
   
 

 
City of Menlo Park    701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025  tel 650-330-6600  www.menlopark.org 

City Council 

 

 
 
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES  

Date:   11/14/2017 
Time:  7:00 p.m. 
City Council Chambers   
701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 

 
 
A.  Call To Order 

Mayor Keith called Regular Session to order at 7:07 p.m.  

B.  Roll Call 

Present: Carlton, Cline, Keith, Ohtaki, Mueller 
 
Staff: City Manager Alex McIntyre, City Attorney Bill McClure, Deputy City Clerk Jelena 

Harada 
 
C.  Pledge of Allegiance 

 Mayor Keith led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

D.  Public Comment 

• Jim Lewis, Menlo Park Historical Association, spoke about the group’s upcoming annual meeting.  
• Robert Mancuso spoke against installing speedbumps. 
• Pamela Jones spoke about district elections. 

 
E.  Consent Calendar 

E1. Waive the reading and adopt an ordinance approving the Amendment to the Development 
Agreement for the Facebook Campus Expansion Project (Staff Report #17-277-CC) 

E2. Approve a comment letter on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for Flood County Park 
Landscape Plan (Staff Report #17-283-CC) 

E3. Authorize the City Manager to accept a grant for fiscal year 2017-18 of up to $179,260 from Silicon 
Valley Community Foundation to implement The Big Lift at the Belle Haven Child Development 
Center, to execute a contract to enhance services to complete the scope of work and to allocate 
matching funds of $13,790 from the General Fund (Staff Report #17-282-CC) 

E4. Adopt a resolution supporting the Bayfront Expressway, Willow Road, and Marsh Road adaptive 
signal timing project, submit an application to the Measure A Highway Program and authorize the 
City Manager to execute the funding agreement (Staff Report #17-274-CC) 

E5. Waive the second reading and adopt an ordinance to update backflow prevention and cross-
connection control requirements, and amend the Master Fee Schedule to include City backflow 
testing fees (Staff Report #17-281-CC) 
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E6. Adopt an ordinance amending Chapter 5.69 of the Menlo Park Municipal Code to reauthorize Public, 
Education, and Government (PEG) access frees that apply to AT&T and Comcast under their 
respective State video franchises (Staff Report #17-280-CC) 

E7. Accept the City Council meeting minutes for October 4, October 10, October 30 and November 7, 
2017 (Attachment) 

 City Attorney McClure clarified that item E6 is being introduced tonight and will return on a future 
agenda for adoption. Assistant Public Works Director Nikki Nagaya clarified the timeline for Bayfront 
Expressway, Willow Road and Marsh Road signal timing project.  

 ACTION:  Motion and second (Ohtaki/Cline) to approve all items on the Consent Calendar, except 
E1 and E7, passed unanimously. 

 ACTION:  Motion and second (Ohtaki/Cline) to approve item E1, passed 4-0-1 (Carlton abstained). 

 ACTION:  Motion and second (Ohtaki/Cline) to approve item E7 with October 30 as amended, 
except for the minutes of October 10, 2017, passed unanimously.  

 ACTION:  Motion and second (Keith/Cline) to approve the minutes of October 10, 2017, passed 
4-0-1 (Carlton abstained).  

 At this time, Mayor Keith took the Regular Business items out of order to accommodate members of 
the public wishing to speak on these items. 

G.  Regular Business 

G1. Review and approve comment letter on Stanford University, Center for Academic Medicine Project 
traffic impacts review (Staff Report #17-284-CC) 

 Senior Traffic Engineer Angela Obeso made a presentation. Assistant Public Works Director Nikki 
Nagaya responded to questions. 

Whitney McNair, Stanford Director for Land Use Planning, and Barbara Schussman, outside legal 
counsel for Stanford, spoke about the project and responded to questions. 

 
ACTION: Motion and second (Cline/Ohtaki) to authorize a subcommittee of Mayor Keith and 
Councilmember Mueller to finalize and submit a comment letter to the Santa Clara County Planning 
Commission on the Stanford University, Center for Academic Medicine Project traffic impacts 
review, incorporating additional analysis to be completed by the City’s Transportation Division staff, 
passed unanimously. 
 

G2. Reconsider the City Council’s October 17, 2017 decision to waive the reading and adopt ordinances 
prezoning and rezoning the property located at 2111-2121 Sand Hill Road (“2131 Sand Hill Road”) 
(Staff Report #17-285-CC) 

 Associate Planner Tom Smith made a presentation. 
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• Avi Haksar, Rosewood Hotel, spoke in support of the project. 
• Hank Lawrence spoke in opposition to the project. 
• Jean McCown, Stanford University, spoke in support of the project. 
 
ACTION: Motion and second (Carlton/Mueller) to reverse the approval of the ordinances prezoning 
and rezoning the property located at 2111-2121 Sand Hill Road (“2131 Sand Hill Road”), without 
prejudice, at the suggestion of the applicant, passed unanimously.  
 

G3. Consider a request to rename Market Place Park after Mr. Karl Clark, Menlo Park resident and WWII 
veteran (Staff Report #17-270-CC)  

 Interim Community Services Director Derek Schweigart made a presentation. 

• Gregory Goodwin spoke in support of renaming the park after Mr. Karl Clark. 
• Hank Lawrence spoke in support of renaming the park after Mr. Karl Clark. 
• William Casper spoke in support of renaming the park after Mr. Karl Clark. 
• Sarah Staley Shenk spoke in support of renaming the park after Mr. Karl Clark. 
• Jennifer Johnson spoke in support of renaming the park after Mr. Karl Clark. 
• Cecilia Taylor spoke in support of renaming the park after Mr. Karl Clark. 
• Julie Shanson spoke in support of renaming the park after Mr. Karl Clark. 
 
ACTION: Motion and second (Ohtaki/Carlton) to rename Market Place Park after Mr. Karl Clark, 
passed unanimously.  
 

G4. Accept the Bedwell Bayfront Park Master Plan and consider the Parks and Recreation 
Commission’s recommendations on certain park amenities and approve proposed next steps      
(Staff Report #17-272-CC)  

 Interim Community Services Director Derek Schweigart introduced the item. Brian Fletcher of 
Callander Associates made a presentation. 

• Jo Killen spoke against inclusion of a dog park. 
• Frank Dickinson spoke in support of non-motorized gliders in the park.  
• Mitch Brenner spoke in support of allowing model gliders. 
• Silas Kwok spoke in support of allowing model glider.  
• Richard Bright spoke against non-motorized hand-held gliders in the park. 
• Sam Niece spoke in support of allowing radio-control gliders. 
• Harry Ackley spoke in support of allowing radio control gliders. 
• Ed Canty spoke in support of allowing radio control gliders. 
• Robert Stephenson spoke in support of allowing radio control gliders. 
• Sarah Staley Shenk spoke about considerations reviewed by the Parks and Recreation 

Commission. 
• Allan Bedwell, Friends of Bedwell Bayfront Park, spoke against including gliders or dog parks. 
• Marshall Dinowitz asked the City Council to support the habitat for numerous birds and animals. 
• Jennifer Johnson spoke about considerations reviewed by the Parks and Recreation 
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Commission. 
• Christine Pine Couch spoke in support of maintaining park open space and against including a 

dog park. 
• Chris MacIntosh spoke in support of the educational area in the park and against the dog park, 

gliders and against a boat launch. 
• Davena Gentry spoke against including a kayak/boat launch at Flood Slough. 
• Eileen McLaughlin spoke in support of the Parks and Recreation Commission recommendations 

and against including a kayak/boat launch at Flood Slough. 
• Helen Wolter spoke in support of the educational space and against the dog park.  
• Pamela Jones spoke against dog parks, against gliders, and against a slough kayak/boat launch. 

 
ACTION: Motion and second (Keith/Cline) to accept the Bedwell Bayfront Park Master Plan and 
support the Parks and Recreation Commission’s recommendations with the bicycle racks moved up 
to phase 1, passed unanimously.  
 

G5. Update on the Caltrans' traffic signals at Willow/US 101; consideration of the installation of "No 
through traffic" signs within or adjacent to the Willows neighborhood; and provide direction on other 
traffic management features (No staff report)  

 Assistant City Manager Chip Taylor introduced the item. Senior Transportation Engineer Angela 
Obeso made a presentation. Police Commander Dave Bertini and Caltrans Engineer Min Yin Lee 
responded to questions. 

• Chris Andrews spoke about traffic impacts. 
• Tom Caldecott spoke about traffic impacts. 
• Lawrence Bernstein spoke about traffic impacts. 
• Rene Revueltas spoke about traffic impacts. 
• Ana Uribe Ruiz spoke about traffic impacts. 
• Sandra Barron spoke about traffic impacts. 
• Bill Barron spoke about traffic impacts. 
 
Mayor Keith left the meeting at 11:37 p.m. Mayor Pro Tem Ohtaki proceeded with public comment. 
 
• Amar Marugan spoke about traffic impacts. 
• Amy Roleder spoke about traffic impacts. 
• Brian Gilmer spoke about traffic impacts. 
• Robert Mancuso spoke about traffic impacts. 
• Penelope Huang spoke about traffic impacts. 

 
ACTION: Motion and second (Cline/Ohtaki) to approve the installation of regulatory “No Through 
Traffic” signs and changeable message signs, at locations to be identified by staff at their discretion, 
passed 4-0-1 (Keith absent).  
 

 At this time, Mayor Pro Tem Ohtaki took item F2 out of order. 
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F.  Public Hearing 

F2. Adoption of proposed 2018-2022 solid waste collection rates (Staff Report #17-286-CC) 

Sustainability Manager Rebecca Lucky made a presentation and introduced Garth Schultz, Principal 
at R3 Consulting Group, who answered questions.  

Mayor Pro Tem Ohtaki opened the public hearing at 12:54 a.m. 

• Robert Mancuso spoke about the impact of the proposed rate increase. 
• Stephen Kerman spoke about the frequency and efficiency of service. 
 
ACTION: Motion and second (Cline/Carlton) to close the public hearing at 1:00 a.m. By acclamation, 
Mayor Pro Tem Ohtaki closed the public hearing. 
  

 ACTION: Motion and second (Cline/Ohtaki) to adopt the proposed 2018-2022 solid waste collection 
rates, with direction to explore an income based discount program and municipal code changes that 
would allow shared disposal, passed 3-1-1 (Carlton dissents, Keith absent). 

F1. Extending the moratorium ordinance on the establishment of commercial cannabis land uses and 
outdoor personal cannabis cultivation (Staff Report #17-273-CC) 

Assistant Community Development Director Mark Muenzer introduced the item. 

Mayor Pro Tem opened the public hearing at 1:20 a.m. 

• Stella Chau, San Mateo County Health System, shared countywide survey data on marijuana 
use.  

 
ACTION: Motion and second (Cline/Ohtaki) to close the public hearing at 1:24 a.m. By acclamation, 
Mayor Pro Tem Ohtaki closed the public hearing. 
  

 ACTION: Motion and second (Cline/Carlton) to extend the moratorium ordinance on the 
establishment of commercial cannabis land uses and outdoor personal cannabis cultivation, passed 
4-0 (Keith absent). 

H.  Informational Items 

H1. Overview of proposed modifications to loading zones for Draeger’s Market located at 1010 
University Drive (Staff Report #17-278-CC) 

H2. Quarterly financial review of General Fund operations as of September 30, 2017                         
(Staff Report #17-276-CC) 

H3. Quarterly review of the City’s investment portfolio as of September 30, 2017                                
(Staff Report #17-279-CC) 
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H4. Update on bus shelter installation in Belle Haven (Staff Report #17-275-CC) 

 I.  City Manager's Report  

There was no report. 

J.  Councilmember Reports 

Mayor Pro Tem Ohtaki announced that the Santa Clara County Planning Department is hosting a 
community meeting in the Menlo Park City Council Chambers on November 15, 2017, at 6:30 p.m., 
regarding the Stanford University General Use Permit Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

K.  Adjournment 

Mayor Pro Tem Ohtaki adjourned the meeting at 1:26 a.m. on November 15, 2017. 
 
 

Clay J. Curtin, Assistant to the City Manager 

These minutes were accepted at the City Council meeting of December 5, 2017. 
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PUBLIC HEARING TO INCREASE SOLID 
WASTE RATES FOR 2018, 2019, AND 
2020

AGENDA ITEM F-2



1. Rates have not been adjusted since 2012, and current rates do not 
cover the cost to provide waste services in 2018.

2. Recent Court decision requires that rates be cost-based for each 
customer and type of service.

3. Price incentive structure for customers to select smallest landfilled 
garbage cart or bin has been successful and reached its tipping point, 
making it difficult to recover the full cost for services.

4. Franchise Agreement with Recology will be ending in 2020, and it is 
possible there will be cost increases with the next contract. 

WHY THE NEED FOR RATE CHANGES?

2



 Single-family residential customers receive bundled services for 
garbage, recycling and organics at one rate.

 Multi-family/commercial customers pay separate garbage and 
organics rates.

 Recycling and composting have been at no cost or at a discount, 
but there are specific costs associated with these services, 
creating a risk for litigation. 

CURRENT RATE STRUCTURE

3



 Pays shortfalls and builds the rate stabilization fund to reduce 
impacts of future costs.

 Sets nominal rates for recycling and organics.

 Simplifies commercial rate structure by eliminating old “rate 
codes.”

 Rates gradually move towards “cost-of-service” or rate equity 
among customers and type of service over the next 10 years.

PROPOSED NEW RATE STRUCTURE
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OTHER COMMUNITIES RESIDENTIAL 
RATES

5

Comparison of 2017 single-family rates by SBWMA Member Agency
Monthly single-family solid waste rates

(based on garbage container size)
Member agency 20 gallon 32 gallon 64 gallon 96 gallon
East Palo Alto $40.77 $40.77 $40.77 $40.77 
Hillsborough $39.67 $48.22 $73.51 $103.12 
Unincorporated County $31.12 $36.98 $61.95 $88.00 
North Fair Oaks - CSA8 $28.05 $28.05 $28.05 $84.14 
West Bay Sanitary $27.96 $40.23 $73.70 $110.00 
Atherton $27.00 $55.00 $102.00 $152.00 
San Carlos $21.29 $31.80 $53.27 $69.82 
Belmont $21.19 $33.50 $65.97 $98.95 
Menlo Park 2017 $13.99 $23.40 $55.99 $83.72 
Foster City $13.74 $22.00 $44.00 $66.00 
Burlingame $12.90 $23.85 $47.71 $70.80 
San Mateo $12.28 $19.65 $43.34 $67.02 
Redwood City $11.38 $27.30 $54.61 $81.06 
AVERAGE (without Menlo Park) $23.95 $33.95 $57.41 $85.97 



RESIDENTIAL PROPOSED RATES

6

Garbage 
container 

size
Current 
monthly 

rate
CPI for 
SF/SJ/

Oakland
2018 

monthly 
rate

2019 
monthly 

rate
2020 

monthly 
rate

20 gallon $13.99 16.48 $16.97 $19.90 $22.81
32 gallon $23.40 27.57 $26.03 $28.60 $31.14
64 gallon $55.99 ------ $58.62 $61.19 $63.73
96 gallon $83.72 ------ $86.35 $88.92 $91.46



OTHER COMMUNITIES RESIDENTIAL 
RATES
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Comparison of 2017 single-family rates by SBWMA Member Agency
Monthly single-family solid waste rates

(based on garbage container size)
Member agency 20 gallon 32 gallon 64 gallon 96 gallon
East Palo Alto $40.77 $40.77 $40.77 $40.77 
Hillsborough $39.67 $48.22 $73.51 $103.12 
Unincorporated County $31.12 $36.98 $61.95 $88.00 
North Fair Oaks - CSA8 $28.05 $28.05 $28.05 $84.14 
West Bay Sanitary $27.96 $40.23 $73.70 $110.00 
Atherton $27.00 $55.00 $102.00 $152.00 
San Carlos $21.29 $31.80 $53.27 $69.82 
Belmont $21.19 $33.50 $65.97 $98.95 
Menlo Park Proposed 2018 $16.97 $26.03 $58.62 $86.35 
Foster City $13.74 $22.00 $44.00 $66.00 
Burlingame $12.90 $23.85 $47.71 $70.80 
San Mateo $12.28 $19.65 $43.34 $67.02 
Redwood City $11.38 $27.30 $54.61 $81.06 
AVERAGE (without Menlo Park) $23.95 $33.95 $57.41 $85.97 



OTHER COMMUNITIES RESIDENTIAL 
RATES
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Comparison of 2017 single-family rates by SBWMA Member Agency
Monthly single-family solid waste rates

(based on garbage container size)
Member agency 20 gallon 32 gallon 64 gallon 96 gallon
East Palo Alto $40.77 $40.77 $40.77 $40.77 
Hillsborough $39.67 $48.22 $73.51 $103.12 
Unincorporated County $31.12 $36.98 $61.95 $88.00 
North Fair Oaks - CSA8 $28.05 $28.05 $28.05 $84.14 
West Bay Sanitary $27.96 $40.23 $73.70 $110.00 
Atherton $27.00 $55.00 $102.00 $152.00 
San Carlos $21.29 $31.80 $53.27 $69.82 
Belmont $21.19 $33.50 $65.97 $98.95 
Menlo Park Proposed 2019 $19.90 $28.60 $61.19 $88.92 
Foster City $13.74 $22.00 $44.00 $66.00 
Burlingame $12.90 $23.85 $47.71 $70.80 
San Mateo $12.28 $19.65 $43.34 $67.02 
Redwood City $11.38 $27.30 $54.61 $81.06 
AVERAGE (without Menlo Park) $23.95 $33.95 $57.41 $85.97 



OTHER COMMUNITIES RESIDENTIAL 
RATES
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Comparison of 2017 single-family rates by SBWMA Member Agency
Monthly single-family solid waste rates

(based on garbage container size)
Member agency 20 gallon 32 gallon 64 gallon 96 gallon
East Palo Alto $40.77 $40.77 $40.77 $40.77 
Hillsborough $39.67 $48.22 $73.51 $103.12 
Unincorporated County $31.12 $36.98 $61.95 $88.00 
North Fair Oaks - CSA8 $28.05 $28.05 $28.05 $84.14 
West Bay Sanitary $27.96 $40.23 $73.70 $110.00 
Atherton $27.00 $55.00 $102.00 $152.00 
Menlo Park Proposed 2020 $22.81 $31.14 $63.73 $91.46 
San Carlos $21.29 $31.80 $53.27 $69.82 
Belmont $21.19 33.60 65.97 98.95
Foster City $13.74 $22.00 $44.00 $66.00 
Burlingame $12.90 $23.85 $47.71 $70.80 
San Mateo $12.28 $19.65 $43.34 $67.02 
Redwood City $11.38 $27.30 $54.61 $81.06 



COMMERCIAL AND MULTIFAMILY 
PROPOSED RATES
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 Sample of Monthly Commercial Rate Changes, 1x Per Week 
Pick-up,  

*CY=Cubic Yards 

 Container 
Size 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Garbage 3 cy 374.08 374.08 374.08 374.08 
Recycling 3 cy - 1.77 3.47 5.11 
Organics 3 cy 124.69 187.14 187.76 188.50 

 



 Week of September 25, 2017: Proposition 218 notice mailed to 
rate-payers.
– Five letters and emails were received to protest the rate increases out of over 

12,000 mailed notices.
– A public notice was also posted in the Daily News on November 10th. 

 Proposed rates have been discussed and presented at various 
council meetings in May, August, and September. 

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION 
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 Adopt a resolution to change and increase the solid waste rates 
for 2018, 2019, and 2020. 

RECOMMENDATION 
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November 13, 2017 

Mayor Keith and Members of the City Council 
City of Menlo Park 
701 Laurel Street 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 

Re: Agenda Item G-1: Stanford University Center for Academic Medicine Project 
 
Dear Mayor Keith and Members of the City Council: 
 
This letter addresses concerns raised by the City of Menlo Park regarding Stanford’s proposed 
Center for Academic Medicine, which is pending approval by the Santa Clara County Planning 
Commission.   
 
We’ve reviewed your staff report, and agree with staff’s proposal to work with Santa Clara 
County to develop a notification process for future projects that have potential impacts in the 
City of Menlo Park’s jurisdiction.  We’d be pleased to assist with those discussions.  We will 
also continue to respond promptly to your staff’s requests for information about this or any other 
campus project. 
 
Your staff report describes the process that Santa Clara County uses to review new buildings 
under the 2000 General Use Permit.  Staff correctly notes that the General Use Permit requires a 
traffic study for parking structures over 400 spaces.  Santa Clara County also conducts additional 
environmental review whenever Stanford seeks to reallocate substantial quantities of new 
building square footage from one part of the campus to another.   
 
The County’s review process is designed to ensure that reallocations of building square footage 
do not result in greater impacts than were anticipated when the County certified the General Use 
Permit EIR back in 2000.  The 2000 EIR quantified vehicle trips that could result from campus 
growth, assuming Stanford did not expand its Transportation Demand Management Programs to 
achieve the No Net New Commute Trips standard.  The EIR also distributed those trips to each 
campus gateway. The traffic study prepared for the Center for Academic Medicine shows that 
the new building will not result in more trips than were assumed in the 2000 EIR, and those trips 
will not be distributed differently than was assumed in the 2000 EIR.  
 
In addition to predicting effects before buildings are constructed, Santa Clara County measures 
Stanford’s compliance with the No Net New Commute Trips standard, and publishes annual 
vehicle counts at campus gateways.  Stanford has achieved the standard every year.   Growth in 

AGENDA ITEM G-1 
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employment at Stanford is offset by increases in transit ridership and other alternative commute 
modes such that no increase in local commute trips results from Stanford’s employment growth.     
 
While commute traffic to and from the campus has not increased, Stanford recognizes that 
background traffic on external roadways can fluctuate.  Interestingly, however, external traffic 
volumes appear to have dropped after the dot-com bust and are only just now returning to prior 
levels. Fehr & Peers recently compared total traffic volumes at intersections along Sand Hill 
Road and El Camino to the volumes presented in the 2000 EIR (including non-Stanford traffic).  
Appendix F to your staff report shows that total peak hour volumes at intersections along these 
corridors are lower today than was assumed in the 2000 General Use Permit EIR at future permit 
buildout conditions.  Fehr & Peers also looked at the baseline traffic volumes reported in the 
2000 EIR and found that total peak hour volumes at intersections along these corridors generally 
are lower today than the volumes that existed before implementation of the 2000 General Use 
Permit.  
 
Stanford appreciates your staff’s review, and we will continue to provide information regarding 
our transportation demand management programs, campus building proposals and study results.  
We value our relationship with the City of Menlo Park.   
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Whitney McNair 
Director, Land Use Planning 
Land Use and Environmental Planning 
Stanford University 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Paul Forti, Project Manager 
Stanford University 

cc:  Colleen Tsuchimoto, Santa Clara County Planning 
Nicole H. Nagaya, Assistant Public Works Director 
Arlinda Heineck, Community Development Director 
Chip Taylor, Assistant City Manager 
Alex McIntyre, City Manager 







































ANNUAL MEETING OF THE 
MENLO PARK HISTORICAL ASSOCIATION

SUNDAY NOVEMBER 19, 2017
MAIN LIBRARY, 800 ALMA STREET

PUBLIC WELCOME, 2:00-4:00 P.M.

Menlo Park circa 1927



Council members,, President of the Menlo Park Historical Association. I’m here to 
announce that we are holding our Annual Meeting on Sunday November 19, 2017. 
That day is a few days before the 90th Anniversary of Menlo Park’s second and 
permanent incorporation, which was on November 23, 1927. That just happens to 
be Thanksgiving this year. In 1927, it was on a Wednesday, the day before 
Thanksgiving that year.

Our Annual Meeting is open to the Community. Council members and members of 
the public are cordially invited to attend. The meeting will be held in the Assembly 
room downstairs in the Main Library, 800 Alma Street, which is adjacent to the 
office of the Menlo Park Historical Association, in the Frank Merrill Room, named 
for our first President, and where we have been located since 1971.

To put that in perspective, we were granted our space in the Library 44 years after 
the 1927 incorporation, and we’ve now been in the Library for 46 years. With the 
ongoing discussion of a new Main Library facility, we look forward to lengthening 
our stay in whatever future design is achieved.



We will have a presentation entitled 
“Prohibition on the Peninsula,” given by 
Carmen Blair, President of the San Mateo 
County Museum. Many may not know that 
Menlo Park’s first mayor, Alfred E. Blake, 
elected in 1927, was involved the following 
year, as a Council Member, in a recall 
election because he and the then mayor 
supported a crackdown on bootleggers as 
Prohibition was in force in 1927. Both of 
them survived the recall election.

We will also have additional copies available 
for purchased of our new publication, The 
Streets of Menlo Park, as well as previous 
works including Menlo Park Beyond the Gate
and Images of America’s Menlo Park. 

Again, all members of the Community are 
welcome to our Annual Meeting, Sunday, 2 
p.m. at the Main Library.  It’s your library and 
we’re your Historical Association. Thank you.



Bedwell Bayfront Park  
Master Plan 

City Council Meeting 
AGENDA ITEM G-4



Site Context 

Presentation
Sticky Note



History 



Site Overview 

entry road 

duck pond 

Flood Slough 

sewage flow equalization facility 
methane capture plant 

Don Edwards SF Bay 
National Wildlife 

Refuge 
(salt pond restoration) 



Project Goals 

1. Develop a master plan vision for the next 25 years.  
 

2. Respect prior decisions.  
 

3. Increase passive recreation and educational 
opportunities.  
 

4. Protect habitats and landfill systems.  
 

5. Research non-motorized and radio controlled 
aircraft. 
 

6. Identify funding sources. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Utilize an open and inclusive community outreach process to develop a master plan vision for the next 25 years. 
Respect prior decisions. (Measure J)
Enhance park’s value as a unique community asset by increasing passive recreation and educational opportunities. 
Protect existing sensitive habitats and landfill systems. 
Provide Council with research on non-motorized and radio controlled aircraft.
Identify sustainable funding sources to support short term improvements and long term maintenance and operations.



Outreach Plan 

Events Open Houses Surveys 



Outreach Plan 

50 / 70 60 28 

Number of people who attended workshop 
Number of people who participated in online survey 

151 



Community Input - Open House #1 



Plan Alternatives 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
These images are found in the Appendix of the document under “Outreach Materials”



Community Input - Open House #2/#3 

 
• 60 attended, 56 respondents 

 

• Due to low turnout from Belle 
Haven residents a third Open 
House was held at the Menlo 
Park Senior Center. 
 

• 28 attended, 19 respondents 
 

• 151 on-line respondents 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
59 attended open house
56 respondents returned packets
151 on-line survey respondents

Majority support (50%+ yes) for: 
Concept A, wheelchair accessible trails and summits, nature play, outdoor education, a boat launch, 
existing uses (walking, biking, jogging), habitat restoration, screening trees, picnic tables, 
parking improvements




Community Input - Open House #2/#3 

 
• Majority of respondents 

supported: 

• Existing uses and amenities 
 

• Wheelchair accessible trails 
and summits  
 

• Nature play, outdoor 
education, a kayak launch 
 

• More supported fitness course 
than did not 
 



Community Input - Open House #2/#3 

 
Kayak launch  
• Strong public support 
• No existing launch between 

Redwood City and Palo Alto 
• Preliminarily feasible but 

additional hydraulic studies 
required 
 

Parks and Recreation Commission 
did not recommend that the 
kayak launch be included in the 
approved park master plan 



Community Input - Open House #2/#3 

 
• Support for outdoor classroom, 

model gliders, and off-leash 
dog park was split. 
 

• Classroom: 40% yes, 46% no, 
17% maybe 
 

• Gliders: 44% yes, 47% no, 8% 
maybe 
 

• Dog park: 40% yes, 50% no, 
12% maybe 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Classroom: 134/154/56 344 = 39%/45%/16%
Gliders: 150/158/36 344 = 44%/46%/10%
Dog park: 134/170/40 344 = 39%/49%/12%




Draft Park Plan 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Given 11x17 handout of plan; also found on page 43 of the report



Enlargement Plan 



Enlargement Plan 



Parks & Recreation Commission 
Recommendations 

Parks and Recreation Commission recommends removing: 
• Kayak launch 

 

Changes to the Current Plan: 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Support for outdoor classroom, model gliders, and off-leash dog park was split.
Classroom: 40% yes, 46% no, 17% maybe – PRC APPROVE
Gliders: 44% yes, 47% no, 8% maybe – PRC DISAPPROVE
Dog park: 40% yes, 50% no, 12% maybe – PRC DISAPPROVE
REMOVE KAYAK LAUNCH




Parks and Recreation Commission does not recommend 
including: 
• Gliders (non-motorized hand-launched was proposed) 
• Off-leash dog park 

 
Parks and Recreation Commission recommends including: 
• Outdoor classroom 

Items for Consideration: 

Parks & Recreation Commission 
Recommendations 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Support for outdoor classroom, model gliders, and off-leash dog park was split.
Classroom: 40% yes, 46% no, 17% maybe – PRC APPROVE
Gliders: 44% yes, 47% no, 8% maybe – PRC DISAPPROVE
Dog park: 40% yes, 50% no, 12% maybe – PRC DISAPPROVE
REMOVE KAYAK LAUNCH




Hand Launched Model Gliders 
 

Hand-launched gliders is an element 
that the community did not support: 
• Noise  
• Perceived conflicts 

 
Why allow gliders: 
• Historically flown at park 
• Prohibition was due the rise of 

drones 
• Similar to kite flying 
• Consistent with passive recreation 
• Allowed elsewhere can be lacking 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Hand-launched gliders: Some were concerned about the noise, potential for user conflicts and potential impact on birds and other wildlife that gliders might pose. Gliders were included for consideration for the following reasons:

Gliders have historically been flown at the park, and only recently, with the Council policy banning drones and all unmanned aircraft systems, was glider use prohibited.



Hand Launched Model Gliders 
 

How glider use could be integrated: 

• Allow only at large meadow area  

• Require line-of-sight use  

• Hand-launched only 

• Implement use restrictions 

• No flying if other users are 
present 

• Number of users 
• Size/weight of glider 
• AMA membership and insurance 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Gliders are allowed at a few other open spaces including Rancho San Antonio, but adequate public locations are generally lacking.
The park has a large meadow area that can support line-of-sight glider use. Historically where gliders were launched
Restricting use to hand-launched models means gliders can not be flown over the Refuge. No engine propelled gliders so range and height can be controlled
Rules can be put in place (similar to Rancho San Antonio) to restrict and regulate glider use.  Potential restrictions could include: maximum number of users, days, time periods, size of glider, AMA membership, and insurance.




Dog Park 
 

The dog park is an element that the 
community did not support: 

• noise 
• Perceived conflicts 
 

Why include a dog park: 
• Manage off-leash dog issue 
• Reduce incidences of off-leash dog 

conflicts  
• Supported by the Refuge and Salt 

Pond groups 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Dog park: Some were concerned about the noise and concentration of dogs and people that would result, and the perceived conflict in use between a passive park and a dog park. The dog park for the following reasons:

Manage: 
The size of the area dedicated to the dog park has been reduced to increase the buffer to trail and minimize its impact on other park users.
The dog park is located at sufficient distance from the refuge and is located in a bowl-shaped area near the busier ‘front’ portion of the park for easy access and sound attenuation.




Outdoor Classroom 
 

The outdoor classroom is an element 
that the community did not support: 
• Noise and non-sanctioned group use 
 
Why include an outdoor classroom:  
• Support education 
• Develop environmental stewards 

 
How could the outdoor classroom be 
integrated: 
• Seating area for two classes  
• Rustic and low key materials 
 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Support educational trail loop and visitation by local schools. Consists of seating area sized for up to two classes (60 students). Design to be rustic and low key. 






Items To Consider 
 

Staff recommends that Council 
accept the park master plan. 
 



Items To Consider 
 

Consider the Parks and Recreation 
Commission’s recommendations 
regarding: 

• Kayak launch 
• Off-leash dog park 
• Gliders 
• Outdoor classroom 

 
 
 
 



Items To Consider 
 

Recommend Council approve of the 
following next steps: 

1. Staff will identify the park’s maintenance needs and 
possible funding strategies.  

2. Staff will review the park’s deferred maintenance and 
capital projects and return to Council with 
recommendations.  

3. Staff will work to incorporate the Bedwell Bayfront 
Park Master Plan into the overall Parks and Recreation 
Facilities Master Plan. 

4. If Council chooses, staff will come forward with a 
proposal for a third phase of Measure T Bonds. 

 
 
 



Questions? 



STANFORD UNIVERSITY, CENTER FOR 
ACADEMIC MEDICINE PROJECT

AGENDA ITEM G-1



 On Stanford University campus
 2000 General Use Permit
 Santa Clara County Planning Commission, October 26, 2017
 Menlo Park requested continuance for review
 Item continued to November 16, 2017

CENTER FOR ACADEMIC MEDICINE (CAM) 
PROJECT BACKGROUND

2



 155,000 square-foot academic building
– Faculty providing patient care across street
– Clinical research activities
– Associated staff

 827 parking spaces
– 227 existing
– 600 new

 Shifting 115,000 square-feet of academic building
 No shift in parking

CENTER FOR ACADEMIC MEDICINE (CAM) 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3



4

Project 
Location
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Project 
Location
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7



8



 Allocation of building square footage by development 
district

 Allocation of new parking spaces by development 
district

 400+ new parking spaces triggers additional 
transportation review

2000 GENERAL USE PERMIT (GUP)

9
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Development 
district

Unused 2000 GUP 
allotment

Proposed with 
CAM project

Unused 2000 GUP 
allotment with Project

Quarry 858 600 258

East Campus 44 0 44

West Campus 37 0 37

Lathrop 50 0 50

Foothills 0 0 0

Lagunita 1,140 0 1,140

Campus Center 468 0 468

Arboretum 174 0 174

DAPER & 
Administrative

850 0 850

San Juan 203 0 203

2000 GUP PARKING SPACE ALLOTMENT

11



 GUP EIR Intersection Evaluation
– Evaluated new parking with unused allotment

 Local Access and Circulation Study
– Evaluated impacts to adjacent intersections

 Supplemental Evaluation
– Performed to address potential Menlo Park traffic impacts

 Peer Reviews

ADDITIONAL TRANSPORTATION REVIEW

12



 New vehicle trips generated by parking spaces
 2000 GUP EIR analyzed trips generated within parking allotments
 Project does not exceed 2000 EIR analyzed trips
 Traffic impacts from Project included in 2000 GUP EIR
 Existing counts less than 2000 GUP projected

ANALYSIS & FINDINGS

13



 Develop notification process
 Concerns with process 

– Parking spaces generate trips
– Shifting of building square-footage
– Changes could be completed administratively

 Anticipate similar comments on 2018 GUP DEIR

COMMENT LETTER

14



 Comment letter
– Review
– Provide comments
– Authorize submittal on November 16, 2017

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED

15



THANK YOU



2111-2121 SAND HILL ROAD
Tom Smith, Associate Planner & 
Mark Muenzer, Assistant Community Development Director 
November 14, 2017

AGENDA ITEM G-2



2

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Stanford previously requested prezoning and related project approvals that would result in:
Annexation of unincorporated parcel into City, including the Stanford Provost’s residence and the Hewlett Foundation building
Subdivision of one parcel into two parcels with City zoning
Construction of new 40,000 sq. ft. office building on vacant site
Image is a view of proposed building from the driveway off of Sand Hill Road



 August 29: Initial review and continuance
 September 26: First reading of ordinances and 

approval of resolutions
 October 17: Second reading of ordinances waived and 

project approved
 October 31: Request to reconsider submitted
 November 7: Vote to agendize reconsideration 

approved

PREVIOUS MEETINGS SUMMARY

3

Presenter
Presentation Notes
August 29: Item continued to discuss forming transportation management association (TMA) for Sand Hill Road, the sound wall bordering Sharon Oaks subdivision

September 26: Stanford committed $200,000 for trip reduction programs and measures along Sand Hill, and participation in a TMA – Council approved resolutions adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration, General Plan Amendment to set Low Density Residential and Professional and Administrative Offices land uses, Tentative map to create two parcels, Use permit and architectural control for the new office building, Tax exchange to transfer revenues from San Mateo County to the City, Below Market Rate Housing Agreement for 2 units as part of 500 El Camino Real project, and Heritage tree removal permits for four trees

October 17: Stanford agreed to explore opportunities to achieve LEED Gold status for the project

October 31: Councilmember Carlton submitted request to reconsider approval of the prezoning and rezoning ordinances based on information about the Stanford Center for Academic Medicine, as described in the presentation for the previous item on tonight’s agenda

November 7: Council voted 4-0 to agendize reconsideration of the prezoning and rezoning ordinances

This evening, Council is reconsidering ordinances to adopt:
Prezoning of unincorporated portion of parcel to R-1-S and C-1-C zoning districts
Rezoning of incorporated portion of parcel from R-1-S to C-1-C



 Uphold approval of prezoning and rezoning ordinances
– San Mateo County Local Agency Formation Commission in December 2017

 Reverse approval of prezoning and rezoning 
ordinances
– Previously adopted resolutions fail to become effective
– Parcel remains in unincorporated San Mateo County

POTENTIAL ACTIONS

4

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 



5

Provost’s Residence

Hewlett Foundation

Proposed 
Office 
Building

Presenter
Presentation Notes
As mentioned, site is currently one parcel with multiple zoning designations and land uses *describe buildings*
Currently has two residential zoning designations in the County
Portion of the parcel is located within the City of Menlo Park already
Lease lines for Hewlett Foundation shown in medium gray
Subdivision would place the Provost’s residence on one parcel with single-family residential zoning (R-1-S), and the office building and an undeveloped portion of the site on a separate parcel with commercial zoning (C-1-C)
Prezoning and rezoning would put all of existing parcel within one jurisdiction
Proposed annexation includes 250-foot section of Sand Hill Road and the north leg of the intersection of Santa Cruz Avenue and Sand Hill Road
The triangle of land proposed for annexation is currently surrounded on all sides by property located within the City of Menlo Park boundaries
City would receive 10.5% of property taxes generated on site annually -- $1,050 in property taxes for every $1 million of new value
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