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Nhi Atienza

From: Bob Gerecke 
Sent: Tuesday, October 4, 2022 8:30 AM
To: Nhi Atienza
Subject: ADDITIONAL COMMENT TO PLANNING COMMISSION ON HOTEL/MOTEL ORDINANCE

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
In addition, please consider that Auto Center Drive is a major source of sales tax revenue, which our City budget really 
needs for our economic sustainability.  What we create at the nearby motels and thereby on the ground will affect 
whether Claremont residents and others will want to patronize or avoid Auto Center Drive. 
 
Making prostitution and drug dealing easier, as the proposed ordinance would do,  is not the way to go. 
 
Bob Gerecke 
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Nhi Atienza

From: Bob Gerecke 
Sent: Monday, October 3, 2022 11:46 PM
To: Nhi Atienza
Subject: Comment on Planning Commission agenda item: Motel Ordinance
Attachments: Reviews for PC meeting - Jerry Klasik.docx; Consultant Report on Prostitution In I-10 

Freeway Corridor 7-29-2022.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Dear Planning Commissioners, 
 
Instead of the proposed Hotel/Motel Ordinance,  Claremont should duplicate a Long Beach ordinance called a 
“Nuisance Motel Ordinance”.  It sets standards and describes the process of forcing the motel to correct 
problems or denying them a permit to operate.  It sets the stage to shut them down if they aren’t managed 
properly. 
 

 We all know how much prostitution we see on Indian Hill Blvd near our three motels at the I-10 
freeway. 57 people demonstrated on Saturday 8/27. Prostitutes continue to be bold. One walked past 
the 57 people while they were protesting. 

 
 The Courier’s police blotter frequently reports drug use and drug dealing in, and on the property of, 

these motels. 
 

 Motel managers know that there are traffickers/pimps, young women and drug buyers and sellers 
staying at their motels, but they continue to rent to them. Motel owners do not add them to a no-rent 
list, as a prior owner did. 

 
The attached guest reviews for the motels show that people are shocked at the conditions. Motel owners are 
not managing their property in a safe and healthy condition. 
 
The City staff has proposed an ordinance change that is worse than what we already have in the Municipal 
Code. There is no additional enforcement process. Pretending that their proposed ordinance is in response to 
the motel problems documented by the attached consultant’s study they paid for, they are actually removing 
protections. Despite the findings of the study, the staff proposes:  

o No more requirement that people staying in motels have another address. The motel can be 
their only address. 

o No more requirement that a person can stay in the motel for at most 60 days in a half year. 
o No more requirement that motel rooms must be rented for a minimum of 18 hours. The rooms 

can be used for “Day Use” for less money if the room is “closely monitored” (try to enforce 
that!), and then it can be re-rented. 

o No requirement that photo identification is copied or that the motel clerk has to sign that he 
has seen a photo ID and is accountable that the person is the same. 

o Groups can rent rooms and not personally sign in. 
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o Despite the Police Commission proposal that motels near the freeway have permitted parking 
where all visitors must sign in, the staff states that they “have not yet determined whether 
secured parking is feasible and safe for the freeway motels.” 

o In our current Municipal Code, a residential motel was only allowed if the motel “is located in 
an area with a concentration of amenities for guests, including restaurant, retail, recreation, 
open space, and exercise facilities”. The new ordinance proposes to delete this. 

 
Motels have many homeless people living there, paying with vouchers. Recently, the Knights Inn was filled 
with 90% voucher residents.  Voucher residents struggling with their own issues will continue to be housed 
next to criminals who will prey upon them and whom bad management won’t stop renting to, because they 
bring in money. 
 
The proposed ordinance actually removes protections against prostitution and drug peddling, which will occur 
next to the many vulnerable voucher residents in every motel in town. And there are no clear steps for forcing 
motels to shut down if they violate our remaining more-permissive municipal code requirements. 
 
Please reject the proposed ordinance and request that you be offered the alternative of the Long Beach 
“Nuisance Motel Ordinance”.  If the proposed ordinance is enacted, the failures of the staff to enforce our 
standards for the past years may be turned into permanent Claremont law. 
 
Thank you for your consideration and for your service on our most important Commission. 
 
Bob Gerecke 



Reviews for PC meeting 

Motel 6 

 TRIPADVISOR   

 April, 2022 Absolutely filthy, neglected and dangerous. 
Prostitutes and sketchy people in the parking lot....  
Rooms absolutely reek of cigarette/pot smoke (even though our room was a "non smoking" 
room. 
Very sad as this used to be a nice hotel. They literally don't care about cleanliness, customer 
safety OR a good night rest. It should be condemned by the health dept., as the balcony looks 
like it could collapse at any moment.  
GROSS!!! 

 April 11, 2022:  I checked into the hotel in the daylight and the hotel seemed dirty and 
sketchy. When we got into the room, it smelled like very strong chemical deodorizer. Almost 
choking. We aired it out and went to dinner. Came back at night and saw two nearly naked 
prostitutes walking near our room, and a room that looked like they lived there.  There were 
parties in cars that spilled into rooms of dangerous looking people.    
 
We left. the line was too long to check out in the lobby, and it felt unsafe waiting, and the phone 
went unanswered when I tried to call to check out. 
 
I have stayed at many Motel 6's and 95% of them have been clean and good values.  One other 
time it was dirty, but not dangerous. Please read other reviews of this hotel and you will see that 
others agree that it is dangerous and dirty. I would remove them from Motel 6 brand association 
as it is a terrible place. 

BOOKING.COM:  Sept   Won’t be back until its cleared out  

Liked  · the location. lots of restaurants near. right off fwy. had a fridge and microwave  

Disliked  · waaaaaaaaaaaaayyyyyyy toooooooooo much illegal activity going on there. All hours 
of the night especially on weekends. Not a family place I was scared to let my kids go outside. 
Paid way to much for a facility with all that going on right outside and there was no notice of 
pool being not only open but that there wasn’t even water in it.  

  September Very Poor  

Liked  · Location is good. Exit from freeway. There are lots of food options nearby., even 
walking distance from hotel.  

Disliked  · Pool and jacuzzi unavailable!!! They DO NOT have NON-SMOKING Rooms. All 
rooms are stinky to cigarettes and drugs!!!! This is unacceptable to spend time with family!!!! 
NEVER BOOK AT MOTEL 6 CLAREMONT!!!!!!  



Claremont Lodge 

YELP 

Kinya R    Glendora, CA 9/18/2022 

One word. Prostitution. Claremont should close this trash down. It's unsettling / disgusting 
watching young girls get dropped off here to "work". The fact that Yelp is threatening my speech 
is also concerning. The owners of this business know the crime going in here. 

 

Teresa A.    San Francisco, CA 8/14/2022 

Do not stay here it was so bad.. on one of the beds there was blood on the sheets in the room... I 
went to the front desk because the phone in our room did not even work... the front desk went 
and handed us sheets and told me to change it my self.   The floors in our room was so dirty that 
our socks where black .. the towels in the bath room where nasty ... they had blood stains on 
them .. then to top it off here was people out side our room like at 3 in the morning doing drugs 
... for 160  I will never stay here again .. do not waste your money here... 

BOOKING.COM 

Davis United States of America  1 night ·  April 2022 Solo traveler Reviewed: May 2, 2022  

As an elderly woman traveling alone, I did not feel safe and would not stay here 
again.  

Liked  · Quiet. Close to the freeway. Close to good Thai restaurant and Starbucks.  

Disliked  · Did not like the location. Did not feel safe. Walking back from dinner, 4 police cars 
were in the parking lot.  
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Shelley Desautels

Subject: FW: Meeting on Motels:

 

From: Ginger Elliott < >  
Sent: Tuesday, November 29, 2022 10:44 AM 
To: Katie Wand <kwand@ci.claremont.ca.us> 
Subject: Meeting on Motels: 
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
As a member of Safe and Healthy Housing is walked the “nuisance” motels this past month.  Even on such cursory 
review it is clear there is a major problem there.  Pleas review the Long Beach ordinance for particular ways to address 
this issue.  The 3.0 proposal doesn’t do the job. 
 
Ginger Elliott 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 
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Shelley Desautels

Subject: FW: Hotel malfeasance in south Claremont

 

From: John Engelke < >  
Sent: Tuesday, November 29, 2022 12:38 PM 
To: Katie Wand <kwand@ci.claremont.ca.us> 
Cc: Jim Keith < > 
Subject: Re: Hotel malfeasance in south Claremont 

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Hello Ms. Wand,   
 
As an addendum to my previous letter, I wanted to point out that Monrovia, as well as other local cities, has 
successfully leveraged suggestions included here. Starting in the mid-1970s, Monrovia enjoyed a stunning track 
record of redevelopment success. They were so successful, in fact, that the city was able to finish redeveloping 
one part of town and then moved on to different areas. The efforts turned around a street notorious for rundown 
hotels, drug dealing and liquor stores into a stunning technology and business corridor backed by malls, shops 
and nearby residential development. South Claremont needs redevelopment focus. 
 
The California Planning and Development Report (https://www.cp-dr.com/articles/node-1945) and the Los 
Angeles Times' "Monrovia Makes the Most of Redevelopment Tools" (https://www.latimes.com/archives/la-
xpm-1988-06-12-re-7002-story.html) discuss how Monrovia rebuilt areas in malaise through an aggressive, 
multi-pronged approach that included police action, standards enforcement and shuttering illicit businesses 
while simultaneously encouraging new land use. Over the years the city has even leveraged investments to 
purchase property temporarily and demolish offending structures or alternately engaged eminent domain to take 
them over. Similarly, the city of Baldwin Park closed a crime-plagued hotel 
(https://www.latimes.com/archives/la-xpm-1993-06-17-ga-4201-story.html) through a series of coordinated 
police and city code enforcement action. 
 
These articles from a few years ago remain meaningful simply because the state of problems is directly 
comparable. The low-budget and rundown hotels match the articles' subjects to a tee -- prostitution, rampant 
illegal drug vending and resultant social abuse is occurring right now in our midst, in front of our eyes. Given a 
plan of completely appropriate enforcement action, these examples become a guide that effective measures 
will get the criminal element out of south Claremont and reverse the structural decay quite decisively.  
 
Where can we start? Tear down the abandoned, blighted old Greyhound Bus Terminal at Indian Hill and West 
American Avenue. Then, we must proceed with documenting illicit activities at the nearby Motel 6, Knight's 
Inn and Claremont Lodge. These establishments must comply or the city should step in to close them 
permanently. Coupled with some redevelopment foresight, south Claremont may be drastically improved. 
 
Best Regards,  
 
John Engelke  
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On Mon, Nov 28, 2022 at 8:33 PM John Engelke <john.engelke@gmail.com> wrote: 

Hello Ms. Wand,   
 
Unfortunately I cannot make it personally to the Community Listening Session on Motels and Hotels Tuesday 
evening but instead I request that my comments here be shared and entered into the record:  
 
My property is no more than 2/3 mile from the cluster of low budget motels in south Claremont. I have 
witnessed all kinds of malfeasance at these businesses over the years, including an open-air market for drugs 
and prostitution. It did not have to be like this -- I've lived in Claremont my whole life and do recall a splendid 
Howard Johnson's and Rodeway Inn. Unfortunately, a malaise has apparently set in to city planning 
oversight over the past 10 years that allowed the economic and social plight of neighborhoods outside the city 
to creep into Claremont. 
 
I urge everyone to read architectural and civic historian Mike Davis' analysis on suburban decay, "Ozzie and 
Harriet in Hell: On the Decline of Inner Suburbs". It's an insightful treatise on misperceptions, misplaced 
investments, poor civic management and racial inequities in the mismanagement of the City of Pomona. (The 
caveat is that this is an older article but it seems neighbors' mistakes from the past may be repeated.) Spoiler: 
Cities go to hell as a result of structural decay, poor civic planning and oversight. This mismanagement is in 
large part a contributing factor to misperceptions and retrenched racial inequity in contemporary society.  
 
It's critical that Claremont not fall into this trap. Neighborhoods, communities and cities are what we make of 
them and in large a reflection of the support we afford them as community managers. I posit that south 
Claremont has been mismanaged, or perhaps in large part written off, and I ask the city to renew its focus on 
improving oversight of the businesses, architecture and city-provided services in the area.  
 
There are a number of approaches, but it seems clear some sort of enforcement needs to be immediate:  

1. Strict enforcement of health and occupancy laws, including an anti-prostitution/trafficking task force 
and an ordinance to shut down offending facilities that host illegal activities. 

2. Renewed focus on documenting and recording violations at these hotels for posterity and enforcement 
actions. 

3. Basic laws to limit misuse of the hotels as long-term rental properties, effectively flop houses. 

Also, it seems the city can do a lot to change the trajectory of the neighborhood. Some actions may be 
undertaken to improve amenities to encourage different uses of the area:  

1. Improve traffic by widening the underpass at Indian Hill. The road is narrow, constricting and creates 
gridlock, which makes the area less desirable and normatively isolated from other parts of the city.  

2. Rezone some of the hotel locations for other purposes. We do not need low-budget hotels specializing in 
prostitution or flop houses in town, but moreover structural decay has set in as a malaise. These old 
low-budget buildings and old layouts were not set up for the test of time and must be rethought.  

3.  Require hotels to completely rework or remodel their exterior layout at time of ownership or business 
license change so that the building infrastructure is completely reworked. It will discourage low-budget 
proprietors from taking over run down and unmaintained facilities for illicit profiteering.  

4. Consider designating the region as a revitalization zone to qualify for potential local, state and federal 
incentives to redevelop the properties. There could be a focus on sustainability and Green buildings. 

There is a chance here to rethink the area around the 10 freeway before more damage is entrenched. With a 
little foresight and attention, this part of town can rid itself of the scourge brought by these facilities. In fact, 
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the city should have the capacity to take over properties engaging in abusive activities, and it should exercise 
that right as a necessity.  
 
Please look at these suggestions as an opportunity to direct revitalization efforts to this part of town to make 
the entire city a wonderful place. The city must take action with haste. Refocus, re-energize and revitalize 
through sustained redevelopment. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
John Engelke  
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Shelley Desautels

Subject: FW: Hotel malfeasance in south Claremont

From: John Engelke < >  
Sent: Monday, November 28, 2022 8:33 PM 
To: Katie Wand <kwand@ci.claremont.ca.us> 
Cc: Jim Keith  > 
Subject: Hotel malfeasance in south Claremont 

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Hello Ms. Wand,   
 
Unfortunately I cannot make it personally to the Community Listening Session on Motels and Hotels Tuesday 
evening but instead I request that my comments here be shared and entered into the record:  
 
My property is no more than 2/3 mile from the cluster of low budget motels in south Claremont. I have 
witnessed all kinds of malfeasance at these businesses over the years, including an open-air market for drugs 
and prostitution. It did not have to be like this -- I've lived in Claremont my whole life and do recall a splendid 
Howard Johnson's and Rodeway Inn. Unfortunately, a malaise has apparently set in to city planning 
oversight over the past 10 years that allowed the economic and social plight of neighborhoods outside the city to 
creep into Claremont. 
 
I urge everyone to read architectural and civic historian Mike Davis' analysis on suburban decay, "Ozzie and 
Harriet in Hell: On the Decline of Inner Suburbs". It's an insightful treatise on misperceptions, misplaced 
investments, poor civic management and racial inequities in the mismanagement of the City of Pomona. (The 
caveat is that this is an older article but it seems neighbors' mistakes from the past may be repeated.) Spoiler: 
Cities go to hell as a result of structural decay, poor civic planning and oversight. This mismanagement is in 
large part a contributing factor to misperceptions and retrenched racial inequity in contemporary society.  
 
It's critical that Claremont not fall into this trap. Neighborhoods, communities and cities are what we make of 
them and in large a reflection of the support we afford them as community managers. I posit that south 
Claremont has been mismanaged, or perhaps in large part written off, and I ask the city to renew its focus on 
improving oversight of the businesses, architecture and city-provided services in the area.  
 
There are a number of approaches, but it seems clear some sort of enforcement needs to be immediate:  

1. Strict enforcement of health and occupancy laws, including an anti-prostitution/trafficking task force 
and an ordinance to shut down offending facilities that host illegal activities. 

2. Renewed focus on documenting and recording violations at these hotels for posterity and enforcement 
actions. 

3. Basic laws to limit misuse of the hotels as long-term rental properties, effectively flop houses. 

Also, it seems the city can do a lot to change the trajectory of the neighborhood. Some actions may be 
undertaken to improve amenities to encourage different uses of the area:  
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1. Improve traffic by widening the underpass at Indian Hill. The road is narrow, constricting and creates 
gridlock, which makes the area less desirable and normatively isolated from other parts of the city.  

2. Rezone some of the hotel locations for other purposes. We do not need low-budget hotels specializing in 
prostitution or flop houses in town, but moreover structural decay has set in as a malaise. These old low-
budget buildings and old layouts were not set up for the test of time and must be rethought.  

3.  Require hotels to completely rework or remodel their exterior layout at time of ownership or business 
license change so that the building infrastructure is completely reworked. It will discourage low-budget 
proprietors from taking over run down and unmaintained facilities for illicit profiteering.  

4. Consider designating the region as a revitalization zone to qualify for potential local, state and federal 
incentives to redevelop the properties. There could be a focus on sustainability and Green buildings. 

There is a chance here to rethink the area around the 10 freeway before more damage is entrenched. With a little 
foresight and attention, this part of town can rid itself of the scourge brought by these facilities. In fact, the city 
should have the capacity to take over properties engaging in abusive activities, and it should exercise that right 
as a necessity.  
 
Please look at these suggestions as an opportunity to direct revitalization efforts to this part of town to make the 
entire city a wonderful place. The city must take action with haste. Refocus, re-energize and revitalize through 
sustained redevelopment. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
John Engelke  
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Shelley Desautels

Subject: FW: COMMENTS TO THE LISTENING SESSION: HOTEL/MOTELORDINANCE

From: Bob Gerecke < >  
Sent: Monday, November 28, 2022 11:37 PM 
To: Katie Wand <kwand@ci.claremont.ca.us> 
Cc: Sal Medina <smedina@ci.claremont.ca.us>; Jim Keith < > 
Subject: COMMENTS TO THE LISTENING SESSION: HOTEL/MOTELORDINANCE 
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Claremont’s ordinance should be similar to a Long Beach ordinance called a “Nuisance Motel Ordinance”.  It 
sets standards and describes the process of forcing the motel to correct problems or denying them a permit to 
operate.  It sets the stage to shut them down if they aren’t managed properly, and thus far some of ours 
aren’t. 
 

 We all know how much prostitution we see on Indian Hill Blvd near our three motels at the I‐10 
freeway. 57 people demonstrated on Saturday 8/27. Prostitutes continue to be bold. One walked past 
the 57 people while they were protesting. 

 

 The Courier’s police blotter frequently reports drug use and drug dealing in, and on the property of, 
these motels. 
 

 Motel managers know that there are traffickers/pimps, scantily‐clad young women and drug buyers 
and sellers staying at their motels, but they continue to rent to them. Motel owners do not add them 
to a no‐rent list, as a prior owner did. 

 

Guest reviews for the motels show that people are shocked at the conditions. Motel owners are not managing 
their property in a safe and healthy condition. 
 
There must be ordinance provisions and an additional enforcement process to ensure: 

o That people staying in motels have another address. The motel cannot be their only address. 
o That a person can stay in the motel for at most 60 days in a half year. 
o That motel rooms must be rented for a full day/night, not a few hours of “Day Use” for less 

money if the room is “closely monitored” (try to enforce that!), and then re‐rented. 
o That photo identification is copied or that the motel clerk has to sign that he has seen a photo 

ID and is accountable that the person is the same. 
o That members of a group which rents rooms must personally sign in. 
o That motels near the freeway have permitted parking where all visitors must sign in. 
o As in our current Municipal Code, that a residential motel is allowed only if the motel “is 

located in an area with a concentration of amenities for guests, including restaurant, retail, 
recreation, open space, and exercise facilities”. 

 

Motels have many homeless people living there, paying with vouchers. Recently, the Knights Inn was filled 
with 90% voucher residents.  Voucher residents struggling with their own issues will continue to be housed 
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next to criminals who will prey upon them and whom bad management won’t stop renting to, because they 
bring in money.  The new ordinance must be designed to prevent prostitution and drug peddling, which will 
otherwise occur next to the many vulnerable voucher residents.  In addition, in order to rent to voucher 
residents, a motel must be required to have on‐site social work staff capable of providing, or linking voucher 
residents with, the services they need. 
 
There must be clear steps for forcing motels to shut down if they violate our municipal code 
requirements.  Staff must actually take these steps. 
 
Please consider that Auto Center Drive is a major source of sales tax revenue, which our City budget really needs for our 

economic sustainability.  What we allow at the nearby motels and thereby on the ground affects the extent to which 
Claremont residents and others want to patronize or avoid Auto Center Drive.  Allowing prostitution and drug dealing to 
occur is not the way to maximize the revenue‐producing potential of Auto Center Drive. 
 
Bob Gerecke 
 



Memo to: Alisha Patterson 
  City Attorney, City of Claremont 

  Rutan & Tucker, LLP 
 

From: Jim Abrams 
  Member Legal Advisor 

  California Hotel & Lodging Association 
  California Association of Boutique & Breakfast Inns 

 
Date: September 7, 2022 

 
Re: City of Claremont Proposed Hotel/Motel Ordinance (8/26/2022)  

 
This Memo is submitted on behalf of the California Hotel & Lodging 

Association (CH&LA), which represents transient lodging establishments 

throughout the State of California, including the City of Claremont.  CH&LA’s 
membership includes, among other businesses, hotels, motels, bed and 

breakfast inns, resorts, spas, guest ranches, ski resorts, and vacation 
rentals. 

 
CH&LA very much appreciates the fact that the City of Claremont is soliciting 

input from stakeholders in the lodging industry regarding the proposed 
hotel/motel ordinance, and that it has reached out to us to insure the 

proposed ordinance focuses on the actual problem the City faces and will not 
be illegal or restrain lodging operators from conducting their day-to-day 

business operations.  
 

After reviewing the proposed ordinance, CH&LA has a number of questions, 
concerns, and suggestions regarding the proposed ordinance, and they are 

set out below.  

 
 

A. Application of Proposed Ordinance to All Transient Lodging 

Establishments in City of Claremont 

 
In your August 29, 2022, email to me, you explained the purpose of the 

proposed ordinance as follows: “In response to concerns raised by numerous 
members of the community, one of the priorities the City Council set this 

year was addressing criminal and code enforcement problems with motels 
near the I-10 freeway.”  Section 16.101.050 of the proposed ordinance 

imposed a number of very specific requirements for every “motel” (as 
defined in the proposed ordinance) “that is within one half mile (2,640 feet), 

measured ‘as the crow flies’ from outer property lines, of the on or off ramp 
to either the Interstate 210 Highway or the Interstate 10 Highway” ….  The 
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provisions that apply to those particular motels are designed to address the 
“criminal and code enforcement problems” generated by that particular set 

of motels. 
 

Unfortunately, the proposed ordinance applies to every “hotel” “motel,” and 
“hotel/motel” (as defined) in Claremont.  In other words, the ordinance 

would apply to and regulate every transient lodging establishment in the 
City. While some of the provisions of the proposed ordinance should apply to 

all transient lodging establishments, there are other provisions in the 
proposed ordinance that should logically apply only to the problem motels 

specifically identified in Section 16.101.050, and not to all other transient 
lodging establishments.   

 
CH&LA respectfully submits that a substantial number of the provisions in 

the proposed ordinance should apply to the motels identified in Section 

16.101.050 but not to all of the other transient lodging establishments in 
Claremont. 

 
 B. Section 16.101.435 – Definition of Hotel 

 
Is it intended to include reservation platforms such as Airbnb and VRBO in 

this definition? 
 

C. Sections 16.900.435, 16.101.010, and16.101.060 – Long-Term 
Stay Business Hotels 

 
Section 16.101.010 defines a long-term stay business hotel as one “that 

allows guests to rent rooms primarily to business travelers for terms that 
exceed the maximum length of stay limitations in this chapter.”   

 

CH&LA is having difficulty identifying exactly what type of lodging 
establishments this covers.   Are they extended-stay hotels, such as 

Extended Stay America, Residence Inn by Marriott Hotels, and TownPlace 
Suites by Marriott, which typically provide the types of amenities specified in 

Sections 16.101.060 D, E, and F, or are they something different?  Are they 
only for business travelers, or can anyone stay there? 

 
We assume that there is one or more such hotels in Claremont.  Could you 

please identify them for us so that we can determine what type of 
establishments these are make comments as appropriate? 
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 D. Section 16.101.020 B – Maximum Length of Stay  
 

Section 16.101.020 B states: “All guest rooms shall be used only for short-
term, overnight accommodations for transients whose guest stays at such 

hotel/motel are thirty (30) consecutive calendar days or less, and sixty (60) 
cumulative days or less in any one hundred and eighty (180)-consecutive-

day period.” We assume that the purpose of these time limits is to avoid 
having guests become permanent residents and/or is directed to the motels 

specified in Section 16.101.050, and we submit that it should not apply to all 
other transient lodging establishments in Claremont   

 
It is common in the lodging industry for many hotel and motel guests to 

want to stay more than 30 days.  Their reasons are completely legitimate, 
and this is very good business for lodging establishments.  This provision will 

cause those guests to leave after 30 days, thereby costing the hotels 

valuable business, and frustrating the guests’ travel plans.   
 

In addition, there are “full-service” hotels that sometimes rent rooms to 
long-term guests who stay there on an indefinite basis that might exceed 

the time limits specified above.  These individuals always remain “guests,” 
who can be summarily evicted, and do not become “tenants” due to the 

passage of time.  Civil Code Sections 1940(a), (b)(2).   
 

For these reasons, this particular provision should be made applicable only 
to motels defined in Section 16.101.050. 

 
E. Section 16.101.020 C – Agreement to Stay No More than 30 

days 
 

This particular provision is inappropriate, onerous, and impracticable, and it 

should be repealed or made to apply solely to motels identified in Section 
16.101.050. 

 
As with Section 16.101.020 B, it appears that this subsection is directed 

toward making sure lodging establishments, especially problem motels, do 
allow not let anyone become a permanent resident or let people stay for 

long periods of time, thereby promoting criminal behavior.  This is another 
provision in the proposed ordinance that is appropriate to motels identified 

in Section 16.010.050, but it should not be applied to all other transient 
lodging establishments. 

 
In today’s lodging industry, a great many individuals check in to a hotel 

online, using a kiosk, or via a mobile device, and, in some cases, they can 
go to their rooms without ever having to go to the “front desk.”  
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(https://www.cvent.com/en/blog/hospitality/hotel-mobile-check-in   
https://help.marriott.com/s/article/Article-22236 ).  This particular provision 

in the proposed ordinance would defeat the purpose of this technology and 
make hotel operations more difficult, while frustrating guests’ preferences. 

 
In addition, there are many hotel and motel guests who want to stay more 

than 30 days.  This provision will cause those guests to leave after 30 days, 
thereby costing the hotels valuable business, and frustrating the guests’ 

travel plans.   
 

Moreover, this provision is impracticable from the standpoint of hotel 
operations.  Making every single guest come to the front desk and sign a 

written agreement is going to be very inefficient and onerous from the 
standpoint of hotel operations, and many guests are simply going to refuse 

to sign the agreement.  This is going to cause unpleasant incidents at the 

front desk, which no one wants. 
 

Lastly, this provision (i.e., maximum of 30 days) conflicts with the time 
limits inn Section 16.101.020 B, which allow stays of up to 60 days. 

 
 F. Section 16.101.020 D – Long-Term Stay Business Hotels 

 
As discussed in Section B of this memo, CH&LA does not know what is 

included in the definition of long-term business hotels.  We are concerned 
that this might include a number of brands of extended stay hotels, as well, 

possibly, as other types of establishments.  We are therefore unable to 
determine what the impact of this particular provision might have on the 

lodging industry.  Once we have a  clearer understanding of what type(s) of 
lodging properties constitute long-term stay business hotels, we will offer 

comments as appropriate. 

 
 G. Section 16.101.030 – Minimum Length of Stay 

 
This provision provides, in part: “The minimum rental term for a guest room 

in a hotel/motel must be sufficient for one overnight stay. No operator of 
any hotel/motel shall, let, lease, or rent any guest room more than once in 

any 18-hour period.”  This provision may be appropriate for the motels 
identified in Section 16.101.050, but it is certainly not appropriate for all 

other transient lodging establishments.  There are legitimate reasons why it 
is inappropriate to require a hotel to rent a room for a minimum of one 

overnight stay. 
 

For example, there are situations where a guest might check in to a hotel, 
be disappointed with their accommodations, and want to leave and go to 

https://www.cvent.com/en/blog/hospitality/hotel-mobile-check-in
https://help.marriott.com/s/article/Article-22236
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another property for whatever reason.  This is not because the hotel is 
renting by the hour or doing anything unlawful, but because the guest might 

be disappointed or perhaps, they discover a maintenance issue.  If the hotel 
lets someone out of the reservation and it’s early enough in the afternoon 

for the hotel to clean it and fix the maintenance problem, then the hotel will 
re-rent it, because the hotel will otherwise have to credit the revenue back 

to the guest who departed.  If the hotel can re-rent the room, it is gaining a 
business advantage. 

 
In addition, there are situations where an individual legitimately needs a 

room for only a short period of time.  For example, hotels, especially near 
airports, have travelers who have long layovers and want a place to rest and 

freshen up. They will use the room for only a few hours and the hotel will 
charge only for a partial day.  (This is pertinent to Section 16.101.040 B 

(“No operator of a hotel/motel shall accept an hourly rate or any increment 

less than the rate for a full day’s room rental.”), discussed in Section I of 
this Memo.) 

 
Furthermore, the prohibition against renting a guest room more than once in 

any 18-hour period, is perhaps appropriate for problem motels, but it is not 
appropriate for all other lodging establishments.  What if a guest requests an 

early check-in or a late checkout?  This provision is too restrictive for 
legitimate hotel operators and be reserved for properties that renting for 

unlawful purposes. 
 

For these reasons, this particular provision should be deleted or made 
applicable solely to motels identified in Section 16.102.050. 

 
 H. Section 16.101.040 A – Kitchens 

 

Many legitimate lodging establishments have accommodations that include 
kitchens.   What is the rationale for this prohibition?  Are there hotels or 

motels in Claremont that have kitchens?  If so, what type of establishments 
are they?  If that is the case, this provision should be deleted or made to 

apply solely to motels identified in Section 16.101.050. 
 

 I. Section 16.101.040 B – Room Rental Rates 
 

Among other things, the provision requires that room rental rates “shall be 
charged by the day,” and no “weekly or monthly room rental rates shall be 

offered.”  This is contrary to the business practices of many transient lodging 
establishments.  For example, hotels offer “package” deals, such as Super 

Bowl weekend and New Year’s Eve that include stays for multiple nights.  
These packages are priced accordingly.  In addition, it is common practice 
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for extended-stay properties to charge by the week or the month.  Here 
again, it appears that this particular provision is meant to apply to problem 

motels, and not to all of the other hotels and motels in Claremont.   
 

In addition, many hotels very much try to incentivize guests to stay “a little 
bit longer” (e.g., by running promotions throughout the year), and seven-

day stays are great business for them.  Hotels offer weekly rates to make 
these longer stays more attractive. 

 
Morerover, this subsection prohibits a hotel from accepting “an hourly rate 

or any increment less than the rate for a full day’s room rental.”  This 
prohibition conflicts with common lodging industry practice, as explained in 

Section G of this Memo. 
 

Therefore, this provision should be deleted or made to apply solely to those 

motels identified in Section 16.010.050. 
 

J. Section 16.101.040 E 1.e. – Copying/Scanning Documents with 
Personal Guest Information 

 
Paragraph 1.e. of this subsection requires lodging operators to maintain a 

“photograph or scanned image of the identification documents of each 
guest” in its guest register.  Due to privacy and other concerns, this 

particular requirement is very problematic, it is contrary to California law, 
and it opens lodging operators to substantial legal liability. 

 
In order to address these privacy-related concerns, the common mantra in 

the lodging industry, and with businesses generally, is to (1) obtain the 
minimum amount of “personal information” necessary, (2) keep it for the 

shortest time possible, and (3) keep all such information as confidential as 

possible by maintaining “reasonable security procedures and practices.”  
 

California law requires organizations to implement reasonable security 
procedures and practices to protect personal information from unauthorized, 

access, destruction, use, modification, or disclosure.  California Civil Code 
Section 1798.81.5(b) makes this requirement mandatory (“A business that 

owns, licenses, or maintains personal information about a California resident 
shall implement and maintain reasonable security procedures and practices 

appropriate to the nature of the information, to protect the personal 
information from unauthorized access, destruction, use, modification, or 

disclosure.”)   
 

In 2016, the then California Attorney General issued a California Data 
Breach Report (https://oag.ca.gov/sites/all/files/agweb/pdfs/dbr/2016-data-

https://oag.ca.gov/sites/all/files/agweb/pdfs/dbr/2016-data-breach-report.pdf
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breach-report.pdf).  The first recommendation in the Executive Summary of 
the California Data Breach Report states; “The 20 controls in the Center for 

Internet Security’s Critical Security Controls identify a minimum level of 
information security that all organizations that collect or maintain personal 

information should meet. The failure to implement all the Controls that apply 
to [a business] organization’s environment constitutes a lack of reasonable 

security.”  (Emphasis added.)   
 

CIS Critical Security Control 3: Data Protection states that businesses must 
“[d]evelop processes and technical controls to identify, classify, securely 

handle, retain, and dispose of data.”  
(https://www.cisecurity.org/controls/data-protection)  

 
The requirement in paragraph 1.e. of Section 16.101.040 to copy/scan 

documents with “personal information” – coupled with the requirement to 

keep that information for four years as specified by Section 16.101.040 E3 
of the proposed ordinance – violates the statutory mandate in Civil Code 

Section 1798.81.5 and is antithetical to sound business privacy practice.  
Therefore, it must be deleted. 

 
 K.  Section 16.101.040 E.1.g – Attestation 

 
Making a hotel employee execute an attestation in the guest register 

regarding every guest who checks in every day is terribly onerous and 
unnecessary in most cases.  This is another provision in the proposed 

ordinance that should be deleted or made to apply solely to those motels 
identified in Section 16.010.050. 

 
L. Section 16.101.040 E2 -- Copying/Scanning Documents with 

Personal Guest Information 

 
See discussion in Section J of this Memo. 

 
 M. Section 16.101.040 E3 – Maintenance of Guest Register 

 
Four years is an unreasonably long period of time to require a lodging 

establishment to keep all of this information.  It is typical for local 
jurisdictions to require that such records be maintained for only 90 days.  

See, for example, City of Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 41.49(a).  
(https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/los_angeles/latest/lamc/0-0-0-

128922.)  
 

https://oag.ca.gov/sites/all/files/agweb/pdfs/dbr/2016-data-breach-report.pdf
https://www.cisecurity.org/controls/data-protection
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/los_angeles/latest/lamc/0-0-0-128922
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/los_angeles/latest/lamc/0-0-0-128922
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In addition, CH&LA is uncertain what type of audit is being referred to in this 
paragraph.  Is it an audit to confirm compliance with the proposed 

ordinance, or is it some other type of audit? 
 

N. Section 16.010.040 E4 – Inspection of Records by City or Its 
Agents 

 
Requiring a lodging establishment to turn over such material without a 

warrant is unconstitutional.  City of Los Angeles v. Patel, 576 U.S 409 
(2015).  

 
O. Section 16.101.040 E5 – Inspection of Records, Etc. by 

Claremont Police Department  
 

See comment in Section N of this Memo.  

 
 P. Sections 16.101.040 G, H, I, J – Guest Room Standards 

 
Have violations of these standards been a problem in all transient lodging 

establishments in Claremont, or only in certain establishments?   
 

CH&LA submits that there are important incentives for most transient 
lodging establishments to meet those requirements.  Among other things, 

the traveling public and market forces will demand that lodging facilities to 
meet the requirements identified above in Sections 16.101.040 G, H, I, and 

J.  For example, the American Automobile Association publishes Tour Books 
and other materials that recommend lodging establishments for, and AAA 

retains inspectors who are trained to inspect and recommend the specific 
properties to include in those publications. 

 

If problems of this type are typically encountered only in certain properties, 
these standards should be limited to them. 

 
 Q. Section 16.101.040 H7 – Emergency Telephone Access 

 
It should be noted that a majority of guests now carry mobile phones and 

can use them to make emergency calls.  Also, CH&LA submits that this 
subsection is ambiguous in that it could arguably require an emergency 

telephone system over and above phones located in guest rooms.  To clear 
up this ambiguity, CH&LA submits that this subsection be amended as 

follows: 
 

Emergency Telephone Access. Guests shall have twenty-four (24) hour 
emergency access to a telephone (telephones located in guest rooms or a 
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payphone is are adequate) on the property. However, such a public 
telephone shall not be made generally available to the public so as to 

become a public nuisance. 
 

 R. Section 16.101.040 I5 – Landscaping 
 

This subsection requires that all “areas on the property designated for 
landscaping, i.e., lawns, planter beds, and other unsurfaced locations, shall 

be maintained with properly trimmed living plant materials ….  (Emphasis 
added.)  Given current and anticipated drought conditions and local 

jurisdiction edicts, many hotels have done away with lawns, and other living 
plants.  Therefore, this particular subsection should be deleted. 

 
 S. Section 16.101.060 – Long-Term Stay Business Hotels 

 

See the comments in Sections C and F of this Memo. 
 

T. Section 16.101.070 -- Amortization of Legal Nonconforming 
Conditions 

 
This section requires that changes required/prohibited by the proposed 

ordinance pertaining to hotel/motel operations “take effect immediately (we 
assume that means as of the “effective date”).  Is the effective date of the 

ordinance going to be the date that it is adopted by the City Council, or is 
the effective date going to be some date in the future after adoption by the 

City Council?  If it is the former, and because changes in hotel/motel 
operations will take some time to implement, CH&LA submits that a 

reasonable implementation period be allowed. 
 

CH&LA very much appreciates the opportunity to provide this input, and we 

look forward to continuing to work with the City of Claremont and its City 
Attorney to refine the proposed ordinance. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 



 10 

 



1

Nhi Atienza

From: Jeralyn Klasik 
Sent: Friday, September 30, 2022 3:06 PM
To: Nhi Atienza
Subject: Item #2: Hotel/Motel Ordinance on October 4, 2022 agenda
Attachments: Motel 6 reviews 2022.docx; Lodge reviews 2022.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 

Planning Commissioners: 

 Attached you will find the most recent 2022 guest reviews of Claremont’s Motel 6 and Claremont Lodge.  
Knight’s Inn was not included because there were no online reviews more recent than 2021.  The reviews are listed in 
the order of most recent first.  I think you will find that the reviews with comments are the most interesting and that it 
doesn’t take long to sift through these and get a taste for what guests are saying about the freeway motels. 

            The ordinance, in singling out the freeway motels, seems to be holding them to higher safety standards than what 
these guests have experienced in the past.  I hope that the Commission will clarify the range of enforcement options in 
Section 16.101.080 in Version 2.  The new safer standard need to be enforced, so this ordinance needs to have some 
real teeth in it. 

Jerry Klasik 



2022 MOTEL 6 REVIEWS 

TripAdvisor  14 reviews   1.5/5 
Susanna B wrote a review Apr 2022 
Bad beyond words 
Room was filthy and wreaked of smoke and stench. Floors dirty and sticky, bed linens smelled 
like a nightclub and prostitutes walk the parking lot at night…..Not safe, not clean, and totally 
disgusting. If the city gave a crap, I probably would have called the Health Department. 
Date of stay: April 2022 
 
Explorer258374 wrote a review Apr 2022 
It’s a dump 
As soon as we walked up the rugged(must have been installed over 2 decades ago) staircase to 
the 2nd floor we knew immediately it’s a dump. Entered the room and beyond a doubt it is in 
fact a dump. Avoid this facility until it has gone thru a decent renovations. 

 

 

 

YELP l 2 out of 5 stars in 40 reviews 
 

Samus M. 

5/22/2022 

Apparently changing HDMI on the TV's is against policy. It's impossible. Terrible customer 
service. Employees will  waste your time running in circles with you hoping the problem goes 
away. Manager doesn't have any manners and will rudely tell you nothing can be done, it doesn't 
constitute a refund and go back to your room. I will not be returning or recommending. Ever. 

 

S B. 

4/12/2022 

Absolutely filthy, neglected and dangerous. 
Prostitutes and sketchy people in the parking lot....  
Rooms absolutely reek of cigarette/pot smoke (even though our room was a "non smoking" 
room. 
Very sad as this used to be a nice hotel. They literally don't care about cleanliness, customer 
safety OR a good night rest. It should be condemned by the health dept., as the balcony looks 



like it could collapse at any moment.  
GROSS!!! 

 
Michael E. 
4/11/2022 

I checked into the hotel in the daylight and the hotel seemed dirty and sketchy. When we got into 
the room, it smelled like very strong chemical deodorizer. Almost choking. We aired it out and 
went to dinner. Came back at night and saw two nearly naked prostitutes walking near our room, 
and a room that looked like they lived there.  There were parties in cars that spilled into rooms of 
dangerous looking people.    
 
We left. the line was too long to check out in the lobby, and it felt unsafe waiting, and the phone 
went unanswered when I tried to call to check out. 
 
I have stayed at many Motel 6's and 95% of them have been clean and good values.  One other 
time it was dirty, but not dangerous. Please read other reviews of this hotel and you will see that 
others agree that it is dangerous and dirty. I would remove them from Motel 6 brand association 
as it is a terrible place. 

 
Alex C. 
Pomona, CA 
3/6/2022 
1 photo 

This place is disgusting the manager is rude and we found underwear in our sheets this place is 
nasty asf don't come here the employees are nasty asf 

 



Nasty ass underwear 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Booking.com  First 3 pages back through June 2022 

 6.4/10 in 334 reviews 

Anonymous United States of America   September 2022  Family  

Very Poor  

 

Stephanie United States of America  ·  September 2022  Family  

Won’t be back until its cleared out  

Liked  · the location. lots of restaurants near. right off fwy. had a fridge and microwave  



Disliked  · waaaaaaaaaaaaayyyyyyy toooooooooo much illegal activity going on there. All hours 
of the night especially on weekends. Not a family place I was scared to let my kids go outside. 
Paid way to much for a facility with all that going on right outside and there was no notice of 
pool being not only open but that there wasn’t even water in it.  

 

Valencia United States of America  ·  September 2022  Family  

Very Good  

 

 Valencia United States of America  ·  September 2022  Family  

Very Good  

   

John United States of America ·  August 2022  Solo traveler  

Exceptional  

   

Valencia United States of America s ·  September 2022  Couple  

Good  

   

Ahmed Saudi Arabia·  September 2022  Solo traveler  

pleasent experience  

Liked  · perfect location it was in the centre and close to all places I need. My room was clean 
and quiet. of course at weekends the area got noisy sometimes with all these loud cars and motor 
cycles but every thing is good. I like the staff especially the guy in the mornings times.  

Disliked  · A/C sometimes loud  

  

Nancy United States of America ·  August 2022  Solo traveler  

acceptable  



 

Rodriguez United States of America ·  July 202 2Solo traveler  

Very Good  

 
lemens Austria  ·  August 2022  Family  

Good  

 

Latoya United States of America ·  July 2022 Solo  

Exceptional  

 

Dina Mexico  ·  July 2022   Family  

Disappointing 

Liked  · -  

Disliked  · The room smelled a lot of marijuana, horrible stay, not recommended if you go with 
your family, and we only went to sleep to leave very early, but it was impossible to rest.  

 

Javier Spain·  July 2022 Couple  

Good  

Liked  · the bed and the location  

Disliked  · the environment and the environment  

 

Steven United States of America ·  July 2022  Solo traveler  

nice room I’ll rerun  



Liked  · room was large private separate restroom area  

Disliked  · i work from home and took my laptop for work and couldn’t connect to the tv 
couldn’t cast or do anything on the tv why would this be blocked why would they care if we plug 
in our devices to the tv ?  

 

Muraira Mexico ·  May 2022  Solo traveler  

 Disappointing  

 

Larrica United States of America   ·  July 2022  Couple  

Fair  

 

Lisa United States of America ·  July 2022  Couple  

Good location and clean  

Liked  · close to freeway  

Disliked  · none  

 Chanchanok United States of America ·  May 2022  Group  

Reviewed: July 7, 2022  

Fair  

 

Liz United States of America   July 2022  Family  

Very Poor  

Liked  · Location is good. Exit from freeway. There are lots of food options nearby., even 
walking distance from hotel.  

Disliked  · Pool and jacuzzi unavailable!!! They DO NOT have NON-SMOKING Rooms. All 
rooms are stinky to cigarettes and drugs!!!! This is unacceptable to spend time with family!!!! 
NEVER BOOK AT MOTEL 6 CLAREMONT!!!!!!  



 

John United States of America ·  July 2022   Group  

Exceptional  

10  

Tina United States of America  ·  July 2022  Couple  

Reviewed: July 3, 2022  

Wonderful  

Javier United States of America  ·  June 2022  Family  

Reviewed: June 30, 2022  

Bad  

   

Anonymous United States of America ·  June 2022  Family  

Very Poor  

   

Rodriguez United States of America·  June 2022  Solo traveler  

Exceptional  

 

Luis United States of America ·  June 2022  Family  

Be honest what you offer!  

Liked  · No pool when stated pool and spa, It’s smelled like cigarettes in a non-smoking room. 
Homeless people kept trying to open my door all night  

Disliked  · Better security Smell the rooms before renting them out  

  

Douglas United States of America ·  June 2022  Group  



Exceptional  

Liked  · No  

Disliked  · No pool no spa both drained fix the pool guys  

 

Nita United States of America 1 night ·  June 2022 Couple Reviewed: June 9, 2022  

convient to our visiting friends but will not stay again in this facility. a baseline is 
good repairs and cleanliness.  

Liked  · looked good from exterior  

Disliked  · minimal furniture...no bureau, needs upkeep repairs big time in bathroom, Covid used 
as excuse for no shampoo or Kleenex, toweling is thin, kept thinking roaches were going to come 
out of bathroom, coffee splatter on bathroom door, no coffee/tea service or ice bucket provided. 
paid over $100 for this night.  

   

Anonymous United States of America  1 night ·  June 2022 Family Reviewed: June 6, 2022  

Bad  

 

 Wendy United States of America 1 night ·  June 2022 Family Reviewed: June 4, 2022  

Exceptional  



2022 CLAREMONT LODGE REVIEWS 

TripAdvisor – No reviews 

Yelp 29 reviews in all  2.5/5 stars   
Kinya R    Glendora, CA 9/18/2022 

One word. Prostitution. Claremont should close this trash down. It's unsettling / disgusting 
watching young girls get dropped off here to "work". The fact that Yelp is threatening my speech 
is also concerning. The owners of this business know the crime going in here. 

 

Teresa A.    San Francisco, CA 8/14/2022 

Do not stay here it was so bad.. on one of the beds there was blood on the sheets in the room... I 
went to the front desk because the phone in our room did not even work... the front desk went 
and handed us sheets and told me to change it my self.   The floors in our room was so dirty that 
our socks where black .. the towels in the bath room where nasty ... they had blood stains on 
them .. then to top it off here was people out side our room like at 3 in the morning doing drugs 
... for 160  I will never stay here again .. do not waste your money here... 

 

Max S.Orange, CA  5/2/2022 

Dropped my cousin off to stay here while they was in town for a conference at their local 
college. It was a little hole-in-the-wall-y for our tastes. It looks like something out of a scary 
movie! 

 

theory p.Claremont, CA 4/30/2022 

I came here for a four day trip into Claremont and not a single night went by where I didn't have 
to go down to the office and get my card Reset to gain entry into the room I paid for. Every 
single day I had to go to the office and reset my card. I was without my cell phone for multiple 
days yet "cellphones" were constantly presented as the reason for the card failure. I complained 
about this multiple times and there was ZERO attempt to rectify or compensate this problem. 
Absolute nonchalance was the response. This is to say nothing of the sketchy online booking 
service which is a financial joke. Service is poor. But the room is a room and it is comfortable. 
Have a good time if you can 

 

Nidya M H. Chino Hills, CA 3/28/2022 



I just stay there for one day!!! Everything seem quite about alright!! But at check out time i was 
asked at door to pay for my extra time after 11am i was asked for  a $10 dollar fee not only was i 
brived but also threaten that if i didnt pay the fee i was not gonna be ever aloud to comeback!! 
And according to Frankie front desk guy!! The man briving me was their general manager!! 

chairs - although no "lounge" sort of chairs. The bed was comfortable, and I liked the wood 
headboard behind it. All the standard room basics with a simple (and not tacky) layout.  
 
Parking lot was directly in front of the lodge - appreciate being able to see my car from the room. 
On the other side of the parking lot is a really good Thai restaurant and a liquor store. They have 
a very tiny pool with some odd warning signs, which we had no time to use.  
 
For an easy. convenient lodge - which is definitely what it is - it does the trick. Giving an extra 
star because I really appreciated all the interactions with the staff! 

 

 

 

Booking.com  181 reviews in all  8.1/10 points 
Mckinney United States of America 1 night ·  September 2022 Couple  

Exceptional  

   

John United States of America 1 night ·  August 2022  Couple  

Fair  

Liked  · Convenient area. reservation available  

Disliked  · Air conditioning noisy, pillows flat, toilet and tub blocked, vagrants roaming around, 
unsafe, no breakfast.  

Gavin United States of America 2 nights ·  August 2022  Couple  

Very Good  

   

Alex United States of America 2 nights ·  August 2022 Solo traveler  

Wonderful  



Liked  · clean and comfortable  

     

Amira United States of America 1 night ·  July 2022 Solo traveler  

Exceptional  

   

Anne Germany 1 night ·  July 2022  Family  

Disappointing  

 

Karen United States of America 1 night ·  April 2022  Family  

Reviewed: July 6, 2022  

Good  

 

Christopher United States of America 1 night ·  April 2022  Family  

Good  

 

Yujun United States of America 1 night ·  June 2022  Solo traveler  

Exceptional  

 

Mikek United States of America 1 night ·  June 2022 Reviewed: June 8, 2022  

Very Good  

 
Eugene United States of America 1 night ·  April 2022 Family Reviewed: May 5, 2022  

Good, basic motel with plenty of parking. Close to freeway so that is good and 
bad. Slightly noisy.  



Liked  · Staff was friendly and nice. This is a standard issue motel next to the freeway.  

 

Davis United States of America  1 night ·  April 2022 Solo traveler Reviewed: May 2, 2022  

As an elderly woman traveling alone, I did not feel safe and would not stay here 
again.  

Liked  · Quiet. Close to the freeway. Close to good Thai restaurant and Starbucks.  

Disliked  · Did not like the location. Did not feel safe. Walking back from dinner, 4 police cars 
were in the parking lot.  

 

Ondřej Czech Republic 3 nights ·  April 2022 Solo traveler  

Relatively comfortable accommodation at an affordable price. 

 

 

Mary United States of America Reviewed: April 16, 2022  

Short stay in April  

Liked  · Convenient to the bus and my cousin nearby. A few restaurants nearby if you don't want 
to go Claremont Village. Two convenience stores within walking distance.  

Disliked  · Sorry that this hotel is not using your site anymore.  

 

Max United States of America Reviewed: April 11, 2022  

Pleasant  

 

Aloha United States of America 1 night ·  March 2022 Family Reviewed: March 20, 2022  

Will not stay here again.  

Liked  · Did not eat.  



Disliked  · Not clean as mentioned in previous customer reviews.  

 

Muneer United Arab Emirates   4 nights ·  March 2022 Solo traveler Reviewed: March 11, 
2022  

Very Good  

 

Anita United States of America 1 night ·  February 2022  

We were happy with the price and cleanliness of the room.  

Liked  · We were greeted warmly by staff and were able to check in early. Very happy with the 
cleanliness of our room and cleaning service the next day.  

Disliked  · My side of the bed was very comfortable but my husband’s side was not. The hotel 
was full and the other occupants were a little loud.  
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Nhi Atienza

From: Nhi Atienza
Sent: Monday, October 3, 2022 10:47 AM
To: Nhi Atienza
Subject: FW: CH&LA Comments to Proposed Claremont Hotel/Motel Ordinance
Attachments: Comments to Claremont Planning Commission.pdf

 
  
From: Jim Abrams   
Sent: Saturday, October 1, 2022 2:05 PM 
To: Patterson, Alisha <APatterson@rutan.com>; Katie Wand <kwand@ci.claremont.ca.us> 
Cc: Tamara Mims ; Andrew Behnke ; HT HOSPITALITY 

; Lynn Mohrfeld ; Sam A ; Frank 
A. Weiser ; YOUNG, Wesley - G6 Hospitality  
Subject: CH&LA Comments to Proposed Claremont Hotel/Motel Ordinance 
  
Hi, Alisha and Katie.  First of all, I must say that although we have some comments and 
suggestions regarding the proposed ordinance, I am personally most impressed by all of the 
work that you and your colleagues at the city did to put together such an outstanding package! 
  
CH&LA’s comments are attached, and we very much appreciate you forwarding them to the 
Planning Commission. 
  
We are all eager to see what the Planning Commission does.  Regardless of the outcome, CH&LA 
certainly intends to collaborate with you and your colleagues, as well as the hotels and motels in 
Claremont, on these issues. 
  
Thank you again for all of your most-appreciated collaboration and hard work. 
  
Jim Abrams 
  



 BEFORE THE CLAREMONT PLANNING COMMISSION  
 

Comments of the California Hotel & Lodging Association 
 Regarding Proposed Amendments to Claremont  
Municipal Code Pertaining to Hotels and Motels 

 
 

 
These comments are submitted on behalf of the California Hotel & Lodging 
Association (CH&LA), which represents transient lodging establishments 
throughout the State of California, including properties in the City of 

transient lodging 
establishments, hotels, motels, bed and breakfast inns, resorts, spas, guest 
ranches, ski resorts, vacation rentals, and extended-stay properties. 
 
CH&L
the lodging industry.  Staff endeavored to accommodate many of the 

to the development of a more workable 
proposed hotel/motel ordinance. 
 
Nonetheless, CH&LA has a number of concerns and suggestions, and they 
are set out in the comments below.  

amendments that the Planning Commission will be considering at its October 
4, 2022, public hearing. 
 
Except as otherwise indicated below, CH&LA 
recommendation 
Report and recommends that it be adopted. 
 
1. Typographical Error 
 

the following: 
 
CONSIDER AN AMENDMENT TO THE CLAREMONT ZONING CODE (TITLE 16 TO THE 
CLAREMONT MUNICIPAL CODE) THAT, IF ADOPTED, WILL: (1) REPEAL SECTION 
16.051.060 TITLED HOTELS/MOTELS; (2) REPLACE SECTION 16.051.060 WITH A NEW 
CHAPTER 16.101, ALSO TITLED HOTELS/MOTELS; AND (3) ADD NEW SECTIONS TO 
CHAPTER 16.900 (DEFINITIONS) PERTAINING TO HOTELS AND MOTELS 

  (Emphasis 
added.) 
 
However, Attachment C (Draft Planning Commission Resolution) contains 
slightly different language: 



 
A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF CLAREMONT 
RECOMMENDING THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVE AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 16 OF THE 
CLAREMONT MUNICIPAL CODE TO: (1) REPEAL SECTION 16.051.050 TITLED 

ECTION 16.051.050 WITH A NEW CHAPTER 16.101 

(DEFINITIONS) PERTAINING TO HOTELS AND MOTELS.  
 
The references to Section 16.050.060 are the correct ones. 
 
2. Section 16.101.010   
 
The proposed definition of this term is: 
 
Guest shall mean any person occupying a hotel/motel room, regardless of whether they 
are the person who paid for the room. Guest shall not include employees and/or 
contractors of the hotel/motel who are occupying a guest room for work purposes, such 
as cleaning, maintenance, and repairs. Guest shall not include legal minors in the care 

  (Emphasis added.) 
 
As staff has appropriately pointed out in its Analysis contained in the 

The scope of this definition is important because it will 
determine which individuals need to be included in the guest register 
(discussed [in Section 16.101.050)A1 of Version 2]).    
 
(CH&LA wishes to note at this point that there does not appear to be any 
other requirement in Version 2 for a guest register.  Are we correct in that 
regard?) 
 
The proposed definition is problematic in that a great many hotel stays 
involve multiple parties, such as spouses, children, other relatives, and 
friends, who occupy a guest unit (e.g., in a separate bedroom in a suite, or 
in separate bed(s)). 
 
City staff has attempted to address at least part of the problem by 

legal minors in the care or custody 
children all of the other individuals discussed above 
will be included in this definition.  Hence, all of these individuals will have to 
be included in any required guest register. 
 
For these reasons, CH&LA respectfully submits that this definition be 
amended to read as follows: 
 
Guest shall mean any person occupying a hotel/motel room, regardless of 
whether they are the person who paid for the room. Guest shall not include 



employees and/or contractors of the hotel/motel who are occupying a guest 
room for work purposes, such as cleaning, maintenance, and repairs. Guest 
shall not include (1) legal minors in the care or custody of a guest (e.g., a 

. or (2) any other family members, relatives, or friends of a 
registered guest. 
 
3. Section 16.101.040(B)  Day Use Rates 
 

 Analysis in the materials for the Planning Commission Meeting 
discusses day use rates as follows: 
 

 The Doubletree reported that its parent company (Hilton) offers a 

(e.g., as a workspace or a 
overnight accommodations. Staff is wary of broadly allowing hourly room rentals, but 
agrees that, in narrow, closely-monitored 
benefit to the community. 

history of criminal activity, and the Director could revoke the approval if it results in 
criminal activities or is otherwise detrimental to the health, safety, or welfare of the 
community. 
 
The first sentence of Section 16.101.040(B) reads as follows: 
 
Notwithstanding Section 16.101.040(A), with advance written approval of 
the Director,  than the 
rate of an overnight room rental for bona fide programs of the hotel/motel, 
such as events, conferences, and day use work spaces for business 
travelers.  (Emphasis added.) 
 

 
CH&LA respectfully submits that the requirement for advance written 
approval day use rates by the Director is unnecessary and inappropriate 
when applied to all hotels/motels in Claremont.   
 
CH&LA therefore respectfully submits that (1) the highlighted language in 
the first sentence of this section be deleted, and (2) all of the language in 
this section following the first section should be deleted. 
 
4. Section 16.101.040(C)  Credit Cards 
 
This requirement appears to apply particularly (only?) to the motels covered 
by Section 16.101.050.  Those motels will be required to obtain and view 
specified identification documents pursuant to Section 16.101.050A2 and, 



among other things, will need to confirm that the picture on the document 
matches the guest.  We respectfully ask whether it is necessary to also 
require those hotels to obtain a credit or debit card.  The fact of the matter 

credit or debit cards, especially in these hard times.  Requiring motels that 
collect cash to also meet this requirement will be extremely onerous, will 
cost them a lot of business, will be harmful to people who cannot obtain 
these cards, and will do little, if anything, to address the problems at issue. 
 
Therefore, CH&LA respectfully submits that this section should be deleted. 
 
5. Section 16.101.040F  Cleanliness 
 
Many of the  in subsection F are vague in terms of the 
degree of cleanliness that is required for compliance.  Is one stain on a 
carpet really a violation that can subject the lodging operator to penalties?  
If so, many of us have stayed in luxu
standards.  In other words
property, which is not physically or practically possible. Thus, an inspector 
could find a violation at any hotel/motel at any time based on these 
standards.  This will result in enforcement that will be so discretionary as to 
make it arbitrary.    
 
For these reasons, it is essential that this subsection be amended to read as 
follows: 
 
F. Cleanliness 
 
Except for ordinary and reasonable wear and tear, the requirements in 
subparagraphs 1  6, inclusive, below, shall apply.  
 
6. Section 16.101.040(K)  Inspections 
 
K. Inspections. To ensure ongoing compliance with this chapter and any other federal, 
state, or local laws and regulations, the City of 
Division, Planning Division (including Community Improvement), and/or Police 

d/or surveillance 
footage. Nothing in this section shall prevent City Personnel and a hotel/motel operator 
from working together to schedule an inspection at a mutually agreeable date and time 

ions.  (Emphasis 
added.) 
 



This section permits 
records (including the guest register)
(Emphasis added.) 
 
While Section 16.101.040(K) applies to all hotel/motel properties in 
Claremont, the only requirement to create and maintain a guest register is 
for motels regulated in Section 16.101.050.  Therefore, CH&LA respectfully 
submits that the parenthetical phrase highlighted above be amended to read 
as follows: (including the any required guest register). 
 
7. Section 16.101.050A1c  Identification Documents 
 

any one of the following documents issued by a government agency: (1) a 
current passport  a current non-driver 
identification card; (4) current military identification    (Emphasis added.)  
 
Therefore, the parenthetical phrase in this subparagraph c should be 
illustrative only. 
 
CH&LA submits that this subparagraph be amended to read as follows: 
 
The identification number from the identification document 

jurisdiction (e.g., state or country) for the identification document; 
 
8. Section 16.101.050A1g  Attestation 
 

signature of the representative of the operator 
who examined the identification document(s) presented and attestation that 
he, she, or they examined the identification document(s) and confirmed that 
the photograph is that of the guest.  
 
CH&LA has been informed by at least one of the impacted motels that its 
check in process is all handled with an iPad, and that the program will not let 
the hotel accept a guest w
documents and confirming that the picture on the document matches the 
person who is registering.  It is neither paratactical nor feasible to also have 
to get a wet signature by front desk staff. 
 
Therefore, this requirement should be deleted. 
 
 
 



9. Section 16.101.050A2    
 
The first sentence of this section reads: 
 
No motel operator shall let, lease, or rent a guest room to any 
person 
recording the information listed above in the register required by this 
section.  (Emphasis added.) 
 

16.101.010, should the word 
  

 
10. Section 16.101.050B  Secured Parking 
 
This is almost certainly the most onerous and unworkable section in the 
proposed ordinance.  Based on all of the input from the lodging industry in 
the process of developing a suitable hotel/motel ordinance, it appears that 
this particular requirement is not only highly impractical, but it will not 
accomplish its intended purpose.  Moreover, it might well force one or more 
of the impacted motels to go out of business.   
 
CH&LA fully appreciates the dilemma that the City of Claremont, along with 
its lodging facilities, are facing.  But we submit that the provisions in this 
section are not the answer to the problem.  Our concerns are set out below. 
 

A. This section maintain physically controlled, 
fenced and gated access to their parking areas. (Emphasis added.) 
 
CH&LA has been informed that even if the motels in question comply with 
this section, it will do little to bar access to those properties. More 
specifically, even if their respective parking areas are physically controlled, 
fenced, and gated, people can readily gain access (i.e., from the back of 

sidewalks) without ever having to go on or through the m
areas.   
 
In other words, this requirement will not do anything to address the 
problem, and in light of the fact that compliance is likely infeasible, CH&LA 
respectfully submits that this section should be deleted. 
 
 B. We are not sure what 

so, this provision is very unclear, and this ambiguity needs to be removed.   
 



C. This requirement assumes that it is physically and practically 
maintain physically controlled, fenced and gated 

access to their parking areas.
shing this requirement 

very difficult, as well as extremely expensive.  This is especially true because 
by constructed with high 
quality, attractive materials that are visually compatible with surrounding 
properties, use of chain link and barbed wire fences.  
This makes the entire requirement more costly and infeasible. 

 
 D. This section provides that if it is not feasible 
maintain physically controlled, fenced and gated access to their parking 
areas,  must install and maintain electronic arms that control 
incoming and outgoing traffic to their parking area.    
 
There are two problems with this particular provision:  
 
There is no definition or guidance 
with this is discussed in more detail in Section E, below. 
 
Moreover, the use of electronic arms presumes that access to the rest of the 
parking area is somehow barred (fences or gates?) and that the electronic 
arm is blocking some sort of restricted opening.  We are having difficulty 
envisioning such a situation.   This is very ambiguous (even doable?), and 
this problem needs to be corrected.  
 
 E. This section states, in part, that the Director may waive the 
secured parking requirement if he, she, or they make a finding that secured 

  
Unfortunately, the ordinance provides no guidance or criteria for determining 
when securing access is infeasible.   
 
As noted earlier, compliance with this requirement will be very costly, time 
consuming, and difficult.  The motels impacted have to the city that 
providing such secured parking could put them out of business.  For the 
motels that will be impacted, this obligation will likely be infeasible.  It is 
therefore very important for the ordinance to provide guidance to the 
Director. 
 
To that end, CH&LA would like to suggest that language along the lines of 
that provided in the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) in connection with 

barrier removal.  Specifically, the ADA requires that public accommodations 
shall remove architectural barriers in existing 



facilities, including communication barriers that are structural in nature, 
where such removal is readily achievable, i.e., easily accomplishable and 
able to be carried out without much difficulty or expense.  
 
The ADA states that the factors to be considered in determining whether a 
particular action is readily achievable include:  the nature and cost of the 
[accessibility] action needed, the overall financial resources of the site(s) 
involved, and the effect of the action on the expenses and resources of the 
business in question. 
 
CH&LA respectfully submits that if the requirement for secured parking is not 
deleted in its entirety, that the ordinance be amended to include factors such 
as the ones listed above as pertinent to consideration of when something is 
infeasible. 
 

F. If any of the motels have to close, it will result in a significant 
loss of transient occupancy tax revenue (for the calendar year 2021, Motel 6 
paid Claremont almost $411,000 in TOT). 

 
For all of the above reasons, CH&LA submits that Section 16.101.050B either 
be deleted entirely or, at least, amended as indicated above. 
 
11. Section 16.101.050C  Video Surveillance 
 
Note that Version 2 designates this section as 16.101.050B. 
 

 
 
 A. CCTV systems are being required only of the motels covered by 

e motels are in 
close proximity to a number of businesses, including a liquor store.  These 
businesses generate a lot of the type of foot traffic that the city is trying to 
curb.  A lot of that foot traffic is blamed on the motels.  Are any of those 
other businesses required to have CCTV?  If not, requiring them to have 
CCTV would go a long way toward ameliorating the issues the city is dealing 
with. 
 

B. It is important to bear in mind that complete CCTV systems are 
very expensive.  One CH&LA member hotel received quote for $20,000 for 
hardware, wiring and installation plus $15,000 annually for hosting of all of 
the cameras data. This was for an eleven-room property, so larger 
properties may require even more cameras and data retention. 

 



For the reasons listed immediately above, CH&LA submits that compliance 
with this section will, at best, only be a partial solution to the problem it is 
designed to accomplish.  In addition, installation and maintenance of such a 
CCTV system will be extremely costly to the motels.  CH&LA therefore 
submits that this section should be deleted. 
 

C. in addition, this section requires motels to maintain video 
footage for 90 days.  Many lodging establishments retain the footage for a 
shorter period, such as 30 days.  Storing the footage for 90 days will cost 
significantly more.  

  
CH&LA submits that if the mandate to have CCTV is going to be retained in 
the proposed ordinance, it should be amended to read as follows: 
 
Every operator of a motel shall install and maintain in good working order 
closed-circuit television (CCTV) cameras sufficient to maintain continuous 
visual coverage of all common areas and all parking areas. The video 
footage from these cameras must be maintained by the motel for a 
minimum of ninety (90) thirty (30) days before it is erased or overwritten. 
Surveillance footage must be made available to City Personnel in accordance 
with Section 16.101.040(K) above.  
 
12. Section 16.101.070  Amortization 
 

changes that require physical 
improvements to the property and/or structures January 1, 2024.  That 
deadline is slightly over one year from now, and we submit that some of the 
changes in question  such as the need to provide secured parking (if it is 
required)  will need more time than that.  We respectfully submit that the 
amortization deadline for physical changes be extended to January 1, 2025. 
 
The California Hotel & Lodging Association very much appreciates the 

ations and comments 
above.   
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Shelley Desautels

Subject: FW: Wheeler Park Neighbors and Motel Allies -- Tuesday Night at 6:00 PM - Hughes 
Center Meeting Community Listening Session

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Jim Keith < > 
Date: November 28, 2022 at 6:49:14 PM PST 
To: Wheeler Park Neighbors < > 
Subject: Wheeler Park Neighbors and Motel Allies ‐‐ Tuesday Night at 6:00 PM ‐ Hughes Center 
Meeting Community Listening Session 

  

Please attend a community meeting to listen to information from our City staff 
about their work on the motels and hotels. There will then be time to ask questions 
about why they are ignoring our requests for urgent action on: 

1. Setting up a staff investigation and enforcement team focused on any 
violations of the Municipal Code at our motels, including violations of health 
laws as well as existing limits on the duration of motel occupancy. 

2. Assigning a full-time police department employee to assemble evidence that 
will support a legal defense against the lawsuits being threatened by Motel 
6. 

3. An ordinance that can result in required control of the motel parking lot if 
they do not correct their crime and prostitution record. 

4. An ordinance that does not cancel out all limits on the number of people 
with homeless vouchers housed at a single motel, and without services for 
the homeless within. 

  
Only persons in the audience can comment. This is a problem, since several of our 
active members of the Committee for Safe and Healthy Housing are sick with 
COVID, and cannot attend. That includes me. 
  
Therefore, please represent our neighborhood at the meeting tomorrow. I 
understand it is hard to take time out of your evening, but it will mean a lot to us. 
We don’t want the staff to come back with the same proposal and blame it on our 
non-participation in their outreach meeting. 
  

Community Listening Session – Motels and Hotels 
Tomorrow -- Tuesday, 11/29 – 6:00 PM  

In the Padua Room at the Hughes Community 
1700 Danbury Rd., Claremont  

  
For listening only -- https://zoom.us/j/99199561876 

  
Great News – Our Neighborhood Participation Matters! 
This last Tuesday, the City Council upheld the action of the Architectural 
Commission to force Motel 6 to reinstate the quality of their Site and Landscape 
plan. The swimming pool is already filled again as the first step. Motel 6 repeatedly 
threatened the City with lawsuits based on vague issues. The Council stood up 
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unanimously to Motel 6, and our City staff and City Attorney saw that this is what 
the City Council wanted. 
  

1. Jim Keith 
  
City Email Invitation 

1. Good morning: 
2.   
3. I hope that everyone had a Happy Thanksgiving.  As a reminder, tomorrow at 6 p.m. we will be 

holding a Hotel/Motel Community Listening Session in the Padua Room at the Alexander Hughes 
Community Center (1700 Danbury Road, Claremont 91711). 

4.   
5. Everyone is welcome to attend.  I want to again emphasize that no decisions regarding the 

Hotel/Motel Ordinance will be made at the Community Listening Session.  The purpose of the 
Community Listening Session is for members of the public to ask questions and provide 
feedback on a proposed Hotel/Motel Ordinance, which City staff is currently working on and will 
present to the Police Commission and the Planning Commission at a joint meeting that will be 
held in 2023. 

6.   
7. Due to technical limitations, the Community Listening Session will not be a hybrid meeting 

where people can make comments and ask questions during the meeting via Zoom; however, 
there will be a “view only” Zoom link so that the meeting can be live streamed, and a recording 
of the meeting will be made available on the City’s website.  Here is the view only/live stream 
link: 

8.   
9. When: Nov 29, 2022 06:00 PM Pacific Time (US and Canada) 
10. Topic: Hotel/Motel Ordinance Listening Session 
11.   
12. Please click the link below to join the webinar: 
13. https://zoom.us/j/99199561876 
14. Or Telephone: 
15.     Dial(for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location): 
16.         US: +1 213 338 8477  or +1 669 900 6833  
17. Webinar ID: 991 9956 1876 
18.   
19. If you are unable to attend the Community Listening Session but still want to ask a question or 

share your feedback, please feel free to email me that information. 
20.   
21. Thank you, 
22.   
23.   

24.  
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Nhi Atienza

From: Nhi Atienza
Sent: Tuesday, October 4, 2022 5:04 PM
To: Nhi Atienza
Subject: FYI- Hotel/Motel Ordinance 

 

From: City of Claremont <contact@ci.claremont.ca.us>  
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2022 4:44 PM 
To: contact <contact@ci.claremont.ca.us> 
Subject: Feedback for City of Claremont 
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
You have received this feedback from Nick Parra  for the following page:  
 
https://www.ci.claremont.ca.us/Home/Components/Calendar/Event/5955/20?backlist=%2f 
 
To: City of Claremont Planning Commission: Please secure our safety by passing an effective nuisance hotel ordinance 
like Long Beach. Thank you. Nick Parra Wheeler Park Resident  
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