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Proposed Terms for Mahler Road for Horizon - Burlingame

From Jonathan Martin <jmartin@hotelpros.biz>
Date Wed 7/1/2026 1:12 PM
To CEO_BoardFeedback <boardfeedback@smcgov.org>

0 1 attachment (73 KB)
BayLandingHotel BoardLetter July2026.pdf;

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and
know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

Hello,

| am submitting this letter into the public record.
Jonathan Martin, General Manager, Bay Landing Hotel

1550 Bayshore Highway, Burlingame, CA 94010
Telephone: (650) 259-9000
Email: Jmartin@hotelpros.biz, Website: www.baylandinghotel.com

Managed by Hogan Hospitality Group

45 John Glenn Dr. Concord, CA 94520

Telephone: (415) 331-1061, Facsimile: (415) 331-8711
Email: Info@hotelpros.biz, Website: www.hotelpros.biz

HOGAN
HOSPITALITY




Item No. 1

Bay Landing Hotel

1350 Old Bayshore Highway
Burlingame, CA 94010
boardfeedback@smcgov.org

July 1st, 2026

Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo

500 County Center

Redwood City, CA 94063

VIA EMAIL: boardfeedback@smcgov.org
Honorable Supervisors:

Bay Landing Hotel has operated on the Burlingame bayfront for many years. We welcome
thousands of guests annually — business travelers, families, visitors to the Peninsula — and we
employ members of the local community. We are proud to be part of this neighborhood. It is
from that position, as a longtime community anchor, that we write today to share our serious
concerns about how the proposed use of the Mahler Road property as a sobering center has
been handled to date — and to offer a constructive path forward.

Our concerns begin not with the County's behavioral health goals — which we respect — but
with the process by which this decision has been pursued. The business community learned of
this proposal less than 72 hours before the April 7 Board meeting. A matter of this
consequence, affecting businesses, employees, guests, and residents along the entire bayfront
corridor, deserved far more than a last-minute notice and a slot on the consent calendar. We
are grateful that President Corzo moved the item to a full agenda discussion, and we hope the
Board will use this hearing as an opportunity to reset the process on stronger footing.

On April 13, local business owners — including representatives from Bay Landing Hotel — met
directly with Supervisor Speier, County Executive Callagy, and the CEO of Horizon Services.
That meeting was productive and candid. We came prepared not just with concerns, but with
specific offers of help: commercial real estate professionals volunteered their time and expertise
to assist the County in identifying and objectively scoring alternative sites. We asked only that
the process be slowed enough to do it right. We have not yet heard back from the County's
team in response to those offers, and we hope the Board will help reopen that engagement.

We also shared something at that meeting that warrants serious consideration: documented
historical data from the period when this specific address previously operated as a sobering
center. The number of incidents recorded during that time — incidents affecting the safety of
guests, employees, and the surrounding area — was significant. This is not speculation or
generalized concern. It is a factual record tied to this exact location, presented in good faith as
evidence that should inform any responsible site evaluation. We hope the Board will direct staff
to formally review this data as part of any future site assessment.



As a hotel, our responsibility to our guests and employees is not abstract. People choose to stay
with us, and we are accountable to their safety and comfort. The area east of Highway 101
already presents real operational challenges — limited pedestrian infrastructure, minimal transit
access, industrial surroundings. Siting a 24/7 residential treatment facility in this environment, at
a location with a documented history of safety incidents, is a decision that warrants honest,
open dialogue with the businesses and workers who will feel its effects every day.

We also want to raise a concern about the philosophy behind this site selection. Placing a
behavioral health facility for vulnerable clients in an isolated industrial bayfront location — far
from transit, social services, and medical care — risks exactly the outcome that good behavioral
health policy seeks to avoid: siting vulnerable populations far from the resources they need to
succeed. The clients this facility will serve deserve proximity to transit, services, and community
connection. A more deliberate process would weigh their needs alongside those of the
surrounding community.

We ask the Board to take three straightforward steps:

¢ Respond to the business community with the follow-through that was discussed at
the April 13 meeting — including a substantive review of the incident data we provided
and the alternative sites we offered to help identify.

¢ Center the clients being served by directing staff to evaluate any alternative sites
using the same site appropriateness criteria that informed the original BHCIP Round 2
grant award — proximity to transit and services, alignment with state priorities, land use
context, and the absence of adjacent industrial uses with documented health and safety
concerns.

Bay Landing Hotel is not opposed to the County meeting its behavioral health obligations. We
are asking that it do so through a process that is transparent, that takes documented evidence
seriously, and that results in outcomes that work for the community and the clients alike. We
believe that kind of process is still within reach, and we remain willing partners in achieving it.

Respectfully,

Bay Landing Hotel
1350 Old Bayshore Highway
Burlingame, CA 94010

CC:

Michael P. Callagy, County Executive

Burlingame City Council

Lisa Goldman, City Manager, City of Burlingame

Neda Zayer, Community Development Director, City of Burlingame



Item No. 1
& Outlook

HLC/OSM letter for special meeting 7.2.26

From Eldridge, Karyl <KEldridge@cbnorcal.com>

Date Wed 7/1/2026 2:45 PM

To CEO_BoardFeedback <boardfeedback@smcgov.org>

[I]J 1 attachment (1 MB)
HLC One San Mateo Horizon Treatment Services Letter.pdf;

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and
know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

Dear Clerk of the Board:

Please include the attached letter in the public record for the July 2, 2026 Special Meeting of the
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors, Agenda Item 1 / File #26-607, regarding the proposed
Horizon Treatment Services recovery facility.

Thank you,

Karyl Eldridge

*Wire Fraud is Real*. Before wiring any money, call the intended recipient at a number you
know is valid to confirm the instructions. Additionally, please note that the sender does not have
authority to bind a party to a real estate contract via written or verbal communication.
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June 30, 2026

San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
CC: County Manager Mike Callagy
County Government Center

400 County Center

Redwood City, CA 94063

Re: Support for Identifying a Viable Site for Horizon Treatment Services
Dear Honorable President Corzo, Members of the Board, and County Manager Callagy:

Thank you for your continued engagement on the question of where to locate the proposed Horizon
Treatment Services substance use disorder and recovery facility. We recognize this has been a complicated
process, and while it has not been an easy one, we appreciate the Board and Administration’s genuine
commitment to finding a workable and creative solution and to standing behind the County funding already

committed to this project.

While we support the treatment center moving forward in Burlingame, we want to reiterate our clear
preference for the San Mateo site. It is closer to the population most in need of these services, better
situated along transit corridors, and more accessible for clients, staff, and visiting family members. As a
centrally located site, it minimizes transportation barriers for your residents in San Mateo County and better

supports client outcomes.

That said, we understand the political and community realities the Board is navigating and recognize the
importance of opening the Center quickly in order to meet the urgent needs of future clients. In the interest
of moving forward with the required alacrity, we would like to suggest ways to strengthen the Burlingame

site.

With regards to other co-located uses, Mahler’s larger footprint creates a promising opportunity to bring
additional County behavioral health and social services on-site. We fully support this and feel this is one of
the strongest advantages of the site that the County should take full advantage of. A larger campus that



integrates more County services alongside Horizon's program strengthens the overall continuum of care.
Our only request is that the Board ensure any additional square footage is used for purposes that are
complementary to the mission of the center, for example, the LGBTQ Center, Veterans services, medical
clinics, etc., rather than drifting into ancillary uses such as general storage or unrelated administrative
functions. The space should reinforce the mission, and we believe this strengthens outcomes both for our

residents as well as County constituents.

Second, we remain concerned about the transit accessibility of the Burlingame site relative to San Mateo. If
the Board moves forward with Burlingame, we respectfully ask that the County commit to transportation
assistance for clients and families, whether through shuttle service, transit subsidies, or other mechanisms,
to ensure that distance from transit does not become a barrier to care for the population this facility is

intended to serve.

With these considerations in mind, we want to underscore the urgency of this decision. The deadline to
identify the location for this project is July 8. We respectfully but strongly urge the Board to resolve the site
question at the special meeting. Further delay risks jeopardizing the grant funding, and with it, the

opportunity to bring desperately needed treatment capacity online for our community.

We are grateful for the Board's and the Administration’s sustained attention to this issue, and for the
resources the County has already dedicated to making this project a reality. We look forward to continuing
to work with you toward a resolution that serves both the community and the people who urgently need

access to this care.

Sincerely,
Ken Chan Karyl Eldridge
Senior Organizer Co-Chair

Housing Leadership Council of San Mateo County One San Mateo
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Horizon Treatment Services at 826 Mahler Road, File No. 26-607

From Douglas Robbins <drobbins@tongrobbins.com>

Date Wed 7/1/2026 4:51 PM

To CEO_BoardFeedback <boardfeedback@smcgov.org>

Cc  Noelia Corzo <ncorzo@smcgov.org>; Ray Mueller <rmueller@smcgov.org>; David Canepa
<dcanepa@smcgov.org>; Michael Callagy <mcallagy@smcgov.org>; CEO_SMCSUPSPEIER

<smcsupspeier@smcgov.org>; SMC_SupGauthier <smc_supgauthier@smcgov.org>; jnibbeli@smcgov.org
<jnibbeli@smcgov.org>

@J 1 attachment (194 KB)
Robbins Itr to SMCBS final 070126.pdf;

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and
know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

Board of Directors

Please see attached letter pertaining to development of a Recovery Center at 826 Mahler Road in Burlingame
California currently on your agenda for July 2, 2026, File Number 26-607.

Cordially,

B. Douglas Robbins

TONGROBBINSLLP
100 Pine St., Ste. 1250
San Francisco, CA 94111
0: 650.240.2404

D: 650.240.1228
www.tongrobbins.com
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VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL ONLY

July 1, 2026

Noelia Corzo, President

San Mateo County Board of Supervisors

500 County Center

Redwood City, CA 94063

(650) 363-4568

ncorzo@smcgov.org; boardfeedback@smcgov.org

Ray Mueller, Vice President

San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
500 County Center

Redwood City, CA 94063

(650) 363-4569

rmueller@smcgov.org

David J. Canepa, County Supervisor
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
500 County Center

Redwood City, CA 94063

(650) 363-4572

dcanepa@smcgov.org

Michael P. Callagy, County Executive
County of San Mateo

555 County Center, 4™ Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063

(650) 363-4129
mcallagy@smcgov.org

Re:

TONGROBBINSLe

100 Pine St., Ste. 1250, San Francisco, CA 94111
www.tongrobbins.com
650.240.2404

Jackie Speier, County Supervisor

San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
500 County Center

Redwood City, CA 94063

(650) 363-4571
smcsupspeier@smecgov.org

Lisa Gauthier, County Supervisor
Board of Supervisors Offices

500 County Center

Redwood City, CA 94063

(650) 363-4570
smc_supgauthier@smcgov.org

John D. Nibbeli, County Counsel
County of San Mateo

500 County Center

Redwood City, CA 94063

(650) 363-4250
jnibbeli@smcgov.org

Request for Further Hearings Pertaining to Horizon Treatment Services at 826

Mahler Road in Burlingame, California

Dear President and Board:

This firm represents King 1499 Bayshore Owner LLC, and certain related joint venture partners,
(collectively the “1499 Parties”), that own a land site entitled for life science development at
1499 Old Bayshore Highway in Burlingame, California (“1499 Bayshore”). 1499 Bayshore is
immediately adjacent to 1501-1545 Old Bayshore Highway and 826 Mahler Road, the proposed
new location for development of Horizon Services Inc.’s (“Horizon’s”) Palm Recovery Center
(“Recovery Center”). The Recovery Center was a project originally awarded $25.5m in
competitive grant funding under California Department of Health Care Services’ Behavioral
Health Continuum Infrastructure Program (“BHCIP”) for development and operation at 101
North ElI Camino Real in San Mateo (the “Original San Mateo Site”). The County of San Mateo
and Horizon now seek to relocate that project to Old Bayshore Highway in Burlingame.

drobbins@tongrobbins.com
direct no. 650.240.1228



Request for Demonstration of Grant Compliance
Page 2 of 3

The 1499 Parties respectfully request that the Board of Supervisors perform additional
investigation, engage in community outreach, and hold further hearings in order to more fully
ventilate the complicated policy issues at play in locating the Recovery Center at the Burlingame
location. As part of the local community, the 1499 Parties also respectfully request an
opportunity to submit reports and be heard on these issues.

Relocating the Recovery Center from El Camino Real in San Mateo to Bayshore Highway in
Burlingame (the “Burlingame Site””) would be inappropriate for multiple reasons. We summarize
some of the more serious concerns here.

Lack of Outreach. First, unlike the Original San Mateo Site, no formal community outreach has
been performed at the Burlingame Site. The community in and around the Burlingame Site are
commercial and industrial facilities, science labs, hotels and the like. None of these entities have
been consulted and none have approved. The few local parties and entities that have obtained
advance warning, such as representatives of the Burlingame City Council, have objected. See,
e.g., Objection from Donna Colson and Michael Brownrigg to the County of San Mateo Board of
Supervisors, May 4, 2026.

Violation of Zoning Ordinance. Second, the Burlingame Site is located in an area that has been
zoned for Industrial Use. See City of Burlingame, Burlingame General Plan, at CC-14, Nov.
2019, https://www.burlingame.org/DocumentCenter/View/667/Adopted-General-Plan---Full-
Document-PDF?bidld=. Residential projects are not allowed. See Burlingame, Cal., Mun. Code
§ 25.12.010(D). When the City of Burlingame itself examined the question, it recently found that
Horizon’s proposed use for a residential “Recovery Center” at the Burlingame Site was
disallowed because it violates the City of Burlingame’s General Plan and the City’s Zoning
Code. See Letter from Neda Zayer, Community Development Director of the City of Burlingame
to Caroline Shaker, Real Property Manager for the County of San Mateo, at 3, May 26, 2026.

As a legal matter, the County may or may not be able to vitiate the Burlingame zoning code.
That legal question has not yet been tested yet. But the more immediate question for the Board is
whether doing so would be a good idea. City zoning ordinances exist for good reasons. Generally
speaking, it can be dangerous to have the residential community in and around an industrial area.
And conversely, there are important industrial activities that may not occur within range of the
residential community either because they are prohibited by statutes, create civil liability, or
violate best practices standards. We respectfully submit that before this Board seeks to suspend
local zoning ordinances and move forward in a direction contrary to the findings of the City of
Burlingame, that the Board conduct a fact-based investigation and obtain expert
recommendations about the impact of a residential Recovery Center in an area zoned Industrial.
Failing to do so creates its own kind of liability for the County and Horizon.

Flood Risk. Third, the Burlingame Site is located in a high-risk FEMA “Special Flood Hazard
Area.” Independent analysis has concluded the Site is located in an “extreme” flood risk zone
with a likelihood to flood and/or reflood, within the next 30 years. See, e.g., Burlingame Flood
Risk, FIRST STREET (2026), https://firststreet.org/city/burlingame-ca/609066_fsid/flood. Worse
than periodic flooding, even by the most conservative of estimates it is reasonably likely that
within the next ten to twenty years, this area will suffer from sea level rise making the bottom
story, and perhaps the entire facility of the proposed Burlingame Site unusable. The County of
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San Mateo is well aware of this risk, having determined that climate change is real and that as a
matter of county-wide policy in the management of its properties, the County will seek to
evaluate climate risks in a serious-minded way. See County of San Mateo, Sea Level Rise Policy
of County Owned Assets, at 1, (2019) [hereinafter Sea Level Rise Policy], https://www.
smcsustainability.org/wp-content/uploads/20191210_att A-SLR-Policy.pdf.

Comparative Evaluation. After a much longer community outreach and far more thorough
evaluation than contemplated here, the Board previously committed funding to support Horizon
in its application for $25.5m in grant funding from BHCIP, to develop the 101 North El Camino
Real in San Mateo location in 2025 (the “Original San Mateo Site””). The BHCIP Program did
not commit those funds to develop the Burlingame Site. Funding at that site is currently
unknown. Moreover, as compared to the Burlingame Site, the San Mateo location avoids all of
the challenges highlighted above. The San Mateo location also has numerous other advantages,
too many to discuss in this short letter.

Moreover the 1499 Parties have submitted three other proposed locations to the San Mateo
County Executive, all of which, like the Original San Mateo Site, avoid the complications
inherent to the Burlingame Site. We respectfully request an opportunity to present these
alternative site proposals to the Board at subsequent hearings.

REQUEST FOR FURTHER EVALUATION

Accordingly, we request that the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors carefully and
thoroughly review Horizon’s new application to shift the development of their Recovery Center
project to the Burlingame Site. We also respectfully request that before the County makes any
final determination that the 1499 Parties and other similarly affected entities be given an
opportunity to submit additional briefing and be heard as members of the affected community.

Cordially,

TONG ROBBINS LLP

&t

B. Douglas Robbins
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