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was	in	the	northeast	corner	of	an	office	parking	lot	between	TIDE	Academy	and	the	Project	site.	LT-1	had	
a	recorded	Ldn	noise	level	of	62	dBA	Ldn.,	with	a	12-hour	average	Leq	noise	level	of	58.2	dBA	Leq.	Refer	to	
Figure	 3.4-1	 for	 the	 noise	measurement	 locations	 and	 Tables	 3.4-3	 and	 3.4-4	 for	 a	 summary	 of	 the	
recorded	 noise	 measurements	 in	 the	 Project	 area.	 Appendix	 3.4	 includes	 the	 complete	 dataset	 of	
measured	noise.		

Table 3.4-3. Short-Term Noise Measurement Data 

ST	Site	 Site	Description	
Measurement	
Date	 Leq	 Lmax	 Lmin	 Dominant	Noise	Source	

ST-1	 162	Jefferson	Drive	 07/28/2021	 73.7	 81.2	 67.9	 Highway	traffic	noise	
from	US	101	

Note:	See	Appendix	3.4	for	data.	
ST	=	long-term	(15-minute)	ambient	noise	measurement.	
All	noise	levels	are	reported	in	A-weighted	decibels	(dBA).	

	

 

Table 3.4-4. Long-Term Noise Measurement Data 

LT	Site	 Site	Description	
Measurement	
Date	 Ldn	 CNEL	

Highest	
1-hour	Leq	
(Time)	

Lowest	
1-hour	Leq	
(Time)	

12-hour	
Daytime	
Leq	

LT-1	 Along	Jefferson	
Drive,	149	
Commonwealth	
Drive	

07/27/2021–
07/28/2021	

62.0	 62.4	 59.0	
07/28/2021	
7:00	a.m.	

50.2	
07/28/2021	
1:00	a.m.	

58.2	

Note:	See	Appendix	3.4	for	data.	
LT	=	long-term	(24-hour)	ambient	noise	measurement.	
All	noise	levels	are	reported	in	A-weighted	decibels	(dBA).	

	

 

Existing Traffic Noise Modeling  

Traffic	noise	modeling	 can	also	help	estimate	existing	ambient	noise	 levels	 in	 the	vicinity	of	 a	project	
because	 traffic	 noise	 is	 often	 the	 dominating	 noise	 source	 in	 urban	 environments.	 However,	 noise	
measurements	 provide	 a	 more	 accurate	 representation	 of	 the	 existing	 noise	 environment,	 including	
influences	 from	sources	besides	traffic.	To	provide	context	related	to	the	existing	ambient	traffic	noise	
levels	in	the	Project	area,	traffic	noise	levels	were	modeled	under	existing	conditions	using	a	spreadsheet	
model	based	on	the	Federal	Highway	Administration’s	Traffic	Noise	Model,	and	the	traffic	volumes,	posted	
speeds,	 and	 heavy	 truck	 percentages	 provided	 by	Kittelson	&	Associates	 (the	 traffic	 engineer	 for	 the	
Proposed	Project).	Table	3.4-5	summarizes	the	modeled	existing	noise	levels	along	roadway	segments	in	
the	general	Project	area.		
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Table 3.4-5. Modeled Existing Traffic Noise Levels 

Roadway	 Segment	 Existing	ADT	 Existing	dBA	Ldn	
Bay	Road	 North	of	Marsh	Road	 	1,300		 55.7	
Bay	Road	 North	of	Ringwood	Avenue	 	5,920		 62.0	
Bay	Road	 North	of	Willow	Road	 	4,010		 60.4	
Bay	Road	 South	of	Marsh	Road	 	5,740		 61.9	
Bay	Road	 South	of	Ringwood	Avenue	 	7,080		 62.8	
Bayfront	Expressway	 North	of	Chilco	 	36,330		 73.7	
Bayfront	Expressway	 North	of	Chrysler	Drive	 	41,920		 74.3	
Bayfront	Expressway	 North	of	University	Avenue	 	43,650		 74.5	
Bayfront	Expressway	 North	of	Willow	Road	 	30,180		 72.9	
Bayfront	Expressway	 South	of	Chilco	 	35,670		 74.9	
Bayfront	Expressway	 South	of	Chrysler	Drive	 	35,590		 73.6	
Bayfront	Expressway	 South	of	Marsh	Road	 	43,060		 69.7	
Bayfront	Expressway	 South	of	University	Avenue	 	64,390		 76.2	
Bayfront	Expressway	 South	of	Willow	Road	 	48,170		 74.9	
Bohannon	Drive	 South	of	Marsh	Road	 	2,680		 57.8	
Chilco	Street	 East	of	Constitution	Drive	 	9,520		 63.1	
Chilco	Street	 West	of	Bayfront	Expressway	 	8,140		 62.5	
Chilco	Street	 West	of	Constitution	Drive	 	9,010		 62.9	
Chrysler	Drive	 East	of	Constitution	Drive	 	10,130		 63.4	
Chrysler	Drive	 East	of	Independence	Drive	 	4,450		 59.9	
Chrysler	Drive	 East	of	Jefferson	Drive	 	5,950		 61.1	
Chrysler	Drive	 West	of	Bayfront	Expressway	 	8,270		 62.5	
Chrysler	Drive	 West	of	Constitution	Drive	 	6,560		 61.5	
Chrysler	Drive	 West	of	Independence	Drive	 	2,120		 56.8	
Chrysler	Drive	 West	of	Jefferson	Drive	 	5,030		 60.4	
Constitution	Drive	 North	of	Chilco	 	5,650		 63.1	
Constitution	Drive	 North	of	Chrysler	Drive	 	3,970		 61.5	
Constitution	Drive	 South	of	Chilco	 	2,700		 59.9	
Constitution	Drive	 South	of	Chrysler	Drive	 	5,460		 62.9	
Florence	Street	 North	of	Marsh	Road	 	11,950		 64.1	
Hamilton	Avenue	 North	of	Willow	Road	 	2,500		 57.5	
Hamilton	Avenue	 South	of	Willow	Road	 	4,720		 60.1	
Haven	Avenue	 North	of	Marsh	Road	 	10,250		 63.5	
Independence	Drive	 North	of	Chrysler	Drive	 	4,040		 59.5	
Independence	Drive	 South	of	Chrysler	Drive	 	230		 48.5	
Ivy	Drive	 North	of	Willow	Road	 	2,140		 56.8	
Jefferson	Drive	 South	Chrysler	Drive	 	4,680		 60.1	
Marsh	Road	 East	of	Bay	Road	 	19,410		 68.4	
Marsh	Road	 East	of	Bayfront	Expressway	 	1,110		 56.2	
Marsh	Road	 East	of	Bohannon	Drive	 	22,910		 69.1	
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Roadway	 Segment	 Existing	ADT	 Existing	dBA	Ldn	
Marsh	Road	 East	of	Middlefield	 	16,280		 67.6	
Marsh	Road	 East	of	US	101	 	30,860		 70.4	
Marsh	Road	 East	of	US	101	SB	off-ramp	 	31,350		 70.4	
Marsh	Road	 North	of	Scott	Drive	 	22,010		 68.9	
Marsh	Road	 South	of	Scott	Drive	 	30,330		 70.3	
Marsh	Road	 West	of	Bay	Road	 	15,250		 67.3	
Marsh	Road	 West	of	Bayfront	Expressway	 	41,140		 71.6	
Marsh	Road	 West	of	Bohannon	Drive	 	19,320		 68.4	
Marsh	Road	 West	of	US	101	 	32,360		 70.6	
Marsh	Road	 West	of	US	101	SB	off-ramp	 	22,550		 69.0	
Middlefield	Road	 North	of	Marsh	Road	 	12,800		 66.6	
Middlefield	Road	 North	of	Willow	Road	 	14,530		 67.1	
Newbridge	Street	 North	of	Willow	Road	 	9,520		 63.1	
Newbridge	Street	 South	of	Willow	Road	 	8,570		 62.7	
Obrien	Drive	 South	of	Willow	Road	 	7,280		 62.0	
Ringwood	Avenue	 East	of	Bay	Road	 	1,000		 53.7	
Ringwood	Avenue	 West	of	Bay	Road	 	9,340		 63.1	
Scott	Drive		 North	of	Marsh	Road	 	4,980		 60.4	
Scott	Drive		 South	of	Marsh	Road	 	4,760		 60.2	
University	Avenue	 West	of	Bayfront	Expressway	 	22,500		 69.0	
Willow	Road	 East	of	Bay	Road	 	22,200		 70.2	
Willow	Road	 East	of	Bayfront	Expressway	 	7,010		 65.3	
Willow	Road	 East	of	Hamilton	Avenue	 	24,460		 70.7	
Willow	Road	 East	of	Ivy	Drive	 	23,950		 70.6	
Willow	Road	 East	of	Middlefield	Road	 	13,940		 66.9	
Willow	Road	 East	of	Newbridge	Street	 	29,180		 71.4	
Willow	Road	 East	of	Obrien	Drive	 	23,670		 70.5	
Willow	Road	 East	of	US	101	SB	ramp	 	28,350		 70.0	
Willow	Road	 East	of	US	101	SB	ramp	 	38,750		 71.4	
Willow	Road	 West	of	Bay	Road	 	19,390		 69.7	
Willow	Road	 West	of	Bayfront	Expressway	 	25,260		 70.8	
Willow	Road	 West	of	Hamilton	Avenue	 	23,500		 70.5	
Willow	Road	 West	of	Ivy	Drive	 	24,970		 70.8	
Willow	Road	 West	of	Newbridge	Street	 	35,030		 72.2	
Source:	Kittelson	&	Associates,	Inc.	Refer	to	Appendix	3.4.	
Note:		
Daily	traffic	volumes	have	been	calculated	by	taking	the	p.m.	peak-hour	volumes	and	multiplying	by	a	factor	of	10,	
based	on	guidance	from	the	traffic	engineer	who	evaluated	the	Proposed	Project.	
Modeling	results	presented	at	a	distance	of	50	feet	from	roadway	centerline	for	all	analyzed	segments.	
ADT	=	average	daily	traffic;	SB	=	southbound	
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Regulatory Setting 

Federal Regulations 

No	federal	laws,	regulations,	or	policies	for	construction-related	noise	and	vibration	directly	apply	to	the	
Proposed	Project.	However,	the	Federal	Transit	Administration	(FTA)	has	developed	general	assessment	
criteria	for	analyzing	construction	noise.	Although	FTA	standards	are	intended	for	federally	funded	mass-
transit	projects,	 the	 impact	 assessment	procedures	and	 criteria	 included	 in	 the	FTA’s	Transit	Noise	 and	
Vibration	 Impact	 Assessment	 Manual	 (FTA	 2018)	 are	 used	 routinely	 to	 evaluate	 a	 variety	 of	 projects	
proposed	 by	 local	 jurisdictions	 (i.e.,	 not	 exclusively	 used	 for	 transit	 projects).	 The	 FTA	 construction	
guidelines	 state	 that	 each	 A-weighted	 sound	 level	 increase	 of	 10	 dB	 corresponds	 to	 an	 approximate	
doubling	of	subjective	loudness.	As	a	result,	a	10	dB	increase	in	the	ambient	noise	level	is	often	used	as	
the	threshold	to	determine	 if	 an	 increase	 in	ambient	noise	 levels	as	 a	 result	of	 construction	would	be	
considered	substantial.	

Local Regulations 

City of Menlo Park General Plan 

The	City	of	Menlo	Park	(City)	General	Plan	contains	general	goals,	policies,	and	programs	that	require	local	
planning	and	development	decisions	to	consider	noise	 impacts.	The	Noise	and	Safety	Element	sets	goals,	
policies,	and	implementing	programs	that	work	to	achieve	acceptable	noise	levels.	In	addition,	the	Noise	and	
Safety	Element	sets	land	use	compatibility	noise	standards	for	new	developments.	The	following	City	General	
Plan	goals,	policies,	and	programs	would	serve	to	minimize	potential	adverse	impacts	related	to	noise:		

Goal	N1:	Achieve	Acceptable	Noise	Levels.		

Policy	N1.1:	Compliance	with	Noise	Standards.	Consider	the	compatibility	of	proposed	 land	uses	
with	the	noise	environment	when	preparing	or	revising	community	and/or	specific	plans.	Require	new	
projects	to	comply	with	the	noise	standards	of	local,	regional,	and	building	code	regulations,	including,	
but	 not	 limited	 to,	 the	 City's	 Municipal	 Code,	 Title	 24	 of	 the	 California	 Code	 of	 Regulations,	 and	
subdivision	and	zoning	codes.	

Policy	N1.2:	Land	Use	Compatibility	Noise	Standards.	Protect	people	 in	new	development	 from	
excessive	noise	by	applying	the	City’s	Land	Use	Compatibility	Noise	Standards	for	New	Development	
to	the	siting	and	required	mitigation	for	new	uses	in	existing	noise	environments	(refer	to	Table	3.4-6,	
below)	

Policy	N1.3:	Exterior	and	Interior	Noise	Standards	for	Residential	Use	Areas.	Strive	to	achieve	
acceptable	interior	noise	levels	and	exterior	noise	levels	for	backyards	and/or	common	usable	outdoor	
areas	 in	new	residential	development	and	 reduce	outdoor	noise	 levels	 in	existing	 residential	areas	
where	economically	and	aesthetically	feasible.	

Policy	N1.4:	Noise-Sensitive	Uses.	 Protect	 existing	 residential	neighborhoods	and	noise-sensitive	
uses	from	unacceptable	noise	levels	and	vibration	impacts.	Noise-sensitive	uses	include,	but	are	not	
limited	 to,	 hospitals,	 schools,	 religious	 facilities,	 convalescent	 homes,	 and	 businesses	 with	 highly	
sensitive	equipment.	Discourage	the	siting	of	noise-sensitive	uses	in	areas	in	excess	of	65	dBA	CNEL	
without	 appropriate	 mitigation,	 and	 locate	 noise-sensitive	 uses	 away	 from	 noise	 sources	 unless	
mitigation	measures	are	included	in	development	plans.	
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Table 3.4-6. Land Use Compatibility Noise Standards for New Development 

	

	

Policy	N-1.5	Planning	and	Design	of	New	Development	to	Reduce	Noise	Impacts.	Design	residential	
developments	to	minimize	the	transportation-related	noise	impacts	on	adjacent	residential	areas	and	
encourage	new	development	to	be	site	planned	and	architecturally	designed	to	minimize	noise	impacts	
on	noise-sensitive	spaces.	Proper	site	planning	can	be	effective	in	reducing	noise	impacts	

Policy	N1.6:	Noise	Reduction	Measures.	Encourage	the	use	of	construction	methods,	state-of-the-art	
noise-abating	materials	 and	 technology,	 and	 creative	 site	design,	 including,	but	not	 limited	 to,	 open	
space,	 earthen	 berms,	 parking,	 accessory	 buildings,	 and	 landscaping,	 to	 buffer	 new	 and	 existing	
development	 from	 noise	 and	 reduce	 potential	 conflicts	 between	 ambient	 noise	 levels	 and	 noise-
sensitive	land	uses.	Use	sound	walls	only	when	other	methods	are	not	practical	or	when	recommended	
by	an	acoustical	expert.	

Policy	N1.7:	Noise	and	Vibration	from	New	Non-Residential	Development.	Design	non-residential	
development	to	minimize	noise	impacts	on	nearby	uses.	Where	vibration	impacts	may	occur,	reduce	
impacts	on	residences	and	businesses	through	the	use	of	setbacks	and/or	structural	design	features	that	
reduce	vibration	to	levels	at	or	below	the	guidelines	of	the	Federal	Transit	Administration	near	rail	lines	
and	industrial	uses.	
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Policy	N1.8:	Potential	Annoying	or	Harmful	Noise.	Preclude	the	generation	of	annoying	or	harmful	
noise	 from	 stationary	 noise	 sources,	 such	 as	 construction	 and	 property	 maintenance	 activity	 and	
mechanical	equipment.	

Policy	N1.9:	Transportation-Related	Noise	Attenuation.	Strive	to	minimize	traffic	noise	through	land	
use	 policies,	 traffic-calming	 methods	 to	 reduce	 traffic	 speed,	 and	 law	 enforcement	 and	 street	
improvements,	and	encourage	other	agencies	to	reduce	noise	levels	generated	by	roadways,	railways,	
rapid	transit,	and	other	facilities.	

Policy	N1.10:	Nuisance	Noise.	Minimize	impacts	from	noise	levels	that	exceed	community	sound	
levels	 through	 enforcement	 of	 the	 City’s	 Noise	 Ordinance.	 Control	 unnecessary,	 excessive,	 and	
annoying	 noises	 within	 the	 city	 where	 not	 preempted	 by	 federal	 and	 state	 control	 through	
implementation	and	updating	of	the	noise	ordinance.	

Policy	N1.D:	Minimize	Construction	Activity	Noise.	Minimize	the	exposure	of	nearby	properties	to	
excessive	noise	levels	from	construction-related	activity	through	CEQA	review,	conditions	of	approval,	
and	enforcement	of	the	City’s	Noise	Ordinance.	

Land	use	compatibility	noise	standards	are	included	in	the	City’s	Noise	Element.	According	to	the	Noise	
Element,	noise	levels	up	to	60	dBA	Ldn	are	considered	normally	acceptable	for	single-family	residential	
land	 uses;	 noise	 levels	 are	 conditionally	 acceptable	 up	 to	 70	 dBA	 Ldn	 for	 these	 uses	 as	 long	 as	 noise	
insulation	features	are	included	in	the	design	to	reduce	interior	noise	levels.	For	multi-family	residential	
and	hotel	uses,	noise	levels	of	up	to	65	dBA	Ldn	are	considered	normally	acceptable,	with	noise	levels	of	
70	dBA	Ldn	 considered	 to	be	 conditionally	acceptable.	For	office	buildings	and	commercial	uses,	noise	
levels	of	up	to	70	dBA	Ldn	are	considered	to	be	normally	acceptable,	with	noise	levels	of	up	to	77.5	dBA	
Ldn	considered	conditionally	acceptable.	For	industrial	uses,	noise	levels	up	to	75	dBA	Ldn	are	considered	
normally	acceptable,	and	noise	levels	of	up	to	80	dBA	Ldn	are	conditionally	acceptable.	For	schools	and	
churches,	playgrounds,	and	neighborhood	parks,	noise	levels	up	to	70	dBA	Ldn	are	considered	normally	
acceptable;	there	are	no	separate	conditionally	acceptable	noise	limits	for	these	uses.	

Menlo Park City Code 

In	 addition	 to	 the	 City	 General	 Plan,	 the	Menlo	 Park	Municipal	 Code	 also	 contains	 noise	 regulations.	
Chapter	8.06	of	 the	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Code	contains	noise	 limitations	and	exclusions	 for	land	uses	
within	Menlo	 Park.	 The	 code	 concerns	 noise	 limits	 that	 constitute	 a	 noise	 disturbance,	 as	measured	
primarily	 at	 residential	 land	 uses.	 Selected	 excerpts	 of	 the	 regulations	 set	 forth	 in	 the	 Menlo	 Park	
Municipal	Code	and	outlined	below	would	be	applicable	to	the	Proposed	Project,	as	would	other	noise	
regulations	from	the	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Code	found	within	Chapter	8.06	and	Chapter	16.08.	

8.06.030,	Noise	Limitations	 

(a)		Except	as	otherwise	permitted	in	this	chapter,	any	source	of	sound	in	excess	of	the	
sound	level	limits	set	forth	in	Section	8.06.030	shall	constitute	a	noise	disturbance.	For	
purposes	of	determining	sound	levels	from	any	source	of	sound,	sound	level	
measurements	shall	be	made	at	a	point	on	the	receiving	property	nearest	where	the	
sound	source	at	issue	generates	the	highest	sound	level.	Sound	level	measurements	
shall	be	made	with	a	precision	sound	level	meter	(Type	1	or	2)	set	to	A-weighting	and	
"fast"	response	for	fluctuating	sound.	Slow	or	fast	response	may	be	used	for	continual	
sources.	For	repetitive,	impulsive	sound,	the	one	(1)	second	rms	maximum	level	(Lmax)	
shall	be	used.		
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1.	 For	all	sources	of	sound	measured	from	any	residential	property:	

A.		 Nighttime	hours	(10:00	p.m.	to	7:00	a.m.):	50	dBA	

B.		 Daytime	hours	(7:00	a.m.	to	10:00	p.m.):	60	dBA	
.	.	.		

3.	 Corrections	for	character	of	sound:	In	the	event	the	alleged	offensive	noise	contains	
a	steady,	audible	tone,	such	as	a	whine,	screech,	or	a	beating,	pulsating,	throbbing,	or	
humming	sound,	the	standards	set	forth	in	Section	8.06.030(a)(1)	and	(2)	shall	be	
reduced	by	five	(5)	dB.	

8.06.040,	Exceptions	

a.	 Construction	Activities	

1.	 Construction	activities	between	the	hours	of	8:00	a.m.	and	6:00	p.m.	Monday	
through	Friday.	
.	.	.		

3.	A	sign	containing	the	permitted	hours	of	construction	activities	exceeding	the	noise	
limits	set	forth	in	Section	8.06.030	shall	be	posted	at	all	entrances	to	a	construction	
site	upon	the	commencement	of	construction	for	the	purpose	of	informing	
contractors	and	subcontractors	and	all	other	persons	at	the	construction	site	of	the	
basic	requirements	of	this	chapter.	The	sign	shall	be	at	least	5	feet	above	ground	
level	and	shall	consist	of	a	white	background	with	black	letters,	

4.	 Notwithstanding	any	other	provision	set	forth	above,	all	powered	equipment	shall	
comply	with	the	limits	set	forth	in	Section	8.06.040(b).	

b.	 Powered	Equipment	

1.	 Powered	equipment	used	on	a	temporary,	occasional,	or	infrequent	basis	operated	
between	the	hours	of	8:00	a.m.	and	6:00	p.m.	Monday	through	Friday.	No	piece	of	
equipment	shall	generate	noise	in	excess	of	85	dBA	at	50	feet.	
.	.	.		

d.	 Deliveries	

1.	 Deliveries	to	food	retailers	and	restaurants.	

2.	 Deliveries	to	other	commercial	and	industrial	businesses	between	the	hours	of	
7:00	a.m.	and	6:00	p.m.	Monday	through	Friday	and	9:00	a.m.	to	5:00	p.m.	Saturdays,	
Sundays,	and	holidays.	
.	.	.		

f.		 Street	Sweeping/Parking	Lot	Sweeping.	Street	sweeping/parking	lot	sweeping	Monday	
through	Friday	between	the	hours	of	7:00	a.m.	and	6:00	p.m.	anywhere	in	the	city	and	
street	sweeping	between	the	hours	of	4:30	a.m.	and	6:00	p.m.	Monday	through	Friday	on	
selected	streets/public	parking	plazas	(as	described	in	the	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Code).	

g.		 Garbage	Collection.	Garbage	collection	Monday	through	Friday	between	the	hours	of	
6:00	a.m.	and	6:00	p.m.	throughout	the	city,	between	the	hours	of	2:00	a.m.	and	6:00	p.m.	
Monday	through	Friday,	and	between	the	hours	of	6:00	a.m.	and	6:00	p.m.	on	Saturdays	for	
properties	abutting	the	selected	streets	(as	described	in	the	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Code).	



City of Menlo Park 
 Environmental Impact Analysis 

Noise 
 

Commonwealth Building 3 Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 3.4-14 June 2022 

ICF 104394.0.001 
 

8.06.050,	Exemptions	

a.	 Sound	Generated	by	Motor	Vehicles.	Sound	generated	by	motor	vehicles,	trucks,	and	buses	
operated	on	streets	and	highways;	aircraft;	trains;	and	other	means	of	public	transportation.	

1.	 This	exemption	shall	not	apply	to	the	operation	of	any	vehicle,	including	any	
equipment	attached	to	any	vehicle	(such	as	attached	refrigeration	and/or	heating	units	
or	any	attached	auxiliary	equipment)	for	a	period	in	excess	of	10	minutes	in	any	hour	
while	the	vehicle	is	stationary,	for	reasons	other	than	traffic	congestion.	

Furthermore,	the	City	Zoning	Ordinance	contains	regulations	related	to	roof-mounted	equipment.		

16.08.095,	Roof-mounted	Equipment	

Mechanical	equipment,	such	as	air-conditioning	equipment,	ventilation	fans,	vents,	ducting,	
or	similar	equipment,	may	be	placed	on	the	roof	of	a	building,	provided	that	such	equipment	
is	screened	from	view	as	observed	at	an	eye	level	horizontal	to	the	top	of	the	roof-mounted	
equipment,	except	for	the	SP-ECR/D	district,	which	has	unique	screening	requirements,	and	
all	sounds	emitted	by	such	equipment	shall	not	exceed	50	decibels	at	a	distance	of	50	feet	
from	such	equipment.	

Environmental Impacts 
This	section	discusses	potential	noise	impacts	that	could	result	from	implementation	of	the	Proposed	
Project.	 The	 section	begins	with	 the	 criteria	 of	 significance,	which	establish	 the	 thresholds	 used	 to	
determine	whether	 an	 impact	 would	 be	 significant.	 A	 summary	 of	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 impacts	 and	
mitigation	measures	is	then	provided.	As	previously	discussed	in	Chapter	1,	Introduction,	the	analysis	
below	makes	 reference	 to,	 and	 tiers	 from,	 the	ConnectMenlo	Final	 EIR,	where	appropriate.	 A	 brief	
summary	of	the	Project-related	noise	impacts	that	were	scoped	out	in	the	Initial	Study	(Appendix	1-1)	
is	also	included.	The	latter	part	of	this	section	identifies	the	potential	impacts	of	the	Proposed	Project	
as	well	as	mitigation	measures,	as	appropriate.		

Thresholds of Significance 
In	accordance	with	Appendix	G	of	the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	(CEQA)	Guidelines,	the	Project	
would	have	a	significant	effect	if	it	would	result	in	any	of	the	conditions	listed	below.	

l Generate	a	substantial	temporary	or	permanent	increase	in	ambient	noise	levels	in	the	vicinity	of	
the	 project	 in	 excess	 of	 standards	 established	 in	 a	 local	 general	 plan	 or	 noise	 ordinance	 or	
applicable	standards	of	other	agencies.	

l Generate	excessive	ground-borne	vibration	or	ground-borne	noise.	
l For	a	project	in	the	vicinity	of	a	private	airstrip	or	an	airport	land	use	plan	or,	where	such	a	plan	

has	not	 been	 adopted,	within	 2	miles	 of	 a	 public	 airport	 or	public	 use	airport,	 expose	people	
residing	or	working	in	the	project	area	to	excessive	noise	levels.	

Summary of Analysis in the ConnectMenlo EIR 
The	topics	of	construction	and	operational	noise	effects	were	analyzed	in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	as	Impact	
NOISE-1	 (pages	 4.10-19	 to	 4.10-24)	 and	 determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 application	 of	
mitigation	measures	as	well	as	compliance	with	City	General	Plan	goals	and	policies.	Projects	that	would	
result	in	the	development	of	sensitive	land	uses,	which	the	Project	would	not,	must	maintain	an	indoor	
Ldn	 of	 45	 dBA	 or	 less,	 as	 required	 by	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 Mitigation	 Measure	 NOISE-1a	 and	 existing	
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regulations.	Projects	that	could	expose	existing	sensitive	receptors	to	excessive	noise	must	comply	with	
ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 Mitigation	 Measures	 NOISE-1b	 and	 NOISE-1c	 to	 minimize	 both	 operational	 and	
construction-related	noise.	The	topic	of	potential	traffic	noise	effects	was	discussed	in	the	ConnectMenlo	
EIR	 as	 Impact	 NOISE-3	 (pages	 4.10-29	 to	 4.10-36).	 It	 was	 determined	 that	 implementation	 of	
ConnectMenlo	 would	 not	 result	 in	 a	 substantial	 permanent	 increase	 in	 ambient	 noise	 on	 any	 of	 the	
identified	roadway	segments.	No	mitigation	measures	were	recommended.		

The	topic	of	construction	vibration	was	analyzed	in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	as	Impact	NOISE-2	(pages	4.10-
25	to	4.10-29).	The	impact	was	determined	to	be	potentially	significant.	With	implementation	of	Mitigation	
Measures	 NOISE-2a	 and	 NOISE-2b,	 this	 impact	 would	 be	 reduced	 to	 a	 less-than-significant	 level.	 The	
analysis	concluded	that,	overall,	vibration	impacts	related	to	construction	would	be	short	term,	temporary,	
and	 generally	 restricted	 to	 areas	 in	 the	 immediate	 vicinity	 of	 construction	 activity.	 However,	 because	
project-specific	information	was	not	available,	the	analysis	did	not	quantify	construction-related	vibration	
impacts	 on	 sensitive	 receptors.	 Implementation	 of	 Mitigation	 Measure	 NOISE-2a	 would	 reduce	
construction-related	vibration	 impacts	to	a	 less-than-significant	 level	 through	preparation	of	a	vibration	
analysis	to	assess	vibration	levels	and	the	use	of	alternate	construction	techniques	to	reduce	vibration,	if	
necessary.	Specifically,	according	to	Mitigation	Measure	NOISE-2a	 from	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR,	vibration	
levels	must	be	limited	to	a	PPV	of	0.126	in/sec	at	the	nearest	workshop,	0.063	in/sec	at	the	nearest	office,	
and	0.032	in/sec	at	the	nearest	residence	during	daytime	hours	and	0.016	in/sec	at	the	nearest	residence	
during	 nighttime	 hours.	 Regarding	 long-term	 construction	 impacts,	 ConnectMenlo	 requires	 projects	 to	
comply	 with	 Mitigation	 Measure	 NOISE-2b,	 which	 requires	 the	 City	 to	 implement	 best	 management	
practices	as	part	of	the	project	approval	process.		

The	 topic	 of	 aircraft	 noise	 from	 public	 use	 airports	 and	 private	 airstrips	 was	 discussed	 in	 the	
ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 as	 Impact	 NOISE-5	 (page	 4.10-38)	 and	 Impact	 NOISE-6	 (page	 4.10-38).	 It	 was	
determined	that	there	would	be	no	impact	related	to	aircraft	noise.		

Impacts Not Evaluated in Detail 
The	Initial	Study	(Appendix	1-1)	analyzed	potential	Project	impacts	from	construction-related	vibration.	
It	was	determined	that	such	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.	In	addition,	the	Initial	Study	analyzed	
the	potential	for	aircraft-related	noise	impacts,	given	the	Proposed	Project’s	proximity	to	a	public	airport	
or	private	airstrip.	According	to	both	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	and	the	Initial	Study,	the	Proposed	Project	is	
within	 the	ConnectMenlo	 study	 area.	However,	 the	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 determined	 there	would	 be	 no	
impact	related	to	aircraft	noise	for	projects	in	the	ConnectMenlo	study	area.	Thus,	no	further	analysis	of	
aircraft-related	noise	is	required.	

Methods for Analysis 

Construction Noise 

To	 determine	 if	 construction	 would	 result	 in	 noise	 impacts,	 a	 screening	 analysis	 was	 conducted	 to	
determine	which	subphases	of	construction	would	require	the	loudest	equipment,	based	on	an	equipment	
list	 provided	 by	 the	 Project	 Sponsor,	 and	 result	 in	 the	 greatest	noise	 levels.	 Then,	 construction	noise	
modeling	was	 conducted	 for	 the	 loudest	 subphase(s)	of	 construction,	assuming	 that	 the	 three	 loudest	
pieces	 of	 equipment	 expected	 to	 be	 used	 during	 a	 given	 phase	 of	 construction	 would	 be	 operating	
simultaneously	and	close	to	one	another	on	the	Project	site.	Combining	the	noise	level	from	the	two	or	
three	loudest	pieces	of	equipment	and	assuming	they	are	all	operating	very	close	to	one	another	and	very	
near	 the	 closest	offsite	sensitive	 receptor	 results	 in	a	 reasonably	 representative	worst-case	 combined	
noise	 level.	Construction	noise	taking	place	 from	8:00	a.m.	 to	6:00	p.m.	 is	considered	exempt	 from	the	
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general	 quantitative	 noise	 standards	 of	 the	 City,	 except	 for	 the	 noise	 limit	 on	 individual	 powered	
equipment	of	85	dBA	at	50	feet.	An	analysis	to	determine	if	equipment	proposed	for	Project	construction	
would	 comply	 with	 this	 threshold	 is	 also	 included.	 In	 addition,	 despite	 the	 exemption	 for	 daytime	
construction	noise,	construction	activities	that	are	exempt	from	specified	noise	limitations	in	the	Menlo	
Park	Municipal	 Code	 could	 still	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 physical	 impact	 on	 the	environment.	 Therefore,	
construction	noise	generated	during	daytime	hours	 is	compared	to	the	existing	ambient	noise	 level	to	
estimate	 temporary	 increases	 in	noise	 over	 the	 existing	ambient	 level.	 An	evaluation	 is	 conducted	 to	
determine	if	a	10	dB	increase	over	the	existing	ambient	noise,	perceived	as	a	doubling	of	loudness,	would	
be	expected	to	occur	at	nearby	noise-sensitive	land	uses.	

Operational Traffic Noise 

To	 determine	 if	 the	Proposed	 Project	would	 result	 in	 a	 substantial	permanent	 increase	 in	 traffic	noise,	
vehicular	traffic	data,	in	the	form	of	hourly	turning	movements,	provided	by	Kittelson	&	Associates	(2021)	
were	converted	into	segment-specific	average	daily	traffic	(ADT)	volumes	for	analysis.	Specifically,	ADT	was	
calculated	by	taking	the	highest	p.m.	peak-hour	traffic	volumes	and	multiplying	by	10,	based	on	guidance	
from	Kittelson	&	Associates.	Traffic	volumes	 for	existing	No-Project	and	existing	with-Project	 conditions	
were	then	compared	to	determine	if	traffic	increases	associated	with	the	Proposed	Project	would	result	in	
significant	 traffic	noise	 impacts.	Estimates	 of	 traffic	noise	 increases	were	 based	 on	a	 ratio	analysis	 that	
compared	existing	traffic	volumes	to	existing	Plus-Project	traffic	volumes.	

Other Operational Noise Sources 

Other	 potential	 sources	 of	 Project-related	 operational	 noise,	 including	 mechanical	 HVAC	 equipment,	
emergency	generators,	 loading	dock	activity,	parking	 structure	activity,	 and	activity	at	 Jefferson	Park,	
were	also	assessed,	based	on	information	provided	by	the	Project	Sponsor.		

Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact	NOI-1:	The	Proposed	Project	would	not	generate	a	substantial	temporary	or	permanent	
increase	in	ambient	noise	levels	in	the	vicinity	of	the	Project	in	excess	of	standards	established	in	
a	local	general	plan	or	noise	ordinance	or	applicable	standards	of	other	agencies.	(LTS/M)		

Construction 

The	Proposed	Project	would	consist	of	three	construction	phases.	Each	phase	would	include	demolition,	site	
preparation,	 trenching/utilities,	 grading/excavation,	 building	 structure,	 building	 exterior,	 and	 paving	
subphases.	Phase	1	would	involve	construction	of	 the	parking	structure,	which	would	cover	404,000	gsf.	
Phase	 2	 would	 involve	 construction	 of	 the	 249,500	 gsf	 office	 building.	 Phase	 3	 would	 involve	 the	
construction	of	Jefferson	Park,	which	would	have	an	area	of	34,000	gsf.	The	overall	construction	period	is	
expected	to	last	approximately	39	months.	Standard	construction	work	hours	would	be	8:00	a.m.	to	6:00	
p.m.	Monday	through	Friday,	though	pre-construction	work	could	start	earlier	than	8:00	a.m.	on	weekdays	
and	construction	activities	could	occur	later	than	6:00	p.m.	on	weekdays	and	on	the	weekends.	Noise	from	
these	activities	would	be	regulated	by	the	noise	limitations	of	the	City	Noise	Ordinance.	

Construction	 activities	 are	 regulated	 by	 provisions	 of	 the	Menlo	 Park	Municipal	 Code,	 as	 set	 forth	 in	
Chapter	8.06	Noise,	of	Title	8	(“Noise	Ordinance”).	Section	8.06.030	of	the	Noise	Ordinance	limits	noise	to	
60	dBA	at	the	nearest	residential	property	line	during	daytime	hours	(7:00	a.m.	to	10:00	p.m.)	(“daytime	
noise	limits”)	and	to	50	dBA	at	the	nearest	residential	property	line	during	nighttime	hours	(10:00	p.m.	
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to	7:00	a.m.)	(“nighttime	noise	limits”).	As	provided	by	Section	8.06.040(a),	construction	activities	taking	
place	between	8:00	a.m.	and	6:00	p.m.	on	weekdays	are	identified	as	an	exception	to	the	daytime	noise	
limitations	 set	 forth	 in	 Section	 8.06.030	 of	 the	 Noise	 Ordinance.	 Accordingly,	 noise	 generated	 by	
construction	activities	taking	place	between	8:00	a.m.	to	6:00	p.m.	Monday	through	Friday	could	exceed	
the	daytime	noise	limits	set	forth	in	Section	8.06.030	and	would	not	constitute	a	violation	of	the	Noise	
Ordinance.	However,	 an	assessment	should	 still	 be	 conducted	 to	determine	 if	a	 substantial	 temporary	
increase	in	ambient	noise	levels	would	occur	during	daytime	hours.	If	construction	noise	results	in	a	10	dB	
increase	 over	 the	 existing	 ambient	 noise,	 perceived	 as	 a	 doubling	 of	 loudness,	 the	 temporary	 noise	
increase	may	be	considered	substantial.		

Construction	work	occurring	outside	of	the	hours	of	8:00	a.m.	to	6:00	p.m.	weekdays	would	need	to	be	
“quiet”	pre-construction	work,	such	as	site	meetings	and	equipment	preparation.	Such	quiet	construction	
work	could	start	earlier	than	8:00	a.m.	on	weekdays,	and	construction	activities	could	occur	later	than	
6:00	p.m.	on	weekdays	and	at	all	hours	on	the	weekends.	Noise	from	these	activities	would	be	regulated	
by	the	noise	limitations	of	the	Noise	Ordinance.	Noise	from	any	construction	activities	proposed	for	non-
exempt	 hours	 are	 compared	 to	 the	applicable	 City	 thresholds	 and	 are	 evaluated	 for	 the	 potential	 for	
substantial	temporary	increases	in	ambient	noise	levels	to	occur.	

With	 regard	 to	 daytime	 construction,	 typical	 equipment	would	 be	 used,	 including	 concrete/industrial	
saws,	excavators,	dozers,	tractors,	loaders,	scrapers,	graders,	cranes,	forklifts,	welders,	aerial	lifts,	pavers,	
rollers,	and	tractors.	No	pile	driving	would	occur.	As	described	previously,	individual	pieces	of	equipment	
proposed	for	use	during	Project	construction	would	be	required	to	comply	with	the	threshold	for	powered	
equipment	 (i.e.,	 85	 dBA	 at	 50	 feet).	 The	 noise	 levels	 generated	 by	 individual	 pieces	 of	 construction	
equipment	planned	for	use	with	Project	construction	activities	are	shown	in	Table	3.4-7.	

Table 3.4-7. Individual Construction Equipment Leq Noise levels Based on Standard Utilization Rates  

Equipment	
Individual	Equipment	Noise	Levels	(dBA)	at	50	Feet	

dBA	Leq	a	
Aerial	Lift	 68	
Concrete	Mixer	Truck	 75	
Concrete	Pump	Truck	 74	
Concrete	Saw	 83	
Crane	 73	
Dozer	 78	
Excavator	 77	
Forklift	 80	
Generator	 78	
Grader	 81	
Jackhammer	 82	
Paver	 74	
Roller	 73	
Scraper	 80	
Tractor	 80	
Welder/Torch	 70	
Source:	Federal	Highway	Administration.	2006.	FHWA	Roadway	Construction	Noise	Model	User’s	Guide.	FHWA-HEP-
05-054.	January.	Available:	https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ENVIRonment/noise/construction_noise/rcnm/rcnm.pdf.	
Accessed:	May	18,	2021.	
a	Based	on	standard	estimated	utilization	rates	from	FHWA.	
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As	shown	in	Table	3.4-7,	noise	 from	individual	pieces	of	equipment	proposed	for	Project	construction	
would	not	be	expected	to	exceed	85	dBA	Leq	at	a	distance	of	50	feet.	Because	all	equipment	proposed	for	
Project	construction	would	comply	with	this	limit,	impacts	related	to	equipment	noise	exceedances	would	
be	less	than	significant.		

To	 determine	 if	 combined	 construction	 noise	would	 result	 in	noise	 impacts,	 a	 screening	analysis	was	
conducted	to	determine	which	subphases	of	construction	would	require	the	loudest	equipment,	based	on	
the	equipment	list	provided	by	the	Project	Sponsor,	and	result	in	the	greatest	noise	levels.	The	preliminary	
screening	analysis	indicated	that	demolition	subphase	would	be	the	loudest	for	each	Project	component	
(e.g.,	parking	structure,	Building	3,	Jefferson	Park).		

Construction	noise	modeling	was	conducted	for	demolition	activities,	assuming	that	the	three	loudest	pieces	
of	equipment	expected	to	be	used	during	a	given	phase	of	construction	would	be	operating	simultaneously	
and	close	to	one	another	on	 the	Project	site.	Combining	 the	noise	 level	 from	the	three	 loudest	pieces	of	
equipment	and	assuming	 they	are	all	 operating	 very	near	one	another	and	very	near	 the	 closest	 offsite	
sensitive	 receptor	 results	 in	 a	 reasonably	 representative	 worst-case	 combined	 noise	 level.	 This	 is	 the	
approach	recommended	by	the	Federal	Transit	Administration.	Combined	construction	noise	levels	for	the	
building	 construction	 phase	 were	 estimated	 using	 the	 Federal	 Highway	 Administration’s	 Roadway	
Construction	Noise	Model	calculation	methods.	The	modeling	results	are	presented	in	Table	3.4-8,	below.	It	
is	worth	noting,	as	defined	in	Section	8.06.020	(2)	of	the	Noise	Ordinance,	that	“construction	activities”	do	
not	 include	 radios	 or	 amplified	music	 on	 a	 construction	 site;	 therefore,	 noise	 from	 these	 sources	 on	 a	
construction	site	are	not	excepted	from	the	applicable	daytime	noise	limits	of	nighttime	noise	limits.	

As	shown	in	Table	3.4-8,	below,	assuming	all	demolition	equipment	would	be	used	in	all	portions	of	the	
Project	site,	worst-case	construction	noise	levels	at	the	nearest	receptor	locations	are	as	follows:	

l At	the	nearest	school	(approximately	215	feet	from	Jefferson	Park),	up	to	73	dBA	Leq;	

l At	the	nearest	residential	land	use	(250	feet	from	the	southern	portion	of	the	Project	site),	up	
to	71	dBA	Leq;	and	

l At	nearby	commercial	or	industrial	uses	adjacent	to	the	Project	site	(at	10-	to	50-foot	distances	
or	more),	potentially	greater	than	91	dBA	Leq.		

Note	 that	 most	 Project	 construction	 activities	 would	 occur	 during	 the	 exempt	 daytime	 hours	 of	
8:00	a.m.	to	6:00	p.m.	Therefore,	Project	construction	during	daytime	hours	would	be	exempt	from	the	
quantitative	limits	in	the	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Code.		

Reasonable	worst-case	 construction	noise	 is	 also	 compared	 to	 the	estimated	existing	ambient	noise	
level	to	determine	if	a	substantial	temporary	increase	in	ambient	noise	levels	would	occur	as	a	result	of	
Project	 construction.	As	 shown	 in	Table	 3.4-4,	 the	estimated	12-hour	 daytime	Leq	noise	 level	 in	 the	
vicinity	of	 the	nearest	receptor	(the	TIDE	Academy)	was	measured	 to	be	approximately	58	dBA	Leq.	
Therefore,	a	noise	level	of	73	dBA	Leq	at	this	location	as	a	result	of	Project	construction	activities	would	
constitute	a	15	dB	increase	over	the	ambient	noise	level.		

As	described	previously,	human	sound	perception	 is	such	that	a	change	 in	sound	 level	of	1	dB	cannot	
typically	be	perceived	by	the	human	ear,	a	change	of	3	dB	is	barely	noticeable,	a	change	of	5	dB	is	clearly	
noticeable,	and	a	change	of	10	dB	is	perceived	as	doubling	or	halving	the	sound	level	as	it	increases	or	
decreases,	respectively.	Therefore,	an	increase	in	noise	of	10	dB	or	more	would	be	considered	substantial.	
Because	the	construction	noise	 increase	at	TIDE	Academy	is	estimated	to	be	up	to	15	dBA,	 temporary	
increases	in	noise	from	Project	construction	during	daytime	hours	would	be	considered	substantial.		
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Table 3.4-8. Reasonable Worst-Case Construction Noise (Lmax and Leq) 

Source	Data:		

Maximum	
Sound	
Level	
(dBA)	

Utilization	
Factor	

Leq	Sound	
Level	(dBA)	

Construction	Condition:	Demolition	(all	Project	components)	
Source	1:	Concrete	Saw	–	sound	level	(dBA)	at	50	feet	=	 90	 20%	 83.0	
Source	2:	Tractor	–	sound	level	(dBA)	at	50	feet	=	 84	 40%	 80.0	
Source	2:	Excavator	–	sound	level	(dBA)	at	50	feet	=	 81	 40%	 77.0	

Calculated	Data       
All	Sources	Combined	–	Lmax	sound	level	(dBA)	at	50	feet	=	 91	Lmax	
All	Sources	Combined	–	Leq	sound	level	(dBA)	at	50	feet	=		 85	Leq	
Distance	between	Source	

and	Receiver	(feet)	
Geometric	Attenuation	

(dB)	
Calculated	Lmax	Sound	

Level	(dBA)	
Calculated	Leq	Sound	

Level	(dBA)	
25	 6	 97	 91	
50	 0	 91	 85	
100	 -6	 85	 79	
150	 -10	 82	 76	
215	 -13	 79	 73	
250	 -14	 77	 71	
300	 -16	 76	 70	
400	 -18	 73	 67	
500	 -20	 71	 65	
1,000	 -26	 65	 59	

Source:	Federal	Highway	Administration.	2006.	FHWA	Roadway	Construction	Noise	Model	User’s	Guide.	FHWA-HEP-05-
054.	January.	Available:	https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ENVIRonment/noise/construction_noise/rcnm/rcnm.pdf.	Accessed:	
May	18,	2021.	
• Geometric	attenuation	based	on	a	6	dB	per	doubling	of	distance.		
• This	calculation	does	not	include	the	effects,	if	any,	of	local	shielding	or	ground	attenuation	from	walls,	topography,	

or	other	barriers	that	may	reduce	sound	levels	further.	
• Noise	levels	are	based	on	source	noise	levels	from	the	FHWA	Roadway	Construction	Noise	Model.	
• Bold	denotes	distance	and	sound	levels	from	Jefferson	Park	to	the	nearest	school.	

	

In	 addition	 to	 the	 impact	 related	 to	 construction	 noise	 increases	 over	 the	 ambient	 noise	 level,	
construction	 activities	 that	 occur	 during	 the	 non-exempt	 hours	 on	 weekdays	 or	 any	 time	 on	 the	
weekend	 would	 not	 be	 considered	 exempt;	 noise	 generated	 during	 non-exempt	 hours	 must	 be	
compared	 to	 the	 applicable	 Menlo	 Park	 Municipal	 Code	 limits	 on	 noise,	 including	 the	 60	 dBA	 Leq	
threshold	during	the	hours	of	7:00	a.m.	to	10:00	p.m.	and	the	50	dBA	Leq	threshold	during	the	hours	of	
10:00	p.m.	to	7:00	a.m.	

Based	on	the	estimated	combined	construction	noise	levels	shown	in	Table	3.4-8,	above	(i.e.,	73	dBA	Leq	
at	the	nearby	school,	215	feet	from	the	Jefferson	Park	site),	because	it	is	unknown	at	this	time	the	precise	
activities	that	would	occur	outside	of	daytime	hours,	construction	during	non-exempt	hours	may	result	
in	noise	levels	in	excess	of	the	quantitative	thresholds.	In	addition,	based	on	the	existing	ambient	noise	
levels	at	the	nearby	school	(shown	in	Table	3.4-4,	with	a	lowest	nighttime	Leq	noise	level	of	50.2	dBA	Leq	
and	a	highest	daytime	Leq	noise	level	of	59	dBA	Leq),	it	is	possible	that	a	10	dB	increase	over	the	ambient	
noise	level	could	occur	during	exempt	and	non-exempt	hours.	
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In	conclusion,	because	construction	noise	during	the	daytime	hours	of	8:00	a.m.	to	6:00	p.m.	could	result	in	
a	10	dB	increase	over	the	ambient	level	at	nearby	receptors,	and	because	construction	noise	outside	of	these	
hours	could	result	in	a	10	dB	increase	over	ambient	or	an	exceedance	of	the	applicable	50	dBA	and	60	dBA	
non-daytime	and	daytime	noise	thresholds,	respectively,	Project	construction	noise	impacts	during	daytime	
and	non-daytime	hours	(i.e.,	prior	to	8:00	a.m.)	would	be	considered	potentially	significant.		

MITIGATION	MEASURES.	Compliance	with	ConnectMenlo	EIR	Mitigation	Measure	NOISE-1c	would	help	to	
ensure	that	construction	activity	associated	with	the	Proposed	Project	would	comply	with	the	Menlo	Park	
Municipal	Code	and	regulations	pertaining	to	construction	noise,	as	feasible.	However,	the	Proposed	Project	
may	 deviate	 from	 the	 hour	 restrictions	 contained	 in	 this	 mitigation	 measure,	 which	 could	 result	 in	 a	
potentially	significant	impact	even	with	 implementation	of	Connect	Menlo	Mitigation	Measure	NOISE-1c.	
Therefore,	Project	Mitigation	Measure	NOI-1.1	(specific	to	the	Project),	described	below,	is	also	required	to	
ensure	that	construction	activities	would	comply	with	the	applicable	construction	noise	requirements	of	the	
City.	Specifically,	construction	noise	during	daytime	hours	would	be	limited	such	that	a	10	dB	increase	over	
the	ambient	noise	 level	would	not	occur	at	the	nearest	sensitive	land	uses	(i.e.,	Tide	Academy).	As	noted	
above,	an	 increase	of	approximately	15	dB	could	occur	at	 the	Tide	Academy,	and	 thus	the	noise	control	
measures	outlined	in	Mitigation	Measure	NOI-1.1	would	be	required	to	attain	5	dBA	attenuation,	such	that	
the	increase	is	only	10	dB.	The	noise	levels	presented	in	this	section	are	estimates	and	actual	noise	levels	
present	at	the	Project	site	during	construction	will	be	measured	to	determine	the	specific	control	measures	
needed.	As	indicated	in	Mitigation	Measure	NOI-1.1,	the	effectiveness	of	noise	attenuation	measures	shall	be	
monitored	by	taking	noise	measurements	at	nearby	noise-sensitive	land	uses	during	construction.	As	such,	
Mitigation	Measures	NOI-1.1	requires	that	the	noise	increase	would	not	exceed	10	dB	at	Tide	Academy.	In	
addition,	construction	occurring	outside	ordinary	daytime	construction	hours	(i.e.,	8:00	a.m.	 to	6:00	p.m.	
weekdays)	would	either	not	be	allowed	or	required	to	comply	with	the	applicable	noise	threshold	of	an	
increase	no	greater	than	10	dB	over	the	ambient	level	and	quantitative	limits	of	60	dBA	Leq	between	7:00	
a.m.	and	10:00	p.m.,	and	50	dBA	Leq	between	10:00	p.m.	and	7:00	a.m.	at	the	nearest	sensitive	land	use	during	
specified	days	and	times.		

With	 implementation	 of	 ConnectMenlo	Mitigation	Measure	 NOISE-1c	 and	 Project	Mitigation	Measure	
NOI-1.1,	 Project	 construction	 would	 not	 be	 expected	 to	 violate	 relevant	 requirements	 related	 to	
construction	noise	in	Menlo	Park.	Impacts	related	to	construction	noise	would	be	less	than	significant	
with	mitigation.		

NOISE-1c		 (Modified	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 Mitigation	 Measure)	 Construction	 Noise	 Reduction.	 Project	
applicants	shall	minimize	the	exposure	of	nearby	properties	to	excessive	noise	levels	from	
construction-related	 activity	 through	 CEQA	 review,	 conditions	 of	 approval,	 and/or	
enforcement	of	the	City’s	Noise	Ordinance.	Prior	to	issuance	of	demolition,	grading,	and/or	
building	permits	for	development	projects,	a	note	shall	be	provided	on	development	plans,	
indicating	 that	 during	 ongoing	 grading,	 demolition,	 and	 construction	 the	 property	
owner/developer	shall	be	responsible	for	requiring	contractors	to	implement	the	following	
measures	to	limit	construction-related	noise:		

l All	 internal-combustion	engines	on	construction	equipment	and	trucks	shall	be	fitted	
with	properly	maintained	mufflers,	air	intake	silencers,	and/or	engine	shrouds	that	are	
no	less	effective	than	those	originally	supplied	by	the	manufacturer;		

l Stationary	equipment	such	as	generators	and	air	compressors	shall	be	located	as	far	as	
feasible	from	nearby	noise-sensitive	uses;	

l Stockpiling	shall	be	located	as	far	as	feasible	from	nearby	noise-sensitive	receptors;		



City of Menlo Park 
 Environmental Impact Analysis 

Noise 
 

Commonwealth Building 3 Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 3.4-21 June 2022 

ICF 104394.0.001 
 

l Unnecessary	engine	idling	shall	be	limited	to	the	extent	feasible;		

l The	use	of	public	address	systems	shall	be	limited;	and		

l Construction	traffic	shall	be	limited	to	the	haul	routes	established	by	the	City	of	Menlo	
Park.		

NOI-1.1		 Implement	Noise	Control	Plan	to	Reduce	Construction	Noise.	The	Project	Sponsor	shall	develop	
a	noise	 control	plan	 for	 construction	at	 the	Project	 site.	The	plan	shall	 require	compliance	
with	 Section	 8.06	 of	 the	 Menlo	 Park	 Municipal	 Code	 and	 include	 measures	 to	 ensure	
compliance	with	the	60	dBA	Leq	limit	during	the	hours	of	7:00	a.m.	to	8:00	a.m.	and	the	50	
dBA	Leq	 limit	 during	 the	hours	of	6:00	a.m.	 to	 7:00	a.m.	 In	addition,	 the	plan	 shall	 include	
measures	 to	 ensure	 that	 construction	 noise	 will	 not	 result	 in	 a	 10	 dB	 increase	 over	 the	
ambient	noise	level	at	nearby	sensitive	receptors	(i.e.,	Tide	Academy).	The	plan	shall	provide	
that	no	construction	activities	shall	occur	during	nighttime	hours	of	10:00	p.m.	to	7:00	a.m.	
daily;	 furthermore,	no	construction	activities	shall	occur	on	Saturdays,	other	than	between	
the	hours	of	8:00	a.m.	 to	5:00	p.m.,	or	at	any	time	on	Sundays	or	any	holiday,	as	defined	at	
Section	8.06.020	(7)	of	the	Noise	Ordinance.		

The	plan	shall	specify	the	noise-reducing	construction	practices	that	will	be	employed	to	reduce	
noise	 from	construction	activities	 in	Menlo	Park	and	shall	demonstrate	that	compliance	with	
these	 standards	will	 be	achievable.	 The	measures	 specified	 by	 the	Project	 Sponsor	 shall	 be	
reviewed	and	approved	by	the	City	prior	to	issuance	of	building	permits.	Measures	to	reduce	
noise	may	include,	but	are	not	limited	to,	the	following:	

l The	noise	 control	plan	 shall	 demonstrate	 that	noise	 levels	 during	 construction	 on	 the	
Project	 site	 will	 meet	 the	 standards	 of	 this	mitigation	measure	 at	 sensitive	 receptors	
while	those	receptors	are	in	use.	

l The	noise	 control	plan	 shall	 demonstrate	 that	 any	 construction	activities	 taking	place	
outside	of	normal	construction	hours	of	8:00	a.m.	 to	6:00	p.m.	Monday	through	Friday	
shall	comply	with	the	60	dBA	Leq	limit	during	the	hours	of	7:00	a.m.	to	8:00	a.m.	and	the	
50	 dBA	 Leq	 limit	 during	 the	 hours	 of	 6:00	 a.m.	 to	 7:00	 a.m.	 In	addition,	 the	plan	 shall	
demonstrate	that	individual	equipment	proposed	for	use	would	not	exceed	the	85	dBA	
Leq	at	50	feet	limit	for	powered	equipment	noise	and	that	combined	construction	noise	
would	not	result	 in	a	10	dBA	increase	over	the	ambient	noise	level	at	nearby	sensitive	
receptors.	 Activities	 that	would	 produce	 noise	 above	 applicable	 daytime	 or	 nighttime	
limits	shall	be	scheduled	only	during	normal	construction	hours.		

l The	contractor	shall	ensure	that	construction	equipment	will	be	equipped	with	mufflers.	
In	addition,	construction	equipment	must	use	the	best	available	noise	control	techniques	
(e.g.,	 improved	 mufflers,	 intake	 silencers,	 ducts,	 engine	 enclosures,	 acoustically	
attenuating	shields,	shrouds)	on	equipment	and	trucks	used	for	Project	construction.		

l All	construction	activities	shall	be	conducted	only	at	an	adequate	distance,	or	otherwise	
shielded	 with	 sound	 barriers,	 as	 determined	 in	 the	 noise	 control	 plan,	 from	 noise-
sensitive	receptors	when	working	outside	the	normal	construction	hours	of	8:00	a.m.	to	
6:00	p.m.	Monday	through	Friday	to	ensure	compliance	with	the	Menlo	Park	Municipal	
Code	and	this	mitigation	measure.		
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l Stationary	noise	sources,	such	as	temporary	generators,	shall	be	located	at	an	adequate	
distance,	or	otherwise	shielded	with	sound	barriers,	as	determined	in	the	noise	control	
plan,	from	sensitive	receptors	to	ensure	compliance	with	the	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Code	
and	this	mitigation	measure.	Stationary	noise	sources	shall	be	muffled	and	placed	within	
temporary	enclosures	or	shielded	by	barriers	or	other	measures.		

l Temporary	 noise	 barriers	 (height	 to	 be	 determined)	 shall	 be	 installed	 around	
construction	 on	 the	 Project	 site	 to	 reduce	 construction	 noise	 from	 equipment	 used	
outside	 the	 normal	 construction	 hours	 of	 8:00	 a.m.	 to	 6:00	 p.m.	 on	weekdays.	 The	
installation	of	barriers	would	help	 reduce	overall	 construction	noise	 to	 less	 than	50	
dBA	Leq	for	work	occurring	between	6:00	a.m.	and	7:00	a.m.	and	60	dBA	Leq	for	work	
occurring	 between	 7:00	a.m.	 and	 8:00	a.m.,	 as	measured	at	 the	applicable	property	
lines	of	the	adjacent	uses,	such	that	a	10	dB	increase	over	ambient	would	not	occur	at	
nearby	 sensitive	 land	 uses.	However,	 confirmation	of	 the	noise	 reduction	would	 be	
required	 (per	 the	 last	 bullet	 of	 this	 measure,	 below).	 If	 the	 Project	 Sponsor	 can	
demonstrate,	through	an	acoustical	analysis,	that	construction	noise	would	not	exceed	
the	allowable	limits	during	non-exempt	hours,	as	measured	at	the	applicable	property	
lines	of	the	adjacent	uses	without	barriers,	then	temporary	noise	barriers	shall	not	be	
required.		

l Trucks	shall	be	prohibited	from	idling	along	streets	serving	the	construction	site.		

l Radios	or	other	forms	of	amplified	music	shall	be	prohibited	on	the	construction	site.	

l The	 effectiveness	 of	 noise	 attenuation	 measures	 shall	 be	 monitored	 by	 taking	 noise	
measurements	 during	 construction	 activities	 to	 ensure	 compliance	 with	 the	 50	 and	
60	dBA	 Leq	 standards,	 which	 apply	 outside	 the	 normal	 daytime	 construction	 hours	 in	
Menlo	Park	of	8:00	a.m.	and	6:00	p.m.	Monday	through	Friday.	

l The	 effectiveness	 of	 noise	 attenuation	 measures	 shall	 be	 monitored	 by	 taking	 noise	
measurements	 at	 nearby	 noise-sensitive	 land	 uses	 during	 construction	 to	 ensure	
compliance	with	the	threshold	(i.e.,	10	dB	increase	over	ambient).	

Operations – Traffic  

Potential	 traffic	 noise	 impacts	 from	 plan	 development	 were	 analyzed	 in	 the	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR.	 The	
Proposed	Project	could	result	in	increased	traffic	noise	at	certain	locations	because	of	changes	in	roadway	
configuration	 and	 the	 potential	 for	 an	 increased	 number	 of	 vehicle	 trips	 compared	with	 the	 number	
assumed	in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	transportation	analysis.		

As	discussed	in	Section	3.1,	Transportation,	 implementation	of	the	Proposed	Project	would	result	in	an	
increase	in	traffic	in	the	vicinity	of	the	Project	site.	To	determine	if	the	Proposed	Project	would	result	in	a	
substantial	permanent	increase	in	traffic	noise	levels,	traffic	data	provided	by	Kittelson	&	Associates,	in	
the	form	of	hourly	turning	movement	data,	were	converted	into	segment	traffic	volumes.	Traffic	volumes	
for	 existing	 and	 existing	 Plus-Project	 conditions	 were	 compared	 to	 determine	 if	 traffic	 increases	
associated	with	the	Proposed	Project	would	result	in	significant	traffic	noise	impacts.		

Estimates	of	traffic	noise	increases	can	be	based	on	a	ratio	analysis	that	compares	existing	traffic	volumes	
to	existing	Plus-Project	traffic	volumes.	For	example,	a	doubling	of	traffic	(e.g.,	from	100	to	200	vehicles	
on	a	given	segment)	would	result	in	a	3	dBA	change	in	the	noise	level.	In	general,	human	sound	perception	
is	such	that	a	change	in	sound	level	of	1	dB	cannot	typically	be	perceived	by	the	human	ear,	a	change	of	3	
dB	 is	 barely	noticeable,	 a	 change	 of	 5	 dB	 is	 clearly	 noticeable,	 and	a	 change	 of	 10	 dB	 is	 perceived	as	
doubling	or	halving	the	sound	level	as	it	increases	or	decreases,	respectively.		
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Most	segments	analyzed	 in	the	traffic	noise	analysis	would	experience	a	0	to	1	percent	Project-related	
increase	in	traffic	volumes,	with	many	experiencing	no	increase	at	all	as	a	result	of	the	Project.	However,	
some	segments	would	experience	a	2	 to	61	percent	 increase	 in	 traffic	 as	 a	 result	of	 the	Project.	A	61	
percent	increase	in	traffic	would	occur	along	Jefferson	Street,	southeast	of	Chrysler	Driver.	This	equates	
to	an	increase	in	traffic	noise	of	approximately	2	dB.	However,	this	is	below	the	“barely	perceptible”	3	dB	
level.	Traffic	noise	impacts	are	considered	significant	if	an	increase	in	noise	of	3	dB	or	more	is	expected	
to	occur.	Therefore,	Project-related	traffic	increases	would	not	result	in	a	perceptible	increase	in	traffic	
noise	along	analyzed	roadway	segments.		

Table	3.4-9	presents	a	summary	of	the	traffic	noise	ratio	analysis.	The	table	shows	only	modeling	results	
for	 segments	 with	 Project-related	 increases	 in	 traffic	 of	 5	 percent	 or	more,	 which	 correlates	 to	 an	
increase	in	traffic	noise	of	less	than	0.2	dB.	Any	increase	in	traffic	of	less	than	25	percent	correlates	to	
an	increase	in	traffic	noise	of	less	than	1	dB,	noting	that	a	3	dB	increase	in	noise	is	necessary	before	an	
increase	is	considered	to	be	“barely	perceptible.”	Refer	to	Appendix	3.4	for	the	full	results	of	the	traffic	
noise	analysis.		

Table 3.4-9. Traffic Volume Increases Associated with Project Trips 

Roadway	Segment	

Average	Daily	Traffic	Volumes	
Approximate	
dB	Increase	
from	Project	

Implementation	
Existing	
ADT	

Existing	
plus	

Project	
ADT	

Percentage	
Increase	from	
Proposed	
Project	

Bay	Road	north	of	Marsh	Road	 1,300	 1,370	 5%	 0.2	
Bayfront	Expressway	north	of	Chrysler	Drive	 41,920	 44,300	 6%	 0.2	
Bayfront	Expressway	south	of	Marsh	Road	 43,060	 45,440	 6%	 0.2	
Chilco	Street	east	of	Constitution	Drive	 9,520	 10,800	 13%	 0.5	
Chilco	Street	west	of	Bayfront	Expressway	 8,140	 9,420	 16%	 0.6	
Chrysler	Drive	east	of	Constitution	Drive	 10,130	 12,510	 23%	 0.9	
Chrysler	Drive	east	of	Jefferson	Drive	 5,950	 8,630	 45%	 1.6	
Chrysler	Drive	west	of	Bayfront	Expressway	 8,270	 10,650	 29%	 1.1	
Chrysler	Drive	west	of	Constitution	Drive	 6,560	 9,240	 41%	 1.5	
Chrysler	Drive	west	of	Independence	 2,120	 2,480	 17%	 0.7	
Constitution	Drive	north	of	Chilco	 5,650	 7,110	 26%	 1.0	
Constitution	Drive	north	of	Chrysler	Drive	 3,970	 4,270	 8%	 0.3	
Independence	Drive	north	of	Chrysler	Drive	 4,040	 4,240	 5%	 0.2	
Jefferson	Drive	south	Chrysler	Drive	 4,680	 7,520	 61%	 2.1	
Marsh	Road	east	of	US	101	 30,860	 32,400	 5%	 0.2	
Marsh	Road	west	of	Bayfront	Expressway	 41,140	 43,160	 5%	 0.2	
Source:	Kittelson	&	Associates,	Inc.	Refer	to	Appendix	3.4.	
Note:		
Daily	traffic	volumes	have	been	calculated	by	taking	the	p.m.	peak-hour	volumes	and	multiplying	by	a	factor	of	10,	based	
on	guidance	from	the	traffic	engineer	who	evaluated	the	Proposed	Project.	
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Traffic	noise	increases	attributable	to	traffic	of	the	Proposed	Project	would	range	from	0	to	2	dB	along	
analyzed	roadway	segments.	A	change	of	3	dB	is	considered	barely	noticeable;	a	traffic	noise	increase	of	
less	than	3	dB	would	not	be	considered	a	significant	impact.	Because	traffic	noise	increases	resulting	from	
the	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 not	 exceed	 3	 dB	 along	 any	 analyzed	 roadway	 segment,	with	 the	 largest	
estimated	 increase	 being	 2	 dB,	 traffic	 noise	 impacts	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant.	

Operations – Other Operational Noise Sources  

Other	potential	sources	of	Project-related	operational	noise	include	mechanical	equipment,	such	as	HVAC	
equipment	or	emergency	generators;	activity	at	 the	proposed	park;	 loading	dock	activity;	and	parking	
structure	activity.		

HVAC	Equipment.	The	Proposed	Project	would	include	the	operation	of	HVAC	units.	The	adjacent	office	
and	 warehousing	 uses	 could	 be	 exposed	 to	 noise	 from	 this	 equipment;	 however,	 these	 uses	 are	 not	
considered	sensitive	receptors.	The	closest	noise-sensitive	receptors	are	the	residences	approximately	
650	 feet	 south	of	 the	proposed	Building	3	and	 the	TIDE	Academy	approximately	400	 feet	west	of	 the	
proposed	Building	3.	Although	the	exact	sizes	and	locations	of	the	proposed	HVAC	systems	are	unknown	
at	this	time,	it	is	known	that	all	HVAC	equipment	would	be	roof	mounted	and	located	behind	a	mechanical	
enclosure,	 sized	 appropriately	 to	 conceal	 the	 equipment.	 Noise	 from	 HVAC	 equipment	 can	 vary,	
depending	on	the	type	and	size	of	the	equipment.	A	typical	air-handling/HVAC	unit	with	condensing	units	
and	fans	can	generate	sound	 levels	 in	the	range	of	70	to	75	dBA	at	50	feet.3	Given	the	distances	to	the	
existing	 sensitive	 receptors,	 noise	 from	 the	 HVAC	 systems	 would	 be	 reduced	 from	 75	 dBA	 to	
approximately	51	dBA	at	a	distance	of	400	feet	and	47	dBA	at	a	distance	of	650	feet,	without	accounting	
for	shielding	from	intervening	buildings,	such	as	the	two	existing	onsite	buildings	and	the	proposed	11-
foot-high	metal	enclosure.	Shielding	would	be	expected	to	reduce	this	noise	level	even	further.	However,	
it	 is	 expected	 that	 noise	 levels	 from	 HVAC	 equipment	 would	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 exceed	 the	 City’s	
allowable	noise	level	of	50	dBA	Leq	at	50	feet	for	roof-mounted	equipment.	Therefore,	because	it	is	possible	
that	noise	from	multiple	units	could	combine,	noise	impacts	from	Project	HVAC	equipment	noise	would	
be	considered	potentially	significant.	

Emergency	Generator.	The	Project	would	also	include	one	approximately	400-kilowatt	(kW)	emergency	
generator,	which	would	create	temporary	and	periodic	noise	during	testing	and	use	during	an	emergency.	
Emergency	 generators,	 such	 as	 the	 one	 proposed	 for	 the	 Project	 site,	 would	 operate	 only	 during	
emergencies,	 except	 for	 intermittent	 testing	to	ensure	the	equipment	 is	 in	proper	working	order.	 It	 is	
expected	that	the	generator	would	be	tested	once	a	month	over	a	period	of	approximately	15	minutes.	
The	specific	make	and	model	of	the	proposed	emergency	generator	is	not	known	at	this	time;	however,	
noise	from	a	generator	used	for	similar	projects	can	be	used	for	analysis.	For	example,	a	Cummins	450	kW	
generator	(model	450DFEJ)	could	result	 in	an	unshielded	noise	 level	of	approximately	101.5	dBA	at	a	
distance	of	50	feet	 from	the	generator,	without	accounting	for	attenuation	from	intervening	shielding,	a	
generator	enclosure,	or	exhaust	mufflers.4		

The	proposed	generator	would	be	located	at	grade	in	the	northern	portion	of	the	Project	area	(north	of	
Building	3)	and	 in	a	 solid	enclosure.	The	nearest	 residence	 is	 south	of	 the	Project	 site	and	more	 than	
850	feet	from	the	proposed	generator	location.	At	that	distance,	noise	would	be	reduced	to	approximately	
77	dB,	without	accounting	for	shielding	from	intervening	buildings	or	the	generator	enclosure.	Note	that	
multiple	 buildings	 and	US	 101	 are	 located	 between	 the	 proposed	 generator	 location	and	 the	 nearest	
                                                   
3		 Hoover	and	Keith.	2000.	Noise	Control	for	Buildings,	Manufacturing	Plants,	Equipment,	and	Products.	Houston,	TX.	
4		 Cummins	Power	Suite.	2019.	Sound	Data	for	450DFEJ	60	Hz	Diesel	Generator.	
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homes.	With	the	line	of	sight	fully	blocked,	noise	would	be	reduced	substantially	(by	at	least	10	dB),	with	
resulting	noise	levels	reduced	to	as	much	as	67	dBA,	based	on	this	assumption.	This	estimated	noise	level	
does	not	 account	 for	 attenuation	 from	 intervening	 shielding,	 a	 generator	enclosure,	or	 exhaust	mufflers;	
therefore,	generator	noise	levels	at	the	nearby	residences	may	be	lower	than	this	estimate.	In	addition,	noise	
from	the	US	101	would	largely	mask	generator	testing	noise	at	the	nearest	homes	south	of	the	freeway.		

The	TIDE	Academy	is	approximately	500	feet	west	of	the	proposed	generator	location.	At	that	distance,	
noise	would	be	reduced	to	approximately	81.5	dBA,	without	accounting	for	shielding	from	intervening	
buildings.	Similar	to	the	noise	levels	cited	above	for	nearby	residences,	this	estimated	noise	level	does	not	
account	for	a	generator	enclosure	or	exhaust	mufflers.	This	noise	level	also	does	not	include	attenuation	from	
intervening	building	 shielding	between	 the	generator	 location	and	 the	 school,	which	may	 further	 reduce	
noise.	Therefore,	generator	noise	 levels	may	be	 lower	 than	this	estimate.	Because	the	specifics	 related	to	
attenuation	features	(e.g.,	mufflers,	enclosures)	are	not	known	at	this	time,	the	analysis	does	not	consider	
noise	 reductions	 from	such	 features	 in	 order	 to	ensure	a	 conservative	analysis	 of	 generator	noise	at	 the	
nearby	TIDE	Academy.	In	addition,	because	the	exact	generator	location	has	not	yet	been	determined,	the	
estimated	noise	levels	are	presented	only	as	examples.		

The	estimated	noise	levels	at	nearby	sensitive	uses	(e.g.,	the	school	and	nearby	residences)	indicate	that	
noise	from	generator	operation	during	an	emergency	and	testing	could	exceed	the	City’s	allowable	noise	
level	of	60	dBA	Leq	during	daytime	hours	and	50	dBA	Leq	during	nighttime	hours.	In	addition,	generator	
noise	 would	 be	 expected	 to	 exceed	 the	 85	 dBA	 limit	 at	 50	 feet	 for	 powered	 equipment	 used	 on	 a	
temporary,	occasional,	or	infrequent	basis.		

As	provided	in	Section	8.06.050	(b)	of	the	Noise	Ordinance,	use	of	a	generator	during	a	power	outage	or	
other	emergency	is	exempt	from	the	noise	limitations	set	forth	in	the	Noise	Ordinance.	However,	based	
on	the	analysis	included	above,	noise	impacts	from	emergency	generator	testing	(as	opposed	to	operation	
in	the	event	of	an	emergency)	would	be	considered	potentially	significant.		

Jefferson	Park	Activity.	The	Proposed	Project	would	redevelop	an	existing	surface	parking	lot	that	fronts	
Jefferson	Drive.	The	privately	owned	but	publicly	accessible	open	space,	approximately	34,000	sf	in	area,	
referred	to	as	Jefferson	Park,	could	include	a	multi-use	sports	court,	a	flexible	lawn	area	for	games	and	
other	activities,	and	an	area	with	accent	pavers	that	would	provide	space	for	games	and	a	mix	of	lounge	
and	dining	seating.	Additional	features	could	include	a	playground	or	other	amenities.	The	intent	is	for	
the	park	to	be	used	by	the	adjacent	high	school	for	physical	education	classes	and	parking;	spaces	would	
be	provided	for	approximately	20	to	23	staff	members’	vehicles.	During	non-school	hours,	the	park	and	
parking	area	would	be	available	to	the	public.	According	to	the	Project	Sponsor,	no	sound	amplification	is	
proposed	to	occur	at	Jefferson	Park;	therefore,	noise	from	the	park	would	generally	be	limited	to	the	sound	
of	people	playing	or	recreating	at	the	park.		

It	is	expected	that	most	noise	would	be	generated	at	the	outdoor	play	area	during	daytime	school-related	
activities,	such	as	physical	education	classes.	The	nearest	noise-sensitive	use	to	the	proposed	park	is	the	
TIDE	Academy,	approximately	200	feet	to	the	west.	The	Project	Sponsor	has	offered	to	reserve	the	park	
for	TIDE	Academy’s	exclusive	use	during	school	hours;	therefore,	noise	experienced	at	the	school	from	
park	activity	would	be	generated	by	the	school’s	own	students.	Outside	school	hours,	the	park	would	be	
available	for	use	by	the	general	public.	However,	outside	school	hours,	the	TIDE	Academy	would	not	be	
as	sensitive	to	noise.	In	addition,	activity	at	the	proposed	park	would	not	be	expected	to	result	in	excessive	
noise	levels	at	the	nearest	residential	uses,	approximately	1,000	feet	south	of	the	park	and	US	101,	because	
of	the	distance	between	the	park	and	the	receptors	and	because	noise	from	US	101	would	be	expected	to	
be	 much	 greater	 than	 noise	 from	 intermittent	 activity	 at	 the	 park.	 In	 addition,	 there	 are	 numerous	
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intervening	 structures	 between	 the	 park	 and	 the	 nearest	 homes,	 which	 would	 further	 reduce	 noise.	
Furthermore,	 as	 provided	 by	 Section	 8.28.133	 of	 the	 Menlo	 Park	 Municipal	 Code,	 unless	 otherwise	
permitted	by	the	City,	no	persons	are	allowed	to	remain	in	a	park	between	30	minutes	after	sunset	and	
sunrise.	Accordingly,	activity	at	the	park	would	be	limited	to	daytime	hours,	times	when	people	are	less	
sensitive	to	noise,	noting	that	people	are	considered	more	sensitive	to	noise	during	nighttime	hours	when	
they	typically	sleep.	For	these	reasons,	noise	impacts	on	nearby	sensitive	uses	from	activities	at	Jefferson	
Park	would	be	less	than	significant.		

Loading	Dock	Activity.	With	regard	to	loading	dock	noise,	Project	loading	docks	would	be	located	on	the	
east	side	of	Building	3	and	more	than	700	feet	away	from	the	nearest	residential	uses	(located	across	
US	101,	a	noisy	freeway)	and	more	than	800	feet	from	the	TIDE	Academy.	In	addition,	there	would	be	a	
number	of	intervening	structures,	including	Building	3,	between	the	loading	docks	and	the	nearest	noise-
sensitive	uses;	intervening	structures	serve	to	block	the	line	of	sight	between	noise	sources	and	receivers	
and	result	in	substantial	noise	attenuation.	Although	the	adjacent	office	and	warehousing	uses	could	be	
exposed	to	noise	from	loading	dock	activities,	these	uses	are	not	considered	to	be	sensitive.	In	addition,	
only	15	to	25	(maximum)	truck	deliveries	are	expected	to	occur	on	a	given	day.	Spread	out	over	a	full	day,	
activity	 from	 15	 to	 25	 trucks	 would	 not	 be	 expected	 to	 result	 in	 a	 3	 dB	 (considered	 to	 be	 “barely	
perceptible”)	increase	in	hourly	or	daily	average	noise	levels	at	the	nearest	noise-sensitive	uses	located	
between	 700	 and	 800	 feet	 from	 the	 loading	 dock.	 Therefore,	 because	 loading	 activities	 would	 be	
temporary	and	intermittent	and	would	occur	only	during	daytime	hours	and	be	located	an	estimated	700	
to	800	feet	or	more	from	offsite	noise-sensitive	land	uses,	impacts	from	loading	dock	noise	at	the	Project	
site	would	be	less	than	significant.		

Parking	Structure	Activity.	Noise	sources	 in	parking	areas	 include	moving	vehicles,	along	with	doors	
closing,	cars	starting,	tires	squealing,	car	alarms	sounding,	and	other	automotive	noises	occurring.	The	
nearest	noise-sensitive	uses	are	the	TIDE	Academy,	more	 than	900	 feet	west	of	 the	proposed	parking	
structure,	and	residential	uses,	located	more	than	450	feet	southwest	of	the	proposed	parking	structure.	
Intervening	buildings	block	most	of	the	line	of	sight	between	the	parking	structure	and	the	nearby	TIDE	
Academy,	which	would	reduce	noise	from	the	parking	structure.	In	addition,	US	101	is	located	between	
the	 nearest	 homes	 and	 the	 location	 of	 the	 proposed	 parking	 structure.	 Noise	 from	 US	 101	 would	
overshadow	intermittent	nuisance	noise	 from	the	proposed	parking	structure.	 In	addition,	 this	area	 is	
currently	developed	as	a	surface	parking	 lot;	 therefore,	noise	 from	vehicle	parking	activities	would	be	
similar	to	noise	under	existing	conditions.	Although	parking	area	noise	is	difficult	to	predict	because	of	
many	variables	(e.g.,	parking	structure	design,	the	number	of	vehicles	moving	through	the	structure	at	
any	given	time),	noise	from	parking	areas	is	characterized	as	temporary	and	periodic	noise.	Because	of	
the	distance	between	the	parking	structure	and	nearby	sensitive	land	uses,	as	well	as	building	shielding	
between	the	school	and	the	proposed	parking	structure,	and	the	location	of	US	101	between	the	nearest	
homes	and	 the	proposed	parking	 structure,	 temporary	and	periodic	noise	 from	 the	parking	 structure	
would	not	be	considered	a	nuisance	noise	effect	and	would	result	in	a	less	than	significant	impact.	

MITIGATION	MEASURES.	Compliance	with	Mitigation	Measure	NOISE-1b	from	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	would	
ensure	 that	 stationary	noise	 sources	would	 comply	with	Chapter	8.06	of	 the	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Code.	
However,	modeling	indicates	that	noise	from	HVAC	equipment	and	emergency	generator	testing	could	be	in	
excess	 of	 applicable	 thresholds.	 Therefore,	 Project	 Mitigation	 Measure	 NOI-2.1,	 described	 below,	 is	 also	
recommended	to	ensure	that	noise	 from	HVAC	equipment	and	emergency	generator	testing	will	not	be	 in	
excess	of	applicable	thresholds.	Therefore,	impacts	from	Project-related	stationary	sources	of	noise	would	be	
less	than	significant	with	mitigation.		
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NOISE-1b		 (ConnectMenlo	EIR)	Stationary	Noise	Sources.	Stationary	noise	sources,	as	well	as	landscaping	
and	maintenance	activities	citywide,	shall	comply	with	Chapter	8.06,	Noise,	of	the	Menlo	Park	
Municipal	Code.	

NOI-2.1		 Mechanical	Equipment	Noise	Reduction	Plan.	To	reduce	potential	noise	impacts	resulting	from	
Project	rooftop	heating,	cooling,	and	ventilation	equipment;	emergency	generators;	and	other	
mechanical	equipment,	the	Project	Sponsor	shall	conduct	a	noise	analysis	to	estimate	the	noise	
from	 Project-specific	mechanical	 equipment,	 based	 on	 the	 selected	 equipment	models	 and	
design	features,	and	create	a	Noise	Reduction	Plan	to	ensure	that	the	noise	levels	from	roof-
mounted	equipment,	once	installed,	are	below	the	applicable	criterion	of	50	dBA	Leq	at	50	feet	
in	the	city	and	that	noise	levels	from	the	emergency	generator	(during	testing)	are	below	the	
City’s	 allowable	 noise	 level	 of	 60	 dBA	 Leq	 threshold	 during	 daytime	 hours,	 50	 dBA	 Leq	
threshold	during	nighttime	hours,	and	the	85	dBA	limit	at	50	feet	 for	powered	equipment	
used	on	a	temporary,	occasional,	or	infrequent	basis.	

The	analysis	shall	demonstrate	 that	potential	noise	 levels	resulting	 from	Project	mechanical	
equipment	can	be	reduced	to	less-than-significant	levels,	and	the	Noise	Reduction	Plan	shall	be	
created	to	implement	the	required	noise	reduction	measures.	Feasible	methods	to	reduce	noise	
below	the	significance	threshold	 include,	but	are	not	limited	to,	selecting	quieter	equipment,	
utilizing	silencers	and	acoustical	equipment	at	vent	openings,	siting	equipment	farther	from	the	
roofline,	and/or	enclosing	all	equipment	in	a	mechanical	equipment	room	designed	to	reduce	
noise.	This	analysis	shall	be	conducted	by,	and	the	results	and	final	Noise	Reduction	Plan	shall	
be	provided	to,	the	City	prior	to	the	issuance	of	building	permits.	

The	 analysis	 and	 plan	 shall	 be	 prepared	 by	 persons	 qualified	 in	 acoustical	 analysis	 and/or	
engineering	and	demonstrate	with	reasonable	certainty	that	the	rooftop	mechanical	equipment	
selected	for	the	Project,	including	the	attenuation	features	incorporated	into	the	Project	design,	
will	not	result	 in	noise	levels	in	excess	of	50	dBA	Leq	at	a	distance	of	50	feet.	 In	addition,	the	
analysis	and	plan	shall	demonstrate	that	noise	from	the	testing	of	the	emergency	generator	will	
not	result	 in	noise	 levels	 in	excess	of	60	dBA	Leq	during	daytime	hours,	50	dBA	Leq	during	
nighttime	hours,	or	85	dBA	at	a	distance	of	50	feet.		

The	 Project	 Sponsor	 shall	 incorporate	 all	methods	 necessary	 to	 reduce	 the	 noise	 identified	
above,	as	well	as	any	other	feasible	recommendations	from	the	acoustical	analysis	and	Noise	
Reduction	Plan,	 into	building	 designs	and	 operations	to	ensure	 that	noise	 sources	meet	 the	
applicable	requirements	of	the	respective	noise	ordinances	at	receiving	properties.	

Cumulative Impacts 
Impact	 C-NOI-1:	 The	Proposed	Project	 in	 combination	with	 other	 foreseeable	 projects	would	not	
generate	a	substantial	temporary	or	permanent	increase	in	ambient	noise	levels	in	the	vicinity	of	
the	 Project	 in	 excess	 of	 standards	 established	 in	 a	 local	 general	 plan	 or	 noise	 ordinance	 or	
applicable	standards	of	other	agencies.	(LTS/M)		

Construction Noise 

Construction	 noise	 is	 a	 localized	 impact	 that	 reduces	 as	 distance	 from	 the	 noise	 source	 increases.	 In	
addition,	 intervening	 features	 (e.g.,	 buildings)	 between	 construction	areas	and	 nearby	 noise-sensitive	
uses	result	in	additional	noise	attenuation	by	providing	barriers	that	break	the	line	of	sight	between	noise-
generating	equipment	and	 sensitive	 receptors.	These	barriers	 can	block	 sound	wave	propagation	and	
somewhat	reduce	noise	at	a	given	receiver.	
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For	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 the	 nearest	 cumulative	 projects	 are	 165	 Jefferson	 Drive	 (Menlo	 Flats),	
141	Jefferson	 Drive	 (Menlo	 Uptown),	 and	 150	 Jefferson	 Drive	 (TIDE	 Academy).	 Construction	 at	
150	Jefferson	 Drive	 is	 currently	 under	 way	 and	 it	 is	 possible	 that	 this	 project	 could	 still	 be	 under	
construction	 during	 construction	 of	 the	Proposed	 Project.	 In	 addition,	 it	 is	 possible	 that	 141	and	 165	
Jefferson	Drive	could	be	constructed	concurrently	with	the	Proposed	Project.		

Although	most	Project	construction	activities	would	occur	during	the	exempt	daytime	hours	of	8:00	a.m.	to	
6:00	p.m.	Monday	through	Friday,	and	thus	are	not	subject	to	the	daytime	noise	limitations	set	forth	in	the	
Noise	Ordinance	pursuant	to	Section	8.06.040(a),	some	Project	construction	activities	could	occur	during	
hours	on	a	weekday	beyond	the	exempt	daytime	hours	or	anytime	on	the	weekend.	In	addition,	construction	
for	 nearby	 cumulative	 projects	 would	 most	 likely	 occur	 during	 exempt	 daytime	 hours,	 though,	 some	
construction	activities	 could	occur	beyond	 the	exempt	daytime	hours	on	a	weekday	or	on	a	weekend.	
Construction	occurring	during	daytime	hours	could	result	in	a	10	dB	increase	over	the	ambient	noise	level	
at	nearby	receptors	before	mitigation.	Similarly,	construction	of	other	cumulative	projects	may	also	result	
in	 a	 substantial	 temporary	 increase	 in	 noise	 levels	 at	 nearby	 sensitive	 receptors.	 As	 a	 result	 of	 the	
threshold	 (10	dB	 increase	 over	 ambient),	 cumulative	 construction	 noise	 impacts	 from	 the	 Project	 and	
cumulative	projects	during	daytime	hours	(i.e.,	8:00	a.m.	to	6:00	p.m.,	Monday	through	Friday)	would	be	
potentially	significant.	In	addition,	construction	of	the	Proposed	Project	and	cumulative	projects	that	takes	
place	during	non-exempt	hours	could	combine	to	expose	a	given	receptor	to	greater	noise	levels	than	those	
that	would	be	experienced	from	construction	of	one	project	alone	and	could	exceed	the	allowable	daytime	
(i.e.,	 7:00	 a.m.	 to	 10:00	 p.m.)	 noise	 level	 of	 60	 dBA	 at	 nearby	 noise-sensitive	 land	 uses,	 the	 allowable	
nighttime	(i.e.,	10:00	p.m.	to	7:00	a.m.)	noise	level	of	50	dBA	at	nearby	sensitive	land	uses,	or	the	allowable	
threshold	(10	dB	increase	over	ambient).	Therefore,	cumulative	construction-related	noise	impacts	outside	
of	the	standard	daytime	hours	of	8:00	a.m.	to	6:00	p.m.	would	also	be	considered	significant.		

Because	Project	construction	noise	alone	during	non-exempt	hours	could	also	exceed	50	dBA	at	nearby	noise-
sensitive	land	uses	during	daytime	hours	(i.e.,	7:00	a.m.	to	10:00	p.m.)	or	60	dBA	at	nearby	noise-sensitive	
land	uses	during	nighttime	hours	(i.e.,	10:00	p.m.	to	7:00	a.m.)	or	result	in	a	10	dB	increase	over	the	ambient	
noise	level,	the	Project’s	contribution	to	the	cumulative	construction	noise	impact	during	non-daytime	hours	
would	be	cumulatively	considerable.	Similarly,	because	Project	construction	could	result	 in	an	increase	in	
noise	of	10	dB	over	ambient	at	nearby	sensitive	receptors	during	daytime	hours,	the	Project’s	contribution	to	
the	cumulative	construction	noise	impact	during	daytime	hours	would	also	be	cumulatively	considerable.	

ConnectMenlo	EIR	Mitigation	Measure	NOISE-1c	would	be	required	for	all	projects	and	would	help	ensure	
that	construction	activity	associated	with	the	Project	would	comply	with	the	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Code	and	
regulations	 pertaining	 to	 construction	 noise.	 However,	 construction	 noise	 impacts	 for	 some	 projects	
(including	the	Proposed	Project)	may	not	be	reduced	to	less-than-significant	levels	with	implementation	of	
this	mitigation	measure.	Therefore,	cumulative	impacts	related	to	construction	noise	would	be	potentially	
significant.	Regarding	the	Project’s	contribution	to	this	cumulative	impact,	compliance	with	ConnectMenlo	
Mitigation	 Measure	 NOISE-1c	 and	 Project	 Mitigation	 Measure	 NOI-1.1	 would	 reduce	 the	 Project’s	
contribution	to	a	potentially	significant	cumulative	construction	noise	 impact	and	that	construction	noise	
from	the	Project	would	be	 in	compliance	with	the	allowable	limits	during	both	daytime	and	non-daytime	
hours.	Therefore,	with	the	implementation	of	mitigation,	the	Project’s	contribution	to	this	cumulative	impact	
would	be	less	than	cumulatively	considerable	with	mitigation.		

Operations – Traffic  

To	 determine	 potential	 cumulative	 noise	 impacts	 in	 the	 Project	 area,	 vehicular	 traffic	 volumes	 from	 the	
existing	scenario	were	compared	to	vehicular	traffic	volumes	from	the	cumulative	(with-Project)	scenario.	
For	vehicular	traffic	noise	impacts	in	areas	where	the	existing	and	resulting	(under	cumulative	conditions)	
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noise	levels	do	not	exceed	the	“normally	acceptable”	land	use	compatibility	standard,	an	increase	of	more	
than	5	dB	is	considered	a	significant	cumulative	traffic	noise	increase.	In	areas	where	the	existing	or	resulting	
noise	levels	do	exceed	the	“normally	acceptable”	level,	based	on	the	land	use	compatibility	chart,	a	3	dB	or	
larger	increase	is	considered	a	significant	cumulative	traffic	noise	increase.		

If	a	cumulative	impact	is	identified,	then	the	Proposed	Project’s	contribution	to	that	impact	must	be	assessed	
to	determine	if	it	would	contribute	3	dB	or	more	to	the	overall	increase.	If	it	would	contribute	3	dB	or	more	
to	the	overall	increase	(considered	a	“barely	perceptible”	increase),	the	Project’s	cumulatively	considerable	
contribution	to	the	cumulative	impact	would	be	considered	significant.	

Estimates	of	traffic	volumes	for	existing	(No-Project)	and	cumulative	Plus-Project	conditions	were	based	on	
the	ratio	analysis	methodology	described	previously.	For	example,	a	doubling	of	traffic	(e.g.,	from	100	to	200	
vehicles	on	a	given	segment)	would	result	in	a	3	dBA	change	in	the	noise	level.	Table	3.4-10	shows	the	ratio	
analysis	results	for	roadway	segments	that	would	experience	at	least	a	5	percent	increase	from	Cumulative	
No-Project	 to	Cumulative	Plus-Project	 conditions.	Cumulative	 increases	 from	existing	 to	cumulative	Plus-
Project	conditions	would	be	between	17	and	96	percent	for	the	segments	included	below	in	Table	3.4-10,	
resulting	in	an	increase	from	existing	to	cumulative	Plus-Project	conditions	that	would	be	between	0.7	and	
2.9	dB.	Therefore,	because	an	increase	of	up	to	approximately	3	dB	(with	rounding)	would	occur	along	some	
roadway	segments,	cumulative	traffic	noise	impacts	would	be	considered	significant.		

The	Project	contribution	to	the	aforementioned	increases	can	be	determined	by	conducting	a	ratio	analysis	
between	cumulative	No-Project	and	cumulative	Plus-Project	conditions.	This	calculation	would	provide	the	
Project’s	contribution	to	the	cumulative	increase.	The	largest	Project-related	increase	would	be	a	50	percent	
increase,	which	would	correlate	to	an	approximately	1.8	dB	increase	in	noise.	Project-related	increases	in	the	
cumulative	 condition	would	 be	 less	 than	 3	 dB	 for	 all	 analyzed	 segments.	 Therefore,	 although	 significant	
cumulative	traffic	noise	impacts	were	identified,	the	Project’s	contribution	to	cumulative	traffic	noise	impacts	
would	be	not	be	cumulatively	considerable.	Therefore,	this	impact	would	be	less	than	significant.		

Operations – Other Operational Noise Sources 

In	general,	it	is	possible	that	noise	from	mechanical	equipment	at	cumulative	projects	near	a	given	project	
site	could	combine	and	result	in	a	cumulative	noise	impact	on	a	receptor	located	between	the	given	project	
site	and	cumulative	project	sites.	For	the	Proposed	Project,	the	nearest	cumulative	projects	that	may	have	
stationary-source	noise	 (i.e.,	mechanical	 equipment)	during	 operation	are	 165	 Jefferson	Drive	 (Menlo	
Flats),	141	Jefferson	Drive	(Menlo	Uptown),	and	150	Jefferson	Drive	(TIDE	Academy).	In	theory,	the	noise-
sensitive	 uses	 near	 these	 projects	 could	 be	 exposed	 to	 noise	 from	 stationary	 sources	 (e.g.,	 HVAC	
equipment)	at	multiple	projects	at	the	same	time.	Note	that	most	residential	receptors	are	located	south	
of	 these	 project	 sites.	 Noise	 from	 cumulative	 projects	 would	 be	 unlikely	 to	 combine	 at	 the	 nearest	
residential	receptor.	However,	the	existing	TIDE	Academy	campus	is	located	between	the	Project	site	and	
the	sites	for	Menlo	Uptown	and	the	expanded	TIDE	Academy	campus.	Therefore,	HVAC	equipment	from	
multiple	projects	could,	 in	theory,	be	audible	at	 the	same	receptor.	Note	that	it	is	very	unlikely	that	the	
testing	of	an	emergency	generator	for	the	Proposed	Project	would	occur	concurrently	with	the	testing	of	a	
generator	at	a	nearby	project;	therefore,	cumulative	operational	impacts	from	stationary	sources	associated	
with	the	Project	would	be	limited	to	those	associated	with	HVAC	equipment.		
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Table 3.4-10. Traffic Volume Increases Associated with Project Trips 

Roadway	Segment	

Average	Daily	Traffic	Volumes	 	 	 	 Increase	(dB)	
from	Project	
Contribution	
(Cumulative	
vs.	Cumulative	
plus	Project)	

Existing	
ADT	

Cumulative	
ADT	

Cumulative	
plus	Project		

ADT	

Increase	
(%)	from	
Existing	to	
Cumulative	
plus	Project	

Cumulative	
Noise	Increase	
(Existing	vs.	
Cumulative	
plus	Project)		

Percentage	
Increase	from	
Cumulative	to	
Cumulative	
plus	Project	

Chilco	Street	east	of	
Constitution	Drive	

	9,520		 	17,330		 	18,570		 95%	 2.9	 7%	 0.3	

Chilco	Street	west	of	Bayfront	
Expressway	

	8,140		 	12,600		 	13,840		 70%	 2.3	 10%	 0.4	

Chrysler	Drive	east	of	
Constitution	Drive	

	10,130		 	17,580		 	19,870		 96%	 2.9	 13%	 0.5	

Chrysler	Drive	east	of	
Independence	

	4,450		 	4,890		 	5,200		 17%	 0.7	 6%	 0.3	

Chrysler	Drive	east	of	Jefferson	
Drive	

	5,950		 	8,140		 	10,720		 80%	 2.6	 32%	 1.2	

Chrysler	Drive	west	of	Bayfront	
Expressway	

	8,270		 	13,130		 	15,420		 86%	 2.7	 17%	 0.7	

Chrysler	Drive	west	of	
Constitution	Drive	

	6,560		 	8,850		 	11,430		 74%	 2.4	 29%	 1.1	

Chrysler	Drive	west	of	
Independence	

	2,120		 	2,570		 	3,070		 45%	 1.6	 19%	 0.8	

Chrysler	Drive	west	of	Jefferson	
Drive	

	5,030		 	6,310		 	6,620		 32%	 1.2	 5%	 0.2	

Constitution	Drive	north	of	
Chilco	

	5,650		 	8,620		 	10,040		 78%	 2.5	 16%	 0.7	

Jefferson	Drive	south	Chrysler	
Drive	

	4,680		 	5,730		 	8,620		 84%	 2.7	 50%	 1.8	

Source:	Kittelson	&	Associates,	Inc.	Refer	to	Appendix	3.4.	
Note:		
Daily	traffic	volumes	have	been	calculated	by	multiplying	the	p.m.	peak-hour	volumes	by	10,	based	on	guidance	from	the	traffic	engineer	who	evaluated	the	Proposed	
Project.	
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Because	Project	HVAC	noise	modeling	 indicated	 that	noise	 from	Project	HVAC	equipment	 could	be	 in	
excess	of	applicable	thresholds,	and	because	it	is	possible	that	noise	from	stationary	sources	of	noise	at	
cumulative	projects	could	also	exceed	thresholds,	noise	from	equipment	at	cumulative	projects	and	the	
Proposed	 Project	 could	 combine	 to	 result	 in	 greater	 overall	 noise	 levels	 at	 a	 nearby	 noise-sensitive	
receptor.	 Cumulative	 impacts	 related	 to	 stationary	 sources	 of	 noise	 would	 be	 potentially	 significant.	
Because	 estimated	 Project	 noise	 levels	 from	 HVAC	 equipment	 would	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 exceed	
thresholds	at	the	nearby	TIDE	Academy,	the	Project’s	contribution	to	this	impact	would	be	cumulatively	
considerable.		

Implementation	 of	 Mitigation	 Measure	 NOISE-1b	 from	 the	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 would	 ensure	 that	
stationary	noise	sources	associated	with	the	Project	would	comply	with	Chapter	8.06	of	the	Menlo	Park	
Municipal	Code.	However,	modeling	indicates	that	noise	from	HVAC	equipment	and	emergency	generator	
testing	could	be	in	excess	of	applicable	thresholds.	Thus,	Project	Measure	NOI-2.1	(specific	to	the	Project)	
is	expected	to	ensure	that	noise	from	HVAC	equipment	and	emergency	generator	testing	will	not	be	in	
excess	of	applicable	thresholds.	As	a	result,	compliance	with	ConnectMenlo	Mitigation	Measure	NOISE-1b	
and	 Project	 Mitigation	 Measure	 NOI-2.1	 is	 expected	 to	 reduce	 the	 cumulative	 impact	 to	 less-than-
significant	 levels	 and	 ensure	 that	 the	 Project’s	 contribution	 to	 a	 potentially	 significant	 cumulative	
construction	noise	impact	would	be	less	than	cumulatively	considerable	with	mitigation.		
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3.5 Population and Housing 
This	section	provides	background	information	regarding	existing	and	projected	population,	employment,	
and	housing	conditions	in	Menlo	Park.	In	addition,	it	estimates	changes	to	the	city’s	demographics	that	
would	result	from	the	Proposed	Project.	The	analysis	is	based	on	population,	employment,	and	housing	
data	published	by	 the	Association	of	Bay	Area	Governments	(ABAG)	and	Metropolitan	Transportation	
Commission	(MTC),1	incorporating	buildout	assumed	under	the	General	Plan	and	M-2	Area	Zoning	Update	
(ConnectMenlo)	 as	 well	 as	 demographic	 information	 from	 the	 Demographic	 Research	 Unit	 of	 the	
California	Department	of	Finance	(DOF),	the	U.S.	Census	Bureau,	and	the	2015–2023	Housing	Element	of	
the	City	of	Menlo	Park	(City)	General	Plan.		

The	analysis	 also	 incorporates	 information	 from	 the	Housing	Needs	Analysis	 (HNA)	 for	 the	 Proposed	
Project	prepared	by	Keyser	Marston	Associates	(Appendix	3.5).2	Although	not	required	by	the	California	
Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 (CEQA),	 the	 HNA	 was	 prepared	 pursuant	 to	 the	 terms	 of	 the	 settlement	
agreement	between	the	cities	of	Menlo	Park	and	East	Palo	Alto	(refer	to	Chapters	1	and	3	for	additional	
discussion).	The	information	in	the	HNA	is	used	to	provide	context	for	the	evaluation	of	potential	impacts	
of	 the	 Proposed	Project	 related	 to	population	 and	 housing	as	well	 as	 information	 to	 decision-makers	
during	the	entitlement	process.		

The	purpose	of	this	section	is	to	characterize	the	potential	for	Project–induced	population,	housing,	and	
employment	changes	to	trigger	physical	environmental	effects;	these	potential	environmental	impacts	are	
examined	 further	 in	 other	 sections	 of	 this	 environmental	 impact	 report	 (EIR)	 (e.g.,	 Sections	3.1,	
Transportation	and	Traffic;	3.2,	Air	Quality;	and	3.4,	Noise).		

Issues	 identified	 in	 response	 to	 the	 Notice	 of	 Preparation	 (NOP)	 (Appendix	 1-2)	 were	 considered	 in	
preparing	this	analysis.	The	comments	pertained	to	preparing	an	HNA	(focusing	on	the	multiplier	effect	
and	 displacement)	 and	 including	 an	 analysis	 of	 indirect	 population	 growth	 induced	 by	 employment	
resulting	from	the	Proposed	Project.		

Existing Conditions 
Environmental Setting 
The	following	discussion	provides	a	basic	foundation	for	understanding	population	and	housing	issues	
within	Menlo	 Park	 as	well	 as	 the	 region.	 The	 information	presented	 in	 this	 section	 is	 based	 on	 data,	
research,	and	growth	projections	drawn	from	census	data,	the	HNA	prepared	for	the	Proposed	Project,	
and	ABAG’s	Plan	Bay	Area,	Projections	2040.		

Population 
Menlo	Park	is	in	the	southern	portion	of	San	Mateo	County	and	bounded	by	San	Francisco	Bay	to	the	north,	
East	 Palo	 Alto	 to	 the	 east,	 Palo	 Alto	 to	 the	 east	 and	 south,	 Woodside	 and	 the	 Portola	 Valley	 to	 the	
southwest,	and	Redwood	City	to	the	west.	The	city	encompasses	approximately	19	square	miles,	including	
nearly	 12	 square	 miles	 of	 San	 Francisco	 Bay	 and	 wetlands.	 The	 city’s	 jurisdictional	 population	 was	
estimated	to	be	35,254	as	of	January	1,	2020.	The	California	DOF	estimates	that	the	city	currently	averages	
																																																													
1		 Association	of	Bay	Area	Governments	and	Metropolitan	Transportation	Commission.	2018.	Plan	Bay	Area,	

Projections	2040.	November.	
2	 Keyser	Marston	Associates,	Inc.	2021.	Housing	Needs	Assessment	Commonwealth	Building	3	Project.	July.	
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approximately	 2.64	 persons	 per	 household	 (pph).3	 Table	 3.5-1	 presents	 population	 estimates	 and	
projections	for	2020	through	20404	pertaining	to	Menlo	Park	(sphere	of	influence),5	San	Mateo	County,	
and	the	Bay	Area	(i.e.,	Marin,	Sonoma,	Napa,	Solano,	Contra	Costa,	Alameda,	Santa	Clara,	San	Mateo,	and	
San	Francisco	Counties).	The	data	indicate	that	population	growth,	measured	as	the	percentage	increase	
from	2020	to	2040,	in	Menlo	Park	(23.3	percent)	will	be	greater	than	that	of	the	county	and	the	Bay	Area	
as	a	whole	(about	15.0	and	21.9	percent,	respectively).6		

Table 3.5-1. Population Trends in Menlo Park, San Mateo County, and the Bay Area, 2020–2040 

	 2020	 2030	 2040	 Growth	(2020–2040)	
Menlo	Park	 44,530	 52,865	 54,920	 10,390	(23.3%)	
San	Mateo	County	 796,925	 853,260	 916,590	 119,665	(15.0%)	
Bay	Area	 7,920,230	 8,689,440	 9,652,950	 1,732,720	(21.9%)	
Source:	ABAG	and	MTC,	2018.		

	

Housing 
According	 to	 the	 California	 DOF,	 the	 estimated	 number	 of	 housing	 units	 in	 the	 city	 (jurisdictional	
boundary)	as	of	January	1,	2020,	was	14,082,	with	an	average	household	size	of	2.64	pph	and	a	vacancy	
rate	of	7.1	percent.7	Table	3.5-2	presents	ABAG	projections	for	households	in	the	Bay	Area,	the	county,	
and	 the	 city	 between	 2020	 and	 2040.	 According	 to	ABAG,	 the	number	 of	 households	 in	 the	 county	 is	
projected	to	grow	from	approximately	284,260	in	2020	to	317,965	in	2040,	an	increase	of	approximately	
11.9	percent.	The	number	of	households	in	the	city	is	projected	to	grow	from	approximately	15,390	in	
2020	to	17,680	in	2040,	an	increase	of	approximately	14.9	percent.	Overall,	the	household	growth	rate	in	
the	 city	 (14.9	percent)	 is	expected	to	be	greater	 than	 the	household	growth	 rate	 for	 the	 county	 (11.9	
percent)	but	less	than	that	of	the	Bay	Area	as	a	whole	(18.9	percent).8		

																																																													
3	 California	Department	of	Finance.	2020.	E-5	City/County	Population	and	Housing	Estimates.	Table	2.	Available:	

https://dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Estimates/E-5/php.	Accessed:	March	24,	2021.	
4		 Full	buildout	of	the	Proposed	Project	is	expected	to	occur	in	2024.	However,	consistent	with	full	buildout	of	

ConnectMenlo	by	2040,	this	analysis	compares	the	Proposed	Project	with	the	projections	for	2040.	In	addition,	ABAG	
projections	assume	that	the	majority	of	the	ConnectMenlo	growth	would	occur	between	2035	and	2040.	Therefore,	to	
account	for	all	growth	under	ConnectMenlo	in	the	ABAG	projections,	a	horizon	year	of	2040	is	used	in	this	analysis.		

5	 Several	additional	unincorporated	areas	adjoining	the	city	are	recognized	as	being	within	the	city’s	sphere	of	
influence	and,	therefore,	included	in	the	City	General	Plan.	In	California,	sphere	of	influence	has	a	legal	meaning	(i.e.,	a	
plan	for	the	probable	physical	boundaries	and	service	area	of	a	local	agency).	Spheres	of	influence	at	California	local	
agencies	are	regulated	by	Local	Agency	Formation	Commissions,	which	recognize	the	unincorporated	communities	
that	would	be	best	and	most	likely	served	by	the	city	agencies.	Hence,	the	spheres	of	influence	represent	areas	with	
the	greatest	potential	for	annexation	by	a	city.	In	most	cases,	ABAG	provides	more	detailed	demographic	and	
employment	projections	for	a	city’s	sphere	of	influence	than	for	small	cities	such	as	Menlo	Park.	Consequently,	unless	
otherwise	specifically	noted,	all	city	data	represent	the	city	sphere	of	influence	because	only	limited	demographic	
data	are	available	for	the	city’s	incorporated	area.	The	sphere	of	influence	designation	for	the	city	includes	
unincorporated	West	Menlo	Park,	Stanford	Weekend	Acres,	and	Menlo	Oaks	as	well	as	the	Stanford	Linear	
Accelerator	Center.	With	the	exception	of	the	Stanford	Linear	Accelerator	Center,	these	areas	are	zoned	residential	
and	substantially	developed.	All	ABAG	projections	for	the	city	in	this	section	include	the	sphere	of	influence.	

6		 Association	of	Bay	Area	Governments	and	Metropolitan	Transportation	Commission.	2018.	Plan	Bay	Area,	
Projections	2040.	November.	

7	 California	Department	of	Finance.	2020.	E-5	City/County	Population	and	Housing	Estimates.	Table	2.	Available:	
https://dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Estimates/E-5/php.	Accessed:	March	24,	2021.	

8		 Association	of	Bay	Area	Governments	and	Metropolitan	Transportation	Commission.	2018.	Plan	Bay	Area,	
Projections	2040.	November.	
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Table 3.5-2. Household Trends in Menlo Park, San Mateo County, and the Bay Area, 2020–2040 

	 2020	 2030	 2040	 Growth	(2020–2040)	
Menlo	Park	 15,390	 17,265	 17,680	 2,290	(14.9%)	
San	Mateo	County	 284,260	 302,520	 317,965	 33,705	(11.9%)	
Bay	Area	 2,881,965	 3,142,015	 3,426,700	 544,735	(18.9%)	
Source:	ABAG	and	MTC,	2018.		
	

Housing	prices	in	the	Bay	Area	are	among	the	highest	in	the	country,	and	the	county	has	several	of	the	
most	expensive	residential	communities	in	the	Bay	Area.	Home	prices	in	Menlo	Park	exceed	county	levels.	
The	median	single-family	home	price	in	Menlo	Park	from	December	2019	through	December	2020	was	
$2.35	million.9	This	represents	an	almost	50	percent	increase	since	2012	when	the	median	single-family	
home	price	in	Menlo	Park	was	approximately	$1.47	million.10	

Employment 

The	employment	profile	for	an	area	provides	an	indication	of	the	composition	of	an	area’s	economy	as	well	
as	present	and	future	demand	for	employees.	Employment	growth	is	an	important	driver	of	housing	demand,	
both	 at	 the	 local	 level	 and	 regionally.	 Employment	 growth	 over	 the	 past	 several	 years	 has	 most	 likely	
contributed	to	significant	upward	pressure	on	the	housing	market,	as	evidenced	in	rent	and	price	increases.	

The	county	is	a	productive	economic	area,	led	by	the	technology,	bioscience,	and	service	industries.	According	
to	the	HNA,	the	county	averages	approximately	1.91	employees	per	worker	household.11	Approximately	66	
percent	of	Menlo	Park	residents	aged	16	and	older	were	in	the	work	force	in	2020,	slightly	lower	than	the	
county	 rate	 (69	percent)	but	higher	 than	 the	 state	 rate	 (63	percent).	Most	 city	 residents	who	are	 in	 the	
workforce	 are	 in	 management,	 business,	 science,	 or	 art-related	 occupations	 (69	percent),	 which	 is	
significantly	higher	than	the	county	rate	(47	percent)	and	the	state	rate	(38	percent).	The	next	most	common	
employment	 categories	 for	 the	 city	 are	 sales	 and	 office	 occupations	 (14	 percent),	 followed	 by	 service	
occupations	(11	percent).12	

The	 county	was	negatively	affected	by	 the	housing	mortgage/financial	 crisis	of	 the	 late	2000s.	However,	
between	 2010	 and	 2019,	 approximately	 591,000	 jobs	 were	 added	 in	 San	 Mateo,	 Santa	 Clara,	 and	
San	Francisco	Counties.	More	 than	half	of	 the	 total	 job	growth	 occurred	 in	high-wage	 sectors,	which	are	
generally	defined	as	professions	where	average	annual	employee	compensation	 is	above	$100,000	(as	of	
2016).	Over	the	past	decade,	high-wage	industries	posted	an	annual	job	growth	rate	of	4.6	percent,	versus	3.4	
percent	for	all	industries.	The	job	growth	rate	for	the	longer	period	from	the	peak	of	the	previous	boom	in	
2000	until	2019	is	less	because	of	the	significant	job	losses	between	2000	and	2004,	which	offset	the	more	
recent	job	growth.	The	2020	economic	recession,	caused	by	the	coronavirus	pandemic,	eliminated	a	portion	
of	the	jobs	added	over	the	past	decade	and	resulted	in	significant	declines	in	total	employment	in	the	second	
quarter	of	2020	in	the	three-county	area13.	However,	between	March	2021	and	March	2022,	the	total	number	
of	jobs	in	the	counties	of	San	Francisco	and	San	Mateo	increased	by	91,800	jobs,	or	8.7	percent.	The	job	areas	
																																																													
9		 Keyser	Marston	Associates,	Inc.	2021.	Housing	Needs	Assessment	Commonwealth	Building	3	Project.	July.	
10	 City	of	Menlo	Park.	2014.	Housing	Element.	April	14.	
11	 Keyser	Marston	Associates,	Inc.	2021.	Housing	Needs	Assessment	Commonwealth	Building	3	Project.	July.	
12	 Association	of	Bay	Area	Governments	and	Metropolitan	Transportation	Commission.	2018.	Plan	Bay	Area,	

Projections	2040.	November.	
13	 Keyser	Marston	Associates,	Inc.	2021.	Housing	Needs	Assessment	Commonwealth	Building	3	Project.	July.	
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of	 professional,	 scientific,	 technical	 services,	 administrative	 and	 support	 services,	 and	 information	 all	
experienced	gains14.	Because	the	full	effects	of	the	coronavirus	pandemic	are	currently	unknown,	this	analysis	
uses	 the	most	 recent	 projection	 forecasts.	 Plan	 Bay	 Area,	 Projections	 2040	 predicts	 steady	 employment	
growth	between	2020	and	2040	for	the	city,	county,	and	Bay	Area	as	a	whole.	

The	 following	 table	 presents	 ABAG	 employment	 projections,	 which	 are	 used	 throughout	 the	 analysis	
presented	below.	More	recent	employment	data	are	available	 from	the	U.S.	Census	Bureau,	 indicating	that	
there	 are	 currently	 44,958	 jobs	 in	 the	 city.15	However,	 because	 the	U.S.	 Census	Bureau	 does	 not	provide	
projections,	Table	3.5-3	presents	only	ABAG	employment	projections	for	the	city,	the	county,	and	the	Bay	Area.	

Table 3.5-3. Employment Trends in Menlo Park, San Mateo County, and the Bay Area, 2020–2040 (Total 
Number of Jobs) 

	 2020	 2030	 2040	 Growth	(2020–2040)	
Menlo	Park	 36,410	 37,195	 42,475	 6,065	(16.6%)	
San	Mateo	County	 399,415	 423,005	 472,340	 72,770	(18.2%)	
Bay	Area	 4,136,190	 4,405,125	 4,698,375	 562,185	(13.6%)	
Source:	ABAG	and	MTC,	2018.		
ABAG’s	Plan	Bay	Area,	Projections	2040	incorporates	full	buildout	of	ConnectMenlo	and	the	Meta	Campus	expansion.	
	

As	indicated	in	Table	3.5-3,	the	ABAG	projections	for	2020	to	2040	show	a	steady	increase	in	employment	
in	the	Bay	Area	(13.6	percent).	Both	the	county	(18.2	percent)	and	the	city	(16.6	percent)	show	higher	
projected	employment	rates	than	the	Bay	Area	in	general.		

Table	3.5-4	compares	the	projected	number	of	employed	residents	in	the	city	with	the	projected	number	
of	jobs	available	in	the	city.	According	to	ABAG	projections,	the	number	of	employed	residents	in	the	city	
is	currently	62.4	percent	of	the	number	of	jobs	in	the	city.	In	the	next	20	years,	the	number	of	employed	
residents	is	expected	to	remain	relatively	constant,	decreasing	only	slightly	to	61.7	percent.16		

Table 3.5-4. Comparison of Number of Jobs to Employed Residents in Menlo Park, 2020–2040 

	 2020	 2040	
Jobsa	 36,410	 42,475	
Employed	Residentsa	 22,735	 26,205	
Percent	of	Employed	Residents	to	Total	Number	of	Jobs	 62.4	 61.7	
Source:	ABAG	and	MTC,	2018.		
a.		The	 number	 of	 jobs	 and	 employed	 residents	 is	 based	 on	 the	 city’s	 sphere	 of	 influence,	 which	 also	 includes	
unincorporated	areas	of	San	Mateo	County. 

																																																													
14		 California	Employment	Development	Department.	2022.	Press	Release	April	15:	San	Francisco-Redwood	City-

South	San	Francisco	Metropolitan	Division	(San	Francisco	and	San	Mateo	Counties).	Available:	
https://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/file/lfmonth/sanf$pds.pdf?msclkid=87e4ed7ccfee11ec95ab74c3ece
07916.	Accessed:	May	9,	2022.		

15	 U.S.	Census	Bureau.	2019.	American	Community	Survey,	2015–2019,	Sex	of	Workers	by	Means	of	Transportation	to	
Work	for	Workplace	Geography	(2015–2019	ACS	5-year	Estimates,	ID	B08406).	Available:	
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?q=ACSDT1Y2019.B08406&g=1600000US0646870&tid=ACSDT5Y2019.B0
8406&hidePreview=true.	Accessed:	June	1,	2022.	

16	 Association	of	Bay	Area	Governments	and	Metropolitan	Transportation	Commission.	2018.	Plan	Bay	Area,	
Projections	2040.	November.	
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The	average	median	income	(AMI)	in	San	Mateo	County	for	a	household	of	four	is	approximately	$149,600.17	
Because	the	city’s	housing	prices	are	high,	many	people	who	work	in	the	city	cannot	afford	to	live	in	the	city.	
Consequently,	people	who	work	in	the	community	often	must	commute	long	distances.	To	afford	the	median-
price	home	in	the	 city	($2.35	million),	a	 family	would	need	to	make	more	than	$384,600	annually.18	The	
difference	between	what	the	workforce	and	the	community	can	pay	for	housing,	based	on	household	income	
and	 the	prices	 for	homes	 in	 the	 community,	 is	 referred	 to	as	 an	affordability	gap.19	 In	addition,	housing	
production	has	not	kept	pace	with	job	growth	in	San	Mateo	County	and	adjacent	counties.	The	ratio	of	jobs	to	
housing	units	has	steadily	increased	in	San	Mateo,	Santa	Clara,	and	San	Francisco	Counties	since	2010	when	
the	 ratio	 was	 approximately	 1.35.	 In	 2019,	 the	 jobs/housing	 ratio	 for	 the	 three	 counties	 averaged	
approximately	1.75.	This	imbalance	is	a	factor	in	the	increase	in	housing	prices	and	rents.20		

According	to	the	U.S.	Census	Bureau	2015–2019	American	Community	Survey	(ACS),	5.9	percent	of	those	
who	currently	work	in	Menlo	Park	also	live	in	Menlo	Park.	That	number	has	declined	since	the	2000	census,	
which	showed	that	7.2	percent	of	those	who	worked	in	Menlo	Park	lived	in	Menlo	Park.	This	percentage	is	
low	 compared	 with	 most	 other	 cities	 in	 the	 Bay	 Area	 and	 attributable	 to	 a	 range	 of	 factors,	 such	 as	
affordability	constraints,	which	already	limit	a	worker’s	ability	to	find	housing	within	the	city,	and	the	large	
number	of	jobs	in	Menlo	Park	relative	to	the	housing	stock.	Another	contributing	factor	is	the	location	and	
boundary	configuration	of	the	city,	making	many	other	jurisdictions	within	a	short	commute.	Communities	
considered	within	a	short	commute	of	Menlo	Park	for	the	purposes	of	this	analysis	include	those	immediately	
surrounding	Menlo	Park:	East	Palo	Alto,	Woodside,	Redwood	City,	and	Palo	Alto.	It	is	estimated	that	of	those	
who	 currently	work	 in	Menlo	Park,	 0.5	 to	3.1	percent	of	 live	 in	East	Palo	 Alto,	 0.1	 to	 0.5	percent	 live	 in	
Woodside,	0.8	to	9.1	percent	live	in	Redwood	City,	and	4	percent	live	in	Palo	Alto.	21	

The	 Project	 site	 is	 located	 within	 the	 existing	 Commonwealth	 Corporate	 Center	 property,	 which	 is	
currently	leased	to	Meta.	The	share	of	Meta	workers	at	the	company’s	Menlo	Park	campuses	and	leased	
offices	who	also	live	in	Menlo	Park	is	approximately	7.4	percent,22	slightly	higher	than	the	overall	average	
of	5.9	percent	of	Menlo	Park	workers	who	both	live	and	work	in	the	city,	per	the	U.S.	Census	Bureau.	Many	
factors	 influence	 how	 people	 select	 where	 to	 live,	 including,	 but	 not	 limited	 to,	 weather;	 family,	
community,	and	cultural	factors;	housing	affordability;	quality	of	schools;	access	to	employment;	and	unit	
type.	The	reasons	for	a	somewhat	higher-than-average	share	of	Meta	workers	living	in	Menlo	Park	are	not	
known;	 however,	 one	 possible	 contributing	 factor	 may	 be	 Meta’s	 corporate	 housing	 program,	 under	
which	apartments	within	three	newer	properties	in	Menlo	Park,	including	the	777	Hamilton	Apartments,	
Elan	 Menlo	 Park,	 and	 Anton	 Menlo	 near	 the	 Meta	 campuses,	 are	 made	 available	 to	 employees	 as	
temporary	housing.23	

																																																													
17		 San	Mateo	County.	2021	San	Mateo	County	Income	Limits	as	Determined	by	HUD,	State	of	CA	HCD,	and	County	of	

San	Mateo.	April.	Available:	https://housing.smcgov.org/sites/housing.smcgov.org/files/2021-Income-Limits-
revised-042721.pdf.	Accessed:	February	8,	2022.		

18	 Keyser	Marston	Associates,	Inc.	2021.	Housing	Needs	Assessment	Commonwealth	Building	3	Project.	July.	
19	 City	of	Menlo	Park.	2014.	Housing	Element.	April	1.	
20	 Keyser	Marston	Associates,	Inc.	2021.	Housing	Needs	Assessment	Commonwealth	Building	3	Project.	July.	
21	 Ibid.	
22		 Ibid.	Based	on	data	provided	by	Meta	applicable	to	employees	at	its	existing	Menlo	Park	facilities	as	of	March	

2020.	
23	 Ibid.	
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Regulatory Setting 

State 

State	Housing	Element	Law.	The	Regional	Housing	Needs	Allocation	(RHNA)	 is	a	process	established	
under	the	State	Housing	Element	Law	that	requires	cities	in	California	to	plan	for	future	development	of	
new	housing	units	to	meet	their	share	of	regional	housing	needs.	Housing	needs	for	each	region	in	the	
state	are	determined	by	the	State	Department	of	Housing	and	Community	Development	and	submitted	to	
Councils	 of	 Government	 for	 allocation	 to	 local	 jurisdictions.	 ABAG	 is	 ultimately	 responsible	 for	
determining	the	share	of	the	regional	housing	need	to	be	met	by	each	city	in	the	Bay	Area.	State	Housing	
Element	 Law	 has	 established	 three	 housing	 affordability	 categories.	 The	 categories	 are	 based	 on	 the	
region’s	median	income	and	take	into	account	household	sizes,	which	range	from	one	to	six	people.	The	
three	affordability	categories	are	used	by	ABAG	in	allocating	regional	housing	needs.	

l Very	Low:	0	to	50	percent	of	the	area’s	median	income	

l Low:	51	to	80	percent	of	the	area’s	median	income	

l Moderate:	81	to	120	percent	of	the	area’s	median	income	

The	current	RHNA,	approved	in	May	2021,	identifies	housing	needs	for	the	2023	to	2031	planning	period.	
As	shown	in	Table	3.5-5,	ABAG	determined	that	2,946	units	(defined	by	income	category)	is	Menlo	Park’s	
fair	 share	 of	 the	 regional	 housing	 need	 for	 the	 2023	 to	 2031	 period.24	 The	 City	 updated	 its	 Housing	
Element	in	April	2014	and	is	currently	in	compliance	with	respect	to	designating	enough	appropriately	
zoned	 land	 to	accommodate	 its	 allocated	housing	units	 for	 the	2014	 to	2022	RHNA	reporting	period.	
However,	with	adoption	of	the	2023	to	2031	RHNA,	which	incorporates	the	upcoming	Plan	Bay	Area	2050,	
the	City	is	in	the	process	of	updating	the	Housing	Element	for	the	current	RHNA	cycle.	The	2023	to	2031	
Housing	Element	will	be	submitted	to	the	State	Department	of	Housing	and	Community	Development	by	
January	2023.25	

Table 3.5-5. ABAG Regional Housing Need Allocation for 2023-2031 

Income	Level	 Menlo	Park	Need	 Regional	Need	
Very	Low	 740	 114,442	
Low	 426	 65,892	
Moderate	 496	 72,712	
Subtotal	of	Affordable	Units	 1,662	 253,046	
Above	Moderatea	 1,284	 188,130	
Total	 2,946	 441,176	
Source:	ABAG,	2021.		
a.	 Above	Moderate:	Households	with	incomes	greater	than	120	percent	of	county	median	family	income.	ABAG	does	not	
use	the	Above	Moderate	category.	This	category	is	included	in	the	RHNA	and	the	analysis	below	to	provide	decision-
makers	with	more	information	regarding	housing	impacts	for	a	broad	spectrum	of	the	new-worker	households	
associated	with	the	Proposed	Project.		

																																																													
24	 Association	of	Bay	Area	Governments.	2021.	Regional	Housing	Need	Plan	for	the	San	Francisco	Bay	Area:	2023–

2031.	May	2021.	Available:	https://abag.ca.gov/our-work/housing/rhna-regional-housing-needs-allocation.	
Accessed:	June	13,	2021.	

25		 City	of	Menlo	Park	Community	Development.	2021.	Staff	Report	Number	21-065-CC.	March	23.	Available:	
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/27669/I2-20210323-CC-Housing-element-MGroup-
agree.	Accessed:	June	13,	2021.	



City of Menlo Park 
 Environmental Impact Analysis 

Population and Housing 
 

 
Commonwealth Building 3 Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 3.5-7 June 2022 

ICF 104394.0.001 
 

Sustainable	Communities	Strategy	and	Senate	Bill	375.	Senate	Bill	(SB)	375,	adopted	in	2008,	requires	
preparation	 of	 a	 Sustainable	 Communities	 Strategy	 (SCS)	 as	part	 of	 the	Regional	 Transportation	 Plan	
(RTP)	for	the	Bay	Area.	Plan	Bay	Area,	the	first	SCS	for	the	region,	was	jointly	approved	in	July	2013	by	
ABAG	and	the	MTC.	Plan	Bay	Area	2040,	an	updated	SCS	for	the	region,	was	jointly	approved	in	July	2017	
by	ABAG	and	MTC.	Plan	Bay	Area	2040	was	the	strategic	update	to	the	original	Plan	Bay	Area,	approved	
in	2013,	which	represented	a	transportation	and	 land	use/housing	strategy	 for	how	the	Bay	Area	will	
address	its	transportation	mobility	and	accessibility	needs,	land	development	issues,	and	greenhouse	gas	
emissions	reduction	requirements	through	2040.	Plan	Bay	Area	2040	builds	on	earlier	work	to	develop	
an	 efficient	 transportation	 network,	 provide	 more	 housing	 choices,	 and	 grow	 in	 a	 financially	 and	
environmentally	responsible	way.	SB	375	requires	the	RHNA	to	be	consistent	with	the	SCS	and	establishes	
an	8-year	cycle	for	the	RHNA.	The	2014	to	2022	RHNA	has	been	incorporated	into	Plan	Bay	Area	and	Plan	
Bay	Area	2040.	
	
The	draft	Plan	Bay	Area	2050	was	released	in	May	2021	and	the	Final	Plan	was	adopted	in	October	2021.	
Plan	 Bay	 Area	 2050	 focuses	 on	 four	 key	 issues,	 the	 economy,	 the	 environment,	 housing,	 and	
transportation.	This	new	regional	plan	will	outline	strategies	for	growth	and	investment	through	2050	
while	 simultaneously	 striving	 to	meet	 or	 exceed	 federal	 and	 state	 requirements.	 MTC	 and	 ABAG	 are	
expected	to	adopt	Plan	Bay	Area	2050	in	fall	2021.26	The	2023	to	2031	RHNA	will	be	incorporated	into	
Plan	Bay	Area	2050.	

Regional 
Jobs	Housing	 Connection	 Strategy	Methodology	 for	 Plan	Bay	Area.	The	 Jobs	 Housing	 Connection	
Strategy	 was	 adopted	 by	 ABAG	 and	 MTC	 as	 part	 of	 Plan	 Bay	 Area	 in	 July	 2013.	 The	 Jobs	 Housing	
Connection	Strategy	reflects	the	preferred	land	use	pattern,	which	was	selected	from	a	series	of	land	use	
alternatives	and	based	on	 input	 from	 the	public,	 cities	 and	counties,	and	 transportation	agencies.	The	
preferred	scenario	aims	to	concentrate	growth	near	transit-served	employment	centers	in	the	inner	Bay	
Area.	For	the	SCS,	the	methodology	used	for	assigning	household	growth	to	local	jurisdictions	considered	
multiple	 factors,	 including	 housing	 development	 capacity,	 base	 housing	 unit	 growth,	 vehicle	 miles	
traveled/transit	service	adjustments,	as	well	as	other	growth	factors.	

Local 
City	 of	Menlo	Park	General	 Plan.	 All	 California	 cities	 and	 counties	 are	 required	 to	 include	 a	Housing	
Element	in	their	general	plans	that	establishes	housing	objectives,	policies,	and	programs	in	response	to	
community	housing	conditions	and	needs.	The	City	updated	and	adopted	its	Housing	Element	on	April	1,	
2014,	which	was	prepared	to	respond	to	current	and	near-term	future	housing	needs	in	Menlo	Park.	The	
Housing	Element	is	currently	expected	to	be	updated	and	finalized	in	2023	to	reflect	the	upcoming	RHNA	
cycle.27	 The	Housing	 Element	also	provides	a	 framework	 for	 the	 community’s	 longer-term	 approach	 to	
addressing	 its	housing	needs.	The	Housing	Element	contains	goals,	updated	 information,	and	strategic	
directions	 (i.e.,	 policies	 and	 implementing	 actions)	 that	 the	 City	 is	 committed	 to	 undertaking.28	
		

																																																													
26		 Association	of	Bay	Area	Governments	and	Metropolitan	Transportation	Commission.	2021.	Plan	Bay	Area	2050.	

Available:	https://www.planbayarea.org/plan-bay-area-2050-1.	Accessed:	June	15,	2021.		
27		 City	of	Menlo	Park	Community	Development.	2021.	Staff	Report	Number	21-065-CC.	March	23.	Available:	

https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/27669/I2-20210323-CC-Housing-element-MGroup-
agree.	Accessed:	June	13,	2021.	

28	 City	of	Menlo	Park.	2014.	Housing	Element.	April	1,	2014.		
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State	Housing	Element	Law	requires	the	general	plan	of	a	city	to	have	an	updated	Housing	Element	that	
provides	for	a	specified	number	of	housing	units,	based	on	an	allocation	of	regional	housing	needs.	The	
allocation	process	is	now	set	to	occur	every	8	years,	as	discussed	above.	ABAG	is	responsible	for	allocation	
in	the	Bay	Area.		

The	following	policies	within	the	Housing	Element	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	are	relevant	to	the	Proposed	
Project:	

Policy	H1.7:	Local	Funding	for	Affordable	Housing.	Seek	ways	to	reduce	housing	costs	 for	 lower-
income	workers	 and	 people	with	 special	 needs	 by	 developing	 ongoing	 local	 funding	 resources	 and	
continuing	to	utilize	other	local,	state,	and	federal	assistance	to	the	fullest	extent	possible.	The	City	will	
also	maintain	the	below-market-rate	housing	program	requirements	for	residential	and	nonresidential	
developments.	

Policy	H4.10:	Inclusionary	Housing	Approach.	Require	residential	developments	involving	 five	or	
more	 units	 to	 provide	 units	 or	 an	 in-lieu	 fee	 equivalent	 for	 very	 low-,	 low-,	 and	moderate-income	
housing.	The	units	provided	through	this	policy	are	 intended	for	permanent	occupancy	and	must	be	
deed	 restricted,	 including,	 but	 not	 limited	 to,	 single-family	 housing,	 multi-family	 housing,	
condominiums,	townhouses,	or	land	subdivisions.	In	addition,	the	City	will	require	larger	nonresidential	
developments,	as	job	generators,	to	participate	in	addressing	housing	needs	in	the	community	through	
the	City’s	commercial	in-lieu	fee	requirements.		

ConnectMenlo.	 ConnectMenlo,	 which	 updated	 the	 Land	Use	 Element	 and	 Circulation	 Element	 of	 the	
Menlo	 Park	 General	 Plan,	 was	 adopted	 in	 November	 2016.	 The	 following	 goal	 and	 policy	 from	
ConnectMenlo	are	most	relevant	to	the	Proposed	Project:29	

Policy	 LU-4.1:	 Priority	 Commercial	 Development.	 Encourage	 emerging	 technology	 and	
entrepreneurship,	and	prioritize	 commercial	development	that	provides	 fiscal	benefit	 to	the	 city,	
local	job	opportunities,	and/or	goods	or	services	needed	by	the	community.	

Policy	 LU-4.4:	 Community	Amenities.	 Require	mixed-use	and	 nonresidential	 development	 of	 a	
certain	minimum	scale	to	support	and	contribute	to	programs	that	benefit	the	community	and	the	
city,	including	education,	transit,	transportation	infrastructure,	sustainability,	neighborhood-serving	
amenities,	child	care,	housing,	job	training,	and	meaningful	employment	for	Menlo	Park	youth	and	
adults.	

Environmental Impacts 
This	section	describes	the	impact	analysis	related	to	population	and	housing	for	the	Proposed	Project.	It	
describes	the	methods	used	to	determine	the	 impacts	of	 the	Proposed	Project	and	 lists	 the	thresholds	
used	to	conclude	whether	an	impact	would	be	significant.	A	summary	of	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	impacts	
and	mitigation	measures	is	then	provided.	As	previously	discussed	in	Chapter	1,	Introduction,	the	analysis	
below	makes	reference	to,	and	tiers	from,	the	ConnectMenlo	Final	EIR,	where	appropriate.	This	section	
identifies	potential	impacts	of	the	Proposed	Project	and,	if	necessary,	mitigation	measures.	

																																																													
29	 Menlo	Park,	City	of.	2016.	City	of	Menlo	Park	General	Plan,	Land	Use	and	Circulation	Elements.	November	29.	

Available:	https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/15013/Land-Use-and-Circulation-Element_	
adopted-112916_final_figures?bidId=.	Accessed:	April	14,	2021.	
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Thresholds of Significance 
In	accordance	with	Appendix	G	of	 the	CEQA	Guidelines,	 the	Proposed	Project	would	have	a	significant	
effect	if	it	would	result	in	any	of	the	conditions	listed	below.	

l Induce	substantial	unplanned	population	growth	in	an	area,	either	directly	(e.g.,	by	proposing	new	
homes	and	businesses)	or	indirectly	(e.g.,	through	extension	of	roads	or	other	infrastructure)	

l Displace	 substantial	 numbers	 of	 existing	 people	 or	 housing,	 necessitating	 the	 construction	 of	
replacement	housing	elsewhere	

Methods for Analysis 
This	analysis	considers	whether	population	and	household	growth	would	occur	with	implementation	of	
the	 Proposed	 Project	 and	 whether	 this	 growth	 would	 be	 within	 the	 forecasts	 for	 the	 city	 and/or	
considered	 substantial	with	 respect	 to	 remaining	growth	potential	 in	 the	 city.	This	 section	uses	ABAG	
projections	to	analyze	the	impacts	of	the	Proposed	Project.	

An	HNA	prepared	by	Keyser	Marston	Associates	(Appendix	3.5)	has	been	applied	to	the	analysis	in	the	
EIR.30	 U.S.	 Census	 Bureau,	 U.S.	 Bureau	 of	 Labor	 Statistics,	 and	 California	 Employment	 Development	
Department	data	were	used	in	preparation	of	the	HNA.	The	HNA	presents	the	anticipated	housing	needs	
associated	with	the	Proposed	Project.	Issues	related	to	both	increased	demand	for	housing	and	potential	
increased	housing	unit	allocations	are	addressed.	The	HNA	is	part	of	a	range	of	analyses	that	will	be	used	
in	 the	 decision-making	 and	 entitlement	 process	 for	 the	 Proposed	 Project.	 Preparation	 of	 the	 HNA	 is	
required	under	the	terms	of	the	2017	settlement	agreement	between	Menlo	Park	and	East	Palo	Alto.	

Indirect	or	secondary	impacts	are	those	that	are	caused	by	a	project	and	later	in	time	or	farther	removed	
in	distance	but	still	reasonably	 foreseeable.	 Indirect	or	secondary	effects	may	 include	growth-inducing	
effects	and	other	effects	related	to	induced	changes	in	the	pattern	of	land	use,	population	density,	or	the	
growth	 rate	 (CEQA	 Guidelines,	 Section	 15358[a][2]).	 Specifically,	 growth-inducing	 effects	 include	 the	
ways	 in	which	a	project	 could	 foster	economic	or	population	growth	or	 the	 construction	of	additional	
housing,	either	directly	or	indirectly.	Projects	that	would	remove	obstacles	to	population	growth	(e.g.,	a	
major	expansion	to	a	wastewater	treatment	plant)	might	allow	development	to	occur	in	an	area	that	was	
not	 previously	 considered	 feasible	 for	 development	 because	 of	 infrastructure	 limitations	 (CEQA	
Guidelines,	 Section	 15126.2[d]).	 As	 such,	 indirect	 population	 growth	 is	 a	 secondary	 impact	 and	
considered	below.	

In	making	the	translation	from	the	estimated	number	of	Project	employees	to	the	estimated	number	of	
housing	units	in	demand,	the	analysis	in	the	HNA	and	this	section	considers	multiple-earner	households.	
Multiple-earner	households	have	two	or	more	workers	and	take	a	variety	of	forms,	such	as	roommates	
and	 housemates,	 couples,	 and	 multi-generational	 households.	 The	 analysis	 makes	 an	 adjustment	 to	
recognize	 that	 an	 added	 employee	who	 lives	 in	 a	 household	with	 one	 or	more	 other	 workers	 is	 not	
responsible	for	creating	demand	for	an	entire	additional	housing	unit,	only	a	portion	of	an	additional	unit.	
There	is	no	implicit	assumption	in	the	workers-per-household	calculation	that	Project	workers	would	live	
with	 one	 another.	 Multiple-earner	 households	 are	 a	 factor	 that	 must	 be	 recognized	 in	 the	 analysis,	
irrespective	of	where	the	other	working	member	of	the	household	is	employed.	A	specific	factor	of	1.91	
workers	per	worker	household	is	the	average	number	of	workers	in	each	working	household	in	San	Mateo	
County	and	derived	from	U.S.	Census	Bureau	data	(2015–2019	ACS).	

																																																													
30	 Keyser	Marston	Associates,	Inc.	2021.	Housing	Needs	Assessment	Commonwealth	Building	3	Project.	May.	
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Summary of Analysis in the ConnectMenlo EIR 
As	described	in	Chapter	1,	Introduction,	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	provided	a	program-level	analysis	of	the	
development	potential	envisioned	for	the	entire	city,	including	the	increased	development	potential	in	the	
Bayfront	Area.	The	Land	Use	Element	specifically	identifies	new	development	potential	in	the	Bayfront	
Area	of	up	to	2.3	million	gross	 square	 feet	 (gsf)	of	non-residential	space,	400	hotel	 rooms,	and	4,500	
residential	 units.31	 The	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 determined	 that,	 at	 full	 buildout,	 implementation	 of	
ConnectMenlo	would	result	in	an	additional	11,570	residents,	for	a	total	city-wide	population	of	50,350,	
and	5,500	new	employees,	for	a	total	city-wide	daytime	population	of	53,250.	The	buildout	potential	for	
future	development	is	expected	to	occur	over	a	24-year	buildout	horizon	(from	approximately	2016	to	
2040).32	This	topic	was	analyzed	in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	as	Impact	POP-1	(pages	4.11-5	to	4.11-18)	and	
determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	Within	 the	ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 study	 area,	 future	 development	
would	be	guided	by	the	policy	framework.	No	mitigation	measures	were	recommended.	

The	ConnectMenlo	EIR	found	that	buildout	of	ConnectMenlo	would	not	displace	a	substantial	number	of	
housing	units	or	people,	nor	would	it	require	the	construction	of	replacement	housing	elsewhere.	This	
topic	was	analyzed	in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	as	Impact	POP-2	(pages	4.11-18	to	4.11-20)	and	POP-3	(page	
4.11-20)	and	determined	to	be	 less	than	significant.	Within	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	study	area,	existing	
policies	would	ensure	that	adequate	housing	would	remain	and	that	the	potential	for	any	displacement	of	
existing	housing	and	people	would	be	limited.	No	mitigation	measures	were	recommended.	

The	ConnectMenlo	EIR	found	that	buildout	of	ConnectMenlo	would	result	in	a	significant	and	unavoidable	
cumulative	impact	related	to	direct	and	previously	unplanned	population	growth	in	the	area.	Buildout	of	
ConnectMenlo	would	result	in	population	and	housing	levels	that	would	not	be	in	alignment	with	ABAG’s	
Plan	Bay	Area,	Projections	2013.	However,	the	City	found	that	future	ABAG	projections	would	take	into	
account	buildout	of	ConnectMenlo,	and	Menlo	Park’s	growth	would	no	longer	contribute	to	a	cumulative	
exceedance	 of	 regional	 projections.	 Since	 certification	 of	 the	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR,	 ABAG	 updated	 its	
population	growth	projections.	The	most	recent	regional	projections	(Plan	Bay	Area,	Projections	2040)33	
incorporate	full	buildout	of	ConnectMenlo.	

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
Impact	POP-1:	 Indirect	Population	Growth.	The	Proposed	Project	would	not	 induce	substantial	
population	growth	indirectly	through	job	growth,	nor	would	projected	growth	result	in	adverse	
direct	impacts	on	the	physical	environment.	(LTS)	

The	Project	site	is	located	within	the	Commonwealth	Corporate	Center	property,	which	is	currently	leased	
by	 Meta.	 For	 purposes	 of	 this	 analysis,	 it	 is	 assumed	 that	 the	 tenant	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 would	
continue	to	be	Meta.	The	Proposed	Project	would	include	construction	of	249,500	gsf	of	office	uses,	which	
would	generate	new	employees	at	the	Project	site.	The	Proposed	Project	would	be	built	out	by	2024,	with	
full	occupancy	by	2025.	It	is	estimated	that	approximately	1,996	employees	would	occupy	the	proposed	
new	building	at	full	buildout.	The	number	of	employees	in	the	existing	onsite	buildings	would	not	change	
as	a	result	of	the	Proposed	Project.	
																																																													
31		 The	ConnectMenlo	Final	EIR	included	an	evaluation	of	4,500	residential	units	in	the	Bayfront	Area,	consisting	of	

3,000	unrestricted	residential	units	and	1,500	corporate	dormitory-style	housing	units	on	the	Meta	East	
Campus	(also	known	as	the	Classic	Campus).	

32		 Although	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	assumed	a	buildout	horizon	of	2040,	the	maximum	development	potential	may	
be	reached	sooner	than	anticipated.	However,	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	evaluated	the	maximum	development	
potential	that	could	occur	at	any	given	time	and	did	not	consider	phased	buildout	of	the	development	potential;	
therefore,	no	new	or	additional	impacts	are	anticipated	as	a	result	of	the	expedited	buildout.	

33	 Association	of	Bay	Area	Governments	and	Metropolitan	Transportation	Commission.	2018.	Plan	Bay	Area,	
Projections	2040.	November.	
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The	ConnectMenlo	EIR	considered	the	potential	impacts	on	unplanned	population	growth	associated	with	
the	buildout	of	ConnectMenlo,	including	buildout	of	the	Office	land	use	designation,	wherein	the	Proposed	
Project	is	located.	The	Proposed	Project	is	consistent	with	the	Office	land	use	designation,	as	well	as	the	
allowed	density.	The	additional	1,996	employees	at	the	Project	site	would	represent	approximately	36.3	
percent	 of	 the	 total	 5,500	 employees	 assumed	 under	 full	 buildout	 of	 ConnectMenlo.	 Although	 the	
Proposed	Project	would	not	result	in	onsite	residential	population	increases,	the	new	employees	could	
generate	the	need	for	more	housing	in	the	city	and	the	region,	as	discussed	below.		

Construction 

Construction	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 including	 demolition,	 utility	 relocation,	 grading/excavation,	
building	and	parking	structure	construction,	and	finishing	work,	would	temporarily	increase	construction	
employment.	Given	the	relatively	common	nature	and	scale	of	construction	associated	with	the	Proposed	
Project,	the	demand	for	construction	employment	would	most	likely	be	met	within	the	existing	and	future	
labor	market	 in	the	city	and	the	county.	The	size	of	 the	construction	workforce	would	vary	during	the	
different	phases	of	construction.	The	number	of	construction	workers	required	for	construction	would	be	
eight	to	125	per	day,	depending	on	the	work	scheduled.	Construction	workers	would	come	primarily	from	
Bay	Area	cities	and	counties.	Although	some	would	commute	from	outside	the	Bay	Area,	because	of	the	
temporary	nature	of	construction,	workers	would	not	be	expected	to	relocate	permanently.	Therefore,	
impacts	 related	 to	unplanned	 indirect	population	growth	during	 construction	of	 the	Proposed	Project	
would	be	less	than	significant.	

Operation 

Employment	Growth.	The	Project	site	currently	accommodates	approximately	1,550	employees.	With	
implementation	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 a	 total	 of	 approximately	 3,546	 employees	 would	 be	
accommodated	at	the	Project	site,	a	net	increase	of	approximately	1,996	employees.	As	shown	in	Table	
3.5-3,	 above,	 ABAG	 estimates	 that	 the	 number	 of	 jobs	 in	 the	 city’s	 sphere	 of	 influence	 will	 grow	 by	
approximately	6,065	between	2020	and	2040.	Therefore,	with	a	net	increase	in	the	number	of	new	jobs	
at	the	Project	site	at	full	buildout	(i.e.,	approximately	1,996),	the	number	of	employees	generated	by	the	
Proposed	Project	would	equal	approximately	32.9	percent	of	the	anticipated	employment	growth	in	the	
city	from	2020	to	2040,	which	is	within	the	anticipated	employment	growth	rate.34	Therefore,	the	number	
of	employees	generated	by	the	Proposed	Project	would	not	exceed	ABAG	projections,	and	the	Proposed	
Project	would	not	result	in	an	increase	in	city	population	or	demand	for	housing	that	would	exceed	ABAG	
projections,	as	explained	in	more	detail	below.		

Indirect	Population	Growth.	Operation	of	the	Proposed	Project	would	generate	up	to	1,996	new	jobs	at	
full	buildout	and	occupancy.	Using	an	average	of	1.91	workers	per	household	in	San	Mateo	County,	the	
Proposed	 Project	 would	 generate	 approximately	 1,046	 households.35	 On	 average,	 approximately	
5.9	percent	of	the	city’s	workforce	both	work	and	reside	in	the	city;	however,	7.4	percent	of	employees	
who	currently	work	for	Meta	also	live	in	Menlo	Park.36	Using	these	numbers,	the	Proposed	Project	could	
result	in	approximately	6237	to	7738	new	households	in	the	city.	With	an	average	of	2.64	pph,	the	Proposed	
																																																													
34	 The	1,996	employees	generated	by	the	Proposed	Project/6,065	new	jobs	in	the	city	between	2020	and	2040	×	

100	=	32.9	percent	of	anticipated	employment	growth	in	the	city’s	sphere	of	influence.	
35	 1,996	new	jobs/1.91	workers	per	worker	household	=	1,046	total	households.	
36	 For	informational	purposes,	the	HNA	also	includes	a	goal-based	commute	share	estimate	of	20	percent,	based	on	the	

2000	Nexus	Study.	This	would	result	in	a	demand	for	68	housing	units	within	the	city.	This	is	not	reflective	of	existing	
conditions	and	therefore	not	further	analyzed	here.	For	more	details,	please	refer	to	Appendix	3.5.	

37	 1,046	total	households	×	5.9	percent	(city	average)	=	62	households.	
38	 1,046	total	households	×	7.4	percent	(Meta	average)	=	77	households.	
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Project	could	generate	approximately	164	to	204	new	residents	within	Menlo	Park.	As	shown	in	Table	
3.5-1,	approximately	44,530	residents	 lived	within	the	city’s	sphere	of	 influence	 in	2020.	According	to	
ABAG	 projections,	 the	 population	 is	 projected	 to	 increase	 to	 approximately	 54,920	 by	 2040.	 This	
represents	an	increase	of	10,390	residents	over	20	years.	The	addition	of	up	to	204	new	residents	in	the	
city	as	a	 result	of	 the	Proposed	Project	would	 represent	approximately	1.9	percent	of	 the	anticipated	
population	growth	within	the	city	between	2020	and	2040.39		

Housing	Growth.	As	shown	in	Table	3.5-2,	ABAG	estimates	that	the	number	of	households	in	the	city’s	
sphere	of	 influence	will	 grow	by	approximately	2,290	between	2020	and	2040.	The	Proposed	Project	
could	generate	demand	for	up	to	77	housing	units	in	the	city,	assuming	that	up	to	7.4	percent	of	employees	
would	 live	 in	 the	 city.	 Therefore,	 the	 Project-induced	 housing	 demand	 would	 equal	 approximately	
3.4	percent	of	the	anticipated	housing	growth	in	the	city’s	sphere	of	influence	between	2020	and	2040.40		

Buildout	 of	 the	 Office	 land	 use	 designation,	 wherein	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 be	 located,	 was	
considered	as	part	of	the	growth	analyzed	in	ConnectMenlo	and	accounted	for	in	regional	planning	efforts	
and	projections.	The	Proposed	Project	is	consistent	with	the	Office	land	use	designation,	as	well	as	the	
allowed	density.	Therefore,	the	induced	housing	demand	associated	with	buildout	of	the	Office	land	use	
designation,	 including	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 in	 the	 city,	 county,	 and	 region	 was	 also	 accounted	 for.	
ConnectMenlo	 anticipates	 the	 construction	 of	 approximately	 3,000	 residential	 units.	 New	 residents	
induced	by	jobs	at	the	Project	site	could	be	accommodated	within	this	new	construction.	In	addition,	the	
current	 vacancy	 rate	 in	 the	 city,	 according	 to	 the	 California	 DOF,	 is	 7.1	 percent.	 This	 represents	
approximately	 1,000	 vacant	 units	 in	 the	 city.41	 The	 62	 to	 77	 housing	 units	 that	 would	 be	 needed	 to	
accommodate	 the	new	households	generated	by	the	Proposed	Project	 could	be	accommodated	by	 the	
vacant	units.	As	such,	the	Proposed	Project’s	demand	for	housing	could	be	accommodated	within	the	city’s	
anticipated	housing	construction	and/or	vacant	units.		

Geographic	Distribution	 of	 Housing	 Demand.	 The	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 generate	 a	 demand	 for	
1,046	housing	units	in	the	region.	As	stated	above,	using	existing	Meta	commute	patterns,	it	is	anticipated	
that	up	to	7.4	percent	of	the	1,996	employees	generated	by	the	Proposed	Project	would	live	in	Menlo	Park.	
The	remaining	employees	would	very	likely	find	housing	throughout	the	region,	with	the	majority	living	
in	San	Mateo,	Santa	Clara,	and	San	Francisco	counties.	It	is	anticipated	that	between	65	and	69	percent	of	
the	new	1,996	employees	at	the	Project	site	at	buildout	would	live	in	Santa	Clara	and	San	Mateo	Counties	
(680	 to	 722	 housing	 units	 in	 the	 region).	 The	 remaining	 workers	 are	 anticipated	 to	 commute	 from	
San	Francisco	and	Alameda	Counties	(24	to	37	percent	of	total	workers).	Approximately	4	to	7	percent	of	
workers	would	commute	from	other	counties.	The	cities	adjacent	to	Menlo	Park	are	also	expected	to	house	
a	percentage	of	the	1,996	new	onsite	employees,	as	follows	(254	to	351	employees):42	

l East	Palo	Alto:	0.5	to	3.1	percent	(10	to	62	employees)	
l Palo	Alto:	4.0	percent	(80	employees)	
l Atherton:	0.1	to	0.9	percent	(2	to	18	employees)	
l Redwood	City:	8.0	to	9.1	percent	(160	to	181	employees)	
l Woodside:	0.1	to	0.5	percent	(	2	to	10	employees)	

																																																													
39	 (up	to	204	new	residents	in	the	city’s	sphere	of	influence/10,390	anticipated	new	residents	in	the	city’s	sphere	

of	influence	between	2020	and	2040)	×	100	=	1.9	percent	of	anticipated	population	growth	in	the	city’s	sphere	
of	influence.	

40	 (77	units	demanded	by	the	Proposed	Project/2,290	new	households	in	the	city’s	sphere	of	influence	between	
2020	and	2040)	×	100	=	3.4	percent	of	anticipated	housing	growth	in	the	city’s	sphere	of	influence.	

41	 The	7.1	percent	vacancy	rate	×	14,082	existing	total	housing	units	in	the	city	as	of	January	1,	2020	=	1,000	
vacant	units	in	the	city.	

42	 Keyser	Marston	Associates,	Inc.	2021.	Housing	Needs	Assessment	Commonwealth	Building	3	Project.	July.	
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It	should	be	noted	that	one	employee	would	not	necessarily	equate	to	one	housing	unit	because	some	
employees	would	share	housing	with	 family,	spouses,	or	roommates.	ABAG	projections	are	considered	
the	benchmark	for	foreseeable	housing	growth	(built	housing)	in	each	area.	As	shown	in	Table	3.5-2,	ABAG	
projects	that	the	number	of	households	would	grow	by	18.9	percent	in	the	Bay	Area	region,	11.9	percent	
in	San	Mateo	County,	and	14.9	percent	 in	 the	 city	between	2020	and	2040.	For	 that	 same	period,	 the	
indirect	housing	demand	generated	by	the	Proposed	Project	would	be	0.2	percent	of	projected	household	
growth	in	the	Bay	Area	and	3.1	percent	of	that	in	San	Mateo	County.	On	a	regional	basis,	the	Proposed	
Project’s	 demand	 for	 housing	 would	 not	 represent	 a	 significant	 share	 of	 the	 total	 housing	 growth	
projected	by	ABAG.		

Income	 Distribution	 of	 Housing	 Demand.	 Housing	 affordability	 is	 an	 important	 consideration	 for	
planning	 purposes.	 However,	 it	 is	 a	 socioeconomic	 issue	 and	 therefore	 not	 an	 environmental	 impact	
evaluated	 under	 CEQA.	 A	 shortfall	 in	 affordable	 units	 within	 the	 city	 is	 not	 considered	 a	 physical	
environmental	 impact.	 However,	 for	 informational	 purposes	 only,	 this	 subsection	 provides	 the	
distribution	 of	 indirect	 housing	 demand,	 according	 to	 affordability	 levels.	 This	 discussion	 is	 based	 on	
information	from	the	HNA	and	RHNA.	

Housing	affordability	is	determined	relative	to	the	AMI	for	a	locality,	as	defined	by	the	U.S.	Department	
of	 Housing	 and	 Urban	 Development	 (HUD).43	 Per	 HUD’s	 definition,	 very	 low-income	 housing	 is	
affordable	for	households	with	incomes	under	50	percent	of	the	AMI,	low-income	housing	is	affordable	
for	 households	 with	 incomes	 between	 51	 and	 80	 percent	 of	 the	 AMI,	moderate-income	 housing	 is	
affordable	 for	 households	with	 incomes	 between	 81	 and	 120	 percent	 of	 the	AMI,	 above	moderate-
income	housing	is	affordable	for	households	with	incomes	between	121	and	150	percent	of	 the	AMI,	
and	upper-income	housing	is	affordable	for	households	with	incomes	greater	than	151	percent	of	the	
AMI.	

Employment	growth	generated	by	the	Proposed	Project	would	contribute	to	housing	demand	at	various	
income	 levels.	Table	 3.5-6	provides	a	 breakdown	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project’s	 indirect	 housing	 demand,	
according	 to	 projected	 household	 incomes.	 As	 shown,	within	 the	 region,	 the	 Proposed	 Project	would	
indirectly	 result	 in	 the	 demand	 for	 24	 housing	 units	 for	 households	 with	 extremely	 low	 incomes,	
78	housing	 units	 for	 households	with	 very	 low	 incomes,	 215	 units	 for	 households	with	 low	 incomes,	
185	units	 for	 households	 with	 moderate	 incomes,	 210	 units	 for	 households	 with	 above-moderate	
incomes,	 and	 334	 units	 for	 households	 in	 the	 upper-income	 brackets.	 Table	 3.5-6	 also	 includes	 a	
breakdown	of	the	estimated	share	of	Menlo	Park’s	total	housing	needs	by	income,	using	the	conservative	
assumption	 that	 7.4	 percent	 of	 employees	 at	 the	 Project	 site	 would	 live	 in	 the	 city.	 As	 shown,	
approximately	 37	 units	 would	 be	 needed	 for	 households	 with	 extremely	 low	 to	 moderate	 incomes,	
15	units	for	households	with	above-moderate	incomes,	and	25	units	for	households	in	the	upper-income	
brackets.		

Conclusion.	The	Proposed	Project	is	an	infill	development	within	an	already-developed	area	of	the	city.	
Employment	growth,	as	well	as	indirect	housing	demand,	under	the	Proposed	Project	is	accounted	for	in	
ConnectMenlo	and	regional	growth	plans,	such	as	ABAG	projections.	The	Project	site	 is	well	served	by	
urban	infrastructure,	services,	and	a	shuttle.	The	Proposed	Project	would	not	induce	a	substantial	level	of	
unplanned	population	growth	in	the	city,	either	directly	or	indirectly,	resulting	in	less-than-significant	
impacts.	

	
																																																													
43	 According	to	the	California	Department	of	Housing	and	Community	Development	(FY	2021),	the	area	median	

income	in	San	Mateo	County	is	$104,700	for	one	person,	$119,700	for	two	people,	$134,650	for	three	people,	
and	$149,600	for	four	people.	
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Table 3.5-6. Number of New Households by Household Income Level in the Region and City  

Income	Category	 Income	Definition	

Number	of	
Households	

(City)	

Number	of	
Households	
(Region)a	

Percentage	
of	Total	
(Region)	

Extremely	Low	Income	 0%–30%	AMI	 2	 24	 2.3%	
Very	Low	Income	 31%–50%	AMI	 6	 78	 7.5%	
Low	Income	 51%–80%	AMI	 16	 215	 20.6%	
Moderate	Income	 81%–120%	AMI	 13	 185	 17.7%	
Above	Moderate	Income	 121%–150%	AMI	 15	 210	 20.1%	
	Subtotal	to	150%	AMI	 	 52	 712	 68.1%	
Upper	Income	 More	than	150%	AMI	 25	 334	 31.9%	
Total	 		 77	 1,046	 100%	
Source:	KMA,	2021.	
Note:	
a.		The	region	includes	San	Mateo	County,	Santa	Clara	County,	Alameda	County,	San	Francisco	County,	Contra	Costa	
County,	Santa	Cruz	County,	Marin	County,	Napa	County,	and	Sonoma	County	and	the	city	of	San	Francisco.	A	small	
portion	of	the	households	generated	by	the	Proposed	Project	would	be	located	outside	the	region.	

	

Impact	 POP-2:	 Displacement	 of	 People	 or	 Housing.	 The	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 not	 displace	
substantial	numbers	of	people	 or	 housing,	necessitating	 the	construction	of	 replacement	 housing	
elsewhere.	(LTS)	

The	Project	 site	 is	within	 the	Commonwealth	Corporate	Center	at	162	and	 164	Jefferson	Drive.	The	 two	
existing	 buildings	 (Buildings	 1	 and	 2)	 on	 the	 site	 are	 currently	 occupied	 by	 approximately	 1,550	Meta	
employees.	With	 implementation	of	 the	Proposed	Project,	 these	employees	would	 remain	 in	 the	existing	
buildings.	Together	with	the	1,996	employees	at	the	new	office	building,	approximately	3,546	people	would	
work	at	the	Project	site.	 In	order	to	accommodate	the	proposed	building,	parking	structure,	and	Jefferson	
Park,	existing	surface	parking	lots	and	landscaping	would	be	removed.	No	housing	units	are	located	at	the	
Project	site.	Therefore,	the	Proposed	Project	would	not	directly	displace	people	or	housing	by	demolishing	
housing	 units	 or	 an	 existing	 employment	 center.	 The	 displacement	 of	 housing	 units	 or	 residents	 is	 an	
appropriate	subject	for	study	under	CEQA	to	the	extent	that	a	project	would	displace	housing	onsite	and	result	
in	 a	 need	 to	 construct	 replacement	 housing	 elsewhere.	 By	 itself,	 the	 possibility	 of	 a	 project	 resulting	 in	
economic	 displacement	 of	 existing	 residents	 represents	 a	 social	 and	 economic	 issue	 that	 would	 not	 be	
considered	 an	 impact	 on	 the	 physical	 environment,	 unless	 there	 is	 substantial	 evidence	 that	 economic	
displacement	would	result	in	reasonably	foreseeable	(i.e.,	not	speculative)	indirect	physical	effects	that	would	
require	the	construction	of	new	housing.	Therefore,	for	the	purposes	of	CEQA,	the	Proposed	Project	would	
not	result	in	the	displacement	of	people	or	housing,	resulting	in	a	less-than-significant	impact.		

Consistent	with	 the	 requirements	of	 the	2017	 settlement	agreement,	 a	displacement	analysis44	has	been	
conducted	for	the	Proposed	Project.	The	displacement	analysis,	provided	as	Appendix	3.5	to	this	document,	
is	provided	for	 informational	purposes	and	is	not	a	requirement	of	CEQA;	therefore,	 it	is	not	summarized	
here.	Please	refer	to	Appendix	3.5	for	an	evaluation	of	the	Proposed	Project’s	potential	to	contribute	to	the	
displacement	of	existing	residents	as	well	as	neighborhood	change	in	two	communities	that	are	known	to	be	
vulnerable	to	displacement,	East	Palo	Alto	and	the	Belle	Haven	neighborhood	of	Menlo	Park.		

																																																													
44	 Keyser	Marston	Associates,	Inc.	2021.	Housing	Needs	Assessment	Commonwealth	Building	3	Project.	May.	
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Cumulative Impacts 
The	 city	 represents	 the	 geographic	 context	 for	 cumulative	 analysis	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project.	 This	
cumulative	analysis	examines	the	effects	of	the	proposed	development	in	the	area	in	combination	with	
other	 current	 projects,	 probable	 future	 projects,	 and	 projected	 future	 growth	 within	 the	 applicable	
geographic	context,	as	forecast	by	ABAG	and	MTC.	The	identified	cumulative	development	projects	within	
the	city	(Table	3-1)	would	result	in	3,321	dwelling	units	and	4,783,299	gsf	of	office/retail/commercial/life	
science/mixed	uses.	

Impact	 C-POP-1:	 Cumulative	 Displacement	 and	 Indirect	 Population	 Growth.	 Proposed	
development	 in	 the	 city	 when	 considered	 with	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 contribute	 to	
population	growth	but	would	not	exceed	growth	projections,	and	the	Proposed	Project	would	not	
make	a	cumulatively	considerable	contribution	to	displacement.	(LTS)	

The	Proposed	Project	would	not	demolish	existing	employment	centers	or	housing;	the	Project	features	
would	 be	 constructed	 in	 existing	 surface	parking	 lots	 and	 landscaped	areas.	Therefore,	 the	 Proposed	
Project	 would	 not	 displace	 housing	 or	 people	 or	 require	 the	 construction	 of	 replacement	 housing	
elsewhere.	Accordingly,	under	cumulative	conditions,	implementation	of	the	Proposed	Project	would	not	
make	a	cumulatively	considerable	contribution	to	the	displacement	of	housing	or	substantial	numbers	of	
people	or	require	the	construction	of	replacement	housing	elsewhere.		

The	Proposed	Project	would	be	consistent	with	the	mix	and	intensity	of	development	contemplated	by	
ConnectMenlo.	 However,	 the	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 identified	 a	 significant	 and	 unavoidable	 impact	 and	
therefore	 adopted	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 related	 to	 population	 growth	 under	 the	
cumulative	condition	because	the	planning	documents	pertaining	to	regional	growth	did	not	include	the	
new	development	potential	of	ConnectMenlo.	However,	subsequent	to	certification	of	the	ConnectMenlo	
EIR,	ABAG	updated	its	growth	projections	(Plan	Bay	Area,	Projections	2040),	which	included	full	buildout	
of	ConnectMenlo.	Therefore,	because	the	Proposed	Project	is	within	the	scope	of	development	anticipated	
by	ConnectMenlo	and	ABAG’s	Plan	Bay	Area,	Projections	2040,	the	Proposed	Project	when	considered	with	
past,	present,	and	reasonably	foreseeable	future	growth	would	result	in	a	less-than-significant	cumulative	
impact	with	respect	to	cumulative	population	growth.	The	Proposed	Project	would	not	result	in	any	new	
or	more	significant	impacts	related	to	population	growth	under	the	cumulative	condition	than	those	that	
were	previously	identified	in	the	ConnectMenlo	Final	EIR,	and	this	impact	would	be	less	than	significant.	
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3.6 Utilities and Service Systems 
This	section	describes	the	affected	environment	and	regulatory	setting	related	to	the	water	supply	and	
wastewater	generation.	It	also	describes	the	impacts	on	utilities	and	service	systems	that	would	result	
from	implementation	of	the	Proposed	Project.	Cumulative	impacts	are	discussed	at	the	end	of	this	section.	
The	analysis	 is	 based	primarily	 on	 information	 from	 the	Menlo	 Park	Municipal	Water	 (MPMW)	2020	
Urban	Water	Management	Plan	 (UWMP)1	 and	 the	Water	 Supply	Assessment	 (WSA)	 for	 the	 Proposed	
Project	prepared	by	West	Yost	(Appendix	3.6).2		

The	Initial	Study	prepared	for	the	Proposed	Project	(Appendix	1-1)	found	the	following	impacts	to	be	less	
than	 significant:	 construction	 or	 expansion	 of	 electrical	 and	 telecommunications	 infrastructure,	
construction	or	expansion	of	stormwater	drainage	facilities,	and	solid	waste	generation.	Therefore,	these	
topics	 were	 scoped	 out	 from	 further	 review	 in	 the	 environmental	 impact	 report	 (EIR)	 and	 are	 not	
discussed	in	detail	in	this	section.	Please	refer	to	Appendix	1-1	for	additional	analysis.	In	addition,	since	
preparation	of	the	Initial	Study,	the	Proposed	Project	was	updated	to	be	all	electric	and	not	use	natural	
gas.	As	such,	the	Proposed	Project	would	not	be	expected	to	result	in	any	impacts	on	natural	gas	facilities.		

Two	comments	pertaining	to	utilities	and	 service	 systems	were	 received	 in	 response	 to	 the	Notice	of	
Preparation	 (NOP)	 (Appendix	 1-2),	 one	 regarding	 the	 use	 of	 natural	 gas	 versus	 electricity	 and	 one	
regarding	demolition	waste.		

Existing Conditions 

Environmental Setting 

Water Supply 

The	MPMW	provides	water	to	roughly	half	of	Menlo	Park	(including	the	Project	site),	which	equates	to	
about	16,000	residents	in	an	area	of	approximately	9	square	miles,	through	4,355	service	connections	(as	
of	2015).	The	MPMW	purchases	all	of	its	water	from	the	Regional	Water	System	(RWS),	which	is	operated	
by	 the	 San	 Francisco	 Public	 Utilities	 Commission	 (SFPUC).	 Approximately	 85	 percent	 of	 the	 water	
supplied	to	the	RWS	originates	in	the	Hetch	Hetchy	watershed	in	Yosemite	National	Park.	The	water	flows	
down	the	Tuolumne	River	and	into	Hetch	Hetchy	Reservoir.	Water	from	the	Hetch	Hetchy	watershed	is	
managed	through	the	Hetch	Hetchy	Water	and	Power	Project	(Hetch	Hetchy	Project).	The	Hetch	Hetchy	
Project	 is	 composed	 of	 reservoirs,	 hydroelectric	 generation	 and	 transmission	 facilities,	 and	 water	
transmission	facilities,	from	the	Hetch	Hetchy	Valley	west	to	the	Alameda	East	Portal	of	the	Coast	Range	
Tunnel	in	Sunol	Valley.		

The	reliability	of	the	MPMW’s	water	supply	is	dependent	upon	its	water	supply	contract	with	the	SFPUC	
and	its	membership	in	the	Bay	Area	Water	Supply	and	Conservation	Agency	(BAWSCA),	which	represents	
the	SFPUC’s	26	wholesale	customers	and	coordinates	their	water	conservation	programs.	Approximately	
15	percent	of	the	water	supply	to	the	RWS	originates	in	the	Alameda	and	Peninsula	watersheds,	which	

																																																													
1		 City	of	Menlo	Park.	2021.	2020	Urban	Water	Management	Plan	for	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Water.	Available:	

https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/28016/Draft-Urban-Water-Management-Plan.	Accessed:	
June	21,	2021.	

2		 West	Yost.	2022.	Commonwealth	Building	3	Project	Water	Supply	Assessment.	Prepared	for	Menlo	Park	
Municipal	Water.	February	2022.	
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comprise	the	Alameda	System	and	the	Peninsula	System.	These	systems	generally	consist	of	facilities	west	
of	 the	 Alameda	 East	 Portal,	 including	 the	 63,000-acre	 Alameda	 and	 Peninsula	 watersheds,	 storage	
reservoirs,	two	water	treatment	plants	(WTPs),	and	a	distribution	system	that	delivers	water	to	retail	and	
wholesale	customers.	The	current	reliability	of	the	MPMW’s	water	supply	is	largely	dependent	upon	the	
reliability	of	the	SFPUC’s	water	supply.	

The	City	of	Menlo	Park	(City)	does	not	own	or	operate	a	WTP.	Although	the	Hetch	Hetchy	water	source	
meets	 federal	 and	 state	 drinking	 water	 quality	 requirements	 without	 the	 need	 for	 filtration,	 it	 is	
secondarily	disinfected	with	ultraviolet	treatment	at	the	SFPUC’s	Tesla	Treatment	Facility,	constructed	
in	2011.	All	SFPUC	water	derived	from	sources	other	than	Hetch	Hetchy	Reservoir	is	treated	at	one	of	two	
treatment	plants,	the	Sunol	Valley	WTP	or	the	Harry	Tracy	WTP.	The	Sunol	Valley	WTP	treats	primarily	
water	from	the	Alameda	System	reservoirs.	The	Harry	Tracy	WTP	filters	and	disinfects	water	supplied	
from	the	Peninsula	System,	including	Crystal	Springs	Reservoir	and	San	Andreas	Reservoir.3,4	The	Tesla	
Treatment	Facility	has	a	capacity	to	treat	315	million	gallons	per	day	(mgd).5	Recent	construction	at	the	
Sunol	Valley	WTP	increased	the	plant’s	peak	capacity	from	120	to	160	mgd.6	The	Harry	Tracy	WTP,	which	
was	seismically	upgraded	in	2017,	has	the	capacity	to	provide	approximately	140	mgd	for	60	days	within	
24	hours	of	a	major	earthquake.7	
In	2021,	the	City	adopted	the	2020	UWMP,	an	update	to	the	2015	UWMP.	The	2020	UWMP	carries	forward	
information	 from	 the	 2015	 UWMP	 that	 remains	 current	 and	 relevant	 but	 also	 provides	 additional	
information	required	by	the	amendments	to	the	Urban	Water	Management	Planning	Act	(California	Water	
Code	 Sections	 10610–10657).	 The	 2020	 UWMP	 concludes	 that,	 with	 implementation	 of	 water	
conservation	measures	through	the	Water	Shortage	Consistency	Plan	(WSCP),	Menlo	Park	will	have	the	
necessary	water	resources	available	to	support	anticipated	growth,	including	the	growth	anticipated	in	
the	General	Plan	and	M-2	Area	Zoning	Update	(ConnectMenlo).		

The	WSCP,	which	serves	as	a	stand-alone	document,	is	engaged	in	case	of	a	water	shortage	event,	such	as	a	
drought	or	supply	interruption.	It	provides	specific	policies	and	actions	that	can	be	implemented	for	various	
shortage	 scenarios	 (e.g.,	 implementing	 customer	water	 budgets	 and	 surcharges	 or	 restricting	 landscape	
irrigation	to	specific	days	and/or	times).	Consistent	with	Department	of	Water	Resources	requirements,	the	
WSCP	provides	six	standard	water	shortage	levels,	ranging	from	10	percent	to	more	than	50	percent.8,9		

																																																													
3		 Ibid.		
4		 Menlo	Park	Municipal	Water.	2021.	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Water.	Available:	https://www.menlopark.org/	

131/Menlo-Park-Municipal-Water.	Accessed:	February	23,	2021.	
5		 San	Francisco	Public	Utilities	Commission.	2011.	Hetch	Hetchy	Regional	Water	System,	Tesla	Treatment	Facility.	

Available:	https://infrastructure.sfwater.org/fds/fds.aspx?lib=SFPUC&doc=708008&ver=1&data=272583080.	
Accessed:	July	14,	2021.	

6		 Monterey	Mechanical	Company.	2021.	Sunol	Water	Treatment	Plant.	Available:	https://www.montmech.com/	
project/sunol-water-treatment-plant/.	Accessed	May	26,	2022.	

7		 San	Francisco	Public	Utilities	Commission.	2011.	Hetch	Hetchy	Regional	Water	System,	Harry	Tracy	Water	Treatment	
Plant.	Available:	https://baywork.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Harry-Tracy-Water-Treatment-Plant-fact-
sheet-020817.pdf#:~:text=The%20recently%20upgraded%20Harry%20Tracy%20Water%20	Treatment%20Plant,	
Hetch%20Hetchy%20Regional%20Water%20System.%20Filter%20no.%203.	Accessed:	July	14,	2021.	

8	 City	of	Menlo	Park.	2021.	2020	Urban	Water	Management	Plan	for	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Water.	Available:	
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/28016/Draft-Urban-Water-Management-Plan.	Accessed:	June	21,	2021.	

9	 As	mentioned	above,	the	City	receives	its	water	from	the	SFPUC.	In	April	2021,	the	SFPUC	issued	a	draft	UWMP	for	
adoption	in	July	2021.	The	SFPUC’s	draft	UWMP	identified	several	potential	future	water	supply	scenarios.	Scenarios	
that	involve	full	adoption	of	the	Bay-Delta	Plan	indicate	substantial	long-term	water	deficits	during	multi-year	
droughts.	Such	deficits	could	result	in	cities	not	receiving	their	full	annual	water	allocations	from	the	SFPUC.	
However,	should	this	scenario	occur,	the	City’s	WSCP	would	be	implemented,	along	with	further	reductions,	as	
needed.	Compliance	with	City	code	and	ordinance	requirements,	the	2020	UWMP,	and	the	WSCP,	as	well	as	any	
additional	water	reductions,	would	apply	across	the	City’s	water	department	to	all	customers.	
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	In	2020,	processed	and	redistributed	recycled	water,	discussed	below,	accounted	for	20	million	gallons	
(mg),	offsetting	the	demand	for	potable	water	 from	the	SFPUC.	 In	addition,	 the	MPMW	has	emergency	
groundwater	 resources.	 Its	 recently	 completed	 Emergency	Water	 Storage/Supply	 Project	 constructed	
wells	to	provide	a	backup	water	supply	for	the	MPMW’s	Lower	Zone,	which	lacks	emergency	storage.	If	
water	supplies	from	the	RWS	are	reduced	or	unavailable,	the	project	would	have	the	capacity	to	provide	
the	MPMW	with	up	to	4.32	mgd	from	two	or	three	wells	at	separate	locations.	Because	of	COVID-19,	the	
State	Water	Resources	Control	Board	(SWRCB)	has	not	been	able	to	inspect	the	construction	and	permit	
the	new	wells.	The	SWRCB	will	also	need	to	amend	the	MPMW’s	permit	to	allow	water	from	the	wells	to	
be	used	for	drinking	water.	

Project Site Water Supply and Infrastructure 

The	Project	 site	 is	within	 the	Lower	Zone	of	MPMW’s	 service	area,	which	 includes	 three	hydraulically	
isolated	service	areas.	The	MPMW	is	the	identified	public	water	system	provider	for	the	Proposed	Project.	
The	Project	site	is	served	by	existing	water	lines.	

Wastewater Collection and Treatment  

The	City	does	not	own	or	operate	a	wastewater	treatment	plant	(WWTP)	and	does	not	convey	its	own	
wastewater.	 In	the	MPMW’s	service	area,	the	West	Bay	Sanitary	District	(WBSD)	provides	wastewater	
collection	and	conveyance	services	to	Menlo	Park,	portions	of	Portola	Valley	and	Atherton,	portions	of	East	
Palo	Alto	and	Redwood	City,	and	portions	of	unincorporated	San	Mateo	County.	The	WBSD	service	area	
encompasses	approximately	8,325	acres	and	has	approximately	19,000	connections	to	serve	a	population	
of	52,900.	The	collection	system	includes	approximately	200	miles	of	gravity	sewer	mains;	about	37	miles	
of	 pressure,	 or	 force,	 mains;	 and	 12	 sewage	 pump	 stations.	 The	 MPMW	 conveys	 the	 majority	 of	 raw	
wastewater	 from	the	Menlo	Park	pump	station	and	force	main	to	the	Silicon	Valley	Clean	Water	(SVCW)	
pump	station	 in	Redwood	City	 for	 treatment	and	discharge	to	San	Francisco	Bay.10	A	 limited	volume	of	
wastewater	 is	 treated	within	 the	MPMW	 service	 area	 at	 the	 Sharon	 Heights	 Recycled	Water	 Facility	
(RWF),	 located	at	 the	Sharon	Heights	Golf	and	Country	Club,	which	began	using	recycled	water	 in	 late	
2020.		

SVCW,	a	Joint	Powers	Authority,	serves	the	cities	of	Belmont,	Redwood	City,	and	San	Carlos	as	well	as	the	
WBSD.	More	 than	 220,000	 people	and	 businesses	are	 in	 its	 service	area.	 SVCW	owns	 and	 operates	a	
WWTP,	including	the	support	facilities	necessary	for	operation	and	maintenance	of	the	plant.	Its	facilities	
also	include	force	mains	for	a	wastewater	conveyance	system,	five	wastewater	conveyance	pump	stations,	
and	an	effluent	outfall	to	a	deep-water	channel	in	the	San	Francisco	Bay.11		

The	Sharon	Heights	RWF	is	managed	by	the	WBSD	in	coordination	with	the	MPMW.	This	0.5	mgd	satellite	
WWTP	 produces	 tertiary	 recycled	 water	 under	 Title	 22	 for	 reuse	 within	 the	 MPMW’s	 service	 area.	
Wastewater	 is	 diverted	 from	 the	 WBSD’s	 collection	 system	 and	 pumped	 into	 the	 RWF.	 In	 2020,	
approximately	63	mg	of	wastewater	was	treated	at	 the	Sharon	Heights	RWF.	Of	 that	 total,	20	mg	was	
recycled;	the	remaining	43	mg	was	conveyed	to	the	SVCW	WWTP	for	discharge.	According	to	the	2020	
MPMW	 UWMP,	 the	 amount	 of	 wastewater	 collected	 from	 the	 MPMW	 service	 area	 in	 2020	 totaled	
approximately	873	mg.		

																																																													
10	 West	Bay	Sanitary	District.	2021.	About	Us.	Available:	https://westbaysanitary.org/about-us/.	Accessed:	

February	23,	2021.	
11	 Silicon	Valley	Clean	Water.	2020.	Capital	Improvement	Program	2020	Update,	FY	20–21	to	FY	29–30.	Available:	

https://svcw.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/2020-SVCW-CIP-Update.pdf.	Accessed:	July	12,	2021.	
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The	Bayfront	RWF	is	a	planned	facility	projected	to	come	online	by	2030.	It	will	provide	approximately	
39	mg	of	recycled	water	per	year	for	irrigation	and	33	mg	per	year	for	indoor	non-potable	uses.	

As	noted	in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	and	reported	by	the	Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board	(RWQCB),	
the	SVCW	WWTP	has	an	average	dry-weather	design	flow	of	29	mgd	and	a	peak	wet-weather	design	flow	
of	 71	 mgd.	 In	 general,	 conveyance	 systems	 and	 treatment	 plants	 are	 designed	 and	 constructed	 to	
accommodate	future	capacity,	including	additional	base	flows	due	to	planned	growth	plus	estimated	wet-
weather	flows.12	

Project Wastewater Collection and Infrastructure 

The	existing	building	connects	to	an	8-inch	sanitary	sewer	main	at	Jefferson	Drive.	Wastewater	from	the	
campus	property	is	discharged	to	the	South	Bayside	System	Authority	pump	station	in	Redwood	City.	

Regulatory Setting 
This	section	describes	the	existing	regulatory	setting	and	conditions	that	are	relevant	to	the	Proposed	
Project	with	regard	to	water	and	wastewater	collection	and	treatment.	

Federal 

Federal Safe Drinking Water Act 

	The	Safe	Drinking	Water	Act	(SDWA),	enacted	in	1974,	is	a	federal	law.	Its	intent	is	to	ensure	safe	drinking	
water	for	the	public.	The	SDWA,	which	has	been	amended	several	times	since	it	came	into	law,	authorizes	
the	U.S.	Environmental	Protection	Agency	(EPA)	to	set	national	standards	for	drinking	water.	These	are	
called	the	National	Primary	Drinking	Water	Regulations.	The	regulations,	which	provide	protection	from	
both	naturally	occurring	and	man-made	contaminants,	set	enforceable	maximum	contaminant	levels	for	
drinking	water	and	 require	all	water	providers	 in	 the	United	States	 to	 treat	water	 sources,	 except	 for	
private	wells	 that	 serve	 fewer	 than	 25	 people.	 In	 California,	 the	State	Department	 of	Health	 Services	
conducts	most	 enforcement	 activities.	 If	 a	water	 system	does	 not	meet	 the	 standards,	 it	 is	 the	water	
supplier’s	responsibility	to	notify	its	customers.	

Clean Water Act  

The	 federal	 government	 regulates	 wastewater	 treatment	 and	 planning	 through	 the	 Federal	 Water	
Pollution	 Control	 Act	 of	 1972,	more	 commonly	 known	 as	 the	 Clean	Water	 Act	 (CWA),	 as	 well	 as	 the	
National	Pollutant	Discharge	Elimination	System	(NPDES)	permit	program	(discussed	below).	The	CWA	
regulates	the	discharge	of	pollutants	into	watersheds	throughout	the	nation	and	is	the	primary	federal	
law	that	governs	water	pollution.	Under	the	CWA,	the	EPA	implements	pollution	control	programs	and	
sets	wastewater	standards.	The	objective	of	the	CWA	is	to	restore	and	maintain	the	chemical,	physical,	
and	biological	integrity	of	the	nation's	waters	by	preventing	point-source	and	nonpoint-source	pollution,	
providing	 assistance	 to	 publicly	 owned	 treatment	 works	 to	 improve	 wastewater	 treatment,	 and	
maintaining	the	integrity	of	wetlands.	

																																																													
12	 City	of	Menlo	Park.	2016.	ConnectMenlo	General	Plan	Land	Use	and	Circulation	Elements	and	M-2	Area	Zoning	

Update	EIR.	Available:	https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/10360/ConnectMenloProject	
DEIR_060116?bidId=.	Accessed:	July	12,	2021.	



City of Menlo Park 
 Environmental Impact Analysis 

Utilities and Service Systems 
 

 
Commonwealth Building 3 Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 3.6-5 June 2022 

ICF 104394.0.001 
 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

The	NPDES	permit	program	was	established	in	the	CWA	to	regulate	municipal	and	industrial	discharges	
to	surface	waters	in	the	United	States.	Federal	NPDES	permit	regulations	have	been	established	for	broad	
categories	 of	 discharges,	 including	 point-source	 municipal	 waste	 discharges	 and	 nonpoint-source	
stormwater	runoff.	NPDES	permits	identify	effluent	and	receiving	water	limits	for	allowable	connections	
and/or	mass	emissions	for	pollutants	contained	in	discharges,	prohibitions	on	discharges	that	were	not	
specifically	allowed	under	the	permit,	and	provisions	that	describe	required	actions	for	the	discharger,	
including	industrial	pretreatment,	pollution	prevention,	self-monitoring,	and	other	activities.		

Wastewater	discharges	are	regulated	under	the	NPDES	permit	program	for	direct	discharges	to	receiving	
waters	as	well	as	the	National	Pretreatment	Program	for	indirect	discharges	to	sewage	treatment	plants.	

Operation	of	the	SVCW	WWTP	and	its	wastewater	collection	system	is	regulated	by	the	waste	discharge	
requirements	(NPDES	No.	CA0038369)	found	in	RWQCB	Order	No.	R2-2018-00XX,	effective	April	1,	2018,	
and	expiring	March	 31,	 2023.13	 The	 discharger’s	wastewater	 collection	 system	 consists	 of	 four	 pump	
stations,	which	receive	wastewater	from	the	“satellite”	wastewater	collection	systems	of	four	municipal	
jurisdictions	 (i.e.,	WBSD,	 City	 of	 Belmont,	City	 of	 San	 Carlos,	 City	 of	 Redwood	 City).	 Effluent	 from	 the	
WWTP	is	also	subject	to	two	other	NPDES	permits,	1)	the	waste	discharge	requirements	for	mercury	and	
polychlorinated	biphenyls	(PCBs)	from	municipal	and	industrial	wastewater	discharges	to	San	Francisco	
Bay	 (NPDES	No.	 CA0038849)	 and	 2)	 the	waste	 discharge	 requirements	 for	 nutrients	 from	municipal	
wastewater	discharges	to	San	Francisco	Bay	(NPDES	No.	CA0038873).	The	three	NPDES	permits	enable	
SVCW	to	discharge	treated	wastewater	into	San	Francisco	Bay.	

State 

California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

Under	the	California	Porter-Cologne	Water	Quality	Control	Act,	passed	in	1969	and	amended	in	2013,	the	
SWRCB	has	authority	over	state	water	rights	and	water	quality	policy.	The	act	divides	the	state	into	nine	
regional	basins,	each	of	which	is	under	the	jurisdiction	of	the	RWQCB	that	oversees	water	quality	on	a	day-
to-day	basis	at	the	local	and	regional	level.	RWQCBs	oversee	a	number	of	water	quality	functions	in	their	
respective	 regions.	RWQCBs	 regulate	all	pollutant	 or	nuisance	discharges	 that	may	affect	 either	 surface	
water	or	groundwater.	Menlo	Park	is	under	the	jurisdiction	of	the	San	Francisco	Bay	RWQCB.	

The San Francisco Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan 

The	 SWRCB	 adopted	 the	 San	 Francisco	 Bay-Delta	 Water	 Quality	 Control	 Plan	 (Bay-Delta	 Plan)	 on	
December	12,	2018.	The	plan	establishes	water	quality	objectives	that	protect	uses	of	water	in	the	Bay-
Delta	watershed,	including	uses	pertaining	to	drinking	water,	water	for	irrigation,	and	fish	and	wildlife	
habitat.	On	July	6,	2018,	 the	SWRCB	released	 its	proposed	final	substitute	environmental	document	 in	
support	of	amendments	to	the	Bay-Delta	Plan,	which	requires	the	release	of	40	percent	of	the	“unimpaired	
flow”	on	the	Lower	San	Joaquin	River’s	three	salmon-bearing	tributaries,	the	Stanislaus,	Tuolumne,	and	
Merced	Rivers,	from	February	through	June	in	every	year	type,	whether	wet,	normal,	dry,	or	critically	dry.	
It	also	requires	a	program	for	implementation.	The	new	flow	objectives	recognize	the	vital	role	upstream	
flows	provide	for	habitat	as	well	as	the	migration	of	threatened	and	endangered	fish.	The	revised	salinity	

																																																													
13	 San	Francisco	Bay	Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board.	2018.	Tentative	Order	No.	R2-2018-00XX.	Available:	

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/board_info/agendas/2018/February/SiliconValley/SVCW_
Tentative_Order.pdf.	Accessed:	July	13,	2021.	
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objectives	reflect	updated	scientific	information	about	the	salt	levels	that	are	suitable	for	agriculture	in	
the	southern	delta.	The	reliability	of	SFPUC	RWS	supplies	is	highly	dependent	on	whether	or	not	the	2018	
Bay-Delta	 Plan	 amendment	 is	 implemented.	 According	 to	 the	 SFPUC,	 should	 the	 Bay-Delta	 Plan	
amendment	be	 implemented,	 significant	 supply	 shortfalls	are	projected	 in	dry	years	 for	agencies	 that	
receive	water	supplies	 from	the	SFPUC	RWS	as	well	as	other	agencies	whose	water	supplies	would	be	
affected	by	the	amendment.	For	MPMW,	supply	shortfalls	are	projected	in	single	dry	years	(ranging	from	
27	to	32	percent)	and	in	multiple	dry	years	(ranging	from	27	to	44	percent)	through	2040,	with	similar	
shortfalls	through	2045.	Should	the	Bay-Delta	Plan	amendment	not	be	implemented,	MPMW	expects	to	
meet	the	demand	for	existing	and	planned	future	uses	through	2040	in	normal	years,	single	dry	years,	and	
multiple	dry	years.	A	16.5	percent	supply	shortfall	is	projected	during	the	fourth	and	fifth	consecutive	dry	
year	for	base	year	2045.	These	projected	supply	shortfalls	are	significantly	less	than	the	projected	supply	
shortfalls	 that	would	 occur	 if	 the	Bay-Delta	 Plan	amendment	 is	 implemented.	 The	 SFPUC	 is	 currently	
implementing	 an	 Alternative	Water	 Supply	 Planning	 Program	 to	 investigate	 new	water	 supplies	 and	
address	the	future	long-term	reliability	challenges	and	vulnerabilities	of	the	RWS.	As	of	June	2021,	the	
SFPUC	was	pursuing	several	strategies	to	uphold	 its	supply	agreements,	 including	strategies	 involving	
voluntary	agreements,	drought	planning,	alternative	water	supplies,	and	litigation.		

California Senate Bills 610 and 221  

California	Senate	Bill	(SB)	610	and	SB	221	amended	state	law,	effective	January	1,	2002,	to	improve	the	
link	between	information	on	water	supply	availability	and	certain	land	use	decisions	made	by	cities	and	
counties.	 SB	 610	 and	 SB	 221	 were	 companion	measures	 that	 sought	 to	 promote	more	 collaborative	
planning	 between	 local	 water	 suppliers	 and	 the	 cities	 and	 counties.	 Both	 statutes	 require	 detailed	
information	regarding	water	availability.	This	information	would	be	provided	to	city	and	county	decision-
makers	prior	to	approval	of	specified	 large	development	projects	 to	ensure	that	prudent	water	supply	
planning	has	been	conducted	and	that	planned	water	supplies	will	be	adequate	with	respect	to	meeting	
existing	demands,	anticipated	demands	from	approved	projects	and	tentative	maps,	and	the	demands	of	
proposed	projects.		

SB	610	amended	California	Water	Code	Sections	10910	through	10915	(inclusive)	to	require	 land	use	
lead	agencies	to,	in	certain	instances:		

l Identify	any	public	water	purveyor	that	may	supply	water	for	a	proposed	development	project	and		

l Request	a	WSA	from	the	identified	water	purveyor.	

The	purpose	of	the	WSA	is	to	demonstrate	the	sufficiency	of	the	purveyor’s	water	supplies	with	respect	
to	satisfying	the	water	demands	of	projects	 that	exceed	a	certain	size	and	are	subject	to	review	under	
CEQA	while	still	meeting	the	demands	of	the	water	purveyor’s	existing	and	planned	future	uses.	Projects	
that	 require	 a	 WSA	 include	 the	 following:	 (1)	 a	 proposed	 residential	 development	 with	 more	 than	
500	dwelling	units;	(2)	a	proposed	shopping	center	or	business	establishment	that	would	employ	more	
than	1,000	persons	or	have	more	than	500,000	square	 feet	of	 floor	space;	(3)	a	proposed	commercial	
office	building	that	would	employ	more	than	1,000	persons	or	have	more	than	250,000	square	feet	of	floor	
space;	 (4)	 a	proposed	 hotel	 or	motel,	 or	 both,	with	more	 than	 500	 rooms;	 (5)	a	proposed	 industrial,	
manufacturing,	or	processing	plant	or	industrial	park	that	would	house	more	than	1,000	persons,	occupy	
more	than	40	acres	of	land,	or	have	more	than	650,000	square	feet	of	floor	area;	(6)	a	mixed-use	project	
that	would	include	one	or	more	of	the	projects	specified	in	this	subdivision;	and	(7)	a	project	that	would	
demand	an	amount	of	water	equivalent	to,	or	greater	than,	the	amount	of	water	required	by	a	project	with	
500	 dwelling	 units.	 California	 Water	 Code	 Sections	 10910	 through	 10915	 delineate	 the	 specific	
information	that	must	be	included	in	the	WSA.		
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SB	221	amended	state	law	(California	Government	Code	Section	66473.7)	to	require	affirmative	written	
verification	 of	 an	 adequate	water	 supply	 prior	 to	 approval	 by	 a	 city	 or	 county	 of	 certain	 residential	
subdivisions.	SB	221	was	intended	to	be	a	fail-safe	mechanism	that	would	ensure	collaboration	in	finding	
the	needed	water	supplies	before	construction	begins.		

A	WSA	would	be	required	for	the	Proposed	Project	because	it	would	involve	more	than	1,000	employees.	
The	WSA	prepared	for	the	Proposed	Project,	included	in	Appendix	3.6,	complies	with	SB	610	(California	
Water	Code	Sections	10910	through	10915).	The	WSA	was	approved	by	the	Menlo	Park	City	Council	on	
March	22,	2022	pursuant	to	Resolution	No.	6721.	The	Proposed	Project	does	not	 include	a	residential	
subdivision;	therefore,	the	SB	221	requirements	do	not	apply	to	the	Proposed	Project.		

Urban Water Management Planning Act 

Through	the	Urban	Water	Management	Planning	Act	of	1983,	the	California	Water	Code	requires	all	urban	
water	 suppliers	 within	 California	 to	 prepare	 and	 adopt	 an	 UWMP	 and	 update	 it	 every	 5	 years.	 This	
requirement	applies	to	all	suppliers	that	provide	water	to	more	than	3,000	customers	or	supply	more	
than	3,000	acre-feet	of	water	annually.	The	act	is	intended	to	support	the	conservation	and	efficient	use	
of	urban	water	supplies.	It	requires	a	comparison	between	a	project’s	water	use	and	water	supply	sources	
for	 the	 next	 20	 years,	 in	 5-year	 increments;	 planning	 for	 single	 and	multiple	 dry	 years;	 and	 a	 water	
recycling	 analysis	 with	 a	 description	 of	 the	 wastewater	 collection	 and	 treatment	 system	 within	 the	
agency’s	service	area	and	the	current	and	potential	recycled	water	uses.	In	September	2014,	the	act	was	
amended	by	SB	1420	to	require	urban	water	suppliers	to	provide	descriptions	of	 their	water	demand	
management	measures	and	similar	information.	The	MPMW’s	most	recent	update	to	its	UWMP	occurred	
in	2021.		

The	MPMW’s	2020	UWMP	incorporated	future	population,	employment,	and	water	demand	projections	
with	 buildout	 of	 the	 general	 plan,	 including	 the	 additional	 allowable	 development	 associated	 with	
ConnectMenlo	and	other	major	development	projects	in	the	MPMW	service	area.	The	Proposed	Project,	if	
approved,	would	be	within	 the	total	development	potential	permitted	 for	both	ConnectMenlo	and	 the	
associated	program-level	EIR.	Therefore,	 the	water	demand	of	 the	Proposed	Project	 is	 included	 in	the	
MPMW’s	2020	UWMP.	

2009 Water Conservation Act  

The	Water	Conservation	Act	of	2009,	SB	X7-7,	requires	all	water	suppliers	to	increase	water	use	efficiency.	
The	legislation	sets	an	overall	goal	of	reducing	per	capita	water	use	by	20	percent	by	2020,	with	an	interim	
goal	of	10	percent	by	2015.	Effective	in	2016,	urban	retail	water	suppliers	that	did	not	meet	the	water	
conservation	requirements	established	by	this	bill	were	not	eligible	for	state	water	grants	or	loans.	SB	X7-
7	 requires	 urban	 retail	 water	 suppliers	 to	 determine	 baseline	 water	 use	 and	 set	 reduction	 targets	
according	to	specified	standards.	

State Updated Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance  

The	updated	Model	Water	Efficient	Landscape	Ordinance	required	cities	and	counties	to	adopt	landscape	
water	conservation	ordinances	by	February	1,	2016,	or	a	different	ordinance	that	would	be	at	 least	as	
effective	 in	 conserving	water	 as	 the	 updated	 ordinance.	 The	 City	 adopted	Ordinance	 No.	 968,	Water	
Efficient	 Landscaping	Regulations,	 in	 2016	 and	 revised	Menlo	 Park	Municipal	Code	 Chapter	 12.44,	 as	
described	below.	
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CALGreen Building Code  

On	July	17,	2008,	the	California	Building	Standards	Commission	adopted	the	nation’s	first	green	building	
standards.	The	California	Green	Building	Standards	Code	(Part	11,	Title	24,	known	as	“CALGreen”)	was	
adopted	as	part	of	the	California	Building	Standards	Code	(Title	24,	California	Code	of	Regulations	[CCR]).	
It	applied	to	the	planning,	design,	operation,	construction,	use,	and	occupancy	of	every	newly	constructed	
building	or	structure,	unless	otherwise	indicated	in	the	code,	throughout	California.	CALGreen	established	
planning	and	design	standards	for	sustainable	site	development,	including	water	conservation	measures	
and	 requirements	 for	 new	 buildings	 to	 reduce	 water	 consumption	 by	 20	 percent.	 The	 mandatory	
provisions	of	CALGreen	became	effective	January	1,	2011.	The	building	efficiency	standards	are	enforced	
through	the	local	building	permit	process.	The	purpose	of	CALGreen	is	to	improve	public	health,	safety,	
and	general	welfare	by	enhancing	the	design	and	construction	of	buildings	through	building	concepts	with	
either	 a	 reduced	 negative	 impact	 or	 a	 positive	 environmental	 impact	 and	 the	 encouragement	 of	
sustainable	construction	practices	in	the	following	categories:		

l Planning	and	design,	

l Energy	efficiency,		

l Water	efficiency	and	conservation,		

l Material	conservation	and	resource	efficiency,	and	

l Environmental	quality.	

The California Plumbing Code  

The	 California	 Plumbing	 Code	 (Part	 5,	 Title	 24,	 CCR)	 was	 adopted	 as	 part	 of	 the	 California	 Building	
Standards	Code	to	prevent	disorder	in	the	industry	as	a	result	of	widely	divergent	plumbing	practices	and	
the	use	of	many	different,	and	often	conflicting,	plumbing	codes	by	local	jurisdictions.	Among	the	many	
topics	 covered	 in	 the	 code	were	water	 fixtures,	potable	and	non-potable	water	 systems,	 and	 recycled	
water	 systems.	 According	 to	 the	 code,	 water	 supply	 and	 distribution	 practices	 shall	 comply	with	 all	
applicable	provisions	of	the	current	edition	of	the	California	Plumbing	Code.	

Executive Order N-10-21 

On	July	8,	2021,	California	Governor	Gavin	Newsom	issued	Executive	Order	N-10-21,	which	proclaimed	a	
state	of	emergency	due	to	drought	conditions	 in	nine	counties,	 Inyo,	Marin,	Mono,	Monterey,	San	Luis	
Obispo,	San	Mateo,	Santa	Barbara,	Santa	Clara,	and	Santa	Cruz.	It	directs	state	agencies	to	take	actions	to	
bolster	 drought	 resilience	and	 prepare	 for	 impacts	 on	 communities,	 businesses,	 and	 ecosystems.	 The	
order	calls	on	all	Californians	to	reduce	their	water	use	voluntarily	by	15	percent	from	their	2020	levels.14	
Menlo	Park	is	in	San	Mateo	County.		

State Water Resources Control Board 

On	May	2,	2006,	the	SWRCB	adopted	a	General	Waste	Discharge	Requirement	(Order	No.	2006-0003)	for	
all	publicly	owned	sanitary	sewer	collection	systems	in	California	with	more	than	1	mile	of	sewer	pipe.	
The	order	provides	a	consistent	statewide	approach	to	reducing	sanitary	sewer	overflows	by	requiring	
public	sewer	system	operators	to	take	all	feasible	steps	to	control	the	volume	of	waste	discharged	into	the	
system,	 prevent	 sanitary	 sewer	waste	 from	entering	 the	 storm	 sewer	 system,	 and	 develop	a	 Sanitary	

																																																													
14	 State	of	California.	2021.	Executive	Order	N-10-21.	Available:	https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/	

2021/07/Conservation-EO-N-10-21.pdf.	Accessed:	July	13,	2021.		
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Sewer	Master	Plan.	The	General	Waste	Discharge	Requirement	 requires	storm	sewer	overflows	 to	be	
reported	to	the	SWRCB	with	use	of	an	online	reporting	system.	The	SWRCB	has	delegated	enforcement	
authority	 to	 the	 nine	 RWQCBs.	 The	 San	 Francisco	 Bay	 RWQCB	 issues	 and	 enforces	 NPDES	 permits	
applicable	to	the	WBSD	wastewater	collection	system	in	Menlo	Park	and	the	SVCW	WWTP	in	Redwood	
City.	

Sanitary District Act of 1923  

The	Sanitary	District	Act	of	1923	(Health	and	Safety	Code	Section	6400	et	seq.)	authorizes	the	formation	
of	sanitation	districts.	It	also	authorizes	the	districts	to	construct,	operate,	and	maintain	facilities	for	the	
collection,	treatment,	and	disposal	of	wastewater.	The	act	was	amended	in	1949	to	allow	the	districts	to	
provide	solid	waste	management	and	disposal	services,	including	refuse	transfer	and	resource	recovery.	

Local 

Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency 

The	BAWSCA,	created	in	2003,	represents	26	agencies	that	depend	on	the	San	Francisco	RWS,	including	
the	 MPMW.	 The	 BAWSCA	 oversees	 and	 coordinates	 water	 conservation,	 water	 supply,	 and	 water	
recycling	activities	 for	member	agencies;	acquires	water	and	makes	 it	available	to	other	agencies	on	a	
wholesale	basis;	finances	improvements	to	the	RWS;	and	builds	facilities	as	necessary.	

Silicon Valley Clean Water 2020 Capital Improvement Program 

The	2020	updated	SVCW	Capital	 Improvement	Program	(CIP),	which	 is	applicable	through	 fiscal	 year	
2030,	 identifies	 and	 allocates	 funds	 for	 projects	within	 the	 SVCW	 system.	 This	 includes	 projects	 that	
would	replace	and	rehabilitate	existing	infrastructure	(e.g.,	pump	stations,	treatment	plant,	force	main).		

West Bay Sanitary District Collection System Master Plan 

The	WBSD	completed	a	sewer	Collection	System	Master	Plan	in	June	2011.	In	July	2013,	the	WBSD	updated	
the	plan	to	address	recalibration	issues	following	completion	of	several	CIP	projects	that	affected	the	district’s	
flow	monitoring	program.	The	2011	master	plan	assessed	the	 conveyance	 capacity	of	 the	WBSD’s	sewer	
collection	 system	 (e.g.,	 pipes,	 pump	 stations);	 evaluated	 facilities,	 which	 may	 require	 rehabilitation	 or	
replacement;	developed	a	prioritized	CIP;	and	established	a	funding	plan	for	the	proposed	CIP.	

West Bay Sanitary District Code of General Regulations  

The	WBSD’s	Code	of	General	Regulations	establishes	standards,	conditions,	and	provisions	for	fees	related	
to	the	use	of	 the	district’s	sanitary	wastewater	 facilities.	Article	VII	requires	Class	1	sewer	permits	 for	
residential	connections,	Class	2	sewer	permits	for	non-residential	connections,	and	Class	3	sewer	permits	
for	construction	of	sewer	mains,	pumping	stations,	and	other	wastewater	facilities.	To	receive	a	permit,	a	
developer	 must	 submit	 an	 application,	 pay	 all	 fees	 and	 charges,	 and	 satisfy	 requirements,	 such	 as	
extending	 collection	 facilities	 to	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 development	 site.	 For	a	Class	 3	permit,	 the	WBSD	
manager	examines	the	submitted	application’s	conformance	with	engineering	practices	and	the	standard	
specifications	and	policies	of	the	WBSD	and	then	submits	it	to	the	WBSD	board	of	directors	for	approval.	
Subsequent	to	the	WBSD’s	acceptance	of	a	Class	3	permit,	but	prior	to	connection	of	and	discharge	into	
the	WBSD’s	wastewater	 facilities,	 a	 Class	 1	 or	 Class	2	 permit,	 as	 applicable,	must	 be	 obtained	 by	 the	
developer.	All	costs	and	expenses	associated	with	the	installation	and	connection	of	the	building	sewer	
shall	 be	 at	 the	 owner’s	 expense.	 All	 work	 shall	 be	 inspected	 and	 performed	 in	 accordance	 with	 the	
standard	specifications	of	WBSD.	
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Water Shortage Contingency Plan 

As	part	of	MPMW’s	updated	2020	UWMP,	the	district	has	updated	its	WSCP,15	which	serves	as	a	stand-
alone	document	to	be	engaged	in	case	of	a	water	shortage	event,	such	as	a	drought	or	supply	interruption.	
It	defines	the	specific	policies	and	actions	that	will	be	implemented	for	various	shortage	scenarios.	The	
main	objective	of	the	WSCP	is	to	ensure	that	MPMW	has	in	place	the	necessary	resources	and	management	
responses	 needed	 to	 protect	 health	 and	 human	 safety,	 minimize	 economic	 disruption,	 and	 preserve	
environmental	and	community	assets	during	water	supply	shortages	and	interruptions.	Consistent	with	
California	Water	Code	Section	10632,	the	WSCP	provides	six	standard	water	shortage	levels	to	address	
shortage	 conditions,	 ranging	 from	 10	 percent	 to	more	 than	 50	 percent;	 identifies	 a	 suite	 of	 demand	
mitigation	measures	for	the	MPMW	to	implement	at	each	level;	and	identifies	procedures	for	the	MPMW	
to	use	to	assess	annually	whether	or	not	a	water	shortage	is	likely	to	occur	in	the	coming	year,	among	
other	things.		

ConnectMenlo/General Plan Update 

In	2016,	the	City	completed	a	multi-year	planning	effort	to	update	the	Land	Use	and	Circulation	Elements	
and	M-2	Zoning	specifications	of	its	general	plan	for	the	2040	planning	horizon.	This	general	plan	update	
process	was	known	as	ConnectMenlo.	ConnectMenlo	reaffirmed	remaining	development	potential	within	
Menlo	Park	and	incorporated	land	use	changes	in	the	Bayfront	Area,	including	the	development	potential	
for	 up	 to	 4,500	 new	 multi-family	 residential	 units,	 2.3	 million	 gross	 square	 feet	 (gsf)	 of	 new	 non-
residential	uses,	and	400	new	hotel	rooms.		

A	program-level	EIR	was	prepared	for	ConnectMenlo.	Furthermore,	in	conjunction	with	the	ConnectMenlo	
EIR,	a	Water	Supply	Evaluation	Study	(WSE	Study)16	was	prepared	to	determine	whether	there	would	be	
an	adequate	water	supply	available	to	meet	current	and	planned	water	demands	within	the	service	area	
during	 normal	 and	 dry	 hydrologic	 years	 over	 a	 20-year	 horizon.	 More	 specifically,	 the	 WSE	 Study	
included:		

l Summaries	of	the	WSA	requirements	articulated	in	California	Water	Code	Sections	10910–10915	
and	a	description	of	how	they	were	addressed	in	the	WSE	Study.	

l A	description	and	analysis	of	current	and	projected	future	water	demands	for	the	ConnectMenlo	
project	through	2040.	

l A	description	 and	 analysis	 of	 historical,	 current,	 and	 projected	 future	water	 demands	 for	 the	
MPMW	service	area	through	2040.	

l A	description	and	analysis	of	current	and	projected	future	water	supplies	for	the	MPMW	service	
area	through	2040.	

l A	 comparison	 of	 water	 supplies	 and	 demands	 for	 the	MPMW’s	water	 service	 area,	 including	
projected	water	demands	associated	with	the	ConnectMenlo	project.	

Data	in	the	WSE	Study	were	based	primarily	on	the	MPMW	2010	UWMP;	the	draft	MPMW	2015	UWMP,	
which	 was	 developed	 at	 the	 same	 time	 as	 the	 WSE	 Study;	 information	 from	 the	 City;	 and	 specific	
information	 from	PlaceWorks,	 author	 of	 the	 2016	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR.	 The	 final	 adopted	MPMW	2015	
UWMP	incorporated	the	ConnectMenlo	growth	projections.		
																																																													
15	 Menlo	Park	Municipal	Water.	2021.	2020	Urban	Water	Management	Plan,	Appendix	J,	Water	Shortage	

Contingency	Plan.	Available:	https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/28016/Draft-Urban-Water-
Management-Plan.	Accessed:	July	13,	2021.	

16		 City	of	Menlo	Park.	2016.	Water	Supply	Evaluation	Study	for	ConnectMenlo	–	General	Plan	and	M-2	Area	Zoning	
Update.	Available:	https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/9587/020916-ConnectMenlo-WSE-
2016-02-04-FINAL?bidId=.	Accessed:	February	7,	2022.	
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Even	though	the	Proposed	Project	was	not	specifically	 identified	 in	ConnectMenlo	or	the	MPMW	2015	
UWMP,	 the	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 defines	 the	 maximum	 level	 of	 development	 that	 can	 occur	 in	 the	
ConnectMenlo	study	area.	The	MPMW	is	actively	tracking	the	preliminary	water	demand	estimates	for	
planned	projects	within	the	MPMW	service	area,	including	projects	in	the	ConnectMenlo	study	area,	on	a	
cumulative	 basis	 to	 ensure	 that	 development	 remains	 below	 the	 maximum	 level	 permitted	 in	 the	
ConnectMenlo	EIR.	The	Proposed	Project,	if	approved,	would	be	included	in	this	cumulative	development	
total,	which	would	be	below	the	maximum	level	permitted.	

Menlo Park Municipal Code 

The	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Code,	which	is	organized	by	title,	chapter,	and	section,	contains	all	ordinances	
for	Menlo	 Park.	 Title	 7,	 Health	 and	 Sanitation;	 Title	 12,	 Buildings	 and	 Construction;	 and	 Chapter	 16,	
Zoning,	include	regulations	relevant	to	water	resources,	as	discussed	below.	

Chapter	7.35,	Water	Conservation,	contains	regulations	and	restrictions	regarding	water	use	in	order	
to	 conserve	 water	 resources	 and	 eliminate	 wasteful	 water	 uses.	 Menlo	 Park	Municipal	 Code	 Section	
7.35.020	requires	the	City	Council	to	adopt	by	resolution	a	water	conservation	plan	and	mandate	water	
conservation	measures	 in	 the	 event	 of	 adoption	 of	 emergency	water	 conservation	 regulations	 by	 the	
SWRCB.	

Chapter	 12.44,	 Water	 Efficient	 Landscaping	 Ordinance,	 adopted	 in	 2016	 (Ordinance	 No.	 968),	
establishes	water-efficient	landscaping	standards	to	conserve	water	used	for	 irrigation.	The	ordinance	
applies	to	all	new	landscapes	greater	than	500	square	feet	and	rehabilitated	landscapes	greater	than	1,000	
square	feet	associated	with	projects	that	require	City	review	and	approval.	

Section	16.43.140(3),	Green	and	Sustainable	Building,	Water	Use	Efficiency,	and	Recycled	Water,	
specifies	 requirements	 for	 water	 use	 efficiency	 and	 recycled	water	 use	 in	 the	 Office	 (O)	 zone.	 These	
include:	

a. Single-pass	cooling	systems	shall	be	prohibited	in	all	new	buildings.		

b. All	new	buildings	shall	be	built	and	maintained	without	the	use	of	well	water.		

c. Applicants	for	a	new	building	with	more	than	100,000	square	feet	of	gross	floor	area	shall	prepare	
and	submit	a	proposed	water	budget	and	accompanying	calculations,	following	the	methodology	
approved	by	the	City.	For	all	new	buildings	with	250,000	square	feet	or	more	in	gross	floor	area,	
the	water	budget	shall	account	for	the	potable	water	demand	reduction	resulting	from	the	use	of	
an	alternative	water	source	for	all	City-approved	non-potable	applications.	The	water	budget	and	
calculations	 shall	 be	 reviewed	 and	 approved	 by	 the	 City’s	 Public	 Works	 Director	 prior	 to	
certification	of	occupancy.	Twelve	months	after	the	date	of	certification	of	occupancy,	the	building	
owner	shall	submit	the	data	and	information	necessary	for	the	City	to	compare	actual	water	use	
to	 the	 allocation	 in	 the	 approved	 water	 budget.	 In	 the	 event	 that	 actual	 water	 consumption	
exceeds	the	water	budget,	a	water	conservation	program,	as	approved	by	the	City’s	Public	Works	
Director,	 shall	 be	 implemented.	 Twelve	months	after	 City	approval	 of	 the	water	 conservation	
program,	 the	 building	 owner	 shall	 submit	 the	 data	 and	 information	 necessary	 for	 the	 City	 to	
determine	 compliance	 with	 the	 conservation	 program.	 If	 water	 consumption	 exceeds	 the	
budgeted	amount,	the	City’s	Public	Works	Director	may	prohibit	the	use	of	water	for	irrigation	or	
enforce	compliance	as	an	infraction,	pursuant	to	Chapter	1.12,	until	compliance	with	the	water	
budget	is	achieved.		

d. All	new	buildings	shall	be	dual	plumbed	for	the	internal	use	of	recycled	water.		
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e. All	new	buildings	with	250,000	square	feet	or	more	in	gross	floor	area	shall	use	an	alternate	water	
source	for	all	City-approved	non-potable	applications.	An	alternative	water	source	may	include,	
but	 is	not	 limited	 to,	 treated	non-potable	water	 such	as	graywater.	An	alternate	water	 source	
assessment	 shall	be	 submitted	 that	describes	the	alternative	water	 source	and	proposed	non-
potable	application.	The	alternate	water	source	assessment,	the	alternative	water	source,	and	the	
water’s	proposed	 uses	 shall	 be	approved	 by	 the	 City’s	 Public	Works	Director	and	 Community	
Development	 Director.	 If	 the	MPMW	 has	 not	 designated	 a	 recycled	water	 purveyor	 and/or	 a	
municipal	 recycled	 water	 source	 is	 not	 available	 prior	 to	 project	 approval,	 applicants	 may	
propose	conservation	measures	to	meet	the	requirements	of	this	section,	subject	to	approval	of	
the	 City	 Council.	 The	 conservation	 measures	 shall	 achieve	 a	 reduction	 in	 potable	 water	 use	
equivalent	 to	 the	projected	demand	of	City-approved	non-potable	applications,	but	 in	no	 case	
shall	the	reduction	be	less	than	30	percent	compared	to	the	water	budget	in	subsection	(3)(C)	of	
this	 section.	 The	 conservation	measures	may	 include	 onsite	measures,	 offsite	measures,	 or	 a	
combination	thereof.		

f. Potable	water	shall	not	be	used	for	dust	control	on	construction	projects.	

g. Potable	water	shall	not	be	used	for	decorative	features,	unless	the	water	recirculates.	

Because	 the	 gross	 floor	 area	 of	 the	 proposed	 building	 would	 be	 less	 than	 250,000	 square	 feet,	 an	
alternative	water	source	assessment	is	not	required	(refer	to	“e,”	above).	

Environmental Impacts 
This	 section	describes	 the	 impact	 analysis	 related	 to	utilities	 and	 service	 systems	associated	with	 the	
Proposed	Project.	It	describes	the	methods	used	to	determine	the	impacts	of	the	Proposed	Project	and	
lists	the	thresholds	used	to	conclude	whether	an	impact	would	be	significant.	Measures	to	mitigate	(i.e.,	
avoid,	minimize,	rectify,	reduce,	eliminate,	or	compensate	for)	significant	impacts	accompany	each	impact	
discussion.	

Thresholds of Significance 
In	 accordance	 with	 Appendix	 G	 of	 the	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 (CEQA)	 Guidelines,	 the	
Proposed	Project	would	have	a	significant	effect	if	it	would	result	in	any	of	the	conditions	listed	below.	
Some	topics	that	do	not	require	new	analysis	in	this	EIR	are	discussed	below	(refer	to	the	Initial	Study	
prepared	for	the	Proposed	Project	in	Appendix	1-1).	

l Require	 or	 result	 in	 the	 relocation	 of	 existing	 or	 the	 construction	 of	 new	 or	 expanded	water,	
wastewater	treatment,	stormwater	drainage,	electric	power,	natural	gas,	or	telecommunications	
facilities,	the	construction	or	relocation	of	which	could	cause	significant	environmental	effects.	

l Have	 insufficient	 water	 supplies	 available	 to	 serve	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 and	 reasonably	
foreseeable	future	development	during	normal,	dry,	and	multiple	dry	years.	

l Result	 in	a	determination	by	 the	wastewater	treatment	provider	 that	serves	or	may	 serve	 the	
Project	site	that	it	has	inadequate	capacity	to	serve	the	Proposed	Project’s	projected	demand	in	
addition	to	the	provider’s	existing	commitments.	

l Generate	 solid	waste	 in	excess	of	 state	or	 local	 standards,	or	 in	excess	of	 the	 capacity	of	 local	
infrastructure,	or	otherwise	impair	the	attainment	of	solid	waste	reduction	goals.	

l Fail	to	comply	with	federal,	state,	and	local	management	and	reduction	statutes	and	regulations	
related	to	solid	waste.	
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Methods for Analysis 
Water	Supply	and	Infrastructure.	The	analysis	in	this	section	focuses	on	the	nature	and	magnitude	of	
the	change	in	water	use	compared	with	existing	and	projected	water	use	in	the	MPMW	service	area.	To	
determine	 potential	 impacts,	 existing	 and	 projected	water	 consumption	was	 estimated	 from	 demand	
projection	calculations	and	quantitative	evaluation	of	data	for	existing	land	uses,	approved	projects,	and	
proposed	 development,	 including	 the	Proposed	 Project.	 The	primary	 resources	 used	 for	 this	 analysis	
include	the	MPMW’s	2020	UWMP	and	the	WSA	for	the	Proposed	Project.		

Wastewater	Generation	and	Infrastructure.	The	ConnectMenlo	EIR	assumes	that	90	percent	of	water	
demand	becomes	wastewater.	This	is	a	conservative	assumption	because	in	2020,	the	total	wastewater	
that	was	generated	was	82	percent	of	the	total	water	used.17,18	Following	the	methodology	used	in	the	
ConnectMenlo	EIR,	it	is	assumed	that	wastewater	generation	with	the	Proposed	Project	would	equal	90	
percent	of	the	water	consumed	and,	therefore,	would	be	conveyed	to	the	SVCW	WWTP.	The	wastewater	
demands	of	 the	Proposed	Project	 are	 compared	 to	the	available	 capacity	of	 the	WBSD	sanitary	sewer	
system	and	the	SVCW	WWTP	to	assess	the	potential	for	significant	environmental	impacts.	

Summary of Analysis in the ConnectMenlo EIR 
As	described	in	Chapter	1,	Introduction,	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	provided	a	program-level	analysis	of	the	
development	potential	envisioned	for	the	entire	city,	including	the	increased	development	potential	in	the	
Bayfront	Area	that	would	occur	by	2040.	The	Land	Use	Element	specifically	identifies	new	development	
potential	 in	 the	Bayfront	 Area	 of	 2.3	million	 gsf	 of	non-residential	 space,	 400	 hotel	 rooms,	 and	 4,500	
residential	 units.19	 The	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 determined	 that,	 at	 full	 buildout,	 implementation	 of	
ConnectMenlo	would	result	in	11,570	additional	residents,	for	a	total	city-wide	population	of	50,350,	and	
5,500	new	employees,	for	a	total	city-wide	daytime	population	of	53,250.	The	buildout	potential	of	future	
development	is	expected	to	occur	over	a	24-year	buildout	horizon	(from	approximately	2016	to	2040).20	

It	 was	 determined	 that	 impacts	 related	 to	 wastewater	 treatment	 requirements,	 as	 analyzed	 in	 the	
ConnectMenlo	EIR	 (pages	4.14-36	 to	4.14-38),	would	be	 less	 than	 significant.	 In	accordance	with	City	
General	Plan	policies,	zoning	regulations,	and	other	applicable	regulations,	wastewater	generated	from	
potential	future	development	would	not	exceed	wastewater	treatment	requirements	or	the	capacity	of	
existing	facilities.	No	mitigation	measures	were	recommended.		

It	was	determined	that	impacts	related	to	the	construction	or	expansion	of	water	or	wastewater	treatment	
facilities,	as	analyzed	in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	(pages	4.14-38	to	4.14-43),	would	be	less	than	significant.	
It	 is	 expected	 that	 the	 City	 will	 implement	 general	 plan	 programs	 that	 will	 require	 the	 MPMW’s	
conservation	programs	to	be	expanded	and	future	development	to	employ	green	building	best	practices.	
No	mitigation	measures	were	recommended.	In	addition,	it	was	determined	that	impacts	related	to	the	
construction	 or	 expansion	 of	 stormwater	 drainage	 facilities,	 as	 analyzed	 in	 the	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR	
																																																													
17		 The	2020	UWMP	identified	a	total	water	demand	of	1,069	million	gallons	per	year	(mgy)	in	2020	(Table	4-1	of	

the	2020	UWMP)	and	a	total	of	873	mgy	of	wastewater	collected	in	2020	(mgy).		
18			 (873/1,069)	*	100	percent	=	82	percent		
19		 The	ConnectMenlo	Final	EIR	included	an	evaluation	of	4,500	residential	units	in	the	Bayfront	Area,	consisting	of	

3,000	unrestricted	residential	units	and	1,500	corporate	dormitory-style	housing	units	on	the	Facebook	East	
Campus	(also	known	as	the	Classic	Campus).	

20		 Although	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	assumed	a	buildout	horizon	of	2040,	maximum	development	potential	may	be	
reached	sooner	than	anticipated.	The	ConnectMenlo	EIR	evaluated	the	maximum	development	potential	that	
could	occur	at	any	given	time	and	did	not	consider	phased	buildout	with	respect	to	development	potential;	
therefore,	no	new	or	additional	impacts	are	anticipated	as	a	result	of	expedited	buildout.	
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(pages	4.14-64	to	4.14-66),	would	be	less	than	significant.	All	future	development	would	be	required	to	
comply	with	existing	 regulations,	 including	 general	plan	policies	 and	 zoning	 regulations,	 to	minimize	
impacts	 related	 to	 stormwater	 drainage	 facilities.	 In	 addition,	 grading	 and	 drainage	 plans	 for	 future	
projects	 would	 be	 reviewed	 by	 the	 City	 to	 ensure	 that	 onsite	 drainage	 infrastructure,	 low-impact	
development	 features,	 and	 retention	basins	would	be	adequate	and	able	 to	prevent	onsite	and	offsite	
flooding.	No	mitigation	measures	were	recommended.		

It	was	determined	that	impacts	related	to	the	availability	of	water	supplies	to	serve	the	growth	planned	under	
ConnectMenlo,	 as	 analyzed	 in	 the	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 (pages	 4.14-24	 to	 4.14-27),	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant.	Future	development	under	ConnectMenlo	would	be	required	to	comply	with	existing	regulations,	
including	City	General	Plan	policies	and	zoning	requirements,	to	minimize	impacts	related	to	water	supplies.	
Development	under	ConnectMenlo	would	result	in	a	demand	for	343	million	gallons	per	year	(mgy),	which	
represents	21	percent	of	the	planning-level	water	demand	forecast	in	the	2015	UWMP	(the	adopted	UWMP	
at	the	time).	The	ConnectMenlo	EIR	concluded	that	the	water	supply	would	be	adequate	and	able	to	meet	
increased	 demands	 in	 normal	 years	 as	 well	 as	 the	 additional	 demand	 generated	 by	 the	 increase	 in	
development	associated	with	 implementation	of	ConnectMenlo.	Future	development	under	ConnectMenlo	
would	 be	 required	 to	 comply	 with	 existing	 regulations,	 including	 City	 General	 Plan	 policies	 and	 zoning	
requirements,	to	minimize	impacts	related	to	water	supplies.	No	mitigation	measures	were	recommended.	

It	 was	 determined	 that	 impacts	 related	 to	 wastewater	 treatment	 capacity,	 as	 analyzed	 in	 the	
ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 (pages	 4.14-43	 to	 4.14-45),	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 Future	 development	 is	
expected	to	tie	 in	to	existing	collection	facilities.	The	installation	of	extension	 lines	would	comply	with	
applicable	 sewer	 permits,	 which	 require	 projects	 to	 reduce	 impacts	 on	 service	 capacity.	 In	 addition,	
projects	would	be	 required	 to	 comply	with	existing	 regulations	 that	promote	water	 conservation	and	
minimize	impacts	related	to	wastewater	generation.	No	mitigation	measures	were	recommended.	

Solid	waste	generation	was	analyzed	 in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	under	Impact	UTIL-8	(pages	4.14-52	to	
4.1-55).	 Compliance	 with	 solid	 waste	 reduction	 statutes	 and	 regulations	 was	 analyzed	 in	 the	
ConnectMenlo	EIR	under	Impact	UTIL-9	(pages	4.14-55	and	4.14-56).	Both	impacts	were	determined	to	
be	 less	than	significant.	Future	development	would	be	required	to	comply	with	existing	regulations	to	
minimize	 impacts	related	to	solid	waste	disposal	and	attain	solid	waste	reduction	goals.	No	mitigation	
measures	were	recommended.	

Impacts Not Requiring New Analysis under Public Resources Code Section 21166  
The	Initial	Study	prepared	for	the	Proposed	Project	(Appendix	1-1)	found	the	impacts	listed	below	to	be	
less	than	significant.	Therefore,	these	topics	were	scoped	out	from	further	review	in	the	EIR	and	are	not	
discussed	in	this	section.	Please	refer	to	Appendix	1-1	for	additional	analysis.		

Construction	 or	 Expansion	 of	 Electrical,	 Natural	 Gas,	 and	 Telecommunications	 Facilities.	 Existing	
electrical	infrastructure	is	anticipated	to	have	the	capacity	to	serve	the	Proposed	Project	(refer	to	Chapter	4	
for	a	discussion	of	energy	demand	with	the	Proposed	Project).	The	Proposed	Project	would	not	use	natural	
gas	and,	therefore,	would	not	connect	to	natural	gas	lines.	Existing	natural	gas	lines	would	not	need	to	be	
upgraded,	relocated,	expanded,	or	extended	for	the	Proposed	Project.	Telecommunications	lines	may	need	to	
be	 extended	 or	 relocated	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project.	 The	 installation	 of	 new	 or	 expanded	
telecommunication	lines	on	the	Project	site	would	require	excavation,	trenching,	soil	movement,	and	other	
activities	that	are	typical	during	the	construction	of	development	projects.	These	construction	impacts	are	
discussed	in	the	appropriate	topical	sections	of	the	Initial	Study	as	part	of	the	assessment	of	overall	Project	
impacts.	 However,	 no	 offsite	 electrical,	 natural	 gas,	 or	 telecommunications	 facilities	 would	 need	 to	 be	
constructed	or	expanded	as	a	result	of	the	Proposed	Project.	
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The	physical	conditions,	as	they	relate	to	electrical,	natural	gas,	and	telecommunications	infrastructure,	
have	 not	 changed	 substantially	 in	 the	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 study	 area	 since	 preparation	 of	 the	
ConnectMenlo	EIR.	The	Proposed	Project	would	not	result	in	a	substantial	change	in	the	ConnectMenlo	
project,	 change	 in	 circumstances,	 or	 new	 information	 of	 substantial	 importance	 that	 shows	 more	
significant	effects	than	those	originally	analyzed	in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR;	therefore,	the	Proposed	Project	
would	 be	within	 the	 scope	 of	 the	ConnectMenlo	project	 covered	 by	 the	ConnectMenlo	 EIR,	 and	 there	
would	be	no	new	specific	effects	as	a	result	of	the	Proposed	Project.	The	Proposed	Project	could	require	
the	installation	or	expansion	of	telecommunication	lines	onsite	but	would	not	lead	to	offsite	expansion	or	
significant	 environmental	 impacts	 beyond	 the	 Project	 site	 or	 beyond	 the	 Project-related	 construction	
impacts	discussed	throughout	this	document.	Impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.	

Construction	 or	 Expansion	 of	 Stormwater	 Drainage	 Facilities.	 Operation	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project	
would	 result	 in	 the	 construction	or	expansion	of	stormwater	 facilities	but	would	not	 cause	 significant	
environmental	effects.	Implementation	of	the	Proposed	Project	would	increase	the	amount	of	impervious	
surface	area	on	the	Project	site	only	slightly.	Hardscape	surfaces	at	the	Project	site	would	include	concrete	
paving,	decomposed	granite	paving,	and	concrete	pavers.	Because	the	Proposed	Project	would	create	or	
replace	more	than	10,000	square	feet	of	impervious	surface	area,	the	Proposed	Project	would	be	regulated	
by	 Provision	 C.3	 of	 the	Municipal	 Regional	 Permit.	 To	 meet	 San	 Mateo	 Countywide	Water	 Pollution	
Prevention	Program	Provision	C.3	stormwater	requirements,	the	Proposed	Project	would	be	required	to	
treat	runoff	from	all	impervious	areas.	The	Project	site	would	be	drained	by	a	combination	of	existing	and	
new	onsite	storm	drain	facilities.	With	the	Project’s	proposed	low-impact	development	(LID)	features,	the	
Project	 would	 not	 increase	 the	 amount	 of	 stormwater	 funneled	 to	 the	municipal	 stormwater	 system	
compared	to	existing	conditions.		

The	onsite	system	would	convey	runoff	to	biotreatment	ponds	for	treatment.	The	ponds	would	capture	
and	treat	runoff	from	newly	created	or	replaced	impervious	areas	prior	to	discharging	to	the	municipal	
stormwater	system.	In	addition,	the	Proposed	Project	would	be	required	to	develop	and	implement	a	final	
Stormwater	Management	 Plan,	with	 the	 goal	 of	 reducing	 the	 discharge	 of	pollutants	 to	 the	maximum	
extent	practicable.	

The	existing	stormwater	treatment	areas	on	the	Commonwealth	Site	and	the	existing	2,800-square-foot	
stormwater	treatment	area	directly	adjacent	to	Jefferson	Drive	would	remain.	In	addition,	the	Proposed	
Project	would	provide	biotreatment	areas	throughout	the	site.	The	overflow	pipe	at	the	manhole	pump	
for	each	biotreatment	area	would	be	a	minimum	of	six	incheshigher	than	the	treatment	volume	to	prevent	
the	overflow	pipe	 from	functioning	until	 the	treatment	 flow	has	been	stored.	Flows	from	all	proposed	
impervious	areas,	 both	 replaced	and	 new	 areas,	would	 be	 directed	 to	 a	pump	 that	would	 be	 sized	 to	
discharge	runoff	to	biotreatment	areas	for	stormwater	treatment.	

The	physical	conditions,	as	they	relate	to	stormwater	drainage	facilities,	have	not	changed	substantially	
in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	study	area	since	preparation	of	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR.	There	are	no	substantial	
changes	 in	 the	 ConnectMenlo	 project,	 change	 in	 circumstances,	 or	 new	 information	 of	 substantial	
importance	that	shows	more	significant	effects	than	those	originally	analyzed	in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR;	
therefore,	there	would	be	no	new	or	substantially	more	severe	impacts	as	a	result	of	the	Proposed	Project.	
Compliance	with	applicable	stormwater	management	requirements	and	implementation	of	a	landscaping	
plan,	designed	to	provide	stormwater	treatment	areas,	would	ensure	that	the	Proposed	Project	would	not	
significantly	increase	stormwater	drainage	from	the	Project	site.	As	such,	the	Proposed	Project	would	not	
require	 the	 construction	 of	 new	 stormwater	 drainage	 facilities	 or	 the	 expansion	 of	 existing	 facilities,	
resulting	in	a	less-than-significant	impact.	
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Generation	 of	 Solid	 Waste.	 Construction	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 generate	 solid	 waste.	 The	
Proposed	Project	would	be	 required	 to	 comply	with	the	City’s	Construction	and	Demolition	Recycling	
Ordinance,	which	requires	salvage	or	recycling	of	at	least	60	percent	of	construction-related	solid	waste.	
However,	pursuant	to	City	Zoning	Code	Section	16.43.140,	 the	Proposed	Project	would	meet	the	City’s	
zero-waste	 requirements.	 The	 City	 defines	 “zero	 waste”	 as	 the	 overall	 diversion	 of	 90	 percent	 of	
nonhazardous	 materials	 from	 landfill	 and	 incineration,	 with	 discarded	 materials	 reduced,	 reused,	
recycled,	or	 composted.	Under	 the	zero-waste	 requirements,	 the	Project	Sponsor	must	 submit	 a	 zero-
waste	management	plan	to	the	City	that	shows	how	the	Project	would	reduce,	recycle,	and	compost	waste	
from	the	demolition,	construction,	and	occupancy	phases	of	the	Project.	The	zero-waste	plan	must	include	
the	property	owner’s	assessment	of	the	types	of	waste	to	be	generated	during	demolition,	construction,	
and	occupancy,	along	with	a	plan	to	collect,	sort,	and	transport	materials	to	uses	other	than	landfill	and	
incineration.21	 The	 Proposed	 Project’s	 waste	 generation	 is	 within	 the	 scope	 considered	 in	 the	
ConnectMenlo	EIR.	Therefore,	construction	of	the	Proposed	Project	is	not	expected	to	have	a	significant	
impact	on	existing	landfills	or	require	the	construction	of	a	new	landfill.		

Operation	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 result	 in	 the	 generation	 of	 solid	 waste	 beyond	 existing	
conditions	but	would	continue	to	meet	state	and	local	standards	for	solid	waste	and	recycling.	The	waste	
generated	at	the	Project	site	would	be	collected	by	Recology	San	Mateo	and	hauled	to	Shoreway.	Shoreway	
is	permitted	to	receive	3,000	tons	of	refuse	per	day.	Once	collected	and	sorted	at	Shoreway,	solid	waste	
would	 be	 transported	 to	Ox	Mountain,	which	 is	permitted	 to	 receive	 3,598	 tons	per	 day.	 Solid	waste	
generated	by	operation	of	the	Proposed	Project	would	represent	approximately	0.17	and	0.14	percent	of	
the	permitted	capacity	of	Shoreway	and	Ox	Mountain,	respectively.22	This	is	consistent	with	the	analysis	
in	ConnectMenlo.	As	 such,	 Shoreway	and	 the	Ox	Mountain	would	have	adequate	 capacity	 to	serve	 the	
Proposed	Project.	

Construction	 and	 operation	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 comply	 with	 all	 applicable	 statutes	 and	
regulations	related	to	solid	waste.	State	law	(Assembly	Bills	341	and	939)	requires	businesses	to	recycle	
and	cities	to	divert	50	percent	of	their	solid	waste	from	landfills.	The	Proposed	Project	would	adhere	to	
these	laws.	In	addition,	the	Proposed	Project	would	be	required	to	adhere	to	the	City’s	Construction	and	
Demolition	Recycling	Ordinance.	

The	physical	conditions,	as	they	relate	to	solid	waste	generation	and	statutes	and	regulations,	have	not	
changed	substantially	 in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	study	area	since	preparation	of	 the	ConnectMenlo	EIR.	
There	 are	 no	 substantial	 changes	 in	 the	 ConnectMenlo	 project,	 change	 in	 circumstances,	 or	 new	
information	of	substantial	importance	that	shows	more	significant	effects	than	those	originally	analyzed	
in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR;	 therefore,	 there	would	be	no	new	or	substantially	more	severe	 impacts	as	a	
result	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project.	 The	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 be	 served	 by	 a	 landfill	 with	 adequate	
permitted	 capacity	 to	 accommodate	 its	 solid	 waste	 disposal	 needs.	 In	 addition,	 the	 Proposed	 Project	
would	be	within	the	growth	projections	of	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	and,	as	such,	would	not	result	in	impacts	
that	were	not	already	evaluated.	Impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.	

																																																													
21		 American	Trash	Management.	2019.	DRAFT	Commonwealth,	Menlo	Park,	CA,	Trash	Management	Plan.		
22	 See	Initial	Study	(Appendix	1-1)	for	full	analysis.		
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Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact	 UT-1:	 New	 and	 Expanded	 Water	 and	 Wastewater	 Treatment	 Facilities.	 The	 Proposed	
Project	would	not	require	or	result	in	the	relocation	of	existing	or	construction	of	new	or	expanded	
water	or	wastewater	treatment	facilities.	(LTS)	

Water 

Water	for	the	Proposed	Project	would	be	treated	at	one	of	three	WTPs:	the	SFPUC’s	Tesla	Treatment	Facility,	
the	Sunol	Valley	WTP,	or	the	Harry	Tracy	WTP.	The	Tesla	Treatment	Facility	has	the	capacity	to	treat	315	
mgd.	The	Sunol	Valley	WTP	has	the	capacity	to	treat	160	mgd.	The	Harry	Tracy	WTP	has	the	capacity	to	treat	
approximately	140	mgd.	The	total	water	demand	of	the	Proposed	Project	is	estimated	to	be	approximately	
0.04	mgd.	Although	it	is	not	known	exactly	which	of	the	three	WTPs	would	treat	water	from	the	Project	site,	
the	increase	in	demand	(i.e.,	about	0.04	mgd)	would	not	be	considered	a	significant	increase	for	the	SFPUC	
system,	which	can	treat	approximately	615	mgd	with	the	combined	capacity	of	its	 three	WTPs.	Also,	 the	
ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 found	 that	 existing	 water	 treatment	 facility	 capacity	 would	 be	 adequate	 for	 the	
development	planned	under	ConnectMenlo;	the	Proposed	Project	is	within	the	scope	of	that	development.	
Therefore,	no	new	or	expanded	water	facilities	would	be	required	to	serve	the	Project.	

As	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	notes,	the	SFPUC	is	continuously	planning	operational	upgrades,	maintenance,	
and	capital	 improvements	 for	 its	WTPs.	This	 is	expected	to	continue	 in	the	 future,	 independent	of	 the	
Proposed	 Project.	 Environmental	 impacts	 from	 construction	 of	 new	 or	 expanded	 water	 treatment	
facilities	 deemed	 necessary	 through	 the	 planning	 process	 would	 be	 addressed	 in	 the	 CEQA	 review	
conducted	 by	 the	 lead	 agency	 for	 such	 facility	 expansion	 or	 development	 (i.e.,	 SFPUC).	 Therefore,	 an	
evaluation	of	the	possible	environmental	effects	of	future	expansion/development	of	such	facilities	would	
be	speculative	and	beyond	the	scope	of	this	EIR.	

The	Proposed	Project,	as	part	of	the	City’s	project	approval	process,	would	be	required	to	comply	with	
existing	regulations,	 including	plans,	policies,	and	zoning	regulations	that	promote	water	conservation	
and	green	building	best	practices,	and	would	not	require	or	result	in	the	relocation	of	existing	or	construction	
of	new	or	expanded	water	treatment	facilities.	Therefore,	adoption	of	the	Proposed	Project	would	result	in	
less-than-significant	impacts	regarding	the	need	for	new	or	expanded	water	treatment	facilities.	

Wastewater 

Wastewater	in	MPMW	service	area	is	collected	by	the	WBSD	and	the	SVCW	WWTP.	According	to	the	2020	
MPMW	UWMP,	the	volume	of	wastewater	from	the	MPMW	service	area	collected	by	the	WBSD	totaled	
approximately	873	mgy	in	2020,	or	about	2.4	mgd.	The	wastewater	generation	estimate	for	the	Proposed	
Project	 is	 approximately	 90	 percent	 of	 its	 indoor	 water	 use	 estimate	 of	 12.8	mgy,	 or	 approximately	
11.5	mgy.	This	would	not	represent	a	significant	 increase	 for	the	WBSD	relative	to	 its	current	average	
collection	rates.	In	addition,	the	Proposed	Project	would	be	within	the	maximum	scope	of	development	
studied	in	ConnectMenlo.	The	ConnectMenlo	EIR	concluded	that	such	development	would	not	require	the	
construction	of	new	or	relocation	of	existing	wastewater	facilities.	

Operation	of	the	SVCW	WWTP	and	its	wastewater	conveyance	system	is	governed	by	the	waste	discharge	
requirements	found	in	RWQCB	Order	No.	R2-2018-00XX	(NPDES	No.	CA0038369).	This	order	has	a	dry-
weather	facility	design	flow	of	29	mgd	and	a	peak	wet-weather	design	flow	of	71	mgd.	The	NPDES	permit	
does	not	have	a	 limitation	on	 flow	quantity.	As	noted	 in	 the	ConnectMenlo	EIR,	 SVCW	reports	 that	 its	
treatment	plant	has	a	capacity	of	80	mgd;	however,	some	bottlenecks	would	need	to	be	resolved	to	get	
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plant	capacity	to	80	mgd.	Therefore,	the	WWTP	design	is	not	necessarily	limited	to	the	peak	wet-weather	
flow	of	71	mgd	mentioned	 in	the	NPDES	permit;	however,	 for	 the	purpose	of	 this	 analysis,	71	mgd	 is	
considered	the	maximum	flow	permitted.	

As	stated	above,	the	Sharon	Heights	RWF	at	the	Sharon	Heights	Golf	and	Country	Club	processes	a	limited	
amount	of	wastewater	in	Menlo	Park.	Although	water	sources	for	the	Proposed	Project	would	not	include	
the	use	of	 recycled	water,	some	of	 its	wastewater	 could	be	processed	at	 the	Sharon	Heights	RWF	and	
released	 as	 recycled	 water.	 This,	 however,	 is	 considered	 speculative.	 Because	 the	 overall	 amount	 of	
processed	wastewater	would	be	minimal,	it	is	not	included	in	this	analysis.	As	reported	by	the	RWQCB,	
from	 October	 2012	 through	 August	 2017,	 the	 SVCW	WWTP	 treated	 an	 average	 of	 13.5	 mgd,	 with	 a	
maximum	 instantaneous	 flow	of	50	mgd.	Both	 rates	are	well	within	 the	29	mgd	average	dry-weather	
design	flow	and	71	mgd	peak	wet-weather	design	flow.	Under	its	Stage	2	expansion	program,	SVCW	will	
increase	WWTP	capacity	to	80	mgd	as	needed.	

Assuming	that	90	percent	of	the	net	amount	of	water	used	indoors	by	the	Proposed	Project	(12.8	mgy)	
would	become	wastewater	(see	Impact	UT-2,	below),	the	estimated	net	increase	in	wastewater	generation	
would	be	approximately	11.5	mgy,	or	about	0.031	mgd.	This	increase	in	wastewater	generation	would	not	
be	significant	relative	to	the	currently	available	excess	dry-weather	design	flow	capacity	of	15.5	mgd	(i.e.,	
29	mgd	design	flow	minus	13.5	mgd	current	average	flow	=	15.5	mgd)	or	its	excess	wet-weather	design	
flow	capacity	of	57.5	mgd	(i.e.,	71	mgd	design	flow	minus	13.5	mgd	current	average	flow	=	57.5	mgd).		

Although	the	 increase	 in	wastewater	 flows	with	 implementation	of	 the	Proposed	Project	would	add	to	
capacity	demands	 for	 the	WWTP	and	 its	 conveyance	 system,	 the	effect	would	not	be	substantial.	Any	
increase	would	be	integrated	into	ongoing	planning	and	budgeting	processes	to	improve	the	conveyance	
system,	treatment	processes,	and	capacity	because	the	Proposed	Project	would	be	within	the	scope	of	
development	 planned	 by	 ConnectMenlo.	 Planning	 for	 operational	 upgrades,	 maintenance,	 and	 capital	
improvements	at	the	WWTP	is	expected	to	continue	in	the	future,	independent	of	the	Proposed	Project.	
Environmental	 impacts	 from	 construction	 of	 the	 new	 or	 expanded	 wastewater	 treatment	 facilities	
deemed	necessary	through	the	planning	process	would	be	addressed	in	the	CEQA	review	conducted	by	
the	 lead	 agency	 for	 such	 facility	 expansion	 or	 development.	 Therefore,	 an	 evaluation	 of	 possible	
environmental	effects	 from	 future	expansion/development	of	 such	 facilities	would	be	 speculative	and	
beyond	the	scope	of	this	EIR.	

The	Proposed	Project,	as	part	of	the	City’s	project	approval	process,	would	be	required	to	comply	with	
existing	regulations,	 including	policies	and	zoning	requirements	that	promote	water	conservation	and	
minimize	impacts	related	to	wastewater	generation.	In	addition,	the	Proposed	Project	would	not	reduce	
the	capacity	of	 the	wastewater	treatment	system	substantially.	Therefore,	the	Proposed	Project	would	
result	 in	 less-than-significant	 impacts	 regarding	 the	need	 for	new	or	expanded	wastewater	 treatment	
facilities.	The	Proposed	Project	would	not	require	or	result	in	the	relocation	of	existing	or	construction	of	new	
or	expanded	wastewater	treatment	facilities.	Impact	UT-1	would	be	less	than	significant.		

Impact	UT-2:	Sufficient	Water	Supply.	Sufficient	water	supplies	would	be	available	 to	 serve	 the	
Proposed	 Project	 and	 reasonably	 foreseeable	 future	 development	 during	 normal,	 dry,	 and	
multiple	dry	years.	(LTS)	

Because	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 be	 within	 the	 maximum	 scope	 of	 development	 studied	 in	
ConnectMenlo,	the	water	demand	of	the	Proposed	Project	is	included	in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	as	well	as	
the	MPMW’s	2015	and	2020	UWMP	water	demand	analyses.	This	analysis	of	water	supply	availability	for	
the	Proposed	Project	is	based	on	numbers	from	MPMW’s	2020	UWMP.		
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As	required	by	the	City,	a	water	budget	was	prepared	for	the	Proposed	Project.	Estimated	water	use	for	
the	 Proposed	 Project	 considers	 the	 use	 of	 plumbing	 fixtures,	 including	 water	 closets,	 urinals,	 public	
lavatories,	kitchen	faucets,	and	showerheads,	as	calibrated	to	comply	with	CALGreen	standards.	Water	
usage	related	to	food	services	was	based	on	average	modeled	water	usage	for	office	buildings,	restaurants,	
and	efficient	restaurants.	Estimates	of	water	usage	 for	 irrigation	were	based	on	the	Maximum	Applied	
Water	 Allowance,	 in	 accordance	with	 the	Model	Water	 Efficient	 Landscape	 Ordinance.	 The	 projected	
water	demand	of	the	Proposed	Project	would	total	13.7	mgy,	or	about	0.04	mgd.	Indoor	water	demand	
from	plumbing	fixtures,	food	services,	and	cooling	systems	is	estimated	to	be	12.8	mgy.	Irrigation	uses	are	
estimated	to	be	0.89	mgy.		

Pursuant	to	California	Water	Code	Section	10910(c)(4)	and	the	technical	analyses	described	in	the	WSA	
for	the	Proposed	Project,	the	MPMW	found	that	total	water	supply	determined	to	be	available	over	a	
20-year	timeframe	would	meet	the	projected	water	demand	associated	with	the	Proposed	Project,	in	
addition	to	existing	and	planned	future	uses.	As	described	previously,	 the	Proposed	Project	was	not	
specifically	identified	in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR.	However,	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	defines	the	maximum	
scope	of	development	that	can	occur	in	the	ConnectMenlo	study	area.	The	MPMW	is	actively	tracking	
the	projected	water	demands	of	all	projects	in	the	ConnectMenlo	study	area	on	a	cumulative	basis	to	
ensure	that	development	remains	below	the	maximum	level	permitted	in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	and	
therefore	within	MPMW’s	service	abilities.	The	Proposed	Project,	if	approved,	would	be	included	in	this	
cumulative	development	total,	which	would	be	below	the	maximum	development	level	permitted.	

The	MPMW,	 a	member	 of	 agency	 of	 the	 BAWSCA,	 purchases	water	 solely	 from	 the	 SFPUC	 RWS.	 The	
BAWSCA	is	investigating	projects	and	implementing	strategies	to	improve	the	reliability	of	water	supplies	
to	 its	member	agencies.	 In	addition,	 the	SFPUC	is	actively	pursuing	all	options	to	resolve	the	potential	
effects	of	 the	Bay-Delta	Plan	amendment.	 It	 remains	committed	 to	 creating	benefits	 for	 the	Tuolumne	
River	while	meeting	water	supply	level-of-service	goals	and	objectives	for	retail	and	wholesale	customers,	
such	as	the	MPMW.		

The	WSA	 for	 the	Proposed	Project	 summarizes	 the	projected	availability	of	 the	MPMW’s	existing	and	
planned	future	water	supplies	as	well	as	 the	MPMW’s	projected	water	demands	 in	normal,	single,	and	
multiple	 dry	 years	 through	 2040.	 It	 shows	 that	water	 demand	within	 the	MPMW	 service	 area	 is	 not	
expected	to	exceed	MPMW	water	supplies	during	normal	water	years	through	2040.	During	single	and	
multiple	dry	years,	water	demand	is	similarly	expected	to	be	in	line	with	MPMW	supplies	with	continued	
mandatory	prohibitions	as	 part	 of	 a	water-demand	management	program	and	 implementation	 of	 the	
WSCP,	discussed	above.	Should	the	Bay-Delta	Plan	amendment	be	implemented,	starting	in	2023,	MPMW	
expects	 to	 meet	 demand	 during	 normal	 water	 years;	 however,	 significant	 shortfalls	 during	 dry	 and	
multiple	dry	years	may	occur,	requiring	stricter	reductions	through	the	WSCP,	as	discussed	below.		

Bay-Delta Plan Amendment Implementation  

If	 the	 Bay-Delta	 Plan	 amendment	 is	 implemented,	 the	 SFPUC	 will	 be	 able	 to	 meet	 its	 contractual	
obligations	to	 its	wholesale	customers,	as	presented	 in	the	SFPUC’s	2020	UWMP,	 in	normal	years.	The	
SFPUC	2020	UWMP	already	assumes	shortages	in	single	and	multiple	dry	years	through	2040;	however,	
implementation	of	the	Bay-Delta	Plan	amendment	will	result	in	greater	shortages.	In	July	2019,	the	SFPUC	
prepared	a	memorandum	to	describe	future	water	supply	scenarios	with	adoption	of	the	Bay-Delta	Plan	
amendment.	As	discussed	in	the	SFPUC	memorandum,	implementation	of	the	Bay-Delta	Plan	amendment	
is	uncertain	for	several	reasons.	Whether	the	Bay-Delta	Plan	amendment	will	be	implemented,	when	it	
will	be	 implemented,	 and	the	 form	 that	 implementation	will	 take,	 as	well	as	how	 the	amendment	will	
affect	the	SFPUC’s	water	supply,	are	currently	unknown.	The	SFPUC	memorandum	estimates	shortfalls	in	
water	supplies	through	2040	under	three	scenarios:		
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l Scenario	 1:	 Without	 implementation	 of	 the	 Bay-Delta	 Plan	 amendment,	 wherein	 the	 water	
supply	and	demand	assumptions	contained	in	the	2015	UWMP	would	remain	applicable.		

l Scenario	2:	With	implementation	of	a	voluntary	agreement	between	the	SFPUC	and	the	SWRCB,	
including	 a	 combination	 of	 flow	 and	 non-flow	measures	 that	 would	 be	 designed	 to	 benefit	
fisheries	through	a	lower	water	cost,	particularly	during	multiple	dry	years,	than	that	under	the	
Bay-Delta	Plan	amendment.		

l Scenario	3:	With	implementation	of	the	Bay-Delta	Plan	amendment,	as	adopted.	As	estimated	
in	the	SFPUC	memorandum,	water	supply	shortfalls	during	dry	years	would	be	lowest	without	
implementation	 of	 the	 Bay-Delta	 Plan	 amendment	 and	 highest	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	
amendment.	 The	 range	 of	 shortfalls	 under	 the	 proposed	 voluntary	 agreement	 would	 be	
between	those	with	and	without	implementation	of	the	Bay-Delta	Plan	amendment.		

Under	the	three	scenarios,	 the	SFPUC	would	have	an	adequate	water	supply	to	meet	total	wholesale	
demands	 through	 2040	 in	 normal	 years.	 For	 single	 dry	 years	 and	multiple	 dry	 years	 (e.g.,	with	 an	
extended	 drought),	 the	 SFPUC	memorandum	 estimates	 that	 shortfalls	 in	 water	 supplies	 relative	 to	
demand	would	occur	both	with	and	without	implementation	of	the	Bay-Delta	Plan	amendment.	Without	
implementation	of	the	Bay-Delta	Plan	amendment,	there	would	be	no	shortfalls	in	single	dry	years	or	
the	first	year	of	a	multi-year	drought;	however,	shortfalls	in	subsequent	years	of	multi-year	droughts	
(i.e.,	years	2	through	8)	would	range	from	17.1	to	32.5	percent.	With	implementation	of	the	Bay-Delta	
Plan	amendment,	shortfalls	of	up	to	48	percent	would	occur	in	single	dry	years	and	up	to	67.6	percent	
in	multiple	dry	years.	The	SFPUC	has	initiated	an	Alternative	Water	Supply	Planning	Program	to	ensure	
that	San	Francisco	can	meet	the	water	needs	of	its	retail	and	wholesale	customers,	address	shortages	
in	projected	dry	years,	and	limit	rationing	to	a	maximum	20	percent	system-wide,	in	accordance	with	
adopted	SFPUC	policies.	This	program,	which	is	in	its	early	planning	stages,	is	intended	to	meet	future	
water	 supply	 challenges	 and	 vulnerabilities	 (e.g.,	 environmental	 flow	 needs	 and	 other	 regulatory	
changes;	earthquakes,	disasters,	and	emergencies;	 increases	 in	population	and	employment;	climate	
change).	 Because	 the	 region	 faces	 future	 challenges,	 both	 known	 and	 unknown,	 the	 SFPUC	 is	
considering	a	suite	of	diverse,	non-traditional	supplies	and	 leveraging	regional	partnerships	to	meet	
retail	and	wholesale	customer	needs	through	2045.	

In	the	event	that	the	Bay-Delta	Plan	amendment	is	implemented,	according	to	SFPUC	analyses,	MPMW	
would	experience	water	supply	shortfall	forecasts	in	single	dry	years	ranging	from	27	to	32	percent	of	
normal	 allocation	 and	 shortfalls	 in	 multiple	 dry	 years	 ranging	 from	 27	 to	 44	 percent	 of	 normal	
allocation	 through	 2040,	 with	 similar	 shortfalls	 forecast	 through	 2045.	 Should	 MPMW	 experience	
supply	shortfalls	from	SFPUC	entitlements	due	to	the	Delta-Bay	Plan	amendment	in	dry	years,	MPMW	
expects	 that	 it	 could	 still	meet	 its	water	 demands	 through	 continued	water	 demand	 reductions	and	
other	 shortage	 response	 actions	 through	 the	WSCP.	 Under	 single	 dry-year	 shortfalls,	MPMW	would	
require	implementation	of	Stage	3	or	4	of	the	WSCP.	Under	multiple	dry-year	shortfalls,	MPMW	would	
require	implementation	of	Stage	3,	4,	or	5	of	the	WSCP.	The	Proposed	Project	would	be	subject	to	the	
same	water	conservation	and	water	use	restrictions	as	other	water	users	within	the	MPMW	system.	

Normal- and Dry-Year Water Supply 
In	normal	years,	MPMW	expects	 that	 its	water	 supplies	will	be	adequate	and	able	 to	 satisfy	projected	
normal-year	 demands.	 However,	 MPMW	 anticipates	 that	 purchases	 from	 the	 SFPUC	 RWS	 would	 be	
subject	 to	 dry-year	 supply	 reductions	with	 implementation	 of	 the	 Bay-Delta	 Plan	 amendment,	 which	
would	 significantly	 reduce	 dry-year	 allocations	 for	 all	 SFPUC	wholesale	 customers.	 Recycled	water	 is	
estimated	to	be	available	during	all	hydrologic	years	at	a	volume	that	meets	MPMW’s	projected	recycled-
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water	demands.	Table	3.6-1	shows	MPMW’s	projected	supplies	during	normal,	single	dry,	and	multiple	
dry	 years	 through	 2040,	 based	 on	 the	 assumptions	 in	 MPMW’s	 2020	 UWMP,	 which	 assumes	
implementation	of	the	Bay-Delta	Plan	amendment	by	2023.	Based	on	the	SFPUC’s	analysis,	similar	water	
supplies	would	be	available	to	MPMW	in	2045	under	various	hydrologic	conditions.		

Table 3.6-1. MPMW’s Projected Water Supplies for Normal, Single, and Multiple Dry Years  

Hydrologic	Conditionb		
Projected	Water	Supply	(in	mg)a	

2025	 2030	 2035	 2040	
Normal	Year	 1,678	 1,750	 1,750	 1,750	
Single	Dry	Year		 877	 978	 1,018	 1,062	
Multiple	Dry	Years	–	Year	1	 877	 978	 1,018	 1,062	
Multiple	Dry	Years	–	Year	2	 760	 854	 877	 927	
Multiple	Dry	Years	–	Year	3	 760	 854	 877	 927	
Multiple	Dry	Years	–	Year	4	 760	 854	 877	 832	
Multiple	Dry	Years	–	Year	5		 760	 854	 824	 832	
Source:	West	Yost.	2022.	Commonwealth	Building	3	Project	Water	 Supply	Assessment.	Prepared	for	Menlo	Park	Municipal	
Water.	February	2022.	
a.	 Includes	the	projected	potable	water	supply	from	the	SFPUC	RWS	and	the	projected	recycled	water	supply	(48	mgy	for	
2025	and	120	mgy	for	2030	to	2040).	

b.	 These	estimates	do	not	account	for	potential	changes	due	to	the	Bay-Delta	Plan	amendment,	climate	change	impacts	on	the	
SFPUC	RWS,	and	potential	delays	in	completion	of	the	Water	System	Improvement	Program.	

	

In	the	event	that	the	Bay-Delta	Plan	amendment	is	not	implemented,	the	SFPUC	has	indicated	that	it	would	
be	able	to	meet	100	percent	of	its	wholesale	projected	purchases,	including	those	from	MPMW,	during	all	
year	types	through	2045,	except	during	the	fourth	and	fifth	consecutive	dry	year	for	base	year	2045	when	
MPMW	would	most	likely	experience	a	16.5	percent	supply	shortfall.		

With	 the	MPMW’s	WSCP	 in	 place,	 the	 shortages	 in	 single	 and	multiple	 dry	 years	 would	 be	managed	
through	 demand	 reductions	 of	 up	 to	 50	 percent.	 Furthermore,	 the	 City	 would	 have	water	 resources	
available	to	serve	anticipated	growth,	including	the	growth	anticipated	in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR,	which	
includes	 the	 Proposed	 Project.	 Also,	 in	 accordance	 with	 zoning	 and	 City	 water	 use	 regulations,	 the	
Proposed	Project	would	incorporate	green	and	sustainable	building	practices	(e.g.,	ultra-low-flow	fixtures	
within	the	building)	and	implement	water	conservation	measures,	both	in	the	design	of	the	base	building	
and	tenant	spaces	as	well	as	daily	operations	and	employee	practices.	In	addition,	the	Proposed	Project	
would	 be	 required	 to	 implement	 all	 water	 conservation	 measures	 during	 various	 stages	 of	 drought	
enacted	by	MPMW	as,	and	when,	they	are	deemed	necessary.	Furthermore,	per	Menlo	Park	Municipal	
Code	Section	16.44.130	(3)(D),	although	recycled	water	use	is	not	proposed	for	the	Project,	the	Proposed	
Project	would	be	dual-plumbed	for	recycled	water	use,	should	recycled	water	use	become	feasible	in	the	
future.	 The	 availability	 of	 recycled	 water	 in	 the	 MPMW	 service	 area	 is	 expected	 to	 increase	 with	
completion	of	 the	Bayfront	RWF,	which	would	offset	the	demand	for	potable	water.	Also,	the	MPMW’s	
Emergency	Water	Storage/Supply	Project	has	been	completed;	once	permitted,	the	project	will	provide	
the	area	with	a	secure	source	of	water	during	emergency	scenarios.	Therefore,	sufficient	water	supplies	
would	 be	 available	 to	 serve	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 and	 reasonably	 foreseeable	 future	 development	
during	normal,	dry,	and	multiple	dry	years.	The	impact	would	be	less	than	significant.	
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Impact	UT-3:	Generation	of	Wastewater.	The	Proposed	Project	would	not	result	in	a	determination	
by	the	wastewater	treatment	providers	that	they	have	inadequate	capacity	to	serve	the	Proposed	
Project’s	projected	demand	in	addition	to	the	providers’	existing	commitments.	(LTS)	

The	WBSD	provides	wastewater	 collection	and	conveyance	services	 for	the	MPMW,	which	 conveys	the	
majority	of	raw	wastewater	to	the	SVCW	WWTP.	According	to	the	2020	MPMW	UWMP,	the	total	volume	
of	wastewater	collected	by	the	WBSD	from	the	MPMW	service	area	in	2020	was	approximately	873	mg,	
or	an	average	of	about	2.4	mgd.		

As	stated	above	under	Impact	UT-1,	operation	of	the	SVCW	WWTP	and	its	wastewater	conveyance	system	
is	governed	by	the	waste	discharge	requirements	found	in	RWQCB	Order	Number	R2-2018-00XX	(NPDES	
No.	CA0038369).	This	order	has	a	dry-weather	 facility	design	flow	of	29	mgd	and	a	peak	wet-weather	
design	flow	of	71	mgd.	The	NPDES	permit	does	not	have	a	limitation	on	flow	quantity.	As	noted	in	the	
ConnectMenlo	 EIR,	 SVCW	 reports	 that	 SVCW	WWTP	 has	 a	 capacity	 limit	 of	 80	mgd;	 however,	 some	
bottlenecks	would	need	to	be	resolved	to	get	plant	capacity	to	80	mgd.	Therefore,	the	WWTP	design	is	not	
necessarily	limited	to	the	peak	wet-weather	flow	of	71	mgd.	As	reported	by	the	RWQCB,	from	October	
2012	through	August	2017,	the	plant	treated	an	average	of	13.5	mgd,	with	a	maximum	instantaneous	flow	
of	50	mgd.	Both	rates	are	well	within	the	29	mgd	average	dry-weather	design	flow	and	71	mgd	peak	wet-
weather	design	flow.	Under	its	Stage	2	expansion	program,	SVCW	will	increase	WWTP	capacity	to	80	mgd	
as	needed.	

Assuming	 that	 90	 percent23	 of	 the	 net	 amount	 of	 water	 used	 indoors	 by	 the	 Proposed	 Project	
(approximately	 12.8	 mgy)	 would	 become	 wastewater,	 the	 estimated	 net	 increase	 in	 wastewater	
generation	 would	 be	 approximately	 11.5	 mgy,	 or	 about	 0.031	 mgd.	 This	 increase	 in	 wastewater	
generation	would	not	be	 significant	 relative	 to	 the	 currently	available	excess	dry-weather	design	 flow	
capacity	of	15.5	mgd	(i.e.,	29	mgd	design	flow	minus	13.5	mgd	current	average	flow	=	15.5	mgd)	or	its	
excess	wet-weather	design	flow	capacity	of	57.5	mgd	(i.e.,	71	mgd	design	flow	minus	13.5	mgd	current	
average	flow=	57.5	mgd)	at	 the	SVCW	WWTP.	Estimated	wastewater	 flows	from	the	Proposed	Project	
would	therefore	represent	a	very	small	percentage	of	the	total	daily	wastewater	capacities	of	the	SVCW	
WWTP.	 Likewise,	 wastewater	 generation	with	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 (i.e.,	maximum	 of	 approximately	
11.5	mgy)	would	not	be	significant	relative	to	current	average	collection	rates	at	the	WBSD.	Therefore,	
the	impact	would	be	less	than	significant.		

Cumulative Impacts 
The	geographic	context	for	the	analysis	of	cumulative	impacts	on	utilities	and	service	systems	consists	of	
the	service	areas	of	the	water	and	wastewater	treatment	providers	for	the	Project	site	and	therefore	relies	
on	a	projection	approach.	

Impact	C-UT-1:	Cumulative	Water	and	Wastewater.	A	significant	cumulative	impact	on	 the	water	
and	 wastewater	 treatment	 service	 providers	 would	 not	 occur	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	
Proposed	Project.	(LTS)	

As	 stated	 under	 Impact	 POP-1,	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 which	 would	 not	 include	 housing,	 would	 not	
indirectly	 induce	 substantial	population	growth	 (e.g.,	 through	 job	 growth)	 or	 result	 in	adverse	 direct	
impacts	on	the	physical	environment.	It	is	estimated	that	approximately	1,996	employees	would	occupy	

																																																													
23		 ConnectMenlo	EIR	assumes	90	percent	of	indoor	water	becomes	wastewater.	Therefore,	90	percent	is	used	here	

for	consistency.	
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the	 proposed	 new	 building	 at	 full	 buildout	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project.	 This	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	
employees	is	considered	part	of	planned	growth.	It	is	consistent	with	and	accounted	for	in	the	planning	
documents	and	growth	forecasts	of	the	City	of	Menlo	Park,	such	as	ConnectMenlo,	and	for	the	region,	such	
as	those	from	the	Association	of	Bay	Area	Governments.	The	increased	demand	for	water	and	wastewater	
as	a	result	of	the	Proposed	Project	is	discussed	above.		

Construction	and	operation	of	the	Proposed	Project	would	not	require	the	relocation	of	existing	or	the	
construction	of	new	water	or	wastewater	treatment	infrastructure.	The	overall	increase	in	water	demand	
as	well	as	wastewater	generation	as	a	result	of	the	Proposed	Project	would	be	minimal	considered	in	the	
context	 of	 existing	 capacity	 as	 well	 as	 existing	 demand,	 as	 described	 above.	 Therefore,	 the	 Proposed	
Project	would	not	have	a	significant	effect	on	the	ability	of	water	and	wastewater	service	providers	to	
meet	 existing	 demands	 and	 commitments	 in	 combination	 with	 construction	 and	 operation	 of	 the	
Proposed	 Project.	 Therefore,	 the	 Proposed	 Project’s	 contribution	 to	 impacts	 on	 utilities	 and	 service	
systems,	including	water	and	wastewater	treatment	systems,	combined	with	related	past,	present,	and	
reasonably	 foreseeable	 future	 projects	 would	 not	 be	 significant.	 However,	 future	 growth	 within	 the	
service	 areas	 of	 the	 water	 and	 wastewater	 service	 providers	 could	 increase	 future	 demands	 on	
infrastructure	and	service	systems.	Therefore,	future	growth	would	be	subject	to	approval	from	the	local	
jurisdictions.	Specifically,	should	such	future	growth	occur,	the	respective	decision-making	jurisdictions	
would	 be	 required	 to	 determine	 the	 need	 for	 increased	 water	 and	 wastewater	 services	 to	 support	
whatever	new	development	is	proposed	or	approved.	Such	development	would	be	required	to	undergo	
CEQA	analysis	to	identify	potential	impacts	on	existing	water	and	wastewater	infrastructure	and	service	
systems.		

The	Proposed	Project	would	not	induce	future	growth	directly.	As	to	subsequent	unplanned	growth	and	
the	extent	of	its	demand	on	water	or	wastewater	systems,	any	analysis	at	this	point	would	be	speculative.	
Therefore,	the	Proposed	Project	in	combination	with	future	demand	in	the	service	areas	of	the	existing	
water	and	wastewater	service	providers	is	not	expected	to	result	in	significant	cumulative	impacts.	The	
Proposed	Project	when	considered	with	past,	existing,	and	probable	future	projects	would	not	create	a	
significant	cumulative	impact,	and	cumulative	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.		
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3.7 Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources 
	

This	section	describes	the	affected	environment	and	regulatory	setting	for	cultural	resources	and	tribal	
cultural	 resources.	 The	 term	 cultural	 resources	 refers	 to	 built-environment	resources	 (e.g.,	 buildings,	
structures,	 objects,	 districts),	 archaeological	 resources,	 and	 human	 remains.	The	 term	 tribal	 cultural	
resources	is	defined	in	Public	Resources	Code	Section	21074.	Included	in	this	section	are	brief	descriptions	
of	 the	 prehistoric	 and	 historic	 setting	 of	 the	 Project	 site.	 Finally,	 applicable	 federal,	 state,	 and	 local	
regulations	are	identified,	followed	by	impact	analyses	and	mitigation	measures,	as	applicable,	to	reduce	
potentially	adverse	impacts	on	cultural	resources	and	tribal	cultural	resources.		

No	Project-specific	issues	were	identified	in	response	to	the	Notice	of	Preparation	(Appendix	1-2).		

Existing Conditions 

Environmental Setting 
The	environmental	 setting	 for	 the	Proposed	Project	 consists	of	existing	 conditions	as	well	as	 relevant	
historical	 conditions	within	 the	CEQA	study	area,	which	 is	 limited	 to	the	Project	site	and	all	adjoining	
parcels.	A	study	area	is	delineated	to	consider	potential	impacts	on	built-environment	and	archaeological	
resources	 caused	by	Project	activities,	 including	ground	disturbances	and	alterations,	 relocations,	and	
building	and/or	structure	demolition	at	the	Project	site.	The	Proposed	Project	could	also	result	in	changes	
to	the	setting	of	significant	built-environment	resources	adjacent	to	the	Project	site,	which	could	diminish	
the	integrity	of	such	resources	and	reduce	their	ability	to	convey	their	historical	significance.		

The	 subsections	 below	 describe	 development	 within	 the	 study	 area,	 including	 the	 general	 physical	
attributes	of	associated	properties;	provide	a	brief	overview	of	development	within	Menlo	Park,	including	
the	Project	site,	related	to	cultural	resources	and	tribal	cultural	resources;	present	a	summary	of	known	
built-environment	and	archaeological	resources	that	were	evaluated	as	historical	resources,	pursuant	to	
CEQA;	 and	 establish	 the	potential	 for	 the	 Project	 site	 to	 contain	 as-yet	 undocumented	 archaeological	
resources,	human	remains,	and	tribal	cultural	resources.	

Prehistoric Setting 

The	Project	site	is	located	on	the	southwest	edge	of	the	San	Francisco	Bay	Area.	The	San	Francisco	Bay–
Delta	 Cultural	 Sequence,	 often	 referred	 to	 as	 the	 Central	 California	 Taxonomic	 System,	 was	 defined	
according	to	the	stylistic	variation	in	artifacts	from	burials	found	in	the	lower	Sacramento	Valley.1	Over	
time,	this	sequence	was	refined	as	research	yielded	new	clues	to	early	development	of	the	Bay	Area.		

																																																													
1	 Lillard,	J.,	R.	Heizer,	and	F.	Fenenga.	1939.	An	Introduction	to	the	Archaeology	of	Central	California.	Department	

of	Anthropology	Bulletin	2.	Sacramento	Junior	College,	Sacramento,	CA.	
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The	 following	 summaries	 are	 extracted	 from	 a	 cultural	 resources	 investigation	 by	 Byrd	 and	 Meyer	
(2011),2	which	relied	on	several	studies,	including	Milliken	et	al.	(2007),3	Rosenthal	and	Meyer	(2004),4	
and	Moratto	(1984).5	

Terminal	 Pleistocene	 (13,500–11,600	 calibrated	 years	 before	 present	 [cal	 BP]).	 The	 Terminal	
Pleistocene	is	largely	contemporaneous	with	the	Clovis	and	Folsom	periods	of	the	Great	Plains	and	the	
Southwest	and	generally	considered	to	be	represented	by	wide-ranging,	mobile	hunters	and	gatherers	
who	 regularly	 exploited	 large	 game.6	 Throughout	 California,	 the	 Terminal	 Pleistocene	 is	 most	 often	
represented	by	isolated	fluted	points.7,8	

Early	Holocene	(11,600–7700	cal	BP).	Early	Holocene	prehistoric	material	in	the	Bay	Area	is	sparse;	only	
four	sites	date	to	this	period,	two	sites	at	Los	Vaqueros	Reservoir	(Contra	Costa	County	[CCO]-696	and	-637)	
in	the	East	Bay,	the	Blood	Alley	site	(Santa	Clara	County	[SCL]-178)	in	the	Coyote	Narrows	of	the	Santa	Clara	
Valley,	and	SCR-177	at	Scott’s	Valley	in	the	Santa	Cruz	Mountains.9,10,11	Their	deposits,	which	indicate	diverse	
resource	exploitation,	demonstrate	that	the	general	region	was	occupied	throughout	this	time	segment,	but	
strong	insight	into	the	nature	of	early	occupational	trends	is	still	lacking.	

Middle	Holocene	 (7700–4000	cal	BP).	 In	 the	Bay	Area,	Middle	Holocene	assemblages	 can	 include	
various	types	of	groundstone;	points;	chopping,	scraping,	and	pounding	implements;	and	shell	beads	
and	 ornaments.12,13	 Exploitation	 of	 the	 Bay’s	 estuary,	 mud	 flats,	 and	 freshwater	 tidal	marshes	was	

																																																													
2	 Byrd,	B.F.,	and	J.	Meyer.	2011.	Initial	Cultural	Resources	Investigation,	San	Francisquito	Creek	Flood	Damage	Reduction	

and	Ecosystem	Restoration	Project,	Santa	Clara	and	San	Mateo	Counties,	California.	Redacted	version.	Prepared	for	
Kristin	O’Kane,	Santa	Clara	Water	District,	San	José,	CA.	

3	 Milliken,	R.,	R.T.	Fitzgerald,	M.G.	Hylkema,	R.	Groza,	T.	Origer,	D.G.	Bieling,	A.	Leventhal,	R.S.	Wiberg,	A.	Gottsfield,	D.	
Gillette,	V.	Bellifemine,	E.	Strother,	R.	Cartier,	and	D.A.	Fredrickson.	2007.	Punctuated	Change	in	the	San	Francisco	Bay	
Area.	In	California	Prehistory:	Colonization,	Culture,	and	Complexity,	Terry	L.	Jones	and	Kathryn	A.	Klar	(eds.).	Chapter	
8,	pp.	99–123.	Altamira	Press,	New	York,	NY.	

4	 Rosenthal,	J.S.,	and	J.	Meyer.	2004.	Landscape	Evolution	and	the	Archaeological	Record:	A	Geoarchaeological	Study	of	
the	Southern	Santa	Clara	Valley	and	Surrounding	Region.	Center	for	Archaeological	Research	at	Davis,	Publication	14,	
University	of	California,	Davis,	CA.	

5	 Moratto,	M.	1984.	California	Archaeology.	Academic	Press,	New	York,	NY.	
6	 Haynes,	G.M.	2002.	The	Early	Settlement	of	North	America:	The	Clovis	Era.	Cambridge	University	Press,	Cambridge.	
7	 Erlandson,	J.,	T.C.	Rick,	T.L.	Jones,	and	J.F.	Porcasi.	2007.	One	If	by	Land,	Two	If	by	Sea:	Who	Were	the	First	

Californians?	In	California	Prehistory:	Colonization,	Culture,	and	Complexity,	T.L.	Jones	and	K.	Klar	(eds.),	pp.	53–62.	
Altamira	Press,	Walnut	Creek,	CA.	

8	 Rondeau,	M.F.,	J.	Cassidy,	and	T.L.	Jones.	2007.	Colonization	Technologies:	Fluted	Projectile	Points	and	the	
San	Clemente	Island	Woodworking/Microblade	Complex.	In	California	Prehistory:	Colonization,	Culture,	and	
Complexity,	T.L.	Jones	and	K.	Klar	(eds.),	pp.	63–70.	Altamira	Press,	New	York,	NY.	

9	 Cartier,	R.	1993.	The	Scotts	Valley	Site:	CA-SCR-177.	Santa	Cruz	Archaeological	Society,	Santa	Cruz,	CA.	
10	 Hildebrandt,	W.	R.	1983.	Archaeological	Research	of	the	Southern	Santa	Clara	Valley	Project:	Based	on	a	Data	Recovery	

Program	from	Sites	CA-SCl-54,	CA-SCl-163,	CA-SCl-178,	CA-SCl-237,	and	CA-SCl-241	Located	in	the	Route	101	Corridor,	
Santa	Clara	County,	California.	Daniel,	Mann,	Johnson,	and	Mendenhall	and	San	José	State	University,	Los	Angeles	and	
San	José.	Submitted	to	California	Department	of	Transportation,	District	4,	San	Francisco,	CA.	Report	S-6369.	On	file	at	
the	Northwest	Information	Center,	Sonoma	State	University,	Rohnert	Park,	CA.	

11	 Meyer,	J.,	and	J.S.	Rosenthal.	1997.	Archaeological	and	Geoarchaeological	Investigations	at	Eight	Prehistoric	Sites	in	
the	Los	Vaqueros	Reservoir	Area,	Contra	Costa	County.	In	Los	Vaqueros	Project	Final	Report.	Anthropological	Studies	
Center,	Sonoma	State	University,	Rohnert	Park,	CA.	Submitted	to	the	Contra	Costa	Water	District,	Concord,	CA.	Report	
on	file,	Northwest	Information	Center,	Sonoma	State	University,	Rohnert	Park,	CA.	

12	 Fitzgerald,	R.T.,	Jr.	1993.	Archaic	Milling	Cultures	of	the	Southern	San	Francisco	Bay	Region.	G.S.	Breschini	and	
T.	Haversat	(eds.).	Coyote	Press	Archives	of	California	Prehistory,	Number	35.	Coyote	Press.	

13	 Meyer,	J.,	and	J.S.	Rosenthal.	1998.	An	Archaeological	Investigation	of	Artifacts	and	Human	Remains	from	CA-CCO-
637,	Los	Vaqueros	Project	Area,	Contra	Costa	County,	California.	Anthropological	Studies	Center,	Sonoma	State	
Academic	Foundation,	Inc.,	Rohnert	Park,	CA.	Submitted	to	Contra	Costa	Water	District,	Concord,	CA.	
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common,	and	the	presence	of	a	diverse	range	of	habitation	sites,	including	the	basal	layers	of	some	Bay-
margin	shell	mounds,	suggests	higher	population	levels,	more	complex	adaptive	strategies,	and	longer	
seasonal	 occupation	 than	 during	 the	 early	Holocene.	Notable	 sites	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 Project	 site	
include	SCL-484,	-674,	and	-832;	SMA-269	and	-273;	and	SFR-28,	all	of	which	contained	several	isolated	
human	burials.	

Late	Holocene	(4000–170	cal	BP).	The	Late	Holocene	is	generally	divided	into	five	“slices,”	based	on	
specific	types	of	shell	beads.	The	period	is	well	documented	in	the	Bay	Area;	more	than	200	sites	reflect	
widespread	occupation	by	complex	hunter-gatherers.14	Important	mounds	along	the	Peninsula	margins	
include	the	University	Village	site	(SMA-77),	the	San	Bruno	Mountain	Mound	(SMA-40),	and	the	Ynigo	
Mound	 (SCL-12/H).15,16,17	The	artifact	 assemblages	 include	various	 types	of	beads	and	pendants,	bone	
tools,	 “flower	 pot”	 mortars,	 and	 the	 bow	 and	 arrow.	 Funerary	 rituals	 were	 strongly	 patterned	 and	
included	flexed	interments	and	“killed”	grave	offerings,	along	with	occasional	cremations.	Extensive	trade	
relations	also	appear	to	have	flourished	with	neighboring	groups.	

Ethnographic Setting 

Menlo	Park	is	situated	within	territory	once	occupied	by	the	Costanoan,	also	commonly	referred	to	as	Ohlone.	
Eight	Ohlone	languages	were	spoken	in	the	area,	from	the	southern	edge	of	the	Carquinez	Strait	to	portions	
of	the	Big	Sur	and	Salinas	Rivers	south	of	Monterey	Bay	as	well	as	areas	approximately	50	miles	inland	from	
the	 coast.	 Mountain	 View	 lies	 on	 the	 approximate	 ethnolinguistic	 boundary	 between	 the	 Tamyen	 and	
Ramaytush	languages.	Tamyen,	or	Santa	Clara	Costanoan,	was	spoken	around	the	south	end	of	San	Francisco	
Bay	and	 in	 the	 lower	Santa	Clara	Valley;	 it	 seems	 to	have	had	about	 1,200	speakers.	Ramaytush,	 or	San	
Francisco	Costanoan,	was	spoken	by	about	1,400	people	in	San	Mateo	and	San	Francisco	Counties.18		

Ohlone	territories	were	composed	of	one	or	more	land-holding	groups	that	anthropologists	refer	to	as	
tribelets.	The	tribelet	consisted	of	a	principal	village	that	was	occupied	year-round;	smaller	hamlets	and	
resource	gathering	and	processing	locations	were	occupied	intermittently	or	seasonally.19	The	Puichon	
tribelet	was	on	the	western	shore	of	San	Francisco	Bay,	between	lower	San	Francisquito	Creek	and	lower	
Stevens	Creek,	now	the	areas	where	Menlo	Park,	Palo	Alto,	and	Mountain	View	are	located.20		

Seven	Spanish	missions	were	founded	in	Ohlone	territory	between	1776	and	1797.	While	living	within	
the	mission	system,	the	Ohlone	commingled	with	other	groups,	including	the	Yokuts,	Miwok,	and	Patwin.	
Members	of	the	Puichon	tribelet	went	to	Mission	San	Francisco	between	1781	and	1794	and	Mission	Santa	
																																																													
14	 Milliken,	R.,	R.T.	Fitzgerald,	M.G.	Hylkema,	R.	Groza,	T.	Origer,	D.G.	Bieling,	A.	Leventhal,	R.S.	Wiberg,	

A.	Gottsfield,	D.	Gillette,	V.	Bellifemine,	E.	Strother,	R.	Cartier,	and	D.A.	Fredrickson.	2007.	Punctuated	Change	in	
the	San	Francisco	Bay	Area.	In	California	Prehistory:	Colonization,	Culture,	and	Complexity,	Terry	L.	Jones	and	
Kathryn	A.	Klar	(eds.).	Chapter	8,	pp.	99–123.	Altamira	Press,	New	York,	NY.	

15	 Byrd,	B.F.,	and	J.	Berg.	2009.	Phase	II	Excavations	in	the	Caltrans	Right-of-Way	at	CA-SCL-12/H,	Santa	Clara	
County,	California.	(04-SCL-101/237	PM	46.10-46.3.)	Prepared	for	Caltrans	District	4.	

16	 Clark,	M.	1989	(revised	1998).	Evaluative	Archaeological	Investigations	at	the	San	Bruno	Mountain	Mound	Site,	
CA-SMA-40,	South	San	Francisco,	California.	Report	on	file,	Northwest	Information	Center,	Sonoma	State	
University,	Rohnert	Park,	CA.	

17	 Gerow,	B.A.,	with	R.W.	Force.	1968.	An	Analysis	of	the	University	Village	Complex:	With	a	Reappraisal	of	Central	
California	Archaeology.	Stanford	University	Press,	Stanford,	CA.	

18	 Levy,	R.	1978.	Costanoan.	In	Handbook	of	North	American	Indians,	Chapter	8,	California,	pp.	398–413.	
W.C.	Sturtevant	(ed.).	Smithsonian	Institution,	Washington,	DC.	

19	 Kroeber,	A.L.	1955.	Nature	of	the	Land-Holding	Group.	In	Ethnohistory	2:303–314.	
20	 Milliken,	R.	1995.	A	Time	of	Little	Choice:	The	Disintegration	of	Tribal	Culture	in	the	San	Francisco	Bay	Area	1769–

1810.	Ballena	Press	Anthropological	Papers	No.	43.	Ballena	Press,	Novato,	CA.	
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Clara	from	1781	to	as	late	as	1805.	Mission	life	was	devastating	to	the	Ohlone	population.21	When	the	first	
mission	was	established	in	Ohlone	territory	in	1776,	the	Ohlone	population	was	estimated	to	have	been	
10,000.	By	1832,	 the	Ohlones	numbered	 less	than	2,000	as	a	result	of	 introduced	disease,	harsh	 living	
conditions,	and	reduced	birth	rates.22,23,24	

Ohlone	recognition	and	assertion	began	to	move	to	the	 forefront	during	the	early	20th	century.	This	
movement	was	enforced	by	legal	suits	brought	against	the	United	States	government	by	the	Indians	of	
California	 (1928–1964)	 for	 reparation	 due	 to	 them	 for	 the	 loss	 of	 traditional	 lands.	 The	 Ohlone	
participated	in	the	formation	of	political	advocacy	groups,	which	brought	attention	to	the	community	
and	 resulted	 in	a	 re-evaluation	of	 the	rights	due	to	 its	members.25	 In	recent	years,	 the	Ohlone	have	
become	increasingly	organized	as	a	political	unit	and	developed	an	active	interest	in	preserving	their	
ancestral	heritage.	Many	Ohlones	are	active	in	maintaining	their	traditions	and	advocating	for	Native	
American	issues.	

Historic-Era Development 

Menlo Park 

In	 the	1850s,	 Irish	 immigrants	Dennis	Oliver	and	Daniel	McGlynn	bought	1,700	acres	along	County	
Road,	known	today	as	El	Camino	Real,	on	the	San	Francisco	Peninsula,	approximately	20	miles	south	
of	 current-day	San	Francisco.	Oliver	and	McGlynn	gave	Menlo	Park	 its	name	when	 they	established	
“Menlough,”	a	series	of	local	 farms	named	after	their	ancestral	community.	A	few	years	later,	Menlo	
Park	became	a	 desirable	vacation	 destination	 for	San	Francisco’s	 upper	 class.	 Palatial	 houses	were	
constructed	 on	 large	 parcels	 in	 the	 burgeoning	 community.	 El	 Camino	 Real	 served	 as	 a	 major	
thoroughfare.	Historic	downtown	Menlo	Park	ultimately	developed	along	this	route.	Completion	of	the	
Southern	Pacific	Railroad	(SPRR)	through	Menlo	Park	in	1863,	and	its	connection	to	San	José	1	year	
later,	exponentially	increased	Menlo	Park’s	accessibility	to	city	dwellers	who	were	seeking	leisure	in	
a	 rural	 environment.	 By	 1874,	 Menlo	 Park	 incorporated	 in	 response	 to	 its	 rapid	 growth	 and	
infrastructure	challenges.26	

Through	the	late	19th	and	early	20th	centuries,	Menlo	Park	underwent	several	transformative	events.	
Stanford	University	opened	in	1891	south	of	Menlo	Park,	which	strengthened	the	local	economy.	From	
1907	to	1910,	the	SPRR	constructed	the	Dumbarton	Cutoff	Line	through	northern	Menlo	Park,	which	
provided	 a	 16.4-mile	 freight	 connection	 from	 the	 SPRR	 San	 Francisco	 Peninsula	 mainline	 to	 the	
Alameda	County	mainline.	A	bridge	built	to	carry	the	Dumbarton	Cutoff	across	San	Francisco	Bay	was	
the	earliest	structure	to	span	the	Bay.	Furthermore,	Menlo	Park	was	chosen	as	the	location	for	Camp	
Fremont,	 a	 World	 War	 I–era	 military	 training	 ground	 that	 brought	 in	 thousands	 of	 temporary	
																																																													
21	 Ibid.	
22	 Cook,	S.F.	1943a.	The	Conflict	between	the	California	Indians	and	White	Civilization,	I:	The	Indian	Versus	the	

Spanish	Mission.	In	Ibero-Americana	21.	Berkeley,	CA.	
23	 Cook,	S.F.	1943b.	The	Conflict	between	the	California	Indians	and	White	Civilization,	II:	The	Physical	and	

Demographic	Reaction	of	the	Non-Mission	Indians	in	Colonial	and	Provincial	California.	In	Ibero-Americana	22.	
Berkeley,	CA.	

24	 Levy,	R.	1978.	Costanoan.	In	Handbook	of	North	American	Indians,	Chapter	8,	California,	pp.	398–413.	
W.C.	Sturtevant	(ed.).	Smithsonian	Institution,	Washington,	DC.	

25	 Bean,	L.J.	1994.	The	Ohlone	Past	and	Present:	Native	Americans	of	the	San	Francisco	Bay	Region.	Ballena	Press,	
Menlo	Park,	CA.	

26	 PlaceWorks.	2016.	ConnectMenlo:	General	Plan	Land	Use	and	Circulation	Elements	and	M-2	Area	Zoning	Update.	
June	1.	Public	review	draft	EIR.	Prepared	for	City	of	Menlo	Park,	CA.	
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inhabitants;	 Menlo	 Park’s	 population	 of	 approximately	 2,000	 increased	 to	 approximately	 40,000	
during	World	War	 I.	 Numerous	 new	 businesses	 opened,	 and	 city	 improvements	 were	 undertaken	
during	 camp	 operations.	 These	 improvements	 remained	 to	 serve	 the	 growing	 city	 after	 the	 camp	
closed.27	

During	 the	 subsequent	decades,	Menlo	Park	developed	 from	a	 small	 town	 to	an	 important	part	of	 the	
increasingly	 urbanized	 San	 Francisco	 Peninsula	 region.	 Menlo	 Park’s	 population	 rose	 from	
2,414	residents	 in	 1930	 to	 26,836	 by	 1970.	 In	 the	 1920s	 and	 1930s,	 Menlo	 Park’s	 transportation	
infrastructure	 began	 to	 expand	 outward	 from	 downtown	 with	 the	 growth	 of	 its	 residential	
neighborhoods.	 By	 the	 late	 1930s,	 El	 Camino	 Real	 expanded	 to	 four	 lanes,	 which	 resulted	 in	 the	
demolition,	 relocation,	 or	 closure	 of	 several	Menlo	 Park	 businesses.	 Simultaneously,	 the	 Belle	 Haven	
neighborhood,	approximately	4	miles	north	of	downtown	Menlo	Park	and	adjacent	to	San	Francisco	Bay,	
was	developed	by	David	D.	Bohannon,	with	two-bedroom	homes	selling	for	as	little	as	$2,950.28	

Development	of	 the	entire	San	Francisco	Peninsula	 continued	during	 the	mid-20th	 century,	and	Menlo	
Park	 became	 a	 de	 facto	 suburb	 of	 San	 Francisco.	 During	 this	 period,	 Menlo	 Park	 became	 a	 major	
technology	hub,	both	regionally	and	globally.	The	Stanford	Research	Institute	was	established	in	1946.	By	
1970,	it	was	known	as	SRI	International;	it	remains	headquartered	in	Menlo	Park.	By	the	late	1950s,	a	
white-collar	industrial	development	market	sprouted	in	Menlo	Park,	as	in	many	of	the	nation’s	suburbs.	
Beginning	in	the	1980s,	the	rapid	expansion	of	the	technology	sector	increased	Menlo	Park’s	popularity.	
Menlo	Park	remains	a	highly	sought-after	residential	community	today.	Meta,	a	major	economic	presence	
in	the	city,	continues	to	expand,	while	Silicon	Valley,	a	region	that	includes	northwest	Santa	Clara	County	
and	 the	 southern	 portions	 of	 the	 San	 Francisco	 Peninsula,	 houses	 numerous	major	 employers	 in	 the	
information	technology	sector.29	

Project Site 

Near	 the	Bay,	Menlo	Park	developed	 light	 industrial	plants,	 such	as	Diageo	Global	Supply,	a	distillery,	
bottling,	and	distribution	plant	 (on	 the	Commonwealth	Site).	As	bayside	 land	along	 the	San	Francisco	
Peninsula	 expanded	 through	 silt	 accumulation	 and	 infill	 projects	 within	 the	 wetlands,	 land	 that	 was	
undesirable	 for	residential	and	retail	development	but	 level	and	affordable	 for	 industrial	development	
became	available.	Further	development	of	rail	lines,	waterfront	industries,	and	US	101	provided	essential	
networks	for	the	transport	of	raw	materials	and	manufactured	products.	Bohannon	Industrial	Park,	which	
includes	the	Commonwealth	Site	and	Jefferson	Site,	is	northeast	Menlo	Park,	with	State	Route	(SR)	84	to	
the	north,	the	Dumbarton	Rail	Corridor	to	the	east,	US	101	to	the	south,	and	Marsh	Road	to	the	west.	This	
area	 forms	a	district	 that	has	been	 transitioning	 from	 industrial/light	 industrial	uses	 to	high-tech	and	
other	businesses	from	the	late	20th	century	to	the	present.	

Adjacent Parcels 

The	two	rectangular-plan	office	and	warehouse	buildings	adjacent	to	the	Jefferson	Site	at	160	Jefferson	
Drive	(assessor’s	parcel	number	[APN]	055-243-040)	and	165	Jefferson	Drive	(APN	055-242-090)	were	
constructed	during	the	first	half	of	the	1960s.	The	building	at	160	Jefferson	Drive,	which	is	west	of	the	
Jefferson	Site,	was	built	circa	1962	to	1963	to	house	Lacar	Enterprises,	Inc.,	a	household	goods	company.	
																																																													
27	 PlaceWorks.	2016.	ConnectMenlo;	P.S.	Preservation	Services.	1996.	Request	for	Determination	of	Eligibility	for	

Inclusion	in	the	National	Register	of	Historic	Places,	Southern	Pacific	Railroad	Dumbarton	Cutoff,	Southern	Pacific	
Railroad	Dumbarton	Bridge,	and	Southern	Pacific	Railroad	Newark	Slough	Bridge.	December.	Sacramento,	CA.	
Prepared	for	U.S.	Coast	Guard.	

28	 PlaceWorks.	2016.	ConnectMenlo.	
29	 Ibid.	
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The	building	at	165	Jefferson	Drive,	which	is	north	of	the	Jefferson	Site,	was	constructed	circa	1963	to	
1965	to	house	the	Wells	Lamont	Corporation,	a	glove	manufacturer.	By	1980,	Bohannon	Industrial	Office	
Park	was	predominantly	built	out.	The	1950s-era	buildings	within	the	Commonwealth	Site	were	replaced	
by	the	current	Buildings	1	and	2	in	2015;	another	building	on	the	Jefferson	Site	was	demolished	at	that	
time	and	replaced	with	a	surface	parking	lot.	

Because	the	buildings	at	160	 Jefferson	Drive	and	165	 Jefferson	Drive	are	more	 than	50	years	old	and	
adjacent	to	the	Project	site,	they	were	evaluated	for	listing	in	the	California	Register	of	Historical	Resources	
(California	 Register).	 Neither	 building	 has	 previously	 been	 evaluated	 for	 California	 Register	 listing	 or	
otherwise	 considered	 for	historical	 resource	status	 for	 the	purposes	of	CEQA	review.	The	buildings	at	
160	Jefferson	Drive	and	165	Jefferson	Drive	were	recorded	during	an	intensive-level	historical	resources	
survey	on	March	6,	2018,	and	documented	on	Department	of	Parks	and	Recreation	(DPR)	523A	(Primary	
Record)	and	523B	(Building,	Structure,	Object)	forms.	The	DPR	forms	also	document	evaluations	of	the	
buildings’	California	Register	eligibility.	The	DPR	forms	are	 included	 in	Appendix	B	of	 this	 Initial	Study	
(Appendix	1-2).	The	California	Register	evaluations	concluded	that	neither	historic-age	building	adjacent	
to	the	Project	site	meets	the	eligibility	criteria	for	California	Register	listing.	As	a	result,	the	buildings	at	
160	Jefferson	Drive	and	165	Jefferson	Drive	do	not	qualify	as	historical	resources	under	CEQA.	

Archaeological Resources 

A	 records	 search	 was	 conducted	 at	 the	 Northwest	 Information	 Center	 of	 the	 California	 Historical	
Resources	Information	System	on	April	16,	2018.	The	Project	site,	as	well	as	a	0.5-mile	buffer	around	the	
site,	was	inspected	for	previously	recorded	archaeological	resources.	Although	the	Project	footprint	has	
not	been	 subject	 to	archaeological	 study,	15	previously	 recorded	 studies	have	been	conducted	within	
0.5	mile	of	the	Project	site.	Three	of	the	studies	conducted	in	the	general	Project	vicinity	covered	areas	
adjacent	to	the	Project	site.	These	studies	are	detailed	in	the	table	below.	The	12	other	studies	included	
seven	archaeological	reconnaissance	projects	and	five	evaluation	and/or	testing	projects	that	focused	on	
specific	cultural	resource	sites.		

Table 3.7-1. Cultural Resource Studies Adjacent to the Project Site 

Study	
Number	 Author	 Date	 Title	 Findings	
S-35461	 G.S.	Breschini	 1998	 n/a	 This	study	outlines	the	discovery	

and	reinternment	of	human	
remains	at	1030	Crooked	Creek,	
Los	Altos,	CA	(P-41-000438).	

S-36481	 A.	Whitaker,	
P.	Kaijankowski,	
J.	Meyer,	and	
B.	Byrd	

2009	 Archaeological	Survey	
Report	for	the	Dumbarton	
Rail	Corridor	Project,	
San	Mateo	and	Alameda	
Counties,	California	

This	study	identified	one	
resource	(CA-SMA-242)	within	
0.5	mile	of	the	Project	area.		

S-39604	 A.	Whitaker,	
P.	Kaijankowski,	
J.	Meyer,	B.	Byrd,	
and	S.A.	Waechter	

2012	 Archaeological	Survey	
Report	for	the	Dumbarton	
Rail	Corridor	Project,	
San	Mateo	and	Alameda	
Counties,	California	

This	study	identified	one	
resource	(CA-SMA-242)	within	
0.5	mile	of	the	Project	area.		

All	resources	on	file	at	the	Northwest	Information	Center.	
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One	previously	recorded	cultural	resource	was	identified	within	the	Project	site	during	archaeological	
monitoring	in	2015	when	Commonwealth	Building	2	was	constructed.	This	resource	is	located	under	
the	existing	Building	2.		

P-41-002415	 (CA-SMA-425)	 –	 This	 resource,	 an	 inadvertent	 discovery	 encountered	 during	
construction,	consists	of	a	discrete	concentration	of	very	dark	midden	soil	with	shell,	mammal	bone,	
charcoal,	and	stone	tool	debris.	This	deposit	is	within	an	apparent	pit	feature	that	has	been	excavated	
into	 sterile	 subsurface	 sediments.	 Radiocarbon	 dating	 returned	 dates	 that	 suggest	 that	 heaviest	
activity	occurred	during	the	Middle/Late-Transition	Period	(circa	AD	700	to	1200).30	

Eight	previously	recorded	cultural	resources	were	identified	outside	the	Project	site	but	within	0.5	mile.	
Five	 of	 these	were	historic-era	built	 resources;	 the	 remaining	 three	were	precontact	 archaeological	
resources.	These	resources	are	detailed	below	(Table	3.7-2).	

Assembly Bill 52 Consultation 
To	identify	tribal	cultural	resources	within	the	vicinity	of	the	Project	site,	the	Native	American	Heritage	
Commission	(NAHC)	was	contacted	on	March	18,	2019,	and	asked	to	provide	a	list	of	California	Native	
American	tribes	that	are	geographically	affiliated	with	the	Project	site.31	A	search	of	the	NAHC’s	Sacred	
Lands	File	(SLF)	was	also	requested.	On	March	19,	2019,	the	NAHC	responded	with	a	list	of	six	individuals	
for	consultation;	the	SLF	did	not	identify	any	resources	within	the	vicinity	of	the	Project	site.	Letters	with	
Project	details,	a	location	map,	and	a	request	for	consultation	were	sent	on	March	27	and	29,	2019,	to	the	
following	local	California	Native	American	tribes:	

• Costanoan	Rumsen	Carmel	Tribe	

• The	Ohlone	Indian	Tribe	

• Amah	Mutsun	Tribal	Band	

• Muwekma	Ohlone	Indian	Tribe	of	the	San	Francisco	Bay	Area	

• Indian	Canyon	Mutsun	Band	of	Costanoan	

• Amah	Mutsun	Tribal	Band	of	Mission	San	Juan	Bautista	

Follow-up	phone	calls	were	conducted	on	April	24,	2019,	resulting	in	input	from	two	of	the	tribes	listed	
above.	 The	 Indian	 Canyon	Mutsun	Band	 of	 Costanoan	 representative	 did	 not	 have	 any	 information	
regarding	tribal	cultural	resources,	as	defined	by	AB	52,	but	requested	that	an	archaeological	monitor	
and	a	tribal	monitor	be	onsite	during	any	ground-disturbing	activities.	If	any	Native	American	burials	
are	encountered,	the	representative	also	requested	that	the	remains	be	repatriated	in	the	vicinity	where	
they	were	originally	found.	The	Amah	Mutsun	Tribal	Band	of	Mission	San	Juan	Bautista	representative	
did	not	have	any	information	regarding	tribal	cultural	resources	but	indicated	that	the	area	is	sensitive	
for	archaeological	resources	and	requested	that	an	archaeological	monitor	be	present	during	ground	
disturbance.	If	any	Native	American	resources	are	identified,	the	representative	requested	that	a	tribal	
monitor	also	be	present	onsite.	None	of	the	other	four	tribes	responded	to	letters,	emails,	or	telephone	
calls.	No	further	consultation	has	been	conducted.		

																																																													
30	 Garlinghouse,	T.	2015.	Site	Record	for	P-41-002415	(CA-SMA-425).	On	file	at	the	Northwest	Information	Center,	

Rohnert	Park,	CA.	
31	 Although	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	is	applicable	to	the	Proposed	Project,	pursuant	to	Assembly	Bill	52,	the	current	

Project	is	considered	separate;	therefore,	it	requires	separate	consultation	with	California	Native	American	
tribes	and	review	of	potential	impacts	on	tribal	cultural	resources.	
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Table 3.7-2. Previously Recorded Resources within 0.5 mile of the Project Area 

Trinomial	 P-Number	 Date	 Author	 Description	
CA-SMA-275	 P-41-000270	 1987;	

2013	
B.	Bocak,	
C.	Canzonieri	

This	resource	was	originally	recorded	as	a	
disturbed	shell	midden,	which	was	located	during	
a	surface	survey.	Shell,	lithics,	and	fire-cracked	
rock	were	visible	in	open,	non-landscaped	areas.	
The	resource	was	revisited	in	2013	when	portions	
of	the	midden	were	encountered	during	
construction	along	Bay	Street.	Those	portions	are	
thought	to	be	secondary	deposits	that	were	
relocated	during	previous	construction	along	Bay	
Street.	Although	the	2013	deposits	are	
recommended	as	not	eligible	for	listing	in	the	
National	Register	of	Historic	Places	(National	
Register),	some	potential	exists	for	encountering	
additional,	and	possibly	eligible,	deposits	in	the	
area.		

CA-SMA-242	 P-41-000282	 2008	 ASC,	
A.	Whitaker	

This	resource	was	originally	recorded	as	a	
medium-density	shell	midden	deposit	with	fire-
cracked	rock,	charcoal,	baked	clay,	lithics,	and	
human	remains.	The	site	was	revisited	in	2008	
and	inspected	for	any	remaining	surface	
indicators.	No	evidence	of	the	site	was	visible	on	
the	surface	at	that	time.	However,	some	potential	
still	exists	for	encountering	subsurface	deposits.		

CA-SMA-351	 P-41-000438	 1998	 Archaeological	
Consulting	

This	resource	consists	of	human	remains	
encountered	during	construction	activities.	The	
remains	were	reburied	in	the	same	location	and	
covered	with	a	concrete	footing.		

n/a	 P-41-001515	 1986	 D.R.	Newmark	 Flood	Park	was	nominated	as	a	Point	of	Historical	
Interest	in	1986	for	its	creative	use	of	financial,	
material,	and	human	resources	during	the	
Depression	era.	Around	1937,	the	park	received	
federal	funding	from	the	Works	Progress	
Administration.	

n/a	 P-41-002351	 n/a	 Archaeological	
Consulting	

This	resource	consists	of	the	Ravenswood	Salt	
Works,	which	includes	seven	salt	ponds	encircled	
by	a	levee.	The	resource	is	not	recommended	as	
eligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register.		

n/a	 P-41-002404	 2014	 L.	Speulda-
Drews	

This	resource	consists	of	a	small	rectangular	pump	
house,	circa	1948,	and	is	recommended	as	
ineligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register.		

n/a	 P-41-002419	 2015	 D.	Shoup	 This	resource	consists	of	a	0.9-acre	parcel	with	a	
one-story,	12,000	sf	industrial	building,	circa	1965.	
The	resource	is	not	recommended	as	eligible	for	
listing	in	the	National	Register.		

n/a	 P-41-002450	 2016	 J.	Murphy	 This	resource	consists	of	a	commercial	building,	
circa	1963.	The	resource	is	recommended	as	
ineligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register.		

All	resources	on	file	at	the	Northwest	Information	Center.	
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Regulatory Setting 
Federal 
National Historic Preservation Act, Section 106  

Although	the	Proposed	Project	is	not	anticipated	to	require	compliance	with	Section	106	of	the	National	
Historic	Preservation	Act,	the	Nation	Register	and	federal	guidelines	related	to	the	treatment	of	cultural	
resources	are	relevant	for	the	purpose	of	determining	whether	significant	cultural	resources,	as	defined	
under	CEQA,	are	present	and	guiding	the	treatment	of	such	resources.	

National Historic Preservation Act and National Register of Historic Places 

Built-environment	and	archaeological	resources	are	protected	through	the	National	Historic	Preservation	
Act	 (16	United	States	Code	470f),	which	 requires	a	 review	of	effects	on	historic	properties	only	when	
projects	involve	federal	funding	or	permitting	or	occur	on	federal	land;	therefore,	it	is	not	applicable	to	
discretionary	actions	at	the	municipal	level.	However,	the	National	Historic	Preservation	Act	establishes	
the	National	Register,	which	provides	a	framework	for	resource	evaluation	and	informs	the	process	for	
determining	impacts	on	historical	resources	under	CEQA.	

The	 National	 Register	 is	 the	 nation’s	 official	 comprehensive	 inventory	 of	 historic	 resources.	
Administered	by	the	National	Park	Service,	the	National	Register	includes	buildings,	structures,	sites,	
objects,	 and	 districts	 that	 possess	 historic,	 architectural,	 engineering,	 archaeological,	 or	 cultural	
significance	at	the	national,	state,	or	local	level.	Typically,	a	resource	that	is	more	than	50	years	of	age	
is	eligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register	if	it	meets	any	one	of	the	four	eligibility	criteria	and	retains	
sufficient	historical	integrity.	A	resource	less	than	50	years	old	may	be	eligible	if	it	can	be	demonstrated	
that	it	is	of	“exceptional	importance”	or	a	contributor	to	a	historic	district.	National	Register	criteria	are	
defined	 in	 National	 Register	 Bulletin	 Number	 15:	 How	 to	 Apply	 the	 National	 Register	 Criteria	 for	
Evaluation.	

Properties	that	are	listed	in	the	National	Register,	as	well	as	properties	that	are	formally	determined	to	
be	eligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register,	are	automatically	listed	in	the	California	Register,	described	
below,	and	therefore	considered	historical	resources	under	CEQA.	

Archaeological Resources Protection Act  

The	Archaeological	Resources	Protection	Act	(16	United	States	Code	[U.S.C.]	470aa	et	seq.)	was	enacted	
in	 1979	 to	 provide	 more	 effective	 law	 enforcement	 and	 protect	 public	 archaeological	 sites.	 The	
Archaeological	Resources	Protection	Act	provides	detailed	descriptions	of	prohibited	activities	and	larger	
financial	and	incarceration	penalties	for	convicted	violators.		

Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act 

This	act	(16	U.S.C.	Sections	469–469[c]-2)	provides	for	preserving	significant	historic	or	archaeological	
data	that	may	otherwise	be	irreparably	lost	or	destroyed	by	construction	of	a	project	through	a	federal	
agency	or	under	a	federally	licensed	activity	or	program.	This	includes	relics	and	specimens.	
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State 

California Environmental Quality Act 

CEQA,	 as	 codified	 in	 Public	 Resources	 Code	 Section	 21000	 et	 seq.	 and	 implemented	 by	 the	 CEQA	
Guidelines	(14	California	Code	of	Regulations	Section	15000	et	seq.),	is	the	principal	statute	governing	
environmental	review	of	projects	in	California.	CEQA	defines	a	historical	resource	as	a	property	listed	in,	
or	eligible	for	listing	in,	the	California	Register;	included	in	a	qualifying	local	register;	or	determined	by	a	
lead	agency	to	be	historically	significant.	In	order	to	be	considered	a	historical	resource,	a	property	must	
generally	be	at	least	50	years	old.	Section	21084.1	of	the	Public	Resources	Code	and	Section	15064.5	of	
the	CEQA	Guidelines	define	a	historical	resource	for	purposes	of	CEQA.		

CEQA	 requires	 lead	 agencies	 to	 determine	 if	 a	 project	 would	 have	 a	 significant	 effect	 on	 important	
historical	resources	or	unique	archaeological	resources.	If	a	resource	is	neither	a	unique	archaeological	
resource	nor	a	historical	resource,	the	CEQA	Guidelines	note	that	the	effects	of	a	project	on	that	resource	
shall	not	be	considered	a	significant	effect	on	the	environment	(CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15064.5[c][4]).	
In	 addition,	 projects	 that	 comply	with	 the	 Secretary	 of	 the	 Interior’s	 Standards	 for	 the	 Treatment	 of	
Historic	Properties	benefit	from	a	regulatory	presumption	under	CEQA	that	they	would	have	a	less-than-
significant	impact	on	a	historical	resource	(14	California	Code	of	Regulations	15126.4[b][1]).	Projects	that	
do	not	comply	with	the	secretary’s	standards	may	or	may	not	cause	a	substantial	adverse	change	in	the	
significance	of	a	historical	resource	and	may	be	subject	to	further	analysis	to	assess	whether	they	would	
result	in	material	impairment	of	a	historical	resource’s	significance.	

Under	CEQA,	a	substantial	adverse	change	in	the	significance	of	a	resource	means	the	physical	demolition,	
destruction,	 relocation,	 or	 alteration	 of	 the	 resource	 or	 its	 immediate	 surroundings	 such	 that	 the	
significance	of	the	historical	resource	would	be	materially	impaired.	Actions	that	would	materially	impair	
the	significance	of	a	historical	resource	are	any	actions	that	would	demolish	or	adversely	alter	the	physical	
characteristics	 that	 convey	 the	 property’s	 historical	 significance	 and	 qualify	 it	 for	 inclusion	 in	 the	
California	Register,	the	National	Register,	or	in	a	local	register	or	survey	that	meets	the	requirements	of	
Public	Resources	Code	Sections	5020.1(k)	and	5024.1(g).	

California Register of Historical Resources 

The	California	Register	is	“an	authoritative	listing	and	guide	to	be	used	by	state	and	local	agencies,	private	
groups,	 and	 citizens	 in	 identifying	 the	 existing	 historical	 resources	 of	 the	 state	 and	 indicating	which	
resources	deserve	to	be	protected,	to	the	extent	prudent	and	feasible,	from	substantial	adverse	change”	
(Public	 Resources	 Code	 Section	 5024.1[a]).	 The	 California	 Register	 criteria	 are	 based	 on	 the	National	
Register	criteria	(Public	Resources	Code	Section	5024.1[b]).	Certain	resources	are	determined	by	CEQA	
to	be	automatically	included	in	the	California	Register,	including	California	properties	that	were	formally	
eligible	 for	 or	 listed	 in	 the	National	 Register.	 To	 be	eligible	 for	 the	 California	 Register	 as	 a	 historical	
resource,	a	resource	must	be	significant	at	the	local,	state,	and/or	federal	level	under	one	or	more	of	the	
evaluative	criteria	below,	as	defined	in	Public	Resources	Code	Section	5024.1(c).	

1. The	resource	is	associated	with	events	that	have	made	a	significant	contribution	to	the	broad	
patterns	of	California’s	history	and	cultural	heritage.	

2. The	resource	is	associated	with	the	lives	of	persons	important	in	our	past.	

3. The	resource	embodies	the	distinctive	characteristics	of	a	type,	period,	region,	or	method	of	
construction;	represents	the	work	of	an	important	creative	individual;	or	possesses	high	artistic	values.	

4. The	resource	has	yielded,	or	may	be	likely	to	yield,	information	important	in	prehistory	or	history.	
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As	 with	 the	 National	 Register,	 a	 significant	 historical	 resource	must	 possess	 integrity	 in	 addition	 to	
meeting	 the	 significance	 criteria	 to	 be	 considered	 eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	 California	 Register.	
Consideration	 of	 integrity	 for	 evaluation	 of	 California	 Register	 eligibility	 follows	 the	 definitions	 and	
criteria	from	National	Park	Service	National	Register	Bulletin	15.		

Assembly Bill 52 

Tribal	cultural	resources	were	originally	identified	as	a	distinct	CEQA	environmental	category	with	the	
adoption	of	Assembly	Bill	(AB)	52	in	September	2014.	For	projects	that	are	subject	to	CEQA	and	received	
a	notice	of	preparation,	notice	of	negative	declaration,	or	mitigated	negative	declaration	on	or	after	July	
1,	2015,	AB	52	 requires	 the	 lead	agency	 to	 consult	with	 the	geographically	affiliated	California	Native	
American	 tribes.	 The	 legislation	 creates	 a	 broad,	 new	 category	 for	 environmental	 resources,	 “tribal	
cultural	 resources,”	which	must	be	 considered	under	CEQA.	AB	52	 requires	a	 lead	agency	 to	not	only	
consider	 the	 resource’s	 scientific	 and	 historical	 value	 but	also	whether	 it	 is	 culturally	 important	 to	 a	
California	Native	American	tribe.		

AB	52	defines	 tribal	 cultural	 resources	as	sites,	 features,	places,	 cultural	 landscapes,	sacred	places,	 or	
objects	with	cultural	value	to	a	California	Native	American	tribe	that	are	included	in	or	determined	to	be	
eligible	 for	 inclusion	 in	 the	 California	 Register;	 included	 in	 a	 local	 register	 of	 historical	 resources,	 as	
defined	in	Public	Resources	Code	Section	5020.1(k);	or	determined	by	the	lead	agency,	in	its	discretion	
and	supported	by	substantial	evidence,	to	be	significant	pursuant	to	the	criteria	of	Public	Resources	Code	
Section	5024.1(c)	(CEQA	Section	21074).		

AB	 52	 also	 sets	 up	 an	 expanded	 consultation	 process.	 For	 projects	 initiated	 after	 July	 1,	 2015,	 lead	
agencies	are	required	to	provide	notice	of	the	proposed	projects	to	any	tribe	that	is	traditionally	and	
culturally	 affiliated	 with	 the	 geographic	 area	 that	 requested	 to	 be	 informed	 by	 the	 lead	 agency,	
following	Public	Resources	Code	Section	21018.3.1(b).	If,	within	30	days,	a	tribe	requests	consultation,	
the	 consultation	 process	 must	 begin	 before	 the	 lead	 agency	 can	 release	 a	 draft	 environmental	
document.	 Consultation	with	 the	 tribe	may	 include	 discussion	 of	 the	 type	 of	 review	 necessary,	 the	
significance	 of	 tribal	 cultural	 resources,	 the	 significance	of	 a	project’s	 impacts	 on	 the	 tribal	 cultural	
resources,	 and	 alternatives	 and	 mitigation	 measures	 recommended	 by	 the	 tribe.	 The	 consultation	
process	will	be	deemed	concluded	when	either	(a)	the	parties	agree	to	mitigation	measures	or	(b)	any	
party	 concludes,	 after	 a	 good-faith	 effort,	 that	 an	 agreement	 cannot	 be	 reached.	 Any	 mitigation	
measures	 agreed	 to	 by	 the	 tribe	 and	 lead	 agency	 must	 be	 recommended	 for	 inclusion	 in	 the	
environmental	document.	 If	 a	 tribe	 does	not	 request	 consultation,	 or	 otherwise	assist	 in	 identifying	
mitigation	 measures	 during	 the	 consultation	 process,	 a	 lead	 agency	 may	 still	 consider	 mitigation	
measures	 if	 the	agency	determines	 that	 a	project	will	 cause	a	 substantial	 adverse	 change	 to	a	 tribal	
cultural	resource.	

Assembly Bill 168 

AB	 168,	 adopted	 in	 September	 2020,	 provides	 additional	 protection	 for	 tribal	 cultural	 resources,	 as	
defined	in	AB	52.	This	bill	applies	to	situations	in	which	a	developer	seeks	to	streamline	approval	under	
SB	35	and,	 in	 so	doing,	bypass	CEQA	requirements.	AB	168	 rectifies	a	 loophole	 in	SB	35	 that	allowed	
developers	 to	 apply	 for	 fast-tracked	 approval	 without	 notifying	 Native	 American	 tribes	 that	 were	
affiliated	with	a	project	area.	Instead,	under	AB	168,	a	project	would	be	ineligible	for	SB	35	and	subject	to	
CEQA	if	(a)	the	site	of	the	proposed	development	is	a	tribal	cultural	resource	that	is	on	a	national,	state,	
tribal,	or	local	historic	register;	(b)	the	local	government	and	the	California	Native	American	tribe	do	not	
agree	that	no	potential	tribal	cultural	resource	would	be	affected	by	the	proposed	development;	or	(c)	the	
local	government	and	California	Native	American	tribe	find	that	a	potential	tribal	cultural	resource	could	
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be	affected	by	 the	proposed	development	and	 the	parties	do	not	document	an	enforceable	agreement	
regarding	 the	methods,	measures,	 and	 conditions	 for	 treatment	 of	 those	 tribal	 cultural	 resources,	 as	
provided.	

Local 
Menlo Park General Plan 

The	City	General	Plan—specifically,	the	Land	Use	Element	and	Open	Space/Conservation	Element,	Noise	
Element,	and	Safety	Element—contains	general	goals,	policies,	and	programs	that	require	local	planning	
and	development	decisions	to	consider	 impacts	on	cultural	resources.	The	following	City	General	Plan	
goals	and	policies	are	related	to	cultural	resources	within	the	Project	site:		

Goal	 LU-7:	 Sustainability	 Services.	 Promote	 the	 implementation	 and	maintenance	 of	 sustainable	
development,	facilities,	and	services	to	meet	the	needs	of	Menlo	Park's	residents,	businesses,	workers,	
and	visitors.	

Policy	LU-7.8:	Cultural	Resource	Preservation.	Promote	preservation	of	buildings,	objects,	and	
sites	with	historic	and/or	cultural	significance.32	

Goal	OSC-3:	Protect	and	Enhance	Historic	Resources.	Protect	and	enhance	cultural	and	historical	
resources	for	their	aesthetic,	scientific,	educational,	and	cultural	values.	

Policy	OSC-3.1:	Prehistoric	or	Historic	Cultural	Resources	 Investigation	and	Preservation.	
Preserve	historical	and	cultural	resources	to	the	maximum	extent	practical.	

Policy	 OSC-3.2:	 Prehistoric	 or	 Historic	 Cultural	 Resources	 Protection.	 Require	 significant	
historic	or	prehistoric	artifacts	to	be	examined	by	a	qualified	consulting	archaeologist	or	historian	
for	appropriate	protection	and	preservation	and	to	ensure	compliance	with	local,	state,	and	federal	
regulations.	

Policy	OSC-3.3:	Archaeological	or	Paleontological	Resources	Protection.	Protect	prehistoric	or	
historic	cultural	resources	either	onsite	or	through	appropriate	documentation	as	a	condition	of	
removal.	When	a	development	project	has	sufficient	flexibility,	require	avoidance	or	preservation	
of	the	resources	as	the	primary	form	of	mitigation,	unless	the	City	identifies	superior	mitigation.	If	
resources	are	documented,	undertake	coordination	with	descendants	and/or	stakeholder	groups,	
as	warranted.	

Policy	 OSC-3.4:	 Prehistoric	 or	 Historic	 Cultural	 Resources	 Found	 during	 Construction.	 If	
cultural	 resources,	 including	 archaeological	 or	 paleontological	 resources,	 are	 uncovered	 during	
grading	 or	 other	 onsite	 excavation	 activities,	 require	 construction	 to	 stop	 until	 appropriate	
mitigation	is	implemented.	

Policy	OSC-3.5:	Consultation	with	Native	American	Tribes.	Consult	with	those	Native	American	
tribes	with	ancestral	ties	to	the	Menlo	Park	city	limits	regarding	City	General	Plan	amendments	and	
land	use	policy	changes.	

																																																													
32	 City	of	Menlo	Park.	2016.	ConnectMenlo:	Menlo	Park	Land	Use	and	Mobility	Update,	City	of	Menlo	Park	General	

Plan.	Adopted:	November	29.	Available:	https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/15014/Land-
Use-Element_adopted-112916_final_figures?bidId=.	Accessed:	April	28,	2021.	
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Policy	OSC-3.6:	Identification	of	Potential	Historic	Resources.	Identify	historic	resources	for	the	
historic	 district	 in	 the	 City	 Zoning	 Ordinance	 and	 require	 design	 review	 of	 proposals	 affecting	
historic	buildings.33	

Environmental Impacts 
This	section	describes	the	impact	analysis	related	to	cultural	and	tribal	resources	for	the	Proposed	Project.	
It	describes	the	methods	used	to	determine	the	impacts	of	the	Proposed	Project	and	lists	the	thresholds	used	
to	 conclude	whether	an	 impact	would	 be	 significant.	Measures	 to	mitigate	 (i.e.,	 avoid,	minimize,	 rectify,	
reduce,	eliminate,	or	compensate	for)	significant	impacts	accompany	each	impact	discussion,	as	needed.	

Thresholds of Significance 
In	accordance	with	Appendix	G	of	 the	CEQA	Guidelines,	 the	Proposed	Project	would	have	a	significant	
effect	if	it	would	result	in	any	of	the	conditions	listed	below.	

Cultural Resources 
l Cause	a	substantial	adverse	change	in	the	significance	of	a	historical	resource	pursuant	to	

Section	15064.5.	

l Cause	a	substantial	adverse	change	in	the	significance	of	an	archaeological	resource	pursuant	to	
Section	15064.5.	

l Disturb	any	human	remains,	including	those	interred	outside	of	formal	cemeteries.	

Tribal Cultural Resources 
l Would	the	project	cause	a	substantial	adverse	change	in	the	significance	of	a	tribal	cultural	resource,	

defined	in	Public	Resources	Code	Section	21074	as	either	a	site,	feature,	place,	cultural	landscape	
that	is	geographically	defined	in	terms	of	the	size	and	scope	of	the	landscape,	sacred	place,	or	object	
with	cultural	value	to	a	California	Native	American	tribe	and:		

a)	 Listed	or	eligible	for	listing	in	the	California	Register	or	in	a	local	register	of	historical	resources,	
as	defined	in	Public	Resources	Code	Section	5020.1(k),	or		

b)	 A	 resource	 determined	 by	 the	 lead	 agency,	 in	 its	 discretion	 and	 supported	 by	 substantial	
evidence,	to	be	significant	pursuant	to	criteria	set	forth	in	subdivision	(c)	of	Public	Resources	
Code	Section	5024.1.	 In	applying	the	criteria	set	 forth	 in	subdivision	(c)	of	Public	Resources	
Code	 Section	 5024.1,	 the	 lead	 agency	 shall	 consider	 the	 significance	 of	 the	 resource	 to	 a	
California	Native	American	tribe.		

Methods for Analysis 
As	discussed	above,	a	records	search	was	conducted	at	the	Northwest	Information	Center	of	the	California	
Historical	 Resources	 Information	 System	 on	 April	 16,	 2018.	 In	 addition,	 to	 identify	 tribal	 cultural	
resources	within	the	vicinity	of	the	Project	site,	the	NAHC	was	contacted	on	March	18,	2019,	and	asked	to	
provide	a	list	of	California	Native	American	tribes	that	are	geographically	affiliated	with	the	Project	site.	

																																																													
33	 City	of	Menlo	Park.	2013.	Open	Space/Conservation,	Noise,	and	Safety	Elements,	at	Home	in	Menlo	Park,	City	of	

Menlo	Park	General	Plan.	Adopted:	May	21.	Available:	https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/	
234/Open-Space-and-Conservation-Noise-and-Safety-Elements?bidId=.	Accessed:	April	28,	2021.	
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Summary of Analysis in the ConnectMenlo EIR 
The	ConnectMenlo	EIR	analyzed	the	impacts	below	that	would	result	from	implementing	the	updates	to	
the	Land	Use	and	Circulation	Elements	and	the	M-2	Area	Zoning	Update.34	

• Impacts	related	to	historical	 resources	were	analyzed	 in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	as	 Impact	CULT-1	
(pages	4.4-12	to	4.9-15).	It	was	determined	that	impacts	on	historical	resources	would	be	significant	
if	they	would	lead	to	demolition	or	alteration	with	the	potential	to	change	the	historic	fabric	or	setting	
of	historic	architectural	resources.	Mitigation	Measure	CULT-1	(page	4.4-15)	requires	an	individual	
project	 that	 is	proposed	on	or	adjacent	to	a	 site	with	a	building	 that	 is	more	 than	50	years	old	to	
prepare	a	site-specific	evaluation.		

l Impacts	related	to	archaeological	resources	were	analyzed	in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	as	Impact	CULT-
2	 (pages	 4.4-16	 to	 4.9-18).	 It	 was	 determined	 that	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	of	Mitigation	Measures	CULT-2a	and	CULT-2b.	Mitigation	Measure	CULT-2a	would	
be	 applied	 if	 archeological	 resources	 are	 found	 during	 construction.	 In	 addition,	 per	 Mitigation	
Measure	CULT-2b,	Native	American	tribes	would	be	consulted.		

l Impacts	related	to	human	remains	were	analyzed	in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	as	Impact	CULT-4	(page	
4.4-20).	 It	 was	 determined	 that	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	
Mitigation	Measure	CULT-4.	This	mitigation	measure	would	provide	guidance	if	human	remains	are	
encountered	during	ground	disturbance.	

l Impacts	related	to	tribal	cultural	resources,	as	defined	by	Public	Resources	Code	Section	21074,	were	
analyzed	in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	as	Impact	CULT-5	(pages	4.4-21).	Impacts	were	determined	to	be	
less	 than	 significant	with	 implementation	 of	Mitigation	Measures	 CULT-2a,	CULT-2b,	 and	CULT-4	
from	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR.	

Impacts Not Evaluated in Detail 
The	Project	 site	 contains	no	 historic-age	 buildings;	Buildings	 1	and	 2	were	 constructed	 in	 2015.	 Two	
historic-age	 buildings	 adjacent	 to	 the	 Project	 site,	 160	 Jefferson	 Drive	 and	 165	 Jefferson	 Drive,	 were	
constructed	during	the	first	half	of	the	1960s	and,	therefore,	have	reached	the	age	at	which	they	could	
qualify	as	eligible	for	listing	in	the	California	Register.	However,	as	presented	above,	neither	of	the	historic-
aged	buildings	qualifies	as	a	CEQA	historical	resource.	Therefore,	the	Proposed	Project	would	not	have	
the	potential	to	alter	the	significant	characteristics	of	historical	resources	for	the	purposes	of	CEQA.	This	
issue	was	scoped	out	in	the	Initial	Study,	and	no	further	study	is	required.	

Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact	 CR-1:	 Archaeological	 Resources.	 The	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 not	 cause	 a	 substantial	
adverse	 change	 in	 the	 significance	 of	 an	 archaeological	 resource	 pursuant	 to	 Section	15064.5.	
(LTS/M)		

As	stated	above,	one	precontact	archaeological	resource	(CA-SMA-425)	was	identified	within	the	Project	
site	during	literature	review	at	the	Northwest	Information	Center.	Specifically,	this	resource,	which	was	
identified	from	monitoring	efforts	for	the	Commonwealth	Corporate	Center	Project	in	2015,	is	beneath	

																																																													
34		 City	of	Menlo	Park.	2016.	ConnectMenlo:	General	Plan	Land	Use	and	Circulation	Elements	and	M-2	Zoning	Update	

for	the	City	of	Menlo	Park.	June	1.	Prepared	by	PlaceWorks,	Berkeley,	CA.	Menlo	Park,	CA.	Available:	
https://www.menlopark.org/1013/Environmental-Impact-Report.	Accessed:	March	19,	2021.	
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the	existing	Building	2.	Because	of	the	amount	of	development	and	disturbance	in	the	area,	this	resource	
is	believed	to	be	the	only	archaeological	material	remaining	in	the	area.	Subsurface	sediments	very	likely	
indicate	 the	 maximum	 depth	 of	 the	 deposit	 (i.e.,	 approximately	 100	centimeters	 below	 the	 ground	
surface).35		

Building	2	would	not	be	augmented	as	part	of	the	current	Project;	therefore,	no	Project-related	ground	
disturbance	would	occur	within	the	vicinity	of	this	resource.	However,	additional	cultural	studies	have	
not	been	conducted	in	any	portion	of	the	Project	site.	Therefore,	it	is	unknown	whether	the	Project	site	
contains	additional	cultural	resources.	Given	the	presence	of	a	precontact	archaeological	resource	within	
the	Project	site,	as	well	as	three	precontact	archaeological	resources	in	the	vicinity	of	the	Project	site,	the	
Project	 area	 has	 a	 high	 degree	 of	 sensitivity	 for	 containing	 as-yet	 undocumented	 prehistoric	
archaeological	resources.		

The	Project	could	disturb	unidentified	subsurface	materials	that	have	the	potential	to	contain	prehistoric	
archaeological	resources,	resulting	in	potentially	significant	impacts.		

MITIGATION	 MEASURES.	 Compliance	 with	 federal,	 state,	 and	 local	 laws	 and	 regulations,	 including	
applicable	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR	mitigation	measures,	 City	 General	 Plan	 goals	 and	 policies,	 and	 Project-
specific	mitigation	measures,	would	protect	archaeological	deposits	within	the	Project	site	by	providing	
archaeological	 resources–related	 sensitivity	 training	 to	workers,	 thereby	ensuring	 that	 archaeological	
data	recovery	will	occur	ahead	of	Project-related	ground	disturbance	and	allowing	for	early	detection	of	
potential	 conflicts	 between	 development	 and	 resources.	 In	 addition,	 compliance	 would	 allow	
archaeological	deposits,	if	any	exist,	to	convey	their	significance	through	excavation	or	preservation.	The	
Proposed	 Project	 would	 implement	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 Mitigation	 Measure	 CULT-2a	 if	 a	 potentially	
significant	subsurface	cultural	resource	is	encountered	during	ground-disturbing	activities.	ConnectMenlo	
EIR	Mitigation	Measure	CULT-2b,	which	includes	Native	American	consultation,	has	been	implemented	for	
the	Proposed	Project	 as	part	of	 the	CEQA	process;	no	 further	action	 is	needed.	In	addition,	 the	Project	
Sponsor	would	implement	Project	Mitigation	Measures	CR-1.1	and	CR-1.2	within	the	main	Project	site,	given	
the	 presence	 of	 CA-SMA-425.	 As	 a	 result,	 impacts	 on	 archaeological	 resources	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	mitigation.	

CR-1.1		 Worker	Environmental	Training.	Because	of	the	potential	for	the	discovery	of	unknown	buried	
cultural	and	paleontological	resources,	prior	to	commencement	of	the	first	phase,	the	general	
contractor	 and	 those	 engaged	 in	 ground-disturbing	 activities	 shall	 be	 given	 environmental	
training	regarding	cultural	and	paleontological	resource	protection,	resource	identification	and	
protection,	 and	 the	 laws	 and	 penalties	 governing	 such	 protection.	 This	 training	 may	 be	
administered	 by	 the	 Project	 archaeologist	 and/or	 paleontologist	 as	 stand-alone	 training	 or	
included	as	part	of	 the	overall	environmental	awareness	 training	 required	as	a	 result	of	 the	
Proposed	Project.	The	training	shall	include,	at	minimum,	the	following:	
• The	types	of	cultural	resources	that	are	likely	to	be	encountered,	
• The	procedures	to	be	taken	in	the	event	of	an	inadvertent	cultural	resource	discovery,	
• The	penalties	for	disturbing	or	destroying	cultural	resources,	
• The	types	of	fossils	that	could	occur	at	the	Project	site,	
• The	types	of	lithologies	in	which	the	fossils	could	be	preserved,	and	
• The	procedures	that	should	be	taken	in	the	event	of	a	fossil	discovery.	

																																																													
35	 Garlinghouse,	T.	2015.	Site	Record	for	P-41-002415	(CA-SMA-425).	On	file	at	the	Northwest	Information	

Center,	Rohnert	Park,	CA.	
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CR-1.2	 Perform	 Construction	 Monitoring,	 Evaluate	 Uncovered	 Archaeological	 Features,	 and	 Mitigate	
Potential	Disturbance	for	Identified	Significant	Resources	at	the	Project	Site.	Prior	to	demolition,	
excavation,	 grading,	 or	 other	 construction-related	 activities	 on	 the	 Project	 site,	 the	 Project	
Sponsor	shall	hire	a	qualified	professional	archaeologist	(i.e.,	one	who	meets	the	Secretary	of	
the	Interior’s	professional	qualifications	for	archaeology	or	one	under	the	supervision	of	such	a	
professional)	 to	monitor,	 to	 the	 extent	 determined	 necessary	 by	 the	 archaeologist,	 Project-
related	 earth-disturbing	 activities	 (e.g.,	 grading,	 excavation,	 trenching).	 In	 the	 event	 that	
prehistoric	or	historic-period	subsurface	archaeological	features	or	deposits,	including	locally	
darkened	soil	 (midden),	 that	 could	 conceal	 cultural	deposits,	 animal	 bone,	 obsidian,	 and/or	
mortars	 are	 discovered	 during	 demolition/construction-related	 earthmoving	 activities,	
ConnectMenlo	 CULT-2a	 shall	 be	 followed.	 In	 addition,	 if	 the	 resource	 is	 a	 historic-era	
archaeological	site	or	historic-era	architectural	feature	and	the	archaeologist	is	not	a	historical	
archaeologist,	the	archaeologist	shall	notify	a	historical	archaeologist	or	architectural	historian	
who	meets	 the	Secretary	of	 the	 Interior’s	professional	qualifications	 for	archaeology	and/or	
architectural	history	and	that	person	shall	follow	the	requirements	of	ConnectMenlo	CULT-2a.	
Impacts	 on	 significant	 resources	would	 be	mitigated	 to	a	 less-than-significant	 level	 through	
preservation	 in	place,	capping,	data	recovery,	or	other	methods	determined	adequate	by	the	
City	 that	 are	 consistent	 with	 the	 Secretary	 of	 the	 Interior's	 Standards	 for	 archaeological	
documentation.		

If	 Native	 American	 archaeological,	 ethnographic,	 or	 spiritual	 resources	 are	 discovered,	 all	
identification	and	treatment	of	the	resources	shall	be	conducted	by	a	qualified	archaeologist.	A	
tribal	monitor	chosen	by	the	Native	American	tribes	that	requested	consultation	pursuant	to	
AB	52	will	be	invited	to	participate.	If	a	tribal	monitor	is	present,	all	identification	and	treatment	
conducted	by	the	archaeologist	will	be	done	in	consultation	with	the	tribal	monitor.	In	the	event	
the	archaeologist	and	tribal	monitor	disagree	regarding	treatment	after	good-faith	consultation,	
the	 City	 shall	 make	 the	 final	 decision,	 considering	 the	 provisions	 of	 Public	 Resources	 Code	
Section	21084.3(b).		

CULT-2a		 (ConnectMenlo	EIR)	Stop	Work	 if	Archaeological	Material	or	Features	Are	Encountered	during	
Ground-Disturbing	 Activities.	 If	 a	 potentially	 significant	 subsurface	 cultural	 resource	 is	
encountered	 during	 ground-disturbing	 activities	 on	 any	 parcel	 in	 the	 city,	 all	 construction	
activities	 within	 a	 100-foot	 radius	 of	 the	 find	 shall	 cease	 until	 a	 qualified	 archeologist	
determines	whether	the	resource	requires	further	study.	All	developers	in	the	study	area	shall	
include	 a	 standard	 inadvertent	 discovery	 clause	 in	 every	 construction	 contract	 to	 inform	
contractors	 of	 this	 requirement.	 Any	 previously	 undiscovered	 resources	 found	 during	
construction	activities	shall	be	 recorded	on	appropriate	California	Department	of	Parks	and	
Recreation	 (DPR)	 forms	 and	 evaluated	 for	 significance	 in	 terms	 of	 the	 CEQA	 criteria	 by	 a	
qualified	 archeologist.	 If	 the	 resource	 is	 determined	 significant	 under	 CEQA,	 the	 qualified	
archaeologist	shall	prepare	and	implement	a	research	design	and	archaeological	data	recovery	
plan	to	capture	those	categories	of	data	for	which	the	site	is	significant.	The	archaeologist	shall	
also	perform	appropriate	technical	analyses;	prepare	a	comprehensive	report	complete	with	
methods,	 results,	 and	 recommendations;	 and	 provide	 for	 the	 permanent	 curation	 of	 the	
recovered	 resources.	 The	 report	 shall	 be	 submitted	 to	 the	 City	 of	 Menlo	 Park,	 Northwest	
Information	Center	(NWIC),	and	State	Historic	Preservation	Office	(SHPO),	if	required.	
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Impact	CR-2:	Human	Remains.	The	Proposed	Project	would	not	disturb	human	remains,	including	
those	interred	outside	of	formal	cemeteries.	(LTS/M)	

One	precontact	archaeological	resource	(CA-SMA-425)	was	identified	within	the	Project	site	in	2015.	The	
discovery	of	a	Native	American	midden	during	construction	of	Commonwealth	Building	2	increases	the	
chance	of	finding	human	remains	during	the	current	Project.	Native	American	middens	sometimes	contain	
human	remains,	and	mammal	bone	was	identified	in	that	midden,	although	none	was	human.		

Because	of	the	amount	of	development	and	disturbance	in	the	area,	this	resource	is	believed	to	be	the	only	
archaeological	material	remaining	in	the	area.	The	resource	is	beneath	the	existing	Building	2;	therefore,	
no	Project-related	ground	disturbance	would	occur	in	the	vicinity	of	this	resource.	However,	discovery	of	
this	precontact	material,	as	well	as	the	identification	of	similar	resources	in	the	general	vicinity,	suggests	
that	 the	 area	 has	 increased	 potential	 for	 containing	 as-yet	 undocumented	 archaeological	 deposits,	
including	human	remains.	Buried	deposits	may	be	eligible	for	listing	in	the	California	Register.	Therefore,	
this	impact	would	be	potentially	significant.		

MITIGATION	MEASURES.	The	Proposed	Project	would	implement	ConnectMenlo	EIR	Mitigation	Measure	
CULT-4	if	human	remains	are	encountered	at	the	Project	site.	All	work	in	the	immediate	vicinity	of	the	
discovery	would	cease,	and	necessary	steps	to	ensure	the	integrity	of	the	immediate	area	would	be	taken.	
In	addition,	Mitigation	Measure	CULT-2a	from	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	would	be	followed.	Furthermore,	
the	Project	Sponsor	would	implement	Project	Mitigation	Measure	CR-1.1	and	CR-1.2	to	reduce	impacts.	
Therefore,	 the	 Project	 Project’s	 impact	 on	 human	 remains	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
mitigation.	

CULT-4		 (ConnectMenlo	EIR)	Comply	with	State	Regulations	Regarding	the	Discovery	of	Human	Remains	
at	 the	Project	 Site.	 Procedures	 regarding	 conduct	 following	 the	discovery	of	human	remains	
citywide	have	been	mandated	by	Health	and	Safety	Code	Section	7050.5,	Public	Resources	Code	
Section	5097.98,	and	California	Code	of	Regulations	Section	15064.5(e)	(CEQA).	According	to	
the	provisions	in	CEQA,	if	human	remains	are	encountered	at	a	site,	all	work	in	the	immediate	
vicinity	of	the	discovery	shall	cease	and	necessary	steps	to	ensure	the	integrity	of	the	immediate	
area	shall	be	taken.	Furthermore,	the	San	Mateo	County	Coroner	shall	be	notified	immediately.	
The	 coroner	 shall	 then	 determine	whether	 the	 remains	are	Native	American.	 If	 the	 coroner	
determines	 the	 remains	 are	 Native	 American,	 the	 coroner	 shall	 notify	 the	 NAHC	within	 24	
hours,	which,	in	turn,	will	notify	the	person	the	NAHC	identifies	as	the	Most	Likely	Descendant	
(MLD)	of	any	human	remains.	Further	actions	shall	be	determined,	in	part,	by	the	desires	of	the	
MLD.	 The	MLD	will	 have	 48	 hours	 to	make	 recommendations	 regarding	 disposition	 of	 the	
remains	 following	 notification	 from	 the	 NAHC	 of	 the	 discovery.	 If	 the	 MLD	 does	 not	make	
recommendations	 within	 48	 hours,	 the	 owner	 shall,	 with	 appropriate	 dignity,	 reinter	 the	
remains	in	an	area	of	the	property	secure	from	further	disturbance.	Alternatively,	if	the	owner	
does	 not	 accept	 the	 MLD’s	 recommendations,	 the	 owner	 or	 the	 descendent	 may	 request	
mediation	by	the	NAHC.	
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Impact	 CR-3.	 Tribal	 Cultural	 Resources.	 The	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 not	 cause	 a	 substantial	
adverse	change	in	the	significance	of	a	tribal	cultural	resource,	defined	in	Public	Resources	Code	
Section	21074	as	either	a	site,	feature,	place,	cultural	landscape	that	is	geographically	defined	in	
terms	 of	 the	 size	 and	 scope	 of	 the	 landscape,	 sacred	 place,	 or	 object	 with	 cultural	 value	 to	 a	
California	Native	American	tribe	and:		

a)	 Listed	or	eligible	for	listing	in	the	California	Register	or	a	local	register	of	historical	resources,	
as	defined	in	Public	Resources	Code	Section	5020.1(k),	or		

b)	 A	 resource	 determined	 by	 the	 lead	 agency,	 in	 its	 discretion	 and	 supported	 by	 substantial	
evidence,	to	be	significant	pursuant	to	criteria	set	forth	in	subdivision	(c)	of	Public	Resources	
Code	Section	5024.1.	In	applying	the	criteria	set	forth	in	subdivision	(c)	of	Public	Resources	
Code	 Section	 5024.1,	 the	 lead	 agency	 shall	 consider	 the	 significance	 of	 the	 resource	 to	 a	
California	Native	American	tribe.	(LTS/M)	

A	search	of	the	NAHC	SLF	did	not	 identify	any	tribal	cultural	resources	 in	the	Project	area,	and	no	tribal	
cultural	resources	were	identified	as	a	result	of	consultation	with	the	Native	Americans	the	NAHC	listed	as	
geographically	affiliated	with	the	region.	However,	one	previously	recorded	precontact	site	was	identified	
within	with	 the	 Project	 footprint.	 Archaeological	 site	 CA-SMA-425	was	 identified	 during	 archaeological	
monitoring	 for	 the	 Commonwealth	 Corporate	 Center	 Project	 in	 2015.	 The	 site	 is	 beneath	 the	 existing	
Building	2.	This	archaeological	resource	has	not	been	identified	as	a	tribal	cultural	resource.	It	is	believed	to	
be	the	last	vestige	of	a	much	larger	site	because	of	the	heavily	disturbed	nature	of	the	Project	area.		

Given	 the	 presence	 of	 precontact	 archaeological	 material	 within	 the	 Project	 footprint,	 the	 numerous	
precontact	archaeological	resources	 in	the	Project	vicinity,	and	the	environment	 for	the	Project,	which	 is	
similar	to	that	where	other	precontact	resources	are	located,	the	Project	site	has	a	high	degree	of	sensitivity	
with	 respect	 to	 containing	 as-yet	 undocumented	 precontact	 archaeological	 resources.	 Precontact	
archaeological	resources	are	sometimes	considered	tribal	cultural	resources	by	California	Native	American	
tribes.		

Building	 2	 would	 not	 be	 augmented	 as	 part	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 and	 this	 resource	 would	 not	 be	
disturbed	during	any	Project-related	activities.	However,	although	no	Project-related	ground	disturbance	
would	occur	in	the	vicinity	of	this	resource,	the	potential	always	exists	for	additional	as-yet	undocumented	
tribal	cultural	resources	to	be	encountered	during	Project	demolition	or	construction	work.	Furthermore,	
buried	 deposits	 may	 be	 eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	 California	 Register.	 Therefore,	 this	 impact	 would	 be	
potentially	significant.	

MITIGATION	 MEASURES.	 The	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 require	 implementation	 of	 Project	 Mitigation	
Measure	 CR-1.2,	 which	 concerns	 archaeological	 monitoring,	 during	 ground-disturbing	 activities.	
Furthermore,	the	Proposed	Project	would	implement	ConnectMenlo	EIR	Mitigation	Measure	CULT-2a	if	a	
potentially	significant	subsurface	cultural	resource	is	encountered	during	ground-disturbing	activities.	All	
construction	 activities	 within	 a	 100-foot	 radius	 would	 cease	 until	 a	 qualified	 archeologist	 determines	
whether	the	resource	requires	further	study.	In	addition,	because	of	the	potential	for	discovery	of	unknown	
buried	 cultural	 and	paleontological	 resources,	 Project	Mitigation	Measure	CR-1.1	would	 require	worker	
training	 prior	 to	 construction,	 thereby	 further	 reducing	 potential	 impacts.	 The	 Proposed	 Project	would	
implement	ConnectMenlo	EIR	Mitigation	Measures	CULT-2a	and	CULT-4,	thereby	reducing	impacts	on	the	
precontact	archaeological	resource,	which	has	the	potential	to	be	considered	a	tribal	cultural	resource.	With	
implementation	 of	 the	measures,	 all	work	 in	 the	 immediate	 vicinity	 of	 the	 discovery	would	 cease,	 and	
necessary	steps	to	ensure	the	integrity	of	the	immediate	area	would	be	taken.	Therefore,	impacts	related	to	
tribal	cultural	resources	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	
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Cumulative Impacts 
Impact	C-CR-1:	Cumulative	Impacts	on	Archaeological	and	Tribal	Resources	and	Human	Remains.	
Construction	 activities	 on	 the	 Project	 site,	 along	with	 other	 development,	 would	 not	 result	 in	
impacts	on	archaeological	and	tribal	resources	and	human	remains.	(LTS/M)	

The	 projects	 in	Menlo	 Park	 considered	 in	 this	 analysis	 are	 listed	 in	 Chapter	 3,	Environmental	 Impact	
Analysis.	 The	 cumulative	 context	 for	 archaeological	 resources	 and	 human	 remains	 includes	 urban	
development	 projects	 as	 well	 as	 transportation	 and	 streetscape	 improvements	 occurring	 within	 the	
Project	area	or	within	0.25	mile	that,	 together,	could	 lead	to	ground-disturbing	activities	and	result	 in	
impacts	on	archaeological	resources,	human	remains,	and	tribal	cultural	resources.	The	past	projects	are	
captured	by	the	existing	environment.	The	present	and	reasonably	foreseeable	future	projects	within	and	
surrounding	the	Project	area	include	projects	that	would	require	ground	disturbance	during	construction	
and,	 therefore,	would	have	the	potential	 to	affect	archaeological	resources,	human	remains,	and	tribal	
cultural	resources	in	a	manner	that	is	not	captured	by	the	existing	environment.		

Four	present	and	reasonably	foreseeable	future	projects	are	within	0.25	mile	of	the	Project	site,	as	listed	
below.		

l 301	Constitution	Drive	(Citizen	M	Hotel)	

l 301–309	Constitution	Drive	(Facebook	Expansion)	

l 150	Jefferson	Drive	(TIDE	Academy)	

l 141	Jefferson	Drive	(Menlo	Uptown)	

Taken	together,	the	Proposed	Project	and	the	identified	cumulative	projects	would	have	the	potential	to	
result	in	an	overall	cumulative	impact	on	archaeological	resources,	human	remains,	and/or	tribal	cultural	
resources.	

A	known	precontact	archaeological	resource	has	been	identified	within	the	Project	site.	Project	Mitigation	
Measures	CR-1.1	and	CR-1.2	and	ConnectMenlo	Mitigation	Measures	CULT-2a	and	CULT-4	recommend	
cultural	 resource	 training,	 phased	 archaeological	 data	 recovery,	 archaeological	 monitoring,	 and	
compliance	with	laws	regarding	human	remains.	These	measures	would	reduce	the	Proposed	Project’s	
contribution	to	significant	cumulative	 impacts	on	archaeological	resources,	human	remains,	and	tribal	
cultural	resources	to	less	than	cumulatively	considerable.	All	other	present	and	reasonably	foreseeable	
projects	in	Menlo	Park	would	adhere	to	the	mitigation	measures	in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	as	well.	

With	 implementation	 of	mitigation	measures,	 the	 contribution	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 to	 impacts	 on	
archaeological	resources,	human	remains,	and	tribal	cultural	resources	would	be	less	than	significant	
with	 mitigation;	 therefore,	 the	 Proposed	 Project’s	 contribution	 to	 the	 significant	 cumulative	 impact	
would	be	less	than	cumulatively	considerable.	
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3.8 Biological Resources 
This	section	describes	the	environmental	and	regulatory	setting	 for	biological	resources	related	to	the	
Proposed	Project.	It	also	describes	the	potential	impacts	on	biological	resources	that	would	result	from	
implementation	of	 the	Proposed	Project	and	 feasible	mitigation	measures	 to	 reduce	 the	 impacts.	This	
section	 is	 based	 on	preliminary	 information	 on	 biological	 resources	 collected	 at	 the	 Project	 Site,1	 the	
Commonwealth	Corporate	Center	Building	3	Biological	Resources	Assessment	(BRA)	prepared	by	H.	T.	Harvey	
&	Associates2	(which	ICF	peer	reviewed),	and	on	the	Biological	Resources	section	of	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR.	
Some	subsections	below	are	taken	verbatim	from	the	BRA,	while	other	subsections	have	been	adapted	and	
updated	for	the	environmental	impact	report	(EIR).	Unless	otherwise	noted,	the	information	in	this	section	
is	cited	to	the	H.T.	Harvey	&	Associates	BRA,	which	is	included	as	Appendix	3.8-1.	One	comment	regarding	
biological	resources	was	received	in	response	to	the	Notice	of	Preparation	(Appendix	1-2)	pertaining	to	
potential	bird	collisions.	

Existing Conditions 

Environmental Setting 

Project Site  

The	Project	site	is	in	a	heavily	urbanized	part	of	San	Mateo	County	near	San	Francisco	Bay.	The	Study	Area	
consists	of	the	Project	Site,	which	is	relatively	flat,	and	a	100-foot	buffer	beyond	these	areas	that	includes	
adjacent	sensitive	habitats	that	could	be	affected	by	the	Proposed	Project.	

The	 entire	 Project	 site	 has	 been	 modified	 for	 human	 use	 and	 does	 not	 support	 any	 natural	 plant	
communities.	 It	 is	 dominated	 by	 urban	 land	 cover	 (i.e.,	 buildings,	 paved	 parking	 lots,	 ornamental	
landscaping).	Landscaping	includes	primarily	nonnative	tree	species.	Two	landscaped	bioretention	basins	
occur	on	the	eastern	edge	of	the	site.	

Wildlife Habitat 

The	 Project	 site	 provides	 habitat	 for	 common	wildlife	 species	 that	 have	 successfully	 adapted	 to	 high	
disturbance	 levels,	 ornamental	 vegetation,	 and	abundant	 food	 sources	 (e.g.,	 food	waste	 in	 trash	 cans,	
seeds	 and	 flowers	 produced	 by	 ornamental	plants),	which	 are	 characteristic	 of	 urban	 landscapes.	 No	
active	 bird	 nests	 were	 observed	 during	 surveys,	 but	 the	 ornamental	 trees	 provide	 potential	 nesting	
habitat	for	crows,	finches,	hummingbirds,	and	other	urban	nesting	birds,	such	as	Cooper’s	hawk	(Accipiter	
cooperi),	red-shouldered	hawk	(Buteo	lineatus),	northern	mockingbird	(Mimus	polyglottos),	and	American	
robin	(Turdus	migratorius).	Small	burrowing	mammals	such	as	California	ground	squirrel	(Spermophilus	
beecheyi)	were	observed	in	low	numbers.	Other	generalist	mammal	species	that	are	expected	to	occur	on	
the	Project	site	include	raccoon	(Procyon	lotor),	Virginia	opossum	(Didelphis	virginiana),	roof	rat	(Rattus	
rattus),	Norway	rat	(Rattus	norvegicus),	feral	and	domestic	cats	(Felis	catus),	and	striped	skunk	(Mephitis	
mephitis).	 Common	 urban-adapted	 amphibians	 or	 reptiles	 that	 may	 occur	 include	 Sierran	 treefrog	
(Pseudacris	 sierra)	 and	western	 fence	 lizard	 (Sceloporus	 occidentalis).	 H.	 T.	 Harvey	 ecologists	 closely	
																																																													
1		 Project	site	visit,	April	24,	2018,	ICF	biologist	Matt	Ricketts.	
2	 H.	T.	Harvey	&	Associates.	2019.	Commonwealth	Corporate	Center	Building	3	Biological	Resources	Assessment.	

Prepared	for	The	Sobrato	Organization,	Cupertino,	CA.	February	5.	Unpublished.	 	



City of Menlo Park 
 Environmental Impact Analysis 

Biological Resources 
 

 
Commonwealth Building 3 Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 3.8-2 June 2022 

ICF 104394.0.001 
 

examined	 trees	 for	 large	 cavities	 that	 could	provide	 roosting	 habitat	 for	 bats	 or	evidence	 of	previous	
nesting	by	raptors	(e.g.,	old	stick	nests)	but	observed	neither.	Additionally,	there	are	no	wetlands,	non-
wetland	waters	of	the	United	States,	and	no	sensitive	natural	communities	present	on	the	Project	site.	The	
Project	site	is	not	within	or	adjacent	to	any	wildlife	corridors.	

Special-Status Plant and Animal Species 

No	special-status	plant	species	are	present	or	are	expected	to	occur	on	the	Project	site.	The	site	lacks	natural	
plant	communities	where	these	species	could	occur	because	it	is	entirely	developed	and	all	traces	of	natural	
communities	were	removed	when	the	area	was	filled	for	urban	development	in	the	early	20th	century.	

No	special-status	animal	species	are	expected	to	occur	on	the	Project	site	with	the	slight	exception	of	pallid	
bat	(Antrozous	pallidus),	which	 is	a	state	designated	Species	of	Special	Concern	(SSC),	and	tree-nesting	
raptors	 (identified	 as	 special-status	 species	 by	 the	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR).	While	 pallid	 bat	may	 on	 rare	
occasions	forage	over	the	parking	lot,	an	examination	of	trees	on	the	Project	site	detected	no	large	cavities	
that	might	provide	suitable	bat	roosting	habitat;	 therefore,	 it	 is	not	expected	to	reside	or	breed	on	the	
Project	site,	to	occur	in	large	numbers,	or	otherwise	to	make	substantial	use	of	the	Project	site.	Similarly,	
a	 focused	 survey	of	 the	Project	 site	detected	no	evidence	 (i.e.,	 old	nests)	of	 raptors	having	previously	
nested	on	the	Project	site	and	are	likewise	not	expected	to	occur	on	the	Project	site.	Nonetheless,	tree-
nesting	raptors	may	nest	 in	the	ornamental	 trees	near	the	Project	site,	 including	red-shouldered	hawk	
and	Cooper’s	hawk.	Most	species	covered	in	the	H.	T.	Harvey	&	Associates	report	are	not	expected	to	occur	
because	the	Project	site	lacks	habitat,	is	outside	their	known	range,	and/or	is	isolated	from	the	nearest	
known	population	by	urban	development.	Although	some	of	these	species,	such	as	western	snowy	plover	
(Charadrius	 alexandrinus	 nivosus),	 California	 Ridgway’s	 rail	 (Rallus	 obsoletus	 obsoletus),	 salt	 marsh	
harvest	mouse	(Reithrodontomys	raviventris),	and	salt	marsh	wandering	shrew	(Sorex	vagrans	halicoetes),	
are	known	to	occur	in	tidal	marsh	or	salt	pond	habitat	of	the	Don	Edwards	San	Francisco	Bay	National	
Wildlife	 Refuge	 (NWR),	 located	approximately	 2	miles	 to	 the	north	and	 east	 of	 the	 Project	 site,	 these	
habitats	are	isolated	from	the	Project	site	by	urban	development.	Appendix	3.8-2	includes	a	summary	of	
the	 likelihood	 of	 occurrence	 on	 the	 Project	 site	 of	 special-status	 animal	 species	 known	 to	 occur,	 or	
potentially	occurring,	in	the	Project	vicinity.	In	summary,	the	only	two	special-status	species	that	have	a	
small	potential	to	occur	on	the	Project	site	are	pallid	bat	and	nesting	raptors.		

Regulatory Setting 

Federal 

Federal Endangered Species Act 

The	ESA	protects	federally	listed	wildlife	species	from	harm	or	take,	which	is	broadly	defined	as	intending	
to	“harass,	harm,	pursue,	hunt,	shoot,	wound,	kill,	trap,	capture,	or	collect”	or	attempting	to	engage	in	any	
such	conduct.	Take	can	also	include	habitat	modification	or	degradation	that	directly	results	in	death	or	
injury	of	a	listed	wildlife	species.	An	activity	can	be	defined	as	take	even	if	it	is	unintentional	or	accidental.	
Listed	plant	species	are	provided	less	protection	than	listed	wildlife	species.	Generally,	listed	plant	species	
are	legally	protected	from	take	under	the	ESA	only	if	they	occur	on	federal	lands.		

The	 U.S.	 Fish	 and	Wildlife	 Service	 (USFWS)	 and	 the	 National	 Marine	 Fisheries	 Service	 (NMFS)	 have	
jurisdiction	over	federally	listed	threatened	and	endangered	species	under	the	ESA.	USFWS	also	maintains	
lists	of	proposed	and	candidate	species.	Species	on	these	lists	are	not	legally	protected	under	the	ESA	but	
may	become	listed	in	the	near	future	and	are	often	included	in	review	of	a	project.		
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Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 

The	federal	Migratory	Bird	Treaty	Act	(MBTA),	16	United	States	Code	Section	703,	prohibits	the	killing,	
possessing,	 or	 trading	 of	 migratory	 birds,	 except	 in	 accordance	 with	 regulations	 prescribed	 by	 the	
Secretary	of	the	Interior.	The	MBTA	protects	whole	birds,	parts	of	birds,	and	bird	eggs	and	nests,	and	it	
prohibits	 the	possession	of	all	nests	of	protected	bird	 species,	whether	 they	are	active	or	 inactive.	An	
active	 nest	 is	 defined	 as	 one	 having	 eggs	 or	 young,	 as	 described	 by	 USFWS	 in	 its	 June	14,	 2018,	
memorandum	“Destruction	and	Relocation	of	Migratory	Bird	Nest	Contents.”	Nest	starts	(i.e.,	nests	that	
are	under	construction	and	do	not	yet	contain	eggs)	and	inactive	nests	are	not	protected	from	destruction.		

In	its	June	14,	2018,	memorandum,	USFWS	clarified	the	text	regarding	destruction	of	an	active	nest	“while	
conducting	any	activity	where	the	intent	of	the	action	is	not	to	kill	migratory	birds	or	destroy	their	nests	
or	contents,”	noting	that	such	conduct	is	not	prohibited	under	the	MBTA.		

State 

California Endangered Species Act 

The	CESA	(California	Fish	and	Game	Code,	Chapter	1.5,	Sections	2050–2116)	prohibits	 the	take	of	any	
plant	or	animal	listed	as	an	endangered,	threatened,	or	candidate	species.	In	accordance	with	the	CESA,	
CDFW	has	 jurisdiction	 over	 state-listed	 species	 (California	Fish	 and	Game	Code	 Section	 2070).	 CDFW	
regulates	activities	that	may	result	in	take	of	individuals	(i.e.,	intending	to	“hunt,	pursue,	catch,	capture,	
or	kill”	or	“attempting	to	hunt,	pursue,	catch,	capture,	or	kill”).	Habitat	degradation	or	modification	is	not	
expressly	included	in	the	definition	of	take	under	the	California	Fish	and	Game	Code.	CDFW,	however,	has	
interpreted	take	to	 include	the	“killing	of	a	member	of	a	species	 that	 is	 the	proximate	result	of	habitat	
modification.”		

California Environmental Quality Act 

Section	15380(b)	of	the	CEQA	Guidelines	provides	that	a	species	that	is	not	listed	on	the	federal	or	state	
lists	of	protected	species	may	be	considered	rare	if	the	species	can	be	shown	to	meet	certain	specified	
criteria.	These	criteria	have	been	modeled	after	the	definitions	 in	the	ESA	and	the	CESA	as	well	as	the	
section	of	the	California	Fish	and	Game	Code	dealing	with	rare	or	endangered	plants	and	animals	(Sections	
2050–2115.5).	This	section	was	 included	 in	the	guidelines	to	deal	primarily	with	situations	 in	which	a	
public	agency	is	reviewing	a	project	that	may	have	a	significant	effect	on	a	species	that	has	not	yet	been	
listed	by	either	USFWS	or	CDFW	or	a	species	that	is	locally	or	regionally	rare.		

CDFW	has	produced	three	lists	(i.e.,	amphibians	and	reptiles,	birds,	and	mammals)	of	“species	of	special	
concern”	that	serve	as	“watch	lists.”	Species	on	these	lists	are	limited	in	distribution	or	the	extent	of	their	
habitats	 has	 been	 reduced	 substantially	 such	 that	 a	 threat	 to	 their	 populations	 may	 be	 imminent.	
Therefore,	 their	 populations	 should	 be	 monitored.	 They	 may	 receive	 special	 attention	 during	
environmental	 review	 as	 potentially	 rare	 species	 but	 do	 not	 have	 specific	 statutory	 protection.	 All	
potentially	rare	or	sensitive	species,	or	habitats	that	are	capable	of	supporting	rare	species,	are	considered	
for	environmental	review	per	CEQA	Section	15380(b).	

The	California	Native	Plant	Society	 (CNPS),	a	non-governmental	 conservation	organization,	developed	
California	Rare	Plant	Ranks	(CRPRs)	for	plant	species	of	concern	in	California	in	its	Inventory	of	Rare	and	
Endangered	Plants.3	Although	the	CNPS	is	not	a	regulatory	agency	and	plants	on	the	lists	have	no	formal	
																																																													
3	 California	Native	Plant	Society.	2021.	Inventory	of	Rare	and	Endangered	Plants	(7.0	and	9.0	online	editions).	

Available:	http://www.cnps.org/inventory.	Accessed:	June	3,	2022.	



City of Menlo Park 
 Environmental Impact Analysis 

Biological Resources 
 

 
Commonwealth Building 3 Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 3.8-4 June 2022 

ICF 104394.0.001 
 

regulatory	protection,	plants	appearing	as	CRPR	1B	or	2	are,	in	general,	considered	to	meet	CEQA’s	Section	
15380	criteria,	and	adverse	effects	on	these	species	may	be	considered	significant.	Impacts	on	plants	that	
are	listed	by	the	CNPS	as	CRPR	3	or	4	are	also	considered	during	CEQA	review,	although,	because	these	
species	are	typically	not	as	rare	as	those	of	CRPR	1B	or	2,	 impacts	on	such	species	are	 less	 frequently	
considered	significant.	

Compliance	 with	 CEQA	 Guidelines	 Section	 15065(a)	 requires	 consideration	 of	 plant	 or	 animal	
communities.	 Vegetation	 types	 of	 “special	 concern”	 are	 tracked	 in	 the	 CNDDB	 RareFind	 database.	
Furthermore,	 CDFW	 ranks	 sensitive	 vegetation	 alliances	 according	 to	 their	 global	 (G)	 and	 state	 (S)	
rankings,	which	are	analogous	to	those	provided	in	the	CNDDB.	Global	rankings	of	natural	communities	
(G1–G5)	reflect	 the	overall	condition	(i.e.,	 rarity	and	endangerment)	of	a	habitat	 throughout	 its	range,	
whereas	S	rankings	reflect	the	condition	of	a	habitat	within	California.	If	an	alliance	is	marked	as	G1–G3,	
all	associations	within	 it	would	also	be	high	priority.	CDFW	provides	the	Vegetation	Classification	and	
Mapping	Program’s	currently	accepted	list	of	vegetation	alliances	and	associations.4	

California Fish and Game Code 

Ephemeral	and	intermittent	streams,	rivers,	creeks,	dry	washes,	sloughs,	blue-line	streams	on	USGS	maps,	
and	 watercourses	 with	 subsurface	 flows	 generally	 fall	 under	 CDFW	 jurisdiction.	 Canals,	 aqueducts,	
irrigation	ditches,	and	other	means	of	water	conveyance	may	also	be	considered	streams	if	they	support	
aquatic	life,	riparian	vegetation,	or	stream-dependent	terrestrial	wildlife.	A	stream	is	defined	in	Title	14,	
California	 Code	 of	 Regulations	 Section	 1.72,	 as	 “a	 body	 of	 water	 that	 flows	 at	 least	 periodically	 or	
intermittently	through	a	bed	or	channel	having	banks	and	that	supports	fish	and	other	aquatic	life.	This	
includes	 watercourses	 having	 a	 surface	 or	 subsurface	 flow	 that	 supports	 or	 has	 supported	 riparian	
vegetation.”	 Using	 this	 definition,	 CDFW	 extends	 its	 jurisdiction	 to	 encompass	 riparian	 habitats	 that	
function	as	part	of	a	watercourse.	California	Fish	and	Game	Code	Section	2786	defines	riparian	habitat	as	
“lands	that	contain	habitat	that	grows	close	to	and	depends	on	soil	moisture	from	a	nearby	freshwater	
source.”	 The	 lateral	 extent	 of	 a	 stream	 and	 associated	 riparian	 habitat	 that	 would	 fall	 under	 the	
jurisdiction	of	CDFW	can	be	measured	in	several	ways,	depending	on	the	particular	situation	and	the	type	
of	fish	or	wildlife	at	risk.	At	a	minimum,	CDFW	would	claim	jurisdiction	over	a	stream’s	bed	and	bank.	In	
areas	that	lack	a	vegetated	riparian	corridor,	CDFW	jurisdiction	would	be	the	same	as	USACE	jurisdiction.	
Where	riparian	habitat	is	present,	the	outer	edge	of	riparian	vegetation	is	generally	used	as	the	line	of	
demarcation	between	riparian	and	upland	habitats.		

Pursuant	to	California	Fish	and	Game	Code	Section	1603,	CDFW	regulates	any	project	proposed	by	any	
person	that	will	“substantially	divert	or	obstruct	the	natural	flow	or	substantially	change	the	bed,	channel,	
or	 bank	 of	 any	 river,	 stream,	 or	 lake	 designated	 by	 the	 department	 or	 use	 any	 material	 from	 the	
streambeds.”	 California	 Fish	 and	 Game	 Code	 Section	 1602	 requires	 an	 entity	 to	 notify	 CDFW	 of	 any	
proposed	activity	that	may	modify	a	river,	stream,	or	lake.	If	CDFW	determines	that	proposed	activities	
may	substantially	adversely	affect	fish	and	wildlife	resources,	a	Lake	and	Streambed	Alteration	Agreement	
(LSAA)	must	 be	prepared.	 The	LSAA	 sets	 reasonable	 conditions	 to	protect	 fish	and	wildlife	 and	must	
comply	with	CEQA.	The	applicant	may	then	proceed	with	the	activity	in	accordance	with	the	final	LSAA.		

Certain	sections	of	the	California	Fish	and	Game	Code	describe	regulations	pertaining	to	the	protection	of	
certain	wildlife	species.	For	example,	Section	2000	prohibits	 take	of	any	bird,	mammal,	 fish,	reptile,	or	
amphibian	species,	except	as	provided	by	other	sections	of	the	code.		

																																																													
4	 California	Department	of	Fish	and	Wildlife.	2021.	Vegetation	Classification	and	Mapping	Program:	Natural	Communities	

List.	Available:	http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/vegcamp/natural_communities.asp.	Accessed:	May	17,	2022.	
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California	Fish	and	Game	Code	Sections	3503,	3513,	and	3800,	as	well	as	other	sections	and	subsections,	
protect	native	birds,	including	their	nests	and	eggs,	from	all	forms	of	take.	Disturbance	that	causes	nest	
abandonment	and/or	loss	of	reproductive	effort	is	considered	take	by	CDFW.	Raptors	(i.e.,	eagles,	hawks,	
owls)	and	their	nests	are	specifically	protected	in	California	under	Section	3503.5.	Section	3503.5	states	
that	it	is	“unlawful	to	take,	possess,	or	destroy	any	birds	in	the	order	Falconiformes	or	Strigiformes	(birds	
of	prey)	or	to	take,	possess,	or	destroy	the	nest	or	eggs	of	any	such	bird,	except	as	otherwise	provided	by	
this	code	or	any	regulation	adopted	pursuant	thereto.”		

Bats	and	other	non-game	mammals	are	protected	by	California	Fish	and	Game	Code	Section	4150,	which	
states	 that	 non-game	mammals	 or	 parts	 thereof	may	 not	 be	 taken	 or	 possessed,	 except	 as	 provided	
otherwise	in	the	code	or	in	accordance	with	regulations	adopted	by	the	commission.	Activities	such	as	the	
destruction	of	an	occupied	roost	for	a	nonbreeding	bat	resulting	in	the	mortality	of	non-game	mammals,	
including	bats,	or	disturbances	that	result	in	the	loss	of	a	maternity	colony	and	the	death	of	young	may	be	
considered	take	by	CDFW.		

Local 

Menlo Park Municipal Code 

The	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Code	contains	ordinances	for	Menlo	Park.	Title	16,	Zoning,	includes	regulations	
relevant	to	biological	resources	on	the	Project	site,	as	discussed	below.	

Bird-Friendly	Design.	All	new	construction,	 regardless	of	 size,	 is	 required	 to	 comply	with	 the	City	of	
Menlo	 Park	 (City)	 bird-safe	 design	 requirements	 provided	 in	 Menlo	 Park	 Municipal	 Code	
Section	16.43.140(6)	 (with	 respect	 to	 the	O	District).	 These	 design	 requirements	 include	appropriate	
measures	to	reduce	bird	collisions,	as	follows:	

A. No	more	than	10	percent	of	the	façade	surface	area	shall	have	non-bird-friendly	glazing.	

B. Bird-friendly	 glazing	 includes,	 but	 is	 not	 limited	 to,	 opaque	 glass;	 clear	 glass	 with	 patterns	
covering	 the	 outside	 surface;	 paned	 glass	 with	 fenestration,	 frit,	 or	 etching	 patterns;	 and	
nonreflective	glass	with	external	screens.	Highly	reflective	glass	is	not	permitted.	

C. Occupancy	sensors	or	other	switch	control	devices	shall	be	installed	on	non-emergency	lights	and	
programmed	to	shut	off	during	non-work	hours	and	between	10:00	p.m.	and	sunrise.	

D. The	placement	of	buildings	shall	avoid	the	potential	funneling	of	flight	paths	toward	a	building	
façade.	

E. Glass	 skyways	 or	 walkways,	 free-standing	 (see-through)	 glass	 walls	 and	 handrails,	 and	
transparent	building	corners	shall	not	be	allowed.	

F. Transparent	glass	shall	not	be	allowed	at	the	rooflines	of	buildings,	including	in	conjunction	with	
roof	decks,	patios,	and	green	roofs.	

G. Rodenticides	shall	not	be	allowed.	

Per	 the	 Zoning	Ordinance,	 a	project	may	 receive	a	waiver	 from	 requirements	 A	 through	F,	 subject	 to	
submittal	of	a	site-specific	evaluation	from	a	qualified	biologist	and	review	and	approval	by	the	Planning	
Commission.	A	waiver	from	requirement	G	is	not	authorized.		
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Landscape	Design	Plan.	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Code	Section	12.44.090(a)(1)(G)	provides	that	the	use	of	
invasive	or	noxious	plant	species	is	strongly	discouraged.	Invasive	species	are	defined	as	those	plants	not	
historically	 found	 in	California	 that	 spread	outside	 cultivated	areas	and	can	damage	environmental	or	
economic	resources.	A	noxious	weed	refers	to	any	weed	designated	by	weed	control	regulations	in	the	
Weed	Control	Act	and	identified	on	a	regional	district	noxious	weed	control	list.	

Heritage	Trees.	The	Proposed	Project	would	be	 subject	 to	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Code	Section	13.24,	
which	establishes	regulations	for	the	preservation	of	heritage	trees.	Section	13.24	defines	heritage	trees	
as:	

l Trees	of	historical	significance,	special	character,	or	community	benefit	specifically	designated	by	
resolution	of	the	City	Council;	

l An	oak	tree	(Quercus	sp.)	that	is	native	to	California	and	has	a	trunk	circumference	of	31.4	inches	
(i.e.,	a	diameter	of	10	inches)	or	more,	as	measured	at	54	inches	above	the	natural	grade;	and	

l All	 trees	 other	 than	 oaks	 that	 have	 a	 trunk	 circumference	 of	 47.1	 inches	 (i.e.,	 a	 diameter	 of	
15	inches)	or	more,	as	measured	at	54	inches	above	the	natural	grade,	with	the	exception	of	trees	
that	are	less	than	12	feet	tall,	which	are	exempt	from	this	section.	

To	protect	heritage	trees,	Section	13.24.030	of	the	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Code	requires	a	tree	protection	
plan	prepared	by	a	certified	arborist	 to	be	submitted	for	any	work	performed	within	a	 tree	protection	
zone,	which	is	an	area	10	times	the	diameter	of	the	tree.	Furthermore,	all	tree	protection	plans	should	be	
reviewed	and	approved	by	the	Public	Works	Director	or	his	or	her	designee	prior	to	issuance	of	any	permit	
for	grading	or	construction.	

The	 removal	 of	 heritage	 trees	 or	 pruning	 of	more	 than	 one-fourth	 of	 the	 branches	 or	 roots	 within	 a	
12-month	period	requires	a	permit	from	the	City’s	Director	of	Public	Works	or	his	or	her	designee	and	
payment	of	a	fee.	The	Director	of	Public	Works	may	issue	a	permit	when	the	removal	or	major	pruning	of	
a	 heritage	 tree	 is	 reasonable,	 based	 on	 considerations	 such	 as	 the	 condition	 of	 the	 tree,	 the	 need	 for	
removal	(e.g.,	to	accommodate	proposed	improvements),	the	ecological	and	long-term	value	of	the	tree,	
and	feasible	alternatives	that	would	allow	for	tree	preservation.	

City of Menlo Park General Plan 

The	City	General	Plan	consists	of	the	Open	Space/Conservation,	Noise,	and	Safety	Element,	adopted	May	
21,	2013;	the	2015–2023	Housing	Element,	adopted	by	the	City	on	April	1,	2014;	and	the	Circulation	and	
Land	 Use	 Elements,	 adopted	 November	 29,	 2016.	 The	 General	 Plan	 Land	 Use	 Element	 and	 Open	
Space/Conservation,	Noise	and	Safety	Element,	contain	general	goals,	policies,	and	programs	that	would	
require	local	planning	and	development	decisions	to	consider	impacts	on	biological	resources.		

The	 following	 goals,	 policies,	 and	programs	 from	 the	 Land	Use	 Element	adopted	 to	 avoid	 or	mitigate	
environmental	impacts	are	relevant	to	biological	resources	and	the	Proposed	Project:		

Goal	 LU-4:	 Promote	 and	 encourage	 existing	 and	 new	 business	 to	 be	 successful	 and	 attract	
entrepreneurship	 and	 emerging	 technologies	 for	 providing	 goods,	 services	 amenities,	 local	 job	
opportunities	 and	 tax	 revenue	 for	 the	 community	 while	 avoiding	 or	 minimizing	 potential	
environmental	and	traffic	impacts.		

Policy	 LU-4.5:	 Business	 Uses	 and	 Environmental	 Impacts.	 Allow	 modifications	 to	 business	
operations	and	structures	that	promote	revenue	generating	uses	for	which	potential	environmental	
impacts	can	be	mitigated.	
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Goal	LU-6:	Preserve	open	space	lands	for	recreation;	protect	natural	resources,	as	well	as	air	and	water	
quality;	and	protect	and	enhance	scenic	qualities.	

Policy	LU-6.8:	Landscaping	in	Development.	Encourage	extensive	and	appropriate	landscaping	
in	public	and	private	development	to	maintain	the	city’s	tree	canopy	and	promote	sustainability	and	
healthy	living,	particularly	through	an	increase	in	the	number	of	trees	and	the	use	of	water-efficient	
landscaping	in	large	parking	areas	and	the	public	right-of-way.	

Policy	 LU-6.11.	 Baylands	 Preservation.	 Allow	 development	 near	 the	 Bay	 only	 in	 already-
developed	areas.	

Program	LU-6.D.	Design	for	Birds.	Require	new	buildings	to	employ	façade,	window,	and	lighting	
design	features	that	make	them	visible	to	birds	as	physical	barriers	and	eliminate	conditions	that	
create	confusing	reflections	to	birds.	

The	following	goals	and	policies	from	the	Open	Space/Conservation,	Noise	and	Safety	Element	adopted	to	
avoid	or	mitigate	environmental	impacts	are	relevant	to	biological	resources	and	the	Proposed	Project:	

Goal	OSC1:	Maintain,	Protect,	and	Enhance	Open	Space	and	Natural	Resources.	

Policy	OSC1.1:	Natural	Resources	 Integration	with	Other	Uses.	 Protect	Menlo	Park’s	natural	
environment	and	integrate	creeks,	utility	corridors,	and	other	significant	natural	and	scenic	features	
into	development	plans.		

Policy	 OSC1.3:	 Sensitive	 Habitats.	 Require	 new	 development	 on	 or	 near	 sensitive	 habitats	 to	
provide	baseline	assessments	prepared	by	qualified	biologists	and	specify	requirements	relative	to	
the	baseline	assessments.	

Policy	OSC1.4:	Habitat	Enhancement.	Require	new	development	to	minimize	the	disturbance	of	
natural	habitats	and	vegetation	and	require	re-vegetation	of	disturbed	natural	habitat	areas	with	
native	or	non-invasive	naturalized	species.	

Policy	OSC1.5:	Invasive,	Non-Native	Plant	Species.	Avoid	the	use	of	invasive,	non-native	species,	
as	identified	on	the	lists	of	invasive	plants	maintained	at	the	California	Invasive	Plant	Council	and	
U.S.	Department	of	Agriculture,	or	other	authoritative	sources,	in	landscaping	on	public	property.	

Policy	OSC-1.11.	Sustainable	Landscape	Practices.	Encourage	the	enhancement	of	boulevards,	
plazas	 and	 other	 urban	 open	 spaces	 in	 high-density	 and	 mixed-use	 residential	 developments,	
commercial	and	industrial	areas	with	landscaping	practices	that	minimize	water	usage.	

Policy	OSC-1.12.	Landscaping	and	Plazas.	Include	landscaping	and	plazas	on	public	and	private	
lands,	 and	 well-designed	 pedestrian	 and	 bicycle	 facilities	 in	 areas	 of	 intensive	 non-vehicular	
activity.	 Require	 landscaping	 for	 shade,	 surface	 runoff,	 or	 to	 obscure	 parked	 cars	 in	 extensive	
parking	areas.	

Policy	 OSC-1.13.	 Yard	 and	 Open	 Space	 Requirements	 in	 New	 Development.	 Ensure	 that	
required	yard	and	open	spaces	are	provided	for	as	part	of	new	multi-family	residential,	mixed-use,	
commercial	and	industrial	development.	

Policy	OSC1.15:	Heritage	Trees.	 Protect	heritage	 trees,	 including	during	 construction,	 through	
enforcement	of	the	Heritage	Tree	Ordinance	(Section	13.24	of	the	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Code).	
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Environmental Impacts 
This	section	discusses	potential	impacts	on	biological	resource	that	could	result	from	implementation	of	
the	Proposed	Project.	The	section	begins	with	the	criteria	of	significance,	which	establish	the	thresholds	
used	to	determine	whether	an	impact	would	be	significant.	A	summary	of	ConnectMenlo	EIR	impacts	and	
mitigation	measures	 is	 then	provided.	As	previously	discussed	 in	Chapter	1,	 Introduction,	 the	analysis	
below	 makes	 reference	 to,	 and	 tiers	 from,	 the	 ConnectMenlo	 Final	 EIR,	 where	 appropriate.	 A	 brief	
summary	of	the	Project-related	impacts	on	biological	resources	that	were	scoped	out	in	the	Initial	Study	
(Appendix	 1-1)	 is	 also	 included.	 The	 latter	part	 of	 this	 section	 identifies	 the	 potential	 impacts	 of	 the	
Proposed	Project	as	well	as	mitigation	measures,	as	appropriate.		

Thresholds of Significance 
In	accordance	with	Appendix	G	of	 the	CEQA	Guidelines,	 the	Proposed	Project	would	have	a	significant	
effect	if	it	would	result	in	any	of	the	conditions	listed	below.	

l Have	a	substantial	adverse	effect,	either	directly	or	through	habitat	modifications,	on	any	species	
identified	as	a	candidate,	sensitive,	or	special-status	species	in	local	or	regional	plans,	policies,	or	
regulations	or	by	the	California	Department	of	Fish	and	Game	or	U.S.	Fish	and	Wildlife	Service.	

l Have	a	substantial	adverse	effect	on	any	riparian	habitat	or	other	sensitive	natural	community	
identified	in	local	or	regional	plans,	policies,	or	regulations	or	by	the	California	Department	of	Fish	
and	Wildlife	or	U.S.	Fish	and	Wildlife	Service.	

l Have	 a	 substantial	 adverse	 effect	 on	 state	 or	 federally	 protected	wetlands,	 including,	 but	 not	
limited	to,	marshes,	vernal	pools,	coastal	wetlands,	through	direct	removal,	filling,	hydrological	
interruption,	or	other	means.	

l Interfere	substantially	with	the	movement	of	 any	native	 resident	or	migratory	 fish	or	wildlife	
species,	or	with	established	native	resident	or	migratory	wildlife	corridors,	or	impede	the	use	of	
native	wildlife	nursery	sites.	

l Conflict	 with	 any	 local	 policies	 or	 ordinances	 protecting	 biological	 resources,	 such	 as	 a	 tree	
preservation	policy	or	ordinance.	

l Conflict	 with	 the	 provisions	 of	 an	 adopted	 habitat	 conservation	 plan,	 natural	 community	
conservation	plan,	or	other	approved	local,	regional,	or	state	habitat	conservation	plan.	

Summary of Analysis in the ConnectMenlo EIR 
The	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 analyzed	 the	 following	 impacts	 that	 would	 result	 from	 implementing	 the	
updates	to	the	Land	Use	and	Circulation	Elements	and	the	M-2	Area	Zoning	Update:5		

l Impacts	related	to	special-status	species	or	the	inadvertent	loss	of	bird	nests	in	active	use	were	
analyzed	in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	as	 Impact	BIO-1	(pages	4.3-19	to	4.3-23)	and	found	to	be	
less	than	significant	with	mitigation	incorporated.	The	impact	could	be	potentially	significant	
because	special-status	species	have	the	potential	for	occurrence	in	the	remaining	undeveloped	
lands	 in	 the	 Bayfront	 Area	 and,	much	more	 infrequently,	 in	 the	 semi-natural	 (e.g.,	 ditches,	

																																																													
5	 City	of	Menlo	Park.	2016.	ConnectMenlo:	General	Plan	Land	Use	and	Circulation	Elements	and	M-2	Zoning	Update	

for	the	City	of	Menlo	Park.	June	1.	Prepared	by	PlaceWorks,	Berkeley,	CA.	Menlo	Park,	CA.	Available:	
https://www.menlopark.org/1013/Environmental-Impact-Report.	Accessed:	March	14,	2022.	
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annual	 grassland)	 portions	 of	 Menlo	 Park	 where	 construction	 with	 future	 development	
allowed	under	the	City	General	Plan	could	occur.	Implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	BIO-
1	would	reduce	the	 impact	 to	 less	than	significant	by	requiring	the	preparation	of	a	Project-
specific	baseline	biological	 resources	assessment,	prepared	by	a	qualified	biologist,	 on	sites	
containing	natural	habitat	with	features	such	as	mature	and	native	trees	or	unused	structures	
that	 could	support	 special-status	species	and	other	sensitive	biological	 resources	as	well	as	
common	birds	protected	under	the	MBTA.	If	sensitive	biological	resources	are	determined	to	
be	present,	measures	such	as	preconstruction	surveys,	buffers,	and	bird-safe	design	practices	
and	materials,	 developed	 by	 the	 qualified	 biologist,	 would	 provide	 adequate	 avoidance	 or	
compensatory	mitigation	if	avoidance	is	infeasible.	Where	jurisdictional	waters	or	federally	or	
state-listed	 species	would	 be	 affected,	 appropriate	 authorization	would	 be	 obtained	 by	 the	
Project	Sponsor.	

l Impacts	related	to	the	loss	of	coastal	salt	marsh	vegetation	in	the	Baylands	and	possibly	areas	
of	riparian	scrub	and	woodland	along	San	Francisquito	Creek	and	other	drainages	in	the	area	
were	analyzed	in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	as	Impact	BIO-2	(pages	4.3-24	and	4.3-25)	and	found	
to	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation	incorporated.	Implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	
BIO-1	would	reduce	this	impact	to	less	than	significant,	as	described	in	the	first	bullet	point.	

l Impacts	related	to	the	loss	of	wetland	habitat	in	the	area	were	analyzed	in	the	ConnectMenlo	
EIR	 as	 Impact	 BIO-3	 (pages	 4.3-25	 and	 4.3-26)	 and	 found	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
mitigation	 incorporated.	 Implementation	 of	 Mitigation	 Measure	 BIO-1	 would	 reduce	 this	
impact	to	less	than	significant,	as	described	in	the	first	bullet	point.	

l Impacts	 related	 to	 the	movement	of	 fish	and	wildlife,	wildlife	 corridors,	 or	wildlife	nursery	
sites	in	the	area	were	analyzed	 in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	as	 Impact	BIO-4	(page	4.3-26)	and	
found	to	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation	 incorporated.	 Implementation	of	Mitigation	
Measure	BIO-1	would	reduce	this	impact	to	less	than	significant,	as	described	in	the	first	bullet	
point.	

l Impacts	related	to	conflicts	with	local	policies	and	ordinances	 for	the	area	were	analyzed	 in	
the	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 as	 Impact	 BIO-5	 (page	 4.3-27)	 and	 found	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	
because	 the	City	 General	Plan	 is	 the	 overriding	planning	 document	 for	Menlo	Park	and	 the	
proposed	 amendments	 analyzed	 under	 the	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 would	 ensure	 internal	
consistency	between	the	City	General	Plan	and	the	City	Zoning	Ordinance.	Furthermore,	with	
adherence	to	City	General	Plan	goals,	policies,	and	programs	in	the	Land	Use	Element	and	the	
Open	 Space/Conservation,	 Noise	 and	 Safety	 Element	 and	 the	 City’s	 Tree	 Preservation	
Ordinance,	 in	 combination	with	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Code	Chapters	12.44,	Water-Efficient	
Landscaping,	and	13.24,	Heritage	Trees,	as	well	as	federal	and	state	laws,	no	conflicts	with	local	
plans	and	policies	were	anticipated,	and	impacts	were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant.	

l Impacts	 related	 to	 conflicts	 with	 an	 adopted	 habitat	 conservation	 plan,	 natural	 community	
conservation	plan,	or	other	local,	regional,	or	state	habitat	conservation	plan	in	the	area	were	
analyzed	in	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	as	 Impact	BIO-6	(pages	4.3-27	to	4.3-28)	and	found	to	be	
less	 than	 significant	 with	 mitigation	 incorporated.	 Implementation	 of	 Mitigation	 Measure	
BIO-1	would	reduce	this	impact	to	less	than	significant,	as	described	in	the	first	bullet	point.	
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Impacts Not Evaluated in Detail 
The	Initial	Study	(Appendix	1-1)	included	the	following	analysis	and	conclusions:	

l The	Project	site	does	not	contain	any	riparian	habitat	or	sensitive	natural	communities	and	would,	
therefore,	result	in	no	impact	on	these	resources	(Impact	b	in	the	Initial	Study).	

l The	Project	site	does	not	contain	any	wetlands	or	non-wetland	waters	and	indirect	impacts	on	
nearby	wetlands	or	non-wetland	waters	 from	site	runoff	would	be	 less	than	significant	due	to	
compliance	with	stormwater	controls	(Impact	c	in	the	Initial	Study).	

l The	Project	would	result	in	a	less	than	significant	impact	related	to	conflicts	with	local	policies	or	
ordinances	 protecting	 biological	 resources	 through	 compliance	with	 requirements	 in	 the	 City	
Municipal	Code	(Impact	e	in	the	Initial	Study).	

l The	Project	site	is	not	within	a	geographic	area	covered	by	an	adopted	HCP	or	natural	community	
conservation	plan	and	would,	therefore,	result	in	no	impact	on	the	provisions	of	an	adopted	HCP,	
natural	community	conservation	plan,	or	other	approved	local,	regional,	or	state	HCP	(Impact	f	in	
the	Initial	Study).	

No	further	analysis	of	 the	 following	resources	would	be	required:	riparian	habitat	or	sensitive	natural	
communities;	 wetlands	 or	 non-wetland	 waters;	 conflicts	 with	 local	 policies	 or	 ordinances	 protecting	
biological	resources;	or	conflicts	with	an	adopted	HCP,	natural	community	conservation	plan,	or	other	
approved	local,	regional,	or	state	HCP.		

The	 Initial	 Study	 identified	 that	 ConnectMenlo	Mitigation	Measure	 BIO-1	 would	 require	 that	 project	
applicants	 prepare	 and	 submit	 a	 project-specific	 Biological	 Resources	 Assessment	 (BRA)	 if	 a	 project	
occurs	on	or	adjacent	to	parcels	containing	natural	habitat.	In	compliance	with	this	requirement	a	project-
specific	 BRA	 was	 prepared	 for	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 and	 the	 BRA	 outlined	 measures	 (identified	 as	
Mitigation	Measures	BR-1	through	BR-4	in	the	Initial	Study)	that	would	be	implemented	to	reduce	impacts	
on	special-status	birds	and	nesting	birds	(Impacts	a	and	d	in	the	initial	Study).	Since	the	preparation	of	
the	Initial	Study,	the	City	has	identified	that	these	impacts	should	be	discussed	in	the	EIR	and	not	in	the	
Initial	Study.	As	such,	this	section	includes	a	discussion	of	special-status	species	and	wildlife	movement	
and	native	wildlife	nursery	sites,	including	required	Project-specific	mitigation	measures.	

Methods for Analysis 
The	analysis	below	is	based	on	the	BRA	prepared	by	H.	T.	Harvey	&	Associates	for	the	Proposed	Project.	
The	BRA	was	prepared	in	conformance	with	ConnectMenlo	EIR	Mitigation	Measure	BIO-1,	which	requires	
preparation	of	a	BRA,	as	specified	by	the	specific	conditions	of	the	mitigation	measure.		

The	 identification	 of	 potential	 impacts	 on	 biological	 resources	 relied	 on	 a	 review	 of	 relevant	 Project	
information,	scientific	literature,	and	technical	databases	as	well	as	site	visits.	Prior	to	conducting	initial	
fieldwork,	 H.	 T.	 Harvey	 &	 Associates	 ecologists	 reviewed	 the	 original	 Project	 plans	 and	 the	 Project	
description	provided	by	the	Project	Sponsor	in	January	2019	as	well	as	aerial	images,6	a	USGS	topographic	
map,	 the	 CNDDB,7	 and	 other	 relevant	 scientific	 literature	 and	 technical	 databases.	 Previous	 reports	
prepared	 for	 the	 Project	 site	 and	 Project	 vicinity	 were	 also	 reviewed,	 including	 the	 Commonwealth	
Corporate	Center	Project	Final	EIR	(ICF	International	2014);	the	Facebook	Campus	Expansion	Project	EIR	

																																																													
6		 Google,	Inc.	2019.	Google	Earth	(version	7.3.0.3832).	Available:	http://www.earth.google.com.	
7		 California	Department	of	Fish	and	Wildlife.	2022.	California	Natural	Diversity	Database.	RareFind	5.0.	Available:	

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/mapsanddata.asp.	Accessed:	May	24,	2022.	
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(ICF	 International	 2016);	 the	 Final	 EIR	 for	 ConnectMenlo:	 the	 General	 Plan	 Land	 Use	 &	 Circulation	
Elements	and	M-2	Area	Zoning	Update	 for	 the	City	of	Menlo	Park	 (PlaceWorks2016);	 the	Endangered	
Species	Assessment	for	the	Menlo	Gateway	Project	(H.	T.	Harvey	&	Associates	2016);	the	Commonwealth	
Building	 3	 Project	 –	 Avian	 Collision	 Risk	 Assessment	 (H.	 T.	 Harvey	 &	 Associates	 2018);	 and	 the	
Comprehensive	Conservation	Plan	and	Environmental	Assessment	 for	the	Don	Edwards	San	Francisco	
Bay	National	Wildlife	 Refuge	 (NWR)	 (USFWS	2012).	 In	 addition,	 for	plants,	 H.T.	Harvey	&	Associates	
reviewed	all	species	on	current	California	Native	Plant	Society	(CNPS)	California	Rare	Plant	Rank	(CRPR)	
1A,	 1B,	 2A,	 and	 2B	 lists	 occurring	 in	 the	 Palo	 Alto,	 California	 7.5-minute	 USGS	 quadrangle	 and	 the	
surrounding	 eight	 quadrangles	 (Woodside,	 San	 Mateo,	 Redwood	 Point,	 Newark,	 Mountain	 View,	
Cupertino,	Mindego	Hill,	and	La	Honda,	California).	Quadrangle-level	results	are	not	maintained	for	CRPR	
3	and	4	species,	so	H.T.	Harvey	&	Associates	also	conducted	a	search	of	the	CNPS	Inventory	records	for	
these	species	occurring	in	San	Mateo	County	(CNPS	2019).	In	addition,	H.T.	Harvey	&	Associates	queried	
the	 CNDDB	 (2019)	 for	 natural	 communities	 of	 special	 concern	 that	 occur	 in	 the	 Project	 region.	 For	
purposes	 of	 this	 section,	 where	 this	 term	 is	 used,	 “Project	 Vicinity”	 encompasses	 a	 5-mile	 radius	
surrounding	the	Project	site.		

The	Study	Area	was	evaluated	for	the	purpose	of	ensuring	that	all	potential	direct,	indirect,	and	cumulative	
effects	on	biological	resources	would	be	considered.	Reconnaissance-level	field	surveys	of	the	Project	site	
were	conducted	by	wildlife	and	plant	ecologists	from	H.T.	Harvey	&	Associates	on	January	29,	2019	and	
February	8,	2019.	The	purpose	of	the	surveys	was	to	provide	a	Project-specific	impact	assessment	for	the	
Proposed	Project,	as	described	above.	Specifically,	surveys	were	conducted	to:	(1)	assess	existing	biotic	
habitats	and	general	plant	and	wildlife	communities	 in	the	Study	Area,	(2)	assess	the	potential	 for	 the	
Proposed	Project	to	affect	special-status	species	or	their	habitats,	and	(3)	identify	potential	jurisdictional	
habitats,	such	as	Waters	of	the	United	States/State	and	riparian	habitat.		

Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact	 BIO-1:	 Impacts	 on	 Special-Status	 Species.	 The	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 not	 have	 a	
substantial	adverse	effect,	either	directly	or	through	habitat	modifications,	on	a	species	identified	
as	candidate,	sensitive,	or	special-status	in	local	or	regional	plans,	policies,	or	regulations,	or	by	
the	California	Department	of	Fish	and	Wildlife	or	U.S.	Fish	and	Wildlife	Service.	(LTS/M)	

There	are	no	special-status	plant	species	on	the	Project	Site,	and	no	wildlife	species	are	expected	to	inhabit	
or	breed	on	the	Project	Site	because	of	the	Project	site’s	urban	setting	and	consequent	lack	of	the	natural	
communities	to	which	these	species	are	adapted.	Most	special-status	species	in	the	vicinity	are	associated	
with	the	extensive	tidal	marshes	or	salt	pond	complexes	adjacent	to	San	Francisco	Bay.	Although	such	
habitat	occurs	within	2	miles	of	the	Project	site,	the	distributions	of	these	species	are	limited	by	specific	
environmental	requirements	(e.g.,	moisture,	salinity,	topography,	soil	types,	vegetation	structure)	that	do	
not	occur	in	the	urban	environment,	including	on	the	Project	site.		

As	 noted	 in	 the	 BRA	prepared	 for	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	pallid	 bat	 individuals,	which	 are	a	 California	
Species	 of	 Special	 Concern,	 could	 occasionally	 forage	 at	 the	 existing	 parking	 lot	 on	 the	 Project	 site,	
although	this	would	be	rare.	Because	of	the	absence	of	suitable	roosting	sites	for	pallid	bats,	however,	this	
species	is	not	expected	to	roost	on	the	Project	site	and	there	are	no	known	maternity	colonies	present	on	
or	adjacent	to	the	Project	site.	As	such,	the	Proposed	Project	is	not	expected	to	impact	pallid	bat.		

In	addition,	the	ornamental	trees	currently	onsite	are	considered	suitable	nesting	habitat	for	tree-nesting	
raptors	such	as	Cooper’s	hawk	and	red-shouldered	hawk,	although	evidence	of	their	presence	was	not	
observed	 by	 H.	 T.	 Harvey	 ecologists.	 These	 common	 species	 have	 not	 been	 identified	 as	 candidate,	
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sensitive,	or	special-status	species	by	the	U.S.	Fish	and	Wildlife	Service	or	CDFW,	but	tree-nesting	raptors	
are	identified	and	considered	to	be	special-status	species	by	a	local	plan	(i.e.,	ConnectMenlo).	If	the	Project	
is	implemented	during	the	nesting	season	(February	1	to	September	14),	tree	and	shrub	removal	could	
result	in	direct	mortality	of	adult	or	young	tree-nesting	raptors,	the	destruction	of	active	nests,	and/or	a	
disturbance	for	nesting	adults,	causing	nest	abandonment	and/or	loss	of	reproductive	effort.	As	such,	the	
Proposed	Project’s	potential	impact	on	tree	nesting	raptors	would	be	potentially	significant.	The	Proposed	
Project	would	 implement	Mitigation	Measures	BR-1,	BR-2,	BR-3,	and	BR-4,	which	 include	measures	to	
ensure	that	any	disturbance	of	tree-nesting	raptors	that	could	result	in	the	abandonment	of	active	nests	
or	litters,	or	the	loss	of	active	nests	through	vegetation	or	structure	removal	is	avoided.	As	such,	impacts	
on	special-status	species	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	

MITIGATION	MEASURES.	 The	 Project	would	 implement	 the	 following	Project	mitigation	measures,	 as	
outlined	in	the	BRA	prepared	for	the	Project	(Appendix	3.8-1):	

BR-1:		 Nesting	 Bird	 Avoidance.	 To	 the	 extent	 feasible,	 construction	 activities	 (or	 at	 least	 the	
commencement	 of	 such	 activities)	 shall	 be	 scheduled	 to	 avoid	 the	 nesting	 season.	 If	
construction	activities	are	scheduled	to	take	place	outside	the	nesting	season,	all	 impacts	on	
tree-nesting	raptors	and	nesting	resident	and	migratory	birds	protected	under	the	MBTA	and	
California	Fish	and	Game	Code	would	be	avoided.	The	nesting	 season	 for	most	birds	 in	San	
Mateo	County	extends	from	February	1	through	August	31.	

BR-2:	 Preconstruction/Pre-disturbance	Surveys.	If	it	is	not	possible	to	schedule	construction	activities	
between	September	1	and	January	31,	preconstruction	surveys	for	nesting	raptors	and	resident	
and	migratory	birds	shall	be	conducted	by	a	qualified	ornithologist	to	ensure	that	no	nests	will	
be	disturbed	during	project	implementation.	These	surveys	shall	be	conducted	no	more	than	7	
days	prior	to	the	initiation	of	construction	activities.	During	this	survey,	the	ornithologist	shall	
inspect	all	trees	and	other	potential	nesting	substrates	(e.g.,	trees,	shrubs,	ruderal	grasslands,	
buildings)	in	and	immediately	adjacent	to	the	impact	areas	for	nests.	

BR-3:	 Active	Nest	Buffers.	 If	an	active	nest	 is	 found	close	to	work	areas	that	are	to	be	disturbed	by	
construction	 activities,	 the	 qualified	 ornithologist	 shall	 determine	 the	 extent	 of	 the	
construction-free	buffer	zone	to	be	established	around	the	nest	(typically	300	feet	for	raptors	
and	100	feet	 for	other	species)	 to	ensure	that	no	nests	of	 tree-nesting	raptors	or	resident	or	
migratory	bird	species	that	are	protected	by	the	MBTA	and	California	Fish	and	Game	Code	are	
disturbed	during	project	implementation.	

BR-4:	 Inhibition	of	Nesting.	 If	construction	activities	will	not	be	 initiated	until	after	the	start	of	 the	
nesting	season,	all	potential	nesting	substrates	(e.g.,	bushes,	trees,	grasses,	other	vegetation)	
that	are	scheduled	to	be	removed	by	the	project	shall	be	removed	prior	to	the	start	of	the	nesting	
season	(i.e.,	before	February	1).	This	will	preclude	the	initiation	of	nests	in	such	vegetation	and	
prevent	potential	delay	of	the	Project	because	of	the	presence	of	active	nests	in	these	substrates.	

Impact	BIO-2:	Impacts	on	Wildlife	Movement	and	Native	Wildlife	Nursery	Sites.	The	removal	of	
ornamental	trees	would	not	affect	the	nesting	habitat	of	native	resident	and	migratory	birds	and	
tree-nesting	raptors.	(LTS/M)	

As	part	of	the	Proposed	Project,	327	trees	would	be	removed	at	the	Project	site;	none	are	heritage	trees.	
Project	 activities	 would	 be	 within	 an	 already-developed	 footprint	 that	 is	 surrounded	 by	 existing	
development	and	is	absent	of	sensitive	natural	communities	and	habitats.	Nonetheless,	the	ornamental	
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trees	 on	 the	 Project	 site	 support	 regionally	 common,	 urban-adapted	 breeding	 birds	and	a	 very	 small	
proportion	 of	 the	 species’	 regional	 populations.	 These	 birds	 are	 habituated	 to	 disturbance	 related	 to	
existing	conditions	at	the	Project	site.	Moreover,	the	ornamental	trees	currently	on	the	Project	site	are	
considered	suitable	nesting	habitat	for	tree-nesting	raptors	such	as	Cooper’s	hawk	and	red-shouldered	
hawk	and	for	native	resident	and	migratory	birds	that	are	protected	under	the	MBTA	and	California	Fish	
and	Game	Code.	While	H.	T.	Harvey	ecologists	closely	examined	trees	for	evidence	of	nesting	by	raptors	
(e.g.,	old	stick	nests),	and	they	observed	none,	the	removal	of	ornamental	trees	as	part	of	the	Proposed	
Project	could	affect	the	nesting	habitat	of	common	birds,	as	well	as	protected	native	and	migrating	birds,	
and	tree-nesting	raptors.	Construction	disturbance	and	tree	removal	activities	during	the	avian	breeding	
season	 (February	1	 through	August	31,	 for	most	 species)	 could	 result	 in	 the	 incidental	 loss	of	eggs	or	
nestlings,	either	directly	 through	destruction	or	disturbance	of	 active	nests	or	 indirectly	 through	nest	
abandonment,	which	would	be	considered	a	significant	impact.	The	Proposed	Project	would	implement	
Mitigation	Measures	BR-1,	BR-2,	BR-3,	and	BR-4,	which	include	measures	to	ensure	that	any	disturbance	
of	nesting	birds	that	could	result	in	the	abandonment	of	active	nests	or	litters	or	the	loss	of	active	nests	
through	vegetation	or	structure	 removal	 is	 avoided.	As	 such,	 impacts	on	the	nesting	habitats	of	native	
resident	and	migratory	birds	and	tree-nesting	raptors	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	

In	addition,	the	Proposed	Project	includes	planting	217	new	trees,	186	existing	trees,	other	landscaping,	
and	a	reduction	in	the	amount	of	surface	parking	which	would	provide	some	food	and	structural	resources	
for	the	tree	nesting	raptors,	common,	urban-adapted	birds	of	the	area,	and	migrants	that	may	use	the	area	
during	spring	and	fall	migration.		

Cumulative Impacts 
Impact	 C-BIO-1:	 Cumulative	 Biological	 Resources	 Impacts.	 Cumulative	 development	would	 not	
result	in	a	significant	cumulative	impact	on	biological	resources.	(LTS/M)	

The	ConnectMenlo	EIR	analyzed	the	potential	for	cumulative	impacts	that	could	result	from	implementing	
the	updates	to	the	Land	Use	and	Circulation	Elements	and	the	M-2	Area	Zoning	Update	in	combination	
with	other	past,	present,	and	probable	 future	projects	 in	 Impact	BIO-7	(pages	4.3-28	and	4.3-29).	The	
ConnectMenlo	EIR	found	that	potential	impacts	from	proposed	development	on	biological	resources	tend	
to	be	site	specific.	The	overall	cumulative	effect	depends	on	the	degree	to	which	significant	vegetation	and	
wildlife	resources	are	protected	on	a	particular	site.	To	some	degree,	cumulative	development	contributes	
to	an	incremental	reduction	in	the	amount	of	wildlife	habitat,	particularly	for	birds	and	larger	mammals.	
New	 development	 in	 the	 region	 could	 result	 in	 further	 conversion	 of	 natural	 habitats	 to	 urban	 and	
suburban	conditions,	thereby	limiting	the	existing	habitat	values	of	the	surrounding	area.	However,	the	
ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 determined	 that	 biological	 assessments	 for	 future	 projects	 involving	 specific	
development	 on	 or	 near	 sensitive	 habitats,	 as	 required	 under	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR	Mitigation	Measure	
BIO-1,	and	compliance	with	City	General	Plan	policies	and	zoning	regulations	would	ensure	that	important	
biological	resources	would	be	 identified,	protected,	and	properly	managed	and	prevent	any	significant	
adverse	development-related	impacts,	including	development	of	the	remaining	undeveloped	lands	in	the	
planning	area	and	 surrounding	 incorporated	and	unincorporated	 lands.	Therefore,	 implementation	of	
ConnectMenlo	EIR	Mitigation	Measure	BIO-1	would	reduce	cumulative	impacts	to	less	than	significant.	
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Chapter 4 
Other CEQA Considerations 

As	 required	by	 the	California	 Environmental	 Quality	Act	 (CEQA),	 this	 chapter	 discusses	 the	 following	
types	of	impacts	that	could	result	from	implementation	of	the	Proposed	Project:	growth-inducing	impacts,	
significant	irreversible	changes,	effects	found	not	to	be	significant,	and	significant	and	unavoidable	effects.	

4.1 Growth Inducement 
Section	 15126.2(d)	 of	 the	 CEQA	 Guidelines	 states	 that	 an	 environmental	 impact	 report	 (EIR)	 should	
discuss	“…the	ways	in	which	the	project	could	foster	economic	or	population	growth,	or	the	construction	
of	 additional	 housing,	 either	 directly	 or	 indirectly,	 in	 the	 surrounding	 environment.”	 Growth	 can	 be	
induced	 in	 a	 number	 of	 ways,	 including	 through	 the	 elimination	 of	 obstacles	 to	 growth;	 through	 the	
stimulation	of	economic	activity	within	the	region,	 including	the	generation	of	significant	employment	
opportunities;	or	 through	precedent-setting	action.	CEQA	requires	a	discussion	of	how	a	project	could	
increase	population,	employment,	or	housing	in	the	areas	surrounding	a	project	as	well	as	an	analysis	of	
the	infrastructure	and	planning	changes	that	would	be	necessary	to	implement	a	project.	

This	EIR	discusses	the	manner	in	which	the	Proposed	Project	could	affect	growth	in	the	city	and	the	larger	
Bay	Area.	In	accordance	with	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15126.2,	the	discussion	of	growth	inducement	is	not	
intended	 to	 characterize	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 as	 beneficial,	 detrimental,	 or	 of	 little	 significance	 to	 the	
environment.	The	growth-inducement	discussion	is	provided	for	informational	purposes	so	that	the	public	
and	local	decision-makers	appreciate	the	potential	long-term	growth	implications	of	the	Proposed	Project.	
Although	CEQA	requires	a	disclosure	of	growth-inducement	effects,	an	EIR	is	not	required	to	anticipate	and	
mitigate	the	effects	of	a	particular	project	 related	to	growth	 in	other	areas.	Growth	 inducement	has	 the	
potential	to	result	in	an	adverse	impact	if	the	growth	is	not	consistent	with	or	accommodated	by	the	land	
use	 and	 growth	 management	 plans	 and	 policies	 for	 the	 affected	 area.	 Because	 the	 general	 plan	 of	 a	
community	 defines	 the	 location,	 type,	 and	 intensity	 of	 growth,	 it	 is	 the	 primary	 means	 of	 regulating	
development	and	growth	in	that	community.		

In	 discussing	 growth	 inducement,	 it	 is	 useful	 to	 distinguish	 between	 direct	 and	 indirect	 growth.	 Direct	
growth	occurs	on	a	project	site	as	a	result	of	new	facilities	(buildings)	being	constructed	or	an	increase	in	
developed	space.	As	discussed	in	Chapter	2,	Project	Description,	direct	growth	associated	with	the	Proposed	
Project	would	amount	to	249,500	gross	square	feet	(gsf)	of	development	for	office	uses,	404,000	gsf	parking	
structure	accommodating	1,340	parking	spaces,	and	a	34,000	sf	publicly	accessible	open	space.		

Indirect	 growth	occurs	beyond	a	particular	project	 site	but	 is	 stimulated	by	a	project’s	direct	growth.	
Indirect	growth	is	tied	to	increased	direct	and	indirect	investment	and	spending	associated	with	the	new	
direct	growth.	For	example,	 if	a	project	were	 implemented,	 future	workers	would	spend	money	 in	the	
local	area,	and	the	expenditure	of	that	money	would	result	in	additional	jobs.	The	indirect	jobs	generated	
by	a	project	(referred	to	as	the	“multiplier	effect”)	tend	to	occur	relatively	close	to	places	of	employment	
but	may	occur	at	more	distant	locales	as	well.	When	CEQA	refers	to	induced	growth,	it	means	all	growth—
direct,	indirect,	and	otherwise.		

A	total	of	1,996	employees	would	be	generated	by	the	Proposed	Project;	 this,	 in	 turn,	would	generate	
demands	 for	new	housing	 in	the	 city	and	 region.	As	discussed	 in	Section	3.5,	Population	and	Housing,	
between	2020	and	2040,	the	indirect	housing	demand	generated	by	the	Proposed	Project	would	account	
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for	 0.2	percent	 of	 projected	 household	 growth	 in	 the	 Bay	 Area,	 3.1	 percent	 of	 household	 growth	 in	
San	Mateo	 County,	 and	 3.4	percent	 of	 household	 growth	 in	 the	 city.	 Overall,	 on	 a	 regional	 basis,	 the	
Proposed	Project’s	demand	for	housing	would	not	represent	a	significant	share	of	 the	total	household	
growth	projected	by	the	Association	of	Bay	Area	Governments	(ABAG).	As	such,	development	associated	
with	the	Proposed	Project	would	be	generally	consistent	with	what	is	projected	in	the	City	of	Menlo	Park’s	
(City’s)	adopted	general	plan	and	included	in	regional	ABAG	projections.	Therefore,	the	adopted	general	
plan	considered	direct	job	growth	as	well	as	the	indirect,	induced	housing	demand	that	would	result	from	
implementation	of	the	Proposed	Project.		

As	discussed	in	Section	3.5,	Population	and	Housing,	the	increase	in	employment	at	the	Project	site	would	
result	in	an	increase	in	housing	demand	and	an	influx	of	new	residents	in	the	city	and	other	jurisdictions	
in	the	region.	Assuming	the	county’s	average	of	approximately	1.91	employees	per	worker	household,	the	
Proposed	 Project	would	 generate	 a	 demand	 for	 1,046	 housing	 units.1	 On	 average,	 approximately	 5.9	
percent	 of	 the	 city’s	 workforce	 resides	 in	 the	 city.	 Further,	 7.4	 percent	 of	 the	 Meta	 employees	 who	
currently	work	 across	 all	Meta	 facilities	 in	Menlo	 Park	 live	 in	Menlo	 Park.	 Given	 these	numbers,	 it	 is	
conservatively	assumed	that	up	to	7.4	percent	of	the	employees	generated	by	the	Proposed	Project	would	
seek	and	find	housing	in	the	city.	Therefore,	approximately	148	of	the	projected	number	of	employees	at	
the	Project	site	would	be	expected	to	live	in	the	city.2	Given	an	average	of	1.91	workers	per	household,	the	
Proposed	Project	could	generate	a	demand	for	623	to	774	new	housing	units	in	the	city.	In	addition,	using	
these	assumptions,	the	Proposed	Project	could	create	a	demand	for	up	to	984	housing	units	outside	the	
city.5		

As	stated	above,	approximately	5.9	percent	of	the	city’s	workforce	also	resides	in	the	city,	but	7.4	percent	
of	Meta	employees	who	currently	work	across	all	Meta	facilities	in	Menlo	Park	live	in	the	city.	Using	these	
numbers,	with	an	average	persons-per-household	(pph)	ratio	of	2.64,	the	Proposed	Project	could	generate	
approximately	164	to	204	new	residents	within	Menlo	Park.		

Approximately	 44,530	 residents	 lived	within	 the	 city’s	 sphere	 of	 influence	 in	 2020.	 According	 to	 ABAG	
projections,	the	population	is	projected	to	increase	to	approximately	54,920	by	2040	with	the	addition	10,390	
residents	over	20	years.	The	addition	of	up	to	204	new	residents	in	the	city	as	a	result	of	the	Proposed	Project	
would	represent	approximately	2.0	percent	of	the	anticipated	population	growth	in	the	city	between	2020	
and	2040.6		

The	Proposed	Project’s	development	of	office	uses,	rather	than	housing,	in	the	context	of	the	city’s	already-
high	jobs/housing	ratio	does	not	further	the	balanced	growth	objectives	of	Plan	Bay	Area,	a	transportation	
and	 land	 use/housing	 strategy	 for	 how	 the	 Bay	 Area	 will	 address	 its	 transportation	 mobility	 and	
accessibility	 needs,	 land	 development	 plans,	 and	 greenhouse	 gas	 emissions	 reduction	 requirements	
through	2040.	This	manifests	in	upward	pressure	on	housing	demand	because	of	the	low	supply,	which,	

																																																													
1	 The	1,046	new	housing	units	required	to	support	the	Proposed	Project	=	1,996	employees/1.91	worker	per	

housing	unit.	
2	 The	1,996	Project	employees	×	7.4	percent	of	Project	employees	who	would	live	in	the	city	=	148	Project	

employees	who	would	live	in	the	city.	
3	 The	1,046	total	households	×	5.9	percent	(city	average)	=	62	households.	
4	 The	1,046	total	households	×	7.4	percent	(Campus	Property	average)	=	77	households.	
5	 The	1,046	units	to	support	employment	from	the	Project	minus	62	units	demanded	in	the	city’s	sphere	of	

influence	due	to	the	Project	=	984	units	demanded	outside	the	city	because	of	the	Proposed	Project.	
6	 (up	to	204	new	residents	in	the	city’s	sphere	of	influence/10,390	anticipated	new	residents	in	the	city’s	sphere	

of	influence	between	2020	and	2040)	×	100	=	2.0	percent	of	anticipated	population	growth	in	the	city’s	sphere	
of	influence.	
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in	 turn,	exerts	upward	pressure	on	housing	prices	and	results	 in	workers	seeking	housing	 farther	and	
farther	away	from	the	Project	site.	However,	as	discussed	below,	it	is	not	possible	to	predict	with	certainty	
whether	the	percentage	of	employees	both	living	and	working	in	the	city	will	be	maintained	in	the	future,	
nor	it	is	possible	to	predict	exactly	where	employees	from	outside	the	city	might	live.		

Employees	of	the	Proposed	Project	could	be	housed	throughout	the	region.	As	stated	above,	it	is	anticipated	
that	 up	 to	 7.4	 percent	 of	 the	 employees	 generated	 by	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 live	 in	 the	 city.	 The	
remaining	employees	would	very	likely	find	housing	throughout	the	region,	with	the	majority	living	in	San	
Mateo,	Santa	Clara,	and	San	Francisco	Counties	and	a	small	percentage	living	in	outlying	areas.	Alternatively,	
more	local	housing	could	be	provided	by	cities	within	San	Mateo	County,	thereby	lessening	the	commute	for	
those	traveling	to	the	Project	site	by	providing	local	housing	options.	However,	the	future	location	where	
housing	demand	may	occur	cannot	be	predicted	with	certainty	because	of	the	influence	of	complex	factors,	
including	 housing	 supply,	housing	affordability,	 the	 demographics	 of	new	employees,	 traffic	 and	 transit	
conditions,	the	salaries	of	new	employees,	and	the	preferences	of	new	employees.	

4.2 Significant Irreversible Changes 
Section	 15126.2(c)	 of	 the	 CEQA	 Guidelines	 requires	 an	 EIR	 to	 evaluate	 the	 significant	 irreversible	
environmental	changes	that	could	be	caused	by	a	proposed	project	should	it	be	implemented.	Irreversible	
environmental	changes	involve	large	commitments	of	nonrenewable	resources	or	irreversible	damage	from	
environmental	 accidents.	 CEQA	 Guidelines	 Section	15126.2(d)	 discusses	 three	 categories	 of	 significant	
irreversible	changes	that	should	be	considered.	Each	is	addressed	below.	

Changes in Land Use that Commit Future Generations 

The	Project	site	is	within	the	Bayfront	Area	of	the	city	and	generally	surrounded	by	commercial	and	light	
industrial	uses.	The	Project	site	is	on	a	portion	of	the	approximately	13.3-acre	Campus	Property	at	162	and	
164	Jefferson	Drive.	The	Campus	Property	consists	of	assessor’s	parcel	numbers	(APNs)	055-243-300,	055-
243-310,	 and	 055-243-999	 and	 includes	 two	 existing	 buildings	 (Buildings	 1	 and	 2)	 of	 approximately	
259,920	gsf,	which	are	currently	occupied	by	Meta	(referred	to	by	Meta	as	Buildings	27	and	28);	surface	
parking;	and	landscaping.	The	proposed	building	and	parking	structure	would	be	located	on	the	northern	
portion	of	the	Campus	Property.		

Construction	of	the	Proposed	Project	would	occur	on	land	that	is	designated	for	urban	uses.	The	Proposed	
Project	would	 be	 consistent	 with	 existing	 zoning	 for	 the	 site;	 however,	 in	 the	 future,	 the	 site	 could	 be	
rezoned,	in	which	case,	at	the	end	of	the	useful	life	of	the	Proposed	Project,	the	use	could	change.	Therefore,	
the	Proposed	Project	would	not	commit	future	generations	to	a	significant	change	in	land	use.	

Irreversible Damage from Environmental Accidents 

No	significant	environmental	damage,	such	as	damage	from	an	accidental	spill	of	a	hazardous	material,	
is	anticipated	to	occur	with	development	of	the	Proposed	Project.	As	described	in	Section	IX,	Hazards	
and	Hazardous	Materials,	of	the	Initial	Study	(Appendix	1-1),	a	Phase	I	Environmental	Site	Assessment	
(ESA)	was	prepared	for	the	Project	site.	

It	is	anticipated	that	the	Proposed	Project	would	use	hazardous	materials	that	are	typical	in	office	uses	
(e.g.,	cleaning	products,	building	maintenance	products,	fertilizers	and	pesticides	for	landscaping).	It	is	
possible	 that	 such	 materials	 could	 be	 released	 into	 the	 environment.	 The	 San	 Mateo	 County	
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Environmental	Health	 Department	 regulates	 waste	 generated	 by	 biotechnology	 through	 its	Medical	
Waste	Program	and	other	hazardous	materials	through	its	Hazardous	Materials	Business	Plan	Program.	
Both	programs	regulate	the	use,	storage,	and	disposal	of	hazardous	materials.	Enforcement	is	overseen	
by	 the	 Menlo	 Park	 Fire	 Protection	 District	 (MPFPD).	 Compliance	 with	 federal,	 state,	 and	 local	
regulations	would	ensure	that	all	hazardous	materials	would	be	used,	stored,	and	disposed	of	properly,	
which	 would	 minimize	 potential	 impacts	 related	 to	 a	 hazardous	 materials	 release	 during	 Project	
operation.	No	irreversible	changes,	such	as	those	that	might	result	from	construction	of	a	large-scale	
mining	 project,	 a	 hydroelectric	 dam	 project,	 or	 major	 institutional	 project,	 would	 result	 from	
development	of	the	Proposed	Project.	

Consumption of Non-Renewable Resources 

The	 Proposed	 Project	would	 provide	 approximately	 249,500	 gsf	 of	 office	 space	within	 a	 four-story	
building,	a	404,000	gsf	parking	structure	accommodating	1,340	parking	spaces	within	four	above-grade	
levels	and	one	partially	below-grade	level,	and	a	34,000	sf	privately	owned	and	publicly	accessible	open	
space.	Project	development	would	require	the	use	of	materials	such	as	steel	and	copper,	as	well	as	fossil	
fuels,	during	construction.	Unless	recycled,	the	source	metals	used	would	represent	an	irreversible	use	
of	resources.	Fossil	fuels	used	during	construction	would	represent	an	irreversible	use	of	oil	and	natural	
gas.		

The	Proposed	Project	would	consume	an	estimated	3,181,084	gallons	of	diesel	fuel,	77,609	gallons	of	
gasoline,	and	800,000	kilowatt	hours	of	electricity	over	the	construction	period.	Construction	of	 the	
Proposed	Project	would	not	involve	the	consumption	of	natural	gas.		

During	operations,	the	Proposed	Project’s	energy	demand	is	estimated	to	be	as	follows:	

Electricity:	 The	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 consume	 approximately	 18.36	 million	 kilowatt	 hours	 of	
electricity	per	year,	which	would	represent	an	increase	in	electricity	demand	compared	with	existing	
conditions	at	 the	Project	 site	 (i.e.,	 the	 surface	parking	 lot	where	 the	proposed	building	and	parking	
structure	would	be	located).		

Other	Fuel:	The	Proposed	Project	would	consume	more	than	263,044	gallons	of	fuel	annually	during	
normal	operations	for	vehicle	use.	

To	the	extent	that	electricity	for	the	Proposed	Project	comes	from	renewable	sources	(e.g.,	hydropower,	
sun,	wind,	geothermal),	the	Proposed	Project	would	not	represent	an	irreversible	use	of	resources.	To	
the	extent	that	electricity	for	the	Proposed	Project	comes	from	non-renewable	sources	(e.g.,	natural	gas,	
coal,	nuclear),	the	Proposed	Project	would	represent	an	irreversible	use	of	those	resources.	However,	
as	discussed	in	Chapter	3.3,	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions,	the	Proposed	Project’s	electricity	would	come	
from	renewable	sources.	

4.3 Effects Found Not to Be Significant 
Section	15128	of	the	CEQA	Guidelines	notes	that	“an	EIR	shall	contain	a	statement	briefly	indicating	the	
reasons	that	various	possible	significant	effects	of	a	project	were	determined	not	to	be	significant	and	
were	therefore	not	discussed	in	detail	in	the	EIR.”	Implementation	of	the	Proposed	Project	would	not	
result	 in	significant	environmental	 impacts	related	to	aesthetics,	agricultural	and	 forestry	resources,	
certain	biological	resources	(riparian	habitat	or	other	sensitive	natural	communities,	wetlands,	conflict	
with	 local	 policies,	 HCP/NCCPs),	 certain	 cultural	 and	 tribal	 cultural	 resources	 (historic	 resources),	
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energy,	geology	and	soils,	hazards	and	hazardous	materials,	hydrology	and	water	quality,	land	use	and	
planning,	mineral	resources,	certain	noise	(ground-borne	noise	and	vibration	levels,	airports),	public	
services,	recreation,	or	certain	utilities	and	service	systems	(solid	waste).	Therefore,	these	issues	are	
not	discussed	further	in	this	EIR	but	are	briefly	summarized	below.	

Aesthetics 
The	Project	site	is	within	a	portion	of	the	city	known	as	the	Bayfront	Area.7	Because	of	the	relatively	flat	
topography	of	the	Project	site	and	vicinity,	as	well	as	the	prevalence	of	buildings	and	vegetation,	views	
from	at-grade	locations	are	largely	restricted.	Although	the	Proposed	Project	would	result	in	additional	
height,	bulk,	and	massing	from	the	new	building,	which	would	interrupt	existing	channelized	views	of	
the	Santa	Cruz	Mountains	from	Adams	Court,	this	area	is	not	considered	a	scenic	vista;	therefore,	the	
Proposed	Project	would	not	block	a	scenic	vista.	As	explained	in	the	General	Plan	and	M-2	Area	Zoning	
Update	(ConnectMenlo)	EIR,	although	a	section	of	Interstate	280	within	the	ConnectMenlo	study	area	
is	a	designated	scenic	highway,	per	the	California	Scenic	Highways	Program,8	the	Bayfront	Area	is	not	
within	the	viewshed	of	Interstate	280.	

The	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 have	 an	 average	 height	 of	 59.9	 feet	 across	 the	 entire	 Project	 site;	 the	
maximum	height	 of	 the	proposed	building	would	be	approximately	 69	 feet.	 Although	 the	maximum	
average	height	permitted	 is	35	 feet,	 bonus-level	development	within	 the	Office,	Bonus	 (O-B)	 zoning	
district	would	allow	a	maximum	height	of	110	feet	in	exchange	for	community	amenities.		

The	 Proposed	 Project	would	 be	 required	 to	 comply	with	 the	 City’s	 architectural	 control	 process,	 in	
accordance	with	Section	16.8.020	of	the	zoning	ordinance,	ensuring	that	the	Proposed	Project	would	
comply	with	 existing	 design	 standards,	 including	 standards	 related	 to	 light	 and	 glare.	 This	 process	
would	ensure	that	the	proposed	design,	construction	materials,	and	lighting	would	be	consistent	with	
area	practices	and	that	 the	proposed	lighting	would	be	directed	downward	so	as	not	to	spill	over	on	
adjacent	properties.	Therefore,	the	Proposed	Project’s	impacts	related	to	scenic	vistas,	scenic	resources,	
and	light	and	glare	would	be	less	than	significant.		

Agricultural and Forestry Resources 
The	Project	site	and	vicinity	are	within	an	urban	area	of	the	city	characterized	by	light	industrial	and	
office	uses.	The	Project	site	is	not	on	or	adjacent	to	farmland.	The	site	is	considered	“Urban	and	Built-
Up	Land”9	by	the	State	Department	of	Conservation,	and	the	site	is	not	currently	protected	under	the	
Williamson	 Act.10	 It	 is	 not	 used	 for	 agricultural	 production,	 nor	 does	 it	 support	 forestry	 resources.	
Therefore,	implementation	of	the	Proposed	Project	would	have	no	impact	on	agricultural	and	forestry	
resources.	

																																																													
7		 According	to	the	General	Plan	and	M-2	Area	Zoning	Update	(ConnectMenlo)	EIR.	
8		 California	Department	of	Transportation.	2018.	California	Scenic	Highway	Mapping	System,	San	Mateo	County.	

Available:	http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/.	Accessed:	July	4,	2018.		
9		 California	Department	of	Conservation.	2018.	2016	Farmland	Mapping	and	Monitoring	Program.	Available:	

ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/2016/smt16.pdf.	Accessed:	June	18,	2018.	
10	 California	Department	of	Conservation.	2012.	San	Mateo	County	Williamson	Act,	FY	2006/2007.	Last	revised:	

2012.	Available:	ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/wa/SanMateo_06_07_WA.pdf.	Accessed:	April	25,	2018.	
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Biological Resources (Riparian Habitat or Other Sensitive Natural 
Communities, Wetlands, Conflicts with Local Policies, or Conflicts 
with Habitat Conservation Plans and Natural Community 
Conservation Plans) 
Impacts	related	to	riparian	habitat	or	sensitive	natural	communities,	wetlands,	conflicts	with	local	policies	
or	ordinances,	and	habitat	conservation	plans	or	natural	community	conservation	plans,	were	scoped	out	
from	 further	 review	 in	 the	 Initial	 Study.	 These	 impacts	 are	 summarized	 in	 Section	 3.8,	 Biological	
Resources.	

Cultural Resources (Historical Resources) 
Impacts	related	to	historical	resources	were	scoped	out	from	further	review	in	the	Initial	Study.	These	
impacts	are	summarized	in	Section	3.7,	Cultural	and	Tribal	Resources.	

Energy 
The	Proposed	Project	would	be	constructed	in	accordance	with	the	California	Green	Building	Standards	
Code	(CALGreen)	and	Chapter	12.18,	Green	Building	Ordinance,	of	the	City’s	Municipal	Code	as	well	as	the	
2006	Appliance	Efficiency	Regulations	(Title	20,	California	Code	of	Regulations	Sections	1601	through	
1608).	 Furthermore,	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 use	 energy-efficient	 building	 materials,	 recycled	
building	materials,	and	environmentally	sustainable	building	materials.	During	operation,	the	Proposed	
Project	would	be	required	to	meet	100	percent	of	 its	energy	demand	through	a	combination	of	onsite	
energy	generation,	 the	purchase	of	100	percent	renewable	electricity,	and/or	the	purchase	of	certified	
renewable	 energy	 credits.	 In	 addition,	 the	 proposed	 building,	 which	 would	 be	 designed	 to	 meet	
Leadership	in	Energy	and	Environmental	Design	(LEED)	Gold	Building	Design	and	Construction	(BD+C)	
standards,	would	 incorporate	electric-vehicle	parking	 stalls,	 bird-friendly	 designs,	 and	water-efficient	
landscaping,	all	of	which	would	conserve	energy.	Furthermore,	the	Proposed	Project	would	incorporate	a	
Transportation	Demand	Management	(TDM)	Program,	which	would	reduce	mobile	energy	(e.g.,	diesel	
and	gasoline)	consumption	by	providing	subsidized	transit	passes,	carpooling	and	vanpooling	incentive	
programs,	bicycle	storage	areas,	showers	and	changing	rooms,	and	other	onsite	amenities	to	encourage	
the	use	of	modes	of	 transportation	other	 than	automobiles.	Therefore,	 the	Proposed	Project	would	be	
consistent	with	the	energy	conservation	policies	outlined	in	ConnectMenlo,	the	City’s	Climate	Action	Plan,	
and	Senate	Bill	743.	The	Proposed	Project’s	impacts	related	to	energy	use	would	be	less	than	significant.		

Geology and Soils 
No	known	fault	crosses	the	Project	site,	and	the	Project	site	is	not	within	an	Alquist-Priolo	Earthquake	
Fault	Zone.	Similar	to	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR,	the	Initial	Study	determined	that	compliance	with	existing	
regulations,	 including	 City	 General	 Plan	 policies,	 such	 as	 Policy	 S-1.13,	 and	 the	 California	 Building	
Standards	 Code,	 would	 ensure	 that	 potential	 impacts	 related	 to	 strong	 seismic	 ground	 shaking	 and	
seismically	related	ground	failure,	including	liquefaction	or	landslides,	would	be	less	than	significant.	In	
addition,	 per	 Programs	 S-1D	 and	 S-1H,	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 be	 required	 to	 incorporate	
recommendations	 from	 the	 site-specific	 geotechnical	 investigation,	which	would	ensure	 that	potential	
impacts	related	to	soil	erosion	and	unstable	soils	would	be	less	than	significant.	A	Stormwater	Pollution	
Prevention	Plan	 (SWPPP)	and	best	management	practices	 (BMPs)	would	also	be	 implemented	during	
construction	and	operation	of	the	Proposed	Project	to	minimize	erosion.		
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The	Proposed	Project	would	 involve	excavation	activities	up	 to	a	depth	of	7	 feet	which	would	extend	
through	Holocene	fine-grained	alluvium	deposit	and	into	the	Holocene	and	Pleistocene	alluvial	and	basin	
deposits	 that	 underlain	 the	 Project	 site.	 The	 deposits	 are	 sensitive	 with	 respect	 to	 paleontological	
resources,	and	therefore,	excavation	activities	could	result	in	the	potential	disturbance,	damage,	or	loss	
of	paleontological	resources	resulting	in	a	potentially	significant	impact.	However,	with	implementation	
of	ConnectMenlo	EIR	Mitigation	measure	CULT-3,	impacts	to	paleontological	resources	would	be	less	than	
significant.	Therefore,	the	Proposed	Project	would	have	less	than	significant	with	mitigation	 impacts	
related	to	geology	and	soils.		

ConnectMenlo	EIR	Mitigation	Measure	

CULT-3	 In	 the	 event	 that	 fossils	 or	 fossil	 bearing	 deposits	 are	 discovered	 during	 ground	 disturbing	
activities,	excavations	within	a	50-foot	radius	of	the	find	shall	be	temporarily	halted	or	diverted.	
Ground	disturbance	work	shall	cease	until	a	City-approved	qualified	paleontologist	determines	
whether	the	resource	requires	further	study.	The	paleontologist	shall	document	the	discovery	
as	 needed	 (in	 accordance	 with	 Society	 of	 Vertebrate	 Paleontology	 standards	 [Society	 of	
Vertebrate	Paleontology	1995]),	evaluate	the	potential	resource,	and	assess	the	significance	of	
the	find	under	the	criteria	set	forth	in	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15064.5.	The	paleontologist	shall	
notify	 the	 appropriate	 agencies	 to	 determine	 procedures	 that	 would	 be	 followed	 before	
construction	activities	 are	allowed	 to	 resume	at	 the	 location	 of	 the	 find.	 If	 avoidance	 is	not	
feasible,	 the	 paleontologist	 shall	 prepare	 an	 excavation	 plan	 for	 mitigating	 the	 effect	 of	
construction	activities	on	the	discovery.	The	excavation	plan	shall	be	submitted	to	the	City	of	
Menlo	Park	for	review	and	approval	prior	to	implementation,	and	all	construction	activity	shall	
adhere	to	the	recommendations	in	the	excavation	plan.		

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
The	Proposed	Project	would	involve	construction	of	a	new	office	building	and	parking	structure	in	the	
northern	portion	of	the	Campus	Property.	The	existing	buildings	(Buildings	1	and	2)	would	remain	in	their	
existing	condition.	A	review	of	regulatory	databases	did	not	reveal	a	history	of	hazardous	waste	releases	
or	 documented	environmental	 contamination	at	 the	Project	 site,	 nor	was	 the	 Project	 site	 on	 a	 list	 of	
hazardous	materials	sites	compiled	pursuant	to	Government	Code	Section	65962.5.		

A	Phase	I	ESA	was	prepared	for	the	Project	site.	The	soil	and	groundwater	samples	that	were	tested	for	
contaminants,	 including	 volatile	 organic	 compounds;	 gasoline-,	 diesel-,	 and	 motor	 oil–range	
hydrocarbons;	pesticides;	semi-volatile	organic	 compounds;	and	other	 selected	materials,	did	 indicate	
that	contaminated	soil	exists	below	the	surface	of	the	parking	lot.	Therefore,	the	transport	of	spoils	may	
result	 in	 the	 transport	 of	 hazardous	 materials	 in	 the	 form	 of	 contaminated	 soil	 with	 petroleum	
hydrocarbons.	 However,	 because	 compliance	 with	 existing	 regulations	 would	 be	 mandatory	
(i.e.,	California	Department	 of	 Transportation	 regulations),	 and	 the	 Proposed	 Project	would	prepare	a	
SWPPP	 and	 maintain	 BMPs	 to	 avoid	 adverse	 construction-related	 effects	 on	 the	 surrounding	
environment,	the	Proposed	Project	would	not	be	expected	to	create	a	significant	hazard	for	the	public	or	
the	environment	through	the	routine	transport,	use,	or	disposal	of	hazardous	materials.		

It	is	anticipated	that	the	Proposed	Project	would	use,	store,	generate,	and	dispose	of	hazardous	materials	
during	construction	and	operation	that	are	typical.	However,	none	of	these	products	would	be	generated	
or	 stored	 in	 large	 quantities,	 and	 any	 transport	 of	 these	 materials	 would	 be	 subject	 to	 California	
Department	of	Transportation	regulations.	In	addition,	the	Proposed	Project	would	be	required	to	adhere	
to	 the	 San	 Mateo	 County	 Environmental	 Health	 Department’s	 Certified	 Unified	 Program	 Agency	
regulations	and	related	Unified	Program	as	well	as	the	Project-specific	SWPPP.		
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The	TIDE	Academy	is	within	0.25	mile	of	the	Project	site.	However,	as	explained	above,	the	Proposed	
Project	would	be	required	to	comply	with	 federal,	state,	and	local	regulations,	as	well	as	 the	Project-
specific	SWPPP,	ensuring	that	all	hazardous	materials	would	be	used,	stored,	and	disposed	of	properly	
and	minimizing	potential	impacts	related	to	a	hazardous	materials	release.		

The	Project	site	is	not	within	2	miles	of	an	airport.	It	would	not	result	in	a	safety	hazard	or	excessive	
noise	for	people	residing	or	working	in	the	Project	area.	Similar	to	the	conclusion	in	the	ConnectMenlo	
EIR,	compliance	with	existing	regulations,	including	the	California	Building	Standards	Code,	California	
Fire	Code,	 and	MPFPD	Fire	Code,	would	ensure	 that	 the	Proposed	Project	would	not	 impair	nearby	
evacuation	 routes,	 nor	 would	 it	 expose	 people	 to	 loss,	 injury,	 or	 death	 involving	 wildland	 fires.	
Therefore,	impacts	related	to	hazards	and	hazardous	materials	would	be	less	than	significant.		

Hydrology/Water Quality 
The	Proposed	Project	would	be	required	to	comply	with	the	City’s	Stormwater	Management	Program.	
On	behalf	of	the	Project	Sponsor,	Kier	&	Wright	Civil	Engineers	&	Surveyors	prepared	its	Commonwealth	
Building	 3,	 162	&	 164	 Jefferson	 Drive,	 Hydrology	 Report,	 in	 compliance	with	 City	 requirements.	 The	
Proposed	Project	would	implement	BMPs	and	incorporate	site	design	measures	to	reduce	stormwater	
runoff	 during	 operations.	 These	 could	 include	 a	 combination	 of	 biotreatment	 areas	 and	 landscaped	
areas	around	the	proposed	building.	In	addition,	the	Project	Sponsor	would	develop	and	implement	a	
final	Stormwater	Management	Plan	(SWMP),	with	the	goal	of	reducing	the	discharge	of	pollutants	to	the	
maximum	extent	practicable.	Construction	activities	could	result	in	short-term	impacts	on	the	quality	
of	surface	water	and	groundwater	because	dewatering,	which	could	involve	potentially	contaminated	
groundwater,	 may	 be	 required.	 However,	 a	 Project-specific	 SWPPP	 would	 be	 developed	 and	
implemented	 in	compliance	with	the	Construction	General	Permit,	 local	stormwater	ordinances,	and	
other	requirements,	ensuring	that	potential	impacts	on	water	quality	would	be	mitigated.		

The	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 reduce	 the	 amount	 of	 impervious	 surface	 area	 by	 approximately	
38,542	square	 feet.	 Approximately	 393,155	 square	 feet	 of	 the	 Project	 site,	 or	 68	 percent,	would	 be	
impervious.	The	Proposed	Project	would	be	regulated	by	Provision	C.3	of	the	Municipal	Regional	Permit	
and	required	to	treat	runoff	 from	all	 impervious	areas.	As	stated	above,	 the	Proposed	Project	would	
implement	 a	 SWMP	 and	 install	 treatment	 facilities	 onsite,	 including	 bioretention	 areas,	 ponds,	 and	
landscaped	 areas,	 to	 capture	 and	 treat	 runoff	 from	 newly	 created	 or	 replaced	 impervious	 surfaces.	
These	landscape	features	and	treatment	facilities	would	collect	stormwater	and	then	slowly	release	it	
at	a	controlled	rate,	allowing	for	groundwater	infiltration.		

The	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 maintain	 pre-Project	 drainage	 conditions	 through	 compliance	 with	
existing	 National	 Pollutant	 Discharge	 Elimination	 System	 permits	 and	 the	 City	 Municipal	 Code	 for	
stormwater	 management.	 Implementation	 of	 the	 SWMP	 would	 ensure	 that	 the	 existing	 drainage	
pattern	of	the	site	and	surrounding	area	would	not	be	substantially	altered,	and	substantial	erosion	or	
flooding	would	not	occur.		

The	Project	site	is	not	within	a	flood	zone,	and	there	is	no	base	flood	elevation	for	the	site.	However,	the	
building	design	accounts	for	flooding	and/or	sea-level	rise	to	meet	the	hazard	mitigation	and	sea-level	
rise	resiliency	requirements	for	the	O	zoning	district	(i.e.,	24	inches	above	the	existing	grade).	The	first-
floor	of	 the	proposed	building	would	be	raised	24	 inches	above	the	existing	grade	to	an	elevation	of	
12.5	feet.	Therefore,	impacts	related	to	hydrology	and	water	quality	would	be	less	than	significant.	
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Land Use and Planning 
The	ConnectMenlo	EIR	 concluded	that	 implementation	of	ConnectMenlo	would	not	 include	any	new	
major	 roadways	 or	 other	 physical	 features	 through	 existing	 residential	 neighborhoods	 or	 other	
communities	that	would	 create	new	barriers	 in	the	 city.	The	Proposed	Project	would	not	exacerbate	
existing	barriers	or	create	a	new	physical	barrier	that	would	divide	an	established	community.		

The	 Project	 site	 is	 within	 the	 O-B	 zoning	 district,	 which	 allows	 new	 office	 uses,	 along	 with	 light	
industrial	and	research-	and-development	uses.	The	Proposed	Project	would	be	consistent	with	the	mix	
and	 intensity	 of	 development	 contemplated	 by	 ConnectMenlo,	 which	 includes	 bonus-level	 office	
development	with	community	amenities.	As	noted	throughout	the	Initial	Study	and	this	EIR,	in	general,	
the	Proposed	Project	would	not	 conflict	with	 land	use	plans,	policies,	 or	 regulations	adopted	 for	the	
purpose	of	avoiding	or	mitigating	an	environmental	effect.	Therefore,	impacts	related	to	land	use	and	
planning	for	CEQA	purposes	would	be	less	than	significant.		

Mineral Resources 
The	Surface	Mining	and	Reclamation	Act	of	1975	is	the	state	legislation	that	protects	Mineral	Resource	
Zones	(MRZs).	Part	of	the	purpose	of	the	act	is	to	classify	mineral	resources	in	the	state	and	transmit	
the	 information	 to	 local	 governments	 that	 regulate	 land	 uses	 in	 each	 region	 of	 the	 state.	 Local	
governments	are	responsible	for	designating	lands	that	contain	regionally	significant	mineral	resources	
in	local	general	plans	to	ensure	resource	conservation	in	areas	with	intensive	competing	land	uses.	The	
law	has	resulted	in	the	preparation	of	mineral	land	classification	maps,	which	delineate	MRZs	1	through	
4	for	aggregate	resources	(i.e.,	sand,	gravel,	stone).	

The	Project	site	is	not	delineated	as	a	locally	important	mineral	resource	by	the	California	Geological	
Survey	or	indicated	as	such	on	any	San	Mateo	County	or	City	land	use	plan.	The	mineral	resources	map	
from	the	San	Mateo	County	General	Plan	does	not	indicate	that	the	Project	site	contains	any	significant	
mineral	resources.	Therefore,	construction	and	operations	associated	with	the	Proposed	Project	would	
have	no	impact	on	mineral	resources.	

Noise (Ground-borne Vibration or Noise, Airports)  
Impacts	related	to	ground-borne	noise	and	vibration	or	levels	from	public	or	private	airports	were	scoped	
out	from	further	review	in	the	Initial	Study.	These	impacts	are	summarized	in	Section	3.4,	Noise.	

Public Services 
The	ConnectMenlo	EIR	determined	that	adherence	to	state	and	City	requirements,	as	well	as	the	MPFPD	
permitting	process,	would	ensure	that	the	Proposed	Project	would	not	result	in	the	need	for	remodeled	
or	expanded	MPFPD	facilities.	The	Menlo	Park	Police	Department	(MPPD)	also	indicated	that	direct	and	
indirect	growth	under	ConnectMenlo	would	not	require	the	expansion	or	addition	of	facilities.	Similarly,	
the	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 concluded	 that	 indirect	 and	 direct	 growth	 associated	 with	 buildout	 of	
ConnectMenlo	would	not	result	 in	the	need	for	additional	or	expanded	 library	 facilities.	The	Proposed	
Project	would	be	served	by	existing	libraries	in	the	city.		

The	Proposed	Project	would	 indirectly	generate	a	 small	number	of	new	students	 (approximately	37),	
which	 the	 four	elementary/middle	 school	districts	and	one	high	school	district	 that	 serve	Menlo	Park	
would	most	 likely	 be	 able	 to	 accommodate.	 In	 addition,	 residential	 and	 non-residential	 development	
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subject	to	Senate	Bill	50,	including	the	Proposed	Project,	would	be	required	to	pay	school	impact	fees,	as	
established	by	the	Leroy	F.	Greene	School	Facilities	Act	of	1998.	Section	65996	of	the	Government	Code	
states	that	the	payment	of	the	school	impact	fees	established	by	Senate	Bill	50,	which	may	be	required	
from	a	developer	by	any	state	or	local	agency,	is	deemed	to	constitute	full	and	complete	mitigation	for	
school	impacts	from	development.	Therefore,	with	payment	of	the	development	impact	fees,	any	impacts	
on	 schools	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 be	 considered	 fully	 and	 completed	 mitigated.	
Furthermore,	the	Proposed	Project	would	include	private	and	public	open	space,	including	Jefferson	Park,	
and	contribute	development	impact	fees	to	address	infrastructure	and	service	needs.	It	would	not	result	
in	substantial	deterioration	at	parks	or	other	public	facilities.	Therefore,	the	Proposed	Project’s	impacts	
on	public	services	would	be	less	than	significant.		

Recreation 
The	ConnectMenlo	EIR	determined	that	full	buildout	under	ConnectMenlo	would	result	in	a	parkland	ratio	
of	5.2	acres	per	1,000	 residents,	which	would	exceed	the	City-adopted	general	plan	policy	that	 calls	 for	
maintaining	a	ratio	of	5	acres	of	developed	parkland	per	1,000	residents	(Policy	OSC-2.4).	In	addition	to	the	
existing	parkland	in	the	city,	which	is	provided	at	a	ratio	of	7.35	acres	per	1,000	residents,	the	Proposed	
Project	would	include	128,533	square	feet	of	public	open	space	and	107,333	square	 feet	of	private	open	
space,	a	total	of	235,866	square	feet	of	open	space.	Private	open	space	would	be	provided	in	the	form	of	
patios	and	courtyards	with	tables,	chairs,	a	seat	wall,	and	trees	as	well	as	outdoor	balconies	on	the	third	and	
fourth	 floors	of	 the	proposed	building.	Publicly	accessible	open	space	would	be	provided	 in	 the	 form	of	
paseos,	plazas,	and	a	park.	A	0.2-mile-long	and	20-foot-wide	paseo	would	be	located	along	the	boundaries	
of	 the	 Project	 site	 and	 available	 to	 bicyclists	 and	 pedestrians.	 In	 addition,	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 would	
improve	the	existing	publicly	accessible	open	space	on	the	Campus	Property	by	adding	a	defined	plaza	with	
seating	areas,	 seat	walls,	 a	 large	 trellis,	 and	native	plantings.	Furthermore,	 the	Proposed	Project	would	
construct	 the	 0.78-acre	 (34,000-square-foot)	 Jefferson	 Park,	 which	 would	 be	 accessible	 via	 paseo	
connections	from	Jefferson	Drive	and	Commonwealth	Drive.	The	Proposed	Project	would	not	require	the	
construction	or	expansion	of	existing	public	recreational	facilities.	Therefore,	the	Proposed	Project’s	impacts	
on	recreational	facilities	would	be	less	than	significant.		

Utilities and Service Systems (Solid Waste) 
The	ConnectMenlo	EIR	determined	that	all	future	development	impacts	related	to	landfill	capacity	and	
solid	waste	would	be	less	than	significant	through	compliance	with	existing	regulations	for	minimizing	
impacts	related	to	solid	waste	disposal.	The	Proposed	Project	would	be	required	to	comply	with	the	City’s	
Construction	 and	 Demolition	 Recycling	 Ordinance,	 which	 requires	 salvaging	 or	 recycling	 at	 least	 60	
percent	of	construction-related	solid	waste.	In	addition,	per	Assembly	Bill	341	and	Assembly	Bill	939,	the	
Proposed	Project	would	recycle	and	divert	50	percent	of	the	solid	waste	from	landfills.	Therefore,	impacts	
related	to	solid	waste	would	be	less	than	significant.		

4.4 Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Impacts 
Section	 21100(b)(2)(A)	 of	 CEQA	 requires	 a	 EIR	 to	 identify	 any	 significant	 environmental	 effects	 that	
cannot	be	avoided.	As	discussed	in	more	detail	in	Chapter	3.0	of	this	EIR,	impacts	related	to	population	
and	housing	and	utilities	and	service	systems	would	be	less	than	significant	and	no	mitigation	measures	
would	 be	 required;	 further,	 impacts	 for	 the	 following	 environmental	 resources	would	 be	 potentially	
significant	 without	 the	 implementation	 of	mitigation	measures,	 but	 would	 be	 reduced	 to	 a	 less	 than	
significant	level	with	implementation	of	the	mitigation	measures	included	in	this	EIR:	
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• Transportation	(VMT)	
• Air	 Quality	 (Conflicts	 with	 Applicable	 Air	 Quality	 Plan,	 Increase	 Criteria	 Pollutants,	 Expose	

Sensitive	Receptors)	
• Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions	(Generation	of	GHG	Emissions	and	Conflicts	with	Applicable	Plans	and	

Polices)		
• Noise	(Substantial	Temporary	or	Permanent	Increase	in	Noise)	
• Cultural	Resources	and	Tribal	Cultural	Resources	(Archaeological	Resources,	Human	Remains,	

and	Tribal	Cultural	Resources)	
• Biological	Resources	(Special-Status	Species	and	Native	Wildlife	Nesting	Sites)	

With	 implementation	 of	 the	 mitigation	 measures	 recommended	 in	 this	 EIR	 and	 in	 the	 Initial	 Study	
(Appendix	1-1),	all	impacts	of	the	Proposed	Project	would	be	reduced	to	a	less-than-significant	level.	The	
Proposed	Project	would	not	result	in	any	significant	and	unavoidable	impacts.		
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Chapter 5 
Alternatives 

5.1 Introduction 
The	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	(CEQA)	(Public	Resources	Code	[PRC],	Section	21000	et	seq.)	
and	the	State	CEQA	Guidelines	(California	Code	of	Regulations,	Title	14,	Section	15000	et	seq.)	require	
that	an	environmental	impact	report	(EIR)	“describe	a	range	of	reasonable	alternatives	to	the	project,	or	
to	the	location	of	the	project,	which	would	feasibly	attain	most	of	the	basic	objectives	of	the	project	but	
would	 avoid	 or	 substantially	 lessen	 any	 of	 the	 significant	 effects	 of	 the	 project,	 and	 evaluate	 the	
comparative	merits	of	the	alternatives”	(State	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15126.6(a)).	An	EIR	does	not	need	
to	consider	every	conceivable	alternative	to	the	project,	rather	 it	must	consider	a	reasonable	range	of	
potentially	feasible	alternatives	that	will	foster	informed	decision-making	and	public	participation.		

As	 an	 EIR	 identifies	 ways	 to	 mitigate	 or	 avoid	 significant	 effects	 that	 a	 project	 may	 have	 on	 the	
environment,	the	discussion	of	alternatives	should	focus	on	alternatives	to	the	project	or	its	location	that	
are	 capable	 of	 avoiding	 or	 substantially	 lessening	 significant	 effects	 of	 the	 project.	 The	 EIR	 needs	 to	
include	 sufficient	 information	 about	 each	 alternative	 to	 allow	 meaningful	 evaluation,	 analysis,	 and	
comparison	with	the	Proposed	Project.	 If	an	alternative	would	cause	one	or	more	significant	effects	 in	
addition	to	those	that	would	be	caused	by	the	project,	the	significant	effects	of	the	alternative	should	be	
discussed,	but	in	less	detail	than	the	significant	effects	of	the	project.	If	mitigation	measures	or	a	feasible	
project	alternative	that	would	meet	most	of	 the	basic	project	objectives	would	substantially	 lessen	the	
significant	environmental	effects	of	a	project,	then	the	lead	agency	should	not	approve	the	project	unless	
it	determines	that	specific	 technological,	economic,	social,	or	other	considerations	make	the	mitigation	
measures	 and	 the	 project	 alternative	 infeasible	 (PRC	 Section	 21002,	 State	 CEQA	 Guidelines	 Section	
15091(a)(3)).		

The	range	of	alternatives	required	in	an	EIR	is	governed	by	a	“rule	of	reason”	that	requires	the	EIR	to	set	
forth	only	those	alternatives	necessary	to	permit	a	reasoned	choice.	CEQA	states	that	an	EIR	should	not	
consider	 alternatives	 “whose	 effect	 cannot	 be	 ascertained	 and	 whose	 implementation	 is	 remote	 and	
speculative.”	The	EIR	must	also	identify	alternatives	that	were	considered	by	the	lead	agency	but	were	
rejected	as	infeasible	during	the	scoping	process	and	should	briefly	explain	the	reasons	underlying	the	
lead	agency’s	determination	(State	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15126.6(c)).	

One	of	the	alternatives	that	must	be	analyzed	is	the	“No	Project”	Alternative.	The	No	Project	analysis	must	
discuss	the	existing	conditions	at	the	time	the	notice	of	preparation	(NOP)	is	published	as	well	as	what	
would	be	reasonably	expected	to	occur	 in	the	 foreseeable	 future	 if	the	project	were	not	approved	and	
development	 continued	 to	 occur	 in	 accordance	 with	 existing	 plans	 and	 consistent	 with	 available	
infrastructure	 and	 community	 services	 (State	 CEQA	 Guidelines	 Section	 15126.6(e)(2)).	 Therefore,	
pursuant	to	the	State	CEQA	Guidelines,	this	section	discusses	and	analyzes	a	No	Project	Alternative.	

In	addition	to	the	No	Project	Alternative,	this	section	provides	additional	alternatives	(Reduced	Project	
Alternative	and	Research	and	Development	[R&D]	Use	Alternative)	to	the	Proposed	Project	and	analyzes	
the	 impacts	 of	 each.	 This	 section	 later	 provides	 a	 description	 of	 the	 alternatives	 and	 compares	 the	
significant	impacts	of	the	alternatives	to	the	significant	environmental	impacts	of	the	Project	as	proposed.		
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5.2 Description of Alternatives Considered 
As	discussed	 in	Chapter	2,	Project	Description,	 the	Project	Sponsor	has	 identified	the	 following	Project	
objectives	that	are	relevant	to	the	physical	impacts	considered	in	this	document.		

l Rejuvenate	the	property	through	the	addition	of	a	contemporary	office	building,	trees,	and	other	
landscaping	and	a	reduction	in	the	amount	of	surface	parking.	

l Provide	high-quality	office	space	that	includes	energy-	and	water-efficient	features.	
l Provide	office	space	that	meets	the	needs	of	today’s	and	tomorrow’s	technology	tenants,	including	

large	floor	plates	that	allow	flexible	floor	plans.	

l Create	a	campus	feel	on	the	property	while	maintaining	the	two	existing	buildings	through	careful	
placement	of	the	Project’s	buildings	and	landscaping.	

l Reduce	 the	 visual	 prominence	 of	 automobiles	 by	 replacing	 surface	 parking	 with	 structured	
parking.	

l Provide	an	adequate	amount	of	parking	to	meet	tenant	demand	and	avoid	the	need	for	employees	
to	seek	offsite	parking.	

l Create	 a	 pedestrian-friendly	 office	 campus	 that	 promotes	 walking	 by	 providing	 pedestrian	
connections	 between	 buildings,	 along	 with	 connections	 to	 the	 privately	 owned,	 publicly	
accessible	open	space	(Jefferson	Park)	as	well	as	adjacent	parcels.	

l Minimize	traffic	and	greenhouse	gas	emissions	by	implementing	a	TDM	program	and	siting	the	
Proposed	Project	close	to	existing	and	planned	transit	stops	and/or	bicycle	paths.	

l Provide	new	plazas	and	landscaped	areas	with	native,	drought-tolerant	plant	species	that	can	be	
used	for	employee	interaction.	

l Generate	new	revenue	for	the	City,	above	what	could	be	achieved	without	the	bonus	floor	area.	
l Provide	new	employment	opportunities	in	Menlo	Park.	
l Provide	new	stormwater	treatment	areas	that	limit	stormwater	runoff	and	improve	water	quality.	
l Create	 a	 project	with	 the	 size	 needed	 to	 support	 construction	 and	maintenance	 of	 a	 publicly	

accessible	park	that	can	be	enjoyed	by	school	districts	and	community	members.	

l Achieve	 the	 appropriate	 security	 and	 privacy	 required	 for	 the	 invention	 of	 new	 technologies	 by	
limiting	public	access	to	certain	areas	within	the	campus.		

The	 potential	 environmental	 effects	 of	 implementing	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 are	 analyzed	 in	 Chapter	 3,	
Environmental	Impact	Analysis.	The	Proposed	Project	has	been	described	and	analyzed	in	previous	chapters	
and	in	the	Initial	Study	(Appendix	1-1),	with	an	emphasis	on	evaluating	significant	impacts	resulting	from	
the	Proposed	Project	and	identifying	mitigation	measures	to	avoid	or	reduce	these	impacts	to	a	less	than	
significant	level.	It	should	be	noted	that	all	of	the	impacts	identified	for	the	Proposed	Project	can	be	mitigated	
to	a	less	than	significant	level	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation	measures.		

As	stated	above,	the	alternatives	to	a	Proposed	Project	are	meant	to	feasibly	attain	most	of	the	basic	Project	
objectives	while	avoiding	or	substantially	 lessening	 its	significant	 impacts.	Based	on	the	goal	of	reducing	
these	impacts	while	meeting	the	basic	Project	objectives,	three	Project	alternatives	have	been	developed	for	
evaluation	 in	 this	 Draft	 EIR:	 the	 No	 Project	 Alternative,	 Reduced	 Project	 Alternative,	 and	 R&D	 Use	
Alternative.	Table	5-1	provides	a	summary	of	key	 features	of	the	Proposed	Project	and	each	alternative.	
Further	details	regarding	potential	impacts	resulting	from	each	alternative	are	provided	below.	
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Table 5-1. Comparative Description of the Project Alternatives 

	
Proposed	
Project	

No	Project	
Alternative	

Reduced	
Project	

Alternative	
R&D	Use	
Alternative	

Office	Square	Footage	
Onsitea	 509,420	 259,920	 459,520	 509,420	

New	Square	Footage	
(Building	3)	 249,500	 0	 199,600	 249,500	

Number	of	Buildings	Onsitea	 3	 2	 3	 3	
Maximum	height	of	
Buildings	(Feet)	 69	 67	 69	 69	

Net	New	Parking	Spaces	
(not	including	existing	
surface	spots)	

665	 0b	 204	 424	

Blended	Overall	Parking	
Ratio	(%)	 2.7	 0	 3.0	 2.8	

Open	Space	Onsite	(sf)	 235,866	 217,549	 235,866	 235,866	
Net	New	Employees	 1,996		 0c	 1,597	 598	
Notes:	
a.	Gross	square	feet	(gsf);	Includes	the	two	existing	buildings	at	162	and	164	Jefferson	Drive	(Buildings	1	and	2).	
b.	There	are	approximately	866	existing	surface	parking	spaces	onsite.	
c.	There	were	an	estimated	1,550	existing	employees	onsite	in	2019	prior	to	the	start	of	the	COVID-19	pandemic.	
	

This	 EIR	 determined	 that	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 not	 result	 in	 any	 significant	 and	 unavoidable	
impacts;	 therefore,	 these	 alternatives	 represent	 a	 reasonable	 range	 of	 potential	 alternatives	 to	 the	
Proposed	Project	in	light	of	the	objective	of	further	reducing	impacts	that	are	already	less	than	significant	
with	mitigation	as	identified	in	this	EIR	and	initial	study	(Appendix	1-1).	The	alternatives	focus	on	policy-
based	alternatives	that	were	designed	to	represent	the	range	and	mixed-use	of	development	envisioned	
by	ConnectMenlo.	Several	other	potential	alternatives	were	also	considered,	as	discussed	in	Section	5.4,	
Alternatives	Considered	but	Rejected;	however,	none	of	these	alternatives	would	substantially	reduce	or	
avoid	the	environmental	impacts	of	the	Proposed	Project	and/or	would	not	meet	any	of	the	basic	Project	
objectives,	and	were	therefore	ultimately	not	selected	for	further	analysis.	

The	 purpose	 of	 the	 alternatives	 discussion	 to	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 is	 to	 enable	 decision	 makers	 to	
evaluate	the	project	by	considering	how	alternatives	to	the	project	as	proposed	might	reduce	or	avoid	the	
project’s	impacts	on	the	physical	environment.	The	analysis	in	this	chapter	provides	an	evaluation	of	the	
environmental	 impacts	 that	 could	 be	 associated	with	 each	 alternative	 and	 compares	 those	 potential	
impacts	 to	 those	 identified	 for	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 as	 described	 in	Chapter	 3,	Environmental	 Impact	
Analysis,	of	this	EIR.	Table	5-6,	located	at	the	end	of	this	chapter,	summarizes	the	impacts	of	the	Proposed	
Project	and	compares	those	impacts	to	those	that	would	be	associated	with	each	alternative.		

If	 City	 decision-makers	were	 to	 decide	 to	move	 forward	with	any	 of	 the	 development	alternatives	as	
identified	in	this	chapter,	additional	site	planning,	design	work,	and	analysis	would	be	required	for	the	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 alternative,	 and	 specific	 mitigation	 measures	 for	 each	
potentially	significant	impact	would	need	to	be	developed	and	considered.		
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5.3 No Project Alternative 
No	 additional	 construction	 would	 occur	 at	 the	 Project	 site	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 No	 Project	
Alternative.	Under	the	No	Project	Alternative,	the	surface	parking	lot,	and	the	two	buildings	at	162	and	
164	Jefferson	Drive	(Buildings	1	and	2)	and	associated	parking	would	remain	in	their	existing	state.	The	
Project	site	would	continue	to	encompass	approximately	259,920	gross	square	feet	(gsf)	of	building	area.	
In	order	to	meet	the	definition	of	a	“no	project”	alternative	under	CEQA,	the	No	Project	Alternative	would	
not	permit	discretionary	approvals,	entitlements,	or	other	environmental	reviews.	Therefore,	the	surface	
parking	lot	could	not	be	occupied	by	a	new	building	and	would	remain	a	surface	parking	lot.	No	additional	
employees	would	be	added	to	the	estimated	1,550	employees	at	the	Project	site	in	2019	prior	to	the	start	
of	the	COVID-19	pandemic.	The	number	of	parking	spaces	would	be	the	same	as	under	existing	conditions	
(866	spaces),	which	could	be	used	by	the	occupants	at	162	and	164	Jefferson	Drive.	The	parking	structure	
would	not	be	constructed,	and	Jefferson	Park	would	not	be	incorporated.	Existing	access	to	the	Project	
site	 would	 remain	 the	 same,	 and	 no	 new	 site	 access	 points	 or	 circulation	 improvements	 would	 be	
constructed.		

Reduced Project Alternative 
The	 Reduced	 Project	 Alternative	 would	 redevelop	 the	 Project	 site	 with	 a	 plan	 that	 is	 similar	 to	 the	
Proposed	 Project	 but	with	 a	 20	percent	 reduction	 in	 office	 space	and	 a	 reduced	parking	garage.	 The	
Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	include	one,	new	approximately	199,600	gsf	office	building,	consistent	
with	the	current	O-B	zoning	district,	and	a	new,	approximately	326,000	gsf	parking	structure	with	a	total	
of	1,194	parking	stalls	and	191	surface	parking	stalls.		

Consequent	to	the	reduced	office	space,	the	number	of	onsite	employees	would	be	reduced	to	1,597	net	
new	employees1.	In	total,	the	parking	structure	would	provide	1,194	parking	stalls	and	a	net	difference	of	
204	parking	spaces	due	to	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative.	The	parking	ratio	 for	Building	3	would	be	
approximately	2.6	percent.	The	blended,	overall	onsite	parking	ratio,	with	the	two	existing	buildings	plus	
Building	3,	would	be	approximately	3.0	percent	of	the	total	available	square	footage	onsite.	Including	the	
two	existing	buildings	at	162	and	164	Jefferson	Drive,	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	result	in	a	
total	of	approximately	459,520	gsf	of	office	space	at	the	Project	site.		

This	Draft	EIR	assumes	that	the	site	plan	for	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	be	similar	to	that	of	
the	 Proposed	 Project,	 with	 reduced	 building	 and	 parking	 structure	 footprints.	 The	 parking	 structure	
would	 be	 3-floors	 high,	 which	 is	 one	 floor	 less	 than	 for	 the	 Proposed	 Project.	 This	 would	 result	 in	
footprint-based	 impacts	 that	 would	 be	 the	 same	 as	 or	 less	 than	 those	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project.	 The	
maximum	building	height	would	be	the	same	or	lower	than	the	69	feet	proposed	under	the	Project.	Also,	
the	 Reduced	 Project	 Alternative	 would	 include	 similar	 site	 access	 and	 circulation	 elements	 as	 the	
Proposed	Project	and	would	also	include	the	same	approximately	0.2-mile-long	and	20-foot	wide,	public-
use	paseo	for	bicyclists	and	pedestrians.	However,	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	still	require	a	
Conditional	Development	Permit	Amendment,	Architectural	Control,	and	a	Below-Market-Rate	Housing	
Agreement	for	the	payment	of	in-lieu	fees	associated	with	the	City’s	Below-Market-Rate	Housing	Program	
in	order	to	define	and	ensure	consistency	with	the	development	standards	established	in	ConnectMenlo.	
As	with	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 the	 community	 amenity	 provided	would	 be	payment	 of	 the	 in-lieu	 fee;	
however,	 the	amount	of	 the	 in-lieu	 fee	 could	be	 impacted	by	 the	 revised	appraisal	 value	based	on	 the	
Reduced	Project	Alternative.	The	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	be	 required	 to	provide	 the	 same	

																																																													
1		 Based	on	a	factor	of	one	employee	per	125	sf.	
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amount	of	open	space	as	the	Proposed	Project	(approximately	173,500	sf	of	open	space	and	86,750	sf	of	
public	open	space),	which	would	result	in	a	total	of	235,866	sf	of	open	space	on	the	Campus	Property.	The	
configuration	of	the	open	space,	 including	the	area	where	Jefferson	Park	 is	proposed	for	the	Proposed	
Project,	 is	currently	unknown;	however,	overall,	 the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	be	required	to	
provide	the	same	amount	of	open	space	as	the	Proposed	Project.	This	Draft	EIR	assumes	that	the	Reduced	
Project	Alternative	would	also	achieve	a	LEED	Gold	certification	or	equivalent	 for	building	design	and	
construction.	 Like	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 the	 Reduced	 Project	 Alternative	 would	 implement	 a	
Transportation	Demand	Management	(TDM)	program	but	at	a	smaller	scale	due	to	a	reduced	number	of	
employees,	consistent	with	the	requirements	of	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Code	Section	16.43.100,	to	provide	
alternatives	to	single-occupancy	automobile	travel	to	and	from	the	site.	As	with	the	Proposed	Project,	the	
Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	be	accessible	from	the	same	points	as	the	Proposed	Project:	the	main	
access	point	 at	Commonwealth	Drive	 in	 the	 southwest	 corner	of	 the	Campus	Property	and	 secondary	
access	 at	 Jefferson	 Drive.	 Vehicular,	 bicycle,	 and	 pedestrian	 routes	 throughout	 the	 site,	 as	 well	 as	
emergency	vehicle	access	routes,	would	be	similar	under	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	as	under	the	
Proposed	Project.	It	is	assumed	that	the	reduced	office	building	and	parking	garage	footprints	would	allow	
for	increased	landscaping.		

Research and Development Use Alternative 
The	 R&D	 Use	 Alternative	 would	 construct	 the	 same	 size	 new	 building	 as	 the	 Proposed	 Project	
(approximately	249,500	gsf)	but	would	replace	the	use	with	R&D	use	instead	of	office.		

With	a	change	to	R&D	use,	the	parking	ratio	requirement	would	be	reduced.	Thus,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	
would	 construct	a	parking	garage	with	a	 reduced	 size	and	 footprint	of	 approximately	379,000	 sf	with	
1,290	parking	stalls.	The	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	result	in	424	net	new	parking	spaces.	The	blended,	
overall	campus	parking	ratio	(with	the	existing	two	buildings	plus	Building	3)	would	be	approximately	
2.8	percent	of	the	total	available	square	footage	onsite	under	the	R&D	Use	Alternative.	

The	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	also	result	in	a	reduction	in	the	number	of	onsite	employees	compared	to	
the	Proposed	Project	because	R&D	uses	generally	generate	fewer	employees	than	office	uses.	Thus,	the	
R&D	Use	Alternative	would	accommodate	approximately	598	net	new	employees2.	Since	the	new	building	
would	be	the	same	size	under	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	as	the	Proposed	Project,	the	same	approximately	
235,866	sf	of	open	space	would	be	provided	on	the	site.		

This	Draft	EIR	assumes	 that	 the	 site	plan	 for	 the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	be	 similar	 to	 that	of	 the	
Proposed	Project.	Because	the	building	footprints	would	be	the	same,	all	footprint-based	impacts	would	
be	the	same	as	those	of	the	Proposed	Project.	The	maximum	building	height	would	be	the	same	as	under	
the	Project	at	69	feet.	Accordingly,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	still	require	a	Conditional	Development	
Permit	 Amendment	 in	 order	 to	 increase	 the	 permitted	 building	 heights	 for	 bonus-level	 development.	
Furthermore,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	still	require	Architectural	Control,	and	a	Below-Market-Rate	
Housing	Agreement	for	the	payment	of	in-lieu	fees	associated	with	the	City’s	Below-Market-Rate	Housing	
Program	 in	 order	 to	 define	 and	 ensure	 consistency	 with	 the	 development	 standards	 established	 in	
ConnectMenlo.		

																																																													
2		 Per	the	Housing	Needs	Assessment	conducted	for	the	Proposed	Project	by	Keyser	Marston	Associates	

(Appendix	3.5),	there	is	1	employee	per	417	sf	of	Life	Sciences/R&D	space.	Therefore,	249,500	sf/417sf	=	598	
R&D	employees.	
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This	Draft	EIR	assumes	that	similar	landscaping	and	circulation	features	would	be	installed	with	the	R&D	
Use	Alternative	as	proposed	under	the	Project.	Approximately	235,866	sf	of	open	space	would	be	required,	
approximately	128,533	sf	of	which	would	be	accessible	to	the	public	in	the	form	of	landscaping	around	the	
perimeter	of	the	Project	site,	as	well	as	the	same	0.2-mile-long,	20-foot-wide	paseo	that	would	be	built	with	
the	Project.	As	with	the	proposed	Project,	the	community	amenity	provided	would	be	payment	of	the	in-
lieu	fee;	however,	the	amount	of	the	in-lieu	fee	could	be	impacted	by	the	revised	appraisal	value	based	on	
the	R&D	Use	Alternative.	The	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	be	required	to	provide	the	same	amount	of	open	
space	 as	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 (approximately	 173,500	 sf	 of	 open	 space	and	 86,750	 sf	 of	public	 open	
space),	 which	 would	 result	 in	 a	 total	 of	 235,866	 sf	 of	 open	 space	 on	 the	 Campus	 Property.	 The	
configuration	of	the	open	space,	 including	the	area	where	Jefferson	Park	 is	proposed	for	the	Proposed	
Project,	is	currently	unknown;	however,	overall,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	be	required	to	provide	
the	same	amount	of	open	space	as	the	Proposed	Project.	The	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	also	achieve	a	
LEED	Gold	certification	or	equivalent	for	building	design	and	construction.	Furthermore,	like	the	Proposed	
Project,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	implement	a	TDM	program	with	similar	measures	but	at	a	smaller	
scale	due	to	a	reduced	number	of	employees,	consistent	with	the	requirements	of	Menlo	Park	Municipal	
Code	Section	16.43.100,	to	provide	alternatives	to	single-occupancy	automobile	travel	to	and	from	the	site.	
As	with	the	Project,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	be	accessible	from	the	same	points	as	proposed	under	
the	Project:	the	main	access	point	at	Commonwealth	Drive	in	the	southwest	corner	of	the	Campus	Property;	
and	secondary	access	at	Jefferson	Drive.	Vehicular,	bicycle,	and	pedestrian	routes	throughout	the	site,	as	
well	as	emergency	vehicle	access	routes,	would	remain	the	same	under	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	as	under	
the	Proposed	Project.	It	is	assumed	that	the	reduced	parking	garage	footprint	would	allow	for	increased	
landscaping.	

The	R&D	Use	Alternative	is	consistent	with	the	Project	site’s	current	“Office”	land	use	designation	from	
the	City	General	Plan,	which	also	allows	R&D	facilities,	and	with	the	current	O-B	zoning	designation	which	
can	“accommodate	 light	 industrial	and	research	and	development	uses	that	do	not	pose	hazards	to	or	
disrupt	adjacent	businesses	or	neighborhoods	(Ord.	1024	§	3	(part),	2016)”.		

5.4 Attainment of Project Objectives 
An	evaluation	of	how	each	alternative	meets	or	does	not	meet	the	basic	Project	objectives	 is	provided	
below.	Pursuant	to	State	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15126.6(a),	this	analysis	compares	the	alternatives	to	
the	objectives	of	the	Project.	As	described	in	detail	above,	there	are	three	alternatives	for	the	Project:	the	
No	 Project	 Alternative,	 the	 Reduced	 Project	 Alternative,	 and	 the	 R&D	Use	 Alternative.	 The	 following	
analysis	 describes	 the	 extent	 to	 which	 these	 alternatives	meet	 or	 do	 not	meet	 the	 Project	 Sponsor’s	
objectives	as	described	in	Chapter	2,	Project	Description,	and	discussed	above	in	Section	5.2.	

No Project Alternative 
The	No	Project	Alternative	would	not	meet	any	of	the	objectives	to	rejuvenate	the	Campus	Property	with	
the	addition	of	a	new,	contemporary	office	building,	new	plazas	and	 landscaping,	and	reduced	surface	
parking	to	create	a	campus	feel.	The	No	Project	Alternative	would	not	meet	the	objectives	to	create	high-
quality	 office	 space	 that	 is	 energy	efficient	 and	 flexible,	 and	 that	 could	 provide	 new	employment	and	
revenue	to	the	City	while	providing	the	security	and	privacy	needed	for	development	of	new	technology.	
Instead,	 the	Project	 site	would	 remain	 in	 its	 current	 condition.	 The	No	 Project	 Alternative	would	not	
demolish	the	existing	surface	parking	lot	and	would	not	construct	the	proposed	office	building,	parking	
structure,	 publicly	 accessible	 open	 space	 and	 Jefferson	 Park,	 and	 stormwater	 and	 circulation	
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improvements.	Additionally,	 the	No	Project	Alternative	would	not	accommodate	new	jobs	or	generate	
City	revenue	from	more	office	space	and	would	not	provide	for	payment	of	the	in-lieu	fee	to	satisfy	the	
community	amenity	provisions.	As	such,	the	No	Project	Alternative	would	not	meet	any	of	the	objectives	
of	the	Proposed	Project.		

Reduced Project Alternative 
The	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	not	fully	achieve	some	of	the	objectives	due	to	the	reduction	in	
size	of	 this	alternative.	Due	to	the	reduction	in	size,	 the	objective	of	generating	new	revenue	for	the	City	
would	be	slightly	reduced.	Nonetheless,	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	meet	other	objectives	to	a	
somewhat	diminished	degree.	The	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	partially	achieve	the	objectives	to	
rejuvenate	the	Campus	Property	to	create	a	campus	feel	with	a	new,	contemporary	office	building	with	
flexible	 workspace	 and	 appropriate	 security	 and	 privacy;	 new	 plazas,	 landscaping,	 and	 stormwater	
capture;	 greater	 connectivity;	 publicly	 accessible	 open	 space;	 bicycle	 and	 pedestrian	 amenities;	 and	
reduced	surface	parking	because	the	building	program	would	be	similar	to	the	Proposed	Project	but	at	a	
reduced	 size.	 Similar	 to	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 the	 Reduced	 Project	 Alternative	 would	 achieve	 the	
objectives	 to	 minimize	 traffic	 and	 greenhouse	 gas	 (GHG)	 emissions	 with	 implementation	 of	 a	 TDM	
program,	and	to	provide	adequate	parking	for	employees	in	a	parking	structure.	

R&D Use Alternative 
The	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	not	fully	achieve	some	of	the	objectives	due	to	the	change	from	office	use	
to	R&D	Use.	The	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	not	include	office	uses	and	therefore,	not	meet	the	objective	
of	providing	high	quality	office	space.	Nonetheless,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	achieve	the	objectives	
to	 rejuvenate	 the	 Campus	 Property	 to	 create	 a	 campus	 feel	 with	 a	 new,	 contemporary	 building	 and	
appropriate	security	and	privacy;	new	plazas,	landscaping,	and	stormwater	capture;	greater	connectivity;	
publicly	accessible	open	space;	bicycle	and	pedestrian	amenities;	and	reduced	surface	parking.	Similar	to	
the	Proposed	Project,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	achieve	the	objectives	to	minimize	traffic	and	GHG	
emissions	with	implementation	of	a	TDM	program	and	to	provide	adequate	parking	for	employees	in	a	
parking	structure.	

5.5 Alternatives Considered but Rejected 
State	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15126.6(f)(2)	states	that	a	Draft	EIR	must	consider	offsite	alternatives	if	
such	 alternatives	 are	 deemed	 to	 be	 feasible	 by	 the	 lead	 agency.	 As	 stated	 in	 State	 CEQA	 Guidelines,	
Section	15126.6(f)(1),	factors	that	may	be	considered	when	a	lead	agency	is	assessing	the	feasibility	of	an	
alternative	include:		

site	suitability,	economic	viability,	availability	of	infrastructure,	general	plan	consistency,	other	plans	
or	 regulatory	 limitations,	 jurisdictional	 boundaries	 (projects	 with	 a	 regionally	 significant	 impact	
should	consider	the	regional	context),	and	whether	the	proponent	can	reasonably	acquire,	control,	or	
otherwise	have	access	to	the	alternative	site	(or	the	site	is	already	owned	by	the	proponent).	

During	the	Notice	of	Preparation	comment	period,	the	City	received	verbal	and	written	suggestions	for	
the	 identification	 and	 evaluation	 of	 alternatives	 to	 the	 Proposed	 Project.	 The	 following	 provides	 a	
description	of	various	potential	alternatives	that	were	 identified	and	considered,	and	the	reasons	why	
they	were	ultimately	not	selected	for	further	evaluation	in	this	EIR.		
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Alternative Locations 
Alternative	locations	for	the	Proposed	Project	were	deemed	infeasible	because	the	Project	Sponsor	owns	
the	Project	site.	An	alternate	location	for	the	office	uses	would	require	additional	land	acquisition,	which	
is	not	included	in	the	Project	Sponsor	plans	or	objectives.	In	addition,	the	Project	site	is	within	the	existing	
Commonwealth	 Corporate	 Center	 Campus	 and	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 be	 an	 expansion	 of	 that	
Campus	 Property.	 An	 offsite	 alternative	would	 not	 allow	 the	 Project	 Sponsor	 to	 develop	 in	 the	 same	
geographic	area	as	the	existing	Campus	Property,	to	expand	its	current	employee	base,	and	to	develop	a	
campus	feeling	with	high	connectivity	and	incorporating	the	existing	buildings	in	a	comprehensive	plan.	
The	objectives	cannot	be	attained	at	an	alternative	site.		

Although	 the	Proposed	 Project	 could	 potentially	 be	 constructed	 on	 other	 similar-sized	 parcels	within	
relative	proximity	 to	 the	Project	 site	(e.g.,	Redwood	City,	East	Palo	Alto,	 or	Mountain	View),	 there	are	
currently	 no	 alternative	 sites	 that	 have	 been	 identified	 in	 these	 areas	 that	 could	 accommodate	 the	
development	 intensity	 proposed,	 given	 the	 overall	 scarcity	 of	 land	 and	 existing	 land	 use	 and	 zoning.	
Furthermore,	 the	 potentially	 significant	 impacts	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 most	 likely	 occur	
regardless	of	location,	meaning	that	an	offsite	alternative	would	not	further	reduce	or	avoid	any	potential	
environmental	impacts.	In	fact,	the	Proposed	Project	is	infill	and	proposes	uses	that	are	compatible	with	
existing	uses,	which	would	not	necessarily	be	achieved	at	an	alternative	 location.	Also,	VMT	reduction	
goals,	connectivity,	the	rejuvenation	of	a	campus	feel	in	relation	to	existing	buildings	onsite,	and	bicycle	
and	pedestrian	amenities	would	 likely	not	be	as	achievable	at	alternative	 locations	because	other	 site	
locations	may	not	already	be	connected	to	an	existing	campus.	As	such,	an	alternative	location	would	be	
inconsistent	with	virtually	all	of	the	objectives.	

Therefore,	because	of	the	aforementioned	issues	relative	to	site	suitability,	economic	viability,	acquisition	
and	control,	and	 inconsistency	with	Project	objectives,	an	alternative	site	 for	the	Proposed	Project	has	
been	rejected	as	infeasible.	This	Draft	EIR	does	not	analyze	an	offsite	location	alternative.	

Alternative Development Scenarios 
Alternatives	that	would	consist	of	a	permanent	use	other	than	those	allowed	under	“office”	in	the	City’s	
General	 Plan	 or	 in	 the	 Office	 (O)	 zone	 were	 dismissed	 because	 they	 would	 not	 be	 consistent	 with	
applicable	City	zoning	and	General	Plan	land	use	designations	and	policies	at	the	Project	site.	In	addition,	
uses	that	would	not	be	consistent	with	the	rest	of	the	Campus	Property	were	dismissed.		

Alternative	 Development	 scenarios	may	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 reduce	 Project-related	 impacts	 such	 as	
those	pertaining	 to	noise,	 transportation,	 air	 quality,	 and	GHG	 emissions.	However,	 the	 Project	 site	 is	
designated	 as	 “office”	 in	 the	 General	 Plan	 and	 is	 zoned	 Office-Bonus	 (O-B)	 under	 the	 City’s	 zoning	
ordinance	as	part	of	ConnectMenlo.	Neither	designations	permit	other	types	of	development	besides	those	
associated	with	office	uses,	nor	would	any	alternative	development	be	consistent	with	existing	land	uses	
in	the	vicinity	of	the	Project	site.	Any	other	type	of	development	at	the	site	is	not	consistent	with	current	
ConnectMenlo	direction	and	policies	to	preserve	land	in	the	Commonwealth	Corporate	Center	Campus	
for	employment	uses.	Furthermore,	any	other	type	of	development	would	be	inconsistent	with	virtually	
all	of	the	objectives.	Therefore,	this	alternative	was	rejected	based	on	its	infeasibility	and	inability	to	meet	
the	objectives	of	the	Proposed	Project.		
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Maximum Bonus Alternative 
An	alternative	that	would	develop	the	Proposed	Project	at	the	maximum	bonus	level	of	development	
allowed	 in	 the	 O-B	 zoning	 district	 was	 considered	 and	 dismissed	 because	 it	 would	 likely	 involve	
considerably	more	environmental	impacts	than	the	Proposed	Project.	As	such,	the	approximately	13.3-
acre	site	would	be	developed	with	a	FAR	of	100	percent	(579,348	sf)	and	a	maximum	building	height	of	
110	 feet.	 In	 addition,	 the	Maximum	Bonus	 Alternative	would	 be	 required	 to	 provide	 a	minimum	of	
173,500	sf	of	open	space,	including	a	minimum	of	86,750	sf	of	public	open	space.	The	Maximum	Bonus	
Alternative	would	accommodate	a	larger	number	of	employees	at	the	Project	site,	and	result	in	a	greater	
FAR.	The	 increase	 in	building	 size,	which	would	 increase	 the	number	 of	 employees,	would	 result	 in	
greater	 operational	 impacts	 than	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 in	 the	 areas	 of	 population	 and	 housing,	
transportation,	 utilities	 and	 service	 systems,	 energy,	 noise,	 air	 quality,	 and	 GHG	 emissions.	 This	
alternative	has	been	rejected	because	the	impacts	resulting	from	such	an	increase	in	onsite	population	
and	building	size	would	outweigh	any	commensurate	benefits	of	 increased	density,	 including	overall	
less	open	space	per	capita.	

Reduced Parking Alternative 
Under	the	Reduced	Parking	alternative,	the	Project	site	would	be	redeveloped	at	the	same	level	as	the	
Proposed	Project,	with	the	only	difference	being	that	the	number	of	vehicle	parking	spaces	would	be	
reduced	by	115	spaces,	resulting	in	a	net	increase	of	450	vehicle	parking	spaces	on	site.		

The	intent	of	the	Reduced	Parking	alternative	is	to	achieve	the	maximum	VMT	reduction	allowed	per	
the	California	 Air	 Pollution	Control	Officers	 Association	 (CAPCOA).	 The	VMT	 reduction	 is	 estimated	
using	a	CAPCOA	equation	which	compares	the	proposed	parking	ratio	against	the	ITE	parking	demand	
rate.	The	CAPCOA	equation	is:	%	VMT	Reduction	=	[(Actual	Parking	Provision	–	ITE	Parking	Generation	
Rate)	/	ITE	Parking	Generation	Rate]	x	0.5.	The	ITE	parking	demand	rate	is	2.39	spaces	per	1,000	square	
feet	 of	 office	 space.	 The	 proposed	 supply	 of	 665	 net	 new	 vehicle	 parking	 spaces,	 exceeds	 the	 ITE	
estimated	demand	 for	this	use.	To	achieve	 the	maximum	12	percent	VMT	reduction	associated	with	
limiting	vehicle	parking	on-site,	the	number	of	office	parking	spaces	would	need	to	be	reduced	by	115	
spaces,	to	provide	a	total	of	450	net	new	vehicle	parking	spaces,	or	1.8	spaces	per	1,000	square	feet	of	
proposed	office	use.		

This	alternative	 is	dismissed	 from	further	 consideration	because	 it	would	not	reduce	any	significant	
impacts.	As	with	 the	Proposed	Projected,	 the	Reduced	Parking	Alternative	would	need	 to	achieve	 a	
minimum	24.6	percent	reduction	in	vehicle	miles	traveled	to	reduce	the	project	impacts	to	 less	than	
significant	 levels.	Even	with	the	maximum	VMT	reduction	achievable	through	reducing	available	on-
site	 parking	 (i.e.,	 12	 percent),	 the	 Reduced	 Parking	 alternative	 would	 need	 to	 reduce	 VMT	 by	 an	
additional	 12.6	 percent	 to	 reduce	 impacts	 to	 less-than-significant	 levels.	 Therefore,	 as	 with	 the	
proposed	project,	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TRA-1.1	would	be	required	to	reduce	the	VMT	
generated	by	the	Reduced	Parking	Alternative’s	office	use	to	a	less-than-significant	level	and	this	impact	
would	remain	less	than	significant	with	mitigation	(LTS/M).	Although	fewer	TDM	measures	would	be	
required	 under	 the	 Reduced	 Parking	 Alternative,	 the	 overall	 impact	 would	 remain	 the	 same.	 The	
Reduced	 Parking	 Alternative	 would	 not	 reduce	 the	 transportation	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	
Proposed	Project.	
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5.6 Impact Assessment 
This	section	evaluates	whether	the	alternatives	would	reduce	the	already	less-than-significant	impacts	of	
the	 Proposed	 Project	 and/or	 generate	 impacts	 other	 than	 those	 identified	 for	 the	 Proposed	 Project.	
Summarized	lists	of	recommended	mitigation	measures	for	each	alternative	are	provided	in	the	analysis	
below;	the	mitigation	measures	are	described	in	each	resource	section	within	Chapters 3,	4,	and	5	of	this	
EIR.	In	addition,	a	comparative	analysis	between	the	Proposed	Project	and	its	alternatives	is	provided	in	
Table	5-6,	at	the	end	of	this	section.		

No Project Alternative 
The	Proposed	Project	would	not	result	in	any	significant	and	unavoidable	impacts;	therefore,	none	of	the	
alternatives	would	avoid	or	substantially	lessen	a	significant	and	unavoidable	impact.		

Transportation 
The	No	Project	Alternative	would	retain	the	existing	conditions	at	the	Project	site.	The	only	vehicle	trips	to	
and	from	the	Project	site	would	be	associated	with	the	existing	162	and	164	Jefferson	Drive	(Buildings	1	and	
2).	Therefore,	the	No	Project	Alternative	would	result	in	no	additional	vehicle	trips	and	no	transportation-
related	impacts	beyond	those	that	were	identified	in	the	approvals	for	the	prior	projects.	(NI)	

Air Quality 
The	No	Project	Alternative	would	not	construct	new	uses	at	the	Project	site	and	no	new	uses	would	occupy	
the	surface	parking	 lot.	Therefore,	 the	amount	of	 criteria	pollutant	emissions	 currently	generated	at	 the	
Project	site	by	occupants	at	162	and	164	Jefferson	Drive	would	remain	the	same.	No	new	construction	or	
operational	 emissions	would	 be	emitted.	 Since	no	new	development	would	 be	 constructed	 or	 operated	
under	the	No	Project	Alternative,	no	growth	would	occur,	and	there	would	be	no	conflict	with	any	applicable	
air	quality	plan.	As	a	result,	no	impacts	to	air	quality	would	result	with	the	No	Project	Alternative.	(NI)	

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
The	No	Project	Alternative	would	not	involve	construction	activities	and	would	not	result	in	net	new	direct	
GHG	emissions	from	construction	equipment.	Additionally,	no	net	new	direct	GHG	emissions	from	area	and	
mobile	 sources	 or	 indirect	 emissions	 from	 electricity	 generation,	 solid	 waste	 generation,	 or	 water	
consumption	would	be	emitted,	because	there	would	be	no	new	land	uses	operating	at	the	Project	site.	Since	
this	alternative	would	not	construct	the	new	building,	and	no	new	uses	would	operate	on	the	surface	parking	
lot,	there	would	be	no	increase	in	GHG	emissions	above	existing	levels,	resulting	in	no	impact.	(NI)	

Noise 
Since	 no	 construction	 would	 occur	 under	 the	 No	 Project	 Alternative,	 no	 construction	 noise	 would	 be	
generated.	Operational	noise	at	the	Project	site	would	remain	the	same	because	vehicle	trips	to	the	Project	
site	 (including	 162	and	164	 Jefferson	Drive)	would	not	 increase.	 In	addition,	 the	No	Project	Alternative	
would	not	include	additional	heating,	ventilation,	and	air-conditioning	(HVAC)	systems,	or	generators,	all	of	
which	would	generate	noise	under	the	Proposed	Project.	Therefore,	the	No	Project	Alternative	would	avoid	
the	construction	and	operational	noise	and	vibration	impacts	that	would	occur	under	the	Proposed	Project,	
resulting	in	no	impacts.	(NI)	
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Population and Housing 
The	No	Project	Alternative	would	result	in	no	increase	in	housing	or	employment	levels	at	the	Project	site.	
Accordingly,	the	No	Project	Alternative	would	not	result	in	a	demand	for	new	housing	units	within	the	
City	or	nearby	local	jurisdictions.	The	No	Project	Alternative	would	avoid	any	population	growth,	resulting	
in	no	impact	to	population	and	housing.	(NI)	

Utilities and Service Systems 
The	No	Project	Alternative	would	not	change	the	existing	use	at	the	Project	site.	Utilities	and	services	at	
the	 Project	 site	would	 continue	 to	 serve	 the	existing	 buildings	 at	 162	 and	 164	 Jefferson	Drive.	 As	no	
additional	employees	would	be	added	to	the	Project	site,	the	No	Project	Alternative	would	not	demand	
any	additional	utilities	or	services	compared	to	existing	conditions.	Compared	to	the	Proposed	Project,	
the	No	Project	Alternative	would	avoid	the	Project’s	less-than-significant	impacts	on	water	supply,	water	
treatment,	 wastewater	 treatment,	 solid	 waste	 disposal,	 stormwater	 drainage	 facilities,	 and	 energy	
consumption.	(NI)	

Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources 
Under	the	No	Project	Alternative,	there	would	be	no	excavation,	grading,	or	demolition	activities	at	the	
Project	site.	The	Project	site	would	remain	in	its	current	condition.	Accordingly,	the	No	Project	Alternative	
would	 avoid	 any	 potential	 adverse	 impacts	 to	 archaeological	 resources,	 human	 remains,	 and	 tribal	
cultural	resources.	The	No	Project	Alternative	would	result	 in	no	 impact	 to	cultural	and	tribal	cultural	
resources.	(NI)	

Biological Resources 
Under	 the	 No	 Project	 Alternative,	 there	 would	 be	 no	 excavation,	 grading,	 demolition,	 or	 other	
construction-related	 disturbances	 at	 the	 Project	 site.	 The	 Project	 site	 would	 remain	 in	 its	 current	
condition.	Accordingly,	the	No	Project	Alternative	would	avoid	any	potential	adverse	impacts	to	biological	
resources.	The	No	Project	Alternative	would	result	in	no	impact	on	biological	resources.	(NI)	

Reduced Project Alternative 
The	potential	impacts	associated	with	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	are	described	below.	Under	the	
Reduced	Project	Alternative,	the	Project	site	would	be	developed	consistent	with	the	existing	zoning	
designation	with	office	uses,	at	a	20	percent	reduction	in	square	footage	compared	to	the	Proposed	
Project.	This	would	equate	to	an	approximately	199,600	gsf-office	building	and	approximately	1,597	net	
new	employees.	Maximum	building	height	would	be	69	feet.	The	site	plan	of	the	Reduced	Project	
Alternative	would	be	similar	to	the	Proposed	Project,	but	the	new	building	and	new	parking	structure	
would	be	at	a	reduced	scale.	Consistent	with	fewer	employees,	1,070	parking	spaces	would	be	provided	
in	the	parking	garage,	which	is	a	reduction,	compared	to	the	Proposed	Project.	Because	the	building	
footprint	would	be	similar	or	reduced,	all	footprint-based	impacts	would	be	the	same	or	less	than	the	
impacts	of	the	Proposed	Project,	as	explained	below.	Impacts	related	to	construction	and	operation	of	
open	space	would	the	same	since	the	Proposed	Project	and	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	be	
required	to	construct	the	same	amount	of	open	space.		
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Transportation 
Under	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative,	the	site	would	be	developed	with	the	same	office	uses	as	under	
the	Proposed	Project,	although	at	a	smaller	size.	A	smaller	office	building	would	result	 in	 fewer	onsite	
employees	and	fewer	vehicle	trips.	The	transportation	and	circulation	changes	under	the	Reduced	Project	
Alternative,	including	site	access	and	general	infrastructure	improvements,	would	be	similar	to	those	of	
the	Proposed	Project.	Therefore,	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	result	in	similar	or	lesser	impacts	
related	 to	 the	 various	 transportation	 topics	 including	 VMT;	 hazards	 due	 to	 a	 design	 feature	 or	
incompatible	use;	compliance	with	plans,	policies,	and	ordinances;	and	emergency	access. 
Trip	Generation.	Though	trip	generation	and	a	project’s	effect	on	automobile	delay	is	no	longer	the	basis	
upon	which	a	project’s	 impacts	on	transportation	are	evaluated	under	CEQA,	 travel	demand	under	the	
Reduced	Project	Alternative	was	estimated	for	the	daily	weekday	a.m.	and	p.m.	peak	periods.	The	vehicle	
trip	generation	estimates	for	the	proposed	office	uses	were	calculated	using	the	trip	generation	rates	from	
the	 Institute	 of	 Transportation	 Engineers	 Trip	 Generation	Manual	 (10th	 edition	 2018)3.	 As	 with	 the	
Proposed	Project,	the	land	use	category	for	General	Office	Building	(ITE	Code	710)	was	applied	for	the	
analysis	of	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative.	Consistent	with	Menlo	Park	Transportation	Impact	Analysis	
guidelines4,	 anticipated	 vehicle	 trip	 reductions	 were	 taken	 into	 account	 for	 the	 TDM	 program.	 The	
resulting	trip	generation	 is	provided	 in	Table	5-2,	along	with	a	comparison	between	new	vehicle	 trips	
generated	under	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	and	those	of	the	Proposed	Project.	As	shown	in	Table	5-2,	
the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	generate	702	fewer	vehicle	trips	on	a	daily	basis,	with	50 fewer	
vehicle	trips	during	the	weekday	a.m.	peak	hour	and	86	fewer	vehicle	trips	during	the	weekday	p.m.	peak	
hour.	Because	of	the	reduction	in	size	compared	to	the	Proposed	Project,	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	
would	result	in	a	16	percent,	15	percent,	and	19	percent	reduction	in	the	number	of	vehicle	trips	on	a	
daily,	weekday	a.m.	peak-hour,	and	weekday	p.m.	peak-hour	basis,	respectively.		

Table 5-2. Reduced Project Alternative Comparison to Proposed Project  

Land	Use	 Size	 
	 Daily	

Trips	 
Total	AM	Peak-
Hour	Trips	 

Total	PM	Peak-
Hour	Trips	 

Reduced	Project	Alternative		  199,600	sf	
1,597	net	new	
employees	

 	 4,495	 354 	 455	 

Reductions	 
 

 	 	  	  	 
20	Percent	TDM	Trip	Reduction	  	 (899)	 (71)	 (91)	 
Reduced	Project	Alternative	Total	  	  	 3,596	 283	 364	
Proposed	Project	Trips	with	TDM	
Plan	Reduction	 

249,500	sf	
1,996	net	new	
employees	 

 
4,298	 333	 450	 

Difference		
(Proposed	Project	minus	Reduced	Project	Alternative)	 

(702)	 (50)	 (86)	 
16%	 15%	 19%	 

Reduction	 Reduction	 Reduction	 
Source:	Institute	of	Transportation	Engineers,	Trip	Generation	Manual,	10th	edition. 	 
Note:	The	trip	generation	estimates	apply	the	fitted	curve	equation	for	the	peak	hour	of	adjacent	street	traffic	and	is	
based	on	the	assumption	that	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	generate	1,597	net	new	employees. 

																																																													
3		 Institute	of	Transportation	Engineers.	2018.	Trip	Generation	Manual,	10th	Edition.	
4		 City	of	Menlo	Park.	Ordinance	No.	1026.	Available:	www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/12605/1026--

-GP-MU-District?bidId=.	Accessed:	September	28,	2020.	
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Conflict	with	Applicable	Plans,	Ordinances,	or	Policies.	As	part	of	the	City’s	entitlement	process,	the	
Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	be	required	to	comply	with	existing	regulations,	including	City	General	
Plan	policies	and	zoning	regulations.	The	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	be	reviewed	in	accordance	
with	 the	 Transportation	 Program	 standards	and	 guidelines	 of	 the	 City	 Public	Works	Department;	 the	
department	would	provide	oversight	during	the	engineering	review,	ensuring	that	construction	would	be	
consistent	with	City	specifications.		

As	 with	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 this	 alternative	 would	 provide	 adequate	 bicycle	 and	 pedestrian	
infrastructure	 and	 would	 represent	 an	 overall	 improvement	 to	 bicycle	 and	 pedestrian	 access	 and	
circulation.	The	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	meet	zoning	ordinance	requirements	for	vehicle	and	
bicycle	parking	 and	 implement	 TDM	measures	 in	 an	effort	 to	 reduce	 the	 number	 of	 vehicle	 trips	 and	
encourage	travel	by	modes	other	than	automobile.	Therefore,	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative,	like	the	
Proposed	Project,	would	have	a	less	than	significant	impact	in	terms	of	compliance	with	applicable	plans,	
ordinances,	and	policies.	(LTS)	

Vehicle	Miles	Traveled.	The	VMT	impact	under	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	be	the	same	as	
under	 the	Proposed	Project.	Similar	 to	 the	Proposed	Project,	 the	average	daily	VMT	per	employee	 for	
office	land	uses	within	the	Project	site’s	TAZ	is	16.7,	which	is	higher	than	the	threshold	of	significance	of	
12.6.	A	24.6	percent	reduction	in	VMT	would	be	needed	to	get	below	the	VMT	threshold	of	significance.	

The	estimated	VMT	does	not	account	for	the	Proposed	Project’s	TDM	program.	Without	TDM	measures,	
the	Proposed	Project	may	result	in	a	substantial	level	of	additional	VMT,	and	impacts	would	be	potentially	
significant.	 A	 TDM	 program	 was	 prepared	 for	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 by	 Hexagon	 Transportation	
Consultants,	Inc.	(see	Appendix	3.1-2)	to	reduce	both	the	number	of	trips	and	VMT.	Implementation	of	the	
TDM	program	would	achieve	a	minimum	24.6	percent	reduction	in	VMT	per	employee.	Therefore,	because	
the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	implement	a	similar	TDM	Program	under	Mitigation	Measure	TRA-
1.1	and	would	have	fewer	employees,	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	have	a	reduced	impact	on	
VMT	compared	to	the	Project.	This	impact	would	be	similarly	less	than	significant	with	mitigation	under	
the	Reduced	Project	Alternative.	(LTS/M)		

Hazards	Due	to	a	Design	Feature	or	Incompatible	Use.	The	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	provide	
the	same	bicycle	and	pedestrian	infrastructure	as	the	Proposed	Project,	which	would	be	adequate	and	an	
overall	 improvement	 compared	to	existing	 infrastructure,	and	would	not	 create	potentially	hazardous	
conditions	 for	 people	walking,	 bicycling,	 or	 driving,	or	 for	 public	 transit	 operations.	 Additionally,	 the	
Reduced	Project	Alternative,	as	with	the	Proposed	Project,	would	require	approval	by	the	City’s	Public	
Works	Department	Transportation	Program	to	ensure	it	is	constructed	according	to	City	specifications,	
which	are	adopted	to	maintain	safe	circulation	conditions	for	all	modes	of	travel.	(LTS)	

Emergency	Access.	Emergency	access	to	the	Project	site	and	nearby	hospitals	with	the	Reduced	Project	
Alternative	 would	 be	 the	 same	 as	 under	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 which	 would	 be	 similar	 to	 existing	
conditions	and	would	not	result	in	inadequate	emergency	access.	The	general	increase	in	vehicle	traffic	
from	the	Project	site	would	not	be	expected	to	inhibit	emergency	access	to	the	Project	site	or	materially	
affect	 emergency	 vehicle	 response	 at	 the	 nearest	 fire	 station.	 Development	 of	 the	 Project	 site,	 and	
associated	increases	in	vehicles,	pedestrians,	and	bicycle	travel	would	not	substantially	affect	emergency	
vehicle	response	times	or	access	to	other	buildings	or	land	uses	in	the	area	or	to	hospitals.	The	Reduced	
Project	Alternative	would	be	designed	and	built	according	to	the	same	standards	and	reviews	and	with	
adherence	to	local	codes	as	the	Proposed	Project	to	ensure	that	emergency	access	would	not	be	impaired.	
(LTS)	
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Cumulative	Impacts.	Cumulative	transportation	impacts	with	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	be	
the	same	as	the	Proposed	Project:	less	than	significant	with	respect	to	conflicts	with	applicable	plans,	
hazards	due	to	design,	and	emergency	access	(LTS),	and	less	than	significant	with	mitigation	regarding	
VMT	and	 implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TRA-1.1	 to	mitigate	 its	 individual	 impact	 and	ensure	
consistency	with	ConnectMenlo.	(LTS/M)	

Air Quality 
Conflict	with	or	Obstruct	Implementation	of	Air	Quality	Plan.	Proposed	development	under	both	the	
Proposed	 Project	 and	 the	 Reduced	 Project	 Alternative	 would	 not	 conflict	 with	 the	 existing	 land	 use	
designation.	Similar	to	the	Proposed	Project,	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	support	the	goals	of	
the	Clean	Air	Plan.	It	would	not	conflict	with	or	disrupt	implementation	of	the	applicable	stationary-source	
control	measures,	transportation	control	measures,	energy	control	measures,	building	control	measures,	
and	waste	control	measures	included	in	the	Clean	Air	Plan.	However,	construction	of	the	alternative,	as	
with	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 would	 result	 in	 an	 exceedance	 of	 the	 Bay	 Area	 Air	 Quality	 Management	
District’s	(BAAQMD’s)	mass	emission	threshold	for	NOX.	To	reduce	NOX	emissions	during	construction,	
implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	AQ-1.1	would	be	required.	Therefore,	impacts	with	the	alternative	
would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation,	similar	to	the	Proposed	Project.	(LTS/M)	

Construction	 Criteria	Air	 Pollutant	 Emissions.	 Similar	 to	 the	Proposed	 Project,	 construction	 of	 the	
Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	generate	criteria	pollutants	and	precursors	from	off-road	equipment	
exhaust,	 construction	 workers’	 vehicles,	 heavy-duty	 trucks	 traveling	 to	 and	 from	 the	 Project	 site,	 the	
application	 of	 architectural	 coatings,	 and	 paving	 activities.	 Fugitive	 PM10	 and	 PM2.5	 dust	 would	 also	 be	
generated	during	soil	movement	and	ground	disturbances,	such	as	grading	and	excavation.	The	Reduced	
Project	Alternative	would	have	a	 reduced	building	 size,	potentially	 resulting	 in	a	 shorter	 construction	
period	that	could	require	less	construction	equipment	and	fewer	vehicles	compared	with	the	Proposed	
Project.	However,	the	daily	construction	activities	and	schedule	would	likely	be	the	same	as	the	Project;	
therefore,	daily	construction	emissions	generated	by	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	most	likely	
be	 similar	 to	 or	 slightly	 less	 than	 those	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project.	 Daily	 construction	 emissions	 from	
operation	 of	 onsite	equipment	 and	 on-road	 vehicles	under	 the	 Proposed	 Project	would	 be	 below	 the	
BAAQMD’s	significance	thresholds	for	reactive	organic	gas	(ROG),	carbon	monoxide	(CO),	and	particulate	
matter;	 but	 would	 result	 in	 emissions	 that	 would	 exceed	 BAAQMD’s	 recommended	 mass	 emissions	
threshold	for	NOX,	due	to	the	exhaust	emitted	by	off-road	equipment	used	onsite	and	offsite	truck	trips.	
Mitigation	Measure	AQ-1.1	would	be	required	to	reduce	NOX	emissions	during	construction.	Also,	standard	
BAAQMD-recommended	 best	 management	 practices	 (BMPs)	 and	 ConnectMenlo	 Final	 EIR	 Mitigation	
Measures	 AQ-2b1	 and	 AQ-2b2	 would	 be	 implemented	 to	 reduce	 PM10	 and	 PM2.5	 from	 fugitive	 dust	
emissions.	With	implementation	of	the	mitigation	measures,	this	impact	would	be	less	than	significant.	
(LTS/M)		

Operational	Criteria	Air	Pollutant	Emissions.	Operational	emissions	from	both	the	Proposed	Project	
and	 Reduced	 Project	 Alternative	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 create	 air	 quality	 impacts,	 primarily	 impacts	
associated	with	direct	emissions	from	mobile	sources.	Motor	vehicle	traffic	would	include	automobiles	
associated	with	daily	employee	trips	and	delivery	trucks.	The	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	result	
in	fewer	vehicle	trips	because	of	the	reduction	in	floor	area	and	the	number	of	employees.	The	Reduced	
Project	Alternative	would	generate	702	fewer	vehicle	trips	on	a	daily	basis	(see	Table	5-2),	compared	to	
the	Proposed	Project.	Table	5-3	shows	the	operational	air	quality	emissions	 from	the	Reduced	Project	
Alternative.		
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Table 5-3. Estimated Unmitigated Maximum Daily Operational Emissions, Reduced Project Alternative 

	 Maximum	Daily	Emissions	(lb./day)	
Emissions	Source		 ROG	 NOX	 PM10a	 PM2.5a	
Area	Sources	 5	 <	1	 <	1	 <	1	
Vehicle	Trips	(Mobile	Sources)	 8	 4	 16	 4	
Backup	Diesel	Generator	 <	1	 <	1	 <	1	 <	1	
Total	Operational	Emissions	 13	 5	 16	 4	
BAAQMD	Significance	Threshold	 54	 54	 82	 54	
Exceeds	Threshold?	 No	 No	 No	 No	
Source:	Modeling	files	provided	in	Appendix	3.2-3.	
Notes:		
lb./day	=	pounds	per	day;	ROG=	reactive	organic	gases;	NOX	=	oxides	of	nitrogen;	PM10	=	particulate	matter	no	more	
than	10	microns	in	diameter;	PM2.5	=	particulate	matter	no	more	than	2.5	microns	in	diameter	
a.	 BAAQMD	operational	thresholds	for	PM10	and	PM2.5	include	both	fugitive	dust	and	exhaust	emissions.	

	 

As	shown	in	Table	5-3,	operation	of	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	not	generate	levels	of	ROG,	NOX,	
or	 particulate	matter	 that	 would	 exceed	 BAAQMD-recommended	mass	 emissions	 thresholds.	 Therefore,	
similar	 to	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 operation	 of	 the	 Reduced	 Project	 Alternative	 would	 not	 result	 in	 a	
cumulatively	considerable	net	increase	in	any	criteria	air	pollutant	for	which	the	San	Francisco	Bay	Area	Air	
Basin	(SFBAAB)	is	designated	as	a	nonattainment	area	with	respect	to	the	federal	or	state	ambient	air	quality	
standards.	Mitigation	measures,	including	ConnectMenlo	Final	EIR	Mitigation	Measure	AQ-2a,	would	not	
be	required.	This	impact	would	be	less	than	significant.	(LTS) 

Exposure	 of	 Existing	 Sensitive	 Receptors	 to	 Substantial	 Pollutant	 Concentrations	 During	
Construction.	 Diesel-fueled	 engines,	 which	 generate	 diesel	 particulate	matter	 (DPM),	 would	 be	 used	
during	construction	of	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative,	similar	to	the	Proposed	Project.	Several	sensitive	
receptors	 are	 within	 1,000	 feet	 of	 the	 Project	 site,	 including	 a	 school	 and	 residences.	 The	 Proposed	
Project’s	construction	would	result	 in	a	significant	 increase	 in	the	cancer	risk	 for	residential	receptors	
near	the	Proposed	Project	(prior	to	mitigation)	and	a	less	than	significant	impact	related	to	non-cancer	
hazard	index	and	annual	PM2.5	concentrations.	The	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	result	in	a	reduction	
in	 building	 and	 parking	 garage	 square	 footages,	 compared	 with	 the	 Proposed	 Project;	 however,	 as	
discussed	 above,	 daily	 construction	 activity	 could	 be	 comparable	 to	 that	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project.	
Consequently,	 the	 Reduced	 Project	 Alternative’s	 PM2.5	 concentration,	 along	with	 the	 hazard	 index	and	
cancer	 risk,	 could	be	similar	 to	 that	of	 the	Proposed	Project	but	below	 the	applicable	 thresholds	with	
implementation	 of	 Mitigation	 Measure	 AQ-1.1,	 which	 would	 reduce	 DPM	 exposure.	 Similar	 to	 the	
Proposed	Project,	 the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	have	a	 less	than	significant	 impact	related	to	
non-cancer	hazard	index,	and	annual	PM2.5	concentrations.	In	addition,	with	implementation	of	Mitigation	
Measure	AQ-1.1,	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	not	exceed	BAAQMD	thresholds	for	cancer	risk.	
This	impact	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	(LTS/M)	

Other	Air	Emissions.	Potential	odor	sources	during	construction	include	diesel	exhaust	from	heavy-duty	
equipment	and	evaporative	emissions	generated	by	asphalt	paving	and	the	application	of	architectural	
coatings.	 Construction-related	 operations	 near	 existing	 receptors	 would	 be	 temporary	 in	 nature	 and	
would	 not	 be	 likely	 to	 result	 in	 nuisance	 odors	 that	 would	 violate	 BAAQMD	 Regulation	 7	 (Odorous	
Substances).	The	odor	impacts	during	operation	would	be	limited	and	infrequent.	Because	there	would	
be	no	change	in	land	use	under	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	compared	with	the	Proposed	Project,	the	
same	less-than-significant	impacts	would	occur.	(LTS)	
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Cumulative	Impacts.	For	the	reasons	described	above,	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	in	combination	
with	 other	 development	 in	 Menlo	 Park	 would	 not	 conflict	 with	 or	 obstruct	 implementation	 of	 the	
applicable	air	 quality	plan	and	would	 not	 result	 in	a	 cumulatively	 significant	 impact.	 In	addition,	 the	
Reduced	Project	Alternative	in	combination	with	other	development	in	Menlo	Park	would	be	consistent	
with	the	Clean	Air	Plan.	Similar	to	the	Proposed	Project,	with	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	AQ-
1.1,	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	not	exceed	BAAQMD’s	cumulative	thresholds	for	cancer	risks	
associated	with	construction	and	operation.	Consequently,	the	cumulative	impact	regarding	health	risks	
for	sensitive	receptors	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	(LTS/M)		

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
GHG	Emissions	during	Project	Construction.	Construction	of	 the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	
generate	 GHG	 emissions	 from	 heavy-duty	 off-road	 equipment,	 material	 transport,	 and	 workers’	
commutes.	 Although	 the	 construction	 period	 could	 be	 slightly	 shorter	 for	 this	 alternative	 due	 to	 less	
building	and	parking	structure	square	 footages,	 the	 intensity	of	 construction	activities	 at	a	given	time	
would	be	similar	to	the	Proposed	Project.	BAAQMD’s	CEQA	Guidelines	do	not	recommend	a	GHG	emission	
threshold	for	construction-related	emissions;	therefore,	construction	of	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	
would	 not	 exceed	 thresholds.	 However,	 the	 guidelines	 recommend	 implementation	 of	 BMPs	 to	 help	
control	 or	 reduce	 GHG	 emissions.	 Therefore,	 the	 impact	 from	 construction	 of	 the	 Reduced	 Project	
Alternative	 is	 considered	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR	 Mitigation	
Measure	AQ-2b1	and	Mitigation	Measure	GHG-1.1.	(LTS/M)	

GHG	 Emissions	 during	 Project	 Operation	 and	 Conflicts	 with	 Applicable	 GHG	 Emission	 Plans,	
Policies,	and	Regulations.	Operation	of	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	generate	fewer	direct	and	
indirect	GHG	emissions	than	the	Proposed	Project	due	to	a	corresponding	decrease	in	employees	due	to	
less	office	space.	This	alternative	would	result	 in	 fewer	vehicle	trips,	less	electricity	consumption,	and	
lower	levels	of	waste	and	wastewater	generation.	Although	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	still	
increase	direct	and	indirect	GHG	emissions	compared	with	existing	conditions,	there	would	be	a	reduction	
in	the	number	of	employees,	which	would	have	an	appreciable	effect	on	mobile	GHG	emissions.	

Like	the	Proposed	Project,	operations	associated	with	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	be	aligned	
with	the	statewide	GHG	target	for	2030	mandated	by	SB	32,	the	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Code,	Plan	Bay	Area	
2040	and	2050,	2017	Scoping	Plan,	and	the	requirements	of	SB	743	regarding	VMT	efficiency.	Like	the	
Proposed	Project,	 the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	be	a	nonresidential	project,	would	develop	a	
new	office	building	and	parking	structure	near	existing	residential	and	commercial	uses	thereby	reducing	
the	 demand	 for	 travel	 by	 single-occupancy	 vehicles,	 would	 be	 served	 by	 public	 transit,	 and	 would	
implement	a	TDM	program	with	measures	that	would	reduce	vehicle	traffic	in	and	around	the	Project	site.	
Also,	 the	 Reduced	 Project	 Alternative,	 like	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 would	 be	 required	 to	 implement	
Mitigation	Measure	TRA-1.1	(Section	3.1,	Transportation)	to	ensure	that	operations	would	comply	with	
the	 City’s	 VMT	 threshold.	 Implementation	 of	 these	 mitigation	 measures	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	
significant	impacts	regarding	compliance	with	all	applicable	plans,	policies,	and	regulations	adopted	for	
the	purpose	of	reducing	GHG	emissions.	(LTS/M)	

Cumulative	Impacts.	Climate	change	is	a	global	problem,	and	GHG	impacts	are	inherently	cumulative.	
This	is	because	GHGs	contribute	to	the	global	phenomenon	that	is	climate	change,	regardless	of	where	
GHGs	are	emitted.	Climate	change	is	the	result	of	the	individual	contributions	of	countless	past,	present,	
and	future	sources.	Therefore,	GHG	impacts	are	inherently	cumulative,	and	the	analysis	above	is	inclusive	
of	cumulative	impacts.		
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Noise 
Exposure	to	Excessive	Noise	Levels.	The	Reduced	Project	Alternative,	as	discussed	below,	would	expose	
persons	to	or	generate	noise	levels	in	excess	of	standards	established	in	the	General	Plan,	noise	ordinance,	
or	applicable	standards,	similar	to	the	Proposed	Project.		

Construction	Noise.	As	with	the	Proposed	Project,	construction	of	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	
require	the	use	of	heavy	equipment	that	would	temporarily	increase	noise	levels	at	properties	near	the	
work	 sites.	 Although	 the	Reduced	Project	 Alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 smaller	 building,	which	 could	
result	in	a	potentially	shorter	construction	period,	noise	levels	at	a	given	time	during	construction	would	
be	similar	to	the	levels	expected	under	the	Proposed	Project.	Construction	work	hours	for	the	Reduced	
Project	Alternative	would	likely	be	comparable	to	those	of	the	Proposed	Project,	extending	from	7:00	a.m.	
to	6:00	p.m.	Monday	through	Friday.	Construction	activities	taking	place	between	7:00	a.m.	and	8:00	a.m.	
and	any	 time	on	Saturdays	would	be	 required	to	 limit	noise	 to	60	A-weighted	decibels	at	 the	nearest	
residential	property	line.		

As	discussed	for	the	Proposed	Project,	construction	noise	is	expected	to	exceed	the	allowable	daytime	60	
dBA	Leq	 limit	(7:00	a.m.	 to	8:00	a.m.	on	weekdays	or	any	time	on	Saturday)	at	nearby	noise-sensitive	
receptors	and	a	10	dB	increase	over	the	ambient	noise	level	at	nearby	sensitive	receptors.	This	impact	
would	be	potentially	significant.	With	implementation	of	ConnectMenlo	Mitigation	Measure	NOISE-1c,	
which	 requires	 construction	noise	 reduction	actions	and	Project	Mitigation	Measure	NOI-1.1,	which	
requires	 implementation	 of	 a	 noise	 control	 plan	 to	 reduce	 construction	 noise,	 construction	 of	 the	
Reduced	 Project	 Alternative	 would	 not	 be	 expected	 to	 violate	 relevant	 requirements	 related	 to	
construction	 noise	 in	 Menlo	 Park.	 As	 with	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 impacts	 for	 the	 Reduced	 Project	
Alternative	would	be	less	than	significant	after	mitigation.	(LTS/M)	

Traffic	Noise	 Impacts.	 The	Reduced	Project	 Alternative	would	 have	 the	potential	 to	 increase	noise	 on	
roadway	segments	in	the	vicinity	of	the	Project	site,	although	to	a	lesser	extent	than	the	Proposed	Project	
because	of	the	reduction	in	the	number	of	vehicle	trips.	The	largest	Project-related	traffic	noise	increase	
was	estimated	to	be	2.1	decibel	in	the	Project	analysis.	Because	traffic	noise	increases	under	the	Reduced	
Project	Alternative	would	be	 lower	than	those	under	the	Proposed	Project,	and	because	the	Proposed	
Project	would	have	less-than-significant	traffic	noise	impacts,	this	alternative	would	also	result	in	less-
than-significant	noise	impacts	on	offsite	sensitive	receptors.	(LTS)	

Heating,	Ventilation,	and	Air-Conditioning	Systems.	As	with	the	Project,	the	new	building	associated	with	
the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	require	similar	HVAC	systems.	The	noise	levels	from	the	new	HVAC	
equipment	would	have	the	potential	to	exceed	the	City’s	allowable	noise	level	of	50	dBA	Leq	at	50	feet	from	
sensitive	receptors.	It	is	possible	that	noise	from	multiple	units	could	combine,	therefore,	noise	impacts	
from	HVAC	equipment	with	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	be	potentially	significant.	However,	
Mitigation	Measure	NOISE-1b	 from	 the	 ConnectMenlo	EIR	 and	Mitigation	Measure	NOI-2.1	 regarding	 the	
creation	of	a	mechanical	equipment	noise	 reduction	plan	would	ensure	that	stationary	noise	sources	and	
specifically	mechanical	equipment	noise	from	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	not	exceed	acceptable	
standards.	The	noise	impact	from	operation	of	HVAC	would	be	less	than	significant	after	mitigation	for	the	
Reduced	Project	Alternative.	(LTS/M)	

Emergency	 Generator.	 The	 Reduced	 Project	 Alternative,	 as	 with	 the	 Project,	 would	 include	 one	
approximately	400-kilowatt	(kW)	emergency	generator,	which	would	operate	only	during	emergencies	
and	for	 intermittent	testing,	and	which	would	create	temporary	and	periodic	noise	during	testing.	The	
estimated	noise	levels	at	nearby	sensitive	uses	(e.g.,	schools	and	nearby	residences)	indicate	that	noise	
from	generator	testing	could	exceed	the	City’s	allowable	noise	level	of	60	dBA	Leq	during	daytime	hours	
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and	 50	 dBA	 Leq	 during	 nighttime	 hours.	 Noise	 impacts	 from	 emergency	 generator	 testing	 would	 be	
potentially	significant.	However,	Mitigation	Measure	NOISE-1b	from	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	and	Mitigation	
Measure	NOI-2.1	regarding	the	creation	of	a	mechanical	equipment	noise	reduction	plan	would	apply	to	the	
Reduced	 Project	 Alternative	and	would	 ensure	 that	 stationary	 noise	 sources	 and	 specifically	mechanical	
equipment	noise	would	not	exceed	acceptable	standards.	The	noise	impact	from	operation	of	an	emergency	
generator	would	be	less	than	significant	after	mitigation	for	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative.	(LTS/M)	

Jefferson	Park	Activity.	The	Proposed	Project	is	expected	to	have	a	less	than	significant	impact	related	to	
noise	generated	from	Jefferson	Park.	The	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	be	required	to	provide	the	
same	amount	of	open	space	and	public	open	space	as	the	Proposed	Project	and	would,	therefore,	result	in	
a	less	than	significant	impact	related	to	noise	generated	from	the	open	space	and	public	open	space.		

Loading	Dock.	As	with	the	Proposed	Project,	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	include	one	loading	
dock.	The	loading	dock	would	be	constructed	more	than	700	feet	away	from	the	nearest	residential	uses	
and	more	than	800	feet	 from	the	TIDE	Academy.	 In	addition,	 there	would	be	a	number	of	 intervening	
structures,	 including	Building	 3,	 between	 the	 loading	 dock	 and	 the	nearest	 noise-sensitive	 uses.	 Also,	
because	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	involve	fewer	employees	and,	therefore,	correspondingly	
fewer	 deliveries	 than	 the	 15	 to	 25	 (maximum)	 daily	 with	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 it	 would	 involve	 a	
correspondingly	lower	level	of	noise	increase.	Trucks	are	exempted	from	the	City’s	short-term	noise	level	
limit	of	60	dBA	at	residential	land	uses,	provided	the	trucks	do	not	idle	for	more	than	10	minutes.	State	
law	currently	prohibits	heavy-duty	diesel	delivery	trucks	from	idling	more	than	5	minutes.	Additionally,	
given	the	short	duration	and	relative	infrequency	of	truck	trips	to	the	Project	site,	truck	deliveries	would	
not	be	a	 source	of	 excessive	ambient	noise.	As	with	the	Proposed	Project,	under	 the	Reduced	Project	
Alternative,	impacts	related	to	truck	deliveries	would	be	less	than	significant.	(LTS)	

Parking	Structure	Activity.	The	Reduced	Project	Alternative,	like	the	Proposed	Project,	would	 include	a	
new	parking	structure	but	would	be	reduced	in	size	due	to	fewer	employees	than	the	Proposed	Project.	
Accordingly,	it	would	involve	a	correspondingly	fewer	number	of	instances	that	noise	can	be	generated	in	
connection	with	parking	activity	such	as	moving	vehicles,	doors	closing,	cars	starting,	tires	squealing,	car	
alarms	sounding,	and	other	automotive	noise	which	can	increase	the	level	of	noise.	Because	of	the	distance	
between	the	parking	structure	and	nearby	sensitive	land	uses,	as	well	as	building	shielding	between	the	
existing	school	and	the	proposed	parking	structure	and	the	location	of	US	101	between	the	nearest	homes	
and	the	proposed	parking	structure,	temporary	and	periodic	noise	from	the	parking	structure	would	be	
considered	 a	 nuisance	 noise	 effect	 that,	 as	 with	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 would	 result	 in	 a	 less-than-
significant	impact.	(LTS)	

Cumulative	 Impacts.	 The	 Reduced	 Project	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	 the	 same	 or	 slightly	 fewer	
cumulative	noise	impacts	as	the	Proposed	Project.	As	with	the	Proposed	Project,	cumulative	exposure	to	
excessive	noise	during	construction	of	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	be	less	than	cumulatively	
considerable	with	implementation	of	ConnectMenlo	Mitigation	Measure	NOISE-1c,	which	would	apply	to	all	
cumulative	projects,	 and	Mitigation	Measure	NOI-1.1,	which	would	 apply	 to	 this	 alternative.	Likewise,	
implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	NOISE-1b	from	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR,	which	would	apply	to	all	
cumulative	projects,	and	Mitigation	Measure	NOI-2.1,	which	would	apply	 to	 this	 alternative,	would	be	
expected	to	reduce	the	cumulative	impact	on	operational	noise	to	less-than-significant	levels	and	ensure	
that	 the	alternative’s	 contribution	 to	a	 significant	 cumulative	 construction	noise	 impact	would	not	be	
cumulatively	considerable.	(LTS/M)	
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Population and Housing 
As	with	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 the	 Reduced	 Project	 Alternative	would	 not	 result	 in	 direct	 impacts	 on	
population	growth	or	the	displacement	of	housing	or	people.		

Indirect	 Population	 Growth.	 Like	 the	 Project,	 the	 Reduced	 Project	 Alternative	 would	 not	 include	
development	of	new	housing	units.	However,	there	would	be	a	population	increase	associated	with	new	
employment	during	operation	of	this	alternative.	Approximately	1,597	net	new	employees	would	occupy	
the	Project	 site	 as	a	 result	of	 the	Reduced	Project	Alternative,	 compared	 to	approximately	1,996	new	
employees	under	the	Proposed	Project.		

The	 increase	 in	 onsite	 employment	would	 result	 in	 a	 demand	 for	 new	 housing	 units	 and	 an	 indirect	
increase	in	the	residential	population,	but	it	would	be	less	than	the	demand	under	the	Proposed	Project	
because	there	would	be	fewer	employees.	Based	on	the	criteria	used	in	the	HNA	prepared	for	the	Proposed	
Project,	assuming	that	up	to	7.4	percent	of	employees	would	live	in	the	city,	and	given	an	average	of	1.91	
workers	 per	 household,	 the	 Reduced	 Project	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	 approximately	 62	 new	
households5	within	Menlo	Park.	With	a	persons	per	household	(pph)	ratio	of	2.64,6	this	alternative	could	
result	 in	the	 increase	of	approximately	164	new	residents	 in	the	city	compared	to	the	164	to	204	new	
residents	expected	 under	 the	 Proposed	Project.	 Therefore,	 this	 alternative	would	 have	 the	 same	 or	 a	
smaller	population	increase	than	would	be	expected	for	the	Proposed	Project,	resulting	in	a	similar	less-
than-significant	impact.	The	percentage	of	regional	housing	demand	resulting	from	the	Reduced	Project	
Alternative,	as	with	the	Proposed	Project,	would	be	relatively	small	in	comparison	with	projected	housing	
growth	planned	in	the	region.	Accordingly,	the	impact	of	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	be	less	
than	significant.	(LTS)	

Cumulative	 Impacts.	This	alternative,	 in	 combination	with	other	projected	growth	 in	 the	City,	would	
increase	population,	employment,	and	housing	 in	the	City.	However,	as	with	the	Proposed	Project,	 the	
contribution	of	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	to	any	increase	in	population,	employment,	or	housing	
demand	is	not	cumulatively	considerable.	(LTS)	

Utilities and Service Systems 
Impacts	on	Water	and	Wastewater	Treatment	Facilities.	As	described	below,	there	is	sufficient	water	
supply	for	implementation	of	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative,	which	would	not	require	expansion	of	the	
existing	water	 treatment	 facilities	 serving	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Water	(MPMW).	Further,	MPMW	has	
sufficient	 capacity	 to	accommodate	the	water	demands	of	 the	Proposed	Project.	Because	 the	Reduced	
Project	Alternative	would	 include	 fewer	employees,	 this	 alternative	would	also	not	 require	MPMW	to	
acquire	additional	water	supplies	with	the	associated	requirement	for	water	treatment.	The	San	Francisco	
Public	Utilities	Commission	 (SFPUC)	has	sufficient	 capacity	 in	 its	existing	water	 treatment	 facilities	 to	
deliver	 treated	water	 to	 its	 customers.	 Therefore,	 implementation	 of	 the	Reduced	 Project	 Alternative	
would	not	require	expansion	of	existing	water	treatment	facilities	or	the	construction	of	new	facilities,	
similar	 to	 the	 Proposed	 Project.	 This	 alternative	would	 have	 a	 less-than-significant	 impact	 related	 to	
water	treatment	facilities.	(LTS)		

																																																													
5		 Assuming	an	average	of	1.91	employees	per	household	(Keyser	Marston	Associates	2021)	in	Menlo	Park	and	up	

to	7.4	percent	of	employees	live	and	work	in	Menlo	Park;	1,597	new	employees	x	7.4	percent	=	118	employees	
who	would	also	live	in	Menlo	Park.	118	employees	/	1.91	employees	per	household	=	62	households.	

6		 62	households	x	2.64	persons	per	household	=	164.	
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Water	Supply.	 Implementation	of	 the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	result	 in	approximately	399	
fewer	net	new	employees	than	the	Proposed	Project.	As	such,	primarily	due	to	the	reduction	of	the	number	
of	employees,	the	water	demand	with	implementation	of	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	be	less	
than	the	approximately	13.7	million	gallons	per	year7	of	water	demand	at	full	buildout	of	the	Proposed	
Project.	 Under	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 Menlo	 Park	Municipal	Water	 (MPMW)	would	 have	 an	 adequate	
supply	to	meet	its	projected	demands	in	normal	years	through	2040.	During	single	and	multiple	dry	years,	
water	demand	is	similarly	expected	to	be	in	line	with	MPMW,	so	long	as	mandatory	prohibitions	continue	
as	part	of	a	water	demand	management	program	and	implementation	of	the	Water	Supply	Contingency	
Plan	(WSCP).	Should	the	Bay-Delta	Plan	amendment	be	implemented,	starting	in	2023,	MPMW	expects	to	
meet	 demand	 during	normal	water	 years;	 however,	 significant	 shortfalls	 during	 dry	 and	multiple	 dry	
years	may	occur,	requiring	stricter	reductions	through	the	WSCP.	The	Reduced	Project	Alternative,	like	
the	Proposed	Project,	would	be	dual-plumbed	for	recycled	water	use,	should	recycled	water	use	become	
feasible	 in	 the	 future.	 Because	 the	 Reduced	 Project	 Alternative	 would	 demand	 less	 water	 than	 the	
Proposed	Project,	 implementation	of	 this	alternative	also	would	have	a	 less-than-significant	 impact	on	
existing	water	supplies	in	MPMW’s	service	area,	and	expansion	of	existing	facilities	or	entitlements	would	
not	be	necessary.	(LTS)	

Wastewater	Generation.	Although	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	include	fewer	employees	at	
the	 Project	 site	 compared	 to	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 wastewater	 generation	 would	 still	 increase	 over	
existing	conditions	but	at	a	lesser	rate	than	the	Proposed	Project.	Wastewater	discharge	from	the	Project	
site	would	constitute	a	small	percentage	of	the	total	daily	wastewater	capacity	of	the	Silicon	Valley	Clean	
Water	 (SVCW)	wastewater	 treatment	 plant	 (WWTP),	 and	would	 represent	 a	 small	 percentage	 of	 the	
average	 yearly	 collection	 rate	 at	 the	West	 Bay	Sanitary	District	 (WBSD).	 Therefore,	WBSD’s	available	
capacity	entitlements	 from	SVCW	would	be	 sufficient	 to	accommodate	 the	projected	wastewater	 flow	
from	implementation	of	the	Proposed	Project.	Because	the	SVCW	Regional	Treatment	Plant	would	have	
adequate	capacity	to	process	the	wastewater	generated	from	the	Proposed	Project,	implementation	of	the	
Proposed	Project	would	not	exceed	 the	wastewater	 treatment	 requirements	of	 the	San	Francisco	Bay	
RWQCB.	Because	 the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	generate	 less	wastewater	 than	 the	Proposed	
Project,	 the	 Reduced	 Project	 Alternative	 would	 not	 require	 the	 expansion	 or	 construction	 of	 new	
wastewater	facilities	and	as	with	the	Proposed	Project,	would	result	in	less-than-significant	impacts.	(LTS)	

Cumulative	 Impacts.	 As	 discussed	 in	 Section	 3.6,	Utilities	 and	 Service	 Systems,	 the	 City’s	 water	 and	
wastewater	have	 sufficient	 capacity	 to	 serve	 the	 cumulative	development	of	 the	City.	The	City	and	 its	
service	providers	would	have	adequate	supplies	to	meet	customer	demand,	including	the	demand	of	the	
Proposed	 Project	 combined	 with	 existing	 and	 planned	 future	 uses.	 Because	 the	 Reduced	 Project	
Alternative	would	use	less	water	and	energy	and	generate	less	wastewater,	stormwater,	and	solid	waste	
than	the	Proposed	Project,	impacts	would	not	be	cumulatively	considerable.	(LTS)	

Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources 
The	 Reduced	 Project	 Alternative	 would	 require	 similar	 demolition,	 grading,	 and	 ground	 disturbing	
activities	as	the	Project.	Therefore,	 the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	have	 the	 same	potential	 to	
affect	or	disturb	archaeological	and	tribal	cultural	resources.	The	same	mitigation	measures	would	be	
required	 as	 those	 for	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 to	 reduce	 potential	 impacts	 on	 archaeological	 resources	
(Impact	CR-1),	human	remains	(Impact	CR-2),	and	tribal	cultural	resources	(Impact	CR-3)	to	 less	than	
significant:	Project	Mitigation	Measures	CR-1.1	and	CR-1.2,	and	ConnectMenlo	Mitigation	Measures	CULT-
2a	and	CULT-4.	(LTS/M)	

																																																													
7		 Indoor	water	demand	is	estimated	to	be	12.8	mgy.	Irrigation	demand	is	estimated	to	be	0.89	mgy.	
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Cumulative	 Impacts.	 Construction	 activities	 on	 the	 Project	 site,	 along	 with	 other	 past,	 present	 and	
probable	future	development,	could	result	in	impacts	on	archaeological	and	tribal	resources	and	human	
remains.	However,	under	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative,	as	with	the	Proposed	Project,	implementation	
of	Project	Mitigation	Measures	CR-1.1	and	CR-1.2,	and	ConnectMenlo	Mitigation	Measures	CULT-2a	and	
CULT-4	would	reduce	the	alternative’s	contribution	to	significant	cumulative	impacts	on	archaeological	
resources,	 human	 remains,	 and	 tribal	 cultural	 resources	 to	 less	 than	 cumulatively	 considerable	 after	
mitigation.	(LTS/M)	

Biological Resources 
The	 Reduced	 Project	 Alternative	 would	 have	 similar	 or	 slightly	 lesser	 construction	 impacts	 as	 the	
Proposed	 Project	 since	 the	 construction	 timeframe	 may	 be	 somewhat	 reduced.	 However,	 the	 same	
demolition,	grading,	and	ground	disturbing	activities	would	be	necessary.	It	is	currently	unknown	how	
many	trees	would	be	removed	for	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative;	however,	due	to	the	reduced	size	of	
the	alternative,	the	number	of	removed	trees	could	be	less	than,	but	similar	to	the	Proposed	Project	(327	
non-heritage	trees).	As	such,	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	similarly	be	required	to	implement	
Mitigation	Measures	BR-1,	BR-2,	BR-3,	and	BR-4	to	reduce	potential	 impacts	on	special-status	species,	
including	tree	nesting	raptors	(Impact	BIO-1)	and	to	ensure	it	would	not	affect	wildlife	movement	and	
native	wildlife	nursery	sites	(Impact	BIO-2).	Likewise,	operational	impacts	on	biological	resources	would	
be	the	same	or	similar	to	the	Proposed	Project.	(LTS/M)	

Cumulative	Impacts.	The	Reduced	Project	Alternative,	as	with	the	Proposed	Project,	would	be	required	
to	implement	ConnectMenlo	EIR	Mitigation	Measure	BIO-1.1	to	reduce	cumulative	impacts	on	biological	
resources	to	less	than	significant.	(LTS/M)	

R&D Use Alternative 
The	potential	impacts	associated	with	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	are	described	below.	Under	the	R&D	Use	
Alternative,	the	Project	site	would	be	developed	with	the	same	new	building	(509,420	gsf)	and	site	plan	
as	the	Proposed	Project	but	with	a	change	to	R&D	use	 instead	of	office	use.	This	 is	consistent	with	the	
existing	 zoning	 designation.	 Because	 R&D	 uses	 generally	 generate	 fewer	 employees,	 total	 onsite	
employees	and	parking	provisions	would	be	reduced	to	1,290	spaces.	Because	the	new	building	footprint	
would	be	similar,	all	footprint-based	impacts	would	be	the	same	as	the	impacts	of	the	Proposed	Project,	
as	 explained	below.	Because	the	parking	garage	would	be	 reduced,	 the	 footprint-based	 impacts	of	 the	
parking	structure	would	be	the	same	as	or	reduced	compared	to	the	Proposed	Project.	Impacts	related	to	
construction	and	operation	of	open	space	would	the	same	since	the	Proposed	Project	and	the	Reduced	
Project	Alternative	would	be	required	to	construct	the	same	amount	of	open	space.	

Transportation 
Under	the	R&D	Use	Alternative,	the	Project	site	would	be	developed	with	R&D	uses	instead	of	office	uses.	
This	 change	would	 result	 in	 fewer	 onsite	 employees	 and	 fewer	 vehicle	 trips.	 The	 transportation	 and	
circulation	 changes	 under	 the	 R&D	 Use	 Alternative,	 including	 site	 access	 and	 general	 infrastructure	
improvements,	would	be	similar	 to	those	of	 the	Proposed	Project.	Therefore,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	
would	result	in	similar	or	reduced	impacts	related	to	the	various	transportation	topics	including	VMT;	
hazards	due	to	a	design	feature	or	incompatible	use;	compliance	with	plans,	policies,	and	ordinances;	and	
emergency	access.		
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Trip	Generation.	Though	trip	generation	and	a	project’s	effect	on	automobile	delay	is	no	longer	the	basis	
upon	which	a	project’s	 impacts	on	transportation	are	evaluated	under	CEQA,	 travel	demand	under	the	
R&D	Use	Alternative	was	estimated	for	the	daily	weekday	a.m.	and	p.m.	peak	periods.	The	vehicle	trip	
generation	estimates	for	the	proposed	R&D	uses	were	calculated	using	the	trip	generation	rates	from	the	
Institute	of	Transportation	Engineers	Trip	Generation	Manual	(10th	edition	2018)8.	The	land	use	category	
for	Research	and	Development	Center	(ITE	Code	760)	was	applied	for	the	R&D	Use	Alternative.	Consistent	
with	Menlo	Park	Transportation	 Impact	Analysis	guidelines9,	 anticipated	vehicle	trip	 reductions	were	
taken	into	account	for	the	TDM	program.	The	resulting	trip	generation	is	provided	in	Table	5-4,	along	with	
a	 comparison	 between	 new	 vehicle	 trips	 generated	 under	 the	 R&D	Use	 Alternative	 and	 those	 of	 the	
Proposed	Project.	As	shown	in	Table	5-4,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	generate	2,681	fewer	vehicle	
trips	on	a	daily	basis,	with	102 fewer	vehicle	 trips	during	 the	weekday	a.m.	peak	hour	and	220	 fewer	
vehicle	trips	during	the	weekday	p.m.	peak	hour.	Because	of	the	reduction	of	employees	compared	to	the	
Proposed	 Project,	 the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	 result	 in	 a	 62	percent,	 31	 percent,	 and	 49	 percent	
reduction	in	the	number	of	vehicle	trips	on	a	daily,	weekday	a.m.	peak-hour,	and	weekday	p.m.	peak-hour	
basis,	respectively.		

Table 5-4. R&D Use Alternative Comparison to Proposed Project  

Land	Use	 Size	 	 Daily	Trips	 
Total	AM	Peak-
Hour	Trips	 

Total	PM	Peak-
Hour	Trips	 

R&D	Use	Alternative	 249,500	sf	
598	net	new	
employees 

 	 2,021	 289	 287	

Reductions	  	  	  	  	  	 
20	Percent	TDM	Trip	Reduction	  	 (404)	 (58)	 (57)	 
R&D	Use	Alternative	Total	  	  	 1,617	 231	 230	 
Proposed	Project	Trips	with	
TDM	Plan	Reduction	 

249,500	sf	
1,996	net	new	
employees	 

 
4,298	 333	 450	 

Difference		
(Proposed	Project	minus	R&D	Use	Alternative)	 

(2,681)	 (102)	 (220)	 
62%	 31%	 49%	 

Reduction	 Reduction	 Reduction	 
Source:	Institute	of	Transportation	Engineers,	Trip	Generation	Manual,	10th	edition. 	 
Note:	The	trip	generation	estimates	apply	the	fitted	curve	equation	for	the	peak	hour	of	adjacent	street	traffic,	and	is	
based	on	the	assumption	that	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	generate	598	net	new	employees. 
	 

Conflict	with	Applicable	Plans,	Ordinances,	or	Policies.	As	part	of	the	City’s	entitlement	process,	the	
R&D	Use	Alternative	would	be	required	to	comply	with	existing	regulations,	including	City	General	Plan	
policies	 and	 zoning	 regulations.	 The	 R&D	Use	Alternative	would	 be	 reviewed	 in	 accordance	with	 the	
Transportation	Program	standards	and	guidelines	of	the	City	Public	Works	Department;	the	department	
would	provide	oversight	during	the	engineering	review,	ensuring	that	construction	would	be	consistent	
with	City	specifications.		

As	with	the	Proposed	Project,	the	R&D	Use	alternative	would	provide	adequate	bicycle	and	pedestrian	
infrastructure	 and	 would	 represent	 an	 overall	 improvement	 to	 bicycle	 and	 pedestrian	 access	 and	
circulation.	The	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	meet	zoning	ordinance	requirements	for	vehicle	and	bicycle	

																																																													
8		 Institute	of	Transportation	Engineers.	2018.	Trip	Generation	Manual,	10th	Edition.	
9		 City	of	Menlo	Park.	Ordinance	No.	1026.	Available:	www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/12605/1026--

-GP-MU-District?bidId=.	Accessed:	September	28,	2020.	
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parking	and	implement	TDM	measures	in	an	effort	to	reduce	the	number	of	vehicle	trips	and	encourage	
travel	by	modes	other	than	automobile.	Therefore,	 the	R&D	Use	Alternative,	 like	the	Proposed	Project,	
would	have	a	less	than	significant	impact	in	terms	of	compliance	with	applicable	plans,	ordinances,	and	
policies.	(LTS)	

Vehicle	Miles	Traveled.	The	VMT	impact	under	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	be	the	same	as	under	the	
Proposed	Project.	Similar	to	the	Proposed	Project,	the	average	daily	VMT	per	employee	for	office	land	uses	
within	 the	Project	 site’s	TAZ	 is	16.7,	which	 is	higher	than	 the	 threshold	of	 significance	of	12.6.	A	24.6	
percent	reduction	in	VMT	would	be	needed	to	get	below	the	VMT	threshold	of	significance.	

The	estimated	VMT	does	not	account	for	the	Proposed	Project’s	TDM	program.	Without	TDM	measures,	
the	Proposed	Project	may	result	in	a	substantial	level	of	additional	VMT,	and	impacts	would	be	potentially	
significant.	 A	 TDM	 program	 was	 prepared	 for	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 by	 Hexagon	 Transportation	
Consultants,	Inc.	(see	Appendix	3.1-2)	to	reduce	both	the	number	of	trips	and	VMT.	Implementation	of	the	
TDM	program	would	achieve	a	minimum	24.6	percent	reduction	in	VMT	per	employee.	Therefore,	because	
the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	implement	a	similar	TDM	Program	under	Mitigation	Measure	TRA-1.1	and	
would	have	fewer	employees,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	have	a	reduced	impact	on	VMT	compared	
to	the	Project.	This	 impact	would	be	similarly	 less	than	significant	with	mitigation	under	the	R&D	Use	
Alternative.	(LTS/M)		

Hazards	Due	to	a	Design	Feature	or	Incompatible	Use.	The	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	provide	the	
same	bicycle	and	pedestrian	 infrastructure	as	the	Proposed	Project,	which	would	be	adequate	and	an	
overall	 improvement	 compared	to	existing	 infrastructure,	and	would	not	 create	potentially	hazardous	
conditions	for	people	walking,	bicycling,	or	driving,	or	for	public	transit	operations.	Additionally,	the	R&D	
Use	 Alternative,	 as	 with	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 would	 require	 approval	 by	 the	 City’s	 Public	 Works	
Department	Transportation	Program	to	ensure	it	is	constructed	according	to	City	specifications.	(LTS)	

Emergency	 Access.	 Emergency	 access	 to	 the	 Project	 site	 and	 nearby	 hospitals	 with	 the	 R&D	 Use	
Alternative	 would	 be	 the	 same	 as	 under	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 which	 would	 be	 similar	 to	 existing	
conditions	and	would	not	result	in	inadequate	emergency	access.	The	general	increase	in	vehicle	traffic	
from	the	Project	site	would	not	be	expected	to	inhibit	emergency	access	to	the	Project	site	or	materially	
affect	 emergency	 vehicle	 response	 at	 the	 nearest	 fire	 station.	 Development	 of	 the	 Project	 site,	 and	
associated	increases	in	vehicles,	pedestrians,	and	bicycle	travel	would	not	substantially	affect	emergency	
vehicle	response	times	or	access	to	other	buildings	or	land	uses	in	the	area	or	to	hospitals.	The	R&D	Use	
Alternative	would	be	designed	and	built	according	to	the	same	standards	and	reviews	and	with	adherence	
to	local	codes	as	the	Proposed	Project	to	ensure	that	emergency	access	would	not	be	impaired.	(LTS)	

Cumulative	 Impacts.	Cumulative	 transportation	 impacts	with	 the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	 be	 the	
same	 as	 the	 Proposed	 Project:	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 respect	 to	 conflicts	 with	 applicable	 plans,	
hazards	due	to	design,	and	emergency	access	(LTS),	and	less	than	significant	with	mitigation	regarding	
VMT	and	 implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TRA-1.1	 to	mitigate	 its	 individual	 impact	 and	ensure	
consistency	with	ConnectMenlo.	(LTS/M)	

Air Quality 
Conflict	with	or	Obstruct	Implementation	of	Air	Quality	Plan.	Proposed	development	under	both	the	
Proposed	Project	and	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	not	conflict	with	the	existing	land	use	designation.	
Similar	to	the	Proposed	Project,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	support	the	goals	of	the	Clean	Air	Plan.	It	
would	not	conflict	with	or	disrupt	implementation	of	the	applicable	stationary-source	control	measures,	
transportation	control	measures,	energy	control	measures,	building	control	measures,	and	waste	control	
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measures	included	in	the	Clean	Air	Plan.	However,	construction	of	the	alternative,	which	would	be	similar	
to	or	slightly	reduced	compared	to	the	Proposed	Project,	would	result	 in	an	exceedance	of	BAAQMD’s	
mass	 emission	 threshold	 for	 NOX.	 To	 reduce	 NOX	 emissions	 during	 construction,	 implementation	 of	
Mitigation	Measure	AQ-1.1	would	be	required.	Therefore,	impacts	with	the	alternative	would	be	less	than	
significant	with	mitigation,	similar	to	the	Project.	(LTS/M)	

Construction	Criteria	Air	Pollutant	Emissions.	Similar	to	the	Proposed	Project,	construction	of	the	R&D	
Use	 Alternative	 would	 generate	 criteria	 pollutants	 and	 precursors	 from	 off-road	 equipment	 exhaust,	
construction	workers’	vehicles,	heavy-duty	trucks	traveling	to	and	from	the	Project	site,	the	application	of	
architectural	coatings,	and	paving	activities.	Fugitive	PM10	and	PM2.5	dust	would	also	be	generated	during	
soil	movement	and	ground	disturbances,	such	as	grading	and	excavation.	However,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	
would	 have	a	 reduced	 parking	garage;	 thus	 the	 reduced	 parking	 garage	would	 potentially	 result	 in	 a	
shorter	 construction	 period	 that	 could	 require	 less	 construction	 equipment	 and	 fewer	 construction	
vehicles	 compared	with	 the	 Proposed	 Project.	 However,	 the	 level	 and	 daily	 duration	 of	 construction	
activities	are	still	likely	to	be	similar	to	the	Project.	Therefore,	daily	construction	emissions	generated	by	
the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	most	likely	be	similar	to	or	slightly	less	than	those	of	the	Proposed	Project.	
Daily	 construction	 emissions	 from	 operation	 of	 onsite	 equipment	 and	 on-road	 vehicles	 under	 the	
Proposed	Project	would	be	below	BAAQMD’s	significance	thresholds	for	ROG,	CO,	and	particulate	matter;	
but	would	result	in	emissions	that	would	exceed	BAAQMD’s	recommended	mass	emissions	threshold	for	
NOX,	due	 to	 the	 exhaust	 emitted	 by	 off-road	 equipment	 used	 onsite	and	 offsite	 truck	 trips.	Mitigation	
Measure	AQ-1.1	would	be	required	to	reduce	NOX	emissions	during	construction.	Also,	standard	BAAQMD-
recommended	BMPs	 and	ConnectMenlo	Final	 EIR	Mitigation	Measures	 AQ-2b1	and	AQ-2b2	would	 be	
implemented	to	reduce	PM10	and	PM2.5	from	fugitive	dust	emissions.	With	implementation	of	the	mitigation	
measures,	this	impact	would	be	less	than	significant.	(LTS/M)		

Operational	Criteria	Air	Pollutant	Emissions.	Operational	emissions	from	both	the	Proposed	Project	
and	R&D	Use	Alternative	have	the	potential	 to	create	air	quality	 impacts,	primarily	 impacts	associated	
with	direct	emissions	from	mobile	sources.	Motor	vehicle	traffic	would	include	automobiles	associated	
with	daily	employee	trips	and	delivery	trucks.	The	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	result	in	fewer	vehicle	trips	
because	of	 the	reduction	 in	the	number	of	employees.	The	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	generate	2,681	
fewer	vehicle	trips	on	a	daily	basis	(see	Table	5-2),	compared	to	the	Proposed	Project.	Table	5-5	shows	
the	operational	air	quality	emissions	from	the	R&D	Use	Alternative.	

Table 5-5. Estimated Unmitigated Maximum Daily Operational Emissions, R&D Use Alternative 

	 Maximum	Daily	Emissions	(lb./day)	
Emissions	Source		 ROG	 NOX	 PM10a	 PM2.5a	
Area	Sources	 6	 <	1	 <	1	 <	1	
Vehicle	Trips	(Mobile	Sources)	 4	 2	 7	 2	
Backup	Diesel	Generator	 <	1	 <	1	 <	1	 <	1	
Total	Operational	Emissions	 10	 4	 7	 2	
BAAQMD	Significance	Threshold	 54	 54	 82	 54	
Exceeds	Threshold?	 No	 No	 No	 No	
Source:	Modeling	files	provided	in	Appendix	3.2-3.	
Notes:		
lb./day	=	pounds	per	day;	ROG=	reactive	organic	gases;	NOX	=	oxides	of	nitrogen;	PM10	=	particulate	matter	no	more	
than	10	microns	in	diameter;	PM2.5	=	particulate	matter	no	more	than	2.5	microns	in	diameter.	
a.	 BAAQMD	operational	thresholds	for	PM10	and	PM2.5	include	both	fugitive	dust	and	exhaust	emissions.	
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As	shown	 in	Table	5-5,	operation	of	 the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	not	generate	 levels	of	ROG,	NOX,	or	
particulate	matter	that	would	exceed	BAAQMD-recommended	mass	emissions	thresholds.	Therefore,	similar	
to	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 operation	 of	 the	 R&D	 Use	 Alternative	 would	 not	 result	 in	 a	 cumulatively	
considerable	net	increase	in	any	criteria	air	pollutant	for	which	the	SFBAAB	is	designated	as	a	nonattainment	
area	with	 respect	 to	 the	 federal	 or	 state	 ambient	 air	 quality	 standards.	 Mitigation	measures,	 including	
ConnectMenlo	Final	EIR	Mitigation	Measure	AQ-2a,	would	not	be	required.	This	impact	would	be	less	than	
significant.	(LTS) 

Exposure	 of	 Existing	 Sensitive	 Receptors	 to	 Substantial	 Pollutant	 Concentrations	 During	
Construction.	Diesel-fueled	engines,	which	generate	DPM,	would	be	used	during	construction	of	the	R&D	
Use	Alternative,	similar	to	the	Proposed	Project.	Several	sensitive	receptors	are	within	1,000	feet	of	the	
Project	 site,	 including	 a	 school	 and	 residences.	 The	Proposed	 Project’s	 construction	would	 result	 in	a	
significant	 increase	 in	 the	 cancer	 risk	 for	 residential	 receptors	 near	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 (prior	 to	
mitigation)	 and	 a	 less	 than	 significant	 impact	 related	 to	 non-cancer	 hazard	 index	 and	 annual	 PM2.5	
concentrations.	The	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	result	in	a	reduction	in	parking	garage	square	footage,	
compared	with	the	Proposed	Project;	however,	as	discussed	above,	daily	construction	activity	could	be	
comparable	to	that	of	the	Proposed	Project.	Consequently,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative’s	PM2.5	concentration,	
along	with	the	hazard	index	and	cancer	risk,	could	be	similar	to	that	of	the	Proposed	Project	but	below	
the	applicable	thresholds	with	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	AQ-1.1,	which	would	reduce	DPM	
exposure.	Similar	to	 the	Proposed	Project,	 the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	have	a	 less	than	significant	
impact	 related	 to	 non-cancer	 hazard	 index,	 and	 annual	 PM2.5	 concentrations.	 In	 addition,	 with	
implementation	 of	 Mitigation	 Measure	 AQ-1.1,	 the	 R&D	 Use	 Alternative	 would	 not	 exceed	 BAAQMD	
thresholds	for	cancer	risk.	This	impact	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	(LTS/M)	

Other	Air	Emissions.	Potential	odor	sources	during	construction	include	diesel	exhaust	from	heavy-duty	
equipment	and	evaporative	emissions	generated	by	asphalt	paving	and	the	application	of	architectural	
coatings.	 Construction-related	 operations	 near	 existing	 receptors	 would	 be	 temporary	 in	 nature	 and	
would	 not	 be	 likely	 to	 result	 in	 nuisance	 odors	 that	 would	 violate	 BAAQMD	 Regulation	 7	 (Odorous	
Substances).	The	odor	impacts	during	operation	would	be	limited	and	infrequent.	Because	there	would	
be	no	change	in	land	use	under	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	compared	with	the	Proposed	Project,	the	same	
less-than-significant	impacts	would	occur.	(LTS)	

Cumulative	 Impacts.	 For	 the	 reasons	described	above,	 the	R&D	Use	Alternative	 in	 combination	with	
other	development	in	Menlo	Park	would	not	conflict	with	or	obstruct	implementation	of	the	applicable	
air	 quality	 plan	 and	 would	 not	 result	 in	 a	 cumulatively	 significant	 impact.	 In	 addition,	 the	 R&D	 Use	
Alternative	in	combination	with	other	development	in	Menlo	Park	would	be	consistent	with	the	Clean	Air	
Plan.	Similar	to	the	Proposed	Project,	with	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	AQ-1.1,	the	R&D	Use	
Alternative	 would	 not	 exceed	 BAAQMD’s	 cumulative	 thresholds	 for	 cancer	 risks	 associated	 with	
construction	 and	 operation.	 Consequently,	 the	 cumulative	 impact	 regarding	 health	 risks	 for	 sensitive	
receptors	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	(LTS/M)		

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
GHG	Emissions	during	Project	Construction.	Construction	of	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	generate	
GHG	 emissions	 from	 heavy-duty	 off-road	 equipment,	 material	 transport,	 and	 workers’	 commutes.	
Although	the	construction	period	could	be	slightly	shorter	for	this	alternative	due	to	a	smaller	parking	
structure	and	thus	the	intensity	of	construction	activities	at	a	given	time	would	be	similar	to	the	Proposed	
Project.	 BAAQMD’s	 CEQA	 Guidelines	 do	 not	 recommend	 a	 GHG	 emission	 threshold	 for	 construction-
related	 emissions;	 therefore,	 construction	 of	 the	 R&D	 Use	 Alternative	 would	 not	 exceed	 thresholds.	
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However,	the	guidelines	recommend	implementation	of	BMPs	to	help	control	or	reduce	GHG	emissions.	
Therefore,	 the	 impact	 from	construction	of	 the	R&D	Use	Alternative	 is	considered	 less	than	significant	
with	implementation	of	ConnectMenlo	EIR	Mitigation	Measure	AQ-2b1	and	Mitigation	Measure	GHG-1.1.	
(LTS/M)	

GHG	 Emissions	 during	 Project	 Operation	 and	 Conflicts	 with	 Applicable	 GHG	 Emission	 Plans,	
Policies,	 and	 Regulations.	 Operation	 of	 the	 R&D	 Use	 Alternative	 would	 generate	 fewer	 direct	 and	
indirect	GHG	emissions	than	the	Proposed	Project	due	to	a	corresponding	decrease	in	employees	related	
to	 R&D	 use.	 This	 alternative	 would	 result	 in	 fewer	 vehicle	 trips,	 less	 electricity	 generation	 and	
consumption,	and	lower	levels	of	waste	and	wastewater	generation.	Although	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	
would	still	increase	direct	and	indirect	GHG	emissions	compared	with	existing	conditions,	there	would	be	
a	 reduction	 in	 the	 number	 of	 employees,	 which	 would	 have	 an	 appreciable	 effect	 on	 mobile	 GHG	
emissions.	

Like	the	Proposed	Project,	operations	associated	with	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	be	aligned	with	the	
statewide	GHG	target	for	2030	mandated	by	SB	32,	the	Menlo	Park	Municipal	Code,	Plan	Bay	Area	2040	
and	2050,	2017	Scoping	Plan,	and	the	requirements	of	SB	743	regarding	VMT	efficiency.	Like	the	Proposed	
Project,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	be	a	nonresidential	project,	would	develop	a	new	R&D	building	
and	parking	structure	near	existing	residential	and	commercial	uses	thereby	reducing	the	demand	for	
travel	 by	 single-occupancy	 vehicles,	 would	 be	 served	 by	 public	 transit,	 and	would	 implement	 a	 TDM	
program	with	measures	that	would	reduce	vehicle	traffic	in	and	around	the	Project	site.	Also,	the	R&D	Use	
Alternative,	 like	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 would	 be	 required	 to	 implement	Mitigation	 Measure	 TRA-1.1	
(Section	 3.1,	Transportation)	 to	 ensure	 that	 operations	would	 comply	with	 the	 City’s	 VMT	 threshold.	
Implementation	 of	 these	mitigation	measures	would	 result	 in	 less-than-significant	 impacts	 regarding	
compliance	with	all	applicable	plans,	policies,	and	regulations	adopted	for	the	purpose	of	reducing	GHG	
emissions.	(LTS/M)	

Cumulative	Impacts.	Climate	change	is	a	global	problem,	and	GHG	impacts	are	inherently	cumulative.	
This	is	because	GHGs	contribute	to	the	global	phenomenon	that	is	climate	change,	regardless	of	where	
GHGs	are	emitted.	Climate	change	is	the	result	of	the	individual	contributions	of	countless	past,	present,	
and	future	sources.	Therefore,	GHG	impacts	are	inherently	cumulative,	and	the	analysis	above	is	inclusive	
of	cumulative	impacts.		

Noise 
Exposure	to	Excessive	Noise	Levels.	As	is	the	case	with	the	Proposed	Project,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	
would	expose	persons	to	or	generate	noise	levels	in	excess	of	standards	established	in	the	General	Plan,	
noise	ordinance,	or	applicable	standards,	as	discussed	below.	

Construction	Noise.	As	with	the	Proposed	Project,	construction	of	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	require	
the	use	of	heavy	equipment	that	would	temporarily	increase	noise	levels	at	properties	near	the	work	sites.	
Although	 construction	 of	 the	 R&D	 Use	 Alternative	 with	 a	 smaller	 parking	 garage	 could	 result	 in	 a	
potentially	shorter	construction	period,	noise	levels	at	a	given	time	during	construction	would	be	similar	
to	 the	 levels	 expected	under	 the	Proposed	Project.	Construction	work	hours	 for	 the	alternative	would	
likely	be	 comparable	 to	those	of	 the	Proposed	Project,	 extending	 from	7:00	a.m.	 to	6:00	p.m.	Monday	
through	Friday.	Construction	activities	taking	place	between	7:00	a.m.	 and	8:00	a.m.	and	any	 time	on	
Saturdays	would	be	required	to	limit	noise	to	60	A-weighted	decibels	at	the	nearest	residential	property	
line.		
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As	discussed	for	the	Proposed	Project,	construction	noise	is	expected	to	exceed	the	allowable	daytime	60	
dBA	Leq	 limit	(7:00	a.m.	 to	8:00	a.m.	on	weekdays	or	any	time	on	Saturday)	at	nearby	noise-sensitive	
receptors	and	a	10	dB	increase	over	the	ambient	noise	level	at	nearby	sensitive	receptors.	This	impact	
would	be	potentially	significant.	With	implementation	of	ConnectMenlo	Mitigation	Measure	NOISE-1c,	
which	 requires	 construction	noise	 reduction	actions	and	Project	Mitigation	Measure	NOI-1.1,	which	
requires	implementation	of	a	noise	control	plan	to	reduce	construction	noise,	construction	of	the	R&D	
Use	Alternative	would	not	be	expected	to	violate	relevant	requirements	related	to	construction	noise	
in	Menlo	Park.	As	with	the	Proposed	Project,	 impacts	 for	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	be	 less	than	
significant	after	mitigation.	(LTS/M)	

Traffic	Noise	Impacts.	The	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	have	the	potential	to	increase	noise	on	roadway	
segments	in	the	vicinity	of	the	Project	site,	although	to	a	lesser	extent	than	the	Proposed	Project	because	
of	 the	 reduction	 in	 the	 number	 of	 vehicle	 trips.	 The	 largest	 Project-related	 traffic	 noise	 increase	was	
estimated	 to	be	2.1	decibel	 in	the	Project	analysis.	Because	 traffic	noise	 increases	under	the	R&D	Use	
Alternative	would	be	 lower	than	those	under	the	Proposed	Project,	and	because	the	Proposed	Project	
would	 have	 less-than-significant	 traffic	 noise	 impacts,	 this	 alternative	would	 also	 result	 in	 less-than-
significant	noise	impacts	on	offsite	sensitive	receptors.	(LTS)	

Heating,	 Ventilation,	 and	 Air-Conditioning	 Systems.	 The	 new	 building	 associated	 with	 the	 R&D	 Use	
Alternative	would	 be	 generally	 the	 same	 as	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 and	would	 require	 the	 same	HVAC	
systems.	The	noise	levels	from	the	new	HVAC	equipment	would	have	the	potential	to	exceed	the	City’s	
allowable	 noise	 level	 of	 50	 dBA	 Leq	 at	 50	 feet	 from	sensitive	 receptors.	 It	 is	possible	 that	noise	 from	
multiple	 units	 could	 combine;	 therefore,	 noise	 impacts	 from	 HVAC	 equipment	 with	 the	 R&D	 Use	
Alternative	 would	 be	 potentially	 significant.	 However,	 Mitigation	 Measure	 NOISE-1b	 from	 the	
ConnectMenlo	EIR	and	Mitigation	Measure	NOI-2.1	regarding	the	creation	of	a	mechanical	equipment	noise	
reduction	plan	would	ensure	that	stationary	noise	sources	and	specifically	mechanical	equipment	noise	would	
not	exceed	acceptable	standards.	The	noise	impact	from	operation	of	HVAC	would	be	less	than	significant	after	
mitigation	for	the	R&D	Use	Alternative.	(LTS/M)	

Emergency	 Generator.	 The	 R&D	 Use	 Alternative,	 as	 with	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 would	 include	 one	
approximately	 400-kW	 emergency	 generator,	 which	would	 operate	 only	 during	 emergencies	 and	 for	
intermittent	testing,	and	which	would	create	temporary	and	periodic	noise	during	testing.	The	estimated	
noise	 levels	 at	 nearby	 sensitive	 uses	 (e.g.,	 schools	 and	 nearby	 residences)	 indicate	 that	 noise	 from	
generator	testing	could	exceed	the	City’s	allowable	noise	level	of	60	dBA	Leq	during	daytime	hours	and	50	
dBA	Leq	during	nighttime	hours.	Noise	impacts	from	emergency	generator	testing	would	be	potentially	
significant.	However,	Mitigation	Measure	NOISE-1b	from	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR	and	Mitigation	Measure	NOI-
2.1	 regarding	 the	 creation	of	 a	mechanical	 equipment	noise	 reduction	plan	would	apply	 to	 the	R&D	Use	
Alternative	 and	would	 ensure	 that	 stationary	 noise	 sources	 and	 specifically	mechanical	 equipment	 noise	
would	not	exceed	acceptable	standards.	The	noise	impact	from	operation	of	an	emergency	generator	would	
be	less	than	significant	after	mitigation	for	the	R&D	Use	Alternative.	(LTS/M)	

Jefferson	Park	Activity.	The	Proposed	Project	is	expected	to	have	a	less	than	significant	impact	related	to	
noise	generated	from	Jefferson	Park.	The	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	be	required	to	provide	the	same	
amount	of	open	space	and	public	open	space	as	the	Proposed	Project	and	would,	therefore,	result	in	a	less	
than	significant	impact	related	to	noise	generated	from	the	open	space	and	public	open	space.		

Loading	Dock.	As	with	the	Proposed	Project,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	include	one	loading	dock.	The	
loading	dock	would	be	constructed	more	than	700	feet	away	from	the	nearest	residential	uses	and	more	
than	800	feet	from	the	TIDE	Academy.	In	addition,	there	would	be	a	number	of	intervening	structures,	
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including	Building	3,	between	the	loading	dock	and	the	nearest	noise-sensitive	uses.	Also,	because	the	
R&D	Use	Alternative	would	 involve	 fewer	employees	 and,	 therefore,	 correspondingly	 fewer	 deliveries	
than	the	15	to	25	(maximum)	daily	with	the	Proposed	Project,	it	would	involve	a	correspondingly	lower	
level	of	noise	 increase.	Trucks	are	exempted	 from	 the	City’s	 short-term	noise	 level	 limit	of	60	dBA	at	
residential	 land	 uses,	 provided	 the	 trucks	 do	 not	 idle	 for	more	 than	 10	minutes.	 State	 law	 currently	
prohibits	heavy-duty	diesel	delivery	trucks	from	idling	more	than	5	minutes.	Additionally,	given	the	short	
duration	and	relative	infrequency	of	truck	trips	to	the	Project	site,	truck	deliveries	would	not	be	a	source	
of	excessive	ambient	noise.	As	with	the	Proposed	Project,	under	the	R&D	Use	Alternative,	impacts	related	
to	truck	deliveries	would	be	less	than	significant.	(LTS)	

Parking	 Structure	 Activity.	 The	 R&D	Use	Alternative,	 like	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 would	 include	 a	 new	
parking	structure.	Because	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	involve	fewer	employees	and	less	parking	than	
the	Proposed	Project,	 it	would	 involve	a	correspondingly	 fewer	number	of	 instances	that	noise	can	be	
generated	in	connection	with	parking	activity	such	as	moving	vehicles,	doors	closing,	cars	starting,	tires	
squealing,	car	alarms	sounding,	and	other	automotive	noise	which	can	increase	the	level	of	noise	Because	
of	the	distance	between	the	parking	structure	and	nearby	sensitive	land	uses,	as	well	as	building	shielding	
between	the	existing	school	and	the	proposed	parking	structure	and	the	location	of	US	101	between	the	
nearest	 homes	 and	 the	 proposed	 parking	 structure,	 temporary	 and	 periodic	 noise	 from	 the	 parking	
structure	would	be	considered	a	nuisance	noise	effect	that,	as	with	the	Proposed	Project,	would	result	in	
a	less-than-significant	impact.	(LTS)	

Cumulative	 Impacts.	The	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	 result	 in	 the	 same	or	 slightly	 fewer	 cumulative	
noise	impacts	as	the	Proposed	Project.	As	with	the	Proposed	Project,	cumulative	exposure	to	excessive	
noise	 during	 construction	 of	 the	 alternative	 would	 be	 less	 than	 cumulatively	 considerable	 with	
implementation	 of	 ConnectMenlo	 Mitigation	 Measure	 NOISE-1c,	 which	 would	 apply	 to	 all	 cumulative	
projects,	 and	 Mitigation	 Measure	 NOI-1.1,	 which	 would	 apply	 to	 this	 alternative].	 Likewise,	
implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	NOISE-1b	from	the	ConnectMenlo	EIR,	which	would	apply	to	all	
cumulative	projects,	and	Mitigation	Measure	NOI-2.1,	which	would	apply	 to	 this	 alternative,	would	be	
expected	to	reduce	the	cumulative	impact	on	operational	noise	to	less-than-significant	levels	and	ensure	
that	 the	alternative’s	 contribution	 to	a	 significant	 cumulative	 construction	noise	 impact	would	not	be	
cumulatively	considerable.	(LTS/M)	

Population and Housing 
As	with	the	Proposed	Project,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	not	result	in	direct	impacts	on	population	
growth	or	the	displacement	of	housing	or	people.		

Indirect	Population	Growth.	The	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	not	include	development	of	new	housing	
units.	However,	there	would	be	a	population	increase	associated	with	new	employment	during	operation	
of	this	alternative.	Approximately	598	net	new	R&D	employees	would	occupy	the	Project	site	as	a	result	
of	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	compared	to	approximately	1,996	new	office	employees	under	the	Proposed	
Project.	This	alternative’s	increase	in	onsite	employment	would	result	in	a	demand	for	new	housing	units	
and	an	 indirect	 increase	 in	the	residential	population,	but	 it	would	be	 less	than	the	demand	under	the	
Proposed	 Project	 because	 there	 would	 be	 fewer	 employees.	 Based	 on	 the	 criteria	 used	 in	 the	 HNA	
prepared	for	the	Proposed	Project,	assuming	that	up	to	7.4	percent	of	employees	would	live	in	the	city,	
and	 given	 an	 average	 of	 1.91	 workers	 per	 household,	 the	 R&D	 Use	 Alternative	 would	 result	 in	
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approximately	 23	new	households10	within	Menlo	 Park.	With	a	persons	 per	 household	 (pph)	 ratio	 of	
2.64,11	this	alternative	could	result	in	the	increase	of	approximately	61	new	residents	in	the	city	compared	
to	the	164	to	204	new	residents	expected	under	the	Proposed	Project.	Therefore,	this	alternative	would	
cause	a	smaller	population	increase	than	would	be	expected	for	the	Proposed	Project,	resulting	in	a	similar	
less-than-significant	 impact.	 The	percentage	 of	 regional	 housing	 demand	 resulting	 from	 the	R&D	Use	
Alternative,	as	with	the	Proposed	Project,	would	be	relatively	small	in	comparison	with	projected	housing	
growth	in	the	region.	Accordingly,	the	impact	of	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	be	less	than	significant.	
(LTS)	

Cumulative	 Impacts.	This	alternative,	 in	 combination	with	other	projected	growth	 in	 the	City,	would	
increase	population,	employment,	and	housing	 in	the	City.	However,	as	with	the	Proposed	Project,	 the	
contribution	of	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	to	any	increase	in	population,	employment,	or	housing	demand	
is	not	cumulatively	considerable.	(LTS)	

Utilities and Service Systems 
Impacts	on	Water	and	Wastewater	Treatment	Facilities.	As	described	below,	there	is	sufficient	water	
supply	for	implementation	of	the	R&D	Use	Alternative,	which	would	not	require	expansion	of	the	existing	
water	treatment	 facilities	serving	MPMW.	Further,	MPMW	has	sufficient	 capacity	 to	accommodate	the	
water	demands	of	the	Proposed	Project.	Because	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	have	fewer	employees,	
this	alternative	would	also	not	require	MPMW	to	acquire	additional	water	supplies	with	the	associated	
requirement	 for	 water	 treatment.	 The	 SFPUC	 has	 sufficient	 capacity	 in	 its	 existing	 water	 treatment	
facilities	to	deliver	treated	water	to	its	customers.	Therefore,	implementation	of	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	
would	not	require	expansion	of	existing	water	treatment	facilities	or	the	construction	of	new	facilities,	
similar	 to	 the	 Proposed	 Project.	 This	 alternative	would	 have	 a	 less-than-significant	 impact	 related	 to	
water	treatment	facilities.	(LTS)	

Water	Supply.	Implementation	of	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	result	in	approximately	1,398	fewer	
net	new	employees	than	the	Proposed	Project.	As	such,	 the	water	demand	with	 implementation	of	 the	
R&D	Use	Alternative	would	be	similar	or	less	than	the	approximately	13.7	million	gallons	per	year12	of	
water	demand	at	 full	buildout	of	 the	Proposed	Project.	Under	the	Proposed	Project,	 the	MPMW	would	
have	an	adequate	supply	to	meet	its	projected	demands	in	normal	years	through	2040.	During	single	and	
multiple	dry	years,	water	demand	is	similarly	expected	to	be	in	line	with	MPMW	so	long	as	mandatory	
prohibitions	continue	as	part	of	a	water-demand	management	program	and	implementation	of	the	WSCP.	
Should	the	Bay-Delta	Plan	amendment	be	implemented,	starting	in	2023,	MPMW	expects	to	meet	demand	
during	normal	water	years;	however,	significant	shortfalls	during	dry	and	multiple	dry	years	may	occur,	
requiring	 stricter	 reductions	 through	 the	WSCP.	 The	 R&D	 Use	 alternative,	 like	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	
would	also	be	dual-plumbed	for	recycled	water	use,	should	recycled	water	use	become	feasible	 in	the	
future.	 Because	 the	 R&D	 Use	 Alternative	 would	 demand	 less	 water	 than	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	
implementation	 of	 this	 alternative	 also	 would	 have	 a	 less-than-significant	 impact	 on	 existing	 water	
supplies	 in	 MPMW’s	 service	 area,	 and	 expansion	 of	 existing	 facilities	 or	 entitlements	 would	 not	 be	
necessary.	(LTS)	

																																																													
10		 Assuming	an	average	of	1.91	employees	per	household	(Keyser	Marston	Associates	2021)	in	Menlo	Park	and	up	

to	7.4	percent	of	employees	live	and	work	in	Menlo	Park;	598	new	employees	x	7.4	percent	=	44	employees	who	
would	also	live	in	Menlo	Park	44	employees	/	1.91	employees	per	household	=	23	households.	

11		 23	households	x	2.64	persons	per	household	=	61	residents.	
12		 Indoor	water	demand	for	the	Proposed	Project	is	estimated	to	be	12.8	mgy.	Irrigation	demand	is	estimated	to	

be	0.89	mgy.	
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Wastewater	Generation.	Although	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	have	fewer	onsite	employees	than	the	
Proposed	Project,	wastewater	generation	would	still	increase	over	existing	conditions	but	at	a	lesser	rate	
than	the	Proposed	Project.	Wastewater	discharge	from	the	Project	site	would	constitute	a	small	percent	
of	the	total	daily	capacity	of	the	SVCW	WWTP,	and	would	represent	a	small	percent	of	the	average	yearly	
collection	 rate	 at	 the	WBSD.	 Therefore,	WBSD’s	available	 capacity	 entitlements	 from	 SVCW	would	 be	
sufficient	 to	 accommodate	 the	 projected	 wastewater	 from	 implementation	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project.	
Because	the	SVCW	Regional	Treatment	Plant	would	have	adequate	capacity	to	process	the	wastewater	
generated	 from	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 implementation	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 would	 not	 exceed	 the	
wastewater	treatment	requirements	of	the	San	Francisco	Bay	RWQCB.	Because	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	
would	generate	similar	or	less	wastewater	than	the	Proposed	Project,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	not	
require	 the	expansion	 or	 construction	 of	new	wastewater	 facilities	 and	 as	with	 the	 Proposed	 Project	
would	result	in	less-than-significant	impacts.	(LTS)	

Cumulative	 Impacts.	 As	 discussed	 in	 Section	 3.6,	Utilities	 and	 Service	 Systems,	 the	 City’s	 water	 and	
wastewater	systems	have	sufficient	capacity	to	serve	the	cumulative	development	of	 the	City.	The	City	
and	its	service	providers	would	have	adequate	supplies	to	meet	customer	demand,	including	the	demand	
of	the	Proposed	Project	combined	with	existing	and	planned	future	uses.	Because	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	
would	use	 less	water	and	energy	and	generate	 less	wastewater,	stormwater,	and	solid	waste	than	the	
Proposed	Project,	impacts	would	not	be	cumulatively	considerable.	(LTS)	

Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources 
The	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	require	similar	demolition,	grading,	and	ground	disturbing	activities	as	
the	 Project.	 Therefore,	 the	 R&D	 Use	 Alternative	 would	 have	 the	 same	 potential	 to	 affect	 or	 disturb	
archaeological	and	tribal	cultural	resources.	The	same	mitigation	measures	would	be	required	as	those	
for	the	Proposed	Project	to	reduce	potential	impacts	on	archaeological	resources	(Impact	CR-1),	human	
remains	 (Impact	 CR-2),	 and	 tribal	 cultural	 resources	 (Impact	 CR-3)	 to	 less	 than	 significant:	 Project	
Mitigation	Measures	CR-1.1	and	CR-1.2,	 and	ConnectMenlo	Mitigation	Measures	CULT-2a	and	CULT-4.	
(LTS/M)	

Cumulative	 Impacts.	 Construction	 activities	 on	 the	 Project	 site,	 along	 with	 other	 past,	 present	 and	
probable	future	development,	could	result	in	impacts	on	archaeological	and	tribal	resources	and	human	
remains.	 However,	 under	 the	 R&D	 Use	 Alternative,	 as	 with	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 implementation	 of	
Project	Mitigation	Measures	CR-1.1	 and	 CR-1.2,	 and	ConnectMenlo	Mitigation	Measures	 CULT-2a	and	
CULT-4	would	reduce	the	alternative’s	contribution	to	significant	cumulative	impacts	on	archaeological	
resources,	 human	 remains,	 and	 tribal	 cultural	 resources	 to	 less	 than	 cumulatively	 considerable	 after	
mitigation.	(LTS/M)	

Biological Resources 
The	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	have	the	same	construction	impacts	as	the	Proposed	Project	because	the	
footprint	would	be	the	same.	The	same	demolition,	grading,	and	ground	disturbing	activities	would	be	
necessary.	 It	 is	 currently	 unknown	 how	many	 trees	would	 be	 removed	 for	 the	 R&D	Use	 Alternative;	
however,	because	the	building	size	and	the	amount	of	open	space	that	would	be	implemented	would	be	
the	same	as	the	Proposed	Project,	tree	removal	for	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	is	expected	to	the	same	as	the	
Proposed	Project	(327	non-heritage	trees).	As	such,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	similarly	be	required	
to	 implement	Mitigation	Measures	BR-1,	BR-2,	BR-3,	and	BR-4	to	reduce	potential	 impacts	on	special-
status	species,	 including	tree	nesting	raptors	(Impact	BIO-1)	and	to	ensure	 it	would	not	affect	wildlife	
movement	and	native	wildlife	nursery	sites	(Impact	BIO-2).	Likewise,	operational	impacts	on	biological	
resources	would	be	the	same	or	similar	to	the	Proposed	Project.	(LTS/M)	
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Cumulative	 Impacts.	 The	 R&D	Use	 Alternative,	 as	with	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 would	 be	 required	 to	
implement	 ConnectMenlo	 EIR	Mitigation	Measure	BIO-1.1	 to	 reduce	 cumulative	 impacts	 on	 biological	
resources	to	less	than	significant.	(LTS/M)	

5.7 Comparison of Impacts 
CEQA	 Guidelines	 Section	 15126.6	 requires	 a	 comparison	 of	 the	 alternatives	 to	 the	 Proposed	 Project	
(presented	above),	and	suggests	that	a	matrix	be	used	to	summarize	the	comparison.	Table	5-6	below,	
compares	the	impacts	of	the	Proposed	Project	to	those	of	the	alternatives.		

Table 5-6. Comparison of Impacts among Project Alternatives 

Environmental	Issue	
Proposed	
Project	

No	Project	
Alternative	

Reduced	
Project	
Alternative	

R&D	Use	
Alternative	

Transportation	 	
Conflict	with	applicable	plan,	
ordinance,	or	policy	

LTS	 NI	 LTS	 LTS	

Exceed	the	applicable	VMT	threshold	
of	significance	

LTS/M	 NI	 LTS/M	 LTS/M	

Hazards	due	to	design	feature	or	
incompatible	uses	

LTS	 NI	 LTS	 LTS	

Emergency	access	 LTS	 NI	 LTS	 LTS	
Cumulative	Impacts	 LTS/M	 NI	 LTS/M	 LTS/M	
Air	Quality	 	
Conflict	with	Air	Quality	Plan	 LTS/M	 NI	 LTS/M	 LTS/M	
Construction	Criteria	Air	Pollutant	
Emissions	

LTS/M	 NI	 LTS/M	 LTS/M	

Operational	Criteria	Air	Pollutant	
Emissions	

LTS	 NI	 LTS	 LTS	

Exposure	of	Existing	Sensitive	
Receptors	to	Substantial	Pollutant	
Concentrations	during	Construction	

LTS/M	 NI	 LTS/M	 LTS/M	

Other	Air	Emissions	 LTS	 NI	 LTS	 LTS	
Cumulative	Impacts	 LTS/M	 NI	 LTS/M	 LTS/M	
Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions	 	
GHG	Emissions	during	Project	
Construction	

LTS/M	 NI	 LTS/M	 LTS/M	

GHG	Emissions	during	Project	
Operation	and	Conflicts	with	
Applicable	GHG	Emission	Plans,	
Policies,	and	Regulations	

LTS/M	 NI	 LTS/M	 LTS/M	

Noise	 	
Generate	Substantial	or	Permanent	
Increase	in	Ambient	Noise	Levels	

LTS/M	 NI	 LTS/M	 LTS/M	

Cumulative	Impacts	 LTS/M	 NI	 LTS/M	 LTS/M	
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Environmental	Issue	
Proposed	
Project	

No	Project	
Alternative	

Reduced	
Project	
Alternative	

R&D	Use	
Alternative	

Population	and	Housing	
Indirect	Population	Growth	 LTS	 NI	 LTS	 LTS	
Cumulative	Impacts	 LTS	 NI	 LTS	 LTS	
Utilities	and	Service	Systems	
Impacts	on	Water	and	Wastewater	
Treatment	Facilities	

LTS	 NI	 LTS	 LTS	

Water	Supply	 LTS	 NI	 LTS	 LTS	
Wastewater	Generation	 LTS	 NI	 LTS	 LTS	
Cumulative	Impacts	 LTS	 NI	 LTS	 LTS	
Cultural	Resources	and	Tribal	Cultural	Resources	
Archaeological	Resources	 LTS/M	 NI	 LTS/M	 LTS/M	
Human	Remains	 LTS/M	 NI	 LTS/M	 LTS/M	
Tribal	Cultural	Resources	 LTS/M	 NI	 LTS/M	 LTS/M	
Cumulative	Impacts	 LTS/M	 NI	 LTS/M	 LTS/M	
Biological	Resources	 	 	 	 	
Special	Status	Species	 LTS/M	 NI	 LTS/M	 LTS/M	
Wildlife	Movement	and	Native	
Wildlife	Nursery	Sites	

LTS/M	 NI	 LTS/M	 LTS/M	

Cumulative	Impacts	 LTS/M	 NI	 LTS/M	 LTS/M	
NI	=	No	Impact;	LTS	=	Less-than-Significant;	PS	=	Potentially	Significant;	SU	=	Significant	Unavoidable	

5.8 Environmentally Superior Alternative 
Section	21002	of	 the	CEQA	Guidelines	requires	 lead	agencies	to	adopt	 feasible	mitigation	measures	or	
feasible	 environmentally	 superior	 alternatives	 in	 order	 to	 substantially	 lessen	 or	 avoid	 otherwise	
significant	adverse	environmental	effects,	unless	specific	social	or	other	conditions	make	such	mitigation	
measures	or	alternatives	infeasible.	CEQA	also	requires	that	an	environmentally	superior	alternative	be	
identified	among	 the	alternatives	analyzed.	 In	general,	 the	environmentally	 superior	alternative	 is	 the	
project	 that	avoids	or	substantially	 lessens	some	or	all	of	 the	significant	and	unavoidable	 impacts	of	a	
proposed	project	(CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15126.6).		

On	the	basis	of	comparing	the	extent	to	which	the	alternatives	reduce	or	avoid	the	potentially	significant	
impacts	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 the	 No-Project	 Alternative	 would	 be	 the	 environmentally	 superior	
alternative.	Because	no	development	would	occur	at	the	Project	site,	there	would	be	no	construction	or	
operational	impacts.	However,	per	Section	15126.6(e)(2),	the	No-Project	Alternative	cannot	be	selected	
as	the	environmentally	superior	alternative.	 

The	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	result	in	the	same	building	area	and	open	space	as	the	Proposed	Project,	
a	reduction	in	parking	garage	area,	and	a	reduction	in	the	number	of	net	new	employees	and	associated	
vehicle	 trips.	 Because	 the	 building	 footprint	 would	 be	 the	 same,	 all	 footprint-based	 impacts	 and	
construction	impacts	related	to	the	new	building	would	be	the	same	as	the	Proposed	Project	but	certain	
operational	 impacts	would	 be	 reduced	 due	 to	 the	 reduction	 in	 the	number	 of	 employees	 on	 site.	 The	
Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	reduce	the	size	of	the	building.	The	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would,	



City of Menlo Park 
 

Alternatives  
 

Commonwealth Building 3 Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 5-33 June 2022 

ICF 104394.0.001 
 

therefore,	 also	 reduce	 the	 size	 of	 footprint-based	 impacts,	 as	well	 as	 construction	 impacts	 due	 to	 the	
potential	 for	a	 reduced	construction	 schedule	due	to	the	 reduced	 size	of	 the	building.	 In	addition,	 the	
Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	reduce	certain	operational	 impacts	because	of	 the	reduction	 in	the	
number	of	employees	on	site.		

As	summarized	in	Table	5-6,	neither	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	nor	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	
change	any	of	the	impact	conclusions	(e.g.,	less	than	significant,	less	than	significant	with	mitigation,	etc.)	
of	the	Proposed	Project.	However,	the	severity	of	certain	impacts	would	be	reduced	by	both	Alternatives.	
Compared	 to	 the	 Proposed	 Project,	 the	 Reduced	 Project	 Alternative	 would	 have	 slightly	 less	 severe	
impacts	during	 construction	 for	 the	 following	 resources:	air	quality,	 greenhouse	gas	emissions,	noise,	
cultural	 resources	 and	 tribal	 cultural	 resources,	 and	 biological	 resource.	 In	 contrast,	 the	 R&D	 Use	
Alternative	would	have	the	same	impacts	as	the	Proposed	Project	because	the	footprint	would	be	the	same	
as	 the	 Proposed	 Project.	 During	 operation,	 both	 the	 R&D	 Use	 Alternative	 and	 the	 Reduced	 Project	
Alternative	would	have	 less	transportation,	air	quality,	and	greenhouse	gas	emission	 impacts	than	the	
Proposed	 Project	 due	 to	 the	 reduction	 in	 the	 number	 of	 employees	 on	 site.	 Because	 the	 R&D	 Use	
Alternative	 would	 have	 a	 greater	 reduction	 in	 the	 number	 of	 employees	 than	 the	 Reduced	 Project	
Alternative,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	is	expected	to	result	in	less	operational	impacts	than	the	Reduced	
Project	Alternative.	Considering	 the	detail	 above,	while	 the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	 reduce	
both	construction	and	operational	impacts,	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	is	considered	the	environmentally	
superior	alternative.	As	noted,	 the	R&D	Use	Alternative	would	have	 less	operational	 impacts	 than	the	
Reduced	Project	Alternative,	and	even	though	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	would	also	have	less	severe	
construction	related	impacts,	the	operational	period	of	the	R&D	Use	Alternative	of	approximately	50	years	
is	 much	 longer	 than	 the	 relatively	 short	 construction	 period	 of	 39	 months.	 Accordingly,	 the	 added	
environmental	benefit	of	 the	R&D	Use	Alternative	versus	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	over	the	50-
year	period	more	than	compensates	for	the	slight	environmental	benefit	the	Reduced	Project	Alternative	
provides	for	the	comparatively	shorter	construction	period.	
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