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Site 7: The Willows Southwest (Willows SW) 
This site contains one occupied office building and one vacant commercial building at 125 and 
135 Willow Road. While neither building appears eligible for the California Register, an 
inventoried building—114 Santa Margarita Avenue—lies directly behind these parcels and an 
apparent historic district occupies 9 partial city blocks to the north and east of the lots proposed 
for re-zoning. To the south of the parcels proposed for re-zoning lies a stretch of Middlefield 
Road lined largely with office buildings, including the historic Sunset Magazine complex at the 
corner of Middlefield and Willow Roads.  
 

  
View 4: View of Site 7 looking across Willow Road near Middlefield at the left and an early 
Willows neighborhood house at the right. 
 
 
While the modern day Willows neighborhood is arguably bounded by San Francisquito Creek, 
Middlefield and Willow Roads and Coleman Avenue, Santa Monica Avenue and Highway 101, 
the Willows referenced in this report is a portion of the neighborhood in close proximity to the 
site proposed for re-zoning. It is roughly defined as the properties fronting Willow Road from 
Middlefield Road/Clover Lane on the west to Gilbert Avenue on the east and the subdivision tract 
at the southeast corner of Willow and Middlefield Roads that contains assessor's blocks 301-305.  
(This 5-block tract contains portions of earlier subdivision tracts.) For the purposes of this report, 
the boundaries for the potential historic district—herein called Willows Southwest or Willows 
SW—were limited to the portion of the neighborhood that could be most impacted by the 
proposed re-zoning. Broader boundaries may be adopted for any actual designation of the area to 
a local, state or federal register. 
 
The neighborhood is characterized by single family dwellings set on lots of a typical size for 
suburban subdivision tracts in Menlo Park.  Willow and Middlefield Roads are major arterials in 
Menlo Park; the remaining streets—both straight and curvilinear—are quiet residential streets.   
 
The houses range in age and style from early 20th century to post-war ranch style house. They 
span the historic periods identified in the 1990 city survey labeled Camp Fremont, Menlo Park: 
1920-1940 and Post World War II Era. Consistent with the survey, the Willows SW houses 
illustrate the range of styles associated with these periods in the Menlo Park survey: bungalow, 



His to r i c  Res ou rc es  R ep or t  f o r  t h e  H ou s in g  E l em en t  Up d a t e ,  Gen era l  P lan   
Con s i s t en c y  Up d a t e ,  an d  Zon in g  Ord in an ce  Am en d men t s  P ro j ec t  

18 
 

classical (neoclassic box) and period revival (Colonial, Spanish Colonial, and Tudor). Not 
addressed by the city survey is a residential style ubiquitous to the Peninsula during the 1940s and 
apparent in the Willows; it is a mid-1940s ranch style, sometimes displaying vestiges of Colonial 
and Moderne styles. 
 
While many of the houses in the neighborhood have been remodeled and enlarged and their lots 
have acquired modern-day landscape treatments, the overall homogeneity of the neighborhood 
remains, largely derived from a common siting, scale and massing of houses, the presence of 
mature trees and similarities in residential styles and materials. The district retains integrity of 
setting, location, design, workmanship, materials, feeling and association.  
 
Three historic sites on Middlefield Road, Santa Margarita Avenue and Robin Street, in the area 
identified as Willows SW, were inventoried in the 1990 citywide survey; these properties are the 
Menlo Park Fire House at 300 Middlefield Road; McKendry House/Huss Farmhouse, 244 Robin 
Street (listed as Way) and 114 Santa Margarita, located directly behind the site proposed for re-
zoning. All of these properties were considered eligible for listing under Status Code 5S1 (eligible 
for listing under an existing local ordinance) and the latter were considered eligible under 
Criterion A. An inventory sheet was not located for the fire station so the relevant criteria are 
unknown. The Willows SW appears to be potentially eligible under California Register Criteria A 
and C as an example of significant broad patterns of the history and residential architecture of 
Menlo Park. 
 
See District 7 Boundary Map. 
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Site 9: Veteran’s Affairs Menlo Park Division 
This site is a 1.89 acre parcel at the south corner of the Veterans Affairs Palo Alto Health Care 
System Menlo Park Division (“Veterans campus”) just north of the intersection of Willow Road 
and Perimeter Drive South. The site is located on the edge of the Veterans campus, in the 
southwest quadrant of the intersection between Willow Road and Highway 101. The adjacent area 
outside the Veterans campus south of the Proposed Site across South Perimeter Road and east of 
the site across Willow Road is densely built out mostly with a variety of multifamily housing 
developments from the past three or four decades that do not appear to meet any of the California 
Register Criteria and were not further evaluated. 
 
Proposed Site 9 has a parking lot on its northwest end and an open, landscaped area with large 
trees on its southeast end. To the north-northeast of it is Veterans campus Building 324, and to the 
north-northwest of it is Building 321, both large psychiatric facilities constructed in recent 
decades and previously determined not to be eligible for listing in the National Register. 
Perimeter Road South forms the southwest side of the site. 
 

 
View 5:  Proposed Site 9, from its western corner at Oak Avenue and South Perimeter Road, 
looking east. 
 
The Veterans campus contains a wide-ranging mix of buildings, some of which are historically 
significant. This section reviews recent historical documentation of the Veterans campus to 
determine whether historical resources could be affected by the Housing Element. The Veterans 
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campus is associated with Camp Fremont, a World War I-era facility located mainly near what is 
now Downtown Menlo Park. In 1917, the facility was established on a leasehold of 25,000 acres 
with a main camp of 1,300 acres just west of El Camino Real between Alameda de las Pulgas and 
San Francisquito Creek. The camp had 1,124 temporary buildings and was used to train troops for 
service in Europe. The Army built a base hospital for Camp Fremont on 90 acres of dairy land 
near the intersection of Willow and Bay Roads. While the main camp was dismantled 
immediately after World War I with almost no remaining traces, the hospital remained in 
operation, under the Public Health Service from 1919-1922 and then operated and expanded by 
the Veterans Bureau and its successors.2 
 
Although the Veterans campus is not listed in the 1990 Menlo Park survey, the Department of 
Veterans Affairs and its predecessors have completed historical studies and inventories as well as 
evaluations under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. For this report, the most 
recent draft of a new historical inventory of the Veterans campus currently being finalized for the 
Department of Veterans Affairs is used  to identify historical resources on that campus. 
 
The Built Environment Survey Report identifies a discontiguous historic district eligible to the 
National Register, the Personnel Quarters Historic District. It consists of 17 contributing 
buildings in four separate areas located on the perimeter of the 95-acre VA campus. These 
buildings are significant for their association with important historical events and for their design 
and construction, according to the National Register nomination form included in the report. The 
buildings in the district include houses of key hospital officials, multi-unit staff quarters, and 
garages. The nomination does not designate site or landscape elements, only buildings, for this 
district. The period of significance is 1922-1930. 
 
Building 222 and its garage, Building 222G, adjacent to Proposed Site 9, make up one of the four 
separate areas that comprise the historic district. It is located between the Proposed Site 9 and 
Willow Road. The nomination form describes this area as follows: 
 

The first significant area is composed of two buildings that historically served the hospital 
director: the director’s quarters (Building 222) and a two-car garage (Building 222-G). The 
buildings, along with a large yard that features lawns, mature trees, and a paved patio, are 
enclosed within a fenced area and are separated from the rest of the Menlo Park Division 
campus. The garage is located to the northwest of the residence, and a forked, curving 
driveway provides vehicular access from Willow Road. The enclosed park-like setting and 
the spatial relationship between the residence and garage remain consistent with the historic 
organization of the director’s property.3 

 

                                                           
2 Wickert, Linda, survey coordinator. City of Menlo Park Historic Building Survey. San Mateo County 

Historical Society. Menlo Park, 1990. 
3 Page & Turnbull, Inc.  Built Environment Survey Report. San Francisco, 2012. 
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View 6: Building 222. 2012 photograph by Page & Turnbull from Built Environment Survey 
Report. 
 
 
According to the Built Environment Survey Report, the district retains integrity of location, 
setting, feeling and association, and the buildings retain integrity of design, workmanship and 
materials. 
 
The Built Environment Survey Report found that Buildings 8, 9, 145 (flagpole), and 205 appear 
individually eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, but that no other 
resources on the VA campus are eligible. The report used the National Register Criteria instead of 
the California Register Criteria; the latter is patterned after the former, but does allow properties 
of lesser significance or physical integrity to qualify. 
 
Building 205, the Spanish colonial style hospital built by the Veteran's Bureau, is located near the 
center of the VA campus. Building 145 is the flagpole at the center of the circular access drive. It 
was prominently visible from the road, and had strong symbolism associated with the role of the 
hospital and the veterans it served. Buildings 8 and 9 are the only extant buildings from Camp 
Fremont, the World War I-era Army facility that preceded the Veterans medical facilities and was 
historically distinct from them. These contiguous structures are located on the west edge of the 
campus. 
 
See District 9 Boundary Map. 
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Infill Areas Around Downtown 
The proposed infill housing program identifies three sub-areas around Downtown Menlo Park in 
which increased density would be allowed to encourage additional housing construction. The 
Housing Element delineates three geographic areas in the vicinity of Santa Cruz Avenue and El 
Camino Real, each several blocks in area, in which specific lots would be redeveloped. It 
designates lots that are 10,000 square feet or larger, with the note that after a separate 
environmental review, additional smaller lots could be added. 
 
The first infill area runs roughly parallel to the Southern Pacific right of way from Ravenswood 
Avenue northeast to Encinal Avenue, jogging so that it lies further northeast of the railroad at 
Ravenswood Avenue and closer to it at Encinal Avenue. Most of the properties in this area are 
single-family or multi-unit residential. There are three infill parcels on Laurel Street, one on 
Glenwood Avenue, and one on Mills Street. 
 
The second infill area occupies most of the area between Valparaiso and Oak Grove Avenues 
from University Drive to Hoover Street, extending closer to Oak Grove Avenue on the northeast 
side of Crane Street than on University Drive. Two parcels on Hoover Street and one on 
Valparaiso Avenue are designated for infill housing. 
 
The third infill area is roughly bound by Santa Cruz Avenue, Arbor Road, and Middle Road up to 
University Drive, where it becomes narrower as it extends almost to El Camino Real. There are 
12 lots identified for infill housing, distributed fairly evenly in the third area. 
 
Native Americans settled the area that includes what is now Menlo Park between 12,000 and 
6,000 years ago, but their settlements are not strongly reflected in historical development of 
Menlo Park. In 1795 Jose Arguello was granted a tract of more than 35,000 acres which included 
Menlo Park. D. J. Oliver and D. C. McGlynn bought 1,700 acres from Arguello's descendants in 
1854 and built an arch with the inscription “Menlo Park” recalling their home in Ireland, 
Menlough. The Southern Pacific Railroad named its station Menlo Park when the railway came 
through the Peninsula in 1863. In the early years, the town was centered on Oak Grove Avenue 
between the railroad station and El Camino Real, with the development in outlying areas limited 
to agriculture and estates owned by wealthy San Franciscans. 
 
Menlo Park experienced a brief, and largely ephemeral, growth spurt during World War I with the 
establishment of Camp Fremont. Its population was 2,300 in 1919, and it did not incorporate 
permanently as a city until 1927. Although it grew gradually, reaching a population of 3,258 in 
1940, Menlo Park did not take its current shape until after World War II, when industrial and 
technological development in the Santa Clara Valley (as seen in the Stanford Research Institute, 
now SRI International, and the USGS) and suburban growth transformed it into a built-out, 
moderate density, mixed-use urban area.4 
 

                                                           
4 This historical narrative is based on the Menlo Park Specific Plan FEIR Vol. 1 and the City of Menlo Park 

Historic Building Survey. 
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The lots identified in the infill program include three individual properties previously designated 
as historical resources, as described above. The three infill housing areas do not contain 
designated historic districts.  
 
Evaluation of the three infill housing areas to determine whether there are historic districts 
eligible to the California Register and individual evaluation of the eligibility of the infill housing 
properties identified in the Housing Element are beyond the scope of this report. While some of 
the identified infill housing properties in the infill areas are designated historical resources, a brief 
windshield survey indicates that additional properties appear to be more than 50 years old and 
relatively little changed, so they, too, may be eligible to the California Register. Other properties 
shown in the Housing Element as potential infill sites do not appear to be eligible to the 
California Register, however. 
 
Second Units 
The Housing Element contains a second unit program. This provision would reduce the minimum 
parcel size for a second unit, allow larger second units, and provide more flexibility in building 
height, in addition to other incentives that would not have the potential to cause impacts on 
historical resources. The geographic applicability of the second unit program is not articulated in 
the Housing Element, so it is assumed it would apply to all single-family houses. 
 
There is no complete and current inventory of all single-family houses in Menlo Park that are 
eligible to the California Register, nor is there a comprehensive survey of eligible historic 
districts. An unknown number of lots included in the second unit program could be individually 
eligible to the California Register or could be located in eligible historic districts (sometimes 
referred to as “potential historic districts”). 
 
D. Impacts 
 
The threshold of significance for impacts on historical resources in the CEQA Guidelines comes 
into play more often when a project entails physical alterations (or demolition) to a historical 
resource than when the project alters the surroundings of the historical resource without causing 
any physical change in the resource itself. Three of the 14 Proposed Sites and three of the Infill 
Sites are historical resources in themselves as explained above. They are analyzed below to 
examine whether the proposed housing construction would cause a significant impact because it 
would physically change the historical resource. Construction on the other 11 Proposed Sites 
could not cause impacts through alteration or demolition of historic resources because the sites 
are not historical resources. But CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (b) (1) states that a project 
which would alter the “immediate surroundings” of a historical resource such that the 
significance of the historical resource would be materially impaired would have a significant 
effect on the environment. This provision is relevant to the other Proposed Sites. 
 
For this report, inimical change to historical integrity is the primary way construction on one of 
the Proposed Sites could cause an impact on a nearby historical resource. Because four of the 
aspects of integrity (location, design, materials, and workmanship) apply only to the physical 
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state of a historic property itself, they are not relevant in the consideration of impacts on historic 
resources separate from a Proposed Site. Therefore, this report considers whether construction on 
one of the Proposed Sites would cause a serious diminution of integrity of setting, feeling, and 
association – with integrity of setting being the most important aspect. (According to the National 
Park Service, integrity of feeling and association are assessed with respect to the subject property 
itself; while the National Park Service5 does not state that the surroundings of a property are to be 
evaluated in determining integrity of feeling and association, they could affect it. But even with 
this broader view, changes outside a property would have to be substantial and visually 
conspicuous from the property itself in order to cause marked diminution in integrity of feeling or 
association.) While the following section of the report does assess potential impacts to historical 
resources outside of the Proposed Sites themselves, it is important to understand that the CEQA 
Guidelines and the National Register Criteria indicate that only a considerable, obtrusive 
disruption of the environs of a historical resource would cause a significant impact when the 
change occurs outside the resource itself. 
 
Proposed Sites 1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 10-14 
Because these housing sites and their close environs do not appear to contain properties eligible 
to the California Register, as described above, the Housing Element would not have the potential 
to cause significant impacts on historical resources at these sites. 
 
Site 3: Corpus Christi Monastery 
Construction on the proposed housing site could impair the integrity of the site of the monastery 
and the 1850s house by destroying significant landscape elements and by disrupting spatial 
characteristics of the site. The scale, massing, materials and architectural character of new 
construction could be incompatible with the historic site, impairing its integrity of setting, feeling, 
and association. 
 
The house at 1108 Pine Street and the Holy Trinity Parish Home at 330 Ravenswood Avenue are 
too far away from the Proposed Site for there to be a potential significant impact on them from 
construction of new housing. There is little or no visual connection between the Proposed Site 
and either of these historical resources, and construction on the scale envisioned in the Housing 
Element could not impair the historical integrity of either resource. The Church of the Nativity at 
210 Oak Grove Avenue is further away still and has no visual connection with this Proposed Site. 
 
Site 6: St. Patrick's Seminary 
Location of a housing complex immediately adjacent to the opening of the angled entrance drive 
could negatively impact several aspects of the property’s integrity, including setting, feeling and 
association. The materials and architectural nature of new construction could be incompatible 
with the historic site, impairing its integrity of setting, feeling, and association. The house at 114 
Santa Margarita Avenue is far enough away from the Proposed Site that construction of housing 
would not have the potential to cause a significant impact on it.  The Fire Station appears to be a 

                                                           
5 http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/nrb15_8.htm#determining. Accessed 13 

February 2013. 

http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/nrb15_8.htm#determining
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small building behind the main, operational firehouse which dominates it in mass and scale. 
Construction of housing on the adjacent would not have the potential to cause a significant impact 
on this resource. 
 
Site 7: The Willows Southwest (Willows SW) 
The scale of the new construction could impair the integrity of setting, feeling, and association of 
nearby historical resources by overwhelming it in massing and scale. A large complex with a 
single and consistent materials palette, comprehensive massing scheme, and consistent design 
approach could impair the character of the historic district, which is made up of houses which are 
consistent in urban layout but individual in design character and massing. 
 
Although the Proposed Site is very close to 114 Santa Margarita Avenue (the rear property lines 
of the two are close, but do not touch), a commercial parking lot lies between the two properties. 
Construction on the Proposed Site would not have the potential to cause a significant impact, 
because the rear of the historic resource's site already retains little integrity of setting, feeling and 
association.  
 
Site 9: Veteran’s Affairs Menlo Park Division 
The only historical resource that would be affected by the proposed housing site is the nearby 
section of the Personnel Quarters Historic District which contains Building 222 and Building 
222G, the former Director’s Quarters and its garage. The other three sections of the historic 
district and the individually eligible historical resources on the Veterans campus are not visually 
connected with the proposed housing site. In each case, non-contributing buildings between the 
proposed project site and the historical resource would make new construction on the proposed 
site difficult or impossible to see from the historical resource.  
 
Buildings 222 and 222G could be markedly affected by new construction on proposed Site 9. The 
National Register nomination form cites the “park-like setting” of the buildings and their spatial 
relationship as important to their significance. Proposed Site 9 appears to overlap the landscape 
area described in the National Register nomination as the site of Buildings 222 and 222G, and 
even if not, it certainly comes very close to it. While Buildings 222 and 222G are quite close to 
non-contributing Building 324, they are surrounded by large trees and a landscaped ground plane. 
If new construction on Proposed Site 9 eliminated the trees and placed buildings within the 
existing “park-like” zone that surrounds Buildings 222 and 222G, it could visually disrupt the 
spatial relationship cited in the National Register form and impair the integrity of setting, feeling, 
and association of the historic buildings. 
 
Infill Housing around Downtown 
The Housing Element projects that the infill program will slightly more than double the number 
of housing units that can be constructed on each site. There are three circumstances in which the 
infill program could result in an impact on historical resources: 

• The infill site contains a building eligible to the California Register 
• The infill site is adjacent to (or very near) a building eligible to the California Register 
• The infill site is in a district eligible to the California Register  
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For sites where historic buildings are demolished to allow new construction, the infill program 
would cause significant impacts. In all of three circumstances outlined above, even if the historic 
resources were retained it is possible that the new construction permitted by the infill program 
could cause a significant impact on the historic resource in question if the new construction were 
incompatible with the site relationships that characterize the existing property (for example, new 
construction which extends to all property lines where the historical pattern is to have setbacks). 
There could also be impacts if the massing (height and bulk) of the new construction were 
incompatible with the historical resource. Lastly, the design characteristics and materials of the 
new construction could cause an impact on adjoining or nearby historic buildings (for example, a 
flat-roofed building with aluminum windows and rain-screen wall finish next to a gable-roofed 
building with period-revival stucco walls).  Because the purpose of the infill program is to allow 
denser new construction and because the factors described above which could impair the historic 
integrity of resources are generally more important with larger and denser new construction, the 
potential for impacts on historic resources is particularly sensitive. 
 
Because there is an intervening property between the proposed infill site at 985 Santa Cruz 
Avenue and Camp Fremont Park, and there is a sizeable commercial building directly across the 
street from Camp Fremont Park and prominently visible from the park itself, it appears unlikely 
that construction on the infill site would cause a substantial loss of historical integrity to this 
historical resource. 
 
Second Units 
The second unit program could cause significant impacts if it resulted in demolition of historic 
houses or permitted the construction of additions incompatible with historic houses in scale or 
design and materials. Although it would be less likely to occur, there could also be impacts on 
historic houses if second units on adjacent lots destroyed spatial relationships and urban patterns 
important to historic resources. In historic districts, second units could similarly cause impacts by 
disrupting the prevailing scale or spatial relationships of the district or by introducing design 
characteristics or building materials incompatible with the character of the district. 
 
E. Mitigations 
 
Site 3: Corpus Christi Monastery 
In order to reduce the impact on the cultural landscape, the setting of the 1850s house, and the 
setting of the main monastery buildings, development of the proposed site should concentrate 
building mass at the Ravenswood Avenue side of the site, leaving at least one third of the interior 
side of the site unbuilt and stepping down building height to one story on that side. The new 
development should build a new site wall to separate the new housing from the monastery, 
retaining at least some portions of the existing wall at the southwest as well as the entire wall 
elsewhere on the property. The new wall should be similar to the existing one in material and 
identical in height. The rosary stations and concrete cross should be relocated to the new wall so 
that the reduced monastery grounds continues to convey the role of the site in the cultural use and 
significance of the property. The new development should retain all historic trees on both sides of 
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the new wall and plant new trees as necessary on the monastery property as a buffer.  The new 
development should cooperate with Corpus Christi to rehabilitate the 1850s house in 
conformance with The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation.6  
 
Site 6: St. Patrick's Seminary 
The new construction should be located at least 80 feet from the driveway of the seminary. A strip 
of open land of reasonable width should be retained next to the trees that line the driveway, and 
the new buildings should be screened with planting. New construction should be concentrated at 
the north end of the site. It should be compatible in design and materials with the seminary and 
fire station. 
 
Site 7:  The Willows Southwest (Willows SW) 
The scale and massing of new construction should be in keeping with the one story surrounding 
neighborhood. The design treatment of the buildings should vary between buildings so as to not 
appear as an unrelated complex or island in the neighborhood. 
 
Site 9: Veteran’s Affairs Menlo Park Division 
The potential impacts new housing at proposed Site 9 could have on Buildings 222 and 222G 
could be limited by siting the new construction away from the historic buildings' setting and 
designing it to be compatible with them. Removal of trees and landscape features, and new 
construction, should not occur within the fenced area described in the National Register form. 
Trees should be preserved between the fenced area and new construction, and new construction 
should be limited in height so that the “park-like setting” and spatial relationship of Buildings 222 
and 222G are not altered. The new construction should conform to the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, 
and Restoring Historic Buildings in terms of its relationship to Buildings 222 and 222G and their 
site. (This would likely make construction at the southeastern end of Proposed Site 9 sensitive, 
while construction at the northwestern end could be much less sensitive.) 
 
Infill Housing around Downtown 
The most important mitigation for the infill program is to determine whether the designated infill 
housing sites, or adjacent lots, contain buildings eligible to the California Register. For any site 
with a building more than 40 years old or any site adjoining a property with a building more than 
50 years old, a determination of eligibility to the California Register should be required before 
applicability of the infill program is confirmed.  New construction should be required to conform 
to The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines 
for Preserving, Rehabilitating, and Restoring Historic Buildings. 
 
Second Units 
As with the infill program, the most important mitigation is to require evaluation of whether any 
property subject to the second unit program is a historic resource or could affect an adjacent 
                                                           

6 The house was used by the Sisters as a retreat from the monastery proper.  The house does not appear to have 
had modern mechanical, electrical or plumbing systems.  The house could be rehabilitated as a garden pavilion without 
these systems, but with a new foundation and weather tight envelope. 
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historic resource. If so, demolition should be limited and new construction required to conform to 
the Secretary's Standards as with the infill program. 
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