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STAFF REPORT 

Planning Commission    
Meeting Date:   10/8/2018 
Staff Report Number:  18-085-PC 
 
Study Session:  Study Session/Sagar Patel/1704 El Camino Real   

 
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 
28-room hotel and construct a new 68-room hotel at 1704 El Camino Real, in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino 
Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district. The proposal will be subject to additional review 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 Planning Commission will ultimately consider whether the 
required architectural control findings can be made for the proposal. For the study session, Planning 
Commissioners should provide feedback on the revised proposal, including an alternative design included 
at the end of the plan set to address concerns expressed by neighboring property owners to the east.  

 
Background 
Site location 
The subject property is located at 1704 El Camino Real, between Buckthorn Way and Stone Pine Lane, in 
the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan) zoning district. The property is primarily accessed 
via shared access easements over two separate parcels (1702 and 1706 El Camino Real), although a 
panhandle-like extension to Buckthorn Way also provides secondary service access. Using El Camino Real 
in a north to south orientation, adjacent parcels generally to the north and west of the subject site are also in 
the SP-ECR/D zoning district, and are developed with residential, office and personal service uses. The 
adjacent properties generally to the east and south of the subject site are zoned R-3 and developed with 
residential uses. The subject site is currently developed with the Red Cottage Inn, a 28-room hotel. A 
location map is included as Attachment A.  
 

Previous Planning Commission review 
On March 12, 2018, the Planning Commission held a study session on a proposal to demolish an existing 
hotel and construct a new 70-room, three-story hotel and an underground parking level. The Planning 
Commissioners provided positive direction that the proposed hotel’s inherent benefit of generating Transient 
Occupancy Tax (TOT) revenue for the City on an on-going basis was sufficient as a public benefit in 
exchange for allowing the floor area ratio (FAR) to be at the Public Benefit level. The Planning Commission 
noted appreciation for the applicant’s work at that time with neighboring property owners to move the hotel 
farther from the east property line and to change the architectural style from the originally-submitted modern 
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farmhouse style to a Spanish Eclectic style preferred by neighbors. Planning Commissioners were also 
supportive of the proposed variance to reduce first floor height from the 15 feet that the Specific Plan 
requires for commercial projects, to 13 feet, in order to allow the structure to be less imposing and provide 
greater privacy to the surrounding residential properties. Additionally, Commissioners provided direction that 
certain Specific Plan requirements including setbacks and modulations, normally required along the front 
elevation, would not apply in this case as the west elevation of the parcel is located over 130 feet from the 
El Camino Real right-of-way. Commissioners were also supportive of staff suggested design revisions to 
increase the authenticity of the proposed Spanish Eclectic style. The staff report and minutes for the March 
12, 2018 study session are included as hyperlink Attachments B and C, respectively. 
 

Analysis 
Project description 
Since the study session the applicant has revised the project, stating that increasing construction costs 
make the previously proposed underground parking garage financially infeasible. The applicant is now 
proposing to demolish the existing 28-room hotel and construct a new 68-room, three-story hotel with guest 
rooms located on the second and third floors. The building entry and guest services, lobby, lounge, and 
dining would be located on the first floor at the west/El Camino Real-facing side, with on-grade parking on 
the east side of the first floor. The building would have a rectangular footprint with the second and third floor 
guest rooms arranged in a “U” shape around the north-facing spa deck and patio on the second floor.  
 
The proposed site layout is designed with El Camino Real as the primary access, with a driveway leading to 
the hotel’s first floor parking garage. A service and Fire District access driveway would take access from 
Buckthorn Way at the rear of the site. The proposal requires architectural control review by the Planning 
Commission, including consideration of a public benefit bonus for a higher Floor Area Ratio (FAR). The 
applicant is also requesting a variance to reduce the first floor height from the 15 feet that the Specific Plan 
requires for commercial projects, to 13 feet, in order to allow the structure to be less imposing and provide 
greater privacy to the surrounding residential properties. As part of the project, six heritage trees are 
proposed for removal.  
 
The proposed development would be at an approximately 1.05 FAR at the Public Benefit Bonus level, and 
would exceed the Base level density/intensity standards of 0.75 FAR in the ECR NE-L (El Camino Real 
North-East – Low Density) sub-district. (The proposal is slightly reduced in size from the 39,541-square foot 
proposal submitted for the March study session to approximately 37,787 square feet.) The proposed 
building would adhere to the ECR NE-L sub-district height maximums, which have an overall limit of 38 feet, 
and a façade height of 30 feet for all façades, except interior side facades, as measured at the minimum 
setback.  
 
Recently the applicant has developed an alternative proposal to address concerns of neighboring property 
owners to the east. The main plan set shows a rear setback along the eastern property line of 
approximately 24 feet, five inches, while the alternative proposal included as the last seven plan sheets, 
shows a site layout where the proposed hotel is shifted west, resulting in a rear setback of slightly over 26 
feet, seven inches on the first floor and slightly over 32 feet, seven inches on the second and third floors.  
The alternate proposal also includes the re-orientation of two, third story, formerly east-facing rooms 
towards the south, resulting in a larger roof deck, as well as a slightly lower building height in the southeast 
corner due to the elimination of a previously proposed mansard feature. The applicant’s project description 
letters, explaining the revisions since the study session as well as the alternative proposal are included as 
Attachment D, and the project plans (including the alternative proposal, located at the end) are included as 
Attachments E. 
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Design and materials 
The applicant initially submitted a proposal with a modern farmhouse style but revised the design after 
receiving input from neighboring property owners prior to the first study session. The currently proposed 
structure’s architectural character would be Spanish Eclectic given its main materials (smooth stucco body 
walls in off-white color with tan to taupe accent colors, and clay tile roofing).  
 
As noted in the staff report for the March 12th study session, staff recommended some revisions to create a 
more cohesive architectural expression. Since the study session, the applicant has made several revisions 
related to the architecture, most notably the following:  
 
• The number of decorative railings at second floor windows have been reduced but ledges have been 

added under the remaining two railings to make them look more authentic. 
• The 8:12 roof pitches have been revised to 4:12 to be more reflective of the architectural style and to 

adhere to height limits. 
• The white stucco headers above the windows have now been removed, and recessed powder coating 

aluminum windows are now proposed.  
• The stone wainscot material (tiles to simulate honed limestone) that did not match the architectural style 

have been removed and replaced with Terra cotta color tile along the base of the structure. 
• In many locations were the upper floor projects out over lower floors, corbels have been added to provide 

stylistically typical wall transitions. 
 
Specific Plan standards and guidelines  
The following Specific Plan standards and guidelines were discussed in the March staff report and the 
applicant since revised the proposal to address comments on the following standards and guidelines:  
 
• E.3.3.02 (Height; Vertical Building Projections Standard): 42 feet is the maximum permitted height 

including parapets/mansards given the 38 foot maximum height limit. Previously, the corner tower 
element measured about 44 feet at its peak from natural grade. The tower has now been reduced to 42 
feet from natural grade, and the proposal now complies with all height limitations. 

• E.3.4.1 (Building Breaks): Based on Planning Commissioners’ comments at the Study Session that the 
minor façade modulation does not apply since the west elevation is over 130 feet from El Camino Real, 
staff believes the building break requirement similarly does not apply. (Both the proposal submitted in 
March and the current proposal would not be in compliance if the building breaks or minor façade 
modulation were applied to the west elevation.) 

• E.3.4.2.01 (Minor Façade Modulation Standard): This standard does not apply as described above. 
• E.3.5.08 (Architectural Projections Guideline): This guideline states that architectural projections like 

canopies and awnings should be integrated with the ground floor and overall building design to break up 
the mass, to add visual interest to the building, and provide shelter and shade. The previous staff report 
noted that the porte-cochere proposed at that time did add a massing element to break up the mass; 
however, the report also noted that the form did not seem well integrated with the ground floor or overall 
building design. The porte-cochere has now been removed and replaced with patio space underneath 
the tower where the entry is located.  

• E3.5.10 (Entry Design Guideline): This guideline states that entries should be prominent and visually 
distinctive from the rest of the façade with creative use of scale, materials, glazing, projecting or 
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recessed forms, architectural details, color, and/or awnings. The previously proposed porte-cochere did 
not seem to have any of these elements and did not combine well with the tower form, which could be 
seen as part of the entry composition. This issue appears to be have been resolved with the removal of 
the porte-cochere and the addition of patio space and the building entry beneath the tower. 

 
Similar to the minor façade modulation standard, staff believes the west elevation would not be subject to 
the building profile requirement (E.3.4.3) since it is over 130 feet from El Camino Real. It appears the 
applicant’s alternative proposal, depicted on the last seven sheets of the plan set, may not be in compliance 
if the building profile were applied to the west elevation.  
 
Staff will continue to review the standards and guidelines as the project is refined, and additional 
comments/questions may be identified in the future. 
 

Parking and circulation 
The proposed development includes 52 parking spaces with the possibility of a valet parking system 
accommodating an additional 16 cars, for a total of 68 cars. The previous proposal included 60 underground 
parking spaces with the possibility of a valet parking system accommodating an additional 10 to 16 cars, for 
a total of 70 to 76 cars. The Specific Plan specifies a parking rate of 1.25 spaces per guest room for a full-
service hotel, although the Transportation Manager may approve a lower rate for a limited-service hotel. 
The Transportation Division has indicated the proposed parking rate is appropriate for the proposal as it is 
considered a limited-service hotel without a restaurant or conference space. The applicant has indicated the 
dining space would only be used for breakfast provided to hotel guests. 
 
Primary access would be through the easement/driveway connection to El Camino Real. Secondary service 
access would be along the rear lot line from Buckhorn Way. The Transportation Division has indicated the 
proposed access is acceptable, although turning radiuses on the first floor plan (for either proposal) would 
be required on the next submittal, to verify that circulation within the garage would function smoothly. 
 

Signage 
A three-story tower form with the “Hampton Inn” sign would be located above the entry and also directly 
visible from El Camino Real. The applicant has indicated the existing monument sign on El Camino Real 
would be removed and replaced with a monument sign that would be shared with 1706 El Camino Real as it 
would be located on their property, adjacent to the access easement. Written permission from the property 
owner at 1706 El Camino Real would be required, and as proposed, sign review from the Planning 
Commission would also be required for the amount of red color in the signs. Permitted sign area is based 
on street frontage, and if only the frontage along Buckthorn is used the subject property would be permitted 
only about 45 square feet of sign area and a sign variance to allow additional square footage would be 
needed to implement the signs as shown on the current plans. However, if the west property boundary 
facing El Camino Real is considered the frontage for the purposes of calculating the permitted sign area, a 
100 square feet of maximum sign area would be permitted and a sign variance would not be required. The 
Planning Commission can provide feedback on this question as part of the study session.  
 

Trees and landscaping 
There are currently 15 trees on or near the project site.  As currently proposed, all on-site trees would be 
removed, including six heritage trees. Trees #1 and #2 are heritage valley oaks, both of which are proposed 
for removal to accommodate the proposed development. Tree #2 is in poor health and was proposed for 
removal with the initial application submittal. Tree #1 was originally proposed to be retained; however, after 
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receiving input from neighboring residential property owners, the applicant revised the proposal to be closer 
to El Camino Real, resulting in a design that would require the removal of tree #1. Since the redesign 
presented at the March study session, the project has again been redesigned with a larger footprint, 
providing space for on-grade parking, and requiring removal of tree #1 without providing a larger rear 
setback along the eastern property line. The alternative proposal included as the last seven pages of the 
current plan set again provides a greater setback along the eastern property line, which may additionally 
justify the removal of tree #1.  
 
Trees #13 and #14 are tall Monterey pines forming a row along the eastern property line. The applicant’s 
arborist report (Attachment G) indicates that these trees are infested, at increasing levels, by red turpentine 
bark beetle. Two other Monterey pines along the eastern property line have been removed as tree #11 died 
and tree #12 was almost dead, both as a result of bark beetle infestations. Replacement fern pine trees are 
proposed along this property line, as shown on Sheet L1.1. All removed heritage trees would be replaced at 
a ratio of two replacement trees for each tree removed. As noted by the applicant, the revised proposal’s 
absence of a basement garage may allow for new trees along the sides and rear to grow more successfully. 
 

Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement 
The proposed development would be subject to the City’s BMR requirement. The City may allow such a 
BMR requirement to be met in a number of ways, including on-site provision of an affordable dwelling unit, 
off-site provision of an affordable dwelling unit, or payment of an in-lieu fee.  
 
The proposed project would have a BMR requirement of 0.77 BMR units or an in-lieu fee payment of 
approximately $256,248.40. The proposed project does not include a residential component, although the 
zoning designation for the subject site does allow residential uses.  According to the applicant, the need to 
maximize allowable square footage for hotel uses for a financially viable hotel project on a relatively small 
infill site would limit the ability to develop residential units on site as part of the proposed project. In addition, 
the applicant indicates the Hampton Inn brand does not usually allow a development to be mixed use 
unless the site is in a high-density urban location and the two uses can be effectively separated. Therefore, 
the applicant is proposing to satisfy the project’s BMR obligations through the payment of in lieu fees. On 
November 2, 2016, the Housing Commission unanimously recommended that the Planning Commission 
approve the proposed BMR proposal for the payment of in lieu fees, which would be adjusted to the in-lieu 
fees and project square footage current at the time of building permit issuance. 
 

Public Benefit Bonus 
The Specific Plan establishes two tiers of development: 
 
• Base: Intended to inherently address community goals, such as: encourage redevelopment of 

underutilized parcels, activate train station area and increase transit use, and enhance downtown 
vibrancy and retail sales. These standards were established through the iterative Community Workshop 
and Commission/Council review process, wherein precedent photographs, photomontages, sections, 
and sketches were evaluated for preferences, and simultaneously assessed for basic financial 
feasibility.  

• Public Benefit Bonus: Absolute maximums subject to provision of negotiated public benefit, which can 
take the form of a Development Agreement. In particular, a public study session is required prior to a full 
application, and has to be informed by appropriate fiscal/economic analysis. The list of recommended 
public benefits was also expanded with public suggestions, and a process was established to review 
and revise the list over time.  
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The Public Benefit Bonus process, including background on how the structured negotiation process was 
selected relative to other procedural options, is described on Specific Plan pages E16-E17. Past Public 
Benefit Bonus approvals include the hotel conversion project at 555 Glenwood Avenue, the office project at 
1010-1026 Alma Street, a hotel at 1400 El Camino Real, and the mixed-use Station 1300 project with office, 
residential, and community-serving uses. 
 
Public benefit proposal 
The applicant is proposing a hotel development, a use which has an inherent benefit of generating 
Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) revenue for the City on an on-going basis. The Specific Plan does list 
“Hotel Facility” as one of several elements that could be considered as public benefits due to its higher tax 
revenue generation and potential for enhancing downtown vibrancy, although this list is not binding; each 
proposal needs to be reviewed on a case-by-case basis. In addition, it is worth noting that the City Council 
has previously directed that the Specific Plan be revised to designate hotel uses as permitted by right at the 
Public Benefit Bonus levels, in order to incentivize such uses. However, these revisions have been delayed 
by staffing shortages and workload constraints. 
 
Financial analysis 
The Specific Plan requires that Public Benefit Bonus study sessions “incorporate appropriate 
fiscal/economic review (with work overseen by City staff), which should broadly quantify the benefits/costs 
of the bonus FAR/density/height and the proposed public benefit.” The intent of this independent analysis is 
not to make a definitive determination of the value of the bonus development or the public benefit, or a 
recommendation whether the bonus should be granted. Rather, the analysis is intended to provide likely 
estimates and other information to inform the Planning Commission’s discussion. The City has 
commissioned such an analysis by BAE Urban Economics (BAE), which is included as Attachment F.  
 
For the value of the proposed Bonus project as previously proposed with 70 hotel rooms and underground 
parking, BAE prepared a detailed pro forma which examines typical revenues and costs for the Public 
Benefit Bonus proposal (Bonus Project). The applicant has indicated that a hotel development at the Base 
level is financially infeasible. BAE indicates their research supports the assumption that the application 
would experience significant challenges in achieving financial feasibility for a hotel project at the base level. 
The pro forma takes into account factors such as current construction costs, City fees, capitalization rates, 
and typical market hotel rates. However, as noted in the document, such factors can change, which may 
substantively affect the conclusions of the analysis. The analysis determined that the Bonus Project would 
result in an estimated profit of $3.4 million for the applicant, and would generate an estimated $680,500 
annually in Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) revenue to the City. Actual TOT revenue would be highly 
dependent upon room and occupancy rates. The yearly nature of TOT would mean that the City could 
receive the same revenue in five years (and every five years thereafter) that the applicant would receive in 
total project profit.  
 
Due the revisions in the project since the original analysis, staff asked BAE to recheck aspects of the earlier 
memorandum (which was presented and considered with the March 2018 study session). A letter from BAE 
indicating a 68-room hotel would generate an estimated $661,000 annually in TOT revenue, similar to the 
earlier estimate for a 70-room hotel, is included as part of Attachment F. Although construction costs were 
not estimated for the revised proposal, general increases in construction costs would likely balance out at 
least some of the decrease in construction costs associated with the elimination of underground parking.  
 
The TOT estimate does not account for the current TOT revenues at this site, partly because actual tax 
revenue for individual businesses cannot be reported due to confidentiality requirements and partly due to 
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the fact that the uniqueness and age of the Red Cottage Inn make it difficult to estimate average room and 
occupancy rates. However, even if the current 28-room hotel generated TOT revenue on a per-room basis 
equal to the proposed Hampton Inn (which is unlikely due to the current building’s age), the net new TOT 
revenue would be approximately $390,000, which would still be a significant contribution to the City’s 
general fund. In addition, it is not certain that the Red Cottage Inn would stay in operation if the current 
proposal is not approved; if this land use were to be converted to another type of use, the TOT revenue 
would drop to zero. 
 
Planning Commission considerations 
The study session format allows for a wide range of discussion/direction on the Public Benefit Bonus topic 
as well as on the proposed design. However, to assist the Planning Commission, staff recommends 
considering the following questions at a minimum: 
 
• Which of the two current proposals is preferred?  
• Are there aspects of the architectural design that would benefit from further revision?  
• For the purpose of calculating sign area should only the frontage along Buckthorn Way be used or 

should the western property line facing El Camino Real also be considered?  
 
Correspondence 
The applicant indicates he held four community meetings between December 2016 and September 2017, 
and made a number of changes to the proposal as a result of feedback received at the meetings. These 
changes included reducing the first floor height, relocating five guestrooms from the third floor at the rear to 
the front of the hotel, and changing the architectural style from modern farmhouse to a Spanish style. After 
submittal of that design, staff received correspondence with more positive feedback and appreciation for the 
changes made; this correspondence, received after the staff report for the March study session was 
published, is included as part of Attachment H of this report. Since the applicant has further revised the 
design to remove the underground parking, staff has received additional correspondence from neighboring 
property owners. The majority of the correspondence is from neighbors who no longer support the proposal, 
mainly due to concerns about the height, proximity to residential properties, and the third floor guest rooms 
facing residences. Staff has also received two emails of support from neighboring property owners. 
Additionally, staff received emails from three physicians at 1706 El Camino Real who raised concerns 
regarding traffic, especially as it relates to construction. The applicant has submitted preliminary 
construction phasing plans as part of the proposed plan set, which will be subject to additional review as the 
project goes forward. All correspondence since the first study session is included as Attachment H.  

 
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. The project 
sponsor is also required to bear the cost of the associated environmental review.  

 
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. The overall project will be evaluated in relation to the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) prepared for the Specific Plan, and will be required to apply the relevant mitigation measures. 
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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, March 12, 2018- 

https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/16901/HI---1704-El-Camino-Real?bidId= 
C. Hyperlink: Planning Commission Minutes, March 12, 2018 – 

https://www.menlopark.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Minutes/_03122018-3058 
D. Project Description Letter 
E. Project Plans, including alternative layout 
F. Analysis of Proposed Public Benefits for 1704 El Camino Real Project prepared by BAE Urban 

Economics, dated February 28, 2018 and Letter dated June 21, 2018 
G. Arborist Report  
H. 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 
Colors and Materials Boards 

 
Report prepared by: 
Corinna Sandmeier, Senior Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Thomas Rogers, Principal Planner 
 

https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/16901/HI---1704-El-Camino-Real?bidId
https://www.menlopark.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Minutes/_03122018-3058
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ATTACHMENT A

A1



-

June 13, 2018 

Dear Neighbors, 

I would like to share some updates with you regarding the proposed hotel at 1704 El Camino Real ( currently the 
Red Cottage Inn). Based on city planning feedback, neighborhood concerns and a recent jump in construction 
costs, we have made modifications to our hotel plans. We have adjusted the overall design of the project to 
create a more authentic modem Spanish themed design and have removed the underground parking garage. In 
addition, we have reduced the size of the north courtyard by replacing the pool with a second floor garden spa. 

Architecturally, we have worked with the city designer to create a more authentic modern Spanish design with 
redesigned rooflines and the addition of arched windows and trim, groin vaults, copper gutters, corbels and 
other decorative styling elements. We have increased the use of decorative tile and have additional higher 
quality landscaping elements ultimately creating the look and feel of a boutique hotel. Aesthetically, the hotel 
no longer looks like a traditional Hampton Inn. 

The parking garage was removed due to unforeseeable underground construction cost increases. Our new 
parking plan now has all on grade parking. We expect a 3 month reduction in overall construction time and a 
significant decrease in disruption from dust, noise, and traffic. 

The overall size of the project had reduced slightly from 39,541 sq/ft to 37,787. This was achieved by reducing 
rooms and the size of guestrooms and public spaces. However, our rear and side setbacks have decreased to the 
minimum allowed per the Downtown Specific Plan. We understand that you value your privacy so we have 
done our best to adjust the layout of guestrooms accordingly. Specifically, along the north side of the hotel 
(Buckthom), we have reduced the number of visible windows by over 50%. In addition, since we do not have a 
parking garage our new trees have substantially more soil to grow so we able to increase the density of foliage 
screening. 

Lastly, based on noise concerns of the swimming pool and outdoor recreation courtyard we have designed an 
elevated spa area and lounge. The pool was removed and the courtyard decreased in size by 30%. We now 
have a second floor greenspace and hot tub, a stucco fence screens the area with a raised arbor/trellis designed 
to accommodate foliage. 

I understand that you may have concerns and I am happy to review these plans at your leisure. You can reach 
me by email at sagarkp@yahoo.com .. Thank you for your time and essential contributions. 

Sincerely, 

Sagar Patel 

Sagar Patel 
1704 El Camino Real, Menlo Park, CA 94025 

E-mail: sagarkp@vahoo.com 

r 
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ATTACHMENT D

D1



Hampton Inn Hotel
1704 El Camino Real
September 26, 2018
PLN2016-00085

Alternate design to the current application

Adjacent neighbors of the proposed hotel are concerned that the current design has gone much closer
to the easterly property line than the previously reviewed design. This change in the eastern setback
distance is due primarily to the redesign of the hotel when recent estimate of construction cost
increased dramatically, making the underground parking garage cost prohibitive for a hotel with a
relatively low room count. The current design will actually make the project smaller (FAR 1.047 versus
1.088) and the construction schedule shorter by at least two months with far less truck traffic by
eliminating the export of excavated soil for the underground garage.

The current proposal brought all car parking above ground towards the easterly half of the site. The
western half of the ground floor remains as the lobby, public large group areas and back-of-house
functions. To keep the number of guestrooms the same, the building is lengthened primarily towards
the east and widened towards the north & south sides. To make room for the garage on grade, the
courtyard and pool deck have been relocated to the 2nd level and the swimming pool replaced by a
smaller jacuzzi pool. Similar to the previous scheme, this courtyard opens to the north but is screened
from that side with an 8-foot, decorative and acoustical privacy fence.

Similar to the previous design, all guestrooms are on the upper levels, forming a “C” shaped plan with
the open courtyard facing north. Guestroom windows facing the closest residential neighbors (east &
north sides) have been minimized by either facing them as much as possible towards the courtyard
space or by re-orienting them towards a less sensitive south side. The southeastern corner, as it opens
up towards Forest Lane, had guestrooms eliminated, replaced instead with a landscaped roof deck.
Roof lines were kept to a minimum at this corner while still maintaining the Spanish period look.

An alternate design was requested by the easterly neighbors to explore an eastern side with a larger
setback to minimize the bulk of the building mass and maintain as much visual privacy as possible. The
applicant is willing to compromise by moving the entire building towards the west, being careful not to
eliminate parking spaces and the entrance drive court and leaving enough space in the westerly front
yard so that the emergency egress path for the north stairs is maintained while still affording some
useful, landscaped patio space for the building occupants. Visual privacy is achieved not only by
generous landscape screening on that side but also by re-orienting two, third story, formerly east-facing
rooms towards the south. This resulted in a larger overall void in that corner in the form of a roof deck.
Building height at the corner is further reduced by eliminating the mansard feature, replaced by a low
parapet over an intentionally low-ceilinged guestroom. A terracing effect is created which further
increases the setback distances at the highest & closest corner of the building to the Forest Lane
frontage.

Applicant: Sagar Patel
Architect: Jim Rato, RYS Architects
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T1COVER SHEET

H A M P T O N    I N N    B Y   H I L T O N    M E N L O    P A R K
BY   SAGAR   PATEL   DEVELOPER

BY HAMPTON INN PROTOTYPE VERSION 8.0 DATED, DATED JANUARY 2018

P R O J E C T    D I R E C T O R Y 

V I C I N T Y    M A P 

OWNER:
SAGAR PATEL
1704 EL CAMINO REAL
MENLO PARK, CA 94025
(408) 781-4877
sagarkp@yahoo.com

ARCHITECT:
ROBERT SAUVAGEAU
RYS ARCHITECTS, INC.
10 MONTEREY BLVD.
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131
(415) 841-9090
bobs@rysarchitects.com

CIVIL:
MICHAEL MORGAN
HOHBACH-LEWIN, INC.
260 SHERIDAN AVENUE, SUITE 150         
PALO ALTO, CA 94306
(650) 617-5930
mmorgan@hohbach-lewin.com

GEOTECHNICAL:
TOM PORTER
ROMIG ENGINEERS, INC.
1390  EL CAMINO REAL, 2ND FLOOR
SAN CARLOS, CA 94070
(650) 591-5224

SUSTAINABILITY:
HEALTHY BUILDING SCIENCE
28 2ND STREET, 3RD FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
(415) 785-7986

S I T E   A N A L Y S  I S  

A.P.N.: 060343790

ADDRESS: 1704 EL CAMINO REAL, 
MENLO PARK, CA 94027

EXISTING ZONE: ECR-NE-L 
EL CAMINO REAL
DOWNTOWN SPECIFIC PLAN

TYPES OF OCCUPANCY: R-1 / B / A-2

PROPOSED OF USE: VISITOR ACCOMODATION:
SELECT-SERVICE HOTEL

NO. OF STORIES: 3 LEVELS ABOVE GRADE

PARKING PROVIDED: 50 VEHICLE SPACES

TOTAL

SECOND

-

TOTAL

ROOM MIX

KING 

ACC. KING

DOUBLE QUEEN

ACC. DOUBLE QUEEN

D R A W I N G    I N D E X 

T1 TITLE SHEET & SITE ANALYSIS

T2 BUILDING CODE CALCULATIONS

T3 ALLOWABLE OPENING CALCULATIONS

2017-TOPO TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY PLAN

A1 AREA PLAN

A2 SITE PLAN

A3 SIGNAGE MASTER PLAN

A4 FIRST FLOOR PLAN

A5 SECOND FLOOR PLAN

A6 THIRD FLOOR PLAN

A7 ROOF PLAN

A8 BUILDING AREA CALCULATIONS

A8.1 BUILDING AREA CALCULATIONS

A9 BUILDING ELEVATIONS

A10 BUILDING ELEVATIONS

A10.1 EXISTING BUILDING ELEVATIONS

A11 RENDERED COLOR ELEVATIONS

A12 RENDERED COLOR ELEVATIONS

A13 STREETSCAPE ELEVATION

A13.1 PHOTO SIMULATIONS

A14 BUILDING SECTIONS

A14.1 LINE OF SIGHT DIAGRAMS

A15 WALL PROFILE DETAILS

A15.1 WALL PROFILE DETAILS

A16 COLORS AND MATERIAL BOARD

A17 UNIT PLANS & LEED CHECKLIST

A18 MASSING STUDIES

EXISTING SITE AREA :

BUILDING FOOTPRINT: 8,384 S.F. 23.03%

DRIVEWAY: 12,796 S.F. 35.14%

OPEN SPACE: 15,230 S.F. 41.83%

TOTAL SITE AREA: 36,410 S.F. 100%

AREA S.F.       PERCENTAGE

SITE

TRUE
 N

ORTH

N

PROPOSED SITE AREA :
AREA S.F.         PERCENTAGE

F1 FIRE ACCESS SITE PLAN

F2 FIRE ACCESS BUILDING SECTIONS

L0.1   PRELIMINARY LANDSCAPE PLAN - FIRST FLOOR / SITE

L0.2   PRELIMINARY LANDSCAPE PLAN - SECOND FLOOR

C1.0 COVER SHEET

C3.0 PRELIMINARY GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLAN

C4.0 UTILITY PLAN

C5.0 STROM WATER TREATMENT PLAN

C7.0 DETAILS

E0.01 LIGHTING - GENERAL NOTES, SYMBOLS, INDEX 

E0.02 FIXTURE SCHEDULE

E0.03 LIGHTING EQUIPMENT CUTSHEETS

E0.04 LIGHTING EQUIPMENT CUTSHEETS 2

E1.01 EXTERIOR & SITE LIGHTING PLAN - LEVEL 1

E1.02 EXTERIOR & SITE LIGHTING PLAN - LEVEL 2

E1.11 EXTERIOR & SITE PHOTOMETRIC PLAN - LEVEL 1

E1.12 EXTERIOR & SITE PHOTOMETRIC PLAN - LEVEL 2

PH-1 CONSTRUCTION PHASING PLAN

PH-2 CONSTRUCTION PHASING PLAN

ALT-1  ALTERNATE SITE, 1ST & 2ND FLOOR PLANS

ALT-2  ALTERNATE 3RD & ROOF PLANS

ALT-3  ALTERNATE BUILDING ELEVATIONS

ALT-4  ALTERNATE BUILDING ELEVATIONS

ALT-5  ALTERNATE SIGHTLINE DIAGRAM OF
            SITE MEASURED PHOTO-SIMULATION

ALT-6  ALTERNATE PHOTO-SIMULATION & COMPARISON
 OF PREVIOUS SCHEME

ALT-7  ALTERNATE SCHEME MASSING STUDY

GROSS

TOTAL

BUILDING AREA

FIRST FLOOR

SECOND FLOOR

THIRD FLOOR

FLOOR AREA

5,228.95 S.F.

17,437.79 S.F.

16,213.44 S.F.

38,880.18 S.F.

5,125.22  S.F.

17,073.44 S.F.

15,926.09 S.F.

38,124.75 S.F.

TYPE LEVEL

FIRST

7

1

57

2

68

THIRD

LEVEL

PARKING
1.25 CAR PER ROOM

68 ROOMS X 1.25 = 85

PARKING PROVIDED  52
   2 ACCESSIBLE SPACES
   3 CLEAN AIR SPACES
   2 EVCS SPACES PROVIDED

VALET SYSTEM  
ACCOMMODATES     68 CARS 

4

1

27

1

33

3

0

30

1

35

10 1 ACC. KING SUITE

FLOOR AREA RATIO: 38,124.75 S.F. / 36,410 S.F. = 1.047

-

-

-

-

-

LANDSCAPE:
TOM HOLLOWAY
KLA, INC.
151 NORTH NORLIN STREET
SONORA, CA 95370
(209)532-2856
tom@kla-ca.com

LIGHTING:
JARED THEISS
SILVERMAN & LIGHT
1201 PARK AVE, STE 100

           EMERYVILLE, CA 94608
(510) 655-1200
jared@silvermanlight.com

ARBORIST:
DAVID L. BABBY
ARBOR RESOURCES
PO BOX 25295
SAN MATEO, CA  
(650) 654-3351
arborresources@comcast.net

1 BIKE SPACE PER 20 ROOMS

68 ROOMS / 20 = (3.4) 4

SHORT TERM BIKE PARKING
PROVIDED    4

LONG TERM BIKE PARKING
PROVIDED    4

BUILDING FOOTPRINT:

DRIVEWAY:

OPEN SPACE(1ST FL):

TOTAL SITE AREA:
FLOOR AREA RATIO:

OPEN SPACE(2ND FL):
TOTAL SITE OPEN SPACE:
TOTAL OPEN SPACE RATIO:

38,124.75 S.F. / 36,410 S.F. = 1.047

21,912.26 S.F.

6,801.10 S.F.

7,696.64 S.F.

36,410.00 S.F.

3,659.80 S.F.
11,356.44 S.F. 

60.18%

18.68%

21.14%

100%

11,356.44 S.F. / 36,410 S.F. = 31.19%

REVISED  09/14/2018  
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EV
C

S
EV

C
S

A-2
2437 SF
OCC. FACTOR 30
81 OCCUPANTS

   B
872 SF
OCC. FACTOR
200
4 OCCUPANTS

TOTAL AREA 2,437 SF
TOTAL 81 OCCUPANTS
ASSUME:
41 FEMALE
41 MALE
PER CPC TABLE 422.1

A-2 OCCUPANCY B OCCUPANCY

FEMALE MALE
WC
LAV
URINAL

DRNK FTN
SVC SINK

2
1
0

1
1
1

TOTAL AREA 2,741 SF
TOTAL 14 OCCUPANTS
ASSUME:
7 FEMALE
7 MALE
PER CPC TABLE 422.1

1
1

PLUMBING FIXTURE CALCULATION

M

W

FEMALE MALE
1
1
0

1
1
1

1
1

UP

W
M

B
1060 SF
OCC. FACTOR 200
5.3 OCCUPANTS

B
809 SF
OCC. FACTOR 200
4 OCCUPANTS

UP

UP
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T2BUILDING CODE CALCULATIONS
 3/32" = 1'-0"1 PLUMBING CALCS

FIRST FLOOR 

SECOND FLOOR 

THIRD FLOOR 

ALLOWABLE AREA CALCULATION
NOT TO SCALE
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31
'-9

 1/
4"

106'-5 1/8"

210'-9 1/2"

32
'-0

 5/
8"

106'-5 1/8"

30
'-1

 3/
8"

214'-2 7/8"

25
'-2

 1/
2"

7'-
4 1

/2"

188'-2 7/8"

29.4 SF29.4 SF29.4 SF29.4 SF29.4 SF

24.5 SF 24.5 SF 24.5 SF 24.5 SF 24.5 SF 24.5 SF 24.5 SF

63.4 SF 25.4 SF

25.4 SF

EAST  WALL

TOTAL  BUILDING  WALL  AREA 106' x 31' = 3,286 sf

TOTAL  OPENING  AREA 433 SF

PERCENT  OPENING 433 / 3,286 = 13.2 %

35.4 SF

30.7 SF

7.5 SF

7.5 SF

35.4 SF 35.4 SF 35.4 SF 35.4 SF 35.9 SF

30.7 SF 30.7 SF 30.7 SF 30.7 SF 30.7 SF 30.7 SF 30.7 SF 30.7 SF

35.4 SF 35.9 SF 29.4 SF 18.3 SF 23 SF 29.4 SF 18.3 SF

21.8 SF 21.8 SF

21 SF 21 SF 21 SF 85 SF970 SF

SOUTH  WALL

TOTAL  BUILDING  WALL  AREA 210' x 32' = 6,720 sf

TOTAL  OPENING  AREA 1,528 SF

PERCENT  OPENING 1,528 / 6,720 = 22.7 %

WEST  WALL

TOTAL  BUILDING  WALL  AREA 106' x 30' = 3,180 sf

TOTAL  OPENING  AREA 998 SF

PERCENT  OPENING 998 / 3,180 = 31.4 %

20 SF

20.5 SF

83.6 SF 85.1 SF 119 SF 62 SF

9.6 SF23.7 SF

20.5 SF

29.4 SF

9.5 SF

9.5 SF
9.5 SF

20.5 SF

9.6 SF20 SF

20.5 SF

20 SF

20.5 SF

20 SF

20.5 SF

85.1 SF 85.1 SF 85.1 SF 85.1 SF

SOUTH  WALL

TOTAL  BUILDING  WALL  AREA 214' x 25' = 5,350 sf
188' x 7' =  1,316
5,350 + 1,316 = 6,666 SF

TOTAL  OPENING  AREA 2,075 SF

PERCENT  OPENING 2,075 / 6,666 = 31.1 %

7.5 SF

7.5 SF

24.2 SF

27.7 SF

24.2 SF 24.2 SF 24.2 SF 24.2 SF 24.2 SF 24.2 SF 24.2 SF 24.2 SF 24.2 SF 24.2 SF 24.2 SF

20.5 SF 20.5 SF 20.5 SF 20.5 SF 20.5 SF 20.5 SF 20.5 SF 20.5 SF 20.5 SF 20.5 SF 20.5 SF 20.5 SF

74.4 SF 119.2 SF 98.9 SF 142 SF 236.8 SF 751 SF74.4 SF

CALCULATIONS  BASED  ON  CBC  TABLE  705.8
SEPARATION  DISTANCE:   10'  TO  15'
NON-PROTECED,  SPRINKLERED  BUILDING
ALLOWED OPENING:   45%
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T3ALLOWABLE OPENING CALCULATIONS

ALLOWABLE OPENING CALCULATIONS
NOT TO SCALE
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10 20 40 600

BUCKTHORN WAY
EL

 C
AM

IN
O

 R
EA

L (E) 2 -STORY
BUSINESS

PROPOSED HOTEL BUILDING

3 STORIES
68 GUESTROOMS

FOREST 
LANE

(E) 2 -STORY
APARTMENT BUILDING

(E) 2 -STORY
RESIDENCE

(2 UNITS)

(E) 2 -STORY
RESIDENCE

(2 UNITS)

(E) 2 -STORY
RESIDENCE 

(2 UNITS)

(E) 2 -STORY
RESIDENCE 

(2 UNITS)

(E) 3 -STORY
RESIDENCES

(E) 3 -STORY
RESIDENCES

(E) 3 -STORY
RESIDENCES

(E) 1-STORY BUSINESS

(E) 1-STORY BUSINESS

1704 EL CAMINO REAL
MENLO PARK, CA 

94027

MAIN BUILDING 
TO BE DEMOLISHED

BUILDING #2
TO BE DEMOLISHED

BUILDING #4
TO BE 

DEMOLISHED

EXISTING STRUCTURE 
TO BE DEMOLISHED

EXISTING STRUCTURE 
TO BE DEMOLISHED

APPROX.

24' - 8"

(E) PARKING (E) PARKING

(E) PARKING

(E) PARKING

(E) PARKING

124 124/132/136 140/144/148 150 154

LAWN

1706

1702

1700

180
170

160

190

191

181 171 161

BUILDING #3
TO BE 

DEMOLISHED

(E) #2  39" VALLEY 
OAK -  REMOVE

(E) #6  25" COAST 
LIVE OAK - REMAIN

(E) #9  31" COAST 
LIVE OAK - REMAIN 

(E) #10  35" COAST 
REDWOOD - REMAIN

(E) #11  27" MONTEREY 
PINE - ALREADY REMOVED

(E) #13  31" MONTEREY 
PINE - REMOVE

(E) #14  30" MONTEREY 
PINE - REMOVE

(E) #18  7" LEMON 
BOTTLEBRUSH -
REMOVE 

(E) #17  9" LEMON 
BOTTLEBRUSH -
REMOVE  

N 31° 36' 00"

S 
58

° 1
2'

 0
0"

 

S 
58

° 1
2'

 0
0"

 

S 31° 36' 00"

N
 5

8°
 1

2'
 0

0"
 

W
 1

28
.5

'

W 235'

E 
12

0'

E 
24

8.
5'

E 260'

N 31° 36' 00" E 25'

(E) #8  19" COAST 
LIVE OAK - REMAIN 

(E) #1  48" VALLEY 
OAK - REMOVE

(E) #16  8'' TO 2'' GLOSSY 
PRIVET - REMOVE  

(E) #7  14" COAST 
LIVE OAK - REMAIN 

(E) #5  COAST LIVE 
OAK - DECEASED

(E) #3  6'' - REMOVE

(E) #4  6'' - REMOVE

(E) #19  HOLLYWOOD JUNIPER -  REMOVED
REPLACED WITH 36" BOX LAURUS NOBILIS

(E) #20  HOLLYWOOD JUNIPER -  REMOVED
REPLACED WITH 36" BOX LAURUS NOBILIS

(E) #21  HOLLYWOOD JUNIPER -  REMOVED
REPLACED WITH 36" BOX LAURUS NOBILIS

(E) #22  HOLLYWOOD JUNIPER -  REMOVED
REPLACED WITH 36" BOX LAURUS NOBILIS

(E) #23  HOLLYWOOD JUNIPER 
REMOVED - REPLACED WITH
36" BOX LAURUS NOBILIS

(E) #24  HOLLYWOOD JUNIPER   
REMOVED - REPLACED WITH 
36" BOX LAURUS NOBILIS

(E) #15  48'' COAST 
REDWOOD - REMAIN 

(E) #12  MONTEREY 
PINE - ALREADY 
REMOVED

AP
PR

O
X.

29
' -

 8
"

AP
PR

O
X.

68
' -

5"

APPROX.
44' - 9"

17
' -

 0
"

17
' -

 6
"

APPROX.
31

' -
11

"

APPROX.35' - 9"

APPROX.

82' - 8"

APPROX.92' - 10"
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TRUE
 NORTHN

SCALE: 1" = 20'
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UP

UP

5 10 20 40300

SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"

BUCKTHORN WAY

EL
 C

AM
IN

O
 R

EA
L

1706 EL CAMINO REAL 124 BUCKTHORN WAY

128/132/136/140/144/148 BUCKTHORN WAY

1702 EL CAMINO REAL

EXISTING PARKING LOT

EXISTING BUILDING EXISTING BUILDING

EXISTING PARKING TO REMAIN

PARKING

N 31° 36' 00" E

S 
58

° 1
2'

 0
0"

 E

N 31° 36' 00" E

S 
58

° 1
2'

 0
0"

 E

S 31° 36' 00"  W

N
 5

8°
 1

2'
 0

0"
 W

N 31°36'00" E

S 
58

°1
2'

00
" E

(E) TYP. 
FIRE 
HYDRANT

(E) TYP. 
ELECTRICA
L POLE(E)  ELEC. 

POLE W/ 
STREET LIGHT

(E) ELEC. POLE 
W/ STREET 
LIGHT

3 - STORY HOTEL

FIN. FLR ELEV 59.3'

TRASH

FOREST 
LANE

(N) CONC. 
APRON

CONC. PAVING 
SEE LANDSCAPE 

 E
G

R
ES

S 
EA

SE
M

EN
T

 IN
G

R
E

S
S

 -

12
8.

5'

235'

12
0'

25'

24
8.

5'

260'

TRUNCATED DOMES 
PATHWAY

PROPERTY LINE

OUTDOOR
SMOKING 
AREA

---
-

XFMR

PERMANENT 
BIKE PARKING

NEW PAINTED ACCESSIBLE 
PATH FLUSH TO (E) PAVING W/ 
TRUNCATED DOMES 

(E) #2  39" VALLEY 
OAK -  REMOVE

(E) #6  25" COAST 
LIVE OAK - REMAIN

(E) #9  31" COAST 
LIVE OAK - REMAIN (E) #10  35" COAST 

REDWOOD - REMAIN

(E) #11  27" 
MONTEREY PINE -
ALREADY REMOVED

(E) #13  31" MONTEREY 
PINE - REMOVE

(E) #14  30" MONTEREY 
PINE - REMOVE

(E) #18  7" LEMON 
BOTTLEBRUSH - REMOVE 

(E) #17  9" LEMON 
BOTTLEBRUSH - REMOVE  

(E) #8  19" COAST 
LIVE OAK - REMAIN 

(E) #1  48" VALLEY 
OAK - REMOVE

(E) #16  8'' TO 2'' GLOSSY 
PRIVET - REMOVE  

(E) #7  14" COAST 
LIVE OAK - REMAIN 

(E) #5  COAST LIVE 
OAK - DECEASED

(E) #3  6'' - REMOVE

(E) #4  6'' -REMOVE

(E) #19  HOLLYWOOD 
JUNIPER REMOVED -
REPLACED WITH 36" BOX 
LAURUS NOBILIS

(E) #20  HOLLYWOOD 
JUNIPER REMOVED -
REPLACED WITH 36" BOX 
LAURUS NOBILIS
(E) #21  HOLLYWOOD 
JUNIPER REMOVED -
REPLACED WITH 36" BOX 
LAURUS NOBILIS
(E) #22  HOLLYWOOD 
JUNIPER REMOVED -
REPLACED WITH 36" BOX 
LAURUS NOBILIS
(E) #23  HOLLYWOOD 
JUNIPER REMOVED -
REPLACED WITH 36" BOX 
LAURUS NOBILIS
(E) #24  HOLLYWOOD 
JUNIPER REMOVED -
REPLACED WITH 36" BOX 
LAURUS NOBILIS

(E) #15  48'' COAST 
REDWOOD - REMAIN 

(E) #12  MONTEREY 
PINE - ALREADY 
REMOVED

2
A2

20
' -

 1
0"

10
' -

 3
"

24' - 5"

10
' -

 4
"

19' - 5"

BUILDING 
LINE ABOVE

BUILDING LINE 
ABOVE

BUILDING 
LINE ABOVE

BUILDING 
LINE ABOVE

1
2

10
' -

 1
0"

130' - 11" 41' - 6"

3
4

1
2

3
4

BACKFLOW PREVENT 
- SEE CIVIL DWGS 

84''

54''

GARBAGECOMPOSTRECYCLE

17' - 10"

10
' -

 4
"

2'
 - 

0"

TRASH

TRASH ENCLOSURE 
GATE
SHALL OPEN FULLY 90 
DEGREES AND SHALL
LOCK IN OPEN POSITION
WITH STEEL SLEEVES

COORDINATE DRAINAGE
REQUIREMENTS WITH 
HEALTH INSPECTOR.

NOTE:

1'
 - 

6"
1'

 - 
10

"
6'

 - 
6"

STEEL SLEEVE LOCKER HASP

PAINTED 
CORRUGATED
METAL GATES

CEMENT PLASTER OVER
CONCRETE BLOCK WALL-
PAINT TO MATCH BLDG.

1'
 - 

6"
1'

 - 
10

"
6'

 - 
6"

CEMENT PLASTER OVER
CONCRETE BLOCK WALL-
PAINT TO MATCH BLDG.
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A2SITE PLAN

TRUE
 NORTHN

SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"

 1/4" = 1'-0"2 TRASH ENCLOSURE PLAN

 1/4" = 1'-0"3 TRASH ENCLOSURE - FRONT ELEVATION

 1/4" = 1'-0"4 TRASH ENCLOSURE - SIDE ELEVATION
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1702 EL CAMINO REAL

EXISTING PARKING LOT

EXISTING BUILDING EXISTING BUILDING

N 31°36'00" E

S 
58

°1
2'

00
" E

3 - STORY 
HOTEL
FIN. FLR ELEV 59.3'

FOREST 
LANE

NEW 18" x 72" x 96" 
MONUMENT SIGN TO 
REPLACE EXISTING

NEW BUILDING SIGN AT 
BUILDING TOWER

01 FLOOR
0' - 0"

TOWER
40' - 10 1/4"

SIGNAGE

42
' -

 0
"

AVERAGE NATURAL 
GRADE AT 58.15'

EL 59.3'1'
 - 

2"

EL. 100.15'

1'
 - 

10
"

1'
 - 

5" 3'
 - 

0"

1'
 - 

7"

0'
 - 

2"

1' - 11" 0' - 11" 2' - 9" 1' - 4" 1' - 1"

2' - 4" 5' - 2"

0'
 - 

2"

4.25 sf 0.82 sf 6.17 sf

0' - 6"

1.30 sf 4.43 sf

0.21 sf

TOTAL  BUILDING  SIGN  AREA = 17.17  SF

ACTUAL AREA OF RED-LETTERED TEXT = 5.2 S.F.

SIGNS ARE BACKLIT AT NIGHT 

1'
 - 

2"

8'
 - 

0"
CHANNEL LETTERS 
PER HOTEL BRAND 
FONT STYLE

MONUMENT SIGN  -  FRONT & BACK ELEVATION - TYPICAL

18" x 72" CONCRETE 
BASE WITH VENEER TO 
MATCH BUILDING TILE

3" WIDE x 3" DEEP 
REVEAL BLACK COLOR

1'
 - 

6"
0'

 - 
3"

6'
 - 

3"

6' - 0"

0' - 3"

SELF ILLUMINATING 
CHANNEL LETTERS

5' - 0"

1'
 - 

0"LOGO ONLY:  8.375 SF

PANEL & BASE:
44.75 SF

1'
 - 

6"

2' - 3"

1704 EL CAMINO REAL

1706 EL CAMINO REAL

ADDRESS LINE:  
0.47 SF

ADDRESS LINE & 
ARROW:  0.68 SF

0'
 - 

2"

2' - 9"

3' - 10"

MONUMENT SIGN AREA = 5' x 6.25' = 31.3 S.F. x 2 SIDES = 62.6 S.F.

ACTUAL AREA OF RED LETTERS = 3.1 S.F. x 2 SIDES = 6.2 S.F. 
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A3SIGNAGE MASTER PLAN 1/16" = 1'-0"1 SIGNAGE MASTER PLAN

BUILDING SIGN - FRONT ELEVATION

BUILDING FRONTAGE FOR SIGN = 97'
PER SIGN GUIDELINE TABLE 
USE MAX FRONTAGE = 80' or 100 s.f. SIGN AREA

AREA OF RED-LETTERED TEXT ON ALL SIGNS

MONUMENT SIGN (2 sides): 6.2 s.f.
BUILDING SIGN: 5.2 s.f.

TOTAL 11.4 s.f.

TOTAL AREA ALL SIGNS
MONUMENT + BLDG = 62.6 + 17.17 = 80 s.f.

PERCENTAGE RED LETTERS = 11.4 / 80 = 14.3 %.
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A9BUILDING   ELEVATIONS

EXISTING GRADE:

DUE TO VARYING EXISTING
GRADE CONDITIONS, 
EXISTING GRADE SHOWN
IS SET AT MEAN ELEVATION
OF 58.15'. 

 1/8" = 1'-0"1 NORTH ELEVATION

 1/8" = 1'-0"2 WEST ELEVATION
 1/8" = 1'-0"4 COURTYARD - EAST

 1/8" = 1'-0"3 COURTYARD - WEST
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A10BUILDING   ELEVATIONS

 1/8" = 1'-0"3 EAST ELEVATION

 1/8" = 1'-0"1 SOUTH ELEVATION

EXISTING GRADE:

DUE TO VARYING EXISTING
GRADE CONDITIONS, 
EXISTING GRADE SHOWN
IS SET AT MEAN ELEVATION
OF 58.15'. 

 1/8" = 1'-0"2 COURTYARD - SOUTH

E15



1704 EL CAMINO REAL,   MENLO PARK,   CALIFORNIA   94027       DEVELOPER:  SAGAR PATEL
PLANNING SUBMITTAL   07/31/2018

PROJECT NO: 15111

PLN2016-00085

A10.1EXISTING BUIDLING ELEVATIONS

 1/8" = 1'-0"1 EXISTING WEST ELEVATION

 1/8" = 1'-0"2 EXISTING SOUTH ELEVATION

 1/8" = 1'-0"3 EXISTING EAST ELEVATION

 1/8" = 1'-0"4 EXISTING NORTH ELEVATION
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A11RENDERED COLOR ELEVATIONS

WEST ELEVATION
NOT TO SCALE

NORTH ELEVATION
NOT TO SCALE

REVISED  09/14/2018  
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A12RENDERED COLOR ELEVATIONS

EAST ELEVATION
NOT TO SCALE

SOUTH ELEVATION
NOT TO SCALE

REVISED  09/14/2018  

E18



1704 EL CAMINO REAL,   MENLO PARK,   CALIFORNIA   94027       DEVELOPER:  SAGAR PATEL
PLANNING SUBMITTAL   07/31/2018

PROJECT NO: 15111

PLN2016-00085

A13STREETSCAPE ELEVATION

1706 EL CAMINO REAL 1704 EL CAMINO REAL 1702 EL CAMINO REAL
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A13.1PHOTO SIMULATIONS

EAST SIDE
NOT TO SCALE

SOUTH SITE ELEVATION FROM SOUTH NEIGHBOR
NOT TO SCALE

REVISED  09/14/2018  
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A14BUILDING SECTIONS

 1/8" = 1'-0"1 BUILDING SECTION A

 1/8" = 1'-0"2 BUILDING SECTION B

REVISED  09/14/2018  
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SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"
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A14.1LINE OF SIGHT DIAGRAMS

 1/16" = 1'-0"2 SITE SECTION B

 1/16" = 1'-0"1 SITE SECTION A

REVISED  09/14/2018  
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A15WALL PROFILE DETAILS

1 WALL PROFILE AXO SOUTH FACADE
 1/2" = 1'-0"2 WALL PROFILE DETAIL SOUTH FACADE

SMOOTH, WATER REPELLENT 
MATERIAL W/ COLOR TO 
MATCH PLASTER
WINDOW SILL

COPPER ROOF 
GUTTER TREATED TO 
ACCELERATE PATINA

PLASTER ROOF 
MOLDING PAINTED 
COLOR 1

PLASTER CORBEL 
PAINTED COLOR 1

SMOOTH CEMENT 
PLASTER FINISH -TYPICAL

RECESSED POWDER 
COATING ALUMINUM 
WINDOW W/ SIMULATED 
DIVIDED LITE

TWO-PIECE CLAY 
ROOF TILE

PLASTER WALL MOLDING 
PAINTED COLOR 1
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A15.1WALL PROFILE DETAILS
1 WALL PROFILE AXO TOWER

 1/2" = 1'-0"2 WALL PROFILE DETAIL TOWER
 1/2" = 1'-0"3 WALL PROFILE DETAIL WEST FACADE4 WALL PROFILE AXO WEST FACADE

SMOOTH, WATER REPELLENT 
MATERIAL W/ COLOR TO 
MATCH PLASTER
WINDOW SILL

COPPER ROOF 
GUTTER TREATED 
TO ACCELERATE 
PATINA

PLASTER ROOF MOLDING 
PAINTED COLOR 1

PLASTER WALL MOLDING 
PAINTED COLOR 1

SMOOTH CEMENT 
PLASTER FINISH -TYPICAL

RECESSED POWDER 
COATING ALUMINUM 
WINDOW W/ SIMULATED 
DIVIDED LITE

TWO-PIECE CLAY 
ROOF TILE

PLASTER WALL MOLDING 
PAINTED COLOR 1

SMOOTH, WATER 
REPELLENT MATERIAL W/ 
COLOR TO MATCH PLASTER
WINDOW SILL

COPPER ROOF 
GUTTER TREATED TO 
ACCELERATE PATINA

PLASTER CORBEL 
PAINTED COLOR 1

PLASTER CORBEL 
PAINTED COLOR 1

SMOOTH CEMENT 
PLASTER FINISH -TYPICAL

RECESSED POWDER 
COATING ALUMINUM 
WINDOW W/ SIMULATED 
DIVIDED LITE

TWO-PIECE CLAY 
ROOF TILE

PLASTER WALL MOLDING 
PAINTED COLOR 1

ROOF RAFTER 
PAINTED DARK BROWN

SIGNAGE

E24



1704 EL CAMINO REAL,   MENLO PARK,   CALIFORNIA   94027       DEVELOPER:  SAGAR PATEL
PLANNING SUBMITTAL   07/31/2018

PROJECT NO: 15111

PLN2016-00085

A16COLORS AND MATERIAL BOARD

ALUMINUM    SLIDING 
WINDOWS WITH    

CLEAR    GLAZING

ALUMINUM STOREFRONT 
WITH  CLEAR GLAZING

TERRACOTTA   TILE
PRODUCT NAME: DALTILE
MODEL NUMBER: QUARRY TILE 0Q40 RED BLAZE
FINISH: QUARRY &AMP; SALTILLO
COLOR: RED

MANUFACTURER: KAWNEER
PRODUCT NUMBER: PERMAFLUOR ARCHITECTURAL FINISHES
FRAME COLOR: BROWN

BENJAMIN MOORE COLOR: SNOWFALL WHITE 2144-70
SMOOTH FINISH

CLAY ROOF TILE
PRODUCT NAME: 2 PIECE MISSION CLAY TILE ROOF
MODEL COLOR: STANDARD RED 75%, OLD WORLD 10%, 
TUSCANY 15%
MANUFACTURER: BORAL ROOFING; US TILE

CEMENT PLASTER 
COLOR 1

MANUFACTURER: KAWNEER
PRODUCT NUMBER: ARCHITECTURAL FINISHES
FRAME COLOR: SEPIA BROWN

MANUFACTURER: VITRO 
PRODUCT NUMBER: SOLARBAN 70XL(2) CLEAR+ CLEAR GLASS
FRAME COLOR: CLEAR

PRE-FAB METAL ROOF 
SCREEN
PRODUCT NAME: ROOF SCREEN
MODEL NUMBER: SC3& FLUSH PANEL
COLOR: PAINT TO MATCH THE ROOF TILE

BENJAMIN MOORE COLOR: SHALE  861
SMOOTH FINISH

* ONLY APPEAR IN EAST PART OF THE BUILDING

CEMENT PLASTER 
COLOR 2

WINDOW RAILING
MANUFACTURER: DECIRON
PRODUCT NAME: LIGHT IRON DOVE BALCONY 
MATERIAL: METAL
COLOR: BROWN

DECORATIVE WALL SCONCE
PRODUCT NAME: FEISS
MODEL NUMBER: OL5421GBZ
FRAME COLOR: GRECIAN BRONZE
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A17UNIT PLANS & LEED CHECKLIST

 1/4" = 1'-0"2 MODEL ROOM- ACCESSIBLE KING

 1/4" = 1'-0"3 MODEL ROOM- DOUBLE QUEEN

 1/4" = 1'-0"1 MODEL ROOM- KING

 1/4" = 1'-0"4 MODEL ROOM- ACCESSIBLE DOUBLE QUEEN
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A18MASSING STUDIES

AXONOMETRIC VIEW - NORTH EAST
NOT TO SCALE

AXONOMETRIC VIEW - SOUTH WEST
NOT TO SCALE
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F2FIRE ACCESS BUILDING SECTIONS

 1/8" = 1'-0"1 FIRE ACCESS BUILDING SECTION A

 1/8" = 1'-0"2 FIRE ACCESS BUILDING SECTION B
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M E N L O    P A R K ,    C A L I F O R N I A S A G A R    P A T E L
PROJ. NO.:

7/27/ 2018PLANNING  SUBMITTAL

15111
PROJ. DATE.: 6/18/2015

Plot Date:  Jul 27, 2018 - 9:55am

SHEET   NO.

HAMPTON INN

MENLO PARK, CA
1704 EL CAMINO REAL

PRELIMINARY IMPROVEMENT PLANS
FOR
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SCALE: 1" = 20'
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


        












    






       









     








      












     












     














     








      





      













    












     



















  



















  




















   












    















    









       








  
























 





  














    





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BUILDING #3
TO BE 

DEMOLISHED

(E) #2  39" VALLEY 
OAK -  REMOVE

(E) #6  25" COAST 
LIVE OAK - REMAIN

(E) #9  31" COAST 
LIVE OAK - REMAIN 

(E) #10  35" COAST 
REDWOOD - REMAIN

(E) #11  27" MONTEREY 
PINE - ALREADY REMOVED

(E) #13  31" MONTEREY 
PINE - REMOVE

(E) #14  30" MONTEREY 
PINE - REMOVE

(E) #18  7" LEMON 
BOTTLEBRUSH -
REMOVE 

(E) #17  9" LEMON 
BOTTLEBRUSH -
REMOVE  
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(E) #8  19" COAST 
LIVE OAK - REMAIN 

(E) #1  48" VALLEY 
OAK - REMOVE

(E) #16  8'' TO 2'' GLOSSY 
PRIVET - REMOVE  

(E) #7  14" COAST 
LIVE OAK - REMAIN 

(E) #5  COAST LIVE 
OAK - DECEASED

(E) #3  6'' - REMOVE

(E) #4  6'' - REMOVE

(E) #19  HOLLYWOOD JUNIPER -  REMOVED
REPLACED WITH 36" BOX LAURUS NOBILIS

(E) #20  HOLLYWOOD JUNIPER -  REMOVED
REPLACED WITH 36" BOX LAURUS NOBILIS

(E) #21  HOLLYWOOD JUNIPER -  REMOVED
REPLACED WITH 36" BOX LAURUS NOBILIS

(E) #22  HOLLYWOOD JUNIPER -  REMOVED
REPLACED WITH 36" BOX LAURUS NOBILIS

(E) #23  HOLLYWOOD JUNIPER 
REMOVED - REPLACED WITH
36" BOX LAURUS NOBILIS

(E) #24  HOLLYWOOD JUNIPER   
REMOVED - REPLACED WITH 
36" BOX LAURUS NOBILIS

(E) #15  48'' COAST 
REDWOOD - REMAIN 

(E) #12  MONTEREY 
PINE - ALREADY 
REMOVED
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BUCKTHORN WAY

1704 El Camino Real, Menlo Park
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CONSTRUCTION PHASES
(Work Hours 8AM — 5PM)

CONSTRUCTION PARKING

TRUCK HAUL LOGISTICS 
(Final plan submitted after contractor 

selection and dirt disposal site determined)

PHASE 1: Demolition = 15 days 

PHASE 2: Excavation, grading, site prep = 38 days

PHASE 3: Trenching = 9 days

PHASE 4: Concrete Podium = 14 days

PHASE 5: Building interior/exterior = 165 days

PHASE 6: Final site and landscape = 10 days

TOTAL DURATION  = 10 months

ALL PHASES: Construction fence

PHASE 1 - 4: Construction parking 
(small vehicles will use onsite 
garage for Phases 5 & 6)

Jobsite Trailer

During off haul and concrete truck access  traffic 
control to be in place:

• Flagman
• Temp lane closure during non-peak   
   commute hours
• Sidewalk temp closure during construction,  
   excavation and concrete pours

Entrance and exit to be off El Camino Real (only 
access point off property)

• Import 383 CY asphalt and soils
• Export 1,400 CY soils
• Export 245 CY demo for recycle

PH -1
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PHASE 5 & 6
Construction Worker Parking

PH -2
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1704 EL CAMINO REAL,   MENLO PARK,   CALIFORNIA   94027       DEVELOPER:  SAGAR PATEL
PLANNING SUBMITTAL   09/25/2018

PROJECT NO: 15111

PLN2016-00085

ALT-3BUILDING   ELEVATIONS

EXISTING GRADE:

DUE TO VARYING EXISTING
GRADE CONDITIONS, 
EXISTING GRADE SHOWN
IS SET AT MEAN ELEVATION
OF 58.15'. 

 1/8" = 1'-0"1 NORTH ELEVATION

 1/8" = 1'-0"2 WEST ELEVATION
 1/8" = 1'-0"4 COURTYARD - EAST

 1/8" = 1'-0"3 COURTYARD - WEST
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ALT-4BUILDING   ELEVATIONS

 1/8" = 1'-0"3 EAST ELEVATION

 1/8" = 1'-0"1 SOUTH ELEVATION

EXISTING GRADE:

DUE TO VARYING EXISTING
GRADE CONDITIONS, 
EXISTING GRADE SHOWN
IS SET AT MEAN ELEVATION
OF 58.15'. 
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1704 EL CAMINO REAL,   MENLO PARK,   CALIFORNIA   94027       DEVELOPER:  SAGAR PATEL
PLANNING SUBMITTAL   09/25/2018

PROJECT NO: 15111
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ALT-6EAST NEIGHBOR PHOTO SIMULATION

UNDERGROUND GARAGE VERSION 2018. 1.16

ALTERNATE VERSION 2018. 9. 28

BUILDING SETBACKS (SECOND FLOOR)

CURRENT VERSION 2018. 7. 31
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ALT-7MASSING STUDY

1 AXONOMETRIC VIEW - NORTH EAST MASSING

2 AXONOMETRIC VIEW - SOUTH WEST MASSING

3 AXONOMETRIC VIEW - NORTH WEST MASSING

4 AXONOMETRIC VIEW - SOUTH EAST MASSING

5 EAST NEIGHBOR PERSPECTIVE

NEW FENCE WALL
8' - 0''

EXISTING FENCE WALL
5' - 11''

NEIGHBOR HOUSE
APPROX. 26' 

NEIGHBOR HOUSE
APPROX. 26' 
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Memorandum 

To: Corinna Sandmeier, City of Menlo Park 

From: David Shiver, Stephanie Hagar, & Chelsea Guerrero, BAE Urban Economics 

Date: February 28, 2018 

Re: Analysis of Proposed Density Bonus for 1704 El Camino Real Project 

Key Findings 

This memorandum presents the findings of a static pro forma analysis that BAE conducted to 
estimate the project profit from a proposed redevelopment of a 28-room hotel to construct a 
70-room Hampton Inn at 1704 El Camino Real in Menlo Park.  The proforma analysis
compares the project profit of the proposed project, which is seeking a density bonus under
the City’s public benefit program for the El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan, to the
potential project profit from an alternative project developed at the base level density for the
site.  The pro forma analysis uses information provided by the developer as well as BAE’s own
research of development costs and market conditions.  Pro formas for the proposed project
and a project that could be developed at the base level density are attached to this
memorandum.  Key findings include:

 Based on cost and income assumptions shown in the attached pro forma, the proposed
project (developed at the public benefit level), would result in approximately $3.4 million in
profit to the developer.  This figure is based on the estimated capitalized value of the
completed project, less total development costs, and includes both a 10 percent baseline
developer profit ($2.2 million) and the remaining project profit after accounting for all
development costs ($1.2 million).

 The proposed project is feasible in part because the developer currently owns the project
site, and therefore has no land acquisition cost associated with the redevelopment of the
property.

 The developer has indicated that a hotel project at the base level density would not be
financially feasible. BAE research supports the assumption that the developer would
experience significant challenges in achieving financial feasibility for a hotel project at the
base level density.  This analysis does not include analysis of a potential alternative project
that would include a mix of uses (e.g., residential units, or a mix of office and residential
uses) at the base level density that might result in a profitable development.

ATTACHMENT F
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 The development return shown in the pro forma is highly sensitive to changes in the
assumptions used for the analysis.  The results could change substantially based on
differences in construction costs, hotel room rates, operating expenses, occupancy rates,
or other factors.

 Once stabilized, the proposed project would generate an estimated $680,500 per year in
transient occupancy tax (TOT) to the City of Menlo Park in 2018 dollars.  This figure is
based on the average room rate ($274 per night) and occupancy (81 percent)
assumptions used for the financial analysis included in this memorandum.  Higher room or
occupancy rates would result in higher TOT revenues to the City, whereas lower room or
occupancy rates would result in lower TOT revenues to the City.

Overview of the Analysis 

This memorandum presents the results of BAE’s analysis, based on a development pro forma, 
to estimate the increase in value that could arise from a proposed public benefit bonus for a 
potential development project at 1704 El Camino Real in Menlo Park.  The Project Applicant 
owns the property, which is the site of an existing 28-room hotel property (the Red Cottage Inn) 
and has proposed construction of a 70-room Hampton Inn hotel on the site. 

The site is in a location eligible for a public benefit bonus pursuant to the El Camino 
Real/Downtown Specific Plan (Specific Plan), which establishes the formula for the additional 
built area that is allowed in return for public benefits acceptable to the City.  The public benefit 
bonus program outlined in the Specific Plan anticipates that public benefits provided pursuant 
to the program can take the form of on-site improvements, offsite improvements, cash 
payment to the City for future use toward public benefits, or a mixture.  As a hotel use, the 
proposed development would generate Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) revenue for the City, 
which is an inherent public benefit. 

Proposed Project 

The project site consists of an approximately 0.84 acre parcel located at 1704 El Camino Real, 
between Buckthorn Way and Stone Pine Lane, in the SP-ECR/D (El Camino Real/Downtown 
Specific Plan) zoning district.  The site is primarily accessed via shared access easements over 
two parcels (1702 and 1706 El Camino Real). 

Public Benefit Bonus Project 
The developer’s proposed project with the public benefit bonus under the Specific Plan 
(Project) would consist of a 70-room Hampton Inn hotel consisting of three stories and an 
underground parking garage.  The ground floor would contain the hotel lobby, a breakfast 
area, a board room, a fitness room, back-of-house space, and guest rooms.  The second and 
third floors would be developed entirely with guest rooms.  The proposed project would contain 
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39,950 square feet, resulting in a FAR of 1.1, the maximum allowed at the Public Benefit 
Bonus level.  The underground garage would provide 58 parking spaces. 

As discussed in more detail below, the proposed project would generate TOT revenue for the 
City, which the City could potentially evaluate as a public benefit from the Project. 

Base Zoning Project 
Although the developer has not prepared plans for a project that would conform to the existing 
base zoning (i.e. without the public benefit bonus), BAE evaluated a base level project for this 
analysis (Base Project).  Under the base zoning, the maximum allowable square footage for the 
Project would total 27,299 square feet, at a FAR of 0.75.  BAE conducted a high-level capacity 
study to identify a project typology that would conform to the base level density and estimated 
that the site could potentially accommodate a three-story building with 47 hotel rooms.  
Assuming that the Base Project would have the same parking ratio as the Public Benefit Bonus 
Project (0.83 spaces per room) this Base Project would require 39 spaces.  Although this 
analysis did not include preparation of detailed drawings of a project that would be possible at 
the Base Level density, BAE estimates that the site could accommodate 47 hotel rooms in 
three floors along with 39 surface parking spaces.  To the extent that development standards 
or other factors make surface parking infeasible for the Base Project, the construction costs 
for this scenario would be substantially higher than shown in this analysis. 

Due to the small number of rooms that would be possible at the base level density, the Base 
Project would not meet the size requirements for a Hampton Inn and would be unlikely to meet 
the size requirements for another hotel brand.  Therefore, the Base Project would consist of an 
independent hotel property.  The pro forma assumptions for the Base Project generally reflect 
a lower-quality hotel property than the proposed project, with lower quality finishes that are 
more similar to an economy property. 

Methodology for the Financial Analysis 

BAE used information provided by the Project Applicant and information from BAE’s 
independent research to formulate proforma assumptions.  BAE met with City staff and the 
Project Applicant to review the proposed site plan and development program and review 
assumptions regarding costs, rental rates, operating costs, and other factors.  The developer 
provided a comprehensive package describing the project, with estimated construction costs 
as well as operating costs and revenues for the first year of operation.  BAE also researched 
development costs, operating costs, and revenues for other comparable hotel properties to 
identify costs and revenues that would be typical a limited service hotel property.  This 
included a review of published data on local market area capitalization rates and hotel 
construction cost figures as published by HVS and the R.S. Means Company square feet 
construction cost guides.  BAE also obtained data on hotel room and occupancy rates for 
similar limited-service hotels in the local market from STR.  In addition, BAE consulted with a 
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hotel development expert familiar with current hotel development and operating conditions to 
vet all key assumptions provided by the developer and BAE research, both for the proposed 
Public Benefit Project and the hypothetical Base Project. 

This information was then used to prepare a project pro forma model for the proposed project.  
The pro forma consists of an Excel worksheet that shows assumptions for the development 
program, development costs, income, operating expenses, and financing costs.  The 
worksheets show the calculation of project cost by category, an analysis of the revenue from 
the new development by component, and the resulting developer profit.   

The model is set up to calculate project profit as a residual value.  The calculation starts with 
the market value of the completed project at stabilization, and then deducts total development 
costs.  The pro forma model is attached to this memorandum. 

Key Assumptions 

The pro formas that are attached to this memorandum set forth all assumptions used in the 
analysis.  Following is an overview of key assumptions: 

 BAE classified hard construction costs provided by the developer into the following
categories: (1) site preparation costs for demolition of existing buildings, environmental
remediation, grading, and other improvements, including hard surfaces and landscaping;
(2) hard construction costs for the shell and core of the hotel portion of the building,
including the rooms, corridors and circulation, lobby, back of house functions, and meeting
and event space; (3) hard construction costs for underground parking; and (4) developer
contributions toward furniture, fixtures, and equipment (FF&E).

To estimate hard construction costs in categories (1) through (3) above, BAE used the 
estimates provided by the developer via a contractor.  Based on these figures, hard 
construction costs would average $43 per site square foot for demolition and site 
improvements; $201 per square foot for hotel rooms, corridors and circulation, lobby, back 
of house functions, and meeting and event space; and $157 per square foot for 
underground parking.  With the exception of the underground parking cost, the hard costs 
shown the pro forma are consistent with typical hotel development costs for similar 
properties in the region, as well as cost estimates from RS Means.  The underground 
parking costs are higher than typical underground parking costs, but within a reasonable 
range given the inefficiencies associated with constructing a small underground parking 
lot.  BAE used an estimate of $16,000 per room for FF&E, based on data for limited 
service hotels provided by HVS.  These assumptions result in a total hard construction 
costs of $218,500 per room for the Public Benefit Bonus Project. 

To estimate hard construction costs for the Base Zoning Project, BAE generally used the 
same assumptions as in the Bonus Level Project, with two key exceptions: 1) the costs for 

F4



5 

surface parking are included in the site improvement costs that were provided by the 
developer, with no underground parking cost; 2) the cost of FF&E average $14,000 per 
room, reflecting a lower quality of finishes that would be more similar to an economy hotel 
than the proposed limited service property.  Overall, these assumptions result in total hard 
construction costs of $169,300 per room for the Base Zoning Project.  

 Soft costs were estimated at 20 percent of total hard costs, not including impact fees,
developer profit, financing costs, or contingency.  Soft costs totaled $3.1 million for the
Public Benefit Bonus Project and $1.6 million for the Base Zoning Project.

 The pro forma analysis for the Public Benefit Bonus Project uses the average daily room
rate (ADR) provided by the developer ($274.40), plus the developer’s estimate of other
non-room revenues ($1.36 per occupied room night), totaling $276 in revenue per
occupied room rate.  This is higher than the ADR for existing properties as indicated by the
STR data ($205). However, compared to each of the existing properties included in the
STR sample, the proposed Project will be in a superior location and/or of a higher quality,
and therefore the developer’s ADR estimate is within a reasonable range.  BAE confirmed
the reasonableness or the ADR assumption with a hotel industry expert.

 BAE assumed $220 in revenue per occupied room night for the Base Project, which
reflects input from a hotel industry expert that a project of a size that would be consistent
with the Base Level Density would likely consist of a small, un-branded property more
similar to an economy hotel.

 The pro forma analysis for the Public Benefit Bonus Project uses an 81 percent occupancy
rate, which reflects the average occupancy trends over the past several years as indicated
by STR data, and is lower than the occupancy rate provided by the developer (86 percent).
BAE estimates that an 81 percent occupancy rate is consistent with stabilized operations,
whereas the developer’s occupancy rate estimate is for year one of operations, which
could coincide with the current high point in the hotel market cycle.

 The pro forma for the Base Project uses a lower average occupancy rate of 77 percent,
reflecting an assumption that occupancy rates will be lower because the Base Project will
not be a branded property.

 BAE assumed that operating expenses for the Public Benefit Project will be equal to 65
percent of operating revenues.  This assumption is higher than the operating expense ratio
provided by the developer (43 percent), but consistent with operating expense ratios for
similar limited-service hotels as reported by CBRE. 1

 Based on consultation with a hotel industry expert, BAE assumed that operating expenses
for the Base Project would be equal to 70 percent of room revenues, reflecting the lower
overall room revenues.

1 CBRE Research (2017).  Trends in the U.S. Hotel Industry, 2016. 
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 BAE estimated the City of Menlo Park Building Construction Street Impact Fee, Traffic
Impact Fee, El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan Preparation Fee, and school district
impact fees that would apply to each project.  The City of Menlo Park provided calculations
for the City’s Supplemental Transportation Impact Fee and Below Market Rate Housing In-
Lieu Fee.  Water Capital Facilities Charges and Sewer Connection Fees were not calculated
for either project due to the unavailability of the information needed to calculate these
fees.

 BAE assumed a developer profit equal to ten percent of total development costs.  This
results in approximately $2.2 million in profit to the developer under the Public Benefit
Bonus Project.  This figure is separate from the $1.3 million in project profit that the
Project would generate ($25.0 million capitalized value less $23.7 million in development
costs, land cost, and developer profit) from the project.  In other words, the $1.3 million in
excess profit from the project is net of a base ten percent profit to the developer, making
the total potential profit approximately $3.4 million.  As demonstrated by the pro forma for
the Base Zoning Project, a hotel project at the base level is infeasible.

 Financing assumptions are based on current market rates and BAE experience, and
assume a construction loan interest rate of 6.0 percent, with two points for fees. The
capitalization rate to value the finished project is eight percent.

Sensitivity Analysis 

The development returns shown in the pro forma are highly sensitive to changes in 
construction costs, hotel room rates, and occupancy rates.  Although Silicon Valley currently 
has a strong hotel sector with some of the highest hotel room rates in the nation, hotels are 
generally considered risky investments relative to other types of real estate investments 
because occupancy and room rates are often highly affected by downturns in the economic 
cycle.  BAE conducted a sensitivity analysis of a number of these risk factors to identify how 
changes could impact the pro forma findings.  The results of this analysis are shown in the 
table below: 
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Sensitivity Analysis for Potential 1704 El Camino Real Project Profit ($ millions) 
Scenario Project Profit 
BAE Estimate $1.2 

Construction Hard Cost  
10% Higher Costs 
10% Lower Costs 

$0 (project is infeasible) 
$3.4 

Average Daily Room Rate (ADR)
 Decrease to $240 per occupied room night $0 (project is infeasible) 

Increase to $300 per occupied room night $3.6 
Occupancy Rate 

Decrease to 77% $0 (project is infeasible) 
 Increase to 86% $2.8 

Source: BAE, 2018. 

The sensitivity analysis shows that the estimate of $1.2 million in profit from the proposed 
project falls within a range of potential outcomes from a profit of zero, making the project 
infeasible, to $3.6 million.  As shown, the project would become infeasible as a result of a 10-
percent increase in construction hard costs, a decrease in room rates to $240 per occupied 
room night, or a decrease in the occupancy rate to 77 percent. 

The sensitivity analysis evaluates the impact of a decrease in the ADR to $240, which is the 
lower bound of the likely ADR range for the proposed Hampton Inn Project.  The sensitivity 
analysis also evaluates the impact of room rates that are approximately 10 percent higher 
than those shown in the pro forma.  Profit will increase if the proposed project achieves room 
rates that are higher than projected and will decrease if a future downturn in the economic 
cycle leads to a decrease in room rates. 

To the extent that the occupancy rate for the proposed project differs from the occupancy rate 
shown in the pro forma, this difference will have a substantial impact on revenues and profit.   
BAE included a 77-percent occupancy scenario in the sensitivity analysis, which is consistent 
with the lowest annual occupancy rate between 2011 and 2017 among a sample of 
comparable hotels, as indicated by data from STR.  As shown, the hotel would be infeasible if 
occupancy rates average 77 percent.  If the occupancy rate averages 86 percent, which is 
consistent with the developer’s projections for the first year of operations, the total project 
profit would total $2.8 million. 

Transient Occupancy Tax Analysis 

The City of Menlo Park collects TOT at a rate of 12 percent of room revenues from hotel stays 
of 30 days or less in Menlo Park hotels.  Based on the average room and occupancy rates 
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shown in the attached pro forma, the proposed project would generate approximately 
$680,500 per year in TOT revenue to the City in 2018 dollars. 

The exact TOT generated by the project will fluctuate year-to-year depending on the extent to 
which room and occupancy rates differ from those shown in the pro forma.  BAE prepared a 
sensitivity analysis to estimate hotel room revenues and resulting TOT receipts during low, 
moderate, and high revenue and occupancy years.  For example, if room rates average $240 
per night and the average occupancy rate is 77 percent, the project will generate 
approximately $566,600 per year in TOT revenues to the City.  If room rates are 10 percent 
higher than the rates shown in the pro forma (or approximately $300 per night) and the 
occupancy rate averages 86 percent, the proposed project will generate approximately 
$791,000 per year in TOT to the City.   

Projected Annual TOT Revenue for the City of Menlo Park from Proposed Hotel Project at 1704 
El Camino Real at Project Stabilization 

Limiting Conditions 

The above analysis is based on cost and valuation factors along with hotel room rates provided 
by the potential developer, as well as research conducted by BAE during the first quarter of 
2018.  The project is in pre-development, and as design and development work proceeds, it is 
possible that changes in design, building code requirements, construction costs, market 
conditions, interest rates, or other factors may result in significant changes in costs, profits, 
and TOT revenues.   

Low Estimate Moderate Estimate High Estimate
Annual Transient Occupancy Tax $566,597 $680,468 $791,028
Assumptions
Average Room Rate $240 $274 $300
Average Occupancy 77% 81% 86%
City of Menlo Park TOT Rate 12% 12% 12%
Number of Rooms 70 70 70
Sources: City of Menlo Park; STR; BAE, 2018.
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Pro Forma for Hampton Inn Hotel Development at 1704 El Camino Real, Menlo Park

Development Program Assumptions Cost and Income Assumptions Development Costs

Project Characteristics Development Costs Development Costs Per Room Total
Site Hotel Per Room Per SF Building hard construction costs $114,714 $8,029,990

Site area (acres) 0.84 Construction hard costs (a) $114,714 $201 FF&E costs $16,000 $1,120,000
Site area (sq. ft.) 36,398 FF&E $16,000 $28.04 Underground parking costs $61,948 $4,336,362
Off-site work area (sq. ft.) 5,275 Impact and connection fees (b) $7,138 $12.51 Demolition and site prep costs $25,877 $1,811,365

Subtotal, Hard Costs $218,539 $15,297,716
Building Parking Per Space Per SF
Hotel rooms 70 Construction hard costs (a) $74,765 $157 Soft costs (d) $43,708 $3,059,543
Building gross sq. ft. 39,950 Impact and connection fees $7,138 $499,640

General Development Costs Contingency Fee $13,112 $917,863
Parking Site prep cost, per site work area sq. ft. (a)(c) $43.47 Developer Fee (f) $13,112 $917,863
Below grade parking garage (sq. ft.) 27,629 Soft costs as % of hard costs (d) 20% Construction financing - interest $8,647 $605,259
Below grade parking spaces 58 Developer fee as % of hard and soft costs 5% Construction financing - loan fees $3,843 $269,004
Parking ratio (spaces per room) 0.83 Developer profit as % of total construction costs 10% Subtotal, Soft Costs $89,560 $6,269,172

Contingency as % of hard and soft costs 5%

Built Project FAR 1.10 Total Construction Costs $308,098 $21,566,888

Operating Revenues and Expenses
Notes: Operating revenue (per occupied room night) (e) $276 Developer Profit $30,810 $2,156,689
(a) Construction costs provided by the developer Expenses (as % of operating revenue) 65%
were supported by contractor detail and were Hotel occupancy rate 81% Total Development Costs (Excluding Land) $23,723,577
reorganized by BAE for this proforma. Cost per built sq. ft. $593.83
(b) Includes the following FY 2017-18 impact fees: Construction Financing Cost per room $338,908.25
Building Construction Road Impact Fee, Traffic Construction loan to cost ratio 65.0%
Impact Fee, Supplemental Traffic Impact Fee, BMR Loan fee (points) 2% Value Analysis
Housing In-lieu fee, ECR/Downtown Specific Plan Interest rate 6%
Preparation fee, Sequoia Union High School Loan period (months) 18 Projected Income Per Room Total
District Impact Fee, Menlo Park City Elementary Drawdown factor 50% Gross Hotel Revenues $81,528 $5,706,965
School District Impact Fee.  Excludes sewer Total construction costs (excluding financing costs) $20,692,625 Less Operating Expenses ($52,993) ($3,709,527)
connection fees, water capital facilities charges,  Net Operating Income (NOI) $28,535 $1,997,438
storm drainage connection fees, pending City Capitalization rate 8%
calculations.  Figures are net of existing hotel Yield as % of Total Development Cost 8.4%
rooms to be demolished.  Does not include any potential impact fee from Menlo Park Fire Protection District.
(c) Site prep costs include demolition, underground utilities, and landscaping costs.  Overall site prep work area includes Development Feasibility
off-site work area. Capitalized Value $356,685 $24,967,970
(d) Developer soft costs exclude financing costs, contingency fee, developer fee, and other line items in this proforma. Less Development Costs ($338,908) ($23,723,577)
(e) Operating revenue (per occupied room night) includes $274.40 in room revenues and $1.75 in other revenues. Less Land Cost $0 $0
(f) The analysis assumes a developer fee to cover the costs of managing the development of a project; the developer Project Profit $17,777 $1,244,393
fee does not represent profit.
Source: BAE, 2018.
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Pro Forma for Baseline Hotel Development at 1704 El Camino Real, Menlo Park

Development Program Assumptions Cost and Income Assumptions Development Costs

Project Characteristics Development Costs Development Costs Per Room Total
Site Hotel Per Room Per SF Building hard construction costs $116,745 $5,487,026
Site area (acres) 0.84 Construction hard costs (a) $116,745 $201 FF&E costs $14,000 $658,000
Site area (sq. ft.) 36,398 FF&E $14,000 $24.10 Demolition, site prep and surface parking costs $38,540 $1,811,365
Off-site work area (sq. ft.) 5,275 Impact and connection fees (b) $5,692 $9.80 Subtotal, Hard Costs $169,285 $7,956,390

Building General Development Costs Soft costs (d) $33,857 $1,591,278
Hotel rooms 47 Site prep cost, per site work area sq. ft. (a)(c) $43.47 Impact and connection fees $5,692 $267,532
Building gross sq. ft. 27,299 Soft costs as % of hard costs (d) 20% Contingency Fee $10,157 $477,383

Developer fee as % of hard and soft costs 5% Developer Fee (e) $10,157 $477,383
Parking Developer profit as % of total construction costs 10% Construction financing - interest $6,703 $315,022
Surface parking spaces 39 Contingency as % of hard and soft costs 5% Construction financing - loan fees $2,979 $140,010
Parking ratio (spaces per room) 0.83 Subtotal, Soft Costs $69,545 $3,268,608

Operating Revenues and Expenses
Built Project FAR 0.75 Operating revenue (per occupied room night) $220 Total Construction Costs $238,830 $11,224,999

Expenses (as % of operating revenue) 70%
Notes: Hotel occupancy rate 77% Developer Profit $23,883 $1,122,500
(a) Construction costs provided by the
developer were supported by contractor Construction Financing Total Development Costs (Excluding Land) $12,347,498
detail and were reorganized by BAE for this Construction loan to cost ratio 65% Cost per built sq. ft. $452.31
proforma. Loan fee (points) 2% Cost per room $262,713
(b) Includes the following FY 2017-18 Interest rate 6%
impact fees: Building Construction Road Loan period (months) 18 Value Analysis
Impact Fee, Traffic Impact Fee, Drawdown factor 50%
Supplemental Traffic Impact Fee, BMR Total construction costs (excluding financing costs) $10,769,967 Projected Income Per Room Total
Housing In-lieu fee, ECR/Downtown Specific Gross Hotel Revenues $61,831 $2,906,057
Plan Preparation fee, Sequoia Union High Capitalization rate 8% Less Operating Expenses ($43,282) ($2,034,240)
School District Impact Fee, Menlo Park City  Net Operating Income (NOI) $18,549 $871,817
Elementary School District Impact Fee.  Excludes sewer connection fees, water capital facilities charges, storm 
drainage connection fees, pending City calculations.  Figures are net of existing hotel rooms to be demolished.  Yield as % of Total Development Cost 7.1%
Does not include any potential impact fee from Menlo Park Fire Protection District.
(c) Site prep costs include demolition, underground utilities, and landscaping costs.  Overall site prep work area Development Feasibility
includes off-site work area. Capitalized Value $231,866 $10,897,714
(d) Developer soft costs exclude financing costs, contingency fee, developer fee, and other line items in this Less Development Costs ($262,713) ($12,347,498)
proforma. Less Land Cost $0 $0
(e) The analysis assumes a developer fee to cover the costs of managing the development of a project; the Project Profit ($30,846) ($1,449,785)
developer fee does not represent profit.
Source: BAE, 2018.
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September 30, 2018 
 
Corinna Sandmeier, Senior Planner 
City of Menlo Park 
701 Laurel St 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 
 
Dear Ms. Sandmeier: 
 
The purpose of this letter is to provide BAE’s assessment of the effect of that revisions to the 
project proposal for a Hampton Inn in Menlo Park will have on the transient occupancy tax 
revenue estimates that BAE previously prepared for the project.   
 
In November 2017, the City of Menlo Park commissioned BAE to complete an analysis of the 
proposed Hampton Inn at 1704 El Camino Real in Menlo Park (the Project) in order to 
determine the value to the Project applicant of a potential public benefit bonus for the Project.  
The proposed Project consisted of a 70-room hotel with underground parking.  BAE prepared a 
static financial pro forma analysis and provided an estimate of the additional value to the 
applicant due to the public benefit level density.  BAE’s analysis also included an estimate of 
the transient occupancy tax that the Project will generate once fully built and operational.  BAE 
completed the analysis in February 2018 and submitted a memorandum to the City of Menlo 
Park describing the methodology and findings.  BAE understands that the Project Sponsor has 
subsequently revised the project proposal, resulting in a total of 68 rooms in the revised 
proposal and a shift in the parking configuration from underground to surface parking.   
 
BAE estimates that the changes to the development proposal will reduce the transient 
occupancy tax to the City in proportion to the reduction in proposed rooms on the property.  
The change in the number of proposed rooms would reduce BAE's estimate of the transient 
occupancy tax that the Project will provide to the City at stabilization from $680,500 per year, 
as stated in the memorandum that BAE provided to the City of Menlo Park on February 2018, 
to $661,000 per year.  This estimate is based on the same occupancy and room rate 
assumptions used in the initial analysis, applied to 68 rooms rather than the 70 rooms 
analyzed in the February 2018 memorandum.  As noted in the February 2018 memorandum, 
the TOT generated by the project will fluctuate year-to-year depending on the extent to which 
room and occupancy rates differ from those used for the analysis. 
 
The findings from the proforma analysis presented in the February 2018 memorandum, 
including the developer profit and other feasibility metrics, would not necessarily change in 
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proportion to the change in the number of proposed rooms.  This is largely because the 
change in parking configuration would reduce project development costs in a manner that 
does not have a proportional relationship to the number of rooms on the site. 
 
We hope that this assessment is useful in your consideration of the revised project proposal.  
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like further information. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Stephanie Hagar 
Vice President 
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David L. Babby, Registered Consulting Arborist      September 14, 2018 

Hampton Inn; 1704 El Camino Real, Menlo Park  Page 1 of 16 
Mr. Sagar Patel, Property Owner 

1.0  INTRODUCTION 
 

A Hampton Inn hotel is planned for development at 1704 El Camino Real, Menlo Park, 

currently occupied by Red Cottage Inn & Suites. The property owner, Mr. Sagar Patel, has 

retained me to prepare this Arborist Report in connection with the project, and specific 

tasks executed are as follows:  

 Visit the site on 10/19/16 and 11/7/16 to identify trees originating either on-site with 

a diameter of ≥6 inches at 54 inches above grade, or offsite and are defined as  a 

"heritage tree"1 pursuant to the Menlo Park Municipal Code.   

 Revisit the site on 7/10/18 and 7/13/18 to identify four additional non-heritage trees 

located offsite and immediately adjacent to the pedestrian walkway proposed 

between the hotel and El Camino Real, impacts anticipated by implementing the 

proposed new design, and impacts by installing proposed trees near heritage ones.   

 Review the civil set, architectural set and Conceptual Landscape Plan (all dated 

7/27/8) to analyze potential impacts. 

 Measure each tree’s trunk diameter in accordance with Section 13.24.020 of the 

Menlo Park Municipal Code; all diameters are rounded to the nearest inch. 

 Ascertain each tree’s condition and suitability for preservation. 

 Document pertinent and observed health, structural and adjacent hardscape issues. 

 Obtain photos for #25 thru 28 on 7/10/18, and all others on 10/19/17 and 11/7/16. 

 Assign numbers in a sequential pattern to each inventoried tree, and show the 

numbers on a copy of a tree disposition plan (not dated or titled); see Exhibit B.  

 Affix round metal tags with corresponding numbers to each onsite tree, or in the case 

of heritage offsite ones, on fencing2 adjacent to their trunks.   

 Provide protection measures to help mitigate or avoid impacts to trees being retained.   

 Prepare a written report that presents the aforementioned information, and submit via 

email as a PDF document (updated from my prior 7/16/18 report).   

 

                                                 
1  A "heritage tree" for this project is defined as follows per Section 13.24.020 of the Menlo Park Municipal 

Code: any California native oak ≥12' tall, and having a trunk diameter ≥10" at 54" above grade; [2] any 
other tree ≥12' tall, and having a trunk diameter ≥15" at 54" above grade; and [3] any multi-trunk tree ≥12' 
tall and having a trunk diameter ≥10" (native oaks) or ≥15" (all others) where trunks divide.  

2  For offsite heritage trees, tags are affixed to fencing for all but #6 (due to a shed occupying space near its 
trunk).  Also, tags are not attached to the four small offsite trees #25 thru 28.  
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Hampton Inn; 1704 El Camino Real, Menlo Park  Page 2 of 16 
Mr. Sagar Patel, Property Owner 

2.0  TREE COUNT AND COMPOSITION 

 

Nineteen (19) trees of eight various species were inventoried for this report.  They are 

sequentially numbered 1-4, 6-10, 13-18 and 25-28,3 and the table below identifies their 

names, assigned numbers, counts and overall percentages.   

 

NAME TREE NUMBER(S) COUNT 
% OF 

TOTAL 

Coast live oak 6 thru 9 4 21% 

Coast redwood 10, 15 2 11% 

European white birch 3, 4 2 11% 

Glossy privet 16 1 5% 

Jacaranda 25-28 4 21% 

Lemon bottlebrush 17, 18 2 11% 

Monterey pine 13, 14 2 11% 

Valley oak 1, 2 2 11% 

    
 Total 19 100% 

 

 

 

Specific information regarding each tree is presented within the table in Exhibit A.  The 

trees’ numbers and approximate locations can be viewed on the site map in Exhibit B, and 

photographs are presented in Exhibit C.  Detailed information regarding valley oak #2 is 

provided within the report in Exhibit D (by Mr. Straun Edwards of Trees 360 Degrees). 

 

                                                 
3  The break in sequential numbering is due to the following: oak #5 fell over during a significant storm 

event; one mostly dead Monterey pine #12 was removed in 2018; and another reportedly dead Monterey 
pine #11 was recently removed (and on 11/30/17, I observed it was in decline and highly infested with bark 
beetles, both conditions presenting a likely demise in the near future). 
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Hampton Inn; 1704 El Camino Real, Menlo Park  Page 3 of 16 
Mr. Sagar Patel, Property Owner 

Eleven (11) trees are categorized as heritage pursuant to either the City of Menlo Park 

Municipal Code or staff; they include #1, 2, 6-10 and 13-16.   

 

Ten (10) trees originate offsite and have roots and/or canopies exposed to potential impacts 

during site development; they include #6-10, 15 and 25-28; of these, #6-10 and 15 are 

defined as heritage trees, and #25-28 as non-heritage.  Trees #6-10 originate from, and 

form a row along the neighboring southern property. Tree #15 originates from a 

neighboring eastern property, its trunk's base abutting or being inches from an adjacent 

wall.  Trees #25 thru 28 are small Jacarandas within parking lot planters aligning the 

current entry and future pedestrian walkway between the hotel and El Camino Real.  

 

Nine (9) previous trees inventoried for my initial prior report no longer exist; they were 

assigned and tagged as #5, 11, 12 and 19-24, and their locations are shown on the map in 

Exhibit B (in black).  Information regarding each is presented below.  

 Tree #5, coast live oak, originated offsite and reportedly fell over during a significant 

storm event in February 2017 (photos are presented in Exhibit C).   

 Tree #11, Monterey pine, reportedly recently died and was subsequently removed; 

my observations on 11/30/17 reveal it had already declined and was highly infested 

with bark beetles, both conditions warranting my recommendation for its removal 

regardless of future development (as its demise in the near future was imminent).   

 Tree #12, also a Monterey pine, was nearly dead and its demise imminent; it required 

removal for safety reasons, and photos are provided in Exhibit C.   

 Trees #19 thru 24, Hollywood junipers, aligned the drive aisle's east side, between 

Buckthorn Way and the site; they were formed by multiple trunks originating at 

grade, diameters ranging from 4 to 13 inches. 
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Hampton Inn; 1704 El Camino Real, Menlo Park  Page 4 of 16 
Mr. Sagar Patel, Property Owner 

3.0  SUITABILITY FOR TREE PRESERVATION 

 

Each tree has been assigned either a “good,” “moderate” or “low” suitability for 

preservation rating as a means to cumulatively measure its existing health (e.g. live crown 

ratio, vigor, shoot growth, foliage density and color, etc.); structural integrity (e.g. limb 

and trunk strength, taper, defects, root crown, etc.); anticipated life span; remaining life 

expectancy; prognosis; location; size; particular species; tolerance to construction impacts; 

growing space; and safety to property and persons within striking distance.  Descriptions 

of these ratings are presented below; the good category is comprised of 1 tree (or 5%), the 

moderate category 13 (or 69%), and the low category 5 (or 26%). 

 

Good:  Applies to tree #1.  

This valley oak appears relatively healthy and structurally stable; has no apparent, 

significant health issues or structural defects; presents a good potential for contributing 

long-term to the site; and seemingly requires only periodic or regular care and monitoring 

to maintain its longevity and structural integrity.  More detailed analysis could benefit in 

understanding the internal composition, such as the extent of internal decay where two 

large wounds are located above the trunk, and the presence of any harmful wood decaying 

organisms following a root collar clearance and examination.     

 

Moderate: Applies to trees #3, 4, 6-10, 13-17 and 28. 

These trees contribute to the site, but at levels less than those assigned a good suitability; 

might have health and/or structural issues which may or may not be reasonably addressed 

and properly mitigated; and frequent care is typically required for their remaining lifespan.   

 

Low: Applies to trees #2, 18 and 25-27.  

These trees have significantly weak structures, and are expected to worsen regardless of 

tree care measures employed (i.e. beyond likely recovery).  As a general guideline, these 

trees are not suitable for incorporating into the future landscape, and removal at this time is 

the appropriate action regardless of future development.   
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4.0    REVIEW OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS 

 

4.1  Tree Disposition Summary 

Implementation of the proposed plans results in the following tree disposition:   

 Remove (9 in total): #1-4, 13, 14 and 16-18.  Accounts for all onsite trees.    

 Retain in Place (10 in total): #6-10, 15 and 25-28.  Accounts for all offsite trees. 

 

More detailed discussion regarding the trees and their proposed disposition is presented in 

Sections 4.2 and 4.3.  Note all directional references consider project north. 

 

4.2  Remove 

Tree #1 is the large valley oak situated at the property's front entry, and its removal is 

required for reasons such as the following: grading and drainage, its trunk being within the 

proposed motor court serving as the vehicle entry and exit, the hotel to be built-up against 

the crown, and construction scaffolding installed inside the crown.   

 

Tree #2 is the large valley oak located within the existing hotel's courtyard, as well as the 

footprint of the future one.  Detailed information regarding its structurally deficient and 

unsafe condition is described in the 2/14/16 report by Mr. Straun Edwards; see Exhibit D. 

 

Trees #3 and 4 are small birch at the front, southwest section of the existing hotel, and 

both require removal to accommodate hotel construction, grading and drainage features.   

 

Trees #13 and 14 are large and tall Monterey pines situated adjacent to another along the 

northern boundary, and require removal to accommodate hotel construction, site grading 

and installing drainage features (including a flow-through planter). Both are infested by red 

turpentine bark beetles, and contain heavy limbs presenting a probable risk of breaking in 

the foreseeable future onto high value targets below.  For all practical purposes, they have 

outgrown their location, and present a progressive risk to persons and property below.  

They also exhibit symptoms of declining (on 11/30/17), a condition ultimately leading to  

irreparable levels, such as occurred to the prior adjacent and removed pines #11 and 12.     
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Trees #16 thru 18 are ornamental trees aligning the existing parking lot's north side; #16 

is a privet, and #17 and 18 are bottlebrush.  

 

4.3  Retain in Place 

Further information regarding Tree Protection Zones (TPZs) for retained trees is specified 

within Section 5.1 of this report.  

 

Oaks #6 thru 9 

These four oaks are situated along the neighboring southern property, their trunks aligning 

and setback from the fence at the following respective distances: 8.5, 9.5, 9.5 and 4 feet 

(measured from the neighboring property, rounded to the nearest half-of-a-foot). Site 

grading is proposed up to the property line, which along these trees is roughly 1-foot inside 

(i.e. towards) the neighboring property from the existing fence.   

 

Based on the trees' locations, sizes, rooting structures and growth habits, ground 

disturbance will occur a sufficient distance from #7 and 8, at a close distance to #6, and at 

a much greater distance to #9.  Measures presented within the following paragraphs, as 

well as within the next section of this report, will help minimize impacts and promote the 

trees' survival and longevity.   

 

Oaks #6 and 7.  The new driveway and curb will require excavation up to the property line, 

at 7.5 and 8.5 feet from the trunks, respectively.  To significantly minimize root loss, and 

precluding any mechanical grading and trenching, perform the following (applicable to all 

impacted offsite trees): where beneath the trees' canopies, manually dig a 1-foot wide 

trench along the property line, and down to the required subgrade depth; cleanly severe all 

roots ≥1-inch in diameter along the tree side; and apply water daily along the soil cut, for a 

period of time until the void is backfilled.  An intensive watering program is also needed to 

help mitigate root loss and improve chances for tree survival beyond site development.   

 

Oak #8.  Confine all ground disturbance beyond the future parking lot (i.e. towards the 

tree) and within 20 feet from the trunk to within 18-24 inches from the lot's pavement 
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edge.  Ground disturbance to include, but is not necessarily limited to, the following (and 

pertains to discussion of ground disturbance for other trees): sub- and overexcavation; 

drilling; trenching for utilities, drainage, irrigation, and lighting; and compaction for 

constructing the new building and parking lot (and ensure this aligns with the structural 

and soil engineers' reports).  Also applicable beneath its canopy includes recommendations 

for trees #6 and 7 regarding hand-digging. 

 

Oak #9.  In an effort to mitigate potential impacts and retain significant roots serving to 

anchor the tree along the side opposite its lean, the proposed parking lot considers an 

alternative design for the nearest three parking spaces, which accounts for varying 

distances of 14 to 27 feet from the trunk.  Within this area, the curb along the parking lot 

edge has been omitted, piers/columns supporting the building are also omitted, and base 

materials used for the lot will be comprised of CU-Structural Soil™ (licensed supplier is 

TMT Enterprises, San Jose).  Also important during demolition or prior to construction is 

to utilize a pneumatic air device (such as an Air-Spade®) to expose all roots underlying the 

existing pool deck and structure where within 25 feet from its trunk and to a depth required 

for subgrade; this is critical to avoid damaging those roots otherwise needing to be retained 

and not gouged or damaged.   

 

Pruning.  Regarding potential impacts to the oak canopies, #8 and 9 will both require 

pruning to achieve both building and construction scaffolding clearance; my best 

estimation of total canopy lost is roughly 10-percent for #8 and 15-percent for #9.  

Provided the work is highly selective so all or most cuts are along canopy edges versus 

back at the trunks, executed by an experienced and licensed tree service, and performed 

under the direct supervision of an ISA certified arborist, the trees' existing shapes and 

structural forms will remain intact, and impacted at only minor or highly tolerable levels.     

 

Redwood #10 

This redwood is also located on the southern neighboring property, its trunk being 

approximately 5 feet from the property line, immediately adjacent to the southeast property 

corner.  The nearest impact includes a flow-thru planter proposed 20 feet from its trunk; at 
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this distance, and with the understanding the wall shall not require overexcavation, 

subexcavation, or compaction inside the 20-foot distance, I conclude the impact as 

tolerable and insignificant. Also applicable within the 20-foot setback includes 

recommendations for #6 and 7 regarding hand-digging prior to excavation occurring for 

the parking lot, piers and/or revised flow-through planter.   

 

Redwood #15 

This large redwood originates from the neighboring eastern property, its trunk abutting or 

within inches from the property line, and its large roots grow into the site, forming large 

asphalt mounds and depressions. Exploratory digging below the tallest mound revealed 

small roots underlying the asphalt surface, and a large root 12 inches below ground (i.e. 12 

inches beneath bottom of asphalt surface). Based on these observations, key guidelines for 

designing the future EVA are as follows: excavation and trenching required for base 

material, edging, forms, EVA surface, curb, storm drains, inlets, etc. do not exceed 6 

inches below the soil high point where exploratory digging occurred (possibly a 4-inch 

max for the area), and roots encountered with diameters ≥2 inches shall be retained and not 

damaged (base material would simply be placed around any encountered root of this size).   

 

Setbacks from the trunk where the above guidelines apply include up to 5 feet from the 

proposed building foundation and 25 feet in all other directions.  The location of utilities 

and electrical route for the transformer also need adhering to the setbacks, as well as 

overexcavation, subexcavation, irrigation, lighting, compaction, etc.  Furthermore, direct 

compaction of the subgrade within the redwood's TPZ must be avoided, and Tensar® 

Biaxial Geogrid placed on subgrade the use of CU-Structural Soil™ for base material 

should be prescribed.  Maintaining the proposed permeable surface is also beneficial. 

 

Also applicable within 25 feet from its trunk includes recommendations for #6 and 7 

regarding hand-digging prior to excavation occurring for the section of parking lot and 

building foundation. Very minor pruning of its lower southwest portion of canopy is 

necessary to accommodate clearances for constructing the building; work should be 

relegated to reducing the length of branches encroaching into the future building and 

establishing minimal clearance for construction scaffolding. 
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4.4  Proposed New Trees 

Conclusions reached from my review of the proposed tree landscape are as follows:   

 The single Brisbane box proposed for installation appears a suitable selection within 

the planter and confined along the edge of redwood #15's canopy, adjacent to the 

existing neighboring building, and near the future hotel building; it represents a 

substitute for the prior proposed Deodar cedar.   

 The five fern pine trees proposed along the eastern boundary near the southeast 

property corner are clear of competing canopies of heritage trees being retained.   

 The five Armstrong red maples proposed along the southern boundary are situated a 

good distance from the trunks of neighboring heritage trees, and avoid any conflicts 

with the heritage trees' roots.  Regarding the note identifying these trees, omit 

language stating "and outside Tree Protection Zones." 
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5.0  TREE PROTECTION MEASURES 

 

Recommendations presented within this section serve as measures to help mitigate or 

avoid impacts to trees being retained, and all should be carefully followed throughout the 

demolition, grading, utility, construction and landscaping phases. They are subject to 

change upon reviewing any revised or updated project plans, and I (hereinafter, "project 

arborist") should be consulted in the event any cannot be feasibly implemented.  Please 

note that, unless otherwise stated, all referenced distances from trunks are intended to be 

from the closest edge, face of, where they meet the root crown.  

 

5.1  Design Guidelines 

1. A Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) is necessary to confine or restrict activities within 

certain distances from trunks, for the purpose of achieving a reasonable assurance of 

anchoring capacity and tree survival.  Such activities include, but are not necessarily 

limited to, the following: trenching, soil scraping, compaction, mass and finish-

grading, overexcavation, subexcavation, tilling, ripping, swales, bioswales, storm 

drains, dissipaters, equipment cleaning, stockpiling and dumping of materials, 

altering natural drainage patterns, and equipment and vehicle operation.  In the event 

an impact encroaches slightly within a setback, it can be reviewed on a case-by-case 

basis by the project arborist to determine whether measures can sufficiently mitigate 

impacts to less-than-significant levels.  Based on the proposed design and existing 

site/tree conditions, I recommend the following TPZs for each tree: 

 #6 and 7:  Up to the proposed driveway, and beneath their canopies in all other 

directions.  

 #8:  Up to 24 inches from the parking lot curb where beneath its canopy.   

 #9:  A distance of 13 feet from the trunk towards the parking lot, and 25 feet in 

all other directions.    

 #10:  A distance of 20 feet or more from the trunk in all directions. 

 #15:  Up to 5 feet from the proposed building foundation and 25 feet in all other 

directions.   

 #25 thru 28:  The entire existing planters delineated by curbs.  
 

2. All site-related plans should contain notes referring to this report for tree protection 

measures. 
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3. Items specified in Section 4.3 of this report shall be considered part of this section. 

 

4. On all site-related plans, show trunk locations, assigned numbers and diameters (as a 

circle to-scale) of all remaining trees; update and add where needed on civil and 

landscape plans.  

 

5. On a tree disposition or protection plan, add fencing or TPZ designations as defined 

within item #1 of this section.   

 

6. Abandon all existing, unused lines or pipes within a TPZ, and any above-ground 

section should be cut off at existing soil grade (rather than being dug up and causing 

subsequent root damage); specify this provision onto the demolition plan (C2.0). 

 

7. The demolition and grading design should consider retaining existing hardscape 

within a TPZ up until landscape construction, for the purpose of providing much 

greater access for staging, equipment, and vehicular and personnel access (space 

which would otherwise be confined should pavement be removed).  To specify, a 

note would be added to the demolition and grading plans.  

 

8. Design and route utilities (including for the transformer), irrigation, storm drains, 

dissipaters and swales beyond TPZs. Depending on proximity to tree trunks, 

directional boring by at least 4 feet below existing grade may be needed, or digging 

within a TPZ can be manually performed using shovels (no jackhammers, and roots 

≥2 inches in diameter retained and not damaged during the process).  Pipe bursting is 

also a possible alternative option to consider. All tentative routes should be reviewed 

with the project arborist beforehand, and any authorized digging within a TPZ shall 

only be performed under supervision by the project arborist. 

 

9. The erosion control design should consider that any straw wattle or fiber rolls require 

a maximum vertical soil cut of 2 inches for their embedment, and are established as 

close to canopy edges as possible (and not against a tree trunk). 

 

10. The permanent and temporary drainage design, including downspouts, should not 

require water being discharged towards a tree's trunk.  
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11. Show the future staging area and route(s) of access on the final site plan, striving to 

avoid TPZs (or if needed, reviewed with the project arborist).   

 

12. Avoid specifying the use of herbicides within a TPZ; where used on site, they should 

be labeled for safe use near trees. Also, avoid liming within 50 feet of a tree's canopy. 

 

13. Where within 10 feet from a TPZ, overexcavation shall be avoided, or at a minimum, 

confined 6 inches from back of curbs (and supervised by the project arborist). 

 

14. Adhere to the following additional landscape guidelines: 

 Establish irrigation and lighting features (e.g. main line, lateral lines, valve boxes, 

wiring and controllers) so no trenching occurs within a TPZ.  In the event this is 

not feasible, they may require being installed in a radial direction to, and 

terminate a specific distance from a tree's trunk (versus crossing past it).  The 

routes and overall layout should be reviewed with the project arborist prior to any 

trenching or excavation occurring. 

 Design any new site fencing or fence posts to be at least 2 to 5 feet from a tree’s 

trunk (depending on trunk size and growth pattern).   

 Avoid tilling, ripping and compaction within TPZs.    

 Establish any bender board or other edging material within TPZs to be on top of 

existing soil grade (such as by using vertical stakes). 

 Utilize a 3- to 4-inch layer of coarse wood chips or other high-quality mulch for 

new ground cover beneath canopies (gorilla hair, bark or rock, stone, gravel, 

black plastic or other synthetic ground cover should be avoided).  

 

5.2  Before Demolition, Grading and Construction 

15. Pruning shall only be performed under direction of the project arborist.  The work 

shall be conducted in accordance with the most recent ANSI A300 standards, and by 

a California licensed tree-service contractor (D-49) that has an ISA certified arborist 

in a supervisory role, carries General Liability and Worker’s Compensation 

insurance, and abides by ANSI Safety Operations.   
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16. Begin supplying water to all retained trees, applied where possible for roots to 

uptake, but not against trunks. The methodology, frequency and amounts shall be 

reviewed with the project arborist prior to application; various methodologies include 

flooding the ground, soaker hoses or deep-root injection.   

 

17. Conduct a site meeting between the general contractor and project arborist several 

weeks or more prior to demolition for the purpose of reviewing tree fencing, routes 

of access, staging, necessary pruning, watering, drilling, limits of grading, building 

location, and protection measures presented in this report.   

 

18. Install tree protection fencing prior to any demolition for the purpose of restricting 

access into unpaved sections of ground within a TPZ.  Where existing pavement can 

remain within a TPZ, fencing is not needed (in effect, the pavement allows access 

beneath canopies while serving as a superior root zone buffer).  Fencing should 

consist of 6-foot tall chain link mounted on roughly 2-inch diameter steel posts, 

which are driven into the ground, where needed, for vertical alignment.  Fencing 

shall remain in place throughout site development, and will need to be installed, 

when needed, in various phases (e.g. demolition is phase 1, grading and construction 

phase 2).  Note that prior to the City issuing a permit, they require a letter by the 

project arborist confirming fencing has been installed per this report.   

 

19. The removal of asphalt within a TPZ will trigger any fencing layout to be 

immediately modified to capture the newly unpaved area.   

 

20. Spread, and replenish as needed throughout the entire construction process, a 4- to 5-

inch layer of coarse wood chips (¼- to ¾-inch in size) from a tree-service company 

over unpaved ground within TPZs.  The source and type should be reviewed with, 

and consent provided by, the project arborist before spreading. 

 

21. Fertilization may benefit a tree’s health, vigor and appearance.  If applied, however, 

soil samples should first be obtained to identify the pH levels and nutrient levels so a 

proper fertilization program can be established. I further recommend any fertilization 

is performed under the direction and supervision of a certified arborist, and in 

accordance with the most recent ANSI A300 Fertilization standards.   
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5.3  During Demolition, Grading and Construction 

22. Take  great care during demolition of existing pavement and other features to avoid 

damaging a tree's trunk, crown and roots within a TPZ.   

 

23. Great care must be taken by equipment operators to position their equipment to avoid 

trunks and branches, including the scorching of foliage.  Any tree damage or injury 

should be reported to the project arborist for review of treatment. 

 

24. Construction of the new pedestrian walkway between the hotel and El Camino Real, 

including demolition of the pertinent section of parking lot, shall not require 

excavation or disturbance of ground within the planters containing trees #25 thru 28.  

 

25. The drilling of piers to support the building above the parking lot shall not require the 

loss of large limbs or branches.  As such, drilling locations shall be reviewed with the 

project arborist beforehand.    

 

26. Construction scaffolding shall not extend into canopies, and where needed to 

accommodate this, narrowed in width (e.g. ≤5 feet wide), or avoided altogether and a 

manlift used.  

 

27. Removing existing hardscape (including curbs and gutters) within a TPZ must be 

carefully performed to avoid excavating roots and soil during the process, and the 

removal of base material shall be performed under direction of the project arborist 

(and where necessary, shall remain in place and utilized as future base course). 

 

28. Avoid disposing harmful products (such as cement, paint, chemicals, oil and 

gasoline) beneath canopies or anywhere on site that allows drainage within or near 

TPZs.  Herbicides should not be used with a TPZ; where used on site, they should be 

labeled for safe use near trees.  Liming shall not occur within 50 feet from a trunk. 

 

29. Any authorized access, digging or trenching within designated-fenced areas shall be 

foot-traffic only and manually performed under supervision by the project arborist, 

and without the use of heavy equipment or tractors.   
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30. Avoid using the trees' trunks as winch supports for moving or lifting heavy loads. 

 

31. Avoid damaging or cutting roots with diameters of ≥2 inches without prior 

assessment by the project arborist.  Should roots of this size be encountered, within 

one hour of exposure, they should either be buried by soil or covered by burlap that 

remains continually moist until the root is covered by soil.  If they are approved for 

cutting, cleanly severe at 90° to the angle of root growth against the cut line (using 

loppers or a sharp hand saw), and then immediately after, the cut end either buried 

with soil or covered by a plastic sandwich bag (and secured using a rubber band, 

removed just before backfilling). Roots encountered with diameters <2 inches and 

require removal can be cleanly severed at 90° to the direction of root growth. 

 

32. Spoils created during digging shall not be piled or spread on unpaved ground within a 

TPZ.  If essential, spoils can be temporarily piled on plywood or a tarp. 

 

33. Dust accumulating on trunks and canopies during dry weather periods should be 

periodically washed away (e.g. every 3 to 4 months).  

 

34. New irrigation and lighting features (e.g. main line, laterals, valve boxes, wiring and 

controllers) should be established so that no trenching occurs within a TPZ.  In the 

event this is not feasible, the trenches may require being installed in a radial direction 

to a tree’s trunk, and terminate a specific distance from a trunk (versus crossing past 

it).  The use of a pneumatic air device (such as an Air-Spade®) may be needed to 

avoid root damage.  Additionally, any Netafim tubing used should be placed on 

grade, and header lines installed as mentioned above.  All routes within and near a 

TPZ shall be reviewed with the project arborist several weeks or months prior to 

installation. 

 

35. Digging holes for fence posts within a TPZ should be manually performed using a 

post-hole digger or shovel, and in the event a root ≥2 inches in diameter is 

encountered during the process, the hole should be shifted over by 12 inches, or as 

needed to avoid the root(s) and the process repeated.   
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6.0  ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS 

 

 All information regarding the size and condition of inventoried trees reflects observations 
derived from the ground on 10/19/16 and 11/7/16, and to a much lesser extent  3/17/17, 4/3/17, 
8/28/17, 11/30/17 and 7/10/18. Photographs presented herein were obtained on 10/19/16, 
11/7/16 and 7/10/18. 

 
 My observations were performed visually without probing, coring, dissecting or excavating. 
 
 The assignment pertains solely to trees listed in Exhibit A.  I hold no opinion towards other 

trees on or surrounding the project area. 
 

 I cannot provide a guarantee or warranty, expressed or implied, that deficiencies or problems of 
any trees or property in question may not arise in the future.   
 

 No assurance can be offered that if all my recommendations and precautionary measures 
(verbal or in writing) are accepted and followed the desired results may be achieved. 
 

 I cannot guarantee or be responsible for the accuracy of information provided by others. 
 
 I assume no responsibility for the means and methods used by any person or company 

implementing the recommendations provided in this report. 
 
 The information provided herein represents my opinion.  Accordingly, my fee is in no way 

contingent upon the reporting of a specified finding, conclusion or value. 
 
 Numbers shown on the site map in Exhibit B are intended to only roughly approximate a  

specific tree's location and shall not be considered surveyed points. 
 
 This report is proprietary to me and may not be copied or reproduced in whole or part without 

prior written consent.  It has been prepared for the sole and exclusive use of the parties to who 
submitted for the purpose of contracting services provided by David L. Babby. 

 
 If any part of this report or copy thereof be lost or altered, the entire evaluation shall be invalid. 
 

 

 
 

 

 

Prepared By:  ________________________ Date:  September 14, 2018 
 David L. Babby 
  Registered Consulting Arborist #399 

  Board‐Certified Master Arborist #WE‐4001B 

    CA Licensed Tree Service Contractor #796763 (C61/D49) 
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE 
 

(three sheets) 
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1
Valley oak                     

(Quercus lobata ) 44 70 65 70% 40% Fair Good X

Comments: Crown is asymmetrical, the dominant and sinuous limb structure sweeping west and southwest.
Within a very narrow, tear-drop shaped planter, and its trunk is surrounded by river rock up to 5'
away, and beneath dripline beyond planter is predominantly pavement. Trunk's base is somewhat 
buried by the rock and soil.  Trunk's base is lower than surrounding asphalt lot grade. Structure
formed by a main trunk dividing into codominant leaders at 13' high, forming a seemingly stable 
 attachment. Below this union is a large wound filled with foam, and a substantial amount of
woundwood has developed around the perimeter.  Above the union is another large wound, with
a decaying wall and limited woundwood (and has a fruiting body growing on the wound's face).

2
Valley oak                     

(Quercus lobata ) 39 70 80 30% 20% Poor Low X

Comments: To be removed.  Unsafe condition detailed within the 2/14/16 report by Mr. Straun Edwards 
(provided in Exhibit D of this report).

3
European white birch            

(Betula pendula ) 7 35 15 70% 40% Fair Moderate

Comments: Asymmetrical crown growing NW away from a prior oak on neighboring site.  

4
European white birch            

(Betula pendula ) 6 40 10 50% 40% Poor Moderate

Comments: Asymmetrical crown growing NW away from a prior oak on neighboring site.  Soil is piled at
trunk's base (between a boulder and trunk).

6
Coast live oak                  

(Quercus agrifolia ) 25 50 35 70% 40% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Offsite.  Narrow form, and trunk has a slight lean towards project site.  Structure bifurcates at 6' 
high, has a rangy form, and grows mostly vertical above property line.  Trunk is 8.5' from fence.

7
Coast live oak                  

(Quercus agrifolia ) 14 40 25 60% 60% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Offsite.  Sinuous and narrow form, trunk grows entirely away from site.  The top center, northern- 
most section is sparse.  Trunk is 9.5' from fence.

Address: 1704 El Camino Real, Menlo Park 
Prepared for: Mr. Sagar Patel, Property Owner
Prepared by: David L. Babby  1 of 3 September 14, 2018
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8
Coast live oak                  

(Quercus agrifolia ) 19 35 35 60% 70% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Offsite.  Structure comprised of three main leaders dividing as low at 5.5' high, two growing into
project site.  Sparse and asymmetrical canopy. Trunk is 9.5' from fence.  Dominant surface root
along opposite site of project.

9
Coast live oak                  

(Quercus agrifolia ) 31 50 75 70% 20% Poor Moderate X

Comments: Offsite.  Pronounced, severe lean towards SE.  Trunk divides at 2' along trunk into one smaller
lateral, which forms a weak union with the main stem.  Trunk's base is 4' from fence.  Browning 
canopy at the very top, south side, and some along north perimeter.  Pole support beneath, and
embedded into main stem 11' high.  Broad canopy, branches nearing 3.5' above the ground.

10
Coast redwood                 

(Sequoia sempervirens ) 35 120 35 50% 70% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Offsite.  Sparse and thin canopy with deadwood.  Trunk is 5.6' from fence.   

13
Monterey pine                  
(Pinus radiata ) 31 70 40 50% 50% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Moderate level of infestation by bark beetles to 9' high.  Excessive limb weight.  

14
Monterey pine                  
(Pinus radiata ) 30 65 35 50% 60% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Moderate level of infestation by bark beetles (at trunk's base).  High crown along side adjacent to 
neighboring building. Excessive limb weight.  Has a 4" root surfacing north of trunk, and mounds 
are formed in asphalt up to existing storm drain inlet.  

15
Coast redwood                 

(Sequoia sempervirens ) ~48 12 45 60% 70% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Offsite.  Sparse and thin canopy.  Lower trunk is not visible.  Adjacent wall is pushed into site, 
likely from expansion of the root crown, and has created many vertical and horizontal cracks.  
Adjacent to existing building (at its corner).  Limbs are elongated.  Large mounds in asphalt, up 
to 20' from the wall.  
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16
Glossy privet                   

(Ligustrum lucidum ) 8, 5, 5, 4, 2 30 30 60% 40% Fair Moderate X*

Comments: Multi-trunk with narrow, poor attachments.  Some dieback along canopy's north side.
*Assigned per the City's request.

17
Lemon bottlebrush              

(Callistemon citrinus ) 9 15 15 70% 50% Fair Moderate

Comments: Large limb cut from mid-trunk area sometime ago.  

18
Lemon bottlebrush              

(Callistemon citrinus ) 7 15 15 70% 30% Fair Low

Comments: Has a pronounced SE lean, and a distinct mound has along the opposite side (indicating the tree
potentially partially uprooted in the past).  

25
Jacaranda                     

(Jacaranda mimosifolia ) 7 20 25 40% 40% Poor Low

Comments: Offsite.  Originates beneath oak #1 and grows towards SW.  Trunk bifurcates at 5.5' high.  Has a
fairly low canopy.  Thin with deadwood and excessive limb weight.

26
Jacaranda                     

(Jacaranda mimosifolia ) 6 15 20 30% 50% Poor Low

Comments: Offsite.  Limbs originate along trunk at 5.5' high.  Girdling root over a surfaced buttress root.  
Thin canopy.  

27
Jacaranda                     

(Jacaranda mimosifolia ) 5 10 15 40% 30% Poor Low

Comments: Offsite.  Leans SW, and there is a slight mount opposite lean.  Limbs originate along trunk at
5.5' high.

28
Jacaranda                     

(Jacaranda mimosifolia ) 5 15 15 80% 50% Fair Moderate

Comments: Offsite.  Limbs originate along trunk at 5' high.  Healthy.
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Large amount of sawdust ("frass") indicates      a 
severe infestation by bark beetles 
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ASSIGNMENT: 

 On Friday, February the 12th, 2016 I was asked to inspect two Quercus lobata (valley 

oak) trees.  The trees are located at the Red Cottage Inn & Suites in Menlo Park, CA.  The client 

has plans for construction and is therefore concerned about the condition of the trees. The 

purpose of my investigation is to assess and determine both the health and structural stability of 

the valley oaks.  

 

OBSERVATIONS: 

Tree No. 1: Quercus lobata (valley oak) 

 This tree is a large, mature specimen with a trunk diameter of 44in. (measured at breast 

height) with a canopy height and spread of approximately 75ft.x 55ft.  It is centrally located in 

the driveway.  Although fill soil in the driveway exists over the entire root area, the trunk of the 

tree appears to have stayed relatively dry.  I attribute this to the tree location and the road which 

has allowed drainage away from the tree. There is no obvious basal decay evident.  This tree has 

very good structure with a fairly symmetrical canopy, good health and vigor.  All major branch 

unions appear sound with no major structural defects apparent at the branch unions.  There are a 

few obvious, large hollows in the upper canopy which have previously been filled with 

expanding foam.   

Tree No. 2: Quercus lobata (valley oak)      

 The tree in questions is a large, mature Quercus lobata (valley oak) with a height and 

spread of approximately 80ft. x 110ft. and a trunk dbh of 42in.  The tree is located in the center 

of the courtyard area and leans heavily to the west.  It has good structure with well-developed 

main branch unions.  This tree has been well maintained in the past, with weight reduction 

pruning and the installation of cable support systems on the largest of the lateral limbs.  The 

trunk of the tree has been buried, approximately 20in. deep and the surrounding root area of the 

tree has also been compromised with fill soil and hardscape installed over the top.  There is 

extensive decay in both the lower trunk and large supporting roots.  Both Armillaria sp. and 

Phytophthera sp. appear to be present, with mycelial fans and bleeding from below the bark 

respectively (see photos A-D).  The base and trunk of the tree, at original ground level, has 

approximately 4in. - 6in. thick of sound wood around the exterior.  The interior area, where large 
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support roots would typically be attached, is hollow (see photos E-F).  I used a hose to measure 

the depth of the cavity and was able to insert it approximately 2ft. into the cavity, horizontally 

and 9ft. vertically up into the hollow interior of the trunk (see photos G).   

 
DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION: 

 The valley oak listed as (Tree No. 1) appears to be a healthy and stable specimen with no 

obvious, large defects within the lower base/trunk area.  This tree appears to have been well 

maintained.  The second valley oak (Tree No. 2), I assume, that during the original construction 

many years ago, the tree had excess soil filled around its base.  I also understand that a root 

crown inspection was conducted by Barry Coate and associates, approximately 6 years ago.  In 

his report, he confirmed that the tree had been extensively buried for many years and Armillaria 

mellea (oak root rot fungus) was found in the lower root bowl.  At that time, the area was 

excavated and the fungus treated.  I also conducted a root crown excavation on Tree No. 2, 

which was a little deeper than the previous excavation by Mr. Coate, I noted extensive decay in 

the lower trunk and large supporting roots but also found extensive internal decay.   

 It was confirmed that both the below grade large supporting roots and the main lower 

trunk, continue to be infected with bacterial and fungal pathogens.  After much consideration, 

given to the aesthetic value and cultural significance of this tree, I believe whole tree failure is a 

valid concern.  Although the tree has a good branch structure and appears to be in good health 

above soil grade, due to the extent of the below grade degradation I have come to the conclusion 

that the tree is hazardous.  It is my professional opinion that this tree has a high probability of 

failure due to the long term conditions it has been subjected to.  Furthermore, the locations of the 

decay in the tree lead me to believe that this tree will inevitably fail, as a whole, from ground 

level.  This would cause catastrophic damage with the primary target being the adjacent 

buildings and/or their inhabitants.    
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Photo A was taken on the North side of the tree. 

 
 

 

Photo B was taken on the West side of tree. 

 

A Note: Black bleeding is evident in 
several locations around the 
trunk/base of tree and root union 
area.  These sorts of lesions are 
typically associated with 
Phytophthera infections.   

B 

Note: The silver ring on the 
shovel handle is 22in.above 
original soil grade.  The 
limited root zone & 
extensive hardscape 
surrounding the tree is also 
visible. 
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Photo C was taken on the South side of the tree. 

 
 

 

Photo D was taken on the North side of the tree. 

 

D 

Note: Bleeding and discolored 
sapwood indicate a fungal 
infection in a large supporting root. 

C 

Note: The evidence of a large 
wound closure and black bleeding 
at the soil line. 

G38



Red Cottage Inn & Suites 
1704 El Camino Real 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 

 
  

P.O. Box 2280 • Saratoga, CA 95070-0280 • office 408.866.1010 • cell 408.898.0625 • www.trees360degrees.com  
 

Photo E was taken 

from the West 

side.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo F below was taken on 

the South side. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

E 

Note: Hollow areas all connected 
with the absence of any interior, 
solid, healthy wood tissue. 

Note: A 14in. long hand tool was 
easily inserted into the center of 
the tree.  Any decay wood was 
simply removed by hand. 

F 
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Photo G Hose used to measure depth of cavity.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Should you have any questions regarding the above information please do not hesitate to call me 

at (408) 898-0625.   

 

 

 

Straun Edwards 
Trees 360 Degrees 
ISA Certified Arborist. # WE5612-A 

Hose being used to measure the 
depth of the interior cavity.  A total 
of 9ft. was inserted up into the 
hollow. 

G 
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From: Susan Neville
To: Sandmeier, Corinna D; Andrew Barnes; Drew Combs; Susan Goodhue; Larry Kahle; John Onken; Riggs, Henry;

Katherine Strehl
Cc: Susan Neville
Subject: Comments on Hampton Inn proposal from residents of Park Forest neighborhood
Date: Monday, March 12, 2018 12:28:29 PM

Mar 12, 2018
Dear Planning Commissioners and Staff,

This letter represents the views of many residents of the Park Forest neighborhood that sits 
to the east of the proposed Hampton Inn development at 1704 ECR. Those of us closest to 
the development, living on Forest Lane (a cul de sac that borders the development) have 
invested considerable time and energy since the fall of 2016 to understand the proposal 
and to work with the developer to influence and modify his plans. We have wanted to also 
understand the city's plans to balance residential and commercial development in this area. 
We've been less successful in that regard.

A little background: 
• We got notice of this project in early fall 2016. In Oct 2016 we wrote to the city with our
concerns. A majority of homeowners in our development signed that letter. Those concerns
were about the height, scale and density of this project, the noise and traffic it would
generate, issues of privacy and security and the impact on home values. We have roughly
200 people, representing a wide diversity of ages and backgrounds, who chose to live in
this area because of its unique architecture, quiet streets and serene and beautiful common
green space. This  planned development of single family homes is about 50 yrs old. We
have a lovely view of mostly open sky to the east. A few properties on ECR have been
redeveloped but none is as tall or dense as the proposed Hampton Inn. The most recent
structure at the corner of Buckthorn and ECR capped their height at 30 feet.

• We organized a community meeting in December of 2016 to hear neighbors’ concerns.
Following that meeting a group of us from Park Forest who live closest to the project met
with the developer, Sagar Patel, to share our concerns and see what modifications he was
willing to make. We had several very constructive meetings and in May we wrote again to
the city detailing our support of the design adaptations that Mr Patel made.

Today we can say: 

First, our concerns about the density of this project remain. The FAR will go from .29 to 
1.10 if the public benefit is approved. For comparison the structure at the corner of ECR 
and Buckthorn has a FAR of .40. This kind of change will affect the neighborhood. It is hard 
to understand why a height of 3 stories (40 feet, 9 in) has been approved for this area of 
north Menlo Park. That height and density is, in the eyes of most people, not in keeping 
with the residential nature of our neighborhood. Residents and businesses on other sides of 

ATTACHMENT H
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the development also have issues to which we are sympathetic. We want our concerns 
about this to be heard and considered.

Furthermore, having a chain hotel of this size in close proximity to our homes will likely 
depress our home values - something that is not considered in BAE’s analysis of the TOT 
that is included in the staff report. Homes in our neighborhood have been selling for $2M 
and more. Even a moderate dent to the values of our homes will easily equal the annual 
TOT in dollar value. It doesn’t seem right to, in essence, exact a penalty from one particular 
neighborhood to pay a bonus to the city coffers. 

Second, should the city approve a project of this size, we would approve most of the 
developer's plans. We have a few items that we'd like to see changed and those are listed 
below. Overall, we are gratified by the meetings we had with Mr Patel and his architect, Jim 
Rato. There is a lot to be said for a small group of people productively working together 
when they have a common interest. We feel fortunate that Mr Patel is invested in doing the 
best he can for our neighborhood. He has competing interests and in spite of that he made 
significant changes to the design after considering our input. He changed the design from a 
red and grey farmhouse modern to a style more consistent with other properties in this 
area. He shifted some of the rooms of the hotel closer to ECR and pushed back the 3rd 
floor of the east facing facade of the hotel which is closest to our neighborhood. He has 
reduced the height of the first floor which should reduce the overall height of the building. 
His request to remove 2 heritage oaks is offset by a landscape plan that includes planting 
double that number. These are all things we support.

The areas we'd like to see revisited are:

• The change in the design of the 2nd floor roof on the rear of the property (the east 
elevation). The developer and architect agreed this area would be open and recessed. The 
recent addition of a metal screen will make it look like a commercial wall instead of a more 
attractive open area with greenery. An earlier design had a trellis only which we preferred. 
Apparently the metal screen was added to screen 5 air conditioning units that are now 
situated there. We are concerned about the noise from those units and would like them to 
be situated in the well on the roof and we’d like the railing that appears in the elevation to 
be reviewed as it will appear as a dominant visual element.  
• The roof line at the southeast corner used to be angled in at a 45 degree angle. Now the 
view shows a 90 degree angle (the side of a gable to the south). This corner of the building 
is prominently positioned at the center of the cul de sac view and is not as attractive from 
our vantage point as it was in a prior design. 

• Landscaping. We recognize that this does not need to be decided now. We would like to 
have input into the choice of trees for the eastern border and make sure they are tall 
enough to screen the entire project.  

H2



These are appeals for small changes to a very large project. We have not considered and 
discussed issues of traffic, parking, noise and the construction. 

We'd appreciate you taking ALL of our concerns to heart in deciding whether to approve 
this project and if so what changes to recommend.

Thank you.

Signed, thus far, by these homeowners of Park Forest neighborhood:

Susan Neville 160 Forest Lane
Carol Diamond 180 Forest Lane
Glenna Patton 190 Forest Lane
Michael Brady 191 Forest Lane
Margaret Race 151 Forest Lane
Dave Forter 151 Forest Lane
Anna Eshoo 120 Forest Lane
Hillary Easom 171 Forest Lane
Victor Kliorin 170 Forest Lane
Anne Gregor 130 Forest Lane 
Linda Golub 150 Forest Lane
Stephanie Lettieri 1601 Stone Pine Lane 
Peter Carpenter 140 Forest Lane
Melissa Karp 1711 Stone Pine Lane
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From: Susan Neville
To: Sandmeier, Corinna D
Subject: appt please - re: 1704 ECR
Date: Tuesday, September 18, 2018 12:09:38 PM

Hi Corinna,

I'd like to make an appt for myself (and/or possibly others from Park Forest neighborhood) to
sit down with you and get an update on the timetable for the Hampton Inn proposal to be heard
at a public meeting. Also we'd like to brief you on the change in our stance. Presumably you
are aware that we oppose the current plan. 

The planning commission had a study session on the previous plan. It will be very important
for them to know that we have a very different opinion of the new plan. It concerns us that the
planning commission could view this as the same project. From our point of view it is
substantially different and we'd like to make sure that due process is allowed - as though this
were a newly proposed project. What would be involved in our requesting a study session on
this plan?

I'd like to know what days, times will work for you to meet. Here are some possibilities for us:

Thurs, Sept 27 . 4 or 5 pm
Mon, Oct 1 -  late afternoon
Wed, Oct 3 - 5 pm (or possibly morning)

Look forward to hearing back from you,

Thank you,

Susan 
650 400 1818
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From: Fred Rose
To: Sandmeier, Corinna D; Susan Neville; Carol Diamond; Peter Carpenter; Anne Gregor; Fred Rose; Melissa Karp
Subject: Concern re the 1704 ECR Hampton Inn Project
Date: Tuesday, September 18, 2018 8:53:11 PM

Dear Ms. Sandmeier,

I'm writing today to express my concern and opposition to the proposed hotel project at 1704 El Camino
Royale. As you know, the Park Forest communities had reached a satisfactory accord with regard to this
project whose basis has suddenly been overturned. This late revision in itself calls for a separate study
session, not the formal hearing planned for October 8. The March 12 Study Session reviewed entirely different
plans than those now proposed. Frankly, this bait and switch.

As outlined in your description, the plan is to demolish an existing 28-room hotel and build a new 67-room
Hampton Inn hotel. The FAR of the hotel exceeds allowable limits in return for a public benefit bonus deriving
from the TOT revenues to the city. This "bonus" is tantamount to rewarding a developer for paying his taxes,
an absurd concept that individuals might hope would happen for them.

Much of my concern relates to the size of the project in a city that now has had more two new hotels open in
two years, with more on the way. Fundamentals here suggest that, at some point, we risk a supply of hotel
rooms that exceeds demand. This is important: if the perceived need for additional hotel rooms prompting this
Hampton Inn at 1704 El Camino Royale is taking place in the greatest regional boom in a century, what
happens when economic activity returns to normal or recession levels? We saw the result in 2002 and 2009,
with a strip of nearly-empty hospitality shells along El Camino Royale. The Hampton Inn proposed is simply
one hotel too many and risks becoming tomorrow's SRO, an unwelcome neighbor to this community by any
measure.

The bulk this new plan represents is overweening. As now set, the footprint would increase markedly. Its height
would tower over neighboring houses, producing a wall some 50% higher than heights now in place,
overshadowing Forest Lane and Park Forest II's community space.

The removal of underground parking is a grave disappointment, increasing the overall footprint of the project
and raising the prospect that parking will overflow onto public streets

All of this will of course depress the market value of houses in this region, a negative "bonus" that the Planning
Commission should consider in its factors.

I thank you for your consideration and look forward to the Planning Commission's wise conclusion that the
many unfortunate factors in this project make it one hotel too many.

Sincerely,
Frederick B. Rose; 130 Forest Lane; Menlo Park
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From: Sarah Watson
To: Sandmeier, Corinna D
Cc: Harlan Matles; John Dearborn
Subject: Hampton inn project 1704 el Camino
Date: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 2:17:36 PM

Hi, I am a physician with an office in the 1706 building next to the proposed Hampton inn project. I am writing to
express my concern about access to 1706 for both patients and staff during the construction of the hotel. Currently
the only access to 1706 is from El Camino. This will be the same access that construction vehicles will be using.
Please note that there are 2 different medical practices in the 1706 building. On rare occasions emergency response
vehicles are also going to require access to the parking lot.
Original plans for the 1706 building included a parking lot entrance on Buckthorn way. This was not permitted due
to resident concern about increased traffic on Buckthorn. I strongly urge you to allow access to Buckthorn when
construction starts on the 1704 project. Not doing that will result in increased parking on Buckthorn as patients and
staff attempt to avoid delays due to construction. In addition there could be delays in emergency response.
I look forward to hearing back from you as you consider the impacts of the Hampton inn project.
Sincerely,

Sarah Watson, MD
MD² Menlo Park
(650) 745-5633

Sent from my iPhone

Sarah Watson, MD 
O: (650) 391-0500 | F: (650) 391-0503
1706 El Camino Real, Suite 200 | Menlo Park, CA 94027 
www.md2.com

Seattle | Bellevue | Portland | San Francisco | Menlo Park | Beverly Hills | Dallas | Chicago | Boston | New York |
DC McLean
Chicago Lake Shore - opening Winter, 2018

IMPORTANT NOTICE: The information contained in this e-mail, including any attachments, is confidential, proprietary or privileged and
may be subject to protection under the law, including the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA).  This message is
intended for the sole use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed.  If you are not the intended recipient, you are notified that
any use, distribution or copying of the message is strictly prohibited and may subject you to criminal or civil penalties.  If you received this
e-mail in error, please contact the sender immediately by return e-mail and delete the message.  Nothing in this e-mail, including any
attachment, is intended to be a legally binding signature.
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From: John Dearborn
To: Sandmeier, Corinna D
Cc: Sarah Watson; Harlan Matles
Subject: Re: Hampton inn project 1704 el Camino
Date: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 8:47:46 PM
Attachments: emailDearAssoc Logo 4.16.18.pdf

ATT00001.htm

Hi Corinna,

I am a 3rd physician with a busy orthopaedic surgery practice in the 1706 El Camino building 
on the ground floor. Many of my patients arrive with walkers and canes after surgery and 
occasionally patients come from skilled nursing facilities via ambulance. If their access to our 
office is impaired after surgery, you might imagine the negative consequences that could 
result, from falls in the parking lot related to loose debris, delays in emergency vehicle access 
to our office, etc. 

An exit onto Buckthorn would be very helpful in creating a one way flow of traffic through 
the parking lot. It is already jammed and difficult for patients attempting to turn around to exit. 
This problem will be compounded if there is construction going on. If my memory serves me 
correctly, the previous objection to a Buckthorn exit from our parking lot was from the 
residents. Since Buckthorn does not go through to Middlefield, traffic on Buckthorn would not 
increase except for the last 1/2 block as cars wait to turn north on El Camino. Without an exit, 
during construction our patients will instead park on Buckthorn and walk across the 
landscaping to get to our building, walkers and all. I cringe at the thought of this, even as I 
type!

John Dearborn, MD
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1706 El Camino Real, Suite 101, Menlo Park, CA 94025
(650) 325-1395	Fax (650) 325-2019


Center for Joint Replacement Building
2000 Mowry Avenue, Fremont, CA 94538
(510) 818-7200	Fax (510) 742-9334


www.DearbornAssoc.com 


"If I find in myself a desire which no experience in this world can satisfy; the most probable explanation is that I am meant for another world."  C. S. Lewis (1898-1963)














On Sep 25, 2018, at 5:22 PM, Harlan Matles <matles@md2.com> wrote:

Thanks for putting on the agenda!
 
I totally agree with Dr. Watson. The building was built (and has plans) with the ability to enter/exit the parking lot from Buckthorn Way. However, it was nixed early on during construction. It would be a GREAT service to the building and surrounding neighbors if this was re-opened. There is actually MORE traffic going down Buckthorn as everyone knows going south on El Camino turns there and parks or goes around and the small townhome neighborhood to back north on El Camino. 
 
I am sure Dr. Dearborn and staff would also agree with above assessment.
 

		[image: ]		Harlan Matles, MD, FACP 
O: (650) 391-0500 | F: (650) 391-0503
1706 El Camino Real, Suite 200 | Menlo Park, CA 94027 
www.md2.com





Seattle | Bellevue | Portland | San Francisco | Menlo Park | Beverly Hills | Dallas | Chicago | Boston | New York | DC McLean
Chicago Lake Shore - opening Winter, 2018


IMPORTANT NOTICE: The information contained in this e-mail, including any attachments, is confidential, proprietary or privileged and may be subject to protection under the law, including the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA).  This message is intended for the sole use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed.  If you are not the intended recipient, you are notified that any use, distribution or copying of the message is strictly prohibited and may subject you to criminal or civil penalties.  If you received this e-mail in error, please contact the sender immediately by return e-mail and delete the message.  Nothing in this e-mail, including any attachment, is intended to be a legally binding signature.

From: Sandmeier, Corinna D <cdsandmeier@menlopark.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 5:17 PM
To: Sarah Watson <watson@md2.com>
Cc: Harlan Matles <matles@md2.com>; John Dearborn <jdearborn@dearbornsah.com>
Subject: RE: Hampton inn project 1704 el Camino 


 
Thank you for your email, I will include this with my staff report for the October 8th study session.
 
Sincerely,
Corinna Sandmeier
 
 

		<image001.png>
		  Corinna D. Sandmeier
  Senior Planner
  City Hall - 1st Floor
  701 Laurel St.
  tel  650-330-6726 
  menlopark.org





 

 

From: Sarah Watson [mailto:watson@md2.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 2:17 PM
To: Sandmeier, Corinna D <cdsandmeier@menlopark.org>
Cc: Harlan Matles <matles@md2.com>; John Dearborn <jdearborn@dearbornsah.com>
Subject: Hampton inn project 1704 el Camino 


 
Hi, I am a physician with an office in the 1706 building next to the proposed Hampton inn project. I am writing to express my concern about access to 1706 for both patients and staff during the construction of the hotel. Currently the only access to 1706 is from El Camino. This will be the same access that construction vehicles will be using. Please note that there are 2 different medical practices in the 1706 building. On rare occasions emergency response vehicles are also going to require access to the parking lot.
Original plans for the 1706 building included a parking lot entrance on Buckthorn way. This was not permitted due to resident concern about increased traffic on Buckthorn. I strongly urge you to allow access to Buckthorn when construction starts on the 1704 project. Not doing that will result in increased parking on Buckthorn as patients and staff attempt to avoid delays due to construction. In addition there could be delays in emergency response.
I look forward to hearing back from you as you consider the impacts of the Hampton inn project.
Sincerely,

Sarah Watson, MD
MD² Menlo Park
(650) 745-5633

Sent from my iPhone

 
		[image: http://www.md2.com/files/email/logos/logo_sm.jpg]
		Sarah Watson, MD 
O: (650) 391-0500 | F: (650) 391-0503
1706 El Camino Real, Suite 200 | Menlo Park, CA 94027 
www.md2.com





Seattle | Bellevue | Portland | San Francisco | Menlo Park | Beverly Hills | Dallas | Chicago | Boston | New York | DC McLean
Chicago Lake Shore - opening Winter, 2018

 
IMPORTANT NOTICE: The information contained in this e-mail, including any attachments, is confidential, proprietary or privileged and may be subject to protection under the law, including the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA).  This message is intended for the sole use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed.  If you are not the intended recipient, you are notified that any use, distribution or copying of the message is strictly prohibited and may subject you to criminal or civil penalties.  If you received this e-mail in error, please contact the sender immediately by return e-mail and delete the message.  Nothing in this e-mail, including any attachment, is intended to be a legally binding signature.










From: Harlan Matles
To: Sandmeier, Corinna D; Sarah Watson
Cc: John Dearborn
Subject: RE: Hampton inn project 1704 el Camino
Date: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 5:22:37 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Thanks for putting on the agenda!
 
I totally agree with Dr. Watson. The building was built (and has plans) with the ability to enter/exit
the parking lot from Buckthorn Way. However, it was nixed early on during construction. It would be
a GREAT service to the building and surrounding neighbors if this was re-opened. There is actually
MORE traffic going down Buckthorn as everyone knows going south on El Camino turns there and
parks or goes around and the small townhome neighborhood to back north on El Camino.
 
I am sure Dr. Dearborn and staff would also agree with above assessment.
 

Harlan Matles, MD, FACP 
O: (650) 391-0500 | F: (650) 391-0503
1706 El Camino Real, Suite 200 | Menlo Park, CA 94027 
www.md2.com

Seattle | Bellevue | Portland | San Francisco | Menlo Park | Beverly Hills | Dallas | Chicago | Boston | New York |
DC McLean
Chicago Lake Shore - opening Winter, 2018

IMPORTANT NOTICE: The information contained in this e-mail, including any attachments, is confidential, proprietary or privileged and
may be subject to protection under the law, including the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA).  This message is
intended for the sole use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed.  If you are not the intended recipient, you are notified that
any use, distribution or copying of the message is strictly prohibited and may subject you to criminal or civil penalties.  If you received this
e-mail in error, please contact the sender immediately by return e-mail and delete the message.  Nothing in this e-mail, including any
attachment, is intended to be a legally binding signature.

From: Sandmeier, Corinna D <cdsandmeier@menlopark.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 5:17 PM
To: Sarah Watson <watson@md2.com>
Cc: Harlan Matles <matles@md2.com>; John Dearborn <jdearborn@dearbornsah.com>
Subject: RE: Hampton inn project 1704 el Camino
 
Thank you for your email, I will include this with my staff report for the October 8th study
session.
 
Sincerely,
Corinna Sandmeier
 

 

  Corinna D. Sandmeier
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From: Scott Barnum
To: _Planning Commission
Cc: Debby Barnum
Subject: 1704 El Camino Real - Plans For Large Hampton Inn
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 1:31:04 PM

Planning Commission Members:
 
My wife and I are residents of the Park Forest Area, and I am writing to the
Commission in protest of  the most current plans under consideration for the
redevelopment of current Red Cottage Inn to be turned into a much larger Hampton
Inn by developer/owner Sagar Patel at 1704 El Camino Real.  I am a member of our
homeowners’ association and have been closely following developments of this
project for our family and our neighbors.
 
Here are my keep points for your consideration:
 

El Camino Real is already overloaded with traffic, commercial buildings,
entrance/egress issues throughout Menlo Park to the Redwood City border. 
With all the new development planned, it is only going to get worse.  You have
testaments to this fact from traffic counts, many residents as well as the Menlo
Park Fire Protection District.  Why do we need even more high density
commercial development to further overload an already bad and deteriorating
situation, especially in low density neighborhoods.  The most recent
architectural design and scale is inappropriate and seems in conflict with what is
generally designated as a “low-density” zone.  
 

Mr. Patel’s plans have evolved materially from his original submission, some
three years ago.  As I’m sure he told you, he originally worked with us neighbors
and we neighbors collaborated on design changes that were suitable to him and
the neighborhood.  However, he very recently changed those plans when he
determined he could not “financially justify” underground parking.  Among other
issues, the above ground parking has pushed the height to three stories and
much closer to the property boundaries, making it much more intrusive and
invasive to the property’s neighbors on all three sides.
 

One could argue that the plan review process to date has been procedurally
flawed, until the Commission recently added the study session on the 8th.  This
gives the appearance that the Commission might be biased to moving forward
with the project regardless of the ramifications to the neighboring community
(light pollution, noise pollution, parking challenges, traffic impact, garbage pick-
up/smells, privacy, public safety and visual commercial encroachment in a
residential area, etc.) and that the commission is callous to neighborhood
impact as long as building standards/regulations are met and occupancy taxes
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can be collected.  The issues and impacts presented by the current plans for
this hotel are material. I’m sure it is much easier for you to approve plans when
what is being approved is not located next to your home or even in your general
neighborhood.   Unfortunately, we live right next door, as do many others. We
didn’t make a significant investment in real estate and pay very high state and
local property taxes to live in a commercial – high density area.  I would
encourage any/all of you to visit our neighborhood and talk to us, Mr. Patel’s
neighbors, who will be affected by his most recent design.  My wife and I will
certainly volunteer to be interviewed.  The obligation of outreach and due
diligence goes both ways.
 

The “public benefit bonus” methodology that the Council is using to approve the
revised project appears to be discretionary, not mandatory.  Further, and in light
of the resultant impact of the most recent changes, we oppose the presumption
that application of the public benefit bonus is justified here.  In fact, it can be
argued that this project is in the public’s disinterest as currently configured.

 
A prior agreement with Mr. Patel and his neighbors was based on the unaltered
(prior version of) the plans.  Mr. Patel has recently changed his plans and has
gone back on most of the agreements on the plans he made with us, his
neighbors.  As a member of the residential neighborhood that will undoubtedly
feel the greatest negative impact of this commercial development, I am firmly
against the proposed most recent changes that are currently on file and strongly
urge the Commission to re-evaluate the scope and scale of this project and
mandate that the developer go back and renegotiate his plans with his
neighbors.
 

I (and many of my neighbors) will be at the Planning Commission Study Session on
October 8th to reinforce this communication and try to help you all understand that
what is currently being proposed in NOT good, NOT fair and certainly NOT in the
public’s best interest.  We have no issue with Mr. Patel’s interest in improving his
property for his personal or commercial interest, just like we residential homeowners
improve our own properties to improve livability and real estate value.  However, any
changes or improvements have to be made within the context of building codes,
residential zoning laws, and the community - neighborhood impact.
 
Please keep all of this in mind as you evaluate the plans for this project.  Thank you
for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
Scott and Deb Barnum
137 Stone Pine Lane
Menlo Park, CA 94025
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From: Susan Lynch
To: _Planning Commission; _CCIN
Cc: Michael Lynch
Subject: Opposed to Current Plan to Build Hotel at 1704 El Camino Real, Menlo Park
Date: Sunday, September 30, 2018 4:54:03 PM

Dear Menlo Park City Council and Planning Commission,

We are residents in Park Forest, Menlo Park and we live at 121 Forest Lane.  We are opposed to the revised
architectural control and variance request submitted by Sagar Patel to build a 68-room hotel at 1704 El Camino
Real.

Our housing group met with the owner/developer and thought we had reached an agreement for less height and
density.  It appears that plan is no longer the current plan and rather another has been submitted that will adversely
obstruct the view or our neighborhood and proposes we back up to a very tall structure that is not in keeping with
our low density neighborhood.  In addition, the structure proposed will greatly add to the noise level and aesthetic of
this part of Menlo Park.

It seems that our efforts to revise that plans have not been listened to and that changes made were discretionary and
not mandatory.  We are opposed to the current plan and want it to be revised and our concerns heard by city
planning.

Sincerely,
Susan and Michael Lynch
121 Forest Lane, Menlo Park, CA  94025
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From: pericaylor@gmail.com
To: _Planning Commission
Subject: Proposed Hampton Inn
Date: Friday, September 28, 2018 10:06:34 AM

Hello,
 
As a Menlo Park resident and member of the Park Forest I Homeowner’s Association since June
2011, I’d like to express support of the proposed Hampton Inn project at 1704 El Camino Real.
 
Owner Sagar Patel has been forthright in his presentations to the Park Forest I HOA membership and
to me personally about the proposed hotel.  If I understood Sagar correctly, it is financially
unfeasible to simply renovate the Red Cottage Inn. In order for his business to survive in the Silicon
Valley market, he must offer accommodations and amenities that are competitive with those offered
elsewhere in Menlo Park.
 
While I understand neighbors’ sensitivity to the changes such a development might bring, as well as
city residents’ discomfort with the pace and scale of heavy development throughout Menlo Park, I
am also a realist. Given the inevitability of change, I would hope the City of Menlo Park and Planning
Commission will aim for balanced growth, change that will both retain and enhance quality of life for
residents while allowing the city to thrive financially into the future.
 
Sincerely,
 
Peri Caylor
164 Stone Pine Lane
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From: Pearl Glaves
To: _Planning Commission
Subject: Letter supporting the Hampton Inn
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 8:39:21 PM

Dear Planning Commission:

We are writing this letter in support of the proposed Hampton Inn located at 1704 El 
Camino Real. We reside at 135 Stone Pine Lane - our property looks across the park at the 
south side of the hotel.

We have lived here for 4 years, and during this time we have never had any issues with the 
current hotel, nor have we heard any neighbors complain about noise, light, traffic, etc. We 
understand that the new hotel will be larger, but Sagar has been working closely with the 
neighborhood to address reasonable concerns. We feel confident should issues arise in the 
future, he will also address those in a thoughtful manner.

People are understandably sensitive and cautious when it comes to development in their 
neighborhood, but we feel that this project may indeed improve the general area.

Regards,

Pearl and Tony Glaves
135 Stone Pine Lane
Menlo Park
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From: Glenna Patton
To: Sandmeier, Corinna D
Cc: _Planning Commission; _CCIN; Susan Neville; Carol Diamond; Frederick Rose; Brady, Michael J.; Peter 

Carpenter; Eric Easom; carol boyden; Dave Forter; margaret race
Subject: For Oct 8 Study Session: 1704 ECR Project
Date: Monday, October 1, 2018 12:26:04 PM
Attachments: 10_1 Park Forest Plus Letter to Commission re Study Session.pdf

ATT00001.htm
1704 ECR TIMELINE.pdf
ATT00002.htm
1704 ECR Timeline Exhibits FINAL.pdf
ATT00003.htm

Hi Corinna,

On behalf of the greater Park Forest area neighborhood (“Park Forest Plus”), we’re submitting 
the attached three (3) documents that we’d like to be made available to the Planning 
Commissioners as part of the information packet for the October 8th Study Session on the 
1704 ECR development.

The documents include:
1) A letter stating the neighborhood’s opposition to current plans 
2) A timeline of the neighborhood’s engagement with the developer and City of Menlo Park
3) Documentation of key correspondence related to the items in the timeline

Collectively, these materials demonstrate our unified position against the latest 1704 ECR 
plans, which changed so significantly in May, they represent an entirely new proposal. The 
abrupt new direction also disregards and undermines our neighborhood’s good faith efforts 
over the past two years to engage with the developer and the City to create a solution that 
works for all parties. 

We appreciate the opportunity for our voices to be heard on October 8th and look forward to a 
productive discussion of our issues.

Best Regards,

Susan Neville
Glenna Patton
Carol Diamond
Fred Rose
Mike Brady
Peter Carpenter
Eric Easom
Carol Boyden
Dave Forter
Margaret Race
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Park  Forest  Plus  
  


-­Committed  to  a  Just  Settlement  of  the  Hampton  Inn  Project-­  
  
Date:  10/1/2018  
To:  The  Planning  Commission  
From:  Park  Forest  Plus,  an  Association  of  the  Park  Forest  and  Surrounding  Neighborhoods  
Re:  The  Hampton  Inn  Project  at  1704  El  Camino  Real  
  
Dear  Commissioners:  
  
We  are  writing  today  to  speak  to  our  ongoing  concerns  regarding  the  character  of  our  community  as  it  
confronts  radical  change  with  the  pending  demolition  of  the  29-­room  Red  Cottage  Inn  and  its  replacement  
with  a  68-­room  Hampton  Inn  motel.  While  our  brief  statement  here  regards  a  very  large  building,  it's  also  
about  the  neighborhood  in  which  we  live.  Only  careful  design  and  thoughtful  consideration  of  residential  
communities  will  ensure  that  the  greater  Park  Forest  area  retains  the  unique  character  and  quality  of  life,  
which  we  have  invested  in  and  are  rightly  proud  to  live  in.  
  
Make  no  mistake,  our  strikingly  green  and  leafy  surround  is  about  to  find  itself  the  neighbor  of  a  massed  
stucco  structure.  The  proposed  hotel,  in  its  current  iteration,  presents  a  stark  contrast  to  our  existing,  tranquil  
surrounds.  In  place  of  mature  trees  and  the  Red  Cottage’s  current  single  and  2-­story  buildings,  the  proposed  
hotel  project  rises  three  (3)  stories  high  (up  to  38’),  nearly  50%  above  the  26’  height  of  our  existing  
townhouses.  On  the  east  side,  approximately  100  feet  of  unarticulated,  windowed  wall  is  currently  proposed;;  
on  the  south  side  the  wall  is  twice  that  length;;  and  on  the  north  side,  plans  call  for  a  parking  garage  just  10  
feet  from  the  property  line  of  homes  in  Buckthorn  Park.  
  
The  unusual  size  of  the  building  stems  from  a  Public  Benefit  Bonus  oddly  applied  for  a  tax  all  hotels  pay,  a  
bonus  we  question  strongly.  There  appears  to  be  no  public  “benefit”  to  our  neighborhoods.  Are  we  not  
similarly  considered  part  of  the  “Public?”      
  
Well,  what  then  do  we  seek?  Our  concerns  are  1)  Setbacks  from  adjacent  properties  2)  Mass  3)  Aesthetics  
and  4)  Environmental  Impact  (congestion  and  noise).  The  proposed  development  will  negatively  affect  our  
neighborhood  character  and  the  value  of  our  homes.  With  these  variables  in  mind,  community  representatives  
met  many  times  with  Mr.  Patel,  the  developer.  Over  16  months  between  December  2016  and  March  2018,  a  
pact  was  reached  that  would  balance  the  development  goals  and  our  goal  of  preserving  our  neighborhood  
character.  Mr.  Patel  then  abruptly  backtracked  from  that  agreement  and  changed  his  plans  in  May  2018.  As  a  
result,  we  no  longer  support  the  Hampton  Inn  project.    
  
Before  abrogation,  the  pact  had  features  that  helped  reduce  the  heavy  look  of  the  mass.  The  design  was  to  
remove  all  third-­floor  east-­facing  rooms  and  to  have  a  38-­foot  setback  from  the  east  property  line.  The  former  
arrangement  included  a  trellised  garden  area,  recessed  from  the  plane  of  the  east  wall,  with  plants  screening  
it  from  our  view.  Neighbors  on  Buckthorn  Way  had  a  much  more  attractive  view  than  present  plans  provide.    
  
Mr.  Patel  broke  the  agreement  on  grounds  that  construction  costs  had  climbed,  notably  for  the  underground  
garage.  At  the  same  time,  Mr.  Patel  has  talked  of  nightly  rates  roughly  twice  those  considered  in  the  BAE  
Urban  Economics  study.  With  higher  revenue  and  savings  from  the  elimination  of  the  underground  parking  
spaces  (55  spaces  @  $74,000  =  $4,000,000  in  savings),  there  is  ample  economic  room  to  “think  outside  the  
box”  on  this  prominent  project.  The  footprint  here  needs  to  be  restricted.  As  a  large  group  of  active  neighbors,  
we  strongly  believe  there  is  much  that  bears  scrutiny,  and  we  look  to  you,  the  Planning  Commissioners,  to  
uphold  our  neighborhood  concerns.  A  summary  of  changes  to  the  plans  required  to  secure  our  support  is  
attached  for  your  reference.    
  
Sincerely,  
The  Park  Forest  Plus  Neighborhood  







  
Park  Forest  Plus  


  
-­Committed  to  a  Just  Settlement  of  the  Hampton  Inn  Project-­  


  
  


SUMMARY  OF  CHANGES  TO  1704  ECR  PLANS  REQUIRED  BY  RESIDENTS  


  
1.     Increase  set-­back  from  the  east-­side  property  line  to  a  minimum  of  38’.    
2.     Remove  all  guest  rooms  on  third  floor  of  east  facing  side  of  building,  creating  a  balcony.  
3.     Add  a  trellis  with  plants  and  greenery  on  third  floor  balcony  of  east  facing  side  of    
  building,  with  no  guest  access  to  this  balcony/trellis  area  (only  a  door  for  maintenance).  


4.     Eliminate  air  conditioning  condensers  situated  on  this  balcony/trellis  area.  
5.     Add  variations  in  the  profile  of  the  east  side  wall  to  create  more  architectural  interest.  
6.     Reduce  mass  and  add  more  architectural  interest  on  the  south  side  of  building.  
7.     Revise  plans  for  2nd floor  spa  that  presently  is  only  10’  from  the  northside  property  line  


  and  5’  from  the  nearest  parking  slot.  It  also  overlooks  Buckthorn  Park,  thereby    


  intruding  on  their  patios  and  bedrooms,  and  adding  lights  and  noise  to  their  way  of  life.  


8.     Follow  up  on  staff  suggestion  (March  2018  Study  Session)  for  recessed  windows  to  give  
  depth  to  lengths  of  walls,  echoing  the  Davis  Polk  building  down  the  street.  


9.     Plant  sufficient  kinds,  sizes  and  numbers  of  trees  to  provide  mass  and  screening  on  the    
  south  and  east  property  lines.    


10.    Ensure  that  the  types,  sizes  and  number  of  trees  will  be  decided  between  neighbors  and    
  developer  before  construction  begins.  


11.    Require  trees  to  be  planted  before  construction  begins  to  give  them  a  chance  to  grow  a    
  little  and  become  established. 


 









PARK  FOREST  NEIGHBORHOOD’S  TIMELINE  OF  ENGAGEMENT:  
1704  ECR  DEVELOPMENT  


  
October  12,  2016   Petition  letter  opposing  the  development  circulated  to  Park  Forest  and  


surrounding  communities,  garnering  widespread  support.  Exhibit  A  
November  8,  2016   First  meeting  between  Neighborhood  representatives  and  Corinna  


Sandmeier  (Associate  Planner,  Menlo  Park).  
December  5,  2016   Neighborhood  meeting  at  Pacific  Union.    Sagar  Patel  (Developer)  was  


invited  to  answer  residents’  many  concerns.  35  neighbors  attended.  Many  
letters  sent  to  City  Planning  following  the  meeting.  


December  14,  2016   Summary  of  issues  raised  at  12/5  meeting  circulated  to  residents.  Exhibit  B  
February  4,  2017   First  meeting  of  Neighborhood  Committee  (Susan  Neville,  Mike  Brady,  


Dave  Forter,  Margaret  Race,  Carol  Diamond,  Glenna  Patton).  
February  6,  2017   Updated  petition  letter  submitted  to  Corinna  Sandmeier  to  reflect  


additional  signatures  (final  total  of  80).  Exhibit  C  
March  13,  2017   Neighborhood  Committee  meeting  (same  participants  as  noted  above).  
March  27,  2017   Neighborhood  Committee  pre-­‐meeting  for  Sagar  Patel  meeting.  
April  3,  2017   First  meeting  with  Sagar  Patel  (Developer)  to  view  the  site  from  190  Forest  


Lane  (closest  to  1704  ECR  property)  and  discuss  neighborhood  concerns.  
Verbal  agreement  from  Sagar  Patel  to  move  3rd  story  rooms  from  rear-­‐
facing  side  of  hotel  (facing  Forest  Lane).  


May  3,  2017   Second  meeting  with  Sagar  Patel  to  discuss  additional  modifications  to  the  
plans.  Initial  agreements  summarized  in  letter  to  Menlo  Park.  Exhibit  D  


May  8,  2017   Susan  Neville  sends  Sagar  Patel  a  recap  of  the  outstanding  issues,  as  well  
as  a  draft  letter  to  neighbors  summarizing  Patel’s  agreed  changes.  Patel  
had  the  opportunity  to  weigh  in  on  letter  prior  to  circulation.    


May  9,  2017   Updated  letter  on  agreed  changes  by  Sagar  Patel  circulated  to  
neighborhood  residents.  Exhibit  E  


June  11,  2017   Sagar  Patel  sends  renderings  of  new  exterior  design,  which  reflects  a  shift  
to  a  “Mediterranean”  look  in  line  with  other  buildings  along  ECR,  as  
requested  by  Neighborhood  Committee.  


July  28,  2017   Sagar  Patel  circulates  updated  renderings  of  the  exterior  design,  reflecting  
a  shift  to  a  “taupe”  color  to  better  blend  into  the  surrounding  nature,  as  
requested  by  Neighborhood  Committee.  


September  19,  2017   Susan  Neville  submits  a  letter  of  support  for  the  development  on  behalf  of  
the  Neighborhood  Committee,  based  on  extended  negotiations  to  reflect  
the  issues  raised  by  residents.  Exhibit  F  


November  17,  2017   Neighborhood  Committee  meets  with  Corinna  Sandmeier  to  inform  her  of  
agreements  with  Sagar  Patel.  She  informs  us  that  the  City  has  issues  with  
the  design  and  a  public  Study  Session  will  take  place  in  January.  


November  21,  2017   Glenna  Patton  submits  letter  to  Corinna  Sandmeier  on  behalf  of  the  
Neighborhood  Committee  requesting  that  the  new  designs  are  previewed  
with  the  Committee  prior  to  the  January  Study  Session.  







December  4,  2017   Sagar  Patel  provides  preview  of  updated  exterior  design,  which  he  
characterizes  as  a  “more  authentic,  classic  Spanish  design”.  


February  26,  2018   Neighborhood  receives  notice  of  Menlo  Park  Planning  Committee  Study  
Session,  scheduled  for  March  12th,  at  7pm.  


March  7,  2018     Neighborhood  Committee  meets  to  prep  for  Study  Session,  agrees  to  send  
a  letter  to  the  City  stating  its  formal  position  prior  to  the  Study  Session.  


March  12,  2018  
(12pm)  


Susan  Neville  submits  letter  to  Planning  Commissioners  saying  the  
Neighborhood’s  preference  is  for  the  development  not  to  move  forward  
but  if  it  does,  residents  won’t  oppose  it  as  long  as  our  agreed  changes  are  
approved.  Exhibit  G  


March  12,  2018    
(7pm)  


Neighborhood  Committee  attends  Study  Session,  where  the  City  requests  
a  number  of  design  changes  to  the  hotel  –  none  of  which  affect  
agreements  with  the  Neighborhood.  


May  29,  2018   Sagar  Patel  sends  Neighborhood  Committee  an  email  backtracking  on  all  
prior  agreements  due  to  moving  parking  from  underground  to  street  level  
(driven  by  “skyrocketing  costs”  of  underground  garage).    


June  5,  2018   Neighborhood  Committee  meets  with  Sagar  Patel  to  review  the  new  plans,  
confirming  that  no  prior  agreements  have  been  honored  (beyond  design).  


June  18,  2018   Susan  Neville  emails  Sagar  Patel  the  Neighborhood’s  opposition  to  the  
plans  and  lays  out  its  top  requirements.  Email  forwarded  to  Corinna  
Sandmeier  to  inform  her  of  the  Neighborhood’s  position.  Exhibit  H  


August  18,  2018   Petition  to  declare  neighborhood  petition  against  the  new  plans  is  
launched  via  Change.org,  securing  70  signatures  (online  and  hard  copy).    


September  16,  2018   Neighborhood  coffee  event  to  update  residents  attended  by  30  neighbors.  
Neighborhood  Committee  is  expanded  due  to  residents’  urgent  concerns.  


September  19,  2018  
(4:30pm)      


Neighborhood  reps  meet  with  Corinna  Sandmeier  to  communicate  
opposition  to  the  City’s  process.  Sandmeier  indicates  a  Formal  Review  by  
the  Planning  Commission  will  be  held  October  8th.  Neighborhood  requests  
a  Study  Session  instead  given  the  dramatic  changes  in  the  plans.  


September  20,  2018   Sagar  Patel  informs  Neighborhood  that  the  request  for  a  Study  Session  on  
October  8th  is  accepted,  replacing  the  previously  planned  Formal  Review.  
Glenna  Patton  emails  Corinna  Sandmeier  to  acknowledge  Study  Session  
and  voice  continued  opposition  by  the  residents.  


September  24,  2018   Resident  Eric  Easom  meets  with  Sagar  Patel  to  discuss  the  Neighborhood’s  
issues  with  the  development.  Patel  indicates  an  openness  to  explore  
further  changes  –  although  the  details  appear  to  be  fluid.  


September  24-­‐28,  
2018  


Various  residents  submit  letters  of  opposition  to  the  City  Planning  
Commissioners.  


September  26,  2018   Neighborhood  Committee  meeting  to  discuss  updates  and  further  actions  
prior  to  the  October  8  Study  Session.  


October  1,  2018   Neighborhood  Committee  submits  to  Planning  Commission  a  formal  letter  
of  opposition  with  changes  required  to  gain  residents’  support.  Exhibit  I  


  



https://www.change.org/p/park-forest-neighborhood-opposes-recent-plan-revisions-to-the-hampton-inn-development?recruiter=894828629&utm_source=share_petition&utm_medium=copylink&utm_campaign=share_petition&utm_term=share_petition







EXHIBIT A 
Oct   12,   2016 


Menlo   Park   Planning   Commission   and   Staff 
701   Laurel   St. 
Menlo   Park,   CA   94025 


Re:      Proposed   hotel   development   at   1704   El   Camino   Real 


Dear   Commissioners   and   Staff: 


This   letter   represents   the   shared   concerns   of   residents   in   the   Park   Forest   Townhome 
neighborhood,   which   is   situated   east   of   and   adjacent   to   the   proposed   hotel   development 
(“PHD”).  


Our   neighborhood:    This   development   was   built   over   50   years   ago,   back   in   the   mid­1960’s. 
Some   of   our   residents   have   lived   here   for   almost   40   years.   We   have   a   mix   of   retired   people, 
working   professionals   and   families   with   young   children.   Our   community   is   a   small   area   in   terms 
of   acreage,   but   we   have   close   to   100   households   living   here.   As   such,   our   collective   voices 
exceed   that   of   our   relatively   modest,   real   property,   footprint. 


   Our   residents   choose   to   live   here   and   invest   in   their   homes   because   of   the   overall   quiet,   beauty 
and   sense   of   community   that   this   location   affords   us.    Although   to   some   the   homes   may   be 
considered   densely   compacted,   the   area   is   no   different   that   any   other   family­friendly 
neighborhoods   that   Menlo   Park   Park   is   known   to   support.   


Our   position:    We   believe   that,   as   proposed,   the   PHD   will   negatively   impact   our 
neighborhood   in   numerous   ways,   and   for   that   reason   are   unanimously   opposed   to   the 
current   plan.  


Our   shared   concerns:    These   are   summarized   below.   Individual   residents   may   have   specific 
comments/concerns   that   they   will   share   separately.  


Height/Scale/Density        It   is   critical   to   all   of   us   that   we   protect   the   light   and   air   (“open   sky”)   that   we 
now   enjoy   at   the   end   of   the   Forest   Lane   cul   de   sac.    The   trees   on   the   border   of   the 
development   have   been   there   for   many   decades   and   provide   an   elegant   visual   framework 
that   serves   to   enhance   the   residential   character   of   our   neighborhood.      Only   at   close 
quarters,   i.e.,   right   next   to   the   fence   separating   the   residential   neighborhood   from   the   PHD 
site,   can   one   see   a   few   low­level   roofs   of   the   current   buildings.   The   proposed   42’   9”   building 
height   will   encroach   upon   the   long­standing   unencumbered   western   exposure   that   we   all 
love   and   have   long   become   accustomed   to.   Such   an   alarming   increase   in   building   height 
would   be   an   unwelcome   “commercial”   intrusion   into   any   established   neighborhood.      Ours   is 
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no   different.      As   to   scale,   the   current   FAR   is   .29   and   the   proposed   FAR   is   1.10.   That 
scale/increase   in   density   is   not   in   keeping   with   the   character   of   long­established 
neighboring   residential   communities. 
 
The   scale   and   height   of   the   PHD   will   also   drastically   alter   the   lighting   of   our   residential   area   at 
night.   With   a   250%   increase   in   room   count   (28   to   70)   that   means   far   more   windows   with   far 
more   intrusive   interior   lighting.   Just   because   a   room   may   have   blinds   or   curtains   does   not   mean 
the   effect   of   any   associated   interior   lighting   is   lost   on   those   living   nearby.   What   is   perhaps 
worse,   the   exterior   lighting   required   may   also   need   to   be   on   all   night,   if   for   no   other   reason   than 
safety   reasons   for   hotel   guests.   This   major   increase   in   overall   lighting   has   the   very   real   potential 
to   expose   the   Park   Forest   neighborhood   to   a   constant   nuisance   that   we   find   wholly 
unacceptable.  
 
This   PHD   includes   an   underground   garage.   The   time   and   complexity   that   an   underground 
structure   adds   to   the   construction   effort   will   be   enormous.   Such   an   endeavor   will   add   many 
additional   months   to   the   construction   timeline,   and   the   earth   moving   required   will   have 
numerous   negative   consequences   for   neighborhood   residents.   Our   homes,   balconies   and   cars 
will   be   covered   with   dirt   and   dust.   Moreover,   the   noise   from   the   huge   equipment   required   for   this 
effort   will   be   relentless.   Have   there   been   studies   done   as   to   how   the   extensive   excavation   and 
associated   vibration   will   affect   the   nearby   soil   and   foundations?      We   can   already   feel   our   houses 
shake   with   passing   trains.   We   wonder   if   digging   on   the   other   side   of   our   development   will   have 
ramifications   for   the   stability   of   our   houses.  
 
Noise   and   traffic        We   continually   deal   with   noise   from   the   nearby   Caltrain   tracks.   This   is   noise 
that   we   considered   before   buying   property   here.   We   could   evaluate   it,   and   the   market   took   it   into 
account   in   our   home   prices.   We   can   tolerate   it   because   it   is   intermittent   and   the   horns   are   in 
short   bursts.   The   noise   we   anticipate   from   the   PHD   is   of   a   different   nature   ­   it   will   be   constant. 
First   of   all,   there   will   be   additional   traffic   noise.   There   will   be   a   250%   increase   in   the   number   of 
hotel   rooms   and   a   concomitant   increase   in   staff.   If   this   hotel   hosts   meetings   and   parties   there 
will   be   additional   guests   and   traffic.   Vehicular   noise   isn’t   the   only   thing   that   concerns   us;   we 
would   also   be   exposed   to   a   dramatic   increase   in   pool   noise,and   people   gathering   outside   in 
general.    The   plan   indicates   a   sitting   area   to   the   rear   of   the   property,   which   is   the   closest 
area   to   our   cul   de   sac.   We   are   very   concerned   about   the   noise   affiliated   with   service   trucks, 
delivery   trucks   and   trash   pickup   as   well.      As   to   mechanical,   surely   the   noise   of   the 
generator(s),   AC   unit(s)   and   hotel   equipment   will   be   considerably   more   than   it   is   currently. 
This   isn’t   mild   intermittent   noise;   rather,   this   is   constant   and   loud.  
 
We   also   have   both   nuisance   and   safety   concerns   about   increased   neighborhood 
pass­through   traffic,   as   hotel   guests   try   to   navigate   busy   El   Camino   Real   (“ECR”).      At 
certain   times   of   the   day,   it   can   take   nearly   10   minutes   to   drive   from   Buckthorn   to   Encinal. 
For   southbound   arrivals,   the   ingress   to   and   egress   from   the   Red   Cottage   Inn   requires   cars 
driving   south   on   ECR   to   make   a   U­   turn   at   Encinal   and   then   drive   north   on   ECR.      Anyone 
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who   has   driven   this   stretch   knows   it   can   be   quite   a   messy   affair.   Without   question   (and 
thanks   to   widely   used   apps   like   Waze),   many   cars   will   instead   elect   to   turn   east   on 
Buckthorn   and   right   on   Stone   Pine   and   use   our   neighborhood   as   an   alternative   to   the 
cumbersome   ECR   routing.      This   stands   to   be   a   highly   dangerous   situation   for   our   residents, 
who   are   accustomed   to   a   much   slower   pace.   These   safety   concerns   cannot   be   overlooked. 
Not   a   day   goes   when   neighborhood   residents   are   out   walking   both   their   children   and   dogs 
and   enjoying   the   streets.   Most   of   the   traffic   in   our   neighborhood   comes   from   residents   who 
know   to   slow   down   and   drive   safely.   Outside   traffic   will   change   our   safe   streets   into   an 
unacceptably   high­risk   zone. 
 
One   other   note   on   noise   and   traffic:   on   the   south   side   of   our   neighborhood,   there   is   already 
another   project   planned   for   development.   The   133   Encinal   site   (former   Roger   Reynolds 
nursery)   stands   to   impact   our   neighborhood   and   affect   the   privacy,   quiet   and   character   of 
Park   Forest.      The   PHD   will   only   compound   those   problems   even   further. 
 
Privacy   and   security       Our   streets   are   used   primarily   by   residents   and   guests.   That   means 
that   kids   can   play   in   the   cul   de   sac,   residents   can   stroll   safely   on   the   roads   and   walk   their 
dogs.   Our   homes   have   balconies   and   decks   that   residents   use   all   the   time.   We   don’t   want 
our   homes   to   be   in   the   sightline   of   hotel   guests.   We   don’t   want   hotel   guests   observing   our 
patios   and   common   areas   either.   We   only   have   a   few   mature   trees   at   the   property   border. 
They   offer   little   screening   at   lower   levels.   We   don’t   see   anything   in   this   plan   that   would 
screen   the   building   from   our   view.  
 
Other   concerns 
 


● The   architectural   style   of   the   PHD   is   not   in   keeping   with   our   local   architectural 
design.   Even   the   name   of   the   design,   “Farmhouse   Modern”,   practically   screams   that 
this   design   gives   virtually   no   consideration   whatsoever   to   the   hotel’s   long­established 
neighborhood.  


 
● The   requested   liquor   license   indicates   to   us   a   desire   to   host   social   and   business 


events   that   will   produce   more   noise   and   traffic.   We   oppose   that. 
 


● An   increase   in   trash   and   smokers   also   greatly   concerns   us.   More   trash   will   be 
generated   by   additional   guests   and   that   will   attract   rodents.   Guests   need   a   place   to 
smoke   and   it   is   likely   they   will   come   to   the   sitting   area   adjacent   to   our   property. 


 
● The   construction   noise,   equipment   and   debris   will,   in   of   itself,   be   invasive   and   costly. 


Our   lives   will   be   disrupted   during   construction   and   our   home   values   will   be   negatively 
impacted   both   during   construction   and   afterward.   
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Our   appeal   to   you:  


 


In   summary,   the   undersigned   Park   Forest   Townhome   residents   are   united   in   our   opposition 
to   the   PHD.      We   hope   that   the   City   and   its   Planners   will   see   the   common   sense   rationale 
inherent   in   our   many   concerns   noted   here. 
 
Thank   you   for   your   thoughtful   consideration. 
 
 
 
Owner/residents   of   Park   Forest   Townhomes 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 


_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
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PROPOSED	
  HAMPTON	
  INN	
  DEVELOPMENT	
  AT	
  1704	
  EL	
  CAMINO	
  


SUMMARY	
  OF	
  CONCERNS	
  FLAGGED	
  TO	
  DATE	
  


Height/Scale/Density	
  


1. Height:	
  3	
  stories	
  proposed	
  (42’9”)	
  vs.	
  2	
  stories	
  currently
2. Scale:	
  1.10	
  FAR	
  (Floor	
  Area	
  Ratio)	
  proposed	
  vs.	
  .29	
  FAR	
  currently	
  (nearly	
  4x	
  more)
3. Room	
  count:	
  70	
  rooms	
  proposed	
  vs.	
  28	
  rooms	
  currently	
  (2.5	
  more)	
  –	
  implications


include	
  noise,	
  traffic,	
  security	
  noted	
  below
4. Underground	
  garage:	
  Potential	
  impact	
  on	
  foundations/stability	
  of	
  our	
  houses,	
  plus	
  noise


and	
  dirt	
  from	
  construction


Noise,	
  traffic,	
  dirt	
  


1. Construction	
  phase:	
  Constant	
  flow	
  of	
  trucks,	
  workers,	
  more	
  pass-­‐through	
  traffic
2. Post-­‐construction:	
  Noise	
  from	
  significantly	
  more	
  rooms,	
  pool	
  area	
  close	
  to	
  our	
  cul	
  de	
  sac
3. Generator,	
  AC,	
  Trash:	
  Proposed	
  location	
  right	
  behind	
  cul	
  de	
  sac	
  has	
  noise,	
  smell


implications
4. Traffic:	
  Already	
  jammed	
  up	
  El	
  Camino	
  will	
  get	
  worse
5. Security,	
  Privacy:	
  Increased	
  security	
  threats	
  from	
  more	
  traffic,	
  guests,	
  liquor	
  license,


outdoor	
  pool	
  area;	
  also,	
  increased	
  height	
  adds	
  new	
  sightlines	
  into	
  our	
  properties	
  (not
enough	
  tall	
  trees	
  to	
  ensure	
  our	
  privacy)


Aesthetic,	
  quality	
  of	
  life,	
  home	
  values	
  


1. Design:	
  Proposed	
  ‘Farmhouse	
  modern’	
  architectural	
  style	
  is	
  not	
  in	
  keeping	
  with	
  the
heritage	
  of	
  our	
  neighborhood


2. Litter,	
  Inappropriate	
  Conduct:	
  Location	
  of	
  trash,	
  increase	
  in	
  trash,	
  possibility	
  of	
  drunk
hotel	
  guests	
  threaten	
  idyllic	
  and	
  pristine	
  neighborhood	
  family	
  life	
  (many	
  young	
  children
regularly	
  play	
  outside)


3. Home	
  values:	
  Extended	
  construction	
  project,	
  unclear	
  impact	
  on	
  structures	
  of	
  nearby
homes,	
  numerous	
  security	
  concerns,	
  noise	
  and	
  trash	
  –	
  all	
  negatively	
  impact	
  market	
  value
of	
  our	
  homes


EXHIBIT B







1704 El Camino Park Forest neighborhood letter signers
as of 02/06/17
address name(s)


FOREST LANE
191 Forest Mike Brady


Anita Brady
181 Forest Carmen McSweeney 
171 Forest Eric Easom


Hillary Easom
161 Forest Mark Clayton


Carol Boyden
151 Forest Margaret Race


Dave Forter
141 Forest William Armstrong


Miki Armstrong
131 Forest Helen Peters
121 Forest Susan Lynch


Michael Lynch
111 Forest Robert Flax


Susan Flax
190 Forest Glenna Patton
180 Forest Carol Diamond
170 Forest Victor Klioren
160 Forest Susan Neville
150 Forest Linda Golub
130 Forest Anne Gregor


Fred Rose
120 Forest Anna Eshoo
110 Forest Jessica Kremer


Assaf Kremer
STONE PINE LANE
1781 Stone Pine Anna Rodriguez
1771 Stone Pine Ted Choc
1761 Stone Pine Anne Lear
1751 StonePine J.S. Reveno


Joan Reveno
1741 Stone Pine Kathi Vidal
1731 StonePine Charles Gene Markley


Gail Markley
1711 Stone Pine Melissa Karp
1701 Stone Pine Christopher Wheeler 
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1691 Stone Pine Marcia Bloom
Clark Bloom


1681 Stone Pine Kathy Harper
Owen Harper


1651 Stone Pine Nancy Gfroerer
Al Gfroerer


1631 Stone Pine Barry Goldblatt 
1621 Stone Pine Martin Engel


Judith Orasanu
1611 Stone Pine Deborah Koelling
1601 Stone Pine Paolo Scafetta


192 Stone Pine Fin O'Hara
188 Stone Pine Scott Phillips
188 Stone Pine Bianka Skubnik
187 Stone Pine Katherine Parker
184 Stone Pine Ursula Feusi 
179 Stone Pine Randy Eyler
176 Stone Pine Bridget Thrasher
165 Stone Pine Jan Anker
151 Stone Pine Fritz Yambrach
140 Stone Pine Denise Brown
139 Stone Pine Carla Minor 
136 Stone Pine Noah Snavely
132 Stone Pine Saunnil Pandey
130 Stone Pine Dong-Lu Sinu


BUCKTHORN WAY 
186 Buckthorn Carol Marquez
182 Buckthorn Sudi Hirmanpour
178 Buckthorn Rick Rosensweig
178 Buckthorn Diane Rosensweig
174 Buckthorn Carol Broadbent
166 Buckthorn Warren Chamberlain
162 Buckthorn Arthur Leino
158 Buckthorn Kurt Tomozy
158 Buckthorn Olivia Tomozy
154 Buckthorn Louise Tuite
150 Buckthorn Mellisa Berhow
144 Buckthorn Linda Sadunus
143 Buckthorn Kathy Engelmann
136 Buckthorn Hanging Liu







132 Buckthorn Suzan Liao 
124 Buckthorn Jeremy Gao
27 Buckthorn Curtis Lasker (Lasher?)
21 Buckthorn Donna Fogel
1440 Mills Ct Alicia Castillo 


Total 80 signatures 







May	
  3,	
  2017	
  


Re:	
  Proposed	
  Development	
  at	
  1704	
  El	
  Camino	
  Real	
  


Dear	
  City	
  Officials	
  of	
  Menlo	
  Park:	
  


On	
  behalf	
  of	
  the	
  community	
  in	
  Park	
  Forest,	
  we	
  appreciate	
  the	
  ongoing,	
  open	
  dialogue	
  we’ve	
  
enjoyed	
  with	
  various	
  representatives	
  of	
  the	
  City	
  about	
  the	
  proposed	
  Hampton	
  Inn	
  
development	
  directly	
  adjacent	
  to	
  our	
  neighborhood,	
  at	
  1704	
  El	
  Camino	
  Real.	
  We’ve	
  engaged	
  
directly	
  with	
  the	
  project	
  developer,	
  Sagar	
  Patel,	
  to	
  proactively	
  seek	
  solutions	
  to	
  the	
  key	
  
concerns	
  of	
  our	
  neighborhood.	
  We	
  recognize	
  that	
  the	
  intent	
  of	
  the	
  project	
  is	
  to	
  upgrade	
  the	
  
property,	
  and	
  want	
  to	
  see	
  it	
  succeed	
  –	
  while	
  also	
  ensuring	
  that	
  the	
  unique	
  character	
  and	
  
serenity	
  of	
  our	
  community	
  is	
  not	
  adversely	
  affected.	
  


With	
  a	
  mutually	
  beneficial	
  outcome	
  as	
  our	
  objective,	
  we’ve	
  enjoyed	
  a	
  very	
  productive	
  
exchange	
  of	
  ideas	
  with	
  Sagar	
  in	
  recent	
  weeks.	
  We’re	
  pleased	
  to	
  inform	
  you	
  that	
  we	
  have	
  
reached	
  an	
  agreement	
  with	
  him	
  on	
  a	
  proposed	
  solution	
  to	
  the	
  core	
  issues	
  raised	
  by	
  our	
  
community,	
  and	
  are	
  asking	
  for	
  your	
  support	
  and	
  partnership	
  to	
  take	
  it	
  forward.	
  While	
  there	
  
are	
  additional	
  issues	
  of	
  importance	
  to	
  the	
  neighborhood	
  that	
  still	
  require	
  discussion	
  (e.g.	
  
parking,	
  traffic),	
  we	
  are	
  confident	
  that	
  the	
  resolution	
  of	
  the	
  principal	
  issues	
  will	
  provide	
  a	
  
tipping	
  point	
  for	
  the	
  community	
  to	
  get	
  behind	
  the	
  project.	
  


Specifically,	
  our	
  neighbors	
  are	
  very	
  concerned	
  about	
  the	
  overall	
  scale	
  and	
  density	
  of	
  the	
  
development.	
  See	
  attached	
  rendering	
  of	
  how	
  the	
  proposed	
  38’	
  Hampton	
  Inn	
  will	
  dwarf	
  our	
  
townhouses	
  with	
  a	
  jarring	
  intrusion	
  to	
  our	
  current	
  nature-­‐oriented	
  outlook.	
  	
  (We	
  have	
  a	
  
straight-­‐on	
  view	
  of	
  the	
  rear	
  of	
  the	
  hotel,	
  which	
  does	
  not	
  front	
  on	
  El	
  Camino	
  Real,	
  but	
  instead	
  
is	
  set	
  back	
  140’	
  from	
  the	
  street.)	
  As	
  you’re	
  aware,	
  the	
  height	
  (38’	
  vs	
  our	
  26’	
  homes	
  and	
  30’	
  
neighboring	
  businesses),	
  FAR	
  (4x	
  current	
  hotel),	
  room	
  density	
  (nearly	
  3x	
  current	
  hotel)	
  and	
  
red/gray	
  industrial	
  design	
  are	
  core	
  issues.


Following	
  our	
  discussions	
  with	
  Sagar,	
  we’ve	
  agreed	
  to	
  the	
  following	
  changes:	
  


1. Eliminate	
  the	
  3rd	
  floor	
  of	
  the	
  hotel	
  in	
  the	
  area	
  directly	
  adjacent	
  to	
  Forest	
  Lane.	
  This
would	
  mean	
  relocating	
  5	
  rooms	
  elsewhere	
  in	
  the	
  complex.	
  Sagar	
  will	
  also	
  reduce	
  the
height	
  of	
  the	
  first	
  floor	
  of	
  the	
  building,	
  to	
  bring	
  down	
  the	
  overall	
  hotel	
  height.


2. Remove	
  the	
  Heritage	
  oak	
  tree	
  located	
  on	
  the	
  West	
  side	
  of	
  the	
  hotel	
  to	
  accommodate	
  a
reallocation	
  of	
  the	
  rooms	
  resulting	
  from	
  #1	
  above.	
  To	
  compensate	
  for	
  the	
  oak	
  tree
removal,	
  Sagar	
  will	
  plant	
  4-­‐5	
  replacement	
  trees	
  along	
  the	
  southern	
  border	
  of	
  the
hotel	
  property,	
  running	
  west	
  towards	
  El	
  Camino	
  Real.


3. To	
  provide	
  additional	
  screening	
  of	
  the	
  hotel	
  for	
  our	
  neighborhood,	
  Sagar	
  has	
  agreed
to	
  pay	
  for	
  planting	
  additional	
  trees	
  on	
  the	
  edge	
  of	
  our	
  garden	
  on	
  the	
  southern	
  side,	
  as
well	
  as	
  on	
  the	
  hotel	
  property	
  along	
  the	
  Forest	
  Lane	
  fence.


4. We’re	
  also	
  jointly	
  investigating	
  placing	
  planters	
  on	
  the	
  roof	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  2-­‐story	
  section
to	
  provide	
  further	
  screening	
  for	
  the	
  townhouses	
  on	
  Forest	
  Lane.


5. Sagar	
  is	
  willing	
  to	
  change	
  the	
  exterior	
  design	
  of	
  the	
  building,	
  replacing	
  the	
  red/gray
color	
  tones	
  with	
  a	
  look	
  that’s	
  harmonious	
  with	
  the	
  current	
  environment.


EXHIBIT D







	
  
We	
  have	
  vetted	
  this	
  approach	
  with	
  our	
  Park	
  Forest	
  Homeowner’s	
  Associations,	
  and	
  to	
  date,	
  
have	
  received	
  support	
  representing	
  85%	
  of	
  the	
  community.	
  Discussions	
  with	
  the	
  
outstanding	
  15%	
  of	
  our	
  neighbors	
  are	
  in	
  progress,	
  and	
  we’re	
  optimistic	
  that	
  we’ll	
  secure	
  
endorsement	
  from	
  the	
  vast	
  majority	
  of	
  them.	
  Please	
  note	
  that	
  while	
  Park	
  Forest	
  Associations	
  
do	
  not	
  include	
  the	
  apartment	
  house	
  and	
  some	
  townhouses	
  on	
  Buckthorn,	
  we	
  are	
  in	
  touch	
  
with	
  residents	
  there	
  and	
  are	
  hopeful	
  about	
  their	
  support.	
  
	
  
We	
  believe	
  this	
  plan	
  is	
  a	
  win-­‐win-­‐win:	
  for	
  Sagar,	
  for	
  our	
  neighborhood	
  and	
  for	
  the	
  City	
  of	
  
Menlo	
  Park.	
  To	
  ensure	
  that	
  all	
  the	
  pieces	
  can	
  fall	
  into	
  place,	
  we	
  request	
  your	
  assistance	
  and	
  
support	
  to	
  gain	
  approval	
  to	
  remove	
  the	
  Heritage	
  oak	
  on	
  the	
  hotel	
  property	
  and	
  reduce	
  the	
  
height	
  of	
  hotel’s	
  first	
  floor.	
  Sagar	
  is	
  currently	
  working	
  on	
  plans/renderings	
  to	
  reflect	
  the	
  
noted	
  changes.	
  As	
  the	
  reconfiguration	
  of	
  the	
  rooms	
  can	
  only	
  be	
  achieved	
  by	
  removing	
  the	
  
tree,	
  upfront	
  confirmation	
  of	
  this	
  direction	
  is	
  critical.	
  
	
  
Please	
  advise	
  regarding	
  next	
  steps	
  and	
  further	
  information	
  you	
  might	
  require	
  to	
  advance	
  
this	
  goal.	
  Many	
  thanks	
  for	
  your	
  continued	
  cooperation,	
  and	
  we	
  look	
  forward	
  to	
  your	
  
feedback.	
  
	
  
Best,	
  
	
  
Mike	
  Brady	
  (Park	
  Forest	
  Association	
  I)	
  
Susan	
  Neville	
  (Park	
  Forest	
  Association	
  II)	
  
Carol	
  Diamond	
  (Park	
  Forest	
  Association	
  II)	
  
Glenna	
  Patton	
  (Park	
  Forest	
  Association	
  II)	
  
Dave	
  Forter	
  (Park	
  Forest	
  Association	
  III)	
  
Margaret	
  Race	
  (Park	
  Forest	
  Association	
  III)	
  
	
   	
  







	
  
	
  
RENDERING	
  OF	
  PROPOSED	
  HAMPTON	
  INN,	
  FROM	
  POV	
  OF	
  PARK	
  FOREST	
  COMMUNITY	
  
	
  
	
  


	
  







May 9, 2017 


This is an update to neighbors regarding the redevelopment of 1704 El Camino Real, the present Red 
Cottage Inn.  You may recall that this property is going to be redeveloped as a three-story, 38-foot high 
Hampton by Hilton hotel with 70 guest rooms.  The plans have evidently been in a holding pattern for 
some time. 


A letter listing the neighborhood concerns was sent to the City in October, 2016. In December local 
residents and business owners met to discuss the project; Mr Patel, the owner/developer, attended that 
meeting and contributed his perspective. Soon after that a group of six residents representing the three 
Park Forest HOA’s got together and have been studying ways the project could be reworked so both the 
developer and the community could live with the end result. The best approach was to work directly with 
Sagar Patel to find common ground. We met with him twice and the meetings have been productive.   


Here are the highlights of changes to which Mr. Patel has agreed: 
1. Five third-story guest rooms at the back of the building (the east side facing Forest Lane) can


be relocated to the front of the property if one oak tree at the front can be removed. This
would significantly reduce the building’s mass, changing that one section from three-stories
(38’) to two-stories, (~ 24’).  The 2nd story roof would have a garden trellis screening the 3rd


story rooms behind it.
2. The height of the first floor will be reduced from 15’ to 13’, pending city approval, lowering the


overall building height to 36’.
3. The façade will be changed to a less industrial style and to a color that blends with the area.
4. There will not be a conference area in the hotel so there will not be any special events to


concern the neighborhood.
5. The diesel generator has been eliminated from the plans, the trash area will be completely


enclosed and covered, and the roof machinery will be moved toward El Camino Real.
6. The developer will add screening by planting large trees on hotel property along the Forest


Lane cul-de-sac fence and allocate funds to Park Forest I for screening trees to be planted on
the south side of the property line.


7. Parking plans need additional study. It appears that the underground lot will accommodate all
hotel guests and staff without impacting Buckthorn Way.


8. There is still concern that pass-through traffic may increase on Buckthorn and Stone Pine.
This should be investigated and studied further.


Mr. Patel wants to work with our neighborhood and has agreed to the extra time and expense required to 
modify the hotel plans. These modifications require removal of the front tree. While no one likes to see a 
tree removed, the city has approved this for other projects, and that tree will be replaced with others. 
Park Forest I and II HOA Boards support this plan.  


Mr. Patel thinks this neighborhood support will enhance his chances for city approval. Unfortunately, if 
the modifications requested are denied by the City, this goes back to square one and the benefits we 
have been working for disappear. The attached rendering illustrates how this building will dominate and 
change the character of our neighborhood if the modification is not approved.  We welcome your input on 
any of these matters and will keep you posted on developments as they progress. 


The neighbors who worked on these efforts are Susan Neville (PF II), Mike Brady (PF I), Glenna Patton (PF II), 
Dave Forter & Margaret Race (PF III), and Carol Diamond (PF II).   
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September   18,   2017 


To:      Corinna   Sandmeier   and   planning   staff   ( cdsandmeier@menlopark.org ) 


Re:      1704   ECR 


The   undersigned   residents   of   Forest   Lane,   Menlo   Park,   CA   have   been   working   with   the   owner   of   the   Red   Cottage 
Inn   since   last   winter   to   discuss   concerns   and   propose   modifications   to   his   plans   to   replace   the   current   hotel   with   a 
larger   Hampton   Inn.   Sagar   Patel,   developer/owner,   has   been   open,   receptive   and   accommodating   during   this 
process.   He   has   incorporated   most   of   the   requests   from   this   committee   of   residents.   As   a   result   our   position 
concerning   the   project   has   shifted   from   opposition   to   acceptance.  


A   brief   summary   of   our   process   follows: 
Oct   2016:  A   letter   listing   neighborhood   concerns   was   sent   to   the   city. 
Dec   2016:  Local   residents   and   business   owners   met   at   their   initiative   to   discuss   the   project;   Mr   Patel 
attended   that   meeting   and   contributed   his   perspective.  
Spring   2017:         A   group   of   six   residents,   members   of   the   three   different   Park   Forest   HOA’s,   met   to   study   ways   the 
project   could   be   reworked   so   that   the   community   and   developer   could   live   with   the   end   result.   Forest   Lane 
residents   have   a   direct   view   of   the   back   of   the   proposed   hotel.   The   height   and   density   of   the   project   are   of   serious 
concern   to   us.   We   met   3   times   in   the   spring   and   found   the   process   productive.   Some   meetings   included   the 
project   architect   and   hotel   manager.   Neighbors   were   updated   on   the   process   by   flyers   that   were   distributed   and 
the   HOA’s   were   also   informed   of   our   process.  
Sept   2017:                  Mr   Patel   and   architect   shared   the   latest   draft   of   plans   with   us.  


Here   are   the   highlights   of   changes   to   which   Mr.   Patel   has   agreed: 
1 Building   mass   redistributed   toward   ECR.   Five   third­story   guest   rooms   at   the   back   of   the   building   (the 


east   side   facing   Forest   Lane)   have   been   relocated   to   the   front   of   the   property   This   reduced   the 
building’s   mass   at   the   rear,   changing   that   elevation   from   three­stories   (~34’)   to   two­stories,   (~23’). 
The   second   story   flat   roof   now   has   a   garden   trellis   screening   the   third   story   rooms   behind   it.   This 
modification   requires   the   removal   of   one   heritage   oak   tree   at   the   front   of   the   hotel. 


2 Height   of   the   first   floor   reduced   from   15’   to   13’.   This   lowers   the   building   height   to   ~39’. 
3 Façade   changed   to   a   Mediterranean   style,   with   tile   roof   and   a   taupe   stucco   exterior   that   blends   with 


the   area. 


We   are   also   glad   to   see: 
4 Landscaping   plans   include   screening   of   neighbors.   Large   trees   are   planned   for   along   the   rear,   and   both 


sides   of   the   hotel   also   have   trees   along   the   property   line.  
5 Lighting   will   be   kept   low,   no   pole   lighting.   The   plan   calls   for   4’   or   lower   bollards   for   pathway   lighting. 


Mr.   Patel   has   shown   a   sincere   desire   to   work   with   our   neighborhood   and   expended   time   and   expense   to   modify 
the   hotel   plans.   These   modifications   require   removal   of   the   front   tree.   We   think   there   will   be   a   much   improved 
outcome   with   the   removal   of   this   one   tree   and   the   planting   of   others. 


We,   the   undersigned,   appreciate   Mr   Patel’s   collaborative   approach   to   working   with   our   community   and   support 
the   design   of   the   hotel   as   submitted.   There   will   be   other   matters,   traffic   and   construction   process,   for   example, 
that   will   likely   need   further   study.   We   hope   that   the   planning   staff   will   approve   the   plans   as   modified.  


Signed   Susan   Neville   (PF   II),   Mike   Brady   (PF   I),   Glenna   Patton   (PF   II),   Dave   Forter   &   Margaret   Race   (PF   III),   and 
Carol   Diamond   (PF   II).   


EXHIBIT F







EXHIBIT  G  


Mar  12,  2018  


Dear  Planning  Commissioners  and  Staff,


This  letter  represents  the  views  of  many  residents  of  the  Park  Forest  neighborhood  that  sits  to  
the  east  of  the  proposed  Hampton  Inn  development  at  1704  ECR.  Those  of  us  closest  to  the  
development,  living  on  Forest  Lane  (a  cul  de  sac  that  borders  the  development)  have  invested  
considerable  time  and  energy  since  the  fall  of  2016  to  understand  the  proposal  and  to  work  with  
the  developer  to  influence  and  modify  his  plans.  We  have  wanted  to  also  understand  the  city's  
plans  to  balance  residential  and  commercial  development  in  this  area.  We've  been  less  
successful  in  that  regard.


A  little  background:  
• We  got  notice  of  this  project  in  early  fall  2016.  In  Oct  2016  we  wrote  to  the  city  with  our
concerns.  A  majority  of  homeowners  in  our  development  signed  that  letter.  Those  concerns  
were  about  the  height,  scale  and  density  of  this  project,  the  noise  and  traffic  it  would  generate,  
issues  of  privacy  and  security  and  the  impact  on  home  values.  We  have  roughly  200  people,  
representing  a  wide  diversity  of  ages  and  backgrounds,  who  chose  to  live  in  this  area  because  
of  its  unique  architecture,  quiet  streets  and  serene  and  beautiful  common  green  space.  
This    planned  development  of  single  family  homes  is  about  50  yrs  old.  We  have  a  lovely  view  of  
mostly  open  sky  to  the  east.  A  few  properties  on  ECR  have  been  redeveloped  but  none  is  as  tall  
or  dense  as  the  proposed  Hampton  Inn.  The  most  recent  structure  at  the  corner  of  Buckthorn  
and  ECR  capped  their  height  at  30  feet.


• We  organized  a  community  meeting  in  December  of  2016  to  hear  neighbors’  concerns.
Following  that  meeting  a  group  of  us  from  Park  Forest  who  live  closest  to  the  project  met  with  
the  developer,  Sagar  Patel,  to  share  our  concerns  and  see  what  modifications  he  was  willing  to  
make.  We  had  several  very  constructive  meetings  and  in  May  we  wrote  again  to  the  city  
detailing  our  support  of  the  design  adaptations  that  Mr  Patel  made.


Today  we  can  say:  


First,  our  concerns  about  the  density  of  this  project  remain.  The  FAR  will  go  from  .29  to  1.10  if  
the  public  benefit  is  approved.  For  comparison  the  structure  at  the  corner  of  ECR  and  Buckthorn  
has  a  FAR  of  .40.  This  kind  of  change  will  affect  the  neighborhood.  It  is  hard  to  understand  why  
a  height  of  3  stories  (40  feet,  9  in)  has  been  approved  for  this  area  of  north  Menlo  Park.  That  
height  and  density  is,  in  the  eyes  of  most  people,  not  in  keeping  with  the  residential  nature  of  
our  neighborhood.  Residents  and  businesses  on  other  sides  of  the  development  also  have  
issues  to  which  we  are  sympathetic.  We  want  our  concerns  about  this  to  be  heard  and  
considered.


Furthermore,  having  a  chain  hotel  of  this  size  in  close  proximity  to  our  homes  will  likely  depress  
our  home  values  -­  something  that  is  not  considered  in  BAE’s  analysis  of  the  TOT  that  is  
included  in  the  staff  report.  Homes  in  our  neighborhood  have  been  selling  for  $2M  and  more.  
Even  a  moderate  dent  to  the  values  of  our  homes  will  easily  equal  the  annual  TOT  in  dollar  
value.  It  doesn’t  seem  right  to,  in  essence,  exact  a  penalty  from  one  particular  neighborhood  to  
pay  a  bonus  to  the  city  coffers.  


Second,  should  the  city  approve  a  project  of  this  size,  we  would  approve  most  of  the  
developer's  plans.  We  have  a  few  items  that  we'd  like  to  see  changed  and  those  are  listed  







below.  Overall,  we  are  gratified  by  the  meetings  we  had  with  Mr  Patel  and  his  architect,  Jim  
Rato.  There  is  a  lot  to  be  said  for  a  small  group  of  people  productively  working  together  when  
they  have  a  common  interest.  We  feel  fortunate  that  Mr  Patel  is  invested  in  doing  the  best  he  
can  for  our  neighborhood.  He  has  competing  interests  and  in  spite  of  that  he  made  significant  
changes  to  the  design  after  considering  our  input.  He  changed  the  design  from  a  red  and  grey  
farmhouse  modern  to  a  style  more  consistent  with  other  properties  in  this  area.  He  shifted  some  
of  the  rooms  of  the  hotel  closer  to  ECR  and  pushed  back  the  3rd  floor  of  the  east  facing  facade  
of  the  hotel  which  is  closest  to  our  neighborhood.  He  has  reduced  the  height  of  the  first  floor  
which  should  reduce  the  overall  height  of  the  building.  His  request  to  remove  2  heritage  oaks  is  
offset  by  a  landscape  plan  that  includes  planting  double  that  number.  These  are  all  things  we  
support. 
 
The  areas  we'd  like  to  see  revisited  are: 
  
 
•  The  change  in  the  design  of  the  2nd  floor  roof  on  the  rear  of  the  property  (the  east  elevation).  
The  developer  and  architect  agreed  this  area  would  be  open  and  recessed.  The  recent  addition  
of  a  metal  screen  will  make  it  look  like  a  commercial  wall  instead  of  a  more  attractive  open  area  
with  greenery.  An  earlier  design  had  a  trellis  only  which  we  preferred.  Apparently  the  metal  
screen  was  added  to  screen  5  air  conditioning  units  that  are  now  situated  there.  We  are  
concerned  about  the  noise  from  those  units  and  would  like  them  to  be  situated  in  the  well  on  the  
roof  and  we’d  like  the  railing  that  appears  in  the  elevation  to  be  reviewed  as  it  will  appear  as  a  
dominant  visual  element.     
•  The  roof  line  at  the  southeast  corner  used  to  be  angled  in  at  a  45  degree  angle.  Now  the  view  
shows  a  90  degree  angle  (the  side  of  a  gable  to  the  south).  This  corner  of  the  building  is  
prominently  positioned  at  the  center  of  the  cul  de  sac  view  and  is  not  as  attractive  from  our  
vantage  point  as  it  was  in  a  prior  design.   
  
 
•  Landscaping.  We  recognize  that  this  does  not  need  to  be  decided  now.  We  would  like  to  have  
input  into  the  choice  of  trees  for  the  eastern  border  and  make  sure  they  are  tall  enough  to  
screen  the  entire  project.     
 
These  are  appeals  for  small  changes  to  a  very  large  project.  We  have  not  considered  and  
discussed  issues  of  traffic,  parking,  noise  and  the  construction.   
 
We'd  appreciate  you  taking  ALL  of  our  concerns  to  heart  in  deciding  whether  to  approve  this  
project  and  if  so  what  changes  to  recommend. 
 
Thank  you. 
 
Signed,  thus  far,  by  these  homeowners  of  Park  Forest  neighborhood: 
 
Susan  Neville      160  Forest  Lane 
Carol  Diamond   180  Forest  Lane 
Glenna  Patton     190  Forest  Lane 
Michael  Brady     191  Forest  Lane 
Margaret  Race   151  Forest  Lane 
Dave  Forter      151  Forest  Lane 
Anna  Eshoo      120  Forest  Lane 
Hillary  Easom     171  Forest  Lane 
Victor  Kliorin      170  Forest  Lane 







Anne  Gregor      130  Forest  Lane  
Linda  Golub      150  Forest  Lane
Stephanie  Lettieri   1601  Stone  Pine  Lane  
Peter  Carpenter   140  Forest  Lane
Melissa  Karp        1711  Stone  Pine  Lane







EXHIBIT H 


Dear Corinna, 


It is with real regret that we are letting you know that the neighbors of Park Forest are withdrawing our support 
for the plans, submitted in June 2018, for the Hampton Inn at 1704 ECR. Please see the email below that we 
recently sent to Mr Patel. Our sincere hope is that he will modify these plans and that we can work together to 
move this project ahead. 


Warmest regards, 


Susan Neville 
Carol Diamond 
Michael Brady 
Dave Forter 
Margaret Race 
Carol Boyden 
Glenna Patton 


--------------- 


On Mon, Jun 18, 2018 at 1:17 PM, Susan Neville <scneville@gmail.com> wrote: 


Hello Sagar, 


Thank you for keeping us apprised of the plans you recently submitted to the city for approval. We worked with 
you on the prior set of plans and supported your design at the study session with the planning commission. 
From the beginning you understood the importance of having a design that respected our neighborhood privacy 
and one that minimized the visual impact of the building from the Forest Lane view. We request that you honor 
that good faith agreement and keep those elements in your design so that we can, again, join you to present 
united support for your newly modified proposal. 


Necessary elements are: 
• a 38’ set back from the Forest Lane boundary
• replace all the 3rd fl rooms at Forest Lane (east) elevation of the property with a full length trellis and 2nd


story landscaping 


These elements were negotiated and agreed to over a year and a half of meetings. It was a complete surprise 
to see that both of these elements were missing from the newest plans. While we might be able to get 
neighbors to accept the noise of ground level parking, these other elements are foundational to our support 
going forward. We'd like to see a plan that will work for you and us. If you are not able to keep to this 
agreement and incorporate these features, then we are sorry to say that we will oppose this proposal.  


Warmest regards, 


Susan Neville 
Carol Diamond 
Michael Brady 
Dave Forter 
Margaret Race 
Carol Boyden 
Glenna Patton 







Park  Forest  Plus  


-­Committed  to  a  Just  Settlement  of  the  Hampton  Inn  Project-­  


Date:  10/1/2018  
To:  The  Planning  Commission  
From:  Park  Forest  Plus,  an  Association  of  the  Park  Forest  and  Surrounding  Neighborhoods  
Re:  The  Hampton  Inn  Project  at  1704  El  Camino  Real  


Dear  Commissioners:  


We  are  writing  today  to  speak  to  our  ongoing  concerns  regarding  the  character  of  our  community  as  it  
confronts  radical  change  with  the  pending  demolition  of  the  29-­room  Red  Cottage  Inn  and  its  replacement  
with  a  68-­room  Hampton  Inn  motel.  While  our  brief  statement  here  regards  a  very  large  building,  it's  also  
about  the  neighborhood  in  which  we  live.  Only  careful  design  and  thoughtful  consideration  of  residential  
communities  will  ensure  that  the  greater  Park  Forest  area  retains  the  unique  character  and  quality  of  life,  
which  we  have  invested  in  and  are  rightly  proud  to  live  in.  


Make  no  mistake,  our  strikingly  green  and  leafy  surround  is  about  to  find  itself  the  neighbor  of  a  massed  
stucco  structure.  The  proposed  hotel,  in  its  current  iteration,  presents  a  stark  contrast  to  our  existing,  tranquil  
surrounds.  In  place  of  mature  trees  and  the  Red  Cottage’s  current  single  and  2-­story  buildings,  the  proposed  
hotel  project  rises  three  (3)  stories  high  (up  to  38’),  nearly  50%  above  the  26’  height  of  our  existing  
townhouses.  On  the  east  side,  approximately  100  feet  of  unarticulated,  windowed  wall  is  currently  proposed;;  
on  the  south  side  the  wall  is  twice  that  length;;  and  on  the  north  side,  plans  call  for  a  parking  garage  just  10  
feet  from  the  property  line  of  homes  in  Buckthorn  Park.  


The  unusual  size  of  the  building  stems  from  a  Public  Benefit  Bonus  oddly  applied  for  a  tax  all  hotels  pay,  a  
bonus  we  question  strongly.  There  appears  to  be  no  public  “benefit”  to  our  neighborhoods.  Are  we  not  
similarly  considered  part  of  the  “Public?”      


Well,  what  then  do  we  seek?  Our  concerns  are  1)  Setbacks  from  adjacent  properties  2)  Mass  3)  Aesthetics  
and  4)  Environmental  Impact  (congestion  and  noise).  The  proposed  development  will  negatively  affect  our  
neighborhood  character  and  the  value  of  our  homes.  With  these  variables  in  mind,  community  representatives  
met  many  times  with  Mr.  Patel,  the  developer.  Over  16  months  between  December  2016  and  March  2018,  a  
pact  was  reached  that  would  balance  the  development  goals  and  our  goal  of  preserving  our  neighborhood  
character.  Mr.  Patel  then  abruptly  backtracked  from  that  agreement  and  changed  his  plans  in  May  2018.  As  a  
result,  we  no  longer  support  the  Hampton  Inn  project.    


Before  abrogation,  the  pact  had  features  that  helped  reduce  the  heavy  look  of  the  mass.  The  design  was  to  
remove  all  third-­floor  east-­facing  rooms  and  to  have  a  38-­foot  setback  from  the  east  property  line.  The  former  
arrangement  included  a  trellised  garden  area,  recessed  from  the  plane  of  the  east  wall,  with  plants  screening  
it  from  our  view.  Neighbors  on  Buckthorn  Way  had  a  much  more  attractive  view  than  present  plans  provide.    


Mr.  Patel  broke  the  agreement  on  grounds  that  construction  costs  had  climbed,  notably  for  the  underground  
garage.  At  the  same  time,  Mr.  Patel  has  talked  of  nightly  rates  roughly  twice  those  considered  in  the  BAE  
Urban  Economics  study.  With  higher  revenue  and  savings  from  the  elimination  of  the  underground  parking  
spaces  (55  spaces  @  $74,000  =  $4,000,000  in  savings),  there  is  ample  economic  room  to  “think  outside  the  
box”  on  this  prominent  project.  The  footprint  here  needs  to  be  restricted.  As  a  large  group  of  active  neighbors,  
we  strongly  believe  there  is  much  that  bears  scrutiny,  and  we  look  to  you,  the  Planning  Commissioners,  to  
uphold  our  neighborhood  concerns.  A  summary  of  changes  to  the  plans  required  to  secure  our  support  is  
attached  for  your  reference.    


Sincerely,  
The  Park  Forest  Plus  Neighborhood  


EXHIBIT I







  
Park  Forest  Plus  


  
-­Committed  to  a  Just  Settlement  of  the  Hampton  Inn  Project-­  


  
  


SUMMARY  OF  CHANGES  TO  1704  ECR  PLANS  REQUIRED  BY  RESIDENTS  


  
1.     Increase  set-­back  from  the  east-­side  property  line  to  a  minimum  of  38’.    
2.     Remove  all  guest  rooms  on  third  floor  of  east  facing  side  of  building,  creating  a  balcony.  
3.     Add  a  trellis  with  plants  and  greenery  on  third  floor  balcony  of  east  facing  side  of    
  building,  with  no  guest  access  to  this  balcony/trellis  area  (only  a  door  for  maintenance).  


4.     Eliminate  air  conditioning  condensers  situated  on  this  balcony/trellis  area.  
5.     Add  variations  in  the  profile  of  the  east  side  wall  to  create  more  architectural  interest.  
6.     Reduce  mass  and  add  more  architectural  interest  on  the  south  side  of  building.  
7.     Revise  plans  for  2nd floor  spa  that  presently  is  only  10’  from  the  northside  property  line  


  and  5’  from  the  nearest  parking  slot.  It  also  overlooks  Buckthorn  Park,  thereby    


  intruding  on  their  patios  and  bedrooms,  and  adding  lights  and  noise  to  their  way  of  life.  


8.     Follow  up  on  staff  suggestion  (March  2018  Study  Session)  for  recessed  windows  to  give  
  depth  to  lengths  of  walls,  echoing  the  Davis  Polk  building  down  the  street.  


9.     Plant  sufficient  kinds,  sizes  and  numbers  of  trees  to  provide  mass  and  screening  on  the    
  south  and  east  property  lines.    


10.    Ensure  that  the  types,  sizes  and  number  of  trees  will  be  decided  between  neighbors  and    
  developer  before  construction  begins.  


11.    Require  trees  to  be  planted  before  construction  begins  to  give  them  a  chance  to  grow  a    
  little  and  become  established. 


 












  
  

Park  Forest  Plus  
  

-­Committed  to  a  Just  Settlement  of  the  Hampton  Inn  Project-­  
  
Date:  10/1/2018  
To:  The  Planning  Commission  
From:  Park  Forest  Plus,  an  Association  of  the  Park  Forest  and  Surrounding  Neighborhoods  
Re:  The  Hampton  Inn  Project  at  1704  El  Camino  Real  
  
Dear  Commissioners:  
  
We  are  writing  today  to  speak  to  our  ongoing  concerns  regarding  the  character  of  our  community  as  it  
confronts  radical  change  with  the  pending  demolition  of  the  29-­room  Red  Cottage  Inn  and  its  replacement  
with  a  68-­room  Hampton  Inn  motel.  While  our  brief  statement  here  regards  a  very  large  building,  it's  also  
about  the  neighborhood  in  which  we  live.  Only  careful  design  and  thoughtful  consideration  of  residential  
communities  will  ensure  that  the  greater  Park  Forest  area  retains  the  unique  character  and  quality  of  life,  
which  we  have  invested  in  and  are  rightly  proud  to  live  in.  
  
Make  no  mistake,  our  strikingly  green  and  leafy  surround  is  about  to  find  itself  the  neighbor  of  a  massed  
stucco  structure.  The  proposed  hotel,  in  its  current  iteration,  presents  a  stark  contrast  to  our  existing,  tranquil  
surrounds.  In  place  of  mature  trees  and  the  Red  Cottage’s  current  single  and  2-­story  buildings,  the  proposed  
hotel  project  rises  three  (3)  stories  high  (up  to  38’),  nearly  50%  above  the  26’  height  of  our  existing  
townhouses.  On  the  east  side,  approximately  100  feet  of  unarticulated,  windowed  wall  is  currently  proposed;;  
on  the  south  side  the  wall  is  twice  that  length;;  and  on  the  north  side,  plans  call  for  a  parking  garage  just  10  
feet  from  the  property  line  of  homes  in  Buckthorn  Park.  
  
The  unusual  size  of  the  building  stems  from  a  Public  Benefit  Bonus  oddly  applied  for  a  tax  all  hotels  pay,  a  
bonus  we  question  strongly.  There  appears  to  be  no  public  “benefit”  to  our  neighborhoods.  Are  we  not  
similarly  considered  part  of  the  “Public?”      
  
Well,  what  then  do  we  seek?  Our  concerns  are  1)  Setbacks  from  adjacent  properties  2)  Mass  3)  Aesthetics  
and  4)  Environmental  Impact  (congestion  and  noise).  The  proposed  development  will  negatively  affect  our  
neighborhood  character  and  the  value  of  our  homes.  With  these  variables  in  mind,  community  representatives  
met  many  times  with  Mr.  Patel,  the  developer.  Over  16  months  between  December  2016  and  March  2018,  a  
pact  was  reached  that  would  balance  the  development  goals  and  our  goal  of  preserving  our  neighborhood  
character.  Mr.  Patel  then  abruptly  backtracked  from  that  agreement  and  changed  his  plans  in  May  2018.  As  a  
result,  we  no  longer  support  the  Hampton  Inn  project.    
  
Before  abrogation,  the  pact  had  features  that  helped  reduce  the  heavy  look  of  the  mass.  The  design  was  to  
remove  all  third-­floor  east-­facing  rooms  and  to  have  a  38-­foot  setback  from  the  east  property  line.  The  former  
arrangement  included  a  trellised  garden  area,  recessed  from  the  plane  of  the  east  wall,  with  plants  screening  
it  from  our  view.  Neighbors  on  Buckthorn  Way  had  a  much  more  attractive  view  than  present  plans  provide.    
  
Mr.  Patel  broke  the  agreement  on  grounds  that  construction  costs  had  climbed,  notably  for  the  underground  
garage.  At  the  same  time,  Mr.  Patel  has  talked  of  nightly  rates  roughly  twice  those  considered  in  the  BAE  
Urban  Economics  study.  With  higher  revenue  and  savings  from  the  elimination  of  the  underground  parking  
spaces  (55  spaces  @  $74,000  =  $4,000,000  in  savings),  there  is  ample  economic  room  to  “think  outside  the  
box”  on  this  prominent  project.  The  footprint  here  needs  to  be  restricted.  As  a  large  group  of  active  neighbors,  
we  strongly  believe  there  is  much  that  bears  scrutiny,  and  we  look  to  you,  the  Planning  Commissioners,  to  
uphold  our  neighborhood  concerns.  A  summary  of  changes  to  the  plans  required  to  secure  our  support  is  
attached  for  your  reference.    
  
Sincerely,  
The  Park  Forest  Plus  Neighborhood  
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Park  Forest  Plus  

  
-­Committed  to  a  Just  Settlement  of  the  Hampton  Inn  Project-­  

  
  

SUMMARY  OF  CHANGES  TO  1704  ECR  PLANS  REQUIRED  BY  RESIDENTS  

  
1.     Increase  set-­back  from  the  east-­side  property  line  to  a  minimum  of  38’.    
2.     Remove  all  guest  rooms  on  third  floor  of  east  facing  side  of  building,  creating  a  balcony.  
3.     Add  a  trellis  with  plants  and  greenery  on  third  floor  balcony  of  east  facing  side  of    
  building,  with  no  guest  access  to  this  balcony/trellis  area  (only  a  door  for  maintenance).  

4.     Eliminate  air  conditioning  condensers  situated  on  this  balcony/trellis  area.  
5.     Add  variations  in  the  profile  of  the  east  side  wall  to  create  more  architectural  interest.  
6.     Reduce  mass  and  add  more  architectural  interest  on  the  south  side  of  building.  
7.     Revise  plans  for  2nd floor  spa  that  presently  is  only  10’  from  the  northside  property  line  

  and  5’  from  the  nearest  parking  slot.  It  also  overlooks  Buckthorn  Park,  thereby    

  intruding  on  their  patios  and  bedrooms,  and  adding  lights  and  noise  to  their  way  of  life.  

8.     Follow  up  on  staff  suggestion  (March  2018  Study  Session)  for  recessed  windows  to  give  
  depth  to  lengths  of  walls,  echoing  the  Davis  Polk  building  down  the  street.  

9.     Plant  sufficient  kinds,  sizes  and  numbers  of  trees  to  provide  mass  and  screening  on  the    
  south  and  east  property  lines.    

10.    Ensure  that  the  types,  sizes  and  number  of  trees  will  be  decided  between  neighbors  and    
  developer  before  construction  begins.  

11.    Require  trees  to  be  planted  before  construction  begins  to  give  them  a  chance  to  grow  a    
  little  and  become  established. 
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PARK  FOREST  NEIGHBORHOOD’S  TIMELINE  OF  ENGAGEMENT:  
1704  ECR  DEVELOPMENT  

  
October  12,  2016   Petition  letter  opposing  the  development  circulated  to  Park  Forest  and  

surrounding  communities,  garnering  widespread  support.  Exhibit  A  
November  8,  2016   First  meeting  between  Neighborhood  representatives  and  Corinna  

Sandmeier  (Associate  Planner,  Menlo  Park).  
December  5,  2016   Neighborhood  meeting  at  Pacific  Union.    Sagar  Patel  (Developer)  was  

invited  to  answer  residents’  many  concerns.  35  neighbors  attended.  Many  
letters  sent  to  City  Planning  following  the  meeting.  

December  14,  2016   Summary  of  issues  raised  at  12/5  meeting  circulated  to  residents.  Exhibit  B  
February  4,  2017   First  meeting  of  Neighborhood  Committee  (Susan  Neville,  Mike  Brady,  

Dave  Forter,  Margaret  Race,  Carol  Diamond,  Glenna  Patton).  
February  6,  2017   Updated  petition  letter  submitted  to  Corinna  Sandmeier  to  reflect  

additional  signatures  (final  total  of  80).  Exhibit  C  
March  13,  2017   Neighborhood  Committee  meeting  (same  participants  as  noted  above).  
March  27,  2017   Neighborhood  Committee  pre-­‐meeting  for  Sagar  Patel  meeting.  
April  3,  2017   First  meeting  with  Sagar  Patel  (Developer)  to  view  the  site  from  190  Forest  

Lane  (closest  to  1704  ECR  property)  and  discuss  neighborhood  concerns.  
Verbal  agreement  from  Sagar  Patel  to  move  3rd  story  rooms  from  rear-­‐
facing  side  of  hotel  (facing  Forest  Lane).  

May  3,  2017   Second  meeting  with  Sagar  Patel  to  discuss  additional  modifications  to  the  
plans.  Initial  agreements  summarized  in  letter  to  Menlo  Park.  Exhibit  D  

May  8,  2017   Susan  Neville  sends  Sagar  Patel  a  recap  of  the  outstanding  issues,  as  well  
as  a  draft  letter  to  neighbors  summarizing  Patel’s  agreed  changes.  Patel  
had  the  opportunity  to  weigh  in  on  letter  prior  to  circulation.    

May  9,  2017   Updated  letter  on  agreed  changes  by  Sagar  Patel  circulated  to  
neighborhood  residents.  Exhibit  E  

June  11,  2017   Sagar  Patel  sends  renderings  of  new  exterior  design,  which  reflects  a  shift  
to  a  “Mediterranean”  look  in  line  with  other  buildings  along  ECR,  as  
requested  by  Neighborhood  Committee.  

July  28,  2017   Sagar  Patel  circulates  updated  renderings  of  the  exterior  design,  reflecting  
a  shift  to  a  “taupe”  color  to  better  blend  into  the  surrounding  nature,  as  
requested  by  Neighborhood  Committee.  

September  19,  2017   Susan  Neville  submits  a  letter  of  support  for  the  development  on  behalf  of  
the  Neighborhood  Committee,  based  on  extended  negotiations  to  reflect  
the  issues  raised  by  residents.  Exhibit  F  

November  17,  2017   Neighborhood  Committee  meets  with  Corinna  Sandmeier  to  inform  her  of  
agreements  with  Sagar  Patel.  She  informs  us  that  the  City  has  issues  with  
the  design  and  a  public  Study  Session  will  take  place  in  January.  

November  21,  2017   Glenna  Patton  submits  letter  to  Corinna  Sandmeier  on  behalf  of  the  
Neighborhood  Committee  requesting  that  the  new  designs  are  previewed  
with  the  Committee  prior  to  the  January  Study  Session.  
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December  4,  2017   Sagar  Patel  provides  preview  of  updated  exterior  design,  which  he  
characterizes  as  a  “more  authentic,  classic  Spanish  design”.  

February  26,  2018   Neighborhood  receives  notice  of  Menlo  Park  Planning  Committee  Study  
Session,  scheduled  for  March  12th,  at  7pm.  

March  7,  2018     Neighborhood  Committee  meets  to  prep  for  Study  Session,  agrees  to  send  
a  letter  to  the  City  stating  its  formal  position  prior  to  the  Study  Session.  

March  12,  2018  
(12pm)  

Susan  Neville  submits  letter  to  Planning  Commissioners  saying  the  
Neighborhood’s  preference  is  for  the  development  not  to  move  forward  
but  if  it  does,  residents  won’t  oppose  it  as  long  as  our  agreed  changes  are  
approved.  Exhibit  G  

March  12,  2018    
(7pm)  

Neighborhood  Committee  attends  Study  Session,  where  the  City  requests  
a  number  of  design  changes  to  the  hotel  –  none  of  which  affect  
agreements  with  the  Neighborhood.  

May  29,  2018   Sagar  Patel  sends  Neighborhood  Committee  an  email  backtracking  on  all  
prior  agreements  due  to  moving  parking  from  underground  to  street  level  
(driven  by  “skyrocketing  costs”  of  underground  garage).    

June  5,  2018   Neighborhood  Committee  meets  with  Sagar  Patel  to  review  the  new  plans,  
confirming  that  no  prior  agreements  have  been  honored  (beyond  design).  

June  18,  2018   Susan  Neville  emails  Sagar  Patel  the  Neighborhood’s  opposition  to  the  
plans  and  lays  out  its  top  requirements.  Email  forwarded  to  Corinna  
Sandmeier  to  inform  her  of  the  Neighborhood’s  position.  Exhibit  H  

August  18,  2018   Petition  to  declare  neighborhood  petition  against  the  new  plans  is  
launched  via  Change.org,  securing  70  signatures  (online  and  hard  copy).    

September  16,  2018   Neighborhood  coffee  event  to  update  residents  attended  by  30  neighbors.  
Neighborhood  Committee  is  expanded  due  to  residents’  urgent  concerns.  

September  19,  2018  
(4:30pm)      

Neighborhood  reps  meet  with  Corinna  Sandmeier  to  communicate  
opposition  to  the  City’s  process.  Sandmeier  indicates  a  Formal  Review  by  
the  Planning  Commission  will  be  held  October  8th.  Neighborhood  requests  
a  Study  Session  instead  given  the  dramatic  changes  in  the  plans.  

September  20,  2018   Sagar  Patel  informs  Neighborhood  that  the  request  for  a  Study  Session  on  
October  8th  is  accepted,  replacing  the  previously  planned  Formal  Review.  
Glenna  Patton  emails  Corinna  Sandmeier  to  acknowledge  Study  Session  
and  voice  continued  opposition  by  the  residents.  

September  24,  2018   Resident  Eric  Easom  meets  with  Sagar  Patel  to  discuss  the  Neighborhood’s  
issues  with  the  development.  Patel  indicates  an  openness  to  explore  
further  changes  –  although  the  details  appear  to  be  fluid.  

September  24-­‐28,  
2018  

Various  residents  submit  letters  of  opposition  to  the  City  Planning  
Commissioners.  

September  26,  2018   Neighborhood  Committee  meeting  to  discuss  updates  and  further  actions  
prior  to  the  October  8  Study  Session.  

October  1,  2018   Neighborhood  Committee  submits  to  Planning  Commission  a  formal  letter  
of  opposition  with  changes  required  to  gain  residents’  support.  Exhibit  I  
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EXHIBIT A 
Oct   12,   2016 

Menlo   Park   Planning   Commission   and   Staff 
701   Laurel   St. 
Menlo   Park,   CA   94025 

Re:      Proposed   hotel   development   at   1704   El   Camino   Real 

Dear   Commissioners   and   Staff: 

This   letter   represents   the   shared   concerns   of   residents   in   the   Park   Forest   Townhome 
neighborhood,   which   is   situated   east   of   and   adjacent   to   the   proposed   hotel   development 
(“PHD”).  

Our   neighborhood:    This   development   was   built   over   50   years   ago,   back   in   the   mid­1960’s. 
Some   of   our   residents   have   lived   here   for   almost   40   years.   We   have   a   mix   of   retired   people, 
working   professionals   and   families   with   young   children.   Our   community   is   a   small   area   in   terms 
of   acreage,   but   we   have   close   to   100   households   living   here.   As   such,   our   collective   voices 
exceed   that   of   our   relatively   modest,   real   property,   footprint. 

   Our   residents   choose   to   live   here   and   invest   in   their   homes   because   of   the   overall   quiet,   beauty 
and   sense   of   community   that   this   location   affords   us.    Although   to   some   the   homes   may   be 
considered   densely   compacted,   the   area   is   no   different   that   any   other   family­friendly 
neighborhoods   that   Menlo   Park   Park   is   known   to   support.   

Our   position:    We   believe   that,   as   proposed,   the   PHD   will   negatively   impact   our 
neighborhood   in   numerous   ways,   and   for   that   reason   are   unanimously   opposed   to   the 
current   plan.  

Our   shared   concerns:    These   are   summarized   below.   Individual   residents   may   have   specific 
comments/concerns   that   they   will   share   separately.  

Height/Scale/Density        It   is   critical   to   all   of   us   that   we   protect   the   light   and   air   (“open   sky”)   that   we 
now   enjoy   at   the   end   of   the   Forest   Lane   cul   de   sac.    The   trees   on   the   border   of   the 
development   have   been   there   for   many   decades   and   provide   an   elegant   visual   framework 
that   serves   to   enhance   the   residential   character   of   our   neighborhood.      Only   at   close 
quarters,   i.e.,   right   next   to   the   fence   separating   the   residential   neighborhood   from   the   PHD 
site,   can   one   see   a   few   low­level   roofs   of   the   current   buildings.   The   proposed   42’   9”   building 
height   will   encroach   upon   the   long­standing   unencumbered   western   exposure   that   we   all 
love   and   have   long   become   accustomed   to.   Such   an   alarming   increase   in   building   height 
would   be   an   unwelcome   “commercial”   intrusion   into   any   established   neighborhood.      Ours   is 
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no   different.      As   to   scale,   the   current   FAR   is   .29   and   the   proposed   FAR   is   1.10.   That 
scale/increase   in   density   is   not   in   keeping   with   the   character   of   long­established 
neighboring   residential   communities. 
 
The   scale   and   height   of   the   PHD   will   also   drastically   alter   the   lighting   of   our   residential   area   at 
night.   With   a   250%   increase   in   room   count   (28   to   70)   that   means   far   more   windows   with   far 
more   intrusive   interior   lighting.   Just   because   a   room   may   have   blinds   or   curtains   does   not   mean 
the   effect   of   any   associated   interior   lighting   is   lost   on   those   living   nearby.   What   is   perhaps 
worse,   the   exterior   lighting   required   may   also   need   to   be   on   all   night,   if   for   no   other   reason   than 
safety   reasons   for   hotel   guests.   This   major   increase   in   overall   lighting   has   the   very   real   potential 
to   expose   the   Park   Forest   neighborhood   to   a   constant   nuisance   that   we   find   wholly 
unacceptable.  
 
This   PHD   includes   an   underground   garage.   The   time   and   complexity   that   an   underground 
structure   adds   to   the   construction   effort   will   be   enormous.   Such   an   endeavor   will   add   many 
additional   months   to   the   construction   timeline,   and   the   earth   moving   required   will   have 
numerous   negative   consequences   for   neighborhood   residents.   Our   homes,   balconies   and   cars 
will   be   covered   with   dirt   and   dust.   Moreover,   the   noise   from   the   huge   equipment   required   for   this 
effort   will   be   relentless.   Have   there   been   studies   done   as   to   how   the   extensive   excavation   and 
associated   vibration   will   affect   the   nearby   soil   and   foundations?      We   can   already   feel   our   houses 
shake   with   passing   trains.   We   wonder   if   digging   on   the   other   side   of   our   development   will   have 
ramifications   for   the   stability   of   our   houses.  
 
Noise   and   traffic        We   continually   deal   with   noise   from   the   nearby   Caltrain   tracks.   This   is   noise 
that   we   considered   before   buying   property   here.   We   could   evaluate   it,   and   the   market   took   it   into 
account   in   our   home   prices.   We   can   tolerate   it   because   it   is   intermittent   and   the   horns   are   in 
short   bursts.   The   noise   we   anticipate   from   the   PHD   is   of   a   different   nature   ­   it   will   be   constant. 
First   of   all,   there   will   be   additional   traffic   noise.   There   will   be   a   250%   increase   in   the   number   of 
hotel   rooms   and   a   concomitant   increase   in   staff.   If   this   hotel   hosts   meetings   and   parties   there 
will   be   additional   guests   and   traffic.   Vehicular   noise   isn’t   the   only   thing   that   concerns   us;   we 
would   also   be   exposed   to   a   dramatic   increase   in   pool   noise,and   people   gathering   outside   in 
general.    The   plan   indicates   a   sitting   area   to   the   rear   of   the   property,   which   is   the   closest 
area   to   our   cul   de   sac.   We   are   very   concerned   about   the   noise   affiliated   with   service   trucks, 
delivery   trucks   and   trash   pickup   as   well.      As   to   mechanical,   surely   the   noise   of   the 
generator(s),   AC   unit(s)   and   hotel   equipment   will   be   considerably   more   than   it   is   currently. 
This   isn’t   mild   intermittent   noise;   rather,   this   is   constant   and   loud.  
 
We   also   have   both   nuisance   and   safety   concerns   about   increased   neighborhood 
pass­through   traffic,   as   hotel   guests   try   to   navigate   busy   El   Camino   Real   (“ECR”).      At 
certain   times   of   the   day,   it   can   take   nearly   10   minutes   to   drive   from   Buckthorn   to   Encinal. 
For   southbound   arrivals,   the   ingress   to   and   egress   from   the   Red   Cottage   Inn   requires   cars 
driving   south   on   ECR   to   make   a   U­   turn   at   Encinal   and   then   drive   north   on   ECR.      Anyone 
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who   has   driven   this   stretch   knows   it   can   be   quite   a   messy   affair.   Without   question   (and 
thanks   to   widely   used   apps   like   Waze),   many   cars   will   instead   elect   to   turn   east   on 
Buckthorn   and   right   on   Stone   Pine   and   use   our   neighborhood   as   an   alternative   to   the 
cumbersome   ECR   routing.      This   stands   to   be   a   highly   dangerous   situation   for   our   residents, 
who   are   accustomed   to   a   much   slower   pace.   These   safety   concerns   cannot   be   overlooked. 
Not   a   day   goes   when   neighborhood   residents   are   out   walking   both   their   children   and   dogs 
and   enjoying   the   streets.   Most   of   the   traffic   in   our   neighborhood   comes   from   residents   who 
know   to   slow   down   and   drive   safely.   Outside   traffic   will   change   our   safe   streets   into   an 
unacceptably   high­risk   zone. 
 
One   other   note   on   noise   and   traffic:   on   the   south   side   of   our   neighborhood,   there   is   already 
another   project   planned   for   development.   The   133   Encinal   site   (former   Roger   Reynolds 
nursery)   stands   to   impact   our   neighborhood   and   affect   the   privacy,   quiet   and   character   of 
Park   Forest.      The   PHD   will   only   compound   those   problems   even   further. 
 
Privacy   and   security       Our   streets   are   used   primarily   by   residents   and   guests.   That   means 
that   kids   can   play   in   the   cul   de   sac,   residents   can   stroll   safely   on   the   roads   and   walk   their 
dogs.   Our   homes   have   balconies   and   decks   that   residents   use   all   the   time.   We   don’t   want 
our   homes   to   be   in   the   sightline   of   hotel   guests.   We   don’t   want   hotel   guests   observing   our 
patios   and   common   areas   either.   We   only   have   a   few   mature   trees   at   the   property   border. 
They   offer   little   screening   at   lower   levels.   We   don’t   see   anything   in   this   plan   that   would 
screen   the   building   from   our   view.  
 
Other   concerns 
 

● The   architectural   style   of   the   PHD   is   not   in   keeping   with   our   local   architectural 
design.   Even   the   name   of   the   design,   “Farmhouse   Modern”,   practically   screams   that 
this   design   gives   virtually   no   consideration   whatsoever   to   the   hotel’s   long­established 
neighborhood.  

 
● The   requested   liquor   license   indicates   to   us   a   desire   to   host   social   and   business 

events   that   will   produce   more   noise   and   traffic.   We   oppose   that. 
 

● An   increase   in   trash   and   smokers   also   greatly   concerns   us.   More   trash   will   be 
generated   by   additional   guests   and   that   will   attract   rodents.   Guests   need   a   place   to 
smoke   and   it   is   likely   they   will   come   to   the   sitting   area   adjacent   to   our   property. 

 
● The   construction   noise,   equipment   and   debris   will,   in   of   itself,   be   invasive   and   costly. 

Our   lives   will   be   disrupted   during   construction   and   our   home   values   will   be   negatively 
impacted   both   during   construction   and   afterward.   
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Our   appeal   to   you:  

 

In   summary,   the   undersigned   Park   Forest   Townhome   residents   are   united   in   our   opposition 
to   the   PHD.      We   hope   that   the   City   and   its   Planners   will   see   the   common   sense   rationale 
inherent   in   our   many   concerns   noted   here. 
 
Thank   you   for   your   thoughtful   consideration. 
 
 
 
Owner/residents   of   Park   Forest   Townhomes 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 

_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ _________________________________ 
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PROPOSED	
  HAMPTON	
  INN	
  DEVELOPMENT	
  AT	
  1704	
  EL	
  CAMINO	
  

SUMMARY	
  OF	
  CONCERNS	
  FLAGGED	
  TO	
  DATE	
  

Height/Scale/Density	
  

1. Height:	
  3	
  stories	
  proposed	
  (42’9”)	
  vs.	
  2	
  stories	
  currently
2. Scale:	
  1.10	
  FAR	
  (Floor	
  Area	
  Ratio)	
  proposed	
  vs.	
  .29	
  FAR	
  currently	
  (nearly	
  4x	
  more)
3. Room	
  count:	
  70	
  rooms	
  proposed	
  vs.	
  28	
  rooms	
  currently	
  (2.5	
  more)	
  –	
  implications

include	
  noise,	
  traffic,	
  security	
  noted	
  below
4. Underground	
  garage:	
  Potential	
  impact	
  on	
  foundations/stability	
  of	
  our	
  houses,	
  plus	
  noise

and	
  dirt	
  from	
  construction

Noise,	
  traffic,	
  dirt	
  

1. Construction	
  phase:	
  Constant	
  flow	
  of	
  trucks,	
  workers,	
  more	
  pass-­‐through	
  traffic
2. Post-­‐construction:	
  Noise	
  from	
  significantly	
  more	
  rooms,	
  pool	
  area	
  close	
  to	
  our	
  cul	
  de	
  sac
3. Generator,	
  AC,	
  Trash:	
  Proposed	
  location	
  right	
  behind	
  cul	
  de	
  sac	
  has	
  noise,	
  smell

implications
4. Traffic:	
  Already	
  jammed	
  up	
  El	
  Camino	
  will	
  get	
  worse
5. Security,	
  Privacy:	
  Increased	
  security	
  threats	
  from	
  more	
  traffic,	
  guests,	
  liquor	
  license,

outdoor	
  pool	
  area;	
  also,	
  increased	
  height	
  adds	
  new	
  sightlines	
  into	
  our	
  properties	
  (not
enough	
  tall	
  trees	
  to	
  ensure	
  our	
  privacy)

Aesthetic,	
  quality	
  of	
  life,	
  home	
  values	
  

1. Design:	
  Proposed	
  ‘Farmhouse	
  modern’	
  architectural	
  style	
  is	
  not	
  in	
  keeping	
  with	
  the
heritage	
  of	
  our	
  neighborhood

2. Litter,	
  Inappropriate	
  Conduct:	
  Location	
  of	
  trash,	
  increase	
  in	
  trash,	
  possibility	
  of	
  drunk
hotel	
  guests	
  threaten	
  idyllic	
  and	
  pristine	
  neighborhood	
  family	
  life	
  (many	
  young	
  children
regularly	
  play	
  outside)

3. Home	
  values:	
  Extended	
  construction	
  project,	
  unclear	
  impact	
  on	
  structures	
  of	
  nearby
homes,	
  numerous	
  security	
  concerns,	
  noise	
  and	
  trash	
  –	
  all	
  negatively	
  impact	
  market	
  value
of	
  our	
  homes
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1704 El Camino Park Forest neighborhood letter signers
as of 02/06/17
address name(s)

FOREST LANE
191 Forest Mike Brady

Anita Brady
181 Forest Carmen McSweeney 
171 Forest Eric Easom

Hillary Easom
161 Forest Mark Clayton

Carol Boyden
151 Forest Margaret Race

Dave Forter
141 Forest William Armstrong

Miki Armstrong
131 Forest Helen Peters
121 Forest Susan Lynch

Michael Lynch
111 Forest Robert Flax

Susan Flax
190 Forest Glenna Patton
180 Forest Carol Diamond
170 Forest Victor Klioren
160 Forest Susan Neville
150 Forest Linda Golub
130 Forest Anne Gregor

Fred Rose
120 Forest Anna Eshoo
110 Forest Jessica Kremer

Assaf Kremer
STONE PINE LANE
1781 Stone Pine Anna Rodriguez
1771 Stone Pine Ted Choc
1761 Stone Pine Anne Lear
1751 StonePine J.S. Reveno

Joan Reveno
1741 Stone Pine Kathi Vidal
1731 StonePine Charles Gene Markley

Gail Markley
1711 Stone Pine Melissa Karp
1701 Stone Pine Christopher Wheeler 
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1691 Stone Pine Marcia Bloom
Clark Bloom

1681 Stone Pine Kathy Harper
Owen Harper

1651 Stone Pine Nancy Gfroerer
Al Gfroerer

1631 Stone Pine Barry Goldblatt 
1621 Stone Pine Martin Engel

Judith Orasanu
1611 Stone Pine Deborah Koelling
1601 Stone Pine Paolo Scafetta

192 Stone Pine Fin O'Hara
188 Stone Pine Scott Phillips
188 Stone Pine Bianka Skubnik
187 Stone Pine Katherine Parker
184 Stone Pine Ursula Feusi 
179 Stone Pine Randy Eyler
176 Stone Pine Bridget Thrasher
165 Stone Pine Jan Anker
151 Stone Pine Fritz Yambrach
140 Stone Pine Denise Brown
139 Stone Pine Carla Minor 
136 Stone Pine Noah Snavely
132 Stone Pine Saunnil Pandey
130 Stone Pine Dong-Lu Sinu

BUCKTHORN WAY 
186 Buckthorn Carol Marquez
182 Buckthorn Sudi Hirmanpour
178 Buckthorn Rick Rosensweig
178 Buckthorn Diane Rosensweig
174 Buckthorn Carol Broadbent
166 Buckthorn Warren Chamberlain
162 Buckthorn Arthur Leino
158 Buckthorn Kurt Tomozy
158 Buckthorn Olivia Tomozy
154 Buckthorn Louise Tuite
150 Buckthorn Mellisa Berhow
144 Buckthorn Linda Sadunus
143 Buckthorn Kathy Engelmann
136 Buckthorn Hanging Liu
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132 Buckthorn Suzan Liao 
124 Buckthorn Jeremy Gao
27 Buckthorn Curtis Lasker (Lasher?)
21 Buckthorn Donna Fogel
1440 Mills Ct Alicia Castillo 

Total 80 signatures 
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May	
  3,	
  2017	
  

Re:	
  Proposed	
  Development	
  at	
  1704	
  El	
  Camino	
  Real	
  

Dear	
  City	
  Officials	
  of	
  Menlo	
  Park:	
  

On	
  behalf	
  of	
  the	
  community	
  in	
  Park	
  Forest,	
  we	
  appreciate	
  the	
  ongoing,	
  open	
  dialogue	
  we’ve	
  
enjoyed	
  with	
  various	
  representatives	
  of	
  the	
  City	
  about	
  the	
  proposed	
  Hampton	
  Inn	
  
development	
  directly	
  adjacent	
  to	
  our	
  neighborhood,	
  at	
  1704	
  El	
  Camino	
  Real.	
  We’ve	
  engaged	
  
directly	
  with	
  the	
  project	
  developer,	
  Sagar	
  Patel,	
  to	
  proactively	
  seek	
  solutions	
  to	
  the	
  key	
  
concerns	
  of	
  our	
  neighborhood.	
  We	
  recognize	
  that	
  the	
  intent	
  of	
  the	
  project	
  is	
  to	
  upgrade	
  the	
  
property,	
  and	
  want	
  to	
  see	
  it	
  succeed	
  –	
  while	
  also	
  ensuring	
  that	
  the	
  unique	
  character	
  and	
  
serenity	
  of	
  our	
  community	
  is	
  not	
  adversely	
  affected.	
  

With	
  a	
  mutually	
  beneficial	
  outcome	
  as	
  our	
  objective,	
  we’ve	
  enjoyed	
  a	
  very	
  productive	
  
exchange	
  of	
  ideas	
  with	
  Sagar	
  in	
  recent	
  weeks.	
  We’re	
  pleased	
  to	
  inform	
  you	
  that	
  we	
  have	
  
reached	
  an	
  agreement	
  with	
  him	
  on	
  a	
  proposed	
  solution	
  to	
  the	
  core	
  issues	
  raised	
  by	
  our	
  
community,	
  and	
  are	
  asking	
  for	
  your	
  support	
  and	
  partnership	
  to	
  take	
  it	
  forward.	
  While	
  there	
  
are	
  additional	
  issues	
  of	
  importance	
  to	
  the	
  neighborhood	
  that	
  still	
  require	
  discussion	
  (e.g.	
  
parking,	
  traffic),	
  we	
  are	
  confident	
  that	
  the	
  resolution	
  of	
  the	
  principal	
  issues	
  will	
  provide	
  a	
  
tipping	
  point	
  for	
  the	
  community	
  to	
  get	
  behind	
  the	
  project.	
  

Specifically,	
  our	
  neighbors	
  are	
  very	
  concerned	
  about	
  the	
  overall	
  scale	
  and	
  density	
  of	
  the	
  
development.	
  See	
  attached	
  rendering	
  of	
  how	
  the	
  proposed	
  38’	
  Hampton	
  Inn	
  will	
  dwarf	
  our	
  
townhouses	
  with	
  a	
  jarring	
  intrusion	
  to	
  our	
  current	
  nature-­‐oriented	
  outlook.	
  	
  (We	
  have	
  a	
  
straight-­‐on	
  view	
  of	
  the	
  rear	
  of	
  the	
  hotel,	
  which	
  does	
  not	
  front	
  on	
  El	
  Camino	
  Real,	
  but	
  instead	
  
is	
  set	
  back	
  140’	
  from	
  the	
  street.)	
  As	
  you’re	
  aware,	
  the	
  height	
  (38’	
  vs	
  our	
  26’	
  homes	
  and	
  30’	
  
neighboring	
  businesses),	
  FAR	
  (4x	
  current	
  hotel),	
  room	
  density	
  (nearly	
  3x	
  current	
  hotel)	
  and	
  
red/gray	
  industrial	
  design	
  are	
  core	
  issues.

Following	
  our	
  discussions	
  with	
  Sagar,	
  we’ve	
  agreed	
  to	
  the	
  following	
  changes:	
  

1. Eliminate	
  the	
  3rd	
  floor	
  of	
  the	
  hotel	
  in	
  the	
  area	
  directly	
  adjacent	
  to	
  Forest	
  Lane.	
  This
would	
  mean	
  relocating	
  5	
  rooms	
  elsewhere	
  in	
  the	
  complex.	
  Sagar	
  will	
  also	
  reduce	
  the
height	
  of	
  the	
  first	
  floor	
  of	
  the	
  building,	
  to	
  bring	
  down	
  the	
  overall	
  hotel	
  height.

2. Remove	
  the	
  Heritage	
  oak	
  tree	
  located	
  on	
  the	
  West	
  side	
  of	
  the	
  hotel	
  to	
  accommodate	
  a
reallocation	
  of	
  the	
  rooms	
  resulting	
  from	
  #1	
  above.	
  To	
  compensate	
  for	
  the	
  oak	
  tree
removal,	
  Sagar	
  will	
  plant	
  4-­‐5	
  replacement	
  trees	
  along	
  the	
  southern	
  border	
  of	
  the
hotel	
  property,	
  running	
  west	
  towards	
  El	
  Camino	
  Real.

3. To	
  provide	
  additional	
  screening	
  of	
  the	
  hotel	
  for	
  our	
  neighborhood,	
  Sagar	
  has	
  agreed
to	
  pay	
  for	
  planting	
  additional	
  trees	
  on	
  the	
  edge	
  of	
  our	
  garden	
  on	
  the	
  southern	
  side,	
  as
well	
  as	
  on	
  the	
  hotel	
  property	
  along	
  the	
  Forest	
  Lane	
  fence.

4. We’re	
  also	
  jointly	
  investigating	
  placing	
  planters	
  on	
  the	
  roof	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  2-­‐story	
  section
to	
  provide	
  further	
  screening	
  for	
  the	
  townhouses	
  on	
  Forest	
  Lane.

5. Sagar	
  is	
  willing	
  to	
  change	
  the	
  exterior	
  design	
  of	
  the	
  building,	
  replacing	
  the	
  red/gray
color	
  tones	
  with	
  a	
  look	
  that’s	
  harmonious	
  with	
  the	
  current	
  environment.
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We	
  have	
  vetted	
  this	
  approach	
  with	
  our	
  Park	
  Forest	
  Homeowner’s	
  Associations,	
  and	
  to	
  date,	
  
have	
  received	
  support	
  representing	
  85%	
  of	
  the	
  community.	
  Discussions	
  with	
  the	
  
outstanding	
  15%	
  of	
  our	
  neighbors	
  are	
  in	
  progress,	
  and	
  we’re	
  optimistic	
  that	
  we’ll	
  secure	
  
endorsement	
  from	
  the	
  vast	
  majority	
  of	
  them.	
  Please	
  note	
  that	
  while	
  Park	
  Forest	
  Associations	
  
do	
  not	
  include	
  the	
  apartment	
  house	
  and	
  some	
  townhouses	
  on	
  Buckthorn,	
  we	
  are	
  in	
  touch	
  
with	
  residents	
  there	
  and	
  are	
  hopeful	
  about	
  their	
  support.	
  
	
  
We	
  believe	
  this	
  plan	
  is	
  a	
  win-­‐win-­‐win:	
  for	
  Sagar,	
  for	
  our	
  neighborhood	
  and	
  for	
  the	
  City	
  of	
  
Menlo	
  Park.	
  To	
  ensure	
  that	
  all	
  the	
  pieces	
  can	
  fall	
  into	
  place,	
  we	
  request	
  your	
  assistance	
  and	
  
support	
  to	
  gain	
  approval	
  to	
  remove	
  the	
  Heritage	
  oak	
  on	
  the	
  hotel	
  property	
  and	
  reduce	
  the	
  
height	
  of	
  hotel’s	
  first	
  floor.	
  Sagar	
  is	
  currently	
  working	
  on	
  plans/renderings	
  to	
  reflect	
  the	
  
noted	
  changes.	
  As	
  the	
  reconfiguration	
  of	
  the	
  rooms	
  can	
  only	
  be	
  achieved	
  by	
  removing	
  the	
  
tree,	
  upfront	
  confirmation	
  of	
  this	
  direction	
  is	
  critical.	
  
	
  
Please	
  advise	
  regarding	
  next	
  steps	
  and	
  further	
  information	
  you	
  might	
  require	
  to	
  advance	
  
this	
  goal.	
  Many	
  thanks	
  for	
  your	
  continued	
  cooperation,	
  and	
  we	
  look	
  forward	
  to	
  your	
  
feedback.	
  
	
  
Best,	
  
	
  
Mike	
  Brady	
  (Park	
  Forest	
  Association	
  I)	
  
Susan	
  Neville	
  (Park	
  Forest	
  Association	
  II)	
  
Carol	
  Diamond	
  (Park	
  Forest	
  Association	
  II)	
  
Glenna	
  Patton	
  (Park	
  Forest	
  Association	
  II)	
  
Dave	
  Forter	
  (Park	
  Forest	
  Association	
  III)	
  
Margaret	
  Race	
  (Park	
  Forest	
  Association	
  III)	
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May 9, 2017 

This is an update to neighbors regarding the redevelopment of 1704 El Camino Real, the present Red 
Cottage Inn.  You may recall that this property is going to be redeveloped as a three-story, 38-foot high 
Hampton by Hilton hotel with 70 guest rooms.  The plans have evidently been in a holding pattern for 
some time. 

A letter listing the neighborhood concerns was sent to the City in October, 2016. In December local 
residents and business owners met to discuss the project; Mr Patel, the owner/developer, attended that 
meeting and contributed his perspective. Soon after that a group of six residents representing the three 
Park Forest HOA’s got together and have been studying ways the project could be reworked so both the 
developer and the community could live with the end result. The best approach was to work directly with 
Sagar Patel to find common ground. We met with him twice and the meetings have been productive.   

Here are the highlights of changes to which Mr. Patel has agreed: 
1. Five third-story guest rooms at the back of the building (the east side facing Forest Lane) can

be relocated to the front of the property if one oak tree at the front can be removed. This
would significantly reduce the building’s mass, changing that one section from three-stories
(38’) to two-stories, (~ 24’).  The 2nd story roof would have a garden trellis screening the 3rd

story rooms behind it.
2. The height of the first floor will be reduced from 15’ to 13’, pending city approval, lowering the

overall building height to 36’.
3. The façade will be changed to a less industrial style and to a color that blends with the area.
4. There will not be a conference area in the hotel so there will not be any special events to

concern the neighborhood.
5. The diesel generator has been eliminated from the plans, the trash area will be completely

enclosed and covered, and the roof machinery will be moved toward El Camino Real.
6. The developer will add screening by planting large trees on hotel property along the Forest

Lane cul-de-sac fence and allocate funds to Park Forest I for screening trees to be planted on
the south side of the property line.

7. Parking plans need additional study. It appears that the underground lot will accommodate all
hotel guests and staff without impacting Buckthorn Way.

8. There is still concern that pass-through traffic may increase on Buckthorn and Stone Pine.
This should be investigated and studied further.

Mr. Patel wants to work with our neighborhood and has agreed to the extra time and expense required to 
modify the hotel plans. These modifications require removal of the front tree. While no one likes to see a 
tree removed, the city has approved this for other projects, and that tree will be replaced with others. 
Park Forest I and II HOA Boards support this plan.  

Mr. Patel thinks this neighborhood support will enhance his chances for city approval. Unfortunately, if 
the modifications requested are denied by the City, this goes back to square one and the benefits we 
have been working for disappear. The attached rendering illustrates how this building will dominate and 
change the character of our neighborhood if the modification is not approved.  We welcome your input on 
any of these matters and will keep you posted on developments as they progress. 

The neighbors who worked on these efforts are Susan Neville (PF II), Mike Brady (PF I), Glenna Patton (PF II), 
Dave Forter & Margaret Race (PF III), and Carol Diamond (PF II).   
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September   18,   2017 

To:      Corinna   Sandmeier   and   planning   staff   ( cdsandmeier@menlopark.org ) 

Re:      1704   ECR 

The   undersigned   residents   of   Forest   Lane,   Menlo   Park,   CA   have   been   working   with   the   owner   of   the   Red   Cottage 
Inn   since   last   winter   to   discuss   concerns   and   propose   modifications   to   his   plans   to   replace   the   current   hotel   with   a 
larger   Hampton   Inn.   Sagar   Patel,   developer/owner,   has   been   open,   receptive   and   accommodating   during   this 
process.   He   has   incorporated   most   of   the   requests   from   this   committee   of   residents.   As   a   result   our   position 
concerning   the   project   has   shifted   from   opposition   to   acceptance.  

A   brief   summary   of   our   process   follows: 
Oct   2016:  A   letter   listing   neighborhood   concerns   was   sent   to   the   city. 
Dec   2016:  Local   residents   and   business   owners   met   at   their   initiative   to   discuss   the   project;   Mr   Patel 
attended   that   meeting   and   contributed   his   perspective.  
Spring   2017:         A   group   of   six   residents,   members   of   the   three   different   Park   Forest   HOA’s,   met   to   study   ways   the 
project   could   be   reworked   so   that   the   community   and   developer   could   live   with   the   end   result.   Forest   Lane 
residents   have   a   direct   view   of   the   back   of   the   proposed   hotel.   The   height   and   density   of   the   project   are   of   serious 
concern   to   us.   We   met   3   times   in   the   spring   and   found   the   process   productive.   Some   meetings   included   the 
project   architect   and   hotel   manager.   Neighbors   were   updated   on   the   process   by   flyers   that   were   distributed   and 
the   HOA’s   were   also   informed   of   our   process.  
Sept   2017:                  Mr   Patel   and   architect   shared   the   latest   draft   of   plans   with   us.  

Here   are   the   highlights   of   changes   to   which   Mr.   Patel   has   agreed: 
1 Building   mass   redistributed   toward   ECR.   Five   third­story   guest   rooms   at   the   back   of   the   building   (the 

east   side   facing   Forest   Lane)   have   been   relocated   to   the   front   of   the   property   This   reduced   the 
building’s   mass   at   the   rear,   changing   that   elevation   from   three­stories   (~34’)   to   two­stories,   (~23’). 
The   second   story   flat   roof   now   has   a   garden   trellis   screening   the   third   story   rooms   behind   it.   This 
modification   requires   the   removal   of   one   heritage   oak   tree   at   the   front   of   the   hotel. 

2 Height   of   the   first   floor   reduced   from   15’   to   13’.   This   lowers   the   building   height   to   ~39’. 
3 Façade   changed   to   a   Mediterranean   style,   with   tile   roof   and   a   taupe   stucco   exterior   that   blends   with 

the   area. 

We   are   also   glad   to   see: 
4 Landscaping   plans   include   screening   of   neighbors.   Large   trees   are   planned   for   along   the   rear,   and   both 

sides   of   the   hotel   also   have   trees   along   the   property   line.  
5 Lighting   will   be   kept   low,   no   pole   lighting.   The   plan   calls   for   4’   or   lower   bollards   for   pathway   lighting. 

Mr.   Patel   has   shown   a   sincere   desire   to   work   with   our   neighborhood   and   expended   time   and   expense   to   modify 
the   hotel   plans.   These   modifications   require   removal   of   the   front   tree.   We   think   there   will   be   a   much   improved 
outcome   with   the   removal   of   this   one   tree   and   the   planting   of   others. 

We,   the   undersigned,   appreciate   Mr   Patel’s   collaborative   approach   to   working   with   our   community   and   support 
the   design   of   the   hotel   as   submitted.   There   will   be   other   matters,   traffic   and   construction   process,   for   example, 
that   will   likely   need   further   study.   We   hope   that   the   planning   staff   will   approve   the   plans   as   modified.  

Signed   Susan   Neville   (PF   II),   Mike   Brady   (PF   I),   Glenna   Patton   (PF   II),   Dave   Forter   &   Margaret   Race   (PF   III),   and 
Carol   Diamond   (PF   II).   
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EXHIBIT  G  

Mar  12,  2018  

Dear  Planning  Commissioners  and  Staff,

This  letter  represents  the  views  of  many  residents  of  the  Park  Forest  neighborhood  that  sits  to  
the  east  of  the  proposed  Hampton  Inn  development  at  1704  ECR.  Those  of  us  closest  to  the  
development,  living  on  Forest  Lane  (a  cul  de  sac  that  borders  the  development)  have  invested  
considerable  time  and  energy  since  the  fall  of  2016  to  understand  the  proposal  and  to  work  with  
the  developer  to  influence  and  modify  his  plans.  We  have  wanted  to  also  understand  the  city's  
plans  to  balance  residential  and  commercial  development  in  this  area.  We've  been  less  
successful  in  that  regard.

A  little  background:  
• We  got  notice  of  this  project  in  early  fall  2016.  In  Oct  2016  we  wrote  to  the  city  with  our
concerns.  A  majority  of  homeowners  in  our  development  signed  that  letter.  Those  concerns  
were  about  the  height,  scale  and  density  of  this  project,  the  noise  and  traffic  it  would  generate,  
issues  of  privacy  and  security  and  the  impact  on  home  values.  We  have  roughly  200  people,  
representing  a  wide  diversity  of  ages  and  backgrounds,  who  chose  to  live  in  this  area  because  
of  its  unique  architecture,  quiet  streets  and  serene  and  beautiful  common  green  space.  
This    planned  development  of  single  family  homes  is  about  50  yrs  old.  We  have  a  lovely  view  of  
mostly  open  sky  to  the  east.  A  few  properties  on  ECR  have  been  redeveloped  but  none  is  as  tall  
or  dense  as  the  proposed  Hampton  Inn.  The  most  recent  structure  at  the  corner  of  Buckthorn  
and  ECR  capped  their  height  at  30  feet.

• We  organized  a  community  meeting  in  December  of  2016  to  hear  neighbors’  concerns.
Following  that  meeting  a  group  of  us  from  Park  Forest  who  live  closest  to  the  project  met  with  
the  developer,  Sagar  Patel,  to  share  our  concerns  and  see  what  modifications  he  was  willing  to  
make.  We  had  several  very  constructive  meetings  and  in  May  we  wrote  again  to  the  city  
detailing  our  support  of  the  design  adaptations  that  Mr  Patel  made.

Today  we  can  say:  

First,  our  concerns  about  the  density  of  this  project  remain.  The  FAR  will  go  from  .29  to  1.10  if  
the  public  benefit  is  approved.  For  comparison  the  structure  at  the  corner  of  ECR  and  Buckthorn  
has  a  FAR  of  .40.  This  kind  of  change  will  affect  the  neighborhood.  It  is  hard  to  understand  why  
a  height  of  3  stories  (40  feet,  9  in)  has  been  approved  for  this  area  of  north  Menlo  Park.  That  
height  and  density  is,  in  the  eyes  of  most  people,  not  in  keeping  with  the  residential  nature  of  
our  neighborhood.  Residents  and  businesses  on  other  sides  of  the  development  also  have  
issues  to  which  we  are  sympathetic.  We  want  our  concerns  about  this  to  be  heard  and  
considered.

Furthermore,  having  a  chain  hotel  of  this  size  in  close  proximity  to  our  homes  will  likely  depress  
our  home  values  -­  something  that  is  not  considered  in  BAE’s  analysis  of  the  TOT  that  is  
included  in  the  staff  report.  Homes  in  our  neighborhood  have  been  selling  for  $2M  and  more.  
Even  a  moderate  dent  to  the  values  of  our  homes  will  easily  equal  the  annual  TOT  in  dollar  
value.  It  doesn’t  seem  right  to,  in  essence,  exact  a  penalty  from  one  particular  neighborhood  to  
pay  a  bonus  to  the  city  coffers.  

Second,  should  the  city  approve  a  project  of  this  size,  we  would  approve  most  of  the  
developer's  plans.  We  have  a  few  items  that  we'd  like  to  see  changed  and  those  are  listed  
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below.  Overall,  we  are  gratified  by  the  meetings  we  had  with  Mr  Patel  and  his  architect,  Jim  
Rato.  There  is  a  lot  to  be  said  for  a  small  group  of  people  productively  working  together  when  
they  have  a  common  interest.  We  feel  fortunate  that  Mr  Patel  is  invested  in  doing  the  best  he  
can  for  our  neighborhood.  He  has  competing  interests  and  in  spite  of  that  he  made  significant  
changes  to  the  design  after  considering  our  input.  He  changed  the  design  from  a  red  and  grey  
farmhouse  modern  to  a  style  more  consistent  with  other  properties  in  this  area.  He  shifted  some  
of  the  rooms  of  the  hotel  closer  to  ECR  and  pushed  back  the  3rd  floor  of  the  east  facing  facade  
of  the  hotel  which  is  closest  to  our  neighborhood.  He  has  reduced  the  height  of  the  first  floor  
which  should  reduce  the  overall  height  of  the  building.  His  request  to  remove  2  heritage  oaks  is  
offset  by  a  landscape  plan  that  includes  planting  double  that  number.  These  are  all  things  we  
support. 
 
The  areas  we'd  like  to  see  revisited  are: 
  
 
•  The  change  in  the  design  of  the  2nd  floor  roof  on  the  rear  of  the  property  (the  east  elevation).  
The  developer  and  architect  agreed  this  area  would  be  open  and  recessed.  The  recent  addition  
of  a  metal  screen  will  make  it  look  like  a  commercial  wall  instead  of  a  more  attractive  open  area  
with  greenery.  An  earlier  design  had  a  trellis  only  which  we  preferred.  Apparently  the  metal  
screen  was  added  to  screen  5  air  conditioning  units  that  are  now  situated  there.  We  are  
concerned  about  the  noise  from  those  units  and  would  like  them  to  be  situated  in  the  well  on  the  
roof  and  we’d  like  the  railing  that  appears  in  the  elevation  to  be  reviewed  as  it  will  appear  as  a  
dominant  visual  element.     
•  The  roof  line  at  the  southeast  corner  used  to  be  angled  in  at  a  45  degree  angle.  Now  the  view  
shows  a  90  degree  angle  (the  side  of  a  gable  to  the  south).  This  corner  of  the  building  is  
prominently  positioned  at  the  center  of  the  cul  de  sac  view  and  is  not  as  attractive  from  our  
vantage  point  as  it  was  in  a  prior  design.   
  
 
•  Landscaping.  We  recognize  that  this  does  not  need  to  be  decided  now.  We  would  like  to  have  
input  into  the  choice  of  trees  for  the  eastern  border  and  make  sure  they  are  tall  enough  to  
screen  the  entire  project.     
 
These  are  appeals  for  small  changes  to  a  very  large  project.  We  have  not  considered  and  
discussed  issues  of  traffic,  parking,  noise  and  the  construction.   
 
We'd  appreciate  you  taking  ALL  of  our  concerns  to  heart  in  deciding  whether  to  approve  this  
project  and  if  so  what  changes  to  recommend. 
 
Thank  you. 
 
Signed,  thus  far,  by  these  homeowners  of  Park  Forest  neighborhood: 
 
Susan  Neville      160  Forest  Lane 
Carol  Diamond   180  Forest  Lane 
Glenna  Patton     190  Forest  Lane 
Michael  Brady     191  Forest  Lane 
Margaret  Race   151  Forest  Lane 
Dave  Forter      151  Forest  Lane 
Anna  Eshoo      120  Forest  Lane 
Hillary  Easom     171  Forest  Lane 
Victor  Kliorin      170  Forest  Lane 
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Anne  Gregor      130  Forest  Lane  
Linda  Golub      150  Forest  Lane
Stephanie  Lettieri   1601  Stone  Pine  Lane  
Peter  Carpenter   140  Forest  Lane
Melissa  Karp        1711  Stone  Pine  Lane
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EXHIBIT H 

Dear Corinna, 

It is with real regret that we are letting you know that the neighbors of Park Forest are withdrawing our support 
for the plans, submitted in June 2018, for the Hampton Inn at 1704 ECR. Please see the email below that we 
recently sent to Mr Patel. Our sincere hope is that he will modify these plans and that we can work together to 
move this project ahead. 

Warmest regards, 

Susan Neville 
Carol Diamond 
Michael Brady 
Dave Forter 
Margaret Race 
Carol Boyden 
Glenna Patton 

--------------- 

On Mon, Jun 18, 2018 at 1:17 PM, Susan Neville <scneville@gmail.com> wrote: 

Hello Sagar, 

Thank you for keeping us apprised of the plans you recently submitted to the city for approval. We worked with 
you on the prior set of plans and supported your design at the study session with the planning commission. 
From the beginning you understood the importance of having a design that respected our neighborhood privacy 
and one that minimized the visual impact of the building from the Forest Lane view. We request that you honor 
that good faith agreement and keep those elements in your design so that we can, again, join you to present 
united support for your newly modified proposal. 

Necessary elements are: 
• a 38’ set back from the Forest Lane boundary
• replace all the 3rd fl rooms at Forest Lane (east) elevation of the property with a full length trellis and 2nd

story landscaping 

These elements were negotiated and agreed to over a year and a half of meetings. It was a complete surprise 
to see that both of these elements were missing from the newest plans. While we might be able to get 
neighbors to accept the noise of ground level parking, these other elements are foundational to our support 
going forward. We'd like to see a plan that will work for you and us. If you are not able to keep to this 
agreement and incorporate these features, then we are sorry to say that we will oppose this proposal.  

Warmest regards, 

Susan Neville 
Carol Diamond 
Michael Brady 
Dave Forter 
Margaret Race 
Carol Boyden 
Glenna Patton 
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Park  Forest  Plus  

-­Committed  to  a  Just  Settlement  of  the  Hampton  Inn  Project-­  

Date:  10/1/2018  
To:  The  Planning  Commission  
From:  Park  Forest  Plus,  an  Association  of  the  Park  Forest  and  Surrounding  Neighborhoods  
Re:  The  Hampton  Inn  Project  at  1704  El  Camino  Real  

Dear  Commissioners:  

We  are  writing  today  to  speak  to  our  ongoing  concerns  regarding  the  character  of  our  community  as  it  
confronts  radical  change  with  the  pending  demolition  of  the  29-­room  Red  Cottage  Inn  and  its  replacement  
with  a  68-­room  Hampton  Inn  motel.  While  our  brief  statement  here  regards  a  very  large  building,  it's  also  
about  the  neighborhood  in  which  we  live.  Only  careful  design  and  thoughtful  consideration  of  residential  
communities  will  ensure  that  the  greater  Park  Forest  area  retains  the  unique  character  and  quality  of  life,  
which  we  have  invested  in  and  are  rightly  proud  to  live  in.  

Make  no  mistake,  our  strikingly  green  and  leafy  surround  is  about  to  find  itself  the  neighbor  of  a  massed  
stucco  structure.  The  proposed  hotel,  in  its  current  iteration,  presents  a  stark  contrast  to  our  existing,  tranquil  
surrounds.  In  place  of  mature  trees  and  the  Red  Cottage’s  current  single  and  2-­story  buildings,  the  proposed  
hotel  project  rises  three  (3)  stories  high  (up  to  38’),  nearly  50%  above  the  26’  height  of  our  existing  
townhouses.  On  the  east  side,  approximately  100  feet  of  unarticulated,  windowed  wall  is  currently  proposed;;  
on  the  south  side  the  wall  is  twice  that  length;;  and  on  the  north  side,  plans  call  for  a  parking  garage  just  10  
feet  from  the  property  line  of  homes  in  Buckthorn  Park.  

The  unusual  size  of  the  building  stems  from  a  Public  Benefit  Bonus  oddly  applied  for  a  tax  all  hotels  pay,  a  
bonus  we  question  strongly.  There  appears  to  be  no  public  “benefit”  to  our  neighborhoods.  Are  we  not  
similarly  considered  part  of  the  “Public?”      

Well,  what  then  do  we  seek?  Our  concerns  are  1)  Setbacks  from  adjacent  properties  2)  Mass  3)  Aesthetics  
and  4)  Environmental  Impact  (congestion  and  noise).  The  proposed  development  will  negatively  affect  our  
neighborhood  character  and  the  value  of  our  homes.  With  these  variables  in  mind,  community  representatives  
met  many  times  with  Mr.  Patel,  the  developer.  Over  16  months  between  December  2016  and  March  2018,  a  
pact  was  reached  that  would  balance  the  development  goals  and  our  goal  of  preserving  our  neighborhood  
character.  Mr.  Patel  then  abruptly  backtracked  from  that  agreement  and  changed  his  plans  in  May  2018.  As  a  
result,  we  no  longer  support  the  Hampton  Inn  project.    

Before  abrogation,  the  pact  had  features  that  helped  reduce  the  heavy  look  of  the  mass.  The  design  was  to  
remove  all  third-­floor  east-­facing  rooms  and  to  have  a  38-­foot  setback  from  the  east  property  line.  The  former  
arrangement  included  a  trellised  garden  area,  recessed  from  the  plane  of  the  east  wall,  with  plants  screening  
it  from  our  view.  Neighbors  on  Buckthorn  Way  had  a  much  more  attractive  view  than  present  plans  provide.    

Mr.  Patel  broke  the  agreement  on  grounds  that  construction  costs  had  climbed,  notably  for  the  underground  
garage.  At  the  same  time,  Mr.  Patel  has  talked  of  nightly  rates  roughly  twice  those  considered  in  the  BAE  
Urban  Economics  study.  With  higher  revenue  and  savings  from  the  elimination  of  the  underground  parking  
spaces  (55  spaces  @  $74,000  =  $4,000,000  in  savings),  there  is  ample  economic  room  to  “think  outside  the  
box”  on  this  prominent  project.  The  footprint  here  needs  to  be  restricted.  As  a  large  group  of  active  neighbors,  
we  strongly  believe  there  is  much  that  bears  scrutiny,  and  we  look  to  you,  the  Planning  Commissioners,  to  
uphold  our  neighborhood  concerns.  A  summary  of  changes  to  the  plans  required  to  secure  our  support  is  
attached  for  your  reference.    

Sincerely,  
The  Park  Forest  Plus  Neighborhood  

EXHIBIT I
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Park  Forest  Plus  

  
-­Committed  to  a  Just  Settlement  of  the  Hampton  Inn  Project-­  

  
  

SUMMARY  OF  CHANGES  TO  1704  ECR  PLANS  REQUIRED  BY  RESIDENTS  

  
1.     Increase  set-­back  from  the  east-­side  property  line  to  a  minimum  of  38’.    
2.     Remove  all  guest  rooms  on  third  floor  of  east  facing  side  of  building,  creating  a  balcony.  
3.     Add  a  trellis  with  plants  and  greenery  on  third  floor  balcony  of  east  facing  side  of    
  building,  with  no  guest  access  to  this  balcony/trellis  area  (only  a  door  for  maintenance).  

4.     Eliminate  air  conditioning  condensers  situated  on  this  balcony/trellis  area.  
5.     Add  variations  in  the  profile  of  the  east  side  wall  to  create  more  architectural  interest.  
6.     Reduce  mass  and  add  more  architectural  interest  on  the  south  side  of  building.  
7.     Revise  plans  for  2nd floor  spa  that  presently  is  only  10’  from  the  northside  property  line  

  and  5’  from  the  nearest  parking  slot.  It  also  overlooks  Buckthorn  Park,  thereby    

  intruding  on  their  patios  and  bedrooms,  and  adding  lights  and  noise  to  their  way  of  life.  

8.     Follow  up  on  staff  suggestion  (March  2018  Study  Session)  for  recessed  windows  to  give  
  depth  to  lengths  of  walls,  echoing  the  Davis  Polk  building  down  the  street.  

9.     Plant  sufficient  kinds,  sizes  and  numbers  of  trees  to  provide  mass  and  screening  on  the    
  south  and  east  property  lines.    

10.    Ensure  that  the  types,  sizes  and  number  of  trees  will  be  decided  between  neighbors  and    
  developer  before  construction  begins.  

11.    Require  trees  to  be  planted  before  construction  begins  to  give  them  a  chance  to  grow  a    
  little  and  become  established. 
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From: Deborah Melmon
To: Sandmeier, Corinna D
Subject: Re: 8 October Study Session: 1704 ECR
Date: Tuesday, October 2, 2018 2:27:52 PM
Attachments: BuckthornParkHOA_Letter to Commission re 8Oct2018StudySession.pdf

Hi Corinna,

On behalf of the Buckthorn Park HOA, we are submitting the following document to be made
available to the Planning Commissioners as part of the information packet for the October 8th
Study Session on the 1704 ECR development. 

The document includes 2 letters, one which was sent to you on 16 July 2018 expressing our
concerns about the new plan submitted by the developer Sagar Patel. The second letter is an
addendum specifically expressing our concerns about the minimum setbacks regarding the
north property line along Buckthorn Way.

Although we are united with Park Forest Plus in their efforts to oppose this new plan from Mr.
Patel, we want to make sure our HOA concerns are not lost in the shuffle. The minimum
setback on the north side of this property has the most negative impact in the entire
neighborhood as it places a 3-story building 17' from our walls and 10' from our property line.
This has made it impossible for us to support the project at 1704 ECR. Mr. Patel and his
abrupt new direction for the proposed Hampton Inn shows that he has no regard for the two
years of effort that has gone into finding a fair solution for all parties concerned.

We appreciate the opportunity for our voices to be heard at the October 8th meeting.

Sincerely,

Deborah Melmon for the Buckthorn Park HOA
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1 October 2018 
 
 
 
To:  Menlo Park Planning Commission and Staff 
 
From:   Buckthorn Park Homeowners Association, 128-148 Buckthorn Way 
 
Subject: 1704 ECR - Proposed Hampton Inn at 1704 El Camino Real  
 
Dear Planning Commissioners and Staff, 
 
This letter represents the current concerns of our homeowners regarding the proposed Hampton 
Inn development at 1704 ECR and is an addendum to the previous letter that we sent to you on 
16 July 2018. (Please see attached.) We no longer support the developer, Sagar Patel, and his 
revised plan for the Hampton Inn Project. Mr. Patel has completely backtracked from the plan 
that was introduced to the neighborhood at the Planning Commission meeting in March of 2018. 
 
We are currently working with Park Forest Plus, which is an Association of the Park Forest and 
Surrounding Neighborhoods, and fully support their efforts to find a just settlement of the 
Hampton Inn Project. We have signed their petition regarding the minimal setbacks of the new 
plan, but would like to clarify the impact that these minimal setbacks would have on our property 
specifically and summarize the changes required by our homeowners on Buckthorn Way.  
 
1.  We require increased setbacks from the north-side property line to a minimum of 38'. 
 With the proposed 10' setback, this places a three-story building 17' from our bordering 
 residences' master-bedroom windows and living rooms. 
 
2.  Revise plans for a 2nd floor spa that is presently only 10' from our property line and 
 overlooks our property, bedroom windows and patios.  
 
3.  Revise and reduce the first-floor parking area footprint that has parking stalls 5' from the 
 property line and impacts our yards and is situated underneath our bedroom windows. 
 
4. Plant sufficient kinds, sizes and numbers of trees to provide mass screening on the north 
 property line and ensure that the types and sizes of trees and screening will be decided 
 between neighbors and the developer before construction begins. Require trees to be 
 planted before construction begins to give them a chance to grow. 
 
Although the address of this project is on El Camino Real, the actual hotel is tucked into a well-
established, unique neighborhood. The impact of this three-story building on this neighborhood 
and surrounding areas is enormous. We look to you, the Planning Commissioners, to uphold our 
neighborhood concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
Buckthorn Park Homeowners Association 







16 July 2018 
 
 
 
To:  Corinna D. Sandmeier, Senior Planner, City of Menlo Park 
 
From:   Deborah Melmon, 148 Buckthorn Way, Menlo Park 
 
Subject: 1704 ECR - Proposed Hampton Inn (Revised Plans) Comments from the residents 
  of Buckthorn Park Homeowners Association 128-148 Buckthorn Way 
 
 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners and Staff, 
 
This letter represents the current concerns of our homeowners regarding the proposed Hampton 
Inn development at 1704 ECR.  We have reviewed the revised proposal and have met with the 
Red Cottage Inn owner, Sagar Patel. While we appreciate Mr. Patel's willingness to work with 
our neighborhood, we have serious issues with this revised plan.   
 
In his latest proposal, Mr. Patel has eliminated the underground parking and moved it above 
ground, which has increased the footprint of the hotel significantly and reduced the setback to 10' 
along the north elevation. This is most disturbing and not an option that was discussed in the 
March meeting nor asked for from the surrounding neighborhoods. Homes on Buckthorn Way 
that border the hotel's property line will have a three-story wall that is 17' feet from their 
windows and a parking lot just feet from their fence line. The plan that was submitted in March 
was much more tolerable with an approximate 40' setback and open space with a pool area. We 
strongly urge the commission to take into consideration the increased impact that this building 
will now have on our homes with the hotel so close to the property line. 
 
We also discussed the color of the building. There are no white buildings in our neighborhood or 
on ECR for that matter. Buildings with tile roofs need some color or tone so that they don't 
become too obtrusive. From our perspective, a light-colored building will only reflect the glare 
and heat from the afternoon sun. We ask to have a toned wall facing our units and recommend 
for all of the buildings, using either the darker color suggested for the east elevation or color 
similar to what is used in the surrounding neighborhood. An example would be the office 
building on the corner of Encinal and ECR. 
 
We feel that Mr. Patel is open to working with us regarding smaller concessions. He has offered 
to replace the fencing that borders the north elevation and the fire lane and to allow us to 
participate in the selection of screening trees.  We appreciate his willingness to reduce the 
amount of windows and the use of low lighting throughout the property. He has stipulated that 
no deliveries will be made using the back alley and will try to have some of the trash pick 
happen at the front of the hotel rather than at the back where the noise impact is quite severe, 
especially at 6am.  
 







That being said, our concerns regarding the setbacks, height, scale and density of this project 
remain. We are worried about the noise and traffic it would generate, issues of privacy and 
security and impact on home values. We also understand the need to renovate the hotel and 
would like to continue to work with Mr. Patel on finding solutions that would be fair for both 
parties. Most of the concessions we are asking for are small, but the issue of minimal setbacks is 
a major problem and one that we urge you to consider. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Buckthorn Park HOA 
 
Liren Peng  128 Buckthorn Way 
Suzan Liao  132 Buckthorn Way 
Hanqing Liu  136 Buckthorn Way 
Linda Sadunas  144 Buckthorn Way 
Deborah Melmon 148 Buckthorn Way        
 
 
 
 







1 October 2018 
 
 
 
To:  Menlo Park Planning Commission and Staff 
 
From:   Buckthorn Park Homeowners Association, 128-148 Buckthorn Way 
 
Subject: 1704 ECR - Proposed Hampton Inn at 1704 El Camino Real  
 
Dear Planning Commissioners and Staff, 
 
This letter represents the current concerns of our homeowners regarding the proposed Hampton 
Inn development at 1704 ECR and is an addendum to the previous letter that we sent to you on 
16 July 2018. (Please see attached.) We no longer support the developer, Sagar Patel, and his 
revised plan for the Hampton Inn Project. Mr. Patel has completely backtracked from the plan 
that was introduced to the neighborhood at the Planning Commission meeting in March of 2018. 
 
We are currently working with Park Forest Plus, which is an Association of the Park Forest and 
Surrounding Neighborhoods, and fully support their efforts to find a just settlement of the 
Hampton Inn Project. We have signed their petition regarding the minimal setbacks of the new 
plan, but would like to clarify the impact that these minimal setbacks would have on our property 
specifically and summarize the changes required by our homeowners on Buckthorn Way.  
 
1.  We require increased setbacks from the north-side property line to a minimum of 38'. 
 With the proposed 10' setback, this places a three-story building 17' from our bordering 
 residences' master-bedroom windows and living rooms. 
 
2.  Revise plans for a 2nd floor spa that is presently only 10' from our property line and 
 overlooks our property, bedroom windows and patios.  
 
3.  Revise and reduce the first-floor parking area footprint that has parking stalls 5' from the 
 property line and impacts our yards and is situated underneath our bedroom windows. 
 
4. Plant sufficient kinds, sizes and numbers of trees to provide mass screening on the north 
 property line and ensure that the types and sizes of trees and screening will be decided 
 between neighbors and the developer before construction begins. Require trees to be 
 planted before construction begins to give them a chance to grow. 
 
Although the address of this project is on El Camino Real, the actual hotel is tucked into a well-
established, unique neighborhood. The impact of this three-story building on this neighborhood 
and surrounding areas is enormous. We look to you, the Planning Commissioners, to uphold our 
neighborhood concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
Buckthorn Park Homeowners Association 
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16 July 2018 
 
 
 
To:  Corinna D. Sandmeier, Senior Planner, City of Menlo Park 
 
From:   Deborah Melmon, 148 Buckthorn Way, Menlo Park 
 
Subject: 1704 ECR - Proposed Hampton Inn (Revised Plans) Comments from the residents 
  of Buckthorn Park Homeowners Association 128-148 Buckthorn Way 
 
 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners and Staff, 
 
This letter represents the current concerns of our homeowners regarding the proposed Hampton 
Inn development at 1704 ECR.  We have reviewed the revised proposal and have met with the 
Red Cottage Inn owner, Sagar Patel. While we appreciate Mr. Patel's willingness to work with 
our neighborhood, we have serious issues with this revised plan.   
 
In his latest proposal, Mr. Patel has eliminated the underground parking and moved it above 
ground, which has increased the footprint of the hotel significantly and reduced the setback to 10' 
along the north elevation. This is most disturbing and not an option that was discussed in the 
March meeting nor asked for from the surrounding neighborhoods. Homes on Buckthorn Way 
that border the hotel's property line will have a three-story wall that is 17' feet from their 
windows and a parking lot just feet from their fence line. The plan that was submitted in March 
was much more tolerable with an approximate 40' setback and open space with a pool area. We 
strongly urge the commission to take into consideration the increased impact that this building 
will now have on our homes with the hotel so close to the property line. 
 
We also discussed the color of the building. There are no white buildings in our neighborhood or 
on ECR for that matter. Buildings with tile roofs need some color or tone so that they don't 
become too obtrusive. From our perspective, a light-colored building will only reflect the glare 
and heat from the afternoon sun. We ask to have a toned wall facing our units and recommend 
for all of the buildings, using either the darker color suggested for the east elevation or color 
similar to what is used in the surrounding neighborhood. An example would be the office 
building on the corner of Encinal and ECR. 
 
We feel that Mr. Patel is open to working with us regarding smaller concessions. He has offered 
to replace the fencing that borders the north elevation and the fire lane and to allow us to 
participate in the selection of screening trees.  We appreciate his willingness to reduce the 
amount of windows and the use of low lighting throughout the property. He has stipulated that 
no deliveries will be made using the back alley and will try to have some of the trash pick 
happen at the front of the hotel rather than at the back where the noise impact is quite severe, 
especially at 6am.  
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That being said, our concerns regarding the setbacks, height, scale and density of this project 
remain. We are worried about the noise and traffic it would generate, issues of privacy and 
security and impact on home values. We also understand the need to renovate the hotel and 
would like to continue to work with Mr. Patel on finding solutions that would be fair for both 
parties. Most of the concessions we are asking for are small, but the issue of minimal setbacks is 
a major problem and one that we urge you to consider. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Buckthorn Park HOA 
 
Liren Peng  128 Buckthorn Way 
Suzan Liao  132 Buckthorn Way 
Hanqing Liu  136 Buckthorn Way 
Linda Sadunas  144 Buckthorn Way 
Deborah Melmon 148 Buckthorn Way        
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