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NOTICE OF PREPARATION — ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT

Parkline Master Plan Project ey oF

MENLO PARK

333 Ravenswood Avenue
City of Menlo Park

December 2, 2022

To: State Clearinghouse From: Corinna Sandmeier
State responsible agencies Acting Principal Planner
State trustee agencies City of Menlo Park
Other public agencies 701 Laurel St.
Interested organizations Menlo Park, CA 94025
Subject: Notice of Preparation of the Environmental Impact Report for the Parkline Master Plan Project

Lead agency: City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

Project title: Parkline Master Plan Project

Project

Address: 333 Ravenswood Avenue

Introduction

The City of Menlo Park (City) is the lead agency for the Parkline Master Plan Project (Proposed Project). Pursuant to
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), upon deciding to prepare an environmental impact report (EIR), the
City, as lead agency, must issue a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to inform trustee and responsible agencies, as well
as the public, of the decision to undertake preparation of an EIR. The purpose of this NOP is to describe the Proposed
Project and its potential environmental effects to those who may wish to comment about the scope and content of the
information to be considered in the EIR. Agencies should comment on such information as it relates to their statutory
responsibilities in connection with the Proposed Project. Agencies and the public are invited to provide comments on
the scope and content of the environmental review, the potential mitigation strategies, and the Project alternatives by
5 p.m., Monday, Jan. 9, 2023.

A description of the Proposed Project, including its location, and a discussion of the environmental factors that may
be affected by development of the Proposed Project are provided below. The EIR will evaluate project-specific and
cumulative impacts, identify feasible mitigation measures to reduce or avoid significant impacts, and identify a
reasonable range of alternatives to the Proposed Project and their comparative environmental effects.

Scoping meeting

A public scoping session will be held as part of the Planning Commission meeting at 7 p.m., Monday, Dec. 12, 2022,
or as near as possible thereafter. Consistent with Cal. Gov. Code §54953(e), and in light of the declared state of
emergency, and to maximize public safety while still maintaining transparency and public access, members of the
public can listen to the meeting and participate using the following methods:

e Access the live meeting in-person, at the City Council Chambers, 751 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025
e Access the meeting real-time online at:
zoom.us/join — Meeting ID# 871 4022 8110
e Access the meeting real-time via telephone (listen only mode) at:
(669) 900-6833
Regular Meeting ID # 871 4022 8110
Press *9 to raise hand to speak
e Submit a written comment online up to one hour before the meeting start time:
PlanningDept@menlopark.org *
Please include the agenda item number you are commenting on
*Written comments are accepted up to one hour before the meeting start time. Written messages are provided
to the Planning Commission at the appropriate time in their meeting.



https://zoom.us/join

To access the online meeting agenda, please visit menlopark.org/agendas. Trustee and responsible agencies, as
well as members of the public, are invited to attend the meeting to learn more about the Proposed Project and
provide input on the scope and content of the EIR through public comment. The scoping process is designed to
enable the City to determine the scope and content of the EIR at an early stage.

Submitting comments

Comments regarding the appropriate scope of analysis and content for the EIR are invited from all interested
parties. Please submit comments no later than 5 p.m., Monday, Jan. 9, 2023. However, we would appreciate your
response at the earliest possible date. Please send your written comments to Corinna D. Sandmeier at the address
shown below with “Parkline Master Plan Project EIR” as the subject. Emailed comments are preferred. Public
agencies that provide comments are asked to include the name of a contact person for the agency.

Name: Corinna Sandmeier

Title: Acting Principal Planner

Department: Community Development, City of Menlo Park
Mail: 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025

Email: cdsandmeier@menlopark.org

Phone: 650-330-6726

City website: menlopark.gov

Project website: menlopark.gov/parkline

Project location and existing conditions

The 63.2-acre Project site is located at 333 Ravenswood Avenue (and includes 301 Ravenswood Avenue and 555
and 565 Middlefield Road) in the city of Menlo Park (as shown in Figure 1). The Project site is on Ravenswood
Avenue between El Camino Real and Middlefield Road, near the Downtown Area and Menlo Park Caltrain station
southwest of US 101. The Project site consists of five parcels (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 062-390-660; 062-390-
670; 062-390-730; 062-390-760; 062-390-780).

The vicinity of the Project site generally consists of residential neighborhoods and public facilities. To the north'
along Ravenswood Avenue are single-family and multifamily residences. To the east are Menlo-Atherton High
School, single-family residences, and a mix of office buildings, including the United States Geological Survey federal
offices, along Middlefield Road. To the south is a mix of offices, single-family residences and multifamily residential
units in the Linfield Oaks neighborhood. Across Laurel Street to the west are City Hall, Burgess Park and a child
care facility. To the northeast, along Ravenswood Avenue, the Project site surrounds on three sides an existing
church at 201 Ravenswood Avenue. The closest residences are immediately adjacent to the southeastern portion of
the Project site.

The Project site is designated Commercial under the General Plan. The Project site is zoned “C-1(X)”
(Administrative and Professional District, Restrictive). The Project site is currently governed by a Conditional
Development Permit (CDP) approved in 1975, and subsequently amended in 1978, 1997, and 2004. The CDP
permits up to 1,494,774 square feet of gross floor area, a maximum building coverage of 40% of the total site, a 50-
foot height limit, and a maximum employee count of 3,308, among other restrictions. The existing Project site
buildout consists of approximately 1,380,332 square feet of gross floor area. The CDP and zoning do not currently
authorize residential uses.

The Project site includes SRI International’s research campus, which consists of 38 existing buildings totaling
approximately 1.38 million gross square feet (gsf) of existing, mostly research and development (R&D) and
supporting uses. Of the 38 existing buildings, one building (Building 302) is used exclusively to provide campus
amenities, three buildings (Buildings R, U, W) are used exclusively for support functions, and the remaining
buildings incorporate a mix of amenity, office, research and design (R&D), and supporting uses. Under current
operations, the campus is not open to the public and is mostly surrounded by a security fence with limited access
points. The Project site is currently improved with substantial impervious hardscape, including building roof areas,
surface parking, streets and paths, which cover approximately 72% of the Project site. Many existing heritage trees
are distributed across the Project site. Approximately 1,100 people are currently employed at the Project site.

' For descriptive purposes, true northwest is Project North with EI Camino Real running in a north-south direction and

Ravenswood Avenue running in an east-west direction. Compass directions in this NOP use Middlefield Road in a north-south
direction and Ravenswood Avenue in an east-west direction. All references are labeled accordingly.



Project description

The Proposed Project would redevelop SRI International’s research campus by creating a new office/R&D, transit-
oriented campus with no net increase in commercial square footage, up to 550 new rental housing units at a range
of affordability levels, new bicycle and pedestrian connections, and 25 acres of publicly accessible open space.

The Proposed Project would demolish all existing buildings, excluding Buildings P, S and T, which would remain on-
site and operational by SRI and its tenants. The Proposed Project would organize land uses generally into two land
use districts within the Project site, including 1) an approximately 10-acre Residential District in the southwestern
portion of the Project site; and 2) an approximately 53-acre Office/R&D District that would comprise the remainder of
the Project site, which would include publicly accessible open space, recreational area and other public amenities.
In addition, the Proposed Project would establish a separate parcel of land that is proposed to be leased (under a
long-term ground lease) to an affordable housing developer for the future construction of a 100% affordable housing
or special needs project which would be separately rezoned as part of the Proposed Project for up to 100 residential
units (in addition to the 450 residential units proposed within the Residential District, discussed below).

The Residential District would include 450 rental residential units in three multifamily residential buildings and
townhomes with a floor area ratio (FAR) of approximately 119%. The multifamily buildings would be between three
and six-stories tall. The townhomes would be two-stories tall. The Residential District would incorporate 15% of new
units as income-restricted to low income households or an equivalent alternative, consistent with Menlo Park’s
Below Market Rate housing program. The Residential District would include up to 469 parking spaces for the units
within podium parking structures and surface parking areas. Three access points using existing and/or relocated
driveways would be provided for the Residential District in the following locations: one entry point along
Ravenswood Avenue toward the northwestern portion of the Project site and two entry points along Laurel Street
(one for the multifamily residential buildings and one for the townhomes) at the southwestern portion of the Project
site.

The Office/R&D District would include: (1) five new office/R&D buildings (totaling approximately 1,093,602 gsf,
which would replace the same amount of gsf that would be demolished as part of the Proposed Project), (2) the
three existing buildings to be retained (Buildings P, S and T) totaling approximately 286,730 gsf), (3) an
approximately 40,000 gsf office amenity building, and (4) an approximately 2,000 gsf community amenity building.
Total building intensity would be approximately 60% FAR. The Office/R&D District would provide approximately
2,800 parking spaces within three above-grade parking structures, surface parking areas and underground parking.
Four access points using existing and/or relocated driveways would be provided for the Office/R&D District in the
following locations: two along Ravenswood Avenue (toward the center of the Project site) and two along Middlefield
Road (one at Ringwood Avenue and one at Seminary Drive.) The proposed buildings would be designed to
accommodate either office or R&D uses. Because future tenants have not been identified, the EIR will evaluate two
scenarios: a 100% office scenario and a 100% R&D scenario. Each section in the EIR will evaluate the most intense
scenario for the resource area being analyzed. This will ensure that the EIR evaluates the Proposed Project’s
maximum potential impact, and that any future tenant mix is within the scope of the EIR.

As part of the Proposed Project, the existing 6-megawatt natural gas power plant that generates power and steam
energy for the existing SRI International campus would be demolished and the entire Project site would be
converted to all-electric energy usage, with the exception of two of the existing buildings that would remain
(Buildings P and T) and potential backup diesel generators, in compliance with the city Reach Code. (It is possible
that limited exceptions may be requested to accommodate life science uses.)

In total, the Proposed Project would result in a total of approximately 1,898,931 gsf, including approximately
1,380,332 gsf of office/R&D uses (including existing buildings to be retained) and approximately 518,599 gsf of
residential uses (including 450 rental residential units, and excluding the up to 100 affordable rental residential units,
whose gsf will be determined at a later date), with a total FAR of approximately 69% (not including the proposed
land dedication via a long-term ground lease for future affordable or special needs housing project on the Project
site.) The Proposed Project would also include approximately 25 acres of open space areas and supporting
amenities, including a network of publicly accessible pedestrian and bicycle trails, open spaces and active/passive
recreational areas available to the public.

The Project site is not included on any list compiled pursuant to Cal. Gov. Code § 65962.5.




Project approvals

The following City discretionary approvals/actions? would be required before development at the Project site:
General Plan Amendment (Text and Map)
Zoning Ordinance Amendment

Rezoning

Conditional Development Permit

Development Agreement

Architectural Control (for future Design Review)
Heritage Tree Removal Permits

Vesting Tentative Map

Below Market Rate Housing Agreement
Environmental Review

The entitlement process would allow development of either the office or R&D scenario, or a hybrid of the two, up to
the maximum intensity evaluated in the EIR. In addition, as part of the development review process conducted by
the City, and not as part of the environmental review, a fiscal impact analysis would be prepared, and a Water
Supply Assessment (WSA) and Housing Needs Assessment (HNA). Review of the Proposed Project by the City
Planning Commission would be conducted as a part of the EIR review and entitiement process. The City Council
would be the final decision-making body on the requested land use entitlements (with the potential exception of
architectural control reviews by the Planning Commission and heritage tree removal permits issued by the City
Arborist) and certification of the EIR.

Responsible and other Agencies

The agencies listed below are expected to review the draft EIR to evaluate the Proposed Project:
e Bay Area Air Quality Management District

e California Department of Transportation

¢ California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region/San Mateo Countywide Water
Pollution Prevention Program

California Air Resources Board

California Department of Toxic Substances Control

California Public Utilities Commission

City/County Association of Governments

PG&E

San Mateo County Transportation Authority

Menlo Park Fire Protection District

San Mateo County Environmental Health Division

West Bay Sanitary District

Native American Heritage Commission

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

Introduction to EIR

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 EIR for the Proposed Project
will be prepared and processed in accordance with CEQA (Public Resources Code §§21000 et seq) and the State
CEQA Guidelines. The EIR will include the following:

e Summary of the Proposed Project and its potential environmental effects;

e Description of the Proposed Project;

e Description of the existing environmental setting, potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project, and
feasible mitigation measures to reduce significant environmental effects of the Proposed Project;

Variants to the Proposed Project;

Alternatives to the Proposed Project;

Cumulative impacts; and

CEQA conclusions.

2 Determination of the final list of required discretionary approvals/actions would be based on the final development
characteristics and site plans for the Proposed Project, which would be finalized prior to issuance of any permits or agreements.



Probable environmental effects

CEQA Guidelines §15128 states that “[a]n EIR shall contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons that various
possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be significant and were therefore not discussed in
detail in the EIR.” Accordingly, the EIR will include a section for impacts found to be less than significant, including
the following areas: agricultural and forestry resources, mineral resources and wildfire.

The EIR will analyze whether the Proposed Project would have a significant environmental impact related to the
following areas:

e Aesthetics

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Energy

Geology and Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality
Land Use and Planning

Noise

Population and Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation

Tribal Cultural Resources

Utilities and Service Systems

Variants

Variants are variations of a project at the same project site, with the same objectives, background, and development
controls but with additions and changes from a project, whose inclusion may or may not reduce environmental
impacts. Thus, variants are distinct from “alternatives” (discussed below) insofar as CEQA requires the
consideration of alternatives to avoid or lessen significant effects of a project. The EIR will include variants proposed
by the Project Sponsor or the City and the description and analysis of the variants will be equal in detail to those of
the Proposed Project. The EIR will describe and analyze the following variants:

e Emergency Reservoir Variant: This variant would be similar to the Proposed Project except it would also include
an approximately 2 million gallon buried concrete water reservoir and associated facilities (including a pump
station building, surge tank, well head) that would be aboveground and surrounded by a fence or screen. The
area for the emergency reservoir and associated facilities would be leased by the City. The specific location of
the emergency water reservoir and associated facilities within the Project site has not yet been determined, but
would likely be located on the northeastern portion of the Project site.

e Increased Residential Variant: This variant would be similar to the Proposed Project except it would include up
to 600 rental residential units, 50 more residential units than under the Proposed Project. The additional
residential units would be located along Laurel Street within the Residential District. As a result, the proposed
building height along Laurel Street would increase and additional subterranean parking may be required.

Alternatives

Based on the significance conclusions from the EIR, alternatives to the Proposed Project will be analyzed to reduce
identified impacts. CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e) requires evaluation of a no-project alternative. Other alternatives
may be considered during preparation of the EIR. These will comply with the CEQA Guidelines, which 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.”
The EIR will discuss the process by which alternatives are identified. This includes consideration of any feasible
alternatives suggested during the scoping process.

EIR PROCESS

Following the close of the NOP comment period, a draft EIR will be prepared that considers all NOP comments. In
accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15105(a), the draft EIR will be released for public review and comment over a
required 45-day review period. Following the close of the 45-day public review period, the City will prepare a final
EIR, which will include responses to all substantive comments received on the draft EIR. The draft EIR, all public
comments and recommendations, a list of all persons and organizations commenting on the draft EIR, all responses
to comments prepared by the City, and any other information added by the City will compose the final EIR;




thereafter, the final EIR will be considered by the Planning Commission and City Council when making the decision
whether to certify the final EIR and approve or deny the discretionary approvals needed for the Proposed Project.

Corinna Sandmeier
City of Menlo Park
December 2, 2022
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DECEMBER 12, 2022 10: 28 p. m

PROCEEDI NGS

This is itemHL -- excuse ne. H, Public Hearing
2. Thisis itemHL Hl and |1 are associated items with
a single staff report.

Hl, request for an Environnental |npact Report,
an EIR Scoping Session for the Parkline Master Plan
project to conprehensively redevel op an approxinmately
63.2-acre site located at 301 and 333 Ravenswood Avenue,
and 555 and 565 M ddlefield Road. The proposed project
woul d redevel op SRI International's research canmpus by
creating a new office/research and devel opment,
transit-oriented canpus with no net increase in conmmrercial
square footage, up to 550 new rental housing units (with a
m ni num of 15 percent of the units available for bel ow
mar ket rate househol ds), new bicycle and pedestrian
connections, and approxinmately 25 acres of
publicly-accessi bl e open space. The proposed project
woul d denolish all existing buildings, excluding Buildings
P, S, and T, which remain onsite and operational by SR
and its tenants.

The proposed project woul d organi ze | and uses
generally in two land use districts within the project

site including, 1, an approxi nately 10-acre Residenti al

Emerick and Finch, Certified Shorthand Reporters
REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS
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District in the southwestern portion of the project site;

and, 2, an approxinmately 53-acre Ofice/R& -- that's
Research and Devel opnent District -- that would conprise
the remai nder of the project site.

In total, the proposed project results in a total
of approximately 1,898,931 square feet, including
approxi mately 1,380,332 square feet of Ofice/ R&D and
approxi mately 518,599 square feet of residential uses
(including up to 450 rental residential units).

In addition, the proposed project would establish
a separate parcel of land that is proposed to be |eased to
an af fordabl e housing devel oper for the future
construction of a 100 percent affordable housing or
speci al needs project, which would be separately rezoned
as part of the proposed project for up to 100 residenti al
units (in addition to the residential units proposed
within the Residential District), and which is not
included in the residential square footage cal cul ations as
the square footage has not been determ ned.

The EIR w Il study two potential project
variants, one that includes an approximately 2-mllion
gallon buried concrete water reservoir and associ at ed
facilities, and one that includes an additional 50
residential units for a total of up to 600 dwelling units,

I ncl usive of the standard -- excuse ne -- standal one

Emerick and Finch, Certified Shorthand Reporters
REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS
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af f or dabl e housi ng buil di ng.

The project site is zoned CG1(X) -- that's
Adm nistrative and Professional District, Restrictive --
and governed by a Conditional Devel opment Permt (CDP)
approved in 1975, subsequently anended in 1978, 1997, and
2004.

The proposed project is anticipated to include

the following entitlements: The General Plan Amrendment

© 00 N O o1 B~ W N P

(Text and Map), Zoning O dinance Arendment, Rezoning,

10 Conditional Devel opment Permt, Devel opnent Agreenent,

11 Architectural Control (for potential future Design Review)
12 Heritage Tree Renoval Permts, Vesting Tentative Map

13 Bel ow Market Rate (BWMR) Housing Agreenent, and

14 Environmental Review.

15 A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the proposed
16 project was released on Friday, December 2nd, 2022. The
17 NOP provides a description of the proposed project the

18 location of the proposed project and the probable

19 environmental effects. The EIR w | address potential

20 physical environmental effects of the proposed project, as
21 outlined in the California Environmental Quality Act.

22 That's CEQA. An initial study was not conpleted as it is
23 anticipated this will be a full EIR and no topic areas

24 wll be scoped out, with the exception of agriculture and

25 forestry resources, mneral resources, and wldfire.

Emerick and Finch, Certified Shorthand Reporters
REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS
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Those topic areas are not anticipated to require further

anal ysi s.
The project site is located within a "transit

priority area," as defined, and thus pursuant to the

1

2

3

4

5 Public Resources Code section 21099. Aesthetic and

6 parking inmpacts are not considered significant inpacts on
7 the environnent. Accordingly, the analysis in the EIR

8 will reflect this statutory directive. Nevertheless, the
9 Gty retains -- still retains authority to consider

10 aesthetic inpacts pursuant to its design review authority.
11 The Gty is requesting comments on the scope and
12 content of this EIR  The project |ocation does not

13 contain a toxic site pursuant to Section 6596.2 of the

14 CGovernment Code. Comments on the scope and content of the
15 EIR are due by 5:00 p.m, Mnday, January 9th, 2023.

16 And with that, I wll turn it over to staff

17 MS. SANDMEI ER Yes. (Good evening again, Chair
18 DeCardy and Conmmi ssioners. So | have a snal

19 presentation -- or try to keep it short.

20 Vanh, can you pull that up?

21 So this is for the Parkline project. And we'll
22 Dbe focusing on the Environmental |npact Report Scoping

23 Session tonight. Next slide.

24 So I'I'l just kind of focus on the EIR scoping

25 session, since the -- sounds |ike the study session wl|

Emerick and Finch, Certified Shorthand Reporters
REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS
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be conti nued.

So the purpose of the scoping session is for
I nput on the scope and content of the EIR.  And no actions
wi Il be taken tonight. And the public coment on the
Notice of Preparation ends on January 9th -- that should
be 2023. That's a m stake there.

So City Council will consider certification of
the Final EIR and nost of the land use entitlenents.

And next slide.

And this slide just shows the project |ocation.
So it's the existing SRI canpus. It shows the proximty

to dowmntown, the Caltrain Station, Burgess Park and E

Cam no Real .

Next slide, please.

So the existing site is approximtely 63 acres in
size. It contains 38 buildings. The existing |and uses

are office, R&D, and supporting uses. And there are
approxi mately 1, 100 enpl oyees there today.

So this is the nost recent site plan for the
proposed project. 35 of the existing buildings woul d be
denol i shed. The proposal is for a m xed-use devel opnent.
The building shown in yellow woul d be a residential
district for approximtely 450 residences, with 15 percent
bel ow market rate units.

And the applicant is also proposing a separate

Emerick and Finch, Certified Shorthand Reporters
REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS
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parcel to be dedicated to an affording housing devel oper.

And that would be up to 100 units.

And then the remainder of the site would be a
nonresidential, basically R& and office district. And
the project includes 25 acres of publicly-accessible open
space.

So the recomrended neeting format for the EIR

scoping session is staff overview of the proposed project,

© 00 N O o1 B~ W N P

presentation by the applicant, presentation by the Gty's

[EEN
o

EI R consultant, public coments on the EIR scope,

|
H

comm ssi oner questions on the scope, conm ssioner comments

[y
N

on the scope, and then the close of the scoping session

[EEN
w

public hearing.

14 Next slide, please.

15 And that concludes ny presentation. And so next,
16 we'll go to the applicant

17 CHAI R DECARDY: Any questions of M. Sandmeier

18 from conmm ssioners?

19 COW SSI ONER BARNES: | do.

20 CHAI R DECARDY:  Conmi ssi oner Bar nes.

21 COW SSI ONER BARNES: So |' m super appreciative
22 of the bifurcation on what we are going to do this

N
w

evening. Are we, in part two of this, going to hear a

N
~

redux of the presentation by the applicant? Because

N
ol

depending on when this may cone back, | may not be fresh

Emerick and Finch, Certified Shorthand Reporters
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again. And I'd love to -- although it's going to be

repetitive, ny mnd only captures things for a certain
period of time. So |I'd love to hear a redux of it. And |
wanted to check in on that.

M5. SANDMEI ER. Yes. Through the Chair, that is
the plan. It will need to come back next year, 2023. So
there' Il definitely be an overview again of the project.

CHAI R DECARDY: Al right. Thank you,
Conm ssi oner Barnes. (Good question.

Any ot her questions?

Al right. To the applicant. Thank you for
bearing with us this evening. Wlcone. The floor is
yours.

MR. MJRRAY: Good evening, Chair DeCardy and
menbers of the Conmssion, City staff, nembers of the
public. I'mthe app -- | represent the applicant, Mark
Mirray, with Lane Partners.

In the interest of time, I'magoing to turn things
over to Tom Yee, from STUDICS Architecture, to talk a
little bit nore about the design, to try to nove forward
with the scoping session.

But, again, we'll be back, probably in a couple
months to do the study session presentation, have a nore
robust presentation there. But, again, here to answer

questions as well.
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Thank you.

CHAI R DECARDY: Thanks very nuch. And appreciate
you adjusting on the fly this evening. Thank you.

MR YEE M name is Thonas Yee. |'mwth -- the
Principal at STUDICS Architecture. Thank you for having
us this evening, Conm ssioner DeCardy, Vice Chair Harris.

Sol'dlike to go through the presentation very
briefly. Corinna explained the project [ocation and site.

Next slide, please.

These are sone of the goals that we established
for the site at the very beginning, over a year-and-a-half
ago -- the residential sustainability issues, tree
preservation. There are about 1,375 existing trees on the
site. W're retaining over half of themthrough our site
pl anni ng open space. As we nentioned, 25-acres of
publ i cly-accessi bl e open space because the current site is
a fenced-of f property. 63 acres, which we're transform ng
to publicly-accessible |Iand and both programred, active
and passive, open spaces.

Next slide, please.

And on the Master Plan, as Corinna nentioned, the
| and uses here are fairly straightforward. A 63-acre
site. Ravenswood on the top, Laurel on the left,
Mddlefield on the right. On the left, part of the site

in yelloware three to four buildings of residentia
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apartments in the Rl, R2, and R3 buildings. This is al

explained in the packet that you received -- and then

t ownhouses to the south, just north of Burgess Park

nei ghbor hood -- Burgess O assics nei ghborhood. Those are
two-story townhouses to, again, address the scale
transition between Burgess Cassics at the residential
bui | dings that work up Laurel, up to Ravenswood.

SRl is retaining three existing buildings, as you
see in blue there. Building P, S, and T. S and T are at
the south portions of the site. Those wll -- SRl is
consol idating their operations into those three buildings,
and -- for their operations in the future.

So the 35 remaining buildings to which will be
removed Wi Il be transformed to office, R&D, and lab/life
sci ence uses. You can see, those are situated in the five
bui I dings in |ight blue.

There will be an anenities building for the
tenants to the left, above the parking garage No. 3, and a
community building on the upper right, next to the church.

The open space is accessible. It's being
programmed. We've got the active/passive uses. W're
proposing a recreational field on the upper right, near
Ravenswood and M ddl efi el d.

And the other aspect of the property is

circulation. W are very -- we've added and i ncl uded

Emerick and Finch, Certified Shorthand Reporters
REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS



925-831-9029 emerickfinch@emerickfinch.com

© 00 N O o1 B~ W N PP

N N N T S R e e N S T e o
ga B~ W N B O © 00 N oo o M W PN -, O

Page 13
maj or pedestrian pathways to the site -- north along

Ravenswood through the site -- north and south, and
diagonal |y across the site; inproved access fromthe west
on Laurel through the site toward the m ddle.

W have Class 1 bike |anes crossing the site
along the loop road, which is a private road that you see
circulating through the site, as well a consideration of a
(ass 4 bicycle lane along Laurel.

Through our outreach prograns with the conmunity,
bi ke safety was a very big concern along -- along Laurel.
So Cass 4 is a separated bicycle pathway for --
especially for kids going up and down Laurel. And they
have the opportunity to criss-cross the site over to Menlo
At herton.

Again, the idea is to nmake the open space
active/passive, a criss-cross wth pedestrian bicycle
pat hways to create better access through the site, create
better safety for bicycle paths and pat hways, and fol ks
usi ng those nodes of transportation. Located near
Caltrain. So taking advantage of the
transportation-oriented design aspects.

And we're -- both Mark and | are open to any
questions. But in the interest of keeping this going this
eveni ng, we can concl ude here and address any questions

you m ght have.
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Thank you.

CHAI R DECARDY: Thank you very much. And, again,
appreciate you adjusting for us on the fly this evening.

The next step will be, | believe, to our EIR
consultant. Is that right, Ms. Sandneier? But are there
questions for the applicant, in advance of that, from any
conmi ssi oners?

Conmm ssi oner Bar nes.

COW SSI ONER BARNES: So | do have a couple

© 00 N O o1 B~ W N P

[EEN
o

questions on what they presented. But | want to be

|
H

respectful to the process and the sequencing of how we're

[y
N

going to do this. | nmean, | could ask sone questions

[EEN
w

about the site plan -- does it contenplate certain things,

14 and talk further about that.

15 But if we're going to cone back to this, you tel
16 nme, Chair -- or Chair through staff, how we should

17 progress this.

18 Shoul d we not even go into it and go directly to
19 the EIR? Should we be touching on sonme of these issues
20 related to the project?

21 How do you want to do this?

22 CHAI R DECARDY: M suggestion, Conm ssioner

23 Barnes, would go to the EIR If, after the EIR consultant

N
~

has spoken, that you've got comments germane to the EIR

N
ol

where you would like to ask questions of the applicant,
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t hen perhaps they could -- you could come back to it at

t hat point.

But | think any other questions of the applicant
about the project is going to be under | -- what is
currently itemll, which we're going to vote to continue
until January. So, again, we'll get the full presentation
at that point. W'I|l have the opportunity for full public
comment, broad questioning of the applicant at that point.

COMM SSI ONER BARNES:  Ckay. So |

CHAI R DECARDY: Does that nake sense?

COW SSI ONER BARNES: It does.

So in the context of clarifying questions, ny
clarifying questions would be unrelated at this point to
the EIR because | haven't heard that yet. So by
definition, I won't have anything. But thank you for
t hat .

CHAI R DECARDY: Al right. M. Sandneier, so
we're going to the EIR consultant; is that correct?

M5. SANDMEIER  Yes. That's right.

CHAI R DECARDY: Thank you.

MS. VI RAMONTES:. Good evening, Comm ssioners and
menbers of the public. Thank you for comng to the
scopi ng session for the Parkline Master Plan project. M
name is Jessica Viranontes, and | work for the

environnmental consulting firm ICF. W wll be preparing
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the environnental review conponent for the project, and

" mthe project nanager.

Shoul d you have any questions after the
presentation regarding the environmental review process, |
wi |l respond to them accordingly.

Next slide, please.

My presentation will cover the scoping process
and the environmental review process. | wll also explain
how to submt comments on the scope of the EIR and
describe the next steps.

Next slide, please.

The EIR teamconsists of the City of Menlo Park
as the lead agency -- neaning, they have principal
responsibility for carrying out the project. ICF wll be
the lead EIR consultant and will prepare all sections of
the EIR, with assistance from Hexagon for the
transportation analysis, KMA for the housing needs
assessment, and West G Yost for the water supply
assessnent .

Next slide, please.

The EIRis a tool for identifying physical
environmental inpacts by using the analysis conducted by
our EIRteam The EIRis also used to informthe public
and deci si onmakers about a project prior to project

approval, reconmend ways to reduce inpacts, and consider
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alternatives to | essen identified physical environmental

| npact s.

Next slide.

The EIR wi |l sunmarize the environnental setting
and regul atory setting, as well as eval uate potentia
environnental inpacts. Wth respect to the two scenarios
that wll be evaluated in the EIR which are the 100
percent office scenario, and the 100 percent R&D scenari o,
each section in the EIR will evaluate the nost intense
scenario for the issue being analyzed. This will ensure
that the EIR eval uates the proposed project's maxi mum
potential environnental inpact and that any future tenant
mx is wthin the scope of the evaluation in the EIR

Variants are variations of a project at the sane
project site, with the sane objectives, background and
devel opment controls, but with additions and changes from
the project whose inclusion may or may not reduce
envi ronment al i npacts.

As mentioned previously, the EIRw || evaluate
the variants, which are the emergency reservoir variant
and the increased residential variant in detail, equal to
that of the proposed project.

Next slide, please.

The EIR w Il analyze a proposed project -- wll

anal yze whet her the proposed project would have a
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significant environmental inpact related to the issues

shown on this slide. Wth respect to aesthetics, this
issue Wil likely be exenpt, but will also Iikely be
anal yzed in sone capacity for informational purposes.

The EIR wi |l also include a section for inpacts
found less -- found less -- found to be Iess than
significant, including the follow ng issues: Agriculture
and forestry resources, mneral resources, and wldfire.

In addition, alternatives to the project will be
anal yzed to potentially reduce identified inpacts. CEQA
gui delines requires the evaluation of a no-project
alternative. Oher alternatives will also be considered
and will comply with CEQA.

Next slide, please.

This slide shows the general steps involved with
the CEQA process for this project. As nost of you know,
the NOP, which we'll discuss next, was released earlier
this nonth, on Decenber 2nd. The NOP comment peri od,
which is the scoping period, ends on January 9th, 2023.

Fol I owi ng the close of the scoping period, we'll
begin preparing the Draft EIR  \Wen the Draft EIR s
rel eased for public review, a public hearing wll be held
to solicit comments on the adequacy of the EIR  Then a
Final EIRw Il be prepared that will address all of the

comments received during the Draft EIR review period. A
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certification hearing for the final EIRw Il be held

before the Planning Comm ssion and Gty Council.

After the EIRis certified, the project can then
be approved. Follow ng approval of the project, a Notice
of Determnation is issued.

Next slide.

As di scussed previously, we are currently in the

scopi ng phase of the project. This is the initial stage

© 00 N O o1 B~ W N PP

of the EIR process. The purpose of the scoping phase is
10 to gather public input, identify key environmental issues,
11 identify possible mtigation measures, and consi der

12 possible project alternatives.

13 | want to note that the intent of tonight's

14 neeting, as well as the scoping phase, is not focused on
15 conmments on the project itself or its nerits. Instead,
16 coments shoul d be focused on the potential environnental
17 inpacts of the project.

18 Next slide, please.

19 You can submt conments on the scope of the EIR
20 via e-mail or via letter to Corinna Sandneier, Acting

21 Principal Planner wwth the Gty of Menlo Park. You can
22 also speak tonight, and we will note your comments and
23 consider themduring the preparation of the Draft EIR

24 Al comments nust be received by January 9th,

25 2023, at 5:00 p.m
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Thank you again for comng tonight, and we | ook

forward to receiving your comments.

CHAI R DECARDY: Thank you, Ms. Viranontes.

Any clarifying questions before we turn to public
comment? And then we'll have an opportunity to come back,
as comm ssioners for questions, coments, and input into
the EIR  But for right now, before we go to public

coment, any clarifying questions?

© 00 N O o1 B~ W N PP

Al right. Let's open public comment.

[EN
o

M. Turner.
MR PRUTER:  Thank you, Chair DeCardy. At this

[
N

time, | see a couple of hands raised. So |I'mhappy to go

[EN
w

through that, with your perm ssion

H
o

So we'll have -- |ooks like three cormenters now

have raised their hands. Let's start with -- | have

T
> o1

someone by the nane of Peter.

|
\l

Peter, I'mgoing to let you un-nute yourself, and

[EN
oo

we Wi Il begin the timer. You will have three mnutes to

(I
©

speak. If you could please provide your name and

N
o

jurisdiction at the start of your comment, that will be

N
[

greatly appreciated. You'll be able to speak at this

N
N

tine.

N
w

Thank you.
PETER CHON Hi, Planning Conm ssion. M name is

N DN
(G2 BN SN

Peter Chow. |'ma resident here in Burgess community,
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adj acent to the site.

Wiat | wanted to do is just express nmy continued
concern for the nunber of housing units. The commttee
here has been very vocal about naintaining the original
pl an, which was 400 units. And we worked -- and, you
know, with Lane Partners and expressing our concern, but
now, this additional study is for an additional 50 units.
That was not originally contenplated. And so | wll be
| istening and paying attention closely to the inpact
report, Environnent |npact Report, as well as the
transportation demand nmanagement studi es.

So want to continue to express ny concerns and,
you know, for not only the well-being of the |ocal
community here in the Burgess comunity, but all of Menlo
Park because we do understand that the rate -- you know,
al ong Ravenswood and M ddlefield is a high inpact traffic
zone area.

Thanks.

CHAI R DECARDY: Thank you.

MR PRUTER  Thank you for your comment.

Qur next commenter is the nane Jenny M chelle.
|"mgoing to un-mute you. And, again, please provide your
nane and jurisdiction at this tine.

Thank you very nuch. You have three mnutes to

speak.
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JENNY M CHELLE: Good evening, Chair,

Conm ssi oners, menbers of the public, neighbors, staff.
My nane is Jenny Mchelle, fromthe Comonpl ace
Nei ghbor hood blog. And | amvery excited about this
proj ect.

But | want to -- actually, opposite of the
previ ous speaker, want to encourage the applicant to be
nmore aggressive with your housing and your specific
approach to nmeeting and exceedi ng our residential housing
obligations and needs for all residents of all income
brackets. Right?

But how is the applicant being tied to the Fair
Housi ng Devel opnent in this specific way? So |'mjust
trying to have the applicant and the comm ssioners and the
public tie this together for all the residents who don't
under stand our obligations here.

|"malso interested in pressing the housing -- or
|"msorry. The parking mandates. | think we should
reduce the mninums to include |oading and ADA parking
only.

We shoul d encourage slow streets to address the
safety concerns that we have with high traffic, with
si ngl e-use vehicles.

And | think there should be robust public

outreach, specifically addressing this delta where our
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1 popul ation doesn't understand what is being required of

2 us; to develop fair housing in all of our districts and

3 nei ghborhoods, including the |ow density nei ghborhoods

4 that are alnost specifically using this vehicle traffic to
5 get through to where the food is; right? So that's where
6 the 10-m nute nei ghborhood cones in.

7 So thank you for allowing ne to speak again, and
8 | appreciate your public service. Thank you.

9 CHAI R DECARDY: Thank you.

10 MR PRUTER  Thank you for your comment.

11 Qur next commenter's name is Sue Connelly. [|'m
12 going to un-nute you at this tine. If you could please

[EN
w

provi de your nane and jurisdiction. You'll have three

H
o

m nutes. Thank you.

15 SUE CONNELLY: Thank you. M nane is Sue

16 Connelly. And I, too, ama resident of Burgess C assics.
17 And | grewup in the area here too. So | |love Menlo Park.
18 And I'mvery much in support of intelligent

19 devel opment, but | am genuinely concerned about the scope
20 of the SRl project. And, again, we here at Burgess

21 (dassics, the 33 homes here, are actually a | egacy of SR
22 property that they sold back in '99 to develop in order to
23 raise funds.

24 So | want SRI to be successful. W really

25 appreciate them Yet, my concern is that there are nany,
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many out si de advocacy groups that are pushing very hard to

I ncrease the anount of housing in this one lot. And this
Is also prior to the Stanford project, Mddle Plaza
opening up and the traffic and school inpact, water,
infrastructure costs, plus what Springline will be also
adding to this very high concentrated area at 400, plus 50
to 100, affordable housing units over and above the BMR of
15 percent. It already is a nonumental amount on an area
that's already getting stressed al ready.

My chief concern is also the traffic safety,
because Laurel Street is a primary artery, and it's a safe
streets, safe bike lanes path. And there are stil
concerns about driveways for, you know, 450 units dunping
right onto Laurel Street, which is already gridlocked and
congest ed.

The other issues are that -- you know, the water.
|"'mreally glad that they're planning on building a water
reservoir, but just overall, and especially in view of the
123 I ndependent Drive -- Independence Drive earlier spoken
about, we have a mmjor drought continuing and probably
prol onged for who knows how many decades further. And we
keep addi ng nore and nore people and such high density.

So | think that rather than conceding to all the
outside pressures for increasing the amount of housing, we

need to reuse and rethink the other areas that we have
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avai | abl e around Menlo Park and not nake a conpletely

deadl ocked and gridl ocked Ravenswood and Laurel area
corridor.

Thank you very nuch, Planning Comm ssioners, for
staying so late. And thank you for hearing us.

CHAI R DECARDY: Thank you.

MR. PRUTER:  Thank you

Qur next speaker is nanmed Brittani Baxter. [|'m
going to let you un-nmute yourself. |f you provide your
nane and jurisdiction. You may now speak. Thank you.

BRITTANI BAXTER: H . Good evening. |'m
Brittani Baxter, District 3 resident. Try to be quick.

| think there are a lot of really great
structural elements in this project that | hope can be
studied in the EIR So just wanted to ask about a couple
of those.

Overall, I"'mreally excited by the project's
potential to just kind of be a great exanple of kind of a
future beyond cars. It's so central to downtown. |It's so
wal kable. | think we all hate, you know, car traffic and

kind of being stuck in traffic. But |I think, with the

wal kabl e anenities around that |ocation -- it's an area
that | walk to often -- | think it's a really cool
opportunity.

So having heard earlier in tonight's nmeeting
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that, you know, those existing -- kind of existing

conditions factor heavily into the EIR | know |'m
personally able to nmeet a lot of ny daily needs by just
actual Iy wal king around the nei ghborhood, wal king to
downtown. So just hoping we can study those existing
anenities to the fullest.

| also do |ike the idea of the increased
residential variant. To me, it's really appealing because
| think this is a once-in-a-nulti-generational opportunity
for this parcel to turn over. |It's been, you know, since,
| think, the "60's, when a |ot of these buildings were
built. And so as | think to the future with nmore people
wal ki ng and bi ki ng and taking transit.

W're right by Caltrain. W're right by the
schools. That is really fantastic, too, just to be able
to | ocate those hones in a place that makes sense, again,
for people to have other options, other than vehicles.

| also wanted to ask if there's an opportunity to
study options that do have that reduced parking m ni num
again, to sort of create those right conditions for people
to ditch their cars, walk or bike around.

In terms of circulation inpacts, | do really |ike
that the site plan for this |ocation opens up a |ot of
bi ke and ped routes that make it easier to kind of

criss-cross by Menlo Park, by a lot of our schools; get to
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the train, get to downtown.

And so in terms of circulation benefits, |
actually feel that that could be an inprovenent,
especially as we think about, again, alternatives to cars.

And according to our housing el ement, | know that
right now, 96 percent of people who work here in Menlo
Park, who are already here every day, part of the
community, are commuting in to the city from sonewhere
el se. So, again, given that |ocation next to the train,
given that there is no net increase in office space, but
that we are adding homes to the community, | do wonder if
there's any way to kind of study that as well, given that
we have people comng in to wrk, and at the end of the
day, you know, maybe driving to an area that doesn't have
great public transit. Just seeing if there's any way to
kind of map that circulation plan a little bit better.

Overall, really excited to have this project in
t he nei ghborhood. Really appreciate the open dial ogue and
just excited to see what transpires.

Thank you so nuch.

CHAI R DECARDY: Thank you.

MR. PRUTER: Thank you. W have two hands raised
that remain. The next is a person naned Steve P. [|'m
going to un-nmute you at this time. Provide your nane and

jurisdiction to start. You have three mnutes.
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Thank you.
STEVE PANG H . Can you hear nme?
CHAI R DECARDY:  Yes.
MR. PRUTER  Yes.
STEVE PANG  (kay. Thanks.
H. M nane is Steve Pang. |'man owner of one

of the Burgess O assic comunities since it opened up in
1999. And couple quick conments.

So with regards to the Parkline project, |I've
been involved fromthe start and have attended nmost of the
f eedback sessions. And | have to say that nost of us are
sort of disappointed in Parkline -- that none of the real
significant points that we've provided have been adopted
and, basically, we feel neglected and ignored.
Particularly like the nunber of units that we're talking
about, the egress of the cars of all the units onto Laurel
Street, instead of Ravenswood; the bicycle path
connectivity behind Burgess Cassic comunities and the
potential gathering of, say, un-homed people behind --
which is really a problemright now.

Soit's funny. W -- |, at least, don't feel
| i ke any of our -- ny comments have been addressed
successful Iy by Parkline.

A coupl e quick points before | finish. Wth

regards to reducing parking space, parking spaces in these
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devel opnents, that, to ne, seens |like a non-starter

because these units are rental properties, where people
live there maybe two, three years. And, honestly, as a
car owner, if I knowl'monly going to live in a place
only for two, three years, |'mnot going to ditch a car
and just have to -- just have to buy a new one back
several years later. So anyone reasonably renting these
place, tonme, wll seemlike -- wll hang on to their
cars. And so there is the issue of a lot of cars -- you
know, up to 600 new cars, nmaybe a thousand cars, in the
nei ghborhood. And that's a real problem

My final coments are with regards to the
Environmental |npact Report. Exactly, there's potentially
a thousand nore cars in the neighborhood. And, you know,
we'd like to know how that's going to be addressed. You
know, is that going to be exam ned? Were is this traffic
going to go to on Ravenswood and Laurel? And howis it
going to inpact our neighborhood, as well as adjoining
nei ghbor s?

And the last one -- ny last comment was with
regards to the habit -- the dedication of a certain part
of land to a honel ess organi zation or sone other
organi zation. So | heard what was happening wth
| ndependent Stride, Habitat for Humanity, with a nice

plan. And sonmething nore definitive needs to be set down,
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before any approval comes into play. Thank you.

CHAI R DECARDY:  Thank you.

MR PRUTER:  Thank you. And our |ast hand raised
s a person nanmed Gail Gorton. I'mgoing to let you
un-nute yourself at this tine. You'll have three m nutes.
Pl ease provide your name and jurisdiction. Thank you.

GAIL GORTON: Good evening. I'm@Gil Corton, a
Burgess Classic resident. Thank you for your tinme
t oni ght.

What has been the primary focus of this project
I's the housing portion. People seemto have forgotten
that there will be thousands of enployees com ng and goi ng
fromthe site five days a week. The additional congestion
that this devel opment is going to create is not limted to
t he housi ng portion.

Traffic light changes at the corner of Laurel and
Ravenswood have not hel ped currently, and there are going
to be track changes in the future, train track changes at
Al ma and Ravenswood. And |'mwondering if these are being
taken into consideration in the EIR

In terms of the EIR it's ny understanding it
doesn't include the Burgess O assic nei ghborhood' s request
to study and include an alternative option of no vehicul ar
access on Laurel Street to the large apartment conplex.

The fact this was not included, despite what was ny
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under st andi ng from Lane Devel opers saying it woul d be

studi ed, is disconcerning.

The Parkline project has continued to increase in
size. Yet, last nonth, Stanford' s Hoover Institute
rel eased a new study, which | suspect you are aware of,
stating that in 2021, California | ost 152 corporate
headquarters. Mre than double the totals for each of the
three years, from 2018 to 2020.

| encourage the Planning Conmi ssion and the City
Counci| to consider how their current decisions are
| npacting the future of Menlo Park. | understand you are
trying to meet housing el enent nunbers, but those nunbers
are going to be changing as the business clinmate changes
here in California. Wth the USGS site opening up, there
wi Il be further opportunity to neet the nunbers required.

| "' masking the Planning Conm ssion to keep the
original nunber of the apartment conplex proposal at 400
units; not to increase it to 450. The increase in units
seens to be driven by a goal to get to 68 units designated
as | ow and noderate inconme househol ds. 15 percent of 450
Is 68. Parkline has agreed to this. However, if you
I ncrease 15 percent by a nmere two points, to 17, and do
the math, 17 percent of 400 al so equals 68. Considering
all that Lane Partners has to gain in this endeavor, |

can't inmagi ne they woul d say no.
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1 |"m al so asking the Planning Conm ssion to
2 require all apartment parking be underground. This |arge,
3 three- to five-story apartnent conplex is not in any way
4 congruent to the nei ghborhood where all current residences
5 are one or two stories.
6 Lastly, | encourage the comm ssion to enphasize
7 active land use, not just pretty paths for our children
8 and famlies. Burgess Park is already packed and cannot
9 acconmodate our new nei ghbors. The many individuals and
10 famlies who will be living in this densely popul at ed
11 devel opment need usabl e outdoor space for their mental and
12 physical health.
13 Thank you for your consideration.
14 CHAI R DECARDY: Thank you.
15 MR PRUTER And, Chair DeCardy, through the
16 Chair, there are no other hands raised at this tinme. If
17 you'd like to feel free to close, or we could wait for
18 public comment.
19 CHAI R DECARDY: Just give it a second.
20 Al right. Still none?
21 MR PRUTER That is correct.
22 | apol ogize. W did not give an opportunity for
23 the menbers of the public to come forward.
24 CHAI R DECARDY: By all means, please cone
25 forward
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PH LLI P BAHR.  Thank you for having ne tonight,

Conm ssioners. And thank you for your presentation
tonight. | feel like we've had a great education tonight.

| love the 123 | ndependence, and what they went
over and how a housing project -- and how they brought the
comunity together and how detailed it was. That was
great.

And then we've been tal king about this project
with Parkline. | appreciate the C assics nei ghborhood,

and | agree with nost of the comments that have been made

about the size of the project. I'mstill a little unclear
about the count. | think it's 450, plus 100, plus 50. So
a total of 600. But if sonebody has a better answer, |et

me know. But | just [ook at the documents, and that's
what it comes up to.

|"ve commented on sone of this before, but 1"l
just hit the highlights. And one is the traffic and the
safety. Yes, it's a big deal about all the traffic comng
out onto Laurel, but also onto Pine. Across fromPine
Street, that's a disaster right there. Right now, you
can't even turn right and turn left as it is. And so with
that many nore cars, it's never going to work. So they
really need to just abort that entry.

And | don't have the answer for it. But naybe

with sone further study and the mnds, they can come up
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wi th other suggestions because | don't want to say that

It's not a great project, and we need the housing. [|'m
just saying the envisioning of it right now.

The second thing is the building setback. It
woul d be good that it's not so close to the road. And |
think, along with the building setback, it's the housing
hei ght and the nunber of stories.

During the pre-nmeetings that we had with Lane
Partners and with the architect, we went over many things,
but one of themwas the height of the building along
Ravenswood and Laurel and keeping with the nei ghborhood.
One to two stories would be great. And then set back.

And then, as you go -- so that you can have the
residential character because that side has been on Menlo
Park for 70 years. So that's about when those houses were
bui l t.

And then the final -- so |'msaying that the
bui | di ng hei ght along those streets is just too tall. And
| can see it, as an architect, that that is, like, a

four-story building. Oiginally, it was one to two. Then

it's three. Nowit's four. And it blocks off all the sun
In the nmorning comng onto that intersection at Laurel and
Ravenswood.

And then the final thing is the site master
pl anning and design of it. | think, get as nuch housing
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as you can, but | think, get it in a way that doesn't
| npact the nei ghborhood.
And also, in ternms of a naster plan for SR, |
| ook at it -- and |'ve done hundreds of naster plans for

| arge projects, |like hospitals and research labs. And to
me, either having an iconic building or sonmething that has
the labs with the spaces that are for collaboration. They
just have a great opportunity.

And right now, they've turned it into a
residential, and I'mnot sure why. Mybe, if | understood
the program better, | could speak better to that.

Thank you very nuch. And ny name is Phillip
Bahr, and |'ma resident of -- on Pine Street. Thank you.

CHAI R DECARDY:  Thank you very much

Any nore public comment hands, M. Pruter?

MR PRUTER At this tine, | see no nore.

CHAI R DECARDY: Al right. W'll go ahead and
cl ose public coment.

That brings it back to the dias. Again, we're
not voting on anything. This is for conm ssioner feedback

or questions relevant to the EIR this evening.

Wio woul d |ike to begin?

Conm ssi oner Riggs.

COW SSI ONER RI GGS: Thank you. Recogni zing the
time, I'Il try to be brief.
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| would like to know how we woul d phrase -- and |

guess this would be through the Chair to staff -- how we
wi || address the inpacts relative to the current
situation.

Are we addressing the proposal and their
variance, conpared with the square footage of SR or of
the actual average occupancy over the |ast several years?
| ask this in the context, remenbering that when we
studied projects for El Cam no Real, going back ten years,
we realized we had to conpare the inpacts with recent
usage, not with the fully occupied usage, since the

proj ects had been very much underpopul ated for nmany years.

CHAI R DECARDY: That's a question to staff?

COW SSI ONER RI GGS: That's a question to staff,
yes.

Are we conparing with theoretical occupancy or
actual occupancy over the last, say, three or four years?

M5. VIRAMONTES: Corinna, | can take this, if
you'd Iike.

MS. SANDMVEI ER: Yeah. That woul d be great.
Thank you.

M5. VI RAMONTES:. (kay. Perfect.

So | just want to clarify. The project team you
know, including the Gty staff, are currently confirm ng

t he approach for the CEQA baseline, which wll be, you
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know, what we use to neasure the project inpacts against

- or as well as the project variants. And so we're stil
wor ki ng through those kind of questions. It will likely
be the -- you know, the baseline of the timng that the
NOP was rel eased.

And | just also wanted to clarify that we will be
studying an -- we will likely be studying an actual
existing conditions at the site.

COW SSI ONER RIGGS: | apol ogi ze. Qur audi o has
not been what it used to be. And the repetity of your
speech, coupled with that, makes it a little bit hard to
follow, frankly, what you just said.

But | think you ended by saying the baseline
woul d be actual recent usage?

M5. VI RAMONTES: Correct.

COW SSIONER RIGGS: Al right. Thank you.

And then, in terns of the projected occupancy of
the -- either office or R&D buildings, am| correct we're
using, for office space, 250-square-foot per occupant?

M5. VIRAMONTES: | believe that we're stil
wor ki ng through those questions as well. But we'll be
sure that the generation rate for enployees will be
conservative enough so that the inpacts identified in the
EIRw Il capture the possible future tenant m x and

enpl oyees that we'll generate by the project.
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COW SSI ONER RIGGS: | appreciate that because ny

concern is, these are -- in a sense, these are spec office
bui l dings. And they could just as well be occupied by
startups and by other tech-oriented conpanies wth
relatively high density use of desks, as they could be by
VCs, with very | ow use of desks.

And al t hough we are hearing of conpanies that are
only asking their enployees to cone in a certain nunber of
days per week -- even, for exanple, ny friend s conpany,

t hey gat her once per week. But on that one day, they al
come in. So that would be relevant.

And then, of the -- for the project variant with
I ncreased housing, | probably read and forgot how nuch
I ncreased housing that would be. | nean, right now, we
have 550 as the outside.

Wul d the variant be the 550, or is the variant
going to be sonething Iike 700 to 8007?

M5. VI RAMONTES: The variant would be 50 nore
residential units under the project. So it would be a
total of 600 units.

COW SSIONER RIGGS: Al right. | would like to
suggest that since it's a variant, for the sake of an
environmental review, that the difference between the
proposed and the variant be significantly different. And

so | woul d suggest at |east 150 additional units, if not
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250, which, you know, to those |istening, that does not in

any way inply that | think the project should be |arger.
It does nean that we would like the information that would
result from seeing additional housing here.

W still don't fully know, until the EIR comes
out, whether having nore housing here is actually a
benefit to transportation, for exanple. Because if the
vast majority of people who work here -- and the SR
canpus, until recent years, was a significant draw for
people. They' ve all been driving in.

|f this changes to nore transit-oriented
devel opnent, sonetines the new housing onsite will have a
back effect on those who conmute in. And perhaps that's
wi shful thinking, but the EIR | think, is nore likely to
tell us than my guessing or anyone el se's.

And |'Il leave it at that. Thank you.

CHAI R DECARDY: O her conm ssioners?

Vice Chair Harris?

VICE CHAIR HARRI'S: Yes. Thank you so nmuch for
that introduction,

| would agree with ny colleague, Conm ssioner
Riggs, that to study just 50 nmore units is going to be
| ess -- going to give us less information than studying at
| east 150 additional units. And | can't renenber, but |

don't think that that's coupled with reduced office.
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But |'mwondering if it would be possible to do a

variant where we are increasing the housing, coupled with
reducing the office, as we struggle with our housing
situation because as | was |ooking at the map, | was
thinking that existing building F -- if, after the rest
were done, they noved those folks to sone of these newer
offices, that would provide a nice extra area, right over

in the residential zone, to build a lot nore housing. So

© 00 N O o1 B~ W N P

that's a thought.

[EEN
o

And then the other was to think about reducing

|
H

the parking. We talk about this about every time. But

[y
N

reduci ng the parking significantly. So that would be

[EEN
w

somet hing el se that | would want to see studied. Just

H
o

sonme thoughts.
CHAI R DECARDY:  Conmi ssi oner Do.
COW SSIONER DO | agree with the previous

N e
~N o O

coments, and | want to add on to Vice Chair Harris'

[EN
oo

comment about drastically reducing parking.

[EN
©

| think later on in the staff report, | think

N
o

some parking rates fromthe Bayfront area were cited. And

N
[

| just wanted to add, this is an area nmuch closer to

N
N

transit than the Bayfront, with Caltrain and El Cam no

N
w

Real bus route. So | think even within a half mle.

N
~

So | just want to echo what Vice Chair Harris

N
ol

sai d.
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1 CHAI R DECARDY:  Conmi ssi oner Bar nes.

2 COW SSI ONER BARNES:  Question through the Chair
3 to staff, in particular to the folks who are doing the

4 legwork on the EIR  This is kind of a process question

5 because | don't really understand how this works. And to
6 the extent you can help me understand, it woul d be

7 fantastic. And what it's specific tois to the question
8 around parking. And nore specifically to the extent to

9 which the EIR can illumnate the various discussions

10 around parki ng.

11 W -- to say nore about that, we have a | ot of
12 discussions about reducing the nunmber of spaces, and we
13 have assunptions about reductions in greenhouse gases

14 associated with that witten reductions, and congestion
15 associated with that.

16 And then we al so nmake assunptions around

17 reductions being doable, feasible; actually, in practice,
18 working. And | don't have any background in this.

19 think the suppositions around reducing parking are good.
20 What |'d like to knowis, is the EIR the
21 nmechanismthat can illumnate, you know, a database
22 approach to, you know, what happens when you reduce
23 parking? What are the specific inpacts of those? Has it,
24 you know, borne out in other jurisdictions? Wat's the
25 role of the EIR specific to parking and the discussions
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around parking? 1'd love to hear a little bit nore about

t hat .

M5. VIRAMONTES: Sure. | can tackle that one,
and others can add on as needed.

| do want to clarify that an EIRis not the
mechani sm for anal yzing the inpacts of reducing parking.
Specifically, parking is not a topic that is required as
an environnental issue that is required to be anal yzed
under CEQA.

And also | want to note that it's been found that
general Iy, reductions of parking do not reduce
environnental effects. But | know that ny colleague,
Kirsten Chapman on this call -- or at this neeting, m ght
have a little bit nore to add.

Kirsten, is there anything el se you want to chine
in on?

M5. CHAPMAN. H . [|'mKirsten Chapnman. |'mwth
ICF. I'mhelping Jessica with this EIR

And we actually recently conpleted the EIR for
the Wllow Village project. And we did prepare a |engthy
master response in the Final EIR that discussed how
parking and environnental inpacts are not actually
correlated. And we explained why this is not a reason
that we can use to reduce environmental inpacts by

reduci ng par ki ng.
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So without getting into those details, that is

where we recently prepared the response. And, yeah. As
Jessica nentioned, it's not a CEQA topic. Parking is not
a CEQA topic. And so we generally do not discuss this.

But where we will have a robust discussion wll
be in the alternatives section, and we can discuss why a
reduced parking alternative would not actually reduce the
envi ronment al i npacts.

COW SSI ONER BARNES:  And if you would just take
a noment, define "environnental inpacts" in the context
wi th which you're using it, when you say, would not reduce
environnental inpacts. What's a practical or what's an
exanmpl e of that?

M5. CHAPMAN. Well, so transportation inpacts
like traffic inpacts would result in greenhouse gas
| mpacts, air quality inpacts, noise inpacts. But reducing
the parking in and of itself would not reduce the anmount
of trips to a project site. It would likely result in
peopl e driving around nei ghborhoods, |ooking for parking.
They still need places to park.

VWhat is better, rather -- or not better, but what
wor ks generally nmore or what does work nore than reducing
parking is to have a TDM plan, which is required in the
Cty of Menlo Park, to require the workers on the project

site and the residents to take nore public transportation
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or shuttles. That reduces trips.

But the reduction in parking generally does not
reduce trips, which then has an environnental effect of
putting out fewer greenhouse gases and fewer air quality
em ssi ons and noi se.

COW SSI ONER BARNES:  Thank you for that.

And | assure ny fellow comm ssioners, | wasn't
| eading the witness on that. | didn't know how it was
going to get answered. But | don't know. | always want
to come back to testing our assunptions. And that was
informative for me, because | didn't -- | didn't know the
answer to that.

Ckay. So I'll probably conme back wi th another
one, but thank you for -- for answering that. Appreciate
that. And I'll conme back with sonething else.

Back to you, Chair.

CHAI R DECARDY: Yeah. Sorry. That's red neat
for ne.

So, Ms. Chapman, | don't know if you were there
for the Wllow EIR but that -- the answer then was
entirely unsatisfactory. The reason is because of a |ot
of assunptions about |eakage, that there's not alternative
transportation; and so, therefore, people drive around
nei ghborhoods. And we couldn't do a reduced parking

because we've got parking mnimuns in Menlo Park, whichis
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what we just talked about with the last EIR
So | just -- | encourage you all when you do this
EIR, to be as careful as possible when you're explaining

why it doesn't have inpacts because an answer w thout that

1

2

3

4

5 is actually msleading. So that's first point.

6 And then, secondly, for me is an encouragenent to
7 find a way in the EIR that can actually tackle this

8 question because it is the one that cones up again and

9 again and again and again. And it just canme up in

10 multiples of the public comments with the concerns of the
11 residents who |ive nearby right now

12 So, again, I'mtired of EIRs that don't serve the
13 public interest of our comunity. And | appreciate you
14 all are doing your jobs, and | appreciate you're boxed in
15 by a whole set of stuff. But somebody in this mx has got
16 to do a better job for our community. This is a lot of

17 noney, and a lot of time spent on these things.

18 So perhaps the alternative is a

19 nmassively-increased TDMplan. And I'mfine to do TDM over
20 parking. If the -- if we have a nassive TDM pl an t hat

21 says it has to be reduced by 40 or 50 or 60 percent, and
22 then that's a way to be able to look if there's an

23 environmental benefit.

24 And if they want to keep on building the parking

25 garages, when there's going to be no cars in them that
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woul d be a massive mstake. But that's fine, frankly, if

that's the answer on this.

So I'"Il just go back to ny frustration with just
about every EIR |'ve seen in four years now. And this one
I's, I'mconcerned, headed in that sane direction. So |
just -- | appreciate the presentation, and | appreciate
and understand how -- the way that we have a community
that does not have good alternative transportation and
because we have parking mninunms puts paranmeters for what
you all can do on an EIR

But | would really encourage you to find creative
ways around that to actually give a document that would be
useful to the community in understandi ng what those
| mpacts are, and what the benefits mght be, if we change
t hose patterns and those behaviors. That would be a true
benefit to the discussion of this potentially-fabul ous
project that is a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity -- that
never again are we going to get 62 acres within a block of
a train station. And we've got to begin |ooking at it
right wth the EIR if we're going to continue to | ook at
it right through the whole project.

So | appreciated Conm ssioner Barnes, your
question. And | assume you knew it was headed toward me
on that. But that is the one interest | had is when you

do alternatives on this project, and if there's a "no
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1 project” alternative, again, | hope we don't cone back

2 wththree alternatives that ends up with the Gol dilocks
3 porridge in the mddle that's just warm enough because

4 that's just not useful for us.

5 And | hope you can find ways that can nake it

6 wuseful for our comunity to use this information that

7 you're going to cone up with and your expertise to our

8 benefit.

9 Q her conmi ssioner input on the EIRin this

10 scoping session?

11 COW SSI ONER RI GGS: Yes.

12 CHAI R DECARDY:  Conmi ssi oner Riggs?

13 COW SSI ONER RIGGS:  Thank you. | have to admt,
14 | had the same reaction as Chair DeCardy. | think anyone
15 who has worked in Manhattan or, frankly, even San

16 Francisco, yes, you can drive to your office at 6th and
17 Market and then cruise around and | ook for a surface spot.
18 But that gets really old. And, yes, 60 or 80 people m ght
19 nmanage to find street parking spaces until it gets posted
20 two-hour zones. But 600 are not going to. And | think
21 it's quite counter-intuitive for us to hear that reducing
22 -- elimnating places to park is not going to have an

23 effect with how many cars cone in to work

N
~

And | think we realize that only so many people

N
ol

can take Caltrain because if you're comng in from
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Hayward, Caltrain sinply doesn't go there. And, frankly,

if you cone in fromthe Belnmont Hills, Caltrain doesn't go
there. But a whole [ot of people come from San Franci sco.
A whol e | ot of people come fromSan Jose. And if we don't
test the waters, as M. DeCardy has stressed, we won't
have information that we can use. | do not think if it's
true that we are not taking reduced parking seriously

because of existing codes -- that that should stand in the

© 00 N O o1 B~ W N P

way. And perhaps this body needs to clarify.

[EEN
o

Wien a project comes before us, the result is a

|
H

change in codes. And the change in codes may be buil dable

[y
N

height, it may be density, it may be parking ratios

[EEN
w

applying to that site. So all itens are in flux. And if

14 we can benefit fromfurther information, that would be

15 extrenely inportant.

16 And it may indeed turn out that in real life, if
17 you take away all parking places and have 10, 000 peopl e
18 report to work, they'Il still drive, then we've |learned a
19 very surprising lesson. But | think we have to see it.
20 Thank you.

21 CHAI R DECARDY: Ot her conmmi ssioner comments on
22 any aspect of the scoping of the EIR for input at this

23 tine?

24 Conm ssi oner Bar nes.

25 COMM SSI ONER BARNES:  And | must apol ogize. |'m
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scrolling furiously back up and down in the staff report.

And |'m | ooking for the specific alternatives. And |
guess | don't see it laid out.

|"mgoing to ask this question in real tinme. |Is
there a specific matrix that talks to the different
alternatives that are being discussed that will be

underwitten in the EIR? Wat am| m ssing?

And 1"l ask this question through staff. Thank
you.

Excuse me. Through Chair.

M5. VI RAMONTES: Corinna, would you like me to go
first?

M5. SANDMEI ER Sure.

M5. VI RAMONTES: Okay. | just want to clarify,
we haven't yet determned the alternatives for this
project. The typical process is to evaluate the project's
I npact and then devel op alternatives that woul d reduce or
avoi d any significant environnental issues.

So to back up a little bit, you kind of see what
the potential inpacts of the project are. And then you
devel op alternatives to kind of help the public understand
what alternatives to the project there would be that woul d
reduce the project's environnental inpacts.

But also to back up again, there are project

variants under consideration; one being the energency
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reservoir variant, and the other being the increased

residential variant. And those will be anal yzed
throughout the EIR to simlar level of detail as the
project. So there's variants, and then there's

al ternatives.

COWMM SSI ONER BARNES:  Cot it.

So the baseline EIR is based on the project
applicant's project description, in terns of densities and
intensity; is that right?

MS. VI RAMONTES:. Exactly. Yes.

COW SSI ONER BARNES: Got it. Ckay.

And | -- thisis a -- this is a unique |ocation
in Menlo Park that brings together the live, work, play.
So thank you for that. This is a conmentary. This is a

uni que portion of Menlo Park that brings together the

live, work, play aspect of our city. And | -- | think the
commercial -- the office, the commercial pieces of this
are very appropriate. And | wouldn't be inclined to see a

reduction in that for the purposes just straight up from
what the applicant has proposed.

| think, froma master plan perspective, it's a
net neutral, in terns of space. And | think it's wholly
appropriate for this area, for the mx of the different
uses for this site and for what it brings to the city.

And | wouldn't be inclined to be supportive of a reduction
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in that conponent of it. Thank you.

CHAI R DECARDY: Commi ssioner Riggs has left, for
those that couldn't see.

Q her conmi ssioner conments on this item which
Is Hl, the scoping for the EIR?

To staff, have you received what you --

COW SSI ONER BARNES:  I'msorry. One nore
questi on.

CHAI R DECARDY: -- were after this evening?

|"msorry. Conm ssioner Barnes, please.

COW SSI ONER BARNES:  Thank you.

As it relates to the project itself as being
contenplated in the EIR when we saw the site plan
earlier, it had a recreational field at the corner of
M ddl efield and Ravenswood, and then it seened to carve
out around the church.

So ny question is, is the project scope
contenplating the church site being part of the project or
not part of the project?

And that's kind of a two-part question. One is,
you' ve got that parking which abuts Ravenswood and
M ddlefield and another is the actual physical structure
of the church itself and the parking that's behind it.

What's in the project scope?

CHAI R DECARDY: That is a question to the
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applicant or staff --

Ms. Sandneier?

M5. SANDMEI ER. Yes. Through the Chair, the
church is not part of the project site. There is an
agreement between SRl and the church to provide some
surface parking to the church

And | know that's -- | think that's influenced

the site plan a little bit, that requirement to continue
provi di ng some parking there.

COW SSI ONER BARNES:  Thank you for that.

So through the Chair, the -- so the project
contenpl ates a wap-around, in effect, where you' ve got --
and if we could | ook at the actual site plan itself, that
m ght provide sone quick clarity in this.

Can soneone pull that up? | think it was on one
of the slides in the project introduction.

MS. SANDMVEI ER: Yeah. Vanh, it was slide 5 on ny
presentation. [f you can pull that up.

COW SSI ONER TATE: Excuse ne. Chair DeCardy,
|"m | eaving the neeting.

CHAI R DECARDY: Al right. Thank you,
Comm ssi oner Tate.

COMM SSI ONER BARNES: Ckay. So it -- so the
proposed project encircles the inprovenents that are the

church, in a sense.
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MS. SANDMVEI ER Yeah. That's right. The church

s its own parcel

COW SSI ONER BARNES:  And the parking behind the
church -- I"msorry -- runs with the project or doesn't
run with the project?

MS. SANDMEI ER: That parking is part of the
Parkline project. But there's an agreenent where the SR

- or Parkline is required to provide parking to the
church. And maybe the applicant can speak to that a
little bit nore.

MR. MURRAY: Please. Sure. Just to add a little
bit nmore detail

So kind of that white carve-out on Ravenswood,
that's the church-owned property. So there are two
bui I dings there that are owned by the church, not part of
the project scope. However, the surface parking around it
Is part of Parkline. It's owned by SRI.

But the church has an easement to 125 parking
stalls adjacent to the church. So we're maintaining that
inthe -- in our project scope, as we're required.

COW SSI ONER BARNES: CGot it. Thank you.

And thank you to our fellow conm ssioners here
for your forebarence with that question.

That's all. Thank you.

CHAI R DECARDY: Ms. Sandneier, have you had
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what ever you need from comm ssioners on scoping of the EIR

this evening?

M5. SANDMVEIER: Yes. If there's no nore conments
from comm ssioners, that's...

CHAI R DECARDY: Al right. Any final comments or
initial conmrents fromany conm ssioners at this tine?

Al right. 1'mgoing to go ahead and cl ose |tem
HL this evening. And thank you.

And thank you to the consultant for the
presentation, for clearly laying out what's going to
happen, and appreciate all the work you're going to be
doi ng.

(Wher eupon, Agenda Item Hl ended.)

- -000- -
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ATATE OF CALIFORNIA Govin Newsom Governor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

December 5, 2022

Cornna D. Sandmeier
City of Menlo Park
701 Laurel Street
Menla Park, CA 94025

Re: 2022120058, Parkline Master Plan Project, San Mateo County

Dear Ms. Sandmeier;

The Native American Heritage Commission [NAHC) has received the Notice of Preparation
[MNOP), Draft Environmental Impact Report {BEIR) or Early Consultation for the project
referenced above, The California Environmental Guality Act (CEQA] (Pub. Resources Code
§21000 et seq ), specifically Fublic Resources Code §21084.1, states that a project that may
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a histarical resource, is a project thot
may have a significant effect on the environment. (Fub. Resources Code § 21084.1; Col. Code
Regs., 1it.14, §15044.5 (b) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (b}). If there is subsiantial evidence. in
light of the whole record before o lead agency, that a project may have a significant effect on
the environment, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) shall be prepared. (Pub. Resources
Code §21080 (d); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 5064 subd.[a)|1} [CEQA Guidelines §15044 (a)(1]).
In order to determine whether a project will cause o substantial odverse change in the
significance of o historical resource, a lead agency will need fo determine whether there are
historcal resources within the area of potential efiect [APE).

CEGA was amended significantly in 2014, Assembly Bill 52 (Gaotto, Chapter 532, Statutes of
2014) (AB 52) omended CEQA to create o separate category of cultural resources, “fribal
cultural resources” [Pub. Resources Cade §21074) and provides that a project with an effect
that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is
o project that may have a significant effect on the emvironment. (Pub. Resources Code
£21084.2). Public agencies shall, when feasible, ovoid damaging eifects to any tribal cultural
resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21084.3 (o)), AB 52 applies to any project for which a notice
of preparation, a notice of negative declaration, or a mitigated negative declaration Is filed on
or after July 1, 2015. If your project involves the adoption of or amendment 1o o general plan or
o specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open spoce, on or after March 1,
2005, it may also be subject 1o Senate Bill 18 {Burfon, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004] (5B 18).

Both SB 18 and AB 52 have tribal consultation regquirements, [f your project is also subject 1o The
federal Mational Environmental Policy Act (42 U.5.C. § 432] et seq.} (NEPA). the fribal
consultation requirements of Section 104 of the Natfional Historc Preservation Act of 1966 [154
U.S.C. 300101, 34 C.F.E. §800 et seq.) may also apply.

The NAHC recommends consultafion with California Native American fribes that are
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of your proposed project as early
as possible in order to avoid inadvertent discoveries of Native American human remains and
best protect tribal cultural resources. Below is a brief summary of portions of AB 52 and 5B 18 as
well as the NAHC's recommendations for conducting cultural rescurces assessments.

Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and 5B 18 as well as compliance with
any other applicable laws.
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AR 52 has added to TEQA the additional requirerments lislec below, along with meny other reguirernents:

1. Fourteer Cay Perod 1o Provide Nofice of Completior of an Applicaton/Decksion to Undeorake o Project:
Within fourteer {14] days of determinirg that an apalication for o projuc| s complete or of o decisien by a publc
agency io underiake a project, uleac agancy shall provide formal notification ta o designered contact of, or
ioal reprasentative of, trodiionally and culurcly affifated Califordia “ative american fribes that have
requested notice, to be accomplished by al least one witten nofice that includos:

a. A brief descripiion of the project.

h. Tha lend ogency cantact infarmatian.

c. Nolification thal :ne Califomia Native Amenican tribe has 30 days fo request consultation. (Pub.

Resources Cods §21080.3.1 (d)).

d. A “Californio Mative American fibe" is defired as g Naiive Amercan fibe located in Caffor’a that is

on the comtact list maintained by the NAHC for the purposes of Chaptar $05 of Starutes of 2004 (53 18]

(Mub. Resources Code §2°073).

2. Bedin Corsultation Wilhin 30 Davs of Receiving @ Trite's Beguest for Consultation and Before Keleasing &
Negotive Declaration, Mitaoted Maegative Declaration, or Snvirenmental Impo st Repert; A lead agency shall
begin the consultalion process within 30 days of receiving areguest for consultation frem o Celiformio Native
American ifbe that is radifionally ond cuMurglly affiiated with the geographic area of the prapossd project.
Pul. Resources Code §21080.3.1, subds. (d] and {g)) ond pricr fo the release of a nogolive dediaraiion.
rritig et ed negative declaration or Ervronmental Impact Report. {Pub. Resowrces Code §21080.3.1(k]].

a. For paposas of AB 52 “conmsullation shal have the some meaning s provided i Gov. Code §463352.4

[$B 18). (Pub. Rosources Code §21080.3.7 (b,

3. Mondaotory Topics of Consuliotion f Reguested by a Trite: The following fopics of consultation, if 2 tribe
requests to discuss them, are mandotory fopics of consultation:

a. Allematives to the project.

b. Rzcommended mitigeticn mecsures.

c. Significant effects. [Pub. Resouwrces Code §21080.3.2 {af].

4. Discrefianary Tapics of Consultation: The follawing topics are discretlionary fopics of consultation:
a. Type of envimonmental revicw neceassary,
b. Sigrificance of fhe idbaol culfural resources.
c. Significance of the project's impac’s on lribal cultural resources,
d. If necesary, project alternatives or appropricte measures for preservation or mifigation that the tibe
may recommend o The lead agency. (Fub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (all.

5. Confidariialiiy of Information Submitted By a Trine Durg the Erviranrentol Resview Process. With some
excepions, any informoton, incfuding but not mited 1o, e locotion, descration, and wse of fribal cultural
rescurces subritted by o Calfarmia Nofive Amenican Trioe during e environmentc revigw process shdill nad be
included in the environmeantal documeni or othenwise disciosed by the lead ogency or any other public agenoy
to the cublic, consisten! with Government Coce 6254 {r] and §4254.10. Any information subarmikled by @
Cofforrio Native Amercan fribe dunrg the consulatian or emviranmental review process shall be published i g
conlidenial appendix to the environmental dacument unless the tibe that provided ihe information consents, in
wiiting. 10 the disclosure of some or oll of the information o the oubric. [Pul, Resources Code §21082.3 (<1}

6. Discussion of Impacts |¢ Tikal Culhurgt Resources in the Cnvironrmenfal Document: Fa project may have o
sigrificant impac on a frival cultumal resourse, the lead agency's amvironmentol docomeant shall dscuss bott of
ihe folowing:
a. wratnerthe oropesed project hos a significart impact on on identitied tibal cultural resource.
b, Whet=er ‘aqiible atermatives or mitigation measures, including those measures that may be agreed
1o pursdont to Public Resources Code §21082.3. subdivisicn {o}, avoid or substaniially lessen the impact of
the identified tibal cutura resource, (Pub. Rescurces Code §21082.3 o)),
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7. Conclusion of Consultation: Consultation with a tribe shall be considered concluded when either of the
following occurs:
a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, it a significant effect exists, on
a tribal cultural resource; or
b. A party, acting in good faith and ofter reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot
be reached. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (b)).

8. Recommending Mitigation Measures Agreed Upon in Consultation in the Environmental Document: Any
mitigation measures agreed upon in the consultation conducted pursuant fo Public Resources Code §21080.3.2
shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental document and in an adopted mitigation maonitaring
and reporting program, if determined to avoid or lessen the impact pursuant to Public Resources Cade §21082.3,
subdivision (o), paragraph 2, and shall be fully enforceable, {Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (a)).

9. Reguired Consideration of Feasible Mitigotion: If mitigotion measures recommended by the stoff of the lead
agency as a result of the consultation process are not included in the environmental decument or if there are no
agreed upan mifigation measures at the conclusion of consultation, or if consultation does not occur, and if
substantial evidence demonstrates that a project will cause a significant effect to a tribal cultural resource, the
lead agency shall consider feasible mitigation pursuant to Public Resources Code §21084.3 (b, (Pub. Resources

Code §21082.3 (e}).

10. Examples of Mitigation Measuras That, If Feasible, May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant Adverse
Impacts to Trb lturgl Resources:
a. Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but nat limited to:
i. Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural
confextl.
ii. Planning greenspace. parks, or other open space, toincorporate the resources with culturally
appropriate protection and management criteria.
b. Treating the resource with culturally appropriote dgignity, taking into account the hibal cultural values
and meaning of the resource, including, but not fimited to, the following:
i. Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the rescurce.
ii. Protecting the traditionaol use of the resource.
iii. Protecting the confidentiality of the rescurce.
¢. Permanent conservation easements ar other interests in real property, with culfurally appropriate
management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or places.
d. Protecting the resource. (Pub. Resource Code §21084.3 (b}).
e. Please note that o federaly recognized Califomia Native American fribe or a non-federally
recognized Califomia Mative American fribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect
a California prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spirtual, or ceremonial place may acquire and hold
consarvation easements if the conservation easement is voluntarlly conveyed. (Civ. Code §815.3 (gl
f. Please note that it is the policy of the state that Native American remains and associated grave
artifacts shall be repatriated. (Pub. Resources Code §5097.971).

11. Prerequisites for Certifving an Environmental Impoct Report or Adopting a Mitigated Neagative Declaration or
Negative Declargtion with a Significant Impact on an Identified Tribal Cultural Resource: An Environmental
Impact Report may not be certified, nor may a mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be
adopted unless one of the following cccurs:
a. The consultation process between the fribes ond the lead agency has occured as provided in Public
Resources Code §21080.3.1 and §21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code
§21080.3.2.
b. The tribe that requested consultation falled te provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise
falled to engage in the consultation process.
¢. Thelead agency provided notice of the project to the tribe in complionce with Public Resources
Code §21080.3.1 {d] and the fribe failed to request consultation within 30 days. (Fub. Resources Code
§21082.3 (d)).

The NAHC's PowerPoint presentation titled, “Tribal Consultation Under AB 52: Requirements and Best Pracfices” may
be found online at: hito://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribaiConsultation CalEPAPDE. odf
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5B 18

SB 18 applies to local governments and requires local governments to contact, provide notice to, refer plans to, and
consult with fribes pricr to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of
open space. (Gov. Code §45352.3). Local govemments should consult the Governor's Office of Planning and
Research's "Tribaol Consuliation Guidelines," which can be found online at:

hitps:/ /www.opr.co.gov/docs/09 14 05 Undated Guidelines 922 pdf.

Same of SB 18's provisions include:

1. Tdbal Consultation: If a local government considers a proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or
specific plan, or fo designate open space it is required to contact the appropriate tribes identified by the NAHC
by requasting a “Tribal Consultation List.” If a tribe, once contacted, requests consultation the local government
must consult with the tribe an the plan proposal. A tribe has 90 days frem the date of receipt of notification to
request cansultation unless a shorter imeframe has been agreed to by the fribe. (Gov. Code §65352.3

(@](2]).
2. No Statutory Time Limit on 5B 18 Tribal Consultation. There is no statutory fime limit on 3B 18 tribal consultation.
3. Confidentiality: Consistent with the guidelines developed and adopted by the Office of Planning and

Research pursuant to Gov. Code §45040.2, the city or county shall protect the confidentiality of the information
concerning the specific identity, location, character, and use of places, features and objects described in Public
Resources Code §5097.9 and §5097.993 that are within the city's or county’s jurisdiction. (Gov. Code §65352.3
(b}).

4. Conclusion of SB 18 Tribal Consultation: Consultation should be concluded at the point in which:

a. The parties to the consultation come fo a mutual agreement concerning the oppropriate medsures
for preservation or mitigation; or

b. Either the local government or the tribe, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes
that mutual agreement cannot be reached concerning the appropriate measures of preservation or
mitigation. [Tribal Consuliation Guidelines, Governer's Office of Planhing and Research (2005) at p. 18).

Agencies should be aware that neither AB 52 nor SB 18 precludes agencies fram initiating tribal consultation with
tribes that are traditionally and culturally affilated with their jurisdictions before the fimeframes provided in AB 52 and
SB 18. Forthat reason, we urge you fo contfinue fo request Native American Tribal Contact Lists and "Sacred Lands
Eile" searches from the NAHC. The request forms can be found online at: http://nahc.co.gov/resources/forms/.

MAHC Recommendations for Cultural Resources Assessments

Ta adequately assess the existence and significance of tribal cultural resources and plan for avoldance. preservation
in place, or baring both, mitigation of project-related impaocts fo fribal cultural resources, the NAHC recammends

the following actions:

1. Contact the appropriate regional California Historical Research Informatfion System (CHRIS) Center
(hitps://ohp.parks.ca.gov/gpage_id=30331) for an archaeological records search. The records search will

determine:
a. [|f part or all of the APE has been previously surveyed for culfural resources.
b. If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.
c. |f the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the AFE.
d. If asurvey is reguired to determine whether previously unrecorded culfural resources are present.

2. |f an archaeological inventory survey is requirad, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report
detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
a. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures should be submitied
imrediately 1o the planning depariment. Allinformation regarding site locations, Native American
hurman remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential oddendum and
not be made available for public disclosure.
b. The final written repart should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the
appropriate regional CHRIS center.
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3. Contact the NAHC faor:
a. A Socred Lands File search. Remember that fribes do nof always record their sacred sites in the
Sacred Lands File, nor are they required to do so. A Sacred Lands File search is not a substitute for
consultation with tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiioted with the geographic arsa of the
project's APE
b. A Native American Tribal Consultation List of appropriate tribes for consultation concerning the
project site and to assist in planning for avoidance, preservation in place, or, failing both, mitigation
megsuras.

4. Remember that the lack of surface evidence of archoeoslogical resources (including tribal cultural resources)
does not preclude their subsurface existence.
a. lead agencies should include n their mitigation and monitaring reporting program plan provisions for
the identification and evaluation of inadvertently discovered archaeclogical resources per Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, §150464.5(f) [CEQA Guidelines §15044.5(f)). In areas of identified archaoeological sensitivity. a
certifled archasologist and a culturally affiiated Mative American with knowledge of culiural rescurces
should monitor all ground-disturbing octivities.
b. Lead agenciesshould include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions
for the disposition of recoverad cultural iterns that are not burial associated in consultation with-culturally
offiioted Nafive Americans.
¢. Lead aogencies should include in their mitigation and monitering reporting program plans provisions
for the treatment and disposition of inadvertently discovered Native American hurnan remains. Health
and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §50%7.98, and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5,
subdivisions (d) and (e} (CEQA Guidelines §15044.5, subds. (d) and (=) address the processes fo be
foliowed in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any Native American human remains and
associated grave goods in a location ather than a dedicated cemetery.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please confact me at my email address:
Cody.Campaone@nahc.cd.gov,

Sincerely,

Cody Campagne

Cultural Resources Analyst

ce: State Clearinghouse

Page Sof 5
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California Department of Transportation

DISTRICT 4
OFFICE OF REGIONAL AND COMMUNITY PLANNING
P.O. BOX 23660, MS-10D | OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660

www.dot.ca.gov

January 9, 2023 SCH #: 2022120058
GTS #: 04-SM-2022-00485
GTS ID: 28368
Co/Rt/Pm: SM/82/0.66

Corinna Sandmeier, Acting Principal Planner
City of Menlo Park

333 Ravenswood Ave

Menlo Park, CA, 94025

Re: Parkline Master Plan Project — Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)

Dear Corinna Sandmeier,

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the Parkline Master Plan Project. We are
committed to ensuring that impacts to the State’s multimodal fransportation 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 December 2022 NOP.

Project Understanding

The proposed project would redevelop SRI International’s research campus by
creating a new office and research and development (R&D), transit-oriented
campus with no net increase in commercial square footage, up to 550 new rental
housing units at a range of affordability levels, new bicycle and pedestrian
connections, and 25 acres of publicly accessible open space. It would result in a
total of approximately 1,898,931 gross square feet (gsf), including approximately
1,380,332 gsf of office and R&D uses and approximately 518,599 gsf of residential
uses. The proposed project is near State Route (SR) 82, or El Camino Real.

Travel Demand Analysis

With the enactment of Senate Bill (SB) 743, Caltrans is focused on maximizing efficient
development patterns, innovative tfravel demand reduction strategies, and
multimodal improvements. For more information on how Caltrans assesses
Transportation Impact Studies, please review Caltrans’ Transportation Impact Study
Guide (link).

"Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”


http://www.dot.ca.gov/
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/sb-743/2020-05-20-approved-vmt-focused-tisg-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/sb-743/2020-05-20-approved-vmt-focused-tisg-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/sb-743/2020-05-20-approved-vmt-focused-tisg-a11y.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/sb-743/2020-05-20-approved-vmt-focused-tisg-a11y.pdf
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If the project meets the screening criteria established in the City’'s adopted Vehicle
Miles Traveled (VMT) policy to be presumed to have a less-than-significant VMT
impact and exempt from detailed VMT analysis, please provide justification to
support the exempt status in alignment with the City's VMT policy. Projects that do
not meet the screening criteria should include a detailed VMT analysis in the DEIR,
which should include the following:

e VMT analysis pursuant to the City's guidelines. Projects that result in automobile
VMT per capita above the threshold of significance for 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;

e A schematic illustration of walking, biking and auto conditions at the project site
and study area roadways. Potential traffic safety issues to the State Transportation
Network (STN) may be assessed by Caltrans via the Interim Safety Guidance (link);

e The project’s primary and secondary effects on pedestrians, bicycles, tfravelers
with disabilities and transit performance should be evaluated, including
countermeasures and trade-offs resulting from mitigating VMT increases. Access
to pedestrians, bicycle, and transit facilities must be maintained.

Lead Agency

As the Lead Agency, the City of Menlo Park is responsible for all project mitigation,
including any needed improvements to the STN. The project’s fair share contribution,
financing, scheduling, implementation responsibilities and lead agency monitoring
should be fully discussed for all proposed mitigation measures.

Thank you again for including Caltrans in the environmental review process. Should
you have any questions regarding this letter, or for future notifications and requests
for review of new projects, please email LDR-D4@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Mok oy

MARK LEONG

District Branch Chief

Local Development Review
c: State Clearinghouse

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”


https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/sb-743/2020-12-22-updated-interim-ldigr-safety-review-guidance-a11y.pdf
mailto:LDR-D4@dot.ca.gov
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Harold M. Freiman

Attorney at Law E-mail: hfreiman@Ilozanosmith.com

January 9, 2023
By Email and U.S. Mail: cdsandmeier@menlopark.org

Corinna Sandmeier
Acting Principal Planner
Community Development
City of Menlo Park

701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025

Re: Response of Sequoia Union High School District to Notice of Preparation of the
Environmental Impact Report for the Parkline Master Plan Project

Dear Ms. Sandmeier:

This office represents Sequoia Union High School District (“District”). The District appreciates
the opportunity to provide comments and input regarding the Notice of Preparation of the
Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) for the Parkline Master Plan Project (“Project”).

As should by now be abundantly clear from the District’s scoping and comment letters recently
submitted to the City regarding other projects, the District is very concerned about the numerous
large residential and commercial development projects proposed in the City. The District’s
Menlo-Atherton High School is located approximately half a mile west of the Project, while the
District’s TIDE Academy and Sequoia High School are located approximately four miles from
the Project. These Project is anticipated to result in extensive impacts on student safety, among
other impacts. As in the District’s prior letters, the District requests that all direct and
indirect impacts related to the Project’s proximity to District schools, especially Menlo-
Atherton High School, be thoroughly reviewed, analyzed, and mitigated.

The Project application was submitted by Lane Partners, LLC, on behalf of SRI International.
The 63.2-acre Project site is proposed to be located at 333 Ravenswood Avenue, 301
Ravenswood Avenue, 555 Middlefield Road, and 565 Middlefield Road. The Project site
currently includes SRI International’s research campus. The proposed Project would redevelop
the research campus by creating a new office/R&D, transit-oriented campus with no net increase
in commercial square footage, up to 550 new rental housing units at a range of affordability
levels, new bicycle and pedestrian connections, and 25 acres of publicly accessible open space.
The Proposed Project would organize land uses generally into two land use districts within the
Project site, including 1) an approximately 10-acre residential district in the southwestern portion
of the Project site; and 2) an approximately 53-acre office/R&D district that would comprise the
remainder of the Project site. The Proposed Project would also establish a separate parcel of

Limited Liability Partnership
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land that is proposed to be leased to an affordable housing developer for the future construction
of a 100% affordable housing or special needs project which would be separately rezoned as part
of the proposed Project for up to 100 residential units. As explained further below, this Project
has the potential to cause severe detriment to the District and its students.

The Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) prepared for the Project concludes that the Project may have
numerous impacts on the environment, including potential impacts on Public Services,
Population and Housing, Transportation, Noise and Vibration, Air Quality and Utilities. The
NOP thus correctly concludes that a subsequent full-scope EIR is required.

Preliminarily, the District notes that it is willing to participate in meetings or study sessions with
City Staff and the applicant to discuss the proposed Project. The District is hopeful that opening
the door to these discussions will yield solutions that benefit the District, the City, and the
community as a whole.

The District requests that the following topics be analyzed and considered in the Draft EIR for
the Project.

A. Transportation/Circulation/Traffic Analysis

1. Describe the existing and the anticipated vehicular traffic and student
pedestrian movement patterns to and from school sites, including movement
patterns to and from Menlo-Atherton High School, TIDE Academy, and
Sequoia High School, and including consideration of bus routes.

2. Assess the impact(s) of increased vehicular movement and volumes caused by
the Project, including but not limited to potential conflicts with school
pedestrian movement, school transportation, and busing activities to and
from Menlo-Atherton High School, TIDE Academy, and Sequoia High
School.

3. Estimate travel demand and trip generation, trip distribution, and trip
assignment by including consideration of school sites and home-to-school
travel.

4. Assess cumulative impacts on schools and the community in general resulting
from increased vehicular movement and volumes expected from additional
development already approved or pending in the City.

5. Discuss the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on the circulation, and
traffic patterns in the community as a result of traffic generated by the
transportation needs of students to and from the Project and schools
throughout the District during and after the Project build-out.

6. Assess the impacts on the routes and safety of students traveling to school by
vehicle, bus, walking, and bicycles.

{SR785180}
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The District has significant concerns about the traffic, transportation, and circulation impacts that
the Project may have on the District, including the District’s staff, parents, and students that
attend Menlo-Atherton High School. The foregoing categories of information are critical for
determining the extent of those impacts.

(a) The City Must Consider All Traffic and Related Impacts, Including
Impacts of Traffic on Student Safety, Caused by the Project.

Any environmental analysis related to the Project must address potential effects related to traffic,
noise, air quality, and any other issues affecting schools. (Pub. Resources Code, 8§ 21000, et
seq.; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, 88§ 15000, et seq.; Chawanakee Unified School District v. County
of Madera, et al., (2011) 196 Cal.App.4th 1016.) Additionally, specifically regarding traffic,
there must be an analysis of safety issues related to traffic impacts, such as reduced pedestrian
safety, particularly as to students walking or bicycling to and from Menlo-Atherton High School;
potentially reduced response times for emergency services and first responders traveling to these
schools; and increased potential for accidents due to gridlock during school drop-off and pick-up
hours. (See, Journal of Planning Education and Research, “Planning for Safe Schools: Impacts
of School Siting and Surrounding Environments on Traffic Safety,” November 2015, Chia-Yuan
Yu and Xuemei Zhu, pg. 8 [Study of traffic accidents near Austin, Texas schools found that “[a]
higher percentage of commercial uses was associated with more motorist and pedestrian crashes”
around schools].)

The State Office of Planning and Research has developed new CEQA Guidelines which set forth
new criteria for the assessment of traffic impacts, and now encourages the use of metrics such as
vehicle miles traveled (“VMT?”), rather than level-of-service (“LOS”), to analyze project impacts
on traffic. (14 Cal. Code Regs. 8 15064.3.) However, local agencies may still consider impacts
on traffic congestion at intersections where appropriate, and must do so where, as here, such
traffic congestion will cause significant impacts on air quality, noise, and safety issues caused by
traffic. (Pub. Res. Code § 21099(b)(3).)

The City has experienced a drastic increase in traffic over the last ten to fifteen years as the City
has continued to approve newer corporate campuses and mixed biotechnology, commercial,
office, and residential land uses. The construction resulting from and traffic generated by
the Project will severely exacerbate the already stifling traffic in the area, and the safety
issues posed thereby. These impacts will severely inhibit the District’s ability to operate its
educational programs, including at Menlo-Atherton High School.

The proposed Project is anticipated to impede circulation in the Project area, and clog the access
roads to, from, and around the District’s Menlo-Atherton High School, including along
Middlefield Road. (See, 5 Cal. Code Regs. § 14010(k), which requires that school facilities be
easily accessible from arterial roads.) The District’s Menlo-Atherton High School is located
approximately half a mile west of the Project. Both Menlo-Atherton High School and the
proposed Project would be accessed by the same roads, including those mentioned above. In
addition to drawing a large number of new residents to the area, the proposed Project will draw
thousands of daily office commuters, visitors, and emergency access vehicles from around the
Bay Area. The immediate roads surrounding Menlo-Atherton High School, will bear the burden
of the increased traffic patterns. Such increases to traffic in the area will not only make it much
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more difficult for students and staff to travel to and from Menlo-Atherton High School, but will
also drastically increase the risk of vehicular accidents to District families, students, and
staff traveling to and from school.

In addition to increased risks of vehicular accidents, the traffic and parking impacts posed by the
Project may severely impact the safety and convenience of Menlo-Atherton High School
students who walk or bike to school. Title 5 of the California Code of Regulations requires that
school sites be located within a proposed attendance area that encourages student walking and
avoids extensive bussing. (5 Cal. Code Regs. § 14010(1).)

The EIR must analyze and mitigate all of the above traffic and related impacts, including those
impacts related to student safety and ability to get to school, the District’s ability to implement
its transportation and safety mitigation measures for Menlo-Atherton High School, and the
District’s ability to promote alternative modes of transportation to and from Menlo-Atherton
High School. It is important that these traffic impacts are not only assessed through a VMT
analysis, but also through a LOS analysis, as traffic congestion surrounding the District’s Menlo-
Atherton High School caused by the proposed Project will in turn cause significant issues related
to safety, noise, and air quality. It is anticipated that these impacts will extend far beyond the
Project area. Rather, the District requests that all intersections that could be impacted by the
Project, including those within and outside of the Project area, be analyzed for LOS and related
safety impacts.

(b) City Must Consider Cumulative Traffic and Related Impacts.

Environmental impact reports must address cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s
effects on the environment, viewed in conjunction with impacts of other past, present, or
reasonably foreseeable future projects, is cumulatively considerable. (14 CCR 15130(a).) (See
San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 CA4th 713, 720,
finding that piecemeal approval of several projects with related impacts could lead to severe
environmental harm.) While a lead agency may incorporate information from previously-
prepared program EIRs into the agency’s analysis of a project’s cumulative impacts, the lead
agency must address all cumulative impacts that were not previously addressed in the program
EIR. (Pub. Res. Code § 21083.3(c); 14 CCR 14183(b)(3).)

The Project’s above- and below-discussed anticipated impacts on the District, combined with the
anticipated impacts of the vast number of development projects that have recently been approved
and are being considered for approval in the City are cumulatively considerable. All of these
impacts are exacerbated by the volume of projects that the City is considering and approving, as
the District will be unable to accommodate the influx of students through facilities,
infrastructure, and related improvements. When considered together, the collective impacts on
traffic, safety, and air quality in the neighborhood will be devastating. These cumulative
impacts on the District’s Menlo-Atherton High School, TIDE Academy, and Sequoia High
School must be analyzed and mitigated.
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B. Air Quality

7. ldentify and assess the direct and indirect air quality impacts of the Project
on sensitive receptors, such as the District’s Menlo-Atherton High School.

8. Identify and assess cumulative air quality impacts on schools and the
community in general resulting from increased vehicular movement and
volumes expected from additional development already approved or pending
in the area.

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (“BAAQMD”) CEQA Guidelines (May 2017)
impose numerous limitations on the exposure of “sensitive receptors,” such as schools, to odors,
toxics, and pollutants, including pollutants from vehicular exhaust.

It is anticipated that the Project will have a significant impact on the air quality of the
neighborhood surrounding Menlo-Atherton High School due to extensive construction activities
and increases in vehicular traffic. Even more pressing, the proposed Project is anticipated to
result in significant impacts to sensitive receptors as an increased number of vehicles enter and
exit the Project area, creating increased levels of air toxins and particulate matter that could
negatively impact student health. These impacts, as they relate to the District’s students at
Menlo-Atherton High School, must be analyzed in the Draft EIR. This analysis also dovetails
with the discussion above regarding the necessity of LOS analysis. Decreased levels of service
at intersections generally mean lengthier amounts of time for cars to idle, including near schools,
resulting in decreased air quality and the potential for substantial impacts on students.

C. Noise

9. Identify any noise sources and volumes which may affect school facilities,
classrooms and outdoor school areas.

It is expected that noise from construction stemming from the implementation of the proposed
Project will cause impacts on the District’s educational programs at Menlo-Atherton High
School. Request No. 9 is intended to clarify that the EIR’s consideration of noise issues take into
account all of the various ways in which noise may impact schools, including increases in noise
levels in the immediate vicinity of Menlo-Atherton High School.

D. Population

10. Describe historical, current, and future population projections for the
District.

11. Assess the impacts of population growth within the District on the District’s
ability to provide its educational program.

In addition to 450 anticipated residential units, it is anticipated that the proposed Project’s
1,500,000 gsf of Office/R&D District will draw thousands of residents into the area on a
permanent, or at least a daily basis. Using the District’s previously identified student generation
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rate of 0.2, 450 anticipated residential units are likely to generate approximately 90 new high
school students to the District. Menlo-Atherton High School is currently already over capacity.

The District, therefore, specifically demands that historic, current, and future population
projections for the District be addressed in the EIR. Population growth or shrinkage is a primary
consideration in determining the impact that development may have on a school district, as a
booming population can directly impact the District and its provision of educational services,
largely because of resulting school overcrowding, while a district with declining enroliment may
depend on new development to avoid school closure or program cuts. Overcrowding can
constitute a significant impact within the meaning of CEQA. (See, 14 Cal. Code Regs.
8815064(e).) This is particularly true where the overcrowding results in unsafe conditions,
decreased quality of education, the need for new bus routes, and a need for new school
construction. The same can hold true for potential school closures or program cuts resulting
from a declining population.

E. Housing

12. Describe the type and number of anticipated dwelling units indirectly
resulting from the Project.

13. Describe the average square footage for anticipated dwelling units, broken
down by type of unit, indirectly resulting from the Project.

14. Estimate the amount of development fees to be generated by development in
accordance with implementation of the Project.

The foregoing categories of information are critical for determining the extent of both physical
and fiscal impacts on the District caused by increased population growth.

California school districts are dependent on developer fees authorized by the provisions of
Government Code sections 65995, et seq., and Education Code sections 17620, et seq., for
financing new school facilities and maintenance of existing facilities. The developer fees
mandated by Section 65995 provide the District a significant portion of its local share of
financing for facilities needs related to development.

The adequacy of the statutory development fees to offset the impact of new development on
local school districts can be determined only if the types of housing and average square footage
can be taken into consideration. For instance, larger homes often generate approximately the
same number of students as smaller homes. At the same time, however, a larger home will
generate a greater statutory development fee, better providing for facilities to house the student
being generated. It is for these reasons that the Government Code now requires a school district
to seek — and presumably to receive — such square footage information from local planning
departments. (Gov. Code 8 65995.5(c)(3).)

While the foregoing funding considerations raise fiscal issues, they also translate directly into
physical, environmental impacts, in that inadequate funding for new school construction results
in overcrowding of existing facilities. Without funding to build new facilities or land on which
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to expand, students may need to attend schools outside their attendance boundaries, creating
significant traffic impacts, among others. Furthermore, fiscal and social considerations are
relevant to an EIR, particularly when they either contribute to or result from physical impacts.
(Pub. Resources Code § 21001(g); 14 Cal. Code Regs. 8§ 15021(b), 15131(a)-(c), 15142 &

15382.)

Phasing of development is also a crucial consideration in determining the extent of impacts on
schools, which is especially relevant considering the volume of development occurring in the
downtown area. The timing of the development will determine when new students are expected
to be generated, and therefore is an important consideration particularly when considering the
cumulative impact of a project in conjunction with other approved or pending development.

F. Public Services

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

{SR785180}

Describe existing and future conditions within the District, on a school-by-
school basis, including size, location and capacity of facilities.

Describe the adequacy of both existing infrastructure serving schools and
anticipated infrastructure needed to serve future schools.

Describe the District’s past and present enrollment trends.
Describe the District’s current uses of its facilities.

Describe projected teacher/staffing requirements based on anticipated
population growth and existing State and District policies.

Describe any impacts on curriculum as a result of anticipated population
growth.

Identify the cost of providing capital facilities to properly accommodate
students on a per-student basis, by the District (including land costs).

Identify the expected shortfall or excess between the estimated development
fees to be generated by the Project and the cost for provision of capital
facilities.

Assess the District’s present and projected capital facility, operations,
maintenance, and personnel costs.

Assess financing and funding sources available to the District, including but
not limited to those mitigation measures set forth in section 65996 of the
Government Code.

Identify any expected fiscal impacts on the District, including an assessment
of projected cost of land acquisition, school construction, and other facilities
needs.
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26. Assess cumulative impacts on schools resulting from additional development
already approved, pending, or anticipated.

27. ldentify how the District will accommodate students from the Project who
are not accommodated at current District schools, including the effects on the
overall operation and administration of the District, the students and
employees.

CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, states that a project may have public services impacts on
schools if the project would “result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts,
in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives”
for the provision of school services.

There are a myriad of ways in which large residential and commercial development projects can
impact a school district’s need for new or physically altered facilities in order to maintain
performance objectives. The Draft EIR’s examination of the Project should analyze all potential
impacts under this standard, including but not limited to: (1) whether the influx of students
would require “physically altered” school facilities unrelated to the accommodation of additional
enrollment; (2) whether other impacts of the Project, such as increased traffic, noise, or air
pollutants in the neighborhood surrounding Menlo-Atherton High School, could impact the
District’s need for new or physically altered school facilities; and (3) whether other impacts of
the Project could otherwise interfere with the District’s ability to accomplish its own
performance objectives. Consideration of the above-listed categories of information is essential
to properly making these determinations.

Lead agencies often cite to SB 50 (specifically, Government Code sections 65995(h) and
65996(a)), for the proposition that the payment of school impact fees (commonly referred to as
“developer fees”) excuses them from their obligations to analyze and mitigate impacts posed on
school districts by development. This, however, is a misstatement of the law related to developer
fees and CEQA. While SB 50 does declare that the payment of the developer fees authorized by
Education Code section 17620 constitutes “full and complete mitigation of the impacts of any
legislative or adjudicative act on the provision of adequate school facilities,” (Gov. Code §
65995(h)), SB 50 does not excuse lead agencies from analyzing such impacts on school facilities
in the first place. Further, California courts have since acknowledged that developer fees do
not constitute full and complete mitigation for school-related impacts other than school
overcrowding. (Chawanakee Unified Sch. Dist. v. County of Madera (2011) 196 Cal.App.4th
1016.) Thus, the payment of fees does not constitute full mitigation for all impacts caused by
development related to traffic, noise, biological, pedestrian safety, and all other types of impacts
related to the District and its educational program. The District expects the City to analyze and
mitigate all such impacts in the EIR for the Project.
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Conclusion

The District does not oppose development within District boundaries, and recognizes the
importance of housing on the health and welfare of the community. However, the District
maintains that the community can only thrive if the District’s educational program and its
facilities are viable and sufficient, and District staff, families, and students are safe.
Accordingly, the needs of the District must be appropriately considered in the environmental
review process for all proposed new development that will impact the District, such as the very
large project under consideration.

We request that all notices and copies of documentation with regard to the Project be mailed both
to the District directly, and also to our attention as follows:

Crystal Leach, Associate Superintendent, Administrative Services
Sequoia Union High School District

480 James Avenue

Redwood City, CA 94062

Harold M. Freiman, Esq.
Lozano Smith

2001 North Main Street, Suite 500
Walnut Creek, CA 94596

Please feel free to contact us directly if we can be of any assistance in reviewing the above
issues. Thank you.

Sincerely,

LOZANO SMITH

Harold M. Freiman

HMF/df

cc: Crystal Leach, Associate Superintendent, Administrative Services (cleach@seq.org)
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From: Henry Riggs

To: Sandmeier, Corinna D

Cc: Perata, Kyle T; Taylor, Cedilia; Chris DeCardy
Subject: 333 Ravenswood, Ravenswood re-route
Date: Saturday, December 10, 2022 5:43:49 PM
Attachments: i i

tiaht radius offset.odf
F&P high speed offset.ona

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 Corinna,

1 had a glimpse of the street offset reportedly proposed by Fehr and Peers. It seems as if they feet our 30 mph roadway is comparable to Alpine Rd in terms of vehicle speed requirement. The site planning would be significantly impacted
by such a path, and I for one would not support that.

Before we abandon the goal of re-alignment, I wonder if we should look at an offset using the existing curve radius of the right turn lane currently in use? While not a 30 mph curve, it is comfortable in use except for the current merge,
which would go away.

Attached is an alternative alignment using that curve radius “r”, and Ringwood and Middlefield roadway widths “x™ and “y™ respectively, as noted. This is only a concept sketch of course, but I hope F&P can speak to a similar option on
Monday.

Thanks,

Henry

11 Public Road


mailto:hlriggs@comcast.net
mailto:cdsandmeier@menlopark.gov
mailto:ktperata@menlopark.gov
mailto:CTTaylor@menlopark.gov
mailto:cdecardy@gmail.com
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From: Henry Rigas

To: Sandmeier, Corinna D

Subject: Re: 333 Ravenswood, Ravenswood re-route
Date: Monday, December 12, 2022 12:27:50 PM
Attachments: +50% radius aliagnment.pdf

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.

Corinna

Having done one sketch, I did another, using a minor radius 50% larger than the referenced existing, in case it's
helpful. Attached.

Henry

> On Dec 10, 2022, at 5:43 PM, Henry Riggs <hlriggs@comcast.net> wrote:

>

> Hi Corinna,

>

> 1 had a glimpse of the street offset reportedly proposed by Fehr and Peers. It seems as if they feet our 30 mph
roadway is comparable to Alpine Rd in terms of vehicle speed requirement. The site planning would be
significantly impacted by such a path, and I for one would not support that.

>

> Before we abandon the goal of re-alignment, I wonder if we should look at an offset using the existing curve
radius of the right turn lane currently in use? While not a 30 mph curve, it is comfortable in use except for the
current merge, which would go away.

>

> Attached is an alternative alignment using that curve radius “r”, and Ringwood and Middlefield roadway widths
“x” and “y” respectively, as noted. This is only a concept sketch of course, but I hope F&P can speak to a similar
option on Monday.

>

> Thanks,

>

> Henry

>

> <tight radius offset.pdf><F&P high speed offset.png>
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From: Verle Aebi

To: Sandmeier, Corinna D
Subject: Parkline/SRI project scoping study requests
Date: Monday, January 9, 2023 5:39:35 PM

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,

I am a resident of the Linfield Oaks neighborhood and I am writing to request that the EIR study traffic impacts in
the entire Linfield Oaks neighborhood from the Parkline project. This would include Laurel Street from its
intersection with Willow Road to Encinal Ave. It should also study Willow Road from Alma to Middlefield, Alma,
Waverley, Linfield and Sherwood traffic impacts. The study should look at impacts based on number of housing
units (200, 400, and 600 units) and square feet of commercial space. The study should also examine increase in
congestion on Ravenswood and include in the study the upcoming increase in number of trains with electrification
of Caltrain and increased gate down time at Ravenswood and Glenwood Ave.

The traffic study should also look at alternative vehicle entry points to the Parkline development. In particular it
should examine the case where no vehicular entries (except for emergency vehicles) are on Laurel Street. In this
case the impact of combining the traffic from the housing units with the traffic to the commercial areas of the
development should be studied with access at one or more points on Ravenswood and Middlefield Road.
Consideration should be given to aligning Ravenswood with Ringwood avenue to eliminate a traffic signal and
reduce congestion on Middlefield Road.

Best Regards,
Verle Aebi


mailto:aebi@pacbell.net
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From: Judith Asher

To: Sandmeier, Corinna D

Cc: Sandmeier, Corinna D; _Planning Commission

Subject: Request for studying a smaller scope option for the SRI/ParkLine EIR
Date: Monday, January 9, 2023 7:12:59 PM

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.

Attention:
Corrina Sandmeier -- Acting Principal Planner
and the Menlo Park Planning Commission

Dear Corrina and Planning Commission,

As a resident of The Classics at Burgess, we are requesting a third level in the EIR scope to review a
lower-impact, smaller development option -- especially since the proposed plan INCREASES the
affordable housing deficit.

In this smaller-scope project, we request the EIR to measure the following:

1. The SRI/ParkLine project should net out to provide the state-mandated housing that the amount of
office planned will require Menlo Park to build.

o Reduce the amount of office to comply with the current C1 zoning.The planned office use
will actually NEGATIVELY impact the affordable housing deficit and result in increasing the
deficit due to the proposed office use. The risk of the projected lab use FAR being changed
to higher employee densities per 1000 square feet will further increase the affordable
housing deficit. In short, the office size and density is creating a bigger housing problem.

o Keep the housing at 400 apartments, but have 25% of them be BMR (Below Market Rate)
units, so the separate one-acre donation being considered for an affordable housing
development will not be required.

2. Study the option of removing the apartment complex driveway onto Laurel to preserve bike safety
for school children and pedestrians and to reduce the existing gridlock on Laurel Street. The
smaller driveway for the townhome residents can remain as indicated in the current plan.

3. Measure the use of the (currently gated) SRI driveway onto Middlefield to redirect traffic flow as a
viable alternative to the removal of the Laurel Street for the apartment buildings. The office traffic
can be significantly reduced on the Ravenswood driveways if the Middlefield driveway opens (it will
reduce Ravenswood gridlock to/from Middlefield and EI Camino) and direct commuter traffic closer
to Willow and Highway 101.

4. Increase parking for renters and employees since inadequate parking forces apartment renters,
visitors and employees to clog residential streets with traffic while looking for parking and for taking
up limited residential parking
(Note: In the12/12 Planning Commission meeting on the SRI EIR, some commissioners wanted to
reduce the proposed parking to force renters/employees to use public transit. But the
representative from the firm that will conduct the EIR said that studies showed that reducing
parking spaces did NOT reduce cars or numbers of car trips. It just pushed drivers to surrounding
residential areas to take street parking, which added traffic as well. There were no reductions in
Greenhouse Emissions or in number of car trips.)

5. Provide underground parking for the housing units and for the offices to reduce the overall height
of the project (notably to reduce the height of the 3-story parking garage behind the Barron Street


mailto:jsasher@mac.com
mailto:cdsandmeier@menlopark.gov
mailto:cdsandmeier@menlopark.gov
mailto:planning.commission@menlopark.gov

homes) and the potential of five six-story apartment buildings if the project is approved for the 600
total housing unit option being reviewed.

6. Include the emergency water storage tank since there is no emergency water for residents and
workers west of EI Camino (per the latest water report) which said the emergency well in the city
yard is not online yet. The risk of toxic contamination of the city yard emergency well makes it a
problem since the city's gas tanks and city yard with other toxic substances (oil, pesticides, etc. )
are above it could leak into the groundwater, especially in the expected large earthquake event at
some point in the future.

Thank you for your help in getting this lower-impact option included in the EIR so we have a solid
comparative analysis of the other two scenarios, especially the much larger scope option, that are being
proposed in the EIR scope.

Judith S. Asher
530 Barron Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025



From: Paul Collacchi

To: CCIN

Cc: Planning Commission

Subject: Paul Collacchi Comments on SRI EIR scope
Date: Sunday, January 8, 2023 5:53:05 PM
Attachments: PJC SRI EIR comments v2.0.pdf

PIC SRI EIR Appendix 1 - 042500 - SRI task force final prioritized issues.pdf
PJC SRI EIR Appendix 2 - 021800issues - SRI task forcel.pdf
PJC SRI EIR Appendix 3 - 022200tc- Revision of LUCS Task One Findings.pdf

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.

January 7, 2023

Council members, Planning Commissioners, and Staff,

Thank you for receiving these comments regarding the EIR for the Parkline masterplan ("SRI") project.

The comments append and incorporate historical city documents.

For historical perspective, these comments append and include two public documents created by the City for
the 2000 SRI Task force, and a single public document from the 2000 Land Use and Circulation Study ("LUCS").
They include by reference any other existing SRI Task Force or LUCS document still in possession of the City,
and any and all City documents associated with the 2013 SRI Campus Modernization project whose CEQA EIR
NOP was submitted in July 2013.

e Appendix 1 -- Task Force recommendations for future use/mitigation of the SRl site.

e Appendix 2 -- A thorough regulatory history of SRl including a list of items the Task Force considered.

e Appendix 3 --A Staff Report for the LUCS project showing scope of future planning for the greater
downtown Menlo Park area. It describes alternate futures for the SRl site used by the SRI Task Force.

Though the SRI Task Force documents do not appear on City letter head, to the best of my recollection that
they are authentic and unaltered copies of public documents that existed at the time and were given to me by
staff.

The LUCS and the 2000 SRI task force reviewed SRI alternatives
The LUCS studies coincided with the 2000 SRI Task force whose recommendations are included in the

appended documents. The 2000 SRI Task force looked at several alternatives for the SR site.
1. Proposed [2000] master plan development (1,545,000 s.f.).
2. Reduce development to currently allowed 30% FAR for zoning district.
3. Maintain existing development.
4. Maintain existing development or reduce development to currently allowed 30% or 25% FAR for zoning
district, but allow residential development at a higher FAR.
5. Rezone to all residential.

Eliminating the existing Conditional Develop Permit employment caps and counting rules quadruples the
site's net housing deficit.
The project proposes to eliminate the existing Conditional Development Permit ("CDP"). The impacts on the
project's ability to increase the housing deficit is shown below. Without CDP restrictions the housing net deficit
potential swells from 608 units to 2527 units. (table below)

CDP Employee
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January 7, 2023

Council members, Planning Commissioners, and Staff,

Thank you for receiving these comments regarding the EIR for the Parkline masterplan ("SRI")
project.

The comments append and incorporate historical city documents.

For historical perspective, these comments append and include two public documents created
by the City for the 2000 SRI Task force, and a single public document from the 2000 Land Use
and Circulation Study ("LUCS"). They include by reference any other existing SRI Task Force or
LUCS document still in possession of the City, and any and all City documents associated with
the 2013 SRI Campus Modernization project whose CEQA EIR NOP was submitted in July 2013.

e Appendix 1 -- Task Force recommendations for future use/mitigation of the SRl site.

e Appendix 2 -- A thorough regulatory history of SRI including a list of items the Task Force
considered.

e Appendix 3 --A Staff Report for the LUCS project showing scope of future planning for
the greater downtown Menlo Park area. It describes alternate futures for the SRl site
used by the SRI Task Force.

Though the SRI Task Force documents do not appear on City letter head, to the best of my
recollection that they are authentic and unaltered copies of public documents that existed at
the time and were given to me by staff.

The LUCS and the 2000 SRI task force reviewed SRI alternatives

The LUCS studies coincided with the 2000 SRI Task force whose recommendations are included
in the appended documents. The 2000 SRI Task force looked at several alternatives for the SRI
site.

Proposed [2000] master plan development (1,545,000 s.f.).

Reduce development to currently allowed 30% FAR for zoning district.

Maintain existing development.

Maintain existing development or reduce development to currently allowed 30% or 25%
FAR for zoning district, but allow residential development at a higher FAR.

5. Rezone to all residential.

PwnNe

Eliminating the existing Conditional Develop Permit employment caps and counting rules
quadruples the project's net housing deficit.

The project proposes to eliminate the existing Conditional Development Permit ("CDP"). The
impacts on the project's ability to impact the housing deficit is shown below. Without CDP
restrictions the housing deficit potential swells from 608 units to 2527 units. (table below)
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Office @4/1000 sf (250sf)

Retained lab @ (515) sf
Total Project Employment
Existing Employment

Net New Project Employment

Luxury units w/BMR @1.9 emp/du*
Affordable units @ 1.9 emp/du*

Total Employees Housed

Total project impact on Deficit

Housing Demand

Area Employees
1,100,000 4400
287,000 557
4957
1100
3857

Housing Supply

Employees*
Du's housed
600 1140
100 190
1330

Project (Demand-Supply)

2527

Debited cap

Non-SRI @ 2:1

Existing SRI

Total Site

CDP Employee
Limits

2775

838

1100
1938

1140
190

1330

608

There are superior project alternatives consistent with policy that should be reviewed.

In my view, several of the LUCS alternatives are clearly superior policy alternatives and should
be studied as alternatives in the EIR. In particular they retain CDP employment caps but allow
additional housing in place of office thereby increasing housing supply.

My comments are organized in four sections.

1.) Proposed alternatives to be studied
2.) Comments regarding EIR analysis
3.) Comments regarding the Housing Needs Assessment ("HNA")
4.) Comments regarding the Financial Impact Analysis. ("FIA")

Sincerely,

Paul Collacchi
1 Lake Ct
Redwood City, CA

Paul Collacchi SRI EIR comments
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Section 1.) SRI project alternative: LUCS # 4. C-1 FAR office alternative.

The EIR should study a "C-1 FAR" office alternative consistent with restrictions placed upon the
site by the existing Conditional Development Permit in conjunction with the underlying C-1
zoning harmonized with the primary recommendation made by the 2000 SRI task force for the
site; namely:

"Any SRI project should not have any greater traffic impacts or impacts on sewer,
water, or other municipal services than would a comparable office project developed
in accordance with the underlying C-1 zoning regulations. The Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) for the site shall be established as a baseline of 25% to 30% (as established for
the C-1 zoning district as a result of the Land Use and Circulation Study prior to
approval of the SRI proposal). Additional FAR may be allowed, if conditions are
imposed to guarantee that traffic and other impacts won’t exceed an office project
complying with the C-1 zoning regulations, subject to the requirements that the
number of parking spaces does not exceed 1,932 to 2,319 spaces and the number of
on-site employees, contract workers, and non-SRI tenants (calculated at a ratio of 2 to
1) does not exceed 1,932 to 2,319 persons. The maximum FAR allowed for the
property should be 35% to 45%. (Some members of the task force feel that the
maximum FAR should be 35% while other members feel that 45% may be
appropriate if it is demonstrated that the project will not exceed the impacts of an
office project complying with the C-1 zoning regulations.

The alternative should be constructed in good faith by Staff, using one of several methods
outlined below, but generally speaking the alternative would study non-lab (i.e office) buildings
at C-1 densities (30% FAR). This option would leave proposed SRI lab and housing components
untouched , but reduce the proposed office components by up to 50%.

Methods of Construction of the C-1 FAR Alternative
Suggested Construction Methods

a.) Consistent with the stated intent of the applicant to submit a tentative parcel map to
aggregate SRI parcels and then sub-divide so that each office resides on a distinct parcel, the
alternative would limit construction of each office on a separable parcel to C-1 densities (30%
FAR).

b.) Consistent with existing CDP historical practices, employment caps, and counting rules, the
method would compute SRl and non-SRI employment caps for the site and propose office
adequate to meet the employment caps using proposed occupancy rules of thumb.
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CDP rules and historical practices.

* Beginning with Classics of Menlo, the SRl site has been given an employment cap.
* Beginning with Classics of Menlo, the SRI site employment cap has been reduced
proportionately when SRl land is subdivided and divested.
e Under this practice the cap of 3308 would be further reduced to 2775 to reflect the
divestment of the housing parcel.
e Regardless of this rule, since 2000 SRI has twice asked for an employment cap of
3000.
* Non-Sri employees are counted as two employees ("2:1").
* Offices in the "Middlefield commercial corridor", including the McAndless building on
divested SRI property, is zoned C-1 with 30% FAR. The only exception is the Federally
owned USGS building which is exempt from local zoning.

SRI and non-SRI employment caps under the CDP rules
Given these rules and practices here is a range of SRl and non SRI employment for the site.

"Low" "Current" "High"
Site Employment cap under the CDP 2775 2775 2775
SRI Employees 550 1100 1500
Non-SRI employees allowed under 2:1 CDP 1113 838 638
Total Site Employment under CDP 1662 1938 2138

Non-SRI Office needed for the CDP employment caps (1000's sf)
Here are computations of office required for non-SRI use on the site.

"Low" "Current" "High"
Non-SRI office @ 4/1000 (250sf) 278 209 159
Non-SRI office @ 2.2/1000 (450sf) 501 377 287

Parking under the C-1 FAR alternative

Assuming that parking is proportionate to office space and employment density, then the C-1
FAR alternative would have a significantly reduced parking footprint, from 2800 spaces to at
most 2100.

Observations from the reconstruction data

These limits are very consistent with those given the by SRI Task force as computed by staff in
2000. Under the CDP, the maximum allowable non-SRI office, would not exceed 500k sf,
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about half of what is being proposed. This is why the EIR should study a CDP/C1 conforming
alternative.

Non-SRI use of the site varies inversely with SRI use of the site. If SRI employment increases
then, under the CDP, there is no need for more than 287k sf of non-SRI office. The greatest
amount of non-SRI ("office) occurs when SRI employment is at its lowest, 550 employees, half
of what is reported as "current."

Possible footprint of the C-1 FAR alternative

The reduction in office space can be accomplished by reducing the number of floors in buildings
and/or removing buildings. Similar logic applies to parking structures. Consistency with CDP
height limits may require eliminating floors rather than entire buildings.

Regardless, for the purpose of the EIR, the C-1 FAR alternative can analyze the proposed
footprint at reduced intensities by assuming fewer floors and/or buildings with lower or fewer
parking structures.

Policy justification for the C-1 FAR alternative

e It is totally consistent with Menlo Park policy alternatives in the LUCS examined by the
SRI Task force and preferred by the task force.

* |tis totally consistent with 2000 CDP practices to restrict non-SRI and non-Lab uses of
the site to C1 equivalent employment densities.

* Itis consistent with the underlying C1 zoning.

* It has a superior jobs/housing ratio

* Itis environmentally superior

It cannot be the goal of the project to "make as much money as possible from the site" and
thereby declare all less intense alternatives as "unreasonable" or "infeasible" because they
would generate less revenue.

Menlo Park has been fair and generous with SRI

Historically, SRI has enjoyed generosity and good will from the city of Menlo Park. SRI was
allowed large amounts of low-intensity lab space. Since, then the intensity of the original
campus has inflated as SRI divested land later redeveloped by 3rd parties such as McAndless
and Classics, while keeping the same amount of lab space on an ever-decreasing core campus.

The CDP intended to protect Menlo Park and limit non-SRI office use of the campus.

In or about 2000, SRI's financial struggles led the non-profit to sell more land (Classics of
Menlo) and rent its own internal office space to find new revenue streams. Menlo Park
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accommodated SRI but placed protections into the CDP that would limit SRI's ability to intensify
the site with non-SRI uses and to inflate SRI intensity when divesting land. Hence the CDP
created a site employment cap, debited the cap proportionately when parcels were divested,
and counted non-SRI employees double. The first two measures mitigate site employment
density inflation. The last measure served as proxy to insure that non-SRI office re-use of the
campus did not exceed C-1 zoning intensities.

The Parkline project proposal skirts the CDP protections

It seems clear that the Parkline project seeks to circumvent these protections by converting
generous amounts of grandfathered lab-space into office uses, apparently in place, butin a
manner that allows SRI to divest parcels and offices at twice the density, 60% FAR, allowed
elsewhere in the Middlefield office corridor.

The project should be understood and analyzed as a conversion from SRI to a non-SRI office
park

There is a clear difference between the physical configuration and description of the 2013 SRI
Campus modernization project and the proposed 2022 Parkline project. This reflects different
project goals and hence impacts alternatives.

Whether or not SRI intends to effectively or eventually abandon its MP research activities in
favor of monetizing the site, under this proposal, there is good reason for Menlo Park to believe
that the site is converting to one that could be used as a predominantly non- resesarch non-SRl
office park, and whose buildings might be sold to 3rd parties.

It is therefore reasonable for the EIR to construct and study alternatives for SRI expansion of
the "Middlefield Commercial Corridor" consistent with goal of selling or renting the majority of
the physical plant and "use" of the campus and that are consistent with historical divestment
practice used for McAndless, and that are consistent with long-standing policy for C1 zoning
elsewhere in the neighborhood, and which would provide no more opportunity for non-SRI
uses, on site with no divestment, than would otherwise be allowed under the existing CDP.
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Other project alternatives.
In its build out scenarios the LUCS considered these alternatives for the site:

Proposed [2004] master plan development (1,545,000 s.f of lab.).

Reduce development to currently allowed 30% FAR for zoning district.

Maintain existing [2004] development.

Maintain existing development or reduce development to currently allowed 30% or 25%
FAR for zoning district, but allow residential development at a higher FAR.

5. Rezone to all residential

PwwnNpE

Each of these scenarios have valid policy reasons to be included in the EIR as alternatives. For
example, flavors of 1 & 3 will be studied as the no-project alternative.

The LUCS analysis has clearly shown that replacing office with housing rapidly reverses housing
deficits and reverses commute profiles with beneficial traffic impacts.

Herein | request such an alternative. The EIR should study an alternative that replaces
proposed office with housing. For the purposes of the EIR study, this might include, consistent
with reducing office to 30% FAR, allow tall offices, but replace any or all of the amenity
building, parking structure 3, and office buildings 3 & 4 in favor of additional housing at suitable
densities. The remaining parking structures can be reduced appropriately.

This alternative would retain the proposed housing units, the retained SRl labs, office buildings
1, 2, & 3 and required parking in structures at requested heights, but replace vacated office and
parking footprint on the south side of the site with housing at appropriate densities.

Reduced office and increased housing would have much more favorable jobs/housing numbers
and reverse the commute profile from predominantly in-bound commute to a heavier
outbound commute reducing peak hour traffic impacts.
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Section 2.) Comments regarding the EIR analysis.
Employment Densities.

Describe SRI site historical employment clearly and accurately.
Menlo Park Staff Report 22-073-PC states that

"The applicant indicates approximately 1,100 people are currently employed at
the project site, although SRI’s headcount has fluctuated between approximately
1,400 and 2,000 workers since 2003." (p3)

This count should be harmonized with Staff Report 13-097 which states

Current employee count at the SRI Campus includes approximately 1,500 SRl
employees and an additional approximately 280 people who are employed by
unrelated tenants. .... Based upon the CDP requirement that non-SRI employee
count be calculated at a 2:1 ratio, these 280 people would equate to 540
employees, for a total employee count of approximately 2,040 employees.

Staff Report 13-097 is clear. Staff Report 22-073-PCis not. Does the 22-027-PC 2000
"headcount" embed the CDP 2:1 counting rules? If so, then actual SRI employment on the site
has never exceeded 1500 since 2003 and is currently 1100

Whenever historical employment counts are discussed in the EIR they should explicitly clarify
between bodies and counts. The EIR should call out the actual number of on-site employees
(bodies) vs the "employee count" or "headcount" as computed under the CDP 2:1 rule, and
they should explode employee data explicitly into SRl and non-SRI employees.

The history of SRI use over the last twenty years suggests that SRI has never employed more
than 1500 of its own employees on the site. This figure should be the maximum used for the
planning horizon of the EIR. If not, the EIR should explain in detail why not.

Describe future employee counts similarly and provide SRI counts anticipated over the
lifetime of the EIR.

The EIR needs to determine and publish intended SRl employment densities for the time
horizon of the EIR as it did the 2013 project and with Meta in the Willow Village project. How
many SRI employees currently occupy the site? How many SRI employees will occupy the site
over time?

What facilities will be needed by SRI employees over the horizon of the EIR? How much lab
space and how much office space will SRl initially occupy at the beginning and over the lifetime
of the EIR?
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From these, the EIR can determine SRl and non-SRI employment densities and footprint.

Remote Employment

The EIR needs to discuss whether or not it analyzed offsite employment, how much, and if not,
how the potential future impact of remote employment at the site can be mitigated
(precluded) through regulatory mechanisms. These mitigations could and should be included in
the Developer's Agreement.

Visual Impacts

The project proposes buildings in excess of 100 ft with rooftop equipment. These are higher
than most if not all buildings, visible from many places including single family homes. The EIR
analysis of visual impacts should perform shadow analysis and list/show all locations from
which buildings heights are visible.

Traffic: Extraordinary cumulative impacts: "secondary diversion"

According to information in the appended LUCS document, then (year 2000) future build outs
of the LUCS study areas would result in extraordinary traffic impacts previously unimagined by
Menlo Park staff members.

Conventional wisdom in Menlo Park has been that regardless of land use
development decisions in Menlo Park, future traffic related to regional growth
would overwhelm major portions of the transportation system. The Land Use and
Circulation Study forecast confirms that regional growth could have significant
adverse effects on the circulation system in Menlo Park and consequent effects on
the quality of life in the community. However, the forecasts also indicate a
number of considerations that may not necessarily be consistent with prior
conventional wisdom. These considerations include:

* “Theoretical build-out” of the General Plan land uses in Menlo Park in itself
could have impacts on the local circulation system comparable to those of
regional growth.

* The combined effect of “theoretical build-out” of the Menlo Park General Plan
together with regional growth would be about the same as either regional growth
or General Plan “theoretical build-out” taken alone. This suggests that under
either scenario, traffic demand will be approaching or exceeding full saturation
of capacity of the area street system.

* Under any of the scenarios tested, regional growth alone, “theoretical build-
out” alone or regional growth plus ‘“theoretical build-out combined, the most
noteworthy traffic changes are not on major streets. Major streets like El
Camino Real, Sand Hill Road, Santa Cruz Avenue near Sand Hill Road, and
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Willow Road east of Middlefield Road are shown to experience some traffic
increases but the increases are unremarkable. The streets that experience
dramatic traffic changes are streets like Valpairiso, Glenwood, Encinal, Oak
Grove, Ringwood and Middle. On such streets the effects of traffic changes are
likely to be perceived as especially impactful. The increased concentration of
traffic on such streets appears to be indicative of reaching a saturated condition
on the major streets, such that locally knowledgeable drivers, particularly ones
making short trips, will increasingly avoid the major streets in favor of
secondary ones.

Expand the EIR traffic study area to capture all primary and secondary diversion impacts.

In line with this known observation that "dramatic traffic changes" will happen on "non-
commute" arterials by local and sub-regional drivers avoiding arterial congestion, the EIR
should expand the study area to include all those streets listed above including others that
might also be impacted. In particular, since the SRl site is central to the city, and commute
traffic is likely to come from both 1-280 and US 101, and the East Bay over the Dumbarton
Bridge, the study area should probably include the entire city and not just a few blocks around
the site.

Re-use the dynamic modeling analysis used in the LUCS to capture these effects.

It would be preferable if the traffic analysis was based on dynamic versus static modeling using
modeling software rather than engineer speculation to show where secondary diversion of this
type is most likely to occur.

Include Segment Counts and LOS changes

The LUCS language is stark. In describing today's (2020) traffic it uses phrases such as " adverse
effects on the circulation system ... and consequent effects on the quality of life in the
community", "overwhelm major portions of the transportation system", " full saturation of
capacity of the area street system", "perceived as especially impactful”, " saturated condition

on the major streets."

Surely, since 2000, it cannot be the case that Menlo Park has adopted new community
approved thresholds that allow and encourage overwhelming the local street system with
traffic. To whatever degree Sacramento has tied the hands of local communities to accurately
empower its residents to mitigate the true impacts of project traffic on its streets, the EIR has
an obligation to describe catastrophic traffic conditions, so that residents can understand them.

Publish a traffic map visually locating Traffix or modeler site traffic egress and ingress assumptions,
and visually depicting traffic assignment assumptions.

Traditional EIR analysis uses tools such as Traffix to locate and assign traffic to the project and
local street system, but these assignments are never shown explicitly. Instead, derived impacts
on VMT or intersection LOS or segment counts are shown in tables or maps, but the public
never knows where the site traffic originated, how much and when. The EIR should publish
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such a map showing the location of Site destinations and commute origins and the volume of
traffic assumed to originate or terminate at each such location on the SRl site. The EIR should
also include a map with segment direction arrows showing trip assignment counts to and from
these points so that lay members of the public can see traffic assighnments on nearby roads and
regional routes such as I-280 and US 101.

Publish a visual VMT map showing the assumptions made about those who will work at the site
and where VMT analysis assumes they will live.

CEQA: Short term shocks to baseline counts on Cumulative Impact scenarios

Existing Menlo Park baseline traffic counts are impacted by two non-equilibrium shocks. The
first is the pandemic, and the 2nd is the current and potential on-going slump/recession
evidenced by large scale notices of tech layoffs in Silicon Valley and Meta.

Because of this, existing traffic baselines are likely to be lower than during pre-pandemic
equilibrium and full employment. Though this should not impact that part of the CEQA analysis
that considers project vs existing, it WILL impact cumulative scenarios that add project impacts
to existing baselines, if existing baselines are depressed due to the shocks. This may also be
true for other parts of the analysis besides traffic.

For the cumulative traffic impacts and other CEQA cumulative analysis for elements whose
cumulative analysis is similar to traffic, the EIR should attempt to adjust existing baselines to
eliminate shock effects and reproduce true equilibrium baseline conditions. It should be a good
faith effort by staff and the preparer. Perhaps uses 2019 values, if they exist, with conditions
updated to 2022.

Project Description: Open Space

Staff Reports (and the media) describe "25 acres of publicly accessible open space," but
elsewhere, "Approximately 25 acres of landscaped, publicly-accessible open space, including a
large central open space between the office/R&D buildings"

In the second description, buried deeper in the Staff Report, the two adjectives landscaped, and
publicly-accessible now modify the noun "open space." Is "landscaped" open-space really open
space? As we now say, is that even a thing? Can the public really walk into and on the
privately owned landscaping? Is the large central open space between offices publicly
accessible for active uses?

The EIR should clarify all references to "open space" in the project description including the
meaning of "25 acres of publicly accessible open space.". Can the public really " access" the
"landscaped" area to play frisbee or walk their dogs? Will all "publicly accessible" space,
including the landscaped areas, be publicly dedicated through easements? What uses will be
available on what portions of the site? The EIR project description should distinguish between
areas of the site that are privately owned and publicly owned. It should detail areas that will be
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landscaped and not practically accessible or usable by the public It should detail areas that will
be lawn, and describe public access and uses available on lawn space. It should detail hard
pack and hard space areas. It should describe how "public access" will be dedicated and in
which areas.

Basically, it would helpful to have a visual map and a table of non-impervious surface areas
describing the size of the area, who owns it, if the public can use it, and how. A sample table is
shown below.

The EIR should describe how the description of the areas in the table will be maintained when
parcels of land are sold to 3rd parties.

Map

Area Size Description Ownership Access Uses Allowed Dedication
1 5.2acres Landscaping Private Impractical None None
2 3acres playing field ?°97?7? Public Active Uses ?°977?
3 4acres Hardpack Private ?777? Seating/eating 9777
4 53acres Paths Private Public Bike/Walk dedicated
5 2.6acres Lawn Private Public Non-active access ?97?7?

private

6 1acre Playground Private Residents only  Active playground commons

The table is also needed to describe how public use can be made to persist across divestment of
SRI parcels. The mechanisms for persisting "public accessibility" should be a part of the
Developer's Agreement.

Project Description: Project Goals.

SRl is converting much of its campus from lab to office whose future occupancy is opaque,
presumably because, unlike Meta, SRI does not intend to occupy its campus but rather intends
to rent or sell much of the former land, to increase revenues, to remodel retained footprint or
fund research activities. How much office SRl realistically needs for its own future use is
material.

The public has a right to understand the true scope and intentions. They impact EIR alternative
calculus. They help the EIR determine whether alternatives are "feasible" and "reasonable." Is
a "reduced" office or increased housing alternative infeasible simply because the goal of the
project is to maximize site revenue, and higher housing alternatives might not substantially
attain that goal?

If the Staff and preparer have the authority to include "policy" alternatives as described in the
Planning Commission report, then those alternatives studied by Menlo Park in the LUCS and by
the SRI Task force and those recommended by the SRI Task force surely are "reasonable”
candidates that reflect real public policy that is the product of staff and the public.
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Project Description: Locate the "affordable housing" site.

Staff documentation has been ambiguous about the proposed location of the 100 units of
affordable housing, and the Parkline document provided by developer does not show it.

* The EIR needs to explicitly locate where on the site the affordable units will be built.

e The requested egress/ingress map needs to show its traffic as an "origin" on the traffic
assighment map.

e Its parking needs to be located.

e If the 100 affordable units are to replace the playing field the EIR should discuss this
explicitly.

* If the EIR does not locate the 100 units, perhaps because the applicant opts for some
kind of in-lieu alternative, the EIR should say so explicitly, because the applicant and
staff reports have allowed the belief to persist in the minds of decision makers and the
public.

EIR: Land Use Compatibility and Embedded Policy changes.

The zoning map below makes clear that commercial use of the SRl site is one of many
commercial uses referred to in the LUCS as the "Middlefield Commercial Corridor." Together,
SRI, the Linfield residential neighborhood, the Middlefield Commercial Corridor, USGS, and
Burgess constitute the "internal" neighborhood which abuts additional uses outside the
neighborhood.

The zoning map shows that all commercial sites in the corridor are zoned C1 (30% FAR), except
the USGS site which is otherwise federally exempted from local zoning.

In its analysis, the EIR should describe the "neighborhood" by explicitly noting the prevalence
of C1 commercial zoning everywhere else in the neighborhood.

Besides describing compatibility conflicts between the project and nearby uses, the EIR needs
to discuss how the current CDP allows denser-than-C1 FAR, SRI lab buildings/uses but
effectively precludes denser-than-C1 FAR, non-SRI office buildings/uses. If this is unclear,
review the employee counts shown above in Section 1. There is no CDP-capped scenario in
which non-SRI office uses require more than 500K sf of office footprint.

The proposed project is not consistent with either existing General Plan policy -- it requires a
General Plan change-- or zoning conversion policy implicit in CDP employee caps and 2:1
counting rules, and policy as stated clearly and explicitly in the LUCS alternatives and SRI Task
priority documents. To be clear: non-SRI office at 60% FAR is historically inconsistent with any
policy future ever contemplated by the City of Menlo Park for the SRI campus. The EIR needs to
discuss this.
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Council may create new land-use policy for Menlo Park embedded in project approvals, but it
does not have the power to alter the historical policy record used in the EIR analysis. If Menlo
Park has conducted city-initiated policy outreach and process for the SRI site since the 2000 SRI
Task force then the EIR should cite documents from that outreach as the policy base. But if
there is no such public outreach specific to SRI futures, then the 2000 Task force
documentation, the LUCS, the zoning, and the CDP constitute the policy documentation of
record for compatibility analysis.

The EIR should describe the existing policy history and compare CDP-restricted non-SRI office
intensities described by historical policy with new policies embedded in the project approvals.

The EIR should say explicitly whether or not more recently public policy documents pertaining
to the SRl site exist since 2000 era modification of the CDP and the SRI Task force.
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EIR: Removal of the CDP is growth inducing

In CEQA jargon, eliminating the CDP employment restrictions removes a regulatory obstacle to
growth on the site and is therfore growth inducing.

While SRI and Staff Reports wish to say this project grandfathers existing commercial footprint,
the project expands non-SRl site use beyond restrictions set in the CDP, and it allows the
creation of office buildings on separable, alienable parcels at densities not previously allowed in
the Middlefield corridor.

The project does not grandfather either building or employment intensity. By divesting land for
housing, SRI is further intensifying lab FAR on the remaining site and it is intensifying the entire
historical pre-project campus, as it did with McAndless and Classics of Menlo.

Density inflation of the remaining lab FAR is the policy equivalent of building more, particularly
when that increased FAR is positioned for conversion and divestment. It is a form of site
intensification that needs to be described.

By converting high density SRI lab to non-SRI office 1:1, the project is intensifying employment,
particularly non-SRl employment to densities up to four times that allowed under the base C1
zoning and CDP. The EIR analysis should describe historical site lab FAR inflation and describe
the use inflation that occurs when converting lab to office without the CDP.

Put succinctly, the site now employs 1100. 1M sf of office could add 4000 or more non-SRl
employees in addition to those SRl employees sited in the remaining lab. That would be an site
employment intensification of more than 4:1, and an even greater intensification of non-SRI site
employment.

By converting from SRl lab to non-SRI office the project intensifies non-SRI office footprint to
densities twice that that allowed under the base C1 zoning and CDP. The project would allow
up to approximately .5M sf of non-SRI office effectively precluded by the existing CDP in the
exact same location.

In recounting historical policy and evaluating project compatibility with nearby uses whose
intensities have not changed, he EIR should also compare potential divesting practices of this
project with the historical divestment practice used for McAndless office park. Divesting land
first, and then rezoning results in C1 30% FAR, but converting lab to office, 1:1 on a reduced
campus at an intensified 60% FAR, and then divesting allows 3rd party office at 60% FAR.

To be clear: the EIR discussion of growth inducing changes should include the removal of
regulatory obstacles to growth, the CDP, and call out the change in historical precedent in
allowing SRI to build and eventually divest offices whose FAR exceeds C1 FAR, in the face of all
historical practice, policy documents, LUCS study alternatives, and public record to do
otherwise.
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Finally, although CEQA probably doesn't allow a discussion of impacts of project precedents on future
projects, Menlo Park has a good history of proving that increased entitlements in one location create
similar expectations nearby. In, particular the remaining offices and land values in the Middlefield

Commercial Corridor are likely to reflect the expectation of similar future upzoning of office on those

parcels.

EIR: Growth inducing impacts.

The project requires General Plan amendments and unprecedented height limits that may
apply beyond the project site. These should be described. If these changes create precedents
for growth inducement by removing regulatory obstacles elsewhere in the community they
should also be described.
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Section 3.) Housing needs assessment

The Housing Needs Assessment ("HNA") made for the Willow Village project, Appendix 3.13,
HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT WILLOW VILLAGE MASTER PLAN PROJECT, by Keysar Marston
Associates Inc., dated April 2022 is a very useful document and | applaud its inclusion in the EIR
process. Thank you, East Palo Alto. Shame on those who wrongly argue that CEQA lawsuits are
abusive.

The SRI/Parkline HNA should duplicate that effort for this project.

In particular it should contain sections similar to 6 and 7 of the Keysar Marsten HNA describing
project impact on (net) housing availability and displacement. It should compute the net
housing deficit/surplus of the proposed project and local and regional displacement as did the
Keysar Marsten HNA.

| would also recommend the following changes.

Update the market analysis to reflect downtown Menlo Park apartment and office rents.
Downtown ECR rents in Menlo Park as shown by the Springline (Greenheart) project are
different and higher than those elsewhere in Menlo Park. The market analysis sections of the
HNA should be updated to reflect this, and, if warranted, include Palo Alto rent comparables,
not Redwood City rents in the market analysis sections.

Create a section that computes RHNA housing cycle impacts of the proposed projects using a current,
globally harmonized counting method.

The HNA should include analysis of the impact of project alternatives on the City's RHNA
housing obligation on relevant cycles current and future.

The analysis should harmonize the myriad of conflicting and incomprehensible land-bases
found in the Housing Element, the ConnectMenlo SEIR, ABAG, etc. It should propose and
deployed a trusted counting methodology which would answer the simple question, "If we
approve this project (or alternative) what will the impact be on Menlo Park's RHNA obligation in
every impacted housing cycle?"

How can decision makers possibly know how much housing they must build if the city does not
keep a current running total of its housing obligation?
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Section 4.) Financial Impact Analysis.

Besides describing the impact on city coffers the analysis should also describe the marginal
impact on SRI coffers of the requested approvals. The project is a quid pro quo. What is the
quid and what is the quo?

Relative to EIR alternatives, SRI/Lane will no doubt declare all reduced intensity alternatives as
"infeasible" saying it needs maximal development to meet the "goals of the project" without
telling us exactly what those goals are besides maximizing revenues/profit.

The FIA should compute and compare SRI land sale or rent revenues under the proposed
project, here-proposed project alternatives, and the no-project alternative so that decision
makers can judge for themselves. Revenue analysis should include the housing component as
well.

Residents have a right to know how much revenue the approvals gift to SRI/Lane Partners, and
whether the housing component is profitable on its own.

The methods should be clear so that citizens can deconstruct and re-use them to understand
how they might apply to alternative site configurations not studied or analyzed.
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SRI Task Force - List of Issues
April 25, 2000

. Any SRI project should not have any greater traffic impacts or impacts on sewer,
water, or other municipal services than would a comparable office project developed
in accordance with the underlying C-1 zoning regulations. The Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) for the site shall be established as a baseline of 25% to 30% (as established for
the C-1 zoning district as a result of the Land Use and Circulation Study prior to
approval of the SRI proposal). Additional FAR may be allowed, if conditions are
imposed to guarantee that traffic and other impacts won’t exceed an office project
complying with the C-1 zoning regulations, subject to the requirements that the
number of parking spaces does not exceed 1,932 to 2,319 spaces and the number of
on-site employees, contract workers, and non-SRI tenants (calculated at a ratio of 2 to
1) does not exceed 1,932 to 2,319 persons. The maximum FAR allowed for the
property should be 35% to 45%. (Some members of the task force feel that the
maximum FAR should be 35% while other members feel that 45% may be
appropriate if it is demonstrated that the project will not exceed the impacts of an
office project complying with the C-1 zoning regulations.

. Regulations shall be imposed that provide protections from potential conversion of
building space to a higher worker density. If on-site employees, contract workers,
and non-SRI tenants are used as a maximum limit for development, then , creative,
effective and enforceable ways of monitoring and limiting the number of on-site
employees, contract workers, and non-SRI tenants must be developed. SRI shall be
responsible for all costs associated with the monitoring program.

. Require the development of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program
for encouraging use of commute alternatives, including consequences for non-
performance. The TDM program shall include provisions for bicycle and shuttle
service for lunch time use, financial contribution to the City’s shuttle program, on-site
facilities such as a cafeteria, exercise facilities and showers that reduce trips, and
other types of TDM measures.

. Implement the widening of Ravenswood Avenue to four lanes from west of Alma
Street to Middlefield Road. Require SRI to dedicate land adjacent to Ravenswood
Avenue for the road widening. This may involve the relocation of the Gatehouse as
well as changes to the church facilities located on Ravenswood Avenue. Any
widening of Ravenswood Avenue must also include traffic realignment and other
roadway improvements for improved safety and efficiency within the roadway
segment formed by Middlefield Road, Ravenswood and Ringwood Avenues,
including access to the high school. Require SRI to pay the costs associated with the
widening of Ravenswood Avenue and to participate in the
Ravenswood/Middlefield/Ringwood intersection modifications.





SRI Task Force
March 30, 2000
Page 2

10.

1.

12.

Require provisions for the review, analysis, regulation and monitoring of hazardous
materials and waste on the property, including reporting all hazardous and biological
materials and waste to the City and Menlo Park Fire Protection District (including
non-regulated and non-reportable quantities). Prohibit bio-safety level (BSL) 4 (and
possibly BSL 3 research per the request of some members). Develop emergency
safety notice and evacuation plans for the surrounding area. Determine what level of
hazardous materials use is appropriate.

Prohibit biological or chemical weapons and weapons detection research and testing.

. Require detailed, comprehensive and cohesive architectural design.

Require SRI to develop methods to address the potential housing impacts related to
an increase in the number of on-site employees, contract workers, and non-SRI
tenants working at SRI. This may include rezoning a portion of the site for housing
and provision of housing on-site, provision of housing offsite, and/or the payment of
Below Market Rate (BMR) Program fees for the new employees. Impacts of new
housing to city services, including but not limited to schools, recreation facilities,
sanitary sewer service, etc., should be considered.

A maximum number of allowable trips to and from the site should be incorporated
into the approval of the proposal. Creative, effective and enforceable methods of
monitoring and limiting the number of trips should be developed. SRI shall be
responsible for all costs associated with the monitoring program. Both peak period
and twenty-four hour trips should be included.

Implement site and roadway designs and elements to minimize or eliminate cut-
through traffic in the adjacent neighborhoods, specifically prohibiting SRI-related
ingress and egress on Laurel Avenue and Burgess Drive. Other designs or elements
may include the use of one-way streets or no-through traffic on certain streets and
installation of features such as speed bumps, speed tables, and/or traffic circles in
residential neighborhoods. Require SRI to pay the costs associated with site and/or
roadway design changes.

Some members of the task force feel strongly that with the unknown impact of the
Civic Center area redevelopment and possible closure of Alma Street to through
traffic, the City Council should re-establish the Burgess plan line to preserve the
City’s ability to extend Burgess Drive if needed to relieve traffic. Other members
feel that a successful design of the SRI site could be significantly impacted by the re-
establishment of the plan line, see no benefit to the re-establishment of the plan line
and feel the plan line should not be preserved.

Encourage the preservation and discourage the removal of the existing trees.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Require relocation of the trash and utility area adjacent to the Classic Communities
development and replacement with quiet uses and activities. This should be
completed as part of an early phase of the project development.

Require centralized underground parking to increase landscaping and open space on
the site.

Development standards should be established that limits maximum lot coverage to
encourage open space, that provides larger setbacks than the C-1 zoning district, and
that allows maximum building heights to exceed 35 feet in the center of the site, but
in no event shall building heights exceed 50 feet.

Require provisions for child care to be included in the project. Participation in the
City’s new child care center should be addressed, including an evaluation of non-
resident participation in the program.

Require regulations to mitigate construction impacts on the surrounding
neighborhoods. This should include requirements that all construction-related
vehicles park on-site during construction and that travel routes for construction
vehicles be limited to Middlefield Road and Ravenswood Avenue.

The task force supports the use of the property by SRI assuming that a mutually
acceptable development can be achieved.

What benefits should Menlo Park be looking for if the proposal is approved?

Require provisions for monitoring, controlling, and mitigating the use of City
facilities (swimming pool, gym, child care center) by SRI employees. Require
facility use fees to support the expansion of hours, etc., to compensate the city for
heavy use by SRI employees.

V/ltrmem/2000/aah/042500 - SRI task force final prioritized issues
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CITY OF MENLO PARK

Public Meeting of the SRI Task Force
March 13, 2000

General Information and Draft List of Issues

Background Information for the SRI Campus

The SRI Campus is located in the center of Menlo Park and is bounded by Laurel Street
to the west, Ravenswood Avenue to the north, and Middlefield Road to the east. The
Campus is currently comprised of approximately 62 acres and houses a variety of office
and research and development functions.

History of Planning Approvals

The City’s earliest records of development activity on the SRI campus begin in 1959.
From 1959 through 1975, the City processed approximately 30 requests for a variety of
projects on the campus. The most substantial projects during this time were for several
new buildings, including the construction of the International Building. During this time
the campus was zoned C-1 (Administrative and Professional District, Restrictive) and
C-1-B (Administrative and Professional District). (The City no longer has a C-1-B
zoning designation.) Both of these districts allowed for the development of office and
research uses subject to the granting of permits by the City. The only restriction on the
maximum development potential was a 40% limit on lot coverage. At the time, this
would have equated to approximately 1.35 million square feet of development that could
have been developed on a first floor level. However, development of additional square
footage on additional floors was not restricted.

Conditional Development Permit — 1975

In the early 1970s, SRI approached the City with a request to rezone the campus from the
C-1 and C-1-B designations to a C-1-X designation and a request for approval of a
Conditional Development Permit that would establish parameters for the future
development of the campus. The rezoning and Conditional Development Permit allows
for flexibility from the standard development regulations of the C-1- and

C-1-B zoning regulations for purposes of developing a cohesive campus plan.

The rezoning, Conditional Development Permit and an EIR were approved by the City in
1975. The Conditional Development Permit states a campus size of 76 acres. The permit
also specifies setbacks of 60 feet on all sides of the property, a maximum lot coverage of
40% (1.35 million square feet), and a maximum height of 50 feet. The Permit did not
establish a maximum development potential, meaning the maximum amount of building
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square footage. The only reference to a development potential can be found in the EIR,
which assumes a maximum of 3,500 employees.

Conditional Development Permit — 1978

In 1978, an amendment to the Conditional Development Permit was approved in order to
remove approximately 10.3 acres from SRI’s campus for the development of the
McCandless office complex on Middlefield Road, near the corner of Ravenswood
Avenue. The amended Conditional Development Permit established parameters for the
McCandless buildings and, other than a reduction in the size of the SRI campus, did not
alter the 1975 Conditional Development Permit.

Conditional Development Permit — 1997

In 1997, as a direct result of the Classic Communities development, SRI’s Conditional
Development Permit was again amended. The amendment included a further reduction
in the size of the campus to reflect the property being sold to Classic Communities and to
establish, for the first time, a maximum development potential. The 1997 Conditional
Development Permit establishes the campus as 62.1 acres and limits the site to 1,494,774
square feet of building (equivalent to a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 55.3%) and 3,308
employees. For non-SRI uses, the allowable number of persons working on the site is
calculated at a 2:1 ratio.

Existing SRI Development

The total amount of building square footage currently on the site is 1,321,189 square feet
for an FAR of 48.8%. This is 173,585 square feet below the maximum building square
footage allowed in the 1997 Conditional Development Permit.

As of January, 2000, SRI reports 1,432 SRI-related employees and 94 employees of non-
related tenant organizations for a total of 1,526 employees. Using the employee
equivalent methodology which counts SRI related staff at a 1:1 ratio and non-related staff
at a 2:1 ratio under the provision of the 1997 Conditional Development Permit, the total
number of employees on the site is 1,620 where 3,308 employees are currently allowed.

Proposed Master Site Plan

SRI has identified a need to modernize and rebuild its campus. SRI is currently
proposing the redevelopment of the campus through a new master plan and a
Development Agreement with the City of Menlo Park. The new master plan proposes the
construction of nine new buildings and the demolition of twenty-nine old buildings,
resulting in a total of 1,545,000 square feet of development (equivalent to an FAR of
57%). The proposal would also establish a maximum of 3,000 employees on the campus.
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Comparison of Existing Site Development with Current C-1 Zoning Regulations, the

1997 Conditional development Permit and the Proposed Development

Although the 1997 Conditional Development Permit currently establishes the
development parameters for the SRI campus, it is instructive to compare the parameters
of the existing site with the underlying C-1 district regulations, the 1997 Conditional
Development Permit and the proposed master plan development. The following table
provides the comparison.

C-1 District Existing Site 1997 Proposed
Regulations Conditional Master Plan
Development
Permit
Minimum Lot 2 acres 62.1 acres 62.1 acres 62.1 acres
Area
Minimum Lot 150 feet width Irregular Irregular Irregular
Dimensions and depth (approximately (approximately (approximately
2,000 feet width | 2,000 feet width | 2,000 feet width
by 1,400 feet by 1,400 feet by 1,400 feet
depth) depth) depth)
Minimum Front: 30 feet Unknown All sides: 60 feet | Unstated
Setbacks Rear: 20 feet
Sides: 20 feet
Maximum Lot | 40% 23% 40% Unstated
Coverage
Maximum 35 feet Unknown 50 feet Unstated
Height
Maximum FAR | 30% 48.8% 55.3% 57%
811,523 sq. ft. 1,316,289 sq. ft. | 1,494,774 sq. ft. | 1,545,000 sq. ft.
Maximum No regulation 1,526 employees | 3,308 employees | 3,000 employees
Employees
Employee Not Applicable 863 sq. ft. per 452 sq. ft. per 515 sq. ft. per
Density* employee employee employee
Parking 5 per 1,000 sq. ft. | 3,150 spaces Not specified Unstated

of building area
(assuming full
buildout — 4,058
spaces)

* Average employee density in recent office projects in the city is approximately 350 square
feet per employee.
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Draft List of Issues

Following is a draft list of issue that the SRI Task Force believes should be considered by
the City when reviewing the proposal by SRI to redevelop its property. At this time, the
task force welcomes all comments and questions from the public on the list of issues. In
addition, the task force would appreciate any suggests for additions to the list of issues.

Use and Density of the Site

1.

What is the best use of this land for the city? The task force supports the use of
the property by SRI assuming that a mutually acceptable development can be
achieved.

Should the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for the site be reduced from or exceed the
30% maximum FAR of the underlying C-1 (Administrative and Professional,
Restrictive) zoning district. If so, by how much?

Consider possible exclusion from the maximum allowed FAR of amenities such
as private cafeterias, etc., that would serve to reduce trips. If a benefit such as an
exception from the FAR for traffic-mitigating facilities is incorporated into the
project, there needs to be documentation and consequences to ensure that the
traffic mitigation for the project is effective.

Consider methods to address the potential housing and traffic impacts related to
an increase in the number of employees working at SRI, i.e., rezoning of a portion
of the site for housing and the provision of housing on site, provision of housing
off site, telecommuting, and/or satellite offices. Impacts to city services,
including but not limited to schools, recreation facilities, sanitary sewer service,
etc., should be considered.

Given that the number of workers and visitors is a concern for the project’s
potential impacts, consider a maximum number of workers, visitors and/or issues
related to the density of building space per worker. Regulations must be
considered that provide protections from potential conversion of building space to
a higher worker density. If workers and visitors are used as a maximum limit,
creative, effective and enforceable ways of monitoring and limiting the number of
workers and visitors must be developed.
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Transportation

6.

10.

11.

Given that the number of trips to the site is a concern for the project’s potential
impacts, consider a maximum number of allowable trips to and from the site. If
trips are used as a maximum limit, creative, effective and enforceable ways of
monitoring and limiting the number of trips must be developed. Both peak period
and twenty-four hour trips should be included.

Consider site and roadway designs intended to minimize or eliminate cut-through
traffic in the adjacent neighborhoods. Examples might include: (1) widening
Ravenswood Avenue to four lanes from west of Alma Street to Middlefield Road,
(2) prohibiting SRI’s ingress and egress on Laurel Avenue and Burgess Drive, (3)
prohibiting right turns onto Laurel Street from eastbound Ravenswood Avenue
during peak pm commute periods, (4) consideration of one-way streets or no
through traffic on certain streets, and (5) installation of features such as speed
bumps, speed tables and/or traffic circles in residential neighborhoods.

Consider dedication of land adjacent to Ravenswood Avenue for future road
widening. This may involve the relocation of the Gatehouse at the corner of
Ravenswood Avenue and Laurel Avenue.

Consider the relocation of facilities and buildings as necessary for possible future
extension of Burgess Drive through to Middlefield Road.

Consider the development of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
Program for encouraging use of commute alternatives, including consequences for
non-performance.

Consider possible traffic realignment and other roadway improvements for
improved safety and efficiency within the roadway segment formed by
Middlefield Road, Ravenswood Avenue and Ringwood Avenue, including access
to the high school.

Site Design

12.

13.

14.

Consider centralized underground parking to increase landscaping and open space
on the site.

Encourage the preservation and discourage the removal of the existing trees.
Require relocation of the trash and utility area adjacent to the Classic

Communities development and replacement with quiet uses and activities.
Consider this relocation as part of an early phase of the project development.
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15. Should the development standards of the underlying C-1 zoning district, including
a maximum lot coverage of 40%, minimum setbacks of 30 feet in the front and 20
feet in the rear and on the sides, and the maximum height of 35 feet be exceeded
and, if so, by how much? (See comparison chart on page 3)

16. Consider a comprehensive and cohesive architectural design.

Facility Operations

17. Consider provisions for the review, analysis, regulation and monitoring of
hazardous materials and waste on the property. Develop emergency safety notice
and evacuation plans for the surrounding area. Determine what level of
hazardous materials use is appropriate.

18. Consider provisions for monitoring and/or controlling the use of City facilities
(swimming pool, gym, child care center) by SRI employees. Consider facility use
fees to support of expansion of hours, etc., to compensate the city for heavy use
by non-city residents.

19. Consider provision for child care to be included in the project. Participation in
the City’s new child care center should be addressed, including an evaluation of

non-resident participation in the program.

Construction-related Impacts

20. Consider regulations to mitigate construction impacts on the surrounding
neighborhoods. This should include requirements that all construction-related
vehicles park on-site during construction and that travel routes for construction
vehicles be limited to Middlefield Road and Ravenswood Avenue.

Other Considerations

21. What benefits should Menlo Park be looking for if the proposal is approved?

Paul Collacchi SRI EIR Comments Appendix 2 Page 6






SRz DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
PLANNING DIVISION
NG STAFF REPORT

PA RK AGENDA ITEM # E-1

City Council Meeting of
February 22, 2000
TO: Mayor & City Council
FROM: Department of Development Services, Planning and Transportation Divisions

AGENDA ITEM: REGULAR BUSINESS: Review of Additional Information of Task One-
Existing Development and Theoretical Build-Out Analysis of the Land Use
and Circulation Study; Direction on Alternative Development Scenarios for
Study Areas.

ISSUE

Planning staff and the transportation consultants have prepared additional information on the impact of
existing development and theoretical build out scenarios for City Council review of Task One of the Land
Use and Circulation Study. The City Council should give direction to staff and the consultants to refine
the alternative development scenarios for the three study areas: North El Camino Real, Middlefield
Commercial Corridor, and SRI International Campus for completion of two and three.

BACKGROUND

Planning staff and the transportation consultants presented the preliminary findings of Task One of the
Land Use and Circulation Study to City Council on January 25, 2000. At that meeting, the City Council
requested additional traffic information and clarification of land use data. The revisions to the land use
data and the additional traffic information have significantly changed the traffic impacts in several areas,
particularly residential areas, of Menlo Park. A detailed description and explanation of the changes to the
traffic impacts are found in a memo from Michael Aronson, CCS Planning and Engineering, Inc. to Tracy
Cramer, Associate Planner (Attachment A).

Land Use Data Revisions and Clarifications

The City Council requested several clarifications to the theoretical build out data that was presented in the
January 25, 2000 Staff Report. In addition, staff and the consultants identified other clarifications and
revisions to the land use data for further refinement, addition of omitted information, and corrections. The
following indicates the changes that have been forwarded to the transportation consultant for use in the
traffic model.

Existing Land Use Data: After the results of the traffic model were reported for the January 25, 2000
City Council staff report, the transportation consultant and planning staff identified several areas where
the reported traffic impacts did not appear to meet anticipated or known traffic conditions. As a result,
staff identified changes to the inventory of existing land use data that were reported incorrectly or omitted
in the preliminary report of the findings of the traffic model. The majority of the changes in the inventory
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are concentrated in the M-2 area of the City. The changes to the land use inventory are reported in
Attachment B.

Housing Numbers: The housing numbers have been changed to reflect several projects that were
overlooked in the January 25 , 2000 staff report to the City Council. The revised total number of housing
units produced between 1988 and 1999 is 316 units; the revised total number of existing residential units
(1999) is 12,329 units (Table 1). The majority of the units produced since 1988 are single family (195
units). However the bulk of theses units are large single family housing developments such as the Vintage
Oaks project (145 units) and the Classic Communities (33 units). There were 121 multiple family units
produced since 1988 (Attachment C).

Theoretical Maximum Build Out: Based on the assumptions initially developed for theoretical
maximum build out, the number calculated for the Middlefield Commercial Corridor Study Area was
lower than the existing development reported in the inventory. This was because the assumption was
based on the current FAR for the area, but many of the properties were developed before the current
FAR’s were adopted. The City Council felt that this was not an effective measurement for potential future
traffic impacts. The revised theoretical maximum build out assumes that existing structures in the
Middlefield Corridor that are developed at or above the allowable FAR, will remain, and that parcels
where the existing development is lower than allowed will be developed as the current maximum allows.
This new theoretical build out number for the Middlefield corridor study area added 776,000 square feet
of development to the 709,000 square feet reported earlier. The total theoretical maximum development
in the Middlefield corridor is 1,485,000 square feet. (Attachments D and E).

Table 1. Revised Total Commercial (in Square Feet) and Residential (in Units) Development

Gross Office Retail Industrial Warehouse Single Multiple
Commercial | Development  Development Development Development | Family Family
Development
1988 | 12,570,938 6,103,703 1,232,598 2,044,218 2,816,266 6,508 5,505
1997 | 14,635,936 7,812,021 1,244,733 2,246,574 2,869,197 6,698 5,608
1999 | 15,139,846 8,321,538 1,244,480 2,100,929 3,018,860 6,703 5,626

Transportation Revisions and Clarifications

The revised traffic forecast model findings for existing development and the theoretical maximum build
out scenario are included in a supplement to the report from CCS Engineering and Planning, Inc. that
appeared as an attachment to the January 25, 2000 staff report (Attachment F). The revised traffic
forecast model findings are appended herewith as Attachment A.

The principal differences in the supplemental traffic forecast relates to changes in existing and theoretical
maximum land use scenarios as described above. In addition, minor refinements have been made to the
representation of the street system in the model. Moreover, traffic volumes have been reported for
additional indicator locations as requested by the Council at the January 25, 2000 meeting (including
Middlefield Road between Marsh Avenue and Glenwood Avenue, Valpariso Avenue, Ringwood Avenue,
Middle Avenue between Olive Street and University Avenue).

Planning staff received a letter from Elza Keet on February 3, 2000 (Attachment G) regarding the data
reported on the Daily Traffic Volume map in the January 25, 2000 staff report. Ms. Keet questioned
whether the Daily Traffic Volume map was a cumulative representation of citywide traffic volumes. The
Daily Traffic Volumes map only shows the traffic volumes at specific roadway segments. It is not
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possible to literally add up the cumulative traffic impact from this graphic to represent citywide traffic
volumes for two reasons. First, the graphic is a representation of traffic that passes certain selected
indicator points in the network and is not the total traffic on all street segments. Second, the differences
between the scenarios represents less than the totality of new trips added because trips that are added
often displace some existing traffic. Therefore, the comparison of the sum of the differences between the
scenarios and the changes to trip generation is not one that should be expected to yield an equivalence.

In addition, Ms. Keet’s letter asks for more information on the impact of traffic on El Camino Real and
Valpariso Avenue. Following the discussion with City Council on January 25, 2000, staff and the
consultant were directed to revise the traffic model to reflect several assumptions that are critical to traffic
impacts in Menlo Park, particularly at Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz Avenue and along El Camino Real. In
response to Ms. Keet’s letter, the revisions to the model described in this staff report and Attachment A
reflect changes to the volumes of traffic along local streets as Sand Hill Road and El Camino Real reach
maximum capacity.

Conventional wisdom in Menlo Park has been that regardless of land use development decisions in Menlo

Park, future traffic related to regional growth would overwhelm major portions of the transportation

system. The Land Use and Circulation Study forecast confirms that regional growth could have

significant adverse effects on the circulation system in Menlo Park and consequent effects on the quality
of life in the community. However, the forecasts also indicate a number of considerations that may not
necessarily be consistent with prior conventional wisdom. These considerations include:

*  “Theoretical build-out” of the General Plan land uses in Menlo Park in itself could have impacts on
the local circulation system comparable to those of regional growth.

* The combined effect of “theoretical build-out” of the Menlo Park General Plan together with regional
growth would be about the same as either regional growth or General Plan “theoretical build-out”
taken alone. This suggests that under either scenario, traffic demand will be approaching or
exceeding full saturation of capacity of the area street system.

* Under any of the scenarios tested, regional growth alone, “theoretical build-out” alone or regional
growth plus “theoretical build-out combined, the most noteworthy traffic changes are not on major
streets. Major streets like El Camino Real, Sand Hill Road, Santa Cruz Avenue near Sand Hill Road,
and Willow Road east of Middlefield Road are shown to experience some traffic increases but the
increases are unremarkable. The streets that experience dramatic traffic changes are streets like
Valpairiso, Glenwood, Encinal, Oak Grove, Ringwood and Middle. On such streets the effects of
traffic changes are likely to be perceived as especially impactful. The increased concentration of
traffic on such streets appears to be indicative of reaching a saturated condition on the major streets,
such that locally knowledgeable drivers, particularly ones making short trips, will increasingly avoid
the major streets in favor of secondary ones.

The above findings suggest the need to develop a combination of planning responses that could include:

* Focusing land use development on mixes, densities and locational patterns of uses that maintain
community vitality and character while limiting local development’s impacts on the Menlo Park
circulation system.

* Engaging in a dialogue with other cities for consideration of the reduction of development potential in
their communities to effect a regional decrease in congestion.

* Considering traffic improvements that draw and hold the traffic that will be in the community onto
the major roadways without making these roadways so attractive that additional regional traffic will
be drawn to them.

* Considering street and highway improvements that divert regional traffic around, rather than through,
the Menlo Park street system.

* Improving transit services in ways that decrease local and regional traffic pressure.
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* Continuing to make improvements that enhance Menlo Park as a walkable and bikeable community.

CITY COUNCIL DISCUSSION

In order to advance to the next tasks in the Land Use and Circulation Study, City Council must determine
the desired alternative development scenarios for staff and the transportation consultants to analyze. At
least three alternative development scenarios are expected to be prepared for each study area, for a total of
nine development scenarios.

Land Use Alternative Development Scenarios

As City Council considers alternative development densities for the study areas, one area in Menlo Park
that may serve as a starting point for discussion is Sand Hill Road. Sand Hill Road is zoned C-1-C,
Administrative, Professional and Research District. The maximum allowable Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for
office development in this district is 25%. This is the lowest commercial FAR in the Menlo Park Zoning
Ordinance.

The following are suggestions for City Council consideration of alternative development scenarios:

A. North El Camino Real: The current FAR is 75% with approval of a use permit. Office development
is limited to 40% of the total development of the site. This study area has the potential to see
significant redevelopment of older structures that are not fully developed to the current allowable
FAR. Because of this the following alternatives could be explored:

1. Assume existing allowable maximum FAR for general commercial uses and residential uses;
Reduce the allowable FAR for office development to 25% FAR in zoning districts that allow
office as a permitted or conditional use;

2. Reduce the maximum allowable FAR for all development by 10% or more; Reduce allowable
FAR for office development to 25% FAR in zoning districts that allow office as a permitted or
conditional use; and

3. Eliminate office as a permitted or conditional use; maximize residential development (assume
multiple family residential development).

B. Middlefield Commercial Corridor: The current allowable FAR in the Middlefield corridor ranges
from 30% FAR for the C-1, Administrative and Professional Districts, and 40% FAR for C-4,
General Commercial Districts (other than El Camino Real). In general, many parcels in the
Middlefield corridor are built out. It is also less likely that there will be substantial redevelopment
activity because the building stock is relatively new and in good condition. However, because of this
area’s proximity to downtown and to transit alternatives, it may be a good location for new housing.
And, because the development in this area is maximized, a reduction of FAR for future
redevelopment may be considered. Because of this, the following alternatives could be explored:

1. Eliminate new office uses; Allow sites that are not developed to maximum FAR to be developed
with infill residential (compare impact of multiple family and single family); and

2. Reduce the allowable FAR for office development to 25% FAR in the study area that allow office
as a permitted or conditional use.
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C. SRI: The SRI International Campus has been developed through an approved conditional
development permit. The 1997 approved Conditional Development permit limits development of this
site to 1,494,774 square feet, or 55% FAR. The existing development of the site is 50% FAR, with
the recent approval of an addition to Building B. The alternative scenarios for discussion could be:

1. Proposed master plan development (1,545,000 s.f.).

2. Reduce development to currently allowed 30% FAR for zoning district.

3. Maintain existing development.

4. Maintain existing development or reduce development to currently allowed 30% or 25% FAR for
zoning district, but allow residential development at a higher FAR.

5. Rezone to all residential.

Circulation Scenarios

Circulation scenarios that could be considered by the Council for testing in subsequent rounds of

evaluation include:

1. The six traffic mitigation improvements that were identified in the Menlo Park General Plan but not
committed for implementation.

2. Examining the consequences of allowing direct movements between Sand Hill Road and Alma Street.

3. Examining the consequences of providing a direct connection between West Campus Drive and
Alpine Road in the immediate vicinity of its interchange with [-280.

4. Examine the consequences of a direct connection between the Dumbarton Bridge and U.S. 101 to the
south (southern extension of Bayfront Expressway).

5. Examining the consequences of other possible modifications or mitigations to the street network
within Menlo Park that the Council would like considered.

NEXT STEPS IN THE WORK PLAN

Once alternative development scenarios have been identified by the City Council, City staff will prepare
the land use data based on the scenarios and provide information to CCS for a transportation analysis
(Tasks Two and Three). These tasks are anticipated to be completed by April/May, 2000. A working
paper will be prepared to report the findings of the transportation analysis on the scenarios.

Following the completion of Tasks One to Three of the Work Plan, a final summary report on the results
of the Future Land Use and Circulation Study will be completed by staff, CCS, and Dan Smith. A City
Council public meeting will be scheduled in May/June, 2000, to report the results. At this meeting, City
Council should direct staff to develop recommendations for changes to the Zoning Ordinance and General
Plan amendments (if required). A final report recommending zoning changes and general plan
amendments (if required) will be complete by June 30, 2000.

CITY COUNCIL REVIEW PROCEDURE

1. Brief presentation by staff and Michael Aronson, Principal, CCS Planning and Engineering, Inc..

2. Receive public comments.

3. City Council discussion and direction to staff.

Tracy Cramer Arlinda Heineck
Associate Planner Chief Planner
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Report Author

Dan Smith
Transportation Consultant
Report Author

PUBLIC NOTICE

Public notification was achieved by posting the agenda, at least 72 hours prior to the meeting, with this agenda
item being listed. In addition, flyers were sent to property owners and tenants of properties in the study areas
identified in the report.

ATTACHMENTS

>

Memorandum from Michael Aronson to Tracy Cramer, dated February 16, 2000, Summary of
Transportation Analysis
Revised Land Use Inventory
Revised Housing Inventory
Revised Summary of Theoretical Maximum Build Out (assuming maximum office development)
Revised Comparison of Projected Commercial Development and Existing Commercial Development
in Study Areas
Staff Report to City Council, January 25, 2000, Review of Task One of Land Use and Circulation
Study.
G. Correspondence:

Elza Keet, Letter dated February 3, 2000

John Beltramo, Letter dated January 26, 2000

Letter from Housing Commission to City Council, dated February 17, 2000.

Louwilla L. Gounas, dated February 16, 2000
H. SRI International -Site Plan and Inventory of Development
Middlefield Commerical Corridor Study Area- Existing Development and FAR
J. North El Camino Real Study Area- Existing Development and FAR
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Office @4/1000 sf (250sf)

Retained lab @ (515) sf
Total Project Employment

Existing Employment

Net New Project Employment

Luxury units w/BMR @1.9 emp/du*
Affordable units @ 1.9 emp/du*

Total Employees Housed

Total project impact on Deficit

Housing Demand

Area Employees Debited cap
1,100,000 4400 Non-SRI @ 2:1
287,000 557
4957
1100 Existing SRI
3857 Total Site

Housing Supply

Employees*
Du's housed
600 1140
100 190
1330

Project (Demand-Supply)
2527

Limits
2775

838

1100
1938

1140
190

1330

Site (Demand-
Supply)
608

There are superior project alternatives consistent with policy that should be reviewed.
In my view, several of the LUCS alternatives are clearly superior policy alternatives and should be studied as

alternatives in the EIR. In particular they retain CDP employment caps but allow additional housing in place of
office thereby increasing housing supply.

My comments are organized in four sections.
1.) Proposed alternatives to be studied

2.) Comments regarding EIR analysis
3.) Comments regarding the Housing Needs Assessment ("HNA")
4.) Comments regarding the Financial Impact Analysis. ("FIA")

Sincerely,

Paul Collacchi
Redwood City, CA

2] Virus-free.www.avast.com


https://www.avast.com/sig-email?utm_medium=email&utm_source=link&utm_campaign=sig-email&utm_content=emailclient
https://www.avast.com/sig-email?utm_medium=email&utm_source=link&utm_campaign=sig-email&utm_content=emailclient

January 7, 2023

Council members, Planning Commissioners, and Staff,

Thank you for receiving these comments regarding the EIR for the Parkline masterplan ("SRI")
project.

The comments append and incorporate historical city documents.

For historical perspective, these comments append and include two public documents created
by the City for the 2000 SRI Task force, and a single public document from the 2000 Land Use
and Circulation Study ("LUCS"). They include by reference any other existing SRI Task Force or
LUCS document still in possession of the City, and any and all City documents associated with
the 2013 SRI Campus Modernization project whose CEQA EIR NOP was submitted in July 2013.

e Appendix 1 -- Task Force recommendations for future use/mitigation of the SRl site.

e Appendix 2 -- A thorough regulatory history of SRl including a list of items the Task Force
considered.

e Appendix 3 --A Staff Report for the LUCS project showing scope of future planning for
the greater downtown Menlo Park area. It describes alternate futures for the SRl site
used by the SRI Task Force.

Though the SRI Task Force documents do not appear on City letter head, to the best of my
recollection that they are authentic and unaltered copies of public documents that existed at
the time and were given to me by staff.

The LUCS and the 2000 SRI task force reviewed SRI alternatives

The LUCS studies coincided with the 2000 SRI Task force whose recommendations are included
in the appended documents. The 2000 SRI Task force looked at several alternatives for the SRI
site.

Proposed [2000] master plan development (1,545,000 s.f.).

Reduce development to currently allowed 30% FAR for zoning district.

Maintain existing development.

Maintain existing development or reduce development to currently allowed 30% or 25%
FAR for zoning district, but allow residential development at a higher FAR.

5. Rezone to all residential.

PwnNe

Eliminating the existing Conditional Develop Permit employment caps and counting rules
quadruples the project's net housing deficit.

The project proposes to eliminate the existing Conditional Development Permit ("CDP"). The
impacts on the project's ability to impact the housing deficit is shown below. Without CDP
restrictions the housing deficit potential swells from 608 units to 2527 units. (table below)
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Office @4/1000 sf (250sf)

Retained lab @ (515) sf
Total Project Employment
Existing Employment

Net New Project Employment

Luxury units w/BMR @1.9 emp/du*
Affordable units @ 1.9 emp/du*

Total Employees Housed

Total project impact on Deficit

Housing Demand

Area Employees
1,100,000 4400
287,000 557
4957
1100
3857

Housing Supply

Employees*
Du's housed
600 1140
100 190
1330

Project (Demand-Supply)

2527

Debited cap

Non-SRI @ 2:1

Existing SRI

Total Site

CDP Employee
Limits

2775

838

1100
1938

1140
190

1330

608

There are superior project alternatives consistent with policy that should be reviewed.

In my view, several of the LUCS alternatives are clearly superior policy alternatives and should
be studied as alternatives in the EIR. In particular they retain CDP employment caps but allow
additional housing in place of office thereby increasing housing supply.

My comments are organized in four sections.

1.) Proposed alternatives to be studied
2.) Comments regarding EIR analysis
3.) Comments regarding the Housing Needs Assessment ("HNA")
4.) Comments regarding the Financial Impact Analysis. ("FIA")

Sincerely,

Paul Collacchi
1 Lake Ct
Redwood City, CA

Paul Collacchi SRI EIR comments

Page 2



Section 1.) SRI project alternative: LUCS # 4. C-1 FAR office alternative.

The EIR should study a "C-1 FAR" office alternative consistent with restrictions placed upon the
site by the existing Conditional Development Permit in conjunction with the underlying C-1
zoning harmonized with the primary recommendation made by the 2000 SRI task force for the
site; namely:

"Any SRI project should not have any greater traffic impacts or impacts on sewer,
water, or other municipal services than would a comparable office project developed
in accordance with the underlying C-1 zoning regulations. The Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) for the site shall be established as a baseline of 25% to 30% (as established for
the C-1 zoning district as a result of the Land Use and Circulation Study prior to
approval of the SRI proposal). Additional FAR may be allowed, if conditions are
imposed to guarantee that traffic and other impacts won’t exceed an office project
complying with the C-1 zoning regulations, subject to the requirements that the
number of parking spaces does not exceed 1,932 to 2,319 spaces and the number of
on-site employees, contract workers, and non-SRI tenants (calculated at a ratio of 2 to
1) does not exceed 1,932 to 2,319 persons. The maximum FAR allowed for the
property should be 35% to 45%. (Some members of the task force feel that the
maximum FAR should be 35% while other members feel that 45% may be
appropriate if it is demonstrated that the project will not exceed the impacts of an
office project complying with the C-1 zoning regulations.

The alternative should be constructed in good faith by Staff, using one of several methods
outlined below, but generally speaking the alternative would study non-lab (i.e office) buildings
at C-1 densities (30% FAR). This option would leave proposed SRI lab and housing components
untouched , but reduce the proposed office components by up to 50%.

Methods of Construction of the C-1 FAR Alternative
Suggested Construction Methods

a.) Consistent with the stated intent of the applicant to submit a tentative parcel map to
aggregate SRI parcels and then sub-divide so that each office resides on a distinct parcel, the
alternative would limit construction of each office on a separable parcel to C-1 densities (30%
FAR).

b.) Consistent with existing CDP historical practices, employment caps, and counting rules, the
method would compute SRl and non-SRI employment caps for the site and propose office
adequate to meet the employment caps using proposed occupancy rules of thumb.
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CDP rules and historical practices.

* Beginning with Classics of Menlo, the SRl site has been given an employment cap.
* Beginning with Classics of Menlo, the SRI site employment cap has been reduced
proportionately when SRl land is subdivided and divested.
e Under this practice the cap of 3308 would be further reduced to 2775 to reflect the
divestment of the housing parcel.
e Regardless of this rule, since 2000 SRI has twice asked for an employment cap of
3000.
* Non-Sri employees are counted as two employees ("2:1").
* Offices in the "Middlefield commercial corridor", including the McAndless building on
divested SRI property, is zoned C-1 with 30% FAR. The only exception is the Federally
owned USGS building which is exempt from local zoning.

SRI and non-SRI employment caps under the CDP rules
Given these rules and practices here is a range of SRl and non SRI employment for the site.

"Low" "Current" "High"
Site Employment cap under the CDP 2775 2775 2775
SRI Employees 550 1100 1500
Non-SRI employees allowed under 2:1 CDP 1113 838 638
Total Site Employment under CDP 1662 1938 2138

Non-SRI Office needed for the CDP employment caps (1000's sf)
Here are computations of office required for non-SRI use on the site.

"Low" "Current" "High"
Non-SRI office @ 4/1000 (250sf) 278 209 159
Non-SRI office @ 2.2/1000 (450sf) 501 377 287

Parking under the C-1 FAR alternative

Assuming that parking is proportionate to office space and employment density, then the C-1
FAR alternative would have a significantly reduced parking footprint, from 2800 spaces to at
most 2100.

Observations from the reconstruction data

These limits are very consistent with those given the by SRI Task force as computed by staff in
2000. Under the CDP, the maximum allowable non-SRI office, would not exceed 500k sf,
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about half of what is being proposed. This is why the EIR should study a CDP/C1 conforming
alternative.

Non-SRI use of the site varies inversely with SRI use of the site. If SRI employment increases
then, under the CDP, there is no need for more than 287k sf of non-SRI office. The greatest
amount of non-SRI ("office) occurs when SRI employment is at its lowest, 550 employees, half
of what is reported as "current."

Possible footprint of the C-1 FAR alternative

The reduction in office space can be accomplished by reducing the number of floors in buildings
and/or removing buildings. Similar logic applies to parking structures. Consistency with CDP
height limits may require eliminating floors rather than entire buildings.

Regardless, for the purpose of the EIR, the C-1 FAR alternative can analyze the proposed
footprint at reduced intensities by assuming fewer floors and/or buildings with lower or fewer
parking structures.

Policy justification for the C-1 FAR alternative

e It is totally consistent with Menlo Park policy alternatives in the LUCS examined by the
SRI Task force and preferred by the task force.

* |tis totally consistent with 2000 CDP practices to restrict non-SRI and non-Lab uses of
the site to C1 equivalent employment densities.

e Itis consistent with the underlying C1 zoning.

* It has a superior jobs/housing ratio

* Itis environmentally superior

It cannot be the goal of the project to "make as much money as possible from the site" and
thereby declare all less intense alternatives as "unreasonable" or "infeasible" because they
would generate less revenue.

Menlo Park has been fair and generous with SRI

Historically, SRI has enjoyed generosity and good will from the city of Menlo Park. SRI was
allowed large amounts of low-intensity lab space. Since, then the intensity of the original
campus has inflated as SRI divested land later redeveloped by 3rd parties such as McAndless
and Classics, while keeping the same amount of lab space on an ever-decreasing core campus.

The CDP intended to protect Menlo Park and limit non-SRI office use of the campus.

In or about 2000, SRI's financial struggles led the non-profit to sell more land (Classics of
Menlo) and rent its own internal office space to find new revenue streams. Menlo Park
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accommodated SRI but placed protections into the CDP that would limit SRI's ability to intensify
the site with non-SRI uses and to inflate SRI intensity when divesting land. Hence the CDP
created a site employment cap, debited the cap proportionately when parcels were divested,
and counted non-SRI employees double. The first two measures mitigate site employment
density inflation. The last measure served as proxy to insure that non-SRI office re-use of the
campus did not exceed C-1 zoning intensities.

The Parkline project proposal skirts the CDP protections

It seems clear that the Parkline project seeks to circumvent these protections by converting
generous amounts of grandfathered lab-space into office uses, apparently in place, butin a
manner that allows SRI to divest parcels and offices at twice the density, 60% FAR, allowed
elsewhere in the Middlefield office corridor.

The project should be understood and analyzed as a conversion from SRI to a non-SRI office
park

There is a clear difference between the physical configuration and description of the 2013 SRI
Campus modernization project and the proposed 2022 Parkline project. This reflects different
project goals and hence impacts alternatives.

Whether or not SRI intends to effectively or eventually abandon its MP research activities in
favor of monetizing the site, under this proposal, there is good reason for Menlo Park to believe
that the site is converting to one that could be used as a predominantly non- resesarch non-SRl
office park, and whose buildings might be sold to 3rd parties.

It is therefore reasonable for the EIR to construct and study alternatives for SRI expansion of
the "Middlefield Commercial Corridor" consistent with goal of selling or renting the majority of
the physical plant and "use" of the campus and that are consistent with historical divestment
practice used for McAndless, and that are consistent with long-standing policy for C1 zoning
elsewhere in the neighborhood, and which would provide no more opportunity for non-SRI
uses, on site with no divestment, than would otherwise be allowed under the existing CDP.
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Other project alternatives.
In its build out scenarios the LUCS considered these alternatives for the site:

Proposed [2004] master plan development (1,545,000 s.f of lab.).

Reduce development to currently allowed 30% FAR for zoning district.

Maintain existing [2004] development.

Maintain existing development or reduce development to currently allowed 30% or 25%
FAR for zoning district, but allow residential development at a higher FAR.

5. Rezone to all residential

PwnNpE

Each of these scenarios have valid policy reasons to be included in the EIR as alternatives. For
example, flavors of 1 & 3 will be studied as the no-project alternative.

The LUCS analysis has clearly shown that replacing office with housing rapidly reverses housing
deficits and reverses commute profiles with beneficial traffic impacts.

Herein | request such an alternative. The EIR should study an alternative that replaces
proposed office with housing. For the purposes of the EIR study, this might include, consistent
with reducing office to 30% FAR, allow tall offices, but replace any or all of the amenity
building, parking structure 3, and office buildings 3 & 4 in favor of additional housing at suitable
densities. The remaining parking structures can be reduced appropriately.

This alternative would retain the proposed housing units, the retained SRl labs, office buildings
1, 2, & 3 and required parking in structures at requested heights, but replace vacated office and
parking footprint on the south side of the site with housing at appropriate densities.

Reduced office and increased housing would have much more favorable jobs/housing numbers
and reverse the commute profile from predominantly in-bound commute to a heavier
outbound commute reducing peak hour traffic impacts.
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Section 2.) Comments regarding the EIR analysis.
Employment Densities.

Describe SRI site historical employment clearly and accurately.
Menlo Park Staff Report 22-073-PC states that

"The applicant indicates approximately 1,100 people are currently employed at
the project site, although SRI’s headcount has fluctuated between approximately
1,400 and 2,000 workers since 2003." (p3)

This count should be harmonized with Staff Report 13-097 which states

Current employee count at the SRI Campus includes approximately 1,500 SRl
employees and an additional approximately 280 people who are employed by
unrelated tenants. .... Based upon the CDP requirement that non-SRI employee
count be calculated at a 2:1 ratio, these 280 people would equate to 540
employees, for a total employee count of approximately 2,040 employees.

Staff Report 13-097 is clear. Staff Report 22-073-PCis not. Does the 22-027-PC 2000
"headcount" embed the CDP 2:1 counting rules? If so, then actual SRI employment on the site
has never exceeded 1500 since 2003 and is currently 1100

Whenever historical employment counts are discussed in the EIR they should explicitly clarify
between bodies and counts. The EIR should call out the actual number of on-site employees
(bodies) vs the "employee count" or "headcount" as computed under the CDP 2:1 rule, and
they should explode employee data explicitly into SRl and non-SRI employees.

The history of SRI use over the last twenty years suggests that SRI has never employed more
than 1500 of its own employees on the site. This figure should be the maximum used for the
planning horizon of the EIR. If not, the EIR should explain in detail why not.

Describe future employee counts similarly and provide SRI counts anticipated over the
lifetime of the EIR.

The EIR needs to determine and publish intended SRI employment densities for the time
horizon of the EIR as it did the 2013 project and with Meta in the Willow Village project. How
many SRI employees currently occupy the site? How many SRI employees will occupy the site
over time?

What facilities will be needed by SRI employees over the horizon of the EIR? How much lab
space and how much office space will SRl initially occupy at the beginning and over the lifetime
of the EIR?
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From these, the EIR can determine SRl and non-SRI employment densities and footprint.

Remote Employment

The EIR needs to discuss whether or not it analyzed offsite employment, how much, and if not,
how the potential future impact of remote employment at the site can be mitigated
(precluded) through regulatory mechanisms. These mitigations could and should be included in
the Developer's Agreement.

Visual Impacts

The project proposes buildings in excess of 100 ft with rooftop equipment. These are higher
than most if not all buildings, visible from many places including single family homes. The EIR
analysis of visual impacts should perform shadow analysis and list/show all locations from
which buildings heights are visible.

Traffic: Extraordinary cumulative impacts: "secondary diversion"

According to information in the appended LUCS document, then (year 2000) future build outs
of the LUCS study areas would result in extraordinary traffic impacts previously unimagined by
Menlo Park staff members.

Conventional wisdom in Menlo Park has been that regardless of land use
development decisions in Menlo Park, future traffic related to regional growth
would overwhelm major portions of the transportation system. The Land Use and
Circulation Study forecast confirms that regional growth could have significant
adverse effects on the circulation system in Menlo Park and consequent effects on
the quality of life in the community. However, the forecasts also indicate a
number of considerations that may not necessarily be consistent with prior
conventional wisdom. These considerations include:

* “Theoretical build-out” of the General Plan land uses in Menlo Park in itself
could have impacts on the local circulation system comparable to those of
regional growth.

* The combined effect of “theoretical build-out” of the Menlo Park General Plan
together with regional growth would be about the same as either regional growth
or General Plan “theoretical build-out” taken alone. This suggests that under
either scenario, traffic demand will be approaching or exceeding full saturation
of capacity of the area street system.

*  Under any of the scenarios tested, regional growth alone, “theoretical build-
out” alone or regional growth plus ‘“theoretical build-out combined, the most
noteworthy traffic changes are not on major streets. Major streets like El
Camino Real, Sand Hill Road, Santa Cruz Avenue near Sand Hill Road, and
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Willow Road east of Middlefield Road are shown to experience some traffic
increases but the increases are unremarkable. The streets that experience
dramatic traffic changes are streets like Valpairiso, Glenwood, Encinal, Oak
Grove, Ringwood and Middle. On such streets the effects of traffic changes are
likely to be perceived as especially impactful. The increased concentration of
traffic on such streets appears to be indicative of reaching a saturated condition
on the major streets, such that locally knowledgeable drivers, particularly ones
making short trips, will increasingly avoid the major streets in favor of
secondary ones.

Expand the EIR traffic study area to capture all primary and secondary diversion impacts.

In line with this known observation that "dramatic traffic changes" will happen on "non-
commute" arterials by local and sub-regional drivers avoiding arterial congestion, the EIR
should expand the study area to include all those streets listed above including others that
might also be impacted. In particular, since the SRl site is central to the city, and commute
traffic is likely to come from both 1-280 and US 101, and the East Bay over the Dumbarton
Bridge, the study area should probably include the entire city and not just a few blocks around
the site.

Re-use the dynamic modeling analysis used in the LUCS to capture these effects.

It would be preferable if the traffic analysis was based on dynamic versus static modeling using
modeling software rather than engineer speculation to show where secondary diversion of this
type is most likely to occur.

Include Segment Counts and LOS changes

The LUCS language is stark. In describing today's (2020) traffic it uses phrases such as " adverse
effects on the circulation system ... and consequent effects on the quality of life in the
community", "overwhelm major portions of the transportation system", " full saturation of
capacity of the area street system", "perceived as especially impactful”, " saturated condition

on the major streets."

Surely, since 2000, it cannot be the case that Menlo Park has adopted new community
approved thresholds that allow and encourage overwhelming the local street system with
traffic. To whatever degree Sacramento has tied the hands of local communities to accurately
empower its residents to mitigate the true impacts of project traffic on its streets, the EIR has
an obligation to describe catastrophic traffic conditions, so that residents can understand them.

Publish a traffic map visually locating Traffix or modeler site traffic egress and ingress assumptions,
and visually depicting traffic assignment assumptions.

Traditional EIR analysis uses tools such as Traffix to locate and assign traffic to the project and
local street system, but these assignments are never shown explicitly. Instead, derived impacts
on VMT or intersection LOS or segment counts are shown in tables or maps, but the public
never knows where the site traffic originated, how much and when. The EIR should publish
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such a map showing the location of Site destinations and commute origins and the volume of
traffic assumed to originate or terminate at each such location on the SRl site. The EIR should
also include a map with segment direction arrows showing trip assignment counts to and from
these points so that lay members of the public can see traffic assighnments on nearby roads and
regional routes such as I-280 and US 101.

Publish a visual VMT map showing the assumptions made about those who will work at the site
and where VMT analysis assumes they will live.

CEQA: Short term shocks to baseline counts on Cumulative Impact scenarios

Existing Menlo Park baseline traffic counts are impacted by two non-equilibrium shocks. The
first is the pandemic, and the 2nd is the current and potential on-going slump/recession
evidenced by large scale notices of tech layoffs in Silicon Valley and Meta.

Because of this, existing traffic baselines are likely to be lower than during pre-pandemic
equilibrium and full employment. Though this should not impact that part of the CEQA analysis
that considers project vs existing, it WILL impact cumulative scenarios that add project impacts
to existing baselines, if existing baselines are depressed due to the shocks. This may also be
true for other parts of the analysis besides traffic.

For the cumulative traffic impacts and other CEQA cumulative analysis for elements whose
cumulative analysis is similar to traffic, the EIR should attempt to adjust existing baselines to
eliminate shock effects and reproduce true equilibrium baseline conditions. It should be a good
faith effort by staff and the preparer. Perhaps uses 2019 values, if they exist, with conditions
updated to 2022.

Project Description: Open Space

Staff Reports (and the media) describe "25 acres of publicly accessible open space," but
elsewhere, "Approximately 25 acres of landscaped, publicly-accessible open space, including a
large central open space between the office/R&D buildings"

In the second description, buried deeper in the Staff Report, the two adjectives landscaped, and
publicly-accessible now modify the noun "open space." Is "landscaped" open-space really open
space? As we now say, is that even a thing? Can the public really walk into and on the
privately owned landscaping? Is the large central open space between offices publicly
accessible for active uses?

The EIR should clarify all references to "open space" in the project description including the
meaning of "25 acres of publicly accessible open space.". Can the public really " access" the
"landscaped" area to play frisbee or walk their dogs? Will all "publicly accessible" space,
including the landscaped areas, be publicly dedicated through easements? What uses will be
available on what portions of the site? The EIR project description should distinguish between
areas of the site that are privately owned and publicly owned. It should detail areas that will be
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landscaped and not practically accessible or usable by the public It should detail areas that will
be lawn, and describe public access and uses available on lawn space. It should detail hard
pack and hard space areas. It should describe how "public access" will be dedicated and in
which areas.

Basically, it would helpful to have a visual map and a table of non-impervious surface areas
describing the size of the area, who owns it, if the public can use it, and how. A sample table is
shown below.

The EIR should describe how the description of the areas in the table will be maintained when
parcels of land are sold to 3rd parties.

Map

Area Size Description Ownership Access Uses Allowed Dedication
1 5.2acres Landscaping Private Impractical None None
2 3acres playing field ?°97?7? Public Active Uses ?°977?
3 4acres Hardpack Private ?777? Seating/eating 9777
4 53acres Paths Private Public Bike/Walk dedicated
5 2.6acres Lawn Private Public Non-active access ?97?7?

private

6 1acre Playground Private Residents only  Active playground commons

The table is also needed to describe how public use can be made to persist across divestment of
SRI parcels. The mechanisms for persisting "public accessibility" should be a part of the
Developer's Agreement.

Project Description: Project Goals.

SRl is converting much of its campus from lab to office whose future occupancy is opaque,
presumably because, unlike Meta, SRI does not intend to occupy its campus but rather intends
to rent or sell much of the former land, to increase revenues, to remodel retained footprint or
fund research activities. How much office SRI realistically needs for its own future use is
material.

The public has a right to understand the true scope and intentions. They impact EIR alternative
calculus. They help the EIR determine whether alternatives are "feasible" and "reasonable." Is
a "reduced" office or increased housing alternative infeasible simply because the goal of the
project is to maximize site revenue, and higher housing alternatives might not substantially
attain that goal?

If the Staff and preparer have the authority to include "policy" alternatives as described in the
Planning Commission report, then those alternatives studied by Menlo Park in the LUCS and by
the SRI Task force and those recommended by the SRI Task force surely are "reasonable"
candidates that reflect real public policy that is the product of staff and the public.
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Project Description: Locate the "affordable housing" site.

Staff documentation has been ambiguous about the proposed location of the 100 units of
affordable housing, and the Parkline document provided by developer does not show it.

* The EIR needs to explicitly locate where on the site the affordable units will be built.

e The requested egress/ingress map needs to show its traffic as an "origin" on the traffic
assighment map.

e Its parking needs to be located.

e If the 100 affordable units are to replace the playing field the EIR should discuss this
explicitly.

* If the EIR does not locate the 100 units, perhaps because the applicant opts for some
kind of in-lieu alternative, the EIR should say so explicitly, because the applicant and
staff reports have allowed the belief to persist in the minds of decision makers and the
public.

EIR: Land Use Compatibility and Embedded Policy changes.

The zoning map below makes clear that commercial use of the SRl site is one of many
commercial uses referred to in the LUCS as the "Middlefield Commercial Corridor." Together,
SRI, the Linfield residential neighborhood, the Middlefield Commercial Corridor, USGS, and
Burgess constitute the "internal" neighborhood which abuts additional uses outside the
neighborhood.

The zoning map shows that all commercial sites in the corridor are zoned C1 (30% FAR), except
the USGS site which is otherwise federally exempted from local zoning.

In its analysis, the EIR should describe the "neighborhood" by explicitly noting the prevalence
of C1 commercial zoning everywhere else in the neighborhood.

Besides describing compatibility conflicts between the project and nearby uses, the EIR needs
to discuss how the current CDP allows denser-than-C1 FAR, SRI lab buildings/uses but
effectively precludes denser-than-C1 FAR, non-SRI office buildings/uses. If this is unclear,
review the employee counts shown above in Section 1. There is no CDP-capped scenario in
which non-SRI office uses require more than 500K sf of office footprint.

The proposed project is not consistent with either existing General Plan policy -- it requires a
General Plan change-- or zoning conversion policy implicit in CDP employee caps and 2:1
counting rules, and policy as stated clearly and explicitly in the LUCS alternatives and SRI Task
priority documents. To be clear: non-SRI office at 60% FAR is historically inconsistent with any
policy future ever contemplated by the City of Menlo Park for the SRI campus. The EIR needs to
discuss this.
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Council may create new land-use policy for Menlo Park embedded in project approvals, but it
does not have the power to alter the historical policy record used in the EIR analysis. If Menlo
Park has conducted city-initiated policy outreach and process for the SRI site since the 2000 SRI
Task force then the EIR should cite documents from that outreach as the policy base. But if
there is no such public outreach specific to SRI futures, then the 2000 Task force
documentation, the LUCS, the zoning, and the CDP constitute the policy documentation of
record for compatibility analysis.

The EIR should describe the existing policy history and compare CDP-restricted non-SRI office
intensities described by historical policy with new policies embedded in the project approvals.

The EIR should say explicitly whether or not more recently public policy documents pertaining
to the SRI site exist since 2000 era modification of the CDP and the SRI Task force.
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EIR: Removal of the CDP is growth inducing

In CEQA jargon, eliminating the CDP employment restrictions removes a regulatory obstacle to
growth on the site and is therfore growth inducing.

While SRI and Staff Reports wish to say this project grandfathers existing commercial footprint,
the project expands non-SRl site use beyond restrictions set in the CDP, and it allows the
creation of office buildings on separable, alienable parcels at densities not previously allowed in
the Middlefield corridor.

The project does not grandfather either building or employment intensity. By divesting land for
housing, SRl is further intensifying lab FAR on the remaining site and it is intensifying the entire
historical pre-project campus, as it did with McAndless and Classics of Menlo.

Density inflation of the remaining lab FAR is the policy equivalent of building more, particularly
when that increased FAR is positioned for conversion and divestment. It is a form of site
intensification that needs to be described.

By converting high density SRI lab to non-SRI office 1:1, the project is intensifying employment,
particularly non-SRl employment to densities up to four times that allowed under the base C1
zoning and CDP. The EIR analysis should describe historical site lab FAR inflation and describe
the use inflation that occurs when converting lab to office without the CDP.

Put succinctly, the site now employs 1100. 1M sf of office could add 4000 or more non-SRl
employees in addition to those SRl employees sited in the remaining lab. That would be an site
employment intensification of more than 4:1, and an even greater intensification of non-SRI site
employment.

By converting from SRl lab to non-SRI office the project intensifies non-SRI office footprint to
densities twice that that allowed under the base C1 zoning and CDP. The project would allow
up to approximately .5M sf of non-SRI office effectively precluded by the existing CDP in the
exact same location.

In recounting historical policy and evaluating project compatibility with nearby uses whose
intensities have not changed, he EIR should also compare potential divesting practices of this
project with the historical divestment practice used for McAndless office park. Divesting land
first, and then rezoning results in C1 30% FAR, but converting lab to office, 1:1 on a reduced
campus at an intensified 60% FAR, and then divesting allows 3rd party office at 60% FAR.

To be clear: the EIR discussion of growth inducing changes should include the removal of
regulatory obstacles to growth, the CDP, and call out the change in historical precedent in
allowing SRI to build and eventually divest offices whose FAR exceeds C1 FAR, in the face of all
historical practice, policy documents, LUCS study alternatives, and public record to do
otherwise.
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Finally, although CEQA probably doesn't allow a discussion of impacts of project precedents on future
projects, Menlo Park has a good history of proving that increased entitlements in one location create
similar expectations nearby. In, particular the remaining offices and land values in the Middlefield

Commercial Corridor are likely to reflect the expectation of similar future upzoning of office on those

parcels.

EIR: Growth inducing impacts.

The project requires General Plan amendments and unprecedented height limits that may
apply beyond the project site. These should be described. If these changes create precedents
for growth inducement by removing regulatory obstacles elsewhere in the community they
should also be described.
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Section 3.) Housing needs assessment

The Housing Needs Assessment ("HNA") made for the Willow Village project, Appendix 3.13,
HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT WILLOW VILLAGE MASTER PLAN PROJECT, by Keysar Marston
Associates Inc., dated April 2022 is a very useful document and | applaud its inclusion in the EIR
process. Thank you, East Palo Alto. Shame on those who wrongly argue that CEQA lawsuits are
abusive.

The SRI/Parkline HNA should duplicate that effort for this project.

In particular it should contain sections similar to 6 and 7 of the Keysar Marsten HNA describing
project impact on (net) housing availability and displacement. It should compute the net
housing deficit/surplus of the proposed project and local and regional displacement as did the
Keysar Marsten HNA.

| would also recommend the following changes.

Update the market analysis to reflect downtown Menlo Park apartment and office rents.
Downtown ECR rents in Menlo Park as shown by the Springline (Greenheart) project are
different and higher than those elsewhere in Menlo Park. The market analysis sections of the
HNA should be updated to reflect this, and, if warranted, include Palo Alto rent comparables,
not Redwood City rents in the market analysis sections.

Create a section that computes RHNA housing cycle impacts of the proposed projects using a current,
globally harmonized counting method.

The HNA should include analysis of the impact of project alternatives on the City's RHNA
housing obligation on relevant cycles current and future.

The analysis should harmonize the myriad of conflicting and incomprehensible land-bases
found in the Housing Element, the ConnectMenlo SEIR, ABAG, etc. It should propose and
deployed a trusted counting methodology which would answer the simple question, "If we
approve this project (or alternative) what will the impact be on Menlo Park's RHNA obligation in
every impacted housing cycle?"

How can decision makers possibly know how much housing they must build if the city does not
keep a current running total of its housing obligation?
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Section 4.) Financial Impact Analysis.

Besides describing the impact on city coffers the analysis should also describe the marginal
impact on SRI coffers of the requested approvals. The project is a quid pro quo. What is the
quid and what is the quo?

Relative to EIR alternatives, SRI/Lane will no doubt declare all reduced intensity alternatives as
"infeasible" saying it needs maximal development to meet the "goals of the project" without
telling us exactly what those goals are besides maximizing revenues/profit.

The FIA should compute and compare SRI land sale or rent revenues under the proposed
project, here-proposed project alternatives, and the no-project alternative so that decision
makers can judge for themselves. Revenue analysis should include the housing component as
well.

Residents have a right to know how much revenue the approvals gift to SRI/Lane Partners, and
whether the housing component is profitable on its own.

The methods should be clear so that citizens can deconstruct and re-use them to understand
how they might apply to alternative site configurations not studied or analyzed.
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SRI Task Force - List of Issues
April 25, 2000

. Any SRI project should not have any greater traffic impacts or impacts on sewer,
water, or other municipal services than would a comparable office project developed
in accordance with the underlying C-1 zoning regulations. The Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) for the site shall be established as a baseline of 25% to 30% (as established for
the C-1 zoning district as a result of the Land Use and Circulation Study prior to
approval of the SRI proposal). Additional FAR may be allowed, if conditions are
imposed to guarantee that traffic and other impacts won’t exceed an office project
complying with the C-1 zoning regulations, subject to the requirements that the
number of parking spaces does not exceed 1,932 to 2,319 spaces and the number of
on-site employees, contract workers, and non-SRI tenants (calculated at a ratio of 2 to
1) does not exceed 1,932 to 2,319 persons. The maximum FAR allowed for the
property should be 35% to 45%. (Some members of the task force feel that the
maximum FAR should be 35% while other members feel that 45% may be
appropriate if it is demonstrated that the project will not exceed the impacts of an
office project complying with the C-1 zoning regulations.

. Regulations shall be imposed that provide protections from potential conversion of
building space to a higher worker density. If on-site employees, contract workers,
and non-SRI tenants are used as a maximum limit for development, then , creative,
effective and enforceable ways of monitoring and limiting the number of on-site
employees, contract workers, and non-SRI tenants must be developed. SRI shall be
responsible for all costs associated with the monitoring program.

. Require the development of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program
for encouraging use of commute alternatives, including consequences for non-
performance. The TDM program shall include provisions for bicycle and shuttle
service for lunch time use, financial contribution to the City’s shuttle program, on-site
facilities such as a cafeteria, exercise facilities and showers that reduce trips, and
other types of TDM measures.

. Implement the widening of Ravenswood Avenue to four lanes from west of Alma
Street to Middlefield Road. Require SRI to dedicate land adjacent to Ravenswood
Avenue for the road widening. This may involve the relocation of the Gatehouse as
well as changes to the church facilities located on Ravenswood Avenue. Any
widening of Ravenswood Avenue must also include traffic realignment and other
roadway improvements for improved safety and efficiency within the roadway
segment formed by Middlefield Road, Ravenswood and Ringwood Avenues,
including access to the high school. Require SRI to pay the costs associated with the
widening of Ravenswood Avenue and to participate in the
Ravenswood/Middlefield/Ringwood intersection modifications.



SRI Task Force
March 30, 2000
Page 2

10.

1.

12.

Require provisions for the review, analysis, regulation and monitoring of hazardous
materials and waste on the property, including reporting all hazardous and biological
materials and waste to the City and Menlo Park Fire Protection District (including
non-regulated and non-reportable quantities). Prohibit bio-safety level (BSL) 4 (and
possibly BSL 3 research per the request of some members). Develop emergency
safety notice and evacuation plans for the surrounding area. Determine what level of
hazardous materials use is appropriate.

Prohibit biological or chemical weapons and weapons detection research and testing.

. Require detailed, comprehensive and cohesive architectural design.

Require SRI to develop methods to address the potential housing impacts related to
an increase in the number of on-site employees, contract workers, and non-SRI
tenants working at SRI. This may include rezoning a portion of the site for housing
and provision of housing on-site, provision of housing offsite, and/or the payment of
Below Market Rate (BMR) Program fees for the new employees. Impacts of new
housing to city services, including but not limited to schools, recreation facilities,
sanitary sewer service, etc., should be considered.

A maximum number of allowable trips to and from the site should be incorporated
into the approval of the proposal. Creative, effective and enforceable methods of
monitoring and limiting the number of trips should be developed. SRI shall be
responsible for all costs associated with the monitoring program. Both peak period
and twenty-four hour trips should be included.

Implement site and roadway designs and elements to minimize or eliminate cut-
through traffic in the adjacent neighborhoods, specifically prohibiting SRI-related
ingress and egress on Laurel Avenue and Burgess Drive. Other designs or elements
may include the use of one-way streets or no-through traffic on certain streets and
installation of features such as speed bumps, speed tables, and/or traffic circles in
residential neighborhoods. Require SRI to pay the costs associated with site and/or
roadway design changes.

Some members of the task force feel strongly that with the unknown impact of the
Civic Center area redevelopment and possible closure of Alma Street to through
traffic, the City Council should re-establish the Burgess plan line to preserve the
City’s ability to extend Burgess Drive if needed to relieve traffic. Other members
feel that a successful design of the SRI site could be significantly impacted by the re-
establishment of the plan line, see no benefit to the re-establishment of the plan line
and feel the plan line should not be preserved.

Encourage the preservation and discourage the removal of the existing trees.
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SRI Task Force
March 30, 2000
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Require relocation of the trash and utility area adjacent to the Classic Communities
development and replacement with quiet uses and activities. This should be
completed as part of an early phase of the project development.

Require centralized underground parking to increase landscaping and open space on
the site.

Development standards should be established that limits maximum lot coverage to
encourage open space, that provides larger setbacks than the C-1 zoning district, and
that allows maximum building heights to exceed 35 feet in the center of the site, but
in no event shall building heights exceed 50 feet.

Require provisions for child care to be included in the project. Participation in the
City’s new child care center should be addressed, including an evaluation of non-
resident participation in the program.

Require regulations to mitigate construction impacts on the surrounding
neighborhoods. This should include requirements that all construction-related
vehicles park on-site during construction and that travel routes for construction
vehicles be limited to Middlefield Road and Ravenswood Avenue.

The task force supports the use of the property by SRI assuming that a mutually
acceptable development can be achieved.

What benefits should Menlo Park be looking for if the proposal is approved?

Require provisions for monitoring, controlling, and mitigating the use of City
facilities (swimming pool, gym, child care center) by SRI employees. Require
facility use fees to support the expansion of hours, etc., to compensate the city for
heavy use by SRI employees.

V/ltrmem/2000/aah/042500 - SRI task force final prioritized issues
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CITY OF MENLO PARK

Public Meeting of the SRI Task Force
March 13, 2000

General Information and Draft List of Issues

Background Information for the SRI Campus

The SRI Campus is located in the center of Menlo Park and is bounded by Laurel Street
to the west, Ravenswood Avenue to the north, and Middlefield Road to the east. The
Campus is currently comprised of approximately 62 acres and houses a variety of office
and research and development functions.

History of Planning Approvals

The City’s earliest records of development activity on the SRI campus begin in 1959.
From 1959 through 1975, the City processed approximately 30 requests for a variety of
projects on the campus. The most substantial projects during this time were for several
new buildings, including the construction of the International Building. During this time
the campus was zoned C-1 (Administrative and Professional District, Restrictive) and
C-1-B (Administrative and Professional District). (The City no longer has a C-1-B
zoning designation.) Both of these districts allowed for the development of office and
research uses subject to the granting of permits by the City. The only restriction on the
maximum development potential was a 40% limit on lot coverage. At the time, this
would have equated to approximately 1.35 million square feet of development that could
have been developed on a first floor level. However, development of additional square
footage on additional floors was not restricted.

Conditional Development Permit — 1975

In the early 1970s, SRI approached the City with a request to rezone the campus from the
C-1 and C-1-B designations to a C-1-X designation and a request for approval of a
Conditional Development Permit that would establish parameters for the future
development of the campus. The rezoning and Conditional Development Permit allows
for flexibility from the standard development regulations of the C-1- and

C-1-B zoning regulations for purposes of developing a cohesive campus plan.

The rezoning, Conditional Development Permit and an EIR were approved by the City in
1975. The Conditional Development Permit states a campus size of 76 acres. The permit
also specifies setbacks of 60 feet on all sides of the property, a maximum lot coverage of
40% (1.35 million square feet), and a maximum height of 50 feet. The Permit did not
establish a maximum development potential, meaning the maximum amount of building
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square footage. The only reference to a development potential can be found in the EIR,
which assumes a maximum of 3,500 employees.

Conditional Development Permit — 1978

In 1978, an amendment to the Conditional Development Permit was approved in order to
remove approximately 10.3 acres from SRI’s campus for the development of the
McCandless office complex on Middlefield Road, near the corner of Ravenswood
Avenue. The amended Conditional Development Permit established parameters for the
McCandless buildings and, other than a reduction in the size of the SRI campus, did not
alter the 1975 Conditional Development Permit.

Conditional Development Permit — 1997

In 1997, as a direct result of the Classic Communities development, SRI’s Conditional
Development Permit was again amended. The amendment included a further reduction
in the size of the campus to reflect the property being sold to Classic Communities and to
establish, for the first time, a maximum development potential. The 1997 Conditional
Development Permit establishes the campus as 62.1 acres and limits the site to 1,494,774
square feet of building (equivalent to a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 55.3%) and 3,308
employees. For non-SRI uses, the allowable number of persons working on the site is
calculated at a 2:1 ratio.

Existing SRI Development

The total amount of building square footage currently on the site is 1,321,189 square feet
for an FAR of 48.8%. This is 173,585 square feet below the maximum building square
footage allowed in the 1997 Conditional Development Permit.

As of January, 2000, SRI reports 1,432 SRI-related employees and 94 employees of non-
related tenant organizations for a total of 1,526 employees. Using the employee
equivalent methodology which counts SRI related staff at a 1:1 ratio and non-related staff
at a 2:1 ratio under the provision of the 1997 Conditional Development Permit, the total
number of employees on the site is 1,620 where 3,308 employees are currently allowed.

Proposed Master Site Plan

SRI has identified a need to modernize and rebuild its campus. SRI is currently
proposing the redevelopment of the campus through a new master plan and a
Development Agreement with the City of Menlo Park. The new master plan proposes the
construction of nine new buildings and the demolition of twenty-nine old buildings,
resulting in a total of 1,545,000 square feet of development (equivalent to an FAR of
57%). The proposal would also establish a maximum of 3,000 employees on the campus.
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Comparison of Existing Site Development with Current C-1 Zoning Regulations, the

1997 Conditional development Permit and the Proposed Development

Although the 1997 Conditional Development Permit currently establishes the
development parameters for the SRI campus, it is instructive to compare the parameters
of the existing site with the underlying C-1 district regulations, the 1997 Conditional
Development Permit and the proposed master plan development. The following table
provides the comparison.

C-1 District Existing Site 1997 Proposed
Regulations Conditional Master Plan
Development
Permit
Minimum Lot 2 acres 62.1 acres 62.1 acres 62.1 acres
Area
Minimum Lot 150 feet width Irregular Irregular Irregular
Dimensions and depth (approximately (approximately (approximately
2,000 feet width | 2,000 feet width | 2,000 feet width
by 1,400 feet by 1,400 feet by 1,400 feet
depth) depth) depth)
Minimum Front: 30 feet Unknown All sides: 60 feet | Unstated
Setbacks Rear: 20 feet
Sides: 20 feet
Maximum Lot | 40% 23% 40% Unstated
Coverage
Maximum 35 feet Unknown 50 feet Unstated
Height
Maximum FAR | 30% 48.8% 55.3% 57%
811,523 sq. ft. 1,316,289 sq. ft. | 1,494,774 sq. ft. | 1,545,000 sq. ft.
Maximum No regulation 1,526 employees | 3,308 employees | 3,000 employees
Employees
Employee Not Applicable 863 sq. ft. per 452 sq. ft. per 515 sq. ft. per
Density* employee employee employee
Parking 5 per 1,000 sq. ft. | 3,150 spaces Not specified Unstated

of building area
(assuming full
buildout — 4,058
spaces)

* Average employee density in recent office projects in the city is approximately 350 square
feet per employee.
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Draft List of Issues

Following is a draft list of issue that the SRI Task Force believes should be considered by
the City when reviewing the proposal by SRI to redevelop its property. At this time, the
task force welcomes all comments and questions from the public on the list of issues. In
addition, the task force would appreciate any suggests for additions to the list of issues.

Use and Density of the Site

1.

What is the best use of this land for the city? The task force supports the use of
the property by SRI assuming that a mutually acceptable development can be
achieved.

Should the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for the site be reduced from or exceed the
30% maximum FAR of the underlying C-1 (Administrative and Professional,
Restrictive) zoning district. If so, by how much?

Consider possible exclusion from the maximum allowed FAR of amenities such
as private cafeterias, etc., that would serve to reduce trips. If a benefit such as an
exception from the FAR for traffic-mitigating facilities is incorporated into the
project, there needs to be documentation and consequences to ensure that the
traffic mitigation for the project is effective.

Consider methods to address the potential housing and traffic impacts related to
an increase in the number of employees working at SRI, i.e., rezoning of a portion
of the site for housing and the provision of housing on site, provision of housing
off site, telecommuting, and/or satellite offices. Impacts to city services,
including but not limited to schools, recreation facilities, sanitary sewer service,
etc., should be considered.

Given that the number of workers and visitors is a concern for the project’s
potential impacts, consider a maximum number of workers, visitors and/or issues
related to the density of building space per worker. Regulations must be
considered that provide protections from potential conversion of building space to
a higher worker density. If workers and visitors are used as a maximum limit,
creative, effective and enforceable ways of monitoring and limiting the number of
workers and visitors must be developed.
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Transportation

6.

10.

11.

Given that the number of trips to the site is a concern for the project’s potential
impacts, consider a maximum number of allowable trips to and from the site. If
trips are used as a maximum limit, creative, effective and enforceable ways of
monitoring and limiting the number of trips must be developed. Both peak period
and twenty-four hour trips should be included.

Consider site and roadway designs intended to minimize or eliminate cut-through
traffic in the adjacent neighborhoods. Examples might include: (1) widening
Ravenswood Avenue to four lanes from west of Alma Street to Middlefield Road,
(2) prohibiting SRI’s ingress and egress on Laurel Avenue and Burgess Drive, (3)
prohibiting right turns onto Laurel Street from eastbound Ravenswood Avenue
during peak pm commute periods, (4) consideration of one-way streets or no
through traffic on certain streets, and (5) installation of features such as speed
bumps, speed tables and/or traffic circles in residential neighborhoods.

Consider dedication of land adjacent to Ravenswood Avenue for future road
widening. This may involve the relocation of the Gatehouse at the corner of
Ravenswood Avenue and Laurel Avenue.

Consider the relocation of facilities and buildings as necessary for possible future
extension of Burgess Drive through to Middlefield Road.

Consider the development of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
Program for encouraging use of commute alternatives, including consequences for
non-performance.

Consider possible traffic realignment and other roadway improvements for
improved safety and efficiency within the roadway segment formed by
Middlefield Road, Ravenswood Avenue and Ringwood Avenue, including access
to the high school.

Site Design

12.

13.

14.

Consider centralized underground parking to increase landscaping and open space
on the site.

Encourage the preservation and discourage the removal of the existing trees.
Require relocation of the trash and utility area adjacent to the Classic

Communities development and replacement with quiet uses and activities.
Consider this relocation as part of an early phase of the project development.
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15. Should the development standards of the underlying C-1 zoning district, including
a maximum lot coverage of 40%, minimum setbacks of 30 feet in the front and 20
feet in the rear and on the sides, and the maximum height of 35 feet be exceeded
and, if so, by how much? (See comparison chart on page 3)

16. Consider a comprehensive and cohesive architectural design.

Facility Operations

17. Consider provisions for the review, analysis, regulation and monitoring of
hazardous materials and waste on the property. Develop emergency safety notice
and evacuation plans for the surrounding area. Determine what level of
hazardous materials use is appropriate.

18. Consider provisions for monitoring and/or controlling the use of City facilities
(swimming pool, gym, child care center) by SRI employees. Consider facility use
fees to support of expansion of hours, etc., to compensate the city for heavy use
by non-city residents.

19. Consider provision for child care to be included in the project. Participation in
the City’s new child care center should be addressed, including an evaluation of

non-resident participation in the program.

Construction-related Impacts

20. Consider regulations to mitigate construction impacts on the surrounding
neighborhoods. This should include requirements that all construction-related
vehicles park on-site during construction and that travel routes for construction
vehicles be limited to Middlefield Road and Ravenswood Avenue.

Other Considerations

21. What benefits should Menlo Park be looking for if the proposal is approved?
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City Council Meeting of
February 22, 2000
TO: Mayor & City Council
FROM: Department of Development Services, Planning and Transportation Divisions

AGENDA ITEM: REGULAR BUSINESS: Review of Additional Information of Task One-
Existing Development and Theoretical Build-Out Analysis of the Land Use
and Circulation Study; Direction on Alternative Development Scenarios for
Study Areas.

ISSUE

Planning staff and the transportation consultants have prepared additional information on the impact of
existing development and theoretical build out scenarios for City Council review of Task One of the Land
Use and Circulation Study. The City Council should give direction to staff and the consultants to refine
the alternative development scenarios for the three study areas: North El Camino Real, Middlefield
Commercial Corridor, and SRI International Campus for completion of two and three.

BACKGROUND

Planning staff and the transportation consultants presented the preliminary findings of Task One of the
Land Use and Circulation Study to City Council on January 25, 2000. At that meeting, the City Council
requested additional traffic information and clarification of land use data. The revisions to the land use
data and the additional traffic information have significantly changed the traffic impacts in several areas,
particularly residential areas, of Menlo Park. A detailed description and explanation of the changes to the
traffic impacts are found in a memo from Michael Aronson, CCS Planning and Engineering, Inc. to Tracy
Cramer, Associate Planner (Attachment A).

Land Use Data Revisions and Clarifications

The City Council requested several clarifications to the theoretical build out data that was presented in the
January 25, 2000 Staff Report. In addition, staff and the consultants identified other clarifications and
revisions to the land use data for further refinement, addition of omitted information, and corrections. The
following indicates the changes that have been forwarded to the transportation consultant for use in the
traffic model.

Existing Land Use Data: After the results of the traffic model were reported for the January 25, 2000
City Council staff report, the transportation consultant and planning staff identified several areas where
the reported traffic impacts did not appear to meet anticipated or known traffic conditions. As a result,
staff identified changes to the inventory of existing land use data that were reported incorrectly or omitted
in the preliminary report of the findings of the traffic model. The majority of the changes in the inventory
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are concentrated in the M-2 area of the City. The changes to the land use inventory are reported in
Attachment B.

Housing Numbers: The housing numbers have been changed to reflect several projects that were
overlooked in the January 25 , 2000 staff report to the City Council. The revised total number of housing
units produced between 1988 and 1999 is 316 units; the revised total number of existing residential units
(1999) is 12,329 units (Table 1). The majority of the units produced since 1988 are single family (195
units). However the bulk of theses units are large single family housing developments such as the Vintage
Oaks project (145 units) and the Classic Communities (33 units). There were 121 multiple family units
produced since 1988 (Attachment C).

Theoretical Maximum Build Out: Based on the assumptions initially developed for theoretical
maximum build out, the number calculated for the Middlefield Commercial Corridor Study Area was
lower than the existing development reported in the inventory. This was because the assumption was
based on the current FAR for the area, but many of the properties were developed before the current
FAR’s were adopted. The City Council felt that this was not an effective measurement for potential future
traffic impacts. The revised theoretical maximum build out assumes that existing structures in the
Middlefield Corridor that are developed at or above the allowable FAR, will remain, and that parcels
where the existing development is lower than allowed will be developed as the current maximum allows.
This new theoretical build out number for the Middlefield corridor study area added 776,000 square feet
of development to the 709,000 square feet reported earlier. The total theoretical maximum development
in the Middlefield corridor is 1,485,000 square feet. (Attachments D and E).

Table 1. Revised Total Commercial (in Square Feet) and Residential (in Units) Development

Gross Office Retail Industrial Warehouse Single Multiple
Commercial | Development  Development Development Development | Family Family
Development
1988 | 12,570,938 6,103,703 1,232,598 2,044,218 2,816,266 6,508 5,505
1997 | 14,635,936 7,812,021 1,244,733 2,246,574 2,869,197 6,698 5,608
1999 | 15,139,846 8,321,538 1,244,480 2,100,929 3,018,860 6,703 5,626

Transportation Revisions and Clarifications

The revised traffic forecast model findings for existing development and the theoretical maximum build
out scenario are included in a supplement to the report from CCS Engineering and Planning, Inc. that
appeared as an attachment to the January 25, 2000 staff report (Attachment F). The revised traffic
forecast model findings are appended herewith as Attachment A.

The principal differences in the supplemental traffic forecast relates to changes in existing and theoretical
maximum land use scenarios as described above. In addition, minor refinements have been made to the
representation of the street system in the model. Moreover, traffic volumes have been reported for
additional indicator locations as requested by the Council at the January 25, 2000 meeting (including
Middlefield Road between Marsh Avenue and Glenwood Avenue, Valpariso Avenue, Ringwood Avenue,
Middle Avenue between Olive Street and University Avenue).

Planning staff received a letter from Elza Keet on February 3, 2000 (Attachment G) regarding the data
reported on the Daily Traffic Volume map in the January 25, 2000 staff report. Ms. Keet questioned
whether the Daily Traffic Volume map was a cumulative representation of citywide traffic volumes. The
Daily Traffic Volumes map only shows the traffic volumes at specific roadway segments. It is not
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possible to literally add up the cumulative traffic impact from this graphic to represent citywide traffic
volumes for two reasons. First, the graphic is a representation of traffic that passes certain selected
indicator points in the network and is not the total traffic on all street segments. Second, the differences
between the scenarios represents less than the totality of new trips added because trips that are added
often displace some existing traffic. Therefore, the comparison of the sum of the differences between the
scenarios and the changes to trip generation is not one that should be expected to yield an equivalence.

In addition, Ms. Keet’s letter asks for more information on the impact of traffic on El Camino Real and
Valpariso Avenue. Following the discussion with City Council on January 25, 2000, staff and the
consultant were directed to revise the traffic model to reflect several assumptions that are critical to traffic
impacts in Menlo Park, particularly at Sand Hill Road/Santa Cruz Avenue and along El Camino Real. In
response to Ms. Keet’s letter, the revisions to the model described in this staff report and Attachment A
reflect changes to the volumes of traffic along local streets as Sand Hill Road and El Camino Real reach
maximum capacity.

Conventional wisdom in Menlo Park has been that regardless of land use development decisions in Menlo

Park, future traffic related to regional growth would overwhelm major portions of the transportation

system. The Land Use and Circulation Study forecast confirms that regional growth could have

significant adverse effects on the circulation system in Menlo Park and consequent effects on the quality
of life in the community. However, the forecasts also indicate a number of considerations that may not
necessarily be consistent with prior conventional wisdom. These considerations include:

*  “Theoretical build-out” of the General Plan land uses in Menlo Park in itself could have impacts on
the local circulation system comparable to those of regional growth.

* The combined effect of “theoretical build-out” of the Menlo Park General Plan together with regional
growth would be about the same as either regional growth or General Plan “theoretical build-out”
taken alone. This suggests that under either scenario, traffic demand will be approaching or
exceeding full saturation of capacity of the area street system.

* Under any of the scenarios tested, regional growth alone, “theoretical build-out” alone or regional
growth plus “theoretical build-out combined, the most noteworthy traffic changes are not on major
streets. Major streets like El Camino Real, Sand Hill Road, Santa Cruz Avenue near Sand Hill Road,
and Willow Road east of Middlefield Road are shown to experience some traffic increases but the
increases are unremarkable. The streets that experience dramatic traffic changes are streets like
Valpairiso, Glenwood, Encinal, Oak Grove, Ringwood and Middle. On such streets the effects of
traffic changes are likely to be perceived as especially impactful. The increased concentration of
traffic on such streets appears to be indicative of reaching a saturated condition on the major streets,
such that locally knowledgeable drivers, particularly ones making short trips, will increasingly avoid
the major streets in favor of secondary ones.

The above findings suggest the need to develop a combination of planning responses that could include:

* Focusing land use development on mixes, densities and locational patterns of uses that maintain
community vitality and character while limiting local development’s impacts on the Menlo Park
circulation system.

* Engaging in a dialogue with other cities for consideration of the reduction of development potential in
their communities to effect a regional decrease in congestion.

* Considering traffic improvements that draw and hold the traffic that will be in the community onto
the major roadways without making these roadways so attractive that additional regional traffic will
be drawn to them.

* Considering street and highway improvements that divert regional traffic around, rather than through,
the Menlo Park street system.

* Improving transit services in ways that decrease local and regional traffic pressure.
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* Continuing to make improvements that enhance Menlo Park as a walkable and bikeable community.

CITY COUNCIL DISCUSSION

In order to advance to the next tasks in the Land Use and Circulation Study, City Council must determine
the desired alternative development scenarios for staff and the transportation consultants to analyze. At
least three alternative development scenarios are expected to be prepared for each study area, for a total of
nine development scenarios.

Land Use Alternative Development Scenarios

As City Council considers alternative development densities for the study areas, one area in Menlo Park
that may serve as a starting point for discussion is Sand Hill Road. Sand Hill Road is zoned C-1-C,
Administrative, Professional and Research District. The maximum allowable Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for
office development in this district is 25%. This is the lowest commercial FAR in the Menlo Park Zoning
Ordinance.

The following are suggestions for City Council consideration of alternative development scenarios:

A. North El Camino Real: The current FAR is 75% with approval of a use permit. Office development
is limited to 40% of the total development of the site. This study area has the potential to see
significant redevelopment of older structures that are not fully developed to the current allowable
FAR. Because of this the following alternatives could be explored:

1. Assume existing allowable maximum FAR for general commercial uses and residential uses;
Reduce the allowable FAR for office development to 25% FAR in zoning districts that allow
office as a permitted or conditional use;

2. Reduce the maximum allowable FAR for all development by 10% or more; Reduce allowable
FAR for office development to 25% FAR in zoning districts that allow office as a permitted or
conditional use; and

3. Eliminate office as a permitted or conditional use; maximize residential development (assume
multiple family residential development).

B. Middlefield Commercial Corridor: The current allowable FAR in the Middlefield corridor ranges
from 30% FAR for the C-1, Administrative and Professional Districts, and 40% FAR for C-4,
General Commercial Districts (other than El Camino Real). In general, many parcels in the
Middlefield corridor are built out. It is also less likely that there will be substantial redevelopment
activity because the building stock is relatively new and in good condition. However, because of this
area’s proximity to downtown and to transit alternatives, it may be a good location for new housing.
And, because the development in this area is maximized, a reduction of FAR for future
redevelopment may be considered. Because of this, the following alternatives could be explored:

1. Eliminate new office uses; Allow sites that are not developed to maximum FAR to be developed
with infill residential (compare impact of multiple family and single family); and

2. Reduce the allowable FAR for office development to 25% FAR in the study area that allow office
as a permitted or conditional use.
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C. SRI: The SRI International Campus has been developed through an approved conditional
development permit. The 1997 approved Conditional Development permit limits development of this
site to 1,494,774 square feet, or 55% FAR. The existing development of the site is 50% FAR, with
the recent approval of an addition to Building B. The alternative scenarios for discussion could be:

1. Proposed master plan development (1,545,000 s.f.).

2. Reduce development to currently allowed 30% FAR for zoning district.

3. Maintain existing development.

4. Maintain existing development or reduce development to currently allowed 30% or 25% FAR for
zoning district, but allow residential development at a higher FAR.

5. Rezone to all residential.

Circulation Scenarios

Circulation scenarios that could be considered by the Council for testing in subsequent rounds of

evaluation include:

1. The six traffic mitigation improvements that were identified in the Menlo Park General Plan but not
committed for implementation.

2. Examining the consequences of allowing direct movements between Sand Hill Road and Alma Street.

3. Examining the consequences of providing a direct connection between West Campus Drive and
Alpine Road in the immediate vicinity of its interchange with [-280.

4. Examine the consequences of a direct connection between the Dumbarton Bridge and U.S. 101 to the
south (southern extension of Bayfront Expressway).

5. Examining the consequences of other possible modifications or mitigations to the street network
within Menlo Park that the Council would like considered.

NEXT STEPS IN THE WORK PLAN

Once alternative development scenarios have been identified by the City Council, City staff will prepare
the land use data based on the scenarios and provide information to CCS for a transportation analysis
(Tasks Two and Three). These tasks are anticipated to be completed by April/May, 2000. A working
paper will be prepared to report the findings of the transportation analysis on the scenarios.

Following the completion of Tasks One to Three of the Work Plan, a final summary report on the results
of the Future Land Use and Circulation Study will be completed by staff, CCS, and Dan Smith. A City
Council public meeting will be scheduled in May/June, 2000, to report the results. At this meeting, City
Council should direct staff to develop recommendations for changes to the Zoning Ordinance and General
Plan amendments (if required). A final report recommending zoning changes and general plan
amendments (if required) will be complete by June 30, 2000.

CITY COUNCIL REVIEW PROCEDURE

1. Brief presentation by staff and Michael Aronson, Principal, CCS Planning and Engineering, Inc..

2. Receive public comments.

3. City Council discussion and direction to staff.

Tracy Cramer Arlinda Heineck
Associate Planner Chief Planner
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Report Author

Dan Smith
Transportation Consultant
Report Author

PUBLIC NOTICE

Public notification was achieved by posting the agenda, at least 72 hours prior to the meeting, with this agenda
item being listed. In addition, flyers were sent to property owners and tenants of properties in the study areas
identified in the report.

ATTACHMENTS

>

Memorandum from Michael Aronson to Tracy Cramer, dated February 16, 2000, Summary of
Transportation Analysis
Revised Land Use Inventory
Revised Housing Inventory
Revised Summary of Theoretical Maximum Build Out (assuming maximum office development)
Revised Comparison of Projected Commercial Development and Existing Commercial Development
in Study Areas
Staff Report to City Council, January 25, 2000, Review of Task One of Land Use and Circulation
Study.
G. Correspondence:

Elza Keet, Letter dated February 3, 2000

John Beltramo, Letter dated January 26, 2000

Letter from Housing Commission to City Council, dated February 17, 2000.

Louwilla L. Gounas, dated February 16, 2000
H. SRI International -Site Plan and Inventory of Development
Middlefield Commerical Corridor Study Area- Existing Development and FAR
J. North El Camino Real Study Area- Existing Development and FAR
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From: Sue Connelly

To: Sandmeier, Corinna D

Cc: Planning Commission

Subject: Request for studying a smaller scope option for the SRI/ParkLine EIR
Date: Tuesday, January 10, 2023 8:58:48 AM

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.

Attention:
Corrina Sandmeier -- Acting Principal Planner
and the Menlo Park Planning Commission

Dear Corrina and Planning Commission,

As a resident and HOA boardmember of The Classics at Burgess, we are requesting a third level in the
EIR scope to review a lower-impact, smaller development option -- especially since the proposed plan
INCREASES the affordable housing deficit.

In this smaller-scope project, we request the EIR to measure the following:

1. The SRI/ParkLine project should net out to provide the state-mandated housing that the amount of
office planned will require Menlo Park to build.

o Reduce the amount of office to comply with the current C1 zoning.The planned office use
will actually NEGATIVELY impact the affordable housing deficit and result in increasing the
deficit due to the proposed office use. The risk of the projected lab use FAR being changed
to higher employee densities per 1000 square feet will further increase the affordable
housing deficit. In short, the office size and density is creating a bigger housing problem.

o Keep the housing at 400 apartments, but have 25% of them be BMR (Below Market Rate)
units, so the separate one-acre donation being considered for an affordable housing
development will not be required.

2. Study the option of removing the apartment complex driveway onto Laurel to preserve bike safety
for school children and pedestrians and to reduce the existing gridlock on Laurel Street. The
smaller driveway for the townhome residents can remain as indicated in the current plan.

3. Measure the use of the (currently gated) SRI driveway onto Middlefield to redirect traffic flow as a
viable alternative to the removal of the Laurel Street for the apartment buildings. The office traffic
can be significantly reduced on the Ravenswood driveways if the Middlefield driveway opens (it will
reduce Ravenswood gridlock to/from Middlefield and EI Camino) and direct commuter traffic closer
to Willow and Highway 101.

4. Increase parking for renters and employees since inadequate parking forces apartment renters,
visitors and employees to clog residential streets with traffic while looking for parking and for taking
up limited residential parking
(Note: In the12/12 Planning Commission meeting on the SRI EIR, some commissioners wanted to
reduce the proposed parking to force renters/employees to use public transit. But the
representative from the firm that will conduct the EIR said that studies showed that reducing
parking spaces did NOT reduce cars or numbers of car trips. It just pushed drivers to surrounding
residential areas to take street parking, which added traffic as well. There were no reductions in
Greenhouse Emissions or in number of car trips.)

5. Provide underground parking for the housing units and for the offices to reduce the overall height
of the project (notably to reduce the height of the 3-story parking garage behind the Barron Street
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homes) and the potential of five six-story apartment buildings if the project is approved for the 600
total housing unit option being reviewed.

6. Include the emergency water storage tank since there is no emergency water for residents and
workers west of EI Camino (per the latest water report) which said the emergency well in the city
yard is not online yet. The risk of toxic contamination of the city yard emergency well makes it a
problem since the city's gas tanks and city yard with other toxic substances (oil, pesticides, etc. )
are above it could leak into the groundwater, especially in the expected large earthquake event at
some point in the future.

Thank you for your help in getting this lower-impact option included in the EIR so we have a solid
comparative analysis of the other two scenarios, especially the much larger scope option, that are being
proposed in the EIR scope.

Sue Connelly
Boardmember
The Classics at Burgess Homeowners Association



From: Brooke Cotter

To: Sandmeier, Corinna D
Subject: Parkline/SRI project scoping study requests
Date: Sunday, January 8, 2023 5:36:43 PM

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,

I am writing in regards to the proposed project at SRI and the impending EIR. I have been told
that this is also the time the city will be including the metrics to study for their overall

scoping of the proposed project. As such, I am requesting the following items be studied as
part of the evaluation of this project:

- Traffic flow and congestion at all intersections and streets within a 1 mile radius of the
project, at the proposed building size of 400 housing units, 600 units, and also at a lower
density of 200 units for comparison. We are asking that you study the traffic impact
(congestion, number of cars, pedestrian safety etc) at a variety of different office

space densities as well.

- We are asking for a study of traffic impact of a project design that DOES NOT HAVE a
vehicular entrance on Laurel Street to the apartment complexes. We request that you study the
traffic impact on all streets and intersections within 1 mile of the project when there is an
entrance on Laurel (as currently proposed) and without one (as asked for by the local
community). Study this difference (no entrance versus an entrance at Laurel) at a size of 200,
400, and 600 units. Specifically including, but not limited to, car trips on Laurel St, Waverley,
Willow, and Linfield.

- study the feasibility of pedestrian safe crossing on Laurel
- Project impact on local public facilities: fields (including sports programming), gymnasium,
pool, and library. We are asking that you study this at the proposed building size of 400 units,

600 units, and also at a lower density of 200 units for comparison.

- Impact of construction and longer term effects of underground parking (as suggested by
community) versus above ground (as planned)

Thank you for your time,
Brooke Cotter
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From: David Fencl

To: Sandmeier, Corinna D
Subject: Parkline
Date: Tuesday, December 6, 2022 2:24:23 PM

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.

| was looking at the map of the proposed Parkline development...the map was very small but there
was green at the corner of Ravenswood and Middlefield...between the church and Middlefield...if
that is a park, my experience with the police department would predict a big problem with kids
hanging around even during school days and other kids hanging out waiting for the HS kids...
Dominick (650) 269-6279

Sent from Mail for Windows
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From: Pam Fernandes

To: Sandmeier, Corinna D
Subject: SRI Development
Date: Wednesday, December 28, 2022 10:57:12 AM

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 Corrina,

I wanted to send some input regarding the SRI redevelopment project. My family and I live in
Burgess Classics (536 Hopkins) and like to use the amenities across the street - pool,
playground, library, rec center, etc. We also often cut through the Burgess Park area to walk
downtown, etc.

My main concern is having an exit from the housing complex onto Laurel. (I know it can't be
avoided for the townhomes.)

Currently, there are times during the day when it becomes difficult to cross Laurel to get to
Burgess Park because of the vehicle traffic. Also at times it feels unsafe for the kids biking
to/from school along Laurel. With the stated intention of encouraging people from the new
SRI Development to cross Laurel to use the city facilities and access transportation and
downtown, it seems like having an additional entrance/exit to the complex is inconsistent with
that intention.

No matter how things are configured there will be additional traffic on Laurel but preventing
an additional entrance/exit would make it more manageable and safer for residents to cross.

Thanks for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Pam Fernandes
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From: Patti Fry

To: Planning Commission

Cc: _CCIN

Subject: SRI site EIR Scoping Discussion

Date: Saturday, December 10, 2022 2:40:15 PM

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.

Planning Commissioners -

Recommendations related to the EIR -

1. include a Jobs/Housing Balanced Alternative to be studied in the EIR - This would examine
a scenario in which the maximum number of workers can be no greater than twice the number
of housing units provided in the project or funded in Menlo Park by the project

Rationale: Menlo Park's jobs/housing ratio has been increasing further away from its
projections of improved balance. The city now is under pressure to add considerably more
housing because it has added a large number of jobs in recent years, and approved projects
bringing in thousands more jobs without commensurate increases in housing. This project
represents an opportunity to improve the jobs/housing balance. As proposed, the project would
worsen the imbalance. This should be an environmentally superior Alternative, reducing
potential car commuters and reducing impacts on city infrastructure.

2. In the analysis of impacts, assume that the project would involve more intense 'packing" of
workers in the space than assumed in the staff report. The staff report states an intention of
using a aratio of 250 SF/office worker and 350 to 425 SF/ per life sciences worker. The
analysis should instead utilize the 150 SF/office worker ratio utilized in Facebook expansion
EIRs, typical of Silicon Valley business practices. It also should utilize no more than 300
SF/Life Sciences worker unless the overwhelming majority of Life Sciences space is dedicated
to wet labs. In our city and area, Life Sciences companies utilize space similarly to office
spaces so the occupancy analysis should utilize more workers by type of space than described
in the staff report..

Rationale: using these higher occupancy rates, the EIR would better reflect local practices,
thereby avoiding the undercounting and underestimating of the real impacts of the project.

3. In the analysis of impacts, compare net new workers against the current level of occupancy
not against the 1975 cap. The staff report states that the occupancy has ranged from the current
1,100 workers to a high of 2,000 in the period since 2003. The current amount or average of
the recent range should be used as the baseline occupancy

Last, in site planning, please keep massing and vehicular circulation away from existing and
new housing as much as possible, with transitions of lower facade heights, building heights as
well as greater setbacks and lines of sight that are protective of privacy and solar access.

Thank you for your service,
Patti Fry
former Menlo Park Planning Commissioner
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From: Gail Gorton

To: Sandmeier, Corinna D
Subject: EIR Regarding Parkline/SRI Project
Date: Monday, January 9, 2023 3:42:12 PM

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 Corrina,

As a Menlo Park resident, I’'m requesting that a third option be included in the EIR scope of
the Parkline/SRI project. I think it is important for the city to consider the impact of a smaller
scale option with the following:

- Maintain the original 400 housing units with 20% of them at BMR units

- No driveway access onto Laurel for the apartment complex in order to protect bike safety for
school children and pedestrians, and to avoid gridlock on Laurel.

- Add an access driveway on Middlefield near Ringwood

- Study traffic flow/congestion within a one-mile radius of the project

- Include the impact of CalTrains raising train-tracks at Alma and Ravenswood

- Reduce the amount of office space to comply with the current C1zoning

- Increase parking for renters and employees since inadequate parking forces apartment
renters, visitors and employees to clog residential streets with traffic while looking for parking
and taking up limited residential parking

- Include underground parking for ALL of the apartment complex, and a portion of office
building

- Include impact on use of already limited facilities at Burgess Park

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Gail Gorton
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mailto:cdsandmeier@menlopark.gov

From: Michael Hart

To: Sandmeier, Corinna D

Cc: Jessica Hart

Subject: Parkline Notice of Preparation comments
Date: Sunday, January 8, 2023 11:22:12 PM

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 Corinna - I am writing to submit feedback regarding the Notice of Preparation for the EIR study of the proposed
redevelopment project at 333 Ravenswood Ave. For context, I live in the Burgess Classics community adjacent to
the SRI campus with my wife Jess (cc’d).

While we understand from speaking with Jen Wolosin that the review process for this project is a complex, multi-
step endeavor, we are concerned that limiting the EIR to the two project variants proposed will not provide enough
information about how certain specific decisions will affect the overall impact this project has on our community.

Specifically, we would like to request that SRI and Lane Partners include in the study a project variant that has
different entrances and exits for vehicle traffic to the office and apartment campuses. We (and many of our
neighbors) have concerns about how this overall project will affect traffic congestion in the area, but without the
benefit of an objective study comparing different alternative entrance and exit locations, we are left merely
speculating and hoping for the best. If the traffic impacts (and alternatives) are a matter that will be studied outside
of this EIR proposal, we would greatly appreciate transparency into when that study will be conducted and where
the results will be published.

Thank you very much

Michael Hart
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From: winterstorm@ymail.com

To: Sandmeier, Corinna D
Subject: Comments for the Parkline Project
Date: Sunday, January 8, 2023 4:52:40 PM

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.

Greetings:
My concerns for the project are centered around the safety of the community on Laurel Street and the surrounding

neighborhoods.

It is imperative that no further entrances or exits are planned for vehicles on Laurel. The road is already a busy route
for the children of the community to travel to school (whether by foot or bike). It will be a tragedy of epic
proportions if an increase in congestion causes an accident. Minimizing further entry and exit will minimize this
occurrence and should be a prime topic for any environmental impact study.

Additionally, with such a large project, there must be some benefit to the community in the immediate area whether
it be playground structures, athletic fields or courts, and parks or gardens for the members of the community.

Many of us feel that increase from 400 to 600 and now 650 units is not justified. The initial plan for 400 units was a
shock and now the increase appears to be an attempt to maximize the amount of housing to no end. More
importantly, it seems that the projected pricing of the monthly rent for the units in comparison to newly built units in
the community already make it financially impossible for those many groups to live there. Perhaps increasing the
percentage of units for lower income groups should be increased.

Michael M Kim, MD
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From: Denis Kourakin

To: Sandmeier, Corinna D
Subject: SRI project - environmental report
Date: Monday, January 9, 2023 3:45:13 PM

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 Ms Sandmeier,

I am writing to you to provide my input into the SRI Parkline development project currently
reviewed by the city.

I firmly believe that in the current scope the project would significantly overdevelop the SRI
land plot, overburden existing city infrastructure - traffic, schools, parks, etc and will decrease
the quality of life for the current residents.

I encourage the city to study the environmental impact of the project in the reduced scope -
with lower number of residential units and/or office space.

Furthermore, I would encourage the planning commission to study the full housing impact of
the proposed project - with the currently proposed significant new office construction it would
require the city to build even more below market rate housing in the future. With that said, I
would encourage the city to request a proposal from the developer that would consist of only
housing development - i.e. no new office construction.

Kind regards,

Denis Kourakin,
Menlo Park resident since 2009
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From: Kenneth Everett Mah

To: Sandmeier, Corinna D
Subject: Parkline Master Plan Project EIR & NOP - Written comment
Date: Sunday, January 8, 2023 10:43:27 PM

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 Ms. Sandmeier, Planning Commission, and City Council of Menlo Park,

My wife and I are writing to express our concerns about the project overall and EIR, and
request additional items be added to the scope and be studied/changed. We, along with our
4.5yo daughter and 6mo son, bought our home in the Burgess Classic neighborhood ~1 year
ago (November 2021) and live directly on Laurel St across from Burgess Pool. I am faculty at
Stanford School of Medicine. We have lived on Laurel St for now 6+ years total.

Generally, we are concerned about the impact of the size of the residential and commercial
development on local safety and resources. Specifically, traffic on Laurel St, safety of biking
and walking on Laurel street especially for children since it's a safe route to school, and
utilization of Burgess Park amenities.

o Entrances/exits on Laurel St
o These should all be removed. All traffic, both residential and commercial, should
be routed to Middlefield and Ravenswood. There is an opportunity to create an
additional network of roads within SRI to either offload current traffic or at a
minimum keep new traffic that will be added by this project off Laurel St, which
is residential. We requested this in writing and verbally to both the City
Council/Planning Commission and Lane Partners, but continue to be ignored and
have not received any explanations on why they want to direct the new residential
traffic onto Laurel as opposed to the internal SRI roads or Ravenswood.
Furthermore, not having driveways onto Laurel would encourage new residents to
use alternative modes of transportation rather than drive.
= Request: Please remove all entrances/exits on Laurel St, or study the impact
on traffic on Laurel St and demonstrate there will be no difference from the
current state. Also, study the impact at the different variations of housing
density.
o Safety on Laurel St
o Laurel St is a residential street that is designated a safe route to school. Any
increase in car traffic or driveway use (the current SRI driveways on Laurel have
minimal traffic to no traffic) will compromise the safety of children. Walking and
biking will be more dangerous due to traffic and more intersections. We have
verbally requested Lane Partners extend truly protected (by physical barriers such
as curb, and not just paint) bike lanes in both directions on Laurel from
Ravenswood to Burgess, and they verbally agreed, but we don't see it on the
proposal.
= Request: Please remove all entrances/exits on Laurel St, or study the impact
on traffic on Laurel St and demonstrate that traffic accidents (car vs car, car
vs bike, car vs pedestrian) will not increase, and the impact of at the
different variations of housing density.
» Request: Install truly protected (by physical barrier such as curb or
immobile ballard) bike lanes in both directions on Laurel St from
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Ravenswood to Burgess.

= Request: Install truly protected (by physical barrier such as curb or
immobile ballard) bike lanes in both directions on Burgess Drive from
Laurel St to SRI/Menlo Park Corporation Yard (since this will be open to
bike/pedestrian traffic).

= Also, would like protected bike lanes the full length of Burgess
between Alma and SRI whether as part of this Parkline Project or the
Middle Tunnel.
o Utilization of Burgess Park amenities
o Adding 400+ units and commercial space will severely overcrowd the amenities
at Burgess Park, and decrease how current residents can use them. These include
the pool, tennis courts, playground, library, gymnastics center, etc. and the
associated classes with them, such as gymnastic and dance classes, swim lessons,
etc.

= Request: Study the impact on Burgess amenities by specific amenities, not
generally, and class/course offerings at each amenity, and demonstrate there
will be no difference than current state. Also, study the impact at the
different variations of housing density.

» Request: Give Burgess Classics residents priority and discounted/free
access to Burgess Park amenities if the Parkline development will impact
access in any way.

e Menlo Park Corporation Yard Parking lot
o This parking lot is primarily used by MP staff during the day, and Burgess
Classics residents at night. We are currently not allowed to get annual overnight
parking passes despite our limited street parking, but we can use the lot and tennis
court. We are concerned that Parkline residents and workers will use the lot, as
will other people who come to use the public space and amenities in Parkline as it
is the closest parking lot to SRI/Parkline.

= Request: Study the impact of the development on use of the Corporation
Yard parking lot during the day, evening, and overnight, and demonstrate
there will be no impact.

= Request: If there is an impact, make lot not accessible to Parkline residents
or workers nor the public, and give Burgess Classic residents access to
overnight annual parking permits for free so we can park on the streets of
Burgess Classics (Thurlow, Hopkins, and Barron) and the Corporation Yard
parking lot.

Please let me know if you have questions or need clarification about these concerns or
requests. Also, can you confirm receipt and that these requests will be included?
Thank you for your time and consideration,
Kenneth



From: Peter C

To: Sandmeier, Corinna D
Subject: Why more Units at SRI?
Date: Sunday, January 8, 2023 4:36:39 PM

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.

To the City Planning Department and City Council,

The proposed scope of the EIR is the antithesis of what we here at the Burgess Classics community had
supported.

1) The increased 50 units up to 650 units is 63% higher than the original 400 units proposed. This will
negatively impact the community along Laurel Street where we advocated less traffic flow.

2) The project does not seem to get to a net positive impact on the housing needs. This encourages
office use but does not resolve the housing, which means overall it won't make a dent in our housing
needs.

3) The higher density housing does not conform to the surrounding uses, which is 1-2 story housing in
mostly SFRs or townhouses or garden style multifamily.

The scope should also include a downsized study on reduced office and consequently fewer units.

| was initially supportive of the original plans, but as the Planning department and City Council steered
towards more units this raises even more concern about the quality of the neighborhood and the
increased traffic.

Please address these concerns. Thank you

Peter C
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From: Jeff Staudinger

To: Sandmeier, Corinna D
Subject: Comments on SRI/Parkline EIR Scoping
Date: Monday, January 9, 2023 1:18:42 PM

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 Ms. Sandmeier:

In regards to the EIR that is to be prepared for the proposed Parkline/SRI Re-Development project, I wish to see the
following two "variants" added to the list of project Alternatives that will be considered under the EIR:

1) The developer's original proposal (400 units, 15% BMR, etc.) as submitted to the city back in October of 2021.
That was a reasonable proposal which had been presented to the city council as well as vetted with local residents
before being formally submitted to the city. As such, and given its significantly lower environmental impacts, it is
certainly worthy of further consideration as an Alternative to the current project proposal.

2) A lower-impact option now being floated which modifies the current proposal as follows:

-- Reduce housing back down to 400 units (as per the original project proposal), but raise the BMR % requirement
from 15% to 25%.

-- Reduce the amount of office space to comply with current C1 zoning requirements.

-- Eliminate the driveway onto Laurel Street from the apartment buildings to preserve bike safety for school children
and pedestrians and to avoid gridlock on Laurel.

-- Increase parking for both renters and employees since inadequate parking forces those folks to clog residential
streets with traffic while looking for parking and then take up limited residential neighborhood parking

-- Include underground parking for both the housing units and the offices to reduce the overall height of the project
(most notably to reduce the height of the 3-story parking garage proposed behind existing Barron Street homes)

-- Include the proposed emergency water storage tank as part of the project (as a "community benefit").

Additionally, I wish to comment that for a project this size - with many impacts and many unknowns - a
comprehensive Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA), as was performed in the case of the Menlo Gateway Project, should
also be prepared and presented along with the EIR for consideration by City Council in making their final decision
on the proposed project.

Thank you.

Respectfully submitted,

Jeff Staudinger
Menlo Park Resident
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From: Brittani Baxter

To: Planning Commission
Subject: Support of Parkline, item G1
Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 6:48:11 PM

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,

Thank you for all of your long hours of service to the community during this recent busy
season that’s included reviews for the Housing Element and many more projects!

Unfortunately I won’t be able to attend tonight’s meeting, but wanted to voice my support for
the Parkline project and share why I’'m so excited for it.

A parcel this large turning over represents a once in a multi-generational opportunity to think
ahead to what our community could and should be for the future. I think the homes in general
represent an opportunity for our community to remain resilient and vibrant by creating homes
at a mix of income and affordability levels, and I encourage us collectively (as a community)
to think about all the factors impacting commutes and circulation in our city.

I remain very excited for the increased walkability and bikeability that the redesign will bring
to the neighborhood. Not just for people like myself who are already here, walking or biking
— but also for the new residents. Who, I suspect, will choose to live near downtown for
exactly the same reason I did — its easy access to what I need for much of my daily activities
without getting in a car.

In viewing and attending past meetings about this project and others, I hear a strong desire
from all sides of the discussion to reduce the traffic impact of new homes. I’'m writing
because I very much share the desire to reduce traffic — our community is safer, healthier,
and friendlier without gridlocked streets. I personally believe that a great way to get people
out of cars is to just make it appealing (and as a first step, simply possible) to use other
methods of getting around. And therefore, I believe this project represents a gem of an
opportunity to do just that — by creating homes in an especially great location that’s steps
away from existing jobs, schools, and transit. Let’s make the most of it!

Our housing element cites a stat saying that, I think (going from memory), 96% of our
workforce commutes in. I wish we had good location data on where the individual commuters
are coming from, but anecdotally the traffic patterns that I see when out and about seem to
indicate lots of cross-bay commutes — i.e. drives from pretty far away. I hope and expect that
this project will reduce overall traffic by allowing more community members to live near their
work.

I wanted to close by sharing a recent finding published by Arlington, VA’s government that I
found fascinating. Despite adding to their population in recent decades, they found that
car traffic has steadily declined to 1980s levels. This seems to be due to their emphasis on
fostering walkable communities and clustering of homes near Metro stops — otherwise known
as transit-oriented development, just like Parkline. Here’s the report:
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https://www.arlingtonva.us/files/sharedassets/public/Projects/Documents/Historic-Traffic-
Counts.pdf

This project is a great opportunity to build in this same direction of vibrancy and energy, with
a community focused around seeing each other when out for a walk, rather than being stuck
behind the wheel of a car.

Thank you again,
Brittani Baxter

District 3 resident
(Apologies for any typos, writing from mobile)
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From: Nick

To: Planning Commission
Subject: Comments Proposed SRI/Parkline Project expansion
Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 5:57:15 PM

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 Menlo Park Planning Commission,

I have recently learned that in this evening's meeting (Jan 23, 2023), a proposed expansion of
the SRI/Parkline development project will be discussed.

As a resident of Linfield Oaks, I am concerned that increasing the number of units from 400 to
approximately 600 will place an unsustainable burden and impact on the neighborhood
and the community.

We all recognize that we are in a housing crisis, but the project does not address the impact on
our local services (schools, transportation, traffic). As a parent and a resident, I am worried
about the impact that a project of this size will place on the school infrastructures and on their
accessibility: access to the schools (Encinal, Hill View) will become much harder because of
the increased traffic on Laurel, Ravenswood and presumably Willow Rd.

I was initially pleased by the community outreach by SRI and Parkline and by their
willingness to work with the residents and neighbors to include their feedback; this 11th hour
change in plans seems however motivated by other reasons, and I would like for the Planning
Commission to encourage SRI/Parkline to resume the work on the previous project that was
discussed in 2022.

Best Regards,

Nicola Diolaiti
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From: Jonathan Hahn

To: PlanningDept; _CCIN

Cc: Wolosin, Jen

Subject: [Sent to Planning JSRI/Parkline

Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 6:40:32 PM

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 have just become informed about the situation with the SRI project
under consideration.  The state mandates that office development
results in creation of housing that the city is having trouble

meeting. The burden ends up falling on existing residents in many
forms. Why doesn't the city manage and limit office development to
manage this mandate? I think the residents deserve to know. Other
cities do.

Also, when I saw that the SRI project has two driveways on Laurel, it's
clear that's going to generate a lot of cut-through traffic through

Linfield Oaks rather than direct it to Ravenswood and Middlefield which
are intended for this purpose. Cars cutting through neighborhoods do
so at unsafe speeds because all they care about is saving time and
avoiding traffic. Traffic that's made significantly worse by these
projects! It's just one of the many ways existing residents are

burdened by these projects and the city should do more to protect the
existing residents and neighborhoods.

Jonathan Hahn
340 Sherwood Way
Menlo Park
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From: Stephen Pang

To: Planning Commission

Cc: Sue Connelly

Subject: SRI project feedback

Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 5:59:21 PM

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,

As an owner in The Classics at Burgess, | with other Classics residences that call for a lower-impact,
smaller development for the SRI property.

1. The percentage of units designated as BMR should be increased from 10% to 25%, to address
the City’s primary concerns for the development. If Parkline is truly attempting to address the
housing affordability problem itself, it should understand and accept such an increase. In this way,
the number of BMR units will increase and the number of total units, currently 400, can be
maintained.

2. Any approval of the SRI project should not even be considered until the “dedication” of one
acre to a homeless, transitional shelter, or the like is fully planned. Listening to the discussions
regarding the Independence Drive project, | was struck by how well thought-out and planned was
the “dedication” of units / land to Habitat for Humanity. It seems to be a mature project that seems
to have been fully planned at the same time as the Independence Drive project. In contrast, here in
the SRI project, there is a nebulous “donation” to an organization that has not been selected, for a
development that has not even been imagined. Any approval for the SRI project should be
performed with full knowledge and consent of the commission.

3. The driveways for the SRI project should be maintained on Middlefield road. This road already
has a stop light and is a major access to the SRI project. One of Parkline’s major talking points is the
opening of the SRl campus as a park. Integrating traffic for residents through the campus and onto
Middlefield will serve to unify this feeling for residents. Contrary to this, as currently designed,
residents are actively funneled away from the campus and onto Laurel street. As previously stated
by others, this additional traffic onto Laurel street causes serious safety problems at the Laurel
Ravenswood intersection. Additionally, cut-through traffic will greatly increase through Linfield
Oaks.

Thank you for your continued attention.

Steve Pang

Sent from Mail for Windows
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From: Marlene Santoyo

To: Planning Commission

Subject: Agenda G1

Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 4:57:53 PM
Attachments: M2G Letter - Agenda G1.pdf

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.

Members of the Menlo Park Planning Commission,

38 members of your community have signed the following letter about the SRI
proposal you will be studying tonight. In addition, twelve neighbors have written a
personal note, which | encourage you to read. You will find the full letter and notes
attached below.

Please consider the input from these residents who support the increased number of
homes and increased affordability of the current proposal and ask you to go even
further towards planning for housing equity and sustainability in Menlo Park.

Thank you for your consideration,
Marlene Santoyo

Marlene Santoyo | Organizer | (she/hers)
Menlo Together
510-945-7490

https://menlotogether.org
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MENLD &%
TOGETHER

January 23, 2023

Members of the Menlo Park Planning Commission,

38 members of your community have signed the following letter about the SRI proposal you will be
studying tonight. In addition, twelve neighbors have written a personal note, which | encourage you
to read. You will find the notes beneath the letter.

Please consider the input from these residents who support the increased number of homes and
increased affordability of the current proposal and ask you to go even further towards planning for
housing equity and sustainability in Menlo Park.

Regards,
Marlene Santoyo and The Menlo Together Team
Members of the Menlo Park Planning Commission,

We, and the residents listed below, believe that our city can and must build more homes
across all levels of affordability, especially near transit and downtown services, for a variety
of household sizes and for people of all abilities.

We are glad to see that the Parkline proposal has increased the number of homes to 550,
including a much needed and appreciated 100 deeply affordable homes for people of all
abilities. We are pleased that the EIR will study up to 600 homes, and hope that the plans
will grow to include that number of homes. Thank you for these important changes to the
proposal.

We encourage the city and the developer to do even more.

A sufficient and diverse housing supply is required for a sustainable, welcoming and
thriving community. Additionally, state law requires that we meet our fair share of and
affirmatively further fair housing by planning for affordable homes in high resource areas.
The State will make sure that we achieve our goals - willingly and through our own
planning, or unwillingly through by-right development.

To that end, we:
* Celebrate the plan to dedicate an acre of land within the development to be donated to

a non-profit housing developer and developed to meet our most pressing needs: deeply
affordable housing for families and people of all abilities.





 Support increasing the number of homes beyond 550, and increasing the inclusionary Below
Market Rate (BMR) units from 15% to 20%. We encourage reimagining the proposal to
produce 100s more homes on this once-in-many-generations opportunity site that is walking
distance from downtown services, transit, recreation and schools.

* Support reducing the amount of parking to attract non-driving residents and reduce local
traffic, and to leave more space for community-enhancing amenities.

No matter where you begin, success in life starts at home for all ages and all people.
When we have safe, secure places to live, parents earn more, kids learn better, health and
well being improve, and our community is strengthened because it now has the building
blocks needed to thrive.

Let’s take full advantage of the Parkline project to build a strong community of people
and families of all incomes and abilities who thrive.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

1. Anna Zara (Menlo Park)

| would also like to add that lately most of the new large housing developments in Menlo Park have
been clustered in the Belle Haven and Linfield Oaks neighborhoods. It is time to look at adding
housing to other Menlo Park neighborhoods as well and to even out the new housing units
between the Menlo Park City School District and the Las Lomitas School District.

Thank you for your coordination.

Anna

2. Michal Bortnik (Menlo Park)
3. Bridgit Louie (Menlo Park)

4. Beanie Zollweg (Menlo Park)
5. Caroline Beckman (Palo Alto)
6. Caroline Kory (Menlo Park)
7. Connor Gilbert (Menlo Park)

8. Dayna Schocke (Menlo Park)





9. Dennis Irwin (Menlo Park)
| want the benefits of living in a more diverse community. The more affordable housing there is in the
Parkline project, the more we'll be going in that direction!

10. Hannah Gilbert (Menlo Park)

11. Julian Cortella (Menlo Park)
More housing near downtown is great! Please support the Parkline proposal with the increased
number of homes.

12. Jessica Clark (Menlo Park)

13. Jennifer Johnson (Menlo Park)
14. Joseph Grass (Menlo Park)

15. JP Garcia (Menlo Park)

16. Julie Shanson (Menlo Park)
More housing at all income levels near transit and schools helps the whole town.

17. Karen Grove (Menlo Park)

| got interested in local housing issues as a way to "act locally" to achieve racial justice. | know others
are interested in housing as a way to minimize our climate impact by reducing local traffic and
emissions from people commuting to work in Menlo Park or nearby, because they cannot afford to
live here (or near).

| support the increase in number of units, and the dedication of land to a partner who will develop
100 units of homes for those most impacted by housing insecurity.

But this proposal could be SO much more and go a lot further towards achieving fair housing
and climate action in our city.

We should be looking at Willow Village - a 59 acre site (as compared to this 64 acre site) as a model.
Willow Village is going to produce over 1700 homes including extremely low income affordable
senior homes through a partnership similar to the one being contemplated for the SRI site.

What's good near Belle Haven would be even better at the SRI site, which is an easy walk
from Caltrain, EI Camino busses, downtown, parks, schools and restaurants.

This is a once in more than a generation opportunity to share a vibrant, equitable and
sustainable future for Menlo Park.

18. Katie Behroozi (Menlo Park)
I'm enthusiastic about the redevelopment of this centrally located under-utilized land — but I'd like to
see less parking, less office space, more housing at all income levels, well-integrated bike-ped





facilities and open space, and public access to all on-site amenities so that adjacent neighbors can
use not only the open spaces but also whatever cafes and fitness facilities are developed (I don't
think cities benefit from the Google/Meta in-house private amenities that have become the norm.)

19. Katherine Dumont (Menlo Park)

| live just one-half mile from the Parkline site, so I'm very interested in this project. In several
meetings with the developer, I've been very impressed by their willingness to build housing for a
range of needs and abilities. We should jump at this chance to provide more diverse and affordable
housing in this location, which is so close to transit, Burgess Park, the community center, and to
downtown shops and services.

This is a great opportunity to reverse the trend of pushing people to live further and further away from
their jobs. It's hard on individuals and familes, and it's hard on the environment. It's going to cost us
all a lot more in the future if we don't take bold steps now.

Thank you for considering more housing on the Parkline site so we can move forward in a

more sustainable and equitable way.
20. Lesley Feldman (Menlo Park)

21. Lorri Holzberg (Menlo Park)

22. Mary Kelly (Menlo Park)
| believe in increasing density and affordability!

We all benefit from the diversity!

23. Michael Arruza (Menlo Park)
24. Marijane Leonard (Menlo Park)
25. Margarita Mendez (Menlo Park)
26. Marlene Santoyo (Newark)

27. Nathan Rolander (Menlo Park)
| support this petition to build new homes

28. Nina Wouk (Menlo Park)

29. Jennifer Michel (Menlo Park)
Dear Chair, Vice Chair, Commissioners, Staff, Neighbors,

Thank you for listening to us and granting us much needed vibrancy in our City! | support the
Parkline project and applaud the applicant for increasing housing.





Further | support:

Housing at all income levels keeps our community resilient, inclusive, and thriving. Do you have
children? Where are they going to live in a few years? Have you been housing unstable? Do you
have issues obtaining and retaining labor?

There is a cool recent batch of data from Arlington VA who saw a net decrease in traffic despite
adding more units to the city, because of how the units are smartly clustered around transit We will
not meet our Climate Action Plan goals without reducing the number of miles people commute to
work in or near Menlo Park, simply because they cannot afford to live here. New York Times also
came out with a map of your carbon use mapped by neighborhoods showing that those of us working
near where we live, who live within their means, generate climate stability. It's no longer cool or
something to boast if you a an empty nester in an SFR on a 10,000 SF lot. Parkline is gives us much
needed dignity to get out of the car and use much less carbon.

| support local businesses and want them to have a robust, local workforce who are able to thrive
and contribute to the community in which they work. Parkline would give a much needed infusion of
new mouths to feed and serve. Our local businesses will see a much needed economic lift. Because
Parkline is walking distance to downtown and major transportation infrastructure, the residents will
also thrive! The current neighbors will feel welcome to walk and get out of their vehicles! What a

win win win!!

| value equity and welcome people who have been discriminated against into all

neighborhoods, parks and our schools.

Dedicating land in this prime location to a non-profit affordable housing developer is a great way to
meet hard-to-meet housing needs: seniors, large families, single-women headed households,
people with developmental and physical disabilities. I've mentioned before that | can’t get labor to
service my buildings because of the overly burdensome commute, but this project would help bridge
that gap!

This site will be a strong applicant for federal, state, and county funds because of its proximity

to transit and services.

The developer has shown that they are willing and open to building more housing for people of all
incomes and abilities. We should take advantage of this opportunity and work with them.
Additionally, we are sending a message to all parties and stakeholders that our residents, workforce,
families, and retirees all are incredibly valued and we stand with them, us, to meet the moment with
our various housing needs. I'm proud to call Menlo my home and the City where we raise our son.

With all my love,

Jenny Michel from the Coleman Place Neighborhood Block
30. Frances Kieschnick (Menlo Park)

31. Sandy Sloan (Menlo Park)
We need more affordable homes west of Middlefield.
Thank you!





32. Sara Matlin (Redwood City)

33. Sarah Zollweg (Menlo Park)

34. Sharika Thiranagama (Menlo Park)

35. Sarah Brophy (Menlo Park)
This is the type of project that Menlo Park City council should encourage.

36. Tim Clark (Portola Valley)

37. Tom Kabat (Menlo Park)

38. Vikas Maturi (San Mateo)






From: M. ADHAM

To: PlanningDept

Subject: [Sent to Planning ]SRI/Parkline Plan Review
Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 1:39:45 PM

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 members:

We have been residents of Linfield Oaks for 30 years, and raised
our family here. Please do not approve the proposed changes in
the density and size of the SRI/Parkline development as it is unfair
for our neighborhood to disproportionately bear the impact of the
initial 400 units, not to mention increasing it to 600 units. It's
also not fair as we have taken on the additional housing of the
Morgan Lane Development that was completed in 2008.

Taking the already extremely large total housing number from
400 units of the SRI Development to 600 jeopardizes basic quality
of life issues including resultant lack of parking, crowding, school
and infrastructure impacts and increased traffic congestion in this
area. Further:

e The apartment complex and townhome driveway should be
removed from residential streets.

e Use the currently gated SRI driveway onto Middlefield to
redir raffic flow Residential str | in he new

development are not used The office traffic can be
significantly reduced if Middlefield driveway opens, providing
more egress options, and directing traffic closer to their
destinations of Middlefield and 101 access.

e Increase parking commensurate with office worker humbers
and apartment dwellers. Fewer parking spaces pushes traffic
into nearby neighborhoods, as the research recounted to
the Commission during the 12/12/22 meeting indicated.

e Provi ndergroun rking for both offic nd h in

nits, reducing the need for car parking to take up valuable
above ground space in the form of an above ground parking
garage.

e Include the emergency water storage tank , because 1) there


mailto:mcwenzel@me.com
mailto:PlanningDept@menlopark.gov

is no options for workers west of El Camino and 2) the city
yard emergency well is in danger of possible contamination
during an earthquake from existing onsite gas storage and
toxic substances in the ground.

Thank you for your consideration regarding rejecting this enlarged
and negatively impactful proposal for this development.

Omar and Mary Adham

157 Linfield Dr
Menlo Park, CA. 94025

Sent from my iPhone



From: larry anderson

To: PlanningDept
Subject: [Sent to Planning ]
Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 1:08:49 AM

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.

Planning commission members:

I am in full agreement with my neighbor Sue Connelly regarding
proposed changes in the density and size of the development.
Taking the already extremely large total housing number from
400 units to 600 units, is a 50% increase! At 400 units the
density of this development far outstrips anything in the adjoining
neighborhoods, and jeopardizes basic quality of life issues
including resultant lack of parking, crowding, school and
infrastructure impacts and traffic in this area.

Larry Anderson
321 Linfield Place
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From: Anna Hall

To: PlanningDept
Subject: [Sent to Planning JSRI/Parkline Plan
Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 3:12:24 PM

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.

Planning Commission Members

Adding 400 housing unit in Menlo Park was intended by the State for
more housing for people who need to live and work in Menlo Park. On
the other hand, adding 200 additional units is questionable, especially if
many of those units are earmarked for Office Space. Most people living
near SRI know that 400 new units will seriously impact traffic, parking,
infrastructure, and quality of life. It will have deleterious effects on
students, teachers, and staff who work at Menlo-Atherton high school.
Thus, plans to build numerous units so close to M-A should include input
by school administration.

Most important, the Planning Commission must not ignore or minimize
the impact that tens of thousands of recent job cuts in the Computer Sector
in this area will create less need, if any, for more Office Space. Looking
around Downtown Palo Alto, or El Camino Blvd., one sees countless signs
for empty Office Space.

A responsible Planning Commission will need to go back to the drawing
board and re-evaluate the SRI/Parkline Plan before proceeding any further.
Failure to do so would indicate that members of the Planning Commission
are not beholden to the residents of Menlo Park, but to Real Estate
Developers.

Anna Hall
212 Gilbert Avenue
Menlo Park, CA 94025
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From: Judith Asher

To: Planning Commission

Subject: SRI/Parkline Plan Review - requested changes
Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 7:56:03 AM

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.

Planning commission members:

I am in full agreement with my next door neighbor Sue Connelly
regarding proposed changes in the density and size of the
development. Taking the already extremely large total housing
number from 400 units to 600 units, is a 50% increase! At 400
units the density of this development far outstrips anything in the
adjoining neighborhoods, and jeopardizes basic quality of life
issues including resultant lack of parking, crowding, school and
infrastructure impacts and traffic in this area .

e The project should net out to provide the state-
mandated housing number of 400, in the amount required
by Menlo Park for the developers planned amount of office
space. Keep 400 apartments according to the original
plan, but create a BMR (Below Market Rate) number of
25% of those 400 housing units, so no separate acreage for
affordable housing will be required.

e R he amount of offi mply with current C1
zoning. Do NOT incr the jobs-h ing imbalanc
adding any more office space to this proposal. We need to
bring jobs and housing in balance, not keep widening the gap
between them.

e The apartment complex driveway on Laurel St, should be
removed to reduce traffic on Laurel St., and to preserve bike
and pedestrian safety, such as it is, on Laurel St. The smaller
driveway for townhome residents would be less problematic
and can remain as is in the current plan.

e Use the currentl ted SRI drivew nto Middlefield t

redirect traffic flow so Laurel St is not used by the apartment
residents ( see above point) . The office traffic can be

significantly reduced on the Ravenswood driveways if
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Middlefield driveway opens, providing more egress options,
and directing traffic closer to their destinations of
Middlefield and 101 access.

e Incr rkin mmensur with office worker number
and apartment dwellers. Fewer parking spaces onsite only
pushes traffic into nearby neighborhoods, as the research
recounted to the Commission during the 12/12/22 meeting

indicated. Fewer parking spots than the number of workers'
and residents' cars do NOT encourage use of public transit,
but to using neighborhood streets for parking.

e Provide underground parking for both offices and housing
units, reducing the need for car parking to take up valuable

above ground space in the form of an above ground parking
garage .

e Include the emergency water storage tank , because 1) there
is no options for workers west of El Camino and 2) the city
yard emergency well is in danger of possible contamination
during an earthquake from existing onsite gas storage and
toxic substances in the ground.

Quoting from my next door neighbor, Sue Connelly:

" SRI/ParkLine will have highly profitable housing and
office revenue annually, but the costs will be borne by the
taxpayers.

Based on current Menlo Park office rates, the office project stands
to generate $50M per year. This doesn't include ANY of the
apartment rentals, for which most will be at very high rents (see
the current rents for the new SpringLine apartments!). There will
be some city revenue, but since SRI is a non-profit, this massive
development will not offset many of the costs residents must pay
for infrastructure (schools, police, fire, water and roads). Yet it will
create a significant reduction in our quality of life (and possibly
home values), bike/pedestrian safety for school children and
residents, and increasing the state-mandated affordable housing
units even more.

We need to require that any new office development
provides/includes the affordable housing that the office spaces



and employee densities will be required to be built in Menlo Park."

Thank you for your consideration regarding rejecting this enlarged
and negatively impactful proposal for this development .

Judith Saltzman Asher
530 Barron Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025



From: Christopher Baldwin

To: PlanningDept
Subject: [Sent to Planning JPlanning commission meeting Jan 23, 2023 for the SRI/ParkLane Plan Study Session
Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 3:14:09 PM

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 commission,

As a resident of Menlo Park, [ am providing my comments regarding the SRI/ParkLine Plan

Study Session which is being held tonight to be captured in the public record.

1. The SRI/ParkLine project should net out to provide the state-mandated
housing.

2. Reduce the amount of office to comply with the current C1 zoning.

3. Remove the apartment complex driveway on Laurel Street to protect bike
safety for school children and pedestrians.

4. Use the (currently gated) SRI driveway onto Middlefield.
5. Increase parking for renters and employees.
6. Provide underground parking for the housing units and for the offices.

7. Include the emergency water storage tank.

Thank you.

Christopher Baldwin
345 Claremont Way, Menlo Park, Ca 94025
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From: Susan Bryan

To: Planning Commission
Subject: Parkline Study session Jan 23, 2023
Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 10:58:10 AM

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.

Planning Commissioners: I am writing to remind you that members of Trinity Church, Menlo Park are neighbors of
the new Parkline Development. Last year, we submitted the signature of some 30 church members asking for the
maximum amount of affordable market rate housing to be included in the developer’s plans. That means we would
be in favor of the extra 50 units being proposed at the study session tonight.

Thank you - Susan Bryan, church member, Trinity Church, 330 Ravenswood Avenue, Menlo Park
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From: Daryl Camarillo

To: PlanningDept
Subject: [Sent to Planning JSRI/ParkLine project request
Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 7:48:54 AM

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 Corrina and Planning Commission,

As a resident of The Classics at Burgess, we are requesting a third level in the EIR scope
to review a lower-impact, smaller development option -- especially since the proposed plan
INCREASES the affordable housing deficit.

In this smaller-scope project, we request the EIR to measure the following:

1. The SRI/ParkLine project should net out to provide the state-mandated housing that
the amount of office planned will require Menlo Park to build.

o Reduce the amount of office to comply with the current C1 zoning.The
planned office use will actually NEGATIVELY impact the affordable housing
deficit and result in increasing the deficit due to the proposed office use. The
risk of the projected lab use FAR being changed to higher employee densities
per 1000 square feet will further increase the affordable housing deficit. In
short, the office size and density is creating a bigger housing problem.

o Keep the housing at 400 apartments, but have 25% of them be BMR (Below
Market Rate) units, so the separate one-acre donation being considered for
an affordable housing development will not be required.

2. Study the option of removing the apartment complex driveway onto Laurel to
preserve bike safety for school children and pedestrians and to reduce the existing
gridlock on Laurel Street. The smaller driveway for the townhome residents can
remain as indicated in the current plan.

3. Measure the use of the (currently gated) SRI driveway onto Middlefield to redirect
traffic flow as a viable alternative to the removal of the Laurel Street for the
apartment buildings. The office traffic can be significantly reduced on the
Ravenswood driveways if the Middlefield driveway opens (it will reduce Ravenswood
gridlock to/from Middlefield and EI Camino) and direct commuter traffic closer to
Willow and Highway 101.

4. Increase parking for renters and employees since inadequate parking forces
apartment renters, visitors and employees to clog residential streets with traffic while
looking for parking and for taking up limited residential parking
(Note: In the12/12 Planning Commission meeting on the SRI EIR, some
commissioners wanted to reduce the proposed parking to force renters/employees to
use public transit. But the representative from the firm that will conduct the EIR said
that studies showed that reducing parking spaces did NOT reduce cars or numbers
of car trips. It just pushed drivers to surrounding residential areas to take street
parking, which added traffic as well. There were no reductions in Greenhouse
Emissions or in number of car trips.)

5. Provide underground parking for the housing units and for the offices to reduce the
overall height of the project (notably to reduce the height of the 3-story parking
garage behind the Barron Street homes) and the potential of five six-story apartment
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buildings if the project is approved for the 600 total housing unit option being
reviewed.

6. Include the emergency water storage tank since there is no emergency water for
residents and workers west of EI Camino (per the latest water report) which said the
emergency well in the city yard is not online yet. The risk of toxic contamination of
the city yard emergency well makes it a problem since the city's gas tanks and city
yard with other toxic substances (oil, pesticides, etc. ) are above it could leak into the
groundwater, especially in the expected large earthquake event at some point in the
future.

Thank you for your help in getting this lower-impact option included in the EIR so we have a
solid comparative analysis of the other two scenarios, especially the much larger scope
option, that are being proposed in the EIR scope.

Daryl Camarillo/ Yolanda Font
525 Barron Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
650-269-1493



From: Angel Chen

To: PlanningDept
Subject: [Sent to Planning JSRI/ParkLine Building Project - Impact on Classics of Burgess Neighborhood
Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 1:01:26 PM

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.

Attention:
Corrina Sandmeier -- Acting Principal Planner
and the Menlo Park Planning Commission

Dear Corrina and Planning Commission,

As a resident of The Classics at Burgess, we are requesting a lower-impact, smaller
development -- especially since the proposed plan actually INCREASES the affordable
housing deficit.

In this smaller-scale project, we request the following:

1. The SRI/ParkLine project should net out to provide the state-mandated
housing that the amount of office planned will require Menlo Park to build.

o Reduce the amount of office to comply with the current C1
zoning.The planned office use will actually NEGATIVELY impact the
affordable housing deficit and result in increasing the deficit due to the
proposed office use. The risk of the projected lab use FAR being
changed to higher employee densities per 1000 square feet will further
increase the affordable housing deficit. In short, the office size and
density is creating a bigger housing problem.

o Keep the housing at 400 apartments, but have 25% of them be BMR
(Below Market Rate) units, so the separate one-acre donation being
considered for an affordable housing development will not be required.

2. Remove the apartment complex driveway onto Laurel to preserve bike safety
for school children and pedestrians and to reduce the existing gridlock on Laurel
Street. The smaller driveway for the townhome residents can remain as indicated
in the current plan.

3. Instead of the Laurel Street driveway, use the (currently gated) SRI driveway
onto Middlefield to redirect traffic flow as a viable alternative to the removal of
the Laurel Street for the apartment buildings. The office traffic can be significantly
reduced on the Ravenswood driveways if the Middlefield driveway opens (it will
reduce Ravenswood gridlock to/from Middlefield and El Camino) and direct
commuter traffic closer to Willow and Highway 101.

4. Increase parking for renters and employees since inadequate parking forces
apartment renters, visitors and employees to clog residential streets with traffic
while looking for parking and for taking up limited residential parking.

(Note: In the12/12 Planning Commission meeting on the SRI EIR, some
commissioners wanted to reduce the proposed parking to force
renters/employees to use public transit. But the representative from the firm that
will conduct the EIR said that studies showed that reducing parking spaces did
NOT reduce cars or numbers of car trips. It just pushed drivers to surrounding
residential areas to take street parking, which added traffic as well. There were no
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reductions in Greenhouse Emissions or in number of car trips.)

5. Provide underground parking for the housing units and for the offices to
reduce the overall height of the project (notably to reduce the height of the 3-story
parking garage behind the Barron Street homes) and the potential of five six-story
apartment buildings if the project is approved for the 600 total housing unit option
being considered.

6. Include the emergency water storage tank since there is no emergency water
for residents and workers west of EI Camino (per the latest water report) which
stated that the emergency well in the City Yard is not online yet. The risk of toxic
contamination of the City Yard emergency well makes it a problem since the city's
gas tanks and city yard with other toxic substances (oil, pesticides, etc. ) are
above it and risk leaking into the groundwater, especially in the expected large
earthquake event at some point in the future.

Thank you for your help in seriously considering this lower-impact development solution.

Best,
Angel Chen



From: Sue Connelly

To: Planning Commission; PlanningDept; Sandmeier, Corinna D
Subject: [Sent to Planning JRequest to reduce the office and housing for SRI/ParkLine
Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 4:45:58 PM

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 Ms. Sandmeier and Planning Commissioners,

I'm a Board Member and resident of The Classics at Burgess HOA. | would like to reiterate the requests |
submitted for the EIR scoping deadline on January 9th regarding concerns about the massive size of the
SRI/ParkLine development.

We are requesting a smaller development that reduces the negative impact of a development of this large
scale -- especially since the plan INCREASES the affordable housing deficit with the quantity of
office space and density proposed.

In this smaller-scale project, the following is requested:

1. The SRI/ParkLine project should net out to provide the affordable housing that
the amount of offices and workers that the State mandates Menlo Park to build to
accommade the number of new workers.

o Reduce the amount of office space to comply with the current C1 zoning
since the planned office use will actually NEGATIVELY impact the affordable
housing shortage and result in increasing the number of affordable housing
units that will need to be met by yet another development project. The risk of
the projected lab use FAR being changed to higher employee densities per 1000
square feet will further increase the affordable housing deficit. Currently, it
appears SRI has 1,000 employees on the Menlo Park campus. Even at the lab
and biotech use of 4 employees per 1,000 sqare feet raises the number of
workers on the site to 4,000. In short, the office size and density is creating a
bigger housing problem. If the office FAR changes to even denser use for start
ups and high tech companies, the density of workers per 1,000 square feet will
go up significantly, and drive the deficit even deeper.

o Keep the housing at 400 units, but have 25% of them be BMR (Below
Market Rate) units, so the separate one-acre donation considered for an
affordable housing development will not be required and the community open
space for a soccer field or other public use will be preserved. Also, with a
reduction in office space, the housing can be reduced in height and density and
spread out more on the SRI campus.With the possibility of five 6-story apartment
buildings, in addition to the five 3-story buildings, this height will be 300% higher
than any of the surrounding apartments and homes.Also, the apartment complex
does not currently have a play area or community area, or pool. Burgess Park
across the street is already overbooked an unavailable to soccer and baseball
teams. How will we accommodate so many new residents who are in high-
density housing without an open space?

2. Remove the apartment complex driveway onto Laurel to preserve bike safety for
school children and pedestrians and to reduce the existing gridlock on Laurel Street. The
smaller driveway for the townhome residents can remain as indicated in the current plan.
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3. Use the currently gated SRI driveway onto Middlefield to redirect traffic flow as a
viable alternative to the removal of the Laurel Street for the apartment buildings. The
office traffic can be significantly reduced on the SRI/ParkLine office and apartment
driveways on Ravenswood if the Middlefield driveway opens. It will reduce Ravenswood
gridlock to/from Middlefield and EI Camino and direct commuter traffic more efficiently to
Willow Road and Highway 101.

4. Increase parking for renters and employees since inadequate parking forces
apartment renters, visitors and employees to clog residential streets with traffic while
looking for parking and for taking up limited residential parking.

(Note: In the12/12 Planning Commission meeting on the SRI EIR, some commissioners
wanted to reduce the proposed parking to force renters/employees to use public transit.
But the representative from the firm that will conduct the EIR said that studies showed
that reducing parking spaces did NOT reduce cars or numbers of car trips. It just pushed
drivers to surrounding residential areas to take street parking, which added traffic as
well. There were no reductions in Greenhouse Emissions or in number of car trips.)

5. Provide underground parking for the apartment buildings and for the offices to
reduce the overall height of the project (especially to reduce the height of the 3-story
parking garage behind the Barron Street homes facing bedrooms and private living
spaces on both floors of the homes) and the potential of five six-story apartment
buildings if the project is approved for the 600 total housing unit option being considered.
Although developers say underground parking is costly, based on current Menlo Park
office rental pricing, the one million square feet of office can command an estimated
$50M per year. Considering the negative impact on the surrounding areas of this project,
the cost of undergound parking for the benefit of the community will be offset by the
profits from just the office space alone. The apartment rental income will be another
large annual revenue generator since most of the units will be at high market-rate pricing
(e.g. SpringLine's rental pricing).

6. Include an emergency water storage tank since there is no emergency water for
residents and workers west of EI Camino (per the latest Menlo Park Municipl Water
Report that was mailed to residents) which stated that the emergency well in the City
Yard is not online yet. The risk of toxic contamination of the City Yard emergency well
makes it a problem since the city's gas tanks and city yard with other toxic substances
(oil, pesticides, etc.) are above it and risk leaking into the groundwater, especially in the
expected large earthquake event at some point in the future.

Thank you for your serous consideration of a lower-impact development solution,

Sue Connelly



From: Dr. Harvey Fishman

To: PlanningDept
Subject: [Sent to Planning ]New development comments

Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 4:52:11 AM

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.

Planning commission members:

I am in full agreement with my neighbor Sue Connelly regarding
proposed changes in the density and size of the development.
Taking the already extremely large total housing number from
400 units to 600 units, is a 50% increase! At 400 units the
density of this development far outstrips anything in the adjoining
neighborhoods, and jeopardizes basic quality of life issues
including resultant lack of parking, crowding, school and
infrastructure impacts and traffic in this area .

e The project should net out to provide the state-mandated
housing number of 400, in the amount required by Menlo Park
for the developers planned amount of office space. Keep 400
apartments according to the original plan, but create a BMR

(Below Market Rate) number of 25% of those 400 housing

units, so no separate acreage for affordable housing will be

required.
e R he amount of offi mply with current C1
zoning. Do NOT incr the j -h ing imbalanc

adding any more office space to this proposal. We need to

bring jobs and housing in balance, not keep widening the gap
between them.

e The apartment complex driveway on Laurel St, should be
removed to reduce traffic on Laurel St., and to preserve bike
and pedestrian safety, such as it is, on Laurel St. The smaller
driveway for townhome residents would be less problematic
and can remain as is in the current plan.

e Use the currentl ted SRI drivew nto Middlefield t

redirect traffic flow so Laurel St is not used by the apartment
residents ( see above point) . The office traffic can be

significantly reduced on the Ravenswood driveways if
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Middlefield driveway opens, providing more egress options,
and directing traffic closer to their destinations of
Middlefield and 101 access.

Incr rkin mmensur with office worker number
and apartment dwellers. Fewer parking spaces onsite only
pushes traffic into nearby neighborhoods, as the research
recounted to the Commission during the 12/12/22 meeting

indicated. Fewer parking spots than the number of workers'
and residents' cars do NOT encourage use of public transit,
but to using neighborhood streets for parking.

Provide underground parking for both offices and housing
units, reducing the need for car parking to take up valuable

above ground space in the form of an above ground parking
garage .

Include the emergency water storage tank , because 1) there
is no options for workers west of El Camino and 2) the city
yard emergency well is in danger of possible contamination
during an earthquake from existing onsite gas storage and
toxic substances in the ground.



Sent from my iPhone.

Best Harvey
650-387-8481 cell



From: Patti Fry

To: Planning Commission

Cc: _CCIN

Subject: SRI Parkline project

Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 8:22:39 AM

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.

Planning Commissioners --
Please be sure that the project is modified so it improves rather than worsens the jobs/housing
imbalance in Menlo Park.

There are decades of precedent with SRI to manage the number of allowed workers on site,
well-documented by a submission in the public record by former Council Member Paul
Collacchi, The current proposed project blows out prior precedent, including when land was
spun off for housing. Managing the number of workers continues to be an important lever.

The proposed EIR scope continues to include worker density metrics that likely would greatly
underestimate the potential number of workers and related negative impacts. The staff report
describes office worker density assumptions of 250 SF/worker whereas tech companies have
allocated 50-150 SF/worker, 66% to 400% more. Be sure that the metrics used will measure
realistic impacts. Fix the metrics to be used in the analysis.

Patti Fry, former Menlo Park Planning Commissioner
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From: JoAnne Goldberg

To: PlanningDept

Cc: CCIN

Subject: [Sent to Planning JPlanning commission meeting January 23: item G1, Parkliine Study Session
Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 11:55:13 AM

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.

Planning Commissioners and Staff:
Thank you for accepting comments on this important project.

First, I want to endorse the information and analysis that former

council member Paul Collacchi sent the Council and Planning Commission
two weeks ago, asking for a big picture EIR analysis of the entire

project, including the longer-term impact on housing requirements. His
analysis points out that the overall project will increase the new

housing obligation by over 2,000 units. Long-term consequences always
need to be a consideration.

Meanwhile, tonight's study session focuses on the addition of 400-600
housing units in high-rise apartment buildings with few (if any)
amenities offered to those new residents, or to current residents of the
city. Burgess Park is across the street, but as the only city park with
diverse facilities designed to meet the needs of a large segment of the
population, it is already fully utilized (until this year, I scheduled
practices and games for our local non-profit, all-volunteer youth soccer
organization, AYSO. Space all over town is severely limited, especially
at Burgess. We don't have enough room for our kids to play as is).

Next, proposals for this housing project specify that it be massively
underparked, with (paid) housing advocates suggesting even less housing,
holding up visions of a utopian community in which everyone -- no matter
their age, physical health, or work/family obligations -- can bike or

walk everywhere. In reality, the residents are going to have cars, which
will either have to be parked at Burgess or in adjacent neighborhoods.

In the past, the city Planning Commission has rejected projects that did
not meet parking requirements. [ urge you to continue that tradition
with this project.

Although most people in Menlo Park seem unaware of the Parkline project,
it will impact almost all neighborhoods and have a deleterious effect on
east-west connectivity. I second's Paul's request to expand the EIR to
encompass most of the city, with particular note to the fact that
Ravenswood and Laurel Street are heavily used by children bicycling to
school.

I ask that you consider the needs of all residents and take a long-term
approach to this proposal. Once the project has been approved, the

change will be irrevocable.

JoAnne Goldberg
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From: Kathy Goodell

To: PlanningDept
Subject: [Sent to Planning JSRI/Springline Project Requests
Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 6:30:08 AM

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.

For the SRI/Springline project | respectfully request that you not exceed the 400-residential

unit plan and keep office at the current C1 level, have the apartment complex not exit onto
Laurel, and provide additional (not less) parking --including underground parking for offices
and renters.

For those wishing to go west on Ravenswood (to connect to downtown and El Camino) our
only street exit from Linfield Oaks is at the Laurel/Ravenswood intersection and in case of
emergency and everyday travel (and for vehicles coming from the police station on Laurel) it's
important to not have huge traffic bottlenecks at the Laurel/Ravenswood

intersection. Opening up the Middlefield gate for the SRI/Springline folks would seem a logical
alternative to reroute and help alleviate traffic pressure at Laurel/Ravenswood.

Thank you for your consideration of my requests.
Sincerely,

KATHY

Katherine L. "Kathy" Goodell

21 Willow Road
Menlo Park
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From: Tom Hall

To: PlanningDept
Subject: [Sent to Planning JSRI Property
Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 8:49:28 AM

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 am in full agreement with my neighbor Sue Connelly
regarding proposed changes in the density and size of
the development. Taking the already extremely large
total housing number from 400 units to 600 units, is a
50% increase! At 400 units the density of this
development far outstrips anything in the adjoining
neighborhoods, and jeopardizes basic quality of life
issues including resultant lack of parking, crowding,
school and infrastructure impacts and traffic in this
area.

Tom Hall
212 Gilbert Ave.
Menlo Park
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From: Betsy Henze

To: PlanningDept
Subject: [Sent to Planning ]SRI/Parkline

Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 10:46:57 AM

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.

Planning commission members:

I am in full agreement with my neighbor Sue Connelly regarding
proposed changes in the density and size of the development.
Taking the already extremely large total housing number from
400 units to 600 units, is a 50% increase! At 400 units the
density of this development far outstrips anything in the adjoining
neighborhoods, and jeopardizes basic quality of life issues
including resultant lack of parking, crowding, school and
infrastructure impacts and traffic in this area .

e The project should net out to provide the state-
mandated housing number of 400, in the amount required
by Menlo Park for the developers planned amount of office
space. Keep 400 apartments according to the original plan,
but create a BMR (Below Market Rate) number of 25% of
those 400 housing units, so no separate acreage for
affordable housing will be required.

e R he amount of offi mply with current C1
zoning. Do NOT incr the jobs-h ing imbalanc
adding any more office space to this proposal. We need to
bring jobs and housing in balance, not keep widening the gap
between them.

e The apartment complex driveway on Laurel St, should be
removed to reduce traffic on Laurel St., and to preserve bike
and pedestrian safety, such as it is, on Laurel St. The smaller
driveway for townhome residents would be less problematic
and can remain as is in the current plan.

e Use the currentl ted SRI drivew nto Middlefield t

redirect traffic flow so Laurel St is not used by the apartment
residents ( see above point) . The office traffic can be

significantly reduced on the Ravenswood driveways if
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Middlefield driveway opens, providing more egress options,
and directing traffic closer to their destinations of
Middlefield and 101 access.

e Incr rkin mmensur with office worker number
and apartment dwellers. Fewer parking spaces onsite only
pushes traffic into nearby neighborhoods, as the research
recounted to the Commission during the 12/12/22 meeting

indicated. Fewer parking spots than the number of workers'
and residents' cars do NOT encourage use of public transit,
but to using neighborhood streets for parking.

e Provide underground parking for both offices and housing
units, reducing the need for car parking to take up valuable

above ground space in the form of an above ground parking
garage .

e Include the emergency water storage tank , because 1) there
is no options for workers west of El Camino and 2) the city
yard emergency well is in danger of possible contamination
during an earthquake from existing onsite gas storage and
toxic substances in the ground.

Quoting from my neighbor, Sue Connelly, who says it far better
than1:

" SRI/ParkLine will have highly profitable housing and
office revenue annually, but the costs will be borne by the
taxpayers.

Based on current Menlo Park office rates, the office project stands
to generate $50M per year. This doesn't include ANY of the
apartment rentals, for which most will be at very high rents (see
the current rents for the new SpringLine apartments!). There will
be some city revenue, but since SRI is a non-profit, this massive
development will not offset many of the costs residents must pay
for infrastructure (schools, police, fire, water and roads). Yet it will
create a significant reduction in our quality of life (and possibly
home values), bike/pedestrian safety for school children and
residents, and increasing the state-mandated affordable housing
units even more.

We need to require that any new office development
provides/includes the affordable housing that the office spaces



and employee densities will be required to be built in Menlo Park."

Thank you for your consideration regarding rejecting this enlarged
and negatively impactful proposal for this development .

Betsy Henze
320 Sherwood Way
Menlo Park



From: Nancy Hosay

To: PlanningDept
Subject: [Sent to Planning ]SRI/Parkline Plan Review - requested changes

Date: Sunday, January 22, 2023 11:22:12 PM

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.

Planning commission members:

I am in full agreement with my neighbor Sue Connelly regarding
proposed changes in the density and size of the development.
Taking the already extremely large total housing number from
400 units to 600 units, is a 50% increase! At 400 units the
density of this development far outstrips anything in the adjoining
neighborhoods, and jeopardizes basic quality of life issues
including resultant lack of parking, crowding, school and
infrastructure impacts and traffic in this area .

e The project should net out to provide the state-
mandated housing number of 400, in the amount required
by Menlo Park for the developers planned amount of office
space. Keep 400 apartments according to the original plan,
but create a BMR (Below Market Rate) number of 25% of
those 400 housing units, so no separate acreage for
affordable housing will be required.

e R he amount of offi mply with current C1
zoning. Do NOT incr the jobs-h ing imbalanc
adding any more office space to this proposal. We need to
bring jobs and housing in balance, not keep widening the gap
between them.

e The apartment complex driveway on Laurel St, should be
removed to reduce traffic on Laurel St., and to preserve bike
and pedestrian safety, such as it is, on Laurel St. The smaller
driveway for townhome residents would be less problematic
and can remain as is in the current plan.

e Use the currentl ted SRI drivew nto Middlefield t

redirect traffic flow so Laurel St is not used by the apartment
residents ( see above point) . The office traffic can be

significantly reduced on the Ravenswood driveways if
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Middlefield driveway opens, providing more egress options,
and directing traffic closer to their destinations of
Middlefield and 101 access.

e Incr rkin mmensur with office worker number
and apartment dwellers. Fewer parking spaces onsite only
pushes traffic into nearby neighborhoods, as the research
recounted to the Commission during the 12/12/22 meeting

indicated. Fewer parking spots than the number of workers'
and residents' cars do NOT encourage use of public transit,
but to using neighborhood streets for parking.

e Provide underground parking for both offices and housing
units, reducing the need for car parking to take up valuable

above ground space in the form of an above ground parking
garage .

e Include the emergency water storage tank , because 1) there
is no options for workers west of El Camino and 2) the city
yard emergency well is in danger of possible contamination
during an earthquake from existing onsite gas storage and
toxic substances in the ground.

Quoting from my neighbor, Sue Connelly, who says it far better
than1:

" SRI/ParkLine will have highly profitable housing and
office revenue annually, but the costs will be borne by the
taxpayers.

Based on current Menlo Park office rates, the office project stands
to generate $50M per year. This doesn't include ANY of the
apartment rentals, for which most will be at very high rents (see
the current rents for the new SpringLine apartments!). There will
be some city revenue, but since SRI is a non-profit, this massive
development will not offset many of the costs residents must pay
for infrastructure (schools, police, fire, water and roads). Yet it will
create a significant reduction in our quality of life (and possibly
home values), bike/pedestrian safety for school children and
residents, and increasing the state-mandated affordable housing
units even more.

We need to require that any new office development
provides/includes the affordable housing that the office spaces



and employee densities will be required to be built in Menlo Park."

Thank you for your consideration regarding rejecting this enlarged
and negatively impactful proposal for this development .

Nancy Hosay
325 Linfield Place
Menlo Park



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

John Henze

PlanningDept

[Sent to Planning ]SRI/Parkline Plan Review - Requested Changes
Monday, January 23, 2023 3:11:59 PM

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.

Planning commission members:

| am in full agreement with my neighbors regarding proposed
changes in the density and size of the development. Taking

the already extremely large total housing number from 400 units
to 600 units, is a 50% increase! At 400 units the density of this
development far outstrips anything in the adjoining
neighborhoods, and jeopardizes basic quality of life issues
including resultant lack of parking, crowding, school and
infrastructure impacts and traffic in this area .

The project should net out to provide the state-
mandated housing number of 400, in the amount required
by Menlo Park for the developers planned amount of office
space. Keep 400 apartments according to the original
plan, but create a BMR (Below Market Rate) number of
25% of those 400 housing units, so no separate acreage
for affordable housing will be required.

Reduce the amount of office to comply with current C1
zoning. Do NOT increase the jobs-housing imbalance b
adding any more office space to this proposal. We need to
bring jobs and housing in balance, not keep widening the
gap between them.

The apartment complex driveway on Laurel St, should be
removed to reduce traffic on Laurel St., and to preserve
bike and pedestrian safety, such as it is, on Laurel St. The
smaller driveway for townhome residents would be less
problematic and can remain as is in the current plan.

Use the currently gated SRI driveway onto Middlefield to

redirect traffic flow so Laurel St is not used by the apartment

residents (_see above point) . The office traffic can be
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significantly reduced on the Ravenswood driveways if
Middlefield driveway opens, providing more egress options,
and directing traffic closer to their destinations of
Middlefield and 101 access.

. Increase parking commensurate with office worker

numbers and apartment dwellers. Fewer parking spaces
onsite only pushes traffic into nearby neighborhoods, as

the research recounted tothe Commission during the
12/12/22 meeting indicated. Eewer parking spots than the
number of workers' and residents' cars do NOT

encourage use of public transit, but to using neighborhood
streets for parking.

. Provide underground parking for both offices and housing
units, reducing the need for car parking to take up valuable

above ground space in the form of an above ground parking
garage .

. Include the emergency water storage tank , because 1)
there is no options for workers west of EI Camino and 2)
the city yard emergency well is in danger of possible
contamination during an earthquake from existing onsite
gas storage and toxic substances in the ground.

Quoting from my neighbor, Sue Connelly, who says it far better
than | :

" SRI/ParkLine will have highly profitable housing and office
revenue annually, but the costs will be borne by the
taxpayers.

Based on current Menlo Park office rates, the office project
stands to generate $50M per year. This doesn't include ANY of
the apartment rentals, for which most will be at very high rents
(see the current rents for the new SpringLine apartments!). There
will be some city revenue, but since SRI is a non-profit, this
massive development will not offset many of the costs residents
must pay for infrastructure (schools, police, fire, water and roads).
Yet it will create a significant reduction in our quality of life (and
possibly home values), bike/pedestrian safety for school children
and residents, and increasing the state-mandated affordable
housing units even more.



We need to require that any new office development
provides/includes the affordable housing that the office spaces
and employee densities will be required to be built in Menlo Park."

Please don'’t forget about all of the long-time Menlo Park
residents that value the quality of life that Menlo Park has long
afforded. Thank you for your consideration regarding rejecting
this enlarged and negatively impactful proposal for this
development.

Thanks,
John Henze

31 year Menlo Park resident
320 Sherwood Way

Confidentiality notice: This message may contain confidential information. It is intended only
for the person to whom it is addressed. If you are not that person, you should not use this
message. We request that you notify us by replying to this message, and then delete all copies
including any contained in your reply. Thank you.



From: Lauren John

To: PlanningDept

Subject: [Sent to Planning ]

Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 9:50:19 AM

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.

Planning commission members:

I am in full agreement with my neighbor Sue Connelly regarding
proposed changes in the density and size of the development.
Taking the already extremely large total housing number from
400 units to 600 units, is a 50% increase! At 400 units the
density of this development far outstrips anything in the adjoining
neighborhoods, and jeopardizes basic quality of life issues
including resultant lack of parking, crowding, school and
infrastructure impacts and traffic in this area .

e The project should net out to provide the state-
mandated housing humber of 400, in the amount
required by Menlo Park for the developers planned amount
of office space. Keep 400 apartments according to the
original plan, but create a BMR (Below Market Rate)
number of 25% of those 400 housing units, so no separate
acreage for affordable housing will be required.

e R he amount of offi mply with current C1
zoning. Do NOT incr the jobs-h ing imbalanc
adding any more office space to this proposal. We need to
bring jobs and housing in balance, not keep widening the
gap between them.

e The apartment complex driveway on Laurel St, should be
removed to reduce traffic on Laurel St., and to preserve
bike and pedestrian safety, such as it is, on Laurel St. The
smaller driveway for townhome residents would be less
problematic and can remain as is in the current plan.

e Use the currentl ted SRI drivew nto Middlefield t

redirect traffic flow so Laurel St is not used by the
apartment residents (_ see above point) . The office

traffic can be significantly reduced on
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the Ravenswood driveways if Middlefield driveway opens,
providing more egress options, and directing traffic closer
to their destinations of Middlefield and 101 access.

e Incr rkin mmensur with office worker number
and apartment dwellers. Fewer parking spaces onsite only
pushes traffic into nearby neighborhoods, as the research
recounted to the Commission during the 12/12/22

meeting indicated. Fewer parking spots than the humber of
workers' and residents' cars do NOT encourage use of
public transit, but to using neighborhood streets for

parking.
e Provi ndergroun rking for h offi nd h in

nits, reducing the need for car parking to take up valuable
above ground space in the form of an above ground parking
garage .

e Include the emergency water storage tank , because 1)
there is no options for workers west of EI Camino and 2)
the city yard emergency well is in danger of possible
contamination during an earthquake from existing onsite
gas storage and toxic substances in the ground.

Quoting from my neighbor, Sue Connelly, who says it far better
than1:

" SRI/ParkLine will have highly profitable housing and
office revenue annually, but the costs will be borne by the
taxpayers.

Based on current Menlo Park office rates, the office project stands
to generate $50M per year. This doesn't include ANY of the
apartment rentals, for which most will be at very high rents (see
the current rents for the new SpringLine apartments!). There will
be some city revenue, but since SRI is a non-profit, this massive
development will not offset many of the costs residents must pay
for infrastructure (schools, police, fire, water and roads). Yet it will
create a significant reduction in our quality of life (and possibly
home values), bike/pedestrian safety for school children and
residents, and increasing the state-mandated affordable housing
units even more.

We need to require that any new office development



provides/includes the affordable housing that the office spaces
and employee densities will be required to be built in Menlo Park."

Thank you for your consideration regarding rejecting this enlarged
and negatively impactful proposal for this development .

George and Lauren John
331 Laurel Street
Menlo Park 94025



From: John Kadvany

To: Planning Commission

Cc: _CCIN

Subject: Parkline/SRI proposal comments

Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 11:11:08 AM

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 Commissioners:

Following are comments on the land use policies implied by the Parkline/SRI
redevelopment proposal, followed by recommendations.

— This project presents as a large office park with some housing included. The
parking including three multi-story parking garages is significantly out of scale for a
transit-oriented proposal. There is a commercial-to-housing ratio of about 2:1 or 3:1
(including old buildings) by square footage. Given that the Specific Plan major
developments (Stanford, 1300 ECR) are about 50:50 residential compared to office
+ retail, for square footage, that amount of commercial space is out of step with
recent transit-oriented development.

— Given the scarcity of housing in the Bay Area, this proposed office-residential ratio
should not be encouraged by the PC or the city. A better use of this site would be to
include more housing and less commercial and parking space. | do not know of city
policy or resident preferences for this projected level of commercial space, especially
given over-built office capacity today.

— The current proposal is not that of a 'neighborhood' or 'mixed-use' as stated in the
Master Plan. This is principally an office park. While pedestrian and bicycle
circulation through the project is good, the site space is dominated by the
commercial and parking buildings. The two amenity buildings do not create a mixed-
use plan. (That’s not to suggest significant retail should be included, so the ‘mixed-
use’ goal needs clarification. Certainly the office + residential design is not 'mixed-
use'.) The 'open space' is numerically generous, and the designated use areas are
good, but the overall layout is not that of an inviting public space. The plan does
provide desirable benefits including the planned affordable housing area and the
playing field.

- The current configuration of commercial buildings and parking garages, while
apparently (and gratefully) not designed as ‘secure’ areas, are not oriented to
encourage interaction with the community, or even the planned residences. The busy
scenes full of pedestrians or office workers shown enjoying walkways in the project
slides will not likely materialize.

— The rezoning and General Plan amendments options are open-ended. | do not
agree with changes which would allow the development as proposed. It's a poor use
of this site, more appropriate to urban planning now several decades past. | would not
want amendments or zoning allowing new or existing buildings to be sold off to
others, at least for significant periods of time. Plans for existing buildings including
‘P’, "T'and 'S', and options for the affordable housing plan area, should be clarified.


mailto:jkadvany@sbcglobal.net
mailto:planning.commission@menlopark.gov
mailto:city.council@menlopark.gov

- lunderstand the applicant is assuming that existing commercial entitlements,
based on square footage, justify the proposed commercial space and parking.
Instead, the applicant should acknowledge the very low intensity uses SRI has
enjoyed in Menlo Park for decades. The applicant, PC and CC should use past site
use intensities as a point of comparison for overall benefit-cost comparisons. A
smaller total commercial use target should be considered.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

- The plan needs a different balance of residential-commercial use of the site, and
reduction of multi-story parking. For that, the site perimeter and large site size are
sufficient to accommodate higher buildings for the site interior, keeping in mind
existing streets and neighborhoods. For comparison, San Mateo and Palo Alto have
several higher and older residential buildings mixed in smaller scale neighborhoods or
downtowns. Consideration should be given where relevant to additional height for
residential and commercial buildings to add floor area. Affordable housing plans
could be integrated with these changes.

- Given fewer and possibly taller buildings, the remaining open space can be
consolidated into a larger space shared by commercial and residence buildings.
Such an approach could create a genuine shared open space, and a distinctive
neighborhood less isolated from the adjoining residences, streets and
neighborhoods.

Sincerely,
John Kadvany / College Avenue



From: Kenneth Everett Mah

To: PlanningDept
Subject: [Sent to Planning JSRI/ParkLine Study Session with Planning Commission public comment
Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 4:33:26 PM

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 Menlo Park Planning Commission and Planning Department,

My wife and I are writing to express our concerns about the project overall and EIR, and
request additional items be added to the scope and be studied/changed. We, along with our
4.5yo daughter and 7mo son, bought our home in the Burgess Classic neighborhood ~1 year
ago (November 2021) and live directly on Laurel St across from Burgess Pool. We have lived
on Laurel St for now 6+ years total.

Generally, we are concerned about the impact of the size of the residential and commercial
development on local safety and resources. Specifically, traffic on Laurel St, safety of biking
and walking on Laurel street especially for children since it's a safe route to school, and
utilization of Burgess Park amenities.

o Entrances/exits on Laurel St
o These should all be removed. All traffic, both residential and commercial,
should be routed to Middlefield and Ravenswood. There is an opportunity to
create an additional network of roads within SRI to either offload current
traffic or at a minimum keep new traffic that will be added by this project off
Laurel St, which is residential. We requested this in writing and verbally to
both the City Council/Planning Commission and Lane Partners, but continue
to be ignored and have not received any explanations on why they want to
direct the new residential traffic onto Laurel as opposed to the internal SRI
roads or Ravenswood. Furthermore, not having driveways onto Laurel would
encourage new residents to use alternative modes of transportation rather
than drive.
= Request: Please remove all entrances/exits on Laurel St, or study the
impact on traffic on Laurel St and demonstrate there will be no
difference from the current state. Also, study the impact at the
different variations of housing density.
o Safety on Laurel St
o Laurel St is a residential street that is designated a safe route to school. Any
increase in car traffic or driveway use (the current SRI driveways on Laurel
have minimal traffic to no traffic) will compromise the safety of children.
Walking and biking will be more dangerous due to traffic and more
intersections. We have verbally requested Lane Partners extend truly
protected (by physical barriers such as curb, and not just paint) bike lanes in
both directions on Laurel from Ravenswood to Burgess, and they verbally
agreed, but we don't see it on the proposal.
= Request: Please remove all entrances/exits on Laurel St, or study the
impact on traffic on Laurel St and demonstrate that traffic accidents
(car vs car, car vs bike, car vs pedestrian) will not increase, and the
impact of at the different variations of housing density.
= Request: Install truly protected (by physical barrier such as curb or
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immobile ballard) bike lanes in both directions on Laurel St from
Ravenswood to Burgess.
Request: Install truly protected (by physical barrier such as curb or
immobile ballard) bike lanes in both directions on Burgess Drive
from Laurel St to SRI/Menlo Park Corporation Yard (since this will
be open to bike/pedestrian traffic).
= Also, would like protected bike lanes the full length of
Burgess between Alma and SRI whether as part of this
Parkline Project or the Middle Tunnel.

o Utilization of Burgess Park amenities

o Adding 400+ units and commercial space will severely overcrowd the
amenities at Burgess Park, and decrease how current residents can use them.
These include the pool, tennis courts, playground, library, gymnastics center,
etc. and the associated classes with them, such as gymnastic and dance
classes, swim lessons, etc.

= Request: Study the impact on Burgess amenities by specific

amenities, not generally, and class/course offerings at each amenity,
and demonstrate there will be no difference than current state. Also,
study the impact at the different variations of housing density.
Request: Give Burgess Classics residents priority and
discounted/free access to Burgess Park amenities if the Parkline
development will impact access in any way.

e Menlo Park Corporation Yard Parking lot

o This parking lot is primarily used by MP staff during the day, and Burgess
Classics residents at night. We are currently not allowed to get annual
overnight parking passes despite our limited street parking, but we can use
the lot and tennis court. We are concerned that Parkline residents and
workers will use the lot, as will other people who come to use the public
space and amenities in Parkline as it is the closest parking lot to
SRI/Parkline.

= Request: Study the impact of the development on use of the

Corporation Yard parking lot during the day, evening, and overnight,
and demonstrate there will be no impact.

Request: If there is an impact, make lot not accessible to Parkline
residents or workers nor the public, and give Burgess Classic
residents access to overnight annual parking permits for free so we
can park on the streets of Burgess Classics (Thurlow, Hopkins, and
Barron) and the Corporation Yard parking lot.

Please let me know if you have questions or need clarification about these concerns or

requests.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Kenneth Mah



From: Rob McCool

To: PlanningDept
Subject: [Sent to Planning Jplease reconsider SRI/ParkLine site specifics
Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 4:24:44 PM

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 Menlo Park City Council,

Reducing housing to office space imbalance by increasing housing should be a priority for us
all. Increasing the housing to 600 units at this site, from 400, while still allowing 4000 more
employees into the site, does nothing to relieve this imbalance.

I am also disappointed to see that parking is being reduced in an attempt to reduce car traffic.
Our peninsula cities are simply not correctly set up for this to be realistic at this time, meaning
that anyone living in these new properties will absolutely have a car, as will many of the
employees commuting into the site each day. I urge the council to be realistic as to how people
will get around our city from this new development, which is going to remain car-based due to
the last mile problem associated with caltrain.

Finally I would also urge the council to consider Laurel Street, and not include a driveway
onto Laurel from this complex. Middlefield is far more well set up to handle this increased
traffic, and would be the more appropriate way to direct traffic. Our police frequently use
Laurel Street to get to and from various parts of town and introducing more traffic blockage on
Laurel is not going to be positive.

Thanks, Rob McCool 360 Sherwood Way
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From: Peter C

To: PlanningDept
Subject: [Sent to Planning ]Traffic at SRI
Date: Sunday, January 22, 2023 5:07:35 PM

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 Department,

It is apparent that the Planning Department and City Council are acting counter to the concerns of the
Burgess Classics neighbors. Yes, we have a housing deficit in the Bay Area, but replacing it with this
project does not solve the area's housing problem.

My concerns are as follows:

1) Major traffic along Laurel, Ravenswood and Middlefield. We need to make sure the trip caps are low
enough to manage this large project.

2) This project will create an imbalance to jobs to housing units, further exacerbating the region's housing
crisis. Let's not use tax receipt collections as a smoke screen to endorse the project. We need to ensure
it does not impact schools and our local infrastructure.

3) 600-unit mid-rises don't conform to the area's existing uses.

I'm generally supportive, but let's go back to 400 units the original proposal by the developer.

Thank you

Peter C (District 3 resident)
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From: Susan Stimson

To: PlanningDept; _CCIN
Subject: [Sent to Planning JSRI/Parkline Plan Review - requested changes
Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 3:50:22 PM

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.

City Council and Planning Commission Members,

As a 14 year resident of Menlo Park, I urge you to curtail the scope of the
Parkline housing project to protect safety and accessibility in Menlo Park.

As you know from past examination of the railroad crossings, the crossing
at Ravenswood is especially tenuous during high traffic hours which
surround both business hours AND very importantly school hours.

In addition, the accessibility to and from Highway 101 via Willow road has
deteriorated. Of course, there was respite amidst the pandemic, however,
the existing two lane road is insufficient to accommodate future growth.

The city has expressed interest in forward and future thinking which I
think is apt. Preparing for additional housing is an important part of that
for certain.

That said, the plans must be coupled with forward thinking and planning
regarding infrastructure to accommodate additional neighbors such as
above/below grade railroad crossings and additional routes to access
highways 101 and 280. Not doing so puts current and future neighbors at
risk and lacks prudence.

The Parkline project is scoped to add over twice as many units as the 2
large developments yet to be inhabited (Springline is open but not at
capacity and the Stanford project is still under construction). Despite how
the city chooses to draw district lines, all properties are adjacent to
downtown. While convenience to public transit is a benefit, it is not
realistic or fair to assume that new residents will give up their freedom of
owning and using an automobile. People have lives off of El Camino... kids
sports activities, jobs off highways vs downtown, jobs like sales or
construction that require daily driving, hiking in the hills, volunteering on
the coast for example.

While I understand that speculative models have been generated
regarding the potential effects to traffic and safety, I urge the city to
"digest" the new additions from other downtown adjacent developments
before adding extensively to them.
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I am fully supportive of adding new housing on the SRI campus and the
campus development overall. I also support stipulating that a higher
percentage become affordable housing.

My asks:

e Perform a traffic and safety assessment subsequent to the large
developments on El Camino being inhabited. That will be possible
very soon if the need for housing near downtown is dire.

e Perform a survey of those new neighbors to see how they in fact are
commuting and using / not using public transit.

e Ensure city of the future planning includes near term investments in
infrastructure to improve access to highways 101 and 280 and also
above or below grade RR track crossings

Thank you for your consideration regarding rejecting this enlarged and
negatively impactful proposal for this development.

Susan Stimson



From: Karen Wang

To: PlanningDept
Subject: [Sent to Planning JSRI/Parkline Plan Review - requested changes
Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 4:29:25 PM

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 and City Council members:

| object to proposed changes in the density and size of the SRI/Parkline development for the following
reasons.

e At even 400 housing units, never mind 600, the density of this development far outstrips anything
in the adjoining neighborhoods and will negatively impact basic quality of life issues including
resultant lack of parking, crowding, school and infrastructure impacts and traffic in this area.

e We should not increase the jobs-housing imbalance by adding any more office space to this
proposal. We need to stop big office development until we meet the affordable housing deficit for
the offices already built and others already approved in the pipeline. We need to bring jobs and
housing in balance, not keep widening the gap between them.

e |tis fantasy to believe workers and residents will exclusively use public transit and not have cars.
The traffic and parking impact on the surrounding neighborhoods will be terrible.

| hope you reject this enlarged and negatively impactful proposal for this development. Thank you
for your consideration.

Karen Wang
29 Willow Road
Menlo Park
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MEMO

To: Planning Department (PlanningDept@menlopark.gov), Corrina Sandmeier, Jen Wolosin

From: Phillip Bahr
Date: 2/06/2023

Re: SRI Comments 2/06/2023, 5/10/2022 and various dates. Staff Report #22-073-PC and
#22-091-CC Item G.

We applaud SRI and their efforts toward proposing a project that offers Menlo Park well-being,
green design and sustainability goals.

C-1. HOUSING FOR OUR CHILDREN, LAW ENFORCEMENT, TEACHERS, ETC. The proposed
project does not meet the needs of those residents and want-to-be residents who are in the
income middle. What | hear and am told is that we need affordable two and three bedroom
homes to buy not just more apartments. FACT, a couple with two children, working a job in law
enforcement and a healthcare provider, can’t afford a home here. The middle class is priced out
of Menlo Park. We want this group to be able to get started in the housing market. How can we
be assured by the City of Menlo Park, SRI and the Developer that our own Menlo Park children
and residents will have housing priority?

C-2. TRAFFIC/SAFETY. Study the option of removing the apartment complex driveway on
Ravenswood (across from Pine Street). The vehicular access from the proposed Parkline
housing along Ravenswood and Laurel is aligned with Pine Street. The proposed street
intersection of Ravenswood/Pine Street is not acceptable for several reasons.

A. There is already a traffic problem with traffic exiting from SRl onto Ravenswood.

B. The Pine/Ravenswood intersection is too close to the intersection of
Laurel/Ravenswood.

C. There is major traffic congestion at commute hours now in the vicinity of
Ravenswood/Laurel now. Imagine how this will be once the project is complete and
all other traffic returns to Menlo Park.

If vehicles and delivery trucks originating from the Parkline housing units enter and exit from
the proposed housing units and cross across Ravenswood to Pine Street this will create a
disastrous and deadly situation to the pedestrians and vehicles. Also, Pine Street can only
accommodate one lane of traffic with parking on one side. For example, the existing traffic
situation is unsafe and does not allow police or fire truck access. This point must be addressed
by the City of Menlo Park now. Furthermore, to install traffic barriers on Ravenswood to
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prevent exiting from the Parkline project will not work. Currently the Springline project used
this solution and | have personally observed cars simply going around the barriers and going
straight across Oak Grove.

BACKGROUND: We have a bigger and yet connected problem on Pine Street. Safety and
Accessibility. Pine Street is approximately 23’-10” in width. This width does not comply with
current transportation standards. Cars and trucks oftentimes park illegally on our sidewalks and
California Water Service meter covers. I've been told that the reason folks park on our sidewalk is
to avoid getting their vehicles damaged. They’ve damaged our sidewalks, street tree planting
areas and utility covers.

Vehicles also use our street as a short cut (as depicted on the Waze app and google maps) | have
witnessed cars darting across Ravenswood and Oak Grove onto Pine Street as they leave from a
local business and school.

Of most concern, fire trucks and ambulances are unable to drive down our street in an emergency if cars
are parked on both sides of the street. This is a hazardous condition and the City was notified by me in
writing on February 13, 2019.

C-3. SITE PLAN The proposed site plan adds over 1,000,000 sf of new office space. This adds to
our housing deficit! The additional office/commercial sf adds to the existing traffic, parking and
all other environmental impacts. Ironically, should SRI continue at their current level of
employees and services, then the additional sf impacts will be additive and potentially put this
area in gridlock. The ensuing gridlock will cut off access into and out of Menlo Park Downtown
from 101. Generally, the access and flow of the site master plan does not respond to traffic
conditions. For example, access points to site are from Laurel and Ravenswood. Study a site
plan that has access from Middlefield Road or close to Menlo Atherton High School.

C-4. BUILDING DESIGN AND SETBACK The proposed building design in a mission style is not
reflective of good design. A six-story mission style building? The proposed setback for the
residential location is too close to Ravenswood and Laurel streets. The housing should be set
back at least the same distance as the existing SRI building on Ravenswood.

C-5. HOUSING LOCATION AND BUILDING HEIGHT. The height of the residential buildings was
depicted by the Architect and Developer not to exceed two stories on Laurel or Ravenswood,
not three to six stories as stated during tonight’s presentation. The density of residential
building massing does not reflect the surrounding neighborhoods of Pine, Laurel, etc. | am not
saying that it’s not desired to have taller buildings, but don’t place them at the corner of
Ravenswood and Laurel. Keep the building close to the street at the originally discussed one
and two stories.

C-6. TRAFFIC COMMENT The traffic congestion on El Camino/Ravenswood/Laurel/Middlefield is
already a problem. The HEU Update Draft SEIR depicts a population increase of over 30% for
Menlo Park. The baseline used is traffic from 2021. This is not an apples-to-apples comparison
as our traffic was down from 2020 through 2022 and continues to be low. Also, the newly



approved or constructed projects, i.e. Parkline, are not fully occupied and some not
constructed.

The assumption of the distance to mass transit will reduce traffic is not viable in our case. Until
the public transit system is improved to go to more destinations, with more connections it will
not entice patrons to ride the bus or train.

C-7. PARKING COMMENT: The Park assumes that many of their residents will be enticed to take
public transportation. All housing units need to provide enough parking garage or parking grade
level parking to accommodate the Parkline’s additional cars. The residential streets do not have
the capacity to absorb all of the Parkline’s additional parking. For example, Pine Street does not
have parking capacity to allow additional parking from Menlo Atherton High School, businesses
and nearby projects. Pine Street in front of our house is less than 23’-10” wide with parking on
both sides of the street. This street is much too narrow to provide the health and safety
necessary to the residents and visitors. The additional traffic from the Parkline/SRI project as
well as traffic short cuts will increase traffic flow on Pine Street.

All of these comments have been made in writing by me and others previously as well as some
other comments. It appears that SRI and their Developer & Architect have not addressed these
community comments made during the outreach process.

Respectfully Submitted,

Phillip Bahr
Menlo Park, CA 94025



Menlo Park City Council, Staff Report #22-091-CC Item G1.

SRI comments on Staff Report. Tuesday 5/10/2022

We applaud SRI and their community involvement and sustainability efforts. Also, we are
supportive of the SRI housing proposal.

1.

HOUSING FOR OUR CHILDREN, LAW ENFORCEMENT, TEACHERS, ETC. How can we be
assured by the City of Menlo Park, SRI and the Developer that our own children,
residents will have housing priority? Middle class is priced out of Menlo Park.
TRAFFIC/SAFETY. Vehicular access from the proposed housing along Ravenswood
appears to be aligned with Pine Street. The proposed street intersection of
Ravenswood/Pine Street is not acceptable for several reasons.

A. There is already a traffic problem with traffic exiting from SRI onto Ravenswood. The
Pine/Ravenswood intersection is too close to the intersection of
Laurel/Ravenswood. There is gridlock now. Imagine how this will be once the project
is complete and all other traffic returns to Menlo Park.

B. If cars are permitted to exit from the proposed housing and cross across
Ravenswood to Pine Street this will create a disastrous and deadly situation to the
residents and vehicles. Also, Pine Street can only accommodate one lane of traffic
with parking on one side. For example, the existing traffic situation is unsafe and
does not allow police or fire truck access. This point must be addressed by the City
of Menlo Park now.

BUILDING SETBACK. Proposed setback for the residential location is too close to

Ravenswood and Laurel streets. The housing should be set back at least the same

distance as the existing SRI building on Ravenswood.

HOUSING LOCATION AND BUILDING HEIGHT. The height of the residential buildings was

promised not to exceed two stories on Laurel or Ravenswood, not three to six stories as

stated during tonight’s presentation. The compact housing development is not in
keeping with the surrounding neighborhoods. The density of residential building
massing does not reflect the surrounding neighborhoods of Pine, Laurel, etc.

PARKING. One space per residential unit is inadequate. What is the City’s residential

parking requirement? No SRI parking can go on to neighborhood streets.

All of these comments have been made by me and others previously as well as some other
comments. It appears that SRI and their Developer & Architect have not addressed these
community comments made during the outreach process. Will this change going forward?

Respectfully Submitted, Phillip Bahr, Menlo Park Resident



From: Sarah Brophy

To: Planning Commission
Subject: Support jobs-housing balance and deeper affordability at SRI Parkline
Date: Monday, February 6, 2023 4:28:37 PM

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 council members,

I’'m writing to support this development. There is a huge need for housing at all income levels in
Menlo Park. | have lived in this community with my family for 12 years. In that time many friends and their
families have left the Bay Area because of housing affordability, mostly high income professionals who were
unable to afford to buy a home and who grew tired of the precariousness of renting with no tenant
protections. The situation for low income workers is more dire, with rising housing costs leading to longer
commutes and worsening quality of life for them. This also has environmental costs for all. This
development is a first step in changing the unsustainable and unfair housing conditions in Menlo Park and |
urge you to vote in favor.

Sincerely,

Sarah Brophy
1376 Johnson Street
Menlo Park
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From: Katherine Dumont

To: Planning Commission
Subject: Support jobs-housing balance and deeper affordability at SRI Parkline
Date: Sunday, February 5, 2023 11:16:10 PM

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.

Menlo Park Planning Commission Menlo Park Planning Commission,

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I live in Linfield Oaks, and | support more housing--and more deeply affordable housing--at
SRI Parkline because:

1) This development will help Menlo Park to achieve its climate goal of reducing greenhouse
gases. It's better for the environment to create more housing closer to where people work.
This is especially true here in Menlo Park, where over 90% of workers commute in from
elsewhere.

2) Because SRI-Parkline will be located close to transit and downtown amenities, we have the
opportunity to both add housing AND manage traffic impacts. It is an ideal location for reduced
parking minimums and other measures to minimize car trips and manage traffic congestion.

3) I walk and ride my bike for errands. But many people | know won't ride bikes because they
don't feel it is safe. | really appreciate that the developers have planned for walkways and
bikeways within the site, and we should take these ideas as inspiration to prioritize the creation
of safe routes to school and work on the streets around this project, including Ravenswood,
Willow, Alma, Burgess, and Middlefield.

4) Creating more housing--especially deeply affordable housing and housing for a range of
needs and abilities--on the west side of 101 AND close to transit and services will help the city
achieve its goal of affirmatively furthering fair housing.

Thank you,
Katherine

Katherine Dumont
khdumont@gmail.com

225 Waverley St Apt 3
Menlo Park, California 94025
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From: Cliff Fitzgerald

To: Sandmeier, Corinna D
Subject: Parkline Off-site Plan / Traffic Mitigation
Date: Friday, January 27, 2023 11:44:08 AM

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.

Hello Corinna,

| am a MP resident living on Marcussen Drive, which is situated across from the main SRI entrance on
Ravenswood. Marcussen Drive is a narrow residential street that unfortunately is used by "short cutters”
from both directions to avoid traffic signals on Middlefield. Short cutters too often drive too fast, so there
is already a concern on our street about unnecessary traffic, even before the advent of the Parkline
Project.

| do not see in the Parkline Master Plan (link below) any mention of traffic impact mitigation regarding
surrounding residential zones. Can you please let me know when and how public comment will be
solicited for this aspect? Is the city planning to measure traffic baselines before the Parkline Project gets
underway? Is there someone | can talk to who would be interested in and responsible for these
concerns?

Thank you,

Cliff Fitzgerald

1128 Marcussen Drive
Menlo Park
650.380.3179
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From: Karen Grove

To: Planning Commission
Subject: SRI - Jobs-Housing fit and balance, getting out of our cars and building community
Date: Sunday, February 5, 2023 3:07:35 PM

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.

Menlo Park Planning Commission Menlo Park Planning Commission,

Dear Planning Commission,

Thank you for your tireless volunteer service, and thank you for your support of jobs/housing
balance and jobs/housing fit in your discussions of the SRI Parkline project to date.

| am writing to emphasize the value and importance of the proposed land donation and
partnership with an affordable housing developer to build homes for people of all abilities,
people with very and extremely low incomes, and households of all sizes in this high resource
location. This is paramount. This proposal includes 80-100 lower-income housing for people
with unmet housing needs. Can we do more? Doing so would help to reduce our decades-in-
the-making deficit in this category of housing need.

At the same time, if we do not build enough homes for the new workers this project brings into
the community, we create pressure on community members who rent older units, because
increased housing demand leads to redevelopment and displacement.

There is no site in Menlo Park more amenable to alternatives to driving than this one. A robust
Transportation Demand Management program can reduce local traffic. Encouraging active
transportation and getting people outdoors where they can meet their neighbors will also
increase quality of life and build community.

| ask that you work towards the maximum housing possible (to avoid displacement pressures),
the greatest possible number of deeply affordable homes (to meet our most urgent unmet
housing needs), and a very high level of transportation demand management (to reduce traffic
congestion); and please move the project forward.

Regards,
Karen Grove

Karen Grove
karenfgrove@gmail.com
3826 Alameda de las Pulgas
Menlo Park, California 94025
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From: Lorri Holzberg

To: Planning Commission
Subject: Support jobs-housing balance and deeper affordability at SRI Parkline
Date: Sunday, February 5, 2023 8:05:44 AM

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.

Menlo Park Planning Commission Menlo Park Planning Commission,

| have been fortunate to have been a resident and home owner in Menlo Park since 1978. |
am in complete support of more housing at the SRI site and support affordable housing for
workers in Menlo Park. We need to have more balance in our housing.

Lorri Holzberg
lorriholzberg@gmail.com

Menlo Park, California 94025
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From: Sandmeier, Corinna D

To: Sandmeier, Corinna D

Subject: FW: Do not Approve Zoning Changes for SRI Project

Date: Monday, February 6, 2023 12:55:57 PM

Attachments: CMP_Email Logo 100dpi 05d92d5b-e8e3-498f-93a6-d0da509bd602111111111.pnag

CMP_Email Logo 100dpi 05d92d5b-e8e3-498f-93a6-d0da509bd602111111111.png

Corinna D. Sandmeier
Principal Planner

City Hall - 1st Floor

701 Laurel St.

R tel 650-330-6726

MENLO PARK menlopark.gov
*Note our emails have changed to @menlopark.gov

From: Brad Hoo [mailto:bradshoo@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, January 26, 2023 11:38 AM

To: CCIN <city.council@menlopark.gov>

Subject: Do not Approve Zoning Changes for SRI Project

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 City Council members, Why are we approving zoning changes which increase the
Menlo Park housing deficit? Obviously this is not about making housing more affordable in
Menlo Park. What benefit will the residents of Menlo Park enjoy from more office
development and a larger housing imbalance? The State has already rejected recent plans
to develop more housing for Menlo Park as "unrealistic", and yet you move to increase the
housing deficit. SRI will benefit, who else? In approving this project you undermine the
moral authority of our representative city government. Whom do you serve?

Brad Hoo
26 Year Resident of Menlo Park
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From: Dennis Irwin

To: Planning Commission
Subject: Support jobs-housing balance and deeper affordability at SRI Parkline
Date: Sunday, February 5, 2023 10:23:16 PM

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.

Menlo Park Planning Commission Menlo Park Planning Commission,

Most people living in Menlo Park aren’t even close to being able buy a house at market-rate
around here, and that includes me and my wife. | believe our city would benefit greatly by
increasing its diversity. That will only be possible if more affordable homes are made available,
and SRI Parkline is a perfect opportunity to make that happen. For that reason | support
incorporating as many affordable units as possible into this project.

— Dennis Irwin

Dennis Irwin
hairpoosh@yahoo.com

Menlo Park, California 94025
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Public Comments - Planning Commission Meeting 02.06.2023 7pm - ltem F1
Dear Chair, Vice Chair, Commissioners, Staff, Neighbors and Members of the Public,

I’'m Jenny Michel from the Coleman Place Neighborhood Block, a recovering homeless teacher,
by trade a commercial property manager representing LL interests, and a former luxury real
estate agent in Menlo Park.

Item F1: Personal Comments

While we wait for HCD to review our housing element for substantial compliance, the SRI
development project is our opportunity to affirmatively further fair housing in action.

I made a mistake that | need to correct. Although | applauded the applicant for adding additional
housing units, | failed to tie our environmental justice element. This project is larger than the
Willow Village, by several acres of land.

Because of the proximity to mass transit, downtown, grocery, medical, and educational services,
we have the exciting opportunity to increase the density to a comparable level, exceeding the
1730 units that Willow Village is approved for.

As many neighbors have mentioned the once in a generation opportunity for resilient growth on
this land, | ask the applicant and this body to consider up to 1850 units of housing, at least 30%
being affordable.

53 acres of land dedicated to office/life science/R&D product is a massive development. |
appreciate that the applicant, SRI, has engaged a local for profit stakeholder, Lane Partners, |
ask all of you:

Where are your children going to live when they grow up? When they graduate high school,
where are they going to live? Why do we mandate that our kids must move away from their
native land? Why not keep our invested stakeholders, our youth, here continually invested in
and enriching our City with their families?

Drive this further, Where are the day porters, security guards, admins, technicians, aides,
butchers, hair stylists, and day care providers living? What are you doing to ensure that those of
us living off of entry level wages can live and work on this campus? Does the 53 acres solve for
this need? We know it is solving for the high yield spread demanded by investors, but that is
now an antiquated model. The new hotness is a 10 min City abandoning the single use vehicle
for those of us interested. Office products are failing as we watch more and more sublease
product flood the market and more than likely will need to be converted to housing across this
region. Let's get the allocation right from the get go. Please reconsider your approach and
increase the density of housing to the same allocation as Willlow Village.

Thank you for your time.



From: G. Karmarkar

To: PlanningDept; _CCIN

Cc: G. Karmar

Subject: [Sent to Planning JSRI Expansion and housing deficit for Menlo Park
Date: Wednesday, January 25, 2023 6:10:54 PM

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.

To the Planning Commission and City Council members of Menlo Park

As a resident of Linfield Oaks I have learned to my dismay that the city and Parkline
propose to expand the housing available at the SRI location from 400 to 600 units. A
project of this size will add countless cars on the streets when it is already difficult to
navigate the neighborhood and traffic to/from the freeway and downtown Menlo Park.
Traffic will increase exponentially. It's already a nightmare. 400 units = 400+ cars.

Good luck getting to the hospital if you need care. It has taken me up to 3 light changes
just to make it across Ravenswood during 'rush hour' (which now begins at 3:30 and lasts
until 6:30) The train tracks also hold up traffic as they run more frequently during those
times . Nt to mention that the lights are badly timed as well. It just adds to the overall
frustration.

I am not sure why the city feels the need to add more units and more office space. The
added office space simply adds to Menlo Parks housing deficit. We already have more than
one large housing/office space development on El Camino. Do we really need 200 more
units here?

Who benefits from this? The existing residents certainly do not. If this is simply to raise the
coffers 