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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. PURPOSE OF THE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 
This document has been prepared to respond to comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(Draft EIR) prepared for the Burgess Gymnasium and Gymnastics Center Project (SCH 
#2008112082) and, as necessary, to augment the information contained within the Draft EIR. The 
Draft EIR identifies the likely environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the 
proposed project and recommends mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts. This 
RTC document, together with the Draft EIR, constitutes the Final EIR for the proposed project. 
 
 
B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 
According to CEQA, lead agencies are required to consult with public agencies having jurisdiction 
over a proposed project and to provide the general public with an opportunity to comment on the 
Draft EIR. 
 
On November 20, 2008, the City of Menlo Park (City) circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) and 
an Initial Study to help identify the type of impacts that could result from the proposed project, as 
well as potential areas of controversy. The NOP was mailed to public agencies (including the State 
Clearinghouse), organizations, and individuals likely to be interested in the project and its potential 
impacts, including those who requested to receive notices on the proposed project. In addition, copies 
of the Initial Study were distributed to public agencies (including the State Clearinghouse). Copies of 
the NOP and Initial Study were made available at the Engineering Division and on the City’s website. 
A public scoping session for the Draft EIR was held as a public meeting before the Planning 
Commission on December 15, 2008. Written comments received by the City on the NOP and Initial 
Study and verbal comments provided at the public scoping meeting were taken into account during 
preparation of the Draft EIR.  
 
The Draft EIR was made available for public and agency review on April 9, 2009. Copies of the 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR (NOA) were mailed to public agencies (including the State 
Clearinghouse), organizations, and individuals likely to be interested in the project and its potential 
impacts, including those who requested to receive notices on the proposed project. In addition, copies 
of the Draft EIR were distributed to public agencies (including the State Clearinghouse). Copies of 
the Draft EIR were made available in the Engineering Division, in the Community Development 
Department, on the City’s website, and at the Menlo Park Library. 
 
A public comment session on the Draft EIR was held at a public meeting before the Planning 
Commission on May 4, 2009. The CEQA-mandated 45-day public comment period for the Draft EIR 
ended on May 26, 2009. Copies of all written and verbal comments received on the Draft EIR during 
the comment period are included in Chapter III of this document. 
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C. DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION 
This Response to Comments document consists of the following chapters: 

• Chapter I: Introduction. This chapter discusses the purpose and organization of this Response to 
Comments document. 

• Chapter II: List of Commenting Agencies and Individuals. This chapter contains a list of all agen-
cies and persons who submitted written comments on the Draft EIR during the review period, as 
well as speakers at the Planning Commission hearing that commented on the Draft EIR. 

• Chapter III: Comments and Responses. This chapter contains reproductions of all comments 
received on the Draft EIR. A written response for each CEQA-related comment received during 
the review period is provided. Each response is keyed to the preceding comments.  

• Chapter IV: Draft EIR Text Revisions. Corrections to the Draft EIR made in light of the 
comments received and responses provided, or necessary to amplify or clarify material in the 
Draft EIR, are contained in this chapter. Text in underline represents language that has been 
added to the Draft EIR; text with strikeout has been deleted from the Draft EIR. Revisions to 
figures are also provided, where appropriate. 
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II. LIST OF COMMENTING AGENCIES AND INDIVIDUALS 

This chapter presents a list of each letter received during the review period and each commenter 
during the public hearing and describes the organization of the letters and comments that are included 
in Chapter III of this document.  
 
 
A. ORGANIZATION OF COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
Chapter III includes a reproduction of each letter received and a summary of verbal comments 
received at the public hearing on the Draft EIR. The written comments are grouped by the affiliation 
of the commenter, as follows: State, local and regional agencies (A); Individuals (B); and Planning 
Commission Public Hearing Comments (C). 
 
The letters are annotated in the margin according to the following code: 

State, Local and Regional Agencies: A1-# 
Individuals: B1-# 
Planning Commission Public Hearing Comments: C1-# 

 
The number following the letter refers to the letter number and the number following the hyphen 
refers to the comment number within that letter, where applicable.  
 
 
B. LIST OF AGENCIES, AND INDIVIDUALS COMMENTING ON THE 

DRAFT EIR 
The following comment letters were submitted and comments provided to the City during the public 
review period.  
 

State, Local and Regional Agencies 
 
A1  Caltrain, Hilda Lafebre, DBIA, Manager, Environmental Planning, May 20, 2009 

A2  California Department of Transportation, Lisa Carboni, District Branch Chief, May 26, 2009 

A3  PG&E, Alfred Poon, Land Rights Protection, May 21, 2009 

A4  SamTrans, Hilda Lafebre, DBIA, Manager, Environmental Planning, May 20, 2009 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
J U N E  2 0 0 9  B U R G E S S  G Y M N A S I U M  A N D  G Y M N A S T I C S  C E N T E R  E I R  
 I I .  L I S T  O F  C O M M E N T I N G  A G E N C I E S ,  O R G A N I Z A T I O N S ,  A N D  I N D I V I D U A L S  
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Individuals 

B1  Carol Aebi, May 26, 2009 

B2  Anonymous  

B3  Nancy Borgeson, May 3, 2009 

B4  William Critzer, May 22, 2009 

B5  Robert S. Elliott, May 26, 2009 

B6  Patti Fry, May 4, 2009 

B7  Timothy D. Goode, May 23, 2009 

B8  D. Howard, May 13, 2009 

B9  John Kadvany, Menlo Park Planning Commissioner, May 12, 2009 

B10  Julia Kringel, May 22, 2009 

B11  Aldora Lee, May 26, 2009 

B12  Thomas M. McDonough, May 26, 2009 

B13  Betty Meissner, May 26, 2009 

B14  Barbara Seaney, May 26, 2009 

B15  Robin D. Severns, May 26, 2009 

B16  Jim Tedrow, May 19, 2009 

B17  Jim Tedrow, May 26, 2009 

B18 John B. Lomax, June 4, 2009 [received after the close of the comment period] 
 
 
Planning Commission Public Hearing Comments  

C1  Commissioner Pagee, May 4, 2009 

C2  Commissioner Bressler, May 4, 2009 

C3  Commissioner Riggs, May 4, 2009 

C4  Commissioner Pagee, May 4, 2009 

C5  Commissioner Riggs, May 4, 2009 



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
J U N E  2 0 0 9  B U R G E S S  G Y M N A S I U M  A N D  G Y M N A S T I C S  C E N T E R  E I R  
 I I .  L I S T  O F  C O M M E N T I N G  A G E N C I E S ,  O R G A N I Z A T I O N S ,  A N D  I N D I V I D U A L S  
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C6  Commissioner Kadvany, May 4, 2009 

C7  Greg Conlon, May 4, 2009 

C8  Don Brawner, May 4, 2009 

C9  Commissioner O’Malley, May 4, 2009 

C10 Commissioner Ferrick, May 4, 2009 

C11 Commissioner Keith, May 4, 2009 

C12 Commissioner Bressler, May 4, 2009 

C13 Commissioner Kadvany, May 4, 2009 

C14 Commissioner Riggs, May 4, 2009 

C15 Commissioner Pagee, May 4, 2009 
 



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
J U N E  2 0 0 9  B U R G E S S  G Y M N A S I U M  A N D  G Y M N A S T I C S  C E N T E R  E I R  
 I I .  L I S T  O F  C O M M E N T I N G  A G E N C I E S ,  O R G A N I Z A T I O N S ,  A N D  I N D I V I D U A L S  
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III. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Written responses to each comment received on the Draft EIR are provided in this chapter. All letters 
received during the public review period on the Draft EIR are provided in their entirety. Each letter is 
immediately followed by responses keyed to the specific comments. The comments are grouped by 
the affiliation of the commenting entity as follows: State, local and regional agencies (A), Individuals 
(B), and Planning Commission Hearing Comments (C). 
 



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
J U N E  2 0 0 9  B U R G E S S  G Y M N A S I U M  A N D  G Y M N A S T I C S  C E N T E R  E I R  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  
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A. STATE, LOCAL AND REGIONAL AGENCIES  



Letter
A1

1

3

2



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
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 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  
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Commenter A1  
Caltrain 
Hilda Lafebre, DBIA, Manager, Environmental Planning 
May 20, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Response A1-1: Regarding the impact on the at-grade Caltrain railroad crossing at 

Ravenswood Avenue, the project would not add a significant number of 
trips to cause an impact at the crossing. The proposed project would add 17 
trips in the AM peak hour and 26 trips in the PM peak hour along 
Ravenswood Avenue.   

 
Response A1-2: Based on the LOS analysis the proposed project would not significantly 

contribute to the queue in the westbound direction at El Camino 
Real/Ravenswood Avenue and the eastbound direction at Laurel 
Street/Ravenswood Avenue. The baseline queue for the long-range 
analysis already creates a queue that will impact the crossing from both 
directions. The project would only add one or two vehicles to the already 
heavily impacted segment. 

 
Response A1-3: Projected queues with and without the proposed project have been 

identified; the proposed project would add one or two vehicles to the queue 
on average during a peak hour condition. The at-grade crossing has 
pavement marking, signage, gates and warning lights which act as safety 
measures. Based on the number of added vehicles to the queue, the 
proposed project would not change the safety or operation of the grade 
crossing intersection.  

 
 
 



Letter
A2

1

3

2



Letter
A2

cont.
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Commenter A2  
California Department of Transportation 
Lisa Carboni, District Chief 
May 26, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Response A2-1: This introductory comment is noted. 
 
Response A2-2: The suggestions that the City pursue the addition of a right-turn-lane in 

conjunction with the 1300 El Camino Real project, and that the reduction 
of sidewalk widths and narrowing of lane widths would provide the needed 
with for a right-turn lane on Menlo Avenue, are noted. As is described in 
the text of the Draft EIR, given the potential impact that the reduction in 
parking may cause to the adjacent commercial uses, the installation of 
eastbound right-turn lane as a potential mitigation for the intersection 
impact is not recommended. Instead, the City will implement Mitigation 
Measures TRANS-1a, TRANS-1b, and TRANS-1c to mitigate this impact. 

 
Response A2-3: The City of Menlo Park will obtain the necessary permits for any work 

conducted in the State’s right-of-way. 



Letter
A3

1

3

2



Letter
A3

cont.

4

6

5

7

8



Letter
A3

cont.

9

10
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Commenter A3 
PG&E 
Alfred Poon, Land Rights Protection 
May 21, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Response A3-1: As noted in the Project Description, the project sites are located on two 

portions of Burgess Park, within the Menlo Park Civic Center Complex. 
The gymnastics site is currently developed with the existing Burgess 
Gymnasium and Gymnastics Center. The gymnasium site is currently a 
lawn and parking area, but is adjacent to the Recreation Center. Both sites 
are served by underground electric and gas lines, and would not conflict 
with the use, operation or maintenance of the existing utility lines. The City 
will consult with PG&E during the final site design of each building to 
ensure that capacity, operation and maintenance requirements are 
considered. 

 
Response A3-2: The project sites are within the Civic Center Complex and have a General 

Plan designation of Pubic Facilities District; no revisions or amendments to 
the General Plan are proposed as part of this project. As noted in Response 
to Comment A3-1, the proposed project sites are currently served by 
existing underground electric and gas lines and the City will consult with 
PE&G during the final site design of each building.  

 
Response A3-3: The proposed project includes demolition of the existing 17,400 square 

foot gymnasium and gymnastics building at the gymnastics site, construc-
tion of a new 22,500 square foot gymnastics facility plus 1,400 square foot 
locker room expansion for the aquatic center on the gymnastics site, and 
construction of a 25,700 square foot gymnasium in the vacant area between 
the existing Recreation Center and Alma Street. The proposed project 
would result in 32,200 net new square feet of recreation facilities. The 
proposed project would increase the demand for natural gas and electricity, 
but not in excess of the amounts expected and provided in this area. The 
project generated demand for electricity and natural gas would be 
negligible in the context of overall demand within Menlo Park and the 
State. The new buildings would conform to energy conservation standards 
specified by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. Per City 
policy, the project architect will submit a LEED checklist as part of the 
project review process. As described on page 20 of the Initial Study1 
(included as Appendix A of the Draft EIR), the proposed project, an urban 
in fill project, accessible by public transit, that would comply with energy 

                                                      
1 The Greenhouse Gas Emissions discussion in the Initial Study summarizes the analysis in the Global Climate 

Change Burgess Gymnasium and Gymnastic Center Memorandum to Larry Johmann, P.E., Senior Engineer, City of Menlo 
Park from Shannon Allen, AICP, Associate and Jason Paukovits, Air Quality Specialist, LSA Associates, dated October 28, 
2008. This memorandum is included in Appendix A of the Initial Study. 
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and water efficiency standards, was found to not conflict with adopted 
strategies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The City does not anticipate 
the need for improvements to existing utility lines to serve this project.  

 
 The project sites are within the Civic Center Complex and are currently 

served by existing underground electric and gas lines. Any reconfigured 
connections to these lines would not result in significant environmental 
impacts. Please see Response to Comment A3-1. 

 
Response A3-4: Please see Response to Comment A3-1. The location of utility facilities on 

the project site is not proposed. 
 
Response A3-5: Please see Response to Comment A3-1. The project does not propose the 

relocation of electric transmission or substation facilities.  
 
Response A3-6: Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment A3-1 and A3-3. 
 
Response A3-7: Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment A3-1 and A3-3. 
 
Response A3-8: PG&E is one of the largest combination natural gas and electric utilities in 

the United States. The company provides natural gas and electric service to 
approximately 15 million people throughout a 70,000-square-mile service 
area in northern and central California.2 The proposed project would result 
in an estimated annual electricity consumption of 800 MWh per year, and 
an estimated consumption of 2.2 million standard cubic feet (approxi-
mately 22,440 Therm) of natural gas each year. In 2007, statewide 
electricity consumption was estimated at 284, 509.81 thousand MWh; 
while natural gas consumption was estimated at 12,853.92 million Therm.3 
The project is estimated to result in an annual consumption of approxi-
mately 0.0000028 percent of the State’s estimated electricity consumption 
and approximately 0.0000017 percent of the State’s estimated natural gas 
consumption compared to the year 2007. The proposed project would 
increase the demand for energy and natural gas in the Civic Center 
Complex, but not in excess of amounts expected and provided for in this 
area. 

 
Response A3-9: This comment encourages the City to include information about electric 

and magnetic fields (EMFs) in the Draft EIR. No detailed discussion of 
EMFs is included in the Initial Study or Draft EIR because there are no 
significant EMF-producing facilities (such as high voltage transmission 
lines) that traverse or are adjacent to the project site. Other EMF-
generating features that would occur in the project site (such as electric 
appliances) would not be expected to pose significant environmental health 

                                                      
2 http://www.pge.com/about/company/profile/ Accessed on June 2, 2009. 
3 The California Energy Commission. California Energy Consumption Database. Consumption by All Utility Types 

and Sectors for 2007. http://www.ecdms.energy.ca.gov/ Accessed on June 4, 2009.  
 



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
J U N E  2 0 0 9  B U R G E S S  G Y M N A S I U M  A N D  G Y M N A S T I C S  C E N T E R  E I R  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 
 

 

P:\CMK0801 Burgess Gym\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-commresp.doc (6/17/2009)   19

risks. However, the information about EMFs provided by PG&E hereby 
incorporated into the public record of the Draft EIR. 

 
Response A3-10: This concluding comment, which requests that PG&E be copied on future 

correspondence about the project, is noted. This comment does not pertain 
to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 



Letter
A4

1
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Commenter A4 
SamTrans 
Hilda Lafebre, DBIA, Manager Environmental Planning 
May 21, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Response A4-1: Please refer to Mitigation Measure TRANS-1c on page 67 of the Draft 

EIR. The intent is to utilize the funds to mitigate impacts identified in the 
EIR, but if after 5 years from the date of project approval the City has 
determined not to construct improvements at the intersection or an 
encroachment permit has not been issued by Caltrans, the Menlo Park City 
Council has the discretion to use the contribution for other transportation 
improvements throughout the City. The commenter’s request that future 
improvements at the intersection of El Camino Real and Ravenswood 
Avenue take into consideration all users of the intersection, including the 
operation of bus services, is noted. 
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B. INDIVIDUALS 



Letter
B1

1
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Commenter B1 
Carol Aebi 
May 26, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Response B1-1: As described beginning on page 70 of the Draft EIR, there are six off-street 

parking lots that serve the patrons of Civic Center Complex (see Figure IV-
15, page 71 of the Draft EIR). The existing parking supply on the project 
site is 560 parking spaces. In addition to these 560 on-site spaces, 17 two-
hour parking spaces and 6 three-minute parking spaces (Passenger Loading 
Zone for the existing gymnasium) are provided on Laurel Street between 
Burgess Drive and Ravenswood Avenue.  

 
 Implementation of the proposed project would increase peak parking 

demand on the site by 123 parking places on the weekday and 129 parking 
places on the weekend. In addition, implementation of the proposed project 
would include the removal of 17 parking spaces in lot 6. After the removal 
of 17 parking spaces, the after-project parking supply on the site would be 
543 parking spaces.  

  
 A site specific parking demand analysis was conducted to determine if the 

existing parking areas can accommodate the additional parking demand 
associated with the proposed gymnasium and gymnastics center. As shown 
in Table IV-16 of the Draft EIR (page 75), the existing parking supply 
could accommodate the project parking demand on both weekdays and 
weekend, when school is either in session or out of session. Surplus 
parking spaces may not be in the lots adjacent to the gymnasium, 
gymnastics center, or other intended destinations within the Civic Center 
Complex. Table III-1, below, provides the distances between the proposed 
facilities and the existing parking lots, as well as distances to the Menlo 
Park Library.  

 
Table III-1: Distances Between Parking Lots, Proposed Facilities 
and the Library 

Parking 
Lot 

Distance to 
Proposed 

Gymnastic Center 
(closest to farthest

 parking space) 

Distance to 
Proposed 

Gymnasium  
(closest to farthest 

parking space) 

Distance to Library 
(closest to farthest 

parking space) 
Lot 1 1,125 – 1,425 feet 750 – 1,050 feet 550 – 850 feet 
Lot 2 850 – 1,025 feet 675 – 850 feet 500 – 650 feet 
Lot 3 250 – 500 feet 525 – 875 feet 750 – 1,075 feet 
Lot 4 675 – 800 feet 1,500 – 1,625 feet 1,625 – 1,775 feet 
Lot 5 500 – 800 feet 625 – 1,450 feet 1,175 – 2,000 feet 
Lot 6 800 – 1,000 feet 50 – 550 feet 125 – 500 feet 
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In addition, the proposed gymnasium would include a drop-off zone that 
would allow parents of older children to drop them off at the gymnasium 
(or recreation center) and either not park at all (return later to pick up their 
child) or find parking in another lot.   
 
It should be noted that there are currently five ADA accessible parking 
spaces in lot 6 (four adjacent to the library and one closer to City Hall), 
which is the required number for parking lots with between 101 and 150 
spaces. Two new ADA accessible parking spaces are proposed near the 
new gymnasium, both of which would be "Van Accessible." After project 
completion there would be two more ADA accessible parking spaces than 
required, the majority of which are still near the library so users that cannot 
walk far distances would not have to. 
 
Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a, would assist in reducing the parking 
demand for the proposed project. As noted on page 67, a Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) program shall be prepared prior issuance of 
building permits for each structure. It is anticipated that the TDM program 
could include the following measures: 

• Provide bicycle lockers or racks 

• Provide showers and changing room facilities 

• Operate a commute assistance center in coordination with the City’s 
TDM Manager 

 
Based on the comments received on the Draft EIR, the City has committed 
to the following parking improvement measure: 

 
Improvement Measure PRK-1:  The City shall implement the following 
parking improvement measures:  

• Parking Map. A parking map depicting the parking lots on the campus 
shall be created and distributed. The map will be included in future 
Activity Guides for the campus, handed out to individuals and groups 
that use the facilities, added to the City's website, and included in the 
various kiosks throughout campus. This map will better inform users of 
the campus site and distribute parking on campus.  

• Parking Signage. A parking signage plan shall be implemented. The 
signage will be developed as part of the project and placed at various 
locations throughout the campus. The signage will help users better 
understand where parking is located on campus and distribute parking 
throughout the campus. 

• Parking Management Plan.  The City will continue to monitor the 
parking on campus after the construction of the Gymnasium and 
Gymnastics' buildings. The City will conduct two parking counts per 
year (one during the summer and one while school is in session) for a 
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period of two years after the buildings are occupied. The information 
will be used to better assess the parking conditions on campus and 
determine if improvements are necessary. These improvements could 
include designated parking areas for employees, parking time restric-
tions, coordination of events throughout campus, etc. Additionally, 
further investigation into converting landscape areas to parking spaces 
may be implemented should the Parking Management Plan indicate 
that additional space is required. Any improvements would need to be 
approved by the City Council. 
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Commenter B2 
Anonymous 
 
 
 
 
Response B2-1: The commenter is correct in noting that the Level of Service (LOS) at the 

Ravenswood/Middlefield intersection is LOS F. As noted on page 59 of the 
Draft EIR, this intersection would operate at an unacceptable LOS F during 
the AM and PM peak hours for the near-term both with and without the 
proposed project. The addition of net project trips would increase delay for 
the following critical movements: 

• Northbound Left: 1.0 seconds in the AM peak hour and 1.1 seconds in 
the PM peak hour 

• Southbound Through: 1.0 seconds in both the AM and PM peak hours 

• Eastbound Right: 1.1 seconds in the AM peak hour and 1.0 seconds 
PM peak hour 

 
 It is unclear what the commenter means with “worse are the streets within 

Linfield – Willow, Laurel, and Waverly. The professional analysis shows 
that those interior streets are at LOS “F” or LOS “E”, but ALL will be at 
LOS “F” if the Alma Gym is built.” The Transportation, Circulation and 
Parking Chapter of the Draft EIR includes the analysis of Middlefield/ 
Linfield, Middlefield/Willow, and Laurel/Willow intersections. The 
existing and near-term conditions for these intersections include the 
following:    

• The Middlefield/Linfield intersection currently operates at LOS C in 
the AM and PM peak hours. With the proposed project in the near-term 
conditions, the overall intersection operation would degrade to LOS E 
in the AM peak hour, but would continue to operate at LOS C in the 
PM peak hour. 

• The Middlefield/Willow intersection currently operates at LOS F in the 
AM and PM peak hours. With the proposed project in the near-term 
conditions, the intersection would continue to operate at an LOS F. 

• The Laurel/Willow intersection currently operates at LOS A in the AM 
and PM peak hours. With the proposed project in the near-term 
conditions, the intersection would operate at an LOS B. 

 
 The Transportation, Circulation and Parking Chapter of the Draft EIR also 

includes the analysis of roadway segments in the vicinity of the proposed 
project. Table VI-10, page 60 of the Draft EIR, includes the existing and 
near-term average daily traffic (ADT) on each of the roadways and the 
ADT with implementation of the proposed project. Table VI-12, page 66 of 
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the Draft EIR, includes long-range ADT on each of the roadways and the 
ADT with implementation of the proposed project. 

 
 The commenter does not supply evidence to support the claim that the 

traffic generated by the proposed project would result in gridlock and cut-
thru traffic by out of town gym users. The issues of potential traffic 
congestion, parking locations, and levels of service on local roadways and 
at study intersections have been identified in the traffic analysis. Level of 
service on roadways is one indication of traffic but not necessarily 
indicative of an immense increase in cut-through traffic.  

 
Response B2-2:  The proposed project includes demolition of the existing 17,400 square 

foot gymnasium and gymnastics building at the gymnastics site, construc-
tion of a new 22,500 square foot gymnastics facility plus 1,400 square foot 
locker room expansion for the aquatic center on the gymnastics site, and 
construction of a 25,700 square foot gymnasium in the vacant area between 
the existing Recreation Center and Alma Street at the gymnasium site. The 
proposed project would result in 32,200 net new square feet of recreation 
facilities. The new gymnasium would be available for basketball, 
volleyball and badminton. This comment relates to the design and use of 
the proposed project, and does not address the adequacy of the analysis or 
information within the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

 
Response B2-3: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for the discussion regarding 

available parking in the Civic Center Complex. 
 
Response B2-4: A description of the project background begins on page 19 of the Draft 

EIR. This comment relates to the funding of the proposed project, and does 
not address the adequacy of the analysis or information within the Draft 
EIR. No further response is required. 

 
Response B2-5: Figure IV-5 of the Draft EIR identifies the trip distribution pattern 

associated with the proposed project. This comment relates to the users of 
the proposed facilities and does not address the adequacy of the analysis or 
information within the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

 
Response B2-6: The proposed project is estimated to increase employment by one full time 

employee and five part time employees. This comment relates to the 
operational costs of the proposed facilities and does not address the 
adequacy of the analysis or information within the Draft EIR. No further 
response is required. 

 
Response B2-7: This comment relates to the financing and operation of the proposed 

project, and does not address the adequacy of the analysis or information 
within the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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Response B2-8: This comment relates to the financing and operation of the proposed 
project, and the users of the proposed facilities; it does not address the 
adequacy of the analysis or information within the Draft EIR. No further 
response is required. 

 
Response B2-9: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking impacts 

related to the proposed project. 
 
Response B2-10: The “Willow Expressway” is assumed to refer to a connection between 

Willow Road and El Camino Real or San Hill Road. There are no plans or 
projects at this time for such a connection. The Draft EIR does not consider 
or analyze the potential for a Willow Expressway. 

 
Response B2-11: The existing parking supply could accommodate the project parking 

demand on both weekdays and weekend, when school is either in session 
or out of session. Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion 
of parking impacts related to the proposed project.  
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Commenter B3 
Nancy Borgeson 
May 3, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Response B3-1: The project’s contribution to global climate change, including the 

emissions of greenhouse gases from electricity production and natural gas 
combustion are discussed and calculated beginning on page 20 of the 
Initial Study4 (included as Appendix A of the Draft EIR). The proposed 
project is an urban in fill project that would comply with energy and water 
efficiency standards. The project site is accessible by public transit and is 
in close proximity to other goods and services. The proposed project was 
found to not conflict with adopted strategies to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions. Per City policy, the project architect will submit a LEED 
checklist as part of the project review process. 

 
 Please see Response to Comment A3-8 for a discussion of project energy 

demand. 
  
  
 
 

                                                      
4 The Greenhouse Gas Emissions discussion in the Initial Study summarizes the analysis in the Global Climate 

Change Burgess Gymnasium and Gymnastic Center Memorandum to Larry Johmann, P.E., Senior Engineer, City of Menlo 
Park from Shannon Allen, AICP, Associate and Jason Paukovits, Air Quality Specialist, LSA Associates, dated October 28, 
2008. This memorandum is included in Appendix A of the Initial Study. 
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Commenter B4 
William E. Critzer 
May 22, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Response B4-1: The commenter’s opposition to the sharing of parking in the Civic Center 

Complex is noted. Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion 
of parking impacts related to the proposed project. 

 



Letter
B5

1

2



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T  
J U N E  2 0 0 9  B U R G E S S  G Y M N A S I U M  A N D  G Y M N A S T I C S  C E N T E R  E I R  
 I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 
 

 

P:\CMK0801 Burgess Gym\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-commresp.doc (6/17/2009)   36

Commenter B5 
Robert S. Elliott 
May 26, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Response B5-1: The commenter’s support of education, sports and fitness, and the 

importance of the existing library is noted. 
 
Response B5-2: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex. 
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Commenter B6 
Patti L Fry 
May 4, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Response B6-1: The commenter expresses concerns about the traffic analysis in the Draft 

EIR, specifically as it relates to parking, construction parking and traffic, 
and the Alma Street/Ravenswood Avenue intersection. These concerns are 
addressed in Responses to Comments B6-2, B6-3, and B6-4, listed below. 

 
Response B6-2: The parking analysis was conducted on days chosen as representative 

samples for a weekday and a weekend day both while school was in 
session and out of session to capture parking demand during typical use of 
City facilities. 

 
Response B6-3: Project construction and phasing are summarized beginning on page 29 of 

the Draft EIR. Construction time for each new building is estimated at 9 to 
12 months. The construction of the gymnasium will proceed first and is 
anticipated to begin in the fall of 2009. Once construction of the gymna-
sium is complete, the existing gymnasium uses would be relocated to the 
new facility. When funding is available, the existing Gymnasium and 
Gymnastics Center would then be demolished and the new gymnastics 
building would be constructed in its place. Construction projects would be 
staged in a way that maintains safety and access to the surrounding 
facilities. 

 
 A truck routing permit, a traffic control plan, and a pedestrian detour plan 

are standard requirements of City projects where construction activities 
will take place near the street, and a construction staging plan would be 
appropriate for the proposed project. Building construction typically takes 
place in stages – demolition and site preparation (vegetation removal, 
excavation); utilities, concrete, paving; and building construction. The 
length of construction phase varies and the intensity of activity in each 
phase varies. Any potential traffic or parking impacts related to project 
construction would be temporary and would be considered less than 
significant.  

  
Response B6-4: The Transportation, Circulation and Parking Chapter of the Draft EIR 

includes analysis of the intersection of Alma Street and Ravenswood 
Avenue. Under existing and near-term conditions, this intersection operates 
at LOS B in the AM peak hour and LOS C in the PM peak hour. With 
implementation of the proposed project, this intersection would continue to 
operate at LOS B in the AM peak hour and LOS C in the PM peak hour. 
This analysis includes an AM turn restriction that has previously been 
approved and will be implemented prior to this project, and is considered 
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an existing condition. As the proposed project would have a less than 
significant impact at intersection, mitigation measures are not proposed and 
are not required. 

 
 The current crosswalk across Ravenswood Avenue at Alma Street has 

pavement marking, in-pavement lights activated by pedestrians and 
bicyclists, hand-held crossing flags and signage which act as safety 
measures for both pedestrians and bicyclists. The red solid striped 
crosswalk is distinct and has additional reflective signage at the centerline.   
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Commenter B7 
Timothy D. Goode 
May 23, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Response B7-1: The commenter’s concern for the library and dislike of the proposed 

location of the gymnasium is noted. 
 
Response B7-2: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex. 
 



From: dhoward@matsart.com [mailto:dhoward@matsart.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2009 1:02 PM 
To: Scribner, Nathan V 
Subject: Comment on New Gym Plan 

I reside in Menlo Park Sharon Heights and often use the library.  The 
library parking lot is often nearly full of vehicles.  The new gym will 
be located next to that parking lot.  People driving to use the gym will 
try the library parking lot as their first choice.  Library patrons who 
drive in will find that the parking lot is full after the new gym is 
opened.  This is going to inhibit library use, especially by seniors who 
are a large part of the library users. This is not fair to the library 
users who will get bumped from the library parking lot into lots that 
are further away on into trying to find a parking spot on the street. 
On behalf of the library patrons, many whom are seniors, and many whom 
are regular (even daily) library visitors, the new gym plan should be 
amended to include added parking adjacent to the new building while 
retaining the skate park, outdoor basketball court, and other existing 
facilities.
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Commenter B8 
D. Howard 
May 13, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Response B8-1: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex. 
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Letter B9 
John Kadvany 
Menlo Park Planning Commissioner 
May 12, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Response B9-1: Beginning on page 70, the Draft EIR includes an analysis of the existing 

parking supply, parking requirements for the proposed project, existing 
parking conditions and future parking conditions. Table IV-13 summarizes 
the total number of parking spaces per public parking lot in the Civic 
Center. As the commenter correctly notes, there are 560 total parking 
spaces. Table IV-16 summarizes the total number of parking spaces that 
are currently available and the total number of parking spaces that would 
be available after implementation of the proposed project. 

 
 Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex. 
 
Response B9-2: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex. 
 
Response B9-3: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex. 
 
 The primary usage of the new gymnasium will be recreational in nature, 

not for large tournaments. 
  
Response B9-4: Please see Response to Comments B1-1 and B9-1 for a discussion of 

parking at the Civic Center Complex. 
 
 Existing transit services and bicycle/pedestrian facilities in the project area 

are described beginning on page 34 of the Draft EIR. Bicycle access to the 
Civic Center exists from several neighborhoods throughout the City and 
residents can take the Menlo Park Shuttle. 

   
Response B9-5: Please see Response to Comments B1-1 and B9-1 for a discussion of 

parking at the Civic Center Complex.  
 
Response B9-6: Please see Response to Comments B1-1 and B9-1 for a discussion of 

parking at the Civic Center Complex.  
 
Response B9-7: The commenter’s support for recreation facilities but dislike of the 

proposed location of the gymnasium and gymnastics center is noted. 
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Response B9-8: The commenter has suggested that the City consider an off-site alternative 
to the proposed project, specifically a site south of Burgess Park, “on El 
Camino Real, near Middle Avenue and just beyond the railroad tracks…” 
The address of this site is 550 El Camino Real. This property is privately 
owned by Stanford Land Management Corporation, and there are already 
tentative plans for future redevelopment once the current lease expires in 
2012. In addition, the existing railroad tracks are currently a barrier to 
connection between the Civic Center Complex and El Camino Real, 
presenting a severe access problem for gymnasium users and eliminating 
connectivity between the gymnasium and sports fields, and other recreation 
facilities. 

 
 As noted on page 77 of the Draft EIR, the CEQA Guidelines require the 

analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, or to the 
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the project’s 
basic objectives and avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (f)(2)(A),  

 alternative locations to a project need only be evaluated where relocation 
of the proposed project “would avoid or substantially lessen one or more of 
the significant effects of the project.” Because the potential impacts to 
parking associated with the proposed project would be less than significant, 
and it would not conflict or impede alternative transportation opportunities, 
an off-site alternative on El Camino Real, with the primary purpose of 
reducing parking impacts, need not be included and evaluated. In addition, 
the feasibility of this alternative is speculative, as it is not known if the City 
could reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to this 
alternative site.  
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Letter B10 
Julia Kringel 
May 22, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Response B10-1: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex. 
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Letter B11 
Aldora Lee 
May 26, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Response B11-1: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex.  
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Letter B12 
Thomas McDonough 
May 26, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Response B12-1: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex.   
 
Response B12-2: Chapter IV of the Draft EIR, analyzes the potential impact of the proposed 

project on transportation, circulation and parking. The following impacts 
are identified in this chapter: 

• Under the both the near-term and long-range conditions, the proposed 
project would cause an increase in delay for critical movements at the 
following intersections by more than 0.8 seconds, which would 
constitute significant and unavoidable impacts: 

o El Camino Real and Ravenswood Avenue 

o Middlefield Road and Ravenswood Avenue 

o Middlefield Road and Linfield Drive 

o Middlefield Road and Willow Road 

• Under the long-range conditions, the proposed project would cause an 
increase in delay for critical movements at the Laurel Street and 
Ravenswood Avenue intersection by more than 0.8 seconds, which 
would constitute a significant and unavoidable impact. 

• The following roadway segments would be significantly impacted 
under both the near-term and long-range conditions, and would result 
in significant and unavoidable impacts: 

o Linfield Drive between Middlefield Avenue and Sherwood Way 

o Waverly Street between Willow Road and Alma Street 

o Burgess Drive between Laurel Street and Alma Street 

o Ravenswood Avenue between Alma Street and El Camino Real 

o Ravenswood Avenue between Laurel Street and Alma Street 

o Middlefield Road between Ravenswood Avenue and Willow Road 

Mitigation Measures are proposed to reduce the impacts on these 
intersections and roadway segments, including: 

• Implementation of a Transportation Demand Management program 

• Payment of traffic mitigation fees  
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• Contribute funding toward future improvements to the intersection of 
El Camino Real and Ravenswood Avenue 

• Contribute funding toward future improvements to the Middlefield 
Road corridor 

 
However, these measures would not reduce impacts to less than significant 
levels. At several intersections the construction of additional turn lanes or 
through lanes would reduce impacts, however, roadway widening is not 
feasible. The proposed project would result in significant, unavoidable 
traffic impacts. 
 
Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 
Civic Center Complex.   
 
Section XIII of Initial Study includes an analysis of public services. See 
page 54 of the Initial Study, included as Appendix A of the Draft EIR. 
Impacts to public services, including police, fire, schools and parks would 
be less than significant. 
 
In order for the City of Menlo Park to approve a project with significant 
unavoidable impacts, they must adopt a statement of overriding 
considerations. CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation 
measures or alternatives, where feasible, to avoid or mitigate significant 
environmental impacts that will otherwise occur with implementation of 
the project. Project mitigation or alternatives are not required, however, 
where they are infeasible or where the responsibility for modifying the 
project lies with another agency.5 For those significant effects that cannot 
be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, the public agency is required 
to find that specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological, or 
other benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the 
environment.6 The CEQA Guidelines state in section 15093 that: 

 
“If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits 
of a propos[ed] project outweigh the unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be 
considered ‘acceptable.’” 

 
Response B12-3: The commenter’s statement that library patrons rank convenient parking as 

one of the most important features of the library is noted. 
 
 Architectural Control approval for the library expansion was granted on 

July 2, 1990 by the Planning Commission. The expansion plans included a 
7,887 square feet of additional floor space, relocation of the entrance to the 

                                                      
5 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091 (a), (b). 
6 Public Resources Code Section 21081(b). 
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library, and a new parking area to provide parking for the handicapped and 
for short term users. Information on the library expansion (as well as other 
applications and permits in the City) is on file at the Community 
Development Department. CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) states that 
an EIR must include a description of the physical environmental condition 
in the vicinity of the project at the time of the publication of the Notice of 
Preparation. This setting normally constitutes the baseline physical 
condition by which the Lead Agency determines whether an impact is 
significant. The Notice of Preparation was published on November 20, 
2008. For the CEQA analysis, there is no need to include a description on 
the remodel of parking lot 6 or the library.  

 
Response B12-4: Please see Response to Comments B12-1, -2 and -3, above.  
 
 As noted on page 29 of the Draft EIR, development of the gymnasium site 

would remove the cul-de-sac south of the recreation center resulting in the 
loss of 13 parking spaces.  In addition, the reconfiguration of existing ADA 
parking spaces and a new drop-off area in the adjacent parking lot (lot 6) 
would result in the loss of approximately 4 parking spaces.  

 
Response B12-5: Written responses to comments provided at the May 4, 2009 Planning 

Commission Hearing are provided beginning on page 88 of this Response 
to Comments document.  

 
Response B12-6: Please see Response to Comment B11-1 for a discussion of parking 

demand for the library. The parking analysis for “School Out Of Session” 
were based on counts taken during the summer season and so the analysis 
reflects the higher demand for the site facilities during this period. 

 
Response B12-7: This comment relates to the financing and operation of the proposed 

project, and does not address the adequacy of the analysis or information 
within the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

 
Response B12-8: Project construction and phasing are summarized beginning on page 29 of 

the Draft EIR. Construction time for each new building is estimated at 9 to 
12 months. The construction of the gymnasium will proceed first and is 
anticipated to begin in the fall of 2009. Once construction of the gymna-
sium is complete, the existing gymnasium uses would be relocated to the 
new facility. When funding is available, the existing Gymnasium and 
Gymnastics Center would then be demolished, and the new gymnastics 
building would be constructed in its place. The schedule for demolition of 
the existing Gymnasium and Gymnastics Center and construction of the 
gymnastic center is not known at this time.     

 
Response B12-9: Mitigation Measure AIR-1 (included on page 18 of the Initial Study) would 

reduce construction related air quality impacts to a less-than-significant 
level. Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 (included on page 51 of the Initial 
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Study) would reduce construction related noise impacts to a less-than-
significant level. 

 
 The City will consider notifying other users in the Civic Center Complex 

of the project construction schedule as part of the project review process. 
 
Response B12-10: As described on page 2 of the Draft EIR, the City of Menlo Park circulated 

a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the project on November 20, 2008, to 
help identify the types of impacts that could result from the proposed 
project, as well as potential areas of controversy. The NOP was mailed to 
public agencies, organizations, and individuals likely to be interested in the 
potential impacts of the project. The NOP was posted on the City project 
page of the City website. The NOP included a project description, 
describing the size of the proposed buildings, as well as a site plan, 
showing their size and proximity to other uses and parking areas in the 
Civic Center. A scoping session for the Draft EIR was held as a public 
meeting before the Planning Commission on December 15, 2008. 
Comments on the NOP were received by the City and considered during 
preparation of the EIR.  

  
Response B12-11: The commenter’s request that the public review period for the Draft EIR be 

extended is noted but the review period has not be extended. The Initial 
Study and Notice of Preparation were distributed on November 20, 2008.  
A Scoping Meeting was held before the Planning Commission on 
December 15, 2008. A public participation meeting was held on January 
31, 2008. The Draft EIR and Notice of Availability were distributed on 
April 9, 2009. The Draft EIR was available for review and comment for 45 
days, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15105. The Draft EIR 
focuses on a single issue topic, Transportation, Circulation and Parking.   

 
Response B12-12: Please see Response to Comment C1-2 regarding the geometrics at the 

intersection of Alma Street and Ravenswood Avenue. 
 
Response B12-13: The commenter’s suggestion that the gymnasium be rotated so that primary 

access is provided adjacent to the skate park and ball fields is noted. One of 
the objectives of the proposed project is to provide better access to the 
gymnasium (and gymnastic center) to those with disabilities (make ADA 
compliant). Providing primary access to the building away from parking 
area may not support this objective. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the analysis or information within the Draft EIR. No further 
response is required. 

 
Response B12-14: The commenter suggests that the skate park and basketball court, currently 

located near Alma Street, either be demolished or be relocated to an area 
near the Aquatic Center. Information was not provided, and it is unclear as 
to where these facilities could be accommodated near the Aquatic Center, 
and how the relocation of these facilities would reduce potential project 
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impacts. Please also see Response to Comments B9-8 and B16-2 regarding 
project alternatives. 

 
 The commenter also suggests that the skate park and basketball court be 

relocated to Nealon Park or Jack Lyle Park. Information was not provided, 
and it is unclear as to where these facilities could be accommodated in 
Nealon or Jack Lyle parks. In response to this comment, the City has 
determined that relocating facilities from Burgess Park to other parks is not 
preferred because it would reduce the versatility of use and the 
complementary nature of the existing and proposed uses in the Civic 
Center Complex. The existing and proposed facilities and uses at the Civic 
Center Complex accommodate the needs of City residents of all ages and 
especially families with children of varying ages. Multiple trips can 
currently be accommodated within the Civic Center Complex; e.g., a 
visitor can attend a class at the recreation center or Menlo Children’s 
Center, return library books, etc.  

 
 In addition, the two parks mentioned are generally smaller than Burgess 

Park with little or no unused space that could accommodate the skate park 
and basketball court or the proposed facilities. Development of new 
recreation uses at these parks would likely require the displacement of 
other recreational uses at these parks (The proposed gymnasium site 
currently includes a lawn area and parking and the proposed gymnastic 
center site currently includes the gymnasium and gymnastics center. 
Development of the proposed project on this site would not displace other 
uses.) 

  
Response B12-15: Mitigation Measure TRANS -1a (see page 67 of the Draft EIR) requires a 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program be prepared prior to 
issuance of building permits for each structure. It is anticipated that each 
TDM program would include the provisions of bicycle lockers or racks.   

 
Response B12-16: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex.   
 
Response B12-17: Please see Response to Comment B12-9. 
 
Response B12-18: The commenter’s suggestion that a temporary inter-Commission and 

departmental committee be established to evaluate the parking and traffic 
needs of the Civic Center Complex is noted. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the analysis or information within the Draft EIR. 
No further response is required. 

 
Response B12-19: A parking structure was not considered because the analysis shows 

(beginning on page 70 of the Draft EIR) that there would be adequate 
parking at the Civic Center Complex to accommodate the anticipated 
demand of the proposed project.  
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Letter B13 
Betty Meissner 
May 26, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Response B13-1: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex.   
 
 The comment that night time safety for pedestrians may be an issue is 

noted. There are street lights located throughout the Civic Center Complex, 
including additional path lighting and lighting in parking lots. This 
comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis or information 
within the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

 
Response B13-2: The drop off and pick up operations would be factored into the final design 

plan, including the access, drive aisles and sight distances. It is worth 
noting that a gymnasium has different characteristics than a school. A 
school typically has a concentrated drop off and pick up schedule and 
virtually no parents parking. A gymnasium would have classes and other 
activities spaced throughout the day, with a combination of parking and 
drop off/pick up circulation. The traffic analysis, including the trip 
generation and parking demand, accounted for the assumed activity 
patterns of the proposed gymnasium. 

 
Response B13-3: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex.  
 
Response B13-4: The square footages of the gymnasium and gymnastics center utilized in 

the TIA were the largest square footage anticipated based on early 
conceptual plans.  

 
Response B13-5: The commenter notes that project objectives, included on page 23 of the 

Draft EIR, do not include objectives related to provision of parking, 
minimizing impacts or aesthetics. As noted in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15124, project objectives should include the underlying purpose of the 
project. The purpose of the proposed project is to increase available 
gymnasium and gymnastics facility space to better accommodate 
gymnastics participants and hosting of gymnastic meets, youth and adult 
basketball teams, and youth volleyball teams. The purpose of the proposed 
project is also to improve the gymnasium and gymnastics facilities to 
provide better access to those with disabilities (make ADA compliant) and 
increase seismic safety. 

 
As noted in CEQA Guidelines Section 15002, the basic purposes of CEQA 
are to inform the decision makers and the public about the potential 
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environmental effects of proposed activities and identify ways that 
environmental impacts can be avoided or significantly reduced. Beginning 
on page 70, the Draft EIR includes an analysis of the existing parking 
supply, parking requirements for the proposed project, existing parking 
conditions and future parking conditions. Potential impacts to aesthetics are 
addressed beginning on page 14 of the Initial Study.     
   

Response B13-6: Please see Response to Comment B13-2. 
 
Response B13-7: The circulation and parking discussion on page 29 describes the proposed 

project. The trip generation, distribution, and potential impacts to area 
intersections and roadways associated with the proposed project are 
described in Chapter IV of the Draft EIR. A parking analysis is also 
included in Chapter IV of the Draft EIR. 

 
Response B13-8: Trip generation for the proposed project is included in Table IV-4 of the 

Draft EIR. The size of the new facility would mean an increase in activity 
as compared to the existing gymnasium and gymnastics center. This in turn 
would also mean an increase in parking demand and traffic. This increase 
in parking demand and traffic is accounted for with the ITE Trip 
Generation and Parking Generation rates. 

 
Response B13-9: Access in this context refers to streets providing direct access to the site 

which includes Alma Street, Laurel Street, and Burgess Drive. Linfield 
Drive and Waverly Drive are not adjacent to the site and so do not provide 
direct access to the site. 

 
Response B13-10: The context of this comment is unclear. The recommendation to extend 

Burgess Drive under the railroad to connect to Middle Avenue is noted. 
 
Response B13-11: As noted on page 42 of the Draft EIR, the source for the trip generation 

rates for the proposed project is the ITE Trip Generation manual. The ITE 
Trip Generation manual is a nationally accepted and standard professional 
method to calculate trip generation for various land uses. 

 
Response B13-12: Adjacent to the project site, Laurel Street runs northwest-southeast. As 

noted on page 31 of the Draft EIR, for the purposes of Chapter IV, it is 
assumed that Middlefield Road and El Camino Real (and Laurel Street) 
provide travel in the north-south direction.  

 
The following text has been added to page 35 of the Draft EIR for the 
Burgess Gymnasium and Gymnastics Center Project: 
 

Pedestrian crosswalks and signals are provided at all of the 
signalized study intersections. In the vicinity of the project site, there 
are sidewalks on both sides of Ravenswood Avenue, on the south 
both sides of Laurel Street, and on the north side of Burgess Drive. 
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In the vicinity of the proposed project, there are Class II bicycle 
facilities on Laurel Street north of Ravenswood, Middlefield Road 
north of Willow Road, Ravenswood east of El Camino Real, and 
Willow Road east of El Camino Real. Laurel Street south of 
Ravenswood has Class II and III bike routes. 

 
Response B13-13: Parking and sidewalks are provided on the north side of Burgess Drive. 
 
Response B13-14: As required under Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a, the proposed project 

will provided bicycle lockers or racks. 
 
Response B13-15: The commenter has provided a paragraph from an April 16, 2009 article in 

the Oakland Tribute. This comment does not address the adequacy of the 
analysis or information within the Draft EIR. No further response is 
required. 
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Letter B14 
Barbara Seaney 
May 26, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Response B14-1: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex.  
 
Response B14-2: Please see Response to Comment B12-19 regarding structured parking.   
 
Response B14-3: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex.   
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Letter B15 
Robin D. Severns 
May 26, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Response B15-1: The commenter’s dislike of the proposed design of the gymnasium is 

noted. This comment relates to the architectural design of the proposed 
project, and does not address the adequacy of the analysis or information 
within the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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Letter B16 
Jim Tedrow 
May 19, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Response B16-1: Please refer to the discussion on the environmental review process for the 

proposed project on page 1 of this Response to Comments document.  
 
 On November 20, 2008, the City of Menlo Park (City) circulated a Notice 

of Preparation (NOP) and an Initial Study to help identify the type of 
impacts that could result from the proposed project, as well as potential 
areas of controversy. Copies of the NOP and Initial Study were made 
available at the Engineering Division and on the City’s website. A public 
scoping session for the Draft EIR was held as a public meeting before the 
Planning Commission on December 15, 2008. 

 
 The Draft EIR was made available for public and agency review on April 

9, 2009. Copies of the Draft EIR were made available in the Engineering 
Division, in the Community Development Department, on the City’s 
website, and at the Menlo Park Library. A public comment session on the 
Draft EIR was held at a public meeting before the Planning Commission on 
May 4, 2009. 

 
Response B16-2: The commenter suggests the proposed gymnasium be designed or sited in a 

way that would not require the removal of parking spaces. Alternatives to 
the proposed project are discussed in Chapter V. of the Draft EIR and 
include: 

• No Project Alternative. The No Project alternative assumes the 
existing Gymnasium and Gymnastics Center would remain in use with 
minimal building improvements. Under this alternative, no 
development would occur at the gymnasium project site. This 
alternative would not require the removal of any parking spaces; 
however, this alternative would achieve any of the project objectives.  

• Combined Facility Alternative. The Combined Facility alternative 
assumes that the gymnastics site would be redeveloped with a 37,500 
square foot combined gymnasium and gymnastics center. Under this 
alternative, there would be no changes to the gymnasium site. This 
alternative would require the removal of 18 parking spaces in lot 6, but 
as a smaller project would demand fewer parking spaces than the 
proposed project. (This alternative would generate a parking demand 
of 77 weekday and 80 weekend parking spaces, compared to the 
parking demand of proposed project of 123 weekday and 129 weekend 
parking spaces.) This alternative would achieve some of the project 
objectives.  
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• Renovation Alternative. The Renovation alternative assumes the 
renovation of the existing gymnastics center on the gymnastics site 
(17,400 square feet) and the development of a new 25,700 square foot 
gymnasium on the gymnasium site. This alternative would have a 
parking demand similar to the Combined Facility Alternative and may 
require the removal of parking spaces lot 6. This alternative would 
achieve some of the project objectives. 

  
 As noted on page 77 of the Draft EIR, the CEQA Guidelines require the 

analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, or to the 
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the project’s 
basic objectives and avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project. The Civic Center Complex would provide adequate 
parking to accommodate the anticipated demand of the proposed project 
(see Response to Comment B1-1). As potential impacts to parking would 
be less than significant, an alternative with the primary purpose of reducing 
parking impacts has not been proposed.  
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Letter B17 
Jim Tedrow 
May 26, 2009 
 
 
 
 
Response B17-1: A description of the project background begins on page 19 of the Draft 

EIR. Programming studies and designs for a new gymnasium and 
gymnastics center began in 2007. In April 2008, a potential donor met with 
City representatives and presented an offer to construct a new gymnasium 
based on a concept under consideration by the City.  

 
 Project Objectives are included on page 23 of the Draft EIR and include 

increasing available gymnasium and gymnastics facility space to better 
accommodate gymnastics participants and hosting of gymnastic meets, 
youth and adult basketball teams, and youth volleyball teams. Project 
objectives also include improving gymnasium and gymnastics facilities to 
provide better access to those with disabilities (make ADA compliant) and 
increase seismic safety. 

 
Response B17-2: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex.   
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Letter B18 
John B. Lomax  
June 4, 2009 [received after the close of the comment period] 
 
 
 
 
Response B18-1: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex.  
 
Response B18-2: Please see Response to Comment B9-8 for a discussion of an off-site 

alternative at El Camino Real and Middle Avenue. 
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C. PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 
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May 4, 2009 Planning Commission Public Hearing Comments 
 
 
 
 
C1: Commissioner Pagee 
 
Response C1-1: The list of planned and approved projects that were included in the 

background traffic conditions is included in the Traffic Impact Analysis 
Appendix materials. 

 
Response C1-2: An error did exist in the geometrics at the intersection of Alma Street and 

Ravenswood Avenue and has been corrected. Figure IV-2, page 37 of the 
Draft EIR has been revised (see attached Figure IV-2, Existing Lane 
Geometrics and Traffic Controls [Revised]).  

 
 The Commissioner referred to the intersection of Middlefield Road and 

Ringwood Avenue. The geometrics were examined and found to be 
correct. 

 
 
C2: Commissioner Bressler 
 
Response C2-1: As noted in CEQA Guidelines Section 15002, the basic purposes of CEQA 

are to inform the decision makers and the public about the potential 
environmental effects of proposed activities and identify ways that 
environmental impacts can be avoided or significantly reduced. 

 
Response C2-2: In order for the City of Menlo Park to approve a project with significant 

unavoidable impacts, they must adopt a statement of overriding 
considerations. CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation 
measures or alternatives, where feasible, to avoid or mitigate significant 
environmental impacts that will otherwise occur with implementation of 
the project. Project mitigation or alternatives are not required, however, 
where they are infeasible or where the responsibility for modifying the 
project lies with another agency.7 For those significant effects that cannot 
be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, the public agency is required 
to find that specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological, or 
other benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the 
environment.8 The CEQA Guidelines state in section 15093 that: 

                                                      
7 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091 (a), (b). 
8 Public Resources Code Section 21081(b). 
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Burgess Gymnasium and Gymnastics Center EIR
Existing Geometrics and Traffic Controls [Revised]
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“If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a 
propos[ed] project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental 
effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered ‘acceptable.’” 

 
 
C3: Commissioner Riggs 
 
Response C3-1: The intersection of El Camino Real and Ravenswood Avenue is analyzed 

in the Draft EIR and an impact was identified. As a potential mitigation, a 
northbound right turn lane was analyzed and shown to mitigate this impact. 
Thus, see Mitigation Measure TRANS-1c on page 67 of the Draft EIR, 
which identifies a fee towards future improvements, including the 
construction of the right turn lane.  

 
 
C4: Commissioner Pagee 
 
Response C4-1: Please see Response to Comment B6-2 for a discussion on the timing of 

the parking surveys.  
 
 
C5: Commissioner Riggs 
 
Response C5-1: The parking analysis was conducted on days chosen as a representative 

sample for a weekday and a weekend day both while school was in session 
and out of session to capture parking demand during typical use of City 
facilities. 

 
 
C6: Commissioner Kadvany 
 
Response C6-1: A data firm was contracted to count the parking lots at the Civic Center 

Complex site from 5:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. for the weekday and from 5:00 
a.m. to 9:00 p.m. for the weekend. These count times are consistent with 
the operations times of all uses on site and also take into account early 
arrivals and late departures for employees. An inventory of the number of 
occupied spaces in each lot was collected every 30 minutes.  

 
 
C7: Greg Conlon 
 
Response C7-1: Aesthetics is discussed on page 14 of the Initial Study. The proposed 

project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, it 
would not substantially damage a scenic resource, nor would it 
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site or 
its surroundings.  
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 New landscaping will be implemented as part of the proposed project and 
the commenter’s request for the planting of trees between the proposed 
gymnasium and Burgess Drive is noted. 

 
 
C8: Don Brawner 
 
Response C8-1: This comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis or information 

within the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
 
Response C8-2: Based on current information, the High Speed Rail project would remain in 

the existing Caltrain right of way and would not effect Alma Street or the 
proposed gymnasium. 

 
Response C8-3: This comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis or information 

within the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
 
Response C8-4: Mitigation Measure AIR-1 (included on page 18 of the Initial Study) would 

reduce construction related air quality impacts to a less-than-significant 
level. Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 (included on page 51 of the Initial 
Study) would reduce construction related noise impacts to a less-than-
significant level. The existing buildings associated with the Aquatic 
Center, located between the pools and existing gymnasium and gymnastics 
center, as well as existing vegetation around the pool fence, would remain 
in place and would assist in buffering the pool area from construction dirt, 
dust and noise.  

 
Response C8-5: Please see Response to Comment B12-2 regarding significant traffic 

impacts and proposed mitigation measures. 
 
Response C8-6: Please see Response to Comments B9-8 and B12-14 regarding project 

alternatives. 
 
 
C9: Commissioner O’Malley 
 
Response C9-1: Please see Response to Comment letter B6 for responses to comments 

provided by Patti Fry. 
 
Response C9-2: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex.   
 
Response C9-3: Please see Response to Comment B6-2 for a discussion of the timing of the 

parking surveys. 
 
Response C9-4: Please see Response to Comments A3-3 and B3-1 regarding energy 

efficiency. 
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C10: Commissioner Ferrick 
 
Response C10-1: The Commissioner’s support for the location of the project in proximity to 

public transit is noted. 
 
Response C10-2: Additional bicycle lockers or racks are included in Mitigation Measure 

TRANS-1a. Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of 
parking at the Civic Center Complex.   

 
Response C10-3: Please see Response to Comment letter B3 for responses to comments 

provided by Nancy Borgenson.  
 
Response C10-4: The City has investigated the possibility of placing additional parking 

spaces on the west side of Alma Street, but due to limited right-of-way in 
that area, there is not enough space to maintain the existing lane widths and 
bicycle lanes, and add a sidewalk and street parking. Please see Response 
to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the Civic Center Complex.   

 
 
C11: Commissioner Keith 
 
Response C11-1: The Commissioner reiterated that the proposed project would not be 

effected by implementation of high speed rail (also see Response to 
Comment C2-2). 

 
Response C11-2: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex.   
 
Response C11-3: Existing transit services in the project area are described on page 34 of the 

Draft EIR. The Commissioner’s hope that residents will utilize transit is 
noted. 

 
Response C11-4: Discussions have been initiated with SRI regarding the use of their parking 

lot on nights and weekends. No agreement was reached and as the parking 
study concluded that the parking demand of the proposed project could be 
accommodated within the existing parking lots at the Civic Center. The 
shared use of the SRI parking lot was not further pursued. However, 
discussions could be renewed in the future.  

 
 
C12: Commissioner Bressler 
 
Response C12-1: Please see Response to Comment B6-2 for a discussion of the timing of the 

parking surveys and Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of 
parking at the Civic Center Complex. 
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C13: Commissioner Kadvany 
 
Response C13-1: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex. 
 
Response C13-2:  Please see Response to Comment B12-2 regarding significant traffic 

impacts and proposed mitigation measures. 
  
Response C13-3: Please see Response to Comments B9-8 and B12-14 regarding project 

alternatives. 
 
 
C14: Commissioner Riggs 
 
Response C14-1: The right turn lane on the northbound approach of El Camino Real to 

Ravenswood Avenue is clearly stripped as a right turn lane at the very 
beginning of the lane. Please see Response to Comment C3-1 regarding the 
El Camino Real approach to Ravenswood Avenue. 

 
Response C14-2: Please see Response to Comment B6-3 regarding project construction. 
 
Response C14-3: Please see Response to Comment B6-4 regarding the intersection of Alma 

Street and Ravenswood Avenue.  
 
Response C14-4: Please see Response to Comment letter B6 for responses to comments 

provided by Patti Fry. 
 
Response C14-5: Please see Response to Comment letter B3 for responses to comments 

provided by Nancy Borgenson. 
 
Response C14-6: Please see Response to Comments A3-3 and B3-1 regarding energy 

efficiency.  
 
Response C14-7: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex. The Commissioner’s comment that reinforces the 
need for short loop transit in Menlo Park is noted. 

 
Response C14-8: As noted on page 26 of the Draft EIR, there are 20 trees in proximity to the 

existing gymnasium and gymnastics center and recreation center that 
qualify as heritage trees. A tree protection plan will be prepared by an 
arborist and implemented during construction. Heritage trees will be 
preserved to the extent feasible; however, any removed heritage trees will 
be replaced per the Heritage Tree Ordinance. 
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C14: Commissioner Pagee 
 
Response C15-1: Please see Response to Comment B6-4 regarding the intersection of Alma 

Street and Ravenswood Avenue.   
 
Response C15-2: Pedestrian crosswalks and signals are provided at all of the signalized 

study intersections. In the vicinity of the project site, there are sidewalks on 
both sides of Ravenswood Avenue, on both sides of Laurel Street, and on 
the north side of Burgess Drive. In the vicinity of the proposed project, 
there are Class II bicycle facilities on Laurel Street north of Ravenswood, 
Middlefield Road north of Willow Road, Ravenswood east of El Camino 
Real, and Willow Road east of El Camino Real. Laurel Street south of 
Ravenswood has Class II and III bike routes. 

 
Response C15-3: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex, including distances from parking lots to facilities. 
 
Response C15-4: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex, including distances from parking lots to facilities. 
In addition, please see Response to Comment C11-4 regarding discussions 
with SRI. 

 
Response C15-5: The Commissioner’s statement that the library users will experience the 

greatest impact by the proposed project is noted. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the analysis or information within the Draft EIR. 
No further response is required. 

 
Response C15-6: Please see Response to Comment B12-13 regarding moving the access to 

the proposed gymnasium. 
 
Response C15-7: Please see Response to Comments A3-3 and B3-1 regarding energy use 

and energy efficiency. 
 
Response C15-8: The Commissioner’s disappointment with the proposed design of the 

gymnasium is noted. This comment relates to the architectural design of 
the proposed project, and does not address the adequacy of the analysis or 
information within the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

Response C15-9: Please see Response to Comments A3-3 and B3-1 regarding energy use 
and energy efficiency. 
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IV. TEXT REVISIONS 

This chapter presents specific revisions to the text of the Draft EIR that are being made in response to 
comments, or to clarify material in the Draft EIR. Where revisions to the main text are called for, the 
page and paragraph are set forth, followed by the appropriate revision. Added text is indicated with 
underlined text. Deletions to text in the Draft EIR are shown with strikeout. Page numbers correspond 
to the page numbers of the Draft EIR. None of the changes or clarifications present in this chapter 
significantly alters the conclusions or findings of the Draft EIR. 
 
Page 35 of the Draft EIR is modified as follows: 
 

Pedestrian crosswalks and signals are provided at all of the signalized study intersections. In 
the vicinity of the project site, there are sidewalks on both sides of Ravenswood Avenue, on 
the south both sides of Laurel Street, and on the north side of Burgess Drive. In the vicinity of 
the proposed project, there are Class II bicycle facilities on Laurel Street north of Ravens-
wood, Middlefield Road north of Willow Road, Ravenswood east of El Camino Real, and 
Willow Road east of El Camino Real. Laurel Street south of Ravenswood has Class II and III 
bike routes. 

 
Figure IV-2 on page 37 of the Draft EIR is modified as follows: 
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FIGURE IV-2
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Burgess Gymnasium and Gymnastics Center EIR
Existing Geometrics and Traffic Controls [Revised]
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