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Section 1. Introduction 

This report describes the biological resources present in and adjacent to the proposed Commonwealth 

Corporate Center Building 3 project, as well as the potential impacts of the proposed project and measures 

necessary to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels under the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA). This report was prepared to facilitate CEQA review of the project by the City of Menlo Park. In 

addition, this report contains the information needed to satisfy Mitigation Measure BIO-1 from the 

ConnectMenlo General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (PlaceWorks 2016), which requires 

preparation of a biological resources assessment. 

1.1 Project Description 

The 13.3-acre (ac) project site is located at 162-164 Jefferson Drive in Menlo Park, California (Figures 1 and 2). 

Office and research and development buildings are located north and west of the project site. To the south, the 

site is bounded by U.S. Highway 101. Kelly Park is located southeast of the project site, across the inactive 

Dumbarton Rail Corridor. Currently, the project site is occupied by two, four-story office buildings, each 

approximately 129,960 square feet (ft2) in size, and surface parking lots.  

The proposed project entails the development of a new four-story, 249,500 ft2 office building, a four-level 

parking structure, a loading dock, and a trash enclosure as well as installation of landscaping. The proposed 

office building would be located to the north of the existing buildings on a portion of the project site currently 

used for surface parking. The proposed parking structure would be located on the eastern half of the parcel, 

also on a portion of the site currently used for surface parking. Construction would require the demolition of 

existing surface parking lots, landscaping, and an existing trash enclosure. The total existing and proposed office 

development on the parcel would be approximately 509,420 ft2. 
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the elevation range of the species is outside of the range on the project site; and/or (4) the species is considered 

extirpated from the project vicinity. Appendix B lists these plants along with the basis for the determination of 

absence.  

5.2 Special-Status Animal Species 

The legal status and likelihood of occurrence on the project site of special-status animal species known to occur, 

or potentially occurring, in the project vicinity are presented in Table 1. Most of the special-status species listed 

in Table 1 are not expected to occur on the project site because it lacks suitable habitat, is outside the known 

range of the species, and/or is isolated from the nearest known extant populations by development or otherwise 

unsuitable habitat. Animal species not expected to occur on the project site for these reasons include the green 

sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris), Central California coast steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), California tiger 

salamander (Ambystoma californiense), California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii), western pond turtle (Actinemys 

marmorata), San Francisco garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia), California Ridgway’s rail (Rallus obsoletus 

obsoletus), California black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus), western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus 

nivosus), California least tern (Sterna antillarum browni), black skimmer (Rynchops niger), burrowing owl (Athene 

cunicularia), northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), loggerhead shrike (Lanius 

ludovicianus), salt marsh harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys raviventris), salt marsh wandering shrew (Sorex vagrans 

halicoetes), and American badger (Taxidea taxus). Although some of these species, such as the western snowy 

plover, salt marsh harvest mouse, and salt marsh wandering shrew, may occur in wetland habitats in the NWR 

to the north of the project boundary, they are absent from the project site itself, and the proposed development 

footprint is well removed from suitable habitat for these species. 

The pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus) may forage over the project site on rare occasions, but it is not expected to 

reside or breed on the project site, to occur in large numbers, or otherwise to make substantial use of the project 

site.  

5.3 Sensitive Natural Communities, Habitats, and Vegetation 

Alliances 

Natural communities have been considered part of the Natural Heritage Conservation triad, along with plants 

and animals of conservation significance, since the state inception of the Natural Heritage Program in 1979. 

The CDFW determines the level of rarity and imperilment of vegetation types, and tracks sensitive communities 

in its Rarefind database (CNDDB 2018). Global rankings (G) of natural communities reflect the overall 

condition (rarity and endangerment) of a habitat throughout its range, whereas state (S) rankings are a reflection 

of the condition of a habitat within California. Natural communities are defined using NatureServe’s standard 

heritage program methodology as follows (Faber-Langendoen et al. 2012):  

G1/S1:   Critically imperiled 

G2/S2:   Imperiled 
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Table 1. Special-Status Animal Species, Their Status, and Potential Occurrence on the Project Site 

Name *Status Habitat Potential for Occurrence on the Project Site 

Federal or State Endangered, Rare, or Threatened Species 

Green sturgeon 

(Acipenser medirostris) 

FT, CSSC Spawns in large river systems such as 

the Sacramento River; forages in 

nearshore oceanic waters, bays, and 

estuaries. 

Absent. No suitable aquatic habitat is present on the project 

site. Green sturgeon may forage infrequently, and in low 

numbers in Flood Slough, approximately 0.5 mi northwest of the 

project site; however, there is no aquatic connection between 

the slough and the project site. Determined to be absent. 

Central California Coast 

steelhead  

(Oncorhynchus mykiss) 

FT Cool streams with suitable spawning 

habitat and conditions allowing 

migration between spawning and 

marine habitats. 

Absent. No suitable aquatic habitat is present on the project 

site. Steelhead may forage in Flood Slough, approximately 0.5 

mi northwest of the project site; however, there is no aquatic 

connection between the slough and the project site. 

Determined to be absent. 

California tiger salamander 

(Ambystoma californiense) 

FT, ST Vernal or temporary pools in annual 

grasslands or open woodlands. 

Absent. No suitable habitat is present on the project site. 

Further, populations have largely been extirpated from San 

Mateo County due to habitat loss, and the species is now 

considered absent from the majority of the project vicinity, 

including the project site. The closest occurrence in the project 

vicinity is at Lake Lagunita on the Stanford campus, which is 

approximately 3.8 mi south of the project site (CNDDB 2019). 

Determined to be absent.  

San Francisco garter snake 

(Thamnophis sirtalis 

tetrataenia) 

FE, SE Prefer densely vegetated freshwater 

habitats. May use upland burrows for 

aestivation. 

Absent. No suitable habitat is present on the project site. 

Furthermore, the project vicinity is outside of the known range 

of the species. Determined to be absent. 

California red-legged frog 

(Rana draytonii)  

FT, CSSC Streams, freshwater pools, and ponds 

with emergent or overhanging 

vegetation. 

Absent. No suitable habitat is present on the project site. 

Further, this species has been extirpated from the majority of 

the project vicinity, due to development, the alteration of 

hydrology of its aquatic habitats, and the introduction of non-

native predators such as non-native fishes and bullfrogs 

(Lithobates catesbeianus). The most recent record of the 

species in the project vicinity is from 2016 near Bear Gulch 

reservoir, approximately 4.2 mi to the southwest of the project 

site (CNDDB 2019). Determined to be absent.  
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6.6 Impact due to Conflicts with an Adopted Habitat Conservation 

Plan: Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, 

natural community conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or 

state habitat conservation plan (No Impact)  

The project site is not located within an area covered by an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 

Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. Therefore, 

the project would not conflict with any such documents. 

6.7 Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative impacts arise due to the linking of impacts from past, current, and reasonably foreseeable future 

projects in the region. Future development activities in the City of Menlo Park will result in impacts on the 

same habitat types and species that will be affected by the proposed project. The proposed project, in 

combination with other projects in the area and other activities that impact the species that are affected by this 

project, could contribute to cumulative effects on special-status species. Other projects in the area include 

office/retail/commercial development, mixed use, and residential projects that could adversely affect these 

species, as well as restoration projects (e.g., the South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project Phase 2, SAFER Bay 

Project) that will benefit these species. 

The cumulative impact on biological resources resulting from the project in combination with other projects in 

the project area and larger region would be dependent on the relative magnitude of adverse effects of these 

projects on biological resources compared to the relative benefit of impact avoidance and minimization efforts 

prescribed by planning documents, CEQA mitigation measures, and permit requirements for each project; 

compensatory mitigation and proactive conservation measures associated with each project. In the absence of 

such avoidance, minimization, compensatory mitigation, and conservation measures, cumulatively significant 

impacts on biological resources would occur. 

However, the Menlo Park General Plan contains conservation measures that would benefit biological resources, 

as well as measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on these resources. Further, the project would 

implement a number of measures to reduce impacts on both common and special-status species, as described 

above. Thus, the project would not contribute to substantial cumulative effects on biological resources.  
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Appendix A. Special-Status Plants Considered  

Common Name Scientific Name 

Suitable 

Habitat 

Absent 

Edaphic 

Conditions 

Absent 

Outside 

Elevation 

Range 

Extirpated 

from Project 

Vicinity 

alkali milk-vetch Astragalus tener var. tener x x   

Anderson's manzanita Arctostaphylos andersonii x  x  

arcuate bush-mallow Malacothamnus arcuatus x  x  

bay buckwheat 
Eriogonum umbellatum var. 

bahiiforme 
x x x  

Ben Lomond buckwheat Eriogonum nudum var. decurrens x  x  

bent-flowered fiddleneck Amsinckia lunaris x    

Brewer's calandrinia Calandrinia breweri x  x  

Brewer's clarkia Clarkia breweri x x x  

bristly leptosiphon Leptosiphon acicularis x  x  

California androsace Androsace elongata ssp. acuta x  x  

California seablite Suaeda californica x    

caper-fruited 

tropidocarpum 
Tropidocarpum capparideum x x   

chaparral ragwort Senecio aphanactis x  x  

Choris' popcornflower 
Plagiobothrys chorisianus var. 

chorisianus 
x    

clay buckwheat Eriogonum argillosum x x x  

clustered lady's-slipper Cypripedium fasciculatum x x x  

coast iris Iris longipetala x    

coast lily Lilium maritimum x    

coastal marsh milk-vetch 
Astragalus pycnostachyus var. 

pycnostachyus 
x    

Congdon's tarplant 
Centromadia parryi ssp. 

congdonii 
x x   

Contra Costa goldfields Lasthenia conjugens x x   

cotula navarretia Navarretia cotulifolia x x   

Crystal Springs fountain 

thistle 
Cirsium fontinale var. fontinale x x x  

Crystal Springs lessingia Lessingia arachnoidea x x x  

Davidson's bush-mallow Malacothamnus davidsonii x  x  

Delta woolly-marbles 
Psilocarphus brevissimus var. 

multiflorus 
x  x  

Dudley's lousewort Pedicularis dudleyi x  x  

dusky-fruited malacothrix Malacothrix phaeocarpa x  x  

elongate copper moss Mielichhoferia elongata x x   

fragrant fritillary Fritillaria liliacea x X   

Franciscan onion 
Allium peninsulare var. 

franciscanum 
x  x  

Gairdner's yampah 
Perideridia gairdneri ssp. 

gairdneri 
x    

hairless popcornflower Plagiobothrys glaber   x x 

Hickman's popcornflower 
Plagiobothrys chorisianus var. 

hickmanii 
x  x  
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Common Name Scientific Name 

Suitable 

Habitat 

Absent 

Edaphic 

Conditions 

Absent 

Outside 

Elevation 

Range 

Extirpated 

from Project 

Vicinity 

Hillsborough chocolate lily Fritillaria biflora var. ineziana x x x  

Hoover's button-celery Eryngium aristulatum var. hooveri x    

Howell's onion Allium howellii var. howellii x  x  

Jepson's coyote-thistle Eryngium jepsonii x    

Jepson's woolly sunflower Eriophyllum jepsonii x  x  

Kings Mountain manzanita Arctostaphylos regismontana x x x  

large-flowered leptosiphon Leptosiphon grandiflorus x    

legenere Legenere limosa x    

Loma Prieta hoita Hoita strobilina x x x  

long-styled sand-spurrey 
Spergularia macrotheca var. 

longistyla 
x    

lost thistle Cirsium praeteriens    x 

maple-leaved 

checkerbloom 
Sidalcea malachroides x    

Marin western flax Hesperolinon congestum x x   

Methuselah's beard lichen Usnea longissima x  x  

Mexican mosquito fern Azolla microphylla x  x  

Michael's rein orchid Piperia michaelii x    

minute pocket moss Fissidens pauperculus x  x  

Montara manzanita Arctostaphylos montaraensis x  x  

Mt. Diablo cottonweed Micropus amphibolus x  x  

narrow-petaled rein orchid Piperia leptopetala x  x  

Oakland star-tulip Calochortus umbellatus x x x  

Oregon polemonium Polemonium carneum x    

Patterson's navarretia Navarretia paradoxiclara x x x  

phlox-leaf serpentine 

bedstraw 
Galium andrewsii ssp. gatense x x x  

pincushion navarretia Navarretia myersii ssp. myersii x  x  

Point Reyes salty bird's-

beak 

Chloropyron maritimum ssp. 

palustre 
x    

round-headed Chinese-

houses 
Collinsia corymbosa x    

round-leaved filaree California macrophylla x  x  

saline clover Trifolium hydrophilum x    

San Antonio Hills 

monardella 

Monardella antonina ssp. 

antonina 
x  x  

San Francisco Bay 

spineflower 

Chorizanthe cuspidata var. 

cuspidata 
x    

San Francisco campion Silene verecunda ssp. verecunda x  x  

San Francisco collinsia Collinsia multicolor x  x  

San Francisco owl's-clover Triphysaria floribunda x  x  

San Francisco wallflower Erysimum franciscanum x    

San Joaquin spearscale Extriplex joaquinana x    

San Mateo thorn-mint Acanthomintha duttonii x x x  

San Mateo woolly 

sunflower 
Eriophyllum latilobum x  x  
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Common Name Scientific Name 

Suitable 

Habitat 

Absent 

Edaphic 

Conditions 

Absent 

Outside 

Elevation 

Range 

Extirpated 

from Project 

Vicinity 

Santa Clara red ribbons Clarkia concinna ssp. automixa x  x  

Santa Clara thorn-mint Acanthomintha lanceolata x  x  

Satan's goldenbush Isocoma menziesii var. diabolica x  x  

serpentine leptosiphon Leptosiphon ambiguus x  x  

short-leaved evax 
Hesperevax sparsiflora var. 

brevifolia 
x    

slender-leaved pondweed Stuckenia filiformis ssp. alpina x  x  

South Coast Range 

morning-glory 
Calystegia collina ssp. venusta x x x  

spring lessingia Lessingia tenuis x  x  

stinkbells Fritillaria agrestis x  x  

sylvan microseris Microseris sylvatica x x x  

Tracy's eriastrum Eriastrum tracyi x  x  

two-fork clover Trifolium amoenum x    

western leatherwood Dirca occidentalis x  x  

white-flowered rein orchid Piperia candida x  x  

white-rayed pentachaeta Pentachaeta bellidiflora x x x  

woodland woollythreads Monolopia gracilens x x   

woolly-headed lessingia Lessingia hololeuca x  x  
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Page 1 of 7   *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 160 Jefferson Drive 

 

*P11.  Report Citation:  
*Attachments: NONE   Location Map  Sketch Map  Continuation Sheet  Building, Structure, and Object Record  Archaeological Record  
District Record   Linear Feature Record   Milling Station Record   Rock Art Record   Artifact Record   Photograph Record 
DPR 523A (9/2013)    *Required Information 

State of California – The Resources Agency    Primary # ____________________________________ 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION    HRI # _______________________________________ 
PRIMARY RECORD     Trinomial _____________________________________ 
        NRHP Status Code __________ 
    Other Listings __________ 
    Review Code __________   Reviewer ____________________________  Date ___________ 

aP1.  Other Identifier: 160 Jefferson Drive 
*P2.  Location:   Not for Publication  Unrestricted   *a.  County San Mateo County 
And (P2b and P2c or P2d.  Attach a Location Map as necessary.) 
*b. USGS 7.5’ Quad Palo Alto  Date 1997  T; R; of Sec ______;  B.M. 
c. Address: 160 Jefferson Drive        City Menlo Park                          Zip 94025 
d.  UTM:  (give more than one for large and/or linear resources)  Zone 10; 573118.5 mE/ 4148652.50 mN  
e. Other Locational Data:  (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., as appropriate) APN: 055-243-040 
 
*P3a.  Description: (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries) 
 
160 Jefferson Drive is a one-story-with-mezzanine, utilitarian-style light industrial building located within the Bohannon Industrial Office Park 
adjacent to U.S. Route 101 in Menlo Park. The generally T-shaped building does not entirely fill its square lot as it is set back 20 feet from 
the public sidewalk along Jefferson Drive. The T plan is formed by a north projection, containing offices, attached to a rear warehouse 
volume. A landscaped lawn occupies the remainder of the lot. The building is constructed of concrete, features exposed concrete exterior 
walls, and is capped with a flat roof with a subtle crenellated parapet.  
 
The north (primary) façade (Figures 1 and 2) faces Jefferson Drive and is eight bays wide. The central six bays are located at the front 
administrative projection and are composed of a series of ground-floor aluminum-frame windows. The majority of the bays contain pairings 
of windows separated by a wood mullion. The primary entrance is located east of center and features a recessed, fully glazed single door 
and glazed sidelite. Within the recessed primary entrance is an adjacent utility access door. The window and door openings are vertically 
oriented and terminate below the roofline. However, above the first story the openings are infilled with plywood. The outermost two bays at 
the primary façade are at the warehouse volume and are set back from the predominant façade plane. These bays contain raised loading 
bays with overhead rolling doors. Asphalt-paved drives provide vehicular access to the loading bays from Jefferson Drive. (See continuation 
sheet.)  
 
*P3b.  Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes) HP8 (Industrial building) 
*P4.   Resources Present:  Building  Structure  Object  Site  District  Element of District  Other  

 
P5b. Description of Photo: (View, date,  
accession #) View looking south, 3/6/2018 
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and Sources: 
Historic   Prehistoric   Both 
c1962-1963  
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
Exponent Incorporated 
160 Jefferson Drive 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 
 
*P8.  Recorded by:  (Name, affiliation, address) 
Jon Rusch and Andrea Dumovich  
ICF 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1500  
San Francisco, CA 94105 
 
*P9.  Date Recorded: 3/6/2018 
*P10.  Survey Type: (Describe) Intensive 
 

 P5a. Photograph or Drawing (Photograph required for buildings, structures and objects) 
 
 

 

Figure 1: View of North (primary) façade, facing south. Source: ICF. 



 
 
 
 
Page 2 of 7       *NRHP Status Code 6Z 

*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 160 Jefferson Drive 

DPR 523B (9/2013)   *Required Information 

State of California – The Resources Agency    Primary # _____________________________________ 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION    HRI # ________________________________________ 
BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD      

B1.  Historic Name: Unknown  
B2.  Common Name: 160 Jefferson Drive 
B3.  Original Use: Warehouse and Administrative Office Building B4.  Present Use: Warehouse and Administrative Office Building 
*B5.  Architectural Style: Vernacular Industrial 
*B6.  Construction History: (Construction date, alteration, and date of alterations)  
 
A 1962 site plan for 160 Jefferson Drive, submitted to the City of Menlo Park prior to the building’s construction and currently held by the 
City of Menlo Park Building Division, indicates the building was intended for office and warehouse use. Lacar Industries, the building’s first 
tenant, was identified on the 1962 site plan and was listed in the 1963 city directory at this address, the first year during which 160 Jefferson 
Drive was listed. Therefore, 160 Jefferson Drive appears to have been built between 1962 and 1963. The original building permit has not 
been located, and the building’s architect is unknown. In 1973, tenant Poolmaster obtained a permit, although it is unclear what scope of 
work occurred at this time. Some plumbing and electrical work occurred in 1977, and the following year an illegal duct was removed from 
the building’s heater. The permit record indicates that a loading dock was added to 160 Jefferson Drive in 1991, designed by Keith L. 
Dacosta, AIA, but the exact location of the loading dock was not specified by the permit. In 1996 interior changes were made along with 
seismic retrofitting; and in 1997, the roof was replaced. Visual inspection indicates that window openings at the primary façade were infilled 
above the first story. However, building permits were not located to date this alteration to the building. 
 
 
*B7.  Moved?  No  Yes  Unknown    Date: n/a  Original Location: n/a  
*B8.  Related Features:  n/a 

B9a.  Architect:  Unknown  b.  Builder: Unknown 
*B10.  Significance:  Theme N/A  Area N/A 
Period of Significance N/A Property Type N/A   Applicable Criteria N/A 
(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, 
period, and geographic scope.  Also address integrity.) 
 
Historic Context: Menlo Park and Bohannon Industrial Office Park 
In the 1850s, Irish immigrants Dennis Oliver and Daniel McGlynn bought 1,700 
acres bordering County Road (today known as El Camino Real) on the San 
Francisco Peninsula. Oliver and McGlynn gave Menlo Park its name when they 
established Menlough, a series of local farms named after their ancestral 
community. Both Oliver and McGlynn constructed a gate bearing the name “Menlo 
Park.” This gate symbolized the community until 1922, when it was destroyed as 
the result of a car accident.  
 
A few years following Oliver and McGlynn’s settlement, Menlo Park became a 
desirable vacation destination for San Francisco’s upper class. Palatial houses 
were constructed on large parcels in the burgeoning community. El Camino Real 
served as a major thoroughfare and historic downtown Menlo Park ultimately 
developed along this route. Completion of the Southern Pacific Railroad through 
Menlo Park in 1863, and its connection with San Jose one year later, exponentially 
increased Menlo Park’s accessibility to city-dwellers seeking leisure in a rural 
environment. By 1874, Menlo Park incorporated in response to its rapid growth 
and infrastructure challenges. When initially incorporated (the first of its two 
incorporations), Menlo Park included the land that would later be known as 
Atherton (Placeworks 2016).  
 
(See continuation sheet.) 
 
B11.  Additional Resource Attributes:  (List attributes and codes)    
 
*B12.  References: (See continuation sheet.) 
B13.  Remarks:  n/a 
*B14.  Evaluator: Andrea Dumovich, ICF 
*Date of Evaluation: 3/9/2018 
 
(This space reserved for official comments.) 
 

(Sketch Map with north arrow required.) 
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*Recorded by Jon Rusch and Andrea Dumovich, ICF 
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DPR 523L (9/2013)                                                                                                         *Required Information 

State of California – The Resources Agency    Primary # _____________________________________ 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION    HRI # ________________________________________ 
CONTINUATION SHEET     Trinomial ____________________________________________

*P3a.  Description (continued): 
 
The east and west façades are generally the same in composition and have limited fenestration. The east façade contains two bays located 
at the front projection (Figure 3). These bays contain two-over-two aluminum-frame windows at the first and second stories that appear to 
be original and are separated by plywood spandrel panels. Wooden mullions frame the ground-floor windows only. These vertical pairings 
appear to reflect the original arrangement of windows at the primary façade, which have been partially infilled. The west façade’s ground 
floor contains two bays at the front façade that are identical in arrangement and plywood infilling as those windows at the primary façade 
(Figure 4). A narrow walkway on a raised foundation runs adjacent to the east façade’s projection. The south façade is mostly inaccessible 
to pedestrians (Figure 5). The center of the south façade has an overhead roll-up vehicular entry.  
 
*B10.  Significance (continued): 
 
Through the late-19th and early-20th centuries, Menlo Park underwent several transformative events. Stanford University opened in 1891 
to the south of Menlo Park, dramatically altering Menlo Park and the San Francisco Peninsula. A new local economy formed as Stanford 
fostered its research and academic profile. Additionally, Menlo Park was chosen as the location for Camp Fremont, a military training ground 
for World War I that brought in thousands of temporary inhabitants; Menlo Park’s population of fewer than 2,000 people increased to 
approximately 40,000 during World War I. Camp Fremont closed following the end of World War I and later became the Veterans Medical 
Center. Numerous new businesses opened, and city improvements were undertaken during the camp’s operations. These improvements 
remained after the camp’s closure to serve the growing city (Placeworks 2016).  
 
In 1923, Atherton voted to secede from Menlo Park. When Menlo Park incorporated for the second time in 1927, Atherton was excluded. —
During the subsequent decades, Menlo Park developed from a small town to an important part of the increasingly urbanized San Francisco 
Peninsula region. Menlo Park’s population rose from 2,414 residents in 1930 to 26,836 by 1970 (Placeworks 2016).  
 
In the 1920s and 1930s Menlo Park’s transportation infrastructure began to expand outward from downtown with the growth of its residential 
neighborhoods. By the late 1930s, El Camino Real expanded into four lanes, which caused the demolition, relocation, or closure of several 
Menlo Park businesses and structures. Simultaneously, the Belle Haven neighborhood, approximately four miles north of downtown Menlo 
Park and adjacent to San Francisco Bay, was developed by David D. Bohannon with two-bedroom homes priced for as little as $2,950. 
Belle Haven was Menlo Park’s only major housing development managed locally during the Great Depression, and was fully developed in 
the 1950s (Placeworks 2016). Old Bayshore Highway provided a connection between San Jose and San Francisco starting in 1937, partially 
following the current path of U.S. Route 101 through the Peninsula. Without a center divider, the four-lane highway was the location of a 
high number of fatal accidents and obtained the nickname “Bloody Bayshore” (Palo Alto History.org 2018). After decades of political pressure 
to stop future fatalities, construction of the new Bayshore Highway began in 1947 to replace the Old Bayshore Highway. According to a 
history of the Bayshore Highway’s construction, “Freeway development processed in segments as funding to acquire property abutting 
established highway alignments became available. Early disconnected segments of freeways followed an overall plan that were to be 
integrated into a regional system. The Bayshore Freeway, originally constructed as a highway along the bay side of the peninsula […] began 
its transition to a freeway in 1947 with the construction of a short section between Burlingame and San Mateo” (State of California 
Department of Transportation Environmental Program 2003). The new Bayshore Highway is now part of U.S. Route 101, a 1,540-mile 
highway first built in 1926 that connects Olympia, Washington and Los Angeles, California.  
 
Development of the entire San Francisco Peninsula continued during the mid-twentieth century, and Menlo Park became a de facto suburb 
of San Francisco. During this period, Menlo Park became a major technology hub both regionally and globally. The Stanford Research 
Institute was established in 1946 (known as SRI International by 1970), and remains headquartered in Menlo Park as of the completion of 
this record. By the late 1950s, a white-collar industrial development market sprouted throughout many of the nation’s suburbs, including 
Menlo Park. Office and industrial parks—originally separate land uses—began to intertwine in the mid-1960s. By 1968, the development of 
industrial office parks steadily increased throughout the country when the Urban Land Institute (ULI), a real estate industry and development 
research organization, published the first planned unit development (PUD) ordinance relating to office parks (Mozingo 2011:179). PUDs had 
originally assisted residential suburban development through subdivision of land. An office park PUD thus enabled developers to subdivide 
their land for commercial land uses (Mozingo 2011:156). Soon, office parks began to develop in and around suburban developments across 
the country.  
 
Bohannon Industrial Office Park is an early example of such industrial development in Menlo Park in the 1950s, when many industrial office 
parks developed across the U.S. Developer David D. Bohannon opened the 200-acre park in 1954, located adjacent to his previous suburban 
development Belle Haven and immediately south of the recently constructed new Bayshore Highway. Bohannon began his career in 
Peninsula real estate development much earlier, in 1928. He developed thousands of residential properties throughout San Mateo, Alameda, 
and Santa Clara Counties prior to developing Bohannon Industrial Office Park. His first commercial development projects include San 
Mateo’s Hillsdale Shopping Center and Bohannon Industrial Office Park in 1954, and San Lorenzo Village Shopping Center (Bohannon 
2016). 
 



 
 
 
 
Page 4 of 7     *Resource Name or #(Assigned by recorder) 160 Jefferson Drive 
*Recorded by Jon Rusch and Andrea Dumovich, ICF 
*Date March 9, 2018             Continuation    Update 
 

DPR 523L (9/2013)                                                                                                         *Required Information 

State of California – The Resources Agency    Primary # _____________________________________ 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION    HRI # ________________________________________ 
CONTINUATION SHEET     Trinomial ____________________________________________

Bohannon Industrial Office Park’s first tenant was Johnson and Johnson, whose plant opened on October 25, 1954 (The Times 1957:25). 
By 1957, the industrial park had six large-scale industrial plants with two additional national drug companies, Parke Davis and Upjohn, 
scheduled for future development (The Times 1957:25). However, a 1960 aerial photograph indicates that little was actually developed in 
the area surrounding the future site of 160 Jefferson Drive by this time (Nationwide Environmental Title Research). The subject building was 
constructed c.1962-1963 to provide administrative and warehouse space to Lacar Enterprises, Inc., a household goods company. By 1968, 
lots surrounding the subject building had been developed with industrial buildings that were mostly larger than 160 Jefferson Drive but 
maintained similar rectangular building footprints, perhaps indicating an increase in larger scaled industrial-office tenants moving into the 
park (Nationwide Environmental Title Research). Following ULI’s development trend of incorporating office zoning within industrial parks, in 
1969 Bohannon Industrial Office Park began offering buildings that were exclusively for office use (Mozingo 2011:179).  
 
Beginning in the 1980s, the rapid expansion of the technology sector increased Menlo Park’s popularity and housing costs. Today Menlo 
Park remains a highly-sought-after residential community. Facebook continues to expand as a principal economic presence in the city, while 
Silicon Valley, the region that includes northwest Santa Clara county and southern portions of the San Francisco Peninsula, houses 
numerous major employers in the information technology industry. 
 
Ownership and Occupant History 
The building’s first owner was not identified through deed research at the County of San Mateo Clerk-Recorder office but is assumed to be 
the Bohannon Organization, the developer of the surrounding industrial office park. Tom Lowenstein obtained ownership of 160 Jefferson 
beginning in 1977, and members of the Lowenstein family retained the building until selling it to Exponent Incorporated—an engineering 
and scientific consulting firm—in 2016.  
 
During most of the building’s history, it was occupied by a series of corporate retailers. From 1963 to 1967, household goods company Lacar 
Enterprises Inc. occupied 160 Jefferson Drive. A newspaper article reveals that Lacar began business in 1947 in Belmont, originally as a 
wheelbarrow manufacturer, and by 1970 the company merged with F.E. Baker & Sons, Inc. to form Bacar Incorporated (The Times 
1970b:35). From 1976 to 1982, the building housed three tenants: Poolmaster Incorporated, Lee-N-Carol Pool Stores, and Bay Area 
Firescreen Supply. Poolmaster, founded in 1958, continues its business today and is headquartered in Sacramento (Poolmaster 2018). Lee-
N-Carol Pools operated in San Carlos in the early 1970s, before it leased 160 Jefferson Drive (The Times 1970a:11). No information was 
uncovered regarding Bay Area Firescreen Supply or Pacific Mailing Corporation. More recently, from 2000 to 2010, Krawinkler Luth & 
Associates, a structural engineering firm, has leased the building.  
  
The known occupants of 160 Jefferson Drive, based on available Menlo Park City Directories and Criss Cross Directories, is summarized 
in the table below:  

Year Details 
1963-1967 Lacar Enterprises Inc. (household goods) 
1968-1975 Unknown 
1976-82 Poolmaster Incorporated  

Lee-N-Carol Pool Stores  
Bay Area Firescreen Supply  

1983-1989 Unknown 
1990 Pacific Mailing Corporation 
1991-1996 Unknown 
2000-2010 Krawinkler Luth & Associates  
2010-2018 Unknown 

 
The known owners of 160 Jefferson Drive, based on available deed records held by the County of San Mateo Clerk-Recorder and building 
permits held by the City of Menlo Park Building Department, are summarized in the table below:  

Year Details 
1962-1976 Unknown 
1977-1997 Tom Lowenstein (building permits) 
1998 Margit Lowenstein and Tom Lowenstein 
1999-2015 Lowenstein 
2016 Arm J. Lowenstein 
2016 Exponent Incorporated 
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National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources Evaluation of 160 Jefferson Drive 
160 Jefferson Drive is not currently listed in nor previously found eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). The following provides an evaluation of 160 Jefferson Drive under NRHP Criteria A-
D/CRHR Criteria 1-4: 
 
CRITERIA A/1 (Events):  
 
160 Jefferson Drive is not associated with any event(s) of historical significance. The building is a typical product of mid-twentieth-century 
suburban industrial office park development in Menlo Park. While the broader Bohannon Industrial Office Park may be an early example of 
this type of development, the subject building was constructed nearly a decade after the Bohannon Industrial Office Park opened and is a 
typical example of a suburban industrial office park building. Research conducted on the building’s owners and occupants did not reveal 
that the building fostered early or remarkable business growth for any of its tenants, or for Menlo Park at large. Most of the building’s tenants 
had established their businesses elsewhere before occupying 160 Jefferson Drive, and none appear to have gone on to make substantial 
contributions to the local or regional economy. The building’s tenants were not associated with any broad patterns of local or regional history 
or with the cultural heritage of California or the United States. Therefore, the building at 160 Jefferson Drive is not significant under 
NRHP/CRHR Criteria A/1.  
 
CRITERIA B/2 (Person):  
 
160 Jefferson Drive is not associated with any person(s) of historical significance. While David D. Bohannon was a prolific Peninsula 
developer, the Bohannon Industrial Office Park was not his first development project; he previously developed thousands of residential 
properties and continued to develop commercial and industrial office parks during much of the twentieth century. The subject building at 160 
Jefferson Drive is one of numerous facilities constructed in the Bohannon Industrial Office Park and is not directly associated with Bohannon, 
but rather is loosely connected to the developer’s career. Furthermore, longtime building owner Tom Lowenstein was not found to be 
important to local, California, or national history. Research on the other known owners and tenants of 160 Jefferson Drive does not indicate 
that any of these individuals would be considered significant in local, state, or national history for any achievements associated with the 
building. Therefore, 160 Jefferson Drive is not significant under NRHP/CRHR Criteria B/2. 
 
CRITERIA C/3 (Design/Construction):  
 
160 Jefferson Drive is an unremarkable, utilitarian style industrial and office building. While the architect/builder responsible for the design 
and construction of the building has not been identified, the relatively basic design and construction methods are expected for a suburban 
industrial and office development of the 1960s and do not appear to represent the work of a master. The industrial office building is 
representative of a common building type constructed in various locations in Menlo Park and throughout the South Bay during the 1960s. 
Considering the office building’s relatively simple massing and designs, the property at 160 Jefferson Drive does not embody the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction and is not significant under NRHP/CRHR Criteria C/3. 
 
CRITERIA D/4 (Information Potential):  
 
The subject property does not appear to be a source, or likely source, of important historical information not already captured in the historic 
record. Therefore, it is not significant under NRHP/CRHR Criteria D/4. 
 
Conclusion:  
Based on an evaluation of the building under NRHP Criteria A-D/CRHR Criteria 1-4, 160 Jefferson Drive is ineligible for individual listing in 
the NRHP and CRHR. The property is therefore not a historical resource for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
in accordance with Section 15064.5(a)(2)-(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, using the criteria outlined in Section 5024.1 of the California Public 
Resources Code. 
 
*B12. References (continued): 
 
Bohannon. 2016. Timeline. Available: http://www.ddbo.com/timeline/. Accessed March 8, 2018. 

City of Menlo Park Building Division. 1962–1997. Various building permits issued for the subject parcel. 

County of San Mateo Clerk-Recorder. 1962–2016. Various deeds issued for the subject parcel. 
 
Mozingo, Louise A. 2011. Pastoral Capitalism: A History of Suburban Corporate Landscapes. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
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Figure 2.  

View of north (primary) and east facades, facing southwest,  
3/6/2018. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 3.  
View of east façade, facing southwest, 3/6/2018. 

 

 
 

Figure 4.  
View of west facade, facing southeast, 3/6/2018. 

 

 
 

Figure 5.  
View of south (rear) and east façades, facing west, 3/6/2018. 

 

  

 
 

 
 

   
 



 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Page 1 of 7   *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 165 Jefferson Drive 

 

*P11.  Report Citation:  
*Attachments: NONE   Location Map  Sketch Map  Continuation Sheet  Building, Structure, and Object Record  Archaeological Record  
District Record   Linear Feature Record   Milling Station Record   Rock Art Record   Artifact Record   Photograph Record 
DPR 523A (9/2013)    *Required Information 

State of California – The Resources Agency    Primary # ____________________________________ 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION    HRI # _______________________________________ 
PRIMARY RECORD     Trinomial _____________________________________ 
        NRHP Status Code __________ 
    Other Listings __________ 
    Review Code __________   Reviewer ____________________________  Date ___________ 

P1.  Other Identifier: 165 Jefferson Drive 
*P2.  Location:   Not for Publication  Unrestricted   *a.  County San Mateo County 
And (P2b and P2c or P2d.  Attach a Location Map as necessary.) 
*b. USGS 7.5’ Quad Palo Alto  Date 1997  T; R; of Sec ____;  B.M. 
c. Address: 165 Jefferson Drive        City Menlo Park                          Zip 94025 
d.  UTM:  (give more than one for large and/or linear resources)  Zone 10; 573211.12 mE/ 4148703.22 mN  
e. Other Locational Data:  (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., as appropriate) APN: 055-242-090 
 
*P3a.  Description: (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries) 
 
165 Jefferson Drive in a two-story, tilt-up concrete, utilitarian style light-industrial building located within the Bohannon Industrial Office Park, 
between U.S. Route 101 and the California 84 freeway in Menlo Park. The rectangular-plan building does not entirely fill its lot and is set 
back approximately 30 feet from the public sidewalk along Jefferson Drive. The building is constructed of concrete and is capped with a flat 
roof. A section of the roof is raised near the east façade of the building. The south (primary) façade (Figures 1 and 2) faces Jefferson Drive 
and is divided into seven structural bays by concrete columns. Fenestration at this façade is concentrated at the building’s primary entrance 
in the furthest west bay (Figures 3). An aluminum frame window assembly and aluminum transoms encase the primary entrance, which 
has a single fully glazed door. A panel of pebbledash concrete surmounts primary entrance. An arbor in front of the primary entrance 
supports vegetation. The remaining bays at the south façade feature smooth concrete.  
 
The west (Figure 4) and east (Figure 5) façades each face adjacent paved parking lots and feature similar designs. Both façades are clad 
in concrete with limited fenestration, are divided into eight structural bays, and have projecting loading docks near their centers. Excavated 
ramps lead to both loading docks, which sit on an exposed foundation. The building’s concrete foundation is exposed adjacent to each ramp. 
The west façade’s loading dock is an enclosed shed clad in corrugated metal with a flat roof. The east façade’s loading dock is composed 
of a projecting canopy roof supported by metal posts. The north façade is divided into nine structural bays and does not feature any openings. 
 

*P3b.  Resource Attributes: (List attributes and 
codes) HP8 (Industrial building) 
*P4.   Resources Present:  Building  Structure 
 Object  Site  District  Element of District 
 Other  
 
P5b. Description of Photo: (View, date,  
accession #) View looking north, 3/6/2018 
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and Sources: 
Historic   Prehistoric   Both 
c.1963-1965  
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
Frances B Nelson Trust & Robert L Webster 
Trust 
165 Jefferson Drive 
San Mateo, CA 94025 
 
*P8.  Recorded by:  (Name, affiliation, address) 
Jon Rusch and Andrea Dumovich  
ICF 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1500  
San Francisco, CA 94105 
 
*P9.  Date Recorded: 3/6/2018 
*P10.  Survey Type: (Describe) Intensive 
 

 

P5a. Photograph or Drawing (Photograph required for buildings, structures and objects) 
 

 
Figure 1: View of South (primary) façade, facing north. Source: ICF.  
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*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 165 Jefferson Drive 

DPR 523B (9/2013)   *Required Information 

State of California – The Resources Agency    Primary # _____________________________________ 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION    HRI # ________________________________________ 
BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD      

B1.  Historic Name: The Wells Lamont Building   
B2.  Common Name: 165 Jefferson Drive 
B3.  Original Use: Warehouse and Administrative Office Building B4.  Present Use: Warehouse and Administrative Office Building 
*B5.  Architectural Style: Vernacular Industrial 
*B6.  Construction History: (Construction date, alteration, and date of alterations)  
 
The original building permit for 165 Jefferson Street was not located at the Menlo Park Building Division. However, a foundation investigation 
report and architectural plans dated 1963 indicate that construction of the building began that year and identify the architect as Simpson, 
Stratta & Associates. Constructed was completed by 1965, the first year that an occupant was listed at 165 Jefferson Drive in available city 
directories. According to the permit record, exterior parking was added in 1980, and the following year the interior was remodeled, involving 
the demolition and construction of partition walls. Additional interior remodeling and alterations took place in 1984. Building permits indicate 
that by 2000 the building underwent seismic upgrades, and a seismic roof diaphragm was installed in 2002. These seismic upgrades do not 
appear to have resulted in any visible changes to the exterior of the building but did involve seismic upgrades to the roof. Tenant 
improvements occurred in 2007 along with the addition of a high roof and roll-up doors, as well as the use of Exterior Insulation and Finish 
Systems (EIFS) for exterior cladding at the walls of the raised roof area.   
 
*B7.  Moved?  No  Yes  Unknown    Date: n/a  Original Location: n/a  
*B8.  Related Features:  n/a 

B9a.  Architect:  Simpson, Stratta & Associates  b.  Builder: Unknown 
*B10.  Significance:  Theme N/A Area N/A 
Period of Significance N/A Property Type N/A   Applicable Criteria N/A 
(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope.  Also address integrity.) 
 
Historic Context: Menlo Park and Bohannon Industrial Office Park 
In the 1850s, Irish immigrants Dennis Oliver and Daniel McGlynn bought 1,700 
acres bordering County Road (today known as El Camino Real) on the San 
Francisco Peninsula. Oliver and McGlynn gave Menlo Park its name when they 
established Menlough, a series of local farms named after their ancestral 
community. Both Oliver and McGlynn constructed a gate bearing the name “Menlo 
Park.” This gate symbolized the community until 1922, when it was destroyed as 
the result of a car accident. 
 
A few years following Oliver and McGlynn’s settlement, Menlo Park became a 
desirable vacation destination for San Francisco’s upper class. Palatial houses 
were constructed on large parcels in the burgeoning community. El Camino Real 
served as a major thoroughfare, and historic downtown Menlo Park ultimately 
developed along this route. Completion of the Southern Pacific Railroad through 
Menlo Park in 1863, and its connection with San Jose one year later, exponentially 
increased Menlo Park’s accessibility to city-dwellers seeking leisure in a rural 
environment. By 1874, Menlo Park incorporated in response to its rapid growth 
and infrastructure challenges. When initially incorporated (the first of its two 
incorporations), Menlo Park included the land that would later be known as 
Atherton (Placeworks 2016).  
 
(See continuation sheet.) 
 
B11.  Additional Resource Attributes:  (List attributes and codes)    
 
*B12.  References: (See continuation sheet.) 
B13.  Remarks:  n/a 
*B14.  Evaluator: Andrea Dumovich, ICF 
*Date of Evaluation: 3/9/2018 
 
(This space reserved for official comments.) 
 

(Sketch Map with north arrow required.) 
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*B10.  Significance (continued): 
 
Through the late 19th and early 20th centuries, Menlo Park underwent several transformative events. Stanford University opened in 1891 
to the south of Menlo Park, dramatically altering Menlo Park and the San Francisco Peninsula. A new local economy formed as Stanford 
fostered its research and academic profile. Additionally, Menlo Park was chosen as the location for Camp Fremont, a military training ground 
for World War I that brought in thousands of temporary inhabitants; Menlo Park’s population of fewer than 2,000 people increased to 
approximately 40,000 during World War I. Camp Fremont closed following the end of World War I and later became the Veterans Medical 
Center. Numerous new businesses opened, and city improvements were undertaken during the camp’s operations. These improvements 
remained after the camp’s closure to serve the growing city (Placeworks 2016).  
 
In 1923, Atherton voted to secede from Menlo Park. When Menlo Park incorporated for the second time in 1927, Atherton was excluded. 
During the subsequent decades, Menlo Park developed from a small town to an important part of the increasingly urbanized San Francisco 
Peninsula region. Menlo Park’s population rose from 2,414 residents in 1930 to 26,836 by 1970 (Placeworks 2016).  
 
In the 1920s and 1930s Menlo Park’s transportation infrastructure began to expand outward from downtown with the growth of its residential 
neighborhoods. By the late 1930s, El Camino Real expanded into four lanes, which caused the demolition, relocation, or closure of several 
Menlo Park businesses and structures. Simultaneously, the Belle Haven neighborhood, approximately four miles north of downtown Menlo 
Park and adjacent to San Francisco Bay, was developed by David D. Bohannon with two-bedroom homes priced for as little as $2,950. 
Belle Haven was Menlo Park’s only major housing development managed locally during the Great Depression, and was fully developed in 
the 1950s (Placeworks 2016). Old Bayshore Highway provided a connection between San Jose and San Francisco starting in 1937, partially 
following the current path of U.S. Route 101 through the Peninsula. Without a center divider, the four-lane highway was the location of a 
high number of fatal accidents and obtained the nickname “Bloody Bayshore” (Palo Alto History.org 2018). After decades of political pressure 
to stop future fatalities, construction of the new Bayshore Highway began in 1947 to replace the Old Bayshore Highway. According to a 
history of the Bayshore Highway’s construction, “Freeway development processed in segments as funding to acquire property abutting 
established highway alignments became available. Early disconnected segments of freeways followed an overall plan that were to be 
integrated into a regional system. The Bayshore Freeway, originally constructed as a highway along the bay side of the peninsula […] began 
its transition to a freeway in 1947 with the construction of a short section between Burlingame and San Mateo” (State of California 
Department of Transportation Environmental Program 2003). The new Bayshore Highway is now part of U.S. Route 101, a 1,540-mile 
highway first built in 1926 that connects Olympia, Washington and Los Angeles, California.  
 
Development of the entire San Francisco Peninsula continued during the mid-twentieth century, and Menlo Park became a de facto suburb 
of San Francisco. During this period, Menlo Park became a major technology hub, both regionally and globally. The Stanford Research 
Institute was established in 1946 (known as SRI International by 1970), and remains headquartered in Menlo Park as of the completion of 
this record. By the late 1950s, a white-collar industrial development market sprouted throughout many of the nation’s suburbs, including 
Menlo Park. Office and industrial parks—originally separate land uses—began to intertwine in the mid-1960s. By 1968, the development of 
industrial office parks steadily increased throughout the country when the Urban Land Institute (ULI), a real estate industry and development 
research organization, published the first planned unit development (PUD) ordinance relating to office parks (Mozingo 2011:179). PUDs had 
originally assisted residential suburban development through subdivision of land. An office park PUD thus enabled developers to subdivide 
their land for commercial land uses (Mozingo 2011:156). Soon, office parks began to develop in and around suburban developments across 
the country.  
 
Bohannon Industrial Office Park is an early example of such industrial development in Menlo Park in the 1950s, when many industrial office 
parks developed across the U.S. Developer David D. Bohannon opened the 200-acre park in 1954, located adjacent to his previous suburban 
development Belle Haven and immediately south of the recently constructed new Bayshore Highway. Bohannon began his career in 
Peninsula real estate development much earlier, in 1928. He developed thousands of residential properties throughout San Mateo, Alameda, 
and Santa Clara Counties prior to developing Bohannon Industrial Office Park. His first commercial development projects include San 
Mateo’s Hillsdale Shopping Center and Bohannon Industrial Office Park in 1954, and San Lorenzo Village Shopping Center (Bohannon 
2016). 
 
Bohannon Industrial Office Park’s first tenant was Johnson and Johnson, whose plant opened on October 25, 1954 (The Times 1957:25). 
By 1957, the industrial park had six large-scale industrial plants with two additional national drug companies, Parke Davis and Upjohn, 
scheduled for future development (The Times 1957:25). However, a 1960 aerial photograph indicates that little was actually developed in 
the area surrounding the future site of 165 Jefferson Drive by this time (Nationwide Environmental Title Research 2018). The subject building 
was constructed c.1963-1965 to provide administrative and warehouse space to Wells Lamont Corporation, a glove manufacturer based in 
Minneapolis. By 1968, lots surrounding the subject building had been developed with industrial buildings that were mostly larger than 165 
Jefferson Drive but maintained similar rectangular building footprints, perhaps indicating an increase in larger scaled industrial-office tenants 
moving into the park (Nationwide Environmental Title Research 2018). Following ULI’s development trend of incorporating office zoning 
within industrial parks, in 1969 Bohannon Industrial Office Park began offering buildings that were exclusively for office use (Mozingo 
2011:179).  
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Beginning in the 1980s, the rapid expansion of the technology sector increased Menlo Park’s popularity and housing costs. Today Menlo 
Park remains a highly sought after residential community. Facebook continues to expand as a major economic presence in the city, while 
Silicon Valley, the region that includes northwest Santa Clara county and southern portions of the San Francisco Peninsula, houses 
numerous major employers in the information technology industry. 
 
Ownership and Occupant History 
The building at 165 Jefferson Drive was constructed for David D. Bohannon, who has maintained ownership since. In 2011, the property 
was sold to the Frances B. Nelson, Robert L. Webster, and David E. Bohannon Trusts. 
 
From 1965 to 1967, Wells Lamont Corporation operated out of 165 Jefferson Drive. Wells Lamont was and continues to be a high-quality 
glove manufacture company, which began in 1907 as the Wells Glove Company in South Dakota and later moved headquarters to 
Minneapolis (Wells Lamont 2015). The building’s tenants are not listed in Criss-Cross Directories for most of the building’s history. These 
directories indicate that Raychem wholesale company occupied 165 Jefferson Drive in 1977. Today, Raychem Corporation is a global 
producer of industrial electronic parts and components, which aids aerospace, construction, medical, automotive, telecommunications, and 
consumer electronic industries (Funding Universe 2018). From 1978 to 2009, the building’s tenants are unknown as Criss-Cross directories 
did not list the building’s address. Theme Part Productions, an event and props company, moved into 165 Jefferson Drive in 2010 and 
continues its operations there today.  
 
The known occupants of 165 Jefferson Drive, based on available Menlo Park City Directories and Criss Cross Directories, are summarized 
in the table below: 
 

Year Details 
1965-1967 Wells Lamont Corp (gloves) 

1977 Raychem (wholesale) 
2010-Present Theme Party Productions  

 
The known owners of 165 Jefferson Drive, based on available deed records held by the County of San Mateo Clerk-Recorder and building 
permits held by the City of Menlo Park Building Department, are summarized in the table below: 
 

Year Details 
1963-2011 David D. Bohannon/Bohannon Development Organization 
2000 Ophelia Bohannon (criss-cross directory 2000) 
2011-present Frances B. Nelson (trust), Robert L. Webster (trust), and David E. Bohannon (trust) 

 
Architect: Simpson, Stratta & Associates 
Based in San Francisco, Simpson, Stratta & Associates designed and engineered numerous buildings for corporate office parks in the Bay 
Area in the mid-to-late 1960s. Research did not uncover extensive information on the personnel involved in the firm or its body of work, and 
the firm is not mentioned in the San Francisco Modern Architecture and Landscape Design 1935-1970 Historic Context Statement (San 
Francisco Planning Department 2010). Available newspaper articles indicate that Simpson, Stratta & Associates was regionally active, and 
that its projects included the Fairchild Semiconductor Division Planting Facility in Mountain View, the Memorex Corporation Research Facility 
Building IV in Santa Clara County, and a building with office-warehouse units in the South San Francisco Industrial Park. The Memorex 
complex, consisting of corporate offices and warehouses, is considered to be Silicon Valley’s first corporate campus and one of the first in 
the nation (Cruz 2013). The building designed by Simpson, Stratta & Associates in the South San Francisco Industrial Park was constructed 
as a condominium-style industrial building in which some of the building’s units could be purchased by industrial companies. The 
condominium concept for industrial buildings was considered innovative for its time; however, this concept was credited to Utah Construction 
& Mining Company, who led development efforts in the park (The Times San Mateo 1965: 31). In 1975, Simpson, Stratta & Associates also 
designed a manufacturing plant for Digital Telephone Systems in Ignacio, Novato, in Marin County (Daily Independent Journal 1974: 
35).Generally, Simpson, Stratta & Associates designed utilitarian style light industrial buildings with little to no ornament.  
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National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources Evaluation of 165 Jefferson Drive 
165 Jefferson Drive is not currently listed in, and has not been found eligible for listing in, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
or California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). The following provides an evaluation of 165 Jefferson Drive under NRHP Criteria A-
D/CRHR Criteria 1-4: 
 
CRITERIA A/1 (Events):  
 
165 Jefferson Drive is not associated with any event(s) of historical significance. The building is a typical product of mid-twentieth-century 
suburban industrial office park development in Menlo Park. While the broader Bohannon Industrial Office Park may be an early and 
somewhat notable example of this type of development, the subject building was constructed nearly a decade after the Bohannon Industrial 
Office Park opened and is a typical example of a suburban industrial office park building. While Bohannon Development Organization was 
the first and only long-term owner of 165 Jefferson Drive, the building is not directly associated with any potential significance of the 
Bohannon Industrial Office Park. Research conducted on the building’s owners and occupants did not reveal that the building fostered early 
or remarkable business growth for any of its tenants, or for Menlo Park at large. The building’s original tenant, the Wells Lamont Corporation, 
had established its business elsewhere and does not appear to have located its headquarters at 165 Jefferson Drive; none of the known 
tenants appears to have gone on to make substantial contributions to the local or regional economy. The building’s tenants are not associated 
with any broad patterns of local or regional history or with the cultural heritage of California or the United States. Therefore, the building at 
165 Jefferson Drive is not significant under NRHP/CRHR Criteria A/1. 
 
CRITERIA B/2 (Person):  
 
165 Jefferson Drive is not associated with any person(s) of historical significance. While David D. Bohannon was a prolific Peninsula 
developer, the Bohannon Industrial Office Park was not his first development project; he previously developed thousands of residential 
properties and continued to develop commercial and industrial office parks during much of the twentieth century. Additionally, the building 
at 165 Jefferson Drive was only loosely connected to the developer’s career. Although Bohannon owned the building at 165 Jefferson Drive, 
his ownership and any associations with the building at 165 Jefferson Drive are not important to local, California or national history. A review 
of the other known owners and tenants of 165 Jefferson Drive does not indicate that any of these individuals would be considered significant 
in local, state, or national history for work associated with the building. Additional building tenants from the late 1960s to 2009 have not been 
identified. However, as a modest industrial office building located within an industrial office park in Menlo Park, the building at 165 Jefferson 
Drive is not the type of resource apt to represent the work or other activities for which a historically significant individual is primarily known. 
Therefore, 165 Jefferson Drive is not significant under NRHP/CRHR Criteria B/2. 
 
CRITERIA C/3 (Design/Construction):  
 
165 Jefferson Drive is an unremarkable utilitarian style industrial and office building designed by the San Francisco architecture and 
engineering firm of Simpson, Stratta & Associates. Simpson, Stratta & Associates designed numerous Bay Area industrial offices in the mid- 
to-late 1960s that articulate a generally Modernist style: 165 Jefferson Drive’s exposed structural elements on the primary façade reference 
the basic tenets of Midcentury Modern architectural design, and the building also rejects any form of ornament or classical historicism and 
instead emphasizes its materials, utilitarian aesthetic, and box-like massing. However, the use of the basic characteristics of the Midcentury 
Modern architectural style for the design of a relatively modest industrial building was not innovative at the time of 165 Jefferson Drive’s 
construction, and the building is an unremarkable example of a type of building that appears to have been commonplace in the South Bay 
in the mid-1960s. Research did not conclude that Simpson, Stratta & Associates appears to be a master architectural designer, as much of 
their work reflected the popular Modernist-indebted styles of the era without appearing to have made groundbreaking contributions to the 
field of architectural design. Furthermore, 165 Jefferson Drive appears to have been a minor and unexceptional project within the firm’s body 
of work. Considering the building’s undistinguished Modernist design, 165 Jefferson Drive does not embody the distinctive characteristics 
of a type, period, region, or method of construction to the extent necessary to be considered significant under NRHP/CRHR Criteria C/3. 
 
CRITERIA D/4 (Information Potential):  
 
The subject property does not appear to be a source, or likely source, of important historical information not already captured in the historic 
record. Therefore, it is not significant under NRHP/CRHR Criteria D/4. 
 
Conclusion 
Based on an evaluation of the building under NRHP Criteria A-D and CRHR Criteria 1-4, 165 Jefferson Drive is ineligible for individual listing 
in the NRHP and CRHR. The property is therefore not a historical resource for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) in accordance with Section 15064.5(a)(2)-(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, using the criteria outlined in Section 5024.1 of the California 
Public Resources Code. 
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Additional Photographs: 
 

 
 

Figure 2.  
View of south (primary) façade, facing north, 3/6/2018. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Figure 3.  

Detail view of south façade facing north,  
3/6/2018. 

 

 
 

Figure 4.  
View of west façade, facing northeast, 3/6/2018. 

 
 

Figure 5.  
Detail view of east façade facing northwest,  

3/6/2018. 
 

 

   
 
 

 
 

   

 

  

 



 




