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Section 4  
Written and Oral 

Comments and Responses 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

Written and oral comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) are reproduced in this 
section.  Written comments received were provided to the City of Menlo Park by letter or via email 
and oral comments were given during the Planning Commission hearing on January 9, 2012.  Discrete 
comments from each letter and hearing are denoted in the margin by a vertical line and number. 
Responses immediately follow each comment letter and the hearing transcript and are enumerated to 
correspond with the comment number. Response 19.1, for example, refers to the response for the first 
comment in Letter 19.  Response S.4 refers to the fourth response to the hearing comments. The 
italicized text in the beginning of each response denotes a summary of each distinct comment.  Many 
responses in this section refer to Master Responses, which are found in Section 3 of this document. 

In addition, edits made to the Draft EIR in response to certain comments are provided in this section, 
directly below the response.  These revisions are also reproduced in Section 5 of this document in 
subsection 5.3, Revisions to the Draft EIR.  Please refer to Section 5 for a complete list of staff-
initiated changes and revisions to the Draft EIR. 

4.2 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 

Comment letters and responses begin on the following page. 
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Letter 1

1.1
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1. Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, 
Scott Morgan, (letter dated January 31, 2012) 

1.1 The commentor acknowledges that the City of Menlo Park has complied with the State 
Clearinghouse requirements for draft environmental documents per the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The City notes the receipt of the State Clearinghouse 
comment letter indicating that the Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Draft EIR has 
been distributed to State agencies and departments for review and that the City has 
complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements.  No further response is 
necessary. 
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Letter 2

2.1

2.2
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2. Department of Toxic Substance Control, Chip Gribble, P.G. (letter dated January 30, 
2012) 

2.1 The commentor states that the Project Sponsor needs to coordinate with the Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) prior to and during construction of the West Campus.  
As described on pages 2-30 and 3.13-16 through 3.13-17 of the Draft EIR, DTSC 
determined in November 2006 that the West Campus had been remediated to a level that is 
acceptable for commercial and industrial use, but not residential use. Because residual 
hazardous wastes remain in the soil and groundwater at the West Campus, a Land Use 
Covenant restricting the use of the property was executed and is binding upon all owners of 
the land, their heirs, successors, and assignees. The covenant prohibits residential and 
similar sensitive uses and requires activities that will disturb soil, such as excavation, 
grading, removal, trenching, filling, or earth movement to be performed pursuant to a Soil 
Management Plan and a Health and Safety Plan approved by DTSC. 

 As stated on page 2-35 of the Draft EIR (footnote 19), the corrective action program for 
the combined Tyco Site and the West Campus is an ongoing, separate, and independent 
project overseen by DTSC.  DTSC has already issued a Negative Declaration with respect 
to the ongoing corrective action at the site.  Nonetheless, the Project would need to be 
reviewed by DTSC as the lead agency for any necessary CEQA review related to the 
additional corrective actions being considered by the Project Sponsor. DTSC circulated an 
informational letter and survey on February 17, 2012 to community members to provide 
information about cleanup being considered at the West Campus. Responses to the survey 
were requested by March 2, 2012. DTSC is currently crafting a public participation plan 
based on input from the survey.  

 In addition, the Project Sponsor would be required to implement Mitigation Measures 
HM-2.1 through HM-2.9, as listed on pages 3.13-27 through 3.13-29 of the Draft EIR.  
These measures for the Project at the West Campus would include updating and/or 
preparing an Operation, Maintenance, and Monitoring Plan (OMMP), a Health and Safety 
Plan, a Construction Activity Dust Control Plan (DCP), a Dust Management Plan 
(ADMP), a Construction Activity Groundwater Management Plan, and a Construction 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan.  In addition, the Project Sponsor would be required 
to install a soil vapor intrusion barrier and corrosion-resistant pipelines, adhere to 
stormwater best management practices, and adhere to landscaping restrictions.  The 
OMMP, the Health and Safety Plan, the Groundwater Management Plan, and the soil 
vapor intrusion barrier design must all be submitted to and approved by DTSC. Through 
the submittal and approval process, it will be requested that DTSC provide specific 
comments or further detail on construction activities.  
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2.2 The commentor states that a separate DTSC-conducted CEQA review process will need to 
occur for grading and construction of the West Campus.  DTSC sent a letter and survey to 
the surrounding community on February 17, 2012 regarding the additional cleanup on the 
West Campus.  As stated in the letter, although the West Campus meets standards required 
by law, the Project Sponsor has committed to voluntarily remediate the site further.  DTSC 
will review and approve an appropriate cleanup proposal subject to separate CEQA review.  
At that time, a fact sheet will be sent to the surrounding community providing a summary 
of the proposed cleanup activities and the CEQA process will allow residents to review and 
comment on those activities.   
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Letter 3

3.1

3.2

3.3
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3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8
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3. California Department of Transportation, Gary Arnold (letter dated January 30, 
2012) 

3.1 The commentor requests Caltrans coordination regarding the location of the proposed 
driveways as modifications to the Project site.  Caltrans sent BKF Engineers (part of the 
Project Sponsor team) a comment letter regarding the site access points on June 27, 2011.  
These comments were considered during the revisions to the site plans.  As stated on page 
2-35 of the Draft EIR, approvals by Caltrans are needed for the Project to proceed.  
Caltrans will be given the opportunity to review the traffic circulation effects and provide 
consultation on potential traffic improvements affecting State highway facilities, ramps, and 
intersections.  In addition, Caltrans has the jurisdiction to review and approve landscape 
and pathway improvements within Caltrans property and review and approve encroachment 
permits for driveway easements.  As such, coordination with Caltrans is required and the 
Project will adhere to the applicable requirements. 

3.2 The commentor requests Caltrans and City coordination regarding maintenance of the 
Bayfront Expressway undercrossing.  The Project team has coordinated, and will continue 
to coordinate, with Caltrans regarding any modifications to a State right-of-way. The 
Project Sponsor would ultimately be responsible for maintenance and operation of the 
undercrossing. However, Caltrans may require that the City of Menlo Park be the lead 
agency and enter into a Maintenance Agreement to delineate appropriate maintenance 
responsibilities for all Project features associated with the undercrossing. The City would 
then likely enter into a separate Maintenance Agreement with the Project Sponsor such that 
they would be fully responsible for maintenance.   

3.3 The commentor notes that the Project may be required to provide a Project Initiation 
Document to be approved by Caltrans.  A Project Initiation Document is an engineering 
document or technical report that includes the scope, cost, and schedule of a project 
and is an outcome of the project scoping effort.  The document is a record of the 
purpose and need for the project and the approach that will be taken to meet or reduce 
transportation deficiencies. Project Initiation Documents are used to obtain approval for 
inclusion of a project into a programming document or to get conceptual approval of a 
project-funded-by-others. 1   The Project Sponsor will prepare a Project Initiation 
Document for work in the State right-of-way in excess of one million dollars, if 
necessary, as required by Caltrans. 

3.4 The commentor provides information on how to apply for an encroachment permit. As 
stated on page 2-35 of the Draft EIR, approvals by Caltrans are needed for the Project to 

                                                            
1  California Department of Transportation, “Project Development Procedures Manual,” Chapter 9 - Project 

Initiation, Article 1 - Introduction and Definitions, website: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/pdpm/chap 
_pdf/chapt09.pdf, accessed on February 23, 2012.  
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proceed, including approvals for encroachment permits for driveway easements.  As such, 
coordination with Caltrans is required and the Project will adhere to the applicable Caltrans 
requirements. 

3.5 The commentor requests that ramp level of service (LOS) analysis and freeway segment 
analysis for US 101 be provided from the Santa Clara County Line to Woodside Road. The 
Draft EIR has been completed to the standards set forth in the Transportation Impact 
Analysis Guidelines for the City of Menlo Park. These guidelines do not include criteria 
for the evaluation of ramps or interchanges and ramp analysis is generally not required by 
CEQA. Such a request was made for the US 101 ramps and Willow Road by Caltrans and 
other municipalities and jurisdictions in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP). 
Therefore, the ramp analysis was included for informational purposes in Table 3.5-4 on 
page 3.5-27 of the Draft EIR.  

3.6 The commentor requests a review of the trip generation analysis and indicates that the 
numbers of trips for the Project site are underestimated. The trip generation was calculated 
using the fitted curve equation for land use 714 in the Institute of Transportation Engineers 
(ITE) Trip Generation 8th Edition, which is the industry standard for trip generation 
calculations. The use of the fitted curve equation considers the size of the proposed 
development as it relates to the sample size and sample characteristics surveyed to develop 
the trip generation assumption. The fitted curve equation provides a customized trip 
generation number based on the size of the Project rather than a one-rate-fits-all approach 
provided by an average rate per employee. The trip generation calculations include all 
vehicles visiting the Project site, which include personal, shuttle, and vanpool vehicular 
trips. The trip generation methodology is detailed in the Draft EIR on page 3.5-31, 3.5-43 
through 3.5-44, and 3.5-72 through 3.5-73.  

3.7 The commentor requests additional plans or information that would support the 25 percent 
trip reduction factor associated with the condition of approval for the prior Sun 
Microsystems site or provide data supporting a different transit trip reduction factor. The 
25 percent trip reduction factor arises from the Sun Conditional Development Permit and 
Development Agreement which govern the East Campus. Any occupancy of the East 
Campus under the existing permit, including occupancy by Facebook in the absence of the 
Project, would be required to adhere to the 25 percent trip reduction. In addition, the 
Project Sponsor is incorporating a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan and 
Trip Cap, as described on pages 2-8 through 2-9 of the Draft EIR.  Trip Cap Memo and 
TDM plan are also included in Appendix 3.5 of the Draft EIR.  Please refer to Master 
Response 3 for further information regarding the TDM program and Master Response 4 for 
further information regarding the Trip Cap. 
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3.8 The commentor suggests revising the Cumulative Condition year of 2025 to the General 
Plan buildout year. The Cumulative Condition year provides a 15-year horizon consistent 
with the accepted cumulative year timeline for the City of Menlo Park.  As such, no 
changes will be made to the Draft EIR. 
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Letter 4

4.1

4.2
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4.2 
cont.

4.3

4.4

4.5
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4. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Jean Roggenkamp (letter dated February 
2, 2012) 

4.1 The commentor expresses support for the Project’s Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) program. This comment relates to the public discourse on the merits of the Project 
and the TDM program and whether it is viewed as an asset to the City.  This comment is 
noted as it does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the Project’s 
compliance with CEQA and no further response is required.   

4.2  The commentor suggests that a lower trip cap be considered for the East Campus and that 
a trip cap be implemented for the West Campus. As described in Section 5 of the Draft 
EIR, the Reduced Intensity Alternative is evaluated that reduces the number of trips 
generated by the Project by 25 percent for both the East Campus and West Campus. This 
level of trip reduction could be achieved by either intensifying the TDM program or 
reducing the number of employees on site. However, even with this alternative’s 25 
percent trip reduction, no significant impacts would be eliminated; only some severity of 
the impacts would be reduced. In fact, more than a 75 percent reduction in vehicular traffic 
would be needed to actually eliminate any significant transportation impacts (Draft EIR, 
page 5-16), which would require less development than is currently permitted on the East 
Campus today. Please refer to Master Response 4 for further information regarding the 
Trip Cap and Master Response 3 for further information regarding the TDM program. 

4.3 The commentor suggests that the Project provide shaded parking to reduce ROG emissions. 
Parking conditions at the East Campus would not change under the Project.  Although 
ROG might be emitted under existing conditions, parking at the East Campus upon 
implementation of the Project would not significantly increase ROG emissions compared to 
existing conditions and no further mitigation is needed. However, in the future the Project 
Sponsor may explore shaded structures with photovoltaic panels to cover electric vehicle 
charging stations. If these features were to be installed, appropriate City approvals would 
be required.  

 Parking at the West Campus is discussed on page 2-25 of the Draft EIR.  Parking would be 
provided in the undercroft of Buildings 4 and 5 and in the proposed five-level parking 
structure.  In total, approximately 1,544 parking stalls would be provided at the West 
Campus.  No significant unshaded outdoor parking is planned at the West Campus and all 
parking would be shaded by the proposed parking structures.   
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4.4  The commentor requests clarification regarding the electric and hybrid low-emissions vehicle 
parking spaces and recharging stations.  The use of alternative fueled vehicles would not 
reduce the number of vehicle miles traveled (VMT), but could reduce overall emissions.  The 
increase in the use of clean-fueled vehicles is hindered by the fact that they are just beginning 
to emerge in the market.  While hybrid models are available and do reduce fuel consumption, 
they do not entirely eliminate emissions from fossil fuel consumption.   Electric cars are just 
now becoming available for the average consumer. As such, the statistics for purchase and 
use are as of yet unavailable. Nevertheless, the Project Sponsor could provide up to 24 
electric charging stations on the East Campus, with more stations likely being added as 
demand increases.  

 The parking in the undercroft of West Campus Buildings 4 and 5 would be dedicated as 
priority parking for fuel efficient and low emissions vehicles.  West Campus Building 4 
would contain 52 parking stalls and Building 5 would include 62 parking stalls; however, 
the exact number of priority parking spaces has yet to be determined so the Draft EIR 
analyzes the worst-case scenario for air quality emissions. While the inclusion of electric 
charging stations within the parking availability onsite may encourage the use of electric 
vehicles, the Project Sponsor cannot mandate the use of electric vehicles for employees; 
therefore, it is difficult and speculative to estimate the emissions reductions from low-
emission vehicles.   

4.5 The commentor suggests replacing the existing Tier 0 and Tier 1 diesel generator engines 
on the East Campus with Tier 4 interim/final diesel engines.  It has been proposed that the 
Project Sponsor consider installing cleaner emergency generators to mitigate identified 
impacts. The following presents an emission and cost comparison between new diesel and 
new natural gas emergency generators for the Project.  

 As illustrated in Table 3.6-5 on page 3.6-15 of the Draft EIR, emergency generators 
contribute only a small portion of the overall ROG, NOx, and PM resulting from operation 
of the Project. Even without the contribution of emissions from emergency generators, 
operational impacts at the East Campus would remain significant and unavoidable for these 
pollutants. The annual emissions associated with the emergency generators for the East 
Campus are summarized in the table below, which presents information from Appendix 3.6 
of the Draft EIR. 
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Annual Emissions Associated with East Campus Emergency Generators  

Campus 
No. of 
Units HP 

ROG 
(ton/yr) 

NOX 
(ton/yr) 

PM10 

(ton/yr) 

East 1 1135 HP 0.006 0.21 0.002 
 4 120 HP  0.0002 0.004 0.0002 
 3 102 HP 0.002 0.047 0.001 
 1 750 HP 0.002 0.17 0.002 
Total   0.0102 0.43 0.0052 
Total Project Emissions   19 25 20 
Percentage Contributed 
by Generators 

  0.00068% 0.017% 0.00026% 

 Source:   Appendix 3.6 Table 10 of the Draft EIR. 

 While new emergency generators can reduce emissions, the cost is prohibitive when 
considering the resulting emissions reduction. The following table illustrates that both 
options are cost prohibitive; however, natural gas-fueled equipment costs roughly three 
times as much as its diesel-powered counterpart.  

 

Cost Comparison by Generator Technology 

Equipment Description 
Cost/KW 

(Est) 
Size 
(kW) Cost 

New Diesel Generator $1,000 6,927 $6,927,356 

Natural Gas Generator $3,000 6,927 $20,782,068 

 When this cost differential is applied to the potential emissions reductions, the cost of the 
comparatively small emissions that would be avoided by using natural gas-fueled 
emergency generators is extremely high. 

 Because of the high cost of replacing the existing generators on the East Campus, this 
upgrade as a means to reduce air quality impacts is considered infeasible. A more cost-
effective means of reducing air emissions was explored, the Cogenra System, and is 
evaluated below. Furthermore, as explained above and as shown in Table 3.6-5 in the Draft 
EIR, the change to gas-powered generators could affect criteria pollutant emissions, but 
their contribution to overall impacts is so small that the cost of reducing these emissions 
would significantly outweigh the benefits.  

 The Project Sponsor will implement a Cogenra Combined Heat and Power system at 
Building 11 on the East Campus. Cogenra Solar’s combined heat and power (also known as 
cogeneration) technology uses the sun’s energy to produce electricity and hot water at the 
same time. The technology uses mirrors to focus the sun’s energy on solar PV panels 
situated on rods in which fluid runs to capture the heat PV panels waste after generating 
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energy. The fluid heats up and creates thermal heat, which allows the array to create both 
electricity and hot water.  

 The following table illustrates the criteria pollutant reductions that would occur with 
implementation of this Cogenra system.  

  

Estimated Emissions Reduction  

 Air Pollutants (tons/year) 

Mitigation ROG NOX PM10 

Building 11 Cogenra 3.90 35.90 2.45 

Operational Emissions    

Project Operational Emissions 80 112 117 

Thresholds of Significance 54 54 82 

Reductions Needed for Less Than 
Significant 

26 58 35 

Operational Emissions with 
Mitigation 

76 76 115 

The following revisions have been made to page 3.6-31 of the Draft EIR: 

 MITIGATION MEASURES. Mitigation Measure AQ-2.1 would reduce impacts 
from criteria pollutants, but not to a less-than-significant level. At this time 
there are no other feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the NOX, 
ROG, and PM10 emissions to less than significant. Thus, this impact would be 
significant and unavoidable. However, the silt loading used to estimate fugitive 
dust emissions of PM10 is likely an overestimate of the actual silt loading on the 
roads on which the Project trips would occur based on the range of silt loadings 
explained in EPA’s AP-42.38 Therefore, the actual PM10 emissions would likely 
be less than shown.  Nonetheless, since site-specific silt loadings are not 
available at this time, the actual reduction in emissions is speculative. 
Therefore, impacts related to these emissions are significant and unavoidable. 
(SU)  

 AQ-2.1 Install a Cogenra System on Building 11 at the East Campus. 
The Project Sponsor shall install a Cogenra Combined Heat and 
Power system at the existing Building 11 at the East Campus. 
The scale of the system shall be designed such that ROG, NOX 
and PM10 are reduced beyond the Operational Mass Emissions 
identified in the Draft EIR.  
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 The following text has been revised in Impact C-AQ-2 and added on pages 3.6-37 and 3.6-
38 of the Draft EIR: 

Tier 1 and Tier 2 

The Project, in combination with the Tier 1 and Tier 2 Projects within the 
City, would result in a cumulatively significant impact for ROG, NOX, and 
PM10 since these are significant for the Project. This is considered cumulatively 
significant according to BAAQMD’s significance thresholds when a Project 
exceeds the BAAQMD’s Project mass emission threshold for criteria air 
pollutants.43  Because no feasible mitigation has been identified, the impact for 
ROG, NOX, and PM10 is therefore significant and unavoidable. 

MITIGATION MEASURE. Mitigation Measure AQ-2.1 would reduce impacts 
from criteria pollutants, but not to a less-than-significant level. Because no 
feasible mitigation has been identified, the impact for ROG, NOX, and PM10 is 
therefore significant and unavoidable. 

 Based on the discussion above, it is clear that replacement of existing emergency 
generators is not a feasible mitigation due to the extremely high cost of doing so and the 
relatively small reduction in emissions. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure 
AQ-2.1 would result in further criteria pollutant emissions reductions, but not to a less-
than-significant level. 

 

 

4-24Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



Administered by the Association of Bay Area Governments 
P.O. Box 2050 • Oakland, CA 94604-2050 
Phone: 510-464-7900 • Fax: 510-464-7970 

Web: www.baytrail.org 

�
�
�
�
�

�
January�30,�2012�
�
Rachael�Grossman�
City�of�Menlo�Park�
Community�Development�Department,�Planning�Division�
701�Laurel�Street�
Menlo�Park,�CA�94025�
�
Subject:� Menlo�Park�Facebook�Campus�Project����Draft�Environmental�Impact�Report�
�
Dear�Ms.�Grossman:�
�
On�behalf�of�the�San�Francisco�Bay�Trail�Project,�I�am�submitting�comments�on�the�Draft�
Environmental�Impact�Report�(DEIR)�for�the�Menlo�Park�Facebook�Campus�Project.��The�San�
Francisco�Bay�Trail�is�a�visionary�plan�for�a�shared�use�bicycle�and�pedestrian�path�that�will�one�
day�allow�continuous�travel�around�San�Francisco�Bay.��Currently,�325�miles�of�trail�have�been�
completed.��Eventually,�the�Bay�Trail�will�extend�over�500�miles�to�link�the�shoreline�of�nine�
counties,�passing�through�47�cities�and�crossing�seven�toll�bridges.�
�
We�are�pleased�that�the�Bay�Trail�is�recognized�in�the�DEIR�as�an�important�recreation�and�
commute�corridor.��Bicycle�and�pedestrian�access�is�featured�prominently�in�the�project�
objectives�as�a�way�to�enhance�connectivity,�reduce�private�vehicle�trips�and�promote�access�to�
the�Bay�Trail.��
�
The�following�topics�include�comments�related�to�the�Bay�Trail:�

�
� New�Class�I�segment�of�Bay�Trail.��The�DEIR�states�that�a�new�Class�I�trail�along�the�

eastern�side�of�University�Avenue�between�Bayfront�Expressway�and�the�railroad�tracks�
will�be�constructed�as�a�mitigation�measure�in�the�DEIR.��This�Bay�Trail�improvement�will�
provide�off�street�bicycle�and�pedestrian�access�and�will�link�to�the�future�trail�
connection�to�Ravenswood�Open�Space�Preserve.��We�recommend�that�the�design�of�
the�trail�terminus�at�the�railroad�tracks�include�a�safe�crossing�of�University�Avenue�to�
address�anticipated�mid�block�crossings�until�the�Ravenswood�connection�is�completed.�

�
� Exiting�bicycle�routes.��Figure�3.5�3�depicts�existing�Class�I,�Class�II�and�Class�III�bicycle�

facilities�in�Menlo�Park�and�East�Palo�Alto�within�the�vicinity�of�the�East�and�West�
campuses.��However,�the�map�does�not�provide�a�complete�picture�of�the�various�routes�
available�to�bicyclists�and�pedestrians�in�the�area.��The�proposed�Bay�Trail�east�of�
University�Avenue�is�not�shown�on�the�map�and�there�is�no�reference�to�the�extended�
trail�system�that�provides�access�from�cities�to�the�south.�

�
�

Letter 5

5.1

5.2
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� Bayfront�Expressway�Undercrossing.��The�opening�and�improvement�of�the�Bayfront�
Expressway�undercrossing�at�Willow�Road�will�provide�Bay�Trail�users�with�an�
alternative�to�the�at�grade�signalized�intersection�at�Willow�Road�and�Bayfront�
Expressway.��It�will�also�provide�improved�connectivity�between�the�Bay�Trail�segments�
on�both�sides�of�the�roadway.��Enhancements�such�as�lighting�and�security�will�improve�
the�experience�for�bicyclists�and�pedestrians.��While�this�is�an�improvement�to�the�
alignment,�we�do�not�support�eliminating�the�at�grade�crosswalk�and�diverting�all�Bay�
Trail�users�to�the�undercrossing�as�identified�in�Table�3.2�2�(Policy�II�E�3)�and�Figure�2�4.��
The�at�grade�crosswalk�should�remain�in�place�to�provide�an�alternative�to�the�
undercrossing�should�it�need�to�be�closed�for�some�unforeseen�reason�(i.e.�flooding).�

�
� People�Mover.��The�Bayfront�Expressway�undercrossing�at�Willow�Road�is�described�in�

the�DEIR�as�“an�option�for�Facebook�employees�to�reduce�the�time�needed�to�travel�
between�campuses.”��The�DEIR�proposes�a�motorized�people�mover�system�through�the�
tunnel�that�would�share�the�tunnel�right�of�way�and�portions�of�the�at�grade�Bay�Trail�
with�bicyclists�and�pedestrians.��The�DEIR�anticipates�the�people�movers�to�operate�at�a�
maximum�speed�of�25�miles�per�hour�on�the�campuses�and�within�the�undercrossing�at�
maximum�speed�of�15�miles�per�hour,�with�signaling�at�key�locations.���

�
Motorized�vehicles�are�not�allowed�on�the�Bay�Trail�except�to�provide�access�for�
maintenance�and�emergency�access.��The�Bay�Trail�enabling�legislation�(SB�100),�
approved�by�the�state�legislature�in�1987,�states�that�“…�no�motorized�vehicles,�except�
to�the�extent�necessary�for�emergency�services,�be�allowed�on�the�trail.”��Operating�a�
motorized�people�mover�along�the�Bay�Trail�is�a�cause�for�concern.��The�DEIR�states�that�
two�pedestrian�crossings�of�the�people�mover�lane�are�proposed,�but�it�does�not�
address�bicycle�crossings�and�the�conflict�areas�on�both�sides�of�the�tunnel�are�not�
clearly�described.��In�theory,�opening�the�tunnel�to�bicyclists�and�pedestrians�along�the�
Bay�Trail�should�result�in�a�safer�circulation�option,�but�this�proposal�is�not�safe�when�
combined�with�a�motorized�shuttle�system.��Bicyclists�and�pedestrians�using�a�public�
trail�should�not�have�to�share�the�right�of�way�with�motorized�shuttles�functioning�as�
transportation�for�employees�of�a�private�corporation.��

�
� Bay�Trail�gap�completion.��A�crucial�gap�in�the�Bay�Trail�system�is�located�within�close�

proximity�to�Facebook’s�East�Campus�south�of�the�railroad�tracks�between�University�
Avenue�and�the�Ravenswood�Open�Space�Preserve.��We�enthusiastically�encourage�
Facebook’s�contribution�towards�completion�of�this�Bay�Trail�gap�as�part�of�the�
development�approval�process�or�the�development�agreement�with�the�City�of�Menlo�
Park.��Completion�of�this�gap�will�directly�benefit�the�company’s�ability�to�achieve�the�
trip�cap�on�peak�period�travel�and�encourage�employees�to�commute�to�work�by�bicycle.���

�
Thank�you�for�considering�these�comments�and�please�contact�me�at�510�464�7935�or�
laurat@abag.ca.gov�if�you�have�questions.�
�
Sincerely,�
�
�
Laura�Thompson�
Bay�Trail�Project�Manager�

5.3

5.4

5.5
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5. Association of Bay Area Governments, Bay Trail Project, Laura Thompson (letter 
dated January 30, 2012) 

5.1 The commentor recommends that the proposed Class I trail along the eastern side of 
University Avenue between Bayfront Expressway and the railroad tracks include a safe 
crossing of University Avenue.  The Project would not create potential impacts to bicycle 
facilities in the study area, as stated on pages 3.5-66 through 3.5-68, 3.5-92 through 3.5-
93, and 3.5-125 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR determined that the Project will not result 
in any potentially significant impacts to pedestrian and bicycle facilities along these 
segments. However, the Project sponsor will construct this segment as a partial mitigation 
measure for the intersection impacts at Bayfront Expressway and University Avenue. This 
improvement measure will improve bicycle safety conditions along University Avenue.  
Additional modifications to existing bicycling facilities, such as a “safe” crossing, may be 
considered at a future date as jurisdictions choose to update their bicycle plans, but 
inclusion as a mitigation measure is beyond the Draft EIR scope and may result in other 
transportation consequences. Please refer to Master Response 5 for further information 
regarding bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 

5.2 The commentor notes that Figure 3.5-3 does not provide a complete map of the area’s 
various bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Figure 3.5-3 on page 3.5-17 of the Draft EIR 
depicts the existing bicycle facilities within the Town of Atherton, City of Menlo Park, 
City of East Palo Alto, and City of Palo Alto in the immediate vicinity of the Project site. 
The figure shows Bicycle Boulevards (streets with low traffic volumes and speeds with 
preferential treatments for cyclists), Class I Bike Paths (bicycle and pedestrian paths that 
are separated from vehicle traffic), and Class II Bike Lanes (streets with bicycle lanes).  
Although Figure 3.5-3 does not label the Bay Trail, the figure shows the off-street Bay 
Trail along Bayfront Expressway as a Class I Bike Path and the on-street Bay Trail along 
University Avenue as a Class II Bike Lane.  This is consistent with the classifications and 
the routes presented in the South Bay San Francisco Bay Trail Map.1  Future planned Bay 
Trail routes (for example, the potential segment connecting University Avenue with the 
Ravenswood Open Space Preserve) are not included in this figure since it is not an existing 
condition. 

5.3 The commentor states that while they support the opening and improvement of the Bayfront 
Expressway undercrossing, the existing at-grade crosswalk should not be eliminated. The 
City agrees with the commentor and would not close the existing at-grade crosswalk with 
implementation of the Project. The undercrossing would be open to the public and to Bay 
Trail users; however, the at-grade crossing at Bayfront Expressway and Willow Road 
would remain available to bicyclists and pedestrians.  

                                                            
1  Association of Bay Area Governments, “San Francisco Bay Trail South Bay,” website: 

http://www.baytrail.org/Maps/South_Bay.pdf, accessed March 6, 2012. 
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In response to this comment, the following revision has been made in Table 3.2-2 for 
Policy I-G-7 under the East Campus column, on page 3.2-15 of the Draft EIR: 

CONSISTENT. Public access to the Bay is currently provided via the BCDC 
Public Shoreline Trail along the perimeter of the East Campus.  The BCDC Trail 
would not be affected by the Project.  However, the The Bay Trail runs to the 
southwest of the East Campus.  Phase 1 of the Project would open the 
undercrossing at the intersection of Bayfront Expressway and Willow Road and 
would be accessible to users of the Bay Trail. Modifications to the BCDC 
Shoreline Trail along the northern approach to the Bayfront Expressway 
undercrossing would involve removal of 13 trees, replacement of 12 trees, 
construction of an access ramp and staircase, and implementation of Refuge-
sensitive landscaping. The Project would adhere to the BCDC Bay Plan and Public 
Access Design Guidelines.    

The following change has been made to Table 3.2-2 for Goal I-H under the East Campus 
column, on page 3.2-16 of the Draft EIR: 

CONSISTENT. The Project would not develop or include public and quasi-public 
facilities. The BCDC Public Shore Trail along the perimeter would not be altered 
and would continue to be used by the public. However, Phase 1 of the Project 
would open the undercrossing at the intersection of Bayfront Expressway and 
Willow Road and would be accessible to users of the Bay Trail. Instead of crossing 
at-grade, the Bay Trail would travel in the undercrossing. Although the BCDC 
Public Shore Trail along the perimeter of the East Campus would be altered 
slightly to include a ramp and stairs leading to the improved undercrossing, the 
trail would continue to be used by the public. 

 The following revision has been made to Table 3.2-2 for Policy II-E-3 under the East 
Campus column on page 3.2-22 of the Draft EIR: 

CONSISTENT. Phase 1 of the Project would close the at-grade crosswalk at 
Bayfront Expressway and Willow Road and would open the existing undercrossing 
to allow for unimpeded pedestrian movement. The existing crossing at Bayfront 
Expressway and Willow Road would remain at-grade with implementation of the 
Project. In addition, as part of Phase I of the Project, the undercrossing would be 
opened and improved, providing pedestrians and Bay Trail users with another 
option for crossing the road, subject to Caltrans approval. 
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 The following revision has been made to Table 3.2-2 for Policy II-E-3 under the West 
Campus column on page 3.2-22 of the Draft EIR: 

CONSISTENT. The Project at the West Campus would enhance the pedestrian 
undercrossing with improved lighting and pavement striping. Currently, 
pedestrians, including those using the Bay Trail, must cross the six-lane Bayfront 
Expressway. The Project, with Caltrans’ approval, would remove the at-grade 
crosswalk and divert pedestrian traffic to the undercrossing. With implementation 
of the Project, pedestrians would have the option to use either the existing at-grade 
crossing or the enhanced undercrossing. 

5.4 The commentor expresses concern regarding the proposed people-mover and Bay Trail 
users sharing the undercrossing.  A description of the people-mover is included on page 2-
23 through 2-25 of the Draft EIR.  In addition, Figure 2-8 depicts a cross-section and 
proposed layout of the lanes within the undercrossing.  As described, the existing 
undercrossing is 32-feet wide, allowing sufficient right-of-way for a bicycle and pedestrian 
shared-use (Class I) path, as well as width for one-way of travel for the people-mover 
system.  A signal control system is proposed on either end of the tunnel to prevent vehicles 
from entering when another approaching vehicle is already inside the tunnel.  Striping 
would be included to give bicycles and pedestrians the right-of-way. 

 However, as noted above in Response 5.3, the existing at-grade crossing would not be 
closed to Bay Trail users with implementation of the Project.  As such, the official 
designation of the Bay Trail would continue to travel along Bayfront Expressway, over the 
undercrossing, and across Bayfront Expressway to the southern side, unless the Bay Trail 
Board approves official designation of the undercrossing as a segment of the Bay Trail. 
Regardless of the ultimate location of the official Bay Trail Route, trail users would have 
access to both the at-grade crossing and undercrossing to traverse the Bayfront 
Expressway.   

5.5 The commentor states that the Project Sponsor should contribute towards the completion of 
the Bay Trail gap between University Avenue and Ravenswood Open Space Preserve.  
Since this comment does not concern the adequacy of the Draft EIR nor the City’s 
compliance with CEQA it does not warrant further response in this document. However, 
the commentor’s point regarding the Project Sponsor’s contribution toward the completion 
of the Bay Trail gap is noted.  
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6. Peninsula Corridors Joint Powers Board, Hilda Lafebre, DBIA (letter dated January 
30, 2012) 

6.1 The commentor provides a summary of the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project.  As discussed 
and defined on pages 3.1-6 through 3.1-7 of the Draft EIR, the Dumbarton Rail Corridor 
Project is included in the cumulative analysis as a Tier 2 project.  These cumulative 
projects are in the early stages of planning or whose development could be considered 
speculative.  As noted by the commentor, the Draft EIR assumes that the Dumbarton Rail 
Corridor Project would not be operational prior to 2018 and would include a station in the 
vicinity of the West Campus. 

6.2 The commentor requests an approximation of Facebook shuttles’ peak hour frequency of 
service, demand, and passenger loading to and from Caltrain stations and questions how 
demand for additional public transit would impact Caltrain service.  Based on Facebook’s 
current Caltrain mode share and shuttle ridership, it is anticipated that between 2 and 2.5 
percent of Facebook employees utilize peak hour Caltrain service (8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. 
or 5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.). Applying these estimates to the anticipated employee 
population of 9,800 persons (6,600 on the East Campus and 2,800 on the West Campus) 
would yield between 196 and 245 Caltrain riders during the peaks, split between the Palo 
Alto, Menlo Park, and Redwood City stations and split between those traveling north 
towards San Francisco or south toward San Jose. It is estimated that, at 75 percent 
occupancy of a 16 passenger shuttle, up to 20 shuttle trips total to the three stations 
combined would be needed to accommodate this level of ridership.  If the shuttle size is 
increased to accommodate 24 passengers at the same occupancy levels, 14 shuttle trips are 
estimated to be needed.  

6.3 The commentor questions the visual cumulative analysis with respect to the potential 
Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project Menlo Park Station.  The Tier 2 analysis of the 
Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project and its cumulative visual impacts are included on page 
3.3-36 of the Draft EIR.  As stated, the impacts of the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project 
are unknown at this time, especially with regard to the size and scale of the potential station 
to the southeast of the West Campus.  Due to the fact that the Dumbarton Rail Corridor 
station is speculative, the following revisions have been made to the third full paragraph on 
page 3.3-36 of the Draft EIR. 

 In addition, a station for the Dumbarton Rail Corridor could be constructed at a 
location along its right-of-way. At this time, it is expected that the station will 
would be to the south of the Dumbarton Rail Corridor and to the east of 
Willow Road, approximately 0.17 miles southeast of the West Campus.14  The 
height and bulk of the station is currently unknown.  Due to the close 
proximity, if the station is large enough to be visible from the surrounding 
area, this could result in a significant cumulative visual impact. the massing of 
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the buildings at the West Campus could combine with the massing of the 
potential station if it is large enough.  However, since this project is 
speculative, visual impacts are unknown at this time. Therefore, cumulative 
impacts from Tier 2 projects are considered less than significant. 

In addition, the first paragraph on page 3.3-40 of the Draft EIR has been revised as 
follows. 

 Although shadows from identified related projects would not overlap with 
shadows from the Project, there could be an overall increase of shadows in the 
area. The proposed police station, and the multi-family residential 
development, and the Dumbarton Rail Station are not expected to increase 
shadows in the area due to their probable limited mass and height.  At this 
time, the height and bulk of the Dumbarton Rail Station is unknown and, 
therefore, the cumulative shadow impacts are speculative and considered to be 
less than significant, but will be considered as part of the Dumbarton Rail 
Station’s environmental review.   

 The commentor also asserts that the Draft EIR does not base the assessment on the stated 
visual impact significance criteria on page 3.3-14.  The standards of significance on page 
3.3-14, which are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, state that the Project 
would result in a significant impact if it would:  

 Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. 

 Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic highway. 

 Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings. 

 Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day 
or nighttime views in the area. 

 Significantly shadow public open space other than public streets and adjacent 
sidewalks. 

 The cumulative analysis of the visual impacts discuss cumulative alteration of scenic views 
(page 3.3-35), cumulative degradation of visual character or quality (page 3.3-37), 
cumulative sources of light and glare (page 3.3-38), and cumulative shadow impacts (page 
3.3-39).  The only significance threshold not discussed in the cumulative analysis is 
impacts to scenic resources within a State scenic highway.  As stated on page 3.3-16 of the 
Draft EIR, Bayfront Expressway and Willow Road are not designated as a State scenic 
highway by the California Department of Transportation.  The closest designated scenic 
highway is I-280 and views of the Project site cannot be seen from any segment of I-280.  
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Therefore, no impacts related to scenic resources within a State scenic highway corridor 
would occur and are not discussed in further detail in the section.  With the exception of 
this impact, all other impacts listed in the thresholds of significance are discussed in the 
cumulative analysis. 

6.4 The commentor requests removing the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project from the Tier 2 
characterization in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR.  As discussed on page 3.5-126, the 
Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project is not included in the Tier 2 Transportation analysis.  
Table 3.1-2 lists the Tier 2 cumulative projects for the Draft EIR analysis, which includes 
the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project.  While most sections in Section 3 of the Draft EIR 
include this project in the cumulative analysis, Section 3.5 does not. As stated on page 
3.5-126, funding for this project is unidentified and the project status is uncertain. If 
approved, the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project would provide another means of accessing 
the Project site and could potentially reduce the number of auto trips to the Project site. 
Nonetheless, since this project is speculative, it is not included in the Tier 2 analysis in 
Section 3.5, Transportation, as suggested by the commentor. By not including this project 
in the Tier 2 analysis, Section 3.5 analyzes the conservative scenario that assumes that 
traffic impacts would not be reduced due to the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project. 

6.5 The commentor confirms that the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project would mitigate noise 
impacts to the extent feasible and would be subject to both CEQA and NEPA.  The 
cumulative noise impacts of the Tier 2 projects are discussed on page 3.8-33 of the Draft 
EIR.  The analysis assumes that the noise impacts from the Dumbarton Rail Corridor 
Project would be mitigated to the extent feasible.  However, the Draft EIR states that the 
Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project would only be subject to CEQA.  As such, the following 
revision has been made to page 3.8-33 of the Draft EIR, second sentence of the third 
paragraph. 

 The Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project would be subject to CEQA and the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and would be required to mitigate 
impacts to the extent feasible. 
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7. San Mateo County Transit District, Hilda Lafebre (letter dated January 30, 2012) 

7.1 The commentor summarizes the significant and unavoidable traffic impacts that could affect 
SamTrans bus service.  The Project would have significant and unavoidable impacts at the 
intersections and roadway segments listed by the commentor.  Specific comments regarding 
intersection and roadway segment impacts are addressed in Responses 7.2 and 7.3, below. 

7.2 The commentor requests that the Project consider the increase congestion and driving time 
on area roadways which may impact transit operations. The commentor also requests that 
the mitigation measures for intersection delay and roadway segments consider the impacts 
on SamTrans bus service and other transit as a result of the Project. The commentor is 
correct that the Project will add vehicular traffic to the roadway network in the vicinity of 
the Project site. However, the Trip Cap, TDM Plan, and incentives for employees to 
utilize modes other than personal vehicles would less the effect of additional congestion. 
Additionally, the proposed mitigation measures are intended to improve circulation, reduce 
dwell time at traffic signals, and reduce the frequency of being stopped at traffic signals. 
These mitigation measures were specified to lower delay, increase capacity, and reduce 
traffic to a less-than-significant level.  

7.3 The commentor expresses support for the TDM program and welcomes the opportunity to 
work with the Project Sponsor. This comment is related to the public discourse on the 
merits of the Project and the TDM program and whether it is viewed as an asset to the 
City. However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or 
the Project’s compliance with CEQA and is noted. Please refer to Master Response 3 for 
further information regarding the TDM program.  
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8. Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, Roy Molseed (letter dated January 23, 
2012) 

8.1 The commentor requests the following Routes of Regional Significance/Santa Clara County 
Congestion Management Program (CMP) facilities be included in the analysis: US 101 
from the County line to the Great America Parkway/Bowers Avenue interchange, SR 237 
from US 101 to I-880, and SR 85 from US 101 to I-280. The roadway facilities selected for 
analysis include the most likely roadways to be traveled by Project-generated vehicles. 
Consideration has been given to roadway facility proximity to the Project site, existing 
traffic patterns, and projected travel patterns to/from the Project site to origins/destinations 
regardless of jurisdiction. The City determined that the facilities the commentor mentions 
are too considerable of a distance (between 3 and 17 miles) from the Project site and are, 
therefore, to be impacted by Project-generated vehicles. 

8.2 The commentor requests additional methodology regarding the Trip Cap, including data 
collection, penalties for non-compliance, and financial and staff resources to implement the 
Trip Cap monitoring as well as assurance that the results of the monitoring and 
enforcement will be reported to the Council and the public. A detailed description of the 
Trip Cap development is in Appendix 3.5-E, and the description of the Trip Cap 
enforcement is in Appendix 3.5-F of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Master Response 4 for 
more information regarding the Trip Cap. 

8.3 The commentor suggests the parking could be regulated through pricing or limiting parking 
to attain the goals of the proposed Trip Cap and the Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) program.  Please refer to Master Response 3 of this document for further 
information regarding the TDM program.  

8.4 The commentor observes that the location of the Project site does not promote the 
alternative modes of transportation.  Although the Project site is not located in close 
proximity to transit corridors, the Project would include a TDM program. The proposed 
TDM program, which the Project Sponsor would be required to implement as a condition 
of approval, would encourage employees to use other methods of transportation than 
single-occupancy automobile travel.  As listed on pages 2-8 through 2-9 of the Draft EIR, 
the TDM program would include, but not be limited to: shuttle service (both long-distance 
and to/from Caltrain stations), vanpools, carpooling assistance, preferential parking, 
subsidized public transit passes, bicycle parking, and subsidies for employees who walk or 
ride their bicycles to work.  The Project Sponsor must promote the TDM program because 
the City would impose a monitoring and reporting program to ensure that the Trip Cap is 
being met.  Penalties would be imposed by the City for violations for the Trip Cap.   
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9. City of East Palo Alto, Laura Martinez (letter dated January 30, 2012) 

9.1 The commentor summarizes the comments included as attachments, and expresses their 
commitment to working cooperatively with the City of Menlo Park and Facebook.  The City 
acknowledges receipt of this comment, which indicates that the City of East Palo Alto 
desires the record to reflect their concerns regarding traffic, housing, and air quality. The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Project’s compliance with 
CEQA. As such, no further response is necessary.  
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January 30, 2012 

Honorable Laura Martinez 
Mayor 
City of East Palo Alto 
2415 University Avenue 
East Palo Alto, CA 94303 
 

 

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Face-
book Campus Project 

 
Dear Mayor Martinez: 

The City of East Palo Alto (“City”) has asked us to review and comment on 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) prepared by the City of Menlo Park for 
the Facebook campus project (“Project”). Working with City staff, we have reviewed 
substantial portions of the document for its compliance with the requirements of the Cali-
fornia Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). As set forth in more detail below, we have 
concluded that the DEIR is inadequate in several important respects.   

SUMMARY 

We have found a variety of deficiencies in the document, virtually all of 
which tend to understate the Project’s environmental impacts or avoid requiring the Pro-
ject to implement measures to mitigate those impacts. Please note that we have not re-
viewed the entire DEIR, but rather have focused our review on impacts and other 
portions of the document most relevant to the City. Accordingly, the omission of com-
ments on other portions of the document should not be construed to mean that we found 
those portions to comply with CEQA.  

Our comments are set forth in full below. The most significant of those 
comments are summarized as follows: 

Letter 9a
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Mayor Laura Martinez, City of East Palo Alto 
January 30, 2012 
Page 2 
 
 

  

 Project Description. The DEIR improperly breaks the Project into pieces 
and declines to analyze the impacts of construction at the East Campus 
portion of the Project. This violates CEQA, which requires that an EIR 
evaluate “the whole of the project” and not divide the project up in ways 
that minimize the significance of its impacts. Menlo Park has apparently 
already issued building permits and other entitlements for the East Campus 
and construction has already begun—both appear to be in violation of 
CEQA. Regardless, the EIR must evaluate the impacts of the entire Project, 
including construction at the East Campus. 

 Baseline. For the East Campus, the DEIR uses as a baseline the operation 
of the Project site by Sun Microsystems prior to 2009, two years before the 
CEQA analysis for this Project began. This is inconsistent with the general 
rule that the baseline—the circumstances against which the project’s 
impacts are measured—is the actually existing conditions at the time 
environmental review commences. The DEIR fails to justify, by reference 
to substantial evidence, its departure from this well-established rule. The 
DEIR’s choice of a baseline artificially minimizes the Project’s 
environmental impacts and thus distorts its analysis of many categories of 
environmental impact.  

 Traffic Impacts. The DEIR’s traffic analysis suffers from several 
significant flaws: 

 The traffic analysis creates an artificial baseline of vehicle trips that 
would have been allowable under the existing entitlements for the 
Sun Microsystems campus, rather than the number of actual vehicle 
trips occurring in the baseline condition. This is inconsistent with 
recent California Supreme Court precedent. It also causes the 
Project’s traffic impacts to appear substantially less severe than they 
otherwise would. 

 The traffic analysis does not account for the bus and van trips that 
would shuttle employees to and from the campus. This omission 
causes the Project’s traffic impacts to appear substantially less 
severe than they otherwise would. 

 The DEIR ignores mitigation measures that would reduce the 
severity of traffic impacts from the Project, including those in 

9a.1
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January 30, 2012 
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neighboring jurisdictions such as East Palo Alto, that the DEIR 
concludes are significant and unavoidable. The DEIR relies almost 
entirely on proposals to expand roadways and redesign intersections, 
rather than proposing to reduce the vehicle trips generated by the 
Project. The DEIR inexplicably fails to propose reducing the 
proposed vehicle trip cap for the East Campus, which would at least 
partially mitigate traffic impacts. 

 Housing Impacts. The DEIR understates the impact of the Project on 
housing in the Project vicinity in part because it relies on unreliable generic 
data rather than available Project-specific data. The DEIR fails to 
acknowledge impacts to East Palo Alto in their entirety. It also spreads the 
impact of the Project over 15 years rather than the five years in which the 
Project is anticipated to be fully occupied, thus diluting the apparent 
severity of the impact on housing in local communities.   

 Air Quality Impacts. The DEIR ignores feasible measures to reduce the 
severity of the air quality impacts caused principally by traffic generated by 
the Project. The flaws in the traffic analysis also cause the air quality 
analysis to significantly understate likely air quality impacts associated 
with vehicle emissions. 

 Climate Change Impacts. In several ways, the DEIR understates the 
greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions attributable to the Project and thus its 
contribution to climate change: 

 Despite the fact that the Project proposes doubling the occupancy of 
the Project site, the DEIR improperly concludes that the Project will 
result in energy savings at the Project site. The DEIR relies on 
unreliable data to reach this conclusion. 

 The use of improper baselines understates the Project’s true GHG 
emission impacts. The flaws in the traffic analysis carry over to the 
DEIR’s evaluation of GHG emissions from Project-related 
transportation.  

 The DEIR fails to explain the rationale behind its conclusion that the 
significance of the Project’s GHG emissions should be based on the 
Project’s “GHG efficiency” (emissions per employee) rather than the 
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January 30, 2012 
Page 4 
 
 

  

Project’s aggregate emissions of tens of thousands of tons of GHGs 
per year. This choice of a standard of significance downplays the 
real significance of the Project’s climate impacts. 

 Presentation of Analysis. The DEIR fails to adequately inform the reader 
about the analytical process used to reach its conclusions. Readers must 
piece together the DEIR’s assumptions and reconstruct the analysis by 
sorting through a variety of technical memoranda in the documents 
appendices.  

ANALYSIS  

I. The DEIR Improperly Segments the Project. 

A. The Tenant Improvements Are Part of a Single Development Project 
with the West Campus Construction and East Campus Entitlements. 

The DEIR artificially narrows the definition of the Project, and in doing so, 
ignores a host of potential environmental impacts of the Project. This is a fundamental 
flaw in the DEIR and impairs its core function as a document to inform the public and 
decision makers about the true environmental consequences of the Project. See Cal. Code 
Regs. tit. 14, (“CEQA Guidelines”) § 15003.  

CEQA applies to projects proposed to be carried out or approved by a pub-
lic agency. Pub. Res. Code § 21080. “CEQA’s conception of a project is broad, and the 
term is broadly construed and applied in order to maximize protection of the environ-
ment.” Nelson v. County of Kern, 190 Cal. App. 4th 252, 271 (2010) (citing Friends of 
the Sierra Railroad v. Tuolumne Park & Recreation Dist., 147 Cal. App. 4th 643, 653 
(2007)). A “project” is “the whole of an action,” which has a potential for resulting in 
either “a direct physical change” or “a reasonably foreseeable indirect change” in the en-
vironment. CEQA Guidelines § 15378(a); see Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Re-
gents of Univ. of Cal., 47 Cal. 3d 376, 395-98 (1988). The term “project” means “the 
activity which is being approved and which may be subject to several discretionary ap-
provals by governmental agencies.” CEQA Guidelines § 15378(c). The term “does not 
mean each separate governmental approval.” Id. 

Because the statute requires evaluation of “the whole of an action,” CEQA 
prohibits public agencies from “subdivid[ing] a single project into smaller individual 
subprojects in order to avoid the responsibility of considering the environmental impact 
of the project as a whole.” Orinda Ass’n v. Bd. of Supervisors, 182 Cal. App. 3d 1145, 
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1171 (1986). CEQA “mandates ‘that environmental considerations do not become sub-
merged by chopping a large project into many little ones’” which, individually, may have 
lesser environmental effects but which together may be “disastrous.” City of Santee v. 
Cnty. of San Diego, 214 Cal. App. 3d 1438, 1452 (1989) (citation omitted).   

Here, the DEIR expressly excludes from its evaluation of environmental 
impacts the so-called “tenant improvements,” physical modifications to the existing 
buildings located on the East Campus that are necessary to serve the 6,600 employees 
who would work in those buildings. DEIR at 2-1. The DEIR concludes that, because no 
discretionary approvals would be required from Menlo Park to authorize those modifica-
tions in and of themselves, they need not be considered part of the “project” for CEQA 
purposes, and thus the DEIR need not evaluate the environmental impacts of those modi-
fications. The DEIR also excludes from its review the impacts associated with some exte-
rior additions to structures on the East Campus, which required discretionary approval 
and thus are subject to CEQA but which, the DEIR concludes, are categorically exempt 
from CEQA. Id. at 2-1 n.1. The tenant improvements and these allegedly categorically 
exempt additions are collectively referred to hereinafter as tenant improvements. 

This violates CEQA. The “project” here for CEQA purposes is the “Menlo 
Park Facebook Campus Project.” DEIR at 2-1. The tenant improvements are plainly part 
of that project: 

To accommodate the Project Sponsor’s rapid employment growth, the first 
phase of the Project includes occupying the East Campus’ nine existing 
buildings, which contain 1,035,840 square feet (sf). Tenant Improvements 
(TIs) are being undertaken to convert existing hardware-intensive 
laboratory spaces and individual hard-wall offices to a more open, shared 
workspace characteristic of the Facebook work environment . . . . 

Id. The DEIR thus makes clear that the tenant improvements are an integral part of “mov-
ing [Facebook’s] operations from its existing facilities in the City of Palo Alto to the City 
of Menlo Park.” Id. They are therefore part of the project—“the whole of [the] action”—
for CEQA purposes. 

Assuming arguendo that the building permits necessary for the tenant im-
provements would, in isolation, be ministerial, and assuming arguendo that the additions 
would be categorically exempt if considered in isolation, it is irrelevant. A host of cases 
involving comparable circumstances show that the tenant improvements are part of the 
Project and must be evaluated as part of the whole Project. Accordingly, Menlo Park 
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should not have issued approvals for those portions of the Project without first conduct-
ing CEQA review of the entire Project. 

In Orinda Association v. Board of Supervisors, the respondent had granted 
a demolition permit without performing CEQA review. Petitioners argued that this vio-
lated CEQA because the demolition was an integral part of a mixed-use development 
project slated for the property on which the demolition would occur. The First District 
agreed. After discussing the settled rules that CEQA applies to actions and not to approv-
als, and that projects may not be broken up into their component approvals to limit re-
view, the court concluded that the demolition was merely one part of the broader 
development project. 182 Cal. App. 3d at 1171-72. The court went on to hold, “In view 
of this conclusion, we need not address the question of whether the issuance of the demo-
lition permit by itself was actually a discretionary or mixed discretionary-ministerial act, 
subject as such to CEQA review separate and apart from the rest of the Project.” Id. at 
1172. 

In Lincoln Place Tenants Ass’n v. City of Los Angeles, 130 Cal. App. 4th 
1491 (2005), the court concluded that demolition of existing structures was part of a de-
velopment project on the property on which the demolition occurred. The court held, 
“CEQA’s requirements ‘cannot be avoided by chopping up proposed projects into bite-
size pieces which, individually considered, might be found to have no significant effect 
on the environment or to be only ministerial.’” Id. at 1507 (emphasis added). The court 
thus concluded, implicitly echoing Orinda Association, “it cannot be argued CEQA does 
not apply to the Lake Street demolition on the ground demolition permits are ministerial 
acts. Therefore we need not decide whether as a general rule demolition permits issued 
by the City of Los Angeles are ministerial or discretionary.” Id. at 1507 n.22. 

In Nelson v. County of Kern, the county had evaluated the impacts of a rec-
lamation plan for a proposed mine, but failed to consider the impacts of the mining itself, 
on the theory that the mining would occur outside the agency’s jurisdiction (on federal 
land). The court rejected this artificial division, concluding, “both the mining operations 
and the reclamation plan . . . were integrally related and constituted the whole of the ac-
tion or the entire activity for which approvals were being sought,” even though the coun-
ty had no jurisdiction to approve or deny the mining activities themselves. 190 Cal. App. 
4th at 272.  

Finally, in Association for a Cleaner Environment v. Yosemite Community 
College Dist., 116 Cal. App. 4th 629 (2004), the court concluded that the respondent dis-
trict’s decision to close a shooting range, clean up contamination on the range, and trans-
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fer courses using the range to other facilities constituted a single CEQA project. In doing 
so, the court expressly rejected arguments that portions of this single project were cate-
gorically exempt from review under CEQA. Id. at 640. The court held that the district 
was required to conduct environmental review of the entire project. 

The DEIR here suffers from the same flaw of segmentation condemned in 
these cases. The tenant improvements are simply one aspect of the broader Facebook 
campus development project. It is irrelevant that they would require Menlo Park to ap-
prove only ministerial permits or would be categorically exempt if, hypothetically, they 
were undertaken in isolation without any of the other components of the campus project. 
See McQueen v. Bd. of Directors, 202 Cal. App. 3d 1136, 1146 (1988) (“CEQA requires 
consideration of the potential environmental effects of the project actually approved by 
the public agency, not some hypothetical project.”). The DEIR accordingly should have 
described the tenant improvements and their impacts on the environment and identified 
mitigation for any significant impacts. As it stands, the DEIR simply ignores these im-
pacts, which, at a minimum, would include construction-related traffic, emissions, and 
waste generation impacts.  

Moreover, this flaw in the DEIR is more serious than the run-of-the-mill 
example of segmentation in which a project’s significant impacts are minimized by divid-
ing them across multiple approvals and multiple environmental analyses. Rather, by seg-
menting the Project here, the DEIR avoids any environmental analysis of the tenant 
improvements. This defect thus cuts to the heart of the purpose of CEQA to ensure that 
decision makers are fully informed about the environmental impacts of their projects. See 
CEQA Guidelines § 15003.  

The DEIR’s definition of the Project makes clear that the CEQA “project” 
is not merely authorization of expanded use of existing facilities but rather a comprehen-
sive development and redevelopment plan to create an integrated corporate campus for 
Facebook. That Project includes both the expanded use of the existing structures on the 
East Campus and the construction of new facilities on the West Campus. Menlo Park was 
correct to consider both the West Campus and East Campus as phases of a single project. 
In light of this comprehensive project definition, its decision to isolate the tenant im-
provements and excise them from the environmental analysis is perplexing. 

Moreover, the impacts of at least some portion of the tenant improvements 
are indirect impacts of Menlo Park’s approving a substantial increase in the number of 
employees from 3,600 to 6,600. Although the improvements are not described in ade-
quate detail in the DEIR based on Menlo Park’s erroneous conclusion that they are not 
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subject to review, those improvements are surely designed to accommodate 6,600 em-
ployees in structures previously limited to 3,600 employees. CEQA requires evaluation 
of both the direct and indirect impacts of a project. CEQA Guidelines § 15064(d). 

B. The Fact that Construction Has Already Begun Does Not Excuse Fail-
ure to Evaluate the Impacts of That Construction. 

We are informed that Menlo Park has already issued building permits for 
the tenant improvements, construction has already begun, and one or more of the East 
Campus buildings has already been occupied by Facebook. Because the ongoing con-
struction is part of a single CEQA project that includes the rest of the Facebook campus 
improvements and entitlements, these prior approvals were issued in violation of CEQA, 
as the cases discussed above indicate. However, the fact that Menlo Park has allowed the 
tenant improvements to go forward without environmental review does not excuse the 
DEIR’s failure to analyze the impacts of that construction as part of the DEIR for the 
larger Facebook Campus Project. 

In Arviv Enterprises v. South Valley Area Planning Commission, 101 Cal. 
App. 4th 1333 (2002), a developer had sought separate building permits in a piecemeal 
fashion for portions of a 21-home development. Some of those homes had already been 
built when the City of Los Angeles learned that the homes in fact comprised a broader 
development project and accordingly required preparation of an EIR for that project. The 
developer challenged the EIR requirement, and the court upheld the city’s decision. In 
doing so, the court also upheld the requirement that the EIR consider the impacts of the 
homes that had already been built. Id. at 1348-49. 

Accordingly, the DEIR here should have evaluated the impacts of the entire 
project, including the construction work that has already commenced in violation of 
CEQA. Menlo Park may not compound that error by excluding from evaluation in the 
DEIR the full extent of the environmental impacts of the Project as a whole.  

II. The DEIR Uses a Baseline that Artificially Understates the Project’s Envi-
ronmental Impacts. 

An EIR’s description of a project’s environmental setting plays a critical role in all 
of the subsequent parts of the EIR because it provides “the baseline physical conditions 
by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.” CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15125(a). Guidelines section 15126.2 describes the proper method for analyzing a pro-
ject’s impacts against this environmental baseline as follows:  
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In assessing the impact of a proposed project on the environment, the lead 
agency should normally limit its examination to changes in the existing 
physical conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time the notice 
of preparation is published, or where no notice of preparation is published, 
at the time environmental analysis is commenced.  

Longstanding case law upholds this fundamental principle by recognizing that 
“[a]n EIR must focus on impacts to the existing environment, not hypothetical situations.” 
Cnty. of Amador v. El Dorado Cnty. Water Agency, 76 Cal. App. 4th 931, 955 (1999) 
(emphasis added) (baseline for water diversion project was actually existing stream 
flows, not minimum stream flows set by federal license); see also Envtl. Planning Info. 
Council v. Cnty. of El Dorado, 131 Cal. App. 3d 350, 354, 357-358 (1982) (effects of a 
proposed area plan for land development must be compared to the existing physical con-
ditions in the area, rather than to development permitted under the county’s general plan); 
City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. Bd. of Supervisors, 183 Cal. App. 3d 229, 246-247 (1986) 
(effects of rezoning must be compared to the existing physical environment, rather than 
to development allowed under a prior land use plan); Save Our Peninsula Comm. v. Mon-
terey Cnty. Bd. of Supervisors, 87 Cal. App. 4th 99, 121 (2001) (water use baseline for 
analysis of proposed land development was actual use without the project, not what the 
applicant was entitled to use for irrigation); San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Ctr. v. Cnty. of 
Merced, 149 Cal. App. 4th 645, 658 (2007) (baseline for proposed expansion of a mining 
operation must be the “realized physical conditions on the ground, as opposed to merely 
hypothetical conditions allowable under existing plans”); Woodward Park Homeowners 
Ass’n. v. City of Fresno, 150 Cal. App. 4th 683, 693, 706-710 (2007) (effects of a large 
office and shopping center development must be compared to the current undeveloped 
condition of the property, rather than to an office park that could be developed under ex-
isting zoning). 

The California Supreme Court recently addressed this very issue in Communities 
for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist., 48 Cal. 4th 310 
(2010) (“CBE”). In that case, the court concluded that the respondent district abused its 
discretion in evaluating the impacts of a petroleum refinery project by using as a baseline 
the maximum operating level allowed by existing permits. Id. at 316. The court held that 
the district had “erred in using the boilers’ maximum permitted operational levels as a 
baseline” because “operation of the boilers simultaneously at their collective maximum 
was not the norm.” Id. at 322. It went on to state, “By comparing the proposed project to 
what could happen, rather than to what was actually happening, the District set the base-
line not according to ‘established levels of a particular use,’ but by ‘merely hypothetical 
conditions allowable’ under the permits.” Id. (citing San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Ctr., 149 
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Cal. App. 4th at 658). The Supreme Court further explained, “An approach using hypo-
thetical allowable conditions as the baseline results in ‘illusory’ comparisons that ‘can 
only mislead the public as to the reality of the impacts and subvert full consideration of 
the actual environmental impacts,’ a result at direct odds with CEQA’s intent.” Id. 

The DEIR here ignores these fundamental principles. Although it recognizes the 
existing vacant condition of the West Campus site as the baseline for that portion of the 
Project, it uses a hypothetical condition as the baseline for the East Campus. Specifically, 
the DEIR uses a baseline condition of 3,600 employees for the East Campus, even though 
it admits that this was not the existing condition when environmental review began, nor 
has it been the actual condition for at least the past four years. DEIR at 3.1-4. The DEIR 
acknowledges that this “approach to the baseline . . . as it pertains to the East Campus is 
an exception to the general rule.” Id. Nevertheless, it attempts to justify this unusual base-
line by stating that a “baseline of permitted operations is appropriate where the project is 
a modification of an existing permit,” and that an “agency has discretion not to use [the 
normal] environmental baseline . . . as long as its exercise of discretion is supported by 
substantial evidence.” DEIR at 3.1-3 to -4 (emphasis added). The DEIR is incorrect. 

First, the few cases cited in the DEIR to support its baseline argument are not on 
point. Some contain language stating broadly that an agency retains some discretion to 
choose a baseline other than existing conditions, but these cases actually rejected agen-
cies’ alternative baselines as contrary to CEQA. See, e.g., Cnty. of Amador, 76 Cal. App. 
4th at 931 (agency may not just give a snapshot of past conditions, but must describe 
those conditions in some depth and justify them as the basis for a baseline); Save Our 
Peninsula Comm., 87 Cal. App. 4th at 119-128 (rejecting agency’s baseline as not being 
supported by evidence of historical conditions).  

Other cited cases dealt with different situations involving “merely a modification 
of a previously analyzed project and hence requiring only limited CEQA review under 
section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines section 15162 . . . , or as merely the continued oper-
ation of an existing facility without significant expansion of use and hence exempt from 
CEQA review under CEQA Guidelines section 15301.” CBE, 48 Cal. 4th at 326 & n.11 
(citing, inter alia, Benton v. Bd. of Supervisors, 226 Cal. App. 3d 1467, 1477 (1991)). 
Here, the Project is not merely the continued operation of an existing facility or a minor 
modification to a previously analyzed project, nor does the DEIR contend that it is sub-
ject only to subsequent or supplemental review under the provisions cited in the CBE 
quotation above. Rather, as explained in the section of this letter regarding the Project’s 
project description, it is a massive new project that cannot “piggyback” off of previously 
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approved permits and cannot ignore impacts from portions of the Project that, by them-
selves, would not have required discretionary approvals.  

More fundamentally, just as in CBE, the DEIR fails to show that the maximum 
permitted capacity is “a realistic description of the existing conditions without the [] Pro-
ject.” 48 Cal. 4th at 322. The DEIR offers no substantial evidence that the maximum 
permitted capacity of 3,600 employees is the “norm” at this point in time, and therefore 
that it can serve as the appropriate point of comparison with Project conditions. The 
DEIR notes that Menlo Park issued a permit in 1991 which allowed up to 3,600 employ-
ees to occupy the site. DEIR at 3.1-4. It states that the “permit was exercised” and that 
Sun Microsystems occupied the site with 3,600 employees “for over two decades,” end-
ing in 2008. At that point, Oracle acquired Sun, and the site was then occupied with ap-
proximately 2,000 employees. At some point prior to the beginning of environmental 
review, Oracle vacated the site, although the DEIR does not reveal that information.   

As an initial matter, the DEIR’s analysis is flawed because it offers no evidence, 
substantial or otherwise, to support its assertion that the site was occupied by 3,600 em-
ployees constantly between 1991 and 2008. On the contrary, it is not plausible that the 
facility operated at precisely 3,600 employees for almost 20 years. In fact, a 2006 news 
article notes the fluctuating size of the Sun workforce, including “at least 13,000 job cuts 
between 2001 and 2005.” Stephen Shankland, Sun Layoffs Hit High-end Server Group, 
CNET News.com (April 7, 2006), available at <http://web.archive.org/web/ 
20070210194319/http://news.zdnet.com/2100-1009_22-6058894.html>. The lack of any 
evidence of the working population of the site prior to 2008 makes clear that the DEIR’s 
East Campus baseline is in fact nothing more than the maximum occupancy permitted, in 
direct contravention of the Supreme Court’s holding in CBE.  

Moreover, the alleged history of past occupancy fails to demonstrate that full oc-
cupancy has been the norm in recent years or that it would be the norm if the Project were 
not approved. For example, the DEIR does not explain how long Oracle occupied the 
site, whether there have been other businesses that sought to use the full space since Sun 
Microsystems left, or if there are other reasons why the site has not been fully occupied 
for the past four years. Likewise, the DEIR contains no evidence that some other compa-
ny was poised to immediately fully occupy the site if Facebook had not done so. Indeed, 
given that Facebook had to make major “tenant improvements” before moving in to con-
vert the space to suit its needs, it appears that the entire site may not have been suitable 
for full occupancy by any company in its existing condition. Likewise, there is no evi-
dence that Facebook would fully occupy the existing buildings on the site if it was not 

9a.4 
Cont.

4-54Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



Mayor Laura Martinez, City of East Palo Alto 
January 30, 2012 
Page 12 
 
 

  

also allowed to greatly expand the number of employees at the site or to expand to a West 
Campus.  

In short, the DEIR uses a hypothetical situation—full permitted utilization of the 
site—that has not been the norm for at least four years and measures the Project’s im-
pacts against this baseline. Even for the period when Sun Microsystems allegedly fully 
occupied the site before Oracle acquired it, the DEIR contains nothing more than unsup-
ported statements regarding the occupancy of the site. Such unsupported statements do 
not constitute substantial evidence. CEQA Guidelines § 15384 (“substantial evidence” 
does not include “unsubstantiated . . . narrative”). In any event, CEQA forbids use of 
such hypothetical baselines. Although agencies maintain some narrow discretion to devi-
ate from using a baseline of conditions existing at the time of the notice of preparation 
(“NOP”), the DEIR has not justified that deviation by providing substantial evidence that 
occupancy by 3,600 employees has been the recent norm for this site. There is no evi-
dence to support the idea that the recent, four-year period of low occupancy is a “tempo-
rary lull . . . in operations” that the DEIR can ignore when calculating the baseline. CBE, 
48 Cal. 4th at 328.  

The Supreme Court in CBE rejected the same argument that the DEIR makes here: 
that the maximum permitted level of operation is the baseline because this level “could [] 
occur even if the proposed project did not commence.” 48 Cal. 4th at 322. It is the agen-
cy’s burden to “conduct the investigation and obtain documentation to support a determi-
nation of preexisting conditions.” Save Our Peninsula Comm., 87 Cal. App. 4th at 122. 
Here, the DEIR has not met its burden to support its determination of existing conditions. 
As a result, the DEIR’s entire analysis of the Project’s impacts is skewed because it com-
pares the Project’s impacts against what conditions might have been instead of against 
what conditions actually are.   

III. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Propose Mitigation for the Pro-
ject’s Environmental Impacts. 

A. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Describe and Analyze the Project’s 
Transportation Impacts. 

The Project’s transportation impacts are especially important because of the 
large number of employees being brought to the Project site and its remote location at the 
eastern fringe of Menlo Park. East Palo Alto will experience a significant share of these 
impacts given its proximity to the Project site and its location between that site and 
Highway 101. Moreover, the transportation analysis forms the basis of the analysis of 
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other impacts in the DEIR, such as air quality and climate change. Unfortunately, the 
transportation impact analysis suffers from a variety of substantial defects.   

1. The DEIR Uses an Improper Baseline for Traffic Impacts. 

As just noted, the DEIR fails to support its choice of a baseline other than 
the existing conditions as of the date of the NOP. See supra Section II. Even if the DEIR 
were correct to use operational conditions under a prior occupant of the property (and not 
the most recent occupant), the traffic analysis uses a purely hypothetical baseline that 
does not reflect actual traffic conditions existing when Sun Microsystems occupied the 
property. This approach substantially reduces the apparent impacts of the Project. It ren-
ders the entire traffic analysis fatally flawed and has spillover effects for other impact 
analyses.   

The DEIR identifies several traffic scenarios: existing conditions (with the 
Project site largely vacant); near term 2015 and 2018 and cumulative 2025; east campus 
only 2015 and 2025; and east and west campus 2018 and 2025 (i.e., full buildout). DEIR 
at 3.5-33. In evaluating the impacts of the project scenarios (east campus only and east 
and west campus together), however, the DEIR compares the project traffic to the traffic 
generated by the use of the East Campus that would be allowed under the existing condi-
tional development permit (“CDP”), not to any previously existing condition. This is vio-
lates CEQA. 

Rather than relying on data of actual vehicle trips to and from the Project 
site, the DEIR estimates the trips that could have been generated under the existing 
CDP’s 3,600-employee limit and 25-percent trip reduction requirement applicable to the 
original development of the property. DEIR at 3.5-33 to -34. As noted previously, the 
DEIR provides no substantial evidence to support the claim that 3,600 employees were 
ever present on the property or when exactly they were present. See supra Section II. It 
also offers no data to show how many vehicle trips were actually generated by the alleged 
prior use of the property. Rather, it uses the generic ITE Trip Generation Manual to esti-
mate how many trips a generic office project would generate given a hypothetical popula-
tion of 3,600 employees and then deducts the 25 percent reduction required by the CDP. 
It provides no basis for concluding that this reduction actually occurred—the only basis 
for the assumed reduction is that it was legally mandated.  

The DEIR then compares the project (both for the East Campus only and 
for full buildout) to the number of trips estimated for this hypothetical scenario. For ex-
ample, Table 3.5-11 sets out an “East Campus Only Condition Increment” of trips as 
compared to the trips estimated for the hypothetical 3,600-employee scenario. DEIR at 
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3.5-44. Impact TR-1 then uses that artificial traffic “increment,” or “net–new Project traf-
fic,” to evaluate the impact of the East Campus Only scenario. Id. Likewise, in Table 3.5-
12, the DEIR compares levels of service (“LOS”) for the “Near Term 2015” scenario—
the hypothetical baseline plus hypothetical one percent annual growth—with the “Near 
Term 2015 East Campus Only” scenario. Id. at 3.5-51. 

CEQA demands that project impacts be evaluated against a backdrop of ac-
tual environmental conditions, not hypothetical conditions. Even if the DEIR were cor-
rect to use a baseline other than the conditions existing at the time of the NOP, but see 
supra Section II, the baseline must still reflect actual existing conditions at that alternate 
time. See City of Carmel-by-the Sea, 183 Cal. App. 3d at 246 (EIR must assess project 
impacts against “real conditions on the ground”); Envtl. Planning Info. Council, 131 Cal. 
App. 3d at 354 (baseline must reflect “existing physical conditions in the affected area”).   

Indeed, in the CBE case, discussed supra, the California Supreme Court re-
jected the DEIR’s approach of using as a baseline a prior operational maximum set forth 
in a permit. There, in considering an application for a refinery air pollution permit modi-
fication, the respondent had concluded that an increase in pollutant emissions was not 
significant because it was within the level allowed by the existing permit. 48 Cal. 4th at 
318. In rejecting this approach, the Court concluded that the baseline must reflect “the 
existing environment, not hypothetical situations.” Id. at 322 (quoting Cnty. of Amador, 
76 Cal. App. 4th at 955).  

The DEIR’s traffic baseline is similar to the permit-maximum baseline 
condemned by the Supreme Court. The baseline was not based on actual trips generated 
from the property prior to the Project. Rather, the trips were based entirely on (1) the 
3,600-employee limit set in the existing permit (the CDP), and (2) the 25 percent trip re-
duction required by that permit.   

In fact, had the DEIR used as the baseline the scenario that the traffic anal-
ysis referred to straightforwardly as “existing conditions,” DEIR at 3.5-32, it would not 
have had to generate a hypothetical baseline based on the maximum trips allowable under 
the CDA. The traffic analysis reports that Menlo Park performed traffic counts at the 
Property in November 2010, only five months before the NOP was released. DEIR at 3.5-
31.  

It is worth noting that this is not a situation in which the DEIR bypassed the 
standard baseline used in the vast majority of cases because the ordinary baseline would 
understate the Project’s impacts and thus subvert the purpose of CEQA to fully disclose 
project impacts. On the contrary, the DEIR’s traffic baseline causes the Project’s traffic 
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impacts to appear artificially less significant than they are: the DEIR’s hypothetical base-
line subtracted 5,394 trips per day from the Project’s impact. DEIR at 3.5-34. The Su-
preme Court’s warning in CBE is apt here: “An approach using hypothetical allowable 
conditions as the baseline results in ‘illusory’ comparisons that ‘can only mislead the 
public as to the reality of the impacts and subvert full consideration of the actual envi-
ronmental impacts,’ a result at direct odds with CEQA’s intent.” 48 Cal. 4th at 322 (quot-
ing Envtl. Planning Info. Council, 131 Cal. App. 3d at 358).     

2. The Traffic Analysis Fails to Account for the Impact of Face-
book Shuttles and Vanpools. 

The Project’s transportation demand management (“TDM”) program em-
phasizes Facebook’s use of shuttles and vanpools to transport employees to and from 
their homes at locations around the Bay Area and to and from local mass transit stops. 
DEIR App. 3.5E at 2-3; DEIR App. 3.5G. The trip cap monitoring and enforcement poli-
cy includes shuttles and vans in its definition of a “trip.” DEIR App. 3.5F at 1. However, 
in generating the total “trips” for the Project, the “transportation assumptions” memoran-
dum in Appendix 3.5E fails to include shuttle and vanpool trips. It states that, based on 
the transportation mode share surveys, “the vehicle trip generation rates were calculated 
to be 65 percent of the person trip generation rate. This was derived from 59 percent 
(drive alone) plus 12 percent carpooling at average vehicle occupancy of 2.1 persons per 
car.” DEIR App. 3.5E at 3. The memo identifies shuttle trips as an additional 21 percent 
of trips. Id., fig. 2; see also id. at 4 (apparently including shuttle trips in the “35 percent 
[of] travel via alternative transportation modes”). 

Nowhere does the DEIR include the shuttle and vanpool trips in its estimate 
of Project trips.1 The memorandum describing the TDM program suggests that the Pro-
ject will involve 80 shuttle roundtrips per day, with an average length of 17.3 miles, and 
40 vanpool roundtrips with an average length of 16.4 miles.2 DEIR App. 3.5G. However, 

                                              
1 We performed a keyword search on both the transportation section of the DEIR 

and the transportation appendix for the keywords “shuttle” and “van” and found no 
indication that shuttle or vanpool trips were incorporated into the DEIR’s trip analysis. 

2 Because these are roundtrips, they would presumably constitute 160 shuttle trips 
per day and 80 vanpool trips per day. However, it appears that these estimates are for the 
full buildout of the East and West Campuses. It is thus impossible to determine what 
portion of the East Campus trip cap would be accounted for by shuttles and vanpools. 
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it appears that those shuttle trips were not included in the vehicle trips modeled in the 
traffic analysis or in the other impact analyses based on the traffic analysis. 

We can imagine no basis for excluding these trips from the traffic analysis 
and assume their exclusion was an oversight. However, it is a substantial one. Shuttle and 
vanpool trips are commuting trips, and thus are likely to occur at the peak hours, rather 
than at mid-day when employees run errands or attend off-site meetings. Because they 
are less fuel efficient than ordinary passenger cars and emit greater pollutants, on a per-
vehicle basis, they will have greater air and GHG impacts than the passenger vehicles 
that make up the rest of Project automotive trips.3  

Moreover, the fact that shuttle and van trips are included in the definition of 
“trip” for purposes of the trip cap, but were not included when Facebook’s consultants 
generated the trip cap, suggests that Facebook is likely to exceed the trip cap unless it 
takes further steps to reduce individual employee vehicle trips. Such steps, such as im-
posing a parking charge for employees, are suggested elsewhere in this letter. See infra 
Section III.A.5.  

3. The DEIR Does Not Demonstrate that the Mode Choice Survey 
Conducted at the Existing Facebook Campuses Is a Valid Basis 
for Projecting the Transportation Decisions of Employees at a 
Different Location. 

The DEIR’s projection of vehicle trips (and the proposed vehicle trip cap 
for the East Campus) is based on transportation mode surveys conducted at Facebook’s 
existing campuses on Page Mill Road in Palo Alto. DEIR at 3.5-43; DEIR App. 3.5E. 
Facebook’s consultants generated estimates of the number of daily and peak hour trips 
per employee based on the single-occupant vehicle and carpool use revealed by the sur-
veys. DEIR App. 3.5E.  

However, the DEIR does not explain why this survey data will reliably pre-
dict the distribution of transportation modes at a site approximately seven miles away in a 
different environment. The existing campuses are both located on Page Mill Road, in the 

                                              
3 Of course shuttles and vans are high-occupancy vehicles, and thus their use will 

reduce traffic and emissions relative to a condition in which employees commute in 
single-occupancy or low-occupancy vehicles. Nevertheless, the impact of shuttles and 
vans must be accounted for. 
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heart of Palo Alto, while the Project site is located on the outskirts of Menlo Park and 
East Palo Alto, bounded on both the east and north by San Francisco Bay. Unsurprising-
ly, with the campuses in their current locations in Palo Alto, a large portion of Facebook 
employees—20.4 percent—live in Palo Alto. DEIR App. 3.7C. By contrast, only 3.7 per-
cent live in the three communities adjacent to the Project site: Menlo Park, East Palo Al-
to, and Atherton. Id.  

The DEIR does not explain why employees can be expected to reach the 
new campus in the same way they reached the former campuses notwithstanding their 
different locations. On the contrary, the only data provided in the DEIR (the residential 
distribution of existing employees) suggests that commute patterns will need to change 
significantly for many employees. Moreover, given that the Project site is more remote 
from the residences of many Facebook employees, any change in transportation modes is 
likely to expand, rather than reduce, reliance on vehicles for trips to and from the Project 
site, which will expand the Project’s impacts on East Palo Alto.  

4. The 2018 East and West Campus Scenario Understates Project 
Traffic. 

For the 2018 scenario with East and West Campus buildout, the DEIR, 
without explanation, focuses solely on the traffic contribution of the West Campus. For 
example, Impact TR-7 states, “The Project would generate approximately 6,350 net daily 
trips during a typical weekday.” DEIR at 3.5-86. Even putting aside the DEIR’s errone-
ous use of a hypothetical baseline condition, this statement ignores the “net” contribution 
of East Campus traffic, which will be present in 2018. The DEIR does not explain its de-
cision to derive “net” 2018 Project traffic by subtracting 2015 Project traffic. 2018 Pro-
ject traffic “net” of 2015 Project traffic has no CEQA significance. This approach risks 
confusing the reader and decision maker and masking the true severity of the Project’s 
impact.  

Moreover, neither the DEIR nor the appendices explain how the 6,350 trips 
for the West Campus were generated. We found no reference to that number in the ap-
pendices or any other indication of how West Campus trips were calculated. The DEIR 
text refers only to “the traffic levels anticipated to be generated by the West Campus 
based on data collected by the Project Sponsor (6,350 daily trips)” but fails to provide an 
explanation or even a citation for that figure. DEIR at 3.5-72.  
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5. The DEIR Fails to Consider Feasible Mitigation Measures for 
the Project’s Significant Traffic Impacts. 

The traffic analysis identifies several impacts that it concludes are signifi-
cant and unavoidable, including road segments and intersections in East Palo Alto. E.g., 
DEIR at 3.5-82 to -85, 86, -90. The document proposes mitigation for these impacts, but 
that mitigation is, with one minor exception, exclusively limited to physical modifica-
tions to roadways and intersections, and the document concludes (summarily) that much 
of it would be infeasible. E.g., id. at 3.5-128 to -129 (summary tables).  

The DEIR violates CEQA by failing to consider potentially feasible mitiga-
tion measures to respond to the numerous allegedly significant and unavoidable impacts 
identified. “An EIR shall describe feasible measures which could minimize significant 
adverse impacts . . . .” CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4. Under CEQA, “public agencies 
should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible miti-
gation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental 
effects of such projects. . . .” Pub. Res. Code § 21002. California courts have made clear 
that an EIR is inadequate if it fails to suggest feasible mitigation measures, or if its sug-
gested mitigation measures are so undefined that it is impossible to evaluate their effec-
tiveness.  San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City & Cnty. of San Francisco, 151 
Cal. App. 3d 61, 79 (1984). 

The DEIR overlooks potential mitigation measures that would reduce Pro-
ject-generated trips rather than attempting to expand the physical infrastructure available 
to accommodate those trips, which the DEIR concludes is largely infeasible.4 The DEIR 
emphasizes Facebook’s TDM, which includes a variety of measures designed to reduce 
vehicle trips to and from the Project. But the DEIR does not explain why it would be in-
feasible to expand or intensify the TDM program.    

                                              
4 Moreover, roadway expansion is, at best, a short-term response to traffic 

congestion, as over time traffic expands to fill the newly available capacity. See Victoria 
Transport Policy Institute, T. Litman, Smart Congestion Reductions: Reevaluating the 
Role of Highway Expansion for Improving Urban Transportation (Feb. 2, 2010) at 8, 
available at <http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=3& 
ved=0CDUQFjAC&url=http%3A%2F%2Fciteseerx.ist.psu.edu%2Fviewdoc%2Fdownlo
ad%3Fdoi%3D10.1.1.192.1884%26rep%3Drep1%26type%3Dpdf&ei=mAAnT5C9Iu_M
iQKS1NSvBg&usg=AFQjCNEv_761q8xopFqph-RUrVbBY6aGqg>.   
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On the contrary, many of the TDM program components are readily scala-
ble to further reduce single-occupant and low-occupant vehicle trips. Examples include 
expanded shuttle and vanpool programs and increased subsidies for users of such alterna-
tive modes of transportation. Additional measures could be added to the program, such as 
charging employees a fee for parking. Indeed, a parking charge could be varied to reflect 
trip count. Because Facebook will have real-time access to trip volume data, see DEIR 
App. 3.5F at 4 (trip cap enforcement policy), the parking charge could similarly fluctuate 
in real time: charges could increase on days and at times when trip volume is high and 
decrease when volume is low. San Francisco’s SF Park program represents a basic form 
of such congestion pricing for parking. See SF Park, Pricing, <http://sfpark.org/how-it-
works/pricing/>. If the parking fees received from drivers were paid out as incentives to 
employees using alternative transportation modes, the program would provide a strong 
incentive for employees to abandon their cars for other modes.  

The TDM program could also be expanded in ways that respond specifical-
ly to the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the DEIR, targeting the road 
segments and intersections that are expected to experience significant traffic impacts. For 
example, the TDM program might provide additional incentives (monetary or otherwise) 
to encourage commuters using high-impact routes to use alternative means of transporta-
tion, establish staggered schedules, or simply use alternate routes. Given the widespread 
availability of GPS technology in mobile devices, and Facebook’s sophistication in mak-
ing use of that technology, tracking employee commute routes should not be difficult. See 
Facebook, About Location Services, <http://www.facebook.com/help/location/about>.  

However, such measures might not need to be specified if the trip cap were 
appropriately reduced to mitigate currently unmitigated significant impacts. It appears 
from the DEIR and appendices that Facebook has unilaterally established the trip cap. See 
DEIR App. 3.5E. It is entirely proper for Menlo Park to set a lower trip cap to mitigate 
the Project’s significant impacts on its community and surrounding communities. The 
alternatives analysis considers a lower baseline, but it ignores the possibility that trips 
may be further reduced with a more aggressive TDM program, and instead assumes that 
it could be complied with only by reducing employee headcount. That assumption is un-
supported.   

It is not sufficient for the DEIR to evaluate only infrastructure solutions to 
respond to impacts that it concludes are significant and unavoidable when other mitiga-
tion is available. Moreover, as noted below, the DEIR may not refuse to recommend mit-
igation merely because it would not entirely eliminate the impact. See infra Section IV. 
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B. The DEIR’s Analysis of Impacts Related to Housing and Population Is 
Inadequate and Its Conclusions Are Not Based on Substantial Evi-
dence.  

The Project would bring thousands of new employees to an area of Menlo Park 
that borders East Palo Alto. As the DEIR admits, this will induce growth in the area and 
will create the need for approximately 3,257 housing units.5 DEIR at 3.14-14. Although 
job growth in and of itself is not an environmental impact, both the DEIR and CEQA 
recognize that if a project will create jobs that in turn will require housing to be built, the 
impacts of the need for construction of housing and associated infrastructure is a cog-
nizable environmental impact. Id. at 3.14-7 (acknowledging that “[t]he Project would 
result in a significant impact if it would . . . [d]isplace substantial numbers of people, ne-
cessitating the construction of replacement housing.”); CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126(d) 
(EIR must analyze growth-inducing impacts), 15126.2(d) (EIR must “Discuss the ways in 
which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construc-
tion of additional housing, either directly or indirectly”).  

Here, the DEIR conducts some analysis of indirect housing demand caused by the 
Project and concludes that the Project will have a less than significant impact on regional 
housing. However, it does not support that conclusion with substantial evidence. Rather, 
the DEIR’s housing assessment and the Housing Needs Assessment in Appendix 3.14 
contain a variety of errors and unsupported assertions.  

1. The DEIR Uses Generic Regional Data, Instead of Data Tailored 
to the Actual Project, in Assessing Impacts on Housing. 

In various instances, the DEIR does not use Project-specific data when calculating 
the Project’s impacts on housing. For example, the Population and Housing section of the 
DEIR analyzes regional housing needs assuming that only 8.8 percent of Project employ-
ees will live in San Francisco. DEIR at 3.14-14. This assumption is based on generic in-
formation about “the existing commute patterns for employees who work in the City [of 
Menlo Park].” Id. at 3.14-12. However, it is contradicted by the far more specific evi-
dence in the DEIR indicating that approximately 26 percent of Facebook employees cur-
rently live in San Francisco and that this number will likely remain the same given their 
workforce characteristics. DEIR App. 3.14 at 23. Likewise, the DEIR uses generic data to 
calculate that only 3.3 percent of employees will live in East Palo Alto. Id. at 27. This 

                                              
5 As explained below, this number is likely too low. 
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assumption does not account for the Project’s location immediately adjacent to East Palo 
Alto and the TDM’s goal of promoting bicycle and pedestrian commuting, which will 
encourage employees to live close to the Project site. See id. (data is based on existing 
commute patterns for all Menlo Park workers); DEIR App. 3.5G at 3 (Facebook intends 
to meet a goal of having 50 percent of employees commute by walking, biking, or other 
non-single-occupant-vehicle modes).  

The DEIR does not explicitly address the discrepancies caused by using generic, 
rather than Project-specific data. However, it states that the DEIR’s housing analysis 
“us[es] County averages in many places rather than seeking to model the unique charac-
teristics of Facebook and its workforce in all respects.” DEIR App. 3.14 at 6. The DEIR’s 
justification for this is that, although “Facebook is expected to be the primary occupant of 
the Project for the foreseeable future, entitlements would be transferable to any other fu-
ture occupants of the property . . . .” Id. In other words, the Housing Needs Assessment 
does not analyze the impacts of this Project, which proposes to build a headquarters cam-
pus for Facebook. Rather, it analyzes the impacts of a hypothetical project involving con-
struction of a generic office complex with 6,600 new (and 9,400 total) employees. Such 
an analysis is faulty, and the DEIR’s housing analysis is skewed as a result.  

CEQA requires an agency to provide “detailed information about the effect which 
a proposed project is likely to have on the environment.” Pub. Res. Code § 21001. Here, 
the DEIR defines the Project not as construction of generic office buildings, but as the 
“Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project.” DEIR at 2-1. Notably, the DEIR states that the 
Project’s foremost purpose is to “Establish Facebook’s permanent headquarters in the 
City,” and the second purpose is to “[d]evelop an integrated, multi-phased campus that is 
sized to accommodate Facebook’s long term growth potential.” DEIR at 2-5 (emphases 
added). As such, the DEIR must analyze this Project and its expected impacts, not the 
impacts that might be expected if a different tenant later takes over the lease. This is par-
ticularly important given that—as explained below—the Facebook Project has particular 
characteristics and includes specific measures that are different from a run-of-the-mill 
office construction project.    

  The DEIR—including the Housing Needs Assessment—analyzes some Project 
impacts based on Facebook’s specific occupancy of the Project site, rather than assuming 
that another company will someday take over the lease. For example, it bases its estimate 
of how many low-income food workers will work at the site on the fact that “Facebook’s 
staffing needs are less than typical for food service because most meal service is accom-
modated within a single work shift, is not generally provided on weekends, employees 
bus their own tables, and the need for cashiers is eliminated since food service is provid-
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ed free of charge.” DEIR App. 3.14 at 10. Likewise, the DEIR’s analysis of traffic, vehi-
cle miles traveled, mode of commute, and resultant pollution is based on Facebook em-
ployees’ current commute patterns and Facebook’s commitment to implement a TDM 
program to reduce single-vehicle commutes. DEIR App. 3.5E at 1 (“vehicular trip gener-
ation estimates were developed based on travel demand surveys conducted at Facebook’s 
Palo Alto campus”), id. at 4 (“Facebook’s trip generation rate is 27 percent lower than 
traditional office developments, since many of Facebook’s employees travel outside of 
the traditional commute peak hours and 35 percent travel via alternative transportation 
modes.”), id. at 5 (calculating the 15,000/day trip cap that is used in the DEIR for traffic 
analysis (see DEIR at 3.5-43) “based on Facebook specific trip rates per employee.”) 
(emphasis added)).   

The DEIR’s selective use of factors specific to Facebook in some instances, but 
not others, distorts the analysis of the Project’s impacts. Indeed, it appears the DEIR se-
lectively used Facebook-specific factors when doing so would reduce the appearance of 
Project impacts (e.g., for traffic). However, in its analysis of housing impacts, it used ge-
neric data that make impacts appear to be less significant than if the DEIR had used Fa-
cebook-specific data.  

The Project, due to its specific characteristics, is likely to have greater impacts on 
local housing in East Palo Alto than admitted in the DEIR. For example, the DEIR esti-
mates that the Project will create the need for 917 housing units that are affordable for 
very-low-income or low-income families. DEIR App. 3.14 at 2. This represents 28 per-
cent of the new housing need created by the Project. Id. As the DEIR admits, housing in 
Menlo Park and other surrounding jurisdictions is very expensive. Id. at 3, 6-7, 22. As 
such, most housing in these jurisdictions will not be affordable for the 28 percent of new 
Facebook employee households earning low or very low incomes. According to East Palo 
Alto planning staff, the city is one of the few jurisdictions on the mid-Peninsula that has 
relatively affordable housing and particularly rental housing with robust rent control. And 
Keyser Marston, Menlo Park’s consulting firm for housing impacts, admits as much in a 
study it drafted for Menlo Park dated December 21, 2011.6 Keyser Marston Associates, , 
(Dec. 21, 2011). As such, it is an obvious location for the 917 lower income Facebook 
employees to look for housing. This sudden demand is likely to create the need for new 
                                              

6 The Keyser Martson study was released after the DEIR was made available for 
public review and comment and was not attached to or incorporated in that document. 
Accordingly, Menlo Park cannot rely on that study to rectify any shortcomings in the 
DEIR itself. 
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housing for these workers, or to displace current East Palo Alto residents, thereby creat-
ing new housing demand indirectly. 

Likewise, East Palo Alto and its rent controlled units are also a prime target for 
gentrification in response to Facebook’s new headquarters and other regional factors. 
This is particularly likely given that a large new landlord, Equity Residential, recently 
purchased more than half of the rent-controlled units in East Palo Alto. Valerie Schmalz, 
Catholic San Francisco, Online Edition, East Palo Alto mayor, pastor oppose sale of low-
income housing (Oct. 12, 2011), available at <http://www.catholic-
sf.org/news_select.php?newsid=22&id=59056>. These units represent approximately 
fifteen percent of all affordable units in the County of San Mateo. Id. The company’s 
owner has been a strong opponent of rent control, and the company has expressed its in-
tention to gentrify the area in the near future. Id. Gentrification will displace current low-
income residents, leading to the need for more affordable housing to be built in the area. 

The DEIR summarily dismisses the notion that the Project’s likely displacement of 
low-income residents of East Palo Alto could cause environmental impacts. DEIR at 
3.14-1 (“The City of East Palo Alto also raised an issue relating to the potential dis-
placement of East Palo Alto residents. For reasons discussed below, this issue is not eval-
uated further in the Draft EIR because possible displacement of residents would not result 
in a significant physical impact on the environment.”). If the Project causes displacement 
of such residents, then logically those ex-residents will have to find new housing else-
where. And given that affordable housing is scarce in the region, new affordable housing 
will need to be constructed to house the displaced residents. Such impacts have long been 
recognized as cognizable CEQA impacts. CEQA Guidelines § 15064(e) (“Where a phys-
ical change is caused by economic or social effects of a project, the physical change may 
be regarded as a significant effect”); CEQA Guidelines § 15131(a); El Dorado Union 
High Sch. Dist. v. City of Placerville, 144 Cal. App. 3d 123 (1983) (effects of overcrowd-
ing are relevant when they lead to construction of new facilities).  

Because the DEIR fails to account for many factors showing that there will likely 
be a spike in housing demand in East Palo Alto, it fails to adequately analyze the Pro-
ject’s true impacts. For example, in estimating the Project’s housing impacts on East Palo 
Alto, the DEIR ignores that 1) the Project will be located adjacent to East Palo Alto, 2) 
Facebook has committed to numerous measures to encourage employees to walk, bike, or 
take transit to work (thereby encouraging employees to live close to the Project site), 3) 
lower-income earners are more likely to live close to their jobs and to take transit to 
work, 4) few nearby jurisdictions have available housing for lower income households, 
and 5) a new owner of more than half of East Palo Alto’s affordable units recently ex-
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pressed an intention to gentrify the area, likely at least in part in response to Facebook 
moving its world headquarters nearby.7 Displacing this much affordable housing will 
cause the need for construction of more affordable housing elsewhere, which is a cog-
nizable environmental impact under CEQA.  

In sum, the DEIR unjustifiably uses generic data to summarily conclude that only 
3.3 percent of future employees will live in East Palo Alto. Its decision to ignore a multi-
tude of relevant factors showing that this percentage will likely be much higher is an 
abuse of discretion. See Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Comm. v. Bd. of Port Comm’rs, 
91 Cal. App. 4th 1344 (2001) (agency’s use of incomplete data to measure noise impacts 
renders its analysis invalid). 

2. The DEIR’s Use of An Erroneous Baseline and Its Segmentation 
of Portions of the Project Causes It to Underestimate the Pro-
ject’s Actual Impact on Housing Demand and Displacement. 

As described previously, the DEIR uses an improper baseline that assumes the site 
already has 3,600 employees. See supra Section II. If the DEIR used a proper baseline 
that measured the Project’s full job growth and housing impacts against actually existing 
conditions, or even against more recent conditions in which 2,000 employees occupied 
the site, the Project’s impacts on housing would be shown to be much more severe.  

The DEIR also appears to substantially underestimate the job growth, and thus 
housing needs, associated with the Project in another way. The DEIR states that “em-
ployment associated with construction of tenant improvements on the East Campus and 
development of the West Campus is not included in this [housing needs] analysis.” DEIR 

                                              
7 The Keyser Marston study of December 21, 2011 also ignores almost all of these 

factors in concluding that the Facebook Project will not displace low-income residents of 
East Palo Alto. Additionally, it relies on unrealistically high recent vacancy and turnover 
rates in East Palo Alto to conclude that there will be plenty of available housing. In 
reality, Page Mill Properties—the landlord who until recently controlled over half of East 
Palo Alto’s affordable, rent-controlled units—evicted hundreds of tenants and brought 
numerous suits against the City and its rent control ordinance, all of which led to an 
unusually high turnover rate for the past few years. See Schmalz, supra, 
<http://www.catholic-sf.org/news_select.php?newsid=22&id=59056>; Gennady Shayner, 
Eshoo 'very concerned' about Wells Fargo's apartment sale, Palo Alto Online News 
(Sept. 30, 2011), <http://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/show_story.php?id=22702>.  
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App. 3.14at 30. Neither the DEIR or the Housing Needs appendix provides a rationale for 
ignoring the jobs, and resulting need for housing, associated with renovations on the East 
Campus or construction of the West Campus. Given the large scope of this Project, and 
its multi-year timeframe for buildout (see DEIR at 2-29 (proposed three-year build-out)), 
some workers may relocate to the area either temporarily or permanently to work on the-
se construction projects. The DEIR should have either analyzed the housing needs and 
other impacts of workers related to construction on the Project, or else provided evidence 
of why these impacts need not be analyzed. See City of Santee v. Cnty. of San Diego, 214 
Cal. App. 3d 1438, 1452 (1989) (EIR must describe the whole of a project and all of its 
impacts).   

3. The Threshold of Significance for Housing Impacts Is Faulty, 
Causing the DEIR to Significantly Underestimate Actual Im-
pacts. 

The DEIR states that 6,600 workers will be employed at the Project site by 2015 at 
the latest (DEIR at 2-13), and an additional 2,800 workers will be on site by 2016. Id. at 
2-29. Thus, the Project’s full impacts on local housing needs will be felt by 2015 or 2016. 
However, the DEIR uses a different timeframe for measuring the Project’s impacts on 
regional job growth and housing. In measuring the Project’s job growth vis-à-vis Menlo 
Park’s expected job growth, the DEIR states that “[t]he net increase of approximately 
3,000 employees [for the East Campus] would account for approximately 74 percent of 
the City’s employment growth of 4,050 jobs between 2010 and 2025.” DEIR at 3.14-9 
(emphasis added). Likewise, employment at the West Campus “would account for ap-
proximately 69 percent of the City’s employment growth of 4,050 jobs between 2010 and 
2025.” Id. Thus, according to the DEIR, “[t]he total net increase in employment would 
represent 143 percent of the total ABAG projected employment of 4,050 jobs” by 2025. 
DEIR at 3.14-5.  

Similarly, the DEIR states that this job growth will result in a need for 3,257 hous-
ing units. DEIR at 3.14-11. The DEIR assumes that “approximately 7.8 percent, or 254 
units, of the housing demand generated by the Project [] would be for housing within the 
City.” Id. It then compares this number with projected housing growth for the City in 
2025, which is 1,630 units. Id. Using these numbers, the DEIR then states that the “hous-
ing demand generated by the Project would be 254 households, approximately 15.6 per-
cent of projected housing growth in the City from 2010 to 2025.” Id. Based on this 
analysis, the DEIR concludes that, because the Project will account for a mere 15.6 per-
cent of the City’s housing growth, “the demand for housing as a result of the Project 
would be less than significant.” Id. (emphasis in original). 
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By using this 2025 growth projections as a threshold, the DEIR understates the 
true impacts of the massive and rapid job growth, and resulting housing demand, caused 
by this Project. In effect, it dilutes the Project’s impacts by spreading them out over fif-
teen years instead of recognizing that they will actually be felt within four years. The 
DEIR does not explain why it uses 2025 growth projections, given that it also includes 
job and housing projections for 2015. Given that 2015 is the date by which the Project is 
actually expected to be complete, with most employees on site, this date, and not 2025, 
must be used to measure the Project’s impacts. See Protect the Historic Amador Water-
ways v. Amador Water Agency, 116 Cal. App. 4th 1099, 1111 (2004) (criticizing agency 
for failing to use a threshold that accurately measures all of the project’s impacts). 

Using 2015 figures for job growth and housing reveals a different picture of the 
Project’s impacts. These figures show that, absent the Project, Menlo Park is expected to 
gain only 450 jobs between the years 2010 and 2015. DEIR at 3.14-5. Likewise, only 530 
new housing units are projected in Menlo Park by the year 2015 without the Project. 
DEIR at 3.14-6. Thus, the Project’s 6,600 jobs are 1,466 percent, or more than 14 times, 
the City’s expected job growth in this time period. And the Project’s demand for 254 
housing units in the City accounts for 48 percent, or nearly half, of the City’s expected 
housing growth for 2015.  

Even these numbers likely underestimate the Project’s actual impacts. First, if the 
DEIR used the proper baseline of existing conditions (i.e., zero employees), then the Pro-
ject and its 9,400 employees would represent 2,089 percent of Menlo Park’s expected job 
growth by 2015. Likewise, if the DEIR used its calculation of 1.78 workers per house-
hold with the full 9,400 employees, it would result in a housing demand of 5,281 housing 
units for the Project, as opposed to 3,257. And 7.8 percent of 5,281 (i.e., the percentage 
of employees expected to live in Menlo Park) represents 412 housing units needed in 
Menlo Park. Using these figures, housing demand due to this Project alone would repre-
sent 92 percent of the projected housing growth in Menlo Park by 2015. This is signifi-
cant under any meaning of the term. 

Second, the DEIR underestimates the true demand for housing units that the Pro-
ject will cause. The DEIR takes its figure of 5,800 “net” additional Project employees and 
divides it by 1.78, which is the County of San Mateo’s figure for the average number of 
workers per household. DEIR at 3.14-11, tbl. 3.14-7. But using this figure to calculate 
housing demand for the Project assumes that almost all Facebook employees will live 
with other Facebook employees. The DEIR offers no evidence to support this peculiar 
assumption. Although undoubtedly some small portion of Facebook employees will co-
habitate, it is more likely that each new employee who moves to the area will need his or 
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her own housing unit, which he or she may share with family members or other people 
who do not work at Facebook. The DEIR cannot rely on unsupported assumptions. Pub. 
Res. Code § 21082.2(a) (a lead agency’s determination of impacts must be “based on 
substantial evidence,” which does not include “speculation, unsubstantiated opinion . . . 
[or] evidence which is clearly inaccurate”).    

Third, the DEIR’s assumptions about Menlo Park’s future housing availability are 
questionable. Menlo Park has approved almost no new affordable housing in the recent 
past. From 1999 through 2006, Menlo Park’s fair share of the region’s need for new 
housing included 184 units affordable to very-low income households, 90 to low income 
households, and 245 to moderate income households. But according to data from the As-
sociation of Bay Area Governments (“ABAG”), the City issued permits for almost none 
of these affordable units: zero very-low income, zero low-income, and only 11 moderate 
income.8 As a result, the DEIR’s predictions of how much housing will be available in 
Menlo Park, and particularly for the more than 28 percent of Facebook employees who 
will be earning lower incomes (see DEIR at 3.14-15) is not based on substantial evidence.  

The DEIR’s failure to break down housing needs by income for each jurisdiction 
also skews the analysis. Given the DEIR’s admission that most jurisdictions in the mid-
Peninsula have very high home prices, and that 28 percent of Facebook employee house-
holds will be earning low or very-low incomes, the DEIR needs to specifically analyze 
the Project-generated housing demand for low- and very-low-income earners, and assess 
whether there is enough of this kind of housing available within surrounding jurisdictions 
or whether it will necessitate new construction. The DEIR only does the first part of this, 
analyzing the number of homes that would be needed for certain income levels. However, 
it does not assess whether these numbers exceed the available housing stock, thereby 
leading to a need for new construction of affordable homes. DEIR at 3.14-15. Given 
Menlo Park’s difficulty in generating affordable housing, these impacts are particularly 
relevant. Likewise, given that East Palo Alto is one of the few locations on the mid-
Peninsula with affordable homes, as well as with available land for constructing homes 
for various income levels, the Project’s impacts on this jurisdiction are especially con-
cerning.   

                                              
8 ABAG, A Place to Call Home: Housing in the San Francisco Bay Area 2007, 

available at 
<http://www.abag.ca.gov/planning/housingneeds/pdf/resources/A_Place_to_Call_Home_ 
2007.pdf>.  
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In conclusion, employing such disparate time horizons for evaluating the signifi-
cance of the Project’s impacts on housing makes these impacts appear much less signifi-
cant than they really are. This subverts CEQA’s core purpose of “inform[ing] the public 
and responsible officials of the environmental consequences of their decisions before 
they are made.” Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of the Univ. of Cal., 6 Cal. 
4th 1112, 1123 (1993) (“Laurel Heights I”). Where, as here, evidence is submitted to an 
agency showing that an impact may be significant despite the significance standard used 
in the EIR, the agency must address that evidence. Protect the Historic Amador Water-
ways, 116 Cal. App. 4th at 1111 (holding that the agency failed to explain the rationale 
for finding insignificant impacts when it used its chosen threshold). Here, there does not 
appear to be any way the DEIR can justify its use of 2025 data in analyzing the Project’s 
impacts on housing, but regardless, it has improperly failed to do so. Id.; Napa Citizens 
for Honest Gov’t v. Napa Cnty. Bd. of Supervisors, 91 Cal. App. 4th 342, 362-63 (2001) 
(in determining the significance of impacts, EIR must “contain[] an adequate explanation 
of the drafters’ reasoning, and of the data underlying that reasoning”).  

C. The DEIR’s Air Quality and Related Health Impacts Analysis Is Inad-
equate. 

1. The DEIR Incorrectly Asserts that There Are No Feasible Miti-
gation Measures to Reduce Significant Air Quality Impacts from 
Criteria Pollutants. 

The DEIR admits that the Project will emit large quantities of certain air pollu-
tants, largely due to induced vehicle trips. DEIR at 3.5-30 to -31. It also admits that the 
impacts from emission of fine particulates (“PM10”), reactive organic gases (“ROG”), and 
oxides of nitrogen (“NOx”) will cause significant impacts. Id. The DEIR’s finding of sig-
nificant impacts triggers CEQA’s requirement that the lead agency adopt all feasible mit-
igation. Pub. Res. Code § 21002. However, instead of adopting any mitigation measures, 
or even listing possible mitigation measures that the agency found not to be feasible, the 
DEIR simply states, without support, that “At this time there are no feasible mitigation 
measures that would reduce the NOX, ROG, and PM10 emissions to less than signifi-
cant.” DEIR at 3.6-31.  

This assertion is not supported by the facts and misapplies CEQA. First, as a mat-
ter of law, it is irrelevant whether available mitigation measures would reduce pollution 
to less-than-significant levels so long as mitigation measures would reduce the severity of 
those pollution impacts. CEQA requires that mitigation whenever there are significant 
impacts, even if the impacts remain significant after mitigation is implemented. See infra 
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Section IV. Thus, the DEIR must include feasible mitigation measures that will lessen the 
severity of the Project’s air quality impacts, even if significant impacts remain. 

Second, there is no substantial evidence to support the notion that no feasible miti-
gation exists to reduce the Project’s emissions of NOX, ROG, and PM10. These pollutants 
are emitted largely due to vehicle travel and related emissions. DEIR at 3.6-30. Thus, any 
measure that could reduce vehicle miles traveled, lessen Project-related vehicle trips, or 
encourage use of less-polluting vehicles, would constitute a valid mitigation measure. 
Although the Project already proposes a number of measures to reduce vehicle trips (e.g., 
create a bike/pedestrian tunnel to connect the two campuses, institute an employee trip 
reduction program for commuting, etc.), there are more measures the Project could incor-
porate. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (“BAAQMD”) recently issued 
new Guidelines to assist agencies with measuring and mitigating project impacts. The 
Guidelines suggest the following mitigation measures, all of which should be analyzed 
for feasibility in the DEIR:9  

 Daily employee parking charges10 

 Parking cash out program for employees who do not drive 

 Allow or encourage telecommuting or compressed schedules so that 
employees do not have to drive to work as frequently 

Other potentially feasible mitigation measures include the purchase or lease of 
electrical vehicles for Facebook’s corporate fleet and construction of electric car charging 
stations. Moreover, Facebook could purchase or lease clean fuel vehicles (e.g., electric, 
gas-electric hybrid, or natural gas) for its shuttle and vanpool programs, which would 
substantially reduce emissions from these vehicles. In addition to or as an alternative to 
these measures, reduction in the daily trip cap would reduce vehicle trips and associated 
pollutant emissions, while allowing Facebook leeway in deciding how to comply with the 
cap. See supra Section III.A.5. 

                                              
9 The Guidelines and recommended mitigation measures can be found at 

<http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/BAAQM
D%20CEQA%20Guidelines_May%202011_5_3_11.ashx> at 4-11 to -17.  

10 See supra Section III.A.5. 

9a.20 
Cont.

4-72Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



Mayor Laura Martinez, City of East Palo Alto 
January 30, 2012 
Page 30 
 
 

  

In addition, other mitigation measures could partially offset the impacts from PM10 
pollution, even if they did not reduce the amount of pollution emitted by the Project. Giv-
en that the major source of this pollutant is vehicles on nearby roadways, mitigation 
measures could include installing vegetative buffers along roadways or air filters on 
nearby facilities occupied by sensitive receptors. These measures are described further 
below.  

The DEIR must analyze public health impacts and the feasibility of these mitiga-
tion measures and include all measures that are feasible. See Los Angeles Unified Sch. 
Dist. v. City of Los Angeles, 58 Cal. 4th 1019, 1029 (1997). 

2. The DEIR Incorrectly Asserts that There Are No Feasible Miti-
gation Measures to Reduce Significant Project-Level and Cumu-
lative Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts. 

The DEIR admits that the Project “could expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
TACs [toxic air contaminants], resulting in a potentially significant impact.” DEIR at 3.5-
33. In addition, the Project will contribute to significant cumulative impacts from air tox-
ics: “Due to the existing background traffic, cumulative cancer risk of 167 in a million, 
the cumulative cancer risk is above BAAQMD significance level of 100 in a million. Fur-
thermore, the PM2.5 emissions of 1.3 μg/m3 exceed the significance threshold of 0.8 
μg/m3.” Id. at 3.6-42. Traffic accounts for the vast majority of the cumulative air toxics 
impacts. Id. at 3.6-43.  

Again, the DEIR uses the incorrect legal standard in determining whether there are 
feasible mitigation measures, stating that “[t]here are no feasible Project-related mitiga-
tion measures that will reduce the impact to less than significant. Therefore, the cumula-
tive health impacts remain significant and unavoidable.” Id. at 3.6-44. Likewise, the 
DEIR ignores various mitigation measures that could, in fact, mitigate impacts that TACs 
will have both on Project employees as well as nearby residents.  

The DEIR acknowledges that there are potentially significant health risks for indi-
viduals living or working within 500 feet of freeways or busy roads. Id. at 3.6-2 (citing 
California Air Resource Board, Land Use Handbook). The DEIR fails to mention, how-
ever, that BAAQMD has recommended various mitigation measures for projects located 
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within this distance from roadways. Specifically, BAAQMD recommends the following 
measures to reduce impacts from fine particulate matter and other TACs:11   

 Projects that propose sensitive receptors adjacent to sources of diesel PM 
(e.g., freeways, major roadways, rail lines, and rail yards) should consider 
tiered plantings of trees such as redwood, deodar cedar, live oak and 
oleander to reduce TAC and PM exposure. This recommendation is based 
on a laboratory study that measured the removal rates of PM passing 
through leaves and needles of vegetation. Particles were generated in a 
wind tunnel and a static chamber and passed through vegetative layers at 
low wind velocities. Redwood, deodar cedar, live oak, and oleander were 
tested. The results indicate that all forms of vegetation were able to remove 
65–85 percent of very fine particles at wind velocities below 1.5 meters per 
second, with redwood and deodar cedar being the most effective. 

 Install a ventilation system in affected structures that is certified to achieve 
a performance effectiveness, for example, to remove at least 85% of 
ambient PM2.5 concentrations from indoor areas. Air intakes should also 
be located away from emission sources areas, such as major roadways. 

 Install passive (drop-in) electrostatic filtering systems, especially those with 
low air velocities (i.e., 1 mph), in affected structures. 

These measures should be implemented at the Project site to protect the health of 
Project employees. San Francisco requires similar measures for new residential develop-
ment located near freeways and busy roadways, and these measures make equal sense for 
commercial development such as the Project. For example, San Francisco requires that 
new residential development near freeways provide mechanical ventilation systems with 
best available supply intake air location; with fresh air filtration and building designs; and 
with reduced infiltration to mitigate particulate exposure. San Francisco Health Code, 
Art. 38, §§ 3801-3813. See also Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Ef-
fects from Intra-urban Roadways: Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental 
Review, 
<http://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/AirQuality/MitigateRoadAQLUConlicts.pdf>, 
at 20-21.  
                                              

11 <http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/ 
BAAQMD%20CEQA%20Guidelines_May%202011_5_3_11.ashx> at 5-17. 
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In addition, the Project could pay to install such ventilation and filtering systems 
in nearby hospitals, schools, nursing homes, and similar facilities located immediately 
adjacent to roadway segments and intersections where Project air quality impacts are 
most severe. Another potentially feasible mitigation measure includes contributing to-
ward an urban forestry program that would fund tree planting in areas east of Highway 
101. This would help screen out particulate matter and would have the additional benefit 
of mitigating GHG emissions.  

3. The DEIR Fails to State Whether It Accounts for Emissions 
from Vans and Shuttles in Its Air Quality Analysis. 

As noted previously, the DEIR’s transportation analysis does not include 
shuttle and vanpool trips in its estimation of Project trips. See supra Section III.A.2. Giv-
en that the DEIR fails to account for shuttle and vanpool trips in its transportation analy-
sis, it appears that it also fails to account for these trips in its estimate of emissions from 
all vehicle trips. The DEIR does not state whether or not it accounted for these trips in its 
air analysis. Rather, the DEIR’s air quality impacts section states only that it is based on 
“VMT and trip[ data] provided by DKS Associates and the Project Sponsor, respectively. 
This data includes an analysis of employee commute VMT when considering the TDM 
program.” DEIR at 3.6-14. If the DEIR did not take the emissions caused by vanpool and 
shuttle trips into account in its air analysis, this is a failure to accurately account for all 
Project emissions. In addition, its failure to even describe whether or not it takes these 
trips into account also undermines the DEIR’s value as an informative document. 

4. The DEIR Bases Its Analysis on Assumptions Rather than Evi-
dence. 

The DEIR’s air quality analysis is based on various data regarding the ex-
pected sources of pollutants. DEIR at 3.6-14 (e.g., natural gas usage, use of architectural 
coatings). Given that vehicular emissions represent the greatest single source of pollu-
tants from the Project, it is particularly critical to use quality data in assessing the severity 
of impacts from vehicle trips. However, instead of basing its analysis on solid data, the 
DEIR bases portions of the analysis on unsupported assumptions. For example, the DEIR 
calculates how many weekday trips will be generated by the Project. But then, without 
explanation, it states that “weekend trips and VMT were assumed to be 10 percent of the 
weekday trips . . . .” Id. Such unsupported assumptions do not constitute substantial evi-
dence. Pub. Res. Code § 21082.2. In any event, it appears that a ten percent assumption 
for weekend trips may underestimate actual weekend trips. As Fortune magazine recently 
reported, at one point in 2011, Facebook apparently “called on engineers to work nights 
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and weekends for 60 days . . . .” Miguel Helft and Jessi Hempel, Facebook vs. Google: 
The battle for the future of the Web, Fortune (Nov. 29, 2011), available at < 
http://money.cnn.com/2011/11/03/technology/facebook_google_fight.fortune/index.htm?
iid=SF_F_LN>.   

In addition to providing data regarding how many workers regularly or fre-
quently commute on the weekend, the DEIR should state whether shuttle or vanpool ser-
vices run on the weekend. The Project’s emissions from vehicle trips could be 
substantially greater than currently disclosed if the DEIR’s assumptions are incorrect. 

D. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Evaluate the Project’s Contribution to 
Climate Change. 

1. The DEIR Overestimates the Energy Savings Compared to the 
Baseline at the East Campus. 

The DEIR indicates that the Project will result in a net decrease in GHG 
emissions of 10,638 metric tons of CO2e per year associated with energy use at the East 
Campus. DEIR at 3.7-23. Putting aside the erroneous use of a baseline several years prior 
to the release of the NOP, see supra Section II, review of the appendix that includes the 
data on which this projection is based reveals that the analysis is radically optimistic. 

The Appendix notes that the baseline electricity use at the East Campus 
(from 2008, when the facility was occupied by Sun Microsystems) was 61,349,150 
kwh/yr and natural gas use was 332,492 therms/yr. DEIR App. 3.7B, at 8. The baseline 
GHG emissions appear to have been generated based on this actual baseline energy use.12 

To estimate the energy use under the Project at the East Campus—in the 
same buildings that were in use during the 2008 baseline period—the Appendix relies on 
average per-square-foot energy use, “energy intensity,” by buildings in three categories: 
office, food service/restaurant, and miscellaneous. DEIR App. 3.7B, at 2-3. These energy 
intensity factors are averages for the various building types derived from the 2002 Cali-
fornia Commerical End-Use Survey (“CEUS”). Id. Using these averages, and adjusting 
them for the increased population density of the East Campus (6,600 employees under the 

                                              
12 For the reasons discussed in Section II above, this was an incorrect baseline. 

However, unlike the baseline used in the traffic and other analyses, it is at least based on 
data reflecting actual existing conditions in 2008, rather than hypothetical conditions. 
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Project versus 3,600 employees in the baseline) and the assumed enhanced energy effi-
ciency of the retrofitting of the buildings, the Appendix estimates 20,272,270 kwh/yr of 
electricity use and 338,455 therms/yr of natural gas use. Id. at 8. In other words, the ap-
pendix estimates a net decrease of 41,076,880 kwh/yr at the East Campus attributable to 
the Project and a minor increase in natural gas use. 

However, the CEUS estimates of average energy intensity appear to be a 
poor predictor of energy use at the existing buildings on the East Campus: applying the 
CEUS energy intensity factors to try to predict the East Campus’s 2008 baseline energy 
use enormously underestimates the actual baseline use. Assuming the Project area distri-
bution of office, food service, and miscellaneous uses for the baseline,13 the energy inten-
sity factors used in the appendix would predict electricity use in the baseline condition of 
only 17,311,318 kwh/yr, as compared to the actual baseline use of 61,349,150 kwh/yr. In 
other words, the energy intensity factors used to estimate Project energy use plainly do 
not reflect the pre-Project conditions at the East Campus. Using this estimated baseline, 
the East Campus portion of the Project would involve a net increase of 2,960,952 kwh/yr. 
More significantly, the DEIR relies on the projected decrease in energy use at the East 
Campus to net out the projected increase in energy use at the West Campus. Accordingly, 
the unreliable estimates of the East Campus energy reduction call into question the pro-
jected energy use for the Project as a whole and the conclusions of insignificance based 
on that use. 

Why was actual baseline energy use so much higher than the CEUS energy 
intensity factors would predict? Whatever the explanation for this massive discrepancy, 
one cannot find it in the DEIR or the appendix. However, that explanation is unlikely to 
be the age of the existing buildings. The CEUS energy intensity factors “are based on 
2002 consumption data” and thus “the majority of the buildings in the [CEUS] survey 
were likely constructed before 2001.” CAPCOA, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitiga-
tion Measures (Aug. 2010), App. D, at D-3.14 Accordingly, the simple age of the existing 
structures at the East Campus—which were built in the 1990s (DEIR App. 3.7B at 4)—

                                              
13 Even if, improbably, the Sun facility were composed entirely of restaurant/food 

service uses, which have higher energy intensity in the CEUS survey, the baseline actual 
energy use would still be massively higher than that predicted by application of the 
CEUS energy intensity factors. 

14 The CAPCOA document is cited as a source for the GHG analysis in the DEIR. 
See DEIR App. 3.7B at 2. 
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cannot fully explain the enormous difference between the baseline energy use and that 
which would be predicted using the generic energy intensity factors used by the DEIR. 

It is also unclear whether the discrepancy is attributable to the nature of the 
prior use of the buildings. In hypothesizing the baseline for the traffic analysis, the DEIR 
projects traffic for the Sun Microsystems campus. In doing so, it characterizes the base-
line use of those buildings using the “Corporate Headquarters Building” land use catego-
ry, DEIR at 3.5-33, the same period when the campus was using 61,349,150 kwh/yr of 
electricity. On the other hand, if, for example, the Sun campus’s higher energy use was 
caused by the greater intensity of computer uses at the facility, that would also tend to 
suggest that Facebook’s computer energy use will be greater than that reflected in the 
CEUS average energy intensities. See infra.  

The DEIR must explain why it is appropriate to rely on the estimates gen-
erated using the CEUS factors when the available site-specific data points to such an 
enormously different result.  

Furthermore, the CEUS projections of energy intensity associated with the 
“office” space at the East Campus are not a reliable basis for predicting energy use by the 
Project. The CEUS factors represent an average of large office buildings. Facebook is in 
the software business, roughly speaking, and its campus can reasonably be expected to 
use substantially more energy for computing than the average office building.15 At Face-
book, employee workstations can be expected to be in constant use. In fact, the DEIR 
assumes that Facebook employees spend so much time on their computers that they have 
no need for task lighting at their workspaces. DEIR App. 3.7B at 3. Although the DEIR’s 
analysis includes an adjustment for the energy use of “office equipment” for the Project, 
it is based only on the increase in the density of occupancy, not on a difference between 
generic office uses reflected in the CEUS and the Project’s more-computer-intensive use. 
At the very least, the DEIR must defend its assumption that the energy demand for com-
puter equipment at Facebook headquarters is no different from that of, for example, the 
headquarters of an insurance company or law firm. It is notable that the DEIR provides 
no data about energy use at Facebook’s headquarters buildings in Palo Alto before em-
ployees began to be moved to the Project site. The DEIR should disclose data for both 

                                              
15 This is true even assuming that servers are located offsite and that the energy 

demands of those servers is appropriately beyond the scope of the EIR. As noted below, 
however, the EIR should have included that off-site energy use. 
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headquarters buildings and explain why or why not that data is likely to be representative 
of energy intensity at the Project site.  

Finally, the DEIR provides an insufficient basis for concluding that the Pro-
ject at the East Campus will result in significant energy savings compared to the baseline. 
The energy use memorandum states, “Energy efficiency will be achieved on the existing 
structures of the East Campus through the use of low lighting power density, daylighting, 
and controls.” DEIR App. 3.7B at 1. Apart from being vague (“controls”?), these effi-
ciency improvements cannot explain the radical difference between the Project and the 
baseline. The DEIR indicates that only the energy intensity of interior lighting would be 
affected by the “Project Design Features.” Id. at 5, tbl. 4. Yet the CEUS energy intensity 
factors indicate that interior lighting represents only 28 percent of the total average ener-
gy use of a large office space. Id. at 3, tbl. 3. Accordingly, even entirely eliminating inte-
rior lighting would not bridge the gap between baseline and Project energy use.  

2. The DEIR Does Not Address Offsite Energy Demand. 

The DEIR provides little information about the nature of energy demand at 
the Project site. For example, it does not explicitly address the question whether all com-
puter equipment serving 9,400 employees will be located on site, or whether those em-
ployees will be using networked off-site computers as well. The DEIR does not evaluate 
any off-site energy demand generated by Facebook employees. To the extent employees 
will rely on off-site servers to perform their jobs, the energy consumed by those servers 
should be evaluated in the DEIR as an indirect effect of the Project as surely as if Face-
book had chosen to place them on the same physical property as the employees them-
selves.  

3. The Flawed East Campus Baselines Used Elsewhere in the DEIR 
Also Undermine the Analysis of GHG Emissions. 

As repeatedly noted above, the DEIR’s choice of an East Campus base-
line—a fully operational Sun Microsystems campus prior to 2009—is improper under 
CEQA. See supra Section II. The GHG impact analysis for the East Campus relies on this 
defective baseline and is therefore defective. Moreover, the document that the DEIR re-
lies on for its conclusions of significance, BAAQMD’s California Environmental Quality 
Act Air Quality Guidelines (May 2011 update) (“CEQA Air Guidelines”), expressly re-
jects the theory of the East Campus baseline adopted by the DEIR here: 

If a proposed project involves the removal of existing emission sources, 
BAAQMD recommends subtracting the existing emissions levels from the 
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emissions levels estimated for the new proposed land use. This net calcula-
tion is permissible only if the existing emission sources were operational at 
the time that the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the CEQA project was 
circulated (or in the absence of an NOP when environmental analysis be-
gins), and would continue if the proposed redevelopment project is not ap-
proved. This net calculation is not permitted for emission sources that 
ceased to operate, or the land uses were vacated and/or demolished, prior 
to circulation of the NOP or the commencement of environmental analysis. 
This approach is consistent with the definition of baseline conditions pursu-
ant to CEQA. 

BAAQMD, CEQA Air Guidelines, at 4-5 (emphasis added). Because, after the 2008 base-
line period, the East Campus first changed use when it was acquired by Oracle and then 
was vacated entirely, the “net” emission calculation undertaken by the DEIR is inappro-
priate.  

Moreover, the DEIR’s baseline for transportation related GHG emissions is 
independently defective. As described above, the traffic analysis improperly uses a purely 
hypothetical baseline of vehicle trips based on trips allowable under the pre-Project CDA 
rather than based on actual vehicle trips. See supra Section III.A.1. That hypothetical 
baseline traffic is carried over to the transportation emissions portion of the GHG analy-
sis. See DEIR App. 3.7, tbl. 12. Because that baseline is flawed, the conclusions about 
“net” GHG emissions predicated on that baseline are similarly flawed.  

4. The DEIR’s Analysis of GHG Emissions from Transportation 
Does Not Include Emissions Associated with Facebook Shuttles 
and Vanpools. 

As noted above, the DEIR’s transportation analysis does not include shuttle 
and vanpool trips in its estimation of Project trips. See supra Section III.A.2. The DEIR’s 
analysis of GHG emissions from transportation is based on the transportation analysis. 
Compare DEIR App. 3.7A, tbl. 12 (using 9,606 “net” daily trips for the East Campus and 
6,350 for the West Campus) with DEIR at 3.5-104, tbl. 3.5-24 (same). Thus the analysis 
of GHG emissions is similarly flawed. The significance of this omission is likely even 
greater for the purposes of assessing the Project’s climate impacts than it is for assessing 
traffic impacts. Absent the use of low- or zero-carbon fuels, shuttles and vans are sub-
stantially less fuel efficient than ordinary passenger vehicles and thus will generate great-
er GHG emissions on a per-vehicle basis. The emissions associated with those trips must 
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be included in the analysis. That analysis must also include more information about the 
occupancy of these vehicles, their fuel economy, and trip distributions.  

5. The DEIR’s Selection of a Significance Threshold for GHG 
Emissions Is Flawed. 

The DEIR identifies four alternative significance thresholds for GHG emis-
sions, based in large part on thresholds adopted by BAAQMD. DEIR at 3.7-24. The doc-
ument describes that BAAQMD identified “three options that can be used for comparison 
based on the lead agency’s discretion.” Id. The DEIR then selects “4.6 MT of CO2e per 
service population,” a measure of Project GHG efficiency, as the threshold of signifi-
cance. Id. at 3.7-24, -26.  

The DEIR does not adequately justify its selection of the efficiency thresh-
old. It asserts that “Emissions from a Project of this magnitude are not appropriate to 
compare to the second threshold, 1,100 MT of CO2e per year,” which is one of the other 
thresholds identified by BAAQMD. Id. at 3.7-25. It provides no substantiation for this 
conclusion. The absence of any substantial evidence or explanation about why this stand-
ard is inappropriate is particularly problematic, because if the DEIR were to apply that 
threshold, the Project would have a clear significant impact—the Project would result in 
emissions over 15 times the 1,100 MT CO2e standard. See DEIR at 3.7-23, tbl. 3.7-5 (re-
porting Project emissions of 15,804 MT CO2e per year). 

While lead agencies properly exercise discretion in determining what con-
stitutes a significant impact, they must rationally explain their decisions and support them 
with substantial evidence. Protect the Historic Amador Waterways, 116 Cal. App. 4th at 
1111-12 (requiring a “statement of reasons” for differentiating significant and insignifi-
cant impacts); Napa Citizens for Honest Gov’t, 91 Cal. App. 4th at 362-63 (in determin-
ing the significance of impacts, EIR must “contain[] an adequate explanation of the 
drafters’ reasoning, and of the data underlying that reasoning”). The DEIR here offers no 
explanation for its selection of a significance threshold. The explanation required by 
CEQA is all the more important here, because the DEIR identifies several possible 
thresholds and the Project would have a clear significant impact under a threshold that the 
EIR, for some unstated reason, rejects. 

6. Menlo Park Must Impose Conditions of Approval on the Project 
to Ensure that the Projected Energy Savings Are Realized. 

The DEIR’s projections of enormous reductions in energy demand at the 
East Campus are merely that: projections. As noted above, these projections are under-
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mined by the DEIR’s own analysis. But moreover, they rely on vague and unenforceable 
energy efficiency goals, rather than concrete commitments. E.g., DEIR App. 3.7B at 5 
(“The goal of all East Campus buildings is LEED Silver certification.” (emphasis add-
ed)). To rely on the possibility that the Project may achieve such “goals” to conclude that 
the Project will have less than significant climate impacts, Menlo Park must ensure that 
those goals are in fact realized. To do so, Menlo Park should impose conditions of ap-
proval on the Project providing for (1) monitoring and reporting of actual Project energy 
use, and (2) implementation of further mitigation in the event that the Project’s optimistic 
projections of radically improved energy efficiency fail to materialize. These enforceable 
requirements would be comparable to the trip cap that will be imposed on the Project and 
reduce transportation-related emissions. 

IV. The DEIR Improperly Refuses to Recommend Mitigation Measures Because 
They Would Not Entirely Eliminate the Identified Impacts.   

The DEIR must recommend adoption of mitigation measures that respond 
to a significant impact if they would partially ameliorate the impact, even if they would 
not reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. See Pub. Res. Code § 21002 (“agencies 
should not approve projects as proposed if there are . . . feasible mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such 
projects . . .”); id. § 21002.1(a) (an EIR must “indicate the manner in which [] significant 
effects can be mitigated or avoided.”) (emphasis added); CEQA Guidelines § 15091(a)(1) 
(requiring finding that mitigation has been adopted to “avoid or substantially lessen the 
significant environmental effect” (emphasis added)); id. § 15126.2(b) (requiring an EIR 
to discuss “any significant impacts, including those which can be mitigated but not re-
duced to a level of insignificance” (emphasis added)); see also 1 Stephen Kostka & Mi-
chael Zischke, Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act § 14.6 (2d ed. 
2011) (“A mitigation measure may reduce or minimize a significant impact without 
avoiding the impact entirely.”). CEQA does not allow lead agencies to make the perfect 
the enemy of the good; they may not concede defeat merely because the available mitiga-
tion measures will not entirely solve the problem identified. 

The DEIR implicitly and explicitly rejects appropriate mitigation measures 
because they would not entirely eliminate identified impacts. For example, as noted 
above, the analyses of traffic and air quality impacts refuse to propose mitigation 
measures that would reduce the severity of these impacts but would not reduce them to a 
level of insignificance. See supra Sections III.A.5 and III.C.1. 

9a.29
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V. By Scattering Important Information and Analysis Across the DEIR Text and 
Numerous Appendices, the DEIR Prevents the Public and Decision Maker 
from Effectively Understanding and Evaluating that Analysis. 

Although it makes sense to put raw data underlying an EIR’s analysis in 
technical appendices, burying crucial analysis in appendices makes it impossible for the 
public and the decision maker to understand and evaluate the analysis of impacts.  

The data in an EIR must not only be sufficient in quantity, it must be 
presented in a manner calculated to adequately inform the public and 
decision makers, who may not be previously familiar with the details of the 
project. “[I]nformation ‘scattered here and there in EIR appendices’ or a 
report ‘buried in an appendix,’ is not a substitute for ‘a good faith reasoned 
analysis.’ ” 

Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova, 40 Cal. 
4th 412, 442 (2007) (quoting Cal. Oak Found. v. City of Santa Clarita, 133 Cal. App. 4th 
1219, 1239 (2005)). “The decisionmakers and general public should not be forced to sift 
through obscure minutiae or appendices in order to ferret out the fundamental baseline 
assumptions that are being used for purposes of the environmental analysis.” San Joaquin 
Raptor Rescue Ctr. v. Cnty. of Merced, 149 Cal. App. 4th 645, 659 (2007). Failure to ad-
here to this rule risks invalidation of the EIR. Id.  

The DEIR ignores this rule in several areas. For example, to understand the 
traffic analysis and the assumptions undergirding that analysis, the reader must review 
the transportation impact portion of the DEIR text, a memorandum on “transportation 
assumptions,” a memorandum describing the terms of the trip cap and its monitoring and 
enforcement, and a memorandum describing the transportation demand management pro-
gram. Nowhere does the DEIR lay out in a single place and in a systematic fashion the 
steps taken to generate the baseline and Project traffic projections. Because the transpor-
tation analysis underpins other impact analyses (air pollution and GHG emissions), it is 
essential that the transportation analysis be clear and subject to public scrutiny. It is not. 

Similarly, the DEIR divides its analysis of GHG impacts between the text 
and a panoply of tables (without accompanying explanation) and memoranda in the ap-
pendices. It provides no comprehensive explanation of how it estimated GHG emissions 
for the Project. The public and the decision maker accordingly cannot be expected to ef-
fectively evaluate the document’s analysis and conclusions. 
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VI. Menlo Park Must Correct the Deficiencies in the DEIR. 

The deficiencies in the DEIR indicated above must be corrected, either in 
the Final EIR, or if the requirements for recirculation are met, in a revised Draft EIR that 
is recirculated for review and comment. CEQA requires recirculation of an EIR when 
significant new information is added to the document after notice and opportunity for 
public review was provided. Pub. Res. Code § 21092.1; CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5. 
“Significant new information” includes:  (1) information showing a new, substantial envi-
ronmental impact resulting either from the project or from a mitigation measure; (2) in-
formation showing a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact not 
mitigated to a level of insignificance; (3) information showing a feasible alternative or 
mitigation measure that clearly would lessen the environmental impacts of a project and 
the project proponent declines to adopt the mitigation measure; or (4) instances where the 
draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
public comment on the draft EIR was essentially meaningless.  CEQA Guidelines § 
15088.5(a); Laurel Heights I, 6 Cal. 4th at 1130. Given the extensive problems with the 
DEIR, it appears likely that recirculation will be required.  

*  *  * 

The foregoing are our comments on those portions of the DEIR that we 
have reviewed. As noted above, the omission of comments on portions of the DEIR 
should not be interpreted to mean that those portions are in full compliance with CEQA.  

Please let me know if you have any questions about our analysis. Thank 
you for the opportunity to assist the City on this important topic. 

 
 

Very truly yours, 
 
SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP 

 
Matthew D. Zinn 

 
313890.3  
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9a. Shute, Mihaly, & Weinberger, LLP, Matthew D. Zinn (letter dated January 30, 2012) 

9a.1 The commentor summarizes concerns regarding the Project Description, Baseline, Traffic 
impacts, Housing impacts, Air Quality impacts, Climate Change impacts, and the 
presentation of the analysis. The topics summarized by the commentor are addressed 
throughout this document.  Specifically, please refer to Master Response 2 regarding 
segmentation and Master Response 1 regarding the baseline.  In addition, transportation-
related comments are addressed in Responses 9a.5 through 9a.9; Housing-related 
comments are addressed in Responses 9a.10 through 9a.12 and 9a.15 through 9a.19; Air 
Quality-related impacts are addressed throughout this document, but specifically in 
Responses 9a.20 and 9a.21; and Climate Change-related comments are addressed in 
Responses 9a.24, 9a.25, 9a.28, and 9a.29. 

9a.2 This comment pertains to the exclusion of the East Campus Tenant Improvements (TIs) from 
environmental assessment in the Draft EIR and the Project’s compliance with CEQA. 
Please refer to Master Response 2 for further information regarding the exclusion of the 
TIs from the Draft EIR’s analysis of the East Campus.  

9a.3 The commentor states that construction activities associated with the TIs to the East 
Campus should be evaluated in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Master Response 2 for 
further information regarding the exclusion of the TIs from the Draft EIR’s analysis of the 
East Campus.  

9a.4 This comment pertains to the Draft EIR’s description of existing conditions at the East 
Campus. Please refer to Master Response 1 for further information regarding baseline 
conditions identified in the Draft EIR.  

9a.5 The commentor states that the Draft EIR identifies improper baseline conditions for the 
evaluation of traffic impacts. Please refer to Master Response 1 for further information 
regarding baseline conditions identified in the Draft EIR. 

9a.6 The commentor notes that shuttle trips were not included in the Trip Cap calculations 
presented in Appendix 3.5-E of the Draft EIR. Shuttle trips were assessed separately from 
the transportation assumptions memo detailed in Appendix 3.5-E, but were accounted for 
in the Trip Cap calculations. Appendix 3.5-E has been revised to include the following 
paragraph on page 5: 

 A separate assessment of peak hour and daily shuttle trips was completed using long-
distance commuter, intercampus, Intern and Caltrain shuttle ridership information 
provided by Facebook for the same survey period. The existing ridership rates were 
projected to estimate the proposed shuttle trips needed to serve the future number of 
employees on the East and West Campuses. Based on this information, it is anticipated 
that up to 80 shuttle and 40 vanpool trips per day would be needed to serve the Campus 
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population. These 120 daily trips can be accommodated within the proposed vehicle 
Trip Cap presented in Table 4.  

9a.7 The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not describe why survey data, including 
mode split percentages at the previous Facebook campus in Palo Alto, is applicable to the 
Facebook Campuses in Menlo Park. The Project Sponsor conducted an employee 
transportation survey at the Palo Alto site to determine the mode split, vehicle occupancy, 
person trips by time of day, and overall person trip generation to aid in calculating the Trip 
Cap at the East Campus of the Project site. These survey findings were then applied to the 
expected employee totals at the East Campus to determine the peak period and daily trip 
caps. The survey allowed the Project Sponsor to determine the existing modal split, and 
person trips by time of day and develop comparable rates for the East Campus in Menlo 
Park.  The Project Sponsor has agreed and is committed to the Trip Cap with regard to the 
specific auto versus non-auto mode shares based on the survey data at the Palo Alto site, 
which is detailed in Appendix 3.5-E. In all events, while the mode share splits may change 
at the Project site, Facebook must adhere to the trip caps developed in large part from the 
survey data collected at the Palo Alto site or face substantial financial consequences. 

9a.8 The commentor states that the 2018 East and West Campus Scenario focuses only on the 
traffic contribution of the West Campus and does not consider the East Campus traffic 
contribution. Additionally, the commentor states that the trip generation calculation for the 
West Campus is not cited or referenced. The East Campus would accommodate 
approximately 6,600 employees, as is reflected in the Near Term 2015 East Campus Only 
Condition and Near Term 2018 Condition. The Near Term 2018 Condition represents the 
Near Term 2015 East Campus Only Condition with three more years of background traffic 
growth. The West Campus trip generation is added to the Near Term 2018 Condition to 
develop the 2018 East and West Campus Scenario. Additionally, the West Campus trip 
generation is detailed in Table 3.5-17 on page 3.5-73 of the Draft EIR. The Near Term 
2015 Condition is the occupancy of the East Campus with the currently permitted 3,600 
employees with a 25 percent TDM Plan. With implementation of the Project, by 2018, the 
East Campus would have been operational for three years and the West Campus would 
have been completed. The Draft EIR reflects the appropriate timeline and trip generation 
for the conditions analyzed. 

9a.9 The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to consider all feasible transportation-related 
mitigation measures such as an expanded or scaled TDM program and that the Trip Cap 
was established in a non-collaborative process. As proposed, the Trip Cap requires 
Facebook to establish an aggressive TDM program to achieve the mode shares reached at 
its Palo Alto Campuses at the East and West Campuses in Menlo Park. The Trip Cap 
requires Facebook meet an approximately 40 percent non-drive alone mode share. This is 
an ambitious target, but is expected to be obtainable.  Few employers outside of the urban 
core areas are able to achieve similar success with their TDM programs; thus, a higher 
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level of TDM program was not evaluated in the Draft EIR, because Facebook’s TDM 
program is believed to be aggressive yet achievable.  

 The commentor notes additional strategies for consideration as part of the TDM program 
including limiting the parking supply, including parking pricing, parking cash-out 
programs, and financial incentives. As a key element to the success of the TDM program, 
both campuses are proposed to have a limited parking supply for the number of employees 
and visitors estimated to be on-site. While the remainder of these parking programs are not 
currently being used today, Facebook may consider them as potential strategies for the 
TDM program in the future if necessary to comply with the Trip Cap.  Please refer to 
Master Response 3 for further information regarding the TDM program and Master 
Response 4 for information on how the Trip Cap was developed.  

9a.10 The commentor expresses concern about the less-than-significant conclusion related to 
displacement and the conclusions in the Housing Needs Analysis (HNA). The Draft EIR 
acknowledges that the Project creates indirect demand for 3,257 new units throughout the 
Bay Area.  It is also acknowledged that the indirect demand represents a net increase in 
total housing needed in the Bay Area even if many workers do find housing in existing 
units.  Table 3.14-10 presents the estimated distribution of Project-related Housing 
Demand using existing commute patterns for the City of Menlo Park derived from the 
American Community Survey (ACS). The data used to derive the information presented in 
this table are widely accepted as a source of commuting patterns and population data and 
are considered substantial evidence from which conclusions can be drawn. Similar to the 
Menlo Park Facebook Campus Draft EIR, the City of East Palo Alto Ravenswood/4 
Corners TOD Specific Plan Draft EIR uses ACS numbers as well.  As stated on page 4.12-
4 of the TOD Specific Plan Draft EIR, “Several sources of statistics are used in this 
chapter… statistics from the 2005-2009 American Community Survey provide details of 
community structure and were the most recent full datasets available at the time of 
preparation of this Draft EIR.” ACS numbers were used in Section 4.12 of the TOD 
Specific Plan Draft EIR regarding existing population and housing statistics within the City 
of East Palo Alto.1   

 Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (the Environmental Checklist) requires the 
environmental analysis of a project to consider whether it would displace substantial 
numbers of existing housing or people, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere, which could trigger physical impacts to the environment.  The Draft 
EIR does not dismiss this potential impact because of its lack of applicability to CEQA; but 
rather concludes that it is unlikely displacement would occur to any extent that would 

                                              
1  City of East Palo Alto, “Ravenswood/4 Corners TOD Specific Plan EIR,” Section 4.12, January 16, 2012, 

SCH #2011052006, website: http://www.ci.east-palo-alto.ca.us/economicdev/dumbarton.html, accessed 
April 2, 2012. 
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necessitate the construction of replacement housing. Additionally, the Project does not 
physically remove any existing housing units from the site.  

 Table 3.14-10, of the Draft EIR compares the Project’s demand for housing on a regional 
basis. In most cases, the Project would represent a small percentage of the projected 
housing demand. Because of this, it is not reasonable to assume that demolition of existing 
housing would be required to accommodate an additional small number of units in affected 
jurisdictions, especially when considering overall projected growth. As this relates to East 
Palo Alto, as shown in Table 3.14-10, of the Draft EIR, the allotment of the housing 
demand for East Palo Alto in 2025 that would result from the Project is 107 units. 
Consequently, it is not reasonable to assume that demolition of existing housing would be 
required to accommodate an additional 107 units, especially when considering East Palo 
Alto’s overall projected growth. For perspective, the East Palo Alto Specific Plan, which is 
included in the Tier 2 cumulative analysis, would result in 835 new dwelling units that 
easily could accommodate the demand generated by the Project. Therefore, the analysis 
cannot support the conclusion that the indirect housing demand would trigger any actual 
physical impacts to the environment based on demolition of existing housing and 
construction of new housing units.  

 The commentor does not cite to specifics as to why the HNA assertions are flawed. No 
further response is required.  

9a.11 The commentor asserts that the Draft EIR uses generic regional data instead of data 
tailored to the actual Project when assessing impacts on housing, which results in an 
underestimation of the impact. Project-specific data was incorporated into the HNA 
(included in the Draft EIR as Appendix 3.14) wherever possible.  Where Project-specific 
data was not easily obtainable or available due to employee confidentiality, publicly 
available data sources were used.  Although the data includes acknowledged limitations, it 
was applied in a manner designed to represent the Project with the Project Sponsor as 
primary occupant to the maximum extent possible.   

 The commentor questions the selection of data on commuting for the analysis in Draft EIR. 
Table 3.14-10 presents the estimated distribution of Project-related Housing Demand using 
existing commute patterns for the City of Menlo Park derived from the ACS. While 
commute data was available from the Project Sponsor, the data provided is not Project-
specific because it is representative of the prior location in the City of Palo Alto. The 
Project site is in a different location with significant differences in access to freeways and 
improved access to the East Bay via the Dumbarton Bridge.   

 The Draft EIR analyzes new employees added at the Project site rather than the existing 
employees that were re-located to the Project site and accommodated within the existing 
3,600 employee limitation.  New employees will make a decision about residential location 
taking into account the location and transportation options available to access the Project 
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site, as opposed to the prior Palo Alto location.  Further, new future employees may not 
share the same occupational characteristics as the Project Sponsor’s current workforce.  As 
the Project Sponsor matures and enters a new phase as a public company, it may need to 
hire employees that have a somewhat different occupational composition than existing 
employees.  Differences in occupation could be correlated with many other differences 
such as average age and lifestyle preferences, which could in turn lead to a different pattern 
of residential location than existing employees.  Given the above considerations, the 
decision was made not to use the Palo Alto data since there were concerns it would not be 
representative of new employees in a new location over time. The commute data for the 
City of Menlo Park was determined to be the best data source available for purposes of the 
information presented in Table 3.14-10 starting on page 3.14-13 of the Draft EIR. 

 The commentor states that the 3.3 percent of employees estimated to live in East Palo Alto 
is inconsistent with the TDM goals of promoting bicycle and pedestrian commuting. 
Walking and bicycle commuting are the two modes of travel that depend on a relatively 
short travel distance (with the caveat that either mode could be used in conjunction with 
transit).  Other non-single occupancy vehicle modes including carpools, shuttles, and 
vanpools do not depend on a short travel distance.  The Draft EIR incorporates the 
assumption that approximately 3 percent of workers walk and 5 percent commute via 
bicycle. This assumption is not in conflict with the estimated percentage of workers 
residing within the several jurisdictions reachable by either or both of these travel modes 
including Menlo Park at 7.8 percent, East Palo Alto at 3.3 percent, Palo Alto at 4.4 
percent, and Redwood City at 9.7 percent (see Draft EIR Table 3.14-10). Some workers 
may commute by bike from cities that are further away by using the Bay Trail, combining 
with a trip on Caltrain, or via the bicycle lane across the Dumbarton Bridge.    

 The commentor questions the statement in the HNA (Draft EIR Appendix 3.14 page 6) that 
indicates County averages were used in many places rather than seeking to model the 
unique characteristics of Facebook and its workforce in all respects.  The Draft EIR’s 
reliance on County averages is justifiable in the context of the limitations on publicly 
available data representative of compensation levels and household characteristics of 
Facebook employees added by the Project. Employee compensation is confidential and 
proprietary and was not available for use or presentation in the Draft EIR.   

 Instead, publicly available data sets were used in a manner designed to represent the actual 
compensation levels of the Project Sponsor to the maximum extent possible as described in 
Appendix 3.14 of the Draft EIR on pages 14 and 15.  

 Information regarding household characteristics, including the distribution of workers by 
household size and number of workers per household, was based on County-wide averages 
because data specific to the Project Sponsor is not available.  Potential divergence from the 
characteristics of Project Sponsor’s workforce is acknowledged and a sensitivity test is 
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incorporated to assist in understanding how the results are affected (Appendix 3.14 on page 
31).  Based on the sensitivity test, County averages likely provide a more conservative 
result (greater estimate of total housing demand and weighted more heavily to the lower 
income tiers) than if data specific to the Project Sponsor were available.  Therefore, 
County averages with respect to household characteristics were determined to be acceptable 
for purposes of the Draft EIR.    

9a.12 The commentor asserts that new workers are likely to displace existing East Palo Alto 
residents leading to indirect demand for new housing construction. The Draft EIR 
acknowledges that the Project creates indirect demand for 3,257 new units throughout the 
Bay Area.  It is also acknowledged that the indirect demand represents a net increase in 
total housing needed in the Bay Area even if many workers do find housing in existing 
units including existing units in East Palo Alto.  Regarding the percentage likely to live in 
East Palo Alto, as noted in Response 9a.11, above, the best and most current data available 
regarding commute patterns were applied in the Draft EIR to estimate where workers at the 
Project would likely live.  

 While the commentor cites the estimated percentage of lower income worker households as 
a reason for a potential “spike” in demand for housing in East Palo Alto, the distribution 
by income tier is similar to findings with respect to Menlo Park office space, more 
generally, per a 2009 housing needs analysis prepared for the Menlo Gateway Project. The 
results provide no reason to expect that housing affordability considerations would cause a 
higher share of Project Sponsor’s workers to seek housing in East Palo Alto (for reasons of 
income/affordability) relative to other Menlo Park workers. In contrast, other land uses 
such as retail, hotel, and restaurant are weighted much more heavily to the lower income 
tiers.  Further, the evaluation of economic effects is not required under CEQA since no 
physical environmental impacts would result from changes in housing affordability. For 
these reasons, the Draft EIR’s use of existing commute patterns to estimate East Palo 
Alto’s share of housing demand was determined to be reasonable.  Please also refer to 
Master Response 7 regarding the various factors affecting residential choice.    

 The commentor disagrees with a statement in the Draft EIR that displacement would not 
result in a significant physical impact on the environment.  Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines (the Environmental Checklist) requires the environmental analysis of a project 
to consider whether it would displace substantial numbers of existing housing or people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. As stated on page 3.14-8 
of the Draft EIR, the Project would not result in the physical removal of existing housing. 
The Draft EIR does not dismiss this potential impact because of its lack of applicability to 
CEQA but, rather, because it is unlikely that displacement would occur. There is no 
evidence that the Project would result in the demolition of housing in East Palo Alto. The 
link between implementation of the Project and a physical environmental impact related to 
displacement is weak. In order to result in an impact as defined in Appendix G of the 
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CEQA Guidelines, the Project would first have to result in displacement, then result in the 
need for new housing construction, which could then result in an environmental impact. 
There is no evidence that this tertiary impact would occur. Table 3.14-10, of the Draft EIR 
compares the Project’s demand for housing on a regional basis. This includes East Palo 
Alto’s share of housing compared against Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) 
projected housing growth, which would represent a small percentage of the projected 
housing demand. As shown in Table 3.14-10, of the Draft EIR, the allotment of the 
housing demand for East Palo Alto in 2025 that would result from the Project is 107 units. 
Consequently, it is not reasonable to assume that demolition of existing housing would be 
required to accommodate an additional 107 units, especially when considering East Palo 
Alto’s overall projected growth. For perspective, the East Palo Alto Specific Plan, which is 
included in the Tier 2 cumulative analysis, would result in 835 new dwelling units that 
easily could accommodate the demand. Therefore, the analysis cannot support the 
conclusion that the indirect housing demand would trigger any actual physical impacts to 
the environment based on demolition of existing housing and construction of new housing 
units.   

9a.13  The commentor states that the Draft EIR identifies improper baseline conditions related to 
housing demand and displacement. Please refer to Master Response 1 for further 
information regarding baseline conditions identified in the Draft EIR. 

9a.14 The commentor states that the Draft EIR’s exclusion of construction activities associated 
with the TIs at the East Campus from environmental review underestimates the impact on 
housing and displacement. Please refer to Master Response 2 for further information 
regarding the exclusion of the TIs from the Draft EIR’s analysis of the East Campus. 
Further, due to the short duration of activities required for implementation of the TIs at the 
East Campus, it is unlikely that construction workers would relocate and cause potential 
impacts associated with housing and displacement.  

9a.15 The commentor expresses concern with the Draft EIR’s consideration of employment growth 
and housing demand generated by the Project and the time frame used to analyze the 
impacts of this growth.  The Draft EIR correctly and adequately analyzes growth-inducing 
and cumulative impacts. The Project’s impacts were measured against 2025 in order to 
provide a long-term perspective of population, housing, and employment trends, as this 
horizon best represents job growth in a recovered economy. This approach was chosen to 
avoid measuring the Project’s impacts against trends that reflect a sluggish economy and 
may not accurately reflect the economy’s recovery over the long term.  This approach is 
characterized in the Draft EIR on page 3-16-6, “due to the severity of the City’s job losses 
in the recent years, future employment in the City is not expected to return to 2000 levels 
until after 2025.” 
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 If the Project were measured against these interim horizons, the same conclusion of the 
Total Project (East Campus and West Campus combined) would be reached. Page 3.14-10 
of the Draft EIR states that while the Total Project would exceed Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG) employment projections, it would not result in increases in City 
population or demand for housing that would exceed ABAG projections. Therefore, the 
Draft EIR’s conclusion is correct. The exceedance of ABAG employment projections 
would not result in significant adverse environmental impacts, as the CEQA thresholds of 
significance relate to substantial increases in population and housing projections, not 
employment projections. Thus, physical impacts would not occur as a result of the Project. 

 In addition, the analysis provided in the Draft EIR conservatively applies all future 
employment growth to the City of Menlo Park, which is a conservative scenario as 
employment growth would be spread throughout the County and greater Bay Area. For 
perspective, the following table compares the projected net increase in employment as a 
result of the Project for the following three time horizons: 2010-2015, 2015-2020, and 
2020-2025 distributed throughout San Mateo County and the Bay Area.  

 

Projected Job Growth for San Mateo County and the Bay Area Between 2010-
2015, 2015-2020, and 2020-2025 

Time Horizon 

Projected Job 
Growth for San 
Mateo County 

Total Project’s 
Net Share of 
Overall San 

Mateo County 
Job Growth 

Projected Bay 
Area Growth 

Rate 

Project’s Net 
Share of 

Overall Bay 
Area Job 
Growth 

2010-2015 27,050 (7.8%) 21% 258,750 (7.4%) 2.2% 

2015-2020 31,030 (8.3%) 19% 306,100 (8.2%) 1.9% 

2020-2025 35,450 (8.8%) 16% 339,210 (8.4%) 1.7% 

 As shown in the table above, when dispersed throughout a larger geographic area, the 
percentage share of employment resulting from the Project is substantially smaller, which 
further substantiates the Draft EIR’s less-than-significant conclusion relative to population 
and housing.  

 The commentor goes on to reiterate the projected housing demand for the City as discussed 
on page 3.14-11, of the Draft EIR, but does not state specifically why this analysis is 
deficient. As such, not further response is necessary. 

9a.16 The commentor questions using 3,600 employees as the baseline in the Draft EIR. Please 
refer to Master Response 1 regarding the baseline used in the environmental analysis.   

 The commentor asserts that use of the 1.78 factor representing the average number of 
workers per working household in San Mateo County is an unsupported assumption. On 

4-92Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



average, in San Mateo County there are 1.78 workers in each working household.2  The 
HNA, included as Appendix 3.14 of the Draft EIR, states that Keyser Marston Associates 
(KMA) derived this worker per household factor based on data from the ACS.3 ACS data 
provide estimates of the total number of workers in San Mateo County, and the total 
number of households receiving wage or salary income. San Mateo County averages 
approximately 1.78 employees per worker household and is used in the Draft EIR analysis 
because workers will be more similar to the County as a whole rather than the smaller City 
of Menlo Park profile. Santa Clara County, where over half of Facebook employees 
currently reside, is similar to San Mateo County at 1.73 workers per worker household on 
average. Although half of the existing Facebook employees live in Santa Clara County, 
approximately 42.5 percent of people who work in Menlo Park live in San Mateo County 
while approximately 29.3 percent of Menlo Park workers live in Santa Clara County, as 
shown in Table 3.14-10 on page 3.14-13 of the Draft EIR. As such, 1.78 workers per 
household is a valid and justifiable figure to represent workers per household in San Mateo 
County. 

9a.17 The commentor expresses concerns over the lack of affordable housing in the City of Menlo 
Park.  The Draft EIR estimates approximately 254 worker households would seek and find 
housing in Menlo Park; representing a 7.8 percent share of total housing demand generated 
by the Project. The 7.8 percent share used for purposes of the estimate is based on existing 
commute patterns for the City of Menlo Park derived from the ACS, which was determined 
to be the best and most recent data source available for purposes of estimating the expected 
share for Menlo Park of total housing demand from the Project.  While the estimate is 
based on the best information available, it is acknowledged that there are a number of 
reasons to expect the actual share of the Project Sponsor’s workforce who will live in 
Menlo Park could be less.  As stated on Draft EIR Appendix 3.14, page 24, the 7.8 
percent factor derived from the ACS provides a conservative (upper-end) estimate of the 
number of new households likely to reside in Menlo Park given all of the factors described 
above, which suggest that the actual percentage may be lower.   

 The reasons Menlo Park is likely to see less than a 7.8 percent share of the total are 
described in Draft EIR Appendix 3.14 on pages 23 to 24.  Among the identified reasons is 
that housing production in Menlo Park has been very modest in recent years (an average of 
only about 34 units per year have been built in Menlo Park over the past ten years), which 
is consistent with commentor’s statements about affordable housing production in Menlo 
Park.  While it is explicitly acknowledged that the estimated number of new households in 
Menlo Park at 254 in all likelihood represents the upper end of what can be expected, 
assigning a lower share to Menlo Park in the Draft EIR without any specific data to support 

                                              
2  Working households as distinguished from total households inclusive of retirees etc.  Employment growth 

from the Project is not assumed to affect housing demand related to non-working households.  
3  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc., Housing Needs Analysis Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project, November 

2011, p. 1.
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it would have been arbitrary and speculative.  The commute data was selected for use in 
the Draft EIR because it is the best and most recent data available.    

 Please refer to Master Response 7 regarding the various factors affecting residential choice. 

9a.18 The commentor indicates that the Draft EIR needs to analyze the portion of housing demand 
from the Project, including demand for units affordable to low- and very low-income 
households, that exceeds existing available housing stock thereby leading to a need for 
construction of additional housing.  It is presumed that new construction would be required 
to satisfy all of the indirect housing demand from the Project.  As the preparers of the 
HNA, Keyser Marston Associates (KMA) is not aware of any evidence that would suggest 
an excess supply of existing housing stock in the market area, either affordable or market 
rate, which is available to absorb the new demand.  Although many workers would find 
housing in existing units, there would still be a net increase in demand for housing in the 
Bay Area that would need to be met through construction of additional housing.  It is also 
noted that although the 2010 Census reports a vacancy rate in East Palo Alto in excess of 
10 percent, that level of vacancy is viewed as a temporary and anomalous condition and is 
not assumed to represent an excess supply of housing in East Palo Alto. Finally, the link 
between implementation of the Project and a physical environmental impact related to 
displacement is tenuous. In order to result in an impact as defined in Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines, the Project would first have to result in displacement, then result in the 
need for new housing construction, which could then result in a physical environmental 
impact. There is no evidence that this tertiary impact would occur.       

 Please refer to Master Response 7 regarding the various factors affecting residential choice. 

9a.19 The commentor expresses concern that housing impacts appear to be less significant than 
they really are and the Draft EIR does not justify the use of the 2025 growth projections as 
a threshold of significance for housing impacts. The Draft EIR does not use the 2025 
growth projection as a threshold of significance for housing impacts as the commentor 
suggests, but rather compares the Project against ABAG growth projections as a means to 
respond to the CEQA Appendix G checklist question of whether the Project induces 
substantial direct or indirect population growth. The Draft EIR illustrates that the Project 
does not exceed ABAG growth projections and, therefore, does not induce direct or 
indirect growth. 

 Nevertheless, as stated above, under Response 9a.15, the time horizon of 2010 through 
2025 is used in the Draft EIR to measure job growth over the long-term so as to provide an 
accurate perspective on population, housing, and employment trends over the course of a  
cyclical economy.  Page 3.14-6 of the Draft EIR correctly states that, due to the severity of 
the City’s job losses in the recent years, future employment in the City is not expected to 
return to 2000 levels until after 2025. Consequently, the horizon year of 2025 was used 
because it best represents the cyclical nature of the economy in that a 15-year time frame 
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can capture a full economic cycle; in this case, the current economic downturn as well as 
the projected recovery. In contrast, measuring the Project’s population or job growth 
against an earlier year, prior to a full economic recovery, would inaccurately portray the 
Project’s share of jobs in the region. Therefore, the Draft EIR appropriately applied a 15-
year horizon to assess the Project’s housing impacts and it accurately concludes that these 
impacts are less than significant.   

9a.20 The commentor states that the Draft EIR incorrectly asserts that there are no feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce significant air quality impacts from criteria pollutants. The 
comment states that the Draft EIR concludes there are no feasible mitigation measures to 
reduce the Project’s emissions of NOX, ROG, and PM10 emissions and suggests that the 
analysis of incorporating daily parking charges, parking cash out programs, allowing or 
encouraging telecommuting or compressed schedules, including electric and/or clean fuel 
vehicles as part of the corporate fleet and shuttle/vanpool programs, and construction of 
electric car charging stations as ways to further reduce impacts from vehicle emissions be 
included.  

 The City acknowledges the commentor’s concerns and has considered the mitigation 
measures proposed.  However, while these measures would reduce emissions of criteria 
pollutants, they are infeasible, as explained below. 

 Daily employee parking charges and parking cash out program for employees who do not 
drive: The Project Sponsor provides incentives for employees to take alternative modes of 
transportation to the campus, such as shuttles equipped with bike racks, Caltrain passes 
with shuttles to and from the station, vanpooling, Zimride ride-matching, Zipcar car-
sharing, a campus bike share program, bike amenities including showers with towel 
service, ample secure bike parking, lockers for storage of cycling gear, an emergency ride 
home program, educational and promotional campaigns, participation in events such as 
Bike to Work Day, Great Race for Clean Air, etc., rather than offer disincentives such as 
paid parking. In fact, the parking constraints and Trip Cap penalties on the East Campus 
are the functional equivalent of charging for parking in that the physical restriction requires 
that the Project Sponsor be aggressive in how it provides incentives to achieve its TDM 
goals. In terms of the total Project parking supply, a total of 4,994 spaces would be 
provided (combined East Campus and West Campus). This ratio of spaces to total projected 
employees equates to approximately one space for every two employees. Limiting supply in 
this way is as effective as a paid parking program. 

 Allow or encourage telecommuting or compressed schedules so that employees do not have 
to drive to work as frequently: Facebook does not promote telecommuting as a means to 
reduce trips because the corporate culture values employee contact and collaboration at the 
campus.  
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 Implementation of electric and/or clean-fuel vehicles and inclusion of electric car charging 
stations:  The use of alternative fueled vehicles would not reduce the number of vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT), but could reduce overall emissions.  The increase in the use of clean-fueled 
vehicles is hindered by the fact that they are just beginning to emerge in the market.  While 
hybrid models are available and do reduce fuel consumption, they do not entirely eliminate 
emissions from fossil fuel consumption.   Electric cars are just now becoming available for 
the average consumer. As such, the statistics for purchase and use are as of yet 
unavailable. Nevertheless, the Project Sponsor could provide up to 24 electric charging 
stations on the East Campus.  

 The parking in the undercroft of West Campus Buildings 4 and 5 would be dedicated as 
priority parking for fuel efficient and low emissions vehicles.  West Campus Building 4 
would contain 52 parking stalls and Building 5 would include 62 parking stalls; however, 
the exact number of priority parking spaces has yet to be determined so the Draft EIR 
analyzes the worst-case scenario for air quality emissions. While the inclusion of electric 
charging stations within the parking availability onsite may encourage the use of electric 
vehicles, the Project Sponsor cannot mandate the use of electric vehicles for employees; 
therefore, it is difficult and speculative to estimate the emissions reductions from low-
emission vehicles. However, as demand increases the Project Sponsor intends to add 
stations as needed. 

 Installation of vegetative buffers & installation of air filters on nearby facilities occupied by 
sensitive receptors: Landscaping will be implemented along the perimeter of the West 
Campus, which is the campus closest to the impacted sensitive receptors (Draft EIR page 
2-27).  The vegetation incorporated within the Project design features would provide a 
reduction in emissions from the Project site; however, it is not anticipated to reduce 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. Although not mitigation for the Project, Facebook 
has partnered with CANOPY4 to plant 37 shade trees and fruit trees at the Belle Haven 
Elementary School, contributing both labor hours, as well as funding for this project.  
CANOPY is an environmental nonprofit dedicated to planting and protecting trees in parks, 
at schools, and along streets of Palo Alto, East Palo Alto, and neighboring communities.  
While partnership with and support of the CANOPY program may not directly reduce 
emissions from the Project site, the vegetation will help to reduce overall regional air 
pollution concentrations.  

 As illustrated in Table 3.6-15 on page 3.6-43 of the Draft EIR and further discussed on 
page 3.6-44, the Project’s contribution to a significant health impact is small. The closest 
sensitive receptors are single-family residential developments.  The addition of filtration 
systems would work with closed system ventilation, meaning windows are not opened and, 
ideally there is little or no time spent outdoors in the immediate vicinity. In the case of 

                                              
4  CANOPY website available at: http://www.canopy.org/.  
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single family homes, windows tend to be opened for ventilation and cooling purposes, as 
well as children playing or time otherwise spent in the back or front yards on a relatively 
frequent basis.  The cost that would be incurred to install upgraded ventilation/filtration 
systems on the approximately 100 homes within the vicinity of the Project is prohibitive 
especially considering Facebook’s small contribution to this cumulative impact. Besides the 
implementation of filtration systems including vegetative buffers and reduction of daily 
vehicle trips discussed above, increasing distance from the source is the only other way to 
mitigate for impacts to single family residential developments. Page 5-9 (Alternatives) of 
the Draft EIR demonstrates that there were no other locations for the Project that were 
determined to be feasible.  

9a.21 The Draft EIR incorrectly asserts that there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce 
significant Project-level and cumulative toxic air contaminant impacts.  The commentor 
states that the Draft EIR acknowledges that there are potentially significant health risks for 
individuals living or working within 500 feet of freeways or busy roads. As stated on page 
3.6-2 of the Draft EIR, in April 2005, CARB issued a guidance document on air quality 
and land use, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, 
which recommends that sensitive land uses not be located within 500 feet of a freeway or 
other high traffic roadway.  However, the recommended BAAQMD measures cited by the 
commentor are not all relevant to the Project.  

 With respect to TAC analysis, sensitive receptors are defined as people occupying or 
residing in: residential dwellings, including apartments, houses, condominiums; schools, 
colleges, and universities; daycares; hospitals; and senior care facilities.5 The Project in 
fact does not site any sensitive receptors adjacent to sources of diesel PM. Employee 
exposure to risk is significantly lower than residential exposure due to the duration of 
exposure anticipated.  Further, most office buildings, including the office buildings existing 
on the East Campus, as well as those to be constructed on the West Campus have closed 
ventilation systems with filters. This, along with the vegetation planted as part of 
landscaping, will provide for a further reduction in employee risk exposure. Therefore, no 
additional mitigation measures are required.  

 With respect to the Project-level analysis, the Draft EIR states on page 3.6-33 that the 
Project, at both the East Campus and West Campus, could expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial TACs, resulting in a potentially significant impact. However, as detailed in the 
analysis following that impact statement, mitigated emissions show that all impacts are 
reduced to below regulatory thresholds and, therefore, are less than significant at a Project 
level. Consequently, no further mitigation is required for the Project.  

                                              
5  BAAQMD, Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards, May 2010. 
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 At the cumulative level, the Project contributes less than five percent of the total impact 
(Draft EIR page 3.6-44). Further, the CARB documentation cited by the commentor 
identifies buffer zones for the placement of sensitive receptors with respect to existing 
sources (i.e., freeways) and guidance for such placement when evaluated at a project level.  
Here, the Project is not allocating sensitive receptors next to a freeway or high traffic 
roadway and, therefore, the Project does not expose onsite sensitive receptors to significant 
health risks.   

 The BAAQMD recommends mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts to onsite 
sensitive receptors when impacts from existing sources exceed threshold levels.  The 
Project, therefore, is only responsible to take steps to reduce impacts from Project-related 
emissions on offsite receptors.  As discussed in detail in Response 9a.20, above, mitigation 
measures such as vegetative buffers are being implemented as part of the Project design, 
which would reduce some impacts to offsite receptors. Response 9a.20 also discusses 
Facebook’s partnership with CANOPY, which involves planting trees at the Belle Haven 
Elementary School. Besides vegetative buffers and distance, filtration systems are the only 
viable alternative for reducing impacts to residential receptors. As discussed, the cost of 
implementing filtration systems on offsite receptors is prohibitive and the activities typical 
of single-family developments undermine or negate the benefit of these systems.  

9a.22 The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not account for shuttle and vanpool trips in 
the analysis of transportation and air quality impacts. Section 3.5, Transportation, page 
3.5-31, of the Draft EIR states that the vehicular Trip Cap proposed by the Project was 
developed based on bi-annual trip generation and mode choice surveys completed at 
Facebook’s Palo Alto campus in July and December 2010, where vehicles, pedestrians, 
bicyclists, shuttle ridership, and vehicle occupancy were surveyed. Based on this survey 
data, person and vehicle trip generation was projected for 6,600 employees at the East 
Campus for daily and peak period conditions. Further, as stated in Appendix 3.5-E, Trip 
Cap Memo, the number of vehicle trips generated per employee is based on the travel 
mode split information collected in travel demand surveys conducted at Facebook’s Palo 
Alto campus. Shuttle ridership was determined to account for approximately 21 percent of 
the travel mode split and, therefore, is accounted for in the estimation of vehicle trips 
associated with the Project. Further, as described on page 2-8 of the Draft EIR, in order to 
reduce the number of vehicle trips to and from the East Campus, and comply with the 
proposed Trip Cap, the Project Sponsor would implement a TDM program. Both shuttle 
service and a vanpool program are integral parts of the TDM program, as stated on page 
2-8 of the Draft EIR. As such, shuttle and vanpool trips were anticipated and factored into 
the Draft EIR’s analysis of transportation related impacts. 

 In terms of the analysis of air quality and greenhouse gas impacts, the Draft EIR states on 
page 3.6-14 that several site-specific data were used in the modeling of operational air 
pollutant emissions, including traffic-related emissions. Because the CalEEMod model is 
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used to calculate greenhouse gas emissions as well as criteria pollutants, the discussion of 
emission sources is relevant to greenhouse gas as well as criteria pollutants. The 
commentor is correct in noting that page 3.6-14 of the Draft EIR states that in order to 
model traffic-related air pollutant emissions, vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and daily trip 
information was provided by DKS Associates and the Project Sponsor, respectively. This 
VMT and trip information came from the transportation analysis prepared by DKS 
Associates, which as stated above, took shuttle and vanpool ridership into consideration 
when determining vehicle trip generation rates for the Project. Although not specifically 
stated in the appendices, the CalEEMod default vehicle fleet percentages were used in 
determining emissions calculations from project operations.  The default vehicle fleet 
percentages take into account shuttle bus operations. Therefore, the modeling of traffic-
related air pollutant emissions took shuttle ridership into consideration by default.  

9a.23 This comment pertains to the assumptions made in the modeling of traffic-related air 
pollutant emissions, specifically, the assumption that weekend trips and VMT would be 10 
percent of weekday trips. Based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip 
Generation Manual for the Corporate Headquarters Land Use,6 it was determined that the 
ratio of weekday vehicle trips per employee is 0.45 during the AM peak hour and 0.38 
during the PM peak hour. Comparatively, the weekend trips-per-employee rate is 0.03. 
Based on this data, the weekend trip rate is approximately 6.6 percent of the weekday AM 
peak hour rate and approximately 8 percent of the weekday PM peak hour rate. Therefore, 
the assumption that weekend VMT (which is based on trip rate) is 10 percent of weekday 
trips is a conservative estimate. Therefore, the Draft EIR’s assumption made to estimate 
weekend trips and VMT is based on sound reasoning and the results of the air pollutant 
emissions modeling is based on accurate inputs.  

 The commentor cites a Fortune magazine article stating that, in 2011, Facebook required 
some employees to work nights and weekends for 60 consecutive days. Fortune magazine is 
not a peer reviewed publication and the statement highlights an isolated event that is not 
reflective of typical Facebook operations. As such, this statement is not appropriate for use 
in the Draft EIR and does not negate the assumptions made regarding weekend VMT.  

 The commentor requests that the Draft EIR state whether shuttle or vanpool service runs on 
the weekends. Shuttle and vanpool service does not run on weekends.  However, both 
shuttle and vanpool trips are included in the calculation of VMT traveled and, therefore, 
are by default considered in the assessment of weekend VMT. As such, no changes or 
further analysis are warranted. 

                                              
6  Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 8th Edition (Corporate Headquarters 

Land Use, Code 714) 
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9a.24 The commentor states that the Draft EIR over estimates the energy savings compared to the 
baseline at the East Campus.  Please refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of the 
baseline. The baseline energy demand for the East Campus is associated with the 
operations of the Sun facility as described in Appendix 3.7-B of the Draft EIR. The Sun 
Microsystems facility had data centers filling approximately 20 percent of the buildings. 
These facilities housed uninterruptible power supplies, back-up power supplies, extensive 
climate (temperature and humidity) controls, and security devices in addition to the server 
racks themselves. Because of the 24 hours a day, seven days a week climate controlled 
operations, data centers are intense energy consumers. 

 The Project does not include any data centers. There will be a few small local servers on 
site, as is typical of office buildings, but no server racks or a large facility requiring 
specialized cooling or humidity controls systems. The size and energy consumption of these 
servers will be similar to any other office type building or complex. Therefore, onsite 
energy reduction (and the resultant air quality emissions reductions) for the Project is 
accurately accounted for in the energy modeling results presented in the Draft EIR. In 
addition, onsite energy consumption for the Project is accurately reflected in the analysis as 
it would be accounted for in the energy use defined in the air quality emissions model 
(CalEEMod) for office buildings. 

 Data centers associated with Facebook’s overall global operations are located offsite and 
out of state. Because these data centers already operate offsite and their usage will not be 
increased as result of the Project, the consumption of energy from these remote data 
centers is not part of Project emission sources.  

 Therefore, as a result of Sun’s historic use of onsite data centers, their energy consumption 
levels in relation to the Project’s energy reductions are accurately identified in the Draft 
EIR.  

9a.25 The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not address offsite energy demand. Facebook 
operates off-site and out-of-state data centers to serve its millions of global users that are 
not part of this Project.  Therefore, this is not subject to CEQA review as part of the 
Project. 

9a.26 The commentor states that the Draft EIR improperly characterizes baseline conditions at 
the East Campus as they relate to the analysis of greenhouse gas emissions. Please refer to 
Master Response 1 for further information regarding baseline conditions identified in the 
Draft EIR. Further, the East Campus has not been entirely vacated at any time in the last 
10 years. Regarding the commentor’s reference to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines; the 
application of this section of the Guidelines to the Project is not appropriate. The 
underlying assumption in the GHG analysis did not involve netting out existing emission 
sources. Rather, as discussed in Master Response 1, the baseline assumes the approved 
occupancy of the East Campus, which would involve additional emissions sources than 
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under existing conditions.  Using this baseline, it is not possible to subtract out any existing 
emissions.  

9a.27 The commentor states that the Draft EIR’s analysis of GHG emissions from transportation 
does not include emissions associated with Facebook shuttles and vanpools.  Please refer to 
Response 9a.22, above, for a discussion on the inclusion of shuttles and vanpools in the 
emissions estimates.   

9a.28 The commentor states that the Draft EIR’s selection of a significance threshold for GHG 
emissions is flawed. The commentor stated that the Draft EIR does not adequately justify its 
selection of the significance threshold of 4.6 MT CO2e per service population over the 
1,100 MT of CO2e threshold.  The BAAQMD Methodology7 recommends setting GHG 
significance thresholds in line with the AB 32 GHG reduction goals while accounting for 
reduction strategies outlined in the ARB Scoping Plan.  The BAAQMD developed two 
quantitative thresholds that can be used for land use projects: the “Bright Line” threshold 
of 1,100 MT CO2e annually or the “Efficiency-Based” threshold of 4.6 MT CO2e annually.  

 The Bright Line threshold was established by the BAAQMD to provide a level of certainty 
for lead agencies in determining if an EIR is required under CEQA and to determine if a 
project would need to reduce its GHG emissions in order to meet its CEQA obligations.  
This Bright Line threshold was used to develop the screening levels included in Table 3-1 
of the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines.  Therefore, projects that are at or below 
1,100 MT CO2e would not trigger the need for an EIR and automatically would be 
considered to be less than significant for GHG emissions under CEQA.  The BAAQMD set 
the Bright Line threshold at 1,100 MT CO2e anticipating that 59 percent of all projects 
analyzed would exceed this threshold and would be required to implement feasible 
mitigation measures to meet their CEQA obligations. The projects that are anticipated to 
exceed this Bright Line threshold will account for 92 percent of all GHG emissions 
anticipated to occur from land use development in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin 
between 2009 and 2020.  

 For the 59 percent of projects that exceed the Bright Line threshold and will be required 
under CEQA to mitigate emissions, the GHG efficiency of a project can be assessed on a 
per capita or per service population basis.  The Efficiency-Based threshold of 4.6 MT CO2e 
allows for highly efficient projects that have higher mass emissions to quantitatively 
demonstrate that they meet the overall reduction goals of AB 32.   

 Because the Project is one of the 59 percent of all land use projects that exceeds the Bright 
Line threshold, the Project appropriately adopted the 4.6 MT CO2e per year per service 
population Efficiency-Based threshold.  

                                              
7  BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, updated May 2011.  
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9a.29 The commentor states that Menlo Park must impose conditions of approval on the Project 
to ensure that the East Campus Project energy savings are realized.  The Project would be 
designed to adhere to the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) 2009 
requirements.  The commentor is correct that the Draft EIR states that LEED certification 
is a “goal” of the Project. In order to ensure that the adequate energy efficiency is 
achieved, the City will require LEED certification as a Condition of Approval. This will 
ensure that the assumptions regarding energy efficiency used in the GHG analysis will 
occur. Since energy goals will be enforced through the LEED program, no additional 
monitoring or reporting outside the parameters of the LEED program are required.  

9a.30 The commentor states that the Draft EIR improperly refuses to recommend mitigation 
measures because they would not entirely eliminate the identified significant traffic and air 
quality impacts. Please refer to Responses 9a.9, 9a.20, and 9a.21, above, regarding the use 
of mitigation measures in the Draft EIR, specifically, related to traffic and air quality 
impacts.  

 In addition, a new mitigation measure to reduce criteria pollutants has been added to page 
3.6-31 of the Draft EIR, as follows: 

MITIGATION MEASURES. Mitigation Measure AQ-2.1 would reduce impacts 
from criteria pollutants, but not to a less-than-significant level. At this time 
there are no other feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the NOX, 
ROG, and PM10 emissions to less than significant. Thus, this impact would be 
significant and unavoidable. However, the silt loading used to estimate fugitive 
dust emissions of PM10 is likely an overestimate of the actual silt loading on the 
roads on which the Project trips would occur based on the range of silt loadings 
explained in EPA’s AP-42.38 Therefore, the actual PM10 emissions would likely 
be less than shown.  Nonetheless, since site-specific silt loadings are not 
available at this time, the actual reduction in emissions is speculative. 
Therefore, impacts related to these emissions are significant and unavoidable. 
(SU)  

AQ-2.1 Install a Cogenra System on Building 11 at the East Campus. 
The Project Sponsor shall install a Cogenra Combined Heat and 
Power system at the existing Building 11 at the East Campus. 
The scale of the system shall be designed such that ROG, NOX 
and PM10 are reduced beyond the Operational Mass Emissions 
identified in the Draft EIR.  
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 The following text has been revised and added on pages 3.6-37 ad 3.6-38 of the Draft EIR: 

Tier 1 and Tier 2 

The Project, in combination with the Tier 1 and Tier 2 Projects within the 
City, would result in a cumulatively significant impact for ROG, NOX, and 
PM10 since these are significant for the Project. This is considered cumulatively 
significant according to BAAQMD’s significance thresholds when a Project 
exceeds the BAAQMD’s Project mass emission threshold for criteria air 
pollutants.43  Because no feasible mitigation has been identified, the impact for 
ROG, NOX, and PM10 is therefore significant and unavoidable. 

MITIGATION MEASURE. Mitigation Measure AQ-2.1 would reduce impacts 
from criteria pollutants, but not to a less-than-significant level. Because no 
feasible mitigation has been identified, the impact for ROG, NOX, and PM10 is 
therefore significant and unavoidable. 

9a.31 This comment pertains to the organization and presentation of information in the Draft EIR 
and the use of appendices as a repository for technical data, specifically regarding the 
transportation and greenhouse gas analyses. The commentor also states that the Draft EIR 
fails to present the methodology used to estimate existing and Project-related traffic 
conditions.  Section 3.5, Transportation, of the Draft EIR identifies the background and 
methodological material necessary to understand the basis of conclusion made in relation to 
the significance criteria relied upon to evaluate the potential impacts of the Project. The 
proposed monitoring and enforcement strategy for the Trip Cap is not critical to the 
quantitative analysis of the Project’s effect on transportation, which is based on the 
thresholds of significance identified on page 3.5-41 of the Draft EIR. Section 3.5, 
Transportation, page 3.5-31 of the Draft EIR describes the transportation demand 
management (TDM) program including its purpose and key features of the program. 
Further, the Draft EIR, beginning on page 3.5-33; describes the methods used to determine 
Project-related trip generation.   

 Existing traffic conditions, including the methodology used to determine these conditions, 
are described in detail on pages 3.5-7 through 3.5-27 of the Draft EIR. Specifically, the 
methodology used to estimate existing traffic conditions (intersection levels of services and 
average daily traffic) in the Project area are described on page 3.5-16 of the Draft EIR. In 
terms of Project-related traffic projections, the Draft EIR analyzes the following future 
traffic scenarios listed beginning on page 3.5-32: 

 Near Term 2015 Condition 

 Near Term 2015 East Campus Only Condition 

 Near Term 2018 Condition 
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 Near Term 2018 East Campus and West Campus Condition 

 Cumulative 2025 Condition 

 Cumulative 2025 East Campus Only Condition 

 Cumulative 2025 East Campus and West Campus Condition  

 The methodology used to determine trip generation (traffic associated with operation of the 
Project) and trip distribution for the Near Term 2015 Conditions is summarized beginning 
on page 3.5-33, the Near Term 2015 East Campus Only Condition is summarized 
beginning on page 3.5-43 of the Draft EIR; the Near Term 2018 Conditions is summarized 
beginning on page 3.5-69; the Near Term 2018 East Campus and West Campus Conditions 
is summarized beginning on page 3.5-72; and the summary of the various Cumulative 2025 
Conditions begins on page 3.5-94 of the Draft EIR.  

 Raw data, such as traffic counts, and intersection level of service calculations, that form 
the basis for the determinations of significance made in Section 3.5, of the Draft EIR are 
included as appendices to the Draft EIR because of the extent and technical detail of this 
data. The impact analysis presented in Section 3.5, of the Draft EIR is intended to 
summarize the findings of this raw data and present these findings in a manner 
comprehensible to the decisionmakers and the public (pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15140).  

 The organization of the Draft EIR is consistent with Section 15147 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, which states, “Placement of highly technical and specialized analysis and data 
in the body of an EIR should be avoided through inclusion of supporting information and 
analyses as appendices to the main body of the EIR.” Applicable appendices are referenced 
throughout the Draft EIR to direct the reader to further information regarding the topic at 
hand. Further, technical data is presented in the appendix to the Draft EIR in part to limit 
the length of the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15141, which 
states “The text of draft EIRs should normally be less than 150 pages and for proposals of 
unusual scope complexity should normally be less than 300 pages.” Although the Draft EIR 
exceeds 300 pages, every attempt was made to keep the Draft EIR succinct and within 
reasonable page limits. This, along with compliance with the Section 15157 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, is the reason the some of the technical data is included in the appendices rather 
than in the body of the Draft EIR itself.  

 In terms of the analysis of greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) included in Section 3.7, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, the methodology by which Project-related 
GHG emissions were estimated is summarized beginning on page 3.7-18 of the Draft EIR. 
This methodology subsection also points to specific locations in the appendices where 
additional information can be found. In the impact discussion, beginning on page 3.7-24 of 
the Draft EIR, the reader is referred back to the methodology subsection as appropriate. 
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The inclusion of detailed technical data in the appendices of the Draft EIR rather than the 
text itself does not undermine the validity of the impact analysis.   

9a.32 The commentor states that the Draft EIR must be revised either in the Final EIR or in a 
recirculated Draft EIR. Responses have been provided to the discrete topics and issues 
brought forth in comments 9a.1 through 9a.31, above. Where minor inaccuracies or 
omissions are identified, revisions to the Draft EIR are made in this Response to Comments 
document in Section 5.  

 However, the warrants for recirculation of the Draft EIR, as stated in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5, have not been met. Specifically, in no instance do the changes to the 
Draft EIR, as summarized in Section 5 of this document, constitute: 1) a significant new 
environmental impact; 2) a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact; 
3) a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 
analyzed; or 4) a case that the Draft EIR is inadequate. As such, although the Draft EIR 
has been revised in this document to amplify or clarify its analysis, none of these changes 
are significant enough to warrant recirculation.  
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ATTACHMENT 2 
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January 25, 2012 

City of East Palo Alto 
Community Development Department 
1960 Tate Street 
East Palo Alto CA 94303 

RE: Review Comments on Transportation Section of the Draft EIR for Facebook 

CHS Consulting Group was engaged by the City of East Palo Alto to provide transportation planning 
services related to the review of the Transportation section of the Draft EIR (DEIR) for Facebook.  This 
document represents our opinion on this matter, and includes a summary of critical comments below and 
an enclosure that provides detailed comments by page.  Also enclosed is a copy of my resume for the 
record.

The following points summarize our critical comments. 

• There was no consideration of critical streets in East Palo Alto besides University Avenue, and the 
analysis in the DEIR assumed only nominal project traffic would use University Avenue.  It is our 
opinion that substantial volumes of Project traffic will use East Bayshore (via Embarcadero) and 
neighborhood streets including Pulgas, Clarke, and Bay Road to bypass University Avenue congestion 
to access the Project, and the resulting impact on University Avenue will be substantially greater than 
indicated in the DEIR.  The facts regarding traffic problems in East Palo Alto caused by commuter 
traffic are well known and documented.  The recent 2020 Peninsula Gateway Corridor Study (C/CAG, 
2008) and Willow Road and University Avenue - Traffic Operations Study and Recommended Near 
Term Improvements (C/CAG, 2011) provide specific details regarding existing and future conditions, 
while the City’s General Plan Circulation Element cites supportive historical facts and associated goals 
and policies.  In our opinion, there needs to be more complete analysis, including consideration of 
mitigation monitoring and penalties, in the DEIR.

• Further to the above point, the DEIR (several locations under successive scenarios) documented Project 
impacts and mitigations (or impracticality thereof) at critical intersections in or serving East Palo Alto, 
such as University/Donohoe, Donohoe/US 101 Ramps, University/Bayfront Expressway, and 
Willow/Newbridge, indicate that the City of East Palo Alto will be significantly impacted by the Project 
in that access and circulation will be severely limited.  This supports the point above that Project traffic 
will seek alternate routes in the face of substantial congestion on the Willow corridor, the assumed main 
access pathway to the Project.

• The City of East Palo Alto’s relevant guiding documents, including the General Plan and others, were 
not included in the regulatory setting section of the document and should have been since the Project 
will impact City of East Palo Alto streets (reference page 3.5-2 in the DEIR).

• As stated on page 3.5-7/8, the DEIR assumed the intersections on University Avenue between US 101 
and the Bayfront Expressway were maintained and operated by Caltrans (“under Caltrans jurisdiction”), 
which is untrue.  These intersections are maintained and operated by the City of East Palo Alto. This 
fundamental assumption created a ripple effect in the analysis because analysis thresholds for State 
highways were applied instead of City of East Palo Alto thresholds.

• As described on pages 3.5-31/32, the trip generation and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
plan assumptions about mode use characteristics were extracted directly, it appears, from travel surveys 
of employees at the Palo Alto Facebook facility.  Given transit services are much more plentiful and 

Letter 9b

9b.1

9b.2

9b.3

9b.4
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City of East Palo Alto 
January 25, 2012 

Page 2

proximate at the Palo Alto site than the Menlo Park site, the direct transfer of the survey findings may 
not be appropriate and additional clarifying details should be provided.  This introduces the question 
about the credibility of the Project shuttle elements, among other TDM strategies, derived and presented 
in the DEIR.  Our comments on this are in the main Transportation section and the DEIR appendices on 
the trip cap and TDM (Appendices E and F).

• The DEIR contained only brief references to transit impacts and no actual analysis of transit use and 
impacts.  In our opinion this is incomplete, especially given the assumptions about relatively high 
transit usage by Facebook employees.  (See page 3.5-66 for example.)

• There appear to be some mistakes in the trip generation calculations for the Project, as noted, for 
example, on page 3.5-72 and in the trip generation appendices (Appendix E page 3). 

• The DEIR does not provide any analysis of traffic conditions with mitigations.  This, we believe, is 
essential to properly describe conditions with the Project and mitigations.

• Regarding proposed intersection mitigations (listed in Table 3.5-31) and layout concepts, in Appendix I, 
which define the proposed mitigations, the content relating to the proposed intersection mitigations is 
questionable, and the presentation of this information is not clear. 

This concludes our report.   

Sincerely yours,  
CHS Consulting Group 

Paul J. Krupka, P.E. 
Principal Transportation Engineer 

Enclosures:  Detailed Comments 
  Resume for Paul Krupka 

9b.4
Cont.
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Facebook Campus Project DEIR Transportation Comments 
Prepared for the City of East Palo Alto 

CHS Consulting Group 
January 25, 2012 

DEIR Section 3.5 Transportation Comments 
 

1. Page 3.5-1, Near Term 2018 Condition - This scenario includes 6,600 employees 
in the East Campus. Why is this scenario used to compare the next scenario to 
identify impacts in 2018? Shouldn't this "Near Term 2018 Conditions" scenario be 
a true "no project/build" case? In our opinion, it be more logical to include a 2018 
no build scenario.  

 
2. Page 3.5-1, Cumulative 2025 Condition - Only 3,600 employees in the East 

campus, correct?  
 

3. Page 3.5-2, Regulatory Setting - City of EPA General Plan and related 
transportation matters should be included because the project impacts City of 
EPA  

 
4. Page 3.5-7, Under the Existing Condition, Study Intersections and Roadway 

Segments, para 1, the DEIR states “City staff selected 34 intersections for 
analysis, as these are the intersections that would potentially be impacted by the 
Project.”  Other EPA intersections will be impacted by the project, including E. 
Bayshore at Clarke and Pulgas, and Bay Road at Clarke and Pulgas. These 
were not included and should be.  

 
5. Page 3.5-8 - Intersections 20 - 23 are not State, they are City of EPA  

 
6. Page 3.5-8, In para 1, the DEIR states “In addition, the impacts related to 

average daily traffic (ADT) added to local street segments were analyzed.”  
Additional EPA segments will be impacted and should be analyzed, including: 
Donohoe between US 101 Northbound Ramps and E. Bayshore; E. Bayshore 
between Donohoe and Pulgas; Pulgas between E. Bayshore and Bay Road; 
Clarke between E. Bayshore and Bay Road; Bay Road between Pulgas and 
University Avenue.  

 
7. Page 5.5-9, Roadway Network - As indicated in other comments, other EPA 

roadways will be impacted by the project and should be analyzed (Donohoe, E. 
Bayshore, Clarke, Pulgas, and Bay). 

 
8. Page 3.5-12, Para 1 last line states that “….SR 109 and SR 114 operated at LOS 

E for the AM and PM peak hours.”  This statement is not supported by the 
analysis results presented in Table 3.5-1, which shows LOS D or better for 
University Avenue  

9b.9

9b.10

9b.11

9b.12

9b.13
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Facebook Campus Project DEIR Transportation Comments 
Prepared for the City of East Palo Alto 
CHS Consulting Group 
January 25, 2012 
Page 2 

 
9. Figure 3.5-5a Existing Peak Hour Volumes - Provide Field Counts in Appendix.  

 
10. Page 3.5-23, Table 3.5-1, Study Intersections 19-24 - See comment above (page 

3.5-12) regarding differences in findings in this table and in CCAG monitoring 
study.  

 
11. Page 3.5-23, Para 1 states “For East Palo Alto-controlled intersections, the 

intersection of University Avenue and Woodland Avenue operates at LOS D.”  
The intersection of University and Donohoe also operates at LOS D according to 
the text. 

 
12. Page 3.5-26, Under Routes of Regional Significance heading, the DEIR states in 

the last line that “…the analysis segments of US 101 and SR 84 currently 
operates at either LOS E or F. Refer to Table 3.5-4.”  University Avenue operates 
at LOS E as shown on Table 3.5-4  

 
13. Page 3.5-26, Under Ramp Analysis heading, the DEIR states in the first line of 

the 2nd para that “The Project site is most directly accessed from US 101 by 
Willow Road.”  Substantial Project access is provided by University Avenue.  
Why are the US 101/University Ramps not included?  

 
14. Page 3.5-30, Table 3.5-7, Study Intersections 20 -23 - These intersections are 

operated and maintained by East Palo Alto; therefore significance impacts should 
based on East Palo Alto criteria.   

 
15. Page 3.5-31, Para 2 states that “Based on this survey data, person and vehicle 

trip generation was projected for 6,600 employees at the East Campus for daily 
and peak period conditions. These vehicle trip generation estimates are 
proposed as the Trip Cap, whereby the Project Sponsor will limit the number of 
vehicle trips entering and departing the East Campus to the following Levels:…”  
The walking and biking distance between Palo Alto/ Menlo Park Caltrain station 
and Menlo Park FB site is three to four times the distance between California 
Caltrain Station and Palo Alto FB site. This may discourage some walking and 
biking and cause users to use motorized modes of transportation. Moreover, it 
suggests that the noted survey data may not be directly transferable to the new 
FB site. Thus, greater emphasis on TDM measures including shuttles is needed.  

 
16. Page 3.5-31, Par 4 states “Currently, nearly 40 percent of employees commute 

by alternative modes (shuttles, public transit, walking and bicycling)…”  Based on 
Appendix E, 30% use alternative modes.  Please explain this apparent 
discrepancy. 

 

9b.14
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Facebook Campus Project DEIR Transportation Comments 
Prepared for the City of East Palo Alto 
CHS Consulting Group 
January 25, 2012 
Page 3 

17. Page 3.5-31, Par 4 last line states “The proposed monitoring and enforcement 
strategy for Trip Cap compliance is described in Appendix 3.5-F.  See the 
appendix comments. What penalty will be paid to East Palo Alto if the trip cap is 
not maintained?  

 
18. Page 3.5-33, under the Near Term 2015 Condition, the last line states “An 

ambient growth rate of 1 percent per year is added to the Existing Conditions for 
four years to reach the Near Term 2015 Condition.  Is 1% an acceptable annual 
Growth Rate according to East Palo Alto? Shouldn't it be 5 years of growth 
between 2010 (counts) and 2015?  

 
19. Page 3.5-34, Table 3.5-8, Vehicle trips for 3,600 employees.  It appears that this 

analysis used incorrect rates. Our calculations indicate the trips to be higher than 
the DEIR states -140 in AM Peak, 220 in PM Peak and 900 trips Daily.  

 
20. Page 3.5-35, Table 3.5-9 - It appears that no development projects in East Palo 

Alto were considered in the analysis.  Please explain. 
 

21. Page 3.5-42, Under Palo Alto and East Palo Alto Intersections DEIR states that 
“….Project would have an impact if the LOS becomes E or F or the average 
control delay for the critical movements deteriorates by 4.0 seconds or more and 
the critical v/c value increases by 0.01 or more if the LOS is currently E or F.”  
This is different from the criteria shown for East Palo Alto in Table 3.5-7, 
Intersection #27 for example. Is the delay and v/c considered only if the 
intersection is already performing at LOS E or F in baseline?  

 
22. Page 3.5-43, last line states that “the ITE Trip Generation Manual (8th Edition, 

2008) indicates only 55 percent of peak period traffic occurring during the peak 
hour.”  We cannot find this reference in the ITE Trip Generation Manual (8th 
edition)  

 
23. Page 3.5-44, Table 3.5-11, - These overall trip numbers may be higher based on 

the trip generation values being higher. Thus project trips may be lower.  
 

24. Figure 3.5-9 - What is the Trip distribution percentage on University Ave and 
Willow east of US101? Our rough calculation based on traffic and ramp volumes 
shows that 85% to 90% of project traffic traveling along US101 NB from San 
Jose etc to project in AM Peak and returning along US101 SB in PM Peak are 
assigned to Willow Road. This means that only 10 to 15% of project traffic is 
assigned to University Avenue and hence lower impacts are estimated.  

 
25. Figure 3.5-10a - Provide In/out volumes at each entrance (East Campus has two)  

 

9b.22

9b.23

9b.24

9b.25

9b.26

9b.27

9b.28

9b.29

9b.30

4-111 Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR  — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



Facebook Campus Project DEIR Transportation Comments 
Prepared for the City of East Palo Alto 
CHS Consulting Group 
January 25, 2012 
Page 4 

26. Page 3.5-51, Table 3.5-12 - The “Sunnyvale case” ruling requires the comparison 
of build scenario with existing condition to determine the impacts. Why has this 
not been analyzed in this EIR?  

 
27. Figure 3.5-13a - It appears this figure shows the 2018 Condition, but the title 

says 2015.  Please clarify.  
 

28. Page 3.5-61, Table 3.5-13, University Ave between Railroad Tracks and Purdue 
Ave and University Ave between Bell St and Runnymede St - These two 
University Avenue segments are within East Menlo Park City limits and 
significant impacts are not assessed because Principal Arterials do not have 
thresholds for assessments under Menlo Park's TIA Guidelines. But these 
segments are within East Palo Alto. Does East Palo Alto have guidelines for 
assessment of project impact? Also, we see 5,000+ project traffic on Willow but 
only around 600 vehicles on University. Is that correct? These two may be some 
of the reasons why there seems to not be many traffic impacts on East Palo Alto 
streets.  

 
29. Page 3.5-66, TR-4 Impacts to Local Transit Systems in the Near Term 2015 East 

Campus Only Condition.- This is insufficient analysis to assess impact. Increased 
employment and emphasis on TDM means increase in transit and shuttle usage. 
Why has the load factors and transit capacity analysis not been conducted?  

 
30. Page 3.5-67, Para 1 states: “The Project Sponsor has proposed to incorporate 

bicycle improvements as part of the Project, to encourage employee ridership to 
the Campus, and to improve the citywide bicycle network. These improvements, 
which are consistent with the City of Menlo Park's Comprehensive Bicycle 
Development Plan…”  What about bike infrastructure improvements along 
University Avenue connecting Palo Alto Caltrain station and the East Campus.  
EPA is planning a new pedestrian/bike OC at US 101 to enhance this bicycle 
path/movement.  

 
31. Page 3.5-69, Under Near Term 2018 Condition, DEIR states that  “Full 

occupancy of the East Campus as detailed in the Near Term 2015 East Campus 
Only Condition trip generation is assumed.”   Does this mean that the 2018 
Condition include trips by 6,600 employees in the East Campus? If yes, see 
comment on page 3.5-1. As stated, this then is not the baseline condition for 
2018 and the 2018 build alternatives should not be compared to this scenario. 
Also analysis for a 2018 no build alternative would need to be conducted.  

 
32. Page 3.5-72, Para 1 last line states “growth). Full occupancy of the East Campus 

as detailed in the Near Term 2015 East Campus Only Condition trip generation is 
assumed.”  The projects in the appendix were already incorporated in the 2015 
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Condition. What other projects were considered for 2018?  Does East Palo Alto 
have any planned projects by 2018 that need to be incorporated?  

 
33. Page 3.5-72, Under Trip Generation and Distribution 2nd paragraph, the DEIR 

states that “Based on these rates, occupancy of the West Campus would 
generate approximately 1,146 net AM peak hour trips (1,066 inbound trips and 
80 outbound trips) and 880 net PM peak hour trips (97 inbound trips and 783 
outbound trips).  The ITE rates used here are not the same as in ITE Trip 
Generation 8th Edition. Based on the ITE rates, there would be 1,260 AM peak 
hour trips and 1,064 PM peak hour trips.  

 
34. Page 3.5-78, Table 3.5-18 - “Sunnyvale case” verdict requires comparison of the 

with project scenario to the existing condition to assess impacts. That has not 
been done here.  

 
35. Page 3.5-81, TR-6.1 West Campus Vehicle Trip Cap states that “East Campus. 

Para 3 states that “The 1,100 peak hour vehicle trip cap has been calculated in a 
similar fashion to the East Campus trip cap and is based on a comparative ratio 
between the East and West Campus employee totals in the following manner:…”   
Utilizing the peak period trip generation rate of 0.6 as estimated in appendix E, 
the trips generated by the West Campus would be 0.6x2,600 = 1,600. This 
means additional TDM measures need to be provided beyond what is being 
provided in the East Campus to maintain a 1,100 trip cap. What are these TDM 
measures? What penalty would be paid to East Palo Alto is these trip caps are 
not complied with?  

 
36. Page 3.5-84, Willow Road and Newbridge Street - What other mitigation 

measures were tested that could have fully mitigated the impact?  
 

37. Page 3.5-85, last para - Does East Palo Alto agree with this process?  
 

38. Page 3.5-88, Table 3.5-19 - Same as comments for 2015 in Table 3-5-13. Please 
refer to those comments  

 
39. Page3.5-91, TR-9 Impacts to Local Transit System in the Near Term 2018 East 

Campus and West Campus Condition. - Same comment as 2015 Transit. Please 
refer to the 2015 Transit impact comment on Page 3-5-66.  

 
40. Page 3.5-105, Table 3.5-25 - Same comment as 2015 and 2018 about the 

“Sunnyvale case” decision implications. Please refer to complete comment for 
table 3-5-12. 

 
41. Page 3.5-113, University Avenue and Donohoe Street - What is the LOS after the 

mitigation is implemented? What other mitigations were considered?  

9b.37 
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42. Page 3.5-114, paragraph 2 states that “If Caltrans does not approve the 

intersection improvements proposed within five years from the Development 
Agreement effective date, and the Project Sponsor demonstrates that it has 
worked diligently to pursue Caltrans approval to the satisfaction of the Public 
Works Director, in his/her sole discretion, then the Project Sponsor shall be 
relieved of responsibility to construct the improvement and the bond shall be 
released.”  Is East Palo Alto okay with this?  

 
43. Figure 3.5-24 - The values on this figure are exactly the same as on the prior 

figure (Cumulative with East Campus).  This does not seem realistic.  Was the 
correct information placed on the table?  

 
44. Page 3.5-118, Table 3.5-26 - Same comment about thresholds for Principal 

Arterials. Please refer to comments in Table 3.5-13  
 

45. Page 3.5-124, TR-14 Impacts to Local Transit System in the Cumulative 2025 
East Campus Only Condition and the Cumulative 2025 East Campus and West 
Campus Condition. - Same comment as that for Transit impact under 2015 and 
2018. Please refer to Transit impact comment in Page 3-.5-66  

 
46. Table 3.5-31 Summary of Potential Intersection Mitigation Measures:  

 
a. Marsh/Bayfront: Mitigation is of questionable feasibility, as it appears this 

improvement will require widening of the approach. 
b. Marsh/US 101 NB: This description of the mitigation does not match the 

text description on page 3.5-83.  Please clarify what is intended and 
required. 

c. Marsh/Middlefield:  The mitigations noted do not appear feasible. There 
does not appear to be sufficient right-of-way available to widen Middlefield 
Road at this intersection.  There does not appear to be sufficient 
pavement width to stripe two receiving lanes on Marsh Road. 

d. Willow/Middlefield: The function of the resulting improvement is 
questionable given the short distance available for two right turn lanes 
merge on Willow Road. 

e. University/Donohoe: The resulting improvement – a right turn lane next to 
a free-running right-turning roadway (101 NB off-ramp) -- is very unusual 
and introduces new conflicts at this intersection.  Also, it appears that 
there is not sufficient room to simply "stripe in" a new lane.  Also, the 
impact discussion for this intersection in Page 3.5-113 and 114 says this 
intersection has significant and unavoidable impact. However, this table 
shows otherwise. Please clarify. 
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f. Bayfront/Chrysler:  This description differs from the text description, which 
says "restripe the right turn lane to a shared left/right lane."  What was 
analyzed? 

DEIR Appendix 3.5 Comments 
 
Appendix E
 

1. Table 1 - Project Descriptions and Traffic chapters say that the Area of East 
Campus is 1,035,840 and West Campus is 440,000. 

 
2. Figure 1 - Please provide a table with trips for each time period or put the values 

on the graph.  
 

3. Page 3, #2 about peak hour - The peak hour based on the graph appears to start 
at around 8:30 or 8:45 with 570 inbound and 60 outbound trips. Why was 8 to 9 
am used instead?  

 
4. Page 3, #3 - Revise calculations if needed based on the above comment.  

 
5. Page 3, #4 - What industry standard is being referred to?  

 
6. Page 3, #5 - How was the daily trip generation rate calculated from peak hour 

trips?  
 

7. Table 3, Person Rate - May need to be updated based on changes in Page 3 
rate calculations 

 
8. Table 3, General Office ITE Rates - Incorrect rates. Please update  

 
9. Table 4, Vehicle Rate per employee - May have to be updated based on prior 

comments.  
 

10. Table 4, Proposed Trip Cap - Higher peak volumes may require more shuttles 
and TDM measures to maintain proposed trip cap. 

 
Appendix F
 

1. Page 2 under Monitoring, paragraph 2 states that “The City also reserves the 
option to require Facebook to monitor neighborhood parking intrusion in the Belle 
Haven neighborhood, parking on other public streets in the City, or parking at any 
off-site parking lot(s) in Menlo Park if it is observed or suspected that vehicles 
whose occupant(s) final destination is the East Campus are parking at any of 
these locations. “  What about similar monitoring in East Palo Alto along 
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University Ave?  It appears that this would be reasonable given the concern that 
the impacts in EPA have been underestimated.  

 
2. Page 4, Enforcement -  Similar to the previous comment, it is very reasonable to 

involve East Palo Alto in all the TDM monitoring and enforcement discussions, 
given there are impacts in EPA, and the EIR should address that. Similarly,  the 
project may introduce excessive parking within East Palo Alto; shouldn't penalties 
for non-compliance be invoked? It follows that thresholds need to be set and 
monitoring and penalties decided.  

 
Appendix G
 

1. Page 5 - The referenced Figure 1 regarding shuttle access routes is not attached 
(it needs to be assigned a different number given there is already a Figure 1 in 
this document).  

 
Appendix I
 

1. In Appendix I Conceptual Layout Plans for Mitigation Measures at Intersections: 
 

a. Title Page: The sketches in this appendix are confusing and somewhat 
misleading given they are not annotated to connect them to mitigation 
measures listed in Section 3.5 Transportation of the DEIR or indicate 
elements that are stated to be infeasible in the noted DEIR section. 

b. University/Bayfront (Proposed):  The southbound through lane 
improvement is noted as not feasible on Table 3.5-31 of the DEIR. 

c. Willow/Bayfront (Proposed): The added westbound left turn lane 
improvement is noted "may not be feasible" in Table 3.5-31 of the DEIR. 

d. Marsh/Middlefield (Proposed): Widening of Middlefield Road appears 
infeasible due to right-of-way limitation.  There does not appear to be 
sufficient pavement width on Marsh Road to simply restripe the receiving 
leg to accommodate two lanes. 

e. Marsh/US 101 NB off ramp (Proposed):  The sketch does not match the 
description in the DEIR on page 3.5-83.  Clarify what is proposed. 

f. Marsh/Bayfront (Proposed): It appears the improvement on the westbound 
leg may not be feasible because widening of the roadway may be 
necessary. 

g. University/Donohoe (Proposed): The improvement shown is unusual and 
not customary in that a right-turn lane is placed across the island from a 
free-running right-turning roadway.  Won't the right turns conflict at the 
merge point? Also, it appears widening of Donohoe may be required to 
accommodate the second lane. 

h. Middlefield/Lytton (Proposed): Table 3.5-31 indicates the northbound left 
turn lane improvement is not feasible. 

9b.67 
Cont.

9b.68

9b.69
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i. Bayfront/Chrysler (Proposed): The improvement shown does not match 
the description in Table 3.5-31.  Clarify what was analyzed. 

j. Willow/Middlefield (Proposed): The function of the resulting “double right 
turn” improvement is questionable given the short merge distance on the 
receiving leg of Willow Road. 

k. Willow/Newbridge (Proposed):  The function of the "added” westbound 
through lane is questionable given the short merge required on the 
receiving leg and the proximity of the downstream 101 on-ramp junction.  
The DEIR text indicates the added left turn lane improvement is not 
feasible.  Table 3.5-31 in the DEIR says it "may not be" feasible.  Please 
clarify. 

9b.78

9b.79

9b.80
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PAUL KRUPKA, PE, TE 
Principal Transportation Engineer 

Years of Experience:  
30 
 
Education: 
B.E., Transportation Engineering, 
Dartmouth College 

B.A., Engineering Sciences, Dartmouth 
College 

Professional Registration: 
Licensed Professional Engineer, State 
of California (#C47497) 

Licensed Traffic Engineer, State of 
California (#TR1574) 

Professional Affiliations: 
Institute of Transportation Engineers 
(ITE), Member 

WTS International, Member 

 

 

Paul Krupka has more than 30 years of diverse transportation 
engineering experience in transportation, traffic, and transit planning, 
engineering and design related to transit-oriented development, 
transit facilities (systems and stations), parking facilities, roadway and 
highway improvements including traffic control devices (signalization, 
ramp metering, signage and pavement delineation), large and small 
development projects (infill and green field), neighborhood, 
community, downtown, city, sub-area, county, and sub-regional plans, 
and transit and highway corridors.  
 
Mr. Krupka’s experience extends to all project phases including 
preliminary assessment, conceptual planning, feasibility, design and 
construction. He has helped his clients successfully deliver projects 
as a program manager, project manager, and technical specialist. 
Virtually all of Paul’s project work has been in and around the San 
Francisco Bay Area and the Monterey Bay Area, making him one of 
the most knowledgeable transportation specialists in the region. 
 
Mr. Krupka has extensive involvement with BART Transit System 
Development and Property Development departments in transit-
oriented development projects at several BART stations. These multi-
party projects have required Paul to be deeply involved in policy, 
planning, maintenance, and engineering details, whether representing 
BART, local agencies, other transit providers, or developers. 
 
Mr. Krupka has substantial experience working with Caltrans on State 
highway projects in all phases of project development (planning, 
Project Initiation Documents (PIDs), preliminary engineering, final 
design) and is particularly adept in highway traffic operations 
analysis, traffic controls, facility design, construction phasing and 
transportation management planning. 
 
Mr. Krupka is adept and experienced in problem solving, and has 
excellent qualifications in leadership and interpersonal 
communications. He emphasizes objective listening and respect of 
individuals’ opinions in communicating with culturally and politically 
diverse audiences. 
 

RELEVANT EXPERIENCE WITH CHS CONSULTING: 

East Palo Alto Multi-way Stop Signs Study 
Mr. Krupka was the principal investigator and traffic engineer of work 
for traffic engineering studies at two intersections in East Palo Alto to 
determine if multi-way stop signs should be installed.  The study was 
done in accordance with the guidance set forth in the California 
Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (California MUTCD).  The 
results of the studies, including opinions whether multi-way stop signs 
should be installed as well as other traffic engineering observations, 
were used by the City to define necessary improvements. 
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Brisbane Baylands Development 
Mr. Krupka is supporting the Universal Paragon Corporation, site developer, by evaluating the 
implications of the San Francisco/San Mateo Bi-County Study, which addresses future transportation 
system improvement requirements for a study area encompassing the Baylands site in Brisbane and 
several other major development sites in Daly City and San Francisco, with respect to future travel 
demands and potential cost sharing among stakeholders. He is also assessing transit service and land 
use implications of the Bayshore Intermodal Station Access Study, which addresses a potential 
expansion of the existing Bayshore Caltrain Station, with respect to the planned Baylands and the 
Visitacion Valley/Schlage developments. 

Academy of Art University Institutional Master Plan 
Mr. Krupka is project manager for the transportation element of the Institutional Master Plan (IMP) being 
prepared for the Academy of Art University (AAU) in San Francisco. An IMP is required for all educational 
and medical institutions in San Francisco, and is intended to inform City officials and the public of an 
institution’s current and future growth plans. AAU is the largest private school of art and design in the 
United States. It is unique with respect to its spatial orientation – it occupies 40 buildings in the eastern 
half of San Francisco – and its reliance, by policy, on transit, including its own bus shuttle system, and 
other non-automobile modes to move its students, faculty and staff between “campus” buildings. The 
transportation element of the IMP effectively describes the existing character of the University with 
respect to San Francisco’s multimodal system and assesses the relative changes associated with 
projected growth in enrollment over the next 10 years. 
 

RELEVANT EXPERIENCE PRIOR TO JOINING CHS: 

Stanford University Medical Center EIR Review 
Mr. Krupka reviewed the transportation sections of the EIR for the Stanford Medical Center expansion on 
behalf of the City of East Palo Alto.  His review provided objective opinions about the assumptions and 
analysis of critical peak period travel paths to and from the Medical Center, and how they affected City of 
East Palo Alto traffic conditions. 

2020 Peninsula Gateway Corridor Study  
Mr. Krupka was project manager and principal investigator, responsible for coordination of work and 
monthly interaction with policy and technical committee members representing numerous local agencies, 
C/CAG, SMCTA, and VTA. The objective of this study was to define and evaluate alternative traffic 
improvements in the corridor. Alternatives were developed to address the primary project goals -- 
facilitate access, enhance economic opportunities, optimize use of existing infrastructure, reduce 
congestion and local community impacts, and minimize environmental impacts on sensitive resources. 
The end product was a concise listing of prioritized projects, with conceptual plan and cross-section 
sketches, and their functional, physical, environmental, and cost tradeoffs. 

Central Alameda County Freeway Study  
Mr. Krupka was project manager and principal investigator, responsible for coordinating with ACCMA, 
involved agencies, ACTA, and Caltrans. The study required continuous interaction with policy and 
technical committee members, and the consulting team to develop a unique document, the Project 
Initiation Document (PID) for the Local Alternative Transportation Improvement Program (LATIP) signed 
by Caltrans and supporting a California Transportation Commission (CTC) action to commit funding. The 
purpose of this freeway system operational analysis and conceptual design was to develop a technical 
report that addresses the short- and long-range planning and the sequencing of freeway improvements 
that will be required to achieve the most practical traffic relief in the I-880, I-580 and I-238 corridors within 
a fund availability constraint.  
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Caltrans HOV/Express Lanes Business Plan 
Mr. Krupka was project manager for the HOV/Express Lanes Business Plan, a Caltrans Headquarters 
project that resulted in a guiding document containing background research, problem statements, and 
actions related to existing and proposed policies and procedures for operating HOV and Express Lanes 
on Caltrans highways statewide. The Express Lane Business Plan, published in July 2009, is a 
framework that guides the future development and operation of the Express Lane network (either with 
conventional methods of HOV requirements or with expanded methods of tolling) into a coordinated, 
connected and commonly recognizable system for California. 

Richmond Community Development Agency/Richmond Transit Village  
Mr. Krupka has been continuously involved with the City of Richmond, CA redevelopment and 
engineering staff for eight years, helping secure and process State and Federal grants for project 
development and construction as well as providing management, design, and construction advisory 
services for public improvements at the Richmond Transit Village, including the landmark Transit Station 
Building and Plaza, completed in 2006, and the BART Parking Structure, now under construction. Guided 
by a three party (City/BART/Developer) Disposition and Development Agreement (DDA), the Transit 
Village is an excellent example of public-private partnership. The agreement stipulated that the private 
party, the Developer, contribute significant funding amounts for certain public improvements by depositing 
the portion of proceeds from home sales above an agreed baseline price back to the City. 

Contra Costa Centre Transit Village Design-Build Project 
Mr. Krupka was engaged as manager of the design review process by the developer to represent the 
developer and its design-build contractor team and architect with BART for the $45M, 1,500-space 
parking garage addition at the Pleasant Hill BART Station, which made room for residential and 
commercial development. 

Route 101/Willow Road PSR (PDS) Traffic Operations Analysis 
Mr. Krupka was project manager for the analysis, which involved existing and forecast year 2025 traffic 
volumes for a full-cloverleaf interchange in Menlo Park, CA. A partial cloverleaf alternative was defined 
based on traffic forecasts and evaluated with respect to levels of service with and without the project at 
critical ramp termini and weaving sections. 

Route 92 Widening PSR (PDS) Traffic Operations Analysis 
Mr. Krupka performed a comprehensive analysis of traffic conditions on Route 92 between Route 101 and 
I-280. The evaluation involved existing accident conditions and existing and future (year 2025) levels of 
service for weaving and non-weaving freeway segments. 

Contra Costa Transportation Authority Program Management Team 
Mr. Krupka was responsible for monitoring and managing State Highway improvement projects funded by 
the Measure C sales tax, including the I-680/Sycamore Valley Interchange and the SR 24/Camino Pablo-
Moraga Way off-ramp, as well as managing the Lamorinda School Bus System Evaluation. Day-to-day 
function, as an extension of CCTA staff, involved monitoring project activities, coordination with project 
sponsors, Caltrans, and utility providers, managing consultant contracts, and progress reporting to CCTA 
committees and Board. 

Millbrae Avenue Railroad Overpass Project 
Mr. Krupka was project manager for design of this overpass in Millbrae, CA, a six-lane over crossing of 
the Caltrain railroad corridor on the San Francisco Peninsula. He was responsible for developing a traffic 
handling plan involving temporary detours that complemented staged construction. It was necessary to 
maintain traffic on Millbrae Avenue during construction (50,000 ADT), which required building the 
overpass in two major phases, effectively one longitudinal half at a time. During the first phase, traffic was 
detoured via a four-lane temporary road adjacent to the structure construction zone. Traffic was shifted to 
the completed structure half to clear the construction zone for the second phase of construction. 
Construction activities were carefully defined in the construction documents and attendant agreements to 
allow for necessary coordination and site-specific work plan approvals by Caltrain as well as related 
approvals by the railroad and major utility providers. 
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VTA Vasona Corridor Alternatives Analysis 
As Project Manager and Principal Investigator, Paul was responsible for directing the efforts of a multi-
disciplined team conducting an alternatives analysis for the Vasona Corridor under contract to the Santa 
Clara County Transportation Agency. The corridor connects the cities of San Jose, Campbell and Los 
Gatos, beginning at the San Jose Diridon Station and ending at Vasona Junction. The studies developed 
physical and operational concepts for light rail transit, commuter rail, and express bus alternatives and 
analyzed the tradeoffs of these against a no-build case. 

VTA Eastridge LRT Extension Feasibility Study 
Paul worked with the Transportation Agency to study order of magnitude implications of LRT extensions 
in two promising corridors serving east San Jose. The emphasis of the study was to determine not so 
much the feasibility of specific LRT improvements, but rather the feasibility of further investment of 
planning, engineering and environmental study funds in specific corridors. Paul was the principal 
investigator in a four-step process that included selection of case study alignment concepts; assessment 
of ranges of costs and patronage; identification of future study issues, and communication of interim and 
final study results. 

Broadway Transit Signal Priority Design Project 
Mr. Krupka was Project Manager, responsible for conceptual planning and final design of transit signal 
priority elements on Broadway between Jack London Square and Grand Avenue in Oakland. This project 
was funded by AC Transit and was a critical element of AC Transit’s Rapid Bus deployment. The 
conceptual phase involved evaluation of opportunities and constraints of two communications 
alternatives, twisted wire pair and spread-spectrum radio. Final design reflected the City's desire to 
replace all traffic signal controllers and make use of existing underground conduits to the extent feasible. 
Finally, the project included traffic signal timing analysis using Synchro, resulting in recommended 
changes in traffic signal operations and an overall improvement in bus and personal vehicle travel time 
through the corridor. 

LAMMPS Concept Plan 
Mr. Krupka was Transportation Task Manager, responsible for transportation planning and engineering 
analysis and developing pragmatic solutions for the Laurel Access to Mills, Maxwell Park, and Seminary 
(LAMMPS) Concept Plan in Oakland, CA. The area for this project, MacArthur Boulevard from High Street 
to Seminary Avenue, has been a long-standing concern of neighboring residents and users of the corridor 
because of poor function, access, and safety. The LAMMPS Concept Plan is a community-based multi-
modal transportation plan that offers solutions to these concerns based on discussions with the 
community and technical studies of the corridor. Mr. Krupka managed the transportation team’s activities 
and was the principal transportation investigator for the project. He helped facilitate the community 
outreach efforts, which involved field tours, workshops, and presentations. He authored the transportation 
pieces of the final report. 
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9b. CHS Consulting Group, Paul J. Krupka, P.E. (letter dated January 25, 2012) 

9b.1 The commentor states that no consideration was given to East Palo Alto streets aside from 
University Avenue and requests additional analysis, including more analysis for more East 
Palo Alto streets, mitigation monitoring, and penalties. As shown in Figure 3.5-9 of the 
Draft EIR, approximately 7 percent of the Project’s trip generation has been assigned to 
University Avenue. This percent of the trip generation reflects the reasonable assignment 
of trips expected to utilize University Avenue given its proximity to the Project site, 
geographic relationship to existing traffic circulation and, travel time to the Project site 
from US 101. This assignment also considers the future completion of the US 101 auxiliary 
lanes and the fact that most peak hour traffic is traveling westbound between the 
Dumbarton Bridge and US 101 in the AM Peak Hour and the reverse in the PM Peak 
Hour. The vehicle travel patterns for the Project would instead travel eastbound between 
US 101 and the Dumbarton Bridge during the AM Peak Hour and the reverse in the PM 
Peak Hour. Consequently, the Draft EIR correctly concludes that the Project will have a 
minimal effect on streets in East Palo Alto.  

9b.2 The commentor states that the City of East Palo Alto General Plan should have been 
included as a relevant policy document when analyzing the impacts of the Project.  The 
standards of significance for analyzing the land use impacts in the Draft EIR are from 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  As stated on page 3.2-8 of the Draft EIR, the land 
use analysis in Section 3.2 discusses whether the Project would “conflict with any 
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
Project.” (Emphasis added.) Approvals needed from responsible agencies are listed on 
page 2-35 of the Draft EIR.  Since the City of East Palo Alto would not have jurisdiction 
over the Project, the Land Use section only focuses on plans and policies of the responsible 
agencies, with the main focus on the City of Menlo Park. 

9b.3 The commentor states that the Draft EIR indicates that the intersections between US 101 
and Bayfront Expressway along University Avenue are operated by Caltrans and are 
actually maintained and operated by the City of East Palo Alto. The commentor states that 
Caltrans analysis threshold have been applied for these intersections rather than the East 
Palo Alto threshold standards. The commentor is correct. Four of the study intersections 
have been evaluated under the Caltrans significance threshold, but should instead be 
analyzed with the East Palo Alto thresholds. Caltrans signal staff has indicated that they 
maintain the signals from Bayfront Expressway to Kavanaugh Drive and the City of East 
Palo Alto maintains all other signals between Bay Road and US 101. These intersections 
include University Avenue and Bay Road, University Avenue and Runnymede Street, 
University Avenue and Bell Street, and US 101 Northbound and Donohoe Street. The East 
Palo Alto significance threshold has been applied to these four intersections and no 
potentially significant impacts would occur. Revised analysis is included in Appendix 
3.5-C. 
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 In response to this comment, the following text has been revised on page 3.5-8 of the Draft 
EIR. 

  21. University Avenue and Bay Road (State East Palo Alto) 

  22. University Avenue and Runnymede Street (State East Palo Alto) 

  23. University Avenue and Bell Street (State East Palo Alto) 

  24. University Avenue and Donohoe Street (East Palo Alto) 

  25. US 101 northbound ramps and Donohoe Street (State East Palo Alto) 

 In response to this comment, text for Intersections 18, 21, 22, 23, and 25 has been revised 
in Table 3.5-7 starting on page 3.5-29 of the Draft EIR. 

 

Table 3.5-7 
Level of Service Significance 

Study Intersection Jurisdiction 

LOS 
Significance 
Threshold Significance Threshold for Unacceptable LOS 

18. University Ave 
and Bayfront Exp 

State D LOS becomes E or F and 4 second increase to intersection delay. 

19. University Ave 
and O’Brien Dr 

State D Local approaches LOS becomes E or F or if average critical delay 
increases by 0.8 seconds or more if LOS is currently E or F 

20. University Ave 
and Kavanaugh Dr 

State D Local approaches LOS becomes E or F or if average critical delay 
increases by 0.8 seconds or more if LOS is currently E or F 

21. University Ave 
and Bay Rd 

State City of 
East Palo 
Alto 

D Local approaches LOS becomes E or F or if average critical delay 
increases by 0.8 seconds or more if LOS is currently E or F LOS 
becomes E or F or if critical delay increases by more than 4 
seconds and increases the v/c ratio by 0.01 or more 

22. University Ave 
and Runnymede St 

State City of 
East Palo 
Alto 

D Local approaches LOS becomes E or F or if average critical delay 
increases by 0.8 seconds or more if LOS is currently E or F LOS 
becomes E or F or if critical delay increases by more than 4 
seconds and increases the v/c ratio by 0.01 or more 

23. University Ave 
and Bell St 

State City of 
East Palo 
Alto 

D Local approaches LOS becomes E or F or if average critical delay 
increases by 0.8 seconds or more if LOS is currently E or F LOS 
becomes E or F or if critical delay increases by more than 4 
seconds and increases the v/c ratio by 0.01 or more 

24. University Ave 
and Donohoe St 

City of East 
Palo Alto 

D LOS becomes E or F or if critical delay increases by more than 4 
seconds and increases the v/c ratio by 0.01 or more 
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Table 3.5-7 
Level of Service Significance 

Study Intersection Jurisdiction 

LOS 
Significance 
Threshold Significance Threshold for Unacceptable LOS 

25. US 101 NB 
and Donohoe St 

State City of 
East Palo 
Alto 

D Local approaches LOS becomes E or F or if average critical delay 
increases by 0.8 seconds or more if LOS is currently E or F LOS 
becomes E or F or if critical delay increases by more than 4 
seconds and increases the v/c ratio by 0.01 or more 

Sources: DKS Associates, 2011.  City of Menlo Park, City of Palo Alto, City of East Palo Alto, Caltrans. 

 

9b.4 The commentor states that since the employee travel surveys were completed at the Palo 
Alto Facebook site rather than the Menlo Park site, the survey findings may not be 
appropriate or applicable.  The Project Sponsor conducted an employee transportation 
survey at the Palo Alto site to determine the mode split, vehicle occupancy, person trips by 
time of day, and overall person trip generation to aid in calculating the Trip Cap at the East 
Campus of the Project site. These survey findings were then applied to the expected 
employee totals at the East Campus to determine the peak period and daily trip caps. The 
survey allowed the Project Sponsor to determine the existing modal split, and person trips 
by time of day and develop comparable rates for the East Campus in Menlo Park.  The 
Project Sponsor has agreed and is committed to the Trip Cap with regards to the specific 
auto versus non-auto mode shares based on the survey data at the Palo Alto site, which is 
detailed in Appendix 3.5-E of this document. In all events, while the mode share splits may 
change at the Project site, Facebook must adhere to the number of vehicle trip cap 
developed in large part from the survey data collected at the Palo Alto site or face 
substantial financial consequences. 

 Please refer to Master Responses 3 and 4 for further information regarding the TDM 
program and Trip Cap, respectively. 

9b.5 The commentor states that the analysis contains brief references to transit impacts and no 
analysis of transit use and impacts. Transit agencies, including Caltrain (Peninsula 
Corridors Joint Powers Board) and SamTrans, reviewed and provided comments on the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) and did not express concern with the proposed transit analysis 
at that time. The Draft EIR incorporates and reflects any comments Caltrain and SamTrans 
submitted on the NOP.  Impacts TR-4 on page 3.5-66, TR-9 on page 3.5-91, and TR-14 on 
page 3.5-124 state that the Project would result in less-than-significant impacts to the local 
transit system. As stated on these pages, transit services near the Project site are limited 
and the Project would not add substantial demand with the implementation of the TDM 
program proposed by the Project Sponsor.  
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 The TDM program would encourage transit ridership through subsidies and transit passes, 
but would also provide its own shuttle and vanpool program so that impact to public transit 
services would be minimized. The Project Sponsor would update its network of employee 
shuttles and vanpools to provide connections between Bay Area cities and transit 
connections and the Project site as changes in the employee population occur. Additionally, 
any construction widening at intersections with significant and unavoidable impacts would 
ensure bus stops and bus operation of service would remain consistent during construction. 

 Caltrain and SamTrans also submitted comments on the Draft EIR.  These comments and 
the associated responses can be found in Letter 6 and Letter 7, respectively.  

9b.6 The commentor notes errors in the trip generation calculations on page 3.5-72 of the Draft 
EIR and in Appendix 3.5-E on page 3. These trip generation estimates are correct as 
reported. The West Campus trip generation estimates presented on page 3.5-72 of the Draft 
EIR use the best-fit equation methods from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), 
Trip Generation Manual (8th Edition, 2008) for Corporate Headquarters (Land Use Code 
714) for the Peak Hour trip generation, as well as information provided by the Project 
Sponsor for daily trip generation (using similar methods to those applied for the East 
Campus on page 3.5-43 and 3.5-44 and in Appendix 3.5-E). This analysis represents a 
conservative, worst-case scenario.   

9b.7 The commentor states that there is no analysis of traffic conditions with the associated 
mitigation measures and should be included. Based on this comment, an appendix with the 
intersection LOS and delay results for the mitigated conditions has been included as part of 
Appendix 3.5-C of the Draft EIR. As shown in the revised Appendix 3.5-C, all of the 
proposed mitigation measures would reduce the delay at the potentially impacted 
intersections to a less-than-significant level, as explained throughout the Draft EIR. 
However, not all mitigation measures are necessarily feasible, and, therefore, cannot be 
implemented to reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant level. Please refer to revised 
Table 3.5-31 in Section 5 of this document for a summary of potential intersection 
mitigation measures. 

9b.8 The commentor states that the content relating to the proposed mitigation conceptual 
drawings in Appendix I of the Draft EIR requires further analysis and commentary. The 
conceptual mitigation measure drawings have been provided as a visual accompaniment to 
the descriptive mitigation measure text in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. Technical analysis 
for the mitigation measures has been included in Appendix 3.5-C. All of the proposed 
mitigation measures would reduce the delay at the potentially impacted intersections to a 
less-than-significant level. However, not all mitigation measures are necessarily feasible, 
and, therefore, cannot be implemented but are included to detail the measures required to 
reduce the impacts to a less than significant level. The conceptual drawings, descriptive 
text, and technical analysis are provided to fully detail the proposed mitigation measures. 
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Please refer to revised Table 3.5-31 in Section 5 of this document for a summary of 
potential intersection mitigation measures. 

9b.9 The commentor requests further explanation as to why the Near Term 2018 Condition 
includes 6,600 employees on the East Campus and not a 2018 “no project/build” case.  
The Near Term 2015 Condition serves as a “no project/build” case for the Near Term 
2015 East Campus Only Condition. The Near Term 2018 Condition reflects the Near Term 
2015 East Campus Only Conditions with three additional years of background traffic 
growth and does not reflect any further employee growth at the East Campus. As such, a 
2018 “no project/build” case is not necessary for this analysis. 

9b.10 The commentor seeks confirmation that 3,600 employees are considered in the Cumulative 
2025 Condition. The Cumulative 2025 Condition considers full occupancy of the East 
Campus and, thus, includes a total of 6,600 employees. 

9b.11 The commentor states that the City of East Palo Alto General Plan should have been 
included as a relevant policy document when analyzing the impacts of the Project.  Please 
refer to Response 9b.2, above. 

9b.12 The commentor states that additional intersections in East Palo Alto and other roadway 
segments should be included in the Draft EIR. The commentor also states that study 
intersections 20 -23 are not State, but City of East Palo Alto, intersections. The roadway 
facilities selected for analysis include the most likely roadways to be traveled by Project-
generated vehicles. Consideration has been given to roadway facility proximity to the 
Project site, existing traffic patterns, and projected travel patterns to/from the Project site 
to origins/destinations regardless of jurisdiction. Given the location and trip assignment of 
Project generated vehicles, Donohoe Street between US 101 northbound ramps and East 
Bayshore Road, East Bayshore Road between Donohoe Street and Pulgas Avenue, Pulgas 
Avenue between East Bayshore road and Bay road, Clarke Avenue between East Bayshore 
Road and Bay Road, and Bay Road between Pulgas Avenue and University Avenue are not 
included for analysis in the Draft EIR. See Responses 9b.1 and 9b.3, above, regarding 
study intersections within East Palo Alto. 

9b.13 The commentor states that paragraph one on page 3.5-12 of the Draft EIR indicates that SR 
109 and SR 114 operate at LOS E for the AM and PM Peak Hours while Table 3.5-1 shows 
LOS D or better for University Avenue. The Routes of Regional Significance LOS 
discussed on pages 3.5-11 through 3.5-12 of the Draft EIR reflect roadway facilities, while 
Table 3.5-1 on page 3.5-23 reports existing LOS for intersections. The Routes of Regional 
Significance details the daily LOS while the intersection analysis includes AM Peak Hour 
and PM Peak Hour LOS calculations. As such, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
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9b.14 The commentor requests that turning movement counts be provided in the appendix. 
Turning movement counts have been included in Figure 3.5-5 and in detail as part of the 
new Appendix 3.5-J – Turning Movement Counts.  Please refer to Section 5 of this 
document for a description of Appendix 3.5-J. 

9b.15 The commentor states that study intersections 19-24 on page 3.5-23, Table 3.5-1, and the 
C/CAG monitoring show different LOS. The Congestion Management Program Monitoring 
Report was conducted in 2009, while the Existing Conditions analysis was conducted in 
2011. Between 2009 and 2011, variances in traffic volumes, changes in signal timing, and 
evolving travel patterns may account for the differences in LOS Analysis for the Draft EIR, 
which was based on current field observations, traffic signal timing, and turning movement 
counts available when the traffic analysis commenced, all of which are acceptable for this 
report. 

9b.16 The commentor states that page 3.5-23 of the Draft EIR states that only the intersection of 
University Avenue and Woodland Avenue operates at LOS D, but the intersection of 
University Avenue and Donohoe Street operates at LOS D as well. In response to this 
comment, the following text has been revised on page 3.5-24, first paragraph, of the Draft 
EIR: 

For East Palo Alto-controlled intersections, the intersection of University 
Avenue and Woodland Avenue operates at LOS D for the AM and PM Peak 
Hours and the intersection of University Avenue and Donohoe Street for the 
AM Peak Hour. 

9b.17 The commentor states that page 3.5-25 of the Draft EIR, the US 101 and SR 84 Routes of 
Regional Significance operate at either LOS E or F, but University Avenue operates at LOS 
E  and should be included in the text discussion of segments operating at LOS E or F.   The 
Draft EIR is correct. The Routes of Regional Significance LOS for University Avenue (SR 
109) in Table 3.5-4 on page 3.5-27 of the Draft EIR is shown as LOS D.  

9b.18 The commentor requests an explanation as to why ramp analysis has been completed for US 
101 ramps and Willow Road but not US 101 ramps and University Avenue. The Draft EIR 
has been completed to the standards set forth in the Transportation Impact Analysis 
Guidelines for the City of Menlo Park. These guidelines do not include criteria for the 
evaluation of ramps or interchanges and  ramp analysis is generally not required by CEQA, 
but rather was requested by Caltrans and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
(VTA) for the US 101 ramps and Willow Road in response to the release of the NOP. The 
ramp analysis has been included for informational purposes on Draft EIR pages 3.5-27, 
3.5-68, 3.5-93, and 3.5-125. See Response 3.5, above, regarding ramp volume analysis. 

9b.19 The commentor states that the study intersections 20-23 are operated and maintained by 
East Palo Alto and should be evaluated on their criteria. See Response 9b.3, above. 
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9b.20 The commentor states that the survey data from the Palo Alto Facebook site may not be 
directly transferrable to the Project.  Please refer to Master Response 4 for further 
information regarding development of the Trip Cap. 

9b.21 The commentor states that page 3.5-31 of the Draft EIR indicates that approximately 40 
percent of employees commute by alternative modes while Appendix E indicates that 30 
percent use alternative modes. The Draft EIR is correct. As stated on page 3.5-31 of the 
Draft EIR, nearly 40 percent of employees commute by all alternative modes (shuttles, 
public transit, walking and bicycling). Table 2 on page 3 of Appendix 3.5-E of the Draft 
EIR shows that 41 percent of employees carpooled, used shuttles or vanpools, walked, or 
cycled to Facebook as determined by the July 2010 survey of Facebook employees.  

9b.22 The commentor asks whether Trip Cap penalties will be paid to East Palo Alto. It is 
anticipated that the penalties will be structured such that they are sufficiently strict enough 
to discourage the Project Sponsor from violating the Trip Cap. The details of the penalties 
will be established during the Development Agreement negotiations. It is possible that as 
part of the negotiations, it will be established that, if indeed an exceedence of the Trip Cap 
could result in impacts to East Palo Alto, that penalty funds could be spent on addressing 
impacts in the area around the Project site, including East Palo Alto. However, this issue 
does not relate to CEQA.  

9b.23 The commentor questions whether the 1 percent background traffic growth rate is 
acceptable to East Palo Alto and states that there should be 5 years of growth between 
2010 and 2015. The annual 1 percent background growth rate, first referenced on page 
3.5-33 of the Draft EIR, has been applied to local and state-controlled streets, and is 
consistent with other certified EIRs in Menlo Park. The Draft EIR models traffic generated 
by pending or approved projects in the region and has also projected a one percent 
background growth factor, assuming that all traffic volumes increase by one percent per 
year to represent background traffic growth between 2011 and 2015. The projection of 
background traffic growth is based on the 2009 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) from 
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission.1  While the existing intersection data was 
collected in November 2010, background growth has been assumed for the beginning of 
2015. 

9b.24 The commentor states that on page 3.5-34, Table 3.5-8 the analysis used incorrect rates 
and the table should show the trips to be 140 for the AM Peak, 220 for the PM Peak, and 
900 daily. The Draft EIR is correct. These values have been calculated with the fitted 
curve equations using Land Use Code 714 as detailed in the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation 8th Edition, which is an accepted industry standard for 

                                              
1  See Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Transportation 2035 Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area. 

This document is available at http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/ and at the Menlo Park Planning 
Department, 701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA. 
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calculating trip generation. As such the trip generation calculations cited in the Draft EIR 
are correct. 

9b.25 The commentor states that no development projects in East Palo Alto were considered in 
the cumulative analysis for transportation impacts.  Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15355, 
cumulative impacts refer to two or more individual effects which, when considered 
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental effects. 
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(3), “Lead agencies should define the 
geographic scope [or context] of the area affected by the cumulative effect and provide a 
reasonable explanation for the geographic limitation used.” As described on page 3.1-5 of 
the Draft EIR, the geographic context is typically tailored to the nature of the 
environmental issue/impact and resource or population being affected. Each discussion of 
cumulative impacts in Sections 3.2 through 3.16 of the Draft EIR includes an explanation 
of the relevant geographic context. Depending on the topic, the geographic context could 
be localized or regional. For example, the cumulative context for air quality would include 
the larger regional air basin.  

 CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b) requires that an EIR’s analysis of cumulative impacts 
should be based on either a list of past, present, and probable future projects producing 
related impacts or a summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related 
planning document, or in a prior environmental document. The cumulative projects 
analyzed in the Draft EIR rely on both a list of projects within the City of Menlo Park and 
regional growth projections for traffic-related impacts. The list of foreseeable projects 
within the City of Menlo Park (Tier 1 projects) was provided by City staff and included in 
the analysis (see Table 3.1-1 on page 3.1-7 of the Draft EIR and Table 3.5-9 on page 3.5-
35).  

 Growth projections applied to the cumulative analysis in the Draft EIR include forecasted 
growth in adjacent cities other than Menlo Park, some of which are included as Tier 2 
projects (see Table 3.1-2 on page 3.1-8 of the Draft EIR). Individual sections also examine 
growth projections allowed by ABAG Projections 2009, the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District’s (BAAQMD) air quality projections, the City’s 2009 Circulation 
System Assessment (CSA) document, the Stanford University Medical Center (SUMC) 
Project, and projections of various public service and utility providers for the Project.  
Since increased traffic as a result of the Project would affect other jurisdictions in addition 
to Menlo Park, the transportation analysis considered the regional traffic impacts. 

 The East Palo Alto Specific Plan was considered in the Tier 2 analysis.  When discussing 
Tier 2 impacts, the Draft EIR considered the potential development under the Specific 
Plan, which could include approximately 835 housing units, 1.2 million sf of office, 
112,400 sf of retail, 351,820 sf of R&D/industrial uses, 61,000 sf of civic uses, and 30 
acres of parks/trails.  As such, in addition to the regional growth projections listed above, 
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the analysis also considered potential build-out of the East Palo Alto Specific Plan. At the 
time of the preparation of the Draft EIR, the City was not aware of any other reasonably 
foreseeable or otherwise applicable development projects in East Palo Alto.   

 Page 3.5-126 discusses the Tier 2 transportation impacts.  As stated, although the Tier 2 
projects are speculative, it is expected that any future development would result in 
increases in traffic levels on local area and regional roadways, on public transit systems, 
and along bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  Each of the developments would be expected to 
comply with applicable local, regional, and State policies and regulatory requirements as 
well as environmental analyses.  As stated on page 3.5-126, although the East Palo Alto 
Specific Plan was not included in the CSA document, traffic generated by this development 
was considered in the Near Term 2015 and 2018 analysis in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR.  
The analysis considered a 1 percent annual growth factor from existing traffic counts and 
includes traffic generated outside the City limits. 

9b.26 The commentor states that on page 3.5-42 for Palo Alto and East Palo Alto intersections 
the “project would have an impact if the LOS becomes E or F or the average control delay 
for the critical movements deteriorates by 4.0 seconds or more and the critical v/c value 
increases by 0.01 or more if the LOS is currently E or F. The commentor also requests 
clarification if the delay and v/c are only considered if the intersection is already 
performing at LOS E or F in the baseline. The commentor is correct in stating that delay 
and v/c are only considered if the intersection is already performing at LOS E or F. In 
response to this comment, the following text has been revised on page 3.5-42, fourth 
paragraph, of the Draft EIR: 

Palo Alto and East Palo Alto Intersections. At City of Palo Alto and East 
Palo Alto controlled intersections currently operating at LOS D or better, the 
Project would have an impact if the LOS becomes E or F or the average 
control critical delay for the critical movements deteriorates by 4.0 seconds or 
more and the critical v/c value increases by 0.01 or more if the LOS is 
currently E or F. 

9b.27 The commentor states that the reference made to the ITE Trip Generation Manual (8th 
Edition, 2008) in the Draft EIR pertaining to the percentage of peak period traffic 
occurring during the peak hour cannot be found. The commentor is correct in the statement 
that the percentage of peak period traffic occurring in the peak hour is not found in the ITE 
Trip Generation Manual (8th Edition). It was derived from existing turning movement 
counts conducted during the analysis. In response to this comment, the following text has 
been revised on page 3.5-43, last paragraph of the Draft EIR: 

This calculation is more conservative than a traditional office use, as the traffic 
data from the ITE Trip Generation Manual (8th Edition, 2008) traffic counts 
taken at Willow Road and Middlefield Road, Willow Road and Bayfront 
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Expressway, and Marsh Road and Bayfront Expressway between the hours of 
7:00 a.m. and 10:30 a.m. in November 2010 and June 2011 indicate only 55 
percent of peak period (two hours between 8:00 a.m. and 10:00 a.m.) traffic 
occurrings during the peak hour (8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.). 

9b.28 The commentor states that on Page 3.5-44, Table 3.5-11 the overall trip numbers may be 
higher based on the trip generation values being higher resulting in potentially lower 
Project trips. The trip generation was calculated using the fitted curve equation for Land 
Use 714 in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation 8th Edition, 
which is the industry standard for trip generation calculations. The use of the fitted curve 
equation considers the size of the proposed development as it relates to the sample size and 
sample characteristics surveyed to develop the trip generation assumption. The fitted curve 
equation provides a customized trip generation number based on the size of the Project 
rather than a one-rate-fits-all approach provided by an average rate per employees. The trip 
generation calculations include all vehicles visiting the Project site, which include personal, 
shuttle, and vanpool vehicular trips. The trip generation methodology is detailed in the 
Draft EIR on page 3.5-31, 3.5-43 through 3.5-44, and 3.5-72 through 3.5-73. 

9b.29 The commentor references Figure 3.5-9 and requests the trip distribution percentage on 
University Avenue and Willow east of US 101. The commentor states that their estimation 
suggests that 85 to 90 percent of Project traffic traveling along US 101 NB from the south 
to the Project site in the AM Peak Hour and returning in the PM Peak Hour are assigned 
to Willow Road and that only 10 to 15 percent are assigned to University Avenue which 
may result in lower estimated impacts. Figure 3.5-9 has been revised to include trip 
distribution percentages on University Avenue and Willow Road east of US 101 and is 
included in Section 5 of this document. Approximately 7 percent of the Project trip 
generation will utilize University Avenue east of US 101 while 53 percent will utilize 
Willow Road east of US 101. Consideration with respect to trip distribution has been given 
to roadway facility proximity to the Project site, existing traffic patterns, distances to 
freeway ramps, travel time to the Project site, and projected travel patterns to/from the 
Project site to origins/destinations regardless of jurisdiction. 

9b.30 The commentor requests that in/out volumes be provided at each entrance (East Campus 
has two) for Figure 3.5-10a. Figure 3.5-10a has been revised and is included in Section 5 
of this document.  In addition, as a result of this revision, Figures 3.5-4, 3.5-5, 3.5-7, 3.5-
11, 3.5-13, 3.5-15, 3.5-16, 3.5-18, 3.5-19, 3.5-20, and 3.5-21 have been edited as well. 

9b.31 The commentor requests information related to the Sunnyvale case. The Draft EIR analyzed 
the difference between existing conditions and the Project to determine impacts as required 
by the Sunnyvale West Neighborhood Association v. City of Sunnyvale case.  As explained 
in Master Response 1, the existing conditions are full occupancy of the East Campus under 
the existing CDP with 3,600 employees. 
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9b.32 The commentor states that Figure 3.5-13a in Section 3.5, Transportation, of the Draft EIR 
is incorrectly titled. Figure 3.5-13a, on page 3.5-59 of the Draft EIR was inadvertently 
mislabeled and misplaced in the Draft EIR. As referenced on page 3.5-58 of the Draft EIR, 
Figure 3.5-13a is intended to show the Near Term 2015 East Campus Only Condition 
Average Daily Traffic. The figure that was included in the Draft EIR actually showed Near 
Term 2015 East Campus Only Condition Peak Hour Volumes. The figure showing Near 
Term 2015 East Campus Only Average Daily Traffic is included in the Draft EIR as Figure 
3.5-12 on page 3.5-50. Please note that although Figure 3.5-13a has been removed from 
the Draft EIR all other figure numbers remain unchanged. As such, Figure 3.5-13a has 
been removed from page 3.5-58 of the Draft EIR. In addition, text on page 3.5-58, first 
paragraph under Impact TR-2, of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:  

The Project would generate approximately 9,606 net new daily trips during a 
typical weekday. Based on the criteria described in the Significance Criteria 
section, five of the roadway study segments would experience potentially 
significant impacts for the Near Term 2015 with East Campus Only Condition. It 
should be noted that Willow Road between Bay Road and the railroad tracks, and 
University Avenue between the railroad tracks and Palm Street are classified as 
primary arterials and are not subject to ADT analysis or thresholds. Figure 3.5-13 
3.5-12 shows the Near Term 2015 East Campus Only Condition ADT. Table 3.5-
13 shows the comparison between the Existing, Near Term 2015 Condition, and 
Near Term 2015 East Campus Only Condition and the corresponding ADT 
increases between each scenario. 

9b.33 The commentor notes that the segments along University Avenue from Railroad Tracks to 
Purdue Avenue and from Bell Street to Runnymede Street are within East Palo Alto and 
may have different guidelines for assessment of Project impact. The commentor also notes 
that there are 5,000+ Project traffic on Willow but only around 600 vehicles on University. 
Comments directed to Table 3.5-13 on page 3.5-61. There are no roadway segment 
significance criteria to determine potentially significant impacts within the City of East Palo 
Alto. As such, the significance criteria for Menlo Park were applied to East Palo Alto 
roadway segments in the Draft EIR. The roadway facilities selected for analysis include the 
most likely intersections and roadways to be traveled by Project-generated vehicles. 
Consideration has been given to roadway facility proximity to the Project site, existing 
traffic patterns, and projected travel patterns to/from the Project site to origins/destinations 
regardless of jurisdiction. See also Response 9b.1, above.  

9b.34 The commentor asks why the load factors and transit capacity analysis have not been 
conducted on page 3.5-66. Transit agencies including SamTrans and Caltrain reviewed and 
provided comments on the NOP and did not express concern with the proposed transit 
analysis at that time. The Draft EIR incorporates and reflects any comments SamTrans and 
Caltrain has on the NOP. Please refer to Responses 9b.5, above, regarding transit analysis. 
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9b.35 The commentor notes that East Palo Alto is planning a new pedestrian/bike overcrossing at 
US 101 to enhance this bicycle path/movement and requests that an examination of bicycle 
infrastructure improvements from the Caltrain Station to the East Campus along University 
Avenue are considered. Comment directed to page 3.5-67, Paragraph 1. The evaluation of 
Project impacts is based on the criteria according to the standards of the City of Menlo 
Park. The mitigation measures aim at reducing the potential impacts due to the Project. 
Mitigation measures are improvements to alleviate potential impacts caused by the Project 
for the facilities and locations where the impacts occur. As such, no impacts were found 
for bicycle facilities in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion 
regarding bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 

9b.36 The commentor asks if the 2018 Condition includes trips by 6,600 employees in East 
Campus. The commentor also states that as written, then this is not the baseline condition 
for 2018 and the 2018 build alternatives should not be compared to this condition and a 
2018 no build alternative is needed. For the 2018 East Campus and West Campus 
Condition, the East Campus would accommodate 6,600 employees, as is reflected in the 
Near Term 2015 East Campus Only Condition and Near Term 2018 Condition. The Near 
Term 2018 Condition represents the Near Term 2015 East Campus Only Conditions with 
three more years of background traffic growth. The West Campus trip generation is added 
to the Near Term 2018 Condition to develop the 2018 East and West Campus Scenario. 
Additionally, the West Campus trip generation is detailed in Table 3.5-17 on page 3.5-73 
of the Draft EIR. The Near Term 2015 Condition is the occupancy of the East Campus 
with the currently permitted 3,600 employees with a 25 percent TDM Plan. With 
implementation of the Project, by 2018, the East Campus would have been operational for 
three years and the West Campus would have been completed. The Draft EIR reflects the 
appropriate timeline and trip generation for the conditions analyzed. 

9b.37 The commentor asks what other projects were considered for 2018 and if East Palo Alto 
has any projects planned for 2018 that need to be incorporated. Please refer to Response 
9b.25, above, regarding the background traffic volumes growth and the growth from other 
specific potential projects. 

9b.38 The commentor notes using the ITE Trip Generation 8th Edition should not generate ITE 
rates for West Campus of 1,146 (AM Peak) and 880 (PM Peak), but should generate 1,260 
(AM Peak) and 1,064 (PM Peak). Please refer to Response 9b.24, above, regarding the 
calculations for the trip generation. 

9b.39 The commentor states that the Sunnyvale case verdict requires comparison of the project 
scenario against existing conditions. The commentor notes that this is not reflected in 
Section 3.5, Transportation, of the Draft EIR. The Sunnyvale verdict held that a baseline 
could not be set on a date a decade after expected project approval.  The Draft EIR did not 
use a baseline set a decade out, but instead compared the existing conditions to the Project 
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scenario to assess impacts.  As explained in Master Response 1, the existing conditions are 
full occupancy of the East Campus under the existing CDP with 3,600 employees. 

9b.40 This comment pertains to the vehicle trips generated by the West Campus and the TDM 
measures needed to maintain the Trip Cap. The commentor requests further information 
regarding penalties associated with violating the Trip Cap. Please refer to Master Response 
4 for further information regarding the Trip Cap and Master Response 3 for further 
information regarding the TDM program.  Regarding payment to East Palo Alto for 
violations of the Trip Cap, please see Response 9b.22, above.  

9b.41 The commentor asks about other mitigation measures tested that could have fully mitigated 
the impact at Willow Road and Newbridge Street. Comment directed to page 3.5-84. A 
variety of measures including potentially restriping the approaches at the intersection of 
Willow Road and Newbridge Street to accommodate more throughput at critical turning 
movements, revising signal timing to turning movements which may benefit from 
additional green time, and revised phasing were all examined, but not included, since they 
did not reduce the impacts to a less–than-significant level. As a result, additional capacity 
requiring right-of-way acquisition was examined and found to reduce the impact to a less-
than-significant level. The mitigation measures suggested in the Draft EIR, and detailed in 
Table 3.5-31 on page 3.5-128, include a combination of capacity increase, right of way 
acquisition, and, in some cases, small modifications in signal timing. No other mitigation 
measures were identified that could completely mitigate this impact. 

9b.42 The commentor questions if East Palo Alto agrees with the process presented on page 3.5-
85 of the Draft EIR.  This comment seems to be addressed to the City of East Palo Alto 
and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance 
with CEQA.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

9b.43 The commentor notes that the segments along University Avenue from Railroad Tracks to 
Purdue Avenue and from Bell Street to Runnymede Street are within East Palo Alto and 
may have different guidelines for assessment of project impact. Also, the commentor notes 
that there are 5,000+ Project traffic on Willow but only around 600 vehicles on University. 
The roadway segment along University Avenue from the railroad tracks to Purdue Avenue 
is, in fact, within the city limits of Menlo Park. The commentor is correct in the stating 
that University Avenue, from Bell Street to Runnymede Street, is within East Palo Alto. 
The roadway facilities selected for analysis include the most likely intersections and 
roadways to be traveled by Project-generated vehicles. Consideration has been given to 
roadway facility proximity to the Project site, existing traffic patterns, and projected travel 
patterns to/from the Project site to origins/destinations regardless of jurisdiction. Roadway 
segments along University Avenue have been evaluated as part of the roadway segment and 
Routes of Regional Significance analysis. Please refer to Responses 9b.1 and 9b.33 
regarding East Palo Alto facilities examined. 
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9b.44 The commentor asks why the load factors and transit capacity analysis have not been 
conducted on page 3.5-91. Please refer to Response 9b.34, above, regarding transit 
analysis. 

9b.45 The commentor request information related to the Sunnyvale case. The Draft EIR analyzed 
the difference between existing conditions and the Project to determine the impacts as 
required by the Sunnyvale case.  As explained in Master Response 1, the existing 
conditions are full occupancy of the East Campus under the existing CDP with 3,600 
employees.  The Pfeiffer v. City of Sunnyvale (2011) 2011 WL 5138637 case held that it 
was appropriate to calculate a baseline based on historical data.  In the Draft EIR, recent 
traffic counts were used to calculate baseline and that is legally and analytically 
appropriate.  

9b.46 The commentor asks what is the LOS after the mitigation is implemented at University 
Avenue and Donohoe Street and what other mitigations were considered. After the 
mitigation measure is implemented at University Avenue and Donohoe Street, the 
intersection would operate at LOS D. The LOS for this mitigation measure is detailed in 
Appendix 3.5-C of the Draft EIR. A variety of measures, including revising signal timing 
to turning movements which may benefit from additional green time and revised phasing, 
were all examined, but not included, since they did not reduce the impact to a less-than-
significant level, or did not conform to signal timing operations along University Avenue. 
As a result, restriping the southbound approach to include a formal southbound right turn 
lane and providing a southbound right turn overlap phasing was found to reduce the impact 
to a less-than-significant level. 

9b.47 The commentor asks if East Palo Alto approves the statement in paragraph 2 of page 
3.5-114. Please refer to Response 9b.42, above, regarding the approval of East Palo Alto 
of these statements. 

9b.48 The commentor notes that Figure 3.5-23 and Figure 3.5-24 in the Draft EIR appear to 
present the same information, although the two figures are titled differently. Figure 3.5-23 
is intended to show Cumulative 2025 East Campus Only Condition Average Daily Traffic 
and Figure 3.25-24 is intended to show Cumulative 2025 East Campus and West Campus 
Condition Average Daily Traffic. However, Figure 3.5-24 that was included in the Draft 
EIR actually shows the same Cumulative 2025 East Campus Only Condition Average Daily 
Traffic as presented in Figure 3.5-23. Therefore, Figure 3.5-24, Cumulative 2025 East 
Campus and West Campus Condition Average Daily Traffic, has been updated and 
included in Section 5 of the Final EIR.   

9b.49 The commentor notes that the segments along University Avenue from Railroad Tracks to 
Purdue Avenue and from Bell Street to Runnymede Street are within East Palo Alto and 
may have different guidelines for assessment of project impact. Also, notes that there are 
5,000+ Project traffic on Willow but only around 600 vehicles on University. Please refer 
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to Response 9b.1, 9b.33, and 9b.43, above, regarding impacts to facilities in East Palo 
Alto. 

9b.50 The commentor asks why the load factors and transit capacity analysis have not been 
conducted on page 3.5-124.  Please refer to Response 9b.34 for transit facility analysis. 

9b.51 The commentor notes that the mitigation at Marsh/Bayfront may not be feasible because it 
appears to require widening of approach. Comment directed to Table 3.5-31. The 
mitigation measure is feasible as the westbound approach can be restriped for an additional 
lane without acquisition of additional right-of-way. 

9b.52 The commentor notes that the description of mitigation does not match the text description 
on page 3.5-83 at Marsh/US 101. Comment directed to Table 3.5-31. In response to this 
comment, the following text has been revised on page 3.5-83, first paragraph, of the Draft 
EIR: 

The proposed mitigation measures for the intersection of Marsh Road and US 
101 Northbound off-ramp include widening the northbound off-ramp on the 
western side of the approach and adding an additional left-turn lane along with 
adding a second right-turn lane by restriping one of the existing left turn lanes. 
This improvement will require relocation of existing traffic signal poles, utility 
relocation and reconstruction of the curb ramp on the southwest corner of the 
intersection. 

9b.53 The commentor notes that the mitigations at Marsh/Middlefield do not appear feasible due 
to insufficient right-of-way available to widen Middlefield Road and insufficient pavement 
width to stripe two receiving lanes on Marsh Road. Comment directed to Table 3.5-31. The 
Draft EIR is correct. Coordination for this mitigation measures has been on-going between 
the Town of Atherton and the City of Menlo Park. The Town of Atherton has preliminary 
plans to redesign the intersection in the future. In addition, this mitigation measure is 
consistent with the measure proposed for Marsh Road and Middlefield Avenue in the 
Menlo Gateway EIR. 

9b.54 The commentor notes that the function of resulting improvement at Willow/Middlefield is 
questionable, given the short distance available for two right turn lanes merge on Willow 
Road. With the proposed mitigation measure at Willow Road and Middlefield Road there is 
a short merge downstream on Willow Road as a result of the restriped northbound through 
lane to a through-right lane. However, improved pedestrian conditions would exist at the 
intersections and a bike box would be located at the northbound approach. The mitigation 
measure for Willow Road and Middlefield Road is proposed to determine the needed 
geometric modifications to reduce the significant impact to a less-than-significant level. 
Distance for the receiving lane will be evaluated during the detailed design phase. 
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9b.55 The commentor notes that the improvement at University/Donohoe is unusual and 
introduces new conflicts. Also, the impact discussion for this intersection on pages 3.5-113 
and 3.5-114 states that there are significant and unavoidable impacts, but the table shows 
otherwise. From existing field observations, the southbound through-right lane at the 
intersection of University Avenue and Donohoe Street is wide enough to accommodate a 
through lane and a right turn lane. Vehicles were regularly observed to be treating this 
shared through-right lane as separate through and right lanes. Donohoe Street is not 
expected to be widened for this mitigation measure. The overlap phase would be 
incorporated to the existing signal timing operations in a manner which would not create 
new vehicular conflicts. Additionally, since right turns are currently permitted for the 
southbound approach, the mitigation measure would not create new conflicts with the 
nearby northbound US 101 off ramp to westbound University Avenue. 

 In response to this comment, intersection 24 in Table 3.5-31 on page 3.5-128 of the Draft 
EIR has been revised: 

 

Table 3.5-31 
Summary of Potential Intersection Mitigation Measures 

Intersection Significant Impact? 

Jurisdiction 
Potential 

Mitigation 

Fully 
Mitigates 
Impact? Feasible? 

Other 
Agency 

Approval/
Coord? 

Significant 
Impact? # Description 

Near 
Term 
2015 
East 

Campus 
Only 

Near 
Term 2018 
East and 

West 
Campuses 

Cumulative 
2025 East 
Campus 

Only 

Cumulative 
2025 East 
and West 
Campuses 

24 University 
Ave and 
Donohoe St 

N N N Y East Palo 
Alto 

Stripe a 
formal 
southbound 
right turn 
lane and 
provide 
southbound 
right turn 
overlap 
phasing. 

Y Y Y N Y 

 It should be noted that the revision to Table 3.5-31 is an error from the Draft EIR and not a 
disclosure of a new significant and unavoidable impact. 

9b.56 The commentor states that the description of the proposed mitigation at the intersection of 
Bayfront Expressway and Chrysler Drive on Table 3.5-31 differs from the text description 
which states “restripe the right turn lane to a shared left/right turn lane” and requests 
clarification on what was analyzed.   
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 In response to this comment, Table 3.5-31 on page 3.5-128 of the Draft EIR has been 
revised as follows: 

 

Table 3.5-31 
Summary of Potential Intersection Mitigation Measures 

Intersection Significant Impact? 

Jurisdiction 
Potential 

Mitigation 

Fully 
Mitigates 
Impact? Feasible? 

Other 
Agency 

Approval/
Coord? 

Significant 
Impact? # Description 

Near 
Term 
2015 
East 

Campus 
Only 

Near 
Term 2018 
East and 

West 
Campuses 

Cumulative 
2025 East 
Campus 

Only 

Cumulative 
2025 East 
and West 
Campuses 

29 Bayfront 
Expressway 
and Chrysler 
Dr 

Y Y Y Y Caltrans Add an 
eastbound 
left-turn 
lane. 
Restripe 
existing 
eastbound 
right turn 
lane to a 
shared left-
right lane 

Y Y Y  Y 

9b.57 The commentor notes that the square footage numbers presented in Table 1 are incorrect. 
Table 1 on page 1 of Appendix 3.5-E was prepared before the square footage estimates 
were finalized. These numbers have been revised in Table 1 of Appendix 3.5-E as follows.  
However, it is important to note that these revisions do not affect any of the final 
calculations and all other numbers presented in Appendix 3.5-E will not change.  

 

Table 1: Facebook Employee Projections for Traffic Analysis 

Site Square Feet Employee Density Approximate 
Number of 
Employees 

East Campus 1,000,220 1,035,840 150 s.f./emp 6,668 6,600 

West Campus 420,000 440,000 150 s.f./emp 2,800 

Total 1,420,220 1,475,840 150 s.f./emp 9,468 9,400 

Source: Fehr & Peers, Facebook, July 2010. 

9b.58 The commentor requests data labels be added to Figure 1 in Appendix 3.5-E of the Draft 
EIR. In response to this comment, labels have been added to the chart displayed in Figure 1 
on page 2 of Appendix 3.5-E.  

9b.59 The commentor requests clarification as to why 8:00 a.m. was used for the Peak Hour trip 
generation. The commentor is correct that Figure 1 in Appendix 3.5-E shows 576 inbound 
and 65 outbound trips between 8:45 a.m. and 9:45 a.m. However, for purposes of the 
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Draft EIR transportation analysis, the Peak Hour of traffic between 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. 
(peak period of commute traffic) is used to estimate the Project’s trip generation. A peak 
hour beginning at 8:30 or 8:45 a.m. would extend until 9:30 a.m. or 9:45 a.m., outside of 
the peak commute period, and would overstate the Project’s impacts. Thus, the peak hour 
within the 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. (peak period of commute traffic) was determined to be 
between 8:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m., with corresponding trip generation of 484 inbound and 
60 outbound trips (see Figure 1 in Appendix 3.5-E).  

9b.60 The commentor suggests that the calculations on page 3, paragraph 3 of Appendix 3.5-E of 
the Draft EIR may need to be revised based on comment 9b.59. Please refer to Response 
9b.59, above. No revised calculations are necessary.  

9b.61 The commentor requests clarification on what industry standard is being referred to on 
page 3 of Appendix 3.5-E, point 4. In response to this comment, the fourth point of the 
process on page 3 of Appendix 3.5-E of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows. 

4.  Correlated the peak-hour of traffic generated by Facebook to the industry standard 
peak hour rate based on the ITE Trip Generation Manual (8th Edition, 2008) 

9b.62 The commentor requests clarification on how the daily trip generation was calculated. As 
described on page 3 of Appendix 3.5-E of the Draft EIR, the relationship between the 
morning peak hour trip generation rate and the daily trip generation rate was used based on 
data provided from the ITE, Trip Generation Manual (8th Edition, 2008).  

9b.63 The commentor suggests that the Person Rates in Table 3 of Appendix 3.5-E may need to be 
updated based on changes in the rate calculations on page 3 of Appendix 3.5-E. Please 
refer to Responses 9b.59 and 9b.60, above. The Draft EIR is correct; therefore, no 
revisions are necessary.  

9b.64 The commentor notes that Table 3 in Appendix 3.5-E of the Draft EIR includes incorrect 
trip generation rates for general office uses. The General Office (Land Use Code 710) trip 
generation rates were developed for the East Campus population of 6,600 employees using 
the best-fit equations provided in the ITE, Trip Generation Manual (2008, 8th Edition), and 
are correct as reported in Table 3 on page 4 of Appendix 3.5-E. As such, no revisions will 
be made. 

9b.65 The commentor suggests that the vehicle rate per employee on Table 4 of Appendix 3.5-E 
may need to be updated based on prior comments. Please refer to Responses 9b.59, 9b.60, 
and 9b.63, above. The Draft EIR is correct; therefore, no revisions are necessary.   

9b.66 The commentor suggests that in order to maintain the proposed Trip Cap for higher peak 
volumes listed on Table 4 of Appendix 3.5- E, more shuttles and TDM measures may be 
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required. Please refer to Master Responses 3 and 4 for further information regarding the 
TDM program and Trip Cap, respectively.  

9b.67 The commentor requests that  East Palo Alto along University Avenue be included on page 
2, paragraph 2 of Appendix F under the parking monitoring obligations of Facebook along 
with Menlo Park. There is no parking allowed along University Avenue in East Palo Alto 
(between Bayfront Expressway and US 101), and the parking restriction along University 
Avenue extends further east into the City of Palo Alto.  Therefore, there is no need to add 
University Avenue to the potential parking monitoring locations. 

9b.68 The commentor requests that East Palo Alto be involved in all TDM monitoring and 
enforcement discussions. The commentor also states that the Project may introduce 
excessive parking in East Palo Alto and that thresholds should be set and monitoring and 
penalty structures should be decided on.  As described in Appendix 3.5-F of the Draft EIR, 
the City has outlined the key components of the monitoring and enforcement proposal, 
which would require a limit on the number of vehicle trips as set forth in the Trip Cap. The 
City of Menlo Park, as Lead Agency, would maintain control of Trip Cap monitoring and 
enforcement. The Trip Cap monitoring program does not require ongoing TDM program 
monitoring in order to maximize Facebook’s flexibility in reducing vehicle trips (see 
Master Response 3 for more information on the TDM program), but does require ongoing 
monitoring of trip numbers.  

 The Trip Cap monitoring program includes a clause that allows the City of Menlo Park to 
require Facebook to monitor neighborhood parking intrusion if it is observed or suspected 
that Facebook employees or visitors are parking off-site to avoid violating the Trip Cap.  If 
neighborhood parking intrusion occurs, the City of Menlo Park reserves the option to 
require Facebook to count those vehicles parking in neighborhoods and apply them towards 
the Trip Cap. Excessive parking intrusion into East Palo Alto neighborhoods is not 
anticipated, as the closest on-street parking to the East Campus within East Palo Alto is 
between 0.75 and 1 mile away, while the closest parts of the Belle Haven neighborhood are 
0.25 to 0.5 miles from the East Campus. Nevertheless, penalty fees may be spent to 
address impacts on East Palo Alto if Facebook violates the Trip Cap. Please refer to 
Master Response 4 for more information on the Trip Cap, including proposed the 
monitoring program.  

9b.69 The commentor notes that Figure 1 in Appendix 3.5-G is missing and needs to be relabeled. 
The reference to Figure 1 on page 5 of Appendix 3.5-G has been revised as Figure 4 and 
attached to the Appendix.   

9b.70 The commentor states that the sketches on the title page are not annotated to refer back to 
Section 3.5 or indicate elements that are stated to be not feasible in the respective section. 
The conceptual drawings compare existing condition geometrical sketches to conceptual 
sketches for mitigation measures at intersections where they are required. The sketches are 
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labeled with the intersection name, providing the reader with a reference point to Table 
3.5-31. Table 3.5-31 lists potential mitigation measures to alleviate impacts caused by the 
implementation of the Project. The mitigation measures are presented regardless of their 
feasibility. 

9b.71 The commentor states that the proposed mitigation at the intersection of University Avenue 
and Bayfront Expressway, including a southbound through lane, is noted as “not feasible” 
on Table 3.5-31. The commentor is correct.  The Draft EIR lists potential mitigation 
measures to alleviate impacts caused by the implementation of the Project, including the 
mitigation measure for University Avenue and Bayfront Expressway. The mitigation 
measures are presented regardless of their feasibility.  

9b.72 The commentor states that the proposed mitigation at the intersection of Willow Road and 
Bayfront Expressway, including a westbound left-turn lane, is noted as “may not be 
feasible” on Table 3.5-31. The commentor is correct.  The Draft EIR lists potential 
mitigation measures to alleviate impacts caused by the implementation of the Project, 
including the mitigation measure for Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway. The 
mitigation measures are presented regardless of their feasibility. 

9b.73 The commentor states that the proposed widening of Middlefield Road at the intersection of 
Marsh Road and Middlefield Road, is not feasible due to insufficient pavement width on 
Marsh Road to restripe the departure leg with two lanes. Coordination for this mitigation 
measure has been on-going between the Town of Atherton and the City of Menlo Park. The 
Town of Atherton has preliminary plans to redesign the intersection in the future to 
improve the capacity and signal operation at the intersection and mitigation is feasible. 

9b.74 The commentor requests a clarification on the proposed mitigation at the intersection of 
Marsh Road and US 101 NB off-ramp, because the sketch in Appendix I does not match the 
description on page 3.5-83. In response to this comment, the following text has been 
revised on page 3.5-83, first paragraph, of the Draft EIR:   

The proposed mitigation measures for the intersection of Marsh Road and US 
101 Northbound off-ramp include widening the northbound off-ramp on the 
western side of the approach and adding an additional left-turn lane along with 
adding a second right-turn lane by restriping one of the existing left turn lanes. 
This improvement will require relocation of existing traffic signal poles, utility 
relocation and reconstruction of the curb ramp on the southwest corner of the 
intersection. 

9b.75 The commentor states that the proposed mitigation at the westbound leg of the intersection 
of Marsh Road and Bayfront Expressway, may not be feasible because it may be necessary 
that the roadway be widened. Based on field observations, the mitigation measure is 
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feasible as the westbound approach can be restriped for an additional lane without 
acquisition of additional right-of-way. 

9b.76 The commentor states that the proposed mitigation at the intersection of University Avenue 
and Donohoe Street, including a right-turn lane across from a free-running right-turning 
roadway, will create conflicts. The commentor also asks whether Donohoe Street needs to 
be widened in order to accommodate the second lane. Please refer to Response 9b.55 for 
the mitigation measure for the intersection of University Avenue and Donohoe Street. 

9b.77 The commentor states that the proposed mitigation at the intersection of Middlefield Road 
and Lytton Avenue, including a northbound left-turn lane, is noted as “not feasible” on 
Table 3.5-31. The Draft EIR details potential mitigation measures to alleviate impacts 
caused by the implementation of the Project. The mitigation measures are recommended 
regardless of their feasibility and are detailed and summarized in Table 3.5-31 on page 3.5-
128 however, the addition of a northbound left turn lane is not feasible due to the 
requirement of additional right-of-way. 

9b.78 The commentor states that the proposed mitigation at the intersection of Bayfront 
Expressway and Chrysler Drive, shown in Appendix 3.5-I, does not match the description 
on Table 3.5-31 and requests clarification. 

 Please refer to the revised Appendix 3.5-I.  In addition, in response to this comment, Table 
3.5-31 on page 3.5-128 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:  

Table 3.5-31 
Summary of Potential Intersection Mitigation Measures 

Intersection Significant Impact? 

Jurisdiction 
Potential 

Mitigation 

Fully 
Mitigates 
Impact? Feasible? 

Other 
Agency 

Approval/
Coord? 

Significant 
Impact? # Description 

Near 
Term 
2015 
East 

Campus 
Only 

Near 
Term 2018 
East and 

West 
Campuses 

Cumulative 
2025 East 
Campus 

Only 

Cumulative 
2025 East 
and West 
Campuses 

29 Bayfront 
Expressway 
and Chrysler 
Dr 

Y Y Y Y Caltrans Add an 
eastbound 
left-turn 
lane. 
Restripe 
existing 
eastbound 
right turn 
lane to a 
shared left-
right lane 

Y Y Y  Y 
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9b.79 The commentor states concern about the functionality of the resulting double right-turn at 
the intersection of Willow Road and Middlefield Road, due to the short merge on the 
departure leg of Willow Road. With the proposed mitigation measure at Willow Road and 
Middlefield Road there is a short merge downstream on Willow Road as a result of the 
restriped northbound through lane to a through-right lane. However, improved pedestrian 
conditions would exist at the intersections and a bike box would be located at the 
northbound approach. The proposed mitigation measure determines the required geometric 
modifications to reduce the significant impact to a less-than-significant level, as 
summarized in Table 3.5-31 on page 3.5-128. The desired length of the receiving lane will 
be modified and evaluated during the detailed design phase. Please refer to Response 
9b.54, above, regarding the mitigation measure for Willow Road and Middlefield Road. 

9b.80 The commentor states concern about  the function of the added westbound through lane at 
the intersection of Willow Road and Newbridge Street, due to the short merge on the 
departure leg and the short distance from the downstream 101 on-ramp. The commentor 
states that the Draft EIR text indicates the added left turn lane improvement is not feasible, 
while the description on Table 3.5-31 says it “may not be” feasible and requests 
clarification about it.  The proposed mitigation measure requires detailed geometric 
modifications to reduce the significant impact to a less-than-significant level. There is 
approximately 500 feet between the westbound approach of the intersection and the 
beginning of the US 101 northbound on ramp in the westbound direction of Willow Road, 
which would incorporate an additional receiving lane. This lane would be able to 
accommodate the receiving and merging capacity for the additional westbound through lane 
at the intersection of Willow Road and Newbridge Street. In terms of the feasibility, the 
Draft EIR indicates that it is not feasible.  
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CITY OF EAST PALO ALTO 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

1960 Tate Street � East Palo Alto, CA 94303 
 
  

Date:  January 24, 2012 
 
To:                 Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council 
 
Via:  ML Gordon, City Manager    
 
From: John Doughty, Director, Community Development Department                                        

Kathleen Kane, City Attorney 
  Carlos Romero, City Council Member 
  David Earl Woods, City Council Member 
   
Subject: Facebook Campus Project Draft Environmental Impact Report Comments 

  
RECOMMENDATION:  
Staff recommends that the City Council: 
 

1) Consider the information contained in the Staff Report and comments provided 
during the public discussion; 

2) Direct staff to prepare a formal comment letter to the City of Menlo Park 
regarding the Facebook Campus Project Draft Environmental Impact Report; and 

3) Authorize Mayor Martinez to sign the final comment letter and forward to the City 
of Menlo Park no later than January 30, 2012. 

 
ALIGNMENT WITH CITY COUNCIL STRATEGIC PRIORITIES: 
The recommendation is primarily aligned with:  

 
� Priority #1 Enhance Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness  
� Priority #4 Improve Public Facilities and Infrastructure 
� Priority #6 Create a Healthy and Safe Community 

 
BACKGROUND: 
On December 8, 2011, the City of Menlo Park released a Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for the proposed East and West campuses of Facebook (Project) 
proposed in the City of Menlo Park, adjacent to the City of East Palo Alto.  The East 
Campus is proposed within the existing former Oracle/Sun Microsystems campus.  The 
West Campus (formerly General Motors/Tyco Electronics) is proposed to be 
redeveloped with up to 440,000 square feet of structures.   The Project calls for up to 
9,400 employees within the combined campuses.  The East Campus is currently 
permitted to house up to 3,600 employees based upon previous entitlements and 

Letter 9c

9c.1
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Facebook has initiated occupancy of the East Campus.  Facebook is seeking 
authorization to increase the East Campus to a total of 6,600 employees and add up to 
an additional 2,800 on the West Campus. The proposal is unique in that Facebook has 
proposed to utilize a vehicle trip base cap rather than a more traditional employee 
based cap.   As such, the Project proposes Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) at levels not typically realized with projects located outside mass transportation 
corridors and dense areas like San Francisco.  This site has been described by some 
Menlo Park residents as being “on the fringe of the City”.   
 
The City of Menlo Park is the Lead Agency per the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA).  Per CEQA, an EIR is required where it has been determined by the Lead 
Agency that the project could lead to potentially significant unavoidable and 
unmitigatable effect on the environment.  The EIR determined that there are three issue 
areas of significant unavoidable impacts (See Attachment A –  Menlo Park Planning 
Commission – Staff report dated January 9, 2012.     
 
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was issued for the Project on April 21, 2011 in which 
comments were solicited regarding the scope of the environmental analysis.  The City of 
East Palo Alto provided a written letter of response to the NOP on May 26, 2011 (See 
Attachment B).  The City’s comments identified concerns in three principal areas:  
housing affordability and displacement; greenhouse gas emissions; and 
traffic/transportation.    
 
On December 13, 2011, City of Menlo Park staff presented an overview of the Draft EIR 
and process to the East Palo Alto City Council and community.  The City Council and 
community raised a number of concerns regarding the potential impacts of the Project 
on housing and transportation.  Additionally, Mayor Martinez requested, in light of the 
upcoming holiday season, an extension of the comment period on the EIR from 45 to 60 
days.  Menlo Park staff indicated they did not have the authority to extend the comment 
period.  At this meeting, the Mayor appointed an Ad Hoc Committee (Councilmembers 
Romero and Woods) to help staff coordinate formal comments on the Project. 
 
On December 22, 2011, the mayor sent a formal request to the City of Menlo Park 
requesting a 15-day extension of the comment period (See Attachment C – Letter from 
Mayor Martinez).  On January 10, 2012, the Menlo Park City Council approved a one 
week (7-day) extension of the comment period.  At this point, comments are due by 
5:30 PM on January 30, 2012. 
 
The Ad Hoc Committee has met twice to discuss and coordinate comments regarding 
the Project.  The staff report reflects the input of the Ad Hoc Committee.   
 
 
ANALYSIS: 
The City has taken the opportunity to review the Facebook Campus Project Draft EIR.  
In addition to City staff review, the City contracted with CHS Consulting (Paul Krupka) to 
provide additional assistance in review of traffic and transportation.  The focus of staff 

9c.1
Cont.

9c.2
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review has been on issues and impacts of the Project on the City of East Palo Alto; 
however, it is our intent to include comments and suggestions beyond those that have 
direct impacts to the City.   
 
In general, we are disappointed that the Draft EIR does not adequately consider the 
potential impacts to the City of East Palo Alto or consider potential mitigation measures 
to address those impacts.  Further, we are disappointed that the EIR has chosen to take 
the approach that partial mitigation of impacts is not warranted/desirable.  In many 
instances, these partial mitigations could be of significant benefit to the residents of East 
Palo Alto and Menlo Park.  This report has been prepared not as an all inclusive listing 
and discussion of the comments to the EIR, but as a means to convey to the City 
Council and community significant concerns and issue areas that staff, with 
concurrence, intends to include in the formal comment letter to the City of Menlo Park. 
The direction of the East Palo Alto City Council will be formulated into the City’s formal 
comment letter that is due by January 30, 2012. 
 
Staff is suggesting the following issue areas for inclusion in the formal letter:   
 
Issues 
 

A.  General Issues 
 

1.  Section 3.2 of the DEIR references the documents, plans and regulations 
that apply to the Project.  Notably missing in this Section is reference to the 
City of East Palo Alto General Plan which includes the City’s Circulation 
Element and Certified Housing Element.  These elements along with the 
context of the remaining elements should have been consulted, referenced 
and utilized in the analysis given the proximity of the Project to the City.  
Given that there is no reference to any City of East Palo Alto Plan, it can be 
assumed that none of the analysis included City policies and criteria. 

2. The DEIR acknowledges the adoption of an amendment to the BCDC Bay 
plan in October of 2011.   This revision includes climate change policies and 
adaptation strategies that are critical to protecting the SF Bay and the man-
made structures adjacent to the Bay.  As flooding is of significant concern to 
the City of East Palo Alto, failure of the Project to address and mitigate 
potential sea level rise and adaptation could be detrimental to the City of East 
Palo Alto.  The DEIR should be revised to analyze the Project and include 
mitigations per the most up-to-date BCDC Bay Plan. 

3. The DEIR is inconsistent in its use and documentation of data.  As an 
example, the housing analyses and Greenhouse Gas analyses both discuss 
current employee places of residence; however, each appears to be using a 
different set of data.  Further, the DEIR utilizes the American Community 
Survey in instances where far more reliable and quantifiable data is available.  
The ACS should be used only as a last resort as it is what it says, a survey 
not an analysis. 

 

9c.2
Cont.
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B.  Specific Issues 
 

1.  Transportation--Vehicular  
a. The Draft EIR fails to analyze the potential vehicular traffic 

impacts on critical streets and intersections in the City.  For 
those streets and intersections the DEIR chose to analyze, the 
DEIR concluded substantially less of an impact to the City of 
East Palo Alto transportation system than other studies and 
analyses have concluded. 

b. The DEIR identified only nominal Project traffic impact on 
University Avenue.  Additionally, the DEIR misstated that 
Caltrans maintains signals along the University Avenue corridor 
(City versus Caltrans thresholds). 

c. The DEIR fails to consider that a significant number of 
Facebook employees are and will in the future, be arriving from 
the south on the Bayshore Highway (HWY 101) and to assign 
appropriate trip counts to East Palo Alto streets.   

d. The report  assumes that employees commuting from the south 
will utilize bypass two earlier access options (Embarcadero 
Street in Palo Alto and University Avenue in East Palo Alto) in 
favor of traveling an additional miles further to exit at Willow 
Road.  This conclusion not only defies logic, but is contradictory 
to how commuters are presently behaving.  

e. The report fails to acknowledge legitimate commuter options 
such as Embarcadero Road (Palo Alto) to East Bayshore Drive 
and the resulting impacts of cut-through traffic on East Palo Alto 
local streets including Pulgas Avenue, Clarke Street, Bay Road 
and University Avenue.   

f. The DEIR allocates 0-percent of the Project trips to University 
Avenue in the City of East Palo Alto with no justification for 
doing so. 

g. Despite having stated that 20+ percent of the current workforce 
resides in the City of Palo Alto, the DEIR fails to consider the 
commute activities of Palo Alto residents seeking access 
through the City of East Palo Alto.   

h. The DEIR fails to recognize and analyze traffic and commuter 
activity given the existence of a second access to Facebook 
less than 500-feet the intersection of University Avenue and the 
Bayfront Expressway.  The DEIR assumes virtually all traffic will 
utilize Willow Road despite an unmitigatable intersection at 
Willow Road and Newbridge Street. 

i. It appears that the DEIR did not evaluate/include the analysis or 
conclusions contained in the 2020 Peninsula Gateway Corridor 
Study prepared by C/CAG in 2008 or the Willow Road and 
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University Avenue-Traffic Operations Study and Recommended 
Near Term Improvements prepared by C/CAG in 2011.  

j. Overall, the DEIR failed to address the potential impacts of the 
Facebook Project on the City of East Palo Alto roadway system.  
Existing congestion and delays will only be worsen along the 
University Avenue corridor in the City of East Palo Alto.  
Congestion, based on the DEIR, will only worsen along Willow 
Road in Menlo Park.  Alternate routes will be sought and many 
of those routes will be in the City of East Palo Alto. 
 

2. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
a. The Project proposes a trip based rather than employee based 

cap concept.  This is particularly pertinent to the East Campus 
where the proponent proposes an almost doubling of the 
number of employees.  As such the DEIR presumably assumed 
an almost 50% reduction in trips through the TDM program.  
While the City of East Palo Alto commends the proponent for 
their environmental leadership, we remain highly skeptical that 
the goal can be at the proposed location and suggest that the 
DEIR analyze the impacts should the TDM goal of almost 50% 
not be realized. 

b. The DEIR fails to analyze in detail how the Project will meet the 
TDM goals and appears to rely on the unsubstantiated 
information provided by the proponent.  The DEIR must analyze 
more fully the proposed TDM program and should utilize 
substantiated data. 

c. It is unclear what data was used for the current employee 
places of residence.  Was zip code data generated and utilized?  
If so, the DEIR should include the data.  If it was not done, the 
zip code analysis should be completed. 

d. Unlike the Facebook site in Palo Alto, the proposed campus is 
located far from a rail corridor or transit hub.  The site is located 
at the “fringe” of Menlo Park adjacent to the SF Bay.  It lacks a 
core of high density residential for employees in proximity to the 
site.  These factors tend to lead to higher TDM, but are not 
present at this site. 

e. The DEIR provides inadequate analysis of transit and potential 
light rail access and the impacts and needs of the transit/light 
rail system to serve the Project. 

f. The DEIR proposes that a penalty fee be assessed if the Project 
is found to be exceeding the trip based cap.  This poses 
significant questions.  First, how does payment of Citywide 
traffic impact fees (penalties) translate to addressing the 
impacts of the Project in Menlo Park?  Secondly and more 
importantly, how will these fees address the impacts of the 
additional unmitigated trips on the City of East Palo Alto?  

9c.14
Cont.
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Monitoring at entrances to Facebook will not provide adequate 
information regarding the success of TDM and the true impacts 
of the Project.  Additional analysis of the CEQA implications of 
this deferred mitigation is warranted including the allocation of a 
portion of these funds to the City of East Palo Alto for impact 
mitigation. 

g. The DEIR fails to analyze whether the penalties are adequate to 
encourage the proponent to meet TDM goals or are they simply 
a means to increase the employee base (is it just a cost of doing 
business?).  It has been suggested that the City can revoke the 
permit if Facebook does not meet its obligations.  Given the 
sheer size and number of employees, this does not appear to 
be a a realistic scenario. 

h. The DEIR assumes that the workforce characteristics will 
remain relatively static.  The workforce characteristics 
throughout the area have changed.   Housing and lifestyle 
changes tend to occur with a maturing workforce which also 
influence commute patterns.  The DEIR is looking at long term 
impacts without considering a changing workforce. 

i. The Final EIR should include an annual TDM monitoring and 
submit report to the City of East Palo Alto for its review. 

j. The TDM Program mitigation measure as currently proposed is 
inadequate because there is no enforcement mechanism to 
ensure that estimate trip reductions are actually achieved. 

k. The Mitigation Monitoring Plan should require annual traffic 
counts with specific daily trip limits.  It should be enforceable 
with requirements to supplement the TDM program as needed 
to meet trip limits, or be subject to monetary penalties.  Project 
phasing requirements should be another potential enforcement 
mechanism that could limit the square footage of future Project 
phases if trip reduction targets are not met.     
 

3. Transportation--Non-Vehicular 
a. The DEIR fails to adequately analyze non-vehicular 

transportation needs.  In particular, the DEIR inadequately 
addresses continuous and safe bicycle and pedestrian system 
needs within the City of East Palo Alto.  Exhibits E and F of this 
report identify improvements that should be included as 
mitigation measures to the Project.  These include bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements within the City of East Palo Alto that 
will assist facebook in meeting aggressive TDM (bicycle and 
pedestrian) goals. 

b. The Project proposes to mitigate its impacts via TDM methods 
without analyzing needs and mitigation measures for major 
corridors including University Avenue, Bay Road, and 
Newbridge Street.  Further, the DEIR fails to analyze the lack of 

9c.21 
Cont.

9c.22

9c.23

9c.24

9c.25

9c.26

9c.27

9c.28
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pedestrian and bicycle access across HWY 101 from the City of 
Palo Alto to the City of East Palo Alto. 

c. The DEIR fails to analyze potential alternate Bay Trail 
alignments within the City of East Palo Alto to serve bicycle 
commuters from the south and west. 

d. The DEIR fails to analyze the safety impacts and implications of 
the increased traffic in the City of East Palo Alto and to identify 
potential mitigation measures. 

 
4. Greenhouse Gas Analysis 

a. The data utilized in this analysis is unclear and suspect.  The 
Technical Appendices indicates that information on 
commute/residence was provided by Facebook.  In what form 
was this provided and how was it independently verified?  

b. As noted in the TDM discussion, the analysis failed to consider 
changes in workforce and commute patterns.  Again assuming 
that the workforce will always be young and “hip” and living in 
the heart of San Francisco.  Young and “hip” employees tend to 
eventually pair up and look at their lifestyle differently over time. 
 

5. Housing 
a. The City remains steadfast in its belief that the Facebook 

Project will result in physical change to the environment and 
should be included in the DEIR.  Further, the impact should be 
identified as  significant and mitigations applied. 

b. The Keyser Marston Associates (KMA) Study was provided late 
to the community which limited the time for review by the City 
and the public.  This document has not been included even as a 
Technical Appendix as it should be. 

c. The KMA Study was sloppy and cursory at best and reflected a 
lack of commitment to determining the potential impacts on 
housing in the City of East Palo Alto.  Notably, the report 
indicates that their analyses of worker traits at Facebook were 
derived from newspaper articles rather than actual data. 

d. The study utilized the U.S. Census for data.  As noted earlier, 
the U.S. Census and ACS are not the most accurate source of 
data on housing vacancies and occupancies.  Notably, the 
censusdata reflected vacancy rates that were artificially created 
and manipulated by a large holder of property.  Had analyses 
been conducted and/or questions been posed to the City, we 
are confident that the KMA Study would reflect different 
conclusions. 

e. Because of the artificially induced vacancies, KMA concludes 
that approximately 1000 rental units change occupancy every 
four years in the City of East Palo Alto.  This number is 

9c.28 
Cont.

9c.29

9c.30

9c.31

9c.32

9c.33

9c.34

9c.35

9c.36
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inaccurate and reflects market manipulation rather than 
sustained and historic vacancy rates. 

f. The KMA Study concludes that there will likely be displacement 
of between 100 and 160 households in the City by the 
Facebook Project.  Without more accurate data, the City does 
not feel that it is possible to reach this conclusion.  That being 
said, the report should acknowledge the implications of the 
difference in household formations between the City of East 
Palo Alto and Menlo Park.  Using current census figures, the 
displacement of persons would be almost three times greater in 
the City of East Palo Alto for a similar number of units. 

g. Any displacement/dislocation of lower income households in 
East Palo Alto is significant given the limited options available 
for replacement housing in the region. 

h. The DEIR failed to address how the City of Menlo Park will 
address housing needs of new employees including the 300 
plus low-skilled employees proposed to be added.   
 

6. Air Quality 
a. The DEIR concludes that Air Quality impacts of the Project are 

significant and unavoidable and that there are no feasible 
mitigation measures.  The City of East Palo Alto believes that 
the analysis fails to evaluate potential partial mitigation 
measures and chooses instead to foreclose on solutions.  
Notably, assistance in developing an urban forestry program in 
areas east of HWY 101 including the City of East Palo Alto 
would contribute to improved air quality as well as GHG 
reductions. 
 

7. Public Health 
a. The DEIR failed to acknowledge and analyze the potential 

impacts of the Project on public health.  City of East Palo Alto 
City residents will be exposed to additional pollutants and noise 
as a result of increased traffic.  City residents, particularly 
children, are susceptible to these impacts and already suffer at 
higher levels than neighboring communities.  A public health 
study similar to that conducted on the Stanford Hospital 
Expansion project should be included in the DEIR.   
 

8. Public Services 
a. The Menlo Park Fire District has indicated publicly that they 

believe the impacts of the Project are significant.  The City of 
East Palo Alto will await the formal response; however, any 
analysis and discussion of mitigation measures should include a 
broader perspective including the impacts to fire service and 
response times within the City of East Palo Alto. 

9c.36
Cont.

9c.37

9c.38

9c.39

9c.40

9c.41
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CONCLUSION: 
 
These comments are a reflection of significant issues and concerns identified in the 
Draft EIR for the Facebook Campus Project.  With the consent of the City Council, staff 
will prepare a formal letter of response to the City of Menlo Park.  Staff anticipates 
additional issues and suggestions from the public and will ask the City Council to 
provide specific direction as to whether the City’s response should include those points.  
Additionally, we anticipate that other related comments and concerns will arise as we 
prepare the letter and as such, the letter will likely include comments beyond those 
noted.  The City’s traffic consultant is continuing to review the DEIR and will be 
providing additional details of concern.  The Ad Hoc Committee plans to review the draft 
final letter later in the week.  Staff is also recommending that Mayor Martinez be 
authorized to sign the letter. 

 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The review of this DEIR by staff has no direct impact on the General Fund.  These 
activities are part of the normal duties of City staff.  The City entered into a contract with 
CHS Consultants for an amount not to exceed $27,000.  This contract is being funded 
by the General Fund. 
 
 
 
Attachments:  
  
Attachment A - Menlo Park Planning Commission Report of January 9, 2012  
Attachment B - City Response Letter to NOP May 26, 2011 
Attachment C - Letter from Mayor Martinez 
Attachment D - Section 1 of DEIR 
Attachment E - Map of Needed Bike Route Improvements in East Palo Alto 
Attachment F - Map of Needed Pedestrian Crossing Improvements in East Palo Alto  
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9c. East Palo Alto, John Doughty, Kathleen Kane, Carlos Romero, and David Earl 
Woods (City Council Hearing January 24, 2012) 

9c.1 The commentor summarizes the Project and the CEQA process. The City acknowledges 
receipt of this comment.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 
the Project’s compliance with CEQA. As such, no further response is necessary. 

9c.2 The commentor summarizes concerns regarding the Draft EIR’s consideration of impacts to 
the City of East Palo Alto. The City acknowledges receipt of this comment which indicates 
the City of East Palo Alto’s concerns regarding traffic and transportation impacts, along 
with mitigation measures.  Transportation-related comments are addressed throughout this 
document, but specifically in Responses 9c.6 through 9c.30 and 9c.32, below. 

9c.3 The commentor states that the City of East Palo Alto General Plan should have been 
included as a relevant policy document when analyzing the impacts of the Project.  The 
standards of significance for analyzing the land use impacts in the Draft EIR are from 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  As stated on page 3.2-8 of the Draft EIR, the land 
use analysis in Section 3.2 discusses whether the Project would “conflict with any 
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
Project.” (Emphasis added.)  Approvals needed from responsible agencies are listed on 
page 2-35 of the Draft EIR.  Since the City of East Palo Alto would not have jurisdiction 
over the Project, the Land Use section only focuses on plans and policies of the responsible 
agencies, with the main focus on the City of Menlo Park. 

9c.4 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR should provide an analysis of the potential effects 
of the Project on flooding in East Palo Alto due to sea level rise, and include mitigation 
consistent with the recent climate change amendments to the Bay Conservation 
Development Commission (BCDC) Bay Plan amendments of October 2011. CEQA requires 
an analysis of the effects of a proposed project on the environment (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.2[a]).  This fundamental concept was first established in 1995 in Baird v. 
County of Contra Costa (1995) 32 Cal.App.4th 1464, 1468, and more recently in City of 
Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified School Dist. (2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889, 905, South 
Orange County Wastewater Authority v. City of Dana Point (2011) 196 Cal.App.4th 1604, 
1614-1618, and Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011), filed 
November 9, 2011, case No. B231965 (Ballona Wetlands Land Trust).   In the latter, a key 
issue in the case concerned sea level rise.  Citing City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles 
Unified School Dist. (2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889, the Appellate Court in Ballona Wetlands 
Land Trust reiterated that “the purpose of an EIR is to identify the significant effects of a 
project on the environment, not the significant effects of the environment on the project.” 
The Appellate Court in Ballona Wetlands Land Trust also took issue with the second part 
of Section 15126.2(a), which established that an EIR must also analyze any significant 
environmental effects that a project might cause by bringing development and people into 
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an area affected by a particular environmental condition.  The Court concluded that this 
requirement directly contradicted the basic tenet of CEQA. 

 Section 3.12, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR presents information 
concerning sea level rise. This information includes a summary of research, regulatory 
considerations, and specific references to findings of the Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission (BCDC) in its most recent amendment to the Bay Plan in 
October 2011. As noted by the commentor, the Bay Plan amendment includes several 
policies concerning specific types of projects and, more broadly, suggests approaches to a 
coordinated, regional effort for adaptive management to address sea level rise.  As depicted 
in the generalized sea level rise maps on the BCDC website (reproduced as Figure 3.12-6 
on page 3.12-19 of the  Draft EIR), the Project site, as well as portions of East Palo Alto, 
are projected to be vulnerable to sea level rise during this century.  Impact HY-4 in Section 
3.12 of the Draft EIR evaluates sea level rise impacts associated with the Project. 

 Flooding in East Palo Alto as a result of sea level rise would not be a direct environmental 
effect of the Project because there are no aspects of the Project that would physically or 
directly alter water surface elevations in the Bay or where sea level-rise induced flooding is 
projected to occur.  Hydrologic and hydraulic modeling for the proposed West Campus 
improvements (the results of which are presented in Impacts HY-1, HY-2, and HY-3 on 
pages 3.12-22 through 3.12-28 of the Draft EIR) show that development of the West 
Campus would not cause or increase off-site flooding in areas already prone to flooding.  
Specifically, the placement of fill on the West Campus, which is required to address its 
location in a floodplain and future sea level rise, would not result in adverse off-site 
flooding impacts (Impacts HY-2 and HY-3).  At the East Campus, there are no physical 
improvements proposed that would alter where flooding occurs because stormwater flows 
would be accommodated in the existing drainage system, even when sea level rise is 
considered.  In addition, no changes to the levees surrounding the East Campus are 
proposed that would reduce flood protection.  Therefore, there would be no changes in the 
magnitude or extent of sea level rise-induced at the East Campus that would increase flood 
risk elsewhere, or in East Palo Alto, in particular. 

 The increased employee population resulting from the Project could indirectly contribute to 
cumulative impacts related to climate change-induced sea level rise through greenhouse gas 
emissions (GHGs) associated with vehicle trips and energy use.  This cumulative impact is 
evaluated in the Draft EIR (Impact CC-1 in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions), 
which concludes cumulative impacts would be less than significant. Further, as explained 
on page 3.7-1 of the Draft EIR, it is currently not possible to link these GHGs emitted 
from a specific source or location to particular global climate changes, such as flooding due 
to sea level rise, and how that could affect a certain geographical area such as East Palo 
Alto.  The Project, under CEQA, would not cause an indirect cumulative significant 
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adverse impact related to flooding as a result of sea level rise in East Palo Alto due to GHG 
emissions; therefore, no mitigation measures are required.   

 The following addresses the commentor’s request for an evaluation of consistency with the 
Bay Plan, as amended, concerning sea level rise. The Bay Plan, as amended, limits BCDC 
jurisdiction and its policies concerning climate change (see Policies 1.a and 1.b of the Bay 
Plan).  Specifically, Climate Change Policy 1.a applies only to projects and activities 
located within San Francisco Bay, the 100-foot shoreline band, salt ponds, managed 
wetlands, and certain waterways.  Climate Change Policy 1.b establishes for projects or 
activities that are located partly within those areas and partly outside those areas, policies 
apply only to those activities or that portion of a project within the areas listed in Policy 
1.b.  Climate Change Policy 1.d clearly establishes that for projects and activities outside 
the areas listed in Policy 1.a, there is no requirement to evaluate a project’s or activity’s 
consistency with the policies for purposes of CEQA.  There are no areas of the West 
Campus within BCDC jurisdiction. Thus, the City is not obligated under CEQA to evaluate 
policy consistency or include mitigations per the most up-to-date BCDC Bay Plan as 
recommended by the commentor, for the West Campus. 

 A small portion of the East Campus is within the 100-foot shoreline band and adjacent to 
Ravenswood Slough, where there is an existing pedestrian/bicycle trail atop a levee, which 
adjoins a parking lot at the east end of the Bayshore Expressway undercrossing.  Please 
refer to Section 5 of this document for changes to the Land Use section (Section 3.2 of the 
Draft EIR) regarding consistency with the BCDC Public Access Design Guidelines and 
BCDC Bay Plan.  

9c.5 The commentor states that the Greenhouse Gas section and the Population and Housing 
Section use different sets of data for the current employee places of residence.  As stated by 
the commentor, different sets of data were used for the Greenhouse Gas section of the 
Draft EIR (Section 3.7) and the Population and Housing section (Section 3.14).  Section 
3.14 of the Draft EIR used data from the Housing Needs Assessment (HNA) provided as 
Appendix 3.14 of the Draft EIR.  As explained on page 20 of the HNA, the U.S. Census 
2006-2008 American Community Survey (ACS) reports data on place of work and place of 
residence per employee and provides summary information on how the two relate for each 
jurisdiction and subarea within unincorporated portions of the counties.  According to the 
2006-2008 ACS, 7.8 percent of those who work in Menlo Park also live in Menlo Park.  
The 2006-2008 ACS represents the best and most current data available on the percentage 
of those working on Menlo Park who live in Menlo Park.  

 The assumption that 7.8 percent of Facebook employees would live in the City of Menlo 
Park is considered a conservative estimate for the purpose of the analysis presented in 
Section 3.14.  This section focuses on the housing impacts within the City of Menlo Park 
and the number of new households that could be induced by the Project. Several factors, as 
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listed on page 23 of Appendix 3.14, indicate that the 7.8 percent estimate is conservative, 
including, but not limited to, restricted new housing construction and accessibility to 
freeways that promote employees living elsewhere. 

 The calculations of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) (as presented in Appendix 3.7-C of the 
Draft EIR) are used to analyze GHG emission impacts in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR. The 
VMT calculations derived a somewhat different distribution from that presented in 
Appendix 3.14 and Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR for the housing distribution in the City of 
Menlo Park.  This is primarily because the two data sets are showing two entirely different 
things. The VMT series only reflects the number of vehicles and does not include workers 
who use other means of transportation such as walking, biking, riding transit, and riding in 
vanpools. Based solely on vehicle travel, the VMT calculations determined that 
approximately 3 percent of Facebook employees would live within the City of Menlo Park. 
In the end, this is a conservative approach for purposes of the VMT and GHG calculations 
because it assumes that more employees would travel to the City from farther distances, 
thereby resulting in greater greenhouse gas emissions. 

 As such, the data sets in Section 3.7 and Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR show the 
conservative scenario for each of the analyses.  More importantly, these two data sets are 
measuring two distinctly different things. Consequently, no changes to the Draft EIR are 
warranted. 

 The commentor also states that the ACS should not be used for reliable employee numbers.  
The ACS is a survey conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau.  ACS data provide estimates 
of the total number of workers in San Mateo County, and the total number of households 
receiving wage or salary income.  As explained above, ACS information is used in the 
Draft EIR because it is the most recent data available.  At the time of the release of the 
Draft EIR, pertinent employee data within the County and the City were not available.  In 
addition, ABAG Projections were not used because they are estimates of future 
employment growth, rather than existing data.  Therefore, the ACS is appropriate when 
analyzing the place of work and place of residence for employees and summary information 
on how the two relate. 

 It is also important to note that similar to the Menlo Park Facebook Campus Draft EIR, the 
City of East Palo Alto Ravenswood/4 Corners TOD Specific Plan Draft EIR uses ACS 
numbers as well.  As stated on page 4.12-4 of the TOD Specific Plan Draft EIR, “Several 
sources of statistics are used in this chapter… statistics from the 2005-2009 American 
Community Survey provide details of community structure and were the most recent full 
datasets available at the time of preparation of this Draft EIR.” ACS numbers were used in 
Section 4.12 of the TOD Specific Plan Draft EIR regarding existing population and housing 
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statistics within the City of East Palo Alto.1  The ACS numbers in Section 3.14 of the 
Menlo Park Facebook Campus Draft EIR will remain and no changes are necessary. 

9c.6 The commentor notes that that the Draft EIR does not analyze the potential vehicular traffic 
impacts on critical streets and intersections in East Palo Alto and the impact of potential 
vehicle traffic on critical streets and intersections given in the Draft EIR is less than that 
concluded in other studies. As shown in Figure 3.5-9, approximately 7 percent of the 
Project’s trip generation has been assigned to University Avenue. This percent of the trip 
generation reflects the reasonable assignment of trips expected to utilize University Avenue 
given its proximity to the Project site, geographic relationship to existing traffic circulation, 
and, travel time to the Project site from US 101. This assignment also considers the future 
completion of the US 101 auxiliary lanes and the fact that most peak hour traffic is 
traveling westbound between the Dumbarton Bridge and US 101 in the AM Peak Hour and 
the reverse in the PM Peak Hour. The vehicle travel patterns for the Project would instead 
travel eastbound between US 101 and the Dumbarton Bridge during the AM Peak Hour and 
the reverse in the PM Peak Hour. Regarding differences between the results of the Draft 
EIR and other studies, variances in traffic volumes, changes in signal timing, and evolving 
travel patterns may account for the differences in findings. Analysis for the Draft EIR has 
been based on the field observations, traffic signal timing, and turning movement counts 
available at the beginning of the analysis and are acceptable for this report. 

9c.7 The commentor stated that the Draft EIR only identifies nominal traffic impact on 
University Avenue, and requests that the Draft EIR be updated to correctly state the agency 
that maintains the signals along University Avenue. Please refer to Response 9c.6, above, 
regarding the trip assignment on University Avenue. The Draft EIR has been revised to 
correctly state the signals that the City of East Palo Alto maintains along University 
Avenue. This has been revised as part of Response 9b.3. Please refer to Response 9c.6, 
above, regarding the trip distribution percentages and assignments to East Palo Alto 
facilities. 

9c.8 The commentor notes that a significant number of employees are and will be arriving from 
the south on US 101 and requests that appropriate trips be assigned to East Palo Alto 
streets. Please refer to Response 9c.9, above. 

9c.9 The commentor requests that the route choice for employees commuting from the south 
utilize Embarcadero Street in Palo Alto and University Avenue in East Palo Alto.  Please 
refer to Response 9c.8, above, regarding the trip distribution percentages and assignments. 

                                              
1  City of East Palo Alto, “Ravenswood/4 Corners TOD Specific Plan EIR,” Section 4.12, January 16, 2012, 

SCH #2011052006, website: http://www.ci.east-palo-alto.ca.us/economicdev/dumbarton.html, accessed 
April 2, 2012. 
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9c.10 The commentor requests the Draft EIR include additional commuter routes such as 
Embarcadero Road to East Bayshore Drive and the resulting impacts on East Palo Alto 
local streets. Please refer to Responses 9c.6 and 9c.8, above, regarding the trip distribution 
percentages and assignments. 

9c.11 The commentor requests a justification for 0 percent of Project trips allocated to University 
Avenue in East Palo Alto. Approximately 7 percent of the Project trips were assigned to 
University Avenue between US 101 and Bayfront Expressway. Please refer to Response 
9c.8, above, regarding the trip distribution percentages and assignments. 

9c.12 The commentor requests the commute activities of the workforce living in Palo Alto 
commuting through East Palo Alto be included in the Draft EIR. As shown in Figure 3.5-9, 
approximately 7 percent of the Project’s trip generation has been assigned to University 
Avenue. This percent of the trip generation reflects the reasonable assignment of trips 
expected to utilize University Avenue given its proximity to the Project site, geographic 
relationship to existing traffic circulation, and, travel time to the Project site from US 101. 
For the Project, more vehicular traffic is expected to utilize Willow Road since it provides 
a direct connection between US 101 and the Project site. Additionally, the right in/right out 
access for the East Campus along Bayfront Expressway is expected to capture the vehicle 
trips traveling westbound over the Dumbarton Bridge to the East Campus. This assignment 
also considers the fact that most peak hour traffic is traveling westbound between the 
Dumbarton Bridge and US 101 in the AM Peak Hour and the reverse in the PM Peak 
Hour. The vehicle travel patterns for the Project would instead travel eastbound between 
US 101 and the Dumbarton Bridge during the AM Peak Hour and the reverse in the PM 
Peak Hour. The TDM program would be modified as employee population decreases or 
increase and travel habits change.  

9c.13 The commentor requests the access to Facebook campus at University Avenue and Bayfront 
Expressway be recognized and analyzed, as opposed to all traffic utilizing the intersection 
at Willow Road and Newbridge Street.  Please refer to Response 9c.8 and 9c.12, above, 
regarding the trip distribution percentages and assignments.  

9c.14 The commentor notes that the analysis given in the 2020 Peninsula Gateway Corridor Study 
prepared by C/CAG in 2008 and in the Willow Road and University Avenue-Traffic 
Operations Study and Recommended Near Term Improvements prepared by C/CAG in 2011 
are not evaluated or included in the Draft EIR. The commentor is correct that 
recommendations have been suggested in the 2020 Peninsula Gateway Corridor Study and 
C/CAG’s Near Term Improvements. While many mitigation measures are consistent, they 
are not assumed to be in place under the “No Project” conditions to provide a more 
conservative analysis in the Draft EIR.  
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9c.15 The commentor notes that, in general, congestion will worsen along the University Avenue 
corridor in East Palo Alto and commuters will find alternate routes, many of which will be 
in East Palo Alto, and the potential impacts should be addressed in the Draft EIR. As 
shown in Figure 3.5-9 of the Draft EIR, approximately 7 percent of the Project’s trip 
generation has been assigned to University Avenue. This percent of the trip generation 
reflects the reasonable assignment of trips expected to utilize University Avenue given its 
proximity to the Project site, geographic relationship to existing traffic circulation, and, 
travel time to the Project site from US 101. The right in/right out access to the East 
Campus is expected to capture vehicular traffic traveling westbound from the Dumbarton 
Bridge to the East Campus. This assignment also considers the future completion of the US 
101 auxiliary lanes and the fact that most peak hour traffic is traveling westbound between 
the Dumbarton Bridge and US 101 in the AM peak hour and the reverse in the PM Peak 
Hour. The vehicle travel patterns for the Project would instead travel eastbound between 
US 101 and the Dumbarton Bridge during the AM Peak Hour and the reverse in the PM 
Peak Hour. 

9c.16 The commentor expresses concern that the proposed Trip Cap for the East Campus will not 
be met and suggests that the Draft EIR consider the potential impacts if the TDM program 
goals are not met. Please refer to Master Responses 3 and 4 for further information 
regarding the TDM program and Trip Cap, respectively.  

9c.17 The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to analyze in detail how the TDM program 
goals will be met. Please refer to Master Response 3 for further information regarding the 
TDM program.  

9c.18 The commentor requests a clearer explanation of the data used for current employee places 
of residence. The Draft EIR assumes a changing and maturing workforce and is evidenced 
in the trip distribution percentage applied for the analysis. As described on page 3.5-44 of 
the Draft EIR, the trip distribution pattern utilized in the Draft EIR reflects a more 
traditional employee distribution pattern within the City of Menlo Park. The Circulation 
System Assessment (CSA) is published by the City and details the accepted trip distribution 
patterns for transportation analysis within the City. These CSA guidelines have been used 
for this analysis, as well as other EIRs in Menlo Park, rather than the trip distribution 
patterns associated with the Palo Alto site. The trip distribution from the CSA was then 
slightly modified to reflect anticipated Facebook housing patterns.  

9c.19 The commentor notes that the proposed campus is located far from a rail corridor or transit 
hub and as such does not carry the high TDM related to high density residential. Facebook 
is committed to a TDM program and Trip Cap, an effort to encourage alternative modes of 
transportation. This is evidenced in their detailed TDM program and their proposed 
vehicular Trip Cap, which is detailed in Appendices 3.5-E and G and explained in Master 
Responses 3 and 4. 
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9c.20 The commentor requests a more adequate analysis of transit and potential light rail access 
and the impacts of such a system to serve the Project. Transit agencies, including 
SamTrans and Caltrain, reviewed and provided comments on the Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) and did not express concern with the proposed transit analysis at that time. The 
Draft EIR incorporates and reflects any comments SamTrans and Caltrain submitted on the 
NOP.  Impacts TR-4 on page 3.5-66, TR-9 on page 3.5-91, and TR-14 on page 3.5-122 of 
the Draft EIR state that the Project would result in less-than-significant impacts to the local 
transit system. As stated on these pages, transit services near the Project site are limited 
and the Project would not add substantial demand with the implementation of the TDM 
program proposed by the Project Sponsor. The TDM program would encourage transit 
ridership through subsidies and transit passes but would also provide its own shuttle and 
vanpool program so that impact to public transit services would be minimized. The Project 
Sponsor would update its network of employee shuttles and vanpools to provide 
connections between Bay Area cities and transit connections and the Project site as changes 
in the employee population occur. Additionally, any construction widening at intersections 
with significant and unavoidable impacts would ensure bus stops and bus operation of 
service would remain consistent during construction. Additionally, Facebook would be 
updating its network of employee shuttles and vanpools to provide connections between 
Bay Area cities and transit connections and the Project site. 

9c.21 The commentor requests clarification regarding Trip Cap violation penalty fees and how 
they address the impacts of the Project in Menlo Park and East Palo Alto. The commentor 
also states that monitoring at the Project site entrances will not provide the data needed to 
determine the success of the TDM program and the true impacts of the Project. The Trip 
Cap has been proposed to limit the number of vehicle trips entering/leaving the Project site 
in order to minimize traffic and associated environmental impacts. Compliance with the 
Trip Cap will be monitored by the City of Menlo Park as Lead Agency by tracking the 
number of trips entering and leaving the campuses on weekdays. Each of the two 
driveways serving the East Campus and three driveways serving the West Campus will be 
counted daily, and real-time data will be accessible to both City staff and Facebook for 
tracking and monitoring traffic patterns. Periodic review and calibration of the monitoring 
equipment will be needed to ensure that the system is counting properly. Monitoring the 
number of trips entering and leaving the Campuses will be sufficient to ensure Facebook is 
in compliance with its Conditional Development Permit (CDP). With this monitoring 
structure, no further TDM program monitoring is necessary and the overall cost and 
resources needed to sustain the program are reduced so that the Trip Cap may be 
monitored daily instead of through annual or bi-annual surveys.  

 If Facebook violates the Trip Cap, monetary penalties will be assessed, which would flow 
to localized traffic improvements, some of which may be in East Palo Alto. As described 
above, the Trip Cap monitoring program will use real-time data on a daily basis to verify 
compliance; therefore, this mitigation measure has not been deferred. Please also refer to 
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Master Response 4 for further information regarding the Trip Cap and Master Response 3 
for information regarding the TDM program. 

9c.22 The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not analyze whether the Trip Cap penalties 
are sufficient to meet the TDM goals or whether they are a means to increase the Project 
Sponsor’s employee base. Please refer to Master Response 4 for further information 
regarding the Trip Cap monitoring and compliance. 

9c.23 The commentor notes the Draft EIR assumes static workforce characteristics and requests 
an analysis of long term impacts while taking into account a changing and maturing 
workforce. Please refer to Response 9c.18 above.  

9c.24 The commentor requests the inclusion of an annual TDM monitoring in the Final EIR and 
submitting it to the City of East Palo Alto for review. TDM monitoring is not necessary due 
to the Trip Cap. Daily Trip Cap monitoring would be required three times per day (AM 
Peak Hour, PM Peak Hour, an Daily) on a daily basis by the City of Menlo Park and 
would be used to determine if the Project Sponsor is in compliance with the Trip Cap, as 
detailed in Appendix 3.5-E.  

9c.25 The commentor requests an enforcement mechanism to ensure trip reductions are achieved. 
The Project Sponsor has developed a Trip Cap to limit the total number vehicle trips 
(autos, trucks, buses, etc.) entering and leaving the campus during the morning and 
afternoon peak hours, as well as an overall daily trip cap. The Trip Cap will be enforceable 
by the City of Menlo Park. The Project Sponsor has committed to the Trip Cap with 
respect to specific auto versus non-auto mode shares based on the survey data at its former 
Palo Alto site. The Trip Cap will include monitoring, penalties for violations, and the 
potential to revoke the Conditional Development Permit. As such, the Trip Can is fully 
enforceable. Please refer to the Trip Cap Memo in Appendix 3.5-F and Master Response 3 
for more detail about the Trip Cap monitoring and enforcement. 

9c.26 The commentor requests the Mitigation Monitoring Plan to require annual traffic counts 
with specific daily trip limits enforceable with monetary penalties or by limiting square 
footage of future Project phases if trip reduction targets are not met. Only total vehicle 
trips to the East Campus and West Campus will be monitored and will not include specific 
roadway segments. Please refer to Master Response 4 and Response 9c.25, above, for 
details about Trip Cap monitoring and enforcement. 

9c.27 The commentor requests an expanded analysis of bicycle and pedestrian system needs 
within the City of East Palo Alto. To date, several commentors have recommended 
bicycling improvements for consideration as mitigation measures in the Final EIR.  While 
many of these recommendations could potentially improve the overall state of bicycle 
infrastructure in Menlo Park and East Palo Alto for local residents and long-distance 
bicycle commuters, the Draft EIR found they are not required as mitigation measures to 
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eliminate or reduce impacts to bicyclists or traffic. Please refer to Master Response 5 for a 
discussion regarding bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 

9c.28 The commentor requests an analysis of needs and mitigation measures for major corridors 
including University Avenue, Bay Road, and Newbridge Street, as well as an analysis of the 
lack of pedestrian and bicycle access across US 101 from Palo Alto to East Palo Alto. To 
date, several documents recommending bicycling improvements for consideration in the 
transportation section of the Draft EIR have been received. While many of these 
recommendations would improve the state of the bicycle infrastructure in Menlo Park and 
East Palo Alto for local residents and long-distance bicycle commuters, the Draft EIR 
found they are not required as mitigation measures to eliminate or reduce impacts to 
bicyclists because impacts to bicycle and pedestrian facilities were less than significant; 
therefore, no mitigation is necessary. Please refer to Master Response 5 and Response 
9c.27, above, regarding bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

9c.29 The commentor requests analysis of potential alternate Bay Trail alignments within East 
Palo Alto to serve bicycle commuters from the south and west. The evaluation of Project 
impacts on bicycle and pedestrian facilities is based on the criteria according to the 
standards of the presiding jurisdiction. The mitigation measures aim at reducing the 
potential impacts due to the Project. Mitigation measures are improvements to alleviate 
potential impacts caused by the Project for the facilities and locations where the impacts 
occur. As such, no impacts were found for bicycle facilities in the Draft EIR. Please refer 
to Response 9c.27, above and Master Response 5 for a discussion regarding bicycle and 
pedestrian impacts. 

9c.30 The commentor requests analysis of the safety impacts and implications of increased traffic 
in East Palo Alto and identification of potential mitigations. The evaluation of Project 
impacts is based on the criteria according to the standards of the City of Menlo Park. The 
mitigation measures aim at reducing the potential impacts due to the Project. Mitigation 
measures are improvements to alleviate potential impacts caused by the Project for the 
facilities and locations where the impacts occur. As such, no impacts were found for 
bicycle facilities in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion 
regarding bicycle and pedestrian improvements. Pedestrian and resident safety have been 
considered in some of the Project elements including the proposed undercrossing of 
Bayfront Expressway near Willow Road which would presumably provide an alternative to 
crossing Bayfront Expressway.  

9c.31 The commentor states that the data utilized in this analysis is unclear and suspect. The 
Technical Appendices indicate that information on commute/residence was provided by 
Facebook, citing that the format and independent verification was lacking. The Project 
Sponsor provided raw data regarding the existing commute patterns of current employees. 
The data was provided to the City, who reviewed it and deemed it independently 
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appropriate for inclusion in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response 9c.5, above regarding 
Facebook employee data. 

9c.32 The commentor notes the Draft EIR assumes static workforce characteristics and requests 
an analysis of long term impacts while taking into account a changing and maturing 
workforce. Please refer to Response 9c.18 and 9c.23 above regarding the trip distribution 
assignments for the analysis. 

9c.33 The commentor expresses concern that the Project will result in a physical change to the 
environment and the impact should be identified as significant with mitigation measures 
applied. The Draft EIR states that, although the total Project employment would exceed 
ABAG projections, it would not result in an increase in City population or a demand for 
housing that would exceed ABAG projections.  Therefore, the exceedance of ABAG 
employment projections would not result in significant adverse environmental impacts as 
the CEQA thresholds of significance, with regard to population and housing are, related to 
substantial increases in population and housing growth projections, not employment 
projections. The increased employment would not result in housing demand or City 
population exceeding growth projections.  As this relates to East Palo Alto, as shown in 
Table 3.14-10, of the Draft EIR, the allotment of the housing demand for East Palo Alto in 
2025 that would result from the Project is 107 units. Consequently, it is not reasonable to 
assume that demolition of existing housing would be required to accommodate an additional 
107 units, especially when considering East Palo Alto’s overall projected growth. For 
perspective, the East Palo Alto Specific Plan, which is included in the Tier 2 cumulative 
analysis, would result in 835 new dwelling units that easily could accommodate the 
demand. Therefore, the analysis cannot support the conclusion that the indirect housing 
demand would trigger any actual physical impacts to the environment based on demolition 
of existing housing and construction of new housing units. 

 The link between implementation of the Project and a physical environmental impact 
related to displacement is weak. In order to result in an impact as defined in Appendix G of 
the CEQA Guidelines, the Project would first have to result in displacement, then result in 
the need for new housing construction, which could then result in an environmental impact. 
There is no evidence that this tertiary impact would occur. For further information 
regarding housing affordability please refer to Master Response 8.  

9c.34 The commentor expresses concern regarding the time allotted for review of the Keyser 
Marston Associates (KMA) Study, its accuracy, and inclusion in the Draft EIR as a 
technical appendix. The KMA Study evaluating the potential impacts to housing conditions 
in East Palo Alto was not part of the Draft EIR. Housing affordability is a socioeconomic 
issue and is not related to a physical impact on the environment. Therefore, inclusion in the 
Draft EIR would not be appropriate. Furthermore, the conclusions presented in the Draft 
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EIR do not rely on the KMA report regarding housing, and it was prepared as an 
informational document only.  

9c.35 The commentor questions the use of U.S. Census data for housing vacancy/occupancy rates 
for purposes of the East Palo Alto Analysis. Vacancy rate was not a factor in arriving at 
any of the conclusions presented in the East Palo Alto Analysis, 2 which was prepared 
separate from CEQA.  As noted on page 10 of the EPA Analysis, it is not assumed that the 
high vacancy rate for housing in East Palo Alto, as presented in the 2010 Census, is an 
indicator of slack in demand.  Data on vacancy rate is presented as part of a set of 
information on East Palo Alto’s housing stock summarized from U.S. Census information 
and included in an Addendum.  

 It is acknowledged that the vacancy rate of 11 percent per the 2010 U.S. Census does 
appear unusually high.  The East Palo Alto Analysis cites foreclosure activity as one 
potential cause of the unusually high vacancy rate.  The commentor has observed another 
factor that may well be a more important contributing factor than foreclosure activity. 
However, while the reported vacancy rate may be unusual and not representative of long 
term conditions, it is not material to the conclusions of the East Palo Alto Analysis and is 
not used in any of the calculations that are presented.   

9c.36 The commentor indicates that the average rental unit turnover rate at approximately once 
every four years applied in the report (see page 6 of the East Palo Alto Analysis) is not 
representative of the long term average. Although the commentor references vacancy rates, 
this response assumes that the intended reference is to turnover rates, or the rate at which 
residential units change occupancy from one owner or tenant to another.  Data reported in 
the East Palo Alto Analysis is derived from the 2008 to 2010 ACS.  This, as well as 
additional information from other time periods, is summarized for renter- and owner-
occupied units in East Palo Alto and San Mateo County and is provided in the table below.  
For rental units, the turnover rate in East Palo Alto is comparable to the County as a whole 
and turnover rates have actually been higher during the two prior historic time periods 
examined.  For owner-occupied units, the County has a lower turnover rate than East Palo 
Alto and turnover was slower in prior years. However, modifying the East Palo Alto 
Analysis to reflect the potential for a slower turnover rate for owner occupied units would 
not materially alter the analysis or conclusions.    

 

                                              
2  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc, Memo to the City of Menlo Park, “Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project: 

Evaluation of Potential Impacts to Housing Conditions in East Palo Alto,” December 21, 2011, available at:  
http://www.menlopark.org/departments/pln/facebook/facebook_east-palo-alto-housing_affordability-
analysis.pdf.   
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Average Turnover Rate for Residential Units in  
East Palo Alto and San Mateo County 

 2008 to 2010 ACS 2005 to 2007 ACS 2000 Census 

Owner Occupied Units 

East Palo Alto Once every 9 years Once every 12 years Once every 15 years 

San Mateo County Once every 15 years Once every 13 years Once every 12 years 

Renter Occupied Units 

East Palo Alto Once every 4 years Once every 3 years Once every 3 years 

San Mateo County Once every 4 years Once every 3 years Once every 3 years 

Source:  KMA, 2012. 

Note:  Derived from Census / American Community Survey reporting of median year householders moved 
into units by tenure.  

 

9c.37 The commentor requests acknowledgement that the 100 to 160 households estimated to be 
displaced in the East Palo Alto Analysis would translate into a larger number in terms of 
people particularly given East Palo Alto’s larger average household sizes.  The East Palo 
Alto Analysis expresses results in terms of number of housing units or households rather 
than number of people.  It is acknowledged that the results represent a larger number of 
people since there is an average of 4.2 persons per household in East Palo Alto (based on 
data reported in the City of East Palo Alto’s Housing Element).  Applying the 4.2 person 
average household size to the estimated 100 to 160 displaced households yields an estimate 
of between 420 and 670 displaced people.  Nevertheless, the issue raised in this comment 
does not relate to adequacy of the Draft EIR or the City’s compliance with CEQA. 

9c.38 The commentor expresses concern that the Draft EIR failed to address how the City will 
address housing needs of the employees associated with the Project.  Section 3.14, 
Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR addresses existing and projected population, 
employment, and housing conditions in the City and estimates changes to the City’s 
demographics that would result from the Project.  Beginning on page 3.14-10, the Draft 
EIR analyzes housing demand and states that the increase in employment at the Project site 
would result in an increased housing demand, and an influx of new residents within Menlo 
Park and other jurisdictions in the region.  According to data referenced in the Housing 
Needs Analysis (HNA) approximately 7.8 percent of those who work in Menlo Park also 
live in the City and approximately 7.8 percent, or 254 units, of the housing demand 
generated by the Project (3,257 units) would be for housing within the City.  

 Additional residential development would likely take place between now and when the East 
Campus and West Campus are fully occupied. The remaining housing units (3,003) would 
be distributed throughout the region as shown in Table 3.14-10 on page 3.14-13 of the 
Draft EIR. As shown in Table 3.14-10 of the Draft EIR, only 3.3 percent of people who 
currently work in Menlo Park reside in East Palo Alto. Further, it is estimated that of the 
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total housing demand generated by the Project, 7.1 percent (or 107 units) would be within 
East Palo Alto. Since the Project would not significantly impact forecasted household 
growth the demand for housing would be less than significant. Changes in population are 
not, in and of themselves, direct physical environmental effects, in compliance with CEQA 
Guidelines the Project would not necessitate the extension of roads or other infrastructure, 
nor would it necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere which could 
result in direct physical environmental impacts.  

9c.39 The commentor states that the Draft EIR concludes that air quality impacts of the Project 
are significant and unavoidable and fails to provide mitigation to reduce impacts or to 
demonstrate that available mitigation is unfeasible. Please refer to Response 9a.20, above, 
for a discussion on the feasibility of mitigation. 

9c.40 The commentor states that the Draft EIR failed to acknowledge and analyze the potential 
impacts of the Project on public health.  The commentor states that City residents will be 
exposed to additional pollutants due to increased traffic and that the Draft EIR fails to 
acknowledge and analyze these risks. Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are the pollutants 
from traffic that impact the environment and effect sensitive receptors.  The BAAQMD 
Guidance indicates that receptors within 1,000 feet of a highway or a roadway with more 
than 10,000 vehicles or 1,000 trucks per day have the potential for increased risks from 
TACs above the ambient levels.  Because the existing sensitive receptors within the Project 
area are currently adjacent to the US 101 Freeway right-of-way, they are at risk for 
increased TAC exposure without the implementation of the Project. 

 The Draft EIR, page 3.6-33, addresses the Project’s potential to expose sensitive receptors, 
including children, to TACs. A Health Risk Assessment (HRA), which is a widely study 
used to calculate the cancer risks to sensitive receptors, and a commonly accepted approach 
to evaluating air quality impacts in the CEQA context was prepared for the Project. The 
HRA utilized study radii as recommended by BAAQMD which, in some cases, included 
areas of East Palo Alto. The analysis concludes that, on a Project level, the increase in 
traffic would not represent a significant impact because risk from Project traffic is nine in a 
million, which is less than the 10 in a million BAAQMD threshold. While cumulative 
impacts are determined to be significant and unavoidable, the Project impacts contribute to 
less than five percent of the cumulative impacts, which are significant with or without the 
Project.  The Project has identified a number of design features that will reduce Project 
related traffic. The only available mitigation measures that could potentially reduce Project 
related TAC impacts are the further reduction of mobile source emissions, installation of 
additional vegetative buffers, and the instillation of filtration systems on the existing 
residential units. These measures are infeasible as detailed in Response 9a.20 and 9a.21.  

 However, in an effort to reduce criteria pollutants, the following revisions have been made 
to page 3.6-31 of the Draft EIR:  
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 MITIGATION MEASURES. Mitigation Measure AQ-2.1 would reduce impacts 
from criteria pollutants, but not to a less-than-significant level. At this time 
there are no other feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the NOX, 
ROG, and PM10 emissions to less than significant. Thus, this impact would be 
significant and unavoidable. However, the silt loading used to estimate fugitive 
dust emissions of PM10 is likely an overestimate of the actual silt loading on the 
roads on which the Project trips would occur based on the range of silt loadings 
explained in EPA’s AP-42.38 Therefore, the actual PM10 emissions would likely 
be less than shown. Nonetheless, since site-specific silt loadings are not 
available at this time, the actual reduction in emissions is speculative. 
Therefore, impacts related to these emissions are significant and unavoidable. 
(SU)  

 AQ-2.1 Install a Cogenra System on Building 11 at the East Campus. 
The Project Sponsor shall install a Cogenra Combined Heat and 
Power system at the existing Building 11 at the East Campus. 
The scale of the system shall be designed such that ROG, NOX 
and PM10 are reduced beyond the Operational Mass Emissions 
identified in the Draft EIR.  

 The following text has been revised and added on pages 3.6-37 ad 3.6-38 of the Draft EIR: 

Tier 1 and Tier 2 

The Project, in combination with the Tier 1 and Tier 2 Projects within the 
City, would result in a cumulatively significant impact for ROG, NOX, and 
PM10 since these are significant for the Project. This is considered cumulatively 
significant according to BAAQMD’s significance thresholds when a Project 
exceeds the BAAQMD’s Project mass emission threshold for criteria air 
pollutants.43  Because no feasible mitigation has been identified, the impact for 
ROG, NOX, and PM10 is therefore significant and unavoidable. 

MITIGATION MEASURE. Mitigation Measure AQ-2.1 would reduce impacts 
from criteria pollutants, but not to a less-than-significant level. Because no 
feasible mitigation has been identified, the impact for ROG, NOX, and PM10 is 
therefore significant and unavoidable. 

Noise-related impacts were fully studied in Section 3.8 (Noise) of the Draft EIR. As 
indicated therein, no locations were identified within the City of East Palo Alto that would 
experience significantly increased noise levels, either from construction or operational 
phases of the Project, including from Project traffic.  
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9c.41 The commentor requests a discussion of fire service impacts and how they will affect the 
City of East Palo Alto.  The Menlo Park Fire District (MPFD) has not submitted a 
comment on the Draft EIR indicating that impacts from the Project would be significant. 
Therefore, the following discussion is provided as an overview of the conclusions reached 
in the Draft EIR with regard to fire protection services and no change to the analysis is 
warranted.  

 Impacts to the MPFD are analyzed on pages 3.15-17 through 3.15-22 of the Draft EIR.  As 
stated on page 3.15-21, the Project is anticipated to generate approximately 666 new 
residents in Menlo Park and approximately 447 new residents in East Palo Alto for a total 
of approximately 1,113 residents in the MPFD’s service area. If there were no increase in 
MPFD staffing (96 fire safety personnel), the ratio would decrease very minimally from 
1.03 firefighters per 1,000 residents to 1.02 firefighters per 1,000 residents. In addition, 
the Project would increase the service population at the Project sites by approximately 
2,900 people.  With no increase in staffing (96 fire safety personnel), the ratio would 
decline from 0.83 to 0.80 fire safety personnel per 1,000 service population.  The MPFD 
indicates that in order to respond to increased calls associated with the increase in 
employee density at the East Campus and development of the West Campus, it would need 
to maintain its current staffing ratio.  Maintaining these current staffing ratios would 
require the addition of one new firefighter/fire safety person. 

 Under CEQA, the need for additional equipment and/or staff to support a public service is 
not considered a significant CEQA impact unless new facilities would need to be 
constructed to house them, resulting in physical impacts.  For example, if a project would 
require an increase in the level of staffing, and the existing facility was not large enough to 
support this increase, then a new, larger facility would have to be constructed.  This new 
construction would result in potentially significant environmental impacts.  Under CEQA, 
the emphasis is on changes to the physical environment.  Changes in staffing or equipment 
are not by themselves considered environmental impacts.   

 As stated on pages 3.15-17 through 3.15-22 of the Draft EIR, the Project would require 
additional fire services, but not to the degree that would result in the construction of new 
buildings.  These additional services would have a direct fiscal impact on the MPFD; 
however, under CEQA, this is not considered a physical environmental impact as it would 
not trigger the need for the construction of new facilities.  The Project would pay fees to 
the City’s General Fund to help defray fiscal impacts to public services, as described in the 
Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA) prepared for the Project.3  

 

                                              
3  The FIA is available at: http://www.menlopark.org/projects/comdev_fb.htm.  
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January 19, 2012 
 
Ms. Rachel Grossman 
Community Development Department 
City of Menlo Park 
701 Laurel Street 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 
 
Re: Comments on Facebook Campus Project DEIR 
 
Dear Ms. Grossman: 
 
The Town of Atherton has reviewed the Facebook DEIR completed by Atkins and dated 
December 2011. Our review focused on the traffic impact of the project, and in particular 
the impact the project would have on Town of Atherton transportation facilities. Our 
review identified the following issues that are relevent to the Town of Atherton: 

� Trip cap 

� Traffic assignment 

� Background development assumptions 

� Middlefield & Marsh intersection 

The following paragraphs describe these issues of concern. 
 
Trip Cap. The DEIR states that the Facebook east site has a trip cap of 2,600 vehicles 
during the morning and evening 2-hour commute periods. The DEIR also recommends 
that the west site be subject to a similar trip cap. According to our calculations, the trip 
cap represents about a 25% reduction in the number of trips that would “normally” be 
generated based on Institute of Transportation Engineers trip generation rates for the 
Corporate Headquarters Office land use category (Land Use Code 714). The DEIR uses 
the trip cap as a background assumption for the east site. Therefore, there is no analysis 
of traffic conditions without the trip cap being met. Atherton believes the DEIR should 

Town of Atherton 
Public Works Department 

 
                             91 Ashfield Road 
             Atherton, California  94027 
                                   650-752-0560 
                            Fax 650-688-6539 

Letter 10

10.1
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include a description of how the trip cap would be met. The description should include 
programs that Facebook would implement, measures that Menlo Park would implement 
to monitor and enforce the cap, and a description of what happens if monitoring shows 
the cap is being exceeded. 
 
Traffic Assignment.  The Facebook traffic has been assigned to the road network by hand 
based on the Menlo Park CSA document. This methodology does not account for the 
traffic displacement that would occur when such a large number of additional trips are 
added onto the road network. For example, the project is shown to add 283 trips to 
US101 to/from the north and 699 trips to/from the south during the AM and PM peak 
hours. US101 does not have any capacity for new trips. Therefore, these new trips would 
displace existing trips off US101 to other routes. Affected routes could include 
Middlefield Road, El Camino Real, and Alameda de las Pulgas, all of which are in 
Atherton. There also could be increased travel demand on the streets connecting to the 
US101 parallel routes, such as Valparaiso Avenue and Glenwood Avenue in Atherton. 
The only way to effectively account for trip displacement is to analyze the project impact 
with a travel demand forecasting model, and not by hand. Atherton requests that the 
traffic analysis be redone using the City/County Association of Governments (C/CAG) or 
other appropriate travel demand forecasting model. 
 
Also, the trip assignment only goes as far into Atherton as the intersection of Middlefield 
Road and Marsh Road. At that point according to the trip assignment figures (Figure 3.5-
20a for example) there are over 200 trips in the peak direction coming from or going 
toward Atherton. Atherton would like to know what might happen to these trips once 
they get past the intersection. Are they going toward El Camino Real? Are they going 
toward I-280? In either case they could create an impact to other Atherton streets, such as 
Fair Oaks Lane, Atherton Avenue, or Stockbridge Avenue.  
 
Background Development. The DEIR does not account for the potential development in 
the North Fair Oaks neighborhood in San Mateo County. The County completed a DEIR 
for potential development in the North Fair Oaks neighborhood (North Fair Oaks 
Community Plan Update) in August 2011. Potential new development in the 
neighborhood was shown to generate about 2,000 AM peak hour trips and 2,800 PM peak 
hour trips. Many of these trips were shown to use Marsh Road and Middlefield Road. 
Atherton believes that the cumulative analysis may show worse conditions on Marsh 
Road and Middlefield Road with the addition of both the Facebook and the North Fair 
Oaks Plan traffic.  
 
Middlefield & Marsh Intersection.  The Facebook project is shown to have a significant 
impact at the intersection of Middlefield Road and Marsh Road in the cumulative 
scenario. The Gateway project in Menlo Park and the North Fair Oaks plan also were 
shown to have a significant impact at that intersection. All of the EIRs show the need for 
additional capacity for the southbound to eastbound left turn from Middlefield Road to 
Marsh Road.  
 

10.1 
Cont.

10.2

10.3

10.4

10.5
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As mitigation for the impact, the Facebook DEIR identifies the need for a second 
southbound to eastbound left turn lane from Middlefield Road to Marsh Road. As 
acknowledged in the DEIR, this improvement would require widening Marsh Road 
eastbound from one lane to two lanes to receive the two turn lanes. (Note that the 
mitigation measure listed on page 3.5-113 for Middlefield/Marsh is incorrect. The correct 
mitigation is shown in Table 3.5-31.)  
 
None of the EIRs, including Facebook, describe the existing problem that occurs in the 
opposite direction. There is a heavy demand for westbound to northbound right turns 
from Marsh Road to Middlefield Road. The left turn queue at the signal blocks the right 
turn lane, so vehicles have been observed cutting through the adjacent residential 
neighborhood on Fair Oaks Avenue, Holbrook Lane, and Palmer Lane. The mitigation 
for impacts to Middlefield/Marsh should include lengthening the left turn pocket so that 
the right turns do not get blocked.  
 
Atherton has taken a close look at potential improvements to the Marsh Road and 
Middlefield Road intersection. Marsh Road can be widened to four lanes within the right-
of-way. However, widening to four lanes for the entire length would involve the loss of 
several trees. The Town wishes to see widening only near the Marsh/Middlefield 
intersection to reduce the tree loss. Widening of Marsh Road also needs to accommodate 
pedestrians and bicycles within the cross section. 
 
There is not sufficient room to widen Middlefield Road without acquiring right-of-way or 
making the lanes and shoulders too narrow for bicycles and pedestrians. Therefore, a 
second left turn lane cannot be added. To increase the left turn capacity, the southbound 
through lane could be converted to a left/through lane. This would require split-phase 
signal operation on Middlefield Road. Atherton has determined that the shared lane with 
split-phase operation would be enough to mitigate the Facebook impact, although the 
operation would not be as good as with two separate left turn lanes. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
___________________________________ 
Michael Kashiwagi, Director of Public Works  
 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Neal Martin, City Planner 

10.5 
Cont.
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10. Town of Atherton, Michael Kashiwagi and Neal Martin (letter dated January 26, 
2012) 

10.1 The commentor requests that the Draft EIR include a description of how the Trip Cap 
would be met. Please refer to Master Response 4 for further information regarding the Trip 
Cap. 

10.2 The commentor suggests a travel demand model be used to determine any displacement of 
vehicle trips as a result of the new vehicular demand from the Project. A travel demand 
model is more suited for regional planning and is not necessary for a project of this size. A 
regional travel demand model is regularly updated by C/CAG for San Mateo County. 
However, this model is land-use based and would not be appropriate to analyze individual 
intersections for the Draft EIR. 

10.3 The commentor requests that the study area be extended beyond the intersection of Marsh 
Road and Middlefield Road and farther into the City of Atherton. The study area to assess 
traffic impacts has been developed in cooperation with City staff who considered those 
facilities that were likely to be adversely affected by the Project. Consideration has been 
given to roadway facility proximity to the Project site, existing traffic patterns, and 
projected travel patterns to/from the Project site to origins/destinations regardless of 
jurisdiction. There is no need to extend the study limits. The Draft EIR and its 
corresponding traffic study correctly analyzed intersection and roadway segments 
consistent with local and regional agency standards. 

10.4 The commentor requests that the analysis include the development detailed in the North 
Fair Oaks Community Plan Update in San Mateo County and suggests that the cumulative 
analysis may show worse conditions at the intersection of Marsh Road and Middlefield 
Road as a result of the North Fair Oaks Plan and Facebook traffic. The North Fair Oaks 
Community Plan details a set of policies, strategies, guiding principles, and land use 
changes for that community rather than an analytical report in the fashion of an EIR. 
However, the North Fair Oaks Community Plan is included in the Tier 2 analysis in the 
Cumulative Conditions with Potential Cumulative Projects on page 3.5-126 of the Draft 
EIR. 

10.5 The commentor identified that the mitigation measure for Marsh Road and Middlefield 
Road is incorrectly listed on page 3.5-113 of the Draft EIR while the correct measure is 
shown in Table 3.5-31. The commentor also suggests that, in order to increase left turn 
capacity on Middlefield Road, the southbound through lane could be converted to a 
left/through lane, which would require split-phase operation. The commentor further 
suggests that this shared lane with split-phase operation would be enough to mitigate the 
impact. Since this comment was received, the City of Menlo Park and the Town of 
Atherton have engaged in further discussions regarding the potential operational and right-
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of-way issues at this intersection.  As a result of this coordination between jurisdictions and 
at the request of the Town of Atherton, the City of Menlo Park has revised the mitigation 
measure in the Draft EIR to be more consistent with a similar measure proposed for Marsh 
Road and Middlefield Road in the Menlo Gateway EIR.  The revisions to this mitigation 
measure substantially conform to the measure disclosed in the Draft EIR; therefore, the 
changes do not rise to the level of new, significant information under CEQA. 

 In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure TR-6.2c on page 3.5-84 of the Draft EIR 
has been revised as follows: 

c. Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway Marsh Road and Middlefield Road 

The proposed mitigation measures for the intersection of Marsh Road and 
Middlefield Road includes an additional southbound left turn lane on 
Middlefield Road and restriping an additional eastbound receiving lane, or 
similar traffic mitigations that reduce delay at the intersection to less-than-
significant levels as defined by the Project EIR, or other improvements that 
substantially improve the level of service as determined by the City of Menlo 
Park.  

The improvements would require potential additional right of way, widening 
the edge of pavement for the southbound direction of traffic into the existing 
landscape buffer, signing and striping improvements, and relocation of utility 
poles along Marsh Road, and traffic signal poles along the west side of 
Middlefield Road modifications to the existing traffic signal at the Marsh 
Road/Middlefield Road intersection. 

Prior to the Development Agreement approval, the Project Sponsor shall 
prepare an updated construction cost estimate for the proposed mitigation 
measures at the intersection of Marsh Road and Middlefield Road for review 
and approval of the Public Works Director and the Town of Atherton.  Within 
90 days of the effective date of the Development Agreement of the East 
Campus, the Project Sponsor shall provide a bond for the improvements in the 
amount equal to the Project’s fair share contribution for the estimated 
construction cost of the intersection improvements plus a 30 percent 
contingency.  The Project’s fair share contribution deposit its fair share 
contribution of the construction costs with the Town of Atherton, which is 
estimated to be 30.4 percent.  

Funds will be payable to remain with the Town of Atherton upon substantial 
completion of construction of the intersection improvements.  Funds will 
remain available to the Town of Atherton for a seven year period from the 
effective date of the Development Agreement, after which funds will be 
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returned to the Project Sponsor.  Construction of these improvements is not 
eligible for a Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) credit.  Although the proposed 
mitigation would fully mitigate the impact, the impact remains significant and 
unavoidable because the intersection is under the jurisdiction of the Town of 
Atherton and the City cannot guarantee the mitigation measure would be 
implemented.   

Mitigation Measure TR-11.3c on page 3.5-113 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

c. Marsh Road and Middlefield Road  

See Near Term 2018 East and West Campus TR-1.1b. TR-6.2c.   
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11. City of Palo Alto, Curtis Williams (letter dated January 31, 2012) 

11.1 The commentor suggests that the existing lane geometry for the intersection of Middlefield 
Road and Lytton Avenue is incorrectly shown in Figure 3.5-4b and was incorrectly modeled 
in the analysis. The commentor is correct in stating that the intersection of Middlefield 
Road and Lytton Avenue was analyzed with incorrect geometry. With the correct 
geometry, no potentially significant impact would occur for any of the analyzed conditions. 
In response to this comment, the following revisions have been made to Section 3.5, 
Transportation, of the Draft EIR.  In addition, Tables S-1 and S-2 in the Summary Section 
of the Draft EIR have been revised to reflect these changes.  The revised Summary Tables 
are included in Section 5 of this document and are not reproduced here. 

 The following text has been revised on page 3.5-16 of the Draft EIR:  

Existing peak hour intersection levels of service are summarized in Table 
3.5-1. Detailed calculations are provided in Appendix 3.5-C. All study 
intersections currently operate at LOS D or better during the AM Peak Hour 
with the exception of Willow Road and Middlefield Road, which operates at 
LOS E.  During the PM Peak Hour, the intersections of Willow Road and 
Middlefield Road and Middlefield Road and Lytton Avenue operates at LOS E 
and University Avenue and Bayfront Expressway operates at LOS F.  

 For Palo Alto-controlled intersections, the intersection of Middlefield and 
Lytton Avenue operates at LOS E. 

 Intersection 33 in Table 3.5-1 on page 3.5-23 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 
 

Table 3.5-1 
Existing Level of Service 

Study Intersection 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb 
33. Middlefield Rd and Lytton 

Ave 
33.6 29.6 C B 58.5 38.0 E D 

 The fifth bullet in the first bulleted list on page 3.5-36 of the Draft EIR has been deleted as 
follows: 

 Middlefield Road and Lytton Avenue 
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 Intersection 33 in Table 3.5-10 on page 3.5-39 of the Draft EIR has been revised as 
follows: 

Table 3.5-10 
Near Term 2015 Condition Level of Service 

Study Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb 
33. Middlefield Rd and Lytton Ave 38.9 31.2 D C 86.1 40.5 F D 

 Intersection 33 in Table 3.5-12 on page 3.5-52 of the Draft EIR has been revised as 
follows: 

Table 3.5-12 
Near Term 2015 East Campus Only Condition Level of Service 

Study Intersection 

Near Term 2015 Condition 
Near Term 2015 East Campus Only 

Condition 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb 

33. Middlefield Rd 
and Lytton Ave 

38.9 31.2 D C 86.1 40.5 F D 40.1 31.5 D C 92.8 41.0 F D 

 The following text has been revised on page 3.5-53 of the Draft EIR: 

PM Peak Hour 

During the Near Term 2015 East Campus Only Condition PM Peak Hour, the 
net-new Project traffic would result in increased average delay at several 
intersections, creating potentially significant impacts at the following 
intersections:  

 Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway 

 Willow Road and Middlefield Road 

 University Avenue and Bayfront Expressway 

 Bayfront Expressway and Chrysler Avenue  

 Middlefield Road and Lytton Avenue 

For City-controlled intersections that contain two arterial roadways and operate 
at LOS E or F: the intersection of Willow Road and Middlefield Road has an 
increase in delay of greater than 0.8 seconds at the critical approaches resulting 
in a potentially significant impact at this location. 
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The State-controlled intersections of University Avenue and Bayfront 
Expressway and Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway would experience an 
increase in delay resulting in a potentially significant impact. 

The local approach to the state intersection of Bayfront Expressway and 
Chrysler Drive would experience an increase in delay resulting in a potentially 
significant impact.  

The Palo Alto intersection of Middlefield Road and Lytton Avenue would 
experience an increase in delay resulting in a potentially significant impact. 

 The following text in Mitigation Measure TR-1.1e has been deleted on page 3.5-58 of the 
Draft EIR: 

e. Middlefield Road and Lytton Avenue 

 The proposed mitigation measures for the intersection of Middlefield Road 
and Lytton Avenue include adding an additional eastbound left-turn lane. 
The additional eastbound left-turn lane is not feasible due to the additional 
right-of-way acquisition from multiple owners, and significant intersection 
modifications, which are under City of Palo Alto jurisdiction. Because the 
improvement is under the City of Palo Alto jurisdiction and is infeasible and 
the City cannot guarantee it would be implemented, the impact remains 
significant and unavoidable. 

 The last bullet in the first bulleted list on page 3.5-69 of the Draft EIR has been deleted as 
follows: 

 Middlefield Road and Lytton Avenue 

 Intersection 33 in Table 3.5-16 on page 3.5-71 of the Draft EIR has been revised as 
follows: 

Table 3.5-16 
Near Term 2018 Condition Level of Service 

Study Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb 
33. Middlefield Rd and Lytton Ave 41.8 31.9 D C 100.9 42.0 F D 
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 Intersection 33 in Table 3.5-18 on page 3.5-79 of the Draft EIR has been revised as 
follows: 

Table 3.5-18 
Near Term 2018 East Campus and West Campus Condition Level of Service 

Study 
Intersection 

Near Term 2018 Condition 
Near Term 2018 East Campus and West 

Campus Condition 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb 

33. Middlefield Rd 
and Lytton Ave 

41.8 31.9 D C 100.9 42.0 F D 43.7 32.3 D C 105.5 42.4 F D 

 The last bullet in the first bulleted list on page 3.5-80 of the Draft EIR has been deleted as 
follows: 

 Middlefield Road and Lytton Avenue 

 The following text has been revised on page 3.5-81, first paragraph, of the Draft EIR: 

Additionally, the intersection of Middlefield Road and Lytton Avenue in the 
City of Palo Alto would experience a potentially significant impact. 

 The following text in Mitigation Measure TR-6.2h has been deleted on page 3.5-86 of the 
Draft EIR: 

h. Middlefield Road and Lytton Avenue 

See Near Term 2015 East Campus Only TR-1.1e. 

 The last bullet under PM Peak Hour has been deleted on page 3.5-98 of the Draft EIR as 
follows: 

 Middlefield Road and Lytton Avenue 

 Intersection 33 in Table 3.5-23 on page 3.5-102 of the Draft EIR has been revised as 
follows: 

Table 3.5-23 
Cumulative 2025 East Campus Only Condition Level of Service 

Study Intersection 

Cumulative Condition 
Cumulative 2025 East Campus Only 

Condition 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb 

33. Middlefield Rd 
and Lytton Ave 

44.8 32.7 D D 113.7 44.4 F D 46.7 33.0 D C 121.6 45.2 F D 
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 The fifth paragraph on page 3.5-103 of the Draft EIR has been deleted as follows: 

The intersection of Middlefield Road and Lytton Avenue located in the City of 
Palo Alto would also experience a potentially significant impact for the PM 
peak hour. 

 The following text in Mitigation Measure TR-11.1h has been revised on page 3.5-104 of 
the Draft EIR: 

h. Middlefield Road and Lytton Avenue 

See Near Term 2015 East Campus Only TR-1.1e. 

 Intersection 33 in Table 3.5-25 on page 3.5-106 of the Draft EIR has been revised as 
follows: 

Table 3.5-25 
Cumulative 2025 East Campus and West Campus Condition Level of Service 

Study Intersection 

Cumulative Condition 
Cumulative East Campus and West 

Campus Condition 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb 

33. Middlefield Rd 
and Lytton Ave 

44.8 32.7 D D 113.7 44.4 F D 49.3 33.4 D C 126.8 45.8 F D 

 The last bullet under PM Peak Hour on page 3.5-111 of the Draft EIR has been deleted as 
follows: 

 Middlefield Road and Lytton Avenue 

 The fourth paragraph on page 3.5-112 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Additionally, the intersection of Marsh Road and Middlefield Road in Town of 
Atherton and Middlefield Road and Lytton Avenue in the City of Palo Alto 
would also experience a potentially significant impact. 

 The following text in Mitigation Measure TR-11.3j has been deleted on page 3.5-114 of the 
Draft EIR: 

j.  Middlefield Road and Lytton Avenue 

See Near Term 2015 East Campus Only TR-1.1e. 
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 Intersection 33 in Table 3.5-31 on page 3.5-128 of the Draft EIR has been revised as 
follows: 

Table 3.5-31 
Summary of Potential Intersection Mitigation Measures 

Intersection Significant Impact? 

Jurisdiction 
Potential 

Mitigation 

Fully 
Mitigates 
Impact? Feasible? 

Other 
Agency 

Approval/
Coord? 

Significant 
Impact? # Description 

Near 
Term 

2015 East 
Campus 

Only 

Near Term 
2018 East 

Campus and 
West 

Campus 

Cumulative 
2025 East 
Campus 

Only 

Cumulative 
2025 East 

Campus and 
West 

Campus 

33 

Middlefield 
Rd and 

Lytton Ave 

Y Y Y Y Palo Alto Add a 
dedicated 
northbound 
left-turn 
lane. 

Y N Y Y 

 

11.2 The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to include on-going monitoring and reporting 
of the TDM program and suggests that monitoring include annual vehicle counts at 
Middlefield Road, University, East Bayshore Road, and at the Bayland Trail Network 
Access Point. Compliance with the Trip Cap will be monitored by the City of Menlo Park 
as lead agency, and accomplished by tracking the number of trips entering and leaving the 
campuses on weekdays. Each of the two driveways serving the East Campus and three 
driveways serving the West Campus will be counted daily, and real-time data will be 
accessible to both City staff and Facebook for tracking and monitoring traffic patterns. 
Periodic review and calibration of the monitoring equipment will be needed to ensure that 
the system is counting properly. Monitoring the number of trips entering and leaving the 
Campuses will be sufficient to ensure Facebook is in compliance with its Conditional 
Development Permit (CDP). With this monitoring structure, no further TDM program or 
traffic volume monitoring is necessary and the Trip Cap will be monitored daily instead of 
through annual or bi-annual surveys. The monitoring structure also maximizes Facebook’s 
flexibility in adapting the TDM program to most effectively reduce vehicle trips. Please 
refer to Master Responses 3 and 4 for further information regarding the TDM program and 
Trip Cap, respectively, including information on monitoring and enforcement.  

11.3 The commentor states that the Facebook shuttle routes should be identified and the number 
of trips should be estimated and updated as part of the initial TDM report and on-going 
monitoring reports. Please refer to Response 11.2 and Master Responses 3 and 4 for 
further information regarding the TDM program and Trip Cap monitoring and 
enforcement. Part of the development of the TDM program involves coordination with 
local transit agencies to minimize conflicts between Facebook shuttles and other transit 
vehicles.  
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11.4 The commentor requests that, as part of the TDM monitoring and reporting, employee zip 
code data be provided to determine the number of trips generated in and out of the City of 
Palo Alto towards the Project. The data used for current employee places of residence is 
zip code data. However, Facebook zipcode employee data is proprietary and will not be 
disclosed as part of the TDM program. TDM monitoring will occur at Project site 
driveways and may be adjusted as employee travel habits change and in the event the Trip 
Cap is exceeded. Please refer to Master Response 4 for further information regarding the 
Trip Cap. 

11.5 The commentor requests that the identification and expansion of bicycle facilities and/or 
improvement of existing substandard crossings across US 101 and onto the Bay Trail 
Network be considered as a mitigation measure. The commentor also states that the report 
does not study bicycle trails outside of the immediate Project area. The evaluation of 
Project impacts is based on the criteria according to the standards of the City of Menlo 
Park. The mitigation measures aim at reducing the potential impacts due to the Project. 
Mitigation measures are improvements to alleviate potential impacts caused by the Project 
for the facilities and locations where the impacts occur. No impacts were found for bicycle 
facilities in the Draft EIR. However, the Project would include an undercrossing for 
Bayfront Expressway near Willow Road, which would presumably provide a safer 
alternative to crossing Bayfront Expressway at-grade. This undercrossing would serve as a 
partial mitigation for the University Avenue and Bayfront Expressway intersection. Since 
mitigation measures are improvements that alleviate potential Project-related impacts where 
they occur, bicycle and pedestrian improvements, including crossings over US 101 or 
beyond the immediate Project study area, are not included for analysis within the Draft 
EIR. Please refer to Master Response 5 regarding bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 

11.6 The commentor requests that the Draft EIR analyze trail connectivity from the Project site 
to the City of Palo Alto. Additionally, the commentor states that the City of Palo Alto is 
studying a new bicycle/pedestrian bridge over US 101 at Adobe Creek and employee zip 
code data may determine if employees will use this proposed bridge. The evaluation of 
Project impacts is based on the criteria according to the standards of the City of Menlo 
Park. The mitigation measures aim to reduce the potential impacts due to the Project. 
Mitigation measures are suggested to alleviate potential impacts caused by the Project for 
the facilities and locations where the impacts occur. Further, trail connectivity is not 
examined by the CEQA process. No impacts were found for bicycle facilities in the Draft 
EIR. It is the policy of Facebook not to release employee zip code data to protect the safety 
of those who work at the company. Please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion 
regarding bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 
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     California Native Plant Society-Santa Clara Valley Chapter 

     January 30, 2012 

 

Rachel Grossman 

Associate Planner 

City of Menlo Park 

 

 

We have several concerns regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the new Facebook 

Campus.  We appreciate the opportunity to express these concerns. 

 

Number 1.  Choice of Landscaping Plants. 

 

The proposed Facebook Campus is located very close to the San Francisco Bay and Don Edwards 

National Wildlife Refuge.  The East Campus actually borders the Ravenswood Slough.  The Draft EIR 

states that landscaping will “reflect the various native environments”   (Section 2 page 27).Yet in 

examining the list of proposed landscape plants, less than half of the proposed plants are California 

Native Plants.  Further, many of the proposed plants are not appropriate to the site within the context of 

the surrounding  natural ecosystems.  We ask that you consult with a Biologist/Botanist familiar with 

California Native Plant Communities and choose California Native Plants that will enhance and enrich the 

natural plant communities of the wetlands and the interface of the wetlands and the land.   

 

Number 2.   Maintenance of Landscaping. 

 

Many of the non-native plants in the landscape plan are traditionally maintained with fertilizers and other 

chemicals.  Use of fertilizers and chemicals could leach into the groundwater and degrade the quality of 

the wetland ecosystem.  Again, we ask that California Native Plants that are appropriate to a site at the 

interface of the wetlands and dry land be specified in the landscape plan and maintained in a manner that 

protects the bay ecosystem.   

 

Number 3.  Unmitigated Impacts on Serpentine Soil in the Bay Area. 

 

Serpentine soil is nutrient poor and supports a very unique plant community.  The increase of automobile 

emissions is having a negative impact on these serpentine communities around the Bay Area due to the 

impact of increased nitrogen in the emissions.  One result of the degraded serpentine soil is that it has 

become difficult for the host plant of the Bay Checkerspot butterfly, a protected species, to survive.  The 

Draft EIR does not address the impact of the large increase in these emissions that will be generated by 

the increased use of automobiles and public transportation needed to get the large increase in employees 

to this work site.  We ask that the impacts to Serpentine Soil be examined and that adequate mitigation 

measures are include in the Final EIR.  

 

 

Thank you for your attention to these important issues. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Linda D. Ruthruff 

Chair, Conservation Committee 

CNPS-SC 

Letter 12

12.1

12.2

12.3
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12. California Native Plant Society, Linda D. Ruthruff (letter dated January 30, 2012) 

12.1 The commentor requests that the landscaping plant palette contain more native California 
plants, especially in areas that interface with wetlands or other natural areas. 
Improvements to the Bayfront Expressway undercrossing would require the removal of 13 
trees at the East Campus, including one Heritage Tree, located adjacent to the Shoreline 
Trail along the northern approach to the undercrossing. However, 12 replacement trees 
would be planted, along with Refuge-sensitive Evergreen Shrubs selected from the “Save 
the Bay” plant list as part of the Shoreline Trail improvements. 

 The West Campus is surrounded by existing development and does not interface with 
wetlands or other natural areas. The West Campus is separated from the wetlands to the 
north by the Bayfront Expressway. Roadways, a railway, and existing industrial and 
commercial development surround the Project site on the east, south, and west.  
Nonetheless, the Project Sponsor has agreed to include California native plants in the 
landscape plan for the West Campus.  However, since the Project would result in less-than-
significant impacts regarding the loss of riparian and other habitats, the planting of native 
species at the West Campus is not required and, therefore, not included here as a mitigation 
measure.  No changes to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

12.2 The commentor asserts that fertilizers and other chemicals used for landscaping purposes 
could leach into groundwater and affect natural plant communities where they interface 
with the Project site. Specific regulatory requirements and standard application procedures 
will govern the manner in which landscaping fertilizers and chemicals are used. 
Compliance with these requirements would ensure that significant impacts to groundwater 
would not occur. Also, as described on page 2-27 of the Draft EIR, four stormwater 
gardens would be located adjacent to the proposed buildings at the West Campus.  These 
stormwater retention and treatment areas would serve as landscape elements to reduce 
drainage impacts.  In addition, these areas would function as soil- and plant-based filtration 
devises to remove pollutants through a variety of physical, biological, and chemical 
treatment processes.  As such, if fertilizers are used for landscape maintenance, then the 
runoff would be directed to the stormwater gardens for treatment in order to prevent it 
from entering the surrounding natural environment. 

12.3 The commentor suggests that nitrogen emissions from automobiles and their effect on 
serpentine soils are not properly mitigated and could thus have an impact on native plants 
and wildlife that utilize those soils. There are no serpentine soils in the Project area. As 
described in Serpentines of the San Francisco Bay Region: Vegetation, Floristics, 
Distribution and Soils, the nearest identified serpentine soils to the Project site occur 
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approximately 7 miles to the northwest, in Edgewood Park.1 Edgewood Park is within the 
I-280 corridor, and, as described in Section 3.5, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, Project 
traffic would primarily travel further east along US 101. Due to the distance of serpentine 
soils from the Project site, it is unlikely that Project-related traffic would result in 
significant nitrogen deposition that could adversely affect native plants and wildlife that 
utilize these soils. Therefore, mitigation measures to reduce air-born nitrogen deposition 
into serpentine soils are not warranted. 

 Nevertheless, the issue of identifying effective mitigation for impacts relating to nitrogen 
deposition is an ongoing question that is currently in play nationwide. One option that has 
been explored in California is the imposition of a fee that is proportional to a Project’s 
share of total excess nitrogen deposition. Challenges exist in determining which entity (or 
entities) would be the recipient of such a fee, since nitrogen deposition by its nature affects 
more than just a single recipient. Since the commentor does not state which specific parties 
would be adversely affected by the deposition, it would be difficult to determine to whom 
the fee should be rendered. Since areas of serpentine soils are widespread and are under the 
ownership or jurisdiction of numerous entities, determining an appropriate recipient would 
not be possible. In addition, for the mitigation to be truly effective, the recipient would 
need to have a mechanism in place with which the funds could be used to actually mitigate 
the impact. No such mechanisms are known to exist.  

 CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(4) and applicable case law require that in order for 
mitigation measures to be valid and effective, “there must be an essential nexus (i.e., 
connection) between the mitigation measures and a legitimate governmental interest.” 
Nollan v. California Coastal Commission, 483 U.S. 825 (1987). Determining the nexus 
between mitigation and Project impacts is not possible at this time. Furthermore, “The 
mitigation measures must be ‘roughly proportional’ to the impacts of the project.” Dolan v. 
City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374 (1994). When the Project’s contribution of excess nitrogen is 
considered alongside contributions from all other sources in the area, the Project’s 
calculated contribution and associated fee would be truly negligible. The City cannot 
prescribe mitigation that would force the Project Sponsor to provide a generalized public 
benefit that would do more than fully mitigate the impacts actually attributable to the 
Project. Based on these considerations, determining effective mitigation for nitrogen 
deposition remains infeasible at this time.  

 As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, CEQA requires “the decision-making 
agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks when 
determining whether to approve a project.  If the specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse 

                                                            
1  Niall F. McCarten, Department of Biological Sciences, San Francisco State University, Serpentines of the 

San Francisco Bay Region: Vegetation, Floristics, Distribution and Soils, revised July 8, 1993.  
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environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered "acceptable." 
In these situations, agencies must state in writing the specific reasons to support its action 
based on the information in the record before approving the project. In the case of this 
Project, the analysis contained within the Draft EIR supports the finding of a significant 
and unavoidable impact with respect to NOX emissions. The Draft EIR also indicates that 
feasible mitigation to reduce this impact is not available. As such, in order to approve the 
Project, the City would be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations to 
document why the Project’s benefits would outweigh the significant and unavoidable 
effects. Doing so would meet the requirements of CEQA with respect to these types of 
effects.  

 The following revisions have been made to page 3.6-31 of the Draft EIR:  

  MITIGATION MEASURES. Mitigation Measure AQ-2.1 would reduce impacts 
from criteria pollutants, but not to a less-than-significant level. At this time 
there are no other feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the NOX, 
ROG, and PM10 emissions to less than significant. Thus, this impact would be 
significant and unavoidable. However, the silt loading used to estimate fugitive 
dust emissions of PM10 is likely an overestimate of the actual silt loading on the 
roads on which the Project trips would occur based on the range of silt loadings 
explained in EPA’s AP-42.38  Therefore, the actual PM10 emissions would 
likely be less than shown. Nonetheless, since site-specific silt loadings are not 
available at this time, the actual reduction in emissions is speculative. 
Therefore, impacts related to these emissions are significant and unavoidable. 
(SU)  

  AQ-2.1 Install a Cogenra System on Building 11 at the East Campus. 
The Project Sponsor shall install a Cogenra Combined Heat and 
Power system at the existing Building 11 at the East Campus. 
The scale of the system shall be designed such that ROG, NOX 
and PM10 are reduced beyond the Operational Mass Emissions 
identified in the Draft EIR.  

 The following text has been revised and added on pages 3.6-37 ad 3.6-38 of the Draft EIR: 

Tier 1 and Tier 2 

The Project, in combination with the Tier 1 and Tier 2 Projects within the 
City, would result in a cumulatively significant impact for ROG, NOX, and 
PM10 since these are significant for the Project. This is considered cumulatively 
significant according to BAAQMD’s significance thresholds when a Project 
exceeds the BAAQMD’s Project mass emission threshold for criteria air 
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pollutants.43  Because no feasible mitigation has been identified, the impact for 
ROG, NOX, and PM10 is therefore significant and unavoidable. 

MITIGATION MEASURE. Mitigation Measure AQ-2.1 would reduce impacts 
from criteria pollutants, but not to a less-than-significant level. Because no 
feasible mitigation has been identified, the impact for ROG, NOX, and PM10 is 
therefore significant and unavoidable. 
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453 Tennessee Lane, Palo Alto, CA 94306        Tel 650 493-5540        Fax 650 494-7640        www.CCCRRefuge.org 

CITIZENS  COMMITTEE TO COMPLETE THE REFUGE 

January 30, 2012 

Rachel Grossman, Associate Planner 
City of Menlo Park 
Community Development Department, Planning Division 
701 Laurel Street 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 

RE: Comments, DEIR, Facebook Project 

Dear Ms. Grossman: 

The Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge (CCCR) is pleased to have this opportunity to 
provide comments for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Menlo Park 
Facebook Campus Project (Project).  Our organization has its roots in the citizens who led the 
campaign that founded the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge). 
For the decades since, we have been active pursing Refuge expansion and the protection of its 
habitats and wildlife and that of the threatened and dwindling wetlands of the Bay and beyond. 
Among these activities is sustained, close involvement with the South Bay Salt Pond Restoration 
Project (Restoration Project).  It is this background that is a basis for our interest in the Project. 

It is hoped that you will find this comment letter helpful toward improving the DEIR.  The 
comments first address issues of document preparation and the public process and then content 
topics, providing actions of importance in conclusions drawn. 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) ISSUES 

Segmentation or Piecemealing:  It is apparent that Facebook’s decisions and actions prompting 
the Project are intended to provide a united physical basis in which its employees can work 
together as closely as possible.  As public tours on the East Campus demonstrated, the concept is 
to provide workspace that is as open and continuous in layout.  Externally, with the use of the 
tunnel, the Project further provides for physical integration of its campuses.  It can be anticipated 
on a daily basis that, upon buildout, there will be a steady flow of employees and 
consultants/service providers between the campuses and, on occasion, parties or other events that 
bring exceptionally large groups of employees together on a single location of the property 
involved.

These obvious intentions prompt consideration of the following CEQA definitions:  
(14 CCR § 15378)

““Project” means the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a 
direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical 
change in the environment…”

Letter 13

13.1
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“The term “project” refers to the activity which is being approved and which may be subject 
to several discretionary approvals by governmental agencies. The term “project” does not 
mean each separate governmental approval.” 

To treat this Project as a non-continuous endeavor effectively segments or piecemeals under 
CEQA such that the extent of impacts can neither be known nor addressed. Further, the Project’s 
dependence on multiple discretionary approvals cannot be treated as separate actions. The 
Project need to increase the density of use on the East Campus over prior use and to redevelop 
the West Campus, actions requiring several discretionary approvals, cannot be used as a basis for 
the segmenting actions proposed.  

CONCLUSION:  The DEIR needs revision to represent the “whole” of the Project

Inadequate and/or inaccurate information:

It is of great concern that the DEIR’s investigation and discussion of Biological Resources is 
highly inadequate. A directly related concern is the inaccurate and inadequate discussion of the 
Project’s potential impacts on the Refuge and the Restoration Project which led to overlooking
consideration of those entities in multiple sections such as Land use, Aesthetics, Air quality, 
Noise, Biological resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology, Hazardous materials and Public 
Services. A further consequence is the omission of discussion of these same two entities 
regarding Cumulative Tier 2 Impacts. 

More generally and of like concern it is noted that section after section of the Environmental 
Analysis shortcuts and minimizes analysis of the East Campus, limiting information that would 
otherwise have been made available. 

In CCCR’s comments responding to the Project’s Notice of Preparation, we urged the preparers 
to consult with both the Refuge and the Restoration Project, including contact information.
While we understand there was some contact with the Restoration Project, there was no contact 
with the Refuge, the majority landowner and neighbor of the Project site. In the CEQA 
Guidelines, such consultation is supported in 14 CCR § 15083: 

” Prior to completing the draft EIR, the lead agency may also consult directly with any 
person or organization it believes will be concerned with the environmental effects of the 
project. Many public agencies have found that early consultation solves many potential 
problems that would arise in more serious forms later in the review process. This early 
consultation may be called scoping.” 

Further, in 14 CCR § 15125 (c,d), the Guidelines state: 

(c) Knowledge of the regional setting is critical to the assessment of environmental impacts. 
Special emphasis should be placed on environmental resources that are rare or unique to
that region and would be affected by the project. The EIR must demonstrate that the 
significant environmental impacts of the proposed project were adequately investigated and 
discussed and it must permit the significant effects of the project to be considered in the full 
environmental context. (emphasis added)

13.1 
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(d) The EIR shall discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable 
general plans, specific plans and regional plans. Such regional plans include, but are not 
limited to, the applicable air quality attainment or maintenance plan or State Implementation 
Plan, area-wide waste treatment and water quality control plans, regional transportation 
plans, regional housing allocation plans, regional blueprint plans, plans for the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions, habitat conservation plans, natural community conservation plans 
and regional land use plans for the protection of the coastal zone, Lake Tahoe Basin, San
Francisco Bay, and Santa Monica Mountains. (emphasis added)

It is apparent in the DEIR that the preparers did not have current maps of the Refuge or 
Restoration Project nor did they review related jurisdiction and completed environmental 
documents which directly relate to this Project. If they had, inadequate and omitted discussions 
mentioned above could have been avoided.   

Without this information, the DEIR fails to inform its readers that the East Campus is surrounded 
to the east, north and west by federally-owned lands that are part of the largest urban National 
Wildlife Refuge in the nation and that all of the lands referred to as “salt ponds” are both part of 
the Refuge and a federal/state Restoration Project that is the largest of its kind west of the 
Mississippi River.  It did not review and discuss the contents of the Restoration Project’s final 
EIS/EIS (Record of Decision 1/27/09) which specifically discusses plans for wildlife habitats, 
public access and flood management involving lands surrounding the Project. It did not 
investigate Refuge wildlife policies and federal jurisdiction nor Refuge public use programs. 

Both the Restoration Project and the Refuge are managed by public agencies with rich resources 
of staff and studies that represent the best expertise available on the Bay wildlife and wetlands 
that surround the Project. The DEIR, in its very limited Biological Resources review, makes no 
effort to accurately assess the sensitivity of the surrounding wetlands or the long-term benefit of 
acting in concert with state and federal agencies to protect them. Notably, City of Menlo Park 
General Plan Policy I-G-8 states: 

The Bay, its shoreline, San Francisquito Creek and other wildlife habitat and ecologically 
fragile areas shall be maintained and preserved to the maximum extent possible. The City 
shall work in cooperation with other jurisdictions to implement this policy. (emphasis added) 

Given the extraordinary value that the Refuge and the Restoration Project bring to this shoreline, 
this City Policy is particularly significant.  

CONCLUSION: It is evident that DEIR must be rewritten to correct its current inadequacy and 
related informational errors. To begin that activity, please see attached maps of the Refuge and 
the Restoration Project. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT DEIR CONTENT 

S.1  Project Overview and Project Location:  Most striking in this section is the astounding 
number of Traffic impacts that are classified as Potentially Significant and concluded to be 
“significant and unavoidable” after mitigation actions are considered and adjustments are made 
in the Reduced Intensity Alternative. It is most alarming. 

13.3 
Cont.

13.4

4-240Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



E. McLaughlin, CCCR, 1/30/12 re Facebook DEIR Comments 

Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge     www.cccrRefuge.org
Page 4 of 12 

Although it would not directly mitigate these impacts, pending final disposition of this CEQA 
process and if the Project is approved, we recommend that the Monitoring and Mitigation Plan 
call for a permanent Facebook partnership with the Refuge and the Restoration Project, 
particulars to be defined by the parties involved but designed for the long-term. An intent should 
establish a wetland and wildlife stewardship program of and within what would be the largest 
employer on Menlo Park’s shoreline. As applicable, these activities can be extended to involve 
residents of nearby neighborhoods. 

3.1  Introduction to the Environmental Analysis 

Environmental Baseline:  In the DEIR’s discussion of the Environmental Baselines, CEQA 
Guidelines section 14 CCR § 15125(a) is cited supporting certain conclusion regarding baselines. 
The DEIR argues that it is allowable that the East and West Campuses be judged on different 
timelines.  As discussed previously in this letter, such action segments the Project.  

CONCLUSION A: It inconsistent and inappropriate under CEQA to use multiple baselines.   

Impact Evaluation for the East Campus: Prior discussion is also relevant to decisions discussed 
in this section to eliminate technical discussions regarding the East Campus i.e. Aesthetics, 
Wind, Cultural Resources and Biological Resources.  The same decision was applied broadly in 
the document to abbreviate most technical discussion of the East Campus. Comments below will 
demonstrate how adequate discussions would have better informed the preparers and readers. 

CONCLUSION B:  As a “whole” project under CEQA, it was repeatedly inappropriate to 
exclude or limit the East Campus technical discussions.  

Environmental Approach to Addressing Cumulative Impacts and Table 3.1-2:  This discussion 
establishes the basis for assessment of cumulative impacts and identifies the entities that must be 
considered in that assessment and as classified as Tier 1 or Tier 2. The DEIR should have 
included the existing 1572 City acres of the Refuge (out of >30,000 acres on the Bay) and the 
same 1572 acres of the Restoration Project (out of 15,100 acres in the South Bay).  Both entities 
operate under existing law and environmental documents. Further we note that recent changes in 
several plans indicate other Tier 2 changes. The Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project has recently 
been abandoned by the San Mateo County Transit Authority and should be removed from Tier 2. 
Through personal sources, it has been learned that Redwood City has halted all planning actions 
at the request of the sponsor of the Saltworks Project effectively putting that Project on hiatus. 

CONCLUSION C: Tier 2 in should include both the Refuge and the Restoration Project. 

CONCLUSION D:  The Dumbarton Rail Project should be deleted from Tier 2 and the inclusion 
of the Saltworks project should be reviewed. 

3.2  Land Use 

It is helpful in these comments to consider factors that are unique to the location of the Project 
and particularly the East Campus. That particular site, just outboard of its levees, is surrounded 
by terminal channels of Ravenswood Slough except along its immediate boundary with Route 
84. These tidal channels are characterized by salt marsh habitats of varying quality. The Slough 
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is known habitat of the federally-endangered California clapper rail and is suitable habitat for 
several endangered mammals. Across the Slough in all directions, are lands of the Refuge that 
are subject to the Restoration Project.  That project’s goals are to provide wildlife habitat, public 
access and flood management, all with pertinent local planning. Much of the restoration local to 
the Project is dependent on realignment and construction of levee systems which will bring 
changes to this shoreline.

Looking further afield, the retired salt ponds near the East Campus are used by the threatened 
western snowy plover. The hundreds of acres of wetlands and the skies above, during migratory 
seasons, play host to resting and passing flocks. The San Francisco Bay is a critically important 
refueling location for untold thousands of birds and hundreds of species traversing the Pacific 
Flyway of the Americas and passing over the Project sites. 

All in all, the Project exists in a extraordinary and significant conservation area. The Bayward 
projection of the East Campus has unique impact issues. The entire Project needs to identify and 
work with matters of land use consistency.

CONCLUSION A: Omitted Land Use Considerations: This section needs to consider the 
jurisdictional authority of the National Wildlife Refuge System Act of 1966 as amended 
(NWRSAA). (http://epw.senate.gov/nwrsa.pdf)  It should consider the Final EIS/EIR document 
of the Restoration Project. http://www.southbayrestoration.org/documents/permit-related/
Additionally, and inclusive of all wetlands along the San Francisco Bay, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (FWS) is currently developing the final version of the San Francisco Bay Tidal 
Marsh Recovery Plan (SFBTMRP). The draft version of that document is informative on the 
intentions and local targets of the Plan. (Contact Valary Bloom, Sacramento FWS Office, 916-
414-6600).

CONCLUSION B: Environmental impact LU-1: This impact should be reevaluated to address 
consistency issues of the above law and plans. 

CONCLUSION C: Comparison of Project to General Plan Goals and Policies, Table 3.2-2:  
Conclusions of the DEIR should be reevaluated in light of the above law and plans particularly in 
regards to General Plan Land Use Policies I-G-7 and I-G-8 and Open Space and Conservation 
Element Goals 3, 4, 7 and 12 (Policies 5, 6 and 7). 

3.3  Aesthetics 

This section needs to be improved with the respect to appropriate presentation of the aesthetic 
relationship of the Project to the Refuge and Restoration Project Plan and per the Goals and 
policies of the General Plan.

In all instances salt ponds discussed are part of the Refuge, are part of an existing restoration 
plan and will improve the vista in the years to come. Views from the BCDC perimeter trail 
around the East Campus need to identify the adjoining “marshes” as channels of Ravenswood 
Slough. Additionally, this trail should be described as providing Refuge views.  

CONCLUSION A: Descriptions throughout Section 3.3. need to be improved to correctly 
identify the Refuge and the nature of the surrounding wetland and trail vistas. 

13.7 
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At some future date, all levees along the shoreline will need to be improved and some if not all 
may be realigned to allow for restoration and to prevent flooding due to sea level rise.  Taller 
levees will alter viewscapes. A fact of interest is that preliminary plans of the South Shoreline 
Study by the US Army Corps of Engineers for Alviso propose 16’ levees while the DEIR reports 
that the existing levees around the East Campus are ~9’. 

CONCLUSION B: Current and future heights of levees should be described as they may 
improve or diminish vistas from various locations. 

The DEIR text discusses several vistas from Bedwell Bayfront Park looking toward the Project, 
one lowland near Bayfront Expressway and one high point nearer to the Bay and with a better 
vantage point to see the Project. It is inappropriate that the photomontage included uses only the 
lowland view.

CONCLUSION C: A photomontage looking from the Bedwell Bayfront Park high point near the 
Bay looking toward the Project needs to be used in this analysis. 

As will be discussed in more detail under Biological Resources, light angled skyward can 
confuse flocks of migratory birds and, when shed into nearby habitats, can expose nocturnal 
species, several of which are endangered, to predators. Similarly mitigation is needed to reduce 
the likelihood of avian collisions into windows.  

CONCLUSION D:  It is important that wildlife-safe actions be included in mitigation of light 
and glare. Please also see comments under Biological Resources. 

CONCLUSION E: Cumulative Impacts, Tier 2:  Discussion should be adjusted to include the 
Refuge and Restoration Project and wildlife-safe design of light and sources of glare.

3.5 Transportation 

As noted previously, transportation impacts of the Project are extraordinary resulting in impacts 
at numerous locations being classified as significant and unavoidable.  Clearly approval of even 
the Reduced Intensity Alternative is at odds with the extent of these issues. 

There is just one Transportation mitigation upon which this letter will comment. There is a 
proposal (TR-1C) to mitigate the Willow Road at Bayfront Expressway intersection by adding 
two lanes to northbound Willow, one right turn and one left turn lane.  While the DEIR does 
indicate that these changes may not be feasible (Table 3.5-31), certain characteristics of the lands 
on the eastward side of Willow require consideration.  

Land that lies between Willow Road and University Avenue along Bayfront Expressway 
includes wetlands that are held as compensatory mitigation, restored to protect habitat of the 
endangered salt marsh harvest mouse. This status raises major questions about feasibility and 
sensitivity to actions on adjoining lands including roadways.

Additionally expansion of that roadway needs to also consider historic uses of the site.  It has 
been reported (informal, verbal) that that particular piece of land next to Willow Road was 
formerly used for a scrap yard at a time when such operations were not regulated. Any plan to 
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widen the roadway would need to investigate the land in question to determine if contaminants 
are present and, if so, what mitigation would be required.  

CONCLUSION A:  Impact TR-1C. Proposed mitigation would need to fully assess the 
environmental impacts of widening of the roadway as might involve intrusion into the land 
adjoining the roadway, encroachment on existing wetland mitigation protecting an endangered 
species and possible contaminant presence from historical use. 

CONCLUSION B:  There is text error that limited review and needs correction. The text in 
question included on page 3.5-84 under the heading c. Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway.
Unfortunately, the text discusses the Marsh Road and Middlefield Road intersection and there is 
no discussion of the intersection in the heading. 

3.10  Biological Resources 

As discussed previously, the DEIR analysis of Biological Resources is highly inadequate and, as 
a result, inaccurate. The information references that the section cites are limited to three 
database/on-line lists of listed species and one Atkins survey by unidentified staff of unknown 
qualifications. It states that the only purpose of the survey was to determine if there are any 
wetlands or habitats of listed species on site, excluding assessment of the location, quality and 
impact sensitivity of adjoining habitats.

Qualified study and analysis:  There is no evidence that the preparers sought any information 
from resources with qualified biological expertise on Bay wildlife and wetlands and/or specific 
knowledge of this section of the Bay’s shoreline.  There is no apparent attempt to involve the 
exceptional expertise associated with the Refuge or Restoration Project or the numerous studies 
that are a direct result of the eight years of restoration activity.

CONCLUSION A: The DEIR must be improved through new and thorough analysis by (1) 
locally known, qualified experts and (2) research of studies that are substantial, directly 
applicable and locally-focused 

Applicable Plans and Regulations:  Land Use comments above mentioned three plans/regulations 
that should be listed in Biological Resources:  Federal NWRSAA and San Francisco Bay Tidal 
Marsh Recovery Plan (TMRP) and the State/Federal Final EIS/EIR for the Restoration Project.  

The NWRSAA is the organic law of the National Wildlife Refuge System conferring Federal 
authority to fulfill the breadth of the System’s wildlife-first mission. This includes regulatory 
authority to ensure that wildlife and habitats on Refuges are protected. Strategically that 
authority is fulfilled through cooperative alliances with nearby landowners, operations and 
municipalities, as are also directed by the law. However, if events or conditions occur that 
threaten or harm wildlife or habitats, the Refuge, managed by the FWS, has authority to take 
corrective action. As the key issues of concern of the NWRSAA are biological, this law needs to 
listed in Biological Resources. It should be noted that CCCR’s letter of 1/26/2011 made the same 
recommendation. 

The TMRP is a document that has undergone >15 years of development by the FWS Sacramento 
office.  Its detailed and lengthy draft document underwent an extensive public comment review 

13.12 
Cont.

13.13

13.14

4-244Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



E. McLaughlin, CCCR, 1/30/12 re Facebook DEIR Comments 

Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge     www.cccrRefuge.org
Page 8 of 12 

period about a year ago and is now undergoing modifications for the final publication. The need 
for this plan is justified by the 150 years of loss of tidal habitats in the Bay, estimated at a 85-
90% reduction in tidal wetland acreage inclusive of all of the lands of the Project. The TMRP, 
even its draft form, includes extensive, detailed and locally-applicable biological information and 
is already being used as a reference for recovery/restoration plans.  It should be used by this 
Project to analyze impacts and develop appropriate mitigation actions.  

The Final EIS/EIR (2009) of the Restoration Project was the outcome of a large and intensive 
State and Federal collaboration of agencies, scientists, local government and the public. As a 
programmatic document, it laid out a progression of phased actions that include changes already 
occurring in Menlo Park and planned for the decades ahead. Its lead objective is to reestablish a 
variety of wetland habitats and to encourage the recovery and sustained success of both resident 
and migratory species. The Restoration Project continues to involve intensive scientific study 
and analysis, hosting several symposia that presented these findings, one held last year at the US 
Geological Survey facility in Menlo Park. In addition, the Restoration Projects actively 
incorporates findings of related Bay wetland science projects, enriching the basis for its 
decisions. This plan should be listed and utilized as a research resource of a rewritten Biological 
Resources section for this Project.

CONCLUSION B:  The law and plans discussed above need to be listed and considered in the 
DEIR’s Biological Resources analysis. 

Descriptions of existing conditions:  Unfortunately, descriptions of the surrounding wetlands, 
especially around the East Campus, include repeated descriptions that omit information or are 
inadequate or incorrect, undermining the quality of the analysis. These lands need to be 
described as to their ecological value or potential to wildlife and restoration as background 
against which impacts and mitigation can be determined. Such descriptions can be provided by 
qualified biologists familiar with wetlands of our Bay. 

The description of Wetlands and Other Waters of the United States needs to identify the 
adjoining terminal channels of Ravenswood Slough as waters of the United States and as tidal in 
nature.

It is important condition too that the Project be described as located on a critical shoreline in the 
avian Pacific Flyway. It is not unusual, during migratory seasons, to find enormous flocks of 
birds resting and refueling in Bedwell Bayfront Park, an elevated landform jutting into the Bay, 
as well as in waters and Refuge lands surrounding the Project to the east, north and west.  The 
East Campus also juts toward the Bay and directly adjoins bird-attractive habitats. This shoreline 
and the Bay as a whole provide the most important rest and refueling estuary on North American 
Pacific Coast. Together both campuses potentially impact migrating flocks with lighting and 
glare that can confuse, disrupt and potentially harm large numbers of birds.  

CONCLUSION C:  The descriptions of existing conditions in this section need to improved or 
corrected as described above and through qualified biological consultation.

This section’s discussion of species of concern is superficial at best.  The sensitive nature of the 
Project’s location requires much better analysis. 
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An example of the difference good data can provide is the DEIR’s discussion of the California 
clapper rail (CACR), federally-listed as endangered. The discussion cites the State Natural 
Diversity Database inclusion of two records of this bird within two miles of the Project. This 
flies in the face of the fact that CACR have been found in Ravenswood Slough and that Greco 
Island, bayward of Bedwell Bayfront Park and protected in the Refuge for ~38 years, has a 
relatively stable population of near 100 birds. This is a bird found only in Bay and nearby coastal 
tidal marshes that prefers first to walk, next to swim and lastly to fly. It is a bird that kicks its 
own fledglings out of its territory, forcing the young birds to traverse fringe marshes and 
mudflats in search of a new territory which, in the Project area, may be anywhere along 
Ravenswood Slough to its terminus at the East Campus.  

Annually FWS biologists on Refuge staff conduct winter airboat surveys of CACR in the South 
Bay including the Menlo Park shoreline. Data from those other studies can inform this Project. 
Similarly studies of many other of the species mentioned are associated with the Restoration 
Project and provide more recent and accurate information with reference bibliographies that 
apply. Well-qualified biologists can help the Project ensure that high-value data is used. 

CONCLUSION D: Discussions of listed species must be extensively rewritten and utilize a well 
qualified biologist to identify and use the most appropriate and relevant data.

CONCLUSION E:  The Biological Resource impacts and mitigations need to be reviewed to add 
impacts and mitigations that address the following: 

1. Avian predators may choose to perch or nest throughout the Project. In fact, the East 
Campus is closer to sensitive habitats and even more likely to be used by these predators. 
Mitigation should place perching and nesting baffles on all buildings and tall structures of the 
Project and select new or replacement trees that are low and broad in canopy, as already 
described for the West Campus.   

2. Wildlife corridor or nursery site mitigation impacts need to address three new potentially 
significant impacts:   

2(a)  Seasonal migratory flock confusion, disturbance and harm may occur due to light 
and glare impacts from the East and West Campuses. Mitigation should use qualified 
biological advise in associated design decisions. 

2(b) Light spillover into the sensitive wetlands adjoining the East Campus can be a 
significant threat to night creatures like the salt marsh harvest mouse and salt marsh 
wandering shrew, both federally listed as endangered and present in local marshes, by 
making them easy prey for owls, foxes, feral cats and others. This threat is not discussed 
or mitigated in the DEIR. New analysis is needed with a mitigation plan. 

2(c)  The tunnel provides safe passage for predator threats (rats, raccoons, opossums, and 
feral cats) to endangered species (adults, young or eggs) that use or inhabit wetlands next 
to the East Campus. Mitigation should use qualified biological advice and could install 
cameras to monitor this mostly nocturnal activity and be used to alert appropriate animal 
control.

13.16 
Cont.
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2(d)  Either campus could provide safe harbor or nurseries for rats, raccoons, opossums 
and feral cats by site design or lack of routine monitoring of the campuses. Mitigation 
should use qualified biological advise to avoid creating or retaining such conditions and 
establish a monitoring action plan throughout the Project. 

3. Migratory nesting birds may nest on either campus.  Impact BR-4.1 needs to be expanded 
to apply to the entire Project. 

4. Replacement landscaping on either campus needs to include consideration of the natural 
history of vegetation on the site, wetlands that had no trees, such that the Project addresses its 
role as a transition zone between shoreline and urban environments. Mitigation should 
require that City and consultant arborists should seek qualified ecological advice as a 
contributor to the final plan. It should be noted that Menlo Park has a Bedwell Bayfront Park 
revegetation project that is incorporating just such advisors. 

5.  Light and glare, as mentioned regarding Aesthetics, produce hazards to resident and 
migratory birds. Light projected skyward disrupts the passage of night fliers by altering their 
understanding of characteristics of the land below, information that they depend upon. 
Incidents are reported annually where hundreds of birds, flying in huge flocks, make fatal 
mistakes due to artificial night lighting.  In daylight, glare or surfaces that appear transparent, 
mislead birds into collisions.  It is essential that bird-safe criteria are sought from a qualified 
biologist and used to inform design on all new structures and changes to existing structures. 

CONCLUSION F: Cumulative impacts must include the Refuge and the Restoration Project in 
their discussion and mitigation. 

3.11 Geology and Soils 

It is great concern that geotechnical documentation prepared for the East Campus is considered 
irrelevant to this section (on the basis that there would be no ground disturbance) and was also 
omitted as an appendix. That data, combined with discussions in 3.12 Hydrology and Water 
Quality, is relevant to understanding the potential of flood hazard on the East Campus that might 
be produced by seismic-induced levee failure. If there is data that demonstrates that there is no 
basis for this concern, then the DEIR had the responsibility to present and explain the basis of 
that conclusion. Notably Impact GS-1 regarding seismic impact on the East Campus, concludes 
that the hazard is not significant without discussion of seismic-induced levee failure. That 
conclusion and the data provided are inadequate for the information purpose of a DEIR. 

CONCLUSION: The DEIR needs to be improved to provide data and discussion of East Campus 
geology and soils such that the impact of seismic-induced levee failure can be adequately 
analyzed and, as and if needed, mitigated. 

3.12 Hydrology and Water Quality 

As in other sections of environmental analysis, again this section minimizes its review of the 
East Campus by minimizing discussion and not providing a hydrology study. It is the East 
Campus that bares the greatest potential for flood hazard resulting from seismic-induced levee 

13.17 
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failure (see comment above) and/or overtopping due to sea-level-rise (SLR), particularly during 
a combination of winter’s extreme high tides and low atmospheric pressure of oncoming storms.  

It is important to recognize that the East Campus portion of the Menlo Park shoreline has unique,
direct exposure to the tides and SLR. Ravenswood Slough channels surround the majority of this 
campus. The lack of thorough hydrology study means we do not know what grading slope exists 
on this campus, data needed to determine the direction of flow of water if there was a flood event 
from any cause. Would water that overwhelms storm drain capacity tend to pool on campus, be 
routed to drainage swales (if any) or flow out onto Bayfront Expressway and through the tunnel 
below?   

The DEIR does report that the East Campus’ levees were last improved 28 years ago to a height 
of 10’ >msl. It also reports that subsidence or compaction has occurred in the levee such that at 
least some portions are down to 8.5’>msl although those levee sections are not identified. 
Compare this data with the DEIR’s report that the East Campus’ internal ground height is 9-13’ 
>msl.  Where is the discussion that interprets this data? Does the data indicate that there may be 
unchecked stormwater runoff over the levees into the marsh-lined slough channels, perhaps 
carrying pollutants directly into endangered species habitat? Or does it indicate locations where 
the levee could be overtopped by high tides? Or is there data not provided that can respond to 
every one of the questions raised here? 

Mitigation measure HY_2.1 calls for the preparation of supporting data regarding flood risk to 
the West Campus, including relevant hydraulic and hydrologic analyses. This suggests that 
proper analysis of flood risk to the West Campus has not been carried out and that mitigation 
measures shall be illegally developed outside the CEQA process. Prior to project approval, 
proponents should conduct a hydraulic and hydrologic study for the East and West Campus that 
fully considers the full extent of flood risk for the Project.

It is also evident the West Campus flood analysis provided in the DEIR is based on 100-year 
base flood elevations, which are maximum still water elevations for San Francisco Bay. This 
fails to fully address the potential for wave runup and amplification of tidal surges associated 
with sea level rise. Given the Project’s close proximity to the Bay, potential for subsidence and 
liquefaction in the event of an earthquake, current analysis of the Project is wholly deficient to 
fully ascertain risk to human life and the surrounding environment. 

Having direct exposure to the daily flow of Bay tides also means that the East Campus’ levees, 
essentially built upon mounded Bay mud, can erode and weaken. What practices are in place or 
need to be established to monitor the condition of these levees and take maintenance action 
when/if needed? 

Climate change is producing extreme swings of weather conditions. Perhaps not this year but 
extraordinary storms with greater water content will occur. When that happens, does the East 
Campus have capacity to contain storm water without overtopping levees into the Bay or, if 
storms occur during high tides, to contain some level of inbound overtopping? Will the waters 
simply pour out along Bayfront Expressway?  The DEIR describes the Expressway as 7.5’ above 
FEMA’s base flood elevation, a height intended to provide one form of flood barrier for east 
Menlo Park developed areas. That height is based on a 2007 FEMA standard that has not been 

13.19 
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revised to more recent BCDC-used projections for SLR. Does that mean that the 7.5’ BFE is 
misleading as to the degree of protection it provides? 

Even if the Expressway provides a barrier protecting east Menlo Park, what impact would water 
draining from a flooded East Campus through storm drains have on the drainage system serving 
the West Campus and nearby neighborhoods?  What controls would be in place for flood waters 
that traveled through the tunnel to the other side of the Expressway? 

Clearly there are many questions that arise from the failure of the DEIR to include adequate 
analysis of flood hazards on the East Campus at a time when the property has changed hands and 
when studies under prior ownership predate today’s standards and conditions. 

CONCLUSION:  Comprehensive hydrology studies of the East Campus must be completed and 
used to assess impacts and develop appropriate mitigations./ 

Overall, the conclusion must be that the DEIR needs broad rework to address the CEQA issues 
of segmenting and inadequacy and to identify impacts and mitigation that would be suited to the 
Project as a whole and would adequately inform all affected and interested parties.  

The CCCR is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit corporation established by citizens who led the efforts that 
founded the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge in 1972. Fully volunteer-
run, it acts to ensure that the Refuge fulfills its Congressional acquisition authority to expand its 
land holdings to protect special and sensitive habitats and wildlife along the South Bay’s shores. 
Very similarly, it acts on behalf of the continuous protection of the wildlife and habitats the 
Refuge must provide. Toward that same outcome the CCCR provides newsletters and sponsors 
workshops and youth wildlife programs.  

With hope that comments provided here will receive all due consideration, please feel free to 
contact me at wildlifestewards@aol.com or 408-257-7599 for any desired clarification. 

Yours truly, 

Eileen P. McLaughlin 

CC: Florence LaRiviere, Chair, CCCR 
 Carin High, Vice-Chair, CCCR 
 Eric Mruz, Manager, Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge 
 John Bourgeois, Executive Manager, South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project    

ATTACH:   US FWS 2009 map of the Don Edwards SF Bay National Wildlife Refuge 
  South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project 2003 Map 

13.23 
Cont.
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13. Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge, Eileen P. McLaughlin (letter dated 
January 30, 2012) 

13.1 The commentor states that the Draft EIR’s evaluation of the Project should include 
assessment of potential impacts related to the Tenant Improvements (TIs) at the East 
Campus in addition to the Trip Cap and development of the West Campus. Please refer to 
Master Response 2 for further information regarding the exclusion of the TIs from the 
Draft EIR’s analysis of the East Campus.  

13.2 The commentor expresses concern regarding the adequacy of the Biological Resources 
discussion and consultation during the scoping process.  The City has conducted meetings 
with representatives from the environmental community and concerns raised at those 
meetings have been addressed in both the Draft EIR and the Final EIR.  Page 3.1-4 of the 
Draft EIR explains that, because the Project at the East Campus does not involve any 
ground-disturbing construction activities, impacts to biological resources from this phase of 
the Project have not been evaluated. In general, the increased intensity of use at the East 
Campus would not create a substantive effect upon biological resources in the area. 
Activity on the East Campus would largely be confined to the inner courtyard areas of the 
campus, which are many hundreds of feet away from adjoining natural areas. In between 
these courtyards and the natural areas lies an extensive parking area, a perimeter fence, and 
a substantial vegetative barrier and a levee that surrounds the entire East Campus. 
Consequently, the Draft EIR correctly assumes that the intensification of use within the 
East Campus perimeter in particular would not affect the biological resources within 
adjoining areas.  

 Page 3.10-13, second paragraph, of the Draft EIR states, “the West Campus is separated 
from the Refuge and restoration Project sites by the Bayfront Expressway and a levee.  
Implementation of the West Campus phase would not involve any construction outside the 
currently developed/disturbed boundaries.” Therefore, despite close proximity, the Project 
is effectively isolated from surrounding natural areas, which minimizes noise, light, and 
other impacts from affecting the surrounding wetlands and natural areas. 

 In addition to consideration of the comments listed in the Citizens Committee to Complete 
the Refuge NOP letter dated May 26, 2011, the City conducted a meeting with 
representatives from the South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project on August 24, 2011 to 
discuss preparation of the Draft EIR. The City then met again on February 29, 2012 with 
the representatives from the Committee for Green Foothills, Citizens Committee to 
Complete the Refuge, Sierra Club, Audubon Society, California Native Plant Society, and 
California Coastal Conservancy. The City considered the concerns voiced at that meeting 
and has addressed those issues throughout this document.  Following receipt of the letters 
on the Draft EIR and the meetings mentioned above, the City conducted additional analysis 
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and field visits to confirm the information presented in the Draft EIR as well as 
summarized in this Response to Comments.  

13.3 The commentor asserts that the Draft EIR did not indicate that the Don Edwards San 
Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) surrounds the East Campus, or that the 
extensive wetland area was part of the South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project. The 
commentor further asserts that the Draft EIR did not adequately address impacts to special-
status species or potential conflicts with management of those lands and ongoing 
restoration projects in the area. The Draft EIR indicated that the East Campus lies adjacent 
to the Refuge and the Restoration Project with the following statement on page 3.10-4: 
“Salt and brackish water marshes that border the southern portion of the Bay occur to the 
north and west of the East Campus are a part of the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay 
National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) and are associated with the South Bay Salt Pond 
Restoration Project.” Further, notices were sent to both the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) and the Restoration Project informing them of the Project EIR process.  

 It is important to note that the Project site is not a part of the Refuge or of the lands that are 
the subject of the Restoration Project and the East Campus site, the most proximate to the 
Refuge, has been built and occupied since the early 1990’s. The Draft EIR provides 
detailed information concerning the sensitive resources that are present in the adjacent 
wetlands. Table 3.10-1, for instance, provides a listing of special-status species that occur 
in the area. Page 3.10-15 contains analysis of “Indirect Impacts on Special-Status Species 
Inhabiting the Adjacent Water Marshes.” Information contained within the Draft EIR and 
further clarified in this Response to Comments demonstrates that the Project would not 
have a significant effect on the wetlands and special-status species that are present on the 
Refuge and within the Restoration Project area. The East Campus, which is most relevant 
to this discussion, does not propose new uses at the site that have not already been 
occurring for many years. No expansion of the site footprint is proposed, nor is any 
encroachment into adjacent wetlands proposed. The City remains committed to its 
continuing support and participation in activities such as the Restoration Project. The City 
has provided funding for the Restoration Project and has been a participant since its 
inception. Similarly, the City maintains a cooperative relationship with its neighbors, 
including federal partners like the Refuge. 

13.4 The commentor questions the amount of traffic impacts that are considered significant and 
unavoidable. As analyzed in Section 3.5, Transportation, the Project would result in 
significant and unavoidable impacts to intersections, roadway segments, and routes of 
regional significance.  If the Project is approved, then the City would need to adopt a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations for the significant and unavoidable traffic impacts.  
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the Statement of Overriding Considerations 
would balance the benefits of the Project against its unavoidable environmental effects. If 
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City Council finds that the benefits of the Project outweigh the impacts, then the adverse 
environmental effects may be considered acceptable, as allowed by CEQA. 

 The Draft EIR considers alternatives to reduce the significant and unavoidable traffic 
impacts; however, only the No Project Alternative would reduce these impacts.  As 
discussed on page 5-34 of the Draft EIR, the Reduced Intensity Alternative involving a 25 
percent reduction in daily trips is the only other alternative that has been deemed feasible. 
This alternative would result in a reduction of the Trip Cap in order to limit the amount of 
daily trips to and from the Project site. Nonetheless, such a reduction would not be enough 
to reduce any of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the Project analysis. 

 The commentor also requests that mitigation be adopted to require the Project Sponsor to 
create a permanent partnership with the Refuge and the Restoration Project. As discussed 
on pages 3.10-13 through 3.10-18 of the Draft EIR, the Project at the West Campus could 
have potentially significant impacts on special status species at the site, special-status 
species at the adjacent water marshes, and wildlife corridors or nursery sites. However, 
with implementation of Mitigation Measures BR-1.1, BR-2.1, and BR-4.1, as well as 
additional mitigation measures identified further in this Response to Comments, these 
potentially significant impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. There is no 
nexus between the Project and the Refuge or Restoration Project that would compel the 
City to establish a mitigation requirement under CEQA. CEQA Guidelines Section 15041 
authorizes lead agencies to adopt mitigation “in order to substantially lessen or avoid 
significant effects on the environment.” Since no significant effect has been identified that 
would affect either the Refuge or the Restoration Project, no mitigation is warranted. 
While there may be merit to such a partnership, such a requirement would be better suited 
as a condition of approval or as part of a Development Agreement between the City and the 
Project Sponsor, rather than an EIR mitigation measure.  

13.5 This comment pertains to characterization of baseline conditions in the Draft EIR and the 
use of different baseline timelines for the East Campus and West Campus. Please refer to 
Master Response 1 for further information regarding baseline conditions identified in the 
Draft EIR. 

13.6 The commentor requests that the Refuge and the Restoration Project be considered in the 
cumulative impact analysis. The commentor also suggests that the Dumbarton Rail 
Corridor Project be removed from the Tier 2 analysis. As per CEQA requirements, 
cumulative projects considered in the Draft EIR’s cumulative analysis include those 
projects that could, together with the Project, contribute to an adverse effect on the 
environment.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15355 defines a cumulative impact as “two or 
more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which 
compound or increase other environmental impacts.” This includes projects that would, for 
instance, induce growth, and would, in turn, affect regional transportation, air quality, 
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greenhouse gas emissions, population growth, or other environmental impacts. Since the 
Restoration Project is not a growth-inducing development or a project that would create an 
adverse effect on the environment, it is not appropriate to include it in the cumulative 
impact analysis of this Project. In fact, the Restoration Project could more accurately be 
described as having a positive effect on the environment. As indicated in the South Bay Salt 
Pond Restoration EIR/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), three impacts were identified 
as significant and unavoidable. These include impacts related to flood risks, foraging 
habitat for ruddy ducks, and removal of recreational features. The remaining impacts were 
identified as either less than significant or as beneficial. None of the three identified 
significant and unavoidable impacts would result in cumulative impacts not already 
identified in the Draft EIR. Therefore, it is neither necessary nor appropriate to include the 
Restoration Project in the cumulative impact analysis.  

 The commentor also suggests that the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project be removed from 
the Tier 2 analysis. At a meeting with the City of Menlo Park Administrative Services 
Department as recently as November 1, 2011, it was determined that the future Dumbarton 
station would likely be located in Menlo Park.  According to a comment letter submitted by 
the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (JPB) regarding the Facebook Project, the Draft 
EIS/EIR for the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project is anticipated to be released in late spring 
2012.  The commentor from the JPB also states that including the Dumbarton Rail Corridor 
Project as a Tier 2 project is the correct characterization of the project in relation to the 
Facebook Project.1  In addition, the Saltworks Project, in the Redwood Shores area, is also 
still included as a Tier 2 project in the cumulative analysis.  As such, no changes to the 
Tier 2 project list will be made. 

13.7 The commentor states that the Land Use section (Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR) should 
include discussions of the following policies and plans: the National Wildlife Refuge System 
Act (NWRSAA) of 1966, the Final EIS/EIR for the South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project, 
and the San Francisco Bay Tidal Marsh Recovery Plan (TMRP). As stated previously in 
Response 13.3, above, the Project site is not a part of the Refuge or of the lands that are 
the subject of the Restoration Project. The Project would not encroach upon Refuge or 
Restoration Project lands, and no significant impacts from Project implementation relative 
to those lands have been identified. No approvals would be required from the Refuge, and 
the Project is outside its jurisdiction. The NWRSAA is not applicable to the Menlo Park 
Facebook Campus Project.  

 The TMRP is also not applicable to the Project site. The Project would not encroach upon 
tidal lands that are the subject of the recovery effort, and would not inhibit the ability of the 
participating entities to carry out the recovery process. Applicable regulatory agencies, 

                                                            
1  Hilda Lafebre, DBI, Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board, Letter to the City of Menlo Park, January 30, 

2012.  See Letter 6 of this Responses to Comments document. 
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such as the USFWS and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), have been 
provided the opportunity to comment on the Project, but to date have not formally done so.  

 The standards of significance for analyzing the land use impacts in the Draft EIR are from 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  As stated on page 3.2-8 of the Draft EIR, the land 
use analysis in Section 3.2 discusses whether the Project would “conflict with any 
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
Project.”  Approvals needed from responsible agencies are listed on page 2-35 of the Draft 
EIR.  Since the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and 
Game would not have jurisdiction over the Project, the Land Use section only focuses on 
plans and policies of the responsible agencies, with the main focus on the City of Menlo 
Park.  Consequently, the Land Use section of the Draft EIR does not require revision 
under CEQA.  

13.8 The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not present the appropriate aesthetic 
relationship of the Project to the Refuge and the SBSP Restoration Project. The Existing 
Conditions subsection of Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR describes the current visual setting of 
the Project area and does not consider what the area could look like in the future.  Page 
3.3-4 of the Draft EIR describes the local existing setting and the Bay, salt ponds, and 
Ravenswood Slough to the north, east, and west of the Project site.  In the Environmental 
Analysis subsection, starting on page 3.3-16, the Draft EIR analyzes the existing aesthetic 
setting plus the changes at the West Campus with the implementation of the Project.  Since 
the SBSP Restoration Project has not been implemented, it is not considered in the 
analysis.  Nonetheless, per the comment’s suggestions, the following changes have been 
made to the Draft EIR to further clarify the relationship between the salt ponds, marshes, 
and Ravenswood Slough. 

 The following revision has been made to the last paragraph on page 3.3-4 of the Draft EIR: 

 Pedestrian and bicycle trails are located in the vicinity of the Project site. A 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) Public Shore Trail 
borders the East Campus and runs along the perimeter, on top of the site’s 
levee.  providing its. Users with  of the trail have views of the salt ponds, the 
marshes of Ravenswood Slough, the Bay, and the Santa Cruz Mountain Range, 
as well as the East Bay Hills on clear days. 

 The following revision has been made to the second full paragraph on page 3.3-10 of the 
Draft EIR: 

 BCDC Public Shore Trail. The West Campus is visible from the western 
portion of the existing BCDC Public Shore Trail, which runs along on top of 
the perimeter levee of the East Campus, as explained above. Figure 3.3-3a 
depicts the existing view from the BCDC Public Shore Trail facing south 
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towards the West Campus. From this vantage point, the foreground views 
feature the trail, the marsh of the Ravenswood Slough, and the salt ponds.  
Middleground views include Bayfront Expressway, the vegetation on the West 
Campus, the rooftops of the existing West Campus buildings, and the electrical 
transmission towers and lines. 

 The following change has been made to the third full paragraph on page 3.3-10 of the Draft 
EIR: 

 Bay Trail. The Bay Trail travels to the north of Bayfront Expressway, across 
the road from the West Campus. This segment of the Bay Trail, as shown in 
Figure 3.3-3b, runs between the salt ponds and marsh of Ravenswood Slough 
to the north and Bayfront Expressway to the south. 

 The following revision has been made to the second paragraph of page 3.3-23 of the Draft 
EIR: 

 BCDC Public Shore Trail (Viewpoint 1). The proposed development at the 
West Campus would significantly increase massing, height, and bulk over 
existing conditions. As shown in Viewpoint 1, Figure 3.3-6a, existing views 
from the BCDC Public Shore Trail facing south include the marsh of 
Ravenswood Slough and salt ponds in the foreground, Bayfront Expressway 
and the perimeter vegetation of the West Campus in the middleground, and the 
Santa Cruz Mountain Range in the background. 

 The following revision has been made to the last sentence starting on page 3.3-23 and 
continuing onto the first sentence on page 3.3-24 of the Draft EIR: 

 Views from all of the scenic viewpoints generally tend to focus away from the 
West Campus and more towards the north, where views encompass panoramic 
and expansive scenery of the Ravenswood Slough marsh, salt ponds, Bay, and 
the East Bay Hills. 

 The following revision has been made to the first full sentence on page 3.3-25 of the Draft 
EIR: 

 The vacant buildings, unmanaged vegetation, and unkempt land that do not 
complement the natural quality of the salt ponds and marshes of Ravenswood 
Slough to the north or the Belle Haven neighborhood to the south. 

13.9 The commentor requests that the Draft EIR include a description of the current and future 
heights of the East Campus levees.  The height of the existing levee is described on page 
3.12-33 of the Draft EIR. As stated, the East Campus is surrounded by levees at an 
elevation of approximately 9 to 13 feet, which is equal to or higher than the reported 
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finished elevation of the East Campus of approximately 9 feet. In addition, the views from 
the East Campus looking towards the Bay are described as blocked by the existing levee on 
page 3.3-9 of the Draft EIR.  The perimeter levee is an existing condition and, therefore, 
not analyzed as a potential impact to the visual setting in the Draft EIR.  

 Additionally, the levee surrounding the East Campus is not proposed to be raised under the 
Project. As such, since this action is speculative and the potential future heights are 
unknown, taller levees are not discussed in the Draft EIR.  If a project is proposed in the 
future to raise the levees, a subsequent environmental review will be prepared at that time, 
if warranted.  

13.10 The commentor requests a photomontage from the high point of Bedwell Bayfront Park 
looking toward the Project.  A photomontage from the lower elevation of Bayfront Park is 
provided as Figure 3.3-8 (Viewpoint 3) on page 3.3-19 of the Draft EIR.  As described on 
page 3.3-23 of the Draft EIR, the West Campus is at a significant distance from the park 
(approximately 1.15 miles).  As such, views of the proposed development are mainly 
obstructed by foreground views of the marsh and salt ponds and middleground views of 
Bayfront Expressway and vegetation.  Due to distance and intervening topography, the 
proposed buildings appear to blend with their surroundings and do not obstruct the visual 
setting of the surrounding area.   

 Although a photomontage of the higher elevations of Bayfront Park is not included in the 
Draft EIR, Figure 3.3-3d on page 3.3-11 of the Draft EIR depicts this vantage point.  As 
described on page 3.3-12 of the Draft EIR, from the top of the low-rolling hills of Bayfront 
Park, looking southeast towards the Project site and across Bayfront Expressway, the views 
are expansive.  However, from the location shown in Figure 3.3-3d of the Draft EIR, the 
Project site appears as a small element within the landscape, flanked by existing 
development, utility transmission lines and towers, and mature vegetation.  The salt ponds 
and Bayfront Expressway provide focal elements in the foreground and middleground 
views from this hillside location.  As such, the proposed building heights would not 
substantially affect this vista due to the distance of the viewers to the Project site, the 
superior position of the viewers relative to the Project site, the urban nature of the area to 
the south of Bayfront Expressway, and the vast expanse of Bay views, which focus the 
viewers attention away from the Project site.  Therefore, since the Project at the West 
Campus would appear insignificant compared to its surroundings, an additional 
photomontage is not necessary and has not been added to the Draft EIR. 

13.11 The commentor asserts that the biological resource impact evaluation and mitigation 
measures need to be supplemented to include measures directed towards impacts from 
collisions of birds with Project buildings and impacts to birds from Project lighting. The 
issue of hazards to birds resulting from buildings and urban lighting is a developing issue 
that has been receiving a great deal of attention in recent years. A number of jurisdictions 
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across the country have adopted bird-safe guidelines for buildings. In the Bay Area, the 
City of San Francisco recently adopted planning and design standards for bird-safe 
buildings. 2  Additional recommendations have been adopted by the American Bird 
Conservancy.3 Upon consideration of this comment, the City of Menlo Park has determined 
that impacts to birds from collisions and Project lighting at the West Campus constitute a 
potentially significant impact. The East Campus is not addressed because it is an existing 
condition and no changes are proposed to which bird-related mitigation measures related to 
collisions would apply. The City has determined that the Project would benefit from the 
implementation of bird-safe design standards. Implementation of these standards would 
effectively ensure the Project’s impact in this regard remain at a less-than-significant level.  

 Accordingly, the discussion of Impact BR-4 on pages 3.10-16 and 3.10-17 of the Draft EIR 
are amended as follows: 

BR-4 Impacts to Wildlife Corridors or Nursery Sites. The removal of trees, shrubs, 
or woody vegetation with implementation of the Project at the East Campus and 
West Campus would have a potentially significant impact on the movement of 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife 
nursery sites. In addition, Project buildings and lighting at the West Campus 
would have the potential to injure or cause death to birds from collision and 
other factors. (PS) 

Existing shrubs and trees on the East Campus and West Campus could provide 
nesting habitat for a variety of native migratory birds. The existing buildings at 
the West Campus would be demolished, existing landscaping removed, and the 
site would be developed with new buildings and landscaping. Therefore, most 
or all of the existing shrubs along the perimeter of the property, along with 
those associated with the landscaping around the existing buildings on the West 
Campus would be removed. Approximately 13 trees would be removed from 
the East Campus to accommodate improvements to the undercrossing of 
Bayfront Expressway and Willow Road. If nesting migratory birds are present 
(i.e., nests containing eggs or youths), tree and shrub removal associated with 
the redevelopment of the West Campus could result in the loss of those birds 
caused by the direct mortality of adult or young birds, nest destruction, or 
disturbance of nesting native migratory bird species resulting in nest 
abandonment and/or the loss of reproductive effort. Native migratory bird 

                                                            
2  City of San Francisco Planning Department. Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings. Adopted July 14, 2011, 

website: http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/publications_reports/bird_safe_bldgs/Standards%20for%20Bird 
%20Safe%20Buildings%20-%2011-30-11.pdf, accessed March 8, 2012. 

3  American Bird Conservancy. Bird-Friendly Building Design. 2011, website:  http://www.abcbirds.org/ 
newsandreports/BirdFriendlyBuildingDesign.pdf, accessed March 8, 2012. 
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species are protected by both State (CDFG Code Sections 3503 and 3513) and 
federal (MBTA of 1918) laws. Disruption of nesting birds, resulting in the 
abandonment of active nests, or the loss of active nests through structure 
removal would be a potentially significant impact. 

Further, injury or death to birds could result from collisions with West Campus 
buildings and from improper lighting at the Project site that could serve to 
misdirect or confuse birds. The potential for these types of impacts could be 
heightened based upon the Project’s location near areas used by birds. Impacts 
to birds from Project buildings and improper lighting would be a potentially 
significant impact.   

MITIGATION MEASURES. The following measures would reduce the potentially 
significant impacts to nesting migratory birds and impacts to birds from Project 
buildings and lighting at both the East Campus and West Campus to less than 
significant. (LTS) 

BR-4.1 Identify and Protect Nesting Migratory Birds at the East Campus and 
West Campus. The Project Sponsor shall implement the following 
measures to reduce impacts to nesting migratory birds: 

a. To facilitate compliance with State and federal law (Fish and Game 
Code and the MBTA) and prevent impacts to nesting birds, the 
Project Sponsor shall avoid the removal of trees, shrubs, or weedy 
vegetation February 1 through August 31 during the bird nesting 
period. If no vegetation or tree removal is proposed during the 
nesting period, no surveys are required. If it is not feasible to avoid 
the nesting period, a survey for nesting birds shall be conducted by 
a qualified wildlife biologist no earlier than seven days prior to the 
removal of trees, shrubs, weedy vegetation, buildings, or other 
construction activity. 

b. Survey results shall be valid for the tree removals for 21 days 
following the survey. If the trees are not removed within the 21-
day period, then a new survey shall be conducted. The area 
surveyed shall include all construction areas as well as areas within 
150 feet outside the boundaries of the areas to be cleared or as 
otherwise determined by the biologist. 

 In the event that an active nest for a protected species of bird is 
discovered in the areas to be cleared, or in other habitats within 150 
feet of construction boundaries, clearing and construction shall be 
postponed for at least two weeks or until the biologist has determined 
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that the young have fledged (left the nest), the nest is vacated, and 
there is no evidence of second nesting attempts. 

BR-4.2 Implement Bird-Safe Design Standards into West Campus Building and 
Lighting Design. All new buildings and lighting features constructed or 
installed at the West Campus shall be implemented to at least a level of 
“Select Bird-Safe Building” standards as defined in the City of San 
Francisco Planning Department’s “Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings,” 
adopted July 14, 2011. These design features shall include 
minimization of bird hazards as defined in the standards. With respect 
to lighting, the West Campus shall: 

 Be designed to minimize light pollution including light trespass, 
over-illumination, glare, light clutter, and skyglow while using 
bird-friendly lighting colors when possible.   

 Avoid uplighting, light spillage, event search lights, and use green 
and blue lights when possible. 

 Turn off unneeded interior and exterior lighting from dusk to dawn 
during migrations: February 15 through May 31 and August 15 
through November 30. 

 Include window coverings on rooms where interior lighting is used 
at night that adequately block light transmission and motion sensors 
or controls to extinguish lights in unoccupied spaces. 

 Implementation of Mitigation Measure BR-4.2 would ensure that the Project’s 
potential impact with respect to bird collisions would be less than significant.  

 In response to the changes to Impact BR-4 listed above, the following text 
change has been made on page 3.1-5 of the Draft EIR.  

Because this does not involve any ground-disturbing construction activities or 
exterior modifications to existing buildings, several technical discussions in this 
section do not apply to the East Campus, as follows: 

 Aesthetics;  

 Wind; and 

 Cultural Resources; and.  

 Biological Resources.  
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The remaining technical chapters (Transportation, Air Quality, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, Noise, Biological Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, and Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Population and 
Housing, Public Services, and Utilities) analyze impacts related to both the 
East Campus and the West Campus. However, three four of these sections 
(Biological Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality, and 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials) have both population-based and footprint-
based thresholds and the East Campus is only evaluated where appropriate. 

 In response to the changes to Impact BR-4 listed above, the following text change has been 
made on page 3.10-1 of the Draft EIR: 

The changes in the Conditional Development Permit (CDP) for the East 
Campus would not result in impacts to biological resources; therefore, with the 
exception of tree removal at the undercrossing of Willow Road and Bayfront 
Expressway, Project impacts at the East Campus are not discussed further in 
this section. 

 The commentor also requests that the Tier 2 cumulative analysis on page 3.3-39 of the 
Draft EIR be revised to include the SBSP Restoration Project. Please refer to Response 
13.6, above. 

13.12 The commentor expresses concern about mitigation measure TR-1C at Willow Road and 
Bayfront Expressway which would add two lanes to northbound Willow Road and require 
additional right-of-way acquisition. The commentor states that any widening of the roadway 
would require historical analysis for contaminants of the acquired land and environmental 
analysis of expanding the roadway onto a possible wetland migration location. 
Additionally, the text on page 3.5-84 under the heading “c.” Willow Road and Bayfront 
Expressway” discusses the Marsh and Middlefield Road intersection. Only one eastbound 
right turn lane is proposed for the mitigation measure at the intersection of Willow Road 
and Bayfront Expressway. Mitigation measures have been proposed to determine what 
would be required to lower delay to a less-than-significant level. All possible options for 
mitigation measures have been examined and the most feasible has been included in the 
Draft EIR.  

 In response to this comment, the following text has been revised on page 3.5-84 of the 
Draft EIR: 

c. Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway Marsh Road and Bayfront 
Expressway 

 As illustrated in Table 3.5-31 in Chapter 5 of this document (Revisions to the Draft EIR), 
the mitigation measure at Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway is infeasible and under 
the jurisdiction of Caltrans. To that end, since this mitigation measure could not adequately 
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mitigate the identified impact, it would not likely be implemented. If indeed Caltrans 
elected to implement this mitigation measure, the appropriate environmental review, 
including consideration of wetland impacts, would be conducted.  

13.13 The commentor asserts that the analysis contained within the Draft EIR did not consider 
impacts to resources adjoining the Project site. The commentor further asserts that 
additional information resources should have been consulted during preparation of the 
Draft EIR, specifically those relating to biological resources. As noted above in Responses 
13.3 and 13.7, the Draft EIR provides detailed information concerning the sensitive 
resources that are present in the adjacent wetlands and other areas. Table 3.10-1, for 
instance, provides a listing of special-status species that have been documented to occur 
within a two-mile radius of the Project site. This would include all special-status species 
that occur in adjoining habitats. Page 3.10-15 of the Draft EIR contains analysis of 
“Indirect Impacts on Special-Status Species Inhabiting the Adjacent Water Marshes.” That 
discussion analyzed impacts to special-status species such as western snowy plover, salt 
marsh common yellowthroat, California black rail, California clapper rail, salt marsh 
harvest mouse and salt marsh wandering shrew. Information contained within the Draft 
EIR, and further clarified in this Response to Comments, demonstrates and amplifies that 
the Project would not have a significant effect on the wetlands and special-status species 
that are present on adjoining natural areas.  

 Information contained within the Draft EIR was obtained from relevant sources in 
accordance with professional standards by qualified biologists familiar with area ecology. 
The information in the Draft EIR adequately inventories the sensitive biological resources 
that are likely to occur both on and off the Project site and assesses the likely impacts to 
those species from Project implementation. Analysis contained within the Draft EIR 
demonstrates that the Project sites are located within previously disturbed and developed 
areas that contain minimal natural resource values. For the most part, the Project proposes 
no new uses at either site that have not already been occurring in the area for many years. 
Surrounding areas would be subject to minimal effects from the Project, and any impacts 
identified would be mitigated to less than significant levels. The biological resources 
information contained within the Draft EIR fully meets the requirements of CEQA in that it 
accurately identifies, assesses, and presents the environmental impacts associated with the 
Project. It provides the public with meaningful information that allows them to respond 
accordingly to action with which it disagrees, as required by CEQA. The information and 
analysis contained in the Draft EIR is adequate and provided by qualified experts. The 
comment does not raise any new environmental issues not already thoroughly analyzed in 
the Draft EIR. 
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13.14 The commentor asserts that the Draft EIR did not present an adequate regulatory overview 
of the Project site, including the applicability of the National Wildlife Refuge System 
Administration Act (NWRSAA), the San Francisco Bay Tidal Marsh Recovery Plan 
(TMRP), and the Final EIS/EIR for the South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project. Please 
refer to Responses 13.3 and 13.7, above.  

13.15 The commentor asserts that the existing conditions descriptions relating to offsite biological 
resources are inadequate and incorrect. As noted above Responses 13.3 and 13.7, the 
information contained within the Draft EIR provides detailed information concerning the 
sensitive resources that are present in the adjacent wetlands. Table 3.10-1, for instance, 
provides a listing of special-status species that occur in the area. Page 3.10-15 contains 
analysis of “Indirect Impacts on Special-Status Species Inhabiting the Adjacent Water 
Marshes.” Information contained within the Draft EIR and further clarified in this 
Response to Comments demonstrates that the Project would not have a significant effect on 
the wetlands and special-status species that are present on adjoining wetland areas. The 
East Campus, which is most relevant to this discussion, proposes no new uses at the site 
that have not already been occurring for many years. No expansion of the site footprint is 
proposed, nor is any encroachment into adjacent wetlands proposed. The City 
acknowledges the biological value of the adjoining wetlands, but cannot find any additional 
evidence provided by the commentor that would suggest that the findings presented in the 
Draft EIR are not valid or are inadequately supported.  

13.16 The commentor asserts that the Draft EIR’s discussion of special-status species is 
inadequate. Information relevant to California clapper rail is provided as an example. As 
noted above in Responses 13.3 and 13.7, the information contained within the Draft EIR 
provides detailed information concerning the sensitive resources that are likely to be 
present both on and off the Project site. Table 3.10-1, for instance, provides a listing of 
special-status species that occur in the area. The table is based upon information derived 
from databases such as the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). Information 
within the CNDDB is updated on an ongoing basis by biological resource professionals 
around the state, and is based upon direct observations of sensitive species and the 
assessment of habitats that can support those species. It is not intended to serve as a record 
of every siting of every sensitive species in every location. It is intended to be used as a 
tool for biological resource professionals to determine the likelihood of species occurrence 
in a given area and in a given habitat. Together with a habitat assessment, use of the 
CNDDB is standard professional practice for biologists conducting biological resource 
assessments throughout California. In fact, most biological surveys begin with a query to 
the CNDDB because it provides biologists with a starting point from which to begin their 
assessment. 

 The species listed in Table 3.10-1 were derived from the CNDDB and supplemented by 
additional information, such as the professional opinion of the Atkins biologist as to the 
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suitability of a given habitat to support a species. In the case of California clapper rail, 
information contained within the table, and also in a narrative discussion on page 3.10-6, 
disclosed that the species is known to occupy the wetland areas that adjoin the East 
Campus. The narrative discussion provides a broad overview of the species’ biology and 
habitat requirements. Table 3.10-1 informs the reader that the species has a very low 
probability of occurring on the Project sites due to lack of suitable habitat. The table also 
informs the reader that the species is likely to occur off the Project site in areas where there 
is suitable habitat.  

 In short, the information allows a reader to accurately understand the likelihood of 
occurrence of the species in the area and, accordingly, make a determination as to the 
likely effect of the Project on the species. In the case of California clapper rail, the analysis 
in the Draft EIR determined that the species is unlikely to occur on the Project sites, that it 
does occur in adjoining areas, and that implementation of the Project would not adversely 
affect the species, since the Project would not encroach into the species’ habitat or 
introduce a new use to the area that has not already been occurring for many years. This 
process of deduction, based upon easily-understood information and analysis, is what 
CEQA requires. Consequently, the information and analysis contained in the Draft EIR is 
adequate.  

13.17 The commentor asserts that the biological resource impact evaluation and mitigation 
measures need to be supplemented to include measures directed towards impacts from the 
following: 1) avian and terrestrial predators; 2) light spillover onto adjacent wetlands; 3) 
construction activities on migratory birds on the East Campus; 4) non-native landscaping; 
and 5) collisions of birds with Project buildings and other impacts to birds related to 
Project lighting. Mitigation directed towards avian predators on the West Campus was 
prescribed because new structures would be built at that location and, thus, a new potential 
impact would be created from Project implementation. These measures were not prescribed 
for the East Campus because no structural changes or additions to existing buildings or tall 
structures are planned for the site, therefore there would be no new impacts from Project 
implementation at the site. Any avian predation that is currently occurring at the East 
Campus site is an existing condition, and that condition would not change with 
implementation of the Project. Therefore, mitigation for avian predator impacts at the East 
Campus site is not warranted under CEQA, since the provisions of CEQA are directed only 
towards physical impacts that would arise from implementation of a project.  However, the 
commentor’s suggested mitigations relative to predators, light spillover, and native 
landscaping have been included in the DA as terms to which the Project Sponsor will 
commit. 

 The commentor suggests that terrestrial predators such as raccoons and feral cats could 
use the connecting tunnel between the two campuses to access habitats adjacent to the East 
Campus and thus increase predation on special-status species. It is important to note that 
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this undercrossing beneath the Bayfront Expressway already exists. While currently not in 
use by pedestrians and bicyclists, the undercrossing is already available for use by wildlife, 
so presumably the potential use by predators suggested by the commentor could already be 
occurring and is thus an existing condition and would not be a new impact created by the 
Project. If anything, the improvement and increased use of the undercrossing would likely 
discourage use by predators. The undercrossing is currently unlit and unmaintained, and 
thus provides an ideal corridor for predators since they can transit from one area to the 
other without disturbance. The Project would improve, light, and maintain the 
undercrossing, and the facility would be regularly used by pedestrians and bicyclists. 
Therefore, the undercrossing would be much less inviting to predators than it is currently. 
The conclusion is that there would be no new impact in this regard as a result of Project 
implementation, and the Project could actually have a positive effect in that it would 
decrease existing levels of predator activity in the tunnel. 

 The existing East Campus is a developed and active business park, where the presence of 
predatory species, such as raccoons, rats, and feral cats, would be very much out of 
character with the site’s intended use. There is no current evidence to indicate that the East 
Campus is harboring predatory wildlife or that it presents habitat that would be suitable for 
these types of creatures although it appears that feral cats have been fed in the past, but 
such activity has ceased. Similarly, once developed, the West Campus would also be a 
business park where the presence of predatory wildlife would be out of character. If 
anything, development of the West Campus would result in an improvement when 
compared with existing conditions, since the existing abandoned buildings and 
unmaintained vegetation provide ample habitat for the types of predatory creatures with 
which the commentor is concerned. This habitat would be removed as part of Project 
implementation, and would be replaced by maintained buildings and landscaping, which is 
not conducive to the presence of predatory wildlife. Based on each of these considerations, 
it is extremely unlikely that significant impacts resulting from predatory wildlife would be 
an issue at either the East Campus or the West Campus. 

 The commentor asserts that light and glare from the East Campus buildings could spill over 
into adjoining wetland habitat areas and thus disturb wildlife. Again, the Project does not 
propose to increase existing lighting at the East Campus. Implementation of the Project 
would not create any new impacts with respect to light spillover. In fact, based upon the 
existing layout and design of the campus, the level of light spillover that is currently 
occurring is negligible. This is due to the distance of campus building from the adjoining 
wetlands, the downshielding of existing parking lot lighting, and the presence of a 
substantial levee and vegetative barrier that surrounds the campus parking lot and separates 
it from the adjoining wetlands. In addition, the East Campus would be installed with energy 
efficiency technology with the desired goal of achieving Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) Gold certification. Part of these improvements would 
include the installation of daylighting controls and occupancy sensors to turn off lights 
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when they are not needed. Further, the installation of low wattage lighting fixtures as part 
of the energy efficiency improvement would have the effect of generally lessening the 
amount of light created at the campus. When replaced, windows would receive tinting and 
shading features to lessen energy loss, which would have the effect of lessening the amount 
of light projected through the windows from inside the buildings. Therefore, not only 
would the Project create no new impacts with respect to excess light, it would almost 
certainly result in an improved condition over that which is currently present at the site. 

 In the meetings mentioned above in Response 13.2, concerns related to noise on the East 
Campus were raised. Since concerns were discussed in the same context of the concerns 
over light spillage, a noise response is provided here. As stated in the discussion in 
Response 13.2, most operational activity on the East Campus would largely be confined to 
the inner courtyard areas of the campus, which are many hundreds of feet away from 
adjoining natural areas. As discussed in Section 3.8 (Noise), the decibel level of a sound 
decreases (or attenuates) exponentially as the distance from the source of that sound 
increases. In between these courtyards and the natural areas lies an extensive parking area, 
a perimeter fence, and a substantial vegetative barrier and a levee that surround the entire 
East Campus. All of these physical factors act as noise attenuation. In terms of noise 
related to moving vehicles, the speed limit on the internal roadways of the East Campus is 
limited to 25 miles per hour. Road noise is minimal from vehicles travelling at that speed. 
For these reasons, the East Campus would not expose nearby sensitive receptors to 
excessive noise levels.  

 Concerns over increased trail use and the resulting impact on the Refuge were also raised 
at the meeting noted in Response 13.2. It is acknowledged that Facebook employees are 
young and active and fit the user profile for the nearby Bay Trail and BCDC Trail. 
However, the number of new users on the nearby trails resulting from the Project is not 
expected to be substantial due to the onsite amenities offered at the East Campus. It is 
assumed that many Facebook employees will opt to recreate on the East Campus rather 
than leave the site. These amenities include a newly upgraded central courtyard and 
existing athletic amenities such as the sports field and basketball court in the northwest 
corner of the East Campus. Nevertheless, the commentor expressed concern that increased 
trail usage could affect biological resources at the Refuge. The City is not aware of any 
widely accepted threshold that specifies the point at which trail users may affect nearby 
wildlife. One relevant study on shorebirds around the San Francisco Bay concluded that no 
negative effect of trail use on the number of birds, species richness, or proportion of birds 
foraging, either overall or by season, when comparing trail to non-trail sites.4 Due to the 
amenities on the East Campus and the study cited, there would be no impact to biological 
resources on the refuge resulting from implementation of the Project at the East Campus.  

                                                            
4  Trulio, Lynne A. and Jana Sokale, Foraging Shorebird Response to Trail Use Around San Francisco Bay, 

Journal of Wildlife Management, 72(8):  1775-1780; 2008.  
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 The commentor asserts that the analysis contained within the discussion for Impact BR-4.1 
with respect to migratory nesting birds should extend to the entire Project rather than just 
the West Campus. Approximately 13 trees would be removed from the East Campus to 
accommodate improvements to the undercrossing of Bayfront Expressway and Willow 
Road. Thus, Mitigation Measure BR-4.1 has been revised to include the East Campus. 
Please refer to the text change noted in Response 13.11 above.  

 The commentor indicates that the proposed landscaping palette for the Project should be 
modified. Since changes to existing landscaping are not proposed for the East Campus, it is 
assumed that the commentor’s concerns center primarily on the West Campus. The Project 
Sponsor has agreed to implement a native landscaping palette on the West Campus.  With 
respect to the Projects potential impacts to birds from building collisions and Project 
lighting, this comment has been addressed previously in Response 13.11. Readers are 
directed to that response and no further discussion is required here. 

13.18 The commentor suggests the Draft EIR should have evaluated potential flood hazards 
resulting from seismic-induced levee failure at the East Campus.  The evaluation requested 
by the commentor concerns the effects of the environment on the East Campus, which is 
currently developed with buildings, roadways, parking lots, a paved courtyard, and 
landscaping.  No changes to the configuration of existing features are proposed on the East 
Campus.   

 CEQA requires an analysis of the effects of a project on the environment (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.2[a]). This fundamental concept was first established in 1995 in 
Baird v. County of Contra Costa (1995) 32 Cal.App.4th 1464, 1468, and more recently in 
City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified School Dist. (2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889, 905, 
South Orange County Wastewater Authority v. City of Dana Point (2011) 196 Cal.App.4th 
1604, 1614-1618, and Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011), filed 
November 9, 2011, case No. B231965 (Ballona Wetlands Land Trust).  Citing City of Long 
Beach v. Los Angeles Unified School Dist. (2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889, the Appellate 
Court in Ballona Wetlands Land Trust reiterated that “the purpose of an EIR is to identify 
the significant effects of a project on the environment, not the significant effects of the 
environment on the project.” The Appellate Court in Ballona Wetlands Land Trust also 
took issue with the second part of Section 15126.2(a), which established that an EIR must 
also analyze any significant environmental effects that a project might cause by bringing 
development and people into an area affected by a particular environmental condition.  The 
Court concluded that this requirement directly contradicted the basic tenet of CEQA, and 
that certain questions in the initial study checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines 
should not be considered. 

 The Draft EIR evaluates the data referenced by the commentor concerning levee failure.  
As stated on page 3.12-22 of the Draft EIR, the East Campus is surrounded by levees at an 
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elevation of approximately 9 to 13 feet, which is equal to or higher than the reported 
finished elevation of the East Campus of approximately 9 feet.  

 As stated on page 3.12-22 of the Draft EIR, the levees are not consistently higher than the 
East Campus.  This means that they do not provide a substantial amount of flood protection 
to the East Campus under existing conditions. If failure or damage of the levees were to 
occur in the future as a result of seismic activity, this would represent an effect of the 
environment on the Project.  When considered in the context of CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.2(a), in order for development at the East Campus to cause a change in the 
environment that would cause or increase seismic-induced levee failure to have an adverse 
flooding effect on the East Campus, the Project would have to make a physical change to 
the levees that could compromise their integrity. Such changes are not proposed as part of 
the Project. Therefore, there would be no impact.   

 Based on the foregoing, no additional analysis or supporting document of seismic-induced 
levee failure is necessary, and no new mitigation is required. 

13.19  The commentor expresses concern about stormwater flows from the East Campus and 
potential effects on endangered species habitat, in the context of potential levee failure or 
sea level rise flooding. As explained above in Response 13.18, CEQA requires an analysis 
of the effects of a project on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2[a]), not 
the environments effect on a project. As stated on pages 3.12-12 and 3.12-15 of the Draft 
EIR, the existing East Campus is fully developed with buildings, parking lots, roadways, 
sidewalks and courtyards, and landscaping, which were constructed in the 1990s.  Rainfall 
flows across impervious surfaces or as overland flow across vacant areas, leading into 
existing storm drain lines ranging in diameter from 12 to 24 inches, which discharge to a 
24-inch line south of the East Campus on Willow Road.  The Draft EIR clearly states that 
levees surround the East Campus.  The elevation of the levees is at approximately 9 to 13 
feet above mean sea level.  The average surface elevation of the East Campus is 
approximately 9 feet, and the site slopes gently to the north.  

 Page 3.15-17 of the Draft EIR describes the types of flooding that could affect the East 
Campus under existing conditions and potential sea level rise impacts are evaluated on 
pages 3.12-28 and 3.12-29.  The Draft EIR further notes that when combined with 
astronomical tides, even a 1-foot increase in mean sea level might result in the 100-year 
event high tide peak occurring at the 10-year event frequency. That is, the frequency of a 
current 100-year high tide could occur more often when sea levels increase to 1 foot above 
current msl (Draft EIR, page 3.12-28).  

 However, there are no aspects of the Project that would directly alter water surface 
elevations in the Bay or where sea level-rise induced flooding is projected to occur as a 
result of development of the East Campus. Re-use of the existing buildings and minor 
improvements to outdoor amenities would not alter the timing, frequency, or magnitude of 
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flooding at the East Campus, regardless of whether such flooding is the result of levee 
failure, sea level rise, high tides, or some combination thereof.   

 The increased employee population resulting from the Project could indirectly contribute to 
cumulative impacts related to climate change-induced sea level rise through greenhouse gas 
emissions (GHGs) associated with vehicle trips and energy use.  This cumulative impact is 
evaluated in the Draft EIR (Impact CC-1 in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions), 
which concludes cumulative impacts would be less than significant. Further, as explained 
on page 3.7-1 of the Draft EIR, it is currently not possible to link these GHGs emitted 
from a specific source or location to particular global climate changes, such as flooding due 
to sea level rise, and how that could affect a certain geographical area.  The Project, under 
CEQA, would not cause an indirect cumulative significant adverse impact related to 
flooding as a result of sea level rise due to GHG emissions; therefore, no mitigation 
measures are required.   

 A drainage report prepared for the East Campus concluded that there would be no changes 
in stormwater peak flow rates when comparing future conditions with the East Campus to 
existing conditions.  There is sufficient capacity in the existing storm drain system at the 
East Campus to accommodate the Project.5  As a result, stormwater from the East Campus 
would not “overwhelm” the storm drains, as suggested by the commentor. Because all 
flows would be directed to the existing storm drain system, which includes features to 
reduce pollutants in runoff (Best Management Practices) as required by the San Francisco 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, flows from the East Campus would not adversely 
affect endangered species habitat. 

 Based on the foregoing, no additional analysis or changes to the Draft EIR are necessary as 
a result of this comment. 

13.20 The commentor asserts the Draft EIR did not properly evaluate flood risk at the West 
Campus and East Campus, and that mitigation measures would be illegally developed 
outside the CEQA process. Page 3.12-15 of the Draft EIR discloses that the West Campus 
and East Campus are located within a FEMA Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) AE 
(Figure 3.12-4). As illustrated in Figure 3.12-4 of the Draft EIR, the AE zone encompasses 
a large area of flooding that extends along a significant portion of the Peninsula shoreline. 
Zone AE is a 100-year floodplain with base flood elevations (BFE) determined. 

 A site-specific hydraulic and hydrologic analysis was prepared for the West Campus, as 
stated on page 3.12-1 of the Draft EIR. The hydraulic and hydrologic analysis 
comprehensively evaluated flood risk at the West Campus to determine whether fill 

                                                            
5  BKF, Facebook @ Menlo Park East Campus Storm Drain Report, June 1, 2011.  This report is available for 

review at the City of Menlo Park Community Development Department, 701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA 
94025. 
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placement, the construction of new buildings, and addition of other above-ground features 
could cause or exacerbate on- or off-site flood risk by redirecting or impeding flood flows. 
The results are presented in Impacts HY-2 and HY-3, with numerous footnoted references 
to the West Campus report (Facebook @ Menlo Park West Campus Hydrology Report, 
November 21, 2011).  The report is included in Appendix 3.12-B of the Draft EIR, and 
Appendix B of this report (“Facebook Menlo Park, West Campus Flood Zone 
Description”) includes additional information. Appendix B of the West Campus Hydrology 
Report describes the nature and location of flooding on and adjacent to the West Campus as 
it relates to the current floodplain mapping and a detailed analysis of the hydraulic effects 
of fill placement.  The level of detail and analysis presented in Impacts HY-2 and HY-3, 
which is based on the Facebook @ Menlo Park West Campus Hydrology Report, is 
appropriate for this project-level Draft EIR.  

 The process outlined in Mitigation Measure HY-2.1 on page 3.12-25 of the Draft EIR is 
provided as redundancy mitigation to ensure compliance with FEMA regulations 
concerning revisions to adopted floodplain maps. The studies referred to in the mitigation 
measure comprise necessary documentation and would not result in new or more severe 
flood risk impacts than disclosed in the Draft EIR.  Thus, there is no illegal deferral of 
mitigation to address an environmental impact. 

 At the East Campus, the existing flood risk would not be exacerbated because no structures 
or fill would be placed in a manner that could impede or redirect flood flows on- or off-
site. There is an existing storm drainage system on the East Campus.  A drainage report 
prepared for the East Campus concluded that there would be no changes in peak flow rates 
when comparing project conditions with existing conditions. As a result, there would be no 
increased on- or off-site flood risk,6 resulting in less-than-significant impacts. Thus, no 
additional study is required for the East Campus concerning flood risk. 

13.21 The commentor suggests that the effects of wave runup and tidal surges associated with sea 
level rise have not been fully evaluated.  The commentor also asserts that subsidence and 
liquefaction have not been analyzed. The commentor is correct that the 100-year still water 
elevation was used in the hydrology analysis (Facebook @ Menlo Park West Campus 
Hydrology Report, November 21, 2011, included in Appendix 3.12-B of the Draft EIR). 
The still water elevation is the appropriate baseline for: determining hydraulic and 
hydrologic effects of development of the West Campus with regard to its location in a 
special flood hazard area, determining appropriate design of the Project to reduce flood 
risk at the West Campus, and ensuring development of the West Campus does not cause 
existing off-site flood risk to increase. 

                                                            
6  BKF, Facebook @ Menlo Park East Campus Storm Drain Report, June 1, 2011.  This report is available for 

review at the City of Menlo Park Community Development Department, 701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA 
94025.  
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 Impact HY-4 on pages 3.12-28 through 3.12-30 of the Draft EIR fully evaluates the 
potential effects of flooding hazards on the West Campus due to sea level rise. Contrary to 
the commentor’s assertion, the analysis does consider astronomical tides, noting even a 1-
foot increase in mean sea level might result in the 100-year event high tide peak occurring 
at the 10-year event frequency.  The Draft EIR concludes that the West Campus would not 
result in any changes in the timing or magnitude of sea level rise and, thus, would not 
increase the tidally influenced still water elevation, even during high tides.   

 However, the Draft EIR also concludes that the Project could cause an environmental effect 
if the Project does not account for sea level rise in its design or construction. This analysis 
is consistent with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a). Specifically, 
the second full paragraph on page 3.12-29 states that in order to comply with the flood 
hazard area development regulations, and to address 16-inch sea level rise at mid-century, 
the site would need to be elevated by placing fill.  Environmental effects associated with 
the placement of fill are evaluated in Impact HY-2.  

 The analysis in Impact HY-4 goes on to note that if the site drainage system is not designed 
properly to account for sea level rise, then it could cause on-site ponding. In addition, the 
Project could contribute additional flows to off-site drainage infrastructure (an effect of the 
Project related to sea level rise) that could cause damage to the environment or human 
health.  Mitigation Measures HY-4.1 and HY-4.2 on page 3.12-31 of the Draft EIR 
identify the actions that would be needed to ensure the physical development at the West 
Campus would not result in environmental effects that could be influenced by sea level 
rise. 

 Impact GS-1 in Section 3.11, Geology and Soils, evaluates the potential hazards associated 
with liquefaction and subsidence at the West Campus. The Draft EIR on page 3.11-14 
describes how buildings and infrastructure could be damaged by liquefaction and 
subsidence, which could cause injury or death to Project occupants and visitors.  Page 
3.11-5 of the Draft EIR specifically notes that the West Campus is in a Seismic Hazard 
Zone that requires special study to address these hazards.  Impact GS-2 in Section 3.11 also 
evaluates how placement of fill in the special flood hazard zone to increase the base flood 
elevation could result in unstable underlying soil conditions if the fill is not properly 
designed.   

 The potential risks associated with liquefaction and subsidence at the West Campus would 
be addressed through implementation of a regulatory scheme that is described on pages 
3.11-2 through 3.11-4 in the Draft EIR. Specifically, the 2010 California Building Code 
(CBC) requires that geotechnical investigations provide design criteria that would minimize 
impacts associated with strong groundshaking during an earthquake. The 2010 CBC also 
requires that all foundations and other improvements (i.e., roads, driveways, utilities) be 
designed by a licensed professional engineer. The improvements also need to be based on 
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site-specific soil investigations performed by a California Certified Engineering Geologist 
or Geotechnical Engineer to ensure the suitability (especially considering the existence of 
potentially liquefiable soils at the site) of the subsurface materials for adequately supporting 
the proposed structures. This would include designing foundations so they are able to 
tolerate or resist the anticipated total and differential settlement that can be caused by 
liquefaction. The City and the Project Sponsor would be responsible for ensuring that all 
recommendations from the investigations are incorporated in the Project, pursuant to State 
law.  

 The analyses presented in Impacts HY-2, HY-4, GS-1, and GS-2 of the Draft EIR fully 
address the potential environmental and human health effects related to sea level rise, 
liquefaction, and subsidence at the West Campus. Consequently, no additional analysis or 
changes to the Draft EIR are necessary as a result of this comment. 

13.22 The commentor suggests the levees surrounding the East Campus are susceptible to erosion 
or instability from tidal action and should be monitored and maintained as necessary.  As 
discussed in Response 13.18 above, the EIR is not required to evaluate impacts of the 
environment on the Project. The Development Agreement for the Sun Microsystems 
project originally stipulated that “the occupant of the site will periodically maintain and 
improve the levees in order to ensure that the condition of the levees remains adequate. 
Improvements will be implemented on an as needed basis.” 7  Levee monitoring and 
maintenance would be required as a condition of approval for the Project.  

13.23 The commentor seeks information whether climate change-induced changes in the frequency 
and magnitude of storms could cause flows from the East Campus to overtop the levees into 
the Bay, or if flooding from the Bay could impact the East Campus storm drain system.  A 
drainage report prepared for the East Campus concluded that there would be no changes in 
peak flow rates when comparing future conditions with the East Campus to existing 
conditions.  There is sufficient capacity in the existing storm drain system at the East 
Campus to accommodate the Project.8  As a result, stormwater from the East Campus 
would not overtop levees, as suggested by the commentor.   

 The Draft EIR on page 3.12-15 describes sources of coastal flooding at the East Campus 
and West Campus. The Draft EIR notes that coastal flooding is tidally influenced because 
of the incomplete system of levees along the bayfront, which includes numerous low points 
and openings that allow tides to overtop or bypass the levees.  This kind of flooding can 
result in localized ponding and temporarily affect storm drain capacity at the East Campus, 
resulting in changes to the timing and magnitude of tidal flooding in response to climate 

                                                            
7  City of Menlo Park, Development Agreement with Sun Microsystems, Inc., November 29, 1991, Exhibit F, 

List of Conditions, page 10. 
8  BKF, Facebook @ Menlo Park East Campus Storm Drain Report, June 1, 2011.  This report is available for 

review at the City of Menlo Park Community Development Department, 701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA 
94025.  
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change.  Existing flood risk and future flood risk at the East Campus in response to climate 
change-induced changes in storm frequency or intensity represent conditions that would 
remain unchanged by the Project.  

 As noted elsewhere, the purpose of the EIR is to evaluate the effects of the Project on the 
environment, not the effect of the environment on the Project. In order for the Project to 
result in an adverse change in flood risk at the East Campus, it would need to change 
something in the physical environment that could affect how climate change-induced coastal 
flooding affects the site.  The Project does not propose any alteration of the levee system, 
whereby more or less tidal flooding could occur than existing conditions.  Stormwater 
runoff rates on the East Campus would not change compared to existing conditions, and all 
stormwater would continue to be conveyed to the existing drainage system.  Thus, run-on 
(or “inbound overtopping” as referred to by the commentor) would not increase as a result 
of the Project.  There would be no adverse significant effects. Consequently, no additional 
analysis or changes to the Draft EIR are necessary in response to this comment. 

 The Draft EIR on page 3.12-17 notes the base flood elevation (BFE) at the Project site has 
been established by FEMA at 7.5 feet, and that the base flood elevation is related to tidal 
flows only. The Draft EIR states that Bayfront Expressway is at a higher elevation than the 
BFE, but does not state that Bayfront Expressway is 7.5 feet above the BFE, as indicated 
by the commentor.  

 The San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority is engaged with the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers in a regional project that takes into account the potential impact of flooding 
from San Francisco Bay, including Menlo Park and the proposed Facebook campus 
location.  The results of the associated technical studies are expected to become the basis 
for future floodplain maps (see Letter 21 of this document).  However, until FEMA adopts 
revised maps, the current FEMA map indicating a 7.5-foot BFE represents the existing 
condition for purposes of the analysis, and is consistent with CEQA requirements for 
establishing baseline conditions against which to evaluate impacts. 

 Although a revision to the floodplain map could affect the BFE at some point in the future, 
the potential effect of sea level rise on the West Campus has already been accounted for in 
the Project’s preliminary design, as explained in Impacts HY-2 and HY-4 of the Draft EIR.  
There would be no new or increased severity of impacts associated with climate change-
induced flooding that would differ from the analysis presented in the Draft EIR.  In 
addition, Mitigation Measure HY-2.1, as revised, would ensure the latest FEMA BFE is 
used in Project design should it be adopted during the design phase of the Project. 
Therefore, no additional analysis or changes to the Draft EIR are necessary as a result of 
this comment. 
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January 30, 2012 
 
Rachel Grossman 
Planning Division, City of Menlo Park 
 
RE: Comments on the Facebook Campus Project DEIR 
 
Dear Ms. Grossman: 
 
The Committee for Green Foothills (“Committee”) submits this comment letter on the Facebook Campus Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The Committee takes no position regarding whether the City should 
approve this project and its associated environmental documentation. However, due to our concerns about the 
cumulative impacts from this and other projects already approved or proposed for future development in the 
vicinity, we respectfully submit the following comments: 
 
Transportation impacts:  
 
By far the greatest impact the Project will have on the surrounding area is the increased traffic and associated 
effects on air quality and greenhouse gas emissions. In spite of Facebook’s mitigation measures with regard to 
supporting bicycling amenities and other alternative modes of transport, which the Committee recognizes and 
appreciates, these impacts will significantly impact the environment and the surrounding community, especially 
taken in conjunction with increased traffic resulting from other projects already approved or planned in the 
vicinity. It is vitally important for the City of Menlo Park, as well as other local and regional agencies, to 
recognize the cumulative effect of more and more development occurring in this area, which is isolated from 
public transit options that could reduce car traffic if the projects were more centrally located. The Committee 
strongly urges the City to focus future development in underutilized and already-developed areas nearer to public 
transit corridors. 
 
In addition, the Committee has the following comments on the particulars of the DEIR: 
 
Three of the intersection improvements proposed as traffic mitigation measures in the DEIR appear to either 
overlap or conflict with mitigation measures proposed in the DEIR for the Menlo Gateway Project. These are: the 
addition of a new eastbound right-turn lane at Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway (the Menlo Gateway 
mitigation is identical); converting the existing eastbound right-turn lane into a shared left-right-turn lane at 
Bayfront Expressway and Chrysler Drive (the Menlo Gateway mitigation is to convert the right-turn lane to a left-
turn lane and add a shared left-right-turn lane); and adding a new westbound through/right-turn lane and 
westbound receiving lane at the intersection of Willow Road and Newbridge (the Menlo Gateway mitigation is 
restriping the southbound right lane to a through-right-lane). See Menlo Gateway DEIR, Traffic and Circulation, 
at 3.11-33 to 3.11-35. The final EIR should address whether the Menlo Gateway mitigations have been or will be 
implemented, and if so, evaluate the effect this will have on the mitigations proposed in the Facebook DEIR.  
 
Given that there are apparent duplications and/or conflicts between the Facebook DEIR mitigations and the Menlo 
Gateway mitigations, the final EIR should also examine whether any other recently approved developments in the 
area contain mitigations involving the intersections addressed in the DEIR. 
 
The proposed addition of a new eastbound right-turn lane at Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway raises 
another issue, which is whether acquisition of the right-of-way for the new traffic lane will itself have any 
environmental impacts. The land to the east of that intersection has in the past been the location for mitigation 
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projects involving wetlands restoration. The final EIR should examine whether widening the roadway is even 
possible, given that at that point it will encroach onto sensitive wetlands habitat.  
  
Sea level rise: 
 
The East Campus is potentially vulnerable to sea level rise due to the inadequate height of the surrounding levee. 
The DEIR states that this impact is less than significant because the City will take action when appropriate, 
according to BCDC’s Climate Change policies and whatever future regional planning strategies are someday 
implemented, to protect shoreline development, including the Project site. However, this pushing off of 
responsibility to some indefinite date in the future is inappropriate. Any efforts to increase the height of the levee 
or to reinforce it against sea level rise will require evaluation of environmental impacts, and the inadequate height 
of the levee means that such improvements will need to be undertaken at some point. In particular, the proximity 
of the East Campus to the salt ponds that are slated to become part of the Don Edwards Wildlife Refuge means 
that any construction activity on the levee could result in significant biological impacts. Therefore, the appropriate 
time to evaluate the impacts is as part of this DEIR.   
 
Air quality: 
 
The DEIR determines whether Project emissions exceed BAAQMD’s significance thresholds by taking the 
estimated daily emissions and subtracting the background emissions. See DEIR, Air Quality, 3.6-30. These 
background emissions were determined through a combination of modeling, actual building usage as based on 
data from 2008 “which represents the most recent year of full occupancy at the East Campus,” and traffic 
modeling based on permitted occupancy of the East Campus. DEIR, Air Quality, 3.6-9. Assuming that “permitted 
occupancy” means 3,600 employees, which is the permitted number under the existing CDP, this means that the 
DEIR measures total future emissions for the completed Project by subtracting the amount of emissions that 
existed on the Project site during the last time the site was fully occupied. This is not the correct standard for 
measuring environmental impacts under CEQA.  
 
Under CEQA, the baseline conditions against which a project’s impacts are measured are the conditions at the 
time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was issued. CEQA Guidelines §15125(a). The California Supreme Court 
has held that “the impacts of a proposed project are ordinarily to be compared to the actual environmental 
conditions existing at the time of CEQA analysis, rather than to allowable conditions defined by a plan or 
regulatory framework.” Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management District 
et al., 48 Cal.4th 310, 321 (2010). Although the court also stated that a “temporary lull or spike in operations” that 
happens to coincide with an NOP should not affect the baseline (Id. at 328), that is not the case here. The DEIR 
relies on data from 2008, stating that this is the last time the East Campus was fully occupied. A gap of 3 years is 
not a “temporary lull or spike in operations.” In particular, the fact that were it not for Facebook’s decision to 
relocate, the East Campus would have remained unoccupied indefinitely until some other future tenant arrived, 
means that the DEIR cannot simply pretend that full occupancy represents an accurate picture of existing 
environmental conditions at the Project site. 
 
Here, the NOP was issued in April 2011, at which point the East Campus was only partially occupied. Any 
modeling used to estimate emissions should have been performed using the actual occupancy of the East Campus 
in April 2011, not data from 2008 when the campus was fully occupied or assumptions based on what the total 
allowable emissions would be under the existing CDP.  
 
Greenhouse gas emissions: 
 
The DEIR’s analysis of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions suffers from the same problem as the air quality 
analysis: because it is based only on the amount by which GHG emissions will increase over the previous usage 
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by Sun Microsystems, rather than on the increase over the actual conditions at the Project site at the time the NOP 
was issued, it is defective under CEQA. The final EIR should evaluate GHG emissions based on the increase over 
the actual GHG emissions in April 2011. 
 
Biological impacts: 
 
The DEIR provides no analysis of biological impacts resulting from activity on the East Campus. See DEIR, 
Biological Resources, 3.10-1. However, the increased occupancy of the East Campus (from 3,600 to 6,600 
employees) may have biological impacts that should be evaluated. For example, traffic generated by the Project 
appears to be projected to increase significantly, based on the information in Table 3.7-5 (DEIR, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, 3.7-23), which shows the greenhouse gas emissions due to traffic will be 2.5 times higher under the 
Project than under the existing CDP. This could create significant impacts to nearby biological resources due to 
stormwater runoff from the parking lot. Other factors associated with increased occupancy, such as potentially 
increased outside lighting, could also result in biological impacts. These should be evaluated in the final EIR. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to present these comments, and please contact us if you have any questions.  Please 
send a copy of the Final EIR to Committee for Green Foothills and notify us of future hearings or other actions 
concerning this project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Alice C. Kaufman 
Legislative Advocate 
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14. Committee for Green Foothills, Alice C. Kaufman (letter dated January 30, 2012) 

14.1 The commentor states that projects in general should be focused in underutilized and 
already-developed areas nearer to public transit corridors.  Comment noted. The Project 
site is in an area that is underutilized and previously developed.  The East Campus consists 
of nine existing buildings totaling more than one million square feet (sf).  Similarly, the 
West Campus was previously occupied by TE Connectivity and Raychem.  Although the 
Project would not occupy the existing buildings at the West Campus, it is still an 
underutilized site since the current outdated buildings are all vacant. 

 As stated by the commentor, the Project site is isolated from public transportation 
corridors.  However, the proposed TDM program, which the Project Sponsor would be 
required to implement as a condition of approval, would encourage employees to use other 
methods of transportation than single-occupancy automobile travel.  As listed on pages 2-8 
through 2-9 of the Draft EIR, the TDM program would include, but not be limited to: 
shuttle service (both long-distance and to/from Caltrain stations), vanpools, carpooling 
assistance, preferential parking, subsidized public transit passes, bicycle parking, and 
subsidies for employees who walk or ride their bicycles to work.  The Project Sponsor 
must promote the TDM program since the City would impose a monitoring and reporting 
program to ensure that the Trip Cap is being met.  Penalties would be imposed by the City 
for violations of the Trip Cap.  The penalties provide the incentive to the Project Sponsor 
to ensure that the program is effective.  As such, even though the Project site is not located 
close to existing public transit corridors, the Project Sponsor would provide shuttle service 
to the Menlo Park and Palo Alto Caltrain stations.  

 No further response or change to the Draft EIR are warranted. Refer to Master Response 3 
for additional information regarding the TDM program and Master Response 4 regarding 
the Trip Cap.  

14.2 The commentor requests consistency of mitigation measures for intersections in common 
with the Menlo Gateway Project Draft EIR. The commentor also requests analyzing other 
recently approved projects and determine if mitigation measures suggested in those report 
are consistent with mitigation measures suggested in this report. A mitigation measure 
from the Menlo Gateway Project Draft EIR was included in the future analysis if it was 
identified as feasible and fully under the jurisdiction of Menlo Park. No mitigation 
measures from the Menlo Gateway EIR were included in the Existing Conditions analysis 
since neither the project nor the mitigation measures have been constructed. As noted in the 
first paragraph on page 3.5-36 of the Draft EIR, one mitigation measure described in the 
Menlo Gateway EIR at the intersection of Marsh Road and Bohannon Drive is fully under 
the jurisdiction of the City of Menlo Park and included in the Draft EIR. All other 
mitigation measures from the Menlo Gateway EIR would require coordination with other 
agencies resulting in uncertain status and were not included in the background or future 
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conditions for the Draft EIR. Mitigation measures in the Menlo Gateway EIR and the Draft 
EIR may not be identical due to differences in vehicle trip assignments for each project. 
Since each project has different vehicle trip assignments, the required mitigation measures 
may be needed for different turning movements, intersections, and peak hours. However, 
consistency for mitigation measures suggested in the Menlo Gateway EIR and the Draft 
EIR for identical facilities and locations has been sought in this report. 

14.3 The commentor expresses concern about the mitigation measure at Willow Road and 
Bayfront Expressway, which would add two lanes to northbound Willow Road and require 
additional right-of-way acquisition. The commentor states that any widening of the roadway 
would require environmental analysis of expanding the roadway onto a possible wetland 
migration location. Mitigation measures have been proposed to determine the means that 
would be required to lower delay to a less-than-significant level regardless of feasibility. 
All possible options for mitigation measures have been examined and the most feasible 
have been included in the Draft EIR. During the design phase of the mitigation measures, 
consideration would be given to right-of-way acquisition.  

As illustrated in Table 3.5-31 in Chapter 5 of this document (Revisions to the Draft EIR), 
the mitigation measure at Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway is infeasible and under 
the jurisdiction of Caltrans. To that end, since this mitigation measure could not adequately 
mitigate the identified impact, it would not likely be implemented. If indeed Caltrans 
elected to implement this mitigation measure, the appropriate environmental review, 
including consideration of wetland impacts would be conducted.  

14.4 The commentor asserts the mitigation to address the effects of sea level rise at the East 
Campus should not be deferred and that the effects of levee improvements to protect the 
East Campus should be evaluated in the EIR. The Draft EIR concludes impacts concerning 
sea level rise at the East Campus would be less than significant and would not require 
mitigation for the following reasons, as explained below. 

 CEQA requires an analysis of the effects of a project on the environment (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.2[a]). This fundamental concept was first established in 1995 in 
Baird v. County of Contra Costa (1995) 32 Cal.App.4th 1464, 1468, and more recently in 
City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified School Dist. (2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889, 905, 
South Orange County Wastewater Authority v. City of Dana Point (2011) 196 Cal.App.4th 
1604, 1614-1618, and Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011), filed 
November 9, 2011, case No. B231965 (Ballona Wetlands Land Trust).  In the latter, a key 
issue in the case concerned sea level rise.  Citing City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles 
Unified School Dist. (2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889, the Appellate Court in Ballona Wetlands 
Land Trust reiterated that “the purpose of an EIR is to identify the significant effects of a 
project on the environment, not the significant effects of the environment on the project.” 
The Appellate Court in Ballona Wetlands Land Trust took issue with the second part of 
Section 15126.2(a), which established that an EIR must also analyze any significant 
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environmental effects that a project might cause by bringing development and people into 
an area affected by a particular environmental condition.  The Court concluded that this 
requirement directly contradicted the basic tenet of CEQA. 

 There are no aspects of the Project that would directly alter water surface elevations in the 
Bay or where sea level-rise induced flooding is projected to occur as a result of 
development of the East Campus. Re-use of the existing buildings and minor improvements 
to outdoor amenities would not alter the timing, frequency, or magnitude of flooding at the 
East Campus.   

 The increased employee population resulting from the Project could indirectly contribute to 
cumulative impacts related to climate change-induced sea level rise through greenhouse gas 
emissions (GHGs) associated with vehicle trips and energy use.  This cumulative impact is 
evaluated in the Draft EIR (Impact CC-1 in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions), 
which concludes cumulative impacts would be less than significant. Further, as explained 
on page 3.7-1 of the Draft EIR, it is currently not possible to link these GHGs emitted 
from a specific source or location to particular global climate changes, such as flooding due 
to sea level rise, and how that could affect a certain geographical area such as East Palo 
Alto.  The Project, under CEQA, would not cause an indirect cumulative significant 
adverse impact related to flooding as a result of sea level rise due to GHG emissions; 
therefore, no mitigation measures are required.   

 Policy 6 of the Bay Plan amendments directs that BCDC will collaborate with the Joint 
Policy Committee (JPC), other regional, State, and federal agencies, local governments, 
and the general public to formulate a regional sea level rise adaptation strategy. In addition, 
as stated on page 3.12-20 of the Draft EIR, the City of Menlo Park will participate in these 
planning efforts by BCDC and the JPC.  Among other things, the regional strategy will 
help the City determine where and how existing development should be protected, 
including the East Campus. Please refer to Section 5 of this document for changes to the 
Land Use section (Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR) regarding consistency with the BCDC 
Public Access Design Guidelines and BCDC Bay Plan. 

 As of the date of publication of the Draft EIR, there are no plans to increase levee height as 
part of the Project or any other project.  If a need to improve the levees surrounding the 
East Campus is identified through the collaborative, regional adaptive strategy effort, 
appropriate environmental review in accordance with CEQA would be prepared at that 
time. The impact analysis would, as noted by the commentor, need to evaluate the 
environmental effects of construction on biological resources in the Don Edwards Wildlife 
Refuge, among many other environmental topics.  Further, as mandated in the Bay Plan, as 
amended, any work within BCDC’s jurisdiction would also require appropriate 
coordination with that agency.  Until such time as a specific levee improvement project is 
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proposed, it would be speculative to identify potential impacts, and, under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15145, such an analysis is not required in the EIR. 

 Based on the foregoing, no additional analysis or changes to the Draft EIR are necessary as 
a result of this comment. 

14.5 This comment pertains to the baseline conditions identified for the East Campus in the Draft 
EIR’s evaluation of air quality impacts. Please refer to Master Response 1 for further 
information regarding baseline conditions identified in the Draft EIR. 

14.6 This comment pertains to the baseline conditions identified for the East Campus in the Draft 
EIR’s evaluation of greenhouse gas impacts. Please refer to Master Response 1 for further 
information regarding baseline conditions identified in the Draft EIR. 

14.7 The commentor suggests that the Draft EIR provides no analysis for impacts to biological 
resources at the East Campus. The Draft EIR provides information and analysis of special-
status species that could be affected by Project implementation, both at the East Campus 
and the West Campus. Table 3.10-1 of the Draft EIR summarizes this analysis and states 
whether or not a significant effect to the species would be likely with Project 
implementation. New impacts are not expected at the East Campus because no new 
structures or changes to the existing footprint of the facility are proposed. While the facility 
would house more employees than it does currently, the facility would essentially remain as 
it is currently and would essentially serve the same function as it has for many years. As 
such, there would be no new impacts to biological resources from the Project at the East 
Campus. 

 The commentor suggests that the increased intensity of use at the East Campus could cause 
new effects to biological resources, and offers as an example the possibility that increased 
greenhouse gas emissions from the Project could “create significant impacts to nearby 
biological resources due to stormwater runoff from the parking lot.” The linkage between 
greenhouse gas emissions and increased stormwater from the parking lot is unclear, so it is 
not possible to fully respond to this comment. In general, there are no plans to substantially 
expand or modify the existing East Campus parking lot as part of the Project’s 
implementation. As such, the would be no significant increase in impermeable surfaces or 
other factors that would contribute to an increase in stormwater runoff. The existing 
parking lot is part of the existing conditions at the East Campus. Since there would be no 
changes to the parking lot, there would be no new impacts to biological resources or any 
other associated resources, such as GHG emissions. 

 The commentor also indicates that increases in outside lighting at the East Campus could 
have an effect on biological resources. As stated previously, there would be no increase in 
outside lighting at the East Campus. In fact, due to the installation of energy-efficient and 
low-wattage fixtures throughout the development, the amount of outside lighting would 
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likely decrease with the Project. Regardless, the downshielding of existing parking lot 
lighting, and the presence of a substantial levee and vegetative barrier that surrounds the 
campus parking lot would limit light impacts to surrounding properties. 

 In general, the increased intensity of use at the East Campus would not create a substantive 
effect upon biological resources in the area. Activity on the East Campus would largely be 
confined to the inner courtyard areas of the campus, which are many hundreds of feet from 
adjoining natural areas. Between these courtyards and the natural areas lies an extensive 
parking area, a perimeter fence, and a substantial vegetative barrier and a levee that 
surround the entire East Campus. Therefore, the East Campus is effectively isolated from 
surrounding natural areas. This fact minimizes noise, light, and other impacts from 
affecting the surrounding wetlands and natural areas.  
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 OFFICE HOURS: M-F 2117-B UNIVERSITY AVE. 

 9am-5pm  EAST PALO ALTO, CA 94303 

 www.clsepa.org  

 E  info@clsepa.org P  650.326.6440 

   F  650.326.9722 

Ms. Rachel Grossman 

Associate Planner  

Planning Division 

City of Menlo Park 

701 Laurel St. 

Menlo Park, CA. 94025 

Via Email:  rmgrossman@menlopark.org 

 

January 30, 2012 

Dear Ms. Grossman, 

 

On behalf of the hundreds of our agency’s clients who will be affected by Menlo Park’s action, 

we respectfully request that the Environmental Impact Report prepared for the Facebook 

Campus Project address the potential – indeed the likelihood – that expansion of the campus 

will cause the demolition of housing in East Palo Alto and the construction of new housing.  

Much of that new housing will be built in the triangle of space between Highway 101 and the 

borders of East Palo Alto and Palo Alto/Menlo Park, now commonly known as University 

Circle/Woodland Park.  That neighborhood is now home to thousands of East Palo Alto 

residents.  Most of those residents are low-income; most of the children attend neighborhood 

schools, and the adults perform the low-wage work in the service industries that are the 

underpinnings of a vibrant economy. 

 

The draft report acknowledges that the Facebook Project will bring 10,000 employees into our 

community.  Some of those employees already work at the Palo Alto Facebook office, but the 

new Menlo Park office will accommodate thousands of additional employees, which will create 

extraordinary pressure on the housing economy on the Peninsula.  It is platitudinous that the 

Peninsula is “built up” – little free space exists on which to situate new housing.  Our concern is 

that Equity Residential, a landlord new to East Palo Alto that has recently acquired nearly a half 

of EPA’s multi-family housing (nearly all in the University Circle/Woodland Park 

neighborhood) will, in conjunction with Facebook, devise a plan to tear down existing housing 

units, displace current residents, and build huge multi-family complexes that cater to the 

needs of new Facebook workforce.    

 

We ask that you investigate this probability and that the EIR truthfully report your results of the 

investigation, and that the EIR contain recommendations to mitigate the environmental (and 

concomitant human) impacts of the Facebook Campus Project. 

 

 

     Sincerely, 

 

     Jeanne Merino 

     Housing Attorney      

       

Letter 15

15.1
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15. Community Legal Services in East Palo Alto, Jeanne Merino (letter dated January 30, 
2012) 

15.1 The commentor expresses concern that the new employees at the Menlo Park Facebook 
Campus will cause demolition of existing housing in East Palo Alto in order to 
accommodate the construction of new housing and the new employees will put pressure on 
the housing economy on the Peninsula as a result of the Project.  There is no evidence that 
the Project would result in the demolition of housing in East Palo Alto. Table 3.14-10, of 
the Draft EIR, compares the Project’s demand for housing to housing demand on a regional 
basis. This includes East Palo Alto’s share of housing compared against ABAG projected 
housing growth, which would represent a small percentage of the projected housing 
demand. As shown in Table 3.14-10, of the Draft EIR, the allotment of the housing 
demand for East Palo Alto in 2025 that would result from the Project is 107 units. It is not 
reasonable to assume that demolition of existing housing would be required to 
accommodate an additional 107 units, especially when considering East Palo Alto’s overall 
projected growth. For perspective, the East Palo Alto Specific Plan, which is included in 
the Tier 2 cumulative analysis, would result in 835 new dwelling units.  

 The commentor is incorrect in stating the Project would bring 10,000 employees into the 
community. Rather, page 3.14-10, of the Draft EIR states, “implementation of the Project 
at both the East Campus and West Campus would result in a total employment number of 
approximately 9,400. The East Campus is currently permitted to accommodate a maximum 
3,600 employees. The net increase in employment is, therefore, approximately 5,800.” 

 As stated on page 3.14-11 of the Draft EIR, according to U.S. Census 2006-2008 
American Community Survey (ACS),1 approximately 7.8 percent of those who work in 
Menlo Park also live in the City. The Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) in Appendix 3.14 of 
the Draft EIR uses this 7.8 percent factor because it provides a justifiable benchmark for a 
percentage of new housing units that could be viewed as Menlo Park’s share. Applying this 
factor to the Project, 7.8 percent of the housing demand generated by the Project within the 
City would translate to approximately 254 units out of 3,257 total units. The remaining 
housing units (3,003) would be distributed throughout the region as shown in Table 3.14-
10, of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, as shown in Table 3.14-10 of the Draft EIR, the indirect 
housing demand from the Project would represent a small percentage of the ABAG 
projected housing growth for most jurisdictions in the Bay Area region and the Draft EIR 
adequately considers the issue of displacement raised by the commentor. 

 It is also important to note that the Equity Residential acquisition is completely unrelated to 
the Project. Even if the Project did not exist (or if projected employment levels are not 
reached), the recent Equity Residential acquisition would have still occurred. Because the 

                                                            
1  The 2006-2008 ACS data is used rather than the recently released 2008-2010 ACS data because complete 

commute flow information is not yet available for the 2008-1020 ACS. 
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units are near to the Project, it can be expected that some Project employees may be 
attracted to the Equity Residential property.  However, given all the factors influencing 
choice of residence, significant changes in occupancy solely as a result of the Project are 
not expected and speculative to predict.  Any changes in the occupancy of units within the 
property will result from regional activity of which the Project would represent a minor 
role. There are no plans to build any sort of housing complex within East Palo Alto or 
elsewhere as a result of the Project.  

 

 

4-285 Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR  — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



 

 

 

January 30, 2012 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL: JICMurphy@menlopark.org 

Justin Murphy, Development Services Manager 
City of Menlo Park 
Community Development Department, Planning Division 
701 Laurel Street 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 

RE: Draft EIR for Facebook Project/ 1601 Willow Road (10-19 Network Circle) East Campus and 312-314 Constitution 
Drive (West Campus) 
 
Dear Mr. Justin Murphy,  
 
On behalf of Envision, Transform, Build – East Palo Alto (ETB-EPA) Coalition, a group comprised of non-profit, 
community-based organizations, residents, the faith community, architects, planners and City of East Palo Alto 
elected officials and youth, ETB-EPA respectfully submit comments on the draft EIR to Facebook as prepared 
by the City of Menlo Park1.  ETB-EPA has been responsible for the facilitation of a community-led 
redevelopment planning process for the Ravenswood Business District in East Palo Alto.  ETB-EPA have been 
holding community workshops, focus groups, conducting surveys, educating residents about land use policies, 
compiling reports on the existing conditions of the community, and convening community meetings to 
develop a vision for the area.  We have just completed a three year project to develop a community 
alternative in response to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) proposal to reopen the 
Dumbarton Rail Station, which has now been postponed until 20252.    
 
Facebook relocation to the former Sun Microsystems raises many concerns to the East Palo Alto community.  
ETB-EPA commented on Facebook NOP3 last year where we hoped to see those concerns addressed in the EIR.  
They were not.  ETB-EPA now maintains the same concerns as noted in the NOP letter.  Furthermore, upon 
research conducted by Public Advocates and mentions of the City of Menlo Park General Plan, especially its 
Housing Element is non-compliance and thus the General Plan ‘obsolete’ – lends to the necessary mitigation 
measures the City of Menlo Park MUST make regarding traffic, air quality and emissions as it pertains to the 
City of East Palo Alto.  ETB-EPA concerns are as follows: 

� Transportation: Co2 emissions and traffic congestion.  Public Advocates noted that the correct baseline 
of impact is NOT the approximately five thousand new jobs that Facebook is creating in-house but 

                                                             
1 ETB-EPA also collaborated with Public Advocates which is submitting its own set of comments to the Facebook DEIR 
2 http://www.mtc.ca.gov/meetings/hearings/rm2.htm  
3 Notice of Preparation was accepted by Justin Murphy in an e-mail from YUCA on 7/20/2011 @ 6:20PM, the letter was dated May 
25, 2011 

Letter 16

16.1

16.2
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growing nearly ten-thousand new jobs to the project area and neighboring communities had 
SIGNIFICANT impact to the modes of which employees will travel to work. 

� Of the 43 intersections/Roadway segments that will be reviewed in the Environmental Impact Report, 
five are located in East Palo Alto and are currently heavily used as pass-through corridors from I-101 to 
the Dumbarton Bridge – CA 84 (University Avenue and Kavanaugh Drive/Bay Road/Runnymede 
Street/Donohoe Street/Woodland Avenue). East Palo Alto already has a significant amount of air 
quality and traffic issues at these intersections and would be interested in what form of mitigations 
will be put in place to improve not only traffic along that corridor, but also air quality and the overall 
quality of life for residents as impacted by ten-thousand new employees using this corridor.  

� We envision an East Palo Alto that is walkable, bikeable, and transit-accessible and not the current 
auto jam that occurs during rush hour on a daily basis.  How does the City of Menlo Park and Facebook 
intended on calming traffic at such intersections? The City of Menlo Park/ Facebook should note a 
current and correct baseline of traffic on such streets to compare against the traffic once Facebook is 
operating to be able to evaluate if Facebook bicycle/pedestrian incentives are effective.  The DEIR 
should also list if such incentives are NOT effective – where are penalty monies allocated? To the City 
of Menlo Park or to the City in which impact was most stressful such as East Palo Alto? 

� In the EIR scope, Facebook is looking to establish a maximum number, or "trip cap", on peak period 
and average daily vehicle trips to/from the East Campus rather than a new maximum number of onsite 
employees (which is an estimated over nine-thousand employees). We would like to know why the EIR 
reviewed the daily vehicle trips rather than the overall number of employees? How will the daily trips 
be monitored and enforced and what kind of Transportation Demand Management program will be 
instituted? Will there be private buses/shuttles that benefit only the employees or will the off-sets be 
more coordination with SamTrans to improve local and regional public transit connections in the area? 
We are concerned that the 9,000+ new employees passing through East Palo Alto to get to their jobs 
at Facebook will exacerbate current traffic and air quality concerns in our City and would like to make 
sure East Palo Alto residents benefit from any improved transportation/transit mitigations required 
for the EIR.  

� What was the number of employees at Sun Microsystems and are these numbers drastically different 
than the amount employees working for Facebook? 

� As we mentioned earlier, a prompt to create ETB-EPA and address redevelopment in East Palo Alto 
was partially due to the MTC reopening the Dumbarton Rail Station. Facebook’s move to Menlo Park 
will warrant additional transportation needs for the City – including the reopening of the Dumbarton 
Rail Station. As part of our community alternative, the City of East Palo Alto is also developing new job 
opportunities for not only its residents but the larger region – we too will need additional 
transportation modes. As we continue to plan for both cities – we hope that, as neighbors, we can 
collaborate on the placement of a rail station that can benefit both communities. Please consider 
answering questions such as: Can there be a rail station in both Menlo Park and East Palo Alto?  Can 
we place a rail station in mid-point between Menlo Park and East Palo Alto so that both cities can 
access the station?  

� Lastly, with increased traffic, there will also be an increase in noise levels – what measures will be 
taken to reduce noise emission for both cities?  

 
 
Thank you for your time.  We hope to continue to work together to prepare for the construction of Facebook 
in Menlo Park.  We look forward to reading the results of the final EIR and acceptable, tangible mitagations to 
take place in East Palo Alto that will address its housing, traffic, air quality, and Co2 emission concerns.   
 
If you have any questions, please do hesitate to contact us at rbdcoalition@googlegroups.com. 

16.2 
Cont.

16.3

16.4

16.5

16.6

16.7

16.8

16.9

16.10

4-287 Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR  — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



 
Sincerely,  

 

CC:  

ETB-EPA Coalition  
� Youth United for Community Action 
� Peninsula Interfaith Action 
� Walls of Faith Ministries 
� Community Development Institute 
� Urban Ecology 
� Urban Habitat 
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16. Envision, Transform, Build, East Palo Alto (letter dated January 30, 2012) 

16.1 The commentor expresses concern that comments made on the NOP were not addressed in 
the Draft EIR. Page S-2 of the Draft EIR describes the scoping process and lists major 
areas of controversy identified in the NOP determined by written comments received, and 
comments stated during the public scoping meeting (included in Appendix 1 of the Draft 
EIR).  The topics that would result in physical impacts under CEQA are addressed in the 
Draft EIR analysis. The Draft EIR addresses concerns identified in the NOP pertaining to 
traffic congestion, vehicle trips, and public transportation in Section 3.5, Transportation; 
CO2 emissions and air quality-related impacts in Section 3.6, Air Quality; employment in 
Section 3.14, Population and Housing; and traffic noise in Section 3.8, Noise. Please refer 
to Master Response 6 of this document for information regarding the General Plan Housing 
Element.  The comment introduces the more detailed comments contained in the letter but 
itself does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Project’s compliance with 
CEQA. As such, no further response is necessary.  

16.2 This comment pertains to the Draft EIR’s characterization of baseline conditions as they 
relate to traffic impacts. Please refer to Master Response 1 for further information 
regarding baseline conditions identified in the Draft EIR. 

16.3 The commentor requests mitigation measures for improving the air quality and overall 
quality of life for East Palo Alto residents at the study intersection and roadway segments. 
East Palo Alto roadway facilities have been examined as part of the Draft EIR. Any 
mitigation measures suggested in the Draft EIR follow the significance criteria regulations 
for the jurisdiction in which the roadway facility is located. In the instance of East Palo 
Alto, a potentially significant impact was determined to occur at the intersection of 
University Avenue and Donohoe Street for the Cumulative 2025 East Campus and West 
Campus Condition, as detailed in Table 3.5-31 on page 3.5-128. Following the significance 
threshold criteria for the City of East Palo Alto, a mitigation measure for an intersection is 
required to reduce the critical delay and the v/c ratio to an acceptable level. The proposed 
mitigation measure does reduce the critical delay and v/c ratio or a less-than-significant 
level, as shown in Appendix 3.5-C of the Draft EIR. By reducing vehicle dwell time, 
emissions would be reduced and quality of life improved. 

16.4 The commentor requests the City of Menlo Park and Facebook suggest calming measures at 
study intersection to enable East Palo Alto to become a more walkable, bikeable, and 
transit-oriented city.  The scope of the Draft EIR is limited to specific transportation 
facilities most likely to be impacted by the Project rather than a neighborhood plan for the 
City of East Palo Alto. Mitigation measures suggested for facilities within the City of East 
Palo Alto will consider pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities during the detailed design 
process.  
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16.5 This comment pertains to the Draft EIR’s characterization of baseline conditions as they 
relate to traffic impacts. Please refer to Master Response 1 for further information 
regarding baseline conditions identified in the Draft EIR. 

16.6 The commentor asks for more information on how penalty money will be allocated. It is 
anticipated that the penalties will be structured such that they are sufficiently strict enough 
to discourage the Project Sponsor from violating the Trip Cap. The details of the penalties 
will be established during the development agreement negotiations. It is anticipated that, as 
part of the negotiations, if indeed an exceedence of the Trip Cap could result in impacts to 
East Palo Alto, penalty funds could be spent on improvements that would address such 
impacts in East Palo Alto. Please refer to Master Response 4 for further information 
regarding the Trip Cap and penalty structure. 

16.7 The commentor requests further information as to why the Draft EIR reviewed daily vehicle 
trips rather than maximum number of employees. The commentor requests clarification 
regarding the methods by which daily trips will be monitored and enforced and more details 
regarding the type of TDM program that will be implemented. The commentor also seeks 
further information regarding private buses/shuttles and coordination with SamTrans to 
increase local service. Please refer to Master Response 4 for further information regarding 
the Trip Cap and Master Response 3 for information regarding the TDM program.  

16.8 The commentor seeks clarification as to the number of employees at Sun Microsystems and 
how this number relates to the number of employees at Facebook. Please refer to Master 
Response 1 for further information regarding baseline conditions identified in the Draft 
EIR. 

16.9 The commentor requests a Dumbarton Rail Corridor station at both Menlo Park and East 
Palo Alto.  As shown in Table 3.1-2 on page 3.1-8 of the Draft EIR, the Dumbarton Rail 
Corridor Project is considered in the Tier 2 analysis of the cumulative discussion in 
Section 3 of the Draft EIR.  At a meeting with the City of Menlo Park Administrative 
Services Department on November 1, 2011, it was determined that the future Dumbarton 
station would likely be located in Menlo Park.  At this time, as discussed on page 3.3-36 of 
the Draft EIR, it is expected that the station would be to the south of the Dumbarton Rail 
Corridor and to the east of Willow Road, approximately 0.17 miles southeast of the West 
Campus.  The Draft EIS/EIR for the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project is anticipated to be 
released in late spring 2012 and will analyze the potential station locations.1 

 However, it is important to note that the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project is separate from 
the Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project.  Although the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project 
is included in the cumulative analysis in the Draft EIR, the City of Menlo Park and the 

                                                            
1  Hilda Lafebre, DBI, Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board, Letter to the City of Menlo Park, January 30, 

2012.  See Letter 6 of this Responses to Comments document. 
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Project Sponsor do not have jurisdiction or control over the potential Dumbarton Rail 
Corridor Project.  This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis 
or the Project’s compliance with CEQA; therefore, no further response is necessary.   

16.10 The commentor states that with increased traffic there will also be an increase in noise 
levels and asks what measures will be taken to reduce noise emissions for both cities. As 
explained under Impact NO-1 (page 3.8-20 of the Draft EIR) and Impact NO-3 (page 3.8-
25), mitigating the increase in traffic noise due to the Project would not be feasible. 
Although the Project would include a TDM program to reduce traffic trips, this program 
may not reduce trips enough to reduce the Project’s contribution to traffic noise to a less-
than-significant level.  Therefore, the increase in noise level on Marsh Road and Willow 
Road, as a result of Project-generated traffic, is considered to be significant and 
unavoidable. However, a significant increase in noise beyond the Marsh Road and Willow 
Road corridors as a result of increased Project traffic is not expected.  As such, the areas 
of Menlo Park and East Palo Alto that are not directly adjacent to March Road and Willow 
Road would not be impacted by Project-related traffic. 

 If the Project is approved, then the City would need to adopt a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations for the significant and unavoidable noise impacts.  Pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15093, the Statement of Overriding Considerations would balance the 
benefits of the Project against its unavoidable environmental effects. If City Council finds 
that the benefits of the Project outweigh the impacts, then the adverse environmental effects 
may be considered acceptable. 
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17. Housing Leadership Council of San Mateo County, Mark Moulton (letter dated 
January 30, 2012) 

17.1 The commentor is concerned that the Project will increase the ratio of jobs to housing in 
Menlo Park.  The commentor advocates provision of housing that is affordable along the 
income spectrum.  The commentor indicates that the Keyser Marston Associates analysis 
fails to adequately address the affordable and moderate households, both in real time and 
as it will impact the on-going Regional Housing Needs Allocation for the City of Menlo 
Park.  Comments regarding recent legislation and concerns regarding jobs housing ratio 
are acknowledged.  Appendix 3.14 of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of housing needs 
by affordability level including Very Low Income, Low Income, Moderate Income, Above 
Moderate, and Upper Income Households.  Appendix 3.14, pages 34 to 49, address on-
going impacts to the Regional Housing Needs Allocation for the City of Menlo Park.  The 
commentor has stated that the analysis is inadequate; however, it is not possible to further 
respond since no specifics regarding perceived inadequacies are provided.  

17.2 The commentor expresses that the Commercial Linkage fee should be implemented in order 
to mitigate the upward pressure that additional jobs will place on both the rental and for 
sale markets. The referenced “Commercial Linkage Fee” is assumed to be City’s Below 
Market Rate (BMR) Housing Program. The purpose of the City of Menlo Park’s BMR 
program is to increase the housing supply for households living or working in Menlo Park 
that have very-low, low, and moderate incomes. If it is not possible to provide actual BMR 
housing units, either on or off-site, commercial developers shall pay fees in lieu of actual 
units. The in-lieu fees established serve to mitigate the demand for affordable housing 
created by commercial development projects.1 

 The commentor is correct in stating that this would be an appropriate structure for 
mitigating impacts to the housing market. However, the Draft EIR on page 3.14-11 states 
that the Project would not significantly impact the 2025 forecasted household growth within 
the City, and the demand for housing as a result of the Project would be less than 
significant. As such, no mitigation would be required. Although outside of the CEQA 
process, implementation of the Commercial In-Lieu Fees would apply for the West 
Campus. 

                                                            
1  City of Menlo Park, City of Menlo Park Below Market Rate Housing Program Summary of Commercial 

Development Fees, website: http://www.menlopark.org/departments/hsg/bmrCommercialInfo.pdf, accessed 
March 1, 2012. 
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17.3 The commentor requests an opportunity to review and participate in the negotiation of the 
development agreement. Negotiation of the Development Agreement is not a CEQA issue 
and this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The development 
agreement will be negotiated by Menlo Park staff and reviewed by the Planning 
Commission and the City Council. During that time, all commissions and the public will 
have an opportunity to provide input on the Development Agreement.  
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LAW FOUNDATION OF SILICON VALLEY 
152 North Third Street, Third Floor 

San José, CA  95112 
Fax (408) 293-0106  •  Telephone (408) 293-4790  •  TDD (408) 294-5667 

 
January 30, 2012 
 
SENT VIA E-MAIL: rmgrossman@menlopark.org  
 
Rachel Grossman 
City of Menlo Park 
Community Development Department, Planning Division 
701 Laurel Street 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 
 
 Re: Draft EIR for Facebook Campus Project 
 
Dear Ms. Grossman: 
 
 The following comments on Menlo Park’s Draft Environmental Impact Report regarding 
the Facebook Campus Project proposed for 1601 Willow Road and 312-314 Constitution Drive 
are offered by Public Interest Law Firm (PILF) 1 and the California Affordable Housing Law 
Project2 on behalf of low-income residents of Menlo Park and environs.   
 
 Menlo Park has failed to adopt a Housing Element of its General Plan for 20 years.  The 
lack of a Housing Element means that Menlo Park is in violation of state law; it has also 
contributed to Menlo Park’s failure to meet its obligations to provide for its fair share of the 
regional housing need.  Approval of the Facebook Campus Project without correcting these 
failures would only exacerbate Menlo Park’s severe shortage of affordable housing, as it would 
decrease the supply of land available to build such housing. 
 

On a related note, the EIR’s analysis of the potential housing impacts of the project is 
patently inadequate.  It defies common sense to assert that the addition of over 9,000 jobs will 
have a “less than significant” impact on the availability and/or price of housing in Menlo Park 
and nearby jurisdictions.   The project’s growth inducing impacts and cumulative effects, its lack 
of general plan consistency and the potential mitigations available all deserve and require more 
extensive and careful analysis. In this regard, we join in, and hereby incorporate by reference, the 
comments made by Public Advocates in their letter submitted today on behalf of ETB-EPA. 
 

                                                 
1  PILF’s mission is to protect the human rights of individuals and groups in Santa Clara and San Mateo Counties 
who are underrepresented in the civil justice system.  PILF accomplishes its mission by leveraging the skills and 
resources of pro bono attorneys to provide high-quality representation in class action and impact litigation, advocacy 
in state and local government, and litigation support to local legal services programs.  PILF focuses its efforts on 
behalf of elders, youth, individuals with disabilities, those who are frequent victims of illegal discrimination, and 
those who have low incomes.  One of PILF’s five litigation and advocacy priorities is to preserve affordable 
housing. 
2  The California Affordable Housing Law Project is a state support center for legal services programs and 
specializes in affordable housing issues. 
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18.1

18.2

4-296Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



Letter to Rachel Grossman, Menlo Park Planning Division  
Re: Facebook Campus Project 
January 30, 2012 
Page 2 of 2 
 
 Thank you for your consideration of our comments.  If you have any questions, please 
feel free to contact James Zahradka at (408) 280-2423 or Craig Castellanet at (510) 891-9794 x 
132. 
 
     Sincerely, 
      

/s/ 
     James F. Zahradka II, Supervising Attorney 
     Public Interest Law Firm 
     
     /s/ 
     Craig Castellanet, Staff Attorney 
     California Affordable Housing Law Project 
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18. Law Foundation of Silicon Valley, James F. Zahradka II and Craig Castellanet (letter 
dated January 30, 2012) 

18.1 This commentor states that Menlo Park has failed to adopt an updated Housing Element 
and the approval of the Project would exacerbate the City’s shortage of affordable housing. 
Please refer to Master Response 6 for further information regarding the City’s Housing 
Element as it relates to the Project.  

18.2 The commentor states the analysis of the potential housing impacts is inadequate as the 
addition of 9,000 jobs would not have a less-than-significant impact on the availability 
and/or pricing of housing in Menlo Park. In addition, the commentor summarizes concerns 
related to growth inducing impacts, cumulative effects, lack of General Plan consistency, 
and potential mitigation measures available. The commentor is incorrect in stating the 
Project would bring 9,000 employees into the community. Rather, page 3.14-10 of the 
Draft EIR states that implementation of the Project at both the East Campus and West 
Campus would result in a total employment number of approximately 9,400. The East 
Campus is currently permitted to accommodate a maximum 3,600 employees. The net 
increase in employment is, therefore, approximately 5,800.  

 As stated on page 3.14-11 of the Draft EIR, according to U.S. Census 2006-2008 
American Community Survey (ACS),1 approximately 7.8 percent of those who work in 
Menlo Park also live in the City. The Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) in Appendix 3.14 of 
the Draft EIR uses this 7.8 percent factor because it provides a justifiable benchmark for a 
percentage of new housing units that could be viewed as Menlo Park’s share. Applying this 
factor to the Project, 7.8 percent of the housing demand generated by the Project within the 
City would translate to approximately 254 units out of 3,257 total units.  The remaining 
housing units (3,003) would be distributed throughout the region as shown in Table 3.14-
10, of the Draft EIR.  Table 3.14-10 shows the distribution of Project housing demand 
based on the existing commute patterns for employees who work in the City.  

 Housing affordability is an important consideration for the City’s planning purposes, but is 
considered to be a socioeconomic issue that need not be evaluated under CEQA.  A 
shortfall of affordable units within the City is not considered a physical environmental 
impact.  The commentor does not specifically state the deficiency in the analyses related to 
growth inducing impacts, cumulative effects, lack of General Plan consistency, and 
potential mitigation measures available. As such, no further response is necessary.   

                                                            
1  The 2006-2008 ACS data is used rather than the recently released 2008-2010 ACS data because complete 

commute flow information is not yet available for the 2008-1020 ACS. 
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 It is also important to note that the Equity Residential acquisition is completely unrelated to 
the Project. Even if the Project did not exist (or if projected employment levels are not 
reached), the recent Equity Residential acquisition would have still occurred. Because the 
units are near to the Project, it can be expected that some Project employees may be 
attracted to the Equity Residential property.  However, given all the factors influencing 
choice of residence, significant changes in occupancy solely as a result of the Project are 
not expected and speculative to predict.  Any changes in the occupancy of units within the 
property will result from regional activity of which the Project would represent a minor 
role. There are no plans to build any sort of housing complex within East Palo Alto or 
elsewhere as a result of the Project. 
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19. Moffett Park Business Group, Kerry Haywood (letter dated January 9, 2012) 

19.1 The commentor expresses support for Menlo Park to complete the Bay Trail in the vicinity 
of the Project site and improve bike lanes in the area. The Project would not create 
potential impacts to bicycle facilities in the study area, as stated on pages 3.5-66, 3.5-92, 
and 3.5-125 of the Draft EIR. Modifications to existing bicycling facilities may be 
considered at a future date as jurisdictions choose to update their bicycle plans and 
construct or implement improvements. In addition, please refer to Master Response 5 
additional details regarding bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 
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January 30, 2012 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL: JICMurphy@menlopark.org
Justin Murphy, Development Services Manager 
City of Menlo Park 
Community Development Department, Planning Division 
701 Laurel Street 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 

Re: Draft EIR for Facebook Project /1601 Willow Road (10-19 Network 
Circle) East Campus and 312-314 Constitution Drive (West Campus) 

Dear Mr. Murphy: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) on behalf of Envision-Transform-
Build East Palo Alto, a coalition comprised of Urban Habitat, Youth 
United for Community Action (YUCA) and Peninsula Interfaith Action 
(PIA).1 These comments specifically address shortcomings in the analysis 
of population and housing in part 3.14, and the relationship of the 
environmental review of this project to the City’s long-time failure to meet 
its affordable housing obligations under the Housing Element Law. 

I. Legal Requirements concerning the General Plan and its 
Housing Element.

As the DEIR notes, “State Housing Element Law requires the 
General Plan of the City to have an updated Housing Element that 
provides for a specified number of housing units determined based on an 
allocation of regional housing needs” and “requires cities in California to 
plan for the future development of new housing units to meet their share 
of their regional housing needs.” (DEIR at p. 3.14-1, 3.)  

The local General Plan is a “comprehensive, long-term general 
plan” that each city and county must adopt to govern its future physical 
development. (Gov. Code § 65300.) It serves as “the basic land use 
charter” of a city, with which all of its planning and development 
decisions must be consistent. (Lesher Communications Inc. v. City of 

1   Envision-Transform-Build East Palo Alto is also submitting a separate 
set of comments, following up on its comments on the Notice of Preparation, dated May 
25, 2011. 
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Justin Murphy, Development Services Manager 
January 30, 2012 

Page 2 of 14 

Walnut Creek (1990) 52 Cal.3d 531, 542; Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors of 
County of Santa Barbara (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 570.) It is, in short, “a constitution for all future 
development within the city.” (O’Loane v. O’Rourke (1965) 231 Cal.App.2d 774, 782-3.) See 
also Fonseca v. City of Gilroy (2007) 148 Cal. App. 4th 1174, 1182 (“In the universe of local 
land use enactments, the general plan is ‘at the top of ‘the hierarchy of local government law 
regulating land use.’ ” (quoting DeVita v. County of Napa (1995) 9 Cal.4th 763, 773.) 

The Housing Element is one of seven mandatory elements (§ 65302) of the local General 
Plan. Each local government must adopt a new Housing Element at the start of each new five-
year “planning period.” (Gov. Code § 65588, subd. (b).) This periodic update begins with the 
State’s allocation to each California region of a figure representing the number of new housing 
units needed to accommodate existing and projected housing needs in the region during the 
upcoming planning period. (Gov. Code § 65584.) The Association of Bay Area Governments 
(“ABAG”) is charged by statute with sub-allocating to each local Bay Area jurisdiction its share 
of the regional housing need. (Gov. Code § 65584.) (In the case of San Mateo County, ABAG’s 
allocation was sub-allocated to each local jurisdiction through a countywide process.)  

The RHNA is broken down into four income categories: very-low, low, moderate, and 
above-moderate income. (Id.) “Very-low income” households are those with incomes below 50 
percent of the area median income. (25 Cal. Code of Regs. § 6926.) “Low-income” households 
have incomes below 80 percent of area median income. (Id., § 6928.) “Affordable” means that a 
household’s annual cost of housing does not exceed 30 percent of its annual income. (Health & 
Saf. Code § 50052.5; see also Gov. Code § 65583, subd. (a)(2).) 

The ultimate objective of the local planning process envisioned by the Housing Element 
Law is to facilitate the development of the needed RHNA share of housing. To achieve this 
objective, the Legislature set out “detailed requirements” (Buena Vista Gardens Apartments 
Assn. v. City of San Diego Planning Dept. (1985) 175 Cal.App. 3d 289, 296), among other 
things, requiring cities to:

� Prepare and analyze a complete inventory of vacant land in order to identify 
suitable sites, appropriately zoned and with necessary infrastructure to 
accommodate the new construction need at each income level; 

� Identify and analyze governmental constraints that hinder the development of 
those sites; and

� Adopt specific programs of actions to (1) identify and rezone “adequate sites” to 
make up any shortfall indicated in the inventory between the available sites and 
sites needed to accommodate the RHNA, and (2) remove governmental 
constraints to the development of those sites.  

(§ 65583.) 

20.1 
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Justin Murphy, Development Services Manager 
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II. Menlo Park’s Longstanding Failure to Comply With State Law Requirements 

The City of Menlo Park, like every other local jurisdiction in the Bay Area, was required 
by state law to adopt a new housing element by June 30, 2009, covering the planning period 
running from 2007 through 2014.2 It has not yet done so. Previously, Menlo Park was required to 
update its housing element by December 31, 2001; it failed to do so at that time, as well. In fact, 
according to the California Department of Housing and Community Development, Menlo Park 
has not adopted a housing element since September 8, 1992.3 In other words, Menlo Park failed 
to adopt an updated housing element in each of the past two planning cycles. Only one other 
jurisdiction in the entire State of California – the city of Cudahy – has been as delinquent. 

This long-time failure to plan for affordable housing has resulted, predictably, in virtually 
no production of new affordable housing units. For the period from 1999 through 2006, Menlo 
Park’s fair share of the region’s need for new housing included 184 units affordable to very-low 
income, 90 to low income, and 245 to moderate income households. According to data provided 
by the Association of Bay Area Governments, Menlo Park issued permits for virtually none of 
these affordable units: zero very-low income, zero low-income, and only 11 moderate income 
units.4

For the current planning period, which runs through 2014, Menlo Park must 
accommodate 993 total new housing units, including 226 units affordable to very-low income, 
163 to low income, and 192 to moderate income households.5 Under AB 1233, because it failed 
to plan to accommodate its RHNA need from the prior planning period, it must rezone sites to 
accommodate its share from the prior planning period in addition to its new share.6

This results in a need to plan for over 1,000 affordable units, as follows: 

2  The legislature set forth the schedule by which “each city, county, and city and county shall 
revise its housing element.” (see Gov. Code § 65588, subd. (e).) The following schedule was set for 
“[l]ocal governments within the regional jurisdiction of the Association of Bay Area Governments: 
December 31, 2001, for the third revision, and June 30, 2007, for the fourth revision.” (Id.) At the request 
of ABAG, the HCD extended the due date for the fourth revision to June 30, 2009 for cities and counties 
in the Bay Area region. (See Gov. Code § 65584.02.)  
3  HCD Housing Element Status Report of Jan. 3, 2012, at p. 9 of 11, available at 
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hrc/plan/he/status.pdf.
4  ABAG, A Place to Call Home: Housing in the San Francisco Bay Area 2007, available at 
http://www.abag.ca.gov/planning/housingneeds/pdf/resources/A_Place_to_Call_Home_2007.pdf.
5  ABAG, San Francisco Bay Area Housing Needs Plan 2007-2014, p. 47, available at 
http://www.abag.ca.gov/planning/pdfs/SFHousingNeedsPlan.pdf.
6  AB 1233 (Jones) added Gov. Code § 65584.09 (a), which provides that “if a city or county in the 
prior planning period failed to identify or make available adequate sites to accommodate that portion of 
the regional housing need allocated pursuant to Section 65584, then the city or county shall, within the 
first year of the planning period of the new housing element, zone or rezone adequate sites to 
accommodate the unaccommodated portion of the regional housing need allocation from the prior 
planning period.” 
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Very-
low 

Low Moderate Total

Unaccommodated portion of 1999-2007 
RHNA

184 90 234  

2007-2014 RHNA 226 163 192  

Total 410 253 426 1,089

III. Legal Consequences of Menlo Park’s Noncompliance 

While local land use power is broad, it is “subordinate to state law” (Fonseca v. City of 
Gilroy, supra, 148 Cal. App. 4th at 1181, citing Cal. Const., art. XI, § 7), and must be exercised 
within the “framework . . . provided by the state’s land use planning statutes.” (Id.) “Since 
consistency with the general plan is required, absence of a valid general plan, or valid relevant 
elements or components thereof, precludes enactment of zoning ordinances and the like.” (Id. at
1182, quoting Resource Defense Fund v. County of Santa Cruz (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 800, 
806.)

“A document that, on its face, displays substantial contradictions and inconsistencies 
cannot serve as an effective [general] plan[.]” Concerned Citizens of Calaveras County v. Bd. of 
Supervisors, 166 Cal. App. 3d 90, 97 (1985). Moreover, a valid General Plan is absent if it does 
not include a mandatory element, such as a Housing Element, or if it is obsolete. The mandatory 
Land-Use Element, for instance, must be updated at least as regularly as the Housing Element,7
and a comprehensive update of the General Plan as a whole should occur at least every ten 
years.8

Menlo Park, as noted, has not updated its Housing Element since 1992. Its General Plan 
as a whole also appears to be obsolete. For instance, its Land-Use Element and Circulation 
Element last underwent a comprehensive update in 1994, nearly 20 years ago, and do not 
contemplate conditions or projections beyond 2010. (See, e.g., Land-Use Element at p. III-3, 

7   “On or before the due date for the next adoption of its housing element pursuant to Section 
65588, each city or county shall review and update the land use element of its general plan.”  (Gov. Code 
§ 65302.10 (b).)  
8   The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) “is required to notify a city or county 
when its general plan has not been revised within eight years. If a city or county has not revised its 
general plan within ten years, OPR must also notify the Attorney General.” (OPR, GENERAL PLAN
GUIDELINES (2003), at p. 33.) 
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containing housing buildout projections through 2010.9) Other General Plan elements date back 
to the 1970s. 

Absent a valid General Plan, the City must be directed to correct the inconsistency of its 
General Plan within 120 days. §65754(a). See Concerned Citizens of Calaveras County, supra,
166 Cal. App. 3d at 103-104 (remedy for inconsistency of General Plan elements is to invalidate 
inconsistent elements and require adoption of consistent ones). Pursuant to §65755, the Court 
must suspend the City’s land-use authority (§65755(a), (b) and (c)) except for a development that 
meets the requirements of §65760 until the General Plan is brought into compliance. For 
instance, on remand in Urban Habitat v. City of Pleasanton (2008) 164 Cal. App. 4th 1561, the 
superior court issued an order that the city “cease issuing non-residential building permits . . . 
until the City brings its General Plan into compliance with the requirements of State Law.”10

That injunction, which froze the city’s ability to approve even new signage and tenant 
improvements, remained in effect for five months. 

IV. The Project Will Have Significant Growth-Inducing Impacts and Cumulative 
Impacts that Are Not Analyzed in the DEIR. 

The DEIR must contain sufficient information to inform “public agency decision-makers 
and the public generally of the significant environmental effect of a project.” See Cal. Code of 
Regs. tit. 14, §15121(a); Ass’n of Irritated Residents v. County of Madera (2003) 107 Cal. App. 
4th 1383, 1390. The ultimate decision whether to approve a project is a nullity if based upon an 
EIR that does not provide the decision-makers, and the public, with the information about the 
project that is required by CEQA. Napa Citizens for Honest Gov’t v. Napa County Bd. of 
Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal. App. 4th 342, 355-356. It is well established that significant 
environmental impacts often arise from the housing need created when a project will bring 
substantially more jobs and people into an area. See, e.g., Defend the Bay v. City of Irvine (2004) 
119 Cal App. 4th 1261, 1266; Napa Citizens, supra, 91 Cal. App. 4th at 367.

Among the environmental issues that must be analyzed under CEQA are growth-inducing 
impacts and cumulative impacts. See Cal. Code of Regs. tit.14, §§15126.2(d); 15130. The DEIR 
lacks an adequate analysis of either the growth-inducing or the cumulative impacts that are likely 
to result from a dramatic increase in employment in the project area. The failure to identify 
significant impacts in these areas also contributes to the inadequate consideration of mitigation 
measures discussed below in Section V. 

The DEIR acknowledges that the proposed project would result in 143% more job growth 
than ABAG projected for the entire city of Menlo Park over a 25 year period. The conclusion 
that such a massive influx of new employees to the project area would have neither growth-

9   Accessed at http://www.ci.menlo-park.ca.us/departments/pln/gp/mp_gp_land-use-and-
circulation.pdf.
10   Order Granting Petition for Writ of Mandate, filed Mar. 12, 2010, p. 9, available at 
http://publicadvocates.org/sites/default/files/library/pleasantonordergrantingpetitionforwritofmandatefiled
31210_0.pdf.
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inducing nor cumulative impacts strains credulity, and fails to meet the required standards of 
analysis under CEQA. As discussed below, that conclusion rests on faulty analysis. 

 A. Growth-Inducing Impacts. 

The DEIR correctly notes that “growth-inducing effects include ways in which a project 
could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either 
directly or indirectly.” (DEIR at p. 3.14-8.) However, it incorrectly concludes that the project 
will not have direct growth-inducing impacts, or any significant growth-inducing impacts at all. 
The conclusion that the addition nearly ten thousand employees to the project area would induce 
no growth rests on a misapplication of the proper legal standard, as well as a flawed analysis. 

A project is growth-inducing if it “could foster economic or population growth, or the 
construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.” 
Cal. Code of Regs. tit.14, §15126.2(d). The CEQA checklist (Title 14 of the California Code of 
Regulations, Appendix G) provides that a project may be growth-inducing if it would “a) Induce 
substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes 
and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure” or 
“c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere[.]”

The project clearly has direct growth-inducing effects within the meaning of CEQA. It 
will bring a total of 9,400 employees to two sites, which were not in use at the baseline state 
before the initiation of the project, by modifying the existing Conditional Development Permit to 
allow 5,800 “net new” jobs over the previously entitled cap for the East Campus before it was 
vacated by its prior owner. “The total net increase in employment would represent 143 percent of 
the total ABAG projected employment of 4,050 jobs” over the period from 2010 to 2025. (DEIR 
at p. 3.14-10.) As the DEIR acknowledges, “the increase in employment at the Project site would 
result in an increased housing demand, and an influx of new residents within Menlo Park and 
other jurisdictions in the region.” (DEIR at p. 3.14-11.)

The DEIR applies an erroneous analysis and an erroneous threshold of significance in 
concluding that this direct growth-inducing effect is insignificant. First, it fails to compare the 
project against the proper baseline conditions, leading to a dramatic understatement of the 
project’s impacts. Second, it under-estimates the housing demand that will be created by the 
project. Third, it addresses only the portion of that impact that it improperly attributes to Menlo 
Park. And fourth, it utilizes an improper standard of significance.

1. The DEIR Uses Improper Baseline Conditions to Underestimate Job Growth. 

The impacts of a project should generally be measured against existing conditions. Cal. 
Code Regs. tit.14, §151245(a) (“An EIR must include a description of the physical 
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of 
preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental 
analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective.”) (emphasis added). 
Moreover, courts have held consistently that baseline conditions must be the “‘real conditions on 
the ground’ rather than the level of development or activity that could or should have been 
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present according to a plan or regulation.” Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast 
Air Quality Management District (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310, 321 (citations omitted).  

We understand that, at the time the Notice of Preparation was issued last April, the site 
had been vacated by its prior owner and no employees were working on the site. A proper 
analysis must use this zero-employee figure as the baseline existing condition on the site against 
which to measure the impacts of the activities contemplated by the project.  

Instead of using existing conditions at the initiation of the project as the baseline for 
quantifying the job growth proposed by the project, the DEIR improperly compares proposed 
jobs to the “net new” jobs that would be allowed by the proposed modification of the Conditional 
Development Permit, treating the theoretical jobs that the Conditional Development Permit 
currently allows as the baseline. That theoretically-permitted activity, however, is not the proper 
baseline for assessing the significance of environmental impacts under CEQA. “An approach 
using hypothetical allowable conditions as the baseline results in ‘illusory’ comparisons that ‘can 
only mislead the public as to the reality of the impacts and subvert full consideration of the 
actual environmental impacts,’ a result at direct odds with CEQA's intent.” Communities for a 
Better Environment, 48 Cal. 4th at 322 (citing Environmental Planning & Information Council v. 
County of El Dorado (1982) 131 Cal. App. 3d 350, 358). In connection with modifications to a 
general plan, analogous in this respect to the modification of a Conditional Development Permit, 
courts have emphasized that 

an EIR is required to assess the impact of amendments to the general plan against 
existing conditions on the ground, not against the impact of the amendments on the 
previous version of the general plan. As one court put it: “CEQA nowhere calls for 
evaluation of the impacts of a proposed project on an existing general plan; it concerns 
itself with the impacts of the project on the environment, defined as the existing physical 
conditions in the affected area. The legislation evinces no interest in the effects of 
proposed general plan amendments on an existing general plan, but instead has clearly 
expressed concern with the effects of projects on the actual environment upon which the 
proposal will operate.”

(St. Vincent's School for Boys v. City of San Rafael (2008) 161 Cal. App. 4th 989, quoting 
Woodward Park Homeowners Assn., Inc. v. City of Fresno (2007) 150 Cal.App.4th 683, 709.) 

The Project proposes an increase of 9,400 jobs over existing conditions prior to the 
initiation of the project. Because it uses improper baseline conditions, the DEIR reaches the 
erroneous conclusion that the project would represent an increase of only 5,800 jobs. This 
fundamental flaw invalidates not only the DEIR’s analysis of growth inducing impacts, 
discussed below, but also its treatment of traffic, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, utilities, 
noise, public services and other issues. 

2. The DEIR Underestimates the Growth that will be Induced by the Project. 

The DEIR concludes that the housing demand that will be induced by the project will 
amount to only 3,257 housing units for 5,800 “net new” employees, of which 254 units will be 
located in Menlo Park. (DEIR at p. 3.14-11.) As discussed above, this conclusion is invalid based 
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on the failure to use proper baseline conditions of zero employment so as to analyze the growth 
inducing impacts of the full 9,400 jobs proposed by the project.

Even if 5,800 jobs were the proper figure to use when assessing growth inducing impacts, 
however, the DEIR’s analysis would still be flawed in a number of respects. The translation of 
5,800 net new jobs into 3,257 housing units is based on the unsubstantiated assumption that all 
but 714 of the new employees will live with another one of the new employees – the remaining 
2,543 housing units are assumed to house two Facebook employees each. That assumption is 
particularly unfounded in light of the fact that very-low and low income employees together are 
assumed to account for 28% of all employees at the project (1,624 total lower-income 
employees, or 2,632 of the total 9,400 new jobs).  

There is no factual basis for discounting the number of housing units required to house 
the new Facebook employees by assuming multiple-worker households at all. Even if there were, 
however, the DEIR adopts an internally inconsistent methodology. It applies a ratio of 1.78 
workers per household, using the average worker-per-household figure for San Mateo County 
(DEIR 3.14-11),11 to households that, according to the DEIR’s own analysis, will mostly live in 
other counties. (See DEIR 3.14-12, concluding that just 13.2 percent of the project employees 
would live in San Mateo County.) This is not a valid assumption about the geographic 
distribution of the project employees, as we discuss below; but even if it were, the regional 
average of 1.23 workers per household12 should be used, leading to a substantially higher number 
of housing units required to house project employees. 

3. The DEIR Fails to Analyze the Impacts of Exporting Menlo Park’s Affordable 
Housing Need. 

After dramatically under-stating the jobs that will be created by the project and the 
number of housing units that will be needed to accommodate these workers, the DEIR further 
understates the impacts of this housing by assuming that it will be distributed throughout an 
enormous geographic area. This sleight-of-hand masks the true extent of the impacts that will be 
created by bringing nearly ten thousand jobs to a specific site in Menlo Park.

The DEIR allocates the assumed 3,257 induced housing units among nine Bay Area 
counties (and other unspecified counties outside the region), based on the residential locations of 
Menlo Park’s overall workforce. (DEIR 3.14-13 to 14.) This assumption stands in direct conflict 
with the assertions in other chapters of the DEIR that half of the workers in the project area will 
commute to their jobs via bike or public transit, a projection that realistically assumes a much 
more locally-concentrated pattern of workforce housing.

While inconsistent with the DEIR’s transportation assumptions, dividing the housing 
need among more than three dozen jurisdictions has the predictable result of making a very 

11  This figure appears to be in conflict with official figures from ABAG and MTC, and should be 
revised downward in any case.  See April 21, 2011 report by Calthorpe Associates at 
http://assets.metroquest.com/img/eba/April212011_EnvisionBayAreaResultsReport_withAppendix.pdf.
12   See report by Calthorpe Associates, supra; ABAG discussion at 
http://www.bayareavision.org/bayarea/economy.html.
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substantial need for housing appear to be inconsequential. Menlo Park’s “share,” according to 
this methodology, will be only 254 housing units. (DEIR 3.14-13 to 14.) The DEIR concludes 
that in no city will the induced housing growth be significant when measured against long-term 
housing need projections by ABAG. That is the wrong standard of significance, as we discuss in 
Section 5, below. In addition, however, both the data and the methodology itself are deeply 
flawed: the data is not disaggregated by income, and the methodology ignores the physical 
impacts of Menlo Park’s displacement of its workforce housing to other jurisdictions. 

First, the data: the DEIR bases its conclusions on general data concerning not the 
residential location of current Facebook employees, but on current employees who work in 
Menlo Park. The DEIR provides no basis for its assumption that the residential dispersal of the 
City’s overall workforce is a good proxy for that of Facebook’s workforce. 

Even the use of data based on where current Facebook employees now live would not be 
appropriate unless disaggregated by income. That is because low-wage workers are far more 
likely to be transit-dependent and to live closer to their jobs, than are higher-income employees; 
the latter not only have far higher auto-ownership rates, but much greater choice in where they 
can live. Because lower-income households are far less likely to own autos than higher-income 
households, moreover, those who cannot use transit, or for whom commutes by transit take too 
long, will be forced into buying cars, which in turn will be older cars that create more emissions. 
The DEIR does not take these impacts into account because of its failure to disaggregate by 
income. 

As to methodology, it is a fact, though not discussed in the DEIR, that Menlo Park has 
engaged in a long-standing pattern and practice of exporting its workforce housing need 
throughout the region, and beyond. This fact is evident in numerous respects, not discussed in the 
DEIR:

� Menlo Park has failed to adopt an updated Housing Element of its General Plan 
since 1992. As discussed above, the Housing Element Law requires a periodic update 
of this Element of the General Plan to accommodate the local jurisdiction’s “fair 
share” of the regional need for new housing affordable to all income levels. 

� That fair share, or RHNA, as noted above, must be accommodated by making 
adequate sites available with zoning and development standards, and at densities, that 
will promote the development of housing at each level of affordability. Menlo Park 
has failed to accommodate its share of very-low, low-and moderate-income housing 
for two consecutive planning periods, and now has a rezoning obligation that exceeds 
1,000 affordable units, as detailed above. 

� Having failed to plan to meet its share of the region’s affordable housing need, 
Menlo Park has not surprisingly failed to produce that housing. It permitted zero new 
very-low and low-income housing units during the entirety of the last planning period 
(1999-2006), during which time it produced only 11 units of moderate-income 
housing.
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� Finally, Menlo Park’s failure to provide affordable housing opportunities 
commensurate with the size of its low-wage workforce has resulted, according to a 
recent ABAG analysis, in its having one of the worst fits between jobs and housing in 
the entire Bay Area region: In Menlo Park, only 17% of low-wage worker households 
(below 80% AMI) can find housing affordable to them in the city.13

The DEIR implicitly assumes that Menlo Park will continue to fail to fulfill its 
obligations under State law, and continue to fail to house its lower-income workforce. It 
improperly fails to account, however, for the impacts of the housing growth that Menlo Park’s 
exportation of its workforce housing need will create. To house the increased worker population 
that the project will create, the City would need to plan for more than 9,000 housing units, of 
which 46%, or 4,324 units, would be affordable to very-low, low and moderate income 
households. Planning to export that housing outside the city limits does not eliminate those 
impacts. As the California Supreme Court recently held, a ban on development in one area can 
reasonably be anticipated to displace development to other areas and such displacement is 
subject to analysis under CEQA. Muzzy Ranch Co. v, Solano County Airport Land Use 
Commission (2007) 41 Cal.4th 372, 383 (“no California locality is immune from the legal and 
practical necessity to expand housing due to increasing population pressures.”).

That principle remains true whether the ban is de jure or de facto. And, as in Muzzy
Ranch, the principle remains true here that “no statute (in CEQA or elsewhere) imposes any per 
se geographical limit on otherwise appropriate CEQA evaluation of a project's environmental 
impacts.” (Id., 41 Cal.4th at 387.) For the DEIR to employ a methodology that only “considers 
whether population and household growth would [be] within forecasts for the City and/or can be 
considered substantial with respect to remaining growth potential in the City” (DEIR at p. 3.14-
7, emphasis added) is improper. 

The DEIR incorrectly states that “Housing affordability . . . is considered to be a 
socioeconomic issue that need not be evaluated under CEQA. A shortfall of affordable units 
within the City is not considered a physical environmental impact.” (DEIR, at p. 3.14-15.) That 
is incorrect. In fact, Facebook’s low-wage workers cannot physically live in housing they cannot 
afford, and this creates a host of both direct and indirect impacts on the physical environment.
Census data shows that 21,049 workers commute into Menlo Park, a city of just over 30,000 
residents. Of those in-commuting workers, 6,046 earn under $40,000, placing them in the very-
low income category.14 If housing that is affordable to those workers is not available in Menlo 
Park, which already fails to house the vast majority of its low-wage workforce, then those 
workers will physically impact other communities. They will strain or deplete the existing supply 

13  ABAG recently analyzed the “jobs-housing fit,” i.e., how well the lower-income housing supply 
matches the labor pool of lower-income workers. A jobs-housing fit of 100% means that enough housing 
units exist within a city to house every worker earning lower-income wages in that city. A copy of 
ABAG’s analysis is attached. 
14  According to State income limits for 2011, a very-low income household of four earns up to 
$53,400 in San Mateo County, while a 1-person household earning up to $37,400 is in the very-low 
income category.HCD, Official State Income Limits for 2011 – Revised (July 13, 2011), available at 
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/fa/mprop/2011_IncomeLimits.pdf.
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of affordable housing in Menlo Park and nearby communities, like East Palo Alto and North Fair 
Oaks/Redwood City, and will fuel pressures to develop new housing. In addition, the currently 
inadequate supply of lower-income housing in the vicinity of Menlo Park means that thousands 
of low-wage workers travel long distances from the housing they can afford to their jobs in 
Menlo Park. These physical impacts will, in turn, physically impact air quality, GHG emissions, 
transportation networks, traffic , noise, utilities, biological resources, and public services. 

The DEIR must, in short, not simply make implicit assumptions about Menlo Park’s 
continued failure to meet its affordable housing obligations, but must analyze the impacts of that 
failure. It may not simply assume without analysis that other jurisdictions, which already have a 
shortfall of affordable housing, will pick up the tab.

4. The DEIR Adopts an Inappropriate Standard of Significance for Evaluating 
Growth Inducing Impacts 

The DEIR uses the ABAG Projections 2009 for regional growth over a 25 year period to 
assess the project’s impacts, but fails to provide an adequate explanation of why this is a proper 
standard of significance to evaluate the project’s growth inducing impacts. This standard is 
inappropriately overbroad in both its time horizon and its geography, masking housing impacts 
that are already under-stated as described above.

As to timeframe, the project contemplates a site buildout of between two and four years. 
By 2015 at the latest, 6,600 workers would be employed in the project area (DEIR 2-13), with an 
additional 2,800 by 2016 (DEIR 2-29). Most of these employees would be on the site well before 
this. Yet the DEIR uses 25 year growth projections to evaluate the significance of growth that 
will occur within the next 4 years. Employing such wildly disparate time horizons for evaluating 
significance is a fundamental flaw. Were it permitted, it would undermine the very core of 
CEQA, as the impacts of no conceivable project would ever appear to be significant under this 
standard.

If ABAG 2009 Projections are to be used at all to measure the significance of the 
project’s growth-inducing impacts, the proper timeframe is ABAG’s projections for the year 
2015. According to ABAG, Menlo Park is projected to add just 450 jobs between 2010 and 2015 
(2010 = 29,400 jobs, 2015 = 29,850, DEIR at p. 3.14-5, Table 3.14-3), while the project would 
create 9,400 new jobs by that date. Similarly, Menlo Park’s population is projected to increase by 
only 1,700 from 2010 to 2015 (DEIR at p. 3.14-4, Table 3.14-2), a small fraction of the new 
housing units for which the project will induce demand in the local area.  

The DEIR’s standard of significance is also inappropriate in its geographic scope. The 
DEIR compares the projected housing needs generated by this project on a particular site in 
Menlo Park against the housing growth projected for the entire Bay Area. As discussed above, 
this is improper. 

Even if ABAG’s Projections 2009 figures might be valid to use for projects in some 
jurisdictions, they cannot be relied upon to evaluate projects built in Menlo Park, due to the 
City’s invalid and obsolete General Plan. In generating regional and jurisdictional growth 
projections, ABAG relies on “General Plan policies for each particular jurisdiction” (DEIR at p. 

20.14 
Cont.

20.15

20.16

4-313 Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR  — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



Justin Murphy, Development Services Manager 
January 30, 2012 

Page 12 of 14 

3.14-1, n. 1). Since, as noted above, Menlo Park lacks a valid and current General Plan, any 
projections for Menlo Park are similarly invalid.  

Finally, ABAG’s projections are not self-fulfilling, but assume local compliance with 
California Law, including the Housing Element Law. Absent such compliance to accommodate 
the RHNA, the assumed levels of housing growth are unlikely to materialize. Menlo Park 
illustrates this principle: have failed to comply with its Housing Element obligations for the past 
20 years, it has also failed to allow the development of more than a trickle of affordable housing, 
particularly at the lower-income levels. As a result, a workforce almost as large as its population 
commutes to jobs in Menlo Park each day. 

B. Cumulative impacts. 

Under CEQA, a project’s impact must be evaluated in light of the combined effects of 
existing, concurrent, and future projects in the area: “Even though a project’s impact may be 
“individually limited,” such impact may be “cumulatively considerable.” (Pub. Resources Code, 
§ 21083, subd. (b)(2).) The CEQA Guidelines define “cumulative impacts” as “two or more 
individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or 
increase other environmental impacts.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15355.) 

“‘[C]umulatively considerable’ means that the incremental effects of an individual 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects 
of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.” (Pub. Resources Code, § 
21083, subd. (b)(2); CEQA Guidelines § 15065, subd. (a)(3).) “An EIR shall discuss cumulative 
impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable....” 
(CEQA Guidelines § 15130, subd. (a).).” Citizens for East Shore Parks v. California State Lands 
Comm’n (2011) 202 Cal.Appl.4th 549.

Given the lack of affordable housing in Menlo Park, discussed above, and the precipitous 
increase in employment created by the project, the DEIR should analyze the cumulative impacts 
of land-use decisions and development approvals within the City over the past 11 years – the 
period during which the City has lacked an updated Housing Element – to determine if the 
project’s impacts will be significant when viewed in connection with the impacts of these earlier 
actions. It should also analyze the cumulative impacts of increased lower-income housing 
demand in the surrounding area in aggregate. The analysis should consider the full range of 
cumulative environmental impacts that can be caused or intensified due to increased housing 
demand, including greenhouse gas emissions (GHG), traffic, noise, air quality, hydrology and 
water quality, biological resources, and other issues. 

C. The Project is Inconsistent with General Plan 

As discussed above, Menlo Park lacks a valid General Plan, both because it has failed 
since 1992 to update its Housing Element and because other mandatory elements of its General 
Plan are obsolete. The DEIR fails to analyze the impacts of development that is inconsistent with 
a valid General Plan. For instance, this project will occupy 78.9 acres of land that could 
potentially be needed to accommodate the City’s share of affordable housing development, yet 
the DEIR lacks any analysis of whether sufficient land will be available within the City to 
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accommodate its current and past RHNA need for over 1,000 units of very-low, low and 
moderate income housing. 

Even if the General Plan were not obsolete, this project is inconsistent with the Land-Use 
Element which, as the DEIR acknowledges, includes a Policy II.A.9 that provides: 

The City will continue to require developers of employment-generating commercial and 
industrial developments to contribute to the provision of below market rate housing 
opportunities in the City. (DEIR at p. 3.14-3.) 

In an apparent effort to create the impression of consistency with this Policy, the DEIR recites 
that “The 254 total housing units generated by the Project would contribute to satisfying the 
City’s RHNA of 993 total units, as shown in Table 3.14-1.” (DEIR, at p. 3.14-15) Of course, as 
the DEIR itself acknowledges, “The Project does not include any residential development, nor 
does it propose any housing.” (DEIR at p. 3.14-8.) It will not “generate” any housing, will not 
“contribute to satisfying” any portion of the City’s RHNA. It will only generate direct and 
indirect growth-inducing impacts. 

V. The DEIR Ignores Crucial Project Mitigations 

Identification and adoption of feasible measures to mitigate or avoid significant 
environmental impacts is one of the primary purposes of an EIR. See Pub. Resources Code, 
§21081.6 (b); see also Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15121 (a); see also Fed’n of Hillside and 
Canyon Ass’ns v. City of Los Angeles (2000) 83 Cal. App. 4th 1252, 1258. Where multiple 
measures are available to mitigate an impact, each should be discussed and the basis for selecting 
a particular measure should be identified. Cal. Code of Regs. tit. 14, §15126.4 (a) (1) (B).  

 The DEIR identifies multiple significant impacts that are caused or exacerbated by the 
un-addressed housing need that will be generated by the project. These include traffic, air 
quality, and other impacts that the DEIR concludes are significant and unavoidable. Moreover, as 
discussed above, a proper analysis of the housing needs generated by the project would likely 
result in the identification of additional significant environmental impacts, not only in the areas 
of population and housing, but also related to traffic, air quality, GHG, noise, and public services 
and others. The complete failure to consider readily available housing-related mitigations that 
would reduce these identified impacts, perhaps below the level of significance, is a fundamental 
failing of the DEIR that requires revision.

The housing-related mitigation measures that could reduce both the significant impacts 
already identified in the DEIR and those likely to be found after a proper analysis of housing 
needs is performed include15:

15   Additional mitigations would involve action by the City of Menlo Park. Among other things, the 
City must update its Housing Element, and plan to accommodate its current RHNA plus its AB 1233 
carryover, totaling 1,089 units of affordable housing, as set forth above. The City must also rezone 
sufficient acres to R4 (40 units per acre), with a density floor of 30 units per acre, to accommodate the 
lower-income share of the current and prior RHNA. 

20.18 
Cont.

20.19
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Justin Murphy, Development Services Manager 
January 30, 2012 

Page 14 of 14 

1. Facebook will comply with General Plan Policy II.A.9, by developing, or 
contributing the funds needed to develop, 1,034 units of very-low income housing, 1,598 units of 
low income housing and 1,692 units of moderate income housing. If these units cannot all be 
accommodated within Menlo Park, Facebook will make appropriate contributions to the 
County’s affordable housing trust fund to cover the cost of developing that housing in 
neighboring communities. 

2. Facebook will modify the proposed project to include on-site housing for lower-
income employees. 

3. Facebook will agree to targeted outreach and local hire requirements in filling 
new very-low and low income jobs so as to mitigate transit and housing pressure on existing 
development. Its outreach and hiring should extend to those communities, like East Palo Alto, 
that will be most directly impacted by the project. 

Absent substantial revisions to the DEIR to address the concerns raised in this letter, and 
related concerns, the public and decision makers will have been deprived of the opportunity to 
assess the environmental impacts of the project and to consider potential mitigations. Thank you 
for the opportunity to raise these important issues. 

Very truly yours, 

Richard A. Marcantonio 
Managing Attorney 

Enclosure:  ABAG Jobs-Housing Fit Analysis (2011). 

20.19 
Cont.
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20. Public Advocates Incorporated, Richard A. Marcantonio (letter dated January 30, 
2012) 

20.1 The commentor summarizes the purpose, impetus, and requirements of a General Plan’s 
Housing Element. Please refer to Master Response 6 for further information regarding the 
City’s Housing Element as it relates to the Project. 

20.2 The commentor identifies the City’s failure to adopt an updated Housing Element during 
each of the past two five-year planning cycles. Please refer to Master Response 6 for 
further information regarding the City’s Housing Element as it relates to the Project. 

20.3 The commentor states that the City has failed to plan for and develop affordable housing 
units in accordance with its fair share of the region’s need for new housing. Please refer to 
Master Response 6 for further information regarding the City’s Housing Element as it 
relates to the Project. 

20.4 The commentor identifies the number of affordable housing units that the City is responsible 
for providing based on its Regional Housing Need Allocation.  Please refer to Master 
Response 6 for further information regarding the City’s Housing Element as it relates to the 
Project. 

20.5 The commentor states that the Court should suspend the City’s land-use authority until the 
necessary steps are taken to ensure that the City’s General Plan is valid, including, but not 
limited to an updated Housing Element. Any suspension of the City’s land use authority 
would be by court order after a successful challenge to the City’s Housing 
Element.  Government Code Section 65755 provides that the court shall include one or 
more provisions, including, but not limited to, suspending a city’s authority to issue 
building permits. Please refer to Master Response 6 for further information regarding the 
City’s Housing Element as it relates to the Project. 

20.6 The commentor states that the Draft EIR lacks an adequate analysis of growth-inducing and 
the cumulative impacts.  The comment acknowledges four court cases but they are not tied 
to a specific comment which addresses the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Project’s 
compliance with CEQA.  The Draft EIR addresses growth inducing impacts and cumulative 
impacts in Section 3.14, Population and Housing and in the discussion of Growth-Inducing 
Impacts in Section 4, Other CEQA Considerations. The comment states that the analysis of 
growth-inducing impacts is inadequate but does not state specifics as to why this is the 
case. Changes in population are not, in and of themselves, direct physical environmental 
effects. In compliance with CEQA Guidelines the growth-inducing and cumulative impacts 
of the Project would not necessitate the extension of roads or other infrastructure, nor 
would it necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere which could result 
in direct physical environmental impacts. 
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20.7 The commentor states that the Draft EIR lacks an adequate analysis of growth inducing and 
cumulative impacts as a result of the influx of new employees to the Project area and fails 
to meet the required standards of an analysis under CEQA.  The Draft EIR correctly and 
adequately analyzes growth-inducing and cumulative impacts. The Project’s impacts were 
measured against 2025 in order to provide a long-term perspective of population, housing, 
and employment trends, as this horizon best represents job growth in a recovered economy. 
This approach was chosen to avoid measuring the Project’s impacts against trends that 
reflect a sluggish economy and may not accurately reflect the economy’s recovery over the 
long term.  This approach is characterized in the Draft EIR on page 3-16-6, “due to the 
severity of the City’s job losses in the recent years, future employment in the City is not 
expected to return to 2000 levels until after 2025.”  

 If the Project were measured against these interim horizons, the same conclusion of the 
Total Project (East Campus and West Campus combined) would be reached. Page 3.14-10 
of the Draft EIR states that while the Total Project would exceed Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG) employment projections, it would not result in increases in City 
population or demand for housing that would exceed ABAG projections. Therefore, the 
Draft EIR’s conclusion is correct. The exceedance of ABAG employment projections 
would not result in significant adverse environmental impacts, as the CEQA thresholds of 
significance relate to substantial increases in population and housing projections, not 
employment projections. Thus, physical impacts would not occur as a result of the Project. 

 In addition, the analysis provided in the Draft EIR conservatively applies all future 
employment growth to the City of Menlo Park, when in actuality,  employment growth 
would be spread throughout the County and greater Bay Area. For perspective, the 
following table compares the projected net increase in employment as a result of the Project 
for the following three time horizons: 2010-2015, 2015-2020, and 2020-2025 distributed 
throughout San Mateo County and the Bay Area.  

 

Projected Job Growth for San Mateo County and the Bay Area Between  
2010-2015, 2015-2020, and 2020-2025 

Time Horizon 

Projected Job 
Growth for San 
Mateo County 

Total Project’s 
Net Share of 
Overall San 

Mateo County 
Job Growth 

Projected Bay 
Area Growth 

Rate 

Project’s Net 
Share of 

Overall Bay 
Area Job 
Growth 

2010-2015 27,050 (7.8%) 21% 258,750 (7.4%) 2.2% 

2015-2020 31,030 (8.3%) 19% 306,100 (8.2%) 1.9% 

2020-2025 35,450 (8.8%) 16% 339,210 (8.4%) 1.7% 
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 As shown in the table above, when dispersed throughout a larger geographic area, the 
percentage share of employment resulting from the Project is substantially smaller, which 
further substantiates the draft EIR’s less-than-significant conclusion relative to population 
and housing. 

 Section 4 of the Draft EIR presents a growth-inducing impact analysis. The commentor 
does not specifically state the deficiency in the conclusion stated in Section 4 regarding 
growth inducing impacts.   

20.8 The commentor states that the Draft EIR incorrectly analyzes growth-inducing impacts, 
under-estimates the housing demand that will be created by the Project, and fails to 
compare the Project against proper baseline conditions.  The topics pointed out by the 
commentor are addressed throughout this document. Specifically, please refer to Master 
Response 1 for information regarding the baseline. Please refer to Response 20.7, above, 
for further discussion of growth-inducing impacts and the Project’s share of jobs in the City 
and region. 

 As stated on page 3.14-11 of the Draft EIR, according to U.S. Census 2006-2008 
American Community Survey (ACS),1 approximately 7.8 percent of those who work in 
Menlo Park also live in the City. The Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) in Appendix 3.14 of 
the Draft EIR uses this 7.8 percent factor because it provides a justifiable benchmark for a 
percentage of new housing units that could be viewed as Menlo Park’s share. Applying this 
factor to the Project, 7.8 percent of the housing demand generated by the Project within the 
City would translate to approximately 254 units out of 3,257 total units. Additional 
residential development would likely take place between now and when the East Campus 
and West Campus are fully occupied. The remaining housing units (3,003) would be 
distributed throughout the region as shown in Table 3.14-10, of the Draft EIR.  Table 
3.14-10 shows the distribution of Project housing demand based on the existing commute 
patterns for employees who work in the City.  

 These estimates are based on the most recent data available from the U.S. Census ACS on 
the residential locations of those who work in Menlo Park.  As demonstrated in Table 3.14-
10, the indirect housing demand from the Project would represent a small percentage of the 
ABAG projected housing growth for most jurisdictions in the Bay Area region.  Overall, 
on a regional basis, the Project’s demand for housing is not a substantial share of the total 
projected housing growth and, since the Project would not significantly impact forecasted 
household growth, the physical impacts of new housing as a result of the Project would be 
less than significant.  

                                                            
1  The 2006-2008 ACS data is used rather than the recently released 2008-2010 ACS data because complete 

commute flow information is not yet available for the 2008-1020 ACS. 
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 Even if specific data were available regarding newcomers to the Bay Area, it could not be 
readily applied in the Draft EIR because the portion attributable to the Project Sponsor’s 
employees who would be new is unknown.  Estimates in the Draft EIR are based upon the 
best and most current data available relative to where those who work in Menlo Park live.  
Physical environmental impacts associated with commuting to and from the Project site, 
including greenhouse gas emissions, air quality, traffic, are explicitly addressed in the 
Draft EIR.  Furthermore, ABAG projections are representative of housing development to 
occur within the context of separate planning and zoning processes that separately will be 
subject to CEQA requirements. 

20.9 The commentor states that the Draft EIR improperly characterizes baseline conditions in 
order to underestimate Project’s impact on job growth and other environmental topics 
considered in the Draft EIR.  Please refer to Master Response 1 for further information 
regarding baseline conditions identified in the Draft EIR. 

20.10 The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to use proper baseline conditions to analyze 
growth and that the Draft EIR’s analysis of new employees as they relate to the number of 
housing units and their geographic distribution is inadequate.  Please refer to Master 
Response 1 regarding the baseline.   

 The Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project creates indirect demand for 3,257 new units 
throughout the Bay Area.  It is also acknowledged that the indirect demand represents a net 
increase in total housing needed in the Bay Area, even if many workers do find housing in 
existing units. As explained above in Response 20.8, the U.S. Census 2006-2008 ACS is 
the best and most current data available regarding commute patterns and, therefore, was 
applied in the Draft EIR to estimate where workers at the Project would likely live. Please 
also refer to Master Response 7 regarding the various factors affecting residential choice.    

 The commentor suggests 1.23 workers per household should be used in replacement of the 
1.78 workers per household currently used in the Draft EIR. Based on the reference 
provided by the commentor, it is unclear as to why this worker per household number 
should be used in replacement of 1.78 workers per household. Further, it is important to 
note that upon review of the source provided by the commentor for the identified rate of 
1.23 workers per household, no such rate could be found. The document cited by the 
commentor does include a rate of 1.5 workers per household,2 further demonstrating the 
ambiguity of the 1.23 workers per household rate.  

                                                            
2  FOCUS, Bay Area Focused Growth, “Economy,” website: 

http://www.bayareavision.org/bayarea/economy.html, accessed April 3, 2012. 
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 The HNA, included as Appendix 3.14 of the Draft EIR, states that Keyser Marston 
Associates (KMA) derived the worker per household factor based on data from the ACS.3 
ACS data provide estimates of the total number of workers in San Mateo County, and the 
total number of households receiving wage or salary income. San Mateo County averages 
approximately 1.78 employees per worker household and is used in the Draft EIR analysis 
because workers will be more similar to the County as a whole rather than the smaller City 
of Menlo Park profile. Santa Clara County, where over half of Facebook employees 
currently reside, is similar to San Mateo County at 1.73 workers per worker household on 
average. Although half of the existing Facebook employees live in Santa Clara County, 
approximately 42.5 percent of people who work in Menlo Park live in San Mateo County 
while approximately 29.3 percent of Menlo Park workers live in Santa Clara County, as 
shown in Table 3.14-10 on page 3.14-13 of the Draft EIR. As such, 1.78 workers per 
household is a valid and justifiable figure to represent workers per household in San Mateo 
County. 

20.11 The commentor states that the projected allocation of induced housing demand throughout 
the region based on existing commute patterns for Menlo Park is in conflict with the 
transportation analysis assumptions with respect to commuting by bicycle and public transit 
which would require a more locally concentrated pattern of workforce housing. The 
estimated distribution of workers does not conflict with the transportation analysis.  It is 
acknowledged that walking and bicycle commuting depend on a relatively short travel 
distance (with the caveat that either mode could be used in conjunction with transit).  
However, other non-single occupancy vehicle travel modes including carpools, shuttles, 
and vanpools do not depend on a short travel distance. The Draft EIR incorporates the 
assumption that approximately 3 percent of workers walk and 5 percent commute via 
bicycle. This assumption does not conflict with the estimated percentage of workers 
residing within the several jurisdictions reachable by either or both of these modes, 
including Menlo Park at 7.8 percent, East Palo Alto at 3.3 percent, Palo Alto at 4.4 
percent, and Redwood City at 9.7 percent (Table 3.14-10 of the Draft EIR).  

 Some workers may commute by bike from cities that are further away by using the Bay 
Trail, combining with a trip on Caltrain, or via the bicycle lane across the Dumbarton 
Bridge. The Draft EIR states on page 3.5-31 that “currently, nearly 40 percent of 
employees commute by alternative modes (shuttles, public transit, walking and bicycling) 
based on the mode choice surveys completed in 2010.” As such, walking and bicycling, 
both of which are contingent on a relatively short travel distance constitute only 8 percent 
of the 40 percent of employees who commute by alternative mode choice. The remaining 
32 percent utilize other alternative modes, such as shuttles, vanpools, and public transit, 
which, as stated previously, are not dependent on short travel distances. Therefore, the 

                                                            
3   Keyser Marston Associates, Inc., Housing Needs Analysis Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project, November 

2011, p. 1. 
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assumptions made in the Draft EIR regarding location of future housing do not conflict 
with assumptions regarding commuter mode choice.  

 The commentor asserts that the estimated housing need by jurisdiction also needs to be 
disaggregated by income for each jurisdiction. As the preparer of the Housing Needs 
Analysis (Appendix 3.14 of the Draft EIR), KMA is not aware of a data source that could 
be used as the basis for such an estimate at the jurisdiction level (although there is limited 
information at the County level). The actual distribution will be determined by the housing 
market and depend on housing supply actually available by income tier in the various 
jurisdictions at the time new employees are entering the housing market.   

 The commentor asserts the methodology of comparing projected housing demand by 
jurisdiction to Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) projections of housing 
production by jurisdiction ignores physical impacts associated with workforce housing 
being distributed to other jurisdictions.  Physical environmental impacts associated with 
commuting to and from the Project site, including traffic, air quality, greenhouse gas 
emissions, and noise are explicitly addressed in the Draft EIR (Sections 3.5, 3.6, 3.7, and 
3.8, respectively).  Furthermore, ABAG projections are representative of housing 
development to occur within the context of separate planning and zoning processes in each 
of the jurisdictions that will separately be subject to CEQA requirements.  This is a widely 
accepted metric from which population-related impacts are measured.  

20.12 The commentor states that the Draft EIR provides no basis for the assumption that commute 
patterns for the City’s overall workforce are a good proxy for Facebook workers.  
Commute patterns for existing Menlo Park workers was determined to be the best and most 
representative data source available. It is acknowledged that the data is not a perfect proxy 
for Project Sponsor’s workers; however, no better data source exists.  While commute data 
was available from the Project Sponsor, the data provided is not Project-specific because it 
is representative of the prior location in the City of Palo Alto. The Project site is in a 
different location with significant differences in access to freeways and improved access to 
the East Bay via the Dumbarton Bridge; therefore, it is expected that there would be 
differences in commute patterns for reasons described below.  

 The Draft EIR analyzes new employees added at the Project site, rather than the existing 
employees that were re-located to the Project site and accommodated within the existing 
3,600 employee limitation.  New employees will make a decision about residential location 
taking into account the location and transportation options available to access the Project 
site as opposed to the prior Palo Alto location.  New employees also may not share the 
same occupational characteristics as the Project Sponsor’s current workforce.  As 
Facebook matures and enters a new phase as a public company, it may need to hire 
employees that have a somewhat different occupational composition than existing 
employees.  Differences in occupation could be correlated with many other differences, 

4-322Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



such as average age and lifestyle preferences, which could, in turn, lead to a different 
pattern of residential location than existing employees.  Given the above considerations, the 
decision was made not to use the Palo Alto data since it would not be representative of new 
employees in a new location. The commute data for the City of Menlo Park was 
determined to be the best data source available for purposes of the information presented in 
Table 3.14-10 starting on page 3.14-13 of the Draft EIR.  

 The commentor observes that lower income workers are more likely to depend on transit 
and those that cannot use transit may be forced into purchasing cars which in turn are 
more likely to be older cars with above average emissions.  It is noted that the Project 
Sponsor’s Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program includes provision of 
direct bus service to/from San Francisco, vanpools to/from cities throughout the Bay Area, 
and shuttle service to/from Caltrain, all free of charge to employees.  It is reasonable to 
expect that lower income workers may be more likely to take advantage of the ability to 
save on commute costs by using these free services rather than commute by car.  Lower 
paid employees who do drive may be more likely to carpool or drive smaller cars that are 
more fuel efficient to save on fuel costs.   

 However, without specific data that could be used to disaggregate commute patterns by 
income, the potential for lower paid employees to make disproportionate use of free 
vanpools, shuttles, carpools, or drive smaller cars is not specifically taken into account in 
the Draft EIR.  Similarly, potential differences in emissions performance between cars 
owned by employees at various income levels is not specifically taken into account because 
it is too speculative.  There is no data available that would have allowed such factors to be 
explicitly considered in the Draft EIR.  Even if the necessary data existed, incorporation of 
the information into the Draft EIR analyses is unlikely to materially affect the findings.     

20.13 This comment pertains to the City’s ability to meet the affordable housing demands of its 
low-wage workforce. Please refer to Master Response 6 for further information regarding 
the Housing Element. Menlo Park has a Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Program 
codified at Menlo Park Municipal Code Chapter 16.96 that is designed to increase the 
housing supply for households that have very low, low, and moderate incomes compared to 
the median household income for San Mateo County.  Residential developments are 
required to provide a percentage of the units at BMR to very low-, low-, and moderate-
income households and commercial developments are required to either include BMR 
housing on site or pay an in-lieu fee. This comment does not address physical 
environmental impacts and no further response is warranted.  

20.14 Commentor asserts that the Draft EIR does not evaluate housing related impacts outside its 
boundaries. Contrary to the commentor’s assertions, the Draft EIR does consider indirect 
housing impacts beyond its boundaries. Table 3.14-10 on pages 3.14-13 through 3.14-14 of 
the Draft EIR summarizes how the indirect housing demand generated by the Project is 

4-323 Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR  — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



estimated to be distributed throughout the region, not just within the City’s boundaries.  It 
is acknowledged that the Project will create additional housing demand in other 
communities, including affordable housing, and this additional demand will lead to the 
need for construction of new housing.  However, as shown in Draft EIR Table 3.14-10, 
additional housing demand is within ABAG projections of housing growth for each of the 
communities throughout the region.   

 The commentor also argues that the City must account for the impacts of the housing 
growth that the City’s alleged exportation of its workforce housing will create.  The 
commentor cites Muzzy Ranch Co. v. Solano County Airport Land Use Commission (2007) 
41 Cal. 4th 372, for the principle that a ban on development in one area can be reasonably 
anticipated to displace development to other areas and such displacement is subject to 
CEQA analysis.  First, there is no ban on development included in the Project or in the 
City of Menlo Park.  Second, in Muzzy Ranch the issue was whether the land use plan that 
restricted development in the area surrounding an airport was even a project.  In this case, 
there is no disagreement that the increase in density at the East Campus and development of 
the West Campus is a project to be analyzed under CEQA.  Third, unlike Muzzy Ranch, 
the Draft EIR for this Project analyzed indirect housing impacts beyond its boundaries 
rather than attempting to avoid any analysis.  Even the court in Muzzy Ranch noted that a 
public agency is not always required to make a detailed analysis of the impacts of a project 
on future housing and growth.  Nothing in the CEQA Guidelines, or in the cases, requires 
more than a general analysis of projected growth.  Thus, the analysis of the projected 
housing growth, which includes consideration in and outside the City, was adequate and no 
changes to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

The commentor appears to suggest that the Draft EIR contains an assumption that all (or 
most) workers live in Menlo Park.  Contrary to what has been suggested, workers are 
anticipated to live throughout the Bay Area (see Draft EIR Table 3.14-10).  The 
commentor also incorrectly suggests that physical environmental impacts related to 
commuting to and from the Project site from other jurisdictions have not been analyzed.  
However, the Draft EIR does address physical environmental impacts of commuting 
including traffic, noise, and greenhouse gases.  These physical environmental impacts are 
analyzed and addressed consistent with the commute pattern shown in Table 3.14-10 and in 
accordance with the requirements of CEQA.  It is further noted that the expected commute 
patterns are not unusual for large metropolitan regions such as the Bay Area, which present 
workers with many choices about where to live.  Even if the housing stock in Menlo Park 
were more affordable, significant levels of commuting would likely persist due to the many 
residential choices the Bay Area offers and all the various other factors, besides 
affordability, that workers take into account when choosing where to live, as further 
described in Master Response 7.  
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20.15 The commentor expresses concern with the Draft EIR’s consideration of employment growth 
and housing demand generated by the Project and the timeframe used to analyze the 
impacts of this growth.  Refer to Response 20.7, above and its associated table for a 
comparison of the Project’s share of the City’s projected increase in employment for the 
following time horizons: 2010-2015, 2015-2020, and 2020-2025. In addition, in 
compliance with CEQA Guidelines the Project would not necessitate the extension of roads 
or other infrastructure, nor would it necessitate the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere which could result in direct physical environmental impacts. 

20.16 The commentor states the Draft EIR’s standard of significance is inappropriate in its 
geographic scope and expresses concern regarding the City’s lack of a Housing Element. 
Please refer to Master Response 6 for information regarding the City’s General Plan 
Housing Element and Response 20.8, above.  

 The commentor has not stated specifically why these assumptions are flawed. It is 
unreasonable to assume that all employees would live in a limited geographic area. This is 
especially true based on the existing commute patterns of current Facebook employees, 
which are discussed in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and presented in Appendix 
3.7-C. Even with some degree of uncertainty the ABAG Projections are the standard metric 
against which relative growth resulting from development can be compared.  The City’s 
lack of a current Housing Element does not affect the ABAG calculations since, even in the 
absence of a Housing Element, the City does maintain a RHNA allocation, which feeds 
into the ABAG growth projections. The City’s updated Housing Element itself will contain 
an analysis of land available for residential development, as well as housing-related General 
Plan policies but its existence does not affect ABAG’s projections.  

20.17 The commentor states that the cumulative analysis should include affordable housing in the 
City of Menlo Park and consider land-use and development patterns in the City over the 
past 11 years due to the lack of an updated Housing Element.  Please refer to Master 
Response 6 for a discussion regarding the City of Menlo Park Housing Element.  In 
addition, please refer to Master Response 7 for a discussion regarding low income housing. 
The connection between the cumulative analysis in the Draft EIR and the Housing Element 
is unclear. Any “earlier actions” referenced by the commentor that could have had an 
effect on the environment would have been subject to CEQA. The environmental impacts 
both individually and on a cumulative basis would have been assessed at that time. Past 
projects that have been implemented are part of the environmental baseline from which 
impacts of the Project have been measured. The cumulative analysis focuses on reasonable 
and foreseeable future growth and to include past actions in the cumulative analysis in the 
Draft EIR would significantly overstate cumulative impacts nor is it appropriate under 
CEQA. Therefore, the Draft EIR adequately analyzed cumulative impacts and no changes 
are necessary.  
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20.18 The commentor states the City lacks a valid General Plan because mandatory elements, 
such as the Housing Element, are obsolete and states the Project is inconsistent with Land 
Use Element Policy II.A.9.  Please refer to Master Response 6 for information regarding 
the City’s General Plan Housing Element.  

 The commentor’s point regarding Policy II.A.9 is acknowledged; however, it should be 
noted that Policy II.A.9 referenced in the Draft EIR is referenced as part of the Housing 
Element and not the Land Use Element of the General Plan.  The commentor is incorrect 
in stating that the Project would be inconsistent with Policy II.A.9.  This Policy relates to 
the City of Menlo Park’s BMR Housing Program.  The BMR Housing Program’s purpose 
is to increase the housing supply for households living or working in Menlo Park that have 
very-low, low, and moderate incomes. If it is not possible to provide actual BMR housing 
units, either on or off-site, commercial developers shall pay fees in lieu of actual units. 
These fees established under Commercial Development Requirements serve to mitigate the 
demand for affordable housing created by commercial development projects.  The Draft 
EIR states, on page 3.14-11, “the Project would not significantly impact the 2025 
forecasted household growth within the City, and the demand for housing as a result of the 
Project would be less than significant.” In addition, the Project Sponsor will be required to 
pay the BMR fee for the West Campus development prior to issuance of a building permit, 
as required by City ordinance. As such, no mitigation would be required and the Project 
would be consistent with the Policy II.A.9.  

20.19 The commentor states that significant and unavoidable impacts related to topics, such as 
traffic, air quality GHG, noise, and public services, are a result of the un-addressed 
housing need that will be generated by the Project. Changes in population are not, in and 
of themselves direct physical environmental effects. The purpose of the Population and 
Housing analysis, Section 3.14, of the Draft EIR, is to characterize the potential for 
Project-induced population, housing, and employment changes that may trigger physical 
environmental effects. Potential environmental impacts are examined in the Draft EIR, 
specifically traffic-related impacts are analyzed in Section 3.5, Transportation; air quality-
related impacts are analyzed in Section 3.6, Air Quality; GHG-related impacts are analyzed 
in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions; noise-related impacts are analyzed in Section 
3.8, Noise; and public service-related impacts are analyzed in Section 3.15, Public 
Services.  As described above in Response 20.15, since the Project would not significantly 
impact forecasted household growth the demand for housing would be less than significant.  
In compliance with the CEQA Guidelines the Project would not necessitate the extension of 
roads or other infrastructure, nor would it necessitate the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere which could result in direct physical environmental impacts. As such, it 
would be speculative to assume these significant and unavoidable impacts would result 
indirectly as a result of housing needs generated by the Project. 
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 The commentor also states housing-related mitigation measures that could reduce 
significant impacts and states that the City must update the Housing Element in order to 
accommodate future growth. Please refer to Response 20.18 for further information 
regarding Facebook’s required contribution to BMR fees. On-site housing is not part of the 
Project and, therefore, does not require further analysis under CEQA. Further, targeted 
outreach and local hiring requirements are socioeconomic issues and do not relate to the 
physical environment and, therefore, are not under the purview of CEQA. Please refer to 
Master Response 6 for information regarding the City’s General Plan Housing Element. 
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 www.sfcjpa.org 

East Palo Alto, Menlo Park, Palo Alto, San Mateo County Flood Control District, and the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
 
 

January 30, 2012 
Ms. Rachel Grossman 

Associate Planner 

City of Menlo Park 
701 Laurel Street 

Menlo Park, CA  94025 

Re:  Facebook Campus Project Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Ms. Grossman: 

On behalf of the City of Menlo Park and other local agencies, the San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers 

Authority (SFCJPA) is engaged with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in a regional project that takes into 

account the potential impact of flooding from San Francisco Bay on areas of the City, including the 
Facebook Campus Project area.  In this role, the SFCJPA has a responsibility to communicate the issues 

around – and implement solutions to – flooding and future Sea Level Rise.   

Both the East and West Campuses of the Facebook Campus Project currently lie in the FEMA 100-year 

floodplain known as the “Special Flood Hazard Areas Inundated by a 100-year Flood.”  The new Bay coastal 

maps produced by the Corps for the SFCJPA-sponsored project include scenarios for Sea Level Rise, and 

this increased flood risk is anticipated to become the basis for future FEMA floodplain maps.   

For the East Campus, Impact HY-4 concludes that the project will have a “less-than-significant potential to 

expose people to flooding” from Sea Level Rise. Impact C-HY-2 concludes that the project’s contribution to 

flooding is not considerable.  Therefore, it concludes that no mitigation measures are required. 

For the West Campus, impact HY-2 concludes that the project “will place structures in a Special Flood 
Hazard Area” and that this is considered a “potentially significant impact.”  The mitigation measure 

proposed, HY-2.1, is to obtain a “Conditional Letter of Map Revision – Fill” from FEMA, by having the Project 

Sponsor “prepare supporting data, including hydraulic and hydrologic analyses, delineation of floodplain 

boundaries, and all other information required by FEMA” to review and elevate the request for a CLOMR-F.  
This information exists or is in the process of being created by the Corps of Engineers or SFCJPA, and it 

seems unlikely that the mitigation measure proposed – preparing supporting data for a CLOMR application – 

would remove the West Campus from the FEMA floodplain and the threat of flooding. 

For the West Campus, Impact HY-4 states that the project could expose “people to flooding from 
climate change-induced sea level rise, resulting in potentially significant impact.”  The mitigation 

measures proposed, HY-4.2 and HY-4.3, may allow this impact to become less than significant, 

depending on the design of the measures and the flood elevation used in the design criteria. 

As recently as November 2011, the Menlo Park City Council expressed its support for a regional 

approach to addressing concerns over flooding from San Francisco Bay in areas of the City and in the 
City of East Palo Alto between Highway 101 and the Bay.  The SFCJPA is working with the federal 

government and others to implement this approach, and thus I would encourage those responsible for 

planning the Facebook Campus Project to coordinate with the SFCJPA regarding this issue. 

Sincerely, 
 

 

Len Materman 
Executive Director 

650-324-1972  *  jpa@sfcjpa.org  *  615 B Menlo Avenue  *  Menlo Park, CA 94025 

Letter 21

21.1

21.2

21.3

21.4

21.5
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21. San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority, Len Materman (letter dated January 
30, 20121 

21.1 The commentor provides information concerning efforts by the San Francisquito Creek 
Joint Powers Authority (SJCJPA) concerning studies that are anticipated to result in 
revisions to 100-year floodplain maps adopted by FEMA that apply to the Project site. The 
Special Flood Hazard Area maps referenced by the commentor are anticipated and not yet 
available and, therefore, are not appropriate for inclusion in this EIR.   

 Should FEMA adopt revised Bay coastal floodplain maps during the course of preparation 
of the CLOMR-F (Mitigation Measure HY-2.1 on page 3.12-25 of the Draft EIR), the 
relevant information would be incorporated into that process, as necessary, to ensure the 
City fully complies with its obligations as a National Floodplain Insurance Plan (NFIP) 
community. No additional analysis or changes to the Draft EIR are necessary as a result of 
this comment. 

21.2 The commentor restates the conclusions of Impact HY-4 and Impact C-HY-2.   No further 
analysis or changes to the Draft EIR are necessary as a result of this comment. 

21.3 The commentor suggests that Mitigation Measure HY-2.1 may be insufficient to address 
potential floodplain impacts when considering the future floodplain mapping efforts to 
address sea level rise. The comment letter did not include any documentation supporting 
the assertion that Mitigation Measure HY-2.1 would be inadequate to mitigate the impact to 
a less-than-significant level.  However, to ensure the coastal maps being prepared by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for the SFCJPA-sponsored project are considered during 
the CLOMR-F process, Mitigation Measure HY-2.1 on page 3.12-25 of the Draft EIR has 
been revised as follows. 

HY-2.1 Prepare and Obtain a Conditional Letter of Map Revision – Fill 
(CLOMR-F) from FEMA Prior to Issuance of a Grading or 
Building Permit. Concurrent with the first building permit submittal 
for the West Campus, the Project Sponsor shall submit a FEMA 
CLOMR-F application to the Public Works Department for review 
and approval. In accordance with the National Flood Insurance 
Program (NFIP) (Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 44 Part 65), 
Section 65.6 (Revision of base flood elevation determinations), the 
Project Sponsor shall prepare supporting data, including relevant 
hydraulic and hydrologic analyses, delineation of floodplain 
boundaries and all other information required by FEMA to review 

                                                            
1  Please note that the San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority (JPA) is a government agency serving 

communities across multiple jurisdictions in Silicon Valley.  The JPA has been incorrectly identified here as 
an Organization. 
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and evaluate the request for a CLOMR-F.  The analyses shall 
clearly show revised and new floodplain boundaries, for the Project 
area and adjacent areas not affected by the revision., taking into 
account San Francisco Bay coastal floodplain maps being prepared 
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for the San Francisquito 
Creek JPA-sponsored project, if such maps have been adopted by 
FEMA. Upon receiving City approval, the Project Sponsor shall 
submit the CLOMR-F application to FEMA. Prior to issuance of 
any grading or building permit on each site, the applicant shall 
obtain a CLOMR-F from FEMA. The applicant shall submit an 
elevation certificate prior to final signoff of the foundation 
inspection for each structure. 

21.4 The commentor suggests that implementation of Mitigation Measures HY-4.2 and HY-4.3 
would support a less-than-significant conclusion concerning removal of the West Campus 
from the FEMA floodplain and associated flood risk reduction.  Because there is no 
Mitigation Measure HY-4.3, this response assumes that the commentor meant Mitigation 
Measures HY-4.1 and HY-4.2.  Mitigation Measures HY-4.1 and HY-4.2, presented on 
page 3.12-31 of the Draft EIR, would occur prior to the first construction permit, while 
Mitigation Measure HY-2.1 on page 3.12-25 would be required prior to first building 
permit.  These mitigation measures are intended to be part of a comprehensive approach to 
reducing flood risk, as suggested by the commentor.  The City of Menlo Park would be 
responsible for monitoring and enforcing these mitigation measures, thus supporting the 
Draft EIR’s less-than-significant conclusion. 

21.5 The commentor requests coordination between the SFCJPA, the federal government, and 
the Project Sponsor regarding flooding.  The City participates in the federal National Flood 
Insurance Program (NFIP) and, therefore, must ensure that the Project meets federal 
standards for flood protection.  As stated on page 3.12-24 of the Draft EIR, the Project at 
the West Campus would involve placement of fill to elevate finished floor elevations above 
the 100-year flood hazard elevation.  Nonetheless, for the purposes of the analysis, the 
impact is considered less than significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 
HY-2.1.  This mitigation measure would require the Project Sponsor to prepare and obtain 
a Conditional Letter of Map Revision - Fill (CLOMR-F) from FEMA prior to issuance of a 
grading or building permit. 

 In addition, as described on page 3.12-25 of the Draft EIR, under existing conditions for 
the 100-year tidal flooding event, the West Campus would experience flooding, but does 
not provide floodplain storage because there is no upstream hydrologic or hydraulic 
stormwater contribution.  Therefore, with the Project, there would be no encroachment on 
a regulatory floodway that would remove floodplain storage capacity.  The Project at the 
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West Campus would not increase water elevations because the displaced water would be 
dispersed over the entire acreage of the Bay. 

 Although the Project would result in less-than-significant impacts regarding flooding, after 
mitigation, the City would still be required to coordinate with the federal government.  
Since the City participates in the NFIP, the Project would be subject to FEMA regulations 
for development within a floodplain. 
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January 30
th

, 2012       via email 

 

 

Rachel Grossman, 

Associate Planner 

City of Menlo Park 

 

 

Dear Ms. Grossman 

 

Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society and Sequoia Audubon Society appreciate the 

opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the planned 

Facebook Campus. Our members typically share a passion for wildlife and natural 

resources; especially birds. We strive to protect habitats and migration routes, and to 

foster public awareness of native birds and their ecosystems. The setting of the Facebook 

campus within and next to the Don Edwards National Wildlife Refuge and the Salt Pond 

Restoration Project is of concern, as these sites preserve habitats and ecosystems that are 

utilized by many resident and migratory bird species, including species listed as 

endangered in California and by the Federal Government. Our comments focus on 

biological resources. 

 

1. The DEIR project description provides only limited information on the setting of the 

campuses (East and West) in relation to the Don Edwards National Wildlife Refuge, the 

Salt Pond Restoration Project, wetlands and marshes, and the Ravenswood Slough. The 

literature surveys and project description utilize only a small fraction of the information 

that is readily available regarding the biological resources in the area, especially birds. 

We ask that the Final EIR review data and studies that are available from the USGS 

Western Ecological Research Center (http://www.werc.usgs.gov/), Don Edwards Wildlife 

Refuge (http://www.fws.gov/desfbay/species_inventory.htm), and the San Francisco Bay 

Bird Observatory (http://www.sfbbo.org/science/index.php) in providing an adequate 

description of the migratory and resident birds that are found in the slough, salt marshes 

and wetlands in the vicinity of the two campus sites. The DEIR fails to mention that some 

of the wetlands areas within the Ravenswood Triangle were specifically protected and 

restored/enhanced to provide habitat for a federally listed endangered species. Please list 

all the species that utilize nearby wetland habitats, and state what laws apply to the 

protection of each of these species (such as the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, Endangered 

Species Act etc.) Please provide maps of protected areas and previously designated 

mitigation areas.  

Letter 21

22.1

22.2

   

Letter 22
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2. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that the “whole of an 

action” be described, analyzed and mitigated. A public agency is not permitted to 

subdivide a single project into smaller individual sub-projects in order to avoid the 

responsibility of considering the environmental impact of the project as a whole.  “The 

requirements of CEQA, ‘cannot be avoided by chopping up proposed projects into bite-

size pieces which, individually considered, might be found to have no significant effect 

on the environment or to be only ministerial.  The term ‘project,’ ... means the whole of 

an action which has a potential for physical impact on the environment, and ... ‘[t]he term 

“project” refers to the underlying activity and not the governmental approval process.’  

Orinda Assn. v. Board of Supervisors (1986) 182 Calliope.3d 1145, 1171-1172. 

 

The DEIR project description for the East Campus does not provide useful information 

that would justify exemption from analysis of the entire Facebook campus project as 

required by the CEQA. The project description should include details on any additional 

construction/building on the East Campus as well as any changes to the physical 

environment following the NOP (light, noise, runoff). Furthermore, the morphology of 

the East Campus site requires that specific Levees be elevated and fortified to protect the 

campus from sea level rise. Since the configuration of Levees is inherently associated 

with the location of the East Campus in the midst of Ravenswood Slough, the EIR should 

describe, analyze and mitigate impacts to biological and other resources that – in the 

foreseeable future – can be expected to result from the necessary elevation and 

reinforcement of the levees that protect the East Campus. 

 

3. According to CEQA guidelines, the baseline “normally” consists of “the physical 

environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time . . . 

environmental analysis is commenced . . . ” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15125, subd. (a).).  

Thus, the project description for the project should apply the environmental conditions at 

the time of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) as the baseline for all environmental 

resources. For the East Campus, this means that description, analysis and mitigations are 

required for all changes in the physical environment, including changes in lighting, noise, 

runoff, traffic and any other physical aspects that may have environmental impacts on 

wildlife and especially on the endangered species in Ravenswood Slough and the marshes 

adjacent to the two campuses. The EIR should also evaluate the impacts of light and 

noise on wildlife movement connectivity corridors. We ask that mitigation include a 

wildlife corridor that is not impacted by light as a buffer between the marshes and human 

activities.  

 

4. Please provide adequate surveys of biological resources on both project sites. The 

description “small unidentified birds were observed in the courtyard during the survey, 

but no other wildlife species appeared to be present during the survey” (page 3.10-4) is 

inadequate, as it conveys no relevant information at all. Adequate surveys should be 

conducted by a qualified biologist to identify the birds and wildlife on both project sites, 

including signs of wildlife that use the site whether present or not during the time of the 

survey. Surveys should extend to the sphere of influence (a minimum of 250-ft from 

campus boundary) of construction activity and any routine activity on the Facebook 

22.3

22.4

22.5

22.6

22.7

22.8
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campuses, including recreation and sports, and should include both diurnal and nocturnal 

components. 

 

5. Surveys for burrowing owls should be conducted on the West Campus site, and the 

EIR should evaluate the impacts of development on burrowing owls in the bay area and 

on their remaining habitat, and mitigate for the loss of habitat.  

 

6. We ask that all tree work should be done outside of the nesting season. The DEIR 

proposes inadequate preconstruction surveys for nesting birds. Since a bird can build a 

nest, lay eggs and raise nestlings within the time interval of 21 days, the mitigations 

proposed to protect birds are inadequate and may result in violation of the Migratory Bird 

Treaty Act. If tree work is conducted within the nesting season, for the duration of tree 

work during the nesting period, a qualified biologist must inspect each tree no more than 

two (2) days prior to removal. This mitigation should ensure avoidance of incidental 

“take” of any bird nest that may contain eggs or nestlings.  

 

7. The DEIR identifies risk to nesting special-status species such as western snowy 

plovers and salt marsh harvest mice in the adjacent salt marshes from predation by 

raptors, gulls and corvids. The DEIR proposes that deterrents to perching will be installed 

in the new, West Campus, but not in the existing East Campus. We ask that the EIR 

mitigate for this impact on both campuses – East and West – and not limit mitigation to 

new construction. If any structures are added at the East Campus (solar panels, lighting 

structures etc), physical deterrents to perching should be installed. In addition, trees 

should not be planted that would provide predators with perching sites – we ask that no 

trees be planted on the perimeter of the campuses or in locations that would provide 

predators with view of wetlands or salt marshes.  Additional mitigation can be the 

removal of existing, derelict poles from nearby marshes, including the Ravenswood 

Triangle. 

 

8. The North American Bird Conservation Initiative—a joint effort of federal agencies 

and nonprofit conservation organizations—released the “2009 State of the Birds” in 

which it reported that the majority of migratory birds in North America are suffering 

significant population declines due to human-induced causes, including habitat loss and 

collisions with man made structures (http://www.stateofthebirds.org/2009). Recently, the 

American Bird Conservancy published a report on the issue 

(www.abcbirds.org/newsandreports/BirdFriendlyBuildingDesign.pdf). The report 

examines the problem of bird collision with windows, and offers solution. 

 

Due to the proximity of wetlands and salt marshes and the location on the pacific flyway, 

the Facebook campuses should be considered hazardous to birds.  We maintain that in 

sensitive, high hazard areas such as the Facebook project sites, collision with windows 

should be considered a significant impact on migratory birds along the bay and the 

pacific flyway. This impact should be recognized, analyzed and mitigated to a less than 

significant level. This impact should also be analyzed cumulatively, since development 

along the San Francisco Bay is expected to intensify in the foreseeable future (see 

22.8 
Cont.
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4-334Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



 4 

General Plans and specific development plans in San Jose, Sunnyvale, Moffett Field, 

Mountain View, Menlo Park, Redwood City.) 

Solutions are emerging for better building design, and glass products are becoming 

commercially available to mitigate collision of birds with windows. Adoption of bird-safe 

design principles by Facebook would potentially reverberate around the globe and 

motivate others to follow suit. The window-glass industry may also change in response.  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Facebook DEIR,  

 

 

Shani Kleinhaus 

Environmental Advocate 

Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society 

www.scvas.org 

 

 

Jennifer Rycenaga 

President 

Sequoia Audubon Society, San Mateo County 

www.sequoia-audubon.org 

22.12 
Cont.
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22. Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society and Sequoia Audubon Society, Jennifer 
Rycenaga (letter dated January 30, 2012) 

22.1 The commentors expresses concern about potential Project impacts to the adjacent Don 
Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) and the South Bay Salt Pond 
Restoration Project. The Draft EIR acknowledges that the East Campus lies adjacent to the 
Refuge and the Restoration Project with the following statement on page 3.10-4: “Salt and 
brackish water marshes that border the southern portion of the Bay occur to the north and 
west of the East Campus are a part of the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National 
Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) and are associated with the South Bay Salt Pond Restoration 
Project.” Further, notices were sent to both the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
and the Restoration Project informing them of the Project EIR process.  The City has 
conducted multiple meetings with interested organizations. The City held a meeting with 
representatives from the South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project on August 24, 2011 to 
discuss preparation of the Draft EIR. The City then met again on February 29, 2012 with 
the representatives from the Committee for Green Foothills, Citizens Committee to 
Complete the Refuge, Sierra Club, Audubon Society, California Native Plant Society, and 
California Coastal Conservancy. The City considered the concerns voiced at that meeting 
and has addressed those throughout this document.   

 The Draft EIR provides detailed information concerning the sensitive resources that are 
present in the adjacent wetlands. This information was obtained from relevant sources 
following professional standards by qualified biologists familiar with area ecology. Table 
3.10-1, for instance, provides a listing of special-status species that occur in the area. Page 
3.10-15 contains analysis of “Indirect Impacts on Special-Status Species Inhabiting the 
Adjacent Water Marshes.” Information contained within the Draft EIR, and further 
clarified in this Response to Comments, demonstrates that the Project would not have a 
significant effect on the wetlands and special-status species that are present on the Refuge 
and within the Restoration Project area. The East Campus, which is most relevant to this 
discussion, proposes no new uses at the site that have not already been occurring for many 
years. Although implementation of the Project would increase the number of allowable 
employees at the East Campus, the Project does not propose expansion of the site footprint 
or any encroachment into adjacent wetlands. The City remains committed to its continuing 
support and participation in activities such as the Restoration Project. The City has 
provided funding for the Restoration Project and has been a participant since its inception. 
Similarly, the City maintains a cooperative relationship with its neighbors, including 
federal partners like the Refuge.  
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22.2 The commentors assert that the existing setting information with respect to the Refuge and 
the Restoration Project area is not adequate, and suggests additional information that 
should have been included in the Draft EIR. As discussed above Response 22.1, the Draft 
EIR adequately describes the biological resources that are present both on and off the 
Project Site, as well as the management and conservation status of adjacent lands. Table 
3.10-1, provides a listing of special-status species that occur in the area. Page 3.10-15 
contains analysis of “Indirect Impacts on Special-Status Species Inhabiting the Adjacent 
Water Marshes.”  

 Information contained within the Draft EIR and further clarified in this Response to 
Comments demonstrates that the Project would not have a significant effect on the wetlands 
and special-status species that are present on adjoining wetland areas. The East Campus, 
which is most relevant to this discussion due to its proximity to the Refuge, proposes no 
new uses at the site that have not already been occurring for many years. Although 
implementation of the Project would increase the number of allowable employees at the 
East Campus, the Project does not propose expansion of the site footprint or any 
encroachment into adjacent wetlands.  Thus, while some of the additional information 
presented in the commentor’s letter is of interest, it does not provide any additional 
information that would suggest that the findings contained in the Draft EIR would be any 
different if that information had been included. The additional information does not change 
the fact that implementation of the Project would not impact the resources with which the 
commentors are concerned. The City acknowledges the biological value of the adjoining 
wetlands, but cannot find any additional evidence provided by the commentor that would 
suggest that the findings presented in the Draft EIR are not valid or are inadequately 
supported.  

22.3 This comment pertains to the exclusion of certain actions related to the Project Sponsor’s 
occupancy of the East Campus from analysis of the Project in the Draft EIR. Please refer to 
Master Response 2 for a response to concerns regarding segmentation. 

22.4 The commentor states that the project description for the East Campus does not provide 
useful information that would justify exemption for analysis of the entire Project as required 
by CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of the environmental 
baseline used for the analysis in the Draft EIR. Please also refer to Master Response 2 for 
a response to concerns regarding segmentation.  

 The impacts of the East Campus are not related to construction, but rather the increase of 
permitted employees at the East Campus.  As stated on page 2-8 of the Draft EIR, the 
existing Conditional Development Permit would be amended to replace the 3,600-employee 
cap a Trip Cap.  The Trip Cap is intended to accommodate the proposed increase in 
employees at the site from 3,600 to approximately 6,600 employees.  As described on page 
3.1-4 through 3.1-5 of the Draft EIR, Section 3 analyzes the change in the CDP from an 

4-337 Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR  — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



employee cap to a Trip Cap.  Because this action does not involve any ground-disturbing 
construction activities or exterior modifications to the existing buildings, several technical 
discussions do not apply to the East Campus (Aesthetics, Wind, and Cultural Resources).  
The remaining technical chapters analyze the impacts related to population-based thresholds 
at the East Campus, rather than the footprint-based impacts. 

 The commentor specifically mentions that the Draft EIR should discuss the impacts of light, 
noise, and runoff at the East Campus. With respect to noise and light impacts, it should be 
noted that the existing levee, fence, and dense vegetation that forms the perimeter of the 
East Campus provides effective attenuation of light and noise impacts from the campus to 
the surrounding wetland areas. The Project does not propose to increase existing lighting at 
the East Campus. Any impacts that could occur at the East Campus site are already 
occurring under existing conditions. Implementation of the Project would not create any 
new impacts with respect to light spillover, and the level of light spillover that is currently 
occurring is negligible. This is due to the distance of campus buildings from the adjoining 
wetlands, the downshielding of existing parking lot lighting, and the presence of the 
aforementioned levee and vegetative barrier that surrounds the campus parking lot and 
separates it from the adjoining wetlands. In addition, the East Campus would be installed 
with energy efficiency technology with the desired goal of achieving Leadership in Energy 
and Environmental Design (LEED) Gold certification. Part of these improvements would 
include the installation of daylighting controls and occupancy sensors to turn off lights 
when they are not needed. Further, the installation of low wattage lighting fixtures as part 
of the energy efficiency improvement would have the effect of generally lessening the 
amount of light created at the campus. Windows would receive tinting and shading features 
to lessen energy loss, which would have the effect of lessening the amount of light 
projected through the windows from inside the buildings. Therefore, not only would the 
Project create no new impacts with respect to excess light, it would result in an improved 
condition over that which is currently present at the site. 

 As described on page 3.8-11 of the Draft EIR, the East Campus would not include major 
construction activities such as demolition, grading and ground clearing, foundation 
installation, or piling driving.  No heavy construction equipment would be required.  
Therefore, no noise impact would result from construction on the East Campus and is not 
discussed further in Section 3.8.  However, as discussed under Impact NO-1, starting on 
page 3.8-12 of the Draft EIR, the East Campus could result in less-than-significant noise 
impacts due to general on-site activity, on-site noise sources, and exposure of on-site 
receptors. In addition, in combination with the West Campus, traffic generated by the East 
Campus would result in a substantial permanent ambient noise level increase, as analyzed 
under Impact NO-3 on page 3.8-25 of the Draft EIR.  As such, noise impacts at the East 
Campus are discussed in the Draft EIR and do not require further analysis. 
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 Regarding runoff, the Project would not add new impervious features to the East Campus. 
A drainage report prepared for the East Campus concluded that there would be no changes 
in stormwater peak flow rates when comparing future conditions with the East Campus to 
existing conditions.1 As such, runoff from the East Campus would not change under the 
Project and, therefore, is not discussed in the Draft EIR. 

22.5 The commentor suggests the height of the levees around the East Campus should be 
increased and fortified and that EIR should evaluate the impacts of such improvements. 
There are no aspects of the Project that would directly alter water surface elevations in the 
Bay or where sea level-rise induced flooding is projected to occur as a result of 
development of the East Campus. Re-use of the existing buildings and minor improvements 
to outdoor amenities would not alter the timing, frequency, or magnitude of flooding at the 
East Campus.   

 The increased population at the East Campus could indirectly contribute to climate change-
induced sea level rise through greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) associated with vehicle 
trips and energy use.  This impact is evaluated in the Draft EIR under Impact CC-1 in 
Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which concludes impacts would be less than 
significant.  As explained on page 3.7-1, it is not currently possible to link these GHGs 
emitted from a specific source or location to particular global climate changes, such as the 
extent to which East Campus-generated GHGs could contribute to sea level rise at the East 
Campus.  Under CEQA, such an analysis would be speculative and is not required per 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15145. 

 Because impacts would be less than significant, mitigation to increase levee protection is 
not required under CEQA to address Project impacts.  As of the date of publication of the 
Draft EIR, there are no plans to increase levee height as part of the Project or any other 
project known to the City of Menlo Park. If a need to improve the levees surrounding the 
East Campus is identified through the collaborative, regional adaptive strategy effort, 
appropriate environmental review in accordance with CEQA would be prepared at that 
time. The impact analysis would, as noted by the commentor, need to evaluate the 
environmental effects on construction on biological resources in the Don Edwards Wildlife 
Refuge, among many other environmental topics.  Further, as mandated in the Bay Plan, as 
amended, any work within San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission’s jurisdiction would also require appropriate coordination with that agency. 
Until such time as a specific levee improvement project is proposed, it would be 
speculative to identify potential impacts, and, under CEQA Guidelines Section 15145, such 
an analysis is not required in the EIR. Also, as discussed throughout the Draft EIR, the 

                                                            
1  BKF, Facebook @ Menlo Park East Campus Storm Drain Report, June 1, 2011.  This report is available for 

review at the City of Menlo Park Community Development Department, 701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA 
94025. 
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Project at the East Campus would not result in new development or changes to the footprint 
of the existing buildings. 

 No additional analysis or changes to the Draft EIR are necessary as a result of this 
comment. 

22.6 The commentor states that the project description in the Draft EIR should apply the 
environmental conditions at the time of the Notice of Preparation as the baseline for all 
environmental topics analyzed. Please refer to Master Response 1 for further information 
regarding baseline conditions identified in the Draft EIR. 

22.7 The commentors assert that the Draft EIR should evaluate the impacts of light and noise on 
wildlife movement connectivity corridors at the East Campus, and that mitigation should be 
included that would create a wildlife corridor that is not impacted by light. Such a corridor 
would serve as a buffer between adjacent marches and human activities. The Project would 
not create any new uses at the East Campus that have not already been occurring for many 
years. Although implementation of the Project would increase the number of allowable 
employees at the East Campus, the Project does not propose expansion of the site footprint 
or any encroachment into adjacent wetlands.  There are no existing wildlife corridors at the 
East Campus. Based upon the site’s layout and the fact that a levee, dense vegetation, and a 
fence surround the bulk of the site, wildlife are not able to pass through the site, thus 
disallowing the use of the site as a wildlife corridor. This is an existing condition that is 
unrelated to the Project. Since the Project would not impact an existing wildlife corridor or 
inhibit the existing movement of wildlife, there is no impact, and mitigation is not 
required. 

 Please refer to Response 22.5 for information regarding noise and light impacts associated 
with the East Campus. 

22.8 The commentors request that adequate surveys of biological resources be conducted at both 
the East Campus and the West Campus. Information contained within the Draft EIR was 
obtained from relevant sources following professional standards by qualified biologists 
familiar with area ecology. Habitat assessments were conducted by qualified biologists at 
both the East Campus and the West Campus. The information in the Draft EIR adequately 
inventories the sensitive biological resources that are likely to occur both on and off the 
Project site and assesses the likely impacts to those species from Project implementation. 

 Table 3.10-1, for instance, provides a listing of special-status species that have been 
documented to occur within a two-mile radius of the Project site. This would include all 
special-status species that occur in adjoining habitats. The Draft EIR on page 3.10-15 
contains analysis of “Indirect Impacts on Special-Status Species Inhabiting the Adjacent 
Water Marshes.” This discussion analyzes impacts to special-status species such as western 
snowy plover, salt marsh common yellowthroat, California black rail, California clapper 
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rail, salt marsh harvest mouse, and salt marsh wandering shrew. A biological resources 
survey was conducted in June 2011 by a certified biologist and only small, unidentified 
birds were observed. In addition, although not conducted prior to the release of the Draft 
EIR, burrowing owl surveys have been performed, which are discussed in Response 22.9, 
below. Information contained within the Draft EIR, and further clarified in this Response 
to Comments, demonstrates that the Project would not have a significant effect on the 
wetlands and special-status species that are present on adjoining natural areas.  

22.9 The commentors request that surveys for burrowing owl be conducted at the West Campus 
and that analysis and mitigation be included for impacts to burrowing owls. A 
comprehensive evaluation of potential impacts to burrowing owl was not included in the 
Draft EIR because the original habitat assessment determined that there was a very low 
probability that burrowing owls could occur at the West Campus site. At that time, focused 
surveys were determined to not be warranted. In response to this comment, a subsequent 
evaluation for burrowing owl was performed at the site to verify the original findings. 
Since the western third of the West Campus is covered by buildings and parking lots, the 
survey and evaluation was conducted in the more open eastern two-thirds of the site where 
suitable habitat would be most likely to occur. The survey found no evidence to indicate 
that burrowing owls are present on the site or have been present in the recent past. No owls 
were observed, nor were any pellets, whitewashed perching areas, feathers, eggshell 
fragments, or other diagnostic sign. Approximately 12 potentially suitable burrows were 
found to be present in the southeastern portion of the site, but upon further observation it 
was determined that the burrows were being actively utilized by ground squirrels, not owls. 
One ground squirrel was observed moving around the burrows during the survey. Much of 
the eastern portion of the site consists of highly compacted soils with minimal vegetation, 
and much of the site has been covered by shredded bark groundcover, presumably laid 
down to prevent soil erosion after the original buildings were demolished and removed. 
This area of approximately 1.5 acres is largely devoid of any vegetation whatsoever. The 
rest of the site is covered by sparse ruderal weedy annuals. 

 In all, only about 4.5 acres of the site could be considered marginally suitable for foraging, 
since the rest of the site is covered by buildings, parking lots, and other features that are 
not typically associated with suitable habitat for burrowing owls. According to the 
California Burrowing Owl Consortium, the territorial area required for a nesting pair of 
burrowing owls is generally considered to be about 6.5 acres, though this amount could be 
less in areas with exceptional habitat. The West Campus is not exceptional habitat, and 
could be considered marginal at best. In addition, the site is isolated from other areas of 
potential habitat to the north and east by major roadways and other obstructions that would 
make owl recruitment to the site somewhat unlikely. Based upon each of these factors, the 
probability of owls utilizing the site for foraging and nesting is very low. 
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 Nevertheless, and in abundance of caution largely brought about by the presence of 
potentially suitable burrows on the site, the City will add preconstruction surveys for 
burrowing owls to the mitigation requirements for the Project. In response to this 
comment, an additional paragraph has been added to the discussion of Impact BR-1, which 
ends on page 3.10-14 of the Draft EIR, as follows: 

 Burrowing owls have been designated by CDFG as a California Species of 
Concern. No burrowing owls or diagnostic signs that would indicate the 
presence of burrowing owls have been observed on the West Campus site. A 
small area of marginally suitable habitat for burrowing owls is present in the 
eastern portion of the West Campus. This area is comprised of approximately 
4.5 acres of marginal foraging habitat and approximately 12 active ground 
squirrel burrows that could potentially be utilized by burrowing owls in the 
future. Based upon the small size of the habitat, its marginal quality, and the 
site’s relative isolation from other areas that could provide sources of 
recruitment for burrowing owls, it is very unlikely that burrowing owls would 
move onto the site prior to Project construction. However, in the unlikely event 
that owls were to move onto the site and begin breeding there, young owls that 
cannot yet fly could be killed or injured during initial construction activities. 
This would result in a “take” of the species. Loss of individual owls, disruption 
of active burrowing owl nests, the abandonment of young, or the loss of young 
through vegetation removal and grading would be a potentially significant 
impact. 

 In addition, Mitigation Measure BR-1.2 has been added to page 3.10-15 of the Draft EIR, 
to read as follows: 

BR-1.2 Conduct preconstruction surveys for burrowing owls. No more than 
30 days prior to the commencement of ground disturbing activities 
in the area of potentially suitable burrowing owl habitat on the 
West Campus, a preconstruction burrowing owl survey in 
compliance with California Burrowing Owl Consortium protocols 
shall be conducted to ensure that no owls have moved onto the 
Project site. If owls are detected during the survey, additional 
measures are required. These measures include the following: 1) 
occupied burrows should not be disturbed during the burrowing 
owl breeding season, defined as February 1 through August 31, 
unless a qualified biologist approved by CDFG verifies through 
non-invasive methods that either the birds have not begun egg-
laying and incubation, or that juveniles from the occupied burrows 
are foraging independently and are capable of independent survival; 
2) owls on the site are passively relocated. 
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 Implementation of Mitigation Measure BR-1.2 would ensure that 
the Project’s potential impact with respect to burrowing owls would 
be less than significant.  

22.10 The commentors asserts that the Draft EIR’s mitigation for nesting bird impacts is 
inadequate. Requirements for nesting bird clearance varies widely and there appears to be 
no established regulatory protocol or even agreement amongst professional biologists as to 
the appropriate clearance window allowed following a survey. Some jurisdictions indicated 
that a 30-day clearance window was adequate, while a small number indicated that a seven-
day window was necessary. Most jurisdictions fell somewhere in-between, with the typical 
clearance window being 14 to 30 days following a survey. It thus seems that the 
determination of an appropriate clearance window is determined by a number of factors, 
some of which could be driven by site-specific conditions, but some of which might be 
entirely arbitrary or dependent solely upon the personal opinion of the biologist. It is worth 
noting that in review of various jurisdictions and their established clearance windows, no 
jurisdiction was found to have established a two-day clearance window requirement.  

 The mitigation prescribed in the Draft EIR follows standard professional practice for 
nesting bird surveys in this region. It would seem that the prescribed survey intervals and 
clearance windows have been determined through professional practice over many years to 
provide an adequate balance between species protection and construction requirements. 
While the commentors may desire a different survey protocol, such a differing protocol 
would vary substantially from standard practice. Therefore, the existing mitigation is 
adequate. 

22.11 The commentors assert that mitigation to install avian predator perching deterrents should 
be applicable to both the East Campus and the West Campus, rather than just the West 
Campus as prescribed in the Draft EIR. Mitigation directed towards avian predators on the 
West Campus was prescribed because new structures would be built at that location and 
thus a new potential impact would be created from Project implementation. These measures 
were not prescribed for the East Campus because no new buildings are proposed for the 
East Campus as part of the Project; therefore, there would be no new impacts from Project 
implementation at the site. Any avian predation that is currently occurring at the East 
Campus constitutes an existing condition, which would persist regardless of whether or not 
the Project is implemented at the East Campus.  Therefore, operation of the Project at the 
East Campus would not require mitigation for avian predator impacts. Because mitigation 
measures are intended to reduce physical impacts that would arise from implementation of 
a project they are not necessary for conditions that are already present without a project 
(refer to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 and Section 15358). 
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22.12 The commentors request that additional analysis and mitigation be provided to prevent 
collisions of migratory birds with Project buildings. The issue of hazards to birds resulting 
from buildings and urban lighting is an emerging issue that has been receiving a great deal 
of attention in recent years. The City has found that a number of jurisdictions across the 
country have adopted bird-safe guidelines for buildings. In the Bay Area, the City of San 
Francisco recently adopted planning and design standards for bird-safe buildings. 2 
Additional recommendations have been adopted by the American Bird Conservancy.3 Upon 
consideration of this comment, the City of Menlo Park has determined that impacts to birds 
from collisions and Project lighting at the West Campus constitute a potentially significant 
impact. The East Campus is not addressed because it is an existing condition and no 
changes are proposed to which bird-related mitigation measures related to collision would 
apply. The City has determined that the Project would benefit from the implementation of 
bird-safe design standards. Implementation of these standards would effectively mitigate the 
Project’s impact in this regard and lessen the Project’s impact to a less-than-significant 
level.  

 Accordingly, the discussion of Impact BR-4 on pages 3.10-16 and 3.10-17 of the Draft EIR 
are amended as follows: 

 BR-4 Impacts to Wildlife Corridors or Nursery Sites. The removal of trees, shrubs, or 
woody vegetation with implementation of the Project at the East Campus and West 
Campus would have a potentially significant impact on the movement of native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. In 
addition, Project buildings and lighting at the West Campus would have the 
potential to injure or cause death to birds from collision and other factors. (PS) 

  Existing shrubs and trees on the East Campus and West Campus could provide 
nesting habitat for a variety of native migratory birds. The existing buildings at the 
West Campus would be demolished, existing landscaping removed, and the site 
would be developed with new buildings and landscaping. Therefore, most or all of 
the existing shrubs along the perimeter of the property, along with those associated 
with the landscaping around the existing buildings on the West Campus would be 
removed. Approximately 13 trees would be removed from the East Campus to 
accommodate improvements to the undercrossing of Bayfront Expressway and 
Willow Road. If nesting migratory birds are present (i.e., nests containing eggs or 
youths), tree and shrub removal associated with the redevelopment of the West 

                                                            
2  City of San Francisco Planning Department. Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings. Adopted July 14, 2011, 

website: http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/publications_reports/bird_safe_bldgs/Standards%20for%20Bird 
%20Safe%20Buildings%20-%2011-30-11.pdf, accessed March 8, 2012. 

3  American Bird Conservancy. Bird-Friendly Building Design. 2011, website:  http://www.abcbirds.org/ 
newsandreports/BirdFriendlyBuildingDesign.pdf, accessed March 8, 2012. 

4-344Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



Campus could result in the loss of those birds caused by the direct mortality of 
adult or young birds, nest destruction, or disturbance of nesting native migratory 
bird species resulting in nest abandonment and/or the loss of reproductive effort. 
Native migratory bird species are protected by both State (CDFG Code Sections 
3503 and 3513) and federal (MBTA of 1918) laws. Disruption of nesting birds, 
resulting in the abandonment of active nests, or the loss of active nests through 
structure removal would be a potentially significant impact. 

  Further, injury or death to birds could result from collisions with West Campus 
buildings and from improper lighting at the Project site that could serve to 
misdirect or confuse birds. The potential for these types of impacts could be 
heightened based upon the Project’s location near areas used by birds. Impacts to 
birds from Project buildings and improper lighting would be a potentially 
significant impact.   

  MITIGATION MEASURES. The following measures would reduce the potentially 
significant impacts to nesting migratory birds and impacts to birds from Project 
buildings and lighting at both the East Campus and West Campus to less than 
significant. (LTS) 

BR-4.1 Identify and Protect Nesting Migratory Birds at the East Campus and 
West Campus. The Project Sponsor shall implement the following 
measures to reduce impacts to nesting migratory birds: 

a. To facilitate compliance with State and federal law (Fish and Game 
Code and the MBTA) and prevent impacts to nesting birds, the 
Project Sponsor shall avoid the removal of trees, shrubs, or weedy 
vegetation February 1 through August 31 during the bird nesting 
period. If no vegetation or tree removal is proposed during the 
nesting period, no surveys are required. If it is not feasible to avoid 
the nesting period, a survey for nesting birds shall be conducted by 
a qualified wildlife biologist no earlier than seven days prior to the 
removal of trees, shrubs, weedy vegetation, buildings, or other 
construction activity. 

b. Survey results shall be valid for the tree removals for 21 days 
following the survey. If the trees are not removed within the 21-
day period, then a new survey shall be conducted. The area 
surveyed shall include all construction areas as well as areas within 
150 feet outside the boundaries of the areas to be cleared or as 
otherwise determined by the biologist. 
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 In the event that an active nest for a protected species of bird is discovered 
in the areas to be cleared, or in other habitats within 150 feet of 
construction boundaries, clearing and construction shall be postponed for at 
least two weeks or until the biologist has determined that the young have 
fledged (left the nest), the nest is vacated, and there is no evidence of 
second nesting attempts. 

BR-4.2 Implement Bird-Safe Design Standards into West Campus 
Building and Lighting Design. All new buildings and lighting 
features constructed or installed at the West Campus shall be 
implemented to at least a level of “Select Bird-Safe Building” 
standards as defined in the City of San Francisco Planning 
Department’s “Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings,” adopted 
July 14, 2011. These design features shall include minimization 
of bird hazards as defined in the standards. With respect to 
lighting, the West Campus shall: 

 Be designed to minimize light pollution including light 
trespass, over-illumination, glare, light clutter, and 
skyglow while using bird-friendly lighting colors when 
possible.   

 Avoid uplighting, light spillage, event searchlights, and use 
green and blue lights when possible. 

 Turn off unneeded interior and exterior lighting from dusk 
to dawn during migrations: February 15 through May 31 
and August 15 through November 30. 

 Include window coverings on rooms where interior lighting 
is used at night that adequately block light transmission and 
motion sensors or controls to extinguish lights in 
unoccupied spaces. 

Implementation of new Mitigation Measure BR-4.2 would ensure that the Project’s 
potential impact with respect to bird collisions would be less than significant. 
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 In response to the changes to Impact BR-4 listed above, the following text change has been 
made on page 3.1-5 of the Draft EIR.  

Because this does not involve any ground-disturbing construction activities or 
exterior modifications to existing buildings, several technical discussions in this 
section do not apply to the East Campus, as follows: 

 Aesthetics;  

 Wind; and 

 Cultural Resources; and.  

 Biological Resources.  

The remaining technical chapters (Transportation, Air Quality, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, Noise, Biological Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, and Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Population and 
Housing, Public Services, and Utilities) analyze impacts related to both the 
East Campus and the West Campus. However, three four of these sections 
(Biological Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality, and 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials) have both population-based and footprint-
based thresholds and the East Campus is only evaluated where appropriate. 

 In response to the changes to Impact BR-4 listed above, the following text change has been 
made on page 3.12-1 of the Draft EIR.  

The changes in the Conditional Development Permit (CDP) for the East 
Campus would not result in impacts to biological resources; therefore, with the 
exception of tree removal at the undercrossing of Willow Road and Bayfront 
Expressway, Project impacts at the East Campus are not discussed further in 
this section. 
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January 23, 2012 

Rachel Grossman  
Community Development Department 
City of Menlo Park 
701 Laurel Street 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 

RE:  Facebook Campus Project DEIR 

Dear Ms. Grossman: 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Facebook Campus Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 

Save The Bay is the largest regional organization working to protect and restore San 
Francisco Bay. Formed in 1961, Save The Bay has been the Bay’s leading champion 
for more than 50 years, protecting our natural treasure from pollution and inappropriate 
shoreline development; restoring habitat; and securing strong policies to re-establish 
100,000 acres of wetlands that are essential to a healthy Bay. The organization 
engages more than 25,000 supporters, advocates and volunteers to protect the Bay, 
and inspire the next generation of environmental leaders by educating thousands of 
students annually. For 50 years, we have worked to reconnect people to San Francisco 
Bay, and have strongly supported completion of the San Francisco Bay Trail to improve 
pedestrian and bicycle transportation throughout the region, and to improve access to 
the shoreline. 

1. Sea Level Rise 

The EIR’s analysis is inadequate on this issue of sea level rise. The City and Facebook 
should take a proactive approach to addressing the climate change impacts that are 
associated with existing development along the Bayfront. The EIR states that the East 
Campus could see flooding from overtopping of the levees from just a 16-inch rise in 
sea level. But the DEIR incorrectly asserts that the impacts from flooding are “less than 
significant” because the City “will take action when appropriate to protect existing 
development.” (DEIR page 3.12-29) 

The EIR should instead detail how the development will be protected against sea level 
rise as projected by the State of California. In addition to the report of the Pacific 

Letter 23

23.1
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Institute commissioned by three California state agencies,1 there is substantial existing 
information and guidance for planning on sea level rise from entities of the State of 
California. See, e.g., California Climate Adaptation Strategy;2 BCDC, Bay Plan 
Amendment 1-08 Concerning Climate Change;3 State Lands Commission, A Report on 
Sea Level Rise Preparedness.4 Over the last decade, estimates of sea level rise have 
only increased.5

The EIR inappropriately and incorrectly suggests that there is no need to evaluate and 
plan for the vulnerability of this project to sea level rise because the Joint Policy 
Committee may develop a regional plan in the future. In fact, BCDC Bay Plan Climate 
Change policies require that this project be planned now to incorporate adaptation to 
sea level rise: 

2. When planning shoreline areas or designing larger shoreline projects, a 
risk assessment should be prepared by a qualified engineer and should be 
based on the estimated 100-year flood elevation that takes into account 
the best estimates of future sea level rise and current flood protection and 
planned flood protection that will be funded and constructed when needed 
to provide protection for the proposed project or shoreline area. A range of 
sea level rise projections for mid-century and end of century based on the 
best scientific data available should be used in the risk assessment. 
Inundation maps used for the risk assessment should be prepared under 
the direction of a qualified engineer. The risk assessment should identify 
all types of potential flooding, degrees of uncertainty, consequences of 
defense failure, and risks to existing habitat from proposed flood 
protection devices. 

3. To protect public safety and ecosystem services, within areas that a risk 
assessment determines are vulnerable to future shoreline flooding that 
threatens public safety, all projects … should be designed to be resilient to 
a mid-century sea level rise projection. If it is likely the project will remain 
in place longer than mid-century, an adaptive management plan should be 
developed to address the long-term impacts that will arise based on a risk 
assessment using the best available science-based projection for sea 
level rise at the end of the century.6

For all of these reasons, the EIR should include a specific plan for infrastructure 
protection at the higher end of projected sea level rise. 

1 http://www.pacinst.org/press_center/press_releases/sea_level_rise_3_11_09.html
2 http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/adaptation/
3 http://www.bcdc.ca.gov/BPA/BayPlanCC.pdf
4 http://www.slc.ca.gov/Reports/SEA_LEVEL_Report.pdf
5 See, e.g., http://www.nsf.gov/news/news_summ.jsp?cntn_id=119841&org=NSF&from=news;
http://www.climate.org/topics/sea-level/index.html
6 San Francisco Bay Plan Climate Change Policies, adopted October 6, 2011.  

23.1 
Cont.
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2. Bay Trail Gap 

We strongly encourage you to ensure the completion of a missing one-mile segment of 
the Bay Trail as part of this development approval process. Completing the Bay Trail 
segment will help Facebook achieve its commitment to a trip cap with respect to 
vehicular travel to its Menlo Park headquarters.

The San Francisco Bay Trail Project has identified the Bayfront to Ravenswood 
Preserve as a “short but important gap in the Bay Trail.” (Segment 2092, Gap Analysis 
Report, p.51). When completed, this segment will connect 100 continuous miles of bike 
paths between the Facebook Campus and the Peninsula, South Bay and East Bay. The 
availability of more continuous paths would increase the number of people willing to 
commute by bicycle. 

The Bay Trail is a signature recreational opportunity that enables residents to enjoy the 
natural beauty of the Bay. This connection will increase use of the Bay Trail as a 
recreation and commute corridor, making the Bay Trail more functional and completing 
a crucial gap in the trail.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely,

David Lewis 
Executive Director 

23.2
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23. Save the Bay, David Lewis (letter dated January 23, 2012) 

23.1 The commentor asserts the Draft EIR has not adequately analyzed the effects of sea level 
rise at the East Campus, and that City and Project Sponsor should be required to comply 
with certain policies of the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
Bay Plan concerning risk assessment and site planning. CEQA requires an analysis of the 
effects of a project on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2[a]).   This 
fundamental concept was first established in 1995 in Baird v. County of Contra Costa 
(1995) 32 Cal.App.4th 1464, 1468, and more recently in City of Long Beach v. Los 
Angeles Unified School Dist. (2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889, 905, South Orange County 
Wastewater Authority v. City of Dana Point (2011) 196 Cal.App.4th 1604, 1614-1618, and 
Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011), filed November 9, 2011, case 
No. B231965 (Ballona Wetlands Land Trust).   Citing City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles 
Unified School Dist. (2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889, the Appellate Court in Ballona Wetlands 
Land Trust reiterated that “the purpose of an EIR is to identify the significant effects of a 
project on the environment, not the significant effects of the environment on the project.”  
In the latter, a key issue in the case concerned sea level rise.  The Appellate Court in 
Ballona Wetlands Land Trust took issue with the second part of Section 15126.2(a), which 
established that an EIR must also analyze any significant environmental effects that a 
project might cause by bringing development and people into an area affected by a 
particular environmental condition.  The Court concluded that this requirement directly 
contradicted the basic tenet of CEQA.   

 There are no aspects of the Project that would directly alter water surface elevations in the 
Bay or where sea level-rise induced flooding is projected to occur as a result of 
development of the East Campus. Re-use of the existing buildings and minor improvements 
to outdoor amenities would not alter the timing, frequency, or magnitude of flooding at the 
East Campus.  There would be no new infrastructure or substantially modified 
infrastructure at the East Campus that could be affected by sea level rise.   

 The increased employee population resulting from the Project could indirectly contribute to 
cumulative impacts related to climate change-induced sea level rise through greenhouse gas 
emissions (GHGs) associated with vehicle trips and energy use.  This cumulative impact is 
evaluated in the Draft EIR (Impact CC-1 in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions), 
which concludes cumulative impacts would be less than significant. Further, as explained 
on page 3.7-1 of the Draft EIR, it is currently not possible to link these GHGs emitted 
from a specific source or location to particular global climate changes, such as flooding due 
to sea level rise, and how that could affect a certain geographical area such as East Palo 
Alto.  The Project, under CEQA, would not cause an indirect cumulative significant 
adverse impact related to flooding as a result of sea level rise in East Palo Alto due to GHG 
emissions; therefore, no mitigation measures are required.    
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 The Project does not propose development within the Bay, salt ponds, wetlands, or other 
waterways.  A small portion of the East Campus is within the 100-foot shoreline band and 
adjacent to Ravenswood Slough. Only minor improvements associated with the 
pedestrian/bicycle trail and undercrossing on the east side of the Bayshore Expressway 
where it connects to the existing parking lot are proposed in the 100-foot setback, and such 
improvements would have no effect on the potential for sea level rise to adversely affect the 
East Campus. None of the other minor improvements within the developed portion of the 
East Campus would have a significant environmental effect that would directly or indirectly 
influence sea level rise-induced flooding potential.  The West Campus would include new 
development; however, the site is separated from the Bay, salt ponds, and Ravenswood 
Slough by Bayfront Expressway. For these reasons, no additional analysis or mitigation is 
required for the East Campus. 

 No additional analysis or changes to the Draft EIR are necessary as a result of this 
comment. 

23.2 The commentor urges the City of Menlo Park and Facebook to complete a one-mile missing 
segment of the Bay Trail from the Bayfront to Ravenswood Preserve. The Project would not 
create potential impacts to bicycle facilities in the study area, as stated on pages 3.5-66, 
3.5-92, and 3.5-125. Modifications to existing bicycling facilities may be considered at a 
future date as jurisdictions choose to update their bicycle plans. As part of the Development 
Agreement, the Project Sponsor may commit to assisting with the Bay Trail gap completion 
by working with shareholders to determine funding sources. This potential improvement is 
not related to the CEQA review process and is not related to any impacts under CEQA.  In 
addition, please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion regarding bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements.   
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24. Sierra Club, Loma Prieta Chapter, Michael Ferreira (letter dated January 30, 2012) 

24.1 The commentor expresses concern regarding the proximity of the Project site to 
ecologically sensitive areas and asserts that the Project is located on the San Francisco Bay 
and would not be located in close proximity to public transit. The East Campus is located 
adjacent to Ravenswood Slough and Don Edwards National Refuge.  Page 3.1-4 of the 
Draft EIR explains that, because the Project at the East Campus does not involve any 
ground-disturbing construction activities, impacts to biological resources from this phase of 
the Project have not been evaluated. In general, the increased intensity of use at the East 
Campus would not create a substantive effect upon biological resources in the area. 
Activity on the East Campus would largely be confined to the inner courtyard areas of the 
campus, which are many hundreds of feet away from adjoining natural areas. In between 
these courtyards and the natural areas lies an extensive parking area, a perimeter fence, and 
a substantial vegetative barrier and a levee that surround the entire East Campus. 
Consequently, the Draft EIR correctly assumes that the intensification of use within the 
East Campus perimeter in particular would not affect the biological resources within 
adjoining areas.  

 Page 3.10-13, second paragraph, of the Draft EIR states, “the West Campus is separated 
from the Refuge and restoration Project sites by the Bayfront Expressway and a levee.  
Implementation of the West Campus phase would not involve any construction outside the 
currently developed/disturbed boundaries.” Therefore, despite close proximity, the Project 
is effectively isolated from surrounding natural areas, which minimizes noise, light, and 
other impacts from affecting the surrounding wetlands and natural areas. 

 The West Campus is separated from Don Edwards National Preserve by the six-lane 
Bayfront Expressway.  Additionally, as described on page 3.9-8 of the Draft EIR, the site 
has been previously developed and has historically included an asphalt batch plant, a 
Hazardous Waste Transfer Depot, a wastewater treatment system, and several office 
buildings.  As such, the West Campus is not considered a natural area and is already part 
of the urban setting to the north, east, south, and west. 

 As explained on page 5-9 of the Draft EIR, alternate locations were considered for the 
Facebook headquarters.  However, several of these options were rejected because they did 
not meet the Project’s basic objectives and required scattered acquisitions and/or bifurcated 
headquarters.  Additionally, no properties were available in either Palo Alto on Menlo Park 
large enough to accommodate the Project and meet the Project Sponsor’s long-term growth 
needs.  In particular, properties located near transit corridors are generally in highly-
developed areas that could not house a project of this size.  As such, due to site suitability, 
economic viability, and acquisition and control, alternative sites for the Project has been 
rejected as infeasible.   
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 Although the Project site is not located in close proximity to transit corridors, the Project 
would include a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program. The proposed 
TDM program, which the Project Sponsor would be required to implement as a condition 
of approval, would encourage employees to use other methods of transportation than 
single-occupancy automobile travel.  As listed on pages 2-8 through 2-9 of the Draft EIR, 
the TDM program would include, but not be limited to: shuttle service (both long-distance 
and to/from Caltrain stations), vanpools, carpooling assistance, preferential parking, 
subsidized public transit passes, bicycle parking, and subsidies for employees who walk or 
ride their bicycles to work.  The Project Sponsor must promote the TDM program because 
the City would impose a monitoring and reporting program to ensure that the Trip Cap is 
being met.  Penalties would be imposed by the City for violations for the Trip Cap.   

 Therefore, although the Project site is not located near public transit corridors, alternative 
modes of transportation would be provided by the Project Sponsor to their employees.  In 
addition, although speculative, the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project, which is included in 
the Tier 2 cumulative analysis in Section 3 of the Draft EIR, could be located directly to 
the south of the West Campus.  If this project is implemented, which at this time is 
unknown, then the Project site could be located adjacent to a transit corridor. 

 Please refer to Master Response 3 for further information regarding the TDM program. 

24.2 The commentor is concerned that increasing intensity at both the East Campus and the West 
Campus would impact the Refuge. In general, the increased intensity of use at the East 
Campus and the West Campus would not create a substantive effect upon biological 
resources in the area. Activity on the East Campus would largely be confined to the inner 
courtyard areas of the campus, which are many hundreds of feet away from adjoining 
natural areas. In-between these courtyards and the natural areas lies an extensive parking 
area, a perimeter fence, and a substantial vegetative barrier and a levee that surround the 
entire East Campus. Therefore, the East Campus is effectively isolated from surrounding 
natural areas. This fact effectively eliminates noise, light, and other impacts from affecting 
the surrounding wetlands and natural areas. Considering each of these factors, together 
with the fact that the East Campus is already an active business park that has been in use 
for many years, any intensification of use within the East Campus perimeter would not 
affect the biological resources within adjoining areas.  

 As for the West Campus, that site is also effectively isolated from nearby natural areas, 
most notably by the Bayfront Expressway. The commentor suggests that Project would 
bring development “directly to the edge of the sensitive vegetative habitats and wildlife 
populations of the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge.”  However, 
this is not an accurate characterization of the West Campus site’s location relative to the 
Refuge. The West Campus is separated from the Refuge by at least 250 feet, and within 
that area lies a six-lane regional roadway that carries tens of thousands of vehicles per day. 
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The Bayfront Expressway has been in place for many years, as has the existing 
development south of the roadway, of which the West Campus is a part. Therefore, 
implementation of the Project at the West Campus would not introduce new land uses to a 
previously undeveloped area, nor would re-development of the West Campus encroach into 
the Refuge.   

24.3 The commentor states that the City of Menlo Park has an obligation to ensure that the 
Project’s impacts are mitigated and that they consider all stakeholders in the decision-
making process.  The City of Menlo Park City Council must ultimately certify that it has 
reviewed and considered the information in the EIR and that the EIR has been completed in 
conformity with the requirements of CEQA. As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091, no public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has been 
certified that identifies one or more significant effects unless findings are made.  After 
consideration of the Planning Commission’s recommendations, City Council will make 
certain findings regarding the conclusions outlined in the EIR. Those findings require City 
Council to decide whether there are any feasible mitigation measures that would reduce 
impacts identified in the EIR. The City Council could also make a finding as to whether 
there are feasible alternatives that would reduce the identified impacts. It is at the discretion 
of the City Council whether to approve portions of the proposed alternatives that would 
mitigate or avoid significant environmental impacts, while rejecting the alternatives that are 
deemed to be infeasible. 

 If City Council decides to approve the Project, then the City Council must adopt a 
Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program (MMRP).  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15097, an MMRP is a mechanism used for the monitoring and reporting of 
revisions to the project or conditions of approval that the public agency has required as 
mitigation measures to lessen or avoid significant environmental effects.  The City can 
conduct the reporting or monitoring, or it can delegate the responsibilities to another public 
agency or private entity that accepts the delegation. The Project MMRP will identify: the 
specific monitoring action that would occur, the various City departments or other entities 
that would oversee the completion of the measures, and a timeline for when these measures 
would be implemented. The responsible departments would ensure that due diligence is 
carried out during implementation of the measures. Execution of the MMRP will reduce 
the severity or eliminate the identified significant impacts. 

 As such, through the EIR process required by CEQA, the City of Menlo Park will ensure 
that the Project reduces its impact on the environment to the greatest extent feasible.  
Nonetheless, it is important to note that the East Campus and West Campus are parcels that 
have already been developed and, therefore, would not have a biological resource impact to 
the extent of the Saltworks Project, as cited by the commentor. 
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24.4 This comment pertains to the Draft EIR’s description of existing conditions as they relate to 
the characterization of impacts on biological resources, hydrology and water quality, and 
utilities. Please refer to Master Response 1 for further information regarding baseline 
conditions identified in the Draft EIR. 

24.5 The commentor asserts that the biological resources surveys conducted for the Draft EIR 
were inadequate. As noted above, the Draft EIR provides detailed information concerning 
the sensitive resources that are present in the adjacent wetlands and other areas. Table 
3.10-1, for instance, provides a listing of special-status species that have been documented 
to occur within a two-mile radius of the Project site. This would include all special-status 
species that occur in adjoining habitats. Page 3.10-15 contains analysis of “Indirect Impacts 
on Special-Status Species Inhabiting the Adjacent Water Marshes.” That discussion 
analyzed impacts to special-status species such as western snowy plover, salt marsh 
common yellowthroat, California black rail, California clapper rail, salt marsh harvest 
mouse and salt marsh wandering shrew. Information contained within the Draft EIR and 
further clarified in this Response to Comments demonstrates that the Project would not 
have a significant effect on the wetlands and special-status species that are present on 
adjoining natural areas.  

 Information contained within the Draft EIR was obtained from relevant sources following 
professional standards by qualified biologists familiar with area ecology. The information 
in the Draft EIR adequately inventories the sensitive biological resources that are likely to 
occur both on and off the Project site and assesses the likely impacts to those species from 
Project implementation. Analysis contained within the Draft EIR demonstrates that the 
Project sites are located within previously disturbed and developed areas that contain 
minimal natural resource values. For the most part, the Project proposes no new uses at 
either site that have not already been occurring in the area for many years. Surrounding 
areas would be subject to minimal effects from the Project, and any impacts identified 
would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. The biological resources information 
contained within the Draft EIR meets the requirements of CEQA in that it accurately 
identifies, assesses, and presents the environmental impacts associated with the Project. It 
provides the public with meaningful information that allows them to respond accordingly to 
action with which it disagrees, as required by CEQA. The information and analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR is adequate. The comment does not raise any new environmental 
issues not already analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

24.6 The commentor suggests the levees protecting the East Campus should be improved to 
protect against sea level rise effects and that EIR should evaluate the environmental 
impacts of such improvements.  The East Campus is fully developed and no new structures 
are proposed.   There are no aspects of the Project that would directly alter water surface 
elevations in the Bay or where sea level-rise induced flooding is projected to occur as a 
result of development of the East Campus. Re-use of the existing buildings and minor 
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improvements to outdoor amenities would not alter the timing, frequency, or magnitude of 
flooding at the East Campus.   

 The increased population at the East Campus could indirectly contribute to climate change-
induced sea level rise through greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) associated with vehicle 
trips and energy use.  This impact is evaluated in the Draft EIR under Impact CC-1 in 
Section 3.7, which concludes impacts would be less than significant.   As explained on 
page 3.7-1 of the Draft EIR, it is not currently possible to link these GHGs emitted from a 
specific source or location to particular global climate changes, such as the extent to which 
East Campus-generated GHGs could contribute to sea level rise at the East Campus.  
Under CEQA, such an analysis would be speculative and is not required per CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15145. 

 Because impacts would be less than significant, mitigation to increase levee protection is 
not required under CEQA to address Project impacts.  As of the date of publication of the 
Draft EIR, there are no plans to increase levee height as part of the Project or any other 
project known to the City of Menlo Park. If a need to improve the levees surrounding the 
East Campus is identified through the collaborative, regional adaptive strategy effort, 
appropriate environmental review in accordance with CEQA would be prepared at that 
time. The impact analysis would, as noted by the commentor, need to evaluate the 
environmental impacts of construction on biological resources in the Don Edwards Wildlife 
Refuge, among many other environmental topics.  Further, as mandated in the Bay Plan, as 
amended, any work within BCDC’s jurisdiction would also require appropriate 
coordination with that agency. Until such time as a specific levee improvement project is 
proposed, it would be speculative to identify potential impacts, and, under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15145, such an analysis is not required in the EIR. 

 There is no “piecemealing” of environmental review, as suggested by the commentor. The 
Project does not include levee improvements for the East Campus, none are identified as a 
mitigation measure, and no larger citywide or regional projects that would include levee 
improvements around Ravenswood Slough and Don Edwards National Refuge in the 
vicinity of the East Campus have been put forth by any agency as a reasonably foreseeable 
project that should be considered in the cumulative analysis. For an explanation of 
segmentation, please refer to Master Response 2. 

 No additional analysis or changes to the Draft EIR are necessary as a result of this 
comment. 

24.7 The commentor requests that replacement habitat be provided onsite for bats that may be 
displaced by habitat removal on the West Campus. The mitigation prescribed in the Draft 
EIR (Mitigation Measure BR-1.1 on pages 3.10-14 and 3.10-15) meets the standard 
requirements for the protection of roosting and breeding bats. The measure ensures that 
roosting and breeding bats would not be injured or harmed during demolition and 
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construction activities at the West Campus. However, in light of potential concerns related 
to the loss of bat habitat in general, the City recognizes that replacement roosting areas 
would be beneficial for bat species that could be displaced as part of the Project’s 
development. As such, Mitigation Measure BR-1.1 will be supplemented by the inclusion 
of an additional requirement for the provision of alternative roost habitat on the Project 
site. Therefore, Mitigation Measure BR-1.1 on pages 3.10-14 and 3.10-15 of the Draft EIR 
is supplemented to read as follows: 

BR-1.1 Identify and protect roosting and breeding bats on the West 
Campus and provide alternative roosting habitat. The Project 
Sponsor shall implement the following measures to protect roosting 
and breeding bats found in a tree or structure to be removed with 
implementation of the Project:  

 1. Prior to tree removal or demolition activities on each the West 
Campus site, the Project Sponsor shall retain a qualified 
biologist to conduct a focused survey for bats and potential 
roosting sites within buildings to be demolished or trees to be 
removed. The surveys can be conducted by visual identification 
and can assume presence of hoary bats or the bats can be 
identified to a species-level with the use of a bat echolocation 
detector such as an “Anabat” unit. If no roosting sites or bats 
are found, a letter report confirming absence shall be sent to 
the California Department of Fish and Game and no further 
mitigation is required. If roosting sites or hoary bats are found, 
then the following monitoring, and exclusion, and habitat 
replacement measures shall be conducted implemented. The 
letter or surveys and supplemental documents shall be provided 
to the City prior to demolition permit issuance. 

 a.  If bats are found roosting outside of nursery season (May 
1st through October 1st), then they shall be evicted as 
described under (b) below. If bats are found roosting 
during the nursery season, then they shall be monitored to 
determine if the roost site is a maternal roost. This could 
occur by either visual inspection of the roost bat pups, if 
possible, or monitoring the roost after the adults leave for 
the night to listen for bat pups. If the roost is determined to 
not be a maternal roost, then the bats shall be evicted as 
described under (b). Because bat pups cannot leave the 
roost until they are mature enough, eviction of a maternal 
roost cannot occur during the nursery season. A 250-foot 
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(or as determined in consultation with the Department of 
Fish and Game) buffer zone shall be established around the 
roosting site within which no construction or tree removal 
shall occur. 

 b.  Eviction of bats shall be conducted using bat exclusion 
techniques, developed by Bat Conservation International 
(BCI) and in consultation with the Department of Fish and 
Game that allow the bats to exit the roosting site but 
prevent re-entry to the site. This would include, but not be 
limited to, the installation of one way exclusion devices. 
The devices shall remain in place for seven days and then 
the exclusion points and any other potential entrances shall 
be sealed. This work shall be completed by a BCI 
recommended exclusion professional. The exclusion of bats 
shall be timed and carried concurrently with any scheduled 
bird exclusion activities. 

 c.  The loss of each roost (if any) will be replaced in 
consultation with the Department of Fish and Game and 
may include construction and installation of BCI-approved 
bat boxes suitable to the bat species and colony size 
excluded from the original roosting site. Roost replacement 
will be implemented before bats are excluded from the 
original roost sites. Once the replacement roosts are 
constructed and it is confirmed that bats are not present in 
the original roost site, the structures may be removed or 
sealed. 

 Implementation of the supplemented Mitigation Measure BR-1.1 
would ensure that the Project’s potential impact with respect to bats 
would be less than significant. 

24.8 The commentor asserts that development of the Project could increase impacts to special-
status species from predation. The commentors also assert that mitigation to install avian 
predator perching deterrents should be applicable to both the East Campus and the West 
Campus, rather than just the West Campus as prescribed in the Draft EIR. The existing 
East Campus is a developed business park, where the presence of employee-owned dogs 
and cats or the established feeding of stray animals would be very much out of character 
with the site’s intended use. Similarly, once re-developed, the West Campus would also be 
a business park and the presence of employee-owned and cared-for dogs and cats would 
also be out of character. If anything, development of the West Campus would result in an 
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improvement when compared with existing conditions, since the existing abandoned 
buildings and unmaintained vegetation provide ample habitat for the types of predatory 
creatures with which the commentor is concerned. This habitat would be removed as part 
of Project implementation, and would be replaced by maintained buildings and landscaping, 
which is not conducive to the presence of predatory wildlife. Based on each of these 
considerations, it is unlikely that significant impacts resulting from predatory wildlife 
would be an issue at either the East Campus or the West Campus. 

 The commentor suggests that all groundcover and shrubbery around the East Campus 
perimeter should be removed to prevent its use by predators. Existing vegetation provides a 
substantial benefit to wildlife in adjoining areas since it provides attenuation for existing 
noise and light generated on the East Campus. Removing the existing vegetation would 
appear to be counterproductive to the goal of minimizing impacts from the Project site to 
adjoining habitats. Too, removing the vegetation would almost certainly displace birds and 
other wildlife that may currently use it for habitat. The City does not concur with this 
approach, and instead finds that the existing vegetation serves a positive benefit to wildlife 
that would be lost if the vegetation were to be removed. 

 With respect to the applicability of the installation of avian predator perching deterrents on 
the East Campus, such mitigation is unwarranted in the absence of construction. Mitigation 
directed towards avian predators on the West Campus was prescribed because new 
structures would be built at that location and thus a new potential impact would be created 
from Project implementation. These measures were not prescribed for the East Campus 
because no structural changes or additions to existing buildings or tall structures are 
planned for the site, therefore there would be no new impacts from Project implementation 
at the site. Any avian predation that is currently occurring at the East Campus site is an 
existing condition, and that condition would not change with implementation of the Project. 
Therefore, mitigation for avian predator impacts at the East Campus site is not warranted 
under CEQA, since the provisions of CEQA are directed only towards physical impacts 
that would arise from implementation of a project, not towards conditions that are already 
present without a project.  

24.9 The commentor requests that surveys be conducted for burrowing owls at the West Campus 
and that analysis of potential impacts to the species be included in the Draft EIR. A 
comprehensive evaluation of potential impacts to burrowing owls was not included in the 
Draft EIR because the original habitat assessment determined that there was a very low 
probability that burrowing owls could occur at the West Campus site. At that time, focused 
surveys were determined to not be warranted. In response to this comment, a subsequent 
evaluation for burrowing owls was performed at the site to verify the original findings. 
Since the western third of the West Campus site is covered by buildings and parking lots, 
the survey and evaluation was conducted in the more open eastern two-thirds of the site 
where suitable habitat would be most likely to occur. The survey found no evidence to 
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indicate that burrowing owls are present on the site or have been present in the recent past. 
No owls were observed, nor were any pellets, whitewashed perching areas, feathers, 
eggshell fragments, or other diagnostic signs. Approximately 12 potentially suitable 
burrows were found to be present in the southeastern portion of the site, but upon further 
observation it was determined that the burrows were being actively utilized by ground 
squirrels, not owls. One ground squirrel was observed moving around the burrows during 
the survey. Much of the eastern portion of the site consists of highly compacted soils with 
minimal vegetation, and much of the site has been covered by shredded bark groundcover, 
presumably laid down to prevent soil erosion after the original buildings were demolished 
and removed. This area of approximately 1.5 acres is largely devoid of any vegetation 
whatsoever. The rest of the site is covered by sparse ruderal weedy annuals. 

 In all, only about 4.5 acres of the site could be considered marginally suitable for foraging, 
since the rest of the site is covered by buildings, parking lots, and other features that are 
not typically associated with suitable habitat for burrowing owls. According to the 
California Burrowing Owl Consortium, the territorial area required for a nesting pair of 
burrowing owls is generally considered to be about 6.5 acres, though this amount could be 
less in areas with exceptional habitat. The West Campus site is not exceptional habitat, and 
could be considered marginal at best. In addition, the site is isolated from other areas of 
potential habitat to the north and east by major roadways and other obstructions that would 
make owl recruitment to the site somewhat unlikely. Based upon each of these factors, the 
probability of owls utilizing the site for foraging and nesting is very low. 

 Nevertheless, and with an abundance of caution largely brought about by the presence of 
potentially suitable burrows on the site, the City will add preconstruction surveys for 
burrowing owls to the mitigation requirements for the Project. In response to this 
comment, an additional paragraph has been added to the discussion of Impact BR-1, which 
ends on page 3.10-14 of the Draft EIR, as follows: 

Burrowing owls have been designated by CDFG as a California Species of 
Concern. No burrowing owls or diagnostics signs that would indicate the presence 
of burrowing owls have been observed on the West Campus site. A small area of 
marginally suitable habitat for burrowing owl is present in the eastern portion of 
the West Campus. This area is comprised of approximately 4.5 acres of marginal 
foraging habitat and approximately 12 active ground squirrel burrows that could 
potentially be utilized by burrowing owls in the future. Based upon the small size 
of the habitat, its marginal quality, and the site’s relative isolation from other areas 
that could provide sources of recruitment for burrowing owls, it is very unlikely 
that burrowing owls would move onto the site prior to Project construction. 
However, in the unlikely event that owls were to move onto the site and begin 
breeding there, young owls that cannot yet fly could be killed or injured during 
initial construction activities. This would result in a “take” of the species. Loss of 
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individual owls, disruption of active burrowing owl nests, the abandonment of 
young, or the loss of young through vegetation removal and grading would be a 
potentially significant impact. 

 In addition, Mitigation Measure BR-1.2 has been added to page 3.10-15 of the Draft EIR, 
to read as follows: 

BR-1.2 Conduct preconstruction surveys for burrowing owls. No more than 30 
days prior to the commencement of ground disturbing activities in the 
area of potentially suitable burrowing owl habitat on the West Campus, 
a preconstruction burrowing owl survey in compliance with California 
Burrowing Owl Consortium protocols shall be conducted to ensure that 
no owls have moved onto the Project site. If owls are detected during 
the survey, additional measures are required. These measures include 
the following: 1) occupied burrows should not be disturbed during the 
burrowing owl breeding season, defined as February 1 through August 
31, unless a qualified biologist approved by CDFG verifies through 
non-invasive methods that either the birds have not begun egg-laying 
and incubation, or that juveniles from the occupied burrows are 
foraging independently and are capable of independent survival; 2) 
owls on the site are passively relocated. 

 Implementation of Mitigation Measure BR-1.2 would ensure that the 
Project’s potential impact with respect to burrowing owls would be less 
than significant. 

24.10 The commentor requests that the removal of mature tree habitat be evaluated and 
mitigated. As stated on page 3.10-18 of the Draft EIR, development of the Project at the 
West Campus would be required to comply with the City’s heritage tree ordinance. The 
ordinance (Chapter 13.24 of the City’s Municipal Code) contains detailed requirements 
with respect to the removal and replacement of designated heritage trees. As stated on page 
3.10-17 of the Draft EIR, of the 233 trees on the West Campus that qualify as heritage 
trees, approximately 89 of these trees would be removed during clearing of the West 
Campus for redevelopment, leaving 144 heritage trees in place. Since the release of the 
Draft EIR, this number has been revised to include the removal of approximately 87 
heritage trees, while leaving 146 existing heritage trees in place.  Please refer to Section 5 
of this document for edits to the heritage tree numbers.  The total amount of trees to be 
removed at the West Campus would remain the same at 375 trees and the total replacement 
trees would also remain the same at 147 trees. 
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 While obviously dead and unhealthy trees would be removed for safety and aesthetic 
reasons, the remaining trees would to a large degree maintain the diverse composition and 
age structure of trees on the Project site, and would provide sufficient habitat for native and 
migratory birds. Further, the trees removed would be replaced at a specified ratio (either 2 
to 1 or 1.5 to 1) dependent upon the health of the trees. Therefore, there would actually be 
a net increase in trees on the West Campus as part of Project implementation. Based upon 
each of these considerations, the Project’s impact in this regard would be less than 
significant.  

 Approximately 13 trees, including one Heritage Tree, would be removed from the East 
Campus to accommodate improvements to the undercrossing of Bayfront Expressway and 
Willow Road.  Nonetheless, these trees would be replaced by 12 new trees, meeting the 
requirements of the City’s heritage tree ordinance.  

 Accordingly, the discussion of Impact BR-4 on pages 3.10-16 and 3.10-17 of the Draft EIR 
are amended as follows: 

BR-4 Impacts to Wildlife Corridors or Nursery Sites. The removal of trees, shrubs, or 
woody vegetation with implementation of the Project at the East Campus and West 
Campus would have a potentially significant impact on the movement of native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. In 
addition, Project buildings and lighting at the West Campus would have the 
potential to injure or cause death to birds from collision and other factors. (PS) 

  Existing shrubs and trees on the East Campus and West Campus could provide 
nesting habitat for a variety of native migratory birds. The existing buildings at the 
West Campus would be demolished, existing landscaping removed, and the site 
would be developed with new buildings and landscaping. Therefore, most or all of 
the existing shrubs along the perimeter of the property, along with those associated 
with the landscaping around the existing buildings on the West Campus would be 
removed. Approximately 13 trees would be removed from the East Campus to 
accommodate improvements to the undercrossing of Bayfront Expressway and 
Willow Road. If nesting migratory birds are present (i.e., nests containing eggs or 
youths), tree and shrub removal associated with the redevelopment of the West 
Campus could result in the loss of those birds caused by the direct mortality of 
adult or young birds, nest destruction, or disturbance of nesting native migratory 
bird species resulting in nest abandonment and/or the loss of reproductive effort. 
Native migratory bird species are protected by both State (CDFG Code Sections 
3503 and 3513) and federal (MBTA of 1918) laws. Disruption of nesting birds, 
resulting in the abandonment of active nests, or the loss of active nests through 
structure removal would be a potentially significant impact. 
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  Further, injury or death to birds could result from collisions with West Campus 
buildings and from improper lighting at the Project site that could serve to 
misdirect or confuse birds. The potential for these types of impacts could be 
heightened based upon the Project’s location near areas used by birds. Impacts to 
birds from Project buildings and improper lighting would be a potentially 
significant impact.   

  MITIGATION MEASURES. The following measures would reduce the potentially 
significant impacts to nesting migratory birds and impacts to birds from Project 
buildings and lighting at both the East Campus and West Campus to less than 
significant. (LTS) 

BR-4.1 Identify and Protect Nesting Migratory Birds at the East Campus and 
West Campus. The Project Sponsor shall implement the following 
measures to reduce impacts to nesting migratory birds: 

a. To facilitate compliance with State and federal law (Fish and Game 
Code and the MBTA) and prevent impacts to nesting birds, the 
Project Sponsor shall avoid the removal of trees, shrubs, or weedy 
vegetation February 1 through August 31 during the bird nesting 
period. If no vegetation or tree removal is proposed during the 
nesting period, no surveys are required. If it is not feasible to avoid 
the nesting period, a survey for nesting birds shall be conducted by 
a qualified wildlife biologist no earlier than seven days prior to the 
removal of trees, shrubs, weedy vegetation, buildings, or other 
construction activity. 

b. Survey results shall be valid for the tree removals for 21 days 
following the survey. If the trees are not removed within the 21-
day period, then a new survey shall be conducted. The area 
surveyed shall include all construction areas as well as areas within 
150 feet outside the boundaries of the areas to be cleared or as 
otherwise determined by the biologist. 

 In the event that an active nest for a protected species of bird is 
discovered in the areas to be cleared, or in other habitats within 150 
feet of construction boundaries, clearing and construction shall be 
postponed for at least two weeks or until the biologist has determined 
that the young have fledged (left the nest), the nest is vacated, and 
there is no evidence of second nesting attempts. 
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24.11 The commentors asserts that the Draft EIR’s mitigation for nesting bird impacts is 
inadequate. Requirements for nesting bird clearance vary widely and there appears to be no 
established regulatory protocol or even agreement amongst professional biologists as to the 
appropriate clearance window allowed following a survey. Some jurisdictions indicated that 
a 30-day clearance window was adequate, while a small number indicated that a seven-day 
window was necessary. Most jurisdictions fell somewhere in-between, with the typical 
clearance window being 14 to 30 days following a survey. It thus seems that the 
determination of an appropriate clearance window is determined by a number of factors, 
some of which could be driven by site-specific conditions, but some of which might be 
entirely arbitrary or dependent solely upon the personal opinion of the biologist. It is worth 
noting that no jurisdiction was found to have established a two-day clearance window 
requirement, as suggested by the commentors. 

 The mitigation prescribed in the Draft EIR follows standard professional practice for 
nesting bird surveys in this region. It would seem that the prescribed survey intervals and 
clearance windows have been determined through professional practice over many years to 
provide an adequate balance between species protection and construction requirements. 
While the commentors may desire a different survey protocol, such a differing protocol 
would vary substantially from standard practice. The mitigation is adequate and the 
commentors’ assertions otherwise are based more on opinion than fact.  

24.12 The commentors request that additional analysis and mitigation be provided to prevent 
collisions of migratory birds with Project buildings. The issue of hazards to birds resulting 
from buildings and urban lighting is an emerging issue that has been receiving a great deal 
of attention in recent years. While gathering information to respond to this comment, the 
City has found that a number of jurisdictions across the country have adopted bird-safe 
guidelines for buildings. In the Bay Area, the City of San Francisco recently adopted 
planning and design standards for bird-safe buildings.1 Additional recommendations have 
been adopted by the American Bird Conservancy.2 Upon consideration of this comment, 
the City of Menlo Park has determined that impacts to birds from collisions and Project 
lighting at the West Campus constitute a potentially significant impact. The East Campus is 
not addressed because it is an existing condition and no changes are proposed to which 
mitigation measures related to bird collisions would apply. The City has determined that 
the Project would benefit from the implementation of bird-safe design standards. 
Implementation of these standards would effectively mitigate the Project’s impact in this 
regard and lessen the Project’s impact to a less-than-significant level.  

                                                            
1  City of San Francisco Planning Department. Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings. Adopted July 14, 2011, 

website: http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/publications_reports/bird_safe_bldgs/Standards%20for%20 
Bird%20Safe%20Buildings%20-%2011-30-11.pdf, accessed March 8, 2012. 

2  American Bird Conservancy. Bird-Friendly Building Design. 2011, website:  http://www.abcbirds.org/ 
newsandreports/BirdFriendlyBuildingDesign.pdf, accessed March 8, 2012. 
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 Accordingly, the discussion of Impact BR-4 on pages 3.10-16 and 3.10-17 of the Draft EIR 
are amended, as follows: 

 BR-4 Impacts to Wildlife Corridors or Nursery Sites. The removal of trees, shrubs, or 
woody vegetation with implementation of the Project at the East Campus and West 
Campus would have a potentially significant impact on the movement of native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. In 
addition, Project buildings and lighting at the West Campus would have the 
potential to injure or cause death to birds from collision and other factors. (PS) 

  Existing shrubs and trees on the East Campus and West Campus could provide 
nesting habitat for a variety of native migratory birds. The existing buildings at the 
West Campus would be demolished, existing landscaping removed, and the site 
would be developed with new buildings and landscaping. Therefore, most or all of 
the existing shrubs along the perimeter of the property, along with those associated 
with the landscaping around the existing buildings on the West Campus would be 
removed. Approximately 13 trees would be removed from the East Campus to 
accommodate improvements to the undercrossing of Bayfront Expressway and 
Willow Road. If nesting migratory birds are present (i.e., nests containing eggs or 
youths), tree and shrub removal associated with the redevelopment of the West 
Campus could result in the loss of those birds caused by the direct mortality of 
adult or young birds, nest destruction, or disturbance of nesting native migratory 
bird species resulting in nest abandonment and/or the loss of reproductive effort. 
Native migratory bird species are protected by both State (CDFG Code Sections 
3503 and 3513) and federal (MBTA of 1918) laws. Disruption of nesting birds, 
resulting in the abandonment of active nests, or the loss of active nests through 
structure removal would be a potentially significant impact. 

  Further, injury or death to birds could result from collisions with West Campus 
buildings and from improper lighting at the Project site that could serve to 
misdirect or confuse birds. The potential for these types of impacts could be 
heightened based upon the Project’s location near areas used by birds. Impacts to 
birds from Project buildings and improper lighting would be a potentially 
significant impact.   

  MITIGATION MEASURES. The following measures would reduce the potentially 
significant impacts to nesting migratory birds and impacts to birds from Project 
buildings and lighting at both the East Campus and West Campus to less than 
significant. (LTS) 
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BR-4.1 Identify and Protect Nesting Migratory Birds at the East Campus and 
West Campus. The Project Sponsor shall implement the following 
measures to reduce impacts to nesting migratory birds: 

a. To facilitate compliance with State and federal law (Fish and Game 
Code and the MBTA) and prevent impacts to nesting birds, the 
Project Sponsor shall avoid the removal of trees, shrubs, or weedy 
vegetation February 1 through August 31 during the bird nesting 
period. If no vegetation or tree removal is proposed during the 
nesting period, no surveys are required. If it is not feasible to avoid 
the nesting period, a survey for nesting birds shall be conducted by 
a qualified wildlife biologist no earlier than seven days prior to the 
removal of trees, shrubs, weedy vegetation, buildings, or other 
construction activity. 

b. Survey results shall be valid for the tree removals for 21 days 
following the survey. If the trees are not removed within the 21-
day period, then a new survey shall be conducted. The area 
surveyed shall include all construction areas as well as areas within 
150 feet outside the boundaries of the areas to be cleared or as 
otherwise determined by the biologist. 

 In the event that an active nest for a protected species of bird is 
discovered in the areas to be cleared, or in other habitats within 150 
feet of construction boundaries, clearing and construction shall be 
postponed for at least two weeks or until the biologist has determined 
that the young have fledged (left the nest), the nest is vacated, and 
there is no evidence of second nesting attempts. 

BR-4.2 Implement Bird-Safe Design Standards into West Campus Building and 
Lighting Design. All new buildings and lighting features constructed or 
installed at the West Campus shall be implemented to at least a level of 
“Select Bird-Safe Building” standards as defined in the City of San 
Francisco Planning Department’s “Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings,” 
adopted July 14, 2011. These design features shall include 
minimization of bird hazards as defined in the standards. With respect 
to lighting, the West Campus shall: 

 Be designed to minimize light pollution including light trespass, 
over-illumination, glare, light clutter, and skyglow while using 
bird-friendly lighting colors when possible.   
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 Avoid uplighting, light spillage, event searchlights, and use green 
and blue lights when possible. 

 Turn off unneeded interior and exterior lighting from dusk to dawn 
during migrations: February 15 through May 31 and August 15 
through November 30. 

 Include window coverings on rooms where interior lighting is used 
at night that adequately block light transmission and motion sensors 
or controls to extinguish lights in unoccupied spaces.   

Implementation of new Mitigation Measure BR-4.2 would ensure that the 
Project’s potential impact with respect to bird collisions would be less than 
significant. 

 In response to the changes to Impact BR-4 listed above, the following text change has been 
made on page 3.1-5 of the Draft EIR.  

Because this does not involve any ground-disturbing construction activities or 
exterior modifications to existing buildings, several technical discussions in this 
section do not apply to the East Campus, as follows: 

 Aesthetics;  

 Wind; and 

 Cultural Resources; and.  

 Biological Resources.  

The remaining technical chapters (Transportation, Air Quality, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, Noise, Biological Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, and Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Population and 
Housing, Public Services, and Utilities) analyze impacts related to both the 
East Campus and the West Campus. However, three four of these sections 
(Biological Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality, and 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials) have both population-based and footprint-
based thresholds and the East Campus is only evaluated where appropriate. 

 In response to the changes to Impact BR-4 listed above, the following text change has been 
made on page 3.12-1 of the Draft EIR.  

The changes in the Conditional Development Permit (CDP) for the East 
Campus would not result in impacts to biological resources; therefore, with the 
exception of tree removal at the undercrossing of Willow Road and Bayfront 
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Expressway, Project impacts at the East Campus are not discussed further in 
this section. 

24.13 The commentor asserts the sea level rise predictions summarized in the Draft EIR and 
states the Project site will be one of the first locations to be affected by sea level rise.  The 
Draft EIR evaluates the effects of the Project on stormwater runoff and drainage capacity, 
and whether those effects could cause or exacerbate flood risk hazards, and considers 
whether flooding is related to storm drainage infrastructure capacity, floodplains, or sea 
level rise. A drainage report prepared for the East Campus concluded that there would be 
no changes in peak flow rates when comparing future conditions with the East Campus to 
existing conditions.3  As a result, the East Campus would not have an adverse effect on 
potential sea level rise because stormwater flows discharged to San Francisco Bay through 
the site’s infrastructure would not change compared to existing conditions.      

 At the West Campus, a drainage study has been completed, the results of which are 
included in the Draft EIR as Appendix 3.12-C.  The West Campus would not cause or 
exacerbate flood hazards, and, in fact, as stated on pages 3.12-23 and 3.12-26 of the Draft 
EIR, a benefit to local drainage is anticipated.  Thus, the West Campus would not 
contribute additional flows to the Bay that could increase water surface elevations (see 
Impact HY-3, page 3.12-25). 

 Because the Project would not cause an increase in stormwater flows compared to existing 
conditions, it would not contribute to sea level rise water surface elevation increases.  No 
additional analysis or changes to the Draft EIR are necessary as a result of this comment. 

24.14 The commentor emphasizes that due to the potential regional shortfalls of water supply the 
Project should maximize water conservation through any feasible measure. This comment 
pertains to the design of the Project and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 
the Project’s compliance with CEQA. The Draft EIR analyzes whether the Project as a 
whole would impact the environment and surrounding areas and does not consider specific 
design features in and of themselves.  

 Section 2, Project Description, page 2-10, of the Draft EIR summarizes the sustainability 
features that have been implemented at the East Campus as Tenant Improvements (TIs). 
The Project Sponsor will pursue Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) 
Commercial Interiors 2009 Gold ratings for the East Campus. Water conservation 
measures would include water-efficient plumbing fixtures to reduce water use by at least 30 
percent from baseline design as described by LEED and water-efficient landscaping and 
irrigation to reduce water use by at least 50 percent from baseline design as described by 

                                                            
3  BKF, Facebook @ Menlo Park East Campus Storm Drain Report, June 1, 2011. This report is available for 

review at the City of Menlo Park Community Development Department, 701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA 
94025. 
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LEED. Further, Section 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR describes the 
sustainability features that would be included in the design of the West Campus. The 
Project Sponsor would pursue LEED Building Design and Construction Gold certification 
for the West Campus through inclusion of various conservation and efficiency design 
features, including water conservation features such as water-efficient plumbing and 
landscaping to reduce consumption by 40 percent and 50 percent, respectively. Ultimately, 
in part due to the design features, as Section 3.16, Utilities, of the Draft EIR states, the 
Project would have a less-than-significant impact on water supply.  

24.15 The commentor states the analysis of construction dewatering impacts is insufficient. The 
Draft EIR comprehensively evaluates potential construction dewatering impacts in Impacts 
HY-5 and HY-6 in Section 3.12, Hydrology and Water Quality, and in Impact HM-2 in 
Section 3.13, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The discharge limits in the Waste 
Discharge Requirements (WDRs), if one is considered, are not available at this time; the 
need for dewatering, and how it would be disposed of, cannot be determined until final 
construction plans have been approved by the City. Nonetheless, the Draft EIR concludes 
that disposal of groundwater extracted during construction at the West Campus could have 
an adverse effect on human health or the environment due to the potential for residual 
contaminants associated with past uses. As such, the Project Sponsor would be required to 
implement Mitigation Measure HM-2.4 on page 3.13-28 of the Draft EIR to reduce those 
impacts. No construction dewatering would be required for the East Campus. 

 Mitigation Measure HM-2.4 requires preparation and implementation of a groundwater 
management plan for dewatering, and that plan must be reviewed and approved by the 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) because they have oversight 
authority for remediation efforts at the West Campus. In certain situations, the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board may issue an individual WDR for dewatering. If DTSC 
determines a WDR could be necessary, this would be coordinated with the San Francisco 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). A draft WDR would be prepared and 
made available for public comment following those agencies’ notification procedures. The 
commentor is encouraged to periodically review the RWQCB’s website for information 
about draft WDRs.4 

 No additional analysis or changes to the Draft EIR are necessary as a result of this 
comment. 

24.16 The commentor requests that the Project Sponsor further reduce stormwater and water 
supply impacts.  This comment pertains to the design of the Project and does not address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Project’s compliance with CEQA. The Draft EIR 
analyzes whether the Project as a whole would impact the environment and surrounding 
areas and does not consider specific design features in and of themselves.  

                                                            
4  RWQCB website: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/public_notices/. 
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 Please refer to Response 24.14 for further information regarding the water conservation 
features that would be part of the Project. In terms of stormwater impacts, Section 3.16, 
Utilities, and Section 3.12, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR determine that 
implementation of the Project would have a less-than-significant impact on stormwater 
runoff.  

 Section 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR describes the soil and groundwater 
contamination that resulted from prior operations at the West Campus and the adjacent TE 
Connectivity property. However, the Draft EIR states on page 2-30 that the Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has overseen a comprehensive “corrective action” 
program of investigation and remediation of hazardous substance releases at these sites. 
DTSC determined in November 2006 that the West Campus had been remediated to a level 
that is acceptable for commercial and industrial use. Further, page 2-30 of the Draft EIR 
states that although no further remediation is required by DTSC, the Project Sponsor is 
pursuing additional remedial activities through a Voluntary Cleanup Agreement with 
DTSC. Please refer to page 2-30 of the Draft EIR for further description of the potential 
remedial actions the Project Sponsor would conduct.   

 Please refer to Response 24.24 for a description of the LEED certifications that the Project 
Sponsor would pursue as they relate to water efficiency. For a complete description of the 
sustainability features associated with the East Campus and West Campus, refer to page 2-
10 and 2-20 of the Draft EIR, respectively. Additional LEED certifications are not required 
for approval or implementation of the Project.  

24.17 The commentor states that the Project site should be located closer to the downtown area 
and closer to transit facilities. The Project location has already been determined. The Draft 
EIR analysis reflects the impact of the Project at the current Project location. Other 
locations were analyzed and found not to be suitable. Facebook would also reduce the 
number of midday vehicle trips by operating shuttles connecting with downtown Menlo 
Park, and Menlo Park and Palo Alto Caltrain Stations. 

24.18 The commentor states that the TDM program should be scaled to meet the unique 
transportation-related circumstances of the Project in order to reduce impacts to 
transportation, air quality, water quality, and affordability. The commentor also states that 
the analysis of alternatives should include a scaled TDM program. As proposed, the Trip 
Cap requires Facebook to establish an aggressive TDM program to achieve the mode 
shares reached at its Palo Alto Campus at the Project site. The Trip Cap requires Facebook 
meet an approximately 40 percent non-drive alone mode share. This is an ambitious target, 
but is expected to be obtainable.  Few employers outside of the urban core areas are able to 
achieve similar success with their TDM programs; thus, a higher level of TDM program 
was not evaluated in the Draft EIR, because Facebook’s TDM program is believed to be 
aggressive yet achievable.  
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 The commentor notes additional strategies for consideration as part of the TDM program 
including limiting the parking supply, including parking pricing, parking cash-out 
programs, and financial incentives. As a key element to the success of the TDM program, 
both campuses are proposed to have a limited parking supply for the number of employees 
and visitors estimated to be on-site. While the remainder of these parking programs are not 
currently being used today, Facebook may consider them as potential strategies for the 
TDM program in the future if necessary to comply with the Trip Cap.  Please refer to 
Master Response 3 for further information regarding the TDM program, and Master 
Response 4 for information on how the Trip Cap was developed.  

24.19 The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not address the heavy human footprint and 
expands the need for autos, services, and urban fringe housing. The commentor 
acknowledges that the Project at the East Campus would result in severe significant and 
unavoidable impacts to LOS and travel speeds within the City. The transportation facilities 
selected for analysis include the most likely pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities and 
intersections and roadways to be traveled by Project-generated trips. Consideration has 
been given to facility proximity to the Project site, existing traffic patterns, and projected 
travel patterns to/from the Project site to origins/destinations regardless of jurisdiction. The 
TDM program reduces the number of single occupancy vehicles through shuttle services, 
bike facilities and public transit. As shown in Table 3.14-10 on page 3.14-13 of the Draft 
EIR, the Project would not result in significant new residential development in the urban 
fringe. In fact, 95.3 percent of all residential units that could be needed as a result of the 
Project would be developed within the built up and urbanized areas of the Bay Area. 
Approximately 4.7 percent (153 units) would be required outside the Bay Area. This 
number does not represent significant development in urban fringe areas.  

24.20 The commentor states that the neighborhood and local impacts are significant and suggests 
examining additional TDM measures to eliminate the need for an additional turn lane at 
Ravenswood. Suggested TDM measures include improvements to bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructures, wide multiuse paths, and converting freeway access roads into bike 
boulevards with diverters to prevent through traffic for autos. The Project includes a TDM 
program which would be implemented by the Project Sponsor. Pages 3.5-31 and 3.5-32 of 
the Draft EIR details the TDM program. The Trip Cap will serve as a means to reduce the 
neighborhood impact. Facebook shuttles would aid in reducing the number of vehicle trips 
during the midday period by providing service between the Project site and Downtown 
Menlo Park. In addition, please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion regarding 
bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 
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Ms. Rachel Grossman 

Associate Planner 

Planning Division 

City of Menlo Park 

701 Laurel Ave. 

Menlo Park, CA 94025 

  

Re: Comments in Response to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for Facebook Campus 

Project With a Focus on Transportation and Housing.     

 
Dear Ms. Grossman: 

 

Youth United for Community Action (YUCA) is a non-profit organization in East Palo Alto, CA.  

YUCA is safe space for young people to gather skills to be effective community advocates, leading 

campaigns to address environmental and social justice issues in East Palo Alto.  Nine (9) young people 

from the Built Environment campaign and three (3) young people from the Affordable Housing 

campaign read sections of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.  These are our responses.   

 

The Built Environment campaign is generally concerned with lack of detailed analysis of East Palo 

Alto’s existing (and future) traffic conditions.  Stating that minimal and even zero impact will occur on 

East Palo Alto streets is a concept that we do not understand, or believe to be correct.      

 

The East Palo Alto General Plan should have been a primary document for review, especially when 

analyzing existing conditions of traffic, and creating mitigations for the key intersections identified in 

the DEIR.  Not recognizing and intentionally identifying mitigations that will address significant traffic 

impacts on congested East Palo Alto roadways is negligent and contradictory to the goals and policies 

of the East Palo Alto General Plan. 

 

East Palo Alto General Plan Circulation Element Highlights: 

• Circulation Issue 1: Desire to support the development of regional transportation facilities: 

Transportation in East Palo Alto is directly related to an overall transportation network for the Bay 

Area.  Roadway facilities within East Palo Alto accommodate regional traffic resulting in 

congestion on the Bayshore Freeway (U.S. 101), University Avenue, East Bayshore Road, and 

Willow Road.  Planning for the needs of the community necessarily includes recognition of the 

related transportation needs and planning efforts of the surrounding communities, county, and 

region.  Policy 1.2: Work closely with adjacent jurisdictions and transportation agencies to ensure 

that development projects within and near East Palo Alto can be accommodated by the regional 

transportation system.  Currently, the streets in East Palo Alto are barely withstanding the current 

traffic local and regional traffic conditions.  

• Circulation issue 5: Need to improve the efficiency of the transportation system and control 

demands on the system – particularly University Avenue and other roadways carrying regional 

traffic.  Policy 5.3: Improve regional transportation routes to alleviate congestion within East Palo 

Alto.  When the traffic becomes unbearable, drivers naturally look for alternative routes.  In East 

Palo Alto, our residential streets, holding no infrastructural fit to accommodate for high rates of 

traffic, are flooded with speeding travelers who ignore stop signs, speed signs, and contribute to 

pedestrian safety issues.  It is very concerning that the most impacted residential streets, Pulgas, 

Clarke, Donohoe, Runnymede, and Bay were given little to no analysis in the DEIR.     

 

 

 

 

 

Letter 25

25.1

25.2
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Facebook’s approach to lessening its carbon footprint as a corporation is recognized and greatly appreciated.  Enforcing trip caps 

and promoting bicycling and pedestrian activity to go to and from Facebook Campus is an approach that can benefit the 

community as well as individuals.  The problem arises when there is no infrastructure to support this approach.  University Avenue 

is very dangerous for bicyclists and pedestrians.  Also, the Bay Trail has become a popular route for bicyclists, however the major 

section connecting East Palo Alto to Menlo Park is incomplete.  If people do not feel safe bicycling to work, they will drive 

instead.    

 

 

Thank you for reviewing our comments.  Please contact us if you have any questions.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

Youth United for Community Action 

Built Environment Campaign 

Address: 2135 Clarke Avenue, East Palo Alto, CA 94303 • Phone (650) 322-9165 

 Fax (650) 322-1820 • Website: www.youthunited.net 

25.3
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25. Youth United for Community Action (letter dated January 30, 2012) 

25.1 The commentor states that there is a lack of detailed analysis for East Palo Alto’s existing 
and future traffic conditions and does not understand or believe to be correct that minimal 
or zero impact will occur on the analyzed East Palo Alto intersections and roadway 
segments. The five analyzed intersections within the City of East Palo Alto have been 
analyzed with the significance criteria adopted by the City. The roadway facilities selected 
for analysis include the most likely intersections and roadways to be traveled by Project-
generated vehicles. Consideration has been given to roadway facility proximity to the 
Project site, existing traffic patterns, and projected travel patterns to/from the Project site 
to origins/destinations regardless of jurisdiction. Additionally, one potentially significant 
impact has been identified for the intersection of University Avenue and Donohoe Street 
for the Cumulative 2025 East Campus and West Campus Condition along with a proposed 
mitigation measure for this intersection. 

25.2 The commentor states that the East Palo Alto General Plan should have been reviewed and 
considered regarding transportation impacts.  As stated in Section 15125(d) of the CEQA 
Guidelines, “the EIR shall discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and 
applicable general plans, specific plans and regional plans.”  The Project was not compared 
against the East Palo Alto General Plan because the City of East Palo Alto does not have 
jurisdiction over the Project.  

25.3 The commentor supports the proposed Trip Cap and TDM measures.  This comment is 
related to the public discourse on the merits of the Project and the TDM program and 
whether it is viewed as an asset to the City. Because this comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA, no further 
response is warranted.   

 The commentor also questions the accessibility of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure in 
the surrounding area.  Please refer to Master Response 5 for more information regarding 
bicycle and pedestrian improvements.  
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To Whom it may Concern: 

  

I've been a youth organizer in the City of East Palo Alto for over a year and a half and I feel that its not just my 

job, but my duty to advocate on behalf of my community and the people in it.  We feel that the city of Menlo 

Park has ignored East Palo Alto and has taken advantage by not considering our mitigation suggestions around 

traffic and air quality in East Palo Alto.  The suggestions made are't even that difficult and if there is anyone 

who can fix them, it's Facebook.  Everyone knows that Facebook has the resources to make the suggested 

mitigations because they have the money and are brining most the problems with them.  Let's be clear: Its not 

that we don't like Facebook its just that Facebook and Menlo Park have to take responsibilty  for what there 

doing to our community.  We read the City of East Palo Alto staff report and agree with most of the concerns 

that were presented.  Please accept the following as my official comments into the EIR Comment period.  I have 

attached the City of EPA staff report that outlines my concerns. 

  

http://www.ci.east-palo-alto.ca.us/citycouncil/reports/Jan242012/Item18FaceBook.pdf 

  

  

Thank you! 

  

Brian Alvarado 

YUCA Core Member 

650-322-9165 

Brian@youthunited.net 

Letter 26

26.1
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26. Brian Alvarado (letter dated January 26, 2012) 

26.1 The commentor questions the impacts of the Project on the City of East Palo Alto and 
submits the City of East Palo Alto Community Development Department’s staff 
recommendations as the commentor’s concerns.  The comments from the Community 
Development Department are included as Letter 9c of this document.  Please refer to 
Responses 9c.1 through 9c.41 for responses to the City’s comments. 
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Chip and Atul, 

 

Because no documented roadway dimensions for the Willow Rd 101 Overpass are available (that I know of), 

we were all unsure whether or not bike lanes could be placed on the overpass and meet Caltran's design 

guidelines. 

 

So volunteers from the Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition (SVBC) measured each of the vehicle lanes and created 

the attached drawings that the existing conditions and a proposed striping design for the overpass (and the 

University Ave overpass). 

 

We found that indeed it should be possible to include bike lanes on the overpass, but of course any such design 

would need to be reviewed and approved by Caltrans. 

 

I'll present this at tonight's Bicycle Commission meeting. Otherwise, my presentation tonight will be very 

similar to the one I made at December's Bicycle Commission. 

 

Thanks. 

 

- Andrew Boone, Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition (SVBC) 

Letter 27

27.1

A

Le
ge

nd

N

N
ew

 s
tri

pi
ng

Ex
is

tin
g 

cu
rb

s
to

 re
m

ai
n

N
ot

e:
 S

tri
pi

ng
 e

nl
ar

ge
d 

to
 

sh
ow

 d
et

ai
l

ExistingProposed

5’

2.5’

2.5’

12
’

12
’

13
.5
’

28
’

33
’

13
.5
’

Sid
ew
alk

Dri
ve

Sh
ou
lde
r

Sh
ou
lde
r

Dri
ve

Dri
ve

Dri
ve

|
|

|
|

|

| |
|

|
||

|
|

5’
4’

12
’

4’
12

’
12

’
28

’
33

’
12

’

Sid
ew
alkBik

e

Bik
e

Dri
ve

Dri
ve

Dri
ve

Dri
ve

|
|

|
|

|

| |
|

|
||

|
|

B
ik

e 
La

ne
s 

fo
r 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 A

ve
/U

S 
10

1 
B

rid
ge

Se
ct

io
n 

A
: O

ve
rp

as
s

Th
e 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 A

ve
nu

e 
co

rri
do

r i
s 

a 
di

re
ct

 a
nd

 c
on

ve
ni

en
t l

in
k 

fo
r b

ic
yc

lis
ts

 
tra

ve
lin

g 
be

tw
ee

n 
th

e 
Pa

lo
 A

lto
 C

al
tra

in
 s

ta
tio

n,
 E

as
t P

al
o 

Al
to

 a
nd

 th
e 

Fa
ce

bo
ok

 c
am

pu
s.

 W
hi

le
 m

an
y 

se
ct

io
ns

 o
f U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 A
ve

nu
e 

ha
ve

 b
ik

e 
la

ne
s,

 
th

e 
10

1 
ov

er
pa

ss
 is

 a
n 

in
tim

id
at

in
g 

ga
p 

th
at

 la
ck

s 
bi

cy
cl

e 
fa

ci
lit

ie
s.

W
hi

le
 th

is
 s

tru
ct

ur
e 

w
ill 

ev
en

tu
al

ly
 b

e 
re

pl
ac

ed
, b

ic
yc

le
 la

ne
s 

ca
n 

be
 

ac
co

m
m

od
at

ed
 o

n 
th

e 
ex

is
tin

g 
br

id
ge

 a
s 

a 
sh

or
t t

er
m

 s
ol

ut
io

n 
an

d 
w

ith
ou

t c
os

tly
 

�
��

��
��

���
��

��
��

���
��

��
��

��
��

���
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��

�
��

��
��

���
��

��
��

��
��

��
���

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
�

��
���

��
��

��
���

��
��

��
��

��
��

�
co

nc
re

te
 a

nd
 la

ck
s 

gu
tte

rs
.

4-386Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



A

Le
ge

nd

N

N
ew

 s
tri

pi
ng

Ex
is

tin
g 

cu
rb

s
to

 re
m

ai
n

N
ot

e:
 S

tri
pi

ng
 e

nl
ar

ge
d 

to
 

sh
ow

 d
et

ai
l

ExistingProposed

5’

2.5’

2.5’

12
’

12
’

13
.5
’

28
’

33
’

13
.5
’

Sid
ew
alk

Dri
ve

Sh
ou
lde
r

Sh
ou
lde
r

Dri
ve

Dri
ve

Dri
ve

|
|

|
|

|

| |
|

|
||

|
|

5’
4’

12
’

4’
12

’
12

’
28

’
33

’
12

’

Sid
ew
alkBik

e

Bik
e

Dri
ve

Dri
ve

Dri
ve

Dri
ve

|
|

|
|

|

| |
|

|
||

|
|

B
ik

e 
La

ne
s 

fo
r 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 A

ve
/U

S 
10

1 
B

rid
ge

Se
ct

io
n 

A
: O

ve
rp

as
s

Th
e 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 A

ve
nu

e 
co

rri
do

r i
s 

a 
di

re
ct

 a
nd

 c
on

ve
ni

en
t l

in
k 

fo
r b

ic
yc

lis
ts

 
tra

ve
lin

g 
be

tw
ee

n 
th

e 
Pa

lo
 A

lto
 C

al
tra

in
 s

ta
tio

n,
 E

as
t P

al
o 

Al
to

 a
nd

 th
e 

Fa
ce

bo
ok

 c
am

pu
s.

 W
hi

le
 m

an
y 

se
ct

io
ns

 o
f U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 A
ve

nu
e 

ha
ve

 b
ik

e 
la

ne
s,

 
th

e 
10

1 
ov

er
pa

ss
 is

 a
n 

in
tim

id
at

in
g 

ga
p 

th
at

 la
ck

s 
bi

cy
cl

e 
fa

ci
lit

ie
s.

W
hi

le
 th

is
 s

tru
ct

ur
e 

w
ill 

ev
en

tu
al

ly
 b

e 
re

pl
ac

ed
, b

ic
yc

le
 la

ne
s 

ca
n 

be
 

ac
co

m
m

od
at

ed
 o

n 
th

e 
ex

is
tin

g 
br

id
ge

 a
s 

a 
sh

or
t t

er
m

 s
ol

ut
io

n 
an

d 
w

ith
ou

t c
os

tly
 

�
��

��
��

���
��

��
��

���
��

��
��

��
��

���
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��

�
��

��
��

���
��

��
��

��
��

��
���

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
�

��
���

��
��

��
���

��
��

��
��

��
��

�
co

nc
re

te
 a

nd
 la

ck
s 

gu
tte

rs
.

M
en

lo
 P

ar
k 

Fa
ce

bo
ok

 C
am

pu
s 

P
ro

je
ct

 F
in

al
 E

IR
 —

 W
ri

tte
n 

an
d 

O
ra

l C
om

m
en

ts
 a

nd
 R

es
po

ns
es

4-
38

7



Legend

N

New striping
Existing curbs
to remain

Note: Striping enlarged to 
show detail

A

B

Ex
is

tin
g

Ex
is

tin
g

Pr
op

os
ed

Pr
op

os
ed

Section A: Overpass

Section B: Overpass Approach

70’
5’ 5’5’ 5’12’ 12’11’ 11’
Sidewalk

Bike
Drive

Drive
Drive

Drive
Bike

Sidewalk

| | | | | | | | | |

||

99’
12’10’ 5’5’ 5’ 12’12’ 12’11’ 11’
Merge

Sidewalk

Bike
Drive

Drive
Drive

Drive
Bike

Merge
Sidewalk

| | | | | | | | | | | |

||

99’
11’10’ 5’5’ 5’12’12’ 11’12’ 12’
Merge

Sidewalk

Shoulder

Drive
Drive

Drive
Drive

Shoulder

Merge
Sidewalk

| | | | | | | | | | | |

||

70’
5’ 5’5’ 11’ 16’12’ 12’
Sidewalk

Shoulder

Drive
Drive

Drive
Drive

Sidewalk

| | | | | | | | |

||

Bike Lanes for 
Willow Road/US 101

Willow Road is a direct and convenient connection between Menlo Park 
Caltrain, the Facebook Campus, and destinations North of 101. lacks bike 
facilities and is an intimidating gap for cyclists 

While this interchange will eventually be rebuilt with multimodal design 
��������������������������������������������������������������������������
according to guidelines in the Draft Caltrans Highway Design Manual.

����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
conditions. 
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27. Andrew Boone (letter dated January 9, 2012) 

27.1 The commentor states that bike lanes on the Willow Road-US 101 and University Avenue-
US 101 overpasses are feasible and would meet Caltran’s design standard. The Project 
would not create potential impacts to bicycle facilities in the study area, as stated on pages 
3.5-66, 3.5-92, and 3.5-125 of the Draft EIR. Modifications to existing bicycling facilities 
may be considered at a future date as jurisdictions choose to update their bicycle plans. In 
addition, please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion regarding bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements. 
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Dear Rene Baile, 

I would like attached documents regarding the Facebook EIR to appear in the Commissioners packets for 

tonight's Transportation Commission meeting. There are a total of 12 pages. The most important is the first 

document Jan 11 Transportation Commission Comments #1.pdf 

 

Dear Transportation Commissioners, 

My name is Andrew Boone - I commented at the Dec 14, 2011 Transportation Commission meeting and 

recommended that Transportation Mitigation Measures in the Facebook Campus EIR be prioritized according 

the project's goal of reducing vehicle trips and encouraging alternative modes of transportation. 

 

The attached documents explain why I believe that the current Draft EIR can be greatly improved to benefit 

both Facebook and Menlo Park by including bicycle, transit, and pedestrian projects at Mitigation Measures. 

These documents also show a relevant recent example (Stanford University Medical Center EIR), they show 

how this is consistent with City policies, and they address concerns that have been raised with this approach. 

 

I will attend tonight's meeting to summarize this proposal during my public comment. Thank you. 

 

Chip, Atul, Rachel, and Bill, 

Thanks so much for all your time answering my never-ending questions regarding transportation projects, EIRs, 

and CEQA. I'm including you on this email as a courtesy so you'll know ahead of time on what I plan to 

comment.  

    

- Andrew Boone 

Letter 28

28.1
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H. Analyze project using the requirements outlined in the San Mateo County 
Congestion Management Plan Land Use Analysis Program guidelines, if applicable. 

VI. Mitigation 

A. Discuss specific mitigation measures in detail to address significant impacts, which 
may occur as a result of the addition of project traffic (provide table comparing 
before and after mitigation).  Analysis shall focus on mitigating significant impacts to 
a non-significant level, but must also identify measures, which would reduce 
adverse, although not significant, impacts.  All feasible and reasonable mitigation 
requirements that could reduce adverse impacts of the project should be identified, 
whether or not there are significant impacts caused by the project.  The goal of 
mitigation should be such that there are no net adverse impacts on the circulation 
network.  Mitigation measures may include roadway improvements, operational 
changes, Transportation Demand Management or Transportation Systems 
Management measures, or changes in the project.  If roadway or other operational 
measures would not achieve this objective, the consultant shall identify a reduction 
in the project size, which would with other measures, reduce impacts below the 
significant level.  All mitigation measures must first be discussed with the City 
Transportation Division before they are included in the report. 

B. Discuss possible mitigation measures to address future traffic conditions with the 
project.  All feasible and reasonable mitigation measures that would reduce such 
impacts, whether at the significant level or below shall be identified.  Mitigation 
measures should be designed to address the project’s share of impacts.  Measures 
that should be jointly required of the project and any other on-going related projects 
in a related geographical area should also be identified, as applicable. 

C. Discuss possible mitigation measures to address any site circulation or access 
deficiencies. 

D. Discuss possible mitigation measures to address any parking deficiencies. 

E. Discuss possible mitigation measures to address any impacts on pedestrian 
amenities, bicycle access, safety and bus/shuttle service. 

VII. Alternatives 

A. In the event any potentially significant impacts are identified in the Transportation 
Impact Analysis, alternatives to the proposed project shall be evaluated or 
considered to determine what the impacts of an alternative project or use might be. 
The alternatives to be considered shall be determined in consultation with the 
Director of Community Development and the Transportation Manager. 

VIII. Summary and Conclusions 

A. Assess level of significance of all identified impacts after mitigation. 

������������������������������������������
�	������������������	��

 Analysis shall focus on mitigating significant impacts to 
a non-significant level, but must also identify measures, which would reduce 
adverse, although not significant, impacts.  All feasible and reasonable mitigation 
requirements that could reduce adverse impacts of the project should be identified,q p p j
whether or not there are significant impacts caused by the project.  

Mitigation 
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Upon receipt by the City of a Transportation Impact Analysis indicating that a project may have 

potentially significant traffic impacts, the applicant shall have the option of proceeding directly with the 

preparation of an EIR in accordance with the City’s procedures for preparation of an EIR, or requesting 

a determination by the City Council as to whether a negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration 

or an EIR is most appropriate for the project. 

NOTES:

1. The Highway Capacity Manual Special Report 209 (HCM), latest version shall be used 
for intersection analysis.  The consultant shall use the Citywide TRAFFIX model with 
the HCM analysis. 

2. The most recent Circulation System Assessment (CSA) shall be used for all information 
regarding existing and near term conditions. 

3. Traffic counts that may be required beyond the counts contained in the CSA document 
shall be less than 6 months old. 

4. The consultant shall submit proposed assumptions to the Transportation Manager for 
review and approval prior to commencement of the Analysis relating to the following: 

1. trip rates 
2. trip distribution 
3. trip assignment 
4. study intersections 
5. roadways to be analyzed 

4. The consultant shall submit all traffic count sheets to the City’s Transportation Division. 

5. Figures of existing and any proposed intersection configurations should be provided in 
the appendix. 

6. Trip generation rates from Institute of Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) publication, “TRIP 
Generation”, latest version should be used. 

7. Street widening and on-street parking removal are mitigation measures which may be 
technically feasible, but which are generally considered undesirable.  If such measures 
appear potentially appropriate to the consultant, they should consult the Transportation 
Division in preparing the impact analysis and mitigation recommendations.  If such 
measures are to be proposed, alternate mitigation measures, which would be equally 
effective, should also be identified. 

8. Existing uses at the site, which would be removed as part of the project, may be 
deducted from the calculation of the project traffic based on their traffic distribution 
patterns.

9. Refer to the San Mateo County Congestion Management Program (CMP) Land Use 
Impact Analysis Program guidelines for performing CMP analysis. 

Street widening and on-street parking removal are mitigation measures which may be
technically feasible, but which are generally considered undesirable.  
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� Junipero Serra Boulevard/Campus Drive West [intersection #26] - LOS would change from 

E to F.  The average critical delay would increased by 4.4 seconds and the V/C ratio 

would increase by 0.01.  This intersection would be significantly affected by the SUMC 

Project. 

� Arboretum Road/Galvez Street [intersection #37] (unsignalized) - LOS would remain at F.  

Traffic signal warrants would be met at this intersection. This intersection would thus be 

significantly affected by the SUMC Project. 

� Middlefield Road/Ravenswood Avenue [intersection #46] - LOS would change from D to 

E.  This intersection would be significantly affected by the SUMC Project. 

� Bayfront Expressway/Willow Road [intersection #52] - LOS would remain at F but at least 

one critical movement for this State-controlled, Menlo Park intersection would exceed 0.8 

seconds.  This intersection would be significantly affected by the SUMC Project. 

� Bayfront Expressway/University Avenue [intersection #53] - LOS would remains at F but 

at least one critical movement for this State-controlled, Menlo Park intersection would 

exceed 0.8 seconds.  This intersection would be significantly affected by the SUMC 

Project. 

� Alpine Road/I-280 NB Off-Ramp [intersection #62] (unsignalized) - LOS would remain at 

F.  Traffic signal warrants at this intersection are met at baseline conditions as well as with 

the SUMC Project. This intersection would be significantly affected by the SUMC Project. 

MITIGATION MEASURES.  Given the magnitude of the SUMC Project’s intersection impacts, 

there is no single feasible mitigation measure that can reduce the impacts to a less-than-

significant level.  However, there are a range of measures that, when taken individually, would 

each contribute to a partial reduction in the SUMC Project’s impacts.  When combined, these 

measures could result in a substantial reduction in the SUMC Project’s impacts.   

A set of five different mitigation measures were identified in the Transportation Impact 

Analysis.  Each measure was then prioritized, the highest priority measure being the most 

preferable solution, and the lowest priority measure being the least preferable.  The following 

are the five mitigation measures, ranked according to priority:  

� Priority 1 mitigation measure – Traffic-adaptive signal technology 

� Priority 2 mitigation measure – Additional bicycle and pedestrian 

undercrossings  

� Priority 3 mitigation measure – Enhanced transportation demand management 

(TDM) program 

� Priority 4 mitigation measure – Intersection improvements   

� Priority 5 mitigation measure – Remote employee parking lots near freeway 

interchanges 

there is no single feasible mitigation measure that can reduce the impacts to a less-than-t

significant level.  However, there are a range of measures that, when taken individually, would 

each contribute to a partial reduction in the SUMC Project’s impacts.  When combined, these

measures could result in a substantial reduction in the SUMC Project’s impacts.   n

Priority 4 mitigation measure – Intersection improvements  
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Several of the Priority 4 mitigation measures would require the acquisition of additional right-

of-way, and the construction of additional turn lanes.  However, the City of Palo Alto has a 

stated policy which advocates a multi-modal approach to addressing traffic congestion as 

opposed to approaches that require an increase in roadway capacity.  The City of Menlo Park 

is also trying to encourage commuters to use alternative modes of travel to the automobile.   

For these reasons, several of the Priority 4 measures are considered to be infeasible.  Only 

those intersection improvements that are considered to be feasible were included in the analysis 

of the SUMC Project’s impacts.        

The Priority 3 and Priority 5 measures would be alternatives to each other, both aimed at 

reducing the traffic impacts of the same target population, SUMC’s longer distance commuters.  

They are viewed as “either or” measures, and would not be implemented together.  The remote 

parking lot mitigation measure (Priority 5) was developed as an alternative to the enhanced TDM 

program.  The discussion and analysis of this mitigation measure is included in Appendix D.    

The Priority 1 mitigation measure was analyzed first to determine to what extent it ameliorated 

the SUMC Project’s impacts by itself.  The Priority 1 mitigation measure was then combined 

with other lower priority mitigation measures to determine the combined impact reduction.  

The following combinations of mitigation measures are analyzed below: 

� Priority 1 + Priority 2 

� Priority 1 + Priority 2 + Priority 3 

� Priority 1 + Priority 2 + Priority 3 + Priority 4  

Traffic Adaptive Signal Technology.  Traffic-adaptive signals were first implemented in Palo 

Alto along the Charleston-Arastradero corridor.  This technology reduces overall intersection 

delay by sensing traffic movements as they approach the intersection and adjusting the signal 

indications to serve those vehicles.  The City estimates that overall intersection delay can be 

reduced by up to 12 percent with the installation of traffic-adaptive signal technology.  

Mitigation Measure TR-2.1 requires Stanford University to make a fair-share financial 

contribution towards the implementation of traffic adaptive signals. 

The City has identified the following corridors for the implementation of traffic-adaptive signal 

technology: 

� Sand Hill Road (Oak Creek to Shopping Center) - 4 signals 

� Arboretum Road (Shopping Center to Palm Drive) - 3 signals 

� Embarcadero Road (Bryant to Saint Francis) - 7 signals 

� University Avenue (Palm to Lincoln) - 13 signals 

� Lytton Avenue (Alma to Middlefield) - 10 signals 

� Hamilton Avenue (Alma to Middlefield) - 10 signals 

The City of Menlo Park 

is also trying to encourage commuters to use alternative modes of travel to the automobile. 

For these reasons, several of the Priority 4 measures are considered to be infeasible. 

4-399 Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR  — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



3.4-56 Stanford University Medical Center Facilities Renewal and Replacement Draft EIR — Transportation 
 

� Middlefield Road (San Antonio to Homer) - 9 signals 

� Charleston Road (Alma to Middlefield) - 2 signals 

� El Camino Real (northern city limits of Menlo Park to southern city limits of Palo 

Alto) – signals would require approval of Caltrans 

In the AM Peak Hour, the intersection of El Camino Real/Page Mill Road-Oregon Expressway 

(intersection #16) would no longer be impacted with the implementation of traffic adaptive 

signal technology.  However, the following four intersections would remain significantly 

impacted.   

� El Camino Real/University Avenue – Palm Drive [intersection #10]  

� Santa Cruz Avenue/Sand Hill Road  [intersection #30] 

� Arboretum Road/Galvez Street  [intersection #37] 

� Alpine Road/I-280 northbound off-ramp [intersection #62] 

In the PM Peak Hour, implementation of traffic adaptive signal technology would alleviate 

impacts at the following three intersections.  

� El Camino Real/Ravenswood Avenue [intersection #3] 

� El Camino Real/Page Mill Road-Oregon Expressway [intersection #16] 

� Middlefield Road/Lytton Avenue [intersection #19] 

However, the following nine intersections would remain significantly impacted. 

� El Camino Real/University Avenue-Palm Drive  [intersection #10] 

� Middlefield Road/Willow Road  [intersection #18] 

� Junipero Serra Boulevard – Foothill Expressway/Page Mill Road  [intersection #23] 

� Junipero Serra Boulevard/Campus Drive West  [intersection #26] 

� Arboretum Road/Galvez Street  [intersection #37] 

� Middlefield Road/Ravenswood Avenue  [intersection #46] 

� Bayfront Expressway/Willow Road  [intersection #52] 

� University Avenue/Bayfront Expressway [intersection #53] 

� Alpine Road/I-280 northbound off-ramp  [intersection #62] 

New Bicycle and Pedestrian Undercrossings.    In addition to the existing undercrossings at 

University Avenue and Homer Avenue, two new bicycle and pedestrian undercrossings would 

be constructed in the Study Area in the future.  One would be near Everett Avenue in Palo Alto 

New Bicycle and Pedestrian Undercrossings.  
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and the other would be near Middle Avenue in Menlo Park.  These additional undercrossings 

north of University Avenue would facilitate walking and bicycling from residential and 

commercial areas in north Palo Alto and south Menlo Park. Mitigation Measure TR-2.2 

requires Stanford University to make a fair-share financial contribution towards the 

construction of the Everett Avenue and Middle Avenue undercrossings. 

Based on the traffic distribution percentages that are based on SUMC employee zip codes, the 

number of existing employees living in the vicinity of the four bicycle and pedestrian 

undercrossings for SUMC would be approximately 625.  Based on a mode split of six percent, 

37 existing SUMC employees would bike or walk to the SUMC Sites.  The existing mode split 

of 3.1 percent to bicycle and walk for hospital employees would be doubled (to six percent) to 

account for two existing undercrossings increasing to four.  In the future, if the percentage 

would double to 12 percent, the number of existing employees who walk or bike to the SUMC 

Sites would be 75.   

The number of new SUMC Project employees in 2025 would be 2,311.10  The number of 

employees coming from the vicinity of the four undercrossings would be 173 in 2025.  Based 

on the future mode split (12 percent), the number of new SUMC Project employees who would 

use these facilities would be 21 in 2025.  Up to 96 employees, in total, from the SUMC would 

use the four bicycle and pedestrian undercrossings in the Study Area in 2025, when the SUMC 

Project would be at its full buildout.  Consequently, the overall reduction of SUMC Project 

vehicular traffic trips during the AM/PM Peak Hour would be 23 trips in 2025.   

In addition to the existing and future SUMC traffic that can be reduced by the added 

undercrossings, existing and future traffic to and from the larger University would also benefit 

from the added undercrossings.  The Peak Hour reduction in 2025 for hospital traffic 

calculated above represents about three percent of the total SUMC Project traffic.  A similar 

adjustment has been applied to non-project traffic using the adjacent street network to gauge the 

true benefit of the new undercrossings.   

In the AM Peak Hour, combining bicycle and pedestrian undercrossings (Mitigation Measure 

TR-2.2) with traffic adaptive signal technology (Mitigation Measure TR-2.1) would reduce the 

SUMC Project’s impacts at one additional intersection.  In addition to the intersection of El 

Camino Real and Page Mill Road – Oregon Expressway, the intersection of El Camino Real 

and University Avenue – Palm Drive would also no longer be impacted.   

                                            
10  For the purposes of determining usage of bicycle and pedestrian undercrossings, a slightly higher number of 

employees (2,311) are used than is shown in Section 2, the Project Description (2,242 employees).  As a 

result, this analysis provides a conservative usage of bicycle and pedestrian undercrossings.  Employment 

used here is based on the following memorandum:  Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants, Analysis of 

GO Pass Program for Hospital Employees, September 22, 2008, pp. 9-10.  See Appendix H to the 

Transportation Impact Analysis. 
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 near Middle Avenue in Menlo Park.  These additional undercrossings

 The existing mode split 

of 3.1 percent to bicycle and walk for hospital employees would be doubled (to six percent) t

north of University Avenue would facilitate walking and bicycling 

 Consequently, the overall reduction of SUMC Project 

vehicular traffic trips during the AM/PM Peak Hour would be 23 trips in 2025. 

The Peak Hour reduction in 2025 for hospital traffic

calculated above represents about three percent of the total SUMC Project traffic.  

  In addition to the intersection of El 

Camino Real and Page Mill Road – Oregon Expressway, the intersection of El Camino Real

and University Avenue – Palm Drive would also no longer be impacted. 
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Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition (SVBC)
Proposed Improvements for Facebook Bicycle Commuters

Safe, continuous bicycle accomodations (bike lanes or path) on:

1. Willow Rd from Middlefield Ave to Bayfront Exprwy
2. University Ave from Woodland Ave to Bayfront Exprwy
3. Bay Rd Route from Bay Trail to Willow Rd (Newbridge St, Bay Rd, Pulgas Ave)
4. Bay Trail from Bayfront Exprwy to Ravenswood Open Space District
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28. Andrew Boone (letter dated January 11, 2012) 

28.1 The commentor states that the Draft EIR can be greatly improved by including bicycle, 
transit, and pedestrian projects with the mitigation measures. The Project would not create 
potential impacts to bicycle facilities in the study area, as stated on page 3.5-66, 3.5-92, 
3.5-125. Modifications to existing bicycling facilities may be considered at a future date as 
jurisdictions choose to update their bicycle plans. 

28.2 The commentor states that the mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR should focus 
on the goal of reducing vehicle trips.  As discussed throughout the Draft EIR, the applicant 
would implement a Trip Cap for the East Campus. Please refer to Master Response 4 for 
more information on the proposed Trip Cap. Mitigation Measure TR-6.1 starting on page 
3.5-81 of the Draft EIR details the Trip Cap for the West Campus. The purpose of this 
mitigation measure is to attempt to reduce trips to the West Campus and ultimately relieve 
affected intersections and the overall roadway network.  

28.3 The commentor states that the mitigation measures are auto-oriented, may increase 
pedestrian crossing distances, and may reduce visibility between motorists and pedestrians. 
The Draft EIR identified impacts to the transportation system based on the significance 
criteria developed and adopted by the City of Menlo Park (Transportation Impact Analysis 
Guidelines), or the appropriate agency with jurisdiction over each facility (e.g., Caltrans, 
San Mateo County, or the City of East Palo Alto). Mitigation measures were identified, 
where possible, to reduce or eliminate the Project’s impacts to the transportation system.  
Based on the criteria set forth by the City of Menlo Park, mitigation measures are required 
to reduce the average vehicular delay at the impacted intersections to a less-than-significant 
level. This can be accomplished using a variety of strategies, including roadway restriping, 
intersection improvements, and operational changes to mitigate an impact by improving 
vehicular flow and reducing average vehicle delay. The Guidelines also require feasible and 
reasonable mitigation measures to be identified, including transportation demand 
management (TDM) strategies and transportation systems management measures (TSM).  

The mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR include trip reduction strategies (see 
Mitigation Measure TR-6.1 on page 3.5-81, West Campus Trip Cap), lane striping changes 
to reallocate existing roadway and intersection capacity, and modifications to signal timing 
parameters, including adaptive signal timing. Since an aggressive TDM program was 
proposed by Facebook as part of the Project in order to meet the proposed Trip Cap, no 
further TDM reduction is considered feasible as a mitigation measure.   
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Bicycle lane infrastructure improvements were not identified as mitigation measures, as 
there is not demonstrable evidence to provide a nexus for the improvements; i.e., there is 
not sufficient evidence that the addition or improvement of an on-street bicycle lane can 
reduce vehicular delay in order to reduce or mitigate the Project’s impacts to intersection 
levels of service. Therefore, bicycle lane infrastructure improvements were considered to 
be community benefits and included in the Development Agreement negotiation process. 

 The commentor described that widening roadways can degrade the transportation system 
for bicyclist and pedestrian travel. Added travel lanes require pedestrians to cross longer 
distances; and can potentially increase traffic volumes and speeds, which may create 
challenges for cyclists. Thus, where ever feasible, mitigation measures were identified that 
reallocated existing right-of-way to better serve the projected vehicle traffic without 
widening the roadways. The following mitigation measures included reallocation 
(restriping) of existing right-of-way: 

1. Bayfront Expressway/Marsh Road 

17. Willow Road/Middlefield Road 

24. University Avenue/Donohoe Street 

29. Bayfront Expressway/Chrysler Drive 

 Additionally, the commentor questions the mitigation measure proposed at Willow 
Road/Middlefield Road, as it requires removal of a right-turn channelization island to 
convert an existing through lane to a shared through/right-turn lane. The channelization 
island’s primary purpose is to separate right-turning vehicles from through traffic and 
increase the throughput of right-turning vehicles. Therefore, the design creates a situation 
where pedestrians must cross from corner to island with no signal control. This introduces 
significant challenges for sight impaired individuals or those with a disability. The 
recommended best practice in pedestrian safety is to remove these islands where 
feasible/practical, and tighten the corner radius to reduce right-turn speeds and control 
vehicular turns as part of the signalized intersection. Signal timing is then modified to 
allow pedestrians to cross the entire approach in one phase.1,2 

                                                            
1  California Department of Transportation, “Complete Intersections: A Guide to Reconstructing Intersections 

and Interchanges for Bicyclists and Pedestrians,” 2010, website: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/survey/pedestrian/Complete-Intersections-A-Guide-to-Reconstructing-
Intersections-and-Interchanges-for-Bicyclists-and-Pedestirans.pdf, accessed April 18, 2012. 

2  Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, “Bicycle Technical Guidelines” “Chapter 5: Intersections and 
Interchanges,” website: http://www.vta.org/bike_information/library/btg/btg_ch_5-6.pdf, accessed April 18, 
2012. 
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 Other mitigation measures proposed at several intersections do require some degree of 
roadway widening in order to add travel lanes that will help to reduce vehicular delay and 
minimize the Project’s impacts to the transportation system. These mitigation measures 
include: 

2. Marsh Road/US 101 Northbound Ramp (off-ramp approach only) 

7. Marsh Road/Middlefield Road 

8. Willow Road/Bayfront Expressway  

12. Willow Road/Newbridge Street 

 The proposed mitigation measures in the Draft EIR were reviewed for their potential 
impacts to bicyclists and pedestrians, and several improvements to the designs are planned 
for incorporation, including bicycle lane improvements at Willow Road/Bayfront 
Expressway in accordance with the Willow Road and University Avenue Traffic 
Operations Study and Recommended Near-Term Improvements (November 2010), and 
crosswalk and pedestrian signal improvements at Marsh Road/Middlefield Road, Willow 
Road/Newbridge Street, and Marsh Road/US 101 Northbound Ramp to minimize these 
potential impacts, and a bicycle box at Willow Road/Middlefield Road.  

28.4 The commentor states that Menlo Park’s TIA Guidelines imply that mitigation measures 
must be identified for intersections and roadways that are not impacted above the threshold 
of significance. Additionally, the commentor states that the Guidelines read that “all 
feasible and reasonable mitigation measures, whether at the significant level or below shall 
be identified” and that bike lanes, completed bike paths, shuttle service, improved 
crosswalks should be considered when examining mitigations measures. The commentor 
also wants to know why some mitigations measures include widening streets when the 
Guidelines and Traffic Impact Fee Program state that this is generally considered 
undesirable or not feasible. The City of Menlo Park’s TIA Guidelines directly state the 
qualifications for a potentially significant impact. While other facilities may experience an 
impact as a result of the Project, those impacts would not rise to a potentially significant 
level. The proposed mitigation measures follow the significance criteria set forth in the 
Menlo Park TIA Guidelines or guidelines for the appropriate jurisdiction where the 
potentially significant impact occurs. Where potentially significant impacts were found for 
intersection facilities, mitigation measures were proposed to determine the means which 
would be required to lower delay to a less significant level regardless of feasibility.  

 In the instances of potential impacts to intersections, delay and level of service must be 
reduced to an acceptable level through revised geometry, additional capacity, and revised 
signal timing. For roadway segments, an increase in capacity is suggested. The Project 
Sponsor is including an employee shuttle system that will reduce the number of vehicle 
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trips to and from the Project site. The mitigation measures would reduce the delay and 
level of service, and increase roadway capacity for compliance with the TIA Guidelines 
and would not result in new impacts to pedestrian or bicycle facilities. Additionally, for 
roadways experiencing a potentially significant impact, widening of street width is the only 
measure to reduce an impact from significant to less than significant. While it may not be 
the preferred option, it is the only option.  

28.5 The commentor states that the CEQA Guidelines indicate “where several measures are 
available to mitigate an impact, each should be discussed and the basis for selecting a 
particular measure should be identified” and that several other measures should be 
identified to mitigate potential impacts. The City of Menlo Park’s TIA Guidelines directly 
state the qualifications for a potentially significant impact. The proposed mitigation 
measures follow the significance criteria set forth in the Menlo Park TIA Guidelines or 
guidelines for the appropriate jurisdiction where the potentially significant impact occurs. 
Where potentially significant impacts were found for intersection facilities, mitigation 
measures were proposed to determine the means which would be required to lower delay to 
a less-than-significant level regardless of feasibility. Currently, there is no formula or 
methodology in use within the City of Menlo Park to relate a new bicycle or pedestrian 
facility with a reduction of vehicle trips. As such, no methodology or metric serving this 
purpose was applied for the Draft EIR.  

 Please refer to Response 28.3, above. 

28.6 The commentor references the Stanford Medical Center EIR as an example of considering 
multiple mitigation measures for each potentially impacted location in that report. The 
evaluation of project impacts is based on the criteria according to the standards of the City 
of Menlo Park. The mitigation measures aim at reducing the potential impacts due to the 
Project and the Draft EIR. Mitigation measures are suggested to alleviate potential impacts 
caused by the Project for the facilities and locations where the impacts occur. Within the 
City of Menlo Park, proposed mitigation measures are suggested to determine the means 
which would be required to lower delay or increase capacity so a less-than-significant level 
of operation is achieved regardless of feasibility. Please refer to Response 28.3, above, for 
further information regarding Project impacts and mitigation measures.   

28.7 The commentor states that the report should consider non-auto mitigation measures where 
several measures are available. The Draft EIR found that there are no potentially 
significant bicycle or pedestrian impacts and, therefore, mitigation measures are not 
required. Please refer to Response 28.6, above, regarding consideration of mitigation 
measures. 
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28.8 The commentor states that the Stanford Medical Center EIR was able to quantify the 
reduction in number of vehicle trips through the implementation of bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities. Additionally, the commentor states that the completion of the Moffett Field section 
of the Bay Trail has recently been completed and bicycle commuting to the Moffett Business 
Park has since increased. Within the City of Menlo Park, a metric to calculate a 
correlation between a bicycle and/or pedestrian facility to a decrease in vehicular trips or 
delay has not been developed or approved and cannot be applied in the Draft EIR. 

28.9 The commentor states that the CEQA Guidelines and Menlo Park’s TIA Guidelines do not 
require that a mitigation measure for a potentially impacted intersection be physically 
located at that intersection. The commentor states that bicycle/pedestrian tunnels and 
improved transit service not physically located at impacted intersections may reduce overall 
vehicle trips through each respective intersection. The evaluation of Project impacts is 
based on the criteria according to the standards of the City of Menlo Park. The mitigation 
measures aim at reducing the potential impacts due to the Project. Mitigation measures are 
suggested to alleviate potential impacts caused by the Project for the facilities and locations 
where the impacts occur. Within the City of Menlo Park, proposed mitigation measures are 
suggested to determine the means which would be required to lower delay or increase 
capacity so a less-than-significant level of operation is achieved regardless of feasibility. 
Additionally, within the City of Menlo Park, a metric to calculate a correlation between a 
bicycle and/or pedestrian facility to a decrease in vehicular trips has not been developed or 
approved and cannot be applied in the Draft EIR. 

28.10 The commentor states that multiple partial mitigation measures, including bike lanes, 
maybe be used in conjunction to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. Please refer 
to Response 28.6, above, regarding consideration of mitigation measures.  

28.11 The commentor states that bicycle facility mitigation measures can be suggested for areas 
outside of Menlo Park’s jurisdiction.  The Project would not create potential impacts to 
bicycle facilities in the study area, as stated on pages 3.5-66, 3.5-92, and 3.5-125 of the 
Draft EIR. Modifications to existing bicycling facilities may be considered at a future date 
as jurisdictions choose to update their bicycle plans. 

28.12 The commentor states that there are many feasible and reasonable mitigation measures that 
should be considered in the Facebook EIR to reduce vehicle trips. Please refer to Response 
28.9, above, regarding consideration of mitigation measures.  

28.13 The commentor suggests the following bicycle improvements: completing the missing one-
mile section of the Bay Trail through Menlo Park and East Palo Alto; filling in gaps on the 
bike lanes on Willow Avenue from Middlefield Road to Bayfront Expressway; filling in gaps 
on the bike lanes on University Avenue from Middlefield Road to Bayfront Expressway; 
filling in gaps on the bike lanes on the “Bay Road Route” where the paved section of the 
Bay Trail ends at Runnumede Street to Willow Road and Newbridge Street. The Project 
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would not create potential impacts to bicycle facilities in the study area, as stated on pages 
3.5-66, 3.5-92, and 3.5-125 of the Draft EIR. Modifications to existing bicycling facilities 
may be considered at a future date as jurisdictions choose to update their bicycle plans. In 
addition, please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion regarding bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements. 

28.14 The commentor suggests opening Facebook shuttle to public use as a means to augment 
existing transit service. Facebook employees shuttles are expected to be reserved for 
internal Facebook use providing connections between the Project site and Bay Area cities 
and transit stations. The Draft EIR found that there are not impacts to transit services, so 
mitigation measures to transit services are not necessary. 

28.15 The commentor suggests several pedestrian improvements. The Draft EIR found that there 
are no potentially significant pedestrian impacts and, therefore, mitigation measures are not 
required. Also, high visibility crosswalks are not typically recommended at signalized 
intersections. The signal controls right-of-way and potential pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, 
thus, resources are often better dedicated to other pedestrian improvements, unless there 
are specific circumstances (such as heavy use by school children, for example) that justify 
the enhanced striping. Therefore, there is little value for high-visibility crosswalks at the 
suggested location. Additionally, the use of high-visibility crosswalks at signalized 
intersections has not been proven to be an effective measure in safety for pedestrians. 
Modifications to existing pedestrian facilities may be considered at a future date by the 
agencies with jurisdictional control over these facilities. 

28.16 The commentor suggests that the public may have other ideas for feasible and reasonable 
transportation mitigation measures. The public has been permitted to comment during the 
review of this Project. As explained in Section 1 of this document, the Draft EIR was 
released on December 8, 2011 for a review period that ended on January 30, 2012.  During 
this review period, the document was reviewed by various State, regional, and local 
agencies, as well as by interested organizations and individuals.  Comment letters on the 
Draft EIR were received from 11 public agencies, 14 organizations, and 25 individuals.  
The public review period also included one Planning Commission (Commission) hearing on 
January 9, 2012, which was open to the public.   

28.17 The commentor states that bicycle, transit, and pedestrian oriented mitigation measures 
should be included in the report. Please refer to Response 28.6 and Response 28.9, above, 
regarding consideration of mitigation measures. 
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29. Tammy Cameron (letter dated January 9, 2012) 

29.1 The commentor expresses a need for the completion of the Bay Trail from the Dumbarton 
Bridge through East Palo Alto to aid in providing a comfortable experience for cyclists. 
Bicycle facility improvements such as these may be examined by the jurisdictions in which 
they are located at a future time. The Project would not impact the bicycle network, as 
stated on pages 3.5-66, 3.5-92, and 3.5-125 of the Draft EIR, and, therefore, bicycle 
mitigation measures are not proposed in the Draft EIR. In addition, please refer to Master 
Response 5 for a discussion regarding bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 
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30. Omar Chatty (letter dated January 30, 2012) 

30.1 The commentor states that the following comments are regarding transportation impacts in 
the City of East Palo Alto and provides a link to the City of East Palo Alto Community 
Development Department’s staff recommendations.  Please see Responses 30.2 through 
30.4, below, which address the commentors concerns. In addition, the comments from the 
Community Development Department are included as Letter 9c of this document.  Please 
refer to Responses 9c.1 through 9c.41 for responses to the City’s comments. 

30.2 The commentor proposes interchanges for the SR 84 and Willow Road intersection and the 
SR 84 and University Avenue intersection. Mitigation measures were specified to lower 
delay, increase capacity, and reduce traffic to a less-than-significant level based on the 
significance criteria set forth by the overseeing agency. Proposing a potential interchange 
for SR 84 and Willow Road may be examined by Caltrans and/or other agencies in the 
future. As part of the Project, a pedestrian and bicycle underpass slightly north of the 
intersection of Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway would provide a grade-separated 
crossing of Bayfront Expressway that will improve bicycle and pedestrian safety at that 
intersection. 

30.3 The commentor suggests that Facebook should support replacing Caltrain with BART 
service along the Peninsula.  This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR 
analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA.  The Project would not impact public 
transit such that it would be required to support the expansion of the BART system.  The 
consideration of issues other than environmental impacts is not required to be analyzed in 
the EIR process under CEQA. 

30.4 The commentor proposes partnering with Caltrans and San Mateo Transportation 
Commission to obtain additional right-of-way at the end of SR 84 at Marsh Road to 
construct a free-flow interchange. Mitigation measures were specified to lower delay, 
increase capacity and reduce traffic to a less significant level based on the significance 
criteria set forth by the overseeing agency. Proposing a potential interchange for SR 84 and 
Marsh Road may be examined by Caltrans and/or other agencies in the future. A mitigation 
measure for the intersection of Marsh Road and Bayfront expressway is discussed in the 
Draft EIR and would include reconfiguring the westbound approach thereby fully mitigate 
the impact if approved by Caltrans. 
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Hi, 

 

Unfortunately, I am not able to attend the January 9th meeting, and would like to submit the following to the 

planning commission regarding Facebook's draft EIR and FIA: 

 

I am a Menlo Park resident and owner of a downtown Menlo Park business. Additionally, I chair the downtown 

Merchants Meeting for the Menlo Park Chamber of Commerce.  

 

I would like to express my support for Facebook's proposed amendments to the land use entitlements and other 

mitigations outlined in the EIR. Although there are environmental impacts associated with the growth of the 

Facebook site, I believe that the resulting benefit to the city and surrounding communities will greatly outweigh 

the negative impacts. Menlo Park businesses stand to benefit from a large, vibrant business in town, and Menlo 

Park's desirability as a place to live will also increase. Although Facebook's campus is not near to downtown 

Menlo Park, their shuttle services to downtown will increase exposure to businesses in the downtown district 

and will allow the downtown area and El Camino Real area around the train station to benefit. 

 

Thank you, 

 

-Dexter Chow 

Owner, Cheeky Monkey Toys 
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31. Dexter Chow (letter dated January 9, 2012) 

31.1 The commentor expresses support for the Project.  This comment is related to the public 
discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an asset to the City.  
However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 
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My Comments on the Facebook Draft Environmental Impact Report 

by Karen Davis 

Redwood City resident 

 

I was a dedicated bicycle commuter for more than 30 years, more 

than 15 years of that through Menlo Park.  Now that I am retired, 

I bicycle a lot on the San Francisco Bay Trail and its associated 

trails.  Over the past year and a half I have bicycled on them all 

the way from San Francisco to Morgan Hill, and all the way from 

Redwood City to San Leandro.  Some of these rides I have combined 

with trips on BART or CalTrain, and on some rides a novice cyclist 

friend has joined me. 

 

With this background, here are my comments about the Facebook draft 

Environmental Impact Report: 

 

I believe that continuous bike lanes are needed on University Avenue, 

from Bayfront Expressway to Woodland Avenue; and Willow Road, from 

Bayfront Expressway to Middlefield Road (which then facilitates a 

connection in existing bike lanes to Menlo Park and Palo Alto 

CalTrain stations); on Bay Road, from Willow Road to the Bay Trail; 

and the Bay Trail needs to be completed through East Palo and Menlo 

Park, connecting Ravenswood Open Space Preserve and Bayfront 

Expressway. 

 

I especially want to emphasize the importance of an off-street Bay 

Trail, such as the proposed route shown on the Bay Trail map at 

http://www.baytrail.org/Maps/South_Bay.pdf by a dashed, gray line 

from Ravenswood Open Space Preserve to University Avenue, then the 

double red line continuing along University to Highway 84/Bayfront 

Expressway. 

 

An off-street Bay Trail would connect Facebook with the Bay Trail 

and its connecting trails (Stevens Creek Trail, Thomas Aquino Trail, 

Highway 237 Trail, Guadalupe River Trail) and connecting bike bridges 

and underpasses to cities throughout the south Bay.  This would 

allow large numbers of Facebook employees to get to work by bicycle. 

 

An off-street Bay Trail would connect BART (via a Union City creek 

trail, Alameda Creek Trail, Coyote Hills Regional Park trails, SF 

Bay National Wildlife Refuge trails, Dumbarton Bridge bike path) 

Letter 32
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to points south of Facebook entirely on good trails, except for 

about half mile of streets near BART.  This would encourage employees 

of many other businesses besides Facebook to commute without cars 

through the Facebook area. 

 

Well-designed off-road bicycle trails will encourage many novices 

to try bicycle commuting.  Well-designed bicycle trails along the 

Bay are very scenic, and appeal to recreational bicyclists and 

families, as well as commuters. 

 

Again, I think all of the proposed on-street routes mentioned earlier 

are important too.  I am particularly emphasizing the off-street 

connection here because it will appeal to many first-time bicycle 

commuters, because of its regional importance to bicycle commuters, 

and because it may take a real impetus to get the various permits 

needed, as described on page 51 of 

http://www.baytrail.org/gap-analysis/GAP-ANALYSIS-REPORT-nomaps.pdf for 

the gaps in East Palo Alto and Menlo Park.  These gaps are numbered 

2091, 2096, and 2092 in 

http://www.baytrail.org/gap-analysis/maps/San-Mateo.pdf and are 

annotated on pages 30, 30, and 48, respectively, of 

http://www.baytrail.org/gap-analysis/GAP-ANALYSIS-REPORT-nomaps.pdf. 

 

I see on pages 54 and 56 in the Facebook Draft EIR the proposed 

mitigation measure of extending the Bay Trail between the railroad 

tracks and Facebook, which sounds like filling in gap 2091 of the 

Bay Trail.  But it isn't clear to me whether filling in gap 2092, 

along the railroad tracks to the Ravenswood Open Space Preserve, 

is included in the draft EIR; or gap 2096, which appears to me on 

the Bay Trail gap report to be the section where there is currently 

a very narrow, bumpy, single-track dirt trail, which doesn't seem 

to me to be up to Bay Trail standards and probably is not rideable 

by many cyclists, and probably not by most cyclists when wet.  For 

the Bay Trail to be a viable commute route, all three of the gaps 

-- 2091, 2096, and 2092 -- need to be completed. 

 

In Appendix I of the Facebook Draft Environmental Impact Report it 

isn't obvious to me in most of the diagrams of the proposed 

intersections where the bike lanes would be.  I also don't see 

diagrams of the bike lanes for the overpasses over Highway 101, and 

whether there would be measures to slow traffic around the entrance 

and exit ramps. 

32.2 
Cont.
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32. Karen David (letter dated January 28, 2012) 

32.1 The commentor expresses a need for continuous bike lanes on University Avenue from 
Bayfront Expressway to Woodland Avenue, Willow Road from Bayfront Expressway to 
Middlefield Road, and Bay Road from Willow Road to the Bay Trail and states that the Bay 
Trail should be completed through East Palo Alto and Menlo Park. Bicycle facility 
improvements such as these may be examined by the jurisdictions in which they are located 
at a future time. The Project would not impact the bicycle network, as stated on pages 3.5-
66, 3.5-92, and 3.5-125, and, therefore, bicycle mitigation measures are not proposed in 
the Draft EIR. In addition, please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion regarding 
bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 

32.2 The commentor emphasizes a preference for closing gaps 2091, 2092, and 2096 in the Bay 
Trail near the Facebook Campus. The Project would not create potential impacts to bicycle 
facilities in the study area, as stated on pages 3.5-66, 3.5-92, and 3.5-125 of the Draft EIR. 
Modifications to existing bicycling facilities may be considered at a future date as 
jurisdictions choose to update their bicycle plans. In addition, please refer to Master 
Response 5 for a discussion regarding bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 

32.3 The commentor expresses a preference for bike lanes for the US 101 overpasses along 
Willow Road and University Avenue, does not find diagrams of the intersections where bike 
lanes are proposed, and suggests measures to slow traffic around US 101 entrance and exit 
ramps. The Project would not create potential impacts to bicycle facilities in the study area, 
as stated on pages 3.5-66, 3.5-92, and 3.5-125 of the Draft EIR. Modifications to existing 
bicycling facilities may be considered at a future date as jurisdictions choose to update their 
bicycle plans. In addition, please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion regarding 
bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 

 

4-418Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



�

������������������

����� ������������������������������
���� 
�����	�������	�����������������
��� �����������������
��
	��� ������������������ ��������

�������
� ������������������������������������������������������������
�	�������������������������
����������������
����������������������������������������
��������������������������������������������������������������������������
���������������
�����������������
������������������������������������������������������
�������������������������������
������������������
������������������������������������������������������������������������
���
��������������������������
�����������������������������������������  �����������������
���������������������������������������������������������  �
������������
��������������
����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
�
�����������������
�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
������������������������������������������������������������������������������
����
�
���������������

Letter 33

33.1

4-419 Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR  — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



33. Nathan Dushman (letter dated January 10, 2012) 

33.1 The commentor expresses a need for bicycle lanes along the US 101 overpass along Willow 
Road. The Project would not create potential impacts to bicycle facilities in the study area, 
as stated on pages 3.5-66, 3.5-92, and 3.5-125 of the Draft EIR. Modifications to existing 
bicycling facilities may be considered at a future date as jurisdictions chose to update their 
bicycle plans. In addition, please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion regarding 
bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 
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Dear City Council Members,  

  

Facebook's move to Menlo Park couldn't be more exciting but I'd like to highlight four concerns and 

suggestions around the EIR and public benefit which were discussed at last Thursday's Planning Commission 

meeting. 

  

* Changing demographics and the trip cap penalty - Facebook employees' level of ridesharing, public transit, 

bicycling, etc is remarkable -- over 40% using transit, carpool, bike, walk.  But employees and habits will likely 

change in the decades to come as they get older, married, have kids and move onto the peninsula. Hopefully this 

will not impact commuting habits but we should make sure the trip cap is high to give the City leverage to 

influence the trip count if it's ever needed. 

  

* Willow/Middlefield pedestrian islands – I suggest we plan for the upgrade but wait to see how traffic changes 

before moving ahead with removing the pedestrian islands and adding more turning lanes.  Unlike the other 

intersections which are closer to 101 and the Facebook campus, this one lies in the heart of our residential 

areas.  The transportation department stated that removing the islands would make this a safer intersection for 

pedestrians but the perception of safety may not be the same when these small islands are removed.  

  

* Bicycle and pedestrian improvements in the EIR – The recommendations to add more improvements for 

bicycles and pedestrians directly into the EIR are compelling.  While we need to be practical about balancing 

improvements across different forms of transportation, we should at least highlight the broadest possible options 

for bicycle and pedestrian mitigations.  Improved bike lanes along Willow (and University) and across the 

highway 101 bridges should be a high priority whether we do this as part of the Facebook discussion or some 

other way.  I personally use the 101/Willow off-ramp on a daily basis see bicyclists struggling to get across 

without being hit by cars as they decellerate off 101 over the bridge and into traffic on Willow. I'd like to 

commend Adina Lewis, Andrew Boone and others for their detailed suggestions.  The EIR currently favors 

traffic improvements for cars.    

  

* Public benefit – Again, Facebook’s move to Menlo Park could not be better for the town.  But let’s separate 

the “halo” affect we feel today from long term fiscal reality and precedent.  Just recently we approved 

a conditional use permit for a small business which does not generate sales tax down town and we required it to 

pay several thousand dollars in lieu fees per year.  We should make large profitable business in the heart of our 

commercial district pay its fair share, particularly when it's asking favors of the community.  As a baseline we 

should consider what payments are required to make up for lost taxes from when Sun was at its heyday.  

  

Letter 34
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Note that there are a number of other excellent public benefit ideas which have been suggested but at a 

minimum we should start with direct revenues to the general fund.  The opportunity won't come around again. 

  

Thanks for your consideration, 

  

Ben Eiref 

Planning Commission 

34.4 
Cont.
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34. Ben Eiref (letter dated January 15, 2012) 

34.1 The commentor expresses that as Facebook employees grow older, their modal splits may 
change and states that the Trip Cap should be aggressive to limit the number of vehicles in 
the future. The Trip Cap is based on existing vehicle trip generation rates from the 
previous Facebook campus in Palo Alto and would be part of the Project, if the Project is 
approved. As such, a future reduction in the Trip Cap is not feasible. The TDM Program 
would be modified as employee population decreases or increase and travel habits change 
and compliance would be enforced via implementation of the Trip Cap. Please refer to the 
Trip Cap Memo in Appendix 3.5-E for more detail about the Trip Cap methodology and 
Master Response 4 for further information regarding the Trip Cap. 

34.2 The commentor supports the mitigation measure for Willow Road and Middlefield Road but 
suggests delaying implementing the mitigation measure to see how traffic patterns develop 
in the area and if removing the pedestrian islands is necessary. Mitigation measures have 
been specified to lower delay, increase capacity and reduce the potentially significant 
impact to a less-than-significant level. The pedestrian safety is enhanced with the removal 
of the raised islands. Technical research papers and studies have shown that pedestrian 
islands increase the risk of auto-pedestrian accidents between right turn vehicles and 
pedestrians crossing the road. 

34.3 The commentor states that bicycle lanes along the US 101 overpass on Willow Road and 
University Avenue are important and should be given high priority. Bicycle facility 
improvements such as these may be examined by the jurisdictions in which they are located 
at a future time. The Project would not impact the bicycle network, as stated on pages 3.5-
66, 3.5-92, and 3.5-125, and, therefore bicycle mitigation measures are not proposed in the 
Draft EIR. In addition, please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion regarding 
bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 

34.4 The commentor states that should require the Project Sponsor to contribute to direct 
revenues to the City’s General Fund.  The Project would pay fees to the City’s General 
Fund to help defray fiscal impacts, as described in the Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA) 
prepared for the Project.1 Nonetheless, this comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Per CEQA Guidelines Section 
15131, the focus of the EIR is on the physical environmental effects rather than social or 
economic issues, except where social or economic issues are known to have demonstrable 
physical impacts. Fiscal issues and community benefits from the Project are topics that will 
be considered by City Council and the Planning Commission during the decision-making 
process.   

 
                                                            
1  The FIA is available at: http://www.menlopark.org/projects/comdev_fb.htm.  
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Dear City decision makers and reviewers: 

 

The proposed Facebook project is the largest project in Menlo Park history. The entitlements run with the 

land.The impacts are significant and so are the opportunities. I sincerely hope you will hire the strongest 

negotiation team you can find. It will be worth the investment, and the community deserves this. 

 

Following are some comments regarding the Facebook DEIR, by section. Additional mitigation measures 

should be instituted, and the community impacts considered as part of the Development Agreement discussion 

so that direct Public Benefit clearly outweighs the environmental and other impacts. I believe Facebook desires 

to be a good community member, and those agreements will provide assurance of that to all. 

 

3.2 Land Use  

The Facebook project is not "generally consistent" with the city's General Plan. Specifically, it is inconsistent 

with Goal I-F "To promote the retention, development, and expansion of industrial uses which provide 

significant revenue to the City, are well designed, and have low environmental and traffic impacts." and related 

Policy I-F-2 "Establishment and expansion of industrial uses that generate sales and use tax revenues to the City 

shall be encouraged."  

 

The FIA demonstrates there is not significant revenue directly resulting from the project (i.e., in the form of 

sales or use tax from Facebook), and states that ",,,the analysis determined that the range of business-to-

business sales tax revenue that could be generated from a typical Silicon Valley mix of companies at the Project 

site would range from $431,000 per year to $827,000 per year."  The city should expect direct revenue from the 

project in this range, and this should escalate annually. Unfortunately, even a broad range like this hides the fact 

that a successful business could yield far more. The revenue commitment of SUN, the prior east site inhabitant, 

was allowed to expire. That mistake should not occur again. 

 

Because the DEIR reveals environmental and traffic impacts that cannot be mitigated, in addition to the fact the 

project does not bring significant revenue, one must conclude that the project does introduce significant adverse 

impacts that are inconsistent with the General Plan. 

 

3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions (and Transportation) 

The DEIR inappropriately concludes that the Greenhouse Gas impact is less than significant even though the 

city's greenhouse gas emissions would be increased by this project at the same time the city aspires to a 

significant reduction (as stated in its Climate Action Plan and related activities and documents). The measure of 

significance apparently used is based on metric tons of CO2 equivalent per service population rather than the 

total impact, which is what our whole community (and planet) must address.  

With the service population greatly increased (and with no cap), the total impact will be significant and adverse. 

Common sense should prevail in evaluating this. Our community must reduce its GHG emissions in total, and 

this project must play a strong part in doing so. As it stands, it will INCREASE the GHG emissions, continuing 

to push the city along the "business as usual" bad case scenario. Admirable measures are being taken to limit car 

traffic, but more should be done. An example: the number of parking stalls on the west campus exceeds the 

limit in the Zoning Ordinance. Additional mitigation measures, perhaps including further limits to parking, are 
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needed as one way to limit car emissions and congestion. 

 

3.12 Hydrology and Water Quality 

This project will be vulnerable to sea level rise. It would be highly inappropriate for the project to expect the 

city to remedy this vulnerability (e.g., through a levee). The project puts more people at risk for the adverse 

effects of sea level rise. Protective measures should be clearly placed as responsibility of the applicant and 

appropriate steps taken (e.g., fund an escrow account for future levee work). 

 

3.14 Population and Housing -  

The induced housing demand continues to exacerbate the existing jobs/housing imbalance in Menlo Park. With 

an existing shortfall of available housing, the induced increased demand must be considered a significant 

adverse impact.  

 

3.15 Public Services  

The DEIR inappropriately concludes there is no impact. According to the 1/9/12 staff report, there will be 

$492,200 new General Fund expenditures required. This is a significant, adverse financial impact that is based 

on increased needs for public services. An appropriate mitigation would be funding from the project for this 

amount (i.e., considered a mitigation, not a Public Benefit). It could be based on annual service population, as 

acknowledgement of service impacts increasing with growth of employee population. 

 

Further, the Menlo Park City Elementary School District is projected to have a net negative fiscal impact of 

$269,600 due to induced housing demand. Similarly, this is a significant adverse impact that should be 

addressed with a mitigation that is not considered Public Benefit.  

  

Again, I am hopeful Facebook will be a great part of our community and that our decision makers will do 

everything they can to ensure the impacts will be as positive as possible. 

 

Respectfully submitted,  

Patti Fry 

Menlo Park resident and former Planning Commissioner 

35.3 
Cont.
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35. Patti Fry (letter dated January 30, 2012) 

35.1 The commentor outlines the comments included the letter.  Please see Responses 35.2 
though 35.8, below, which address the commentor’s concerns. Comments regarding the 
Development Agreement do not require further response.  

35.2 The commentor states that the Project is inconsistent with the City of Menlo Park’s General 
Plan.  As stated on pages 3.2-10 and 3.2-12 of the Draft EIR, the Project at both the East 
Campus and West Campus would be generally consistent with the General Plan goals and 
policies.  However, the ultimate determinations of the General Plan consistency can and 
will be made by City Council during the EIR certification process and Project review.  In 
addition, the ultimate finding of General Plan consistency does not require that a project be 
entirely consistent with each individual General Plan policy.  A proposed project can be 
generally consistent with a general plan even though the project may not promote every 
applicable goal and policy.   

 The commentor specifically notes an inconsistency with Goal I-F and Policy I-F-2.  This 
goal and policy were not included in Table 3.2-2 on page 3.2-15 of the Draft EIR because 
they pertain to industrial uses.  The Project is considered an office use, which is included 
under “Commercial” in the General Plan and addressed in Policy I-E-4.  This policy is 
listed in Table 3.2-2 on page 3.2-15 and the analysis states that the Project at both the East 
Campus and West Campus would be consistent. 

 Regardless of the use, Goal I-F and Policy I-F-2 focus on fiscal concerns.  The Project 
would pay fees to the City’s General Fund to help defray fiscal impacts, as described in the 
FIA prepared for the Project.1 Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of the EIR is 
on the physical environmental effects rather than social or economic issues, except where 
social or economic issues are known to have demonstrable physical impacts. Fiscal issues 
and community benefits from the Project are topics that will be considered by City Council 
and the Planning Commission during the decision-making process.  This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA.   

35.3 The commentor states that the Draft EIR inappropriately concludes that greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions are less than significant and applies an inappropriate threshold for 
evaluation. The commentor suggests that the Project should determine significance based 
on reduction of total GHG emissions within the City as a whole and because the Project as 
proposed increases emissions within the City it should be considered significant.  There is 
no one single land use project that can generate enough GHG emissions to noticeably 
change the global average temperature.  Therefore, it is the combination of emissions from 
past, present, and future projects that contribute to the phenomenon of global climate 
change and its associated impacts.  Because it is the combination of existing as well as 

                                                            
1  The FIA is available at: http://www.menlopark.org/projects/comdev_fb.htm.  
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future projects that influence the emission of GHG gases, reductions must come from the 
existing as well as future developments. Taking this into account, the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD) has implemented significance thresholds, analytical 
methodologies, and mitigation measures that will ensure new land use projects meet their 
fair share of emission reductions needed to address the cumulative environmental impacts 
from GHG emissions.  Therefore, while the Project will result in GHG emissions, as will 
any new development within the City, the reductions from the Project design, as well as 
implemented mitigation, will reduce its fair share of emissions and, therefore, the Project 
is accurately identified as being less than significant with respect to GHG emissions.  

 The commentor further suggests that additional limitations to parking would further reduce 
GHG emissions. The Project Sponsor provides incentives for employees to take alternative 
modes of transportation to the campus, such as shuttles equipped with bike racks, Caltrain 
passes with shuttles from the station, vanpooling, Zimride ride-matching, Zipcar car-
sharing, a campus bike share program, bike amenities including showers with towel 
service, ample secure bike parking, lockers for storage of cycling gear, an emergency ride 
home program, educational and promotional campaigns, participation in events such as 
Bike to Work Day, Great Race for Clean Air, etc, rather than offer disincentives such as 
paid parking. In fact, the parking constraints on the East Campus are the functional 
equivalent of charging for parking in that the physical restriction requires that the Project 
Sponsor be aggressive in how it provides incentives to achieve its TDM goals. In terms of 
the total Project parking supply, a total of 4,994 spaces would be provided. This ratio of 
spaces to total projected employees equates to approximately one space for every two 
employees.  

35.4 This comment expresses concerns regarding sea level rise.  The commentor suggests the 
Project Sponsor should be responsible for future levee work and funding. Impact HY-4 on 
pages 3.12-28 through 3.12-31 of the Draft EIR includes information about potential future 
sea level rise in the Bay Area, applicable plans and polices, and addresses potential impacts 
of sea level rise. Levee improvements are not proposed as part of the Project, or as a 
mitigation measure. If a need to improve the levees surrounding the East Campus is 
identified through the collaborative, regional adaptive strategy effort, appropriate 
environmental review in accordance with CEQA would be prepared at that time. The 
impact analysis would, as noted by the commentor, need to evaluate the environmental 
effects of construction on biological resources in the Don Edwards Wildlife Refuge, among 
many other environmental topics.  Further, as mandated in the Bay Plan, as amended, any 
work within BCDC’s jurisdiction would also require appropriate coordination with that 
agency.  Until such time as a specific levee improvement project is proposed, it would be 
speculative to identify potential impacts, and, under CEQA Guidelines Section 15145, such 
an analysis is not required in the EIR. 
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35.5 The commentor states that the induced housing demand continues to exacerbate the existing 
job and housing imbalance in Menlo Park, which should be considered a significant 
impact. As described above in Response 20.15, since the Project would not significantly 
impact forecasted household growth, the demand for housing would be less than 
significant.  In compliance with the CEQA Guidelines, the Project would not necessitate 
the extension of roads or other infrastructure, nor would it necessitate the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere which could result in direct physical environmental 
impacts. As such, it would be speculative to assume these significant and unavoidable 
impacts would result indirectly as a result of housing needs generated by the Project. The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Project’s compliance with 
CEQA. As such, no further response is necessary. 

35.6  The commentor asserts that impacts to public services should be considered significant in 
the Draft EIR.  Under CEQA, the need for additional equipment, staff, and/or funds to 
support a public service is not considered a significant CEQA impact unless new facilities 
would need to be constructed to house them, in turn, resulting in physical impacts.  For 
example, if a project would require an increase in the level of staffing, and the existing 
facility was not large enough to support this increase, then a new, larger facility would 
have to be constructed.  This new construction would result in potentially significant 
environmental impacts.  Under CEQA, the emphasis is on changes to the physical 
environment; changes in staffing or equipment, and related financial burdens, are not by 
themselves considered environmental impacts. 

 As stated on pages 3.15-13 through 3.15-22 of the Draft EIR, the Project would require 
additional police and fire services, but not to the degree that would result in the 
construction of new buildings.  These additional services would have a direct fiscal impact 
on the Menlo Park Police Department (MPPD) and the Menlo Park Fire Department 
(MPFD).  Similarly, the Project would indirectly induce housing demand by increasing 
employment within the City, which could impact the Menlo Park City School District 
(MPCSD), the Ravenswood City School District (RCSD), and the Sequoia Unified High 
School District (SUHSD).  However, under CEQA, these issues are not considered a 
physical environmental impact as they would not trigger the need for the construction of 
new facilities.  The Project would pay fees to the City’s General Fund to help defray fiscal 
impacts, as described in the FIA prepared for the Project (see Response 35.2, above). The 
City Council considered comments regarding financial public benefits in negotiating the 
Development Agreement.  

 As such, per the standards of significance outlined in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, 
the less-than-significant impact conclusions for public services in the Draft EIR are correct 
and no changes will be made. 
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35.7 The commentor states that impacts to the MPCSD will be significant due to housing 
demand.  As stated above in Response 35.6, the Project would indirectly induce housing 
demand by increasing employment within the City, which could impact the MPCSD, the 
RCSD, and the SUHSD.  Pages 3.15-24 through 3.15-25 of the Draft EIR state that the 
RCSD and SUHSD would be able to accommodate the potential increase in students as a 
result of the Project.  However, the elementary schools in the MPCSD are currently at or 
over capacity and would likely not be able to accommodate the increase.   

 As explained on page 3.15-25 of the Draft EIR, non-residential development, including the 
Project, is subject to SB 50 School Impact Fees (established by the Leroy F. Greene School 
Facilities Act of 1998).  As a result of the wide-ranging changes in the financing of school 
facilities, Section 65996 of the State Government Code explains that payment of school 
impact fees established by SB 50 is deemed to constitute full and complete mitigation for 
school impacts.  In addition, the residential development that may indirectly result from the 
increase in employment and that would generate students would be subject to separate 
CEQA review and would also be subject to residential school impact fees (which are higher 
than non-residential school fees).  As such, although the Project would impact the existing 
capacity of the MPCSD, payment of the School Impact Fees are considered appropriate 
mitigation under CEQA and no additional mitigation measures are necessary.  The less-
than-significant impact conclusions for schools in the Draft EIR are correct and no changes 
will be made. The City Council will consider comments regarding financial public benefits 
in negotiating the Development Agreement. 

35.8 The commentor urges the City to ensure that the impacts of the Project will be positive to 
the community.  Community benefits will be considered as part of the negotiations between 
the City of Menlo Park and Facebook and included in the Development Agreement.  

 The City Council must ultimately certify that it has reviewed and considered the 
information in the EIR and that the EIR has been completed in conformity with the 
requirements of CEQA. As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, no public agency 
shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has been certified that identifies one 
or more significant effects unless findings are made.  After consideration of the Planning 
Commission’s recommendations, City Council will make certain findings regarding the 
conclusions outlined in the EIR. Those findings require the City Council to decide whether 
there are any feasible mitigation measures that would reduce impacts identified in the EIR. 
The City Council could also make a finding as to whether there are feasible alternatives 
that would reduce the identified impacts. It is at the discretion of the City Council whether 
to approve portions of the proposed alternatives that would mitigate or avoid significant 
environmental impacts, while rejecting the alternatives that are deemed to be infeasible. 

 If City Council decides to approve the Project, then the City Council must adopt a MMRP.  
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, an MMRP is a mechanism used for the 
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monitoring and reporting of revisions to the project or conditions of approval that the 
public agency has required as mitigation measures to lessen or avoid significant 
environmental effects.  The City can conduct the reporting or monitoring, or it can delegate 
the responsibilities to another public agency or private entity that accepts the delegation. 
The responsible departments would ensure that due diligence is carried out during 
implementation of the measures. Execution of the MMRP will reduce the severity or 
eliminate the identified significant impacts.  

 As such, through the EIR process required by CEQA, the City of Menlo Park will ensure 
that the Project reduces its impact on the environment to the greatest extent feasible. 
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36. Penelope Huang (letter dated January 30, 2012) 

36.1 The commentor requests further information how mitigation measures will be coordinated 
within Menlo Park, but not in Menlo Park’s jurisdiction. For mitigation measures within 
Menlo Park but not under Menlo Park’s jurisdiction, such as State-controlled intersections, 
the Project Sponsor would fully fund the improvements. At the Town of Atherton 
intersection of Marsh Road and Middlefield Road, Facebook would fund a fair share 
contribution to the construction of the mitigation measure. 

36.2 The commentor requests further information regarding how Menlo Park will balance 
mitigation measures that are not feasible with quality of life in the city. Mitigation measures 
were specified to lower delay, increase capacity and reduce the potentially significant 
impact to a less-than-significant level regardless of feasibility.  

36.3 The commentor requests measures that will protect the neighborhood from potential cut-
through traffic as a result of the increase in area traffic. The commentor suggests 
appropriating funds for future traffic mitigation and traffic calming measures to areas that 
may be affected by cut-through traffic. The commentor also suggests that Facebook should 
document traffic counts on all roadways that are determined to be potentially affected by 
cut-through traffic. It is expected that the majority of vehicle traffic related to the Project 
would be directly traveling between US 101 and the Project site and cut-through traffic is 
not expected in the Belle Haven, Flood Triangle, Suburban Park, North Fair Oaks, and 
Willows neighborhoods. Additionally, please refer to Master Response 4 for further 
information regarding the Trip Cap, which will require Facebook to monitor neighborhood 
parking intrusion.  

36.4 The commentor requests explanation as to why there is no employee or car trip cap for the 
West Campus. The Draft EIR identified a Trip Cap for the West Campus during Peak 
Periods as Mitigation Measure TR-6.1, as described on page 3.5-81. Please refer to Master 
Response 3 for further information regarding the Trip Cap.  

36.5 The commentor requests that the Project Sponsor provide an accurate accounting of each of 
the proposed TDM programs and how the existing TDM program is currently utilized with 
regards to the number of vehicle trips it reduces. Please refer to Master Response 3 for 
further information regarding the TDM program.  
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John Langbein

152 Oakfield Ave

Redwood City, CA 94061

January 29, 2012

john_langbein@yahoo.com

Menlo Park Planning Commission  

planning.commission@menlopark.org

Menlo Park, CA 94025

Comments to transportation element of Facebook, Draft EIR –  Revised version of my January 17, 

2012  letter

Even though I live in Redwood City, I work at USGS in Menlo Park. I have the following comments:

In general, I support the objectives for improving bicycle access to the Facebook campus as outlined in 

the draft EIR. In particular, I support the elements that will improve bicycle access along the Bay Trail 

and along critical corridors defined by Willow RD, Marsh RD and University Avenue.

Although the draft EIR discusses bike lanes along Willow and University, when I look at the diagrams 

of these intersections with Bayfront expressway, the bike lanes for several legs are not present. For 

instance, for a cyclist who is headed toward the Facebook campus on Willow Rd, I don't see any 

designated bike lane. At the intersection, I do see an unlabeled lane (Page 340 of the appendix) which I 

presume would be the bike lane. But, more to the point, as the cyclist come within 400 feet of the 

intersection, I note that the cyclist must merge across three lanes of traffic that will be turning right 

on Bayfront expressway. That will be a serious challenge in rush hour or any time of the day. Perhaps, 

the intention by the writers of the DEIR that the cyclists will connect with the tunnel under Bayfront 

expressway. That tunnel, though, is on the west side of Willow requiring the cyclist to cross the road. 

How and where is the suppose to happen? Perhaps I missed this in the report; a diagram would help.

With respect to the Bay Trail, it would appear to me that two routes should be explored; 1) the route 

parallel with University Avenue, and 2) a path that connects the two ends of the Bay Trail through the 

Ravenswood Open Space Preserve. Although the DEIR discusses the University Avenue option, 

completing the tail through Ravenswood OSP would provide a very scenic commute route and it would 

contribute to the community in terms of improving recreational opportunities.

The DEIR discusses bicycle routes along University, Willow, and Marsh. All of these routes have 

interchanges with RT101. The biggest challenge for cyclists using these routes is the safety of these 

interchanges with high speed, motor vehicles merging on or off RT 101. Although painting bike lanes 

can indicate to motorists that bikes may be present, it remains a significant challenge for cyclists and 

motorists to safely merge. The DEIR should address this issue. I would like to see that intersections 

with the on/off ramps be squared-off which  could reduce motor vehicle speeds allowing better bicycle 

access across RT101. Recently, I've seen some preliminary plans for the Woodside RD/RT101 

interchange and squared-off, signal controlled intersections are being considered. This type of design 

should be consider for Marsh, Willow, and University.
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As an alternative to Willow, Marsh, and University, cyclists can use the bike/ped bridges at Ringwood 

and Embarcadero to cross 101. Although in day light hours these are safe routes, they become 

potentially unsafe at night due to crime. Channeling the cyclist into a confined space makes it an 

attractive location for crime. Although surveillance cameras can help with police viewing the crime, I 

doubt that they will be monitoring these 24/7; hence, by the time the crime is viewed, it will not help 

the victim as the perpetrator will be long gone. Hence, unless the EIR suggest some very radical 

solutions, then with potentially unsafe bike bridges and unsafe freeway interchanges, most of the 

potential bike commuters will leave their bikes at home and drive.

Sincerely

John Langbein

37.3 
Cont.
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37. John Langbein (letter dated January 29, 2012) 

37.1 The commentor supports measures that will improve bicycle access along the Bay Trail, 
Willow Road, Marsh Road, and University Avenue. The commentor requests that bicycle 
lanes be shown on figures that describe bike lanes along Willow Road and University 
Avenue. The commentor also expresses difficulty in bicycling along Willow Road towards 
Bayfront Expressway especially crossing three lanes of traffic to make a left hand turn. The 
Project Sponsor will be install a portion of new Class I bike lane on University Avenue as 
part of the Project. In addition, measures to improve bicycle access along the Bay Trail, 
Willow Road, and Marsh Road would also be implemented. The Project would not create 
potential impacts to bicycle facilities in the study area, as stated on pages 3.5-66, 3.5-92, 
and 3.5-125 of the Draft EIR. Modifications to existing bicycling facilities and gaps in the 
Bay Trail may be considered at a future date as jurisdictions and stakeholders choose to 
update their local or regional bicycle plans. Figure 3.5-3 of the Draft EIR does provide 
existing bicycle routes within the study area which includes Marsh Road, Willow Road, 
and University Avenue, in the vicinity of the Project site. In addition, please refer to 
Master Response 5 of more details regarding bicycle and pedestrian improvements.  

37.2 The commentor suggests exploring two routes including the route parallel with University 
Avenue and connecting the Bay Trail through the Ravenswood Open Space Preserve. Please 
refer to Response 37.1, above, regarding bicycle facility improvements. Additionally, the 
applicant will be installing a portion of new Class I bike lane on University Avenue. 

37.3 The commentor states that while bicycle lanes may aid cyclists crossing the US 101 
overpass along Willow Road, University Avenue, and Marsh Road, squaring-off 
interchanges will improve safety for cyclists. The commentor also suggests lighting and 
additional safety measures forth the bike/pedestrian bridges crossing US 101 at Ringwood 
Avenue and Embarcadero Road. Please refer to Response 37.1, above, regarding bicycle 
facility improvements. 
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Letter 38

38.1
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38. Maksim Maydanskiy (letter dated January 9, 2012) 

38.1 The commentor expresses a preference for closing the gaps in the Bay Trail near the 
Facebook Campuses and bicycle lanes for the US 101 overpass along Willow Road and 
University Avenue. The Project would not create potential impacts to bicycle facilities in 
the study area, as stated on pages 3.5-66, 3.5-92, and 3.5-125 of the Draft EIR. Bicycle 
facility improvements such as these may be examined by the jurisdictions in which they are 
located at a future time. In addition, please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion 
regarding bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 
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9,400 Facebook employees are going to have an impact on the Menlo Park neighborhoods of Belle Haven, the 

Willows and the Bay Road Neighborhoods (Flood Triangle, Suburban Park, Lorelei) and the traffic corridors 

these neighbors use. They will also increase cross-town traffic across Menlo Park.  

 

The best way to lessen the amount of cross-town traffic by Facebook employees to downtown MP, 

highway entrances, etc is to take a long-term view. We need to do what we can to encourage employees to 

live, work and play near the FB campus in Belle Haven, the Willows and and the Bay Road 

Neighborhoods (Flood Triangle, Suburban Park, Lorelei). If we really don't want to increase traffic, let's 

make sure that these neighborhoods provide employees what they want and need -- within biking and walking 

distance.  

 

To reach this goal, there are simple improvements that the City of Menlo Park should ask Facebook to fund, in 

exchange for making an exception the land use entitlements.  

Key focus areas should be: 

 

1. Improve the Willow Road Business Districts in Belle Haven and between Coleman & Bay Road.  

* To encourage great restaurants (e.g. Berkeley's gourmet ghetto) and attractive independent businesses  

* To ensure that there are many of life's necessities and indulgences within walking distance of these 

neighborhoods - supermarket, restaurants, ATMs, farmer's market, haircut,  theater, etc 

* To make ensure that these business districts are truly walkable and bikable downtown alternatives for Belle 

Haven, Willows, Flood Triangle and the other Bay Road Neighborhoods 

 

2. Improve key biking routes from the listed neighborhoods to the Facebook Campus AND to key commercial 

districts 

* Please do not simply ask for improvements to a couple of main biking corridors. In addition to this we need to 

make sure that there are contiguous very safe routes from within the neighborhoods mentioned above (e.g. 

Don't just improve Willow Rd. Also finish the bike route on Bay Rd next to the VA so that it actually connects 

to an improved Willow Rd) 

* Improve existing bike lanes (e.g. The bike lane on Bay Rd between Marsh and Willow allows cars to park 

within the bike lane and forces bikes into a steady flow of fast moving traffic) 

* Consider creating bicycle boulevards which are more suitable for casual riders than the bike lanes we have on 

our major traffic arteries 

 

3. Fund Flood Park. Not only to keep it open but to create a more vibrant community center that will attractive 

to Facebook employees 

* Consider allowing community-oriented vendors in the park - e.g. farmer's market fruit stand, independently 

owned coffee cart/shop 

* Rebuild the community building to house meetings and classes 

* Consider building a small amphitheater for acoustic music, plays, etc 

* Ask Facebookers what they want to see at the park to make it an ideal place for after-work gatherings 

Letter 39

39.1

39.2

39.3

39.4
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* Ensure that the route to the park is walkable and bikable from the above neighborhoods and improve bike 

parking in the park 

 

Thanks for your time,  

Amy McGaraghan, Menlo Park Resident 

 

 

39.4 
Cont.
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39. Amy McGaraghan (letter dated January 27, 2012) 

39.1 The commentor encourages Facebook employees to live in the Belle Haven, Willows, Flood 
Triangle, Suburban Park, and Lorelei neighborhoods to decrease traffic. Facebook does 
not have the jurisdiction to tell their employees where they can and cannot live; the Project 
Sponsor cannot control where employees live and attempting to do so may be a violation of 
the law.  However, it is true that the more proximate employees are to the Project site, 
there will be an associated decrease in vehicle miles traveled. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA.  
No further response is necessary. 

39.2 The commentor suggests a list of improvements that the Project Sponsor should fund in 
exchange for the land use entitlements.  Improving the Willow Road Business District 
would not help to mitigate any of the potentially significant impacts of the Project.  
Although funding Willow Road Business District improvements could be considered by 
decision-makers during the Project review process, this comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA. No further 
response is necessary. 

39.3 The commentor suggests improving bicycle routes from local neighborhoods and 
commercial districts to the Facebook Campus. The commentor also expresses a preference 
for closing gaps in the existing bicycle route network, improving existing bicycle lanes by 
restricting parking, and creating bicycle boulevards in the area. The Project would not 
create potential impacts to bicycle facilities in the study area, as stated on pages 3.5-66, 
3.5-92, and 3.5-125 of the Draft EIR. Bicycle facility improvements such as these may be 
examined by the jurisdictions in which they are located at a future time. In addition, please 
refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion regarding bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements. 

39.4 The commentor suggests that the Project Sponsor should fund Flood Park.  Table 3.15-4 on 
pages 3.15-10 through 3.15-11 lists the parks and community facilities located within the 
vicinity of the Project Site.  Flood Park, which is not included in this table, is to the south 
of US 101; therefore, it is unlikely that Facebook employees would use this park during 
lunch breaks or after work.  As discussed on pages 3.15-25 through 3.15-26 of the Draft 
EIR, it is anticipated that the employees would mainly use on-site facilities rather than the 
neighboring City parks.  In addition, due to the enhanced connection of the Bay Trail under 
Bayfront Expressway, it is expected that Facebook employees would use the Bay Trail 
and/or the perimeter BCDC Shoreline Trail. 

 Improvements to Flood Park are not required to help mitigate any of the potentially 
significant impacts of the Project.  Nonetheless, the Project would be subject to 
supplemental property taxes to pay for bonds issued for parks and recreation.  
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Improvements to Flood Park could be considered as part of the Development Agreement 
negotiations, which are distinct from the CEQA process. As a separate but companion 
document to the EIR, an FIA has been prepared for the purpose of evaluating the impact 
that the Project would have on the City’s fiscal budget upon full operations.1 

 

                                                            
1  The FIA is available at: http://www.menlopark.org/projects/comdev_fb.htm  
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Honorable commissioners, 
 
I am unable to attend your meeting tomorrow night (Monday January 9, 2012) but want to provide my input and support 
for improving the bicycle infrastructure in the vicinity of the Facebook campus. 
 
I worked at that campus when it was Sun Microsystems. I was there since the opening of the campus in 1995 until Sun 
was acquired by Oracle. I am an avid transportation bicyclists and bike commute to/from work every day. I live in 
Mountain View, and often commuted via Willow Road and also through the baylands. The lack of adequate bicycle 
infrastructure was always an issue for me and others. I felt as though if I made it safely to work then my day would be ok. 
It was always quite an adrenaline rush crossing 101 at Willow on bike. For a period of time I also commuted across the 
Dumbarton to the Sun Newark campus. Both routes took me through the area of where the Facebook campus now 
resides. 
 
Bicycling for transportation has numerous benefits including reducing traffic congestion, noise, air pollution impacts, 
improving the health of the bicyclists, etc. I'm sure you are aware of the many, many benefits. But these benefits can only 
be realized with your support. Please demonstrate your support by being willing to invest in the needed changes to 
enhance and provide bicycling infrastructure to make commuting to the Facebook campus safe, convenient, and 
pleasurable. 
 
Facebook is a strong supporter of bicycliing and other modes of transportation. Facebook should help fund the completion 
of the one mile bay trail gap through Menlo Park and East Palo Alto. Facebook should help provide continuous bike lanes 
on Willow Road, University Avenue, and Bay Roads. Menlo Park should include these bicycling improvements as 
transportation mitigation measures in the Facebook EIR. 
 
Thank you for considering this input. And again please show your support of bicycling infrastructure improvements in the 
vicinity of the Facebook campus. 
 
 
       jerri-ann meyer (VTA BPAC chair) 

Letter 40

40.1
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40. Jerri-Ann Meyer (letter dated January 8, 2012) 

40.1 The commentor states that the area around Willow Road and US 101 lacks adequate bicycle 
infrastructure and suggests that the applicant should contribute funding to various bicycle 
improvements. The Project would not create potential impacts to bicycle facilities in the 
study area, as stated on pages 3.5-66, 3.5-92, and 3.5-125 of the Draft EIR. Bicycle 
facility improvements such as these may be examined by the jurisdictions in which they are 
located at a future time. In addition, please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion 
regarding bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 
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41. Jack Miller (letter dated January 9, 2012) 

41.1 The commentor suggests that the Project is a good opportunity to make significant 
improvements to bicycle access in the vicinity of the Project site which would benefit the 
site users as well as improve access to/from the Dumbarton Bridge. The Project would not 
create potential impacts to bicycle facilities in the study area, as stated on pages 3.5-66, 
3.5-92, and 3.5-125 of the Draft EIR. Bicycle facility improvements such as these may be 
examined by the jurisdictions in which they are located at a future time. In addition, please 
refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion regarding bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements. 

 

4-445 Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR  — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



�

������������������

����� ��������������������������������
���� ������
�	���������
�������������
��� ��������
���������
��
	��� ������ 

�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������
���
��������	����������������������������
��������������
������	����������������������������
������������������������
�����������������������
������������������
�����������������������������������
�������������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������������������������
�����������������������
�
�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������

������������������������������������������

Letter 42

42.1

42.2

42.3

4-446Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



42. Anne Moser (letter dated January 6, 2012) 

42.1 The commentor questions if the various options of the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project 
would reduce the transportation impacts of the Project. As discussed on page 3.5-126, the 
Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project is not included in the Tier 2 Transportation analysis.  
Table 3.1-2 lists the Tier 2 cumulative projects for the Draft EIR analysis, which includes 
the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project.  While most sections in Section 3 of the Draft EIR 
include this project in the cumulative analysis, Section 3.5 does not. As stated on page 
3.5-126, funding for this project is unidentified and the project status is uncertain. If 
approved, the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project would provide another means of accessing 
the Project site and could potentially reduce the number of auto trips to the Project site. 
Nonetheless, since this project is speculative, it is not included in the Tier 2 analysis in 
Section 3.5, Transportation. By not including this project in the Tier 2 analysis, Section 3.5 
analyzes the conservative scenario that assumes that traffic impacts would not be reduced 
due to the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Project. 

42.2 The commentor suggests that a light rail link be considered along the existing rail right-of-
way from Redwood City to Willow Road. Although the Project would increase traffic in the 
area, as explained in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR, a light rail link is not required to 
mitigate the impacts of the Project. The Project would not impact public transit such that it 
would be required to support a link to the Redwood City Caltrain Station.  Impacts TR-4 
on Draft EIR page 3.5-66, TR-9 on page 3.5-91, and TR-14 on page 3.5-122 state that the 
Project would result in less-than-significant impacts to the local transit system. As stated on 
these pages, transit services near the Project site are limited and would not add substantial 
demand to the existing transit demand with the implementation of the Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) program proposed by the Project Sponsor.  

Nonetheless, in order to link public transit with the Project site, the proposed 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program would include shuttle service 
to/from Caltrain stations and would provide subsidized public transit passes.  The Project 
Sponsor would update its network of employee shuttles and vanpools to provide 
connections between Bay Area cities and transit connections and the Project site as changes 
in the employee population occur.  As such, the Project would promote public transit to 
reduce vehicle trips to the Project Site and would not need to implement a light rail link 
along the existing rail right-of-way from Redwood City to Willow Road.  

42.3 The commentor regrets that the City’s presentation was not shown at the housing meeting.  
A meeting of the Menlo Park Housing Commission was scheduled on January 4, 2012, but 
a presentation was not given since there was no quorum. Nonetheless, presentations 
regarding the Project and potential physical environmental impacts resulting from the 
Project were provided on: December 8, 2011 (public outreach), December 12, 2011 
(Bicycle Commission), December 13, 2011 (City of East Palo Alto), December 14, 2011 
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(Transportation Commission), December 15, 2011 (Menlo Park Green Ribbons Citizens’ 
Committee), January 4, 2012 (Environmental Quality Commission), and January 9, 2012 
(Planning Commission). All presentations that were made at these meetings are available 
on the City’s website.1  

                                                            
1  All Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project presentations presented at the above listed meetings are available 

at: http://www.menlopark.org/projects/comdev_fb_eir.htm 
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Rachel Grossman
City of Menlo Park 
Community Development Department 
701 Laurel Street, 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 

Dear Ms. Grossman, 

 Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for the Facebook Campus project. 

 Facebook is a tremendous asset for Menlo Park and Silicon Valley, and their 
innovative transportation plan is a step in the right direction for Silicon Valley employers.  
However, I am concerned about the effects several of the proposed auto-oriented 
mitigation measures identified in the EIR will have on pedestrian access and safety. 

 Specifically, I feel that the proposed lane additions and modifications at the 
intersections of Middlefield and Willow, Donahoe and University,  Marsh and 101, Marsh 
and Middlefield, Willow and Marsh, and Willow and Bayfront will have deleterious 
effects on pedestrian safety and community connectivity unless properly mitigated. 

 Since road widening increases the distance required for pedestrians to cross the 
street, increasing the potential for conflicts and degrading the quality of the pedestrian 
environment, I would like the effects of the proposed auto mitigation measures to be 
acknowledged and mitigated pursuant to § 15126.4 in CEQA:
 

If a mitigation measure would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those 
that would be caused by the project as proposed, the effects of the mitigation measure 
shall be discussed but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as 
proposed.

 While this doesn’t require ancillary mitigation measures to be identified, I would 
like to see pedestrian safety improvements identified at these intersections as I believe 
they align with the alternative transportation goals of Facebook and the City of Menlo 
Park. For your consideration, I have included suggested measures to help improve 
pedestrian safety and connectivity at the intersections in question. 

Middlefield and Willow 

Proposed Auto Improvement: Turn Middlefield Northbound through lane into 
shared through and right turn lane. 

Impact on Pedestrians:  Removes pedestrian refuge island, increases crossing 
distance between corners, pedestrians crossing Willow, heading North on 
Middlefield must contend with multiple lanes of right turning traffic.

Letter 43

43.1

43.2
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Suggested Considerations: Eliminate this alternative from consideration. 
Alternatively, tighten the curb radius, install high visibility “continental” or “ladder” 
crosswalk striping, and consider restricting right turns on red. 

Donahoe and University:

Proposed Auto Improvement: Stripe a formal Southbound right turn lane on 
Donahoe.

Impact on Pedestrians: While this will make the turn clearer for motorists, 
pedestrians will have to contend with an additional lane of traffic when crossing 
the street. Additionally, the curb radius at this location is excessively wide, which 
facilitates fast right turns from this proposed lane. This crosswalk is the only 
pedestrian access across US101 for 1.5 mi in either direction, so special 
consideration must be given to the pedestrian access and safety at this 
particular intersection. 

Suggested Considerations:  Stripe additional turn lane as proposed, but tighten 
curb radius to reduce auto speeds and improve pedestrian visibility. Install high 
visibility “continental” or “ladder” style crosswalks. The curb radii on the North 
side of this intersection should be reflected on the corner

Marsh and 101 

Proposed Auto Improvement: Add right turn lane on NB 101 offramp 

Impact on Pedestrians: additional right turn lane will increase crossing distance; 
pedestrians must contend with multiple lanes of right turning traffic. 

Suggested Considerations: Install lane as planned; restrict right turns on red, 
ensure curb radius is not excessively wide.   

Marsh and Middlefield 

Proposed Auto Improvement: Add second left turn lane on Southbound approach 
to Middlefield. Restripe Marsh to accommodate receiving lane. 

Impact on Pedestrians:  Current intersection lacks sidewalks, but has informal 
dirt walking paths. Description of proposed auto improvement doesn’t indicate if 
space will be maintained for new sidewalks and curb ramps, or if the informal 
path will be eliminated and replaced with the “widened paving.”.  

Suggested Considerations: Install lane as planned, but couple it with new 
sidewalks, curb ramps, and crosswalk striping. 

43.2 
Cont.

43.3

43.4

43.5
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Willow and Marsh 

Proposed Auto Improvement: Reconfigure Westbound approach from shared left-
through-right lane to a left through lane and a through right lane. 

Impact on Pedestrians: The Bay Trail currently terminates at this intersection, but 
the West side of Marsh road lacks curb ramps and sidewalks.

Suggested Considerations: Include lanes as designed and install sidewalks and 
curb ramps on Westbound corder of marsh road. Consider connectivity with 
future trail segments to determine design of curb ramps and sidewalk width. 
 

Willow and Bayfront

Proposed Auto Improvement: Add third Eastbound right turn lane and second 
Westbound left turn lane. 

Impact on Pedestrians: While westbound lane may not be feasible according to 
EIR, an additional Eastbound lane will make an already harrowing crossing even 
moreso. 

Suggested Considerations: Do not add lanes; stripe crosswalks with high visibility   
“continental” or “ladder” striping. Analyze and potentially increase pedestrian 
crossing time. Since this crossing connects with the Bay Trail, consider modifying 
the porkchop islands to better facilitate bicycle movement as they are currently 
narrow and difficult to navigate. 

Thank you for considering my comments. 

Jarrett Mullen 
Resident of Mountain View 
jarkatmu@gmail.com 

43.6

43.7
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43. Jarrett Mullen (letter dated January 30, 2012) 

43.1 The commentor states concern with the potential for decrease in pedestrian safety with 
implementation of roadway widening as part of the mitigation measures. Mitigation 
measures were specified to lower delay, increase capacity, and reduce the potentially 
significant impact to a less-than-significant level regardless of feasibility.  In the 
development of the mitigation measures, pedestrian and bicycle conditions were 
considered, and no resulting potentially significant bicycle and pedestrian impact would 
occur.  

43.2 The commentor suggests revised wording for the recommended mitigations at the 
intersection of Middlefield Road and Willow Road. The extensive wording for this 
mitigation measure can be found on page 3.5-55 and 3.5-56 of the Draft EIR and has been 
reviewed by City staff. Additionally, pedestrian safety is enhanced with the removal of the 
raised islands. Technical research papers and studies have shown that pedestrian islands 
increase the risk of auto-pedestrian accidents between right turn vehicles and pedestrians 
crossing the road. 

43.3 The commentor suggests revised wording for the recommended mitigations at the 
intersection of Donohoe Avenue and University Avenue. The extensive wording for this 
mitigation measure can be found on page 3.5-113 of the Draft EIR.  This mitigation has 
been reviewed by City staff and determined to be adequate.  Therefore, no changes are 
necessary. 

43.4 The commentor suggests revised wording for the recommended mitigations at the 
intersection of Marsh Road and US 101.  The extensive wording for this mitigation 
measure can be found on page 3.5-83 of the Draft EIR.  This mitigation has been reviewed 
by City staff and determined to be adequate.  Therefore, no changes are necessary. 

43.5 The commentor suggests revised wording for the recommended mitigations at the 
intersection of Marsh Road and Middlefield Road. The extensive wording for this 
mitigation measure can be found on page 3.5-84 of the Draft EIR.  This mitigation has 
been reviewed by City staff and determined to be adequate.  Therefore, no changes are 
necessary. 

43.6 The commentor suggests revised wording for the recommended mitigations at the 
intersection of Marsh Road and Middlefield Road. The extensive wording for this 
mitigation measure can be found on page 3.5-84 of the Draft EIR.  This mitigation has 
been reviewed by City staff and determined to be adequate.  Therefore, no changes are 
necessary. 

43.7 The commentor suggests revised wording for the recommended mitigations at the 
intersection of Bayfront Expressway and Willow Road. The extensive wording for this 
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mitigation measure can be found on page 3.5-54 and 3.5-55 of the Draft EIR.  This 
mitigation has been reviewed by City staff and determined to be adequate.  Therefore, no 
changes are necessary. 
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Dear MP Planning: 

  

I am writing to stress that the growth of the Facebook employee population at Willow and Bayfront will impact 

East Palo Alto and East Menlo Park (Belle Haven) significantly with auto traffic.  A needed mitigation is the 

completion of bike/ped 101 overcrossings at Euclid Ave. and Clarke Ave. in East Palo Alto.  Also, bicycle 

improvements on Willow Road and 101 need to be looked at also.  These improvements will encourage bicycle 

commuting and reduce car trips.  The dedicated bike/ped overcrossings are preferred as they separate the bikes 

and peds from the cars. 

  

Thank you. 

  

Norm Picker 

458 Bell St. 

East Palo Alto, CA 94303 

Letter 44

44.1
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44. Norm Picker (letter dated January 10, 2012) 

44.1 The commentor suggested the mitigation measures need to include a US 101 
bike/pedestrian overcrossing at Euclid Avenue and Clarke Avenue and bicycle related 
improvements to Willow Road to encourage more bicycle use. The Project would not create 
potential impacts to bicycle facilities in the study area, as stated on pages 3.5-66, 3.5-92, 
and 3.5-125 of the Draft EIR. Bicycle facility improvements such as these may be 
examined by the jurisdictions in which they are located at a future time. In addition, please 
refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion regarding bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements. 
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45. Henry Riggs (letter dated January 13, 2012) 

45.1 The commentor suggests the Project include upgrading existing bike routes and completing 
the bike trail segments to promote cycling as a bigger transportation alternative. The 
Project would not create potential impacts to bicycle facilities in the study area, as stated on 
pages 3.5-66, 3.5-92, and 3.5-125 of the Draft EIR. Bicycle facility improvements such as 
these may be examined by the jurisdictions in which they are located at a future time. In 
addition, please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion regarding bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements. 

45.2 The commentor states that the EIR should include more information about pedestrian 
impacts from mitigations to pedestrians, which include roadway widening. Pedestrian 
impacts were considered in the Draft EIR and no impacts were identified.   

45.3 The commentor suggests including the use of dual pedestrian button call systems to be 
installed at intersections. There would be a choice for able-bodied pedestrians versus aged 
or impaired pedestrians. In areas where dual pedestrian button call systems would be 
deemed appropriate, they will be included as part of the detailed design phase. 

45.4 The commentor states that the assumptions of commuter trip origins are not consistent with 
data on Facebook employee preferred location of residence.  The commentor recommends 
that an alternative analysis be conducted with the other trip origin data. The employee 
residential trip distribution is based on the City of Menlo Park Circulation System 
Assessment (CSA), which details Menlo Park employee residences by geographical region. 
Utilization of the CSA to determine employee residential locations is the accepted practice 
within the City of Menlo Park and has been used successfully in other EIRs. While this 
distribution differs from the existing employee resident distribution percentages it would 
reflect changing employee demographics in the future. The trip distribution from the CSA 
was slightly modified to reflect anticipated Facebook housing pattern. The data used for 
current employee places of residence relied on zip code data. However, it is Facebook’s 
privacy policy not to release this data. 

45.5 The commentor states that the mitigation at Marsh Road/Middlefield Road is unrealistic 
given the location of the existing drainage channel and heritage trees.  Since this comment 
was received, the City of Menlo Park and the Town of Atherton have engaged in further 
discussions regarding the potential operational and right-of-way issues at this 
intersection.  As a result of this coordination between jurisdictions and at the request of the 
Town of Atherton, the City of Menlo Park has revised the mitigation measure in the Draft 
EIR to be more consistent with a similar measure proposed for Marsh Road and 
Middlefield Road in the Menlo Gateway EIR.  The revisions to this mitigation measure 
substantially conform to the measure disclosed in the Draft EIR; therefore, the changes do 
not rise to the level of new, significant information under CEQA. 
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 Mitigation Measure TR-6.2c on page 3.5-84 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

c. Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway Marsh Road and Middlefield Road 

The proposed mitigation measures for the intersection of Marsh Road and 
Middlefield Road includes an additional southbound left turn lane on 
Middlefield Road and restriping an additional eastbound receiving lane, or 
similar traffic mitigations that reduce delay at the intersection to less-than-
significant levels as defined by the Project EIR, or other improvements that 
substantially improve the level of service as determined by the City of Menlo 
Park.  

The improvements would require potential additional right of way, widening 
the edge of pavement for the southbound direction of traffic into the existing 
landscape buffer, signing and striping improvements, and relocation of utility 
poles along Marsh Road, and traffic signal poles along the west side of 
Middlefield Road modifications to the existing traffic signal at the Marsh 
Road/Middlefield Road intersection. 

Prior to the Development Agreement approval, the Project Sponsor shall 
prepare an updated construction cost estimate for the proposed mitigation 
measures at the intersection of Marsh Road and Middlefield Road for review 
and approval of the Public Works Director and the Town of Atherton.  Within 
90 days of the effective date of the Development Agreement of the East 
Campus, the Project Sponsor shall provide a bond for the improvements in the 
amount equal to the Project’s fair share contribution for the estimated 
construction cost of the intersection improvements plus a 30 percent 
contingency.  The Project’s fair share contribution deposit its fair share 
contribution of the construction costs with the Town of Atherton, which is 
estimated to be 30.4 percent.  

Funds will be payable to remain with the Town of Atherton upon substantial 
completion of construction of the intersection improvements.  Funds will 
remain available to the Town of Atherton for a seven year period from the 
effective date of the Development Agreement, after which funds will be 
returned to the Project Sponsor.  Construction of these improvements is not 
eligible for a Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) credit.  Although the proposed 
mitigation would fully mitigate the impact, the impact remains significant and 
unavoidable because the intersection is under the jurisdiction of the Town of 
Atherton and the City cannot guarantee the mitigation measure would be 
implemented.   

4-458Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



45.6 The commentor states that there is no discussion of converting protected left turn 
movements to permitted left turn movements to decrease auto delay. Permitted phasing may 
result in an increase in queue length and intersection delay due to the loss of dedicated 
green time found for a protected left turn phase. Signal timing changes are considered as 
part of the development of mitigation measures. The suggested mitigation measures are the 
result of determining the most effective means of reducing the potentially significant impact 
to a less-than-significant level.  

45.7 The commentor suggests further discussion should be included which include alternatives 
that reduce the SOV trips over the Dumbarton Bridge. The TDM program is further 
detailed in the Draft EIR on pages 3.5-31 and 3.5-32 of the Draft EIR. Please also refer to 
Master Response 3 for further information regarding the TDM program. 

45.8 The commentor requests that “pork-chop” islands be preserved at right turn lanes. The 
channelization island’s primary purpose is to separate right-turning vehicles from through 
traffic and increase the throughput of right-turning vehicles. Therefore, the design creates a 
situation where pedestrians must cross from corner to island with no signal control. This 
introduces significant challenges for sight impaired individuals or those with a disability. 
The recommended best practice in pedestrian safety is to remove these islands where 
feasible/practical, and tighten the corner radius to reduce right-turn speeds and control 
vehicular turns as part of the signalized intersection. Signal timing is then modified to 
allow pedestrians to cross the entire approach in one phase.1,2 

 The proposed mitigation measures in the Draft EIR were reviewed for their potential 
impacts to bicyclists and pedestrians, and several improvements to the designs are planned 
for incorporation, including bicycle lane improvements at Willow Road/Bayfront 
Expressway in accordance with the Willow Road and University Avenue Traffic 
Operations Study and Recommended Near-Term Improvements (November 2010), and 
crosswalk and pedestrian signal improvements at Marsh Road/Middlefield Road, Willow 
Road/Newbridge Street, and Marsh Road/US 101 Northbound Ramp to minimize these 
potential impacts, and a bicycle box at Willow Road/Middlefield Road. 

 

                                                            
1  California Department of Transportation, “Complete Intersections: A Guide to Reconstructing Intersections and 

Interchanges for Bicyclists and Pedestrians,” 2010, website: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/survey/pedestrian/Complete-Intersections-A-Guide-to-Reconstructing-
Intersections-and-Interchanges-for-Bicyclists-and-Pedestirans.pdf, accessed April 18, 2012. 

2  Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, “Bicycle Technical Guidelines” “Chapter 5: Intersections and 
Interchanges,” website: http://www.vta.org/bike_information/library/btg/btg_ch_5-6.pdf, accessed April 18, 
2012. 
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To the Menlo Park Planning Commission: 

 

I am writing to you in support of including bicycle commuting measures as part of the Facebook EIR. 

 

When I commute by bicycle, the segment from Bayfront Expressway and University Ave to East Palo 
Alto is the most harrowing part of the journey. I have to change lanes twice across the stream of 50 mph 

traffic coming off the Dumbarton Bridge, and then make an uncontrolled left turn across two more lanes. 

Completing this segment of the trail would allow cyclists to cross the traffic at the lights, and then continue onto 

the off-street path through East Palo Alto. As part of the Transportation Mitigation Measures in the Facebook 

EIR, Facebook should commit to help fund the completion of the trail. 

 

Thank you to the Commission & to Facebook for your continued support in reducing traffic & increasing 

bicycle commuting in Menlo Park. 

 

Regards, 

 

Elliot Schwartz 

 

Letter 46

46.1

46.2
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46. Elliot Schwartz (letter dated January 9, 2012) 

46.1 The commentor suggests that the mitigation measures include funds toward the completion 
of the bike trail along Bayfront Expressway. The Project would not create potential impacts 
to bicycle facilities in the study area, as stated on pages 3.5-66, 3.5-92, and 3.5-125 of the 
Draft EIR. Bicycle facility improvements such as these may be examined by the 
jurisdictions in which they are located at a future time. In addition, please refer to Master 
Response 5 for a discussion regarding bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 

46.2 The commentor thanks the Planning Commission and the Project Sponsor for their 
continued support in reducing traffic and increasing bicycle community.  This comment is 
related to the public discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an 
asset to the City.  However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR 
analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 
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47. Mitchel Slomiak (letter dated January 29, 2012) 

47.1 The commentor states that the increase of community wide greenhouse gases should be 
considered a significant impact. The commentor also suggests that the Project should 
determine significance based on reduction of total GHG emissions within the City as a 
whole. There is no one single land use project that can generate enough GHG emissions to 
noticeably change the global average temperature.  Therefore, it is the combination of 
emissions from past, present, and future projects that contribute to the phenomenon of 
global climate change and its associated impacts.  Because it is the combination of existing 
as well as future projects that influence the emission of GHG gases, reductions must come 
from the existing as well as future developments. Taking this into account, the BAAQMD 
has implemented significance thresholds, analytical methodologies, and mitigation 
measures that will ensure new land use projects meet their fair share of emission reductions 
needed to address the cumulative environmental impacts from GHG emissions.  Therefore, 
while the Project will result in GHG emissions, as will any new development within the 
City, the reductions from the Project design as well as implemented mitigation will reduce 
its fair share of emissions and, therefore, the Project is accurately identified as being less 
than significant with respect to GHG emissions. 

 Further the commentor states that the community wide emissions were misstated on page 
3.7-7.  The commentor is correct in identifying a typographical error on page 3.7-7. In 
response to this comment, the following text has been revised on page 3.7-7, first full 
paragraph, of the Draft EIR: 

As discussed below, the City’s GHG emissions for 2009 are estimated to be 
928,347 723,480 MT CO2e. The CAP Assessment Report presents three 
possible reduction targets: 1) 10 percent by 2020 and 30 percent by 2050; 2) 17 
percent by 2020 and 50 percent by 2050; and 3) the AB 32 Reduction goal of 
27 percent by 2020 and 80 percent by 2050. 

47.2 The commentor supports the Project Sponsor’s traffic and greenhouse gas reduction goals.  
This comment is related to the public discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it 
is viewed as an asset to the City.  However, this comment does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is 
necessary. 

47.3 The commentor supports the Project Sponsor’s sustainability commitment.  This comment 
is related to the public discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an 
asset to the City.  However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR 
analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

4-465 Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR  — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



47.4 The commentor repeats concerns about the two percent increase in greenhouse gas 
emissions as a result of the Project.  Please refer to Response 47.1, above.  
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48. Faye Steiner (letter dated January 9, 2012) 

48.1 The commentor suggests that the mitigation measures include funds toward the completion 
of the bike trail along East Palo Alto. The Project would not create potential impacts to 
bicycle facilities in the study area, as stated on pages 3.5-66, 3.5-92, and 3.5-125 of the 
Draft EIR. Bicycle facility improvements such as these may be examined by the 
jurisdictions in which they are located at a future time. In addition, please refer to Master 
Response 5 for a discussion regarding bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 
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I hope I am not too late for my comments to be reviewed give I saw two dates listed as deadlines, January 23 

and January 30, 2012. 

 

Facebook EIR Concerns: 

  

There is no agreement in place to give priority in the hiring of qualified Belle Haven candidates.  I have 

attached an overview of the agreement East Palo Alto businesses have with the city to hire residents.  If I 

understand correctly, such agreements should be made in the early planning stages when companies come to 

underprivileged communities, similar to the agreements to assist the schools.  

  

Speed enforcement  - There are many commuters well exceed the speed limit on Willow Road between 101 and 

Bay Front we would like to see more tickets given or a reduction in the speed limit. 

 

Thank you for considering these items.   

 

Michele Tate 

1319 Sevier Ave 

Menlo Park, CA 94025  
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49. Michelle Tate (letter dated January 23, 2012) 

49.1 The commentor expresses confusion about the Draft EIR comment period.  As explained in 
Section 1 of this document, the public review period for the Draft EIR originally was set to 
end on January 23, 2012.  However, on January 10, 2012, City Council considered 
requests to extend the comment period and elected to extend the deadline by one week to 
January 30, 2012.   

49.2 The commentor suggests that Facebook should give priority in hiring qualified Belle Haven 
residents.  This comment is related to the public discourse on the merits of the Project and 
whether it is viewed as an asset to the City.  However, this comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further 
response is necessary. 

49.3 The commentor requests that the Menlo Park Police Department monitor and enforce speed 
limits on Willow Road between US 101 and Bayfront Expressway.  As stated on page 3.15-
15 of the Draft EIR, the MPPD anticipates additional calls for service with increased traffic 
in the vicinity of the Project.  However, MPPD staff indicates that the City can absorb new 
calls related to traffic without significant impacts to the department and without the need 
for new facilities that would result in physical impacts.  Speed limit enforcement is not a 
CEQA issue and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Project’s 
compliance with CEQA. 
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William Byron Webster 

480 East O’Keefe #307 

East Palo Alto, CA 94303 

Monday, 30 January 2012 

 

 

 

Ms. Rachel Grossman 

Associate Planner 

Planning Division 

City of Menlo Park 

701 Laurel Street 

Menlo Park, CA 94025 

(650) 330-6737 

rmgrossman@menlopark.org 

 

 

Re: Comments on Keyser Marston Associates Report to Justin Murphy of  

21 December 2011 on Facebook Campus Project DEIR vis-à-vis Impacts on Housing 

and Circulation in the City of East Palo Alto 

 

Dear Ms. Grossman: 

 

We anticipate that there will be Facebook employees renting on the West Side of 

Highway 101 who fall into the category of the kinds of occupations that people currently 

living on the West Side of East Palo Alto tend to hold.  They are positions in maintenance 

and food service and suchlike rather than highly educated software engineers and the like.  

We would not want to discourage current residents in East Palo Alto from applying for 

Facebook employment.  What we are concerned about is the displacement of current 

residents by new Facebook employees who are not representative of the largely low-

skilled low-income minorities who comprise most of the residents of now Equity 

Residential-owned housing on the West Side, most of which is in East Palo Alto’s Rent 

Stabilization Program.  We request that as a mitigation Facebook monitor the categories 

of its employees who reside on the West Side of East Palo Alto in an effort to determine 

if current residents fitting the characteristics of the typical current West Side East Palo 

Alto resident are not being displaced.  We believe that the largely young highly educated 

and mostly non-Hispanic white and Asian software and other high-tech employees that 

Facebook will be hiring will not match the typical characteristics of the current East Palo 

Alto population.  We would be seeking cooperation by an annual monitoring and 

reporting to the Government of East Palo Alto including the Rent Stabilization Board the 

total numbers of Facebook employees renting on the West Side and the income/education 

level they fall into.  We would like to work with Facebook through a joint committee to 

monitor the increase in the Facebook employees on the West Side and what could be 

done to prevent displacement.  The simple approach would be to encourage Facebook to 
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have policies to discourage significant (however “significant” is to be defined) numbers 

of new employees, especially high-end employees who will drive up the rents as units 

turn over for new tenancies, from renting on the West Side so as to minimize the 

displacement of the current population made up mostly of low-income, less-skilled 

Latinos (probably more than 80% of the total population residing in apartments on the 

West Side).   

 

If the policy of discouragement of renting on the West Side fails, measures could be 

discussed whereby Facebook contributes a corresponding amount for each perceived 

displaced person to the East Palo Alto housing fund such as the in-lieu fee fund to enable 

East Palo Alto to build new permanently affordable housing to house the low-income 

residents who otherwise would be forced to leave East Palo Alto and the San Francisco 

Peninsula and relocate far from where they currently work where the work opportunities 

are much better than in outlying areas of even the Bay Area such as the East Bay. 

 

The Keyser Marston Associates memorandum dated December 21, 2011, addressed to 

Justin Murphy of the City of Menlo Park on the subject “Menlo Park Facebook Campus 

Project:  Evaluation of Potential Impacts to Housing Conditions in East Palo Alto” on the 

first page under the subheading “Demand for Housing in East Palo Alto from Project” 

states:  “The Project’s potential to impact housing conditions in East Palo Alto or cause 

displacement of existing residents is driven by the extent to which workers at the Project 

are likely to seek housing in East Palo Alto.  Impacts will be minimal if a very limited 

number of workers seek housing in East Palo Alto; conversely, if East Palo Alto is 

viewed as an attractive option by a large share of Facebook’s workforce, impacts would 

be greater.” 

 

The Keyser Marston Associates memorandum fails to consider explicitly that in addition 

to the extent the Facebook employees seeking housing in East Palo Alto would be an 

obviously major factor in displacing current East Palo Alto residents and future East Palo 

Alto residents who conform to the present characteristics of the vast majority of East Palo 

Alto residents who are low or very low income and mostly people of color the proactive 

efforts of developers with access to funds either in the form of cash, standard mortgage 

loans, or construction loans to attract Facebook employees.  The Keyser Marston 

Associates report was drafted in response to a memorandum from Brent Butler of the 

East Palo Alto Planning Department dated May 26, 2011, raising the specter of 

significant negative impacts on East Palo Alto housing and circulation.  It is significant 

that the Keyser Marston Associates memorandum requested by Justin Murphy to rebut 

the May 26 East Palo Alto memorandum is dated 21 December 2011.  The date of the 

submission of the report is material evidence of the failure of Keyser Marston Associates 

to consider all the factors that might contribute to Facebook employees being attracted to 

East Palo Alto housing in significant numbers unless proactively discouraged from 

seeking residence in East Palo Alto and particularly on the West Side of Highway 101 

where most of the multifamily housing in the Rent Stabilization Program is located that 

provides affordable housing for most of the upwards of 12,000 residents who depend on 

rent control to ensure some modicum of stabilization for their rents, of which when fully 

rented some 7,000 residents occupy the housing formerly owned by Page Mill Properties 
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and now wholly owned by Equity Residential following the closure of escrow in the 

month of December 2011 on a purchase agreement with Wells Fargo for the entire former 

Page Mill portfolio of 1812 units. 

 

The proactive threat that Equity Residential represents to the former Page Mill portfolio 

representing more than one half (60%) of all units under rent control in East Palo Alto as 

a continued primary source of affordable housing in East Palo Alto, which is also 

perceived as representing 15% of all the affordable rental housing stock of San Mateo 

County, has been a highly publicized part of the public record.  This threat has been the 

subject of a number of newspaper articles in the Palo Alto Weekly, the Daily News, The 

Registry, the Stanford Report, and even the Wall Street Journal.  The Wall Street Journal 

article on the proposed sale of the Wells Fargo portfolio acquisition through foreclosure 

on 2 March 2010 discusses the motivation for Equity Residential to acquire this portfolio 

for an amount likely to far exceed the present value of the assets because inspired by the 

transfer of the Facebook campus from Palo Alto to an expanded campus in Menlo Park 

due to an anticipated tripling of its current number of employees from approximately 

3600 to slightly under 10,000. 

 

Even though there have been public marches against Wells Fargo protesting the sale to 

Sam Zell’s Equity Residential in September and October 2011 with attendant coverage in 

the newspapers and even a website focusing entirely on Equity Residential 

(EquityResidentialWatch.info) where the issue of a drive by Equity Residential to tear 

down existing apartment buildings under the East Palo Alto rent control law and their 

replacement by new construction likely to be more dense than the currently existing 

buildings has attracted much public attention as attested to by the public demonstrations 

of opposition (including the October demonstration by activists from East Palo Alto  and 

supporters from Palo Alto and San Francisco and possibly Menlo Park and elsewhere at 

the San Francisco headquarters of Wells Fargo), there is no mention of any of this  

anywhere in the Keyser Marston Associates memorandum arguing that there is no reason 

to believe that there are grounds for speculation that any significant number of Facebook 

employees would choose to reside in East Palo Alto.  The fact that the largest owner of 

multifamily housing in the United States of America is making a major investment that 

on the basis of a letter from Wells Fargo to the East Palo Alto City Council indicates 

Equity Residential was paying at least $142 million and possibly more (but at least $142 

million) is totally ignored.  The Keyser Marston Associates memorandum betrays either 

incompetence or willful deception to produce a report that indicates there is no reason to 

anticipate any socioeconomic impact upon the City of East Palo Alto from the Facebook 

Campus Project. 

 

The readily available and publicized public documentation over the developer-driven 

impetus of Equity Residential to create housing that would attract upscale well-paid 

Facebook employees has been ignored in the Keyser Marston Associates report.  Unless 

the Keyser Marston Associates staff who authored the report are incompetent, their report 

must be condemned as willfully biased to ignore the 900-pound gorilla now in East Palo 

Alto in the form of Equity Residential poised to do what is necessary to make their 

excessive investment in West Side rental housing a sound investment.  There is no way 
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that the current low and very low-income residents of East Palo Alto who currently live 

in these units can generate the revenue to justify an investment in the former Page Mill 

Properties portfolio of at least $142 million unless they are displaced somehow to make 

way for a more affluent tenant population.  If residents of East Palo Alto are displaced the 

assumption must be made that they will eventually have to live somewhere and that new 

housing will have to be created for them if they are to continue to live near their jobs and 

they can no longer afford to live in East Palo Alto, the last bastion of affordable housing 

on the San Francisco Midpeninsula.  “EIR knows no boundaries” (Nancy Shepherd, Palo 

Alto City Council).  As the Keyser Marston Associates report in the Facebook Campus 

Project DEIR states, if there is a likelihood that replacement housing will have to be built 

somewhere to create replacement housing for the displaced, that is a physical impact 

regardless of where the replacement housing is built.  East Palo Alto over the years has 

had the highest average number of persons per unit (4.2) of any community in the 9-

county San Francisco Bay Area.  One could justifiably speculate that unless replacement 

housing is built for these people if Equity Residential succeeds in tearing down existing 

multifamily housing under rent control in East Palo Alto, replacement housing will have 

to be built for the displaced residents if they are to retain their current jobs unless they 

will be forced to live in their cars or be absolutely homeless with no permanent housing.  

And of course this is already becoming a problem due to the fact that since 2007 over 200 

East Palo Alto homeowner households each year have been losing their homes due to 

foreclosure.  This does not include the East Palo Alto families losing their homes through 

short sales.  The net population of East Palo Alto residents who are being added to the 

pool of renters and potential renters is therefore increasing by a minimum of 200 

households per year or conservatively at least 800 new prospective renter household 

members per year leaving aside growth through birth within the current East Palo Alto 

renter community or new prospective renters coming to East Palo Alto from outside the 

community. 

 

The very language that Keyser Marston Associates references in the Facebook Campus 

Project DEIR as to what triggers the need for inclusion of appropriate mitigations of 

impacts on East Palo Alto’s housing and circulation dictates that mitigations by included 

in the final draft of the EIR.  For example, on page 1-4 of the Menlo Park Facebook 

Campus Project Draft EIR – Introduction under the subheading “Final EIR and Project 

Approval” we read:  “Following the close of the public review period, the City will 

prepare responses to all substantive comments that relate to potential physical changes to 

the environment.  The Draft EIR, along with the responses to the substantive comments 

received during the review period, will comprise the Final EIR and will be considered by 

the City Council in making the decision to certify the Final EIR and to approve or deny 

the Project.”  I believe that the testimony I provide in my comments of repeated threats 

by the Chief Investment Officer and Executive Vice President of Equity Residential Alan 

W. George that multifamily buildings in the former Wells Fargo portfolio will be torn 

down in the context of a meeting on 16 August 2011 in which the impact of the Facebook 

campus expansion on Equity Residential’s decision to pay a significantly inflated price 

for the portfolio was raised satisfies the definition of “substantive comments that relate to 

potential physical changes to the environment.”  Further, on page 1-5 of the DEIR it 

states:  “As explained in Section 15002(g) of the CEQA Guidelines, a significant effect 
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on the environment is defined as a substantial adverse change in the physical conditions 

which exist in the area affected by the Project.”  A phone call I received at a little after 

10:00 p.m. last night by a prominent leader in the Pacific Islander community looking for 

advice as to where to look for a house she and her family could afford to rent after her 

recent searches over the past few days reveal that house rentals on the East Side of East 

Palo Alto have already accelerated beyond the reach of typical East Palo Alto families.  

(A 3-bedroom house on Daphne Way she looked at earlier yesterday required $7,800 to 

move in.)  The sale or rental of single-family homes on the East Side I concede falls into 

the category of merely socioeconomic impacts and does not require a mitigation since 

there is no obvious physical change aside from the displacement of the current population 

of East Palo Alto, but I cite this incident as simply evidence that the Facebook Campus 

Project is already having a measurable impact on housing prices in East Palo Alto.  Prior 

to Facebook’s submission of their application for the campus expansion in Eastern Menlo 

Park in February 2011, 3-bedroom homes in East Palo Alto could be purchased for under 

$200,000.  Since the Facebook campus expansion application those days are gone.  It is 

therefore appropriate that in support of my rationale for requesting appropriate 

mitigations for the specific threat to rental housing on the West Side of East Palo Alto 

detailed elsewhere in my comments I cite the following passage from page 1-5 of the 

Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project DEIR:  “Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines 

specifies that the economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 

effects on the environment.  However, ‘an EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from 

a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting 

from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes.  

The intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater 

than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect.  The focus of the analysis shall be 

on the physical changes.’  Accordingly, this Draft EIR focuses on physical changes that 

could be caused due to implementation of the Project.’” The citation continues as 

follows:  “Nevertheless, a housing needs analysis of the Project was prepared by Keyser 

Marston Associates (KMA) and is included as Appendix 3.14 of this Draft EIR for 

informational purposes.  Although the Project would not include the construction of new 

housing (a direct physical impact), the Project would trigger the demand for new housing 

in the area to accommodate the increase in employees (an indirect impact)” (pages 1-5 

and 1-6).  Equity Residential has heard the siren call for “new housing in the area to 

accommodate the increase (5800) in employees” as well as the desire of current 

employees to logically relocate close to their new worksites.  With an anticipated 9400 

Facebook employees on the doorstep of East Palo Alto, we can anticipated significant 

demographic as well as physical changes to the housing stock of our community, and 

Equity Residential is well positioned to respond to the need with alarming implications 

for the physical removal of current West Side housing stock and replacement with new 

construction that must appeal to the much more affluent Facebook employees who would 

not find the current older housing acceptable. 

 

Even if all the rationalizations and speculations that populate the pages of Keyser 

Marston Associates’ report on why no increase in Facebook employees residing in East 

Palo Alto were valid, the fact that the largest multifamily housing developer in the 

country has been motivated to pay excessively for the former Page Mill Properties 
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portfolio in anticipation that a clientele of tenants can be attracted to East Palo Alto 

whom Keyser Marston Associates maintains will not come because of lifestyle issues and 

concerns over public safety and a desire for a more affluent and expensive neighborhood 

such as Menlo Park cannot be ignored.  In the DEIR Keyser Marston Associates argues 

that Menlo Park will not need to increase the housing for Facebook employees because 

there will be no percentage increase in the Facebook employees as the campus expands 

over the current percentage of Facebook employees now living in Menlo Park. 

 

If it were true that Menlo Park will not face the threat of an increased percentage of 

Facebook employees seeking residence in Menlo Park over the 7.8% of Menlo Park 

workers who also live in Menlo Park, then where is this increased number of workers 

going to live, many of whom are according to the Keyser Marston Associates report not 

current Silicon Valley workers?  There is something fundamentally contradictory about 

the Keyser Marston Associates speculations that maintain that there will be no increase in 

the percent of Facebook workers living in Menlo Park, but they will also not seek to live 

in East Palo Alto even though as a younger worker population many would like to 

bicycle or even walk to work.  Where will they be living then?  

 

The Keyser Marston Associates report is fundamentally flawed.  This deception through 

omission of a major well-publicized factor wherein the Facebook Campus Project poses a 

significant threat to the viability of East Palo Alto affordable housing available to the 

current low income residents of color (only 6.2% of East Palo Alto residents are non-

Hispanic whites, the lowest for any community in the State of California) is comparable 

to a prostituted study by the Pacific Research Institute of the 1990’s, which purported to 

be an indictment of rent control in the State of California by maintaining that rent control 

worked to the disadvantage of low income  people of color and favored only white 

yuppies.  This so-called major study discussed the impact of rent control in four of the 

five cities in California that had the most rigorous form of rent control, namely, which 

included what is known as vacancy control, which meant that a unit could not have the 

rent increased above a maximum legal rent regardless of how many times the tenancy 

changed as opposed to vacancy decontrol, where the landlord is free to raise the rent to 

whatever the market would bear each time the tenancy turned over, which is the kind of 

moderate rent control that cities like San Francisco and Los Angeles and Los Gatos have 

always had.  It was pointed out in 1994 and 1995 that the Pacific Research Institute study 

was highly flawed in its conclusions because it failed to include the City of East Palo 

Alto in its analysis.  This dishonest, flawed report was the principal document cited in 

defense of the draconian constraints placed on rent control in the State of California and 

the right of self-determination by individual communities as to whether to have rent 

control known as the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act of 1995. 

 

The Keyser Marston Associates report can be placed in the same category of a willfully 

biased piece of prostitution by its failure to factor into the likely negative impact on 

affordable housing in East Palo Alto that quite apart from the normal market forces of 

lifestyle preference and income and desire for safe neighborhoods as factors Facebook 

employees will consider in their selection of housing, including short commutes and 

desire to bike to work, there is also the factor of the desire and even the economic 
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necessity of developers to attract a highly paid Facebook employee clientele to East Palo 

Alto in order to justify paying excessively for the purchase of the former Page Mill 

Properties portfolio. 

 

There is no speculation here.  Equity Residential is already committed to spending $10-

15 million in addition to the minimal $142 million that the evidence would indicate they 

have already spent just in acquiring the portfolio according to Christopher Peter, Equity 

Residential portfolio general manager at a recent meeting of the East Palo Alto Rent 

Stabilization Board.  That means on the basis of representations made and of the internal 

evidence, Equity Residential is planning on at least an investment totaling $152 million 

and possibly $157 million in this portfolio over the next three years.  The estimate I have 

heard is that the present actual value of the portfolio ranges between $80-92 million on 

the basis of the likely revenue that can be squeezed from the low income current 

residents, mostly people of color.  This estimate was provided by Dr. Eric Oberle, now at 

Arizona State University, and Matthew Fremont, until the end of 2011 the Chair of the 

Rent Stabilization Board.   

 

Keyser Marston Associates notes on page 2 of its report, attempting to defend the 

improbable thesis, that it is unlikely that any significant number of the 5800 additional 

new Facebook employees let along any significant number of the current approximately 

3600 employees (for an ultimate total of 9400) would be disposed to live in East Palo 

Alto. 

 

First of all as the Keyser Marston Associates report notes in Item 3 under the subheading 

“Factors Influencing Facebook Workers Decision about Where to Live,”  “Facebook’s 

workforce is younger, more mobile, and more likely to be new to the Bay Area than the 

Peninsula/Silicon Valley workforce generally.”  Most of these factors favor new 

Facebook employees who do not currently have housing because they are new to Silicon 

Valley first of all seeking to live close to work.  Not all of the Facebook employees will 

be so highly paid that they can all live in Palo Alto or Menlo Park.  Indeed, currently 

many Facebook employees are not sufficiently paid that they can afford to rent in Palo 

Alto.  It is my understanding that Facebook employees who live in Palo Alto within 

walking distance of the Facebook offices currently are entitled to a housing subsidy of up 

to $500 a month because of the high cost of renting in Palo Alto.  Since the Facebook 

workforce will eventually be tripled and the cost of such monthly rent subsidies due to 

the current unaffordability of rents for many current Facebook employees would 

correspondingly be tripled over what it is currently, it is logical to conclude that 

Facebook would like a reduction of any future rent subsidies by pointing out that their 

offices are no longer located in expensive Palo Alto, but are located at the far end of 

Eastern Menlo Park and immediately adjacent to East Palo Alto, where such rent 

subsidies would no longer be needed because rents would be half as much or lower for 

comparable apartments in terms of number of bedrooms.   

 

In addition, since many of the new Facebook employees would be coming from outside 

the San Francisco Peninsula and Silicon Valley and probably even the entire San 

Francisco Bay Area, many of them might not be coming with strongly reinforced 
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negative images of East Palo Alto and associations with a high crime rate that all long-

term residents of Silicon Valley and the San Francisco Peninsula are brainwashed with 

through the media based on the premise that crime news and negative news in general 

sell newspapers and capture the public’s interest in a way that good and positive news 

about a community never can.  Unless Facebook or its supporters pursue the unlikely 

course of cultivating and reinforcing negative stereotypes about East Palo Alto, it is 

logical to assume that the initial desire of most new Facebook employees would be to live 

as close to their workplace as possible. 

 

Prior to the present move to the proposed new East and West campuses on the border of 

Eastern Menlo Park and East Palo Alto, which are generally viewed as the same 

community though in different cities because of the similarity of the demographics with a 

majority of African American and Latino population unlike West Menlo Park west of 

Highway 101, thus suggesting that there may be disadvantages to living in Eastern Menlo 

Park because of its demographics and possible higher crime rate than in West Menlo 

Park, all of the former Facebook campus is located either in Downtown Palo Alto or in 

the Stanford Industrial Park where  housing costs are among the highest in the Bay Area 

and the nation.  Unless Facebook wants to encourage its new as well as present 

employees from being burdened with such high housing costs as to mandate the 

continuation of rent subsidies, it would be in the financial interest as well as in the 

interest of convenience of access to the worksites at the East and West campuses located 

on Willow Road and Constitution Drive, respectively, if unnecessary negative publicity 

about crime, etc., in East Palo Alto could be minimized if not avoided altogether. 

 

Another thing about Facebook’s new employees is that besides logically seeking to live 

close to work, younger college-educated workers have a high tendency to be 

environmentally conscious and to be inclined to want to ride their bikes to work.  The 

specific subset of new workers at Facebook that Keyser Marston Associates contemplates 

being the majority of the new Facebook employees belong to the younger college-

educated cohort that is highly environmentally conscious and inclined to ride bikes to 

work if possible on account of their youthful lifestyle favoring bike riding as being a sign 

of being environmentally conscious. 

 

Keyser Marston Associates notes in Item 1 on page 2 of the report that presently 26% of 

the Facebook employees live in San Francisco.  This is quite understandable given that 

the cost of housing is so high in Palo Alto that if one is going to pay high rents in any 

case, San Francisco offers many more amenities and activities, especially for youthful 

workers than does Palo Alto as pleasant as Palo Alto is.  The Facebook offices before the 

move are currently located in the heart of high-cost Palo Alto, not the border of Eastern 

Menlo Park and East Palo Alto.  But by shifting the Facebook campuses to an immediate 

border with East Palo Alto and a significant distance away from Palo Alto, it is to be 

expected that there would be a psychological shift in the sense of place among Facebook 

employees.  They would no longer think of themselves as located in the heart of Palo 

Alto whether in Downtown Palo Alto or in the Stanford Industrial Park.   
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They will think of themselves as in immediate proximity to East Palo Alto.  The shift in a 

psychological sense of place, of where they will be working, from the heart of Palo Alto 

to the edge of East Palo Alto cannot be ignored as a factor in the first choice as to where 

to live.  The shift in workplace will have a logically corresponding impact on the 

perception of best options as to where to live.  The first choice option unless proactively 

reversed or diminished by negative propaganda especially for new employees who come 

to Silicon Valley without well-cultivated previous negative perceptions of East Palo Alto 

will logically make East Palo Alto the first choice to consider as to where to live.  This 

will especially be true after the current wave of white Facebook employees now highly 

active in purchasing houses in Eastern Menlo Park as reported to me recently by former 

East Palo Mayor Carlos Romero based on a report by East Palo Alto City 

Councilmember David Woods, a professional real estate broker, sweeps up the available 

Eastern Menlo Park housing, thus driving up the prices spectacularly, leaving East Palo 

Alto as the principal option for really affordable housing. 

 

The cost of housing will definitely impact the preference of many Facebook employees 

as to where to live and will incline more to look at opportunities in East Palo Alto even if 

Facebook chooses to support rent subsidies for current employees, because that will not 

affect the issue of purchasing ownership housing.  But the latter is unlikely, as the reason 

for the current rent subsidies is that Facebook has been located in high-cost Palo Alto and 

in order to encourage highly qualified workers to work at Facebook who want the option 

of walking to work.  But after the move to the new campuses, that rationale will no 

longer exist and it is to be expected that the subsidy will be eliminated, thus providing an 

additional incentive to Facebook employees, current as well as new and future, to give 

serious consideration to East Palo Alto as to where to live. 

 

The issue of quality of schools is raised as one of several lifestyle-related reasons why 

new Facebook employees will choose not to live in East Palo Alto despite the change in a 

sense of place and proximity to East Palo Alto, no longer perceived as far away, but now 

as immediately proximate to the Facebook worksites.  Since according to Keyser Marston 

Associates most of the new Facebook employees will be young, it is likely that a high 

percentage will not be married or at any rate be raising families with small or school-age 

children.  The age at which especially college-educated people marry or choose to raise 

families tends to be no earlier than the late twenties or thirties.  The age at which people 

marry and begin to raise families in the United States, especially the college-educated, 

begins later and later.  In addition there are three charter schools in East Palo Alto that 

have excellent records for feeding their elementary school graduates into the Sequoia 

Union High School District leading to high school graduation.  In addition the Eastside 

College Preparatory School, which currently caters primarily to minority children since 

that is who live in East Palo Alto, which has probably the smallest percentage of non-

Hispanic whites in its population of any city or town in the State of California (6.2 %), 

has an extraordinary record of graduating 100% of its students to 4-year colleges and 

universities, including Stanford, Princeton, Yale, and MIT, with every graduating class.  

It is entirely conceivable that should the demographics of East Palo Alto change and 

more non-Hispanic white and Asian children come to live in this community currently 

populated principally by Latinos, African Americans, and Pacific Islanders that access to 
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this extraordinary school with its matchless record of graduation of its students each year 

to the finest colleges and universities in the nation will prove to be a positive incentive 

for Facebook employees to seek residency in East Palo Alto so that their children might 

qualify for admission to this extraordinarily successful college preparatory school.  The 

Keyser Marston Associates report willfully fails to acknowledge that one of the finest 

college preparatory schools in the Bay Area is located in East Palo Alto because that 

would dynamite their thesis that there are no remarkable educational institutions in East 

Palo Alto.  The majority of the employees at Facebook, especially employees interested 

in forming families and raising children willing to take the long view, will have the 

intelligence to understand that only if they become residents of East Palo Alto will they 

have the inside track in their children being eligible to attend a school that will virtually 

guarantee their children entrée into a an Ivy League-level university.  As more and more 

Facebook employees locate to East Palo Alto and the demographics gradually change in 

favor of highly educated non-Hispanic whites and Asians, the presence of the educational 

gem of Eastside College Preparatory School will rise into increasing prominence and will 

surge as a magnet to catalyze the long-anticipated gentrification of East Palo Alto.  

Market forces have long been poised to displace the current minority population to make 

way for highly educated whites and Asians and the lure of a cynosure like Eastside 

College Preparatory School ultimately plays into the hands of those market forces.  

Eastside College Preparatory School will remain in place to serve whoever lives in East 

Palo Alto with its matchless educational curriculum whether minority children of color as 

is presently the case or the future cohort of children of white and Asian Facebook 

employees.  Eastside College Preparatory School has achieved legendary status for its 

educational prowess.  The failure of the Keyser Marston Associates report to 

acknowledge that far from being a total educational desert, East Palo Alto already is 

home to one of the most extraordinary educational institutions in the entire Bay Area if 

not the entire country, is suspect and suspicious.  I myself have attended a number of 

Eastside graduations and marvel every time I attend at the unparalleled brilliance of each 

graduating class.  I know of no other educational institutional personally of comparable 

magnificence.  The Keyser Marston Associates report is shameless in its failure to 

acknowledge this educational Pearl without Price in the midst of East Palo Alto.  

 

As a bus rider who uses public transportation several times a week, I can personally 

vouch that the four SamTrans bus lines 297, 397, 480, and 481 make it possible to travel 

throughout East Palo Alto 24 hours a day seven days a week.  In addition East Palo Alto 

has an excellent free shuttle service that in all likelihood would be expanded should 

Facebook employees reside in East Palo Alto in significant numbers and especially if 

Facebook were to provide additional financial assistance to increase the frequency of 

service and hours of service late on weekends.  Facebook currently “facilitates 

commuting from San Francisco and other Peninsula cities by providing direct free bus 

service and shuttle service from Caltrain.  Free vanpools are also provided from various 

other Bay Area cities.  These free services no doubt have an influence on where workers 

choose to live” as Item 4 on page 2 of the Keyser Marston Associates report states.  If the 

support Facebook currently provides elsewhere to facilitate transportation and this is a 

factor as to where the Facebook employees choose to live, should Facebook provide 

additional free shuttle service in East Palo Alto, which already has considerable free 
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shuttle service, would this not therefore also incline Facebook employees to choose to 

reside in East Palo Alto because of its close proximity to their workplace as it is relocated 

immediately adjacent to East Palo Alto because of lifestyle preferences such as bicycling 

to work, which would be greatly facilitated by living in East Palo Alto if the workplace is 

immediately adjacent  to East Palo Alto, the principal reservoir of greatest affordability of 

both rental and ownership housing on the San Francisco Peninsula? 

 

So long as Facebook is located in Palo Alto, achieving the American Dream of 

homeownership is virtually unattainable for the vast majority of Facebook employees 

now and into the foreseeable future for decades except for the top echelon of Facebook 

management and software designers.  The median cost of Palo Alto ownership housing 

prior to the global recession of 2008 was $1.3 million.  Unlike much of the United States 

where housing values have plummeted in some states in particular like California, 

Arizona, Nevada, and Florida, the median cost for a home in Palo Alto has hardly 

declined at all to a median cost of $1.2 million.  So long as Facebook remained in Palo 

Alto, the aspiration for most Facebook employees to home ownership near where they 

work was mission impossible.  However, the shift of the Facebook campuses in close 

proximity to the border of East Palo Alto east of Highway 101 where most of the housing 

is single detached homes as opposed to multifamily housing such as is concentrated west 

of Highway 101 now makes the dream of affordable homeownership within ready biking 

and even walking distance of their workplace suddenly a reality for a majority of 

Facebook employees.  East Palo Alto has historically been the most affordable city on the 

San Francisco Midpeninsula for decades.  It is now the site of the greatest 

homeownership opportunities for people with a middle class income such as a majority of 

the Facebook employees ever.   East Palo Alto has the highest per capita foreclosure rate 

of any city in San Mateo County, the highest cost housing market in the country.  Over 

200 East Palo Alto homes a year since 2007 go all the way to the trustee’s sale at the 

Marshall Street entrance of the San Mateo County Government Center in Redwood City.  

This number does not include short sales, which would add to the number of homes that 

each year since 2007 and for years to come will be coming onto the market at prices 

lower than in any other community on the San Francisco Peninsula south of Daly City.  

East Palo Alto is poised to become the mecca for affordable middle class housing 

purchases on the entire San Francisco Peninsula.  Whatever lifestyle or crime-oriented 

reservations the estimated 5800 new and even many present Facebook employees may 

have about East Palo Alto, the fact that no other city on the San Francisco Peninsula will 

provide anywhere remotely the number of affordable housing purchase opportunities will 

have the inevitable impact of tempting Facebook employees to seize the opportunity for 

the American Dream of homeownership that they will never be able to find in any other 

community in the San Francisco Bay Area and right on the front door of where they can 

bike and walk or jog to work if they so choose. 

 

The Keyser Marston Associates attempt to paint a portrait of disincentives for current as 

well as future Facebook employees to live in East Palo Alto is riddled with speculations 

that fail to take into account the magnitude of the opportunities for homeownership 

magnified by the change of workplace that swamps the speculative reservations that 

Keyser Marston Associates raises (Items 1, 2, and 3).  Item 4 on page 2 on “Facebook 
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Transportation Demand Measurements (TDM)” raises no real disincentive at all to 

Facebook employees from choosing to live in East Palo Alto.  All that is necessary is for 

Facebook to provide additional shuttle service in East Palo Alto and possibly even door-

to-door pickup of employees at the homes they will be purchasing in East Palo Alto for 

prices of some houses below $200,000 for a 3-bedroom house, though the entrance of 

Facebook employees into the East Palo Alto ownership housing market will certainly 

result in a rise in East Palo Alto prices, but not remotely to the level of present median 

ownership housing prices in Palo Alto at $1.2 million or Menlo Park, which is currently 

in excess of $990,000, a slight dip from the pre-global recession median high of 

$1,020,000, which Keyser Marston Associates points to in the Facebook Campus Project 

Draft EIR as a disincentive for new Facebook employees to reside in Menlo Park where 

many Facebook employees could expect at best to be able only to rent at a projected total 

of only 7.8% of Facebook workers becoming Menlo Park residents. 

 

Correspondingly, it can be expected that many Facebook employees will choose to test 

the waters of living in East Palo Alto as renters before taking the plunge and becoming 

homebuyers.  Rents in East Palo Alto are considerably less than rents in Palo Alto and as 

Facebook employees buy up the by comparison dirt-cheap foreclosed houses that will be 

coming on the market for years to come, Facebook employees can be expected to find a 

community where many of their colleagues will necessarily have to live in if they choose 

to become homeowners in close proximity to their work more congenial, the disincentive 

to Facebook employees living in East Palo Alto affirmed by Keyser Marston Associates 

in Item 2 in the following words (“a lack of proximity to family, friends, or other 

community”) will fade as more and more Facebook employees seize on their only 

possible chance of buying an affordable home close to where they work.  Not even if they 

chose to live in the East Bay in such communities as Fremont or Milpitas would 

Facebook employees enjoy comparable affordable home ownership opportunities such as 

they will find only in East Palo Alto.   

 

The combination of traditionally the lowest rents in the San Francisco Peninsula and the 

lowest home ownership prices located immediately adjacent to their workplace near the 

heart of Silicon Valley equidistant from the three major metropolitan cities of San 

Francisco, San Jose, and Oakland and within easy access of Palo Alto, Menlo Park, 

Stanford University, Caltrain and many other amenities represent a magnet unique in the 

United States of America plus a benign climate better even than that of Palo Alto because 

of the closer proximity of East Palo Alto to the San Francisco Bay has to be an irresistible 

cynosure for the thousands of new and even current employees once the two new 

campuses are fully in place adjacent to East Palo Alto. 

 

On page 3 of their report dismissing negative impacts to East Palo Alto housing from the 

Facebook Campus Project expansion, Keyser Marston Associates makes several 

references to the percentage of employees living in East Palo Alto.  “The data indicates 

approximately 0.2% of Facebook employees currently reside in East Palo Alto.  KMA 

has compared the Facebook commute data to overall commuter patterns for Palo Alto to 

understand whether Facebook workers are relatively more or less likely to seek housing 

in East Palo Alto than other workers.  About 2.9% of Palo Alto’s workforce lives in East 
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Palo Alto based on data from the 2006 to 2008 American Community Survey (ACS), 

which is much higher than the 0.2% specific to Facebook.  Therefore, this commute data 

appears to indicate Facebook workers are much less likely to seek housing in East Palo 

Alto than other workers” (p. 3). 

 

Keyser Marston Associates in all likelihood is comparing low-income renters to middle-

class income renters or homeowners.  The overwhelming majority of East Palo Alto 

residents are low-income or even very low-income people of color.  Only 6.2% of East 

Palo Alto’s total population is non-Hispanic whites.  While Pacific Islanders and Asians 

tend to be lumped together as a demographic category, there are relatively few Asians or 

Asian Americans in the population of East Palo Alto outside of recent new housing 

developments such as University Square, the housing component of the Gateway/101 

Corridor Redevelopment Project.  The one exception is a small percentage of the 

population who are Fijian East Indians who fled a coup in the Fiji Islands in 1988 that 

was to the disadvantage of the resident East Indians.  These people, too, are largely low 

income and are especially prominent for driving ice cream trucks in East Palo Alto.  

Virtually none of the Facebook Palo Alto employees referred to are likely to be middle 

class or holding positions higher than that of administrative assistant.  Most of those 

employees are likely to be in service positions.  Indeed, as Keyser Marston Associates 

points out on a previous page in the report probably most of the 0.2% specific to 

Facebook are likely NOT to be actual Facebook employees at all, but contract workers 

who actually work for a subcontractor to provide security, food, or custodial services.  

Keyser Marston Associates points out that Facebook makes no distinction between its 

actual employees and contract employees who provide largely menial services. 

 

Therefore, the commute data for so-called Facebook employees probably tell us nothing 

at all about the predisposition of actual Facebook employees making professional or 

middle class incomes (what HUD would call moderate or above moderate incomes) and 

their relationship to East Palo Alto once the Facebook campus moves fully to the new 

sites with a considerable psychological distance from Palo Alto. I consider these figures 

irrelevant until the behaviors of middle-class earners are compared to other middle-class 

earners who have incomes that could conceivably enable any to become homeowners as 

opposed to the current East Palo Alto residents, who work at Facebook but who are likely 

to be renters working at menial jobs.   

 

In addition, as I point out elsewhere, Keyser Marston Associates has totally failed to even 

mention the fact that the largest multifamily housing developer in the country, Equity 

Residential, has purchased most of the housing stock on the West Side of Highway 101 

for a sum of money believed to be at least $142 million and likely more and the promise 

of additional investment of $10-15 million in upgrades to the 1812 units purchased in 

order to better attract an affluent tenant clientele.  (The West Side of East Palo Alto is 

now frequently referred to as Woodland Park or the Woodland Park Neighborhood, a 

name conferred on it by the previous owners of the 1812-unit portfolio, Page Mill 

Properties, but a designation previously unknown and not used by long-term residents of 

East Palo Alto such as myself, who is indeed a resident of the West Side.  Long-term 

residents of East Palo Alto use the designation the West Side, referring to the division of 
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East Palo Alto by Highway 101.)  Equity Residential can be expected to work with real 

estate firms to make East Palo Alto maximally attractive to Facebook employees in order 

to recoup their investment by tearing down older buildings and replacing them with new 

construction that would include amenities not now generally present in the older 

buildings that comprise the majority of East Palo Altos’ affordable housing stock under 

the Rent Stabilization Program. 

 

Representatives of Equity Residential (Chief Investment Officer and Executive Vice 

President Alan W. George, Vice President for Investor and Public Relations Martin J. 

McKenna, Senior Vice President for Transactions James J. Alexander, and Vice President 

for Northern California Investments John Hyjer at a meeting on Tuesday, 16 August 

2011, at 12:30 p.m. at the Cafe Renzo in Downtown Palo Alto with Matthew Fremont, at 

that time the Chair of the East Palo Alto Rent Stabilization Board, myself, the longest-

serving member of the Rent Stabilization Board with 19 years of service by that date, and 

Carlos Romero, at that time Mayor of East Palo Alto as well as a member of the City 

Council, affirmed several times during the course of that meeting that they had no plans 

nor any idea as to what they were going to do with the 1812-unit portfolio at that time for 

which they were willing to pay probably $150,000,000 (they neither affirmed nor denied 

the amount that we had reason to believe was the purchase price, which would be at least 

$60,000,000 more than the current likely market value of the portfolio).  On the other 

hand, Alan George, who was seated to my right, affirmed several times (six as I recall) 

that Equity Residential would be tearing down several buildings that had exhausted their 

useful life.  The same affirmations were made by the same Equity Residential 

representatives at a meeting that took place later the same day at the offices of Youth 

United for Community Action (YUCA) located at 2135 Clarke Avenue at 4:00 p.m. 

where there were a number of community leaders and representatives of various 

nonprofit organizations present.  They included among others John Liotti of Northern 

California Urban Development, founder of East Palo Alto’s first credit union; Stewart 

Hyland of Peninsula Interfaith Action (PIA); Andrés Connell, Executive Director of 

Nuestra Casa; Charisse Domingo of Youth United for Community Action (YUCA); 

Victor Ramirez of Community Legal Services in East Palo Alto, Inc. (CLSEPA); Jeanne 

Merino of the Stanford Law School and Community Legal Services in East Palo Alto, 

Inc.; Chester E. Smith, Associate Manager, GSMOL Region 1, from Palo Mobile Estates; 

East Palo Alto City Council Member and Mayor Carlos Romero, and William Byron 

Webster, President and Board Chair of the East Palo Alto Council of Tenants (EPACT) 

Education Fund, and senior member of the East Palo Alto Rent Stabilization Board. 

 

A major difference between the situations of the early 1990s and today is that the 

settlement agreements negotiated between East Palo Alto on the one hand and Palo Alto, 

Menlo Park, and Crescent Park on the other in 1991 only related to the University Circle 

Redevelopment Project.  The 1812 units in the Wells Fargo portfolio formerly owned by 

Page Mill Properties until the 2 March 2010 foreclosure are not in a redevelopment 

project area.  Therefore, the city would have much less latitude in restricting what Equity 

Residential could do with the properties.  The City does have zoning powers, but a 

contest between the City of East Palo Alto and Equity Residential, the largest multifamily 

building real estate investment trust in the nation, is like a contest between David and 
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Goliath where David has neither a slingshot nor stones to launch at the de facto Goliath. 

 Under the Ellis Act of California, Equity Residential would have the right to temporary 

"go out of business" and in a few years tear down all structures and put in new 

construction.  Sam Zell has perfected the technique of using multiple lawsuits as a 

battering ram to wear down a community's opposition to whatever he wants to do.  The 

City of San Rafael has been fighting a lawsuit against Equity Residential's sister 

corporation for mobile home parks, Equity LifeStyle Properties, Inc., over rent control 

laws that protect mobile home parks for more than thirteen years, a case now in the 9th 

Circuit Court of Appeals.  There is another case initiated by Equity LifeStyle Properties, 

Inc., against the City of Santee in Southern California that has also been in the courts for 

more than 13 years I am informed. 

 

At the meeting I described above at the Cafe Renzo, four top officials from Wells Fargo 

were also present and heard everything that Mayor Romero, Matthew Fremont, and I 

were told.  These included Robert Maddox (Vice President for Real Estate Merchant 

Banking) and David Ash (West Coast Regional Manager-Special Situations Group-

ORE), the top two representatives from Wells Fargo who report directly to CEO John 

Stumpf.   

  

Equity Residential has made it very clear what it will do with the buildings once they 

acquire them.  The time frame may be four or five years from now.  Equity Residential 

will have a free hand because of its deep pockets and ability to immobilize the City's 

opposition to destroying the principal source of affordable housing for the City, which is 

roughly 15% of all the affordable housing for San Mateo County.   

 

At this point I would like to interpolate an analysis of the responsibility that Wells Fargo 

had sent me by Dr. Eric Oberle, formerly a resident of East Palo Alto and now a faculty 

member at Arizona State University: 

 

"I think the best argument here for PA at this juncture is that Wells (and Equity) are 

involved in doing a form of civic planning without being the least bit public and open 

about it.  Wells has a charter responsibility to act in the community interest.  But its loan 

(through Wachovia) was a civic disaster in itself by funding Page Mill.   Worse, Page 

Mill's chaotic and destructive reign played the role of consolidation that members of the 

community have repeatedly pointed out will create the illusion of ‘total control’ over a 

small strip of land with thousands of residents on it."  

 

"Wells should work to either break up this ill-gotten consolidation or place easement and 

covenant controls that prevent the land from being used counter to the law.  Palo Alto has 

a direct interest in this—in seeing the bidding process slowed down, opened to the public, 

and subject to a frank acknowledgement that Wachovia/Wells helped create a juggernaut 

that wreaked havoc on a community and exposed it to the dangerous illusion that it is 

open to 'development.'"   

 

“These properties might be open to re-development, but only through an exceedingly 

public process that neither Wells nor Equity seem to have even contemplated.   The fact 
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that they have taken no notice of the settlement agreements governing University Circle, 

nor the rent stabilization laws, nor the housing element, nor any of the county and state 

level restrictions bespeaks a dangerous insouciance or a kind of magical thinking that will 

reap dangerous results.”    

 

"Wells frankly should include a open process, civic planning element to this sale OR they 

should work assiduously to divide the properties up while contractually tying their use to 

residential housing for at least ten to fifteen years.    The fact that Wells has tried to keep 

the whole sale secret, and has ignored the local laws and the history of development and 

settled decisions about the disposition of these properties reveals a community hostile 

stance that they should work to remedy by delaying the sale, opening up the process, and 

by requiring long-term thinking and planning as part of the sale.  These are 

responsibilities that Wells inherited with their acquisition of the Wachovia loan, through 

their charter, and with the favorable tax treatment that they received for doing the work 

socially stabilizing Wachovia's malinvestments."    

 

"For Wells to sell these properties hastily, secretly, and without a public planning element 

is to shirk its responsibilities and to engage in community hostile-activity that will 

adversely affect residents of the entire peninsula." 

 

"Therefore the EPA city council should call on Wells to slow down the process, make it 

public, and include the future in their work.  This is not a simple sale.  It is rather a matter 

of profiting from the misdeeds of a loan that should have never been written and which 

was the subject of a public bailout of or engaging in a public process that aims at aligning 

with a long term vision of the residents and communities affected."   

 

At the end of the day, I predict that if Equity Residential cannot get its own way, they 

will do what I predicted in January 2007 Page Will Properties would do and which they 

did two and a half years later in June 2009 when they petitioned the San Mateo LAFCO 

to remove the sphere of influence of the City of East Palo Alto from the West Side, thus 

eliminating any East Palo Alto government regulation of housing.  Wells Fargo after it 

took over the portfolio as a kind of bargaining chip with which to negotiate with the City 

picked up the torch from Page Mill Properties and also petitioned for the elimination of 

the sphere of influence of East Palo Alto before San Mateo LAFCO in 2010.  Because 

they had no real interest in owning and running the West Side, this was simply a stunt to 

negotiate the 12 lawsuits against East Palo Alto they had inherited from Page Mill 

Properties.  But Equity Residential I predict will campaign to recruit most of the other 

property owners of the West Side, most of whom are condominium owners, and petition 

on behalf of nearly all property owners to remove the sphere of influence of East Palo 

Alto as a first step to detaching the West Side from the City of East Palo Alto.  I detailed 

in January and February of 2007 exactly what could be done under the consolidated 

LAFCO laws of 2000 (the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization 

Act of 2000) that replaced the previous three sets of laws that overlapped and even 

conflicted with each other in order to make changes of boundaries between jurisdictions a 

smoother process. 
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At the meeting with the members of the teams from Wells Fargo and Equity Residential 

at the Café Renzo on 16 August 2011, the issue of the Facebook campus expansion due 

to the tripling of the employees of Facebook was raised as the rationale for the purchase 

of the Wells Fargo portfolio by Equity Residential, since from a financial standpoint the 

sale made no sense for the $150 million we believed Equity Residential was willing to 

pay for the portfolio.  As a likely consequence of the consummation of the Wells Fargo 

portfolio sale to Equity Residential we anticipate a massive negative impact on affordable 

housing should Equity Residential follow through on its statements to Carlos Romero, 

Matthew Fremont, and me that they would be tearing down existing buildings in the 

1812-unit portfolio.  In a conversation the previous day, 15 August 2011, between then 

Mayor Carlos Romero and Alan George, the Chief Investment Officer & EVP of Equity 

Residential for the entire country, Alan George stated that at least 50% of all buildings 

would be torn down and replaced with new construction with 100 units per acre, which 

would result in much taller buildings than what currently exists, including buildings that 

would impact upon the privacy of Crescent Park residents (to which I can personally 

vouch vis-à-vis the compromised privacy of Crescent Park residents across from the 

Woodland Creek Homes illegal condo conversion project at the south end of the West 

Side).  (Mark Zuckerberg, CEO of Facebook, recently purchased a $7,000,000 house on 

Edgewood Drive.  I have not driven by the location to see if his privacy might be 

endangered by the likely much taller new construction should Alan George’s repeated 

statement of necessary demolitions at the 16 August 2011 meeting come to pass.) 

 

The account of what transpired at the 15 August 2011 meeting was related by Mayor 

Romero to Matthew Fremont and me following the conclusion of the Café Renzo 

meeting.  Mayor Romero subsequently repeated what he related to Matthew and me after 

the Wells Fargo and Equity Residential representatives left following the 4:00 p.m.  

meeting at the offices of Youth United for Community Action probably sometime around 

6:00 p.m. 

 

As preamble to my concluding remarks, I concur with the critique of the Keyser Marston 

Associates report on the impact on housing affordability and circulation in the City of 

East Palo Alto found  in the staff report submitted in the names of John Doughty, 

Director, Community Development Department; Kathleen Kane, City Attorney; Carlos 

Romero, City Council Member; and David Earl Woods, City Council Member (the last 

two the members of a City Council Ad Hoc Committee on this issue) addressed to the 

East Palo Alto City Council on the subject “Facebook Campus Project Draft 

Environmental Impact Report Comments” under Agenda Item 12 for the East Palo Alto 

City Council Regular Meeting of Tuesday, 24 January 2012.  Under the heading 

“Specific Issues” under the subheading “Housing” appears the following comment:   

“c. The KMA Study was sloppy and cursory at best and reflected a lack of commitment 

to determining the potential impacts on housing in the City of East Palo Alto . . . d.  The 

study utilized the American Community Survey (ACS) for data.  As noted earlier, the 

ACS is not the most accurate source of data on housing vacancies and occupancies.  

Notably, the ACS data reflected vacancy rates that were artificially created and 

manipulated by a large holder of property.  Had analyses been conducted and/or 

questions been posed to the City, we are confident that the KMA Study would reflect 
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different conclusions.  e. Because of the artificially induced vacancies, KMA concludes 

that approximately 1000 rental units change occupancy every four years in the City of 

East Palo Alto.  This number is inaccurate and reflects market manipulation rather than 

sustained and historic vacancy rates.”   

 

The East Palo Alto staff report points to the extraordinary number of induced vacancies 

that has no parallel in the previous history of East Palo Alto as conservatively 1500 to 

2000 tenants were involuntarily evicted by a single major landlord Page Mill Properties 

due to illegal rent increases and other illegal actions between 2008 and 2009.  There is no 

adequate reference in the Keyser Marston Associates report on the unprecedented 

situation that obtained vis-à-vis the rental housing in the Rent Stabilization Program due 

to the machinations of Page Mill Properties. 

 

But on the most fundamental level of report of simple numbers, the American 

Community Survey data is questionable.  I will cite one figure that I found baffling.  In 

Table 5 Housing Units by Type on page 13 of their report on East Palo Alto the last item 

in the column on “Estimated Housing Units” reports for the category “Mobile Home, 

Boat, RV, etc.” the figure 99.  The City of East Palo Alto currently has two remaining 

mobile home parks of the original four mobile home parks when the City was 

incorporated in 1983.  The larger of the two remaining mobile home parks, Palo Mobile 

Estates, has 117 pads.  The smaller mobile home park, Creekside Mobile Home Park, has 

29 pads.  The sum of the figures 117 and 29 is 146.  I will concede that the number of 

mobile homes and RVs that may occupy the pads at one time or the other varies.  The 

current owners of Creekside Mobile Home Park are at the present time undertaking the 

replacement of 17 of the coaches with manufactured housing, but this is a process that 

has just begun and was not underway at the time the ACS was conducted.  At the time the 

ACS was conducted their figures were off by an undercount of roughly one-third!  It is 

not that difficult to count mobile homes, coaches, RVs in the City of East Palo Alto.  The 

inadequacy of their mobile home count, given that it is a relatively easy number to come 

by, does not inspire confidence in any of the other figures in their survey. 

 

In summary, it makes no long-term sense for Menlo Park to ignore the threat to Menlo 

Park that will be the likely outcome of pretending that no mitigation is necessary under 

the pretext that the negative impact on East Palo Alto’s affordable housing will be merely 

of a socioeconomic character.  There is a clear threat from Alan W. George, Chief 

Investment Officer and Executive Vice President of Equity Residential uttered up to a 

dozen times in the course of the two meetings on Tuesday, 16 August 2011, first at the 

Café Renzo in Palo Alto scheduled for 12:30 p.m. and then a second meeting scheduled 

to begin at 4:00 p.m. at the YUCA offices at 2135 Clarke Avenue that buildings in the 

Wells Fargo portfolio would be torn down, a statement that was heard by several 

responsible community leaders in the course of that day in addition to Carlos Romero, 

Matthew Fremont, and myself.  I mentioned, too, that the creation of the Facebook 

campus in Eastern Menlo Park and the tripling of the Facebook employees came up as 

the principal specific rationale for what we perceived as a significant overpayment for the 

Wells Fargo portfolio of what we alleged at the Café Renzo meeting to be $150 million.  

The threat of a physical change reiterated at the 16 August 2011 meeting and expanded 

50.11 
Cont.

50.12

4-488Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



 

 

 19 

on at the meeting with Carlos Romero and Alan George at the meeting on 15 August are 

sufficient cause for justifying negotiating over a mitigation or mitigations that could take 

various forms such as an annual monitoring of Facebook employees taking up residence 

in East Palo Alto either as renters or homeowners, but in particular as renters because of 

the threat that their attraction to the rental properties on the West Side could serve to 

encourage Equity Residential to demolish existing buildings in the Rent Stabilization 

Program portfolio to be replaced with new construction.  The new construction would in 

all likelihood be market-rate housing.  Because of the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing 

Act of 1995 no new construction can be included in a local rent control program.  

Therefore, the principal source of affordable rental housing in East Palo Alto and 15% of 

the San Mateo County’s affordable housing stock would be endangered.  A joint 

committee including representatives from Menlo Park, Facebook, and East Palo Alto at 

the very least needs to be established to determine specific mitigations to prevent the 

physical destruction of the Rent Stabilization Program and with it 15% of the San Mateo 

County affordable housing stock. 

 

As a footnote it should be pointed out that the 1991 settlement agreements between the 

City of East Palo Alto on the one hand and Menlo Park, Palo Alto and the Crescent Park 

Neighborhood Association (consolidated with the Palo Alto lawsuit) on the other to 

control circulation generated by the University Circle Redevelopment Project would be 

seriously compromised by the demolition of present West Side buildings and replacement 

with denser buildings.  The restrictions on increases to circulation impacting both Palo 

Alto and Menlo Park from University Circle will be seriously undermined. 

 

Also, the threat to destroy existing multifamily buildings on the West Side to be replaced 

with denser and higher construction discussed by Alan George with Carlos Romero at the 

15 August 2011 private meeting will provide a fresh incentive for residents of the Menlo 

Park part of the Willows Neighborhood to renew their call for new impediments to traffic 

from East Palo Alto through the Menlo Park Willows Neighborhood that were attempted 

over a 3-year period in the 1990s when a coalition of Menlo Park Willows residents 

called for completely sealing off East Palo Alto from access to Willow Road through the 

Menlo Park Willows Neighborhood and the 2-year campaign between 2010 and 2011 

ending on 9 June 2011 when the Menlo Park City Council declined to approve the 

Willows Area-Wide Traffic Study Survey to introduce restrictions on traffic between the 

East Palo Alto and Menlo Park parts of the Willows Neighborhood.  Failure to address 

the Equity Residential threat by ignoring it in the Facebook Campus Project EIR will be 

like manna from heaven for those interested in renewing attempts to close off traffic 

between East Palo Alto and Menlo Park through the Willows Neighborhood.  The Menlo 

Park and possibly East Palo Alto city councils will find themselves embroiled in years of 

turmoil if this inevitable consequence of ignoring the threat from Equity Residential of 

tearing down buildings in what is now no longer the Page Mill portfolio, no longer the 

Wells Fargo portfolio, but now the Sam Zell-controlled Equity Residential portfolio that 

comprises most of the housing from the north end to the south end of the West Side of 

East Palo Alto. 
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For these and outcomes not yet anticipated it behooves Menlo Park not to ignore the 

consequences of the inevitably negative impact on affordable housing in East Palo Alto 

that the Facebook campus expansion must have, but to anticipate these negative 

consequences by setting up a joint committee that will meet on a regular basis so long as 

the Facebook campus exists, which may be for decades in the spirit of the adage that an 

ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure. 

 

The great opportunity that the acquisition of the Wells Fargo portfolio represents has not 

escaped the attention of Sam Zell himself.  I understand that he came from Chicago 

during this past week between 16 and 20 January to survey the newest addition to his vast 

real estate empire in the City of East Palo Alto.  He will doubtless be monitoring the 

opportunities that the Facebook campus expansion generate for the exploitation of his 

acquisition of most of the property in East Palo Alto’s West Side.  With this I lay down 

my pen with the admonition that a word to the wise should be sufficient so that we do not 

discover too late that we are all living in unnecessarily interesting times. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

 

William Byron Webster 

 

WBW:wbw 

 

Enclosure:   “Trials in Low-Rent Bastion in Silicon Valley,” The Wall Street Journal,  

Wednesday, 2 November 2011 
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50. William Webster (letter dated January 30, 2012) 

50.1 The commentor requests that the Project Sponsor be required to monitor the number and 
income/education level of employees residing in rental housing on the West Side of East 
Palo Alto and implement a program to discourage employees from renting in East Palo Alto 
as a mechanism to prevent displacement.  The Project is not expected to result in 
significant impacts on rental housing in East Palo Alto, as further described in the Keyser 
Marston Associates (KMA) memorandum entitled “Evaluation of Potential Impacts to 
Housing Conditions in East Palo Alto” (EPA Analysis).1  Please also refer to the responses 
below, which address various concerns that the commentor has raised regarding the EPA 
Analysis.  As described in Master Response 7, housing displacement is not a physical 
environmental impact under CEQA; therefore no mitigation is required under CEQA.  As 
such, no changes have been made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment.   

 The requested mitigation is also unusual and has challenges as to its feasibility. For 
example, the proposed release of confidential information on the education and income 
levels of employees.  Even if such data on Facebook employees were released on an 
aggregated basis, there would be privacy/disclosure concerns given that very few Facebook 
employees (0.2 percent) live in East Palo Alto.  Privacy concerns would be exacerbated 
due to the request to disclose information specific to just those employees living on the 
West Side of East Palo Alto.  Finally, the Project Sponsor cannot control where employees 
live and attempting to do so may be a violation of the law.   

50.2 The commentor asserts that KMA failed to address the Equity Residential transaction in the 
KMA EPA Analysis. On December 21, 2011, the City of Menlo Park released a 
memorandum that addresses the potential housing displacement impacts of the Project on 
the City of East Palo Alto.  The memorandum (referred to as the EPA Analysis) assembles 
information to assist in evaluating the potential for the Project to result in displacement of 
existing residents or exacerbate conditions of overcrowding.  However, this stand-alone 
memorandum is an information document provided in response to concerns regarding 
housing affordability raised by the City of East Palo Alto in the letter they submitted 
responding to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Project.  It is important to note that 
housing affordability is a socioeconomic issue and is not related to a physical impact on the 
environment.  Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of the EIR is on the physical 
environmental effects rather than social or economic issues, except where social or 
economic issues are known to have demonstrable physical impacts.  As such, this issue is 
not addressed in the Draft EIR and will not be reflected in the Final EIR. 

                                              
1  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc, Memo to the City of Menlo Park, “Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project: 

Evaluation of Potential Impacts to Housing Conditions in East Palo Alto,” December 21, 2011, available at:  
http://www.menlopark.org/departments/pln/facebook/facebook_east-palo-alto-housing_affordability-
analysis.pdf.   
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 The EPA Analysis did not address the Equity Residential acquisition because the 
acquisition is completely unrelated to the Project.  Even if the Project did not exist, the 
recent acquisition would have occurred.  The Project would not be responsible, to any 
significant extent, for changes to the housing occupancy in the acquisition property.  

The total new employment added as a result of the Project (approximately 5,800 jobs over 
six years) must be understood in the context of job growth that is occurring at this time 
throughout the San Francisco Peninsula and Silicon Valley.  According to the California 
Employment Development Department (EDD), San Francisco and San Mateo Counties 
added almost 20,000 new jobs over the past year (December 2010 to December 2011) and 
Santa Clara County added over 25,000 new jobs over the same period. Together this is an 
astounding 45,000 new jobs in one year. The tech sector is generally viewed as underlying 
this job growth. As has happened a number of times over the last 50 years, the economy of 
the region is experiencing a surge of technology and growth, a surge that is expected to 
endure over at least the next several years.  Therefore, the Project’s approximately 5,800 
new jobs estimated to be added over six years will be but a minor percentage of the overall 
job growth during that period.    

Established companies, such as Apple and Google, are in expansion modes as technological 
advances enable new products and new services. These two firms increased their workforce 
globally by at least 50 percent in the last two years according to a Bloomberg news release, 
resulting in significant local employment increases. Salesforce, a San Francisco-based firm 
that had planned a new campus of a size similar to the Project in Mission Bay in San 
Francisco is growing so fast it cannot await the new construction and is moving into 
existing space in downtown San Francisco. New company formations and initial public 
offerings for local firms again fill the business sections of local newspapers every week. It 
is a very active period for the Peninsula/Silicon Valley/San Francisco economy.     

Consequently, this growth in employment is fueling the hottest apartment market on the 
Peninsula and in San Francisco in 15 years. As many as 5,400 new multifamily units 
(condominiums and apartments) are in the pipeline or under construction in San Mateo 
County alone, according to The Mark Company January 2012 survey. San Francisco and 
Santa Clara County also report huge levels of multi-family housing activity in the pipeline. 

The new development activity is being fueled by both the employment growth and the 
shortage of supply, particularly in rentals. During the mid- to late-1990s there was a 
moderate level of development activity in rental apartments but after the “dot com bust” of 
2000, average rent levels declined and remained fairly stable with little change throughout 
the 2000 to 2010 decade.  During the 2000 decade, development of all types of for-sale 
units surged until the downturn and further depressed rents as people moved into 
homeownership. The result was minimum additions to the supply of rental units over the 
past 15 years, which puts great pressure on existing units now that employment growth has 
returned. Increases in average rents were reported at 9.3 percent in San Mateo County for 

4-492Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



the year ending 2011.2   In October 2011, an increase in rents of 12.9 percent for the year 
occurred in Santa Clara County.3  Until a new supply of rental units becomes available, 
rents will continue to escalate throughout the region (unless there is another downturn or 
change in conditions in the national or regional economy). Against this backdrop, investors 
are backing acquisitions of existing rental units and funding the purchase of land for 
potential new development of multifamily units. Equity Residential is one such investor.  

The property identified by the commentor was acquired by Equity Residential in December 
2011. The property was originally assembled by Page Mill Properties in the 2005 to 2006 
period while Facebook was in its infancy. Facebook was started in 2004 and opened its site 
to the general public in the second half of 2006. The company was on almost no one’s 
horizon as a major new employer on the Peninsula at that time. Wells Fargo acquired the 
Page Mill property in 2010 by way of a foreclosure sale and offered the property for sale in 
recognition of the highly favorable market described above. The property encompasses 
nearly 23 acres and contains a little over 1,800 units (according to news reports).  It is a 
major assembly for which any future potential economic value would rely on regional 
strength and not the actions of a single employer. Moreover, the property is on the western 
side of US 101 in the vicinity of the University Avenue interchange and abuts the City of 
Palo Alto. The property is within walking distance of the University Circle Project, a 
redevelopment project of the City of East Palo Alto, which includes 450,000 Square Feet 
of Class A office space and a 200-room Four Seasons hotel that opened in 2006. Therefore 
the property is highly accessible to existing jobs throughout the Peninsula, Silicon Valley, 
and the City of Palo Alto to which it is directly adjacent.  

The extent to which Project employees would change the occupancy of the existing units on 
the property (as they become available through turnover) would not be significantly greater 
than the extent of Facebook’s role in regional employment growth overall.  Because the 
units are near to the Project, it can be expected that some Project employees may be 
attracted to the Equity Residential property.  However, given all the factors influencing 
choice of residence (Please see Master Response 7 for more information regarding where 
Project employees will seek housing), significant changes in occupancy solely as a result of 
the Project are not expected and too speculative to predict.   

In summary, given the employment growth and apartment market activity on the Peninsula 
in late 2011 and 2012, the Equity Residential acquisition has to been seen in the context of 
the region’s overall economic activity. The Project had no role in the initial assembly and 
cannot be linked to the recent transaction except perhaps as one of many sources of 
employment growth in the sub-regional area, which have made apartments an attractive 
investment.  Likewise, any changes in the occupancy of units within the property will 
result from regional activity of which the Project would represent only a minor role.  

                                              
2  Real Facts, Inc. as reported in The Examiner. 
3  Real Facts, Inc. as reported in The Examiner. 

4-493 Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR  — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



50.3 The commentor states the Project is already having a measureable impact on housing 
prices in East Palo Alto and requests appropriate mitigations for the specific threat to 
rental housing on the West Side of East Palo Alto.  Please refer to Response 50.2, above, 
for information regarding the acquisition by Equity Residential and Response 50.1 
regarding the requested mitigation.  

50.4 The commentor challenges the estimated distribution of Project related worker households 
to Menlo Park at 7.8 percent noted in Draft EIR Appendix 3.14 and questions where other 
workers are going to live, if not in Menlo Park or East Palo Alto. Please refer to Table 
3.14-10, starting on page 3.14-13 of the Draft EIR, for the estimated distribution of Project 
housing demand to communities throughout the Bay Area. The table provides the 
distribution for communities beyond Menlo Park and East Palo Alto, which are the two 
communities specifically referenced elsewhere in the Draft EIR and EPA Analysis (which 
was prepared after the release of the Draft EIR and is separate from the CEQA review). 
Estimates are based on the most recent data available from the U.S. Census American 
Community Survey (ACS) on residential location of those who work in Menlo Park.   

 The commentor believes new people to the region who come as Project employees are more 
likely to seek housing near place of work. The commentor’s assertion that new residents to 
the Bay Area are more likely to select a place of residence near place of work is noted; 
however, there is no data to support (or reject) this assertion.  Even if specific data were 
available regarding new Bay Area residents, it could not be readily applied in the Draft 
EIR or the EPA Analysis because the proportion of Project Sponsor’s employees who will 
be new to the Bay Area is unknown. Estimates in the Draft EIR are based upon the best 
and most current data available on where those who work in Menlo Park live.  

 Please refer to Master Response 7 regarding the various factors important to choice of 
residential location.  

 The commentor references the EPA Analysis as citing public safety concerns and quality of 
schools in East Palo Alto.  The EPA Analysis references a number of factors influencing 
residential choice.  An expanded discussion is provided in Master Response 7.  The 
discussion of these factors is intended to be general and overview in nature and was not 
intended to refer to East Palo Alto specifically as explained in Master Response 7.  The 
discussion did not intend to imply that public safety or school quality might deter people 
from choosing to live in East Palo Alto.   

50.5 The commentor summarizes the general public’s perceptions of East Palo Alto and why 
Facebook employees may choose to live in the community.  This comment is related to the 
public discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an asset to the 
City.  However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or 
the Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. Please refer to 
Master Response 7 for further information regarding housing choice. 
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50.6 The commentor believes that the Project Sponsor’s relocation from central Palo Alto would 
result in a major shift in where employees will live and substantially increase the share 
living in East Palo Alto.  The EPA Analysis anticipates a shift in the distribution of where 
Project Sponsor’s employees live following the relocation.  The EPA Analysis notes that 
0.2 percent of Project Sponsor’s employees lived in East Palo Alto before the relocation, 
despite the close proximity and affordability of East Palo Alto.  The EPA Analysis also 
concurs that the Project would result in a substantial increase in the percentage of workers 
living in East Palo Alto. The estimated increase from 0.2 percent to the 3 percent to 5 
percent range represents an increase of 15 to 25 times. Although the projected change is 
significant compared to existing conditions, the percentage remains modest. Further, it is 
important to note that the projected change is a conservative estimate intended to represent 
the worst-case scenario.    

 The commentor cites the outstanding achievements of Eastside College Preparatory School 
in East Palo Alto as one factor that will lead to a higher share of workers being attracted 
to live in East Palo Alto than the estimate presented in the EPA Analysis.  Comments 
regarding the outstanding achievements of Eastside College Preparatory School are noted.  
Please refer to Master Response 7 of this document, which describes the various factors 
affecting residential choice, including schools.  While schools are acknowledged as an 
important factor, the commute data used in the EPA Analysis already effectively takes this 
factor into account.  Given that schools are already taken into account as a factor 
influencing residential choice, further adjustment based on anecdotal information regarding 
one specific school, even if it is an outstanding one, is not warranted.   

50.7 The commentor provides a summary of existing bus and shuttle services in the City of East 
Palo Alto in support of why Facebook employees may choose to live in the community.  
This comment is related to the public discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it 
is viewed as an asset to the City.  However, this comment does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is 
necessary. 

50.8 The commentor notes the availability of home ownership opportunities in East Palo Alto 
and believes the EPA Analysis has understated the rate that Project employees would 
purchase homes in East Palo Alto. The EPA Analysis does not dispute the availability of 
affordable units in East Palo Alto. The EPA Analysis considered all the conditions cited by 
the commentor when concluding on the commute relationships and the share of new 
workers that would likely reside in East Palo Alto. The projection in the EPA Analysis is 
for East Palo Alto to attract new employees at a rate that is 15 to 25 times higher than 
when Facebook was located in Palo Alto. For more information on how employees select 
of a place of residence, please refer to Master Response 7. This comment does not address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA; therefore, 
no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.   
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50.9 The commentor asserts that the comparison of commuting indicators in Table 1 (page 3) in 
the EPA Analysis is faulty because it seems to compare low income renters to the middle 
income renters or homeowners of the Project. Since many of Project Sponsor’s employees 
(when in Palo Alto) were likely middle income professionals, the survey did, in fact, 
provide an indication of where these people had chosen to live. The data indicates that 
Facebook employees working at the former Palo Alto location (including all employees 
from upper management, mid-level professionals, entry-level, sales and administrative 
occupations as well as contract employees involved in providing food services) were, in the 
aggregate, less likely than other Palo Alto workers to live in East Palo Alto.   

50.10  The commentor provides a summary of an issue in the City of East Palo Alto with the 
housing developer Equity Residential.  Please refer to Response 50.2, above, for a 
discussion regarding the Equity Residential acquisition.  

50.11 The commentor questions the use of the U.S. Census ACS for data on East Palo Alto 
commute relationships and vacancy rates. The ACS is a product of the U.S. Census 
developed for use by government programs, federal, State and local planning agencies, and 
most entities using data assembled by the U.S. Government. While the data can be 
imperfect, it is the best information available at this time.  Nonetheless, it is recognized 
that the high vacancy figure for East Palo Alto was the result of unusual circumstances at 
the time of the survey and, therefore, was not assumed to indicate the existence of available 
or excess housing supply. The EPA Analysis instead used the turnover rate, or rate at 
which units change occupants or tenants (which may bear no relation to vacancy rate). The 
turnover rate in East Palo Alto was estimated based on owner occupied units changing 
occupant an average of every ten years and rental units every four years. More information 
on turnover rates derived from U.S. Census information is provided in the table below.  
For a discussion of the various factors influencing residential choice and the commute 
patterns shown in the ACS data, please refer to Master Response 7.    
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Average Turnover Rate for Residential Units in  
East Palo Alto and San Mateo County 

 2008 to 2010 ACS 2005 to 2007 ACS 2000 Census 

Owner Occupied Units 

East Palo Alto Once every 9 years Once every 12 years Once every 15 years 

San Mateo County Once every 15 years Once every 13 years Once every 12 years 

Renter Occupied Units 

East Palo Alto Once every 4 years Once every 3 years Once every 3 years 

San Mateo County Once every 4 years Once every 3 years Once every 3 years 

Source:  KMA, 2012. 

Note:  Derived from Census / American Community Survey reporting of median year householders moved 
into units by tenure.  

 

50.12   The commentor asserts that the Project is linked to the Equity Residential acquisition and 
that mitigation is appropriate.  Please refer to Response 50.2 for a discussion of the Equity 
Residential acquisition and the alleged link to the Project.  The commentor’s request 
regarding establishment of a joint committee with representatives from Menlo Park, the 
Project Sponsor, and East Palo Alto to establish specific mitigation measures is 
acknowledged. Nonetheless, pursuant to CEQA, since the Project would not result in an 
impact on housing in East Palo Alto, no additional mitigation measures are required.  As 
such, no changes have been made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment.  Please 
also refer to Response 50.1, above.   
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Hello my name is Kenwynn Wilson and I am a resident of East Palo Alto and while Facebook’s moving in we 

can’t avoid the fact that employees from the south bay will be using University Ave and Willow road to get to 

Facebook, because of traffic increase due to Facebook there will be more accidents, the quality of air will be 

damaged, pollution will rise and problems will present themselves for East Palo Alto. As many of you know 

East Palo Alto already has poor circulation, with the addition of Facebook the conditions will only get worse.  

  

Thank You  

Kenwynn Wilson  

  

Letter 51

51.1
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51. Kenwynn Wilson (letter dated January 30, 2012) 

51.1 The commentor states that the Project will increase auto traffic along University Ave 
through East Palo Alto, which will increase the number of accidents, decrease the air 
quality and contribute to the already poor circulation in East Palo Alto. The commentor is 
correct in the statement that the Project will increase traffic along University Avenue. The 
Project Sponsor’s Travel Demand Management (TDM) program will provide alternative 
modes of transportation for Facebook employees with the intent of reducing the number of 
drive-alone vehicles. The proposed intersection and roadway segment mitigation measures 
along Willow Road and University Avenue will reduce auto dwell time and the frequency 
of vehicle acceleration which would result in reduced vehicle emissions. 
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4.3 RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS  

Minutes from the City of Menlo Park Planning Commission public hearing are reproduced beginning 
on the next page, followed by responses to the comments.  
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o
n

9
t
h
e
 
E
a
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s
 
i
s
 
t
o
 
a
m
e
n
d
 
a
n
 
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
 
e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
 
c
a
p
,
 
t
o

1
0

a
c
t
u
a
l
l
y
 
g
e
t
 
r
i
d
 
o
f
 
t
h
a
t
 
a
n
d
 
i
n
s
t
e
a
d
 
h
a
v
e
 
a
 
v
e
h
i
c
u
l
a
r

1
1

t
r
i
p
 
c
a
p
.

1
2

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
a
 
l
i
t
t
l
e
 
b
i
t
 
m
o
r
e
 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
a
b
o
u
t
 
t
h
e

1
3

p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
 
v
e
h
i
c
u
l
a
r
 
t
r
i
p
 
c
a
p
.

1
4

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T
o
 
c
l
a
r
i
f
y
,
 
t
h
i
s
 
i
s
 
a
c
t
u
a
l
l
y
 
p
a
r
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

1
5

p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
a
s
 
p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
 
b
y
 
t
h
e
 
a
p
p
l
i
c
a
n
t
.
 
 
T
h
i
s
 
i
s
 
p
a
r
t
 
o
f

1
6

t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
c
o
m
p
o
n
e
n
t
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
t
r
i
p
 
c
a
p
,
 
t
h
e
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
s

1
7

t
h
a
t
 
w
e
 
h
a
v
e
 
a
s
 
f
a
r
 
a
s
 
t
h
e
 
t
r
i
p
 
c
a
p
 
a
r
e
 
d
e
r
i
v
e
d
 
f
r
o
m

1
8

s
u
r
v
e
y
 
r
a
t
e
s
 
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 
t
o
 
F
a
c
e
b
o
o
k
 
e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
 
t
r
a
v
e
l

1
9

p
a
t
t
e
r
n
s
.

2
0

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
i
s
 
v
e
h
i
c
l
e
 
s
u
r
v
e
y
s
 
d
o
n
e
 
a
t
 
t
h
e
i
r
 
o
l
d

2
1

c
a
m
p
u
s
 
i
n
 
P
a
l
o
 
A
l
t
o
 
i
n
 
o
r
d
e
r
 
t
o
 
c
o
m
e
 
u
p
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e

2
2

v
e
h
i
c
u
l
a
r
 
t
r
i
p
 
c
a
p
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
y
o
u
 
c
a
n
 
f
i
n
d
 
t
h
o
s
e
 
i
n

2
3

a
p
p
e
n
d
i
x
 
3
.
5
E
 
o
f
 
o
u
r
 
D
r
a
f
t
 
E
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
I
m
p
a
c
t
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
.

2
4

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I
n
 
a
d
d
i
t
i
o
n
,
 
t
h
e
r
e
'
s
 
a
l
s
o
 
-
-
 
i
n
 
a
p
p
e
n
d
i
x
 
3
.
5
F

2
5

o
f
 
t
h
e
 
D
r
a
f
t
 
E
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
I
m
p
a
c
t
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
,
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
i
s
 
a
 
t
r
i
p

8
0
0
-
3
3
1
-
9
0
2
9

e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
@
e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
.
c
o
m

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g

E
m
e
r
i
c
k
 
A
n
d
 
F
i
n
c
h
,
 
C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
d
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
sP
a
g
e
 
2
7

1
c
a
p
 
p
o
l
i
c
y
 
s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
,
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
i
s
 
a
 
C
i
t
y
 
d
o
c
u
m
e
n
t
,
 
w
h
i
c
h

2
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
s
 
h
o
w
 
t
h
e
 
t
r
i
p
 
c
a
p
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
b
e
 
m
o
n
i
t
o
r
e
d
 
a
n
d

3
e
n
f
o
r
c
e
d
.

4
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
l
l
y
 
a
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
 
o
f
 
p
e
o
p
l
e
 
h
a
v
e
 
a
s
k
e
d

5
a
b
o
u
t
 
w
h
a
t
 
e
x
a
c
t
l
y
'
s
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
t
r
i
p
 
c
a
p
,
 
s
o
 
I
 
j
u
s
t
 
w
a
n
t
 
t
o

6
b
r
i
e
f
l
y
 
t
o
u
c
h
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
r
e
.
 
 
T
h
e
r
e
 
w
e
r
e
 
t
h
r
e
e
 
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

7
t
r
i
p
 
c
a
p
,
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
a
r
e
 
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
E
a
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s

8
c
o
m
p
o
n
e
n
t
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
s
i
t
e
.

9
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T
h
e
 
f
i
r
s
t
 
i
s
 
a
 
1
5
,
0
0
0
 
d
a
i
l
y
 
v
e
h
i
c
u
l
a
r
 
t
r
i
p

1
0

l
i
m
i
t
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
n
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
a
r
e
 
t
w
o
 
p
e
a
k
 
p
e
r
i
o
d
 
t
r
i
p
 
c
a
p
s
 
o
f

1
1

2
,
6
0
0
 
t
r
i
p
s
.

1
2

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T
h
e
r
e
 
i
s
 
-
-
 
t
h
i
s
 
i
s
 
a
n
 
A
M
 
p
e
a
k
 
a
s
 
w
e
l
l
 
a
s
 
a
 
P
M

1
3

p
e
a
k
 
p
e
r
i
o
d
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
s
e
 
p
e
r
i
o
d
s
 
a
r
e
 
t
w
o
 
h
o
u
r
s
 
i
n
 
l
e
n
g
t
h
,

1
4

w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
 
m
o
r
n
i
n
g
 
r
u
n
n
i
n
g
 
f
r
o
m
 
7
:
0
0
 
t
o
 
9
:
0
0
 
A
M
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e

1
5

a
f
t
e
r
n
o
o
n
s
 
r
u
n
n
i
n
g
 
t
o
 
4
:
0
0
 
-
-
 
f
r
o
m
 
4
:
0
0
 
t
o
 
6
:
0
0
 
P
M
.

1
6

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
w
e
 
h
a
v
e
 
t
h
e
 
E
a
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
n
 
w
e
 
a
l
s
o

1
7

h
a
v
e
 
t
h
e
 
W
e
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s
 
c
o
m
p
o
n
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
.
 
 
I
f
 
y
o
u
'
v
e

1
8

h
a
d
 
t
h
e
 
o
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
l
o
o
k
 
a
t
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
p
l
a
n
s
,
 
y
o
u
'
l
l

1
9

s
e
e
 
t
h
a
t
 
i
t
'
s
 
j
u
s
t
 
b
u
l
k
 
a
n
d
 
m
a
s
s
i
n
g
 
o
f
 
t
h
o
s
e
 
s
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
e
s
.

2
0

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T
h
e
 
a
p
p
l
i
c
a
n
t
 
h
a
s
 
n
o
t
 
y
e
t
 
s
u
b
m
i
t
t
e
d
 
f
o
r
 
l
a
n
d

2
1

u
s
e
 
e
n
t
i
t
l
e
m
e
n
t
s
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
W
e
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s
,
 
b
u
t
 
t
h
i
s
 
t
w
o
-
p
h
a
s
e

2
2

p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
i
n
 
t
o
t
a
l
i
t
y
 
i
s
 
b
e
i
n
g
 
a
n
a
l
y
z
e
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
D
r
a
f
t
 
E
I
R
.

2
3

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
a
s
 
p
a
r
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
p
a
r
t
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
W
e
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s
,
 
t
h
e

2
4

a
p
p
l
i
c
a
n
t
 
i
s
 
s
e
e
k
i
n
g
 
t
o
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
m
a
x
i
m
u
m
 
f
l
o
o
r
 
a
r
e
a

2
5

p
e
r
m
i
t
t
e
d
 
u
n
d
e
r
 
t
h
e
 
M
-
2
 
o
r
 
g
e
n
e
r
a
l
 
i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
a
l
 
z
o
n
i
n
g

M
en

lo
 P

ar
k 

Fa
ce

bo
ok

 C
am

pu
s 

P
ro

je
ct

 F
in

al
 E

IR
 —

 W
ri

tte
n 

an
d 

O
ra

l C
om

m
en

ts
 a

nd
 R

es
po

ns
es

4-
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8
0
0
-
3
3
1
-
9
0
2
9

e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
@
e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
.
c
o
m

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g

E
m
e
r
i
c
k
 
A
n
d
 
F
i
n
c
h
,
 
C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
d
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
sP
a
g
e
 
2
8

1
d
e
s
i
g
n
a
t
i
o
n
,
 
b
u
t
 
e
x
c
e
e
d
 
t
h
e
 
h
e
i
g
h
t
 
p
e
r
m
i
s
s
i
b
l
e
 
i
n
 
t
h
a
t

2
z
o
n
i
n
g
 
d
e
s
i
g
n
a
t
i
o
n
.

3
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
a
t
,
 
a
 
C
o
n
d
i
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t

4
P
e
r
m
i
t
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
b
e
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
 
a
s
 
w
e
l
l
 
a
s
 
a
 
r
e
z
o
n
e
 
t
o
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e

5
t
h
e
 
X
 
z
o
n
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
s
i
t
e
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
a
t
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
 
t
o
 
b
e
 
a
b
l
e
 
t
o

6
m
o
v
e
 
f
o
r
w
a
r
d
,
 
a
n
d
 
a
s
 
I
 
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
 
p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
l
y
,
 
t
h
e

7
a
p
p
l
i
c
a
n
t
 
a
n
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
s
 
s
u
b
m
i
t
t
i
n
g
 
l
a
n
d
 
u
s
e
 
e
n
t
i
t
l
e
m
e
n
t
s

8
s
o
m
e
t
i
m
e
 
l
a
t
e
r
 
t
h
i
s
 
y
e
a
r
.

9
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
m
a
n
y
 
o
f
 
y
o
u
 
a
r
e
 
f
a
m
i
l
i
a
r
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
 
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g

1
0

E
a
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s
.
 
 
J
u
s
t
 
t
o
 
g
i
v
e
 
-
-
 
b
y
 
w
a
y
 
o
f
 
c
o
n
t
e
x
t
,
 
w
e
'
v
e

1
1

g
o
t
 
B
a
y
f
r
o
n
t
 
E
x
p
r
e
s
s
w
a
y
 
t
h
e
 
W
i
l
l
o
w
 
R
o
a
d
 
a
s
 
a
 
t
e
r
m
i
n
u
s

1
2

i
n
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
c
a
m
p
u
s
.

1
3

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T
h
e
 
B
a
y
s
h
o
r
e
 
S
h
o
r
e
l
i
n
e
 
T
r
a
i
l
 
g
o
e
s
 
a
r
o
u
n
d
 
t
h
e

1
4

p
e
r
i
m
e
t
e
r
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
c
a
m
p
u
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
a
s
 
I
 
r
e
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
d
 
p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
l
y
,

1
5

t
h
e
r
e
 
a
r
e
 
n
i
n
e
 
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
 
b
u
i
l
d
i
n
g
s
 
h
e
r
e
.

1
6

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T
h
e
 
a
p
p
l
i
c
a
n
t
 
d
o
e
s
 
i
n
t
e
n
d
 
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
m
e
n
t
s
 
a
r
o
u
n
d

1
7

t
h
e
 
c
e
n
t
r
a
l
 
c
o
u
r
t
y
a
r
d
 
a
r
e
a
 
t
o
 
m
a
k
e
 
i
t
 
m
o
r
e
 
w
i
t
h
 
F
a
c
e
b
o
o
k

1
8

g
e
n
e
r
a
l
l
y
 
o
p
e
r
a
t
e
s
 
w
h
e
r
e
 
t
h
e
y
 
h
a
v
e
 
t
h
e
 
w
a
l
k
a
b
l
e

1
9

p
e
d
e
s
t
r
i
a
n
 
o
r
i
e
n
t
e
d
 
c
e
n
t
e
r
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
i
r
 
c
a
m
p
u
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
s
e

2
0

i
m
p
r
o
v
e
m
e
n
t
s
 
h
a
v
e
 
b
e
e
n
 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
d
 
a
n
d
 
c
o
n
s
i
s
t
e
n
t
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e

2
1

r
e
q
u
i
r
e
m
e
n
t
s
 
o
f
 
L
E
E
D
 
G
o
l
d
 
f
o
r
 
c
o
m
m
e
r
c
i
a
l
 
i
n
t
e
r
i
o
r
s
,
 
a
n
d

2
2

t
h
e
 
a
p
p
l
i
c
a
n
t
 
i
s
 
c
u
r
r
e
n
t
l
y
 
p
u
r
s
u
i
n
g
 
c
e
r
t
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
 
w
i
t
h

2
3

t
h
o
s
e
 
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
m
e
n
t
s
.

2
4

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A
n
d
 
t
h
e
n
 
m
o
v
i
n
g
 
o
n
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
W
e
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s
,
 
a
s
 
I

2
5

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
 
p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
l
y
,
 
t
h
e
 
p
l
a
n
s
 
a
r
e
 
c
u
r
r
e
n
t
l
y
 
s
c
h
e
m
a
t
i
c

8
0
0
-
3
3
1
-
9
0
2
9

e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
@
e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
.
c
o
m

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g

E
m
e
r
i
c
k
 
A
n
d
 
F
i
n
c
h
,
 
C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
d
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
sP
a
g
e
 
2
9

1
f
o
r
 
p
u
r
p
o
s
e
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
D
r
a
f
t
 
E
I
R
 
w
i
t
h
 
m
o
r
e
 
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 
p
l
a
n
s

2
c
o
m
i
n
g
 
f
o
r
w
a
r
d
 
f
o
r
 
l
a
n
d
 
u
s
e
 
e
n
t
i
t
l
e
m
e
n
t
s
.

3
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
W
h
a
t
 
i
s
 
c
u
r
r
e
n
t
l
y
 
-
-
 
w
h
a
t
 
w
a
s
 
a
n
a
l
y
z
e
d
 
b
y
 
t
h
e

4
D
r
a
f
t
 
E
I
R
 
-
-
 
a
n
d
 
a
s
 
y
o
u
'
l
l
 
s
e
e
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
s
c
r
e
e
n
 
-
-
 
i
s
 
a

5
t
o
t
a
l
 
o
f
 
f
i
v
e
 
b
u
i
l
d
i
n
g
s
 
r
a
n
g
i
n
g
 
i
n
 
h
e
i
g
h
t
 
f
r
o
m
 
t
w
o
 
t
o

6
f
i
v
e
 
s
t
o
r
i
e
s
 
w
i
t
h
 
a
 
f
i
v
e
-
s
t
o
r
y
 
p
a
r
k
i
n
g
 
s
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
e
 
o
v
e
r
 
o
n

7
t
h
e
 
l
e
f
t
 
s
i
d
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
s
i
t
e
 
a
s
 
I
'
m
 
p
o
i
n
t
i
n
g
 
t
o
 
o
n
 
t
h
e

8
s
c
r
e
e
n
.

9
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g
 
I
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
l
i
k
e
 
t
o
 
h
i
g
h
l
i
g
h
t
 
a
s
 
p
a
r
t
 
o
f

1
0

t
h
e
 
p
r
o
p
o
s
a
l
,
 
b
e
g
i
n
n
i
n
g
 
w
i
t
h
 
a
n
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
E
a
s
t

1
1

C
a
m
p
u
s
 
s
i
t
e
.
 
 
A
s
s
u
m
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
i
s
 
a
p
p
r
o
v
e
d
,
 
t
h
e

1
2

a
p
p
l
i
c
a
n
t
 
w
i
l
l
 
b
e
 
i
m
p
r
o
v
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
 
u
n
d
e
r
c
r
o
s
s
i
n
g
 
o
f

1
3

B
a
y
f
r
o
n
t
 
E
x
p
r
e
s
s
w
a
y
.

1
4

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
t
h
i
s
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
n
o
t
 
o
n
l
y
 
b
e
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
u
s
e
 
o
f

1
5

F
a
c
e
b
o
o
k
 
e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
,
 
b
u
t
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
a
l
s
o
 
b
e
c
o
m
e
 
p
a
r
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
B
a
y

1
6

T
r
a
i
l
 
a
n
d
 
b
e
 
a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
p
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
o
 
u
t
i
l
i
z
e
.

1
7

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
t
h
i
s
 
i
s
 
m
e
r
e
l
y
 
j
u
s
t
 
a
 
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
t
o

1
8

g
i
v
e
 
y
o
u
 
a
n
 
i
d
e
a
.
 
 
I
 
k
n
o
w
 
t
h
e
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
s
 
a
r
e
 
h
a
r
d
 
t
o
 
r
e
a
d
,

1
9

b
u
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
f
i
v
e
 
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t
 
b
u
i
l
d
i
n
g
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
a
r
e
 
p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
 
o
n

2
0

t
h
e
 
W
e
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
s
i
t
e
 
a
s
 
w
e
l
l
 
a
s
 
t
h
e
 
p
a
r
k
i
n
g

2
1

s
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
e
 
a
n
d
 
s
o
m
e
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
a
m
e
n
i
t
y
 
a
r
e
a
s
,
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
 
a

2
2

t
r
a
n
s
i
t
 
s
h
e
l
t
e
r
 
t
o
 
h
e
l
p
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
i
r
 
d
r
o
p
o
f
f
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
i
r

2
3

s
h
u
t
t
l
e
 
t
r
i
p
s
,
 
a
s
 
w
e
l
l
 
a
s
 
a
 
6
,
2
0
0
 
s
q
u
a
r
e
 
f
o
o
t
 
p
u
b
l
i
c

2
4

a
m
e
n
i
t
i
e
s
 
b
a
s
e
.

2
5

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A
n
d
 
a
g
a
i
n
,
 
j
u
s
t
 
g
i
v
i
n
g
 
y
o
u
 
s
o
m
e
 
i
d
e
a
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

M
en

lo
 P

ar
k 

Fa
ce

bo
ok

 C
am

pu
s 

P
ro

je
ct

 F
in

al
 E

IR
 —

 W
ri

tte
n 

an
d 

O
ra

l C
om

m
en

ts
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nd
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8
0
0
-
3
3
1
-
9
0
2
9

e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
@
e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
.
c
o
m

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g

E
m
e
r
i
c
k
 
A
n
d
 
F
i
n
c
h
,
 
C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
d
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
sP
a
g
e
 
3
0

1
m
a
s
s
i
n
g
,
 
a
s
 
I
 
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
,
 
t
h
e
 
s
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
e
s
 
r
a
n
g
e
 
i
n
 
h
e
i
g
h
t

2
f
r
o
m
 
t
w
o
 
t
o
 
f
o
u
r
 
s
t
o
r
i
e
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
y
o
u
 
s
e
e
 
t
h
e
 
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g

3
t
r
a
n
s
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
t
o
w
e
r
s
 
k
i
n
d
 
o
f
 
a
s
 
a
 
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

4
s
i
z
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
b
u
i
l
d
i
n
g
s
 
i
n
 
r
e
s
p
e
c
t
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
s
e
 
t
r
a
n
s
m
i
s
s
i
o
n

5
t
o
w
e
r
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
 
s
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
e
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
w
e
r
e
 
a
n
a
l
y
z
e
d
 
i
n

6
t
h
e
 
D
r
a
f
t
 
E
I
R
 
g
o
 
u
p
 
t
o
 
a
 
m
a
x
i
m
u
m
 
h
e
i
g
h
t
 
o
f
 
7
5
 
f
e
e
t
.

7
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A
n
d
 
a
g
a
i
n
,
 
j
u
s
t
 
s
o
m
e
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
v
i
s
u
a
l
s
 
o
n
 
t
h
e

8
p
a
r
k
i
n
g
 
s
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
e
s
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
b
o
t
t
o
m
 
o
f
 
t
h
i
s
 
f
r
a
m
e
.

9
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
n
o
w
 
t
h
a
t
 
w
e
'
v
e
 
g
o
n
e
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
k
i
n
d
 
o
f
 
a
 
r
o
u
g
h

1
0

o
v
e
r
v
i
e
w
 
o
f
 
w
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
i
s
,
 
I
 
j
u
s
t
 
w
a
n
t
 
t
o
 
b
r
i
e
f
l
y

1
1

t
o
u
c
h
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
C
a
l
i
f
o
r
n
i
a
 
E
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
Q
u
a
l
i
t
y
 
A
c
t
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e

1
2

p
u
r
p
o
s
e
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
C
a
l
i
f
o
r
n
i
a
 
E
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
Q
u
a
l
i
t
y
 
A
c
t
 
o
r

1
3

C
E
Q
A
.

1
4

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
t
h
e
 
p
u
r
p
o
s
e
 
o
f
 
C
E
Q
A
 
i
s
 
t
o
 
d
i
s
c
l
o
s
e

1
5

p
o
t
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
p
h
y
s
i
c
a
l
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
s
 
o
f
 
a
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
.
 
 
I
t
'
s
 
n
o
t

1
6

s
u
p
p
o
s
e
d
 
t
o
 
b
e
 
p
e
r
f
e
c
t
.
 
 
T
h
e
 
g
o
a
l
 
i
s
 
t
o
 
h
a
v
e
 
a
d
e
q
u
a
c
y
 
o
f

1
7

d
i
s
c
l
o
s
u
r
e
 
t
o
 
m
a
k
e
 
s
u
r
e
 
t
h
a
t
 
m
e
m
b
e
r
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
p
u
b
l
i
c
 
a
s

1
8

w
e
l
l
 
a
s
 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
-
m
a
k
e
r
s
 
a
r
e
 
f
u
l
l
y
 
i
n
f
o
r
m
e
d
 
o
f
 
a
n
y

1
9

p
o
t
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
p
h
y
s
i
c
a
l
 
e
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
s
 
o
f
 
a
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
,

2
0

a
n
d
 
a
s
 
I
 
a
l
l
u
d
e
d
 
t
o
,
 
w
e
'
r
e
 
f
o
c
u
s
i
n
g
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
p
h
y
s
i
c
a
l

2
1

e
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
,
 
n
o
t
 
s
o
c
i
o
e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
s
 
o
f
 
a

2
2

p
r
o
j
e
c
t
.

2
3

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A
n
d
 
w
h
e
n
 
w
e
 
d
o
 
t
h
i
s
 
a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
,
 
t
h
e
 
a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

2
4

w
e
'
r
e
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
 
t
o
 
n
o
t
 
o
n
l
y
 
r
e
v
i
e
w
 
t
h
e
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

2
5

p
r
o
j
e
c
t
,
 
b
u
t
 
a
l
s
o
 
t
h
e
 
c
u
m
u
l
a
t
i
v
e
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
.

8
0
0
-
3
3
1
-
9
0
2
9

e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
@
e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
.
c
o
m

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g

E
m
e
r
i
c
k
 
A
n
d
 
F
i
n
c
h
,
 
C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
d
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
sP
a
g
e
 
3
1

1
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
t
h
a
t
 
i
s
 
a
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
p
l
u
s
 
a
n
y
 
a
p
p
r
o
v
e
d
 
o
r

2
p
e
n
d
i
n
g
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
s
 
a
p
p
r
o
x
i
m
a
t
e
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
a
r
e
a
,
 
a
s

3
w
e
l
l
 
a
s
 
l
o
o
k
i
n
g
 
a
t
 
f
e
a
s
i
b
l
e
 
a
l
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
v
e
s
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
o
s
e

4
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
.

5
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
N
o
w
 
a
s
 
f
a
r
 
a
s
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
p
r
o
p
o
s
a
l
s
,
 
w
e
'
r
e
 
h
e
r
e

6
t
h
i
s
 
e
v
e
n
i
n
g
 
a
s
 
p
a
r
t
 
o
f
 
o
u
r
 
p
u
b
l
i
c
 
c
o
m
m
e
n
t
 
t
o
 
s
o
l
i
c
i
t

7
v
e
r
b
a
l
 
p
u
b
l
i
c
 
c
o
m
m
e
n
t
s
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
d
o
c
u
m
e
n
t
.
 
 
W
e
'
r
e
 
a
l
s
o

8
t
a
k
i
n
g
 
i
n
 
w
r
i
t
t
e
n
 
c
o
m
m
e
n
t
s
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
d
o
c
u
m
e
n
t
.

9
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T
h
e
s
e
 
c
o
m
m
e
n
t
s
 
w
i
l
l
 
b
e
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
d
 
t
o
 
i
n
 
t
h
e

1
0

F
i
n
a
l
 
E
I
R
 
a
n
d
 
c
o
u
l
d
 
p
o
t
e
n
t
i
a
l
l
y
 
r
e
s
u
l
t
 
i
n
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
s
 
t
o
 
t
h
e

1
1

E
I
R
.

1
2

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
t
o
 
c
l
a
r
i
f
y
 
-
-
 
a
g
a
i
n
,
 
w
e
 
k
e
e
p
 
l
u
m
p
i
n
g
 
t
h
i
s

1
3

i
n
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
E
a
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s
/
W
e
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s
 
p
h
a
s
e
.
 
 
T
h
e
y
'
r
e

1
4

d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
s
.

1
5

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O
n
 
t
h
e
 
E
a
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s
,
 
t
h
e
y
'
r
e
 
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t
 
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
s

1
6

o
f
 
t
h
e
 
s
a
m
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
-
-
 
e
x
c
u
s
e
 
m
e
.
 
 
D
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t
 
p
h
a
s
e
s
 
o
f

1
7

t
h
e
 
s
a
m
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
.

1
8

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
t
h
e
 
E
a
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s
,
 
w
h
a
t
'
s
 
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t
 
t
h
a
t
 
i
s

1
9

w
e
'
r
e
 
o
n
l
y
 
l
o
o
k
i
n
g
 
a
t
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
 
i
n
 
p
o
p
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
.
 
 
T
h
e

2
0

b
u
i
l
d
i
n
g
s
 
e
x
i
s
t
.
 
 
T
h
e
y
'
r
e
 
j
u
s
t
 
l
o
o
k
i
n
g
 
t
o
 
o
c
c
u
p
y
 
t
h
o
s
e

2
1

b
u
i
l
d
i
n
g
s
 
w
i
t
h
 
m
o
r
e
 
e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
.

2
2

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
a
s
 
s
u
c
h
,
 
n
o
 
g
r
o
u
n
d
 
t
o
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
i
s
 
a
n
a
l
y
z
e
d

2
3

i
n
 
t
h
e
 
D
r
a
f
t
 
E
I
R
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
E
a
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s
 
s
i
t
e
.
 
 
S
o
 
y
o
u
 
w
i
l
l

2
4

f
i
n
d
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
 
t
e
c
h
n
i
c
a
l
 
a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
E
a
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s

2
5

c
o
m
p
o
n
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
d
o
e
s
 
l
o
t
 
l
o
o
k
 
a
t
 
a
e
s
t
h
e
t
i
c
s
,

M
en

lo
 P

ar
k 

Fa
ce

bo
ok

 C
am

pu
s 

P
ro

je
ct

 F
in

al
 E

IR
 —

 W
ri

tte
n 

an
d 

O
ra
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om

m
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ts
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8
0
0
-
3
3
1
-
9
0
2
9

e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
@
e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
.
c
o
m

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g

E
m
e
r
i
c
k
 
A
n
d
 
F
i
n
c
h
,
 
C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
d
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
sP
a
g
e
 
3
2

1
w
i
n
d
,
 
c
u
l
t
u
r
a
l
 
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
b
i
o
l
o
g
i
c
a
l
 
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
 
b
e
c
a
u
s
e

2
d
u
e
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
l
a
c
k
 
o
f
 
g
r
o
u
n
d
 
d
i
s
t
u
r
b
a
n
c
e
,
 
t
h
e
r
e
'
s
 
n
o

3
p
o
t
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
f
o
r
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
s
e
 
i
s
s
u
e
 
a
r
e
a
s
.

4
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
W
e
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s
,
 
w
e
'
r
e
 
l
o
o
k
i
n
g
 
a
t
 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e

5
r
e
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
 
a
n
d
 
u
s
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
s
i
t
e
.

6
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
w
h
e
n
 
y
o
u
 
l
o
o
k
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
t
h
e
 
E
I
R
,
 
y
o
u
'
l
l
 
s
e
e

7
a
n
 
a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
 
a
b
o
u
t
 
E
a
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
,
 
t
h
e

8
W
e
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
n
 
a
 
c
o
m
b
i
n
e
d
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
.

9
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A
n
d
 
w
h
e
n
 
w
e
 
l
o
o
k
 
a
t
 
t
h
e
 
p
o
t
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
s
 
o
f

1
0

t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
s
e
 
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t
 
i
s
s
u
e
 
a
r
e
a
s
,
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
a
r
e

1
1

t
h
r
e
e
 
p
o
t
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
c
l
a
s
s
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
s
e
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
s
 
c
a
n

1
2

f
a
l
l
 
u
n
d
e
r
:
 
 
L
e
s
s
 
t
h
a
n
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
.

1
3

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
w
e
 
l
o
o
k
 
a
t
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
b
a
s
e
d
 
u
p
o
n
 
t
h
e

1
4

e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
 
t
h
r
e
s
h
o
l
d
s
 
a
n
d
 
g
u
i
d
e
l
i
n
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
f
i
n
d
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
i
s
 
n
o

1
5

p
o
t
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
t
o
 
h
a
v
e
 
a
n
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e

1
6

i
m
p
a
c
t
 
i
s
 
l
e
s
s
 
t
h
a
n
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
.

1
7

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T
h
e
 
s
e
c
o
n
d
 
i
s
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
t
o
 
l
e
s
s
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
.

1
8

S
o
 
w
e
 
f
i
n
d
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
r
e
'
s
 
a
 
p
o
t
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
b
a
s
e
d

1
9

u
p
o
n
 
t
h
r
e
s
h
o
l
d
s
 
a
n
d
 
g
u
i
d
e
l
i
n
e
s
 
t
o
 
h
a
v
e
 
a
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t

2
0

i
m
p
a
c
t
,
 
b
u
t
 
w
e
'
r
e
 
a
b
l
e
 
t
o
 
m
i
t
i
g
a
t
e
 
t
h
a
t
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
t
o
 
a
 
l
e
v
e
l

2
1

t
h
a
t
 
i
s
 
l
e
s
s
 
t
h
a
n
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
.

2
2

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A
n
d
 
t
h
e
n
 
f
i
n
a
l
l
y
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
a
r
e
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
a
n
d

2
3

u
n
a
v
o
i
d
a
b
l
e
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
s
.
 
 
F
o
r
 
a
n
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
i
s
 
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
b
a
s
e
d

2
4

u
p
o
n
 
t
h
r
e
s
h
o
l
d
s
 
a
n
d
 
g
u
i
d
e
l
i
n
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
w
e
r
e
 
n
o
 
f
e
a
s
i
b
l
e

2
5

m
i
t
i
g
a
t
i
o
n
 
m
e
a
s
u
r
e
s
.

8
0
0
-
3
3
1
-
9
0
2
9

e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
@
e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
.
c
o
m

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g

E
m
e
r
i
c
k
 
A
n
d
 
F
i
n
c
h
,
 
C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
d
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
sP
a
g
e
 
3
3

1
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
t
h
e
 
r
e
a
s
o
n
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
 
d
o
c
u
m
e
n
t
 
i
s
 
8
0
0
 
p
a
g
e
s

2
t
h
i
c
k
,
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
I
 
w
a
n
t
 
t
o
 
r
e
f
e
r
 
t
o
.
 
 
W
e
 
d
o
 
h
a
v
e
 
a
 
c
o
p
y
 
b
a
c
k

3
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
t
a
b
l
e
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
i
s
 
d
o
c
u
m
e
n
t
 
i
n
 
i
t
s
 
e
n
t
i
r
e
t
y
 
i
s

4
a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
 
o
n
 
o
u
r
 
w
e
b
s
i
t
e
,
 
a
s
 
a
r
e
 
t
h
e
 
a
p
p
e
n
d
i
c
e
s
.

5
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I
t
 
l
o
o
k
s
 
a
t
 
a
 
t
o
t
a
l
 
o
f
 
-
-
 
C
E
Q
A
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
s

6
s
i
x
t
e
e
n
 
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t
 
i
s
s
u
e
 
a
r
e
a
s
,
 
a
s
 
y
o
u
 
s
e
e
 
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
o
n

7
t
h
e
 
s
c
r
e
e
n
,
 
a
n
d
 
o
n
e
 
a
d
d
i
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
i
s
s
u
e
 
a
r
e
a
,
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
w
a
s

8
w
i
n
d
,
 
w
a
s
 
a
l
s
o
 
s
t
u
d
i
e
d
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
i
s
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
a
s
 
a
 
r
e
s
u
l
t
 
o
f

9
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
l
o
c
a
t
i
o
n
.

1
0

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Y
o
u
'
l
l
 
s
e
e
 
t
h
a
t
 
I
 
h
a
v
e
 
a
 
c
o
u
p
l
e
 
o
f
 
s
t
a
r
r
e
d

1
1

i
t
e
m
s
 
o
n
 
t
h
i
s
 
l
i
s
t
,
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
 
a
g
r
i
c
u
l
t
u
r
a
l
 
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
 
a
n
d

1
2

m
i
n
e
r
a
l
 
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
.
 
 
D
u
e
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
l
a
c
k
 
o
f
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
c
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
s
e

1
3

i
s
s
u
e
d
 
i
t
e
m
s
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
s
i
t
e
,
 
t
h
e
y
 
w
e
r
e
 
n
o
t
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
e
d
 
i
n

1
4

d
e
p
t
h
.

1
5

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
n
o
w
 
I
'
m
 
g
o
i
n
g
 
t
o
 
g
o
 
a
h
e
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
f
o
c
u
s
 
o
n
 
t
h
e

1
6

t
h
r
e
e
 
i
s
s
u
e
 
a
r
e
a
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
h
a
v
e
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
a
n
d
 
u
n
a
v
o
i
d
a
b
l
e

1
7

i
m
p
a
c
t
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
o
s
e
 
a
r
e
 
a
i
r
 
q
u
a
l
i
t
y
,
 
n
o
i
s
e
 
a
n
d

1
8

t
r
a
n
s
p
o
r
t
a
t
i
o
n
.

1
9

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
t
h
i
s
 
n
e
x
t
 
s
l
i
d
e
 
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
s
 
a
n
 
o
v
e
r
v
i
e
w
 
o
f

2
0

w
h
a
t
 
b
o
t
h
 
m
y
s
e
l
f
 
a
n
d
 
M
r
.
 
T
a
y
l
o
r
 
w
i
l
l
 
c
o
v
e
r
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
n
e
x
t

2
1

u
p
c
o
m
i
n
g
 
s
l
i
d
e
 
i
s
 
a
i
r
 
q
u
a
l
i
t
y
,
 
n
o
i
s
e
 
a
n
d
 
t
r
a
n
s
p
o
r
t
a
t
i
o
n

2
2

i
m
p
a
c
t
s
.

2
3

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
s
t
a
r
t
i
n
g
 
w
i
t
h
 
a
i
r
 
q
u
a
l
i
t
y
,
 
a
n
d
 
I
'
v
e

2
4

i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
-
-
 
y
o
u
 
c
a
n
 
s
e
e
 
t
h
e
s
e
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
s
 
I
'
v
e
 
r
e
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
d

2
5

t
o
 
h
e
l
p
 
y
o
u
 
l
o
o
k
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
d
o
c
u
m
e
n
t
 
i
f
 
y
o
u
 
w
a
n
t
 
t
o
 
f
o
l
l
o
w
 
u
p

M
en

lo
 P

ar
k 

Fa
ce

bo
ok

 C
am

pu
s 

P
ro

je
ct

 F
in

al
 E

IR
 —

 W
ri

tte
n 

an
d 

O
ra

l C
om

m
en

ts
 a

nd
 R

es
po

ns
es
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8
0
0
-
3
3
1
-
9
0
2
9

e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
@
e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
.
c
o
m

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g

E
m
e
r
i
c
k
 
A
n
d
 
F
i
n
c
h
,
 
C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
d
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
sP
a
g
e
 
3
4

1
o
n
 
a
n
y
t
h
i
n
g
 
I
'
m
 
s
a
y
i
n
g
 
t
h
i
s
 
e
v
e
n
i
n
g
.

2
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A
l
l
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
s
 
a
r
e
 
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
i
r
 
s
u
b
j
e
c
t

3
a
r
e
a
,
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
i
s
 
c
a
s
e
 
i
s
 
t
h
e
,
 
A
Q
,
 
a
i
r
 
q
u
a
l
i
t
y
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e

4
n
u
m
b
e
r
s
.

5
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
t
h
e
 
f
i
r
s
t
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
I
'
l
l
 
d
i
s
c
u
s
s
 
i
s
 
a
i
r

6
q
u
a
l
i
t
y
,
 
t
w
o
,
 
a
n
d
 
i
n
 
a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
,
 
i
t
 
w
a
s
 
d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
e
d
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e

7
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
c
r
e
a
t
e
 
n
e
w
 
a
r
e
a
 
a
n
d
 
m
o
b
i
l
e
 
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
 
o
f
 
a
i
r

8
p
o
l
l
u
t
a
n
t
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
i
s
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
s
 
r
e
a
c
t
i
v
e
 
o
r
g
a
n
i
c
 
g
a
s
,

9
n
i
t
r
o
g
e
n
 
o
x
i
d
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
u
l
a
t
e
 
m
a
t
t
e
r
.

1
0

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A
n
d
 
t
h
i
s
 
w
a
s
 
p
r
e
d
o
m
i
n
a
n
t
l
y
 
d
u
e
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e

1
1

i
n
 
v
e
h
i
c
u
l
a
r
 
t
r
i
p
s
 
a
s
s
o
c
i
a
t
e
d
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
.

1
2

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I
n
 
f
a
c
t
,
 
w
h
e
n
 
w
e
 
w
e
n
t
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
t
h
e
 
a
l
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
v
e
s

1
3

a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
,
 
i
t
 
w
a
s
 
f
o
u
n
d
 
t
h
a
t
 
a
n
 
e
i
g
h
t
y
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
 
r
e
d
u
c
t
i
o
n

1
4

i
n
 
v
e
h
i
c
u
l
a
r
 
t
r
i
p
s
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
b
e
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
 
t
o
 
g
e
t
 
r
i
d
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

1
5

m
a
j
o
r
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
a
i
r
 
q
u
a
l
i
t
y
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
s
.

1
6

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
u
n
f
o
r
t
u
n
a
t
e
l
y
,
 
n
o
 
f
e
a
s
i
b
l
e
 
m
i
t
i
g
a
t
i
o
n

1
7

m
e
a
s
u
r
e
s
 
w
e
r
e
 
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
t
o
 
a
d
d
r
e
s
s
 
t
h
i
s
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
,
 
a
n
d
 
w
h
a
t

1
8

y
o
u
 
f
i
n
d
 
h
e
r
e
 
-
-
 
m
y
 
l
a
s
t
 
i
m
p
 
-
-
 
m
y
 
l
a
s
t
 
b
u
l
l
e
t
s
'
s
 
r
e
l
a
t
e
d

1
9

t
o
 
c
u
m
u
l
a
t
i
v
e
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
I
 
d
i
s
c
u
s
s
e
d
 
p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
l
y
.

2
0

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
W
h
e
n
 
w
e
 
d
o
 
t
h
e
 
D
r
a
f
t
 
E
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
I
m
p
a
c
t

2
1

R
e
p
o
r
t
 
a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
,
 
w
e
'
r
e
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
 
t
o
 
l
o
o
k
 
a
t
 
c
u
m
u
l
a
t
i
v
e

2
2

i
m
p
a
c
t
s
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
,
 
a
n
d
 
o
f
t
e
n
t
i
m
e
s
,
 
w
h
e
n
 
y
o
u
 
h
a
v
e
 
a

2
3

p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
l
e
v
e
l
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
,
 
y
o
u
 
f
i
n
d
 
t
h
a
t
 
y
o
u
 
a
l
s
o
 
h
a
v
e
 
a

2
4

c
u
m
u
l
a
t
i
v
e
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
c
o
u
p
l
e
d
 
w
i
t
h
 
o
t
h
e
r

2
5

a
p
p
r
o
v
e
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
e
n
d
i
n
g
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
s
.

8
0
0
-
3
3
1
-
9
0
2
9

e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
@
e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
.
c
o
m

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g

E
m
e
r
i
c
k
 
A
n
d
 
F
i
n
c
h
,
 
C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
d
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
sP
a
g
e
 
3
5

1
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
t
h
i
s
 
a
i
r
 
q
u
a
l
i
t
y
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
a
l
s
o
 
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
s
 
t
h
e

2
c
u
m
u
l
a
t
i
v
e
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
d
o
c
u
m
e
n
t
.

3
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I
n
 
-
-
 
i
n
 
r
e
g
a
r
d
s
 
t
o
 
c
u
m
u
l
a
t
i
v
e
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
s
,
 
t
h
e

4
f
i
n
a
l
 
a
i
r
 
q
u
a
l
i
t
y
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
t
h
a
t
 
I
'
d
 
l
i
k
e
 
t
o
 
t
o
u
c
h
 
o
n
 
i
s

5
o
n
l
y
 
a
 
c
u
m
u
l
a
t
i
v
e
 
a
i
r
 
q
u
a
l
i
t
y
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
i
s
 
i
s
 
a

6
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
i
n
 
c
o
m
b
i
n
a
t
i
o
n
 
w
i
t
h
 
f
o
r
e
s
e
e
a
b
l
e
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
 
i
n

7
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
v
i
c
i
n
i
t
y
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
e
x
p
o
s
e
 
s
e
n
s
i
t
i
v
e
 
r
e
c
e
p
t
o
r
s
 
t
o

8
t
o
x
i
c
 
a
i
r
 
c
o
n
t
a
m
i
n
a
n
t
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
j
u
s
t
 
t
o
 
c
l
a
r
i
f
y
,
 
s
e
n
s
i
t
i
v
e

9
r
e
c
e
p
t
o
r
s
 
a
r
e
 
t
h
i
n
g
s
 
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
l
i
k
e
 
r
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
u
n
i
t
s
,

1
0

i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
s
 
e
x
e
r
c
i
s
i
n
g
,
 
d
a
y
c
a
r
e
 
f
a
c
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
,
 
e
l
d
e
r
l
y
 
c
a
r
e

1
1

f
a
c
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
l
i
k
e
.

1
2

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A
n
d
 
w
h
e
n
 
t
h
i
s
 
a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
 
w
a
s
 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
d
,
 
i
t
 
w
a
s

1
3

f
o
u
n
d
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
c
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n
 
t
o
 
t
h
i
s
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
i
s

1
4

l
e
s
s
 
t
h
a
n
 
f
i
v
e
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
o
s
e
 
r
e
c
e
p
t
o
r
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
a
r
e

1
5

a
c
t
u
a
l
l
y
 
b
e
i
n
g
 
e
x
p
o
s
e
d
,
 
t
h
e
s
e
 
t
o
x
i
c
 
a
i
r
 
c
o
n
t
a
m
i
n
a
n
t
s
,
 
a
r
e

1
6

a
l
r
e
a
d
y
 
b
e
i
n
g
 
e
x
p
o
s
e
d
 
t
o
 
t
o
x
i
c
 
a
i
r
 
c
o
n
t
a
m
i
n
a
n
t
s
 
e
v
e
n

1
7

w
i
t
h
o
u
t
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
a
t
 
i
s
 
a
s
 
a
 
r
e
s
u
l
t
 
o
f
 
w
h
e
r
e

1
8

t
h
e
y
'
r
e
 
l
o
c
a
t
e
d
,
 
a
n
d
 
p
e
r
 
t
h
e
 
n
e
w
 
B
a
y
 
A
r
e
a
 
A
i
r
 
Q
u
a
l
i
t
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c
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b
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c
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c
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c
h
,
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
i
s
 
n
o
 
f
e
a
s
i
b
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c
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c
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c
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i
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c
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c
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c
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c
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a
g
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c
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c
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C
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C
a
l
t
r
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s
 
c
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d
w
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d
 
t
h
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o
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b
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w
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b
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r
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-
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w
e
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o
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n
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c
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e
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m
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e
 
l
o
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k
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r
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b
l
e

1
4

m
i
t
i
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t
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n
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w
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6
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m
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a
c
t
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n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
 
a
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o
c
u
s
 
o
n
 
l
o
o
k
i
n
g
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t
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o
u
n
d
 
w
a
l
l
s
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a
n
d

1
7

w
e
 
f
o
u
n
d
 
u
n
f
o
r
t
u
n
a
t
e
l
y
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
 
i
n
s
t
a
l
l
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
s
o
u
n
d

1
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w
a
l
l
s
 
w
a
s
 
n
o
t
 
f
e
a
s
i
b
l
e
 
a
n
d
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
n
o
t
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n
d
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-
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i
t
i
g
a
t
e
 
t
h
e

1
9

i
m
p
a
c
t
 
f
o
r
 
a
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
 
o
f
 
r
e
a
s
o
n
s
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n
e
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f
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h
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c
h
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t
r
a
n
s
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2
0

h
e
i
g
h
t
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
m
e
n
t
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.
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T
h
e
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i
m
u
m
 
h
e
i
g
h
t
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
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e
n
t
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
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e
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o
u
n
d
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w
a
l
l
s
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s
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o
u
r
t
e
e
n
 
f
e
e
t
 
a
n
d
 
w
e
 
f
o
u
n
d
 
t
h
a
t
 
w
h
e
n
 
w
e
 
p
u
t
 
i
n
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3

f
o
u
r
t
e
e
n
 
f
o
o
t
 
w
a
l
l
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i
t
 
d
i
d
 
n
o
t
 
r
e
d
u
c
e
 
t
h
e
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p
a
c
t
 
t
o
 
a

2
4

l
e
s
s
 
t
h
a
n
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
l
e
v
e
l
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5

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A
d
d
i
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
f
a
c
t
o
r
s
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
 
a
e
s
t
h
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t
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9
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c
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c
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o
m

P
l
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n
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n
g
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o
n
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e
e
t
i
n
g

E
m
e
r
i
c
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d
 
F
i
n
c
h
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C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
d
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
sP
a
g
e
 
3
7

1
t
h
e
 
r
e
s
u
l
t
 
o
f
 
b
u
i
l
d
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
s
e
 
w
a
l
l
s
 
a
n
d
 
a
c
t
u
a
l
l
y
 
w
a
l
l
i
n
g

2
i
n
 
r
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
u
n
i
t
s
.
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A
n
d
 
t
h
e
n
 
f
i
n
a
l
l
y
 
t
h
e
 
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
 
r
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
i
a
l

4
d
r
i
v
e
w
a
y
s
,
 
t
h
o
s
e
 
b
r
e
a
k
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
 
t
h
e
 
s
o
u
n
d
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w
a
l
l
,
 
r
e
s
u
l
t
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
s
o
u
n
d
 
w
a
l
l
 
b
e
i
n
g
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n
t
i
a
l
l
y
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o
t
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m
i
t
i
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t
i
n
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f
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h
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.
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S
o
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u
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h
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t
h
e
r
e
'
s
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o
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s
i
b
l
e
 
m
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t
i
g
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t
i
o
n
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m
e
a
s
u
r
e
s
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a
n
d
 
a
g
a
i
n
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w
e
 
f
i
n
d
 
t
h
i
s
 
i
s
 
a
 
c
u
m
u
l
a
t
i
v
e
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
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s
i
m
i
l
a
r
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o
 
w
h
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t
 
w
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o
u
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d
 
w
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h
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r
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l
i
t
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c
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c
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i
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b
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W
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b
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c
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h
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c
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c
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c
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b
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l
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b
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b
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c
l
o
s
e
 
p
r
o
x
i
m
i
t
y
 
t
h
a
t
 
h
a
v
e

2
0

h
i
g
h
-
t
e
c
h
 
w
o
r
k
 
t
h
a
t
 
u
s
e
 
e
q
u
i
p
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p
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c
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w
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r
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c
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w
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c
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b
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c
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c
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c
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c
t
 
t
h
r
e
e
,
 
w
h
i
c
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c
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r
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.
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h
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c
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t
e
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t
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t
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w
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h
e
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h
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p
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y
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c
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r
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w
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t
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n
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u
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b
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h
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b
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t
o
 
N
O
1
.

1
9

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A
n
d
 
t
h
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f
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b
e
f
o
r
e

2
0

I
 
t
u
r
n
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i
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h
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n
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n
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i
b
l
y
 
a
t
t
a
i
n
 
t
h
e

2
4

m
a
j
o
r
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
o
s
e
 
a
r
e
 
-
-

2
5

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
 
a
r
e
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
D
r
a
f
t
 
E
I
R
 
f
o
r
 
r
e
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
,

8
0
0
-
3
3
1
-
9
0
2
9

e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
@
e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
.
c
o
m

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g

E
m
e
r
i
c
k
 
A
n
d
 
F
i
n
c
h
,
 
C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
d
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
sP
a
g
e
 
3
9

1
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
y
 
s
h
a
l
l
 
a
v
o
i
d
 
o
r
 
s
u
b
s
t
a
n
t
i
a
l
l
y
 
l
e
s
s
e
n
 
t
h
e
s
e

2
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
a
n
d
 
u
n
a
v
o
i
d
a
b
l
e
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
s
.

3
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
N
o
w
,
 
a
s
 
w
e
 
w
e
n
t
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
 
t
o
 
l
o
o
k

4
f
o
r
 
a
l
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
v
e
s
,
 
C
E
Q
A
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
s
 
u
s
 
t
o
 
l
o
o
k
 
a
t
 
t
h
e
 
n
o

5
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
a
l
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
v
e
,
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
w
a
s
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
e
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
D
r
a
f
t

6
E
I
R
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
n
 
w
e
 
w
e
r
e
 
l
o
o
k
i
n
g
 
f
o
r
 
l
e
s
s
e
r
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t

7
a
l
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
v
e
s
 
t
o
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
e
.

8
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A
s
 
I
 
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
 
p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
l
y
 
i
n
 
m
y
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
,

9
t
h
e
 
o
n
l
y
 
w
a
y
 
t
o
 
a
c
t
u
a
l
l
y
 
g
e
t
 
r
i
d
 
o
f
 
a
n
y
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

1
0

s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
u
n
a
v
o
i
d
a
b
l
e
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
s
 
I
 
s
p
o
k
e
 
t
o
 
o
r
 
t
h
a
t
 
M
r
.

1
1

T
a
y
l
o
r
 
w
i
l
l
 
s
p
e
a
k
 
t
o
 
i
n
 
h
i
s
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
w
a
s
 
t
o
 
r
e
d
u
c
e

1
2

v
e
h
i
c
u
l
a
r
 
t
r
i
p
s
 
b
y
 
a
p
p
r
o
x
i
m
a
t
e
l
y
 
e
i
g
h
t
y
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
i
s

1
3

r
e
d
u
c
t
i
o
n
 
i
n
 
t
r
i
p
s
 
i
s
 
a
c
t
u
a
l
l
y
 
f
a
r
 
l
e
s
s
 
t
h
a
n
 
w
h
a
t
'
s

1
4

c
u
r
r
e
n
t
l
y
 
p
e
r
m
i
t
t
e
d
 
u
n
d
e
r
 
t
h
e
 
E
a
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s
 
C
o
n
d
i
t
i
o
n
a
l

1
5

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
 
P
e
r
m
i
t
 
t
h
a
t
 
w
a
s
 
g
r
a
n
t
e
d
 
f
o
r
 
S
u
n
 
b
a
c
k
 
i
n
 
t
h
e

1
6

1
9
9
0
s
.
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7

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A
n
d
 
i
n
 
a
d
d
i
t
i
o
n
 
t
o
 
t
h
a
t
,
 
i
t
 
d
o
e
s
 
n
o
t
 
f
e
a
s
i
b
l
y

1
8

m
e
e
t
 
t
h
e
 
m
a
j
o
r
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
,
 
s
o
 
w
e
 
d
i
d

1
9

n
o
t
 
c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
 
t
h
a
t
 
a
s
 
a
 
f
e
a
s
i
b
l
e
 
a
l
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
v
e
.
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T
w
o
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
a
l
t
e
r
n
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t
i
v
e
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
w
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l
o
o
k
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i
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l
o
o
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2
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a
t
 
w
e
r
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e
r
c
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n
t
 
r
e
d
u
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t
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o
n
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n
d
 
a
 
4
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p
e
r
c
e
n
t

2
2

r
e
d
u
c
t
i
o
n
 
i
n
 
v
e
h
i
c
u
l
a
r
 
t
r
i
p
s
.
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o
w
 
t
h
e
s
e
 
r
e
d
u
c
t
i
o
n
s
 
r
e
s
u
l
t
 
i
n
 
l
e
s
s
 
e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s

2
4

t
h
a
n
 
a
r
e
 
c
u
r
r
e
n
t
l
y
 
p
e
r
m
i
t
t
e
d
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
s
e
 
c
a
m
p
u
s
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
j
u
s
t

2
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s
l
i
g
h
t
l
y
 
m
o
r
e
 
t
h
a
n
 
a
r
e
 
c
u
r
r
e
n
t
l
y
 
p
e
r
m
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t
t
e
d
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a
n
d
 
a
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a
i
n
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8
0
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-
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2
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.
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o
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n
i
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g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g
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m
e
r
i
c
k
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n
d
 
F
i
n
c
h
,
 
C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
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R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
sP
a
g
e
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0

1
w
e
r
e
 
d
e
e
m
e
d
 
t
o
 
b
e
 
u
n
f
e
a
s
i
b
l
e
 
b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 
i
t
 
d
i
d
 
n
o
t
 
m
e
e
t
 
t
h
e

2
m
a
j
o
r
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
.
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S
o
 
w
h
a
t
 
y
o
u
 
w
i
l
l
 
f
i
n
d
 
a
n
a
l
y
z
e
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
d
o
c
u
m
e
n
t

4
a
s
 
a
l
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
v
e
s
,
 
a
 
n
o
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
a
l
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
v
e
 
a
s
 
w
e
l
l
 
a
s
 
a

5
r
e
d
u
c
e
d
 
i
n
t
e
n
s
i
t
y
 
a
l
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
v
e
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
l
o
o
k
e
d
 
a
t
 
a
 
2
5

6
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
 
r
e
d
u
c
t
i
o
n
 
i
n
 
v
e
h
i
c
u
l
a
r
 
t
r
i
p
s
.
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T
h
i
s
 
u
n
f
o
r
t
u
n
a
t
e
l
y
 
d
i
d
 
n
o
t
 
a
v
o
i
d
 
o
r

8
s
u
b
s
t
a
n
t
i
a
l
l
y
 
l
e
s
s
e
n
 
a
n
y
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
s
 
o
f

9
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
a
n
d
 
d
i
d
 
n
o
t
 
m
e
e
t
 
o
n
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
k
e
y
 
p
r
o
j
e
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t

1
0

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
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w
h
i
c
h
 
w
a
s
 
t
o
 
h
a
v
e
 
a
 
c
e
n
t
r
a
l
i
z
e
d
 
c
o
m
b
i
n
e
d
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c
a
m
p
u
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
a
c
c
o
m
m
o
d
a
t
e
 
t
h
e
 
f
u
t
u
r
e
 
g
r
o
w
t
h
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

1
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p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
 
-
-
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
s
p
o
n
s
o
r
.
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A
n
d
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
a
t
,
 
I
'
m
 
g
o
i
n
g
 
t
o
 
g
o
 
a
h
e
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
t
u
r
n

1
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o
v
e
r
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
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n
 
t
o
 
M
r
.
 
T
a
y
l
o
r
 
t
o
 
r
u
n
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
t
h
e

1
5

t
r
a
n
s
p
o
r
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
d
o
c
u
m
e
n
t
.
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M
R
.
 
T
A
Y
L
O
R
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G
o
o
d
 
e
v
e
n
i
n
g
.
 
 
I
'
m
 
C
h
i
p
 
T
a
y
l
o
r
.
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7

I
'
m
 
t
h
e
 
P
u
b
l
i
c
 
W
o
r
k
s
 
D
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
.
 
 
T
h
a
n
k
 
y
o
u
 
f
o
r
 
h
a
v
i
n
g
 
m
e
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8

h
e
r
e
 
t
o
n
i
g
h
t
,
 
a
n
d
 
I
'
l
l
 
g
o
 
o
v
e
r
 
e
v
e
r
y
o
n
e
'
s
 
f
a
v
o
r
i
t
e

1
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s
u
b
j
e
c
t
,
 
t
r
a
f
f
i
c
 
t
o
n
i
g
h
t
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
E
I
R
.
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S
o
 
I
'
l
l
 
s
t
a
r
t
 
o
u
t
,
 
a
n
d
 
I
'
l
l
 
g
o
 
o
v
e
r
 
t
h
e

2
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t
r
a
f
f
i
c
 
a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
 
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
s
,
 
w
h
a
t
'
s
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
a
c
t
u
a
l

2
2

d
o
c
u
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e
n
t
 
i
t
s
e
l
f
.
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I
'
l
l
 
t
a
l
k
 
a
b
o
u
t
 
t
h
e
 
f
i
n
d
i
n
g
s
 
w
i
t
h
i
n
 
t
h
e
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d
o
c
u
m
e
n
t
.
 
 
I
'
l
l
 
g
o
 
o
v
e
r
 
t
h
e
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
s
 
t
h
e
m
s
e
l
v
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
I
'
l
l

2
5

t
a
l
k
 
a
l
s
o
 
a
b
o
u
t
 
t
h
e
 
m
i
t
i
g
a
t
i
o
n
 
m
e
a
s
u
r
e
s
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
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n
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e
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g
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m
e
r
i
c
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d
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i
n
c
h
,
 
C
e
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d
 
S
h
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h
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e
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a
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e
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1
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o
c
u
m
e
n
t
.
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T
h
e
 
t
r
a
f
f
i
c
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
 
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
w
e

3
h
a
v
e
 
e
s
s
e
n
t
i
a
l
l
y
 
w
e
 
l
o
o
k
e
d
 
a
t
 
t
h
r
e
e
 
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t
 
t
i
m
e

4
f
r
a
m
e
s
.
 
 
T
h
e
 
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
 
t
i
m
e
 
f
r
a
m
e
,
 
n
e
a
r
-
t
e
r
m
 
b
u
i
l
d
o
u
t
 
o
f

5
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
a
s
 
w
e
l
l
 
a
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a
 
l
o
n
g
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t
e
r
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c
u
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i
v
e
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c
e
n
a
r
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W
i
t
h
 
t
h
i
s
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
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h
e
r
e
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s
 
a
c
t
u
a
l
l
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u
l
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p
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e
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t
i
m
e
 
f
r
a
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b
e
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a
u
s
e
 
t
h
e
r
e
'
s
 
b
o
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t
h
e
 
E
a
s
t
 
a
n
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t
h
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W
e
s
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C
a
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u
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t
a
l
k
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l
i
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t
l
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i
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o
u
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W
e
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e
n
t
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a
l
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h
a
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f
o
u
r
 
d
i
f
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e
r
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n
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t
i
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e
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n
 
h
e
r
e
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W
e
'
v
e
 
g
o
t
 
o
n
e
 
t
i
m
e
 
f
r
a
m
e
 
f
o
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j
u
s
t
 
t
h
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n
e
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t
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r
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a
s
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a
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u
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h
e
r
 
d
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t
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o
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h
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E
a
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t
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d
 
i
s
 
t
h
e
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W
e
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s
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a
n
d
 
t
h
e
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w
e
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a
v
e
 
t
w
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d
i
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f
e
r
e
n
t
 
s
c
e
n
a
r
i
o
s

1
5

w
i
t
h
 
a
 
c
u
m
u
l
a
t
i
v
e
 
w
i
t
h
 
o
n
l
y
 
t
h
e
 
E
a
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s
 
a
n
d
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u
m
u
l
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t
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v
e
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i
t
h
 
t
h
e
 
E
a
s
t
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n
d
 
t
h
e
 
W
e
s
t
 
C
a
m
p
u
s
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z
e
d
 
i
n
t
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r
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c
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s
 
f
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e
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p
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s
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t
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c
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c
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b
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r
t
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o
n
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h
e
r
e
'
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l
o
t

3
t
h
a
t
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s
 
w
i
t
h
i
n
 
C
a
l
t
r
a
n
s
'
 
j
u
r
i
s
d
i
c
t
i
o
n
.
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S
o
 
e
v
e
n
 
t
h
o
u
g
h
 
w
e
 
m
a
y
 
h
a
v
e
 
a
 
m
i
t
i
g
a
t
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o
n

5
m
e
a
s
u
r
e
,
 
a
n
 
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
t
h
a
t
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
a
c
t
u
a
l
l
y
 
m
a
k
e
 
a
n

6
i
m
p
a
c
t
,
 
w
e
 
c
a
n
'
t
 
g
u
a
r
a
n
t
e
e
 
t
h
a
t
 
i
t
 
c
o
u
l
d
 
b
e
 
c
o
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
e
d
,

7
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e
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a
u
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e
 
C
a
l
t
r
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n
s
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o
u
l
d
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e
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p
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o
v
e
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h
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.
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l
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d
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e
r
e
n
t

9
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o
l
o
r
 
b
e
c
a
u
s
e
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h
e
y
'
r
e
 
n
o
t
 
g
u
a
r
a
n
t
e
e
d
 
t
o
 
h
a
p
p
e
n
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a
l
t
h
o
u
g
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t
h
e
 
a
p
p
l
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c
a
n
t
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
h
a
v
e
 
t
o
 
p
u
r
s
u
e
 
t
h
o
s
e
 
v
e
r
y
 
d
i
l
i
g
e
n
t
l
y

1
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t
o
 
t
r
y
 
t
o
 
g
e
t
 
t
h
o
s
e
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p
p
r
o
v
e
d
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
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C
a
l
t
r
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n
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h
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c
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c
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w
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t
h
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t
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h
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h
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c
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l
l
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l
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u
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o
w
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i
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c
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o
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l
l
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w
i
t
h
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n
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c
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c
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c
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c
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b
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c
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c
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c
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p
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i
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h
e
r
e
,
 
t
h
e
s
e
 
a
r
e
 
m
i
t
i
g
a
t
i
o
n
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r
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c
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c
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c
t
i
o
n
,
 
w
e
 
c
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b
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b
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c
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d
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c
e
d
 
t
o
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c
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l
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c
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c
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p
l
e
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i
d
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i
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e
 
c
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w
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b
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b
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t
h
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p
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c
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t
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d
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y

1
5

e
s
s
e
n
t
i
a
l
l
y
 
a
 
f
a
i
r
 
s
h
a
r
e
 
c
o
n
t
r
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u
t
i
o
n
 
t
o
w
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r
d
 
t
h
e

1
6

i
m
p
r
o
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
a
t
 
t
h
a
t
 
i
n
t
e
r
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
,
 
a
n
d
 
s
o
 
t
h
a
t
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
b
e

1
7

t
h
e
n
 
p
a
r
t
i
a
l
l
y
 
m
i
t
i
g
a
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
a
t

1
8

p
a
y
m
e
n
t
.

1
9

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A
n
o
t
h
e
r
 
e
x
a
m
p
l
e
 
i
s
 
a
t
 
W
i
l
l
o
w
 
-
-
 
y
e
a
h
.
 
 
W
i
l
l
o
w

2
0

a
n
d
 
B
a
y
f
r
o
n
t
 
E
x
p
r
e
s
s
w
a
y
 
r
i
g
h
t
 
a
t
 
t
h
e
 
c
a
m
p
u
s
 
e
n
t
r
a
n
c
e

2
1

t
h
e
r
e
,
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
i
s
 
-
-
 
p
a
r
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
m
i
t
i
g
a
t
i
o
n
 
m
e
a
s
u
r
e
 
i
s
 
t
o

2
2

a
d
d
 
a
 
t
h
i
r
d
 
r
i
g
h
t
 
t
u
r
n
 
l
a
n
e
 
f
r
o
m
 
W
i
l
l
o
w
 
o
n
 
t
o
 
B
a
y
f
r
o
n
t

2
3

E
x
p
r
e
s
s
w
a
y
.
 
 
W
h
o
o
p
s
.
 
 
F
r
o
m
 
W
i
l
l
o
w
 
o
n
 
t
o
 
B
a
y
f
r
o
n
t

2
4

E
x
p
r
e
s
s
w
a
y
,
 
a
n
d
 
s
i
m
i
l
a
r
 
t
o
 
U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
y
 
h
a
s
 
t
h
r
e
e
 
r
i
g
h
t

2
5

t
u
r
n
 
l
a
n
e
s
.
 
 
W
i
l
l
o
w
 
h
a
s
 
o
n
l
y
 
t
w
o
 
r
i
g
h
t
 
t
u
r
n
 
l
a
n
e
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o
w
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1
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T
h
a
t
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
h
e
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h
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c
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o
n
,
 
b
u
t
 
i
t

2
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o
u
l
d
n
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u
l
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y
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a
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t
h
e
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n
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e
r
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e
c
t
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o
n
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h
e
r
e
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
n
o
t
 
b
e
 
a
 
n
e
e
d
 
f
o
r
 
a
n
 
a
d
d
i
t
i
o
n
a
l

4
l
a
n
e
 
c
o
m
i
n
g
 
o
u
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
c
a
m
p
u
s
 
h
e
r
e
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T
h
e
r
e
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s
 
a
l
r
e
a
d
y
 
f
o
u
r

5
l
a
n
e
s
 
c
o
m
i
n
g
 
o
u
t
 
n
o
w
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T
h
e
r
e
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
b
e
 
a
 
n
e
e
d
 
f
o
r
 
a
n

6
a
d
d
i
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
f
i
f
t
h
 
l
a
n
e
,
 
b
u
t
 
d
u
e
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
x
i
m
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
-
-

7
t
h
e
 
f
r
o
n
t
a
g
e
 
r
o
a
d
 
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
c
i
r
c
u
l
a
r
 
r
o
a
d
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
o
u
t
 
t
h
e
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p
r
o
j
e
c
t
,
 
t
h
e
r
e
'
s
 
n
o
t
 
e
n
o
u
g
h
 
r
o
o
m
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
t
o
 
a
c
t
u
a
l
l
y
 
f
i
t

9
t
h
e
 
v
e
h
i
c
l
e
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S
o
 
i
t
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s
 
n
o
t
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f
e
a
s
i
b
l
e
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i
g
a
t
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e
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u
r
e
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e
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h
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t
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c
t
i
o
n
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S
o
 
t
h
a
t
'
s
 
w
h
y
 
y
o
u
 
s
e
e
 
o
n
l
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t
h
e

1
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r
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i
a
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m
i
t
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g
a
t
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o
n
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e
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u
r
e
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c
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d
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d
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n
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h
e
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c
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A
n
d
 
t
h
e
n
 
j
u
s
t
 
t
o
 
t
a
l
k
 
a
b
o
u
t
 
s
o
m
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
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c
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e
 
i
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p
r
o
v
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a
c
e
b
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k
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c
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d
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d
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e
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w
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p
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p
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j
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c
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c
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c
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b
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f
o
r
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h
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c
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r
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c
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r
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b
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p
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p
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c
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p
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c
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c
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p
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p
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i
n
 
t
h
e
 
d
o
c
u
m
e
n
t
 
a
r
e
 
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
m
e
n
t
s
 
t
h
a
t

7
w
o
u
l
d
 
m
e
e
t
 
C
a
l
t
r
a
n
s
'
 
n
o
r
m
a
l
 
c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
 
f
o
r
 
i
n
c
l
u
s
i
o
n
 
o
n
 
a

8
r
o
a
d
w
a
y
 
s
y
s
t
e
m
.

9
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
f
r
o
m
 
t
h
a
t
 
p
e
r
s
p
e
c
t
i
v
e
,
 
I
 
t
h
i
n
k
 
t
h
e
r
e
'
s

1
0

s
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g
 
t
h
a
t
 
C
a
l
t
r
a
n
s
 
c
o
u
l
d
 
a
p
p
r
o
v
e
,
 
b
u
t
 
c
e
r
t
a
i
n
l
y
 
y
o
u

1
1

h
a
v
e
 
t
o
 
g
o
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
a
t
 
i
s
 
a
 
l
o
n
g
 
k
i
n
d

1
2

o
f
 
m
u
l
t
i
-
y
e
a
r
 
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
 
a
t
 
t
i
m
e
s
.

1
3

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
F
a
c
e
b
o
o
k
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
b
e
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
 
t
o
 
g
o
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
h

1
4

t
h
a
t
.

1
5

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
W
e
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
h
e
l
p
 
t
h
e
m
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
t
h
a
t
 
p
r
o
c
e
s
s

1
6

b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 
i
t
'
s
 
s
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
y
p
i
c
a
l
l
y
 
C
a
l
t
r
a
n
s
 
a
s
k
s
 
u
s
 
t
o

1
7

b
e
 
i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
 
a
s
 
a
 
l
o
c
a
l
 
j
u
r
i
s
d
i
c
t
i
o
n
,
 
b
u
t
 
-
-
 
b
u
t
 
I
 
t
h
i
n
k

1
8

m
o
s
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
m
 
a
r
e
 
v
e
r
y
 
l
i
k
e
l
y
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
y
 
c
o
u
l
d
 
o
c
c
u
r
.

1
9

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C
O
M
M
I
S
S
I
O
N
E
R
 
E
I
R
E
F
:
 
 
 
O
n
e
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
f
o
l
l
o
w
-
u
p
.

2
0

S
o
 
y
o
u
 
s
h
o
w
e
d
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
a
r
e
 
c
e
r
t
a
i
n
 
s
h
o
r
t
 
r
o
a
d
w
a
y

2
1

s
e
g
m
e
n
t
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
g
e
t
 
-
-
 
I
 
t
h
o
u
g
h
t
 
i
t
 
s
t
r
a
n
g
e
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
w
e
r
e

2
2

l
i
k
e
 
l
i
t
t
l
e
 
s
e
g
m
e
n
t
s
 
o
n
 
W
i
l
l
o
w
,
 
l
i
t
t
l
e
 
s
e
g
m
e
n
t
s
 
o
n

2
3

M
i
d
d
l
e
f
i
e
l
d
 
c
a
n
 
a
f
f
e
c
t
 
i
t
.

2
4

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T
h
e
y
 
a
r
e
 
s
o
 
c
l
o
s
e
 
t
o
g
e
t
h
e
r
.
 
 
I
 
c
a
n
 
u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d

2
5

t
h
a
t
 
m
a
t
h
e
m
a
t
i
c
a
l
l
y
 
t
r
a
f
f
i
c
 
k
i
n
d
 
o
f
 
f
l
o
w
s
 
i
n
 
a
n
d
 
o
u
t
,
 
b
u
t

S
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8
0
0
-
3
3
1
-
9
0
2
9

e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
@
e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
.
c
o
m

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g

E
m
e
r
i
c
k
 
A
n
d
 
F
i
n
c
h
,
 
C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
d
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
sP
a
g
e
 
5
2

1
i
t
 
j
u
s
t
 
s
e
e
m
e
d
 
o
d
d
 
t
h
a
t
 
l
i
k
e
,
 
f
o
r
 
e
x
a
m
p
l
e
,
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
m
i
d
d
l
e

2
W
i
l
l
o
w
,
 
t
h
e
r
e
'
s
 
a
 
g
a
p
 
w
h
e
r
e
 
i
t
'
s
 
n
o
t
 
s
u
b
s
t
a
n
t
i
a
l
l
y

3
i
m
p
a
c
t
e
d
.

4
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
H
o
w
 
d
o
e
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
m
a
k
e
 
-
-
 
w
o
r
k
?

5
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M
R
.
 
T
A
Y
L
O
R
:
 
 
 
T
h
e
r
e
 
a
r
e
 
c
e
r
t
a
i
n
 
s
e
g
m
e
n
t
s
 
t
h
a
t

6
w
e
r
e
 
s
e
l
e
c
t
e
d
,
 
s
o
 
n
o
t
 
n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
i
l
y
 
e
v
e
r
y
 
s
i
n
g
l
e
 
s
e
g
m
e
n
t
 
i
s

7
s
e
l
e
c
t
e
d
.

8
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
y
o
u
 
s
e
e
 
s
o
m
e
t
i
m
e
s
 
a
n
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
o
n
 
o
n
e
 
s
e
g
m
e
n
t
,

9
i
t
 
c
o
u
l
d
 
b
e
 
e
x
p
a
n
d
e
d
 
t
o
 
c
o
v
e
r
 
a
 
l
i
t
t
l
e
 
b
i
t
 
w
i
d
e
r
 
a
r
e
a

1
0

t
h
a
n
 
j
u
s
t
 
t
h
a
t
 
o
n
e
 
l
i
t
t
l
e
 
p
o
i
n
t
 
t
h
e
r
e
.

1
1

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A
n
d
 
a
t
 
t
i
m
e
s
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
a
r
e
 
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t
 
c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
,

1
2

d
i
f
f
e
r
 
t
r
a
f
f
i
c
 
v
o
l
u
m
e
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
c
o
u
l
d
 
o
c
c
u
r
.
 
 
A
s
 
y
o
u
 
g
o
 
o
n
 
t
o

1
3

W
i
l
l
o
w
,
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
c
o
u
l
d
 
b
e
 
m
o
r
e
 
t
r
a
f
f
i
c
 
v
o
l
u
m
e
 
a
t
 
a
 
c
e
r
t
a
i
n

1
4

p
o
t
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
p
a
r
t
 
o
f
 
a
 
s
e
g
m
e
n
t
 
v
e
r
s
u
s
 
a
n
o
t
h
e
r
.

1
5

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I
t
 
j
u
s
t
 
d
e
p
e
n
d
s
.
 
 
I
'
d
 
h
a
v
e
 
t
o
 
l
o
o
k
 
a
t
 
e
a
c
h
 
o
n
e

1
6

i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
l
y
 
t
o
 
k
i
n
d
 
o
f
 
g
i
v
e
 
y
o
u
 
m
o
r
e
 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
.

1
7

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C
O
M
M
I
S
S
I
O
N
E
R
 
E
I
R
E
F
:
 
 
 
S
o
 
j
u
s
t
 
t
o
 
c
l
a
r
i
f
y
 
t
h
a
t

1
8

y
o
u
'
v
e
 
a
n
a
l
y
z
e
d
 
c
e
r
t
a
i
n
 
s
e
g
m
e
n
t
s
,
 
b
u
t
 
n
o
t
 
t
h
e
 
w
h
o
l
e
 
-
-

1
9

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M
R
.
 
T
A
Y
L
O
R
:
 
 
 
W
e
 
d
i
d
 
c
e
r
t
a
i
n
 
r
o
a
d
w
a
y
 
c
o
u
n
t
s
 
a
t

2
0

c
e
r
t
a
i
n
 
l
o
c
a
t
i
o
n
.
 
 
W
e
 
c
a
n
'
t
 
d
o
 
t
h
e
m
 
e
v
e
r
y
 
s
p
o
t
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
o
u
t

2
1

t
h
e
 
r
o
a
d
w
a
y
 
s
e
g
m
e
n
t
.
 
 
W
e
 
h
a
v
e
 
t
o
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
u
l
a
r
 
a

2
2

r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
v
e
 
s
e
g
m
e
n
t
,
 
e
s
s
e
n
t
i
a
l
l
y
.

2
3

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C
H
A
I
R
P
E
R
S
O
N
 
B
R
E
S
S
L
E
R
:
 
 
 
K
a
t
i
e
.

2
4

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C
O
M
M
I
S
S
I
O
N
E
R
 
F
E
R
R
I
C
K
:
 
 
 
T
h
i
s
 
i
s
 
j
u
s
t
 
a

2
5

f
o
l
l
o
w
-
o
n
 
t
o
 
y
o
u
r
 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
,
 
a
c
t
u
a
l
l
y
.
 
 
T
h
e
 
-
-
 
I
 
w
a
s
 
t
o
l
d

S
.2

C
on

t. S
.3

8
0
0
-
3
3
1
-
9
0
2
9

e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
@
e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
.
c
o
m

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g

E
m
e
r
i
c
k
 
A
n
d
 
F
i
n
c
h
,
 
C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
d
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
sP
a
g
e
 
5
3

1
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
 
E
I
R
 
f
o
r
 
a
 
c
o
u
p
l
e
 
y
e
a
r
s
 
-
-
 
y
e
a
r
 
o
r
 
t
w
o
 
b
a
c
k
 
t
h
a
t

2
i
t
 
h
a
s
 
t
o
 
d
o
 
w
i
t
h
 
r
o
a
d
 
c
l
a
s
s
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
 
f
o
r
 
e
a
c
h
 
s
e
g
m
e
n
t
,

3
b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 
I
 
w
a
s
 
c
u
r
i
o
u
s
 
a
b
o
u
t
 
M
a
r
s
h
 
R
o
a
d
 
i
n
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
u
l
a
r
,
 
a
n
d

4
t
h
e
r
e
 
a
r
e
 
s
e
g
m
e
n
t
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
w
e
r
e
 
c
l
a
s
s
i
f
i
e
d
 
a
s
 
c
e
r
t
a
i
n
 
t
y
p
e
s

5
o
f
 
r
o
a
d
w
a
y
s
.

6
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T
h
e
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
 
o
f
 
c
a
r
s
 
f
r
o
m
 
t
h
a
t

7
s
e
g
m
e
n
t
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
n
e
x
t
 
m
a
y
 
b
e
 
t
h
e
 
s
a
m
e
,
 
b
u
t
 
i
t
'
s
 
c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
e
d

8
a
n
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
o
n
 
o
n
e
 
s
e
g
m
e
n
t
 
v
e
r
s
u
s
 
a
n
o
t
h
e
r
.

9
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M
R
.
 
T
A
Y
L
O
R
:
 
 
 
Y
e
a
h
.
 
 
C
e
r
t
a
i
n
l
y
 
i
n
 
s
o
m
e
 
c
a
s
e
s
,

1
0

t
h
e
r
e
'
s
 
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t
 
-
-
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
a
r
e
 
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t
 
c
l
a
s
s
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
.

1
1

S
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g
 
l
i
k
e
 
W
i
l
l
o
w
 
m
i
g
h
t
 
b
e
 
c
l
a
s
s
i
f
i
e
d
 
a
s
 
a
 
m
i
n
o
r

1
2

a
r
t
e
r
i
a
l
,
 
s
o
 
i
t
 
d
o
e
s
 
h
a
v
e
 
a
 
c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
,
 
b
u
t
 
t
h
e
n
 
a
s
 
y
o
u
 
g
e
t

1
3

o
n
 
M
a
r
s
h
 
c
l
o
s
e
r
 
t
o
w
a
r
d
 
1
0
1
,
 
i
t
 
b
e
c
o
m
e
s
 
a
 
p
r
i
m
a
r
y
 
a
r
t
e
r
i
a
l

1
4

r
o
a
d
w
a
y
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
n
 
i
t
 
d
o
e
s
n
'
t
 
h
a
v
e
 
a
 
c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
 
a
t
 
t
h
a
t

1
5

p
o
i
n
t
.
 
 
I
t
 
d
o
e
s
n
'
t
 
h
a
v
e
 
a
 
t
h
r
e
s
h
o
l
d
.

1
6

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
i
t
 
c
o
u
l
d
 
d
e
p
e
n
d
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
u
l
a
r
 
r
o
a
d
w
a
y

1
7

c
l
a
s
s
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
,
 
a
s
 
w
e
l
l
.

1
8

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C
H
A
I
R
P
E
R
S
O
N
 
B
R
E
S
S
L
E
R
:
 
 
 
J
a
c
k
.

1
9

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C
O
M
M
I
S
S
I
O
N
E
R
 
O
'
M
A
L
L
E
Y
:
 
 
 
I
'
m
 
c
u
r
 
-
-
 
I
'
v
e
 
b
e
e
n

2
0

c
u
r
i
o
u
s
 
a
b
o
u
t
 
h
o
w
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
t
r
i
p
 
c
a
p
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
 
a
s
 
a
c
t
u
a
l
l
y

2
1

p
r
o
d
u
c
e
d
,
 
a
n
d
 
s
e
c
o
n
d
l
y
 
I
'
d
 
l
i
k
e
 
t
o
 
k
n
o
w
 
w
h
e
t
h
e
r
 
o
r
 
n
o
t
 
-
-

2
2

I
 
t
h
i
n
k
 
i
t
'
s
 
a
 
2
,
6
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0
 
t
r
i
p
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-
 
t
r
i
p
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
a
r
e
 
i
n
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
r
i
p

2
3

c
a
p
,
 
w
h
e
t
h
e
r
 
t
h
a
t
 
-
-
 
w
h
e
t
h
e
r
 
F
a
c
e
b
o
o
k
 
f
e
e
l
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
w
i
l
l

2
4

a
l
l
o
w
 
t
h
e
m
 
t
o
 
h
i
r
e
 
t
h
e
 
p
e
o
p
l
e
 
t
h
e
y
 
e
x
p
e
c
t
 
t
o
 
n
e
e
d
 
t
o
 
h
i
r
e

2
5

i
n
 
o
r
d
e
r
 
t
o
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e
t
 
t
h
e
i
r
 
g
r
o
w
t
h
.
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o
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g
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M
e
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g
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c
k
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d
 
F
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i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
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R
e
p
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r
t
e
r
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a
g
e
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M
R
.
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c
a
p
 
w
a
s
 
a
c
t
u
a
l
l
y
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p
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p
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o
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h
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p
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c
a
n
t
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f
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F
e
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r
 
P
e
e
r
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d
 
t
h
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y
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i
d
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o
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t
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f
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h
e
 
w
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k
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o
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l
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y
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u
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t
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c
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e
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t
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c
e
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k
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u
n
t
 
c
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s
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u
r
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g
 
v
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u
s
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i
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e
 
f
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s

6
a
n
d
 
v
a
r
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o
u
s
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c
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r
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s
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o
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-
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c
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a

7
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d
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f
 
a
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p
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r
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e
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r
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b
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r
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w
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y
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r
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e

8
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e
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r
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b
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p
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e
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c
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c
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c
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c
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n
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b
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i
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i
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t
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v
e

1
0

t
r
a
n
s
p
o
r
t
 
a
n
d
 
m
o
r
e
 
-
-
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
b
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i
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l
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h
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b
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p
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i
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i
t
 
g
r
o
w
 
a
n
d

1
5

d
e
v
e
l
o
p
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
f
u
t
u
r
e
.

1
6

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A
n
d
 
I
 
a
m
 
r
e
a
l
l
y
 
g
r
a
t
e
f
u
l
 
f
o
r
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c
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.
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.
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i
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h
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c
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c
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c
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c
h
o
o
l
s
.

7
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C
e
s
a
r
 
C
h
a
v
e
z
,
 
f
o
r
 
e
x
a
m
p
l
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p
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R
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c
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h
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c
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h
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r
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b
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p
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p
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b
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r
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w
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w
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c
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b
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w
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b
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c
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b
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p
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c
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e
 
a
n
d
 
B
a
y
 
R
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
c
l
o
s
i
n
g

6
t
h
e
 
o
n
e
 
m
i
l
e
 
g
a
p
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
n
e
a
r
b
y
 
B
a
y
 
T
r
a
i
l
,
 
a
s
 
w
e
'
v
e
 
h
e
a
r
d

7
t
h
i
s
 
e
v
e
n
i
n
g
.

8
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T
h
i
s
 
l
a
s
t
 
m
e
a
s
u
r
e
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
h
e
l
p
 
b
r
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
H
i
g
h
w
a
y

9
1
0
1
 
o
f
 
b
i
c
y
c
l
i
n
g
 
t
o
 
M
e
n
l
o
 
P
a
r
k
 
a
n
d
 
E
a
s
t
 
P
a
l
o
 
A
l
t
o
 
a
n
d

1
0

w
i
t
h
 
a
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
e
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
,
 
s
o
c
i
a
l
,
 
h
e
a
l
t
h
 
a
n
d

1
1

e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
a
l
 
b
e
n
e
f
i
c
i
a
l
 
t
h
a
t
 
c
o
m
e
 
w
i
t
h
 
a
n
 
a
c
t
i
v
e
 
p
o
p
u
l
a
t
i
o
n

1
2

a
n
d
 
b
i
c
y
c
l
e
 
f
r
i
e
n
d
l
y
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
.

1
3

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T
h
a
n
k
 
y
o
u
 
v
e
r
y
 
m
u
c
h
.

1
4

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C
H
A
I
R
P
E
R
S
O
N
 
B
R
E
S
S
L
E
R
:
 
 
 
T
h
a
n
k
 
y
o
u
.

1
5

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
N
e
x
t
 
u
p
 
t
h
e
 
S
h
e
r
y
l
 
B
i
m
s
 
F
o
l
l
o
w
e
d
 
b
y
 
L
u
i
s

1
6

A
r
c
h
u
n
d
i
a
.

1
7

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M
S
.
 
B
I
M
S
:
 
 
 
G
o
o
d
 
e
v
e
n
i
n
g
,
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
m
e
m
b
e
r
s
.

1
8

M
y
 
n
a
m
e
 
i
s
 
S
h
e
r
y
l
 
B
i
m
s
 
a
n
d
 
I
'
m
 
a
n
 
e
l
e
v
e
n
-
y
e
a
r
 
r
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
 
o
f

1
9

M
e
n
l
o
 
P
a
r
k
,
 
a
n
d
 
I
 
l
i
v
e
 
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
l
l
y
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
B
e
l
l
e
 
H
a
v
e
n

2
0

s
e
c
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
M
e
n
l
o
 
P
a
r
k
,
 
s
o
 
I
 
-
-
 
I
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l
l
y
 
f
e
e
l
 
i
f

2
1

t
h
e
r
e
'
s
 
a
n
y
p
l
a
c
e
 
t
h
a
t
'
s
 
g
o
i
n
g
 
t
o
 
f
e
e
l
 
t
h
e
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

2
2

t
r
a
f
f
i
c
,
 
i
t
'
s
 
t
h
e
 
B
e
l
l
e
 
H
a
v
e
n
 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
M
e
n
l
o
 
P
a
r
k
.

2
3

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I
n
 
s
h
o
r
t
,
 
I
'
v
e
 
h
a
d
 
a
 
c
h
a
n
c
e
 
t
o
 
o
b
s
e
r
v
e
 
s
o
m
e
 
o
f

2
4

F
a
c
e
b
o
o
k
'
s
 
m
o
v
e
m
e
n
t
,
 
b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 
I
'
m
 
d
o
i
n
g
 
t
h
i
n
g
s
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
o
u
t

2
5

t
h
e
 
d
a
y
,
 
a
n
d
 
I
 
c
a
n
 
h
o
n
e
s
t
l
y
 
s
a
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i
t
 
h
a
s
 
b
e
e
n
 
v
e
r
y
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8
0
0
-
3
3
1
-
9
0
2
9

e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
@
e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
.
c
o
m

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g

E
m
e
r
i
c
k
 
A
n
d
 
F
i
n
c
h
,
 
C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
d
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
s

P
a
g
e
 
1
0
6

1
u
n
e
v
e
n
t
f
u
l
.
 
 
I
'
v
e
 
b
e
e
n
 
w
a
i
t
i
n
g
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
i
s
 
r
e
a
l
l
y
 
b
i
g

2
t
r
a
f
f
i
c
 
i
n
c
i
d
e
n
t
 
a
n
d
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
,
 
a
n
d
 
I
'
m
 
a
w
a
r
e
 
t
h
a
t
,
 
y
o
u

3
k
n
o
w
,
 
t
h
e
y
 
d
o
 
p
l
a
y
 
u
p
 
t
o
 
s
c
a
l
e
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
w
i
l
l
 
b
e
 
s
o
m
e

4
c
h
a
n
g
e
s
,
 
b
u
t
 
s
o
 
f
a
r
,
 
t
h
e
r
e
'
s
 
n
o
t
 
r
e
a
l
l
y
 
m
u
c
h
 
t
o
 
s
a
y
 
a
b
o
u
t

5
i
t
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
a
t
'
s
 
a
 
g
o
o
d
 
t
h
i
n
g
.

6
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A
n
d
 
I
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
a
l
s
o
 
l
i
k
e
 
t
o
 
s
a
y
 
t
h
a
t
 
s
o
 
f
a
r
,
 
t
h
e
y

7
h
a
v
e
 
r
e
a
l
l
y
 
b
e
e
n
 
a
 
g
o
o
d
 
n
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
.
 
 
T
h
e
y
 
h
a
v
e
 
r
e
a
c
h
e
d
 
o
u
t

8
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
.
 
 
T
h
e
y
'
r
e
 
v
e
r
y
 
t
r
a
n
s
p
a
r
e
n
t
 
i
n
 
t
e
r
m
s
 
o
f

9
w
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
y
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
l
i
k
e
 
t
o
 
d
o
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
i
r
 
p
l
a
n
s
.
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T
h
e
y
 
o
f
 
c
o
u
r
s
e
 
w
i
l
l
 
h
a
v
e
 
a
s
k
 
f
o
r
 
o
u
r
 
i
n
p
u
t
,

1
1

a
n
d
 
i
t
'
s
 
c
l
e
a
r
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
y
 
d
o
 
w
a
n
t
 
t
o
 
t
r
y
 
t
o
 
h
e
l
p
 
t
h
e

1
2

v
a
r
i
o
u
s
 
p
a
r
t
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
c
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
d
e
g
r
e
e
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
y
 
c
a
n
,
 
s
o

1
3

f
o
r
 
t
h
a
t
,
 
I
 
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
 
t
h
e
m
,
 
a
l
s
o
.

1
4

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I
 
g
u
e
s
s
 
j
u
s
t
 
m
o
v
i
n
g
 
f
o
r
w
a
r
d
,
 
I
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
h
o
p
e
 
t
h
a
t

1
5

t
h
e
 
C
i
t
y
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
c
a
n
 
b
e
 
v
e
r
y
 
e
n
g
a
g
i
n
g
 
w
i
t
h

1
6

r
e
s
p
e
c
t
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
w
h
e
n
 
i
t
 
c
o
m
e
s
 
t
o
 
d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
i
n
g
 
h
o
w

1
7

w
e
 
w
a
n
t
 
t
o
 
m
o
v
e
 
f
o
r
w
a
r
d
 
o
r
 
w
h
a
t
 
t
y
p
e
s
 
o
f
 
b
e
n
e
f
i
t
s
 
t
o

1
8

n
e
g
o
t
i
a
t
e
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
p
u
b
l
i
c
.

1
9

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T
h
e
r
e
 
a
r
e
 
a
 
l
o
t
 
o
f
 
p
e
o
p
l
e
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

2
0

t
h
a
t
 
h
a
v
e
 
a
 
l
o
t
 
o
f
 
g
r
e
a
t
 
i
d
e
a
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
s
o
 
I
 
r
e
a
l
l
y
 
h
o
p
e
 
t
h
a
t

2
1

w
e
'
r
e
 
a
b
l
e
 
t
o
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n
c
o
r
p
o
r
a
t
e
 
s
o
m
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
o
s
e
 
t
h
i
n
g
s
.

2
2

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A
n
d
 
j
u
s
t
 
s
o
m
e
 
q
u
i
c
k
 
o
n
e
s
,
 
f
o
r
 
e
x
a
m
p
l
e
.
 
 
T
h
i
s

2
3

i
s
 
a
 
r
e
a
l
l
y
 
e
a
s
y
 
o
n
e
.
 
 
A
 
l
o
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
s
i
g
n
s
 
o
n
 
W
i
l
l
o
w
 
R
o
a
d

2
4

a
r
e
 
i
l
l
e
g
i
b
l
e
,
 
s
o
 
p
e
r
h
a
p
s
 
w
e
 
c
a
n
 
j
u
s
t
 
p
u
t
 
s
o
m
e
 
n
e
w
 
s
i
g
n
s

2
5

u
p
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
r
e
a
l
l
y
 
b
e
 
a
 
g
o
o
d
 
r
e
f
l
e
c
t
i
o
n
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
C
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
M
e
n
l
o

S
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8

8
0
0
-
3
3
1
-
9
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2
9
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n
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.
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l
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g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
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M
e
e
t
i
n
g

E
m
e
r
i
c
k
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d
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i
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C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
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h
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R
e
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r
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e
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s

P
a
g
e
 
1
0
7

1
P
a
r
k
.

2
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T
h
e
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
t
h
i
n
g
 
i
s
 
I
'
v
e
 
b
e
e
n
 
h
e
r
e
 
e
n
g
a
g
e
d
 
f
o
r

3
a
b
o
u
t
 
e
l
e
v
e
n
 
y
e
a
r
s
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
a
n
d
 
I
'
v
e
 
a
l
r
e
a
d
y

4
h
e
a
r
d
 
a
b
o
u
t
 
P
o
l
i
c
e
 
a
n
d
 
C
i
t
y
 
S
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
C
e
n
t
e
r
.
 
 
M
a
y
b
e
 
w
e
 
c
a
n

5
g
e
t
 
t
h
a
t
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
f
a
s
t
 
t
r
a
c
k
 
a
t
 
t
h
i
s
 
p
o
i
n
t
 
i
n
 
t
i
m
e
.
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I
f
 
t
h
e
r
e
'
s
 
e
v
e
r
 
b
e
e
n
 
a
 
p
o
i
n
t
 
i
n
 
t
i
m
e
 
t
o
 
m
a
k
e

7
s
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g
 
h
a
p
p
e
n
,
 
t
h
i
s
 
i
s
 
t
h
e
 
t
i
m
e
 
t
o
 
m
a
k
e
 
i
t
 
h
a
p
p
e
n
,
 
a
n
d

8
I
 
a
m
 
c
o
n
v
i
n
c
e
d
 
t
h
a
t
 
w
e
 
d
o
 
h
a
v
e
 
t
h
e
 
t
a
l
e
n
t
 
h
e
r
e
 
i
n
 
t
h
e

9
c
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
m
a
k
e
 
s
u
c
h
 
a
 
t
h
i
n
g
 
h
a
p
p
e
n
.

1
0

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
t
h
a
t
'
s
 
a
n
o
t
h
e
r
 
q
u
i
c
k
 
-
-
 
m
a
y
b
e
 
n
o
t
 
q
u
i
c
k
,

1
1

b
u
t
 
a
 
t
h
i
n
g
 
w
e
 
n
e
e
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
n
e
a
r
 
f
u
t
u
r
e
.

1
2

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A
s
 
f
a
r
 
a
s
 
t
h
e
 
h
o
u
s
i
n
g
 
s
t
o
c
k
 
g
o
e
s
,
 
B
e
l
l
e
 
H
a
v
e
n

1
3

h
a
s
 
-
-
 
t
h
e
 
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
 
h
o
u
s
i
n
g
 
s
t
o
c
k
,
 
a
 
l
o
t
 
o
f
 
i
t
 
i
s
 
o
l
d
,

1
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b
u
t
 
I
 
t
h
i
n
k
 
t
h
e
r
e
'
s
 
o
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
m
a
k
e
 
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
m
e
n
t
s
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5

t
h
e
r
e
.
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I
 
d
o
 
r
e
a
l
i
z
e
 
t
h
a
t
 
a
 
l
o
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
 
a
r
e

1
7

y
o
u
n
g
,
 
b
u
t
 
i
f
 
t
h
e
y
'
r
e
 
l
u
c
k
y
,
 
l
i
k
e
 
a
 
l
o
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
p
e
o
p
l
e
 
i
n

1
8

t
h
i
s
 
r
o
o
m
,
 
t
h
e
y
 
w
o
n
'
t
 
b
e
 
y
o
u
n
g
 
f
o
r
e
v
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r
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
i
r
 
n
e
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d
s
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m
a
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c
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h
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c
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l
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l
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b
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.
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-
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c
o
m

P
l
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g
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o
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M
e
e
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n
g

E
m
e
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i
c
k
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d
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i
n
c
h
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C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
d
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
s

P
a
g
e
 
1
0
8

1
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
m
e
n
t
s
 
w
h
e
n
 
i
t
 
c
o
m
e
s
 
t
o
 
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
,
 
a
n
d
 
I
 
t
h
i
n
k

2
t
h
a
t
'
s
 
s
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g
 
t
h
a
t
 
w
e
 
r
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y
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d
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o
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c
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s
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n
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u
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i
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y
.
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I
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o
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d
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h
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f
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r
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a
t
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h
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y
 
h
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v
e
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o
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e
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o
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n
 
r
e
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h
i
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g
 
o
u
t
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o
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h
e
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v
e
n
s
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o
d
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S
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o
l
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i
c
t
.

6
H
o
w
e
v
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r
,
 
I
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a
v
e
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v
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n
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h
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p
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p
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o
f
 
E
a
s
t
 
P
a
l
o
 
A
l
t
o
'
s
 
R
e
n
t

1
6

S
t
a
b
i
l
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
 
B
o
a
r
d
.
 
 
I
'
m
 
i
n
 
m
y
 
2
0
t
h
 
c
o
n
s
e
c
u
t
i
v
e
 
y
e
a
r
 
o
f

1
7

s
e
r
v
i
c
e
,
 
a
n
d
 
I
 
a
m
 
h
e
r
e
 
t
o
 
t
a
k
e
 
e
x
c
e
p
t
i
o
n
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
r
e
p
o
r
t

1
8

d
r
a
f
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
K
e
y
s
e
r
 
M
a
r
s
t
o
n
 
A
s
s
o
c
i
a
t
e
s
 
c
l
a
i
m
i
n
g
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
r
e

1
9

w
o
u
l
d
 
b
e
 
n
o
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
u
p
o
n
 
a
f
f
o
r
d
a
b
l
e
 
h
o
u
s
i
n
g
 
o
r

2
0

h
o
u
s
i
n
g
 
i
n
 
g
e
n
e
r
a
l
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
C
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
E
a
s
t
 
P
a
l
o
 
A
l
t
o
.

2
1

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I
 
c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
 
t
h
e
 
r
e
p
o
r
t
 
h
i
g
h
l
y
 
d
e
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
,
 
t
o
 
p
u
t

2
2

i
t
 
c
h
a
r
i
t
a
b
l
y
.
 
 
T
h
e
r
e
 
m
a
k
e
 
t
h
e
 
c
l
a
i
m
 
t
h
a
t
 
o
v
e
r
 
t
h
e
 
n
e
x
t

2
3

f
i
v
e
 
y
e
a
r
s
,
 
y
o
u
 
c
a
n
 
e
x
p
e
c
t
 
n
o
 
m
o
r
e
 
t
h
a
n
 
s
i
x
t
e
e
n
 
t
o
 
t
w
e
n
t
y

2
4

e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
 
f
r
o
m
 
F
a
c
e
b
o
o
k
 
s
e
t
t
l
i
n
g
 
i
n
 
E
a
s
t
 
P
a
l
o
 
A
l
t
o
 
o
v
e
r

2
5

t
h
e
 
n
e
x
t
 
f
i
v
e
 
y
e
a
r
s
.

S
.5

3
C

on
t.

S
.5

4

M
en

lo
 P

ar
k 

Fa
ce

bo
ok

 C
am

pu
s 

P
ro

je
ct
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in

al
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IR
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 W
ri
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d 

O
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8
0
0
-
3
3
1
-
9
0
2
9

e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
@
e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
.
c
o
m

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g

E
m
e
r
i
c
k
 
A
n
d
 
F
i
n
c
h
,
 
C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
d
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
s

P
a
g
e
 
1
1
2

1
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T
h
e
 
r
e
a
l
i
t
y
 
i
s
 
i
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
i
s
 
a
n
 
u
r
g
e
n
t
 
n
e
e
d

2
f
o
r
 
a
 
m
i
t
i
g
a
t
i
o
n
 
b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
f
a
c
t
 
-
-
 
m
a
j
o
r
 
f
a
c
t
o
r

3
i
n
 
-
-
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
h
o
u
s
i
n
g
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
u
p
o
n
 
E
a
s
t

4
P
a
l
o
 
A
l
t
o
 
t
h
a
t
'
s
 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
l
y
 
o
v
e
r
l
o
o
k
e
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
K
e
y
s
e
r

5
M
a
r
s
t
o
n
 
A
s
s
o
c
i
a
t
e
s
 
r
e
p
o
r
t
 
d
a
t
e
d
 
D
e
c
e
m
b
e
r
 
2
1
s
t
,
 
2
0
1
1
.

6
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T
h
e
r
e
'
s
 
n
o
 
e
x
c
u
s
e
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
f
a
c
t
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
y

7
i
g
n
o
r
e
 
t
o
t
a
l
l
y
 
t
h
e
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
p
u
r
c
h
a
s
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
e
n
t
i
r
e

8
f
o
r
m
a
l
 
P
a
g
e
 
M
i
l
l
 
p
r
o
p
e
r
t
y
 
f
o
r
 
a
 
t
o
t
a
l
 
o
f
 
1
,
8
1
2
 
u
n
i
t
s
 
o
n

9
t
h
e
 
w
e
s
t
 
s
i
d
e
 
o
f
 
E
a
s
t
 
P
a
l
o
 
A
l
t
o
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
c
o
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
e
s
 
t
h
e

1
0

b
u
l
k
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
a
f
f
o
r
d
a
b
l
e
 
h
o
u
s
i
n
g
 
u
n
d
e
r
 
t
h
e
 
r
e
n
t

1
1

s
t
a
b
i
l
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
o
f
 
E
a
s
t
 
P
a
l
o
 
A
l
t
o
,
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
s

1
2

f
i
f
t
e
e
n
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
a
f
f
o
r
d
a
b
l
e
 
h
o
u
s
i
n
g
 
s
t
o
c
k
 
i
n
 
S
a
n

1
3

M
a
t
e
o
 
C
o
u
n
t
y
.

1
4

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
W
e
 
a
r
e
 
t
h
r
e
a
t
e
n
e
d
 
b
y
 
t
h
e
 
-
-
 
b
y
 
E
q
u
i
t
y

1
5

R
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
i
a
l
,
 
b
y
 
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
l
l
y
 
t
h
e
 
c
h
i
e
f
 
i
n
v
e
s
t
m
e
n
t
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r

1
6

a
n
d
 
e
x
e
c
u
t
i
v
e
 
v
i
c
e
-
p
r
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
E
q
u
i
t
y
 
R
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
w
i
t
h

1
7

t
h
e
 
d
e
m
o
l
i
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
a
 
h
i
g
h
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
b
u
i
l
d
i
n
g
s

1
8

u
n
d
e
r
 
t
h
e
 
r
e
n
t
 
s
t
a
b
i
l
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
,
 
a
n
d
 
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
l
l
y

1
9

t
h
i
s
 
i
s
 
d
u
e
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
o
f
 
F
a
c
e
b
o
o
k
 
c
o
m
i
n
g
 
t
o
 
M
e
n
l
o

2
0

P
a
r
k
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
a
r
e
 
a
n
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
d
.

2
1

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O
n
 
A
u
g
u
s
t
 
1
6
t
h
,
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
w
e
r
e
 
t
w
o
 
m
e
e
t
i
n
g
s
 
w
i
t
h

2
2

r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
v
e
s
 
f
r
o
m
 
E
q
u
i
t
y
 
R
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
a
n
d
 
W
e
l
l
s
 
F
a
r
g
o

2
3

p
r
i
o
r
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
n
s
u
m
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
t
r
a
n
s
f
e
r
 
o
f
 
o
w
n
e
r
s
h
i
p

2
4

f
r
o
m
 
W
e
l
l
s
 
F
a
r
g
o
 
t
o
 
E
q
u
i
t
y
 
R
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
i
a
l
,
 
j
u
s
t
 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
d
 
i
n

2
5

t
h
i
s
 
p
a
s
t
 
m
o
n
t
h
 
o
f
 
D
e
c
e
m
b
e
r
,
 
i
n
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
M
r
.
 
A
l
a
n
 
G
e
o
r
g
e
,

S
.5

4 
C

on
t.

8
0
0
-
3
3
1
-
9
0
2
9

e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
@
e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
.
c
o
m

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g

E
m
e
r
i
c
k
 
A
n
d
 
F
i
n
c
h
,
 
C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
d
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
s

P
a
g
e
 
1
1
3

1
t
h
e
 
c
h
i
e
f
 
e
x
e
c
u
t
i
v
e
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
r
 
o
f
 
E
q
u
i
t
y
 
R
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
i
a
l

2
p
r
o
m
i
s
e
d
 
r
e
p
e
a
t
e
d
l
y
 
t
h
a
t
 
b
u
i
l
d
i
n
g
s
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
b
e
 
t
o
r
n
 
d
o
w
n
.

3
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T
h
e
 
i
s
s
u
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
o
f
 
F
a
c
e
b
o
o
k
 
c
a
m
e
 
u
p

4
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
l
l
y
.
 
 
I
 
h
a
v
e
 
d
i
s
t
r
i
b
u
t
e
d
 
-
-
 
I
'
m
 
h
a
v
i
n
g

5
d
i
s
t
r
i
b
u
t
e
d
 
t
o
 
y
o
u
 
a
 
c
o
p
y
 
o
f
 
a
n
 
a
r
t
i
c
l
e
 
t
h
a
t
 
a
p
p
e
a
r
e
d
 
i
n

6
t
h
e
 
W
a
l
l
 
S
t
r
e
e
t
 
J
o
u
r
n
a
l
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
m
a
k
e
s
 
t
h
e
 
a
l
l
e
g
e
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n

7
t
h
e
 
F
a
c
e
b
o
o
k
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
c
e
,
 
E
q
u
i
t
y
 
R
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
p
u
r
c
h
a
s
i
n
g
 
t
h
e

8
l
a
r
g
e
 
p
a
r
t
 
o
f
 
o
u
r
 
h
o
u
s
i
n
g
 
s
t
o
c
k
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
-
-
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e

9
e
x
p
e
c
t
e
d
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
s
.

1
0

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T
h
e
r
e
 
n
e
e
d
s
 
t
o
 
b
e
 
m
i
t
i
g
a
t
i
o
n
 
s
u
c
h
 
a
s
 
-
-

1
1

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C
H
A
I
R
P
E
R
S
O
N
 
B
R
E
S
S
L
E
R
:
 
 
 
M
r
.
 
W
i
l
l
i
a
m
s
 
(
s
i
c
)
,
 
d
o

1
2

y
o
u
 
h
a
v
e
 
a
n
y
 
d
o
n
a
t
e
d
 
t
i
m
e
?

1
3

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M
R
.
 
W
E
B
S
T
E
R
:
 
 
 
W
h
a
t
'
s
 
t
h
a
t
?

1
4

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C
H
A
I
R
P
E
R
S
O
N
 
B
R
E
S
S
L
E
R
:
 
 
 
W
o
u
l
d
 
a
n
y
o
n
e
 
c
a
r
e
 
t
o

1
5

d
o
n
a
t
e
 
t
i
m
e
 
t
o
 
M
r
.
 
W
i
l
l
i
a
m
s
?
 
 
I
 
t
h
i
n
k
 
h
e
'
s
 
g
o
t
 
m
o
r
e
 
t
o

1
6

s
a
y
.

1
7

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M
R
.
 
W
E
B
S
T
E
R
:
 
 
 
I
 
j
u
s
t
 
w
a
n
t
 
t
o
 
-
-
 
w
e
l
l
,
 
t
h
e
r
e

1
8

w
i
l
l
 
b
e
 
a
 
w
r
i
t
t
e
n
 
r
e
p
o
r
t
 
c
o
m
i
n
g
 
f
r
o
m
 
m
e
.

1
9

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C
H
A
I
R
P
E
R
S
O
N
 
B
R
E
S
S
L
E
R
:
 
 
 
T
h
a
n
k
 
y
o
u
.

2
0

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
h
a
r
o
n
 
W
i
l
l
i
a
m
s
 
i
s
 
n
e
x
t
,
 
f
o
l
l
o
w
e
d
 
b
y
 
P
a
t
r
i
c
i
a

2
1

B
o
y
l
e
.

2
2

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M
S
.
 
W
I
L
L
I
A
M
S
:
 
 
 
G
o
o
d
 
e
v
e
n
i
n
g
.
 
 
M
y
 
n
a
m
e
 
I
s

2
3

S
h
a
r
o
n
 
W
i
l
l
i
a
m
s
 
a
n
d
 
I
'
m
 
t
h
e
 
e
x
e
c
u
t
i
v
e
 
d
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
 
o
f
 
J
o
b

2
4

T
r
a
i
n
 
l
o
c
a
t
e
d
 
a
t
 
1
,
2
0
0
 
O
'
B
r
i
e
n
 
D
r
i
v
e
 
i
n
 
M
e
n
l
o
 
P
a
r
k
,
 
a
n
d

2
5

t
h
a
t
'
s
 
r
i
g
h
t
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
W
i
l
l
o
w
 
R
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
y
 
A
v
e
n
u
e
.

S
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4
C

on
t.

S
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M
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 P

ar
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Fa
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bo
ok

 C
am

pu
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P
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8
0
0
-
3
3
1
-
9
0
2
9

e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
@
e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
.
c
o
m

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g

E
m
e
r
i
c
k
 
A
n
d
 
F
i
n
c
h
,
 
C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
d
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
s

P
a
g
e
 
1
1
4

1
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J
o
b
 
T
r
a
i
n
 
i
s
 
a
n
 
a
c
c
r
e
d
i
t
e
d
 
n
o
n
-
p
r
o
f
i
t
 
j
o
b

2
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
p
l
a
c
e
m
e
n
t
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
.
 
 
I
t
 
h
a
s
 
b
e
e
n
 
l
o
c
a
t
e
d
 
i
n

3
e
a
s
t
 
s
i
d
e
 
M
e
n
l
o
 
P
a
r
k
 
o
n
 
O
'
B
r
i
e
n
 
D
r
i
v
e
 
s
i
n
c
e
 
1
9
6
5
.
 
 
L
a
s
t

4
f
i
s
c
a
l
 
y
e
a
r
,
 
f
i
s
c
a
l
 
y
e
a
r
 
2
0
1
1
,
 
w
e
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 
a
b
o
u
t
 
8
,
0
0
0

5
m
o
s
t
l
y
 
u
n
e
m
p
l
o
y
e
d
 
l
o
w
 
i
n
c
o
m
e
 
p
e
o
p
l
e
.

6
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I
 
a
m
 
h
e
r
e
 
t
o
n
i
g
h
t
 
a
t
t
e
n
d
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
F
a
c
e
b
o
o
k

7
l
o
v
e
f
e
s
t
 
t
o
 
s
a
y
 
h
o
w
 
e
x
c
i
t
e
d
 
J
o
b
 
T
r
a
i
n
 
i
s
 
-
-
 
s
e
v
e
r
a
l
 
o
f

8
o
u
r
 
-
-
 
m
y
 
J
o
b
 
T
r
a
i
n
 
c
o
l
l
e
a
g
u
e
s
 
a
r
e
 
h
e
r
e
,
 
a
s
 
w
e
l
l
 
-
-
 
a
b
o
u
t

9
h
a
v
i
n
g
 
F
a
c
e
b
o
o
k
 
i
n
 
o
u
r
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
.

1
0

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
W
e
'
r
e
 
c
o
n
v
i
n
c
e
d
 
t
h
a
t
 
F
a
c
e
b
o
o
k
 
i
s
 
g
o
i
n
g
 
t
o

1
1

c
r
e
a
t
i
v
e
l
y
 
a
v
o
i
d
 
t
h
e
 
p
o
t
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
t
h
e
y
 
c
o
u
l
d

1
2

h
a
v
e
 
h
a
d
 
o
n
 
t
h
i
s
 
-
-
 
o
n
 
o
u
r
 
n
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
a
t
 
i
n
s
t
e
a
d

1
3

t
h
e
y
'
r
e
 
i
n
v
e
s
t
i
n
g
 
i
n
 
o
u
r
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
i
n
 
v
e
r
y
 
p
o
s
i
t
i
v
e
 
w
a
y

1
4

t
o
 
m
a
k
e
 
i
t
 
a
 
h
e
a
l
t
h
i
e
r
 
a
n
d
 
m
o
r
e
 
v
i
b
r
a
n
t
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
.

1
5

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Y
o
u
'
v
e
 
a
l
r
e
a
d
y
 
h
e
a
r
d
 
f
r
o
m
 
s
o
 
m
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h
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c
a
n
 
h
a
v
e
 
-
-
 
j
u
s
t

1
5

l
i
k
e
 
w
e
 
h
a
d
 
o
n
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
o
s
e
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
d
 
w
h
e
r
e
 
w
e
 
h
a
d
 
t
h
e
 
B
a
y

1
6

T
r
a
i
l
 
c
o
n
n
e
c
t
e
d
 
t
o
 
U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
y
 
a
n
d
 
B
a
y
f
r
o
n
t
 
E
x
p
r
e
s
s
w
a
y
,

1
7

b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 
w
e
 
w
e
r
e
 
c
o
n
n
e
c
t
e
d
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
i
n
t
e
r
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
.

1
8

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A
s
 
y
o
u
 
g
e
t
 
f
u
r
t
h
e
r
 
a
n
d
 
f
u
r
t
h
e
r
 
a
w
a
y
 
f
r
o
m
 
t
h
a
t
,

1
9

i
t
'
s
 
m
u
c
h
 
m
o
r
e
 
d
i
f
f
i
c
u
l
t
 
t
o
 
s
a
y
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
r
e
'
s
 
a
 
n
e
x
u
s

2
0

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
a
 
c
e
r
t
a
i
n
 
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
n
 
a
n
o
t
h
e
r

2
1

i
n
t
e
r
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
.

2
2

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C
H
A
I
R
P
E
R
S
O
N
 
B
R
E
S
S
L
E
R
:
 
 
 
O
k
a
y
.
 
 
I
 
t
h
i
n
k
 
t
h
a
t

2
3

a
n
s
w
e
r
s
 
t
h
e
 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
 
f
o
r
 
r
i
g
h
t
 
n
o
w
.

2
4

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C
O
M
M
I
S
S
I
O
N
E
R
 
E
I
R
E
F
:
 
 
 
T
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
t
h
e
 
c
h
a
i
r
,
 
s
o
 
a
s

2
5

a
 
P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
,
 
w
e
 
c
a
n
 
-
-
 
w
e
 
c
a
n
 
m
a
k
e
 
a
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4
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5
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8
0
0
-
3
3
1
-
9
0
2
9

e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
@
e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
.
c
o
m

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g

E
m
e
r
i
c
k
 
A
n
d
 
F
i
n
c
h
,
 
C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
d
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
s

P
a
g
e
 
1
5
0

1
r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
a
t
i
o
n
 
t
h
a
t
 
i
n
 
n
o
 
c
a
s
e
s
 
s
h
o
u
l
d
 
t
h
e
 
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
f
o
r

2
b
i
c
y
c
l
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
p
e
d
e
s
t
r
i
a
n
s
,
 
c
r
o
s
s
r
o
a
d
s
 
g
e
t
 
w
o
r
s
e
.

3
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I
n
 
f
a
c
t
,
 
t
h
e
y
 
s
h
o
u
l
d
 
g
e
t
 
b
e
t
t
e
r
 
i
n
 
a
l
l
 
c
a
s
e
s

4
a
s
 
a
 
r
e
s
u
l
t
 
o
f
 
a
l
l
 
t
h
e
s
e
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
s
;
 
r
i
g
h
t
?
 
 
S
o
 
w
e
 
c
a
n
 
s
o
r
t

5
o
f
 
s
a
y
 
-
-
 
I
 
t
h
i
n
k
 
t
h
e
 
r
e
a
c
t
i
o
n
 
t
h
a
t
 
w
e
 
h
e
a
r
d
 
m
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

6
t
i
m
e
s
 
i
s
,
 
o
k
a
y
.
 
 
W
e
'
r
e
 
p
u
t
t
i
n
g
 
i
n
 
a
l
l
 
t
h
e
s
e
 
t
u
r
n
i
n
g

7
l
a
n
e
s
.
 
 
I
t
 
s
e
e
m
s
 
t
h
i
n
g
s
 
a
r
e
 
g
e
t
t
i
n
g
 
b
e
t
t
e
r
 
f
o
r
 
c
a
r
s
,
 
b
u
t

8
n
o
t
 
f
o
r
 
b
i
c
y
c
l
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
p
e
d
e
s
t
r
i
a
n
s
.

9
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
c
a
n
'
t
 
w
e
 
j
u
s
t
 
m
a
k
e
 
a
 
r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
a
t
i
o
n
 
t
h
a
t
 
i
n

1
0

a
l
l
 
c
a
s
e
s
,
 
t
h
e
y
 
i
n
t
e
r
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
s
 
s
h
o
u
l
d
 
g
e
t
 
b
e
t
t
e
r
 
f
o
r
 
b
o
t
h

1
1

s
o
m
e
h
o
w
?

1
2

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C
H
A
I
R
P
E
R
S
O
N
 
B
R
E
S
S
L
E
R
:
 
 
 
W
e
l
l
,
 
t
h
e
 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
 
i
s
:

1
3

W
h
a
t
 
-
-
 
w
h
a
t
 
i
m
p
a
c
t
 
d
o
e
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
h
a
v
e
 
i
n
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
a
r
e
a
s
?
 
 
I

1
4

g
u
e
s
s
 
t
h
a
t
'
s
 
a
 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
 
f
o
r
 
C
h
i
p
.

1
5

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M
R
.
 
T
A
Y
L
O
R
:
 
 
 
I
 
m
e
a
n
,
 
c
u
r
r
e
n
t
l
y
,
 
l
i
k
e
 
I

1
6

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
 
b
e
f
o
r
e
,
 
w
e
 
l
o
o
k
e
d
 
a
t
 
a
l
l
 
t
h
e
 
m
i
t
i
g
a
t
i
o
n

1
7

m
e
a
s
u
r
e
s
 
t
o
 
e
n
s
u
r
e
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
y
 
w
e
r
e
n
'
t
 
g
o
i
n
g
 
t
o
 
b
e
 
a
n
y

1
8

w
o
r
s
e
 
f
o
r
 
b
i
c
y
c
l
i
s
t
s
 
o
r
 
p
e
d
e
s
t
r
i
a
n
s
.

1
9

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
w
e
 
d
o
n
'
t
 
a
n
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
 
t
h
e
 
w
a
y
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
y
'
r
e

2
0

p
u
t
 
t
o
g
e
t
h
e
r
 
n
o
w
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
m
a
k
e
 
i
t
 
a
n
y
 
w
o
r
s
e
 
f
o
r
 
p
e
d
e
s
t
r
i
a
n
s

2
1

o
r
 
b
i
c
y
c
l
i
s
t
s
.
 
 
I
t
'
s
 
a
l
r
e
a
d
y
 
i
n
c
o
r
p
o
r
a
t
e
d
 
i
n
,

2
2

e
s
s
e
n
t
i
a
l
l
y
.

2
3

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C
H
A
I
R
P
E
R
S
O
N
 
B
R
E
S
S
L
E
R
:
 
 
 
A
l
l
 
r
i
g
h
t
.

2
4

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C
O
M
M
I
S
S
I
O
N
E
R
 
K
A
D
V
A
N
Y
:
 
 
 
W
e
l
l
,
 
j
u
s
t
 
q
u
i
c
k
 
-
-
 
I

2
5

m
e
a
n
,
 
I
 
t
h
o
u
g
h
t
 
I
 
h
e
a
r
d
 
o
n
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
m
m
e
n
t
s
 
f
r
o
m
 
t
h
e

S
.7

5 
C

on
t.

S
.7

6

8
0
0
-
3
3
1
-
9
0
2
9

e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
@
e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
.
c
o
m

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g

E
m
e
r
i
c
k
 
A
n
d
 
F
i
n
c
h
,
 
C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
d
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
s

P
a
g
e
 
1
5
1

1
a
u
d
i
e
n
c
e
 
w
a
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
S
t
a
n
f
o
r
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
S
t
a
n
f
o
r
d
 
E
I
R
,
 
t
h
e
y
 
h
a
d

2
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
d
 
i
n
 
s
o
m
e
 
w
a
y
 
s
o
m
e
 
k
i
n
d
 
-
-
 
s
o
m
e
 
k
i
n
d
 
o
f
,
 
y
o
u
 
k
n
o
w
,

3
l
o
a
d
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
 
a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
 
o
r
 
s
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g
.

4
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M
a
y
b
e
 
i
t
 
w
a
s
 
b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 
-
-
 
b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 
e
v
e
r
y
t
h
i
n
g
 
w
a
s

5
v
e
r
y
 
c
l
o
s
e
.
 
 
A
s
 
y
o
u
 
s
a
y
,
 
I
 
d
o
n
'
t
 
k
n
o
w
.

6
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
W
e
 
c
a
n
 
c
e
r
t
a
i
n
l
y
 
c
o
m
e
 
u
p
 
w
i
t
h
 
s
o
m
e
 
k
i
n
d
 
o
f
 
a
n

7
e
s
 
-
-
 
o
f
 
e
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
.
 
 
Y
o
u
 
k
n
o
w
,
 
y
o
u
 
c
a
n
 
e
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
 
t
h
e
 
n
u
m
b
e
r

8
o
f
 
p
e
o
p
l
e
 
w
h
o
 
l
i
v
e
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
s
o
u
t
h
 
o
f
 
F
a
c
e
b
o
o
k
.
 
 
T
h
a
t
'
s
 
o
n
e

9
m
u
l
t
i
p
l
i
c
a
t
i
v
e
 
f
a
c
t
o
r
.

1
0

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Y
o
u
 
h
a
v
e
 
a
n
o
t
h
e
r
 
m
u
l
t
i
p
l
i
c
a
t
i
v
e
 
f
a
c
t
o
r
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

1
1

n
u
m
b
e
r
 
o
f
 
t
h
o
s
e
 
w
h
o
 
m
a
y
 
b
e
 
r
i
d
i
n
g
 
b
i
c
y
c
l
e
s
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
-
-
 
y
o
u

1
2

k
n
o
w
,
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
e
a
s
t
 
s
i
d
e
,
 
y
o
u
 
k
n
o
w
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
a
t
 
a
 
-
-
 
t
h
e
r
e
'
s
 
a

1
3

r
a
n
g
e
.
 
 
T
h
e
r
e
'
s
 
a
 
l
o
w
,
 
m
e
d
i
u
m
 
a
n
d
 
a
 
h
i
g
h
.

1
4

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
I
 
-
-
 
y
o
u
 
k
n
o
w
,
 
m
a
y
b
e
 
i
t
'
s
 
t
o
o
 
-
-
 
i
t
'
s

1
5

c
r
u
d
e
.
 
 
I
 
d
o
n
'
t
 
k
n
o
w
 
i
f
 
t
h
e
r
e
'
s
 
a
 
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
 
o
f
 
l
e
g
a
l

1
6

d
e
f
e
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
o
r
 
s
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g
,
 
i
f
 
t
h
a
t
'
s
 
w
h
a
t
'
s
 
t
h
e
 
s
c
a
r
e

1
7

h
e
r
e
,
 
b
u
t
 
I
 
-
-
 
t
h
i
s
 
i
s
 
-
-
 
t
h
i
s
 
i
s
 
a
 
v
e
r
y
 
i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t
 
i
s
s
u
e
,

1
8

a
n
d
 
I
 
t
h
i
n
k
 
p
e
o
p
l
e
 
n
e
e
d
 
t
o
 
k
n
o
w
 
w
h
a
t
 
w
i
l
l
 
b
e
 
t
h
e
 
m
o
s
t

1
9

e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
w
a
y
 
o
f
 
g
e
t
t
i
n
g
 
t
h
i
s
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
t
h
e
 
c
i
t
y
,
 
p
r
o
b
a
b
l
y
,

2
0

a
t
 
t
h
i
s
 
p
o
i
n
t
 
t
o
 
k
e
e
p
 
i
t
 
a
l
i
v
e
.

2
1

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A
n
d
 
s
o
 
w
e
 
w
a
n
t
 
t
o
 
r
e
a
l
l
y
 
k
n
o
w
 
w
h
a
t
 
-
-
 
y
o
u

2
2

k
n
o
w
,
 
i
f
 
t
h
i
s
 
i
s
 
a
 
b
a
d
 
m
e
c
h
a
n
i
s
m
,
 
w
e
 
d
o
 
w
a
n
t
 
t
o
 
k
n
o
w

2
3

t
h
a
t
,
 
b
u
t
 
i
f
 
-
-
 
b
u
t
 
i
f
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
a
r
e
 
w
a
y
s
 
t
o
 
d
o
 
i
t
 
b
a
s
e
d
 
o
n

2
4

o
t
h
e
r
 
-
-
 
y
o
u
 
k
n
o
w
,
 
a
n
d
 
i
f
 
i
t
'
s
 
g
o
o
d
 
t
o
 
s
e
t
 
a
 
p
r
e
c
e
d
e
n
t

2
5

h
e
r
e
,
 
t
h
a
t
'
s
 
a
 
g
o
o
d
 
t
h
i
n
g
,
 
t
o
o
,
 
s
o
 
w
e
 
w
a
n
t
 
t
o
 
f
i
n
d
 
t
h
a
t
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8
0
0
-
3
3
1
-
9
0
2
9

e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
@
e
m
e
r
i
c
k
f
i
n
c
h
.
c
o
m

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g

E
m
e
r
i
c
k
 
A
n
d
 
F
i
n
c
h
,
 
C
e
r
t
i
f
i
e
d
 
S
h
o
r
t
h
a
n
d
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
s

P
a
g
e
 
1
5
2

1
o
u
t
.

2
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C
H
A
I
R
P
E
R
S
O
N
 
B
R
E
S
S
L
E
R
:
 
 
 
T
o
 
m
e
,
 
i
t
'
s
 
s
o
u
n
d
i
n
g

3
l
i
k
e
s
 
t
h
e
 
E
I
R
 
m
a
y
 
n
o
t
 
b
e
 
t
h
e
 
b
e
s
t
 
w
a
y
 
t
o
 
g
o
 
a
t
 
t
h
i
s
.
 
 
I

4
m
e
a
n
,
 
I
'
d
 
l
i
k
e
 
a
n
 
a
n
s
w
e
r
 
t
o
 
-
-
 
t
o
 
w
h
a
t
 
B
e
n
 
s
a
i
d
.

5
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I
f
 
w
e
 
s
a
y
:
 
 
"
T
h
e
 
P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n

6
r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
s
 
t
o
 
w
h
a
t
e
v
e
r
 
y
o
u
 
d
o
 
t
o
 
a
n
 
i
n
t
e
r
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
 
d
o
e
s
n
'
t

7
m
a
k
e
 
i
t
 
w
o
r
s
e
 
f
o
r
 
b
i
c
y
c
l
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
p
e
d
e
s
t
r
i
a
n
s
,
"
 
I
 
m
e
a
n
,
 
i
t

8
s
o
u
n
d
s
 
l
i
k
e
 
y
o
u
'
r
e
 
a
l
r
e
a
d
y
 
s
a
t
i
s
f
i
e
d
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
a
t
'
s
 
t
h
e

9
c
a
s
e
.

1
0

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T
h
e
r
e
'
s
 
s
o
m
e
 
d
i
s
p
u
t
e
 
a
b
o
u
t
 
t
h
a
t
.
 
 
I
 
d
o
n
'
t
 
k
n
o
w

1
1

h
o
w
 
w
e
 
r
e
s
o
l
v
e
 
t
h
a
t
.

1
2

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
i
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
-
-
 
d
o
e
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
a
c
t
u
a
l
l
y
 
d
o
 
a
n
y
t
h
i
n
g

1
3

i
f
 
w
e
 
m
a
k
e
 
t
h
a
t
 
r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
a
t
i
o
n
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
C
i
t
y
 
C
o
u
n
c
i
l

1
4

a
d
o
p
t
s
 
i
t
?

1
5

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M
R
.
 
T
A
Y
L
O
R
:
 
 
 
I
 
m
e
a
n
,
 
f
r
o
m
 
-
-
 
f
r
o
m
 
o
u
r

1
6

p
e
r
s
p
e
c
t
i
v
e
,
 
w
e
'
r
e
 
a
l
r
e
a
d
y
 
l
o
o
k
i
n
g
 
a
t
 
t
h
a
t
 
a
n
d
 
i
t
'
s

1
7

a
l
r
e
a
d
y
 
b
u
i
l
t
 
i
n
t
o
 
o
u
r
 
c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
.

1
8

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S
o
 
c
e
r
t
a
i
n
l
y
 
t
h
e
 
P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
c
a
n
 
f
e
e
l

1
9

f
r
e
e
 
t
o
 
d
o
 
t
h
a
t
,
 
b
u
t
 
i
t
'
s
 
b
u
i
l
t
 
i
n
t
o
 
o
u
r
 
t
h
o
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i
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Responses to Public Hearing Comments (January 9, 2012) 

S.1 The commentor questions Caltrans involvement in the Project.  As explained on page 2-35 
of the Draft EIR, approvals by Caltrans are needed for the Project to proceed.  Caltrans 
should review the traffic circulation effects and provide consultation on potential traffic 
improvements affecting State highway facilities, ramps, and intersections.  In addition, 
Caltrans has the jurisdiction to review and approve landscape and pathway improvements 
within Caltrans property and review and approve encroachment permits for driveway 
easements.  As such, coordination with Caltrans is required and the Project will adhere to 
the Caltrans requirements. Further, City staff and the Project Sponsor have already 
discussed the Project and transportation improvements with Caltrans. 

S.2 The commentor requests clarification on why some roadway segment sections were selected 
for analysis over others. The selection of roadway segments for analysis focused on areas 
where Project-related traffic would be most present. While not every roadway segment was 
selected, a sample of various corridors considering capacity, existing demand, and 
proximity to the Project site have been considered. 

S.3 The commentor requests clarification about the different roadway classifications for 
different roadway segments of Marsh Road. The varied roadway classifications are due to 
each roadway segment’s functional purpose, existing vehicular demand, existing capacity, 
location in the roadway network, and proximity to facilities such as US 101, Bayfront 
Expressway, Willow Road, and University Avenue. 

S.4 The commentor requests clarification as to how the Trip Cap number has been calculated. 
The commentor also requests an explanation if the 2,600 trip cap is an appropriate number 
for Facebook when considering their hiring needs and expected employee growth. The Trip 
Cap was developed based on the current trip generation from/to the Facebook campus. The 
number of trips generated per employee was computed and then the current number of 
employees was extrapolated to address Facebook’s future staffing needs. Finally, the 
different modes used for accessing the Facebook campuses (i.e. shuttles) were taken into 
account as well as the implementation of the TDM program, and shaped the final Trip Cap, 
which addresses the future expansion plans. Please refer to the Trip Cap Memo in 
Appendix 3.5-E of the Draft EIR for more detail about the Trip Cap methodology. In 
addition, please refer to Master Response 4 for further information regarding the proposed 
Trip Cap. 

S.5 The commentor seeks clarification for the reasoning that the Trip Cap for the West Campus 
is considered a mitigation measure and not a design feature. The Project Sponsor did not 
propose a trip cap for the West Campus as part of the Project.  The impacts from the West 
Campus have been analyzed similarly to any new project, based on the existing square 
footage. The Trip Cap was introduced as a mitigation measure to alleviate potential impacts 
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from the Project. It is considered a requirement and it would be monitored and enforced 
consistently with the East Campus where the buildings are already in place. In addition, 
please refer to Master Response 4 for further information regarding the proposed Trip Cap. 

S.6 The commentor questions how employee growth gets capped and associated in the different 
alternatives analyses.  Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, an EIR must include a range 
of potentially feasible alternatives that attain most of the project objectives and reduce the 
significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project. In addition, CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(e) requires the inclusion of a “no project” alternative in order to allow 
decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts 
of not approving the proposed project.  As such, the alternatives analysis for the Project 
includes a No Project Alternative and a Reduced Intensity Alternative.    

 The No Project Alternative would allow the two existing sites to remain as-is.  As 
explained on page 5-6 of the Draft EIR, the nine existing buildings at the East Campus 
would have the existing employee cap of 3,600 employees and no daily trip cap would be 
implemented. In addition, the West Campus would not be constructed or occupied; 
therefore, no trip cap would be necessary. 

 The Reduced Intensity Alternative would include a 25 percent reduction in daily trips for 
the East Campus and the West Campus.  It is estimated that there would be approximately 
4,950 employees at the East Campus (compared to approximately 6,600 with the Project) 
and approximately 2,100 employees at the West Campus (compared to approximately 
2,800 with the Project).  However, similar to the Project, there would be a trip cap rather 
than an employee cap.  This Trip Cap would include a 25 percent reduction that would 
equate to an 11,250 daily trip cap for the East Campus and a 4,762 day trip cap for the 
West Campus. 

 The employee growth is an approximate estimate under the Reduced Intensity Alternative 
and just assumes 25 percent less than the Project.  This alternative, like the Project, focuses 
on the trip cap, rather than employee cap.  As such, technically, this alternative could 
include more employees or fewer employees at the Project Site, just as long as it adheres to 
the Trip Cap.  This is the same assumption that is used for the analysis of the Project. 

S.7 The commentor requests clarification about the daily distribution of 15,000 trips if 2,600 
are associated with the AM and PM Peak Periods. The commentor requests a determination 
how the remaining 9,800 trips will be scattered throughout the rest of the day. While the 
remaining 9,800 trips are expected to occur throughout the day, it is anticipated that a 
minimal number of trips occur in the early morning hours (prior to 7:00 a.m.) and the 
majority of the remaining 9,800 trips are anticipated to occur in the mid-day (10:00 a.m. to 
2:00 p.m.) and evening hours (after 6:00 p.m.).  
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S.8 The commentor requests further information if the planned bicycle lane restriping along 
Willow Road will encourage more bicycling on Willow Road and whether the restriping will 
be sufficient for cyclists to see. The restriping would make the bike lanes more visible, but 
there is no data to support whether a restriped bike lane would encourage bicyclists to use 
it or not. 

S.9 The commentor expresses support for the Project. This comment is related to the public 
discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an asset to the City.  This 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the Project’s 
compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

S.10 The commentor expresses support for the Project. This comment is related to the public 
discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an asset to the City.  
However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

S.11 The commentor supports the EIR and requests the continuation of the Bay Trail. To date, 
several documents recommending Bay Trail bicycling improvements for consideration in 
the transportation section of the Facebook Draft EIR have been received.  While many of 
these recommendations would improve the state of the bicycle infrastructure in San Mateo 
County, Menlo Park, and East Palo Alto for local residents and long-distance bicycle 
commuters, the Draft EIR found that no bicycle facility impacts would occur as a result of 
the Project. As such, mitigation measures, including filling of gaps in the Bay Trail, are 
not required to eliminate or reduce impacts to bicycle facilities. Modifications to existing 
bicycling facilities and gaps in the Bay Trail may be considered at a future date as 
jurisdictions choose to update their local or regional bicycle plans.  Please also refer to 
Master Response 5 for more information regarding bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 

S.12 The commentor requests that the applicant considers connecting the existing bike 
travelways to each other and repave bike facilities in areas that may need it. Please refer to 
Response S.11, above, regarding bicycle facilities. 

S.13 The commentor requests that Facebook and the City of Menlo Park take the lead in closing 
the Bay Trail gaps in the vicinity of Menlo Park and East Palo Alto. Please refer to 
Response S.11, above, regarding bicycle facilities. 

S.14 The commentor expresses support for the Project. This comment is related to the public 
discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an asset to the City.  
However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

S.15 The commentor requests the completion of the one mile gap of the Bay Trail near the 
Facebook site. Please refer to Response S.11, above, regarding bicycle facilities. 
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S.16 The commentor expresses support for the Project. This comment is related to the public 
discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an asset to the City.  
However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

S.17  The commentor is concerned that the Project will exacerbate jobs/housing imbalance and 
lack of affordable housing in San Mateo County.  The commentor’s observations that the 
Project adds significant employment, which would result in increased demand for housing, 
including affordable housing, are consistent with the findings summarized in Appendix 
3.14 of the Draft EIR. As stated in the appendix, the Project would create additional 
demand for 3,257 additional units, of which 46 percent would need to be affordable to 
Very Low, Low, and Moderate income households. In addition, the commentor’s 
observation that approximately 60 percent of employees in San Mateo County live outside 
the County and commute is consistent with the distribution shown in Table 3.14-10 of the 
Draft EIR.  This table presents an estimated distribution of housing demand throughout the 
Bay Area based on existing commute patterns for Menlo Park.   

Regarding the assertion that San Mateo County has a jobs/housing imbalance, data from the 
2006 to 2010 American Community Survey (ACS) indicates that the County houses a 
workforce of approximately 351,000 workers compared to a total of 354,000 jobs in the 
County.  Based on this data, San Mateo County is approximately in balance in terms of 
number of workers living in the County compared to the number of jobs.  Despite being in 
balance, many workers commute into San Mateo County for work while many who live in 
San Mateo County are commuting out to jobs to San Francisco, Santa Clara County, or 
elsewhere in the Bay Area.  Lack of affordable housing in the County is likely a factor in 
the level of commuting into the County that is occurring; however, a number of other 
factors also play a role. Please refer to Master Response 7 for an overview of factors that 
play a role in choice of residential location.   

S.18 The commentor notes that one of the objectives of the Sustainable Community Strategy 
under SB 375 is to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and that having housing in close 
proximity to jobs helps to reduce VMT. The commentor’s observations regarding the 
Sustainable Community Strategy and VMT are acknowledged.   

S.19 The commentor references findings in Appendix 3.14 (the Housing Needs Analysis) 
regarding the percentage of employee households that would be below median income, 
observes housing will be difficult for these households to find, and that long distance 
commuting is not an acceptable option. The commentor requests the Planning Commission 
and City Council take actions to address housing related matters described in comments 
S.17, S.18, and S.19. The commentor’s observations and request are acknowledged. It 
should be clarified that Appendix 3.14 of the Draft EIR, Housing Needs Analysis, 
estimates the percentage of employee households earning below 120 percent of median 
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income at 46 percent (rather than 45 percent below 100 percent of median income as 
referenced by commentor).  

S.20 The commentor disagrees with the fire service impact conclusions in the Draft EIR.  Based 
on previous conversations with the MPFD, and as reflected on page 3.15-22 of the Draft 
EIR, the Project would require the need for a new aerial ladder truck at Station 77 and one 
additional MPFD staff.  Although this could be considered an impact to the MPFD, it is 
not an impact under CEQA.  Under CEQA, the need for additional equipment and/or staff 
to support a public service is not considered significant unless new facilities would need to 
be constructed to house them, resulting in physical impacts.  For example, if a project 
would require an increase in the level of staffing, and the existing facility was not large 
enough to support this increase, then a new, larger facility would have to be constructed.  
This new construction would result in potentially significant environmental impacts.  Under 
CEQA, the emphasis is on changes to the physical environment.  Changes in staffing or 
equipment are not by themselves considered environmental impacts.   

 As a separate but companion document to the EIR, a Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA) has been 
prepared for the purpose of evaluating the impact that the Project would have on the City’s 
fiscal budgets upon full operations.  Information regarding the FIA is available on the 
City’s website.1  In addition, as explained on page 3.15-22 of the Draft EIR, the Project 
Sponsor would be required to pay applicable facilities fees, as will be outlined in the Fire 
Impact Fee nexus study for the new construction at the West Campus if the fee is adopted 
prior to the issuance of a building permit.  Payment of this fee would address the perceived 
need for an aerial ladder truck at Station 77.   

 As such, the less-than-significant impact conclusion discussed on pages 3.15-17 through 
3.15-22 of the Draft EIR is appropriate pursuant to CEQA and no changes will be made to 
the document. 

S.21 The commentor expresses support for the Project. This comment is related to the public 
discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an asset to the City.  
However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

S.22 The commentor expresses support for the Project. This comment is related to the public 
discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an asset to the City.  
However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

                                                            
1 City of Menlo Park, “Financial Impact Analysis,” website: http://www.menlopark.org/projects/ 

comdev_fb.htm.
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S.23 The commentor expresses support for the Project. This comment is related to the public 
discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an asset to the City.  
However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

S.24 The commentor expresses support for the Project. This comment is related to the public 
discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an asset to the City.  
However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

S.25 The commentor states that the Belle Haven traffic patterns are the opposite of the peak hour 
directional demand for the Project. The commentor is correct. 

S.26 The commentor does not think that traffic noise is a significant impact even though it is 
listed as such in the Draft EIR.  Traffic noise increases due to the Project are discussed 
under Impact NO-1 (starting on page 3.8-12 of the Draft EIR) and Impact NO-3 (page 3.8-
25). The Project’s incremental noise effect is shown in Table 3.8-5 on page 3.8-12 of the 
Draft EIR. As shown in this table, the Project would result in a 1 dBA increase on Project 
area roadways that are already generating high noise levels at adjacent noise sensitive 
receptors. It is important to note that a noise increase of 1 dBA is barely perceptible. In the 
short-term, operation of the East Campus would result in a 1 dBA increase on Willow 
Road compared to existing conditions.  The Project would also result in a 1 dBA increase 
on Marsh Road in the near-term. Similarly, under operation of both the East Campus and 
West Campus, there would be a 1 dBA increase in the near-term and long-term traffic 
scenarios. However, using FTA guidance, a 1 dBA increase is considered significant when 
the noise level without the Project is 75 dBA CNEL or higher.  Therefore, the Project’s 
contribution and increase in traffic noise would be significant.  

 As explained under Impact NO-1 (page 3.8-20 of the Draft EIR) and Impact NO-3 (page 
3.8-25), mitigating the increase in traffic noise due to the Project would not be feasible. 
Although the Project would include a TDM program to reduce traffic trips, this program 
may not reduce trips enough to reduce the Project’s contribution to traffic noise to a less-
than-significant level.  Therefore, the increase in noise level on Marsh Road and Willow 
Road as a result of Project-generated traffic is considered to be significant and unavoidable. 

S.27 The commentor states that air quality impacts would be limited due to the limited amount of 
parking at the East Campus and the West Campus.  In terms of the total Project parking 
supply, a total of 4,994 spaces would be provided. This ratio of spaces to total projected 
employees equates to approximately one space for every two employees. This limited 
parking provides a built-in mechanism for reducing trips to the Project, thereby affecting 
the trips generated by the Project and, ultimately, impacts related to air quality. For 
additional discussion of additional trip-reducing measures, please refer to Master 
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Responses 3 for information regarding TDM and Master Response 4 for more information 
regarding Trip Cap.   

S.28  The commentor notes that a below market rate in lieu fee has been requested of the 
applicant, notes the Menlo Park Redevelopment Agency’s status with respect to affordable 
housing production and expenditure requirements, and requests that any housing related 
requirement for the Project be offset by the existing redevelopment agency production 
requirement surplus. The commentor’s observations and request are acknowledged. It is 
noted that redevelopment production and expenditure requirements are no longer in effect 
following dissolution of all redevelopment agencies across the State as of February 1, 
2012.  While there have been legislative proposals that would modify certain provisions of 
AB 1X26 (the bill that dissolved redevelopment agencies) related to housing, it does not 
appear that affordable housing production and expenditure requirements of former 
redevelopment agencies will have any force or effect going forward.  Dissolution of the 
redevelopment agency does not affect the City’s below market rate in-lieu fee or it 
applicability to the Project.   

S.29 The commentor states that impacts to schools and police and fire services should be 
considered.  Under CEQA, the need for additional equipment and/or staff to support a 
public service is not considered a significant CEQA impact unless new facilities would 
need to be constructed to house them, resulting in physical impacts.  For example, if a 
project would require an increase in the level of staffing, and the existing facility was not 
large enough to support this increase, then a new, larger facility would have to be 
constructed.  This new construction would result in potentially significant environmental 
impacts.  Under CEQA, the emphasis is on changes to the physical environment.  Changes 
in staffing or equipment are not by themselves considered environmental impacts.   

 Based on the CEQA standards of significance, as explained on pages 3.15-13 through 
3.15-28 of the Draft EIR, impacts to public services as a result of the Project would be less 
than significant.  While financial burdens may be significant, these are not issues that are 
discussed or analyzed under CEQA.  Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the focus of the 
EIR is on the physical environmental effects rather than social or economic issues, except 
where social or economic issues are known to have demonstrable physical impacts.  Fiscal 
issues and community benefits from the Project will be considered by the City Council and 
the Planning Commission during the decision-making process.   

S.30 The commentor expresses support for the Project. This comment is related to the public 
discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an asset to the City.  
However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 
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S.31 The commentor expresses support for the Project. This comment is related to the public 
discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an asset to the City.  
However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

S.32 The commentor expresses support for the Project. This comment is related to the public 
discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an asset to the City.  
However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

S.33 The commentor expresses support for the Project. This comment is related to the public 
discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an asset to the City.  
However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

S.34 The commentor requests additional bike lanes in the Belle Haven neighborhood. Please 
refer to Response S.11, above, regarding bicycle facilities. 

S.35 The commentor expresses support for the alternative modes of transportation included in 
the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program. This comment is related to the 
public discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an asset to the 
City.  This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

S.36 The commentor requests that additional mitigation measures which consider bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities, rather than increasing roadway or intersection capacity, and may 
reduce the number of vehicle trips. Mitigation measures are improvements to alleviate 
potential impacts caused by the Project at a specific location. The evaluation of Project 
impacts is based on intersection delay and roadways segment capacity constraints according 
to the standards of Menlo Park. Thus, the mitigation measures aim at reducing intersection 
delay due to the Project. Currently, there is no equation or travel demand model for the 
City of Menlo Park to relate a nearby bicycle facility and the corresponding reduction of 
vehicles at an intersection, nor a quantification of the number of bicycles compared to the 
amount of vehicle or delay reduction at an intersection. Since one has not been developed 
or approved it cannot be applied in the Draft EIR. As a result, the mitigation measures are 
primarily focused at the impacted intersections. 

S.37 The commentor states that the trip distribution percentages should reflect the existing 
Facebook employee characteristics rather than the trip distribution percentages in the 
Circulation System Assessment (CSA). The employee residential trip distribution is based 
on the City of Menlo Park CSA, which details Menlo Park employee residences by 
geographical region. Utilization of the CSA to determine employee residential locations is 
the accepted practice within the City of Menlo Park. While this distribution differs from 
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the existing employee resident distribution percentages it would reflect changing employee 
demographics in the future. While the CSA trip distribution served as the foundation for 
the trip distribution and trip assignment, it was refined with existing Facebook employee 
zip code and Census information. 

S.38 The commentor expresses support for the Project. This comment is important for the public 
discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an asset to the City.  
However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

S.39 The commentor suggests that the applicant provide bicycle lanes and fill existing bicycle 
lane gaps. Additionally, the commentor expresses concern that some of the bicycle 
improvements may not be implemented and that bicycle improvements should be mindful of 
pedestrian safety. Please refer to Response S.11, above, regarding bicycle facilities. 

S.40 The commentor recommends that Facebook shuttle buses be open to the public. At this 
time, Facebook’s policy is that the shuttles are operating to help employees reduce trips 
directed to the Project site and increase collaboration between their employees and are not 
expected to be open to the public. 

S.41 The commentor requests that the applicant close the Bay Trail gap near the Facebook 
Campus. Please refer to Response S.11, above, regarding bicycle facilities. 

S.42 The commentor questions the amount of parking provided on the West Campus and suggests 
a more aggressive standard to promote non-vehicular commuting. The amount of parking 
provided on the West Campus corresponds to the amount of parking required under zoning 
requirements. The TDM program that Facebook would implement would reduce the 
overall number of vehicles traveling from/to the Project site as detailed in the Trip Cap 
Memo. Please refer to Response S.27, above, regarding the number of spaces per 
employee. 

S.43 The commentor expresses a preference for mitigation measures that do not include triple 
right turn lanes and states that it is not safe for cyclists or pedestrians. Mitigation measures 
that propose widening improvements would include signal improvements and Class 1 bike 
lanes as part of the design to help minimize these impacts to bicyclists and vehicles. 
Bicycle and pedestrian safety was considered during the development of the mitigation 
measures. The suggested mitigation measures would not result in potentially significant 
impacts to bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  

S.44 The commentor expresses a preference for more bicycle facilities on the Project site while 
reducing the size of the parking garage. Facebook would be providing on campus bicycle 
facilities available for employees. These facilities would include bicycle lockers, changing 
facilities and bicycle racks to encourage bicycle usage. The TDM program that Facebook 
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would implement would reduce the overall number of vehicles traveling from/to the Project 
site as detailed in the Trip Cap Memo. Please refer to Response S.27, above, regarding the 
number of spaces per employee and additional details why further parking restraints are not 
feasible. 

S.45 The commentor suggests closing gaps in the existing bicycle route network, including those 
in the Bay Trail, and connecting the Facebook campuses to downtown Menlo Park and 
Palo Alto. Please refer to Response S.11, above, regarding bicycle facilities. 

S.46 The commentor suggests improving bicycle routes on Willow Road, University Avenue, and 
Bay Road, and closing the nearby one mile gap in the Bay Trail. Please refer to Response 
S.11, above, regarding bicycle facilities. 

S.47 The commentor expresses support for the Project. This comment is related to the public 
discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an asset to the City.  
However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

S.48 The commentor suggests ways for the Project Sponsor to improve the neighborhood. 
Adding signs to Willow Road and fast-tracking the Policy and City Service Center would 
not help to mitigate any of the potentially significant impacts of the Project.  Although 
funding these improvements could be considered by decision-makers during the review 
process, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.   No further response is necessary. 

S.49 The commentor expresses a desire that Project workers consider the Belle Haven 
Neighborhood in Menlo Park as a housing option. The commentor’s opinion is 
acknowledged.  However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR 
analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

S.50 The commentor states that the Project Sponsor should help improve education at the 
Ravenswood City School District (RCSD).  Improving the school district would not help to 
mitigate any of the potentially significant impacts of the Project. As described on pages 
3.15-23 under Impact PS-3 of the Draft EIR, the Project would have a less-than-significant 
impact on schools pursuant to the CEQA standards of significance.  

 Nonetheless, non-residential development, including the Project, is subject to SB 50 School 
Impact Fees (established by the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998). As a result 
of the wide ranging changes in the financing of school facilities, including the passage of 
State school facilities bonds intended to provide a major source of financing for new school 
facilities, Section 65996 of the State Government Code explains that payment of school 
impact fees established by SB 50 is deemed to constitute full and complete mitigation for 
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school impacts from development that may be required from a developer by any State or 
local agency. 

 Although additional funding of educational improvements could be considered by decision-
makers during the review process, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA.   No further response is necessary. 

S.51 The commentor expresses support for the Project. This comment is related to the public 
discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an asset to the City.  
However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

S.52 The commentor suggests improving the Marsh Road, Bay Road intersection to divert some 
traffic away from East Palo Alto. The trip distribution percentages shown in Figure 3.5-9 
of the Draft EIR show that 67 percent would be accessing the Project site from US 101 or 
the Dumbarton Bridge, 17 percent would utilize Marsh Road, and 9 percent would use 
Willow Road west of US 101. While improvements at the intersection of Bay Road and 
Marsh Road may enhance intersection operations, it is not expected that these potential 
improvements would increase the number of Facebook-related vehicles to travel along Bay 
Road to divert traffic from East Palo Alto.  

 Based on the traffic distribution patterns shown in Figure 3.5-9 of the Draft EIR, very few 
vehicles travel between the northern portion of Marsh Road and the Project site via Bay 
Road. Instead, vehicles traveling between the northern portion of Marsh Road and the 
Project site are most likely to utilize Marsh Road and Bayfront Expressway given the 
number of traffic signals, travel time, and existing traffic patterns. Additionally, Bay Road 
does not directly cross US 101 between the Project site and the northern portion of 
Middlefield Road (a vehicle would need to utilize Willow Road) and would not serve as a 
traffic congestion release between East Palo Alto and the intersection of Bay Road and 
Marsh Road.  

 Mitigation measures are improvements to alleviate potential impacts caused by the Project 
to a specific facility. The evaluation of Project impacts is based on the effect the Project 
has on that specific facility according to the standards of Menlo Park. Currently there is not 
a prioritization of mitigation measures emphasizing alternative modes of transportation in 
use for the City of Menlo Park. Therefore, one is not included in the Draft EIR. Bay Trail 
improvements such as these may be examined by the jurisdictions in which they are located 
at a future time. The Project would not impact the bicycle and pedestrian network and, 
therefore, bicycle mitigation measures are not proposed in the Draft EIR. 
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S.53 The commentor expresses support for the Project. This comment is related to the public 
discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an asset to the City.  
However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

S.54 The commentor asserts that the East Palo Alto Analysis prepared by KMA is highly 
defective due to the failure to address a major 1,800 apartment unit portfolio transaction 
that occurred in the fall of 2012.  This concern, as presented at the public hearing, has 
been addressed in response to the commentor’s written letter.  Please refer to Responses 
50.1 through 50.12, earlier in this section.   

S.55 The commentor expresses support for the Project. This comment is related to the public 
discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an asset to the City.  
However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

S.56 The commentor observes that the City has not done a very good job on housing and 
requests that some assurance be provided that affordable housing will be created in Menlo 
Park. It is noted that the City’s Below Market Rate in-lieu fee would apply to the Project 
and that the fee revenues must be used for construction of affordable housing.  This 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the Project's 
compliance with CEQA. No further response is necessary.   

S.57 The commentor suggests applying for some funds from the San Mateo County Transit 
Authority to increase the number of shuttles near the Project site. Support for Facebook’s 
involvement with ZimRide is expressed as well. This measure may be considered in the 
future by the Project Sponsor.  However, this comment does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is 
necessary. 

S.58 The commentor expresses support for the Project. This comment is related to the public 
discourse on the merits of the Project and whether it is viewed as an asset to the City.  
However, this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis or the 
Project’s compliance with CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 

S.59 The commentor suggests closing the gap in the Bay Trail near the Facebook Campus and 
expresses concern that the added Facebook-related auto traffic is affecting the bicycle 
facility conditions in the area. Also suggested are improved bicycle lanes on Willow Road 
and University Avenue. Please refer to Response S.11, above, regarding bicycle facilities. 
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S.60 The commentor acknowledges that Facebook provides adequate on-site bicycle facilities 
and suggests that cities can improve bicycle routes along Willow Road and University 
Avenue and fill the Bay Trail gap near the Facebook Campus. Please refer to Response 
S.11, above, regarding bicycle facilities. 

S.61 The commentor questions the 3,600 employees allocated to the existing facility at the East 
Campus and states that the 3,600 employee number and the associated traffic seems low. 
The commentor also states that Sun had more offices in the area other than at the site at 
Willow Road and Bayfront expressway so the total amount of traffic in the area may be 
comparable to what is projected at the Facebook Campuses. The commentor also states that 
he believes more traffic may be coming through on Bayfront Expressway from the East Bay. 
The Near Term 2015 Condition considers a baseline analysis which assumes full occupancy 
of the East Campus with the currently permitted as-of-right 3,600 employees and a 25 
percent TDM Plan. The trip generation for these 3,600 corporate headquarters employees 
was calculated using the ITE Trip Generation 8th Edition which is the industry standard for 
trip generation calculations and also applied a 25 percent TDM reduction (1,076 during the 
AM Peak Hour and 807 during the PM Peak Hour). To determine the Project increment at 
the East Campus, the baseline volumes (1,076 AM and 807 PM Peak Hours) were 
subtracted from the maximum allowable peak hour vehicle trips under the Trip Cap (1,820 
for each of the AM and PM Peak Hours). The resulting East Campus Project increment 
was found to be 744 AM Peak Hour and 1,013 PM Peak Hour vehicle trips. This process 
is further detailed on pages 3.5-33 to 3.5-34 and 3.5-43 to 3.5-44 of the Draft EIR and in 
Appendix 3.5-D and Appendix 3.5-E.  

 The trip generation calculation includes all vehicles visiting the Project site which includes 
personal, shuttle, and vanpool vehicular trips. The employee residential trip distribution is 
based on the City of Menlo Park CSA, which details Menlo Park employee residences by 
geographical region. Utilization of the CSA to determine employee residential locations is 
the accepted practice within the City of Menlo Park. While the CSA trip distribution served 
as the foundation for the trip distribution and trip assignment, it was refined with existing 
Facebook employee zip code and Census information. 

 Please refer to Master Response 1 for further information regarding baseline conditions 
identified in the Draft EIR. 

S.62 The commentor requests coordination between the City of Menlo Park and the City of East 
Palo Alto regarding the Project.  Please see Letter 9 for the comments from East Palo Alto 
and the responses to these concerns. 

 The commentor also requests an extension of the review period.  As explained in Section 1 
of this document, the public review period for the Draft EIR originally was set to end on 
January 23, 2012.  However, on January 10, 2012, City Council considered requests to 
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extend the comment period and elected to extend the deadline by one week to January 30, 
2012.   

S.63 The commentor expresses that the mitigation measures suggested in the Draft EIR also 
examine any residual effects on other modes such as pedestrian facilities. The commentor 
also recommends improving pedestrian crosswalks with new or high-visibility striping and 
measures to improve crossing Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway. The Draft EIR found 
there are no bicycle or pedestrian impacts that require mitigation. Bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities have been considered during the development of the mitigation measures. The 
suggested mitigation measures would not result in potentially significant impacts to bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities. Also, high visibility crosswalks are not typically recommended at 
signalized intersections. The signal controls right-of-way and potential pedestrian-vehicle 
conflicts, thus, resources are often better dedicated to other pedestrian improvements, 
unless there are specific circumstances (such as heavy use by school children, for example) 
that justify the enhanced striping. Therefore, there is little value for high-visibility 
crosswalks at the suggested location. 

S.64 The commentor suggests improving bicycle facilities including filling in the Bay Trail gaps 
to provide a safer biking environment. Please refer to Response S.11, above, regarding 
bicycle facilities. 

S.65 The commentor requests information about the number of vehicles that travel between the 
Dumbarton Bridge/Bayfront Expressway and US 101. A percentage of the traffic generated 
from the Project would travel between the Dumbarton Bridge and Bayfront Expressway to 
US 101. The City and the County Association of Governments (C/CAG) has recognized 
the importance of that link in several projects and can be further reviewed in the Gateway 
20/20 Study. While the Gateway 20/20 Study does not state the number of vehicles 
travelling between Dumbarton Bridge and Bayfront Expressway to US 101, it is estimated 
to be approximately 65,000 per day.  

S.66 The commentor asks if the EIR covers trip caps for both the East Campus and West 
Campus. The Draft EIR includes a Trip Cap for the East Campus as part of the Project and 
a West Campus trip cap as a mitigation measure. In addition, please refer to Master 
Response 4 for further information regarding the proposed Trip Cap. 

S.67 The commentor requests clarification about the calculation of the West Campus trip cap 
numbers and if data from the Palo Alto campus helped derive these numbers. For the West 
Campus, the EIR analyzed the buildings using the Institute of Transportation Engineers trip 
generation calculations based on floor area of the buildings. When the Trip Cap was 
introduced as a mitigation measure, data from Palo Alto campus were used to derive a new 
trip generation number. In addition, please refer to Master Response 4 for further 
information regarding the proposed Trip Cap. 
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S.68 The commentor questions how employee growth gets capped and associated in the different 
alternatives analyses.  Please see Response S.6, above. 

S.69 The commentor asks if the number of spaces in the parking facilities on the Facebook 
Campuses are capped or limited. The commentor also asks if the number of parked vehicles 
can exceed the number of parking spaces. The number of vehicles permitted to park at the 
parking facilities would be limited to the number parking spaces on the Facebook 
Campuses. There is not a parking space cap per se and valet services or other mechanisms 
could be used to park more vehicles on-site for special events, if necessary. 

S.70 The commentor requested additional clarification on the issues of toxic air contaminants 
and the potential for implementation of additional mitigation. The Draft EIR acknowledges 
that there are potentially significant health risks for individuals living or working within 
500 feet of freeways or busy roads. As stated on page 3.6-2 of the Draft EIR, in April 
2005, CARB issued a guidance document on air quality and land use, Air Quality and Land 
Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, which recommends that sensitive land 
uses not be located within 500 feet of a freeway or other high traffic roadway.  However, 
the recommended BAAQMD measures cited by the commentor are not all relevant to the 
Project.  

 With respect to TAC analysis, sensitive receptors are defined as people occupying or 
residing in: residential dwellings, including apartments, houses, condominiums; schools, 
colleges, and universities; daycares; hospitals; and senior care facilities.2 The Project in 
fact does not site any sensitive receptors adjacent to sources of diesel PM. Employee 
exposure to risk is significantly lower than residential exposure due to the duration of 
exposure anticipated.  Further, most office buildings, including the office buildings existing 
on the East Campus, as well as those to be constructed on the West Campus have closed 
ventilation systems with filters. This, along with the vegetation planted as part of 
landscaping will provide for a further reduction in employee risk exposure. Therefore, no 
additional mitigation measures are required.  

 With respect to the Project-level analysis, the Draft EIR states on page 3.6-33 that the 
Project, at both the East Campus and West Campus, could expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial TACs, resulting in a potentially significant impact. However, as detailed in the 
analysis following that impact statement, mitigated emissions show that all impacts are 
reduced to below regulatory thresholds and, therefore, are less than significant at a Project 
level. Consequently, no further mitigation is required for the Project.  

 At the cumulative level, the Project contributes less than five percent of the total impact 
(Draft EIR page 3.6-44). Further, the CARB documentation cited by the commentor 
identifies buffer zones for the placement of sensitive receptors with respect to existing 

                                                            
2  BAAQMD, Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards, May 2010. 
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sources (i.e. freeways) and guidance for such placement when evaluated at a project level.  
Here the Project is not allocating sensitive receptors next to a freeway or high traffic 
roadway and, therefore, the Project does not exposes onsite sensitive receptors to 
significant health risks.   

 The BAAQMD recommends mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts to onsite 
sensitive receptors when impacts from existing sources exceed threshold levels.  The 
Project, therefore, is only responsible to take steps to reduce impacts from Project related 
emissions on offsite receptors.  As discussed in detail in Response 9a.20, above, mitigation 
measures such as vegetative buffers are being implemented as part of the Project design, 
which would reduce some impacts to offsite receptors. Response 9a.20 also discusses 
Facebook’s partnership with CANOPY, which involves planting trees at Belle Haven 
Elementary School. Besides vegetative buffers and distance, filtration systems are the only 
viable alternative for reducing impacts to residential receptors. As discussed, the cost of 
implementing filtration systems on offsite receptors is prohibitive and the activities typical 
of single-family developments undermine or negate the benefit of these systems, especially 
in light of Facebook’s small contribution to cumulative impacts.  

S.71 The commentor asks if mitigation measures associated with traffic impacts can be 
prioritized to include consideration to pedestrian/bike parking, TDM, intersections, and 
signalization. The commentor also asks if filling the gaps in the Bay Trail can be integrated 
into the Facebook EIR and find a fair share contribution between Facebook and area 
municipalities and agencies. Mitigation measures are improvements to alleviate potential 
impacts caused by the Project to a specific facility. The evaluation of project impacts is 
based on the effect the Project has on that specific facility according to the standards of 
Menlo Park. Currently there is not a prioritization of mitigation measures emphasizing 
alternative modes of transportation in use for the City of Menlo Park. Therefore, one is not 
included in the Draft EIR. Bay Trail improvements such as these may be examined by the 
jurisdictions in which they are located at a future time. The Project would not impact the 
bicycle and pedestrian network and, therefore, bicycle mitigation measures are not 
proposed in the Draft EIR. 

S.72 The commentor asks to specify if there is any mitigation measure prioritization with regards 
to encouraging non-motorized modes of travel. Please refer to Response S.71, above, 
regarding mitigation measure prioritization. 

S.73 The commentor asks if there is a method to introduce the prioritization of mitigation 
measures and start using bike mitigations as a way to reduce traffic volumes. Please refer 
to Response S.71, above, regarding mitigation measure prioritization. 

S.74 The commentor asks if it is not possible to quantify the influence of bicycle facilities on 
vehicle trip reduction is it not possible to list bicycle facilities as a form of mitigation 
measures. Within the City of Menlo Park, a metric to calculate the correlation between 
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bicycle facilities and a decrease in vehicular trips or delay has not been developed or 
approved, and cannot be applied in the Draft EIR. Additionally, there is not a prioritization 
of mitigation measures emphasizing alternative modes of transportation in use for the City 
of Menlo Park. Therefore, one is not included in the Draft EIR. 

S.75 The commentor asks if, as the Planning Commission, there can be a recommendation that 
intersection and delay-related mitigation measures should not result in a worsening of 
bicycle and pedestrian facility conditions. When considering mitigation measures at an 
intersection the interaction of pedestrians and bicycles with those intersections was taken 
into account. Consideration has been given to ensure that mitigation of a traffic impact 
would not create an impact for bicyclists or pedestrians. The mitigation measures suggested 
in the Draft EIR would not result in potentially significant bicycle and pedestrian impacts. 
Additionally, a bike box is being considered for the intersection of Willow Road and 
Middlefield Road. 

S.76 The commentor suggests developing an estimate to relate bicycle facility construction and 
vehicular trip decreases as was presented in the Stanford Medical EIR. The traffic 
consultants for the City of Palo Alto developed and applied a methodology to quantify the 
number of trips reduced if the two pedestrian undercrossings of Caltrain were constructed. 
This methodology used available data on SUMC employee place of residence and mode 
choice (existing and future). This analysis was only used for the corridors where there were 
planned undercrossings and was not applied to any other corridors.  The quantification was 
used to determine how much benefit would be gleaned by opening the new undercrossings. 
The current methodology in the Facebook Draft EIR has taken into account the interaction 
of pedestrians and bicycles with the intersection when considering mitigation measures at 
an intersection. Currently, there is no developed or approved equation or model for the 
City of Menlo Park to relate a nearby bicycle facility and a corresponding reduction of 
vehicles or delay at an intersection and, therefore, one cannot be applied in the Draft EIR. 

S.77 The commentor suggests a measure or recommendation to ensure that suggested mitigation 
measures or improvements do not result in worse conditions for bicycles and pedestrians.   
Bicycle and pedestrian facilities have been considered during the development of the 
mitigation measures in the Draft EIR. The suggested mitigation measures would not result 
in potentially significant impacts to bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

S.78 The commentor asks how removing a pedestrian island at the intersection of Willow Road 
and Bayfront Expressway does not impact pedestrians. The commentor recommends 
performing a small analysis to determine any correlation between bicycle facility 
construction and decrease in vehicular use. While crossing the pedestrian island at that 
location, pedestrians are conflicting with a free right movement where vehicles are not 
obliged to stop. Removing that island obliges the right-turning vehicles to stop and thus 
creates safer crossing conditions for pedestrians. Currently, there is no equation or model 

4-599 Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project Final EIR  — Written and Oral Comments and Responses



for the City of Menlo Park to relate a nearby bicycle facility and a corresponding reduction 
of vehicles at an intersection. Performing an analysis to determine the correlation between 
bicycle facility construction and decrease in vehicular use is beyond the scope of the EIR. 

S.79 The commentor references Table 3.5-29 on page 3.5-122 of the Draft EIR and asks why 
some of the Routes of Regional Significance are rated D, E, or F for the existing condition 
and asks for further clarification on the LOS standards. Also, the commentor requests 
clarification in particular about the US 101 to Bayfront Expressway. Currently, some of 
the Routes of Regional Significance operate at LOS of E or F. If the route already 
performs at a LOS E or F, then the additional Project-related vehicular demand to that 
roadway of at least one percent of its capacity due to the Project is considered an impact. 
On Willow Road between 101 to Bayfront Expressway currently has a LOS C and would 
remain at that LOS after the Project implementation. The standard in this particular case is 
LOS E, which would be the impact threshold. 

S.80 The commentor lists concerns about impacts to school districts.  This comment was re-
directed as a comment on the FIA, on January 10, 2012.  With respect to the West 
Campus, the Project would pay fees to the City’s General Fund to help defray fiscal 
impacts, including those to the surrounding school districts, as described in the FIA 
prepared for the Project.3 Nonetheless, this comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR analysis or the Project’s compliance with CEQA.  Per CEQA Guidelines Section 
15131, the focus of the EIR is on the physical environmental effects rather than social or 
economic issues, except where social or economic issues are known to have demonstrable 
physical impacts. Fiscal issues and community benefits from the Project are topics that will 
be considered by City Council and the Planning Commission during the decision-making 
process.   

 Nonetheless, this comment is addressed in the responses to FIA comments and the Final 
FIA.  These documents can be found on the City’s website for the Project.4 

S.81 The commentor supports the improvement of bicycle and pedestrian facilities and 
encourages to the Project to fill in the Bay Trail gap and improve bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities along University Avenue, Willow Road, and Bay Road. Please refer to Response 
S.11, above, regarding bicycle facilities. 

S.82 The commentor asks for clarification about how some Routes of Regional Significance can 
have an LOS standard of F. The LOS standard for the Routes of Regional Significance has 
been based on the measured level of service at the time the Congestion Management Plan 
of the county was developed. 

                                                            
3  City of Menlo Park, “Financial Impact Analysis,” website: http://www.menlopark.org/projects/comdev_ 

fb.htm. 
4  Website: http://www.menlopark.org/projects/comdev_fb.htm. 
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S.83 The commentor asks for affirmation that under CEQA, a potential impact at an intersection 
cannot be mitigation solely by a revision to a bike route since it does not increase traffic 
flow and reduce delay. The commentor’s statement is correct. Mitigation measures are 
based on City of Menlo Park or an appropriate jurisdiction’s Transportation Impact 
Analysis (TIA) Guidelines and impact criteria. 

S.84 The commentor asks if monetary funds designated for a mitigation measure at a potentially 
impacted location may be applied to an improvement in another location which may 
influence transportation operations at the original potentially impacted location. Mitigation 
measures are implemented at impacted intersections and are designated to alleviate Project 
impacts at that specific intersection. For a mitigation measure to be selected there is the 
requirement that a nexus exists between the mitigation measure and the targeted Project 
impact. Thus, per the City of Menlo Park’s General Plan and adopted TIA Guidelines, a 
bicycle-infrastructure improvement cannot be considered a mitigation measure without 
proof that it can alleviate the impact at the impacted intersection. 

S.85 The commentor states that the pedestrian island is useful while bicycling to turn from 
northbound Middlefield Road to eastbound Willow Road and should remain with any 
mitigation measures. The channelization island’s primary purpose is to separate right-
turning vehicles from through traffic and increase the throughput of right-turning vehicles. 
Therefore, the design creates a situation where pedestrians must cross from corner to island 
with no signal control. This introduces significant challenges for sight impaired individuals 
or those with a disability. The recommended best practice in pedestrian safety is to remove 
these islands where feasible/practical, and tighten the corner radius to reduce right-turn 
speeds and control vehicular turns as part of the signalized intersection. Signal timing is 
then modified to allow pedestrians to cross the entire approach in one phase. 5 , 6 

Consideration has been given to bicycle and pedestrian facilities during the development of 
the mitigation measures and would not result in new potentially significant impacts to 
bicycle or pedestrian facilities. No changes to the Draft EIR are warranted. 

S.86 The commentor asks if there is any legal way for the Planning Commission to impose a 
requirement for Facebook to close the gap in the Bay Trail near the Facebook Campuses. 
The Draft EIR found there are no bicycle or pedestrian impacts that require mitigation. 
Additionally, there is no sufficient data to support that closing the gap in the Bay Trail as a 
mitigation measure would alleviate any of the Project impacts. Thus, such a mitigation 

                                                            
5  California Department of Transportation, “Complete Intersections: A Guide to Reconstructing Intersections and 

Interchanges for Bicyclists and Pedestrians,” 2010, website: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/survey/pedestrian/Complete-Intersections-A-Guide-to-Reconstructing-
Intersections-and-Interchanges-for-Bicyclists-and-Pedestirans.pdf, accessed April 18, 2012. 

6  Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, “Bicycle Technical Guidelines” “Chapter 5: Intersections and 
Interchanges,” website: http://www.vta.org/bike_information/library/btg/btg_ch_5-6.pdf, accessed April 18, 
2012. 
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measure cannot be imposed on the Project. In addition, please refer to Master Response 5 
for a discussion regarding bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 

S.87 The commentor asks for clarification regarding if there is a mitigation measure priority 
hierarchy in the Draft EIR. There is not a mitigation measure priority hierarchy in use by 
the City of Menlo Park and one is not included in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response 
S.74, above, regarding mitigation measure priority. 

S.88 The commentor asks if the removal of the crosswalk across Bayfront Expressway on the 
northern side of the intersection of Bayfront Expressway and Willow Road is an optional 
Project feature and why it is being considered. The crosswalk across Bayfront Expressway 
the commentor is referencing would remain as part of the Project.  

S.89 The commentor asks if a pedestrian near the southwest corner of Willow Road and Bayfront 
Expressway would need to cross Willow Road to access the underpass. The commentor also 
asks if the mitigation measure to add an additional eastbound right turn lane at the 
intersection of Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway would approximately add 12 feet to 
this crossing distance. The commentor also asks if the walk time would be appropriately 
increased to accommodate for the increase in crosswalk length and if it would affect the 
overall signal timing for the intersection.  A pedestrian near the southwest corner of 
Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway would need to cross Willow Road to access the 
underpass. The proposed widening improvement would increase the distance pedestrians 
need to cross and the signal timing would be revised in accordance with the Highway 
Capacity Manual which dictates the standards for pedestrian crossing time. Consideration 
has been given to pedestrian facilities during the development of the mitigation measures 
and would not result in new potentially significant impacts to pedestrian facilities. 

S.90 The commentor asks if the Draft EIR frames the gap in the Bay Trail near the Facebook 
Campus issue in such a way that it encourages Facebook, Menlo Park, and East Palo Alto 
to work together to close the gap in a context outside of the Draft EIR mitigation measures. 
The Draft EIR does not address the Bay Trail connection near the Project site because the 
Draft EIR determined there were no significant impacts to bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
which required mitigation measures. However, the Mid-Peninsula Regional Open Space is 
trying to obtain a trail easement across that property and is working towards an 
Environmental Impact Report to get that trail easement.  They have been working together 
with East Palo Alto and Menlo Park to achieve this goal. In addition, please refer to Master 
Response 5 for a discussion regarding bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 

S.91 This comment pertains to the methods by which demand for utilities such as water supply 
and wastewater conveyance are calculated and whether these calculations are based on 
building square footage or number of employees. As described in Appendix 3.16, Water 
Supply Assessment for the Menlo Park Facebook Campus Project, the Project’s water 
demands were estimated based on data provided by the Project Sponsor. Table 4.2 in 
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Appendix 3.16 to the Draft EIR summarizes the various sources of water demand (i.e., 
restrooms, kitchen sink, dishwasher, etc.) associated with the East Campus and lists the 
estimated daily use and flow rate of each source. The daily use and flow rates are then 
multiplied by the number of building occupants (the approximate occupancy of the East 
Campus is 6,660 employees as described in Section 2, Project Description, of the Draft 
EIR). As shown in Table 4.3 of Appendix 3.16 to the Draft EIR, water demand associated 
with the West Campus is calculated in the same way as the East Campus. To estimate the 
amount of wastewater that would result from implementation of the Project, it is assumed 
that 100 percent of water consumed indoors at the two campuses would become wastewater 
conveyed to the South Bayside Systems Authority Regional Treatment Plant (refer to page 
3.6-17 of the Draft EIR). As demonstrated above, Project-related water and wastewater 
demand are calculated on a per capita basis.    

S.92 The commentor questions if the EIR considers the economic impact of the reduced sales tax 
revenue.  As stated in Response S.80, above, Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the 
focus of the EIR is on the physical environmental effects rather than social or economic 
issues, except where social or economic issues are known to have demonstrable physical 
impacts. Fiscal issues and community benefits from the Project are topics that will be 
considered by City Council and the Planning Commission during the decision-making 
process.   

S.93 The commentor wanted to confirm that increases in fuel efficiency was accounted for in the 
air quality analysis.  The air quality analysis was conducted using the CalEEMod air 
quality emissions estimator model, version 2011.1.1. This modeling program uses 
EMFAC2007 to determine emissions factors for vehicles. Because EMFAC model takes 
into account fuel efficiencies anticipated through 2040, the air quality analysis also assumes 
these anticipated fuel efficiencies.  
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