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Meador, Kaitie M

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

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

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

Hi Katie, 
I would like to comment on the Menlo Uptown proposal. My opinion is, unless the developer makes the 
majority of the units below market rate, the people who desperately need housing such as our retail and other 
lower wage earners that are essential to our community and are currently priced out will not be able to afford to 
live there, which should be the whole point of adding more housing to Menlo Park. So, unless they agree to at 
least 60% or greater housing below market, I think you should deny it being built.  
 
Other things to consider is that adding this housing is only going to increase traffic further, so unless its for the 
good of the community, it should not be granted.  
 
Also, the FaceBook expansion hasn't even been fininshed yet. So no new projects should be approved until we 
can see the traffic impact of that. The traffic problem, as you obviously know, is severe in that area, along with 
Willow Rd., west of 101. 
 
The Menlo Portal proposal should also not be granted, until again we can see the Impacts of the FaceBook 
expansion, and the LEAST thing we need is more office space. Please, stop with the office space!  Affordable 
units should also be key to this project as well. 
 
Thank you, 
A. Lupo 
Durham St., Menlo Park 
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Meador, Kaitie M

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

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

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

Page 2 of 33



1

Meador, Kaitie M

From: Judy Adams <judyblueeyes1@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, January 13, 2020 11:47 AM
To: Meador, Kaitie M; _CCIN
Subject: Menlo Portal proposal

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

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

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

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

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

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

Dear Planning Commission, 
 
I’m a member of the Housing Commission, but I’m writing as myself. 
 
As you discuss BMR expectations for the Menlo Portal residential project please encourage the developer to include 
BMR units at a mix of unit sizes that is in proportion to the development overall; and within each unit size, to provide 
units at a mix of income‐level affordability.  Having a mix of income levels allows for tenants to remain in the 
development while their income grows. 
 
Please also keep in mind that we are behind in meeting our RHNA allocation for very low‐ low‐ and moderate‐income 
BMR units.   
 
I appreciate the commitment to provide 15% of the units as BMR units at the equivalent of low‐income affordability 
(and hopefully at a range of income levels per the above).  I’m very glad that the developer is meeting our baseline BMR 
requirement.  However, the need is so great, I urge you to consider requesting that 20% of the units be BMR units at a 
mix of sizes and income levels. 
 
For your reference, here is where we were as of the last reporting period in our progress towards meeting our RHNA 
allocation by income level. 
 
Very Low Income: 
RHNA Allocation = 233 
Permitted to date = 103 
Remaining = 130 
 
Low income: 
RHNA Allocation = 129 
Permitted to date = 37 
Remaining = 92 
 
Moderate Income: 
RHNA Allocation = 143 
Permitted to date = 4 
Remaining = 139 
 
Above Moderate Income: 
RHNA Allocation = 150 
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Permitted to date = 775 
Remaining = (none, per RHNA… but we do need them!) 
 
Thanks for your service, 
‐Karen 
Pronouns: she/her/hers 
650‐868‐2732  
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA------- CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY Gavin Newsom, Governor 

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

 

Making Conservation 
a California Way of Life. 

 

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation 
system to enhance California’s economy and livability” 

January 24, 2020 

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

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

Menlo Portal Project – Notice of Preparation (NOP) 
 
Dear Katie Meador: 
 
Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in 
the environmental review process for the Menlo Portal Project.  We are 
committed to ensuring that impacts to the State’s multimodal transportation 
system and to our natural environment are identified and mitigated to support a 
safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system.  The following 
comments are based on our review of the January 2020 NOP. 
 
Project Understanding 
The project sponsor proposes demolition of the existing office and industrial 
buildings, associated improvements, and redevelopment of the project site with 
an approximately 327,970‐gross‐square‐foot, seven‐story multi‐family apartment 
building with approximately 335 dwelling units and an approximately 34,819‐
gross‐square‐foot commercial office building, as well as associated open space, 
circulation and parking, and infrastructure improvements. The project sponsor is 
currently proposing that a total of approximately 48 residential units (15 percent) 
be affordable to low income households. The proposed allotment of affordable 
housing units would continue to be refined with the City of Menlo Park. The 
ground floor of each building would be raised 3 to 5 feet above grade to 
accommodate flood plain design requirements. The proposed residential 
building would be a maximum of 84 feet, 9 inches and would front to both 
Constitution Drive and Independence Drive. The commercial office building 
would be a maximum of 56 feet, 7 inches in height. The residential building 
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  Katie Meador, Senior Planner 
January 24, 2020 
Page 2 

 

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation 
system to enhance California’s economy and livability” 

would include an at‐grade, two-level, approximately 93,716‐square‐foot, 324‐
space parking garage. The commercial office building would also include an 
at‐grade, two‐level approximately 42,338‐square foot parking garage. Across 
both levels, the parking garage at the commercial office building would include 
approximately 93 standard parking spaces. Regional access is provided from 
State Route (SR)-84 (Marsh Road) and Constitution Drive Intersection, 
approximately 100 feet away from the project site. 

Travel Demand Analysis 
Please submit a travel demand analysis that provides a Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(VMT) analysis resulting from the proposed project. With the enactment of 
Senate Bill (SB) 743, Caltrans is focusing on transportation infrastructure that 
supports smart growth and efficient development to ensure alignment with State 
policies using efficient development patterns, innovative travel demand 
reduction strategies, multimodal improvements, and VMT as the primary 
transportation impact metric. Please ensure that the travel demand analysis 
includes: 

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

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

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

• The project’s primary and secondary effects on pedestrians, bicycles, 
travelers with disabilities and transit performance should be evaluated, 
including countermeasures and trade-offs resulting from mitigating VMT 
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  Katie Meador, Senior Planner 
January 24, 2020 
Page 3 

 

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation 
system to enhance California’s economy and livability” 

increases. Access to pedestrians, bicycle, and transit facilities must be 
maintained. 

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

• Project design to encourage walking, bicycling and transit access; 
• Transit and trip planning resources such as a commute information kiosk; 
• Real-time transit information system; 
• Transit subsidies on an ongoing basis; 
• Ten percent vehicle parking reductions; 
• Charging stations and designated parking spaces for electric vehicles; 
• Carpool and clean-fuel parking spaces; 
• Designated parking spaces for a car share program; 
• Unbundled parking; 
• Showers, changing rooms and clothing lockers for employees that 

commute via active transportation; 
• Emergency Ride Home program; 
• Employee transportation coordinator; 
• Secured bicycle storage facilities; 
• Fix-it bicycle repair station(s); 
• Bicycle route mapping resources;  
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  Katie Meador, Senior Planner 
January 24, 2020 
Page 4 

 

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation 
system to enhance California’s economy and livability” 

• Participation/Formation in/of a Transportation Management Association 
(TMA) in partnership with other developments in the area; and 

• Aggressive trip reduction targets with Lead Agency monitoring and 
enforcement. 

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

Page 12 of 33

http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/fhwahop12035/fhwahop12035.pdf


Page 13 of 33



Page 14 of 33



Page 15 of 33



Page 16 of 33



Page 17 of 33



Page 18 of 33



 
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 

 

January 24, 2020 

Kaitie Meador 
City of Menlo Park 
Community Development Department, Planning Division 
701 Laurel Street 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 
Sent via email to: kmmeador@menlopark.org  

Subject: Comments on Scope of Environmental Impact Report – Menlo Portal 
Project, Menlo Park, San Mateo County 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scope of the focused Environmental 
Impact Report for the Menlo Portal Project in Menlo Park, California. The San Francisco 
Bay Area Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) reviewed the Initial Study and 
Notice of Preparation and submits these comments. 

Background 
The proposed Menlo Portal project would demolish existing office and industrial 
buildings and construct a new mixed-use residential and a new office building at 115 
Independence Drive and 104 and 110 Constitution Drive in Menlo Park (the Site). The 
new apartment building is planned to be seven-stories built at-grade with the ground-
floor used for a mixture of retail and parking, the second level used for a mixture of 
residential use and parking, and the upper levels for residential use. The new office 
building is planned to be three-stories built at-grade with the ground-floor used for retail 
space and parking, the second floor for parking, and the third floor for office space. The 
ground floor of each building would be raised 3 to 5 feet above grade to accommodate 
flood plain design requirements. 

The Initial Study, dated January 2020, states that “the public and/or the environment 
could be affected by the release of hazardous materials from the project site into the 
environment by: 1) exposing workers and/or the public to potentially contaminated soil 
and groundwater during construction and/or operation of the project; or 2) exposing 
workers and/or the public to hazardous building materials during demolition of the 
existing office and industrial structures.” 

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA), dated October 2018, indicates that 
historical site operations included the use of chlorinated solvents. A Phase II ESA, 
dated October 2018, determined that concentrations of tetrachloroethene, 
trichloroethene, and total petroleum hydrocarbons in groundwater at the Site exceed 
residential environmental screening levels. These volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 
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could migrate from the groundwater into soil vapor and indoor air, posing a potential 
vapor intrusion risk to building occupants.  

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

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

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

Water Board Comments 
1) Because the proposed project is located within the area of a known regional VOC
plume, the Water Board agrees that the proposed mitigation measures, including an
ESMP, vapor intrusion assessment, and source removal and vapor intrusion mitigation
as needed, should be required as described in the Initial Study.

2) The Water Board requests that the City of Menlo Park place conditions on permits as
appropriate to require the project to obtain written acceptance of the items summarized
below from the regulatory agency overseeing vapor intrusion assessment and mitigation
concerns at the time.

Document Title Timeframe 

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

Approval needed prior to start of construction 

VIMS Construction Completion 
Report – Including as-built drawings 

Approval needed prior to building occupancy 

3) The Water Board is one of at least three regulatory agencies that could potentially
oversee future vapor intrusion assessment and mitigation measures associated with this
project. The others include the DTSC or the San Mateo County Division of
Environmental Health Services.

4) The overseeing regulatory agency will likely require a cost recovery agreement to
allow for review and evaluation of monitoring and evaluation reports such as those
included in the Water Board’s Fact Sheet: Development on Properties with a Vapor
Intrusion Threat.
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If you have any questions, please contact Kimberlee West of my staff at (510) 622-2432 
or kimberlee.west@waterboards.ca.gov.  

Sincerely, 

Michael Montgomery 
Executive Officer 

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