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Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review and provide a recommendation that the City
Council make the necessary findings and take action for approval of the proposed revised hotel project
(referred to herein as the proposed project), which is part of the Facebook Campus Expansion Project
located at 301 Constitution Drive. The Planning Commission should provide a recommendation to the City
Council on the following entitlement for the proposed project:
• Amendment to Second Amended and Restated Conditional Development Permit (Amendment) to
modify the Second Amended and Restated Conditional Development Permit, which was approved in
December 2017 as a modification to the Amended and Restated Conditional Development Permit
which was approved in November 2016 for the Facebook Campus Expansion Project. The
Amendment would allow the Hotel (citizenM Hotels) to increase the approved number of hotel rooms
from 200 to 240 rooms, decrease the number of onsite parking spaces for the hotel use from 245 to
118 parking spaces, and incorporate the architectural review of the design of the hotel.
As part of its review, the Planning Commission should consider the Second Addendum to the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) which analyzes the proposed project for consistency with the
Facebook Campus Expansion Project EIR that was certified in November 2016. A First Addendum to the
EIR was prepared in 2017 regarding the modifications to the site plan and project timing for Building 22.
The Second Addendum determined that the proposed project would not result in greater impacts than
were identified in the certified EIR. No action is required on the Second Addendum, but the document
should be used in the Planning Commission’s evaluation of the proposed project. The Second Addendum,
First Addendum and certified EIR are available on the City-maintained project page:
http://menlopark.org/1012/Environmental-Impact-Report
Copies of the addendum are also available for review at the Community Development Department, the
Main Branch of the Library, and the Belle Haven Branch Library. Pursuant to 14 Cal. Code Regs (CEQA
Guidelines) Section 15164(c), the Second Addendum need not be circulated for public review.
Once the Planning Commission makes its recommendation, staff would prepare the resolution for the
recommended action in advance of the City Council meeting on the proposed project. The Planning
Commission can recommend approval, approval with conditions and/or modifications, or denial of the
proposed project. Staff’s recommended actions are included in Attachment A.
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Policy Issues
The proposed project to amend the Second Amended and Restated Conditional Development Permit to
increase the approved number of hotel rooms from 200 to 240 rooms, decrease the number of onsite
parking spaces for the hotel use from 245 to 118 parking spaces, add publicly visible exterior artwork, and
incorporate the architectural review of the design of the hotel requires the Planning Commission and City
Council to consider the merits of the proposed project, including consistency with the City’s General Plan,
Municipal Code, and other adopted goals, policies and programs. The Planning Commission is the
recommending body to the City Council on the proposed project; the City Council is the final decision
maker.
Background
Site location
The proposed hotel would be located on the Facebook West Campus (“Project Site”), which would
ultimately contain Facebook Buildings 20, 21, 22, 23 and the hotel when build out is complete. The
proposed hotel would be located in the northwestern corner of the Project Site (“Hotel Site”). The Project
Site extends along the southern side of Bayfront Expressway between Chilco Street along the western
and southern edges of the Project Site and Willow Road along the eastern edge of the Project Site.
Bayfront Expressway and the former salt ponds that are part of a current restoration project are located to
the north of the Project Site. An exhibit which identifies the locations of each building on the Project Site is
included on sheet G02.101 of the project plans (Attachment C).
To the west of the Hotel Site and across Chilco Street are commercial and industrial uses within the O
(Office) zoning district, including the Facebook occupied buildings at 180-200 and 220 Jefferson Drive.
That site includes the Facebook Chilco Campus Transit Center, which is expected to begin construction in
the near future and includes a centralized shuttle and tram pick-up/drop-off location to serve employees in
Facebook occupied buildings along Jefferson Drive and the western portion of the Facebook West
Campus. To the east of the Hotel Site is Facebook Building 22 and its parking structure that are both
currently under construction. Directly to the south is Facebook Building 23 and further south, across the
Dumbarton Rail Corridor and Chilco Street, are the Onetta Harris Community Center and Menlo Park
Senior Center, Beechwood School, Menlo Park Fire Protection District Station 77, single-family residences
(R-1-U zoning district), and single-family residences in the Hamilton Park housing development (R-3-X
zoning district). A location map identifying the entire Facebook West Campus is included as Attachment B.
Project History
Collectively the Project Site, Buildings 20, 21, 22 (1 Facebook Way) and Building 23 (300 Constitution
Drive), are referred to as the Facebook West Campus. The following is a summary of the project timeline
for the Facebook West Campus.
•
•

In March 2013, the City Council approved the entitlements and agreements for Building 20.
Building 20 is located on the former 312-314 Constitution Drive portion of the Project Site.
In December 2014, the Planning Commission approved the conversion of an existing
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•

•

•

•
•

•

approximately 180,108 square foot warehouse and distribution building to offices and ancillary
employee amenities, now referred to as Building 23. Facebook currently occupies the building.
In March 2015, an application was submitted for the comprehensive redevelopment of the former
TE Connectivity Campus (301-309 Constitution Drive) with two new office buildings and a new
hotel, known as the Facebook Campus Expansion Project.
In November 2016, the City Council approved the land use entitlements and certified the EIR for
the Facebook Campus Expansion Project. The approved project included two new office buildings
(Buildings 21 and 22) encompassing approximately 962,400 square feet and a 200-room limited
service hotel of approximately 174,800 square feet.
After project approval, the City Council approved the rezoning of the property from M-2(X) (General
Industrial, Conditional Development) to O (Office) as part of its adoption of the ConnectMenlo
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance update. However, as identified in the Development Agreement
(DA), the CDP and all other land use entitlements for the Facebook Campus Expansion Project
continue to regulate the development at the site.
In December 2016, the City issued the permit for construction of Building 21. Facebook was
granted occupancy for Building 21 in August 2018.
On February 7, 2017, Facebook submitted an application to amend the approved CDP for the
Facebook Campus Expansion Project and commence the associated environmental review for
modifications to the design of Building 22, site layout, timing for demolition of an existing building
currently occupied by TE Connectivity and construction of the publicly accessible open space, and
the construction of the hotel.
On November 7, 2017 the City Council approved the CDP and DA amendments for Building 22
and the associated modifications to the site plan and project timing. At this time, Building 22 is
currently under construction and is anticipated to be completed in early 2020.

Planning Commission Study Session
On July 22, 2019 the Planning Commission conducted a study session for the proposed project. The July
22, 2019 Planning Commission staff report and excerpt minutes are included as Attachments D and E,
respectively. The Planning Commission received a presentation from the applicant team, took public
comment on the proposed project, asked clarifying questions of the applicant team, and provided the
following comments on the proposal to the applicant and staff:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Support in general for a modular hotel building design, but some concerns with the implementation
of this specific modular design.
Recommendations by some Planning Commissioners to make the modules less obvious.
Some commissioners commented that the design of the hotel building would be compatible with
the Facebook office buildings on-site.
Support of the shared parking between the hotel and the Facebook office parking garage, but
concern with the availability of parking in the garage.
Support of the large scale exterior artwork and recommendation to do additional outreach and work
with the surrounding community on the type of artwork chosen for the building.
Concerns with the proposed type of window screening and recommendations to consider exploring
additional screening or sun shading options.
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•

Recommendation to prioritize hiring staff from the local community.

Subsequently, the applicant submitted a letter outlining the proposed revisions to the project based on the
Planning Commission’s guidance at the study session. The letter is included as Attachment F. The
applicant states that the following changes were made to the proposed design in response to the Planning
Commission’s comments:
•

•
•
•

Facebook has confirmed that it has capacity within the garage to allocate the 127 parking spaces
for the hotel use and the applicant provided a draft shared parking agreement term sheet with
Facebook for the shared parking (Attachment G).
CitizenM has indicated that they are committed to community engagement for selecting the public
artwork and the process for the approval of the artwork is discussed below.
To address sun shading concerns interior shades would be programmed to block light when the
rooms are unoccupied and to provide the guest a choice when in the room.
CitizenM has met with local workforce training organization JobTrain. Discussions have focused
around the positions for which citizenM will be hiring and JobTrain’s workforce training programs.
The applicant would continue to work with JobTrain to provide details of hiring needs and establish
a partnership which would ensure local hiring.

Analysis
Project description
The applicant, citizenM Hotels, submitted an application to amend the Second Amended and Restated
Conditional Development Permit (herein after referred to as the CDP) for the Facebook Campus
Expansion Project and conduct the associated environmental review for a proposed 240-room limited
service hotel. The proposed hotel would be owned and operated by citizenM Hotels. The site would also
contain an approximately 5,000-square foot full service restaurant that is anticipated to be operated by an
independent third party. The applicant has submitted a project description letter (Attachment H) that
describes the proposed modifications and overall project proposal in more detail and project plans
(Attachment C). The proposed project includes the following modifications from the previously approved
CDP:
•
•
•

Increase the number of approved hotel rooms from 200 to 240 rooms;
Reduce the required parking from 245 to 118 spaces; and
Design review approval process for the large scale exterior artwork.

Section 6 (Modifications) of the CDP sets up the review process for modifications to the approved project.
The proposed revisions to the project would result in modifications of allowed uses (increase in number of
hotel rooms) and relaxation of development standards (parking reduction). Therefore, the proposed
revised project would require a CDP amendment, as set forth in Section 6.1.5 which requires City Council
review, with recommendation by the Planning Commission.
The proposed project would comply with the maximum floor area ratio (FAR), maximum building coverage,
and maximum height of the CDP. The proposed project would reduce the overall floor area ratio. The table
below identifies the CDP development standards and the proposed modifications to the CDP for the
proposed project.
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Table 2: Development Standards Comparison
Development
Standard

Approved CDP (Hotel)

Proposed Hotel

Difference (+/-)

75’

61’ 9”*

-13’ 3”

174,800 square feet**

90,243 square feet

-84,557 square feet

Hotel Rooms

200 rooms

240 rooms

+40 rooms

Parking Spaces

245 spaces

118*** spaces

-127 spaces

1.2 per hotel room

0.5 spaces per hotel room

-.7 spaces per hotel room

Height
Gross Floor Area

Parking Ratio

*Does not include the mechanical parapet and elevator/stair penthouse height.
** The CDP allows up the 10 percent FAR (or 350,404 square feet) of the site to be for the hotel/non-office uses, 174,800 square
feet of GFA was estimated to be provided for hotel in the CDP.
***Does not include approximately 127 shared parking spaces in the Facebook parking garage.

The proposed hotel would also be required to comply with the BMR agreement for the entire Facebook
Campus Expansion Project as identified in the CDP. The total BMR requirement for the Project Site would
be slightly reduced since the total square footage of the proposed hotel would decrease. The development
agreement (DA) is not proposed to be modified as part of the proposed project.
Site layout
The proposed hotel building would be located on its own parcel within the Project Site. The Hotel Site
would have frontages on Chilco Street, Bayfront Expressway, and the private driveway access to
Facebook Buildings 22 and 23. The main entrance of the hotel would be oriented towards the south
property line along the private driveway for Buildings 22 and 23 (accessed from the intersection of Chilco
Street and Constitution Drive) and located under the cantilevered west portion of the building. The hotel
building would be concentrated towards the southern half of the site due to a transmission line easement
that occupies 95 feet along the north property line. A one-way ingress driveway and a one-way egress
driveway would be accessed from the private driveway to Buildings 22 and 23, which would serve as the
primary access to the site. A two-way secondary service entry access driveway would be located along
the east property line, near the entrance to the parking structure for Building 22.
In the project description letter, the applicant indicates that the hotel would be an ‘affordable luxury’
concept and would feature compact individual hotel rooms (approximately 200 square feet in size) and
oversized lobby areas called “living rooms”. The hotel building would have five stories containing 240
rooms located above the ground floor. The ground floor would contain the lobby, lounge, bar, breakfast
area, meeting rooms, back of house operations, and a separate restaurant. A surface parking lot would be
located along the west and south sides of the building. An outdoor amenity area would be located near the
southeast corner of the Hotel Site and feature outdoor seating, recreation spaces, a water feature, and
outdoor food service.
The proposed hotel would comply with the minimum setbacks permitted at the street frontages. The Chilco
Street setback would be measured from behind a planned right-of-way dedication required for future
Chilco Street improvements and a larger setback is required along Bayfront Expressway due to the
transmission line easement. Surface parking is permitted within the setbacks and the transmission line
easement. The table below gives an overview of the permitted and proposed setbacks.
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Table 3: Building Setbacks
Development
Standard

Required Minimum (CDP)

Proposed

Difference (-/+)

Bayfront Expressway

95’

97’ 3”

+2’ 3”

Chilco Street

20’

62’ 1.5”

+42’ 1.5”

0’

35’ 10.5”

+35’ 10.5”

0’

1’ 1.1”

+1’ 1.1”

South Property Line
(Internal)
East Property Line
(Internal)

Land Use
The CDP includes approval of a limited service hotel with 200 rooms as part of the Facebook West
Campus Expansion Project, which is located in the Bayfront Area. With the proposed project, the applicant
is now seeking to increase the number of hotel rooms from 200 to 240 rooms (an increase of 40 rooms).
Staff believes that this location is suitable for the increase in 40 additional hotel rooms given its location
near a major employment centers, regional transportation routes, and potential trip reductions from
patrons visiting nearby employers through the local pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure (such as the
Chilco Street frontage improvements). Further, the Project Site is governed by a trip cap that includes the
proposed hotel and would not be increased as part of the amendment to the CDP.
The ConnectMenlo General Plan and Zoning Ordinance Update set a development cap of 400 new
additional hotel rooms in the Bayfront Area. The 200 rooms that were previously approved do not count
against the hotel room cap as the Facebook Campus Expansion Project was approved under the previous
General Plan; however, the 40 additional hotel rooms being requested would be considered new
additional hotel rooms and calculated as such as the City moves forward with hotel development project in
the Bayfront Area.
If the proposed project is approved, the total number of remaining hotel rooms under the development cap
would be 360 net new rooms. The City currently has a total of 457 hotel rooms under review (including the
proposed project). The additional 57 hotel rooms would ultimately need to be studied through additional
environmental review and one of the proposed projects would need to apply for a general plan
amendment or revise the total number of hotel rooms. This proposed project, however, does not exceed
the additional number of new rooms studied in the program-level EIR for the General Plan update (and
has been studied in the Second Addendum) and does not exceed the development cap identified in the
Land Use Element of the General Plan.
Floor area ratio (FAR) and building coverage
The FAR and building coverage is calculated based on the entire Project Site. The applicant has
submitted area calculations and diagrams that identify the proposed total FAR and building coverage. A
dedication and/or roadway easement of a portion of the Hotel Site for the use of the public right-of-way
would be required as part of the Chilco Street improvements. The dedication would affect the total lot area,
FAR, and building coverage calculations; however, the proposed development would still be within the
allowed limits as the total dedication would not exceed approximately 250 square feet. Below is a table
that summarizes the maximum permitted and proposed FAR and building coverage for the Facebook
Campus Expansion Project including the proposed hotel.
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Table 4: FAR & Building Coverage (Project Site)
Development Standard
Building Coverage (square
footage)
Building Coverage (percentage)
Gross Floor Area (square
footage)
FAR (percentage)

Permitted (CDP)

Proposed (Full Buildout)

1,927,223 square feet

1,498,016 square feet

55%

42.75%

1,927,233 square feet

1,665,583 square feet

55%

48%

The proposed hotel building would contain approximately 90,243 square feet of gross floor area. The
proposed gross floor area for the building includes approximately 5,500 square feet of open area on the
ground floor that is open on at least one end but enclosed with columns greater than 12 inches in width.
These areas would be accessible and therefore, staff believes Chapter 16.04.325 (C) (4) applies, which
states “Covered porches and covered balconies [are exempt from GFA] provided that at least one end is
open and unobstructed to the exterior except for columns or posts not more than twelve inches (12") in
width and walls or railings not more than forty-four inches (44") in height.
Parking and circulation
Vehicular
The applicant is requesting to reduce the parking on site and accommodate any additional parking needs
for the hotel through a shared parking agreement with Facebook. The proposed hotel would include 118
parking spaces incorporated into a surface parking lot on the site; however, the CDP requires 245 parking
spaces for the hotel use. A shared parking agreement with Facebook would allow the hotel to use
approximately 127 parking spaces in the parking garage for Building 22 this would provide a combined
total of approximately 245 parking spaces for the hotel to use. However, the parking spaces in the Building
22 garage are not included in the parking calculations for the proposed project. The applicant has provided
a Trip Generation and Parking Analysis memo (Attachment I) and a Shared Parking Agreement Terms
(Attachment G) which includes more detailed information on the proposed parking management plan. A
final parking agreement would be required to be provided for City review and approval if the project is
approved. Below is a summary of the parking management plan.
•
•

•

Hotel guests and restaurant patrons will be given priority to use the parking on the Hotel Site.
If additional parking is needed, hotel and restaurant employees will be allowed to park in the
office parking provided in the parking structure adjacent to Building 22. Hotel and restaurant
employees would be issued the appropriate identification to allow them to use the Facebook
office parking areas. Both the hotel and restaurant operators will encourage employees to use
alternative travel modes for their commute to work and avoiding driving alone to the site, which
would further reduce parking demand.
If the hotel guest or restaurant patron parking demand exceeds the available on-site parking,
Facebook will allow hotel valets or guests to park vehicles in the Building 22 parking structure,
which is anticipated to contain unused parking during the times when the hotel and restaurant
will generate the highest parking demand in the evenings and overnight.

The proposed hotel would also be subject to the trip cap that applies to the entire Facebook Campus
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Expansion Project. The trip cap would help manage parking on the Hotel Site since the hotel would need
to comply with the TDM for the Facebook Expansion Campus project where feasible and implement traffic
management strategies to reduce vehicle trips to the site and parking demand for the proposed project.
The applicant also anticipates a number of the hotel guests will be visitors to the Facebook campus and
will be able to walk or bike to the site rather than using vehicles. No modifications to the trip cap are
proposed and no increase in net new trips are anticipated as part of the project.
Bicycle and pedestrian
The proposed project would include a total of 14 bicycle parking spaces which would exceed CALGreen
requirements. The bicycle parking would be located near the hotel’s main entrance under the cantilevered
west wing of the building.
Pedestrian paths would be located throughout the site to provide circulation from the private driveway for
Building 22 and 23 and the surface parking lot to the hotel building. A new sidewalk and other street
improvements would be located along the Chilco Street frontage as part of the Chilco Street frontage
improvements.
Design and materials
The design of the proposed hotel would have a contemporary architectural style, incorporating both solid
horizontal and vertical elements and large glass windows along the majority of the primary façades. The
building would provide well-proportioned massing that would complement the other buildings on the
Facebook campus. The building would be constructed using a pre-fabricated modular building system.
Per the applicant’s project description letter, the overall form of the building is a “kinked bar” oriented to
have views of Bedwell Bayfront Park and the San Francisco Bay. The building form would be made up of
three connected building masses. The primary building mass would be located in the center and contain
the ground floor hotel amenities. Two smaller building masses would angle out from the primary building.
The west building mass would be elevated from the ground and feature the building entrance and bike
parking underneath and the east building mass would feature the ground floor restaurant.
The ground floor of the five-story hotel building would be delineated from the upper floors by a recessed
building facade with glass storefronts with silver frames and exposed concrete columns surrounding the
perimeter. At key points along the ground floor facade there would be angular columns in a red color.
Each end of the west and east building masses would also feature an exterior staircase also in a red
color. On the upper levels the primary facades would feature glass windows with black frames and fiber
cement panels would frame each grouping of windows. The secondary facades would feature stucco
walls. Forms and façade composition would be supported by varied use of materials.
At key points along the stucco facades large scale artwork would be installed that would fill the entire wall.
The proposed plans currently indicate potential locations on the façade for the large scale artwork on
sheet G02.401. The artwork could take up approximately half of the façade and be five stories tall as
indicated on the artwork example rendering. The applicant has indicated that the specific artwork has not
been determined but would be refined as the project continues through the building permit review process.
The exterior artwork would be required as part of the project and the locations, size, and standards (such
as lighting) for the proposed artwork would be reviewed and authorized by the Planning Commission,
which is outlined in the draft amendment to the CDP.
Trees and landscaping
As part of the Facebook Campus Expansion Project all the existing trees on-site were approved for
removal with the requirement to determine if any perimeter landscaping could be preserved. The proposed
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project would include a comprehensive landscape design that would include the removal of all 13 existing
trees and landscaping on the Hotel Site. The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment J)
detailing the species, size, and conditions of the significant trees on or near the site. The report
determines the present condition and provides recommendations for tree preservation. As part of review
process for the proposed project, the City Arborist reviewed the arborist report and proposed plans and
determined that none of the existing trees should be preserved per the CDP. The existing trees include 3
heritage trees and 10 non heritage trees. The table below summarizes the 13 existing trees:
Table 5: Existing Trees
Species

Heritage/Non Heritage

Size (DBH)

Health

Aleppo Pine

Heritage

16

Fair - poor

Aleppo Pine

Heritage

20

Fair - poor

Aleppo Pine

Heritage

20

Fair - poor

Plum

Non Heritage

7.5

poor

White Mulberry

Non Heritage

4

good

London Plane

Non Heritage

5.5

poor

London Plane

Non Heritage

5.5

Dead or dying

London Plane

Non Heritage

7

poor

London Plane

Non Heritage

7

poor

London Plane

Non Heritage

6

Fair - poor

Brazilian Pepper

Non Heritage

5.5

good

Brazilian Pepper

Non Heritage

8.5

good

Coast Live Oak

Non Heritage

5.5

good

The proposed tree replacements include silver linden, Chinese elm, red flowering gum, Chinese flame
tree, palo verde, olive and coast live oak. The CDP requires heritage trees in fair to poor conditions to be
replaced at a 1:1 ratio with a minimum of 24-inch box replacement trees. Overall the proposal would meet
the replacement requirements and increase the landscaping at the site compared to the existing surface
parking lot and provide a cohesive planting pallet. The table below provides a summary of the proposed
tree types.
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Table 6: Proposed Trees
Species

Size (inch box)

Number of Trees

Silver Linden

36

11

Chinese Elm

36

23

Red Flowering Gum

36

28

Chinese Flame Tree

36

13

Palo Verde

36

30

Olive

48

9

Coast Live Oak

108

1

Total:

115 Trees

Conditional Development Permit Amendment
The proposed project requires an amendment to the CDP. The proposed changes to the CDP generally
include the following:
• Increase the number of hotel rooms from 200 to 240 rooms;
• Decrease the number of onsite parking spaces from 245 to 118 spaces; and
• Architectural control approval process for the large scale exterior artwork.
The draft of the proposed amendments to the CDP are included in Attachment K.
Correspondence
Staff has not received any items of correspondence on the proposed project. On October 9, 2019 the
applicant held an open house for the proposed project. A community outreach summary letter is included
as Attachment L and indicates that about 15 people attended the event and provided feedback primarily
on the following items:
•
•
•
•
•

Local hiring efforts
Food and beverage offerings
Meeting and events space
Parking and traffic
Building design and landscaping
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Conclusion
Staff believes the proposed contemporary architectural style of the building would provide wellproportioned massing that would complement the other buildings on the Facebook campus. Forms and
façade composition would be supported by varied use of materials and exterior artwork. The proposal
would comply with the CDP aside from the increase in hotel rooms and decrease in parking spaces.
Bicycle parking requirements would be met, and the development would also provide a positive pedestrian
experience. The removal of the existing trees is justified due to the trees’ heath and/or conflict with the
proposed development. New trees and landscaping would be planted throughout the site and would
increase the overall landscape area. As identified in the Second Addendum prepared by the City’s
environmental consultant, no additional environmental impacts are anticipated based on the proposed
changes to the CDP. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the
proposed CDP amendment to the City Council.
Impact on City Resources
The project sponsor is required to pay Planning, Building and Public Works permit fees, based on the
City’s Master Fee Schedule, to fully cover the cost of staff time spent on the review of the project.
Environmental Review
An EIR (consisting of a draft EIR and response to comments document, referred to as the final EIR) was
prepared and certified in November 2016 for the Facebook Campus Expansion Project. When revisions
are proposed to a project after an EIR has been certified, an agency must determine whether an
addendum or a supplemental EIR is the appropriate document to analyze the potential impacts of the
revised project. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a), a supplemental EIR is required if:
1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project, which will require major revisions of the previous EIR
or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial
increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects;
2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken,
which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of
new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
significant effects; or
3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known with
the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as complete, shows any
of the following:
(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR;
(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the
previous EIR;
(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be feasible
and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the project
proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or
(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives, which are considerably different from those analyzed in the
previous EIR, would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but
the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.
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If none of the above conditions apply, then an addendum is the appropriate environmental document to
analyze a revised project.
For purposes of the proposed project, an addendum is the appropriate environmental document because
at full build out, the proposed project would maintain the uses identified in the approved project, would
include less gross square footage than the approved project (approximately 90,243 square feet of gross
floor area), and would decrease the total height of the approved project (approximately 61.75 feet).
Further, the trip cap for the approved project would apply to the proposed project. Based on these
considerations, no new significant impacts or increases in the severity of previously identified significant
impacts are expected to result from the proposed project, thereby rendering a supplemental EIR
unnecessary. Furthermore, since certification of the EIR there have been no substantial changes with
respect to background conditions that would suggest that the circumstances under which the proposed
project would be undertaken would be substantially different from those assumed or described in the
certified EIR. Finally, although the City adopted a new general plan after approval of the approved project,
approval of the City’s new general plan would not result in any new significant impacts under the proposed
project or new or considerably different mitigation measures compared to those of the approved project.
Additionally, the EIR considered ConnectMenlo and found the project to be consistent with the general
plan update. Accordingly, an addendum is the appropriate mechanism for CEQA review of the proposed
project. The Second Addendum to the Certified EIR is available for review at the Community Development
Department, the main branch of the Menlo Park Library, the Belle Haven branch of the Menlo Park Library,
and online at the following link.
http://menlopark.org/1012/Environmental-Impact-Report
The Addendum studied each environmental topic from the EIR and concluded that there were no new
significant impacts. Below are summaries of several of the main topic areas from the Addendum:
• Aesthetics: Although the height, bulk, and massing of the revised Hotel would increase compared
with existing conditions, the revised Hotel would be reduced in size compared to the approved
project. The revised Hotel may include somewhat more light than anticipated in the final EIR.
However, in compliance with Mitigation Measure AES‐3.1 and CDP Section 9.33, the Hotel Project
Sponsor shall submit a lighting plan to the satisfaction of the City to ensure that the light and glare
do not spillover to neighboring properties, ensuring that potential light and glare impacts are
mitigated to a less‐than‐significant level.
• Transportation: The trip generation for the proposed Hotel was determined to include 130 AM
Peak‐Hour trips and 117 PM Peak‐Hour trips. This would be slightly less than the trip generation
estimates identified in the final EIR. Nonetheless, the revised Hotel would be subject to the same
approved vehicle trip cap that applies to the entire Project site.
• Air quality: The revised Hotel construction would be substantially the same as or, because of
modular construction, less intense than the construction activities (i.e., schedule, demolition,
construction equipment) identified for the Hotel in the First Addendum.
• Population and housing: The increase in hotel rooms could increase the number of employees
depending on if the applicant’s employee estimates are used or the general rates from the final EIR
are used. Using the rates from the EIR, the revised Hotel would result in three additional Menlo
Park residents and demand for two additional housing units. The two additional households would
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represent approximately 0.2 percent of the overall household growth in the city during the 5‐year
period and is not considered a new significant impact. Using the applicant’s employee estimate the
revised Hotel would result in a slight decrease in employment and population compared to the
Approved Hotel Project.
Hard copies of the Addendum were provided to the Planning Commission in advance of the public hearing
for their review and consideration. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15164(c): An addendum need not be
circulated for public review but can be included in or attached to the final EIR or adopted negative
declaration.
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 quarter mile radius of the subject property.
Attachments
A. Recommended Actions
B. Location Map
C. Project Plans
D. Hyperlink: July 22, 2019 Planning Commission Staff Report:
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/22384/H2---CitizenM-Study-Session?bidId
E. July 22, 2019 Planning Commission Excerpt Minutes
F. Response Letter from Applicant to Planning Commission
G. Shared Parking Agreement Term Sheet
H. Project Description Letter
I. Trip Generation & Parking Analysis
J. Arborist Report
K. Amendment to the Second Amended and Restated Conditional Development Permit
L. Public Outreach Summary
The previously approved CDP is available for review on the City-maintained project page at the following
link: http://menlopark.org/995/Facebook-Campus-Expansion-Project.
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
Color and Materials Board
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Report prepared by:
Kaitie Meador, Senior Planner
Report reviewed by:
Corinna Sandmeier, Senior Planner
Kyle Perata, Principal Planner
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ATTACHMENT A

Attachment A
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS FOR CITY COUNCL –
Revised Facebook Campus Expansion Project
(301 Constitution Drive)

Conditional Development Permit
1. Adopt a Resolution Approving the Amendment to the Second Amended and
Restated Conditional Development Permit for the Facebook Campus Expansion
Project located at 300- 309 Constitution Drive and 1 Facebook Way (Building 20).
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ATTACHMENT E

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES – EXCERPT MINUTES

Date:
7/22/2019
Time:
6:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers
701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025

6:00 P.M. Special Session
A.

Call To Order
Chair Andrew Barnes called the Special Session to order at 6:00 p.m.

B.

Roll Call
Present: Andrew Barnes (Chair), Chris DeCardy, Michael Doran, Henry Riggs (Vice Chair),
Michele Tate, Katherine Strehl
Absent: Camille Kennedy
Staff: Kaitie Meador, Senior Planner; Kyle Perata, Principal Planner; Matthew Pruter, Associate
Planner

C.

Reports and Announcements
Principal Planner Kyle Perata said the City Council on July 16, 2019 reviewed the 975 Florence
Lane project, which the Planning Commission had reviewed in May, and approved the project. He
said the City Council at its July 15, 2019 meeting reviewed the policy for Council review of
potentially large impactful projects. He said the Council adopted a resolution identifying criteria for
projects that would warrant notification from the Planning Commission to the City Council informing
them of the Planning Commission’s action and giving the City Council the opportunity to request to
review the project.
Chair Barnes noted that Item G1, 1704 El Camino Real, on the agenda, was continued.

I.

Study Session Part 2

I2.

Study Session/Ernest Lee/Facebook West Campus Hotel:
Request for a conditional development permit amendment to increase the number of hotel rooms
associated with the previously approved hotel land use. The proposed approximately 90,868
square foot, five-story hotel with a surface parking lot would consist of 240 hotel rooms, a
restaurant, and hotel amenities. The modifications to the conditional development permit include
a request to increase the approved number of hotel rooms from 200 to 240 rooms and decrease
the number of onsite parking spaces from 245 to 120 parking spaces. The proposed conditional
development permit amendment would also incorporate the architectural review of the design of
the hotel. The project would also include environmental review to analyze the proposed hotel for
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consistency with the Facebook Campus Expansion Project Environmental Impact Report (EIR).
(Staff Report #19-050-PC)
Staff Comment: Senior Planner Meador said staff had no comments.
Applicant Presentation: Ernest Lee, CitizenM development team, described the company’s
vision, hotel product, and employment ethos.
Nils Sanderson, CitizenM development team, described the proposed amendment to the
conditional development permit (CDP). He said programs included in the hotel and restaurant
would be ample open space and higher transient occupancy tax (TOT) than originally projected.
He said the restaurant would have a spacious lobby and bar, canteen and meeting rooms. He
described the layout, access and circulation. He noted the use of modules for construction. He
said they were working with HD Harvey on bird safe glass. He said they would achieve LEED
Gold, but their aspiration was LEED Platinum. He said with the proposed changes, the project
was below the CDP required parking and they were working with Fehr & Peers Transportation
Consultants to identify actual parking demand for the project. He said to meet the peak parking
load they were working with Facebook to develop a shared parking agreement. He said one
aspect of that was to encourage hotel and restaurant employees to park in the Facebook parking
structure to the east of the project site and the other aspect was to provide valet parking at peak
times. He noted the landscaping attention to connecting interior space to exterior space. He said
they were working with In Situ Landscape Architects.
Replying to Commissioner Doran, Ben McGee, project manager for CitizenM, said he was
currently working on the Los Angeles hotel mentioned. He said over the past year and a half the
processes for permitting by state and local jurisdictions were now better defined. He said
generally the metric modular construction was a unique setup where the state and local
jurisdictions split the review duties. He said local jurisdiction would inspect everything that was
site-built and for this project that was everything below the guest rooms. He said the guest rooms
would be reviewed from a drawing and permitting viewpoint, and construction inspections by the
state.
He said the California State Housing and Community Development Department had authority for
inspections of factories where modules were fabricated. He said the state, which is the Housing
and Community Development Department, transferred authority of inspections to third parties. In
Los Angeles, he said they were using NTA, a nationwide third party inspector. Being a European
company, he said they started out building modularly in Europe. For the Los Angeles project, he
said they were partnering with CIMC, the largest modular builder in the world, out of China.
Currently, he said they were looking for opportunity to expand in the United States.
Chair Barnes opened for public comment and closed it as there were no speakers.
Commission Comment: Chair Barnes asked to see the slides of other hotel projects and to
identify those that were modular construction. Mr. Lee did so. Chair Barnes asked him to expand
on the proposed architecture and the location. Mr. Lee said from a contextual compatibility
standpoint that this specific location on Bayfront and Chilco fitted within the modern architecture
that was either under construction or soon to be developed. He said there was compatibility in
terms of programs and the actual density of the project. He said with the actual traffic usage that
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came from employers in this area that the project would be able to self-contain the travel-related
traffic and the travel-related trends that happened in this part of Menlo Park.
Chair Barnes said it appeared like an airport lobby and he was not sure if the design would be
durable. He asked for more information on how a parking arrangement would work. Mr. Lee said
given the PG&E easement and the site size it would have been very difficult to accommodate the
required parking spaces onsite. He said the vast majority of their guests did not rely on traditional
transportation modes. He said they believed the majority of their guests would be affiliated with
the employers in the area and would rely on walking or using bicycles to get to their meetings. He
said they benefitted from the office and hotel operating on different cycles, and hotel guests
would park their vehicles in the nearby parking garage. He said their onsite parking priority was
the quick in and out of consumers for the restaurant and bar. Chair Barnes noted the trip cap. He
said he liked the idea of utilizing existing infrastructure and time of day to solve parking rather
than building a parking garage.
Mr. Sanderson said Chair Barnes‘ comment regarding the durability of the architectural design
was well taken. He said in this architectural design there were some strong echoes of classic
California modernism noting that the elevation of the building on columns, the use of the grid,
and selective use of color were conscious references to that.
Replying to Chair Barnes, Planner Meador said one of the items for the Commission’s
consideration and feedback was how exterior art would be permitted. She said as part of project
approval there would be a known artwork component to it, but staff suggested the actual artwork
could be approved through the building permit process as the applicants continued to work with
local artists to refine the exact location of the artwork. She said alternatively it could be reviewed
similar to a conformance memo such that once the artwork was determined it could return to the
Planning Commission for review.
Case Creal, Gensler Architects, said his firm was working on a project in the Pioneer Square
Preservation District, Seattle, Washington, with a similar question of what art was and how did
they get it approved. He said that approving body had a particular concern that it was not
signage, but there was no permitting process for art. He said separately CitizenM put together a
panel, whose members were presented to that Board for approval. He said that panel was
independent with a connection to CitizenM and were facilitating the process. He said it was local
gallerists, artists, and neighbors who were providing expertise and guidance to that Board and
providing guidance while allowing an artist to create art.
Chair Barnes said he liked the idea, but the process was unclear. Mr. Creal said there was an
initial way the building and artwork were considered together by the referenced Preservation
District Board to the point where the Board felt the building was working with a placeholder for
art. He said they approved the building without knowing what the artwork would be. Replying
further to Chair Barnes, Mr. Creal said in some CitizenM projects that artwork had been replaced
on a seven-year basis and in others that the approving jurisdiction wanted the artwork
permanent.
Replying to Chair Barnes regarding the request for 40 additional rooms, Mr. Lee said their
business model was different from an investment standpoint. He said they invested heavily into
the buildings but did not charge a lot of money for their use. He said it was not the best kind of
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investment when looked at from that scale. He said here they would be investing in a number of
amenities like open space, landscaping and a restaurant and the bar design that their urban
hotels did not typically have. He said through research they found that the employers in this area
were generating 400 t0 450 rooms up and down the Bay Area peninsula on a daily basis. He said
that was a great deal of hotel consumption happening in other cities that they thought they could
self-contain. He said also it was an appropriate amount of scale without being an egregious
request that accommodated both their project feasibility sensitivities and the needs and the
usage of this hotel in Menlo Park.
Replying to Chair Barnes, Mr. Sanderson said the windows were clear glass. He said they
provided two levels of privacy within the room with a sheer blind for daytime privacy and a
blackout blind for nighttime privacy. He said a technological feature of the room was that the
room was able to track status as to whether someone was checked-in, whether the room was
empty for the day, or checked in but no one was in the room with the blinds corresponding
accordingly to mitigate energy consumption and solar impact.
Commissioner DeCardy said in general on the questions in the staff report that he thought the
room increase was fine and the parking seemed creative. He said he liked the architectural
design and materials and those worked with the Facebook area. He referred to energy use and
the reference to LEED Platinum and asked if they were using all electricity. Mr. Creal said there
was natural gas for boilers and cooking, but they were using a very efficient series of units that
brought energy consumption down very low.
Commissioner DeCardy asked about the development cap of 400 hotel rooms and what that
meant for the 40 additional rooms. Planner Perata said the ConnectMenlo General Plan had a
development cap of 400 hotel rooms. He said it was essentially first-come, first-serve. He said
with projects on file there was more than 400 hotel rooms, which had been discussed at the City
Council level. He said it was likely that one project would have to reduce the number of hotel
rooms or apply for a General Plan amendment if they wanted to increase the cap for that. He
said this project potentially might be one of the first to go through the process so the 40 rooms
would likely be within the hotel room cap of 400.
Commissioner DeCardy said the arts component was welcome. He said whether artwork might
be finalized through Planning Division staff review that he thought there had to be public
engagement. He said having a lot of people signing off on an artwork was a recipe for a terrible
piece of art but on the other hand some guidelines were desirable. He said this space would be
highly visible for people coming into the community and for people going by it, and it would say
something about Menlo Park. He said as they moved that aspect forward, he would encourage
them to think about the history of what had come before in that space. He suggested that the art
not simply reinforce the hip, new, avant-garde Facebook sensibility but be relevant to everyone
with some interplay with what had been there before. He said he hoped they could find a way to
do art at the location. He said in general the way they had looked at art in other places made
sense.
Commissioner Strehl said regarding the artwork they would want to get input, but not necessarily
decision making from the local community. She said although they were requesting to add 40
rooms the size of the building had been reduced by approximately half, which was significant.
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Commissioner Riggs said he met with the applicant last week. He said regarding the suggestion
of shared parking with Facebook that he had found their parking to be always full. He said it was
not at all evident to him that the parking garage in the West Campus expansion project would
have spare parking. He said to reduce the parking on the project from 240 to 120 spaces the
Planning Commission would need to know that only 120 spaces were needed. He said right now
he expected all the anticipated hotel guests were Facebook-related persons and he understood
many of those housed in hotels currently were job applicants. He said if that particular group
need decreased and the hotel was used more for meetings that he suspected persons coming in
for several days would want to rent a car and visit scenic places. He said the architecture was
refreshing and went with the Frank Gehry buildings. He said he was interested in how they would
handle the podium level from a curiosity standpoint. He said he would like to see a render of the
entry. He said at this point the entry looked pretty well refined from the progression of how a
vehicle approached and how the rooms overhung an area that had particular openness, some
depth and some invitation. He noted the new building with a lot of glass faced southwest and
asked beyond blackout blinds and just meeting Title 24 what their considerations were to
address solar impact.
Mr. Sanderson said they would have to meet Title 24 and in doing their energy modeling it would
be clear glass. He said however that what was put into the glass to make it bird safe would have
the potential to increase the energy performance of the glazing specification.
Commissioner Doran said the City had regulations regarding modulations. He said the center
block seemed particularly long and he did not see any modulation there. Planner Meador said
there were no modulation requirements for this property. She said its development regulations
were governed by the CDP for Facebook. She said it had height and setback requirements but
no modulations requirement.
Commissioner Doran said he liked the modular construction and it had many advantages. He
said one downside of it though was the strong grid. He said he heard the grid was part of a
modern architectural aesthetic, but he found it blocky, boxy and unappealing. He said it was less
offensive to him when it was on a high rise. He said he was not sure if they could do anything
about that.
Mr. Sanderson said they embraced the clarity and honesty of the modular expression. He said
one box was one room, it was how it was occupied and how it was fabricated. He said in terms of
building modulation that was not really expressed at midscale of the module. He said it happened
at the extreme scales so with the very large scale of the building, the modulation of the building
mass and at the very personal and private scale of the individual user. He said there was a
variation, but it was a much finer level of granularity. He said the strong abstract grid was very
much activated by the people that inhabited it.
Commissioner Doran said he really liked what they had done with the kinks in the building and
that helped break up what would have been a really long façade. He said he thought the middle
module was really long and wondered if they could do anything with that, perhaps set back half
of it.
Mr. Creal said on the Bayfront side there was a series of setbacks starting with the landscaping
in the parking area. He said the lower volumes of the restaurant and meeting areas would help
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give more definition to that center zone. He said on the south side in particular the landscaping
with the large specimen tree would help to change the scale there in interesting and important
ways.
Commissioner Doran said for the record that he had met with the applicant last week and
expressed his feelings then about the architecture.
Commissioner Tate said she also met with the applicant this week. She said she liked the project
and that it fit within the area, noting Facebook. She said it was too bad the project had been
approved before ConnectMenlo was but was glad they were seeing it again. She said regarding
art that the community would definitely need to be involved with that, particularly the direct
community that would be passing it more frequently. She said regarding building out the hotel
staff she hoped there was priority hiring from the area.
Replying to Chair Barnes, Planner Perata said the Facebook West Campus Expansion
Development Agreement applied to the entire site but components of it applied specifically to the
hotel such as the TOT basis point increase of 1% more than the standard across the City. He
said also the TOT guarantee of $1.25 million annually had a commencement date when TE
vacated the site.
Chair Barnes said the exterior from the Constitution Drive view seemed to be panelized and in
looking through the architectural plans that most of them showed a smooth façade. He asked if
the panels would be texturized. Mr. Sanderson said they were looking at a further development
of the materials that had been submitted. He said their intent was they would be panelized on the
smooth facades, which would continue to break down and add more scale to the large expanses.
Replying further to Chair Barnes, Mr. Sanderson said the finish was yet to be determined but
given the kind of range of materials and the glossiness of the glass that there would be a
counterpoint to something that would add more of a satiny luster.
Chair Barnes asked if the hotel would piggyback on the water recycling facilities that Facebook
used in their office buildings. Fergus O’Shea, Facebook, said the equipment designed for the
wastewater treatment at Buildings 21 and 22 was sized only for the amount of volume of
wastewater from those buildings.
Commissioner Strehl said she had also met with the applicants and their representatives.
Summary of Commission Feedback
• Support in general for a modular building design but some concerns with the implementation of
this specific modular design.
• Recommendations by some Commissioners to make the modules less obvious.
• Some Commissioners commented on the design of the building being compatible with the
Facebook office buildings on-site.
• Support of the shared parking between the hotel and the Facebook parking garage but concern
with the availability of parking in that garage.
• Support of the large-scale exterior artwork and recommendation to do additional outreach and
work with the surrounding community on the type of artwork chosen for the building.
• Concerns with the proposed type of window screening. Consider exploring additional screening
or sun shading options.
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•
K.

Recommendation to prioritize hiring staff from the local community.

Adjournment
Chair Barnes adjourned the meeting at 10:14 p.m.
Staff Liaison: Kyle Perata, Principal Planner
Recording Secretary: Brenda Bennett
Approved by the Planning Commission on August 12, 2019
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ATTACHMENT F

11/21/2019
Nils Sanderson
citizenM
148 Madison Ave, 2nd Floor
New York, NY 10016
Subject: citizenM Hotel Proposal – Planning Commission Feedback
Dear Ms. Meador:
Following our Planning Commission study session in July, we have taken the feedback from the Planning
Commissioners into consideration. We have taken the key points below from your 7/25 follow up memo as the key
points of emphasis to address:
• Support in general for a modular building design but some concerns with the implementation of this specific
modular design.
We have looked at a variety of masses and orientations for the project on the site. The PG&E easement splits the
site in two and necessitates that the parking be located on the northern portion of the site. The vehicular circulation
and fire access required along the western edge of the site pushes the building to the south and west. After having
tested various ways to deploy the program, we are convinced that the kinked bar allows us to maximize the amount
of open space. This open space presents a real public value in its merging of outdoor amenities and landscaping and
so it is a priority to citizenM that we preserve as much open space as possible. CitizenM has a history of delivering
modular projects, which dates back to its founding. The very first citizenM Hotel utilizes modular construction. This
experience proves out that modular construction lessens impacts on the neighborhood through reduced
construction durations and fewer truck deliveries to the site. The reduction in deliveries reduces congestion, noise,
pollution and overall carbon impacts.
• Recommendations by some Planning Commissioners to make the modules less obvious.
We are continuing to advance the capabilities of modular building by working closely with expert manufacturers and
builders. One advancement we are developing for this project is an integrated façade system, that will create a
weather tight seal as the building is assembled, module by module. This advancement presents great potential in
building efficiency and reducing site and environmental impacts; however, it also limits the expression of the building
massing, in that the units need to be stacked exactly on top of and next to each other. We feel that the other massing
moves (breaking it into three distinct masses, and raising the modules up off the ground) present spatial and scalar
variety while still being logical and coherent to the use of the building.
• Some commissions commented on the design of the building being compatible with the Facebook office buildings
on-site.
The initial concept for the three block massing was developed through a concept design process in close
collaboration with Facebook and the architect of the West Campus expansion project, Gehry Partners. Gehry
Partners studied different options and ultimately created a massing which was influenced by both the design
language of the Facebook West Campus expansion project as well as citizenM’s typical design language. The Gehry
Partners massing for the project formed the basis of the proposed design.
The siting and massing of the project are intended to make the building contextual with its neighbors. We feel that
the modular expression is also fitting for the look and feel of the Facebook campus.
• Support of the shared parking between the hotel and the Facebook parking garage but concern with the
availability of parking in garage.
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Facebook has confirmed that it has capacity within the garage to allocate the 127 parking spaces needed to make
up the requirement for 245 total parking spaces under the CDP (118 surface spaces on the hotel site, 127 parking
spaces within the Facebook garage).
Additionally, Fehr & Peers performed a detailed parking demand analysis for both the hotel and restaurant. This
analysis establishes a reasonable projection of the amount of parking shortfall for the on-site hotel parking based
on current parking demand and therefore what would be shared with Facebook’s garage. The analysis also looks at
the time distribution of this shared parking need. The summary findings are that the day time parking shortfall (6:00
AM to 6:00 PM) would range from 15 to 36 parking spaces and the evening shortfall (6:00 PM to 6:00 AM) would
range from 50 to 76 spaces. Despite 127 spaces being made available to citizenM within Facebook’s garage, the
maximum parking demand is projected to be 76 spaces. The demand pattern for the office and hotel are inverse
(peak office demand during middle of day; peak hotel demand during middle of night) so there is expected to be
sufficient available space within the Facebook garage at the times when it may be needed by the hotel.
• Support of the large scale exterior artwork and recommendation to do additional outreach and work with the
surrounding community on the type of artwork chosen for the building.
citizenM is committed to community engagement for selecting the public artwork and has outlined a process for
City approval of artwork based on our experiences in other cities. The process, detailed in a separate Art Approvals
memo, recommends the formation of an Art Advisory board, modelled on neighboring jurisdictions, that could serve
as a template and test case for Menlo Park to approve public art in the future.
• Concerns with the proposed type of window screening. Consider exploring additional screening or sun shading
options.
The primary means of mitigating solar impact is the siting and orientation of the building, which limits direct sun
exposure to portions of the building. We have explored the concept of exterior shading elements, but have found
that the ability to incorporate would run in conflict with our integrated façade system. In order to balance guest
comfort and control, our interior shades are programmed to block light when the rooms are unoccupied and to
provide the guest a choice when in the room.
• Recommendation to prioritize hiring staff from the local community.
citizenM is committed to providing quality employment opportunities to local community members, including
disadvantaged groups, for both construction and operations positions. The majority of citizenM’s operations
positions do not require any prior experience or skills and citizenM provides on-the-job training.
citizenM has experience working with local community organizations to facilitate hiring efforts for its open hotel
projects in New York and Boston. These partnerships ensure that available positions are communicated to the local
community, hiring events are publicized and made accessible, and applications for qualified local applicants are
made available directly to citizenM.
To ensure that it is able to achieve this goal in Menlo Park, citizenM has met with local workforce training
organization JobTrain. Discussions have focused around the positions for which citizenM will be hiring and JobTrain’s
workforce training programs. We will continue to work with JobTrain to provide details of our hiring needs and
establish a partnership which will ensure local hiring.

We appreciate the City’s feedback and willingness to collaborate with us on this effort. Please do not hesitate to
reach out with any questions.
Sincerely,
Nils Sanderson
Concept Design Manager
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ATTACHMENT G

11/13/2019
citizenM Menlo Park - Shared Parking Agreement Terms
The following terms have been proposed by citizenM (“cM”) and Facebook (“FB”) to govern cM’s use of
Facebook’s neighboring parking garage.

Parking Spaces

cM shall be entitled to the use of 127 parking spaces in the FB parking facilities
for cM employees, agents, invitees and customers (“cM Parking Spaces”). The
number of cM Parking Spaces may be increased as required to be provided to
the hotel parcel under applicable laws, including City of Menlo Park (“City”)
requirements.

Designated Parking
Spaces

FB will work with cM to designate an area within the garage for the cM Parking
Spaces.

Term / Termination

The parking agreement will become effective as of the opening of the hotel and
will remain in effect through the earlier of any of the following: (a) the
expiration of the term of the ground lease; (b) the parties’ agreement, subject
to approval from the City or any other governmental agency having land use
jurisdiction over the hotel parcel; or (c) the hotel parcel no longer being used
for hotel purposes.

Costs

Consideration for the cM Parking Spaces is included in the rent payments from
cM to FB under the ground lease.

Parking Access

FB will work with cM to develop the necessary systems for vehicles to be able
to gain access to the cM Parking Spaces through the security booth and/or
access control devices to Facebook’s garage.

Maintenance,
Insurance, Utilities
and Taxes

FB is responsible for maintenance, insurance, utilities and taxes relating to the
parking facilities, including the cM Parking Spaces.

Operations

FB, or a third-party operator subcontracted by FB, shall manage the parking
structure, including the cM Parking Spaces. cM may subcontract a third-party
operator for valet operations, provided that cM shall be responsible for
obtaining and maintaining in effect insurance coverage for such operations.

Covenants,
Representations and
Indemnities

The parking agreement will contain customary obligations for each party,
including any mortgagee protection provisions.

325400019.1
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ATTACHMENT H

11/13/2019
Nils Sanderson, Ernest Lee, Anton Walker
citizenM
148 Madison Ave, 2nd Floor
New York, NY 10016
Subject: citizenM Hotel Proposal – Project description to accompany drawings dated September 23, 2019
Dear Ms. Meador:
On behalf of citizenM, a Netherlands-based hotel owner and operator, we are excited to submit our application for
design review of a new citizenM hotel at 301 Constitution Drive within the City of Menlo Park. We believe that our
‘affordable luxury’ concept will meet a gap in the existing local hotel market, while also providing a welcoming and
well-designed space for members of the local community to enjoy.
citizenM is proposing to build a five story, 240 key hotel on a 2.61 acre portion of the previously approved Facebook
Campus Expansion Project. The hotel will have four floors of guest rooms using a pre-fabricated modular building
system over a conventionally constructed ground floor.
The ground floor will include citizenM’s “living room” – an oversized lobby with comfortable and colorful furniture
and a curated collection of art. Within the living room, a lobby bar and canteen will offer full breakfast service as
well as coffee, beverages, and grab-and-go food options throughout the day. The living room will extend out to a
large terrace which will provide additional publicly accessible seating surrounded by landscaped areas. citizenM’s
meeting rooms, called societyM, are small boardroom-style meeting rooms which extend directly off of the living
room and are available to the public for daily rentals. The ground floor will also house associated support services.
Additionally, one part of the ground floor area, a separate space under the eastern wing of the building, will be a
restaurant space sub-leased to Facebook for the purposes of appointing a local restaurant group to operate a publicly
accessible restaurant.
The overall gross floor area including the restaurant space is 90,868 square feet. The overall form of the building is a
“kinked bar” oriented to views of Bedwell Bayfront Park and the San Francisco Bay.
The hotel will have 118 on-site surface parking spaces, with additional parking for the hotel provided by a shared
parking arrangement with Facebook to ensure that adequate parking will be provided at all times. Please refer to
the enclosed parking memo which provides additional information regarding trip generation, parking demand, and
a parking management plan. The hotel would also be subject to the previously approved trip cap for the Campus
Expansion project, and no modifications to the trip cap are sought.
The approved CDP authorizes construction of a maximum hotel envelope of up to 200 rooms, 174,800-square feet,
and 75-feet in height as well as a minimum of 245 parking spaces. In order to accommodate the proposed program,
we are requesting an amendment to the CDP to increase the room count and reduce on-site parking, reflective of
the unique citizenM business model and project design. We believe that the result will be a welcome amenity for
the local neighborhood.
Construction of the hotel is estimated to begin in Q3 2020 with completion targeted for Q1 2022.
We appreciate the City’s cooperation with us on this effort. Please do not hesitate to reach out with any questions.
Sincerely,
Nils Sanderson
Concept Design Manager
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Ernest Lee
Managing Director, Development & Investments

Anton Walker
Development & Investment Associate

ATTACHMENT I

MEMORANDUM

Date:

June 26, 2019

To:

Kaitie Meador, City of Menlo Park

From:

Robert H. Eckols, P.E.

Subject:

Facebook Bayfront Hotel Trip Generation & Parking Analysis

Sara Sadeghi

SJ19-1912
This memorandum summarizes the results of the trip generation and parking analysis for the
proposed hotel project on the Facebook Bayfront Campus in Menlo Park, California. The hotel
project site was included in the traffic impact analysis presented in the Facebook Campus Expansion
Project Environmental Impact Report (EIR) certified in September 2016. The EIR and approvals for
the Campus Expansion project assumed that the hotel would be a 200 room hotel with on-site
dining facilities and 245 parking spaces. It is our understanding that the hotel developer is
proposing to modify the room count from 200 to 240 rooms and reduce the on-site parking supply
to 120 parking spaces, which will require an amendment to the CDP that applies to the entire
Campus Expansion site and a shared parking agreement between Facebook and the hotel operator
to address the parking shortfall. In addition, the project would include 4,140 square feet of leased
restaurant space. Due to the proximity of the project to Facebook’s campus, it is projected that
Facebook visitors and employees will generate a large portion of the demand for the hotel and
restaurant. The hotel project will also be subject to the trip cap that applies to the entire Campus
Expansion site. No modifications to the trip cap will be sought, and therefore no increase in net
new trips is assumed; the analysis that follows related to trip generation is therefore provided only
for informational purposes.
This memorandum includes the following:
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-

Trip Generation

-

Parking Demand Analysis

-

Parking Management Plan
160 W. Santa Clara Street | Suite 675 | San José, CA 95113 | (408) 278-1700 | Fax (408) 278-1717
www.fehrandpeers.com
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Trip Generation
Vehicle trip generation for the proposed Bayfront Hotel was estimated using the standard rates
developed by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). The project vehicle trip generation in
the Facebook Campus Expansion Project EIR, was calculated using the ITE Trip Generation Manual
(9th Edition) assuming the Hotel land use (code 310). The description of Hotel land use includes
overnight lodging and supporting facilities such as restaurants, cocktail lounges, meeting and
banquet rooms, convention facilities, swimming pools and fitness centers. The current proposal
would be for a hotel design and operation that is more similar to the ITE Business Hotel which is
primarily for overnight lodging with a pool and fitness center (without a restaurant, banquet room,
or convention space), since the CDP does not allow the approved hotel to include conference or
banquet facilities. While there will be a restaurant in the hotel project, the trip generation for the
restaurant was estimated separately and added to the hotel trips.
We compared the vehicle trip generation rates for hotel uses as presented in both the 9th and 10th
editions of the ITE trip generation manual. We also updated the vehicle trip generation estimate for
the project based on a combination of hotel and restaurant land uses. Table 1 summarizes the
vehicle trip generation estimates for the following conditions:
•

Trip generation from the EIR using ITE 9th Edition Hotel rate and 200 rooms

•

Trip generation using ITE 10th Edition Hotel rate and 240 rooms

•

Trip generation using ITE 10th Edition Business Hotel rate for 240 rooms plus a 4,140 square
foot restaurant (referred to in Table 1 as “ITE 10th Generation with Modified Land Use
Assumption”)

The updated trip generation estimates show that the trip generation would be similar to the original
assumptions in the EIR analysis. The increase in the number of rooms is offset when applying more
appropriate trip generation rates based on the planned hotel operation (i.e., ITE rates for a business
hotel vs. a full-service hotel).
Using the ITE 10th Edition trip generation manual, the proposed Bayfront hotel with 240 rooms and
4,140 square feet of restaurant space would generate approximately 130 AM peak hour vehicle trips
(60 inbound and 70 outbound) and 117 PM peak hour vehicle trips (67 inbound and 50 outbound)
which is slightly less than the trip generation estimates presented in the EIR assuming a 200-room
hotel (134 AM peak hour trips and 140 PM peak hour trips).
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Table 1: Vehicle Trip Generation Comparison
AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Source

Land Use

Unit

ITE Land
Use Code

In

Out

Total

In

Out

Total

ITE 9 Edition
used in DEIR (A)

Hotel

200 Room

310

78

56

134

69

71

140

ITE 10th Edition

Hotel

240 Room

310

68

47

115

79

75

154

Business Hotel

240 Room

312

37

51

88

42

35

77

Restaurant
(Quality High
Turn Over)

4,140 Sq.
ft.

932

23

19

41

25

15

40

60

70

130

67

50

117

-18

14

-4

-2

-21

-23

th

ITE 10th Edition
with Modified
Land Use
Assumption (B)

Total

B-A
Source: Fehr & Peers.

There are two factors that make the trip generation estimates conservative. First, we did not adjust
for any internalization of trips between the hotel and restaurant uses. Some of the restaurant
patrons will likely be hotel guests. In addition, the trip generation estimates are conservative since
many of the hotel guests and restaurant patrons will be generated by the surrounding Facebook
offices. Due to the proximity of the Facebook campus and Belle Haven neighborhood to the project
site, many of the hotel and restaurant trips will use alternative modes such as walking, biking, or
Facebook campus trams. Therefore, the actual vehicle trip generation of the project should be
lower.

Parking Demand Analysis
The following section summarizes the results of the parking demand evaluations for the proposed
project using the shared parking methodology.

Shared Parking Methodology
The Urban Land Institute (ULI) sponsored a national study in 1984 that established a basic
methodology for analyzing parking demand in mixed-use developments and developed averages
for parking rates by land use. Fehr & Peers staff was involved in the 2004 update of this national
study sponsored by ULI 1. In the shared parking methodology, the base parking rate and

1
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Shared Parking, Second Edition, Urban Land Institute, Washington D.C., 2004
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daily/hourly/seasonal patterns for each land use are established, and then the overall parking
demand is calculated by taking into account the unique travel characteristics of the project being
analyzed.
For the purpose of this analysis, the project land use assumptions were used in to the shared parking
model to determine most appropriate parking rates and determine the parking demand throughout
the day. The model estimates the maximum parking demand for the project based on the number
of vehicles parked for each of the project uses by hour.

Parking Demand Evaluation
For the purpose of this study, we reviewed and evaluated different parking rates including the rates
within the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Parking Generation 5th Edition, City of Menlo
Park parking requirements, Urban Land Institute (ULI) rates, and local hotel surveys prepared for
the City of Mountain View. We selected the most appropriate parking rates and, using the ULI
shared parking methodology, we developed maximum parking demand estimates for the project
considering the demands throughout the day.
To estimate the total parking demand, we utilized ULI parking rates for the proposed high turnover restaurant and the City of Menlo Park parking requirement rate and local hotel survey rates 2
for the proposed business hotel. Table 2 presents the parking rates and the maximum total parking
demand for the proposed project for the mid-day and evening/night; Alternative 1 identifies
parking rates and demand based on the City of Menlo Park’s code requirements, while Alternative
2 identifies the parking rates and demand based on actual local hotel surveys. Figures 1 and 2
show the project daily parking demand distribution and the maximum parking demand (100% peak
demand for both alternatives) and compares them to the proposed on-site parking supply (120
parking spaces).
Table 3 shows the project total parking demand and the estimated parking shortfall based on the
proposed on-site parking supply during both day time and evening time. As shown in Figures 1
and 2, the maximum day time parking shortfall occurs between 6:00 AM to 8:00 AM when most of
the hotel guests are still at the hotel. The maximum evening shortfall occurs after 10:00 PM.

2
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Local rate survey rates are presented in three memorandums prepared for the City of Mountain View by
Fehr & Peers, Hexagon, and TJKM for business hotels located in Menlo Park, California.
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Table 2: Parking Demand Estimates
Land Use

Rate Source

Unit

Rate1

High Turn-Over Restaurant

ULI

4,140 Sq. ft.

10

Business Hotel

City of Menlo Park

240 room

0.75

High Turn-Over Restaurant

ULI

4,140 Sq. ft.

10

Business Hotel

Local Hotel
Surveys

240 room

0.64

Day Time Max
Demand

Night Time
Max Demand

156

196

135

170

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Source: Fehr & Peers.
1. The ULI weekday and weekend rates for high turn-over restaurants are the same which would result in the same total
number of parking demand during both weekdays and weekends.

Figure 1: Daily Parking Demand Distribution (Alternative 1)
250
200
150
100
50
-

6 AM

7 AM

8 AM

9 AM

Hotel-Business

10 AM

11 AM

12 PM

1 PM

2 PM

3 PM

Restaurant/Lounge

4 PM

5 PM

6 PM

7 PM

Max Demand

8 PM

9 PM

10 PM

11 PM

12 AM

Parking Supply

Note: Maximum parking demand (grey line) is the sum of maximum parking demand for each land use separately regardless
of shared parking assumptions.
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Figure 2: Daily Parking Demand Distribution (Alternative 2)
250
200
150
100
50
-

6 AM7 AM8 AM9 AM 10 11 12 1 PM2 PM3 PM4 PM5 PM6 PM7 PM8 PM9 PM 10 11 12
AM AM PM
PM PM AM
Hotel-Business

Restaurant/Lounge

Max Demand

Parking supply

Note: Maximum parking demand (grey line) is the sum of maximum parking demand for each land use separately regardless
of shared parking assumptions.

Table 3 summarizes the day time parking shortfall (6:00 AM to 6:00 PM) that ranges between 15 to
36 parking spaces and the evening shortfall (6:00 PM to 6:00 AM) of 50 to 76 parking spaces.

Table 3: On-Site Parking Shortfall
Land Use

Parking
Supply

Day Time
Max Demand

Day Time
Parking
Shortfall

Evening Time
Max Demand

Evening Time
Parking
shortfall

120

156

36

196

76

120

135

15

170

50

Alternative 1
ULI High Turn-Over Restaurant
City of Menlo Park Hotel
Alternative 2
ULI High Turn-Over Restaurant
Fehr & Peers Rate
Source: Fehr & Peers.
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Parking Management Plan
For the purpose of our shared parking analysis we did not consider the office parking located
adjacent to the proposed project, but rather projected the parking needs of the hotel and restaurant
uses only. We also did not make any parking adjustments to account for the interaction between
the hotel guests, restaurant patrons and the office employees and visitors, and our analysis is
therefore conservative. Initial estimates are that between 65 – 75 percent of the hotel rooms may
be used by Facebook visitors and/or traveling employees. This relationship between the hotel,
restaurant, and office activities will reduce the parking demand for the hotel site, since hotel guests
will not need a vehicle during their stay.
In addition, a portion of the restaurant patrons will be Facebook employees or visitors that are
either parked in the office parking and/or have arrived at the campus by other modes of travel such
as employee shuttles. Similarly, Belle Haven residents will be able to safely walk or bike to the
restaurant. Therefore, we anticipate that the parking demand presented represents a worst case
condition.
In the event that there is a need for additional parking (estimated at 50-76 spaces during the
evening), the hotel operators and Facebook are in discussions regarding a parking management
plan based on the following parameters.
•

Hotel guests and restaurant patrons will be given priority to use the parking on the hotel
site.

•

If additional parking is needed, hotel and restaurant employees will be allowed to park in
the office parking provided in the parking structure adjacent to Building 22. Hotel and
restaurant employees would be issued the appropriate identification to allow them to use
the Facebook office parking areas. While the total hotel employment is estimated to be 60
– 65 employees, the hotel operator provided the following estimates of the number of
employees per shift:
o
o
o
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Morning shift

7:00 AM to 3:00 PM

25

Afternoon shift

3:00 PM to 11:00 PM

13

Evening shift

11:00 PM to 7:00 AM

4
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The number of restaurant employees has not been identified. Both the hotel and restaurant
operators will encourage employees to use alternative travel modes for their commute to
work and avoiding driving alone to the site, which will further reduce parking demand.
•

If the hotel guest or restaurant patron parking demand exceeds the available on-site
parking, Facebook will allow hotel valets or guests to park vehicles in the Building 22
parking structure, which is anticipated to contain unused parking during the times when
the hotel and restaurant will generate the highest parking demand in the evenings and
overnight.

•

Figure 3 shows the travel paths of valets and guests using the Building 22 parking structure.
Guests would circulate within the hotel site and, if needed, use the Constitution driveway
to access the Building 22 parking. Guests would need to check into the hotel prior to
accessing the Building 22 parking structure. Valets would use the Constitution driveway to
access the Building 22 parking structure. During the evening peak period valets could also
use the service exit when the Constitution driveway was congested.

The hotel management and Facebook will enter into a shared parking agreement to ensure that
there will be sufficient parking for the hotel/restaurant employees, hotel guests and restaurant
patrons. The agreement will specify the following operational items:
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-

Number of parking spaces for the hotel/restaurant employees, guests, and patrons

-

Location of parking spaces, if designated

-

Potential time restrictions related to parking access

-

Security procedures for accessing the parking by employees, guests and patrons

PEDESTRIAN ACCESS ROUTE

I9

Local Hotel Parking Studies
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MEMORANDUM
Date:

December 22, 2016

To:

Brian Froelich, Shashi Group LLC

From:

Jane Bierstedt and Allen Wang, Fehr & Peers

Subject: Mountain View Hilton Garden Inn Parking Study
SJ16-1700

INTRODUCTION
This memorandum presents the results of the parking analysis conducted by Fehr & Peers to determine
whether the planned parking supply for the Hilton Garden Inn is adequate to serve the parking demand
generated by the proposed hotel expansion. The hotel is located at 840 E. El Camino Real in Mountain
View, California. Currently, the hotel includes 160 guest rooms, 250 square feet of meeting space, and
3,800 square feet of restaurant space (located in the lobby area). All existing uses are served by the 152
parking spaces at the site, of which six are handicapped spaces. The proposed expansion will add 40 guest
rooms and replace the existing restaurant with a new 4,300-square foot restaurant on the ground floor. It
will remove the meeting space and three handicapped parking spaces to provide room for the building
addition.
This analysis estimated the parking demand for the proposed expansion using parking data collected at
the project site in October 2016 and recommended parking rates in Urban Land Institute’s (ULI) Shared
Parking, Second Edition (2005). The projected demand was compared with the proposed parking supply,
City of Mountain View’s Municipal Code requirements, and estimates based on rates in the Institute of
Traffic Engineers (ITE) Parking Generation, Fourth Edition (2010).

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
Based on the analysis presented in this memorandum, the peak parking demand for the proposed hotel
expansion with full occupancy is estimated to be 141 spaces, occurring between 9:00 pm to 10:00 pm on a
weekday. Therefore, this parking study demonstrates that the planned parking supply of 149 spaces
would be sufficient to support the peak parking demand generated by the proposed hotel expansion.
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EXISTING PARKING UTILIZATION
This section describes the existing parking conditions and presents the parking utilization data collected
at the hotel site. The hotel provides 152 off-street parking spaces to support the hotel guests and visitors,
employees as well as the demand generated by the complementary uses, including the ground floor
restaurant and the meeting space.

EXISTING PARKING SURVEY
To better understand the existing parking demand and estimate parking rates for the hotel rooms,
parking space utilization counts were collected at the site on four days, including two weekdays and two
days on the weekend. Per conversations with the hotel management, higher occupancy is typically
observed during the mid-week and on Fridays. This observation is consistent with the weekly parking
demand pattern for the hotel land use category (Land Use 310) in ITE Parking Generation. Therefore,
Wednesday and Friday were selected as the two weekdays for parking data collection. Counts were also
conducted on a Saturday and a Sunday to observe the weekend parking demand. On each day, parking
data was collected for 14 hours, from 11:00 am to 12:00 am (midnight), to ensure the peak parking
demand and the time-of-day variations were captured. Additionally, hotel occupancy data for the survey
days were obtained from the hotel management. Table 1 presents the parking utilization survey results
and the corresponding hotel occupancies. Detailed parking counts are presented in Appendix A.
As presented in Table 1, the peak parking demand for the existing hotel was 110 spaces. It was observed
at 11:00 pm on Wednesday when all 160 hotel rooms were occupied. On all four days of data collection,
peak demand occurred between 10:00 pm and midnight.
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TABLE 1: EXISTING PARKING COUNTS (PARKED VEHICLES) AND HOTEL OCCUPANCY

Time

Wednesday
(October 26, 2016)

Friday
(October 28, 2016)

Saturday
(October 29, 2016)

Sunday
(October 30, 2016)

11:00 AM
12:00 PM
1:00 PM
2:00 PM
3:00 PM
4:00 PM
5:00 PM
6:00 PM
7:00 PM
8:00 PM
9:00 PM
10:00 PM
11:00 PM
12:00 AM

31
29
28
27
27
26
36
37
57
70
88
104
110
109

36
26
25
25
29
30
27
30
36
40
53
60
62
61

30
21
13
15
20
21
28
27
27
37
41
53
50
49

41
27
19
17
21
25
27
26
32
39
47
52
49
53

Occupancy Rate

100%

65%

58%

60%

Occupied Rooms

160

104

93

96

Note:
Underlined text highlights the highest parking demand of the day.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2016.

EXISTING PARKING RATES FOR HOTEL ROOMS
As described in the previous section, the observed parking counts are comprised of demand generated by
hotel guests, employees, as well as the demand generated by the restaurant and meeting space. Based on
field observations and conversations with the hotel management, it is our understanding that the existing
restaurant and meeting space primarily serves hotel guests. Therefore, this study assumed that the
parking demand generated by the existing restaurant and meeting space from external traffic (non-hotel
guests) is negligible.
To further understand the parking rates for hotel guests/visitors versus the rates for employees, the
parking demand for employees was separated from the total parking counts. With the employee shift
schedule provided by the hotel management, the employee parking demand was estimated using the
recommended parking rate (0.25 space/employee) for hotel employees in ULI Shared Parking. Table 2
presents the hourly employee count and the associated parking demand.

I13

Brian Froelich, AICP
December 22, 2016
Page 4 of 12

TABLE 2: EXISTING EMPLOYEE COUNT AND PARKING DEMAND
1

2

Employee Count

Employee Parking Demand

Time
Weekday

Weekend

Weekday

Weekend

11:00 AM

16

16

12:00 PM
1:00 PM

14
14

14
15

2:00 PM
3:00 PM
4:00 PM

12
12
10

13
13
11

5:00 PM
6:00 PM

10
4

11
5

4
4
4
3
3
3
3
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

4
4
4
4
4
3
3
2
1
1
1
1
1
1

7:00 PM
8:00 PM
9:00 PM
10:00 PM
11:00 PM
12:00 AM

3

4

3
3
1
1
1

4
4
2
2
2

Note:
1
Hourly employee count is the sum of housekeeping, front desk, maintenance, and food & beverage employees.
2
Employee parking demand was estimated using the parking rate of 0.25 space/employee for hotel employees in
ULI Shared Parking, Second Edition (2005).
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2016.

The hourly parking demand for hotel guests and visitors was estimated to be the difference between the
total observed parking demand (Table 1) and employee parking demand (Table 2). Subsequently, the
peak parking demand for each occupied hotel room was calculated using the equation below:

 

 =

    &    
   

Table 3 summarizes the calculated peak parking rates for hotel rooms and the time-of-day variations. The
highest parking rate for hotel guests and visitors is 0.68 space per occupied room, derived from the
parking counts collected on Wednesday, October 26, 2016.
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TABLE 3: EXISTING HOTEL ROOM PARKING RATES AND TIME-OF-DAY VARIATIONS

Time
11:00 AM
12:00 PM
1:00 PM
2:00 PM
3:00 PM
4:00 PM
5:00 PM
6:00 PM
7:00 PM
8:00 PM
9:00 PM
10:00 PM
11:00 PM
12:00 AM
Peak Parking Rate
(space/occupied room)

Wednesday

Friday

Saturday

Sunday

(October 26, 2016)

(October 28, 2016)

(October 29, 2016)

(October 30, 2016)

25%
23%
22%
22%
22%
21%
30%
33%
51%
63%
80%
94%
100%
99%

52%
36%
34%
36%
43%
44%
39%
48%
57%
64%
85%
97%
100%
98%

50%
33%
17%
21%
31%
35%
48%
48%
50%
69%
77%
100%
94%
92%

71%
44%
29%
25%
33%
42%
46%
46%
60%
73%
88%
98%
92%
100%

0.68

0.59

0.56

0.54

Note:
Time-of-day variation is presented as a percentage of the peak parking rate.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2016.
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Memorandum
Date:

July 19, 2016

To:

Mr. Brian Froelich, Shashi Group, LLC

From:

Michelle Hunt

Subject:

Parking Study for the Proposed Hilton Garden Inn Expansion in Mountain View

Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. has completed a parking study for the proposed Hilton
Garden Inn expansion at 840 E. El Camino Real in Mountain View, California. The existing Hilton
Garden Inn has 160 hotel rooms. The proposed expansion includes an addition of 40 hotel rooms
and 4,500 square feet of ground floor restaurant/café space. The proposed expansion will result in
a small reduction in the existing on-site parking from 152 to 149 spaces. Therefore, the purpose of
this parking study is to estimate the parking needs of the hotel including the ancillary uses and to
determine whether the proposed parking supply is adequate. The analysis is based on the City of
Mountain View hotel parking requirements, published hotel parking rates, and surveys conducted at
the Hilton Garden Inn. The parking study also included a redesign of the existing parking lot to
maximize the number of spaces on site based on the City of Mountain View’s off-street parking
requirements.

City of Mountain View Parking Code Requirements
According to the City of Mountain View Zoning Code Sec 36.37.040, hotels are required to provide
one parking space per room, plus one parking space for every two employees, plus as required for
ancillary uses. The parking requirement for employees was calculated based on the maximum
number of employees per shift (20). The proposed new restaurant/café space is the only ancillary
use that may draw outside patrons that are not hotel guests. The parking requirement for this use
was calculated based on the City’s code requirement for restaurants, one parking space per 100
square feet of gross floor area. The other amenities included in the proposed hotel are assumed to
be used by hotel guests only and would generate no additional parking demand. In total, based on
the City’s code requirements, the project would be required to provide a total of 255 parking spaces
(200 spaces for hotel guests, 10 spaces for employees, and 45 spaces for the restaurant/café use).
It should be noted however, that the City’s parking code requirements do not take into account the
fact that parking demands for different uses peak at different times of the day such that the overall
total peak parking demand is usually less than the sum of the peak demand generated by each
individual use.

Parking Estimates based on Published Rates
The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) publication Parking Generation, 4th Edition (2010)
provides the results of parking surveys conducted throughout the country for numerous popular
land uses. ITE Parking Generation rates for land use 310, hotel in a suburban area, were used to
estimate the peak parking demand generated by the proposed hotel expansion. The ITE parking
rates are based on the number of occupied hotel rooms. While hotel occupancy typically averages
between 51 and 72 percent based on the ITE manual, the parking demand for the proposed hotel
was calculated assuming 100 percent occupancy. The ITE parking rates for hotels include ancillary
uses such as restaurants and meeting/conference space. Based on the ITE data, the project is
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estimated to potentially experience its peak parking demand of 240 spaces on Saturdays. On
weekdays, the peak parking demand is estimated to be only 161 spaces.

Parking Estimates based on Survey Data
Hexagon conducted a survey of the parking demand at the existing Hilton Garden Inn on Thursday,
April 30, 2015 and Saturday, May 2, 2015. Table 1 presents the parking survey results for the
existing Hilton Garden Inn and the projected parking demand by hour with the proposed expansion
of the Hilton Garden Inn. The actual observed overall peak parking demand at the existing hotel
occurred at midnight with a peak of 0.74 parking spaces per occupied room on weekdays and 0.80
parking spaces per occupied room on Saturdays. The parking demand generated by the hotel
component of the proposed project was estimated using these peak parking ratios observed at the
existing Hilton Garden Inn. Based on these rates, the proposed 200-room hotel is estimated to
generate a peak parking demand of 148 parking spaces on weekdays and 160 parking spaces on
weekends when fully occupied. The hotel parking demand at other hours earlier in the evening was
estimated based on the time of day variations in parking accumulation observed at the Hilton
Garden Inn and other similar hotels. While hotel occupancy typically averages between 51 and 72
percent, the parking demand for the proposed hotel was calculated assuming 100 percent
occupancy.
The parking survey indicates that the Garden Grille & Bar found in the existing Hilton Garden Inn is
patronized primarily by hotel guests. The parking survey found no evidence that the existing
restaurant generates any additional parking demand from outside traffic (non-hotel guests). Parking
surveys at many other similar hotels show the same pattern, with a negligible number of parked
vehicles attributable to restaurant use by non-hotel guests. However, this parking study
conservatively assumes that the new restaurant/café space would have its own identity separate
from the hotel. Considering its prime location on El Camino Real, the proposed restaurant/café may
indeed generate outside business separate from the hotel.
To estimate the parking demand for the proposed new restaurant, Hexagon conducted parking
counts at the following two similar hotels with a restaurant: the Sheraton Inn (located at 1100 North
Mathilda Avenue, Sunnyvale), and the Four Points by Sheraton (located at 5115 Hopyard Road,
Pleasanton). Both hotels are located on major arterials and have some meeting/conference space,
a Faz restaurant and bar/lounge area, and free parking. The Faz restaurants at both hotels are
independently owned and operated full-service restaurants. Two of five similarly named restaurants
owned by renowned executive chef, Faz Pouroshi, the Faz Sunnyvale and Faz Pleasanton have
prominent signage both adjacent to the street and on the building that is separate from the hotel
signage. The Faz restaurants attract patrons who are not hotel guests. While the tenant/operator of
the proposed new restaurant and café space within the Hilton Garden Inn has not been determined,
the Faz restaurants are thought to be comparable to the type of restaurant that may be found at the
Hilton Garden Inn with the proposed expansion.
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Table 1
Observed and Projected Hotel Parking Usage
Survey
Date

Hilton Garden Inn
Mt. View
Thurs.
Sat.
4/30/15
5/2/15

Expanded Hilton Garden Inn Mt. View
Projected Weekday Parking Demand

Projected Saturday Parking Demand

Time

Total

Total

Total

Hotel a

Restaurant b

Total

Hotel a

Restaurant b

6:00 PM

69

64

129

89

40

124

82

42

6:30 PM

66

69

124

85

39

129

88

40

7:00 PM

62

65

125

80

45

126

83

43

7:30 PM

60

67

119

77

42

127

86

41

8:00 PM

75

72

125

97

28

132

92

40

8:30 PM

76

74

135

98

37

140

95

45

9:00 PM

87

77

137

112

24

142

99

44

9:30 PM

102

82

140

132

9

142

105

37

10:00 PM

109

91

147

141

6

144

117

27

10:30 PM

112

117

149

145

4

160

150

10

11:00 PM

113

117

149

146

3

158

150

8

11:30 PM

114

122

148

147

1

160

156

4

12:00 AM

148

148

0

160

160

0

115

125

Total Rooms

160

160

200

Occupied Rooms

155

156

200

Restaurant Size
Meeting/Conference Space

200
200

3,842 s.f.

4,500 s.f.

2,112 s.f.

1,890 s.f.

Total Parking Spaces

152

152

149

149

Peak Parking Demand (spaces)

115

125

149

160

0.74

0.80

Peak Parking Ratio (occupied parking spaces/occupied rooms)
Combined Hotel & Restaurant

0.74

0.80

Restaurant Peak Parking Ratio (occupied parking spaces/1,000 s.f. for restaurant use)
Restaurant Only

10.00

10.00

Parking Ratio at 12:00 AM midnight (occupied parking spaces/occupied room for hotel use; restaurant is closed)
Hotel Only

0.74

0.80

0.74

0.80

a

The peak hotel parking demand was estimated based on the observed peak parking ratios at the existing Hilton Garden Inn. The number of parking spaces
required each hour was projected based on the time-of-day variation in parking demand observed at the existing Hilton Garden Inn.
b

The peak restaurant parking demand was estimated based on the City of Mountain View's requirement for restaurant parking at 1 space per 100 square feet.
Parking occupancy each hour was estimated based on the time-of-day variation in parking demand observed at Faz restaurants at the Four Points by Sheraton in
Pleasanton and at the Sheraton Inn in Sunnyvale.
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The peak hotel parking demand at midnight was used along with the time of day parking patterns
observed at other hotels in order to differentiate the parking demand generated by the Faz
restaurant from the parking demand generated by the adjoining hotel. The peak parking rates
generated by the Faz restaurant in Sunnyvale (11.09 spaces per 1,000 s.f. on a weekday and 8.77
spaces per 1,000 s.f. on a Saturday) are very close to the City of Mountain View parking
requirement for restaurants (10 parking spaces per 1,000 s.f.). The Faz restaurant in Pleasanton
generated substantially lower parking demand that is less than half the rate observed at the Faz
Sunnyvale site. It is unclear if the Faz Pleasanton did a lower volume of business or if a significant
portion of the Pleasanton restaurant patrons were captured trips from hotel guests. To be
conservative, the parking demand generated by the proposed new restaurant and cafe space at the
expanded Hilton Garden Inn was estimated using the City of Mountain View parking requirement for
restaurants (10 parking spaces per 1,000 s.f.) and time of day variations observed at the two Faz
restaurants. Based on the City’s required parking ratios, the proposed restaurant at the Hilton
Garden Inn is expected to generate a peak of 45 occupied parking spaces. Based on the hourly
variation in parking demand observed at two Faz restaurants, the peak restaurant parking demand
is expected to occur at 7:00 PM on a weekday and at 8:30 PM on a Saturday.
The overall total parking demand for both hotel and restaurant uses at the expanded Hilton Garden
Inn is expected to peak after 10:00 PM on weekdays when 149 parking spaces would be occupied.
Note that most restaurants (including the Faz restaurant) are closed by that time so the peak
parking demand on weekdays would primarily be dictated by the hotel’s parking needs with few or
no additional spaces needed for the proposed new restaurant. The hotel parking demand would be
substantially lower earlier in the evening during the restaurant’s peak period such that the overall
total parking demand while the restaurant is open is projected to be less than parking demand late
at night. Similarly, on Saturdays the overall total parking demand is expected to peak after 10:00
PM when 160 parking spaces would be needed. This matches the peak parking demand generated
by the hotel, and demonstrates that the hotel and restaurant would be able to effectively share
parking earlier in the evening while the restaurant is open and the hotel parking demand is lower.
The shared parking analysis presented in this report is based on a traditional sit-down restaurant
without late-night dining hours. Additional analysis may be required if the proposed new hotel
restaurant differs from this model.
The projected total peak weekday parking demand projected at full occupancy (149 spaces) could
be accommodated in the existing parking lot, which would be reduced from 152 to 149 parking
spaces after the proposed hotel expansion. However, the parking study shows that the total peak
parking demand on a Saturday with full occupancy (160 spaces) would exceed the available on-site
parking supply. Shashi plans to implement valet parking on weekends when the hotel occupancy is
expected to be high to accommodate any excess parking demand above the normal parking lot
capacity.

Parking Lot Design
To maximize the number of parking spaces on site, Hexagon recommends that the Hilton Garden
Inn modify the parking lot configuration. Hexagon designed a revised parking lot layout based on
the City of Mountain View off-street parking requirements regarding parking islands, landscaping,
aisle widths, parking space dimensions, and allowable compact spaces. Hexagon also examined
various characteristics of the project site as they relate to existing and potential new parking
designs. Because the parking lot may operate as a valet lot during certain hours and as a self-park
lot during other times, the site was evaluated to identify feasible modifications that would maximize
the number of parking spaces under both parking options.
Overall the existing parking layout and circulation are efficient except for at the southwest corner of
the parking lot. Based on the City of Mountain View parking requirements, Hexagon recommends
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changes to the existing site plan that will increase the on-site parking supply to 152 spaces with the
proposed hotel expansion. Figure 1 shows a scaled plan of the recommended new layout of the
parking areas when operated as a self-parking lot. A second plan was developed that shows valet
parking usage of the proposed new parking layout to quantify the maximum parking capacity with
valet parking. Figure 2 shows that up to 178 vehicles could be parked in the lot when valet parking
is implemented.
It should be noted, however, that the total parking demand is expected to exceed the self-park lot
capacity of 152 spaces only on weekend dates with occupancy of at least 95 percent. Historical
occupancy data for the Hilton Garden Inn provided by the Shashi Group shows that over the past
22 months (between August 2014 and May 2016), the hotel was nearly full (at or above 95 percent
occupancy) only about one of every five days on weekends. Therefore, it is expected that valet
parking would be needed only occasionally on weekends.

Conclusions
The parking supply with the recommended new parking layout (152 spaces) would be less than the
City of Mountain View’s Zoning Code requirements outside the North Bayshore Precise Plan Area
(255 spaces). Based on national average hotel parking rates published by ITE, a 200-room hotel
could be expected to have a peak parking demand of 240 spaces. However, based on surveys at
the existing Hilton Garden Inn and the City’s parking requirements for restaurants, it is estimated
that the total peak parking demand would be only 149 spaces on weekdays and 160 spaces on
Saturdays. These are conservative (high) estimates as they assume new hotel restaurant would
attract its own clientele who are not hotel guests.
The previous estimates assume 100 percent occupancy of the expanded hotel. However, the total
parking demand is expected to exceed the parking lot capacity of 152 spaces only on weekends
with occupancy at or above 95 percent. Shashi plans to implement valet parking on weekend nights
when the hotel occupancy is expected to be high in order to accommodate any excess parking
demand above the normal parking lot capacity. Based on historical hotel occupancy data provided
by the Shashi Group, it is expected that valet parking would be needed only occasionally on
weekends. With valet parking, the parking lot could accommodate up to 178 vehicles, which would
be more than sufficient to accommodate the projected overall parking demand for the proposed
hotel and a traditional fine-dining type restaurant. The shared parking analysis presented in this
report is based on a traditional sit-down restaurant without late-night dining hours. Additional
analysis may be required if the proposed new hotel restaurant differs from this model.
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RECOMMENDED PARKING LAYOUT152 PARKING STALLS
NET +3 PARKING STALLS

Spaces to be
eliminated with
the proposed
expansion.

Figure 1
Recommended New Parking Layout for Self-Parking Lot
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RECOMMENDED PARKING LAYOUTWITH VALET PARKING178 PARKING STALLS
NET +29 PARKING STALLS

Spaces to be
eliminated with
the proposed
expansion.

Figure 2
Recommended New Parking Layout When Valet Parking Allowed
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PARKING DEMAND ESTIMATES FOR THE PROPOSED EXPANSION
This section outlines the process for estimating the parking demand for the proposed hotel expansion.
Estimates for each of the individual components of the parking demand are described below, and the
total estimated peak demand is summarized in Table 4.

EMPLOYEES
The number of hotel employees was assumed to increase proportionally to the hotel expansion – existing
housekeeping and front desk employees were factored up by 25 percent when estimating future
employee parking demand. Additionally, the number of food and beverage employees was assumed to
increase from two per shift to eight per shift to account for the increased restaurant capacity. The hourly
variation of employees on-site is shown in Table 4. The detailed composition of employees is
documented in Appendix B.
Parking Rates
Consistent with the existing parking calculation, a parking rate of 0.25 spaces per employee was used to
estimate the future parking demand for hotel and restaurant employees.
Estimated Parking Demand
Parking demand for hotel and restaurant employees was estimated using the assumptions described
above. The peak parking demand for employee parking would be seven spaces, and would occur in the
morning when the most employees are present.

HOTEL ROOMS (GUESTS AND VISITORS)
The proposed hotel expansion would add 40 guest rooms to the existing 160 rooms, yielding a total of
200 hotel rooms. According to the proposed site plan, the expansion would mainly occur in the building
addition at the existing patio area. With the expansion, the types of hotel guests are expected to be
similar to their existing guests.
Parking Rates and Time-of-Day Variations
Since the expanded hotel is anticipated to host similar types of guests and visitors as current conditions, it
is assumed that the travel and parking pattern would also remain the same. Therefore, the existing
parking rates for hotel rooms were used to develop estimates for the proposed 200-room hotel. Based on
information shown in Table 3, the peak parking rate would be 0.68 spaces per occupied room. (The rates
calculated from the counts on the other three days are all less than 0.60 spaces per occupied room.) To be
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conservative, this study used the highest observed parking rate of 0.68 to estimate the parking demand
generated by guests and visitors of the expanded 200-room hotel.
Estimated Parking Demand
Using the peak rate and time-of-day variations in Table 3, the peak parking demand for the expanded
hotel with full occupancy was estimated to be 137 spaces, occurring between 11:00 pm and midnight.
Detailed hourly demand estimates are presented in Table 4.

RESTAURANT PATRONS
The proposed expansion would replace the existing restaurant that mainly serves internal hotel guests
with a new 4,300-square foot restaurant that is envisioned to carry its own identity and brand. The
proposed site plan shows that the new restaurant would be located in the building addition at the existing
outdoor patio area on El Camino Real; and restaurant patrons would have access from El Camino Real and
through the hotel lobby. Based on the envisioned identity and proposed site plan, it is anticipated that the
proposed restaurant would generate external (non-hotel guests) parking demand during its operating
hours.
Parking Rates and Time-of-Day Variations
This study used the parking rates and time-of-day variations for Restaurant/Lounge under the broader
Hotel land use category in ULI’s Shared Parking, to estimate the parking demand generated by restaurant
patrons. The recommended peak parking rate for this land use category is 10 spaces per thousand square
feet (ksf), which is consistent with the parking requirement specified in the City of Mountain View
Municipal Code. The time-of-day variation factors in ULI’s Shared Parking indicate that the parking
demand would peak around noon and reach approximately 70 percent between 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm. This
analysis further increased the parking demand factor for the evening peak (6:00 pm to 8:00 pm) from 70
percent to 100 percent to account for the most conservative operating scenario (with highest parking
demand) for the proposed restaurant. Based on information provided by the hotel management, the
restaurant is expected to be closed after 10:00 pm; therefore this analysis assumed no demand would be
generated by the restaurant patrons after 10:00 pm.
Estimated Parking Demand
Using the proposed square footage and the ULI parking rates, it is estimated that that peak parking
demand generated by the restaurant-only patrons would occur at around noon (12:00 pm to 1:00 pm)
and evening peak (6:00 pm to 8:00 pm), with 43 spaces (10 spaces/ksf x 4.3 ksf = 43). The peak parking
demand for the restaurant would not overlap with the peak parking demand for the hotel guests and
visitors.
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SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED PARKING DEMAND
Based on demand rates and estimates for each of the individual components described above, the total
estimated peak parking demand with full occupancy at the expanded Hilton Garden Inn is 141 spaces. The
peak demand period is expected to occur on a weekday between 9:00 pm to 10:00 pm. Table 4 and
Figure 1 present the summary of the aforementioned three components of the Hotel that generate
parking demand and the time-of-day pattern of the parking demand. The peak parking demand for
weekends was also calculated and presented in Appendix C.

Figure 1 Estimated Parking Demand for the Proposed Hotel Expansion
(at Full Occupancy)
160

Parking Demand (Vehicles)

140

Restaurant Parking
120

Employee Parking

100

Hotel Parking

80
60
40
20
0
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8:00 PM
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TABLE 4: ESTIMATED PARKING DEMAND FOR THE EXPANDED HILTON GARDEN INN
Employees
(ULI Shared Parking)
Base Rate

1

0.25
Time

Employees

11:00 AM
12:00 PM
1:00 PM
2:00 PM
3:00 PM
4:00 PM
5:00 PM
6:00 PM
7:00 PM
8:00 PM
9:00 PM
10:00 PM
11:00 PM
12:00 AM

26
24
24
21
21
19
19
11
10
10
10
6
2
2

Employee
Parking (A)
7
6
6
6
6
5
5
3
3
3
3
2
1
1

Peak Parking Demand (9:00 pm - 10:00 pm)

Hotel Guests/Visitors
(Observed Rates)
Base Rate

2

Restaurant
(ULI Shared Parking)
3

Rooms

Base Rate

KSF

0.68

200

10.0

4.3

Hourly
Variations
25%
23%
22%
22%
22%
21%
30%
33%
51%
63%
80%
94%
100%
99%

Hotel Parking
(B)
34
32
30
30
30
29
42
45
70
87
109
129
137
135

Hourly
Variations
5%
100%
100%
33%
10%
10%
30%
4
100%
4
100%
4
100%
67%
0%
0%
0%

Restaurant
Parking (C)
3
43
43
15
5
5
13
43
43
43
29
0
0
0

Total Parking
Demand

A+B+C
44
81
79
51
41
39
60
91
116
133
141
131
138
136
141

Note:
1
Unit for employee parking rate is spaces/employee
2
Unit for hotel guest/visitor parking rate is spaces/occupied room
3
Unit for restaurant parking rate is spaces/ksf
4
Hourly variations were increased from approximately 60-70 percent to 100 percent during the evening peak (6PM to 8PM) to account for highest demand
Underlined text highlights the peak parking demand for each component
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2016.
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Technical Memorandum
Date:

August 7, 2017

To:

Carly Panos
Assistant Planner/Community Development
City of Mountain View
Email: Carly.Panos@mountainview.gov

Project No.:

138-053

From:

Nayan Amin, T.E.
Project Manager

Jurisdiction:

Mountain View

Subject:

Parking Demand and Trip Generation Study for Proposed Hotel Expansion
located at 840 East El Camino Real in the City of Mountain View

The purpose of this memorandum is to present the analysis results for parking demand and trip
generation at the proposed hotel expansion located at 840 East El Camino Real in the City of
Mountain View. The project proposes to expand the existing 160-room hotel to add
approximately 18,748 square feet, including 40 guest rooms and 4,421 square feet of leasable
restaurant space. The restaurant space would be for a standalone full service restaurant.
Projected parking demand for the project is based on parking demand at similar hotel uses and
the City of Mountain View zoning ordinance. Parking demand estimates were used to determine
whether the proposed project will require more parking than the current supply of 149 spaces.
Trip generation for the proposed project was also calculated for use in a future transportation
impact study.
Parking Occupancy Survey
TJKM surveyed parking demand at three hotel/retail/restaurant locations with a similar mix of
uses and shared, free parking supply, along El Camino Real in Mountain View. Two of the three
hotels surveyed were mixed use, including one (Hotel Strata) with a freestanding full-service
restaurant serving breakfast, lunch, and dinner. Parking surveys were conducted near
Independence Day, on Sunday, July 2, Monday, July 3, and Wednesday, July 5, 2017. Hotels tend
to be busier during holiday weekends, leading to more conservative estimates of parking
demand. In addition, parking demand was calculated based on total available rooms, rather than
occupied rooms exclusively, to better account for local and seasonal variations in hotel
occupancy. The maximum parking demand observed for each hotel is presented in Table 1, and
raw survey results are attached in Appendix A. Findings from this study will assist in
determining the expected parking demand for the proposed mixed-use expansion at the project
site.
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The following sites were selected for survey:




Crestview Hotel, 901 E. El Camino Real, Mountain View – mixed use with adjacent small
shopping center
Hotel Strata, 93 W. El Camino Real, Mountain View – mixed use with adjacent standalone restaurant
Residence Inn by Marriott Palo Alto Mountain View, 1854 W. El Camino Real, Mountain
View – hotel only

Table 1. Parking Survey Results, Maximum Parking Demand vs. ITE Rates
Total
Rooms

Observation
Period

Occupied
Spaces

Parking Demand
(spaces/room)

Crestview Hotel

64

11:00 PM

27

0.42

Hotel Strata

58

11:00 PM

38

0.66

Residence Inn

140

6:00 AM

90

0.65

Hotel

Maximum
ITE: Hotel, weekday

0.66
-

-

-

0.89 / occupied room

The parking surveys conducted at nearby hotels indicate a maximum peak parking demand of
0.66 spaces per room, with the highest demand on Sunday night, generally in the late evening.
Based on the maximum peak parking demand, it is estimated that the expanded Hilton Garden
Inn would require 26 additional parking spaces for the 40 new guest rooms and restaurant
space. The completed expansion would bring the total number of guest rooms to 200, for a total
parking demand of 132 parking spaces. Since holiday weekends, such as Independence Day
weekend, tend to result in higher hotel occupancy, parking demand will also tend to be higher.
Parking demand estimates based on counts conducted on July 2 will therefore be more
conservative than those conducted at less busy times of the year.
Based on rates published by ITE in Parking Generation (4th Edition), the average peak period
parking demand for suburban hotels is 0.89 spaces per occupied room on a weekday (Hotel, ITE
Code 310). Based on ITE rates, the peak parking demand for the project would be 178 spaces at
100 percent occupancy, compared with the 149 currently proposed. Based on the proposed site
plan, which indicates a total of 149 spaces, the proposed parking supply would serve an
occupancy of 84 percent. TJKM understands that typical maximum average occupancy is in the
range of 80 to 85 percent.
The City of Mountain View zoning ordinance requires that hotels provide one space per room,
one space per two employees, and any parking required for ancillary uses. This would be one
space for each 100 square feet of gross floor area for restaurants. The zoning ordinance would

2
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require 40 new spaces for the expanded hotel (assuming no additional hotel staff) and 44
additional parking spaces (i.e., 4,421/100 = 44) for the attached restaurant use, for a total of 84
new spaces. This requirement is higher than the hotel parking demand rate above would
generally indicate. Depending on the number of restaurant trips made by hotel guests, the
actual parking demand of the project may be significantly lower than the zoning ordinance
would require.
The experience of TJKM is that many parking ordinances do not account for the fact that
different functions within a hotel peak at different times of the day. For example, most
employees are on duty during mid-day periods such as 9 a.m. to 4 p.m., when the majority of
guests are off site. Also, hotels experience their peak occupancy between 11 p.m. and 6 a.m.
when most guests are present. However, during this time, there are usually no restaurant
patrons, either from hotel guests or even from off the premises. Therefore, there is no reason to
consider separate parking for most restaurants since they can utilize the spaces that guests will
occupy after the restaurant is closed. Many hotel guests are business people who have arrived
from out of town, frequently by air or transit. Recent trends are for hotel guests to arrive either
by carpool in rented cars or utilize taxicabs or Uber of Lyft. These trends reduce the need for
parking demand.
Trip Generation
Project trips were estimated based on Trip Generation (9th Edition), published by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) and the City of Mountain View TDM Trip Reduction Summary
(2030 General Plan, table IV.C-1). Trips were estimated using trip generation rates for Hotel (ITE
Code 310) and High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant (ITE Code 932) land uses. Trip generation
rates will be used as part of the transportation impact study (TIS) to be completed in the future.
Trip reductions were calculated to account for the planned TDM program and passer by trip
discount as per ITE. To be conservative, TJKM assumed that no restaurant trips are made by
hotel guests. The proposed project is expected to generate 858 net additional daily trips,
including 66 net additional trips during the a.m. peak hour and 47 net additional trips during the
p.m. peak hour. Trip generation calculations are presented in Table 2 below.
The City has made the implementation of a TDM program a condition of approval for the
proposed project. City staff will review the TDM program to determine if it is adequate to meet
the 3.9% trip reduction included in this trip generation.
Conclusion
Parking surveys of nearby hotels on El Camino Real indicate that the parking requirements
outlined in the City of Mountain View zoning ordinance are higher than parking demand would
warrant for the project location. TJKM concludes that the required parking supply for the
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proposed project should be based ITE parking demand rates rather than zoning requirements or
observations of other hotels. Based on ITE parking demand rates, the proposed parking supply
would serve an occupancy of 84 percent. TJKM understands that typical maximum average
occupancy is in the range of 80 to 85 percent. Based on ITE trip generation rates, the proposed
project is expected to generate 858 net additional daily trips, including 66 in the a.m. peak hour
and 47 in the p.m. peak hour.

4
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Table 2. Proposed Project Trip Generation
Daily

Proposed Land Uses (ITE Code)
Hotel (310)
High Turnover (Sit‐Down) Restaurant
(ITE Code 932)
Grand Total
TDM Measure Reduction, 3.9%1
Peak Hour Pass by Trip Reduction (ITE)
, 43%2
Net Total Trips

Building
Area
40
4.4

Units

Rate

Trips

Rate

rooms

8.17

327

0.53

In
%
59

k.s.f

127.15

559

10.81

55

AM Peak
Out
In Out
%
41
13
9
45

Total

Rate

21

0.60

In
%
51

9.85

60

26

21

48

886

39

30

10

2

1

37

29

43

69

38

29

68

3

1

1

2

11

8

19

26

21

47

Notes:
Source ‐ ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition (2012).
Rates per room for hotel use; per 1,000 s.f for restaurant use.
1TDM
2ITE

Measure Reduction, 3.9% peak hour/1.1% daily based on City of Mountain View TDM Trip Reduction Summary.

Pass‐by reduction rate of 43% for High Turnover (Sit‐Down) Restaurant (ITE Code 932).
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24

17

66

40

Total

26

19

858

PM Peak
Out
In Out
%
49
12
12
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Appendix A
Parking Demand Survey Results
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Crestview Hotel - 901 E El Camino Real, Mountain View, CA 94040
Sunday 07/02/2017
Parking
Time
Occupied
6:00 AM
25
7:00 AM
23
8:00 AM
21
6:00 PM
18
7:00 PM
19
8:00 PM
14
10:00 PM
21
11:00 PM
27
Maximum
27

Monday 07/03/2017
Parking
Time
Occupied
6:00 AM
9
7:00 AM
9
8:00 AM
11
6:00 PM
15
7:00 PM
18
8:00 PM
20
10:00 AM
23
11:00 AM
21
23

Wednesday 07/05/2017
Parking
Time
Occupied
6:00 AM
19
7:00 AM
16
8:00 AM
15
6:00 PM
22
7:00 PM
20
8:00 PM
18
10:00 AM
16
11:00 AM
21
22

Hotel Strata - 93 W El Camino Real, Mountain View, CA 94040
Sunday 07/02/2017
Parking
Time
Occupied
6:00 AM
20
7:00 AM
23
8:00 AM
21
6:00 PM
24
7:00 PM
21
8:00 PM
28
10:00 PM
35
11:00 PM
38
Maximum
38

Monday 07/03/2017
Parking
Time
Occupied
6:00 AM
20
7:00 AM
20
8:00 AM
22
6:00 PM
33
7:00 PM
35
8:00 PM
29
10:00 AM
26
11:00 AM
25
35

Wednesday 07/05/2017
Parking
Time
Occupied
6:00 AM
19
7:00 AM
18
8:00 AM
21
6:00 PM
15
7:00 PM
18
8:00 PM
21
10:00 AM
22
11:00 AM
24
24

Residence Inn by Marriott - 1854 W El Camino Real, Mountain View, CA 94040
Sunday 07/02/2017
Parking
Time
Occupied
6:00 AM
90
7:00 AM
85
8:00 AM
81
6:00 PM
33
7:00 PM
35
8:00 PM
39
10:00 PM
71
11:00 PM
86
Maximum
90
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Monday 07/03/2017
Parking
Time
Occupied
6:00 AM
70
7:00 AM
67
8:00 AM
60
6:00 PM
35
7:00 PM
45
8:00 PM
55
10:00 AM
62
11:00 AM
70
70

Wednesday 07/05/2017
Parking
Time
Occupied
6:00 AM
72
7:00 AM
65
8:00 AM
59
6:00 PM
36
7:00 PM
45
8:00 PM
51
10:00 AM
70
11:00 AM
78
78

Brian Froelich, AICP
December 22, 2016
Page 10 of 12

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW MUNICIPAL CODE REQUIREMENTS
The City of Mountain View Municipal Code lists the number of required parking spaces for different types
of development which are summarized in Chapter 36.32.50. Table 5 presents the number of parking
spaces required per the City of Mountain View Municipal Code. As shown in the table, the proposed 149
spaces for the expanded hotel would be 107 spaces less than the required 256 spaces (if no shared
reduction is applied).
TABLE 5: PARKING SPACE REQUIREMENT PER CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW MUNICIPAL CODE
Land Use

Quantity

Unit

Parking Ratio

Unit

Parking
Requirement

Hotel - Rooms

200

Rooms

1.00

space/room

200

Hotel - Employees

26

Employees

0.50

space/employee

13

Restaurant

4.3

KSF

10.00

space/ksf

43

Total Parking Demand

256

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2016.

It should be noted that the code requirements do not account for site-specific parking characteristics as
those measured during the parking surveys. Chapter 36.32.70 also specifies that for parking facilities that
are established and operated by multiple uses, parking requirements may be reduced upon determination
by the planning commission if justified by an independent parking demand study such as the shared
parking analysis detailed in this memorandum.

INSTITUTE OF TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERS (ITE)
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) has also published an information report, Parking Generation,
Fourth Edition (2010) that can be used to estimate parking demand of a development. The documents is
based on parking demand studies submitted to ITE by public agencies, consulting firms, universities, and
colleges; developers, associations, etc.
The parking demand for the proposed expansion estimated using the Hotel – Suburban land use category
(Land Use 310) is 161 spaces on a weekday and 240 spaces on Saturday. Studies for this land use category
in ITE include the parking demand generated by the supporting facilities including restaurants,
meeting/banquet space and retail space. However, all previous study sites submitted to ITE did not specify
the presence or the level of activities of the supporting facilities. Therefore, it would be difficult to
determine the actual demand associated with hotel rooms separated from the demand generated by the
supporting facilities.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
The estimated peak parking demand generated by the proposed hotel expansion and the new restaurant,
using a conservative set of assumptions, would occur on weekday evening between 9:00 pm and 10:00
pm and would be 141 spaces. The hotel would provide sufficient parking for all proposed uses on the site
with 149 spaces.
If a shortfall would occur during special occasions (i.e. events, holidays, etc.), the hotel management could
consider implementing valet parking service. Valet parking would utilize the aisle space between parking
stalls. Assuming that each valet parking space is 20 feet long and 9 feet wide, the 230-foot aisle on the
northern end of the parking lot can accommodate 11 valet parking spaces; the 129-foot parking aisle on
the west side of the parking lot can accommodate six (6) valet parking spaces; the 114-ft parking aisle on
the east side of the parking lot can accommodate five (5) valet parking spaces; and the center parking
area can accommodate an additional six (6) spaces in the east-west direction and four (4) spaces in the
north-south direction. As a result, the implementation of valet service would add up to 32 parking spaces
to the proposed parking supply of 149 spaces and increase the parking supply to 181 spaces. A
recommended valet parking layout is shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2

Recommended Valet Parking Layout
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ATTACHMENT J

SBCA TREE CONSULTING
1534 Rose Street, Crockett, CA 94525
Phone: (510) 787-3075
Fax: (510) 787-3065
Website: www.sbcatree.com

Steve Batchelder, Consulting Arborist

Molly Batchelder, Consulting Arborist

WC ISA Certified Arborist #228
CUFC Certified Urban Forester #134
CA Contractor License #(C-27) 53367
E-mail: steve@sbcatree.com

WC ISA Certified Arborist #9613A
ISA Tree Risk Assessment Qualified
E-mail: molly@sbcatree.com

Date:

November 18, 2019

To:

citizenM Hotels
506 2nd Avenue, Suite 2900
Seattle, WA 98104
Ben McGhee, Project Manager

Project Site:

SE Corner of Bayfront Expressway and Chilco St.

Subject:

Tree Survey

Assignment:

Arborist was asked to tag and survey all trees within the project scope.

Appendix Material:
•
•

Appendix 1: Tree Survey Data
Appendix 2: Tree Location Map

Summary
Thirteen trees were tagged and surveyed. Nine (9) trees already had metal number tags attached from
a previous survey; four additional trees received tags. Six (6) different species were identified.

Species

Common
Name

Overall
Retention
Suitability

Comments

1

Morus alba

White
Mulberry

2

Pinus halepensis

Aleppo Pine

3

3

F-P

Trees have not received any care in
years; significant dieback; #467 and
#468 have substantial leans

Platanus x
hispanica
Prunus
cerasifera
Schinus
terebinthifolius
Quercus
agrifolia

London
Plane

5

0

P

In very poor condition

Plum

1

0

P

In very poor condition

2

0

P

Appear to be volunteers

1

0

P

Stump sprout

3
4
5
6

Brazilian
Pepper
Coast Live
Oak

Totals:

J1

Heritage
Total
Tree
Amount Amount
1

0

P

Appears to be a volunteer

13

3

MPK Tree Survey
citizenM Hotels

11-18-19
2 of 3

Photos

Photo 1. Photo above shows the two Aleppo Pines. The trees were previously part of a stand of 5.

Photo 2. Photo left
shows pine #468 and
substantial lean.

J2

SBCA Tree Consulting
1534 Rose St. Crockett, CA 94525
steve@sbcatree.com

Phone (510) 787-3075
Fax (510) 787-3065
www.sbcatree.com

MPK Tree Survey
citizenM Hotels

11-18-19
3 of 3

Photo 3. Photo above left shows London Plane #482. Photo above right shows #483. All Plane trees are in very
poor condition.

End Report
Report submitted by:

Molly Batchelder, Consulting Arborist
WC ISA Certified Arborist #9613A
Tree Risk Assessment Qualified (TRAQ)
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steve@sbcatree.com

Phone (510) 787-3075
Fax (510) 787-3065
www.sbcatree.com
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Appendix 1
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11-18-19
1 of 2

COLUMN HEADING DESCRIPTIONS
Tag# - Indicates the number tag attached to tree
Species - Scientific name
Common Name - Vernacular name
DBH - Diameter measured in inches at 4.5 feet above soil grade, unless otherwise indicated
Height - In feet
Structure -Tree Health: E is Excellent, G is Good, F is Fair, P is Poor, D is Dead or Dying
Health- Tree Structural Safety: E is Excellent, G is Good, F is Fair, P is Poor, H is Hazardous
Heritage Tree- Attaining City of Heritage Tree Status: 1 is Yes
Suitability for Retention - Based on Tree Condition: G is Good, F is Fair, P is Poor
RPZ- Root Protection Zone: The radial distance in feet from base of tree that is to be fenced off from all construction access until designated by a
certified arborist.
Notes - Pertinant Arborist Notes

Tag #

Species

Common Name

DBH

Height

Structure

Health

Heritage
Tree

Suitability
for
Retention

RPZ

466
467

Pinus halepensis

Aleppo Pine

16

20

P

F-P

1

F

16

Pinus halepensis

Aleppo Pine

20

35

F-P

F-P

1

F

20

468
477
183
478
482
483

Pinus halepensis

Aleppo Pine

20

30

F

F-P

1

P

20

Prunus cerasifera

Plum

7.5

15

P

P

P

8

Morus alba

White Mulberry

4

10

G

G

P

4

Volunteer

Platanus x hispanica

London Plane

5.5

15

P

P

P

6

Large pruning wounds,
Dieback, Drought stressed

Platanus x hispanica

London Plane

5.5

15

P

D

P

6

Dead

Platanus x hispanica

London Plane

7

20

P

P

P

7

Lean, Dieback, Drought
stressed

SBCA Tree Consulting

J4 1534 Rose St. Crockett, Ca 94525

Notes

Headed for high voltage
power lines, Dieback
Significant lean, Headed for
high voltage power lines,
Dieback
Significant lean, Dieback,
Headed for high voltage
power lines
Codominant, Dieback,
Drought stressed

Phone (510) 787-3075
Fax (510) 787-3065

MPK Tree Survey
citizenM Hotels

Appendix 1
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11-18-19
2 of 2
Suitability
for
Retention

RPZ

Notes

P

P

7

Large pruning wounds,
Dieback, Drought stressed

P

F-P

P

6

Dieback, Drought stressed

10

P

G

P

6

Volunteer

8.5

15

P

G

P

9

Volunteer

5.5

10

P

G

P

6

Stump sprout

Tag #

Species

Common Name

DBH

Height

Structure

Health

496
501
184
185
186

Platanus x hispanica

London Plane

7

25

P

Platanus x hispanica

London Plane

6

20

Schinus terebinthifolius

Brazilian Pepper

5.5

Schinus terebinthifolius

Brazilian Pepper

Quercus agrifolia

Coast Live Oak

SBCA Tree Consulting

J5 1534 Rose St. Crockett, Ca 94525

Heritage
Tree

Phone (510) 787-3075
Fax (510) 787-3065

Species

Common
Name

Total
Amount

Heritage
Tree
Amount

Overall
Retention
Suitability

Comments

1

Morus alba

White
Mulberry

1

0

P

Appears to be a volunteer

2

Pinus halepensis

Aleppo Pine

3

3

F

Trees have not received any care in
years; significant dieback; #467 and
#468 have substantial leans

London Plane

5

0

P

In very poor condition

Plum
Brazilian
Pepper

1

0

P

In very poor condition

2

0

P

Appear to be volunteers

1

0

P

Stump sprout

3
4

5
6

Platanus x
hispanica
Prunus cerasifera
Schinus
terebinthifolius
Quercus agrifolia

Coast Live Oak

Totals:

J6

13

3

MPK Tree Survey
citizenM Hotels

Appendix 2
Tree Location Map

Amended 12-6-19
1 of 1

Trees on Chilco Street and Constitution Drive have
been removed.

SBCA Tree Consulting
1534 Rose St. Crockett, CA 94525
steve@sbcatree.com

J7

Phone (510) 787-3075
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www.sbcatree.com

ATTACHMENT K
AMENDMENT TO THE
SECOND AMENDED AND RESTATED
CONDITIONAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
Facebook Campus Expansion Project
(Proposed Hotel Project)
The following terms and conditions of the Second Amended and Restated Conditional
Development Permit are modified as identified herein. Except as expressly modified herein, the
terms and conditions of the Second Amended and Restated Conditional Development Permit
remain effective without impairment or modification. Changes to the Second Amended and
Restated Conditional Development Permit are shown with underlined language (indicating new
provisions) or by strikethrough text (indicating provisions that are being deleted or changed).
1.

GENERAL INFORMATION:
1.1

Applicant: Hibiscus Properties, LLC and CitizenM Hotels (and its any successors
and assigns)

1.2

Nature of Project: For purposes of this Second Amended and Restated
Conditional Development Permit, the Facebook Campus Expansion
Project (Project) includes Buildings 20-23, Building 305 (interim phase
only), a Parking Garage, an Electrical Vehicle Charging Facility, and the
Hotel as follows:
a.

1.9

Conditions Precedent: Applicant's obligations as set forth herein are expressly
conditioned on the resolution of all legal challenges, if any, to the Second

AFDOCS/15543592.1

K1

Buildings 21-22 and Hotel. Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment,
Rezoning, Second Amended and Restated Conditional
Development Permit, Development Agreement for 301-309
Constitution Drive as amended by the Amendment to the
Development Agreement (collectively, the “Amended Development
Agreement”), Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement, Lot
Line Adjustment, Heritage Tree Removal Permits, and
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), including the Addendum and
the Second Addendum prepared to analyze certain project
modifications, for the demolition of the on-site buildings, with the
exception of Building 23 and Building 305 (interim phase only), and
the subsequent redevelopment of the site with two office buildings
totaling no more than 962,400 square feet of office uses and an upto 200 240 room hotel of approximately 174,800 90,243 square
feet, 3,533 3,406 new parking spaces located at grade and within a
multi-story parking garage, an electrical vehicle charging facility,
publicly accessible open space, and a pedestrian and bicycle
bridge.

Amendment to the Second Amended and Restated Conditional Development Permit
Facebook Campus Expansion Project

January 13, 2020
Page 2 of 7

Addendum to the EIR Addendum and/or the Project. If no litigation or referendum
is commenced challenging the Second EIR Addendum and/or the Project,
Applicant's rights and obligations will vest on the passing of all applicable
statutes of limitation, consistent with the Amended Development Agreement. If
litigation or a referendum is commenced and Applicant determines to terminate
the Amendment to the Development Agreement during the pendency of any such
proceeding, the Second Amended and Restated Conditional Development Permit
as amended for 301-309 Constitution Drive shall survive and control the permitted
uses on those sites.
1.10

2.

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS:
2.6

3.

The on-site circulation and parking spaces shall be maintained in a manner
that is substantially consistent with the Project Plans, with a minimum of 3,533
3,406 parking spaces for Buildings 21 (1,476 spaces), 22 (1,294 spaces), 23
(518 spaces), and the Hotel (245 118 spaces). The hotel operator shall enter
into a shared parking agreement that runs with the land that allows the Hotel
to use the Building 22 parking garage per the requirements added in Section
9.53, to the satisfaction of the City’s Public Works Director and Community
Development Director. Parking shall be installed in a manner that is
substantially in compliance with the project phasing plans and approved
Project Plans. A minimum of 1,446 parking spaces are required for Building
20, with a maximum of 1,499 parking spaces, for a total minimum aggregate
parking count at the Project Site of 4,979 4,852 spaces at full build out of the
Project. Parking for Building 22 and a portion of parking for Building 23 and
the Hotel would be provided in a multi-story parking garage.

USES:
3.1

K2

Compliance with Second Amended and Restated Conditional Development Permit:
Unless superseded or replaced by the requirements outlined in this Amendment to
the Second Amended and Restated Conditional Development Permit, all conditions,
standards, requirements, and mitigation measures contained in the Second
Amended and Restated Conditional Development Permit shall continue to apply to
the Project.

The development is comprised of up to four office buildings (referred to as
Buildings 20, 21, 22, and 23) totaling no more than 1,576,164 square feet of
gross floor area (GFA), with potential usable roof gardens and amenities that are
accessible to the occupants of the buildings, as well as a public open space that
would be used for passive recreational uses and community events. Building 20,
21, and the Hotel would be generally constructed on top of surface parking lots
and Building 22 would have an at grade first level. The development includes a
multi-story parking garage to accommodate the required parking for Building 22
and a portion of the required parking for Building 23. Buildings 20 and 21 would
be connected with usable floor area. Buildings 21 and 22 would be connected
through an open bridge. Enclosed bridges would be included in the calculations
of GFA and FAR for the Project. In addition to the office buildings, a Hotel of up
to 200 240 rooms with a restaurant and bar that is open to the public is also
permitted. In the interim phase only, Building 305 would remain on- site,

Amendment to the Second Amended and Restated Conditional Development Permit
Facebook Campus Expansion Project

January 13, 2020
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concurrent with Building 22, but would be demolished prior to construction of the
Hotel. The Hotel may be constructed prior to Building 22 or any time after
demolition of Building 305. Permitted uses on the Project Site shall include the
following:
3.1.1

Administrative and professional offices, excluding medical/dental
offices serving the general population;

3.1.2

Medical and dental uses to serve on-site employees and
contractors are permissible;

3.1.3

General industrial uses including but not limited to warehousing,
manufacturing, printing and assembling;

3.1.4

Amenities and related uses intended to serve employees, contractors,
and visitors, such as neighborhood-serving convenience retail, banks,
community facility space, fitness facilities and restaurants, including those
that serve alcoholic beverages;

3.1.5

Outdoor seating and tables (including those intended to be used for the
consumption of food and beverages), temporary structures, and events
associated with those uses listed above on the Project Site including on
the roof, subject to approved building permits and Fire District permits, as
applicable;

3.1.6

Activities involving the use of hazardous materials, such as emergency
power generators, incidental to those uses listed above and subject to an
approved Hazardous Materials Business Plan, Building Permit, San
Mateo County Health Permit, and Menlo Park Fire Protection District
permit;

3.1.7

Cellular telecommunications facilities if fully screened or integrated into
the design of the building;

3.1.8

Hotels that do not include conference or banquet facilities, but include a
restaurant and hotel bar that are open to the public;

3.1.9

Recreational uses consistent with a public park;

3.1.10 Community events, including but not limited to farmers markets, movie
nights, concerts, community block parties, and food trucks, provided the
activities comply with Chapter 8.06 (Noise) of the municipal code,
unless a special events permit is approved by the City, as outlined in
Chapter 8.06.060 (Temporary permits, special event permits and use
permits) of the municipal code; and
3.1.11 Electrical Vehicle Charging Facility for electric buses, trams, and
shuttles, including the outside and overnight storage of electric
vehicles.
4.

K3

SIGNS:

Amendment to the Second Amended and Restated Conditional Development Permit
Facebook Campus Expansion Project

4.3

5.

Review of exterior artwork for Hotel: Design review of project plans for the
exterior artwork is required for the hotel building. The Planning Commission shall
review the design plans at a public hearing. The Applicant is required to submit
design plans for the Planning Division's review of the proposed exterior artwork.
The Planning Commission's action will be based on conformance with the
Second Amended and Restated Conditional Development Permit as amended.
Exterior artwork is required and shall be installed prior to occupancy of the Hotel.
6.2.1

The artwork design plans shall identify the locations, size, and standards
(such as any lighting)lighting of the future façade mounted artwork.

6.2.2

The application shall identify any exterior lighting sources and document
compliance with the adopted Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program from the certified EIR for the Facebook Campus Expansion
Project.

6.2.3

The applicant shall conduct community outreach to the satisfaction of the
Community Development Director for the façade mounted artwork with
the goal of ensuring that the selected artwork reflects the values and input
of the community.

6.2.4

The applicant shall obtain all necessary building permits for the
installation of the façade mounted artwork and the artwork shall be
installed prior to occupancy of the Hotel.

6.2.5

Future modifications to the size, location, or standards of the artwork shall
be subject to Planning Commission review.

PROJECT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS – GENERAL:
9.1

K4

This Amendment to the Second Amended and Restated Conditional
Development Permit shall be recorded in the Official Records of the County of
San Mateo, State of California.

MODIFICATIONS
6.2

9.

The potential future façade mounted exterior artwork for the Hotel is not
considered signage and does not count toward the maximum sign area
permitted for the Project Site, provided that the artwork shall not contain any
hotel branding.

RECORDATION:
5.3

6.

January 13, 2020
Page 4 of 7

Project Plans: Development of the Project shall be substantially in conformance
with the plans submitted by Gehry Partners, LLC dated received October 10,
2017, recommended for approval to the City Council by the Planning
Commission on October 16, 2017 (Project Plans), and approved by the City
Council on November 7, 2017, except as modified by the conditions contained
herein and in accordance with Section 6 (Modifications) of this document. The
Hotel and Electric Vehicle Charging Station shall be substantially in conformance
with the Planning Commission's design review of the detailed plans for each

Amendment to the Second Amended and Restated Conditional Development Permit
Facebook Campus Expansion Project
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building as set forth in Section 6. Buildings 20, 21, and 23 shall be in substantial
conformance with the plans approved for those buildings in prior approvals.
9.1.1. Hotel Project Plans: The Hotel shall be substantially in
conformance with the plans submitted by Gensler dated received on
December 30, 2019, recommended for approval to the City Council by the
Planning Commission on January 13, 2020, and approved by the City
Council on February 11, 2020, except as modified by the conditions
contained herein and in accordance with Section 6 (Modifications) of the
Second Amended and Restated Conditional Development Permit as
amended. The Hotel artwork shall be substantially in conformance with
the Planning Commission's design review of the detailed plans for the
exterior artwork as set forth in Section 6.1.6.
PROJECT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS - HOTEL
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9.53

Shared Parking Agreement: Prior to occupancy of the Hotel, the hotel operator
and Hibiscus Properties LLC shall enter into a shared parking agreement that
runs with the land that allows the Hotel to use a minimum of 127 parking spaces
within the parking structure for Building 22. The shared parking agreement shall
be reviewed and approved by the City’s Community Development Director and
Public Works Director and shall be recorded with the San Mateo County
Recorder’s Office. The parking agreement shall be binding on current and future
occupants of the Project Site.

9.54

Delivery schedules shall be developed to minimize conflicts with hotel guest
traffic and wayfinding signage for hotel guests to and from the parking garage
shall be provided, subject to review and approval of the Transportation Division.

9.55

Participation in future transportation management association (TMA): If the City
develops a TMA that includes the Project Site, the hotel operator shall make a
good faith effort to participate in the TMA.

9.56

All public right-of-way improvements, including frontage improvements and the
dedication of easements and public right-of-way, shall be completed to the
satisfaction of the Engineering Division prior to building permit final inspection.

9.57

Prior to commencing any work within the right-of-way or public easements, the
applicant shall obtain an encroachment permit from the appropriate reviewing
jurisdiction.

9.58

Prior to building permit issuance, applicant shall coordinate with Menlo Park
Municipal Water (MPMW) to confirm the existing water mains and service laterals
meet the domestic and fire flow requirements of the project. If the existing water
main and service laterals are not sufficient as determined by MPMW, applicant
may, as part of the project, be required to construct and install new water mains
and service laterals sufficient to meet such requirements.

9.60

During the design phase of the construction drawings, all potential utility conflicts
shall be potholed with actual depths and recorded on the improvement plans,
submitted for City review and approval.

Amendment to the Second Amended and Restated Conditional Development Permit
Facebook Campus Expansion Project
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9.61

During the design phase of the construction drawings, all potential utility conflicts
shall be potholed with actual depths and recorded on the improvement plans,
submitted for City review and approval.

9.62

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the
applicant shall submit a Hydrology Report substantiating that on-site flows will
not exceed existing conditions as a result of the proposed improvements. The
Hydrology report will be subject to review and approval by the Engineering
Division.

9.63

Prior to building permit issuance, the Applicant shall submit a finalized version of
the Stormwater Control Plan, which shall provide stormwater treatment for the
entire project site pursuant to the latest regulations specified in the San Mateo
County C.3 Technical Guidance Manual. The Stormwater Control Plan shall
include a written report identify existing and proposed project conditions, and all
applicable source controls, and mitigation measures (i.e. bioretention areas, flow
through planters, etc.) implemented to meet NPDES compliance. The
Stormwater Control Plan is subject to review and approval by the Engineering
Division.

9.64

Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the
applicant shall provide documentation indicating the amount of irrigated
landscaping. If the project proposes more than 500 square feet of irrigated
landscaping, it is subject to the City's Water Efficient Landscaping Ordinance
(Municipal Code Chapter 12.44). Submittal of a detailed landscape plan would be
required concurrently with the submittal of a complete building permit application
and would be subject to review and approval by the Engineering Division.

9.65

If construction is not complete by the start of the wet season (October 1 through
April 30), the applicant shall implement a winterization program to minimize the
potential for erosion and sedimentation. As appropriate to the site and status of
construction, winterization requirements shall include
inspecting/maintaining/cleaning all soil erosion and sedimentation controls prior
to, during, and immediately after each storm event; stabilizing disturbed soils
through temporary or permanent seeding, mulching, matting, tarping or other
physical means; rocking unpaved vehicle access to limit dispersion of much onto
public right-of-way; and covering/tarping stored construction materials, fuels, and
other chemicals. Plans to include proposed measures to prevent erosion and
polluted runoff from all site conditions shall be submitted for review and approval
of the Engineering Division prior to beginning construction.

9.66

The applicant shall retain a civil engineer to prepare "as-built" or "record"
drawings of public improvements, and the drawings shall be submitted in
AutoCAD and Adobe PDF formats to the Engineering Division.

9.67

All Public Works fees are due prior to issuance of building permit. Refer to City
of Menlo Park Master Fee Schedule.

9.68

Post-construction runoff into the storm drain shaII not exceed pre- construction
runoff levels. The applicant's design professional shall evaluate the Project's
impact to the City's storm drainage system and shall substantiate their
conclusions with drainage calculations to the satisfaction of the City Engineer
prior to building permit issuance.

Amendment to the Second Amended and Restated Conditional Development Permit
Facebook Campus Expansion Project
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9.69

For construction activity resulting in a land disturbance of one acre or more,
Applicant shall file a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the State Water Resources
Control Board under the Construction Activities Storm Water General Permit
(General Permit). The NOI indicates the Applicant's intent to comply with the San
Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program, including a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).

9.70

A landscape audit report shall be submitted to the engineering division prior to
final inspection.

9.71

Concurrent with the building permit submittal, the applicant shall submit a FEMA
Conditional Letter of Map Revision based on Fill (CLOMR-F) application to the
Public Works Department for review and approval. In accordance with the
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), Section 65.5, the applicant shall
prepare supporting data, including relevant hydraulic and hydrologic analyses,
delineation of floodplain boundaries and all other information required by FEMA
to review and evaluate the request for a CLOMR-F. Upon receiving City
approval, the applicant shall submit the CLOMR-F application to FEMA. Prior to
issuance of the building permit the applicant shall obtain a CLOMR-F from
FEMA. The applicant shall submit an elevation certificate prior to final signoff of
the foundation inspection.

9.72

The applicant shall obtain a Letter of Map Amendment based on fill (LOMA-F)
from FEMA after the project is completed.

9.73

Covenants, Conditions & Restrictions (CC&Rs) shall be required for the hotel
parcel and the adjacent property, addressing overlapping topics such as shared
access, stormwater treatment areas, and storm drains. CC&R’s shall be
submitted, reviewed, and approved by the Community Development Director,
Public Works Director, and the City Attorney prior to building permit issuance.
Easements, deed restrictions, or other alternate mechanisms may be used for
these requirements, as specified by the City Attorney.

Exhibit A:

Plat to Accompany Legal Description

Exhibit B:

Legal Description

ATTACHMENT L

11/13/2019
citizenM Menlo Park – Community Outreach Summary
On October 9, 2019, citizenM held an ‘open house’ community meeting from 4-8pm at the Onetta Harris Community
Center. This session was planned as an opportunity for community members to drop in to meet members of the
citizenM team, learn about the project, ask questions, and provide feedback. The meeting was publicized through
the Belle Haven Neighborhood Association and the Belle Haven Community Development Fund including emails and
posts on the Nextdoor community website. A Spanish-speaking translator was in attendance to provide translation
services for community members as needed.
Roughly 12-15 community members attended the meeting. The attendees showed a high level of interest in the
project and asked questions and provided feedback around various project aspects, including the following:
•
•
•
•
•

Local hiring efforts
Food & beverage offerings
Meeting and events space
Parking and traffic
Building design and landscaping

We have taken into account this feedback and will work to incorporate it within the program and operations strategy.
In addition to the broader ‘open house’ meeting, citizenM has also met individually with local stakeholders who
expressed interest in the project.

JobTrain
citizenM is committed to providing quality employment opportunities to local community members, including
disadvantaged groups, for both construction and operations positions. To ensure that it is able to achieve this goal,
citizenM met with local workforce training organization JobTrain. Discussions have focused around the positions for
which citizenM will be hiring and JobTrain’s workforce training programs. We will continue to work with JobTrain to
provide details on our hiring needs and establish a partnership which will ensure local hiring.
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