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El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues {Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?

‘Yes [] For the Most Part [] Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[[] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
ﬂOpﬁon 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

QE‘W"\'WVZEC Qﬁsﬂﬁ:u‘mwﬂ’ Lot To R Biowe Ao i

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)

4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:
a. Downtown? Xl Yes [JFor the Most Part [[] Not really [JNo
b. El Camino Real? Yes [JFor the Most Part [ Not really CIno

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

ang a greater likelihood of redevelopment?
Yes [JNo

{continued on reverse)




El Carhino RéaIIDowntown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

nectivity? .
%es -—>N}:Of the Most Part [ INot really CINe

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
Yes [INo

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
\]ﬁYes [ For the Most Part [:] Not really INo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan

2009) processes?
( L @msﬂ" BN

Name Mt ey Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

. {
i s Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address i H(_, D6z QO < City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone Fax: {650} 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail 44 Henes @ (WA L.+ ¢ MA_ All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affilati are due by end of the day Monday, September 28
iliation:

NResident [JBusiness Owner [_]Property Owner  [_] Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

“We welcome your comments' Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the hezghts of
buildings {(Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4). -

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B) _
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?

[Jves | / For the Most Part ] Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [(ves %For the Most Part [J Not realty [INo

b. El Camino Real? Yes For the Most Part ] Not really Jno

S. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real {(as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment? i
e e D . X -
[ Yes [JNo B A Lo@aod @aSe @

&/w\”\r\»j‘ - (continued on reverse)




El Camino ReallDowntown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
' connectivity?
[Jves [ For the Most Part [ INot realty [No

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels? = GWWKNTK& cxk) Tone g w0y N ST 4
Yes 7 No - ol . :
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9. Is the change in distribution of parking downtown accepf;b_igfe“

(] Yes /..uFor the Most Part [J Not really Ono

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan

(2009) processes? : . .
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Name A\ e  CNeser Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

e L Mr. Thomas Rogers
City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone Lo S 24 \ T\\s- Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

Address_' /\s To@awce

Alf comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

E-mail
are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

Affiliation:
[AResident  [JBusiness Owner [JProperty Owner  []Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

“We welcome your cornmers’s:;I Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example the helghts of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4). :

| PUBLIG SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. ~Dogs the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
Yes [] For the Most Part [[] Not really

2. Regargling Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [JFor the Most Part [ ] Not really [JNo
b. El Camino Real? D For the Most Part D Not really D No

5. What changes shoul be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

a greater likelihood of redevelopment?
i Yes [JNo

{continued on reverse)




El Camino ReallDown'towh
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
j 7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

["JFor the Most Part [ INot really

f,,'. ncy and development of vacant parcels?

[AYes [Ino

the change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[T For the Most Part I Not really

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes?

0
Name __ f/@% %AM Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Add Mr. Thomas Rogers
ress City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

ai 0 /] /,( AR LS ‘@)’P%Lx@n \ All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
E-mail : ] l
Affiliation: ! f are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

[(J Resident  [[JBusiness Owner [] Property Owner [ Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[K]Yes [ ] For the Most Part [C] Not really

Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
g Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?
C{Vwﬁg/ d&raﬁb{ ~Yo (et 4/0/‘ rafove, trees.
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Doesthe Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [¥] ves [JFor the Most Part [C] Not really [nNo
b. El Camino Real?  [X] Yes [JFor the Most Part [ ] Not really [no

5. What changes should be considered?

5@-6 Comnm e o fOM{c ﬂ‘zcaomjt L@\-b? ‘Saoa_cﬁu

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real {(as shown - up to five stories} an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

Q Yes [Ino

{continued on reverse)




Ei Camind ReaIlDowntowh
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
) connectivity?

[Mves §1For the Most Part [JNot really [Ino

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

@Yes [ JNo
9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
Yes [JFor the Most Part [Inot really [no

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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OTHER COMMENTS:
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
2009) processes? .
(2009)p i @ menber of e 0cC - fue Lem\_-\%wh(ﬁq’_

Name E'\:1Lott. losens ls} Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address C(m"" hase. City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

l 701 Laurel Street
\ Menlo Park, CA 94025

v
Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail Al comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliation are due by end of the day Monday, September 28
I .

[J Resident [JBusiness Owner [ Property Owner [JOther




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

~ We welcome your comments' Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings {Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Jves ﬂfﬁar the Most Part [] Not really ] No

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
| Option 1 {varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[[] Option 2 {(widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?
pecTing o Gl PRYE QY M PP
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Doesthe Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? E’es [JFor the Most Part [ Not really [INo
b. El Camino Real? /ﬁ\/‘{es [[]For the Most Part [J Not really (o

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?
y{;s [JnNo

(continued on reverse)



El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements
connectivity?
[Jyes [CJFor the Most Part

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
%@s DNO

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
Yes [] For the Most Part [ INot really InNo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009} processes? ~

-

f ~ 4 ~
Name ~ed A W Sjé'-c.ﬂ ( ] Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
Address_ ¢ S’}J\M C,O'(,u-/’{- Mr. Thomas Rogers

City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

Me_atp P a_r)a~ 701 Laurel Street

L5o 2324 - Menlo Park, CA 94025
> fO>
Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

NSce TT SF @ Mac « Ce"‘\/‘7,4;’:' comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

[JBusiness Owner [ JProperty Owner [ Other
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El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of

buildings (Board 3} have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[JYes [} For the Most Part [C] Not really [JNo

. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer: ‘
[] option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees) leaue g(\anﬁ: qu; [%/e, ac i+ s

[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?
“Please allow s /7@!4?je ook in Flaza & —4he focchon of +he Menlo
Port formers Market 7o remain. The arca arourd dhic dree ¢ o
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Doesthe Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [(ves [CJFor the Most Part [] Not really
b. El Camino Real? [ ]Yes [[]For the Most Part [J Not really

5. What changes should be considered?
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LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?
[ Yes [dNo More 1ptensve Jwe)cy’mw/-ab@ £) Comina /% ac cf;a—/zé Je
F /pa/kli)j /< /W”@U;J ed , (continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?
[Jves [TJFor the Most Part [ INot really [INo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

EIYes |___|No

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[ ves [JFor the Most Part I Not really CINo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:
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How many/which activities 'have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009} processes?

Name )(,é}n&,: ﬂm;*am;f Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Address__ /368D ﬁ?{/qo MIBL LAR 94072 . Mr. Thomas Rogers

City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

A
E-mail _£0YPEs &) jf!‘aéﬂ?f.’/)‘i €O All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliati ' Y are due by end of the day Monday, September 28
iliation:

D Resident  [JBusiness Owner [AProperty Owner  [] Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)

1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[yes %or the Most Part ] Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
‘Eﬁpﬁon 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?,.

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and n

a. Downtown? [(Jves [JFor the Most Part 4Not really [JNo
b. El Camino Real?  []Yes [JFor the Most Part ﬁNot really CInNo

5. What changes should be considered? 6\,@(%@_‘— {DUC ‘,&{‘ /L_Q%& AL
pu——— ~ A SCCLQQ -

, W <o e 00 lourt 5"@@# lpco (¢
—( ! L f L crecol€ e
LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4) - 10040 P a bdeoteh (&
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6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building heighf%@
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

F

{continued on reverse)



El Camino ReaIIDowntowh
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?
[INo

[CTyes [Xj For the Most Part
8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
Yes D No

%

£

9. Isthe change in distributj h of parking downtown acceptable?
[] Yes %) For the Most Part JNot really [Ino

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit

should be considered? _ . . N N M

OTHER COMMENTS: T eone averet The "Yilase * clrarac
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(2009) processes?

Name Lv/‘“& A«‘ | LO Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Address ?‘9[7 M@M /lO M—L Mr. Thomas Rogers

City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail ‘ All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

Affiliation are due by end of the day Monday, September 28
Bﬂé‘:; [[Business Owner [ JProperty Owner  []Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Jves [] For the Most Part [[] Not really

Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[[] Option 1 {varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[ ] Option 2 {widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered? )
A«)/‘Ll o G b eper CoRs :’G/ﬂé‘f\f\lﬁ bje Efioz/t;
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? DYes DFor the Most Part |:| Not really
b. Ef Camino Real? [ _}Yes [CJFor the Most Part [ Not really

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

[ Yes Ino

{continued on reverse)




El Camino Re&iIDowhtoWn
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Doesthe Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?
[1¥es [ JFor the Most Part [ Not really [Ino

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[] Yes [no

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[] Yes I For the Most Part [J Not really [ JNo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

| OTHERCOMMENTS:  Dp e jtr, plcreies 2ot of deln/— Blel
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes?

Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Mr. Thomas Rogers
City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliati are due by end of the day Monday, September 28
iliation:

O Resident  [JBusiness Owner [ JProperty Owner  []Other
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El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Jves NFor the Most Part [] Not really InNo

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
E.Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? EYes - E’For the Most Part [ ] Not really [INo
" b. El Camino Real? )&Yes ZEllfor the Most Part [ ] Not really CInNo

5. What changes should be considered?
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LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?
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{continued on reverse)



El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

fcontinued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[]Yes MFor the Most Part [JNot really [INo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

X ves [No

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[ Yes For the Most Part [JNot really [Ino

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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OTHER COMMENTS:
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007- 2008) and Specific Plan

=2 4

Name Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Addr Mr. Thomas Rogers
ess City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
Fax: {650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

Affiliation:
!i’ Resident [ JBusiness Owner [ JProperty Owner  [JOther




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Jves ] For the Most Part [] Not really

Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[[]J Option 1 {varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [ves [JFor the Most Part [ J Not really
b. El Camino Real? [ ]Yes [[JFor the Most Part I Not really

5. What changes should be considered?

| LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

[] Yes [INo

{continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5}
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[JYes ] For the Most Part [CINot really INo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[JYes [ INo

9. Is the change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
|:] Yes [_] For the Most Part [INot really IE No

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

FEpk ANowok FTOME MowsSs @ CHK Lpeds Al
o Ay /ﬂ,w‘z/cz/tzé LA Tuts O 2T,

Y I "N P ALt Aot IS et L= T

/%/ﬁﬁ{ !z/s‘s— f’:"-"’ﬂ/‘fﬂé SHRANC YT

OTHER COMMENTS: ;75 /S My Fihs7 A77sp/0MVEs s»#7 i seafissiopy,
/fxi,f PR ECT IS/ L Sl %AL/, sradll PR e & e S K /f/—’/w-(/}' R ETHY b 7 o
Lt bl sl e ;4’3'21.4'«5'/4!5,85“ 4 c?x.uay AT G T R AL o VAR, rz,d‘::*/é,cq,s
M AL s S TP T o u G fy s B oty pe i Tord@ LT Lt Ll piE,

S il it s ¢ e =
7 P o EF iy mmpts el FHpE PSS o 2R e Ly Wik Batropm

1/&’—‘.’5 ¢.~£~ (RE  H ox TS B e,  PHEE  atle L AR o Cams S G S LK
Tl Pl LBl o ER SR ot T e s Hoels, TLLE
T ey ¥ FEEE 7w, ‘

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
{2009) processes? A= JOPrmy T tTTE A T

1

Name_ ~&&— 1Pocec Lo x Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

. _ Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address 2o VAL pr@ ,04 B City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

[PorTEiie.  AArl ) o=t os 5 701 Laurel Street
= 7 ¢ Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone _£352> 557 T/ XY Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

E-mail
are due by end of the day Monduay, September 28

Affiliation:
[JResident  [JBusiness Owner [JOther




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of

buildings {Board 3} have a relationship with City revenues {Board 4}.
PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)

1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
gYes [1 For the Most Part [ 1 Not really [ No

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
Option 1 {varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
Option 2 {widest sidewalks; remove median trees}

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4, Does the Emerging Plan_reﬂect an appropriate building character and massing for:

[“JFor the Most Part [] Not really [InNo
[1For the Most Part ] Not really CINo

5. What changes should be considered? 7 g .
No %ﬁww Ww«% WM%&(Z&% M

a. Downtown? Yes
b. El Camino Real? []Yes

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

;E Yes [INo

{continued on reverse)



El Camino ReéllDoWntoWn |
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[Jves & For the Most Part I Not really [CIno

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

Kl Yes [INo

8. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
E Yes [ For the Most Part |:| Not really [Ino

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit

should be considered? . i ; -~
T B atrsy D BB e nnioiliden )

OTHER COMMENTS:

. af . . /
Name m..,.{ﬂm/ %széﬂfa?/r) Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
o ‘%WW Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address_/()-5€ ’ — City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
Iy P i&m Cop s 7’/& A¢’ 701 Laurel Street

‘ ) Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone éSO _ 5‘9‘ 4/W é/‘;'7g Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail {3V /CC B3 SE0 G-L6s#L o ANET  All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliation: are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

[E’R/esident [JBusiness Owner Iﬂ%perty Owner [ Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3} have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[ Yes [A For the Most Part ] Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
5} Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER {(BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [Jes B3 ror the Most Part [] Not really [INo
b. El Camino Real? [ Yes [[JFor the Most Part [J Not really [No

5. What changes should be considered?

Bu MLWW 1@@0’ Lt Sﬂt,ﬁ"u/{ d iﬂU’% € Kol
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LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

[ Yes X No

(continued on reverse}




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?
[Yes ] For the Most Part [ Not really CInNo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[Jves no

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[] Yes For the Most Part [ Not really [Ino

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan
{2009} processes?

Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Mr. Thomas Rogers
City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025

Address

Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org
E-mail All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliation: are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

[ Resident

[JBusiness Owner [ JProperty Owner  []Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of

buildings {Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues {Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[JYes %For the Most Part [] Not really

. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[[] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[[] Option 2 {widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDIN(; ﬁACTER(BOARﬂ% % g

4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character andsmassing for: m e
a. Downtown? [Jes [ JFor the Most Part [INot really [Jno
b. ElCamino Real? [ JYes DFO:BE Most Part [Inot really [(Ino
()
5. What changes should be considered? T
s / . < . ¢ 7
4 - /7 £ —
e e e Y i) e 5
AL C T Dot f P Gyttt /Mﬂ)
LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD) ’

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment? - .
[ ves ONo  Lfmitlopcts i e Sicte = e

{continued on reverse)




El Camino ReaIlDowntown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?
[es [J For the Most Part [INot really [JnNo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[]Yes [INo
9. Is the change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
] Yes 1 For the Most Part I Not really [CINo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:

T et
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How many/whic;;?jvities have youwpreviously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
FAT o ML

(2000)ProcEede: 2L e A Tl
P2
Name Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Mr. Thomas Rogers

Address City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org
E-maijl All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliation: are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

[J Resident  [JBusiness Owner [JProperty Owner [ Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings {(Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Doesthe Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[@ves [] For the Most Part [] Not really [ No

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[:l Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered? | .

hL\PW%_WW{W MLMM ‘\W
—\—Qa{( MW( Mwﬁ’sq’mw’-{g -

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? Aes [ dFor the Most Part [] Not realty [INo
F

b. El Camino Real? [ }Yes or the Most Part Not really CIno
5dm§g£ .
5. Whatchan\gesshould be considered? /‘ 9V & Q_,_m
Conar i \“"JM‘;) stewe fune hsfoenn U -
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LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

] Yes [INo

{continued on reverse)



| El Camind Re.aI.IDownt.o.wn. |
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (.BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?

[Jves E/ﬁ:or the Most Part [J Not really [ JNo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
Yes CJNo

9. isthechangein distrit‘)%'on of parking downtown acceptable?
[ Yes For the Most Part [ Not really [JNo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes? Lo 5T = -

Name \{?\M C,\-wa Q- A Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Address_' °© ¥S W -’\/\/9—4—9«\‘)\_ Mr. Thomas Rogers

City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
NP 701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone 2 -3 99 Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

g AY
E-mail \ @ A C/\.QM, <\ O_j‘ All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
) N are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

I%fmiétion:
Resident [ JBusiness Owner [_}Property Owner [JOther




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4}.

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity,of public spaces?
[JYes []] For the Most Part ] Not really [ No

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
]:] Oph:on 1 (va-ried/\n{ider sidewalks; retain _median trees) rrer redondll wll oo |
1Opt10n 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees) .~ o, e ed e R
_ _ e b S A% P e
. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?
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BUILDING CHARACTER {(BOARD 3)
4. Doesthe Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? CJves JZ1For the Most Part [] Not really [INo
b. El Camino Real? [ JYes [ ]For the Most Part [ANot really [Ino

5. What changes should be considered? /
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LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment? L ‘o {:,,\L TN gkwa.,]gé» st bt
[ Yes @\Nor e g\bﬂ\ bo }) idn, vy e thee G Y Pt tAdeease

NS T s {continued on reverse)



EI .Car.n.ino Réal]Downi:oWn
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[Jyes E For the Most Part [INot really [ INo
7

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels? _
@ Yes [INo Ev\ﬁ yi dintt  bohioe o low wyde fum 1

9. Isthe change in distribuion of parking downtown acceptable? - Tiie
[] Yes - Wor the Most Part Not realiy ' D No het | e

> i tr g ‘,ﬁ, }pj‘ﬂ = hrelend  angme y?oww/if@@f"“ o

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, trafﬁc parking, bicycle circulation and/or tranfsﬁc;

should be considered? . e

/
{:/"\9-'59_40:’

OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
{2008} processes?

e T e
Name Y& Treg? Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Mr. Thomas Rogers
City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

‘JD-LLF 'Q—( & ‘? ool s All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

Address WSS (avia coan

E-mail
Affiliation:
Resident  [JBusiness Owner [JProperty Owner  []Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Dases the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
Igfes [[] For the Most Part [] Not really [JNo

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:

[:{ Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees}

[ ] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)

4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? Bl ves [Jror the Most Part [ Not really [Ino
b. El Camino Real? [} Yes [CJ For the Most Part CINotreally —  [Ino

5. What changes should be considered?
Cﬂﬁﬁé—w A,:(/\'\IL-@\\W-J ﬂu;c(z\m:z,j: Some Mo:&un?‘:'&‘ :L‘L_S
Cun etombee T Villeegn eMgiacter

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a3 greater likelihood of redevelopment?

@gYes [Ino

{continued on reverse)



El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
ﬁYes [JFor the Most Part [INot really [JNo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

B Yes [INo
9. Isthe changein distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
Yes (1 For the Most Part [[] Not really [INo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Pian
(2009) processes? Al |

Name \"k‘o‘l‘f‘\ “ﬂ b Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Cm\l Lo Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address 4 T \Q == City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

L\\\f \%ﬁ b4 @ C"“‘\CQ,S\T he k" All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
’ are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

E-mail
Affiliation:
§ DdResident  [HBusiness Owner  [AProperty Owner  []Other




' El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan
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Workshop #3 - Comments (continued)
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El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

“Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?

- lves [J For the Most Part [ Not really

. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[ ] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
%] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

= T Nt CL(/\E?S“W\/’C S (aes = CPEWT \De\/{_l

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? Cves A For the Most Part [] Not really [ InNo
b. El Camino Real? [gYes [JFor the Most Part ] Not really CIno

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?
T Yes [Ino

(continued on reverse)




EI ”Camiho R.eal&l Downtown.
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Doesthe Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?
[Tves [X] For the Most Part [JNot really CJno

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

X Yes [INe
9. Is the change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
B4 Yes [ For the Most Part [ INot really CINo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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OTHER COMMENTS: |
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes?

Name gm\:vb Mil=te té: : Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Mr. Thomas Rogers
City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

Address__ \X DUNT M/l \,«\w;,

701 Laurel Street

o A QHERST

Mo DAY, ¢ Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone (eSB- N33 -696Y Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org
E-mail = g 9 A0O(T, < a1\ Al comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

8
Affiliation: are due by end of the day Monday, September 2

[ Resident  [JBusiness Owner [ JProperty Owner  [JOther




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

Ne welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
/Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
7 buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues {Board 4).

{ PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 28B)

1. .Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
Fés [] For the Most Part ] Not really [JNo . M’/
2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer: MMU i %ﬁjﬁ ~

% Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)

Option 2 {widest sidewalks; remove medja n trees %\/’j?\g_p%
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4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building charatterand-massing fog! ™ Lrka .
a. Downtown? [Jves EFor the Most Part [[] Not really [Jno
b. El Camino Real? E]Yes _ EFO? the Most Part I Not really CIno
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6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and ﬁ%ﬁmty st/ud:es is addltlonal bu:ld:ng heaght on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater |ikelihood of redevelopment? . % MW
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El Camino ReaIIDowntoWn
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[Jyes or the Most Part [ Not really [Ino
(Ve Fte bk /red conreelNopn of Burs
8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

ibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
M\’es |:| No

9. [sthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?

[ Yes (] For the Most Part ' ENot rea!ly yers [Ine
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10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, trafﬁc park:ng, bicycle circulation and/or tran51t
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
, t * N
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Name é-ﬁ-\\ S(/QQ/\LJVV\—/ Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
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Address P £ City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

‘{\I\M\\Q PJ:MK,C%\‘ qy oS 701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
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are due by end of the day Monday, September 28
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Ei Cammo Real/Downtown Specific Plan o
| Workshop #3 - Comments (contmued) gﬂ '
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El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan
Workshop #3 - Comments (continued)
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El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings {Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B}
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[]Yes B For the Most Part [[] Not really [JNo

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
|:l Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
/g Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered? -

B ol LOZ - A I - GECHEE Seutf W AR T
Focus ™ gremesTS; Stk 55 ) THERETIC - RAATEE SELTTRE, s 7
o S Frr Cogesrs weprLy ’BW—_&/:;“ CRESTNE A
ESPDRNELE " EAFEECT S A A2 CETER —of ~focus
Ao Ifser TEEE LSS é//@/ﬂzﬂ o THE Shge AN T AEACTE.
Co” i FEOLUE. B)riE TS TN T g Sunl (AR

i THEDE  § FomEncy, fi EporiEar PRSI ARE SRRy Swnen 8y

| CEVTFGRL Sl R /jjamxvywﬁsn/-zé‘% (CABCols) Pedblrc s&EfTeE wnsry
L RED

ol ¢, ARISERE 4
BUILDING CHARKCIER (BORRD ). = 7 (57 SofTocnfie lrmps cope,

4. Doesthe Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:
a. Downtown? [ ves [JFor the Most Part [ ] Not really [ JNo
b. El Camino Real? [ ] Yes [ JFor the Most Part ] Not really [ Ino

5. What changes should be considered?
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LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

X Yes [INo

(continued on reverse)



”EI Carﬁiho .Re.é,ll DowhtoWn
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?

[]Yes MFO:’ the Most Part [INot really [no

Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[JYes [ JNo

. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acce[:.\tabie'-J
] Yes B For the Most Part ot reall CINo
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. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parEmg, bicycle cifculation and/or transit
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes?
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Name M Breeris Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
| Address /s #2227 G fos SETTS ] Mr. Thomas Rogers

City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

L0530 - LT ~ Dty 701 Laurel Street
C\ a2 WO , i /Léé Menlo Park, CA 94025
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Affliation: ore due by end of the day Monday, September 28
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El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings {Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Jves [J For the Most Part ] Not really

. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[j Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

CousDER.  PRovIDING FREE INTERANET C’m).u;:;) N AL THE

=
PusLlc  SPACES. DeE hthe/www. svunwired. oy,
WHAT  THEYVE Doz iw MlL,P!TAg =7 Modfu’n’r%m} V!EW,
PUT Wi-F ANTENVAS  pr) LiGHT PoLEs,

/ e THE
X STATE  ( Fog SE -83_> NEED T BE voLvEy., FRER-
Wi~ Fi Wil DE2an/  Profll T CRENTE B ANUT
=2 ~ (o)
AReAs, et

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [ Jves [ IFor the Most Part "] Not really [JNo
b. El Camino Real?  [_]Yes [ 1For the Most Part [ Not really CIno

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

[7] Yes [ INo

(continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[1Yes [ For the Most Part [ ] Not really INo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[]ves [CIno

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[] Yes ] For the Most Part ] Not really Ino

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes? @

Name Bl MOO@E— Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

. oo pire T2 = L ne Mr. Thomas Rogers
Addressllco Deocte \AGE Luds City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

5;\,;\) Jooe CCA T53) 701 Laurel Street
g Menlo Park, CA 94025

Ao@— 290 4y
Phone _ 1 O~ 590 LG5 Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail_Y LM CORE & pols com All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

o are due by end of the day Monday, September 28
Affiliation:

[J Resident  [JBusiness Owner [JProperty Owner B Other \/i‘b'&TO"ﬁ




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?

K ves ] For the Most Part [C] Not really

Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
@.Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? Bd ves [JFor the Most Part [] Not really [JNo
b. El Camino Real?  [pd Yes [JFor the Most Part 1 Not really o

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories} an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

4 Yes [JNo

(continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Doesthe Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?
B ves [IFor the Most Part [JNot really [Ino

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

K] ves [Ino

9. 1s the change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
K] Yes [ For the Most Part I Not really [Ino

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009} processes?

Name Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Vir. Thomas Rogers
City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone Fax: (650)'__327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

Address

E-mail All commenf_s on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliation: are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

[ Resident

[JBusiness Owner [ ] Property Owner [ Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings {Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues {Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Jyes For the Most Part [J Not really [J No

. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[E_'Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees) w4 lre.

[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees) ~—7 g ;wf s Fugee, g SZf{ZM/ﬁi[q

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4, Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [ves [For the Most Part [1Not really
b. El Camino Real? [_]Yes [¥] For the Most Part 1 Not really

5. What changes should be consxdered? e/( I)\Mw‘(,’
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LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

Yes [Ino
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El Camino RedIIDowntown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[ Yes [JFor the Most Part [ Not really [INo

. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vubrancy and development of vacant parcels?

No

. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
|:| Yes [Iror the Most Part |:] Not really [Ino

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, b[cycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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How many/which activities have you prewously attended during the Vision Plan 2007[12008) and Specific Plan
{2009) processes? L
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Name D efler C&W/ Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
AN Sm;é@ C,“;« Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address Mlﬂ City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

701 Laurel Street

~ g ~ %_’} 5 Menlo Park, CA 94025
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E-mail //Q-CQUW@/ OPW 3k‘(”"c% Co, All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

Affiliation: are due by end of the day Monduay, September 28
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El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues {Board 4)}.

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Jyes (] For the Most Part [[] Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

No H@%ivg av WK\;&“A’K‘%W

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Doesthe Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [ Jves [C1For the Most Part [ ] Not really
b. El Camino Real? [ JYes [ 1For the Most Part 1 Not really

5. What changes should be considered?
3 ot e 2X .
5 é » i r i SJSI/«/'I&<L [:,TWL
e Oﬁfsi‘a f Wfd —ul S

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?
[ Yes WNO

{continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5}
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
wYes : [] For the Most Part [ INot really [INo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
[ Yes {ENO

9. Is the change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[ Yes ["TFor the Most Part X Not really [Ino

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan
{(2009) processes?

Name Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Add Mr. Thomas Rogers
ress City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

E-mail
are due by end of the day Monday, September 28
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Resident [ JBusiness Owner roperty Owner [ ] Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues {(Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
Wes [[] For the Most Part 1 Not really [JNo

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)

Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [Jves ﬁFor the Most Part ] Not really OnNo
b. El Camino Real?  []Yes /@For the Most Part ] Not really (no

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment? {
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{continued on reverse}



El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?
[ JYes For the Most Part [ JNot really [INo

Musgk gj& the cadl mwc&erﬁ)a‘iﬁ

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in’travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
m‘Yes [INo

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
EYes ] For the Most Part [JNot really [InNo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes? nowd, just bemene 4 w5 dert  Znanatus, aso |

Name Daved Gee FJ]&L_\:: Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
Address Q 9} ﬁai[rﬁf ﬁw Mr. Thomas Rogers

City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone ___ (40 - 391~ 9779 Fax: {650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail INaw HY 2000 @ yahoo, comN Alf comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliation: J are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

4 Resident [ JBusiness Owner [ Property Owner  []Other
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El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings {Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)

1. Does the Emerging Plan hayve an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Jves %r the Most Part [T Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
5 Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
(S [[] Option 2 {widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Doesthe Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? A Yes [JFor the Most Part [] Not really [(INo
b. El Camino Real? ﬁfés [JFor the Most Part [CJ Not really CIno

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
Ef Capino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment? -

\&Yes [CINo

{continued on reverse)




El Céfhino ReéilDoWntown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

fcontinued from front}

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[ves Mr the Most Part [[] Not really [INo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
KT Yes o

9. lIs the change in distributich of parking downtown acceptable?
[ Yes For the Most Part [J Not really I:l No

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Pian (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes?

) _
Name =’<\./J(\sé>¥\ {% (0/[ <( )L\ Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Add Mr. Thomas Rogers
ress City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
(\{\(e 701 Laure! Street

v Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail \O(M :ﬁ/*’\;é‘(\{’)s\ @ g\\g{\@\\ ! CFD\(\‘\ All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

o are due by end of the day Monday, September 28
Affiliation:

[JResident  [JBusiness Owner [JProperty Owner [ ]Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings {Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4)}.

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Doesthe Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[JYes [] For the Most Part [ Not really [Ino

Huol b0 S oo baand 5 , .
Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer: WIS ‘\\:P p(fs!—") ne wmole fS

[] Option 1 {varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees) . i 2
[] Option 2 {widest sidewalks; remove median trees) bi Re _H\Q wid o B%a
Crve Aoe . T +nihe FF wilew

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered? 53 Mp S Eom
anto~ bilke (g

01’\ ;f%?’”&fw{ a}g‘i?{ Hﬁj}

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [ves [ For the Most Part ] Not really [INo
b. El Camino Real? [ ]Yes [x] For the Most Part ] Not really [Ino

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real {(as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

[]Yes &’No

{continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for acfequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?  Tgo L\&\}g{ o i NP pe2 v Erom {plgm DAY N S AR 2% {‘**749-4
[es [JFor the Most Part I Not really CINo  angf

confosoi, beys |

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

Q\Yes [Ino

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?

[ Yes E]\For the Most Part I Not really CIno

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit

should be considered? ,Qj@{{,w o= and MM
W ¢-

/C;QMMW s boauk WM o ol

OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes? &

Name Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Add Mr. Thomas Rogers
ress City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

E-mail
are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

Affiliation:
[JResident  [JBusiness Owner [Property Owner  []Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings {Board 3} have a relationship with City revenues {Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?

[Jyes [] For the Most Part [1 Not really

Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
|:| Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [ves [Jror the Most Part [] Not really
b. El Camino Real? [ ]Yes [JFor the Most Part [] Not really

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

[] ves [Ino

{continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[JYes [ For the Most Part [ Not really [INo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[ Yes [ INo

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
] Yes [ For the Most Part ot really [ InNo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

-~
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(20089) processes?

Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Mr. Thomas Rogers
City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone Fax: (650} 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 2 Boards

E-mail
are due by end of the day Monduay, September 28

Affiliation:
[J Resident  [JBusiness Owner [ JProperty Owner  []Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings {(Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan/have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[ Jyes " [7 }Eor the Most Part [[] Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
ﬁgpﬁon 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
L]

ption 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

C\\cm%& Q&%\\\N% ov Saoxla Cova

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [ yes [JFor the Most Part EI Not really [JNo
b. El Camino Real? [ ]Yes [ JFor the Most Part [ Not really (no

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

D Yes D No

(continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front}

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[Jes ["JFor the Most Part [[] Not really [InNo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[]Yes [Ino

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[ Yes [] For the Most Part &Not really Ino

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit

should be considered? .
PCaelh “TMeate
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OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes?

Name Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mait to:

Add Mr. Thomas Rogers
ress City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

E-mail
are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

Affiliation:
[J Resident  [JBusiness Owner [JProperty Owner  []Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Jyes For the Most Part [] Not really I No

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer: _ ) l
[Egaption 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees) ?{QM% kééf’ e fnpditn ‘\‘i’_&@.s )
[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)  Thwase ser L&A on (oot 0 & ol
Sl
3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

) 4 A YO
Plansy e 3%;}@5 Ly Al L*a‘}'“ﬁ Viael

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [Jves [Yror the Most Part [] Not really [JNo
b. El Camino Real?  [i]Yes [i4For the Most Part ] Not really [INe

5. What changes should be considered?

e qa«v} b S abrios NST (ot SG%MEU
/

2 LS

5y \(_)J LT S T S ;\{"', - m*"‘f”1 &\gf}u e Amixt e (88, (\éwlm/l/J'L.ewLﬁJ

Cph(R M 3 T lor e Pﬁfk.‘nj Cab v Lrigte 102 muchn 3 A o hatagly o

i -
C\} Sﬁm@zﬂ 1

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4}

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

Yes [INo RN N, cix L
%"H\_ pﬂ“}w b Wﬁ? WuJJ)f \o-ﬁ. S”\‘N L)f Q“‘“\“" !L\Mé } @-‘" .Dtﬁ Tﬂ o€ [S \ éMj
30 S L M \‘3\\\&:‘{ !—‘{{i\ i i ) S{%—b@rik 5 ‘?lﬁ(’ﬁ%‘;\‘\ ¢ O\A‘L?{’& YCONQNUEd on reverse)



El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?

[JYes [ For the Most Part [ Not really [INo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

es [InNo

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[ Yes E’?Zr the Most Part D Not really [CINo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:
T e AW Fer Ueqes sebiwnlls on Soedn Grvg angwge Lot
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes?

Name l‘nﬁ (‘«‘Wg"’“’j Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
250y St Gu Aw Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address A City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
M ja Ve FM ik 701 Laurel Street
Menio Park, CA 94025

Phone (.)(13&’"’:37, S'G\\’\‘Sm’

Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

19 s & ronanrs P\"':%b\ . oo All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

Femall 5 * due by end of the day Monday, September 28
Affiliation: are due by end of the day Monday, September

[] Resident Eﬁjsiness Owner [ JProperty Owner  []Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
@Yes "] For the Most Part ] Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER {BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? @Yes [‘JFor the Most Part [] Not really
b. El Camino Real?  [X] Yes ["JFor the Most Part [] Not really

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?
ﬂYes [Ino

{continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
m\ves [[] For the Most Part [JNot really [Ino

Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[JYes XlNo

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?

ﬁ‘(es [J For the Most Part O ot really JInNo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan

(2009) processes? /7% %7}@44{ -

Name ;%— W e ? ¢ c;p Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

2 /@’j ¢ Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address_ 2 7= %'7@’ City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone __ Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

E-mail
are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

Affiliation
Resident  [[JBusiness Owner [JProperty Owner  [] Other



El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of

buildings {Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Yes [] For the Most Part [] Not really

Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[ ] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

W@\—-\{\Q\ AN(INE ’p@’\/ ‘-\/{(\L \[\Q&/\M\Lﬁ Qm%ku;ﬂ
AV ENCERIC A %W’\CL'\% i Yhe (o8 [ shuohad:

Manlo Per and (Ot

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [Cves [CJFor the Most Part 1 Not reaily [No
b. El Camino Real?  []Yes [JFor the Most Part [T Not really [Ino

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

[] Yes [Ino

{continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[Jves [JFor the Most Part [INot really Ino

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[TYes [ JNo

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[] Yes [J For the Most Part [InNot really Ono

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
{(2009) processes?

A

Name \’&L \ [VE_ M.QA—S%\M Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
' § Ng Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address \ 3 2’# NS ) City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

ey

\/k Q A/\\C) DOV\/X 701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025

(0 50 M\ % . "0 ﬁL}L? —  Fax: {650} 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org
11
b$ WAIASEN e @ QQQLQ,AL C,M‘XI comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

are due by end of the day Monduay, September 28

| AResident  [JBusiness Owner [ IProperty Owner [ ] Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of

buildings {Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B}
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?

[Jves [T For the Most Part | Not really

Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[C}Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:
Cves [IFor the Most Part [ I Not really

a. Downtown?
FFIFor the Most Part I Not really

b. El Camino Real? [ ]Yes

5. What changes should be considered?
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LAND USE ECONOMICS {BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

] Yes [INo

re. gpivion (continued on reverse)




;EI_._,_Cami.no Réalldentown
Specific Plan'Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancpments to east-west pedestrian and bicycle, Ctass T
connectivity? Nl Biddie fecores a o bener Wte
[es [ JFor the Most Part [Zl Not really [INo A“*‘:Ym::‘“‘*‘&

Fn-‘-’ds vieav” hbfﬂ""‘j{ })nt, cente-

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

ébpncy and development of vacant parcelis?

Yes [CINo

9. Is the change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable? sealact loack

v el EAY +o
[ Yes [ For the Most Part [iNot really [CIno }.o u\f::’(";::h i
L-}“Yc.‘" 2 Shreck side ?WK;j do o Sawle Cvl 1§ @liminadedl b b widse sideatls.

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connechwty, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan
2009) processes? |
( ' 55 ’ -Y"\\r 5'{" e wne

Name Brice Freeman Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
221 T A Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address Xe. City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
Menlo  Pavl, cp ad oy c 701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
;SO - 284. o208

Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org
E-mail brice Freevaan @ quraal. cov— " All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliatio ¥ are due by end of the day Monday, September 28
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[FResident [JBusiness Owner [ JProperty Owner  [[JOther



El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of

buildings {(Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE {(BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Jes A For the Most Part [] Not really

/ / ( I
Jwoul) e Jo 300 2 pociet ronk ou o jw@ ey ECF
2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer: oy
[] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)

1 Optlon 2 (W|dest smiewalks remove median trees) é ) : ?{&ﬂwj !UQL”L) ‘; fw/g
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

___a..Downtown? Clyes CJEorthe-Most Part =} Not really ) -
b. El Camino Real? [ JYes [x] For the Most Part I Not really
Dot e Je goo 5 sk Hdas, oveing rwesle £CR
5. What changes should be considered? - u’g’/)ﬁ Qj%; Yy M{D@;/)u

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment? _
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.EI Caﬁiino ReallDoWﬁtowh
Specific Plan Workshop #3

| {continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Doesthe Fmerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?

[JYes For the Most Part I Not really [INo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
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9. ls the change in ‘distribution of pa
k] Yes ] For the Most Part [T Not really [InNo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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How many/which activities have you prev1ously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
{2009) processes? iff
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Name /%Wj&f %§ ﬁﬂw Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
- 41 ) _f z/ Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address__/. }/é?méjﬁf/ City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone - . Fax: {650} 327-1653 | THRogers@meniopark.org
E-mail /VbOﬂ?@C‘SZ)“d) @49& CZE//, JI)CZE' All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

S 4 are due by end of the day Monday, September 28
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El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review ali the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3} have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Doesthe Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Aes [] For the Most Part [] Not really

2. Regaxﬁ/ing Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? ‘ ie’_' v [JFor the Most Part "] Not really [ No
b. El Camino Real? Yes [JFor the Most Part I Not really CIne

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a-greater likelihood of redevelopment?
@ﬁf [INo

(continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[AVes [J For the Most Part [J Not really CIno

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

vibrancy and development.of vacant parcels?
|:|Yes No

9. Isthe changein distritglw'parking downtown acceptable?
[ Yes For the Most Part I Not really [:] No

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit

should be considered?
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan
{2009) processes?
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Name

- bq/
=7 e o L dgpe Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address ,é[ é/ { City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

nrs 701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

3 3 G € B} 3@
Phone &$: A i Fax: (650} 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

@ﬁ&? See 77 Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Seoll Do AP <€ 5B C’—'?/ o h ol b All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
- are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

E-mail
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El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE {(BOARDS 2A AND 2B) _
1. Doesthe Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?

[JYes [ For the Most Part [} Not really

. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
Opﬁon 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median traes)
[] Option 2 {widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [yes or the Most Part [ ] Not really
b. El Camino Real? [ ]Yes [ For the Most Part 1 Not really
L),

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?
D Yes @No

{continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[Jes @For the Most Part [ Not really [INe
7

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[Jves mo

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[Jves For the Most Part CINot really [Ino

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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How many/which activities have you prewously attended during the Vision Plan (2007—2008) and Specific Plan
{2009) processes?

%

Name SO0 \\ﬁ St LA Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

e . € e Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address \32F Aa o City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

W\Vw\ i I ?;} {f% 701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
N @S Oy AL
Phone Koefijg 8250 41 “i Fax: (650} 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

<1

E-mail \y CYR L ST g R i /5 o 2, All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliation: | T are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

Resident  [JBusiness Owner [JProperty Owner "] Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of

buildings (Board 3} have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[JYes [X] For the Most Part [] Not really

. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
|:| Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
E Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered? 4@ [
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [CTves M For the Most Part ] Not really [INo
b. El Camino Real? [ ]Yes [AFor the Most Part [ Not really Ino

. What changes should be considered?
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LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and ﬁnanmai feas&blhty studles, is addrtl nal building height on

El Camino Real {(as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased Clty revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?
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{continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity? .
[TJes mr the Most Part [INot realty [Jno

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
M’es [Jno

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
]Z?Zs [J For the Most Part [ JNot really [ InNo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009} processes? 2

Name }() m }/ &— Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
S 2 7’1"/ W 6& Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address /) [0 l C(/l/ City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

701 Laurel Street
mWﬁf? ﬂm’/L Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail O lﬂz}m @ Qﬁg A7 WA { M,ZL l/} ﬂfﬂﬂ All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

Affiliation: are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

Y] Resident [ JBusiness Owner L‘ﬁ Property Owner [J Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues {Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?

}R’?es [] For the Most Part [] Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer: _
]:I Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?
1L LA m/j‘

Yot gl w anzrpoéwg w el

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Doesthe Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [Jes or the Most Part [] Not really [ INo
b. El Camino Real? |:|Yes For the Most Part D Not reaily D No

. What changes should be considered? //'l O
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LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

P Yes [JNo 4
L §6/W"L0&/x

{continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5}
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
/HYes ] For the Most Part [JNot really [InNo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
Yes [JNo

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
EYes + L[JForthe Most Part [ Not really [INo
W A },\&\/@t Lo c }m)ﬂl’ L&ﬁk

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit

should be considered? { Tl W&Uj— Yo o 5SSk
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan

(2009) ?
processes Q,QQ k’ M,,-j—.s—- TN

Al f
Name 1\\ N1z /\’AL C r;j"(’f’ C’;ULQQC"/W Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
: Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address_ | /( lC'l S -HA’Q’ A /PP City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
A \4/(_/(}3(}\*(-—(1\_4/ GYde 7 701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

—
L
Phone 4 m 52/ 7373 Fax: {650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail \/1 oy -+ &Mﬁé EA @J All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
< ‘s [y b @l oo \ are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

Affiliation:
[JResident  [JBusiness Owner [ Property Owner  [] Other,




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
es [[] For the Most Part [] Not really I No

. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees) e
[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees) <~ Do “T DO -1 T ! @__6

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?
LESS PREKING . MO RE TREES

/

W -

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [Jves [MFor the Most Part ] Not really [CIno
b. El Camino Real? [ ]Yes [TFor the Most Part [] Not really CIno

5. What changes should be considered?gﬂr _ 18(,}3([\;:} o
¢ F AUSE URBAN HEAT via
R%ON%) (ci\?(cgéaﬂsﬁb STOEM WATE . CON OFfF

o NEw DEVELCPMENT SHoULD CEQUIRE. AT LEAST SO% C’Q(/ﬁt@/lr(%l%‘,
Mi{gy FOLKGTE AND LANDSCARIN — Fo& AL~ NRENS EALISED

10 We SQM) ESPECIALLY KOOFS

a(},ﬂ@aM ZooesS  Lowil TEMPS AND g1 QulkeES
WHILE (NCEEAS ING HOPORTUMITIES TR BiRDS

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
anga greater likelihood of redevelopment?

IE;\,’es [InNo

{continued on reverse)




El Camiho RedllDowntown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?

[Jyes Wor the Most Part [ INot really [Jno

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
[E{es [Jno

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[ Yes [CJFor the Most Part [JNot really CIno

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
{(2009) processes?

NOMNE  BUT | HAD SRIES AT ALEVENTS munArA4.’ &
Name CHRISTIAN moblck Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

' 0t DRIV Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address_ 114> N L PEIVE City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

MENLO PR, A 9H 025 701 Laurel Street
' Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone_&50 -327-% 22 4% Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

Mo [ \ vok & b, b lo ke .o /‘\ All ecomments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
T~ are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

E-mail
Affiliation:
[YResident  [JBusiness Owner [Property Owner  [JOther




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings {Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues {Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)

1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
/@és [] For the Most Part [1 Not really [[INo

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[[1 Option 1 {varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees) j.{a ,~& o sad |
[[] Option 2 {widest sidewalks; remove median trees) 7

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Doesthe Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? ¥es [Jror the Most Part [} Not really [Ino
b. El Camino Real?  [Hfes [JFor the Most Part I Not really CIno

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?
ﬁ\’es D No
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El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
CTes [ JFor the Most Pa [INot really [INo
Morf;[ Seel 65 o b.‘!w(?ﬁ wunde Y=y we A be reell ALC €
8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

Eles [(no

9. [sthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
Yes ] For the Most Part I Not really [Ino

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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Name \—'( Gt L(— T\"‘O ruk Submlt comments by mail, fax, or e—maal to:

£35S r 4+ <d. B Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address O Lapom City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

™M P Gdo2 § 701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone oS £35S A ‘-\ 36 Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail ‘F“f Worne G W\GFHA . e+0~v~'¥v fOQ . QCQ L1 Alf comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliation: are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

g Resident  [JBusiness Owner [ JProperty Owner  []Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Jes For the Most Part [] Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[[] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
Option 2 {widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to publjc space improvements should be considena?

=58

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4, Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? Yes [CJFor the Most Part [ Not really [InNo
b. El Camino Real? %es [JFor the Most Part [ Not really [InNo

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

Yes [InNo

(continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
conpectivity?

Yes [C] For the Most Part I Not really [JNo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

;%/Yes [INo

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
Yes [JFor the Most Part ] Not really [Ino

0. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:
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How many/which activities have you previously attended durmg the Vision Plan £2007-2008) and Spe }Ia
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Nam/j/&)é’ ( Q‘W Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
///// 4// ] Mr. Thomas Rogers

City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 84025

Phone @f O ) 7 %? LS Fax: (650} 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail - 7/6"/" PRy, I O All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliatio N are due by end of the day Monduay, September 28
10N
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El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?

[Jves ] For the Most Part T4 Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
@ Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

Bbiabeloly = Sefity

ANy

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Doesthe Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [ves [IFor the Most Part Not really [ InNo
b. El Camino Real? [ ]Yes [JFor the Most Part Not really o

5. What changes should be considered?

3 ﬂf%m WJ ~ Mo d el

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories} an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

[1Yes @\No

(continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAEFIC {(BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[1¥es [JFor the Most Part @ Not really [JNo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

Yes [JNo

Is the change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
Yes ["TFor the Most Part [ INot really [INo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
{2009) processes? 3

Name/MA,m_/&?/%,- W]Jm/ Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
1924 / (7 Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address / 0 /‘,KTLL/M,@/] (<7J/ City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

M- A & Y08 701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025

7 < g
Phone &S0 7 72! QE Fax: {650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail WM@&,@ W CaY7all comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

are due by end of the day Monday, September 28
Aff' liation:

fl‘ Resident ~ [JBusiness Owner [ JProperty Owner




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Jves [[] For the Most Part [] Not really [INo

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

T A R e FE L R e . . { :
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3) PRSP *
4. Doesthe Emergmg Plan reflect an approprlate buﬂding character and massmg for:
a. Downtown? DYés I:] For the Most Part’ A DNot really [INo
b. El Camino Real?  [_]Yes [[JFor the Most'Parts .« . [C]Not'really [(dno

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4) s
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional bmldmg height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased Clty reveniues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment? . »

[ Yes [Jno FE SN TR B T T

®,

(continued on reverse)



El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?
[Jves T For the Most Part [CINot really [CIno

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

(A Yes [no
9. lIs the change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
Yes [ For the Most Part I Not really [Ino

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

L@"‘( “‘C&-“-) P\& {\f & SQ )W — -G.v"b GNN-&AM\—.
€v ropC_M u'“w \\wt 'u,(m.,\r ‘M\—Jf\of—f m&W\) L\gu&hrgbt\t
when liFe pussinie, end ot . Waer L vt wer b

heve on e theda Petn pov cardn??

OTHER COMMENTS:

> No oyreay eMe was P opuler &Y 'y
:Nuoﬂo«)bd" Mean Wevt Voptemt 1 toas

of el wut‘d.f.

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009} processes?

3-Y4

Name__ EL10vT ~TawES Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

G S Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address L © AU hat e Lt l\JC City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

W 701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone L g-o 3-}'& 5S%Y Fax: {650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org
E-mail f': vy O FY . SOME DIA .« can All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliation: are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

B{esident [JProperty Owner  [[] Other

[[JBusiness Owner




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Doesthe Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
_@j‘eles [] For the Most Part [] Not really [ No

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
1] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees) /'J@ AEED ~+ A Wg&
[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

DYAFPANZL . e g Ace fRRra/E PLfEa— s SKW
Ui~z 2 :

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Pian reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? CJves X]For the Most Part [} Not really
b. El Camino Real? [ ]Yes ["] For the Most Part %Not really

5. What changes should be considered?

A5 Ty / At 6T /55‘7’ BperS A COKS LZRS Tae CRac/ofD
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LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

“and a greaterljkelihood of redevelopment?
[ Yes No

{continued on reverse)




El Camin.(.). Real/Downtown |
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Doesthe Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

nectivity?
Yes [JFor the Most Part [ Not realty [INo

8. Based,on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

vibr; ncy and development of vacant parcels?
Yes [Ino

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
] Yes [} For the Most Part Not really I no

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

-~

OTHER COMIMENTS:
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
{2009) processes? 3 ¢

Name ﬁz; fHe M £/, £ L@c‘ff/ Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
6 O SRR - Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address C,l //"‘76,?/»0 '4/@ City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

//ﬁ /ﬂ 701 Laurel Street

6J/ Menlo Park, CA 84025
Phone 0 “33 ?/ 3 i Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

E-mail
Affiliation:
Resident Business Owner [ _]Property Owner  []Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of

buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
B Yes [] For the Most Part [] Not really

Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[[] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[S Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? B/Yes [JFor the Most Part [:] Not really
b. El Camino Real? [ _]Yes E,For the Most Part ] Not really

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

angd a greater likelihood of redevelopment?
Yes [INo

(continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[Jves E For the Most Part [ Not really [INo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
Yes El No

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
Yes [} For the Most Part I Not really [InNo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan

{2009) processes? Q/

Name /2’6;‘! (/prpégﬁl Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

/OUS oL cond o s Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address 43 VoL ene [ve City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone 56 317 % Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

ENGRWIP @ S0 L. (/T All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
are due by end of the day Monduay, September 28

E-mail
Affiliation:
M Resident  [JBusiness Owner [] Property Owner  [_] Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Jres @ For the Most Part [1 Not really

Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
%] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? Yes [ JFor the Most Part [[] Not really [INo
b. El Camino Real? @Yes ]:I For the Most Part I:I Not really D No

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

g”?es D No

(continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(eontinued from front}

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity? ;
[Jves 'S For the Most Part [[] Not really [INo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

\UE\YQS |:| No
9. Is the change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
4 Yes [J For the Most Part I not really [ Ino

o

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes?

Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Add Mr. Thomas Rogers
ress City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025

Name

Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org
E-mail All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliation: are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

[J Resident  [JBusiness Owner [ JProperty Owner  [JOther




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings {Board 3} have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[ JYes )Xﬁor the Most Part [] Not really [INo

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
|:| Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
ﬁbption 2 {widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3}
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? Yes [JFor the Most Part [ ] Not really [InNo
b. El Camino Real? Yes [[JFor the Most Part ] Not really CIno

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

j&\’es [Jno

(continued on reverse)



El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Doesthe Fmerging Pian provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity? ,
[Jves [} For the Most Part mot really [INo
8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

ibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
ﬁﬁ/‘f\es [Ino

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[7] Yes [ A For the Most Part [ Not really [INo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
{2009) processes?

Name Ea«? \ Gine 7 Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
U | Loy re Mr. Thomas Rogers
A?ddress ’ rel P{ i dD ’G}M City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
G0 wenl, £ [o . 701 Laurel Street
ol s ( S~ Menio Park, CA 94025

Phone @;%/79 70832 L Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org
E-mail [ bgf @ GQQLQ vale2, (peen All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliation: are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

¥} Resident

[X{Business Owner [ JProperty Owner  [] Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3} have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B}

1. Dogs$ the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
Yes [] For the Most Part [] Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:

%ﬁ m@d,{ctvx Arees  Cure VC’MO\J@()/

p(a«vr 2X “drecSs elsewhere

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)

4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:
a. Downtown? es [JFor the Most Part [ Not really [Ino
b. El Camino Real? |_7_’/\er5 [[JFor the Most Part ] Not really (o

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?
ij{’es [Ino

(continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to cast-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[Yes [_] For the Most Part MOt really [Ino

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
[B@aes o

g Y, Twres
9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable? \M_@_i‘j_@_&_é Strue v

[] Yes [J For the Most Part Not really [no

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan

(2009) processes? Lo k 9[AOP :{ZF >

Name N { f'c\« 9 \O Wy a\lf Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
' e 2 Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address 20{7/ ?OPL City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
M P 701 Laurel Street

G( Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone %H22 - Ce Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail___M&S [Om"ak @C—O Mol el Al comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliation: are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

Resident  [JBusiness Owner [ JProperty Owner I—_Vﬁ.')ther Envic84. Ou al. Gonmission es

/



El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?

[JYes “I For the Most Part [} Not really

Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[ ] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Doesthe Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [JYes [CFor the Most Part |:| Not really "@No
b. El CaminoReal?  []Yes mFor the Most Part [] Not really (o

5. What changes should be considered? ﬂ‘\m)

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

[] es AnNo

{continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[Jves $elFor the Most Part [Inot really [INo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[Ayes [Ino

9. lIsthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
|:| Yes |:| For the Most Part &Not really ]:] No

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

. OTHER COMM ENTS

Tm

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes? c;)__\

Name Lr‘ﬂ( LRY = A_ LQ'U Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
Address {Lf’ff_ éfg‘ \ (UN W ﬁ(kf . Mr. Thomas Rogt?rs

City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

M LZ_B Rae, CA ?@03 4 701 Laurel Street

é_‘é Menlo Park, CA 94025
: — — 2
Phone _ €50 — (6T 2 ¢ Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

E-mail
Affiliation:
[ Resident  [JBusiness Owner [JProperty Owner




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3} have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan iave an adequate diversity of public spaces?

[Jyes For the Most Part [ ] Not really J No

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[[] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)

Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees) 2t th\xﬂb t {ﬂ{ morf ’]L)C(fj Q[ozfgé

Sig Wwﬂ\

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should b consi%ered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [ves EqZér the Most Part [[1 Not really

b. El Camino Real? [ ]Yes For the Most Part [] Not really

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

I_V_r_}IdYes [Ino

{continued on reverse)




El Carhiho Réai]Dantéwn
Specific Plan Workshop #3

fcontinued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?
[ Yes E{For the Most Part [INot really [INo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

Yes [Ino

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[ Yes [/ For the Most Part [ Not really [Ino

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered? .

s o plo ropased hausf
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How many/whlch actwmes have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
{2009) processes?

Name Q Ing f\!/ i/LE s Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Address_|3] H Chatleo SF o o I Thomas Rogers

City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

M@m,t} pé\./L (\H’ ‘?HQ g— 701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 24025
Phone QSQ ~A 4{2 1-3 ] 7 3 Fax: {650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org
E-mail S l/] ey \/ i }7_1 mS @ me ., Lom Alf comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

d 8
E‘H@iaﬁo": are due by end of the day Monduay, September 2
Resident [ JBusiness Owner %operty Owner

[JOther




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the fquestions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings {Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. es the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
,;%/Yes [ ] For the Most Part ] Not really [Ino

Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)

2. PRegarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

‘f?/ﬁwj—ﬁrﬁ on ngdfwc‘t[/fs

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3}
4, Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [CJves [CJFor the Most Part [T Not really [Ino
b. El CaminoReal? [_JYes [JFor the Most Part [T Not really I no

I | e o RS 4 g s Hase Aesin
e % b PV € 15,
WIS] 2{@2%%01(:1%5?/{% 0= ihe peV @ Jﬁﬁ/}’WZZEWM‘ Cs%ré’qé)/g ﬁ#
7 7[/{ Zﬁ/ﬂnj /% ;mfﬁriéwzbﬁ ineé %Q‘f Wi /if{ﬁét,éil?fy @fﬁﬁ%%ﬁ é-é,

ngfw/?‘y%” doumti-ors.

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?
|:] Yes m No

{continued on reverse)



El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?
' [ For the Most Part CINot really

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

/MYes [INo

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
]:I Yes For the Most Part ]:] Not really CIno

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

o O pss 2 bike lanes on ECR.

OTHER COMMENTS:

7%7%;3 ‘Svl—zwa}/ 2, EFIR VQSF ‘)‘/\c-j SO "“’fw.lp)lc

Pec

2an should
o ' ]ﬂ 7 A
)6447;07” 7%”7{”[@/ “jf Uﬁ/@ff’/hfuf' ‘7@@;&4 5’4‘&&(25 @%’Q%S

gﬁ%@f@ < gue /A br-a- A Jozz club 0¢y },a]%cg L,
/P/«_%zge ﬁegig %/L& 5ol e lle ﬁ»éég’ & QC’Q/

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
{2009} processes? )
Gb ot 3"7‘1&@@ QR OneS

Name 7!’/70? U %iﬂﬂfg Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
Address )577 4 C/n 7 CA _571" Mr. Thomas Rogers

City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

/l/;ém/fz’) fg?{\k (57/4“ 701 Laurel Street
T ~ =

ﬁg7 N Menlo Park, CA 84025
Phone /9 S_ﬁ - gggb’ Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail h ATY A} m-S @ NE - @fﬂ’ M All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliation: -~ are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

o . e (A
4 ™ )
_J¥) Resident 4 Business Owner W] Property Owner  [] Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE {BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
es [] For the Most Part [] Not really WMLE

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
Eﬁ)’;non 1 (vaned/wnder sidewalks; retain medlan trees) %55@&1!’?}_}/ @/

) R/
. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?
.% e sCler S/d@bu@/éﬁ are o ,{7// /«wer - FR S ANy
:S/z:ic?c& .@ javj back. o /)a/a,Z/c,/ 1,, anC/ 3 v éf’fy

W-”WS /éfcgzwf;l/e P j/‘fu—— 5.77 [Desre /p;?;ﬁe j.f&a}@f S ,%gcz
&W&b’&’é \?/Mcw

rere zfmafa W e & L LB P sens
79 j g /-/{/c: mézr %’wcsMC/S?—

s7 st LS et” -
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j{& 1 daé»-_ efkg 74»0@/3/_,5) weve provelsd /MWA/

g,@c//c/ /.9«5%:1»% be

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Doesthe Emerging P!act an appropriate building character and massing for:
Ye

a. Downtown? [Jfor the Most Part ] Not really MNo
b. El Camino Real? [ ]Yes Eﬁ:or the Most Part ] Not really Ino

ot wroife /'E‘:f;f

5. What changes should be considered?
T coule! /wflr rore residertbinf c/e_\/@/a}avwﬁ' Grr St Coe.

e

[

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

[ Yes [(INo

(continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

conpectivity?

@es [} For the Most Part [INot really [ INo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[Pes INo

9. Isthe change in distribut ’r{of parking downtown acceptable?
[C] Yes @Por the Most Part [J Not really CIno

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit

should be onStdered? ) 7 .
Comnes frm werwss) RR Froclzs. Corart colea K AL Mezells |

et oy

OEJE:/CO E}TS‘QQ&:&SS" o JVMQ/ s wc-,é///éhf-&‘/ @ é&‘&// de-Sj”écec 4

/‘Jafﬁf z'%/fv&;‘zcr/‘tis éof" P /23/”[./? AS &zp%ﬁ‘ /41‘1:9 @\73-61(3)@
%}/ %ac:& M&as}L ,é’e d&_Sc:c;/ 2IHpE. = a/e&,,?“

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009} processes?

g i 4 o
Name =" 7 . Sl Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Add Mr. Thomas Rogers
ress City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

E-mail
Affiliation:
esident  [JBusiness Owner [ Property Owner  [JOther




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4}.

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Doesthe Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces? l/\ OMJ& ““G “(—'Lgﬂf
[[]Yes EFor the Most Part [] Not really [JNo

2. Wrding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer: gﬁtgjiﬁ&g Uvm _.\,U C L J‘”

Option 1 {varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)

[[] Option 2 {widest sidewalks; remove median trees) A+ Ao W U\/ [ gel S[/lCiCLQ

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

lo R 2 alaer, et Lan @U_[@m S LS ug«%«ln
no ‘T wnees o \Ne mﬁ%e%@@dr WwWoe o W auwtS

‘o0 be FWrae "y “ |
' T, SN e
* Wm&}@@c 37 oo lae e
R T R

oW Yo (Rt Heun
BUILDING CHARACTER {(BOARD 3) \/\@J\,@ % 7
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character an‘d massing for:
a. Downtown? CJves [(JFor the Most Part Mﬂot really [JNo

b. El CaminoReal? [ ]Yes ["JFor the Most Part T Not really (o

5. What changes should be considered? V\ o 5 <o U\é ]O LLLLMOSA
i)/L%_T cet-ba K<

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greatetjikelihood of redevelopment?
] Yes % No

*KQDL% &‘g L>M\%/\([Aé' @?4 con 'nu;e on reverse
REDWITD < Y N RGBOUUD PARKLIE Lo SBVIR e




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Doesthe Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?

[ JYes E{For the Most Part [INot really INo

. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
;gYes L

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[ Yes [[] For the Most Part Not really CIno

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan

(2009) processes? ‘ WSO

Name @Cl \ | < redanev i, Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address_ A\ G\ Asnte a A City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

\!\ﬂ GATAN LrG pc:r \F"‘A Cq 701 Laurel Street

Menio Park, CA 94025

Phone /:V @ - %‘54 @34—0&5‘ Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail € \I\“'r‘\ "c'\ € & /\ (1w, O“L{ S’b All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

Affiliation: “L A \/\ G0 e . @_/m are due by end of the day Monday, September 28
[JResident  [JBusiness Owner [ JProperty Owner [ 1Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of

buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B}
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[S}ves [] For the Most Part [] Not really ] No

. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer: ) o .
[[] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees) ~ &' vs ol L,or-H\ e \“H,qf @{J‘"{ww\)

[[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees) S(iéi&’f Yﬂf{ L e OP“*’;\;\« 2 bud
Wl T oVE o close S e, }CM'Z:

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered? 7t <¢&fs .
T He dorndovrne agea. Fd LCK@ Fo ge& W Qe
= ol cwoa s @ WMokt space @gf st oleor @ayi'w\@ /C‘K‘Fef
foetbes flan  goxssy Darks . We wzed vmore s hade dvecs
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Doesthe Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [HAes [JFor the Most Part [ ] Not realiy [JNo
b. El Camino Real?  [<]¥es [JFor the Most Part I Not really [Ino

5. What changes should be considered? _
Thon Wn Lovor of Foller bl Wdings (5 -6 sﬁaw) coL
d  arh cecloted vﬁxcac\es. Just Ao T

larer et bewcks -
prs HUAC eﬁi,u,'? on wofe - vedly nererses  apubrent noig
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LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?
Yes []INo

(continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[JYes ["TFor the Most Part BN/ot really [INo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[1ves ENO — o owootAY el S€ MP 'P,row‘c\ec\ bus Semaces {?br
schools (c:w MA & H HW?U-">
9. s the change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[ Yes B’ﬁor the Most Part [ I Not really [Jno

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered? ‘
$ dondt dam fide Ay b\f—\/c{i wronand S LR A Y MOTE T woreld
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan,
(2009) processes? El Camine wallin \{Ou,?s o evuple of Yo cﬁmainoJ
WS foviing weetivas | hwo ol i C;;zcctﬁu‘ an wor KelioPs

Name (& ole (2 "\&’C{' Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

O ax lan 0 Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address (O © and  Diive City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 84025

Phone QS\O - 52 B - gg%\ Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail A olena e @ 150 0w Alf comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
— SR XRL

Affiliation: are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

Eﬁesident [JBusiness Owner [ JProperty Owner  [JOther




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3} have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4}.

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Jyes [] For the Most Part Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
Option 1 {varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
Option 2 {widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

%&i}? adn s, boos |

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)

4. Does the EFmerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:
a. Downtown? [Jves [JFor the Most Part @ Not really [INo
b. El Camino Real? [ ]Yes ;Z] For the Most Part (] Not really CINe

5. What changes shouid be considered?

P T A wL&-
N {

L(/wa;L

AN el R _

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

[:] Yes E No

{continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?
[JYes [JFor the Most Part ] Not really [No

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[ ves @No Yigoe datk v wadkod, ab~thewe
9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
EI Yes |:| For the Most Part D Not really No

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
> shou[d be conSIdered?
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes?

Name A (ee Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

- Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address Mgpw TAﬂ'{ City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

/W?—’-—;._)L.d%& 701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

-mai :Aémpcqé(f) [/k@‘{*';%pz,:,o - Conr— All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
E-mail
Affiliation: are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

_k«.i Resident [ JBusiness Owner [JProperty Owner [ ]Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We weicome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Doesthe Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Jves For the Most Part [ Not really
5

Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[] Option 1 {varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
@1 Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [(Jves m For the Most Part [[] Not really
b. El Camino Real? [ ]Yes @ For the Most Part [ Not really

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4}

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

]:] Yes No

{continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Doesthe Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[[Jves [JFor the Most Part m Not really [Ino
/

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[ ]Yes @No

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
%] Yes []For the Most Part [JNot really - [INo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycie circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

THE hogt MPoRTINT TRAFHIC FEATWRE  SHoucp BE THE PRESTORATION
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| How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes?

Name v /M #ﬁ'ﬂ V‘t/ Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
Address qé 0 corrow 57 Mr. Thomas Rogers

City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
M P. 701 Laurel Street

g Menlo Park, CA 84025
(-7
Phone 2 78 g Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

\j/ M H’ ﬁ R VE }f @ d / M ){7L A'le V.E/ . Og [7 Al comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

are due by end of the day Monduay, September 28

E-mail
Affiliation:
[A] Resident  [JBusiness Owner [JProperty Owner  []Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of

buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Jyes [] For the Most Part ] Not really

. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [ves JTor the Most Part ] Not really
b. El Camino Real?  [Jf@s ] For the Most Part ] Not really

5. What changes should be considered?

s o thide 40
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LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

[ ves [Ino ot e
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El .Camino Reallwantdwn
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?

[Jyes ﬁ{or the Most Part [JNot really [Ino

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[]Yes [Ono
9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[] Yes [Jfor the Most Part [ Not really [JNo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

<

fﬂrl Aol narase, 1 aang Thot RNV wu}/:} oo Ha e
allocafionHhar HERE paguier Tlg one weenge, Fos L)

2 St

'OTHER COMMENTS:; ¢ 2Iwirea i cﬂﬁ
bt~y :
Ke. } oo BT 1‘%‘@4@“ S@i’j\»’ff& Qj’b{
\JJ LD*?Q Y,EW:’GC'{'{_V Py aar) SO!’?‘\‘E{_ CJ’LJZ/

B?mﬂ &rkg e 7% k\
\/QV‘{ Udﬂicﬁ Price P&,kjt}) P&: ;{f)aj\_angﬂ PO’" C_CP—L Lesor - Fers

;.-mme,\’l‘ @ﬁ'@q¥@c§_%wom3 on &l r’?o‘g“&%}a. im»urff—am(_

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
{2009) processes? |

Name Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Mr. Thomas Rogers

Address City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org
E-mail All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliation: are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

[JResident  [JBusiness Owner [JProperty Owner [ Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Jves g\For the Most Part [] Not really { INo

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
Option 2 {widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)

4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:
a. Downtown? [ves For the Most Part [J Not realty [ INo
b. El CaminoReal? [ JYes [ For the Most Part [] Not really ~ﬂNo

5. What changes should be considered?
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LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?
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El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?

[Yes MFor the Most Part [TINot really [INo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[Jves /QNO

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
] ves Sﬁfor the Most Part [ Not really [INo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009} processes?

Name _= ,\ \<\ nne T Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

e ‘ . Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address_11 55 Mecwn |l w209 City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

R 4] 4y 5’ 701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

! 5:5“\\" S @_ A el | Cesnn All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Jgood are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

Al Resident [ Business Owner  [JProperty Owner [ Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings {(Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues {Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plaryhave an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[[Jyes Jﬁ For the Most Part ] Not really

. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
Option 1 {varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

{ng bt 4pe w;ﬁ&w%@ St SF&éwa//q mc//:e?g @/@oﬂféf/
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3}

4, Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:
a. Downtown? [Cves For the Most Part [] Not really
b. El Camino Real? [ Yes [JFor the Most Part [ Not really

5. Whatcha(;gés@g]z% etnsid&ered; ;QY% f&,&/ e . §/ /v@f 7(‘%
po o 25 T wsre. A ) < A0S ) Qiferna T s
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LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

o e e [ 3004 Uistal voous ™ eof
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El Camino ReéllDoWntbwn
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?

[JYes ﬁ For the Most Part [[JNot really [ INo

. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel fime an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

pYes [INo

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[] ves ;EFor the Most Part I Not really [JNo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking,ﬁjﬂe circulation and/or transit

should be considered? N ' '
st is o atnect widtl bife Janss
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes?  LOUE,

Name /L’ ‘/CQ 747%“4(: e, Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
Address B~ Sze %/ﬁd Dr Mr. Thomas Rogers
4

City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

/é“ DWK 701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 84025

Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail £ %/&( ra’"@ @574‘4 LZ/ A / Luame o 57 All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliation: / J \/ are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

B Resident  [JBusiness Owner [ }Property Owner  [JOther




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

¥ We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B} A
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces? ~
g]\’es [ ] For the Most Part [J Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer: So mwj'fry)&@zd 4 CQA&M '
[[] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees) el b SPQ

A7
Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median treas)
oo Stocy Bl dep U&u&&wa% Roep Treas Ville
g [Wo Stocy :Sabhcsp&/ﬂa‘Wk J

3. What additions or changes t ace improyements should be consnderei Q)i& ,4(_, ?
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3) Co
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and or:
a. Downtown? [ves B9 For the Most Part [C] Not really [Ino

b. El Cammo Real? |:|Yes For the M tPart [J Not really [Ino
_ tﬂ’Qﬁj M’L%}L\Hﬂ( % w, Ve //Q%Q
5. What changess ould econsndered? )
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LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories} an acceptable tradeoff for increased Clty revenues and vibrancy

and a greater Jikelihood of redevelopment? ])1)(
[ Yes Dl M“F G Cwagﬁg A~ 4
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{continued on reverse)



El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Doesthe Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?

[es [J For the Most Part |:[ Not really CNo EL
W haas ae. vown odit ‘V‘-JL)’\— PMJM J}l?

L0 Ao Jes

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is he lnc ease in travel timean acceptable tra i:jfior mcr

vibrancy and development of vacant parcels? e ‘
[ ves CINo WJQQC‘MM @ e u/(_, MS

Lo
9. Isthe change in distribution of parking d wntoqun accep ble?

Hves ’/YLQM«F ﬁtwpagwm slimrff&oq ALs jC?J /

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parklng, |cycle circulation and/or transit

should be considered? (OJUL P 1 A2 ,
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Address_Ls (,\ = @ = L i 200> City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
Mg‘) pw{A 701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94G25
Phone 22| =122 > Fax: {650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
are due by end of the day Monduay, September 28
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El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B}
1. Does,the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
E’és [] For the Most Part [ Not realty [JnNo

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[[] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

devipg olown Sands Cruss Ave. O nof- 2 W@egwmu-’
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)

4, Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? Eﬁ'es [IFor the Most Part ] Not really [INo
b. El Camino Real? Yes [TFor the Most Part ] Not really CINo

5. What changes should be considered?

Belo streed lon 4504}@-@ ~ modern Sfewf’ﬁ ¥ (’D Janders.

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
agf/greater likelihood of redevelopment?
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{continued on reverse)




El Camino ReaIID.owntown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east—wes@nd bicycle
connectivity?
[IYes E{or the Most Part [ Not really [Ono

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrapéy and development of vacant parcels?

es [JNo
9. Isth ange in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
Yes [JFor the Most Part |:] Not really [Ino

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan

(2009) processes? LM/F[M\.N@ WV@

Name 01" A Lee Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
LLLO VAl A’Uﬂ Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address ! f? City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

A/LW ?W 701 Laurel Street
Hi5-218 8445 Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone A Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org
E-mail L Vd’b‘ W Lee @ /%‘W/La(’p il All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiligtion 4 4 are due by end of the day Monday, September 28
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Resident  [JBusiness Owner [JProperty Owner [ ]Other



El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues {(Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Doesthe Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?

es [] For the Most Part [] Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[ ] Option 1 {varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
;@'_Dption 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered? i
w?ﬁa/ 45&@&9@/@,@4 2 @@@Pﬁg— Cé—@w €
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)

4. Doesthe Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:
a. Downtown? es IFor the Most Part [[] Not really [Mno
b. El Camino Real? MYes [JFor the Most Part [[] Not really Cno

5. What changes should be considered? .
— s gcacﬁ_s o2 /%Q.S“5/7 Mﬁ% = e S

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
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El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Doesthe Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?

/@l’es [ ] For the Most Part [T Not really [InNo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

SHves [CINo

9. lsthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
B ves [T For the Most Part I Not really [ Ino

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestnan connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

et i T st

OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activrtles have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan

(2009) processes?  inche O overso e %

Name gf/&%—— M’@'/" vl Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
Add [ Mr. Thomas Rogers
ress City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone Fax: {650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org
E-mail o/ et 2 ( @ ity @ W C &2 All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliation: VA 4 are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

W) Resident  [JBusiness Owner [JProperty Owner [} Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?

[]yes or the Most Part [ Not really _ I no
Seer  (owmmment  on 1/\%\&»6 Covenald mmuk&‘t b@\u‘v\/

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? Cves [TTror the Most Part [ ] Not really [INo
b. El Camino Real? [ ]Yes ["JFor the Most Part [T Not really [dno | 3

/L 1
5. What changes should be considered? ?
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LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4) & fe v if “he dauwtown § Chavacdte
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories} an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment? \/1::: OM 4‘4»\/6(“ Fada 'Pvﬂ%@s el on
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El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

§ CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Doesthe Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?
[Jves ] For the Most Part [ Not really
Clam M\ L Aanes g wob safe fov sowd Wda gor iy
8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
ancy and development of vacant parcels? Fhlvidd € yaut eut fo mA H“DM

es [INo

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[ Yes [CJ For the Most Part [JNot really [Jno

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan

(2009) processes? Ope %!‘5 ';5 WU,L $eco V‘LL

Name ., Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Add ; Mr. Thomas Rogers
ress ¢ City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menio Park, CA 94025
Fax: {650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

b ! U-i d@ Vi cié'/\., All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
who b ¢ are due by end of the day Monday, September 28
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/MNResident  [JBusiness Owner [JProperty Owner [ Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues {Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
es [ ] For the Most Part [] Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
/‘Q’Opﬁon 2 {widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

o
T

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Doesthe Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? Yes [CJFor the Most Part [J Not really
b. El CaminoReal?  [AYes [[JFor the Most Part ] Not really

5. What changes should be considered?
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LAND USE Ecomowucs (BOARD 4) Let's it lose- fhe 3 Hhedlros on ECR

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment? W Woes meel 4o G
; QYES [Ihe oA &ﬂ;uu« &(,mgg @’c{/‘f‘d—é—ﬁl @f
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El Camirio ReaIIDowntown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5}
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?

_,%/Yes gjor the Most Part [INot really No

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

EYes DNO

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?

E‘Yes |:| For the Most Part D Not really D No

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, blcycle circulation and/or transit

should be considered? ya 410 AT oibn m&%& do e Lraenibed Thoe. .
. e pttcesd — D 0 hacd < Tl ﬂk«w el
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes? W ne2
9/2 /\WW Je g4t A eD

Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Add Mr. Thomas Rogers
ress City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025

Name

Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail All comments on the Ermerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

Affiliation:
[J Resident  [JBusiness Owner [ JProperty Owner  [}Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
EYes [[] For the Most Part [ ] Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[} Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
m Option 2 {widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

;M{fw{‘ Ag&(’_a{,@i@é{b{ /ﬁ&lm wtide  fioigl //%4;/5%, fw%vﬁﬁ}%ﬂcygi —/’&d/vu?éﬁui_

%Léd.zm Lu/(. /WW(«(J ,/w’ A W% @,ﬁ,&,ui—b T,

ﬂ&wmg/«

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4, Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? EYes [CJFor the Most Part [[] Not really
b. El Camino Real? [ ]Yes For the Most Part [] Not really

5. What changes should be considered?
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LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?
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{continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

‘7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity? .
[TJes [] For the Most Part Not really [ JNo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
[]Yes X]No

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[Jves [ 1 For the Most Part [INot really [Ino

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
{2009) processes?

Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Mr. Thomas Rogers
City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone Fax: {650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

i ‘_ ’] . } e i 3
TS s @ £b@\{7’w LG All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
= are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

Address

E-mail
Afﬁiiation:
E\Resident [(JBusiness Owner [ JProperty Owner [ Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boarés first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings {Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?

[JYes ﬁ For the Most Part ] Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? EYes [CJFor the Most Part [ ] Not really
b. El Camino Real? [ _]Yes ﬂ For the Most Part [J Not really

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real {(as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

ﬁ’Yes [JNo

{continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?

[]ves [J For the Most Part ﬁNo’c really [InNo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
IX[Yes [INo

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
Yes [J For the Most Part [INot really (InNo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, nd/or transit
should be considered?
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OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008} and Specific Plan
{2009} processes? 14/“454”, 7!#2 4,,,/ Covnfless Lo vire’) pap e etie 5.
T dm s Fhe Bicyely Lormwriss.

Name Z/l/r S¢ 0/¢1 Lobwyanr Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
o e £ Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address /5210 éﬂ i / /DE City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
ST v ), A L G oz 701 Laurel Street
nle L2k, CFf Menlo Park, CA 94025
— &f
Phone _ (2 50~F2%-33/0 Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail S Lo r7fans € ALFFSH .C 7 Al comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
are due by end of the day Monduay, September 28

Affiliation:
[[esident  [JBusiness Owner {B{roperty Owner  [JOther




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review ali the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[JYes [, For the Most Part [] Not really [nNo

. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer: ’ s
[ ] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees} Tredo J
L0 e diors

[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees) &

hare fs ofiney, pliand $

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Doesthe Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [dves [xJFor the Most Part [C] Not really [JNo
b. El Camino Real?  [k}Yes [} For the Most Part ] Not really I no

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

]E/Yes D No

{continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?
[Jes [YFor the Most Part [JNot really [Ono

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[JYes [INo

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[] Yes [J For the Most Part I Not really [INo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parkmg, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered? 4 W 3
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
{2009) processes? é/gﬂ)?} 7 574

Name fﬁaé éﬂﬁ/f/ﬁk 2% Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Mr. Thomas Rogers
City of Menle Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

Address

All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

E-mail
are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

Affiliation:
[JResident  [@Business Owner [S}Property Owner  []Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
#io) Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Piease keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues {Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. DogS the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
Yes [] For the Most Part [] Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:

[[] @ption 1 {varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
Option 2 {widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reﬂact an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [AYes [CIFor the Most Part [ ] Not really [INo
b. El Camino Real? E’és [[JFor the Most Part [ Not really INo

5. What changes should be considered? Y,
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LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihgod of redevelopment?
| a No

[] Yes Z%— ﬁ[g)ﬂ7l et

{continued on reverse) '




El .Cam.in.o ReaIIDowntown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?
[Jves ] For the Most Part I Not really CINo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

vibran€y and development of vacant parcels?
es [INo

9. Isthechange in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
M [J For the Most Part [J Not really [CIno

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes?

Name D&(’» Q‘*’VQ@’ Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

i !/ ~ 1/ Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address__ (79 Gﬂv /ﬁtﬂ/ City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

Mm / pg p—& C /7’] TLo28 701 Laurel Street

é Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone Jo 2 ZﬁQ 5&;2;/ Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail 7@6 D@é GP’ZCC' &/ pr €~ All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliation: are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

esident [ JBusiness Owner [JProperty Owner [ ]Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boar?!s first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings {Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE {BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[JYes [] For the Most Part Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)}
[[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees}
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BUiLIS’ING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Doesthe Fmerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [(Dves [ TFor the Most Part [] Not really /E};No\
b. El CaminoReal?  []Yes ["Iror the Most Part [] Not really ,@

5. What changes should be considered?

J Yty R ol 5£/U
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LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino’'Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

[] Yes “[JNo

e {continued on reverse)




.EI Cémi.ho ReallDowntoWn |
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front}

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?

[Jyes [JFor the Most Part Not really [Ono
8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[]Yes ;‘QNO

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[ Yes [1 For the Most Part ‘Q Not really CINo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008)} and Specific Plan
(2009) processes?

Name ;fil i\ééf"/‘g‘ b i \ s’D < P‘/ : Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

i e <
L2 WLA_) Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address 1 S (M P e City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

z\/\ Y= {_,Q,o (/.)WJQ ;@’ T s 2.8 701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone ho— 5 2’5 Cf [7 B’é Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail 57 Mﬁﬂ/‘ag Q’ ‘7/ &/ ) s f(-} f//}? All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

b 28
\ Aff‘llat:on are due by end of the day Monday, September
M Resident  [JBusiness Owner [ JProperty Owner  [JOther




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

: PARK
We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)

1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?

JZi\’es [] For the Most Part [ Not really CInNe
2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer: T L&&—& Cﬁt{,w&d — C‘fﬁw

%Opﬁon 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)

‘Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees 4 &Mﬁ% &g 17
3. Whatadditl;gns ormb[ics acei _rovez:;ntsdsgougztj;fnsidergd? L‘)ﬁ’b%‘v ‘J—LLA;} =
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4, Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [Jves For the Most Part [] Not really [Ino
b. El Camino Real?  []Yes E;Fpr the Most Part ] Not really OO no

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD =
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

Yes D No - -
oA N :7; %Lg/ij’gb M@ zgws“fgé %\/Mi&dﬁnued on reverse)
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El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan prowd%equa enhance entWedemd blcycfezju
oﬁg&&c { Dvon

connectivity?

RYes [ Jror the Most Part [“INot really CIno @quzag )

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
%YES [ Ino

9. Is the change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
es [JFor the Most Part I Not really ) «[INo

-

M > &/\—&,Q—
10. Whiat additionso? changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic; parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?
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How many?}whlch activities have you prewously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes?

. | > , Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
6? Mr. Th R
Addressé'é D’@W Q‘f-\ - City of Merflo P:r??glazi?;; Division
N Ao 7 PML@{Q’ §@2§ 701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone%QM/ (?’C; MJ Fax: {650} 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org
E-mail { m%@ ’DSD@ Cté{ CM\AH comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

are due by end of the day Monday, September 28
Affiliation:

esident [JBusiness Owner [ JProperty Owner  [JOther




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Yes [] For the Most Part [] Not really ] No

Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer: L ?/ .
[[] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees) {5 <7~5'”"{ Abe wodly A <0
D Option 2 {widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [Ives [ Jror the Most Part [ Not really No
b. El Camino Real? [ ]Yes [ JFor the Most Part [J Not really No

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS {BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

[] Yes No

{continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
CJves [CJFor the Most Part Not really [Ino

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[ Yes ENO

9. Is the change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[} Yes [ For the Most Part B Not really o

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit

e C/W

should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:

A

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009} processes? “
TS JAN 3

Name 4'0! Joe El =dvio” [ {-w" q‘? /7 [1n Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

128 vel S¥ ¥ Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address 1369 Laa e City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

/“-/] ‘ _719 701 Laurel Street
' Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone rf»m{c’ 723-38% 1 Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

W& All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

E-mail
Affiliation:
3 Resident  [{]Business Owner Property Owner [ ] Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Jves [[] For the Most Part [7] Not really [JNo

. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
{ ] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)

EOphonZ(wudestsdewalks removemedlantrees)g,, W()],, b% g ﬁf 0(]4@(49‘ ﬁ{\

. What additions or changes to public space improvements snéﬁfgbe consr@giﬁé’%

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [JYes [CJFor the Most Part [ Not really [InNo
b. El Camino Real? [ JYes [JFor the Most Part [J Not really [INo

5. What changes should be considered?

"y

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

A Yes [INe ) &Jﬂ
%\ on E . §ido ﬁ{ ﬁ CMA?J@ . @M 1o WW {continued on reverse)




El Carhino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Doesthe Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[Jes [ZJ For the Most Part [ Not really INo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

vibrancy and development of vacant parcels? &g& «vgxﬂ&? LM CC‘*—F/F\

O¥es 0 be_(@No F! Cmm&.fj:dv T o Tote o bak ioéiw b 1

An
9. Isthe chaﬁﬂe in distribution of parking downtown acceptable? 1 iﬁ,QSU ?‘I;%

[] Yes [ ror the Most Part [INot really : B @,iﬁlﬂ\a/{/(f(

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulafion and/or transit
should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009} processes?

Name R o awl” 5 Or é za PP/W? o Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address (p m Phin 07 City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone Fax: (650} 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail A 45 J @Lﬁﬁi’ @ SL C C? JLQ WL All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliation: are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

[HResident  [[JBusiness Owner EE Property Owner  [JOther




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
K] Yes [} For the Most Part [ Not really

Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? X ves ["JFor the Most Part [] Not really
b. EI Camino Real? @Yes [JFor the Most Part ] Not really

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

Yes [Ino

{continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
gYes [[J For the Most Part ] Not really CIno

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

Yes |:| No

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptabie?
[] Yes [[] For the Most Part & Not really o

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

(Soek L}/.‘;?Z ‘71_"4//6#'“ \j&t".:{ e ra/&u»/g/x/ -(uf%iy ¥
PQ’\/(:K ;S‘.Vl_‘uch/::f"{’/ Q‘Zﬁ/ équf_, .S‘T!;c;/‘t—» \-pﬁ‘c_.e;_ /uf/éréfc?(

OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
{2009) processes? Z,

- —
Name /& /‘Y/AFM ({ reesl Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address_(03§" /i@c«@r Au:.f City of Menla Park, Planning Division

[ (¥8 C(e_ oy SV 701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone ___32J —fj. 26 Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail /é aﬂf}}—rm@( greel ; & D g—u//‘ hz.mi comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliation: / are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

[AResident  [HBusiness Owner [JProperty Owner  []Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
bulidings {Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Doesthe Emerging Plgave an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[JYes For the Most Part [ Not really [ No

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[[] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

%_&—Q._—— Cor s M\(Q@k
wQquLmo i:\{fwkﬂ %ﬁ: Wa«/@;{\ Shi

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3) % © S Scappe chvest ~.

4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:
a. Downtown? (Tves [JFor the Most Part [ Not really [Ino
b. El Camino Real? [ }Yes [JFor the Most Part I Not really [Ino

5. What changes should be considered?

O @wlﬁ,’%,v’vwﬁ/\s
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el (on Sanes ide (Gt Y e
{iﬁfﬁé Gﬁmfﬁém‘fw@za&g‘t% o our "{F‘me
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LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

[] Yes MNo

{continued on reverse)



El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front}

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[ves [ For the Most Part [ JNot really [INo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[] Yes [no

9. lIsthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[] Yes [ For the Most Part [J Not really [ INo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes?

Name Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Add Mr. Thomas Rogers
ress City of Menio Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

E-mail
are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

Affiliation:
[JResident  [JBusiness Owner [JProperty Owner  []Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings {Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Jves [;\If'For the Most Part [ ] Not really [JNo

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:

[] option 1 {varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees) Vb M
Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees}~ o m

Pt o Ol OOk mewm

LN
3. What adﬁ%’&?g%r changes to public space 1mprovem§;?s should be considered?

SR SSRGS SR

BUILDING CHARACTER {(BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [Jves X1 For the Most Part [[] Not really [ JNo
b. El Camino Real? [ _}Yes w For the Most Part [ Not really [no

5. What changes should be consadered? . , W
i _ paho of a el

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelop ent?

Yes D No ‘éﬁ" %
, /Q Q/[ & W"‘ prp B / A _ W [gr—a_f é M (conﬁnued on reverse)
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El Camino ReéllDowntown.
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[ Yes EI For the Most Part ["INot really [Ino
no e /b o

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant

[Jves g o P ,. /o b S %& .
oy P n&l&%crp W, : mz,@ ey
downtowra

9. Isthe change in distribution of pgliing cceptable?

[ ves [ For the Most Part Waa[ly Ino

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit

should be considered?
A Aaod, real Swiklte Cenearas oloacit g SW

| -~ . 6/% . :’
QILeng e ey éj@f\j@{aw <p ‘uqopen entp poto

£

OTHER COMMENTS:
,plé’\if? W mzzé/’,_,&/.. w/,{M mw_@w

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes?

Name @74” ne< ‘Bd‘/»gfj Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
Address__ /(020 Sedc €+ )917—&, Mr. Thomas Rogers

City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

Mtﬁf’bz{') /Jdg,v-f&/ ﬂ A Glrpes™ 701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
' T * i
Phone s 325 " 70 Fax: {650} 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

E-mail
are due by end of the day Monduy, September 28

Affiliation:
M Resident  [JBusiness Owner  [JProperty Owner  [J Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings {(Board 3} have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Doesthe Emerging Pl%yave an adequate diversity of public spaces?

For the Most Part [] Not really

[JYes

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
Option 1 {varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
@Option 2 {widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?
_ [t ce T )7 a et o /jze:f*-«ua_g,umﬂ A oo - }&o\ !:7!4_,/
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oo Comimd bt s of propesed ooy Lo
74/\#5. wdl nof b taed i, e el ;p' o aht.(a?e::vu.

yme('c,_s. A ey avomacf Thare . i e .
BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3) Plag equipmt Mmgah Amaiee
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for—:m""‘ A gt rat

a. Downtown? Cves or the Most Part [[] Not really [JNo fo famdusl
b. El Camino Real? [ ]Ves B{’or the Most Part [J Not really Ino

s

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS {BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
anc a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

Yes [CINo (e‘&' [y wig&é;‘/\

- G%C-_g ( ﬁﬁu ds o 'I“OP < @f, . A,'t vl e P M-UMK”" (continued on reverse)



El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancement§ to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity? _
E/Yes gtlior the Most Part [JNot really [ JNo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

vibgancy and development of vacant parcels?
Izgfes o

9. Isthe change in distributipn of parking downtown acceptable?
T Yes ['_V];F)or the Most Part [ Not really CINo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit

should be considered? @ﬁm}@

. _i pracen U\D»——\.JIU"‘E xP‘% b;’z f’cwfo«j Shwchvis dowtone arc ne
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OTHER COMMENTS:

T LA

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan

(2009) processes? T~ fawe e q{‘“/ taoalimosl ad mﬁ V D
ol Specifie plee 'nehos e Visim Pla

Name Elizcbe (b f«)'c L3 Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

/v " Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address S pa act{ Koa o City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
Mo lo ot

701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone ( esv) Sbl-317 / Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

eeweisskoctlev & yahoo com All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
f

E-mail
are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

Affiliation:
Resident  [JBusiness Owner [JProperty Owner  []Other




. AT ZwS
El Camino Real/Downtown _ ...,

Specific Plan Workshop #3 -

Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4}.

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[JYes ,&For the Most Part [] Not really [INo

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer: __ /
Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees) {Cezfo He freey !
[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?
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BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3}

4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:
a. Downtown? Yes [CJFor the Most Part I Not really No
b. El Camino Real? S Yes Eor the Most Part D Not really L__l No

5. What changes should be considered?
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LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4) [ o N},{{m ? o €8 Huwdy Cafe e Q
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibiity studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories} an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

Xtes [InNo

fcontinued on reverse)




El Camino ReallDowntoWh
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5) ‘
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle 3

connectivity?
T Yes ] For the Most Part [] Not really [INo H
L My erboned  cuvme ] o punctle &€ Ned (il bike lang S
8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels? AN
EYes [No

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
EYes [ JFor the Most Part [ Not really INo
@A.s‘fm avrese e St sim Serien Oz

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit

should be considered?
See. i /_,_,,_,_/JJ
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007- 2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes? ~
>
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Name KD o /@&L‘ oy~ Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
Address /¥ S C ool s i Mr. Thomas Roggrs

City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

/ea b /fe (/“é( C _A 5045 701 taurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone 630 —SE(- 307 Fax: {(650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

O koelilor e M‘Vﬁ,"‘*’) o All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

E-mail
Affiliation:
m Resident  [“Business Owner [JProperty Owner  []Other
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El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Yes E’]/Faor the Most Part [J Not really

. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[ ] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees) 1 ?
[[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees) 0

. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered? )

M BIKE LANES i SANTR &ROT (Umv&émj £ N
2) SIPEWA LS westo UniN Elzs (T

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)

4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:
a. Downtown? [Jves [FFor the Most Part [] Not really [JNo
b. El Camino Real? []Yes g'ﬁ)r the Most Part ] Not really Cno

5. What changes should be considered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

E}tes [INo

{continued on reverse)




El Camino ReallDowntoWn
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
[Jves []For the Most Part [INot really %

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

Q{es [InNo

9. Isthe changein distriblﬁtiah of parking downtown acceptable?
] ves For the Most Part [[] Not really [Ino

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

— PHE LANES VUNWERS | 77/[;;3 MfN & A o Q.Mf?z\ Core-
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OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009} processes? Z

Name AMO LD W \ L/§0 7\/ Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
Address \W\&™ §M"‘”\ CVU"?. /S(I/g, Mr. Thomas Rogers

City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Lfﬁ Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone ‘3é 2 7 Fax: {650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail lo @; { 4&4'2-—QV6L Lo® . covle A comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

.. are due by end of the day Monday, September 28
I%f‘ﬁ!},ton:
Resident  [JBusiness Owner mperw Owner

[] Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[JYes &For the Most Part [] Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:

WW
[[] Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)’j M ¢ W\/\/ ;oL

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered? w J

SkreTy TSSVE 14

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? Yes [JFor the Most Part [[] Not really
b. El Camino Real? ];ZﬂYes [ JFor the Most Part [J Not really

5. What changes should be considered? .
Pl N Foumens Moot pease ,

s U ‘ iy the Lnd)

Novb @%W Pork-

ND USE EC MICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

ij Yes ]:I No

{continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
contined from front) Specific Plan Workshop #3

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5) \ G}QAW

7. Does the Emerging Pl prowdeg\iiﬁate enhancmto east-west pedes rig nd blcycle
connectivity? e )

[JYes E For the Most Part Not really |:I No
Please do tﬁﬁ,%z@'uﬁjecﬂ,

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travelitime an acceptabie tradeoff for incr ased

vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
- i s T %M W
>

8. Isthe change in distribution bfﬁ%{l}iggﬁﬁvntown accepta e?

E Yes [J For the Most Part [INot really L_J No

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, b;cycle circulation and/or transit

pould beconsrderedw M& Ouv»%, %d@,m Wv(;\u/ﬁ\

Ho&WWWWg the Visi n Plan (2007 2008) and épecn‘!c Plan
(2009) précess e SUMS’ZT % free + %@dwca,»

Name QKOJUUY\%/;_/ Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:
Address_-2 ‘iro S’g\@\/l,@r’?\ (/QO( Mr. Thomas Rogers

City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
wm ’GD GUJ? 701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phare (0 %,\ gg%i_,g 5 Ci ‘7 Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org
E-mall ng @ ‘.Q\fg 0{ ﬂe/v{/ All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

[OBusiness Owner  [JProperty Owner _ []Other

T 2.7 weatl neaidond poed 2 kido Aee




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buitdings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues {Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
Yes [] For the Most Part [] Not really [ No

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[[] Option 1 {varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
‘@\Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)
I

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements shouid be considered? I M
Lol WICEM Sf\cf,wc&g_& Mcf G F@A_@@ é%
W YL&M& anre W

/4%40 e Cii— 6/L CHL M M
o bows arbedan i happee il A@%??

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)

4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for: ,
a. Downtown? Cves [JFor the Most Part [[] Not really No
b. El Camino Real? [ ]Yes [ JFor the Most Part [ ] Not really @\No

5. What changes should be considered? 7~ [ el That H. AO L2 <
ol Fl 0 oo /o%/bq‘jc_ @vaﬁ Corner [pol. w%ﬁm

& [Zldga.
W%Ww@m/@%

LAND USE ECONOMICS {(BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

Lves W The Traffie decri
VLfI/lW QF /GJ(_Q, O i A &0 e, b&ﬂ/ M _Z"' zAA’}?L(’c_?é;rlvrTJ:Z‘nr:’:'verse)

o a_ s PV Y me === Lo A



El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?

[[]Yes ﬁ\?or the Most Part [CINot really [INo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
[JYes ﬂi\!o

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[ Yes [T For the Most Part [JNot really /EQ\IO

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit

should be considered? 0w " { ﬁ ‘7 i¢.
i be B D G Co, S
“ v deondsurn St Mo hoottivoe. 6F
— I lool. Lovr (,Lg:/@m own Fo Sl

OTHER COMMENTS: f

T coas sz/;r

Sw[&"iﬂ el é’l/\« éiwﬂa

Hio
/VL AN /(wév ch @Q@égg
M Weedo ﬁHﬁfm, =2 S\A‘ﬁ‘w)\ m%ﬁfﬁ .

How many/which activities have you prewous]y attended durlng the Vision Plan (2007 2008) and Specific Plan

{2009) processes? # / ﬁ_i #3

Name Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Mr. Thomas Rogers
City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

Address

E-mail All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliati are due by end of the day Monday, September 28
nation:

M Resident  [JBusiness Owner [} roperty Owner [ ] Other
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El Camino Real/Downto

. pe r THE
Specific Plan Workshop #3 /- 7“°

- LoX .t LEL T

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, pleage review all the boards first.

Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of

buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues {Board 4). 4 etqe o
PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B) \ Tl
1. . Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?

}g\’es [[] For the Most Part [] Not really I No

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[[] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
.E;Option 2 {widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?
AT eSS - Crocd Corrdls  Arlet
ed A / 5 Pl oo

St g VAl S7d v i) g,owﬂ?'
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4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:
a. Downtown? [es Eﬁ)r the Most Part [ ] Not really [JNo
b. El Camino Real? E‘Ves [JFor the Most Part "] Not really CIno

e Wonie Lorte. Profosad Pl o ";“/Ld(“?

Livlete FMIC2 Coily st Mmit-c. s AT g

5. What changes should be considered?
THE REDU sy PANE s CodEqp7 i Ofe i B o e 1wed
— A7 LEACT DU THE S orgtmes — DOpS Moy mAKE Sevls . — )
Liznovin gy HoPs Lovew & 7o A LSS iperomelils ﬂr&fﬂw/
Lpeds psi) e DL U IO W, THE me77 'S wady I e
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Dyesn 70 Coine. ticitdt To mO0AESI0G pr ppTE PR
LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4) Dottty £ Bitwcio Ribims A j& ML jreiti-
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

jﬁ{es [ INo

P ey ties o 2
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{continued on reverse}
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El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?

Jves ["TFor the Most Part ‘;[Ej(ot really [Jno

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

\Il_jljzzcyand devempmentgfvj'?:;%elg& Tl Ll ol & ¢ 15 # £
P o DES D G Ty Bend
9. Is the change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable? Ml B& peor Bl &
[ Yes [J For the Most Part .Mot really [Ino Z) ds a4

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit

sh;u;w?%?{;;w;v@g“ Ted-z A 7 8 Dy SEZ o7 /()Mé//:; —;:/zdfg%g
/S NO7 Lol . — Tt IAPE mgﬁzumﬂgﬂjﬁfzﬁ% o
B imem st £ NP e T YA L _.,f s “;
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bros froals — & £ Neass 70 Br B10awad ol Tie Sipeds fever

OTHER COMMENTS: 7 cpnndder 70 pudvopuird & iee ©£07 Be.
Wt ARy Lot oV UK gy —— AS SSkhevides e
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How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
{2009) processes? eVl ﬂ'ﬁlqu?/"}'

[ Vedy Py QLTRSS / / CFtant T ACla ey
Name jfgy“'/ Betedm !ﬂ// Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

vy, PR PRI Mr. Thomas Rogers
Addresss> /// BRIy City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

Meuin Ol e GHLLE 701 Laurel Street
i Menio Park, CA 94025

Phone L5V = 752 ~ 4524 Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org
S Bertum gy (D CBY op ORI
E-mail
Affiliation; )% ¢ € ¢75p 342 AP Ty _
,ﬁResident [Business Owner Al Property Owner JOther LE . BiZy jlert—

All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
are due by end of the day Monday, September 28




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?

%(es [] For the Most Part [] Not really

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
Option 1 {varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
Option 2 {(widest sidewalks; remove median trees}

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

T h /"’90’&'3 Ve wa?_ L. AL

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [ ves U For the Most Part "] Not really P¥no
b. El Camino Real? [ ]Yes [JFor the Most Part [ Not really E] No

5. What changes should be considered?
S ST RIES /940?43 EL CopmrmS 15 NoT KWeCaplinmbl

3 STOrie s /QZMJ S$2174 Crezg. [s Toeo })1951

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

[]ves I/E'No

N o No NO {continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?
[JYes [NFor the Most Part [ JNot really [INo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[Yes E’No

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
] Yes [J For the Most Part E\Not really CIno

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:

7‘7,_6 ConSUCT 9 7 T’l/a /rbg T o /,;,72»»:;7'3, 72, 6:77
(e #P#nTTTS S5, g .
", Com 0 dit, Congm

LMJT\C/

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes? QL PrredT P lbose T

Name Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Mr. Thomas Rogers
City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

Address

All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards

E-mail
are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

Affiliation:
[T Resident  [JBusiness Owner [JProperty Owner  []Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review ail the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings {Board 3} have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B}
1. Does the Emerging Plgn have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[Jves »& For the Most Part [} Not realty

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
D Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
E@pﬁon 2 {widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

I (L“k@ dne (hc_ke_c;\d 0‘63 T /KQ&}&& + ’}'&.L
Gide L= Qenal cold ette. T 5649

ém—\? lck@ \{‘V\d Lo @u;ﬁ , e a st

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
4, Does the Emarging Plan raflect an appropriate building character and massing for: -

a. Downtown? CJes [JFor the Most Part [] Not really [INo
b. Ei Camino Real? [ JYes [JFor the Most Part "] Not really CIno

5. What changes should be considered?

L' adexid %@@“’55%\7 bldgs ', ((
rnadie Moo ke less deshaolo |

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4) :
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?.

[[] Yes %NO ? Sto f(fS
% f}@ o [/\ L‘j(/\ (continued on reverse)




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?

[Jves Ef\or the Most Part [INot really [Ino

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

ibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
&@es [CIno
9. Is the change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[ ves 1@3 the Most Part [ I Not really CIno

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrlan connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

T e ﬁ fcw\m V'Lm_,d(\'\g ML}ALC’ ag"(b&&
(p\o W o maaack Yo o9 xedte 751 Loe A
Yo %L\o(oeg

OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes?

Name /EQLM (RO&‘ (ASIN Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Address C\ ) ("& ob@qﬁ{‘ Sr ] Mir. Thomas Rog?rs

City of Menlo Park, Planning Division
701 Laurel Street

e 7 Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone /% L(/(qu Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail /l)’@ 6%@ S@] Cq Lo (062_,\ i t‘l(?_:{ - Alf comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
TJ

Atﬁliation: are due by end of the day Monday, Sep_tember 28

Resident  [[JBusiness Owner  [JProperty Owner  [_] Other,




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings (Board 3) have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
X [[] For the Most Part [] Not really [ No

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
[] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
@ Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees) The w—wfx,r J/i,u; ch:ﬁ@w Q{é{cj éf{.ot.

M%& j’ifu‘- Q‘W@U«’? g"u( \JV;{Z,_ “wa{,m 7 %

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered? Mt ®
- S\,\,g-u\kck Wo-te (g \;U‘y:at}-—’ i“‘t}‘\/bh{‘)ﬁj\-»~\ SM QDA’\»‘(CM—
.- \%‘q ¢ |- Brastan AP O ) b e

W’L oS
Coa Aoe /bv:

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)

4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? BYes @For the Most Part |:] Not really |:l No
b. El Camino Real? [ ]Yes For the Most Part ] Not really [(InNo

5. What changes should be conside\red? : . ]
o b we tumed ol beedoond odansg ;(\57 Lo L%&v

i’ . {\' ¢ (,Ugl oo M@l;}(f_‘ M? \
&ﬂﬁ W e s ot

L@,g\:w\ cos[uﬁm T ek 1 ks

ol V\/\_,&bgo 4 q
LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on

El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

DNO N/L e Q'?DP@A—— £ o(’{/l/\b ’;{;‘tﬁé}”i M {1
Ur s :}% i‘i"% | L\ﬁf«& Mfr Siég, ;vakgl/(//j’ Cﬁ%"%%ﬁr?se}
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El Camino RéallDowntoWn
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle

connectivity?
X Yes ] For the Most Part ] Not really [INo

. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased

vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?
Yes [INo

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
T Yes [J For the Most Part ["INot really CIno

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit

should be considered? e o ~ : .
W{f\r\w S Cromembade W s W% Gfpf/lﬂa‘f\«

XWM C}wagg,?gyog!qm vl—g bqlﬁk \%\@%C L,\jwt
Wi’}wé”*\/“ 1S e [ Covmn (Cvﬁ(/"“’ (”/iﬁ/vb {ose J"\C)LA/‘)

b le “ Hollowd

OTHER COMMENTS:

ek [ree \g’b: Muwd  wo wa e wiad
}r , mm ol i v U e A e T

E&)Y«;} WIVOUIVY St gW Tb’\f@ f

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {(2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes? _@1 ﬁ%@_ ool |

Name (ﬂ L\ 0> ,P"LTS{»\ [ Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Address \«X Mﬁ‘ f,[/t/u, [ ;{U’-& Mr. Thomas Rogers

City of Menio Park, Planning Division

‘}“’Tm Lo ?&,@( CA q4p2] 701 Laurel Street

/‘ — ) Menio Park, CA 94025
75 I
Phone ___! é\&d 23 7228 Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail CDLF’I«ST%\A e @ U\,«Jéwiﬂ@r‘;w:;' D i All comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
Affiliation: / i are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

J) Resident [JBusiness Owner [JProperty Owner [ ]Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings {Board 3} have a relationship with City revenues (Board 4)}.

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[x] Yes [] For the Most Part [] Not really [T No

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
B<] Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
[T] Option 2 {widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be considered?

BUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
§ 4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? Cves [CJFor the Most Part [ ] Not really B No
b. El Camino Real? []Yes ["JFor the Most Part [ Not really Klno

5. What changes should be considered?
El Com'on o Peod —grcaat SeTha c(<3} 3 stociegs Mong)
Step back o 37 s %a’*-r‘},}‘
Dmﬂ_{mqﬂ_ 2 STLM‘; o

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?
[] Yes I No

{continued on reverse)



El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

{continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity?
[Jyes [x<] For the Most Part [ Not really [INo

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

[JYes BxINo

9. Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
] Yes [x] For the Most Part I Not really [ INo

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered?

OTHER COMMENTS:

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan
- {2009) processes?

O

Name S B UAm [Q'HI Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

M1 Mr. Thomas Rogers
Address Y 1o m[ ”S Ca Mr‘\l’ City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

701 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Phone (OSD SL§ e Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

E-mail 1\0{1 Jo @ ppoic . comn Alf comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boards
by o

Affiliation: are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

Bd Resident  [JBusiness Owner [ JProperty Owner  []Other




El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
buildings {(Board 3) have 2 relationship with City revenues (Board 4).

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B)
1. Does the Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?
[TJYes [_i For the Most Part /ﬁ:\uot really [JNo

2. Regarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
@ Option 1 (varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
I____[ Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

3. What additions or changgs to public space improvements shou[d be considered?

Sl

— THE PARKSYCURREANTY SHOWN CoULD Be MADE L ARCER.
IF AW PROposen DOWNTONN PARKING wWAs PUWUCED UNDERES YOOND
(Fore example & THE PAAINS Lorg) wessrperidt=Fret—eme— | + =
wene DesigNen To INCIUDE 2/3 o EXISTING SURRdec PAazi g
AT 6LaDe wWimH ANY ADDITIONAL RARYY ¢, ADDD UNDSZ evioynpn NEW

PLBUC PNZ4L coup BE INCorporprep INTD THe PZA@,

BUILDING CHARACTER {BOARD 3)
4. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? [(ves [Jfor the Most Part [J Not really Bno
b. El Camino Real? &Yes [JFor the Most Part D Not really [ Ino

5. What changes should be considered?

DeVaopment oN THE ELCAMING SHOULWD INCIUDE Pucng
(Flex haema 1N Some caces) THA WoulD Provipe PARL e,
NEAL Tigans . THIs Wil @romore NoT SN The PPOYTIN 1Ty
To PAW PATons To The New Reta)’ Thar CAN BE
CREATED Bur Wil FRomorz THE USe oF Toans -

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?

E Yes [Ino

{continued on reverse)



El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

(continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5}
7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
connechivity?

[Jves ;BFor the Most Part [INot really [Ino

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

Yes &_ N & CAMNe RSAL
9, Isthe change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
[] Yes [VFor the Most Part [ Inot really B No

10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transit
should be considered? (ABO\/\E @%Oé)

— PARKIN & 5rnucTuaesC5H@uup Be BEt\aorep FRomm THE Tan
ANO REPIACED W IN CREASED RIRKING ON EL camine ((NEAT
TRANSIT) O UNDEREOVD STRUCTUTES DESIeN D TO ReThin) MOST

= NOT AN CURRENT SUREACE LATKING TN DotenTin .
¥ SURPACE PARICING (e, 2/3% oF cutrent (EVeLs) NEeeos T2
Be ReT4)den IN bownTmwen - -

OTHER COMMENTS:
P — T can ONLY SEE onNg LOrTon 1N DOWN Town Where A

Parzieni g STRULONULE APV E 6@6063 Woulpn BE ACCepTABlE
AL APPYOPRIATE, THIS would B& THE LoT Llocasear € 4% &0

PeTwWeen Clzan€ F ctiesrnury T Hes = sipes THAT Arne ©PEN
TO THe STiesT A STRUGIUYT THAT ie (B)eimes UNOERL An
(B) ABNE couwr BE DESIENID (WITH THE REOE Th 1 vk w0 OoLD
PROVIDE(F) teVers oF 2Ry NG - RETAIL COULD AlSo BE ADDSD oN 155 Floog
How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan (2007-2008) and Specific Plan
(2009) processes? s 15 THE FILST (UVe) meevns - T HAave FONOWn EAH

FEETING AND HAWE BéesuU ARLe To srUpy THE Lpngses PYOVIED TO 44
Name . CORTLAND  Boblwwe ey Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

- Mr. Th R
Address é’ /0 cleeete D 8 Ve City of Merflo Pg?l:?;laﬁgn?lzz Division
MM ENL ]:/arfﬁ.)é (A 94/02 T 701 Laurel Street

Menlo Park, CA 94025
- - o
Phone 650-325 71200 Fax: {650) 327-1653 | THRogers@meniopark.org

E-mail CORTUANG € SXORACEK . ~onn Al comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boords
Affiliatio are due by end of the day Monday, September 28
Hiatlon:

HiResident c@usiness Owner (éﬂoperty Owner

[JOther




2 Regardmg Santa Cruz Avenue do you prefer e
. Optton 1 (varled/wmer 51dewalks retam medlan trees)

:"‘ 3 Wh'at ac!_d_ltior_?s_or___t_:_han_g_es to_p_ubhc_space_lmproye‘me“ﬁts should be considered?

'.Ul_l_.D|NG CHARACTER (BOARD 3) : SR A R
-3'Does the’ Emergmg Dlan reﬂect an. appropriate buzldmg character and mass:ng for

a. Downtown’-’ - -Yes - DForthe Most Part DNot real[y

b E[ Camlno Rea]? [Zers ]:lForthe Most Part | _ [:I Not really

. What changes should be conSIdered?

LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4)

S
Owe

6. Based onthe findings from the fiscal impact and financial feamb:ltty stuches is addmonal bm]dmg helght on _
El Camino Real (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City revenues and vibrancy

and a greater [1kel:hood of redeveiopment'-’

. ‘{es o D No

. {continued on reverse),




conn ectmty?

DYes

--'-'1sho' uld be considered? . - i SESIEEE el
w21 Public space improvements need to be consrdered a[ong El Camino Real narth of Encmal Ave The 51dewalk and overhead

electrical lines makes the area feel like it's not part of Menlo Park as it looks so unattractive. The existing sidewalk is not
attractive and is not safe for pedestrian traffic as it is comprised of many different styles of concrete and designs. Many areas
do not have adequate handicap access {cramped space around power poles) and certain locations have large cracks or
~- 1 transitions that create tripping hazards. One area does not even have a sidewalk which puts pedestrians in wheelchairs or

i those pushing a stroller in an awkward and dangerous situation In addition, the overhead electrical lines and power poles make :
the area look ofd and rundown especially when compared to the improved El Camino Real section located south of Encinal.
o Please make the residents and business owners of this area feel fike we are also a part of Menlo Park by improving the El
w Cammo Real corridor in our nenghborhood

S R e - onr 1 P T

H! F nd lt hard to bel:eve the prcuected revenue from the development of two potentaa[ hotels in downtown Menlo Park. As an
owner of multiple hotels in the peninsula, Menlo Park does not have enough demand to meet the additional supply of up to
380 guestrooms, There is already a projected increase In supply of 200 rooms with the Bohannon project. At same point there
will be a shift of business from existing hotels to the newer hotels. The shift in business means that the amount of transient
occupancy tax the city collects will be lower than what is projected. The only way to really increase TOT as the projection
shows is to prove that the projected hotels will be able 1o create their own new demand and not simply take business from the
existing hotels in Menlo Park. For the projected hotels to create that kind of demand would require the development of
hundreds of thousands square feet of new offlce space

_':.‘-:-How many/whlch ac_ttvmes have you pre\nously attended durmg the VISIOn Plan (2007 2008) and Speaﬁc Plan
:,;--:(2009) Processes? o - - e T

p/cwau s m.fafﬂg

' 'f:_.'Name Wﬁfé’ﬁf’éﬁ R Submlt comments by mall fax, ore- mallto. _
B - Mr. Thomas Rogers e
;_Addr ess_(60 57@"/ 5—/) 2 /‘Aj City of Menio Park, Plannmg DI\!ISIOI‘I S

/77 YO ,4, 2 701 Laure! Street -
= /{%&g é ﬁ/ 2 Men!o Park CA 94025

Phone 5/‘93 75’/“‘/‘?77 = AEBERES “Fax: (65{)) 327 1653 | THRogers@menlopark org

E-mail Saqgat” AP Eephdo. £0 Y] All comments on the Emergmg Plan Workshop 3 Boards
~ - are due by end of the day Monday, September 28

Affiliation:
,E Resident  [QBusiness Owner [ZJProperty Owner  [_]Other, _
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El Camino Real/Downtown
Mol  Specific Plan Workshop #3

§ We welcome your comments! Before considering the questions below, please review all the boards first,
§ Please keep in mind that the elements of the Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
_buildings (Board 3) have a refationship with City revenues {Board 4).
PUBLIC SPACE {(BOARDS 2A AND 2B)

§1. Doesthe Emerging Plan have an adequate diversity of public spaces?

[Jres [X]Eor the Most Part [Tot really [o

2. lﬁarding Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
Option 1 {varied/wider sidewalks; retain median trees)

Ebgtion 2 {widest sidewalks; remove median trees)

13. What additions or changes to public space improvements should be cansidered?

IBUILDING CHARACTER (BOARD 3)
34, Doaes the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? Yes X For the Most Part Not really No
b. El Camino Real? Yas X For the Most Part Not really No

; 0 i 3 3

§5- What changes should be considered? The building character should be mindful of the Mid-Century
Architecture, that prevails in the Downtown area. Building facades should incarporate elements of
Mid-Century design, this would create an underlying theme in all of the buildings Downtown (new and old
This theme would tie in all building design regardless of massing and new construction direction.

{LAND USE ECONOMICS {BOARD 4}
46. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and financial feasibility studies, is additional building height on
§  ElCamino Res| (as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for increased City ravenues and vibrancy
and a greater likelihood of redevelopment?
Yes XNo

(continued on reverst

o/27/09 -
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El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #3

: {continued from front)

1 CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC {(BOARD 5)
] 7. Does the Emerging Plan provide for adequate enhancements to east-west pedestrian and bicycle
: connectivity?

[ Yes [JFor the Most Part [ INot really A No

8. Based on the findings from the traffic study, is the increase in travel time an acceptable tradeoff for increased
: vibrancy and development of vacant parcels?

QX Yes [JNo
9. s the change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?
D Yas E For the Mast Part ] Not really ] No

§ 10. What additions or changes regarding pedestrian connectivity, traffic, parking, bicycle circulation and/or transi

‘ should be considered? Pedestrian connectivity must consider how to move people from neighborhoods to
Downtown. We need to look beyond improvements to gnly the Downtown area and link connectivity 2-3
miles out from the epicenters of our community to the homes of our residents. Think of the
"Hub and Spoke” analogy of how to get people from their neighborhoods to Downtown or Burgess Park.
It is hassle free to get in a car and drive Downtown because we lack any easy way to walk or hike
Downtown without being subjacted to the dangers of traffic. Without neighborhood connectivity our
vision planning will ultimately fall short of our intended vision and goals.

=S et

OTHER COMMENTS: There is never a winner when we choose between cars and people, When we favor
the pedestrian, traffic congestion and commutes suffer. If we favor cars, people will chaose not to walk or bike

We can encourage people to get out of their cars by favoring the pedestrian. Give us wider sidewalks, safer bike
lanes and slower speed limits. People will walk and bike in our community. Give us safe routes from our home
to Downtown, to the library, to city hall and to schoof, we will use them,

How many/which activities have you previously attended during the Vision Plan {2007-2008) and Specific Plan
4 (2009) processes? Specific plan #1 and #2

4 Name Scott Morrow Submit comments by mail, fax, or e-mali to:

r - Mr. Thomnas Rogers

Address // s/ f,u’g [r-';; Az City of Menlo Park, :’lanning Division
|2k Led cd trss i e ez
Phone 3 Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.arg

\ ) , Alf comments on the Emerging Plan Workshop 3 Boords
E-mail squarejumper@hotmail.com are due by end of the day Monduay, Septernber 28

A ATiliaelame
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El Camino ReallDowntown
- Specific Plan Workshop #3

- We welcome your comments] Before cons:dermg ‘the questioris below, pléase review ali the boards first.
Please keep in mind that the'elements of tHe Emerging Plan are interrelated. For example, the heights of
huildings (Board 3} have a relahonshlp with City revenues (Soard 4) .

PUBLIC SPACE (BOARDS 2A AND 2B) .
1. Does the Emergirig Plan have an adequate diversity of pubhc ‘spaces? _
- [Oves [Jrorthe MostPart - - []Notreally [Ine

2. Regardmg Santa Cruz Avenue, do you prefer:
' Option 1 {varied /wider sidewalks; retain median trees)
Option 2 (widest sidewalks; remove median trees}

3. What additions or changes to public space imiprovements should be considared?

I BUILDING CHARACTER {BOARD 3)
] 1. Does the Emerging Plan reflect an appropriate building character and massing for:

a. Downtown? Cves [CIror the Most Part - [] Not really No
b. £l Caming Real? [ ]Yes {]For the Most Part ] Not really No’

#5. What changes should be considered?

| % Tie Fowwapocdr plan skt not ;J/wa?a’e ,4;— @@/Jofz/aén s
| mora Tharr 2 Sterres Lrph.

| 4 77 g phon Shoo soor oA B, o

: édﬂé’é’f_{ ey By AT ~SIEPADS  SorpF 7

‘§ LAND USE ECONOMICS (BOARD 4) :
6. Based on the findings from the fiscal impact and finiancial feas:blllty studies, s additional building height on
El Camino Real {as shown - up to five stories) an acceptable tradeoff for :ncreased City revenues and vzbrancy
and a greater likelihood of rede\relopment?
[dYes No Al
. ﬁ bop “ertibogs e/ P prRCPENE 2o J""f‘f"ﬁf d?c?nﬁnued o reverse J :
Uik ooy S seaboclosrisals lnsihach My atl

/-&Eﬁ/b" & omoyor /a&.é_. 5 /-s'edu:myge /.gga/w T o vieh
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El Camino -Real/Downtown
Spec:f:c Plan Workshop #3

| (continued from front)

CONNECTIVITY AND TRAFFIC (BOARD 5)

7. Does the Emerging Plan prowde for adequate: enhancements ta east-west-pedestrian-and bicycle

- connectivity? C .
[Jves . D For the Most Part [JNot real!y ' ' MO 12 Mm =i g

' IprrS IO 7Bk Prre sl cepoRs Pl .

8. Based on tha findings from the traffic study, is the incréase in travei tirne an acceptable tradeoff for mcreased
vibran<y and development of vacant.parcels?”
D Yes ‘E\lo

g. Is the change in distribution of parking downtown acceptable?

| Yes [ For the Most Part [ Not really . ,ﬁ’No

10. What addmons or changes regarding pedestnan tonnectivity, traffic, parkmg, blcycle clrcuiatlon and/for trassit §
should be considered?

K Azt spe ,W«Wﬂ .ém RS ﬁé
S/t Je ctraspteren W vl DB SveoptEioe
FEsebrSeal d’a@é/wwp‘— 4% 5% co%/ c:Er?;éy«

A s oyt P B o, e e e S

OTHER COMMENTS: o h |
W any i Seertbate gt e Sobmred
%/ ¥ e — s ,{'@p%s = s

How many/whn:h activities have you pre\nously attended durmg the Vls:on Plan (2007~2008) and Spemfw Plan
{2009} proc355es? Ly //§ q/@,},;p‘,{g c%a,axfr ey )é ~
: _c:a,sﬂm/?’ﬁa’ PSS 7E0r> ereEs r‘@d‘c‘/‘-’ﬁcy"

Nzame l_/#ﬂﬁf . /%&_/{_-ﬁn Subrnit comments by mail, fax, or e-mail to:

Address. £ . . ] ' Mr. Thomas Rogers - i )
ress- i : City of Merilo Park, Planning Division . :
W/& o e L . 701 Laurel Street o

Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone BEL—L /- i % & ‘Fax: (650) 327-1653 | THRogers@menlopark.org

H —————r .
8 E-mail— Z;sz @ é’ﬂ/ fo Afl comments o the Emerging Plan Workshop'3 Bodrds

| Adfliation: are due by end of the day Monday, September 28
{3 Resident ’ '

[CJBusiness Owner_ D-Froperty.Owner ) Other...

9/17/09 ~ Wel
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