and Administrative Record
The purpose of this task is to attend meetings to certify the EIR. Team members will attend and
participate in up to two meetings to certify the EIR. If requested by City staff, ICF will present the
conclusions of the EIR and a summary of the comments and responses.
As part of this task, ICF will also prepare a draft and final MMRP for the project, as required by Section
15097 of the State CEQA Guidelines. The MMRP will be in a tabular format and include:





The mitigation measures to be implemented, including those outlined in the Specific Plan EIR and
presented in the Infill Checklist
The entity responsible for implementing a particular measure
The entity responsible for verifying that a particular measure has been completed
A monitoring milestone(s) or action(s) to mark implementation/completion of the mitigation
measure

In addition, ICF will prepare the Statement of Overriding Considerations and Findings of Fact pursuant to
Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines. CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance the
economic, legal, social, and technological benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable
environmental impacts. The Statement of Overriding Considerations includes the specific reasons to
support its action based on the Final EIR and other information in the record. Upon certification, ICF will
prepare the Notice of Determination (NOD) for the City to file with the County Clerk.
ICF will also compile the Administrative Record, assembling background documents, e-mail records,
correspondence or telephone notes that are cited as sources in the EIR.

Deliverables


Electronic copies of the Draft MMRP in MS Word and Adobe PDF format
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Electronic copies of the Final MMRP in MS Word and Adobe PDF format
One electronic copy (on CD or DVD) of the Administrative Record (submitted at the Draft EIR
phase and the Final EIR phase)

City Involvement
Review and comment on the draft MMRP and Findings of Fact. Coordinate any meetings. File the
NOD with the County Clerk.

Task 9. Meetings
The purpose of this task is to attend meetings to accomplish the above tasks. Team members will attend
and participate in meetings on an as-needed basis. For purposes of the cost estimates, ICF has assumed
two City staff and/or Project Sponsor face-to-face meetings and four phone conference calls. Additional
meetings may be appropriate during the course of this effort, and will be invoiced on a time-and-materials
basis. The estimated cost for additional meetings is included in the discussion of the project budget. ICF
will notify the City once the allocated hours for meetings are exhausted and request authorization for
additional meetings before any are held.

City Involvement
Organize, announce, conduct, and prepare any materials for public meetings.

Task 10. Project Management
The purpose of this task is to effectively manage the above tasks, and maintain communication with City
staff. ICF project management will be responsible for coordination activities, will maintain QA/QC
requirements for document preparation, and will monitor schedule and performance for all EIR work
tasks. Project management subtasks also include maintaining internal communications among ICF staff
and W-Trans and with City staff and other team members through emails and frequent phone contact, as
well as the preparation of all correspondence. The Project Manager will coordinate internal staff, project
guidance, and analysis criteria.

City Involvement
Coordination with ICF Project Manager.

Cost
The cost estimate to prepare the EIR is $206,698 as detailed in Attachment B.

Schedule
A schedule for the EIR is included as Attachment C. This schedule assumes that the start date will
correspond with contract approval and will need to be revised once a more definitive timeline is
established.
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_____________________________________________________________________________________
The following tasks will provide a transportation impact analysis report that meets current City of
Menlo Park and San Mateo County Congestion Management Program (CMP) requirements, and provide
focused information on the proposed 1300 El Camino Real - Greenheart project.
Task 1: Data Collection and Field Reconnaissance
There are 27 study intersections and 14 roadway segments assumed in this analysis. These are:
Intersections:
1. El Camino Real and Encinal Avenue
2. El Camino Real and Valparaiso Avenue/Glenwood Avenue
3. El Camino Real and Oak Grove Avenue
4. El Camino Real and Santa Cruz Avenue
5. El Camino Real and Ravenswood Avenue/Menlo Avenue
6. El Camino Real and Roble Avenue
7. El Camino Real and Middle Avenue
8. El Camino Real and Cambridge Avenue
9. University Drive and Valparaiso Avenue
10. Laurel Street and Oak Grove Avenue
11. Laurel Street and Ravenswood Avenue
12. Middlefield Road and Willow Road
13. Middlefield Road and Ringwood Avenue
14. Middlefield Road and Ravenswood Avenue
15. Santa Cruz Avenue and University Drive (S)
16. Laurel Street and Glenwood Avenue (four-way stop)
17. Alma Street and Ravenswood Avenue (two-way stop)
18. Alma Street and Oak Grove Avenue (two-way stop)
19. Garwood Way and Glenwood Avenue (two-way stop)
20. Derry Lane (Garwood Way)/Merrill Street and Oak Grove Avenue (two-way stop)
21. Santa Cruz Avenue and University Drive (N) (unsignalized)
22. Oak Grove Avenue and University Drive (unsignalized)
23. Encinal Avenue and Laurel Street (unsignalized)
24. Middlefield Road and Oak Grove Avenue [Atherton]
25. Middlefield Road and Marsh Road [Atherton]
26. Middlefield Road and Glenwood Avenue [Atherton] (two-way stop)
27. Encinal Avenue and Middlefield Road [Atherton] (unsignalized)
*State-controlled intersections are shown with italic type.
**It is assumed that all a.m. and p.m. intersection turning movement counts will provided by the
City of Menlo Park in fall 2014. There is a nominal reserve budget available should additional
data collection be needed.
_____________________________________________________________________________________
9/2/2014
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Residential and Non-Residential Roadway Segments:
1. Middlefield Road north of Glenwood Avenue
2. Middlefield Road south of Oak Grove Ave.
3. Ravenswood Avenue east of Laurel Street.
4. Valparaiso Avenue west of El Camino Real
5. Oak Grove Avenue west of Laurel Street
6. Oak Grove Avenue east of Laurel Street
7. Glenwood Avenue west of Laurel Street
8. Glenwood Avenue east of Laurel Street
9. Encinal Avenue east of Laurel Street.
10. Laurel Street south of Oak Grove Avenue
11. Laurel Street north of Glenwood Avenue
12. Alma Street south of Oak Grove Avenue
13. Merrill Street south of Oak Grove Avenue
14. Garwood Way south of Glenwood Avenue
*It is assumed that all 24-hour roadway segment counts will be provided by City of Menlo Park
staff. There is a nominal reserve budget available should additional data collection be needed.
The list of intersections and roadway segments represent those facilities that are most likely to be
potentially impacted by the proposed project. If it is found, through the course of the transportation
analysis, that additional intersections or roadway segments should be analyzed, then we will bring that to
the attention of City staff at that time. The incremental cost of adding study intersections or roadway
segments is noted on the budget table under optional tasks.
Field Reconnaissance
W-Trans staff will conduct field visits during the AM and PM peak periods on a typical weekday
(Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday) for those intersections not recently evaluated under other projects
such as the SRI Master Plan EIR or the El Camino Real Corridor Study. W-Trans will observe:









Traffic patterns and circulation in the site vicinity
Study intersection lane geometrics
Traffic control
Pedestrian circulation and facilities/amenities
Bicycle circulation and facilities/amenities
Proximity of public transit service
Sight distance issues at study intersections
Potential access issues

_____________________________________________________________________________________
9/2/2014
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Task 2: Transportation Impact Analysis
Project Trip Generation and Distribution
The trip generation and CSA trip distribution assumptions that were used to the Initial Study will be
applied to the EIR analysis. If the project description has changed since the Initial Study was prepared
then W-Trans will calculate an updated trip generation projection.
Near-Term Trip Generation and Distribution
Near-term traffic will be based on a list (and the traffic studies if possible) of pending and approved
projects that will be provided by City of Menlo Park staff. We will also ask City of Menlo Park staff to
provide a list (and the traffic studies if possible) of any pending and approved projects from the cities of
Palo Alto, East Palo Alto, and Redwood City, and the Town of Atherton that should be included in the
near-term transportation analysis.
Study Intersection Traffic Analysis
The AM and PM peak hour operational Levels of Service (LOS) will be analyzed at the study
intersections. The analysis will include the following scenarios:
a. Existing Conditions
b. Near Term Conditions (Existing [a] + Approved and Pending Projects, plus one percent per
year of background growth)
c. Near Term [b] + Project Conditions
d. Cumulative Conditions (No Project Alternative, Approved and Pending Projects plus one
percent per year of background growth [based on C\CAG 2040 Travel Forecast Model
projections])
e. Cumulative [d] + Project Conditions (based on proposed project full build out)
All study intersections will be evaluated during the AM and PM peak hours using VISTRO software and
the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual methodology. This traffic analysis will include estimates of average
vehicle delays on all approaches. For any impact found to be significant, we will determine the traffic
contribution from the proposed project. The suggested mitigation measures for other development
projects in Menlo Park, as detailed in the EIRs prepared for those projects, will also be included if they
are within the jurisdiction of Menlo Park.
W-Trans will confirm with City staff the list of approved and pending projects prior to conducting
analysis, including the status of projects proposed as part of the Downtown Specific Plan.
Arterial and Collector Streets Assessment
W-Trans will estimate the daily traffic on nearby minor arterials and collector streets and estimate
whether the proposed project will result in a significant impact under the City’s significance criteria. For
any study intersections or roadway segments not in Menlo Park, W-Trans will apply the local agency’s
adopted analysis methods and significance criteria.

_____________________________________________________________________________________
9/2/2014
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Site Plan and Parking Evaluation
To the extent that the site plan has been developed, W-Trans will review the site plans for the project
site, and access locations with respect to on-site traffic circulation, proposed site access and operational
safety conditions.
We will also review the proposed parking supply in light of the City’s Code requirements and also the
anticipated peak parking demand based on ITE Parking Generation rates. A shared parking analysis will
be completed using methodology published by the Urban Land Institute. Feasible circulation and parking
modifications, if needed, will be evaluated and suggested in the EIR transportation study.
Railroad Gate Downtime Evaluation
We will provide a qualitative discussion of the effects of railroad gate downtime on local street and
intersection operation. This will include potential for queuing and delay with respect to the frequency
of gate downtime occurrence.
Pedestrian Conditions, Bicycle Access and Transit Impacts Analysis
W-Trans will review the proposed project with respect to the potential effects on pedestrian and
bicyclist facilities. This includes sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and amenities to promote the safe use of
alternate modes of transportation, and connections to the existing bicycle and pedestrian network. The
analysis will consider the project’s proposed elements with respect to the City’s Bicycle Plan and
Sidewalk Master Plan. W-Trans will estimate the potential number of additional transit riders that may
be generated by the proposed project, and qualitatively assess whether they would constitute an impact
on transit load factors.
San Mateo County CMP Analysis
The proposed project will be subject to review by the San Mateo County Congestion Management
Program (CMP) and its requirements. As such, W-Trans will evaluate the following Routes of Regional
Significance:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

SR 84 Willow Road to University Avenue
SR 84 University Avenue to County Line
SR 114 US 101 to Bayfront Expressway
SR 82 north of Ravenswood Avenue
SR 82 south of Ravenswood Avenue
US 101 North of Marsh Road
US 101 Marsh Road to Willow Road
US 101 Willow Road to University Avenue
US 101 South of University Avenue

The identification of the potential impacts of adding project-generated trips to these routes will be
examined. This will include the volume of project-generated traffic added to the US 101/Willow Road
interchange ramps and adjacent freeway segments. Evaluation of the CMP routes will be based on the
most recently approved CMP Traffic Impact Analysis guidelines in the Land Use section of the CMP.

_____________________________________________________________________________________
9/2/2014
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Planned Transportation Improvements
W-Trans will incorporate any planned transportation improvements as part of the EIR analysis. We will
consider the timing and funding for any improvements prior to its inclusion in the analysis.
Development of Mitigation Measures
W-Trans will discuss specific mitigation measures to address project traffic impacts. We will provide a
table comparing analysis results before and after mitigation, and follow the TIA guidelines for mitigation
measure preparation. While a TDM program may be recommended as a mitigation measure, a detailed
TDM program is not part of the EIR report. Should significant impacts be identified, W-Trans will
recommend the mitigation measures needed to alleviate such impacts and improve operational
conditions. Potential impacts may include those to intersections, roadways, on-site circulation and
access, as well as parking, bicyclist, pedestrian and transit operations. The analysis shall first concentrate
on short-term strategies that can be implemented by the applicant, and then longer-term joint effort
strategies. Mitigation measures identification and selection process will be coordinated with City staff.
As part of this task, W-Trans will provide conceptual drawings and corresponding construction cost
estimates for recommended improvement measures, up to the budget resources available.
Analysis of Project Alternatives
The Cumulative Conditions No Project Alternative, as noted above, will be analyzed in full quantitative
detail. Up to three other alternatives will be analyzed in a qualitative manner. This includes a trip
generation comparison of the alternative to the proposed project and a qualitative assessment of
whether the potential impacts of the alternative would be more or less than those of the proposed
project.
VMT Analysis
The following task is proposed to provide information related to pending changes in state law for
transportation analyses under CEQA (SB 743). This information may or may not be included in the
Environmental Impact Report, but no impacts or mitigation measures should be proposed based on this
analysis. It is for informational purposes only. W-Trans will work with C/CAG to obtain cumulative
baseline and project conditions travel forecast model runs for the proposed project. We will ask
C/CAG to:
a. Identify the TAZ (assuming it’s just one TAZ) where the Greenheart project is located.
b. Provide daily, a.m. peak hour and p.m. peak hour VMT for the existing and model buildout year
(Cumulative No Project).
c. Provide the number of jobs forecast for this TAZ in the model buildout year.
d. Based on the net change in jobs and housing in this TAZ associated with the proposed
Greenheart project, re-run model and provide daily, a.m. peak hour and p.m. peak hour VMT
for the model buildout year (Cumulative with Project). The VMT can be provided for the entire
county, or for a subarea, as long as there is consistency between model runs and VMT
calculations in tasks b and d.
e. Provide change in VMT, and also VMT per capita, based on the results of items b and d above.

_____________________________________________________________________________________
9/2/2014
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Task 3: Two (2) Administrative Draft EIR Chapters
W-Trans will document all work assumptions, analysis procedures, findings, graphics, impacts and
recommendations in an Administrative Draft EIR Chapter for review and comments by City staff and the
environmental consultant. The Chapter will also include:










Description of new or planned changes to the street system serving the site, including changes in
driveway location and traffic control, if any
Future Project Condition Volumes (ADTs, a.m. peak hour, p.m. peak hour)
Project trip generation rates
Project trip distribution
Discussion of impact of project trips on study intersections
Levels of service discussion and table for each study scenario
Comparison table of Project Condition and Existing LOS along with average delay and percent
increases at intersections
Impacts of additional traffic volumes on city streets
Intersection level of service calculation sheets (electronic format)

We have assumed preparation of two Administrative Drafts of the EIR Transportation Chapter.
W-Trans will respond to one set of consolidated comments on the first Administrative Draft Report.
The text, graphics and analysis will be modified as needed. The second Administrative Draft Report will
then be prepared. W-Trans will coordinate with the environmental consultant and provide both pdf and
WORD versions of the EIR Transportation Chapter to the environmental consultant, as well as
intersection and roadway segment traffic data for use in air and noise analysis.
The environmental consultant will provide W-Trans with an outline of the format to be used for the EIR
Transportation Chapter. To support the EIR Transportation Chapter, W-Trans will provide a technical
appendix. The appendix may include more detailed transportation analysis such as level of service
calculations, technical memoranda that were developed as part of this proposal, and other supporting
materials. To expedite the review process, and if requested, W-Trans will provide a separate copy of
the EIR Transportation Chapter with its appendix to City staff for their review.
Deliverable: Electronic Copy of Administrative Draft EIR Transportation Chapter (pdf, WORD)
Task 4: Draft EIR Transportation Chapter
W-Trans will respond to one set of consolidated comments on the second Administrative Draft EIR
Transportation Chapter. The text, graphics and analysis will be modified as needed. The Draft EIR
Transportation Chapter will then be prepared.
Deliverable: Electronic Copy of Draft EIR Transportation Chapter (pdf, WORD)
Task 5: Final EIR - Response to Comments
W-Trans will respond in writing to comments received on the Draft EIR Transportation Chapter. We
have assumed preparation of comment responses as well as revisions to the responses based on City
staff review.
_____________________________________________________________________________________
9/2/2014
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_____________________________________________________________________________________
Deliverable: Electronic Copy of Comments and Responses Memo [and Comments and Responses Matrix if
requested] (pdf, WORD)
Task 6: Meetings (6)
This work scope includes up to six meetings related to this project. These could be with project team
members, public hearings or other formal meetings.
Exclusions:


City staff shall provide recent traffic data as noted above (intersection and roadway segment
counts, CSA and other data);



All study scenarios will be evaluated based on existing intersection geometrics. Should significant
impacts be determined with the proposed project development, mitigation measures which may
include changes to the intersection geometrics will be recommended;



Any material modifications to the site plan, driveway locations or project description once WTrans has begun the traffic analysis may constitute a change in work scope and/or budget;



Should analysis of additional phases, scenarios, intersections, or roadway segments be
requested, or additional meetings, a modification to this scope and budget will be requested.
The cost for each additional intersection or roadway segment is noted as “optional” on the
budget table;



Should additional time be necessary to prepare the Final EIR beyond the budgeted hours (as it is
unknown how many comments or the level of effort that will be required to respond to Draft
EIR comments) we will request additional budget at that time, and proceed only after receiving
written authorization for additional services;



Any services not explicitly identified above are excluded.

_____________________________________________________________________________________
9/2/2014
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Task
1. Data Collection & Field Reconnaissance
2. Transportation Impact Analysis
3. Administrative Draft EIR Chapters (2)
4. Draft EIR Chapter

HOURS BY STAFF MEMBER
Dalene
Mark
Tech/
Whitlock
Spencer Project Eng
Admin
0
0
8
1
2
45
246
93
5
15
46
56

5. Final EIR
6. Meetings (6)
7. Project Management

0
2
0
0
9

7
14
24
16
121

14
14
10
0
338

6
3
0
2
161

Task
1. Data Collection & Field Reconnaissance
2. Transportation Impact Analysis
3. Administrative Draft EIR Chapters (2)
4. Draft EIR Chapter
5. Final EIR
6. Meetings (6)
7. Project Management

FEE AT HOURLY RATES INDICATED
$220
$205
$120
$85
$0
$0
$960
$85
$440
$9,225
$29,520
$7,905
$1,100
$3,075
$5,520
$4,760
$0
$1,435
$1,680
$510
$440
$2,870
$1,680
$255
$0
$4,920
$1,200
$0
$0
$3,280
$0
$170
$1,980
$24,805
$40,560
$13,685

Misc
$3,400
$0
$0

Total
Hours
9
386
122

$0
$0
$600
$0
$4,000

27
33
34
18
629

LS
$3,400
$0
$0
$0
$0
$600
$0
$4,000

TOTAL
$4,445
$47,090
$14,455
$3,625
$5,245
$6,720
$3,450
$85,030

Optional Tasks
Each additional intersection (including traffic count, analysis, and incorporation into report text, tables and figures)
Each additional roadway segment (including traffic count, analysis, and incorporation into report text, tables and figures)

9/2/2014
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EIR - Transportation Fee Estimate

$1,600
$800

Attachment B: 1300 El Camino Real Greenheart Project - Infill EIR
Subcontractor

Efner Eri

Chapman
Kir
Matsui Cor

Kuo Kai

Hatcher
Sha

Barrera
Mar

Buehler
Dav

Messick
Tim

Project
Director

Project
Manager

Deputy PM AQ, Noise

Trans

AQ

HazMat/
Geo

Noise

Graphics

Proj Dir

Mng
Consult

Assoc
Sr Consult
Sr Consult I Consult II
II

Mng
Consult

Sr Consult
I

Proj Dir

Assoc
Consult III

Employee Name Walter Ric

Project Role

Task

Labor Classification
Task 1. Project Initiation and Infill EIR Scope
Definition

2

4

8

4

4

Task 2. Administrative Draft EIR 1
Air Quality

2

4

2

80

Noise

2

2

32

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

4

4

2

4

2

1

6

2

30

8

18

32

40

8

Transportation
Other CEQA Considerations
Alternatives
Task 3. Admin Draft 2 and Screencheck

2

10

6

24

24

4

8

2

Task 5. Public Review and Hearing

6

6

Task 6. Draft RTCs and Admin Final EIR

2

10

24

32

Task 7. Final Infill EIR

2

6

10

4

Task 8. Certification, MMRP, SOC

4

8

12

Task 9. Meetings

4

6

6

Total hours
ICF E&P 2013 Billing Rates
Subtotals

8

25

40

36

108

186

4
70

Task 4. Public Draft Infill EIR

Task 10. Project Management

16

6
4

24

4

4

2

52

32

Subtotal

Jew D

Editor

Support
Editor

Subtotal

Labor Total

$3,488

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$11,374

$0

4

2

$570

$11,944

$4,330

$0

3

2

$475

$4,805

$9,092

$0

3

2

$475

$9,567

$85,030

6

6

$1,140

$89,808

$3,638

$85,030

$4,950

$0

1

1

$190

$5,140

$0

4

4

$760

$18,392

4

$8,176

$0

3

10

$1,235

$9,411

$1,876

$0

4

$380

$2,256

$1,878

$0

$9,606

$0

10

$3,182

$0

$3,972

$0

$3,264

$0

$11,552

$0

2

12

12

$254

$200

$113

$86

$130

$185

$112

$238

$134

$9,144

$21,600

$21,018

$18,576

$6,760

$5,920

$10,528

$2,856

$1,608

$0

$1,878

16

$2,470

$12,076

4

4

$760

$3,942

4

4

$760

$4,732

$0

$3,264

$0

$11,552

$9,215

$192,255

42
$98,010

$85,030

$85,030

Direct
Expenses

Total Price

$3,488

$17,632

2

94

Subtotal

Monzon S

2

2
216

W-Trans

Production Staff

55

$95

$95

$3,990

$5,225

Direct Expenses
523.02 Reproductions

$5,000

523.04 Postage and Delivery

$250

523.05 Travel, Auto, incld. Mileage at current IRS rate (.555/mile)
Mark up on all non-labor costs and subcontractors:

$150
10%

$9,043

Direct expense subtotal

$14,443

Total price

Date printed 9/2/2014 6:11 PM

$206,698

Approved by Finance { sh }

MenloPark_1300_ECR_Scope_EIR_Cost_Rev_082614
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Attachment C
1300 El Camino Real Infill EIR Schedule
ID Task Name

Duration

Start

Finish
M

0 1300 El Camino Real Infill EIR
1
Project Initiation/Data Collection
2
Prepare Draft NOP and Screencheck Checklist
3
City/Applicant Review NOP, Sign Off on Checklist
4
Prepare NOP and Screencheck for Public Review
5
30‐Day Scoping Period
6
Contract Approval
7
Prepare TIA (presented as Trans EIR Chapter)
8
W‐Trans Prepares TIA‐1
9
City/Applicant Reviews TIA‐1
10
W‐Trans Prepares TIA‐2
11
City/Applicant Reviews TIA‐2
12
Develop EIR Alternatives
13
W‐Trans Prepares Final TIA
14
Prepare Draft EIR
15
ICF Prepares Administrative Draft EIR
16
City/Applicant Reviews Administrative Draft EIR
17
ICF Prepares Screencheck Draft EIR
18
City/Applicant Reviews Screencheck Draft EIR
19
ICF Prepares Draft EIR
20
45‐Day Public Review
21
Prepare Final EIR
22
ICF Prepares Administrative Final EIR
23
City/Applicant Reviews Administrative Final EIR
24
ICF Prepares Final EIR
25
Certification Hearings
26
Prepare Notice of Determination

Project: 1300 El Camino Real Infill
Date: Tue 9/2/14
Tue 9/2/14 6:00 PM
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Public Review Period

345 days

Wed 6/25/14 Thu 10/29/15

53 days
5 days
5 days
5 days
30 edays
15 days
125 days
65 days
21 days
15 days
14 days
5 days
5 days
223 days
129 days
21 days
21 days
14 days
7 days
45 edays
69 days
25 days
21 days
15 days
7 days
1 day

Wed 6/25/14
Wed 6/25/14
Wed 7/2/14
Wed 7/9/14
Tue 7/15/14
Tue 8/19/14
Wed 9/10/14
Wed 9/10/14
Mon 12/15/14
Thu 1/15/15
Thu 2/5/15
Wed 2/25/15
Wed 3/4/15
Wed 9/10/14
Wed 9/10/14
Tue 3/17/15
Wed 4/15/15
Thu 5/14/15
Wed 6/3/15
Thu 6/11/15
Mon 7/27/15
Mon 7/27/15
Mon 8/31/15
Tue 9/29/15
Tue 10/20/15
Thu 10/29/15

Qtr 3, 2014
July
B
E

M

September
B
E

Tue 9/9/14
Tue 7/1/14
Wed 7/9/14
Tue 7/15/14
Thu 8/14/14
Tue 9/9/14
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ATTACHMENT B
NOTICE OF PREPARATION
OF AN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE
1300 EL CAMINO REAL GREENHEART PROJECT
CITY OF MENLO PARK
July 14, 2014
Notice is hereby given that the City of Menlo Park will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an Infill
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 1300 El Camino Real Greenheart Project. An Appendix N:
Infill Environmental Checklist (Checklist) has been prepared along with this Notice of Preparation
(NOP), which scopes out several environmental topics from further review. The EIR will address the
potential physical environmental effects for those environmental topics that have not been scoped out, as
outlined in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 226,
Streamlining for Infill Projects. The City is requesting comments on the Checklist as they relate to the
scope and content of the EIR. The Checklist is available for review at the Community Development
Department and online at:
www.menlopark.org/732/1300-El-Camino-Real
A Scoping Session will be held as part of the Planning Commission meeting on August 4, 2014 starting at
7:00 p.m. at the Menlo Park City Council Chambers located at 701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, 94025. The
Scoping Session is part of the EIR scoping process during which the City solicits input from the public
and other agencies on specific topics that they believe should be addressed in the environmental analysis.
Written comments on the Checklist and the scope of the EIR may also be sent to:
Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner
City of Menlo Park
Community Development Department
Planning Division
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025
throgers@menlopark.org
Phone: 650.330.6722
Fax: 650.327.1653
Comments are requested within 30 days, or by August 13, 2014
PROJECT LOCATION AND EXISTING CONDITIONS: The proposed 6.4-acre Project site is
located in the City of Menlo Park and is generally bound by residential and commercial development
along Glenwood Avenue to the north, the Caltrain and Garwood Way right-of-ways to the east, Oak
Grove Avenue to the south and El Camino Real to the west.1 Downtown Menlo Park is approximately 0.1
mile southwest of the Project site. In total, the Project site contains seven existing buildings with
approximately 25,800 square feet (sf) that front onto Derry Lane, Oak Grove Avenue, and El Camino
Real. In addition, the Project site features parking areas, expansive pavement, and limited vegetative
features. The Project site includes 11 individual parcels. The location of the Project site is depicted in
Figure 1.
1

For descriptive purposes, true northwest is Project north with El Camino Real running in a north-south direction
and Oak Grove Avenue running in an east-west direction.
City of Menlo Park | 1300 El Camino Real Greenheart Project
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The Project site is located within the Menlo Park El Camino Real and Downtown Specific Plan (Specific
Plan) area. The City has developed the Specific Plan to establish a framework for private and public
improvements in the Plan area for the next 30 years. The Specific Plan addresses approximately 130 acres
of land and focuses on the character and density of private infill development, the character and extent of
enhanced public spaces, and circulation and connectivity improvements. On June 5, 2012, the City
Council certified the Specific Plan Program EIR (Program EIR).
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Greenheart Land Company (Project Sponsor) is proposing to redevelop the
Project site into a mixed-use development. The Project would demolish the existing structures in the
southern portion of the site and construct approximately 420,000 sf of mixed uses. In total, the Project
would include three mixed-use buildings, a surface parking lot, underground parking garages (up to two
levels deep), onsite linkages, and landscaping. The uses at the Project site would include a range of
approximately 195,000 sf to 210,000 sf of non-medical office space in two buildings; approximately
203,000 sf to 210,000 sf of residential space (up to 220 housing units) in one building; and up to 22,000 sf
of retail/restaurant space throughout the proposed office and residential buildings. The Project would
provide 1,071 parking spaces within parking garages and a surface parking lot. The Project Sponsor’s
conceptual site plan is shown in Figure 2.
The two office buildings would be oriented in an east-west direction and would front onto El Camino Real.
Both buildings would be three stories and would not exceed 48 feet in height. Each building would include
approximately 105,000 sf of building area with lobbies, office spaces, and potential retail/restaurant space in
the western frontages of the building along El Camino Real. A plaza would be situated between the two
buildings with landscaping, water features, and outdoor dining areas. Together, the two office/retail
buildings would not exceed 210,000 sf.
The residential building would front along Oak Grove Avenue and Garwood Way and would consist of
approximately 210,000 sf. Plazas would be located between this building and the adjacent office building to
the north and west, and at the corner of Oak Grove Avenue and Garwood Way. The building would also
wrap around a center courtyard area with a pool. Potential retail/restaurant space would be located along the
Oak Grove Avenue street frontage. The residential building would consist of four stories and would not
exceed 48 feet in height.
In total, the three buildings would cover approximately 45 percent of the Project site and would be
constructed at 1.5 floor area ratio (FAR). A 10,000-sf public park, Garwood Way Public Park, would be
located in the northeast corner of the Project site adjacent to Garwood Way and the Caltrain right-of-way.
The park would contain up to two bocce courts, seating and table areas for casual picnicking, resting, table
game play (chess and checkers), and a gathering area. A portion of the park may be used as bioswales for
the San Mateo County National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) C.3 storm water
requirements as well utilizing native grasses in these areas.
PROJECT APPROVALS: The following approvals would be required by the City under the Project:







Environmental Review
Approval of Public Benefit Bonus
Architectural Control Review
Lot Line Adjustment/Lot Merger
Heritage Tree Removal Permits
Below Market Rate Housing Agreement
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RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES: The below agencies are expected to review the Draft EIR to evaluate the
Project:









Bay Area Air Quality Management District
California Department of Transportation
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region/San Mateo
Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program
Department of Toxic Substances Control
City/County Association of Governments
Menlo Park Fire Protection District
San Mateo County Environmental Health Division
West Bay Sanitary District

INTRODUCTION TO THE INFILL EIR: An Infill Environmental Checklist for the Project has been
prepared by the City, in conformance with Section 15183.3 of the State CEQA Guidelines and Section
21094.5 of the Public Resources Code (PRC), adopted per SB 226. SB 226 was developed to eliminate
repetitive analysis of effects of a project that were previously analyzed in a programmatic EIR for a
planning-level decision or are substantially mitigated by uniformly applied development policies. As
discussed above, the Project site is within the Specific Plan area. Since the Project site plan and
development parameters are consistent with the development anticipated by the Specific Plan, the
Specific Plan EIR (certified June 2012) is applicable to this Project.
It has been determined that the proposed infill Project would have effects that either have not been
analyzed in the prior Specific Plan EIR, or are more significant than described in the prior EIR, and that
no uniformly applicable development policies would substantially mitigate such effects. Therefore, since
these impacts could be significant, an Infill EIR is required to analyze those effects.
The purpose of an EIR is to inform decision-makers and the general public of the environmental effects of
a proposed project. The EIR process is intended to provide environmental information sufficient to
evaluate a proposed project and its potential to cause significant effects on the environment; examine
methods of reducing adverse environmental impacts; and identify alternatives to the proposed project.
The 1300 El Camino Real Greenheart Project Infill EIR will be prepared and processed in accordance
with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. The EIR will include the following:







Summary of the Project and its potential environmental effects;
Description of the Project;
Description of the existing environmental setting, potential environmental impacts of the Project,
and mitigation measures to reduce significant environmental effects of the Project;
Alternatives to the Project;
Cumulative impacts; and
CEQA conclusions.

PROBABLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS: Based on the Checklist, the following topics will be
scoped out of the EIR: Aesthetics, Agricultural/Forestry Resources, Air Quality (operational), Biological
Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hydrology/Water
Quality, Land Use, Mineral Resources, Noise (all but traffic noise), Population and Housing, Public
Services, and Utilities. Therefore, the EIR will analyze whether the Project would have significant
environmental impacts in the following areas:



Air Quality (construction)
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
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Noise (traffic noise)
Transportation and Traffic

In order to prepare these sections and analyze the impacts, a Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) will be
prepared. The TIA will focus on intersections, residential and non-residential roadway segments, and
Routes of Regional Significance.
The following 27 intersections will be included in the TIA:
1. El Camino Real and Encinal Avenue2
2. El Camino Real and Valparaiso
Avenue/Glenwood Avenue
3. El Camino Real and Oak Grove Avenue
4. El Camino Real and Santa Cruz Avenue
5. El Camino Real and Ravenswood
Avenue/Menlo Avenue
6. El Camino Real and Roble Avenue
7. El Camino Real and Middle Avenue
8. El Camino Real and Cambridge Avenue
9. University Drive and Valparaiso Avenue
10. Laurel Street and Oak Grove Avenue
11. Laurel Street and Ravenswood Avenue
12. Middlefield Road and Willow Road
13. Middlefield Road and Ringwood Avenue
14. Middlefield Road and Ravenswood
Avenue

15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.

Santa Cruz Avenue and University Drive (S)
Laurel Street and Glenwood Avenue
Alma Street and Ravenswood Avenue
Alma Street and Oak Grove Avenue
Garwood Way and Glenwood Avenue
Derry Lane (Garwood Way)/Merrill Street and
Oak Grove Avenue
Santa Cruz Avenue and University Drive (N)
Oak Grove Avenue and University Drive
Encinal Avenue and Laurel Street
Middlefield Road and Oak Grove Avenue
[Atherton]
Middlefield Road and Marsh Road [Atherton]
Middlefield Road and Glenwood Avenue
[Atherton]
Encinal Avenue and Middlefield Road [Atherton]

In addition, 14 residential and non-residential roadway segments will be analyzed:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

2

Middlefield Road north of Glenwood Avenue
Middlefield Road south of Oak Grove Avenue
Ravenswood Avenue east of Laurel Street
Valparaiso Avenue west of El Camino Real
Oak Grove Avenue west of Laurel Street
Oak Grove Avenue east of Laurel Street
Glenwood Avenue west of Laurel Street
Glenwood Avenue east of Laurel Street
Encinal Avenue east of Laurel Street
Laurel Street south of Oak Grove Avenue
Laurel Street north of Glenwood Avenue
Alma Street south of Oak Grove Avenue
Merrill Street south of Oak Gove Avenue
Garwood Way south of Glenwood Avenue

State-controlled intersections are shown with italic type.
City of Menlo Park | 1300 El Camino Real Greenheart Project
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The environmental impacts of the Project will be measured as the change that results from the Project
against “baseline” environmental conditions. For the purposes of the topics analyzed in the EIR, the
baseline environmental conditions for the Project include existing conditions at the release of this NOP.
ALTERNATIVES: Based on the significance conclusions determined in the EIR, alternatives to the
Project will be analyzed that might reduce identified impacts. Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines
requires the evaluation of a No Project Alternative. Other alternatives will be considered during
preparation of the EIR and will comply with the CEQA Guidelines that call for a “range of reasonable
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the
project.”
EIR PROCESS: Following the close of the NOP comment period, a Draft EIR will be prepared that will
consider all comments on the NOP and the Infill Environmental Checklist. In accordance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15105(a), the Draft EIR will be released for public review and comment for the
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 EIR.
The Draft EIR and Final EIR and will be considered by the Planning Commission and City Council in
making the decision to certify the EIR and to approve or deny the Project.

______________________________________

July 14, 2014

Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner
City of Menlo Park

Date
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ATTACHMENT
CJr.. On..n,of
flMUND 0. flOWN

~~ATR OF CAUPORNTA.JiAL!FORNIA STATE TRANAPORTATTflN ALI~N~Y

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 4
P.O. BOX 23660
OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660
PHONE (510) 286-6053
FAX (510) 286-5559
flY 711
www.dot.ca.gov

August 1, 2014

Serious Drought.
Help save water!

RECEIVED
AUG 08 2014

Mr. Thomas Rodgers
City of Menlo Park
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

CI

FILE SM082289
SM/821PM27.88
SCH#2014072028

~ OF MENLO PARK
BUILDING

Dear Mr. Rodgers:
1300 El Camino Real Greenheart Project

—

Notice of Preparation (NOP)

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the project referenced above. We have reviewed the NOP and
have the following comments to offer.
Traffic Impact Study (TIS)
One of Caltrans’ ongoing responsibilities is to collaborate with local agencies to avoid,
eliminate, or reduce to insignificance potential adverse impacts by local development on State
highways. We recommend using the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact
Studies (TIS Guide) for determining which scenarios and methodologies to use in the analysis.
The TIS Guide is a starting point for collaboration between the lead agency and Caltrans in
determining when a TIS is needed. The appropriate level of study is determined by the
particulars of a project, the prevailing highway conditions, and the forecasted traffic. The TIS
Guide is available at the following website address:
http://dot.ca.govlhq/tpp/offices/ocp/igr_ceqa_files/tisguide.pdf.
The TIS should include:
1. Vicinity map, regional location map, and a site plan clearly showing project access in relation
to nearby State roadways. Ingress and egress for all project components should be clearly
identified. The State right-of-way (ROW) should be clearly identified. The maps should also
include project driveways, local roads and intersections, parking, and transit facilities.
2. Project-related trip generation, distribution, and assignment. The assumptions and
methodologies used to develop this information should be detailed in the study, and should
be supported with appropriate documentation.
3. Average Daily Traffic, AM and PM peak hour volumes and levels of service (LOS) on all

Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance califonna ‘s economy and livability”
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Mr. Thomas Rodgers, City of Menlo Park
August 1,2014
Page 2
roadways where potentially significant impacts may occur, including crossroads and
controlled intersections for existing, existing plus project, cumulative and cumulative plus
project scenarios. Calculation of cumulative traffic volumes should consider all trafficgenerating developments, both existing and future, that would affect study area roadways and
intersections. The analysis should clearly identify the project’s contribution to area traffic
and any degradation to existing and cumulative LOS. Caltrans’ LOS threshold, which is the
transition between LOS C and D, and is explained in detail in the TIS Guide, should be
applied to all State facilities.
4. Schematic illustration of traffic conditions including the project site and study area roadways,
trip distribution percentages and volumes as well as intersection geometrics, i.e., lane
configurations, for the scenarios described above.
5. The project site building potential as identified in the General Plan. The project’s consistency
with both the Circulation Element of the General Plan and the Congestion Management
Agency’s Congestion Management Plan should be evaluated.
6. Identification of mitigation for any roadway mainline section or intersection with insufficient
capacity to maintain an acceptable LOS with the addition of project-related andlor
cumulative traffic.
Lead Agency
As the lead agency, the City of Menlo Park (City) is responsible for all project mitigation,
including any needed improvements to State highways. The project’s fair share contribution,
financing, scheduling, implementation responsibilities and lead agency monitoring should be
fully discussed for all proposed mitigation measures.
This information should also be presented in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan of
the environmental document. Required roadway improvements should be completed prior to
issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy. Since an encroachment permit is required for work in
the State ROW and Caltrans will not issue a permit until our concerns are adequately addressed,
we strongly recommend that the City work with both the applicant and Caltrans to ensure that
our concerns are resolved during the environmental process, and in any case prior to submittal of
an encroachment permit application. Further comments will be provided during the
encroachment permit process; see end of this letter for more information regarding encroachment
permits.
Vehicle Trip Reduction
Caltrans encourages you to locate any needed housing, jobs and neighborhood services near
major mass transit centers, with connecting streets configured to facilitate walking and biking, as
a means of promoting mass transit use and reducing regional vehicle miles traveled and traffic
impacts on the State highways.

Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California s economy and livability”
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We also encourage you to develop Travel Demand Management (TDM) policies to encourage
usage of nearby public transit lines and reduce vehicle trips on the State Highway System. These
policies could include lower parking ratios, car-sharing programs, bicycle parking and showers
for employees, and providing transit passes to residents and employees, among others. For
information about parking ratios, see the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) report
Reforming Parking Policies to Support Smart Growth or visit the MTC parking webpage:
http://www.mtc.ca.govfplanning/smart_growth/parking.
In addition, secondary impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists resulting from any traffic impact
mitigation measures should be analyzed. The analysis should describe any pedestrian and bicycle
mitigation measures and safety countermeasures that would in turn be needed as a means of
maintaining and improving access to transit facilities and reducing vehicle trips and traffic
impacts on State highways.
Encroachment Permit
Please be advised that any work or traffic control that encroaches onto the State ROW requires
an encroachment permit that is issued by Caltrans. To apply, a completed encroachment permit
application, environmental documentation, and five (5) sets of plans clearly indicating State
ROW must be submitted to the following address: David Salladay, District Office Chief, Office
of Permits, California Department of Transportation, District 4, P.O. Box 23660, Oakland, CA
94623-0660. Traffic-related mitigation measures should be incorporated into the construction
plans prior to the encroachment permit process. See this website for more information:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/developserv/permits.
Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please call Shawn Hallum of my staff at
(510) 622-1696 or shawn.hallum@dot.ca.gov.

r.
Sincerely,

ERR ALM, AICP
District Branch Chief
Local Development Intergovernmental Review
-

c: State Clearinghouse

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance californias economy and livability’
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~Rogers, Thomas H
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Planning Commission

George Fisher <georgecfisher@gmail.com>
Thursday, July 31, 2014 3:56 PM
_Planning Commission; Rogers, Thomas H

_CCIN
EIR Scoping Session for the required HR for the 1300 El Camino Real Greenheart
project, August 4, 2014

RE ER for 1300 Greenheart Project

I am responding to the request in the NOP of ER for comments on specific topics that should be addressed in
the Infill ER for the new Greenheart project at 1300 ECR. Thomas Rogers on July 10, 2014 determined that
infill effects “WOULD be significant.

1. All work should be done per Menlo Park’s Transportation Impact Analysis, including
the requirement as of January 2014 that the VISTRO analysis, as the successor for the
TRAFFIX program should be utilized for transportation analysis. A near term analysis
should be done as well as an existing and cumulative analysis.

2. Project generated traffic should be distributed to. local and regional destinations
based on trip distribution profiles stated by the City of Menlo’s Circulation System
Assessment (CSA) Document. These distribution profiles only specify the
origin/destination of the trips, not the route used to travel to these
origin/destinations. Route specific assignment of traffic on the local transportation
network is required and should be based upon various alternative access configurations,
as well as local knowledge of the local transportation network and travel patterns. This
was done by W-Trans in its 500 ECR Traffic operational analysis for Menlo Park. These
trip assignment alternatives used should be specified and explained in a manner to be
understandable by the public, including residents, decision makers, and developers of
the Project.

3. Neighborhood cut-through analysis should be assessed for all roadways between ECR
and the Alameda and San Fransquito Creek and Valparaiso, as well as ECR and
Middlefield, Encinal and Willow, and willow and Marsh road. See geographical gateway
discussion for different uses in Paragraph 5 below. W-Trans in the 500 ECR consistency
report of March 7, 2014, p 10 found significant route changes from the Specific plan EIR,
which increased trips on Middle from 87 to 528, AM peak hour from 4 to 63, and pm
peak hour from 9 to 67. These peak hour increases are not only substantial, but will
1

PAGE 44

affect LOS at various intersections. Office space generated more trips at peak hours
than other uses, in addition to geographic changes.

4. Alternatives should be included for reasonably anticipated changes in the roadway
system or the project. These alternatives should include the following;
a. Three full lanes on ECR through town as Henry Riggs has recently
published in the Almanac, and which he states was supposed to happen for
Specific Plan infrastructure further states “has begun”. That change in itself
requires additional CEQA work.
b. Other proposed changes to ECR being currently studied by the City’s El
Camino corridor study, including pedestrian and bicycle crossings on ECR,
and access north south on ECR, particularly if Riggs accurately stated the
city is installing three lanes through town in each direction.
c. Inclusion and non-inclusion of an additional right turn northbound from
ECR to Ravenswood as urged by Council Member Ohtaki.
d. Limitation of office space by the Ballot Initiative to the Menlo Park ECR
DSP. Although Menlo Park spent approximately $150,000 in anticipation of
passage of this initiative, the consultant’s report did not include any
competent Traffic Impact Analysis of office space limitation.
e. The changes to traffic patterns identified in the W-trans reports regarding
traffic related to Stanford’s 500 ECR project including the changes on Middle
and also analysis of Cut through Traffic, as well as changes in any EIR’s done
in Menlo Park in the past two years.
f. Because of the congestion on ECR a vehicular analysis of the project
should be done assuming no ECR access.

5. All 14 residential and non-residential roadway segments and the 27 intersections
identified on page 4 of the NOP should be included in the Transportation Impact
Analysis, plus additional roadway segments and intersections reasonably required
because of geographic differences in the CSA between office space, and other non
residential and residential space. Pursuant to the CSA 69% of office trips have
gateways on 1-280, 5 101, and SR 84 east, opposed to only 16% retail, which are much
more local. The prior 1300 project was primarily retail, a grocery store, as approved
and studied To get to the projected gateways, 69% of the office traffic will have to use
other roadways and intersections, which should also be studied after trip distribution and
trip assignments are determined. Possibilities include
.

2
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a. Roadway segments:
I. Ringwood From Middlefield to Bay
ii. Willow from Laurel to Middlefield
iii. Willow from Middlefield to Bay
iv. Marsh from Bay to US 101
v. Santa Cruz from ECR to Alameda Avy
vi. Avy from Alameda to Monte Rosa
vii. Monte Rosa from avy to sand hill
vHi. Middle Ave from ECR to Olive
ix. Olive from middle to Oak
x. Oak from olive to Sand hill
xi. ECR from Sand Hill to
b. Intersections:
i. Middle and University
ii. University and Roble
Hi. University and Menlo
iv. Cambridge and University
v. Middle and Yale
vi. Middle and Princeton
vii. ECR and Sand Hill
viii. Marsh and Bay Road
ix. Marsh and Scott
x. Ringwood and Bay

3
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6. The amount of traffic to be generated by the 1300 ECR project should be added to
the 13, 385 ADT projected by the specific plan area by the Specific Plan EIR because no
traffic was included for this area in those 13, 385 ADT, because the pending project
traffic, if at all, was only included in the 30 year cumulative comparison, not the 13,385
projection.

7. Intersection Queuing should be considered on all ECR Intersections and all
Intersections within 4 km of ECR on streets accessing ECR.

8. New traffic counts should be done on all roadway segments and intersections to be
included in the EIR.

9. The EIR and the Planning commission should both review determinations of what
new development should be considered net new development under the Specific
Plan. As noted in the Wise report Staff uses inconsistent methods, primarily to
maximize the allowance for net new development, by making improper exclusions. The
Specific Plan EIR test was only exclusion for existing buildings occupied at the time. The
prior 1300 Greenheart project was never built or occupied. Also the Marriott net new
development test of comparison of equivalent space with traffic counts was fictitious.

Don’t hesitate to contact me with any questions or comments. Thank You, George C
Fisher

George C. Fisher

1121 Cotton Street
Menlo Park, Ca, 94025
(650) 799 5480
Fax (650) 475 1849
georgecfisher@ grnail .com
http://www.gfisherlaw.com
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Rogers, Thomas H
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject
Attachments:

Dear City

Patti L Fry <pattilfry@gmail.com>
Wednesday, August 13, 2014 4:56 PM
_CCIN
Rogers, Thomas H
Greenheart project EIR Scoping
Sierra Club Gita comments 20131119.pdt; FEIR Fehr & Peers Perkins
Areas.pdf; Greenheart 1300 ECR gross and net SF 20140804.pdf

+

Will w Sub

-

Following are comments regarding the Greenheart project ER Scope. These are in addition to my prior
comments sent to the Planning Commission before their Study Session and discussion about the FIR Scope.
Those comments are appended below.
Definition of Protect The project itself needs additional definition. Even the ECRID Specific Plan had definite
amounts of various types of uses. No such thing has been identified for this project. Thstead, ranges for the total
FAR and for the SF of different uses have been provided for this Greenheart project. That is not acceptable for
FIR purposes, as the ER must study a specific project. An evaluation of both the environmental impacts and
potential project benefits depend on exactly what is defined as “the project”.
-

In the August 4, 2014 Planning Commission staff report page 8 is a statement of how unclear the actual project
is “Each of these buildings would feature potential retaillrestaurant space in the western frontages along El
Camino Real. This would be “flex” space that could be either retail/restaurant or non-medical office at any
particular time, depending on market interest and developer preference.”
Further adding to confusion about what this project is: different numbers are used in different documents about
the quantity of residential units, the amount of retail, the number of parking spaces. Examples:
•

•

•

•

•

•

The 1300 El Camino Real Greenheart Project Infill Environmental Checklist page 1-1 “The uses at the
Project site would include a range of approximately 195,000 sf to 210,000 sf of non-medical office
space in two buildings; approximately 203,000 sf to 210,000 sf of residential space (220 housing units)
in one building; and up to 22,000 sf of retail/restaurant space throughout proposed office and residential
buildings. The Project would provide approximately 1,071 parking spaces.”
Page 7 of the August 4, 2014 Planning Commission staff report lists “up to 220” residential units with
203,000 SF; Retail/Restaurant of 7,000 SF, and “Flex” Space (Non-Medical Office or Retail/Restaurant)
of 22,000 SF, and Non-Medical Office of 188,000 SF. 1,145 parking spaces.
Page C2 of the August 4, 2014 Planning Commission staff report lists Retail of 7, 000 SF in the
residential buildings and 22,00 SF in the commercial building [total 29,000 SF] and “200 rental units”.
The same 29,000 SF of retail is listed on page C4 where it lists 1,158 parking spaces. The calculations
for parking suggest that there are 216 residential units (270 divided by 1.25).
Page D2 of the August 4, 2014 (the July 14, 2014 Notice of Preparation) states there is 195,000 to
210,000 SF of non-medical office, 203,000 to 210,000 SF of residential space (up to 220 units), up to
22,000 SF retail/restaurant, and 1,071 parking spaces.
Page 2-5 of the 1300 El Camino Real Greenheart Project Infill Environmental Checklist Table 2.3 states
that the project is 105,000 SF of non-medical office in each of two buildings, and 210,000 SF of
residential.
Page 2-6 of the same Infill Checklist Table 2-4 states that Non-medical Office 195,000 210,000 SF,
Retail 15,000 —22,000SF and Residential 203,000 —210,000SF (220 units)
—

1
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•

Page 2-8 of the Infill Checklist describes “Office and retail uses would be allocated 3.8 parking stalls per
1,000 sf of building space for a total of 798 spaces. The other parking garage would be located under
the residential buildings and would provide one level of parking for exclusive use by onsite residents.
This parking garage would have 1.3 spaces per unit for a total of 273 spaces. Combined, the Project site
would include 1,071 parking spaces.” Note that the parking rates are not the same as in other documents
listed above.

These numbers are inconsistent. There must be a single set of numbers for specific uses; not ranges, and not
different numbers for the project to be evaluated in the ER.
If there is uncertainty about potential uses, create Alternatives for study of the different options for each,
including total project size and amounts of the different types of uses included, and parking.
Plans The plans available for this project are incomplete, making it difficult to evaluate the project. There are
no interior elevations, and no northside elevations (non-street). Plans are important for evaluation of potential
impacts and for understanding the project benefits.
-

Comparison of Impacts and Determination of Net New Development There was a third ER done regarding a
portion of this project site that for the original Derry Lane Mixed Use Project, certified in 2006.
-

--

There is no clear rationale for netting out only one of these two prior projects (i.e., 1300 El Camino Real and
Deny Lane Mixed Use), each of which was supposedly in the background of the EIR for the ECRJD Specific
Plan. It seems more appropriate that both are netted against the project or neither is netted agalnst.the
Greenheart project.
As indicated in the previous communication, any calculation of “net” development needs to use today’s FAR
yardstick, with prior SF adjusted accordingly, and “net” of active uses only once. Regarding the latter, the prior
project impacts in the background for the ECRID Specific Plan were considered as “net” of then-active uses. So
the gross SF of those projects cannot be netted against the Greenheart project now. It appears that there is an
attempt to deduct active uses multiple times (previously for the prior ER’s, and now for the Greei~heart
project).

ER Scope It is not appropriate to exclude Population/Housing from the EIR study. Using the same analytical
assumptions as used by the City’s consultant Lisa Wise Consulting, Inc., the Greenheart project could generate
more than 2.5 jobs/housing unit. This worsens the assumed average in the Specific Plan of 1.56. Since the
Specific Plan did not assume the Greenheart site was an “opportunity site”, this impact is potentially signficant
and adverse because the project adds disproportionately more jobs than housing. Given the previously
announced proposal at 500 El Camino Real, it may not be possible for development within the Specific Plan’s
Maximum Buildout to make up for the additional jobs represented by the Greenheart project in addition to other
approved and pending projects in order to achieve the Specific Plan’s average.
-

Because incremental traffic impacts can be directly related to GHG emissions, it is inappropriate to exclude
study of Greenhouse gases in the ER for the Greenheart project.
Respectfully submitted,
Patti Fry
Menlo Park resident and former Planning Commissioner

Forwarded message
From: Patti L Fry <pattilfry@gmail.com>
2
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Date: Mon, Aug 4, 2014 at 1:05PM
Subject: Greenheart project EIR Scoping and Study Session
To: “planning.cornmission@rnenlopark.org’ <pJanning.cornrnission@menlopark.org>
Dear Planning Commission this evening you will be discussing two topics about the Greenheart project at 1300 El
Camino Real (ECR) and related parcels its EIR scope and a study session about the project. Below are comments for
consideration during both of your discussions.
-

--

As you may know, this project is being proposed using the Specific Plan’s rules on a combination of parcels where there
used to be
• an approved project that had its own EIR (1300 ECR) AND that was considered in the long-term background of
the Specific Plan EIR,
• another project (Derry site) that was the subject of a successful referendum. A revised project was approved by
the PC March 2005 but not taken forward by the applicant to the CC (combination of strife amongst Derry
family members and with developer, and recession). This may also have been in the long-term background of
the Specific Plan EIR.
.3rd smaller site at 1258 El Camino that was not part of either of the above
Regarding the EIR scoping the scope of the EIR is very critical to get right because that, and only that, is what will be
studied in the EIR.
Definition of Proiect it appears that there is uncertainty about how much retail the Greenheart project will contain. It is too
ambiguous for EIR purposes to call potential Retail space “flex space” since different uses could have different
environmental and financial (for FIA) characteristics. The Project for the purposes of the EIR needs to pick a certain
amount of each type of use for its study. Alternative(s) could study the other option(s) for types and amounts of uses..
Identification of Alternatives be sure that at least one of the Alternatives studied is a reasonable and realistic (and ideally
desirable) scenario with no more than 100K SF of office. Assuming the Initiative is approved this fall, having such an
Alternative pre-identified should help speed up pursuit of it. As we know, often times the Alternatives are virtual throw
aways but it’s good information for you/community to see a contrast of the proposal with the Alternative, and good for
developer to have EIR already underway for what could be built when initiative is approved..
Another Alternative should be a combination of the 2 prior projects and something similar added for the new parcel that
was not part of either prior site.
-

-

-

Comparison of impacts the previously approved 1300 ECR project was included in 2 different EIR5 its own (in 2009),
and that of the Specific Plan (DEIR in 2011, FEIR 2012). The issue at hand is whether the Greenheart project exceeds the
impacts studied in the Specific Plan, as it followed the original 1300 ECR proposal and its ER.
-

-

The previously approved grocery store project EIR may contain some useful information, however. Do bear in mind that
the project was accepted despite “significant and unavoidable traffic impacts”. The project was approved despite those
impacts because the Council made a finding of “overriding considerations” based on the benefits of that proiect. It’s a
project that doesn’t exist and never was built, and the benefits never realized. The grocery and a health club were among
the benefits. In contrast, the Greenheart contains no health club, and promises no retail.
For that EIR decision see page 25 of the Council 10/06/09
action: http://service.govdelivery.com/docs/CAMENLOJCAM ENLO 97/CAMENLO 97 20091006 020000 en.ødf
Definition of Net New proiect be sure that consideration (and subtraction from the gross new SF and uses of the
Greenheart project) of the previously approved/studied 1300 ECR impacts are based on its 2009 “net new” development
SF, not its 2009 gross SF. I think the City is using the wrong number for that (110,065 SF) that was the 2009 gross SF..
-

Be sure to also consider that since August 2009 the City redefined what is considered FAR. When that decision was
made, the staff report indicates what the 2009 project would be counted as in the new definition of SF. See attached for
more details about all of this. A similar adjustment would need to be made for the Derry Lane project that was assumed as
background for the Specific Plan ER.
It is important when discussing “net new” development to know what both the gross SF by use is and what is to be netted
against it, using the same ruler. Use of the spring 2009 gross SF for the 1300 ECR grocery project (2008 Derry project,
too) and is not appropriate when comparing “net new” to what was studied in the Specific Plan EIR, which used a
different definition of what is FAR.
3
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The active uses should be netted, not total structures including vacant ones. For Derry site, page 2-2 lists 22,300 SF of
existing structures but at least 8,300 SF is vacant (inactive).
Impacts Impacts studied should take into account the lost opportunity of the prior projects. Analysis of net new impacts
of the Greenheart project, for example, must take into account the loss of retail, office, housing units, health club etc. from
both of the prior projects. When the Financial Impact Analysis (FIA) is done, the same needs to be taken into account.
Similarly, when potential benefits are considered when evaluating the possibility of Overriding Considerations for
accepting the EIR and when evaluating Public Benefit for a Public Benefit Bonus, the loss of the benefits of the prior
projects has to be taken into account while the incremental benefits of the new project are evaluated.
-

Specific Plan assumptions for El Camino North quadrant
Ensure that this new EIR considers not only total impacts expected from the Specific Plan but also the impacts the Plan’s
EIR assumed would occur in the north El Camino area where the Greenheart site is located. See attached table from the
Specific Plan Transportation Appendices, bearing in mind that the previously approved projects were assumed in the
long-term background. In other words, the new, and removed uses shown do not include the 2009 project or the 2008
Derry Lane project. They were assumed to be “built” at the time.
The differences between the Greenheart project and the 2009 approved project (e.g., in terms of uses and square
footage) are ALL incremental above and beyond what the Specific Plan EIR assumed. After all, other “opportunity” sites in
El Camino North quadrant, including the former Roger Reynolds site, were assumed to be represented by the changes in
the attached table; nothing in the table was assumed for the Greenheart site except for the 1258 ECR parcel.
for the study session--The session should include the approved plans of the prior projects at 1300 ECR and at Derry
sites. There are a few elevations on the city website for the former 1300 ECR project
EIR www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenterNiew/21 89 but none about the revised project for the Derry site.
The revised Derry project was approved by the PC, and elevations shown to the PC at that time, but the project was not
taken by the applicant to the CC The comparisons of the scopes of those projects, their uses, and their look & feel might
be helpful.
Additionally, it would be helpful to compare the project to the Specific Plan Vision, and re-examine the Nov 2013 Sierra
Club letter about larger sites being very important to the City’s ability to achieve its housing goals. The CCIN link to that
letter is broken so I’ve attached the letter, too.
Respectfully submitted,
Patti Fry, former Planning Commissioner (2000-2004)

4

PAGE 51

WAYS TO LOOK AT THE “NET NEW” SIZE/IMPACT OF THE PROPOSED GREENHEART PROJECT
1.

FAR DEFINITION CHANGE IMPACT

From Planning Commission Staff Report 8/31/09 page 5
“Building Square Footage
The proposed project was designed in accordance with the City’s gross floor area definition in effect at the time
of the application submittal. In addition, the project was designed consistent with the Institute of Traffic
Engineers (ITE) definition of gross floor area for purposes of conducting the traffic analysis in the EIR. In the
intervening time, the City’s definition of gross floor area has been modified, and the applicant has examined the
plans in light of the new definition. It appears that there are features of the proposed project, such as utility
rooms and mechanical areas, which have the potential to be excluded from the current definition of gross floor
area based on the ultimate designs that would be developed during the construction drawing phase of the
building permit process. The applicant estimates that the gross floor area under the current definition
would be 106,308 square feet, instead of 110,065 square feet. [emphasis added] Given the fact that the ER
establishes a maximum building size based on the transportation analysis and the specificity associated with
the planned development permit, the size of the building is limited to what is represented on the attached
project plans and the square footage could not be increased if portions of the project do qualify for an exclusion
under the current gross floor area definition.”
The Derry Lane project, approved by the Planning Commission in 2008 may be similarly affected by the
redefinition. This calculation needs to be conducted.
2.

EXISTING USES
1300 ECR there are several possibilities:
—

—

a. 4/4/06 CC staff report says 31,000SF of auto dealership at 1300 ECR
b. Prior 1300 EIR project DEIR March 2009 page 28 says “Currently, the project site is occupied by a
former Cadillac dealership. The five stand-alone and connected buildings on the site (comprising
approximately 30,000 square feet of interior space) were constructed in 1967 and were occupied
by several different car dealerships prior to the closing of the Cadillac dealership.”
Note this is probably low because it’s interior, not exterior.
-

c. Specific Plan DEIR April 29, 2011 page 4-5 for Specific Plan says 28,584 SF active use (110,065
SF new), so net new at that time was 81,481 SF
Derry Lane

—

ONLY active uses should be netted against gross SF.

3. NET NEW SF should be NEW GREENHEAIRT SF (by type of use) Minus Prior Project Gross SF using
today’s FAR ruler [i.e., gross 106,308 SF1 minus Prior Project Active as measured in one of the ways from #2
above. This must be done for both the prior 1300 ECR and Derry projects.
-

Greenhear 1300 ECR gross and net SF 20140804
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Reauflowntown Specific Plan Draft ~
&

TABLE ES-I: PROPOSED LAND USE CHANGES BY SUB AREA

Land Use1

Downtown

Station Area

El Camino
South

El Camino
North

Total

Existing Development Anticipated to be Removed (Occupied Space)
CommerciaL/Office (sf)

23,500 sf

39,700 sf

5,000 sf

U

68,200sf

Retail (sf)

77,050 sf

27,500sf

147,000 Sf

28,100sf

279,560sf

Hotel(rcoms)

0

0

0

0

Omis

Residential (du)

0

0

0

0

0 dus

Proposed Land Uses
Commercial/Office (sf)

36,400 sf

Retail (sf)

144,715

Sf

0

221,020 sf

51,600 sf

309,020 sf

59,000sf

142,925sf

25,200sf

371,840sf

Hotel (rooms)

80 mis

0

300 mis

0

380 mis

Residential (du)

257 dus

133 dus

192 this

98 dus

680 dus

12,900sf

(39,700 sf)

216,020sf

51,600 sf

240,820 sf

67,665 sf

31,500 sf

(4,465 sf)

(2,900 sf)

91,800 sf

80 mis

0

300 mis

0

380 rms

133 dus

192 dus

98

680 dus

Net Added Uses
Commercial/Office (sf)
Retail (Sf)
Hotel (rooms)

-

Residential (du)
257 dus
Notes:
1.
Sf = square feet, this = dwelling units, mis = rooms
Source: Perkins + Will, 2010.

SCOPE OF THE ANALYSIS
The operations of 34 study intersections, 32 roadway segments, and 4 freeway segments were evaluated for the
following scenarios:
Scenario I:

Existing Conditions

Scenario 2:

Existing Pius Project Conditions Existing volumes plus net new traffic generated by the
anticipated development levels envisioned in the Specific Plan and presented in Table 1.
This scenario is the basis from which project impacts are identified for California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) purposes.

Scenario 3:

Cumulative (2035) No Project Conditions Cumulative conditions represent long range
conditions and include existing peak-hour volumes multiplied by a twenty-year growth
factor to represent regional growth plus traffic generated by approved and pending
development projects in Menlo Park.

Scenario 4:

Cumulative (2035) Project Conditions
Traffic volumes from Scenario 3 pIus traffic
generated by anticipated development levels envisioned in the Specific Plan. This
scenario is the basis from which cumulative project impacts are identified for California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) purposes.

—

Existing traffic conditions using volumes obtained from counts.
—

—

—
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Speciflc Plan limits the amount of general office allowed and the amount of rnedicai office, based on community concerns, to the following:
Office, General (inclusive of Medical and Dental Offices) - shall not exceed one half of the base FAR or public benefit bonus FAR
Office, Medical and Dental - shall not exceed one third of the base FAR or public benefit bonus FAR
FAR and DUfacre include both Base and Public Benefit Bonus standards, discussed in Section £3.1 “Development lntensity~.
Table E2. Development Standa,~s by Zoning Districts
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EEl

Note EIR assumptions:
Commercial Space 17% 240,000sf
Housing 67%
952,000sf (1,400sf/unit average)
-

Hotel/Retail 16%

~gD ~Vt~n ~

3.3.7 Illustrative Plan end Development Program
Figure 3-2 shows the ITh,sntive Plan of how the Plan nea could potentially buIld cm over the
next 30 yeats in conformance with the guiding principles. mtan design flameworir, and standards
and design guidelines of the Specific Pin The Plan permits dewloemsi) pEnn to 474.000 square
fret of non- *ntsl develvpuscaS sod ~c to 680 dweUäiz units.
At ThU build sutThe at&t location of develoumesfl arid the crease tyves of non-residential
development that will result flDm the Specific Plan are necess~ily imcerrain. This E~ aaelyzn
the mnimuni development tesi4ting fron~j’lan~adoptop 4n4 has rei4ewed tbs development that
is the most reasonably fcweseeable, as envisioned in the Illustrative Plan, based on studies of
~na4~et dqntpgl. thç Jçcatiou of oppoitu~ty ~j~~nud as~oaof the 4qtpotq~ti$~f
each pzq~rty Rven, the Ot3idirlzPrixiples~ Urban Desip Enmewot land an &VeIOpaIeIIt
wlatioin~ ad design guide~as3 rf[fr ret new development i~cqa4e4.canalySin.ch~de~
Residences
Retail Space
Commercial Space
Hotel
Failing Spaces
Resident Population
Eniployment

680 dwelling units
91,800 square fret
240.820 square feet
380 rooms
3,670 spaces (public and private)
1,537
1,357 jobs~

Mv crovs,~al foç 4evejç,ppqnjjn excess of more thq~ 680 rr~s~der~j~l wzits~or pyre tl~an 474.009
square fret of non-residedial developnnt after approval oldie Specific Plan will require air
amewhint tO the Specific Plan snd,.cçximent çniromnental review. fSee Ma,inaim Allçwabk
Dcvckpmw# in Section 3.7.2 of this chapter.) In addition. the City will use an Initial Study to
The That Mats Paik El Ciatno Rni,Dowmown Speotc Plan c~mm,ds nato, mth. rmmbe of new jobs
which .nj~ll4. conected in the final Sp~ciilc Pla The CQITeCted
b.rcf 1,357 new jobs bat bees used
cbzocshout the en~iroainental niurtac corned in this Em.
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Loma Prieta Chapter serving San Matea, Santa Clara & 5~n Benito Counties

November 18, 2013
Honorable Members of the Menlo Park City Council
Menlo Park, via e-mail
Re: Downtown/El Camino Real Specific Plan Modifications
Dear Council Members,
The Sierra Club has been a strong supporter of Menlo Park’s Specific Plan. Recently, two major
development proposals —500 El Camino and the Greenhart develoment- have resulted in our
taking a closer look at the Specific Plan and the FIR. This closer examination of the plan has
exposed a misalignment between its goals and the Development Standards formulae.
The allowable ratio of Office FAR in Chapter £3.1 (pg E 15) Development Standards does
not support the Guiding Principles,which support housing, and is not in line with the EIR.
1. The Specific Plan SR assumed the
Office Space / Housing balance would
be 1:4 and the EIR impacts are based
on this assumption.

However, the first two projects of the SP —500 ElCamino and
Greenhart- are both using a 1: 1 ratio of Office Space to
Housing Space, as allowed on pag Em, instead of a 1:4 ratio
of Office: Housing as the EIR assumed.

EIR assumptions:
Commercial Space: 242,000sf
Housing: 680 units = ~L000 Sf
(1,400sf gross sf/unit average)

At the time the Development standards chart was done, no
one noticed, realized or understood that the footnote
allowing office to be 50% of FAR was in conflict with the goals
of the Specific Plant for a jobs housing balance..

Ratio of sf is 1: 4 for office/housing
i.e Office is 20% of total area

Proposal: Recognize that the chart on pag E15 needs to be
revised. Office would have to be 20% of allowable FAR to
align with the Jobs-Housing balance envisioned and on which
the EIR is based.

EIR assumptions:
Resident Population: 1,537 residents
Employment:
1,357 jobs
L e. workers/residents is approx. 1:1
2. The Specific Plan is meant to
• provide a framework “for the next
several decades.”

1

Specific Plan

-Footnote on page £15 “speciflc Plan limits the amount of general office allowed and the amount of

medico! office, based on community concerns, to

PAGE 56

However, the first two projects, together, come close to using
up almost the total maximum allowable commercial space of
the entire Specific Plan.
They also exceed, by almost 100%, the amount of office
space studied in the EIR.

This is an indication of how far the development proposals
are straying from the downtown envisioned by the public
and in the public process.
Proposal: Change office development standards to 20% (or.
at most possibly 25% 2) of base FAR, maximum, to bring the
development of these major sites into alignment with the
goals of the Specific Plarito balance housing and jobs, and
residents with workers.
The basic issue is to recognize that it takes 3 to 4 times more
space to live than it does to work, generating the 1:4
Housing:Offlce ratio that is the goal for the Specific Plan and
on which the EIR is based.
3. Smaller downtown and ECR lots are
more likely to be developed as Offices
only

Multi-unit, high-density housing is practical only on larger
lots. As a result, the housing opportunities in the SP are
mostly in the few larger sites. Therefore, it is important to
ensure that the anticipated housing occurs on these sites.
Otherwise the needed housing cannot realistically happen
and the City will have a problem with providing housing for all
the jobs it will be creating.

4. Multi-Unit High density Housing is
only achievable in the Specific Plan
area

West of 101, neighborhoods have strongly resisted any multiunit housing. Realistically, the Specific Plan area is the only
place where multi-unit housing can be achieved in this part of
the city. This is also important for the Housing Element.

5. Housing minimizes the serious
traffic impacts to El Camino

Providing mostly housing, instead of offices or medical
offices, along El Camino would automatically minimize traffic
especially peak hour traffic which is of greatest concern to
adjacent neighborhoods.

—

6. Village character and vibrancy is a
guiding principle
.

Achieving a balance between residents and office workers
assures that the downtown will be vibrant 24/7 with office
workers patronizing the stores and restaurants during the day
at lunch and residents enlivening downtown facilities during
the day as well as on the evenings and weekends.

7. Medical Office Use creates high
traffic and high parking needs

Proposal: Modify the SP to remove Medical Office use along
El Camino Real or at least from the SE and SW quadrants to
eliminate a source of heavy traffic in this most vulnerable
segment of El Camino.

8. Office/Housing balance allows
effective shared parking

Ensuring a balance of residents and office workers on the
large sites provides the best opportunity for effective shared
parking. Unused parking is a costly overhead expense as well

2

Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter has, in an earlier letter to Planning Commission, suggested 25% of base FAR as the

maximum allowable office space.
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as a waste of precious downtown space. Much of the
residential parking can be used by office workers during the
day and would revert to resident use at night.
Proposal: Add shared parking as a required approach in
mixed use complexes.

It is our observation that the City cannot have it both ways a jobs-housing balance as
articulated and supported by the public process and ~QSO% FAR for office. It has to decide
which direction it wants change to happen in the downtown and El Camino area.
-

We respectfully request that this potential adjustment to the Specific Plan be considered so that
the public vision, so carefully developed and articulated thru the participatory public process, be
achieved and possible delays to the development of downtown be averted.
We would like to see the Specific Plan move forward with certainty forthe city, the developers
and the public.

Respectfully submitted:

Sustainable Land Use Committee
Sierra Club, 1.oma Pieta Chapter
Cc
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Mike Ferreira, Conservation Chair, Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter
Kenneth Rosales, Conservation Program Coordinator
Gladwyn DeSouza, Chair, Sustainable Land Use and Transportation Committees

Rogers, Thomas H
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sandie Pugh <sandie2052@yahoo.com>
Monday, August 04, 2014 2:38 PM
_Planning Commission
Greenheart development

Questions
Schools/roads with the 200-220 rental units 1-3 beds, assuming an average of 1 child per unit, what provisions are
being made to provide space in the school/ high schools? Since rental units provide no property tax revenue directly,
how will roads (400 new cars?)& school expenses be covered? Property taxes for owners are fixed at assessment &
limited to a 2% annual increase. Only a portion of those taxes go to schools, roads or infrastructure. Are there sufficient
developer fees to cover the lifetime of the use? % of various other taxes sufficient?
How does opening up Garwood effect adjacent existing residential not currently impacted by this new traffic and traffic
patterns (Encinal School other schools?) Restaurant traffic? Open breakfast, lunch & dinner? Where will the diners park?
Traffic and parking are already wretched!
So many issues seem undefined with this and other planned development along El Camino.
The pictures look green & pretty, but all those heritage trees gone, all that auto pollution, all this combined density.
-

Sandra Pugh
Merrill Properties Inc
530 Oak Grove Ave
License #00799291
650-851-2052 home
650-465-4499 mobile

1
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Rogers, Thomas H
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Mendoza, Jonathan S <JSMendoza@sfwater.org>
Wednesday, August 13, 2014 10:41 AM
Rogers, Thomas H
Naras, Joe; Herman, Jane; Wilson, Joanne; Palm, Rebecca; Russell, Rosanna 5; Feng,
Stacie
Public Notice 1300 El Camino Real, Menlo Park
-

Dear Mr. Rogers,
Thank you for the public notice regarding the proposed project at 1300 El Camino Real in Menlo Park. I understand that
the developer, Greenheart Land Company, is proposing to redevelop a 6.4 acre site on El Camino Real and Oak Grove
Avenue with up to 210,000 square feet of commercial space and up to 220 dwelling units. The current parcel at 1300 El
Camino Real is adjacent to a Right-of-Way (ROW) easement for the SFPUC’s Palo Alto Pipeline which is part of the Hetch
Hetchy Regional Water System. The Palo Alto Pipeline and easement continue in the northwest to southeast direction
approximately parallel to the Caltrain tracks. The easethent is also located on 550 Derry Lane and below the public ROW
of Derry Lane.
The SFPUC would like more information about the lot merger/lot line adjustment and the heritage tree removal
proposed as part of this project.
Lot Merger/Lot Line Adjustment
• Which parcels will be merged? Please provide the addresses and APN5 of all parcels to be included in the
merger. Also, please notify the developer of any SEPUC easement on or adjacent to the proposed project
area. We strongly encourage the developer to survey the area so the proposed project does not encroach on
our ROW.
Heritage Tree Removal
• Where are the trees located? (i.e. El Camino Real side of the property, closer to SFPUC pipeline/Caltrain tracks,
etc.)
• What species and size of trees will be removed?
• Will the root stem be removed? Depending on the location and type of tree species, the SEPUC may request
that the judicious use of an herbicide be used to inhibit the growth of the roots near our water pipeline.
As a general precaution to protect our pipelines and any other underground utilities in the area, the SFPUC requests that
the City of Menlo Park (or the Project Manager at the project site) request an Underground Service Alert of the area to
mark where the pipeline is located. In addition, the SFPUC requests that no construction or other type of development,
staging of construction equipment, parking or driving of vehicles take place over the pipeline and right-of-way.
Thank you for your time and attention. Please let me know if you have any questions.
Regards,

Jonathan S. Mendoza
Land and Resources Planner
Natural Resources and Land.s Management Division /Water Enterprise
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
1
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Hetch Hetchy Regional Water System
1657 Rollins Road
Burlingame, CA 94010-2310
0: 650.652.3215
F: 650.652.3219
E: jsmendoza@sfwater.org
For more information on the Natural Resources and Lands Management Division, go to:
httø ://www.sfwater. org/i ndex.aspx? page= 134
Hetch Hetchy Regional Water System
Operated by San Francisco Water, Power and Sewer I Services of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

Hetch Hetchy
~ Regional Water System
$na, c’ flw

~,

F,arci~co Pt~~k cR.~t, Cçnm~,.on
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