Community Development
STAFF REPORT
Planning Commission
Meeting Date:
Staff Report Number:
Study Session:

5/20/2019
19-040-PC
Architectural Control and Use Permit /David
Claydon/555 and 557 Willow Road

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission use the study session to consider a presentation from the
applicant, receive public comment, and provide individual feedback on the proposal to demolish an existing
office building and construct a new 16-bedroom boardinghouse at 555 and 557 Willow Road in the R-3
(Apartment District) zoning district. The proposal will be subject to additional review and action at a future
Planning Commission meeting.
Policy Issues
Study sessions provide an opportunity for Planning Commissioners and the public to provide feedback on
the overall project. Study sessions should be considered on a case-by-case basis, with comments used to
inform future consideration of the project. The proposal will require architectural control and use permit
review at a future meeting. Each architectural control and use permit is considered individually. The
Planning Commission will ultimately consider whether the required findings can be made for each proposal.
For the study session, Planning Commissioners should provide feedback on the use, design, and other
aspects of the proposed building.
Background
Site location
The subject site is 18,455 square feet in size and is located at 555 and 557 Willow Road, between Coleman
Avenue and South Perimeter Road. Using Willow Road in an east to west orientation, the project site is
located on the north side of Willow Road. The subject site is located in the R-3 (Apartment District) zoning
district and is one of the properties designated for the emergency shelter for the homeless overlay which
would allow emergency shelters on the site; however, the current proposal would adhere to the R-3 zoning
district permitted uses and would not include an emergency shelter. The site contains an existing
nonconforming restaurant (555 Willow Road) and vacant office building (557 Willow Road). The office
building has been vacant for over 10 years. A private surface parking lot is located on the property and is
currently accessed by driveways on Willow Road and Coleman Avenue.
The subject site was rezoned from commercial to residential in the late 1980s as part of the Willow Road
Land Use Plan. The parcel is surrounded by multi-family developments that are also in the R-3 zoning
district. On the opposite side of Willow Road, the parcels are zoned C-4 (General Commercial) and R-3(X)
(Apartment, Conditional Development) and are occupied by a service station, a medical clinic, and a multifamily development. The Veteran Affairs Medical Center campus is also near the property and is located
north of South Perimeter Road. A location map is included as Attachment A.
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Previous Planning Commission review
On September 8, 2014 the Planning Commission reviewed a study session item for the conversion of the
existing one-story office building to a two-story residential building with two apartment units each containing
five bedrooms and five bathrooms. As part of the project, the existing restaurant building, which is a
nonconforming use and structure, was proposed to remain. The Planning Commission provided the
following direction on the proposal:
• The redevelopment of the site with new dwelling units, while retaining the existing restaurant
building, is generally supportable.
• The applicant should explore site development options that allow for the retention of the outdoor
seating and deck adjacent to the restaurant building.
• The desire to obtain LEED status should not be prioritized over the overall site layout and
architectural design.
The
project should be redesigned to remove the existing office building to allow for greater flexibility
•
in site planning and architectural design.
• The applicant should work with the Fire District on the site access requirements.
• The project should attempt to bring the development into compliance with the R-3 standards for
landscaping and parking and driveway areas (paving).
The
boardinghouse concept could be acceptable at this location, but smaller units and an increase
•
in density could also be acceptable at the project site.
• The redevelopment of the site should consider the timeframe for the use of the existing restaurant
building and be designed to allow possible future redevelopment of that building/portion of the site.
The September 8, 2014 Planning Commission staff report and minutes are included as Attachment B and C
(as hyperlinks). Following the Planning Commission meeting, the applicant prepared a comprehensive
redesign of the project in response to some of the Planning Commission’s direction. The key changes are
listed below;
• The existing nonconforming office building is proposed to be demolished and a new three-story
boardinghouse is proposed.
The
proposed use would be revised from two 5-bedroom apartment units to a 16-bedroom
•
boardinghouse.
• Modifications to the overall design and massing of the proposed architectural style to create a
contemporary building design.
• Addition of landscaping in the front setback and pervious pavers in the parking lot and drive aisles.
• Revisions to the plans to retain the existing restaurant’s outdoor patio area.
Analysis
Project description
The applicant is proposing to demolish the existing office building and develop the parcel with a new threestory boardinghouse. The boardinghouse would feature 16 individual bedrooms with attached bathrooms
that would range in size from 200 to 226 square feet. The building would also have common areas which
would be shared between the building occupants including a kitchen, dining room, laundry facilities, and
open space in the form of two terraces and an outdoor patio. The main building entrance would be located
on the south elevation and the ground floor rooms would also have separate direct access. Project plans
and the project description letter are included as Attachments D and E.
The required front setback is measured from the Willow Road plan line, which appears to have been
partially dedicated along the project site’s frontage in 1961 as part of the permit for the office building. The
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study session plans identify the general location of the plan line in relation to the property line, which will
need to be verified prior to Planning Commission action on the architectural control and use permit.
Implementation of the plan line would require the demolition of the existing restaurant since it is currently
located within the plan line. Dedication of the plan line in the future would also reduce the total allowed floor
area ratio (FAR) on the site; however, the demolition of the existing restaurant would effectively ensure that
the property would remain in compliance with the FAR.
In the Zoning Ordinance (Section 16.04.090) a boardinghouse is defined as a dwelling other than a hotel,
where lodging or meals for three or more persons is provided for compensation. In the R-3 zoning district
boardinghouses are a conditional use and can be permitted with a use permit. What differentiates a
boardinghouse from a hotel is the length of stay, for boardinghouses the length of stay must be longer than
30 days. The applicant indicates in the project description letter that the lease agreements would be for one
year; however, lease agreements are not required to be 12 months for a boardinghouse and could be
shorter in duration. A condition of approval would be required identifying that lease agreements would have
to be longer than 30 days. Based on the project description letter the intended residents would include, but
not be limited to, business professionals, students, and patients of the nearby Veterans Administrative
Hospital. The applicant indicates that the total occupancy of the boardinghouse would not exceed 16
occupants at one time which would limit each room to one resident. A separate management company
would oversee the boardinghouse operations. Additional information on the boardinghouse operations,
including how the boardinghouse would be managed, would be required prior to future Planning
Commission meetings.
The boardinghouse is considered one dwelling unit since each room shares common areas and cooking
facilities. Based on this the proposal would not be subject to the Below Market Rate (BMR) Ordinance
requirements since it would be less than five dwelling units. If the individual rooms had cooking facilities the
land use designation of boardinghouse may change and each room could be considered a dwelling unit. A
condition of approval would be required limiting cooking facilities within the individual rooms.
The proposed building would be generally consistent with the allowed development in the R-3 zoning district
including but not limited to the following development regulations;
• Building coverage of approximately 16.2 percent where 30 percent is allowed;
• FAR of approximately 43.2 percent were 45 percent is allowed;
• Height of approximately 34 feet where 35 feet is allowed; and
• Residential density of one dwelling unit where a maximum of 5 dwelling units are allowed.
While the project would comply with most development standards, some revisions are required to make the
building comply with all the development standards. These revisions would need to be made prior to the
project returning to the Planning Commission for action on the architectural control and use permit.
Parking and circulation
Vehicular
The site is accessed from a driveway along Willow Road located between the restaurant building and office
building. As part of the project, the applicant is proposing to remove a second driveway on Willow Road,
which is currently unused, located to the right of the office building. The existing site contains 20 parking
spaces and the applicant is proposing to remove six paved parking spaces and incorporate four covered
parking spaces into the residential building for a total of 14 spaces. The existing circulation pattern would be
maintained as part of the project, with a one-way entrance along Willow Road and an exit to Coleman
Avenue. While not required by the Zoning Ordinance, the proposal also includes bike lockers located behind
the residential building.
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As stated previously, the proposed project would contain 14 parking spaces, consisting of four covered and
ten uncovered spaces. Boardinghouses require one parking space for every two occupants, half of which
must be covered. The Zoning Ordinance does not specify a parking standard for commercial uses in the R3 district, since these uses are not permitted. However, other commercial uses along Willow Road are
located in the C-4 and C-2-A (Neighborhood Shopping District, Restrictive) zoning districts. If the C-4 and
C-2-A parking standard of six spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area is applied to the restaurant
use, eight parking spaces would be required. Additionally, the City’s use based parking guidelines
recommend six spaces for 1,000 square feet of gross floor area for restaurant uses, which is consistent with
the C-4 and C-2-A zoning district standards. Based on the proposed uses, the site would require 16 parking
spaces, with eight required for the boardinghouse and eight required for the restaurant use. Therefore, the
proposed parking count of 14 spaces does not currently meet the minimum required number of spaces. The
total parking on the site would need to be increased or the number of boardinghouse rooms would need to
be reduced since the use based parking reductions are not applicable to residential uses. The parking
would need to be revised after the study session to comply with the minimum parking requirements. Staff
believes the parking requirement can be met without comprehensive changes to the proposed land uses
and general site layout.
The Transportation Division has reviewed the proposal and has determined that a transportation impact
analysis (TIA) is not required since the proposed building is considered a commercial use with regards to
the TIA use categories and is less than 10,000 square feet. The proposal would be subject to the City’s
transportation impact fee (TIF) which is calculated based on the estimated PM peak hour trips generated by
the boardinghouse. The proposal is currently expected to generate 8 PM peak trips and the TIF is estimated
to be $19,038; however, this is subject to change as the project is refined and would be based on the fees
in effect at time of payment.
Fire Access
The proposal was reviewed by Menlo Park Fire Protection District as part of the initial zoning conformance
review process; however, the plans require revisions and resubmittal prior to preliminary Fire approval.
Some of the key items needed for the resubmittal include a ladder truck access plan with fire truck turning
radii and driveway widths. Prior to returning to the Planning Commission the applicant would be required to
adequately address the Fire District’s requirements.
Design and materials
The building would have a contemporary design character similar to what was presented in the original
study session proposal. The three-story building massing would be stepped further back from the Willow
Road frontage at each level, but a portion of the second level would feature a large overhang supported by
wood cased steel posts that would provide variation in the building massing and accommodate the covered
parking. Extensive rooftop terraces would be provided on the second and third levels. Projecting features,
primarily the wood awnings and pergola, would be a focal point to break up the scale of the building mass
and provide functional coverage for rain and shade from sun.
The primary building facade would feature white wash stucco. The portion of the building under the second
level overhang would be a contrasting charcoal color stucco. The building would include recycled redwood
in key areas that would help differentiate parts of the building on the south and front elevations. Steel accent
railings would be used on the rooftop terraces and Juliet balconies. The proposed windows and doors would
be black clad wood. Based on the perspective drawings, it appears that the windows and main entry door
would be recessed, but the dimensions of the recess are not indicated on the plans. The horizontal lines
created by the decorative wood headers and awnings would help soften the visual mass of the building. The

City of Menlo Park

701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 tel 650-330-6600 www.menlopark.org

Staff Report #: 19-040-PC
Page 5

applicant’s project description letter indicates that vines would cover the building elevations but the extent
and location of the vines is not clarified on the plans. The applicant is not proposing any changes to the
existing restaurant building.
Trees and landscaping
The current plans do not clearly identify all the existing trees on the site and which trees are proposed to be
removed or retained. The proposal also includes construction near protected heritage and street trees and
an arborist report outlining the tree protection measures would be required to be submitted for review by the
City Arborist prior to future Planning Commission meetings.
As part of the project, one new street tree would be provided along Willow Road. New landscaping is also
proposed in a raised planter adjacent to the main entry and the front yard would feature new landscaping
and a stucco landscape wall. On the plans the wall is indicated to be five foot nine inches; however, the
portion of the wall located in the front setback would need to be revised to meet the four foot height limit for
walls in front setbacks or the increase in height would need to be incorporated into the use permit
application. The existing paved driveway is proposed to be replaced with pervious pavers. The existing
landscaping and paving areas are nonconforming and as part of the proposal the nonconformities would be
decreased, but these areas would continue to not meet the minimum and maximum requirements.
Additional information would be required prior to future Planning Commission meetings to confirm the total
amount of landscaping and paving areas on the site.
Correspondence
Staff received emails from approximately 34 neighbors regarding this project after the initial public notice.
These emails are included as Attachment F and recurring comments are summarized below.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Concerns that the boardinghouse would operate as a hotel and offer short-term rentals.
Concerns with the number of occupants and total number of rooms.
Impacts of traffic and vehicle circulation on and near the site.
Concerns with the amount of parking provided onsite.
Concerns about the property ownership and how the boardinghouse would be managed.
Safety concerns associated with the proposed use.
Lack of consistency with the surrounding neighborhood.
Concerns with the proposed height of the residential building.

Planning Commission considerations
The study session format allows for a wide range of discussion/direction on the proposed development. In
particular, staff recommends that Planning Commissioners consider and provide clear direction on the
following key items:
1. Boardinghouse use. Is the proposed boardinghouse consistent with the Commission’s previous
feedback on the project? Is additional refinement needed with regards to the boardinghouse operations
including, but not limited to, the proposed number of rooms, occupants, and length of lease
agreements? Would multi-family dwelling units (up to a maximum of 5 units) be more appropriate at this
location?
2. Proposed redevelopment. Is the proposed partial redevelopment of the site generally acceptable, or
should the applicant comprehensively revise the proposal to comply with the current R-3 regulations? If
comprehensively redeveloped, the maximum density for the site would be five dwelling units and no
commercial uses.
3. Building design and site layout. Is the overall aesthetic approach for the project consistent with the
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Planning Commission’s expectations for residential development in the R-3 zoning district along the
Willow Road corridor? Do the modifications to the proposed residential building design address the
previous concerns related to the site layout? Does the overall design of the residential building feature
good proportion, balance, and materials, or do certain elements need more attention?
4. Landscaping and paving. The project would increase the landscaping at the site and reduce the paving
associated with parking and driveways, but each standard may still be nonconforming. Should alternate
materials to reduce the impervious surface area be utilized and/or should the project be redesigned to
further reduce the overall amount of paved surfaces?
Since this is a study session item, a number of aspects of the project are still being refined. Some of the key
items that would need to be further evaluated and/or documented as part of a formal submittal are:
1. Revisions to the parking counts. Based on the total proposed square footage of the restaurant and
number of occupants for the boardinghouse, 16 spaces would be required; however, only 14 spaces are
provided. Revisions to the depth and width of the covered parking spaces to meet the development
regulations. Additional on-site parking would need to be provided. Further modifications to the parking
count may be required depending on the Planning Commission direction on the proposed
boardinghouse occupancy.
2. Clarifications on the area calculations for the floor area, building coverage, landscape and paving areas.
3. Revisions to the height of the wall in the front setback to meet the fence height requirements or a
request for an increase in height through the use permit.
4. The location and design of a trash enclosure for the restaurant and residential building.
5. Clarification of the existing trees and proposed tree removals and submittal of an arborist report.
6. Compliance with the site access requirements of the Menlo Park Fire District.
The Planning Commission can weigh in on the use and design refinements noted above, as well as add
additional detail-type suggestions.
Impact on City Resources
The project sponsor is required to pay Planning, Building and Public Works permit fees, based on the City’s
Master Fee Schedule, to fully cover the cost of staff time spent on the review of the project.
Environmental Review
As a study session item, the Planning Commission will not be taking an action, and thus no environmental
review is required at this time.
Public Notice
Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with the agenda items being listed, at least 72
hours prior to the meeting. Public notification also consisted of publishing a notice in the local newspaper
and notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the subject property.
Attachments
A. Location map
B. Hyperlink: Planning Commission staff report, September 8, 2014 https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/5073/F1----555-Willow-Road---Study-Session?bidId=
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C.
D.
E.
F.

Planning Commission Excerpt Minutes, September 8, 2014
Project description letter
Project plans
Correspondence

Disclaimer
Attached are reduced versions of maps and diagrams submitted by the applicants. The accuracy of the
information in these drawings is the responsibility of the applicants, and verification of the accuracy by City
Staff is not always possible. The original full-scale maps, drawings and exhibits are available for public
viewing at the Community Development Department.

Exhibits to Be Provided at Meeting
None
Report prepared by:
Kaitie Meador, Senior Planner
Report reviewed by:
Kyle Perata, Principal Planner
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ATTACHMENT C
PLANNING COMMISSION EXCERPT MINUTES
Regular Meeting
September 8, 2014 at 7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers
701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA 94025
CALL TO ORDER – 7:01 p.m.
ROLL CALL – Bressler, Combs, Eiref (Chair), Ferrick, Kadvany, Onken (Vice Chair), Strehl
INTRODUCTION OF STAFF – Jean Lin, Associate Planner; Stephen O’Connell, Contract
Planner; Kyle Perata, Associate Planner; Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner
F. STUDY SESSION ITEMS
F1. Study Session/David Claydon/555 Willow Road: Study Session/David Claydon/555
Willow Road: Request for a study session for the conversion of an existing nonconforming
structure from office uses (currently vacant) to two residential units. The proposed project
would include first and second floor additions to the existing structure. As part of the project,
the existing restaurant building, which is a nonconforming use and structure, would remain.
The project site is located in the R-3 (Residential Apartment) zoning district. (Attachment)
Staff Comment: Planner Perata said staff had no additions to the staff report.
Public Comment: Mr. David Claydon said originally they tried to develop this lot with a six unit
apartment complex but Fire District requirements made that impossible to do. He said they
reduced the scheme until they got to this proposal which was for two large apartments.
Commissioner Onken said the apartments appeared to him to be semi-detached single-family
residences. He said he thought the reference to apartments was misleading.
Planner Perata said these were dwelling units and had the same regulations for development as
condominiums.
Chair Eiref asked why they wanted to keep any of the old structure.
Mr. Claydon said they would clean it all and keep the concrete wall and slab. He said by leaving
those in place they would get a lot of LEED points. He said they have a goal of zero energy use
for the project. He said the footprint for the project would be about the same if they had
demolished the building.
Chair Eiref asked about removing the restaurant deck. Mr. Claydon said it related to emergency
access requirements.
Commissioner Ferrick asked about parking spaces for the residences. Mr. Claydon said one
access was from Willow Road and the other was from Coleman Avenue through the restaurant
parking lot. Commissioner Ferrick asked why they would construct two, five-bedroom
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apartments. Mr. Claydon said the covered parking and other parking requirements for each
residential unit became difficult to situate for three apartments. Commissioner Ferrick asked
why every bedroom had suite bathrooms. Mr. Claydon said they were trying to create a unit
where they could accommodate an in-law, and maximize the square footage and make it
flexible. Commissioner Ferrick asked about the style of architecture. Mr. Claydon said it was
just conceptual at this time. He said they wanted to keep the design simple noting the site was
located next to a parking lot, a bland apartment building, and a wide street. He said they would
plant redwood trees along Willow Road to screen and soften the view.
Commissioner Kadvany said the staff report presented eight design considerations that seemed
to question all of the design decisions proposed for the project. Mr. Claydon said that they were
not allowed to build more than two stories because of the circulation requirement for a fire
vehicle to have access to three sides of the building. He said if they had three apartments they
would have to provide another covered and uncovered parking space. He said it was hard to
get density because of the parking requirements. Commissioner Kadvany asked about doing
carports. Mr. Claydon said there would not be room to turn around from those. Commissioner
Kadvany said on page 3 of the staff report staff raised a question about the feasibility of even
using the existing structure much less build a second story on it. He said the structure was in
bad shape and he did not think there would be an effective cost savings. He said there was
other discussion in the staff report that this was an unusual site. He said preserving the
restaurant was a great goal but raw numbers of hardscape and landscape indicated that the
project was very far away from the standards required for those for residential development.
He said it seemed like a boarding house in a parking lot.
Mr. Claydon said the property has a panhandle that was a driveway. He said they were
proposing removing some paving and adding landscaping. He said they would plant trees that
would soften the appearance and use pervious paving as much as they were able.
Commissioner Onken said the staff report indicated the two apartments needed nine parking
spaces. He said there had been 20 spaces on the site but now that was reduced to 17 parking
spaces. He asked how that was calculated for the mix of residential and commercial parking.
He asked if it could be segregated.
Planner Perata said two covered and two uncovered spaces were required for the two proposed
residential units. He said as this was an R-3 parcel there was no parking standard in the zoning
ordinance for a commercial use but other commercial businesses on Willow Road were parked
six spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area. He said also the use base parking
guidelines for restaurants specified six spaces per 1,000 square feet. He said in applying that
there would be five parking spaces needed for the restaurant. He said the additional parking
could be used for the restaurant or for the residences in the evening.
Commissioner Onken asked why the parking could not be reduced further. Mr. Claydon said at
certain times of the day most of the parking spaces were used by restaurant patrons,
Commissioner Onken noted that parking was an issue in the City but he was concerned the
applicant was limiting the project design by providing more parking than what was required. Mr.
Claydon said the extra parking was along the edge of the site which was an area that did not
have great utility other than for a planting strip. Commissioner Onken suggested that the
restaurant parking could be located here. He said he agreed with other Commissioners about
the idea of keeping the existing structure in the front which he thought was just the bicycle
storage in the new design. He questioned its integrity for a second story. Mr. Claydon said they
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would use a steel frame to stabilize. Commissioner Onken said they might be limited to twostories because of the Fire District requirements but there was 17 feet more height allowed by
code for this site. He said a roof or something could be added to make it look less like a stucco
box. He suggested improved architecture when the project came back to the Commission. He
said as it was presented it was not something he could approve. He said the two homes looked
like bedsits for single-room occupancy (SRO), and he suspected that was why there was so
much parking. He said that would be unacceptable.
Commissioner Strehl said the City in the Housing Element Update had identified potential sites
for homeless shelters and asked if this site was part of that area so identified. Planner Perata
said he was not immediately certain. Commissioner Ferrick said the site was definitely part of
the area identified in the Housing Element as an opportunity for housing but not necessarily for
homeless shelters.
Commissioner Strehl asked if the structure were to be demolished if the property would have to
comply with a 20-foot setback from Willow Road. Mr. Claydon said the City annexed eight feet
of the property for purposes of potentially widening Willow Road. Planner Perata said the plan
line on this property could be dedicated to Willow Road widening. He said the 20-foot setback
would be measured from the plan line which was located slightly within the property line of the
parcel. He said the existing building did not comply with that required setback so if the building
was demolished the 20-foot setback would need to be established from the plan line.
Commissioner Strehl asked if Willow Road were to be widened what would happen with the
proposed structure if it were to be approved as proposed. Planner Perata said the location of
the plan line currently and the existing structure would not change how non-conforming the
property was. He said the nonconforming setback was measured from the plan line.
Commissioner Strehl asked if the restaurant would have to be relocated if Willow Road was
widened to the plan line. Planner Perata said the restaurant was over the plan line but the
question was too speculative for him to answer. Commissioner Strehl asked how appropriate it
was to repurpose three walls of the existing building for a new living structure. Planner Perata
said it was his understanding that they would use the front wall along Willow Road and the wall
along the parking area as well as the majority of the rear wall. He said no part of the structure in
front with the nonconforming setback could be demolished and rebuilt. Commissioner Strehl
said this proposal was not something she could support. She said it looked like a warehouse.
She said perhaps LEED certification was good but she thought starting over and thinking about
the whole property was a better way to go, and perhaps as to how to provide housing later
should the restaurant at some point go.
Commissioner Combs asked if the original plan mentioned by Mr. Claydon would also have kept
the restaurant structure. Mr. Claydon said it would have. Commissioner Combs suggested that
perhaps without the restaurant they could have accomplished the original plan. Mr. Claydon
said if there was no restaurant they would create something entirely different but since it was a
given they looked at how to design with it. He said they wanted to create something denser but
that was not possible.
Commissioner Bressler said he agreed this proposal seemed to indicate SRO. He said they
should get each of the bedrooms counted as a residential unit. He said SRO did not really
bother him in this particular location. He said the design would need to be improved to look
nicer but the site currently was very ugly. He said if it was made to look nicer and there were no
illusions about the type of housing it was, he could support it. Mr. Claydon said potentially with
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the bathrooms it could be suitable for bedsits and asked if that was an appropriate and
supportable use in this location near the VA Hospital.
Commissioner Onken said that use might be desirable but it was a different use class and
permitting process. He said that needed to be stated clearly and the Fire District needed to
know that it was single-room occupancy and not family occupied. He said there was need for
this type of housing in the area but it was not clear that was what was being proposed.
Chair Eiref said anything done on the site would be an improvement. He questioned the
standard of three sided access for the Fire District for a three-story building noting the threestory just approved by them on College Avenue would only have two-side access. Mr. Claydon
said the Fire District made that requirement for this site and the proposed three-story building.
Chair Eiref said he had never heard that requirement before and he would like clarification on
that. He said LEED was a good thing but he did not understand the desire for LEED on a parcel
like this one. He said the building was a concrete block and was built in 1960s, and there were
much better building materials now. He said he had real concerns with how utilities and such
would be installed. He said there was a need for housing in this area and a need for transitional
housing had been defined. He said he liked the restaurant and that they were keeping it but it
was a large lot and more housing would have been great.
Commissioner Strehl asked if the units would be rental or purchase. Mr. Claydon said it would
be rental.
Commissioner Ferrick said she would prefer five, one to two bedroom units rather than two, fivebedroom units as that would help the Housing Element more. She said regarding fire access
that the property appeared to have three sides for access so she would like more detail related
to the Fire District requirement. She said if the building was raised and parking was put
underneath there could be more circulation space. She said she would like to see quality
materials and design. She said the nearby Willows area was a wonderful, thriving
neighborhood.
Commissioner Combs said the proposal had an SRO feel to it. He said there was nothing
wrong with that type of housing and providing it but the applicant had to be completely
transparent that this was what was being proposed. He said the community had talked about
blight and eyesores along its thoroughfares and this site was definitely one of those. He said he
wanted to see something happen on the site but encouraged the applicant to be completely
clear about what was being proposed and that it followed the regulations of the intended
proposal.
Commissioner Bressler asked if this was SRO whether the City would get credit for each of the
rooms as housing. Commissioner Ferrick said she had served on the Housing Element Update
Committee and that housing was determined by the number of kitchens so this proposal would
only get two credits. She said that was one reason she would prefer five, one to two bedroom
units each with a kitchen.
Mr. Claydon asked if they provided two stoves and two sinks in one kitchen if that would give
credit for four housing units. Commissioner Ferrick said she did not think so but was not
certain. Mr. Claydon said he would like to explore that more and do research.
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Commissioner Kadvany said they needed clarification on the Fire District’s requirements. He
said he thought when there were more than three units that the Fire District starting imposing
wider driveway requirements and other circulation requirements. He said underground parking
would be prohibitively expensive considering the applicant was looking at saving money by
using decades old cinder blocks. Mr. Claydon said he looked into underground parking but
there was restricted space to do an entry ramp.
Commissioner Kadvany said he liked the goal of keeping the restaurant and suggested it would
be beneficial for it to keep the outdoor dining space. He suggested clarifying what they would
do with the restaurant as part of a whole program. He said regarding the Housing Element that
the City had already done their update and zoning so if someone wanted to provide housing and
habitat for people then that was perfectly acceptable. He suggested the applicant look at some
of the questions planning staff were asking as the space was large and they could develop
something that used the site well. He said the site has access from Coleman Avenue and it has
lots of parking. He said there were higher goals that could be achieved. He suggested that
LEED not be the foremost consideration noting just meeting California building code would get
the project a long way toward LEED. He said they needed a clear program and project. He
suggested they also look at the potential need for the restaurant to remodel in the future and
what that could mean to the development.
Commissioner Strehl asked what the process would be if the applicants decided they wanted to
do SRO housing. Planner Perata said the equivalent in the code may be the “boardinghouse”
use which could approved through a use permit process or at the least architectural control.
Commissioner Onken said that carports as covered spaces rather than garages had been
approved on other projects. He said what was keeping the design from being several real
apartments were a lack of covered parking spaces. He said a canopy could be placed over the
whole strip of parking going out to Coleman Avenue and the project could then comply with that
parking requirement. He suggested that the cost in keeping a dilapidated concrete structure
and trying to build on top of it, particularly when possible problems such as the foundation being
too shallow for current earthquake code began to emerge, would become much greater than if
they demolished the whole structure and started fresh. He said if they lost the nonconforming
wall there was much better architecture that could be created on the site.
Chair Eiref closed the public comment period.
The following represents staff’s summary of key topic areas, although the applicant is
encouraged to consider all feedback relayed at the study session.
• The redevelopment of the site with new dwelling units, while retaining the existing
restaurant building, is generally supportable;
• The applicant should explore site development options that allow for the retention
of the outdoor seating and deck adjacent to the restaurant building;
• The desire to obtain LEED status should not be prioritized over the overall site
layout and architectural design;
• The project should be redesigned to remove the existing office building to allow for
greater flexibility in site planning and architectural design;
• The applicant should work with the Fire District on the site access requirements;
• The project should attempt to bring the development into compliance with the R-3
standards for landscaping and parking and driveway areas (paving);
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•
•

The boarding house concept could be acceptable at this location, but smaller units
and an increase in density could also be acceptable at the project site;
The redevelopment of the site should consider the timeframe for the use of the
existing restaurant building and be designed to allow possible future
redevelopment of that building/portion of the site.

The applicant and staff will consider the Planning Commission comments, with revisions and/or
responses included as the project review proceeds.
G. COMMISSION BUSINESS
There was none.
ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 10:15 p.m.
Staff Liaison: Thomas Rogers, Senior Planner
Recording Secretary: Brenda Bennett
Approved by the Planning Commission on October 6, 2014
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ATTACHMENT D

DCA
P0 Box 358, Lafayette, ca 94549

email, drclaydon@aol.com

Sunny Chao
Menlo Park, Commumity Development Department, Planning Division
701 [aural Street, Menlo Park, Ca 94025

CITY CF i’A LENLC DARK
FLAT’ HNC DI’IDN

September 15. 2017
Proposed Redevelopment 555 Willow Road

-

PLN2OI6-00013

Sunny,
This is a response to your incomplete notice dated June 1, 2017.
1. Please note my new mailing address is PD Box 358, Lafayette, Ca. 94549
2. Application fee for $2,000. Enclosed
3. I am attaching a marked up copy of your incomplete letter, revised drawings and
additional back up material as a response.
4. Project Description: I submitted the following description with my last response which
seemed quite clear about the nature of the project. The planning commision suggested it
was called a boarding house and that has negative connotations. It is more like a hotel
except the lease agreements will be
,ear which excludes the transients you talk
about. I am enclosing a standard lease agreement which will be similar to what we will
(ustor this project. A
ntcompany will be set up for this building.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Menlo Park has a need for short term accommodation. Business people on assignments,
visiting academics to Stanford University, patients and outpatients to the nearby Veterans
Administration Hospital are some of the tenants envisaged for this upmarket residential project.
Unfurnished rooms will be leased, a security deposit will be required. A separate management
company will be set up for this building. A resident manager will ensure the quality of living will
be maintained at a high level by overseeing the self catering and community spaces.
This is not low income living, the atmosphere will be ‘family away from home’. It is planned that
the restaurant on the site will be available for meals during business hours, The shared kitchen
wilt enable guests to cater for themselves if they wish to do so. The garden will be an oasis from
the frenetic pace of life and a chance for residents to interact.
Construction will be to the highest quality incorporating sustainable features, aiming at a zero
energy footprint with solar panels providing the bulk of energy.
The proposed structure will replace a derelict building, concrete and asphalt paving that covers
the entire lot will be removed and replaced with pervious paving and landscaping. The simple
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clean form of the building will be mostly coveted with vines. Combined with tree and shrub
planting the building will have a soft aesthetic.
5.

Neighbor outreach, we will use the planning commision meeting as a forum for the
public, where the project will be presented in detail.
6. Comment about no more than 20% driveway We are unable to meet this requirement
due to the(üniquir%hape of the lot. This is a pre-existing non conforming condition.
—

I think I have now after three responses comprehensively covered all items, if there are any
small things you might need before we go to the Planning Commission please call me-knew and
I will get any suplemental information to you. You can call or email me

David
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FIXED TERM RESIDENTIAL LEASE AGREEMENT
This is intended to be a legally binding agreement, please type or, using a ballpoint pen, print clearly in block letters filling the blanks.
THIS AGREEMENT, MADE IN DUPLICATE AND ENTERED INTO THIS DAY OF

TENANT(S)’S FULL NAMES

NO
FIRST

BYAND BETWEEN

20

BIRTH DATE

CONTACT #

-

MIDDLE

LAST

MO-DAY-YEAR

2
3
4
5
6

7
8
Above named, person(s) hereafter called, TENANT(S) (5) and REZA VALIYEE hereafter called LESSOR (owner! Mgr). TENNANT(S) HEREBY
RENT(S) FROM LESSOR THOSE CERTAIN PREMISES DESCRIBED AS
LOCATED
STREETADORESS

CITY

UNIT#

COUNTY

ZIP CODE

STATE

According to the terms specified below. Upon acceptance by the Lessor, the premises described here are leased to the Tenant(s) in
consideration of the rent to be paid under this lease/rental agreement and in consideration of the performance and fulfillment of the
covenants, conditions, and agreements expressed here, which excludes GARAGE, PARKING SPACE, STORAGE SPACE, and use of
BACKYARD. ETC.. which might be rented (If APPLICABLE and AVAILABLE) under a SEPARATE WRITTEN AGREEMENT.
LIMITS ON USE AND OCCUPANCY: Tenant(s) agree(s) that said premises shall be used for RESIDENCE only and no other use and it shall be occupied by
no more than
and
children, named here unless otheiwise agreed to in WRITING by the LESSOR. No additional person shall occupy or

use said premises, or any part therefore, without LESSOR’S PRIOR WRITTEN CONSENT endorsed herein or on an ATTACHED ADDENDUM. Tenant(s)
is/are fully responsible for their HOUSE-GUEST’S USAGE and CONDUCT and EXPRESSLY AGREE TD PAY FOR THE RESULTING CHARGES CAUSED
BY THE GUEST’S MISSUES OF PREMISES.

ADVANCE PAYMENT REQUIRED PRIOR TO OCCUPANCY
IN CASHIER’S CHECKS, MONEY ORDER, TRAVELER CHECKS, MADE BY REPUTABLE BANK OR CASH
ABSOLUTLYNO PERSONAL CHECKS WILL BE ACCEPTED
I

FIRST MDNTH

$

DOLLARS

2

LASTMONTH

$

DOLLARS

3

SECURITY DEPOSIT

$

DOLLARS

4

TOTAL AD VANCE PAYMENT

$

DOLLARS

““NOTE EACH TENANT (IF MORE THAN ONE) IS JOINTLY AND SEVERALLY LIABLE FOR THE PAYMENT OF THE TOTAL RENTAND
PERFORMANCE OF ALL OTHER TERMS AND COVENANTS OF THIS AGREEMENT

RENTAL TERM BEGINS THIS

day of

,

year 20

AND ENDS ON JUNE

3Qhh1,

20

AT: 2PM

Should Tenant (s) vacate before the expiration of the term, tenant (s) shall be liable for the BALANCE OF THE RENT for the remainder of
the term, until an acceptable replacement tenant has been secured subsequent to reasonable attempts by the LESSOR or MANAGER to
find a suitable replacement tenant (s). Tenant(s) who vacate before the expiration of the term are also responsible and will pay for the
LESSOR and his agents cost of ADVERTISING for a replacement tenant(s), plus all other costs such as TIME, EFFORT, COMMISSION,
FEES, and any other costs related to securinaia roIacement tenant(s).

This paragraph is applicable to Bp4(eley residential rental uT( .Gf_January 1, 20_ or on the first date thereafter on which rent is due
and on each succeeding JANU,A’RY FIRST that this agreement is in efft—be rent for this unit shall increase in the amount of any annual
D3 adjustment approved6y the City of Berkeley, Rent Stabilization Board”ad program, during the 72 month period preceding the rent
general
increase each monthly payifient and/or each installment payment of rent shall bADJUS TED UPWARD by the percentage or amount
I..,,

,.

D,...I,,.I...,

c;,;...

D..........1

-.,,4

t’;4, ...; O....1....I...,

o.....1:I:.....,:......

......J

.;......

S.....
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on Wells Fargo, Bank of America, Citi Bank, Union Bank of California, JP Morgan & Chase, Bank of the West, and the
Mechanics Bank. Checks drawn on any other bank other than the above mentioned will not be accepted, therefore tenant(s)
will have to pay rent by other alternative forms of payments such as Money Order, Cashier’s Check or Cash. No
exceptions.
2. Late Payment Charges: Tenant(s) shall pay the Lessor a late charge if Tenant(s) fails to pay the rent in full within the 2
days following the day the rent is due. **Before 7:00PM of the 3td of the month. Rents are due on the FIRST of each month.
The late charges shall be $15.00 administrative fee plus $5.00 for each additional day that the tent continues to be unpaid.
While the payment of tent remains unpaid, the total late charge for any one-month shall not exceed $75.00 or 10% of the total
amount owed (whichever is greater). Any Tenant(s) who has not made an acceptable arrangement in writing with the Lessor
or Agent on or before the due date for permission to pay late, upon expiration of the grace period, at the option of the Lessor,
will be served a 3 Day Notice to pay rent. In this event, the Tenant(s) shall be required to pay an additional sum of
$100.00 ,to defray the cost of preparation and service of the three-day notice as liquidated damage, even if he! she wishes to
comply with the requirement of the 3-day notice. These charges shall be applied separately and accumulatively to each and
every payment (rent or other obligations) due Lessor! Agent, which remains unpaid during the grace period mentioned above.
Lessor does not waive the right to insist on payment of the rent in full on the date it is due.
3. Returned Check and Other Bank Charges: In the event any check offered by Tenant(s) to the Lessor or his/her Agent in
payment of rent or any other charge due under this Agreement is returned for lack of sufficient funds, a “stop payment” or
any other reason not caused by Lessor, Tenant(s) shall pay Lessor a returned check charge in the amount of $30.00. If any
check received from the Tenant(s) is dishonored by the Bank or institution on which it is drawn, such check will considered
non-payment of rent or other obligations as the case may be and will immediately be subject to all charges accrued as
payment received after the grace period and all late payment fees described above will be due and payable in addition to the
$30.00 bounced check fee. Once any check received from any Tenant(s) has BEEN DISHONORED, Lessor will require and
Tenant(s) will pay all future rent payments to be made in the form of cash, money orders, cashier’s checks, or
certified checks.
4. Amounts of Security Deposits: And its return upon tenancy termination, upon signing this Agreement, Tenant(s) shall pay
to the LESSOR the sum of
as a SECURITY DEPOSIT. Tenant(s) may not apply this security deposit to
any month’s rent especially the last months rent or to any other sum due under this Agreement. No exceptions. Within
three weeks after the end of the lease agreement and after Tenant(s) has vacated the premises thoroughly, Lessor shall
furnish Tenant(s) with a statement of condition and a check for the deposit if the unit is in normal and acceptable condition
similar to the move in time. Normal wear is accepted. In the event that a deposit refund is to be held or the entire or fraction of
the deposit deducted, an itemized written statement will be sent within the same time frame mentioned above, describing any
abnormalities, damages, uncleanness, breakages, and loss, that require reimbursement. The cost OT
repair/replacement will be itemized and deducted from security deposit. Depending on the condition of the property a
check for a portion or all of the security deposit will be sent along with the statement of the condition. Under Section 1950.5 of
the California Civil Code, Lessor may withhold only that portion of Tenant(s)’ security deposit necessary to: (1) remedy any
default by Tenant(s) in the payment of rent; (2) repair damages to the premises exclusive of ordinary wear and tear; and (3)
clean the premises if necessary.
$_____________

• NOTE: When a check refunding interest earned or deposit refund is issued by the Lessor to Tenant(s), regardless of the
number of tenants, only ONE CHECK will be issued and that one check will be made out to bear each, every, and all names
signatory to the lease. No separate checks will be issued for multiple tenancies sharing a lease agreement. Distribution of the
deposit refund among tenant(s) sharing a lease is in the SOLE DISCRETION of the tenant(s) themselves. THERE WILL BE
NO EXCEPTIONS TO THIS CLAUSE.
• Lessor shall pay Tenant(s) interest on all security deposits as follows: Berkeley law requires that interest be paid or
credited, which shall occur as follows: Interest shall be paid to tenant(s) twice per contract term. First interest payment
shall be made in January and the second payment in July. Tenant(s) may deduct their earned interest from December
rent.
5. Transferring Lease or Subletting: ABSOLUTELY NOT ALLOWED. Tenant(s) shall not sublet or transfer ALL OR ANY
PART OF THE PREMISES or assign the Agreement to any other individual at any time. Violation of this act will forfeit and
nullify this agreement, and tenant(s) will be subject to legal action by the Lessor or Agent. In the event that such transferring or
subletting occurs (visitors and guests in the absence of the tenant(s) become Sublette) Sublette’s will be considered
trespassers and are subject to legal action by the Lessor or Agent to be removed from the property under the laws of eviction
in California.
Possession of the Premises: If, after signing this Agreement, Tenant(s) fail to take possession of the premises, Tenant(s)
shall still be responsible for paying rent and complying with all other terms of this Agreement. In the event Lessor is unable to
deliver
D4 possession of the premises to Tenant(s) for any reason not within Lessor’s control, including, but not limited to, failure
of prior occupants to vacate or partial or complete destruction of the premises, Tenant(s) shall have the right to terminate this
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excessive or unreasonable use of utilities supplied by the Lessor. TENANT(S) EXPRESSLY AGREE AND WILL PAY
THOSE ITEMS NOT CIRCLED.
GAS

ELECTRICITY

GARBAGE

SEWER

WATER

OTHER:

If tenant(s)’ gas or electric meter serves area(s) outside of their premises, and there are not separate gas and electric meters
for Tenant(s)’ unit and the area(s) outside their unit. Tenant(s) and Lessor agree as follows: COST WILL BE SHARED BY ALL
TENANT(S) CONCERNED.
9. ATTORNEY’S FEES AND THE RIGHT & OPTION TO USE JURY TRIAL: In the event that either party brings any legal
action to enforce the terms hereof or relating to the demised premises, each party, Tenant(s) and Lessor or their authorized
representative, including tenant(s)’s consigner (WHO’S FINANCIAL STATUS WOULD DISQUALIFY HIM/HER TO USE PRO
BONO OR FREE LEGAL SERVICES AVAILABLE TO THE POOR) shall bear their own court costs, attorney’s fees, related
fees, costs, and expenses Tenant(s) and Lessor have the option of waving their rights to a jury trial Tenant(s)s who prefer to
waive their right to use jury trial in litigation in lieu of providing cosigner they may do so by initialing below to confirm their
choice and preference, WHICH IS WAVING RIGHT TO JURY TRIAL WAVER OF OPTION AND RIGHT TO USE JURY
TRIAL IN POSSIBLE FUTURE LITIGATION IS AN ESSENTIAL CONSIDERATION FOR ALLOWING TENANT(S) SSO
OCCUPY THE PREMISES WITHOUT THE SIGNATURE OF COSIGNER. Then by initialing below paragraph the parties
agrees as follows in consideration of lessor waving the requirement of a consigner, tenant(s) hereby waives the right to use of
trial by jury in the event that there is litigation arising out of this lease agreement. Tenant(s)’ and lessor’s initials below
confirms the waiver of right to use jury trail:
Tenant(s) Initial

/

/

/

/

I

/

I

/

/Reza Valiyee/

/

10. Hold Harmless: It is agreed that the Lessor or his Agent shall not be liable or responsible in any way (except where
required by law for circumstances within Lessor’s control) for 1) Undelivered letters or messages, 2) Loss or damage to any
article belonging to the said Tenant(s) or his/her guest located on said premises, 3) Any damages or claims by reason of any
injury or death to the person while in any way connected with the said premises, including sidewalks adjacent thereto, during
occupancy thereof or at any time thereafter. 4) Interruption or interference with services or accommodations to the Tenant(s)
caused by strikes, riots, order or acts of public authorities, fire, theft, burglary or any other interruption beyond the Lessor’s
control. Tenant(s) should obtain his/her own insurance for above mishaps. Upon tenancy termination, tenant(s) should
obtain clearance from all service providers as to the 100% pay-off of their debt obligation and return with keys to the
lessor to release refund check.
11. Manner of Making Repairs/Alterations: Except in emergencies, Tenant(s)’ responsibility, financial or otherwise, for
maintenance and repairs does not give the Tenant(s) the right to proceed with repairs or alterations without the written consent
of Lessor / Agent. Tenant(s) shall make no repairs or alterations without first obtaining Lessor / Agent’s written consent which
shall not be unreasonably withheld with respect to necessary repairs to maintain the premises in conformity with the implied
warranty of habitability, however Lessor / Agent reserves the right to put reasonable conditions on his/her consent, such as
approval or proposed workmen and materials and job specification. With respect to repairs other than those necessary to
maintain the premises in conformity with the implied warranty of habitability, Lessor / Agent reserves the right to absolutely
refuse to approve any alterations or redecoration, including painting and wallpapering. Should Tenant(s) damage or depreciate
the premises or make alterations or redecoration, and then all costs necessary to restore the premises to its prior condition
shall be the responsibility of the Tenant(s) and will be paid by Tenant(s). Alterations include changing or adding locks to the
unit. All locks, bolts, additions, renovations, or improvements permitted in writing by the Lessor, which are affixed to or
made upon the said premises by the Tenant(s), shall become property of the Lessor and shall remain upon and
surrendered along with the premises upon termination of the Rental Agreement.
12. Condition of the Premises: Tenant(s) agree to: (1) keep the premises clean, in sanitary and good repair conditions, and
upon termination of the tenancy, to return the premises to Lessor in a condition identical to that which existed when Tenant(s)
took occupancy, ordinary wear and tear is excepted; (2) immediately notify Lessor of any defects or dangerous conditions in
and about the premises of which they become aware; and (3) reimburse Lessor, on demand by Lessor, for the cost of any
repairs to the premises caused by Tenant(s) or their guests or invitees through misuse, neglect or accident. Tenant(s)
acknowledge that they have examined the premises, including appliances (if any), fixtures (if any), carpets (if any), drapes (if
any), and paint, and have found them to be in good, safe and clean condition and repair, unless as noted here and detailed in
the detailed Move-in Inventory form:
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expire and all of Tenant(s)’ tights pursuant to this Agreement shall terminate at the option of either party upon proper
notice and notification.
c.

In the event that Tenant(s), or their guests or invitees, in any way caused or contributed to the damage of the
premises, Lessor shall have the right to terminate this Agreement at any time, and Tenant(s) shall be responsible
for all losses, including, but not limited to, damage and repair costs as well as loss of rental income. Lessor shall not be
required to repair or replace any property brought onto the premises by Tenant(s).

13. Tenant(s)’ Financial Responsibility and Renters’ Insurance: Tenant(s) agree to accept financial responsibility for any
loss or damage to personal property belonging to Tenant(s) and their guests and invitees caused by theft, fire or any other
cause. Lessor assumes no liability for any such loss. Lessor recommends that Tenant(s) obtain a renter’s insurance policy
from a recognized insurance firm to cover Tenant(s)’ liability, personal property damage and damage to the premises.
14. Security Monitoring: Tenant(s) recognize and accept security surveillance of the premise at discretion of the lessor.
Security cameras are securely installed to monitor all entrances in and out of the building, along with those placed in the
common living room, kitchen, manager’s office, and maintenance storage space. Tenant(s) recognize that security surveillance
is not a service provided by the lease agreement nor is it an obligation or liability to the lessor.
15. House Rules: In the event that the premises or portion of a building containing more than one unit, Tenant(s) agrees to
abide by any and all house rules, whether promulgated before or after the execution hereof, including but not limited to rules
with respect to noise, odors, disposal of refuse, pets, parking, no indoor smoking policy, and use of common area. A
completed list of house rules shall be provided to tenant(s) upon the completion of this lease agreement. Tenant(s) must
acknowledge and comply to all house rules set forth by the lessor and/or current agent.
16. Waterbeds: No waterbed shall be installed anywhere on the premises.
17. Yard Care: The Tenant(s) agrees to properly cultivate, care for and adequately water the lawn, shrubbery, greens and
grounds. To generally maintain the landscaping in neat and orderly condition and free of any debris or garbage at all times. If
such is provided, Tenant(s) must keep area directly in front of unit clean at all times. If the Tenant(s) does not perform above
obligations especially after written notices by Lessor or Agent to perform obligation, The Lessor or Agent will hire a
professional gardener and charge the cost to the Tenant(s) and continue with the gardening services until Tenant(s) resumes
the responsibility to do so.
18. Maintenance: Tenant(s) at his/her own expense shall keep and maintain the premises (private and/or common) in a clean,
orderly and sanitary condition at all times.
19. Smoke Detectors: Tenant(s) agree to test all smoke detectors at least once a month and to report any problems to Lessor
in writing. Tenant(s) agree to replace all smoke detector batteries as it becomes necessary, or once every six months.
(whichever comes first)
20. Bulky Refuse: Tenant(s) agrees to pay for bulky refuse that is not normally found in refuse container. Any personal
garbage will be disposed of in proper place (garbage bin in parking lot or garbage container at side yard) and will not be left
outside unit door or any common area. Tenant(s) agrees that if their garbage is found an improper place they may be subject
to pay for damages and inconvenience of removing refuse. Tenant(s) are to remove all recyclable items and place them in the
proper recyclable bins in order to avoid overfilling the refuse container.
21. KEYS AND THEIR RETURN TO LESSOR UPON TENANCY TERMINATION: Keys to the premises, in addition to mailbox
keys, are the property of the Lessor. Unnecessary duplication of house keys and mailbox keys is prohibited. lithe Tenant(s)
wishes more than one key, he/she shall apply to the Lessor or Agent for consent. Lending of keys to visitors, even if they are
guests, is absolutely prohibited. If the key(s) are lost, Tenant(s) agrees to pay the total cost of replacement (time, labor and
materials). Tenant(s) using a padlock or any other locking device on their door, after obtaining the Lessor’s written approval
must (within 24 hours) provide duplicate keys for Lessor or agent’s emergency use. At the discretion of the Lessor or Agent,
Tenant(s) agrees to pay $5.00-$20.00 per lockout, depending on the inconvenience caused (time of day or night) as liquidated
adages. FAILURE TO RETURN KEYS UPON TENANCY TERMINATION WILL COST THE TENANT(S) $100.00 TO $150.00
LOCK REPLACEMENT CHARGE TO INSURE THE SAFETY OF NEW TENANT(S) AND WILL CAUSE OTHER
COMPLICATION SUCH AS THE TERMINATION DATE.
22. Pets: Tenant(s) agrees that he will not keep, bring, permit or have and pets or animals of any kind on the said premises
unless agreed upon by the lessor and stated in an addendum. This includes but is not limited to a dog, cat, bird, etc. The only
exception to this is properly trained and licensed dogs needed by blind, deaf, or physically disabled persons. Tenant(s) agrees
to pay 10.00 per day to the Lessor for each day and every unauthorized animal seen on the premises as liquidated damages.
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23. Parking: Is not included but may be obtained, ii a space is available, under a separate rental agreement. The driveway is to
be used for loading and unloading. Nothing, including bicycles, motorcycles or any other property shall be placed in a manner
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oremises in the event of an emergency, to make repairs or improvements, supply agreed services and show the premises to
city officials or building inspectors.
25. Extended Absences By Tenant(s). Tenant(s) agree to notify Lessor in the event that they will be away from the premises
for
consecutive days or more. During such absence, Lessor may enter the premises at times reasonably necessary
to maintain the property and inspect for damage and needed repair.
26. Good Neighbor Responsibilities: 1) Tenant(s) and or guest(s) shall not create any waste, a nuisance, or conduct any activity
on the premises that is in violation of any ordinance, code, statue, law, any government organization or permit such acts to
occur or cause any acts to be done on the premises which may result in an increased insurance rate on the premises. 2)
Tenant(s) or tenant(s)’ guests shall not annoy, harass, endanger or inconvenience any other Tenant(s) of the building upon
which the premises is located or occupants of neighboring buildings, or create a nuisance, nor commit any act that may disturb
the quiet enjoyment of any other Tenant(s) of the building or guests. Musical instruments, stereos, radio, or television sets
shall not be operated in a manner that may disturb other Tenant(s). Any washer, dryer or other appliances that may disturb
other Tenant(s), shall not be used before 8:00a.m. And after 10:00 p.m.
27. Prohibition Against Violating Laws: The Tenant(s) agrees not to violate any law, whether municipal, city, county, district,
state, federal, moral or social in or about the said premises. Tenant(s) and their guests or invitees shall not use the premises
or adjacent areas in such a way as to: (1) violate any law or ordinance, including laws prohibiting the use, possession or sale
of illegal drugs (including cannabis); (2) commit waste or nuisance; or (3) annoy, disturb, inconvenience or interfere with the
quiet enjoyment and peace and quiet of any other tenant(s) or nearby resident. Tenant(s) shall not cause any acts to be done
on the premises that may result in an increased insurance rate for the Tenant(s) on the premises
28. Guests: At the discretion and option of the Lessor, to prevent tenancy under the pretense of guest privileges tenant(s)
expressly agrees to obtain Lessor’s or Agent’s written permission in advance for overnight guests whose stay will extend
beyond one night. Tenant(s) failing to do so agrees to either pay
per night per guest as liquidated damages or even
be considered in breach of the terms of this lease/rental agreement which is grounds for the Tenant(s)’ eviction.
$_______

29. Holdover of Premises: Tenant(s) agrees to vacate the premises before 2:00PM on the last day to which he/she is entitled
to possession. Also, tenants agree to allow the lessor to show the unit in question during the month of June, so that the unit
can get rented for the following cycle. Should Tenant(s) fail to vacate on or before the expiration of said termination date, any
holding over without the prior written consent of Lessor shall be deemed a Tenancy at Sufferance, and Tenant(s) shall be
liable for triple (three times) rent as provided by law.
30. Grounds for Eviction: Any failure by the Tenant(s) to comply with any term or condition of this lease, including failure to
make payments after they are due, abandonment, hold over or violation of any part of this lease/ rental agreement or other
supplemental written agreement(s) and/or incorrect written information furnished by the Tenant(s), will be grounds for eviction
from the said premises according to law. Tenant(s) also agrees, in this event, to be responsible to Lessor / Agent for any
charges levied against Tenant(s) by Lessor/Agent as sufferance damages, as permitted by law.
31. Conditions of Termination of Tenancy: A waiver to breach of terms and conditions of this agreement shall not constitute
waiver of a subsequent breach of any of the terms and conditions herein. Not shall acceptance of partial payment of rent be
deemed a waiver of Lessor’s right to the full amount thereof. This agreement shall be binding upon the heirs, administrators,
successors, and assigns of all parties hereto accept. All parties agree that Tenant(s)’ right to possession of the premises
terminates upon the death of Tenant(s), and that death of Tenant(s) shall be deemed a surrender or abandonment of the
premises. Any personal property remaining on the premises after death of the Tenant(s) shall be disposed of in accordance
with the Civil Code Section 1980 et esq; to with, among other requirements, notice will be given to the heir, personal
representative, or other persons entitled to the personal property and they will be allowed to claim the personal property within
the time allowed by law. Lessor I Agent lawfully shall terminate Tenant(s)’ tenancy in order to recover possession for the
Lessor’s own use or occupancy as his principal residence or for the use and occupancy as a principal residence by Lessor’s
spouse, child or parent. Tenant(s) agree to vacate the premises on or before the last day of their lawful tenancy. Should
Tenant(s) fail to vacate by the last day of the lawful tenancy, in addition to any other damages for which they may be liable,
Tenant(s) agree to pay to the party for whom possession was sought all damages suffered by such party refused by Tenant(s)’
failure to vacate the property.
32. All correspondences regarding LEGAL DISPUTES, COMPLAINTS, COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS should be
mailed to the Lessor
Located at

REZA VALIYEE

2253 WARD STREET BERKELEY, CA 94705

D7Request and/or Complaints: Complaints, requests, etc. shall be communicated to the Lessor or Agent in writing, showing
33.
date, nam phone number, address, and/or unit number. Thecommunicaonshallstate the nature of the request or
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before the due date. Such a discharge of obligation by one Tenant(s), if he wishes and permits, will release all other tenant(s)
in question from their obligations in that one particular said instance. Group tenancy, Each Tenant(s) agrees to waive his/ her
rights to renewal of tenancy under Berkeley ordinances upon the leaving of one or more Tenant(s) from the original group. It is
expressly understood that this agreement is between the Lessor and each signatory jointly and severally. In the event of
default by any one signatory each and every signatory shall be responsible for timely payment of rent and all other provisions
of this agreement.
36. MODIFICATION AND LEGAL VALIDITY: All provision in this lease/rental agreement is subject to modification only if the

modification is in writing. Where any provision of this lease/rental agreement is subject to different interpretations, one which
would render the provision legal and enforceable and another that would render the provision illegal and unenforceable. The
provision shall be interpreted in a manner that makes it legal and enforceable. Total or partial invalidity of one or mote
provisions of this lease/rental agreement shall not render the remainder of it invalid or unenforceable. In order to minimize
misunderstandings, all oral agreement shall be rendered null and void. Should any provision of this lease/rental
agreement be or become in violation of the laws of the State of California, or any valid local ordinance, this agreement shall be
deemed automatically amended to be in compliance with such laws. Each covenant of this lease/ rental agreement is material
and violation in any respect shall be cause for termination of tenancy and eviction. Words used in the singular shall include
the plural where the context requires and vice versa. All rights, powers, options and remedies given or granted to the
Lessor / Agent by the lease/ rental agreement or by law, are cumulative and no one of them is exclusive of the other. This
document constitutes the entire Agreement between the parties, and no promises or representations, other than those
contained here and those implied by law, have been made by Lessor or Tenant(s). Any modifications to this Agreement
must be in writing signed by Lessor and Tenant(s). The failure of Tenant(s) or their guests or invitees to comply with any
term of this Agreement is grounds for termination of the tenancy, with appropriate notice to tenant(s) and procedures as
required by law.
37. COSIGNERS: All persons who sign this lease/rental agreement are principals except as to those persons who are
designated “cosigners”. Cosigners are sureties for the Tenant(s) and will answer for the debts, defaults and miscarriages
of the Tenant(s) arising out of this lease/rental agreement and any extension thereof. Cosigners expressly waive the
provisions of Civil Code Sections 2819, 2845 and 2849 as well as any right to require Lesson Agent to pursue the
Tenant(s) before pursuing cosigners for the debt and obligations of the Tenant(s). Cosigners agree that this lease/rental
agreement and the obligations arising hereunder involve one transaction” and thus, for the purpose of Civil Code Section
2814 the surety- ship formed is a continuing guaranty’. The surety-ship formed by cosigners’ signing of this agreement is
NOT revocable and continues forth so long as Tenant(s) or any one of them remain in possession of the premises.
Cosigners’ are required to complete rental applications and sign a separate rental agreement as cosigners and
guarantors.
3$. Rent Increases Berkeley: Tenant(s) agrees and understands that the rent on the premises is not fixed for the term of the
lease, but instead shall be subject to any and all increases approved or allowed by the Berkeley Rent Board of Stabilization
during the term of the lease. And tenant(s) of areas outside of Berkeley including those Berkeley units which are exempt from
rent control will pay yearly increases to balance inflationary, operational, and managerial cost increases.
39. Tenant(s) Rules and Regulations: Tenant(s) acknowledge receipt of, and have read a copy of, tenant(s) rules and
regulations, which are labeled as ‘Attachment” and are attached and incorporated into this Agreement by reference. Tenant(s)
Rules and Regulations are subject to change and modification by Lessor. Any modifications to this Agreement must be in
writing signed by Lessor and Tenant(s).
40. Additional Provisions: Additional provisions should be stated on a separate addendum. This document constitutes the entire
agreement between the parties, and no promises or representations, other than those contained here and those implied by law, have been
made by Lessor or Tenant(s). Any modifications to this Agreement must be in writing signed by Lessor and Tenant(s). The failure of
Tenant(s) or their guests or invitees to comply with any term of this Agreement is grounds for termination of the tenancy, with appropriate
notice to tenant(s) and procedures as required by law.
41. NonBerkeley Leases: In the event that this lease/rental agreement is used for premises located outside the city of Berkeley and not
part of the City of Berkeley’s jurisdiction, the covenants/terms and conditions particular and only pertinent to the City of Berkeley Rent
Control Laws that apply to the properties in Berkeley shall be void and inapplicable because the premises is not part of the City of Berkeleys
jurisdiction. THE REMAINDERS OF THE TERMS ARE APPLICABLE IN FULL FORCE IN ADDITION TO THE LAWS AS PROVIDED BY
THE TENANCY LAWS OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA.

TENANT(S) CERTIFICATION AND AGREEMENT: I, the undersigned, hereby certify that I have read, understood and agree
to abide by this lease/rental agreement. In addition, I certify that the landlord and/or agent have exercised thorough effort(s) in
explaining all covenants of the lease. I acknowledge that a copy of the lease can be provided upon request without any
additional charge. Additional copies of the lease may be provided upon demand at a processing fee of $15 per copy. I
understand that failure to comply with any part of this lease/rental agreement will act as grounds for my eviction.

D8

CONDITIONAL ACCEPTANCE: Tenant(s)’ acceptance is final, but, as a courtesy and to accommodate tenant(s), the
LESSOR may. but is not oblinated to. in some cases orant conditional accentance to the tenantts sinned and annrnved hv
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following options: Tenant(s) may be evicted from the premises (refusal to execute a new rental agreement constitutes good cause
for eviction under Berkeley’s Rent Control Law); or
Lessor may deem the lease extended automatically for a new term ending June 3Qth0f the following year. In such
event, tenant(s) expressly agrees to all the TERMS and CONDITIONS of the NEW LEASE AGREEMENT whether or not
it bears tenant(s)’ SIGNA TURE. In addition, tenant(s) shall be responsible for all additional expenses incurred by
Lessor because of tenant(s)’ failure or refusal to sign a new agreement, and shall pay the same to Lessor within three
days of Lessor’s demand for same. This provision does not change tenant(s)’obligation to give Lessor thirty-daywritten-notice of his/her intention to vacate or to renew the lease. LESSOR or LESSOR’S Agent must receive such
notice no later than May 31. NO ORAL AGREEMENT OF ANY KIND WILL BE HONORED, unless the agreement and
modification is IN WRITING bearing LESSOR’S SIGNED APPROVAL, as no one is authorized to act on behalf of, make
changes to, or modifications, to the lease agreement.
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Manager’s NAME

SIGNATURE

DATE

FINAL ACCEPTANCE AND CONFIRMATION: Based on the information set forth in the Tenant(s)’ rental application and based on
Tenant(s)’ agreement to the terms and conditions of this lease/rental agreement, Lessor! Agent agrees to rent the premises on the terms and
conditions set forth in this lease! rental agreement.
LESSOR’S NAME

REZA VALIYEE

SIGNATURE

DATE_____________

COSIGNERS’
AGREEMENT, My name is_________________________________________________________
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House Rules
1. NO SMOKING inside the residential complex AT ALL. All smoking activities must be conducted 30 feet
away from the building, no IF ANDS OR BUT’S. This includes any form of cannabis, tobacco, or any related
products.

2. DO NOT cause noise disturbances or unsavory conditions for your neighbors.
3. DO NOT store personal
4. CLEAN UP

kitchenware in the common kitchen, or any personal items in public spaces.

after you cook. In addition, do not leave dirty dishes in the kitchen sink.

5. CLEAN UP after yourself following use of the common bathroom facilities andlor common living room.
Flush the toilets after you use them, and do not put personal trash in the bathroom trash bins, nor in the
kitchen trash bins.

6. HARRASMENT of neighbors,

resident managers, andlor maintenance personnel are strictly prohibited. If
reported we shall forward the complaint to the nearest legal authority for potential course of action.

7. MAINTENANCE REQUESTS & COMPLAINTS must be filled via written forms available on front of the
manager’s office.

8. PLEASE maintain all entry point, exits, and hallways free and clear.
9. PLEASE do not congregate outside in the parking lot area or around the house after 10pm.

10. THERE IS ABSOLUTELY NO PARTYING ALLOWED ON THE PROPERTY

OFFICE CONTACT INFORMATION
MANAGER’S OFFICE:
OFFICE HOURS:
OFFICE CONTACT:
LANDLORD’S CONTACT:

2455 PROSPECT STREET, BERKELEY CA 94704
8:OOPM-9:OOPM (MON / TUE / WED / THI FR!)
570-548-2455
510-548-2200

MANAGER’S CONTACT INFORMATION
ANTONIO CASTILLO (510) 393-1149

D10

Page 9 of 9

YOUR EMERGENCY CONTACT NAME AND PHONE NUNBER:
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ATTACHMENT E

E1

E2

E3

E4

E5

E6

E7

E8

E9

E10

E11

E12

E13

E14

E15

E16

E17

ATTACHMENT F
Chao, Sunny Y
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Chao, Sunny Y
Friday, September 09, 2016 11:33 AM
Chao,SunnyY
FW: 555 Willow Road

From: Tricia Barr <tricia.tjernlund@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 1, 2016 8:28 PM
To: Perata, Kyle T
Subject: 555 Willow Road

Dear Mr. Perata and City of Menlo Park,

Thank you for taking comments on the proposed project at 555 Willow Road.

This project raises more questions and concerns than it answers.

First, it will be important to understand what the definition of a “boardinghouse” is, and how that is similar or
different from a hotel. This appears to be more of a hostel than long-term residences. If this project were
approved, the City should impose an appropriate hotel tax or transient occupancy tax.

Also, is there a maximum occupancy of each bedroom within the hoarding house? Would there he leases
associated with the stay, or is this an AirBnB-type residence?

I am concerned the number of parking spaces is inadequate for the space and would result in additional cars
being parked on Coleman at a time when we (Menlo Park) are trying to encourage more children to bike
between the new Laurel Lower Campus and Laurel Upper Campus (many will likely ride on Coleman).
—

The biggest concern is the history that the owner, Reza Valiyee, has in the city of Berkeley and across the bay
area. Please review the links below. His properties have a long history of inspections and violations. He has
let them stand derelict. He has been described as a slumlord because he crams people into his properties and
doesn’t properly maintain them (to the point that he’s been put in jail for non-compliance of building
codes). This is a huge red flag because whether or not the building plan itself meets code or zoning, the owner
has repeatedly demonstrated a willingness to break city codes over time. This has put his tenants in danger and
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has led to him being considered a ‘bad neighbor’. With this reputation, I am concerned this owner would be
unscrupulous in order to make a profit, potentially to avoid taxes, and most importantly, compromise the safety
of his tenants all at the detriment to those tenants and neighbors and the broader community. Occupancy
limits are critical since this owner has been known to partition bigger moms into smaller ones with plywood. if
this project were considered, the city should exercise a tight leash as to how and by whom this property
would be managed and maintained; otherwise, based on the owners decades of history in East Bay, it should be
denied.
—

—

-

Our City Attorney should absolutely confer with City of Berkeley attorneys and other housing authorities to
understand the extent of infractions against this owner. From what I understand in my own research (which I
wouldn’t consider extensive), this owner has been negligent for decades. No tenant or community should have
to endure that We certainly don’t need that in Menlo Park.

Regards,
Tricia Barr

Nominated for California Landlord Hall of Shame:
hftp:/Iwn.tenantstogether.orglcampaignsTherkeley-and-fresno-landlords-nominated-landlord-hali-shsnie

Reza Valiyee is one ofBerkeley ‘s largest landlords. Presently, he owns 23 properties in the City ofBerkeleythe majority ofthese are large, multi-wilt apartment buildings and boarding houses rented to students. Valiyee,
who has been cited numerous timesforfailing to meet housing code, has been a sign(flcant drain on the city c
resourcesfor many years. According to City Attorney Zachary Cowan, Valiyee has a “long history ofstalling
on city-mandated repair work” In 2X2, the city placed two of Valiyee ‘s properties, including a student
boarding house, frito receivership after they were declared a public nuisance because he had installed illegal
bedrooms. Valiyee has even spent time injailforfailing to meet court cleanup orders.

Similar recent project in Berkeley by Reza Valiyee and architect David Claydon. This was

General Plan Re-desinntion and Rezone Berkeley
-
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approved:

April 2014:
http://www.ci.herkeley.ca.us/uploadedFiles/Planning and Development/Level 3
PHN/web Channing%2021 1 2-16 Up 2014-04-01.pdf

-

Sept 2015:
https :/Iwww .cityofberkeley. info/uploadedFiles/Planning and Development/Level 3
Commissions/Commission for Pianning/2015-09-16 Item%209 Channing%2OParcel%2oRezoneCornbined.pdf
-

Oct 2015:
http://www .ci .berkeley.ca.us/uploadedFiies/Planni n g and Development/Level 3

-

Commissions/Commission for Planning/20 15-10-21 Item%209 Channing%2OParcel%2oRezoneCombi ned.pdf

Dec 2015 the re-zoning failed:
-

Before the contentious discussion ofpolice agreements, a pttbtic hearing wcts held to discuss the rezoning of
2112-2116 Chcuzning Way from the zonhtg clesigncttion of “High Density Resicienticil” to “Downtown.

The rezoning would ‘fticiiitate tile development ojct project” on the site, ctccording to the staff report. The
building is currently derelict. Tile proposed rezoiting was not recontmenclecl by the planning commission.

In a letter written by property owner Rezct Vcdivee read by property manciger Aitthony Yharra, Vctiiyee scud, “I
vow to work hard to see this city improve, adding that his proposal “is prctcticai (anti) cctn help the city.
“

Worthington expressed chsapprovcd for tite proposal ctt the meeting, saying Ite would not “reward” Vcdiyee,
who hicts comnuttecl several construction violcttions in the past, wit/i a “mcussively profitable project.
“

Citing phiiosophiiccil issues wit/i incliviductlly zoning fir a project, Councilmember Jesse Arreguin opposed the
proposcul bitt said that lie hoped something positive would be clone on the property.
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Mayor Toni Bates, who said he has known Vcttiyeefr)r 25 yectrs, also did not
rezoning proposal Jailed.

sttpport

Vaiiyee ‘s proposcit. The

Here are more articles/blogs I found re: the owner, Reza Valiyee.

http://rezavaliyee.blogspot.com a blog post started by unhappy tenants.
-

Perpetual-Motion

http://www.sfgate.comlbayarealjohnson/article/Berkeley-Dogging-Landlord-City-wants-Reza-3009972.php

https ://miheespeaking.wordpress .comI2O I O/03/02/hello-world/

For those 3 vecirs I lived in one half of whczt wczs once a living room in ci single-frimilv an it at 2708 Elis worth
Street. By the time I cirriveci in 2006, tue room hctcl been divided by ct thin sheet of wood passing as ci wait, cmct
an additional three rooms and ci living room hcid been disjointedly added to the bctck of the house. It was in my
corner oft/se hottse ttiat 1 spent many nights picking at me cracked bay windows or contemplating the mold
growing in corners. Truly, the decisions oiie makes in tier college years.

Mr. Vcitiyee proclcums his iilegcd construction of new pctvelnents, rooms, drivewcivs, ctnct other vcirious
alterations to his properties and their sttrrouncling areas, to all be efJrts tisacie to ultimately offer UC Berkeley
stucleitts the fairest, most affordcible housing possible. It is unciecir if/ic rectily believes this, bitt considering his
seif-inficitecl ego I sense yes, lie does. I wish I could sepcirctte myselffrom the vottth Oil the cusp oJaditlthiood
willing to pay between 600 cinci 800 cloilcirs for ci roont in cissy of his dilctpidcttecl properties. Bitt alas, I wcis once
a reza-dent. Less thcsn a year later, I cisk the cyitestions I sisotikl have pondered while in reza-clence.

Where was my ctffirclctble housing when, cacti year, he attensptect to rciise the rent the inaxunum allotted cimotint
ci sin gie—ftimily house run cis ci clorndtory? Where, Mr, Vciiiyee Inventor, was the affirdability of what
4
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became necir/ ci $3600/nionth home with 5 shabby rooms thcit we ctflctioncitetv ct/belt misguided/v (agciin)
chtbbect ‘‘Shcuzti’town?

Recently published (Actgust9. 2016) inspection by San Francisco Waterhoard because of concerns from
California Fish and Wildlife. Unpermitted culvert & soil backfill not remediated on property owned by Reza
Valiyee:
http://www.waterhoards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobaylboard info/agendas/2016/September/RezaValiyee/B WB%201
nspection Report.pdf

555 Willow Road

—

past proposals:

Menlo Park P1 anning Commission 2014: http://men1opark.orgocumentCenteriew/5073
-

http://menlopark.org/AgendaCenterNiewfi1e/Minutes/09082O 14-2410

http://www.men1opark.org/ArchiveCenterNiewFi1e/Item/4474
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Chao, SunnyY
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Chao,SunnyY
Friday, September 09, 2016 11:35 AM
Chao,SunnyY
FW: Proposed boarding house on Willow Road: feedback from a Berkeley native

from: Valerie Frederickson <valerie@fplpartners.com>
Date: September 1,2016 at 8:18:5 1 PM PDT
To: ‘city.councii@menlopark.org” <city.council@menlopark.org>, ‘Ktperata@menlopark.org”
<Ktperata@ menlopark.org>
Subject: Proposed boarding house on Willow Road: feedback from a Berkeley native
Esteemed City Council members, Mayor Cline, and Mr. Perata:
Some feedback on this boarding house proposal:
I’m from Berkeley, and have attended school and owned property near the “developer” slumlord
who is asking for exceptions to build a 16-unit boarding house on Willow. He has a multidecade, documented history of owning only the worst properties, covering all exposed earth with
non-permitted concrete (not a penny spent on any landscaping), leaving falling down fences,
broken stucco, gaping holes in second story hallway floors, replacing broken window panes with
Saran wrap, leaving junked cars where lawns were, being cited dozens and dozens of times for
building and code violations, having huge towers of garbage on his properties, cutting down
heritage trees against code and protocal, and bringing down and keeping down entire
neighborhoods by having his properties be the worst-maintained, non-code compliant,
dangerous properties that the City then spends decades futiley attempting to get him to bring
them to code. He is considered one of the most notorious landlords ever (just Google him to see
how terribly he has treated Berkeley) and has no regard for city zoning or regulations or human
decency. He does not in any way better neighborhoods nor cities nor help tenants.
Menlo Park allowing him to build a non-compliant boarding house on what is already an ugly,
sub-standard lot with junky, ugly buildings would be a travesty we as a city would regret for
decades to come and waste vast amounts of money futiley attempting him to follow codes. He is
the antithesis of someone like Roxy Rapp.
Based on having watched him ruin entire neighborhoods with his terrible neglect, I am afraid
that your approving him would be a travesty from which Menlo Park would never recover. I am
not exagerating. You should go drive by a bunch of his trashed,’grafitt-covered properties to see
for yourself. He doesn’t build cute or funky: he “fixes up” ugly, non-compliant garbage
properties that ruin neighborhoods. I have been in his properties and have seen holes in walls,
literal mountains of garbage, broken down chain link fences, chest-high weeds, flooring
consisting of broken plywood covered with sticky contact paper passing as code
compliant flooring. And if you think he’ll have one nice tech programmer living in Utopia in
each cute bedroom, think again: I have seen him have 12 people crammed in a dark, filthy one
bedroom apartment--to scared to go outside because the hallway is so dangerous, and too scared
to ask him to make repairs because they fear he’ll report them to the INS and evict them.
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Please don’t allow him any favors. Do your due diligence on him and stand tough. This is not
someone you want to compromise with.
Respectfully,
Valerie

Valerie Frederickson
(650) 614-0221
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Chao, Sunny Y
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Chao, Sunny Y
Friday, September 09, 2016 11:33 AM
Chao, Sunny Y
FW: 555 willow road

From: Gabe Wolosin <wolosingmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 1, 2016 10:32 PM
To: Perata, Kyle T

Cc: Jennifer Wolosin
Subject: 555 willow road
Dear Kyle
I am writing to you as a concerned neighbor on the proposal to build a boarding house on Willow Road. I
believe such a building would be undesirable and lead to extra traffic and safety concerns. Thanks for your
time.
Gabriel Wolosin
2 Alder P1
Menlo Park
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Chao, Sunny Y
Chao, Sunny Y
Friday, September 09, 2016 11:34 AM
Chao, Sunny Y
FW: re boarding house plan with Reza Valiyee

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

From: Judy Adams <judyblueeyesl@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 1, 2016 6:17 PM
To: Perata, Kyle T
Subject: re boarding house plan with Reza Valiyee

Dear Planning Commission,
I researched the “red flag” in a recent Almanac article on the 3story 16 bed boarding house on Willow
road. The red flag was Mr. Valiyee’s reputation as a slum landlord in Berkeley, based on information I found
on the web which the Almanac’s article alluded to in its 5th and 6th paragraphs about his plans and code
violations what a bad reputation he has for maintaining facilities, tenant’s rights!! What “controls”,
checks/over sight will be attached to this project given the numerous complaints I found on the internet
about Mr. Valiyee? Will this “boarding house” become a disorderly and poorly maintained “flop
house”/”residence hotel” without sufficient regulation and guarantees? From what I’ve read, he is a very, very
poor prospect for a well-run, clean, fair, properly managed and supervised facility. Parking, sanitary facilities,
supervision, city-oversight there are so many issues that this particular landowner/landlord’s reputation and
actions raises, that I’m really seriously concerned that we not bring his kind of property management and
housing to Menlo Park.
-

-

-

Judy Adams
homeowner 737 Live Oak Ave
Menlo Park
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Chao, Sunny Y
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Chao, Sunny Y
Friday, September og, 2016 11:34 AM
Chao, Sunny Y
FW: pis do not approve apartment building by owner with very bad record!

From: Darshana Maya Greenfield <darshanamaya@icloud.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 1, 2016 5:42 PM
To: Perata, Kyle T
Subject: pls do not approve apartment building by owner with very bad record!
As I learned from the discussion on Nextdoor, the man who has requested the permit to build this apartment building or
boarding house has an extremely poor track record for following the law, or even being a considerate landlord.
Please do not set us, the citizens of Menlo Park, or the City, up to have to work hard to deal with this man’s shenanigans
in our fair city!
Please do view the discussion if you need more information.
Thank you!
Darshana Maya Greenfield
1905 Menalto Avenue
Menlo Park, CA 94025
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Chao, SunnyY
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Adam Lin <adamlin@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 01, 2016 3:59 PM
Perata, Kyle T; PlanningDept; _Planning Commission; Andrew Barnes; Drew Combs;
Susan Goodhue; Larry Kahle; John Onken; Riggs, Henry; Katherine Strehl
[Sent to Planning JProposed Development of 555 Willow Road

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Categories:

555 Willow Rd

Dear Planning Commission Members:
As residents directly across from 555 Willow Road, I am writing to express our concern with the proposed
development of 555 Willow Road.
I believe that many residents have already contacted you to express their concerns about the proposed
development. We echo the same concerns. Please consider the proposal carefully as the proposed new
development will result in worsening the traffic on Willow Road, the safety of our young children, the nature
and charter of the Willows neighborhood, etc., etc.
Thank you.
Adam and Karen Lin and
our two school age children both in the MPSD.
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Chao, Sunny V
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Karen Borba <kborba@essex.com>
Wednesday, August 31, 2016 2:53 PM
Perata, Kyle T; PlanningDept; _Planning Commission
karen.borbal@gmail.com
[Sent to Planning JProposed Development of 555 Willow Road

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Categories:

555 Willow Rd

Dear Planning Commission Members:
As a nearby resident, I write to express my concern with the proposed development of 555 Willow Road.
Out-of-Character with Surrounding Neighborhoods
The proposed development is not in character with the family-oriented neighborhoods that surround the site. The recent
resurgence of the Willows neighborhood is due in large part to the families that reside in the area and invest in the
community. The young children of these families will bike and walk past 555 Willow Road on their way to Laurel Upper
and Lower campuses. The surrounding neighborhoods deserve a proposal that is more family-friendly that is suited for
attracting long-term renters and owners that will have an interest in contributing to the family-oriented community that
will surround them. The current proposal is, quite frankly, an affront to those families who have invested in property and
long-term rental agreements in the surrounding neighboring with the goal of contributing and building the community
there.
The local business establishments, but for the property owner of 555, have made major improvements and investments
that complement the area. The owner of 555 has left a building idle, in disrepair and crumbling from neglect. There is
currently a fence that appears to be propped up and easily circumvented, likely that is why there is a used mattress
propped against the building.
The proposed project will invite short-term renters who are unfamiliar with the community and will not seek to invest and
establish relationships in the community. The renters would all enjoy the benefits of our City and County facilities with
little or no commitment. The proposed current plan shows 16 “units” all with a three piece bathroom. With the long
drawn out drought this does not seem appropriate.
The local emergency response teams go past this area on a regular basis, but it is to assist a freeway incident or East Palo
Alto/East Menlo Park. That is due to the area’s increased presence of invested citizens and business owners. The crime
rate has greatly reduced in the Willows area in the past two decades. I believe if we have a Boarding House with one night
stays the rate of incidents and need to police involvement will increase.
Access from Willow Road
Vehicle ingress and egress in that area of Willow Road is already a mess and will become more so under the proposed
plan. While the existing project has room for 20 spaces, only a small number of those are periodically used by patrons of
the existing restaurant. The proposal will allocate 14 spaces which should be expected to be much more heavily used than
the current 20 spaces. This means more cars entering Willow Road and competing for access with other cars entering from
the opposite Gas Station, the Surgical Center, Coleman Aye, etc. The traffic problem will be exacerbated by the short-term
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nature of the occupants that the current proposal will attract who will be unfamiliar with driving in the area. Simply put,
the current proposal will cause more traffic accidents and contribute to the already substantial traffic congestion in that
area of Willow Road. Don’t make a bad problem significantly worse. The Planning Commission should require a new
proposal that minimizes the number of parking spaces allocated. For example, a two or three-unit development with six
or fewer spaces would invite longer-term residents who would become familiar with driving in the area.
Credit for Rooms Under Housing Element
It is in the interest of the families living in the surrounding neighborhoods and the city to have a fewer number of total
units each with a kitchen. A new proposal should be required that reduces the total number units where each unit has
one or two bedrooms and each has a kitchen. This will invite long-term residents willing to invest in the surrounding
community and will count as more rooms for the city under the Housing Element.
The Existing Structure Should Not Be Reused
It is not clear from the proposal whether the existing cinder block structure is intended to be reused. If so, it should not
be reused. The existing structure is in bad shape, often covered in graffiti, and over grown with landscaping. The current
residents in the area deserve better than a ramshackle development on the cheap.
Parking Should Comply with Zoning Ordinance
The current proposal would violate the applicable zoning ordinance for parking. Compliance should be required for at
least the traffic reasons discussed above.
The Owner Should Be Held to Task
As the City is probably already aware, the owner of the property, Reza Valiyee of Berkeley, is a notorious slumlord even
willing to spend time in jail rather than comply with Court-ordered cleanup of his properties.
The City
should require Mr. Valiyee to be completely transparent about his intentions for the development. Should the
development degrade into one of Mr. Valiyee’s many run down and code violating residences, the surrounding community
will not forget it and the City will have to deal with a nagging problem for years to come.

Conforming Development Only
Finally, any development should be conforming to code and zoning ordinance. Non-confirming development is not in the
interest of the surrounding community.

Regards,
Karen Borba, Menlo Park Home Owner Since 1998

Karen Borba
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Paralegal
2

Essex Property Trust, Inc.

1100 Park Place, Suite 200
San Mateo, California 94403
Find your new home at
EssexApartmentHomes.com
Phone 650.655.7800
Fax 650.655.7810

Disclaimer: This message and any attachments maybe privileged, confidential or proprietary. If you are not the intended recipient of this email or believe that you
have received this communication in error, please contact the sender through the information provided above and permanently delete this message
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Chao, Sunny V
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Chao,SunnyY
Friday, September 09, 2016 11:30 AM
Chao,SunnyY
FW: SRO on Willow Rd

Original Message
From: Ellie Buckley [mailto:ebuckley@mac.comJ
Sent: Wednesday, August 31, 2016 7:46 AM
To: Perata, Kyle T
Subject: SRO on Willow Rd
Hello,
I am writing to express my concerns and opposition to the proposed SRO boarding house on Willow Rd. With all due
respect for the need for affordable housing, this developer sounds like he has a bad track record and the project as
proposed will have a negative impact on the neighborhood. Willow Rd is already quite congested. Coleman Rd near
Willow already has a high resident density. I have big concerns about the entrance and exit to that property since
vehicles can’t turn left into that lot from Willow but instead likely have to use the back entrance located a very short
distance from the busy intersection. Parking on Coleman Ave is already so bad I sometimes have trouble finding a spot
for my trash cans on trash day. People very often move them in order to park. It doesn’t sound like there is adequate
space and parking for the restaurant and the residents (not to mention their guests and inevitable storage and frequent
moving in/out needs).
Thanks for opening this up for feedback. I am happy to attend any meetings that should arise about this property.
Ellie Buckley
Coleman Ave homeowner
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Chao, Sunny V
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

kmorris_2001@yahoo.com
Wednesday, August 31, 2016 7:41 AM
Perata, Kyle I; PlanningDept; _Planning Commission; Andrew Barnes; Drew Combs;
Susan Goodhue; Larry Kahle; John Onken; Riggs, Henry; Katherine Strehl
Katherine Morris
[Sent to Planning Jproposed boarding house at 555 Willow Road

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Categories:

555 Willow Rd

Hi planning commission,
I’m writing to express my concern about the proposed hoarding house at 555 Willow Road. It does not seem to be in keeping with the
neighborhood in several ways:
3 stories is taller than other buildings in the neighborhood
lack of sufficient parking will add to congestion
landlord has a bad reputation in the east bay for not adhering to codes
“boarding house” doesn’t seem in keeping with the family oriented nature of the Williows

-

-

-

-

I know the land will need to be developed and am hoping you can work with the developer and neighbors to align on something more
in keeping with the neighborhood.
Thanks for everything you’re doing for menlo park,
-Katherine Morris (Willows resident)
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Chao, Sunny Y
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Firoozeh Rouhani <firoozeh.rouhani@gmail.com>
Tuesday, August 30, 2016 11:57 AM
_Planning Commission; _CCIN; Firoozeh Rouhani
Objections to Proposed Boarding House 555 Willow Road

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Categories:

555 Willow Rd

-

Dear Menlo Park Planning Commission and City Council Members,

As a resident of 600 Willow Road
Unit #21)
I have
strong
objections to the Boarding House currently proposed for the property at
555 Willow Road:

•

A Boarding House

is not a fit
w
I th
t

he

surrounding area
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o

As you know, this is an area of established neighborhoods with
many families
and kids

A
rentals

(daily,

weekly,

monthly,

yearly)

is being proposed

by
the property owner, Mr. Valiyee,

is

very ambiguous
-

Stanford students,

young tech workers,

travelers?

How can he prove that he will limit his business to
selective respectable crowd. Young hi-tech workers need long
term permanent place, Stanford students like to live among their
own peers and a safe place. I can grantee you his clients will
keep changing and no one can track bad from goods. The boarding
home can potentially end up catering criminals, all sort
of suspicious activities.
Property Owner’s Background

is not impressive

o

It’s my understanding that the City of Menlo Park is aware of
Mr.

Valiyee’s background with the City of Berkeley.
Here’s just one
example of concerning information available on the internet:
o
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Reza Valiyee is one of Berkeley’s largest landlords.
Presently,
he owns 23 properties in the City of Berkeley- the majority of
these are large, multi-unit apartment buildings and boarding
houses rented to students.
Valiyee, who has been cited numerous
times for failing to meet housing code, has been a significant
drain on the city’s resources for many years.
According to City
Attorney Zachary Cowan, Valiyee has a “long history of stalling
In 2002, the city placed two of
on city-mandated repair work.”
2

o
o

Valiyee’s properties, including a student boarding house, into
receivership after they were declared a public nuisance because
he had installed illegal bedrooms.
Valiyee has even spent time
in jail for failing to meet court cleanup orders.
http://www.tenantstogether.org/campaigns/berkeley-and-fresno
landlords -nominated- landlord-hal 1- shame
Even he kept the current property on Willow Road in such a ugly
shape. His taste of investment is not sustainable in a long
term.

Parking

o

The plan outlines 16 SRO units and 14 parking spaces, to be
shared with the restaurant on the same property.
There is
also no allowance for guest parking. Given the current volume of
cars parking at the restaurant on a daily basis, it seems that
adding 16 residential units would almost inevitably result in
overflow parking.
This overflow problem would be borne by
neighbors in the surrounding area
which is not acceptable.
Building 16 SRO units is way dense proposal for the property
size.
-

o

•

Traffic
o Each unit in the proposed boarding house will probably create
multiple vehicle trips per day.
I know the Planning Commission
and City Council are aware that traffic on Willow Road is
already problematic.
Getting in and out of our development can
be dangerous at any time of day
and almost impossible during
rush hour. WeTre looking to you to help alleviate the traffic
problem on Willow Road
not exacerbate it with high density
housing on Willow Road.
-

-

•

Overall Neighborhood Look and Harmony:

o

All of the homes in the neighborhood are one or two stories
high.
Erecting a commercial-looking, three-story building
(which does not confirm to landscaping requirements) does not
fit with or enhance the residential character of the
neighborhood.

•

Students safety:
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o

We have a school on the same block on Willow. I am really
concern about the safety of students who will walk after school
to go home.

Best
Regards,
Firoozeh Rouhanizadeh
600 Willow Road
Unit 21
Menlo Park, CA 94025
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Chao, SunnyY
Chao, Sunny Y
Friday, September 09, 2016 11:28 AM
Chao,SunnyY
FW: 555 Willow Road

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

From: Kelly Blythe [mailto: kelly@csmarine.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2016 9:21 AM

To: Perata, Kyle T
Subject: 555 Willow Road
Mr. Perata
I am writing regarding the proposed development at 555 Willow Road.
My family and I live across the street at 600 Willow Road. My wife and I are concerned about this development for the
following reasons:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

A boarding house will not attract families with children, which is what a large part of the Willows is made up
of. Families are invested in the neighborhood and short term boarders only add traffic.
Parking Menlo Park already keeps cars off the street at night. How is it reasonable that this building would be
allowed with less than at least 1 spot per room?
Traffic Willow Road is already a parking lot in the afternoons and evenings. 16 more cars is not the solution.
Crime while the current blight at 555 is not great, it would be better than the potential increase in crime that
could come with a boarding house.
The developer does not have a good track record of being honest and a good landlord.
—

—

—

We support more housing, even low income (which is relative). If this were a smaller overall project, with less but larger
units, with adequate parking, and offered first to teachers or public safety employees, we would be more likely to be
supportive.
However, as currently proposed, we are firmly against this project and hope it will be rejected.
Thank you for the work you do

—

it’s a hard job, and these types of projects make it harder.

Regards,
Kelly
Kelly Blythe
CS Marine Constructors, Inc.

600 Willow Road
707-290-2448 mobile

F21

1

Chao, Sunny Y
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Chao, Sunny Y
Friday, September 09, 2016 11:25 AM
Chao, Sunny Y
FW: Willow Road development

Original Message
From: Shelley Correll [mailto:scorrell@me.comj
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2016 6:49 AM
To: Perata, Kyle T
Cc: scorrell@me.com
Subject: Willow Road development
Dear Kyle,
I am writing as a concerned Menlo Park resident about the proposed development at 555 Willow Road. I am a home
owner at 785 Coleman Avenue and I am opposed to this development on the following grounds.
1) It would making an already bad parking situation on Coleman Avenue even worse. The proposed building at 555
Willow has only 14 parking spaces but is a 16-unit building. Without adequate parking, tenants will certainly park on
Coleman Ave. The parking on Coleman Avenue is already bad because of the larger volume of apartments. I frequently
cannot find space on the street for my trash cans and have had to call the police several times because cars are blocking
my driveway. We do not need more cars parking on Coleman Avenue.
2) The owner has a bad reputation in Berkeley, where he owns several apartments and boarding houses. He has refused
to correct un-permitted and non-compliant rooms there and, I learned, has spent time in jail for ignoring court orders to
fix issues with his properties. He has owned the Willow Road property for years, but has not done anything to improve is
appearance. As I understand it, the owner’s current proposal for the boarding house is 60% larger than a proposal he
offered earlier and was turned down. The new proposal depends on grandfathering in non-compliant driveways and
parking. This is unacceptable.
I very much understand that we need more affordable housing in Menlo Park. What I would like to see us do is make
sure that the new housing we offer does not cause further parking problems and that property owners respect the
neighborhood is which they build. In many ways, it makes little sense to add more housing to one of the already densest
areas in Menlo Park and especially to add housing with inadequate parking.
However, if housing is going to be approved at 555 Willow, I think we should insist that project has no zoning variances
and no grandfathering in of inadequate parking and driveways. I would also like to see a Conditional Use Permit, stating
that the new property cannot be used as a hotel, including through AirBnB without applying for a new use permit.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback.
Shelley Correll
785 Coleman Avenue
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Chao, Sunny Y
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Chao, Sunny Y
Friday, September 09, 2016 11:26 AM
Chao,SunnyY
FW: Proposed changes to 555 WIllow

From: James Loftus [mailto: loftusbc@gmail .comJ
Sent: Monday, August 29, 2016 10:10 PM
To: Perata, Kyle T
Cc: Cassandra Lopez
Subject: Proposed changes to 555 WIllow

Dear Planner Perata,
We are writing you as concerned resident of the Willow Rd corridor area (we live at 651 Coleman Aye). We
would like to express our objections to the proposal for a new boarding house at 555 Willow Rd. As I am sure
you are aware, with the split of Laurel Elementary school into two campus’ as of the 20 16-17 school year,
Coleman Rd and the crossing at Willow & Coleman will be main thoroughfares for several hundred school
children each morning and afternoon.
We feel strongly that the addition of 16 single bedroom boarding rooms will by their nature attract residents that
are transient, temporary and not invested in being part of the community whether it be tech workers in good
times, or those using it for transitional housing in harder times. We are worried that they will not have the same
incentives as more active members of our community to keep Menlo Park safe and clean.
-

Here are a few of the specific concerns we have:
•

•
•

•
•

The proposed project does not have sufficient parking for the number of residents. This will increase
parking on Coleman Ave and make it even more dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists (many of them
children).
Other areas of Menlo Park that have added boarding houses have experienced higher rates of individuals
speeding and committing other traffic violations, both by residents and their guests.
The neighborhood recently had an incident where a registered sex offender who harassed and stalked a
young girl. Keeping track of registered sex offenders will be harder with a large pool of temporary or
short term residents at the proposed 555 Willow boarding house.
The owner of the site, Reza Valiyee, has a troubling reputation as a landlord in Berkeley, giving us little
faith that the property will be well run.
Finally, in previous submissions relating to this property, it seems that the owner was less than
transparent with the planning board regarding his plans for the property this causes concerns about his
true intentions this time around.
-

We are all for the blight that is 555 Willow being turned into a better use of the land, but a 16 bedroom boarding
house with 8 parking spots is not the answer. Please reject this proposal.
Thank you,
James & Cassandra Loftus
651 Coleman Ave.
Menlo Park, CA
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Chao, Sunny Y
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Chao, Sunny Y
Friday, September 09, 2016 11:21 AM
Chao, Sunny Y
FW: Proposed development of 555 Willow Rd

Original Message
From: Nicole Angiel [mailto:nangiel@gmail.comJ
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2016 9:38 PM
To: Perata, Kyle T
Subject: Proposed development of 555 Willow Rd
Dear Mr. Perata,
I am writing to urge that you reject the development plan proposed for 555 Willow Rd. There are too many
nonconforming elements and red flags associated with this project. I echo the concerns raised by Maureen Holding in
her letter to the Menlo Park Planning Commission and City Council dated August 22, 2016.
I am concerned about the character of the physical structure (a three-story building) which is out of place in this
neighborhood, the lack of parking, the lack of proximity to transit, the heavy traffic on Willow Road, the short-term
nature described for renting rooms, and the poor reputation of the property owner. This property is right across the
street from Willow Oaks Park, where our children play. There are two preschools and many families with young children
living in close proximity. If there is any doubt about the character of the management or the tenants, this is not the
place to take chances.
Thank you for taking this matter seriously for the benefit of our community.
Best regards,
Nicole Angiel
701 Coleman Ave
Menlo Park

F24

1

Chao, SunnyY
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Warren Jones <warren.jones@salesforce.com>
Wednesday, August 24, 2016 7:51 PM
Perata, Kyle T
555 557 Willow Road

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Hi Kyle

-

-

Just a quick question about this development on Willow. Are there any additional details about the type of boarders who will be
using the units?
Thanks
Warren

Warren Jones
Customers For Life
415-505-1260
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Chao, Sunny Y
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

matthew.pierce@mac.com
Wednesday, August 24, 2016 4:55 PM
Perata, Kyle I
SRO Boarding House Proposal on Willow Road

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Dear Kyle Perata,
The local paper Almanac has reported in its August 24, 2016 edition on page 13 that the Menlo Park Planning
Department has received a proposal to build a three-story, 16 unit boarding house at 555 Willow Road, next to the
Menlo BBQ restaurant at Coleman Avenue. This is a revision to a plan submitted about two years ago for a smaller, 10
unit project that was pushed back by the Planning Commission.
We have concerns about aspects of this proposal.
First, the proposal is for a three-story building in what is a one- and two-story neighborhood. This would set a precedent
encouraging the construction of taller and taller buildings in our neighborhood.
Second, only 14 parking spaces would be provided on the lot, shared by the restaurant and the 16 unit boarding house.
Even an inexpensive motel would have parking for each unit, but this proposed building essentially does not have
parking for their tenants, therefore their tenant parking will spill out into our already congested neighborhood.
Third, this proposed new building does not have a kitchen in each rental unit. With the one shared kitchen we can
reasonably expect that many tenants will be plugging-in appliances for the convenience of cooking in their own rooms,
overloading the wiring. That can cause a fire, and would be a risk to the neighbors. The Almanac reported that the
property owner has a history of not maintaining his Berkeley apartments and boarding houses to city housing codes, so
we can’t expect this proposed building to be operated or maintained adequately.
Our neighborhood already has plenty of rental buildings, so we don’t need an oversize building with inadequate parking
and inadequate facilities shoehorned into that commercial lot.
We do not want a boarding house in our neighborhood.

Sincerely,
Yicui Huang,
Matthew Pierce
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Perata, Kyle T
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Steve Taffee <steve.taffee@gmail.com>
Tuesday, August 23, 2016 6:44 PM
Perata, Kyle T; PlanningDept
Andrew Barnes; Drew Combs; Susan Goodhue; Larry Kahle; John Onken; Riggs, Henry;
Katherine Strehl
[Sent to Planning JDevelopment at 555 Willow Rd

We are writing to express our thoughts about the proposed development at 555 Willow Rd as outlined in your
notice of application submittal sent to nearby residents.
1. Menlo Park is experiencing a housing crisis, most notably in the form of affordable housing for poor and
middle income residents. We need city and regional support efforts to address this shortage.
2. SRO (Singe Room Occupancy) housing is unavailable (to our knowledge) within Menlo Park. Once common
in places from small towns to large cities, SROlboarding houses developments are becoming less common as
they are converted to condos and apartments.
3. We support the idea of innovative solutions to housing shortages. SROs should not be categorically dismissed
as having a role to play in addressing this issue.
4. The proposed lot has, with the exception of the restaurant located on it, been unused for at least 15 years.
Often overgrown with weeds and litter, this location will benefit from a well-conceived development.
5. The traffic on Willows Rd is very problematic. However, the amount of traffic added to the street by this
development would be like adding a teaspoon of water to the San Francisco Bay. It should not be a major factor
in considering the use of this property for housing.
6. Parking is a different concern. Despite efforts to encourage people to use public transportation, walk, or cycle
most residents still rely on automobiles. The proposed project falls short in supporting the parking needs of
residents.
7. Street parking along Coleman is already difficult. As a route to school, many children ride bikes to schools
and are often forced into traffic lanes by cars parked on the right side of the street during morning commute
hours. We would like to see no parking on Coleman during this time. As the proposal might exacerbate the
problem on Coleman as a school route, this is another reason to demand more on site parking. Perhaps
underground.
8. The proposed height of the building is out-of-character with other buildings in this area.
9. Taking the entire lot into consideration and long-term planning, it seems prudent to consider the possibility of
razing the current restaurant and devoting the entire space to an appropriate proposal.
10. Developers should be fully vetted to determine their ability to deliver on the proposed projects and maintain
the properties in ways that enhance the standard of living of their residents. One alternative might be to enter
into a long-terms management contract with organizations that manage affordable housing projects.
Gloria and Steve Taffee
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600 Willow Rd Unit 10
Menlo Park, CA
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Perata, Kyle I
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Brenda Roberts <brenda@robertsschool.com>
Monday, August 22, 2016 2:37 PM
Perata, Kyle T
555 Willow Rd.

Hi Kyle,
We’ve been playing phone tag and I thank you for your efforts--I’m sure you are very busy.
As you may know, my preschool, The Roberts School located at 641 Coleman Ave., is right around the corner
from the proposed boardinghouse. I must say that I haven’t heard the term boardinghouse in decades.
In talking with neighbors we are all most concerned about the demographic of people who would live in this
type of building. Another concern is increased traffic that already chokes Willow Road. It has taken me and
my staff members as long as 30 minutes or longer to turn left onto Willow Rd from Coleman Ave to get to
Highway 101. As you know, this is a 2 minute drive without traffic.
I definitely want to attend the meeting and know what kind of tenant this building is being designed
for. Another neighbor said she was quite certain that Menlo Park doesn’t allow structures over two stories.
Any information you can send my way will be greatly appreciated!
Brenda Roberts 650-573-1689
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Chao, SunnyY
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Adam Stone <adamcstone13@yahoo.com>
Monday, August 22, 2016 1:45 PM
Perata, Kyle I; PlanningDept; _Planning Commission; Andrew Barnes; Drew Combs;
Susan Goodhue; Larry Kahle; John Onken; Riggs, Henry; Katherine Strehl
[Sent to Planning IProposed Development of 555 Willow Road

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Foflow up
Flagged

Dear Planning Commission Members:
As a nearby resident, I write to express my concern with the proposed development of 555 Willow Road.
Out-of-Character with Surrounding Neighborhoods
The proposed development is not in character with the family-oriented neighborhoods that surround the site.
The recent resurgence of the Willows neighborhood is due in large part to the families that reside in the area and
invest in the community. The young children of these families will bike and walk past 555 Willow Road on
their way to Laurel Upper and Lower campuses. The proposed project will invite short-term renters who are
unfamiliar with the community and will not seek to invest and establish relationships in the community. The
surrounding neighborhoods deserve a proposal that is more family-friendly that is suited for attracting long-term
renters and owners that will have an interest in contributing to the family-oriented community that will surround
them. The current proposal is, quite frankly, an affront to those families who have invested in property and
long-term rental agreements in the surrounding neighboring with the goal of contributing and building the
community there.
Access from Willow Road
Vehicle ingress and egress in that area of Willow Road is already a mess and will become more so under the
proposed plan. While the existing project has room for 20 spaces, only a small number of those are periodically
used by patrons of the existing restaurant. The proposal will allocate 14 spaces which should be expected to be
much more heavily used than the current 20 spaces. This means more cars entering Willow Road and competing
for access with other cars entering from the opposite Gas Station, the Surgical Center, Coleman Aye, etc.. The
traffic problem will be exacerbated by the short-term nature of the occupants that the current proposal will
attract who will be unfamiliar with driving in the area. Simply put, the current proposal will cause more traffic
accidents and contribute to the already substantial traffic congestion in that area of Willow Road. Don’t make a
bad problem significantly worse. The Planning Commission should require a new proposal that minimizes the
number of parking spaces allocated. For example, a two or three-unit development with six or fewer spaces
would invite longer-term residents who would become familiar with driving in the area.
Credit for Rooms Under Housing Element
It is in the interest of the families living in the surrounding neighborhoods and the city to have a fewer number
of total units each with a kitchen. A new proposal should be required that reduces the total number units where
each unit has one or two bedrooms and each has a kitchen. This will invite long-term residents willing to invest
in the surrounding community and will count as more rooms for the city tinder the Housing Element.
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The Existing Structure Should Not Be Reused
It is not clear from the proposal whether the existing cinder block structure is intended to be reused. If so, it
should not be reused. The existing structure is in bad shape, often covered in graffiti, and over grown with
landscaping. The current residents in the area deserve better than a ramshackle development on the cheap.
Parking Should Comply with Zoning Ordinance
The current proposal would violate the applicable zoning ordinance for parking. Compliance should be required
for at least the traffic reasons discussed above.
The Owner Should Be Held to Task
As the City is probably already aware, the owner of the property, Reza Valiyee of Berkeley, is a notorious
slumlord even willing to spend time in jail rather than comply with Court-ordered cleanup of his properties.
http://www .tenantstogether.org/campaignslberkeley-and-fresno-landlords-nominated-landlord-hall-shame. The
City should require Mr. Valiyee to be completely transparent about his intentions for the development. Should
the development degrade into one of Mr. Valiyee’s many run down and code violating residences, the
surrounding community will not forget it and the City will have to deal with a nagging problem for years to
come.
Conforming Development Only
Finally, any development should be conforming to code and zoning ordinance. Non-confirming development is
not in the interest of the surrounding community.

Regards,
Adam Stone, Menlo Park Home Owner Since 200$
Megan Stone, Menlo Park Home Owner Since 2008 and teacher at Laurel Elementary
Ruby Stone, Daughter of Adam and Megan, age 8, who wants to see more young families move into the area.
Ella Stone, Daughter of Adam and Megan, age 4, who, for now, wants whatever her sister wants.
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Chao,SunnyY
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Maureen Holding <holding123@comcast.net>
Monday, August 22, 2016 10:18 AM
Planning Commission; _CCIN
Objections to Proposed Boarding House 555 Willow Road
-

Dear Menlo Park Planning Commission and City Council Members,
As a resident of 600 Willow Road (Pacific Parc development), I have several objections to the Boarding
House currently proposed for the property at 555 Willow Road:
A Boarding House Out Of Character With The Surrounding Neighborhoods

As you know, this is an area of established neighborhoods with many young families. It’s unclear what type of rentals
(daily, weekly, monthly, yearly) is being proposed or what type of tenants the property owner, Mr. Valiyee, is planning to
attract Stanford students, young tech workers, travelers? Placing either a hotel or college-type dormitory in the midst
of a family-oriented neighborhood is certainly not appropriate.
-

Property Owners Background

It’s my understanding that the City of Menlo Park is aware of Mr.Valiyee’s background with the City of Berkeley. Here’s
just one example of concerning information available on the internet:
Reza Valiyee is one of BerkeIeys largest landlords. Presently, he owns 23 properties in the City of Berkeley- the majority
of these are large, multi-unit apartment buildings and boarding houses rented to students. Valiyee, who has been cited
numerous times for failing to meet housing code, has been a significant drain on the citys resources for many
years. According to City Attorney Zachary Cowan, Valiyee has a “long history of stalling on city-mandated repair
work.” In 2002, the city placed two of Valiyees properties, including a student boarding house, into receivership after they
were declared a public nuisance because he had installed illegal bedrooms. Valiyee has even spent time in jail for failing
to meet court cleanup orders.
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It’s well known that the best predictor of future behavior, is past behavior. Given this, and the Mr. Valiyee’s background, I
think the City of Menlo Park owes its citizens a heightened level of due diligence, scrutiny and discernment regarding this
boarding house proposal.
I think we can all agree that the city of Menlo Park should only accept proposals from property owners whose projects will
add to the character, pride and safety of its neighborhood.
Nonconformitites
The initial public notice said, “The site would continue to be nonconforming with regard to the square footage
requirements for landscaping and parking and open driveways, although these nonconformities would not be intensified.”

I don’t believe the city should accept any nonconformities for new buildings. If there are square footage requirements for
landscaping, parking and open driveways, why would the city not mandate that a building meet these requirements?
Parking
The plan outlines 16 SRO units and 14 parking spaces, to be shared with the restaurant on the same property. There is
also no allowance for guest parking. Given the current volume of cars parking at the restaurant on a daily basis, it seems
that adding 16 residential units would almost inevitably result in overflow parking. This overflow problem would be borne
by neighbors in the surrounding area which is not acceptable.
-

Traffic
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Each unit in the proposed boarding house will probably create multiple vehicle trips per day. I know the
Planning Commission and City Council are aware that traffic on Willow Road is already problematic. Getting in and out of
our development can be dangerous at any time of day and almost impossible during rush hour. We’re looking to you to
help alleviate the traffic problem on Willow Road not exacerbate it with high density housing on Willow Road.
-

-

Aesthetic Impact
All of the homes in the neighborhood are one or two stories high. Erecting a commercial-looking, three-story building
(which does not confirm to landscaping requirements) does not fit with or enhance the residential character of the
neighborhood.
It is my understanding that if and when a Planning Commission meeting is scheduled to address this proposal, an
additional notice with the date and time of the meeting will be mailed to all addresses within 300 feet of the project site. Is
this correct? If so, I feel that a 300-ft radius is way too small, and that all residences in the Willows, Vintage Oaks, and
Menlo Oaks have the right be to be informed about the progress of this boarding house proposal. I request that all
residents in at least these three surrounding neighborhoods be notified about the progress of this proposal. Please let me
know if you will expand the notice coverage area to these neighborhoods.
Regards,
Maureen Holding
600 Willow Road
Unit 17
Menlo Park, CA 94025
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Chao, Sunny Y
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Cristina ValUes Smith <valdessmith@gmail.com>
Sunday, August 21, 2016 6:28 PM
Perata, Kyle T
Boarding Facility on Willow Road

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Mr. Perata,
It was with interest that I read about the proposed plans to consider renovating the vacant building on Willow Road and
converting the space into one room rentals. I want to encourage the City of Menlo Park to continue to keep an open mind
toward supporting facilities that provide permanent and affordable housing for those who are not able to live in this
overpriced area. We, along with our neighboring cities, share the burden of managing what appears to be a growing need for
housing/shelter for the homeless and mentally ill. This, along with the fact that this region is unaffordable to many families,
is something we need to pay attention to.
Yet, having said that, it is also a bit worrisome that the Reza Valiyee seems to have a long history of complaints with
his properties. It sounds like the city is aware of that and want to encourage you to be thorough and cautious in
partnering with him or anyone that doesn’t have a financially stable and sincere interest in providing safe/affordable
housing.
I’m a big supporter of the wonderful work that Life Moves (formerly Inn Vision Shelter Network) or Home & Hope has been
doing to support those who live below the poverty level. If appropriate. I would encourage you to open a dialogue with
them on solutions that provide housing.
Thanks much for the work you do on behalf of Menlo Park.
Cristina ValUes Smith
650302-5294
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Chao, SunnyY
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joanie Giraudo <applebeeps@aol.com>
Saturday, August 20, 2016 6:04 PM
Perata, Kyle T
Boarding house on willow?

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

I am a long time resident and small business owner in the willows. I’m wondering what type of people are they seeking
to board in the new proposal behind Menlo bbq? I own a small preschool in the area and live on site as well. Any details
made public?
Thanks,
Joanie Giraudo
107 clover lane
650-387-5880
Sent from my iPhone
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Chao, SunnyY
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Devra Moehier <dmoehler@fb.com>
Saturday, August 20, 2016 8:40 AM
Perata, Kyle I
Concern

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

I am concerned about possibility of Mr. Valiyee building a rental property by the BBQ restaurant given his record as a
slumlord and violator of building codes in his rental properties in Berkeley. As a neighbor I am afraid to have an unsafe
and unsanitary building in the neighborhood. I would be in support of a boarding house owned by someone else.
Sent from my iPhone

I
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Chao, SunnyY
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Meredith Ozbil Jazzercise Menlo Park <meredithozbil@hotmail.com>
Friday, August 19, 2016 4:36 PM
Perata, Kyle T
555 Willow Rd

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Hi there,
The proposed development of a boarding house at 555 Willow Rd. is very concerning to me. Reza has a
absolutely horrible reputation as a landlord and we live less than a block away.
I realize there’s some sort of dilapidated and vacant commercial building there now. And Fm questioning
whether the zoning is for multi residential?
I request the commission not approve this development. It sounds way too large for the tiny lot. I am also
concerned a boardinghouse will bring transients and people who are not concerned or committed to the greater
good of the community.
Thank you!
Meredith Ozbil
610 Gilbert Ave #22, Menlo Park

\‘len1o PurL Jazzercise. Instructor
facebook.com/JazzerciseMenloParkl
Little House (All Ages), $00 Middle Aye:
Mon-Tues-Weds 6:00 PM, Thurs 5:40 PM Arrillaga Rec., 700 Alma St.: Sat 9:00 AM
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Perata, Kyle T
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kevin Philbin <philbink@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, August 16, 2016 3:54 PM
Perata, Kyle T
Opposition to the proposed development at 555 Willow Rd

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Hi Kyle,
I live in the Willows, and read with concern some neighborhood discussion regarding the proposed development of a
boarding house at 555 Willow Rd.
I’m particularly concerned that the person proposing the development, Reza Valiyee, as a bad track record of running
substandard properties. Also, the nature of a boarding house isn’t in keeping with the neighborhood.
I understand that Menlo Park could use more high density housing; however, this doesn’t seem to be the right project to
help meet that need.
Thanks for listening,
Kevin Philbin
324 Central Ave
Menlo Park, CA
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Perata, Kyle T
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Brian Gilmer <bgilmerl@yahoo.com>
Monday, August 15, 2016 3:40 PM
Perata, Kyle I
Boarding House in the Willows?

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Mr. Perata,
I have written to you before about my concerns over different projects that impact the Willows
neighborhood. I have lived in this neighborhood a very ling time, my family purchased our house
while they sere still building the development on O’Keefe and neighboring streets back in 1947. I
have recently heard there is a request to build a boarding house of Single Room Occupancy on
Willow Road near Menlo BBQ. Not only that but from what I have heard and read the person
requesting this approval has a very poor track record with other communities in which he has
developed. I personally do not feel this is a good use of the land in keeping with the character of the
neighborhood. Other developments that have been added to the area were much more in line with
the character and feel of the area such as the housing next door where the old Apollo Gas Station
had been or the housing where the old Foremost Dairy was located. A high density housing like a
boarding house or SRO without limited parking is definitely not what we need. I encourage you and
the planning department to not allow any variances for this boarding house and I hope you will do
what you can to help keep the character of the Willows intact and prevent issues like traffic from
getting worse.
Best Regards,
Brian Gilmer
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Chao, Sunny V
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Ro Carbone <rocarbone621@gmail.com>
Tuesday, August 16, 2016 5:25 PM
Pera,ta, Kyle T
Chao,SunnyY
Re: Please do not provide *any* non-standard allowance for 555 Willow Road project

Categories:

555 Willow Rd

Thank you so much--I would prefer to keep it anonymous to him--but happy to have the City know who is
behind the email and Nextdoor quotes. Indeed, if we hear on Nextdoor when the planning meeting is, I’m sure
we’ll attend.
Thanks very much.
On Tue, Aug 16, 2016 at 5:23 PM, Perata, Kyle T <ktperata@menlopark.org> wrote:
Ok

—

we can definitely do that.

Thanks,

Kyle Perata
Senior Planner
City of Menlo Park
(650) 330-6721
ktperata@menlopark.org

From: Ro Carbone [mailto: rocarbone62l©gmail .com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2016 5:21 PM
To: Perata, Kyle T
Cc: Chao, Sunny Y
Subject: Re: Please do not provide *any* non-standard allowance for 555 Willow Road project

Thanks very much, Kyle (and Sunny). I would appreciate your dedacting my neighbors’ names if any
document will be seen by the applicant. I did not ask their permission before using their names.
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history in Berkeley / Oakland of building code violations and letting his properties become distressed from
lack of maintenance and over-crowding with tenants he then seeks to overcharge. It was noted that he had
spent time in jail for some of the code violations.

Sorry to sound dramatic, but *please* do not let this owner do anything outside of standard code for the use of
the land at 555 Willow. I support multiple dwellings generally, but not in the hands of abusers who destroy
their own properties from neglect and greed.

Forgive the long email, but I feel it is important for you to have this information--what follows here are 3 posts
from Nextdoor.com on this topic (there were dozens)--I’m sure my neighbors won’t mind their names being
here. Folks are quite concerned and--for once :-) --I sincerely agree with them.

If there is more we in the neighborhood can do to afford no allowances to this project, please share.

Many thanks for your time and consideration.

1.
Tricia Barr r;ri The V’Iliows8 A:
The property owner has left quite a trail of unhappy tenants including being nominated for California Landlord Hall of
Shame. Plus sounds like plenty of people at City of Berkeley office / City Council with a history of him not rectifying code
violations.
-

http://rezavaliyee.blogspot.com
http://www.berkeleydailyplanet.com/issue...
http://www.stgate.com/bayarea/johnson/ar...
Nominated for California Landlord Hall of Shame:http://www.tenantstogether.org/campaigns...
Reza Valiyee is one of Berkeley’s largest landlords. Presently, he owns 23 properties in the City of Berkeley- the
majority of these are large, multi-unit apartment buildings and boarding houses rented to students. Valiyee, who has
been cited numerous times for failing to meet housing code, has been a significant drain on the city’s resources for many
years. According to City Attorney Zachary Cowan, Valiyee has a “long history of stalling on city-mandated repair work.”
In 2002, the city placed two of Valiyee’s properties, including a student boarding house, into receivership after they were
declared a public nuisance because he had installed illegal bedrooms. Valiyee has even spent time in jail for failing to
meet court cleanup orders.
https://miheespeaking.wordpress.com/201 0...

F41

3

currently derelict. The proposed rezoning was not recommended by the planning commission.
In a letter written by property owner Reza Valiyee read by property manager Anthony Ybarra, Valiyee said, “I vow to
work hard to see this city improve,” adding that his proposal “is practical (and) can help the city.”
Worthington expressed disapproval for the proposal at the meeting, saying he would not “reward” Valiyee, who has
committed several construction violations in the past, with a “massively profitable” project.
Citing philosophical issues with individually zoning for a project, Councilmember Jesse Arreguin opposed the proposal
but said that he hoped something positive would be done on the property.
Mayor Tom Bates, who said he has known Valiyee for 25 years, also did not support Valiyee’s proposal. The rezoning
proposal failed.”

Best,
Ro
Keeping HR strongly relevant and gently irreverent...

http://www.linkedin.com/in/rosemariecarbone
‘Nearly all nien can stand adversity, hut i1 you want to test a manes character, tive him power.
Abraham Lifleolu

—

Best,
Ro
Keeping HR strongly relevant and gently irreverent...
http://www.linkedin.com/in/rosernariecarbone
‘Nearl all men can stand adversity, hut iF you want to test a man’s character give him power.’
Abraham Lincoln
—

Best,
Ro
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Chao, Sunny Y
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Chao, Sunny Y
Thursday, August 25, 2016 6:02 PM
Chao,SunnyY
FW: Please do not provide *any* non-standard allowance for 555 Willow Road project

From:
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2016 3:29 PM
To: Perata, Kyle T
Subject: Please do not provide *any* non-standard allowance for 555 Willow Road project

Hello Kyle, I’m a local homeowner (live on corner of Bay and Berkeley). I am a growth advocate and believe
that neighborhoods have to change if they are to survive.

That being said, I did start out supporting the boarding house project proposed for 555 Willow Rd, *however*
some neighbors researched the gentleman who owns the property, Reza Valiyee, and it seems he has a horrific
history in Berkeley I Oakland of building code violations and letting his properties become distressed from
lack of maintenance and over-crowding with tenants he then seeks to overcharge. It was noted that he had
spent time in jail for some of the code violations.

Sorry to sound dramatic, but *please* do not let this owner do anything outside of standard code for the use of
the land at 555 Willow. I support multiple dwellings generally, but not in the hands of abusers who destroy
their own properties from neglect and greed.

Forgive the long email, but I feel it is important for you to have this information--what follows here are 3 posts
from Nextdoor.com on this topic (there were dozens)--I’m sure my neighbors won’t mind their names being
here. Folks are quite concerned and--for once :-) --I sincerely agree with them.

If there is more we in the neighborhood can do to afford no allowances to this project, please share.

Many thanks for your time and consideration.
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Perata, Kyle I
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jenny Madrid <jennymadrid@mac.com>
Monday, August 15, 2016 2:05 PM
Perata, Kyle T
Planned Boardinghouse

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Hello,
I was writing to receive more information about the planned boardinghouse on Willow Road next to Menlo BBQ. I live
on Coleman Avenue, and am concerned with the wording on the project plan (I read it online). Is “boardinghouse”
another word for SRO? If not, how is it different from an SRO? Who benefits from living there? Is this a halfway house?
I am concerned for my children and the many children in our neighborhood.
Thank you, in advance, for taking the time to address my questions.
Best,
Jenny Madrid
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Perata, Kyle I

Subject:

Maria Kaval <mariakaval@gmail.com>
Wednesday, August 10, 2016 1:14 AM
Perata, Kyle T
Re: 555 Willow Road

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

From:
Sent:
To:

I would like to request that the city requite all non-conforming issues to be brought into conformance. This property has

sat dilapidated for over 10 years and if they are now going to develop it, I’d like for them to do it right. In general I have
not found the property owner to be responsive and have personally had to call the city several times over the years
about issues like graffiti on the building that was not taken care of by the property owner.
I also dislike the idea of a boarding house when the economy turns bad it can easily attract daily or hourly rentals
which would not fit the character of the Willows neighborhood.
-

Maria Kaval
Sent from my iPhone
>

On Aug 10, 2016, at 1:50 AM, Perata, Kyle T <jprata@menlopark.ojg> wrote:

>

> Hi Maria,
>

> Thank you for your comments on the project. Boardinghouses are conditional uses in the R-3 zoning district and
require review and action by the Planning Commission. The Boardinghouse would designed with individual rooms that
would each contain a bathroom and use a common kitchen and recreation room. The proposed use would be
comparable to an apartment building, except tenants would not have individual cooking facilities but would rather share
a common kitchen and living/recreation room. It is anticipated that the tenants would rent the rooms for longer periods
of time (generally multi-month terms). It is designed for potential tenants that don’t need access to kitchen/living room
generally someone who is not home significant amounts of time.

-

>

> The proposed building height is 35 feet, which is consistent with the maximum height allowed in the R-3 (Apartment)
zoning district. The existing nonconforming situations can be proposed to remain with the development project (such as
the restaurant use, landscaping requirement, and parking/driveway area on-site); however, the Planning Commission
has discretion to require projects to be brought into compliance if it feels that the existing nonconformities should be
corrected by the project.
>

> Staff is still working with the applicant to get all the necessary information and reviewing the application before taking
the project forward to the Planning Commission for review and potentially an action.
>

> Since your comments below are generally questions, I am not intending to include them as an attachment to the staff
report. If you would like them included for the Planning Commission’s review, please let me know and I will make sure
these comments are included. You will receive an additional notice of the Planning Commission meeting, which has not
been set yet, as staff is still reviewing the application. If you have any additional comments or questions on the project,
please do not hesitate to contact me.
>

> Thanks,
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>

> Kyle Perata
> Senior Planner
> City of Menlo Park
> (650) 330-6721
> peratamenlqprkg
>
>

>
>
>
>
>

Original Message
From: Maria Kaval [mailto:rnariakavjgjpail.cornJ
Sent: Monday, August 08, 2016 12:43 AM
To: Perata, Kyle T
Subject: 555 Willow Road

>

> Hi, what does it mean that they want to put a ‘boarding house’ at 555 Willow? What does ‘boarding house’ entail?
Rent by day? Rent by hour??? Why would the city allow 3 stories when no other building nearby has 3 stories? And why
are they allowed to remain non-conforming?
> Maria Kaval, concerned neighbor
>

> Sent from my iPhone
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Perata, Kyle T
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Alan Pinyavat <apinyavat@gmail.com>
Wednesday, August 10, 2016 1:06 PM
Perata, Kyle I
Susan Goodhue; Andrew Barnes; Larry Kahle; John Onken; Riggs, Henry; Drew Combs;
Katherine Strehl
Proposed development 555 Willow Road

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Hello,
I am a homeowner and resident of Menlo Park in the Pacific Parc community at 600 Willow Road. I received
the Notice of Application Submittal postcard regarding 555 Willow Road and the construction of a 16 bedroom
SRO boarding house. I am concerned that the proposed plan would have a negative impact on our neighborhood
in terms of traffic, crime/public safety, sanitation, noise, and property value.

Can you elaborate on what the boarding house use will be for?
What steps we can take to formally petition against its construction?
We are a small family with a young daughter and enjoy taking her to the Willow Oak Park and surrounding
areas. I am concerned the park would become unsafe. We all know the traffic on Willow Road is already very
very heavy during rush hours and this development would only exacerbate it.
I hope you will consider the concerns of the nearby community in your decisions regarding this development
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Perata, Kyle T
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Betsy Boggs <betsywalls@gmail.com>
Monday, August 08, 2016 2:55 PM
Perata, Kyle I
Comment and question about proposed boarding house at 555 WillIow

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

I’m concerned about the increase in traffic from this building on Willow Road traffic is already horrendous
along that stretch and makes it difficult for residents to get around. Also, who would this ‘boarding house’ be
used for? Is it like a hotel, or a halfway house, or what?
-

Thanks,
Betsy Boggs
htp//www. nen1opark.or/Archi veCenter/ViewEile/Ite rn14474
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Perata, Kyle T
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Maria Kaval <mariakaval@gmail.com>
Monday, August 08, 2016 12:43 AM
Perata, Kyle I
555 Willow Road

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Hi, what does it mean that they want to put a ‘boarding house’ at 555 Willow? What does ‘boarding house’ entail? Rent
by day? Rent by hour??? Why would the city allow 3 stories when no other building nearby has 3 stories? And why are
they allowed to remain non-conforming?
Maria Kaval, concerned neighbor
Sent from my iPhone
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Perata, Kyle T
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Iricia Barr <tricia.tjernlund@gmail.com>
Sunday, August 07, 2016 3:45 PM
Perata, Kyle I
555 Willow

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Dear Kyle,
The proposed project at 555 Willow Road defined as a ‘boardinghouse’ sounds like it will be a hotel, an AirBnB
or similar ‘business’. Is the property zoned for that?
I would hope the City will be benefiting from this hotel in on-going tax revenue.
The Architect worked on similar ‘bed and breakfast’ projects in Berkeley.
Please let me know.
Regards,
Tricia
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