




























































































Rogers, Thomas H 

From: Paul Collacchi [collacch@cwnet.com]
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2009 10:10 AM
To: Rogers, Thomas H
Cc: Roberts, Margaret S
Subject: Comments on Menlo Gateway DEIR section 2 -- Project Description
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Thomas, 
  
Here are questions and comments about DEIR Section 2 -- Project Description 
  
Please acknowledge receipt of this email and confirm its adequacy as a valid method of 
comment. 
  
Paul Collacchi 
1 Lake Ct 
Redwood City, CA 94062 
  
  
************************************ 
"Thus, while this is a project-level DEIR, this document also discusses the effects of the GPA/ZOA at a 
program level, assuming future development proposals could seek consideration from the City under the 
proposed new General Plan land use designation and M-3 zoning regulations."  [p 2-1]  
  
 Q1:  The DEIR does not discuss the effect of the GPA/ZOA at a program level in other 
locations where future development proposals might be rezoned M-3.  Nor does it discuss where 
it might be sought, presumably most or all of M-2.  Was it the intention of the DEIR to do so. 
  
C1:  The project description describes the build out of the project taking about 5 years, while the 
developer is asking for a twenty year Developer Agreement, presumably to preserve a 
development entitlement in the face of soft market conditions for office, hotel, and commercial 
construction financing.  Mis-describing the project construction timeline provides certain 
advantages to the developer that might permit "significant impacts" that would not be permitted 
were the project timeline accurately described.  The DEIR should confirm the construction 
timeline and provide an approximate date by which construction will be complete.  The 
construction timeline in the DEIR and the Development Agreement should be harmonized. 
  
 Q2:  The DEIR provides a maximum build out for the project site under the M-2 zoning.  [Table 
2-2.]   Please clarify the assumptions used to make the calculation of 382,068 sf.  Does that 
presume 55% FAR and an industrial use?  What parking requirements does it assume?  How 
many parking spaces per 1000 sf of development?  Does it assume at grade-parking?  What 
would the maximum build-out  be if the use were professional office and not industrial? 
  
Q3: The DEIR says, " In addition, up to 3,000 s.f. of retail/community facilities could be located 
in the ground floor of the office building on the Independence site provided there was a 
corresponding decrease in the amount of office area."  Is the retail being assumed for the purpose 
of the DEIR analysis? 
  
The Menlo Park CEQA guidelines (Resolution3601) says,  
  
"The information contained in an EIR shall include summarized technical data, maps, plot plans, diagrams and 



similar relevant information sufficient to permit full assessment of significant environmental impacts by reviewing agencies 
and members of the public.” [9.6 (h)] 
  
In that spirit, I ask these questions, and make these comments: 
  
Q4: Please explain the parking figures from table 2-3 in more detail.  For the Independence site, 313k sf 
assumes a five story structure and 373k assumes a 6 story structure,  is that correct?  What is the 
footprint, width by length of the structure in feet or yards?  Approximately how many parking spaces are 
on each level of the structure?   205? 
  
Q5:  Please describe whether or not the parking structure footprint counts against lot coverage, and 
please document the formula by which parking is "shared" between facilities. 
  
C2:  The fiscal impact analysis indicates the applicant's intent to transfer certain sites.   The DEIR notes 
the applicant's request for parcel map adjustment.  Taken as a whole both operations indicate 
the developer intends to subdivide and sell "portions" of the project after approval.   The DEIR does not 
describe the specific parcel map adjustments requested by the developer. 
  
Q5:  Is it the preparer's/city's understanding that the applicant intends to sub-divide the land in 
anticipation of selling off that parcel which contains the hotel/sports club, presumably to the 
owner/operator of the hotel/sports club? 
  
Q5a:  The Fiscal Impact Analysis also indicates an intent to transfer the Independence site.  Are any 
parcel map adjustments proposed for this site?  Please explain the anticipated transfer. 
  
Q6:  Is it the case that after parcel map adjustments that each parcel would be separately zoned M-3?  
Must the development on each separately zoned parcel independently conform to the M-3 zoning 
regulation? 
  
Q7:  Would the development on separate parcels owned by separate owners each conform to the M-3 
zoning requirements and parking requirements?  Does "shared" parking allow for parking requirements 
of one parcel to be met with parking on a separate parcel owned by a separate owner?  In other words, 
would the "shared" parking still conform to the administrative guidelines if a parcel map adjustment is 
made and transferred as describe above and in the FIA?    Does “shared” parking enable FAR on own 
site with no onsite parking at all, and whose “shared” parking is on a different site located on a different 
parcel owned by a different owner? 
  
Q8: If the “land-use” parcel is distinct from the parcel that contains the shared parking, must it contain a 
permanent easement or other mechanism to allow continued use of the shared structure by the separate 
hotel/sport club owner operator?   
  
Q9: Would such a sharing be a precedent for Menlo Park?  Could it be applied similarly elsewhere in the 
city?  Could any owner build an elevated parking structure in one location of the city and "share" it with 
a location owned by a separate owner elsewhere in the city to meet the parking requirement? Why not.  
What guidelines are in place to regulate the degree of separation between the parking parcel and the 
development parcel. 
  
Q10:  Similarly with the Constitution site.  On the Independence site, Garage "a"  is 207K sf and Garage 
"b" is approximately 230k sf?  Is that correct?  What is the size of the footprint of each structure, length 
by width in feet or yards, and approximately how many spaces are on each level of each structure. 
  
Q11:  Please describe whether or not parking structures count towards lot coverage, and site the relevant 
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zoning regulation that justifies it. 
  
Q12: Please describe how the parking calculation was made for the required number of spaces.  (Note 
that the alternatives section does make reference to ITE specifications, but not does not cite the specific 
ITE reference,  show which categories were selected,  from what page, include a calculation, and it does 
not make a copy of the ITE reference pages available for inspection  [CEQA guidelines 9.6(i),(j)] 
  
C3:  Q2-Q12 are relevant to the DEIR inasmuch as they outline one or more parking precedents that are 
being set by the proposed project, or precedents that may be set because the true configuration of the 
final parcel map is being obscured.  Precedents are relevant to “induced growth” and help the public 
comment meaningfully on the analysis in that section.  
  
C4:  The DEIR does not explicitly describe all of the parking precedents that are or may be being set for 
this project.  Structured parking is directly relevant to induced growth, since much of the commercial 
area in M-2 lies in or near parts of the flood plain where underground parking is infeasible.  Including or 
excluding structured parking in calculations of FAR and lot coverage, particularly in combination with 
shared parking and administrative parking are relevant to determining which parcels might be candidates 
for rezoning under M-3 with or without structured parking and with or without shared or administrative 
parking.  Again, this impacts the induced growth section of the DEIR and may conceal significant 
impacts.  Currently, the Induced growth section of the DEIR provides no analysis of induced growth that 
may arise from precedents or elimination of regulatory obstacles. 
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Rogers, Thomas H 

From: Paul Collacchi [collacch@cwnet.com]
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2009 2:40 PM
To: Rogers, Thomas H
Cc: Roberts, Margaret S
Subject: Menlo Gateway DEIR Section 3-10 Comments
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Thomas, 
  
Here are questions and comments about DEIR Section 3-10 -- Public Services. 
  
  
Paul Collacchi 
1 Lake Ct 
Redwood City, CA 94062 
  
  
************************************ 
  
The Section of the Menlo Gateway Project DEIR is here:  
http://www.menlopark.org/departments/pln/bohannon/DEIR/3-10-Public-Services.pdf 
  
The DEIR concludes, " Impact PS-2: The proposed project would not result in the need for new or 
physically altered fire and emergency service facilities. Therefore, there would be no impact on fire or 
emergency services or facilities. (NI)" 
  
It's well known the MPFD needs a special facility, a truck, to address potential fires and other hazards in 
140 foot tall buildings, without which would significantly impact the MPFD's ability to provide service to a 
fire in the proposed project.   There is no other need for the truck, it is unique to the project.   There 
are  other  service and facility related questions associated with the truck. 

Where will MPFD park this truck?   
Can it be currently parked in a site East of 101.   
Will MPFD need to make physical alterations to site the truck?  
Are there special personnel with special skill requirements that need to be trained to use this 
equipment, that would not otherwise be required?   

  
Impact PS-1CM: The proposed project, in combination with other development within the City or the fire 
district, would not result in the need for new or physically altered police, fire or emergency service 
facilities. Therefore, there would be no impact to public services or utilities. (NI)" 

The Menlo Gateway project requires a re-zoning that would raise permissable height limits 
throughout the M-2 area (Industrial areas East of 101) to 140 feet.  I believe that it is reasonably 
foreseeable that other large commercial developments including Tyco, Willow Park, etc would 
eventually ask to be re-zoned and add taller buildings with structured parking lots.  
The  DEIR should compute the effective service capacity of the special equipment required for the 
Menlo Gateway project.  Would this be enough to provide services to other tall structures in the 
area, to handle the cumulative effects of development in the area? 

  
DUMBARTON EXPRESS 



  
For many years, the Dumbarton Express rail service has been planned.  It is  at least partially and perhaps 
completely funded.  Menlo Park has insisted that the railway line be grade-separated where it crosses major 
arterials such as Willow.  Such grade separations might require Willow road or other arterials to be depressed 
underneath the tracks.  Were Willow road grade-separated from the railway lines in a such a way that it would go 
underneath the tracks, would this impede access of special equipment to other areas in the M-2 which might also 
have tall buildings and require access? 
  
  
SERVICE DELAYS 
  
According to the DEIR, the Menlo Gateway project will have significant delays on traffic LOS on 
multiple intersections on Marsh Road, therefore adding significantly to wait times and delays during peak hours. 
  
The MPFD should evaluate the possible impact on service response times to reach the Belle Haven area with 
these delays, in cases where response must come from areas West of 101.   It should determine how many such 
responses occur, the kind of response needed, and the destination.   
  
My experience is that the district maintains thorough and detailed dispatch records that allow it to determine how 
many calls were made, the destination, the response time etc.   The DEIR should use  that data as the basis for 
its analysis. 
  
SERVICE ACCESS 
  
If the special equipment purchased for tall buildings needs public roads and interior project access roads to be 
built to certain specifications to allow access the  DEIR should say so.  Please keep in mind that under the 
"Cumulative Scenario"  this equipment might need access throughout the M-2 area east of 101.  The  DEIR 
should visit other locations in the M-2 area East of 101 to determine whether or not there are access issues. 
  
Evidence 
  
The source and documentation for this section are unusually poor.  Technical facts and figures are attributed to 
"personal communications" with an "Interim Human Resource Manager."  The DEIR should use live MPFD data 
along with documents and policy manuals.  The city should make all references cited available for inspection 
according to its CEQA preparation guidelines. 
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