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P12-1220, Pleasant Partners, LLC/RREEF America, LLC 
Work Session to review and receive comments on a preliminary application to 
construct 305 apartment units, two retail buildings totaling approximately 
7,520 square feet, new surface parking and a parking garage to serve the existing 
office uses, and related site improvements at the California Center property at 
4400-4460 Rosewood Drive.  Zoning for the property is PUD-HDR (Planned Unit 
Development – High Density Residential) and PUD-I/C-O (Planned Unit 
Development – Industrial/Commercial-Office) Districts. 
 
Steve Otto presented the staff report and described the scope, layout, and key elements 
of the proposal. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor inquired what the parking ratio came out to with the addition of 
the one additional parking space. 
 
Mr. Otto replied that the Standards require 1.5 spaces per unit for the residences, and 
1 guest space per 10 units. 
 
Commissioner Blank inquired what a Class I bikeway is as opposed to a Class II. 
 
Mr. Otto explained that the Class I bikeway that was approved in the Pleasanton 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan is a ten-foot paved bikeway, with four feet of 
decomposed granite on the side.  
 
Chair Pentin added that would be two feet on each side. 
 
Commissioner Blank noted that the design is a little weak on the Pleasanton look. 
 
THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS OPENED. 
 
Martin Inderbitzen, representing the Applicant, stated that the property owner is 
represented tonight by Mark English.  He thanked Mr. Otto for doing a very complete 
and thorough job describing the project and that his team, who is also present tonight, 
will try not to repeat any of it as they present additional information to get more flavor for 
the project. 
 
Mr. Inderbitzen stated that, as mentioned by Mr. Otto, this site was originally one of the 
sites of the PacBell break-ups and became AT&T about 25 years ago, pretty much with 
the beginning of the Hacienda Business Park.  He noted that Hacienda Business Park’s 
design during those early years was really kind of internal-faced, and as an 
office/campus site, this site fits that mold with big thoroughfares going through the 
Business Park and big setbacks around the perimeter of the site. 
 
Mr. Inderbitzen stated that the owners of this project acquired the site about seven 
years ago, and they would like to bring it up to date, more into the 21st century.  He 
continued that this dovetailed with the City’s Housing Element Update and the 
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Transit-Oriented Program that Hacienda went through just before the Housing Element 
Update, and the 8.4-acre site was identified as a potential housing site.  He indicated 
that the concept they kicked this project off with was, first, to update and reinvigorate 
the site; and second, to kind of reverse the trend from an internal-facing site to an 
external-facing, more inviting site which presents its own challenges not only within the 
Hacienda Business Park Design Guidelines and the CC&R’s but also with the rest of the 
PUD overlay. 
 
Mr. Inderbitzen stated that the other challenge which Mr. Dolan had set out for them 
right from the outset was that if they were going to put 8.4 acres of residential on this 
site with 300 apartment units or 305 units and a retail site, they do not want to have a 
segregated site from the existing campus office such that they would be turning their 
back on it with a sound wall or something similar that might eventually happen.  He 
noted that their challenge was to fully integrate the retail and the residential into the 
campus office so they relate together in a nice, cohesive way, and their design team did 
a pretty good job of that. 
 
Mr. Inderbitzen stated that they have spent quite a bit of time with Mr. Dolan and his 
staff, who were very insightful, very helpful, and very cooperative in identifying issues 
and working through those issues with them.  He added that it was a pretty expeditious 
process, and what took time was the City’s process, including the updating of the 
Housing Element. 
 
Mr. Inderbitzen indicated that they are pretty much in agreement with just about 
everything that staff has said about the project.  He noted that they have worked 
through virtually everything, including a good understanding of what the requested 
exceptions are.  He noted that he did not hear staff’s support for the garage setbacks 
but believes staff likes the way they dealt with that treatment. 
 
Mr. Inderbitzen then introduced Padru Kang, Project Architect, from Dahlin Group; 
David Gates, Landscape Architect, from Gates + Associates; Brock Roby, Project 
Engineer, from BKF Engineers; and Todd Regonini and Brett Leon, Development 
Managers from the Sares Regis Group. 
 
Chair Pentin disclosed that he met with Mr. Inderbitzen regarding this project. 
 
Commissioners Olson and Narum indicated that they have also met with 
Mr. Inderbitzen. 
 
John Thatch, Design Partner for Dahlin Group located at 5865 Owens Drive in 
Pleasanton, stated that this site has been very important to them for several years.  He 
noted that working with Mr. Dolan Brian and his staff has gone far in really creating a 
pedestrian atmosphere for the project.  He indicated that the key on this site is that it is 
in the middle of everything with apartments around it, parks such as the Paseo Park that 
goes along the creek, a hospital, and all types of different retail and schools, making it 
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an ideal spot to create a mixed-use project and change the scale of Owens Drive to 
make it more inviting and more pedestrian. 
 
Mr. Thatch stated that what they have achieved and are doing on the site is creating 
connections back to the center, to the office park, to the retail, and the creek.  He added 
that the 1.5-mile trail surrounding the whole site will also make connections to the parks 
and the paseos and will enhance the project.  He indicated that creating the corner 
plaza can engage more pedestrian activities so that it is more people-activated on that 
edge.  He continued that coming down the street, they created the architecture that 
brings the entries closer to the street to make it more interesting as well as an 
interesting drive street line that relates back to the center and makes the connection to 
the corporate center. 
 
Mr. Thatch stated that they have the taller building, the podium building, farther down, 
which is set a little bit farther back.  He added that they have also created a plaza and 
garden areas in front of those units as well as stoops and front porches to activate it and 
bring people to the street and create a more pedestrian environment in the architecture 
and the character of the land plan.  With respect to the retail area, he indicated that they 
have broken the buildings in order to create this energy and connection back to the 
center of the project, the residence, the retail, the office building, and the plaza area out 
there. 
 
Mr. Thatch stated that their buildings around the retail have three- and four-sided 
architecture with entries on both sides from the parking lot and the street, making it a 
very engaging building to the street and to the neighborhood.  He added that they are 
working with the trees and some of the landscape elements from Bishop Ranch, but this 
will be a little bit smaller than before in order to create the plaza behind it  for a little 
more security away from the street while still being able to activate it to have a pleasant 
place for people to sit and see things going by.  He continued that the architecture is 
more contemporary in nature, and the retail area is eclectic with a residential mix to it. 
 
Mr. Thatch stated that the main entry into the residential in the middle block off of 
Owens Drive presents some character with a variety of different scales and some strong 
geometric forms.  He noted that some roof forms are more residential in character with 
a lot of up-and-down movement in architecture, and the windows utilizes a lot of glazing 
that will bring a lot of light, creating contemporary floor plans.  
 
Mr. Thatch stated that the project will include a very nice clubhouse and lounge for 
multipurpose use of residents for yoga, recreation, and a bike shop with all the tools 
where people can work on their bikes.  He added that the area also has connections to 
bike trails, along with a pool that is big enough for laps, and a business leasing and 
conference center which can be used by residents who will hopefully choose to work at 
home.  He noted that along with this synergy of a village center is the creation of a 
pavilion building and lounge that is part of the podium, an outdoor living room and 
kitchen area, and an outdoor pavilion that will be a really nice entertainment and 
recreation area for residents. 
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Mr. Thatch stated that the big thing about the amenities of the project in the community 
area is the contemporary floor plan, which connects the site to shops and plaza and 
everything around it.  He indicated that they are looking at the community center as a 
country club with club rooms, a pool and a spa, fitness and yoga, pool tables and bocce 
ball courts, an internet café, and outdoor kitchen and outdoor dining. 
 
Mr. Thatch stated that their sustainable features are key, with buildings that are LEED 
Silver as far as reuse in materials and different things.  He noted that the big thing about 
being sustainable in this project is that one can walk to work, to restaurants, to BART, to 
almost anywhere in the Bay Area without a car.  He added that Wi-Fi and the business 
center will make it possible for people to work more at home and not have to use their 
car; it will be bike-friendly with secure bicycle parking and a repair shop.  He noted that 
electrical vehicle charging stations will be part of this design, and storm water will be 
integrated and will be a big part of the design in water and energy efficiency. 
 
Mr. Thatch stated that he believes they are conforming to the guidelines in intent but 
that Padru Kang would talk a little bit more in detail about what they are doing in that 
regard. 
 
Commissioner Blank asked what types of retail will be included in the project. 
 
Mr. Thatch replied that they are looking at a coffee shop and smaller service-related 
retail, such as dry cleaners, that will also work with the residents around the site. 
 
Commissioner Blank commented that the idea that someone would sit in the plaza and 
watch the traffic between Owens and Rosewood Drives does not seem like something 
the residents would like to do. 
 
Mr. Thatch replied that it is a place where residents can see people walking by and 
things going by.  He added that he thinks it is an interesting outdoor space that faces 
southwest as far as getting the sun.  He noted that while it is not perfect, it will be of 
interest because right now, there is really no outdoor dining area down Owens Drive 
except across the street to the little deli place, which has an outdoor space that actually 
faces the parking lot, while this space will be landscaped and would be more interesting. 
 
Commissioner Blank commented that he wondered if there could be a different physical 
arrangement but realizes that it is kind of constrained, based on what they have to work 
with.   
 
Mr. Thatch replied that he thinks it is constrained but that they would fine-tune the area 
with landscaping, trellises, and different elements. 
 
Commissioner Blank asked Mr. Thatch if they have given any thought to the ratio of how 
many charging stations there will be. 
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Mr. Thatch replied that they have not gotten into that level of detail yet but that it will be 
a significant number. 
 
Commissioner Olson inquired if the parking structure is only for the corporate offices. 
 
Mr. Thatch said yes.  He added that there will be a parking structure under the podium 
building; otherwise, there is tuck-under parking, garage spaces on the apartment 
buildings, and then surface and carport spaces. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor noted that there was some talk about shared parking between 
office and residential and believes that the proposal was for 40 spaces. 
 
Mr. Thatch replied that they talked about that but that they are just getting into more of 
the details about exactly how that will work as far as numbers, the buildings and 
locations of residents, and the proximity of where the office is. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor inquired if those 40 spaces would be in addition to the 
1.5 minimum required for the residential or if they would be used to meet that minimum 
requirement. 
 
Mr. Thatch replied that it would be part of the number to meet the requirement.  He 
indicated that he looks at how much parking there is and how they can really double up 
parking so they can to have less asphalt.  He added that they are being sustainable as 
far as their approach to parking is concerned. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor stated that he knew what the standard is.  He asked 
Mr. Thatch what would happen in some of the properties, if those 40 are used to meet 
that standard, if the residents in the complex had two cars.  He noted that there would 
be a lot of extra parking here that is really office parking, and inquired if there would be 
any way some of the parking could be utilized in the evenings or overnight if a 
residential parking problem arose down the road. 
 
Mr. Thatch replied that he sees possibilities but that it is a question that Mr. Inderbitzen 
and the owners should respond to. 
 
Commissioner Pearce stated that she is not aware if the City has ever done a shared 
residential/office parking before and asked Mr. Thatch how this works and if they have 
done one of this before. 
 
Mr. Thatch replied that they have done one in Concord; however, the project is on hold 
and did not get built, but basically there were parking spaces that were available.  He 
explained that it was more like a practical situation that those spaces farthest away from 
office were going to be available. 
 
Chair Pentin inquired who would have priority for these parking spaces if push comes to 
shove; for example, if a major corporate client comes in to California Center and the 
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apartment buildings are filled up, who would have the priority, the residents or the 
corporate building. 
 
Mr. Thatch replied that Mr. Inderbitzen or the owners would have to answer that 
question. 
 
Mr. Dolan stated that from staff’s perspective, residential/office sharing is probably the 
ideal situation and this opportunity does not come around often.  He indicated that it 
makes a lot of common sense that during the work day, the offices are going to be filled 
up and the people who live in the place are going to be gone.  He added that it would be 
a good idea in this location.  He noted that somebody mentioned it back in the design 
standards because right now, there are lots of spaces, and this is really formalizing what 
might occur anyway even if a shared arrangement is not approved.  He pointed out that 
he cannot really predict a circumstance where there would be a conflict because on that 
big day when they will have a conference with everybody visiting, it would still be a work 
day and most residents would be gone.  He noted that the last people coming back 
home to the apartment building will be there well after the office has cleared out.  He 
added that if the applicant would have asked for more shared parking, staff would have 
considered it because this is a good opportunity to take advantage of that concept. 
 
Padru Kang, Project Architect, Dahlin Group, stated that at a higher density of 35 units 
versus a minimum of 30 for the other eight sites, this project has a unique opportunity to 
actually share the parking just north of the site.  He noted that, as Mr. Dolan mentioned, 
it does make sense when it is shared with office, and they would never propose to do 
any kind of shared parking with retail.  
 
Mr. Kang then briefly went through some of the items staff had mentioned in the report. 
He indicated that staff did a great job and that he enjoyed working with staff as well.  He 
noted that the Design Guidelines is a great document and that they understand that the 
intent is to really try and maintain the high quality standards that the existing Pleasanton 
neighborhoods have, which is difficult with a high-density workforce housing. 
 
Mr. Kang stated that what they are trying to do is put parking where it is really needed.  
He noted that they really do not have any other opportunities than trying to park around 
the central hub, and they have taken staff’s consideration to widen the roadway from the 
standard 21 feet to 24 feet, consistent with what is on the back side of the alley.  He 
added that they looked at doing some enhanced paving there to make it feel less like a 
parking lot and more like an auto plaza. 
 
Mr. Kang stated that they would like a bit of flexibility with the exception regarding 
setting the garage door two feet back to enable them to carry some of the design 
around.  He indicated that that are focusing on 360-design elements and want to wrap 
that around to the back side where they have opportunities to really play with some 
articulation and the alleyways are not highly visible.  He added that the retail is also 
designed to be 360 in terms of architecture, out on the corner of the street near the 
intersection, with the driveway and circulation on one side.  He noted that there is a 
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higher tower element with storefront essentially on all four sides and that visibility is not 
necessarily a factor with the design as it is a stand-alone retail. 
 
Mr. Inderbitzen offered one specific comment regarding the retail plaza area.  He 
indicated that he hears Commissioner Blank’s concern about somebody going to sit out 
there and drink coffee, and his response to that is to drive by Peet’s Coffee at the corner 
of Hopyard Road and Valley Avenue where people are not loathed to sit out and drink 
coffee while cars are going by.  He noted that this could not be any worse as it is a 
much bigger plaza and much more protected, even though it is on the corner.  He 
added that there is a right-turn opportunity there which opens up the plaza area, and 
they have separated the retail buildings so people can pass through there, making it 
much more useful and much more of an opportunity to activate that retail area and 
make it much more inviting. 
 
Commissioner Blank stated that he was not suggesting eliminating it but finding some 
way to make it more curvy and envelop it more without losing the plaza. 
 
Mr. Inderbitzen replied that Hacienda Business Park is very proprietary about corner 
treatments.  He stated that they spent a lot of time with James Paxson discussing 
eliminating that wall to make the plaza bigger, and the answer was no.  He added that 
had to spend a lot of time with the landscape architect and the architect designing that 
wall into the plaza so that it was more integrated. 
 
Commissioner Blank inquired if there is any way to integrate the plaza better with the 
retail buildings such as making it more curvy around the corner.  He noted that people 
will naturally drift in and out of the retail. 
 
Mr. Inderbitzen replied that they can work on that as there is quite a bit of room there.  
He pointed out that even though it is roughly only 7,400 square feet of retail, it is very 
important to the project and they are committed to it.  He added that it is real retail, 
legitimate retail that they want to be successful, attract really good tenants, make it as 
open and attractive as possible for people to come in there and use it.  He noted that 
most of the retail around Hacienda Business Park turns its back on the street, and it is 
kind of offensive for someone driving by and not being able to see the stores in there; 
people will need to get into that plaza to know who the retailers are, and they do not 
want that scenario here. 
 
James Paxson, General Manager of Hacienda Business Park, stated that they are 
incredibly pleased to be working on this project with Sares Regis, and they are very 
excited with the high level of design and architecture for this site.  He reiterated what 
was said earlier about how this has been integrated not only within the existing project 
but within the Park.  He indicated that this is an outstanding project and is about 
three-fourths of the way through the review process, with just a couple more things that 
need to be done to wrap up.  He added that they anticipate providing their approval to 
the City within the next couple of weeks. 
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THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS CLOSED. 
 
The Commission then discussed the Work Session topics: 
 
A.  Would the Planning Commission support the requested exceptions if the project 

were to move forward as proposed? 
 
Commissioner Olson stated that he would.  He added that he did not like the word “if” as 
this is a great project that ought to go forward as soon as possible. 
 
Commissioner Narum agreed.  She stated that she can support the exceptions that are 
being requested.  She added that she likes the way it looks and can support it even if it 
is not necessarily consistent with the guidelines.  With respect to the retail depths of 
47 feet and 57 feet, she commented that she assumes the developer has people who 
are experts in leasing and who feel they can get these spaces leased at those varying 
depths. 
 
Commissioner Blank said yes. 
 
Commissioner Pearce agreed with Commissioner Narum’s comments.  She noted that 
the sole goal is to get retail in here, and if the applicant believes this kind of depth can 
support the retail, she is all for it. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor said yes. 
 
Chair Pentin said yes too.  He indicated that he loves the 360 retail and recalls that 
when Tully’s was built Downtown, he thought it would be a busy corner, and it is now 
the drawing point Downtown.  He added that he thinks the plaza on that corner may end 
up with the same thing, with the residential and the corporate.   
 
Commissioner O’Connor stated that he does not believe the Commission has seen the 
actual detail of the “James Paxson” wall and hopes that it does not block any visibility of 
the retail. 
 
Commissioner Narum noted that she did not see any comment on the kind of trees. 
 
Chair Pentin indicated that the Landscape Architect will be up in a minute.   
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Topics B and C were considered together. 
 
B. Are the on-site circulation, parking layout, and positioning of the buildings 

acceptable? 
 
C. Does the Planning Commission support the use of shared office/residential spaces 

to meet some of the required residential parking 
 
Chair Pentin said absolutely yes for shared spaces.  
 
Commissioner Pearce stated that given what staff and the applicant have said, she is in 
support of shared parking.  She noted she is comfortable with the 360 retail positioning, 
the buildings are great, the parking layout looks good, and there is sufficient circulation. 
 
Commissioner Blank stated that he was fine with both questions.  He noted that his only 
comments are relatively minor ones that he has already made regarding finding some 
way to enhance the tie between the retail and the plaza.  He reiterated that he is not 
looking to eliminate the plaza or suggesting that it is a bad thing.  He indicated that he 
has seen this kind of approach in southern California and it is very successful.  He 
added that this could be a great amenity and a really big hit. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor stated that his only concern is flexibility in the shared parking.  
He indicated that he would rather see more than less; not that it is going to be required, 
but just a concern for the future in the event it is required and knowing that there is 
something there; and if it is not needed, then it is not needed. 
 
Commissioner Olson stated that he is fine with both questions.  He added that 
Mr. Dolan’s comments regarding shared parking were spot on and hopes that the 
project gets there on shared parking. 
 
Commissioner Narum echoed all that has been said and added that she would much 
rather have the shared parking and allow more open space here than adding in its own 
parking and having to give up some of the open space in the center of that podium 
building.  She noted that it is a good concept and she is fine with it. 
 
Chair Pentin concurred with Commissioner Narum.  He stated that if it goes the shared 
parking route, and if the shared parking were to be increased to create more open 
space with the idea that if it ever came to that point, some of that may be reduced, he is 
good with that.   
 
D. Are the proposed on-site recreation facilities and amenities acceptable? 
 
Commissioner O’Connor said he was fine with them. 
 
Commissioners Olson, Narum, and Pearce said yes. 
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Commissioner Blank stated that he thinks they are pretty good.  He commented that he 
saw only one tot lot in the area, and that seemed a little light to him.  He noted that there 
might be an opportunity in Building P where there is that big area, not necessarily to put 
in a play structure but to have a recreational area where kids could play.  He pointed out 
that residents living in Building P would have to go all the way over to the other side to 
where Building C is. 
 
Chair Pentin stated he was fine with the on-site recreational facilities and amenities, 
with the addition of Commissioner Blank’s comments. 
  
E. Are the building designs, colors and materials, and heights acceptable? 
 
Commissioner Blank stated that, as everyone knows, he is really big on the Pleasanton 
look, but people also know that he backed away from that with the Transit-Oriented 
Developments (TOD) because obviously, it is different than the Pleasanton look.  He 
stated that overall, he is generally fine with this.  He requested that when the project 
comes back to the Commission for the hearing, he would like to actually get to see 
visuals.  He noted that Safeway had great visuals where they actually had people 
driving around the parking lots so the Commission could see how the buildings look and 
what the viewscapes were.  He noted that it really helps the Commission and the public 
to get a good handle of what it is going to look like. 
 
Commissioner Pearce stated that preliminarily, she thinks everything looks great.  She 
indicated that the color palette looks fine but that she would love to see some actual 
colors which the Commission can look at under their day light lamps. 
 
Commissioner Blank requested that the size of the color palettes be about 10 x 10, as 
opposed to the one-inch square ones, so the Commission can get a sense of the colors. 
 
Commissioner Pearce agreed. 
 
Commissioner Narum stated that she was fine overall, with one comment.  She referred 
to page A2-14 of the plans and noted that the colors of the amenity buildings, 
specifically the mustard color, appear to be conflicting when put alongside the podium. 
 
Commissioner Blank noted that it could be the color from the printer. 
  
Commissioner Narum commented that she was pleased with the simplified towers 
which have that Pleasanton look. 
 
Commissioner Blank agreed and added that he saw a little bit of that in there, and he 
always wants more. 
 
Commissioner Pearce noted that she was looking at the same buildings when she 
asked for actual colors. 
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Mr. Inderbitzen stated that he will bring a color and materials board. 
 
Commissioner Olson stated that he loves the architecture and that the design, the 
materials that have been described, and the heights are just outstanding.  He 
commented that he has been on the Commission for over six years and he still does not 
know what the Pleasanton look is.  He added that the Commission will need a separate 
workshop to inform the Commissioners on what the Pleasanton look is. 
 
Commissioner Blank commented that staff knows what the Pleasanton look is. 
 
Commissioner O’Connor commented that he thinks the Pleasanton look is on 
page A2-5, how some of the roofing elements are brought in.  He noted that there is 
none of that on page A2-1, which has more of a modern look and which he likes.  He 
added that if they all looked the same, they would all blend in and not stand out; but he 
would like to bring attention to the retail, so he likes the way it is.  He stated that the 
mustard color was acceptable. 
 
Commissioner Olson agreed. 
 
Chair Pentin stated that he also likes the way it is.  He noted that he loves the 
architecture, the look, and the way they broke it up.  He added that even on the 
exception for the garages with two feet and one foot moving in and out just broke it up 
and he really likes the looks of it.  He noted that a mustard color was fine with him as 
long as it was not too bright. 
  
Commissioner Blank asked staff if they got what they needed. 
 
The staff said yes. 
 
 


