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From: Hernandez, Celina@Waterboards  
Sent: Wednesday, February 20, 2019 12:48 PM 
To: 'rapatenaude@cityofpleasantonca.gov' <rapatenaude@cityofpleasantonca.gov> 
Subject: Water Board Comments on Draft EIR, Downtown Pleasanton  
Importance: High 
  
Hello,  
I am a case manager for some hazardous materials sites or site cleanup cases in downtown Pleasanton. I 
mainly work on historic dry cleaners in the area.  I reviewed the Draft EIR available 
athttp://www.cityofpleasantonca.gov/pdf/DEIR_DSP.pdf. 
  
My comment on page 3.7-3, Hazardous Materials Sites, Geotracker bullet; Table 3.7-1; and Figure 3.7-1 
is presented below: 
  
Historic dry cleaner sites are not referenced this is because some of the historic dry cleaner sites are 
listed under “non-case information” because we are gathering information to determine if we need to 
open a case and enroll the discharger in our voluntary site cleanup program.  
  
To access these sites, follow these steps in GeoTracker: 
  

• On GeoTracker homepage, enter 555 Main St., former American Cleaners that is referenced 
because it is an open and active site cleanup program case 

• On 555 Main St. main page, click “Map this Site” next to the site name at the top right 
• At the Map page, click “non-case information sites” on the right, see snapshot below. 
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• Below is a snapshot showing the “non-case information” white boxes on the map after checking 
the box on the right 

  

 
  
If you have any questions, please contact me. 
  
Regards, 
Celina Hernandez, PG  
  
SF Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 
1515 Clay St, Suite 1400 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Phone: 510-622-2447 
E-mail: celina.hernandez@waterboards.ca.gov 
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ALAMEDA COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT, ZONE 7 

 100 NORTH CANYONS PARKWAY y LIVERMORE, CA 94551 y PHONE (925) 454-5000 y FAX (925) 454-5727 
 
 

 
March 15, 2019 

 
 
Richard Patenaude, Contract Planner 
City of Pleasanton, Community Development Department  
P.O. Box 520  
Pleasanton, CA 94566 
Sent by e-mail to: rpatenaude@cityofpleasantonca.gov 
 
Re: Downtown Specific Plan Draft EIR 
 
Dear Mr. Patenaude,   
 
Zone 7 Water Agency (Zone 7, or Zone 7 of the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District) 
has reviewed the referenced document in the context of Zone 7’s mission to provide water supply, flood 
protection, and groundwater and stream management within the Livermore-Amador Valley.  Following are our 
comments for your consideration: 
 
1. Arroyo del Valle 

x Setback.  The plan includes policies to enhance the use of use of, and also to conserve, Arroyo del Valle.  
Any developments (trails, homes, etc.) adjacent to Arroyo Valle should be subjected to minimum setback 
requirements as determined by Zone 7 or Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
(ACFCWCD).  Zone 7’s minimum requirement is twenty feet from a projected 2.5:1 slope from the bank toe. 

x Management.  On 3.8-2, first paragraph, it states that ACFCWCD is responsible for managing sections of 
Arroyo Valle within the planning area.  This should be revised to read “Arroyo Valle is owned by many 
entities, including public and private, who all share the responsibility of managing their part of the Arroyo 
Valle.” 

x Regulated Stream.  On 3.8-7, under Flood Zones, please clarify that the Arroyo del Valle is a regulated 
stream due to Lake del Valle. A 100-year storm event does not equate to the capacity of Arroyo Valle; Arroyo 
Valle is subject to Lake del Valle flood releases (made by the Department of Water Resources) which can be 
greater than runoff from a 100-yr storm event. 

 
2. Section 3.8, Local Regulations 

Be aware of the following Zone 7 programs and ordinances that may be appropriate to include in the DEIR:   

x Development Impact Fee.  New development and the expansion of existing development may impose a 
burden on the existing flood protection and storm drainage infrastructure within the Zone 7 service area.  
Developments creating new impervious areas within the Livermore-Amador Valley are subject to the 
assessment of the Development Impact Fee for Flood Protection and Storm Water Drainage.  These fees are 
collected for Zone 7 by the local governing agency: 1) upon approval of final map for public improvements 
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creating new impervious areas; and/or 2) upon issuance of a building or use permit required for site 
improvements creating new impervious areas.  Fees are dependent on whether post-project impervious area 
conditions are greater than pre-project conditions and/or whether fees have previously been paid.  Please refer 
to Zone 7’s Flood Protection & Storm Water Drainage Development Impact Fee Ordinance and additional 
information at:  http://www.zone7water.com/permits-a-fees .    

x Groundwater Management.  The project area lies over a groundwater basin (Livermore Valley 
Groundwater Basin) that is used for municipal, industrial, and domestic and irrigation water supply.  To 
support protection of groundwater quality, the project should be consistent with or comply with appropriate 
plans and regulations such as Zone 7’s Salt and Nutrient Management Plan and the Sustainable Groundwater 
Management Ordinance, the State’s Water Recycling Policy (and associated orders), the State’s storm water 
protection measures, and the County’s Water Wells Ordinance.  

3. Wells 

x Records. Our records indicate there are 26 water wells and 2 cathodic protection wells in the project area 
including two Zone 7 Water Agency groundwater monitoring program wells (i.e., 3S1E16P05 and 
3S1E20J04) (see attached well table). The approximate locations are shown on the enclosed well location 
map. Please immediately notify Zone 7 if any other wells exist in the project area. All well locations should 
be field verified and noted on the plans. If any of the wells are to be decommissioned, a well destruction 
permit must be obtained from Zone 7 before starting work. A Zone 7 drilling permit is also needed for any 
other water well or soil boring work that may be planned for this project. Well permit applications and the 
permit fee schedule can be downloaded from our website: www.zone7water.com, or requested by email sent 
to wellpermits@zone7water.com.  Additional information can be obtained by contacting Michelle Parent at 
(925) 454-5077. 

4. Water Supply Assessment 

x Ozonation Facilities. Page 36:  Zone 7’s ozonation facility at Del Valle Water Treatment Plant is expected to 
be operational in 2020 (construction began in 2018), and the ozonation facility at Patterson Pass Water 
Treatment Plant is expected to be operational in 2022 (construction will begin in 2019).  

x Demands.  Should the City of Pleasanton approve the Downtown Specific Plan, the associated demand 
increase is less than 1% of the total demand for the City of Pleasanton and is therefore not considered a 
significant increase requiring interim analysis since it is well within the margin of error for Zone 7’s projected 
water demands and planned future water supplies.  

x Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP).   The water supply analysis in the WSA is largely based on 
Zone 7’s and the City of Pleasanton’s 2015 UWMPs, which are the latest versions of this document. Note that 
the documents, which communicate the agencies’ water supply conditions and plans, will be formally updated 
in 2021 in accordance with the State of California’s requirements.  

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project.   If you have any questions on this letter, please feel 
free to contact me at (925) 454-5005 or via email at erank@zone7water.com .   
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Elke Rank 
 
cc: Carol Mahoney, Amparo Flores, file 
Attachments: (1) well map, (2) well records search 

http://www.zone7water.com/permits-a-fees
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Well ID Address Location Status Longitude Latitude AsParNum ComplDate PermitNum Driller Category SubCategory

3S/1E 16P 5* 4254 Vervais Avenue Just south of curb, ~170' East of 
Santa Rita.

active -121.873098 37.665241 <Null> 7/13/1976 0 USGS HEW well-static monitor

3S/1E 16R 1 3780 Stanley Blvd In SE corner of large open field 
south of Stanley Blvd. 

unknown -121.863716 37.6664 <Null> 6/29/1948 0 GIBSON DRILLING well-supply supply

3S/1E 20A 1 ROSE AVE & PLEASANTON AVE <Null> unknown -121.880093 37.661908 <Null> 3/10/1976 7642 PITCHER DRILLING well-other cathode
3S/1E 21C 1 VERVAIS AVE <Null> unknown -121.873627 37.665175 <Null> <Null> 0 <Null> well-supply supply
3S/1E 21C 2 MAIN & DEL VALLE PARKWAY <Null> unknown -121.873519 37.665196 <Null> <Null> 0 <Null> well-static monitor
3S/1E 21C 3 MAIN & DEL VALLE PARKWAY <Null> unlocatable -121.873534 37.664974 <Null> <Null> 0 <Null> well-static monitor
3S/1E 21C30 BENJAMIN CT <Null> unknown -121.870276 37.663951 094 0219 032 00 <Null> 25118 TRC well-static monitor
3S/1E 21C31 TESSA PL & BENJAMIN CT <Null> unknown -121.870626 37.66406 094 0219 032 00 <Null> 25119 TRC well-static monitor
3S/1E 21C32 TESSA PL & JAY CT <Null> unknown -121.870771 37.66374 094 0219 032 00 <Null> 25120 TRC well-static monitor
3S/1E 21C33 TESSA PL & RAY ST <Null> unknown -121.870862 37.663366 094 0219 032 00 <Null> 25121 TRC well-static monitor
3S/1E 21C36 4191 FIRST ST FIRST ST & RAY ST unknown -121.869682 37.663575 094-0110-012-04 <Null> 29030 DELTA CONSULTANTS well-static monitor
3S/1E 21C39 4191 FIRST ST FIRST ST & RAY ST unknown -121.869787 37.663686 094-0110-012-04 <Null> 29030 DELTA CONSULTANTS well-static monitor
3S/1E 21C40 4191 FIRST ST FIRST ST & RAY ST unknown -121.869911 37.663616 094-0110-012-04 <Null> 29030 DELTA CONSULTANTS well-static monitor
3S/1E 21C56 4191 FIRST ST FIRST ST & RAY ST unknown -121.869674 37.663752 094 0110 012 04 4/7/2010 2010016 DELTA CONSULTANTS well-static monitor
3S/1E 21C57 4191 FIRST ST FIRST ST & RAY ST unknown -121.869668 37.663751 094 0110 012 04 4/7/2010 2010016 DELTA CONSULTANTS well-static monitor
3S/1E 21D 1 344 Division Street MW-2 active -121.875886 37.661638 <Null> 8/6/2018 2018071 Gregg well-static monitor
3S/1E 21D 2 555 Main Street MW-3 active -121.876215 37.661439 <Null> 8/1/2018 2018081 Gregg well-static monitor
3S/1E 21D 3 555 Main Street MW-4 active -121.875952 37.661328 <Null> 7/30/2018 2018081 Gregg well-static monitor
3S/1E 21E 1 349 MAIN ST <Null> unknown -121.876632 37.659411 <Null> <Null> 0 <Null> well-other cathode
3S/1E 21E 2 4558 - 2ND STREET <Null> abandoned -121.873374 37.658186 <Null> <Null> 0 <Null> well-static irrigation
3S/1E 21E 6 <Null> <Null> unknown -121.876751 37.659525 <Null> <Null> 0 <Null> well-static monitor
3S/1E 21E12 349 MAIN ST <Null> unknown -121.876945 37.659639 <Null> <Null> 0 <Null> well-static monitor
3S/1E 21E13 349 MAIN ST <Null> unknown -121.876775 37.659569 <Null> 3/7/1991 0 APPLIED GEOSYSTEMS well-static monitor
3S/1E 21E23 537 Main Street MW-5 active -121.875892 37.661154 <Null> 8/1/2018 2018072 Gregg well-static monitor
3S/1E 21M 1 4725 FIRST STREET <Null> unknown -121.877374 37.65696 <Null> 6/10/1992 92294 KLEINFELDER well-static monitor
3S/1E 21M 2 4725 FIRST STREET <Null> unknown -121.877134 37.656806 <Null> 6/10/1992 92294 KLEINFELDER well-static monitor
3S/1E 21M 3 4725 FIRST STREET, PLEASANTON <Null> unknown -121.876843 37.657443 <Null> 6/10/1992 92294 KLEINFELDER well-static monitor
3S/1E 20J 4* OLD BERNAL AVE & BERNAL AVE <Null> active -121.881524 37.657365 <Null> 10/29/1975 0 USGS HEW well-static monitor

* Zone 7 program well

Well Table - City of Pleasanton Downtown Specific Plan 



Records Search 3-13-2019
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From: ncallen@comcast.net <ncallen@comcast.net>  
Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2019 7:40 AM 
To: Stefanie Ananthan <sananthan@cityofpleasantonca.gov>; Gerry Beaudin 
<gbeaudin@cityofpleasantonca.gov>; Ellen Clark <eclark@cityofpleasantonca.gov> 
Cc: ncallen@comcast.net 
Subject: FW: DSP Draft EIR - pls use THIS version (not one i emailed late last night) 
  
Hi, 
PLs disregard my email from last night and use this version for our minutes.  Thx 
Nancy 
Hello, 
  
The DSP task force recommended a number of changes to the DSP plan at their Feb. 27th meeting that 
were different than their earlier plan when the EIR assumptions were created.  If approved these 
changes could significantly increase the buildable square footage and also the number of potential 
residential units that could be built in our core commercial district vs. existing zoning.   And I assume 
they could increase impacts beyond what was assumed in the draft EIR 
  
Please clarify in the final EIR what the incremental impact is based on the new zoning changes the task 
force recommended at the Feb. 27 meeting (see below) vs. what was assumed when the draft EIR was 
written: 

1. Changing zoning to allow ground floor residential in commercial district behind commercial 
storefronts (if not very visible) 

1. And at an FAR of 300% 

2. Increasing FAR in many commercial district areas beyond existing FAR limits– in some case 
doubling or more the potential buildable space.  Also, may increase parking risks. 

3. Increasing building height over what was assumed in draft EIR in some areas, which could 
potentially increase residential units 

3.1.			Includes potential of eliminating the 30 feet threshold for residential that exists today to 40 feet or 
more. 

4. The proposal to included Barone’s and Shell on Map A and allow residential.  This will likely 
add more units/bedrooms than in the base plan (30-40?). 

4.1.			Although traffic volumes may not be higher than commercial use, reducing vibrant retail space in 
core downtown seems contrary to DSP goals on increasing vibrancy.  Adding 2-3 dozen homes could also 
likely create overflow parking issues on our city streets. 
  
Therefore, I request the following items be addressed for each of these proposed zoning changes – 
WORST case analysis 
A.					Additional residential units (and # bedrooms) vs. today and vs. draft EIR 
B.					Additional buildable square footage vs. today and vs. draft EIR       
C.						Additional traffic vs. today and vs. draft EIR with added incremental units 
D.					Additional parking required vs. today and vs. draft EIR 
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E.						Any new potential environmental impacts that need to be studied (e.g., creek near Barone’s) 
F.						What is potential loss of existing retail square footage (to residential), excluding  the town 
square?    This is  not an EIR issue but it is a business issue. 
  
On item A, I would request we see the detail of the number of and what the driver of the incremental 
housing units will be at the unit level and bedroom level for our key strategy changes (pls document 
assumptions).    This will help decision makers understand the impact of various choices.   For example, 
how many units/bedrooms will come from: 

• New civic center 
• Map A rezones 
• Map B rezones 
• Allowing ground floor housing behind commercial where it was not previously allowed 
• Increasing FAR and building height beyond what is currently allowed. 

  
I recognize that some of this request may not be purely required for the EIR.  However, I believe it is 
necessary information to make good business decisions about the future of our downtown. 
  
Thank you 
  
Nancy Allen 
  
p.s.   Separately, how can we further reengage the public in what changes are being considered as our 
priority is to have an engaged public and insure our plan creates a better downtown for our 
residents.   When only one or two residents (aside from business owners/developers)  show up at the 
DSP and the Planning Commission to speak about the DSP EIR I worry we have an outreach gap.     Since 
many of the  DSP recommendations from Feb. 27th are in conflict with earlier resident feedback and the 
resident survey, I think we owe it to public to get them engaged before this goes through the public 
process. One idea could be to write an  article in Pleasanton Weekly I(and announce at Farmer’s 
Markets) about some of the changes being considered and schedule a town hall meeting with broad 
notification to reengage the public.  Thank you for considering this as I know transparency and strong 
public input have always been a key goal of this process. 
  
  
  
Nancy Allen 
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Subject: More info for EIR comments 
ncallen@comcast.net <ncallen@comcast.net>  
 

Mon, Mar 18, 5:55 PM (18 hours ago) 
  

to Gerry Beaudin, Ellen Clark, ncallen@comcast.net  
Mon, Mar 18, 5:55 PM (18 hours ago) 

 
 

Hello, 
  
I have attached a second document I would appreciate be included as back-up to my original email requesting potential EIR or staff business updates.    Please 
include this for the public record in all comments related to the EIR. 
  
I also encourage us to pull together something along this lines as we evaluate, for business decision purposes, the impact of key recommendations that may in 
any way be controversial.     
  
Thank you. 
Nancy Allen 
 
  

B1-B-1



                                                           How do Decisions of DSP Task Force (2/27/19)  Compare to Goals*  

Goals of task 
force/ 
 
2/27 Decisions 

Benefits 
existing 
residents  

Increases retail 
footprint of 
existing 
commercial  

Increases 
retail 
vibrancy 

Retain unique 
character; have 
buffer between 
uses 

Process  
Strong public 
input; 
transparent 

Process 
Implications 
shared/well 
understood 

Notes 
 

Allow ground floor 
res behind 50’ 
commercial or less 

N N N N N N 
 

True Value  store is 175” deep.    
-Allows storefront retail to be cut 
by 2/3rd  with res. behind.  
Reduces retail footprint/sales tax, 
increases res parking on street and 
no transition buffer for residents. 

 
 

Increase FAR to 
300% in 
commercial area 

N N N N N N -Risks 3 story dense buildings all 
over commercial district.  And 
likely with mostly residential as 
that is where developer profits. 
-No discussion of implications at 
2/27 DSP meeting. 

Building height 
increased to 46 
feet 

N N N N N N -Buildings 10-15 feet taller than 
Spring Street 
-Residential could be ~ 66% to 75% 
of existing commercial district. 

Rezone Barone’s in 
advance of a PUD  
to allow res. and 
more 

N N N N N  Postcard/agenda 
never mentioned 
Barone’s.   
No detailed staff 
report or workshop  

N (see Planning 
Commission minutes 
from 3/13) 

-Why isn’t zoning upgrade part of 
normal PUD process? 
-Inconsistent with public input 
 

Active ground floor Y Y Y Y Y Y Very good start. 
Code:   X = no:     Y =yes 

*This table focuses on existing commercial footprint as that is all that is a given.    Town square speculative. 
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From: L GH <lkgh16@yahoo.com> 

Date: Monday, March 18, 2019 at 4:40 PM 

To: Richard Patenaude <rpatenaude@cityofpleasantonca.gov> 

Cc: Megan Campbell <mcampbell@cityofpleasantonca.gov> 

Subject: L Green's Response to DEIR_DSP 

  

Richard Patenaude, 
  

Attached please find my questions and concerns for the DSP Draft EIR.  If you have any follow-up 

discussions for me, please feel free to contact me via phone or email. 

Kind regards, 
Laurene. 

Laurene	K.	Green		(a.k.a.	Green-Horner) 
Email:                     lkgh16@yahoo.com 

Cell:                        +1 (925) 922-2789 

Address:                 PO BOX 1837, Pleasanton, CA, 94566, USA 
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Questions & Concerns 

for the 

Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

 

General:  It is clear that a lot of thought and hard work has gone into the discussion of this 

surprisingly complicated project.  The resulting DSP Draft EIR is presented in a readable and 

professional manner, and those whom have contributed should be complimented for their 

efforts. 

 

5  CEQA Required Conclusions 

General:  GHG emissions will increase, despite several good efforts to mitigate this potential 

outcome.  The increase in GHG emissions, as stated, are inconsistent with our City and States’ 

stated desires to decrease these emissions as we combat Climate Change, and as we try to  

change our region’s non-attainment status. This is a serious potential outcome and needs to be 

considered as such.  The phrase “significant and unavoidable” is a bit of a misnomer, one can 

avoid these outcomes by not doing this specific project as planned.  A decision to pass on this 

very well developed and much needed project is obviously easier said than done, but should be 

considered none the less. 

 

3.2  Air Quality 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

1) Local Air Quality – Local Criteria Pollutant Monitoring Data:  How useful is the closest air 

monitoring station if it is in Livermore?  Have tests been done in Pleasanton to verify that 

Livermore data is useful for us, especially during the construction phase which is intensely local? 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

2) General:  The EIR appears to minimize the impact of the construction phase by stating its 

temporary or “one off” nature.  The residents and workers in that area will feel impacted even if 

temporarily.  One should note that other cities in the Bay Area are dealing with the improper 

execution of construction-site safety measures and resulting exposures (e.g., materials for 

cement-making were left uncovered and therefore were being blown to a nearby school and 

children were having respiratory issues).  What guarantee is there that we will experience 

better, as we live under the same state regulations and enforcement? 

3) General:  What defines objectionable odor?  Residents will want to know if their opinions will be 

included in this definition. 
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4) Impacts - Construction:  The assumption that regional air quality will improve with time as 

regulations to reduce emissions take effect, is an aspirational and hopeful thought that we all 

share, but cannot be guaranteed, nor counted on for the purposes of this Plan. 

5) Impacts - Operations:  As with the previous comment, fleet turnover & improved vehicle 

technology is hoped for but not guaranteed.  Contrary examples can be found in the current 

Administration’s efforts to not only role back federal standards but state standards as well. 

6) Impacts - Operations:  As with the previous comment, employee commute trip reduction 

programs are hoped for but not guaranteed, especial as these are voluntary. 

7) DRY CLEANING FACILITIES:  The phasing out of TACs by CARB may remove chemicals which are 

currently understood to be problematic, but there are many examples which show that 

replacement chemicals can later turn out to be as bad or worse, but it will take decades to be 

expressed in a noticeable manner, and more decades to be regulated.  Based on the known 

requirement to use chemicals in the dry clean process, using a setback of 300ft would be 

prudent. 
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3.5  Energy, Climate Change, and Greenhouse Gas emissions 

1) The opening paragraph states that “There was no response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) 

regarding topics addressed in this section of the EIR”.  Was the Committee on Energy and the 

Environment notified and asked to comment? 

METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS 

2)  Greenhouse gas emissions:  BAAQMD appears to have given guidance, in particular, regarding 

the use of qualitative analysis instead of quantitative analysis in some cases.  Can you show the 

documentation which supports this? 
3) Greenhouse gas emissions:  Quantification of GHG emissions appears to be required in 

subsequent individual project reviews.  What is the mechanism to stop or redesign a project if 

these are shown to be unacceptable, especially if the overall project has already been 

approved? 
4) Greenhouse gas emissions – Operational GHG Emissions – Emissions Targets:  Could you 

describe why this “service population” number is used?  It appears to dilute the impact of the 

emissions on residents, so not sure how this is helpful. 
5) Greenhouse gas emissions – Energy Emissions:  There is likely a type-o here.  The 3,414 BTU per 

kWh conversion factor should be 3,412.14 BTU per kWh.  Please verify that the correct number 

is used not just here but in any calculations. 
6) Table 3.5-8 and 8:  6.4 MTCO2e, or even 5.6 MTCO2e, is significantly larger than the 1.7 MTCO2e 

criteria, not just inconsistent with SB 32 and EO S-3-05! 
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3.8  Hydrology, Drainage, and Water Quality 

 

1) General:  Reading through this section and the associated Appendix F, it is hard to find a clear 

statement that Zone 7 guarantees they will supply Pleasanton the additional 99 AFA required 

for this proposed plan.  It looks like the City’s 2015 UWMP did not capture this amount, but 

Zone 7 appears to be projecting access to water which may be able to accommodate this extra. 

However, it isn’t clearly stated that Zone 7 guarantees the delivery of this amount.  Going from 

842 AFA to 941 AFA is a significant jump, and a guarantee from our supplier needs to be 

displayed clearly if available. 

2) General:  The inclusion in of properties on the corner of Ray St and First St in the EIR should be 

considered seriously as well.  There are several potential legacy issues associated with more 

than one property on that corner, and the City should assure itself that including any of these 

properties in the EIR, or by reference, doesn’t create legal and financial liabilities for the City 

down the road. 
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THE CITY OF

PLANNING COMMISSION

LEASANTON MEETING MINUTES

City Council Chamber
200 Old Bernal Avenue, Pleasanton, CA 94566

APPROVED

Wednesday, March 13, 2019

1.  CALL TO ORDER, PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE, AND ROLL CALL

The Planning Commission Meeting of March 13, 2019 was called to order at 7: 02 p. m. by
Chair Allen.

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Balch.

Staff Members Present:     Gerry Beaudin, Director of Community Development; Megan
Campbell, Associate Planner; Ellen Clark, Planning Manager;
Jennifer Hagen, Associate Planner; Julie Harryman, Assistant City
Attorney; Richard Patenaude, Planning Consultant; Jenny Soo,
Associate Planner; Stefanie Ananthan, Recording Secretary

Commissioners Present:    Commissioners Jack Balch, Justin Brown, Greg O' Connor, Herb
Ritter and Chair Nancy Allen

Commissioners Absent:     None

2.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES

None

3.  MEETING OPEN FOR ANY MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE TO ADDRESS THE
PLANNING COMMISSION ON ANY ITEM WHICH IS NOT ALREADY ON THE AGENDA

There were no members of the audience wishing to address the Commission.

4.  AGENDA AMENDMENTS

Planning Manager Ellen Clark announced that Item 6. c., PUD- 130, P18- 0078/ 0079/ 0080/ 0081,

Ponderosa Homes was rescheduled to the next Commission meeting on March 27, 2019.

5.  CONSENT CALENDAR

Consent Calendar items are considered routine and will be enacted, approved, or adopted

by one motion unless a request for removal for discussion or explanation is received from
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the Planning Commission or a member of the public by submitting a speaker card for that
item.

a.  P18- 0269, Linh Phan

Application for Design Review approval to construct an approximately
6, 401- square-foot, two-story, single- family residence with an approximately
1, 057- square-foot attached garage and approximately 572- square-foot detached garage
at 1131 Sleepy Head Lane. Zoning for the property is PUD- SRDR ( Planned Unit
Development — Semi- Rural Density Residential) District.

b.  PUD- 131, Henry Batteate for Erin Sorge!
Application for Planned Unit Development ( PUD) development plan approval to

construct an approximately 5, 059- square-foot single- family residence with an
approximately 939- square- foot attached garage and to convert the existing
1, 016- square-foot residence to an Accessory Dwelling Unit at 481 Sycamore Road.
Zoning for the project site is PUD —A (Planned Unit Development —Agricultural)

District.

Commissioner Balch moved to approve the Consent Calendar.
Commissioner Ritter seconded the motion.

ROLL CALL VOTE:

AYES:  Commissioners Allen, Balch, Brown, O' Connor, Ritter
NOES:  None

ABSENT:      None

Resolution PC- 2019- 04 approving Case P18-0269 was adopted as motioned.

Resolution PC- 2019- 05 recommending approval of PUD- 131 was adopted as motioned.

6.  PUBLIC HEARINGS AND OTHER MATTERS

a.  P18- 0314, Joshua Brysk, Appellant; Rocio Arango, Applicant

Appeal of the Zoning Administrator' s approval of a Conditional Use Permit to operate a
large family day care home with a maximum of 14 children at the existing residence
located at 3149 Chardonnay Drive. Zoning for the property is R- 1- 6, 500 ( One- Family
Residential) District.

Associate Planner Jenny Soo presented the specifics of the item in the Agenda Report.

Community Development Director Gerry Beaudin referred to the map and associated traffic
discussion and stated the existing small family daycare currently operating out of the home
was generating about 16 trips per day; therefore, the 26 trips would not all be new trips, based
upon the change anticipated from a large family daycare.

Chair Allen asked why the State has regulated large family daycares.
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Mr. Beaudin explained it is a community need and a demand which has increased significantly
in the State. Neighbors were resistant to changes in single-family neighborhoods, especially
associated with small and large family daycares, so the State identified large daycares up to a
certain capacity and put legislation in place to ensure those uses are treated like single- family
homes to help address community needs for child care.

Chair Allen inquired how many large family daycares the City currently has in operation and
whether any have ever been denied, and if so, what was the rationale.

Mr. Beaudin responded that, according to the State' s permitting system, the City currently has
17 large family daycares. He explained that the City has denied two large family daycare
applications in the past, one of which resulted in a legal challenge; and one which was

withdrawn following the denial.

Assistant City Attorney Julie Harryman indicated that she was aware of two denials. She
explained the first instance when City Council denied an application in 2005, which was
appealed by neighbors, and the applicant sued. The City litigated and lost because the Judge
disagreed with the traffic issues the neighbors had alleged; the applicant went on to open a

large family daycare home for 14 children in 2005. She went on to explain that in 2014, one
large family daycare went before the Planning Commission, which they denied based on legal
factors. The applicant had proposed to use guest parking as a place for their patrons to drop-
off and pick- up, which was seemingly distant from the residence with no sidewalk for parents
to safely walk with their children. Based upon the Commission' s denial, the applicant decided
not to pursue the case further.

Commissioner Ritter inquired when the court overruled the denial in 2005, whether it was

based upon any findings.

Ms. Harryman responded that local control is often discussed by the City and a particular set of
Health and Safety codes has allowed for large family daycares. She said the State restricts the
criteria for considering these applications to the certain areas identified in the agenda report,
which include spacing and concentration, traffic control, parking and noise control. The State
has restricted the City from identifying factors such as decreased property values or other
similar areas of concern for neighbors. Based on this, she asked that the Commission stay
within their purview based on the State statute.

Commissioner Balch referred to the topic regarding traffic, referencing a one-way street that
had been mentioned, and requested it be displayed on a map for visual reference.

Ms. Soo displayed the map showing Vineyard Avenue, and pointed out Touriga Drive, which is
a two-way street, Chardonnay Drive also a two-way street and Sauterne Way, which used to
be a two-way street but is now restricted where people cannot exit onto Vineyard Avenue. She
stated there is no physical barrier, but the street is striped, making it a street to enter onto, but
there' s no source to exit.

Commissioner Brown asked for staff to further clarify the traffic route in this area.
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City Traffic Engineer Mike Tassano explained that from 2001 to 2003, Vineyard Avenue had a
stop sign in place of the traffic signal on Montevino Drive, where the traffic begins to move
uphill. Since there was a lot of congestion at the stop sign, drivers would often turn onto
Touriga Drive and speed along Chardonnay Drive as a route to Sauterne Way, which exits
onto Vineyard Avenue, using this route to bypass traffic along Vineyard Avenue during evening
commute hours. As a result, the City instituted a traffic calming program by closing the exit
from Sauterne Way onto Vineyard Avenue, so vehicles can still enter from Vineyard Avenue
onto Sauterne Way but can' t exit Sauterne Way onto Vineyard Avenue. Subsequently, the stop
sign was replaced with a traffic signal and traffic was reduced to one lane, to deter vehicles

from using Chardonnay Drive as a cut-through street.

Commissioner Brown asked for clarification regarding the location of the traffic signal and
whether Chardonnay Drive continues onto Montevino Drive.

Mr. Tassano responded the traffic signal is located at Montevino Drive, near the top of the hill
and clarified that Chardonnay Drive is a dead- end right off of the cul- de- sac.

Chair Allen inquired about the proposed traffic flow during drop- off times.

Ms. Soo responded that morning drop-off would be up to 12 children, the noon drop- off would
be up to six children and 30 minutes later, an additional six children would arrive, who would
be picked up by the daycare in a van from school.

Chair Allen asked about the traffic flow and the route through the neighborhood, with her

interest to try and avoid U- turns or any way to minimize the impact to neighbors.

Mr. Beaudin responded that staff can' t be certain of the route that parents will take and that

some might be coming from within the neighborhood, so they might be walking or bicycling.
However, if they' re choosing to come by vehicle they could come from either north or south
with the possibility that they could enter the driveway and/ or use the driveway to turn around
and exit the opposite direction.

Commissioner Brown asked for clarification and referred to a sentence on page four of the
agenda report, which states, "The driveway would be made available to parents during drop- off
and pick- up times. There are also two on- street spaces directly in front of the home that will be
available to the part-time assistant and parents to drop- off and pick-up." He clarified that he

didn' t verify the verbiage in the conditions of approval but asked whether or not the assistant is
supposed to use the garage for parking and whether there' s any legal restrictions or if it' s
based more on guidance.

Ms. Soo stated the full- time assistant will use the garage and the part-time assistant would

park on- street in front of the house; therefore, the driveway would be left open for parents.

Commissioner Brown clarified there is a homeowner and a full- time assistant with access to

the garage, room in the driveway for drop-off or turn- around and two spaces in front of the
home, one of which would be used by the part-time assistant. Based upon that, he inquired
about the availability of parking for the purpose of drop- off and said that part of the application
would also include student pick- up, which is how staff calculated 42 trips per day.
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Mr. Beaudin responded that it is a public street and on- street parking is available just like any
other neighborhood, so there are times when the street could be busy and other times when it
could be empty. He continued that the public street may not always be available for this kind of
use, which is the reason staff staggered the pick- up and drop-off times for the large family
daycare application.

Commissioner Brown said, therefore, the legal perspective for available on- street parking for
something that conforms to the Municipal Code is not a valid reason for approval or denial but
is rather ancillary.

Mr. Beaudin confirmed this statement.

Chair Allen asked whether there was any remedy if the conditions weren' t being followed,
offering as an example if the applicant and full-time assistant are not using the garage but
rather parking in the driveway or in front of the house.

Mr. Beaudin said the first two steps to be taken would be to notify the applicant and utilize
code enforcement to help enforce the conditions of approval; however, if the conditions weren' t
working as they' d been drafted, staff would adjust them.

Commissioner Ritter said this would not stop the assistant from just parking on street.

Mr. Beaudin responded that the conditions are written requiring that the full- time assistant park
in the garage.

THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS OPENED

Rocio Arango, applicant, gave a presentation regarding the approval of a Conditional Use
Permit ( CUP) to operate a large family day care home with a maximum of 14 children at her
residence. She spoke of the community' s support for her child care operation, her willingness
to abide by conditions which address neighbors' concerns and asked of those opposing her
business to consider the benefits her day care provides.

Ms. Arango then spoke of the limitations on her business that have been set by the City, which
regulates parking, hours of operation, traffic, and number of attendants. She went on to
describe the benefits of her program including Spanish language that helps children enter the
elementary school' s program with basic Spanish; even though their parents do not speak the
language; and that her program offers a half-day kindergarten program for students and
flexibility which other centers do not provide. She also spoke of a Senate bill approved for
family daycare providers and asked the Commission to approve the CUP and thanked all
supporters.

Joshua Brysk, appellant, gave a presentation and said he wanted to focus on the main points

of contention with the agenda report. He began with traffic, stating the concern is traffic flow.
He said Sauterne Way is not just a one-way street but only allows traffic in from one direction.
He went on to say that parents work in the nearby vicinity and would be coming from different
locations; some would come off Touriga Drive and enter Chardonnay Drive from the left side.
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He stated that he was almost hit by speeding vehicles when pulling out of his driveway but
agreed that parents of the daycare seem to have become more respectful recently.

Mr. Brysk then stated one of the issues is the doubling of trips on the street when parent' s
drop- off children because they exit the same direction they entered. He thinks a traffic study
would give a better picture and doesn' t believe the number of trips is accurately represented,
as it is not 42 but more in the range of 60 to 80 trips per day. His issue is that the street does
not have the capacity to handle the traffic and he was not sure this would be enforceable, as
he didn' t want to create an enforcement issue for the City when neighbors call to complain, but
he stated it is a safety issue. He also said the language regarding the scope of review is
interesting but not the main point, which is that there are specific aspects the operator is
responsible for and they' re separate from State licensing. Whereas, State licensing focuses on
what happens inside the home with the children, so he asked to ensure that the Planning
Commission considers the impacts to the community.

Ryan Schmidt, Pleasanton, said he has two kids who have attended the daycare over the past

three years. He said it is a great opportunity and appreciates that the daycare is in his
neighborhood. It serves as a good preparation for his kids readying to go to Valley View with
the immersion program, which has also been great. He thinks the Council has done a good job

and suggested focusing on the four points: space and concentration, traffic control, parking,
and noise. He was supportive of the daycare and loves the fact that it is in his neighborhood.

Pilar Martinez said she has worked with the applicant for the last two years and said she is a
great teacher. She takes turns with kids to go outside and makes sure the operation is quiet,
does not see much traffic and the children are safe in the daycare.

Esperanza Jimenez said she is a parent with three kids who have attended the daycare and

she is a teacher at Valley View. She sees both ends of the benefits of having Ms. Arango to
help prepare the kids for the immersion program, even when parents do not speak the
language. Ms. Arango is very straight-forward and notifies parents of any issues, ensures the
rules are followed, is easy to talk to and able to address any situations that arise, as needed.

Sonja Cehoe said she is a teacher who also lives in the neighborhood on Chardonnay Drive
across from the proposed large daycare/ school and feels it will have an impact, which she has

already seen regarding traffic and parking. She expressed that she didn' t think it would be a
great fit for the neighborhood. She values this type of opportunity on a small scale, which she
has no problem with, but the proposed expansion will mean more trips, additional care givers,

parking issues, as there will be more vehicles, possibly both in the garage and on the street.

Andy Beck said he was speaking on behalf of his kids and his wife, who is a Pleasanton
teacher. Over the past four years, his three children have attended the daycare and his oldest

is in the second grade at Valley View in the dual immersion program. His son is in kindergarten
and attends the daycare in the afternoon. Their youngest has been going to the daycare since
he was two-years- old and has already learned Spanish. He said after learning about
Pleasanton' s dual immersion program, as native English speakers, he and his wife thought it

was a valuable opportunity for their children and would give them a head start.
Their two- year-old tested highly in both English and Spanish when they began kindergarten
which was a huge benefit.
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Mr. Beck continued to say that Ms. Arango uses her small business to support her family, while
providing a much- needed service to the community. She follows all rules and instructs the
parents to do the same, passes regular inspections, makes upgrades as requested, and

continually invests in her business to ensure it is safe for children; her home is very
comfortable for their kids. As working parents, they rely on Amigo' s Daycare for much- needed
afterschool care for their children and full daycare for their youngest. Since kindergarten ends

at 12: 55 p. m. and he works in the City and his wife is a teacher, the afterschool program is
very important to them. He feels Ms. Arango has created a community of active and engaged
parents, several of whom are teachers and district employees. He encouraged the

Commission to uphold approval and allow Ms. Arango to continue to serve the community.

Karen Wormuth stated she is the next door neighbor to the right and voiced opposition to the

daycare. She understands parents feel this is a service that is good for the community, which
is great, but they do not live in the neighborhood where this is taking the place. Currently, she
must endure cars driving in and out and while there are only eight children now, she was
almost hit the other day because a parent was not paying attention. She said the parent drove
straight towards her in her vehicle and then realized she was coming right at her and swerved.
She then drove to the end of the court, turned around and pulled in front of the house, despite

the driveway being empty.

Ms. Wormuth continued to say that Ms. Arango currently doesn' t abide by the rules and has no
respect, even parking in front of her house. She expressed her anger and said if Ms. Arango
cared so much about the people in the neighborhood, she would' ve done her diligence before

she leased the home and moved in. She questioned why the owners of the home did not hold
a community meeting to ask neighbors how they felt as homeowners and stated it' s because
they don' t care. She then cited parking problems, noise, screaming kids, and said there has
been an email trail going back and forth with City staff regarding a traffic count meter. She said
she noticed there was a counter meter for traffic placed in the street without permission from

the City; when the City was informed of it, they removed it.

Doug Vierra, Jr., said he is a Pleasanton resident and a teacher in Belmont. He had a child

who attended the daycare and said the City and its residents need a daycare like this and it' s
an asset to the City. In response to the previous speaker, a meeting held beforehand would' ve
been great, but he was sure that the daycare would' ve been opposed. He thinks this is

something the City needs and is why the State has set up its regulations. Lastly, he is a high
school teacher and thinks Ms. Arango is an exemplary educator; she teaches the children and
it is not just a daycare but an asset to the entire community.

Erica Gallegos voiced support of the daycare, said Ms. Arango has adopted more than 10
low- income families in her program, and she supports what the program gives to the children.

It is easy for parents to leave their children in her care while they go off to work. She said their
children are their future and Ms. Arango has given them a great opportunity to be bilingual, as
well. She understands there are many regulations and rules regarding traffic, but education of
their children should be something of more importance.
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Noelia Vasquez said she has a nine-year-old child in the program and Ms. Arango helped him

speak English. She has learned it is very important for kids to become bilingual and spoke
highly of the daycare and of Ms. Arango and asked for the Commission' s approval.

Nancy Storch said she lives two doors down from the daycare and presented photographs of
the kids playing. She spoke of the habit of kids playing in the street and asked the Commission
to think about the U- turns that must be made at the end of the street. Ms. Arango would be
allowed 14 children at a time and she has three sessions. This equals 42 children who can

attend the daycare, which would be the number of vehicles, or up to 84 U- turns, per day on the
street which is a risk and danger for the street. She thinks the number of children will continue
or expand in the future and she cited the situation as dangerous.

Robby Perkins said he is Ms. Arango' s husband and he spoke of Pleasanton as a special
place because of its school district. He and Rocio lived in Santa Clara and many of the schools
did not have a dual immersion program like Pleasanton. The State has passed laws due to the

needs in the community to provide daycare. Amigo' s Daycare is a feeder school into Valley
View, so it serves a community need. He continued by saying that extensive analysis has been
done by the State on traffic, noise, large daycare operations, and standards. This is a
preschool and not a bar and he said the total number of children/ trips would be eight children
multiplied by two, which is 16. He also stressed that some parents do walk and bike to and

from the daycare. Lastly, he asked that the Commission consider the greater community need.

Amy Taylor said she wanted to address parking numbers jumping from currently 40- 60 to
possibly up to 80 and the fact that people are allowed to drive in on Sauterne Way, as there
are two entrances in and one entrance out. She thinks Ms. Arango can ask parents to enter on
Sauterne Way and exit another way. She did not believe the numbers voiced were realistic and
asked for approval.

THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS CLOSED

Commissioner Balch inquired whether Sauterne Way as a one- way street was necessary and
asked how the City would determine when that traffic calming mitigation was no longer
necessary, given improvements on Vineyard Avenue.

Mr. Beaudin responded that the City typically does not remove traffic calming once it has been
installed, but they could look into it. There is a neighborhood calming process, which requires a
vote from the neighborhood prior to installation; a vote would be required to remove it as well.

Commissioner Balch asked what factors would leave the City to re- evaluate what has been put
in place in light of Vineyard Avenue' s changes, altering the traffic patterns.

Mr. Tassano responded that within the traffic calming program there is the option to allow staff
to remove any traffic calming device. For its initial installation, the support of two- thirds of
Chardonnay Drive residents was needed; anyone having direct access needed to express the
desire to make it a one-way road; the same process is required for removal. He said the
neighboring courts were also included and staff surveyed half of Sylvaner Drive, since that' s
where vehicles would also use Chardonnay Drive. He stated residents would need to contact
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him to start that process and would need to obtain signatures of at least two-thirds of the
neighborhood.

Commissioner Brown asked, based on Mr. Tassano' s experience, if the original

recommendation around traffic calming has been partially mitigated by the other changes that
have occurred.

Mr. Tassano said he thinks the one-way solution provided the answers that Chardonnay Drive
residents wanted. If the residents express that the other improvements on Vineyard Avenue

now accomplish the need, where Sauterne Way is no longer needed as a one-way street, he is
amenable to remove the one-way access. In these cases, the City ultimately does not
necessarily want to be the arbiter of whether a radar speed sign, for example, has been an
effective tool, so it is the same with a one-way street in this case.

Commissioner Brown referenced a quote from the Health and Safety Code Section 1597. 46( a)
relating to spacing, concentration, traffic control and noise control. The requirement around
traffic control being one used in evaluating of a large family daycare application, and he asked
if this was imposed as a means to meet a certain standard in terms of whether or not a road
segment would exceed some type of threshold.

Mr. Tassano said it is more or less standard operating procedures. In looking at a daycare or
facility in a shopping center where there is not an appropriate turnaround or some other safety
concern, this would be something the State seeks.

Commissioner Brown said in ensuring what the Commission approves is in line with State law,
he asked if it would apply to traffic control as it relates to U- turns and traffic flows and asked if
that falls into this as part of the criteria.

Mr. Tassano said in this case of residential streets it is perfectly legal to make a U- turn at any
point; drivers can also go to the end of the court to make a U- turn. He said it is acceptable to
make a 3- point turn as well, so there are no issues with safe maneuvers.

Mr. Beaudin said the traffic control discussion is about operations. Staff has asked that U- turns

be avoided as part of the pick- up and drop- off but turning into a driveway and reversing back
onto the street isn' t deemed a U- turn. He said staff has tried to guide the behavior of parents
through conditions of approval that are enforceable. It comes back to the difference of the
greater ability to control for a large family daycare, as the CUP is required whereas it is not
required for a small family daycare.

Commissioner Ritter asked if staff has experienced any issues with the other 17 large family
daycares in town or if modifications were needed.

Mr. Tassano responded that he has never received complaints except for when applications
are under review and move forward to a public hearing.

Commissioner Ritter referred to the previously made comment about the traffic meter and
inquired about the situation.
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Mr. Beaudin explained that someone in the neighborhood put out a traffic counter. Staff tried to

determine who it belonged to and then received a call regarding the meter, but didn' t obtain
anyone' s name, however, the counter was removed. He noted it was not a City traffic counter.

Mr. Tassano said staff likes to know who puts counters out because they receive calls about
installing stop signs and it makes it easier when staff knows someone set out a traffic counter;
however, it is illegal to place a counter in the roadway without permission.

Mr. Beaudin stated the City requires an encroachment permit and there' s a process to follow.
When the individual called and inquired if the traffic counter was a problem, they were advised
of the encroachment permit process, after which time, the equipment was soon removed.

Chair Allen referred to the issue previously raised about the worst-case potential that the traffic
analysis done regarding the number of trips on the street has possibly doubled. She
commented if a vehicle enters one way, backs out from the driveway, and exits the same
direction they entered, as opposed to exiting the opposite end of the street, if in this situation
the traffic estimates were doubled and whether that would change any recommendations.

Mr. Tassano responded that was not the case and that the roadways are built to handle a lot of
traffic each day. From his perspective, looking at 100+ vehicles on one street per day does not
seem like much, but he nonetheless recognized that the residents living on that street may feel
it to be significant. From his perspective, staff would want to look at access if the traffic
increased three to four times that amount.

Commissioner O' Connor inquired whether there was a way to make a note within the
conditions to request the daycare operator to inform parents of a better route to access the

daycare to help increase their awareness of other options.

Mr. Beaudin responded in favor of this, saying staff can add a condition that encourages
parents to use best and most efficient traffic flow during pickup and drop-off.

Commissioner Ritter said he' s under the assumption the lease states that it' s permissible to
operate the daycare out of the home, and he inquired if the space inside the home was
designed similarly to the other 17 large daycares.

Mr. Beaudin noted the State is responsible for mandating this and it' s set forth through their
inspection process.

Commissioner Brown thanked the speakers for their comments. He said the Planning
Commission' s role is to check compliance of staff's recommendations around the Municipal
Code and to ensure the recommendation given to the Council confirms the application is in

compliance with State law and that residents are not doing anything to put the City in legal
jeopardy. He said he understands the neighbors' concerns; however, the Commission' s role is
specific and meant to look at the application, as it stands, and as it relates to State law and the

Municipal Code in regard to compliance, in order to make any recommendations considered
fair and just.

Commissioner Brown continued by saying when he reads the State code, the degrees of
freedom relate to space, concentration, traffic, parking and noise control. He did not hear much

Planning Commission Minutes Page 10 of 18 March 13, 2019

hould
be something of more importance. Planning Commission Minutes Page 7of18 March 13, 2019
mahead start. Their two-year- old tested highly in both English and

Spanish when they began kindergarten which was a huge benefit.

Planning Commission Minutes Page 6
of 18 March 13, 2019



discussion around noise control. The Commission received guidance in terms of street parking
on a public street and set within the conditions is a requirement to utilize the garage. He said

he likes the suggestion of establishing guidelines when on- boarding new parents around the
preferred traffic route for pickup and drop- off. One concern he expressed is regarding vehicles
making U- turns, in terms of entering from Sauterne Way and exiting from Touriga Drive, and
that this should be avoided for safety, but he did not believe the Commission had much
freedom to change these public mandates which are imposed by the State.

Commissioner Ritter echoed Commissioner Brown' s comments. He thinks the need for

childcare in the community is very much needed and he could not find anything that would
make him want to overturn the Zoning Administrator' s ruling.

Commissioner O' Connor agreed and said he did not see that the Commission had any
justification to overturn the Zoning Administrator's approval.

Commissioner Balch concurred. He expressed concern over the traffic control itself because of

prior traffic mitigation but he was not sure the neighborhood would want to overturn that for this

action. He was equally pleased that staff has conditioned the parking for new parents by way
of a preferred traffic route as guidance, and the requirement for the full- time assistant and two

vehicles in the driveway for parents. He was pleased to know the street could handle more
vehicles and said due to this, he couldn' t make the finding that traffic was an issue.

Chair Allen expressed agreement with the other Commissioners. She also supported the idea

of a recommended route entering Sauterne Way and exiting on Touriga Drive, which is the
route she took when viewing the area. The benefit of this is that vehicles are going west and if
they don' t enter the driveway, they are on the right side of the street to drop off children, as
opposed to entering on Chardonnay Drive, where they could potentially park across the street
resulting in the children having to cross the street, posing a greater danger. She said she tried
to find issues with this application, to see if there was a reason to overturn it, but she couldn' t

and feels it is valid according to State law.

Commissioner O' Connor moved to deny the appeal and uphold the Zoning
Administrator' s approval with the added condition that the daycare operator provides

parents a preferred recommended route to and from the daycare home, thereby
recommending approval of Case P18-0314.
Commissioner Ritter seconded the motion.

ROLL CALL VOTE:

AYES:  Commissioners Allen, Balch, Brown, O' Connor, Ritter
NOES:  None

ABSENT:      None

Resolution PC- 2019- 06 recommending approval of Case P18-0314 was adopted as motioned.

BREAK

Chair Allen called for a brief recess at 8: 30 p. m., and thereafter reconvened the meeting at
8: 35 p. m.

Planning Commission Minutes Page 11 of 18 March 13, 2019

tes to State law and the Municipal Code in regard to compliance, in order to make

any recommendations considered fair and just.Commissioner Brown continued by saying whenhe
reads the State

code, the degrees of freedom relate to space, concentration, traffic, parking and noise control. 
He did not hear much Planning Commission Minutes Page 10 of 18 March 13, 2019

houldbe something of more importance. Planning Commission Minutes Page

7
of18 March 13, 2019 m ahead start. Their two-year- old tested highly
in both English and Spanish when they began kindergarten which was a huge benefit.

Planning Commission Minutes Page 6 of 18 March 13, 2019



RECUSAL

Commissioners Balch and O' Connor recused themselves from participating in Item 6. b. due to
economic conflicts and left the Chambers at 8: 30 p. m.

b.  Downtown Specific Plan — Draft Environmental Impact Report

Public hearing to receive comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Downtown Specific Plan Update ( SCH # 2001032014), which was published on

February 1, 2019.

Planning Consultant Richard Patenaude presented the specifics of the item in the Agenda
Report.

Commissioner Ritter referred to the adoption of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan and

asked if there were any Housing Element components to ensure they are being included with
this item.

Mr. Beaudin responded that the alternative reviewed included reducing development and
removing residential from the Civic Center site. The Housing Element itself does not have
housing element opportunity sites in the downtown area and staff is continuing to allow for
infill development in the rest of the downtown.

Commissioner Brown referred to the alignment between the Environmental Impact Report

EIR) and the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan and asked if the reference being made
was to the recommendation for a raised bicycle path on Peters Avenue, which he was not

sure was currently included in the approved Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan.

Ms. Clark said this is correct; staff would go back and update the Bicycle and Pedestrian

Master Plan to reflect the Downtown Specific Plan ( DSP).

Commissioner Ritter said at the Bicycle, Pedestrian, Trails Committee ( BPTC) meeting they
discussed the corridor on First Street and the attempt to establish a parking lot in that area.
He said that he didn' t remember seeing two lanes for bicyclists and pedestrians in the EIR,
which is how the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan was written, however, the BPTC
committee wasn' t favorable to the fact that this didn' t connect.

Mr. Beaudin responded that the DSP currently allows for this connection. The goal of the
transportation corridor is to have a corridor through the downtown similar to what is behind

the Firehouse Arts Center. They are trying to replicate this based on the dimensions through
the corridor and staff has conducted analysis which is included in the Bicycle and Pedestrian

Master Plan; this document is specific to the improvements and modifications discussed

through the task force process. The on- going improvements in the transportation corridor
have been covered in other documents and are not specifically mentioned here.

Commissioner Brown inquired, as it relates to the corridor, whether the proposed mixed- use
path is on the east or west side.
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Mr. Beaudin responded that it is in the segment between Abbie Street and Bernal Avenue,
on the site closest to First Street behind Firehouse Arts Center. There are different

constraints to work within, meaning it may have to change sides from time to time.

THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS OPENED

Laurene Green, Pleasanton, referred to Section 3. 8 under the impacts segment, Zone 7 has
20 years to figure out how to get us water that is needed and she thought that seems

inadequate and she asked to see some document to state this is guaranteed. The same
occurs with the Pleasanton portion of this, noting it states it provides 20% of the water and no

discussion how they will get the water, especially since they have had supply issues in the
past. Regarding significant and unavoidable impacts, the next section is inconsistent with the
Climate Action Plan. She said she attended the steering committee meeting and there is an
issue regarding two properties proposed to be included in EIR ( Barone' s and Shell Station)
and she was not sure of the laws but she wanted to be sure that by including these in the
EIR, especially the Shell station property, they are not allowing something to be turned into
residential without proper cleanup.

THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS CLOSED

Chair Allen mentioned that she composed a letter, which she will forward to staff in addition

to providing Commissioners a copy. She read her comments within the letter into the record,
as follows:

The DSP Task force recommended a number of changes to the DSP plan at their February
27 meeting that were different than their earlier plan when the EIR assumptions were
created. If approved these changes could significantly increase the buildable square footage
and also the number of potential residential units that could be built in our core commercial

district versus existing zoning. And I assume they could increase impacts beyond what was
assumed in the draft EIR."

She requested the EIR clarify the incremental impact based on the new zoning changes that
were recommended by the task force on February 27, which were different from the
assumptions in place when the EIR was created. She identified four recommendations, as
follows:

1.  Changing zoning to allow ground floor residential in commercial district behind
commercial storefronts ( if not very visible), and allowing a Floor Area Ratio ( FAR) of
300%

2.  Increasing FAR in many commercial district areas beyond existing FAR limits— in

some case doubling or more the potential buildable space. Also, may increase
parking risks.

3.   Increasing building height over what was assumed in draft EIR in some areas, which
could potentially increase residential units, including eliminating the 30 feet threshold
for residential that exists today to 40 feet or more.

4.  The proposal to include Barone' s restaurant and the Shell gas station on Map A and
allow residential. This will likely add more units/ bedrooms than in the base plan
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30- 40)?  Although traffic volumes may not be higher than commercial use, reducing
vibrant retail space in core downtown seems contrary to DSP goals on increasing
vibrancy. Adding two to three dozen homes could also likely create overflow parking
issues on our city streets.

The second part of her memo reflects that if those changes are implemented, which she

believes are different assumptions, she would request the EIR include the following items be
addressed for each of those areas to help the Commission understand the impact of the
zoning changes:

A.  "Additional residential units ( and number of bedrooms) versus today and versus
draft EIR

B.  Additional buildable square footage versus today and versus draft FIR
C.  Additional traffic versus today and versus draft EIR with added incremental units
D.  Additional parking required versus today and versus draft EIR
E.  Any new potential environmental impacts that need to be studied ( e. g., creek near

Barone' s)

F.  What is potential loss of existing retail square footage ( to residential), excluding the
town square? This is not an EIR issue but it is a business issue."

She continued as follows: " On Item A, I would request we see the detail of the number of and

what the driver of the incremental housing units will be at the unit level and bedroom level for
our key strategy changes. This will help decision makers understand the impact of various
choices. For example, how many units/ bedrooms will come from:

New civic center

Map A rezones
Map B rezones

Allowing ground floor housing behind commercial where it was not previously
allowed

Increasing FAR and building height beyond what is currently allowed."

Chair Allen said that she recognized some of this might not be purely related to the EIR but
this information is necessary for the Planning Commission, City Council and the community
to understand to be able to come to a consensus. Her last comment was a question that was

posed by a resident at the February 27 DSP meeting in regard to a concern that the DSP
Task Force has a low turnout of residents in attendance at the meetings. She said there was

one resident this evening and possibly two or three residents at the end of the EIR, which
might be a result of some recommendations that were made which were somewhat

inconsistent with the early feedback received from surveys completed by residents and the
limited attendance from previous meetings. She expressed concern that residents will be

caught off-guard by the end of the process. She posed a question to staff as to whether a
workshop could be held for residents living in the downtown area, so they can be informed on
some of the major changes being proposed and their implications.

Commissioner Brown commented that since Chair Allen' s comments are now included as

public record, he requested a copy of the letter she referenced.
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Chair Allen proceeded to hand copies of the letter to the Commission members.

Mr. Beaudin requested that Chair Allen forward her comments by email to staff.
He said since this is the Draft EIR comment period, staff will ensure that all of these

comments are addressed in the Final EIR and he will follow up separately with outreach.
Commissioner Brown referred to Item 1 of the letter and said that he was not sure if this was

correct in regard to the zoning change to allow ground floor residential in a commercial
district.

Mr. Beaudin responded that 300% is currently allowed on Main Street; the change being that
other districts, such as the mixed- use transitional, mixed- use downtown district and some

others would increase, based upon the motion from the February 27 DSP Task Force
meeting, increase the FAR.

Commissioner Brown said the height went from 36- 40 feet in the Mixed Use-Transitional
district. In terms of comments made for the 46- foot in some areas, for example Town Square
and the way the EIR is written around the Town Square, there is an envelope for the number
of units and parking assumptions. So, there was no discussion at the DSP whether the
envelope on which the EIR was predicated in regard to the number of units should change.
Therefore, he would argue or comment that Item 3 is not material as it relates to what was

discussed. That region and the envelope did not change as a result of the height changing
because the height is independent of those other parameters.

Mr. Beaudin said everyone is welcome to put comments forward and staff will thoroughly
respond. There may be things that they agree to disagree on regarding impacts, and this is
the purpose of the Draft EIR.

Chair Allen explained that it was her perception, so she trusts staff will determine if she made
mistakes or if more clarity is needed. For example, she did not know the original assumptions
made for Item 3.

Mr. Beaudin said when getting to the Final EIR, staff will have gathered all the comments and
will produce a Response to Comments document; if there are areas that require more clarity,
staff will explain as best they can with follow-up directly related to the comment. The purpose
of the document is to serve as an informational piece for the City Council; therefore, staff will
ensure to cover all areas that are specifically required for the EIR and ensure they have a
healthy policy discussion around issues that may not be as directly related to the EIR.

Chair Allen referred to Commissioner Brown' s question in regard to her intent on Item 1; she
clarified that as she understood, the proposed zoning changes specific to Main Street and
that currently, residential use is not allowed behind commercial buildings. She said the
change was to allow residential use behind deep commercial sites with an implication that
given 300% FAR, if recommendations were approved, there' s potential for three-story
townhomes to be built behind commercial storefronts; therefore, it could result with an
implication regarding the number of residential units believed to exist in the downtown area.

Mr. Beaudin commented that the discussion is now moving away from the EIR, but to
respond, the existing commercial zoning on Main Street does allow for mixed- use with an
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emphasis on an active street frontage, which is within the DSP and the current regulations.

As the Task Force process has proceeded, there' s been discussion regarding whether to
have ground floor residential, which consequently was removed, but added back following
the February 27 Task Force meeting. Therefore, the number of units relative to the ultimate
build- out of downtown, in regard to the zoning and how the EIR was drafted, would account
for infill throughout the downtown over a 20-year period. The EIR would anticipate this infill

occurring in various places across the downtown, but not on every parcel. Given Chair
Allen' s comments, staff will compare them to their assumptions to see how things align.

Commissioner Brown said he believes there was an envelope in terms of expected units but

they didn' t specify whether it would occur on Main Street versus another street. He confirmed
that staff will refer back to the planning assumptions around the envelope that they created
the Draft EIR against to determine if it requires any modification based on those changes,
which is a fair request by Commissioner Allen. He referred to Barone' s restaurant and the
Shell gas station and thinks the speaker's comment is valid, but at the same time, the

proposal as part of Map B was that the General Plan would be amended to show that it is
envisioned that it could transition to either mixed- use or residential in the future, but they are
not actually changing the zoning; therefore a zoning change would require the Planning
Commission to go through the Planned Unit Development ( PUD) process. He concluded that

in terms of the EIR, when creating a PUD, it would include abating and changing a Shell gas
station, which would be addressed at that time.

Chair Allen asked staff to clarify Commissioner Brown' s last comment; she said his
assumption was that Barone' s restaurant and the gas station would not be changed until it

went through a PUD process.

Commissioner Brown clarified it was not the zoning but a discussion that the General Plan
would change to reflect that it is envisioned as part of the 20- year plan; it could transition at a

later date from commercial to mixed- use.

Mr. Beaudin said their goal is to make Map A changes with the adoption of the date of the
plan as it moves through the public process. Map B would be a subsequent effort, and, in
some cases, the General Plan needs to be modified. In most cases, it is the zoning and
Specific Plan designations that need to be addressed to align with their DSP efforts.
Therefore, the intent behind the Barone' s restaurant and the Shell gas station conversation

was that they would create a residential overlay for those project sites, and it would create
the opportunity of a wider range of uses that would be considered at the time a formal
application moves forward.

Mr. Beaudin continued by stating that the General Plan, the zoning and the DSP would all
create the list of options and then the applicant would come forward with their PUD. There

would be project specific environmental review or at the very least, technical studies, that
would have to supplement the analysis at a program level for these sites and likely for others
in the downtown when it' s decided to move forward. He gave another example that if it' s
decided to move forward with redevelopment of the Civic Center site, there' s anticipation that

the envelope, location of the driveways, number of trips, location of the parking structure,
hotel, etc. will require more analysis and details, especially around traffic.
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Chair Allen said as she understands, Barone' s restaurant and the Shell gas station will be on

Map A; which will change the General Plan, the DSP and any zoning to say it can be
mixed- use, and those changes will get made in advance of any PUD going forward.

Commissioner Brown said to be specific, he referred to the DSP, General Plan and zoning
including the residential overlay and said when the City Council ultimately approves the Final
DSP, he asked if the zoning has changed or would that wait until a PUD is proposed.

Mr. Beaudin said the General Plan itself can remain as is, because it allows for a range of

uses already for the Barone' s restaurant site particularly, and the goal is to have the General
Plan and zoning, the specific plan itself, speak to the wider range of uses. This change would
occur concurrently with the plan update. He said the point made by Commissioner Brown is
entirely correct; there would be a PUD application that would be required, which is a
legislative change, and there would have to be another level of environmental review to

ensure technicalities are addressed for that specific site and the project before the City at
that time. He clarified the list of options are within in the DSP.

Commissioner Brown clarified that Mr. Beaudin is stating that the residential overlay, at that
point, would already be approved and be in alignment across the plans.

Mr. Beaudin said he was going to bring the conversation back to the environmental process,
because the current discussion is moving more towards a policy conversation. He continued
to say that from an environmental review perspective, the idea of a commercial site or
residential project, staff has taken an initial look and it is a lower impact relative to traffic, if it

does shift to a residential use. Therefore, creating the list of options does not create more
complexity from an environmental review perspective. Regarding the comment from the
speaker earlier regarding underground storage tanks, there are standard mitigations that
exist for those transitions and plans required to ensure the soils and other contamination
issues are addressed. Staff would ensure all of this analysis is done. The same issue with a

PUD and there would be further discussion with the community as to whether the project is
appropriate and additional environmental review at that time.

Again, he stressed that this is a healthy policy discussion on the horizon as to whether those
sites are in or out.  From an environmental perspective, staff is comfortable that the

document allows that policy conversation to take place.

Commissioner Ritter lastly said his biggest issue is to make sure the environmental report is
not overly restrictive in its analysis, where if the whole City was wiped out by a natural
disaster, the roads and buildings could be rebuilt. He wants to be sure they are
encompassing the big picture where they can put a garage underneath and two units above
so they are not over- restricting their analysis. Other than that, Commissioner Ritter said he
thinks the DSP came up with some good recommendations at the last meeting and he
endorsed most of those.

Mr. Beaudin confirmed that a motion was not needed and he thanked the Commission for
their comments.
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c.  PUD- 130, P18-0078/0079/ 0080/ 0081, Ponderosa Homes

Work session to review and receive comments on applications for various entitlements for
four parcels ( 10807, 11021, 11033 Dublin Canyon Road and the parcel west of 11021

Dublin Canyon Road) totaling approximately 128. 5 acres, including annexation, general
plan amendments, and Planned Unit Development ( PUD) rezoning and development plan
to demolish two homes and construct 33 single-family detached homes with related on- and
off-site improvements, and public land dedication and improvements.

Item 6. c. was continued to the next meeting on March 27, 2019.

7.  MATTERS INITIATED BY COMMISSION MEMBERS

None

8.  MATTERS FOR COMMISSION' S REVIEW/ACTION/ INFORMATION

a.  Reports from Meetings Attended (e. g., Committee, Task Force, etc.)

There were no reports from Commissioner' s regarding meetings attended.

b.  Future Planning Calendar

Ms. Clark gave a brief overview of future items for the Commission' s review.

c.  Actions of the City Council

No action was taken.

d.  Actions of the Zoning Administrator

No action was taken.

5.  ADJOURNMENT

Chair Allen adjourned the meeting at 9: 26 p. m.

Respectfully submitted,

GIV ISL l

Stefanie Ananthan

Recording Secretary
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Figure 3.7-1: Hazardous Materials Sites
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