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NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP) OF A  
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  

300 AIRPORT BOULEVARD EIR 
 

To:  Office of Planning and Research, Responsible Agencies, Trustee Agencies, and Members 
of the Public 

 
Lead Agency: City of Burlingame Consulting Firm: PBS&J, An Atkins Company 

Street Address: 501 Primrose Road Street Address: 475 Sansome Street, Suite 2000 

City/State/Zip: Burlingame, CA 94010 City/State/Zip: San Francisco, CA 94111 

Contact: Maureen Brooks Contact: Trixie Martelino 
 
 
The City of Burlingame is preparing a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 300 
Airport Boulevard Project (Project), as described in more detail below, and is requesting 
comments on the scope and content of the EIR. (The project site address is currently known as 
350 Beach Road.) The EIR will address the potential physical, environmental effects for each of 
the environmental topics outlined in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  
 
The City of Burlingame is the Lead Agency for the Project and is the public agency with the 
greatest responsibility for approving the Project or carrying it out.  This notice is being sent to 
Responsible Agencies and other interested parties.  Responsible Agencies are those public 
agencies, besides the City of Burlingame, that also have a role in approving or carrying out the 
Project.  When the Draft EIR is published, it will be sent to all Responsible Agencies and to 
others who respond to this NOP or who otherwise indicate that they would like to receive a copy.  
Responses to this NOP and any questions or comments should be directed in writing to: Maureen 
Brooks, Planning Manager, City of Burlingame Community Development Department, 501 
Primrose Road, Burlingame, CA 94010; (650) 558-7250 (phone); or emailed to 
mbrooks@burlingame.org.  Comments on the NOP must be received at the above mailing or 
email address by 5:00 p.m. on January 3, 2011, together with the name and phone number of a 
contact person in your agency or organization.  In addition, comments may be provided at the 
EIR scoping meeting to be held before the City of Burlingame Planning Commission.  Written 
and/or oral comments should focus on discussing possible impacts on the physical environment, 
ways in which potential adverse effects might be minimized, and alternatives to the Project in 
light of the EIR’s purpose to provide useful and accurate information about such factors. 

SCOPING MEETING:  The City Planning Commission will conduct a public scoping meeting on the 
Draft EIR for the Project on Monday, December 13, 2010, at 7:00 p.m. at the Burlingame City Hall 
Council Chambers, 501 Primrose Road, Burlingame, CA 94010.   
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PROJECT TITLE:  300 Airport Boulevard EIR 
 
LEAD AGENCY: City of Burlingame 
 
PROJECT APPLICANT: C. Thomas Gilman, DES Architects + Engineers 
 
PROJECT LOCATION:  The Project Site is located to the north of US 101, immediately 
adjacent to San Francisco Bay (Bay) to the north and east and Sanchez Channel to the west.  The 
Project Site is divided into two sections, the 300 Airport Boulevard Site to the south and the 350 
Airport Boulevard Site to the north, which will be analyzed separately in the EIR.  The 18.13-
acre 300 Airport Boulevard Site is currently known as 350 Beach Road and is bounded by 
Airport Boulevard to the north, Airport Boulevard and the Bay to the east, light-industrial 
buildings along Beach Road to the south, and Sanchez Channel to the west.  The 300 Airport 
Boulevard Site consists of three parcels: Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 026-350-130, 026-
350-100, and 026-350-080.  The approximately 9.3-acre 350 Airport Boulevard Site currently is 
bounded by the Bay to the north and east, Airport Boulevard to the south, and the outlet of 
Sanchez Channel to the west.  The 350 Airport Boulevard Site consists of three parcels: APN 
026-350-120, 026-350-110, and 026-350-100.  See the attached Figure 1, Project Location. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION. The Project consists of two components: (1) development, 
amendments to the Bayfront Specific Plan Anza Point Subarea  of the Bayfront Specific Plan, 
and amendments to zoning at the 300 Airport Boulevard Site and (2) amendments to the Specific 
Plan and zoning at the 350 Airport Boulevard Site.  The development and proposed amendments 
at the 300 Airport Boulevard Site will be analyzed in the EIR at a project-level while the 
proposed amendments at the 350 Airport Boulevard Site will be analyzed at a programmatic-
level, as explained in more detail below. 

300 Airport Boulevard.  The 300 Airport Boulevard Site is currently vacant and previously 
housed the Burlingame Drive-In Theater, which was demolished about 10 years ago.  The 
Project would include the development of a new office/life science campus at this site, consisting 
of a total of 730,000 square feet.  The 300 Airport Boulevard Site would include two five-story 
buildings, one seven-story building, and one eight-story building.  In addition, there would be a 
two-story, 37,000-square-foot amenities building, which would include a childcare facility, 
exercise facility, and a café/break room.  Parking would be provided in a five-story parking 
structure, in a podium-level parking area below the four office buildings, and in smaller parking 
lots throughout the site.  At this time, it is unknown whether the campus would contain office 
uses or life science uses; therefore, for the purposes of the environmental review, the analysis 
will examine the more conservative scenario. 

In addition, Airport Boulevard would be realigned to bisect the 300 Airport Boulevard Site.  
Currently, Airport Boulevard runs to the east of the 300 Airport Boulevard Site and has a 90-
degree turn, which then aligns Airport Boulevard to the north of this site.  However, with the 
Airport Boulevard would be realigned across the site from the southeast corner to the northwest 
corner.   
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Additionally, the Project would include shoreline trail improvements where this site adjoins the 
Bay and Sanchez Lagoon.  No buildings would be constructed within the 100-foot shoreline 
band, which would be restored and rehabilitated to provide pedestrian access. 

The 300 Airport Boulevard Site is subject to the City’s Bayfront Specific Plan policies, which 
address building height, floor area ratio (FAR), building setbacks, and parking controls and 
standards.  Current plans for the 730,000-square-foot office/life-science campus would require 
several amendments to the Bayfront Specific Plan as well as zoning codes to allow greater 
height, FAR, and changes to setback requirements. 
 
350 Airport Boulevard.  As with the 300 Airport Boulevard Site, the 350 Airport Boulevard Site 
is currently subject to the Bayfront Specific Plan.  The Bayfront Specific Plan and the Anza 
Point North zoning regulations are proposed to be amended to increase the maximum FAR from 
0.6 FAR to 1.0 FAR for the entire Anza Point North Subarea of the Specific Plan and Anza Point 
North zoning district.  The proposed amendments to the Anza Point North zoning regulations are 
also proposed, which would allow for changes to the required setbacks and increased height of 
buildings on this site as well as the 300 Airport Boulevard site.   
 
PROBABLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS.  Based on preliminary review, the following 
topics will be scoped out of the EIR: agricultural and forestry resources: cultural resources: 
geology, soils, and seismicity: hazards and hazardous materials: mineral resources: population 
and housing (residential development), public services, and utilities (solid waste).  However, the 
Project could potentially result in a significant impact in the following environmental areas, 
which will be addressed in the EIR: 
 

• Land Use   
• Visual Quality 
• Population and Housing 
• Wastewater 
• Water Supply 
• Transportation 
• Air Quality and Toxic Air Contaminants  
• Climate Change 
• Noise 
• Biology 
• Hydrology 
• Wind Effects/Recreation 

 
The Draft EIR will also examine a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project, including the 
CEQA-mandated No Project Alternative and other potential alternatives that may be capable or 
reducing or avoiding potential environmental effects. 
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PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This message, together with any attachments, is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. It 
may contain information that is confidential and prohibited from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination or copying of 
this message or any attachment is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the original sender immediately by telephone or by return e-mail 
and delete this message along with any attachments from your computer. Thank you.�
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10. 300 AIRPORT BOULEVARD, ZONED APN/APS – APPLICATION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL SCOPING 
AND DESIGN REVIEW STUDY FOR DEVELOPMENT OF A NEW OFFICE/LIFE SCIENCE CAMPUS ON 
AN 18.13 ACRE SITE; CONSISTING OF FOUR BUILDINGS (CONTAINING 5, 7 AND 8 STORIES) 
TOTALING 730,000 SQUARE FEET, A TWO-STORY AMENITIES BUILDING (37,000 SQUARE FEET), 
AND A FIVE-LEVEL PARKING STRUCTURE; PROJECT INCLUDES AMENDMENTS TO THE 
BAYFRONT SPECIFIC PLAN TO INCREASE THE ALLOWABLE FLOOR AREA RATIO FROM 0.60 TO 
1.0, REZONING OF A PORTION OF THE SITE FROM APS TO APN, AMENDMENTS TO THE ZONING 
AND SIGN CODES TO CHANGE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR 
DAY-CARE USE, AND COMMERCIAL DESIGN REVIEW (MILLENNIUM PARTNERS, APPLICANT; 350 
BEACH ROAD LLC, PROPERTY OWNER; DES ARCHITECTS AND ENGINEERS, ARCHITECT) STAFF 
CONTACTS: MAUREEN BROOKS/RUBEN HURIN         
 
Reference staff report dated December 13, 2010, with attachments.  Community Development Director 
Meeker briefly presented the project description.  There were no questions of staff. 
 
Questions of staff: 
 
 Requested clarification of the request for an increase in FAR from .6 to 1.0; is it based upon the 

parking structure?  (Meeker – the majority of parking is below the podium structure, at a 
subterranean level; the massing of the buildings, as proposed based upon wind analyses, 
necessitates the request for an increase in FAR.) 

 Asked if it would be possible to add residential condominiums to the project; if not, why?  (Meeker – 
the Bayfront Specific Plan prohibits residential uses in the Bayfront area, including the subject site.  
The decision to prohibit this type of land-use was based, in part, upon the lack of availability of 
services that would be necessary to serve residential uses in the area.) 

 
Vice-Chair Yie opened the public comment period. 
 
Sean Jeffries, 735 Market Street, San Francisco and Tom Gilman, 399 Bradford Street, Redwood City; 
represented the applicant: 
 
 Provided a comprehensive overview of the project. 
 A pedestrian spine runs through the property allowing pedestrians to access the Bay edges. 
 About 3.5 acres of new Bay edge park will be created, with about ½-mile of new Bay trail. 
 About 60% of parking is in an underground garage; 30% in an above-ground structure; and 10% on 

the surface.  (Commissioner – is there a bridge that crosses over Airport Boulevard?  People use 
Airport Boulevard like a freeway.)  Everything is at-grade; there will be pylon markers at crosswalks 
to show pedestrian crossings.  The street has been designed to slow down traffic within the project. 
 There will be markers and textured paving at the borders of the project to provide a sense that you 
are entering a special area.  Street trees and median landscaping will help to define the character of 
the area. 

 Will be opportunities for enhanced pedestrian activities at the ground level of the buildings; for 
example, café-type uses. 

 Provided perspective views from various vantage points within the development, including Bay Trail 
improvements. 

 Amenities center would include fitness center, café, and child-care; will have a direct visual 
connection to buildings within the development as well as to the Bay.  Parking is adjacent within the 
parking structure. 

 Are considering extending the subterranean parking under Airport Boulevard to promote circulation 
and air-flow.  (Commissioner – will the parking be closed on weekends?)  Not having fully evaluated 
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the operation of parking facilities, there may be gates present at the entries to the subterranean 
parking structures; though there would be surface parking available to persons on the site on the 
weekends. 

 Though much of the landscaped area is on top of the podium structure; it will be designed in a 
manner that landscaping can be installed much like would occur in a non-podium area.  Bermed 
areas will provide a smooth transition from the Bay Trail to the interior of the site.  Seating that 
could be provided along the Bay Trail will be wind-protected by the berms. 

 Trying to provide opportunities for as much laboratory spaces along the perimeter spaces of the 
interior of the buildings to promote natural light; with interior spaces for offices. 

 The facades of the buildings are formed by the wind and exposure to the natural light; trying to be 
as sustainable as possible. 

 Provided an overview of potential exterior finishing materials. 
 Provided views from the amenities center.  (Commissioner – is there parking connected to the 

amenities center for the child-care use?)  Parking occurs immediately adjacent to the building; 
including drop-off location and dedicated parking. 

 LEED Gold standard (or equal) anticipated.  Designing a state-of-the-art office/life-science campus; 
looking at solar, rainwater harvesting, day-lighting, energy-efficient skins, recycled water use for 
irrigation, drought-tolerant landscaping, and low water usage. 

 
Commission comments: 
 
 Asked about the location of food service; is it strictly in the amenities building?  (Gilman – would be 

in the amenities building initially, but in the long-term, could be food service for employees within 
the individual buildings.)  For the most part, the buildings will be office uses. 

 Will the amenities building and its uses be open to the public?  (Gilman – would likely be opened to 
the general public as well as to the project tenants.  Would provide opportunities for others already 
in the area to use the amenities.) 

 Asked if wind studies have been done?  Most wind is from the northwest; how will wind surfers be 
affected?  There is a wind-shadow in the area already.  (Gilman – have worked in a wind tunnel with 
various models in an effort to minimize wind-surfing impacts.  Anticipate that they will be in the 
wind-tunnel again in order to fine-tune the wind affects.  Has been their intent to live up to the 
community wind standard from the original project on the site.) 

 Noted that a wind turbine was approved for a nearby site; are other such features being 
considered? (Gilman – are considering various sustainability features that may be incorporated into 
the design.) 

 Spoke to traffic circulation to and from the site; there is no access to the site from the south.  
Broadway is really the only way to the site.  (Gilman – a traffic study will be prepared as part of the 
EIR, additionally Fehr and Peers study has been used to inform the formulation of the project.) 

 Encouraged shuttles into and out of the project to BART.  (Gilman – will provide a TDM plan, initially 
with a minimum 10% trip reduction goal.  Will consider shuttle connectivity between BART and 
CalTrain.) 

 Will there be bike racks?  (Gilman – yes, will be near Sanchez Channel.) 
 What does Millennium think of housing in the area?  (Jeffries – to get the services necessary for 

residential development; the magnitude of development that would be necessary support the 
needed services would be significant.  Looked at noise from the airport and the freeway as well.  
The density that would be required on the site would be problematic.) 

 The developer is operating on the direction of the City that housing is not allowed.  However, can 
easily imagine a scenario where if housing were provided; persons living there would drive their 
children to existing schools.  The City is missing an opportunity by prohibiting housing in the area.  
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This is a great opportunity to imagine a future where young professionals are living and working in 
the area.  Mixed-use is called for in the Bayfront Plan. 

 Are taking the specific plan that was worked on previously is being gutted; we’re not getting mixed-
use, but are now encouraging corporate campus, more height and increased FAR. 

 We encouraged internalized parking, but now we have an office park with a lot of surface parking. 
 When thinking of an office campus, thinking of a place that one would wish to be, rather than just 

office buildings with nice buildings. 
 The City has an affordable housing issue; condominiums could be a means of providing affordable 

housing. 
 Couldn’t Airport Boulevard be depressed with a pedestrian element that is separated from the 

traffic. (Meeker – referenced initial meetings with developer that included Commissioners Terrones 
and Vistica that encouraged bring the street to the same level as pedestrians to provide a 
pedestrian experience.) 

 Recalled encouraging a more pedestrian-oriented frontage for buildings with uses on the ground 
floor that would be mixed use and create a sense of a neighborhood in the area. 

 Encouraged uses on the ground-floor that promoted pedestrian use and a more pedestrian oriented 
use. 

 Look at the supportability of the additional office space and impacts upon other office uses in the 
area.  (Jeffries – confirmed that the uses are supportable.) 

 If we are creating a corporate campus that has an attraction, the area needs to be lively enough to 
be an attraction for the area and be distinctly different from other office developments in the 
Bayfront area. 

 Referenced the illustration contained within the specific plan that seemed to represent a more 
campus-oriented development; feels the proposal is more of an office park. 

 Haven’t created a reason to stop in the area; there is nothing compelling cause one to stop in the 
area.  If there was retail lining either side of the street it would be more of a reason to stop in the 
area.  As designed will only be vibrant during the day. 

 Would be nice to have more attractions for Burlingame residents. 
 There are a few businesses in the area that are frequented by City residents; the development has 

a feel that may be like a ghost-town on the weekends, similar to Redwood Shores.  Give people a 
reason to slow-down and visit the area. 

 The site is a southern gateway to the City; with the proposed plan, the shoreline is self-contained by 
the development; reduces its appeal to residents and visitors. 

 This is a pioneer project; currently, people can live out their lives and not know that they live on the 
Bay. 

 The Bayfront has been given over to the hotels, now it would be given over to an office 
development; it is not the bayfront that could be. 

 The surface parking is shown on the water side, could be on the other side; walkways could be 
widened as well as the Bayfront portion of the site. 

 Nicely designed, but seems to be an island where people will work, but won’t be utilized by anyone 
else in Burlingame. 

 Excited about the sustainability features and the LEED Gold goal for the design. 
 
Public comments: 
 
Jim McGrath, 2301 Brussel Street, Berkeley (representing San Francisco Board-Sailing Organization); Pat 
Giorni, 1445 Balboa Avenue; and Anna Shimko (representing adjacent property owner), 1 Market Plaza, 
San Francisco; spoke: 
 
 Appreciated that the developer is going to look at wind velocity and turbulence. 
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 Is a complicated project. 
 Shorelines with areas where wind comes close enough to the shore are rare; Coyote Point is one of 

few prime areas in the Bay Area. 
 Since the original plan was considered by the City, the BCDC amended its Bay Plan in 2006; 

consistency with adopted plans is a hallmark for determining significant impact (on Plan Map 6); 
with respect to Coyote Point the Bay Plan says to preserve and improve wind-surfing and provide 
opportunities for non-motorized small boats.  Are actively used in the area. 

 Features within designated waterfront parks that provide optimal conditions for specific water-based 
recreational uses should be preserved.  There is a framework of policy that recognizes recreation.  
Need to provide a high-degree of transparency; want to see the full results of the wind model 
analysis of impacts; including a robust array of alternatives.  Encouraged the City to conduct a 
workshop to fully discuss the approach. 

 Should take into account various levels of sea-level rise during the lifetime of the project. 
 Define clear thresholds of significance so that clear mitigation measures can be developed. 
 The area was always the cash-cow for the City; specifically designed for recreation and hotels; no 

housing is supported in the area. 
 The hotels have provided services that all cities on the Peninsula have been envious of. 
 Will fight to keep housing from being in the area; is a lousy place to live.  (Commissioner – is a 

great opportunity for housing in the area.) 
 With respect to bicycles; the roadway design will provide better buffering from wind; but will not truly 

slow down traffic due to the wide lanes; there are no bike-lanes shown, there should be.  Provide 
area for bike lanes, not bike paths.  Reduce the median a bit to accommodate this change and 
encourage bicycle commuting. 

 Noted the narrowing of the street near the southeast corner of the site; will likely be widened at 
some point in the future; will still encourage vehicles to speed through the site. 

 The bicycle parking tends to be minimal with this type of development.  Provide racks that 
encourage use and opportunities for weather-protected bicycle areas. 

 Provide shower facilities within the buildings and amenities building to allow areas for bicyclists to 
clean up before work. 

 Consider bicycle-sharing program; could broaden to allow use by other businesses in the area. 
 Notice and staff report indicate the changes that would affect not only changes that will affect not 

only 300 Airport Boulevard and the adjacent 350 Airport Boulevard.  It is expected that the EIR will 
evaluate the higher level of development that could occur on both properties. 

 Are somewhat behind Millennium Partners in the development process; expect to have a decision 
whether or not they wish to proceed with development on their site in the upcoming months. 

 The EIR should ensure that sufficient infrastructure capacity (water, sewer, traffic, etc.), 
ingress/egress is provided and all proposed amendments will be provided to 350 Airport Boulevard 
and evaluation occurs based the sites’ highest permitted levels of development.  Clarified that the 
adjacent site is roughly 9-acres. 

 
There were no other comments from the floor and the public hearing was closed. 
 
No action was required by the Commission.  This item concluded at 11:05 p.m. 
 

X. COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS 
 

There were no Commissioner’s Reports. 
 
XI. DIRECTOR’S REPORT 

 












