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Transportation Commission August 18, 2011 N 

Hugh and Jean Macdonald August 20, 2011 Y 
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Nancy Couperus August 22, 2011 Y 

Patricia Boyle (Housing 
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August 22, 2011 N 

Adina Levin August 22, 2011 N 

Chuck Bernstein August 22, 2011 Y 

Sam Sinnott August 22, 2011 N 

 



Recommendations to the Planning Commission and City Council regarding the El

Camino/Downtown Menlo Park Specific Plan

1. Appoint one member of the Transportation Commission to convey our decision to the

Planning Commission on Aug 22. The Transportation Commission recommends that

the City Council approve the Specific Plan.

2. The Transportation Commission also expresses concerns with the transportation

component of the plan and wishes to work with the Planning Commission to modify the

transportation component of the Plan to make it more acceptable such as:

• Parking Structures-timing and construction of the parking structures

• El Camino Real (4 or 6 travel lanes)

• Ravenswood/El Camino-what should be the City’s policy in terms of the

improvements for this intersection?

• Input regarding implementation of specific improvements such as the Chestnut

Paseo, parking garage access points

• Trial implementation of transportation components of the Plan-Paseo, Dreagers

and Crane access points, and other feasible opportunities

• Senior Mobility-plan should include policies that address senior mobility
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Rogers, Thomas H

From: Hugh Macdonald <babahu@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, August 20, 2011 1:11 AM

To: _Planning Commission

Subject: Menlo Downtown

I just want to  express my own and my wifes opinion that when Palo Alto put in the  parking garages and 

changed  downtown we found  it crowded and unpleasant and now avoid the area.   We like the open and easy 

Menlo Park of today.  Plus I think this is a bad time to spend a lot of money as I  don't think it will  improve the 

business atmosphere enough to  pay for  the  changes.  In my opinion I'm afraid I  will have a harder time 

getting to Menlo businesses. 

   Generally I favor the  open space  nature of the  changes you propose -- it sounds nice -- but I don't find 

examples in other citys  where this idea has worked.. I more favor the modifications proposed by Nancy 

Couperus and her group. 

  Sincerely, 

Hugh and Jean Macdonald 

300 Yale Road 
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Rogers, Thomas H

From: Patti L Fry <pattilfry@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 21, 2011 3:47 PM

To: _Planning Commission

Subject: more comments on draft Specific Plan and FIA

Attachments: ECR Downtown draft Specific Plan and FIA 20110821.pdf

Dear Commission, 

Please find attached some additional comments on the draft Specific Plan, with emphasis on the proposed 

Implementation, Fiscal Impact Analysis, and summary Recommendations of the Commission to date. Included 

is a graphic showing the potential costs related to the proposed Downtown parking changes.  

 

Thanks again for your thoughtful and thorough review of this important and complex set of documents. 

 

Patti Fry 

Menlo Park resident 

Former Planning Commissioner 
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August 21, 2011 
 
Dear Planning Commission and Staff: 
 
Thank you again for your willingness to conduct extra meetings to analyze and discuss 
the draft El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan. Your thoughtful discussion and 
recommendations are appreciated. 
 
These comments focus first on the proposed Implementation, then on the Fiscal Impact 
Analysis, and last on the cumulative list of your recommendations.  
 
Implementation  
Project Review Process (pages G14, 15)  

The current Use Permit-based process and similar Conditional Development 
Permit process and their associated public review and input are proposed to be 
eliminated for most uses. This is the case even near neighborhoods like Allied 
Arts/Stanford Park and Park Forest, and is true even at the much larger Public Benefit 
Bonus levels of development proposed to be allowed. 

For most all projects, Architectural Review (which deals solely with aesthetics) 
therefore would be the only public review process remaining. For larger projects, there 
would remain a review of potential Public Benefits but that review would not include the 
ability to modify anything in the project itself. While these changes certainly would be a 
welcome process for developers, they shut out community input and remove 
opportunities to mitigate adverse impacts through conditions of approval. While the 
proposed Guidelines may be helpful in that regard, they are new to Menlo Park and are 
untested in their ability to control undesirable impacts on neighborhoods. 
Suggested changes: 
** Continue with the Use Permit process for all development at the Public Bonus Benefit 
level size, and for all Office (general and medical) uses near neighborhoods.  
** Test drive (without enforcement of them) the Guidelines on projects coming before the 
Planning Commission prior to the Specific Plan going into effect, allowing potential 
modifications prior to implementation. Continue the current Use Permit/Conditional Use 
Permit process unless/until it’s clear there can be adequate control of adverse situational 
impacts from projects. 
** Compare Guidelines with concerns expressed during public review of El Camino 
projects over the past 5 years (including Safeway center) to determine what concerns 
may not be addressed by Guidelines and whether Architectural Control is a sufficient 
process to address community concerns. Revise process accordingly. 
 ** Strengthen the Architectural Control new finding to require “substantial” conformance 
with the guidelines, not merely “broadly conforms”. 
 
** Review the Guidelines annually, with recommendations from the Planning 
Commission for strengthening them as needed. 
 
Maximum Allowable Development (page G16) 

While there is a statement that there is maximum allowable development and a 
recommended process for monitoring development, there is no stated mechanism for 
limiting total development or development by use beyond that examined in the EIR. 

The draft Specific Plan, and DEIR analysis, makes it clear that it illustrates only 
one example of what might result from the new standards. There is no mechanism for 
monitoring or limiting the impacts of development, such as car trips, even if the actual 
development scenario is dissimilar to the example illustrated.   
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The new development standards would allow much greater development, 
however. For example, the stated 680 residential units could be built on only 11.3 (or 17 
or 34) acres of the total 130 acre project area, depending on whether the density of a 
project were 60 or 40 or 20 units/acre. Similarly, while the proposed Office FAR is 
“limited” to ½ the proposed base or bonus FAR, the new base FAR in most cases is 
more than double the currently allowed FAR (and the bonus FAR even more), yet the 
DEIR concludes that the Plan will only add 51% more commercial square footage than 
current zoning.  

Supposedly “market forces” would determine the mix of development. The 
proposed Plan appears to promote Office uses. As shown in the FIA (page 8), office is 
projected to be more attractive financially for development than retail ($650/sf and 
$560/sf valuation, respectively). The “market” effect shown in the FIA (page 7) estimates 
that Retail SF along El Camino would decrease by 8,200 SF while office would increase 
by 266,820 SF. Also shown (page 12) is that retail is projected to yield $300/SF sales tax 
revenue to the city but office would yield $ zero/SF to city coffers. 

The Specific Plan allows substantially greater development (more than double 
and triple what is currently allowed in many instances), ostensibly necessary to promote 
redevelopment and “vibrancy”. In contrast, the nearby Town & Country shopping center 
is attractive and extremely popular after its recent renovation that added only a modicum 
of additional square footage and no housing or office. 

The Plan is estimated to bring 1,357 new jobs to Menlo Park on top of 2,500 new 
jobs from Menlo Gateway and several thousand more from the Facebook and Stanford 
expansion projects. The city currently has a supposed jobs/housing deficit of about 900 
units. Yet the Specific Plan projects a housing increase of 680 units. 
Suggested changes: 
** Promote housing and retail/restaurant over office uses by limiting the office 
development standard to the current maximum FAR limits, which are in most cases 
substantially higher than what is currently built. 
** Institute a mechanism to limit plan area development to the total maximums approved 
in the final Specific Plan, by use (adjusted as suggested above). This might provide a 
“first come, first served” incentive for development. 
** Promote low-impact housing such as senior housing as “the” means to get Public 
Benefit Bonus levels of density, rather than allow bonus levels for general housing. 
 
Funding and Public Benefit Bonus 

Far more funding could be available for public improvements if the Public Benefit 
Bonus standards began at current maximum development standards. The consultant 
has claimed that development “incentives” are necessary to fill vacant properties. 
Clearly, it is not the standards that are the problem: nearly all of the vacant properties on 
El Camino have projects that were approved in recent years but remain un-built, and 
each was designed using the current zoning standards. Two remaining properties are 
389 El Camino where there is a project far into the proposal process and Stanford land 
(on southeast El Camino between Big 5 and the creek) that is currently under ground 
leases that won’t expire until 2014.  

All of the vacant storefronts Downtown could be filled with retail or restaurants 
now without any change to building standards. As the Commission knows, there is no 
current requirement for obtaining a Use Permit for these uses. And the current 
Downtown vacancy rate is the envy of other cities! 

With taller heights proposed to be allowed, property owners have new flexibility 
to build the same base square footage even when wider setbacks are required.  
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The list of potential Public Benefits includes LEED, which may not be 
substantially more energy-conserving than California’s and Menlo Park’s stringent green 
building measures. 

The draft Specific Plan is unclear about whether the Public Benefit Bonus level 
standards are available on a a sort of pro-rated basis that depends upon the portion of 
bonus development comprising the public benefit use (e.g., senior housing) or whether 
the maximum amount is available if only some eventual fraction of the project includes 
an identified public benefit.  
Some suggested changes: 
** Limit the Base FAR for Residential to current FAR maximums. Allow Public Benefit 
Bonus density for low-impact housing such as senior housing and for affordable housing 
(not even BMR).  
** Establish the Bonus standards to be inclusive of all development (e.g., BMR or other 
units with local or state bonus incentives).  
** Limit the Base FAR for Office (general and medical/dental) to current FAR maximums.  
** To favor retail/restaurants and housing along El Camino, eliminate the Public Benefit 
Bonus level for Office on El Camino and Station Area and continue current designation 
of Office use as a Conditional Use.  
** Allow bonus FAR for Office in the Downtown area for use by non-religious nonprofit 
organizations.  
** Eliminate Platinum LEED as the basis for approving bonus levels. See more about 
LEED below in the FIA section. 
** Negotiated contributions related to Public Benefit Bonus level development for desired 
uses should go to public improvements such as under/over-crossing of train tracks and 
El Camino, comprehensive Class-1 or Class-2 bike routes, in addition to sidewalk 
widening and downtown garage. 
 
Phasing of Public Improvements 

The traffic flow impacts of closing Chestnut Street, developing pocket parks and 
structures within existing parking plazas (e.g., behind Trader Joe’s and Draeger’s) do not 
appear to have been studied. The community workshops did not discuss impacts of 
potential specific changes, either in cost or in terms of traffic congestion.   

Neither the proposed bike lanes on Oak Grove nor the proposed train track 
under-crossings connect to any comprehensive bike routes through town east-west or 
north-south. 
Suggested changes: 
** Simulate pocket parks, parking lot structures (e.g., garages, buildings, etc.) in each 
affected lot, and the paseo and Marketplace. This should be done asap using temporary 
barriers and story poles to help inform the final Specific Plan before its adoption. These 
simulations could be done in sequential logical groupings such as garages, paseo and 
marketplace, pocket parks.  
** Similarly, story poles (or equivalent) should be used to illustrate proposed Station 
Area and El Camino changes. 
** The Council should assign the Bike Commission to create a comprehensive Class-2 
and Class-1 bike route plan throughout town, with special emphasis on east-west 
connectivity in multiple locations across both the train tracks and El Camino. The plan 
also should ensure safe connectivity of pedestrians and the non-spandex segment of 
bikers between logical trip origins and destinations such as downtown and library, Allied 
Arts and library, Willows and Safeway, Willows and Hillview Middle School, west Menlo 
and Menlo-Atherton High School, etc. The proposed changes on Oak Grove for bike 
lanes should not be made until it is clear they would be part of such a comprehensive 
system. 
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** Implement the Santa Cruz central area sidewalk widening, working very closely with 
downtown business and property owners to minimize the degree and duration of 
negative impact on business operations. 
 
Fiscal Impact Analysis 

The Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA) has just arrived at this late stage in the Planning 
Commission and public’s review of the draft Specific Plan and its impacts. Apparently 
the city’s volunteer Finance/Audit Committee has not been asked to review and provide 
input to the Council regarding the FIA. Numerous questions are worthy of in-depth 
discussion, such as  
• What are the total potential tax impacts on taxpayers? The Menlo Park Fire District 

impact costs are not included at all in the FIA. Tax impacts will be the result of both 
the net impacts on the City and the Fire District.  

• What are the impacts on schools expected to be for the entire Project? The analysis 
of impacts on school districts stops at 2019, without any statements from school 
officials as to what future impacts might look like  

• What are the expected impacts on the City/taxpayers for construction costs? The FIA 
appears to exclude all costs of construction for garages, and possibly other 
amenities such as sidewalk widening. Debt service on bonds for such construction 
also does not seem to be included. 

• What are the expected financial impacts of utility improvements mentioned in the 
draft Specific Plan Implementation section G28-33 (e.g., storm drain upgrades, 
sanitary sewer upgrades, water supply and delivery upgrades “to meet water use or 
fired code requirements for the new development.”  

• Does the FIA encompass the entire Project area, or only consider selected sites that 
were deemed “potential opportunity sites”?  If the latter, which ones and what would 
be the impact if the entire area were developed? What assumptions are made about 
existing development? 

 
The two proposed garages represent a large amount of the General Fund cost, 

both from construction costs and ongoing maintenance and operating costs. According 
to page 21, in addition to the $32,500 – $37,500 per space upfront construction cost (not 
included in the FIA), the annual operating and maintenance costs are far greater than 
that of plaza parking (see chart on following page):. 
 

  COMPARISON OF ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS  
Surface lot of 249 spaces 249   amortized per year 
      Per lot Per space 
Annual Operations and 
Maintenance $8,964 per year $8,964 $36 
10-year minor rehabilitation $374,745 every 20 years $18,737 $75 
20-uear major rehabilitation $1,620,990 every 20 years $81,050 $326 
                 total amortized/year -> $108,751 $437 
    amortized per year 
Parking structure - 650 spaces 650   Per lot Per space 
Annual Operations and 
Maintenance $585,000 per year $585,000 $900 
     Higher annual amortized costs for parking structure spaces -> $476,249 $463 

Source: page 21 of FIA 
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It appears that positive financial impacts of the Plan are entirely dependent upon 
at least one new hotel. As stated on FIA page 3, “without any hotels could result in 
General Fund losses of approximately $250,000 annually.”  That is the equivalent of 
8.333 SF of Retail, at the projected sales tax revenue of $300/SF. It is unclear as to 
whether the existing El Camino hotels are assumed to remain. 

The FIA shows on page 7 that Retail on El Camino is projected to decrease by 
8,200 SF, the equivalent of $2,460,000 of potential sales tax revenue, no doubt because 
of the greater developer value of office relative to retail/restaurant. At the same time, 
Office development is projected to increase by 266,820 SF, with no sales tax benefit. 

Menlo Park’s retail/restaurant enterprises must compete with nearby Stanford 
Shopping Center, Town & Country, and downtown Palo Alto. Their ability to remain 
competitive may depend on unique advantages such as ease and price of parking. The 
proposed parking plaza changes Downtown would not only remove easily accessible 
parking but also potential increase the price to park. (See attached graphic of physical 
and financial impacts of Proposed Downtown Parking at end of this note).  
 
Suggested changes:  
.** Recommend review of the FIA and draft Specific Plan by the city’s Finance/Audit 
Committee to help inform city reviewers and the public of the fiscal impacts. 
 ** Obtain estimates of financial impacts on the MP Fire District, and on school districts 
in the years after 2019. 
** Increase potential for sales tax revenue by favoring retail/restaurant uses on both El 
Camino and Downtown as suggested above. 
** Support the Downtown Alliance recommendation of a single new parking garage in 
parking plaza 2  
** Eliminate new structures and pocket parks in the existing parking lots (e.g., Market 
Place buildings in the parking lots where the Farmers’ Market operates and behind 
Trader Joe’s; new building in lot between Draeger’s and Peet’s; mixed-use buildings or 
garages in lots behind Post Office, lot behind Flegel’s, lot behind Posh Bagel, lot on Oak 
Grove between Crane and Chestnut, pocket park in lot across from Carpaccio). This 
would greatly reduce the costly need to build garage spaces to replace parking that is 
merely displaced by those structures. 
** Convert permanent paseo on south Chestnut to a temporary one that closes the street 
only on selected weekends or special events, to preserve parking and reduce need to 
build garage to replace parking that is merely displaced by the paseo and street closure.. 
** Apply Public Benefit Bonus contributions to a public amenity fund that could help pay 
for a single garage, comprehensive bike route improvements.. 
** Eliminate LEED development requirements. Menlo Park’s and California’s increasingly 
stringent green building requirements may be sufficient to promote green building. 
Without the cost of applying for and obtaining LEED certification, developers may be 
more able and willing to support public amenities. 
** Evaluate alternative revenue-producing ideas for parking plazas, such as solar 
carports that could generate revenue, while also minimize heat island effect of the lots, 
and shelter vehicles and riders from weather. 
 
Cumulative Commission Recommendations (Attachment A to the 8/22/11 staff report). 

The recommended phased implementation of the Chestnut Paseo and Market 
Place on a Saturday or Sunday, only, will not demonstrate the effect of the proposed 
permanent closure of part of Chestnut and parts of parking plazas 6 (where Farmers’ 
Market operates) & 7 (behind Trader Joe’s). An immediate simulation of these features 
for 4 weeks would help provide important feedback about their viability and desirability. 
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Along El Camino, the building façade modulation should require physical 
modulation at least every 50 feet to avoid the appearance of monolithic structures. Front 
façade height should be reduced in the ECR-SE area, in addition to the Station Area as 
recommended. 

In addition to the Safety measures recommended, the Commission also should 
recommend multiple new safe east-west routes across both the train tracks and El 
Camino, with specific attention to Menlo/Ravenswood as well as a location south 
between there and the creek. Bicycle improvements should be part of a comprehensive 
city plan, not the proposed piecemeal changes.   

There won’t be another opportunity to fix this problem for the foreseeable future if 
these improvements are not made as part of this Plan. Consider bold recommendations 
such as under/over crossing of both the train tracks and El Camino, Class-1 path inside 
of the sidewalks on the east side of E Camino (could take place of part of required 
setback) 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Patti Fry 
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PROPOSED DOWNTOWN PARKING 

New 650 space garage 
$21.1-24.4 million garage 
204 spaces displaced
$6.6-7.7 million to replace

Bike lanes
35 spaces displaced
$1.1-1.3 million to replace

New 370-650 space garage 
(maybe mixed use)
$12.0-24.4.million garage cost 
187 spaces displaced
$6.1-7.0 to replace

Flegel’s

Draeger’s

Post Office

Trader 
Joe’s

Walgreen’s   
Left Bank

Farmers’
Market

Pedestrian link
7 spaces displaced
$0.2- 0.3 million to replace

Menlo 
Presbyterian
Church

New building, pedestrian link
42 spaces displaced
$1.4-1.6 million to replace

New building, pocket park
95 spaces displaced
$3.1-3.6 million to replace

Marketplace & Paseo
78 spaces displaced
$2.5 – 2.9 million to replace

New building, pedestrian 
link
31 spaces displaced
$1.0-1.2 million to replace

Sidewalk widening
59 spaces displaced
$2.0-2.2 million to 
replace

Pocket park
25 spaces displaced
$0.8 – 0.9 million to replace 

Note: Assumes per garage parking space cost of $32,500-$37,500 per parking stall
Sources: Draft Specific Plan pages F26, F29
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Rogers, Thomas H

From: Barbara Mason <babs412@yahoo.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 21, 2011 9:32 PM

To: Rogers, Thomas H

Cc: camenlo@govdelivery.com

Subject: Menlo Park Downtown Plan

Dear Thomas Rogers, City Council and Planning Committee Members: 

 

I am concerned about the proposed plan for downtown Menlo Park and again must ask ... IF IT'S NOT BROKEN, WHY FIX 

IT?  As I read some of the plans and the possible traffic congestion results, I can only think of some neighboring cities 

who seem to be tripping over themselves trying to repair their redevelopment plans that only drove away more people 

and businesses.  Just look what is going on in Los Altos. 

 

I have lived in Menlo Park since 1953 and absolutely love this town.  What I love most is that we've managed to continue 

to have the small community feeling and our downtown has continued to be foot friendly and very 

accessible.  Whenever I drive down Santa Cruz Avenue I'm happy to see the new and unique stores opening there.  

Compare this to downtown Palo Alto with all their parking structures.  I and many others I've spoken with avoid going 

there unless absolutely necessary.   

 

While I'm quite happy with downtown Menlo Park, what I'm not happy with is the way El Camino Real looks.  When this 

idea of improvements first came to the news a couple of years ago,  I assumed they were talking about El Camino Real.   

 

The focus should be taken off downtown and put where it belongs ... El Camino Real.  It seems there is much we could 

do with that land that may not affect traffic or air quality.  What about a small movie complex with 4-6 theatres.  The 

parking could be in back toward the railroad tracks, or better yet within walking distance of the train station.   Has this 

idea ever been considered?  If you spend anytime going to the Cinemark in Redwood City, you must realize there is a 

market for another movie theatre in this area. 

 

Another thought I've had for quite some time is why CalTrain wouldn't consider a parking structure on the lot on Merrill 

between Santa Cruz and Ravenswood.   The people that work in downtown could park there for a small monthly fee, 

thus freeing up even more spots downtown.   

 

I'm sure these ideas aren't as simplistic as they seem, but worth some consideration. 

 

Again, please think about what the proposed changes will do to our welcoming downtown area and traffic 

congestion.  It's important for the sense of community to continue in Menlo Park.  

 

Thank you for listening. 

Barbara Mason 
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Rogers, Thomas H

From: Nancy Couperus <couperusj@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Monday, August 22, 2011 10:30 AM

To: _Planning Commission

Cc: _CCIN

Subject: Comments - Monday, August 22nd Planning Commission Meeting

TO:   Planning Commission Members 

FROM:   Nancy Couperus – downtown property owner and a founder of the Sunday Farmers Market 

Downtown may be looking a little tired in places and need some renewal, but, we don’t need to destroy the 

village to save it. 

Downtown isn’t just a revenue-generator for the City.  It provides needed services for the community.  The 

easy, convenient parking that the surface parking plazas provide (close-in parking to back entrances) is one of 

the major reasons that our small businesses are able to compete successfully with Palo Alto’s Downtown and 

Stanford’s Shopping Center.  Our vacancy rate hovers around 5% - the envy of neighboring cities. 

If we lose that convenience and easy accessibility, we will lose what the residents and shoppers value most – the 

small businesses that distinguish Menlo Park’s downtown from the strip malls and the over-congested 

downtowns strangled by too much development. 

I have a couple of recommendations to make – for your short-term (5-year) plan: 

(1)    Story Poles – People cannot visualize a parking structure that is 48 feet high.  Story poles would 

provide that perspective 

(2)    Trial projects (for one month) before approving the Final Specific Plan  

  

      In addition to street widening - 

   

Close off south Chestnut Street for the Paseo with the amenities you want to provide, and let the 

community judge whether the loss of access from Santa Cruz Avenue and loss of parking for the 

structures in the two plazas make sense.   

Include the pocket parks as well to see how they work out in practice. 

Cities are experimenting with a lot of different ideas to create “vibrancy.”  While that’s good, we also need to 

be careful.  In yesterday’s San Francisco Chronicle this short piece was written by former mayor Willie Brown: 

        “I went on a stroll around downtown to check out those new “parklets” that are popping up along the 

streets.  They look like overgrown flower boxes, with some bushes and a bench that roll up curbside. 

        First of all, they take up a whole lot of parking spaces. 

        Second, they really are being treated as parks, especially by the homeless.  The first one I came across had 

obviously been used as a bathroom. 

        The second one I visited, a guy and gal were “socializing” in the bushes.” 



Patricia Boyle
510 Sand Hill Circle

Menlo Park. C.\ 94025

TO: Members of the Menlo Park Planning Commission

FROM: Patricia Boyle
Chr., Menlo Park Housing Commission

Re: Recommendations from the Menlo Park Housing Commission
Action taken at the August 3, 2011 Housing Commission Meeting

(This statement was delivered to the Planning Commission hearing
on August 4, 2011.l’m providing a printed statement)

The Menlo Park Housing Commission supports the ECR/Downtown Specific Plan’s
framework for private and public improvements on El Camino REal, Downtown and the
Station area. More Specifically recommend:

Placement of housing adjacent to the El Camino transit corridor for seniors no longer
driving and jobholders needing connection to transit lines,

Improve the east/west connectivity, creating a more walkable, vibrant and safe
community especially the crossings at Ravenswood and Santa Cruz

Replace blighted infill space with housing for a variety of income groups including the
required below market rate requirements.

Better utilization of Public land by consolidating parking into parking structures. The
air space above the structures could be developed into small condominium units. This
may partially pay for the overall structure. By eliminating parking lot “heat islands”
it would reduce overall greenhouse gas.

We are concerned that no housing has been developed on El Camino Real since the
Menlo Square Development in 1990. Those units and the apartment units at the
corner of Stone Pine and El Camino are the only housing units on the ECR.

Currently there are no new housing proposals in the pipeline. The affordable housing
waiting list for applicants living or working in Menlo Park has over 75 applicants waiting
for 1 2 bedroom units,

We believe that the community engagement process has been thorough and appreciate
the Planning Commission’s efforts to seek additional community input.
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Rogers, Thomas H

From: Adina Levin <aldeivnian@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, August 22, 2011 4:56 PM

To: Rogers, Thomas H

Cc: mslomiak@comcast.net; Carol McClelland; Gita Dev; Bonnie McClure

Subject: Attention: Planning Commission - feedback from MPGRCC community meeting

On Wednesday, August 17, over 25 people gathered at the Menlo Park Library at a meeting sponsored by the 

Menlo Park Green Ribbon Citizens' Committee, in partnership with Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition and Sierra 

Club.    

 

The Menlo Park Green Ribbon Citizens' Committee was founded in 2007 to provide the City of Menlo Park 

with citizen input to help the city formulate its strategy to respond to Climate Change.  The work that was done 

at that time was the genesis of what has become the city's Climate Action Plan. Since then, the MPGRCC has 

sponsored a variety of community educational activities to address Climate Change, including the Drive Less 

Challenge, a contest to reduce driving alone, which has grown to 10 cities on the peninsula.  

 

The goal of the August 17 meeting was to enable more Menlo Park residents to learn about the Downtown Plan 

and brainstorm ideas for improvement from the perspective of Climate Change. Thomas Rogers gave a 

presentation about the plan, and representatives of the Sierra Club presented their feedback that had been 

submitted to the city in comments to the EIR. 

 

The group then brainstormed a number of suggestions to reduce the climate impact of the downtown 

plan.  These suggestions do not represent a position of the MPGRCC as an organization, but represent the points 

of view of individuals attending the meeting.    

 

While the suggestions are the recommendations of individuals, the MPGRCC as a group has an overall level 

mission to improve the city's response to climate change, and to improve citizen engagement on this issue. We 

encourage the Planning Commission to consider climate/environmental impacts in the Downtown Plan. 

 

Here is a set of individual suggestions from that meeting for your consideration: 

• Important to encourage bike and pedestrian use: Show east/west and north/south routes completely planned 
out. Consider a class 3 bouleveard the along railroad track with east west commute route 

• East West connectivity across El Camino - consider approaching CalTrans again, now that CalTrans has a new 
mandate to allow exceptions for Priority Development Areas and staff with a mission to improve bike/ped 
access 

• GHG & Bike ped safety  : Consider slower auto traffic (17mph or 15 mph) for safety of bikes and peds as well 
as for less GHG at slower speeds 

• Make sure parking garages are"friendly":   - by hiding cars behind nice facades or storefronts, or housing, use 
roofs for solar collection, consider a nice pedestrian alley between existing stores rear and new parking 
garages with possible new storefronts facing alley - cars hidden inside. 

• Incentives for developing housing and also affordable housing - rather than new office space because Menlo 
Park has a jobs housing imbalance (too many jobs) 

• Consider including area east of the railroad station in Downtown plan (Thomas Rogers suggested that this area 
could be taken up in another specific plan later- this one focused only on commercial zoning sites) 

• Support stepping the facades, and breaking up the volumes, to reduce height and mass impact. 

• Suggest setback for buildings along El Camino to automatically reduce height impact on street - also allow 
landscape trees to soften facades. 

• Safer bike lanes on El Camino: Consider asking for some land along El Camino from owners- for safer bike 
lanes- in exchange for upzoning their properties and creating added value to property owners. 



2

• Upzoning parcels should not be considered a gift: It is being done for the good of Menlo Park and when the 
site is developed, there will be give-backs required in exchange for value added to the property. 

 
Adina Levin 
Menlo Park Green Ribbon Citizens' Committee 
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