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.
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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 detalils.
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:

e 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

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

e EXxisting 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.

e 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.

e 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.’

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

e 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
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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 | 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. Arethelength 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.

EXCERPT: PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES, November 28, 2012 Page 17 of 21



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. Arethe 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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