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INTRODUCTION

On December 4, 1979, the East Palo Alto Municipal Council formally took 

action leading to the formation of the East Palo Alto Citizens' Committee on 

Incorporation (EPACCI). The EPACCI was formed in January, 1980, and the Municipal 

Council appointed its initial membership of twenty-five (25) residents. By mu­

tual agreement, EPACCI now functions independently of the Municipal Council and 

determines its own goals and activities. Meetings are held on a weekly basis, 

and membership is open to all persons interested in working for the incorporation 

of East Palo Alto. EPACCI's active membership now exceeds one hundred twenty-five 

(125) persons, and there are an additional three hundred fifty (350) contributing 

supporters. The basic charge of EPACCI is to help effectuate the incorporation of 

East Palo Alto by November, 1981.

Immediately following EPACCI's formation, the San Mateo Local Agency Formation 

Commission (LAFCo) was duly notified of our intentions - the incorporation of East 

Palo Alto. On March 3, 1980, the Formation Commission authorized the LAFCo staff 

to prepare a Sphere of Influence Study and an Environmental Impact Report. As a 

result of this action, LAFCo staff prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Report 

for the Menlo Park/East Palo Alto and Districts Sphere of Influence Study, which 

was issued in August, 1980.
The EPACCI has determined that the draft EIR is inadequate, incomplete and 

heavily biased against incorporation and for annexation to Menlo Park. As a result, 

we find it necessary to respond to the spurious conclusions included therein. This 

statement is presented as an official response to the draft EIR.

The draft EIR considers four distin-ct alternatives as they pertain to the 

unincorporated community of East Palo Alto: (1) Status Quo; (2) Incorporation of 

East Palo Alto; (3) Annexation of all or part of East Palo Alto to Menlo Park; and 

(4) Annexation of all or part of East Palo Alto to Palo Alto. This response deals 

primarily with alternatives 1, 2, and 3, with very little emphasis on alterna- 

ative 4.

The EPACCI response to the draft EIR is organized into two sections:

(1) Overview of Discrepancies, Misstatements and Undocumented Conclusions; and
(2) Analysis and Comments. The first section lists and reviews the spurious/biased 

statements and findings in the draft EIR; the second section presents a summary 

assessment of the findings.

The EPACCI urges that the Formation Commission and LAFCo staff give objective 

consideration to this response.



OVERVIEW OF DISCREPANCIES, MISSTATEMENTS, AND UNDOCUMENTED CONCLUSIONS

This section provides a detailed overview of the significant discrepancies, 

misstatements, and undocumented conclusions contained in the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report for the Menlo Park/East Palo Alto and Districts Sphere of Influence 

Study. The EPACCI comments are italicized and sequenced to correspond with the 

various sections of the draft EIR text.

SECTION I: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (PAGES 8 - 16)

Status Quo

Page 9: "East Palo Alto will continue to be isolated from neighboring communities.'

The draft ETP doe6 not define the. term ''isolation" and. presents no data 
documenting this co notas ton, which is a central thefts of the step oat.

Page 9: "The already 'tight' new, used and rental housing market will continue, 
unless housing rehabilitation and new housing are encouraged", (italics 
added)

There is currently a substantial program of housing Rehabilitation under- 
way in East Pato hito, and atso much new housing construction. The 
term "unless" suggests that housing rehabilitation and construction are 
not being ’’encouraged" in East Pato hito, and thus misstates the current 
emphasis on housing in the San Mateo Housing and Community Development 
Program.

Page 9: "...(East Palo Alto has a) deficit of approximately $866,000 per year."

The draft EIR presents no data on the income generated by East Pato 
/slto for San Mateo County {e.g., the Housing and Community Development 
entitlement) and, therefore, substantially misstates the net amount of 
actual subsidy provided to East Palo hito by San Mateo County.

Page 10: "The alternative (status quo) could have a short-term advantage because 
problems in East Palo Alto could continue to be ignored." (italics added)

The draft EIP does not identify the so-called short-term advantages of 
ignoring certain unspecified problems. This is an undocumented conclu­
sion, one which is discrepant with the statement on page 127 that East 
Palo Alto is provided with adequate municipal services under the status 
quo base condition, and one which disregards the increasingly visible 
efforts of East Palo Kilo residents to implement constructive community 
development programs.
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Incorporation

Page 10: "The impact on demographic characteristics of East Palo Alto's 
population would be severe if incorporation were to occur under any 
of the three boundary alternatives." (italics added)

This conclusion Is not supported by data. presented tn the. draft EIR.
The term "severe" seems a gross misstatement of the potential Impacts 
on population demography under Incorporation alternatives 1 and 3 (Z. e., 
County Service Area #5 and Detachment/Annexation of South of Willow 
Road]. The ui>e of this term Is consistent, however, with an obvious 
LATCo staff predisposition In favor of the annexation alternatives.

Page 10: "To enhance the tax base, the incorporated community would probably
& 11 favor commercial and industrial development over residential, thereby 

doing little to relieve the 'tight' housing market and the serious 
jobs/housing imbalance in the Mid-Peninsula."

There Is no documented Information In the draft EIR justifying a con­
clusion about what the Incorporated community would "probably favor". 
The objective evidence, In fact, Indicates that there Is considerable 
priority being given to housing needs In the San Mateo Housing and 
Community Development Program. Further, although there Is no proposed 
plan for addressing the jobs/housing Imbalance problem In the draft 
EIR, It Is stated, without j'ustZflcatlon, that the Incorporated commun­
ity would be unresponsive to this problem, while somehow Implying that 
annexation would necessarily solve 11.

Page 12: "No substantial cost savings can be achieved through incorporation. In 
fact, Alternative A might be somewhat more costly than the present situ­
ation."

The text of the draft EIR does not state that Alternative B would be 
somewhat less costly than the present situation (based upon the data 
provided In the draft EIR). We believe that the Incorporation alterna­
tive merits more serious and objective consideration.

Page 12: "A key conclusion of the revenue projections contained in the Fiseal 
Analysis was that East Palo Alto, under either incorporation alternative, 
could expect an increase in its revenue base over the projected five year 
period, 1980 through 1985. However, a substantial revenue short-fall is 
indicated under either alternative."

The draft EIR falls to report, In this respect, the findings and conclu­
sions of the "East Palo Alto Fiscal Analysis: Staff Analysis" and falls 
to state the errors In projected costs contained In the Fiscal Analysis, 
which are detailed In the cited "Staff Analysis".

Page 13: "Incorporation has limited short-term benefits."

This Is an undocumented conclusion.



EPACCI OVERVIEW/LAFCo
Page 4

SECTION II: DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT (PAGES 17 - 24)

Page 23: The draft EIR lists the areas of environmental significance under 
consideration in this report.

TheAe. Zs {¡aZZane to cZte jobs, education and. Zand ase as sZgnZ^Zcant 
envZnonmentaZ eZements, and no jasti^ZcatZon opened {¡on thZs stnZkZng 
omZASZon. These eZements one {andamentaZ Zn any consZdenation o{¡ East 
PaZo AZto's {atañe.

SECTION III: BASE CONDITIONS (PAGES 25 - 52)

Pages 25: The draft EIR presents the "base conditions" for the City of Menlo
- 34 Park.

The dna{t EIR does not dZstinguZsh the base condition {on BeZZe Haven 
on present any sepaAate data on BeZZe Haven whZch, by vZntaaZZy any 
de{ZnZtion, Za an ZsoZated sectZon o{ the CZty o{ MenZo Tank. ThZs 
Za a sZgnZ{Zcant shontcomZng o{ the dna{t EIR, {on the stank AeaZZty 
o{ Be ¿Ze Haven afondó the best example o{ what East Pato AZto mZght 
become Z{ Zt wene annexed to MenZo Pank.

Page 33: "19.9%" of Menlo Park's population is non-white.

The dna{t EIP does not ZndZcate that, Zn 1974, 93% o{ the Black popala- 
tZon Zn MenZo Pank was ZsoZated Zn the BeZZe Haven community (souA.ee: 
Mentó Pank Compnehenslve PZan, "TowaAds 2,000", 1974)

Page 38: "The East Palo Alto community's 'tight' housing market presents a problem 
for moderate and low income families in the area who have a difficult 
time finding housing which they can afford."

The dna{t EIR {alls to acknowledge the sZgnZ^Zcant consZdenation beZng 
gZven to thZs pnoblem anden the HousZng and CommanZty Development Pnognann. 
It atAo {alls to note that, Zn MenZo PaAk., BeZZe Haven Zs the onZy aAea 
whene Zow and modenate Zneome {anilles can {Znd a{{ondable hoasZng.

Page 46: "Currently, about half the families of the (EPA) community are in the 
'low-moderate' income range, by HUD standards."

CompaAabZe data Zs not cZted Zn the dna{t EIR {on the BeZZe Haven sectZon 
o{ the CZty o{ MenZo PaAk..

Page 46: "6.5% of East Palo Alto's (housing) units were overcrowded in 1970."

CompaAabZe data Zs not cZted {on the BeZZe Haven section o{ the CZty o{ 
MenZo PaAk. EuAthen, thene Zs no detaZZed anaZysZs o¡$ types o{ housZng 
stAactaAoA veAAas the {actoA o{ "oveAcAowdZng". Non Zs thene any objec­
tive explanation o{ how this pnoblem mZght be moAe e{{ectively alleviated 
anden eZthen annexation pnoposat.

souA.ee
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SECTION IV: ALTERNATIVE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES - A FRAMEWORK (PAGES 53 - 68)

Status Quo

Page 53: "The unincorporated urbanized East Palo Alto community relies heavily 
upon the County of San Mateo and eight special districts for public 
services."

Disregarding the negative, connotation -implicit In this statement, the, 
county Ls Legally required to provide, public s ervlces to a nln co tipo stated 
areas. The draft E1R cites estimates of tax revenue generated Ln East 
Talo Alto but, significantly, falls to provide any data on how much 
other revenue the county accrues from federal and ótate entitlements, 
based Largely upon the demographic character of East Palo Alto.

Incorporation

Page 61: "Menlo Park has a public service infrastructure that might be expanded 
more economically than creating a new city government."

This conclusion Ls based upon Insufficient data and Ls, therefore, an 
undocumented supposition. Presently, the extension of public services 
Into BeLLe Haven Is significantly Impacted by -the Isolation of this 
community on the eastslde of the Bayshore Freeway. There Ls a rational 
basis for concluding that a similar situation would prevail under either 
of the two annexation proposals.

Page 62: "The City of Menlo Park owns and maintains approximately 60 acres of 
recreational open space."

The draft ETR. does not present an analysis of recreational acreage 
In terms of the additional burden of 11,000 plus East Palo Alto resi­
dents. Nor does It define "substandard Level of recreation" (p. 126)<

Page 63: Data is presented on the staffing patterns in the Menlo Park Community 
Development Department.

There Ls no analysis presented Ln the draft E1R of the Impacts on plan­
ning which a 40 per cent, mostly non-whlte population Increase would 
entail.

SECTION V: IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES UPON AREAS OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE (PAGES 69 - 165)

Status Quo

Page 71: "The impact on population would be the continued isolation of a pre­
dominantly minority community,...from some of the most affluent, pre­
dominantly white communities in the nation."
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The dnaft EIR does not pnesent data, on the changing ethnic chanacten 
of East Rato Mto oven, the pant five yearin, non on the tnend towand 
an increasing non-Black population. Significantly, the dnaft EIR 
fails to addnenn the unavoidable advenne impacts of intna-citi/ isola­
tion anden both of the annexation alternatives. It alto faits to 
addnenn the isolated chanacten of the Bette Haven community in Menlo 
Rank.

Page 71: "The adoption of a status quo sphere of influence...would probably 
mean a continuation of the housing situation...."

The dnaft EIR disnegandn the nignificant housing nehabilitation activ- 
ities anden, the San Mateo Housing and Community Vevetopment Rnognam 
and, thenefone, misntaten the impacts on housing unden the ntatun 
quo condition.

Page 72: The cited mitigation measures for housing under the status quo con­
dition are "encourage housing rehabilitation...and...new housing 
construction".

The dnaft EIR implies that housing nehabilitation and constnuetion 
one not being "eneounaged", which contnadicts the well-known evidence 
neganding the substantial housing activities andenway xn East Rato Mto. 
It also faits to pnopose a specific mitigation meas une dealing with the 
jobs/housing imbalance on the Mid-Renins ala.

Page 77: "The balance of costs not covered by local revenue represents a sub­
sidy to East Palo Alto by other areas of San Mateo County."

The dnaft EIR does not pnesent data on on state the net benefits to 
San Mateo County fnom the funds generated by East Palo Mto unden 
fedenal and state entitlement pnognams. M a nesult, the dnaft EIR 
implies that East Ralo Mto does not genenate the do Ilans, either 
directly on indinectly, to pay fon the cost of senvices pnovidecTby 
San Mateo County. This is an unwarranted conclusion.

Page 80: "The community's (EPA) aesthetics would definitely be changed by the 
selection of this alternative (status quo). An example of such change 
is the continued deterioration of the Nairobi Shopping Center."

The dnaft EIR disnegands the positive planning that it underway ne­
ganding nehabilitation of the Nairobi Shopping Centen, and fails to 
acknowledge that such nevitalization is a pnognam activity unden the 
San Mateo Housing and Community Vevetopment Pnognam.

Page 80: "Taking no action would have the effect of ensuring a continuation of 
the present situation. This could have a short-term advantage for 
some, i.e., the problem could be ignored...."

The dnaft EIR misstates the cunnent state of development and nevitali­
zation in East Palo Mto, pnincipatly unden the auspices of the San 
Mateo Housing and Community Vevetopment Pnognam and the East Palo 
(sito Economic Vevetopment Council. It is unneasonable to conclude 
that detenionation in East Palo Mto is not being nesponsibly addnessed, 
and to disnegand the constnuctive impacts of the too development agencies 
noted above.
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Incorporation

Page 84: "(incorporation would serve)...to isolate a predominantly minority 
community,...from some of the most affluent predominantly white com­
munities in the nation."

The term "isolated" it not defined and there it no data, tn the draft 
EIR documenting thit conclution.

Page 84: The draft EIR lists four areas with development potential in East Palo 
Alto.

The draft EIR fails to cite the development potential of, Cooley Landing 
and neaAby acAeage.

Page 85: "The impact of incorporation on housing will be that commercial and 
industrial development will probably be preferred over more residen­
tial development."

Thit it an undocumented conclution.

Page 85: "Converting apartments to condominiums could have the effect of dis­
placing persons of low and moderate income who cannot afford to pur­
chase a home."

The Accent evidence it that the Eatt Pato Alto Municipat Councit and 
many to cat Accidents aAe opposed to condominium conversions a etutting 
in the displacement of to cat citizenry. neither the San Mateo Ptan­
ning Commtition noA the San Mateo Board of SupeAvitoAi have tupported 
thit Aecommendatton from the Municipat Councit.. To tuggett that the 
incoApoAoted community would enact poticy that encouraged ditptacement 
it a mitttatement of the evidence and alto an unwarranted conjecture.

Page 86: "Adequate public transportation is essential", principally because of 
the dependency of East Palo Alto residents "on outside communities 
for goods and services".

Thit need it at valid for both of the annexation proposals at for the 
incorporation propotat. Further, the draft EIR tuggettt, without jutti- 
fication, that tAantportation and circulation problems can be more re- 
tpontibiy addretted under either of the annexation alternativet. Thit 
conclution it tpecuiative, and not bated upon data documented in the 
draft EIR. Belle Haven experiencet the tame type of inadequate public 
tAantportation at do et Eatt Palo A Ito. If Menlo Park cannot halve Belle 
Haven't problem, how can one conclude that it .can tolve Eatt Palo Alto's?

Page 88: "If... streets are brought to minimum county standards right of ways 
will reduce property boundaries and reduce parking on already narrow 
streets and will change the rural character of the area."

Thit it a tpecuiative conclution that it no more valid under incorporation 
than under any other alternative considered in the draft EIR. With effi­
cient planning and engineering, thebe impactt will be minimized, at it 
the cate on many btreett throughout Eatt Palo Alto and San Mateo County.
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Page 97: Charts are presented assessing the "effect of incorporation on service 
& ff level" under Alternatives A and B of the Fiscal Analysis.

It is noteworthy that no_ negative. impacts are cited (¡oft any o{ the six­
teen (16) municipal. services detailed In these chants.

Page 115: "Presently, and for the base case condition, East Palo Alto enjoys a 
revenue subsidy from the remainder of San Mateo County."

The dra{t ElR disregards the revenues generated by East Palo Klto {or 
the county {rom {ederal and stote entitlements, based largely upon 
the demographic character o{ East Palo Klto. Therefore, the dra{t EIR 
grossly misstates the actual amount and extent o{ the county’s sub­
sidy to East Palo Klto .

Page 115: "The largest example of this subsidy is police services, where at least 
50 per cent of the current budget of over $1,200,000 is supported by 
the San Mateo County general fund."

The dra{t EIR {alls to cite that the San Mateo Criminal Justice Coun­
cil receives federal and state entitlements at current levels in large 
part because o{ East Palo Klto. Funds {rom the San Mateo CJC are allo­
cated to the Sherl{{'s Department {or projects in East Palo Klto and 
projects in other parts o{ the county. This is similarly true {¡or other 
agencies in the Criminal Justice System. The conclusion regarding 
the subsidy o{ police services by the San Mateo general {und disre­
gards the San Mateo CJC entitlements and similar federal and state crime 
dollars, many o{ which subsidize police and crime prevention services 
throughout the county.

The dra{t EIR indicates on page 140 that East Palo expends $1,472,076 
on police services. Presently, Menlo Park, expends $1,511,563 {or 
police services. Menlo Park, employs 53 personnel and East Palo Klto 
less than 30 personnel {or these similar costs. It is possible, there- 
{ore, that police services in East Palo Klto are not cost-e{{ective, 
and that cost savings will accrue under an e{{lclently administered 
municipality.

Page 115: "Nearly 50 per cent of the county's road capital improvement program, 
funded primarily by gasoline taxes is related to East Palo Alto pro­
jects. "

Since East Palo Klto is the largest urbanized unincorporated area in 
the county, the use o{ these tax dollars in East Palo Klto {or this 
purpose is substantially warranted. Kgain, the implication in the 
dra{t EIP is that East Palo Klto is "heavily" subsidized. To whatever 
degree this may be valid regarding capital improvements, it is equally 
as valid under each o{ the {our alternatives addressed in the dra{t EÍR 
when consideration is given to "unavoidable adverse impacts".

Page 115: "In any event, the ultimate impact of incorporation would be a shift 
of municipal service costs, either in terms of higher taxes and fees 
or reduced services, from the balance of San Mateo County to the pro­
perty owners and residents of East Palo Alto."
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The draft EIR faits to present a "but cae" fiscal analysts of the 
tYicoK.potiati.ovi alternatives employing, tn pant, the findings and. con- 
etalons of the "Eat Palo hito Fiscal Knalysis : Staff Knalysis".
Sack a fiscal analysis is essential tn order to jatify the cited con- 
elm, ton. Significantly, the draft EIR faits to cite the overpro jected 
costs tn the Eli, cal Knalysis, thereby overestimating the revenue/ cost 
Imbalance anden, the Incorporation (#B) alternative.

Page 122: "The net effect of not including the West of Bayshore area with East 
Palo Alto (incorporation) is estimated to be a twenty-two per cent 
reduction of potential revenue."

The draft EIR faits to cite the estimated redaction tn coiti, itattng 
only that "the elimination.. .Mould redace mantelpat expenditureS to 
iome extent"... {Italia added).

Page 125: "Because of a significant reduction in revenue, if incorporation 
occurred within the next five years, community maintenance and service 
programs would be greatly reduced. The aesthetics of the community 
would, therefore, be impacted."

This eoneluiton it unwarranted bated apon the data presented in the 
draft EIR. Throagh effective mantctpal reorganization, it it a likely 
that aathetla could be adequately provided for under the Incorporation 
alternative.

Page 127: "East Palo Alto currently is provided with few exceptions, an adequate 
level of municipal services."

If thit it the cate, then Mhat it the batit for claiming on page 132 
that "many parti of Eat Palo Klto have been in a continuo a itate of 
of deterioration for many yean"? Ji there no relationship between 
"adequate services" and community "deterioration"? Either the draft 
EIR mititales the quality of municipal iervicei or it mititales the 
iignlflcance of deterioration, poaibly both.

Page 127: "Incorporation has the potential to achieve limited short-term ad­
vantages to the disadvantage of long-term environmental goals in­
cluding human needs."

This ii an undocumented conclusion.

Page 127: "(East Palo Alto under incorporation would be)...more dependent on 
outside agencies to offset the revenue deficit."

This conclusion ii based in large part upon the findingi in the Fis eat 
Knatyiii, without regard for the errors in cost projections in this 
report that have been detailed in the "Eat Palo Klto Eiical Knatyiii: 
Staff Knatyiii". Panther, the draft EIR faiti to distinguish the effect 
and cost savings of contracting selected public services from subsi­
dization of these services.
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Annexation of All or Part to Menlo Park

Page 129: "An outstanding feature of population when comparing Menlo Park and 
East Palo Alto is the percentage of white and non-white residents. 
Menlo Park has a 19.9 per cent non-white population, whereas East 
Palo Alto has a 61 per cent black and a 66.3 per cent total non-white 
population."

The drafit ETR signi^icantty omits that 93 per cent The Btack pop- 
atation in Mentó Park, in 1974, resided in Bette Haven.

Page 129: The draft EIR cites comparative data on East Palo Alto and Menlo Park 
regarding age, income, crime and unemployment of the populations.

Significantly, Zhe draft EIR does not present comparative. data, on the. 
BeZZe Haven community.

Page 129: "Annexation of only the West of Bayshore region to Menlo Park would 
mean the inclusion of an area with more homogeneous population 
characteristics."

This conclusion is valid only to Zhe extent that one. to tatty disregards 
Zhe BeZZe Haven community.

Page 132: "Menlo Park, surrounding as it is by East Palo Alto on three sides (sic), 
is the recipient of many traffic and circulation problems generated 
by East Palo Al to."

ThZó is an andoo.ame.nted. conclusion.

Page 132: "Annexation of the areas to Menlo Park would give the City the juris­
dictional authority to control such adverse transportation/circulation 
related impacts."

This conclusion is o Vetoed. without regard to the potential unavoidable 
adverse impacts on East Pato Klto under this alternative.

Page 134: It is stated that the impacts of annexation would be minimal in the 
following areas: streets, library, street lighting, animal control, 
civil defense, and emergency medical services.

This Zó an ando cam ent ed co notas ton.

Page 135: The first mitigation measure recommends expanding the Menlo Park City 
Council from five to seven members.

ThZó recommendation Zó presumably to provide (yon. ap to 29 pet. cent 
/tepees entatton on the Mentó Park City Coanctt ¿from the East Pato Kioto 
community. East Pato AIto would have in excess of 40 pet. cent of 
Mentó Pack's popatation under annexation. If Bette Haven it also 
considered, then their, combined popotations Mould certainty approach 
50 per cent. Is two representatives oat of seven considered "adequate 
representation"?
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Page 137: A comparison is made of the revenues and expenditures of Menlo Park 
and East Palo Alto.

From the data. preiented, the. only juittfalable concluiion ii that 
Menlo Park hai higher revenuei and ¿pendí, more on municipal ieiiv.ie.ei, 
and that Eaít Pato Alt hai lower iie.venu.ei and ¿pendí le¿¿ on municipal 
4ervicei. The conjecture about Income {rom Fait Palo AIto being 
si.ou.ghty equivalent to the increaied coiti to Menlo Park tí not 4upposited 
by data preiented tn the dra{t EIR.

Page 139: It is projected that there would be a potential $500,000 savings under 
the annexation proposal as compared with the incorporation proposal.

The detail EIR. daei not ¿stipulate to whom the ¿o-ealled ¿avtng¿ tí 
applicable. Further, the dra{t EIR ¿stated on page 1SL that the co¿t 
o^ extending ¿ervicei {¡scorn Palo Alto to Ea¿t Palo Alto tí $2,142,000 
and on page 140 that the co¿t to Menlo Pasik tí $1,210,000, ost hal{ 
a¿ much. The pro jecstioni {or extending government ¿ervicei are $801,000 
and $280,000 respectively, or three stimei a¿ much. The dra{t EIR doe¿ 
not provide an explanation o{ theie dli crepancici.

Page 141: One of the cited mitigation measures is programs to enhance the tax 
base of East Palo Alto to offset a revenue/expenditure imbalance.

This tí not presented a¿ a mitigation meaiure under the Incorpostation 
alternative.

Page 142: "Many parts of East Palo Alto have been in a continuous state of deter­
ioration for many years."

To juxtapoie thli ¿statement againt one claiming the bene{iti to be 
gained {rom annexation to a "mature and experienced city" tí to dlitosit 
a prior claim, cited above, that Fait Palo Alto hai adequate municipal 
¿ervlcei (p.7 27) and that iervlces would be adequate under the Incor- 
posiatton alternative (pp. 97{{).

Page 144: "By enhancing the tax base in East Palo Alto by a mix of residential, 
commercial and industrial development the long-term impact could be 
that the community would produce adequate revenue to cover the added 
costs to Menlo Park."

Thli concluí ion tí oí likely under the incorporation alternative ai 
under the annexatlon-to-Menlo-Park propoial.

Annexation of Al 1 or Part to Palo Alto

Page 150: "The city (Palo Alto) is opposed to this (southern) connection; how- 
- 151 ever, if the area (East Palo Alto) were annexed to Palo Alto such 

a route would serve to join the two areas more closely."

On page 89, the dra{t EIR itatei that "ai a practical matter, the 
poiitbilitiei o{ a Southern Connecstion are remote. The City o{ 
Palo Alto ha¿ made it clear that the City would not bend to any 
Southern Connecstion to the bstidge". On what groundi ii it ¿uggeited 
that annexation to Palo Alto would alter oppoittion to a. Southern 
Connecstion, and why ii the Vumbascton Bstidge impact not cited a¿ a 
mandatory finding o{ iigni{icance on pagei 164 - 165?



EPACCI OVERVIEW/LAFCo
Page 12

SECTION VI: UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS (PAGES 166 - 168)

Page 166: The draft EIR cites the unavoidable adverse impacts under each of
- 168 the four alternatives considered in the report.

The most significant shortcoming of the chuz fit EPP is that it cites 
unavoidable adverse impacts fo ft the ¿tatué quo and incorporation 
conditions that afte not also cited foft the two annexation conditions, 
and which afte equally as unavoidable and adverse anden, each of the 
four cziteA.nati.ves. Thefte afte nine unavoidable adv ens e impacts for 
the status quo condition, ten for incoApoaation, two for annexation 
to Menlo Park, and thn.ee for annexation to Palo Alto.

Tach the following factons is as likely to be unavoidable and 
advense anden, evefty one of the four alternatives if, in {¡act, one 
wefte to conclude that the {actoA is pAopenly classified as an un­
avoidable advense impact.

- inten-city oa intna-city isolation {listed anden, status quo and 
incoApoAation, bat not anden, either of the annexation conditions).

- housing stock maintenance and rehabilitation (listed anden, status 
quo, bat not anden, the other thn.ee conditions).

- decaeose in quantity and quality of housing stock in favoa of 
commercial/indas total development to enhance the tax base (listed 
under incorporation, bat not the other three alternatives).

- need for road construction and reconstruction (listed under status 
quo and incorporation, bat not under either of the annexation 
conditions).

- continued high crime rate, rate of fires and medical emergencies 
(listed under status quo and incorporation, bat not under either 
of the annexation conditions).

- deterioration of the water distribution system {listed under status 
quo and incorporation, but not under either of the annexation 
conditions).

- deterioration of the sanitary sewer lines (listed under status quo 
and incorporation, bat not under either of the annexation conditions).

Each of the following factors is as likely to be unavoidable and 
adverse under every one of the four alternatives.

- probable University Avenue access that would divide the community 
{listed under status quo and incorporation, but not under either of 
the annexation conditions).
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- probable University Avenue and partial Industrial Park Dumbar­
ton Bridge. access that would divide the community and infuse heavy 
vehicular traite -into residential neighborhoods {-Listed under incor- 
ation, bat not under the other three alternatives).

Each ofi the fallowing actors is cited as an unavoidable adverse impact 
based upon spurious data, conjecture, and/or undocumented conclusions.

- decrease in police services {listed under incorporation).

- increasing revenue subsidy {listed under status quo).

- substantial revenue shortfall, {listed under incorporation).

- probable decrease in overall municipal services {listed under incor­
poration) .

- short-term advantage (o^ incorporation) to the disadvantage 0/ long 
term environmental goals {listed under incorporation).

SECTION VII: GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT

Page 169: "The incorporated City of East Palo Alto would initially attempt to 
develop its tax base by means of commercial and industrial develop­
ment. This type of development is not considered by LAFCo staff to 
be significant growth inducing with regards to population; however, 
it could foster economic growth."

The drafa E1R misstates the potential impacts o£ economic development 
on population growth and demographic character. Further, it fails 
to highlight the potential positive impacts economic development 
on the quality of, Ufa in East Palo Alto, including jobs, housing, 
and environment, and on generating a revenue base necessary far the 
delivery of good municipal services.



ANALYSIS AND COMMENTS

This section provides a focused analysis of the spurious observations, recom­

mendations and conclusions contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Report for 

the Menlo Park/East Palo Alto and Districts Sphere of Influence Study. The EPACCI 

comments are presented under the following headings: (1) Objectivity of the Draft 

EIR; (2) Level of Municipal Service in East Palo Alto; (3) Community Isolation; 

(4) County Revenue Subsidy; (5) Housing Maintenance and Rehabilitation; (6) Jobs/ 

Housing Imbalance; (7) Transportation/Circulation Patterns; (8) Political Represen­

tation; (9) Incorporation - A Short Term Goal?; and (10) Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.

Objectivity of the Draft EIR

A major issue of concern in East Palo Alto is the political future of the community. 
Since the ruling of the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) will be virtually 
decisive on this question, it is imperative that the Commission and that the public 
be provided an objective environmental impact report whose findings and recommen­
dations are non-prejudicial and supported by data that is actually contained or 
referenced in the report. Such is in the best interest of San Mateo County, the 
LAFCo, and the affected jurisdictions.

At the very least, consideration must be given to the fact that the draft EIR was 
prepared under the direction of the Executive Director of LAFCo, who is known to 
have an a priori substantial bias against the formation of new municipalities in 
San Mateo County. For this reason alone, the draft EIR findings and recommenda­
tions are conceivably biased.

It may have been more prudent for the Formation Commission to have recognized the 
questionable implications of staff predisposition on this question, and to have 
solicited an independent reputable agency to prepare and issue on EIR and Sphere 
of Influence Report under its independent auspices.

Level of Municipal Service in East Palo Alto

The draft EIR states that "because of the commitment of most of the special dis­
tricts and San Mateo County, East Palo Alto for the most part enjoys good public 
services" (p. 74), and that "East Palo Alto currently is provided with few 
exceptions, an adequate level of municipal services" (p. 127). However, the 
draft EIR also indicates "the fact is that many parts of East Palo Alto have 
been in continuous deterioration for many years" (p. 142). It is emphasized 
that none of the key terminology in the phrases quoted above is defined, and 
that there is virtually no data presented justifying these conclusions. What 
then is the rationale and the data base for concluding that the level of public 
services has been "good" and "adequate", while at the same time alleging that 
"many parts" of East Palo Alto have been steadily deteriorating for "many years"? 
One would reasonably conclude that if the level and quality of public services 
are adequate, then there should not be a continuous deterioration in the quality 
of public life.
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The fact is that the allegation of deterioration is juxtaposed against the 
supposition that "a mature and experienced city" such as Menlo Park can extend 
services to the immature and unsophisticated community of East Palo Alto, in 
partial justification of the a priori staff predisposition for annexation to 
Menlo Park.

To the contrary, there is substantial visible evidence that neighborhood revitali­
zation is well underway in East Palo Alto, that constructive development programs 
are in place, and that deterioration has been reversed. Most significantly, 
these positive changes are principally the result of astute, deliberate action by 
the East Palo Alto Municipal Council, in cooperation with the San Mateo Board of 
Supervisors and county departments, and the East Palo Alto Economic Development 
Counci 1.

Community Isolation

The draft EIR states that "incorporation...could significantly impact the environ­
ment by further serving to isolate a predominantly minority community, ...(that is 
non-affluent)...from some of the most affluent predominantly white communities in 
the nation" (pp. 83-84). The term "isolated" is not defined in the draft EIR and 
there is no objective data presented to support this conclusion.

By most definitions of the term, Belle Haven is a distinctly isolated section of 
the City of Menlo Park — geographically, ethnically, socially and culturally. 
East Palo Alto is geographically contiguous to Belle Haven, and is ethnically, 
socially and culturally more similar to Belle Haven than to the remainder of 
Menlo Park. On what basis, therefore, can one objectively conclude that East 
Palo Alto will not be isolated, or even less isolated, under the annexation-to- 
Menlo Park proposal.

Possibly the most obvious shortcoming of the report is the failure to highlight 
the unavoidable adverse environmental impact of intra-city isolation under the 
annexation proposal, which is to be recommended by the LAFCo staff for considera­
tion by the Formation Commission. Is such a shortcoming basically the consequence 
of staff predisposition to recommend annexation to Menlo Park?

Over the past five years, it is probable that the ethnic character of East Palo 
Alto has steadily changed. The percentage of Black population is likely less 
today than ten years ago, and there has been a corresponding increase in the 
white and other non-Black populations.

The changing multi-ethnic character of East Palo Alto is of considerable signi­
ficance given the supposition alleging sustained community isolation that obviously 
ignores this trend. With the proportion of whites and other non-Blacks increasing, 
it is reasonable to conclude that the environmental significance of isolation may 
be misrepresented or misjudged by the report.

County Revenue Subsidy

A central thesis of the draft EIR is that East Palo Alto is heavily subsidized by 
San Mateo County, and that this revenue subsidy is borne by the county's residents.
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The draft EIR fails to denote that San Mateo County accrues considerable income 
from selected federal and state entitlement programs, at the current levels, 
principally because of the population demography in East Palo Alto. It, therefore, 
substantially misstates the net amount of actual revenue subsidy, if any, provided 
to East Palo Alto by the county. An objective analysis of the entitlement funds 
generated by East Palo Alto for San Mateo County might show that the county re­
ceives sufficient revenues to offset the so-called general fund subsidy.

Housing Maintenance and Rehabilitation

The draft EIR states that there is a "tight" housing market in East Palo Alto (p.38), 
that there is a significant need for housing rehabilitation and new construction 
(p.72), and that there is potential for the displacement of low and moderate in­
come families resulting from condominium conversions to improve the local tax 
base (p.85).

Housing development is among the highest priorities in East Palo Alto, and there 
are substantial housing rehabilitation and maintenance activities underway, largely 
financed by the San Mateo Housing and Community Development Program. Furthermore, 
there is visible evidence throughout the community of new housing construction, 
and substantial evidence of local opposition to displacement through condominium 
conversions.

The draft EIR minimizes the significance of these factors and, consequently, grossly 
misstates the current status of housing development and, quite possibly, the poten­
tial environmental impacts under the status quo and incorporation conditions.

Jobs/Housing Imbalance

The draft EIR states that incorporation would "not help in relieving the severe 
jobs/housing imbalance in the Mid-Peninsula" (p.85). It also states that "the 
impact of incorporation on housing will be that commercial and industrial develop­
ment will probably be preferred over more residential development" (p.85), and 
that "it is entirely possible that Menlo Park could perceive East Palo Alto as 
a location for much needed housing for the employees of local companies" (p.131). 
It further states that "plans for development in East Palo Alto could change if 
annexation...(is)...adopted by the Formation Commission" (p. 131).

What is the justification for this conjecture? Is the LAFCo staff suggesting 
that East Palo Alto become the pawn on the jobs/housing imbalance question? 
Is the LAFCo staff indirectly implying that the East Palo Alto Community Plan, 
once adopted, be scrapped because it anticipates what is judged to be an imbalance 
between residential and commercial/industrial land uses, disregarding the fact 
that the Community Plan will have undergone substantial review by East Palo Alto 
residents? Is the LAFCo staff so predisposed to annexation that its judgement 
is overly tainted in this direction?

With rational county-wide planning, it is feasible that Mid-Peninsula communities 
can responsibly address the jobs/housing imbalance problem, regardless of the 
determination of the Formation Commission on the LAFCo staff recommendation for 
annexation. Quite frankly, it will require such collaborative planning to effec­
tively address the problem. To define East Palo Alto as the solution to such a 
complex issue is to be, at best, myopic. To suggest that the incorporated 
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community would be unresponsive to the .jobs/housing imbalance problem is 
unfounded speculation.

Transportation/Ci rculation Impacts

The draft EIR states that "Menlo Park...is the recipient of many traffic and 
circulation problems generated by East Palo Alto" (p.132). There is no data 
presented in the draft EIR to support this conclusion.

The draft EIR further states that "annexation to Menlo Park would give the City 
the jurisdictional authority to control such adverse transportation/circulation 
impacts" (p.132). In other words, the LAFCo staff is emphasizing that the sec­
tion of Menlo Park west of the Bayshore Freeway, under annexation, could take 
action to control certain unspecified, adverse impacts resulting from trans­
portation patterns in East Palo Alto, however, without regard for the environ­
mental impacts of such action on East Palo Alto.itself.

Political Representation

The draft EIR recommends that consideration be given "to expanding the number of 
city council members in Menlo Park from five to seven to ensure adequate represen­
tation of the East Palo Alto Community" (p. 136). It states that, according to 
the 1970 census, the population of Menlo Park was 26,734 and of East Palo Alto, 
17,837. The total population of the new city based upon these census data would 
be 44,571. East Palo Alto would have approximately 40 per cent of the popula­
tion with one or two seats on the city council. If the populations of East Palo 
Alto and Belle Haven are considered together, then these two areas would have 
at least 50 per cent of the total population of Menlo Park. On what basis is 
it concluded that two out of seven council members would be "adequate" represen­
tation?

Incorporation - A Short Term Goal?

The draft ĒIR states that "incorporation addresses limited short-term goals Of 
the community, i.e., greater community control through self-governance" (p.127). 
This supposition is not supported by any data presented in the draft EIR, and it 
appears based upon an inherent assumption that the so-called "short-term goals" 
of the community are conflictual with the long-term goals of the county.

Certainly, the Formation Commission, the affected jurisdictions, and the residents 
of East Palo Alto are aware that incorporation has both short-term and long-term 
implications for the organization, financing and delivery of municipal services.

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

The draft EIR argues that there are nine unavoidable adverse impacts under the 
status quo condition, ten under incorporation, two under annexation/Menlo Park, 
and three under annexation/Palo Alto. Herein is the most significant shortcoming 
of the draft EIR, demonstrating the LAFCo staff predisposition for annexation, 
namely, assigning unavoidable adverse impacts to the first two conditions, status 
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quo and incorporation, that should as likely be assigned to the two annexation 
conditions, given the data presented in the draft EIR.

For example, intra-city isolation is as likely under either annexation proposal 
as is inter-city isolation under the status quo and incorporation proposals - 
if, in fact, isolation is determined to be an unavoidable adverse impact.

Similarly, housing stock maintenance and rehabilitation are equally as unavoid­
able and adverse under any of the four alternatives.

The University Avenue connection to the Dumbarton Bridge is equally as probable 
under any of the four alternatives if, as the draft EIR states, Palo Alto "will 
not bend" on a Southern Connection. Is it assumed that if East Palo Alto were 
annexed to Palo Alto or Menlo Park, then the Palo Alto City Council and residents 
would approve a Southern Connection? What is the reason that this is not cited 
as an unavoidable adverse impact under the two annexation proposals?

The draft EIR indicates that road construction and reconstruction would not be 
an unavoidable adverse impact under annexation. There is insufficient data pre­
sented in the draft EIR to substantiate this conclusion. Over the short-term 
period, at a minimum, road construct!on/reconstruction would be equally as un­
avoidable and adverse under each of the four alternatives.

A continuing high crime rate, level of fires and medical emergencies are as 
likely to be unavoidable adverse impacts under each alternative. There is no 
data presented in the draft EIR to justify the exclusion of this factor under 
annexation.

The draft EIR states that the water distribution and sanitary sewer lines would 
further deteriorate under the status quo and incorporation conditions. Over the 
short-term period, these would also be unavoidable adverse impacts under both 
of the annexation conditions.
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The Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Menlo Park/East Palo Alto 

and Districts Sphere of Influence Study purports to be an objective analysis 

of the "possible benefits and detriments" of each of four jurisdictional al­

ternatives for the unincorporated community of East Palo Alto. In presenting 

a "worst case" analysis of the incorporation alternative, ignoring many of the 

tangible signs of recovery and development already underway in the community 

of East Palo Alto, and presenting a "best case" analysis of the annexation 

alternatives, understating many of the unavoidable adverse impacts, the draft 

EIR is judged to be inadequate, incomplete, and of questionable objectivity.

There is reason to believe that the Environmental Impact Report will be 

of considerable significance in the eventual determination of the future of 

East Palo Alto by the Formation Commission, and given its significance, the 

EPACCI calls for a substantially improved and balanced analysis.

Beyond all the data inconsistencies and spurious recommendations which 

have been enumerated in this critique, there lies a more serious question. 

If the community of East Palo Alto is to genuinely rebuild itself so as to 

establish roots for long-term productive development, who is better suited for 

guiding and channeling this development than the residents of East Palo Alto 

themselves? Does Menlc Park really need another Belle Haven? We think not!

What is basically required is that the East Palo Alto community obtain 

the legal jurisdiction and authority under a new city government to exercise 

the leadership to rebuild and rebound. Let us hope that this message will 

not be forgotten when the final decision on East Palo Alto is rendered.


