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May 4, 2009 Planning Commission Public Hearing Comments 
 
 
 
 
C1: Commissioner Pagee 
 
Response C1-1: The list of planned and approved projects that were included in the 

background traffic conditions is included in the Traffic Impact Analysis 
Appendix materials. 

 
Response C1-2: An error did exist in the geometrics at the intersection of Alma Street and 

Ravenswood Avenue and has been corrected. Figure IV-2, page 37 of the 
Draft EIR has been revised (see attached Figure IV-2, Existing Lane 
Geometrics and Traffic Controls [Revised]).  

 
 The Commissioner referred to the intersection of Middlefield Road and 

Ringwood Avenue. The geometrics were examined and found to be 
correct. 

 
 
C2: Commissioner Bressler 
 
Response C2-1: As noted in CEQA Guidelines Section 15002, the basic purposes of CEQA 

are to inform the decision makers and the public about the potential 
environmental effects of proposed activities and identify ways that 
environmental impacts can be avoided or significantly reduced. 

 
Response C2-2: In order for the City of Menlo Park to approve a project with significant 

unavoidable impacts, they must adopt a statement of overriding 
considerations. CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation 
measures or alternatives, where feasible, to avoid or mitigate significant 
environmental impacts that will otherwise occur with implementation of 
the project. Project mitigation or alternatives are not required, however, 
where they are infeasible or where the responsibility for modifying the 
project lies with another agency.7 For those significant effects that cannot 
be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, the public agency is required 
to find that specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological, or 
other benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the 
environment.8 The CEQA Guidelines state in section 15093 that: 

                                                      
7 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091 (a), (b). 
8 Public Resources Code Section 21081(b). 
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FIGURE IV-2

SOURCE:  DKS ASSOCIATES; LSA ASSOCIATES, INC., 2009.
I:\CMK0801 Burgess Gym\RTC\Fig_IV2.ai  (6/4/09)

Burgess Gymnasium and Gymnastics Center EIR
Existing Geometrics and Traffic Controls [Revised]
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“If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a 
propos[ed] project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental 
effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered ‘acceptable.’” 

 
 
C3: Commissioner Riggs 
 
Response C3-1: The intersection of El Camino Real and Ravenswood Avenue is analyzed 

in the Draft EIR and an impact was identified. As a potential mitigation, a 
northbound right turn lane was analyzed and shown to mitigate this impact. 
Thus, see Mitigation Measure TRANS-1c on page 67 of the Draft EIR, 
which identifies a fee towards future improvements, including the 
construction of the right turn lane.  

 
 
C4: Commissioner Pagee 
 
Response C4-1: Please see Response to Comment B6-2 for a discussion on the timing of 

the parking surveys.  
 
 
C5: Commissioner Riggs 
 
Response C5-1: The parking analysis was conducted on days chosen as a representative 

sample for a weekday and a weekend day both while school was in session 
and out of session to capture parking demand during typical use of City 
facilities. 

 
 
C6: Commissioner Kadvany 
 
Response C6-1: A data firm was contracted to count the parking lots at the Civic Center 

Complex site from 5:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. for the weekday and from 5:00 
a.m. to 9:00 p.m. for the weekend. These count times are consistent with 
the operations times of all uses on site and also take into account early 
arrivals and late departures for employees. An inventory of the number of 
occupied spaces in each lot was collected every 30 minutes.  

 
 
C7: Greg Conlon 
 
Response C7-1: Aesthetics is discussed on page 14 of the Initial Study. The proposed 

project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, it 
would not substantially damage a scenic resource, nor would it 
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site or 
its surroundings.  
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 New landscaping will be implemented as part of the proposed project and 
the commenter’s request for the planting of trees between the proposed 
gymnasium and Burgess Drive is noted. 

 
 
C8: Don Brawner 
 
Response C8-1: This comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis or information 

within the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
 
Response C8-2: Based on current information, the High Speed Rail project would remain in 

the existing Caltrain right of way and would not effect Alma Street or the 
proposed gymnasium. 

 
Response C8-3: This comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis or information 

within the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
 
Response C8-4: Mitigation Measure AIR-1 (included on page 18 of the Initial Study) would 

reduce construction related air quality impacts to a less-than-significant 
level. Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 (included on page 51 of the Initial 
Study) would reduce construction related noise impacts to a less-than-
significant level. The existing buildings associated with the Aquatic 
Center, located between the pools and existing gymnasium and gymnastics 
center, as well as existing vegetation around the pool fence, would remain 
in place and would assist in buffering the pool area from construction dirt, 
dust and noise.  

 
Response C8-5: Please see Response to Comment B12-2 regarding significant traffic 

impacts and proposed mitigation measures. 
 
Response C8-6: Please see Response to Comments B9-8 and B12-14 regarding project 

alternatives. 
 
 
C9: Commissioner O’Malley 
 
Response C9-1: Please see Response to Comment letter B6 for responses to comments 

provided by Patti Fry. 
 
Response C9-2: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex.   
 
Response C9-3: Please see Response to Comment B6-2 for a discussion of the timing of the 

parking surveys. 
 
Response C9-4: Please see Response to Comments A3-3 and B3-1 regarding energy 

efficiency. 
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C10: Commissioner Ferrick 
 
Response C10-1: The Commissioner’s support for the location of the project in proximity to 

public transit is noted. 
 
Response C10-2: Additional bicycle lockers or racks are included in Mitigation Measure 

TRANS-1a. Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of 
parking at the Civic Center Complex.   

 
Response C10-3: Please see Response to Comment letter B3 for responses to comments 

provided by Nancy Borgenson.  
 
Response C10-4: The City has investigated the possibility of placing additional parking 

spaces on the west side of Alma Street, but due to limited right-of-way in 
that area, there is not enough space to maintain the existing lane widths and 
bicycle lanes, and add a sidewalk and street parking. Please see Response 
to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the Civic Center Complex.   

 
 
C11: Commissioner Keith 
 
Response C11-1: The Commissioner reiterated that the proposed project would not be 

effected by implementation of high speed rail (also see Response to 
Comment C2-2). 

 
Response C11-2: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex.   
 
Response C11-3: Existing transit services in the project area are described on page 34 of the 

Draft EIR. The Commissioner’s hope that residents will utilize transit is 
noted. 

 
Response C11-4: Discussions have been initiated with SRI regarding the use of their parking 

lot on nights and weekends. No agreement was reached and as the parking 
study concluded that the parking demand of the proposed project could be 
accommodated within the existing parking lots at the Civic Center. The 
shared use of the SRI parking lot was not further pursued. However, 
discussions could be renewed in the future.  

 
 
C12: Commissioner Bressler 
 
Response C12-1: Please see Response to Comment B6-2 for a discussion of the timing of the 

parking surveys and Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of 
parking at the Civic Center Complex. 
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C13: Commissioner Kadvany 
 
Response C13-1: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex. 
 
Response C13-2:  Please see Response to Comment B12-2 regarding significant traffic 

impacts and proposed mitigation measures. 
  
Response C13-3: Please see Response to Comments B9-8 and B12-14 regarding project 

alternatives. 
 
 
C14: Commissioner Riggs 
 
Response C14-1: The right turn lane on the northbound approach of El Camino Real to 

Ravenswood Avenue is clearly stripped as a right turn lane at the very 
beginning of the lane. Please see Response to Comment C3-1 regarding the 
El Camino Real approach to Ravenswood Avenue. 

 
Response C14-2: Please see Response to Comment B6-3 regarding project construction. 
 
Response C14-3: Please see Response to Comment B6-4 regarding the intersection of Alma 

Street and Ravenswood Avenue.  
 
Response C14-4: Please see Response to Comment letter B6 for responses to comments 

provided by Patti Fry. 
 
Response C14-5: Please see Response to Comment letter B3 for responses to comments 

provided by Nancy Borgenson. 
 
Response C14-6: Please see Response to Comments A3-3 and B3-1 regarding energy 

efficiency.  
 
Response C14-7: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex. The Commissioner’s comment that reinforces the 
need for short loop transit in Menlo Park is noted. 

 
Response C14-8: As noted on page 26 of the Draft EIR, there are 20 trees in proximity to the 

existing gymnasium and gymnastics center and recreation center that 
qualify as heritage trees. A tree protection plan will be prepared by an 
arborist and implemented during construction. Heritage trees will be 
preserved to the extent feasible; however, any removed heritage trees will 
be replaced per the Heritage Tree Ordinance. 
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C14: Commissioner Pagee 
 
Response C15-1: Please see Response to Comment B6-4 regarding the intersection of Alma 

Street and Ravenswood Avenue.   
 
Response C15-2: Pedestrian crosswalks and signals are provided at all of the signalized 

study intersections. In the vicinity of the project site, there are sidewalks on 
both sides of Ravenswood Avenue, on both sides of Laurel Street, and on 
the north side of Burgess Drive. In the vicinity of the proposed project, 
there are Class II bicycle facilities on Laurel Street north of Ravenswood, 
Middlefield Road north of Willow Road, Ravenswood east of El Camino 
Real, and Willow Road east of El Camino Real. Laurel Street south of 
Ravenswood has Class II and III bike routes. 

 
Response C15-3: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex, including distances from parking lots to facilities. 
 
Response C15-4: Please see Response to Comment B1-1 for a discussion of parking at the 

Civic Center Complex, including distances from parking lots to facilities. 
In addition, please see Response to Comment C11-4 regarding discussions 
with SRI. 

 
Response C15-5: The Commissioner’s statement that the library users will experience the 

greatest impact by the proposed project is noted. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the analysis or information within the Draft EIR. 
No further response is required. 

 
Response C15-6: Please see Response to Comment B12-13 regarding moving the access to 

the proposed gymnasium. 
 
Response C15-7: Please see Response to Comments A3-3 and B3-1 regarding energy use 

and energy efficiency. 
 
Response C15-8: The Commissioner’s disappointment with the proposed design of the 

gymnasium is noted. This comment relates to the architectural design of 
the proposed project, and does not address the adequacy of the analysis or 
information within the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

Response C15-9: Please see Response to Comments A3-3 and B3-1 regarding energy use 
and energy efficiency. 
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IV. TEXT REVISIONS 

This chapter presents specific revisions to the text of the Draft EIR that are being made in response to 
comments, or to clarify material in the Draft EIR. Where revisions to the main text are called for, the 
page and paragraph are set forth, followed by the appropriate revision. Added text is indicated with 
underlined text. Deletions to text in the Draft EIR are shown with strikeout. Page numbers correspond 
to the page numbers of the Draft EIR. None of the changes or clarifications present in this chapter 
significantly alters the conclusions or findings of the Draft EIR. 
 
Page 35 of the Draft EIR is modified as follows: 
 

Pedestrian crosswalks and signals are provided at all of the signalized study intersections. In 
the vicinity of the project site, there are sidewalks on both sides of Ravenswood Avenue, on 
the south both sides of Laurel Street, and on the north side of Burgess Drive. In the vicinity of 
the proposed project, there are Class II bicycle facilities on Laurel Street north of Ravens-
wood, Middlefield Road north of Willow Road, Ravenswood east of El Camino Real, and 
Willow Road east of El Camino Real. Laurel Street south of Ravenswood has Class II and III 
bike routes. 

 
Figure IV-2 on page 37 of the Draft EIR is modified as follows: 



not to scale

project

tr
u

e

FIGURE IV-2

SOURCE:  DKS ASSOCIATES; LSA ASSOCIATES, INC., 2009.
I:\CMK0801 Burgess Gym\RTC\Fig_IV2.ai  (6/4/09)

Burgess Gymnasium and Gymnastics Center EIR
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