
EXHIBIT A 
DRAFT CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

 
PUD-97 

4202 Stanley Boulevard 
13 Lot Single-Family Home Development 

 
June 10, 2013 

 
PROJECT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 

Planning Division 

 
1. Unless otherwise specified in the conditions of approval, indicated in the 

accessory structure site development standards, or shown on the PUD 
development plan, all uses and site development standards shall be those of the 
R-1-6,500 District for lots 1-13. 

 
2. No additions or expansions are permitted to any house or garage on lots 1-12.  

Future building and/or site improvements not covered by this development plan 
approval for lot 13 will be subject to City review and approval prior to any 
changes to the building and/or site.     

 
3. Accessory structures shall conform to the approved accessory structure site 

development standards noted below: 
 
Lot 13 Accessory Structure Standards   
Proposed accessory structures that are taller than six feet in height or greater 
than 80 square-feet in size, shall be located between the house and west side 
property line only.  The accessory structure may come no closer than three feet 
to the side property line and five feet to the rear property line and shall not 
exceed a height of 10-feet.   
 
Accessory structures that are six feet or less in height, screened by the good-
neighbor solid redwood fence and less than 80 square-feet in area shall be 
setback a minimum of 10-feet from the street side yard but may adjoin the west 
side property line and/or rear yard property line but may not be attached to the 
fence. 
 
Accessory structures shall not exceed 50% of the rear or side yard area. 
 
Covered patios attached to a main structure and open on three sides may come 
to within five feet of the rear property line, three feet from the west side property 
line and 10-feet from the street side property line.  Covered patios attached to a 
main structure and enclosed on two or more sides shall not be allowed. 
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Lots 1-12 Accessory Structure Standards 
 

Detached Accessory Structure Standards for Lots 1-12 

LOTS MINIMUM SETBACK 

1-3, 8-12 

5’ MIN. TO SIDE AND REAR PROPERTY LINES 
WITH THE EXCEPTION THAT CORNER LOTS SHALL 
HAVE A MIN. 10’ SETBACK FROM THE STREET SIDE 

YARD PROPERTY LINE 

4-7 5’ MIN. TO SIDE PROPERTY LINE 
MAX. 10’ PROJECTION FROM REAR BLDG WALL.  NO 
ENROACHMENT WITHIN 20’ OF THE SLOPE SETBACK 

LINE OR WITHIN 30’ OF THE CENTER LINE OF THE 
CREEK, WHICHEVER IS GREATER 

1-12 POOLS NOT ALLOWED 

 
Accessory structures shall not exceed 50% of the rear or side yard area or be 
allowed to exceed 10-feet in height.  

 
Covered patios attached to the dwelling, if desired by future owners, shall adhere 
to the following development standards: 
 
Attached Patio Covers:  Covered patios attached to a main structure and open 
on three sides may come to within five feet of the rear property line and three feet 
from the interior side property lines of the property.  Corner lots shall be required 
to maintain a 10-foot minimum setback from the street side yard property line.  
For Lots 4-7, covered patios shall not encroach into the 20-foot slope setback or 
be allowed within 30-feet from the center line of the creek, whichever is greater.  
Covered patios attached to a main structure and enclosed on two or more sides 
shall not be allowed on Lots 1-12.       
 

4. Grading, site improvements/changes, development, including, but not limited to, 
accessory structures, pools, retaining walls, etc. will not be allowed within 30-feet 
of the center line of the creek or 20-feet from the top of bank.   

 
5. Fencing within the development shall conform to the fencing site plan on sheet 2 

of 7 and fencing details of sheet L3 of Exhibit B, on file with the Planning 
Division.  Minor modifications to the fencing plan may be approved by the 
Director of Community Development without a PUD modification.  Should the 
applicant and property owner along the eastern portion of the site choose to 
install a masonry or other fence/wall along the east (rear) property line of Lots 7-
12, said details (height, color, style, material, location) shall be included in the 
plans submitted to the Building and Safety Division for plan check and permit 
issuance and shall be subject to the review and approval of the Director of 
Community Development prior to issuance of grading or building permits. 
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6. If written permission is not provided from the adjacent property owners to allow 
the project’s new fencing to be located on the shared property lines between the 
project site and the adjacent properties, then the fencing/walls and footings shall 
be located entirely on the project site. 
 

7. The applicant shall dedicate an easement to the City for a future trail along the 
rear portion of Lots 4-7.  The easement, and trail, would generally be aligned 
below the top of slope and along the flatter portions of the embankment, near the 
creek.  Said easement shall be shown on the Tentative Subdivision Map and 
shall be subject to the review and approval of the City prior to final map approval.  
The easement shall be included in the project CC&Rs.  Said CC&R easement 
language shall be submitted to for review and approval by the City Attorney, City 
Engineer, and Director of Community Development prior to recordation of the 
final map.   
 

8. The project developer/subdivider shall create the applicable access, use, 
maintenance, etc., easements for the private street, guest parking spaces, and 
future trail along lots 4-7, subject to the review and approval of the City Attorney 
and Director of Community Development. 

 
9. The recorded deed of sale for lots 4-7 shall include a disclosure the limitations of 

improvements/changes to the rear of the lot and that a future trail may be 
constructed along the Arroyo del Valle.  Wording for these disclosures shall be 
written in simple/plain language, shall be submitted to the City Attorney for review 
and approval before City Council approval of the final subdivision map for this 
development, and shall be recorded over these lots by separate instrument. 
 

10. The garages shall not be modified or used for storage in a manner that would 
interfere with the ability to park two cars within the garage and each resident 
shall utilize the garages for the parking of vehicles.  In addition, boats, trailers, 
campers, motor homes, and other recreational vehicles shall not be parked or 
stored on-site and residents, tenants, guests, etc., shall not park in the “No 
Parking” areas of the private street, bounded by lots 3-8.  The above parking 
restrictions for the development shall be included in the project CC&Rs.  Said 
restrictions shall be submitted for review and approval by the City Attorney and 
Director of Community Development prior to recordation of the final map. 
 

11. The applicant shall provide garage door design and material details to the 
satisfaction of the Director of Community Development.  The garage door details 
shall be included in the plans submitted to the Building and Safety Division for 
plan check.  The garage doors shall be subject to the review and approval of the 
Director of Community Development prior to the issuance of a building permit. 
 

12. The applicant shall provide automatic opening sectional roll-up garage doors on 
the garages of the houses covered by this approval.  Unless otherwise approved 
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by the Director of Community Development, the door design and material shall 
conform to the PUD development plan. 
 

13. The placement of the elevation style (i.e., Craftsman or Cottage) for each lot shall 
be submitted for the review and approval by the Director of Community 
Development prior to issuance of a building permit.  The same elevation style 
shall not be used on the same model when they are located adjacent to each 
other. 

 
14. Wood-, fiberglass-, or vinyl-framed/sashed windows shall be utilized on the 

homes.  If fiberglass- or vinyl-framed/sashed windows are used, they shall have 
a similar frame and sash thickness as found on a traditional wood-framed/sashed 
window unless the required noise mitigation for this project prevents compliance 
with this requirement.  In addition, window mullions shall be raised and located 
on the exterior of the window unless the required noise mitigation for this project 
prevents compliance with this requirement.  Manufacturer’s specification sheets, 
details, and sections of the windows, and window treatments (sills, trim, etc.) 
shall be shown on the building permit plans and shall be subject to review and 
approval by the Director of Community Development prior to issuance of a 
building permit. 
 

15. Only gas fireplaces, pellet fueled wood heaters or EPA certified wood-burning 
appliances may be installed inside or outside of the homes. 
 

16. The plans submitted to the Building and Safety Division for plan check and permit 
issuance shall be modified to include the City’s planned Stanley Boulevard street 
improvements along the project’s frontage.  Project frontage is defined as the 
easternmost point of lot 12 extended to the farthest western point of lot 13.  Said 
modifications shall be subject to the review and approval of the City Engineer and 
Director of Community Development prior to issuance of a building permit.   

 
17. The developer shall comply with the recommendations of the noise study and 

addendum entitled “Noise Assessment Study for the Planned Single-Family 
Development, Wagner Property, Stanley Boulevard, Pleasanton” by Edward L. 
Pack Associates, Inc., dated “Received February 6, 2013” and “Received June 
13, 2013,” on file with the Planning Division.  Prior to issuance of a building 
permit, the applicant’s noise consultant shall specify the minimum STC rating 
required for each window of each lot.  Bathroom windows shall comply with the 
“living spaces” STC ratings indicated on Table I of the noise study.  Details of the 
noise mitigations shall be submitted in conjunction with the plans submitted for 
issuance of building permits and shall be subject to the review and approval by 
the Director of Community Development prior to issuance of building permits for 
the project.  The applicant’s noise consultant shall review the applicable noise 
mitigations shown on the building permit plans to ensure that the 
recommendations have been properly incorporated into the design.  The 
consultant shall certify in writing that such recommendations have been followed. 
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18. The developer shall submit a vibration study prior to submitting a Tentative 

Subdivision Map or plans to the Building and Safety Division for plan check.  Said 
study shall be reviewed and approval by the Director of Community Development 
and Chief Building Official.  Should the report require increasing the height of the 
homes to implement any necessary foundation requirements/mitigations, said 
height changes shall be reviewed and approved by the Director of Community 
Development.   

 
19. The applicant shall retain Tree Nos. 325-328, 354, and 358 through 368, shown 

on sheet 7 of 7 in Exhibit B and in the Tree Report (Exhibit E) on file with the 
Planning Division.  Prior to issuance of a grading or building permit, the project 
developer shall install a temporary six foot tall chain-link fence (or other fence 
type acceptable to the Director of Community Development) generally along the 
existing tree drip lines, as shown on the plans.  The fencing shall remain in place 
until the final landscape inspection by the Community Development Department.  
Removal of such fencing prior to that time may result in a “stop work order.” Said 
revisions shall be subject to the review and approval by the Director of 
Community Development prior to issuance of a building permit. 
 

20. All trees used in landscaping shall be a minimum of twenty-four (24) box-size as 
shown on the development plan and all shrubs shall be a minimum of five (5) 
gallons. 
 

21. The project developer shall mitigate the tree removal by planting additional trees 
on the lots, increase the size of the proposed trees that are presently shown on 
the landscape plan, and/or making a payment to the Urban Forestry Fund, 
subject to the satisfaction of the City Landscape Architect and Director of 
Community Development.  The required payment shall be paid in full prior to 
issuance of a building permit. 

 
22. The State of California’s Green Building Standards Code, “CALGreen,” as 

amended, shall apply, as applicable. 
 

23. The homes covered by this approval shall comply with the current City of 
Pleasanton’s Garbage Service’s recycling and composting programs.   

 
24. A minimum of one appliance or system that meets Energy Star standards shall be 

installed as part of the project.  The appliance(s) shall be installed as part of the 
project.  The appliance(s) or system(s) shall be stated on the plans submitted for 
issuance of a building permit. 
 

25. All new residences shall be constructed to allow for future installation of a 
photovoltaic (PV) system and solar water heating systems.  The project applicant 
shall comply with the following requirements for making all new dwelling units 
photovoltaic-ready and solar-water-heating-ready: 
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a. Electrical conduit and cable pull strings shall be installed from the roof/attic 

area to the building’s main electrical panels; 
 

b. An area shall be provided near the electrical panel for the installation of an 
“inverter” required to convert the direct current output from the photovoltaic 
panels to alternating current;  

 
c. Engineer the roof trusses to handle an additional load as determined by a 

structural engineer to accommodate the additional weight of a prototypical 
photovoltaic system beyond that anticipated for roofing; 

 
d. Plumbing shall be installed for solar-water heating; and 

 
e. Space shall be provided for solar-hearing tank. 

 
These measures shall be shown on the building permit plan set submitted to the 
Director of Community Development for review and approval before issuance of 
the first building permit.  The project developer shall provide the future 
homeowners the necessary information delineating the means by which 
photovoltaic panels can be applied to the roofs of the structures covered by this 
approval.  This information shall be submitted to the Director of Community 
Development for review and approval prior to the occupancy of the first unit. 

 
26. The project shall comply with the State of California’s Model Water Efficient 

Landscape Ordinance and Bay Friendly Basics requirements.  A licensed 
landscape architect shall verify the project’s compliance with the ordinance: 1) prior 
to the issuance of a building permit; and 2) prior to final inspection.  The verification 
shall be provided to the Planning Division. 
 

27. A minimum of one water conservation device such as low-flow faucets, toilets, 
shower fixtures, etc. shall be installed as part of the project.  The water 
conservation device(s) shall be stated on the plans submitted for issuance of a 
building permit.   
 

28. This approval does not guarantee the availability of sufficient water capacity to 
serve the project.  Prior to the recordation of a Final Map, issuance of a grading 
permit, issuance of a building permit, or utility extension approval to the site, 
whichever is sooner, the applicant shall submit written verification from Zone 7 
Water Agency or the City of Pleasanton’s Utility Planning Division that water is 
available for the project.  To receive the verification, the applicant may need to 
offset the project’s water demand. 
 

29. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall pay the applicable Zone 
7 and City connection fees and water meter cost for any water meters, including 
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irrigation meters.  Additionally, the developer shall pay any applicable Dublin-San 
Ramon Services District (DSRSD) sewer permit fee. 
 

30. The final landscape and irrigation plan shall be submitted to and approved by the 
Director of Community Development as part of the building permit plan set prior to 
issuance of a building permit.  Plant species shall be drought tolerant in nature with 
an irrigation system that maximizes water conservation (e.g., drip system).  The 
landscaping and irrigation indicated on the approved plans shall be installed before 
each house final, and reviewed and approved by the Planning Division. 
 

31. All exterior lighting, including landscape lighting, shall be directed downward and 
designed or shielded so as to not shine onto neighboring properties.  The 
project/building developer shall submit a final lighting plan and include drawings 
and/or manufacturer’s specification sheets showing the size and types of the light 
fixtures for the exterior of the buildings. 
 

32. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall contribute $2,500 per new 
unit to the Bernal Park Reserve Fund. 

 
33. The electrical plans for the homes shall provide telecommunications infrastructure 

consistent with state-of-the-art methods (e.g., cabling for DSL, broadband, or 
wireless service, wiring for total room access, etc.) in effect at the time that building 
permit(s) are issued.  The plan shall be part of the building permit plan set. 

 
34. A final subdivision map shall be required to subdivide the property into 13 lots.  

With the final map, the project developer shall record Conditions, Covenants and 
Restrictions (CC&R's) at the time of recordation of the final map which shall create 
a homeowners or maintenance association for the development.  The type of 
association established shall be accepted by the City Engineer and Director of 
Community Development prior to submitting a final subdivision map.  The 
association shall be responsible for the maintenance of all common utilities and 
stormwater treatment measures/areas, common access driveway and parking, and 
other facilities specified in the approval. The buildings, driveway aprons, 
landscape, and lot-specific drainage shall be the responsibility of the individual 
owner for the lot.  The CC&R's shall be subject to the review and approval of the 
City Attorney prior to recordation of the final map.  The City shall be granted the 
rights and remedies of the association, but not the obligation, to enforce the 
maintenance responsibilities of the association. 

 
35. The developer shall pay any and all fees to which the property may be subject to 

prior to issuance of building permits.  The type and amount of the fees shall be 
those in effect at the time the building permit is issued. 

 
36. All demolition and construction activities, inspections, plan checking, material 

delivery, staff assignment or coordination, etc., shall be limited to the hours of 
8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.  No construction shall be allowed 
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on State or Federal Holidays.  The Director of Community Development may 
allow earlier “start times” or later “stop times” for specific construction activities 
(e.g., concrete pouring) if it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the 
Director of Community Development that that the expanded construction hours 
are necessary (e.g., the concrete foundations need to be poured early due to 
weather conditions).  All construction equipment must meet Department of Motor 
Vehicles (DMV) noise standards and shall be equipped with muffling devices.  
Prior to construction, the hours of construction shall be posted on site. 
 

37. The recorded deed of sale for all lots covered by this PUD Development Plan 
approval shall include separately recorded disclosure statements or restrictive 
covenants indicating the following: 
 

a. That the property is in an area subject to noise, activity, and traffic impacts 
associated with a Downtown location.  
 

b. The adjacency of the Union Pacific Railroad and possible noise, including 
noise from train whistles and horns, and vibration impacts from said 
railroad. 

 
c. That additions to the homes and garages for lots 1-12 are prohibited. 

 
d. That the residents, tenants, guests, etc., are prohibited from parking in the 

red-curb areas along lots 3-8. 
 

e. Grading, site improvements/changes, development, including, but not 
limited to, accessory structures, pools, retaining walls, etc. will not be 
allowed within 30-feet of the center line of the creek or 20-feet from the top 
of bank for lots 4-7.   

 
f. That boats, trailers, campers, motor homes, and other recreational 

vehicles are prohibited from being parked or stored on-site. 
 

g. That the garages shall not be modified or used for storage in a manner 
that would interfere with the ability to park two cars within the garage and 
that each resident shall utilize the garages for the parking of vehicles. 

 
Wording for these disclosures and covenants shall be written in simple/plain 
language, shall be submitted to the City Attorney for review and approval before 
City Council approval of the first final subdivision map for this development, and 
shall be recorded over the project site by separate instrument. 
 

38. The project developer shall provide all initial home buyers with copies of the 
project conditions of approval and the site development standards for accessory 
structures. 
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Climate Action Plan 

39. The applicant shall provide a pedestrian walkway within the development that 
connects with Vervais Avenue.  The applicant shall submit a revised site plan 
that shows the location and improvement details of the pedestrian walkway prior 
to submitting a Tentative Map to the Planning Division and shall be subject to the 
review and approval of the Director of Community Development.   
 

40. The project shall meet or exceed 25% of Title 24 requirements and shall 
incorporate shade trees, cool roofs and landscape lighting.  Said requirements, 
shade trees, cool roof details, and landscape lighting shall be shown on the plans 
submitted to the Building and Safety Division for plan check and shall be subject 
to the review and approval of the Director of Community Development prior to 
issuance of a building permit.   

 
41. The applicant shall work with staff on locations for providing light-colored paving 

material for driveways and street paving.  The color and location of the paving 
shall be shown on the plans submitted to the Building and Safety Division and 
shall be subject to the review and approval of the Director of Community 
Development prior to building permit issuance.   

 
42. The applicant shall incorporate water-saving landscape plants that include 

xeriscaping and drought-resistant planting in lieu of lawns.  Said plants, with 
location, species, size, etc., shall be shown on the plans submitted to the 
Building and Safety Division for plan check and shall be subject to the review and 
approval of the Director of Community Development prior to issuance of building 
and/or grading permits.  

 
43. Rain gutters shall discharge into landscaping areas where feasible.  These 

details shall be shown on the plans submitted to the Building and Safety Division 
for plan check and are subject to the review and approval of the Director of 
Community Development prior to building permit issuance.   

 
44. Prior to issuance of building permits for the project, a tentative map shall be 

approved by the City and recorded. 
 

Housing Element Mitigation Measures 

45. The applicant shall hire an air quality consultant approved by the City of 
Pleasanton who will prepare a Construction Air Pollutant Control Plan that 
adheres to all specifications in the mitigation monitoring and reporting program of 
the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report and will verify in writing that 
the plan adheres to all of Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s 
(BAAQMD’s) air quality guidance applicable to the project.   

 
Prior to issuance of a grading or building permit, whichever is sooner, the 
applicant shall submit an air quality construction plan detailing the proposed air 
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quality construction measures related to the project such as construction 
phasing, construction equipment, and dust control measures.  Said plan shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Director of Community Development.  Air quality 
construction measures shall include Basic Construction Mitigation Measures 
(BAAQMD, May 2011) and, where construction-related emissions would exceed 
the applicable thresholds, additional construction mitigation measures shall be 
instituted.  The air quality construction plan shall be included on all grading, 
utility, building, landscaping, and improvement plans during all phases of 
construction, access roads, parking areas and staging areas at the construction 
site.   

 
46. The applicant shall hire a qualified air quality consultant to prepare a Health Risk 

Assessment (HRA) for the project in accordance with the BAAQMD requirements 
to determine the exposure of project residents/occupants/users to air pollutants.  
The HRA shall be submitted to the Director of Community Development for 
review and approval.  The applicant shall incorporate any measures discussed in 
the HRA report into projects design/plans and shall adhere to all specifications of 
the HRA report. 

 
47. Mitigation Measure (Nesting and/or Migratory Birds): If grading or tree removal 

within the project area is expected to occur during the typical nesting season 
(February-August), the project applicant shall retained a qualified biologist to 
perform a pre-construction nest survey in order to confirm the presence of active 
raptor or migratory bird nests.  The survey shall be conducted no more than 30 
days prior to ground disturbance or tree removal and the results of the survey 
shall be submitted to the City immediately upon completion.  If there is any lapse 
in construction activities, and construction resumes during the nesting season, 
the project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct new surveys 
within 30 days of the re-initiation of construction activities.  The results on the 
new surveys shall be submitted to the City immediately upon completion.  If 
nesting birds are found during the survey, the qualified biologist in coordination 
with the City shall determine and establish an appropriate buffer around the 
active nest.  Exclusionary fencing shall be established outside the proposed 
project footprint to prohibit project activity from entering into the buffer area for a 
time period appropriate for the species, as set forth by the qualified biologist.  
The exclusionary fencing shall remain in place until the qualified biologist 
confirms that the young have fledged.  All required buffers shall be shown on 
construction plans and submitted to the City.  If construction activities or tree 
removal are proposed to occur during the non-breeding season (September-
January), a survey would not be required, nor any further studies or mitigation. 

 
48. The applicant shall hire a qualified biologist to conduct a bat survey and identify 

measures, if any, in the construction plan(s) to reduce impacts to bats and their 
roosts consistent for large trees and vacant buildings that are to be removed.  If 
active day or night roosts are found, the bat biologist shall take actions to make 
such roosts unsuitable habitat prior to tree removal or building demolition.  A no-
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disturbance buffer of 100-feet shall be created around active bat roosts being 
used for maternity or hibernation purposes.  Bat roosts initiated during 
construction are presumed to be unaffected, and no buffer shall be required.   

 
Engineering Division 

49. Should the applicant decide to pursue construction improvements along any 
portion of the project’s frontage, project frontage being the farthest eastern point 
of lot 12 extending to the farthest western point of lot 13, the applicant shall pay 
its pro-rata share of the City’s Capital Improvement Project (CIP) to reconstruct 
Stanley Boulevard along the project frontage at the rate of $838.07 per linear foot 
prior to the approval of a final map or at a later time approved by the Community 
Development Director.   

 
50. Should the applicant’s project precede the City’s CIP to reconstruct Stanley 

Boulevard, then the applicant shall be required to construct an interim street tie-
in.  The exact layout of the tie-in shall be shown on the improvement plans 
submitted to the Building and Safety Division for plan check and permit issuance 
and subject to the review and approval of the City Engineer prior to issuance of a 
building permit.   

 
51. If it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the City Engineer that the street 

improvements constructed as a part of the project can be retained and tie into the 
City’s CIP for Stanley Boulevard, the pro-rata share amount noted in condition of 
approval No. 49 shall be adjusted accordingly and condition of approval No. 50, 
would not apply.  

 
52. The applicant will be required to install a valley gutter between Stanley Boulevard 

and the in-tract street.  The valley gutter shall be shown on the improvement 
plans submitted to the Building and Safety Division for plan check and permit 
issuance and subject to the review and approval of the City Engineer prior to 
issuance of a building permit. 

 
53. The applicant shall dedicate an eight-foot wide public service easement (PSE) 

along the project’s frontage, extended across Lots 12 and 13, on Stanley 
Boulevard. 

 
54. The applicant shall dedicate an easement to the City for water and sewer 

facilities within the project site.  Said easement shall be shown on the 
improvement plans submitted to the Building and Safety Division for plan check 
and permit issuance and subject to the review and approval of the City Engineer 
prior to issuance of a building permit.   

 
55. Should the applicant’s project precede the City’s decision to underground 

overhead utilities along Stanley Boulevard, the applicant shall be required to 
install new services to the units within the proposed development underground, 
in conduit, to the nearest “utility approved” riser pole.   
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56. The applicant shall be required to pay its pro-rata share, at the rate of $1,065.34 

per linear foot, for undergrounding of the overhead utility lines across the project 
frontage, including the service lines to the proposed development.  Said payment 
will be required to the City prior to approval of a final map.   

 
57. Should the applicant’s project precede the development located at 4171 and 

4189 Stanley Boulevard and the City’s CIP on Stanley Boulevard, the applicant 
shall be required to install a storm drain pipe in Stanley Boulevard to Main Street.  
Should the CIP for Stanley Boulevard precede the approval of the applicant’s 
final map, the applicant shall be required to pay its pro-rata share of the storm 
drain line to serve the proposed development. 

 
58. All enhanced landscaping, as determined by the City Operation Service Center, 

within public right-of-way shall be maintained by the project’s homeowners or 
maintenance association with onsite irrigation water. 

 
59. All landscaping within public right-of-way along the project’s frontage shall be 

maintained by the homeowners/maintenance association unless otherwise 
approved by the City Engineer and necessary irrigation system, irrigation water 
meter, irrigation valves, irrigation controller, etc. have been included on the plan 
for maintenance of all landscaping within public right-of-way. 

 
60. The bio-swales and hydro-modification areas next to the proposed sidewalk shall 

have a retaining wall and sub drains as required by the City Engineer.  Said walls 
and sub drains shall be shown on the plans submitted to the Building and Safety 
Division for plan check and subject to the review and approval of the City 
Engineer prior to issuance of a building permit.  

 
61. All utilities for the development shall be private. 
 
62. A geologic report shall be prepared as per City Municipal Code 17.12 Geologic 

Hazard, 18.68 PUD District, and as required by the City Engineer for site specific 
conditions.   

 
63. For new streets, the minimum grade for the gutter flow line shall be set at one 

percent where practical, but not less than .75% unless otherwise approved by the 
City Engineer.  

 
Operation Services Center 

64. A backflow prevention device shall be required to isolate the public water main 
from the private main.  The backflow device shall be shown on the plans 
submitted to the Building and Safety Division for plan check and shall be subject 
to the review and approval of the City Engineer prior to issuance of a building 
permit.   
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65. The developer shall install dead-end blow off(s) to the fire hydrants per City 
Standards.  Said details shall be shown on the plans submitted to the Building 
and Safety Division for plan check and permit issuance and shall be subject to 
the review and approval of the City Engineer and Livermore-Pleasanton Fire 
Marshal.   

 
Traffic Division 

66. The applicant or responsible party shall pay any traffic impact fees for the 13 lot 
development as determined by the City Traffic Engineer.  This fee shall be paid 
prior to issuance of a building permit. 

 
67. Comprehensive traffic control measures shall be implemented during 

construction, including scheduling of major truck trips and deliveries, to avoid 
peak travel hours.  If necessary, as determined by the Traffic Engineer, proper 
lane closure procedures such as flagger stations, signage, cones, and other 
warning devices shall be implemented during construction.  

 
68. The haul route for all materials to and from the project site shall be approved by 

the Deputy Director of Community Development, Transportation prior to issuance 
of a building permit, and shall include the provision to monitor the street surfaces 
used for the haul route so that any damage and debris attributable to the haul 
trucks is identified and corrected at the expense of the project applicant or 
developer.  

 
69. An encroachment permit for work in the public right-of-way shall be approved by 

the City Engineer prior to the issuance of any permit by the City’s Building and 
Safety Division or Engineering Division.  Any damage to existing street 
improvements during construction on the subject property shall be repaired to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer at the full expense of the project developer.  This 
shall include slurry seal, overlay, or street reconstruction if deemed warranted by 
the City Engineer. 

 
70. The plans submitted to the Building and Safety Division for plan check shall 

include improvement plans for this development that contain signage and striping 
details.  Said improvement plans shall be subject to the review and approval of 
the City Traffic Engineer prior to building permit issuance. 

 
71. The project developer shall be responsible for the installation of the street lighting 

system serving the development.  The street lights shall be of type and poles 
subject to review and approval by Community Development Director with poured 
in place bases, on the LS-2A schedule per City requirements and PG&E 
standard details, unless otherwise specifically approved.  The lighting system 
design shall conform to the Illuminating Engineering Society (IES).  The number, 
location, and type of lights and electroliers shall be incorporated into the plans 
submitted to the Building and Safety Division for plan check and subject to the 
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review and approval of the City Traffic Engineer prior to issuance of a building 
permit.   

 
72. The applicant shall provide minimum 5 foot wide sidewalk on the west side of the 

street.  Said details shall be shown on the plans submitted to the Building and 
Safety Division for plan check and subject to the review and approval of the 
Deputy Director of Community Development, Transportation prior to issuance of 
a building permit.   

 
73. If the applicant's project precedes the City's undergrounding of overhead utilities, 

the applicant shall construct a 6-foot wide concrete sidewalk along the property 
frontage, eastern side of Lot 12 to the western side of lot 13, and along Stanley 
Boulevard to the east to connect to the existing sidewalk.  Said improvements 
shall be incorporated in the plans submitted to the Building and Safety Division 
for plan check and subject to the review and approval of the City Engineer and 
Deputy Director of Community Development, Transportation prior to issuance of 
a building permit.   

 
STANDARD CONDITIONS 

Planning Division 

74. Development shall be substantially as shown on the development plans and 
related materials, dated “Received June 13, 2013,” Exhibit B, and comply with 
the recommendations of the Preliminary Geotechnical Report (Exhibit I) and the 
Riparian Survey (Exhibit J), on file with the Planning Division, except as modified 
by these conditions.  Minor changes to the plans may be allowed subject to the 
approval of the Director of Community Development if found to be in substantial 
conformance with the approved exhibits. 

 
75. The PUD development plan approval shall lapse two years from the effective 

date of this ordinance unless a tentative or parcel map, as applicable, is 
approved.  If a tentative or parcel map is approved, the PUD development plan 
approval shall lapse when the tentative map or parcel map approval expires.  If a 
final map is recorded before the tentative map or parcel map expires, then the 
PUD development plan approval shall not lapse.   

   
76. All conditions of approval shall be attached to all building permit plan check sets 

submitted for review and approval, whether stapled to the plans or located on a 
separate plan sheet. These conditions of approval shall be attached at all times 
to any grading and construction plans kept on the project site. It is the 
responsibility of the applicant to ensure that the project contractor is aware of, 
and abides by, all conditions of approval. It is the responsibility of the applicant to 
ensure that the project landscape contractor is aware of, and adheres to, the 
approved landscape and irrigation plans, and all conditions of approval. Prior 
approval from the Planning Division is required before any changes are 
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constituted in site design, grading, building design, building colors or materials, 
green building measures, landscape material, etc. 
 

77. The approved building colors and materials shall be indicated on the final 
building permit plans.  Any proposed revisions to these approved colors or 
materials must be submitted for review and approval by the Director of 
Community Development prior to building permit issuance and/or 
painting/installation. 
 

78. The height of the structures shall be surveyed and verified as being in 
conformance to the approved building height as shown on Exhibit B or as 
otherwise conditioned.  Said verification is the project developer's responsibility, 
shall be performed by a licensed land surveyor or civil engineer, and shall be 
completed and provided to the Planning Division before the first framing or 
structural inspection by the Building and Safety Division. 
 

79. All HVAC condensing units shall be shown on the plans and shall be subject to 
the review and approval of the Director of Community Development prior to 
building permit issuance. 
 

80. Prior to building permit submittal, a list of the green building measures used in 
the design of the buildings, covered by this approval, shall be provided to the 
Planning Division for the review and approval by the Director of Community 
Development.  The buildings covered by this approval shall be designed to 
achieve a “certified rating” of a minimum of 87 total points, achieving at least the 
minimum points in each category, using BuildItGreen’s current GreenPoints 
rating system for new Multifamily development. 

 
The green building measures shall be shown on one of the first two pages of the 
plans submitted for issuance of a building permit.  Each point identified shall 
have a notation indicating the sheet the point can be found, and each sheet 
shall note where the point is located.  All proposed green building measures 
shall be shown throughout the plan set, as appropriate, as determined by the 
Director of Community Development. 

 
A special inspection by from the Planning Division shall be coordinated with 
regards to landscaping, irrigation, and exterior materials.  All of the green building 
measures indicated on the approved checklist shall be inspected and approved 
by either the City of Pleasanton, a third party rater, or the applicants shall provide 
written verification by the project engineer, architect, landscape architect, or 
designer. 

 
Landscaping 

81. The project developer shall enter into an agreement with the City, approved by 
the City Attorney, which guarantees that all landscaping areas included in this 
project will be maintained at all times in a manner consistent with the approved 
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landscape plan for this development.  Said agreement shall run with the land for 
the duration of the existence of the structures located on the subject property. 

 
82. Six-inch vertical concrete curbs shall be installed between all paved and 

landscaped areas. 
 
83. The project developer shall provide root control barriers and four inch perforated 

pipes for parking lot trees, street trees, and trees in planting areas less than ten 
feet in width, as determined necessary by the Director of Community 
Development at the time of review of the final landscape plans. 

 
84. For purposes of erosion control, the applicant/developer shall plant a hydroseed 

mixture that has been designed by the project Landscape Architect.  The 
hydroseed mixture shall be specified on the building permit plans for review and 
approval by the Director of Community Development and shall be maintained by 
the applicant/developer. 

 
85. Prior to building occupancy, the landscape architect or landscape designer shall 

certify in writing to the Director of Community Development that the landscaping 
has been installed in accordance with the approved landscape and irrigation plans 
with respect to size, number, and species of plants and overall design concept. 

 
86. The developer and future property owners are encouraged to use reclaimed gray 

water, rain water, etc., for landscape irrigation.  If used, the details shall be 
shown on the permit plan set to the satisfaction of the Director of Community 
Development before issuance of a building permit. 

 
87. The developer and/or future property owners are encouraged to use best 

management practices for the use of pesticides and herbicides. 
 
Tree Requirements 
88. The project developer shall comply with the recommendations of the tree report 

prepared for Ponderosa Homes by HortScience, dated “January 13, 2013.”  No 
tree trimming or pruning other than that specified in the tree report shall occur.  
The project developer shall arrange for the horticultural consultant to conduct a 
field inspection prior to issuance of City permits to ensure that all 
recommendations have been properly implemented.  The consultant shall certify 
in writing that such recommendations have been followed. 
 

89. The project developer shall post cash, letter of credit, or other security 
satisfactory to the Director of Community Development in the amount of $5,000 
for each tree required to be preserved, up to a maximum of $25,000.  This cash 
bond or security shall be retained for one year following acceptance of public 
improvements or completion of construction, whichever is later, and shall be 
forfeited if the trees are destroyed or substantially damaged.  No trees shall be 
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removed other than those specifically designated for removal on the approved 
plans or tree report. 
 

90. The following statements shall be printed on to the site, grading, and landscape 
plans where applicable to the satisfaction of the Director of Community 
Development prior to issuance of a building permit: 
 

a. No existing tree may be trimmed or pruned without prior approval by the 
Director of Community Development. 

b. No equipment may be stored within or beneath the driplines of the existing 
trees. 

c. No oil, gasoline, chemicals, or other harmful materials shall be deposited 
or disposed within the dripline of the trees or in drainage channels, 
swales, or areas that may lead to the dripline. 

d. No stockpiling/storage of fill, etc., shall take place underneath or within five 
feet of the dripline of the existing trees. 

 
91. Prior to issuance of a grading or building permit, the project developer shall 

install a temporary six foot tall chain-link fence (or other fence type acceptable to 
the Director of Community Development) outside of the existing tree drip lines, as 
shown on the plans.  The fencing shall remain in place until final landscape 
inspection by the Community Development Department.  Removal of such 
fencing prior to that time may result in a “stop work order.”   
 

92. To the extent permitted by law, the project applicant shall defend (with counsel 
reasonable acceptable to the City), indemnify and hold harmless the City, its City 
Council, its officers, boards, commissions, employees and agents from and 
against any claim (including claims for attorneys fees), action, or proceeding 
brought by a third party against the indemnified parties and the applicant to 
attack, set aside, or void the approval of the project or any permit authorized 
hereby for the project, including (without limitation) reimbursing the City its 
attorneys fees and costs incurred in defense of the litigation.  The City may, in its 
sole discretion, elect to defend any such action with attorneys of its choice. 

 
Construction 
93. Campers, trailers, motor homes, or any other similar vehicle are not allowed on 

the construction site except when needed as sleeping quarters for a security 
guard. 

 
94. A construction trailer shall be allowed to be placed on the project site for daily 

administration/coordination purposes during the construction period. 
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95. Portable toilets used during construction shall be kept as far as possible from 
existing residences and shall be emptied on a regular basis as necessary to 
prevent odor. 

 
Building and Safety Division 

96. All retaining walls higher than four feet from the top of the wall to the bottom of 
the footway shall be constructed of reinforced concrete, masonry, or other 
material as approved by the Director of Community Development, or shall be an 
approved crib wall type.  Calculations signed by a registered civil engineer shall 
accompany the wall plans. 

 
97. At the time of building permit plan submittal, the project developer shall submit a 

final grading and drainage plan prepared by a licensed civil engineer depicting all 
final grades and on-site drainage control measures to prevent stormwater runoff 
onto adjoining properties.   

 
98. Prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant shall submit a waste 

management plan to the Building and Safety Division.  The plan shall include the 
estimated composition and quantities of waste to be generated and how the 
project developer intends to recycle at least 75 percent of the total job site 
construction waste measured by weight or volume.  Proof of compliance shall be 
provided to the Chief Building Official prior to the issuance of a final building 
permit.  During construction, the project developer shall mark all trash disposal 
bins “trash materials only” and all recycling bins “recycling materials only.”  The 
project developer shall contact Pleasanton Garbage Service for the disposal of 
all waste from the site. 

 
Engineering Division 

99. A “Conditions of Approval” checklist shall be completed and attached to all plan 
checks submitted for approval indicating that all conditions have been satisfied. 

 
 
100. The project developer shall comply with the recommendations of the project’s 

geotechnical consultant.  The project developer's geotechnical consultant shall 
review and approve all foundation, retaining wall, and drainage geotechnical 
aspects of the final development plans to ensure that the recommendations have 
been properly incorporated into the development.  The consultant shall certify by 
writing on the plans, or as otherwise acceptable to the City Engineer, that the 
final development plan is in conformance with the geotechnical report approved 
with the project. 

 
101. The project developer shall arrange and pay for the geotechnical consultant to 

inspect and approve all foundation, retaining wall, and drainage geotechnical 
aspects of project construction.  The consultant shall be present on site during 
grading and excavation operations.  The results of the inspections and the as-



PUD-97  Ponderosa Homes 
Conditions of Approval            19 of 32                                  13 Lot Development   

 

built conditions of the project shall be certified in writing by the geotechnical 
consultant for conformance to the approved plans and geotechnical report and 
submitted to the City Engineer for review and approval prior to occupancy.  

 
102. The project developer shall construct vertical P.C.C. curbs and gutters within this 

development unless otherwise approved by the City Engineer.  When the 
sidewalk is adjacent to the curb and gutter, they shall be poured monolithically. 

 
103. A water meter shall be provided to each lot of record within the development 

unless otherwise approved by the City Engineer.  
 
104. A sanitary sewer lateral with two-way cleanout (located at the back of the 

sidewalk or curb, whichever is applicable) shall be provided to each lot of record 
within the development unless otherwise approved by the City Engineer.   

 

105. All existing service drops (PG&E Pac Bell and Cable TV) to existing homes and 
new services to proposed units within this development shall be installed 
underground in conduit to the nearest “utility approved” riser pole. The project 
developer shall also be responsible for paying a pro-rata share as determined by 
the City Engineer for undergrounding of the overhead utility lines across the 
project frontage.  Said payment shall be due prior to the approval of the final 
map.  

 

106. All dry utilities (electric power distribution, gas distribution, communication 
service, cable television, street lights and any required alarm systems) required 
to serve existing or new development shall be installed in conduit, underground 
in a joint utility trench unless otherwise specifically approved by the City 
Engineer. 

 
107. Any damage to existing street improvements during construction on the subject 

property shall be repaired to the satisfaction of the City Engineer at full expense 
to the project developer.  This shall include slurry seal, overlay, or street 
reconstruction if deemed warranted by the City Engineer. 

 
108. The project developer and/or the project developer’s contractor(s) shall obtain an 

encroachment permit from the City Engineer prior to moving any construction 
equipment onto the site. 

 
109. The project developer shall submit a final grading and drainage plan prepared by 

a licensed civil engineer depicting all final grades and drainage control measures, 
including concrete-lined V-ditches, to protect all cut and fill slopes from surface 
water overflow.  This plan shall be subject to the review and approval of the City 
Engineer prior to the issuance of a grading permit. 

 
110. All existing drainage swales that are filled shall have sub drains installed unless 

otherwise approved by the City Engineer and the developer’s soils engineer.  All 
sub drains shall have tracer wire along entire length of the sub drains and 
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cleanouts installed with metal cap at the beginning of the pipe and at locations 
needed for maintenance.  The end of the pipe shall terminate in a storm drain or 
other storm drain outfall, subject to the approval of the City Engineer.  The 
project developer’s engineer shall submit a final sub drain location map to the 
City Engineer prior to acceptance of the public improvements and/or project.  It 
shall be the responsibility of the property owner to relocate a sub drain, if during 
the excavation of a pool or other subsurface structure, a sub drain is 
encountered.  All property owners within the subdivision shall receive notice of 
the presence of these sub drains.  Said notice shall be reviewed and approved 
by the City Attorney prior to distributing the notice. 

 
111. The curb and gutter along the street shall have a sub drain installed at either the 

back of the curb or lip of gutter at the discretion of the City Engineer.  This detail 
shall be shown on the improvement plans.  Said drains shall be connected to the 
storm drain system or drained by other means acceptable to the City Engineer.  

 
112. All existing septic tanks or holding tanks, if any, shall be properly abandoned 

pursuant to the requirements of the Alameda County Department of Health 
Services prior to the start of grading operations, unless specifically approved by 
the City Engineer.  

 
113. The project developer shall submit detailed landscape and irrigation plans as part 

of the improvement plans.  The irrigation plan shall provide for automatic 
controls. 

 
114. The applicant shall post with the City, prior to approval of the subdivision map, a 

separate performance bond for the full value of all improvements that are not to 
be accepted by the City of Pleasanton. 

 
115. All retaining walls along the street shall be placed behind the Public Service 

Easement (PSE), unless otherwise approved by the City Engineer. 
 

Livermore-Pleasanton Fire Department 

116. The project developer shall keep the site free of fire hazards from the start of 
lumber construction until the final inspection. 

 
110. Prior to any construction framing, the project developer shall provide adequate 

fire protection facilities, including, but not limited to a water supply and water flow 
in conformance to the City's Fire Department Standards able to suppress a major 
fire. 

 
111. The Fire Prevention Bureau reviews building/civil drawings for conceptual on-site 

fire mains and fire hydrant locations only. Plan check comments and approvals 
DO NOT INCLUDE: 
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a. Installation of the on-site fire mains and fire hydrants.  Specific installation 
drawings submitted by the licensed underground fire protection contractor 
shall be submitted to the Fire Prevention Bureau for approval. 
 

b. Backflow prevention or connections to the public water mains. 
 

112. Electrical conduit shall be provided to each fire protection system control valve 
including all valve(s) at the water connections. The Livermore-Pleasanton Fire 
Department requires electronic supervision of all valves for automatic sprinkler 
systems and fire protection systems. 

 
113. Address numbers shall be installed on the front or primary entrance for all 

buildings.  Minimum building address character size shall be 12" high by 1" 
stroke. If building is located greater than 50 feet from street frontage, character 
size shall be 16” high by 1 ½” stroke minimum.  In all cases address numerals 
shall be of contrasting background and clearly visible in accordance with the 
Livermore-Pleasanton Fire Department Premises Identification Standards.  This 
may warrant field verification and adjustments based upon topography, 
landscaping or other obstructions.   

 
114. The following items will be provided prior to any construction above the 

foundation or slab.  NOTE:  Periodic inspections will be made for compliance. 
 

a. Emergency vehicle access will be required to be provided to the site 
(tract), including the area where construction is occurring. 
 

b. Emergency vehicle access shall be a minimum of 20 feet in clear width.  A 
clear height free of obstructions (power, cable, telephone lines, tree limbs, 
etc.) is required.  This clearance shall be a minimum of 13 feet-6 inches. 
Inside turning radius of 45 feet and outside turning radius of 55 feet shall 
be provided. 

 
c. Buildings or portions of buildings or facilities exceeding 30 feet (9144 mm) 

in height above the lowest level of fire department vehicle access shall be 
provided with approved fire apparatus access roads capable of 
accommodating fire department aerial apparatus. Fire apparatus access 
roads shall have a minimum unobstructed width of 26 feet in the 
immediate vicinity of any building or portion of building more than 30 feet 
(9144 mm) in height. At least one of the required access routes meeting 
this condition shall be located within a minimum of 15 feet (4572 mm) and 
a maximum of 30 feet (9144 mm) from the building, and shall be 
positioned parallel to one entire side of the building.  

 
d. The carrying capacity of the access route(s) shall be 69,000 pounds under 

all weather conditions. 
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e. Designated construction material storage and construction worker parking 
shall not obstruct the emergency vehicle access route(s).  

 
f. On-site fire hydrants shall be in service.  Fire hydrants shall be flushed 

and all valves open.  
 
117. A conditions of approval checklist shall be completed and attached to all plan 

checks submitted for approval indicating that all conditions have been satisfied. 
 

Community Development Department 

118. The project applicant/developer shall submit a refundable cash bond for hazard 
and erosion control.  The amount of this bond will be determined by the Director 
of Community Development.  The cash bond will be retained by the City until all 
the permanent landscaping is installed for the development, including individual 
lots, unless otherwise approved by the department. 

 
119. The project developer shall submit a written dust control plan or procedure as 

part of the improvement plans. 
 
120. The permit plan check package will be accepted for submittal only after the 

ordinance approving the PUD development plan becomes effective, unless the 
project developer submits a signed statement acknowledging that the plan check 
fees may be forfeited in the event that the ordinance is overturned or that the 
design has significantly changed.  In no case will a permit be issued prior to the 
effective date of the ordinance. 

 
121. The project developer shall pay any and all fees to which the property may be 

subject prior to issuance of permits.  The type and amount of the fees shall be 
those in effect at the time the permit is issued. 

 
122. If any prehistoric or historic artifacts, or other indication of cultural resources are 

found once the project construction is underway, all work must stop within 20 
meters (66 feet) of the find.  A qualified archaeologist shall be consulted for an 
immediate evaluation of the find prior to resuming groundbreaking construction 
activities within 20 meters of the find.  If the find is determined to be an important 
archaeological resource, the resource shall be either avoided, if feasible, or 
recovered consistent with the requirements of Appendix K of the State CEQA 
Guidelines.  In the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains in any 
on-site location, there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or 
any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains until the 
County coroner has determined, in accordance with any law concerning 
investigation of the circumstances, the manner and cause of death and has 
made recommendations concerning treatment and dispositions of the human 
remains to the person responsible for the excavation, or to his/her authorized 
representative.  A similar note shall appear on the improvement plans. 
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123. All existing wells on the site shall be removed or sealed, filled and abandoned 
pursuant to Alameda County Ordinance 73-68, prior to the start of grading 
operations.  Wells shall be destroyed in accordance with the procedures outlined 
on the permit obtained from Zone 7. Zone 7 may request the 
developer/subdivider to retain specific wells for monitoring the ground water. The 
developer/subdivider shall notify the City of Zone 7 desire to retain any well and 
make provisions to save the well.  Additionally, the developer/subdivider may 
request special approval for temporary use of an existing well for construction 
water or a more permanent use such as non potable outdoor landscaping.  The 
developer/subdivider shall make such request in writing to the City Engineer. 

 

CODE CONDITIONS 

(Applicants/Developers are responsible for complying with all applicable Federal, 
State and City codes and regulations regardless of whether or not the 

requirements are part of this list.  The following items are provided for the 
purpose of highlighting key requirements.) 

 
Building and Safety Division 

124. The project developer shall submit a building survey and/or record of survey and 
a site development plan in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 18.68 of 
the Municipal Code of the City of Pleasanton.  These plans shall be approved by 
the Chief Building and Safety Official prior to the issuance of a building permit.  
The site development plan shall include all required information to design and 
construct site, grading, paving, drainage, and utilities. 

 
125. The project developer shall post address numerals on the buildings so as to be 

plainly visible from all adjoining streets or driveways during both daylight and 
night time hours. 

 
126. The buildings covered by this approval shall be designed and constructed to 

meet Title 24 state energy requirements. 
 
127. All building and/or structural plans must comply with all codes and ordinances in 

effect before the Building and Safety Division will issue permits. 
 
Livermore-Pleasanton Fire Department 

131. All construction shall conform to the requirements of the California Fire Code 
currently in effect, City of Pleasanton Building and Safety Division and City of 
Pleasanton Ordinance 2015. All required permits shall be obtained.  

 
132. Automatic fire sprinklers shall be installed in all occupancies in accordance with 

City of Pleasanton Ordinance 2015.  Installations shall conform to NFPA 
Pamphlet 13 for commercial occupancies NFPA 13D for residential occupancies 
and NFPA 13R for multifamily residential occupancies.   
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133. Fire alarm system shall be provided and installed in accordance with the CFC 

currently in effect, the City of Pleasanton Ordinance 2015 and 2002 NFPA 72 - 
National Fire Alarm Code. Notification appliances and manual fire alarm boxes 
shall be provided in all areas consistent with the definition of a notification zone 
(notification zones coincide with the smoke and fire zones of a building). Shop 
drawings shall be submitted for permit issuance in compliance with the CFC 
currently in effect. 

 
134. City of Pleasanton Ordinance 2015 requires that all new and existing 

occupancies be provided with an approved key box from the Knox Company as 
specified by the Fire Department.  The applicant is responsible for obtaining 
approval for location and the number of boxes from the Fire Prevention Bureau. 
Information and application for Knox is available through their website or the Fire 
Prevention Bureau.  Occupant shall be responsible for providing tenant space 
building access keys for insertion into the Knox Box prior to final inspection by 
the Fire Department.  Keys shall have permanent marked tags identifying 
address and/or specific doors/areas accessible with said key. 

  
135. Underground fire mains, fire hydrants and control valves shall be installed in 

conformance with the most recently adopted edition of NFPA Pamphlet 24, 
"Outside Protection." 
 

a.  The underground pipeline contractor shall submit a minimum of three (3) 
sets of installation drawings to the Fire Department, Fire Prevention 
Bureau.  The plans shall have the contractor's wet stamp indicating the 
California contractor license type, license number and must be signed.  No 
underground pipeline inspections will be conducted prior to issuance of 
approved plans. 
 

b. All underground fire protection work shall require a California contractor's 
license type as follows: C-16, C-34, C-36 or A. 

 
c. All field-testing and inspection of piping joints shall be conducted prior to 

covering of any pipeline.  
 

136. Dead-end fire service water mains shall not exceed 500 feet in length and/or 
have more than five Fire Department appliances* shall be looped around the site 
or building and have a minimum of two points of water supply or street 
connection.  Zone valves shall be installed as recommended under NFPA, 
Pamphlet 24 and the Fire Marshal. 

 
 *Note:  Fire Department appliances are classified as fire sprinkler system risers, 

fire hydrants and/or standpipes.  
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137. Portable fire extinguisher(s) shall be provided and installed in accordance with 
the California Fire Code currently in effect and Fire Code Standard #10-1.  
Minimum approved size for all portable fire extinguishers shall be 2A 10B:C.   

 
138. All buildings undergoing construction, alteration or demolition shall comply with 

Chapter 14 (California Fire Code currently in effect) pertaining to the use of any 
hazardous materials, flame- producing devices, asphalt/tar kettles, etc.  

 
139. The building (s) covered by this approval shall conform to the requirements of the 

California Building Code currently in effect, the California Fire Code currently in 
effect and the City of Pleasanton Ordinance 2015. If required plans and 
specifications for the automatic fire sprinkler system shall be submitted to the 
Livermore-Pleasanton Fire Department for review and approval prior to 
installation.  The fire alarm system, including water flow and valve tamper, shall 
have plans and specifications submitted to Fire Prevention for review and 
approval prior to installation.  All required inspections and witnessing of tests 
shall be completed prior to final inspection and occupancy of the building(s). 
 

URBAN STORMWATER CONDITIONS 

128. The project developer shall include erosion control measures, prepared and 
signed by the Qualified Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan Developer (QSD), 
on the final grading plan, subject to the review of the City Engineer.  These 
erosion control measures shall be as required by the state’s Construction 
General Permit.  The project developer is responsible for ensuring that the 
contractor is aware of such measures.  All cut and fill slopes shall be revegetated 
and stabilized as soon as possible after completion of grading, in no case later 
than October 15.  No grading shall occur between October 15 and April 15 
unless approved erosion control measures are in place, subject to the approval 
of the project QSD and the City Engineer.  Such measures shall be maintained 
until such time as a permanent landscaping is in place, site is stabilized and 
Notice of Completion (NOC) has been filed with the State Regional Water Board 
and/or accepted by City. 

 
129. Homeowner Association / Maintenance Association shall be responsible for 

annual inspection, maintenance, and reporting of all stormwater NPDES facilities 
in accordance with the Operation and Maintenance Agreement executed 
between the City of Pleasanton and the Ponderosa Homes representative and 
recorded at the Alameda County Recorder’s office. 

 
130. The project shall comply with the City of Pleasanton’s Stormwater NPDES Permit 

#CAS612008, dated October 14, 2009 and amendments (hereafter referred to as 
NPDES Permit).  This NPDES Permit is issued by the California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region (hereafter referred to as 
Regional Water Quality Control Board).  Information related to the NPDES Permit 
is available at the City of Pleasanton Community Development Department, 
Engineering Division, and on line at: 
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 http://www.ci.pleasanton.ca.us/business/planning/StormWater.html 
 

 http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/water_issues/programs/st
ormwater/Municipal/index.shtml 

 
Design Requirements 
 NPDES Permit design requirements include, but are not limited to, the following: 

 
a. Source control, site design, implementation, and maintenance standards 

when a  regulated project (such as a residential subdivision project) 
creates and/or replaces 10,000 square feet or more of impervious surface, 
including roof area, street, and sidewalk.  
 

b. Hydromodification standards when a regulated project creates and/or 
replaces a total impervious area of one acre or more. 

 
c. Compliance with a Diazinon pollutant reduction plan (Pesticide Plan) to 

reduce or substitute pesticide use with less toxic alternatives. 
 

d. Compliance with a Copper Pollutant Reduction Plan and a Mercury 
Pollutant Reduction Plan. 

 
131. The following requirements shall be incorporated into the project: 

 
a. The project developer shall submit a final grading and drainage plan 

prepared by a licensed civil engineer depicting all final grades and onsite 
drainage control measures including bioretention swales.  Irrigated 
bioretention swales shall be designed to maximize stormwater entry at 
their most upstream point.  The grading and drainage plans shall be 
subject to the review and approval of the City Engineer prior to the 
issuance of a grading or building permit, whichever is sooner. 
 

b. In addition to natural controls, the project developer may be required to 
install a structural control(s), such as an oil/water separator(s), sand 
filter(s), or approved equal(s) in the parking lot and/or on the site to 
intercept and pre-treat stormwater prior to reaching the storm drain.  The 
design, location(s), and a schedule for maintaining the separator shall be 
submitted to the City Engineer/Chief Building Official for review and 
approval prior to the issuance of a grading or building permit, whichever is 
sooner.  The structural control shall be cleaned at least twice a year (once 
immediately prior to October 15 and once in January). 

 
c. The project developer shall submit to the City Engineer the sizing design 

criteria and calculations for a hydromodification facility, if required, and for 
the treatment of stormwater runoff.  The design criteria and calculations 

http://www.ci.pleasanton.ca.us/business/planning/StormWater.html
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/water_issues/programs/stormwater/Municipal/index.shtml
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/water_issues/programs/stormwater/Municipal/index.shtml
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shall be subject to the review and approval of the City Engineer and shall 
be submitted prior to the issuance of a grading or building permit, 
whichever is sooner. 

 
d. Building/Structures shall be designed to minimize the occurrence and 

entry of pests into buildings, thus minimizing the need for pesticides, as 
determined by the Chief Building Official prior to the issuance of a building 
permit. 

 
e. The project’s landscape and irrigation plans shall be designed to: 1) 

minimize the use of fertilizers and pesticides that can contribute to 
stormwater pollution; and 2) promote surface infiltration.  Prior to the 
installation of project landscaping and irrigation, the project landscape 
architect shall submit a landscaping and irrigation plan to the City 
Engineer for review and approval and submit written verification stating 
the project incorporates the following: 

 
i. Plants tolerant of saturated soil conditions and prolonged exposure 

to water in areas that provide detention of water. 
 

ii. Plants and soil amendments appropriate to site specific 
characteristics such as topography and climate. 

 
iii. Landscaping and irrigation consistent with Bay-Friendly 

Landscaping.   
 

iv. Water conservation techniques to promote surface infiltration. 
 

f. All metal roofs, gutters, and downspouts shall be finished with rust-
inhibitive finish/paint as determined by the Chief Building Official. 
 

g. All projects using architectural copper roofing, gutters, downspouts, etc., 
shall utilize the following Best Management Practices for use and 
maintenance: 

 
i. During installation, copper material shall be pre-patinated at the 

factory.  If patination is done on-site; collect the rinse water in a 
tank and haul off-site for disposal.  With prior authorization from 
Dublin San Ramon Services District (DSRSD), you may collect the 
rinse water in a tank and discharge to the sanitary sewer.  
Optionally, consider coating the copper materials with a clear 
coating that prevents further corrosion and stormwater pollution.  
The clear coating, if utilized, shall be reapplied (as recommended 
by the coating manufacturer) to maintain its efficacy. 
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ii. During maintenance, the following applies during washing and 
patination: 

 
1. Minimize washing of architectural copper as it damages the 

patina and any protective coating. 
 

2. Block all storm drain inlets downstream of the wash. 
 

3. Collect in a tank and dispose off-site, or discharge the wash 
water to the sanitary sewer (with prior authorization from 
DSRSD). 

 
h. During re-patination, collect the rinse water in a tank and dispose off-site 

or discharge to sewer (with prior authorization from DSRSD).  
 

i. Roof drains shall drain away from the building foundation. Stormwater flow 
shall drain to a landscaped area or to an unpaved area wherever 
practicable as determined by the City Engineer/Chief Building Official.  

 
Construction Requirements 
132. The project shall comply with the “Construction General Permit” requirements of 

the NPDES Permit for construction activities (including other land disturbing 
activities) that disturb one acre or more (including smaller sites that are part of a 
larger common plan of development).  

 
Information related to the Construction General Permit is on line at: 

 

 http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/constr
uction.html 

 

 http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/docs/fi
nalconstpermit.pdf 

 
a. The Construction General Permit’s requirements include, but are not 

limited to, the following: 
 

i. The project developer shall obtain a construction general permit 
(NOI) from the Regional Water Quality Control Board to discharge 
stormwater, and to develop and implement stormwater pollution 
prevention plans.  
 

ii. The project developer shall submit a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to the City Engineer/Chief Building 
Official for review and approval prior to the issuance of a grading or 
building permit, whichever is sooner.  A copy of the approved 
SWPPP, including all approved amendments, shall be available at 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/construction.html
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/construction.html
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/docs/finalconstpermit.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/docs/finalconstpermit.pdf


PUD-97  Ponderosa Homes 
Conditions of Approval            29 of 32                                  13 Lot Development   

 

the project site for City review until all engineering and building 
work is complete and City permits have been finaled.  A site 
specific SWPPP must be combined with proper and timely 
installation of the BMPs, thorough and frequent inspections, 
maintenance, and documentations.  SWPPP for projects shall be 
kept up to date with the projects’ progress.  Failure to comply with 
the most updated construction SWPPP may result in the issuance 
of correction notices, citations, and/ or stop work orders.  

 
iii. The project developer is responsible for implementing the following 

Best Management Practices (BMPs).  These, as well as any other 
applicable measures, shall be included in the SWPPP and 
implemented as approved by City.   

 
1. The project developer shall include erosion control/stormwater 

quality measures on the project grading plan which shall 
specifically address measures to prevent soil, dirt, and debris 
from entering the public storm drain system.  Such measures 
may include, but are not limited to, hydroseeding, hay bales, 
sandbags, and siltation fences and shall be subject to the 
review and approval of the City Engineer/Chief Building Official.  
If no grading plan is required, necessary erosion 
control/stormwater quality measures shall be shown on the site 
plan submitted for a building permit, and shall be subject to the 
review and approval of the Building and Safety Division.  The 
project developer is responsible for ensuring that the contractor 
is aware of and implements such measures. 
 

2. All cut and fill slopes shall be revegetated and stabilized after 
completion of grading, but in no case later than October 15.  
Hydroseeding shall be accomplished before September 15 and 
irrigated with a temporary irrigation system to ensure that the 
vegetated areas are established before October 15.  No grading 
shall occur between October 15 and April 15 unless approved 
erosion control/stormwater quality measures are in place, 
subject to the approval of City Engineer/Chief Building Official.  
Such measures shall be maintained until such time as 
permanent landscaping is in place. 

 
3. Gather all sorted construction debris on a regular basis and 

place in the appropriate container for recycling; to be emptied at 
least on a weekly basis.  When appropriate, use tarps on the 
ground to collect fallen debris or splatters that could contribute 
to stormwater runoff pollution. 
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4. Remove all dirt, gravel, rubbish, refuse, and green waste from 
the street pavement and storm drains adjoining the site.  Limit 
construction access routes onto the site and place gravel on 
them.  Do not drive vehicles and equipment off paved or 
graveled areas during wet weather.  Broom sweep the street 
pavement adjoining the project site on a daily basis.  Scrape 
caked on mud and dirt from these areas before sweeping. 

 
5. Install filter materials (such as sandbags, filter fabric, etc.) at the 

storm drain inlet nearest the downstream side of the project site 
in order to retain any debris or dirt flowing in the storm drain 
system.  Maintain and/or replace filter materials to ensure 
effectiveness and to prevent street flooding. 

 
6. Create a contained and covered area on the site for the storage 

of cement, paints, oils, fertilizers, pesticides, or other materials 
used on the site that have the potential of being discharged into 
the storm drain system by being windblown or by being spilled. 

 
7. Never clean machinery, equipment, tools, brushes, or rinse 

containers into a street, gutter, or storm drain. 
 

8. Ensure that concrete/gunite supply trucks or concrete/plaster 
operations do not discharge wash water into a street, gutter, or 
storm drain. 

 
9. Equipment fueling area (if used at the construction site):  use a 

designated area away from the storm drainage facility; use 
secondary containment and spill rags when fueling; discourage 
“topping off” of fuel tanks; place a stockpile of absorbent 
material where it will be readily accessible; check vehicles and 
equipment regularly for leaking oils and fuels; and dispose of 
rags and absorbent materials promptly and properly. Use of an 
off-site fueling station is strongly encouraged. 

 
10. Concrete wash area: 1) locate wash out area away from storm 

drains and open ditches; 2) construct a temporary pit large 
enough to store the liquid and solid waste; 3) clean the pit by 
allowing concrete to set; 4) break up the concrete; and then 5) 
recycle or dispose of properly. 

 
11. Equipment and vehicle maintenance area at the project site is 

not permitted; use an off-site repair shop.   

b. Within 30 days of the installation and testing of the stormwater treatment 
and hydromodification facilities, the designer of the site shall submit a 
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letter to City Project Inspector/Construction Services Manager certifying 
the devices have been constructed in accordance with the approved plans 
for stormwater and C3 design for the project.  The letter shall request an 
inspection by City staff. 

 
Operation and Maintenance Requirements 
133. The project shall comply with the operation and maintenance requirements of the 

NPDES Permit.  All regulated projects (such as a residential subdivision projects) 
that create and/or replace 10,000 square feet or more of impervious areas  shall 
enter into a recorded Stormwater Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Agreement 
for treating stormwater runoff from the site in perpetuity.  The agreement is 
required to be recorded at the Alameda County Recorder’s Office in a format 
approved by the City.  

 
a. The Operation and Maintenance Agreement shall clarify that the property 

owner(s) of the site shall be responsible for the following in perpetuity: 
 

i. Maintaining all private stormwater treatment measures on the 
project site. 
 

ii. Annually submitting a maintenance report to the City Operations 
Services Department, Utilities Division, addressing the 
implementation of the Operation and Maintenance Agreement 
requirements. 

 
The final Operation and Maintenance Agreement shall be submitted to the 
Engineering Division prior to the issuance of a grading or building permit, 
whichever comes first.  The Agreement is subject to review and approval of the 
City Engineer/City Attorney, prior to recordation. 

 
134. The Operation and Maintenance Agreement responsibilities shall include, but not 

be limited to the following: 
 

a. Repainting text near the drain inlets to state “No Dumping – Drains to 
Bay.” 
 

b. Ensuring maintenance of landscaping with minimal pesticide and fertilizer 
use. 

 
c. Ensuring no one is disposing of vehicle fluids and hazardous materials or 

rinse water from cleaning tools, equipment or parts into storm drains. 
 

d. Cleaning all on-site storm drains at least twice a year with one cleaning 
immediately prior to the rainy season.  The City may require additional 
cleanings. 
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e. Mowing and removing clippings from vegetated swales with grasses on a 
regular basis. 

 
{end} 
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P12-1731, Jeff Schroeder, Ponderosa Homes 
Work Session to review and receive comments on a preliminary application to 
demolish the existing residence and remove the 32 mobile home spaces and to 
construct a 14-unit, single-family residential development on an approximately 
2.09-acre site located at 4202 Stanley Boulevard.  Zoning for the property is C-F 
(Freeway Interchange Commercial) District. 
 
Ms. Amos presented the staff report and described the scope, layout, and key elements 
of the proposal.  She pointed out an error on page 9 of the staff report, which stated that 
27 heritage trees are proposed to be removed; the actual number of heritage trees to be 
removed is 21.   
 
Commissioner O'Connor inquired what the planned average distance between the 
homes is in terms of setbacks. 
 
Ms. Amos replied that the typical side yard setback would be about five feet from the 
property lines. 
 
Commissioner O'Connor requested clarification that the distance between the homes 
would be five feet on each side for a total of only ten feet of separation. 
 
Ms. Amos said yes. 
 
Commissioner Narum requested that a copy of the slide on the trees be provided to the 
Commission tonight as this would be one of the topics to be discussed. 
 
THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS OPENED. 
 
Jeff Schroeder, Ponderosa Homes, stated that he is pleased to be before the 
Commission tonight with this first look at a proposal for the two-acre site off of Stanley 
Boulevard.  He noted that this site has been a mobile home park since the 1970s and is 
probably one of the most unsightly properties in and around Downtown Pleasanton. 
 
Mr. Schroeder stated that the 2.09-acre site, which is actually 1.82 acres from a density 
calculation because of the wildland overlay, has 31 pads, plus an older single-family 
home on the site.  He noted that including that portion of the property in the density 
calculation would result in 6.6 units per acre, which is a significant difference in the 
calculation.  He indicated that an aerial picture of the site shows a pretty significant part 
of the Arroyo that is included in this property and will have to be owned by whoever 
buys this property.  He added that a Homeowners Association will have to be 
established to maintain this common space.  He noted, however, that he did look at 
some site plan alternatives and is open to having houses back up to the Arroyo, 
although that would be less desirable from a public planning perspective.  He indicated 
that the current plan ends with a cul-de-sac, which would be a public street with public 
access to the open space and wildland area.  He further noted that pretty much every 
other property along that section of the Arroyo is private property with no public access. 



EXCERPT: PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES, November 28, 2012 Page 2 of 21 

 
Mr. Schroeder stated that the pedestrian pathway is really not something that 
Ponderosa would normally propose.  He indicated that it was raised by staff as a 
possible way to provide circulation, but they would prefer not to provide it.  He noted 
that they do not usually have a lot of success selling homes next to those types of 
pathways, and those homes would have to be discounted.  He added that in this case, 
staff has agreed that it could be gated and locked so only those people who live in the 
community can use it, thereby preventing a cut-through space for people coming to or 
from the Downtown through the neighborhood in a small area like that instead of going 
down a block.  He noted that it is not a shortcut that would shorten the distance as it is 
the same distance as getting around the corner.  He indicated that it would not be a big 
deal to keep this wildland open space in the plan if it is important to the City.   
 
Mr. Schroeder then talked about the historic aspects of the property, which is the most 
controversial issue about this proposal.  He stated that they are proposing to demolish 
the residence and the rest of the mobile home park.  He indicated that early on, they 
hired a qualified historical architect/archaeologist to do a State-level survey on the 
property, and his report stated that there is nothing of significance about the property in 
terms of California requirements for historical registration.  He added that he has gone 
through the entire historical context document which is currently being used by the 
Historic Preservation Task Force, looked at every category in the document, and found 
that this property does not qualify under any of the categories therein to make it worthy 
of preservation.  He added that within what might be considered the residential context, 
the house does not meet any of the State requirements and does not have integrity 
either.  He noted that the property has been modified:  a second-floor apartment with 
dormers has been added, and the interior is completely modernized to a 1970’s 
standard.  He further noted that the house is in very poor condition and would require 
extensive remodeling and a considerable amount of dollars to bring up to habitable 
standards, and would probably exceed the value of the property if it were to be sold as a 
home.  He pointed out that just because a property is old does not mean it is worthy of 
preservation.  He reiterated that the property does not have any significance from any of 
the perspectives in the historical contexts or from the State standards. 
 
Mr. Schroeder noted that the trees were brought up as an issue.  He stated that the 
property has a considerable number of trees and that all of the heritage trees on the 
property within the development area are decorative trees that were planted at some 
point by a developer or property owner.  He added that the only heritage trees that are 
native trees are within the creek setback area and would not be touched by the 
proposal.  He noted that because these are small lots, it would be difficult and pretty 
much impossible to save the trees on the site plan.  He indicated that they obviously 
went through the standard process for evaluating these trees in the tree report and 
created a value for the trees to be removed.  He added that they would replace those 
trees that would be removed by their development proposal, which, they believe, would 
resolve that issue. 
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Commissioner Olson noted that there is a large heritage tree all the way back with a 
mobile home sitting right against it and inquired if that tree is in the wildland overlay. 
 
Mr. Schroeder replied that that tree would not be removed.  He explained that the site 
plan indicates a 25-foot setback from the top of the bank, right where the chain link 
fence is.  He noted that he was not certain if that matches with the wildland overlay.  He 
stated that the geologist did a preliminary slope stability analysis based on that setback 
and indicated that it was fine; however, it also incorporated some concerns over the 
wildland area, so the biologist is now working with staff to go back and look at where the 
actual top of the bank is from a Fish and Game standpoint.  He indicated that it may 
actually be somewhat lower because this is the accretive side of the creek; the creek is 
migrating away from this property and accreting soil over time to this side of the 
property.  He stated that if staff and the policy-makers were not concerned with that and 
would allow them some flexibility, they could adjust the setback closer to the creek, 
which would mean more development of the site, although it could change the 
configuration of the site.  He noted that this would allow homes to be closer to the creek, 
and that goes back to the whole discussion about whether that area should be open 
space with public access or if it should be a private space.  He explained that having the 
site plan configured as it is now would make that area a common space to be owned by 
a homeowners association, as opposed to if the houses are lined up to the back like the 
rest of the property along Stanley, it would then be private space and would have to be 
maintained by the property owners.  He indicated that he is indifferent to either 
configuration and requested feedback from the Commission. 
 
Commissioner O'Connor inquired if the lots would be the same size as what is currently 
being proposed if homes were constructed in that green area. 
 
Mr. Schroeder said yes and that they would just have to reconfigure the plan.  He noted 
that the proposed site plan represents this as a cul-de-sac design.  He added that when 
they originally proposed this, they looked at two or three different designs with the Fire 
Department, including a hammerhead, which is a little unusual, and the cul-de-sac, 
which they thought worked better.  He stated that if they did a hammerhead, two or 
three houses could be lined up that would back-up to the creek and facing the end of 
the cul-de-sac or street. 
 
Commissioner O'Connor inquired if this would be a kind of land-locked private area if it 
were left as a common area open space with no public access. 
 
Mr. Schroeder replied that was correct.  He added, however, that it is a public street so 
anyone could drive down the public street and park there.  He stated that for him 
personally, it is more of a visual thing; it feels open, as opposed to feeling closed off if 
there were houses at the end.  He indicated that a builder/developer or someone who 
has to sell homes to the public wrestles with these kinds of issues because they will 
have to sell homes to people who have to figure out if they want to buy that house which 
has a creek in the backyard that is part of their lot.   
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Acting Chair Blank noted that houses at the end of a cul-de-sac are generally the 
premium homes. 
 
Mr. Schroeder agreed.  He noted that some people will not want to buy that lot because 
they do not want to be responsible for that open space.  He added that if the open 
space were to be the backyard, the lot would probably be developed in a way that the 
top of the bank would have a tube steel fence to prevent any access down the slope; 
but the lot line would still go down to the middle of the creek.  He noted that the lot 
would actually be larger, but most of it would be unusable.  
 
Commissioner O'Connor stated that he was just trying to contemplate whether or not, if 
some or all of that area is utilized for construction, more open space could be created 
between the homes so they did not look like they were stacked on one another.  He 
added that if the Pleasanton Heritage Association (PHA) is concerned about preserving 
the house on Lot 1, one or two more lots could be added into the back area, and that 
could offset any cost associated with renovating that house.  He stated that he has not 
seen the house so he has no idea what it is or if it is even worth preserving. 
 
Mr. Schroeder stated that he was trying to address that point.  He noted that when they 
get the study about where the top of the bank actually is, and if there is an opportunity 
to move the setback line based on further geological analysis, his thought would be to 
try to open up the side a little bit more and probably do a little more side yard setback.  
He indicated that the five-foot side yard setback is not unusual and is the standard 
subdivision side yard that they used in the homes they built all over Pleasanton.  He 
added that the lots are conventionally plotted lots and the houses will be ten feet apart. 
He stated that this site was on the 30-to-the-acre and 23-to-the-acre Housing Element 
list, and, therefore, in his mind, this could be considered relatively low density for the 
site with a much different type of development than was potentially envisioned and is 
really fairly different than most of what else is out there.  He noted that the site has a 
higher General Plan designation, and the properties adjacent to this site as well as 
those on the other side of Stanley Boulevard are significantly denser than this.  He 
further noted that there is a lot of second buildings, detached garages, and other 
buildings that have been built on those properties and have a higher coverage ratio than 
what is being proposed on the site.  He added that this kind of project is a PUD and has 
standards:  it is going to be what it is approved to be, and it is not going to change; the 
property owners will not be adding buildings on their lots. 
 
Commissioner O'Connor stated that he was trying to change the aesthetics because 
having some green area as one drives down the back road or come through the court 
gives that feel of open space.  He added that the houses on Lots 7 and 8 in the 
cul-de-sac are pretty close, and he just did not know if there were any options available; 
for example, moving another 10 or 15 feet just on one side of the street without 
wrapping around could result in more open space between the houses.  He noted that a 
lot is gained from having that more open feel between the homes as well if it does not 
dramatically impact the feel of the open space at the end of the court. 
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Mr. Schroeder stated that he is certainly willing to look at that and is what they hope to 
accomplish with this additional analysis they are doing.  He indicated that as is stated in 
the staff report and as has already been discussed a bit, to retain the existing house 
where it is would lose take away three lots in this plan, and to get the same lot count, 
they would have to do smaller lots and obviously some smaller, tighter product.  He 
noted that there would also be the issue of ownership of that house, which would be 
retained by the property owner.  He added that it is not something he would really want 
to be selling new homes next to as it is not very attractive and he does not see anybody 
having any real economic incentive to do anything with it. 
 
Commissioner O'Connor asked Mr. Schroeder if the loss of three lots would be because 
of the positioning of that house. 
 
Mr. Schroeder said yes. 
 
Commissioner O'Connor inquired if the house would crumble if it were lifted and what it 
would cost to move it ten feet. 
 
Mr. Schroeder replied that he has not looked into that.  He indicated that he has a full 
home inspection report which he has not yet submitted to staff; it does not even include 
a structural analysis but is pretty extensive in terms of the outdated nature of the 
property in its existing condition, termite damage, structural damage, outdated wiring, 
plumbing, etc.  He added that from the outside, the house appears to have some 
endearing characteristics, but inside, there is nothing really endearing about it with its 
popcorn ceilings and a 1970s kitchen.  He noted that from a historical perspective, it 
does not have that much significance.  He further noted that in Pleasanton's Historic 
Context Statement, there is a lot of really attractive examples of homes that would be 
worthy of preservation, and this house does not approach that level of detail or 
characteristic. 
 
Commissioner Pearce disclosed that she met with the applicant a few months ago, 
walked the property, and walked inside the house.  She then asked Mr. Schroeder if this 
application is time-sensitive. 
 
Mr. Schroeder replied that from his standpoint, it is as he has an obligation to proceed 
with this project.  He indicated that he has a contractor who purchased the property and 
that he had only so much time to do it with him.   
 
Commissioner Pearce explained that she is trying to understand why Mr. Schroeder 
would bring this project forward in the middle of a Task Force process designed to 
ascertain a new method of doing things, specifically within the Downtown Specific Plan 
area. 
 
Mr. Schroeder replied that he has had this property under contract for quite some time 
and that he is really somewhat behind schedule.  He indicated that he had told the 
property owner that they need to wait and see how this rolls out, and it has taken a lot 
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longer than he had expected it to roll out and he could not wait any longer; they needed 
to move forward. 
 
Commissioner Pearce asked Mr. Schroeder if he wanted to move forward before the 
Task Force finishes its work. 
 
Mr. Schroeder replied that he did not have an option.  He stated that he had hoped the 
Task Force process would have been done a little more quickly but that he understands 
that these things take time and that he obviously has had no control over that. 
 
Acting Chair Blank told Mr. Schroeder that since he was at the last Task Force meeting, 
he would have heard the Task Force discussing the possibility of setting a hard date.  
He noted that had that happened, the Task Force would be over.  He asked 
Mr. Schroeder how he would have proposed this property. 
 
Mr. Schroeder replied that he would have proposed it just as it is:  demolish the property 
as it is not of significance.  He noted that just because the house is old does not mean it 
is significant.  He indicated that he has a report here by a professional which indicates 
that the house is not historical.  He added that he is certain another professional would 
say the same thing. 
 
Acting Chair Blank noted that Mr. Schroeder had specifically mentioned a homeowner 
association and stated that he wants to make sure Mr. Schroeder is not talking about a 
maintenance association, which is a lot different. 
 
Mr. Schroeder replied that if there is common property, there needs to be a 
homeowners association.  
 
Acting Chair Blank commented that he thought a maintenance association could also 
serve that purpose.  He then asked Mr. Schroeder what he speculates the properties 
would sell for. 
 
Mr. Schroeder replied that in today’s market and just off the top of his head, it would 
probably be in the low to mid-$700,000’s.  He added that it is going to take a while from 
where they are right now to actually bring this property to the market, and he does not 
know what the market is going to be like then. 
 
Acting Chair Blank inquired how long it would take. 
 
Mr. Schroeder replied that it would depend on the Planning Commission and the City 
Council. 
 
Acting Chair Blank asked how long it would take after he gets a final approval. 
 
Mr. Schroeder replied that should the project is approved before the middle of 2013, it 
would be winter by the time they complete designing the plans and getting through plan 
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check and everything else, so realistically, they would be starting the demolition and 
grading in the Spring of 2014. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor noted that this site is located in a sensitive area of Historic 
Downtown and inquired about the design of the homes and the materials to be used.  
He stated that at final project submission, he would like to get better drawings that 
would make the project look like it is more of a historic area as opposed to using too 
much stucco or the wrong type of stucco on a craftsman-style home.  He indicated that 
a lot of craftsman homes have a lot of stucco but they also have other architectural 
design elements that make them look a little more unique.  He noted that some of the 
actual drawings display false rocks that stack very evenly, which make it look more like 
a newer development as opposed to a historic development.  He asked Mr. Schroeder if 
he is open to having some different materials but would not drive costs up more than 
they already are. 
 
Mr. Schroeder said they are certainly open to alternative materials and variations in 
elevations.  He indicated that he has a project architect who has knowledge of these 
items and will be in shortly.  He noted that the architect did consult the Downtown 
Specific Plan Guidelines in looking to develop the elevations, and so those materials are 
an attempt to create the type of elevations and character, using materials that are in 
those Guidelines.  He pointed out that this is their first pass and that they are definitely 
willing to hear comments. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor stated that he is aware it is tight as far as setbacks in front are 
concerned; however, he was hoping to get an extra foot or two to create a little deeper 
porch where people could actually sit as was done in the old homes. 
 
Mr. Schroeder replied that he would certainly be willing to look at those types of details.  
He added that he would shoot for at least six feet on the portions that are useable 
porches for an elevational character.  He noted that this project would have a different 
character because of its density, and the goal is to create a more typical, 
conventionally-plotted single-family detached home subdivision rather than the 
cluster-type project reflecting what was done across the street.  He indicated that they 
believe there is a real need and demand for this type of housing in the Downtown area 
and that it would bring the type of buyers with disposable income who can walk to the 
Downtown and spend there.  He added that this would be a real positive thing for the 
Downtown and certainly be an improvement over what is on the site now. 
 
Mr. Schroeder stated that one of the issues of concern is the Floor Area Ratio (FAR).  
He indicated that they had pushed the FAR a little bit, although not a bad way in terms 
of design of the homes, and this was driven by what they think the market is.  He 
referred to his earlier discussion about the density and coverage of the surrounding 
neighborhood, and he pointed out that with this FAR and this design, they are certainly 
not exceeding but probably would be on the lower end of the overall coverage 
compared to the surrounding neighborhood. 
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Mr. Schroeder then summarized other points that may not have been discussed: 

 General Plan Amendment – If he had the time to go through a General Plan 
Amendment, he would raise the density on this site because he thinks it is too 
low for this location 

 Pedestrian walkway – He is open to whatever the Commission thinks is best for 
the community. 

 Existing Structure – The proposal is to demolish the structure because it really 
will not work by keeping the structure.  They will not buy the property if they have 
to keep the structure.  The sellers will retain ownership, and he [Mr. Schroeder] is 
not sure he wants to do the project with that structure there.  He reiterated that 
the structure is not historically significant and that it would be uneconomical to 
make it useable; it is a detriment to the neighborhood. 

 Lot Sizes and the Homes – He has heard some comments about design.  He 
believes the driveway length of 20 feet is adequate; 22 feet can be considered 
depending on what setbacks are acceptable.  He can fiddle these footprints a 
little bit and tighten them up to get better setbacks in those areas where there is 
enough room. 

 On-Street Parking – This is adequate; it is a conventional public street with 
parking on both sides. All the houses have full driveways and two-car garages.’ 

 Heritage Trees – The native trees in the setback area along the creek will be 
preserved, but not the others. 

 Cul-de-Sac – He is willing to look at various configurations, and he is open to 
having a common public space versus private space. 

 
Christine Bourg, PHA Boardmember and resident and owner of a Downtown Historic 
home, stated that she has attended all the Historic Task Force meetings, although she 
is not a member of that Task Force.  She indicated that she concurs with the comments 
made by Commissioner Pearce about considering the demolition of the 100-year home 
while the Task Force is still meeting.  She agreed that Ponderosa Homes has done its 
work based on what the Downtown Specific Plan and the Downtown Design Guidelines 
currently say, and to establish the house in order to save the house sometimes requires 
proof that it would be a historic resource according to the California Historic Register.  
She noted that these are not being considered now in the Task Force; however, the 
documents indicate that an early occupant of the home, the Hall Family, has significant 
history here in Pleasanton.  She recalled that during discussions on a Neal Street 
application to build a home, the Hall Family home at 215 Neal Street came up and the 
family was considered to be significant locally as they were involved in bringing the 
County Fair to Pleasanton.  She added that Mr. Hall had significant holdings Downtown 
in warehouses and granaries, and the Hall Family also purchased this land and built the 
house that Ponderosa is proposing to demolish. 
 
Ms. Bourg noted that the staff report states that the house shows some disrepair, but it 
could possibly be restored and/or relocated.  She stated that rather than looking at this 
as an opportunity to demolish a house and develop 14 new homes, it should be 
considered as an opportunity to save the old home in front and restore it so that there 
will actually be a heritage home on that south side of Stanley Boulevard, the side that 
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has most of the old homes left.  She continued that it could be a win/win situation with a 
great frontage to whatever homes are put behind it, and it could also be used as a great 
marketing tool as people come to Pleasanton because they like the old homes and the 
old feel. 
 
Ms. Bourg stated that if the City required restoration/relocation in more cases, the City 
would have kept more of the homes we had/have, which are diminishing in number.  
She noted that there was one building demolished on Third Street within the last six 
months and building is starting on that; and the one directly across the street from the 
subject property is the 1908 bungalow which was approved for demolition within the last 
year, and which the developer of the property would now like to relocate that home.  
She added that it would be a great idea to relocate it across the street so there could be 
two actual heritage homes which fit in with the character of the Downtown. 
 
Ms. Bourg agreed with Commissioner O’Connor that the homes be designed to look a 
little bit more like craftsman, and it would really be great if they took on some of the 
characteristics of the 100-year-old Victorian home in front. 
 
Michael Swift stated that he owns the property on the east side of the project site and 
that they are also looking at developing.  He indicated that he bought the property about 
six years ago and plans to build on the property, expanding the actual residence there 
and having a big backyard for his children to play in.  He stated that he was worried that 
there would be high-density buildings next to him with people looking into his backyard 
while his children were playing there.  He wanted to be on record that he supports the 
proposal.  He added that he supports this plan because it had nice homes in a nice 
development, and he would rather have that than high-density residential buildings.  He 
expressed only one concern regarding the kind of wall or fence that would be installed 
between the two properties 
 
Mr. Schroeder indicated his appreciation for the comments on the historical property.  
He noted that he understands what the Task Force is doing, but he also thinks it is 
important to consider people’s property rights when looking at historic property because 
this is about a subjective area.  He stated that a lot of time, what is worth preserving or 
not is up to people’s judgment, and that would be restricting people’s rights.  He 
indicated that this is one of those cases where he does not think it is a historic property.  
He noted that if this were something that were really valuable and could be a perfect 
example of a Queen Anne Victorian or a craftsman bungalow home with all the details, 
then maybe there would be incentive to spend half a million dollars to repurpose this 
house and make it something that could actually be sold to someone who would 
actually want to buy it; unfortunately, this is not the case, and neither he nor the 
property owner are willing to do that. 
 
Mr. Schroeder stated that, which it was not discussed, the reality is that the property 
owners could continue to operate this mobile home park forever, and it is actually worth 
more money as a mobile home park.  He added that he could buy it and operate it as a 
mobile home park, but he did not think that is the best thing for the community.  He 
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indicated that he believes what would be best for the community is to add a plus 
through the creation of a new neighborhood on this site within the confines of the 
General Plan and bring the type of housing into the Downtown area that supports the 
Downtown businesses in the area. 
 
Mr. Schroeder stated that there are a lot of other houses in town that are worthy of 
preserving, but this is not one of them for a lot of reasons that he has already brought 
up and which, he is sure, will be discussing again. 
 
Commissioner Pearce referred to Mr. Schroeder’s comment that the property could 
continue to operate as a mobile home park and stated that it was her understanding that 
the place was outdated, the hook-ups were from the 1960’s, and unless it has 
significant upgrades, it could not be utilized as a mobile home park. 
 
Mr. Schroeder replied that it has a legal right to operate as a mobile home park and can 
still do so. 
 
Commissioner Pearce asked if this was true as a practical matter. 
 
Mr. Schroeder replied that it may not be a mobile home park that is up to current 
standards as may be found in other mobile home parks, but it is a great location.  He 
indicated that he could guarantee that pads there could be rented and it would be worth 
more in that configuration; and the value of it is such that putting capital into it to 
upgrade it can be justified and then get even better rental rates.  He indicated that 
Mr. Wagner left the property in trust to the Lutheran Church, and Thrivent Financial 
Bank is the financial arm of the Lutheran Church.  Mr. Schroeder stated that he does 
not think the property owner has the desire to operate a mobile home park.  He further 
stated that he could also repurpose it as a mobile home park, upgrade it, and then run it 
that way; but that is not what Ponderosa does, and it is not what the community wants. 
 
THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS CLOSED. 
 
Acting Chair Blank noted that Ms. Greene just arrived in the audience and would like to 
speak on an item on the Consent Calendar.  He advised Ms. Greene that the 
Commission will have to get through this part of the hearing and will then come back 
and revisit that Consent Item. 
 
The Commission then proceeded to the Discussion Points 
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Discussion Points No. 1 and No. 2 were considered together. 
 
1. Is the proposed density acceptable? 
 
2. Is a pedestrian walkway to Vervais Avenue an appropriate amenity to 

exceed the mid-point density? 
 
Commissioner Olson stated that his initial reaction when he received the packet was 
that it was too dense at 14 lots, but driving through it, there is quite a bit of space there.  
He stated that he liked the idea of trying to put a couple of homes at the very end up 
against the wild life overlay, and then put a little more space between the homes along 
the common road and still end up with 14 homes.  He noted that he would not want to 
buy a home next to a pedestrian walkway.  He added that from a marketing point of 
view, the walkway should not be done. 
 
Commissioner Pearce stated that the 14 units are reminiscent of the DiDonato property.  
She noted that she has concerns when she see projects come before the Commission 
that have one unit less than the 15 units required to trigger the Inclusionary Zoning 
Ordinance.  She indicated that she would rather see it significantly lower with more 
space between the homes and that she was not opposed to a concept that creates 
more open space by having a development of attached housing such as townhomes.  
She noted that going over the mid-point requires a public amenity, and this project does 
not appear to be proposed to be anything remotely public; it is a private landscape 
pedestrian walkway that is now being proposed to be gated.  She indicated that she is 
not inclined to go over the mid-point at all if there is not provision for any kind of public 
amenity.  She stated that her answers to No. 1 and No. 2 are “No.” 
 
Commissioner O’Connor asked Commissioner Pearce what density she was thinking 
about. 
 
Commissioner Pearce replied that she would like to look at something closer to the 
mid-point.  She added that 14 makes her edgy for a variety of reasons and without any 
kind of public amenity. 
 
Commissioner Narum stated she was fine with the density but would prefer to see a 
couple of houses more at the end of the cul-de-sac to free up some space and spread 
out the houses a bit with a little more distance between them.  She indicated that she 
lived in a development in Santa Rosa where they had a homeowners group to maintain 
common area, and then people trespassed and damaged and they had no control.  She 
indicated that she sees this as fraught with that sort of problem, particularly if it gives the 
public access to a creek. She added that she does not think it necessarily bodes well in 
the long-term.  She then stated she would like to see an effort to save a couple of the 
heritage trees that were rated 4 and 5, even though they are not necessarily native, 
because they still look pretty nice and would be a benefit to the project. 
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With respect to the walkway, Commissioner Pearce stated that it does not really make 
sense to her because the talk is about helping to continue to vitalize Downtown by 
bringing more people there.  She indicated that she would rather see funds put into the 
Downtown for art or a bench.  She agreed with Commissioner Olson that she would not 
want to live in Lot 5 or Lot 6 because she would be irritated with people probably tossing 
beer cans around. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor stated that he is not thrilled with the walkway either and does 
not know how much it really adds to the development itself.  He noted that it is not that 
far to walk out to the court and go Downtown.  He indicated that it might cause other 
problems with the public jumping fences or coming into this green space for other 
purposes, thereby causing more problems for these homeowners.  He stated that one 
way to discourage or close it off to the public may be to move these homes down into 
that space and somehow make the walkway less attractive to outsiders.  He added that 
it would also create more space between the homes and thereby give the development 
a nicer look and add value to the homes. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor stated that he is not opposed to the density but would really 
like to see something in exchange for that.  He added that if the property does not have 
anything to offer the public and there is no public amenity, and if the older home up front 
were to be demolished, then it might be good to use any additional funds for that 
amenity to dress up the two front lots so that from the front of Stanley Boulevard, those 
two front houses would look more in line with what is on Stanley Boulevard rather than 
like brand new homes. 
 
Acting Chair Blank expressed concern about the 14 homes.  He stated that it feels like a 
lot to him but that he did not go inside the other home.  He suggested that before this 
proposal comes back to the Commission, a tour be arranged for all the Commissioners 
to go inside the older home.  He indicated that in his opinion, the walkway, as it is 
currently constructed, looks like a blocked-off private amenity and does not appear to be 
a public amenity at all.  He stated that he lived on a cul-de-sac with a homeowners 
association and did not have problems with the common lands; he was on the Board of 
Directors and it was very rare that they got damage. He agreed with Commissioner 
Pearce that if there will not be a public amenity, then he does not understand why it 
wants to be above mid-point.  He stated that considering making the two front homes 
historic-looking as a public amenity is a whole different discussion.  He noted that for 
him, density is all about the public amenity; the walkway can be included if they wish, 
but it does not fulfill the requirement for a public amenity. 
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Discussion Points No. 3 and No. 4 were considered together. 
 
3. Should the structure be demolished to accommodate the proposed 

development or should the applicant restore and relocate the structure to 
one of the proposed lots fronting Stanley Boulevard? 

 
4. Given the age of the structure, should the historic evaluation be revised to 

reflect information in the Pleasanton Downtown Historic Context Statement? 
 
Commissioner Narum stated that she is torn:  she hears what the applicant is saying 
that the house needs work, but at the same time, every house that is torn down cannot 
be taken back.  She added that it is unfortunate that the Commission is being asked to 
make a decision while the Task Force is going on because it was this Commission that 
went to the City Council and asked to redo that portion of the Specific Plan as the 
Commission is so conflicted when it has to make decisions like this.  She indicated that 
she would like to see the house for herself as it is hard to get a good feel from pictures 
where it looks fairly intact; however, if the wiring does not work and the heating does not 
work, then it is not livable.  She agreed with Acting Chair Blank that she would like to 
have a tour and get a little more information before she makes a hard and fast decision.  
 
With respect to No. 4, Commissioner Narum stated that is part of the problem.  She 
indicated that they can talk about where the Task Force is today, but her understanding 
of what is going on is a lot like the Downtown Hospitality Guidelines Task Force where 
there is a lot of different opinions and difficulty finding consensus.  She stated that just 
to step in the middle of the Task Force process and use whatever it has at this point to 
make a decision is kind of problematic.  She added that she does not have enough 
information on this Context Statement in the picture of the Task Force, particularly since 
she has not attended its meetings. 
 
Acting Chair Blank agreed and disclosed that both he and Commissioner Pearce are 
members of the Task Force. 
 
Commissioner Pearce stated that she is in the Task Force and that she has the Historic 
Context Statement in front of her.  She noted that there was a statement made earlier 
that the Historic Context Statement was a series of criteria.  She explained that it is not 
actually that; it certainly talks about the national criteria and the state criteria, but the 
purpose was the identification of the City’s historic resources.  She added that the 
reason the City spent $25,000 to do this is because the Task Force is tasked with 
developing more appropriate criteria for preservation of historic structures in the City, 
and the way the Task Force decided to go about doing this was to ascertain what 
periods of history are important to the City of Pleasanton and extrapolate City values 
from that.  She indicated that the Task Force is in the middle of this process, and that is 
the reason she asked the question about whether or not this project is time-sensitive. 
 
Commissioner Pearce continued that the Task Force was formed by the City Council 
because the criteria in place no longer made any sense to this City.  She noted that she 



EXCERPT: PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES, November 28, 2012 Page 14 of 21 

does not care if somebody important lived there or if something important happened 
there; she cares about whether or not it is important to the City.  She reiterated that the 
Task Force is in the middle of this process, and she is not inclined to make a decision 
about the demolition of a house at this time because she does not know what the Task 
Force is going to do.  She added, however, that if the applicant really needs to go 
forward with this, she is inclined to be more conservative and promote the preservation 
of this structure because she certainly does not want to say it can be demolished only to 
have the Task Force come back when it has completed its mission and say that this 
would have been something the City would have encouraged preservation of. 
 
Commissioner Pearce stated that she has walked this structure; she was inside it and 
around it, and this structure is certainly in much better shape than the structure at the 
DiDonato site.  She indicated that she loves Ms.  Bourg’s idea, and that ideally, she 
would like to see this preserved.  She indicated that she has talked to David DiDonato 
and to Paul Martin, and they are encouraging moving the DiDonato house even though 
they have been given license to demolish it.  She stated that she would love to see it 
moved across the street.  She concluded that because the Task Force is in the middle 
of ascertaining what is important to the City, she cannot support demolishing the 
structure at this point.  
 
Commissioner O’Connor indicated that he has not been on the inside of the home so it 
is difficult to really comment on whether or not it should be demolished.  He stated that 
with respect to No. 4, however, given the age of the structure, his gut feeling is that 
lacking a final conclusion of the Task Force at this time and just going by the historic 
documents that the Commission is asking applicants to go out and fund in connection 
with what it takes to get on a registry, there will be no more than five or six homes in the 
City that will make it.  He noted that the Commission is talking about preserving a look 
and a feel in this town, which means that a lot more than just those that meet the 
registry-type homes needs to be preserved.  He added that when structures are 80, 90, 
or 100 years old, he thinks the Commission really needs to be very careful.  He noted 
that the City has already taken down too many of them, and if in these sensitive areas, it 
is much easier for a developer to clear the land and start fresh than it is to have to work 
around something like this, the City is going to be wiped out of all its older-looking 
homes. He added that at this point, without having any further information from the Task 
Force, he would not suggest demolishing the house that quickly. 
 
Commissioner Olson agreed with Commissioner O’Connor’s idea to do something with 
the two front homes on Stanley Boulevard.  He indicated that it was a great idea and 
would trade it for demolition.  He expressed concern, however, that there is a Task 
Force that is, in his opinion, the tail wagging the dog.  He stated that he has not been 
inside the structure, but it is sitting there like a sore thumb.  He added that the 
Commission has heard tonight that the applicant will probably not go forward with this 
project if that home has to stay there, and therefore, the Commission can decide that it 
wants that property to continue to be a mobile home park, which he thinks would not 
serve the Downtown area as well as a properly planned development on that property.  
He indicated that he is totally in favor of demolition. 
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Acting Chair Blank stated that one of the challenges both Commissioner Pearce and he 
have is to drive the Task Force to represent community values.  He noted that if it were 
not for some Task Force members, nothing old would be demolished, so it is important 
that the pendulum not swing into “demolish everything” or “demolish nothing” as some 
of the Task Force members really want.  He stated that it is really difficult for him to 
answer No. 3 because he has not had the chance to walk the inside of the structure, 
touch it, and feel it; he drove by it, looked at it, and was not all that impressed from the 
outside.  He indicated that he thinks the timing needs to be considered.  He recalled that 
the City has had a lot of events where a hillside development and other very 
controversial items have come in and suddenly shown up when other Task Forces were 
working on exactly those items.  He stated that he is really concerned about the 
disruption this could cause in the middle of the Task Force process, and, that is why he 
recommended earlier that the Commissioners have a tour of the facility to at least 
provide them with some additional information. 
 
Commissioner Olson inquired if the Task Force has looked at the possibility of moving 
homes.  He stated that if the community feels strongly enough about this, then moving 
the home, if it is moveable, should be considered because it is standing in the way of a 
development that is probably going to help the Downtown area. 
 
Acting Chair Blank replied that would be an option if the house is movable; or if the 
developer came back and said that they can move this home if they get the density they 
want, or if they get this amenity; or if they put this home 200 feet the other way; or bring 
that other home in and make them the cornerstones.  He stated that the Task Force has 
not specifically talked about moving homes versus what is a historic home.  He noted 
that right now, they are struggling to create a reliable definition that builders and 
developers can consider “a stake in the sand”; for example, if it is a home that was built, 
say, before 1890, it is historic; if it is after 1890, it is not. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor clarified that he did not want to say he is opposed to 
demolishing the home because I does not have enough information at this time. 
 
Acting Chair Blank stated that he was in the same position. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor continued that if the Commission decided to demolish the 
home because it just was not worth saving, then he would like the public amenity to be 
to improve these two front lots and do something special. 
 
Acting Chair Blank stated that he would not want to link the public amenity to the 
demolishment of the home. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor noted that it would be in lieu of a public amenity. 
 
Acting Chair Blank stated that he is not even thinking of that because a public amenity 
has to be because they are above the mid-point.  He noted that if the developer 
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demolishes the house, doing the two front houses would be in addition to the public 
amenity. 
 
Commissioner Pearce agreed that a public amenity cannot be a house. 
 
Acting Chair Blank stated that it would be unusual. 
 
Commissioner Pearce stated that what the General Plan considers public amenities are 
parkland and open space, unless it is going to be a museum which would be interesting.  
She agreed that Commissioner O’Connor’s idea is a great one but it just does not 
qualify. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor agreed that there should be another public amenity of some 
type if they are going to go above the mid-point; they could contribute to the park on 
Main Street; however, if they will be given increased density and if the house will be 
demolished, he would really like to see an additional investment on those two front 
homes to make them look a little extra special. 
 
Discussion Points 5 and 6 were considered together. 
 
5. Is the site layout, lot sizes, and home locations acceptable? 
 
6. Are the length of the driveways for Lots 1-6 acceptable? 
 
Commissioner Pearce stated that she is assuming the density of the lot size is fine.  
She noted that the site layout looks typical and something the Commission has seen.  
She added that the length of the driveways appears to be fine and sounds like the 
purpose is to accommodate extra cars, which seems appropriate.  She indicated that 
the home locations seem fine and that she prefers this over squashing the homes in the 
back.  She noted that she would love to see if something could be done to make the 
back more of an open space, which would be an amenity.  She stated that she would 
rather leave it like this but would prefer to see less houses and larger lot sizes. 
 
Commissioner Narum stated that she would like to see some other configurations at the 
end of the cul-de-sac; if it is a hammerhead with a couple of houses towards the back, 
she would like to see this with the goal of bigger lots and positioning of the houses such 
that a couple of the heritage trees that really had good to excellent ratings could 
possibly be saved.  She indicated that the driveways are fine as long as they can 
accommodate a couple of parked cars and get them off the street. 
 
Commissioner Olson agreed with Commissioner Narum and indicated that he would like 
to see two of the homes at the end.  He indicated that it could be problematic to create 
an open space back there and provide public access down to that creek as any number 
of things can happen as a result of that and it would be a problem to the people who 
would be living there along the road.  He noted that the driveways are fine. 
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Commissioner O’Connor stated that he is fine with the driveways as there is a constraint 
with the depth of the lots.  He indicated that he would like to move two homes, one from 
each side, so the distance between these homes can be bigger and it would just be a lot 
more attractive. 
 
Acting Chair Blank stated that he kind of agrees with everybody that what they have 
here is fine and that there are other ways this could potentially be arranged.  He 
indicated that he still thinks it is a little too dense and would like to see one or two lots 
less because that would really allow the amenities to come forward.  He stated that the 
driveways are fine 
 
7. Is the on-street guest parking adequate? 
 
Commissioner O’Connor stated that if parking is available on all the curb area, then the 
on-street guest parking is adequate. 
 
Commissioners Narum, Pearce, Olson, and Acting Chair Blank agreed. 
 
8. Should the layout be revised to preserve any of the heritage trees? 
 
Commissioner Olson stated that he would like to preserve the two heritage trees located 
right up against the property line on the eastern boundary, those marked with a blue “x” 
on the right hand side. 
 
Commissioner Pearce inquired about all those trees marked in purple on the left. 
 
Commissioner Olson inquired if those could also be saved.  He indicated, though, that 
they may be too crowded and the one in the middle might have to be taken out.  He 
indicated that as he drove through there today, he noticed a lot of trees that looked very 
scrubby that ought to come out.  He noted that this property, the way it is right now, is 
just an eyesore.  He added that if somebody came in to Pleasanton and this was the 
first thing they saw, they would probably leave.  
 
Commissioner Olson added that he would also like to save the huge heritage tree right 
in the far rear portion on the left on the west side with a mobile home right up against it. 
 
Commissioner Pearce agreed with Commissioner Olson regarding saving the two trees 
on the right side and the two or three on the left side.  She noted that 15 heritage trees 
that are rated 3 or 4 or 5 are being proposed for removal.  She wanted to see how many 
of those can be saved.  She indicated that she is always hesitant to take out heritage 
trees and that she is aware of the conversations at Council as to whether they are worth 
preserving if they do not look very good.  She noted that the whole point of the heritage 
tree is that it is old, it has been there a long time, and it has this diameter trunk.  She 
stated that she is not on the Heritage Tree Board but that she understands the broad 
picture; therefore, if more of them could be saved, it would be great. 
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Commissioner Narum stated that she would want to look at saving as the priority, the 
trees with the 4 or 5 rating unless there is something totally wrong with them.  She 
noted that one of them may be a palm tree, which may not make sense to save, but 
some of the others are not.  She added that if some of the ones with the 3 rating can 
also be saved, that would be fine as well.  She noted that this is one of the reasons she 
would like to see the houses moved around to the end of the cul-de-sac to provide a 
little bit of an ability to reposition houses to save some of those trees. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor agreed that if a couple of homes were moved down or 
eliminated to create more variation in the spacing, it would free up potentially a lot of 
space to save at least a few of the heritage trees.  He also agreed with saving the trees 
to the east with a 3 to 5 rating, and those to the west as well.  He added that depending 
on if the houses can be moved a bit, there are also a couple of trees against the back 
fence and even one along the roadway that looks like it is in the front yard area that can 
be saved.  He indicated that this is worth looking at, even if not all the trees can be 
saved. 
 
Acting Chair Blank agreed that not all of them can be saved.  He suggested looking at 
those with a 4 rating and asked staff to pick some off of the charts that look like they can 
be saved. 
 
9. Should the open space, located on the east side of the street bulb, include 

amenities (e.g., play structure, benches, etc.)? 
 
Commissioner Olson stated that this would depend on the market and folks who are 
going to be attracted to this project and would want to buy in here. He noted that people 
with children would probably want to come here, but there may also be folks who want 
to downsize from 5,000- or 7,000-square-foot homes who might want to be here as well, 
and those folks may not be interested in a play structure.  He noted that benches would 
certainly be nice. 
 
Commissioner Pearce stated that she always thinks that a play structure is nice if there 
are kids around, but she would be open to doing something like what the Commission 
did at the DiDonato project where they put the money into a fund and then once a 
majority of the lots are sold, the need is ascertained.  She indicated that it seems like a 
good compromise and would be happy with that. 
 
Commissioner Narum agreed with Commissioner Pearce. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor agreed with Commissioner Pearce as well, but as a minimum, 
if there is no need for a tot lot or play structure, he agreed with Commissioner Olson 
that a nice space with benches could be created for the homeowners.  He noted that 
this would not be known until the houses start to sell.   
 
Acting Chair Blank agreed that it is certainly an option, but it would have to wait until 
later. 
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10. Are the FARs appropriate for the development? 
 
Commissioner Olson stated that, as the applicant indicated, they are pushing the 
envelope; but again, a re-arrangement of the lots to use the end of the roadway will 
probably end up being acceptable in his view. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor concurred that he also thinks the applicant said there was 
some room to work with the FARs.  He noted that moving some of the homes may 
create some larger lots on the end and may get some extra width between homes; but 
backyards are pretty small.  He indicated that he is not really opposed to the FAR but 
more outside space is always better.  He agreed with Commissioner Olson that they are 
pushing up against the limit if they stay with what they have. 
 
Commissioner Narum stated that she is fine with the FARs and considers them to be 
just a little bit of a business decision.  She added that if the applicant thinks he can sell 
the homes with this arrangement and closeness, she will not say no; however, she 
thinks that shifting some of the homes may improve the FARs a little bit which would be 
a bit of a benefit to the development. 
 
Commissioner Pearce stated that she would agree with that although what the exact 
FAR is going to be is not known at this time.  She indicated that it could be higher than 
75 percent and that she would love to see a lower density with larger lot sizes which 
would help the FAR as well; but she is not necessarily opposed to it. 
 
Acting Chair Blank agreed, stating that given where it is, it is probably not bad; but he 
would like to see a little less density which would result in larger lots which would lower 
the FARs. 
 
11. Does the Commission wish to make any suggestions regarding the house 

designs or setbacks? 
 
Commissioner O’Connor stated that the houses need to look a little more like the 
historic homes in the Downtown; a little more in character.  He asked the applicant to 
make sure that the materials used are those for a real craftsman or cottage without 
using the newer techniques of some of the fake rock, the stackable rock, the cement 
rock that are being used in newer developments that are not so concerned with the 
historic look.  He added that more articulation is always better, the length of the 
overhangs that the older homes had so they do not look like some of the newer 
developments. 
 
Commissioner Olson generally agree with Commissioner O’Connor. 
 
Commissioner Narum stated that she would like to see more articulation on Lots 1 
and 14 on the side facing Stanley Boulevard.  She noted that there is a classic 
craftsman house across the street from the Chamber of Commerce that was actually 
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built fairly recently using a plan from Sears from the 1920’s or 1930’s that looks 
remarkable in the sense that one would not know it is a new house by the way it was 
put together.  She suggested that the architect or applicant could look at that a little bit 
for consideration of details and maybe incorporate them into these homes to make them 
look a little more of the old world.  
 
Commissioner Pearce stated that was a great idea. 
 
Acting Chair Blank agreed that the homes on Lots 1 and 14 are critical and the more 
they can be made to look appropriate, the better it would be. 
 
Acting Chair Blank informed Mr. Schroeder that he could come back for a second Work 
Session or come back with a final application.  He strongly suggested that he include 
some really good visual depictions on what this is going to look like from the street.  He 
indicated that he is aware these are expensive to do, but it helps the Commission 
understand what this will look like.  He recommended that he bring color pallets that are 
nice and large so the Commission can look at them and get a sense of the colors, and 
that he coordinate with staff to schedule visits to the house. 
 
Acting Chair Blank asked the applicant and staff if they had what they needed. 
 
Mr. Schroeder stated that a lot of things that were brought up had already been 
discussed, but he would like to make a few comments: 
 

1. They actually have BMR credits that they were going to use for this project, so 
the unit count does not really matter to them. 
 

2. The walkway was not offered as a public amenity; it was just something that staff 
had suggested so it was incorporated in the plan.  He plans to come back with a 
proposal for a cash donation towards a park to be constructed on the property off 
of Vervais Avenue which is next to this site. 
 

3. He will coordinate with staff to ensure that the Commissioners get to see the 
house. 
 

4. He will look at the issues brought up regarding the site planning. 
 

5. With respect to the density issue, he pointed out that it is probably going to be 
one of the lower density sites in the area.  They are really at 6.6 units per acre; 
they should not be penalized because part of the property is in the creek. 
 

6. The trees are really impossible to save on a site like this.  None of the trees 
proposed to be removed are native trees.  They are all decorative trees that were 
planted at some point by someone who owned the property, and a lot of them are 
not in good shape.  If a house were built that close to some of those trees, half 
the limbs would need to be removed; actually grade the site and preparing for 
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development would require tearing out all the roots, so the trees would not 
survive.  But they will look into it to see if there are any ways some trees can be 
saved, especially with re-working the site plan based on some of the ideas that 
the Commission presented. 
 

7. The FAR, in his mind, is adequate because this is what the market would like to 
see here.  In the context of what is surrounding this area, from an aerial 
viewpoint, this site is probably the lowest density that is out there, except for a 
couple of single family homes that do not have a lot of out buildings on the 
property. 
 

8. They will look at some additions and some more articulation and changes to the 
architecture and some enhancements. 

 
Commissioner O’Connor noted that a neighbor brought up the fencing issue and asked 
what type of fencing is proposed for the project. 
 
Mr. Schroeder replied that they had not gotten to it yet.  He stated that they typically do 
a standard good-neighbor redwood type of fence.  He added that he is not opposed to 
something other than that and that they have done other projects in town with masonry 
walls, which are more expensive but are attractive to buyers because they look nice and 
no maintenance is ever required.  He noted, however, that it would need some 
contextual analysis as to whether it is really appropriate to create that type of fencing for 
this site.  He further noted that they can also use an upgraded wood fence that is a little 
nicer than the standard six-foot board-on-board redwood fence. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor inquired what type of fencing is prominent in that 
neighborhood on the side that has most of the homes remaining. 
 
Ms. Stern replied that they are typically residential wooden fences and that masonry 
walls are not utilized except as a separation between residential and commercial uses. 
 
Mr. Schroeder indicated that they are open to suggestions and that he will talk to the 
neighbor about it.  He noted that the other side of the property is almost all a 
commercial use except for the one in the back.  He noted that he would also talk to the 
woman who came to their meeting about that as well.  
 
No action was taken. 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

 November 28, 2012 
  Item 6.b. 
 
SUBJECT:   Work Session for P12-1731 
 
APPLICANT: Ponderosa Homes / Jeffrey Schroeder 
 
PROPERTY OWNER: Thrivent Financial 
 
PURPOSE: Work Session to review and receive comments on a preliminary 

application to demolish the existing residence and remove the 32 
mobile home spaces and construct a 14-unit, single-family 
residential development on an approximately 2.1 acre site. 

  
GENERAL PLAN: Medium Density Residential – 2 to 8 dwelling units per gross 

developable acre, Public Health and Safety with Wildland Overlay  
 
SPECIFIC PLAN: Downtown Specific Plan – Medium Density Residential and Open 

Space 
 
ZONING: Freeway Commercial (C-F) 
 
LOCATION: 4202 Stanley Boulevard  
 
EXHIBITS:  A.  Narrative and Conceptual Plans dated “Received October 4, 

2012” 
  B. Summary of Discussion Points 
  C. Pleasanton Trailer Court – Layout of Trailer Pattern and 

Sewage Arrangement 
  D.  Resolution No. 97-52 
  E. Historic Architecture Evaluation Report  
  F. HortScience Tree Report 
  G. Location and Noticing Maps  
 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
Site History 
Pleasanton Mobilehome Park, located at 4202 Stanley Boulevard, was annexed into the City in 
1963.  Staff notes that there were no records of the County processing and/or requiring a 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to operate the mobile home park and, therefore, when the 
property was annexed into the City, staff at that time assumed that the mobile home park was 
a legal use within the County.  When the property was annexed, it was documented that the 
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property contained 32 mobile home spaces, a public washroom (i.e., showers, toilets, and 
laundry), and one single-family dwelling.  Please refer to the Pleasanton Trailer Court – Layout 
of Trailer Pattern and Sewage Arrangement in Exhibit C. 
 
In 1968, the City revised its commercial zoning designations and the zoning for the property 
was changed from C-T (Commercial – Thoroughfare) to C-F (Freeway – Commercial), which 
conditionally permitted mobile home parks.  With this zoning designation change, the mobile 
home park was considered a legal, non-conforming use and was allowed to continue to 
operate as such so long as the use was not altered or enlarged.  
 
In 1978, the Planning Department conducted a City-wide survey of residential units.  In 
response to the survey, it was discovered that the washroom had been illegally converted to a 
living unit.  There is no documentation of a CUP or other Planning entitlement applied for 
and/or approved for the illegal conversion. 
 
In 1991, Jerry Wagner purchased the park and made several alterations to the use and site.  
These alterations included, but were not limited to, converting the caretaker’s single-family 
dwelling into a duplex and renovations to the illegal unit in the park’s washroom structure.   
 
In 1996, Mr. Wagner submitted a CUP application to expand the non-conforming use by 
requesting legalization of a new space, thereby increasing the total number of mobile home 
spaces from 32 to 33.  The City Council denied the request to increase the number of spaces 
in 1997 (Resolution No. 97-52, attached as Exhibit D).  Section 4 of said Resolution states that 
the park “is operating in violation of the Zoning Ordinance” and directs staff to “take 
appropriate steps, including legal action, to return the property to its legal, non-conforming 
status.”  There is no record of what “steps” staff took to return the property to its legal, non-
conforming status as the site still contains the illegal conversion of the house to a duplex and 
the illegal unit in the washroom.   
 
Preliminary Review Application 
Ponderosa Homes has submitted a preliminary review application to demolish the existing 
residences (illegal duplex and washroom unit) and remove the 32 mobile home spaces and 
construct 14 single-family homes.  As noted in Ponderosa’s narrative (Exhibit A), several 
mobile home units remain on the property with only two being occupied by tenants.  The 
narrative also indicates that the property owner is retaining the option to continue to operate 
the site as a mobile home park versus redevelopment. Staff notes that should a formal 
application be submitted for redevelopment that requires relocating mobile home park 
residents, a report must be filed with the City detailing the impact of the closure of the park on 
the displaced residents.  The impact report would address the availability of adequate 
replacement housing in mobile home parks and relocation costs for the displaced residents.  A 
copy of the report must also be provided to the residents of each mobile home in the park and 
all mobile home owners, by certified mail, at least 15 days prior to a hearing held by the City 
for a formal application.  The report must be provided at the same time that the public notice 
for a change of use (i.e., mobile home park to single-family residential) is provided to the 
residents which requires a six month or more written notice of termination of tenancy following 
the date that all required permits and/or entitlements have been approved by the City.  Staff 
notes that the City will not hold a formal application hearing until the applicant has satisfactorily 
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verified to the City that all residents and mobile home owners have received a copy (by 
certified mail) of:  the impact report, notice of application to close the mobile home park and 
change of use, and the date, time, and place for the hearing.  Since the project before the 
Commission is not a formal application, the impact report is not required for this work session 
 
Development of the area raises issues pertaining to the historic evaluation of the former 
caretaker’s home, site layout, and house design.  Staff and the applicant request the Planning 
Commission to review, comment, and provide direction on the preliminary concept before 
submittal of any future development plan application.  The work session will also provide the 
public with an opportunity to review and comment on the proposed plan.   
 
SITE DESCRIPTION 
The subject site is approximately 2.1-acres (80,200 square-feet) in size and is located on the 
south side of Stanley Boulevard.  The lot is relatively flat with the exception of the rear portion 
of the rear lot, approximately 12,516 square-feet (0.287-acres), which has a moderate to steep 
downward terrain into the Arroyo del Valle.  The Arroyo del Valle portion has a General Plan 
Land Use designation of Public Health and Safety with Wildland Overlay and, therefore, is 
undevelopable.  Please refer to Figure 1 below.   
 

Figure 1: Site Location 
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The site contains 32 mobile home spaces, with several of the spaces containing mobile 
homes, a caretaker’s home that was converted to a duplex and two accessory structures; one 
is used for storage and the other contains the laundry facility and an illegal unit.  There are 44 
trees on-site, the majority of which border the property lines, with 27 of them being heritage 
trees.     
 
The property is bordered on the east by a single-family home and vacant lot, the south by 
single-family homes, and the west by a chiropractor’s office and single-family homes.  The 
recently approved 13-lot, single-family home development (located at 4171 Stanley Boulevard) 
and Window-ology are located directly north of the subject site, opposite Stanley Boulevard.  
 
PROPOSAL 
Ponderosa Homes is proposing to demolish the existing structures (i.e., caretaker’s “duplex”, 
washroom structure with unit, and storage accessory structure), remove the 32 mobile home 
spaces, and remove 33 of the 44 trees on-site, 27 of which are heritage size trees, to 
accommodate their proposal for a single-family home development.  The conceptual proposal 
includes 14 single-family homes over the approximately 1.84 northern acres of the property, 
not to extend beyond the property’s Public Health and Safety with Wildland Overlay 
designation, as shown on Figure 2 on page 5, with minimum lot sizes proposed at 
approximately 3,510 square-feet.  The proposal would result in a density of 7.6 dwelling units 
per acre.  A new private cul-de-sac street with on-street parking off of Stanley Boulevard would 
provide access to the new lots.  There is no proposal to alter the rear portion of the lot that is 
designated as Public Health and Safety with Wildland Overlay or the Arroyo del Valle.     
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please refer to the next page for Figure 2 
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Figure 2: Conceptual Site Plan with Wildland Overlay 

 
 
There are three proposed house plan types that will be mixed throughout the development.  
There will be seven lots with Plan 1 (house size is approximately 2,195 square-feet), two lots 
with Plan 2 (house size is approximately 2,226 square-feet), and five lots with Plan 3 (house 
size is approximately 2,624 square-feet).  Plan 1 would have wraparound front porches while 
Plans 2 and 3 would have entry porches only.  Each Plan is proposed as two-story with two-
car garages and the option of having an architectural style of either “Craftsman” or “Cottage.”   
 
The maximum height, measured from finished grade to the highest point, for the homes are as 
follows: 
 
Plan 1     Plan 2     Plan 3 
Craftsman Design – 29½ ft  Craftsman Design – 25½ ft  Craftsman Design – 27½ ft 
Cottage Design – 29½ ft   Cottage Design – 29½ ft  Cottage Design – 30½ ft 
  
Please refer to Exhibit A – sheets 1.3-1.5, 2.3-2.5, and 3.3-3.5, for the elevation drawings.  
Staff notes that the elevation drawing on sheet 2.5 of Exhibit A is mislabeled.  The elevation 
should reflect the title of “Elevation B” and not “Elevation A.”  Plan 1 and Plan 2 will have three 
bedrooms, with the option of converting the den into a fourth bedroom and Plan 3 has four 
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bedrooms, with the option of converting the den into a fifth bedroom.  Please refer to Figure 3 
below for the Plan designation and corresponding lot. 
 

Figure 3: Conceptual Lot Layout 

 
 
Ponderosa is also proposing a private gated landscaped pedestrian walkway, located between 
lot 5 and lot 6, for the residents of the development.  The walkway would not be for public use 
and would provide direct access to Vervais Avenue for those living in the development.  Staff 
notes that Vervais Avenue is a street without a sidewalk. 
 
STANLEY BOULEVARD IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

As one of the Capital Improvement Projects (CIP) approved by the City Council, the Stanley 
Boulevard widening project is scheduled to begin in the Spring of 2016.  It would include 
eliminating the off-street parking to allow for a bike lane, landscaping strip, and sidewalk in 
front of the subject property (see Figure 4 on below).     

 
Figure 4: Stanley Boulevard Improvement Project 
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CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE WORK SESSION 
Staff is presenting the Commission with conceptual plans (Exhibit A) for consideration and 
comments.  This workshop will allow the Planning Commission the opportunity to provide 
direction to the applicant and staff regarding the request.  The areas noted below are those of 
which staff would find the Commission’s input most helpful.  
 
Density and Open Space 
Fourteen units on 1.84 (developable) acres would result in a density of 7.6 dwelling units per 
acre.  The proposed density complies with the site’s General Plan and Downtown Specific Plan 
Land Use Designation of Medium Density Residential which requires projects to have densities 
of 2 to 8 dwelling units per acre.  The General Plan requires Medium Density Residential 
designated properties to provide public amenities, such as the dedication of parkland or open 
space, beyond the standard City requirements in order to exceed the midpoint density (5 
du/ac) of this land use designation.  Ponderosa is not proposing amenities for the subject site; 
however, they are proposing a private landscaped pedestrian walkway on the west side of the 
site, between lot 5 and lot 6, that would provide access to the Arroyo Green at Main, located 
on the south side of Vervais Avenue.  The Arroyo Green at Main is an undeveloped park and is 
one of the eight park sites in the Master Plan for the Downtown Parks and Trails System 
(MPDPTS).  The MPDPTS recommends the development of Arroyo Green at Main into a park 
suitable for a variety of uses (e.g., access to the Arroyo, picnic areas, etc.).  Staff notes that it 
is unknown when the park will be developed.  Ponderosa has indicated that they would 
contribute to improvements of the Arroyo Green at Main when the development of the park 
occurs.    
 
Discussion Points 
1. Is the proposed density acceptable? 
2. Is a pedestrian walkway to Vervais Avenue an appropriate amenity to exceed the mid-point 

density? 
 
Demolition of the Existing Home 
The two-story, two-unit residential building, located on the northern portion of the property, that 
was built in 1912, would be demolished.  The home was not included in the Historic 
Neighborhoods and Structures table of the General Plan nor was it included in the Downtown 
Historic Resource List and Map that was created for the 2002 update of the Downtown Specific 
Plan to identify individual properties and neighborhoods that contain outstanding examples of 
heritage structures.  The project site is also not located in one of the five Heritage 
Neighborhoods that are identified in the Downtown Specific Plan. 
 
While the property is not specifically listed in the General Plan or Downtown Specific Plan as 
an historic resource, the General Plan, Downtown Specific Plan, and Downtown Design 
Guidelines contain policies regarding the City’s preservation goals.  The General Plan has a 
policy which states: 
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Preserve and rehabilitate those cultural and historic resources which are significant to 
Pleasanton because of their age, appearance, or history.   

 
The Downtown Specific Plan has policies that state: 
 

Require the completion of the State of California Department of Parks and Recreation 
(DPR) Survey Form-523 to develop and document a statement of historic significance 
prior to the issuance of demolition permits for any historic resource older than 50 years.  
Evaluate these properties using the State of California criteria for the California Register 
of Historic Resources. 
 

And 
 
Prohibit the demolition of any building found to be historically significant with regard to 
the California Register criteria unless such building is determined by the Chief Building 
Official to be unsafe or dangerous, and if no other reasonable means of rehabilitation or 
relocation can be achieved.   

 
The Downtown Design Guidelines indicate that demolition of buildings over 50 years of age is 
generally discouraged and that remodeling is encouraged over replacement.   
  
In order to determine the historic significance of the structure, the structure was analyzed and 
a DPR survey was prepared by Ward Hill, Consulting Architectural Historian (Exhibit E), who 
specializes in historic research, historic architecture, and historic preservation.  In order to be 
considered eligible for listing in the California Register, the structure must meet one or more of 
the following California Register criteria: 
 

1. It is associated with events or patterns of events that have made a significant 
contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of 
California or the United States. 
 

2. It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national history. 
 

3. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a time period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values. 
 

4. It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or 
history of the local area, state or the nation. 
 

As described in the study, Mr. Hill found the structure does not meet any of the criteria listed 
above and the structure is not eligible for listing in either the California Register of Historical 
Resources or the National Register of Historic Places.   
 
In 2011, the City Council appointed a seven member committee, comprised of two Planning 
Commission members and five members of the public, that was tasked with re-evaluating the 
City’s Downtown Historic Preservation policies, guidelines, and process.  This committee is 
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referred to as the Historic Preservation Task Force.  The Task Force has the following 
objectives: 
 

 Create a definition for teardown verses remodel. 

 Evaluate historic neighborhoods. 

 Ensure consistency with the General Plan, Downtown Specific Plan, and Downtown 
Historic Resource List and Map. 
 

In September 2012, the Task Force developed a Draft Pleasanton Downtown Historic Context 
Statement (PDHCS).  The PDHCS document is intended to bring a greater level of consistency 
to the city’s historic preservation efforts and would establish criteria for determining the 
historical significance of properties in the downtown area which would assist decision makers 
in considering what is important to preserve or restore.  The PDHCS describes several themes 
important to the historic development of Pleasanton.  The Context Statement provides a 
framework for evaluation potential historic resources in Pleasanton.    
 
Staff does not believe the existing residence is currently unsafe or dangerous, although it does 
show signs of disrepair and could possibly be restored and relocated to one of the proposed 
lots fronting Stanley Boulevard.   
 
Discussion Point 
3. Should the structure be demolished to accommodate the proposed development or should 

the applicant restore and relocate the structure to one of the proposed lots fronting Stanley 
Boulevard? 

4. Given the age of the structure, should the historic evaluation be revised to reflect 
information in the Pleasanton Downtown Historic Context Statement?  

 
Site Plan Layout  
A 32-foot wide cul-de-sac street, with a sidewalk proposed on the western side of the street, 
would provide direct access to the development.  With the Stanley Boulevard Improvement 
Project, there will be a loss of off-street parking along the south side of Stanley Boulevard and, 
as such, future development on this site would require alternative means for additional on-site 
parking to accommodate visitors.  On-street parking is proposed on both sides of the project’s 
street in addition to the three cut-out parking spaces located on the east side of the cul-de-sac 
bulb.  Each lot will have a two-car garage and driveway parking.  Staff notes that the Traffic 
Division has reviewed the plans and requested that the driveways of lots 1-6 be increased to 
22-feet in length.  Increasing the length of the driveway would assist in preventing the 
residents from blocking the sidewalk.   
 
As proposed, the layout would require removal of 33 trees, 27 of which are heritage trees.  Of 
the heritage trees proposed for removal, seven of them are in near excellent condition (4 out of 
5 rating – 5 being excellent), but require removal to accommodate the proposed development.  
Please refer to Figure 5 (on page 10) for the location of the trees proposed for removal.  Staff 
has also included the tree report for the Commission’s review and consideration in Exhibit F.  
The value of the 33 trees recommended for removal is $43,750. 
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      Figure 5: Tree Survey with Proposed Tree Removal  

 

 
Heritage Tree with 4 or 5/5 Rating 
 
Heritage Tree with 3/5 Rating 
 
Heritage Tree with 1 or 2/5 Rating 
 

Non-Heritage Trees – Rating Varies 
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The undevelopable southern portion of the property (please refer to Figure 1 on page 5) would 
retain its Public Health and Safety with Wildland Overlay designation and the area would not 
be modified.  The small area located on the east side of the cul-de-sac would be an open 
space area improved with landscaping.  The proposed pedestrian walkway would also provide 
access to the Arroyo Green at Main when the park is developed in the future. 
 
Discussion Points 
5. Is the site layout, lot sizes, and home locations acceptable? 
6. Are the length of the driveways for lots 1-6 acceptable? 
7. Is the on-street guest parking adequate? 
8. Should the layout be revised to preserve any of the heritage trees? 
9. Should the open space, located on east side of the street bulb, include amenities (e.g., play 

structure, benches, etc.)? 
 

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
Ponderosa is proposing three house sizes, 2,195, 2,226, and 2,624 square-feet.  With lot sizes 
of approximately 3,510 square-feet in area, the floor area ratios (FAR) would be 62.53%, 
69.34%, and 74.75% (square-footage divided by a lot size of 3,210 square-feet).  Since the 
“typical lot size” in Exhibit A indicates 3,210 square-feet, staff notes that some of the FARs 
could be higher if the lot size is less than 3,210 square-feet (e.g., near the cul-de-sac bulb).  
 
Discussion Point  
10. Are the FARs appropriate for the development? 

 
Design and Setbacks 
Ponderosa is proposing “Craftsman” and “Cottage” architecture designs (Exhibit A – sheets 
1.3-1.5, 2.3-2.5, and 3.3-3.5).  Side yard setbacks would be 5-feet, rear yard setbacks would 
range from 11.58-18.25-feet, front yard setbacks for porches would range from 10-17.75-feet, 
and house front yard setbacks would range from 12.50-25.73-feet.  Given their locations, lot 1, 
8, and 14 would have different side yard setbacks.  The street side yard setbacks for lot 1 
would be 13.45-feet, measured from the property line to the building wall, and 10.45-feet, 
measured from the porch to the property line.  The street side yard setback for lot 14 would be 
12.86-feet, measured from the property line to the building wall, and 9.86-feet, measured from 
the property line to the porch.  The south side yard setback for lot 8 follows the creek setback 
and, therefore, would range from zero to approximately 7-feet for the porch and approximately 
10-15-feet for the house.  The “Craftsman” and “Cottage” designs for Plan 1 and the “Cottage” 
design for Plan 2 would have a maximum height, as measured from finished grade to the 
highest point, of 29½ - feet.  The “Craftsman” home for Plan 2 is proposed at 25½-feet in 
height with Plan 3 proposing the “Craftsman” design at 27½-feet in height and the “Cottage” 
design at 30½-feet in height.   
 
The Downtown Specific Plan (DTSP) states that the design of new buildings should draw upon 
the primary exterior features of the Downtown’s traditional design character in terms of 
architectural style and materials, colors, details of construction, height, floor area, bulk, 
massing, and setbacks.  These elements should be consistent with those elements of buildings 
in the immediate neighborhood, and the design of the new buildings should not represent a 
significant departure from the existing neighborhood character.   
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The DTSP and Downtown Design Guidelines (DTDG) outline parameters related to new 
construction of residential structures and also provide guidance related to architectural details, 
materials, and windows.  The DTSP and the DTDG have the following design criteria. 
 
DTSP Design and Beautification Design Criteria (page76): 
 

Policy 17 
“Protect the established size and spacing of buildings in residential neighborhoods by 
avoiding excessive lot coverage and maintain appropriate separations between 
buildings.”  

  
 Policy 20 
 “Encourage garages at the rear of lots.” 
 
DTDG Residential Guidelines for New Construction, Remodels and Additions (page 35) states: 

 
Siting 
“Continue the existing density and spacing of homes.  Match the side yard setbacks of 
surrounding homes.” 
 
“New homes should face the street.” 

  
“Place garages in the rear of lots.”  

  
Height & Mass 
“Floor area of new homes and additions to existing homes are to be compatible with 
surrounding houses.” 
 
“Reflect the general massing of surrounding homes, including roof forms and step 
backs, front porches, bay windows, and balconies.” 
 
Design 
“New construction ,additions and remodels should reflect the architectural style and 
detailing of the surrounding neighborhood.” 

 
Discussion Point 
11. Does the Commission wish to make any suggestions regarding the house designs or 

setbacks? 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE 
Notice of this workshop was sent to all property owners and occupants within 1,000 feet of the 
subject property.  Please refer to the location and noticing maps in Exhibit G.  At the time this 
report was prepared, staff had not received any public comments. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the attached material, take public 
testimony, and provide comment and direction to the applicant and staff.  Staff suggests the 
Planning Commission use the discussion points found in Exhibit B.   
 
 
 
 
Staff Planner:  Natalie Amos, Associate Planner, 925.931.5613, namos@ci.pleasanton.ca.us  

mailto:namos@ci.pleasanton.ca.us
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