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Perata, Kyle T

From: Adina Levin <aldeivnian@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 8, 2019 12:43 PM
To: _Planning Commission
Subject: Re: Facebook Willow Village

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's 
email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply. 

Dear Planning Commission and Staff,  

As a follow up to last night's EIR hearing, I have two additional ideas for items to be studied in the EIR.   
* A "no net new trips" option would be good to analyze - what combination of strategies would enable that
results, including more homes near jobs and services/better jobs-housing balance, BMR housing, improved
transit and active transportation, TDM strategies.
* Analyzing the VMT affect of adding the grocery store/pharmacy at different phases (logically it would reduce
VMT because people in the area need to travel less far for necessities.

Thank you, 

- Adina
Adina Levin
650-646-4344

On Mon, Oct 7, 2019 at 6:04 PM Adina Levin <aldeivnian@gmail.com> wrote: 
Honorable Planning Commissioners and Staff,  

Following are comments and recommendations regarding the Facebook Willow Village EIR and proposal. 

It is exciting to see a mixed use proposal move forward including much-needed housing at multiple income 
levels and needed services. 

1) Project alternatives. The staff report states that the consultant has budgeted for up to two additional
alternatives beyond the required Reduced Intensity Alternative and the No Project Alternative.

The EIR should study a lower office alternative that includes 1 million sqft of office and a higher housing 
alternative that includes up to 3,000 units of housing by using the density bonus for more BMR and using 
space not used by office. The area has seen tremendous job growth already, and a shortage of housing near 
Facebook is driving displacement in Belle Haven and nearby communities. 

These alternatives would require reporting on the vehicle miles traveled consequences of less office and more 
housing. 

2) Transportation. During the time that the EIR analysis is being done, Facebook is also studying Dumbarton
Rail. Please include report on the impacts VMT if/when Dumbarton Rail is place, using the results of the other
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FB studies in progress. 
 
3) BMR Housing.  Please use density bonus as well as development agreement funding to support a higher 
share of 25% BMR housing, including housing at a mix of subsidies including lower income levels and senior 
housing as recommended. 
 
4) Housing Needs Assessment. I am glad to see that this study is being done, which will provide an estimate of 
the housing needs generated by this project.  The Commission and Council should pursue decisions for this 
project and the city as a whole to provide housing to balance jobs and therefore reduce displacement of our 
community members. 
 
5) Phasing. The proposed phasing has accelerated housing, which is very good, given the displacement 
pressure caused by much faster jobs growth.  However, the grocery store which has been long requested by the 
community is in phase 3. It would be valuable to the community to move that sooner.  
 
6) Energy. The project description states that the project will meet 100% of energy demand through a 
combination of measures that could include onsite generation, purchase of 100% renewable, purchase of local 
renewable in Menlo Park, or purchase of credits/offsets.  The most recent "Reach Code" policy adopted by the 
city eliminates credits/offsets.  Please do not include credits/offsets as options for this project, which is 
sizeable enough to meet the goals without these workarounds. 
 
7) Amenities. The grocery store and pharmacy are proposed as community amenities, which are very welcome. 
Please consider the needs of the community's current residents in choosing a grocery store tenant that should 
serve current community members in addition to new community members. 
 
8) Pedestrian overcrossing. It seems counter-intuitive but pedestrian overcrossings of arterials can reduce 
safety for pedestrians (see article). In the EIR, please consider safety consequences for the area with and 
without the overcrossing using current research and best practice information. 
https://www.itdp.org/2019/10/01/pedestrian-bridges-make-cities-less-walkable-why-do-cities-keep-building-
them/ 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
- Adina 
Adina Levin 
MenloPark Resident 
650-646-4344 
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Perata, Kyle T

From: Adina Levin <aldeivnian@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 14, 2019 7:57 AM
To: Perata, Kyle T
Subject: Question about Willow Village EIR scope/feasibility

Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's 
email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply. 

Hi, Kyle,  

I have a question about whether a type of analysis/reporting would be considered within the current scope of the 
work. 

That is, reporting results using a matrix with combinations of different items. 

For example: 
Current proposal, with Dumbarton rail 
Current proposal, w/o Dumbarton rail 
1M sqft office, w/Dumbarton rail 
1M sqft office, w/o Dumbarton rail 

Is it feasible to do the above in the current scope? 

Rather than studying staff-created scenarios that are packages only showing the extremes of the likely impacts, 
for example: 
* Less office space with Dumbarton (low impact scenario)
* Current proposal w/o Dumbarton (high impact scenario)

Thanks, 
- Adina
Adina Levin
650-646-4344
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Perata, Kyle T

From: Chris DeCardy <cdecardy@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 12, 2019 5:03 PM
To: Perata, Kyle T
Subject: Willow Village EIR comment

Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's 
email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply. 

Kyle, I was sorry to have to miss this Planning Commission meeting.  Below are comments on Willow Village 
EIR (staff report 19-072-PC).  Thank you.   

 Heritage Trees ...
o an area of the community so large with 500 new 15 gallon trees has a

‘monoculture’ feel for the canopy, it also means trees are of similar age and thus
would reach maturity and replacement at similar times. Therefore, would like to
have the site plan feature 10% (or 50) of those trees being much older, more
mature. For example, 20 year old native oaks, etc. and that these trees in particular
would have a dedicated, approved maintained plan to assure they thrive.

 Circulation and Community Amenities: Integration with the rest of the community...
o Given that the rail corridor runs along the bay side of the development, what are

the plans for connectivity to a future rail or bus rapid transit station for workers
and residents? Want to understand that integration.

o On the other end of the property, near Mid-Pen High School, given this is the
placement of community amenities like park, housing and dog park, how is this
project integrating with the other office developments immediately on the other
side of the Hetch Hetchy right of way? There should be a bike/ped friendly
neighborhood integration plan on this side with the other developers.

 Circulation: Access to Office Campus....  
o The circulation plan appears to have access to the Office Campus come through

the residential areas (esp. the new Park Street) — this needs careful analysis for
residents and those that use the grocery and pharmacy about traffic flows at all
hours of the day, especially during work rush hours.

 EIR....
o Given changes in this area of our community since the program EIR was

established a number of years ago and likewise because of new scientific
understanding of the localized impacts of climate change, relying on the program
EIR is not appropriate for a development of this type in this place for these
specific issues:

 Greenhouse gas emissions
 Transportation/circulation impacts
 Localized air quality impacts
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o For these impacts in particular, the EIR needs to look at:  
 Net Zero total emissions from all buildings in the development and to 

achieve this without the use of offsets or credits.  
 “No Net Increase” in VMT or vehicle trips in the development, i.e. a TDM 

plan that zeros out net new trips.  
 With baseline indoor and outdoor air quality measurements in place, a no 

net increase in indoor or outdoor air pollution. (As an example, a lovely 
park is not a community amenity if the associated air quality makes it 
unhealthy to actually use the park.) 
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Perata, Kyle T

From: David Gildea <drgildea@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2019 10:07 AM
To: _Planning Commission
Subject: Facebook Village

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's 
email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply. 

Planning Commission, 

Basically I like and respect Facebook.   But we need to review the unwanted side effects of their employee 
growth as far as traffic.    I believe we should require that Facebook plans for their increased local employees, 
their Facebook village and other mitigations should not be allowed to increase traffic beyond the terrible 
traffic we have now.    Do we have a traffic review from Facebook that shows this?    If not we need to get one 
before any new Facebook construction is permitted or allowed to begin.    

Dave Gildea 
435 Hermosa Way 
Menlo Park 
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Perata, Kyle T

From: gabrielle johnck <gabriellejohnck@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 7, 2019 3:57 PM
To: _Planning Commission
Subject: Questions for tonight's meetings

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's 
email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply. 

Planning Commission,  

Please ask Facebook tonight if they consider the 1,500 housing units included in the proposal are the same 
1,500 housing units Facebook boasted of in late 2016.  At that time the Facebook employee population was 
9,350. Today that number has grown to over 15,000 and with 1.75M sf of office in the Village project, the city 
can expect another 11,500 Facebook employees. The company has stated that its projection has been to have 
35,000 employees in Menlo Park 

https://padailypost.com/2017/07/12/facebooks-village-plan-raises-questions/ 

https://padailypost.com/2018/02/28/facebook-expects-35000-employees-menlo-park-10-years/ 

1,500 housing units was woefully inadequate to house the employees in the Menlo Park campus in late 2016. 
Today 1,500 is a stale number and certainly will not offset the 11,500 added employees that could work in the 
project. 

In addition, keep in mind that Facebook could be entertaining the idea of pushing this project through using the 
California State Bill AB900,  http://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/california-jobs.html  which will streamline the approval 
process and bypass the City’s effort to plan for the future as laid out in the ConnectMenlo General Plan. This 
Bill was used to advance the Warriors Sports Arena in San Francisco and many other large “mixed-use” 
projects in California. 

No matter these two concerns, it is imperative that Facebook build and complete the housing portion of this 
project before any approval for the 9 office buildings is awarded. Housing first; office second. The former 
Council could have and should have made housing a requirement for each expansion of Facebook’s projects. 
That error leaves Menlo Park a job center with little housing options and the #1 worst Bay Area traffic 
congestion. 

Brielle Johnck 

Menlo Park 
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Perata, Kyle T

From: Rodgers, Jeff <JRodgers@ngkf.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2019 2:25 PM
To: _Planning Commission
Subject: Facebook Willow Village

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's 
email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply. 

I suggest that Facebook must submit a traffic plan with a timeline for executing the plan that offsets any new 
traffic caused by Willow Village. And it must further commit to executing it before any construction on the 
new project begins.  

 I urge the PC to incorporate the concept of offseting the environmental traffic impacts of the project into the 
Willow Village EIR. As a resident of Menlo Park for over 35 years I have seen the traffic become intolerable at 
the Marsh and Willow Intersections as well as Bayfront Expressway. 

Best, 

Jeffrey A. Rodgers 
Executive Managing Director 
CA RE License #00942763  

Newmark Knight Frank 
3055 Olin Avenue, Suite 2200 
San Jose, CA 95128 

D 408.987.4143   F 408.988.6340 
jrodgers@ngkf.com   Profile 
RE License #00942763 

þ Save a Tree - Think Before You Print. Sustainably Newmark Cornish & Carey. 

The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential 
and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance 
upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error, 
please contact the sender and delete the material from any computer. 
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NOTICE: This e-mail message and any attachments are intended solely for the use of the intended recipient, 
and may contain information that is confidential, privileged and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If 
you are not the intended recipient, you are not permitted to read, disclose, reproduce, distribute, use or take any 
action in reliance upon this message and any attachments, and we request that you promptly notify the sender 
and immediately delete this message and any attachments as well as any copies thereof. Delivery of this 
message to an unintended recipient is not intended to waive any right or privilege. Newmark Knight Frank is 
neither qualified nor authorized to give legal or tax advice, and any such advice should be obtained from an 
appropriate, qualified professional advisor of your own choosing. 
 

 

NOTICE: This e-mail message and any attachments are intended solely for the use of the intended recipient, 
and may contain information that is confidential, privileged and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If 
you are not the intended recipient, you are not permitted to read, disclose, reproduce, distribute, use or take any 
action in reliance upon this message and any attachments, and we request that you promptly notify the sender 
and immediately delete this message and any attachments as well as any copies thereof. Delivery of this 
message to an unintended recipient is not intended to waive any right or privilege. Newmark Knight Frank is 
neither qualified nor authorized to give legal or tax advice, and any such advice should be obtained from an 
appropriate, qualified professional advisor of your own choosing. 
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Perata, Kyle T

From: John Kadvany <jkadvany@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2019 6:01 AM
To: Perata, Kyle T
Subject: Re: Where to send EIR comments?

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's 
email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply. 

Dear Kyle - 
  Following are suggestions for  Willow Village EIR scoping:  

Options to consider (mentioned at the Planning Commission meeting): 

 --   An option keeping the office space at or close to its current size, measured in terms of square 
footage, number of employees and/or vehicle trips depending on what makes sense.  Such options 
might include no or some additional housing and possibly assuming a zoning change for the office 
park.    

 --  An option keeping traffic flow at or close to its current baseline(s), with flow/congestion measured 
appropriately.   

Metrics to consider: 

  -- For all options, estimates of travel times, to and from Willow Village entrances (retail parking and 
transit center), to closest entrances/exits on 101 (on Willow and Marsh), and/or nearby 
intersections;  and to/from a proximate Dumbarton Bridge location, say University Ave.   

Estimates can be during morning and afternoon peak times and off-peak times, using ranges. The 
motivation is to provide more understandable congestion / traffic flow measures compared to LOS 
and VMT.   

General requests: 

 --  During the Connect Menlo process, the consultant said, in response to a question regarding 
WIllow Ave congestion, that Willow Village would become a 'destination',  implying different kinds of 
traffic patterns or flows for Willow Ave. Please provide either a study option or transit scenario which 
characterizes this concept.      

-- As background, please provide measures of office space needs  for Menlo Park and/or its 
surrounding areas based on Connect Menlo which motivate the amount of office space  proposed for 
Willow Village.  Provide comparisons to other relevant cities as useful.   

Thanks very much, 
 John Kadvany / College Ave. Menlo Park   
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Perata, Kyle T

From: Lloyd Leanse <lloyd@leanse.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2019 9:02 AM
To: Perata, Kyle T
Subject: Willow Village comment

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's 
email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply. 

Kyle -   

Please require Facebook to build enough housing on the site to accommodate all or most of the incremental 
employees who will work in the expanded office space. 

The jobs-housing imbalance should not be made worse by the Willow Village project. 

Thank you. 

Lloyd Leanse 
1057 Menlo Oaks Dr, Menlo Park, Ca 94025 
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Perata, Kyle T

From: Lynne Bramlett <lynne.e.bramlett@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 22, 2019 11:35 AM
To: _Planning Commission
Cc: Lynne Bramlett
Subject: Proposed Willows Village Master Plan Project EIR
Attachments: WV_EIR_Scoping_V2.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Planning Commission, 

Attached is a PDF of my input regarding the Willows Village EIR. Unfortunately, I will be traveling and so 
unable to attend your October 7th meeting. I refer to a few Resolutions in my email, so I will link directly to 
them below: 

 ConnectMenlo Program-level EIR or Resolution No. 6356. I believe that it is time to review the broader
program-level EIR.

 Resolution No. 6493 -- Global Climate Change -- Passed on Earth Day 2019.

Thank you for all your work. 

Lynne  
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Dear Planning Commission, 

Re: Environmental Impact Report for Willows Village 

I will be traveling and so unable to attend your scoping session on October 7, 2019. Thus, I’m 

sending in my input as to what topics should be studied in the EIR.  I will put background 

information at the end.  

EIR Scoping Questions 

In the Willows Village EIR, I would like it scoped so that it provides answers to the following 

questions. The relatively new Senate Bill 1000, Planning for Healthy Communities, act requires 

Cities such as Menlo Park to incorporate environmental justice into its General Plan when 

concurrently updating two or  more elements. The idea of environmental justice is also included 

in Council’s Resolution No. 6493, passed on Earth Day (April 22) 2019. I hope the Planning 

Commission will consider Council Resolution No. 6493 when considering topics to include in 

the Willows Village EIR as I did not have the time to do so before my trip.  

ConnectMenlo Program-Level EIR (Resolution 6356) Related Questions  

1) For the Resolution 6356 environmental impacts that could be (at least partially) 
mitigated, what is the current status of each? Who monitors and measures these, and 
how are they reported?  

2) The program-level EIR based its 2040 build-out assumptions partly on the Plan Bay Area 
2040 Regional Transportation/Sustainable Community Strategy assumptions. The latter 
plan’s assumptions were not correct. What now needs revising in the ConnectMenlo 
Program-level EIR? 

3) ConnectMenlo Resolution No. 6356 detailed multiple significant environmental impacts 
for the “Project” with the project being the zoning changes that led to the development 
in District 1. However, the Resolution asserted that overriding economic, environmental, 
and social benefits justified the impact. For each benefit listed on pages 57-59 of 
Resolution No. 6356, what is the status of each? If not met, what are the City’s plans to 
achieve the benefit and by when?  

4) What are the City’s plans to revise the ConnectMenlo ordinances in light of Council’s 
recent discussion of a development moratorium? What measures will the City institute so 
that development requires tangible transportation improvements before approving more 
development?  

5) What will be the price tag for road infrastructure improvements needed to mitigate the 
increased traffic coming from regional and local development? Of the amount needed, 
what has Facebook funded? What will taxpayers need to pay?  What does Facebook 
consider its responsibilities to mitigate traffic caused directly by its employees and 
construction projects?  
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Other Relevant Questions 

1) What does Facebook plan to do should the U.S. Justice Department break up the 
company into smaller companies? (This could be an outcome of the Justice 
Department’s investigation into tech monopolies.) Should this happen, how will the 
breakup impact Willows Village? Menlo Park?  

2) What is the City’s plan for emergency services in District 1, especially during commute 
hours?  

3) What is the City’s plan for disaster preparation for a major disaster, such as a major 
earthquake that also causes fire and flooding in District 1?  

4) What is the status of Facebook’s required mitigations for its other projects? What is the 
total of these and how are they tracked, measured and reported?  What assurances do the 
public have that Facebook is honoring its agreements, and held accountable as 
necessary?  

5) What is the sum total of Facebook’s annual financial contributions to the City’s annual 
revenue? That would include property taxes and annual amounts coming in via 
development agreements.  

Willows Village EIR Specific Questions  

1. What new and more stringent requirements exist for measuring the impacts of traffic, such 
as including reverse commutes and average daily traffic? How will these be reflected in the 
Willows Village EIR?  

2. The number of birds in the air has also drastically declined as noted in a recent article in 
Science and also local newspapers. I’ve y heard from avid birdwatchers  that there are fewer 
total birds and types of birds in Menlo Park’s Bedwell Bayfront Park than the amount seen 
in the nearby Palo Alto Baylands. What is the impact of development on birdlife in Menlo 
Park’s Bayfront? What will help to increase birdlife in the Menlo Park’s Bayfront? How 
specifically will Willows Village impact birdlife?  

3. Fewer birds will also impact beneficial insects, flower pollination and other aspects of nature. 
What is the overall impact of development in District 1 on broader aspects of nature that 
also impact aesthetics?  

4. What will be the impact to the current occupants of the buildings that Facebook proposes to 
demolish? Where will these businesses re-locate to? What will be the impact to their 
clientele? Where will these non-profits and local governmental services go?  

5. What will be the impact of Willows Village to Menlo Park’s goals of combatting global 
Climate Change as detailed in Council Resolution No. 6493?  

6. What is the decision-making process currently being used for deciding the public amenities 
such as the proposed Community Facility and Public Park? How is the process consistent, or 
not, with the ConnectMenlo Program-level EIR promised benefit of delivering 
environmental justice to District 1?   

7. What retail is being planned for the area? Specifically, what grocery store is being 
considered? What impact will a new grocery store have on the two existing grocery stores in 
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District 1? What restaurants are being considered? What will be the impact of these 
restaurants on the existing restaurants in District 1?  

8. What retail is being proposed, if any? How will Facebook help to ensure that this retail is 
successful?  

9. What is the dollar value put on the proposed 10,000 community space? What is currently 
being discussed between Facebook and City Staff for this particular property? Please include 
all possibilities. Please also include anything that has been explicitly ruled out. 

10. For the community space, instead of setting aside land in Willows Village for this purpose, 
could more housing be added and instead the dollar amount set aside for District 1 residents 
to decide how and where it will be spent? If not, why not? If yes, what will be the process to 
ensure that the District 1 community makes the decisions?  

11. Where will trees be planted in District 1 to help provide a tree canopy to mitigate the overall 
impacts of development, and the additional impacts of Willows Village? 

12. Into which landfills will the parts from the demolished buildings go? What will be the impact 
to these landfills? What efforts will be made to reuse parts of the demolished buildings?  

13. Willows Village is proposed for a flood zone expected to be “under water” in perhaps as 
soon as 2060 due to global climate change. What are the justifications for building this 
project in a known flood zone?  If built, when the flood occurs, what will be the plans to 
protect life and property?  

14. The draft Willows Village master plan includes the evaluation of constructing an 
underground water reservoir beneath the proposed park/sports field on Willow Road. How 
will this water reservoir be protected should a major flood occur?  

15. If the zoning map is changed, to accommodate Willows Village proposed site connections to 
the surrounding roadway network, what additional development might this trigger by 
property owners nearby? In other words, will adjacent property owners also be allowed to 
develop their properties into office complexes?  

Question Pertaining  to Regional, cumulative impacts 

1) What is the current overall jobs/housing imbalance in Menlo Park, and in Santa Clara and 
San Mateo Counties? If all currently proposed regional development gets approved, how will 
this worsen the jobs/housing imbalance? What are the plans to increase housing, especially 
affordable housing?   

2) What regional efforts exist, if any, to halt office development projects that  

3) What is the cumulative environmental impact of the region’s current and likely jobs/housing 
imbalance?  This would include: noise, pollution, species decline, including birds.  
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Additional comments – Regional Impact  

Willows Village, if ultimately approved, will be the largest development project ever in Menlo 

Park. The proposal also joins two other proposed large development projects nearby:  

1) Stanford’s proposal for a 3.5 million square feet expansion and  

2) Los Angeles developer Lowe Enterprises which the Daily News reported “wants to build 

1.6 million square feet of office space, 175,000 square feet of retail space and 440 

apartments across three parcels… the jobs-to-housing ratio for the entire project is 12 

jobs to one home” (9/22/19).          

These three projects alone will significantly worsen the area’s jobs-to-housing imbalance.  

The cumulative impacts of regional development should be considered in the Willows Village 

EIR. Tech companies continue to expand in cities from Burlingame to San Jose. For example, 

Facebook recently opened a new office complex in Sunnyvale with “enough space for 

potentially 5,300 employees” (Mercury News, Sep 20, 2019). The same article pointed out that 

Amazon and Google have also leased space nearby. Google has bought properties in San Jose 

for the purposes of expansion.   

Using Descriptive Names  

A village is traditionally defined as “a settlement usually larger than a hamlet and smaller than a 

town.” The name Willows Village suggests a small settlement of mostly housing. However, 

Willows Village is mostly office with a little housing, retail and public spaces.  

It’s important that the public be aware of just what is being proposed. Can the Planning 

Commission request that the City use more descriptive names when describing projects such as 

Willows Village. For this one, I suggest adding a descriptive tag line such as “Willows Village 

Office Park” when publishing EIR-related notice.   

Below is a verbatim post to NextDoor by a resident in Vintage Oaks. He was alerting residents 

to what he considered a misleading Facebook sponsored poll designed to get answers that would 

help Facebook to demonstrate public support for Willows Village. I have no reason to doubt the 

veracity of the post. The general ethics of push-pull or misleading polls is very troubling to me 

and I think they should have no place in our City, or used by developers who want to build in 

our City. Would the Planning Commission consider adopting a general development code of 

ethics that would prohibit misleading or deceptive business practices such as described below?  

Lynne Bramlett  

 

************************************************************************************* 
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NextDoor Post – Facebook Poll (from a Resident in Vintage Oaks) 

Facebook and Signature Development Company are trying to get a huge development project 

built in Menlo Park, and it will impact public schools. It’s estimated that the 1700+ housing 

units (and most certainly the 6000 jobs created, presumably mostly for Facebook), could 

increase the student body at Menlo Atherton High School alone by at least 300 students. This 

concern was raised by former Sequoia Union High School District Superintendent Mary Streshly 

In 2018 (see Almanac articles and references).  

I’m posting, because I just got off the phone with a marketing company. They were obviously 

paid to do this ‘neutral’ questionnaire on behalf of the Willow Village (aka Facebook). It was a 

very vague, very biased, and very shady questionnaire. They’ll probably be calling you on your 

mobile phone too!  

I never talk to telemarketers, solicitors, etc., but I’m glad that I did tonight because now I smell 

something rotten growing off of Willow Road.  

Does anybody else have information on this project? I haven’t followed it, but noticed that this 

Willow Village Master Plan project is entering the environmental review phase this Wednesday, 

September 18, 2019. The City will release the notice of preparation (NOP) for the 

environmental impact report (EIR) for the approximately 59-acre mixed use Willow Village 

Master Plan project https://menlopark.org/CivicSend/ViewMessage/message/94238  

They have a very convincing pitch focusing on the housing crisis, pulling obvious heart strings 

and alarms etc., but they offer no details, no real numbers, solid research or statistics on how 

they’re going to impact Menlo Park schools, traffic, housing, or anything else for that matter. 

They do have some mighty pretty mockups though! Facebook is spending a lot of money to get 

this built!! https://www.willowvillage.com, do your homework, and please share what you learn! 

# # # 
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Perata, Kyle T

From: Mike Murillo <mike.murillo@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 22, 2019 10:29 PM
To: Perata, Kyle T
Cc: Taylor, Cecilia
Subject: Regarding the Facebook Willow Village

Dear Kyle Perata, 
 
I recently received the Notice of Preparation… regarding the Facebook Willow Village. I wanted to provide 
some comments as solicited.  
 
I moved to the Bellehaven neighborhood around December of 2010. We bought our first home in neighborhood 
at that time and we used just about every penny in our accounts to do so. We consider ourselves very fortunate 
to have been able to do so and we may among the last to be able to buy here strictly on their savings, like folks 
used to do decades ago in the Bay Area. 
 
About a year or two after we moved in, we received word that Facebook might be taking over the old Sun 
buildings that were now abandoned and we welcomed that as a future part of our neighborhood. It seemed like 
they could provide a tremendous amount of benefit to our neighborhood as they might catalyze a number of 
beautification projects, security improvements, and neighborhood services.  
 
At around this time we had our first child and we spent a lot of time with him at the shoreline path around the 
future campus. We watched as they moved into their first building at the end of Willow and then as they build 
their second, more modern campus addition across the street. We saw some key improvements to the area along 
the way and we welcomed the improvements.  
 
But that was just 1-2 years into the development. Seven years in now and I no longer welcome it. 
 
At this point we are fatigued by the constant building of new offices and structures throughout the perimeter of 
our neighborhood, the impacts those projects have on traffic and our ability to leave to work and come home in 
the evening, the nearly constant noise of construction equipment and labor, and the amount of dust and 
construction related air pollution.  I can take my finger to the sills of my windows every evening and notice the 
grey dust collected on its tip from just that days work.  
 
I have two children who suffer from minor asthma and who have had airway sensitivities, sometimes needing to 
be hospitalized from airway inflammation. I often worry about how this constant construction has affected their 
developing lungs or exacerbated their asthma in a permanent way.  
 
In addition, it’s a strange and demeaning feeling to have dozens of air conditioned and wifi enabled buses 
descend on my area filled with people who’s faces I will never see, who I will never know, whose travel and 
work is barely impacted and who come to use the locale in which my neighbors and I call home but never 
engage or participate in it. It’s like having another city spring up 5 days out of the week only to leave it a ghost 
town by the weekend but whose impact is felt strongly. Meanwhile I struggle to get in and out of my own 
neighborhood and I sit in traffic, able to go only 3 miles in anywhere between 20-50 minutes without the luxury 
of getting work done on the way like the shuttles that tower around me. 
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I don’t know what ability or chance there is to mitigate Facebook’s growth at this point. If I had my choice I 
would love to see the following: 
 

 Any future growth has to reduce traffic (not just maintain parity). It’s a creative challenge that I am sure 
they can mobilize the resources to figure out. 

 I would like to see the increase in affordable housing go from a minimum of 15% to 30% affordable 
housing to offset the loss of tenants in the neighborhood due to gentrification and traffic issues 

 I would like to see more rigorous mitigations for air pollution created by demolition and construction 
activities, one means being the addition of more trees and plants as sound walls and traps for air 
particulate before and during construction 

 I would like to have the new building space be more space efficient so that the acreage of open space 
and public park be increased by 50% from the proposed amount. I would also like this open space to 
connect with the Baylands more directly so that we can celebrate the incredible environmental heritage 
of this area and neighborhood. This would help with beautifying the neighborhood and reducing the 
feeling of claustrophobia as these massive projects enclose the community around its perimeter.  

 
Please consider the needs of Bellehaven. The stuff that is happening here would really never be allowed in any 
other community in Menlo Park. Swing the pendulum a bit back in our favor. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration of my comments. 
 
Mike Murillo 
mike.murillo@gmail.com 
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Perata, Kyle T

From: Nancy Barnby <nancy.barnby@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2019 3:10 PM
To: _Planning Commission
Subject: Willow Village

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's 
email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply. 

comments on the newest Facebook project: 
 
While all of the Facebook projects have looked lovely on paper, and always dangle the promise of providing 
wonderful benefits for Menlo Park, the city has ignored some inevitable downsides of having FB in our city.  I 
feel that as the EIR for this new project, Willow Village, is being put together, the city must require Facebook 
to submit a viable plan to mitigate traffic woes in the area.  Further,  the city should insist that FB submit such a 
plan before any new construction begins.    
 
I do not live in Belle Haven, but have attended weekly classes in Spanish at the MP Senior Center for the past 
15 years, so am well aware of increasing traffic problems in the area, problems which increase with every 
year.  Please hold Facebook to outling for the city the manner in which they will mitigate any traffic problems 
which the ymay cause. 
 
nancy barnby 
spruce avenue,  menlo park 
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TO:  City of Menlo Park Planning Commission 

FROM: Pamela D. Jones 

DATE:  7 October 2019 

SUBJECT: NOP Proposed Willow Village 

Dear Mr. Peralta, 

Thank-you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP for the Willow Village project. 

The current Public Notice process may fail to reach the target population. Since there is no “local 

newspaper” for the effected neighborhoods, this process should follow the TIERS Public 

Engagement process approved by the City Council on June11, 2019.  This includes but not 

limited to multiple mailings, emails, link on mail City website, posting on frequented 

establishments, and City property. 

There is currently no public information on the current number of Facebook employees and 

contracted employees in multiple buildings throughout District 1. Without this information it is 

impossible to access transportation impacts. Currently there is a pending Bus Stop Occupancy 

Plan which should also be included. 

The Dumbarton Corridor project including train stop must be a part of the Environment Impact 

Report process. Current and proposed projects must also be included: 

1. Bohannon Gateway (almost completed),  

2. Gateway Family Housing, 

3. Sobrato Office development,  

4. SP Menlo LLC multi-family, 

5. Menlo Uptown, 

6. Menlo Portal, and 

7. Hotels citizen and Moxy. 

Comments specific to Discussion Topics: 

1. Mix of land use and master plan development. 

a. ConnectMenlo was adopted in 2016, there is now a City-wide discussion by residents 

and Council on how the vision of a live/work/play environment is being created in the 

Bayfront Area. The moratorium proposed by two Council members had overwhelming, 

City-Wide and deeply affected Belle Haven neighborhood, support. 

Currently two Council sub-committees are preparing reports to address ConnectMenlo 

and the Downtown Specific Plan. Vision and jobs-housing imbalance is are major 

themes. 

It may prove useful to review Council meetings, CCIN, and community oral input to 

better understand the sentiment of residents, whether or not this information can be 

used directedly in the DEIR.  

 

2. Site density and intensity 

a. FAR should be reduced significantly for office. This project may bring 6,000 additional 

employees the current approximately 3,000. This number should be added to the 

Northern area that currently has approximately 18,000+ employees. This number will 
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increase as current office development is completed in the M2 area. It has been publicly 

stated that 35,000 employees are expected upon complete buildout. This number is 

approximately the same as the current population in the City of Menlo Park. 

Additionally, there is no accurate data on the number (percentage) of displaced and 

current residents are employed by Facebook creating a work/life environment. 

b. There is a significant housing/jobs imbalance. A housing needs and displacement study 

must include change of property ownership, including LLCs for the past 10 years. In 

addition, the number of apartments and homes unoccupied, reserved for Airbnb, 

reserved for corporations, or otherwise unavailable to the public must be included.  

Without full transparency, there can be no accurate assessment of the current effect on 

the closest neighborhoods. 

c. Although a hotel may bring some relief from corporate apartments, the location is next 

to the proposed Dumbarton Corridor train stop.  

d. A significant decrease (30% to 50%) in office will allow for an increase in housing 

2,500 to 3,000 units through re-zoning.  

In addition to senior housing, BMR should be increased to 25%, workforce housing 

25%, and for-sale condos should the included. This will require a request from the 

developer and City policy change. At a minimum Menlo Park is responsible for its 

jobs-housing imbalance and should ensure mitigation. 

3. Phasing 

a. The residential and commercial areas should be completed prior to any office 

development. 

b. The potential loss of the local businesses on Willow Road and Hamilton Avenue will 

create an additional hardship on the residential area. 

4. Community amenities 

a. The suggested community amenities, except a grocery store and pharmacy, should be 

reviewed. The grocery store must be compatible with the needs of the current residents. 

5. Publicly accessible open space 

a. A decrease in office development will allow for more open space creating a higher level 

of environmental balance and increased air pollution. 

Study Session project analysis - Proposed circulation 

The internal circulation must include a direct access to Bayfront Expressway from the Southern 

boundary. Traffic studies must include “cross-traffic” between University Avenue, O’Brien 

Avenue, and Willow Road. In addition, “cut-through traffic along Hamilton Avenue, Chilco 

Avenue, and Ivy Drive will need to be re-studied.  

Public access must be included throughout the site. 

The proposed Dumbarton corridor train stop on Willow Road and Bayfront Expressway must be 

included with traffic impacts on Willow Road traveling East.  
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City of Menlo Park must complete the process of acquiring Willow Road from Caltrans. 

Historically Caltrans has been slow to meet the requests for signal light phasing.  

Enforcement of no bus, shuttle, or private vehicles on local streets is important. A substantial 

fine schedule should be developed for exceeding trip cap.  

Pedestrian overcrossings should be researched and documented for pedestrian safety and 

increasing traffic speed. Overcrossings are not friendly to people with acrophobia. 

Impact of traffic from Bohannon buildings, Sobrato proposed development, and Hotels shuttles, 

buses, and private vehicles (including Uber, Lyft and limousines). 

Air Quality 

A determination of environmental effect must have a base-line on the current effect on local 

residential areas, to compare with future measures. The closest EPA air quality monitoring is in 

Redwood City. This location is inadequate to measure our local area. San Mateo County Labs 

will be installing monitors in the Belle Haven neighborhood which may provide required 

information. 
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Perata, Kyle T

From: Patti L Fry <MenloPatti@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 7, 2019 9:56 AM
To: _Planning Commission; _CCIN
Subject: Fwd: Facebook Willow Village EIR NOP comments

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's 
email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply. 

Planning Commissioners:  
I am writing with additional comments and a correction to my previous email regarding the NOP: 
 
Metrics and standards:  The ConnectMenlo General Plan projections of growth should be used as the standard 
of evaluation, not ABAG projections.  In some past projects' EIR's, impacts on such things as demand for 
housing have been written off because ABAG projected more housing would occur in the area despite the fact 
that ABAG's projections are not based on approved projects in the area or in Menlo Park; further, the ABAG 
housing projections have not proven to be reliable. This sort of circular reasoning has allowed projects to escape 
being part of the solution to the housing shortage, and allowed enormous job growth without commensurate 
growth in housing where people can live. 
.  
Menlo Park undertook a comprehensive planning effort to update its General Plan, with a primary focus on the 
"M-2"/"Bayfront" area within a timeframe through 2040. This went into effect January 6, 2017, and should be used 

as the standard for evaluating all types of growth and related impacts.  
 
A correction: Based on the Facebook Development Agreement ("DA") Review document of 1/8/18, I had 
assumed there was a requirement to build 1,500 housing units on what is now the Willow Village and office 
park project site. However, the language in the Facebook Expansion Project DA inexplicably had no such 
requirement to build anything even though that project was projected to add 6,550 employees; in fact, that 
project's EIR concluded there was no impact on housing demand! But, it required Facebook to plan and design 
1,500 housing units in a future project, while not requiring the building of any units. Text below from the DA, 
pages 23-24.  
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Please note that this requirement regarding planning for housing does not even run with the land, unlike most 
other provisions of entitlements. This re-emphasizes the importance to analyze impacts (negative and positive) 
by Phase in case Facebook/ Hibiscus Properties/Peninsula Innovation Partners or any future property owner 
decides to stop development along the way.  
 
Respectively submitted, 
Patti Fry, Menlo Park resident and former Planning Commissioner 
 
 
---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Patti L Fry <MenloPatti@gmail.com> 
Date: Sun, Oct 6, 2019 at 4:56 PM 
Subject: Facebook Willow Village EIR NOP comments 
To: <planning.commission@menlopark.org>, Kyle Perata <ktperata@menlopark.org> 
 

Dear Planning Commissioners,  
Please consider the following comments regarding the scope and content of the EIR for the proposed "Willow 
Village" and office park project: 
 
Phasing: The Willow Village and office park project is the largest project in Menlo Park history, according to 
news articles. The project is proposed to occur in phases. With uncertainties about the economy and other 
factors that could affect timing of these phases, the impacts of each proposed phase should be analyzed 
separately by Phase as they are proposed to occur (i.e., Phase 1, Phase 1 and Phase 2, all Phases). That way, 
measures necessary to mitigate or eliminate negative impacts can be identified and implemented as impacts 
occur by Phase rather than at the end of the final Phase, which may be many years in the future. 
 
ConnectMenlo growth discrepancy: The ConnectMenlo General Plan approved in late 2016 has nearly 
reached its 2040 development projections, especially of Office, and its non-residential development cap, and is 
projected to exceed its hotel room cap. But not the cap or projections for housing units.  
Thus, growth that was purported to occur over time is happening in a very short period and in an unbalanced 
way relative to projections. This time-concentration of growth and the impacts on the jobs/housing growth 
imbalance should be studied in this EIR. 
 
Housing need impacts: Since the Facebook West Expansion Campus Development Agreement 8.1.6 (excerpt 
from 1/8/18 review attached) states that "Facebook shall commit to the planning and design of at least 1,500 
housing units on the approximately 56-acre site known as the Menlo Science & Technology Park.", the EIR for 
the Willow Village project can only claim 235 housing units out of the proposed "approximately 1,735 housing 
units" to satisfy any incremental housing needs resulting from the rest of the Willow Village project. In other 
words, 1,500 units are related to the Facebook West Expansion project, its impacts, and its Development 
Agreement, not this project. 
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The Facebook West Expansion Development Agreement 15% BMR commitment seems to relate to "any future 
application" such as this one, however. 
 
Alternative: An Alternative that must be studied is Reduced Office (only), at most at the Base level, while 
keeping proposed Housing and Retail/Community Serving Uses constant with the Proposed Project. As 
mentioned above, the ConnectMenlo 2040 projections for Office and Hotel are nearly reached, and it may not 
make sense for the city to approve exceeding those caps for some time. Thus, given the extreme regional 
housing shortage and high local needs for retail and other community serving uses, any Reduced Intensity 
Alternative should only comprise a reduction of Office square footage,  
 
Metrics:  The jobs/housing balance anticipated in the ConnectMenlo General Plan projections should be a 
standard by which this project is measured. Further, this project should be measured within the context of 
Facebook's footprint in Menlo Park. The Facebook worker density appears to be far higher than previously 
projected for the buildings occupied by Facebook. This project provides an opportunity to "right size" the 
impacts, rather than add to them, so the cumulative impact should be measured.  Trips, greenhouse gas 
emissions, demand for water and housing, air quality, noise, etc. are all related to the overall growth. 
 
Secondly, since traffic congestion is horrific in Menlo Park, the impacts of this project should be measured both 
by VMT (CEQA requirement now, I believe) as well as by congestion-related standards such as Level of 
Service at intersections and on roadways. Gridlock must be addressed. 
 
Considerations: Considerations regarding the project should explicitly include its displacement of the Menlo 
Park Fire Protection district and Urban Search and Rescue training and storage facility, a dialysis clinic, 
Community Legal Services of East Palo Alto, and other community-serving tenants. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
Patti Fry, Menlo Park resident and former Planning Commissioner 
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Perata, Kyle T

From: Peter Altman <paltman@biocardia.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2019 5:46 PM
To: _Planning Commission
Subject: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT SCOPING SESSION AND STUDY SESSION FOR THE 

FACEBOOK WILLOW VILLAGE : TRAFFIC!!!

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's 
email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply. 

Dear Planning Commission, 
I just read through “NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND NOTICE OF PUBLIC 
HEARING FOR THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT SCOPING SESSION AND STUDY SESSION FOR THE FACEBOOK 
WILLOW VILLAGE MASTER PLAN PROJECT CITY OF MENLO PARK PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF OCTOBER 7, 
2019” 
 
I noted mention of the creation of 3600 new parking spaces, and the word “traffic” does not appear in the 
report.  Traffic creating costly congestion, air pollution, and noise pollution are why the Willows is a less attractive 
neighborhood on the whole than it was ten years ago.   
 
Please do a traffic assessment before you approve any plans.  Please work to reduce traffic and the spread of the 
noise/air pollution it causes any way you can. 
 
Thank you. 
Peter 
 
 
Peter Altman 
2056 Menalto Avenue 
Menlo Park, California 94025 
650‐255‐4532 cell 
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Perata, Kyle T

From: Perata, Kyle T
Sent: Friday, September 27, 2019 12:25 PM
To: Perata, Kyle T
Subject: FW: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT SCOPING SESSION AND STUDY SESSION FOR 

THE FACEBOOK WILLOW VILLAGE : TRAFFIC!!!

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's 
email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply. 

Thank you Kyle. 

Just FYI – I tried to click on your email link to communicate to you directly in the planning document and it would not 
work.   

The soot/pollution that comes down near our home since they cut down all the trees at Willow and 101 and all the noise 
has increased significantly.   This impacts air quality and kid health. 

The time to get off 101S onto Willow West in the evening has increased by 15 minutes on almost every night.  For those 
going East I bet it is 25 minutes.  Multiply this by a few thousand people and you have an enromous cost to society and 
decrease in quality of life.   

All my best, 

Peter 

 
 

  

 

  Kyle T. Perata 
  Principal Planner 
  City Hall - 1st Floor 
  701 Laurel St. 
  tel  650-330-6721  
  menlopark.org 
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Perata, Kyle T

From: Romain Tanière <rtaniere@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 7, 2019 12:14 PM
To: Perata, Kyle T; _Planning Commission
Subject: Willow-Village-EIR and study session F1 & G1 - 07 October 2019 Menlo Planning 

Commission

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's 
email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply. 

Dear City Commissioners, 
 
Nearby Kavanaugh East Palo Alto residents will benefit from the proposed new retail services and recreational amenities that are 
lacking east of US-101 but will also be affected by the new Willow Village FaceBook Campus and we thank you for the opportunity 
to provide some feedback on the latest development proposal. 
 
With Menlo Park's current city ordinance prohibiting nearby overnight parking and with the Willow Campus parking on the eastern 
side and the O’Brien/Willow connection next to the East Palo Alto Kavanaugh/Gloria neighborhood, residents have expressed 
concerns about increasing parking issues, speed/safety and nonresidential cut-through traffic between University, Willow and Bay 
corridors which need to be addressed now before construction begins. Therefore, 
 
A.     Traffic and parking on nearby East Palo Alto city streets (Kavanaugh, Gloria, University, etc…- Kavanaugh neighborhood) must 
be included and evaluated as part of the EIR and some of the impact project fees should go towards the city of East Palo Alto for 
safety and traffic mitigation measures such as: 
 
        1. To implement 2 new stop signs with pedestrian crossings on Kavanaugh Drive at Gloria Way and Clarence Court. 
         
        2. To install radar speed limit signs on Kavanaugh Drive and Gloria Way. 
 
        3. To perform an asphalt street resurfacing/reconstruction on Kavanaugh Drive with larger concrete sidewalks and rebuilt ADA 
compliant crosswalks/curbs/ramps, bury all overhead utility lines and install more lamp posts on all the electrical poles on Kavanaugh 
Drive, Gloria Way and all adjacent streets and courts to increase safety (Kirkwood, Clarence, Gertrude, Hazelwood, Farrington, 
Emmett, Ursula, Grace). 
 
        4. To conduct an engineering evaluation and implement the most appropriate and effective street traffic/speed calming devices 
(e.g. speed bumps, traffic circles at intersections, etc…) on Kavanaugh Drive (between O'Brien Dr and University Ave) and on Gloria 
Way (between Bay Rd and Kavanaugh Dr). 
 
        5. To include Notre Dame Ave / Kavanaugh Dr as a bike lane in the Bicycle Transportation Master Plan which would be a 
bicycle improvement/alternative to the busy Bay Rd / Newbridge St bike route to Willow Road. 
 
        6. To install lighting on University Avenue between Kavanaugh Drive and Bay Road either on the street side that has the 
sidewalk or on the median, lighting both side of the road like on the rest of University Avenue to increase safety (currently the side of 
the road that has lighting on this street portion is the one where there is no sidewalk). 
 
        7. To implement an all-red traffic light interval at the University/Kavanaugh/Notre Dame traffic light intersections. 
 
        8. To strengthen control and enforcement of speed/traffic/parking regulations. 
 
From a design/planning perspective, 
 
B.      To limit vehicle traffic, the Willow/O’Brien/University area should be redeveloped with pedestrian/bicycle traffic in mind. As 
such, sidewalks with ADA compliant crosswalks/curbs/ramps, which at present are mostly nonexistent, should be constructed on both 
sides all along O’Brien Drive (as a continuation and similarly to what has been done at 1035 O'Brien Drive for example when it was 
rebuilt) and Kavanaugh Way in Menlo Park. Better lighting should be installed and bicycle lanes should be also developed on O’Brien 
Drive. 
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C.        Paseos and streets in the Willow Campus should better connect to O’Brien Drive. As such, we would like the developer to work 
with other nearby landowners (10 Kelly Court, 1 Casey Court, 1215 O'Brien Drive) and specifically CSBio (Kelly Court, 1075 
O'Brien) and 1105-1165 O'Brien Drive which are currently redeveloping their properties and finalizing their designs. This would 
allow the possibility of new connections with O’Brien and the new Willow campus street/paseo grid proposal (for example utilizing 
the current drainage channel between 1075 and 1105 O'Brien Drive and the previous fenced off connection between 20 Kelly Court 
and 960/1350 Hamilton). 
 
D.        Other more direct bus/street connections from Willow/University to Willow Village should be considered to limit residential 
traffic and avoid O'Brien Drive/Kavanaugh Drive. 
 
E.      Residents would like to have as much local greenery and as many community park amenities as possible since we do not have 
access to any public open space at present in the Kavanaugh East Palo Alto area. Therefore, we would like to have the O’Brien Park 
much bigger than the current planned size. 
 
F.      The redevelopment of Hetch Hetchy right of way should be included in the project to increase greenery and connect the proposed 
south park crescent between Ivy/Willow and O’Brien Parks. The developer of this project should work with relevant parties such as 
the city, nearby other landowners (1075 O'Brien Drive, 1320 Willow Road, 10 Kelly Court, 1 Casey Court, 1215 O'Brien Drive), and 
the SFPUC, to increase park/playground options on Hetch Hetchy such as secured children/toddlers areas and 
tennis/basketball/football/soccer/bocce courts, etc... This would create an additional south paseo and increase community park 
amenities serving both future employees and local residents. 
 
G.      The bigger Ivy/Willow park/open space is planned next to the busy Willow Road and should be reconsidered more into the 
Willow Village/O’Brien side. 
 
H.      The Ivy/Willow park/open space should not be limited as a sport’s/multi use field which will be only used by 1 or 2 leagues but 
should be planned as a full amenity community park such as the “awesome spot playground” (Modesto) or the “magical bridge 
playground” (Palo Alto) and include a community center next to it. 
 
I.       Include and allow rooftop accessible mixed use business/retail spaces such as bars/restaurants. 
 
J.       Allow options to include and connect a future Dumbarton transit/commuting center to the Willow Village Campus. 
 
Thank you very much for your consideration. 

Romain Taniere 

East Palo Alto, Kavanaugh neighborhood resident. 
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From: domainremoved <Romain> 
Date: Tue, 15 Oct 2019 04:59:59 +0000 (UTC)

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's email
address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply. 

Dear Council members and city staff, 

Nearby Kavanaugh East Palo Alto residents will benefit from the proposed new retail services and recreational
amenities that are lacking east of US-101 but will also be affected by the new Willow Village FaceBook Campus
and we thank you for the opportunity to provide some feedback on the latest development proposal. 

With Menlo Park's current city ordinance prohibiting nearby overnight parking and with the Willow Campus
parking on the eastern side and the O’Brien/Willow connection next to the East Palo Alto Kavanaugh/Gloria
neighborhood, residents have expressed concerns about increasing parking issues, speed/safety and nonresidential
cut-through traffic between University, Willow and Bay corridors which need to be addressed now before
construction begins. Therefore, 

A. Traffic and parking on nearby East Palo Alto city streets (Kavanaugh, Gloria, University, etc…- Kavanaugh
neighborhood) must be included and evaluated as part of the EIR and some of the impact project fees should go
towards the city of East Palo Alto for safety and traffic mitigation measures such as: 

        1. To implement 2 new stop signs with pedestrian crossings on Kavanaugh Drive at Gloria Way and Clarence
Court. 

        2. To install radar speed limit signs on Kavanaugh Drive and Gloria Way. 

        3. To perform an asphalt street resurfacing/reconstruction on Kavanaugh Drive with larger concrete sidewalks
and rebuilt ADA compliant crosswalks/curbs/ramps, bury all overhead utility lines and install more lamp posts on
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all the electrical poles on Kavanaugh Drive, Gloria Way and all adjacent streets and courts to increase safety
(Kirkwood, Clarence, Gertrude, Hazelwood, Farrington, Emmett, Ursula, Grace). 

        4. To conduct an engineering evaluation and implement the most appropriate and effective street traffic/speed
calming devices (e.g. speed bumps, traffic circles at intersections, etc…) on Kavanaugh Drive (between O'Brien Dr
and University Ave) and on Gloria Way (between Bay Rd and Kavanaugh Dr). 

        5. To include Notre Dame Ave / Kavanaugh Dr as a bike lane in the Bicycle Transportation Master Plan which
would be a bicycle improvement/alternative to the busy Bay Rd / Newbridge St bike route to Willow Road. 

        6. To install lighting on University Avenue between Kavanaugh Drive and Bay Road either on the street side
that has the sidewalk or on the median, lighting both side of the road like on the rest of University Avenue to
increase safety (currently the side of the road that has lighting on this street portion is the one where there is no
sidewalk). 

        7. To implement an all-red traffic light interval at the University/Kavanaugh/Notre Dame traffic light
intersections. 

        8. To strengthen control and enforcement of speed/traffic/parking regulations. 

From a design/planning perspective, 

B. To limit vehicle traffic, the Willow/O’Brien/University area should be redeveloped with pedestrian/bicycle
traffic in mind. As such, sidewalks with ADA compliant crosswalks/curbs/ramps, which at present are mostly
nonexistent, should be constructed on both sides all along O’Brien Drive (as a continuation and similarly to what
has been done at 1035 O'Brien Drive for example when it was rebuilt) and Kavanaugh Way in Menlo Park. Better
lighting should be installed and bicycle lanes should be also developed on O’Brien Drive. 

C. Paseos and streets in the Willow Campus should better connect to O’Brien Drive. As such, we would like the
developer to work with other nearby landowners (10 Kelly Court, 1 Casey Court, 1215 O'Brien Drive) and
specifically CSBio (Kelly Court, 1075 O'Brien) and 1105-1165 O'Brien Drive which are currently redeveloping
their properties and finalizing their designs. This would allow the possibility of new connections with O’Brien and
the new Willow campus street/paseo grid proposal (for example utilizing the current drainage channel between
1075 and 1105 O'Brien Drive and the previous fenced off connection between 20 Kelly Court and 960/1350
Hamilton). 

D. Other more direct bus/street connections from Willow/University to Willow Village should be considered to
limit residential traffic and avoid O'Brien Drive/Kavanaugh Drive. 

E. Residents would like to have as much local greenery and as many community park amenities as possible since
we do not have access to any public open space at present in the Kavanaugh East Palo Alto area. Therefore, we
would like to have the O’Brien Park much bigger than the current planned size. 

F. The redevelopment of Hetch Hetchy right of way should be included in the project to increase greenery and
connect the proposed south park crescent between Ivy/Willow and O’Brien Parks. The developer of this project
should work with relevant parties such as the city, nearby other landowners (1075 O'Brien Drive, 1320 Willow
Road, 10 Kelly Court, 1 Casey Court, 1215 O'Brien Drive), and the SFPUC, to increase park/playground options
on Hetch Hetchy such as secured children/toddlers areas and tennis/basketball/football/soccer/bocce courts, etc...
This would create an additional south paseo and increase community park amenities serving both future employees
and local residents. 

G. The bigger Ivy/Willow park/open space is planned next to the busy Willow Road and should be reconsidered
more into the Willow Village/O’Brien side. 

H. The Ivy/Willow park/open space should not be limited as a sport’s/multi use field which will be only used by 1
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or 2 leagues but should be planned as a full amenity community park such as the “awesome spot playground”
(Modesto) or the “magical bridge playground” (Palo Alto) and include a community center next to it. 

I. Include and allow rooftop accessible mixed use business/retail spaces such as bars/restaurants. 

J. Allow options to include and connect a future Dumbarton transit/commuting center to the Willow Village
Campus. 

Thank you very much for your consideration. 

Romain Taniere 

East Palo Alto, Kavanaugh neighborhood resident. 
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October 18, 2019 

The Honorable Planning Commission 

City of Menlo Park 

701 Laurel Street 

Menlo Park, CA  94025 

Dear Commissioners: 

I am writing on behalf of the Committee for Green Foothills.  Green Foothills works to protect, enhance 

and improve natural resources, farm lands, and parks in San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties.  We 

represent over 1000+ households who support increasing and improving parks, farmlands, open spaces 

and natural resources.  

We are writing today concerning the Notice of Preparation of an Environment Impact Report for the 

Facebook Willow Village. After reviewing the documents, we noticed a lack of sea level rise 

sustainability and flood resiliency included in the scoping.  As this area is expected to flood with rising 

seas, we respectfully request the requisite documents include considerations around such contingency. 

As future inundation is expected to impact the public financially, we feel that such a request will benefit 

the entire community.   

Thank you for your consideration.  

Respectfully,   

Helen Wolter 

Legislative Advocate 
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To: Kyle Perata, Principle Planner 
Re: Facebook Willow Village EIR comments 
Date: October 18, 2018 

Dear Mr. Perata, 

Following are comments and recommendations regarding the Facebook Willow Village EIR from Menlo 
Together, a group focusing on housing affordability, sustainable transportation, environmental 
sustainability and social equity in Menlo Park. 

A Willow Village project has the potential to provide much-needed housing at multiple income levels 
and needed services. 

1) Project alternatives. The staff report prepared for the Planning Commission states that the consultant
has budgeted for up to two additional alternatives beyond the required Reduced Intensity Alternative
and the No Project Alternative.

The EIR should study a lower office alternative that includes 1 million square feet of office and a higher 
housing alternative that includes up to 3,000 units of housing by using the density bonus for more BMR 
and using space not used by office.  A better balance between jobs and housing could help reduce 
displacement in Belle Haven and nearby communities.  Please study the housing needs and VMT 
consequences of providing 20% Below Market Rate Housing.  

These alternatives would require reporting on the vehicle miles traveled consequences of less office 
and more housing. 

2) Housing Needs Assessment. The findings of this assessment, which will include projected direct and
indirect employment generated by the project and the subsequent housing need, will present a more
comprehensive picture than the EIR of the project’s impact on housing.In addition, this report should
show cumulative impacts of the relative amounts of housing and job growth since Facebook initially
moved in, including the “fit” between the affordability of housing and the additional jobs. Understanding
the “multiplier effect” of a development of this size on the City and its environs will be key to further
refining the project. Along with the EIR, the findings of this report should guide the decisions of City
Council moving forward.

3) Transportation. During the time that the EIR analysis is being done, Facebook is also studying
Dumbarton Rail. Please report on the impacts on VMT if/when Dumbarton Rail is in place, using the
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results of the other FB studies in progress.   In addition, if such information is available, please report 
on the nature and impacts of transportation to and from the Willow station which will be adjacent or 
co-located with the development.  
 
4) Phasing. The proposed phasing has accelerated housing, which is very good, given the 
displacement pressure caused by much faster jobs growth.  However, the grocery store which has 
been long requested by the community is in phase 3. It would be valuable to the community to move 
that sooner.   Please report on the VMT consequences of having the grocery/pharmacy amenities 
available in different phases of the project.  
 
Regarding phasing, if feasible, please report on the variables separately. For example, 
Current proposal, with Dumbarton rail 
Current proposal, without Dumbarton rail 
1M sqft office, 3000 homes, with Dumbarton rail 
1M sqft office, 3000 homes, without Dumbarton rail 
 
5) Energy. The project description states that the project will meet 100% of energy demand through a 
combination of measures that could include onsite generation, purchase of 100% renewable, purchase 
of local renewable in Menlo Park, or purchase of credits/offsets.  The most recent "Reach Code" policy 
adopted by the city eliminates credits/offsets.  Please do not include credits/offsets as options for this 
project, which is sizeable enough to meet the goals with beneficial local environmental improvements. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Adina 

 
 
Adina Levin 
On behalf of Menlo Together 
https://menlotogether.org 
650-646-4344 
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Perata, Kyle T

From: Phil Gutierrez <phil@mid-pen.org>
Sent: Tuesday, October 8, 2019 8:39 PM
To: Perata, Kyle T
Subject: Willow Village and Mid-Peninsula High School
Attachments: MPHS site plan.jpg

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Unless you recognize the sender's 
email address and know the content is safe, DO NOT click links, open attachments or reply. 

Dear Mr. Perata, 

My name is Phil Gutierrez, head of school at Mid-Peninsula High School. Our campus is right next door to 
1350-1390 Willow Road. As the closest neighbor to the project, we have a vested interest in its development 
and possible impacts. In particular, we share neighborhood concerns about increased traffic on Willow Road.  

One possible mitigation is a reworking of the intersection of Ivy Drive and Willow Road so that Ivy Drive leads 
straight into Mid-Pen's parking lot. (See the attached PDF.) A signal at our parking lot would allow drivers to 
go left, straight, or right as they leave campus. Currently, our entryway is north of Ivy Drive, and every vehicle 
leaving from Mid-Pen has to make a right turn onto Willow Road. Even though a vast majority of our teachers 
and students need to head to the southwest toward 101, we all have to head to the northeast.  

A reworked intersection that creates a main entry into our parking lot and allows for a left turn onto Willow 
Road would reduce traffic on Willow Road, and that would be a community benefit. I have been in contact with 
Signature Development Group about the intersection, and I hope that you and your colleagues consider this 
option. I realize that Caltrans and SFPUC will be part of this conversation as well. 

Can you please confirm that you have received this message? I'm happy to answer any questions that you have. 

Sincerely, 
Phil 

-- 
Phil Gutierrez 
(he, him, his) 
Hablo español. 
Head of School 
Mid-Peninsula High School 
1340 Willow Road | Menlo Park | CA 94025 
650.321.1991 x131 | www.mid-pen.org 

College Prep, Less Stress 
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City of East Palo Alto
Office of the City Manager

2415 University Ave. Phone: (650) 853-3100 www.cityofepa.org
East Palo Alto, CA 94303 Fax: (650) 853-3115 cmoffice@cityofepa.org

October 17, 2019

Kyle Perata, Principal Planner
Community Development Department
City of Menlo Park 
701 Lauren Street 
Menlo Park, CA 94025

Subject: Notice of Preparation for the Facebook Willow Master Plan Project

Dear Mr. Perata:

This letter is provided in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Facebook Willow Master 
Plan Project. I want to emphasize that East Palo Alto values its relationship with Menlo Park, and we 
hope to continue to work cooperatively on the many issues common to both of our communities.  

Traffic

First, East Palo Alto is a city that is severely impacted by regional cut through traffic. 
To adequately analyze the potential impact of the proposed project, please add the following 
intersections to the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA):

1. University Avenue and State Highway 84/Bayfront Expressway
2. University Avenue and Adams Drive
3. University Avenue and O’Brien Drive
4. University Avenue and Notre Dame Avenue
5. University Avenue and Kavanaugh Drive
6. University Avenue and Purdue Avenue
7. University Avenue and Bay Road
8. University Avenue and Willow Road
9. University Avenue and Runnymede Street
10. University Avenue and Bell Street
11. University Avenue and Donohoe Street
12. University Avenue/Highway 101 Southbound on-off ramp
13. University Avenue and Woodland Avenue
14. Donohoe Street and Cooley Avenue
15. Donohoe Street and Capital (Northbound Highway 101 off ramp)

Page 39 of 88



Page 2 

2415 University Ave. Phone: (650) 853-3100 www.cityofepa.org
East Palo Alto, CA 94303 Fax: (650) 853-3115 cmoffice@cityofepa.org

16. Donohoe at East Bayshore Road
17. East Bayshore Road and Holland Street
18. Saratoga Avenue and Newbridge Street
19. University Avenue and the Highway 101 Northbound Ramp
20. East Bayshore Road at Euclid Avenue
21. East Bayshore at O’Conner/Shopping Center
22. East Bayshore at Clarke Avenue
23. East Bayshore Road and Pulgas Avenue

The prior to the release of the Draft EIR the City of East Palo Alto request that Menlo Park to identify 
specific City intersections and grade separations and to specify in advance the specific trip reduction
measures and transit capacity enhancements they will implement as mitigation between 2019 and 2035
or the end of the current General Plan build out horizon. Without additional detail regarding impacts
from all auto trips (i.e. not just peak direction trips, and not assuming trip credits), and without specific 
mitigation measures, the City cannot determine whether the project is effectively addressing its 
contribution to cumulative traffic volumes and congestion in our City.

Settlement Agreement 

Pursuant to Section 2.6 of the Menlo Park General Plan Settlement Agreement, when the preparation of
an EIR is required, concurrent with the preparation of the EIR, Menlo Park will conduct a Housing 
Needs Assessment (HNA).  The scope of the HNA, to the extent possible, shall include an analysis of 
the multiplier effect for indirect and induced employment by the development project and its 
relationship to the regional housing needs market and displacement.  The DEIR should be consistent 
with all relevant terms of the Settlement Agreement. 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 

The City of East Palo Alto provides a significant amount of housing stock in Silicon Valley. East Palo 
Alto has more housing units than jobs, the lowest market rate prices in the region, and approximately 
30% (or 2,405 of 7,759 units) of the total housing units are currently registered (non exempt) in the Rent 
Stabilization Program.  East Palo Alto is an island of affordable housing surrounded by several of the 
most expensive housing markets in the nation.  The City is concerned that the proposed development 
may exacerbate the existing housing crisis in East Palo Alto by displacing current residents and/or 
creating a need for the City to provide additional units without sufficient resources to adequately address 
the need. 

Please provide an analysis of how the project will impact the jobs-housing ratio in Menlo Park, and 
analyze or provide the following information and analysis with regard to the impact on housing and the 
potential displacement of East Palo Alto residents:
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East Palo Alto, CA 94303 Fax: (650) 853-3115 cmoffice@cityofepa.org

The net number of new market rate and affordable units permitted and constructed in the last 10 
years in Menlo Park. 
An analysis of where it is anticipated that the new employees will live, based on zip code level 
data.  

If you have any questions, you may call me at (650) 853-3189 or reach me by email at: 
pheisinger@cityofepa.org.

Population Estimates and Growth.

The total population resulting from indirect household growth in Menlo Park should be identified and
compared to the City’s projected population growth as part of the impact discussion.

Yours truly,

______________________
Patrick Heisinger
Interim Assistant City Manager
pheisinger@cityofepa.org.

cc: East Palo Alto City Council
Jaime Fontes, City Manager
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING FOR THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT SCOPING SESSION AND STUDY SESSION 

FOR THE FACEBOOK WILLOW VILLAGE MASTER PLAN PROJECT 
CITY OF MENLO PARK PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING OF OCTOBER 7, 2019 
  

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City of Menlo Park (City) will be the lead agency and will 
prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the following proposed project: 
 
Request by Peninsula Innovation Partners for a Master Plan to comprehensively redevelop an 
approximately 59-acre site located at 1350-1390 Willow Road, 925-1098 Hamilton Avenue, and 
1005-1275 Hamilton Court. The proposed project would demolish approximately 1,000,000 
square feet of existing office, industrial, research and development (R&D), and warehousing 
campus. The project site would be redeveloped with approximately 1,735 housing units (with a 
minimum of 15% affordable), up to 200,000 square feet of non-office/commercial retail uses 
(including a grocery store and pharmacy), approximately 1,750,000 square feet of offices, a 
hotel with approximately 200-250 rooms, an approximately 10,000 square foot community 
center, and approximately 9.8 acres of publicly accessible open space (including an 
approximately 4-acre public park). The proposal includes a request for an increase in height, 
floor area ratio (FAR), and density under the bonus level development allowance in exchange for 
community amenities, as outlined in the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The project site 
encompasses multiple parcels zoned O-B (Office) and R-MU-B (Residential Mixed Use). The 
proposed project is anticipated to include the following entitlements: Environmental Review, 
Conditional Development Permit, Development Agreement, Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing 
Agreement, Zoning Map Amendment, General Plan Amendments, Heritage Tree Permits, 
Vesting Tentative Map, Fiscal Impact Analysis and an appraisal to identify the Community 
Amenity Value. The project site contains a toxic release site, per Section 6596.2 of the California 
Government Code that would be remediated as part of the proposed project, in compliance with 
the applicable requirements of the California Department of Toxic Substance Control, the State 
Water Resources Control Board, and/or other responsible agencies. 
 
The Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the EIR will be released on September 18, 2019. The EIR 
will address potential physical environmental effects of the proposed project on each of the 
environmental topics outlined in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), except for 
Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Mineral Resources, and Wildfire that are not anticipated to 
result in significant environmental effects. The City is requesting comments on the scope and 
content of this EIR.  
 
A copy of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) will be available for public review at the Main Menlo 
Park Library (800 Alma Street, Menlo Park), the Belle Haven Branch Library (413 Ivy Drive, 
Menlo Park), the Planning Division at City Hall (701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park), and online at the 
City Clerk’s CEQA Notices page: https://www.menlopark.org/Archive.aspx?AMID=76, and on the 
City-maintained project page: https://www.menlopark.org/1251/Willow-Village.  
 
The 30-day comment period for the NOP will run from Wednesday, September 18, 2019 
through Friday, October 18, 2019. Written comments must be submitted to the Community 
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Development Department no later than 5:00 p.m., Friday, October 18, 2019. Comments may be 
submitted by email to Kyle Perata, Principal Planner, (ktperata@menlopark.org) with “Willow 
Village Master Plan Project EIR” as the subject, or by letter to Kyle Perata, Principal Planner, 
Community Development Department, 701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA 94025. 

NOTICE IS HEREBY FURTHER GIVEN that said Planning Commission will hold a public 
hearing for the EIR Scoping Session and a Study Session on this item in the Council Chambers 
of the City of Menlo Park, located at 701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, on Monday, October 7, 
2019, at 7:00 p.m. or as near as possible thereafter, at which time and place interested persons 
may appear and be heard thereon.  

Documents related to these items may be inspected by the public on weekdays between the 
hours of 7:30 a.m. and 5:30 p.m. Monday through Thursday and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on 
Friday, with alternate Fridays closed, at the Department of Community Development, 701 Laurel 
Street, Menlo Park.  

Please call Kyle Perata, Principal Planner, if there are any questions or comments on this item. 
He may be reached at (650) 330-6721 or email at ktperata@menlopark.org. Written 
correspondence is typically considered a public record and may be attached to staff reports, 
which are posted on the City’s web site. 

Si usted necesita más información sobre este proyecto, por favor llame al 650-330-6702, y 
pregunte por un asistente que hable español. 

Visit the City’s website for Planning Commission agenda, public hearing and staff report 
information: www.menlopark.org 

DATED: September 6, 2019 
BY:  Kyle Perata, Principal Planner 

PUBLISHED:  September 13, 2019, in The Daily News 
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SFPUC Interim Water Pipeline Right of Way Use Policy 

for San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Alameda Counties 

Approved January 13, 2015 

by 

SFPUC Resolution No. 15-0014 

as an amendment to the SFPUC Real Estate Guidelines 
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SFPUC Water Pipeline Right of Way Use Policy for 

San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Alameda Counties 
 
 
As part of its utility system, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) operates 
and maintains hundreds of miles of water pipelines.  The SFPUC provides for public use on its 
water pipeline property or right of way (ROW) throughout Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Mateo 
counties consistent with our existing plans and policies. The following controls will help inform 
how and in which instances the ROW can serve the needs of third parties—including public 
agencies, private parties, nonprofit organizations, and developers—seeking to provide 
recreational and other use opportunities to local communities. 
 
Primarily, SFPUC land is used to deliver high quality, efficient and reliable water, power, and 
sewer services in a manner that is inclusive of environmental and community interests, and that 
sustains the resources entrusted to our care. The SFPUC’s utmost priority is maintaining the 
safety and security of the pipelines that run underneath the ROW.   
 
Through our formal Project Review and Land Use Application and Project Review process, we 
may permit a secondary use on the ROW if it benefits the SFPUC, is consistent with our mission 
and policies, and does not in any way interfere with, endanger, or damage the SFPUC’s current 
or future operations, security or facilities.1 No secondary use of SFPUC land is permitted without 
the SFPUC’s consent. 
 
These controls rely on and reference several existing SFPUC policies, which should be read 
when noted in the document. Being mindful of these policies while planning a proposed use and 
submitting an application will ease the process for both the applicant and the SFPUC. These 
controls are subject to change over time and additional requirements and restrictions may apply 
depending on the project.  
 
The SFPUC typically issues five-year revocable licenses for use of our property, with a form of 
rent and insurance required upon signing.2  
 
Note: The project proponent is referred to as the “Applicant” until the license agreement is signed, at 
which point the project proponent is referred to as the “Licensee.”  
 
 
 

                                                 
1 SFPUC Guidelines for the Real Estate Services Division, Section 2.0. 
2 SFPUC Guidelines for the Real Estate Services Division, Section 3.3. 
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I. Land Use, Structures, and Compliance with Law

The following tenets govern the specifics of land use, structures, and accessibility for a
project. Each proposal will still be subject to SFPUC approval on a case-by-case basis.

A. SFPUC Policies.  The Applicant’s proposed use must conform to policies approved
by the SFPUC’s Commission, such as the SFPUC’s Land Use Framework
(http://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=586).

B. Americans with Disabilities Act Compliance. The Applicant must demonstrate that a
Certified Access Specialist (CASp) has reviewed and approved its design and plans
to confirm that they meet all applicable accessibility requirements.

C. Environmental Regulations. The SFPUC’s issuance of a revocable license for use of
the ROW is subject to compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The Applicant is responsible for assessing the potential environmental
impacts under CEQA of its proposed use of the ROW. The SFPUC must be named
as a Responsible Agency on any CEQA document prepared for the License Area. In
addition, the Applicant shall provide to SFPUC a copy of the approved CEQA
document prepared by the Applicant, the certification date, and documentation of the
formal approval and adoption of CEQA findings by the CEQA lead agency. The
SFPUC will not issue a license for the use of the ROW until CEQA review and
approval is complete.

D. Crossover and Other Reserved Rights. For a ROW parcel that bisects a third party’s
land, the Applicant’s proposed use must not inhibit that party’s ability to cross the
ROW. The Applicant must demonstrate any adjoining owner with crossover or other
reserved rights approves of the proposed recreational use and that the use does not
impinge on any reserved rights.

E. Width. The License Area must span the entire width of the ROW.
 For example, the SFPUC will not allow a 10-foot wide trail license on a ROW 

parcel that is 60 feet wide. 
F. Structures. Structures on the ROW are generally prohibited. The Licensee shall not

construct or place any structure or improvement in, on, under or about the entire
License Area that requires excavation, bored footings or concrete pads that are
greater than six inches deep.

i. Structures such as benches and picnic tables that require shallow (four to six
inches deep) cement pads or footings are generally permitted on the ROW.
No such structure may be placed directly on top of a pipeline or within 20 feet
of the edge of a pipeline.

ii. The SFPUC will determine the permitted weight of structures on a case-by-
case basis.
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 When the SFPUC performs maintenance on its pipelines, structures 
of significant weight and/or those that require footings deeper than six 
inches are very difficult and time-consuming to move and can pose a 
safety hazard to the pipelines. The longer it takes the SFPUC to reach 
the pipeline in an emergency, the more damage that can occur.  

G. Paving Materials. Permitted trails or walkways should be paved with materials that
both reduce erosion and stormwater runoff (e.g., permeable pavers).

H. License Area Boundary Marking. The License Area’s boundaries should be clearly
marked by landscaping or fencing, with the aim to prevent encroachments.

I. Fences and Gates. Any fence along the ROW boundary must be of chain-link or
wooden construction with viewing access to the ROW. The fence must include a
gate that allows SFPUC access to the ROW.3 Any gate must be of chain-link
construction and at least 12 feet wide with a minimum 6-foot vertical clearance.

II. Types of Recreational Use

Based on our past experience and research, the SFPUC will allow simple parks without
play structures, community gardens and limited trails.

A. Fulfilling an Open Space Requirement. An applicant may not use the ROW to fulfill a
development’s open space, setback, emergency access or other requirements.4 In
cases where a public agency has received consideration for use of SFPUC land from
a third party, such as a developer, the SFPUC may allow such recreational use if the
public agency applicant pays full Fair Market Rent.

B. Trail Segments. At this time, the SFPUC will consider trail proposals when a multi-
jurisdictional entity presents a plan to incorporate specific ROW parcels into a fully
connected trail.  Licensed trail segments next to unlicensed parcels may create a trail
corridor that poses liability to the SFPUC. The SFPUC will only consider trail
proposals where the trail would not continue onto, or encourage entry onto, another
ROW parcel without a trail and the trail otherwise meet all SFPUC license
requirements.

III. Utilities

A. Costs. The Licensee is responsible for all costs associated with use of utilities on the
License Area.

3 SFPUC Right of Way Requirements. 
4 SFPUC Guidelines for the Real Estate Services Division, Section 2.0. 
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B. Placement. No utilities may be installed on the ROW running parallel to the SFPUC’s
pipelines, above or below grade.5 With SFPUC approval, utilities may run
perpendicular to the pipelines.

C. Lights. The Licensee shall not install any light fixtures on the ROW that require
electrical conduits running parallel to the pipelines. With SFPUC approval, conduits
may run perpendicular to and/or across the pipelines.

 Any lighting shall have shielding to prevent spill over onto adjacent 
properties. 

D. Electricity. Licensees shall purchase all electricity from the SFPUC at the SFPUC’s
prevailing rates for comparable types of electrical load, so long as such electricity is
reasonably available for the Licensee’s needs.

IV. Vegetation

A. The Applicant shall refer to the SFPUC Integrated Vegetation Management Policy for
the minimum requirements concerning types of vegetation and planting.
(http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=431.)  The Licensee is responsible for all
vegetation maintenance and removal.

B. The Applicant shall submit a Planting Plan as part of its application.

(Community garden applicants should refer to Section VII.C for separate
instructions.)

i. The Planting Plan should include a layout of vegetation placement (grouped
by hydrozone) and sources of irrigation, as well as a list of intended types of
vegetation. The SFPUC will provide an area drawing including pipelines and
facilities upon request.

ii. The Applicant shall also identify the nursery(ies) supplying plant stock and
provide evidence that each nursery supplier uses techniques to reduce the
risk of plant pathogens, such as Phytophthora ramorum.

V. Measures to Promote Water Efficiency6

A. The Licensee shall maintain landscaping to ensure water use efficiency.

B. The Licensee shall choose and arrange plants in a manner best suited to the site’s
climate, soil, sun exposure, wildfire susceptibility and other factors. Plants with
similar water needs must be grouped within an area controlled by a single irrigation
valve

5 SFPUC Land Engineering Requirements. 
6 SFPUC Rules and Regulations Governing Water Service to Customers, Section F. 
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C. Turf is not allowed on slopes greater than 25 percent. 

D. The SFPUC encourages the use of local native plant species in order to reduce 
water use and promote wildlife habitat.  

E. Recycled Water. Irrigation systems shall use recycled water if recycled water 
meeting all public health codes and standards is available and will be available for 
the foreseeable future.  

F. Irrigation Water Runoff Prevention. For landscaped areas of any size, water runoff 
leaving the landscaped area due to low head drainage, overspray, broken irrigation 
hardware, or other similar conditions where water flows onto adjacent property, 
walks, roadways, parking lots, structures, or non-irrigated areas, is prohibited. 

VI. Other Requirements 

A. Financial Stability. The SFPUC requires municipalities or other established 
organizations with a stable fiscal history as Licensees. 

i. Applicants must also demonstrate sufficient financial backing to pay rent, 
maintain the License Area, and fulfill other license obligations over the license 
term. 

B. Smaller, community-based organizations without 501(c)(3) classifications must 
partner with a 501(c)(3) classified organization or any other entity through which it 
can secure funding for the License Area over the license term. Maintenance. The 
Licensee must maintain the License Area in a clean and sightly condition at its sole 
cost.7 Maintenance includes, but is not limited to, regular weed abatement, mowing, 
and removing graffiti, dumping, and trash. 

C. Mitigation and Restoration. The Licensee will be responsible, at its sole cost, for 
removing and replacing any recreational improvements in order to accommodate 
planned or emergency maintenance, repairs, replacements, or projects done by or 
on behalf of the SFPUC. If the Licensee refuses to remove its improvements, 
SFPUC will remove the improvements l at the Licensee’s sole expense without any 
obligation to replace them.  

D. Encroachments. The Licensee will be solely responsible for removing any 
encroachments on the License Area. An encroachment is any improvement on 
SFPUC property not approved by the SFPUC. Please read the SFPUC ROW 
Encroachment Policy for specific requirements. If the Licensee fails to remove 
encroachments, the SFPUC will remove them at Licensee’s sole expense. The 
Licensee must regularly patrol the License Area to spot encroachments and remove 
them at an early stage.  

                                                 
7 SFPUC Framework for Land Management and Use. 

Page 69 of 88



E. Point of Contact. The Licensee will identify a point of contact (name, position title,
phone number, and address) to serve as the liaison between the Licensee, the local
community, and the SFPUC regarding the License Agreement and the License Area.
In the event that the point of contact changes, the Licensee shall immediately
provide the SFPUC with the new contact information. Once the License Term
commences, the point of contact shall inform local community members to direct any
maintenance requests to him or her. In the event that local community members
contact the SFPUC with such requests, the SFPUC will redirect any requests or
complaints to the point of contact.

F. Community Outreach.

i. Following an initial intake conversation with the SFPUC, the Applicant shall
provide a Community Outreach Plan for SFPUC approval. This Plan shall
include the following information:

1. Identification of key stakeholders to whom the Applicant will contact
and/or ask for input, along with their contact information;

2. A description of the Applicant’s outreach strategy, tactics, and
materials

3. A timeline of outreach (emails/letters mailing date, meetings, etc.);
and

4. A description of how the Applicant will incorporate feedback into its
proposal.

ii. The Applicant shall conduct outreach for the project at its sole cost and shall
keep the SFPUC apprised of any issues arising during outreach.

iii. During outreach, the Applicant shall indicate that it in no way represents the
SFPUC.

G. Signage. The SFPUC will provide, at Licensee’s cost, a small sign featuring the
SFPUC logo and text indicating SFPUC ownership of the License Area at each
entrance.  In addition, the Licensee will install, at its sole cost, an accompanying sign
at each entrance to the License Area notifying visitors to contact the organization’s
point of contact and provide a current telephone number in case the visitors have
any issues.  The SFPUC must approve the design and placement of the Licensee’s
sign.
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VII. Community Gardens 

The following requirements also apply to community garden sites. As with all projects, 
the details of the operation of a particular community garden are approved on a case-by-
case basis.  

A. The Applicant must demonstrate stable funding.  The Applicant must provide 
information about grants received, pending grants, and any ongoing foundational 
support. 

B. The Applicant must have an established history and experience in managing urban 
agriculture or community gardening projects.  Alternatively, the Applicant may 
demonstrate a formal partnership with an organization or agency with an established 
history and experience in managing urban agriculture or community gardening 
projects 

C. During the Project Review process, the Applicant shall submit a Community Garden 
Planting Plan that depicts the proposed License Area with individual plot and planter 
box placements, landscaping, and a general list of crops that may be grown in the 
garden.  

D. The Applicant shall designate a Garden Manager to oversee day-to-day needs and 
serve as a liaison between the SFPUC and garden plot holders. The Garden 
Manager may be distinct from the point of contact, see Section VI.E. 

E. The Licensee must ensure that the Garden Manager informs plot holders about the 
potential for and responsibilities related to SFPUC repairs or emergency 
maintenance on the License Area. In such circumstances, the SFPUC is not liable 
for the removal and replacement of any features on the License Area or the costs 
associated with such removal and replacement.  

F. The Licensee must conduct all gardening within planter boxes with attached bottoms 
that allow for easy removal without damaging the crops.  
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RIGHT OF WAY INTEGRATED VEGETATION MANAGEMENT POLICY
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12.000 RIGHT OF WAY INTEGRATED VEGETATION MANAGEMENT POLICY

12.001 General

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (“SFPUC”) is responsible for the delivery of potable water
and the collection and treatment of wastewater for some 800,000 customers within the City of San
Francisco; it is also responsible for the delivery of potable water to 26 other water retailers with a
customer base of 1.8 million. The following policy is established to manage vegetation on the
transmission, distribution and collection systems within the SFPUC Right of Way (“ROW”) so that it
does not pose a threat or hazard to the system’s integrity and infrastructure or impede utility
maintenance and operations.

The existence of large woody vegetation1, hereinafter referred to as vegetation, and water transmission
lines within the ROW are not compatible and, in fact, are mutually exclusive uses of the same space.
Roots can impact transmission pipelines by causing corrosion. The existence of trees and other
vegetation directly adjacent to pipelines makes emergency and annual maintenance very difficult,
hazardous, and expensive, and increases concerns for public safety. The risk of fire within the ROW is
always a concern and the reduction of fire ladder fuels within these corridors is another reason to
modify the vegetation mosaic. In addition to managing vegetation in a timely manner to prevent any
disruption in utility service, the SFPUC also manages vegetation on its ROW to comply with local fire
ordinances enacted to protect public safety.

One of the other objectives of this policy is to reduce and eliminate as much as practicable the use of
herbicides on vegetation within the ROW and to implement integrated pest management (IPM).

12.002 Woody Vegetation Management

1.0 Vegetation of any size or species will not be allowed to grow within certain critical portions of the
ROW, pumping stations or other facilities as determined by a SFPUC qualified professional, and generally
in accordance with the following guidelines.

1.1 Emergency Removal

SFPUC Management reserves the right to remove any vegetation without prior public notification that
has been assessed by a SFPUC qualified professional as an immediate threat to transmission lines or
other utility infrastructure, human life and property due to acts of God, insects, disease, or natural
mortality.

1.2 Priority Removal

Vegetation that is within 15 feet of the edge of any pipe will be removed and the vegetative debris will
be cut into short lengths and chipped whenever possible. Chips will be spread upon the site where the
vegetation was removed. Material that cannot be chipped will be hauled away to a proper disposal site.

1 Woody vegetation is defined as all brush, tree and ornamental shrub species planted in (or naturally occurring in)
the native soil having a woody stem that at maturity exceeds 3 inches in diameter.
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If vegetation along the ROW is grouped in contiguous stands2, or populations, a systematic and
staggered removal of that vegetation will be undertaken to replicate a natural appearance. Initial
removal3 will be vegetation immediately above or within 15 feet of the pipeline edges; secondary
vegetation4 within 15 to 25 feet from pipelines will then be removed.

1.3 Standard Removal

Vegetation that is more than 25 feet from the edge of a pipeline and up to the boundary of the ROW will
be assessed by a SFPUC qualified professional for its age and condition, fire risk, and potential impact to
the pipelines. Based on this assessment, the vegetation will be removed or retained.

1.4 Removal Standards

Each Operating Division will develop its own set of guidelines or follow established requirements in
accordance with local needs.

2.0 All stems of vegetation will be cut flush with the ground and where deemed necessary or
appropriate, roots will be removed. All trees identified for removal will be clearly marked with paint
and/or a numbered aluminum tag.

3.0 Sprouting species of vegetation will be treated with herbicides where practicable, adhering to
provisions of Chapter 3 of the San Francisco Environment Code.

4.0 Erosion control measures, where needed, will be completed before the work crew or contractors
leave the work site or before October 15 of the calendar year.

5.0 Department personnel will remove in a timely manner any and all material that has been cut for
maintenance purposes within any stream channel.

6.0 All vegetation removal work and consultation on vegetation retention will be reviewed and
supervised by a SFPUC qualified professional. All vegetation removal work and/or treatment will be
made on a case by case basis by a SFPUC qualified professional.

7.0 Notification process for areas of significant resource impact that are beyond regular and ongoing
maintenance:

7.1 County/City Notification – The individual Operating Division will have sent to the affected
county/city a map showing the sections of the ROW which will be worked, a written description of the
work to be done, the appropriate removal time for the work crews, and a contact person for more
information. This should be done approximately 10 days prior to start of work. Each Operating Division
will develop its own set of guidelines in accordance with local need.

2 A stand is defined as a community of trees possessing sufficient uniformity in composition, structure, age,
arrangement, or condition to be distinguishable from adjacent forest communities to form a management unit.
3 Initial removal is defined as the vegetation removed during the base year or first year of cutting.
4 Secondary vegetation is defined as the vegetative growth during the second year following the base year for
cutting.
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7.2 Public Notification – The Operating Division will have notices posted at areas where the vegetation is
to be removed with the same information as above also approximately 10 days prior to removal. Notices
will also be sent to all property owners within 300 feet of the removal site. Posted notices will be 11 by
17 inches in size on colored paper and will be put up at each end of the project area and at crossover
points through the ROW. Questions and complaints from the public will be handled through a
designated contact person. Each Operating Division will develop its own set of guidelines in accordance
with local needs.

12.003 Annual Grass and Weed Management

Annual grasses and weeds will be mowed, disked, sprayed or mulched along the ROW as appropriate to
reduce vegetation and potential fire danger annually. This treatment should be completed before July
30 of each year. This date is targeted to allow the grasses, forbs and weeds to reach maturity and
facilitate control for the season.

12.004 Segments of ROW that are covered by Agricultural deed rights

The only vegetation that may be planted within the ROW on those segments where an adjacent owner
has Deeded Agricultural Rights will be: non woody herbaceous plants such as grasses, flowers, bulbs, or
vegetables.

12.005 Segments of ROW that are managed and maintained under a Lease or License

Special allowance may be made for these types of areas, as the vegetation will be maintained by the
licensed user as per agreement with the City, and not allowed to grow unchecked. Only shallow rooted
plants may be planted directly above the pipelines.

Within the above segments, the cost of vegetation maintenance and removal will be borne by the
tenant or licensee exclusively. In a like fashion, when new vegetative encroachments are discovered
they will be assessed by a SFPUC qualified professional on a case by case basis and either be permitted
or proposed for removal.

The following is a guideline for the size at maturity of plants (small trees, shrubs, and groundcover) that
may be permitted to be used as landscape materials. Note: All distance measurements are for mature
trees and plants measured from the edge of the drip line to the edge of the pipeline.

Plants that may be permitted to be planted directly above existing and future pipelines: shallow
rooted plants such as ground cover, grasses, flowers, and very low growing plants that grow to a
maximum of one foot in height at maturity.
Plants that may be permitted to be planted 15–25 feet from the edge of existing and future
pipelines: shrubs and plants that grow to a maximum of five feet in height at maturity.
Plants that may be permitted to be planted 25 feet or more from the edge of existing and future
pipelines: small trees or shrubs that grow to a maximum of twenty feet in height and fifteen feet
in canopy width.
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Trees and plants that exceed the maximum height and size limit (described above) may be permitted
within a leased or licensed area provided they are in containers and are above ground. Container load
and placement location(s) are subject to review and approval by the SFPUC.

Low water use plant species are encouraged and invasive plant species are not allowed.

All appurtenances, vaults, and facility infrastructure must remain visible and accessible at all times. All
determinations of species acceptability will be made by a SFPUC qualified professional.

The above policy is for general application and for internal administration purposes only and may not
be relied upon by any third party for any reason whatsoever. The SFPUC reserves the right at its sole
discretion, to establish stricter policies in any particular situation and to revise and update the above
policy at any time.
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Illustration not to scale
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Water
Pipelines

End of SFPUC Right of Way

Grass, Flowers and Ground Cover Zone Small Shrub Zone Small Tree Zone

15 feet 10 feet

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC)  

Right Of Way (ROW) Landscape Vegetation Guidelines

The following vegetation types are permitted on the ROW within the appropriate zones.

Plantings that may be 
permitted 15–25 feet 
from the edge of 
existing and future 
pipelines:  

Shrubs and plants that 

feet tall in height  
at maturity.

Plantings that may be permitted 
directly above existing and future 
pipelines: 

no more than one foot in height at 
maturity.

Plantings that may be 
permitted 25 feet or 
more from the edge 
of existing and future 
pipelines: 

Small trees or shrubs  
that grow to a maximum  
of twenty feet in height  

 
canopy width or less.
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SFPUC ROW near Proposed
Facebook Willow Village

The City does not guarantee that the information on this site is accurate or 
complete. The City is not responsible for any damages arising from the use of 
information on this site. Users should verify the information before making 
project commitments.
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June 6, 2019

WILLOW VILLAGE
Menlo Park, CA

Peninsula Innovation Partners  Existing Site Plan
Exhibit 5
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June 6, 2019

WILLOW VILLAGE
Menlo Park, CA

Peninsula Innovation Partners  Conceptual Master Plan
Exhibit 6
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June 6, 2019

WILLOW VILLAGE
Menlo Park, CA

Peninsula Innovation Partners  Conceptual Parcel Plan
Exhibit 9
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