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I. Purpose and Process

The purpose of the second Community Workshop was to build upon the discussion from the
first workshop, organized around connectivity, vibrancy, public space and character, and to

discuss and identify the plan elements that will help inform the preferred alternative.

The workshop process involved a presentation of concepts developed by the consultant team
based on Phase | Vision Plan, feedback from Phase Il Community Workshop 1 (held April 16,
2009), feedback from the Oversight and Outreach Committee, Planning Commission and City
Council, and analysis conducted by the consultant team. It was followed by a break-out

session involving a facilitated discussion at a table. There were twelve tables with

approximately 10 participants per table and a facilitator. One member from each group
volunteered to be the recorder for the group. At each table there were 3 boards, two of which

focused on the downtown and station area and one focused on El Camino Real:

1. Downtown and Station Area - Vibrancy and Character
2. Downtown and Station Area - Connectivity and Public Space
3. ElI Camino Real and Rail Corridor - Connectivity, Vibrancy and Character
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The boards had graphics illustrating concepts for arrangement of land uses, development
intensity, public realm improvements and building massing and heights. There were two
guestions per board that encouraged the group to discuss the pros and cons of concepts
presented. The group could express their opinion about the featured concepts as well as
provide additional suggestions for improvements.

The workshop concluded with the recorder from each group reporting back on the major
themes and ideas discussed at their table.

1. Break-Out Session Questions

1. Downtown and Station Area - Vibrancy and Character

A. What elements of the plan provide the best opportunities for a vibrant downtown?
(i.e. mix of uses, destination, location and mix of housing)

B. What scale and character of development helps achieve a vibrant downtown and is
sensitive to "village" character? (i.e. building massing and modulation, building
heights)

2. Downtown and Station Area - Connectivity and Public Space

A. What elements of the plans provide the best overall pedestrian/bicycle experience
and opportunities for community social space? (i.e. clear pedestrian network, wider
sidewalks, amount and type of public space, inter-connectedness of public space)

B. What parking locations best address the need for downtown parking? (i.e. parking
access, proximity to uses)

3. El Camino Real and Rail Corridor - Connectivity, Vibrancy and Character

A. What uses, scale and character of development are appropriate for EIl Camino Real
and sensitive to adjacent residential neighborhoods? (i.e. mix of uses, location of
housing, building massing and modulation, building heights)

B. What elements of the plans best improve the corridor's character and pedestrian
environment? (i.e. landscape improvements, wider sidewalks, ease of crossing El
Camino Real)

El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan | 2
City of Menlo Park
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I11. Recurring Themes

1. Downtown and Station Area - Vibrancy and Character

A. What elements of the plan provide the best opportunities for a vibrant downtown?
(i.e. mix of uses, destination, location and mix of housing)

e Balanced mix of uses generally OK

¢ Infill development on public parking plazas OK

e More support for retail and residential uses in downtown (with consideration for
impacts to traffic, parking, schools, etc.), with less overall support for office in
downtown

e Boutique hotel OK

e Some support for market place concept
o Provides a differentiation for Menlo Park
0 Questions about viability during the week
o Concerns about what impacts a new Market Place will have on existing

businesses

e More development near transit station OK - especially housing

e Some support for a "destination" in downtown similar to Palo Alto and Theatre District
in Redwood City. There was also some support for theatres, cultural uses and a
market place downtown, as a potential destination and identity for Menlo Park.

B. What scale and character of development helps achieve a vibrant downtown and is
sensitive to "village" character? (i.e. building massing and modulation, building
heights)

e Anoverall agreement on having buildings up to three (3) stories in downtown, with
appropriate design, massing modulation, and upper story (third floor) stepback.

e Integrated design and character, sensitive to village fabric, to help address height
issues

e Street-level design important; ground-floor retail/business encouraged

e Shadows from buildings important; they should be considered when determining
height and massing of buildings — avoid canyon effect and retain spacious and open
feel

2. Downtown and Station Area - Connectivity and Public Space

A. What elements of the plans provide the best overall pedestrian/bicycle experience
and opportunities for community social space? (i.e. clear pedestrian network, wider
sidewalks, amount and type of public space, inter-connectedness of public space)

e Overall a strong support for public space in downtown - ideas for public space varied
from a large open space, two main plazas, a park similar to Fremont Park to a
network of small parks. There was little discussion on the location of these public
spaces

e There was more support for plazas and limited support for paseos, due to concerns
about closing too many streets for paseos - suggestions for considering street

El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan |3
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closure only few times in a year, instead of permanently closing them to make
paseos

Improve existing parks, such as Fremont Park

General agreement on wider sidewalks on both sides of Santa Cruz Avenue with
safe, pedestrian-friendly environment and walkable space paramount to vibrancy and
village character

What parking locations best address the need for downtown parking? (i.e. parking
access, proximity to uses)

Remove some parking spaces on Santa Cruz Avenue to provide wider sidewalks OK

0 Retain some parking for handicap accessibility

0 Retain some parking for short-term parking convenience

0 A couple of groups supported completely removing parking from Santa Cruz
Avenue if parking is provided in a alternate location close-by

Parking must remain accessible to existing retail

Downtown parking structure(s) were generally OK, provided they are well designed

and integrated into the downtown fabric

There was limited discussion on the location of parking structures.

o0 The limited discussion favored placing parking structures in parking plazas south
of Santa Cruz Avenue

o It also suggested placing parking over Trader Joe's

Existing surface parking should be improved.

Integrate bike facilities into next phase of work

3. El Camino Real and Rail Corridor - Connectivity, Vibrancy and Character

A.

What uses, scale and character of development are appropriate for EI Camino Real
and sensitive to adjacent residential neighborhoods? (i.e. mix of uses, location of
housing, building massing and modulation, building heights)

Support for mixed use development on EI Camino Real

Residential development along El Camino Real, particularly east side, OK

0 Add senior housing with access to amenities

Conference Center on east side of El Camino Real, near Stanford Hotel OK

Buildings three (3) to five (5) stories on east side of EI Camino Real acceptable

o Four (4), perhaps five (5), stories along the east side of El Camino Real,
particularly south of downtown, predominately acceptable with appropriate
design, massing modulation (to break down building scale), building articulation,
and upper stories (fourth and fifth floor) stepped back

o Strongly discouraged canyon effect caused by tall, faceless buildings directly
adjacent to El Camino Real

0 Setbacks, scale and character are important

o New buildings should be compatible in height with adjacent buildings

Buildings two (2) to three (3) stories along the west side of El Camino Real
acceptable

El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan | 4
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o Buildings up to three (3) stories along the west side of El Camino Real
predominantly acceptable with appropriate design, massing modulation (to break
down building scale), building articulation, and upper story (third floor) setback —
massing should be sensitive to any adjacent existing residential

o0 Little to no discussion regarding building heights on El Camino Real in the
downtown area (i.e.: between Oak Grove and Menlo Avenue)

e Traffic generation is a major concern

B. What elements of the plans best improve the corridor's character and pedestrian
environment? (i.e. landscape improvements, wider sidewalks, ease of crossing El
Camino Real)

e Strong support for improving East-West crossings/connections (i.e., access, safety,
bike/pedestrian) such as pedestrian undercrossing under the rail tracks at Santa Cruz
Avenue and in the Middle Avenue area.

e Little to no support for undergrounding El Camino Real (two lanes underground
between Oak Grove and Roble)

e Split on EI Camino Real bulb-outs

cc: Project File
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1V. Appendix

i. Workshop Boards

ii. Report-back - Audio Transcription
iii. Recorder Notes
iv. Additional Public Comments
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Use + Character

Vibrancy/Land

Approach 1: Residential Focus

Commercial/Office = N.A.

Traffic Counts = 8,000 trips

Economic Considerations

Higher density residential development may result in
efficiencies in service provision and higher revenues,
contributing to a more neutral to positive net fiscal
impact for residential land uses

The greater number of residents will help to support a
greater amount and more diverse mix of retail, including
nighttime activiies and lifestyle retail

Approach 2: Mix of Uses

Commercial/Office = 180,000 sq. ft.  Traffic Counts = 7,000 trips

Economic Considerations

Office development would support restaurants
specializing in lunch and convenience retail in the
downtown / station subarea,

Station Focus + Market Place

Approach 3:

Commercial/Office = N.A. Traffic Counts = 9,000 trips

Economic Considerations

Higher density residential development may result in
efficiencies in service provision and higher revenues,
contributing to a more neutral to positive net fiscal
impact for residential land uses.

The greater number of residents will help to support a
greater amount and more diverse mix of retail, including
nighttime activities and lifestyle retail

El Camino Real tunnel could result in less local traffic
in downtown / station subarea, thereby reducing retail
sales.

Precedents

Mixed-use with Retail at Ground Floor

Vibrant Ground Floor Uses

Santa Cruz Avenue at ECR: 3-4 stories

Boutique Hotel

University Drive from Santa Cruz: 2-3 stories University Drive from Santa Cruz: 3-4 stories

El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan
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blic Space
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Approach 1: Two Plazas

Section through Santa Cruz Avenue : Santa Cruz Plaza

1.0 18.0°
LANE | SIDEWALK

11.0° |80
u U

Approach 2: Plazas + Paseos

| Section through Santa Cruz Avenue : Widened Sidewalk

Approach 3: Santa Cruz Promenade

Types of Public Spaces

Plazas Parks

El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan City of Menlo Park
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Residential = 295 units
Retail = 133,200 sq. ft.
Commercial/Office = 418,000 sq. ft
Hotel = 300 room

Parking = 3,600 spaces

Traffic Counts = 17,000 trips

Parking - New Demand and Supply
New Parking Demand = 3,020 spaces
New Parking Supply = 3,600 spaces

Economic Considerations

The greater number of residents will help to
support a greater amount and more diverse
mix of retail in the downtown and along EI
Camino Real

Largest hotel / conference center of the three
approaches and therefore highest transient
occupancy tax revenue of approximately $1.4
million annually.
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C_haacter: Height + Massing

At Partridge looking north: 2-3 stories

At Partridge looking north: 3-5 stories

Typical Section through El Camino Real

El Camino R

own Specific Plan

Residential = 165 units
Retail = 79,000 5q. ft.
Commercial/Office = 828,500 sq. ft.
Hotel = 270 room

Parking = 3,550 spaces

Traffic Counts = 16,000 trips

Parking - New Demand and Supply
New Parking Demand = 3,725 spaces
New Parking Supply = 3,550 spaces

Economic Considerations

Office development would support restaurants
serving lunch and convenience retail in the
downtown and along EI Camino Real.

Slightly lower transient occupancy tax revenue:
than Approach 1, at approximately $1.3 million
per year.

Precedents
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ezt "ol Residential = 317 units

ol Retail = 133,000 5q. ft.

Commercial/Office = 465,500 sq. ft.
Hotel = 270 room

Shnerm | Parking = 3,700 spaces

Traffic Counts = 17,000 trips

-

ensounecn | Parking - New Demand and Supply

" | New Parking Demand = 3,170 spaces

New Parking Supply = 3,750 spaces

Economic Considerations

The greater number of residents will help
to support a greater amount and more
diverse mix of retailin the downtown and
along EI Camino Real.

Slightly lower transient occupancy tax
revenue than Approach 1, at approximately
$1.3 million per year

Residential

Residential

Varied Massing, Residential Mixed-use with retail at Office

Ground Floor

Sidewalk bulb-out

Comfortable sidewalk

Potential Improvements for
Crossing of El Camino Real:

Four travel lanes rather than six

High quality pedestrian
streetscape

Bulb-outs and median refuges

Extended pedestrian crossing
intervals to allow more cross
time

Plan showing bulb-outs at street intersection

City of Menlo Park
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CITY OF MENLO PARK - EL CAMINO REAL/DOWNTOWN SPECFIC PLAN WORKSHOP #2

REPORT-BACKS - AUDIO TRANSCRIPTION

TABLE 1
Sessions 1 and 2

As far as downtown, the group is concerned about close convenient parking for
downtown businesses. Anything that closes off streets and streets with parking
would need to be mitigated in someway.

There is a concern that development in the parking plazas might detract from an
existing feeling that has some openness and sunnyness. Have vistas now that might
be eliminated.

Up to four stories in downtown might be okay if there were some adequate setbacks
on the sidewalks and sidewalk space and not just a solid wall where the building
starts.

We felt that eliminating the parking (Approach 1) on Santa Cruz and having the big
sidewalks on both sides had a good shot at providing vibrancy.

Also, if you eliminate the parking, it seems that people wouldn’t be driving on Santa
Cruz as much because they wouldn’t be able to find a parking space and would go
somewhere else. Don’t know if that is a peripheral circulation pattern that if you
need to get to a parking spot, might take another road to get to it.

The idea of a having a wide sidewalk on one side and a narrow sidewalk on another
was not that popular with our group. Seemed like there were winner and losers
because if you were on the wide side, you were doing better.

The plazas and paseos, the plan that we looked at seemed like it had too many but
the concept might be attractive.

People thought that Mountain View provided an attractive model of vibrancy with
Castro Street.

Did not really talk that much about bicycles. Might be good to have bicycle paths
designated on the plans and graphics.

The plan with less parking is better for bicycles. Bikes and cars parking is kind of a
bad mix.

Session 3

As far as El Camino, definitely do not want tall residential buildings lining the
streets like you might see in Redwood City; that is not something that would be
correct for Menlo Park.

For development on El Camino, like where the car dealers were, there is a feeling
that that should be limited to the 35 feet height limit with the exception of a hotel or
planned unit development conference center that may be four-to-five-story,
something like Stanford Park but even taller would be okay.
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There was the thought that we should encourage new technology businesses like
Tesla.

Avoid a lot of extra housing that does not have much ambiance that would be sort of
ugly.

Be sensitive to the Allied Arts area, not to have a lot of housing backing right up to
that side of E1 Camino.

We were told that there was a Grand Boulevard initiative for El Camino that
envisions all the way from SF to San Jose making the street more community
friendly and we should be keeping that in mind, be aware of it and work with them
because it seems like they are proposing some interesting things.

We want to do whatever we can to keep traffic from being dumped into El Camino,
Menlo Park/El Camino from Stanford, from Alma. Don’t know what is feasible but
seems like we are getting the short end of the stick in some of this.

TABLE 2

Footprint is more important to us than absolute height of a building.

Storefront design is important, as well as pedestrian, vehicular, bike access.

Each building has to have character.

Residential open balconies to the back.

Setback the top stories, height is okay.

Reference to Santana Row is nice but too homogenous because of single developer.
Residential retailers are welcome especially on Santa Cruz.

Eastside of El Camino, we feel is better for office and the west side is better for
residential/retailers.

Setbacks in the front and back, we felt that it is more desirable to setback in the rear.
Concern about public spaces and train station becoming home for homeless people.
Need for housing downtown for boomers and elder community.

Wider sidewalks are preferred, liked idea of Las Ramblas, very appealing.
Marketplace idea as a permanent structure received mixed reviews.

Better idea is an open public area that doubles as farmers market.

Have to have parking garage structure.

Large public space desirable.

Piazza enlivened by retail and restaurants.

Diversity in parking configuration; convenient parking, especially for elderly
people.

Residential development is desirable near Middle and El Camino all the way to train
station.

Affordable housing that is senior friendly.

Visual interest created by buildings that are not orthogonal to the street.

Don’t want same mistake as the Big Five strip, want access from El Camino.
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Eliminate parking on El Camino to create new bike lanes and wider sidewalks.

Idea was explored for creating alleyways with very slow moving traffic parallel to El
Camino that would access stores along El Camino.

An emphatic “No” to trenching or tunneling of El Camino.

Suggest rooftop parking in new buildings.

Suggest parking structures be tucked behind other taller buildings.

Widespread preference for bike lanes for each east/west crossing.

Propose that we trade development rights for covering costs of tunneling the rail
(not a Menlo Park decision but it is a way to pay for sinking the rail underneath the
ground).

TABLE 3
Session 1

With respect to the downtown and station area, one of the overarching things we
talked about with regard to all three was that apparently there was a Climate Action
Plan that was already done, and we think that it is important to keep in mind what
the climate impact will be on any decision that we make.

There is also concern about the congestion that increased residences will bring.
Already at maximum capacity with respect to our schools and traffic and if we
increase our residential by too much, we need to consider that.

It is also very critical that Menlo Park identity be maintained and we don’t turn into
Santana Row, Redwood City, Palo Alto—we’re Menlo Park. So we want to be
careful that when driving down El Camino, you know you are at Menlo Park and
don’t lose that identity.

The Ferry Plaza concept was attractive in concept. There was a concern whether it
was going to be an all day or everyday kind of market place or farmer’s market on
the weekends. Concerned about being in competition with Redwood City or Palo
Alto who already have vibrant farmer’s markets in place.

Session 2

Approach 2 was a bit disjointed, difficult to draw people into the side streets, and
also risky for pedestrian crossing. As it is right now, crossing Santa Cruz is
dangerous.

Unanimous in the no angled parking on Santa Cruz, it is already a hazard.

Like idea of increasing park space, having more of Fremont Park. Liked Cambridge
model. And living where we live, we have the advantage of making use of it year
round.

We also thought the 18-foot widened sidewalks on both sides of street would be fair
to merchants on both sides, a nice compromise.
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Session 3

Apparently, bulbouts were already tried on Santa Cruz in the past, and they were a
complete disaster, so we are concerned about those working.

Existing parking on El Camino Real is not only important for merchants that are in
place but also provides a shield for pedestrians from buses or speeding traffic; so it
is a safety issue, as well.

The vacant car lots are an eyesore. They have to go.

Varied massing is important, as opposed to having three-to-four stories all the way
down El Camino or Santa Cruz. Better to have varied heights, lends more to the
village feel.

One idea we came up with was for a tunnel under railroad tracks at Burgess that
would increase connectivity to Safeway and Burgess Rec Center and make it more
accessible and perhaps putting in some senior housing at that location to make it
walkable to services.

TABLE 4
Session 1

Six people did not want any change, three people for Approach 3, one for Approach
2.

Want parking accessible to retail (i.e., no parking structure—makes it harder to
access retail stores) and want more attractiveness from the parking side.

Some buildings can be up to three stories with setbacks.

More streetscape improvements.

Generally some support for more living spaces in downtown (but some
disagreement), probably more towards the train station.

Some people want the City Planning Department to be more flexible and some want
less flexible.

Session 2

Less support for parking structure; parking plazas work well.

Wanted to see better utilization of the existing parks that we already have.
Wider sidewalks are good and more sidewalk space is desirable.

Did not want closing of side streets all the time, only certain occasions, maybe
making some streets one-way.

Improve existing surface parking.

Session 3

Six people like underground Approach 1, none for Approach 2, and one for
Approach 3.
No support for undergrounding for El Camino Real.
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Approximately three stories for El Camino Real, anything higher should be setback.
Should try to maximize landscapes between buildings.

Some support for on west side of El Camino to turn buildings around to face
downtown and clean up parking lot area. Having buildings face away from El
Camino and then focus El Camino on traffic.

Generally, support for wider sidewalks and increase buffer on El Camino Real and
get people away from the traffic.

TABLE 5
Sessions 1 and 2

Talking about downtown, the Marketplace idea was really attractive to us as a way
to set Menlo Park apart. Santana Row was brought up as an example, but we want
to do a better job than that.

Having a boutique area would really represent village sensibility.

Along Santa Cruz, boutique hotel idea along the lines of Garden Court in Palo Alto
was mentioned.

Table divided on bringing a lot of housing to downtown. Idea of adding vitality was
great but whether housing was a way to do that is still up for discussion.

Support for three stories with a setback as the maximum height, but making sure
that sun exposure on the street was addressed.

Wider sidewalks to allow more outdoor seating for restaurants was desirable;
possibly bulbing out sidewalks in front of restaurants specifically to allow them
more seating but still maintaining parking, or possibly trying Approach 1, widening
sidewalk on both sides of the street, but maybe not for whole Santa Cruz but just try
it on part of it.

Theatre Street in Redwood City street was brought up as an example of how a
destination could draw a lot of interest and people mingling, and having groupings
of bench areas as in Palo Alto to create little gathering areas. We didn’t really get
into the paseo idea, but the idea of having more gathering areas on the street seemed
a good idea.

Session 3

In terms of El Camino, I think our consensus was three stories on the west and four
stories on the east side.

General idea of extending village sensibility along El Camino and giving people
something to look at, a reason to slow down a little bit as they went through town
Again, not a continuous wall of buildings that would give tunnel feel but rather a
mixture of heights.
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e We were looking at one of the examples, the varied massing residential mixed use
with retail on the ground floor as an example of something that looked attractive
from the street.

e Maybe put bike paths next to train tracks, since our overall idea was that El Camino
was doomed to be high-speed route through city so people would want as few
impediments as possible.

e More trees and landscaping to give the town a feel that people live here and really
care about it.

TABLE 6

Session 1

e Like the idea of open marketplace mixed use, kind of like the Ferry building in San
Francisco.

e Encourage ground floor retail.

e Mixed feelings regarding more residential, were not sure that residential support
creates vibrancy.

e But did agree that housing by railroad tracks was a definite yes.

e Three-to-four-story buildings are okay only if they are stepped back, not monolithic
height, mixed stories. One person wanted one story.

Session 2

e Too many closed streets (paseos).

e Liked idea of plazas

e Want more trees, more flowers and wider sidewalks, another park in addition to
Fremont Park by the church.

e No festival grounds, would prefer marketplace.

Session 3

e No on any elevated tracks.

e Focus retail mainly in downtown not El Camino.

e Like mixed uses on El Camino.

e Some felt that E]l Camino should be three lanes with parking structure close to El
Camino and some wanted two lanes with bulbouts; the choices were very divided;
came down between those of us who want to write off E1 Camino as a disaster or
those who want to make El Camino nicer.

e Minority (1 of 10) wants El Camino underground.

TABLE 7
e Our table dealt more with principles rather than specifics.
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We really like walkable space in downtown; there was no appetite for leaving things
the way they are.

We universally liked mixed use, a variety of housing, greater diversity of housing;
we want people to be able to live and work downtown to stay downtown and have
everything they need there, which means a great deal of housing throughout area.
We also want to be sure that development provides that existing local businesses
can economically survive, and that we use the development in a smart way, and we
would hope that perhaps the City can take lead, since they are the largest landowner
downtown, and be a developer or in partnership with developers and use space as
marquee development areas.

We like underground parking and lots of parking to bring people in, and it needs to
be easy for people to park and get out of their cars to walk.

We like paseos, closed streets, public spaces—tying living, working, and retail
together.

We’d like it to be bike friendly; we didn’t see in the plans that there was a particular
attention to bicycles.

We recognize that to make it more vibrant, we have to have more people and more
people means more housing and that means we have to go up. We do not mind
three-to-five-story buildings as long as design accommodates the village feel and we
like the step back, and we have to make the height appropriate to what is next door.
Make buildings as green as possible.

If this is ultimately blessed by the City Council in some form, if they could re-zone
the entire area, that would give maximum opportunity to current landowners to
develop it over a period of time.

TABLE 8
Sessions 1 and 2

Downtown, we’re interested in outside market idea, we imagine that as becoming
retail space of some kind, analogous to having a Sunday market but all week long;
we thought that different building options would be possible for that. Concerned
whether it was viable in our community.

Idea of hotel downtown seemed okay, not necessarily four stories if on Santa Cruz
Ave, make closer to El Camino.

Generally pro-mixed use, lower on office space downtown.

Absolutely opposed to four-to-five-story buildings, more two-to-three stories with
three-stories partially less 100 percent. Probably two stories on El Camino to keep
cavernous feeling down.

Overall emphasis on architectural soundness and attractiveness.

Maintaining current scale and intimacy of downtown.

Discussion of straightening out Ravenswood, sorting out that crossing.
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e We were pretty much disposed toward the pedestrian aspects, the paseos and so on.

e We talked about parking garages in comparison to how they work in Palo Alto. We
were uncertain if it would work with one alone, or do you need multiple locations
so that people can be close enough to where they’re going? We weren’t sure what
it’s like from the consumer’s perspective.

e Architectural style on the parking garages is absolutely essential.

e Not a lot of excitement about paid parking.

Session 3

e Concern with number of vehicle trips projected in all the proposals. To make
anything habitable on El Camino, we thought massive setbacks are needed just to
get the buildings away from El Camino Real so they could be nice places to do
anything in.

e Eliminating parking on El Camino to free up space for sidewalk space.

e Usefulness of north/south and east/west bike connections.

e A bike tunnel would useful; we talked about treating El Camino north and south
separately; retail and commercial on the south but with a bike tunnel that could
make housing possible because people would have access to Burgess and vice-versa.

e Building height on west side should be two-story to be friendly with residential
areas. On the east side, three and plus stories, but the same as our thoughts on Santa
Cruz, varied height and less than 100 percent, something similar to Menlo Square
area. If any place gets high (pushing to four-story), be sensitive to people on east
side.

e Not a lot of interest in tunnel.

e Improving crossings on El Camino, possibly having four-way crossings everywhere,
and at Santa Cruz, possibly have a diagonal “scramble crossing” for weekends and
off-peak hours.

TABLE 9

e Important to have businesses on the ground floor of Santa Cruz and avoid a canyon
feeling.

e Want buildings with varied heights, setbacks of housing and so on would be good.

e Two-to-three stories with residential on top floors, some terraces on roof.

e Liked the plaza concept.

e Concerned that there were no bike lanes in the plans, these are important.

e Palo Alto has destinations, would like to see those for Menlo Park.

e Important for things to be pretty and green.

e Like a European model with pizzazz and important that design goes along with
zoning. We don’t just zone things; we make sure that there are variations,
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CITY OF MENLO PARK - EL CAMINO REAL/DOWNTOWN SPECFIC PLAN WORKSHOP #2

modulations, tapering and so on. We like things to be higher in the middle of the
blocks and lower towards the outsides.

If there was a hotel, better to have it right in the center, next to the train station.
Agreed to it would be good to have rear entrances to the businesses, especially if we
get rid of parking.

Along Santa Cruz, majority like Approach 1. While majority at our table was in
favor of getting rid of parking along Santa Cruz, there was some disagreement,
especially regarding the concern that elderly need to park close to the businesses.
Like plazas and paseos.

Keep the streetscape along Santa Cruz simple; mainly safety issue for drivers and
bicyclists and pedestrians—can’t be confusing.

A lot of concern for bike safety for kids.

Discussion of having theater or cultural opportunities, especially if we had a hotel,
then we could accommodate it there.

Regarding parking, there was agreement that Palo Alto does parking structures
well, so we should see what they do and do more or less the same.

Like stacked parking as well as underground parking.

If parking is behind buildings than dumpsters should not be ugly.

Agreed that there needs to be more east/west connection for kids going to school.
City Hall and Burgess Park feel rather disconnected from Santa Cruz and we’d like
to address that somehow.

Agreed that residential by the train station would be good.

On the east side of El Camino, three-to-five stories is the general consensus, on the
west side, like two stories where there are houses and three-to-four where there are
not.

Discussed idea of underpass for pedestrians, going under the station tracks and
possibly all the way to Santa Cruz because right now to go to the station, you have
to cross El Camino and that is unpleasant and unsafe.

TABLE 10
Session 1

Wider sidewalks would be good.

Office use would be good, varied discussions on where it should be.

Residential is also desirable.

Good to make alternative use of parking plazas for marketplace or other than for
parking —to develop them.

Session 2

The canyon effect is bad, created by five stories without setbacks.
Height with plazas and setbacks and stepbacks would be okay.
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Articulated architecture is desirable.

Varied building forms with design control is good.

Some consistency in design with massing, needs to be complementary. Needs to be
variation in massing and complementary.

Create zoning mechanisms to control massing. Five-story is okay but limited. Need
variations in height. Saying two-story only is not what we want.

There is a concern with traffic generation from more density and height.

Create employee parking away from prime retail parking.

Paseos very desirable.

Wide sidewalks are desirable.

Need to be careful about impact of closing streets; especially impact on emergency
vehicles.

Taking parking out of Santa Cruz to get more options is okay.

Larger open spaces in addition to paseos would be nice.

Session 3

Strong consensus to straighten E1 Camino (or Ravenswood?).

Retail along west side of El Camino at southern portion is not encouraged. Offices
against the residential is preferred.

Assisted living projects would be nice.

Massive low-cost housing/apartments are not desirable.

Need to be sensitive to existing residential.

Concerns about sidewalk width as it relates to building heights and massing and
parcel depth.

Bulbouts are good.

There is a need for parking garages, but not everyone agreed.

TABLE 11

Housing downtown would help housing situation and bring vibrancy with more
people living downtown.

Wider streets, and would be alright to lose surface parking but where we did, it
would be fairer to have new parking lots near where the parking was removed.
People living downtown create its own vibrancy.

We do not want to market a major marketplace because we are so close to Stanford
shopping center and don’t want it to look like that.

Make town more inviting to diversity.

Noise would make housing near rail line undesirable.

Conference center would be better to have near the rail line.

Loved the idea of piazza.

Also in favor of paseos, little alleyways with retail.
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e Some concerns of maintaining small retailers.

e One person had an idea to make EI Camino more for large scale, like rugs or design
center.

e Downtown two- and three-story is the height limit.

e Several people thought even five-story is okay for along El Camino, with setbacks.

e Tunneling is impractical, expensive, and disruptive (but if it could happen
miraculously, then it would be wonderful!).

e Downtown, two main plazas more appealing than one marketplace.

e Networks of small parks is a good idea.

e Remove all parking from Santa Cruz was brought up several times and compensate
with parking structures.

e Bicycle routes: Important to have bicycle paths/lanes and walking facilities;
especially from Menlo Ave. to library.

e Like idea of underground railroad but didn’t get into the high-speed rail issue.

e A couple people were very much in favor of a conference center and five stories
alright there.

e Would like to see movie theater back.

e Watch for height and massing and have setbacks and five-story only along El
Camino or maybe on the edge of parking areas.

TABLE 12

Sessions 1 and 2

e In support of mixed uses of retail, office and residential.

e Atintersections of El Camino and Santa Cruz and then at opposite end of Santa
Cruz, architecturally needs to appear as a gateway.

e Like the idea of marketplace (e.g., Ferry Building).

e Support two-story in the front (streetside) and higher stories in the back.

e Paseos and plazas is a good idea (Approach 2), but too many street closures on the
plan, only a few closures would be appealing.

e Like ideas of Maiden Lane in San Francisco and Cambridge, Massachusetts.

e Three hour parking limit but no meters.

e Retain parking on Santa Cruz for quick stops (e.g., pharmacy, dry cleaner).

Session 3

e Do not like tunneling on El Camino.

e Modulations and setbacks on El Camino Real.

e Additional residential is good, especially with proximity to train station and retail.

e Prefer boutique hotel to be downtown, not south on El Camino where it probably
benefits Palo Alto more than us, perhaps at the corner of El Camino and Santa Cruz.
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Recorder Notes — June 18, 2009

1. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - VIBRANCY AND CHARACTER

A. What elements of the plans provide the best opportunities for a vibrant
downtown? (e.g., mix of uses, destlnatlons location and mix of housing)
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Recorder Notes — June 18, 2009

1. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - VIBRANCY AND CHARACTER

B. What scale and character of development helps achieve a vibrant downtown and is

sensitive to "village" character? (e.g., building massing and modulation, building
heights)
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Recorder Notes — June 18, 2009

2. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - CONNECTIVITY AND PUBLIC SPACE (. ”

A. What elements of the plans provide the best overall pedestrian/bicycle experie
and opportunities for community social space? (e.g., clear pedestrian network,
wider sidewalks, amount/type of public space, inter-connectedness of public space)
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Recorder Notes — June 18, 2009

2. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - CONNECTIVITY AND PUBLIC SPACE

B. What parking locations best address the need for downtown parking? (e.g., parking
access, proximity to uses)
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Recorder Notes — lune 18, 2009

3. EL CAMINO REAL AND RAIL CORRIDOR — CONNECTIVITY, VIBRANCY & CHARACTER ...

| P

A. What uses, scale and character of development are appropriate for El Camino Reg
and sensitive to adjacent residential neighborhoods? (e.g., mix of uses, location o
housing, building massing and modulation, building heights)
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enwronment? (e.g., landscape improvements, wider sidewalks, ease of crossing
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1. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - VIBRANCY AND CHARACTER

A. What elements of the plans provide the best opportunities for a vibrant
downtown? (e.g., mix of uses, destinations, location and mix of housing)
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£l Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Workshop #2 Table # Z
MENLO
PARK

2. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - CONNECTIVITY AND PUBLIC SPACE

A. What elements of the plans provide the best overall pedestrian/bicycle experience
and opportunities for community social space? (e.g., clear pedestrian network,
wider sidewalks, amount/type of public space, inter-connectedness of public space)
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3. EL CAMINO REAL AND RAIL CORRIDOR — CONNECTIVITY, VIBRANCY & CHARACTER

B. What elements of the plans best improve the corridor's character and pedestrian

environment? (e.g., landscape improvements, wider sidewalks, ease of crossing
El Camino Real)
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1. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - VIBRANCY AND CHARACTER

B. What scale and character of development helps achieve a vibrant downtown and is
sensitive to "village" character? (e.g., building massing and modulation, building
heights)

@ %“wp@ hotel = 4 bryy RwW Ayt s too
Aune_ - ]1-&/ I rdews

@?Y 3y Miﬂk{ ﬁﬁ d/%/!{t“tfa M‘/ ',', “1’!&% (veadewive
M vy - What 59 rdd ([fJ /‘{“’ f_exich 'vzjj Jrcec fé

@ V/ﬂhri"d MALEAu 7 Se 1Y pcﬂé-/%M




\Mé \X\@\C\\&W@(@%“%% 7‘3&1&«\“&&\ /ﬂs%mw/{x’tﬁl%j ﬁfré’szl.. :

El Camino Reai/DoMm n Specific Plan orkshap #2 Table # §

Recorder Notes — June 18, 2009 f
f) o (W e uﬂff‘b\

2. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - CONN CTIVITY ANI:&UBLIC SPACE

A. What elements of the plans provide the best overall pedestrian/bicycle experience
and opportunities for community social space? (e.g., clear pedestrian network,
wider sidewalks, amount/type of public space, inter-connectedness of public space @ .
= (k\??kuw@/%* for. Peeppic o, 4
. . 4 . ( 4% »féeﬂfﬁgm
Wp Thelh T2 Hév ‘{)ié%c Uz I'IL Alse DO 5SS o

ﬁ;cb&w Ricy. . L@ﬁmus 1000 l‘g «{z:»} /MMEF%CA!
» @CWM St ) CENA b s v Ll o “Yhe
AW, Cf\wﬁés W i opyethy, uéliu kb enioy e walk
@ ecs etk 4 e . Du ZL&S& m){ :9@5‘@'&&#“ 1o
aeckee. € Aoy ?Nj F
@ C;C‘Nfiﬁ‘rm&éﬁ\ A¥eqe  pMoYa \JJJJ,KM v 4 o ( /W’Wﬂm1
L g~ ) l*ﬁw&déb (WL W‘M La dble P Ao

TN 2 1~ 7!/(&3@; 40 CNruRage. XU Je
4
mmw./

@ M&@s 1At f ;cl)mu {2 4if u)/ ﬂﬁ%b[ﬁﬁm’&) A

(e memd‘ ﬂa,/ZkD %MW; . %& Sheea f<
need  flowe  gecoslpdiby

GQ) (ambelze » Uzl Uﬂkﬁﬁf be sed \/67964 Couwd lere . .
@K’Zk% IJUI‘[)WJ?ZLM -




El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Workshop #2 Table # l?’; ?
Recorder Notes - fune 18, 2009

2. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - CONNECTIVITY AND PUBLIC SPACE

B. What parking locations best address the need for downtown parking? (e.g., parking
access, proximity to uses)
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3. EL CAMINO REAL AND RAIL CORRIDOR - CONNECTI ITY, VIBRAN Y & CHARACTER
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3. EL CAMINO REAL AND RAIL CORRIDOR - CONNECTIVITY, VIBRANCY & CHARACTER

B. What elements of the plans best improve the corridor's character and pedestrian

environment? (e.g., landscape improvements, wider sidewalks, ease of crossing
El Camino Real)
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1. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - VIBRANCY AND CHARACTER

A. What elements of the plans provide the best opportunities for a vibrant
downtown? (e.g., mix of uses, destinations, location and mix of housmg)
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ki Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Workshop #2 {\”‘i‘él;ie # f)
f)

2. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - CONNECTIVITY AND PUBLIC SPACE

A. What elements of the plans provide the best overall pedestrian/bicycle experience
and opportunities for community social space? (e.g., clear pedestrian network,
wider sidewalks, amount/type of public space, inter-connectedness of public space)
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~El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Workshop #2 C; Table # 5
MENLO
PARK

3. EL CAMINO REAL AND RAIL CORRIDOR — CONNECTIVITY, VIBRANCY & CHARACTER

A. What uses, scale and character of development are appropriate for El Camino Real
and sensitive to adjacent residential neighborhoods? (e.g., mix of uses, location of
housing, building massing and modulation building heights)

— Rl ahov \/u\f) o Ao fvain Sted e

VO L'k o) UD ovleunt Freungu

\Q)%i peY, VQQ (Ave w / cmei A Ny -
! ' N

hend iS5mes . - wovrcd ot Hnpel 6/%&%
(/WWWL% AV %\jgp—
(TV\Q% NE z,ww/deﬁﬂgmq Zo a(/wu‘)/ L Aown ’i‘vwﬂ
5!(\"\&0@ OM%MA"@S \){}/LWQ one " Close oMo ugh o
U Vf\{m\m 5"@%&}1\0\/\ 50 @w/& ot J KHW‘*{N
H wank . (

MF LAV U 371L\/ ¢ oA f/ */)C”@ m/d ' W 2
sawkooPn appvoncha.

mwvaJJ%ma Ahet wll slow dowin — Hive

50#\/&%4/(1,«61 ﬁw v%c?v& +o €L — M@J@’e/

Wﬁc& u/f% MMAVC/ QVLWVM a Vi ”?/%

Vo ted mam g . residnh ‘ﬁb(/ M i\;@@( (Al
34 xuw/f{ﬂvt

f\/w«\w/\ Lawv 8 chwot, - 9tonifo o

M QXWW& %TM /@M/t(of/m(%f pedt o
C’W/\ 63&(



civer ity of hunh/&nwa — v (/’ 23745’;5%2@
so ifg VV’/]‘“@Q;MJV(O} HAZ
w Wi ” oLl @ﬂf e 0{,&%/7( ]‘”V) ;/I f(fci.,»
\P trese Prinan = parko e V
/ (;@m/ff?

e 'l oo — 1o o e fvacks 7
£C . — M/wj\ )rTJ“\“\VLO] +<> e a szﬁ/t wol ) é’mj Fé\ﬁ

W WA}Q
e frees 0\&01/1061 8 Cam no.

Conglinsid on h@ﬁlﬁﬁﬁm 4‘ 9’{’“@}‘9] w / sefbuack
% . V (,/ ’

I




TABLE 5

NN

RN

Parking - I
New |
New |

Public Par
Existii
Space
Space
New |

-

Santa Cruz Plaza

Plaza at Train

_l
Ik

| re.(..u "!c: (‘cflhumh%

-

ko

8
75 | 19.0' |11.0° [8.0'| 11.0°| 18.0’
S DEWALKI SIDE WALK

PARK

| LANE LAEDIAI\l LANE |

2
. 5 | AN
2 ¥ A\
v _r
e j ‘ﬁ Parking -1
¥ New |
_E‘:‘.\/g New |
———— Public Par
Existil
Space
Space
r_ New |
— ‘sj
——
f—



molinam
Text Box
TABLE 5


1d and Supply
d = 3,725 spaces
= 3,550 spaces

derations

/ould support restaurants
venience retail in the
El Camino Real.

It occupancy tax revenue
ipproximately $1.3 million

ﬁdents

CEed Sl
ECR |TABLE 5
’ £ to turme

=
|
I’ IL’ ECR - two lanes at

grade + two lanes
l 1 below grade

{888 AT I

it

Grade separated
Pedestnan crossing

Improved
= _}'1’ intersections on
El Camino Real
EFs d
L0

¥ Rail at grade

In::- sr= ECR lanes ramp

'y — = totunnel

A

Residential focus
on South ECR

m

Mixed-use (Residential + Retail)
Retail

Commercial / Office

Hotel / Conference Center
Proposed Parks

Plazas / Paseos / Sidewalks

D‘.’."ﬂc}a
il

Landscaped Podium

e —




TABLE 5

100|4 puno.x)
90110 1e [1e18 YUM asn-paxi|y [enuapisay ‘Buissely pauep

©1M)s ¢ @ onh 7

-
)

S b RPN > P T oy

EERA



molinam
Text Box
TABLE 5


- W E E W == W T W B N W R WEE W R W W W = R e

Office development would su%&ta
serving lunch and convenience retail in
downtown and along El Camino Real.

Mixed-use (Residential + Retail)
Retail
Commercial / Office

0 htly lower transient occupancy tax re

Hotel / Conference Center

Proposed Parks
Plazas / Paseos / Sidewalks

Landscaped Podium
o A




This page is intentionally left blank.



El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Workshop #2 Table #
Recorder Notes — June 18, 2009 o w o
é; Z

1. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - VIBRANCY AND CHARACTER

A. What elements of the plans provide the best opportunities for a vibrant
downtown? (e.g., mix of uses, destinations, location and mix of housing)
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El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Workshop #2
Recorder Notes — June 18, 2009

CITY OF

MENLO
PARK

1. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - VIBRANCY AND CHARACTER

B. What scale and character of development helps achieve a vibrant downtown and is
sensitive to "village" character? (e.g., building massing and modulation, building
heights)/
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Table #
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2. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - CONNECTIVITY AND PUBLIC SP

A. What elements of the plans provide the best overall detrian/bicycle experience
and opportunities for community social space? (e.g., clear pedestrian network,
wider sidewalks, amount/type of public space, inter-connectedness of public space)
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3. EL CAMINO REAL AND RAIL CORRIDOR - CONNECTIVITY, VIBRANCY-€ CHARACTER

A. What uses, scale and character of development are appropriate for El Camino Real
and sensitive to adjacent residential neighborhoods? (e.g., mix of uses, location of
housing, building massing and modulation, building heights)
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1. DOWNTOWN AND STAVKZAREA VIBRANCY AND CHARACTER

' A. What elements of the plans provide the best opportunities for a vibrant
downtown? (e.g., mix of uses, destinations, location and mix of housing)
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2. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - CONNECTIVITY AND PUBLIC SPACE

A. What elements of the plans provide the best overall pedestrian/bicycle experience
and opportunities for community social space? (e.g., clear pedestrian network,
wider sidewalks, amount/type of public space, inter-connectedness of public space)
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Recorder Notes — June 18, 2009

3. EL CAMINO REAL AND RAIL CORRIDOR — CONNECTIVITY, VIBRANCY & CHARACTER

A. What uses, scale and character of development are appropriate for El Camino Real
and sensitive to adjacent residential neighborhoods? (e.g., mix of uses, location of
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3. EL CAMINO REAL AND RAIL CORRIDOR — CONNECTIVITY, VIBRANCY & CHARACTER

B. What elements of the plans best improve the corridor's character and pedestrian
environment? (e.g., landscape improvements, wider sidewalks, ease of crossing
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Recorder Notes ~June 18,2006 Y | W

1. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - VIBRANCY AND CHARACTER

A. What elements of the plans provide the best opportunities for a vibrant
downtown? (e.g., mix of uses, destinations, location and mix of housing)
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1. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - VIBRANCY AND CHARACTER

B. What scale and character of development helps achieve a vibrant downtown and is
sensitive to "village" character? (e.g., building massing and modulation, building
heights)
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2. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - CONNECTIVITY AND PUBLIC SPACE

A. What elements of the plans provide the best overall pedestrian/bicycle experience
and opportunities for community social space? (e.g., clear pedestrian network,
wider sidewalks, amount/type of public space, inter-connectedness of public space)

(/7 /\) ot Oy cled olnd ‘VJCLCOK /)CLQE\)

\ [A/L & CQM&‘ j& LNQ Sb?}/(& ) Q/V»&mﬁ:\”@

P

e

i (,:),” ;fuw VS (:1/@?“@ \.\‘\K




El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Workshop #2 qu " Table #
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3. EL CAMINO REAL AND RAIL CORRIDOR — CONNECTIVITY, VIBRANCY & CHARACTER

A. What uses, scale and character of development are appropriate for El Camino Real
and sensitive to adjacent residential neighborhoods? (e.g., mix of uses, location of
housing, building massing and modulation, building heights)
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Recorder Notes — June 18, 2009

3. EL CAMINO REAL AND RAIL CORRIDOR — CONNECTIVITY, VIBRANCY & CHARACTER

B. What elements of the plans best improve the corridor's character and pedestrian
environment? (e.g., landscape improvements, wider sidewalks, ease of crossing
El Camino Real)
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Santa Cruz Avenue at Curtis: 3-4 stories

Santa Cruz Avenue at ECR: 4-9 stories

University Drive from Santa Cruz: 3% stories
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1. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - VIBRANCY AND CHARACTER

A. What elements of the plans provide the best opportunities for a vibrant
downtown? (e.g., mix of uses, destinations, location and mix of housing)
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1. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - VIBRANCY AND CHARACTER

B. What scale and character of development helps achieve a vibrant downtown and is
sensitive to "village" character? (e.g., building massing and modulation, building
heights)
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2. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - CONNECTIVITY AND PUBLIC SPACE

A. What elements of the plans provide the best overall pedestrian/bicycle experience
and opportunities for community social space? (e.g., clear pedestrian network,
wider sidewalks, amount/type of public space, inter-connectedness of public space)
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2. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - CONNECTIVITY AND PUBLIC SPACE

B. What parking locations best address the need for downtown parking? (e.g., parking
access, proximity to uses)
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3. EL CAMINO REAL AND RAIL CORRIDOR — CONNECTIVITY, VIBRANCY & CHARACTER

B. What elements of the plans best improve the corridor's character and pedestrian

environment? (e.g., landscape improvements, wider sidewalks, ease of crossing
El Camino Real)
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1. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - VIBRANCY AND CHARACTER

A. What elements of the plans provide the best opportunities for a vibrant /’ O
downtown? (e.g., mix of uses, destinations, location and mix of housing)
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2. e@‘ TOWN AND STATION AREA - CONNECTIVITY AND PUBLIC SPACE
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A. What elements of the plans provide the best overall pedestrian/bicycle experience
and opportunities for community social space? (e.g., clear pedestrian network,
wider sidewalks, amount/type of public space, inter-connectedness of public space)

C&z/ﬂ:“\) 4l é’(/{?/p ed s (/)i,zvgi {\/ 6l (en «igg;f? Z%} - ‘“:«41‘ vi,? T he ",3}”41;’5@}5)

L‘Wt‘)’ It i’\/! !{”‘/ﬁ? <~ Sth 772’?{7&55; ” "’71(/!?9 bar ke 1y ol

Ouheuladed  Oreindectvve - Uariud lez![&; frovs = dve ol
, ; , { I
e deeisin aatw] = Cousisden e 8 Aeigin anl a
MWussipmg ,  ~
y | |
Wende  2o1 8 e [ram vt S “(‘7; Cowhrol  IMagsin g
b Shwis s dic - bvd Lipnided
haed S “LD iﬁe Na VMH"M Ty {«ﬁ; l/fhli

3&%&{; gf«"g = Q;“h‘»b’i:( { on (I/i 1S bt Lfé’{ Wi M&?*M“/""

COW/:PII Iew v MLCS T b 4‘ 4 é"“!“w A

;
A}

© l | ; < N
Louteeyin [ é?’”ﬁvﬂi«/m 7 \hﬂ{% ¢ é?;ﬁ’l/wri/& e n f?l/m’v\ (f&w@f—}v;/ [qé;cjm'




e , A
[ alle |O M ’49 I &
£l Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Workshop #2

Table
Recorder Notes — June 18, 2009 N
| N rin V€4 didling D‘x‘»fj\ e bm ) Mﬂ%w‘/\
. BEL. CAMINO REAL AND RAIL CORRID OR CONNECTIVITY VIBRANCY-&-

e

CITY OF

hat uses, scale and character of development are appropriate for El Camino Real
ynd sensitive to adjacent residential neighborhoods? (e.g., mix of uses, location of
housing, building massing and modulation, bui I ing heights)

GVQLA g{’ Q,W%Q 7,6,&» (‘ZVV %ﬁ«mi G UZ«V! e Q‘V!M& Vﬁ“’"‘}a%ﬂ ’C/DM v ke Hﬁ

‘ %A’{\w S ave Vo decivealsly
i Wk ‘éicfj’tv‘@%ffig avu_desiveable
Wat A s be  caveodl alsevt imgzm‘ 4 g Cloci S Slﬁ«;ﬁ 7 bt
AV Wpic b G pnNGoncy Ve hae (e
~zfng ?fw Fun 4 ot Somdn Cr 1¢ Ol Ay god e o §
Couu Lo “ons Opfen. Sgrces  In adfdvn ey paseps
gfm“% Consegipss -+ hromgiden. Sonte Cht at € Camiy.
o e s wesH Sovikh Al = vet A~ J
vz | South / west ot wor k— wmo dvot ‘%W%g
et ctedl  [Wing piuy Lok ok

gesive  low  oad lwveies /4 mf ~ e s
: - o
sl % W Considand h wxact | W*) Y é&?vﬂ"‘iﬁj
he_Cangin Moot
g i e - - 5 ¢ .
Comcprn § alout Ve \@tron <l (2 h Sl e {MECJIIZ.&&/,‘;}&
e Woilades H %l CK&E LWM It /Lfmc &mwc:; PRE A
Yl s ke S '/\J }Q:wu,& et C\@(&%\

| \falt;; B¢ f}cwri\

nad_ {gmdam} Qs 44 § - e s Lﬂwciql adi s




TABLE 10

4
TEJERETR

27 A

MO LA

1esk Jad
Iw € 1$ Ajerewixoidde je ‘| ydeoiddy uey) “
uaAal xe) Aouednooo juaisuel] Jemo| Anybis

'[eay oulwe) |3 Buoje pue umojuMmop
By Ul |IBlaJ 82UBIUBAUOD pue ydun| Buinies
leine}sal yoddns pinom juswdol@asp 82140

SUOIJRJaPISU0Y 2IWOU0I]

saoeds 06s‘e = Alddng Bupjied maN
saoeds Gz/‘c = puews( bunpied msN
Ajddng pue puewsaq map 4 bunjied

sdu} 000'9} = SUNOP duel]
saoeds 0Gs‘e = Bunjied
WwooJ 022 = |810

‘I 'bs 005‘828 = 9o O/|eloIBWWOo)
[ ov 38w t 'bs 0006 = __ﬂom

JG —.E.JW
~qi) 9

» BuIs

-raz

K84 Gx3d

\AE\(Z«

Ry ——
wnipod padeospue |

SY|EMepIS [ soesed [ sezeld

e peeeseid 1USISUE
J8IUBD) BOUBIBIUOD f [BJOH
8010 [ [BIDISWILIOD ool F_“_. mrz
|lejey
(le1ey + [enuapisay) asn-paxipy
( . 13 Bu
ot . aSIoAIp
L\sN?*  o1djay
\Js_.wlw
mv_Uﬂhu ﬂumo.-__mh = o )

550408 SUOI2ouu0d |
159m-15ea uelsapad

mau Joj Auunuoddo
: ol % E .

¥J3 yanos uo ==
SNJ0J [RIDIBWILIOD)



molinam
Text Box
TABLE 10


2 lgzs w&’%iﬂm&%t%m
Table #V_/_/

El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Wor <shop #2.
Recorder Notes - June 18, 2009 :
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B What scale and character of development helps achieve a vibrant downtown and is
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2. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - CONNECTIVITY AND PUBLIC SPACE

A. What elements of the plans provide the best overall pedestrian/bicycle experience
and opportunities for community social space? (e.g., clear pedestrian network,
wider sidewalks, amount/type of public space, inter-connectedness of public space)

a Z%m //M/J 7/4'/7%9

T /%7/%(//; MJMCC/,%X

Wy et ok o ricrin Sigey
mﬁ o Mot segy S Gz, P

Fa

 Jger// el Cevz Cquotatle doilepnoy
o W i ﬂ/d@t@@% ‘*fd -gl %@W 2
Y/ R ity




Fhe o Thron— - PATRAI=A

El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Workshop #2 Table # g ’ %

Recorder Notes —June ag,2000 Vb | amor

3. EL CAMINO REAL AND RAIL CORRIDOR — CONNECTIVITY, VIBRANCY & CHARACTER

A. What uses, scale and character of development are appropriate for El Camino Real
and sensmve to adjacent residential neighborhoods? (e.g., mix of uses, location of

q maSS/d modulation, building heights)
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CITY OF

1. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - VIBRANCY AND CHARACTER

A. What elements of the plans provide the best opportunities for a vibrant
downtown? (e.g., mix of uses, destinations, location and mix of housing)
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MENLO
PARK

1. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - VIBRANCY AND CHARACTER

B. What scale and character of development helps achieve a vibrant downtown and is
sensitive to "village" character? (e.g., building massing and modulation, building
heights)
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2. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - CONNECTIVITY AND PUBLIC SPACE

A. What elements of the plans provide the best overall pedestrian/bicycle experience
and opportunities for community social space? (e.g., clear pedestrian network,
wider sidewalks, amount/type of public space, inter-connectedness of public space)
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CITY OF

R
2. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - CONNECTIVITY AND PUBLIC SPACE

B. What parking locations best address the need for downtown parking? (e.g., parking
access, proximity to uses)
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CITY OF

MENLO
PARK

3. ELCAMINO REAL AND RAIL CORRIDOR — CONNECTIVITY, VIBRANCY & CHARACTER

A. What uses, scale and character of development are appropriate for El Camino Real
and sensitive to adjacent residential neighborhoods? (e.g., mix of uses, location of
housing, building massing and modulation, building heights)
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3. EL CAMINO REAL AND RAIL CORRIDOR — CONNECTIVITY, VIBRANCY & CHARACTER

B. What elements of the plans best improve the corridor's character and pedestrian
environment? (e.g., landscape improvements, wider sidewalks, ease of crossing
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Parking = 1300 spaces
Traffic Counts = 7,000 trips
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Varied Massing, Residential Mixed-use with retail at

Ground Floor
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:_I Cammo ReaII_Downtown

Please feel free to mclude addmonal sheets

1 'DOWNTOWN AND STAT!ON AREA VlBRANCY AND CHARACTER

“A. What elements of the plans prowde the best opportunltles for a \nbrant downtown? (e g “mix of uses SR
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. What scale and character ofdeveiopment he!ps achleve a wbrant downtown and is sensmve to ”v;!lage
character? (e g., bunldmg massmg and moduiahon bUIldlng helghts) -

The v’//(&]-a Iy ‘7‘ 5"7‘ne-e7‘- /ew/ /'1"10;'1“‘

bi C“-"'""'C“‘”j G/(“S\jk(c/ Al f%raﬁew"fj" |
f“‘zu‘md Prassiang o f<: et ﬂ'\o 0'(\,: (e-;z?r:/
A k. S-eibmk —3 ;2 s“m.‘% Ok G e

. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - CONNECTIVITY AND PUBLIC SPACE
. What elements of the plans provide the best overall pedestrian/bicycle experience and opportunities for
community social space? (e.g., clear pedestrian network, wider sidewalks, amount and type of public space,

inter-connectedness of public space)
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“B. What parking locations best address the need for downtown parking? {e.g., parking access, proximity to *~ "
uses)
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'resndent'lal ne;ghborhoods? (e g, m:x of uses, _iocat'lon of houssng, b’-ul.fding'massm.g and_-mbduianon
busld:ng he:ghts) Sr g‘*fﬁﬂ 7 o k g.__; / Se_,‘féc_i" Qf'
| [m?, ?\«f_&c—uwl@f R

B.. What elements of the plans best amprove the orridor s character and pedestrlan enwronment? _
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. iWe weicome your addstlonal comments on the top:cs dlscussed tomght or any other mput you may have
.E;Please feel free to mclude addlttonal sheets e ST s

'..1.1 DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA VlBRANCY AND CHARACTER _
A What elements of the pfans prowde the best opportunltles for avibrant downtown? (e g mlx of uses '*

desnnabons focation and mix of housmg)

B. ‘What scale and character of development helps achieve a vibrant downtown and is sensitive to “village
character? (e.g., building massing and modulation, building heights) ' S :

::' 2. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - CONNECT!V!TY AND PUBLiC SPACE
‘A, What elements of the plans provide the best overall pedestrian/blcycle experience and opportunmes for
community social space? {e.g., clear pedestnan network w1der sidewalks, amount and type of public space, -

inter-connectedness of public space)

'B. ‘What' parkmg iocatlons best address the need for downtown parking? (e g parkmg access, prox;m:ty to

E uses) o
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(connnued from front)

'?':3._"-'EL CAMINO REAL AND RAtL CORRIDOR CONNECTIVITY VIBRANCY AND CHA
A. What uses, scale and character.of development are appropriate for £l Ca_mmo Real and sensitive to a
- resndential nelghborhoods? (e g., Mix: of uses Iocation of housmg, buaidmg massmg and modulation,
':bullding helghts) . Lo - - : -

-B.. What elements of the plans best improve the corridor’s character and pedestrian environment?
- {e.g., landscape improvements, wider sidewalks, ease of crossing £ Camino Real)
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:'-':We welcome your addmonal comments on " he:toplcs d;scussed tonlght or anv other mput you may have '_ N - "

...:E __-.Piease feei free tomciude addltlonal sheets . .'.ﬁ:: : :":_-": : _1_ S '_ e ARSI

. ’DOWNTOWN AND STAT!ON AREA VIBRANCY AND CHARACTER :
A, What eiements ofthe pians prowde the best opportunmes for a wbrant downtown? (e g le ofuses e
' -destlnatlons, location and mix of housmg) L
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. What scale and character of deveiopment helps achleve a vibrant downtown and is sensitive to ”vuf!age
character? {e.g., bu;ldmg massing and modulatlon buﬂdmg heights)

. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - CONNECTIVITY AND PUBLIC SPACE
. What elements of the plans provide the best overall pedestrian/bicycle experience and opportunities for
community social space? (e.g., clear pedestrian network, wider sidewalks, amount and type of public space, :

inter-connectedness of public space)
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: 3:EL CAM!NO REAL AND RAIL CORR!DOR CONNEC"_
."._._..'__'What uses, scale and character ofdevelopment are approprrate for
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_ B. What eiements of the p!ans best improve the corrldor s character and pedestr:an enwronment?
e g landscape improvements, W|der s:dewalks, ease of crossmg El Camrno Rea!) :
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Address . Mr Thomas Rogers
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1. DOWNTOWN AND STAT!ON AREA ViBRANCY AND CHARACTER - - :
'What elements of the pIans prowde the best opportunltles for a vubrant downtown? (e g mix of uses
-'destlnatlons Iocatron and mlx of hous;ng) ' e : :

B What scale and character of development heIps achleve a thrant downtown and is sens:tlve to "wllage
character? {e. g o bualdmg massmg and modulatton buddlng heights) :

2. DOWNTOWN AND STATiON AREA CONNECTIV!TY AND PUBI.!C SPACE o
A, ‘What elements of the plans provide the best overall pedestnan/blcycle experience. and opportunttles for ‘
~ community social space? {e.g., clear. pedestrlan network WJder sadewalks amount and type of pubilc space,
L mter—connectedness of pubi:c space) : : - e

B What parking locatlons best address the need for downtown parklng? (e g parkmg access prox;m;ty to
' uses) B : . Lo BT L PR T B _
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(contmued from front)

3. -_:EL CAMlNO REAL AND RAIL CORRiDOR CONNECTIV!TY VIBRANCY AN_”

“A. What uses, scale and character of. development are appropriate for E) Cammo Real and sensitiv

T '3re51dent|al nelghborhoods? {e. g mix: of uses, Iocation of housmg, buﬂdmg massmg and moduiahon, L
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'E:E.__ . What elements of the plans best improve the corridor’s character and pedestrian environment?
i {e.g., landscape improvements, wider sidewalks, ease of crossing El Camino Real) - '
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El Camino Real/Downtown
Specific Plan Workshop #2

kae welcome your additional comments on the topics discussed fonight or any other input you may have.
_ Please feel free to include additional sheets. .

1. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - VIBRANCY AND CHARACTER
A. What elements of the plans provide the best opportunities for a vibrant downtown? (e.g., mix of uses,
destinations, location and mix of housing
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. What scale and character of development helps achieve a vibrant downtown and is sensitive to “village”
character? (e.g., building massing and modulation, building heights) -
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. DOWNTOWN AND STATION AREA - CONNECTIVITY AND PUBLIC SPACE

. What elements of the plans provide the best overall pedestrian/bicytle‘experience and opportunities for
community social space? (e.g., clear pedestrian network, wider sidewalks, amount and type of public space,
inter-connectedness of public space) B
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. What parking locations best address the need for downtown parking? (e.g., parking access, proximity to’
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El Camino Real/Downtown
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(continued from front)

. ELCAMINO REAL AND RAIL CORRIDOR - CONNECTIVITY, VIBRANCY AND CHARACTER

. What uses, scale and character of development are appropriate for El Camino Real and sensitive to adjacent
residential neighborhoods? (e.g., mix of uses, location of housing, building massing and modulation,
building heights)
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. What elements of the plans best imnrove the corridor’s character and pedestrian e thironment‘?
(e.g., landscape improvements, wider sndewalks ease of crossing El Camino Real)
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m %/Zﬁ f /f’ . City of Menlo Park, Planning Division

701 Laurel Street
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From: Rogers, Thomas H

To: Hoffheimer, Mark; Pinto, Prakash;
Castles, Peter;

cc: Heineck, Arlinda A;

Subject: FW: downtown visioning

Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2009 6:08:45 PM

Another follow-up. I've worked with Carole on another project, although | didn't
know she was as actively involved on this project.

From: Carole Grace [mailto:CaroleGrace@isp.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2009 5:49 PM

To: Rogers, Thomas H

Subject: downtown visioning

Hi Thomas,

| wasn’t able to stay for the roundtable discussion with the consultants last week,
but would like to offer the following comments:

-closing some of the side streets to create “paseos” is a terrific idea. I'd nominate
the streets that don’t line up across Santa Cruz, since that's where | often see
pedestrians bolting across the center median instead of zigzagging between
mismatched corners.

-reducing on-street parking on Santa Cruz and widening the sidewalks would make
Santa Cruz much more pleasant for outdoor dining and strolling.

-lining up the east/west intersection of Santa Cruz to shorten the pedestrian
crossing distance is brilliant!

-build some parking garages and get rid of as much on street parking as possible,
especially the parking along EI Camino. | don’t bike into town because the rabbit
warren of cross streets and mess of traffic pulling in/out of parking lots and on street
parking places- especially by TJ’s, makes riding unpleasant at best. When the TJ at
Town and Country opens, we may see a drop in traffic on Menlo at TJ’s, which
would be welcome relief.

-Sidewalks! Build more of them, build them wider, maintain them well, and line them
with street trees. You guys really missed the mark when Vintage Oaks was built-
those sidewalks are far too narrow, especially along Middlefield, and who the heck
decided not to have a sidewalk leading out of Seminary on the north side where
kids would be walking to Laurel, Encinal, MA? | lived there, so trust me, | know you
all really blew it there.



-I’'m not very fussy about height limits downtown as long as set backs, landscaping
and building articulation prevent creating a canyon. The Schwab building on El
Camino doesn’t look too tall in large part because it is built at an angle and
surrounded by tall trees. (It also had the advantage of replacing the very tall,
incredibly ugly cement/gravel works towers- ie, residents were already used to
seeing something very tall in that location.)

- I'd rather see some taller buildings that provide office space, retail, and residences
downtown. On El Camino, | understand residents strong desire not to have a huge
building looming over them, but also note that those backing up to Safeway were
keen on keeping that tall wall as a sound barrier. Sometimes it’s just a matter of
what you're accustomed to...

-What | love about the mid-peninsula is that each town has a downtown. The south
bay went directly from rural to strip mall sprawl crisscrossed by expressways, so
instead of being able to walk through neighborhoods to a tree lined downtown filled
with local shops, those in the south bay get De Anza blvd or Sunnyvale Center as
their “downtown.” “Village feel” to me conveys a small business district with locally
owned shops and restaurants easily reached by residents on foot or bicycle as well
as by car. Downtown Palo Alto has many buildings over 2 stories, yet it still
maintains a small town feel.

You had a great turn out for the meeting; | hope you proceed with doing
SOMETHING as a result of all this visioning. My favorite improvements over the
past 50 years:

-replacing the cement plant with offices and shops on EI Camino

-lining up Ravenswood with Menlo avenue

-installing trees along EI Camino and Santa Cruz

-moving the stop sign at Draeger’s (University at Menlo)

Least favorite:

not constructing grade separations at major rail crossings,

the “traffic calming” fiasco on Santa Cruz,

the lack of bike paths with any new development, (no, a little white line on the road
does not count as a bike path)

inadequate sidewalks,

fundamentally, the parcel piecemeal development that lacks any vision or plan for
the future.

Suggestions for the simple fixes that don’t require a whole lot of “visioning”:
Designate spaces for employee parking in the lots and let them park there
all day
Designate some 3 hour spaces to give time for hair appointments, lunch and
shopping, etc.



Change street lights to LED lights- upfront cost with longterm savings!

Eliminate most of the newsstands- esp. the ones alongside PEET’s that
constrict that heavily used stretch of sidewalk

Maintain the sidewalks- downtown sure looks dirty, and Middle is overgrown

And finally, nobody has mentioned widening the sidewalk on the bridge at El
Camino and Sandhill. It is regularly used, and very narrow.

There’s an “earful” for you, Thomas!
Carole Grace

100 Garland Drive
328-5881
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